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*“One God, One World, One Humanity ”’

Yol XI October 1976 No 1

Universal Prayer,. i

May the wicked leave their crookedness and
have incresing love forgood ! Let universal friendship
reign among all beings. Let the darkness of evil dis-
appear- Let the sun of true Religion rise in the world.
Let all beings obtain what they desire. May the
company of the devotees of God, who shower down
blessings incessantly, meet beings on earth! They are
verily moving gardens of wish-trees; they are living
mines of wish jewels; they are speaking oceans of
nectar. They are moons without any detracting mark;
they are sun without any tormenting heat. May all be-
ings be endowed with all happiness and have incessant
devotion to the Primeval Being. Let all those who live
upon this work, have victory in the seen as well as

‘the unseen !
(M. M. P,139)

: Engligh rendering of the prayer of Jnaneshwar in chapter
VIl copied from Mysticism in Maharashtra by R. D. Ranade.



Gdilspial

700 years back, in Jnaneshwara’s birth, huma-
nity was graced with a visible manifestation of Divi-
nity. In his chosen human form, within about a span
of twety one years, hecreated and illuminated the
eternal, spiritual ¢light house > guiding countless, sail-
ing and tossing human ships. Through such mani-
festations, God does stand by his promise to refuel
and uplift His own beloved cication.

Assimilating space & time in his existence and
spiritual works, Jnanesvara and his limitless spiritual
inspiration have symbolised the trinity of ¢ unity,
cternality and universality >. For an active devotee
on the pathway to God, Jnancsvara is, as if a soaking
and 1csoaking spiritual solvent in which the devotee
throbs and dips himself again and again.

This special issue marks merely a conscious
attempt to salute this towering spiritual leader on his
700 th birth anniversary. How great Jnaneswara is,
remains unfathomable, unscaled, unmeasured for the
tiny measuring units like ours. How greatly we can
enrich ourselves, we can realise. In such a realisation
only, real regardful tributes are paid to the greatness
of such spiritual heroes. Gurudev Shri R. D. Ranade
writes in his ¢ Mysticism in Maharashtra, ’- ¢ The
Mystics of all ages and countries form an eternal
Divine Society (Preface-p. 2). ........ Jnanesvara has
naturally his comparison with such great philosophioc-
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mystical luminaries of the West as Plotinus, Agustine
and Eckhart........ Jnaneswar may yet again be fitly
compared with Dante, whose beatific vision, philoso-
phic imagination and poetic melody are just a counter-
part of that greatest of Indian poet- mystics, Jnane-
svara > (Preface—p. 3) A devotee with an emotional
heart will merge in agreement with Changdev in descri-
bing the greatness of Jnanesvara and his brothers.

Hifqais qoft AF9r ARST 1 91z qEAY arsr {raRa |
AT Y13FT qUlFar grdi | Ay s g o
qeirdr qfkas Inzr Fifear 1 @Y g ST IarART 1)
fe=ar=ar aa=ar Staw A3 1 Nz A& ST yaarars o -
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“ Jnanadeva drank to his fill the water of pearls;
Nivrittinatha caught in his hands the shade of the
cloud; Sopana decorated himself with the garland of
fragrance; Muktabai fed herself on cooked diamands *’

( English Translation from Mysticism in Maharashtra-
P. 46 )

In the celebration of this 700th birth centenary
of Shri Jnanesvara, let us grant a pause to ourselves
and be introspective. Let not huge and massive func-
tions of celebrations sweep us away with a sense of
having done all that is expected of us. Let us make a
conscious effort to realise how and why Jnanesvara
remains relevant and inspiring even after long passage
of 700 years. Eternality and universality of his message
have made its prints timeless and unwipable.

Jnanesvara’s chosen mandate for us is ‘T ad
Y srgwandt’ ¢“ live and experience (and not merely read
and repeat) at lzast one verse of Jnaneswari.”’ Present
day growing world, craving for ‘¢ one God, one world
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and one humanity > has to reinspire itself from Jnan-
esvara’s urge for © fazaega .

On this occassion, let us pray unto Jnaneswara
to give us light and guidance. Let at least, the aigara
( the urge of Partha ) be born within ourselves. Let us
be aware of the war being fought on the battlefields
of our individualised existence between right and
wrong, between virtues and vices, between Godly and
unGodly. Birth of such a Partha (ar4) within ourselves
will alone qualify us to receive Geeta and Jnanesvari
and will lead us to the effective inner alterations, In
turn leading us to God-realisation.

With the births of the Saints like Jnanesvara,
humanity is bound to be on its way to Divinisation.
Let this optimism recharge our cells and set us on

towards the Goal with a new flight of hopes and
efforts.

This editor feels, that having resolved on our
part, Shri Jnaneswara is promising the humanity, on
this uccassion, with an assurance Viz.

@y gufes aoEs g
FI@1 9@ 9 WITU
Y FATAT AT TIA
s gEiET aad arit )

The creeping Divinity in us, will on its own,
mature to flov.erings. Flower of Divine wisdom will
be born and will be timeless and fragrant. The fragra-
nce will dissolve and exhaust all those layers of
consciousness, which are shelling skies, enveloping

and entrapping the struggling human self.

~ N. R. Deshpande
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Sri Gurudeva & Sri Jnanadeva

- M. S. Deshpande M. A.

Highest Regard :

Sri Gurudeva Dr. R. D. Ranade had entertained
the highest reverence for Sri. Jninadeva along with four
other great Saints of Bharat, Sri Kabir, Sri Tukaram,
Sri Purandaradas and Mahipati of Karnatak. All
these Saints, according to Gurudeva, were Saints for
humanity, not fora particular region or nation. Their
message was universal, meant for the whole of hu-
manity. They realised the Ultimate Reality and tried in
their own way to spread their spiritual message among
allthe people, irrespective of caste and creed-high
and low. This eternal message of theirs, if properly
propagated throughout the world, is fully capable of
bringing about harmony even bstween nations and
racess ushering in the world an era of peace and
goodwill.

In his great work on the Gita Sri Gurudeva has
eulogised Jnaneswar in these superlative words: “Sri
Jnaneswar was not merely one of the greatest saints
of Mahiarashtra, but also certainly one of the greatest
interpreters of the Bhagavadgita that have ever lived.
The most distinguishing feature of his interpretation
of the Bhagavadgita is his unique combination of
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philosophy, poetry and mysticism. Its philosophy is
of a high order, no doubt, but its poetry is cf a still
higher order- And when mysticism is combined with
philosophical insight and poetical imagination, one

can easily see how Jnanesvara’s interpretation of the
Bhagavadgita stands supreme. 1

Remarkable Resemblance :

The first and foremost striking resemblance
that we observe in Sri Gurudev and Sri Jnanadev is
their firm faith and deep devotion, their rare reverence
and absolute resignation and complete self-surrender,
to their respective Sadgurus. They genuinely felt that
they were entirely the products of their Gurus® grace.
They considered themselves to be mere instruments in
the hands of their Masters and that their works were
wholly and solely the results of the overflowing grace
of their Masters. They spared no words to express their
deep sense of gratitude in their supreme glorification
of this grace. Sri Jnanadev tells us thatit is on account
of the all-powerful Nivretinarh, his Master, who
rcsided in his heart, that every fresh breath of his has
turned into a poem. ¢ What is not,’’ he asks, ¢ the
grace of the Guru competent to do ? :>’2 About his
anonymous Introduction to the Nirya Nemavali> Sri
Gurudey writes : ¢ The Introduction was got by Your
Holiness, written by an ignorant person like myself,
This would not have happened, if it had not got the
support of your Sclf-realisation. Is there anything
which cannot be achieved by Sclf-realisation 7’3

Both Gurudev and Jnanadev were Mystics of a
very high order. While Jnanadev was a Mystic from his

i} B. P. G, 55. 2) M. M. P.55. 3) R: L. L.P. 69,
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very birth, Gurudey attained that siatus and tecame a
mystic with a few years’ sadhana. He bad the good
fortune of receiving the blessings of a great Sadguru
early in his life and attained perfection by his intense
Sadhana. Like Jnanadev he had superb spiritual experi-
ences, as described in the following Arati of Jnanadev:

‘““ When he had entered the Sanctuary, his
bodily consciousness was lost. His mind was changed
to supermind. All sense of boundness was then over.
Reason came to a stand-still. Words were metamor-
phosed into no-words; and he saw his own Self. His
eyclashes ceased to twinkle. Distinction between night
and day was gone. The whole universe was alight,
and was filled with the resonance of God., He was
merged in an occan of Bliss, and his beatification
was ineffable.”” 4.

The grcat mystic heights reached by them had
granted them a universal outlook as a result of which
they had become sufficiently broad-minded and liberal.
Hence ¢ to Jnanadev Saivism and Vaisnavism were
identical, not to speak of different kinds of Bhakti in
Vaisnavism itself ... God may be meditated upon
either by the Saivite name or Vaisnavite name. .... It
matters not to him what deity one worships, provided
one worships rightly and earnestly. 8. Sri Gurudey
also maintained that ‘“‘a real mystic is he who is neither
a Saivite nor a Vaisnavite."” .... Elsewhere hc states:
<“When a philosopher talks about spiritual experience,
he is neither a Hindu, nor a Muslim, nor a Christian.
He is a citizen of the world and for the matter of that,
a citizen of the spiritual world.”’s.

4) M.M.P. 12 (Preface) 5) M, M. P. 42, 6) E. K. M. P. 2
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Practical PhLilosophy :

These two great mystics were also great Philo-
sophers. Their philosophy was not merely an intellectual
speculation-not merely theoretical, but was thoroughly
practical as it paved the way to and was based upon
their personal spiritual experience. Sri Gurudev used
to tell us that his philosophy was the philosophy of
Sri Jninadev and his interpretation of the Gita was
almost the same as that of Jnanadev. Both the inter-
pretations were mystical. While his interpretation was

philosophico-mystical, Jnipadeva’s interpretation was
poetico-mystical.

The metaphysics and ethics of both was theono-
mic. It led to and culminated in the development of
mystical attitude. Says Sri Gurudev, ‘‘Intclligence with-
out the moral backbone might only degenerate into

the cleverest farm of chicanery, and a mystic without
morality.... might only be a hideous creature who is a

blot on the spiritual evolution of man. And again, just
as morality to be ratiocinative, must be firmly linked
to the intellect, similarly, for its consumation, it must
end in mystical attitude, which alone is the goal and
end of the life of man.””?

Their’s was also the philosophy of synthesis.
They had both inherited the philosophy of the Upani-
sads and the Gira and other former saints- They had
tested the veracity of the formzr doctrines in the light
of their personal spiritual experiences.. ¢ What we
experience,”’ says Sri Gurudev, *what we feel and what
we 1ealise, that alone should be our philosophy *’8. So
they had propounded the theories which they had

7) C.S.P.2Il. 8) B. P.G.R. 194
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found to be correct for the benefit of the future aspirants.
The breadth of outlook attained by them had granted
them insight to reconcile the claims of diverse theories
by assigning each its proper place in the scheme of
thought and satisfactorily resolve their mutual conflicts.

The nature and relation béween God, World
and Souls have been the subject of bitter controversy
among different schools of thought. Some contended
that they were identical in essence while others
maintained that they were partially or entirely differ-
ent from each other. As pointed out by Sri Gurudev,
“Itis only the mystical view of Reality that will come
as a reconciling factor between these different attitu-
des and different doctrines about God, the world and
the self.?’Hence all such antinomies could be reconci-
led by these great mystics in a proper manner,

Let us see how one such antinomy has becn
resolved by them. Our world has been considered as
real by some and unreal by others. In fact both these
views are present in the Gira as well. Sri Gurudev and
Sri Jnanadev have reconciled this antinomy by de-
claring that the world is both real and unreal. With
God it is real and without God it is unreal. The con-
tent of the world viz God, is real and eternal, while
its forms and names are unreal, non-eternal, ephe-
meral. To a realised Saint the world is the ecstatic
dance of the Divine Light ( Cidvilas ) while to ordi-
nary persons it is the terrible death-dance of morta}
misery. (Maya-vilas). - Sri Jnanadev has described the
world both as full of immortal delight as well as full
of mortal misery and has exhorted the aspirants to

9) B.P. G. P, 186
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give it up at once and seck to realise the immortal

Bliss of the Lord: “ to get thyself hastily from it and

go by the path of Bhakti so that thou mayest reach the
Divine Home.” 10,

It must be remembered that mere imaginary
contemplation on the conception of Cidvilas, will not
enable us to enjoy its actual Vision and Bliss. It is only
when we cross the terrible Mayinadi-the Stream of
Illusion-with the help of the sure boat of Guru’s
Grace by holding the rudder of devotional meditation
that we would enjoy the blessed glimpse of Cidvilas-
the Divine Delight in the world. Thus Mayavilas and
Cidvilas have been reconciled by them,

Pathway to God :

Similarly the Pathway to God utilised and
preached by them was also identical. The ‘Pantharaja’
or the Roval Road to God-realisation, of Jnanadev
was only one like the Pathway of Gurudev. The Yogas
of Jnana, Dhyana, Karma and Bhakti were, accord-
ing to them, merely avenues to the main Pathway
and not independent Paths. This great Pathway con-
sisted mainly of intense devotional meditation on the
Name of God, imparted by a realised Sadguru, prefe-
rably in the company of Saints or Sadhakias. When
this meditation becomes sufficiently one-pointed and
soulful, it developsan attitude of complete self-surren-
der in the Sadhak, awakens his intuition and enables
him to have brilliant spiritual experiences culminating
in the effulgent Vision of the Atman and the enjoy-
ment of His Supreme Bliss.

Bhakti is the soul of this Pathway. “Bhakti’’,
10) B. P. G. P 64.
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according to Gurudev, ‘‘an unexplained and inexplica-
ble love of God, isa fundamental requirement.” As
the Gita also asserts “it is only through one-pointed
devotion to God that one may be able to know Him,
see Him and enter into Him.” 1, Syi Jnanadev, the
originator of Bhakti school in Maharashtra, also
tells us that God can be attained by Bhakti alone.2,

Both of them have entertained identical views
on the glory of Guru’s grace, the value of Name, soul-
ful meditation, company of Saints, need of absolute
self-surrender and grandeur of spiritual experiences
and Bliss. The doctrine of Asymptotic Realisation of
Jnanadev was highly appreciated and extolled by
Gurudeyv as his original contribution to the philosophy
of mysticism. ““A curve and an axis approaching each
other infinitely and meeting at infinity is the essence
of asymptotic approximation- What we find in the
case of an aspiring mystic is that he goes on asympto-
tically approaching God.... The devotee attains to
Godhead, falling just short of His entire Being.... Even
though the devotee may reach unison with God, yet
he remains a devotee. The Saint remains a Saint so.
long as he has to discharge his bodily functions.”” This
is, according to Gurudev, Sri Jnindeva’s doctrine.
There is also unanimity as regards the nature of Spiri-
tual perfection. Perfection, according to them is
gradual. “ A man who starts on his journey must not
expect to reach the end at once... So, initiation and
realisation should not be spoken of in the same breath.
A gardener might sprinkle water on the trees and
plants, but it is only after the spring sets in that the
trees and plants bear fruit.”’*3 . . . i

11) B. P. G. 254. 12) M. M. P. 211. 13) B. P. G. P.72.

e,
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Saints’ Blessings to Society :

About the blessings of saints to society, both
these Saints have expressed identical views. Sri Guru-
dev has stated : * One has only to remember that it
becomes the mission of such a realiser to spread the
Gospel of God whenever and wherever it becomes
possible for him to do so. One God, One World, One
Humanity should be his maxim, theo-polity his doct-
rine. Whoscever has realised the unity or presence of
God can never but direct his life in such a way that
the greatness of God becomes not merely understood
but also achievable.”” 24 Sri Jnanadev also has echoed
the same sentiment when he writes thus : ¢ As the
Sun destroys the blindness of the world, opens temples
of lustre, and moves on encircling the universe, simi-
larly the man, who bears love towards all, unloosens
those who are bound, helps those who are sunk, and
relieves those who suffer and are miserable. Day and
night, his primary aim is to achieve thz happiness of
th: human kind, and only secondarily does he care for
his own interest. ’*® His following prayer to the Lord
amply discloses his overflowing love for haman welfare
and happiness. Just listen :

“Let universal friendship reign among beings.
Let the darkness of evil disappear. Let the Sun of True
Religion rise in the world. Let all beings obtain what
they desire. May the company of devotees of God,
who shower down blessings incessantly, meet the
beings on earth : They are verily moving gardens of
wish-trees; they are living mines of wish-jewels; they
are speaking oceans of nectar. They are moons with-
out any detracting marks; they are suns without any

14) B. P. G. P. 136. 15) M. M. P, 91
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tormenting heat. May all beings be endowed with al!

happiness and have incessant devotion to the Primeval
Being.”” 18,

Such is the close affinity between the spiritual

life and teaching of the two great Saints-Jnaneshwar
and Gurudev Ranade.

16) M. M. P. 139.

Abreviations

B.P.G. - The Bhavadgita as a Philosophy of God-realisaticn
C S. - The Constructive Survey of Upanisadic Philosophy
E.K.M. - Epitome of Karnatak Mysticism

M.M. - Mysticism in Mzaharastra.

[l.L L. - Dr Ranede s Life o] Light,
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SHRI JNANESHWAR
A Comparative & Critical Study of his Philosophy.

R. N. Saraf,

Gurudev Ranade said long ago that Jnaneshwar
dazzles by too much brilliance. It is a truism, a self-
axiomatic truth. The luminous lucidity, the trans-
parent clearness that makes the bottom look like its
surface and deceives the intellect as to its unfathomable
depth, the supreme creative genius that knows
nothing impossible and creates what ths original
creator was unable to create, the superb imagination
that grasps even infinity in its pinch of thumbs, the
penetrating, nay almost piercing, intellect that bores
to the core of Reality and finds out the truth of Reality
to be Beauty-Bliss-not beautiful bliss or blissful
beauty but beauty and bliss identical, that supreme
power of expression that makes the meaning almost
visible, tangible, audible and edible and makes it an
object of direct experience ratherthan of intellectual
comprehension, the universal sympathy and love
that embraces all, sinner and saint alike and weeps
more for the sinner than for the saint, all this and
much more make him a very difficult author because
of the easy illusionit createsin the reader that he
has understood all when he has practically understood
nothing. Therefore, to understand and comprehend
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his thought we must first understand the nature of
his language.

Asthe Kamadhenu, the wish-fulfilling cow, does
not need to carry waggon- loads of things tosatisfy
the needs of desirous persons but creates, nay pro-
creates, out of herself and not procures thesm, so
Jnaneshwar is never in meed of a word, a phrase, a
simile, a metaphor, anidea,ora thought, butthe whole
comes out in organic unity, finished and perfect. It is
not artificial word joining. His language isa language
of pictures. The words are its lines and shadzs. If we
look to the lines and shades only we will not be able
to discern the picture. If on the other hand we
ignore the lines and shades there would be no picture.
Lines must be used only to reveal the picture. They
are not themselves the picture. Yet, no picture is
without them.

It is clear that words of Jnaneshwar must be
clearly, accurately, correctly, aud fully understood
only to see the thought image they portray and paint.
The translators of Jnaneshwar have rivetted their
attention on the words and have missed the picture.
Unrelated to the picture, the words have no meaning
and significance but the unmeaning meaning of the
lexicon. Words are misinterpreted and the significance
is lost when they do not reveal the picture. Instances
can be cited by hundreds but onz is sufficient to make

out this point.

Jnaneshwar while describing the state of yogi

says.
faqamar fage 92 | Efzai= Fauq @13

qATAT 91 9 | ZATHIST W LLC Mg
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One learned translator has interpreted this as
‘ the objects of senses are forgotten, the impatience
of the senses is stilled and the mind becomes steady in
the heart.” No doubt it is a correct translation accord-
ing to the grammar and lexicon but the real signi-
ficance is lost. Here Jnaneshwar says, the mind is
folded and not steadied. Had he intended to say that
the mind becomes steady he would not have
employed this round about way to express this
simple idea.To understand this, we must dive
deeper and see the inner meaning by visualizing the
picture.

The picture is of a thing folded. We ask the
question what is folded ? a paper, a cloth or any other
elastic thing. Then, we have to search if Jnaneshwar
has anywhere the simile of such a thing. We will find
this idea clearly and explicitly stated elsewhere as :-

Sq 2 darfaa ga 1 @ aAIET qT Wy
Stg auaT T ) ar sfaqr aEr ugggny

where this picture of samsar is reflected (cast) that
canvas of mind is torn, as the lake becomes dry and
then no reflection. Now the meaning is clear and consi-
stent. When the canvas of mind is folded the picture
of the objective world becomes hidden. When the
objects are not seen they become forgotten. When
the objects are forgotten, no pinpricking and hanker-
ing of the senses. What remains is the canvas of pure
sentience without any objects either to desire or to
hate. In this way, the mind is emancipated from
the thraldom of the senses. I think this is enough to
show that if the pict-ure is not seen the meaning
is not grasped, understood.
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Next, we must be on our guard not to under-
stand the meaning of his words as they are used by
other thinkers in some other sense. Philosophers also
are obliged to use the common words but with diffe-
rent and special meaning. If this precaution is not
taken the meaning is perverted, twisted and lost and
ends in misapprehension or no apprehension.

With these preliminary remarks I go on to my
subject proper.

Jnaneshwar has reconciled all the systems
and made them consistent and complementary by
unifying them into a comprehensive system. Thus
the other systems become not untrue or false but
partial truths which are true only when they are
in the whole and in their proper places. It is not possi-
ble to take all the systems for our comparative study
in this short essay. So, Iintend to take only four
systems that have got great affinity and likeness and
are likely to lead to the wrong conclusion that. they
are both identical. Theyare 1) Sankhya2) Shankar
Vedant, 3) Shaivagam, 4) Yogavashistha.

. 1. The Sankhya System is the first rational
system of philosophy in India. It starts from where
reason starts and stops where reason stops being
unable to go further. No doubt it indicates behind
and before to a principle which she is bound tv accept
but cannot expose. This has created a wrong impress -
jon that the Sankhyas are dualistic. The great Shankar
has dubbed it as éfaay fg § ai=rm= amess dualists and
as such the principal adversary of monistic vedant.
So much 80, that commenting on Bhagvat Geeta-
fogmi wfe xfti Shankar interprts it fagrr szaar @
qemAgudaTifend  srqat sfast gfan Here  Shankar
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avoids calling him the founder ofthe Sankhya system
Elsewhere he interprets it as Hiranyagarbha. Jnane-
shwar on the other hand says-

safad  wifedar ) @ sfas B 0 13/4R
ar arss g 95fy gaw faas utyfys

To praisz, to expose which (si=@), I became Kapil:
Hear that faultless, flawless thought-knowledge of
Prakriti and Purusha. Again he says-

St faiar &gz, « AmdEgafedEg
ATATIBAT ALZ | MEATT T NL[4 Q0
&I 9Fa gra AT 1 fAma A fgaiadt
faa faafeat fawad | wids & 11Y¢/q e
S99 AT AIGUET | Je@i=r A9 [iqdl |
saio g3fT atd@) | gratfed uge/seR

In this magnificient and eloquent eulogy Jnaneshwar
expresses his great reverance and admiration for the
Sankhya system and its propounder Kapil.

Jnaneshwar was a super-monist. His monism
goes beyond monism and dualism; it includes them
both and yet transc:nds them, does not suffer even the
unity of the one. H: says - a® asad& afasy 1 & noryaar
g 4/3¥. It is a one which cannot be counted as one, as
itbecomes second because of the counter and thus
eads in two. Even the one itself cannot count itself as
one bzcause counting is different from the one and be-
comes two, Again h: says — ogarsifg g%1@ar n ¢/3¢. There
is a famine of even oneness - absence of oneness
in the one.

With this severe and pure monism it is a ques-
tion how Jnaneshwar extols the Sankhya with its dual-
ism and realism ? For this a critical and penetrating
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study of the Sankhya is necessary as Jnaneshwar
under:tood it.

As 1 have already said Sankhya is a rational
system conceived and exposed within the limits of
Reason. Reason found out our whole experience
comprised by two irreducible principles viz:- sentisnt
and non-sentient. One is inconceivable without the
other. It is inconczivable how there can be sentinence
without object or the object without Sentienc:z. So
starting with these two principles, Sankhya consider-
ed their nature by rational analysis.

R:ason found out sentience to be pure know-
ledge, pure consciousness without any action, change
oreflect. All the action, change and effect arc the object
world But how the knowledge of the change is possi-
ble as the sentiencz-the S:1f is unconcerned with the
world of object? The self cannot know the change as
s:ntience can have nor:lation with the non-sentient.
Unrelatad it cannot know, relatioa it cannot have.
Change itself cannot know itszlf as change, being
nonsentient by nature. Without their union, the
knowledge of change would be impossible. Reason
is forced to accept the union as possible bzcause
itis actual. It is absurd to think an actual thing
impossible. Whnen a thing is aciuil, reason must
find out how it is so.

Reason sets out to anulyse the insentient obiect
world which it called prakriti and found out to be
three-fold energy-potentiality. The Sapkhya termed
these as satva,. rajas and tamas. Itis very difficult to
t-anslate them in English, which will convey accuratey
1Zentical v eaning. I attempt as best I can. Satva is light,
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Rajas action and Tamas inertia. In common intelligible
words light is mentality, action is vitality and inertia
is materiality. With thesz three qualities the object
world is in potentiality, complcie for all purposes.

This potentiality becomes actuality when the
equilibrium is disturbad. For this, the principle of
sentience is needed. Sentience with its powers of
knowledge, desire and imagination becomes the
cause of disturbance by its adjunction and identifica-
tion with Prakriti. This unreal relation of Purusha
and Prakriti is without beginning. Reason had to
admit it as she cannot go bevond the framework of
space and timez.

But what is the raison-d'etr¢ of ths Prakriti
and its adjunction with Purusha? Very ingeniously
Sankhya said gaass AraraTig 3999

The end of Prakriti when she uncon-ciously
seeks to attain or realize is to give enjoyment and
salvation, emancipation, absolute freedom of alone-
ness unconcerned with anything, either with insentient
object or with sentient beings. The end bzcomes clear
and apparent when the sentient being the Self is in
relation of false, imaginary identification with. the
mental and material vesturies of Prakriti, and thus
intelegizes and vitalizes it.

So long the Self identifies itself with Prakriti he
enjoys mental and material pleasures but i1s emanci-
pated the moment he knows his separateness and diffe-
rence from her and remaias aloof in his natural state
of pure szntience. Thus boih the ends are revealed
and realized.
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This is a barest outline of the profound Sank-
hya philosophy. It does not go before Purusha and
Prakriti or f{urther than the solit ary aloneness of the
emancipated Self. Behind and beyond, it does not go
but indicates its necessity for its completion and
roundedness.

Shankar is very uneasy with the dualism and
realism of the Sankhya. The dualism was incompatible,
almost contradictory of his monism. The realism was
anathema to him because without denying and refuting
it monism could not bz established. So he denounced
the Sankhya in toto.

Jaaneshwar on the other hand accepted this
philosophy because the dualism was not opposed to
the monism but was complimentary, and the realism
was even more necessary to his chiidvilas. An illusory
vilas would Dbe a contradiction in terms or at least
unmeaning. Vilas is always intentional, real and dual,
never forced, illusory or solitary. What Jnaneshwar
did was to transcend the limitations of reason by my-
stic direct comprehension of absolute unity of Reality.
How he did it is to be scen now. Jnaneshwar brought
the truth of the Sankhya system that was in its womb
and made it comprehensible and acceptable. While
exposing and elucidating Purusha and Prakriti

Jnaneshwar says:—

““Prakriti and Purusha are both without begin-
ing, always united asth2 grain grows with the chaff.
They are always united together and made one unity.
They are in this mannes from all time. Tacir juncture
is nzither artificial nor intentional but natural and
te:ningless.



(19)

This squares exactly with the Sankhya system.
But Jnaneshwar rises above the limits of rationalism
and brings out the suprarational truth with which rea-
son is satisfied though unable to comprehend it. He
says it in a nutshell. 0 Faz & ar | 3 g57 arqrggar | 95k
& guear | Braram n 13/ 1 The pure absolute Being is
Purusha; all the action, motion, change is named as
Prakriti. This definition is much wider than and
different from that of Sankhya and for that, more
comprehensive, more explaining because more rational,
having transcended the limits of Reason.

Sankhya defines Purusha as zszr gfaar: 1 the seer,
the Self, pure sentience only. Now sce how Jnane-

shwara’s definition comprises and transcends the
definition of Patan:ali.

Pure absolute being comprises all things that
have existence. The sentience does not include in it-
self what it knows. Being, on the other hand, includes
both sentience and the object, it is conscious of. This
definition of Purusha goes beyond that of the Sankhya.

Now, about Prakriti. Sankhya defines it as the
equilibrium of the three Gunas. Jnaneshwar defines
it in the same manner while exposing the Sankhya
system according to them.

arrfor Tt Hrai= o @regrFEqr | § WA 9 IF5fq qrat
fag arm sagedqr | ST AT 119=2%
S A= SraAy | Jaqd Jady
HAIF AIAET 1 W& JIZE 1R o0)
¢ gfgat st o 1 & fafad Ja@a &9 |
faar wgmiuafa fagrr safs afw@gn

*The equilibrium of thes: eight principles (five material)
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and three mental vestures of the Self) is Prakriti. It
is termed Jeeva. This Jeeva enlivens the lifeless
( insentient matter ), wakes the consciousness (rouses
it from its self-absorbed slumber), makes the mind
feel pain and infatuation. Tne inhersat power of the
R:1son to cognize is the effect of its vicinity with the
Self; by its ingenious device of the ego it upholds
the whole creation (sustains the world in its practical
manner). Here the equilibrium means organic unity
and not balanced state or posture of the Gunas. In
the second sense equilibrium would lead to inaction
and not cosmos.

~

This upper or higher Prakriti is neither the
Atman ( the Self) of the Vedant or the Prakriti of the
Sankhya in its technical sense. It is said to be the
inner nature of the first principle represented Ly
Shree Krishna and termed asJeeva. The Self alone
would know nothing, do nothing. With the adjuncture
of the mental and material paraphernalia it becomes
a sufficient principle to explain our experience.

This is sankhya as unders'ood by the Geeta.
Jnaneshwar explained it intelligently and intelligibly
here and elswhere. Risingabove the iimitation of reason,
he from mystic eminence viewed it and said that
the eightfold Prakriti, the Prakriti termed Kshetra
(Field) with thirty six elements, the Prakriti expressed
by the simile of a tree, is nothing more than the ima-
g ned forms by the sentient principle becoming like,and
ore with, it by indentifcation. Scntience almost sleeps
and thus becomes Jzeva enjoying and suffering pleasures
and pains. This shows why Jnaneshwar called the
equilibrium of the cightfold Prakriti as Jeeva Both
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the Prakriti and Jeeva are imaginative emergencies
from the sentience (%a=). Alone they would be nothing-

Thus Jnaneshwar resolved the duality of Puru-
sha and Prakriti by transcending them to the higher
principle in which they both become one. How this
is done would be clear by considering the definition of
Prakriti: ssfad awsari Bra aimn Here Jnaneshwar says
that Prakriti is a collective name for all the changes,-
actions, motions, transformations. This is the truth
of the Prakriti.

What is fBsar (motion, act,) then? We must under
stand it as Jnaneshwar intznded it to be understood.
Defining Karma, a synonym for Kriya, Jnaneshwar
says:—

i &at azs a 29 1 arfor @@y wewgd) widr a f3q )
AT FEATE AIGH ¢ LY FiT nefzen
uar &fFAANor AT 1 ASGFAT Fr AFIE 1)
fRast A1 =grqI® @ g4 AT FF U

Therefore where there is no doer (author)in the first
place nor any recason in the end and work only
appears in the middle, this formation withoutan author
which reveals forms in the formless (the sentient con-
sciousness ) is called Karma. It is not creation; it is
emergence. It is coming before consciousness what
was already present within it and one with it.

T FAAE A9 | 9.3 | @7 |
g AT FIT FIT | T A3 1.9 [ike (AT94.)

The object of knowledge is lateat in the know-
ledge without begining; the seecing it (knowing it ) is
beginingless too. Is there any need thatanybody shoul i
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oreate anew the seer and the object to be seen?

But how can the forms be in the formless, be
one with it? We have got an instance and almost
practical demonstration in our imagination. When we
imagine a pot, the form of pot appears in the formless
imagination of it. We see the form of the pot but

cannot see the form of the imagination, simply because
it has none,

But how do the forms emerge and merge? Jnane-
shwar gives an intelligible and satisfying answer. He
says it is the desire, nay the necessity of the sentient
consciousness ( the Self) to know constantly to remain
consciousness. Consciousness cannot be conscious of
itse!f as the fire cannot burn itself. As the fire needs
firewood to burn and exist as fire, so consciousness
needs object 10 be conscious of. As there is nothing
bayond itszIf it must either know itself or become un-
conscious. So the Self is forced to know itself for its
very existence. By analysing the conscious sentience
we discover that besides knowing, it has imagina-
tion, memory desire as its powers and one with them.
This is seclf-evident. We cannot conceive unconscious
imagination, desire or memory. By the unity of thesz
powers, the desire to know, spontancously exhibits
forms that are latent, innate in the consciousness
itself. Everything that hasor can have existence is

and must be in Being-Sentience. Otherwise it would
not exist being out of Being.

Jnaneshwar brings out this principle in a beautiful
manner into bold relief in his Anubhavamrita. He says

if the Self is hungry to know obiject for his sustenance
as food where can h: go but to himself-the repository
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of all forms as objects of knowledge? Thus he satisfies
his hunger by making and becoming his own food. By
seeing-knowing the object that is nothing other than
its own wcalth of forms, he is satisfied and brings this
object, separated as it were from itself, to his unalien-
able unity. Inall this transaction the unity remains in-

tact whether he appears as object of his knowledge or
the cognizer of it.

When the self is satisfied and the desire sub-
sides, the self remains in his pure state of sentience. No
effort is needed to regain it. The act or fact of seeing
and non-seeing are both natural and can be attained
without any effort. He can be both as he is already
both, As the fire is not to be heated, so the self needs
not to be conscious by something else, other than
itself. Jnaneshwar says that when the Self wishes not
to see himself he sleeps on himself as his bed as does
the horse. As he is already all, who sees whom? but
this seeing is the sleep of the seif in its pure form.
When the opposite desire emerges he becomes object,
which he already is. The object of knowledge and
its knower are both eternal and uncreata.

It is now clear what Jnaneshwar means by
defining Prakriti as Kriya. By this definition he
silenced the objection raised against the Sankhya that
Prakriti, being unintelligent, cannot consciously strive
for ,the enjoyment of the Purusha. Why the
Prakriti, which has nothing to do with Purusha,
should have an end set before heras if she isintelligent?
Here the prakriti is different and separate from
Purusha. Then the objection cannot be raised against
it. It 1is clearly feasible, the intelligent self desires
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to enjoy or to attain and remain in eternal rest
untrammelled by pleasure and pain.

This philosophy is more fully explained in
his independant work. -~- Anubhavamrit. There the
unity of both Purusha and Prakriti is convincingly
proved. By rising still higher and diving still deeper,
Jnineshwar exposes this philosophv which is now
his own philosophy.

Now relinquishing the Sankhya terms, Purush
and Prakriti, Jnaneshwar substitutes in their place
mcre wide, more deep and more satisfying terms-Shiva
and Shakti. The identification of the Purusha and
Prakriti was problematic, vague and obscure, but
becomes self-evident, easy, certain and clear, by the
terms Shiva and Shakti. He retained the duality, was
consistent and made it easy to understand the terms.
We are now going to see how he accormplished it.
He says Shiva and Shaktiare exactly alike. They make
whole. But by whom the other is complete is impossi-
ble to know. Their co-mingling is incompre-
hensible. No one is part of the other; yet both are a
whole. They are impartible parts. They can be neither
joined nor separated. Both are not independant prin-
ciples having separate existence. Both make whole of
which eachis a part. And yct each is a whole of which
both are parts. But that does not mean that there are
two ormany wholes, Thereis only one whole of which
the other wholcs are parts. One is naught without
the other and both are naught in their Reality.
Therefore, they are more than one but less than
two- they are not fully two.

Thus both the unit),f and plurality are saved and
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solved. This isa very difficult, deep and complicate
doctrine, very hard to expose and harder still to comp-
rehend correctly, fully and clearly. Only a supreme
genius like Junaneshwar a could do it. He accomplished
this feat He proved it by simple exposition. How ?

We should take a concrete instance, sugar. Sugar
is sweet. But sugar is not sweetness nor sweetness
sugar. Sugar is inconceivable without sweetness as
sweetness without sugar. And yet, we cannot say that
sugar is swectness. Sugar is sweet, but it is dilferent
from sugar as sweetness. The noun and adjective are
different. If they are one, they become synonyms and
would convey no meaning or would become absurd.
When we say sugar is sweet it has meaning; but if we
say sugar is sugar, what docs it mean? That is both
are not two but one is both.

Purusha is potentiality with the power of being
actuality. The bare potentiality is Purusha and the
power of becoming actuality is Prakriti. Thus, the
whole of our experience is explained. The Purusha, the
consciousness, the self isabsolute potentiality ot every-
thing possible and impossible-possible as possible and
impossible as impossible. The possibility bzcom:s
actuality by manifestation and not new cieation. The
force that does it is the will, wish, desire iaherent in
the Self and one with it, to see to know whal it is it-
Self-the necessity of its being.

In this way the whole of our experience and the
Sankhya system that was meant to explain it are both
fully and most satisfactorily explained. Unity and
plurality are both saved without call'ng either of them
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unreal and without leaving the contradiction unre-
solved. The multiplicity of the infinte selves and
material objects is now seen as the manifestation of the
one. Manifested, it becomes infinite forms; unmani-
fested, it is formlesa unity without any distinction of
the seer and the seen. The multiplicity of the selves
is the multiplicity of desires of the one Self. Desires
with sentience mnnifest as individual personalities.
Satisfied, they become impersonal unity of pure senti-
ence. Desire is the bondage of personality, This is
Kaivalya of the Sankhya where the emancipated self
~ neither sees the multiplicity of the material objective

world nor the infinity of the sentient selves, whether
bound or emancipated. Is this not pure monism? Is it
not worthy of the praise that Jnaneshwar bestows on it?

-

Going still further, Jnaneshwar asserts with
boldness that is breath-taking, that even after attain-
ing the original unity of the one self the individual
person retains his form as devotee of the supreme,
realizing fully its oneness with it. It is a play, one with
itself. Jnaneshwar playfully describes it as if one can
play cricket by being the batsman, the bowler, the
ball, the bat and the ground; it would be a game that
would correctly convey the meaning of one’s worship
and love of oneself :w3@ g a7 &1 IQ T A1ST
The boast of being a devotee does not end even when
the devotee becomes one with the Supreme. Again he
says - uxal @@al @ 1 He plays alone making himself
his second which is needed for the play. How this
is possible, Jnaneshwar explains -

FIqu) 3 g2 | AT H19UAT STE )

261 gz@a0 @@ | At o /s - (Anubhavamrit) Freely
translated to suit the play of cricket, itruns thus-
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If the ball bowls itself to himself as batsman
and is driven by himself, catches it himself, it would
be a fit analogy. This shows that Salvation is not in-
action but joyous play-eternal and incessant.

Even after emancipation the whole series of life
and births merge in the absolute Self, but remains
intact. That is, if the same desire ever again emerges,
the personality with the same form would appear to
satisfy it. Nothing is lost. What was, is or will be, are
already and eternally in the supreme Self as a cinema
film. Forms by permutatoin and combination would
make again and again with infinite variety. So the
creation will never stop, the curtain will never fall.

e Al oA gl |

Thus Jnancshwar absorbed the philosophy of the
Sankhya, digested and perfected it. This is assimila-
tion and not borrowing. As yesterday’s food is today’s
eater, so yesterday’s thought is today’s thinker. Thus
it is seen that assimilation is growth and progress.
Borrowing is load and bscomes stationary. Assimi-
lation retains what is conducive to living growth and
ejects what is not. Thought progresses in this way till
it reaches perfection and embraces all and finds rest
in its fullness. Jnaneshwar started with perfection and
rested in perfection. Jnaneshwar's progress is the
progress of perfection to perfection. No effort, no
striving to attain It.

2 Now I cometo the corhparative study of
Shankar and Jnaneshwar.

There is a widespread and deep-rooted belief-a
wrong bias - that Jnaneshwar has adopted Shankar’s
philosophy and followed his Bhashya in Jnaneshwari.
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Nothing is so far from truth. The oft-quoted and much
relied upon-a stray utterance of Jnaneshwar-is the
cause of this wrong belief. At the end of his Jnane-
swarl he says-
qar SIRIFT WENET 9 | MR q1E 969G\
FATTE AT A gag 1 F A N 2L-20RR

Even though incapable, where will [ go without reach-
ing (the goal) whea I am going, tracing the foot-prints
of Vyasa and asking the Bhashyakara. Much is sought
to be made of the simple sentence of th= second foot,
as if it is the only statementabout his work. Prejudice
makes a man almost like a colour-blind person. He
does not se= what he does not wish to see. Such is the
case or Dr. Pendsz’s work on Jnaneshwar’s philosophy.
He has cited two hundred and odd instances, which
he says are admirable. Even though he is not ignorant
or oblivious of the truth that there is bound to be
likeness in commentaries on the same works, he
emphatically asserts that the likeness of the Shankar-
Bhashya and Jnaneshwari leads to only one conclu- -
sion that the latter is following the former. As this
opinion is almost universally acczpted, and aczzptad
without demur, I will have to make a close and critical
study of it to show that it is prfectly wrong.

Like and similar features make race, genus,
species; unlike features and characteristics with
common features, make individuality. A completely
uncommon thing is impossible even to think. Complete
commonalty is likewise impossible, Kumaril ( F#rds )
says-  fafadd fg qrard wag a@fagrnag o

aaraRfeacarsa | fagargia fg o
I am now going to show the reasons as well as the
evidence that the philosophy of Jnaneshwar is com-
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pletely different and absolutely original.

First about the statement that is much relied
upon and made much of - srerwrux arE gag. One asks
way when the road is unknown or doubtful. One does
not ask it, even when he must, at every step. So if
Jnaneshwar had asked way, it meansthat he had con-
sulted the Bhashya at some difficult or obscure places-
It is almost consulting a dictionary and nothing more.
Besides, to ask the way is not to accept it or follow it.
One takes to the way when one approves it. Consul-
tation does not mean following. ~

Another statement of Jnaneshwar a little before,
is completely ignored as if insignificant and unimpor-
tant, where he says- :

aifor @fs gr =Y amat 1 sararET 9 qigat @igar |

grforst  sraoraqr | wegrfsar n{c—qvod
And now this work has been brought to the road of
Marathiears by tracing the foot-prints of Vyasa. Here
no Bhashyakar is mentioned, as consulted. Here it is
shown that tracing the foot-prints was sufficient to
reach the goal or destination. What is important is
the tracing of the foot-prints and not asking the way,
which is made much of.

Every writer acknowledges the debt of his
predecessors. That does not mean following or
borrowing. Everybody inherits something from his
ancestor and bequeaths something to his posterity.
Thus progress goes on from good to better.

| The humility of Jnaneshwar is also to be taken
into account. Otherwise misapprehension is inevitable.
He says- [ neither study nor read, nor do I kaow
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service of my Guru ( Preczptor). What ability can such
one have to write a work ?( 18-1764 ). Is this sentence
to be taken inits literal meaning and will it be
correct 7 Many such instances can be multiplied but
this one is sufficient to bring out my point.

Ther are mauay positive statements about Jnane-
shwari made by Jnaneshwar himself and scattered
throughout that work. Some of them I will cite to
show that his philosophy and his commentary are both
original, though he fathers them on his Guru.

1 wg 412 § 39971 §9a a3 11 L¢-QoYo
2 & 44 aiaifq fgud ) Mg a3 0 Qe
3 AT A@TEAT AW | Narg 99 fa¥ | aqaT WA
a1 gTag N Qug e
1. This is not simply a literary work, it is the wealth
of Guru’s generosity of kindness - affectionate com-
passion.

2. My lord Guru gave it to me in the form of a finished
work.

3. Due to pity for the afflicted, he showered peace
in the form of a commentary on the Geeta.

This clearly showed that he is enunciating and
exposing the philosophy of his own school, which is
different and distinct from all others.

More than this he says through the mouth of
his audience-

qd a1 wgfmas gz &3

F Ffaary wezdr | FIES aredl 0 13 -y

d 39 AAvT 1arfad srgrEl g HA

2fg wewrar fasr 1 qR® gF lewg

Shri Murari told you to reveal (bring out; make
explicit ) the mzanings ( doctrine, truths ) which were
left by him hidden in the depth ( were implicit in
Geeta hidden as if under the common and apparent
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meaning of the words). That hidden meaning of the
God, you are disclosing in a pictyresque manner. Even
this said, would suffocate your heart.

With humility and without arrogance but with
firm and certain confidence about the originality and
the accuracy of his interpretation of the Geeta, he
shows that the meaning of the Geeta is deep and no
commentary before his had explained and exposed it.
Had he followed Shankar in interpreting Geeta, he
would have corrected this wrong praise of his
audience by confessing : I have followed Shankar
who had already cleared all obscure points of the
Geeta. You have not read the Bhashya. Therefore my
commentary looks new to you. Instead of saying thus,
Jnaneshwar is silent. Here his silence on the praise of
the audience is not half consent but full consent, if
we bear in mind his extreme humility and his love and
reverence for truth.

Still further he goes and says that his Jnane-
shwari is an original work than a commentary on the
Geeta and cqual to Geeta in importance and validity.
He says— ®ezaa:f=ar degar 1 aft w=3E e q@ar |

afqma miafear 3faar | Fao g6t § 7 NIT 11I-¥R
When the Marathi is read correctly and accurately,
along with the original work in Sanskrit and their
inner and true meaning is understood, it is not possi-
ble to discover which of the two is the original. The
attentive reader will be at a loss to understand whether
the Geeta is the epitome of the Jnaneshwari or Jnane-
shwari is the amplificatory exposition. Is this a des-
cription of following Bhashyakara?



Asserting his originality and independence, he
says in ringing tones of self-confidence:

ST TZO AN | W T U Y 1129-3LN

ar A SO wgor 1 9 =G g I )

wguitfa g d1a0 1 JaEfa n3ck
Know thus, says Shreerang, I don‘t say; bear this in
mind. Even if Tam to say this, am I different from
Shreeranga? Therefore, this speech ( statement )is
Ged’s own one ( having the same authority and
validity as of ShreeKrishna). He who says that his
word is as sclf-evident and carries the same certifiicate
and weight as that of Shree Krishna, must be self-
reliant and not a follower of anybody.

This external evidence is sufficient to show and
prove that not only Jnaneshwar’s interpretation of the
Geeta is different from that of Shankar but his philo-
sophy too is completely different, because absolutely
original. Now, [ am going to show that on almost
every important point, doctrine or principle, Jnane-
shwar differs from Shankar’s intérpretation, opposes
and sometimes contradicts it.

The key-words, with which the edifice of philoso-
phy is built, bave been differently interpreted by
Shankar and Jnaneshwar and thisisa conclusive evi-
dence that the philosophy of the one is quite different
from that of the other. I cite a few instances.

Commenting on = asg afasmaw 1 v-3 Shankar,
without defining Jnana, goes on to speak of vijnana
and defines and explains it as fasmafgd w@rAaEaFH |
realization or experiential knowledge and by implica-
tion Jrana as common or intellectual knowledge.
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Now see what Jnaneshwar Says:
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Where knowledge does not' enter, thought returns
with backward steps, logichas no entrance, Oh Arjuna,
that is termed as Jnana; the knowledge of the world of
objects is called Vijnana and to consider it ( Vijnana )
as the truth is ignorance. Here the meaning of Vijnana
is opposite to that of Shankar and characterizes their
different philosophies.

Shankar defines intellectual-scientific-knowledge
as Jnana. It is not true knowledge, because it is a
knowledge of illusory objects and hence illusory itself.
Only experience is true knowledge, because it is
knowledge of the Reality and is itself the Reality. He
emphasizes this point in his Blashya on the Bramha-
sutra saying- sqwaragmearfe a+7g fasrasa | The knowledge
of Brahma rests in the end ( becomes transformed ) in
experience. As everything else, other than Brahma, is
an illusion it goes without saying that the knowledge
of everything except Brahma must be illusory.

But why the knowledge-Jnana-must become
experience to bccome absolutely true and certain?
Where the knowledge is different from the object, it
is as likely to be wrong as to be true. But.when
knowledge is one with its object, the certitude is
complete and perfectly self-evident. Error is impossible
because here knowledge is identical with truth.

Now, we have considered why Jnaneshwar
nterprets and defines these termsin opposite manner.



(34)
The reason must be sought in his philosophy.

Like Shankar, Jnaneshwar does not think and
call the world of objects as illusion. Instead, he calls
it the resplendant light of the Self, its magnificient
wealth of beauty of forms. The Self is pure conscious-
ness without having any form of its own but con-
taining all forms, infinite and various, with infinite
variety. Thus, the knowledge of these forms is cons-
ciousness, revealing forms. So it becomes vijnana-
knowledge, characterized and qualified by the forms of
objects. The difference between these two systems is
clear and articulate and thus uanmistakable. Shankar
says: destroy the objective world as illusion, to know
and be Brahma. Jnaneshwar says, we have not to
remove or repel the illusion of the objective world
but only to realize that the world is the manifestation
of the Brahma, the formless, revealing forms that are
innate and one with the formless itself. Jnaneshwar
gives here a definition of ajnana, though there is no
mention of it in the Geeta, to complete and round off
his epistemology. He defines ajnana as the belief that
the knowledge of objects is the knowledge of Reality
and hence real itself. The difference in the conception
of ajnana in the system: of Shinkar and Jnaneshwar
is very pronounced and articulate and is impossible
to resolve. In the system of Shankar ajnana is a veil,
a curtain experienced as a positive something. It 1s
experienced as a positive being (Bhavarupa), different
from real being-thz reality yet having sesparate exist-
ence. It can co-exist with th: S:If who is nothing else
than pure consciousness but is destroyed by knowledge
through the mind’s state of realization. These two
doctrines are poles apart. Tae interpretition of these
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philosophic terms and principles is consistent with
their respective systems but would be unexplanable
if the systems are identical.

A closer study of this very difficult, profound and
vital doctrine: The Ajnana in Shankar’s system is
beginningless. This is vailed confession that it is inex-
planable, ultra-metaphysical. The Self is never bound;
the belief that he is bound is without beginning. In
plain language, we cannot conceive any time when the
Self knew it to be free. Only when the illusion of
ajmana is dispelled, the Self knows itself as free and
never bound, Jnaneshwar on the other hand explains
ajnana in a very convincing and easily understood
manner. By analysing and scrutinising the nature of
the Self, he found and showed what is ajnana and
how and why it is necessary. When a thing is shown to
be necessary to reason, it must be truth because the
opposite is unthinkable. The Self is consciousness,
pure and simple. It is clear that consciousness cannot
be consciousness, unless it is conscious. To be consci-
ous, there must be something to be conscious of. There
is nothing beyvond and besides consciousness to be
conscious of. Consciousness cannot be conscious of
itself. To bz conscious, the consciousness must be
unconsious bzfore. But being already consciousness it
cannot be conscious as the fire cannot burn itself. So,
cnsciousness wants an object to be conscious of, as
the fire needs {irewood for its existence. By knowing
the object the subject knows itself. As the eye sees
all visible things but cannot see itself, so the Self
knows ot can know all knowable objects but cannot
know the knower. fasmarway &a fastrtarg1 This unknow-
ability of the Self is experienced as ignorance, and not a
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positive hindrance to knowledge.

There are two sorts of blindness - the absence
of the eye or the absence of visible object. When there
is no visible object to see, the eye would not krow
that it is eye and bas the power to see. Nay, it would
not know even what is seeing. So the Self does pot

know that it is knower or even what is knowledge if
there is no object but itself.

The Yogavasista says —

AT 3|I UGARRAGAT FAT

ANAAIATARAT TAARTIS 1T 11
as the invisible Rahu is seen when in conjunction with
the moon, so the Self, who is of the nature of experi-
ence only, is seen by the object { of his knowledge ).
g d@fafegad: gse : gfagfq gve11 When there is know-
edge of an object, then only both the object and its
knowledge are revealed. Jnaneshwar says, this unknow-
ability ot the Self is ignorance and not any positive
ignorance or absence of knowledge.

Shankar defines Apara Prakriti asa Avyakia,
the Pradhan of the Sankhyas with avidya superadded.
That is illusion. Jnaneshwar defines it as maya of God,
his creative energy. The difference between illusion
and nature is vivid and needs no dilatation.

Defining Fara Prakriti, Shankar says it to be
Kshetrajna. Jnaneshwar calls it the equilibrium of the
eightfold Prakriti, that is their organic unity. As
Shankar has only two principles for the explanation
of our experience of multiplicity, Self and ilJlusion,
he naturally calls the apara as illusion and the
pare as the Self. But Jnaneshwar wants both unity and
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multiplicity for the complete explanation, both to be real
and complimentary. He calls the apara as the energy
of creation and its organic unity as para. In both,
the one Reality is manifested under different forms.
Both are real but the totality is the Realitv. As black
is not an absence of colour butis colour also, so
neither is not Self buta form of the Self itself. This
will be clear a little further.

Far more divergent and distinct are the defini-
tions of Shankar and Jnaneshwar of the most impor-
tant terms-Brahma, Adyatma, Karma, etc. A study
of these according to the definitions of these two
supreme thinkers reveals their systems and their differ-
ence from each other. Shankar defines Brahma as
7 @ivdifa gwArar | that which does not leak, waste or
perish, what is indestructible-eternal. Jnaneshwar
defines it as-
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That which does not drizzle or leak out when packed
under pressure in the broken and leaky pots of forms
at any time Besides, its subtleness is such that it is
filterd through the cloth of sky. That which is so very
subtle, is it not almost void, z:ro by nature ? Even
though so subtle, it does not leak out from this bag of
Vijnan, when shaken violently. That is Parabrahma.
What is the scient.l ¢ meaning of this figurative state
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ment ?

The pots of forms which are not only leaky but
have got no walls to hide or hold what is contained
in them by the formless even to the brim, cannot be
emptied or separated either by thought or by act.
As the gold bangle has no point, not occupied by
goid, so the forms are occupied by the formless
through and through. The gold cannot be separated
from the bangle even in thought because the bangle
is nothing more than the possibility of the gold to
assume form for its manifestation. If not bangle, it
must assume some other form; otherwise it would not
be manifested. Similarly, we cannot separate our
consciousness from the object it is conscious of, simply
“because there would be no consciousness without its
object. Both would vanish in pure sentience, neither
conscious nor unconscious. It cannot be conscious
becausc there is no object to be conscious of and like-
wise it cannot be unconscious becausz it is conscious -

ness itself. Unconscious consciousness ‘would be a
contradiction in terms. '

They are neither identical nor separate. Contra-
dictory and inseparate cannot be sither unity or
duality. On the other hand, one is not illusion and
the other real, because no sort of scrutiny ever dispeis
the illusion of forms and shows the formless Real. So
the only course which remains is to accept that the
forms are nothing else than the power ( Shakti ) or
the formless of manifesting itself. Therefore Jnane-
shwar calls it : |

W gari A o 9ifa apear o& faid
It is beyord both unity or duality. This is suprara-
tional. When any of the orposites can bz neither
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accepted nor rejected by reason it is undoubtedly
beyond reason. What is beyond reason yet true is an
object of experience, says Jnaneshwar —

g A9 JoTfE S 1 smway a0
Knowing this ( that it is beyond Reason ) the know-
ledge enters into experience - that knowledge becomes
experience, direct perception of Reality - Sakshatkar.

Here Jnaneshwar clearly says and shows that
we cannot expel the objective world as illusion and see
the Brahma, the formless absolute. Neither can we
assume two Realities because they cannot be separa-
ted even in imagination. Both are real but the Reality

is one. So the sansar is Brahma if it is experienced
as the manifestation of it. Only the ego mars the

harmonpy-
oxifg M99 Tifgas a3 |

A I TARZEY 1

If this ego is seen as the energy of the Self to see itself
it is realization. For the ego there is no need to remove
the world to see the Self.
wotfr a7 o 1 mEf arfgs @ida
aar Mg IfEx | wraaf= =@

In proving this he asks: does the lustre of the ruby
hide it ? It reveals, not hides. So, the Jagat reveals,

not hides Brahma,

Now about the Adhyatma. Shankar defines it as
gedg qreg qrgw Afadg TATRHATE D AT |
TEYTE ;. ALAH=AA |
The position of the Brahma in every embodied being
as the inner self is Swabhav ( natural form ) and is
called Adhyatma. The particularized consciousness
as the individual self is called swabhav or the natural
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state of the Btahma. The individualized consciousness-
the self-is a natural phenomenon by ignorance which is
also natural and hence without beginning. He says in
Bramhasutra Bhashya-
zfad auzfata Aafrwisd Siseaaziv:

I, this and mine: the imposition is natural and without
beginning. The Ajnana, that imposes it, is causeless
and hence without beginning. Thatis the meaning of
natural. Shankar means here that the individual selves
are natural because without cause and so are beginn-

ingless. The ignorance also is uncaused and therefore
natural.

Now let us see how Jnaneshwar defines Adhya-
tma. He says -

Fifor amruef ATHE | AFagaty JO7 |
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That which does not know what is birth by the coming
into existence of forms and also does not know what
is to be not by the vanishing ( disappearing ) of forms,
and in this way which remains in its natural state
of eternity is called Adhyatma. Only the forms appear
and disappear. The formless in which they appear
neither appears nor disappears. That is, appearance
appears; only Being exists uncontaminated, umpo-
lluted by them in its eternal purity. This definition is
something radically different from that of Shankar.
Space cramps me here. I must proceed further.

Karma is defined by Shankar as
fagi : fagdd 23at2aa TwqmmiRseasg afwam @ sdafaa: )
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uaenifg A avarg gezarfeFao eqraEaaif qarggala |
The offering of Charu Purodasha to the gods is
Karma. From this causal chain, the creatures origi-

nate in sequence of rain, food, etc. Here Shankar
interprets Karma as Yajna.

Let us see how Jnaneshwar explains this word.
cguifr sftar 7z 7 fad 1 sufnr 9 wreafg wigt a4
qifs s@afa A1GH | AT FIT 1 =R
CET FITATATT NIE | F=qFAT T ATHTE |
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No doer is seen in the very beginning and
in the end, there is no cause ( motive or reason );
but in the middle only, the effect(change ) is going
on increasing. In this way, what produces ( reveals )
show of appearance of form on the formless without
any maker or making is called Karma. What simply
appears without being produced, is emergence of what
is already in existence. The forms are already in the
formless in formless state before their appearance and
remain in the formless when they disappear. It is not
making or unmaking; it is emergence and mergence.
They emerge ty their own force of desire with which
they are one. There cannot be any desire without an
object and an object without desire. Objects are forms
without which they are unthinkable. Thus object is
an object of desirc and desire is desire of an object.
The form - the object of desire - emerges for its satis-
faction and fulfilment. This desire to know is the
nature of the Self-a very necessity of its being. So, the
forms spontaneously — naturally emerge to reveal the
formless - the repository of all forms.

In emergence, of what is already present with
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inherent power of emerging, it is clear that there is no
author, no intentions no effort. There is only the effect
uncaused, uncreate. What does this all mean? Let us
consider,

Prakriti does all, Purusha nothing, says Jnane-
shwar elsewhere.

adr armEqEr AfFqT | SFNT FIT 11 9= 0.

The particularization of name and form, only the
Prakriti does. Prakriti is defined by Jnaneshwar as all
change, effect, motion or transformation. Change in
itself is unmeaning unless it is a change in conscious-
ness,thought not of consciousness. Change in conscious-
ness is possible only by the change in forms - the ob-
jectsof consciousness. Forms particularize conscious

niess by making it conscious of object and making it
conscious of itself as well.

This Prakriti is defined by Jnaneshwar as the
name for the totality of action- change- incident.
Kriya or action is another name of Karma. Both are
derived from the root, Kri-to do. Prakriti acts means
action acts. Purusha or the formless consciousness is
inactive by nature and so cannotact. Prakriti is action
and not actor. So the change in consciousness by the
change of forms occurs without any actor or action;
but it simply occurs by itself. The change changes, but
the consciousness, in which they appearand are known
as changes, remains unchanged- the same in all the
changes. Change only would be unknowable if there
is not something that doses not change with the change.
This change of forms in the unchanging formless is
called Karma which is without any actor, motive or
objective and comes into existence by its own inhcrent
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power, one with it. It is emergence and exposition and
not production or creation.

This is consistent with and expository of Jnane-
shwar’s Philosophy. It cannot be squared with
Shankar’s philosophy. This is not only different from
Shankar’s exposition but is completely unlike, and has
nothing to do with, it. It is unique because it is
orignal and has no concern with any other system.

Commenting on Adhibhuta Shankar says -
fead @ far aray aksfassfamgeg o

Adhibhuta means the perishable thing, that which
comes into being-has birth. That which comes into

being is certain to go out of it, hence perishable.
Jnaneshwar defines it thus-
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That which, like the cloud, comes into being and is
lost, ( appears and disappears ), whose existence 1is
apparent (appearance only ), whose non-existence is
the Reality, to whom the five ( elements) bring into
appearance ( by giving form and thus making it an
object of knowledge ), which perishes at the time of

separation (of the elements), that is Nama and Rupa-
name and form.

On the surface, the definitions of both Shankar
and Jnaneshwar sezm similar. But there is much differ-
ence in them as their philosophies differ. Shankar is
content with defining adhibhuta as perishable - only.
Jaaneshwar goes fu:ther and saysthat perishable is
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namarupa - the forms. He is cautious to point out that
the appearance of forms is not the Reality but their
non-appearance, which is pure consciousness - consci-
ousness without an object.

Here the Mahabhutas are also forms and not
material elements or simple illusion. Matter itself is a
form of knowledge and as such has got no seperate
and independent existence from consciousness-the sent-
ient Being. This 1sstated by Jnaneshwar a little further.

As regards Adhidaiva, Shankar defines it as
Hiranyagarbha - the lord of organs of all the creatures.
Jnaneshwar says it is Jeeva. The difference is so broad,
so bold, so clear cut that no comments are necessary.

About adhiyajna, Shankar says it is Vishnu. He
is said to be in the body because all Yajnas are per-
formed by the body. So the body is always in intimate
relation to the Yajna.

Jnaneshwar learns by this term the Atman, that
principle which keeps the body in control, subduing
its materiality. [Further he says that the Adhibhuta
and Adhidaiva are also the Self - the Atman, with the
form of Not - self as a veil. When the veil is removed
or discarded all these are revealed as Unity - Reality,
This Unity - Reality - is Adhiyajna orthe Supreme Self.
The idea is extremely subtle and also completely un-
" familiar. It is not possible to expose it in abstract terms.

It must be expresssd in image, the language of Jnane-
shwar.

Jeeva is water in the form of a wave. Atman is
the water equal to the wave that supports and upholds
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it, and Paramatma or ‘Brahma is the whole sea, who
himself becomes the wave, its support and the totality
of them. ‘

In the eleventh chapter of the Geeta, Shankar
-isin a very uncongeanial atmosphere. He could not say
the Vishvarupa to be the Reality — the Brahma without
quality, eternal, pure, science and everfree. On the
other hand, he could not say it is illusion, as Arjuna
and also shri Kirshna call it the Supreme abode, the
beginning of all. It was shown and seen; therefore, it
was not the Brahma as Shankar wants it. It was seen
with innumerable forms and qualities. So Shankar
paraphrases the text and does not add anything in
elucidation.

But to Jnaneshwar, it was a mine of wish - ful-
filing gem where the forms are shown and seen as
coming out naturally and one with the formless. The
human form of Shree Krishna vanishes as it were
and innumerable forms of colour and quality appear.
Infinite variety of forms bewildered Arjuna, his intell-
ectual frame completely broken. He saw but could not
understand. His intellect was shattered. So here is
nothing to compare and contrast. Only one instance
of Philosophical importance is to be cited.

In commenting upon aswrag zfa<sfa 1, Shankar
says: If yoa want to see anything elseas you said
“ Whether we or. they will win> see that, if you
wish. If this is the meaning the sentence ( Ts419..... )
would be redundant and without meaning. When the
whole creation is shown, the success or defeat must
be held to have been shown.
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Now see Jnaneshwar® sinterpretation. He says-
og oat f= a3 ) faxg 2w qi fazarfa n
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See the whole universe extensively in one part only and
even if you want to see what is beyond the universe
there is no difficulty to do so. See at ease whatever you
like. Jnaneshwar gives here his philosophy in a nut-
shell. The gist of it is this: the desire to see is the force
of the form to appear. The moment the desire emerges
in the consciousness, the form of the object of the
desire simultaneously emerges. The forms which were
not in existence in the past or are not in existence in
the present or will not be in existence in the future
because of their infinity, can be seen if the conscious-
ness sheds its individual coil and becomes one with

the Supreme Consciousness, the original unity of the
Supreme Self.

The difference in the interpretation of Shankar
and Jnaneshwar on the 12th Chapter of the Geeta is
very glaring and distinctive of their philosophical
systems. That chapter is undoubtedly on Bhakti, the
path of devotion. Even in Shankar’s Bhashya, the
colophone is wfaaarir. But Shankar with his bias of,
and predelection for, Jnana interprets the description
of the Bhaktas who got realization as that of the
Juanis. Shiee Krisnna says, the pathtoq ualityless,
formless Brahma is difficult. Shankar interprets this
difficult path as supeiior even though Shri Krishna
says that Bhaktas reach the same goal as the Jnanis.
S), Shankar says that the description of the realized
persons is of Jnanis and not of Bhaktas, ignoring shri
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Krishna’s reiteration, waarea s&ia & faar:, the Bhaktasare
extremely liked by him. The eulogy of the Jnanis by
Shankar in the chapter on Bhaktiyoga is incongruous
and out of place. But this is consistent with his philo-
sophy as he firmly believes that salvation can be
attained by Jnana alone as it is the only thing that
destroys ignorance, the cause of bondage.

Jnaneshwar on the other hand thinks Bhaktij
higher than Mukti and says that the Bhaktas spurn
Mukti. All the paths that lead to the goal rest in the
end in Bhakti, the supreme objective of all desires.
He says :

F195 ©F FMAT | wady g 99 )
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So, he is consistent when he says that the Bhakta does
not give up his boast of being a Bhakta, even being one

with the Supreme. According to him, Bhakti is not the
path but the goal itself.

In interpreting Avyakta, a principle of Kshetra- the
body-Shankar calls it the God’s inscrutable power,
avoiding the Sankhya term Prakriti. Jnaneshwar on
the other hand calls it Prakriti of the Sankhyas and
identifies it with Jeeva, the para Prakriti of the Geeta.
He hasalready described the equilibrium of the Prakriti-
its organic unity as Jeeva. So he is consistent with his
exposition as well with his philosophy. Undoubtedly
this Jeeva of Jnaneshwar cannot be identified or
reconciled with God’s power of Shankar. The two
principles are not reducible to a unitary principle.

Shankar cnumerates the principles as thirty
two, twenty four held by the Sankhyas and eight held
by the Vaisheshikas as qualities of the Atman. Jnane-
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shwar adds five more-the objects or the acts of the
motor organs-and makes them thirty seven. The
addition is original and ingenious and throws light on
his philosophy and shows it to be admirably consi-
stent. As he his defined the Prakriti as all action,
motion, change: it is natural and rational to include

these five in Prakriti. Otherwise, the description would
have remained incomplete.

In defining Jneya, Shankar says it is qualityless,
formless, absolute, beyond mind and speech, beyond
the categories, of understanding. Jnaneshwar accepts
this but adds according to his philosophy that the
formless assuming forms becomes forms and remains
~inthem as the earth remains in earthen pots. the

formless becoming forms remains in all as all, though
one and formless.

Commenting on &da: qifoarZ @@ 1 Shankar says -
A9 stfosonarfale: davifacd favead | daseg SNqifag
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The existence of the cosmic self is discerned by
the organs and limbs of the creatures that compose
the cosmos. The Kshetrajna is indicated by the upadhi
(the pame and form imposed on the formless by
ajnana - nescience ). Kshetra-the body-is with different
limbs. The distinction born of the Upadhi is illusory.
By eliminating the distinction ( that differentiates )
the Sclf is said 10 be the object of knowledge. The
idea is this. The supreme object of knowledge is the
supreme self. But being bevond senses and understand-
ing in i's pure state, it is said that it should be mad:
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an object with name and form and thus bring it in the
purveiw of human knowledge and afterwards to dis-
card them and thus reveal the formless.

According to his philosophy, Shankar could
not accept the omniform ( Vishwarupa ) to be real-the
form of the totality of manifested forms. But here the
supremeis said to have hands, feet evrywhere, thus with
forms, as the ultimate object of knowledge. Shankar
takes the round about way saying the Supreme Self
being the self of all creatures may be said to have hisf
limbs everywhere as there are infinite creaturesall
through the universe. The feet of all creatures occupy
all places.

But, this does not square with the words of
the Geeta. The object of knowledge, the Supreme Self,
has feet, hands etc. everywhere. That means all the
limbs are everywhere. Two things cannot occupy the
same plac: and at the same time. Then how is the
riddle to be solved? Let us see how Jnaneshwar solves

1t.
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The action in all gross and subtle things which
(action) is in all places and times without being differ-
ent from them, is his hands.

This doctrine goes much further than the theory
of relativity which shows time and space relative to
the observer and his frame of reference - that is they
have no dimension of their own. But Jnaneshwar says
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that incidents are their own time and space:
They do not happen in time and space. Neither do
taey create time and space. Incidents are identical

with time and space. That is, there would be no time
and no space if there is no incident.

The incidents are Kriya, therefore Prakriti; that
is, spatio-temporal world is Prakriti. Nothing happens
to the Purusha: therefore there is no time or space for
him. But, as the Prakriti is the creative energy of the
Purusha, time, space and incident come out-are
manifested by and in the Purusha who is beyond them
bzcause, the ground of them. So the description of the
excray is also the description of the Being. Energy is
not illusion because without it Being would be non-
entity. The energy also would be nonentity without
Being simply because it would not exist. Thus time
and space have their being in the timeless and space-
le:s Being as forms in the formless. Such is the unity
of Jnaneshwar’s thought, all - comprehensive and

all-explaining. It applies everywhere as complete
answer.

| feel thisdoctrine vividly butcannot understand
it fully and correctly. I have placel before the readers

this thought as best as 1 can withing a short space
of this essay.

It comes to this. The Purusha-the Being-the Self
is everywhere wherever the Prakriti-action, motion,
change-is. So the description of the Prakriti defines
Purusha, the object of all s:arch and knowledge, for
which it (Prakriti) strives. As already said before, the
urge to know itself in the Self is Prakriti. So the goal
of Prakr.ti is sclf-knowledge, thus making the Self an
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object of knowledge, though knowlege himself. So, the
Self is inherently bifurcated into Being pure and the
urge to know it as such. This urge and striving to
know creates time and space to express the timeless
and spaceless, creates the forms to express the form-
less. So, not the creation but the energy that creates
reveals the Being, but not as the creation.

As the hands of the self are everywhere because
action is everywhere, so his feet are everywhere be-
cause he has reached all, - permeated all. Where our
feet are, there we are and vice versa. As the Being-
the Purusha-permeates everything prakriti, it is evident
that the Self has feet everywhere. So with other senses.

Here full justice has been done to.the words of
the Geeta. In this interpretation, the hands and the
feet and other organs also can be in the same space
and in the same time. The difference between the
interpretations of Shankar and Jnaneshwar is very
clear and can be seen on the surface.

By the way, it should be noted that this doctr-
ine of time and spac: isdifferent from the froms of
perc:ption of Kant. Kant thinks the time and spac: as
forms lying already in mind in which the sense-mani-
fold is poured to make it an odject of knowledge.
Jnaneshwar on the other hand thinks that time and
space do not lie already in the mind but emerge with
the incidents and are one with them, So, it is a funda
mentally different doctrine.

Commenting on @ifza qwrard ¢+ Shankar says -
that the Self is seen as if an object of knowledge of
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all senses and yet is beyond and without them. That
is it is a false imposition of senses and the objects on

the Self. This is mayavada pure and simple. Jnanesh-
war’s interpretation is this : |

That which ( the Self ), being formless, appears
as forms without being forms as the gold is gold even
In the earring, changeless in change. Being is Being,
even in becoming. Earring is only the name of a form,
but gold is gold - the Reality, that becomes earring
and outlives it. The forms change, Reality remains
unchanged. The change also is in Being and that is
becoming. But Being is not change. Change may
vanish but Being cannot. Appearances are appear-
ances of Reality and hence real, though not the
Reality. Because, the Reality appcars as appearance
and not as Reality. Appearance is partial and relative,
Reality is complete and absolute. In order to appear,
the Reality must bifurcate into seer and seen and thus
make the appearance partial and not Reality as such,
which is the Unity of both. The sky looks blue is the
fact. The sky is not blue, is the truth, The sky Jooks
blue but is not blue is the Reality. So the appearances
appear is a fact' They are real as appearances is truth.
But the appearances are real but not reality is the
Reality.

Epitomizing, Joaneshwar says —

ARy @ayq | wfafFar wg
g1 anwIqfats 4a1g ( qegatr 4T 1 ¢3-Roo0
The name, the appearance, the relation, the class, the

action and difference all pertain to form and have
nothing to do with Reality.

No comment is necessary to show the differencs
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of the two interpretations.

The definitions of Prakriti, Purusha, and Mahe-
shwar are different in Shankar and Jnaneshwar. Their
citation is neither possible here nor necessary.

Before closing this study, I take only two insta-
nces of importance. The first is the definitions of
Karma, Vikarma and Akarma.

Shankar explains Karma as theduty enjoyed by
the Shastras. Jnaneshwar says - it is Karma by which
the universe comes into being. Vikarma is, according
to Shankar, the forbidden act while according to
Jnaneshwar, it is the behaviour according to Varna
and Ashrama. The Akarma, Shankar says, is inaction.
Jnaneshwar says, it is forbidden act. The difference is
fundamental.

Commenting on agmfg afacsrsg 1 Jnaneshwar
says=
Don’t think, devotion to me (Saguna) is a staircase or
ladder to reach Brahma (Nirguna). There is no
Brahma beyond or apart from me. This is not compa-
tible with Shankar’s philosophy.

Vachaspati Mishra says-
fafaqd T<ag arREIAAIEU: |
ne s JRa wfaga fagqa:
aFY WATYT AUEZNSA |
azarfadas  mersanifasenan

Those who are anable to realize formless Brahma,
such common people are pitied and helped by the
exposition of it (Brahma) with qualities and forms.
When by cevotion, by onc-pointed attention the mnd



(34)

is purified, the Saguna Brahma sheds its qualities and
forms, and becomes realization of Nirguna.

Shankar Vedant says that the Saguna (God) is
also maya, that the Sadhak must rise above. Jnanesh-
war identifies them (Saguna and Nirguna) and there

is no question of discarding one as shabal (imaginary
imposition).

Jnaneshwar finds no opposition between unity
and plurality which he thinks are complimentary.
Whatever is, 1s real. So he says, Saguna and Nirguna
are both true and at the same time, both are one with-
out ceasing to be two. He says.—

A &0 =gl Fi favor 3y
anw fao oF sifag T
Should I call you Saguna (with qualities) or Nirguna

(without qualities)? You are both and also one at the
same time.

The difference is fundamental, not superficial.

Now about 4jnana, the root of illusion, of
mayavada. It is the one and central principle of expla-
nation of multiplicity. This is an all-sufficient principle
to exp'ain any or all objections. Padmapada says-—
A fg araonadarrdd 79 1 Toere is nothiag im>)ossible in
itlusion. Again he says- am=g 1 {zsrsadazfaarsazag
Surely true ! It is magic created by Avidya. Jnanesh-
war's criticism of this doctrine is more devastating
than that of Ramanuja and Vyasatirtha. Let me give
it in brief :

Jnaneshwar asks, if the Self is knowledge how
it can have ignorance - Ajnana, either positive or
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negative, which is opposite and contradictory. It is
self - evident that where knowledge is, there cannot
be ignorance. Ignorant knowledge is a contradiction
in terms. As the Self - the principle of knowledge-is
one only, who knows ignorance if it becomes ignorant?
" The Self it cannot hide; there is no other to obstruct
knowledge of Being like a curtain. Thus both ways,
ignorance is lost. Jnaneshwar says, the Ajnana is like
a fish of salt. There is no fish of salt. But assuming it
i1s, he asks, how would it live ? It cannot live out of
water because it is fish and cannot live in water
because it is salt. So the ignorance would become
Kuowledge if it is in the Self. Outside it, it has no
support. Ignorance cannot remain an independant
entity cither real or unreal. Besides, Ajnana (ignorance)
hides, not reveals or exhibits. But here the Ajnana has
exhibited before our eyes bewildering, inflnite varieties
of forms of beauty. The magnificient wealth beggars
our knowledge. Is this all created by Ajnana ? Jnane-
shwar asks in wonder, and in wonder asks a question.
It is unimaginable how the deadliest poison could be
churned out of the ocean of milk. But somehow it
happened. But how can kalakut be churned out of
Nectar ? How can ignorance come out of knowledge?
Irritated and impatient, he a ks: should we call it
darkness that shines, enlightens better and more the
moon ! If such a thing is to be called Ajnana, then it
must be supposed that reason is banished, deported
as It were, from sober thinkirg.

Why is Jnaneshwar so much annoyed by this
doctrine of Ajnana ? He states it clearly by showing
why. The Self (Atman) is a mine of light, and ignorance
is dense blackness. How is their relatioa passible?
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Thers can be a relation between two things that are
different but not contradictory. To him Ajnana is the
unknowability of the Self-the very nature of the Self.
He has identified this Ajnana which is no less nor

more than the unknowability of the Self (Pure senti-
ence, Chaitanya).

To accept the philosophy of Shankar without
ajnana is unthinkable to me. To accept it thus is to
accept the pure and one sentience, which is not Shan-
kar’s proper philosophy or his special or original
contribution to philosophy. So by accepting this prin-
ciple, Jnaneshwar cannot be said to have accepted the
philosophy of Shankar or followed him. By rejecting
the Ajnana of Shankar and substituting and expound-
ng Ajnana as the unknowability, Jnaneshwar formu-
lates an original and all-comprehensive and most satis-
factory, because self-cvident, system of Philosophy.

Now, what is the outcome of this study ? Let
me give it in the briefest manner.

Shankar lias two principles to explain our
experience and reconcile it with his monism, Brahma
and maya{Reality and illusion ). Brahma alone is real;
maya is neither real nor unrcal. Tt is not either or
neither, that is it is indescribable. This principle of
explanation is thus itself unexplanable. As it cannct
be exposed or expressed, it cannot be refuied. Only
definite statements can be proved or disproved. But
what is neither of the opposites can neither be proved
nor disproved. Shankar in this way wanted to keep
this mithyatva ( illusory appearance ) out of the reach
of criticism, objection and refutation by keeping it
beyond the powers of reason. But his opponents
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were not obliged to accept this. They attacked it
with precision and force. Their argument, when
reduced to simplicity is thatonly the absolute Reality
or non-entity is indescribable; Reality because it com-
prises and transcends reason and non-entity because
it is nothing, neither positive nor negative. It is
different from not-being because it negates being,
the being, of something. But non-entity is not
the negation of anything that is itself something. So
it is nothing but a word chat means nothing. This
nothing cannot be a cause of anything, as Shankar
himself has said in his refutation of Buddhist philo-
sophy. Nothing can come out of pothing. Nothing
can explain nothing.

Jnaneshwar found this doctrine not only wrong
but rationally inconceivable. Admitting that Ajnana is
positive something, enveloping and obstructing know-
ledge as Prakashatman, very ably argues, 1s it possible
to bag the sun in darkness which is not a negation of
light but is something positive, and thus, can envelop
it ? Whether it is absence of light or positive something,
it will be destroyed the moment it comes in contact
with the sun. Even though impossible to bag the sun
in darkness, it is far easier to do so than to envelop
the Self by Ajnana. The sun has light but cannot light
by penetrating walls and curtains that block his way.
But, the sun of Self lights everything, nay even what
is nothing; how could it he hidden by Ajnana which

is itself nothing ?

This is the most convincing refutation of
Ainana, because it takes for granted everything which
the theory of Shankar needs and shows its internal
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discrepancy.

Reiecting this inconvenient and uncomfortable
position, Jnaneshwar takes his stand on the rock
bottom of Reality itself and explains our experience
of ignorance-Ajnana. The Reality must be knowledge,
otherwise it would be dependant on knowledge for its
existence, and would not be self-evident, as absolute
Reality must be. If Reality depends on knowledge for
its existence, then knowledge itself will be Reality.
They would become identified. If knowledge is not
Reality, it would be unreality and would not prove the
existence of Reality. Unless both are one, neither {of
them can be known or shown to exist. This is the
necessity of thought, imposed by the nature of Reality
itself. Ramana also says -

gaaifasr fa@aaaw |
gaar fz fafzaaar ugqa n
How can knowledge which is other than Reality

reveal it ? Therefore, krnowledge is by being and by
knowledge °I’.

In this way, ignorance-Ajnana-is the unknow-
ability of the Self. There are two kinds of ignorance,
the absence of knowledge or the absence of
knowable things, like tlindness. 1f there is no sight
or there is no visible object to see, blindness is
the same. Atman, the Self is sight-pure sentience,
but no knowable objebt to know other than itselt.
Thus it cannot know other because there is no other.
Jt cannot know itself because it is impossible. Jnane-
shwar explains this principle by an ingenious and apt
example. As the eye, even though it has the power to
see, cannot sce retina, so the Self is unable to know,
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himself though knowledge himself. This is a satisfying
and silencing explanation.

Bzsides, there is nothing to be ignorant of. The
Self cannot be ignorant of himself because he is
himself knowledge and cannot know himself as fire
burns what is not fire but cannot burn itself. But it
does not cease to be fire because it doss not burn itself.
So the Self does not become ignorant, bscause it can-
not know itself. There is no not- self to know or to be
ignorant of. So the existence of Ajnana is rationally
unthinkable. Whose existance is unthinkable, its exis-
tence is im pssible.

The nature of Ajnana is to veil and not reveal.
Even it cannot impose or show illusion. The ignorance
of the rope cannot impose an illusory snake on it but
the knowledge of the snake can. So ignorance would
hide Brahma but would not impose the illusory
creation on it.

Illusion is not an imposition of non-existent
thing by Ajnana but is uncertain, doubtful, vague
knowledge. Jnaneshwar says- @#1 Ar@@al 13 | 70 A1z F 11
The moment the fear that it might be snake is gone,
the snake vanishes, the rope remains. So illusion
itself is knowledge but uncertain, vague and doubtful.
There is a great difference between illusion and valid
knowledge ( bhrama and prama ). A rope seen in
dim light and mistaken fora snake is not like the
snake seen in broad day light and at a foot’s length.
So also the knowledge of mirage and lake. To see the
mirage and know it as mirage is no illusion. It is the
knowledge of semblance as semblance and hence valid
knowledge. Only when there is doubt, fear and imagi-
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nation impose on the semblance some form other than
its own and it becomes illusion. But in our experience
of the objective world, we are never in doubt whether
what we cxperience is Brahma or the world. Even

after realization, the mukta behaves exactly like other
men as if the world is real.

Even the imposition of creation on Brahma is
impossible because there is nothing except Brahma.
If there is nothing to impose, imposition is impossible.

Besides there is no one to impose and be misled.
The imposer himself is also an imposition. The impo-
sed imposer imposes imposcd world on the Brahma

when both are absolutely non-existent : this is quite
unintelligible.

Making the double imposition beginningiess
does not solve the question. An-untruth cannot bscome
truth by calling it beginningless. Where the cause and
effect are reciprocal and are expsricnced or rational,
there only the question, which is first, either dozs not
arise or is adequately answered by beginningless. Whal
1s untruth today is untruth for all the time. So calling

the Jeeva and Jagat beginningless impositions does no!
solve the question.

Another objection is : there cannot bz desigr
and arrangement in false imposition. Postulating ar
omniscient God also does not explain the design anc
arrangement because God himself is an imposition 0
Avidya ( nescience ) on Bralima. Ignorance imposin;
omniscience is contradictory ol reason.,

For all these difficulties Jnaneshwar rejected th
theory of Mayavada.
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To refute a doctrine and to answer the question
for which it was intended as an answer, are two diff-
erent things. Jnaneshwar refuted mayavada and at the
same time explained our éxperience of Ajnana as well
as crcation by his first principle. He showed his first
principle to be all - explanatory and self explanatory
and at the same time to be self - evident becauss abso-
lutely necessary. How he did it, we should see.

Jnaneshwar also admitted two principles of
explanation, Brahma and Maya - Shiva and Shakti,
but in his own words, Vastu and Akara. ( formless
Reality and real forms inherent in it ). He uses Brahma,
maya etc. as the current coins; but he is not satisfied
with them. His favorite words - his technical terms-
are Vastu and Akara. Whenever he is seriously earnest,
he invariably uses these two favourite words.

qEgAY q€g AT 1 S/ AT AV |
asg aFgcd @@ T I8 | g& @I 1
arasqadd | i Frar 9z
g1 ATHETVENT Aa1g | FEIHT ATES 1

Vastu is sclf-sentience, pure consciouéness,
without any subject or object. Being alone, it cannot
know other; being knowledge it cannot know itself.
This is inevitable unknowability. The necessity of the
being of knowledge is to know constantly which is
impossible without an object. Object there is none;
necessity of it is imperative. In this case, the solution
must be in the nature of the Reality - the first and
the only one principle. Reality as such cannot become
an object and know it. But it can and does appear as
appearance and thus become an object of knowledge,
thus fulfilling the condition of its existence.
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I have already explained at some length that
knowledge contains in itself, memory, imagination,
desire etc., as its powers. When the insistent desire to
know tihe SzI{ emerges it emerges with the form of
knower with the body apparatus. Thus bifurcating, con-
sciousness becomes as it were both subject and object
and afterknowing itself,again attains its original unity.

The knower, assuming body form required for
the knowledge of object becomes conditioned by it and
thus looks like a part or a fraction of the Self, thovgh
really cne with it. Jnaneshwar says:—

oa wdnfa 0ag | wweass Jng a° |
d1 WIAT AT CH A1qE | A13q97 | 94-322

When self - consciousnsss becomes conditioned to the
dimension of the body, it scems a part of Me, being
small. The self-consciousness, thus conditioned by the
body-form, becomes body consciousness ( I am the
body ). This is the ego, the knower.

Shankar says this ego to be the flrst imposition
on the Brahma-the Supreme Self. Padmapada says -
azfafa qrag gawremra: 1 | (the ego) 1s the first imposition.
Jnaneshwar says it is not imposition and hence false,
unreal, but it 1s frozen consciousness like the iceberg,
which though water, remains scparate from it. Bat the
moment it is melted it becomes one with the sca by
losing its name and form which szparated it from its
reality, (sa Fifs#x (a3 1 #g=mar= 1 ) as soon as the hard-
ness of the ego melts.

Emerging with its fund and store of desires the
ego remains in its frozen stateill the desires are satis-
fied and the cnergy is subsided. Thus, the desire to
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know takes the form of subject, sees itself as objects,
which are already in the formless knowledge. The
instance is the imagination. The forms or images appear
in the formless imagination without being created

anew, being already present in the imagination and
one with it.

And yet the images with forms are not the
imagination nor are they different from it. They are
not also a new creation. The knower also is in ima-
gination and one with it. In the objective world, the
knower as well as his objects have independent exist-
ence. The knower may exist without the objects and
vice versa. But in imagination the images appear along
with the imagined knower. They emerge and merge
together.

This is an exact analogy of the creation. Expos-
ing this Jnaneshwar says- sitaca sita &l | faza geta fa
33r 11 tu-¥¢? From whence the knower (the individua-
lized i. e. consciousness) rises up making the universe
rise with it. Thus, the knower and the knowable rise
and set together. Both are eternally present in the
supreme Intelligence (Reality-Being) and emerge and
merge by the inherent force of its nature.

What was not in existence but comes into exist-
ence anew needs sufficient cause of explanation. But
what is forever in existence needs no explanation.
Reason demands cause for a new creation because
causeless creation is unthinkable to it.

So what is already in existence is not created
but manifested. Here what sees is what is seen. The
seer and the seen are both sentience in forms. The
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Realitv is formless, but appears as forms. The forms
exist in Reality and have no independent existence.
Jnaneshwar sums up this saying,

T4 TFAT H1AT | ATET THATHH ATAIAT )

adr FI1T J@IAT | IFT AT L1 9-R¥y
Seen from Reality (the bursting energy of intelligence)
there is nothing else but itself alone. Then what sees
it by seeing ? Thus, both the categories of seer and
scen are barren; if truth is discerned it is surging
energy of intelligence.

Starting with consciousness, Jnaneshwar rea-
ches consciousness itself. Nothing is taken for granted,
nothing is rejected as false or illusion. Our experience
is explained, not contradicted.

Shankar also discerned the true nature and
cause of Ajnana ( ignorance ). He said in his great
commentary on the Brihadaranyaka- uscaasiaRd: |
The one aloneness is the only cause of Ajnana (ignor-
ance ). He further adds: sgsa wa fz fea=rar amafa
The knower wishes to know the knowable and not
himself. thus, he exactly said what Jnaneshwar made
the central principle of his philosophy. Why Shankar
did not develop it cannot be known. Had he developed
it, his philosophy would have been exactly like that of
Jnaneshwar. Then there would have been no need for
a comparative study.

Now, about Shaivagama and Jnaneshwar.

That Jnaneshwar is a follower of Shaivagama
is an opinion, held by very few but very learned
persons. There is no clear and conclusive evidence,
either external or internal, for this belief. Instead,
there is much contrary or even contradictory evidence
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in Jnaneshwar’s works. Let us make a close study.

The only vague and ambiguous evidence is a
stray statement in the Mahartha-Manjari, a work on
Shaivagama by one Maheswaranand, where he says
that his popular name is Goraksha (note, not Gorak-
shanath ). This Goraksha is wrongly identified with
Gorkshanath, the human originator of Nath School.
Maheshwaranand does not identify Mahaprakasha
with Matsyendranath. Instead, he differentiates them
by saying that Mahaprakasha had a human Guru
(preceptor) who has written works on philosophy from
which Maheshwaranand cites shlokas in this very work.
Now,according to Jnaneshwar, Matsyendranath had
no human Guru but was directly initiated and instru-
cted by Adinath himself. So, this Mahaprakasha is diff-
erent from Matsyendranath and consequently Mahesh-
waranand also from Gorakshnath.

Another objection is, if Maheshwaranand is the
name of Gorksha after his initiation, Jnaneshwar
would have named him by his school name and not by
his former name as Goraksha.

In Shaivagama, the deity as well as the founder
and propounder is Shiva. Therefore, the followers
of Shaivagama invariably call themselves as Parama
Miheshwaras. In the Nath School, the founder-pro-
pounder is Adinath and the Deity of devotion is
Vishnu. So, they call themselves as Vaishnavas.

Jnaneshwar clearly distinguishes and diffierent-
jates his school from Shaivagama by saying,
wifaa zaa cadfafa | rgufa 93 afaqd
TS qawfE | AgAT AT a1 1 1£-18R6 1
The Jnanis (Vedantins) call it self-realization, Shaivas
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call it Shaktibut we call it supreme devotion. Here the
Shaivas are clearly distinguished from “"WE”’ meaning
the Nathas. Here the distinction is not only of name
or word but a differencz of fundamental philosophical
importance and significance.

The vedantins call this supreme state-the ulti-
mate goal-to be self-knowledge. After self-knowledge,
Self and knowledge become one as they already are.
But the goal was already reached. Then, why all this
tremendous effort, so much suffering by the manife-
staion of creation, without beginning and without end.
The Self was joy but could not enjoy it. So, he had to
manifest himself as creation as if separate from him,
for recreation-amusement. He wants to enjoy joy per-
petually. So he must remain as if separate from himself,
-though one and alone. Enjoyment is impossible in
unity. So he becomes two to enjoy himself and becomes
one in joy again and again. So Jnaneshwar says-

gl Wga g 99 A4 ¢ | IQ qFATHT 1T |
&9 91 1A M | W0 qF AZI )

The Shaivas say that Shiva has absolute free-
dom, which is absolute power to do or undo anything
as he likes. The devotees’ power is devotion by which,
he wins even the all-powerful Shiva. Here the enjoy-
ment is of Shiva and not of Jeeva. In short, in Shaiva-
gama, Shiva enjoys his absolute freedom. In Jnanesh-
war, the individualized consciousness (Jeeva) enjoys
the infinite bliss of the Supreme Self in its infinite
manifestation of forms of beauty. So the difference is

clear.

In the Anubhavamrit, Jnaneshwar says; that
Shiva also has said that knowledge is bondage as we
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(Vaishnavas) have said. But that does not mean that
we have said it becaure Shiva has said. Even if Shiva
had not said it, we would have said it all the same. If
Jnaneshwar was a follower of Shaivagama, he would
have never said this considering his extreme devotion
and hnmility to his Guru. In the Shaivagama, Shiva
was both God and preceptor and so his saying should
have been reverently accepted and expressed by a
Shaivagami. Jnaneshwar has said about Gurubhakti :
TR gragiaigAT areq 1 grdy @ B3 0 He does not so much as
touch any other science except the word of his prece-
ptor. Now see how he speaks about Shiva- the God
Preceptor of Shaivagama :
2) @ musitar #1987 | q@w g §-43
R) aq g &4 aai o wgw arfaar
arcasgfa sfat | =8 a8 0 13-3Y
}) 9 A9AfE T FIFC 1 ]-398
¥, aufx gafaaE | usw @fad fam )
fifa snoitfa emar 1 |t @kf@r v 23R

1. This path, Mahesha is still traversing.

2. Let it alone. To praise Mahesh would
amount to sell-praise. (to praise Shambhu that he was
a great Bhakta as he revered his superior (Vishnu) by
holding on his head Ganga water flowiag from the feet
of Vishnu, would amounttomy (Vishnu’s-Krishna’s)
praise

3. Where the penance of Shambhu falls far
short.

4. For the sake of this fisld (Kshetra the
Lord reliquished his kingdom (in order to be emanci-
pated from it).

No Shaivagami would have written or would
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write like above, about Shiva. No comment is
necessary.

In disclosing his special manifestation (fasfq)
in different things and persons, Shri Krishna says-
?) Tzl FEEifen | }) UH: TEAYAHZA | 3) FonAr argaaish|
(I am Shankar among Rudras : I am Rama among
all bolding weapons : I am Vasudev among Yadavas.
All these three statements are exactly equal. No pre-
ference, no predilection, no bias.

Now see Jnaneshwar’s reaction in interpreting
them.

amaf fg wmamaaf ) siws S 4 wgFifoon

of all the Rudras, I am Shankar, the enemy of
fadan ( The sex God). Thisis a bald and bland

description. Now, see the difference in describing the
other two.

2) @eAa<i gusat - | wifg ww @ = o

AIFZHA gRiAfT F33 ) qaar g8 s8f a3l
- fasazsd oF @13 5 Fd 0

qedl IR SIFHIT @i | FAT FFFAUST FAB |
andt 3% wuaar az1 1 feud wai
ST e [, wifasn ) gaife Siotgre Fa00
gadar Izar 1 gat ; Fo)
a1 gfady qxafaat aig 1 WA Ez IENTD FIG )

The emotion is telling and exuberant.

3) ar areai A HAAg | @ H T G
S 3FNT AGIARIAT F@0 | FATQAATSN MFBI ST )
s19] gFfa anfear | gaq=T 0
ARt QBT G | S0 fAar @Ay gl F969 0
73 fafwac asfa smfa=h | agz=fzan o
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Fiiafaas gaaven wfeS | T faar sz Mgz ufed
Frgearaidt sifas | faffs @
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Briefly but succinctly the life of Shri Krishna
is portrayed and painted here.

About Rama Jnaneshwar says-

Taking the side of Dharma ( Religion) as its
defender and protector, Rama, with his arch only as
his second, his only help and aid, vanquished Ravana.
Thus, he rejuvenated religion and raised it to its
original dignity.

And about Krishna, he says-

Born from Vasudev and Devaki, Krishna went
to Gokul. He sucked not only milk of Putana ( a
demon ) but her life 100. He drove the Kaliya (the
deadliest serpant ) out of Kalindi river and made her
water sweet and safe. He saved the burning Gokuls
weighed the greatness of Indra by uplifting the moun-
tain and holding it on his one finger only; and Brahma
who had stolen cows and calves became mad to see
new cows and calves replaced by Krishna. It is inco-
nceivable that if Jnaneshwar was a Shaiva, he would
give such beautiful description of Rama and Krishna

and not of Shiva.

The philosophical difference is of far more
importance. No exhaustive study is possible here.
Only fundamental points may be attended to.

The crucial, acid taste of any monistic system
of philosophy stands or falls with the explanation it
gives of the diverse maltiplicity. Shaivagama explains
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by the absolute freedom, omaipotence and omnisci-
ence of Shiva. Shiva created or rather manifested
the creation as play or game out of exuberance of
joy for his amusement. But how could he do it wuen
he was alone ? The Shaivgama explanation is that
Shiva becams atomistic by his own free will without
any constraint. The Pratyabhijnahriday says-—faa qa
wataa: a0 1 Shiva b2smirched with mala (i- e. limita-
tion of knowledge and power) becomes Samsari
( jeeva - the individualized self ). If this theory falls,
Shaivagama falls with it.

The question will be naturally asked, how an
infinite homogeneity of knowledge-consciousness can
become atomistic without heterogenous other ? Even
omnipotence cannot do it. It is in its nature impossible,
b:cause absolutely unthinkable. Consciousness cannot
become greater or smaller than what it is. No formless
thing as void cante cut in pieces. Anybody can easiy
see it for himself. He cannot conceive his conscious-
ness becoming augmented or diminished or cut in
pieces as atoms or points. Jnaneshwar exactly shows
this while he says

§ S T 24A1 gE ) A T JaZY IS OF |

g AFIAT ATGHT | QIS T TG 11 {-]%
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That touch of gold of hundred - kilos ), is the same
touch of a grain of it. Therefore, I see no difference in
iimited ( small) and unlimited (infinitely great ). The
efficacy that is available in an ocean of nectar is also
given by a mouthful gurgle of it.

While testing the purity of gold, weight has no
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count, The same splendour, the same brilliance. Weight
does not add anything to it. But weight counts in
power, in value. So, Jnaneshwar removes this deficiency
by the second instance. The power of the whole ocean
of nectar is nothing more than conferring immortality,
which is available even in a drop of nectar. So Jnane-
shwar here differs, and differs fundamentally and to-
tally, from Shaivagamis’ explanation. Thus, the whole
philosophy of shaivagama is refuted by denying this
theory.

Now about the first principle of Shaivagama-
Shiva,

Jnaneshwar says about Shiva thus-

Q) g wg war « A sfangRaar |
ar =itgeoy azar | fqg d47 0 =R
afay dia #3 a@d | & syfad Adfa T3 1 2L-Re
R) a1 wegrent Marfes | gw@d gl 1R-¥e
3) <rfgs of geaght | argfes St
¥) & § fazaras sq8 | § afad aw gage |
& 5w @Y 7 g g wfal n gL-%%%
1. Oh my god ! This work-Geeta, where the
speaker is Shree Krishna, the subject of all the Vedas:

How is it possible to eulogize or extol its importance,
which is unfathomable to the intellecc of Shambhu

( Shiva) himself ?

2. For this self-knowledge, Hara ( Shiva )
spurned all his possessions ( Wealth ).

3. I have explained what is not even heard by
Brahmadev and Hara ( Shiva).

4. This universality of forms, which I have
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shown to you, was not seen by Shambhu even by his
great penance.

Is this Shiva the first principle ? Shiva accord-
ing to Jnanehswer is as much an appearance of the
Reality as anything else. He explicitely says that Shri
Krishna himself-the incarnation of Vishnu-is just like
a-ripple on the infinite ocean of sentient intelligence.

st acadg geaifa a1 fasr sguET g 9130
anfor oF i3 Qi3 | d7 Ffaerg g7 AR 11 1-jK
Y q22Q waifa odl | gAT @Ay gay H3 )
#ifor g v featday | gamifa 39 19¢-R4¢

Satyaloka is in you, Is this not four-mouthed (Brahma-
dev) which is seen? And again when I see, there is
Kailas also here. Shree Mahadeo with Bhavani are

s2en in one point of your body and I see you also in
your-self.

Here Jnaneshwar clearly and unambiguously
s1ys that the trinity of Gods are not independent
realities but are simply emanations or manifestations
of the Reality - Reality appearing in forms in formless
coansciousness. The forms are not separate from Rea-
lity but are not identical with it. That is, they are in
Reality but are not themselves the Reality. As I have
already said, imagination is an exact analogy. The
imagined objects are forms inthe formless imagination
but are not imgination itself. On the other hand,
there can be no imagination, if it dozs not contain
forms which it exposes before itself. So, the sentient
intelligence contains all the forms which are manifested
when desire to see them exposes before consciousness.
If there are no forms in the formless sentience, senti-
ence would not be sentience, there being no object to
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be sentient of. Therefore, Reality is unmanifested
actuality. And actuality is manifested Reality in appe-
arance as partial exposition. Forms without intelli
gence are nothing; intelligence without forms is also
nothing. Both together make meaning. That is, the
whole is the Reality.

Jnaneshwar brings out this in more pronounced
manner in Anubhavamrit and Changadev Pasashti~-

2) gt faaHY qeigd | acarsar a|Id o
SAreqr WAIF | INTBT AT 1l e-jw} (Amrat)
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1. Even from Shiva ( the omniscient) down to the
earth, ( the insentient ) diverse forms appear as prin-
ciples or elements but shine by the light-rays of that
( Supreme Sentience ).

2. Likewise from Shiva to earth, things appear as
different forms but what shines in all these diverse
forms is Sentience only.

Here Jnaneshwar says that Shiva is as much an
appearance of Reality under the form of omniscience
as the earth under the form of insentient matter. Forms
differ but what shines as forms is identically the same.
The forms are sentient and insentient, but Reality is
sentience-neither sentient or insentient. So, Shiva, the
first principle of the Shaivas, becomes the first manifes
tation of Jnaneshwar.

Jnaneshwar also employs two principles of
explanation - Shiva and Shakti, but transcends them
to the Reality which is both at the same time and
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even one when they are different. He says-
- ¥ZFARAAEATT FAar AU )
dr a2 snamat qavegeafaawy ¥ ( Amrit)
Both of them show their true nature to be unity. To
them, the first of the creation, I bow for the know-
ledge of their Reality. Neither Shiva nor Shakti nor

their union is the Reality but the unity which is above
them as well as above their union is Reality.

Further he says that Shiva and Shakti are
exactly alike. No scrutiny reveals pure Shiva and pure
Shakti. They are similar but not separate, so much so
that they become alternatively lover and beloved. This,
I think, does not exactly fit in with Shaivagama.

Shaivagama system says, gsgigail wATFATI
faagaq: the force of desire is the Vergin Uma. Shiva
isconceived as conscious pzrson, knowing himself
as Shiva. So his desire cannot be identified with him.
Itis his power but not himself.

But in the case of impersonal consciousness, the
desire to know and the power to know are identical,

as the power to burn and to burn the firewood are
identical and that is fire.

Why there is the desire in Shiva to create or
manifest the world isa question which Shaivagama
answers by saying that Shiva has absolute freedom.

That is, there is no assignable cause or motive but the
arbitrary will of Shiva. ‘

Play or game is not a satisfy.ng answer. Whal
is this pliy to become atomistic, with knowledge anc
power reduced to a painful degree and suffer indefinite
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ly sorrows and pains and be dragged from heaven to
earth and from earth to hell and vice versa : this is
unimaginable. How Shiva remains unattached and
unaffected while his infinite parts are in bondage is
inconceivable. If a man’s feet are bound, he is bound

all the same.

In Jnaneshwar’s system, there is no external cause
but the very nature of Reality which explains itself.
No will or wish produces anything. All 1s already in
existence for which no cause or motive is required as
an explanation. Eternity cannot have cause.

So also, the desire to know is without cause,
because itis the nature of knowledge and as such,
needs no further explanation. This desire to know is
to know all, without which it will not be satisfied. All
are in existence; therefore all are the objects of desire
to know. The desire to know the hell is as natural as
the desire to know the heaven. Only the whole will
completely satisfy. So, here th: manifestation is
natural and eternal.

Jnaneshwar has accepted the two principles of
explanation-Shiva and Shakti, to avoid the difficulties
of mayavad, but does not call them the Reality. He
says, the unity of Reality transcends the duality of
Shiva and Shakti, of which (unity) thcy are themselves

the appearances.

udy anfor faa | qr@@r gavan sy o
&a angfegr mfs am@t 1 39 fad 0 g-¥3 (Amrit )

Asthe nightand day vanish when they both goto
the sun, so Shiva and Shakti also vanish in the Sun of
Reality. As the sun makes night and day but is not
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himself that, so consciousness manifests Shiva and
Shakti but is neither one nor both. That is, they simply
vanish in the Reality. In this way, Jnaneshwar avoided
the duality of true and false of mayavad and Shiva
and Shakti of Shaivagama. He accepts the world with
all its infinite diversity as real, but real as appearance
and so does justice to our experience by showing the
experience to be experience of Real. He says the multi-
plicity of objects is the multiplicity of the rays of the
sun who is one and one with his multiple rays.

I think this brings out the difference between
the two systems.

Now Iturn to Yogavasistha. This is the work
that has exercised the greatest influence and made the
greatest 1mpression on Jnaneshwar. There are
unmistakable signs of this influence in his work. There

areé numerous instances of likness but they are all
conclusive. '

~

There are some ideas which may occur to many
persons who have no relation or converse. But some
1deas are such that there is an individual stamp on it.
Abstract ideas are common but ingenious ideas are
invariably personal. Such ideas are found in the

Yogavasishtha and Jnaneshwar. A few would suffice
to convince an unbiased person.

Knowledge is imparted by words by rousing
the memory of experiencs. An unexperienced object
cannot bc made known by any amouat of literary
skill. Words convey no meaning if they do not concre-
tize in experienced object. A blind man would never

understand what light and ¢>lour are by expression
of words.
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The question came to give a meaningfu ldescrip-
tion of Brahma, Atman, Self. If the reader has experi-
ence of it, then definition or description would be super-
fluous; if there is no experience, he cannot be made to
understand it, however exact and lucid the description.
So every philosopher has to invoke ‘the experience of
the reader. So have the authorofthe Yogavahishtha

and Jnaneshwar done.

There is in the two philosophies wonderful like-
ness, which is not fortuitous, adventitious or imitative
but the principle where there is likeness is digested
and assimilated by Jnaneshwar. let us see. The
Yogawasistha says - '

Al g Srear: |@fag ag: |

geaed fagrd §9 agyd qARAA: 1L ‘
When consciousness leaves one object and is not
engrossed in another object, in between these two
states of mind, consciousness is experienced as subject-
objectless consciousness and that is the Supreme Self-
the pure Consciousness - The Reality. Jnaneshwar

exactly says this thus :- |
T TFHI SISAT IB | AaF Agg 93 1
2 it dafrar gfee | fady gm 11 e-2¢¢ (Amrit)

When the eye has left one object, is not rested
on another, then the eye-sight is pure eyesight, with-
out any object seen. It isneither blind nor it sces. That
is, without seeing it is still sight. If the Self is seen in
this way between two states of consciousness, cons-
ciousness would still be consciousness without teing
conscious of anything, cither an object or itself. This
is far more graphic and therefore eloquent. than

Yogavashista.
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All Indian philosophers have denounced the
world as unholy, ugly, bondage or jail. Only the
Yogavasishtha and Jnaneshwar call it splendour,
wealth, magnificience. Yogavasishta repeatedly says
world to be sme@e: 1g3a+: 1 and so on. And Jnane-

shwar here also is more graphic, more picturesque
when he says -

) ST WA IEHAAT
) Fzad arfod | Hifas w5 o
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1. The whole world is the lustre of Reality. That is,

there is nothing in the world which is not the resplen-
dent light of the Reality.

2. Does the lustre of the ruby hide it or reveal it ? So
the world reveals the Self, and not hides it.

3. All the objects of knowledge are a mirror of gem,
in which the Self sees his own beauty and truth.

This idea is novel and uncommon, only found
In these two supreme mystics.

The Dhatri - upakhyan of the Yogavasishtha is
elaborated by Jnaneshwar in a charming, figurative
analogy which I cannot transcribe here for want of
space. It begins thus- '

dfFearsar it fia aafadt aad
QT AH) oF q@fa=r o

In the world of mortality, three towns were
built of which two broke down and the third could not
stand. The rest can be imagined.

There is a wide spread belief that Jnaneshwar
has written a work on Yogavashistha, The work is not
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so far found out. A belief does not come into existence
‘without truth in it. It must be feasible if it is to come
into existence and then this belief has persisted for so
long a time. Jnaneshwar might not have written any
such work but the belief shows that there is influence
of Yogavasishtha on Jnaneshwar, obvious and discerni-
ble. Any attentive reader will find it to be so.

The approach to Reality of the author of the
Yogavasishtha is imaginative and emotional rather
than critical and rational. There is much discrepancy,
inconsistency in his utterances which are unreconciled,
though not irreconcilable. Their unity lies in the sup-
reme mystic realization of the aathor. Jnaneshwar has
beatifully said--

STq TAT qGT FATAM TS | THAST qreAi AN fwEEw |
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Where all opinions understand each other and
their difference or opposition is resolved in the under-
standing of the complete unity of truth, where difi-
erent sciences lose their unacquaitance with each other,
where different knowledge, which have iost their way,
meet together: that is holy (whole truth) of Holies.
The difierence is thus resolved to the complete satis-
faction of reason.

There are many upakhyans in yogavashista
waich baffle and confound reason, which may even
go against the course of nature. They cannot be true,
goes without saying. The work is replete with such
stories whose apparant meaning cannot be true. I
cite a few instances to show their nature.

First Leelopakhyan. One woman, Leela, by her
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intent musing bifurcates herself. The imagined Leela
gets realization and then insiructs the imagining Leela.
Both become emancipated and both remain as friend.
Can this be believed or understood ? How can an
imagined being have anything that is not in the
imaginer ? How can there be two persons, one imag-
in:r and the other imagined, having independant and
separate existence ?

Second. The Bhargava Upakhyan.
Here Shankaracharya doing penance leaves his body
and goes on transmigrating from body to body through
many a birth and death for thousands of years. At last
he gets realization, remembers his former birth as
Shukra, comes where his dead body was lying intact,
without being decomposed or eaten by the carnivorous
animals. He comes there, enters his former body,
c'emates his new and then becomes the Guru of
Asuras as he says by God’s fiat- faafa : ereszad | The

ordained destiny cannot be transcended. Does this
maike sense to te true?

Third. Aindavakhyan. This is still more con-
founding Ten sons of Brahmin Indu decided to become
Prajapati, the creator of the universe. By intent, con-
stant and intensive meditation all the ten became
creators and created ten universes by imagination and
meditation. This confounded Brahmadev himself),
(what of us poor human creatures) to see ten rival and
exactly equal universes with ten Prajapatis like him-
self. He asked ore sun of this imagined universe about
all this and the sun then imparts to him the idealistic
philosophy. How the creation of one mind can become
an object of knowledge to another is inconceivable.
Were the Brahmin Induand histen sons self-subsisting
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beings or were they the mental creations of Brahma-
dsv? If all are self-subsisting, then, what Bramhadev
creates? If he creates by imagination then, the Indu’s
sons were the imagined persons of Brahma’s mind.
The imagined persons cannot do anything that is un-
known to the original imaginer-Brahma.

It is the favourite doctrine of yogavasishta that
every mind is the creator of its own universe. The
imagined object, if intently and intensively conceived,
becomes concrete, and separate from the mind that
conceived it and becomes its other.

Are there other minds than our own? 'yogava-
sishta answers in the affirmative. If there are other minds,
then, are we in their minds or are they in our minds?
How otherwise, converse is possiblc? He says the uni-
verse coincidzs or is common to all minds thinking
the same wuniverse. This is unsatisfactory in the
extreme. If other minds and matter are allowed besides

our mind, idzalism breaks dowa. All becomes
confusion.

Advocating and insisting on the primacy and
supremacy of the mind he finds no inconsistency in
the divine dispensation - destiny which nobody can
transcend or ‘evade. Can we not imagine destiny bro-
ken down If mind creates its own universe with the
laws that govern it, why should we not be able to
imagine a universe without any divine ordinance?
Is there a divine mind overpowering and overruling
our mind’s creation? Then, the mind becomes sub-
szrvient, a tool in the hands of the Divine mind. Then,
the creation of the divine mind is the real and valid
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objective creation. With this, mentalism falls.

I do not understand the purport or the meaning
of these fabulous stories. Still his extremely fine thou-
ght and finer language captivates and enthrals the
mind. The objections dissolve in the beauty and joy
of the fine poetic creation.

Now, I come to the utterances whzre there
are discrepancies and inconsistencies.

| FHE AMIEGIET HFEATFHITA )

This world illusion is just like the blueness of the sky,
unreal and unsubstantial. This reads like mayavada
theory of Shakar. Now another utterance :

2. afzmray wrar: @9 AT 230 59 )

quazy 1ssfq arisasgiaan 1
All the objects are the bubbles and ripples on the
ocean of knowledge produced by Avidya /Nzscience).
Here the objects are created bv Avidya but are real
transformations of knowledge as the bubbles are. They
are real, not iliusory. The difference from mayavada
1s clear.

3 afoifzazde e} auvar aeq3eed: |
wafa sfafsafa awdia azzarn: o

As the trees on the bank of a lake are reflected in its
still and clear watzrs, so all the objects are reflected
ip the bright and resplendent mirror of mind which
is consciousniess in the mantal form.

Here an objective universe is accepted inde-
pendent and separate from mind, in which they are
reflected. That is, the objects are different from their
refle :tions in the mind and are thz cause of th=m, not
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identical with them.

4. uqmaq fanio araAasTIay |
The universe is nothing but mind’s creation by inten-
tly thinking it.

This is an extreme form of mentalism. Whether
the mind that creates the universe is mine or the
minds of all beings or some supreme mind is not
clear. All the three alternatives are equally beset with
insuperable difficulties. '

We have no experience, therefore, no evidence
to accept or believe that there are other minds besides
our own. If we are to accept other minds without
evidence, is it not more rational to accept the mate-
rial universe we experience and cannot deny or belie?

On the other hand, if we accept only our mind,
then it straightway leads to absurd solipsism, which
will not solve all our questions and will not satisfy
reason. It is impossible even to conceive our mind,
creating a universe simply by our inability to destroy

it at will.

Then, if we suppose a supreme mind creating,
we are all ideas in that mind and have no separate
existencs and no free will. Then, we are nct thinking to
find out the truth; but the supreme mind is thinking
that some individual mind is thinking. Our minds
with all their thoughts are the thoughts of one sup-
reme mind. We will lose our individual personality
and then, there is an end of philosophical quest.

5. ggaEsadr FHTAE: fase
a1 feaaifzacvaaas aneEfez: n
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As the forms of discus and conch lie sleeping in the
stone ( hidden under the crust ), so all the universes
lie in the sentient consciousness, unrevealed.

Here another doctrine is adumbrated. All the
universes lie unrevealed with some outer crust, hiding
them. Really, there are no forms in the stone. They
are in thc mind of the artist. There is only a possibility,
a capacity to assume the form, that is in the idea of a
mind in the case of the stone. But the supreme mind
being mind itself needs no other mind to graft forms
on it. This comes nearer to Jnaneshwar’s philosophy
but in crude and coarse form.

Now, the last instance-
6. fawdda guesivi snfw=grevfas |
The world is a statue carved by the column by itself.

Here, the material, the instrumental, and the
formal cause become one in the final cause. Because,
it is already in existence. There was no time when the
column was without the statue. In our temporal world
we see these causes and are therefore unable to conceive
how a finished product ( the final cause ) can be in
existence without being produced. In order to make
it understood satisfactorily this figurative expression is
used. In this spiritual world there is no matter, no
designer, no idea as a form to be grafted, but the final
cause is eternally existing. Only it is manifested. The
sequence makes time and then appears as causation.
This is better explained by Jnaneshwar’s philosophy
to which I come.

All the citations are partial and therefore, in-

adequate expressions of a harmonious truth. The philo-
cophy of Jnaneshwar resolves the differences and
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Shows them to be complementary and also necessary
to the who'e truth. Let us see how ?

1. The experienced world is an illusion if it is
taken for Re=ality instead of real appearance of it.
The dazzling splendour, the magnificient wealth of
beauty, that is the world, is nothing more nor less than
the Justre of the gem ( The Reality ). If the lustre is
taken for the gem, then it is illusion.

l. s sg®r gagasr |
2. rzaifa qmada arsfa arfgd mid o
gar A1z Sfaq1 sngd #ifg n
3. ar @il qrggar | aEgfT aF QA
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1. The whole world i; the refulgence of the Reality.

2. Itis not necessary to remove the world, to see me.
Including all the world I alone am.

3. The light of the Reality is its beauty and is neces-
sary and useful to itself.

Thusillusion is shown to be imperfect knowledge.

2. Here, the Avidya, the cause of the emergence of

objects, is not ignorance but the unknowability of the

Self to itself. This is the central and most vitalprinci
ple in Jnaneshwar’s philosoph;.

The unknowability of the Self to itself is the
natural force of the desire to know, which is impera-
tive to its being and this is the cause of the emer-
gence of the forms, already latent and inherent in the
consciousness. The forms surgeup, spring up by their
own force without any artificial effort. The forms are
themselves the force that project themselves before
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consciousness and thus become self-explanatory. So
in Jnaneshwar’s philosophy, this statement becomes
rationalized.

3. Jnaneshwar here reverses the simile. Insted of
making the consciousness the mirror in which the
forms are reflected, he says the forms are them-
selves the mirror in which the consciousness beholds
itself, The mirror of forms is no doubt in the
consciousness but becomes as if separated from it in
order to see itself, which is otherwise impossible.

2. wmqufs stger D&Y 1 AToTat g AT I 0
R T AU SA1qur 1 AT fadreor |
cHEBUEIL R TRG(ESE Cll
3. rai geaqur fedr | &1 gear e AT
qdf g1 ar=gfT aafady 1A 9 n
1. He ( Self ) himself shows himseif in his own body.
2. Without any intention to see, he sees himself.

3. He may seem as object or see it as subject, but
there is nothing besides himself. Thus duality is
- reconciled with unity by rational explanation.

4. Jnaneshwar says that the miad is nothing more

than the power of imagination of the self. @ar #a g
A/ | TZf7 seamifs @rda 1 The name - mind, is superfluous

(meaningless). It isimagination incarnate. The only
thing Jnaneshwar would say is that the mind mani-
fests and not creates anything new. Unmanifested, it
is consciousness ( the Self ); manifested it becomes
the object. Thus solipsism is avoided by making all
the minds manifested as personalities, as the inherent
power of the impersonal consciousness.

5. There is no form in the stone except its

—
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own crude form. It is only an artistic fancy that thinks
thfa form as already there. The stone needs an artist
mind to produce the form with skill and effort. But
the forms in the mind are already accomplished and
finished. No art, no effort is needed to reveal them.
They manifest by their own internal force.

6. In the material universe as we think it to

Pﬁ, only one statue occupies the stone at one time. But
in the case of consciousness all the forms are ever pre-
sent, manifested and unmanifested. There was no time
when the statue was not there. So Jnaneshwar says m
descrlbmg the Vishvarupa-

ga g & wifaar 28 1 @E 0
“You will see anything you like or wish to see in Vish-
warupa. Without rationalism the precept of the Yoga-
vasishtha becomes incongruous with its philosophy.
One instance is sufficient.

AR TF AZIAZ) AT faeag |

F1d faaifasraer | SFATFA 79 0
Oh Rama, thou great personality, solid pure: consci-
ousness, lt is not timz for self-absorptlon Try to
please ( protect and guard ) the people-the subjects.

Is there a time for samadhi ( self-absorption )
and ( another time) for outward consciousness
( Consciousness of object ) ? Consciousness has no
time. It is non-temporal. Who are the people, Rama
has to please ? Are they not his mental creation ? If it
is so, he can please them by conceiving them to be
pleased. Is there a divine ordination ? If so, his abso-
lute idealism and monism fail. Then there would be
divine will, personal will of one and many. Therefore,
Yogavasishtha to be true must be rationalized. Jnane-
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shwar did it perfectly well.

By this comparative study, we have seen Jnane-
shwar’s philosophy in contradistinction with other
systems. To give a positive account of it is the subject
of a serious work. To give an epitome of it is possible
to Jnaneshwar alone.

fafg sraearafa g | swify safgms
AANIAET ¥ 1 0 & g 119¢-28¢o T saafa T gear |

By these three doors (waking, dreaming and
sleeping) what springs or gushes out as condition or
conditioned, either as being or non-being, as the

object, he knows the all as only the seer ( The self
himself ).

Nothing now is left out of consciousness. We
know only these three states through which experience
of objects is possible. The experience is of two kinds
iny, as being and non-being. We know the first two
in Waking and dreaming states and the third in sleep.
This exhausts the whole of our experience and it is
nothing more than the self-consciousness.

Monism and pluralism are in Reality. But Rea-

lity is peither, being above and teyond them. It inclu-
des and transcends them.

o gaiEana | |y fa srear oF AT o

The.:n,‘ beyond dualism and monism, [ am Self alone,
This is the gist of his philosophy.
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:A Word About Dnyaneshwara And Dnyaneshwari

Prof. D. R. Pags M. A.

The champions and votaries of Dnyaneshwari
are very often found to extol the work more than the
cauthor. The author is of course recalled reverentially
tbut perhaps that is due to the inalienable relationship
Ibstween the two, not necessarily from a proper apprai-
sal of the person Dnyaneshwara, an incarnation of the
IDivine. The work Dnyaneshwari, a dazzling pheno-
Imenon, due to a strange perceptive illusion, hassome-
Ihow obliterated the author who was already on a hot
Nline to Brahman, and hence equally a phznomenon in
'his own right. Consequently there is a high degree of
Iprobability that the votaries of the sacred work may
‘be actually pinning their faith unknowingly, in the
'Gita rather than the author. It is a patent fact that the
Dnyancshwari is a commentary on the Gita and not a
treatise on any particular doctrine or philosophy which
could be taken as purc Dnyaneshwara thesis. Many of
us arc prone to and content with accepting Dnyane-
shwara within the confines of Gita-Bhashya. Who
knows, this may be a self wrought delusion. Could we
not look for Dnyaneshwara in the work as well as
outside it profitably, and choose to follow him instead
of taking his Gita-elucidation as the real path pointed
by Dnyaneshwara ?
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As I stress this line of thought I do not blink
of course, at the characteristic virtues of Dnyaneshwari
that must in turn be accorded to the poet-saint Dnyane-
shwara such as-its superb matchless language and style
explaining abstruse ideas and concepts crystal clear,
its copious rich flow in elaborating the original thought
and such other poetical-rhetorical-gifts, its regard for

~ established traditions hallowed with sanctity, its
exquisite homage to the Guru, its eloquent panegyric
to the Mahabharat in general and Gita in particular
and above all, the iremendous wealth of knowledge
and experience of the worldly life in all its depth and
complexity revealed in the course of the brilliant
expositions of the Gita passages as well as its base in
the  different philosophical systems for the typical
interpretation of knotty passages- granted all this and
yet there remuins an unexplored or unnoticed element
that towers high above everything else. This inquiry
in my opinion revcals the fact that the Dnyaneshwara
here is not at all differeat from the one in Amritanu-
bhava. His convictions are the same, his mission isthe
same. However he has done here perfect justice to the
Gita, as he appears here in the capacity of a Bhashya-
kara. And he obszrves th: limitatioas on hislibarty
gladly and with ease.

A slight uneasiness however shows up when
topics of crucial importance come up; and it is here
that we spot him out for our snaps of his true self,
without the least prejudics to the claims of the Gita
on Dnyaneshwari.

It is now gcnerﬁlly acceptable to all the autho-
ritizs on Dnyaneshwari that Dnyaneshwara was a
Yogi, par excellence, a link in the splendid succession of
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the Nathas (aras)and thereby a divinity in human form
If this historical evidence 1is not to be lightly brushed
aside, his mission in the composition of Dnyaneshwari -
acquires a compelling relevance and that could not be
anything else but to liberate or to prompt the qualified -
seekers (a7a1s ) to attain to liberation, that is Brahma-
Sakshatkara ipso facto, by the yogic path.

For the riddle of life from birth to death, its ir-
adequacies and imabalances, its vagaries and categorical
imperatives, its seductive lures and crushing denials, its
strange harmonies and stranger antagonisms - Yoga s
perhaps the only answer. And lo ! it is not just a pipe
dream or a slug of LSD; neither a figment or illusion
nor a mere hypothetical destination nor a transcen-
dental absolute. According to all mysties and particu-
larly the Nath cuit this realisation isa direct perception
of One’s Own Cosmic magnitude and dimension-dead
ening, stuinning unchallengeable in impact vet, as
simple as Karna discovering at a charmed moment
that he was not Radheya after all: capable of inducing
a dynamic trance-state with an irreversible assurance
of immortality beyond all shreds of doubt.

cf 1.+ faad geaafx : ete (1. 99 IIL. land2)
2 qzr Reg: T@EY FFcarad (ar. gl )

1.+ With the vision of the utlimate Reality, passion’s
knot is biasted off, all doubts wither away; and the

fetters of karma (of the truth - seeker) fall off.
Mund vp. IIT' 1 & 2

2. The very moment the viewer is ensconsed in his
pristine bliss and glory. p. v. S.
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3.4 <t 0% =g ) wBAH A | fAaar Iegrg ) JSAT AF 1

D4-106
4, @ S a9 Mg 1 IS gEr gfee 9 ) @1 1w g Vg
qZIEAY 11 D5-70
5. @ gE1Rfa G 1 A1 9FT A | IT AT AF FBIA |
afg 7% 1 D6-388
6. vafy siAaaiaif@ | @usy aai Fafe® | agag =g gfa
fasdt FiF 11 DI18-10

-

It is real and within reach like the sweetness of sugar

or brightness of light if these could ever he imperish-
able and omnipresent.

A point of disparity between the Western philo-
sophical thought and the Indian thought is that the

former accepts nothing that lacks empirical validity,

3.7 He who cares not about the demands of the flesh,

who 1s emptied of craving for the requital of his acti-

ity and yet is ever (drenched) in euphoria ( ecstatic

oy ) throughout his tenure of worldly existence
( dnyan 4-106 )

4. Wherever he wills to take up his abode, there ori-
ginates ( dwells ) bliss, and knowledge infinite (great
enlightenment ) descends as per his dispensation.

(dnyan 5-70)

5. The (rush of that ) joy embrac:s the Paramount
Reality in ( warp and woof) entirety; just as, for
example, salt dissolved in water is unable to exricate
and retrieve itself. ( Dnyan 6-388)

6. With the attainment of a Home-rule of soul-inte-
gration the whole trinity of worlds, verily, puisates
with suuny joy. . Dnyan 18-1072)
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whereas, the latter is vulnerable proverbially to derive
eupaoria even from verbal attestations ( @g arameg )
of even ultimate Verities that have just a ring of
conviction. This is precisely what ought to make us
have a second look at Dnyaneshwara rather than his
work. Who knows, the mental vibrations triggered off
by a peep into the Yogi ( He must be immanent and
ubiquitous- ) in lieu of his work-a mere verbal efful-
gence, however charming, baffling and bewildering it
might be, is likely to yield a more durable, refreshing
reward. What is true of Gita is true of Dnyaneshwari
also.

The whole of the Gita would have bzen hollow

and flop, but for the phenomenon of Lord Krishna

unfurling before Arjuna his pristine Universal form

- (fazazq). It was this and this alone that clicked with
the mind-sight of Arjuna enervated and undone as he

was, by weak will, nagging despair, stiffling doubts
over the moral probities about killing and fighting

especially one’s own kith and kin etc., etc.,

The arguments seeking to point out Gita’s
gospel as Karmayoga, or Renunciation or Intellectual
Realisation of Advaita, or sustained devotion to some
personalised God ( Saguna Bhakti ) howsoever noble
these ends may be in themselves and despite the fact
that Dnyaneshwara has done justice or more than jus-
tice to all these pursuits true to his role ofa Bhashya-
kara 1 believe - are likely to sound as Sunday Ser-
mons and nothing more, but for the solid guarantee
of a Realisation through Yoga of the basic and func-

tional oneness of the Pinda (Body-2z) and Brahmanda
(Soul-amzar). Gurudev Ranade with his characteristic
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mystic insight has shown Gita to be a gospel of God-
realisation ultimately and if Dnyaneshwara is not to
be dwarfed into just a Bhashyakara (commentator) his
work also would have to be valued ultimately as a
testament upholding the author’s main faith - thesis-

mission - for which one will have to take a deep plunge
into Anubhavamrit, for the simple reason that Dnyane-
shwara was Amrutanubhava (sg717wa) personified.

¢, "y araiefa @ | MqEag w9y
qqer @i @ gedg u D. 18-1757
. J49F §FgB TG | $va% fasasi=y AqifzamsT |
wfs St anfagedy | s@fea n D. 18-1796

1. So, this work, is an out burst of the Sentiment of
Sublime Peace, that flowed spontaneously in the guise
of the meaning of Gita, a compassion for the dis-
tressed (Dnyan 18-1757)

2. The brigade of those attunedto God, go on shower-
ing all luck and grace-....... Dnyaneshwara is one who
has taken up aninterminable resortin the Adi-Purusha
(the Primordial spirit) (D. 18-1796)



Karma-yoga of Jnaneshwar

D. B. Parulekar,

Jnaneshwari was written 700 years ago in Mara-
thi. Other scholar-saints have written their commen-
taries on Bhagawat-Geeta in Sanskrit and Shankara-
charya’s Bhashya is one of the best of such commen-
taries. Recently scholars and saints have come to
believe that Jnaneshwari contains the most authorita-
tive source of philosophy in Bhagawat-Geeta and this
book has therefore been translated in many Indian
and Foreign languages.

Geeta in Sanskrit could not be understood by
ordinary people and therefore Jnaneshwar explained it
in Marathi. “ My sweet mother tongue, even sweeter
than the nectar, will promisingly win the hearts of the
noble, highly cultured readers,” says Jnaneshwar
(=@ qustfy A1 @igh | o8 agai Gar fad | ad sad Wad )
AzAT 11 6-14)

In the ¢¢ warkari sampradaya’” Jnaneshwar is
generally called ‘Maooli’ - Mother. Jnaneshwar feels
the same love and affection for every being in the
universe as the mother feels for her child. He simply
wishes the welfare and prosperity of every body and is
therefore Vishwa-Maooli : mother of the universe. He
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says, ‘ The world is my home. >’ I Think be is the first
saint to think of the universal brotherhood of mankind-
This is the base of his philosophy. The wonder is that
a child of 17 years should expound such deep philoso-
phy in the simplest possible manner. The literary pic-
ture he painted astonishes us and we have nothing but
praise for this greatest literary born artist. He illust-
rates anideaindiffere twaysand in somany figurative
illustrations and the reader is enchanted by the sweet
ness of the sound and depth of the meaning. He says:

StAT qFFr G1Fdr 1 9 ag I AHE

adl agfg agdr 1 @gon a3 n

7 fag adt a9 Tegs | 90 SFAr ASET NES
@zrAr Al v qr3 ) sw3aaArEr v 4-214

Every word comes there to fit in its proper place.
Every tinge of the word is clear; but the reader will
nowhere feel that he is going through the work of a
haughty egoist. Every figure of speech enriches and
enlightens the reader and leaves him loitering leisurely
in the realm of beauty. May the reader sink in deep
but full-tide sea of the Nava-rasa ( figures of speech),
may he halt to grasp the multi meanings of a line; but
the fluent flow of Jnaneshwari is unabated. Geeta is
written in ‘¢ Shlokas” and it appears in Jnaneshwari in
Marathi robe with flowing colourful garments, more
than 9000.

Jnaneshwari begins — 3% ast it enam - with salu-
tation to Om. Om is the origin of the world - The
Rishis, monks, saints, philosophers - all travellers on
this spiritual path-look upon Om as the light-house,
which helps him to reach his goal. After his salutation
to Om, he proceeds to bow down to God Ganesh,
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Shree Sharada ( goddess of learning ), his Guru and
elder brother: shree Nivrattinath and to the audience
and requests them all to bless him with powers to
speak out what his Master bids him to tell.

In India the method of spiritual development
differs from master to master. Every master (Guru)
has his own philosophy and he discloses it toonly a few
of his chosen disciples. Nivrattinath disclosed his
philosophy to his best disciple, Jnaneshwar. The dis
ciple knew the glory and greatness of his master and
though Jnaneshwar wrote one of the best commenta-
ries on Geeta, the whole credit for it is given by him to
his Guru, Nivrattinath. Jnaneshwar was humility
incarnate.

* Do your duty,’ is one of the preachings.

aregy gueafy fa=ifd | da qafe g war a3

5 7 @ifsst gat snge | fafga &7 o
A man is born with a particular duty to perform. It
is his ¢ Dharma’ to perform it. He can follow his
spiritual path by doing his right work. For his spiritual
pursuits he need not run away to the forest. He should
do the duty, without any special pleasure. or dis-
pleasure. He shouid neither get pleased with success
nor displeased with failure.

afz anafed &1 23| S anredrd ary

adt fagq a7 NarF | g awr u

1 fafas &7 oF 0 § fagdt 9 g9at 1%

ad qfrRfA @afxdd | efrarF ar i -3%¢,3%%
Jnaneshwar says, there is no good work, no bad work.
The work, which a man is bound to do, should be
done without any special motive or expectation, not
to think about the result. Sing the name (of God),
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do the work, When you do your duty without any
motive, it is ¢ satkarma *- work is worship.

qar gateAwT $3a | WHAFGATT AU |

qAT FST Z1T AT | JIGTSIAT 11 1= 20
One should dedicate whatever he achieves after doing
his allotted work at the feet of the Lord without any
reserve and should free himself from all the worldly
ties. Otherwise, when a man thinks himself the doer
of any deed, egoism enslaves him.

anfor T 9 |i T\ & AravT AT AT

uqr afguE g fgar 1 f &8 0 3-1¢o

Though Jnaneshwari is based on Geeta, the
reader would see in several places a spontaneous over-
flow of the author’s powerful thinking. Jnaneshwar tells
us: just as ablind man walks with the help of the
sound of the club of the leader, the ignorant man
follows the foot prints of his wise forefathers.

widft sarafiar | g7 I@org W qarn |

AMAT FqEAr 99 a9q7 1 AT 11 3-24 %

uq afes & & @Y 1 qar arg a9 Sfadr

afe gz sfaat | @Erg gxz

T UH 9§ w@aid 1 goifa &9 3 a3 )

taard s=E S | 5@ SIE )
Jnaneshwar lays more stress on work according to the
precepts of the shastra ( fafza #4 ), particularly by the
saintly persons, because common people faithfully
follow such persons. When one devotes himself to his
duty, believing that God wills him to do so, surely he
approaches himself nearer to God. Jnaneshwar is
convinced that it is the only way of worship of the
Almighty.

d fafea &9 gizar 1 snger @@ AN@1ar |
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arfor Efe q2Aar | gafawE 0 18-911

Lord Krishna tells Arjuna that heis a true
Karmayogi, whose conscience, mind, intellect work
in tune and harmony.

astaT gued faars | = | FIow FEH 0
wig 7 arfor afg¥ 1 @ Aifg 11 -6

Conscience, mind, intellect and ego are four main
factors. Without ego, one woul!d not survive in body.
When Shree Ramakrishna went in super-conscious
state of mind (Savikalpa Samadhi), he had to keep his
ego alive to come back to his normal self to live in
body. Conscience, mind and intellect generally do not
tend to become steady. Jnaneshwar advises to forget
all worldly ties and to devote whole heartedly, at
least a "'moment out of twenty four hours of the day,
to God. Then, in course of time, it will become the
habit, it will become his second nature.

TN sreaTarY Figh | agar geRT ATEL |
ar w1y wrgar srdl | qra @z n 12-113

Constant and regular practice of doing so is the surest
way of making the mind steady. Tukarama also
tells us the same thing in one of his Abhangas : @arsa &
arsg | it g | FO ae| L gue 2901 Every thing is
possible if it is practised ccaselessly. Mind is restless
and it is very difficult to control and curb it. Jnaae-
shwar therefore wishes to keep the mind under the
control of intcllect. Let the mind of karma-yogi be-
come subsmissive to his intellect. A Karma-yogi, who
is above praise and censure, truth and falsehood, lives
in the universe which he looks upon as his own home.
He becomes not only a sage of steady wisdom (eaqus)
but reaches Godhood. H: becomes such a sovereign of
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'Kaivalya that even God has to bow down to his feet.
(12-221)

This worldly life is full of sorrow and suffering,
yet everybody is after pleasure and happiness. Jnane-
shwar had to suffer misery and humiliation all through
his life, with his brothers and sister. He has however
not expressed anywhere in his works even a singie
.word about his suffering. A child of misery.and suffer-
ing, he holds high the banner of joy and delight for
the happiness of the whole mankind, the whole uni-
verse. He is a living example to show that man can
make others’ life happy inspite of his own being steep-
ed in misery and sorrow. The great books-books of all
time-written by him in his short life of 17 years show
what a great karmayogi he himself was. Jnaneshwari

is not meant simply to be read; it is to be lived in day
to day life.
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The Academy of Comparative Philosophy and
Religion, Belgaum.
A short report ( 23-5-1976 to 25-9-1976)

There were two meetings of the board of trus-
tees when routine business was transacted.

The ¢ Punyatithi * of Shri Gurudev Ranade was
celebrated on 6th June, as usual. Nama-saptah was
observed for five days and talks were given in Marathi
in the evening on those days by Prof. V. M. Kulkarni
(Bombay), Shri Wamaanrao Saraf and Shri D. B. Paru-
lekar. Prasad was distributed to the sadhaks, who had
assembled on the last day.

Shri S. N. (alias Dadasaheb) Deshpande, a close
disciple of Shri Gurudev, gave six talks in Marathi on
the life of Shri Gurudev on the occassion of his birth-
day (3rd July) celebrations.- The talks were much
appreciated. Shri Deshpande has agreed to write the
Life of Shri Gurudev in English.

Shri Anant Chaitanya (of Chinmaya Mission)
delivered talks in Marathi on *“ Bhaj Govindam *’ of
Shri Shankaracharya.

Shri Rangrao Joshi has been giving continuous
talks on the Maha-Bharat of Kumar Vyasa for about
3z months in kannad.

N7
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Shri B. D. Hanji, Halshi and Dr. R. N, Varma,
Jaipur have each paid a doonation of Rs. 501/-and
become ¢ DONOR ”’ of this Trust. Similarly, Lt. Col.
B. Y. Ghooi (retd), Belgaum paid an additional
amount of Rs. 100/-and beecame * DONOR.’ Weare

grateful to these three pzarsons for enrolling themselves
as donors of this Trust.

The other donations are :

1. Major S. R. Kulkarni (retd.), Belgaum - Rs. 20/-
2. Shri B. S. Gore, Hubli. Rs. 25/-
3. Shri K. B Phadke, Athani. Rs. 5/-
4. Dr. S.S. Dodwad, Kowad. Rs. 11[-
5. Shri Arvind M Pole, Hyderabad. Rs. 101/ -

The following persons have become life-mem-
ters ( Rs: 250/ - ) during the period of report :

1. Shri S. S. Abhyankar, Vile-Parle.

2. Shri Anantrao B. Gore, B. E. Belgaum.

3. Shri B. K. Bhandare, retd. Executive Engineer)
Belgaum,

Dr. M. K. Tendulkar, Dadar.

Dr. Satishchandra R. Gaydhani, U. K.

Dr. S. D. Kulkarni, Parel.

Shri D. B. Kulkarni, Raichur.

. Shri G. H Chabbi, (retd. Civil Judge) Bagalkot.

and the following persons have agreed to become life

-members and paid a part of the amount during this
period. '

1. Shri Jitendra C. Vakil, Jogeshwari East.

2. Shri S. R. Lad, vilz Parle.

3. Shri K. 8. Dalvi, Civil Judge, Bangalore.
4. Dr. Anilkumar D. Kulkarni, Mulund west.

© NS
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The following persons have become life-subscri-
bers (Rs. 100/-) during the period under report.

Dr. L. H. Patil, Nasik.

Shri Chandrashekhar K. Hattarakihal, Manvi.
Shri B. M. Kulkarai, L L. B.,, Bombay Central.
Shri S. S. Pattani, Mulund ( West )

Shri K. S. Bhave, Naupada.

M /s Bengal Box Manufacturing Co. Calcutta.
Shri V. D. Tendulkar, Bombay.

Shri R. C. Vakil, Jogeshwari East.

Shri M. R. Mahajan, Jogeshwari East.

Shri S. D. Joglekar, Sion (East)

Mrs. Vijaya G. Karnad, Girgaon.

— WO NAUMEWN =

ke

We are thankful to ail the above persons,
donors, life members and life subscribers, for extending
their hand of cooperation to this Public Trust and
helping us in the implementation of the aims and

objects of this Trust.

A small function of *“Tree planting” was arran-
ged on 12-9-1976 in Gurudev Mandir. In one open
plot of this Trust, cocoanut, mango and guava saplings
were planted. The first two saplings of cocoanut and
mango-were planted by Shri P. R. Dubhashi, Divisio-
nal Commissioner and Mrs. Dubhashi followed him
in planting two more saplings. Thereafter, Shri Y. K.
Puttusomegowda, Deputy Commissioner, planted one
mango and cozoanut saplings and he was followed by
Mrs. Puttusomegowda, who also planted two saplings-
The trustees and other disciples who were present
took active part in the plantation. The guests went
round the building, and were pleased to sce the work
which was being done by the ¢ Academy’’. The fun-c
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tion ended with coffee.

o The Gurudev Ranade Memorial Lectures will
be delivered this year by Sou, Padma Kulkarni, M. A.
New Delhi on ¢ the Philosophy of Jnaneshwar ”. The
lectures will be in Marathi and begin on 31st Oct
and end on 4th November (Valkuntha chaturdasi )
There will be ‘Nama- Saptah odeays during thls
period. Sadhaks, desirous of taking part in the
‘““‘Nama-Saptah”, may contact us in advance and reach
Belgaum in good time.
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I. O. C. Dealers.
Dharwar Road, BELGAUM.

Phone No. : Telg. : Paitruck
21227, 21267, 21725.

Qffice . 20795
Phones :- Factory : 20698

HIND SOAP WORKS,
789, Raviwar Peth, BELGAUM.

NATEAL
HIND SOAP WORKS

BELGAUM.

Always use

NATRAJ S0AP

TFor Best & Easy Wash
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Ready to serve you too
Every day, in every way ...

MAHABANK.

We call it our Total Banking Service, bring you every
conceivable Saving Scheme, safety of your valuables,
financial aid to industry and trade, and economic
development of backward areas.

Let us list what services we offer: -

e s> S -l B TE S

- s e e e g S

Savings Bank Account.
Fixed Deposit Account.
Traevller‘s Cheque.

"Cumulative Deposit Scheme.

Gift Cheque.

Shubhamangal Scheme.

Aid to Small Industries, Agriculture, Small
Enterprises, Professionals etc.
Foreign Exchange Business.
Current Account.

Recurring Deposit Account.
Annuity Deposit Scheme.
Lockmangal Deposit Scheme.
Safe Deposit Lockers.
Executor & Trustee Business.

This is MAHABANK ... at your service.

samnlk ol’\

Maligrarshira

Please Contact our Nearest branch Agent for further

details.
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Qith best complim.enis #rom

TBrae ) Forr

UNION BANK OF INDIA

S

‘e

Head Office & Central Office

239, Backbay Reclamation, Nariman Point,
Bombay - 400 021

(4

Branches in Belgaum

1). Raviwar Peth, Belgaum.

2). Kbade Bazar, Shahapur-Belgaum.

3). Ganesh Chowk, Tilakwadi-Belgaum,

4'., Bharatnagar, Madhavpur-VYadgaon (Bclgaum)

5) APMC Market Yard, Belgaum

o o

-

We H:lp You H:lp Yourself
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With best compliments from-

BANK OF INDIA

Our Branches in Belgaum District

1) Shahapur-8eigaum.

A ( Safe Depocit Lockers available ) Tel. 22045
2) Fort Road Beigaum. Tel 21945

% 3) Muguikhan Hubli 4) Pachhapur

f 5) Hire Bagewadi 6) Kadoli

7) Parishwad 8) Kognolli,

€y Tel.38 Tal. Chikkodi
9) Nipani Poona Bangalore Road, Nipani

N C. P. Shah. R. Parmeshwaran
- Chairman & Regional Maneager.
3 Managing Director. Southern Region.
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The Belgaum District Central
Co-operative Bank Ltd., Belgaum.

Telegram: Phone No. 22381-President
‘DICENTBANK ? 20145-Manager
21992-Sr. Inspector’s Office.
Head Office Address - Branches:-
Poona-Bangalore Road, ( N H.4), 62 Branches throughout
P. B. No. 135, Belgaum 590 002. : Belgaum District.

Financial position at a glance as on 30th June, 1976.
(Amount in Lzkhs).

Authorised Share Capital Rs. 175.00

Paid-up Share Capital Rs. 159.12° - “ 3
Reserve and other Funds. Rs. 86.31% = .
Deposits Rs. 902.48

Loans outstanding Rs. 1426.52

Working Capital Rs 1769.22 !
Net Piofit for 1975-76. o Rs.  28.09

: Rates of interest on various deposits

(1) Current-1'29% P. A. (2) S Deposits-5 1/2% P. A.
(3) Thrift-6% (4) Recurring Deposits-99% to 101/2 P, A.
(5) Bhegyajyoti Deposit-8.5C%, 1o 17.50". P. A.

(6) Fixed Deposits 3 1/2" to 10 1/2% P. A.

NOTE:- Interest on Fixed Deposits of Rs 5,000’- and

above, deposited for a period cf one year and above, is paid
mecnthly,

All types of deposits are accepted in every office o Bznk.
Individual Loan facilities are not offered to the Constituents,

Safe Deposit Lockers are available at.-
Belgaum Bazar ; Bailhongal and Saundatti Branches. l

For further particulars, please contact our nearest office.

P. €. Kbanapuri S. R. Nalawade V. B. Patil
MANAGER. VICE PRESIDENT. PRESIDENT
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Tree Plantingin G urudev Mandir 12-9-1976

1) By Mrs, Dubhashi
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PUBLICATIONS

1. Thus Spake Gurudev " M. S. Deshpamle ‘1-0.0
L. An In oductlon to Vedic Study Dr. Sampurnanand 1-50

3." Va,llﬂlgy & \{glpe@of, Beltg:ous Experlence |
s(Seminar procegdings) - - 3-00

4, Problem of Evil (Seminar Proceedings :) 3-00
B The Doctrine of God (Semmar Proceedmgs 1970) 5-00

6" Rehg:on in fhe-ﬁhangmg world.
( The Predicament of Man ) Dr. P. Nagamm Rao 4:20

7. God Realisation, Sadhana & Effects

( Saminar Proceedings : 1971) : -7-00
8. Haridasas of Karnatak Dr, G. S. Shrinivasan 1-50
9. Bhagawata Purana Prof. Aravind Basu 6-00

10. Critical & Constructive Aspects of
Dr. R. D. Ranade’s Philosophy-Prof, B. R. Kui/\arm 12-00

11. Summum Bonum of Life ( Seminar Proceedings ) -10-00

12. MoralTrends Since Independence Ty 15-00
13. wwam gl 2. u, faas 2-00
14, =t n%3a g oL LAER g 3-00

A, Fgar /Ew
15, it sz afen uAsg Ao gus 8-00
For Commission to Book-_S'eller's; Educational Institutions

etc, contact-:~

Secietary Gurudev Mandir .
Tilakwadi East. Belgaum. 590011.
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Registered with Reg:strar of News Papers for India under
No. R. N. 226824172




