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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
d:pth, th: 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 rather than 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 illusion it createsin thereader that he
has understood all when he has practically understood
nothing. Therefore, tounderstand 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 them, so
Jnaneshwar is never in need of a word, a phrase, a
simile, a metaphor, anidea,ora thought, but the whole
comes out in organic unity, finished and parfect. It is
not artificial word joining. His language is a language
-of pictures. The words are its lines and shades. 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 one is sufficient to make

out this point.

Jnaneshwar while describing the state of yogi

says.
faqarar fage 92 | fzai= Fqug 9@

gar=[ gE1 92 | EEAWIST 1 LLC g
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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 1dea.To wunderstand 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 :-

9 g dqrefaa Iad ) @ gAET q2 Bl
ST guaT die | 9T Sfqqr @ nygny

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 cither 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. It 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, I intend to take only four
systems that have got great aflinity and likeness and
are likely to lead to the wrong conclusion that they
are both identical. They are 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 ty accept
but cannot expose. This has created a wrong impress -
son that the Sankhyas are dualistic. The great Shankar
has dubbed it as &faqr fg & @i=E= awsw dualists and
as such the principal adversary of monistic vedant.
So much so, that commenting on Bhagvat Geeta—
fagmi wfasr afti Shankar interprts it fagmr wwaar oz
gEmAsudEgifaad A &fa@r 7 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-

sraifad  wifedeni | 4 wfag swt 1 Q3R
ar ans® fa3ig . 95 onw fads ugyfy3

To praise, to expose which (are), I bzcame Kapil:
Hear that faultless, flawless thought-knowledge of
Prakriti and Purusha. Again he says-

S famiar afieanz, | FmAagafeEy |
HIASIBHT ALE | WEATX T 1L 4 Q0
Ff 9% gaa IMEY | fagas A feaizad) o
fag faafsai fawadt | wide & 13¢/% ¢
ST HYIT /IGUAY | Fear=r agr Figar |
SHI F3(F qiET | gIAEd nge/sn

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

Jnanesbwar was a4 super-monist. His monism
goes beyond monism and dualism; it includes them
both and yet transcends them, does not suffer even the
unity of the one. H: says - az¥ asqdr wforst | § norgaar
Z3t1 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 itselfcannot count itself as
one because counting is different from the one and be-
comes two. Again hz says - can=aifg gsar n ¢/3R. 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 nec:zssary 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:- sentiznt
and non-sentient. One is inconceivable without the
other. It is inconceivable how there can be s:ntinence
without object or the object without Sentiencz. So
starting with these two principles, Sankhya consider-
ed their nature by rational analysis.

Reason found out sentience to bs pure know-
ledge, pure consciousness without any action, change
oreflzct. All theaction, change and effect are the object
world But how the knowledge of the change is possi-
ble as the sentience-the SeIf is unconcerned with the
world of object ? The self cannot know the change as
s:ntience can havenorclation with the non-sentient.
Unrelatzd- it cannot know, relation it cannot have.
Change itself cannot know itself as changz, being
nonsentient by nature. Without their union, the
knowledge of chanze would be impossible. Rzason
is forced to accept the union as possible bscause
itis actual. It is absurd to think an actual thing

impossible. When a thing is actual, reason must
find out how it is so.

R:ason sets out to anlyse the insentient obiject
world which it called prakriti and found out to be
three-fold energy-potentiality. The Sankhya termed
these as satva,. rajas and tamas. Itis very difficult to
transiate them in English, which will convey accuratey
1.entical roeaning. [ 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 these three qualities the object
world is in potentiality, complete for all purposes.

This potentiality becomes actuality when the
equilibrium is disturbed. For this, the principle of
sentience 1s 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 time.

But what is' the raison-d'etre of th: Prakriti
and its adjunction with Purusha? Very ingeniously
Sankhya said g&aeT FiaraTid 249 |

The end of Prakriti when she uncon-ciously
seeks to attain or rcalize 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 becomes clear
and apparent when the sentient being the Selfis 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 is emanci-
pated the moment he knows his separateness and diffe-
rence from her and remains aloof in his natural state
_of pure sentience. Thus both the end; are revelle;i
and realized, -
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This 1s a barest outline of the profound Sank-
hya philosophy. It does not go before Purusha and
Prakriti or f{urthsr 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 be 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 be a contradiction in terms or at least
unmeaning. Vilas is always intentional, real and dual,
never forced, iliusory 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 seen 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 asthe grain grows with the chaff.
They are always united together and made one unity.
They are in this mannes from all time. Their junciure

is neither artificial nor intentional but natural and
' egininglcss.
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This squares exactly with the Sankhya system.
But Jna neshwar 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. a& ¥az F gar 1 ¥ gax arqiggar | 95k
a gawr | Baram n g3/ 11 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 zear gfawra: 1 the seer,
- the Self, pure sentience only. Now sce how Jnane-
shwara’s definition comprises and transcends the
definition of Pataniali.

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.

arfor oar frai= F gregrIeqr | § AT 99 SFET gt o
faa @ sgaeqr | ST TET 1H9-18
S SEQ gAY | IgAq Y4y
qATY q1AdY | WE FIZT ol
§ gfgat 3t s 1 & faafag sagfaa s3I0 |
faar sgwiuxfr fazrg ) smifs afwr R

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 inherent power of the
Reason 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. I n
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 Gty
.Shree Krishna and termed asJeeva. The Self alone
would know nothing, do nothing. With the adjuncture
of the mental and material paraphernalia it becomecs
a sufficient principle to explain our experience.

This is sankhya as understood by the Gecta.
Jnaneshwar explained itintelligently and intelligibly
here and elswhere. Risingabove the jimitation of reason,
he from myvstic eminence viewed it and said that
the eightfold Prakriti, the Prakriti termed Kshetra
(Ficld) with thirty six elements, the Prakriti expressed
by the simile of a tree, is nothing more than the ima-
gined forms by the sentient principle becoming like,and
ore with, it by indentifcation. Sentience almost sleeps
and thus becomes Jzeva enjoying and suffering pleasures
and pains. This shows why Jnaneshwar called the
equilibrium of the eightfold Prakriti as Jeeva. Both
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the Prakriti and Jeeva are imaginative einergencies
from the sentience (a=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 gwedani Ba 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 far (motion, act,) then? We must under
stand it as Jnaneshwar intended it to be understood.
Deflining Karma, a synonym for Kriya, Jnaneshwar
says:—

rguiifa #af gzs a fad 1 arfor a@Y Frewgd) widr 3 fay o
WIS HIAF AT ¢ AT FidT uefen
T FfQTNT  TITE | F=qFAT gr A1FTE 1)
fAgst Y sgrq1s @ qar A F5 0

Therefore where there is no doer (author)in the first
place nor any reason 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; itis
emergence. It is coming before consciousness what
was already present within it and one with it.

A AAIET gEAAN | AFET L@ |
R ATAT F1F FIO 1 T ATa L[4 (A7A7.)

The object of knowledge is lateat 1n the know-
ledge without begining; the seeing it (knowing it ) is
beginingless too. Isthere any need thatanysody should
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create anew the seer and the object to be s2en?

Fut 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 intzlligible 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
itself as the fire cannot burn itself. As the fire needs
firewood to burn and exist as fire, so consciousness
neeas object to be conscious of. As there is nothing
beyond itself it must either know itself or become un-
conscious. So the Self is forced to know itself for its
very cxistence. 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 self-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. Oiherwise 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 he 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 wealth 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 b2 heated, so the self needs
not to be conscious by something else, other than
itself. Jnaneshwar says that when the Scif wishes not
to see himself he slzeps on himself as his bed as does
the horse. As he is already all, who sees whom? but
this seeing 1is 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 arc both etzrnal and uncreate.

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 philosophy 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 accomplished it.
He says Shiva and Shaktiare exactly alike. They make
whole. But by whom the other is complete is impossi-
blz 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 yet each is a whole of which
both are parts. But that does not mean that there are

two or many wholes. Thereis only one whole of which

the other wholes 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 unity 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 Juaneshwar a could do it. He accomplished
this feat He proved it by simple exposition. How ?

We should take a concrete instance, sugar. Sugar
1is 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 sweetness. Sugar 1s sweet, but it is different
from sugar as sweetness. The noun and adjective are
diffetent. 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 does 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 of every-
thing possible and impossible-possible as possible and
impossible as impossible. The possibility becom:s
actuality by manifestation and not new creation. The
force that does it is the will, wish, desire inherent in
the Self and one with it, to s2e to know waar 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 unte-
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, 1t 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 manifest 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 sejves, 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 {ully 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 : wag g @3 7 a3 I vanEr araT |
The boast of being a devotee does not end even when
the devotee becomes one with the Supreme. Again he
says — Fal g3 @i 1 He plays alone making himself
his second which is neecded for the play. How this
1s possible, Jnaneshwar explains -

AT AT G | QA H1q0r4r I9L |

am 3@AT A2 aAruwaifa ¢ yg - (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.

gar at: ofar gfaat v

Thus Jnancshwar absorbed the philosopby 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 becomes 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 comparative 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- |
dar Agrar WENAEr 9 | WEIAId 91E gEg |
FATTE HI A qag | & ST 0 LL-Q0RR

Even though incapable, where will I go without reach-

ing (the goal) whenI am going, tracingthe foot-prints

of Vyasa and asking the Bbashyakara. Much is sought
to be made of the simple sentence of thz 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 samne works, he

emphatically asserts that the likenzss of the Saankar-

Bhashya and Jnaneshwari leads to only one conclu-

sion that the latter is following the former. As th.s

opinion is almost universally acczpted, and aczcepted

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 featuress make individuality. A completely
uncommon thing is impossible even to think. Complete
commeonalty is likewise impossible. Kumaril ( Fwrds )
says-  fafaqd fg s adq @fm@mag

TiargRfzacarsa « fadidiwgia fg
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 - smawrd 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-

arfor @1fsr gr =Y snai | saTATdY 9F qrgat qigar |

Fiforsr  wraoaqr | 73grfear 119¢—9voc
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- I neither study nor read, nor do I know
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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 ? Many such instances can be multiplied but
this one is sufficient to bring out my point.

Ther are many 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, 99 R & 3991 d9a qd 11 9¢-Quko
2§ 4% 3iatf fud | MraEr a9 0 Qe
3 AT ARET A | Nard daq fad | adar TiaE |
SR CETR IO
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 Al g g1 w49

S wfagim a5z | AilFES AT 11 3 -y

& ¥ qAvE 1 arfad g q ad

afg mwar faw 1 as @i lews

Shri Murari told youto reveal (bring out; make
explicit ) the meanings ( 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 picturesque 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 bave 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- wuza4i{=ar egar | aft asgrdr Mz qqat |

stazia aiafear Ifaqr | wau qdt § 7 =N 193-¥3

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 nof possi-
ble to discover which of the two is the original. The
attentive reader will be at a loss to understand whether
the Gecta is the epitome of the Jnaneshwari or Jnane-
shwari is the amplificatory exposition. Is this a des-
cription of following Bhashyakara?
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Asscrting his originality and independence, pe
says in ringing tones of self-confidence:

sty wze S | A A G F HR9-LN

a1 difs FQ w20 1 ad BN gF § S

rguiifa & 29 | Far=fa 13¢s
Know thus, says Shreerang, I don't say; bear this i
mind. Even if Iam to say this, am I different from
Shreeranga? Therefore, this speech ( statement )is
God’'s own one ( having the same authority and
validity as of ShreeKrishna). He who says that his
word is as self-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 ofthe
Geeta is different from that of Shankar but his philo-
sophy too is completely different, because absolutely
original. Now, I am going to show that on almost
every important point, doctrine or principle, Jnane-

shwar differs from Shankar’s Interpretation, opposes
and sometimes contradicts it.

The key-words, with which the edifice of philoso-
phy is built, have 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 jte a few instances.

. Commenting on s
without defining Jnana,
and defi

realizati
tion Jn

g afasirag 1 v-3 Shankar
goes on to speak of vijnant
nes and explains it ag fevmafgd  eamwagas ™
On or experiential knowledge and by implica
na as common or intellectnal knowledee.
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Now see what Jnaneshwar Says:

aqY s g T {3 1 fa=re wiear geer A9 )

q& SATFIY T | A AT oY

ASAT qAT qfq {09 | T 999 g fa7w7 |

qq ALY o J=AT | Ffg A 10-%
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 1s called Vijnana and to consider it ( Vijnana )
as the truth is ignorance. Here the meaning of Vijnana
is opposite to that of Shankar and ch'xracterlzev their
diffcrent 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 Bhashya on the Bramha-
sutra saying- aywaraareartg a73 fawiaga | The knowledge
of Brahma rests in the end ( becomes transformed ) in
experience. As everything else, other than Brahma, is
an illusion 1t goes without saying that the knowledge
of everything except Brahma must be illusory.

But why the knowledge-Jnana-must become
experience to become 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 p=rfectly 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.
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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-
c:ousness, 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 unmistakable. 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 gjnana, 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 knowledgz of objects is the knowledge of Reality
and hence real itself. The difterence in the conception
of ajnana in the systems of Shainkar and Jnaneshwar
1s very pronounced and articulate and is impossible
to 1esolve. In the system of Shankar ajnana is a veil,
a curtain experienced as a positive something. It is
experienced as a positive being (Bhavarupa), different
from real being-thz reality yet having s:parate exist-
ence. It can co-exist with th: SzIf 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 interpretation of these
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philosophic terms and principles is consistent with
their respective systems but would be unexplanable
if the systems are id=ntical.

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
ajrana 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
1s nothing beyond and besides consciousness to be
conscious of. Consciousness cannot be conscious of
itself. To be conscious, .the consciousness must be
unconsious before. But being already consciousness it
cannot be conscious as the fire caunot burn itself. So,
consciousness wants an object to be conscious of, as
the fire needs firewood for its existence. By knowing
the object the subject knows itself. As the eye sees
all visible things but cannot sce itself, so the Self
knows ot can know all knowable objects but cannot
know the knower. famrara #7 fastrtary 1 This unknow-
ab_lity of the SzIf is cxperienced 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 know
that it is eye and bas the power to see. Nay, it would
not know even what is seeing. So the Self does not

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

The Yogavasista says —

A Z[I WgfgagAr FaT v

AANTAFATARAT THATHATASIETT ||
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 ).
gt dfafegad: gse : d@fazfy wver 1 When there is know-
edge of an object, then only both the object and 1its
knowledge are revealed. Jnaneshwar says, this unknow-

ability ot the Self is ignorance and not any positive
ignorancs or absence of knowledge.

Shankar defines Apara Prakriti as a Avyakta,
the Pradhan of the Sankhyas with avidya superadded.
That is illusion. Jnaneshwar defires it as maya of God,

his creative energy. The difference between illusion
and nature is vivid and nceds no dilatation.

Defining Para Prakriti, Shankar says it to be
Kshetrajna. Jnaneshwar calls it the equilibrium of the
eightfold Prakriti, that is their organic unity. AsS
Shankar has only two principles for the explanation
of our experience of multiplicity, Self and illusion,
he naturally calls the apara as illusion and the
rara 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 &difa qrarar | that which does not leak, waste or
perish, what i1s indestructible-eternial. Jnaneshwar
defines it as-

S awife 57 @FR |

Fige srafa F fat | F3gom FRAY 11 <-4

ggdl aqRaur g 9rF | a7 gAata g § waaE
g ARy qred | Mgl aaE 1 -1y

S o &Y qft fawz | 37 faamifa @iz 1

@S 29 T3 | & 9@F 11 £-1%

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, zero 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 scientific meaning of this figurative state
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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
because there is no object to be conscious of and like-
wise it cannot be unconscious becaus: 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 either 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 ) of
the formless of manifesting itself. Therefore Jnane-

shwar calls it :

wa za@gatfaa 1 Mifs smear oF fraie o
It is beyond both unity or duality. This is suprara-
tion:l. When any of the opposites can be 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 Saw SJrotfE S7 1 sawal fa
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-
aFIfg @99 Aifmas a3

ATA I TGS 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.
uifa s gl | @l qifgs w1d
agr M1z Sfaa 1 sgdf= @y u

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
qedg quEg Frgw: Afalg ScaucAAE: @ 9e: o
A9 ;. AARAA |
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 Brahma. The individualized consciousness-
the self-is a natural phenomenon by ignorance which is

also natural and hence without beginning. He says in
Bramhasutra Bhashya-

azfag auzfata Aatiwisd FFaaagv: |
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 greETUHfR FISI | FERIATT A |

ATFET@IGT famor | aigl &g 11 <-29

a4t angfearfa aga feady 1 & dar agr= facaar sadr |

qar afg gAZIGdr | AR AT 11 £-8<
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 FaatRaa IQRISIAAR=ET ofcnT @ FHEET: |
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vaenTfg faaarg FeearfgFao EAEATTANT qARE
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,
cguifa wfar 9gg a faq | snfor 9dF wr0fy i 79 |
aifs srafa sudw 1| a1y SE 1 -e
T &faaato M=E | F=asdl g1 ATHIE |
fawstet S IR | d4t Alg 9 1 <-]¢

No doer i1s 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
i1s already in existence. The forms are already in the
formless in formless state breojs 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 Szlf-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 intention, 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.

aq arasqrat wfqa@y | a3t NF 1 oe-u.

The particularization of name and form, only the
Prakriti does. Prakriti is defined by Jnaneshwar as all
change, effect, motion or transformation. Change 1n
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

ness 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
1s not something that does not change with the change.
This change of forms in the unchanging formless is
called Karma which is without any actor, motive Of
objective and comes ipto 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 -
sfaad aQ fGars wmEY zﬂ%ﬁmf‘qqug |

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-

afe gra atfor gixd | 19 Sl £-3%

qF AGIAGOT S1gTA | AT AL DIF T Q1A |
ST w91 AT qiF g | fa@ifar ) ¢—30
& faavma@iwa | armsafes 1 ¢-3¢

That which, like the cloud, comes into being and is
lost, (appears and disappears ), whose existence is
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 se>m similar. But there is much differ-
ence in them as their philosophies differ. Shankar is
«ontent with defining adhibhuta as perishable only.
Faaneshwar goes further and says that oerishable 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 is stated 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 kecps 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 1is extremely subtle and also comp)etely un-
familiar. It is not possible to expose it in abstract terms.

It must be expressed in j - -
shwar. Image, the language of Jna

Jeeva is water in the form of a wave. Atman is

the water equal to the wave that supports and upholds



(35)

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
Is in a very uncongenial 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 scen 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 as<iag zfassfa 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 ( F=914%..... )
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—
T ¢ o w33 | fazg 2w of facarfa n
Fifer fzanaS a=dy | 2QF a7 1) g¢-qv o
90 G faadt s Figi \ vg gar giEs qATET N
g9 s J i 26 | Aafge T U 22-2%e

See the whole universe extensively in one part only and
even iIf 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 =wfaagidi. But Shankar with his bias of,
and predelection for, Jnana interprets the description
of the Bhaktas who got realization as that of the
Jpanis. Shree Krishna says, the path toq ualityless,

formless Brahma is difficult. Shankar interprets this

difficult path as supcrior even though Shri Krishna

says that Bhaktas reach the sa me goal as the Jnanis.
S0, Sha“_kaf}"aYs that the description of the realizec!
PCIS01s 1s of Jnanis and not of Bhakt as, ignoring sh¥f
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Krishna’s reiteration, waara sdta ¥ fxar:, the Bhaktas are
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 Bhaktj
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 :

F195Y oF Azfaa | wad= g a7 |

grrratfe fasmw - 1 gfasr & 0 _-%0 ( Amrita)
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 Sankbhyas and
1identifies 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
Erinciples are not reducible to a unitary principle.

Shankar enumerates the principles as thirty
two, twenty four held by the Sankhyas and eight held
by the Vaisheshikas as qualities of the Atman. Jnane-



(38)

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
in them as the earth remains in earthen pots. the

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

Commenting on &da: qifard aq 1 Shankar says —
7% atfwsimafale: aaaifeaca fawread | gam Sqqfag

=19, &% X aifarnfzfadsa fean | aaibrizss Fggarg
fauig assmafa azanda o

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 name 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 Self is said 10 be the object of knowledge. The
idea is this. The supreme object of knowledge is the
supreme self. But being beyond senses and understand-
INg In i's pure state, it is said that it should be made
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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 couid
not accept the omniform ( Vishwarupa ) to be real-the
form of the totality of manifested forms. But here the
supreme is said to have hands, feet evrywhere, thus with
forms, as the ultimate object of knowledge. Shankar
takes the round aboat 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 1is the
riddle to be solved? Let us see how Jnaneshwar solves
it.

araaifs 2 wifiz | A2 aFET IS

S Brar egaegat | afF 313 da 1 13-Cvo
gifor gazar g srar | oI F&T gAsar |
are gy wgotfaar ) fazaifa am n csR

The action in all gross and subtle things which
(action) i1s 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
they 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
1s, spatio-temporal world is Prakriti. Nothing happens
to the Purusha: therefore there is no time or space for
him. But, as the Prakriti 1s the creative energy of the
Purusha, time, space and incideat come out-are
manifested by and in the Purusha who is beyond them
b:cause, the ground of them. So the description of the
eaergy 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 placed before the readers

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

It comes to this. The Purusha-che 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 Prakriti is self-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 notas the creation.

As the hands of the self are everywhere because
action is everywhere, so his feet are everywhere be-
cause he has reached ail, 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 space is diflerent from the froms of
perception of Kant. Kant thinks the time and space as
forms lying already in mind in which the sense-mani-
fold is poured to make it an object 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 &dfza qurard « 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 1s 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 appears 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 Jlooks
blue but is not blue is the Reality. So the appearances
appear is a fact* They are real as appearancesis truth.
But the appearances are real but not reality is the

Reality.
Epitomizing, Jnaneshwar says -
ARy "@aq | sufafFar 47
gr anFrafala Aarg | aegar A1 1 93-%00
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-
shwgr are different in Shankar and Jnaneshwar. Their
citation 1s neither possible here nor necessary.

Be.fore 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 agrfg sfassrsg | 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-

fafazis 93a@r EATHAARAU: |

aneey s aFay gfagy fasad:

FIFY RATAT FIOAGHNSAT |

qRarfasaq  grareqararfaseqad 1
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 dcvotion, by onec-pointed attention the mnd
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is purified, the Saguna Brahma sheds its qualities and
forms, and becomes realization of Nirguna.

Shankar Vedant says that the Saguna (God) 1s
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, is real. So he says, Saguna and Nirguna

are both true and at the same time, both are ont with-
out ceasing to be two. He says.—

g HI Tl & fawtor 3
g fafor oF wifag X
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 Ajnana, 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 explain any or all objections. Padmapada says-—
a & siaagaaAd ) Toere is nothing impossible in
illusion. Acgain he says- «zq | IESrsyFqafaarsacag |
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 iguorance 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
is, 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
kvowledge 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 rcveals or exhibits. But herc the Ajnana has
exhibited tefore our eves 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 poi:on could be
churned out of the ocean of milk. But somehow it

happened. But how can kalakut be churned out of
Nectar ? How can ignoranca come out of knowledge?

Irritated and impatient, he a ks: should we call 1t

darkness that shines, enlightens bctter 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 stales it clearly by showing
why. The Self (Atman) isa mine of light, and ignorance
is dense blackness. How is thsir rzlation pa;sible?
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There can be a relation batween 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 noless 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 man-~er.

Shankar has two principles to exp'ain our
expericnce and reconcile it with his monism, Brahma
and maya{Reality and illusion ). Brahma alone is real;
maya is neither real nor unrcal. It 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 refuted. 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 that only 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 ncgative. 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 rothing. 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, is it possible
to bag the sun in darkness which is not a negation of
light but is something positive, and thus, can envelop
1t 7 Whether it is abscnce 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 easicr to do so than to envelop
the Self by Ainana. 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

1s itself nothing ?

This i1s the most convincing refutation of

Ajirana, because it takes for granted everything which
the theory of Shankar needs and shows its internal
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discrepancy.

Rejecting 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,
oitherwise it would be dependant on knowledge for its
existence, and would not be self-evident, as absolute
Reality must be. If Reality d e ds on knowledge for
its existence, then knowledge itseif will be Reality.
They would become identified. IF knowledge i1s not
Reality, it would be unreality and would not prove the
existence of Reality. Unless both arc 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 —

gAarfasr faaagay |
agaar fg fafeawar wga
How can knowledge which is other than Reality

reveal it ? Thkercfore, krowledge is by being and by
knowledge ’I’.

In this way, ignorance-Ajnana-is the unknow-
abiiity of the Self. There arc two kinds of ignorance,
the absence of knowledge or the absence of
knowable things, like tlindness. If there is no sight
or there is no visible oblect 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.
It 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, canuot sce retina, so the Self is unable to know,
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himself though knowledge himself. This is a satisfying
and silencing explanation.

Besides; 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 does not burn itself.
So the Self does not become ignorant, because it can-
not know itself. There is no nol - self to know orto be
ignorant of. So the existence of Ajnana is rationally
unthinkable. Whose existence is unthinkable, its exis-
tence i1s im» s sible.

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 Srq@at @\q | g7 qr33 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 knowlcdge of mirage and lake. To see the
ffllfage and know it as mirage is no illusion. It is the
llzgowiedge of semblance as semblance and hence valid

Owledge. 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 experience is Brahma or the world. Even

after realization, the mukta behaves exactly like other
men as if the worldis 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 imposed world on the Brahma

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

‘Making the double imposition beginningless
does not solve the question. An untruth cannot become
truth by calling it beginningless. Where the cause and
effect are reciprocal and are cxpszrienced or rational,
there only the question, which is ficst, either does not
arise or is adequately answered by beginningless. What
1s untruth today is untruth for all the time. So calling

the Jeeva and Jagat beginningless impositions does not
solve the question.

Another objectiona is : there cannot bz design
and arrangement in false imposition. Postulating an
omniscient God also does not explain the design and
arrangement because God himself is an imposition of
Avidya ( nescience ) on Brahma. lgnorance imposing
omniscience is contradictory of reason.

For all these difficulties Jnaneshwar rejected the
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 experience of Ajnana as well
as creation 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 becausz abso-
lutely necessary. How he did it, we should see.

Jnaneshwar also admitted two principles of
cxplanation, 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.

FegHY q€F AT | A/ AT FY |
qEF FEGA @Bl T a1 @ SE 1
qraEgdadd | sfq Har |z
g ATRTA T T | FEGET AT

Vastu is self-sentience, pure consciousness,
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
z“ object and know it. But it can and does appear as

lii‘;aff 3100§ and thus become an object of knowledge,
ulfilling the condition of its existence.



(52)

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 the Self 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 after knowing 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, though
really one with it. Jnaneshwar says:-

o gqufa wag | AreasAT ans 98 |
dr AT A CF A1AT 1 AAT | 94-32

When self - consciousn<ss becomes conditioned to the
dimension of the body, it seems 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 -
argfafa aray wamizra: 1 1 (the ego) 1s the first imposition.
Jnaneshwar says it is not imposition and hence false,
unreal, but it is frozen consciousness like the iceberg,
which though water, remains separate from it. Bat the
moment it is melted it becomes one with the sea by
losing its name and form which separated it from its
reality, (sta ®fse7 fa¥ 1 srgwrars 1 ) as soon as tne hard-
ness of the ego melts.

Emerging with its fund and store of desires the
ego remains in its frozen statetill the desires are satis-
fied and the energy 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 sqita f&fdr | faza dta fa
33 1 4-¥¢? 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.

o Sg what is already in existence is not created
seue manifested. Here what sees is what is seen. The
rand the seen are both sentience in forms. The
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Reality is formless, but appears as forms. The forms
exist in Reality and have no independent existence.
Jnaneshwar sums up this saying,
79 TAT ST | ATEl TRATATA ATATAT |
. adY 17 @I | IFF AT 11 9-R¥4

Seen from Reallty (the bursting enerzy of intelligence)
there is nothing else but itself alone. Then what sees
it by seeing ? Thus, both the categories of seer and
seen 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- usaaaia@ag: |
The one aloneness is the only cause of Ajnana (ignor-
ance ). He further adds: sigsta wa fg fasmar arafa
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 shlokasin 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 objectionis, 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
Maheshwaras. 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-
lates his school from Shaivagama by saying,

Arfaa 293 wadfafa rzmfa 7 wfaq
ALY axAwfaq | angeY wguit ar | 9¢-2¢Re 1l

The Joanis (Vedantins) call it self-realization, Shaivas
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call it Shaktibut we call it supreme devotion. Here the
Shaivas are clearly distipguished from "WE’’ meaning
the Nathas. Here the distinction 1s not only of name
or word but a difference 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 alrcady are.
But the goal was already reached. Then, why all this
tremendous effort, so much suffering by the manife-
stajion 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 mustremain as if separate from himself,
though one and alone. Enjoyment is impossible in
unity. So he becomes two to enjoy bimself and becomes
one in joy again and again. So Jnaneshwar says-

qir 9aq 2 49 A g | I3 TAAIHT A&7 |
&% |Y ZIFAT 1T | AT qF AT 1

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-
pama, Shiva enjoys his absolute freedom. In Jnanesh-
war, the individualized consciousness (Jeeva) enjoys
the infinite bliss of the Supreme Self in iis infinite
manifestation of forms of beauty. So the difference is

clear.

In the Anubhavamrit, Jnaneshwar says; that
Shiva also has said that knowledge is bonlage 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 :
& qEmIEEAT areq | grar 7 i 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 :
g) foa mislsar w1981 | AT AT &-43
R)  ad g wd gt 1 AW arfaqr n
araggfa sfar | gar8 a7 1 -4
}) SF AGRME a4 1T 1 -39
¥, avfx g=aifaa | usa @fas dam
qfa soitfa same | adl aEfE n 13-

1. This path, Mahesha is still traversing.

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

3. Where the penance of Shambhu falls far
short.

4. For -the sake of this ficld (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 (fawfd)
in different things and persons, Shri Krishna says-
?) T s eEfen | ) N wEeAAIHgH | 3) FooiAr argRaisfen |
(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. *

agat fg g | giwE A1 & "garf

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) seRad gagdi - | qrfe ug v Ao
aTwEHA1 AT FAI | 90T g9 & ga )
fraigwed & gL 1 F JdT 1
qedY IF SrHIfA GIABT | FAIT SFzavET fqarBn o
Tl I3 RUAAT dol 1 RGST 73T
St AT A arfasn | gaAifa sorigre 910
gaadt I3aT | gat s S
A gifad T awfaat &g L vaEz IIAFPFT FiF |

The emotion is telling and exuberant.

3) ar Fieat Afg »f\g 1 @ A T G0
ST 3aNT IGRARGT @0 | FATAGTS MFBr 43T )
oy awefa enfear 1 gam=r
AREal ABILAT A | T fqar agmEy g 7310
4 fafkas asft smfo= | agzafzgar u
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- wifefaay geaaed wfee | 90 faar J=d NFes vfE@s |
aigraradl arfas 1 fafkf= fa@

- ggueRy Iy | mfS Fargla =i |
qgledl Aa=e | Sraifg arfasy 1

~ Briefly but succinctly the life of Shri Krishna
" 18 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 Gokul,
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 <tands or falls with the explanation it
gives of the diverse maltiplicity. Shaivagama explains
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by the absolute’ freedom; ‘omnipotence 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 when
he was alone ? The Shaivgama explanation is that
Shiva becam= atomistic by his own " free will without
any constraint., The Pratyabhijnahriday says- fas ua
wziaad: 918 1 Shiva b2smirched withimala (i. ¢. 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 isin 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 casiy
see it for himszlf. He cannot conceive his conscious-
ness ‘becoming augmented or diminished or cut in
picces as atoms or points. Jnaneshwar exactly shows
this while he says

] & art w3 gai 1 I 3 30z areT o

A IHIAT SAGHT 1 915 T 3@ 11 -3

FRa A1 @afe | S @ qraegiEr a9 )

af=r & smaszd 1 T4 gafear 1 §x-1%
That touch of gold of huadred - kilos ), is the same
touch of a grain of it. Therefore, I.see no difference in
limited ( 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, 1n value. So, Jnaneshwar removes thisdeficiency

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-

. Arg wq rar o A Ad% sfameadaar o
a1 sitgen agar | fog 9df 0 -39
afAY a1Ig F AT | S aafea wafE a1 g
R) Star regicar Aarfzd | 7@ gL 1l Q=¥
3) s & geagt | ArgfEst &
¥) & & fazaras &9 | & qifas a1 JAGE |
SR AC I G RGTI IR E SR
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. 1 bave 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 tipple on the infinite ocean of sentient iiitelligence.

ST geadrg gaaifa sy faar aguag gr ard
aifor ok Sig qi2 | g9 FESIg T AZ 11 -4
st g1z waifa qdl | gAT I@ad TET T |
a:for gF a7 fedidsr | gaafs 3@ 19¢-+¢

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 Mahadco with Bhavani are
s2¢n in one point of your body and I see you also in
your-self.

Here Jnaneshwar clearly and unambiguousiy
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
consciousness. 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 in the formless imagination
but are not imzination 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 szntience, 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-

¢) FgAr faaiAY gedigdr | qearsar aEId

Sr=Ar WA | 3BT 9T 1 e-jv (Amrat)
}) dfa faaifa geatad 1 wradY qaraifaang<

aF1 a R | |@fafa g n ¢k (chang)

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 isidentically 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.

Jn_aneshwgr also employs two principles of
ation - Shiva and Shakti, but transcends them
Reality which is both at the same time and

explan
to the
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even one when they are different. He says-
qZqarAAaTd qgaar fraeauy )
&1 42 At adeacartaaa ¥ ( 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 1s 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, sszimsd wwrgarn
fragaa: the force of desire is the Vergin Uma. Shiva
Is conceived as conscious parson, 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 satisfyirg answer. What
is this play to become atomistic, with knowledge and
power reduced to a painfuldegree 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 is 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,
becausz 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 dcsire 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.

Y anfor fe=@r | aradr gatan s |
aq angfear @i a1 &G 99 0 2-¥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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himse'f that, so consciousness manifests Shiva aad
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 realas 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 I turn to Yogavasistha. This is the work
that has exercised the greatest inf luence and made the
greatest impression on Jnaneshwar. There are

unmistakable signs of this influence in his work. There

aré pumerous 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
ideas are such that there is an individual stamp on it.
Abstract ideas arc 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 experience. An unexperienced object
cannot bz made known by any amount of literary
skill. Words convey no meaning if they do not concra-
tize in cxperiznced odject. A blind man would neyer
understand w2t light aad colour are by expressign
of words.
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- The question came to give a meaningfu ldescrip-
tion of Brahma, Atman, Self. If the reader has experi-
“enceof 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 author of the 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 sce. The
Yogawasistha says - :

egrEaray gL AT gfaa) a9: |

geaed fagwrd &9 agd gIARAT: Tl
When consciousness leaves one object and is not
engrossed in another object, in between these two
states of mind, conscious:ess is experienced as subject-

objectless consciousness and that is the Supreme Self-
the pure Consciousness - The Reality. Jnaneshwar

exactly says this thus :-
T OFT STSAY IV | HAX AR q3¥ |

3 i qefrar gfez 1 Q3 ga 11 e-3¢c ( 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 is neither blind nor it sees. That
1S, without seeing it is still sight. If the Self is seen in
tl:ns way between two states of consciousness, CONs=
clousness would still be consciousness without being
F’O?SCIOus of anything, either an object or itself. This
is far more graphic and therefore eloquent. than

n‘ . i -
JEUW Lshista
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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 wwewe): 1gzaxt: 1 and so on. And Jnane-

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

) ST FAEHT AEAAT W
) F@ad arfwFd | Afas &€ 0
}) < faer A 9 anfarn | qawEE= o

1. The whole world is the lustre of Reality. That 1s;

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-

afqearsar widt q aafasdt an
29 AIZST uh qafgar

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-

S ATAT AAT TATAMY SISV | THAFT ATEATH AANBET (RIS |
qFAT A1 99 At andi | F gl g n R-393

Where all opinions understand each other and
their difference or opposition is resolved in the under-
standing of the complete unity of truth, where diff-
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 Lecla
gets realization and then instructs 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 1mag-

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,
cemates his new and then becomes the Guru of
Asuras as he says by God’s fiat- frafa : ixszadr 1 The

ordained destiny cannot be transcended. Does this
ma2ake 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 Indu and histen sons self-subsisting
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beings or were they the mental creations of Brahma-
dev? If all are self-subsisting, then, what Bramhadev
crcates? 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 1t 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 coincidas 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 brecaks dowa. All becomes
coafusion.

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-
s:rvient, 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, [ come to the utterances where there
are discrepancics and inconsistenc:es.

| FHET AMIEIET FNJEAIF TN )

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. wfrgryEa wran &9 W 9230 59 )
quaza assfa srasasgisT 1)
All thec objects are the bubbles and ripples on the
ocean of knowledge produced by Avidya (Nescience).
Here the objects are created by Avidya but are real
transformations of knowledge as the bubbles are. They

are real, not iliusory, The difference from mayavada
is clear.

3 afedfazdn sH quean aeAgeEd; )
gafa wfafaala gidia azgar: o
As the trees on the bank of a lake are reflected in its
still and clear watzars, so all the objects are reflected
in the bright and resplendent mirror of mind which
is consciousness in the mental 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
cefle tions in the mind and are the cause of them, not
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identical with them.

4. wAmaq faglo arxAassTIa9q |
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 cvidence
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 dcestroy
it at will,

Then, if we suppose a supreme mind creating,
we are all ideas in that mind and have no separate
existence and no free will. Then, we are nct thinking to
find out the truth; but the supreme mind is thinKing
that secme 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.

S. guaEeqar gFTrAEr: faaed |
g4 frgqifzaameaag snzmfe: o
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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 consc.oisness, 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 the 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. facddq ancxint anfsw=aradfasmr |
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 toconceive
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 JInaneshwar resolves the differences and
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Shows them to be complcmentary and also necessary
to the whole truth. Let us seec how ?

1. The experienced world is an illusion if it is
taken for Reality 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 lustre of the gem ( The Reality ). If the lustre is
taken for the gem, then it is illusion.

1. S aig®y qeqawn o
2. wgotfa qwadia arslq qrlgs 91§ o
dar 717 Sfaq sngd FHfT
3. ar @iy aegaar | gEgfa qrF grar
S Wt qegEf=

1. The whole world is the refulgence of the Reality.

2. liis not necessary to remove the world, to see me.
Including all the world I alonc am.

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

Thusillusion is shown to be imparfect 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 1n Jhaneshwar’s philosophy.

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
ovn 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 otharwise impossible.

3. aaufs enger 12 1 srTuai g A grA\d S
- TH FITI HIqT | AIqS fATEIT |
FUF guA | Hfegha a3
R, A1a7 gzaqer feqt | Fr gezr FrEAY gl
a3t gr 7igfa afasy 1 ady oF
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 imaginition of the self. Fiar =x 2
T3 1 Tgfa #eqa1fT @191 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
the 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
be, 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 in
describing the Vishvarupa—

gd gz & Arfaar W | @Er 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.

UA T [ZIT1FT AZIYET f=eqad

arg faatfasraer | SIHTAZERU 99 0
Oh Rama, thou great personality, solid pure consci-
ousness, it is not time for sclf-absorption. 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. [t is non-temporal. Who arc 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 divinc 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. Jnanc-
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shwar did it perfectly well.

By this comparative study, we have seen Jnane-
shwar’s philosophy In contradistinctif)n. with ot.her
systems. To give a positive account of it is the subj.ect
of a serious work. To give an epitome of it is possible
to Jnaneshwar alone.

fafg s 1% 1 3mfy gafzgasid
ATRIMAET TET 1 T2 F g 119<4-2¢o T Arwafa Y geer |

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 experieace
of objects is possible. The experience is of two kinds
only, 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 neither, being above and teyond them. It inclu-
des and transcends them.

AT gaiEEda | f o wrear o fesig o

Then, beyond dualism and monisim, [ am Self alone,
This is the gist of his philosophy.
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