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Preface

The philosophy of Vedanta is rooted in the Upanisads,
the Bhagavad-gita and the Braluna-siitras of Badarayana. These
three are technically known as prasthanatraya, which
constitutes the foundation as well as the supreme authority of
the Vedanta philosophy. Every great acarya, who spoke in
the name of the Vedantic philosophy, therefore, found it
necessary to write commentary on the prasthanatraya.

Crystallized in the chief commentaries on
the prasthanatraya, Sarhkards Advaita and Ramanuja's
Visistadvaita are the most striking and thought provoking
expositions. Both Sarhkara and Ramanuja started with different
philosophical standpoints to represent different types of
Vedantic philosophy. Sarkara's philosophy focussed on the
non-relational reality. The non-relational reality of Samkara
is nothing but a pure identity (tddatmya). It is a pure identity
because the world of conscious selves (jiva) is non-different
from Brahman, while the world of the non-conscient objects
(jagat) is a mere 'illusion’ (mdyd). Advaita thus denies relation
on the ground that, if there should be relation (bhdva) then
there will also have to be difference (bheda). For relational
consciousness presupposes a differential consciousness, too.
Hence Brahman for Samkara is differenceless, therefore,
relationless (abheda). Advaitin argues that all differences,
therefore, all relations, are ultimately unreal.

(ix)
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Ramanuja, on the other hand, thinks that the demal of
relations would infact reduce all things to nullity. Reality. to
Ramanuja, too, in a sense, is the non-dual spirit (advaya).
But it is not a distinctionless homogeneous identity (nirvisesa-
tadatmya), 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-prapaiica) as well as the subjective world (cit-
Prapaiica). The relation, that holds good between Brahman
and the objective world, on the one hand, and between
Brahman and the subjective world, on the other, is an inner,
Inseparable, vital and organic relation. Such a relation is called
by Ramanuja as aprthak-siddhibhava. The relation of aprthak-
Stddhi, in a sense, is the central point around which Ramanuja’s
‘Ii:}llslt: philosophy revolves. It should be both possible and

111‘to view Ramanuja's metaphysics through the
St f i e laon of eparbii. TS book
applioari . 2nalysis of this aprihak-siddhi-b1

N In Ramanuja’s ietaphysics.
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Introduction

Visistadvaita Vedanta of Ramanuja, for all its differences
with Sarhkara's views on reality, is in a sense, a form of non-
dualistic (advaita) philosophy; but it is a non-dualism of the
qualified (visistasya 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 (prasthana-traya) of the Vedantic philosophy. They
are the Upanisads, the Bhagavad-gita and the Brahma-sitras
of Badarayana, the basic sittras of the founder of the Vedantic
school. These three sources supposedly represent the school's
commitment to Sruti, simyti and farka. Thus, Vedanta represents
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 acdrya, who spoke in the name of the
Vedantic philosophy, therefore found it necessary to comment
on the prasthanatraya. 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

(M
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differ. The classical formulation of Samkara 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
1s further said to be a mere 'illusion' (maya).

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-siddhi-bhava)
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 Sribhdasya, the magnum
opus, of Ramanuja, gives me the impression that aprthak-
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
Cﬁ{tfgories of Indian philosophy, in general, but also of Ramanuja's
ViSistadvaita, 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
one Sl}Ch insight of this new approach to Visistadvaita. This book
1S a critical analysis of this aprthak-siddhi-bhava and its application
In Raméanuja'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
(bhava) 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 (samyoga) and
inherence (samavaya). 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 Naiyayikas with the aprthak-siddhi 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-siddhattva with the
Buddhist and the Advaitic conception of tadarmya. Such a
comparison is found to be necessary, in the context of the
pervasiveness in Indian philosophy of satkaryavada and
vivartavada, that have, in varying degrees, tended to VIEW
substantive-attributive relations, in the ultimate analysis, t© be
arelation 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 epistemologi‘:"ﬂll
and metaphysical considerations. It is of interest to not€ 1w
Ramanuja's aprthak-siddhattva, while subscribing to 2 form
of brahma-parindmavada, therefore a form of satkaryd?ée%
still steers clear off Advaita and Buddhism. The above analysis
of Advaitic position will however have to be subjected tO an 10-
depth study. This is all the more important to me Sl,nc,e
Ramanuja enters into a rather detailed refutation of Advaitll! §
rejection of the concept of relation itself (bheda-d/likkém) )
And, this is not without reason. For, once the conccP
relation is shown to be riddled with internal contradict®™>
the book can be extended to any type of relation, @P’" thak-
Stddhi included. This indeed is what Advaitin aims at, althouEd
he 1s not much concerned with aprthak-siddhattva itsell-
if Ramanuja's metaphysics should mean anything at atb
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has first of all to establish the validity of relation itself. Inmy
opinion, Ramanuja has proved equal to the philosophical task.

He therefore turns his attention to the Vedantic notion
of bheda as a bhava, more particularly, as conceived in Advaita
Vedanta. Needless to say, either its rejection or acceptance is
determined by the types of vision of metaphysical reality. Why
did Ramanuja feel the need of rejecting sajatiya-bheda and
vijatiya-bheda, but affirm the paramount importance of
svagata-bheda? This is a question that needs a careful
philosophical analysis. For herein is Ramanuja's sympathy
with a Vedantic non-dualism and, yet, his rejection of a pure
non-dualism. Itistrue, in order to maintain the absolute unity
of Brahman, he rules out, along with Advaitin, sajatiya-bheda,
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, vijatiya-bheda, 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-bheda, for cit and acit are within Brahman distinct
and yet inseparable from Brahman. I have addressed myself
here to a number of questions: Can one logically maintain
Advaitin's rejection of the relation itself (bheda/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 aprthak-siddhattva to the relation between
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Brahman and acit prapaiica. 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 maya 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, itis
without any derogatory connotation. The principle of
potentiality is neither madaya 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 Samkhya than
any other Vedantin is. Rather acit is prakrti that is not in a
relation of antagonism with Purusottama within an orgarliSmic
philosophy; there hardly is a room for an internal or external
opposition between spirit and matter. In Ramanuja, we do 1ot
encounter either the dualism of matter and spirit, or their
parallelism; matter as the principle of becoming has its 10€US
within the heart of the spirit. The spirit evolves in the sens€ of
making manifest whatever is unmanifest within it; the manifest
world is a self-unfolding of the eternal spirit while the principle
of becoming itself is a mode of Brahman.

I have addressed myself to a number of questions tat
can be raised at this juncture. Can acir, in so far as it i5/242
adequately reflect Brahman that is a conscient reality? If 0%
what is gained in admitting the substantive- attributive rel2tion
petween these two? What is the type of causality that Rgménuja
Subscril?es to? Has Ramanuja sacrificed the purity of Brahman
py making Brahman both upadana and nimitta-karana’ I am
afraid Ramanuja’s answers here may be, to somé extent,
unsatisfactory to a philosopher. But we cannot forget that
Ramanuja is a Vedantic hermeneutician. I hope I have something
to say on this in the concluding part of the book. Yet another

problem that arises here, but which I have only casually touc?‘ed
e five

upon in this book 1s this: acit-praparica is constituted of th here
W

f the

elements (paricikarana), as it is generally understood €15
in Indian philosophy. And yet, Ramanuja's doctrin® ©
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world may be said to be a doctrine of triplication (zrivitkarana).
Has aprthak-siddhattva 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 purusa, 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 aprthak-siddhattva, and
a more important one at that, is between Brahman and cjz-
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 tartva-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 nirgung-
bralunan in liberation, that made Ramanuja to carry on 5
scathing attack on pure Advaita. However, there are a number
of issues here that call for a detailed and careful analysis: Firgt
of all there are those beautiful models of the relation that obtajp
between Brahman and cit, such as adhara-adheya, Sesi-sSesq,
niyantr-niyamya dhartr-dharya, amsi-amsa, guni-guna ;ind
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
impact of Karma-Mimamsa too on Vedantic acarya Réménuja
that has gone totally ignored in Advaita. The models emPIOyec,l
have brought Ramanuja's metaphysics closer to the heart of
the philosophers of religion, and the Vaisnava theologiang 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 Tsivara,
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nirguna and saguna, to him the metaphysical and the religious
highest are one and the same. This he does without sacrificing
in the least the transcendental character of Brahman. And
yet, what is closer to his philosophy of religion is not paratva,
or isitrtva, of Brahman but saulabhya and antaryamitva. All
this is made possible because of the resilient application of
aprthak-siddhattva 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 bhakta or
kirmkara, in virtue of the aprtlzak—siddlzattva, there cannot be
ontologically a freedom from Brahman byt only a freedom in
Brahman. Understood in thjg Sense, Ramanuja fully upholds
the moral freedom of cir,

It wc?uld be of some interest to pursue the type of relation,
that obtains between

oo Sti and Brahman, specially the
2pplicability or otherwise of aprthak-siddhattva. Does the

my study.

Finally, in the concludip
highlighted Ramanuja's herm
employment of aprihak-siddp;

& part of the study I have
€heutical concerns in the
-'bhdva. lam afraid, this attempt
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basic presupposition of the upanisadic 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 Sribhasya, the
Vedartha-samgraha and the Gitabhasya, with a greater reliance
on the Sribhdsya and the secondary sources wherever they

would corroborate the understanding of Ramanuja's
metaphysics.



Aprthak-Siddhi and Philosophy of Relation

Relation is an important element in any syste™ OF
philosophy, Eastern or Western. For without the concept OofF
relation neither epistemology nor metaphysics of that systemy
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
Absglute, not in isolation but in their relation to on€ another.
Again, it also enquires into the nature of matter, time, SPace,
f:ausality, evolution, life and mind, again, not merely 1N
ISqlation but in their relation to one another. Likewise any
epistemological query has to probe into the realities of the
knowing subject, the object known, the instruments through
which the process of knowledge takes place€ and the
phenomenon of knowledge itself. However, whateveT th_e
analytic approach, when knowledge is seen finally as 2 synthetlc
product, the various elements of knowledge will have to b€
seen in their relation to one another. Therefore the concept ©
relation becomes important for philosophy. In this chaptel
wguld like to set Ramanuja's concept of aprthaksi ddhi'bh‘?"a
within the general context of a philosophy of relation in Ind1an
philosophy.

(10)
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Among all the schools of Vedanta, Samkara's Advaita
and Ramanuja's Vidistadvaita 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 (brahma-satyan). It is pure-identity
because the world of conscious selves is non-different from
Brahman (jivo-brahmaiva-na parah), while the world of the
non-conscient objects is a mere 'illusion' (jagan-mitiya). 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 (aprthaksiddhi-bhava) 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-bhava)
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 'connotes 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 rightly

.
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known without the other also being known 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 relatiory
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, on 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 realiti€s
have a foundation in reality or not. The Sanskrit word bhava
clearly includes within itself not only any existent thing, object
or substance but also an idea, disposition, thought OT
supposition.? 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 (padarthas) of substance
(dravya), quality (guna), acticn (karma), generality (saman®):
particularity (visesa), inherent (samavdya) and non-existence
(abhava). This is partly because, to the Naiyayikas, all
relations are real things, or real 'meanings', having their
objective reality and validity. Of these Cate§ories, what is O
particular interest to me here is samavaya, which is an
important relation of inherence that exists between a substanc®
(dravya) and such other categories as quality, action etc- 35 it
has certain similarities with Ramanuja's aprthaksid Ahi-bhava-
rnal
e 1S

Samavaya, to Nyaya, is an inseparable and et€
relation between two non-pervasive entities. of which o
said to inhere in the other. Such a relation holds good in a
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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 (manadhinameya).

Naiyayika is quick to point out that the relation of
inherence (samavaya) is different from conjunction (sariyoga),
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
4rav_va itself. In contradistinction with this relation of
inherence, the terms related by conjunction (sarniyoga) can be
reversed at our pleasure. For in this readjustmént there 1s a
constant disjunction and conjunction in virtue of the temporal
character. For example, if there is a contact of the hand with a
PEH,_the pen also must be in contact with the hand. This
Felatlon 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.

. Nyé){a further holds that, though there can be more than
one Instantiation of samavdya, samavaya 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,
samavayva is not produced by any cause; it is uncaused: hence
it is an eternal relation. Samavaya is imperceptible, whereas
samyoga 1s 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 (padartha).

But, the attempt of Nyaya in explicating the nature of
relation, in particular, 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 fthat both the views of Nyidya 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 R&manuja
in subscribing to aprthaksiddhi-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 substance
and attribute etc., are all fictitious without corresponding
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, ip 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',* a 'point instant' . [t is a genuine,
unique, independent and intimate reality, that transcends all
categorial modes of knowing. Their ultimate reality, sinvatd,

is not rational; if not rational, al] the attributes that we give to
it, all the relations that we conceijve

transcendental reality do not hold good, it ig ;
They deny relations, in particular, becayse
relations are constructed (kalpang). Relatio
are one and the same, and they are the
imagination, whereas the ultimate reality ex
in virtue of being constructed. It is the Mathe
Once all relations are in this way discarde
conceive it as a pure identity,

of in regard to the
nan unrelated reality.
they believe that all
ns and constructions
fabrications of our
ists in itself, and not
Mmatical point instant.
OF addatn d, one is impelled to
ba. According to Digiaga,

» 8 SUCh, they are constructed by

erred relatip
. ) ns are based on our
understanding of substance-quallt‘y Combination, whereas a

relational substance does not Tepresent ultimate reality at all

The.above work of the Madhyamik, 1s explicable to us
only against the backdrop of hej, absolutism. The
categorizations of the contingent )

: world ¢
Absolute. Relations have a congj annot apply to the

: ngent reality, therefore the
cannot hold good in respect of the ultimate rz’ality Ultimatz
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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
relationless. Even from the epistemic enterprises, Dighaga
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 (drsti) cannot
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 sanyata. 1t is sinyata 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. Accordingly, Dharmakirti says that the essence of
consciousness is 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 (tadatmya) 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 o:
paramount importance to me, since Ramanuja too belongs tc
a Vedantic school. Since I shall devote my next chapter entirely,
to a critique of the critique of relation with reference to Advaita
here I shall be very brief, and very general too, in the
exposition of the book.

Regarding the nature of the reality, Advaita Vedanta tog
holds similar view with that of the Buddhists. To it to0, thea
ultimate reality is non-relational. Nonetheless, it is N€ithe
the "njhilism' of the Madhyamika nor the absolute idealism of
the Yogacara that we encounter here. For Advaitins are
epistemologically realists, but metaphysically,
transcendentalists. Hence, their views deserve a closer
attention.

Advaitin interprets the relational consciousness, Whether
internal or external, as the working of ignorance. This working
impresses the empirical mind that makes knowledge of the
external world possible. But this knowledge can not giVé Us
access to the nature of Brahman, the ultimate realitys which is
relationless; it is a pure consciousness, distinct from any
relational consciousness. In his commentary on the Bl‘fz”ma\
stitra, Samkara, for example, criticises Nyaya relatio? of
inherence (samavaya). Because samavaya is said to be an

. t
independent category, and because it relates two COHCZE il?’

namely the substance and the attributes, it js objected to by AdV
ween the

relateS?

It is asked, when samavaya establishes the relation bet
fwo terms: how is it itself Telated to each of the terms that it
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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 (anavastha), 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
tadatnya or svariipa, 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
relationless 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-Vaisesika systems cannot
fully explain the real nature of the substance and attributes,
and of their relation, when the latter admit samavdya 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
cannot equally exist apart from substance, Nyaya is said to
commit the fallacy of mutual dependence arnryonyasraya. 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. Hence,
there is no special relation between the two, they are identical
(tadatnya). 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 identity (tadarmya), if at.all it can be
called a relation. This searching analysis is fully employed by
Advaitin to revalue Brahman's ultimacy as against its illusory
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 th.e Madhyamika and the Yogicara Buddhists and the
Advaita Vedantins. This is in part due to their negative and
%’i‘;lzzglfigetr;tagding Qf the nature of the reality respectively.
negative ’that © : uddhists, the absolute reality is so 1nt§qsely
iS 5 intensely 5. CA be attributed to it, to the Advaitin, it
Hence, both ngp Ojltlve that nothing can be attributed t0 1t:
and the relation :1 Own to the view that reality is non-rel.atlonal,
part of the humap aPpef.iﬁar'lCe thergof are only for the illusory
as relational. Ip Cgllnd, 1tis dge to illusion that reality appears
attributive relatiOnnitradlstmcnon to this view, the substlantl'vc?—
philosophy. This j 1S central to both Nyaya and Rémanu!a S
$ 10 part due to their realistic metaphysics;

there 1s little
hi 1Hie wonder then that all the realists have accepted
this relation in one form or another

Desoi S
pite the acceptance of the substantive-attributive

(rflf?tlon,t th;] n'lefin'mgs. of Naiyayika and Ramanuja are here
ifferent. Nalyayika is a tarkika, a logician par excellence.

He arrives, by way of his logica] analysis, to subscribe to his
metaphysics of seven categories. Inherence (samavdya) 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 (samavava) cannot but be
posited; otherwise the categories would be hanging in the
vacuum, and that hardly behooves his realism. But Ramanuja
in positing his aprthaksiddhi-bhava 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 (aprthaksiddhi-
bhava). 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 aprthaksiddhi-
bhava, with the substantive-attributive relation of Nyaya that
goes by the name of inherence (samavaya).

Aprthaksiddhi 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, the modes (prakara). All
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the terms are here real and distinct, yet inseparable from one
another. But there are differences between samavayva of Nyaya
and aprthaksiddhi of Ramanuja, that must not be played down.

Firstly, unlike samavaya, aprthaksiddhi is not a séparate
entity or a category, external to the relata. Samavaya is what
relates substance and attribute as an external link; not so
aprthaksiddhi-bhava; it is intrinsic to the terms related, apart
from the relata, it has no separate existence. Secondly, the
relata in samavdya remain mutually external, although they
are held together in an 'extrinsic' unity by samavaya. It is
bef:ause of the fact that samavdya is a relation in virtue of its
being a category. In order that samavdya may hold good,
there should be two genuinely different entities. But
aprthaksiddhi relation is not only an intrinsic relation, but also
er‘:] Organic one. It rejects both identity and difference. The
theat;?in at point is obtained in th}t innc?r relatedness of one and
differeI:: §ubstan.ce th.at admits within itself an 1nternal
above 1ation. Thirdly, it follow‘s fro'm what we hfwe suggested
'eXtern;ﬁt’ Whereas, to the Naly‘/éylk‘as, samavaya belélg an
aprthak. _znd .mdepc.endent relfmcin, is pCI.'CCpFlbIC tolst nses,
rel'ata isl dhi relatl‘on, to Ramanuja,being 111ter1:j§ff10 ;he
that I\}ai not perceptible to the senses. The type of ld icu ty,
Perceptizimka faces in respect of the senses invo}\’e_m;l_ tl}e
consider; of samavay a, is clearly obviated by Ramaita in
relation nﬁ aprthak-siddhi to be an internal and Olrlgamc
epistemalo €tween the. relata. Naiyayika,for io hhls
recourse toglcal and logical acumen, is forced b ere-mry e
e an extra epistemological tool viz. alaiukikd PrYaksq

Perception of the category of inherence. R2MaNuja
however has 1o difficulty in this respect precisely beCaUSe
aprthak-siddhi relation is not an item for, perception: After
all. being a Vedantin, he repudiates radical realis™: a0d iy
this case it has been to his own advantage. Fourthly, S#"'%ayq
is a’relation merely between materia] substanc® 304 g
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attributes, while aprrhaksiddhi 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
aprthaksiddhattva. The terms here are mutually dependent,
whereas cir 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
aprthak-siddhi 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 setting aprthak-
siddhi-bhava within a philosophy of relation in Indian
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 (bheda); 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

th? c<_=,ntr‘al thegls of Advaita for the sake of bringing out how
Ramanuja subjects it to a critique of his own.

of the critique of relation is necessary for Ram

and pluralistic epistemology, and to some
metaphysics as well.

again, determined as i

Such a critique
anuja's realistic
extent, to his
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y talk aboyt identity is made possible
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not to discountenance our CXperience, difference is what is
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More importantly, to Ramanuja, the vadantic philosopher
that he is, if we do not admit gp internal differentiation
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(svagata-bheda) 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, (svaprakdasatva), hence its existence is
ever known (jidtasattaka). Further, its validity too is
guaranteed by the factors which bring about knowledge; no
extraneous factors are ever required to ascertain its validity
(svatah-pramanyatva). 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 knowledge 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 (nirvisesa-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
upanisads, Advaitin thinks that Brahman should be conceived
as acosmic (nisprapaiica). 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
9f Brahman as 'not this, not this' (neti-neti). Therefore Brahman
is devoid of all determinations. It is pure being, consciousness
and bliss (sar-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
l‘mowing 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

1]s not a cognition in thf: form of a subject and object relation.
t can only be known in a non-relational form.

un deritarfd\?ngogfs WltlhouF saying that criticism of relational
dualistic meti " reality is not merely a corollary of a non-
one of the preslt)l YSics, as many Advaitins imagine, it is also

upposition of the same metaphysics. We could
even say that %t occupies a central importance in Advaita
PhllO.SOPhY- Itis but natural, if Advaitin thinks that the supra-
relational rests on the validity of this criticism of relation.
What does' Adva.lt,m means by supra-relational absolute? He
means by it positively a unity transcending all differences;
negatlvely, 1t 1s 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.! For Advaita, non-
contradiction (abadhitatva) is one of the criteria of truth, and
accordingly, relational experience, which is self-contradictory
in nature, cannot 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 understand
Sarmkara's contention that the subject-object implications of
knowledge can neither establish nor reveal truth. For truth is
abiding, it cannot be established by relational, or pragmatic,
consciousness, which after all only indulges in the
constructions of a realistic will.

Sariikara's criticism of relations has been ably supported
by Sri Harsa, a post-Sarkarite 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.
Ip 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
1ndependent 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 subject 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
(akhanda).

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 (bhava), then there
will also be difference (bhieda). 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 (s7ti-vakya),
which deny difference (bheda-nisedha-sruti), establish non-
difference (abheda), and show that difference (bheda) is not
ultimately real and has only phenomenal reality (nehd-nenasti-
kificana). 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 (bheda) but he is also without any
activity, or movement (niskriya), without any parts
(niravayava), unconditioned and absolute (nirupadhika) and
having no distinguishing element in it, a simple homogeneous
entity (nirvisesa). Brahman is one indivisible (ekan, akhanda).
In short, Brahman does not admit within itself any difference
(bheda), either sajatiya, vijatiya 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
insistence on the character of metaphysical truth as distinct
from epistemic truth lest we fail to grasp his distinction between
intuition and knowledge by way of modification of
consciousness. A truth which is related to subJect cannot be
the metaphysical truth according to Advaitin, for truth is
abiding, eternal, all-pervasive and nop-contradictory; itis what
it is by its own nature; it should have no reference Whatsoever
to any conscious subject. Such a referenc€less truth is the
Reality that is Brahman, at once undivided- Divisions of
existence in different grades do not correspond 1© It, they only
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correspond to the different epistemic forms of knowledge.
Buf the Existence, Being as such, is Brahman; the same
eXistence appears as different according to different organs
Of apprehension, while in reality it is the same one
differenceless unity of being. If it appears as divided, it is
bec.ause of the principle of ;mmayda. Thus, Advaita philosophy
18 In a sense ap attempt to overthrow the divisions of
eXistence and their empirical truths, and thereupon to
Cstablish the trapnscendence 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
€ver 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
(tadarmya). 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 sameness of the
Being. For it is possible that those, who reject difference,
make for a doctrine of identity-cum-difference (bhiedabheda)

within a concrete universal; not for Advaitin is the fascination
of a concrete universal.

Mandana Misra,? an Advaitin of an unsurpassed logical
acumen, has 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 school,
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 is in a position to reject objectivity too, in virtue
of '“S ‘rf.?jeCtiOn of difference. He ingeniously shows how
iject1V1ty is a creation of difference. He argues that objectivity
s self-contradictory, self-stultifying and, therefore false,
bt.ecz?use an object becomes ap object to consciousness, as
distinct from other objects. In other words, no object is

conceivable as object except as different from other objects.
Difference (bhed,

. a) thus enters into the very structure and
meaning Of an object quaq object. But, if difference, as a
category, is §elf—c011tradictory 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 endless series of differepce to explain one single difference,
we land into endless objects to esta

T, blish a single object. If so,
ijectmty s unintelligible Wwithout the idea of difference, and
't to.o must be. a false appearance that cannot qualify to be
reallty. Adval'tm thus woulq conclude that an object of
consclousness is other than consciousness; therefore, it is other
than reality as such, it is only a false appearance of the reality
of pure consciousne

. SS. L.ikeWise 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



34 Aprthak-Siddhibhava

dichotomy within the core of experience itself, with which all
our philosophical enterprise should begin. What is more, 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 nota
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
the latter has no ultimate significance, how can it be the starting

pomt of our philosophical enterprise in all earnestness and
seriousness?

 Ramanuja has been quick to point out the above
infelicities in 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 1S
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 1S
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 (dharma-bhiita-jiiana), 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 1ts 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 pOSSESS
concreteness and definiteness, because definiteness strictly is
the characteristic mark, or differentia, of knowledge. There
cannot be an incohate knowledge. If it ever lacks its differentia,
it ceases to be knowledge, it remains simple apprehension.
One clearly perceives the difference here between Advaita and
Ramanuja: For Advaita truth is not a synthesis at all of all partial
truths, but the complete denial of them. Hence its insistence
on the absolute as identity. Not so for Ramanuja. The truth 1s

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 non-
dualistic presentation of knowledge and truth. The theistic
endeavgur in epistemology everywhere has been Jargely
iynthc?tm. Not for 1t is the sectional presentation of reality;
lélc()emse noF for it is the 'Complete transcendence of knowln?d'ge-

r one thing, the theistic reality is all inclusive, admitting
:Vnﬁzl:nbgszéf all1 phases of being. The theist argues that reality
secmming apgleire;e and all. inclusive, and all pervasive. The
has a reality of i?sce t00, in virtue of the fact of seemingness,
denied. For anottcl)wn and therefore must not be Completely
epistemological si T, the seeming presentation has its OWR

gical significance, as it too s an experience, calling
fqr a ‘meamngful epistemological explication; it is & noetic
situation tl}at bears upon a presentati%n To 1,1phold initially
that there 1§ a presentation and ip the se'une breath to deny it
th;reafter 1s N0 explanation of any epistemic presentation.
Finally, the complete denial of the presentation 18 also not a
fact experienced by anyone. Therefore the theist with DS
concern for synthesis of experjepce 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, Riamanuja asserts, reality is too rich and
complex to be confined within the narrow limits of rigid
identity. And his contention here is not witholt reasons.
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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 rcalities 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 1s here that Advaitin's logic seems to have gone astray,
according to Ramanuja. Since the relation of the modes of cit
and acir with Brahman is internal, and not external, it will not
lead to regressus ad infinitum, as Advaitin would argue. Thus
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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 (vijatiya-bheda), and between two like
entities (sajariya-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 Sarhkara. 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 (svabhavika) and eternal (sanatana).

It however needs to be shown that Ramanuja, far from
abjuring his Vedantic tradition, is deeply rooted init. Reality,
to Ramanuja too, is the non-dual spirit (advaya). But it is not
a distinctionless homogeneous identity (nirvisesa-tadatniya),
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 cas¢ of
difference) go together because they are the two aspects of the
came reality. This is because of the nature of thought process
.tself. Thought qualifies reality that it aims to apprehend
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 bits in the process of apprehending. Therefor®:
¢he ultimate reality cannot be a bare undifferentiated unity;
put a unity that contains, and admits as such, differences which
are all real. All determinations, limitation and differences ar¢
deep within the heart of it. They are also not left unorganise€d:
put they are harmoniously coordinated. Further the
differences. ‘which are accommodated and harmoniously
coordinated 11 this unifying principle, do not vanish at 20y
time- I.t is not the case that the differences within reality 2r¢
enteftam?d only for a while and then relegated to oblivion as
of no ulumate mgrgficance. Rather they are co-eval and €0~
eterl'lal with the unity of the reality, even though we may say
¢hat they are subject to change from subtle to g;oss state in the

rocess of evolution (srsti), and from the gross to the subtle
ctate iD the process of involution (pralaya).

Ramanuja’s Absolute then is a concrete individual- If

e ever speak of itin terms of identity at all, it is an identity
(he sense of unity, achle\_zed in and through difference; it is 2%
jentity lm.prigna.ted With differences. Thus, a rel’ation of
differ_ence 1; trecbpeliVOt On which his philosophy ;'evolves. pure
-dentity: or barc l ng, of Brahman without any differentiatio?
metaphysical fiction; it has no adequacy in perceptual
crience, Which by its nature is relational experiel;ce If we
e r@ferred here to perception, it is because it is the SasiS of
(her forms of knowledge. We could as well say that all
jedge mvglves dlsgrimination, and it is impossiblz to know
n differentlated object; all knowledge is in and through
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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 smrri. An undifferentiated reality cannot
even be proved to exist, because all proofs are based on the
assumption that the probandium 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 unqgaulified substance. Likewise
neither srti nor sinrti 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, sr#i and s/mrti 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 self
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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 unity 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 th.e Vedantic tradition, because he makes the many the
predicate of thej one. Thus we see that the problem of the one
abﬂd t‘he many is seen by Ramanuja, not in their opposition,
m“;tag‘h;?iz:i:mrvellou.s complementarity. Hence his
realistic or plurall}or‘l-duahstlc' wnhout.ceasmg to be e1th.er
and mutuzliy betlstlc. The unique Felauon (?f ‘dnfference, glnty
elation. Need]e:veen Brah.man cit and acit 1s apr{l-rak—szc?dlu
Ramanuja hag t« ai to sfay, In order to speak ‘of t}ns relatlf)n,
the Advaitin. The ﬁglﬁe or th§ concept of rel.atlc.)n 1ts<?lf against
{0 him from hic concer 1plp11cat10ns of the _]USl'lﬁC‘at.IOl‘l comes
with a creative €ption of B‘rghrnan as the living reality

Urge. While Advaitin would be averse to speak

of any synthesis ; 3 j itat]
3’/ ynthesis in Brahmanp, Ramanuja has no hesitation to
speak of Brahmanp as a

. . synthesis which does not den
differentiations; rather Braly . 'y
differentiation only- B Iman expresses itself through its

arts: it is a sub y: rahman 1S a totality without negating its
prou;l o tstance'wuhout negating its attributes; it is a
e | Out negating its consequent; it 1s 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



Critique of Relation 43

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 samanadhi-karanya.
The principle of saimanadhi-karanva 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, but it is not a bare identity.
It is an identity that does not cancel within itself distinctiong
It is not the contradiction of being and non-being that Ramanuja
is interested in; it is rather the unity of being in which the
oppositions or distinctions are assimilated. He would admit
within the dialectics of thought the overcoming of thesis and
antithesis in an organic unity, yet not as Hegel would think.
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
umflefi in a system. In asserting the principal law of thought
as unity (not so much identity), while he is different from
Advaitin, ‘he 1s also different from Hegel, insofar as he refuses
to fecognize contradiction as a law of thought, so very vital to
th? Hegellgn.dial.ectics. Ramanuja would contend that thought
thinks in d1§t111ct10ns, and not in contradictions. The necessity
of thought is to b}md Up a unity of system, and in that system
g?‘r‘.s are seen in the whole both in their identity and
1stinctions. Therefore when we perceive the whole, we

percelve a synthesized identity of existence; therefore it is not
an abstract but concrete identity.

. Ogr rel;ferer;ce to the Hegelian system, casual though, is
Il 6ccasion here for us to point oyt the distinctive character of

Ramanuja's metaphysics of relations. While his metaphysics,

1s, In a sense, the non-dualistic Vedanta, yet it makes for a

qualified non-dualism, as againg; Advaitin. Likewise it makes
for an organismic non-dualism, a4 against Hegel. Hence, his
philosophy should be conceijyeg 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 trye system of thought,
recognises both the distinctive elements of the one and the

marny, 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, Istha-siddhi, some arguments to show
the enigmatic nature of the subject-object relation.

2, See his Brahmasiddhi.
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Aprthak-Siddhattva
between Brahman and Acit-Praparica

The relation, that holds good between Brahman on the
one hand, and the objective world (acit-praparica) as well as
the subjective world (cit-praparica) on the other, is called by
Ramanuja an inseparable relation (aprthak-siddhi-bhava). 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 aprthak-siddhi-bhava. They all have taken it to
pe refuted, once the generic category of relation (bhava) itself
is refutgd (bheda-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 }}ave relied on their classical refutation of difference and
relatlon-. Ramanuja however has subjected the Advaitic critique
of relation, as shown in the previous chapter, and thereupon
has c;onsolidated on the application of his specific type of
relatlop between Brahman, cir and acir. We can readily
appreciate his concern that give special importance to the
concept of inseparable relation (aprthak-siddhi-bhava) by

(46)
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. . . . . be
insisting on his metaphysical truth that reality is a relational
whole. It is a relational whole especially because it includes of

the world within itself as its mode, real and full-blooded entity.

M 3 : . e e Tet ot :e.
This necessarily brings him to a criticism of the Advaitin's ps
tl?eory of the world as 'illusion’ (maya-vada). He is of the an
view that, as the world is rooted in Brahman, it has as much, SS

nay, the same, reality as Brahman; far from being an illusion, d
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-karanya. 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 (jada). It corresponds to
the unconscious matter (prakrti). Unlike the radical realists,
Nyaya-Vaisesika, 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 m
them in his philosophy? We will see here carefully how crucial '
a role the relation of aprthak-siddhattva 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 Sarkara'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 mdya-vada,
and here too, the Advaitin's understanding of prakrti, the
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principle of the material world. Whereas the Advaitin rega'rds
the creative efforts of Brahman as only an apparent expression
of the absolute under the conditions of mava, Ramanuja, on
the other hand, regards it as a real transformation of prakrti,
which is a mode of Brahman. Therefore, while, to the Advaitin,
the world is an illusory transformation (vivarta), to Ramanuja,
on the other hand, it is a genuine transformation (parinama)
of prakrti, that exhibits at once the realistic attitude of Ramanuja
towards the universe. Nonetheless prakrti, being a mode of
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-karana) but
alsp the material cause (upadana-karanay) of the world. To the
philosophical infelicity itself I wij] return a little later.

. Ramanuja is leq ¢o think that, if Advaitin denies the
significance of the Cosmic process, it is because of his static

overshadowed by the e
{\bsolute. For the stat
1ts very dcﬁnition, adm
Even if the Advaitip
empiricality (Vyavahari
lka), it only lays bare
philosophy that hopes to
life and eXperience. For

Xtreme transcendentalism of the static
'?c and eternally complete Absolute, by
1ts of neither change nor transformation.
has introduced the category of the
ka-sarta), or phenomenality (pratibhas
the limitation of any transcendental
thrive on the rejection of the world of
the latter wil] have no intrinsic worth

- Nisofaga nature,
it is absolqtely destitute of qualilt)iseosl.txlte;;??;%?;gtﬁénuja'S,
B{ah_max'l is }1either homogenous nor devoid of qualities,
Ramanuja is in a position to acknowledge the intrinsic worth
of the world, and incorporate ¢ 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
1s that Brahman alone is real and the world of variegatedness
I an illusory manifestation (vivarta) of Brahman, caused by
maya or avidya, which is somehow positive and beginningless
but an indescribable (anirvacaniya) 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 mdya 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 mayd 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-
vilaksana. Secondly, the existence and the reality of the world
is a perceived fact and, in denying it's complete reality, Advaitin
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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 maya-avidya, leads to an
infinite regress: According to the Advaitin, avidyd is the cause of
the illusory world, and this avidya 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, W€ 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.?

Not merely a philosopher but a Vedantic hermeneutician
and the high priest of a temple that he was, Ramanuja contends
that the theory of avidya is not supported by either srti, or Smrtis
or puranas. While it is true that prakrti is in some t€Xts spoken of
in the above literature as mdayd, 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 (maya), the
puranas have been explicit in stating that the weapons of asuras
are made of mdyd. In either case mdaya does not mean unreal,
rather it denotes the power that produces various wonderful.
effects. Viewed as the great power that effects real objects, prakrtt
is the great womb of creation. It is the principle responsible for
the variegated world and its process, as is amply evidenced by
the s7ti texts.3
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Ramaénuja 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 avidyd-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

ni.
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with all its change and multiplicity is real; that there is no
reason to call it either futile (ruccha) or false (mithya); 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 respfact
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

Ramanuja depends on the scriptures, the true Vedantin
that he is, not only to refute Advaitin's view on the relation
between the world and Brahman, but also to establish his own
thesis of aprthak-siddhattva between the two. He has recourse
to the upanisads, and the Gita in particular. In the opinion of
Ramanuja, the upanisads 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.*
Again,
1. indeed, am this world for I emitted it all from myself.¢

Thus, the world is said to be the product of what originally
was undifferentiated; the undifferentiated becomes
differentiated by names and forms (nama-ritpa).” 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 nota 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 inits unmanifest and manifest forrng,
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 upanisads repeatedly declare that, after creating the world,

nto it 'even to the finger nail tips'.®
Numerous are the passages in the upanisads, where the

thoroughness of this immanence is emphatically declared.’
One of the finest passages, ol which Ramanuja bases some of

Brahman entered i

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 quarters
of heaven, in the moon and stars, in space, in the darkness, in
the light, in all things.*

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

The Gita is the representative text, to most Vedantic
thinkers, for smyti. Ramanuja's citing from this source is
considerable for arguing out the essential dependence of the
world on Brahman. Like most of the upanisads, it too teaches
that the world forms a part of the supreme. It is created,
supported and dissolved by him." While accepting this general
position of the upanisads, the Gita also describes the process
Qf creation’ and dissolution; it enumerates the various elements
1nvolved in it. Ramanuja sought support for the doctrine of
r‘313‘3"11t_t‘3d creations both from the Gitg and the Svetdsvatara
Ul_’a_”lsfad- 2 His indebtedness to Samkhya comes through the
Gita, insofar as Ramanuja accepts the view that creation

Proceeds substantially through the stages depicted by the
Samkhya philosophy.

. Finally, he also derived from the Gita the idea that, in
creating the world, Brahman is not prompted by any desire.
o appellatiolls to Brahman as satya-kamah, satya-samkalpal
?;ebde-rwed from the G’-.td to highlight the truth that Brahman,
. O¢Ihg the creator, is not characterized by any lack or
Imperfection in his nature.

Despite accepting prakriti in its nature as an uncreated
eternal reality (gja) and as the principle of creation, and also
Fhe manner of its creation, after Sarnkhya philosophy, Ramanuja
1 quick to distinguish prakrti from its Samkhya counterpart.
He reiterates that prakrtiis 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 prakrti
remains in a latent, subtle (sizksma) and undifferentiated
(avyakta) form. But in the state of creation (srsti), 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 (prakara) of Brahman; it is 'of a tissue with Him', a
phrase that at once suggests that the aprthak-siddhi relation
between Brahman and matter is not merely unique but organic.
Hence Ramanuja thinks that this aprthak-siddhi relation
between Brahman and prakrti is a substantive-attributive
relation: In this'relation Brahman is the substance (prakarin),
the controller (niyantr), the support (@dhara), the whole (arnsin)
and the principal (sesin), even as prakrti, or acit, is the mode
(prakara), the controlled (niydniya), the supported (dharya,
adheya), the part (amsa) and the accessory (sesa). We will
see later that this same categorization of relation bears upon
Ramanuja's philosophy of religion, where the aprthak-siddhi
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 Rdmanuja, 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, Ramanuja
combines in it the material, the operative and the accessory
causes of the universe. Since creation is a real change
(parinama), all the rudiments, that are to differentiate within
Brahman, reside within Brahman in the shape of its pOWwer.
This goes to suggest that Brahman is not a static but essentially
a dynamic reality; within this dynamism, we ought to trace
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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
outof 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 R@manuja, 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 upanisads,
Ramanuja identifies satkarya-vada as the basic view of the
upanisads. 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 of 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
(ekavijiiane-sarva-vijiianam). '3 The illustrative instances are

those which bear upon our day tq day knowledge of the effect
resultant upon our knowledge of the cause.!* We know it from

our experience that oil is produceq from oil-seeds and not
from sand; oil is potentially existent in the oil-seeds. The causal
operation of pressing the oil-seeds only prings 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.!*> 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.''°

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 Samkhya theory of causality. The general
rule within saz-kdarya-vada is that an effect is pre-existent or
co-existent in its cause. 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 B?ahn}an,' Yet, the
kind of homogeneity that Ramanuja has in his mind is not the
complete sameness of all attributes 11 the cause and effect.
Indeed, if it were the complete sameness between the two,
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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 imperfections. Ramanuja replies to the
objection that homogeneity of cause and effect, in sar-karya-
vada, 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
4 Considerably different nature from the cause. Ramanuja's
€Xample, of sentient worms being produced from the
no}l—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
Would be only identity, and not causa] perception at all. Thus
It 1s possible to concejve that a world differing in character
from Brahmap may originate from the latter.!’

Ramanuja is quick to point out that, since the world as
the effect of Brahman differs in nature from Brahman, their
difference in nature does Not mean their total separateness.
As cause angd 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 pojints 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-parinama-vada, as both distinct from, and, as a
variation of, the Samkhya's prakyti-parinama-vada. Both, no
doubt, are forms of sat-karya-vada, but its alteration in the
hands of Ramanuja is necessitated by 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.'® 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-karya-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
1s solved, Ramanuja addresses himself to the problem of the
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one and the same Brahman being the efficient gnd tgs;;;giﬁg
cause of the world. This he does by way of mtrod o
the idea of cause ‘the concept of growth b.orrowe.d r o e
organic world. He does it mainly to aY01d the 1 eaf o
external agency, which We normally find in the caS§ o that i
operation. Thus, for €Xample, in the case of a jar .
produced out of clay, we have the external agency of the p A tht;,
How about the causal operation of Brahman in fCSPeCt‘? ;

world? With a clear visjop, of benefitting from his organismic

i . , he
conception of Brahman'g Causality in regard to the world
writes,

The case of the cauge and effect is thus analogous to that of the
child and youyy, The word *effect' denotes nothing else but
the causa) Substance Which has passed over into a different
condition19

Rémanuja thus argues that in this way Brahman, as the
cause , must be thought to be one in substance with the W‘?rl(.j'
He Understands b at Brahman holds the world within

. . Y this th )
tselfin a Potentia form, and that creation is only the passing

OUeT of Brahmay, from ope State of existence into another State
of “xistence; i e OTMe state of existence, the world exists
potentially apg In the latter state of xistencé the world exists
actually: Brahman is regarded as e;istin in the periodically
alternatmg States, T Ose Stateg f ﬁed to as the causal
state (kdrqudvastha ooy tarte refe avastha). Whereas
Brahman in the first State jg the C:u:agk:urgstance of the world,
in the second. State it ig the actual manjfestation of the world.
So the creation (srsti of the world would only mean the
actualisation of what Is POtentia). What exists as a real possibility

in the causal state turng out to e an actuality in the effect
state, - a process that Ramjz

. Nuja attempts to understand in an
1 ]
organismic way.
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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 upanisadic statement, 'Being alone was there in
the beginning, one without a second' (sadeva-saumya-idam-
agra-asit-ekamevadvitiyam).”® 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 upanisads declare 'non-being' to be the
source of all existence,? 'non-being’, is not to be equated with
'non-existing'; it is rather to be understood as lgt;nt, or the
causal, state of Brahman, as is expressly clarified by the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad: 'verily, at that time the world was

undifferentiated. It becomes differentiated just by name and

form.'%

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-praparica. We may, for a
While, briefly compare it with Samkara's understanding of
causation. Transcendentally speaking, causation has no value
in Sarkara's philosophy, which is substantially a philosophy
of identity. And yet, for phenomenal purposes, Sarkara
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 denia] 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 Jater stage through indicating the illusoriness
of the position, and thus thereby assert the reality of identity.2
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
causation is a relationa] concept, whereas identity denies all
relation. And yet, Causation is the necessity of thought,
Whereas identity hopes to transcend thought itself. Therefore,
Samkara is unable to reconcile the claims of identity and
Causation, to some €Xtent even at the empirical level and, to a
greater extent, at the transcendental level. Hence his solution
hafs been the Ietaining 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
understanding of Causality, refuse to surrender the law of
causation to the logic of identity. He is here much closer to
Samkhya than any other Vedantin. He believes in the dynamic
view of causation, though we woulqg grant that this dynamism
IS at once spiritual and Material, and not merely material in
the Samkhya way. As distinct frop, the static identity, Ramanuja
establishes a dynamic unity, in whicp 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 oo 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. Itis
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 Ramanija
subscribes to brahma-paripdma-vada, 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 aprthak-
siddhi-bhava in terms of the body soul relation (Sarira-
Sariri-bhava) between the world and Brahman. To
Ramanuja, 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 whicly a sentient soul is capable of completely
controlling and supporting for its own purpose, 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 Hipy 24

The idea of Brahman as the saririn, or the embodied
soul, IOgically follows from his organismic ontology.
Brahmap is the Saririkq because he is the 'manifested soul';
the €ntre prakrei, the principle of the world, is the
manifestation of hig power. The latter constitutes Brahman's
b.Ody; as his body, it is subservient to him, supported by
h‘1m; and in pralayq, it is reduced to the subtle condition by
h1rp. Hence, Brahmap is the very ground (adhara) of the
universe, while the latter iq supported (adheya) by him. Once
again, the Vedantic hermeneutician that he is, Ramanuja
traces back his ideas of Brahman serving as the indwelling
soul of the world tq the Anraryami-brahmana of the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisaq, 5 point that is further reinforced
by the Mundaka and the Svetasvatara Upanisads.?

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-praparica. 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.?

Thus it may be stated that Brahman is in the world, but
not as the world. The acit-prapaiica 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-praparica. 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 apq attribute, in
virtue of his realistic epistemology. Both by f:mplncal reasoning
and by an appeal to the scriptures, Ramanuja contends against
the concept of a Brahman being regar'ded as pure Being; he
rather contends for a Brahman who 1s 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
£00d 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 o its 'bearer’. It is separable because it
can exist by jtself apart from its bearer. Again, in the notion
of 'rationa] man’, rationality is an inseparable predication of
man. It jg inseparable because it makes for the inner
differentiation Wwithin man. Ramanuja would argue that both
types of attributes hold the same relationship with a substance,
Hamely the substantive-attributive relation.

ane it is granted that Brahman is a substance, qualified
by attributes, and that attributes need not necessarily be only
ig; I:f;;:i(e.g, Salyam, jianam etc.), Ramanuja sees no difficulty
To be su?eg tll}e world as an attribute, or a mode, of Brahma'n,
in 2 sense > like the §taff in our above example tl"le world too is,
with ajj it’s SlibStamIVe, and not merely attributive. The foorld
Substance oﬁ.urahty Mmay be accepted as real, and as haV}ng a
Canalso be atltts- own, and yet, that reality and'the substgntla.hty
in and for Brrlzmlve In relation to Brahman insofar as it exixts
differentiated];l Man; again, insofar as it accounts for the
the predicat Tahmap, Because it is an inner dlfferentlgtlon,
caton of the g does not endanger the unity of
B[rahman, (S Substance, Thus Ramanuja argues for the difference
of the world from Brahmap and, at the same time, its complete
dep eI?dence o~n B.r ahman. Thjg ,distinction and yet dependence
of aci-prap anca s given €Xpression to epistemologically by his
substantive-attributive relatiop, This is a new way of the application
of aprthak-siddhi-bhava betweer, 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,
chgracterized by a certain attribute, or state, or mode, of
€xistence, assumes another attribute, or state or mode of
existence. The latter must therefore be presumed to have
§xisted 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, Rimanuja 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-praparica 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.?’

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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pf the substance therefore need not alarm us; such differenc
Is quite the usual characteristic of the modes. What make
something a mode is not the sameness of character with th
sgbstance to which it belongs, but complete dependence. I
VIrFue 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-purusa; hence parama
purusa alone exists adjectivated by everything else. All termg
are thus connotations of Him by the rule of samandadhikaranya,
or the rule which expresses the inseparable relation Pxistiné
between substance and attribute, or the invariable co-existence
of subject and predicate.?®

I . . . M
t;l ZUCh a relatlpn, the imperfections of the predicates are said
€ not sullying the nature of parama-purusa.

Capacif; g?e;?i(t)l; that we need to raise here pe.rtail}s to the

unpleasant to sof O1 reflect ]_3ra_hmgn. The question is rather

surprised thas 10lars of Ramanuja Vedéntg. Henge I am not

Though thererI::os,tlscholars have cc')nvemel.ltly ignored it.

associated with Ro_u ‘_j b’e'mal}y _ph1losophlca1 problems

venture o state it Emangja s thinking here, I shqu}d at’ legst

(tattva) that is fuhdere’ if not really solve it. Acit is a reality

evolves into the woi;lcllentally.mconsment (ada). When acit

reflect Brahman who j o variegatedness, does 1t adequately

A 1S a conscient reality? Ramanuja answers

Fh‘? quespon n thg affirmative. He thinks that, though matter

lsja'da’- ithas its 'mtel]igency ', as it were, because it is a mode,
an attribute of Brahman. Tpe variegated world is causal
Brahm'an, that has .bCCOme 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-manifestation 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 prakrii is its attribute. However persuasive this thinking, I
am afraid, it takes away the differentiation between the fattva-
Irayas 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
atriad of some kind. Through this triadic unity, acit or prakrti,
is said to reflect Brahman himself. Therefore, just as Brahman
1s 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
(trivrtkarana) 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 (paﬁcikara.zza),‘ to rightly name th'e
world ‘prapaiica’. Yet, if Ramanuja digresses a bit here, it
appears to me, he is impelled to seek 2 parallelism between
the nature of Brahman and the nature of his mode. However
inconscient this mode acit be, it too should reflect the threefold
characters of sartva, 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{ll relatlolr;
between Brahman and acit-prapaiica, Réménuja.ﬁrst of a
asserts the reality of the world, its continued existence and
finally its involution in Brahman and, at the same Fung the
sovereignty of Brahman. But, in discussing the triplication of
the acit-praparica, he is guided by the nature of Brahman whose
mode it is. Hence the cosmic world is composed of three
elements (trivrtkarana), that is earth, water and fire'. Impelled
by the omnipotent will of Brahman, the undifferentiated sx{btle
natter (prakrti) gradually becomes manifold into three kinds
of elements. Butin this process the highest Brahman continues
to be the author of the evolution of the world of names agd
forms. The view is not merely Vedic. The thread of tl_le \_’edl.c
SPeculations percolate into the upanisads as well. Ramﬁallu.la
1S aware of the text that distinctly bears upon the procession of

the elements from prakrti, residing in Brahman, and also of
the indwellin

. g 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

c€arth) with this living self (ivatma) and let me then reveal
(develop) names and forms.?°

One of the important implications of trivrtkarana, that
has created problems for Ramanuja's theory of error
(klyativada), is the thesis that everything is in everything. This
thesis in part stems from his organismic metaphysics that within
the heart of supreme Person we are to locate everything that
Is, material, mental and Spiritual. Those, accustomed to think
of their distinction in radical terms, find it difficult to grasp
why materiality and immateriality interpenetrate each other.
Hence they find it difficult to understand the qualification of
Brahman by cir and aciz, even ag they find it difficult to see
that acir includes within itself an element of ciz, and is finally

ruled by Brahman from within. [t 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 comeg
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 thingg
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 elemen;g
concerned. Hence in all valid and invalid perceptions we do
apprehend all three elements, however mimmgl they be. The
triplication of elements, that is first spoken qf In respect of the
evolution of names and forms for the explanation of the exterpz;
world, is further extended by Ramanuja to the body of man ag
well. The body is said to consist of these three elements, and
it is obvious from the effects thereof: the sweat, the digest; on
and the smell. Thus to Ramanuja, the menFlor} of any One
element implies the other two elements t00. Fire is with Water
and earth, water is combined with fire and earth, even ag earth
is associated with fire and water, by its very nature.

Thus the threefold nature of Brahm?n 1s reflecteq In the
threefold nature of prakrti, or cit, Which is the mqq
Brahman. Prakrti, or cit, too reflects that threefold nag,
Brahman in the elements of fire, water and ear.th. The elemep;g
in return manifest the qualities of safva, T4as, and ramq in
all the objects, constituted by the elements of prakyys; 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 pot only 'Brahman' ('that which has burst
forth', “extended'), but also of 'jagat’' ('that which has
Manifested'). We should note here that it is not only prakrti
that has three 8unas of sattva, rajas, and tamas; but that
B!jahman too, in a sense, may be said to have been endowed
v‘{lth them. In virtue of rajas, he is Brahma, the creator; in
Virtue of sartvg, he Is Visnu, the preserver; and in virtue of
lamas, he ig Rudra, the destroyer. We cannot but appreciate
th‘? successful way in which Ramanuja integrates the
phllosophy of the Puranas with his Vedanta.

the WTTS way of looking at Brahman's causalit.y in respect of
betWe:rrl g and of concelving the ap;-thqk-szddlz{ relation
aspect of Rré_ﬂm_]an.apd actt-prapaica, highlights an important
unity of g a;na“ulﬁl S philosophy. 1 virtue of his organismic
Spirit g ia‘ man, it is not the opposition bet\yeen matter an‘d
m arVelloz IS 1mportant tq Ramanuja. It is rather their
of Rﬁmanfl'u I,my apd Complementarity that is close to the heart
nature OfBﬁahS Philosophy. Therefore. due to the threefold
harmoy . ahman, and thereafter, of prakrti, there is always a
Y Detween Brahman and prakyti. This is made possible
€parable relatioﬁ between the two.

Work, than any ohe \‘; W_W{d is a triad of name, ferm.and
name’and form (ng or2ntin, who narrowly restricts I to
to read ama-r “Pa) alone; he shows us that in order

€ad substancelessnegg In the worlq 3 we need not deny the
World; rather we need to show it co,m plete dependence on
Brahman. To Radmanuja ACU-prapasicq is the body of Brahman
and, as such, it proclaims the mgp; fested glory of Brahman in
virtue of the aprthak-siddhi Telation opained between the (wo-
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Aprthak-Siddhattva
between Brahman and Cit-prapaiica

This chapter will highlight the application of aprthak-
siddhattva between Brahman and dtman in Raméanuja'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-praparica, or jagat. 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
(75)
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this aprrhak-siddhattva between Brahman and ciz should break
down. This however is not the case in Ramanuja's metaphysics.
For release is not a mere release from the bondage; 1t 1S

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 arman. This relation is
succinctly expressed by the Advaitin in his celebrated thesis
that jiva is not other than Brahman (jivo-bralimaiva na paral).
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 mdaya, ot 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
lnot devoid of the substratum of Brahman, the individual self is

negated’ by way of asserting the identity of the self with
Brahmap; it is said to be no other (na-paral) than Brahman.
Hence, in the latter case, there is no questién of any relation
petween the two, because in asserting their identity, there really
is no duality at all. Whatever sense of 'twoness’ that is
entertained here is once again due to the adjunct of nescience
(avidya), which is the subjectivated aspect of maya itself.

In order to support their contention, the Advaitin's take
the help of the illustrious scriptural texts (mahavakya), in
particular, of such identity statements as 'That thou art’ (tat-
tvam-asi). They interpret that fat refers to the innermost core,
or essence. of Brahman that is the substratum of the world

I
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process. It may be viewed as the essence of the objective world.
Likewise, tvarm 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 maha-vakyas too, such as sarvarm-khalu-
idam-brahman, ekamevadvitivar 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 Brahman, is an internally
differentiated being (svagata-bheda), that admits within itself
the realities of the conscient selves (ciz) and the inconscient
matter (acit) as the modes (prakara) of Brahman. Therefore,
as a Vedantin he too interprets maha-vakya, tat-tvam-asi, in a
way consistent with his own perception of Brahman as the
internally differentiated ultimate, or the Being qualifieq
(visistasya, guni) by cit and acit. Before pe presents us with
his own interpretation, Ramanuja explains that the mahq-
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. Thgrefore, 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 maha-vakya concer ped, refers to
Brahman in his utter transcendence, therefore in 1ts unmanifest
form (avyakta); nevertheless, it is 'the unmanifest that jg
intrinsically qualified. The word "thou’, in V1'rtue of its standing
in co-ordination (samdnddhikarai,zya) to 'that’, CODVG_yS the ideg
of the Brahman in his total immanence, the manifest for,
(vyakta) that has for its body the individual selves.! W‘hat must
not be overlooked here is that Brahman both. In manifest ang
unmanifest forms is qualified reality. He writes,
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Indeed, both the terms that and t/ion, when put in a predication
of identity (samanadhikaranya) signify Brahman alone. The
term thar refers to Brahman, who is the cause of the universe,
the abode of all auspicious qualities; the flawless and the
changeless one; whereas the term thion signifies that same
Brahman; who, because he is the inner controller of ﬁmtei
selves, has these selves, along with their bodies, as His modes.”

In the course of explaining the sadvidyda, at the peginning
of the Veddrtha-samgraha, Ramanuja states his distinctive

doctrine of the relation between Brahman and the individual
self as under:

The finite self (jivatma) has Brahman as the self, for it is His
mode (prakara), since it is the body (sarira) of Brahman.’

He derives support for his thesis from s7ti and smri
before he has recourse to rarka.* The most celebrated
scriptural text that Ré@manuja is never tired of quoting is the

Antaryami-brahmana of the Brhada ka Upanisad
(I11.7.22): ' rhadaranya p

Ic-lle Who dwells in the self and within the self, whom the se}f
ﬂ?es not know, of whom the self is the body, within, He is
yself, the Ruler within, the immortal.

Likewise, the smyti that he relies heavily on is the Gita
t}}at.clea.lrly teaches the reality of individual self and its eternal
distinction from Brahman Ramanuja firmly holds on to the
declaration of the Gira that ' Ap eterpal part of myself (Brahman)
becomes the individual sejf in the world of life.'”> He now
employs reason (tarka) for the same objective of proving this
CSSC.ntlal Inseparability 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
indissolubl_y related to each other, gelf cannot be
epistemologically apprehended without, apprehending the
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ultimate ground of its existence, viz. Brahman. Therefore the
individual self is a part of Brahman.¢ This conclusion further
finds support in the Chandogya Upanisad’ 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 (amsa) 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 (arsa-armsi), 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,
Of an attribute, (prakdra) of Brabman. 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. [ 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 an ?t.mbl.l.te of
Brahman, and at the same time may have an individuaiity of
1ts own. The individual self is conceived to be an attribute of
Brahman only in the sense that it bfelongs to Brahman anq is
completely dependent on it. Thus C{l‘ hgs at onc%e a substaptl\fe
being of its own and also an adjectl.val €Xistence within
Brahman. The individual self in relation to Brahman is an

nd
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artribute, even as Brahman in relation to self is its substance.
It 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 aprthak-siddhattva.

The twofold characterization of the cit, as prakdra and
guna, 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’ (Sarira-sariri-bhava), 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.8

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 ciz,
substfme‘d 'under any of the models, we first have to understand
Ramanuja’s conception of body.

_I ar_n n.Ot, Prepared to buy the argument of some authors
that Ramanwa’s belief, 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.
He strongly believes that the authority of the scriptures must
pe corroborated by rqpr, Accordingly, he aims at
SUbStantlatmg’ by way of reasoning, that, because the finite
selves constitute the body of Brahman, we can say that these
selves are the modes of Brahman.> With this purport in his
mind, he asks, what then is 5 body? I had briefly discussed it
in the context Of.ap.”_ﬂlak—siddhattva between Brahman and acir,
since the appl{c:.mon of aprthak-siddhattva in relation to
Brahman .and Cit 1s much more important, I shall build upon

whatever is already stated in respect of 'body'. There are two
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definitions that Ramanuja gives, the one in the Sribhasya and
the other in the Vedartha-samgraha. Despite the charge 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 (atnan) is
able completely to control (niyantam) and support (dharayitam)
for his own purposes, and the essential nature of which is entirely
subservient (Sesatva) to that intelligent self, - is his body."©

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 supportard what it supports;
while the support may be said to exist all by itself, that which
is supported is incapable of a separate existence (prthak-siddhi-
anarha). Secondly, the relation between 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 1n§ependence
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 ang
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 Rérpa‘muja for both
transforming, and thereafter for transferring, into a different
realm the relation between Brahman a}nd cit, wt}en he applies
the body-soul analogy to his metaphysics of £ elation. Whereas
these models are spoken of with a cool philosophical SObriety
in the Sribhc‘z,\‘ya and, to some extent, 111 the Vedarrng-
samgraha, they are spoken with a deep passion and pathos jp
the Gitabhasya. To illustrate the latter:
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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 being the Lord of karma,
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 (isitrtva) 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 (bhogya), with Brahman, does not
confuse their differing nature. Brahman is in a sense the enjoyer-
lord (bhokta), 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 (bhoktd), even when it constitutes the
organismic complex being. The complexity of union with
Brahman thus in no way cancels the essential nature of ciz. 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
effect afterward), Brahman has spiritual and material entiti
as His body.!?

Again,

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

This clearly indicates how keen Ramanuja is to keep tt
pure nature of Brahman intact, even in union with the manife
world of subjects. By stating that, Brahman is the inner rule
of the finite self, he also asserts the presiding power of Brahme
over karma too. This means positively that he dwells in
higher realm, or exists on a higher plane, that is not touche
by the one subjected to the inexorable law of karma. On tt
contrary, he undergirds, pervades and contracts the transies
realm afflicted with karma concretized in evil an
Imperfection. Going a step forward, he offers a much mor
pOS}tive aspect of this union in stating that the finite self (als
the.lnconscient matter) serves to 'enhance' Brahman's lordshir
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 nothin
and which always is perfect (pariparna). Fittingly is hi
phllOSOphy called a sarirakq darsana. ThlS however 1S onl
one of the meanings of the term sariraka in his philosophy» 2
is evidenced from the following:

Thus the entire group of intelligent and non-intellige?
entities, which are different from Him, constitut® F“
body, and he alone is the unconditioned self ensoulin
that body (nirupddhikas-sarira-arma). For this VeT

reason. competent authorities call this doctrine (5457
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concerning the supreme Brahman by the name 'sariraka’';
the doctrine of the 'embodied’ Self.!s

Ramanuja's metaphysics is indeed this doctrine of the
‘embodied" self, or saririka-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 (adhara-adheya), of
the controller-controlled (niyantr-niyamya) and the principal-
accessory (Sesi-sesa). There are other secondary models too.
[ will however focus my attention on the threefold models here
below:

Adhadra literally means 'the support’, 'the substratum’,
'the container'; and ddheya means 'the supported', 'the
inherent', 'the contained'. Brahman is adhdra, occasionally
and alternatively also termed, dsraya. Insaying this Ramanuja
means that Brahman is the ultimate ground of all finite beings
specially 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...."'® By such upanisadic
Statements, Ramanuja thinks that the concept of adhara
adequately expresses the truth that the metaphysical h.ighes.t,
which is also at once the highest of the religious aspirations, is
the ontic 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 fartva-vicara cannot be separated

ni.
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from moksa-vicara. Ramanuja is no exception here, althoug
his concern takes on a distinctive theistic form. All finite bein;
are completely dependent (ayatta) on God for their essenti

- nature (svariipa), continued existence in the phenomenal real.

(sthiti), and actual functioning, or activity (pravriti).'” In beir
adhara of the finite selves, Brahman is the Self that is embodie
(saririn) of the cit, the dependent body. This however doe
not alter the embodied status of ciz; 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 (saririn) anc
therefore, the support (adhdra) 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 -
supported by a more fundamental reality, namely Brahmar
the ultimate saririn. 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 (adhara) of all being;
In particular, the finite conscient beings.

One might -ask if Ramanuja has gained anything b
transforming the physical category of 'embodiedness’ fror
1ts metaphysical to the religious plane. Does not Advaita to.
make the undifferentiated Brahman the ground of whateve
ph'enomenality that is there? I am inclined to believe that, b
this transference, Ramanuja has liberated metaphysics of it
cold and dead categories and infused Jife and blood, feelin;
and emotions in them. Thus, the word adhara, like its Englis]
translations 'support’ or 'groypd', 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 personal terms such as 'the controller
(nivanta) and the principal (sesi). Both these terms have
mu~k 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
adhara-adheya 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 adhdra-adheya 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
(asraya). Asraya thus not merely personalizes the impersonal
and the metaphysical ddhdra but also highlights the easy
availability of God (saulabltya) to man. It is Brahman as dsraya
rather than ddhara that we meet with in the Gitabhasya,
although in Srz‘blzd;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. Adhdra has the philosopher's
intent, whereas dsraya 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-adheya 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 Visistadvaita;
and that within its matrix Brahman is viewed as the real of
real, or the true of the true (satyasya-satyal), the light of lights
(yotisam-jyotis), the life of life (pranasya-pranam), the infinite
(ananta), the eternal and the imperishable (qksara) and the
super-consciousness (jiana), — all the epithets that the
upanisads 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 relationslnp.ls thzft
of the ruler-ruled, or the controller-controlled (niyanta-
nivamya). In virtue of this model of relation, Brakunan is the
rﬁler, or controller within, of cir that is ruled and controlled
by Brahman. This conception of the relation between Brahmgn
and cit clearly €Xpresses the personal and the dynamic
character of God's relation in respect of the world of th'e
conscient selves, To be sure, this relation of ruler to .what 18
ruled also existg between finite se]ves and their bod1e§; but
Ramanuja now views it at a different level, as applied to
Brahman as the Self and cit as his body. For he thinks that the
relation is clearly exemplified when God is the s:elf. Tlhe ve}'b,
niyam, has the Primary meaning of 'stopping » or holc.hng
back', ang the derived Meanings of 'restraining’, contrgllmgi
and 'governing', From here he has formed the word, niyanta
(the one who Testrains), ang applied it to Brahman,_ or God.
What 1S more, ip Ordinary parlance, the term niyanta can a}so

aman o Ng his horgeg. It surely is not a coincidence to
Sa?::t?g‘;iatégart AN incarnation (gvarara) of God in Krsna
Ole of 4 Charioteer in the Gitd. Ramanuja is

profoung moy e e . ards a lowl
man. Y moveqd by this divine condescension tow y

text th};lﬁ:: r{ngtili Hot Merely a desire to draw fro;l.l a smytl

. : at AManuja to use the term Ayanta to
God; the Imager s back ] £ the Vedic hymns that
hay l.1ave gi,ven Iise t the p;loil(s)omeho of Yoga. In all these
meanings, iyanyg admirably suits Oll)lé}r]nénuja's conception of
Brahman as Isyq, religior SA Tévara, Brahman is not
merely the overlorg all thae 'St S es and controls
them from within ag the indWell‘ieXlssS,irit (antaryamin). Just
as the rule, or contrg] exercilsf 4 Ft))y the self from within
4 of the finite beings may be called
Oller‘Within' , or the 'inner ruler' of

over its body. God as niy,,,
antarvamin, or the 'contr
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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
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, known as the Antaryami-bralunana,
already quoted in this chapter. 'He who dwells within the
Self' (antar) is also the 'controller within' (antaryamin). The
controller within cannot be the finite self (jiva, 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
upanisads, the Narayana of the religions. for he is, as both
transcendent and immanent, pirusa that rules all cir 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 purusottama, he has in the back of his mind not
merely the drama unfolded in the Gita but also the tenth
mandala of the Rg Veda's purusa-sitkia. Against this backdrop
we can see the significance of Ramanuja’s words:

Because the Lord (Bhagavdn) abides as the Self in all beings,
which are His own vibluitis. He may be called by the names of
these beings in co-ordinate Pfed}catlon (Sﬂmﬁn(id/zikaranya).
just as the words denoting particular bodies extend in their
significance to the souls dwelling i those bodies. !8

The one significance that _Stanqu'Ollt In the use of this
model for Ramanuja, closest ©© hus religlo-metaphysical heart,

is that Brahman, or God, is the €or¢ of all beings, irrespective

of the stages and phases through Whlc.h they pass, Thus the
totality of beings in Brahman both active and inert, cq; exist
only in God; apart from God their inner Self, they are a mere
f the sun;

inite selves to the rays o
ody of the

nothing. He compares the f consti
as the attributes of the sun, the 18Ys constitute the
1stitute the body of Brahman

N o of
sun. Likewise the finite selves ©
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or Bhagavan. The light, or the self-consciousness, of the f%
atman belongs to Bhagavan, since it is the vibhiri and nn’zs
Brahman. ! [y conclusion, the model of niyanta-niyan
€Xpressing the aprthak-siddhattva of sarira-sariri-bha
defines the Brahman of metaphysics as the I$vara of the eth
religions; the latter is the righteous ruler of the universe, with

any taint or caprice, cruelty or evil; and he is the unive:
redeemer (sarva-rak;aka).

The third model of the self-body relationship i§

N of the principal and the accessory (sesi-Sesa). Invir
model, Brahman is the principal, the primary, or |
fundamental, and cit is the accessory, the secondary and f
Subordinate, [t 1s true however that Ramanuja does not 1
this mode] a5 frequently as the others, although the Vedart?
Samgraha begins, in its invocatory verse, with this model

relatio
of this

Of.Ra'lménuja's metaphysics. Hence, without an explication
, our understanding of the soul-body relationsh

Y i In the notion of sesitva, is essenti
for dnﬁ upreme sesin. For the charact
of being sesi, i closely linked with the lordship (isitrtva) ar

the Supremacy (paratva) of Brahman over nis modes, especial]
that of cjr.

. The origina] Meaning of the word Sesa is 'remainder’;
1s derived from the root Sis

. : ‘ S Meaning literally 'to leave’,
meaning still retained in the adjectival and the adverbial forr
asesa, 'without remaindey’

: . » In mathematics; here it has mear
iegatively “entire’ or ‘emirely ". One of the derived meaning

of Sesa is 'what is left OVer’, therefore the 'subordinate part'
or 'subsidiary’, or ‘accessory'. g is in this sense that Karm
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Mimamsa 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 Mimarmsa, when
he defines that sesa is the constituent, or accessory, because it
is subservient to another, which may be said to be sesi. Sesi is
that which possesses sesa, in virtue of its being the principal
element to the accessory elements. It now follows that sesa is
what exists for another, and sesi is that for which sesa exists.
Sanskrit grammarians too define the terms in a similar way:
Sesa is an object possessed, whereas the possessor is sesi.
Ramanuja seems to be aware of the historical development of
these terms, when he places before us the model of Sesi-Sesa-
bhava.”!

In the Vedartha-saingraha. Ramanuja,making use of the
history of the terms, elaborated on both the principal (sesi)
and the accessory, or the subordinate (sesa). He explicates
that the Sesi-Sesa relationship in any situation would imply that
Sesa 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 (paraly) is sesi.
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 being subservient (Sesa-bhiitan)
to the Lord; and the Lord is the master and owner (Sesi) of
everything.22 Ramanuja therefore speaks of this model along
witls the other models of adhdra-adheya and niyanta-niyamya
models, although instances of treating this model itself as

expressive of the fundamental soul-body relationship are not
But by and large the model seems to be

altogether absent.
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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, sesi-Sesa-bhava is see
supplementary to his understanding of the Sariraka-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 nature.
which are the causes of all things. and because I am the ses/
even of the intelligent beings who are the sesas of the non
intelligent entities (material defects), I am superio;
(paratama).®

But nothing could be far from the truth, if this
supplementary character of sesi-sesa 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 Mimamsa, and also partly
because the modern consciousness, accustomed to speak of
the individual person as an autonomous 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, even as the model of
adhdra-adheya satisfies the metaphysical demands, and the
model of niyantrp-niyamya satisfies the religious demands. For
the model by defining God as the supreme lord (sesi), for
whose satisfaction the world of cit lives, moves, and has its
being, has a full bearing on the activity (pravreti) of cit. Indeed,
the ciz, insofar as it is defined to be incapable of any activity
(pravrtti-anarha), is also dependent 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-
kalydna—ais’valya-guzza-nidhaye). 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 of Brahman and atman
as saririn (soul) and sarira (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 (dadhdra) and the consequent (ddheva), the
religious relation of the ruler lord (niyantd) and the devotee
(niyanya), and the ethico-aesthetical relation of end (sesi) and
means (sesa), — 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 Ramanuja's metaphysics viewed through
the perspective of aprthak-siddhattva. Therefore cit or atman,
1s said to be a mode (prakdra) of Brahman, paramatman; it is
thus at once logical, religious, ethical and aesthetical ego to
be grasped as the body (sarira) of Brahman, who himself is
grasped as the possessor of this cosmic body (saririn).

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

Saririn is the possessor of the boqy (Sarira), and is
synonymous with atman. It is now applicable to any finite
conscient self (cif). But the finite self, to be saririn, has to
fulfil three conditions: The finite self must possess certain
modes: the modes must be entirely dependent on the self; and

1.
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finally they act for the service of the self. Thus sariri 1s
characterized by the body that is determined by modality,
dependence and serviceability. When this status of saririn S
extended to Brahman, or when the relation of sariri-sarira is
extended to Brahman and cir, 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 (sarira) 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
(af”’aikapl'akdr'az\:a). Secondly, it is controlled by Brahman's
will (sa;izkalpc?s’rita); therefore it absolutely depends on
Brahman (atmaikasrayatva). Finally, it subsists as a means to
the realization of the divine purpose (atmaikaprayojanatra);
'S activity is for the services of Brahman. In this way, being
the body o_f Brahman would mean to cir that it derives its
lsmlil;)iijr:rlshtt-y from the Brah'man as ddhara, that it depends on
a meansptgve will as tl}e niyantr and, aboYe all, that it acts as
Converag] the service and satisfaction of Brahman.
Brahmap ?ﬂ;’vhat would happen, if we make ﬂ;? S’ul?—r.?mf;
the body thay Y conscient and infinite spirit, the Self (sariri) o
the is the cir ? Firstly, as the substance, it would be
g.round of existence fo i d Secondly, as the
Sustainer of its bodw : r all 1ts mo es. endent: and
also co ody, it would be entirely indep ;
ntrol the body fro ithi Finally, it would be the
end and goal of irg peagy toe e DY fulfilled and
realized will, sep; ody, insofar as it is the ever ' sesthetical
aspirations o’f s ‘tl)ng as an impetus for all ethical a1x aesthe e
source, the suste ody. In short, Brahman as the saririn is .
Cit. on the Othenance and the satisfaction of the finite sell.
I hand, as sarira is the consequent from
Brahman, dependent on Brahman's redemptive will, and agent
for /the sple satisfaction of Brahman. In this synthetic relation
of sariri-sarira, sarira ‘refers' also to saririn and vice-versa.
Therefore cit as sarira of Brahman refers to Brahman as saririr;
likewise Brahman as sariri of cit 'refers' to cit as sarira.
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We 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 cir connotes Brahman. Again, though Brahman is
different from cit, he is the substance of cit; hence it again
connotes cir as his mode. Here is the paradox of the relation
of aprthak-siddhattva, which seems to reconcile theism with
a non-dualism advocated by a Vedantin. 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 sariri-sarira-bhava, 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
sarira of Brahman in terms of adhevatva, vidheyatva and
sesatva. For as the logical ego, cit derives its substantiality
from Brahman, and is called the aprthak-siddha visesang,
adlzeya'and amsa. As the ethical ego, cit is sustained ang
moved from within, and is called the aprthak-siddng
nivamya. As the aesthetical ego, it dedicates itself to the
serive of the lord, and is called aprthak-siddha sesa, or
kimkara. Let me bring out the fuller implications of the
above statements.

The logical relation of ap;‘tlzak—siddlfattl)a l?etween the
infinite Brahman and the finite self, ex.pllcated' I terms of
adhara-adheya, can also be seen as a relation obtalged between
cause and effect (karana-karya), substance and attribute (gy.p;_
guna) and also as the whole and the part (@nsi-amsq)

Ramanuja does indeed make use of t.hese cateﬁones, a¥tl‘}011gh
not in the way I have tried to classify them here. Cir is g
effect (karya) of Brahman, 1n the. Sense tpat a term connotjp g
Brahrn.an .is the effected; or differentiated, st.ate (karyq-
prahman) is coordinated with another term connoting the same
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Brahman in the causal, or non-differentiated, state (kdrana
brahman). The satkarya-vadin 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
(asraya) of attributes, that are the finite selves. The finite selve
are the attributes (guna), that are possessed by their substanc
(guni). Further these selves as guna, visesana, not only mak
for the eternal differentiation of the absolute (sat), they alsc
make of themselves eternal parts (ansa) of Brahman, who i
the vibhu, the totality. It is here that Ramanuja thinks of the
Upanisadic imagery of cit as the eternal sparks of the brillian
self. The one term that he has for it is the mode (prakdra) tha
'S atonce ddheya, guna and amsa. As a mode of Brahman, i
S  spiritual 'monad'; the spiritual monad of Ramainuja mus
Dot be interpreted in the quantitative sense. Brahman is vib/u
or Vir ar; and he resides immanently in the monadic cit (anu
aS IS Inner self; and at the same time he exceeds the finite
content of the Mmonadic ciz. Ramanuja in this way has beer
Succ?ssﬁll to reconcile the pluralism of the self with the non.
S:EingOfsB;ahmapa by way of employing the categories o
themselv’e : uthstantlahty‘ and infinity that.subsurne withir

€ categories of effect, attributes and part:

respectively. For ghe ‘ traced back to th
differentiateq Brahma3r'l all are ultimately traced back to the

Brahn;l;}rlleaiglf;l relaFion of‘ aprtlzak-sidc{lzattvfz l?et_ween
stresses the neeéi C;(pllcated in terms of nzyanta—mya'mya,

Or reconciliation between the divine
transcenden.ce and immanence. Brahman, the supreme
puritsa, while transcending all that has risen out of his
dismemberment, resideg within them and rules them from
within. He is the spirit tp,, indwells (antaryamin). The
individual self is not 4 Mere visesana, but an active
personality, which is CSsentially free. But it is a freedom
made possible by the immanepce of Brahman within the
active person of cit. Hence, Brahman is the controller
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(niyanta). the highest spirit (purusottama), who makes
possible the ethical and religious pursuits of the finite self.

Finally, the aesthetical relation of aprthak-siddhattva
between Brahman and cit, explicated in terms of sesi-sesa,
highlights the truth that the finite self attains self-sovereignty
by subjugating its sensibility and egoism (aharikara), and by
dedicating its freedom to the service of Brahman, or I$vara.
The self is to realize its utter dependence (sesatva) on I$vara,
its inner ruler, and itself as a means (sesa) to the service and
satisfaction of Brahman, who is its sesi. Ramanuja firmly
believes that cif can launch upon the divine end of soul-making
only as subservient to its sesi, hence it has to be fully aware of
its status as the servant (ddsa, kimkara) of the supreme
Brahman. The aesthetic relation of sesi-sesa thus reconciles
immanence and transcendence of Brahman, by way of making
the cit realize that it is not only knower (jfiatr), and the doer
(kartr), but also as the enjoyer (bhoktr).

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 (blutvana-sundara). 1 am afraid,
Riamanuja'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-siddhattva especially in its model of

niyanta-niyantya 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 ph?losophy is thg
dilemma of determinism: ci? is either determined by prakrii
and its gunas, or controlled by the will of Go.d.. In the fqrmer
Case, cit is subjected to the powers of materiality and, in the

T I ) ‘ .

ni.
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latter case, it is 'swallowed up' by the spirit. Ramanuja is thi
caught between the horns of fatalism and divine overlordship.
In either case, the freedom and autonomy of the individua
self is at stake. Ramanuja overcomes the problem by escaping
between the horns of the dilemma: he points to the third
alternative, namely the freedom of the self on the moral level:
The self has the will to attain self-sovereignty to overcome the
power of materiality and also to attune its will tO that of the
supreme divine will.

Ramanuja has no problem in overcoming fatalism that
may be said to be brought about by the subjugation of the self
to Fhe materiality. If materiality is understood as prakr 1, Or
aczt,. Ramanuja does not view it either with suspicion OI
hostility. Itis a prakara of Brahman. Itisthe marvellous unity
of prakrti with Brahman and itself, rather than isolation from
Brahman, which characterizes his understanding of the nature
of prakrti. While prakrti is the manifested and the externa
glory of Brahman, it is also what aids the finite self in th
process of liberation. This at once indicates that bondage i
not, to Ramanuja, the union with materiality. It is rather th
forgetfullness on the part of the self that it is a mode of Brahman
Second!y, if however, prakrti is understood as th
concretization of karma, Rémanuja never assigns a:

lndepe'ndent power to the operation of kqrma, it rather operate
as subjected to the will of Brahman

'sWall(])E‘vlvl:;(flhleilg)'t}llj;r ?lie?at'ive charge of human fr_e edom pein
atlowed up Vine overlordship 1s phllosophlcall
valid. Ramanuja has to squarely face the problem- Ramanu;
does acknowledge the paradox of human freedom Vis-a-v
the divine control. His solution here is that, from the ethic
religious standpoint, human being is free t::) surrender itse
to the will of the supreme Brahmap, This at Once Sugges
that he makes a distinction between the freedom at tl
ontological and freedom at the ethico-religious level- The fir
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may be said to be ontological freedom, the second, moral
freedom. In virtue of cit being the eternal mode (prakara) of
Brahman, there exists the aprthak-siddha relation between
Brahman as nivanta and cit as niyaniya. In virtue of this
niyanta-niyamya relation, Brahman is the indwelling spirit
(antaryamin). This relation then bears upon the very nature
of cir. 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 niyantad Brahman; it is realiged
in attuning the finite will to the infinite will, and making
itself God's instrument. Thus the niyamya s to transfonp
itself into the perfect sesa: 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 ciz. This relation holds good in bondage

bt
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and liberation alike. Let me now turn to this final aspect of t
application of aprthak-siddhattva between Brahman and ci

It is possible that one may be, specially if he is narrov
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. 1In 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 philosophi
ground for its explication. His philosophy therefore not o1
Iterprets metaphysics in terms of religion, and religion

terms of metaphysics, but also equates the two by the comm
designation darsang.

Within'Ii‘thlSl COmpo'site me?aning of darsana aft once .inclut
way he hse f sacrality, r'eahty and value into a smgl; umty: T
Upanisg ;is succeeded. in sythesizing the.: conflicting claims
theisrﬁ ¢ non-dualism with .th.e ngzc anc? the non-Ve.
Philoséphiéslseems to be a brllllgqt integration of the m:
Culture of E-’ SCriptural and traditional trends of Ehe_Inq
philosophy als days. Whether we understand .Ramanuj
he is keen ¢ S Metaphysics or religion and exegesis or cultu
status of hisoz fefain, at everyone of these levels, the (.hStl

o lAlvargya, namely Brahman, cit and acit. |
this distinction 1S to be understood within the Vedantic conte

~ Hence, the rejatjon between them is one of inseparabil
This Inseparability refers tq the very nature of the realif
that he speaks of. The relation that holds between Brah
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. Hence the finite self is rela
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Inseparably with Brahman not only in bondage (bandha), not
only when it is concorporated (prakrtika), not only when it is
set on the path of liberaticn (mumuksu), but also when it is
ultimately freed (nukta) and enjoys the company of the ultimate
Brahman, the Narayana of religion. Liberation is neither the
cancellation of the distinct identity of ciz, 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-siddhattva is an eternal, intrinsic and
organismic relation.*
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also applicable betwee

n Sri and Narayana. Sri does not seem
to have been presenteq by Ramanuja as an independent tattva,
but only as ap aspect of Narayana. Sriis depicted as the maternal
aspect of the God of religion. Therefore the relation that holds
between the WO may be said to be of identity rather than
inseparabiliy between the distinct eternal entities. Treatment
of this issye

would be of interest to a philosopher of religion; it
however falls outside the purview of my book.




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 aprthak-siddhattva. This
enterprise on methodology seems to be further warranted by
conviction that Vedanta, in its many forms, in particular, those
advocated by Samkara and Ramanuja, is fundamentally 4
hermeneutics, or .a sscriptural exegesis. If so, what jg
Ramanuja's approach to a philosophy seen as a hermeneutics?

The three points have been higl}ligh.ted hel.-e. In the first
place, Ramanuja builds upon the Na1y§y}}<as Wl.thc')ut being
crass realist. This is made possible by his 'inductive’’ approacp,
within Vedanta. Secondly, his integrative method has mage
possible the unity of the opposites in the ?elf as We.l! as the
highest reality. Thirdly, he has a 'marvel ou; sensitivity ¢,
historicity in his hermeneutics; this has made possible

synthesis of metaphysics and religion.
(103)
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'Vedanta' may be taken in two senses: firstly. it may
mean, literally, the concluding part of the Vedic lore.
Understood in this sense, the upanisads constitute the
concluding portion of the Veda; Vedanta here would therefore
mean the philosophy of the upanisads. 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 paramarthika, he descends to
explicate his philosophy of non-dualism (advaita). His
approach' may be said, in a sense, 'deductive'. His vision is
sub specie aeternitatis. From his basic postulate of brahmna-
;ar).)a'lr’z, he derives his philosophy of the world and the
individual self. Mithyatva of Jjagat and the na-paratva of jiva
are the derivative truths (drsti). They constitute the realm of
practicality, or empiricality (vyavahdra). As derivative, they
are xperley secondary, and are a mere concession to our
Practlcahty. Human existence, in its aspect of life and liberation,
is to be assigned meaning from .the perspective of a
transgendenta] truth (paramarthika-sarta). 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-maya). 1 shall
call this method a transcendental hermeneutics.

As distinct from Sarkara'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, he 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 inconscient (aciz) 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 cir and acit, at any stage. He rather
takes the realities of cir 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 sajq
to be 'inductive'. He analyses the world of the conscient apg
the inconscient as given, and traces them bf:.le to their ontijc
ground, Brahman. In terms of reality (sgt) itself, there is pgo
question of primary and secondary realities here. 'They are
co-eval. Yet, in virtue of the utter dependence of cit and qcijy
on Brahman, an ontic 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 \yorlq of the inconscien
(acit) is neither illusory nor unreal. leewlse, the worlq of the
conscient selves (cit) is not iqentlcal n ]essence With the
supreme transcendental reality. They h]flve fullnesg or
completion of essence in themselves, although they are etgrnally
dependent on Brahman. Hence, they‘ar(fj: 1ot derivatjye
realities, in the sense that they are entertaine aflé existent only
to cater to our practicality and thep sublated Fo ad rm the reaj;
of the transcendental reality. Their afﬁrmatlllc;?i tuc;eanot negate
the reality of the ultimate, be.cause the); :;ity > grarahman. S
body. Likewise, the affirmation of thfethe roality o tlhmar.1 too
does not call for the minimization O s their co e fl_nite
selves or the material worlq, much. - distincﬁnceuauon
Therefore Ramanuja does not {ndul_gf{lig Our pracgn bfitWeen
the paramarthika and the vyavglzarzlsé Becoae };?IHY has
as much significance as anything eimn.wdiately oiveamanu.a
begins his philosophy with what 1S 1 given to g,
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experience. and then moves on to the [ranscelli'dc;matl.\r/zz'ililltl)’lﬁz
the ontic ground (adhara). he is mugh more hm“uc 11 s an
approach to a philosophy of reality. l.s' all ca -—
immanental hermeneutics, rather than empirical hermg )
as distinct from Sarikara's transcendental hermeneutics.

incli ; it is in vi the
I'am inclined to believe that it is in virtue Ofd'no

. U i
immanental hermeneutics that Ramanuja is capable of avoiding

i 3 i 3 de
the crass realism of Nyaya. The crass realism of Nyaya ma1

1 - . . e
it accept inherence (samavava) as a distinct category. Inth
Naiyayika's relation of subs

tance-attribute. (guna-guni, kriya-
krivavan), neither attribute nor action, both of which neeql a
substratum for their being, is endowed with consciousness (czt)..
There is a radical difference here between aprthak-siddhi-
bhava of Ramanuja and samavaya of Nyaya,— a difference
that has facilitated Ramanuja to avoid the pitfalls of crass
realism. and also to remaiy 4 Vedantin, and thus to safeguard
a realistic pluralism Within the Vedantic tradition. Cit and acit
are distinct, total ip themselves, yet reside in the supreme Self
inseparably; in virre

. of inseparability, they are the modes
and attributes of Brahman,

Case that the Naiyayikas do not have the concept
(prthak-bhay

of Separability a). But this prthak-bhava is
SYNONYMOUs with vibhagq. 14 is a relation that is applicable to the

physical Mmateriality. [p this Seénse, it may be said to be a physical
category. If they Sp

I €ak of aprihak-bhava, it merely stands for
the indiv151b11ity (avibhdga) of the ultimate material atoms. But,
for Ramanuja the category of aprthak-bhava is what 1S applied to

Itis not the

- It at once provides for the
fulfilment of metaphysics, ethics, religion and aesthetics.

In virtue of this unique relatio e metaphysical entities,
that it relates. are in their totality themselves and yet nseparable




Conclusion : 107

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 aprthak-
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-bhava thus
rransforms into Sesi-sesa-bhava, divesting the former of its icy
dness 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 angther, i§ directly giv§n to our
experience. The world is a. uplty of dlvetrsely opposm_e fo_rce:s.
The world-process of conflicting forces is traged by Ral.mam_lja
to the three elements of earth, water gnq fire. Their unity
powever is traced back to the single pr%ncnple 01:“ pra.k.r[i, that
manifests first of-all into the elements cited, to give rise to .the
multiplicity of the world of opjc?cts by way of trlp.llcauon
ﬂ_l-v,'fkaral,la). Further, prakrti itself 1s.the great vibrating

att‘ef in virtue of its gunas of sattva, rajas and tamas. And
;],;t their unity is once again traced back to the fact that prakyi.

col




108 Aprthak-Siddhibhava

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, Ramaianuja 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 (ruurnuksie).
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
;elf—divisions within itself and, yet, authentically experiences
Its own unity.  Within it can thus exist baddhatva and nmumuksatva
side by side. This is made possible because it is a mode of
Brahman and therefore g replica of Brahman. Brahman himself
himself the unity of differentiated modes, distinct

y POssessing mutually exclusive characteristics.
The above sy

the world of the co
and also within th
bearings on th

admits within
but seeming]

nthesis of the seeming contradictions, within
nscient self (cit), the inconscient world (acir)
€ transcendental reality itself, has important
¢ methodology of Ramanuja.

certaixf.:yrtrlllzz Rp')aerh-aps. be stated Wi_th a certai.n degrfee of
of the Vedantic hmanuja was the first intellectual in tl'le history
O the exPoSitio::lrmeneutlcs to have detected the serious flaws

resented by So of the wpanisadic ontology, especially as
P Y Samkarqg. Though it is true that a ground was
prepared for such , hermeneutics by many other thinkers,
notable ‘among t.hem beil'lg Yamuna, Ramanuja was the first
to PUt his bhakn‘Pa"Clﬁzpara on a scriptural footing. He thus
gained for bhakti, a Philosophical and scriptural status, that
was however so far treated among the intellectuals with a
derision, as if bhakti were 4 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 bhakti and
theism to the upanisadic teaching itself. Convinced of the
sabdha-pramanyatva, he did not feel the need to write
commentaries on any of the upanisads which other dacaryas
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
jsolation. Samkara's doctrine of kaivalya made no sense to
Ramanuja who could speak of baddahatva and mumuksiiryvea
within the same cit, or who could speak of the unity of
Brahman, cit and acit. If he rejected this notion of kaivalyq it
is not only because he wanted to safeguard the autonomy of
the self but also because he believed that autonomy is ultimately
significant only within heteronomy. After ail, he was 5
philosopher of relatedness. He would sgy that relatednesg is
not only within acit and cit but also within Brahman, however
logically conceived relatedness seemod to haroour the ideag
of logical opposites. The need for logical Opposites within the
self, after the manner of the supreme Self, thot IS aunity in the
midst of diversity, seems to stem from the religious propensity
of the self that seeks salvation through bhakti. In this context,
kaivalya seemed to Ramanuja opposed to'b'/zakti , for kaivalya
bespeaks of isolation, stagnation and spiritual Petrification
In kaivalya, the individual self would be boreft of alj
movements of body, mind and self; thus at once kaivalya weoy d
also be opposed to karma and jiiana alike. Hence, Ramanyj,
spoke against the sway of kaivalya 1n Yedaota and advocateq
inter-relationship between not only cif, actl, and Brahman,
put also between cir and cit, thus providing for an
intersubjectivity within the Vedantic context. It is this Second
aspect of his inter-relationship that can be fruitfully be exploreq

as a basis for a social philosophy. The inter-relatednegg in
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Brahman thus becomes a model for the inter-relatedness within
the human community, because we are members of one another,
all united in the ontic synthesis of Brahman, or within divinity

itself. Now, the concept of salvation acquires new nuances; it
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 ap integration of the Indian society.
This inestimable social value comes to us from Ramanuja's

atgempt at incorporating historicity, or culture, in his
philosophical methodology.

In the Yedéntic history, Ramanuja comes on the scene
three ce.nturles aftgr Samkara. We have to acknowledge
ungrudgingly that Sarmkara was a doyen of Vedénta, indeed

?_;’le of the greatest metaphysician that India has ever known.

.1sh1tlﬁterpretat1on of Vedanta in terms of non-dualism, in the
eig

L century seemed to have said the last word on Vedantic
philosophy. If SO, wh

eleventh €re was the need for Ramanuja in the

Vedanta Zfrflrclltltl;y 10 come up with a novel interpretation of
T at too, in dir - Sarkara?

he size up to th ect opposition to Sarhkara? Would

. © towering intellectual genius of Sarikara, i
genius of Samkara, if he

directly opposed the doctrine of non-dualism?

The need for a re

at the grass-roos Interpretation of Vedanta was felt deeply

metaphysics soon 01:Ve1 Of the Indian society. Sarhkara's
mMe to be vi . . ..

It was seen to be 7 D€ Viewed as deficient religiously.

metaphysics. They felt thgty' alienated from the Vedantic

S O ' . . e
did not make any roo amkara's metaphysical edifice

. O for them, Whatever the grievance be
here. it cannot be said

. . ! hat commop man needed no guidance
in matters of life and li

‘ : beratioy 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
Vaisnava. 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 Alvars. 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 Alvars the spirit of the Dravida-
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 (dharanad-dharma ity-
ahuh). 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-gita, but also frqm the Paricaratra and
the Bhagavata-purana. He may be said to be a pioneer in the
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process of integration of the Dravidian spirituality with the
philosophy of Vedanta.

This marked a glorious beginning of a new Vedantic
hermeneutics. A Hindu syncretism may be said to emerge
with such fusion of the elements of the VediC-BI‘alllildnfC-
Upanisadic 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
significance, though not missing entirely. For God too, to
Sarhkara, is a product of nescience; world is a dream-play;
and, above all, the emotive side of man was relegated to the
manifestation of ejther 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 upanisads
though), with the impersonal Brahman of the upanisads 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
ubhaya-vedantin. If we have anything to learn fruitfully from
this method of Ramanuja 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-
upanisadic smyti literature of the puranas, the agamas 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 upanisadic texts. He did not view the
post-upanisadic 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 Purus
ottama, the Saguna Brahman, without being a lower level reality
as it was with Advaita, but who accepts man's sadhanas of karma,
Jfiana and bhakti. While Ramanuja integrated karma and jriana
with bhakti, as a single sadhana of karma-jiiana-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 Mimarmsa and Jiiana

ty
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Mimamsa, or Vedanta. By advocating karma-sannvasa, in

preference for knowledge, as the sole means of liberation
(jfiana 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-kanda, but
only the latter part, which dealt with the jiana-kanda. This
way the Advaitic approach had selectively given the status of
scripture, even within the orthodox understanding of
scripturality, only to the jidna-kdanda. Ramanuja, on the other
hapd, viewed the scriptural authority as single (eka-sastra).
His vision was to have far reaching impact for Hindu
philosophy and religion. Following the Gitd, he may be said
to have transformed the karma-kanda into a devoted and
disinterested service to God; it is now a service without
hankering for the fruits of action. Thus, the karma-kanda is
not copﬁned to its narrow ritualism, it is 'sublimated" as service
done in tender love for one's God and his people. Thus the
quma-sannydsa of Advaitin is raised to a higher level, and
given the status of niskama-karma of the Gitd. Even this
dlslnteres'Eed service is divested of its negative connotation by
tr§n§form1ng it into a prapatti-kainkarya. The net result of all
this is that. he is now in a position to acknowledge the integrality
of the scriptures without driving a wedge into it. This too is a

51gn1flcant. contribution that is made possible by his synthetic
approach in hermeneutica] enterprise.

References

Author . . s -
and ' de(;luoe: DOt want anyone to identify the terms 'inductive
ctive’ with their corresponding methods in the western

ol . .
logic.. The Tflfer?l}ce here is only two approaches to reality
rather than scientific methods.



Bibliography

Primary Sources

Ayyangar Narasimha, M.B., Vedantasara of Bhagavad Ramanuyja,
Madras: The Adyar Library, 1953.

Bhattanathaswamy, Vedantadeepa: A Gloss on Bralunasitra, by Sri
Bhagavat Ramanujacharya, Benaras: Messers Braj B. Das
and Co., 1904.

Buitenen, J.A.B. Van, Ramanija on the Bhagavat Gita, Delhi:

Motilal Banarsidass, 1974.
—, Vedarthasamgraha, Poona: Deccan College Postgraduate and

Research Institute, 1956.

Karmarkar, R.D., Sribhasya of Ramanuja, Vol. I, 3 parts, Poona:
University of Poona, 1959, 1962, 1964.

Miiller, F. Max., Edt., Sacred Books of the East, Series Vol. XLVIII,
Trans. by G. Thibaut, Oxford University Press, 1904, Delhi:

Motilal Banarsidass, reprinted 1962. '
Raghavachar, S.S., Vedarthasamgraha, Text and Translation, Mysore:

Ramakrishna Ashram, 1956 .
Sudarshanacharya, T.K.V.N., Vedarthasaimgraha of Ramanjacharya

with the Commentary Taparyadipika of Sri Sudarsana-

bhatta, Oriental Institute, 195_3' o,
Sampatkumaran, M.R., The Gitabhasya of Ramanuja, Madras:

Rangacharya Memorial Trust, 1969.
(115)

i



Al)rtlzak-S/(Idllib/m va
116

. hamala,
; imanga Granlt
Swamy Amnnangaracharya, Sri Blzaigczvmflﬁfg”llag';é

Kancheepuram: Granthamala O "I e Gloss Tatparya-
Sastri P.S. Rammisra, Vedarthasamgraha with

dipika, Benaras: Lazarus and Co., 1924.

Secondary Sources

ks
. _ - Popular BoO
Apte, V.M., Braluna-Satra: Sarikara Bhasya, Bombay: Pop
Depot, 1960. 5 . . Calcutta:
Bha“aChaFjee, A., Studies in Post-Samkara Dialectics,
University of Calcutta, 1936.

i: Heritage
Bhatt, SR, Studies in Ramanuja Vedanta, New Delhi
Publishers, 1975.

> J.B., The Theolo

.Londonz Yale Unj
Chatterjee, S. and Datta,

Calcutta: Univer
Cllakravarty, V.R

nd
Garman 8y of Ramanuja, The New Haven a
versity Press, 1974. ) .
D., Al)l, Introduction to Indian Philosophy,
sity of Calcutta, 1984. ‘1 Ramanuia
ar - Srtisaila., The Philosophy of Sri Ramanuja,
) adras: V.§ R Chakravarty, 1974. A
Chari, S.pM. Srinivasa., Advaita and Visistadvaita, New Delhi: Asia
ubliShing HOUSC 1961 .
. ’ : Cambridge,
DaSgumal’gss'z -4 Hlstory of Indian Philosoply, Vol. 1, &
Date. V.H. Vedaniq Explained: Samkara's Commentary on the
Brahmq Sttras, Vol 11. Benaras: Munshiram Manoharlal
Publisherg Pvt. Ltq. 1954.
Deussen, P., Trne Philosopiy, of the Upanisads, New York: Dover
Publicationg Inc, 1966
Ghate. V.S., The Ve

danta: 4 Study of the Brahmasiitras with the

Bhasya of San'zkam’ Rdma‘nuja, Nimbarka, Madhva and
Vallabha, Poong- The Bhandarkar Oriental Series, 1960.'

Gupta Anima Sen, A Criticqy Study of the Philosoplty of Ramanuja,
Varanasi: The Chow

amba Sanskrit Series, 1967.
Hiriyanna. M.. Ourlines of Indjqy, Philos ophy, London: George Allen
and Unwin, 1958.
Jariwalla, Y.S.. Gita: The Scie

hce of Living, Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass, 1984.




Bibliography 117

Kumarappa, B., The Hindu Conception of Deity as Culininating in
Ramaniya, London: Luzac & Co., 1934.

Lott, J. Eric.. God and the Universe in the Vedanta Theology of
Ramanya, Madras: Ramanuja Research Society, 1976.

Radhakrishnan, S., Bralina Sitra, Trans. with an introduction and
notes, London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1960.

—, The Vedanta According to Sarikara and Ramanwja, London:
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1928.

Raghavachar, S.S., Sri Ramanuja on the Upanisads, Madras: Prof.
M. Rangacharya Memorial Trust, 1972.

Shastri. M.N., Hindu Metapliysics, New Delhi: Cosmo Publications,
1978.

Sharma, C.D., 4 Critical Survey of Indian Philosoplty, Delhi: Motila]
Banarsidass, 1976.

Singh, B.. Foundations of Indian Philosophy, New Delhi: Orijent
Longman Ltd., 1971.

Srinivasachari, P.N., The Philosophy of Visistadvaita, Madras: The
Adyar Library and Research Centre, 1978.

Srivastava S.N.L., Samkara and Bradley, Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass,
1968.

Stecherbatsky, T., Buddhist Logic, Vol. I, New York: Dover
Publications, Inc., 1962.

Twenty-four Erudite Scholars, Visistadvaita Philosoply and Religijoy, -
A Symposium, Madras: Ramanuja Research Society, 1974

vVaradachari, K.C., Visistadvaita and its Development, Tirupag;.
Chakravarty Publications, 1969.

n







Index

acit 1, 5-6, 11, 21, 23, 38, 42,
46-47, 66-70, 98, 105-06, 108

acit-prapaiica 6, 46, 62, 65-67,
70, 72

Advaita 3, 7, 25-27, 29-34, 36-
37, 76

Advaita Vedanta 4-5, 9, 18, 25,
76

Advaitin  48-50, 76-77, 114

agamas 113

Alvars 111

apr[llaksiddhi 4, 21, 23, 42-43,
55, 70, 72

aprthaksiddhi bhiava 2, 10-12,
15, 21-22, 46, 64, 66

n 75-76, 93

atma
a6, 49-50, 76

avidya

Badarayana ]
Bhagavadgité 1, 111
Bhﬁgava[a—puréua 112
hagavan
Dkt 108-09
bhava 3-5, 12, 29
bheda 5,29, 30, 32
phedabheda 32

Brahma 72

Brahman 1-2, 4-6, 8, 11, 18, 21,
23, 25-26, 29-30, 39, 41-42,
49,52, 55-56, 58, 60-61, 63-
66, 69-72, 75-78, 82-85, 88-
89, 93-94, 96-97, 104, 110

Brahmasutra 1, 18

Brahmaparinamavada 4, 59, 63

Buddhism 4

cit 1, 5, 8, 11, 21, 23, 38, 42,
46, 70-71, 75-76, 79-80, 88,
90, 92-97, 99-100, 105-06,
108

cit-prapafica 7

Dharmakirti 17
Dignaga 16-17
Dravidaveda 111

Gita 54, 78, 88, 114
Gitabhasya 9, 81, 87

Isvara 8, 88, 90, 97

jagat 47, 76

(119)




120

jiva 76
jhana-kanda 114
Jiana Mimamsa 114

kaivalya 109

karma 83-84

karma-kéncja 114

Karma Mimamss 7,91, 114
khyativada 70

Krsna 88

Madhva 47

Médhyamika 15-18, 20
Mahavakya 76-77
Mandana Misra 3»
maya 2. 6, 31, 48-50, 76

Naiyayika 4,12-15, 20, 22, 106
Nér:‘ayana 89, 101

niskz'imakarma 114
Nyaya 13, 20-23
Nyéya-Vais’esika 19, 47

Paﬁcaratra 111

Pailcikarap;, 69

parinima 48, 55

prakrti 6, 47-48, 50, 52, 54.
57, 64-65, 68-72, 97-984: f(?S

pralaya 40, S5, 64

prapatti 113

prasthana-traya |

puranas 50, 72

purusa 89

Purusottama 6, 89, 113

Ramanuja 1-12, 15, 18, 20-24,
33-34, 46-49, 51-63,_65-68,

70-72, 7578, 80-93,:9698y.,.

100, '103-14
Rudra 72

[0 2632

9]

- » o
~. v 4 e
N LRI N

e lo- (2edet]

N

Aprthak-Siddhibhava

Saguna Brahman 113

sajatiya-bheda 5, 39

sa.llnél)llédhikarauya 43, 47, 68,
77-78

samavaya 3-4, 12-15, 18-23

Sarkara 2, 11, 18, 28, 62, 103-
04, 109-10

Sarmkhya 6, 54, 57. 59, 62

Sarhkhya-Yoga 47

samyoga 3, 13-15

sariraka darsana 84

satkaryavada 4, 56-59

satkaryavadin 56

Sti 8, 102

Sribhasya 2, 9, 81, 87

Sri Harsa 28

STSti 40, S5, 60

Svagata-bheda 5, 25. 39, 77

Svaripa 19

tadatmya 4, 16, 18-20, 31
tattva-traya 7, 47, 100
trivrtkarana 7, 69-70

Upanisads 1, 52-54, 56

Vedas 50

Vedanta 3, 11, 104

Vedantjc schools 1

Vedértha-samgraha 9, 78, 81,

90-91

Vijatiya-bheda 5, 39
is'istﬁdvaita 11
iSistadvaita Vedanta 1
Visnu 72

Vivarty 48-49
Vivartavéda 4, 62

7 &({}XOgécara 15-18, 20

ZMuna 108

K



ty
he
1y,
of
3¢,
}ps
an
:SS
nd

m.




- 2 e e Y
1
16
.
2 (ungh -
T :
il e 3 5
z 2 cotE j3TLs
= - i
[T e
e, ! SR z :
= e
3 Gira h
s I
o + 3
iz £ i
ZEoaT :
2 et E
e ; i
i
i G
I ;
& T
y E :
uy i
FRiin
: r
BRI Wil e 3
U_ 0 A
e Ll s i
~Fof ’ i e rt i i3
i e g EH e
sty T
Wb hB R (girgtequinigmel o ' g
e SALANA W AR ,,.J/,
M )
; , AU AL
piwn , po B
al / 7
¥ (i :
- .r_
(ot sia 1
: i
4l
3

2
¥
=3

(i3

i

5

iy

=

RIEREIS:

retese 0dd il

Feimeiniieg '
Fp ._x
'

i Bl
£ W a i
a1 e it I
EELLIDE A i faF }1..“
Flcih o
n Lxm\w = ' mv
i fvis!
e i il
b = nm..x
L = g
; i il
ik BhGEL 5
3 X Wb
& W u b .wm‘_, r_I‘M_..
R R it b
RO DO ! " Rt ik i ‘
S S .
SRS w# RS \ 3 .
; T R
rﬁw ﬁwmﬂﬁ 4 h ﬂL Cppp R ?H i T
ERRVERSTITEE e e i r.umﬁn il 0 | £
e e LIS e wvﬁ i
o ; 1R
prini i T ¥he .z A
e e S r... .w._.
£ et Ely |




Other books of interest...

Q

Education and Morality iy India/D. Tejeswara Rao, 2000
Rs. 350

Facets of Vedic Studies/Bidyut Lata Ray (Ed.), 2000
_Rs. 890

Foundations of Indian Ethics//lla Ravi, 2001 Rs. 550

Karma: Freedom and Responsibility/4parna Chakraborty,
1998 Rs. 260

Jageshwar: Abode of Lord Shiva/C M Agrawal, 2000
Rs. 750

Jainism: A Study: Acharya Chandana Felicitation Volume/
R.M. Das (Ed.). 2000 Rs. 300

Protocol in Sri Ramacharitmanas: Foreword by Dr. Karan
Singh/Devi Dayal Aggarwal, 1998 Rs. 450

Protocol in Srimad Bhagwat: Foreword by Dr. L M
Singhvi/Devi Dayal Aggarwal, 1999 Rs. 450

Tradition and Change: A Study of 20th Century Indian
Thought/Gopinath N Sharma, 1994 Rs. 230

Kaveri Books

4697/5-21A. Ansari Road,
New Delhi - 110 002 (India).
Tel.: 328 8140, 324 5799

Fax: 011-719 8902

i E-mail: kaveribooks@vsnl.com




	2025_05_14_22_07_35_001
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_002
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_003
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_004
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_005
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_006
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_007
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_008
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_009
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_010
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_011
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_012
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_013
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_014
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_015
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_016
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_017
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_018
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_019
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_020
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_021
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_022
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_023
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_024
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_025
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_026
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_027
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_028
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_029
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_030
	2025_05_14_22_07_35_031
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_001
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_002
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_003
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_004
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_005
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_006
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_007
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_008
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_009
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_010
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_011
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_012
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_013
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_014
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_015
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_016
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_017
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_018
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_019
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_020
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_021
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_022
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_023
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_024
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_025
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_026
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_027
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_028
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_029
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_030
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_031
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_032
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_033
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_034
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_035
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_036
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_037
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_038
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_039
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_040
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_041
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_042
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_043
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_044
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_045
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_046
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_047
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_048
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_049
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_050
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_051
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_052
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_053
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_054
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_055
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_056
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_057
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_058
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_059
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_060
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_061
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_062
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_063
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_064
	2025_05_14_22_07_36_065
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_001
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_002
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_003
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_004
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_005
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_006
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_007
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_008
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_009
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_010
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_011
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_012
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_013
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_014
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_015
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_016
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_017
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_018
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_019
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_020
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_021
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_022
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_023
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_024
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_025
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_026
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_027
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_028
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_029
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_030
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_031
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_032
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_033
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_034
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_035
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_036
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_037
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_038
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_039
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_040
	2025_05_14_22_07_37_041

