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Preface 

The philosophy of Vedanta is rooted in the Upani~ads, 
the Bhagavad-gltti and the Bralzma-siUras of Badarayai:ia. These 
three are technically known as prastlzanatraya, which 
constitutes the foundation as well as the supreme authority of 
the Vedanta philosophy. Every great actirya, who spoke in 
the name of the Vedantic philosophy, therefore, found it 
necessary to write commentary on the prastlzanatraya. 

Crystallized in the chief commentaries on 
the prasthtinatraya, Samkaras Advaita and Ramanuja' s 
Visi~fadvaita are the most striking and thought provoking 
expositions. Both Sarilkara and Ramanuja started with different 
philosophical standpoints to represent different types of 
Vedantic philosophy. Samkara' s philosophy focussed on the 
non-relational reality. The non-relational reality of Samkara 
is nothing but a pure identity (ttidtitmya). It is a pure identity 
because the world of cor:.scious selves (jlva) is non-different 
from Brahman, while the world of the non-conscient objects 
(jagat) is a mere 'illusion' (maya). Advaita thus denies relation 
on the ground that, if there should be relation (bhava) then 
there will also have to be difference (blzeda). For relational 
consciousness presupposes a differential consciousness, too. 
Hence Brahman for Samkara is differenceless, therefore, 
relation.less (ablzeda). Advaitin argues that all differences, 
therefore, all relations, are ultimately unreal. 

(ix) 
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Ramanuja, on the other hand, thinks that the denial of 
relations would infact reduce all things to nullity. Reality. to 
Ramanuja, too, in a sense, is the non-dual spirit (admya). 
But it is not a distinctionless homogeneous identity (nirvise~a­
ttidatmya), as it is to Advaita. For Ramanuja, the ultimate 
reality cannot be a bare undifferentiated unity, but a unity that 
contains and admits, as such, differences which are all real. 
All differences, and all distinctions, for that matter, are deep 
within the heart of it. They are also not left unorganised, but 
are harmoniously co-ordinated. The differences are co-eval 
and co-eternal with the unity of the reality. Thus Ramanuja 
rejects the absolutistic principle of bare identity and affirms a 
living principle of differentiation at the very heart of reality. 
Ramanuja' s absolute then is a concrete individual. It is an 
identity achieved in and through difference. Thus the relation 
of difference is fundamental to Ramanuja' s philosophy. For 
Ramanuja pure identity, or pure being without any 
differentiation, is a metaphysical fiction. Ramanuja' s Brahman 
is not a non-differentiated pure being. On the contrary, his 
Brahman possesses an internal difference (svagata-bheda) 
Within itself, since it is internally related with the objective 
world (acit-prapm1ca) as well as the subjective world (cit­
prapatzca). The relation, that holds good between Brahman 
~nd the objective w?rld, on the one hand, a~d be~ween 
. rahman and the subJective world, on the other, 1s an umer, 
mseparable, vital and organic relation. Such a relation is called 
b~ Ra~nanuja as aprtlzak-siddhiblzava. The relation of aprtlzak-
s1ddlu • • 1 • 1 R- - • ' , ma sense, 1st 1e central point around wh1c 1 amanuJa s 
:h~le philosophy revolves. It should be both possible and 
ruitful. to view Ramanuja, s metaphysics through the 

r:r;pec_ti_ve of this Ul~ique relation of inseparability._ This book 
a r cn~1ca~ analysis of this aprtlzak-siddhi-b/zava and its 

PP ication m Ramanuja' s metaphysics. 
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Introduction 

Visi~tadvaita Vedanta of Ramanuja, for all its differences 
with Sarilkara' s views on reality, is in a sense, a form of non­
dualistic (advaita) philosophy; but it is a non-dualism of the 
qualified (visiHasya advaita). Indeed, in every school of 
Vedanta, an ultimacy and supremacy is ascribed to Brahman, 
the metaphysical highest, consistent with the spirit of the triple 
sources (prastlztina-traya) of the Vedantic philosophy. They 
are the Upani~ads, the Blzagavad-glta and the Brahma-sutras 
of BadarayaQ.a, the basic siitras of the founder of the Vedantic 
school. These three sources supposedly represent the school's 
commitment to sruti, smrti and tarka. Thus, Vedanta rep~·esents 
within itself a methodology based on scripture, tradition and 
reason. It is therefore at once an exegesis, culture and 
philosophy. Through all of them Vedanta reflects on the nature 
of reality. Every great aca,ya, who spoke in the name of the 
Vedantic philosophy, therefore found it necessary to comment 
on the prastlzanatraya. In the process they came up with their 
own specific understanding of the nature of the ultimate reality. 
A problem that they all had to face is the following: 

If Brahman is the ultimate reality, how are the other 
realities, both of the order of the conscient (cit) and of the 
non-conscient (acit), related to the metaphysical highest? It is 
precisely on this question that the Vedantic schools widely 

(1) 
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differ. The classical formulation of Sarhkara here has been 
the affirmation of not only the ultimacy but also the sole reality 
of Brahman. This affirmation has been so uncompromising 
that the world of conscious selves is said to be non-different 
from Brahman, while the world of the non-conscient objects 
is further said to be a mere 'illusion' (mayo.). 

This classical Advaitic formulation is contested by 
Ramanuja. He would rather see here that the ultimacy of 
Brahman only affirms the supremacy of Brahman without 
cancelling the reality of the individual selves and the objects. 
The latter are included in the former not merely as spatio­
temporal phases but as its eternal and co-eval modes (prakara). 
They are indeed related inseparably (aprthak-sidd/zi-blzava) 
with Brahman as the modes of the latter. Hence, the relation 
of inseparability is fundamental to Ramanuja's metaphysics. 
Even a cursory glance through the Srlblza~ya, the magnum 
opus, of Ram~nuja, gives me the impression that aprtlzak­
siddhi is a convenient relational category that Ramanuja 
employs in the explication of his rich metaphysics. It is perhaps 
both possible and fruitful to view Ramanuja's metaphysics 
through the perspective of this unique relation of inseparability. 
Such a study, I am inclined to believe, will not only throw new 
light on Ramanuja's metaphysics, but also may be some kind of a 
help to set a few correctives to some of the most misunderstood 
categories of Indian philosophy,.in general, but also ofRamanuja's 
Visi~ta,dvaita, in particular. Thus, for example, the union of 'soul­
body' as applied to the (human) psycho-physical organism, or to 
god as the highest and the all inclusive reality, generally viewed 
with suspicion, can be now seen more positively. This is only 
~ne such insight of this new approach to Visi~tadvaita. This book 
~s a critical analysis of this aprtlzak-siddlzi-blzava and its application 
m Ramanuja' s metaphysics. 

Surveying through Ramanuja Vedanta, I see works in 
the area of epistemology, metaphysics, philosophy of religion 
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(under the nomenclature of ethics); but there hardly is any 
study worth the name on the nature of any type of relation in 
this philosopher, who may be said to be truly a philosopher of 
relatedness. We must not further ignore the important fact 
that, due to the sway that Advaita has held in our academics, it 
has become almost synonymous with a living philosophy of 
Vedanta to the western consciousness, at least; a philosophy 
of relatedness within the Vedantic tradition smacks of a certain 
suspicion. And yet, a philosophy of relatedness is what makes 
for any sort of social and political philosophy. Little wonder, 
then, that the charge that Vedanta is an other-worldly 
philosophy, sundered from the socio-political concerns, has 
gained credence; in vain have the scholars, trying to prove 
that the realized person (mukta) is only a-social but not anti­
social, succeeded in dispelling one's suspicions here. I begin 
to reflect on a dominant trend of philosophy of relatedness, 
within the Vedantic tradition itself. An analysis of the particular 
type of relation, that holds good between Brahman, the self 
and the non-self, and its application in Ramanuja' s metaphysics 
then should be of fundamental importance to any form of 
Vedantic social philosophy. To be sure, I will not enter into the 
concerns of social philosophy here, but I hope to prepare a 
ground for it through my metaphysical study in this book. 

In a study of the analysis of the nature of aprthak­
siddhattva and its application in metaphysics, it is desirable 
that one begins with the category of relation itself in Indian 
philosophy. A brief discussion on the concept of relation 
(b/zava) in Indian philosophy in general therefore would 
facilitate me to approach the problem with a proper 
perspective. Naiyayikas understanding of relation here is of 
paramount importance. They are after all the pioneers of Indian 
epistemology. It is they who have carried on incisive analysis 
on the concept of relation. For my purpose, I shall dwell at 
some length on their concept of conjunction (sa,izyoga) and 
inherence (samavtiya). This is because, while we can make a 
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clear distinction between conjunction and inherence, the latter 
category of inherence has much in common with the aprthak­
siddhi relation of Ramanuja. Scholars have tended to identify 
samavaya of the N aiyayikas with the aprtlzak-siddlzi of 
Ramanuja. In my examination, I hope to show that similarities 
between the two types of relations not withstanding, they cannot 
be identified. Any such identification would do violence to 
Ramanuja's organismic understanding of reality. It would also 
be worth pursuing, here, if organismic model that Ramanuja 
adopts in his metaphysics is realistic or merely religious, 
admitting many layers of symbolic meanings. 

Yet another question that will be concerned here is a 
comparison, brief though it is, of aprthak-siddlzattva with the 
Buddhist and the Advaitic conception of tadatmya. Such a 
comparison is found to be necessary, in the context of the 
pervasiveness in Indian philosophy of satkaryavada ~nd 
vivartavada, that have, in varying degrees, tended to view 
substantive-attributive relations, in the ultimate analysis, to be 
a relation of identity. While Advaita Vedanta may be motivated 
to do this for safeguarding the absolute oneness of Brahman, 
the Buddhist is constrained here both by his epistemological 
and metaphysical considerations. It is of interest to note how 
Ramanuja's aprthak-siddhattva, while subscribing to a f~rm 
of brahma-parilJ-clmavada, therefore a form of satkaryavad~, 
still steers clear off Advaita and Buddhism. The above ana.ly~is 
of Advaitic position will however have to be subjected to a~ m­
depth study. This is all the more important to me, ~i~1~e 
Ramanuja enters into a rather detailed refutation of Advaiun s 
rejection of the concept of relation itself (bheda-dhikkara) • 
A d h• . . ept of n , t is is not without reason. For, once the cone . 

1 • • . d. uons re ation is shown to be riddled with internal contra JC k' 

t~e b~?k can be e~te_nded t? any type of relation, apr~:g~ 
Sld~hl mcluded. This mdeed 1s what Advaitin aims at, alrh But 
he is not much concerned with aprthak-siddhattva itself· 1 ·f R- - • ' • all le 1 amanuJa s metaphysics should mean anything at ' 

s<Gi :CF> 
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has first of all to establish the validity of relation itself. In my y, 
opinion, Ramanuja has proved equal to the philosophical task. of 

He therefore turns his attention to the Vedantic notion e, 
of bheda as a blzava, more particularly, as conceived in Advaita ps 
Vedanta. Needless to say, either its rejection or acceptance is m 
determined by the types of vision of metaphysical reality. Why ss 
did Ramanuja feel the need of rejecting sajatlya-bheda and id 
vijatiya-bheda, but affirm the paramount importance of 
svagata-blzeda? This is a question that needs a careful 
philosophical analysis. For herein is Ramanu j a' s sympathy 
with a Vedantic non-dualism and, yet, his rejection of a pure 
non-dualism. It is true, in order to maintain the absolute unity 
of Brahman, he rules out, along with Advaitin, sajatlya-blzeda, 
for there is no being that is similar (similarity of species) to 
Brahman. Brahman is not one of a class. Likewise, in order 
to maintain Brahman's uniqueness, he rules out, again along 
with Advaitin, vijatlya-blzeda, for there is no being that is 
entirely dissimilar to Brahman. Brahman is not a being unto 
oneself as distinct from other beings unto themselves. But, in 
order to maintain an organismic unity between Brahman, cit 
and acit, he affirms, may it be noted, as against Advaitin, 
svagata-blzeda, for cit and acit are within Brahman distinct 
and yet inseparable from Brahman. I have addressed myself 171 _ 

here to a number of questions: Can one logically maintain 
Advaitin' s rejection of the relation itself (blzeda/bhava-
dhikkara)? Ramanuja, if he felt the need for svagata-bheda, 
has his own reasons, not only in virtue of a coherence in his 
metaphysics; he also proves himself to be not less of a 
metaphysician in meeting the challenges of the Advaitins here. 

Once the theoretical issues concerning the nature of 
relation and also a critique of Advaitini' s critique of relation 
are treated, I take up the application of the relation of 
inseparability in Ramanuja' s metaphysics. First, I take up the 
application of aprtlzak-siddhattva to the relation between 

j 
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Brahman and acit prapmzca. Acit, to Ramanuja is a mode of 
Brahman, related by the relation of inseparability. In rest of 
Vedanta, this inconscient aspect of reality is treated as the 
principle of nzayd that makes possible the evolution of the world 
from Brahman. Ramanuja rarely uses this much-maligned 
word for the principle of potentiality. When he does use, it is 
without any derogatory connotation. The principle of 
potentiality is neither mdyd nor avidyd, a principle that 
fabricates a world of illusion with a status of a secondary and 
a derivative reality. Here, he is much closer to Sarhkhya than 
any other Vedantin is. Rather acit is prakrti that is not in a 
relation of antagonism with Puru~ottama within an organismic 
philosophy; there hardly is a room for an internal or external 
opposition between spirit and matter. In Ramanuja, we do n~t 
encounter either the dualism of matter and spirit, or thelf 
parallelism; matter as the principle of becoming has its locus 
within the heart of the spirit. The spirit evolves in the sense of 
making manifest whatever is m1manifest within it· the manifeSt 
world is a self-unfolding of the eternal spirit whil~ the principle 
of becoming itself is a mode of Brahman. 

I have addressed myself to a number of questions _that 
can be raised at this juncture. Can acit, in so far as it isJa¢a 
adequately reflect Brahman that is a conscient reality? If n:ot, 
what is gained.in admitting the substantive- attributive relatl~n 
between these two? What is the type of causality that RamanuJa 
subscribes to? Has Ramanuja sacrificed the purity of Brahman 
bY making Brahman both upadana and nimitta-kara{za? 1 am 
afraid Ramanuja' s answers here may be, to some e)(tent, 
unsatisfactory to a philosopher. But we ca1mot forget 1?at 
Ramanuja is a Vedantic hermeneutician. I hope I have somerllmg 

th. · 1 11other 
to say on 1s m t 1e concluding part of the book. Yet a 

th · • uched 
Problem at anses here, but which I have only casually to . 

· th. b k. h' · · · · he five upon m is oo is t 1s. acu-prapanca 1s constituted oft 
~ -~ w~re elements anct ara~1a), as it is generally understood else h 

in Indian philosophy. And yet, Ramahuja' s doctrine of t e 

- = ef! ?WMltn 
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world may be said to be a doctrine of triplication (trivrtkara~za). 
Has aprtlzak-sidd/zattva anything to do with this discordant 
note struck by Ramanuja in Indian cosmology? I am inclined 
to see Ramanuja's dependence on sruti much more here than 
elsewhere. It is not merely a fascination of the triple realities 
of puru~a, cit and acit, or merely a desire to trace the world 
process to the constituents of sattva, rajas and tamas of 
prakrti: it is rather to remain closest to the oldest tradition 
within the Veda. 

A second case of application of aprtlzak-siddlzattva, and 
a more important one at that, is between Brahman and cit­
prapaiica, the world of the conscient selves, in Ramanuja • s 
metaphysics. This is more important because it was the 
consideration of acknowledging self's autonomy within the 
divine scheme that made Ramanuja formulate his qualified 
non-dualism. In this way, man is at the heart of his philosophy -
of tattva-traya. Again, it is this consideration of safeguarding 
the autonomy of the individual selves from its total merger 
into the essence of the metaphysical highest of the nirguna­
bralzman in liberation, that made Ramanuja to carry 0 ~ a 
scathing attack on pure Advaita. However, there are a number 
of issues here that call for a detailed and careful analysis: First 
of all there are those beautiful models of the relation that obtain 
between Brahman and cit, such as ad/ztira-adheya, se~l-se~a, 
niyantr-niyamya dlzartr-dlzarya, arfzsi-a,izsa, gu~zl-gulJ-a and 
so on. Every one of these models brings out either a deep 
metaphysical or epistemological or aesthetical, at times, even 
a ritualistic, aspect of Ramanuja' s philosophy. I also show the 
imp~ct of Karma-Minza,izsa too on Vedantic acarya Ramanuja 
that has gone totally ignored in Advaita. The models employed 
have brought Ramanuja' s metaphysics closer to the heart of 
the philosophers of religion, and the Vai~JJ.ava theologians too 
and served as a powerful impetus to the medieval blzakti~ 
parampara of India. This is partly because Ramanuja does 
not indulge in the distinction between Brahman and Isvara , 
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nirgu~w and sagu~za; to him the metaphysical _and the rel_i~i~us 
highest are one and the same. This he does without sacnfrcmg 
in the least the transcendental character of Brahman. And 
yet, what is closer to his philosophy of religion is not paratva, 
or Wtrtva of Brahman but saulabhya and anta,yamitva. All 
this i; made possible because of the resilient application of 
aprthak-siddlzattva in Ramanuja' s metaphysics. 

Other philosophical problems that deserve our attention 
are: human freedom vis-a-vis the will of the supreme Brahman; 
the status of the individual self both in bondage and liberation 
alike. His views on human freedom may not be 
philosophically satisfactory. Nonetheless, within a religious 
matrix it does make an eminent sense. For to a blzakta or 
kid1kara, in virtue of the aprtlzak-siddhattva, there cannot be 
ontologically a freedom from Brahman but only a freedom in 
Brahman. Understood in this sense, Ramanuja fully upholds 
the moral freedom of cit. 

It would be of some interest to pursue the type of relation, 
that obtains between Sri and Brahman, specially the 
applicability or otherwise of aprthak-siddlzattva. Does the 
relation finally break down here? I only raise the question 
here with the hope that some philosopher of the religion would 
pay some attention to it; it however falls outside the purview of 
my study. 

Finally, in the concluding part of the study I have 
highlighted Ramanuja' s henneneutical concerns in the 
employment of ap_nlzak-siddlzi-bhava. I am afraid, this attempt 
is rather sketchy. However, instead of merely summing up 
my results, I have tried to bring out the implications of the 
type of methodology that Ramanuja follows as a Vedantin. 
After all, Vedanta is a kind of hermeneutics a form of scriptural 
exegesis. But this scriptural exegesis is n~t antithetical to the 
employment of the categories of reason or tradition. He makes 
use of them to the fullest extent, and yet he operates within the 
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basic presupposition of the upani~adic philosophy leaving here 
ample scope for manifold interpretation. 

The method that I have followed is descriptive, analytical 
and comparative. Descriptive because I want to see meaning 
into what Ramanuja so insightfully writes; analytical because 
I wanr to see the philosophical significance of Ramanuja' s 
metaphysics, from a limited perspective though; comparative 
because I believe that Ramanuja' s metaphysics will be better 
understood when it is projected against other schools of Indian 
metaphysics, Advaita Vedanta in particular. The study is based 
primarily on the three works of Ramanuja, the Srlblza~ya, the 
Vedartlza-san·zgralza and the Gltablza~ya, with a greater reliance 
on the Srlblza~ya and the secondary sources wherever they 
would corroborate the understanding of Ramanuja' s 
metaphysics. 



- eliMIL\UCJ .. -

Aprthak-Siddhi and Philosophy of Relation 

Relation is an important element in any system Of" 

philosophy, Eastern or Western. For without the concept O:f' 
relation neither epistemology nor metaphysics of that sySten1.. 
can meaningfully speak of its basic problems. This is because 
philosophy enquires into the nature of the universe, the nature 
of the human soul and its destiny, and the nature of God or the 
Absolute, not in isolation but in their relation to one another. 
A · . • space 

gam, 1t also enquires into the nature of matter, tune, . ~ 
~ausa~ity, evolution, life and mind, again, no_t m~rel\1~n 
1solat1on but in their relation to one another. Likewise, y 

• . • • • s of the 
ep1st~molog1~al query h_as to probe into the realltie ou h 
knowmg sub1ect the ob1ect known the instruments thr hg 

J' J ' ctte 
which the process of knowledge takes place an h 
phenomenon of knowledge itself However whatever t _e 

. • ' thetlc 
analytic approach, when knowledge is seen finally as a syn b 
product, the various elements of knowledge will have to ~ 
seen in their relation to one another. Therefore the concept O 

1 
1 . h. hapter, 

re ation becomes important for philosophy In t 1s c -. • . •-bhava 
w~ul_d like to set Ramanuja's concept of aprtlzak~zdd~ll ndian 
w1thm the general context of a philosophy of relation 1111 
philosophy. 

(10) 
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Among all the schools of Vedanta, Samkara's Advaita 
and Ramanuja's Visi~tadvaita are conspicuous on the issue of 
relation, the former for its militant rejection of relation, and 
the latter for its ardent advocacy of the same. Surprisingly 
both the attitudes are occasioned by their concern to explicate 
the nature of the ultimate reality. Advaita upholds the view 
that reality is non-relational; the non-relational reality is 
nothing but a pure identity (bralzma-satyam). It is pure-identity 
because the world of conscious selves is non-different from 
Brahman (jlvo-bralzrnaiva-na parab), while the world of the 
non-conscient objects is a mere 'illusion' (jagan-mithyti). This 
is the quintessence of Advaitic metaphysics. 

Ramanuja, on the other hand, is of the view that Reality, 
if it were not to be abstract, cannot but be relational. Hence, 
he takes upon himself both to oppose and criticise Advaitic 
pure identity. He argues out that Reality cannot be a pure 
identity; on the contrary, it must be a 'concrete individual' or 
'concrete identity'. And the 'concrete identity' of Brahman is 
possible only in and through the different conscious selves 
(cit) and non-conscient objects (acit). Cit and acit are related 
inseparably (aprtlzaksiddlzi-blztiva) with Brahman, as the 
latter's mode. If Brahman is the substance, the world of selves 
and the objects constitute its attributes or modes. If so, the 
relation that exists between the substantive Brahman and the 
attributive self and the non-self is one of inseparability. 
Therefore the relation of inseparability (aprthak-siddhi-blzava) 
may be said to constitute the pivot on which Ramanuja's whole 
philosophy turns. To Ramanuja, aprthaksiddhi is an inner, 
inseparable, vital and organic relation. Such a relation holds 
between substance and its attribute, between body and soul, 
between part and whole and also between one substance and 
another substance. By implication it now follows that the 
relation concerned 'cmmotes that one of the two entities related 
is dependent upon the other in the sense that one cannot exist 
without the other also existing, and that it cannot be r.ightly 

ty 
ti.e 
y, 
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known without the other also being }mown at the same time. ' 1. 

It also indicates that the relation that we are speaking of here 
has both metaphysical and epistemological bearings. What is 
more, it also indicates that explication of the concept of relation 
is a sine qua non for a realist, before he can proceed for its 
application in his philosophy. I hope_ to elaborate on these 
implications. In the entire gamut of Indian philosophy. it is 
the Naiyayikas, the radical realists that they are, who have 
carried on a searching analysis, Oll the concept of relation. 

The word relation literally means a 'bringing together' 
What do we bring together? There should at least be two terms, 
if we are to speak meaningfully of relation. The terms need 
not be, strictly speaking, the objective entities, although this 
often is the case to the realists, it is sufficient even if they are 
mens rea, irrespective of the fact whether these mental realities 
have a foundation in reality or not. The Sanskrit word b!zava 
clearly includes within itself not only any existent thing, object 
or substance but also an idea, disposition, thought or 
supposition. 2 It now may be thought that relation is what brings 
together the two terms, irrespective of their ontological status. 
To the Naiyayikas however, because of their radical realism, 
all relation is between their categories (padartlzas) of substance 
(dravya), quality (gw;a), actic-n (karma), generality (samarrya), 
particularity (vise~a), inherent (sanzavaya) and non-existence 
(ablzava). This is partly because, to the Naiyayikas, a!1 
relations are real things, or real 'meanings,, having thelf 
objective reality and validity. Of these categories, what is of 
particular interest to me here is samavaya, which is an 
important relation of inherence that exists between a substanc_e 
(dravya) and such other categories as quality, action etc. as it 
has certain similarities with Ramanuja' s ap_nlzaksiddlzi-bhava. 

Samavaya, to Nya.ya, is an inseparable and etern~l 
relation between two non-pervasive entities of which one is . , . a 
said to inhere m the other. Such a relation holds good in 
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number of instances: The whole is in its parts; a quality or an 
action is in a substance; the universal is in the individual; and 
the particularity is in some simple eternal substance or atoms. 
Thus we say that the cloth, as a whole, is in its threads; the 
colour 'red', as a quality, is in the rose; motion, as an action, 
belongs to the moving ball; manhood, as a universal, is in 
individual man; and finally, the particularity, or the distinctive 
character, of one mind or soul is in that mind or soul. 

All these are instantiations that Nyaya place before us 
for the relation of inherence. The inherent cannot exist 
independent of the inhered substance. Nor can you know the 
inherent independent of the inhered substance. Nyaya is quite 
consistent here in presuming that our categories of knowledge 
are delimited by the objects of knowledge (manadlzlnameya). 

Naiyayika is quick to point out that the relation of 
inherence (samavaya) is different from conjunction (sa1hyoga), 
because the latter is a temporary, or non-eternal, relation 
between two things; the two things or the relation in 
conjunction, usually exist in separation from each other. Once 
the relation is established between them, they are temporarily 
brought together. For example, two balls moving from opposite 
directions meet at a certain place; the relation which holds 
between them, when they meet, is one of conjunction; it is 
temporary. They can once again be separated at one's sweet 
pleasure. Therefore, the conjunction to the Naiyayikas is, 
strictly speaking, a relation that is at once a quality of the terms 
related by it; it is not a relation of inherence. 

On the other hand, samavaya is an inseparable and 
eternal relation between the relata. Here, the whole is always 
related to its parts, if we speak of the relation between the 
whole and its parts; a quality or an action is always related to 
some substance, if we speak of the relation between a substance 
and its attributes. So long as the whole exists, it must exist in 
the parts; so also, a quality or action exists so long as the 
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substance in which it inheres exists. Such is also the case with 
the relation that obtains between the universal and its 
individual, between the particularity and its simple eternal 
substance. Thus we see that the relation, of a whole to its 
parts, of any quality or action to its substance, of the universal 
to the individual, and of particularity to the eternal substances, 
is one of inherence; and that it is not produced by the 
conjunction of two separate things. 

We should be careful to note the one-sidedness of 
dependence in the relation of inherence. For it may be an 
eternal relation between any two entities, one of which cannot 
exist without the other, but the terms related by samavaya 
cannot be reversed at our sweet pleasure. It is the inherent 
that is dependent on the inhered; the independence of the 
inhered substance is implicit in the Naiyayikas definition of 
dravya itself. In contradistinction with this relation of 
inherence, the terms related by conjunction (salizyoga) can be 
reversed at our pleasure. For in this readjustment there is a 
constant disjunction and conjunction in virtue of the temporal 
character. For example, if there is a contact of the hand with a 
pen, the pen also must be in contact with the hand. This 
relation of conjunction is not so much a case of one thing being 
in the other as one thing being in contact with the other. But 
the latter is the case when we say that the cloth is in the threads, 
or sweetness is in the mango. Here the relation is manifestly 
one-sided dependence, for though a quality is in a substance, 
the substance is not in the quality. 

Nyaya further holds that, though there can be more than 
one instantiation of samavaya, sanzavaya is not many. It is a 
single relation of inherence. This is because the same 
distinguishing feature characterises the different instantiations. 
One samavaya is sufficient to relate all its relata, while 
conjunctions are many, since they are all characterized by 
temporal contacts, here the ordering of contacts can be varied. 
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In each case the ordering of the parts is different. But in the 
relation of inherence, there is no variety of the ordering of the 
parts; inherence is more than an external contact. Further, 
samavaya is not produced by any cause; it is uncaused: hence 
it is an eternal relation. Samavaya is imperceptible, whereas 
sa,izyoga is said to be perceptible. For we see things 
temporarily coming together and going asunder due to the 
external causality, but we do not perceive the relation of inherence; 
rather through it we understand the mode of being. On the other 
hand, conjunction is caused. Conjunction is also destroyed by 
disjunction of its relata: it is purely temporary. Being temporary, 
conjunction is an adventitious relation, whereas samavaya is a 
natural relation. All these differences have made the Naiyayikas 
to assign conjunction only the status of a quality, whereas 
samavaya is given the status of a separate category (padartlza). 

But, the attempt of Nyaya in explicating the nature of 
relation, in particular1 that of the relation of inherence, has 
not gone unchallenged. It has been severely criticised by the 
Madhyamika and the Yogacara Buddhists. I am inclined to 
believe that both the views of Nyaya and their Buddhist 
opponents are dictated by the type of metaphysics that they 
subscribe to. For, whereas the Naiyayikas have allowed a true 
play of radical realism here, the Buddhists have attacked realism 
and are dictated by metaphysical idealism, have ended up with 
a kind of nominalism, which denied the objective reality to 
the category of inherence. Let me briefly state this position, if 
for nothing, but to highlight the realistic inclination of Ramanuja 
in subscribing to aprthaksiddlzi-bhava, as against all 
metaphysical idealisms. 

Both Yogacara and Madhyamika Buddhists are of the 
view that all relations are external realities. Eo ipso, the 
category of inherence, which is also a unique relation, does 
not have any link with the substances in which they are 
supposed to inhere. They are therefore nothing but a subjective 
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fiction. The notions of the genus and the species. of substa1:ce 
and attribute etc., are all fictitious without correspondmg 
realities. Indeed, there are no substances at all that fit into the 
definitions given by Nyaya, an eternal, changeless reality. 
Substances, no less than the relation of inherence, are all names 
devised by mind that are merely vacuous. For these names 
are inapplicable to reality that, at any rate, cannot be grasped 
by the categorial modes of knowing. But, in arriving at this 
same conclusion, Madhyamikas and Yogacaras take different 
paths with different presuppositions. 

The Madhyamika Buddhist reject every type of relation, 
because to them reality is non-relational. That means reality 
is nothing but 'thing-in-itself' ,3 a 'point instant'. It is a genuine, 
unique, independent and intimate reality, that transcends all 
categorial modes of knowing. Their ultimate reality, s1111yata, 
is not rational; if not rational, all the attributes that we give to 
it, all the relations that we conceive of in regard to the 
transcendental reality do not hold good, it is in an unrelated reality. 
They deny relations, in particular, because they believe that all 
relations are constructed (kalpana). Relations and constructions 
are one and the same, and they are the fabrications of our 
imagination, whereas the ultimate reality exists in itself, and not 
in virtue of bei~1g const~cte~. It is the mathematical point instant. 
Once all relations a~e 111 _this way discarded, one is impelled to 
conceive it as a p~re 1dent1ty, or tadatmya_ According to Digfiaga, 
all relations are mferred and, as such, they are constructed by 
our understanding. For such inferred relations are based on our 
understanding of substance-qualify combination, whereas a 
relational substance does not represent ultimate reality at all. 

The_ above work of the Madhyamika is explicable to us 
only agarnst the backdrop of their absolutism. The 
categorizations ~f the contingen~ world cannot aJ?ply to the 
Absolute. Relat10~1s have a contmgenr reality, therefore they 
cannot hold good m respect of the Ultimate reality. Ultimate 

..... 
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reality is non-relative absolute, which is independent; its 
counterpart is merely empirical, it is imagined reality; only 
the latter is interrelated and interdependent, but the former is 
relation.less. Even from the epistemic enterprises, Digiiaga 
draws our attention to the Madhyamika thesis that, in the very 
final stage, that is, the Absolute stage, the distinction between 
the subject and the object is so overcome that they become 
united. Therefore in the end stage, there remains no difference 
at all. The difference is only an appearance, an 
undifferentiated object appears differentiated only through 
illusion. Whatever difference that is initially experienced is 
true only for the empirical world. But this view (dr~ti) ca1mot 
give us an Absolute reality that is non-differentiated. This 
attempt to the Madhyamikas is basically metaphysical in 
flavour. They proceed with the assumption that the ultimate 
reality is Hmyata. It is sar~yata because it is the negation of all 
our attributions which are the vacuous constructions of our 
understanding. The truth consists in the denudation of the 
mental constructs that do not apply to the Absolute. 

The Yogacaras, on the other hand, are unmistakably 
idealists in their approach. They refute to locate the ultimate 
reality outside the mental; consciousness itself is the ultimate 
and absolute reality. All divisions within the all-absorbing 
consciousness are to be overcome. In the process of 
overcoming divisions, their axe, first of all, falls on the mental 
relations. They had nothing to fight, after all, outside the mental 
realm. Accoi:dingly, Dharmakirti says that the essence of 
consciousness 1s undivided, because consciousness is 
self-transparent and self-luminous and does not connote any 
subject-object relation in its construction. The distinction 
between the subject and the object is an illusive division within. 
Ultimate reality, being a single unit of the nature of 
consciousness, does not admit either a bifurcation, or a 
dichotomy, of subject and object within the ultimate reality. 
The implication of this metaphysical idealism is an 
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epistemological idealism. It is now a short step to th 
conclusion that knowledge, which is constructed by subjec 
and object, is illusive. Thus both the Madhyamika and th 

Yogacara reject the notion of relation and advocate a pur, 
identity (tadtitmya) of the ultimate reality with itself. 

Yet another school that is opposed to the notion o 
relation, for the sake of revaluing the ultimate absolute reality 
is Advaita Vedanta. Treatment of the Vedantic school is C>J 

paramount importance to me, since Ramanuja too belongs tc 
a Vedantic school. Since I shall devote my next chapter entire}~ 
to a critique of the critique of relation with reference to Advai ta,, 
here I shall be very brief, and very general too, in the 
exposition of the book. 

Regarding the nature of the reality, Advaita Vedanta too 
holds similar view with that of the Buddhists. To it too, th~ 
ultimate reality is non-relational. Nonetheless,· it is neithe:r:­
the 'nihilism' of the Madhyamika nor the absolute idealism Of' 
the Yogacara that we encounter here. For Advaitins ar~ 
epistemologically realists, but metaphysicalI y 
transcendentalists. Hence, their views deserve a close:r:­
attention. 

Advaitin interprets the relational consciousness, whethet­
internal or external, as the working of ignorance. This workin~ 
impresses the empirical mind that makes knowledge of the 
external world possible. But this knowledge can not gi~e ~s 
access to the nature of Brahman, the ultimate reality, which Is 

relationless; it is a pure consciousness distinct from any 
relational consciousness. In his commen~ary on the Bralzma­
sutra, Sarpkara, for example, criticises Nyaya relation Of 
inherence (samavaya). Because samavaya is said to be a11 
independent category, and because it relates two concep~s. 
namely the substance and the attributes, it is objected to by Advaittn. 
It is asked when samavttya establishes the relation between the 

' • • f 1 • elates? two tenns: how is It itsel re ated to each of the terms that It r 
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How do we become aware of this relation that exists between 
the substance and samavaya, on the one hand, and between 
the attribute and samavaya, on the other? To account for these, 
we will be compelled to accept other samavaya relation. But 
this process of relating the relata will only lead us to an infinite 
regress (mzavastha), thus at once, demonstrating the self­
contradiction, riddled with the relation of inherence. Hence, 
this fallacy of infinite regress led the Vedantins to reject 
samavaya relation altogether as an entity, or category, standing 
independent of substance and attributes. 

It is the inherent self-contradiction within the concept 
of relation that has led the Advaitins to institute the relation of 
tadatmya or svantpa, in place of samavaya. The relation 
between the whole and the parts has been described by the 
Advaitins as a case of tadatmya; the analogy is further 
expanded to explicate the relation between Brahman, the 
relation.less ultimate, and its illusory appearance as the world 
and its non-difference from the self. The 'realities' of the self 
and the world have been regarded by them as being identical 
with that of Brahman, even as the reality of the part is identical 
with that of the whole. The force of the argument of the 
Advaitins rests on this that the Nyaya-Vaise~ika systems cannot 
fully explain the real nature of the substance and attributes, 
and of their relation, when the latter admit samavaya to be a 
third category. Because the idea of substance cannot exist 
apart from that of the attributes, even as the idea of the attributes 
carmot equally exist apart from substance, Nyaya is said to 
commit the fallacy of mutual dependence anyonyairaya. Nyaya 
has failed to demonstrate the clear-cut distinction between the 
two. They are inseparable both in our experience and in point 
of their existence; they may therefore be considered as the two 
aspects of the same entity. Substance expresses itself in 
attributes, and the attributes have their perfection and 
consummation in the substance. The two are identical in 
essence. Attributes exist when the substance is there; likewise 
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they lack existence, when the substance is not there. He~ce, 
there is no special relation between the two, they are identl~al 
(tadatmya). Nyaya is mistaken in having invented a relation 
of inherence between the two. Therefore, the relation between 
the substance and attribute between universal and particular 
etc. is said to be one of ide,ntity (tadatmya), if at.all it can be 
called a relation. This searching analysis is fully employed by 
Advaitin to revalue Brahman's ul timacy as against its ill u_s~ry 
manifestation as the world of selves and objects. By criticising 
samavaya relation, Advaitin shows that relations are unreal; 
that they hold good only for the empirical world. It is unable 
to grasp the transcendental reality, which is non-relational and 
which is ultimately real; the Absolute is supra-relational. 

So far we have· seen that the substantive-attributive 
relation, or the subject-object relation, has been rejected both 
by the Madhyamika and the Yooacara Buddhists and the 
Advaita Vedantins. This is in par7 due to their negative and 
positive understanding of the nature of the reality respectively. 
Wher~as, to the Buddhists, the absolute reality is so intensel~ 
negative that nothing can be attributed to it to the Advaitin, it 
is so intensely positive that nothing can be attributed to it. 
Hence, both settle down to the view that reality is non-relational; 
and the relational appearance thereof are only for the illusory 
part of ~he human mind; it is due to illusion that reality appears 
as r~lati_onal. In contradistinction to this view, the substantive­
att~1butive relation is central to both Nyaya and Ramanuja's 
philosophy. This is in part due to their realistic metaphysics; 
there is little wonder then that all the realists have accepted 
this relation in one form or another. 

Despite the acceptance of the substantive-attributive 
relation, the meanings of Naiyayika and Ramanuja are here 
different. Naiyayika is a tarkika, a logician par excellence. 
He arrives, by way of his logical analysis, to subscribe to his 
metaphysics of seven categories. Inherence (samavaya) is one 
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and unique type of relation that is necessitated by, and to, his 
logical analysis. Given his definition of substance (dravya), 
and such other categories as activity, quality etc., an 
independent category of inherence (samavaya) cannot but be 
posited; otherwise the categories would be hanging in the 
vacuum, and that hardly behooves his realism. But Ramanuja 
in positing his aprtlzaksiddlzi-blzava is more of an exegete than 
a logician; although he does possess considerable amount of 
logical acumen. As a Vedantic exegete, he begins with 
Brahman as the concretely given, and with the world of selves 
and non-conscient matter as equally given within Brahman. 
The question then that he is faced with is: What is the relation 
between Brahman, cit and acit? His positing of the substantive­
attributive relation is in the service of a Vedantic hermeneutics. 
As I have mentioned earlier, Ramanuja's Absolute is relational, 
because his conception of the Absolute is that of the concrete 
individual. If the ultimate reality is a concrete individual, it is 
not above the relational understanding. The relation which 
holds between Brahman and cit, on the one hand, and Brahman 
and acit, on the other, is an inseparable relation (aprtlzaksiddlzi­
blzava). Needless to say, it is a type of substantive-attributive 
relation. It is an inner, inseparable, vital and organic relation, 
which holds between substance and its attributes. 

We may now do well to compare Ramanuja's substantive­
attributive relation, that goes by the name of aprtlzaksiddlzi­
blzava, with the substantive-attributive relation of Nyaya that 
goes by the name of inherence (samavaya). 

Aprtlzaksiddlzi of Ramanuja is similar to the samavaya 
of Nyaya in regard to its recognition of the reality, mutual 
necessity and the distinctiveness of the relata in it. Although 
to Nyaya dravyas are many, and they admit many attributes, to 
Ramanuja, the ultimate reality is one indeed, in a sense 
non-dual, a supreme transcendental dravya, but with cit and 
acit as its attributes, more precisely, th_e modes (prakara). All 
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the terms are here real and distinct, yet inseparable from one 
another. But there are differences between samavaya of Nya.ya 
and aprthaksiddhi of Ramanuja, that must not be played down. 

Firstly, unlike samavaya, aprtlzaksidd/zi is not a separate 
entity or a category, external to the relata. Samavaya is what 
relates substance and attribute as an external link; not so 
aprthaksiddlzi-blzava; it is intrinsic to the terms related, apart 
from the relata, it has no separate existence. Secondly, the 
relata in samavava remain mutually external, although they 
are held togethe~ in an 'extrinsic' unity by samavaya. It is 
because of the fact that samavaya is a relation in virtue of its 
being a category. In order th.at samavaya may hold good, 
there should be two genuinely different entities. But 
ap_nlzaksiddlzi relation is not only an intrinsic relation, but also 
an °:ganic one. It rejects both identity and difference. The 
relation at point is obtained in the inner relatedness of one and 
t~e same substance that admits within itself an internal 
differentiation. Thirdly, it follows from what we have suggested 
~bove that, whereas, to the Naiyayikas, samavaya, being an 
external' and independent relation is perceptible to senses, 

ap,-rlzak-sidd!zi relation to Raman~J-a being internal to the 
relata • ' ' · · 

' is not perceptible to the senses. The type of difficulty, 
that Na· - · . d • 

~yayika faces 111 respect of the senses involve lil the 
perc~ption of samavaya, is clearly obviated by Ramanuja in 
consider· • d · 

1 . ing aprthak-siddlzi to be an internal an organic 
re. at ion between the relata. Naiyayika, for all his 
~P1stemological and logical acumen, is forced here• to have 
'. ccourse to an extra epistemological tool viz. ataukika pratyak~a 
111 the perception of the category of inherence. Ramanuja 
however l~as no difficulty in this respect, precisely because 
np_rrlzn~-s1ddlzi relation is not an item for perception. After 
al I. bemg a Veda.min, he repudiates radical realis01, anct in 
this case it has been to his own advantage. FourthlY, samaw1ya 
is a ··relation merely between material substance anct its 
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attributes, while aprtlzaksiddlzi is a relation between immaterial 
substance Brahman and its attributes, both immaterial and 
material respectively. The perspective here is not that of a 
material substance as it is in Nyaya but that of the transcendental 
substance of Brahman. 

Finally, samavaya is a necessary relation for only one 
of the relata. Thus the red colour that inheres in the rose can 
not but be in the substance rose, if it ever exists. The reversal 
of this relation is not necessary. Rose could be red, but it 
need not be so. The dependence of the rose on the red colour 
is contingent, but that of red colour in the rose is necessary. 
Not so, when we come to the internal organic relation of 
aprtlzaksidd/zattva. The terms here are mutually dependent, 
whereas cit and acit are entirely dependent on Brahman; 
Brahman receives his concrete individuality only through, and 
in, his modes of cit and acit. Some of the implications of this 
statement will be drastic, and I do hope to address myself to 
them, when I come to analyse the application of this relation 
in Ramanuja's philosophy. Here, it is sufficient to state that 
aprtlzak-sidd/zi is parallel to samavaya but, by no means, 
identical with it. 
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Critique of Relation: A Critique 

In previous chapter, in the context of s~ttin~ aprth~k­
sidd/zi-b/ztiva within a philosophy of relation m Ind~an 
philosophy, I very briefly touched upon the analysis of relation 
at the hands of Advaitin. The upshot of Advaitin's argument, 
determined as it is by his theory of reality, is that the concept 
of relation is riddled with contradictions. For relation is not 
possible without difference (blzeda); but all difference is, in 
the final analysis, meaningless within a non-dualistic 
framework. In this chapter, I would like to probe in depth into 
the central thesis of Advaita for the sake of bringing out hoW 
Ramanuja subjects it to a critique of his own. Such a critique 
of the critique of relation is necessary for Ramanuja' s realistic 
and pluralistic epistemology, and to some extent, to his 
metaphysics as well. The upshot of Ramanuja' s critique, 
again, determined as it is by his theory of reality, is that the 
pure identity advocated by Advaitin comes to be a pure 
nothing. For the very talk about identity is made possible 
only through the concept of difference. If philosophy is 
not to discountena:1ce our experience difference is what is 
given in our experience. Its rejecti~n therefore would be 
fraught with contradictions in our philosophical enterprise. 
More importantly, to Ramanuja, the Vedantic philosopher 
that he is, if we do not admit an internal differentiation 

(24) 
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(svagata-blzeda) within Brahman, all knowledge of 
Brahman, and thereupon a Vedantic metaphysics, should 
prove to be impossible. 

We may begin here with an exposition of Advaita's 
critique of relation. Advaita claims to be a philosophy that is at 
once an intuition of reality. How is this intuition related to the 
phenomenon of knowledge, the more so, because every 
Vedantin believes that knowledge is in the service of our 
understanding of reality? Knowledge in Advaita Vedanta is 
held to be both self-luminous and self-valid: it reveals its own 
existence as soon as it is born, and is not lighted up by any 
other illuminating factor. Its self-luminosity is referred to as 
an auto-illumination, (svaprakasatva), hence its existence is 
ever known (jiiatasattaka). Further, its validity too is 
guaranteed by the factors which bring about knowledge; no 
extraneous factors are ever required to ascertain its validity 
(svata~1-prama~1yatva). Hence Advaitin argues that the intuition 
of the ultimate reality is the absolute knowledge; it can only 
be of the nature of immediate experience; such an immediate 
experience of the ultimate reality is possible because the 
ultimate reality is pure-consciousness; its knoyvledge is not 
the one characterized by the duality of subject and object, but 
transcendental without a division in the consciousness. 

Accordingly, Advaitin believes that Brahman, the 
transcendental reality, is an undifferentiated whole, an 
undifferentiated consciousness (nirvise~a-cinmatra). It is one 
and unitary in its reality; it simply is, and can not be described 
as such and such; in short, it transcends or sublates all 
relational thought. Following closely certain trends in the 
upa,zi~ads, Advaitin thinks that Brahman should be conceived 
as acosmic (ni~prapafica). Its reality is not essentially related 
to any thing other than itself, within or without. Brahman is thus 
regarded as the 'wholly non-dual' or the 'wholly one', to which 
nothing belonging to the world can be strictly predicated of. 
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In a sense, what the philosophers of religion speak of as the 
'wholly other' pre-eminently suits Advaitic metaphysics, 
although Advaitin would find it repugnant to speak of any 
language of the 'other'. This non-predication of anything 
positive to Brahman is illustrated in the negative description 
of Brahman as 'not this, not this' (neti-neti). Therefore Brahman 
is devoid of all determinations. It is pure being, consciousness 
and bliss (sat-cit-ananda), not in the adjectival sense, lest they 
may be mistaken for attributes of Brahman, but as experienced 
by the realized person. Therefore, Brahman is not an object 
of knowledge, rather it is pure knowledge itself. There is no 
knowing Brahman, rather there is only being Brahman. There 
is nothing beside, outside or within it. It cannot be described 
in terms of anything other than itself, because it does not enter 
into any relational process of knowledge. Brahman intuition 
is not a cognition in the form of a subject and object relation. 
It can only be known in a non-relational form. 

It now goes without saying that criticism of relational 
understanding of reality is not merely a corollary of a non­
dualistic metaphysics, as many Advaitins imagine, it is also 
one of the presupposition of the same metaphysics. We could 
even say that it occupies a central importance in Advaita 
philosophy. It is but natural, if Advaitin thinks that the supra­
relational rests on the validity of this criticism of relation. 
What does Advaitin means by supra-relational absolute? He 
means by it positively a unity transcending all differences; 
negatively, it is a denial of the ultimacy of all relational forms 
of experience, as applied to the Absolute. Relations are 
true only for the empirical world but, from the metaphysical 
point of view, they are unreal: they do not hold good in 
respect of the ultimate, of final, reality. By implication, 
relations cannot give us any metaphysical truth, but only 
practical epistemic truths that have no final metaphysical 
significance. 
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Relational experience of reality is seen to be self­
contradictory, because it is an attempt to take as diverse and 
plural what is fundamentally one. In relational experience, 
terms and relations that relate the terms must be taken to be 
different from, and outside of, one another; their unity, if ever 
posited, is unintelligible at the relational level. Relational 
experience of the ultimate must hence in its very nature be 
called self-contradictory, because the ultimate would not come 
under the purview of any relations. 1 For Advaita, non­
contradiction (abadhitatva) is one of the criteria of truth, and 
accordingly, relational experience, which is self-contradictory 
in nature, ca1mot be the criterion of truth. Advaitin, in fact, 
goes to the extent of arguing that relational experience is not 
only self-contradictory in its essence, but also self-discrepant 
with the terms employed, and, in the end, indefensible. 
Therefore, they take relation to be neither primary nor ultimate 
in a metaphysical enterprise. Relational experience must fail 
in the end, if we ever employ it with the hope of reaching full 
reality, or truth. 

To be fair to Advaita, it must be acknowledged that he 
does admit the concept of relation at the level of empirical 
knowledge of the world. But he refuses to give it any 
significance when it comes to the intuition of the transcendental 
reality. Indeed, relational experience, he thinks, is a 
development, or abstraction, from a non-relational felt-whole. 
The latter is its basis, or pre-condition, of the former. The 
former should consummate again in the non-relational experience, 
where its inner contradictions are resolved. Therefore, the 
essential pre-supposition and support of the relational experience 
remains throughout as the infra-relational, and the latter must 
give way once the higher state of identity, that transcends all relation, 
is reached. But, it is the trans-empirical immediate experience 
which is the foundation of all relational consciousness. The former 
is the measure of the latter and nor vice versa. 
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It is against this backdrop that we have to ~nd~rstand 
Samkara's contention that the subject-object imphcat1ons ~f 
knowledge can neither establish nor reveal truth. For truth_ is 
abiding, it cannot be established by relational, or pra~matic, 
consciousness, which after all only indulges m the 
constructions of a realistic will. 

Samkara' s criticism of relations has been ably supported 
by Sri Har~a, a post-Samkarite Advaita dialectician belonging 
to the eleventh century A. D. True to his task of employing the 
logical tools in the service of metaphysics, he takes up what 
may be regarded as the most general of all relations, namely 
the subject-object relation in knowledge for an analysis. He 
argues that we cannot maintain the reality of this relation 
independently of the terms it relates; indeed, no such relation 
intervenes between the subject and the object. For, if we 
maintain that a relation does intervene between the two, then, 
we are obliged to concede that it has an independent existence. 
In that case it would require another relation to connect the 
first relation with the terms of subject as well as the object. 
We would now be compelled to posit two more relations having 
independent existence. These in their turn would further 
require other relations to relate their own terms. The process 
thus leads us to a regressus ad infinitum. There is thus no 
subject-object relation at all, as distinguishable from the nature 
of the su?ject or the object in empiric epistemology. Indeed, 
the relation of subject and object is the essence of empiric 
epistemology, and the ground of concrete knowledge. But the 
Absolute, which is undifferentiated consciousness, does not 
connote any subject-object relation in its construction; we must 
not introduce here any dichotomy in consciousness. For 
relation is something 'mysterious', which can only give us 
appearance and not truth. 

Brahman, to the Advaitin, is the perfect being, with no 
trace of any becoming. All becoming is symptomatic of 
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imperfections inherent. Hence, all the categories of finite 
relational knowledge are applicable only to the universe which 
is finite or determinate. What is more, the absolutely real 
Brahman would lose its self-hood, if it ever were to become an 
object of relational knowledge. For that very reason Brahman 
does not admit of any substance-attribute relation which is the 
characteristic mark of all empirical knowledge. Likewise 
Brahman does not also admit of the kind of relation obtained 
between the part and whole; it is spoken of as the impartite 
( aklza,gla). 

Advaitin is thus led to hold the view that truth cannot be 
understood, it can only be 'seen' or intuited. A vision, or 
intuition, of truth is none other than reality in the completest 
and most perfect form, ens realissimum, to use the language 
of the Aristotelian Schoolmen. Advaita denies relation on the 
ground that, if there should be relation (blzava), then there 
will also be difference (blzeda). This has serious implication 
to Advaita philosophy, for relational consciousness 
presupposes a differentiated consciousness too. To Advaita 
all bheda-bhava refers to the truths of empiricality 
(vyavaharika-satta), whereas the denial thereof refers to the 
transcendental truth of non-dualism (paramarthika-satta). 
Advaitin therefore has recourse to scriptures on the point at 
issue. He avers that those scriptural statements (srti\vakya), 
which deny difference (bheda-ni$edha-sruti), establish non­
difference (ablzeda), and show that difference (blzeda) is not 
ultimately real and has only phenomenal reality (nelza-nenasti­
kilicana). The innate obscuration of pure consciousness comes 
somehow to divide the absolute and to distort it into the world 
of difference. Difference (dviriipa) cannot exist by itself; it is 
only a distortion of reality, because Brahman is relationless, 
therefore differenceless. He is a 'noumenon' as it were. 
Therefore Advaitin is led to assert that Brahman alone is, and 
what is not Brahman is 'false', as it is non-different from 
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Brahman even as the 'false' snake is non-different from the 
rope in the celebrated Advaitic rope-snake illusion. 

Advaitin builds on this original intuition of the 
relationless, differenceless Brahman. Brahman is not only 
without any difference (blzeda) but he is also without any 
activity, or movement (ni$kriya), with out any parts 
(niravayava), unconditioned and absolute (nirupadlzika) and 
having no distinguishing element in it, a simple homogeneous 
entity (nirviie$a). Brahman is one indivisible (ekam, aklzawla). 
In short, Brahman does not admit within itself any difference 
(bheda), either sajatlya, vijatlya or svagata. These are the 
differences that obtain between the like-entities; alike-entities; 
and the internal differentiations within a single entity. Thus 
all differences are denied in the absolute unity. Advaita finds 
no room for the many in the unity of the pure non-differentiated 
entity that is Brahman. If there is the 'many' we would be 
forced to posit relation and, ultimately, there would be an 
endless multiplication of relations. Further, if there is relation, 
and the multiplication thereof, we would be forced to posit 
some difference; and thereby the unity of Brahman as the 
homogeneous reality cannot be established. Thus, the 
conception of unity embracing even a resemblance of difference 
of any type seems to be a hopeless one. 

. . We must not miss here the significance of Advaitin's 
ms1sten~e on_ the character of metaphysical t~uth_ as distinct 
~rom_ ep1stem1c truth lest we fail to grasp his distin~t\on between 
mtu1~10n and knowledge by way of mo~1f1cation of 
consciousness. A truth which is related to subJect cannot be 
th~ ~eta physical truth according to Advait~n, for. t~uth is 
ab1dmg, eternal, all-pervasive and non-contradictory; It 1s what 
it is by its own nature; it should have no reference whatsoever 
to any conscious subject. Such a referenceless truth is the 
Reality that is Brahman, at once undivided. 1?ivisions of 
existence in different grades do not correspond to it, they only 
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correspond to the different epistemic forms of knowledge. 
But the Existence Beincr as such is Brahman; the same . , 0 , 

existence appears as different according to different organs 
0 ~ apprehension, while in reality it is the same one 
differenceless unity of being. If it appears as divided, it is 
?e~ause of the principle of maya. Thus, Advaita philosophy 
is _m a sense an attempt to overthrow the divisions of 
existe~1ce and their empirical truths, and thereupon to 
estabhsh the transcendence of being. The absolutistic 
Philosophy that it arrives at is the conclusion that the 
absolute is the locus of existence, and that it does not admit 
the partiality of division. The truth is not the fragmented 
beings but the complete being, the absolute. Partial visions 
of absolute being cannot pass for the fullness of being; if 
ever a claim is made, it is error, in the sense of a seeming 
reality claiming to be the absolute being. 

Nothing could be more unfair to Advaita than to 
ascribe to it the view that Advaita attempts merely a synthesis 
of the partial presentations of appearance and being. Reality 
is not a synthesis of all partial truths; the sum total of partial 
truths is not the Truth. On the contrary, Advaita may be 
said to insist on the complete denial of the partial truths. 
Advaitin is aware that their synthesis cannot present the 
reality as it is in itself. The absolute is not a synthesis, but 
a pure identity. It is this category of identity which is the 
basis of his refutation of all relations and the consequent 
differences. His Absolute is neither a system after Hegel, 
nor an organism after Spinoza, nor a substance after 
Aristotle. His logic is based on the concept of identity 
(tadatmya). Hence, it may be suggested that Advaitin' s 
thought that Brahman is the 'sameness' of reality cuts at 
the root of all dualisms, of mind and matter, world and spirit, 
subject and object etc. This in part explains why Advaita 
does not rest satisfied with a mere refutation of the category 
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of difference, but proceeds to assert the samen~ss of the 
Being. For it is possible that those, who reject diff~rence, 
make for a doctrine of identity-cum-difference (blzeda~lze~a) 
within a concrete universal; not for Advaitin is the fascmauon 
of a concrete universal. 

Mandana Misra 2 an Advaitin of an unsurpassed logical 
acumen, h~s presented to us the untenability of the concept of 
difference. He thinks that the dialectic of difference is self­
defeating insofar as it fails to be an intelligible concept. He 
likewise attacks the concept of identity-cum-difference scho?l, 
and points out that this latter difference turns out to be a device 
for self-deception through insufficient analysis. Positively, he 
establishes that identity is the only intelligible concept. 

Advaita i~ in a position to reject objectivity too, in virtue 
of its rejection of difference. He ingeniously shows how 
objectivity is a creation of difference. He argues that objectivity 
is self-contradictory, self-stultifying and, therefore false, 
b~c~use an object becomes an object to consciousness, ~s 
distmct from other objects. In other words, no object is 
c~nceivable as object except as different from other objects. 
Difference (blzeda) thus enters into the very structure and 
meaning o_f an object qua object. But, if difference, as a 
category, is self-contradictory and a false appearance, the 
concept of objectivity too, that is based on difference, is self­
contradictory, self-invalidating and false. Just as we land into 
an endle~s series of difference to explain one single difference, 
we land mto endless objects to establish a single object. If so, 
objectivity is unintelligible without the idea of difference, and 
it too must be a false appearance that cannot qualify to be 
reality. Advaitin thus would conclude that an object of 
consciousness is other than consciousness; therefore, it is other 
than reality as such, it is only a false appearance of the reality 
of pure consciousness. Likewise objectivity, as sustained by 
the idea of difference, is equally self-contradictory and, 
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therefore, a false appearance of the reality of pure 
consciousness. 

Pure consciousness itself, however, Advaitin contends, 
is intrinsically indefinable, as being unknowable (avedya); if 
it ever admits of distinctions as this or that particular acts of 
consciousness (vrtticaitanya), it is only because it gets falsely 
identified with objects other than itself, which however are 
only false appearances. Therefore Advaita is very careful in 
passing the judgement that all plurality in consciousness is 
conditional and superimposed (kalpita), and thereupon in 
recommending the negation of all things and attributes in 
Brahman. Intuition transcends all limitation of empirical 
modifications of consciousness, only when 'knowledge' has 
reached its frontiers and the ken of the empirical logic has 
finally died out. Only when the philosophic consciousness 
has risen to be transcendent, the seeming truths of divided life 
completely vanish; for the transcendental truth does not stand 
in any relation to the order of appearances. From this level of 
existence, the partial truths are, not only practically but also 
theoretically, non-existent. Thus far Advaita on the critique of 
relation. 

Let me now turn my attention to the critique of this 
critique. Within his theoretical framework, the Advaitin's 
position does indeed seem impregnable. What is more, the 
Advaitin brings in abundantly the logical and epistemological 
insights to prove his position. But is his framework free from 
assumptions that can philosophically be sustained? What has 
Ramanuja to state here? 

One of the assumptions of Advaita, that seems to us 
philosophically not defensible, is its distinction between the 
two realms of human experience: the transcendental and the 
empirical. The critics of relation, and more importantly, of 
difference, seem to be quite keen on maintaining the difference 
between the two realms of human experience, and introduce a 
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dichotomy within the core of experience itself, with which all 
our philosophical enterprise should begin. What is mor_e, the 
metaphysics of Advaita, I am afraid, cannot synthesis the 
transcendental truth and the relative truths, as the relative truths 
are required to be sublated ultimately in the transcendental 
height of existence. It is not enough to state that truth is not a 
matter of synthesis but of identity. The fact, that Advaita makes 
a distinction between the transcendental and empirical truths, 
cannot exonerate Advaitin from the responsibility of relating 
them both to human experience. On the contrary, Advaita 
does not find any continuity between the higher and the lower 
realm of human experience. How at all would he speak of 
them as higher and lower, if they are not referred to an unity 
of experience? The transcendental truth of Advaita is not only 
transcendental, in the sense that it stands above the immanent 
order of space and time; but also in the sense that the immanent 
order does not really exist. How then do we begin our 
philosophical enterprise with something that is non-existent? 
On the contrary, if it is even claimed that transcendent appears 
as the immanent under the sway of ignorance, and therefore 
th~ latter has no ultimate significance, how can it be the starting 
POl~t of our philosophical enterprise in all earnestness and 
seriousness? 

. . ~~m~nuja has been quick to point out the above 
mfellc1t1es 111 Advaita. He has drawn therefore no distinction 
between the absolute and the relative truths between absolute 
and relative knowledge, in the way Advaita does. However, he 
too accepts the latter distinction between the absolute and the 
relative knowledge in another way. To him, knowledge is 
relative, when it has not reached its fuller development and 
concreteness. In the same strain, knowledge is absolute when 
it has reached to the concreteness of Brahman. Thus 
knowledge of an aspect of reality is, no doubt, relative, if it is 
not seen in its totality; if the absolute knowledge is to emerge, 
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all the relations, which knowledge implies, must be seen in a 
completely unified system. Thus to Ramanuja a grandiose 
unity in Brahman is truth. Presentations of diversity in their 
isolation are imperfect presentation of truth, but they are by 
no means false, as they are to Advaita. Such a view of truth as 
a grandiose unity has serious implications to Ramanuja' s 
metaphysics in general and, to epistemology, in particular. For 
Advaita, as has been already shown, denied a unity of subject 
and object in a synthesis, as for as his absolute truth, or 
knowledge, is concerned. The epistemology of Advaitin, 
therefore, is true of relative consciousness but not of absolute 
consciousness that Brahman is. But the epistemology of 
Ramanuja is true of absolute consciousness as well. This is 
because his categories of knowledge, understood as the 
attributive knowledge (dlzarma-blzrtta-jnana), are applicable 
no less to Brahman than to the individual self. By its very 
nature, knowledge is relational. 

For Ramanuja, truth is a complete system. Our 
knowledge, which is necessarily relational, is to develop the 
complete system within itself; otherwise it suffers from a 
limitation and cannot be truth at all. Therefore metaphysics 
cannot remain satisfied without the whole network of 
knowledge spreading out in a system in its many relational 
aspects, and apprehending the parts in a synthesis of the whole. 
Since knowledge spreads out the network of relations, 
apprehends and synthesizes the parts of the whole, metaphysics 
is not immune to relations; metaphysics too spins out a 
relational scheme of all forms of knowledge, and tends to 
transcend division and partial presentations in a complete unity. 
Thus the impacting of metaphysics and epistemology is mutual. 
Further, since in Ramanuja being is consciousness, the 
metaphysical theory cannot be disconsonant with those of 
epistemology; indeed, epistemology must present the complete 
development of knowledge in a unified system; at any rate, it 
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must not be satisfied with the presentation of a partial aspect 
of the reality. All knowledge therefore must p~sse~s 
concreteness and definiteness, because definiteness stnctly is 
the characteristic mark, or differentia, of knowledge. Th~re 
cannot be an incohate knowledge. If it ever lacks its difjere,~tla, 
it ceases to be knowledge, it remains simple apprehe_nsmn. 
One clearly perceives the difference here between Advaita a~d 
Ramanuja: For Advaita truth is not a synthesis at all of_all_partial 
truths, but the complete denial of them. Hence its msiSten~e 
on the absolute as identity. Not so for Ramanuja. The truth is 
the definite absolute with all its multifarious relations that are 
synthesized within it harmoniously. 

To be sure, it is a theistic presentation of knowledge and 

truth. It fundamentally differs from all monistic and 1~0 ~­

dualistic presentation of knowledge and truth. The thelSUC 
endeav?ur in epistemology everywhere has been larg~l~ 
s~nth~t1c. Not for it is the sectional presentation of reality' 
likewise no~ for it is the complete transcendence of knowl~d~e. 
F~r ?n~ thmg, the theistic reality is all inclusive, adm1tt1~g 
w1thm itself all phases of being. The theist argues that reality 
must _be complete and all inclusive, and all pervasive. The 
seemmg a?pearance too, in virtue of the fact of seemingness, 
has _a reality of its own and therefore must not be completely 
de~1ed. Fo: ano~he:,. the seeming presentation has its o~n 
ep1stemolo~1cal s1gruficance, as it too is an experience, calh~g 
for a meamngful epistemologi·c 1 1. ti·oir it is a noet1c . . a exp 1ca , .. 
situation that bears upon a pre t . '1:0 up11old imtially . sen at1on. 1• . 

that there 1~ a presentation and in the same breath to deny it 
t~ereafter 1s no explanati_on of any epistemic presentation. 
Fmally, th~ complete demal of the presentation is also not _a 
fact experienced by anyone. Therefore the theist with his 
concern for synthesis of experience refuses to make a 
distinction between being and presentation, for, to him, all 
presentations only report the being, and its modes. As such 
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there can be no complete division eternally obtaining within 
truth; hence, if anybody denies the synthetic character of all 
presentations, it also must make all knowledge impossible. 

Precisely at this stage Ramanuja clinches the issue of 
relation as a necessity for any knowledge, as against Advaita 
to whom real can never be an object of knowledge. For 
Ramanuja, on the contrary, there cannot be knowledge without 
a reference to real. Our knowledge is always concrete, and 
concrete knowledge has of necessity a reference to being. 
Knowledge and being are mutually inclusive, in the sense that, 
knowledge is always of the being, even as being is known to be 
a concrete being only through knowledge. In virtue of its 
being concrete, its tendency is to reveal itself in its complete 
nature; therefore every knowledge expresses its own object. 
Therefore, every knowledge has a reference to an object; an 
objectless knowledge, in the sense of being free from its object, 
is a chimera. It now follows for Ramanuja that, if the 
determination of knowledge is by its object, it can never be 
conceived as transcending relations. Relations constitute the 
warp and woof of a cognitive act. In short, knowledge is 
essentially relational consciousness, and this relational 
consciousness cannot be totally false. All this goes to indicate 
the importance given by Ramanuja to subject the Advaitin's 
critique of relation to a reverse critique, and thus to establish the 
truth that relation occupies a central place in his metaphysics. 

Ramanuja criticises the Advaitin that the latter's 
understanding of a relationless Absolute, precisely because of 
its being devoid of all relations, makes for an abstract and, not 
a concrete entity. It makes for an exclusive principle of rigid 
identity. Moreover, it fails to reconcile the unity with 
multiplicity, nay more, it ends up negating the latter to revalue 
the former. But, Ramanuja asserts, reality is too rich and 
complex to be confined within the narrow limits of rigid 
identity. And his contention here is not without reason~. 
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A relation implies that two terms. which may be said to 
have been once apart from each other. are now held together. 
Relation therefore is the cementing bond between the two terms, 
while the nature of relation itself consists in its force of binding 
the realities; and it thus makes for unity of realities with its 
presence or for diversity with its absence. Ramanuja argues 
that neither unity nor diversity sums up the nature of a real; 
the nature of the real is constituted by both taken together. 
Hence he thinks that the denial of relations would in fact reduce 
all things to nullity. Even the ineffable reality would not be an 
exception to its being apprehended, if not fully comprehended, 
by way of its attributes; hence, the determination by way of 
relations is the structure of reality. Therefore an existent, 
having no determination, is a fiction; so. the negations of 
determinations make for the negation of reality itself. 
Moreover, Ramanuja contends that relation, whether internal 
or external, is integral to the terms. Such an integral relation 
is the result of an internal change in the nature of terms. The 
denial of relations, he believes, involves a self-contradiction, 
if for no other reason than that such a denial is possible only 
by virtue of relational thought. There is no thought that 
operates outside the scheme of relations. 

Ramanuja' s critique of the critique of relation should 
not be seen merely negatively. For he positively thinks that 
the universe with its subjective and objective aspects is the 
result of a self-differentiation of the absolute. Both aspects 
serve as members of a relational system. The conscient (cit) 
and the inconscient (acit) are the finite modes of the Absolute, 
and have no independent existence, apart from that of the 
Absolute Brahman. They are internally related with Brahman. 
It is here that Advaitin' s logic seems to have gone astray, 
according to Ramanuja. Since the relation of the modes of cit 
and acit with Brahman is internal, and not external, it will not 
lead to regressus ad infinitum, as Advaitin would argue. Thus 

------L 
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Ramanuja attributes to the supreme reality an internal 
variegatedness, that at once make for the internal unity of the 
inanimate and the animate entities within the supreme reality 
itself. The supreme is thought of as having an inward 
dispersion, a self-differentiation, within itself by an internal 
necessity; the internal necessity, because it follows from its 
own will, does not suggest any sense of unfulfilled purposes 
within the absolute, lest one should think of a pure spontaneity 
as determined by external goals. 

We should carefully take note of what Ramanuja has 
done here lest we should accuse Ramanuja of abjuring his 
Vedantic tradition. On the contrary, he is a Vedantin to the 
fullest sense. For, to him, Brahman is the sole reality, in the 
sense that outside, or independent, of Him there is nothing 
else. Brahman is devoid of the two kinds of external 
distinctions. They are the external distinctions between the 
two unlike entities (vijatzya-b/zeda), and between two like 
entities (sajatlya-bheda). While the former asserts both unity 
and the absolute sovereignty of Brahman, and thereby negates 
any type of crass dualism, the latter asserts the uniqueness of 
Brahman and negates any type of crass pluralism at the 
metaphysical level and crass polytheism at the religious level. 
But, in contradistinction with Sarilkara. Ramanuja admits an 
internal distinction (svagata-bheda) within Brahman. For there 
are within Brahman the different conscious and unconscious 
substances; and they can be not only mutually distinguished 
but also distinguished from Brahman. This internal relation 
is both natural (svabhiivika) and eternal (sandtana). 

It however needs to be shown that Ramanuja, far from 
abjuring his Vedantic tradition, is deeply rooted in it. Reality, 
to Ramanuja too, is the non-dual spirit (advaya). But it is not 
a distinctionJ.ess homogeneous identity (nirviie$a-tadiitmya), 
as it is to Advaita. Although it may be true that every judgement 
may be said to affirm identity, we must not forget here another 
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equally important factor, namely difference. Indeed, the_ 
principles of identity and contradiction (in this case ot 
difference) go together because they are the two aspects of the 
same reality. This is because of the nature of thought process 
itself. Thought qualifies reality that it aims to appreh~nd 
congnitively or affectively. Thought presupposes a distinction 
between subject and object, but the distinctions, having been 
recognized as distinctions, are also integrally united, and not 
kept on isolated b~ts in the process of apprehending. Therefo_re, 
the ultimate reahty ca1mot be a bare undifferentiated unity, 
but a unity that contains, and admits as such, differences which 
are all real. All determinations, limitation and differences are 
deep within the heart of it. They are also not left unorganised, 
bUt they are h~rmoniously coordinated. Further the 
differences,_ whi~h ar_e accommodated and harmoniously 
coordinated m this umfying principle, do not vanish at anY 
time- It is not the case that the differences within reality are 
entertain~d only_ fo~ ~ while and then relegated to oblivion as 
of no ulu~ate sig~ficance. Rather they are co-eval and co­
eternal W 1th the _uruty of the reality, even though we rnaY saY 

111at theY are subJ~ct to change from subtle to gross state in the 
process of evolution (s[~!i), and from the gross to the subtle 
state in the process of mvolution (pralaya). 

Rarnanuja'_s ~bsolute then is a concrete individual. If 
v,;e ever speak ~f It 111 t~rms of identity at all, it is an identity in 

t11e sense of umty, achieved in and through difference· it is an 
• ·rnpregnated w·th • ' f • de11t1tY 1 . . 1 differences. Thus a relation ° 

1 ce 1s the pivot on wh· h • • ' differen . IC his philosophy revolves. pure 
-tY or bare bemg of Bral • h • • deJ1tl , . . '. iman wit out any differentiation, 

1 taphys1cal fiction· ·t h 1 jS a 111e . . , 1 as no adequacy in perceptua 
x:perience, which by its nature is relational experience. If we 

e 3 ,,e referred here to perception, it is because it is the basis of 
11 1 0 r11er f~rrns of k~ow~e~ge. We could as well say that all 
a.I 0 v,;Jedge mv~lves dis~nmmation, and it is impossible to know 
~J1 011different1ated obJect; all knowledge is in and through 
a.11 
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difference. Likewise all unity is in and through, and because 
of, diversity, that makes at once a pure identity into a pure 
nothing. True to his Vedantic spirit, Ramanuja bases his 
argument for the impossibility of an undifferentiated reality 
on tarka, srti and smrti. An undifferentiated reality cannot 
even be proved to exist, because all proofs are based on the 
assumption that the probandum is of some qualified character. 
There cannot be a proof of an undifferentiated substance in 
our experience. Neither sabda nor perception nor inference 
can prove the existence of an unqaulified substance. Likewise 
neither srti nor smrti has ever proved its existence. In short, 
while, speaking negatively, there is no proof anywhere of a 
substance devoid of all difference, speaking positively, the only 
real revealed by the means of knowledge, srti and smrti is one 
characterized by difference. Therefore Advaitin' s contention 
that all differences, therefore, all relations, are ultimately 
unreal, stands eo ipso refuted. 

In virtue of the establishment of the relational character 
of all knowledge, Ramanuja is in a position to argue out that 
Brahman as pure thought is false. On the contrary, Brahman, 
the supreme being, may be conceived as self, or person, or 
possessed of auspicious qualities because it is, as a concrete 
real, characterized by differences. Indeed, everything 
experienced is found to display differences within itself; 
therefore all proof cannot but rest on experience. It is against 
this rock of experience, that is, by its nature relational, that all 
Advaitic arguments for an undifferentiated pure thinking 
should flounder. For, if Advaitin ever attempts to prove it, it 
will begin to display attributes; anything that is capable of being 
proven must have attributes. If, on the other hand, Advaitin 
does not care to prove it, it is reduced to a mere fanciful 
hypothesis, an abstraction, contradicted by experience. There 
cannot be a pure thinking but only thinking qualified by 
thought. Therefore Brahman cannot be either a qualityless 
Being or a pure thinking. Brahman ought to be a se 1 f 
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characterized by thought as well as by several other attributes. 
It is for the same reason that Brahman cannot be regarded as 
pure unity; it ought rather to be a unity that includes. within 
itself differences. A concrete real cannot but be an umty of a 
plurality of aspects and modes, therefore a unity and diversity 
in one. 

Precisely because Ramanuja makes his philosophy a 
philosophy of relations, he is in a better position than any 
Advaitin to solve the perennial philosophical problem of the 
one and the many. He safeguards both one and many, true to 
the spirit of a healthy realism, without denying the many for 
the sake of affirming the one, and also without denying the 
one for the sake of affirming the many. This is not a rejection 
of the Vedantic tradition, because he makes the many the 
predicate of the one. Thus we see that the problem of the one 
and the many is seen by Ramanuja, not in their opposition, 
but in their marvellous complementarity. Hence his 
metaphysics is non-dualistic without ceasing to be either 
realistic or pluralistic. The unique relation of difference, unity 
and mutuality between Brahman cit and acit is aprthak-siddlzi 
relati_?n.. Needless to say, in order to speak of this relation, 
RamanuJ_a_had to argue for the concept of relation itself against 
the ~dvanm. The fuller implications of the justification comes 
to him from his conception of Brahman as the living reality 
with a creative urge. While Advaitin would be averse to speak 
of any synthesis in Brahman, Ramanuja has no hesitation to 
speak of Brahman as a synthesis which does not deny 
d~fferent~at~ons; rather Brahman expresses itself through its 
d1ffere~1t~ation only: Brahman is a totality without negating its 
parts; it is_ a substance without negating its attributes; it is a 
ground without negating its consequent; it is an integrity 
without negating all that makes for its integralness. Within its 
concrete being contain all the finite, as though the latter are 
the moments of its own existence. What is more, the finite is 
not a mere embellishment to the Infinite, for through them the 
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latter transcends its own abstract character. Thus. to 
Ramanuja, reality is a complex whole that at once includes 
both unity and diversity. the oneness and the manyness. without 
destroying its own unicity or uniqueness. 

The diversity of manyness constitutes the modes of 
Brahman's all inclusive reality. The modes are different from 
Brahman, yet they do not create any division within the 
integralness of his being, as Brahman is said to realise its 
synthetic character through the modes. The latter, on their 
part, do not have a distinctive existence of their own. they rather 
make for the 'adjectives'. or modes, of the former, thus 
vouching for the fact that they cannot be understood without 
reference to Brahman, their substance. The mutuality then 
between the substance and the modes is complete without any 
contradiction between the unity and the plurality. Both are 
safeguarded by aprthak-siddhi relation. Ramanuja' s rejection 
of an absolutistic principle of bare identity and the affirmation 
of a living principle of differentiation at the very heart of 
identity are made possible on the basis of samantidhi-kara~zya. 
The principle of samtinadhi-kara~1ya makes for the co-existence 
of unity and diversity and their intimate relation to each other. 
The two are distinct and, yet not contradictories. and they can 
be reconciled in a synthetic unity. 

It may be of some interest for us here to note that the 
acceptance or the rejection of the concept of difference 
introduces not only different approaches to reality but also 
different modes of thinking itself. The principal law of thinking 
to Advaitin is the law of identity, which in its strict application, 
would read as 'being is being'. In its contradictory aspect, 
now, being and non-being are mutually exclusive. Since 
Brahman alone is real, everything that is thought to be real 
must be 'false' or non-being. Therefore the being that is 

~ ~ 

asserted is itself without any other being within or without. 
Ramanuja. on the contrary, would have nothing against a 
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principal law of thinking as identity, bu~ it ~s ~ot a b~re_ide~tit~­
It is an identity that does not cancel withm itself d1st1~1ct!on_ · 
It is not the contradiction of being and non-being that Ra~1anuJa 
is interested in; it is rather the unity of being in which th~ 
oppositions or distinctions are assimilated. He would _adnut 
within the dialectics of thought the overcoming of thesis _and 
antithesis in an organic unity, yet not as Hegel would thmk. 
Ramanuja thinks that it is the tendency of thought to move 
from abstract to concrete; therefore thought is to make the 
bare indeterminate cognition into determinate and concrete. 
Ramanuja therefore assigns the thought the tasks of building 
up a concrete world of knowledge, in which all the parts are 
unified in a system. In asserting the principal law of thought 
as unity (not so much identity), while he is different from 
Advaitin, he is also different from He!!el insofar as he refuses 
to recognize contradiction as a law of th~ught, so very vital to 
the Hegelian dialectics. Ramanuja would contend that thought 
thinks in distinctions, and not in contradictions. The necessity 
of thought is to build up a unity of system, and in that system 
parts are seen in the whole both in their identity and 
distin_ctions. Th~refore when we perceive the whole, we 
perceive a synthesized identity of existence· therefore it is not 
an abstract but concrete identity. ' 

O~r reference to the Hegelian system, casual though, is 
an occasion here for us to point out the distinctive character of 
Ramanuja' s metaphysics of relations. While his metaphysics, 
is, in a sense, the_ non-dualistic Vedanta, yet it makes for a 
qualified non-dualism, as against Advaitin. Likewise it makes 
for an organismic non-dualism, as against Hegel. Hence, his 
philosophy should be conceived after the analogy of an 
organism, involving internal differentiations, rather than a 
relationless entity, or an abstract spirit, that evolves due to an 
inner force. His philosophy, as a true system of thought, 
recognises both the distinctive elements of the one and the 
many, and yet rises above them to a higher principle, a synthesis 
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in which all distinctions are reconciled; in his conception of 
being with internal differentiation, unity and diversity, or 
plurality, are rolled into one. An organismic theory of being 
fulfils the task by way of admitting a unity, which expresses 
itself in and through the diversity of forms and functions. It is 
however important that we bear in mind here that an idea of a 
living organism is not that of a barren abstract unity bereft of 
multiplicity of its organs. It is rather a concrete unity, which 
realises itself in and through that multiplicity. Ramanuja's 
merit consists in not merely asserting this concrete unity but 
in arguing it out logically, that has a bearing on his refutation 
of any rejection of the concept of relation. A part is not 
intelligible except through the idea of the whole, of which it is 
a part; coversely, a whole is not conceivable without any 
reference to its constituent parts. In the same way, the organs, 
that are the parts of the organism, are not intelligible except by 
the idea of the organism; conversely, the organism also is not 
conceivable without any reference to the organs, that are the 
parts of the organism. Thus, the concept of organism regards 
the one and the many as members of an organic whole: each 
has its own being, and yet intricately related to each other. 
Such a philosophy of unity of being with its own internal 
diversity would be unimaginable without safeguarding the 
crucial concept of relation. Ramanuja fittingly spares no efforts 
to establish the validity of relation in philosophy. 

References 

1. Vimuktatman, a great exponent of Advaita, advances at the 
beginning of his work, I $/ha-si~dhl, s?me arg~ments to show 
the enigmatic nature of the subJect-obJect relation. 

2. See his Brahmasiddhi. 
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Ap,-thak-Siddhattva 
between Brahman and Acit-Prapaiica 

The relation, that holds good between Brahman on the 
one hand, and the objective world (acit-prapaiica) as well as 
the subjective world (cit-prapafi.ca) on the other, is called by 
Ramanuja an inseparable relation (aprtlzak-siddhi-blzava). In 
this chapter, I shall be concerned with the application of this 
relation of inseparability, partially: How does this relation hold 
good between Brahman and the objective world? I shall also 
here devote my attention to some of the philosophical problems 
associated with this relation of the world (jagat) with Brahman. 
Ramanuja does indeed take note of these problems and attempt 
to solve them within his own Vedantic framework. 

Surprisingly no Advaitin has found the need to criticise 
Ramanuja's aprtlzak-siddlzi-blzava. They all have taken it to 
be refuted, once the generic category of relation (bhava) itself 
is refuted (blzeda-dhikkara). What need is there now to refute 
a specific type of relation that goes by the name of 
inseparability? Advaitic thinkers that have come after Ramanuja 
too have relied on their classical refutation of difference and 
relation. Ramanuja however has subjected the Advaitic critique 
of relation, as shown in the previous chapter, and thereupon 
has consolidated on the application of his specific type of 
relation between Brahman, cit and acit. We can readily 
appreciate his concern that give special importance to the 
concept of inseparable relation (aprtlzak-siddhi-blzava) by 

(46) 
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insisting on his metaphysical truth that reality is a relational 
whole. It is a relational whole especially because it includes 
the world within itself as its mode, real and full-blooded entity. 
This necessarily brings him to a criticism of the Advaitin's 
theory of the world as 'illusion' (mtiyti.-vtida). He is of the 
view that, as the world is rooted in B~ahman, it has as much, 
nay, the same, reality as Brahman; far from being an illusion, 
the world is a part of Brahman. Not only both jagat and 
Brahman are inseparably related to each other, but they are 
also mutually dependent on each other by the rule of 
samanadhi-kara~zya. This follows from the fact that reality is 
not a bare identity but a concrete unity wherein both the 
sameness and the difference co-exist and mingle with each 
other. 

Of the three fundamental principles (tattva-traya) of his 
metaphysics, acit is the inconscient (jaef.a). It corresponds to 
the unconscious matter (prakrti). Unlike the radical realists, 
Nyaya-Vaise~ika, Samkhya-Yoga, or the radical pluralist 
Vedantin like Madhva, Ramanuja conceives of prakrti to be a 
part of Brahman. But in making the imperfect inconscient 
prakrti an integral part of the perfect and conscious Brahman, 
there arise a great many philosophical problems for Ramanuja. 
What are these problems? How does Ramanuja hope to solve 
them in his philosophy? We will see here carefully how crucial 
a role the relation of aprtlzak-siddlzattva plays both in the 
formulation of the problems and in their resolution in 
Ramanuja's philosophy. 

While it is generally true that Ramanuja' s Vedanta 
developed in direct opposition to Sam.kara's Advaita, nowhere 
is his opposition stronger than where Ramanuja discusses the 
relation of the world and the self with the Brahman. If we 
restrict ourselves to the former, here, a basic feature of his 
opposition is the downright rejection of Advaita's mtiya-vtida, 
and here too, the Advaitin's understanding of prakrti, the 
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principle of the material world. Whereas the Advaitin rega~ds 
the creative efforts of Brahman as only an apparent expr~ssion 
of the absolute under the conditions of maya, RamanuJa, 0 ~1 

• f prakrll the other hand, regards it as a real transformauon ° . . . ' 
which is a mode of Brahman. Therefore, while, to the Advait~n, 
the world is an illusory transformation (vivarta), to Ran'.ai~uJa, 
on the other hand, it is a genuine transformation (pan~zam~) 
ofprakrti that exhibits at once the realistic attitude of RamanuJa • ' . f 
towards the universe. Nonetheless prakrti, bemg a mode 0 

Brahman, would seem in its transformations to affect also 
Brahman. Ramanuja does not fight shy of the philosophical 
problem here. He fully falls back upon his Vedanta to make 
of Brahman not only the efficient cause (nimitta-karaua) but 
also the material cause (upadana-kara~za) of the world. To the 
philosophical infelicity itself I will return a little later. 

Ramanuja is led to think that if Advaitin denies the 
significance of the cosmic process, i~ is because of his static 
concept of being. The denial of the cosmic process has brought 
about the dynamic concept of life and experience being total~y 
overshadowed by the extreme transcendentalism of the statlc 
~bsolute. For the static and eternally complete Absolute, by 
Its ver~ definition, admits of neither change nor transformation. 
Eve~ _if ~he Advaitin has introduced the category of the 
~mp1r~cahty (vyavalzarika-satta), or phenomenality (pratibhd$ 
zk~)' 11 only lays bare the limitation of any transcendental 
~hilosophy th~t hopes to thrive on the rejection of the world of 
life and experience. For the latter will have no intrinsic worth 
from the viewpoint of the absolute that has robbed the world 
of its ess~~ti~I significance as a re;lity in its own right. Since 
the Advaitm s Brahman is of a absolute homogeneous nature, 
it is absolutely destitute of qualities.1 But since Ramanuja' s, 
Brahman is neither homogenous nor devoid of qualities, 
Ramanuja is in a position to acknowledge the intrinsic worth 
of the world, and incorporate it within his concept of the 
dynamic reality of Brahman. 
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The theory of reality advocated by Advaitin is 
dis-consonant with a theory of the reality of the world. After 
all, the world is the ground of all human experience; its 
rejection should be fraught with nihilating human experience 
itself. For if Brahman alone is real, how are we to account for 
our experience of the plurality of the universe? How can the 
world of manifold multiplicity arise from one unitary self? This 
is the vexed problem of the one and the many, faced by any 
metaphysics, but felt with all its severity in the transcendental 
philosophy of Advaita. Advaitin's own solution of the problem 
is that Brahman alone is real and the world of variegatedness 
is an illusory manifestation (vivarta) of Brahman, caused by 
nuzya or avidya, which is somehow positive and beginningless 
but an indescribable (anirvacanlya) phenomenon. In this 
solution Advaitin disvalues the reality of the world in order to 
revalue the reality of his transcendental principle. But 
Ramanuja would ask, if it is necessary to exhibit the 
philosophical attitude of negating the world in order to affirm 
Brahman. What is more important, do we gain a solution to 
the problem of the one and the many? Ramanuja thinks that 
the device of ma.ya is more a dialectical mystification of the 
problem than a genuine solution thereof. It is a tertium quid, 
an intermediary position, nonetheless a position for all the 
Advaitic protests, between being and non-being, sat and asat; 
and it aims at doing away with the contradiction resultant upon 
the conjunction of sat and asat. To be sure, the logic of 
dichotomy between being and non-being is riddled with 
contradiction that seeks to be resolved in our experience. But 
a resolution cannot be sought by way of doing away with the 
ground of experience itself viz. the world. Hence, Ramanuja 
thinks that ma.ya is an evasive device which itself harbours the 
very contradictions it seeks to resolve. Even Advaitin may be 
said to acknowledge it, in a sense, by calling it a sadasad­
vilak$a~w. Secondly, the existence and the reality of the world 
is a perceived fact and, in denying it's complete reality, .A.dvaitin 
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seems to be rejecting the very basis of the normal experience. 
Let it be noted here that it is not a case of our perceptual experience 
being immune from error; the case is rather of negating the sense 
of reality itself to the world, the object of our perceptual 
experience. The basis of a perceptual experience is not anything 
transcendental but the locus of that experience. Resolution of the 
problems that arise within the world of perceptual experience 
must be sought, not out of, but in, that world of perceptual 
experience. Thirdly, Advaitin's theory of the illusoriness of the 
world, brought about by the devise of mtiya-avidyd, leads to an 
infinite regress: According to the Advaitin, avid.ya is the cause of 
the iliusory world, and this avidytl in itself is neither real nor 
unreal. Let us grant it for argument's sake that it is not real. If, 
on the other hand, avidya is also not unreal, in order to account 
for the world process, we will be forced to give it at least a 
semblance of an 'active negativity'. Then, another active 
negativity would have to be postulated in order to account for the 
nature and activity of avidya. But this process, we readily 
perceive, is never-ending. We have landed in the worst type of 
infinite regress, which only suggests the futility of divesting the 
world of experience of all reality. 2 

Not merely a philosopher but a Vedantic hermeneutician 
and the high priest of a temple that he was, Ramanuja contends 
that the theory of av(dya is not supported by either s_rti, or sm.rtis 
or purti.1:z,as. While it is true that prakrti is in some texts spoken of 
in the above literature as nuiya, the expression however does not 
mean mithyd, in the sense of unreality. While in the Vedas Indra 
is said to take on different forms by way of his power (mayd), the 
purcu:z,as have been explicit in stating that the weapons of asuras 
are made of maya. In either case maya does not mean unreal, 
rather it denotes the power that produces various wonderful 
effects. Viewed as the great power that effects real objects, prak_rti 
is the great womb of creation. It is the principle responsible for 
the variegated world and its process, as is amply evidenced by 
the srti texts. 3 
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Ramanuja therefore rejects outright the Advaitic account 
of a twofold reality as transcendental and empirical; and the 
consequent account of the noumenality of Brahman and the 
phenomenality of the world of experience. The rejection of 
these arbitrary distinction has made a unity of the world in 
Brahman feasible in his philosophy. A unity of Brahman is 
therefore in no way incompatible with the reality of the world. 

Ramanuja takes the Advaitin to task for divesting the 
world of all reality on the basis of the latter's concept of 
sublation. In doing this, Ramanuja himself introduces a 
distinction between the Advaitic concept of sublation and that 
of non-persistence. He contends that the failure on the part of 
the Advaitin to make this distinction has led him to view the -
world of plurality as unreal. The concept of sublation makes 
for the rejection of one experience by another experience, on 
the ground that the former comes into conflict with the latter, 
which simply cancels the latter. In the light of the latter, the 
former is proved to be false. On the contrary, the concept of 
non-persistence makes for the position that an object may be 
non-persistent, in the sense that it exists only for a brief period 
of time; nevertheless, it is real in a true sense. There is no 
question of its either falsity or unreality. That an object exists 
only for a short time does not condemn it to the realm of 
unreality. Persistence for a while is the very character of the 
world-process, insofar as the manifest prakrti in creation has 
the power to become un-manifest in dissolution. Becoming of 
the world is its nature, although all becoming takes place within 
the being of Brahman. Thus, Ramanuja concludes that the 
Advaitin' s attempt at relating the pure, non-differentiated 
Brahman to a world of plurality, by way of declaring the latter 
to be unreal, on the strength of sublation, through the category 
of beginningless avidya-maya is philosophically unwarranted 
and also self-defeating; besides it lacks all scriptural authority, 
too.• From this he concludes to his own thesis that the world 
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with all its change and multiplicity is real; that there is no 
reason to call it either futile (tucclza) or false (mit/zya); that the 
cosmic evolution takes place in the being of Brahman; and 
that therefore it could also be said to be an aspect of the self­
transformation of Brahman, insofar as prakrti constitutes the 
acit-prakara of Brahman. 

Just as Ramanuja rejects the notion of sublation in respect 
of the world of plurality, he also does not accept the distinction 
between the transcendence of consciousness and immanence 
of will in the creative effort of Brahman, as conceived by 
Advaitin. Reality cannot be so bifurcated; such a bifurcation 
of the reality into a transcendent consciousness and an 
immanent will opens up the dangerous philosophical game of 
ascribing all reality to the former, and divest it of the latter by 
making the world process a playful fabrication of will, that 
ultimately lacks all metaphysical significance. On the contrary, 
it is the one and the same Brahman who is both immanent in , 
the world as its inner controller, and transcendent to it as its 
ground and support. That Brahman is a unity of consciousness 
and will, that are at once transcendent and immanent, is the 
firm belief of Ramanuja. Ramanuja is quite clear in his mind 
that the world has its own status and individuality in and through 
Brahman. Brahman is not the world but he is the soul of the 
world. As the soul of the world, Brahman is the self 'hidden 
in all beings' and 'seen by suitable seers through their sharp 
and subtle intellect.' 4 

R~manuja depends on the scriptures, the true Vedantin 
that he 1s, not only to refute Advaitin' s view on the relation 
between the world and Brahman, but also to establish his own 
thesis of aprtlzak-siddhattva between the two. He has recourse 
to the upani$ads, and the Glta in particular. In the opinion of 
Ramanuja, the upani$ads abundantly testify to the realistic 
nature of the world. And yet, they do not recognise a second 
principle, over and above, or side by side with, and independent 
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from, Brahman, so that the second principle would be 
conceived of as the material necessary for creation. The picture 
of the world process therein is thought in terms of an emanation 
rather than a creation; nonetheless, far from rejecting the reality 
of the world, they affirm the world process in Brahman. Such 
views are amply expressed in such scriptural passages as: 

As a spider comes out with its thread, as small sparks come 
forth from fire, even so from this soul come forth all vital 
energies, all worlds, all gods, all beings. 5 

Again, 

I, indeed, am this world for I emitted it all from myself. 6 

Thus, the world is said to be the product of what originally 
was undifferentiated; the undifferentiated becomes 
differentiated by names and forms (nama-rilpa). 1 Creation of 
the world therefore is a 'sending forth' of the world by Brahman 
out of itself, rather than a production out of nothing as is the 
case with the Semitic tradition. Ramanuja is deeply rooted in 
his Indian and Vedantic heritage. 

While subscribing to the evolutionary status of the world, 
on the basis of scriptures, Ramanuja is not a deist; he is, unlike 
a non-dualist, a theistic Vedantin. For though the world 
emanates out of Brahman, it does not fall apart from it at any 
stage of its existence. Both in its unmanifest and manifest forms, 
it is dependent on Brahman. What is more, Brahman is said 
to be immanent in his creation through and through. Even for 
this view, Ramanuja once again has recourse to the scriptures. 
The upani$ads repeatedly declare that, after creating the world, 
Brahman entered into it 'even to the finger nail tips' . 8 

Numerous are the passages in the upani$ads, where the 
thoroughness of this immanence is emphatically declared. 9 

One of the finest passages, on which Ramanuja bases some of 
his arguments, is the following: 
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He dwells in the earth, in the waters, in the fire. in the 
atmosphere, in the wind, in the sky, in the sun, in the quarte~s 
of heaven in the moon and stars, in space, in the darkness, m 

' 
the light, in all things. 10 

This passage is deliberately cited by me because a view, 
that the scriptural support to Ramanuja does not come from 
the earlier upani$ads but only from the so-called later theistic 
upani$ads, has somehow gained ground in the history of 
Indian philosophy. Nothing could be far from the truth. 

The Glta is the representative text, to most Vedantic 
thinkers, for smrti. Ramanuja's citing from this source is 
considerable for arguing out the essential dependence of the 
world on Brahman. Like most of the upani$ads, it too teaches 
that the world forms a part of the supreme. It is created, 
supported and dissolved by him. 11 While accepting this general 
position of the upani$ads, the Glta also describes the process 
of 'creation' and dissolution; it enumerates the various elements 
involved in it. Ramanuja sought support for the doctrine of 
repeated creations both frorri the Glta and the Svetasvatara 
Upani$ad. 12 His indebtedness to Samkhya comes through the 
Glta, insofar as Ramanuja accepts the view that creation 
proceeds substantially through the stages depicted by the 
Samkhya philosophy. 

Finally, he also derived from the Glta the idea that, in 
cr~ating the world, Brahman is not prompted by any desire. 
His appellations to Brahman as satya-kama(1, satya-smhkalpa?z 
~re derived from the Glta to highlight the truth that Brahman, 
~n being the creator, is not characterized by any lack or 
imperfection in his nature. 

Despite accepting prakrti in its nature as an uncreated 
eternal reality (aja) and as the principle of creation, and also 
the manner of its creation, after Sarnkhya philosophy, Ramanuja 
is quick to distinguish prakrti from its Sa:mkhya counterpart. 
He reiterates that prakrti is a part of Brahman, and is controlled 
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by Brahman, just as the human body is controlled from within 
by the human soul. In the state of dissolution (pralaya) of the 
world, its principle, the primal inconscient nature of prak.rti 
remains in a latent, subtle (sfik$nza) and undifferentiated 
(avyakta) form. But in the state of creation (S!$!i), the same 
principle, the inconscient nature (prakrti) comes to acquire 
the patent, the gross and the differentiated objects of variegated 
names and forms. But, irrespective of its state in dissolution 
or creation, prakrti is co-eternal with Brahman: it is always a 
mode (praktira) of Brahman; it is 'of a tissue with Him', a 
phrase that at once suggests that the aprtlzak-siddlzi relation 
between Brahman and matter is not merely unique but organic. 
Hence Ramanuja thinks that this aprtlzak-sidd/zi relation 
between BraJ1man and prakrti is a substantive-attributive 
relation: In this' relation Brahman is the substance (prakarin), 
the controller (niyantr), the support (adhara), the whole (a,iiiin) 
and the principal (ie$ill), even as prakrti, or acit, is the mode 
(prakara), the controlled (niyamya), the supported (dlzarya, 
adheya), the part (a,izsa) and the accessory (ie$a). We will 
see later that this same categorization of relation bears upon 
Ramanuja' s philosophy of religion, where the aprthak-sidd/zi 
relation between Brahman and the self is given a paramount 
importance. This will be discussed in my next chapter. 

Brahman and World Related as Cause and Effect 
The entire universe, according to Ramanuja, has sprung 

into being from Brahman, is sustained by it and will ultimately 
return to it. Therefore Brahman is the source of the universe 
in its evolution and involution alike. Since Brahman is the 
source that is the be-all and end-all of the universe, Ramam~ja 
combines in it the material, the operative and the accessory 
causes of the universe. Since creation is a real change 
(paril:zama), all the rudiments, that are to differentiate within 
Brahman, reside within Brahman in the shape of its power. 
This goes to suggest that "Brahman is not a static but essentially 
a dynamic reality; within this dynamism, we ought to trace 

ty 
he 
:y, 
of 

ps 
an 

nd 

'Ill. 



56 Aprthak-Siddltibhtiva 

the roots of creation. Therefore Ramanuja thinks that Brahman 
is the immanent ground of all existence, the source of all life 
and the home of all eternal values. It is the first and final 
cause; the root and the fruit, the whole and sole explanation 
of the world. Its pervasiveness in its creation is total, in the 
sense that it is above all in all and through all, all things are 
out of it, in it, and unto it. What is the nature of this causality 
that Ramanuja advocates in respect of the world as its effect? 

To Ramanuja, the universal causality of Brahman in 
respect of the world is a fact borne out by both scriptures and 
reason. He quotes passages after passages to establish that 
Brahman stands in a universal causal relation to the world. 
He also has a detailed discussion on the nature of causality 
itself. As a satkarya-vadin, he argues for the prior existence 
of the effect in the cause. The causal operation is only for 
making patent what existed merely latently. Under the impact 
of this theory of satkarya, Ramanuja maintains that Brahman 
is both the operative as well as the material cause. Despite the 
several, often mutually exclusive, currents in the upalli$ads, 
Ramanuja identifies satkarya-vada as the basic view of the 
upani$ads. They describe the emanation of the world from 
Brahman on the analogy of the sparks which proceed from 
fire, or the web woven by the spider out of its own substance. 
Ramanuja is convinced that both the analogy and the implicit 
theory o~ causality are consonant with the promissory 
declaration and the illustrative instances. The promissory 
declaration refers to what the scriptures assure as that there is 
a 'knowledge of the one that leads us to the knowledge of all 
(ekavijnane-sarva-vijiilinam). '13 The illustrative instances are 
those which bear upon our day to day knowledge of the effect 
resultant upon our knowledge of the cause. 14 We know it from 
our experience that oil is produced from oil-seeds and not 
from sand; oil is potentially existent in the oil-seeds. The causal 
operation of pressing the oil-seeds only brings the effect in 
actuality. To be sure, Ramanuja admits that there are scriptural 
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passages that declare prakrti to be the eternal and the material 
cause of the world. But Ramanuja points out that prakrti in 
such passages denotes none other than Brahman itself in its 

' 
causal phase though, when names and forms are not yet 
distinguished. This interpretation is consistent here because 
there is no other principle independent of Brahman. 15 Besides, 
the scriptures directly and explicitly state that Brahman alone 
is the material as well as the operative cause of the world: 
'Brahman was the wood. Brahman the tree, from which they 
shaped heaven and earth.' 16 

There are certain problems in making Brahman both 
the efficient and the material cause of the world, and also in 
making Brahman the formal and the material cause of the world. 
In the first. case, it would appear that there should be a 
distinction between agency and that on which the efforts of 
agency are exerted. In the second case, it would appear that 
in making Brahman the formal and the material cause of the 
world, we would not be able to account for the imperfections 
inherent in the world. In both the cases, the question that we 
have to confront is: How can the perfect Brahman be the cause 
of an imperfect world? How can the perfect one differentiate 
itself into finite things? This problem is more than a 
philosophical riddle to Ramanuja; he reads in it a profound 
sense of mystery, as he accepts it to be a fact. But Ramanuja 
has not allowed this sense of mystery overpower his 
philosophical responsibility of explicating it. It is here that he 
does draw from the Sarnkhya theory of causality. The general 
rule within sat-ka,ya-vada is that an effect is pre-existent or 
co-existent in its ca~se. Therefore the world as an effect ought 
to have a certain homogeneity with Brahman its cause. The 
world then cannot be radically different from Brahman, in the 
sense of having a total independence from Brahman. Yet, the 
kind of homogeneity that Ramanuja has in his mind is not the 
complete sameness of all attributes in the cause and effect. 
Indeed, if it were the complete sameness between the two, 

'/l 
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then, it would not only amount to identity, but also within 
identity there would be no scope for causal relation itself. 
Hence Ramanuja points out that between cause and effect, 
there is some similarity as well as some dissimilarity; this 
indeed is the case with regard to Brahman and the world. 

It may however be objected that Brahman cannot be the 
material cause of the world because, while the essential 
distinguishing characteristics of a causal substance would 
persist in its effect also the world has the opposite of 
Brahman's essential nature'. Brahman's nature is antagonistic 
to all evil, whereas the world, the effected Brahman, is seen to 
be with evil and all imperfecti'ons. Ramanuja replies to the 
objection that homogeneity of cause and effect, in sat-kcuya­
V<ida, does not require that all the attributes of the cause should 
pass over in its entirety into the effect also. It is quite 
conceivable that cause may give rise to an effect that may have 
a considerably different nature from the cause. Ramanuja's 
example, of sentient worms being produced from the 
no?-sentient honey, may well be off the mark, but his 
philosophical perception, that all the attributes of the cause 
need not pass into the effect, is quite sound. Otherwise there 
~~uld be _only identity, and not causal perception at all. Thus 
11 is possible to conceive that a world differing in character 
from Brahman may originate from the latter. 17 

Ramanuja is quick to point out that, since the world as 
t~e effect of Brahman differs in nature from Brahman, their 
difference in nature does not mean their total separateness. 
As cause and effect, Brahman and the world do possess some 
elements of similarity as well. It is these elements of similarity 
that make for the world's 'oneness' with Brahman. In what 
sense however can we say that the world is one with Brahman? 
Aware of this difficulty, Ramanuja carefully analyses the causal 
relationship. He examines the causal theories propounded by 
various schools of thoughts; he points out the inadequacies of 
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these theories, not only the non-Vedantic but also the Advaitic· 
he then places before us his own theory of what may be termed 
as brahma-pari~1ama-vada, as both distinct from, and, as a 
variation of, the Samkhya' s prakrti-pari~1ama-vada. Both, no 
doubt, are forms of sat-karva-vada but its alteration in the 
hands of Ramanuja is necessitated b/ a Vedantic hermeneutics. 
According to this theory, Ramanuja upholds the view that 
cause and effect are one and the same substance, but in two 
different states. The causal substance passes on from the causal 
state to the effect states. The two states have identity of 
substance but also the differentiated states, in which they may 
have different attributes. 

Thus, for example, the jar, which is an effect, has the 
causal substance clay; and yet the jar has assumed another 
configuration and name in its effect state. It is one in substance 
with clay, and yet different from its. causal substance, insofar 
as it has attributes, which are different from those of clay in its 
causal state. The effect is one with the cause, in the sense that 
it is potentially contained in the causal substance as a state, 
which this substance is capable of assuming. 18 In this way the· 
effect is consubstantial with the causal substance and, yet, has 
a different nature of its own, in virtue of the new properties 
that it has acquired in its effect state. Applying these 
perceptions of sat-kcuya-vada, Ramanuja argues that Brahman 
and the world are related as cause and effect. The world is 
consubstantial with Brahman, insofar as the world is none other 
than the causal Brahman, that potentially contains the world. 
But once the world has manifested itself as the effect world, it 
is none other than the effect Brahman with all its variegated 
actualities. They are one in substance, yet many in nature. 
Thus the world is one with Brahman, yet also different from 
Brahman. 

Once the problem of substance and nature in causality 
is solved, Ramanuja addresses himself to the problem of the 
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one and the same Brahman being the efficient and the material 
cause of the world. This he does by way of introducing into 
the idea of cause 'the concept of growth borrowed from the 
organic world. He does it mainly to avoid the idea of the 
extern~! agency, which we normally find in the case of causal 
operation. Thus, for example, in the case of a jar that is 
produced out of clay, we have the external agency of the potter. 
How about the causal operation of Brahman in respect of the 
world? With a clear vision of benefitting from his organismic C • 
o~ception of Brahman's causality in regard to the world, he writes, 

The case of the f I 
h•1 cause and effect is thus analogous to that o t 1e c 1 d and youu T • b 

th 1 • he word 'effect' denotes nothmg else ut 
e causal substa · · d"ffi 

C d• • nee Winch has passed over mto a 1 erent on 1tion-19 

Ramanuja thus . 
cause must b argues that in this way Brahman, as the 

' e thought t b · · ld He understa d . 0 e one m substance with the wor . 
itself in a pont s ?Y this that Brahman holds the world within ential fo . 
over of Brahm f rm, and that creation is only the passmg . an rom . 
of existence. iii th 0 ne state of existence mto another state 

• ' e form · potentially anct • er state of existence the world exists in the 1 • . 
actually. Brahm . atter state of existence the world exists 

• an is reg d · ct· 11 al ternatmg states T ar ed as existing in the per10 ica y 
state (karana.vast/·1 -; hose states are referred to as the causal 

• a anct fti 
Brahman in the first ~ ect state (karyavastlza). Whereas 
in the second state it~ate is the causal substance of the world, 
So the creation (srs:; the actual manifestation of the world. 
actualisation of what· 1:s· l of ~he World would only mean the 

Potenri 1 • ·b T in the causal state tu a • What exists as a real poss1 11ty 
rns our t b · · 1 ffi t state, - a process that Ran _ ? e an actuahty m t 1e e_ ec 

• • 1anuJa attempts to understand man orgamsm1c way. 

_It is of interest to note that Ramanuja associates the 
evolut1on of the world of matter with that of the conscient world 
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of selves. Both are the modes of Brahman when we say that 
Brahman exists in two states, causal and effect; it also means 
that the world of matter and selves too admit two different 
states. As for the self is concerned, when its karma requires a 
temporary but total cessation of evolution, its intelligence gets 
contracted. Corresponding to the contraction of intelligence 
of the selves, matter too gets into a dormant state; it becomes 
unevolved, as its evolution is for the fructification of the karma 
of the selves. Now, the two exists in Brahman, as its potentiality 
in a dormant state. Ramanuja reads this quiescent state in the 
celebrated upani~adic statement, 'Being alone was there in 
the beginning, one without a second' (sadeva-saumya-idam­
agra-aslt-ekamevadvitiyam). 2° Creation is the evolved state 
wherein the self's intelligence becomes expanded and, 
accordingly, for the fructification of its karma there is also the 
evolution of the matter. 

What is of importance to Ramanuja is that both evolution 
and involution thus signify the two states of the same substance 
of Brahman who, at all time, is qualified by matter and souls. 
The ultimate reality of Brahman is a triune unity: in one state 
it is differentiated into names and forms, whereas in another 
state it is still undifferentiated. Nonetheless, in both the states, 
Brahman's unity is not rejected, although it is sometimes in a 
homogeneous state and other times in a heterogeneous state. 
Both these states are equally real, none is false. Ramanuja 
argues that, when the upani~ads declare 'non-being' to be the 
source of all existence, 21 'non-being', is not to be equated with 
'non-existing'; it is rather to be understood as latent, or the 
causal, state of Brahman, as is expressly clarified by the 
Brlzadara~zyaka Upani~ad: 'verily, at that time the world was 
undifferentiated. It becomes differentiated just by name and 

form. ' 22 

Needless to say, the type of causality, that Ramanuja 
subscribes to, has had its impact on his understanding of the 
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relation between Brahman and acit-prapaiica. We may, for a 
while, briefly compare it with Samkara' s understanding of 
causation. Transcendentally speaking, causation has no value 
in Samkara' s philosophy, which is substantially a ph~losophy 
of identity. And yet, for phenomenal purposes, Samkara 
cannot but accept the value of the world. This would force 
him to work out a synthesis of causation with identity. I am 
afraid, his synthesis could not emerge, since he simultaneously 
accepts and denies causation. He then rightly has recourse to 
vivarta-vada, or the theory of the illusoriness of the world. 
The result is the denial of the world, in the final analysis. For 
vivarta-vada first posits a world through the law of causation, 
only 'to deny it at a later stage through indicating the illusoriness 
of the position, and thus thereby assert the reality of identity. 23 

The doctrine of vivarta-vada may be in conformity with the 
logic of identity and transcendental oneness of Brahman. But 
it cannot reconcile causation with identity; this is so because 
caus~tion is a relational concept, whereas identity denies all 
relatrnn. And yet, causation is the necessity of thought, 
~h~reas identity hopes to transcend thought itself. Therefore, 
Samkara is unable to reconcile the claims of identity and 
causation, to some extent even at the empirical level and, to a 
greater extent, at the transcendental level. Hence his solution 
h~s bee~ the retaining of identity at the cost of the world. Along 
With this, goes the reality of the immanent existence, dear to 
the Vedantic spirit. 

Ramanuja, aware of the difficulties in Samkara, s 
under~tanding of causality, refuse to surrender the law of 
c~u_sat1on to the logic of identity. He is here much closer to 
Samk11ya than any other Vedantin. He believes in the dynamic 
~iew of caus~t~on, though we would grant that this dynar_nis~n 
1s at once sp1ntual and material, and not merely matenal m 
the Samklwa way. As distinct from the static identity, Ramanuja 
establishes a dynamic unity, in which identity and difference 
are reconciled. Therefore he is in a much happier situation of 
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synthesising identity with causation. Causal action to him is 
to make explicit what is implicit in identity. While effect is 
latent in the cause, cause too persists in the effect. Causation 
therefore is nothing but a manifestation, a manifestation from 
the latent to patent stage and, again, from the patent to the 
latent stage. On a cosmic level, it is not the sort of 
transformation which obtains between milk that becomes curd; 
for here there is no possibility of re-transformation. To 
Ramanuja, the transformation that is involved at the cosmic 
level is the one, in which the world-effect appears out of its 
cause, Brahman; and, again, it disappears back into its cause, 
Brahman. Therefore in either case, it is the transformation of 
Brahman from one state to the other. In the first case, the 
manifestation of the world is the effect-state of Brahman; in 
the second case, the involution of the world is the causal-state 
of the same Brahman. It is the one substance of Brahman that 
passes through the two states. It is the being that can be the 
cause of becoming. The one alone can become the many. It is 
the identity that can bring about difference, and yet be 
synthesized, for Ramanuja. In the organismic scheme of 
Ramanuja' s metaphysics, all things are eternal and form a part, 
or mode of Brahman; Brahman is above all and abides in all. 
This position fully does justice to the immanent existence of 
the cause into all its effect, namely of Brahman in the world. 

Brahman and World Related as Soul and Body 
Once we have rightly understood the nature of 

Brahman's causality in respect of the world, it should not be 
difficult for us to understand why Ramanuja considers that 
the world is the body and the attribute of Brahman. Brahman 
himself is conceived as the soul and the substance of the world. 
Let us have a closer look at Ramanuja' s thinking here. 

There is a sense in which it could be said that Ramani1ja 
subscribes to brahma-pari~1ama-vtida, that is not valid to the 
Advaitin. Then, what becomes of Brahman, if there is to be a 
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change of Brahman? In order to indicate both the nature and 
implication of change in Brahman, he speaks of the aprtlzak­
siddhi-blzava in terms of the body soul relation (sarlra­
sarlri-blzava) between the world and Brahman. To 
Ramarmja, Brahman is the soul that represents its own 
perfect nature, and the body that part of the self same 
Brahman which is the world. Rejecting the common sense 
definitions of body in merely physicalistic sense, Ramanuja 
thinks that body is, 

Any substance which a sentient soul is capable of completely 
controlling and supporting for its own purp_ose, and which 
stands to the soul in an entirely subordinate relation .... In 
this sense, then ... non-sentient being ... constitutes the body 
of the supreme person, for they are completely controlled 
and supported by Him for His own ends, and are absolutely 
subordinate to Him. 24 

The idea of Brahman as the sarlrin, or the embodied 
soul, logically follows from his organismic ontology. 
Brahman is the sarlrika because he is the 'manifested soul'; 
the _entir~ prakrri, the principle of the world, is the 
mamfestation of his power. The latter constitutes Brahman's 
b?dy; as his body, it is subservient to him, supported by 
h~m; and inpralaya, it is reduced to the subtle condition by 
h11?· Henc~, Brahman is the very ground (adlzara) of the 
um:erse, wlule ~he_ latter is supported (ddlzeya) by him. On~e 
agam, the Vedant1c hermeneutician that he is, RamanuJa 
traces back his ideas of Brahman serving as the indwelling 
soul of the world to the Antarvami-brdhma~za of the 
BrlzadaratJyaka Upani~ad, a point that is further reinforced 
by the Mun(laka and the Svetasvatara Upani~ads. 25 

Now, to return to the question, if the modification of 
Brahman in the world does not introduce any imperfection 
in his nature. Ramanuja rules out the traces of any 
imperfection in Brahman in the context of his modification 
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because, he believes, all changes occur in the body of 
Brahman, namely prakrti and not its soul. Hence, any 
imperfection that may be said to be brought about in the 
process of change affect only the acit-prapaiica. He writes, 

While the highest Self thus undergoes a change in the form of 
world comprising . . . non-sentient beings, all imperfections 
... and changes are restricted to the non-sentient things which 
constitute his part .... Their inner Ruler and Self, (He) is in 
no way touched by their imperfections and changes. 26 

Thus it may be stated that Brahman is in the world, but 
not as the world. The acit-prapa,ica has its form and functions 
in Brahman. Brahman's causality, in respect of the manifested 
world, is so complete that He is the first and the final cause of 
all things therein; He is the root of life as well as its fruit. He 
is the immanent ground, and inner sustaining power, of the 
acit-prapmica. This concept of Brahman as the inner soul of 
the world shows that the finite is not only rooted in, but is also 
controlled by, the infinite: the finite has its source and 
sustenance in the infinite, but the infinite is not exhausted by 
the finite. The chief value of this concept lies in its emphasis 
on the divine sovereignty without in any way endangering, or 
minimising, the reality and existence of the finite world. Yet 
another form, that Ramanuja chooses to explicate the aprthak­
siddhi-bhava, is this that Brahman is the substance whereas 
the world is the attribute of the former. 

While the explanation of the relation between Brahman 
and the world is given in terms of the body-soul relation, in 
virtue of his organismic metaphysics, the same relation is also 
explicated by Ramanuja in terms.of substance and attribute, in 
virtue of his realistic epistemology. Both by empirical reasoning 
and by an appeal to the scriptures, Ramanuja contends against 
the concept of a Brahman being regarded as pure Being; he 
rather contends for a Brahman who is regarded as a unity 
which includes differences within itself. This conception of a 
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differentiated Brahman prepares the ground for his view that 
Brahman and the world are related as substance and attribute. 
He is of the view that a substantive-attributive relation holds 
good not only in the case of objects and their generic qualities, 
but also in the case of the distinct objects: in the latter case, 
one object may be considered as the attribute of the other. 
For example, in the notion of 'staff-bearer', the 'staff' is a 
separable predicate to its 'bearer'. It is separable because it 
can exist by itself apart from its bearer. Again, in the notion 
of 'rational man', rationality is an inseparable predication of 
~an. It is inseparable because it makes for the inner 
differentiation within man. Ramanuja would argue that both 
types of attributes hold the same relationship with a substance, 
namely the substantive-attributive relation. 

Once it is granted that Brahman is a substance, qualified 
by att~ibutes, and that attributes need not necessarily be only 
~enenc (e.g. satyam,Jnanam etc.) Ramanuja sees no difficulty 
~ treating the world as an attrib~te or a mode, of Brahman . 
• 0 be sure, like the staff in our abov; example the world too is, 
m_ a sense, substantive, and not merely attributive. The world 
With all its pl 1 • d h . b Ura 1ty may be accepted as real, an as avmg a 
su stance of its own; and yet that reality and the substantiality 
~an also be attributive in rela;ion to Brahman insofar as it exixts 
~~f;nd f?r Brahman; again, insofar as it accounts for the 

I erem_1ate? Brahman. Because it is an inner differentiation, 
the pred1c~tion of the World does not endanger the unity of 
B;ahman, Its substance. Thus Ramanuja argues for the difference 
o1 the world from Brahman and, at the same time, its complete 
dependence on Brahman. This distinction and yet dependence 
of acit-P_rapanc_a i~ given expression to epistemologically by his 
substant1ve-attnbut1ve relation. This· is a new way of the application 
of aprtlzak-siddlzi-blzava between Brahman and acit. 

Ramanuja also attempts to explicate the substantive­
attributive relation in terms of his theory of causation. An 
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effect is nothing other than an attribute, or a mode, of the 
causal substance. When we speak of the production of an 
effect from a cause, it only means that a substance, 
characterized by a certain attribute, or state, or mode, of 
existence, assumes another attribute, or state or mode of 
existence. The latter must therefore be presumed to have 
existed in the former always potentially. Acit then exists always 
in Brahman; it is Brahman's eternal attribute, or mode. It 
becomes acit-prapaiica; this too continues to be the attribute, 
or mode, of Brahman. Thus the causal Brahman becomes the 
effect Brahman in virtue of the causal operation. A perceptive 
philosopher will see, Ramanuja argues, how it is the same soul­
body relationship that has now become the substance-attribute 
relationship. Since body is completely dependent on the soul, 
it ceases to exist when separated from the soul. Even so an 
attribute, or mode, is thought to be so completely dependent 
on its substance that, when separated from the latter, it ceases 
to exist. Hence, the attribute, or mode, cannot but be 
perennially supported by the substance, to which it belongs. 
In this way, acit-prapaiica is nothing but a mode, an attribute, 
of Brahman. What is more, in virtue of this ontological 
dependence, all knowledge of the world too is dependent on 
the knowledge of its substance Brahman. 

Just as he had obviated the problem of the imperfection 
of the body imputing on the soul, here too, Ramanuja asserts 
that the imperfection of the mode does not affect its substance; 
the imperfection of the effected world does not taint the 
immaculate nature of Brahman. He writes, 

Whenever we cognise the relation of distinguishing attribute 
and the thing distinguished thereby, the two clearly present 
themselves to our mind as absolutely different. 27 

Needless to say, Ramanuja relies on his realistic 
epistemology here more than he does anywhere else. He 
thinks that difference in characteristics of the mode from those 
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of the substance therefore need not alarm us; such differenc 
is quite the usual characteristic of the modes. What makt 
something a mode is not the sameness of character with th 
substance to which it belongs, but complete dependence. I 
virtue of this complete dependence, it is a mode, but in virtu 
of its distinction, it is all that it is. Its imperfections are it 
own, and they do not reflect on its substance. Hence, Ramanuj; 
concludes that the whole world is . , 

predicative to, or mode of, parama-puru$a; hence parama 
Pllnt$a alone exists adjectivated by everything else. All tenn1 
are thus connotations of Him by the rule of samtintidhikara,:zya, 
or the rule which expresses the inseparable relation Pxisting 
between substance and attribute, or the invariable co-existence 
of subject and predicate. 28 

In such a relation, the imperfections of the predicates are said 
to be not sullying the nature of parama-puru$a. 

A question that we need to raise here pertains to the 
capacity of acit to reflect Brahman. The question is rather 
unple~sant to scholars of Ramanuja Vedanta. Hence I am not 
surprised that most scholars have conveniently ignored it. 
Thou_gh there could be many philosophical problems 
associated with Ramanuja' s thinking here, I should at least 
venture to st~te it here, if not really solve it. Acit is a reality 
(tattva) ~hat 1s fundamentally inconscient (ja(l,a). When acit 
evolves mto the world of variegatedness, does it adequately 
reflect B~ahn~an who is a conscient reality? Ramanuja answers 
the question m the affirmative. He thinks that, though matter 
isja(ja, it has its 'intelligency', as it were, because it is a mode, 
an attribute of Brahman. The variegated world is causal 
Brahman, that has become the effect Brahman, who is 
perennially the conscious reality. Just as the consciousness of 
an intelligent being is not perceived, when it is in the state _of 
deep sleep, swoon, the 'intelligent' nature of prakrti and its 
products too is not observed, although it really exists, however 
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minimal it may be in different circumstances. What finally 
accounts for the difference between Brahman and acit is not 
the radical and the qualitative distinction· it is rather the 
difference of manifestation and non-~anifestation of 
intelligence; the distinction of intelligent and non-intelligent 
beings depends on this manifestation or otherwise. This view 
ultimately leads to the conclusion that Brahman is substance 
and prakrti is its attribute. However persuasive this thinking, I 
am afraid, it takes away the differentiation between the tattva­
trayas admitted in Ramanuja Vedanta. What is more, we would 
be at a greater loss to account for the difference between cit 
and acit too. 

It is of some interest to note that acit, which is a mode of 
Brahman, admitting an internal difference, is itself said to be 
a triad of some kind. Through this triadic unity, acit or prak.rti, 
is said to reflect Brahman himself. Therefore, just as Brahman 
is a triadic unity, or a unity in 'trinity', prakrti too is conceived 
to be a triadic unity of sattva, rajas and tamas. These threefold 
characteristics are further said to give rise in the process of 
world-creation to the elements of fire, water and earth. The 
world-play, or the variegatedness, is attributed to the various 
permutations of these elements. Surprisingly, Ramanuja' s 
explication of the creation of the world in terms of triplication 
(trivrtkara~za) strikes a rather odd note in the Indian 
philosophical tradition, though it is not inconsistent with the 
earliest Vedic tradition. For what is much more universally 
accepted in Indian cosmology is the 'creation' of the world in 
terms of quintuplication (paflclkara(la), to rightly name the 
world 'prapaiica '. Yet, if Ramanuja digresses ~ bit here, it 
appears to me, he is impelled to seek a p~rallehsm between 
the nature of Brahman and the nature of his mode. However 
inconscient this mode adt be, it too should reflect the threefold 
characters of sattva, rajas and tamas. These characters 
concretize in the gross elements of fire, water and earth, which 
account for the world's variegated colours and contours. 
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Thus, while placing before us the aprtlzak-sfdd~zi relation 
between Brahman and acit-prapaiica, RamanuJa first of all 
asserts the reality of the world, its continued existe_nce and 
finally its involution in Brahman and, at the same time, the 
sovereignty of Brahman. But, in discussing the triplication of 
the acit-prapaiica, he is guided by the nature of Brahman whose 
mode it is. Hence the cosmic world is composed of three 
elements (trivrtkara~za), that is earth, water and fire. Impelled 
by the omnipotent will of Brahman, the undifferentiated subtle 
matter (prakrti) gradually becomes manifold into three ~inds 
of elements. But in this process the highest Brahman contmues 
to be the author of the evolution of the world of names and 
forms. The view is not merely Vedic. The thread of the Vedic 
~peculations percolate into the upani~ads as well. Ramanuja 
is aware of the text that distinctly bears upon the procession of 
the ~lements from prakrti, residing in Brahman, and also of 
t~e mdwelling of the same Brahman within the world of 
elements: 

That Being (i.e., that which has produced fire, water and earth) 
thought, let me now enter those three beings (fire, water and 
earth) with this living self (jivatnw) and let me then reveal 
(develop) names and forms. 29 

h One of the important implications of trivrtkara~za, that 
as ~~e~ted _problems for Ramanuja • s theory of error 

(klry:1-ll_vada), 1s the thesis that everything is in everything. This 
thesis m part stems from his organismic metaphysics that within 
~he heart of supreme person we are to locate everything that 
1s, material, mental and spiritual. Those accustomed to think 
of their distinction in radical terms, find it difficult to grasp 
why material_ity ~nd_ in:unateriality interpenetrate each other. 
Hence they fmd 1t d1ff1cu1t to understand the qualification of 
Brahman by cit and acit, even as they find it difficult to see 
that acit includes within itself an element of cit, and is finally 
ruled by Brahman from within. It is the same spirit of 

------------------ -----------------
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organismic theory that pervades his discussion of the elements 
bringing about the world of triplication. ' 

Against this backdrop, we should understand what 
Ramanuja says about the burning fire, that includes within itself 
both water and earth, or about the sweating body that" includes 
fire and water, and so on. Thus he would identify the different 
colours of the burning fire with the different elements that are 
in combination with fire itself. This means that forms of fire 
are themselves due to triplication of the three elements. For 
example, 'the red colour sensation in the burning fire comes 
from primal elementary fire, the white colour from water, the 
black colour from earth' ; and finally, the indeterminate colour 
is due to the combination of the three beings. 

The same principle holds good in the case of all things, 
everything being composed or compounded of all the three 
primary elements, with due regard to the dominant element 
therein and the proportion of the combination of the elements 
concerned. Hence in all valid and invalid perceptions we do 
apprehend all three elements, however minim~! they be. The 
triplication of elements, that is first spoken o_f m respect of the 
evolution of names and forms for the explanation of the external 
world, is further extended by RamanuJa to the body of man as 
well. The body is said to consist of these three elements, anct 
it is obvious from the effects thereof: the swea~, the digestion 
and the smell. Thus to Ramanuja, the men~m~ of any one 
element implies the other two elements too. Fire Is With water 
and earth, water is combined with fir: and earth, even as earth 
is associated with fire and water, by its very nature. 

Thus the threefold nature of ~rahm~n is_ reflected in the 
threefold nature of prakrti, or cit, which is the mocte of 
Brahman. Prakrti, or cit, too reflects that threefold nature of 
Brahman in the ~lements of fire, water and ear:h. The element 
in return manifest the qualities of sattva, ra1as, and tamas i~ 
all the objects, constituted by the elements of prakrti. The 
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whole creation then exhibits, as it were, the nature of Brahman 
itself· in this sense the creation now is the body, an extension ' ' . 
of the supreme reality. Ramanuja is close to the etymological 
significance of not only 'Brahman' (' that which has burst 
forth', 'extended'), but also of 'jagat' ('that which ha~ 
manifested'). We should note here that it is not only prakrtz 
that has three gu,:las of sattva, rajas, and tamas; but that 
Brahman too, in a sense, may be said to have been endowed 
with them. In virtue of rajas, he is Brahma, the creator; in 
virtue of sattva, he is Vi~i:iu, the preserver; and in virtu~ of 
tamas, he is Rudra, the destroyer. We cannot but appreciate 
the successful way in which Ramanuja integrates the 
Philosophy of the Pura~zas with his Vedanta. 

This way of looking at Brahman, s causality in respect of 
the World, and of conceiving the aprthak-siddlzi relation 
between Brahman and acit-prapaiica, highlights an imp~rta~t 
as~ect of Ramanuja' s philosophy. In virtue of his orgamsm1c 
un!t~ of Bra?m_an, it is not the opposition between matter ai~d 
spirit that 1s important to Ramanuja. It is rather their 
marv~Uous Unity and complementarity that is close to the heart 
of Ramanuja, s philosophy. Therefore due to the threefold 
nature of Brahman, and thereafter of p1~krti, there is always a 
harmony between Brahman and p;akrti. This is made possible 
by the fact of the inseparable relatio~ between the two. 

Ram~nuja therefore is much closer to the scriptures, 
When he thmks that the world • . d of name form and 

1s a tna ' 
Work, than any other Vedantin, who narrowly restricts it to 
name and form (n<lma-rapa) alone; he shows us that in order 
to react substancelessness in the w ld 30 we need not deny the 
world; rather we need to show _tor ' lete dependence on 

_ _ . 1 s comp 
Brahman. To RamanuJa acit-prap - . the body of Brahman 

1 • anca 1s . 
and, as such, it proc anns the manifested glory of Brahman m 
virtue of the aprtlzak-siddlzi relation obtained between the two. 
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[[] 
Aprthak-Siddhattva 

between Brahn1an and Cit-prapa.ica 

This chapter will highlight the application of aprthak­
sidd/zattva between Brahman and atman in Ramanuja's 
metaphysics. Like acit, cit too is a mode of Brahman, and it is 
inseparably related with Brahman. This relation of 
inseparability which holds between Brahman and cit, or atman, 
is, to Ramanuja, more important than the same relation between 
Brahman and acit-prapaflca, orjagat. It is because of the fact 
that he was intensely concerned with safeguarding the 
autonomy of the individual selves that are co-eval with 
Brahman, be it in bondage or in liberation. Moreover, it is 
here that Ramanuja proves himself to be not merely an eminent 
metaphysician but also a pre-eminent Vedantic philosopher of 
religion. After discussing the nature of this inseparable 
relation, explicated in terms of many models, between atman 
and Brahman I will also discuss how the finite self, or atman, 
is absolutely dependent on Brahman's will. Is there a conflict 
then between the autonomy and the heteronomy of dependence 
of the cit on Brahman? If there be some sort of a conflict 
between the two, how does Ramanuja overcome it? Finally, I 
will address myself to the question of this relation both in 
bondage and release. It would seem that at least in release 
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this aprthak-siddlzattva between Brahman and cit should br~ak 
down. This however is not the case in Ramanuja' s metaphysics. 
For release is not a mere release from the bondage; it is 
positively a release into the realization of this inseparability 
with Brahman. 

Having recourse to my comparative method, I would 
like to contrast the views of Ramanuja with those of Advaita 
on the relation between Brahman and atman. This relation is 
succinctly expressed by the Advaitin in his celebrated thesis 
thatjlva is not other than Brahman (jlvo-bralzmaiva na para~i). 
Needless to say, this negation of a separate and independent 
status to the self is consistent with the pure non-dualistic 
philosophy. Accordingly, to Advaita Vedanta, Brahman alone 
is the supreme and the sole reality; all the finite selves are 
nothing but the appearances of Brahman. The infinite appears 
as finite self (or selves) through the adjunct of maya, or avidya. 
To be fair to Advaitin, Advaitin makes a distinction between 
the relation that obtains between individual self and Brahman 
on the one hand, and the relations that obtains between the 
world and Brahman on the other. Whereas the world (jagat) 
of experience is straightaway negated as an 'illusion', though 
not devoid of the substratum of Brahman the individual self is 
'negated' by way of asserting the ideI~tity of the self with 
Brahma~; it is said to be no other (na-paraM than Brahman. 
Hence, m the latter case, there is no question of any relation 
?etween th~ two, because in asserting their identity, there really 
IS no duahty at all. Whatever sense of 'twoness' that is 
ent~rta!ned h_ere _is once again due to the adjunct of nescience 
(av1dya), wluc/z IS the subjectivated aspect of ma.ya itself. 

In order to support their contention the Advaitin' stake 
the help of the illustrious scriptural te;ts (mahavakya), in 
particular, of such identity statements as 'That thou art' (tat­
tva1i1-asi). They interpret that tat refers to the iimermost core, 
or essence. of Brahman that is the substratum of the world 
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process. It may be viewed as the essence of the objective world. 
Likewise, tva,iz refers to the innermost core, or essence, of the 
same Brahman that sustains the world of the conscient and 
individual selves. It may be viewed as the essence of the 
subjective world. Advaitin asserts that the essence of the 
objective and subjective world is the one, non-dual, immutable 
Brahman. Other malza-vakvas too, such as sarva,iz-klzalu­
idmiz-bralunan, ekamevadvit(vani etc. convey the same identity 
between the essence of macrocosm and microcosm, the 
objective and the subjective world. 

This pure non-dualistic understanding of reality is not 
acceptable to Ramanuja. He rather subscribes to the thesis 
that the ultimate reality, or :S-rahman, is an internally 
differentiated being (svagata-bheda), that admits within itself 
the realities of the conscient selves (cit) and the inconscient 
matter (acit) as the modes (prakara) of Brahman. Therefore, 
as a Veda.min he too interprets malza-vakya, tat-tva,iz-asi, in a 
way consistent with his own perception of Brahman as the 
internally differentiated ultimate, or the Being qualified 
(viiiHasya, gu~zl) by cit and acit. Before he presents us with 
his own interpretation, Ramanuja explains that the maha­
vakyas are not meant to convey the idea of the absolute unity 
of a non-differentiated substance; on the contrary, they denote 
a Brahman distinguished by difference. Therefore, Brahman 
is by its very nature a relational entity, and it can be grasped 
only by a philosophical method that bears upon relatedness. 
Thus the term, 'that' in the nzalza-vakya concerned, refers to 
Brahman in his utter transcendence, therefore in its unmanifest 
form (avyakta); nevertheless, ~t is 

1
th_e u_nmanif~st that is 

intrinsically qualified. The ~ord thou , ,m vi;tue of Its standing 
in co-ordination (samantidlukara~zya) to that , conveys the idea 
of the Brahman in his total immanence, the manifest form 
(vyakta) that has for its body the individual sel~es.1 What must 
not be overlooked here is that Brahman both m manifest and 
munanifest forms is qualified reality. He writes, 
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. dication Indeed, both the terms that and thou, when put 111 a pre Tl 
of identity (sm11a11adhikara~zya) signify Brahman alon~- 1e 
term that refers to Brahman, who is the cause of the umver~e, 
the abode of all auspicious qualities; the flawless and t le 
changeless one; whereas the term thou signifies that saI~le 
Brahman; who, because he is the inner controller of fout~ 
selves, has these selves, along with their bodies, as His modes. -

In the course of explaining the sadvidya, at the begim~ng 
of the Vedartlza-sarhgraha, Ramanuja states his ~ist~n~uv~ 
doctrine of the relation between Brahman and the md1vidua 
self as under: 

The finite self (jlvatma) has Brahman as the self, for it is 
3
His 

mode (prakara). since it is the body (sarira) of Brahman. 

He derives support for his thesis from srti and smrti 
before he has recourse to tarka. 4 The most celebrated 
scriptural text that Ramanuja is never tired of quoting is_ the 
Antaryaml-brahma~za of the Brlzadara~1yaka Upani~ad 
(Ill. 7 .22): 

He who dwells in the self and within the self, who!11 the se!f 
does not know, of whom the self is the body, within, He Is 
tbyself, the Ruler within, the immortal. 

Likewise, the smrti that he relies heavily on is the Glta 
that_ cle~rly teaches the reality of individual self and its eternal 
distmct1_on from Brahman. Ramanuja firmly holds on to the 
declaration of ~he _G~ta that • An eternal part of myself (Brahman) 
becomes the md1v1dual self in the world of life. •5 He now 
emplo~s ~eason (ta,~~a) for the same objective of proving this 
essential mseparab1hty of the self from Brahman. In virtue of 
the inseparability of the self with Brahman, Ramanuja contends 
that the real nature of the individual self cannot be known 
apart from that of God; since the two are inseparably and 
indissolubly related to each other self cannot be 
epistemologically apprehended withour' apprehending the 
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ultimate ground of its existence, viz. Brahman. Therefore the 
individual self is a part of Brahman. 6 This conclusion further 
finds support in the Chandogya Upani~ad' that says that the 
individual self, as a part, is apprehended only in the whole 
whose part it is. 

When the individual self is said to be a part (arhsa) of 
Brahman, it does not mean that it constitutes a part of the 
extension of Brahman. Such an understanding is clearly ruled 
out, since Brahman is partless. If we understand aprthak­
siddhattva in terms of part and whole (anisa-alizsi), it must not 
be quantitatively imagined lest all the imperfections of the 
individual self should belong to Brahman too. The relation -
should rather be construed in its qualitative sense only. It 
then would mean that the self as a part of Brahman is a mode, 
or an attribute, (prakara) of Brahman. Here too there is a 
need to add a caveat. 

Though Ramanuja regards the individual self as the 
attribute, or mode, of Brahman, it does not mean that the former 
has a mere adjectival existence only, with no individuality of 
its own. I had occasion in the previous chapter to show that, 
according to Ramanuja, the substance-attribute relationship 
holds good not only in case of objects and their generic 
qualities, but also in the case of the different objects themselves. 
He does not see any contradiction in viewing one object in a 
substantive (or attributive, for that matter) relation with another 
object. In other words, objects, complete, whole and all by 
themselves, can enter into a substantive-attributive relation. 
Accordingly, the individual self may be ~n ~t~ribute of 
Brahman, and at the same time may have an md1v1duality of 
its own. The individual self is conceived to be an attribute of 
Brahman only in the sense that it b~longs to Brahman and is 
completely dependent on it. Thus c~t h~s at on~e a substantive 
being of its own and also an adJect1val existence within 
Brahman. The individual self in relation to Brahman is an 
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attribute, even as Brahman in relation to self is its substance. 
Jt is this peculiar character, of completeness in being and yet 
of dependence in existence and activity, that Ramanuja tries to 
capture in his notion of aprtlzak-siddlzattva. 

The twofold characterization of the cit, as prakara and 
gw:za, therefore the relation that obtains between Brahman and 
cit, are best captured by Ramanuja in different models. But 
these models can all be subsumed under the 'body-soul 
relationship' (sarlra-sarlri-blza.va), which may be considered 
as the key to his rich metaphysics: Brahman is the soul, and cit 
is the body of Brahman. The implication that Ramanuja here 

- draws are of interest to me: 

Because the finite selves are the body of the supreme self, they 
are modes of that self. s 

Here, one of the implications is that the modality of cit is in 
virtue of its forming the body of Brahman. If we are to 
understand the body-soul relation between Brahman and cit, 
subsumed under any of the models we first have to understand 
Ramanuja's conception of body. ' 

! a1:1 n?t, prep~red to buy the argument of some authors 
that RamanuJa s behef, that finite selves constitute the body of 
the Supreme Self, is, for him, not the conclusion of a rational 
argument, but a _fundamental fact vouched for by the scripture. 
Be strongly believes that the authority of the scriptures must 
be cor~o~orated by tarka. Accordingly, he aims at 
substanuatmg, by way of reasonino that because the finite 
selves constitute the body of Brah~;n, w~ can say that these 
selves are the modes of Brahman. 9 With this purport in his 
1nind, he asks, what then is a body? I had briefly discussed it 
in the context of_ap_~lzak-siddlzattva between Brahman and acit. 
Since the appl~c~tion of aprthak-siddhattva in relation to 
Brahman _and elf IS much more important, I shall build upon 
whatever 1s already stated in respect of 'body'. There are two 
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definitions that Ramanuja gives, the one in the Srlbhasya and 
the other in the Vedartha-sa,hgraha. Despite the cl~~rge of 
repetition, I will reproduce here the one given by the former, 
as it seems to be both exhaustive and incisive, and much needed 
for my present concerns: 

Any substance (dravya) that an intelligent being (atman) is 
able completely to control (niyamam) and support (d/zarayitam) 
for his own purposes, and the essential nature of which is entirely 
subservient (se,ratva) to that intelligent self, - is his body. 10 

I am inclined to identify three important elements in the 
definition given above, that will have a direct bearing on the 
relationship between the self and the body in general, and on 
the extension of this relationship between Brahman and the 
individual self, in particular. Firstly the relation between body 
and soul is a relation between the supporr-and what it supports; 
while the support may be said to exist all by itself, that which 
is supported is incapable of a separate existence (p,-thak-siddhi­
anarlza). Secondly, the relation b~tween the body and soul 
may also be said to be the relation between the controller and 
what is controlled. The support, in virtue of its independence 
in existence, becomes the controller, whereas what is supported 
is intrinsically controlled by the former. Thirdly, the relation 
between body and soul is the relation between the owner and 
what is owned. That what is owned is subservient to the owner 
as is the case with some disposable property. ' 

Everyone of these elements is used by Ramanuja for both 
transforming, and thereafter for transferrii:ig, into a different 
realm the relation between Brahman and ell, when he applies 
the body-soul analogy to his metaphysics 0 ~ relati~n. Whereas 
these models are spoken of with a cool phil~sophical sobriety 
in the Srlbha~ya and, to some extent, 1~ the Vedartha­
sadzgralza, they are spoken with a deep passion and pathos in 
the Gltabha~ya. To illustrate the latter: 
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In the heart of all beings, who constitute my body, I am se, 
as their Self (atma), for to be the 'Self' means that I am enti 
their support (adhara), controller (niyanta) and ow 
(Se$i). 11 

Again, 

Know that they all originated from me. They abide in ~ 
they are My body, but I am not in them, which is to say, I 
not depend on them. In other cases, the self, though to be s 
the o~e on whom its body depends, also derives some ben 
from Its .body, but know that there is no benefit in them 
Me. This means that my purpose is only and entirely spon 
I pervade the universe as its Inner Controller (antaryiimf), 
order to support it, and by virtue of being its Owner (Se$i) 
am the supporter of finite beings (blziita-bhrt), but I derive 
benefit from them. 12 

b The application of the simile of the dependence of 1 
octky on t~e soul, to Brahman and ci; on the metaphysical pla1 

ma es Ramanu· · I d d 
Ob• • Ja open to serious obiections. n ee , su Jections • th J · 

ag • ~ m e context of causality though, were ra1s amst Raman • ' · I · 
bet UJa s similar understanding of the re ati, Ween Brah · h 
ef+-e t· _man and acit too· Ramanup had met t c::: 11 c 1ve1y L k • , . 
this rel • • . 1 ewise, he has now to face the charges agalI 

ation m the B hrn 
anct cit I • context of the relation between ra 

• rl.Itsmostge . h "fB nh~ were 1·n h neral form the charge IS t at 1 ra..iui.J. sue a soul b d ' I 
which a r· . - 0 Y relationship with the conscient se V<: re llllte he w · 
the finite I ' OUld be affected by the imperfectIOn se ves that co • d b 
constitute one . nstnute his cosmic body. Soul an °< 
b d h Id odrgamsm and Whatever defects that affect tl o y s ou re ounct t ' . 
• 0 the extent to the sullymg of the so Itself. If so whatever defe . · If· heir t 

ct, to which the fmite se IS , 
should tell upon the purity . f Brahman too 

. anct perfection ° · 
RamanuJa faces this Objection squarely. He answers th2 

first of all in the ~omposite being of Brahman, each substan< 
retains its distinctive nature. Therefore in virtue of the retainir 

' 
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of its distinctive nature, it is possible to argue out that the 
imperfections of the body do not affect the self that ensouls it. 
What is more, the supreme Self is not subject to karma. It is 
karma that works as the cause of experiencing pain and other 
evils. Being free from karma indeed beino the Lord of karma ' C , 

Brahman is not tainted by karma; nor does he experience its 
consequents of pain and pleasure. More positively, far from 
making for defects in God, the possession of bodies contributes 
towards the lordship (isltrtva) of Brahman. Each of these points 
can now be elucidated. 

The combination of the conscient selves, in virtue of being 
the body of Brahman, in a sense considered as the 'material things', 
or the objects of enjoyment (blzogya), with Bralunan, does not 
confuse their differing nature. Brahman is in a sense the enjoyer­
lord (blzokta), in virtue of his being the soul. Both Brahman and 
the finite self retain their own nature. Brahman retains at all stages 
his immaculate and pure spiritual nature. Even so, the finite self, 
too, retains its essential features of the spiritual-psycho-physical 
nature, when concorporated, and its spiritual nature when non­
concorporated; it retains its consciousness and its capacity to 
experience enjoyment (blzokta), even when it constitutes the 
organismic complex being. The complexity of union with 
Brahman thus in no way cancels the essential nature of cit. This, 
Ramanuja argues, is analogous to a piece of cloth, woven with 
threads of three or more different colours, each thread however 
retaining its own colour. We should be careful here to admit the 
limitation of the analogy used. For, in the example cited, the 
different coloured threads can exist separately prior to their being 
woven together in the cloth. But in Ramanuja's metaphysics, 
both matter and finite spirits constitute the body of Brahman 
both in the causal state, prior to their 'creation' and also in 
their state of 'relatedness', that is, in the stage of manifested 
world of objects and subjects. Hence their existence is always 
as modes of Brahman, causal or effected; they do not at 
any stage exist independent of Brahman. 
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Ramanuja seems to be aware of the limitations of h 
analogy. For, having spoken of this soul-body relation betwee 
Brahman and cit he adds: 

In all states (the state of cause before creation and the state 1 

effect afterward), Brahman has spiritual and material entitii 
as His body. 13 

Again, 

Because the Supreme Self is their Inner Ruler and Self, He 
not touched by their imperfection and mutation (vikara). 14 

This clearly indicates how keen Ramanuja is to keep tl 
pure nature of Brahman intact, even in union with the manife 
world of subjects. By stating that, Brahman is the inner rul( 
of the finite self, he also asserts the presiding power of Brahma 
over karma too. This means positively that he dwells in 
higher realm, or exists on a higher plane, that is not rouche 
by the one subjected to the inexorable law of karma. On tb 
contrary, he undergirds, pervades and contracts the transie1 
realm afflicted with karma concretized in evil an 
imperfection. Going a step forward he offers a much mo1 
pos~tive aspect of this union in statin~ that the finite self (a~s 
the mconscient matter) serves to 'enhance' Brahman's lordshii: 
This is an enhancement in the sense of the external glor 
manifested in his modes rather than what intrinsically adds t 
the inner nature of Brahman• the latter however lacks no thin 
and which always is perfe~t (paripur{za). Fittingly is hi 
philosophy called a sarlraka darsana. This however is onl 
one of the meanings of the term sarlraka in his philosophY, a 
is evidenced from the following: 

Thus the entire group of intelligent and non-intellige~ 
entities, which are different from Him, constitute ~1 

body and he alone is the unconditioned self ensoulm 
that body (niruptidhikas-_sarlra-titm~). Fo~ thi~ _ "~: 
reason, competent authorities call t111s doctrine (sast 
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concerning the supreme Brahman by the name 'sariraka'; 
the doctrine of the 'embodied' Self . 15 

Ramanuja's metaphysics is indeed this doctrine of the 
'embodied' self, or sarlrika-vidya: The ultimate reality is the 
Brahman embodied of cit and acit; and the relation that obtains 
between them is the relation of inseparability. This further 
conclusively brings out the need for viewing Ramanuja' s 
metaphysics through the specific perspective of relation. Such 
a relation Ramanuja views through three important models: 
the relation of the supporter-supported (adlzara-adlzeya), of 
the controller-controlled (niyantr-niyamya) and the principal­
accessory (Se$i-Se$a). There are other secondary models too. 
I will however focus my attention on the threefold models here 
below: 

Adhara literally means 'the support', 'the substratum', 
'the container'; and adheya means 'the supported', 'the 
inherent', 'the contained'. Brahman is adlzara, occasionally 
and alternatively also termed, asraya. In saying this Ramanuja 
means that Brahman is the ultimate ground of all finite beings 
specialiy of the order of the conscient selves in virtue of his 
being the fullness of being, or Being itself; all beings have 
come forth out of Him. Ramanuja uses the familiar Vedantic 
analogy of the clay that remains the sole reality in all things 
that are made out of clay: 'As by one lump of clay there is 
made known all that is made of clay .... ' 16 By such upani$adic 
statements, Ramanuja thinks that the concept of tidlui.ra 
adequately expresses the truth that the metaphysical highest, 
which is also at once the highest of the religious aspirations, is 
the antic ground of finite being; the cause (both material and 
efficient) of its periodic transformation of states, on account of 
the requirements of the fructification of karma. 

The transition from the metaphysical highest to the 
religious highest in Ramanuja' s thinking must not be 
overlooked. For all Vedantins tattva-vicara car .... 'lot be separated 
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from nzoksa-victira. Ramanuja is no exception here, althow 
his conce;n takes on a distinctive theistic form. All finite beinJ 
are completely dependent (ayatta) on God for their essenti 

. nature (svariipa), continued existence in the phenomenal reali 
(stlziti), and actual functioning, or activity (pravrtti). 17 In beir 
tidlzti.ra of the finite selves, Brahman is the Self that is embodie 
(sarlrin) of the cit, the dependent body. This however dm 
not alter the embodied status of cit; the relation is only applie 
at a different and a transcendental level. The finite self in i 
own right continues to be the embodied self (sarlrin) anc 
therefore, the support (ti.dlzti.ra) of its respective body, whic 
could not continue in existence without the support of the sel: 
In transporting the relation to a transcendental plane, wh: 
Ramanuja has in his mind is that, in its turn, the finite self i 
supported by a more fundamental reality, namely Brahmar 
the ultimate sarlrin. For the finite selves are also themselve 
bodies, or parts, of the body of the supreme Self. The suprem 
Self alone is therefore the ultimate ground (adlzara) of all beingi 
in particular, the finite conscient beings. 

One might ·-ask if Ramanuja has gained anything b. 
~ransforming the physical category of 'embodiedness' fror 
Its metaphysical to the reFgious plane. Does not Advaita to1 
make the undifferentiated Brahman the ground of whateve 
phenomenality that is there? I am inclined to believe that, b: 
this transference, Ramanuja has liberated metaphysics of it 
cold and dead categories and infused life and blood, feelini 
and emotions in them. Thus, the word adlzara, like its Englis] 
translations 'support' or 'ground', is fundamentall~ 
impersonal. It reminds me of an expression, 'God is my Rock' 
that fails to evoke an Indian religious sensitivity. Ramanuj, 
must have felt the icy coldness of the category, for he graduall~ 
comes to rely on more persona] terms such as 'the controller 
(niyama) and the principal (se~i). Both these terms hav( 
11111,:-b more personal connotation for him in the models tha 
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he builds up, as if he were setting a corrective to his own 
adlzara-adlzeya model. These, I shall discuss later; I shall now 
be concerned with bringing out another aspect of the model at 
discussion. 

There is in the model of adlu'ira-adlzeya an aspect that 
Ramanuja strongly emphasises. It is the idea of the divine 
support for His 'creatures'; thus support to the devotee changes 
itself into a refuge, a place into which the devotee resorts 
(a.fraya). Asraya thus not merely personalizes the impersonal 
and the metaphysical adlzara but also highlights the easy 
availability of God (saulabhya) to man. It is Brahman as asraya 
rather than adlztira that we meet with in the Grtablzti$ya, 
although in Srlblzti$ya it is the latter that we meet with, 
consistent with the spirit of the two works concerned. There 
however is no contradiction between the two terms, or between 
their uses in two different works. It is only a difference of 
intent rather than of content. Adhara has the philosopher's 
intent, whereas asraya has the devotee's intent at work. 
Ramanuja has shown here a remarkable sense of relevance. 
But for this, it is the same man who both philosophizes on the 
truth that Brahman is the ground of his being, and who 
religiously experiences his utter dependence on God in a very 
special way. Adhara-adlzeya model has a general metaphysical 
meaning, which may be said to be, in a sense, the philosophical 
undercurrent for the models that Ramanuja speaks of. 
Therefore, we may even think that the relation of adhara-adheya 
is the first aspect of ontology, or metaphysics, of Visi~tadvaita; 
and that within its matrix Brahman is viewed as the real of 
real, or the true of the tru~ (satyasya-satya(l), the light of lights 
(jyoti$dnz-jyoti$), the life oflife (prti1J,asya-prd1J,am), the infinite 
(ananta), the eternal and the imperishable (ak$ara) and the 
super-consciousness (jii.ana), - all the epithets that the 
upani$ads give to Brahman for the sake of emphasizing the 
inner unity of the ultimate reality. 
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The second model of the self-body relationship is that 
of the ruler-ruled, or the controller-controlled (niyanta­
niyamya). In virtue of this model of relation, BraI-:.111an is the 
ruler, or controller within. of cit that is ruled and controlled 
by Brahman. This conception of the relation between Brahman 
and cit clearly expresses the personal and the dynamic 
chara~ter of God's relation in respect of the world of the 
conscient selves. To be sure, this relation of ruler to what is 
ruled also ex· t b . . . • 
R- _ . is s etween f1111te selves and their bodies; but 

amanuJa now v· • 1· d B 1 iews It at a different level, as app 1e to 
r1a 1_111a1: as the Self and cit as his body. For he thinks that the 

re at1on rs cl I 
n. ear Y exemplified when God is the self. The verb, 

zyam, has the pr· · ' 'I Id. back' 1mary meaning of 'stoppmg , or 10 mg 
, and the derived . . , , 11 -

and • g . meanings of 'restrammg , contro mg, ~overrnng' p . . _ 
(the 011 1 ~ • rom here he has formed the word, myallta e w 10 rest • 
What is . rams), and applied it to Brahman, or God. more lll O d" . 
be applied t ' ~ lllary parlance, the term myanta can also 

0 a chariot · b · · and contr 11 • . eer Who guides the chanot Y restrammg 
_ 0 Ing his h · · ·ct RamanuJ· a th . orses. It surely 1s not a co111c1 ence to 

. at an 1n · G d • K sanctifies the carnation (avatara) of o m r~i)a 
profoundly 11 role of a charioteer in the Gfta. Ramanuja is 

1oved b h. . 
man. Y t 1s divine condescension towards a lowly 

Further it . 
text that has m' :s not merely a desire to draw from a smrti 

0 tivated n - · -God; the image ~amanuja to use the term myanta to 
ry goes b . h 

may have given . ack to some of the Vedic ymns that 
. rise to ti . 

meanmgs, ni_vama . le philosophy of Yoga. In all these 
Brahman as lsva admirably suits Ramanuja' s conception of 

ra of r 1· . - . 
merely the overlord e ig1on. As Jsvara, Brahman 1s not 

. of al! h · I d 1 them from within a . t at exists; he ru es an contro s 
s the Ind - - ) J 

as the rule, or control . Welling spirit (antmyamm • . u_st 
• b d G d ' is exercised by the self from wrthm m·er its o \'. o as niy _ . 

_ _ • , • ama of the finite bemgs may be called 
nmmTmn111, or the controUer-within' or the 'inner ruler' of 

' 
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the individual self. This name is. in fact, Ramanuja' s favourite 
name for God. He believes that it adequately, and in a manner 
that is intrinsically personal, reveals to man God's nature as 
the Self that animates, rules and controls from within his own 
body, that is the conscient selves. 

For his proof, he relies on the passage from the 
Brhadarauyaka Upani~ad, known as the Antaryaml-brtilzma~w, 
already quoted in this chapter. 'He who dwells within the 
Self' (antar) is also the 'controller within' (antmyamln). The 
controller within cannot be the finite self (jlva, cit), but the 
supreme Self, free from all the limitations to which the finite 
self is heir to. Such a supreme Self is the Brahman of the 
upani~ads, the Narayal).a of the religions, for he is, as both 
transcendent and immanent, pum~a that rules all cit and acit, 
all the Vedas, all divine beings. He thus abides within them, 
rules over them and within them. If Ramanuja now makes 
this Self the puru~ottama, he has in the back of his mind not 
merely the drama unfolded in the Glta but also the tenth 
ma~z(lala of the ~g Veda's puru~a~s(t~ta •. ':gainst this backdrop 
we can see the significance of RamanuJa s words: 

Because the Lord (B!wgavan) abides as the Self in all beings, 
which are His own vib/111tis · He ~nay_ be called by the names of 
these beings in co-ordinate pred:cation (sa:nanadliikara~zya). 
just as the words denoting p~rtlc~lar bodies extend in their 
significance to the souls ctwellmg m those bodies. 1s 

The one significance that .stan~s. out in the use of this 
model for Ramanuja, closest to his rehgio-metaphysical heart 
is that Brahman, or God, is the core ~fall beings, irrespectiv~ 
of the stages and phases through whic~ they pass. Thus the 
totality of beings in Brahman, b~th. active and inert, can exist 
only in God; apart from God t~1e1r ilnner Self, they are a mere 

. H 1 fi111te se ves to the nothmg. e compares t 1e . rays of the sun· 
as the attributes of the sun, the rays ~onstltute the body of th~ 
sun. Likewise the finite selves conSCitute the body of Brahman 
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or Bhagavan. The light, or the self-consciousness, of the fin 
atnzan belongs to Bhagavan, since it is the vibluUi and a,izfa 
Brahman. 19 In conclusion, the model of niyanta-niyamJ 
expressing the aprtlzak-siddlzattva of farlra-farlri-blza1 
defines the Brahman of metaphysics as the Isvara of the ethic 
religions; the latter is the righteous ruler of the universe, withe 
any taint or caprice, cruelty or evil; and he is the univen 
redeemer (sarva-rak,Jaka). 

The third model of the self-body relationship is t 
relation of the principal and the accessory (fe,Ji-fe,Ja). In virt 
of this model, Brahman is the principal, the primary, or t 
fundamental, and cit is the accessory, the secondary and t 
subordinate. It is true however that Ramanuja does not u 
this model as frequently as the others, although the Vedarth 
smizgra/za begins, in its invocatory verse, with this model 
se$i and se$a, wherein he even indulges in a pun. :io Yet, 
may be noted that the model has highlighted a distinctive aspe 
of_Ramanuja's metaphysics. Hence, without an explication 
this model, our understanding of the soul-body relationsh 
~ould perhaps be incomplete. For the notion of subserviern 
(se$atva), that is inherent in the fesi-fesa relation, is essenti 
fo~ Ramanuja for defining the s~lf, ~ven as the notion , 
pnmacy, that is inherent in the notion of fesitva, is essenti 
for d~fining Brahman, the supreme fesin. For the charactc 
of bemg fe.Jin is closely linked With th~ lordship (lsltrtva) ar 
the supremacy (paratva) of Brahman over his modes, especial] that of cit. 

• The original meaning of the word fesa is 'remainder'; 
1s de~ived _from the root fi.J, meaning literally 'to leave', 
meanmg still retained in the adjectival and the adverbial fon 
ase~a, 'without remainder', in mathematics; here it has mea1 
negatively 'entire' or 'entirely'. One of the derived meanin~ 
of se~a is 'what is left over', therefore the 'subordinate part' 
or 'subsidiary', or 'accessory'. It is in this sense that Karm 
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Mimarnsa used the term to describe any subordinate part of 
the sacrifice, which was intended to serve the principal purpose: 
and the principal purpose itself of the sacrifice was called sesi. 
Ramanuja makes use of this sense of Karma Mimarilsa, wh~n 
he defines that ie$n is the constituent, or accessory, because it 
is subservient to another, which may be said to be fe$i. Se$i is 
that which possesses ie$a, in virtue of its being the principal 
element to the accessory elements. It now follows that se$a is 
what exists for another, and ie$i is that for which ie$a exists. 
Sanskrit grammarians too define the terms in a similar way: 
ie$a is an object possessed, whereas the possessor is se,>·i. 
Ramanuja seems to be aware of the historical development of 
these terms, when he places before us the model of ie$i-ie$a­
bhava. ~, 

In the Vedartlza-smizgraha, Ramanuja,making use of the 
history of the terms, elaborated on both the principal (ie$i) 
and the accessory, or the subordinate (ie$a). He explicates 
that the ie$i-ie$a relationship in any situation would imply that 
ie$a is that whose essential nature consists in being solely useful 
to something else, by virtue of its intention to contribute some 
excellence to this other thing; and this other (parafz) is ie$i. 
He now proceeds to apply this definition. 

The essential nature of all entities, be they eternal or 
non-eternal, intelligent or non-intelligent, is such that they are 
solely for the supreme lord. Their value consists in their 
intention to contribute some excellence to the supreme 
Brahman, their principal, the governor and the ground. Thus 
everything is in the state of beihg subservient (ie$a-blzfi.tam) 
to the Lord; and the Lord is the master and owner (se$i) of 
everything. n Ramanuja therefore speaks of this model along 
with the other models of adlzara-adlzeya and ni_vanta-niyanrya 
models, although instances of treating this model itself as 
expressive of the fundamental soul-body relationship are not 
altogether absent. But by and large the model seems to be 
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more supplementary than substantial. insofar as it may be sai 
to play a second fiddle to the rest of the models. Thus. fc 
example, in the following verse, se~i-se~a-bhava is see 
supplementary to his understanding of the sarlraka-sastra i: 
terms of the cause and effect, the source and the product: 

These two natures are certainly mine. As everything originate: 
from them, even so they originate from me and belong to me 
I alone am their origin; I alone am their dissolution, and . 
alone am their goal ... because I am the cause of the two naturei 
which are the causes of all things. and because I am the se~i. 
even of the intelligent beings who are the se~as of the non­
intelligent entities (material defects), I am superio1 
(paratama). 23 

But nothing could be far from the truth, if this 
supplementary character of se~i-se~a model is construed to be 
redundant in Ramanuja' s metaphysics. This model, if it seems 
rather remote to us, it is partly because it is called from the 
rather archaic practices of ritual Mimarnsa, and also partly 
because the modern consciousness accustomed to speak of 
the individual person as an autonom~us centre of consciousness 
and freedom, recoils at the idea of being treated as a disposable 
property. The model, however, has a distinct purport. 
Ramanuja believes that the model of sesi-sesa satisfies the 
highest demands of ethics and aesthetics ~ven ·as the model of 
adhara-adheya satisfies the metaphysic.al demands, and the 
model of ni_vantr~z-niyamya satisfies the religious demands. For 
the model by defining God as the supreme lord (se~i), for 
whose satisfaction the world of cit lives, moves, and has its 
being, has a full bearing on the activity (pravrtti) of cit. Indeed, 
the cit, insofar as it is defined to be incapable of any activity 
(pravrtti-anarlza), is also depende11t on supreme Brahman for 
all its moral conation and the aesthetical creation. Whatever 
ethical and aesthetical perfection, that the finite self exhibits, 
is both dependent on the supreme Self, and also redounds to 
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the external glory of the same supreme Self which is the 
treasure-house of all moral and aesthetical perfections (sakala­
kalyti~1a-ai sva,ya-gu~za-11idhaye). Therefore the model in 
question stresses the self-related and the self-realized nature 
of Brahman, as contrasted with the nature of the finite self that 
is eternally dependent on Brahman's will. The finite will both 
exists and works for the satisfaction of the supreme will. Some 
of the problems that arise from this subordination of human 
will to the divine will, will be discussed by me later. 

Thus we may say that the relation ofBralunan and atman 
as sarlri11 (soul) and sarlra (body) can be explicated by many 
models; three of them are important. These three models 
harmonize the three relations, namely, the metaphysical relation 
of the ground (ad/ztira) and the consequent (tid/zeya), the 
religious relation of the ruler lord (niyanta) and the devotee 
(niyamya), and the ethico-aesthetical relation of end (se~i) and 
means (se~a), - all the terms which are only logically 
distinguishable but not separable. This apparently threefold, 
but essentially unitary, relation between Brahman and cit 
constitutes the core of Ramanu j a' s metaphysics viewed through 
the perspective of aprtlzak-siddlzattva. Therefore cit or atman, 
is said to be a mode (prakara) of Brahman, paramatman; it is 
thus at once logical, religious, ethical and aesthetical ego to 
be grasped as the body (sarlra) of Brahman, who himself is 
grasped as the possessor of this cosmic body (sarlrin). 

So far my attempt has been to understand Ramanuja' s 
sarlraka-sastra by analysing it through its models. Equipped 
with this analytical understanding, we now need to have a synthetic 
view of the metaphysics of stirlraka-sastra, to which I now tum. 

Sarlrin is the possessor of the body (sarlra), and is 
synonymous with atman. It is now applicable to any finite 
conscient self (cit). But the finite self, to be sarlrin, has to 
fulfil three conditions: The finite self must possess certain 
modes; the modes must be entirely dependent on the self; and 
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finally they act for the service of the self. Thus sarrri is 
characterized by the body that is determined by modality, 
dependence and serviceability. When this status of sarlrin is 
extended to Brahman, or when the relation of sarlri-sarlm is 
extended to Brahman and cit there should be the realization , 
of the above three characteristics in this 'elevated' relation, 
too. What then would happen, if we make the conscient. but 
the finite, self the body (sarlra) of Brahman? Firstly, as a mode 
it derives its being from Brahman. as the very life of its life 
(svariipasrita); it is sustained by Brahman's immanence 
(a:nzaikaprakaratva). Secondly, it is controlled by Brahman's 
will (sa,izkalpc7.srita); therefore it absolutely depends on 
Brahman (atmaikasrayatva). Finally, it subsists as a means to 
~he realization or the divine purpose (atmaikaprayojanatra); 
ns act· • • • ivny 1s for the services of Brahman. In this way, bemg 
the body of Brahman would mean to cit that it derives its 
s~bstantiality from the Brahman as tidhtira, that it depends on 
his redempt" . • 1ve will as the niyantr and above all, that 1t acts as 
aC means to the service ·and. sati;faction of Brahman. 

onversely h 1 B , w at would happen if we make t 1e supreme 
t;:~an, fully conscient and infi1~ite spirit, the Self (sarlri) of 
th ody that is the cit ? Firstly as the substance, it would be 

e ground • ' dl l sust . of existence for all its modes. Secon y, as t 1e 
1 ainer of its body, it would be entirely independent; and 

a so control th ld b h 
end and O e _body from within. Finally, it wou. e t e 

r g. al of Its body. insofar as it is the ever fulfilled and 
rea _12e~ W11l, serving as ;n impetus for all ethical and aesthetical 
asp1rat1ons of its body. In short Bralu1ian as the sarlrin is the 
~-urce, the su stenance and the' satisfaction of the finite self. 

lt, on the other hand, as sarlra is the consequent from 
Brahman depe1 d • ·11 d t ' 1 ent on Brahman's redemptive WI , an agen 
for the sole satisfaction of Brahman. In this synthetic relation 
of sarlri-sarlra, sarlra 'refers' also to sarlrin and vice-versa. 
Therefore cit as sarlra of Brahman refers to Brahman as sarlrin; 
likewise Brahman as sarlri of cit 'refers' to cit as sarlra. 
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\Ve should not however overlook the kind of reference 
that is involved. Though cit is different from Brahman in the 
denotative aspect, as it is a unique individual, it is one with 
him; hence cit connotes Brahman. Again, though Brahman is 
different from cit, he is the substance of cit; hence it again 
com1otes cit as his mode. Here is the paradox of the relation 
of aprtlzak-siddlzattva, which seems to reconcile theism with 
a non-dualism advocated by a Veda.min. I am afraid, not many 
scholars have taken note of this important aspect of Ramanuja • s 
metaphysics. 

I have had occasion to state that, in virtue of the 
threefold models of sarlri-sarlra-blzava, the finite self comes 
to acquire the status of the logical, the ethical and the 
aesthetical ego. These are not three egos; rather they are 
all ultimately transfigured into the threefold expression of 
sarlra of Brahman in terms of adlzeyatva, vidlzeyatva and 
se$atva. For as the logical ego, cit derives its substantiality 
from Brahman, and is called the aprtlzak-siddlza vise~a,:za, 
adheya and a,i1sa. As the ethical ego, cit is sustained and 
moved from within, and is called the aprtlzak-siddlza 
niyamya. As the aesthetical ego, it dedicates itself to the 
se.rive of the lord, and is called aprtlzak-siddlza se~a, or 
kilizkara. Let me bring out the fuller implications of the 
above statements. 

The logical relation of aprtlzak-siddl~attva ~etween the 
infinite Brahman and the finite self, expllcated m terms of 
adhara-adlzeva, can also be seen as a relation obtai~ed between 
cause and effect (kara1J,a-kdrya), substance and attribute (gu,:zl­
guna) and also as the whole and the part (C:tizsi-arnsa). 
Ra~1anuja does indeed make use of these categories, although 
not in the way I have tried to classify them here. Cit is the 
effect (karya) of Brahman, in the_ sense t~at a term connoting 
Brahr."an is the effected; or differentiated, st_ate (ka.rya­
bralzman) is coordinated with another term connotmg the same 
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Brahman in the causal, or non-differentiated, state (kara~za 
brahman). The satkarya-va,din that he is, Ramanuja now view 
the finite selves as inseparable effects of Brahman, their cause 
Brahman now is the ultimate substance (sat) which is the locu 
(airaya) of attributes that are the finite selves. The finite selve: 

' are the attributes (gw;,a), that are possessed by their substance 
(gw;,l). Further these selves as gu~za, vise~a~za, not only make 
for the eternal differentiation of the absolute (sat), they alsc 
make of themselves eternal parts (a,izsa) of Brahman, who i: 
the viblzu, the totality. It is here that Ramanuja thinks of th< 
upani~adic imagery of cit as the eternal sparks of the brillian 
self. The one term that he has for it is the mode (prakara) tha 
~s at once adlzeya, gu~a and arizsa. As a mode of Brahman, i 
is a spiritual 'monad'; the spiritual monad of Ramanuja mus 
not ~e interpreted in the quantitative sense. Brahman is viblm, 
or ~lra.t; and he resides immanently in the monadic cit (a{zu, 
as Its inner self; and at the same time he exceeds the finit( 
content of the monadic cit. Ramanuja in this way has beer 
succ~ssfuI to reconcile the pluralism of the self with the non­
duahs~ of Brahman, by way of employing the categories oJ 
causality, substantiality and infinity that subsume withir 
themse_Ives the categories of effect attributes and part~ 
respectively p . ' 
d"ffi . • or they all are ultimately traced back to the 

1 erent1ated Brahman. 

B h The ethical relation of aprt/zak-siddlzattva between 
ra man and cit ex 1• . • . - . -

, P 1cated m terms of myanta-myamya, 
stresses the need .c . . h ct· · 

tor reconc1hation between t e 1vme 
transcenden_ce and immanence. Brahman, the supreme 
p~rll$a, wlule transcending all that has risen out of his 
dismemberment, resides Within them and rules them from 
within. He is th_e spirit that indwells (antaryamln). The 
individual self IS not a mere visesana, but an active 
personality, which is e~sentially free: But it is a freedom 
made possible by the Immanence of Brahman within the 
active person of cit. Hence, Brahman is the controller 
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(niyanta), the highest spirit (pllnt$Ottama), who makes 
possible the ethical and religious pursuits of the finite self. 

Finally, the aesthetical relation of aprthak-siddlzattva 
between Brahman and cit, explicated in terms of fe$i-fe$a, 
highlights the truth that the finite self attains self-sovereignty 
by subjugating its sensibility and egoism (ahanikara), and by 
dedicating its freedom to the service of Brahman, or Isvara. 
The self is to realize its utter dependence (fe$atva) on Isvara, 
its inner ruler, and itself as a means (fe$a) to the service and 
satisfaction of Brahman, who is its fe$i. Ramanuja firmly 
believes that cit can launch upon the divine end of soul-making 
only as subservient to its se~i; hence it has to be fully aware of 
its status as the servant (dasa, kili1kara) of the supreme 
Brahman. The aesthetic relation of fe$i-fe$a thus reconciles 
immanence and transcendence of Brahman, by way of making 
the cit realize that it is not only knower (jl1atr), and the doer 
(kartr), but also as the enjoyer (blzoktr). 

Thus, in conclusion it may be said that the logical view 
of aprthak-siddhattva promotes between Brahman and cit 
intimacy and unity, the ethical view fosters reverence to, and 
freedom in, Brahman; and finally the aesthetical view of the 
same relation combines the two by intuiting Brahman as the 
transcendent beauty itself (blzfi.vana-sundara). I am afraid, 
Ramanuja' s aesthetics is a totally untilled terrain, which 
however falls outside the purview of this study. 

A problem that stands out in the context of the application 
of the relation of aprthak-siddlzattva especially in its model of 
niyanta-niyamya is that of human freedom vis-a-vis the absolute 
sovereignty of God. I shall now turn my attention to this 
problem. 

The ethical problem in Ramanuja' s philosophy is the 
dilemma of determinism: cit is either determined by prakrti 
and its guna;, or controlled by the will of God. In the former 
case, cit i~ subjected to the powers of materiality and, in the 
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may be said to be ontological freedom, the second, moral 
freedom. In virtue of cir being the eternal mode (prakara) of 
Brahman, there exists the aprtlzak-siddha relation between 
Brahman as niyama and cit as niyamya. In virtue of this 
ni_vmua-niyamya relation, Brahman is the indwelling spirit 
(ammyamln). This relation then bears upon the very nature 
of cit. If so, Ramanuja concludes that cit cannot be said to 
have any ontological freedom. The ontological separation of 
Brahman and cit is a metaphysical impossibility. But cit is 
morally and religiously free. 

Cit then is free only to the ethical and religious extent 
but, in the ontological sphere however, it is determined. How 
are we to reconcile this ontological determinism with the ethico 
religious, or moral freedom? For ontological determinism 
implies divine premotion in ethico-religious sphere. However 
unpleasant the situation be, Ramanuja will not give up the 
niyanta nature of Brahman. He argues that cit, insofar as it is 
niyamya, to be sure, is moved from within; it is a movement 
that may be said to have come from the inner nature of cit 
itself; therefore it must not be construed as the cancellation of 
cit's moral freedom. Nonetheless, the finite self can say No to 
the supreme self. This denial is at once a denial of its own 
nature. Therefore the individual will can come into conflict 
With the divine will. To the extent it is a negation of its own 
nature, it is also to that extent a denial of its free nature. 
Therefore, to Ramanuja, freedom is fulfilled only in the 
surrender to the will of the niyanta Brahman; it is realized 
in attuning the finite will to the infinite will, and making 
itself God's instrument. Thus the niyamya is to transform 
itself into the perfect fe~a: ethics ultimately is 

metamorphised into religion. 
This transformation of metaphysics into ethics, and of 

ethics into religion, is because of the inseparable relation 
between Brahman and cit. This relation holds good in bondage 
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and liberation alike. Let me now turn to this final aspect oft 
application of ap_rthak-siddlzattva between Brahman and di 

It is possible that one may be, specially if he is narro:' 
positivistic, deeply disturbed with what happens in RamanuJ, 
philosophy: His metaphysics crystallizes into a philosophy 
religion. This is perhaps due to the fact that he makes 
difference between the absolute of philosophy and the God 
religion. In doing this, he hopes to reconcile the claims 
logic with the needs of religious feelings. We cannot afford 
forget that Ramanuja is not only a metaphysician but alsc 
mystic. When a mystic like Ramanuja may say that the he; 
has a logic of its own, this logic is not opposed to the logic 
the intellect, because he has already prepared a philosophii 
?round for its explication. His philosophy therefore not 01 

interprets metaphysics in terms of religion, and religion 
ter1:1s of metaphysics, but also equates the two by the comm 
designation darsana. 

. . This composite meaning of darsana at once incluc 
Withm itself sacrality, reality and value into a single unity. T 
way ~e has succeeded in synthesizing the conflicting claim~ 
1:~m$adfc non-dualism with the Vedic and the non- Ve1 
t h~1

1sm. His seems to be a brilliant integration of the m, 
P 1 0 sophical · • • 

1 , scriptural and traditional trends of the Ind cu ture of h • d . 
11•1 is ays. Whether we understand RamanuJ 

hp 1 _oskophy as metaphysics or religion and exegesis or cultu 
e 1s een to t • . • 

re am, at everyone of these levels, the d1st1 status of his t t . . . 1 . . . . a tva-traya, namely Brahm~n, elf and aclt. 
this d1stmction is to be understood within the Vedantic conte 

Hence, the relation between them is one of inseparabil 
This inseparability refers to the very nature of the reali1 
that he speaks of. The relation that holds between Brahn 
and cit, in particular, is valid at the level of metaphysics, ethi 
religion and of aesthetics. Hence this relation may be saic 
hold good at all times. Henc~ the finite self is rela 
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hseparably with Brahman not only in bondage (bandlza), not 
unly when it is concorporated (prakrtika), not only when it is 
set on the path of liberation (mu11wk~u), but also when it is 
ultimately freed (mukta) and enjoys the company of the ultimate 
Brahman, the Naraym:ia of religion. Liberation is neither the 
cancellation of the distinct identity of cit, by way of a merger 
with Brahman's essence, nor a realization of cit as an unrelated 
entity. It is rather a rediscovering of one's identity as 
inseparably rooted in the nature of the ultimate Brahman. In 
this sense, aprthak-siddlzattva is an eternal, intrinsic and 
organismic relation. ~-1 
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It would be of some interest to see if aprtlzak-siddhi relation is 
also applicable between Sri: and Naraya1;a. Sri does not seem 
to have been presented by Ramanuja as an independent tattva, 
but only as an aspect of Narayai)a. Sri is depicted as the maternal 
aspect of the God of religion. Therefore the relation that holds 
?etween the two may b~ said to be of identity rather than 
inseparability between the distinct eternal entities. Treatment 
of this issue would be of interest to a philosopher of religion; it 
however falls outside the purview of my book. 



[GJ] 
Conclusion 

In concluding this study instead of merely summing up 
in earlier chapters, a few reflections on Ramanuja's method 
would perhaps put me on the path of deeper studies in the 
area in the coming years. Such an attempt may also be 
warranted to some extent, in the context of the efforts to look 
Ramanuja' s metaphysics from the perspective of a unique 
relation that goes by the name of aprtlzak-siddhattva. This 
enterprise on methodology seems to be further warranted by 
conviction that Vedanta, in its many forms, in particular, those 
advoc;;ated by Sarilkara and Ramanuja, is fundamentally a 
hermeneutics, or ._a 0 scriptural exegesis. If so, what is 
Ramanuja's approach to a philosophy seen as a hermeneutics? 

The three points have been highlighted here. In the first 
place, Ramanuja builds upon t_he Naiy~y!~as w~th~~t being a 
crass realist. This is made possible by his rnducuve approach 
within Vedanta. Secondly, his integrative method has macte 
possible the unity of the opposites in the self as w~l~ as the 
highest reality. Thirdly, he has a _marvellous sens1t_1vity to 
historicity in his hermeneutics; this has made possible the 
synthesis of metaphysics and religion. 

(103) 
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'Vedanta' mav be taken in two senses: firstly. it may 
mean, literally, tl;e concluding part of the Vedic lore. 
Understood in this sense, the upani$ads constitute the 
concluding portion of the Veda; Vedanta here would therefore 
mean the philosophy of the upani$ads. Secondly, it may mean 
'the end' or 'the goal' of the Vedas. Understood this way, it 
may mean a philosophy of human life and liberation, since 
these items constitute the core of the teaching of the Veda. 
Initially an affirmation and a negation on a phenomenal level 
and, again, a re-affirmation on a transcendental level, of human 
existence, characterize the Vedantic philosophy. What kind of 
Vedantic hermeneutics may Ramanuja be said to be doing? 

Samkara is a transcendentalist par excellence. He begins 
with the non-dual Brahman as his basic postulate, and thence 
from the 'high heavens' of the paramartlzika, he descends to 
explicate his philosophy of non-dualism (advaita). His 
app.roach may be said, in a sense, 'deductive'. His vision is 
sub specie aeternitatis. From his basic postulate of bralzma­
satyarfz, he derives his philosophy of the world and the 
individual self. Mithyatva of jagat and the na-paratva of jlva 
are the derivative truths (dr$!i). They constitute the realm of 
practicality, or empiricality (vyavalzara). As derivative, they 
are merely secondary, and are a mere concession to our 
practicality. Human existence, in its asp_ect of life and liberation, 
is to be assigned meaning from the perspective of a 
transcendental truth (paramart/zika-sattti). Naturally, the 
meanings that are assigned to the world and the self, nay more, 
even to God, if such a reality is admitted, are relative, for they 
are still the products of the nescience (avidya.-mayti). I shall 
call this method a transcendental hermeneutics. 

As distinct from Sari1kara' s approach, Ramanuja may 
be said to be an immanentalist. While he too may be said to 
subscribe to the conception of a basic non-dual reality, h,e does 
not start his philosophy with this postulate. His postulate is a 
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concrete reality immanented in the world of the conscient (cit) 
and the jnconscient (acit) entities. He begins his philosophy 
with the plurality of the finite selves and the world of objects, 
and ascends to a transcendentalism, that however does not 
cancel the realities of cit and acit, at any stage. He rather 
takes the realities of cit and acit, in themselves complete and 
total in terms of their reality, and deposits them in the heart of 
the reality. This is because, in his view, in the ultimate reality 
cit and acit are eternally co-eval, in a relation of inseparability 
(aprthak-siddhattva) with the ultimate reality. 

Hence, Ramanuja' s approach, in a sense, may be said 
to be 'inductive'. He analyses the world of the conscient and 
the inconscient as given, and traces them back to their ontic 
ground, Brahman. In terms of reality (sat) itself, there is no 
question of primary and secondary realities here. They are 
co-eval. Yet, in virtue of the utter dependence of cit and acit 
on Brahman, an antic priority, not in terms of time or their 
essence at any rate, is assigned to Brahman, whose modes 
(prakara) they are said to be. The ":orld_ of the inconscient 
(acit) is neither illusory nor unr~al. ~1ke~ise, the world of the 
conscient selves (cit) is not identical m essence With the 
supreme transcendental reality. They have fullness or 
completion of essence in themselves, although they are eternally 
dependent on Brahman. Hence, they. are not derivative 
realities, in the sense that they are entertamed as existent Only 
to cater to our practicality and the~ sublated ~o affirm the reality 
of the transcendental reality. Their affirmatmn_ does not negate 
the reality of the ultimate, because they co~Stltute Brahman's 
body. Likewise, the affirmatio~ of the reahty ?f Brahman too 
does not call for the minimization of the real!ty of the finite 
selves or the material world, much_ less ~e~r c~nceUation 
Therefore Ram_anuja does not ~ndul~~ 111 the ~1:tmcti~n b~twee~ 
the paramartluka and the vyav~hanka. O pract1c~hty has 
as much significance as anythm~ ~lse. ~ecause. Ramanuja 
begins his philosophy with what 1s immediately given to our 
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• • e and then moves on to the transcendental real~ty ~s expericnc - . ,. d · 'mlus 
the ontic Qround ({7d/z(7m). he is much more m ucuve . 
approach~ to a philosophy of reality. l shall call this_ an 

• • 11 neuucs imrnanental hermeneutics. rather than empinca 1erme_ , 
as distinct from Sarnkara's transcendental hermeneutics. 

I am inclined to believe that it is in virtue 0 ~ ~he 
immancntal hermeneutics that Ramanuja is capable of avoiding 
the crass real ism of Nyaya. The crass realism of Nyaya made 
it accept inherence (samawiya) as a distinct category. In_t'~e 
N aiyayika' s relation of substance-attribute. (gu~w-gwzl, kr1ya­
kriw.1vc111J, neither attribute nor action both of which need a 
substratum for their beirn! is endowed V:,ith consciousness (cit). 
There is a radical diff;;ence here between ap,-rlzak-siddhi­
b/za\·a of Ramanuja and samavaya of Nyaya,- a difference 
that has facilitated Ramanuja t~ avoid the pitfalls of crass 
realism. and also to remain a Vedantin and thus to safeguard 
a realistic pluralism within the Veda.mi~ tradition. Cit and acit -
~re distinct, total in themselves, yet reside in the supreme Self 
msepar~bly; in virtue of inseparability, they are the modes 
and attnbutes of Brahman. 

It is n?~ the case that the N aiyayikas do not have the concept 
of separability (prtlzak-blzava). But this prtlzak-bhava is 
synonymous with viblzaga. It is a relation that is applicable to the 
physical materiality. In this sense, it may be said to be a physical 
category. If they speak of apnlzak-blzava it merely stands for 
the indivisibility (aviblzaga) oi the ultimate, material atoms. But, 
for Ramanuja the category of ap,1/zak-blzava is what is applied to 
the metaphysical entities of Brahman, cit and acit. It provides for 
distinctness as well a~ inseparability between the enti_t~es 
concerned. Such a relational category holds good among entities 
th:n are eternal and organismic. It at once provides for the 
fulfilment of metaphysics, ethics, religion and aesthetics. 

In \'irtue of this unique relation, the metaphysical entities, 
that it relates. are in their totality themselves and yet inseparable 
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from one another. It is in a sense a supra-logical equation that 
the scriptures speak of in such verses as: That one is total; 
This one is total: from the total, the total is subtracted and, 
what is left over is the total; add to That one This one, and the 
sum total is totality. The ultimate Brahman is qualified by the 
eternal distinctiveness of individual selves and the matter as 
its attributes. Such a relationship is unique, and cannot be 
exemplified by anything realized in our world of experience, 
in spite of Ramanuja' s attempt to explicate it by way of some of 
the familiar models. We cannot therefore find fault with 
Ramanuja when he finally insists on the need for a sadhana of 
prapatti, at once ritual, ethical, religious and mystical, not only 
to figure out but also to participate in that unique relationship 
with the ultimate Brahman .. In passing from logic and 
metaphysics to religion, through this relation of aprtlzak­
siddhattva, Ramanuja has not only fulfilled his logical 
propensities as a philosopher but also left room for mystical 
union of self with God. The adhara-adheya-blzava thus 
transforms into se~i-se~a-blzava, divesting the former of its icy 
coldness and filling it with the warmth of love therein. 

Secondly, Ramanuja' s method has made possible a unity 
of the opposites in the world of the inconscient (acit), the 
conscient (cit) and, above all, in Brahman. 

That the world is a unity of many forces and currents 
often antagonistic to one another, is directly given to our 
xperience. The world is a unity of diversely opposite forces. 

~le world-process of conflicting forces is traced by Ramanuja 
1 the three elements of earth, water and fire. Their unity 

::wever is _traced back to the single pr!nciple o~ pra~rti, that 
nifests fust of-all into the elements cited, to give nse to the 

ma f b. b f • 1· • multiplicity of the world o o -~~cts ~ way o tnp 1cat1on 
rrivrtkam~~a). Further, prakrt1 itself 1s. the great vibrating 
0 tter in virtue of its gu~zas of sattva, ra1as and tamas. And 
ma their unity is once again traced back to the fact that prakl1i. yet, • 
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or acit, is a mode of Brahman; it is grounded in the ultimate 
reality of Brahman. The unity of Brahman ultimately bespeaks 
the unity of the world in the midst of its multiplicity. 

Even so, Ramanuja sees the conscient self (cit) as a 
marvellous synthesis of the opposite within itself. This is so, 
not only in the sense of its being an organic unity of the body 
and soul, but also in the sense of being a locus of conflicting 
propensities within the finite self. Thus, he does not see any 
conflict in cit being both the bonded self (baddha) and at the 
same time an entity that intensely longs for liberation (mwnufcyu). 
The self thus is at once the 'sinner' and the 'saint'. It can 
enjoy moral freedom and, yet, is ontically rooted in Brahman. 
As an ontological entity the human self experiences all those 
self-divisions within itself and, yet, authentically experiences 
its own unity. Within it can thus exist baddhatva and mumu}cyatva 
side by side. This is made possible because it is a mode of 
Bra~an_ an_d therefore a replica of Brahman. Brahman himself 
admits wi_th1n himself the unity of differentiated modes, distinct 
but seemingly possessing mutually exclusive characteristics. 

The above synthesis of the seeming contradictions, within 
the world of the conscient self /cit) the inconscient world (acit) 
and also w·n • 1' , · . 

• 1 11n the transcendental reality itself, has important bearings on the 1 _ . 
• met 1odology of RamanuJa . 

. It may Perhaps be stated with a certain degree of 
c;r~an~y ;hat Ramanuja was the first intellectual in the history 
? t : e antic hermeneutics to have detected the serious flaws 
111 t e e:p~sit~on of the upanisadic ontology, especially as 
presente Y San'lkara. Thougi1 it is true that a ground was 
prepared for such a hermeneutics by many other thinkers, 
notable _among :hem being Yamuna, Ramanuja was the first 
to _PUt his bhaktz-1:ara1izpara on a scriptural footing. He thus 
gained for bhaktt, a philosophical and scriptural status, that 
was however so far treated among the intellectuals with a 
derision, as if bhakti Were a mere concession made to the lesser 
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intellects. Ramanuja not only drew from his local, often non­
Vedic tradition, but also traced the elements of blzakti and 
theism to the upalli$adic teaching itself. Convinced of the 
sabdlza-prama~zyatva, he did not feel the need to write 
commentaries on any of the u.pani$ads which other acaryas 
within Vedanta seemed to have done. But, his belief in the 
authority of the Vedic scripture is beyond any doubt, insofar 
as he abundantly quotes from them. 

A concept with which Ramanuja is unusually concerned 
is kaivalya, or liberation, understood in the sense of spiritual 
isolation. Samkara' s doctrine of kaivalya made no sense to 
Ramanuja who could speak of baddalzatva and mumuksutva 
within the same cit, or who could speak of the unity of 
Brahman, cit and acit. If he rejected this notion of kaivalya it 
is not only because he wanted to safeguard the autono~y of 
the self but also because he believed that autonomy is ultimately 
significant only within heteronomy. After ail, he was a 
philosopher of relatedness. He woul~ s~y that relatedness is 
not orily within acit and cit but also w1thm Brahman, however 
logically conceived relatedness seemed to harbour the ideas 
of logical opposites. The need for logical opposites within the 
self, after the manner of the supreme Self, that is a unity in the 
midst of diversity, seems to stem from the rel_igious propensity 
of the self that seeks salvation through blzakll • In this context 
kaivalya seemed to Ramanuja opposed to _b!zakti, for kaiva/y~ 
bespeaks of isolation, stagnation and sp1ntual petrificati~n. 
In kaivalya, the individual self would be bereft of all 
movements of body, mind and self; thus_at once kaival_va would 

lso be opposed to karma andjfiana allke. Hence, Rama.nu· 
a . Vi d- Ja 
spoke against the sway of kaivalya m . e ai-:ta and advocated 
inter-relationship between not ~11.ly elf, ac,t, ~n~ Brahman, 
but also between cit and czt, thus prov1d1ng for 

• t t I • an intersubjectivity within the Vedantic con ex : t 1s this second 
aspect of his inter-relationship that can be f~ultfully be explored 
as a basis for a social philosoph/. The mter-relatedness in 
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Brahman thus becomes a model for the inter-relatedness within 
the human community, because we are members o~ o~e a~o~h~r, 
all united in the antic synthesis of Brahman, or w1thm d1vm1t~ 
itself. Now, the concept of salvation acquires new nuances; 1t 
is not merely spiritual but also social. 

Finally, it brings out the marvellous sensitivity of 
Ramanuja to historicity, exhibited in his hermeneutics. This 
has contributed not a little to an integration of the Indian society. 
This inestimable social value comes to us from Ramanuja's 
attempt at incorporating historicity, or culture, in his 
philosophical methodology. 

In the Vedantic history, Ramanuja comes on the scene 
three centuries after Samkara. We have to acknowledge 
ungrudgingly that Samkara was a doyen of Vedanta, ind_eed 
one of the greatest metaphysician that India has ever known. 
His interpretation of Vedanta in terms of non-dualism, in the 
eighth century seemed to have said the last word on Vedantic 
philosophy. If so, where was the need for Ramanuja in the 
eleventh century to come up with a novel interpretation of 
Ved~nta, and that too, in direct opposition to Sarilkara? Would 
h~ size up to the towering intellectual genius of Sarilkara, if he 
directly opposed the doctrine of non-dualism? 

The need for a reinterpretation of Vedanta was felt deeply 
at the gr_ass-root level of the Indian society. Sarilkara, s 
metaphysics soon came to be viewed as deficient religiously. 
It was ~ee~1 to be not catering to the spirituality of the common 
man. Sam~~ra was thought of as having created an ivory tower 
of ~~hola~t1c1sm f~r the select few jfi.anis. The common man's 
sp1ntuahty felt mcreasingly alienated from the Vedantic 
metaphysics. They felt that Sarnkara, s metaphysical edifice 
did not make any room for them. Whatever the grievance be 
here. it cannot be said that common man needed no guidance 
in matters of life and liberation. What is more, for them life 
and liberation ought to be homogeneously juxtaposed; they 
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cannot at any stage be sundered by an artificial division 
between the realm of truth and the realm of practicalities. 
Ramanuja was the philosopher of the time to reinterpret Vedanta 
for the common man. 

This he did superbly with a profound sensitivity to time 
and place in which he was placed. Therefore in a sense, his 
philosophy is also a philosophy of culture. By intellectual 
training, he belonged to a Sanskritic tradition, but by birth he 
was placed in a milieu that was substantially non-Sanskritic. 
He was well-read in the Sanskritic philosophy of the time, 
especially Advaita; but by religious practice, he was a sectarian 
Vai~1;ava. Thus he was the man with his head soaring high in 
the Vedantic tradition, but feet firmly planted in his local soil. 
He was the philosopher of the spirit but, at the same time, a 
man of the world and God. This made it possible for him to 
combine his brand of Vedanta with the mysticism of the Tamil 
poet saints A_lvars. Thus, he did not discard any of the religio­
metaphysical resources that were available to him in the 
society. He discarded nothing as irrelevant to the 'ultimate 
concern' of man. Therefore, we see in him both a 
metaphysician and a religionist; it is difficult to separate these 
two aspects from his life and philosophy. 

With this comprehensive attitude to the ultimate concern, 
he paid close attention to the non-Sanskritic history of his native 
soil. He imbibed from the A_lvdrs the spirit of the Dravicja­
veda, and incorporated it in his Vedanta. Religion thus became 
to him in a true Indian sense Dharma. It is all that holds and 
maintains humanity at large in a place (dlzara1J,dd-dlzarnza ity­
alzuM. Thus what his birth had given him by way of his milieu 
was meaningfully incorporated and integrated into the 
intellectual tradition of the Veda. Not only this, he enlarged 
the scope of smrti and drew his inspiration freely, not only 
from the Bhagavad-gltd, but also from the Paficaratra and 
the Bhagavata-purd{za. He may be said to be a pioneer in the 
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process of integration of the Dravi<;lian spirituality with the 
philosophy of Vedanta. 

This marked a glorious beginning of a new Vedantic 
hermeneutics. A Hindu syncretism may be said to emer~e 
with such fusion of the elements of the Vedic-Bralzmamc­
Upani$adic philosophy with all those indigeneous religio­
cultural heritage, from the installing of the Vedic deities on the 
totemic animals to iconic worship and rituals in the temples. 
At a time when the caste structure was sacrosanct in a society, 
Ramanuja opposed it in no unmistakable terms, on the ground 
that an integral liberation is the birth-right of everyman, high­
born as much as the low-born. He asserted the equality of 
men, because as the conscient mode of Brahman, they 
constituted a spiritual community that is at once God's body. 
Further, in Samkara' s philosophy God had no ultimate 
s_ignificance, though not missing entirely. For God too, to 
Samkara, is a product of nescience; world is a dream-play; 
and, above all, the emotive side of man was relegated to the 
manifestation of either passion or inertia (rajasika, tamasika). 

Such a philosophy for the common man is anything but 
elevating; it is, if anything, depressive; for the common man, 
who sets on the path of liberation, is in the midst of the world; 
the world is concorporated with and around him. Ramanuja 
wisely filled up the missing gaps of Samkara's Vedanta, and 
restructured the Vedantic thought. He is a Vedantin, not merely 
in the traditional sense, but also in the sense of one who has 
integrated his indigeneous spirituality with that of the Veda. 
He is thus rightly hailed to be the ubhaya-vedantin. His 
attempts at synthesizing the personal God of the indigeneous 
spirituality, (a personal God is not entirely absent in the upani$ads 
though), with the impersonal Brahman of the upani$ads was 
happily welcomed by the intellectuals of the Sanskritic tradition 
and the common man alike. In particular, his attempts at 
establishing the bhakti-yoga as a sadhana par excellence, and 
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at transforming it into prapatti, as a way of total surrender to 
God, spoke directly to the religious aspirations of the common 
man. Ramanuja could achieve all these goals by being a 
ublzaya-vedantin. If we have anything to learn fruitfully from 
this method of Ramariuja is this integrative approach in a 
society that every now and then exhibits the upsurges of the 
disintegrative tendencies in a pluralistic society on the basis of 
caste, creed and religious ideologies. 

Even within the Sanskritic tradition itself, he showed-this 
integrative approach by going beyond the notion of a narrow 
and strict scripturality. In his philosophical system he extended 
the meaning of Vedanta by drawing inspiration from the post­
upani$adic sm.rti literature of the pura~zas, the tigamas and 
the mystical poetry. This way he made Vedanta flexible in 
order that it could respond to the needs of the society. As a 
hermeneutician, he succeeded in stretching the notion of 
scriptures beyond the upani$adic texts. He did not view the 
post-upani$adic literature as merely 'secular' writings; he saw 
in them the authority of the living word embodying the spirit 
of the scriptures, as they manifest in the lives of men in the 
world. Hence his understanding of the scripture is dynamic; 
he refused to see the scriptures as a petrified writ. 

What is more, even within the notion of the strict 
scripturality, he exhibited the above synthetic and integrative 
• approach. Having made the metaphysical highest identical with 
the religious highest, he provided for a God who would be 
accessible to man at the 'level of essence' . This God is the PurU$ 
ottama, the Sagu~za Brahman, without being a lower level reality 
as it was with Advaita, but who accepts man's stidhanas of karma., 
}fiana and bhakti. While Ramanuja integrated kanna andjiiii1za 
With blzakti, as a single sadhana of karma-jflana-bhakti­
samuccaya, his unique approach to karma deserves a close look. 

His approach made for the resolution of the conflict 
between the two Mimamsa viz. Karma Mlmiitilsa and Jiianf.l 
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Mlmamsa, or Vedanta. By advocating kanna-samryasa, in 
preference for knowledge, as the sole means of liberation 
(jfi.ana eva), Advaitin had driven a wedge into the authority of 
the scriptures. Sastra, to him, had come to mean not the earlier 
part of the scriptures which dealt with the karma-ka~z(la, but 
only the latter part, which dealt with the Jnana-ka~z(la. This 
way the Advaitic approach had selectively given the status of 
scripture, even within the orthodox understanding of 
scripturality, only to the jiiana-ka~z(i,a. Ramanuja, on the other 
hand, viewed the scriptural authority as single (eka-sastra). 
His vision was to have far reaching impact for Hindu 
philosophy and religion. Following the Glta, he may be said 
to have transformed the karma-ka~1(1,a into a devoted and 
disinterested service to God; it is now a service without 
hankering for the fruits of action. Thus, the karma-ka~z(l,a is 
not confined to its narrow ritualism, it is 'sublimated' as service 
done in tender love for one's God and his people. Thus the 
kanna-sannyasa of Advaitin is raised to a higher level, and 
given the status of ni~kama-karma of the Glta. Even this 
disinterested service is divested of its negative connotation by 
transforming it into a prapatti-kailikarya. The net result of all 
this is that he is now in a position to acknowledge the integrality 
of the scriptures without driving a wedoe into it. This too is a 
significan~ contribution that is made p;ssible by his synthetic 
approach m hermeneutical enterprise. 

References 

1. Aut~or doe~ n?t :"ant anyone to identify the terms 'inductive' 
and_ deductive with their corresponding methods in the western 
logic.. The reference here is only two approaches to reality 
rather than scientific methods. 
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