The import and significance of the word
“HAT” in verse 2.61 of the Bhagavad-gita
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The import and significance of the word “HdT.”

Bhagavatpada’s interpretation of the word “AcT:’

The last word of the first line of verse 2.61 of the Bhagavad-gita is the
compound word A" which forms part of an aphoristic instruction of the
Lord — “3T®id @a:”. This write-up is an attempt in the direction of
understanding the heart of Bhagavan as to the import of this succinct, yet
profound advice. The verse under consideration occurs in the set of verses that
comprises Bhagavan’s detailed response to Arjuna’s queries about what the
marks of a sthitaprajfiia, a man of steady wisdom, are, how he speaks, sits and
moves about. Here is the verse:

Tfet G G gk ST HE: |

TR & TEATesIT qE IR Safdar | (2.61)

(Controlling all of them, one should remain concentrated on Me as the
Supreme. For the wisdom of one whose organs are under control becomes
steadfast.)

The word "AcR:’ has been interpreted by Bhagavatpada as: “Aci: & a<d:
AT T T80 | HQU /A IS i’ gfd eid 59 1“(He to whom I,
Vasudeva, the inmost Self of all, am the Supreme is ‘matparaly. The idea is he
should remain (concentrated) as, “I am not different from Him.”) Incidentally,
we have three other instances of “AAT:” occurring in the Gi#a. In 6.14, the Lord
says: “H: €W Al 9 I A" and Bhagavatpada expatiates on “AedR:” as
g T I ST AA¢:” In 18.57, the Lord says, “IqE] FEFHIT AR T A
and Bhagavatpada’s bhasya on the word ‘AR’ of this verse is: “3& AGLE: T
I&”. There is also another place where the word "AAY:” appears in its plural
form "HeGWT:’. “3 g GafOT FAMOT TR H=ET T 1(12.6) Bhagavatpada comments

upon ‘HEW:’ as, “3%@ 9 I d HEW:”. As we can note, in all the above four



instances, the compound word AL’ /"AA:" has been interpreted uniformly
by Bhagavatpada excepting that, in His commentary on verse 2.61, He has
deemed it fit to insert a sentence “A ¥ISE A" which has an obvious

advaitic connotation.

Objections against Bhagavatpada’s advaitic interpretation
The advaitic expatiation of Bhagavatpada of the word “ACR:’ viz., “A (IS8
T 3fd T Tg:” is not agreeable to the Visistadvaitins and the Dvaitins as

is evident from their writings. For instance, Sri Jayatirtha, a reputed sub-

commentator on the works of Madhvacarya writes in his sub-commentary on

the Gitz: ‘"’ TASILHLARATH | RENENIARETM, &8 — A —
("A9T:” has been interpreted as non-dual knowledge by the others (advaitins). It
is not valid. Deeming that such an interpretation does not follow the letters of
the text (Gita) it has been commented upon (by Madhvacarya) as “Me
alone...”. The idea is that the sadhaka should deem that, “I, Bhagavan alone,

am the highest of all.”

While Ramanujacarya and Sri Vedantades$ika do not convey their disagreement
with Bhagavatpada’s interpretation in so many words, Uttamur
Veeraghavachariar, a staunch ViSistadvaitin and an author of many

Visistadvaitic works, says in his “¥fH®l" to the commentary of Ramanujacarya:

gl “qIfel T G gk T A (2.61) 0 TR SITUNATCHERITY 3fd

AN, dei RYAuidd) TRzl & o W FEefd faug SchenfgRme: @hiedch
ST THAC| A J TREHCh Sid| HgeRdwh: Haieh SaHeSHHEIdid-arEshiat: |

/TEE TEIsTHE T ZgT i’ SegehHERld, | STdl TN, Zieaanior sereiifet axfed sepd A
TG JTIRERAFT JUCRddsT | Rl geimaReN Sfcad, Sfearin daw siawanie
F€ Td U FY UEAWl I APTIRENEHERERSRIE AT 3T
R b T M| B o B 21512 - | 1| - C | P = | S 2 e N MK B o2 el e

o

Thd aheAH | Al WEgThISY: WESaETd: |7 (Where the word “®ea:”” in the verse



el HATTOT HE gk S He’:” (2.61) has been interpreted as denoting the non-
difference between the jiva and the paramatman, that (too) is against what is in
the text (the Gita). The word ‘AcIU:” when expanded as “He in relation to whom
I am Superior” can only denote a person who is different from the superior

‘Me’, i.e, one different from ‘Me’. It does not refer to someone who is non-

different from Me. Even in the meanings like “Hgead®:; ‘HeEh:’ (He whose goal
is Myself, He who is attached to Me) etc., there is no room for the notion of
non-difference. Moreover, it was only in the previous verse it was uttered by
the Lord, “THaS TS W el feyadan”. Therefore, the Lord, having said that
being under the sway of the taste, the sense organs forcefully draw the mind
away now advises Arjuna the remedy. There, when Arjuna is desirous of
knowing how to control the agitating senses, how is this explanation, “Having
controlled the senses, meditate with the idea of non-difference between the Jiva
and the Supreme”, appropriate? Therefore, for controlling the agitation of the
senses, meditation on something that captivates one’s heart is to be prescribed.
That is why it is to be interpreted here that the Lord advises a sadhaka,
“Meditating on My divinely auspicious form, eradicating the impurities in the

senses, be intent on what is to be meditated upon”.

Even a staunch advaitin like Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati, a famed commentator

on the Gita, chooses to interpret the word ‘A’ as, “HAX 3fdl - 3 Fato EITE@E[

T W IHE JUET: 96 §@ A | THIAHER: EOAKS (He is called matparah to
whom I, Vasudeva, alone, the Self of all, am the Supreme, the most excellent

goal to be attained. That is to say, he should be absolutely devoted to Me.)

Sri Dhanapati Stri, the author of the sub-commentary “Bhdsyotkarsa-dipika’
who usually makes it a point to critically analyse the writings of Sri
Madhusudana Saraswati or Sri Nilakantha whenever they make statements

that are radically different from that of Bhagavatpada’s, keeps silent on this



occasion for reasons known only to him; nor does He try to justify the bhasya

or bring out its excellence. He merely restates the bhasya passage!

Thus, when none of the independent commentators of the Gita we have
considered here share Bhagavatpada’s view and even the sub-commentators of
Bhagavatpada do not defend or praise His interpretation but only re-state His
words, one gets curious to understand why Bhagavatpada chose to interpret
the verse in the way He did. Moreover, it is not in all the four instances of the
occurrence of the word ‘AU’ that Bhagavatpada has provided the additional
advaitic remark. As seen earlier, for verse 18.57, we do not find His additional
advaitic explanation. In view of this, an opponent of the Advaita school could
even opine that Bhagavatpada is inserting advaitic flavour into the verse. Thus,
a thorough analysis of the various interpretations seems necessary for us to
appreciate how Bhagavatpada’s commentary alone represents the heart of

Bhagavan.

Interpretation of the word ‘AT’ by the ViSistadvaitins
Ramanujacarya, in his commentary on the Bhagavad-gita, does not specifically

expatiate on the word “‘AAT:". However, he does talk about the role of ‘A" in

good detail. “fITATGRRTIRAT erTeifecaTil HEE Jed: FPNSFRT AR H: STaer
r\: :fﬂl [aN c\\g_l%r\(‘ ~ r\Qa I N r\oq:lh o

TFRN Fid | Tl TRAfesd e IFHGRA™ SHEfI 17 (One has to conquer the senses
which are difficult to subdue on account of their attachment to sense objects.
So, focusing the mind on Me who am the only auspicious object for meditation,
let him remain steadfast. When the mind is focused on Me as its object, then
such a mind, purified by the burning away of all impurities and devoid of
attachment to the senses, is able to control the senses. Then the mind, with the

senses under control, will be able to experience the Self.)



From the commentary, it is clear that Ramanujacarya has taken the word-
ordering of the first line of verse 2.61 as it is found in the original text- “aTfd
waif g g MEd T”. From the commentary, it is also clear that
Ramanujacarya takes ‘AIE’ to mean focusing of one’s mind on the Lord in
order for it to be cleansed of impurities; a purified mind is what can control the
senses completely. Vedantadesika, the reputed author of 7atparya-candrika, a
sub-commentary on Ramanujacarya’s Gifa-bhasya interprets the words
“FPNHDIA AR as follows: “HeR T FHUEARIH-fHEer fie psaeree
g g fagaq 1~ Sri Vedantadesika clarifies that the greatness of the
auspicious form of the Lord is what is intended to be conveyed by Bhagavan
when He says “HAcU:” and that is what has been explained by Ramanujacarya as
‘...focusing the mind on Me who am the only auspicious object for meditation,

let him remain steadfast.”

Bellamkonda Sri Ramaraya, a staunch advaitic writer, in his sub-commentary

Bhasyarkaprakasa on Bhagavatpada’s bhasya, attacks the position of the

Visistadvaitins: “3x] A JAEREMISE AR A-ISTEATAT THIGH: driweH — Raavered

AT AR EEMIRUNSHRIEN — Alg GrgHGaalicHa e ceIdys: HigRNHIH The™

S — Hicdaed fHEATETd, Fedaied HIANMTET, FRHTSEEMTE Ficdaed giumsharidl
g @ede™ |7 (Ramanuja’s explanation of ‘matparah’ as “...focusing the mind on

4

Me who am the only auspicious object for meditation...” is stupid because
there is no possibility of the sarhkhya, a man of stable wisdom, being engaged
in dharana or dhyana just like a yogin. Moreover, the man of stable wisdom,
who is a knower of Brahman of the nature of Existence, Consciousness and
Bliss, does not specially imagine some form on the Self and meditate on it, for
what is imagined is only false, imagination involves strain and there will also

be misery because the imagined form does not remain for long on account of its

momentary nature.)



Possible objections against Sri Ramaraya’s rebuttal of Ramanujacarya’s view
Sri Ramaraya’s position is that a man of stable wisdom will not meditate on
[svara with form and so, Ramanujacarya’s explanation of “AE’ is flawed.
Unfortunately, however, even to an advaitin, this reason, advanced by Sri
Ramaraya to attack the view of the VisSistadvaitins, may not seem sufficient for
the purpose. Besides, a person who has not understood the idea behind Sri
Ramaraya’s words can object as follows: If a man of stable wisdom, while
embodied, can continue to remain in the world of names and forms, sit, talk,
move about and give advices to his disciples, heavens will not fall if he were to
engage in the worship of /Svara with form. In the question of Arjuna itself, we
find him asking the Lord as to how a sthitaprajiia would sit, talk and go about.
Many are the verses in the Gita instructing us as to how a man of wisdom will
conduct himself in the world. After all, all the transactions of a jivanmukta
pertain to the gamut of ‘&fedd -imagined’ as he does not act at all, in reality.
Here are some verses from the Gitaitself that would vouch for this:
HNATCATCHT el = foserd | (5.7)

3 PRI gt Aedd dxafad |

T, R T A TR AL L (5.8)

ST ot et St Ffieratf

gegraTUitegaely Foivd 3f RE I (5.9)

(The Self of all beings does not become tainted even while performing actions.

Remaining absorbed in the Self, the knower of Reality should think, “I certainly
do not do anything’, even while seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, eating,
moving, sleeping, breathing, speaking, releasing, holding, opening and closing
the eyes — remembering that the organs function in relation to the objects of the

organs. )

Did not Lord Krsna, the Gitacarya, Himself, engage in severe penance to

propitiate Lord Siva and obtain His divine sight? Can any one say that Lord
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Krsna was not a Brahmavif? In the Anusasanika-parvan of the Mahabharata,
the Lord Himself explains His penance: (I liked the description of the fapas and
the darsan of Lord Siva in the words of Lord Krsna Himself and so I am
including this wordy narrative. This portion, which is enclosed in square
brackets and runs to a full page, could be skipped while reading, as it is not
required for the analysis on hand.) [“Eight days, O Bharata, passed there like
an hour, all of us being thus occupied with talk on Mahadeva. On the eighth
day, I underwent the diksa (initiation) according to due rites, at the hands of
that brahmana and received the staff from his hands. I underwent the
prescribed shave. I took up a quantity of kusa blades in my hand. I wore rags
for my vestments. I rubbed my person with ghee. I encircled a cord of murja
grass round my loins. For one month I lived on fruits. The second month I
subsisted upon water. The third, the fourth and the fifth months I passed,
living upon air alone. I stood all the while, supporting Myself upon one foot
and with my arms also raised upwards, and foregoing sleep all the while. I
then beheld, O Bharata, in the firmament, an effulgence that seemed to be as
dazzling as that of a thousand Suns combined together. Towards the centre of
that effulgence, O son of Pandu, I saw a cloud looking like a mass of blue hills,
adorned with rows of cranes, embellished with many a grand rainbow, with
flashes of lightning and the thunder-fire looking like eyes set on it. Within that
cloud was the puissant Mahadeva Himself of dazzling splendour,
accompanied by his spouse Uma. Verily, the great Deity seemed to shine with
his penances, energy, beauty, effulgence and His dear spouse by His side. The
puissant Mahesvara, with His spouse by His side, shone in the midst of that
cloud. The appearance seemed to be like that of the Sun in the midst of racking
clouds with the Moon by His side. The hair on my body, O son of Kunti, stood
on its end, and my eyes expanded with wonder upon beholding Hara, the
refuge of all the deities and the dispeller of all their grief. Mahadeva was

adorned with a diadem on his head. He was armed with his §7/a. He was clad

11



in a tiger-skin, had matted locks on His head, and bore the staff of the hermits
in one of His hands. He was armed with His pindka and the thunderbolt. His
teeth were sharp-pointed. He was decked with an excellent bracelet for the
upper arm. His sacred thread was constituted by a snake. He wore an excellent
garland of diversified colours on His bosom that hung down to His toes.
Verily, I beheld Him like the exceedingly bright moon of an autumnal
evening.” Lord Krsna, the world teacher Himself, who had mediated on Lord
Shiva for months together, describes thus how the fruit of His penance, the

divine sight of the Lord was. ]

Instances such as these could be culled from the /tihasas and the Puranas as
also from the lives of saints who were knowers of Brahman to show that
Brahmavits could and did mediate on the Lord with form. It is not something
‘impossible” in their case. Of course, in lighter vein, it could be said that the
Visistadvaitins would not have cited this incident from the Anusasanika-
parvan to rebut the view of Sri Ramaraya as this episode portrays Lord Visnu

as propitiating Lord Siva. Be that as it may.

In the Mahabharata itself, we read an incident where Bhishma’s mind was
intently fixed on the Lord while he was on the bed of arrows. One morning,
Dharmaraja went to Krsna in order to pay homage. He found Krsna seated in
the padmasana (lotus seat) pose, meditating deeply, with teardrops rolling
over His cheeks. Dharmaraja wondered whom He was meditating upon. At
last, when Krsna opened His eyes, he dared ask Him the question and Krsna
replied that He was exulting over the devotion of a great soul towards Him. He
said that it was no other than Bhisma, whose mind was intently fixed on Him

even while he was on the bed of arrows. Was not Bhisma a brahmavif?

12



There is another argument to repudiate the reason advanced by Sri
Bellankonda Ramaraya. The verse under discussion, “dlfd HAIT T~ is not
about a man of stable wisdom, a sthitaprajfia, but pertains to a sadhaka who is
endowed with the knowledge of the Self and is marching on his way to become
a sthitaprajfia. Otherwise, the advice in the form of specific instructions of the
Lord, “Controlling all these (sense organs)...” etc., would be purposeless. On
that count, a ViSistadvaitin may be justified in asking Sri Ramaraya why a
sadhaka should not meditate on the Lord with form in order to control his
senses and become fit to engage himself in the meditation of the Atman. We

will see more of this in the sequel.

Sri Uttamur Veeraraghvachariyar’s rebuttal of Sri Ramaraaya’s view

We have already seen that Sri Uttamur Veeraraghavachariyar, in his ¥ to
the book containing the commentary of Ramanujacarya and the sub-
commentary of Sri Vedantadesika, clarifies the position of the Visistadvaitins,

while counter-attacking the rebuttal of Sri Ramaraya. He writes, ”?J?{['El =

TN S I AT A (2.61) S5 AEead SITUeHICHRT 2 SRed Y, aai
Reafaaiian) Ao & of o Fefefd e IcpenfaRe: @hedes 2dard smdd) =
d @REEch 2l Hgeaa®: Aeth ScaarslSERgIdId-aTahRT: | s /Taas (EisHe
W 7Y add’ RIS, | oTdl TEERd, Sfesaror et aXfed SR W gegeE
AONERENT JUEAAST | qHfesqeiMIRER Pfcld, Sfeafil Hoe SHaReErTEH & 3fd
U F TEAR| H: ARG NEAR R aEgAMHA IR | 3d: A AeHE e e
PIHTE I T e EaeEsA e WagaieRiid Shd aherd, | 3l

[

FAghISY: TESIET: 1”7 (Where the word ‘A" in the verse “dlfel @101 €4 ek

M T’ (2.61) has been interpreted as denoting the non-difference between
the jiva and the paramatman, that (too) is against what is in the text (the Giz3).
The word ‘A" when expanded as “He in relation to whom I am Superior”
can only denote a person who is different from the superior ‘Me’, i.e, one

different from ‘Me’. It does not refer to someone who is non-different from Me.
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Even in the meanings like “HgERT®:” ‘Hgeh:” (He who is intent on me, He who
is attached to Me) etc., there is no room for the notion of non-difference.
Moreover, it was only in the previous verse it was uttered by the Lord, TS
TSI W 2=l feyadan”. Therefore, the Lord, having said that being under the
sway of the taste, the sense organs forcefully draw the mind away now advises
Arjuna the remedy. As such, when Arjuna is desirous of knowing how to
control the agitating senses, how is this explanation, “Having controlled the
senses, meditate with the idea of non-difference between the Jiva and the
Supreme”, appropriate? Therefore, for controlling the agitation of the senses,
meditation on something that captivates one’s heart is to be prescribed. That is
why it is to be interpreted here that the Lord advises a sadhaka, “Meditating on
My divinely auspicious form, eradicating the impurities in the senses, be intent

on what is to be meditated upon”.

A major reason behind the interpretation of “AI:” by Ramanujacarya
Ramanujacarya seems to think that there is a major reason why ‘Zf&a=T&’ can
be had only through meditation on Bhagavan. Let us read the pertinent verses
and then revisit his view on the matter. The first verse in the set of verses
dealing with the sthitaprajnalakshanasis:

USRI 91 HIHFEEITE HARTaH |

AT TB: ReFavzRagr=d |l (2.55)

(O Partha, when one fully renounces all the desires that have entered the mind,
and remains satisfied in the Self alone by the self, then, he is called a man of
steady wisdom.)

¥q1 Held = @:ﬁS?ﬂfﬁH e |

gfeganiUTiegaTEREeT T Sy | (2.58)

(And when this one fully withdraws the senses from the objects of the senses as
a tortoise wholly (withdraws) the limbs, then his wisdom remains established.)

o oo C N \c\zl
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e

T TEISeE T 2l feadd ) (2.59)
The objects recede from an abstinent man, with the exception of the taste (for

them). Even the taste of this person falls away after realizing the Absolute.

Tl Y Hied ToSe faaa: |

gfeaioT ST EXfed T |4: ) (2.60)

(As is well-known, O son of Kunti, the turbulent organs violently snatch away
the mind of an intelligent person even when he is striving diligently.)

In His commentary on the above verse, Ramanujacarya argues: “wa’éum

aTIFHQfFIT‘rﬂ?I dild-l@?ﬂ*i IleaaSTaTEH, S SISl gl | (Thus, the subduing of

the senses depends on the vision of the Self and the vision of the Self depends
on the subduing of the senses. Consequently, i.e, because of the mutual

dependence, firm devotion to knowledge is difficult to achieve.)

The next verse, the one under our discussion (T .. .), is what according to
Ramanujacarya solves this problem of the aforesaid mutual dependence. In his
commentary for this verse which we have already seen, Ramanujacarya says:
e e IR RS TgRhadl goaT sl Sar e A
ST FATEd: ST | FAR AT & RIS e AR 7
SfeaTOT TR FU(G T axAleed A9 FHRE SEfd 11”7 (With a desire to

overcome this mutual dependence (between the subduing of the senses and
vision of the self), one has to conquer the senses which are difficult to subdue
on account of their attachment to sense objects. So, focusing the mind on Me
who am the only auspicious object for meditation, let him remain steadfast.
When the mind is focused on Me as its object, then such a mind, purified by the
burning away of all impurities and devoid of attachment to the senses, is able
to control the senses. Then the mind with the senses under control will be able
to experience the self.) Thus, the mutual dependence in the advice of the Lord

makes it mandatory for one to resort to the Lord for sense control.

15



To sum up the position of the Visistadvaitins up to this, it could be said that
they take ‘A’ to mean focusing of one’s mind on the divinely auspicious
form of the Lord in order for the mind to be cleansed of impurities; a purified
mind is what can control the senses completely and then engage in atma-
dhyana for the vision of the self. Thus, a sadhaka engaged in nididhyasana on
the A#man should first resort to meditation on Bhagavan for restraining his

senses.

A Critical Analysis of the View of the ViSistadvaitins

The following analysis is attempted at without questioning the position of the
Visistadvaitins that “AAY:” is not about non-difference between the jiva and the
Paramatman. The idea is to ascertain whether the interpretation proposed by
them is consistent within their own framework and does not conflict with the
teachings of Bhagavan.

The very first impression one gets even at a superficial glance of the
Visistadvaitins” viewpoint that ‘AcIU:” indicates meditation on the auspicious
form of the Lord for the control of the senses is that the idea does not flow
directly from the words of Bhagavan. One could be a ‘A@X’, i.e., a person who
regards Bhagavan as the Supreme, but it does not mean he would be
meditating on Bhagavan just because he is a ‘A", As for the words ‘&:” or
‘I, they do not specify on whom or what the focus should be. ‘g:’ merely
means, “being integrated or absorbed”. Even when the words ‘A’ and ‘&
I’ are read together, they do not directly specify what Ramanujacarya says.

Thus, Ramanujacarya’s interpretation of the first line of the $loka,”<d®:

o o ° e

@:" ~ q]r?\q_ q:[: ~ [ a NN ?31?-[ ~ ¢ a N o .
A Ifegart] WEaae w0 | ddl axdiesd A9 SfcHeaME WA’ as well as Sri

Vedantadesika’s additional comment ‘[GeaHgSITe” appear to be forced ones. In
his notes, Sri Uttamur Viraraghavacharya says that the meditation

recommended for a person who begins afma-dhyana is on the
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divyamarigalavigraha of the Lord and that the meditation prescribed for one
who has had atma-saksatkara is on the divya-atma-svrapa of Bhagavan. How
is one supposed to understand from “H:” that the divya-marigala-vigaraha

and not the divya-atma-svripa of Bhagavan has to be meditated on?

Bhagavan does not specify that the meditation prescribed is on His form
The Visistadvaitins may argue that even though there is no specific word ARV
to indicate the object of meditation, it can be inferred from the context. The
answer is that the context is meditation on the A#¢man, which the
Visistadvaitins too accept, and hence, one cannot arrive at an arbitrary
conclusion that the Lord has currently changed the object of meditation from
Atman to the divine form of Himself just because there is the word “AGC:" A
further question that arises is whether Bhagavan would stop with a not-so-
specific ‘AL type of indirect upadesa, it He wanted to impart an advice such
as “Meditate on Me”, when the context is meditation on the At¢man. The
answer is ‘No’, for we see in the Gita that whenever Bhagavan wants the
devotee to keep his mind focused on Him, He has not shied away from
specifically saying so. Do we not come across the Lord’s advice, “F&d #4
M AR g 21 “(B.G.12.8) (Fix the mind on Me alone; in Me alone rest the
intellect)? So, it is very unlikely that He would have merely said ‘AMT:’ to
advise the sadhaka to focus on Him. Let us consider the following verse:

Tl FRHITT A T Few: |

JrEANTANH HiE: Fdd ¥ | 18.57

(Mentally surrendering all actions to Me (Sl HIFRHINT AR HE) and
accepting Me as the Supreme (AZH:) ever remain as (9dd ¥d) someone whose
mind is fixed on Me (|f=:) by resorting to buddhiyoga (FFEAFTANNE). Here,
Bhagavan does not require us to supply a ‘A’ before “H=EX just because there
is already a ‘HAY:’ In other words, Bhagavan does not stop with saying

T, Iad IR G |7 He employs the word ‘AR also. Further, He
ploy
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does not seem to think that the word ‘A’ itself is sufficient to ask a sadhaka
to concentrate on Him but that some other specific advice “Af&:: ¥’ is required
to make the devotee think of Him. If according to Ramanujacarya, however,
‘A itself is sufficient to prescribe the focusing of one’s mind or thoughts on
Bhagavan, the word “Hd:” occurring in tandem along with ‘A&’ in this
verse would be an instance of tautology on the part of Bhagavan. Thus, as
Bhagavan, whenever He wants the devotee to meditate on Him, clearly
specifies it, He would have done so in verse 2.61 also, if only His intention was
to ask the sadhaka to meditate on His form. Hence, it could be concluded that
as far as words of the verse 2.61 are concerned, Bhagavan'’s intention does not
seem to recommend to the devotee to meditate on His holy form. However, the
Visistadvaitins aver that before meditating on the jivatman one should
meditate on the form of Bhagavan for the purpose of effecting control over

one’s senses.

The words, per se, of the “qIfe G, ..” verse need not directly lead one to the
interpretation of the Visistadvaitins, but if their theory is immaculate, fits the
context and is in consonance with the words of Bhagavan, they would be
justified in adding a word or two when interpreting the verse. After all, any
commentator’s job is to interpret the words of the original text in some
perspective. Taking this stance, the ViSistadvaitins may add a word or two to
interpret “HA:"”. It is perhaps with this in mind that Ramanujacarya argues

that “feae™ SMHERITIA SHeaH, Sfeas@ndag, sfd el g=me | (The

subduing of the senses depends on the vision of the self and the vision of the
self depends of the senses. Consequently, i.e, because of the mutual
dependence, firm devotion to knowledge is difficult to achieve.)
Ramanujacarya says that this problem of mutual dependence is what prompted
the Lord to ask the sadhaka to meditate on Him. Thus, the word ‘HQT:’ in the

“qifel FAMO...” verse must be interpreted as pointing to the meditation on the
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Lord’s form in order to solve the problem that the sadhaka is facing. Let us see
whether this explanation is tenable.

Dilution of the meaning of the words “ali« GaifoT W=, ..”

Bhagavan’s words are: “dlfd HAfT G99 Ik M6 AL, The direct meaning of
the words that one gets is that a sadhaka should first control his senses before
he sits for meditation. Note the presence of the word ‘&’ with a ‘lyap”
pratyaya which means what action that is indicated before the ‘/yap’ pratyaya
must have happened prior to what follows it. In the verse under consideration,
the Lord directs the sadhaka to control his senses first. Unfortunately,

therefore, the ViSistadvaitins’ view that one has to first focus one’s mind

exclusively on the divine form of the Lord ‘for the sake of controlling the

indriyas’is contentious. If a person, in accordance with the words, el FaTT
I, has controlled his senses before meditating on the Atman, he need not
have to meditate on the Lord’s form for controlling his senses once again; that

would be purposeless.

Perhaps envisaging the above possible objection, Vedantadesika offers a
diluted interpretation for the word "&’. He interprets ‘&’ as: “EHIwld
e feERuMHEHS=A" (Control here refers merely to the restraint of contact
with the objects). Thus, he has diluted the scope of the word ‘@I’ to simple
avoidance of contact with the objects. Before we proceed to see if this
explanation would help the ViSistadvaitins, let us take a look at the previous
verse:

fersr farferada ferrereea 3fem: |

TS e R Ty e 1 (2.59)

(The objects recede from an abstinent embodied being, with the exception of

the taste (for them). Even the taste of this person falls away after realizing the

Absolute.)
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Here, the Lord does not seem to consider objects receding from anyone,
whosoever it is, a big deal as He Himself has said that even a person merely
engaged in some austerity is able to abstain from objects. Actually, the taste,
‘W&’ or hankering for the objects must go - that is what is important - and that,
He says, happens when the self (the jivatman, according to Ramanujacarya) is
realized. Having seen this in just the previous verse, how can the
Visistadvaitins claim that ‘@99’ means merely avoiding contact with objects,
the effort needed for which seems to be trivial even when compared to the

effort putin by a ﬁ‘:@f{@?

In any case, if “dli HAUT EG=...”, means mere avoidance of contact with
objects, the Lord need not even have made a mention of it for it is automatically
implemented by any one who wants to engage in meditation. It is just stating
the obvious. Thus, Bhagavan could have avoided these three words and simply
said “Jh A FGL” (Sit integrated, deeming Me the Supreme). After all, when
one’s mind is supposed to be focused on the Lord’s form (or for that matter,
any form), one need not be told that he should not simultaneously be enjoying
music. Thus, the explanation of Vedantadesika renders the first pada of the

verse absolutely trivial and useless!

The Visistadvaitins might wish to interpret TR ERUEE mentioned by
Sri Vedantadesika as indicating a decent level of I(~Z@«¥& and not mere
avoidance of sense objects. Even then, the situation does not get any better for
them. Because the sadhaka can straightaway go and meditate on the Atman
instead of engaging in some intermediary meditation the purpose of which is
to make him fit for the meditation on the A¢man. Also, has not the Lord said in
the “fawan fafad=d...” verse that the hankering, the W1, goes away once the
Atman is seen? If some good sense-control is accomplished by the sadhaka

himself and the final control, namely the removal of the “taste’ is achieved by
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(jiva)atma-darsana, any intermediary meditation on the Lord’s form for

controlling the senses becomes irrelevant. Thus, the word “AAY:” would become

meaningless for the Visistadvaitins. Also, does not the theory of the
Visistadvaitins degrade the meditation on the Lord’s form as they make it

useless by their own logic?

The declaration “THasl TSR & o feadq” rendered useless!

If on the other hand, if it is held that the final ‘/SaFT™’ can be obtained by
meditation on the form of Lord only, what is the value that the Visistadvaitins
attach to the Lord’s categorical averment: T TEISTHE T T fradd”? Let us

briefly discuss this. Ramanujacarya has said, “=ad: ZHISERIA AR 7 IFTEH

o~ A\F"%r\v ~ f\Qa P N r\o‘:l:l'\ o o \r\l
il aRdfegd A SMHME SEla” — Let us look at the word ‘[SamERiEd’. If the

meditation on Bhagavan’s form is what makes the mind pure and free from the
raga for objects (MEaUENIE), then the statement of Bhagavan, “THESt TS
TG ferarda” gets disregarded, isn’t it? Because Ramanujacarya has said that the
focus on subhadsraya makes the mind pure which, in turn, makes the mind get

rid of ‘TAV. He himself equates ‘T&:" with ‘A" when he comments on the

TETSH verse: “TH: T | FFEREN 9 fadd 29| WHseHEaEY g o gad
Bl f@dd | Thus, Bhagavan’s categorical statement TS TEISTHE T T ferareia”

gets disregarded.

Notwithstanding Ramanujacarya’s above interpretation, if the Visistadvaitins
would say that it is not the ultimate sense-control, (W)™ but some
intermediary sense-control is what is facilitated by the meditation on the
divine-form of the Lord, and therefore, they are not disregarding the statement
of the Lord “THISTE T TFI fadd”, then the following situation would arise. An
example would make it simple to appreciate. Let us suppose that a clerk

earning a monthly salary of Rs 5000 works hard and pleases his top boss, the
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Managing Director, and gets rewarded with an increase in the salary to the
tune of Rs. 500 per month. Subsequent to this promotion, he continues to work
hard, but this time around, he pleases his immediate boss and gets promoted to
the position of a Vice President with a salary of Rs 1,00,000 p.m. Outlandish, is
it not? Similar is the situation when a sadhaka meditates on Bhagavan’s
divinely auspicious form and earns a lower reward called ‘sense-control” and
when the very same person meditates on the jivatman and realizes him, he gets
the highest and most coveted award, namely ‘removal of hankering’. Is this not
an oddity? This is because the Visistadvaitins dilute the meaning of the word
‘U as jivatman just because they would not want atma-dhyana to culminate in

the saksatkara of the Supreme.

To sum up the entire argument, if meditation on Bhagavan’s divyamargala-
vigraha itself / only will remove ‘fa¥@ET, which is something that Bhagavan
has never spoken in the set of verses under consideration or anywhere else in
the Gita, then the open averment of the Lord, “q ol l%laﬁ'?l”, becomes
meaningless and useless. If meditation on the Lord is going to result in some
intermediary sense-control, which is much less than what atma-dhyana can
result in, it should not be acceptable to the ViSistadvaitins, as the situation
depicts meditation on the Lord’s form in poor light. Again when T s
going to remove ‘fISRNEV, an intermediate meditation on Bhagavan for
removing ‘[T is irrelevant. To say that meditation on the Lord’s form
removes ‘fA¥EET and, subsequently, ‘W@ also will remove ‘REERET is
absurd. Is it not patent that the Visistadvaitins are not helping their cause by
taking what is not in the Gita (31%d-%<9) and disregarding what is explicitly
stated by Bhagavan (A-IRAWT)?
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Now dlf«l Gt §9%= is Rendered Meaning]less!

One important view-point of Ramanujacarya is that a person should focus his
mind on the Lord in order to conquer his senses and that there will be danger if
he exerts himself towards sense control, sans dhyana on the Lord’s form. On
this count, we could unhesitatingly say that Ramanujacarya’s interpretation of
‘A for sense-control makes the first pada of the verse, “alf HEIT T
meaningless. Ramanujacarya categorically says this in His commentary on the

following verse of the second chapter:

AR JETTHEA A TIHET AT |

9 FAEEQ: FMea@ad $d: GaH, | (2.66)
(There is no wisdom for the unintegrated, and there is no meditation for the
unsteady man. And for an unmeditative man there is no peace. How can there

be happiness for one without peace?)

Ramanujacarya writes: “HY HEAGAANETE @a SxdeAd Tgaed Faag
TATSRRTCRTISET gg; A Tcedld | STd T el aglal 9 7 §=7aMd ... (In him who does not
focus on Me but is engaged in the control of senses by his own exertion, the
buddhi or the right disposition that is considered the pure (different from
body) self never arises. Therefore, meditation on the self is not attained by
him.) Of course, one cannot help asking the ViSistadvaitins how this verse
gives rise to the above interpretation of Ramanujacarya. Be that as it may. In
any case, this becomes another evidence to show that the Visistadvaitins are
disagreeing with the words “dTf HATT EF=” of the Lord as Ramanujacarya

says one should never try to control his senses by oneself!

The ‘mutual-dependence problem’ does not need Ramanujacarya’s
solution
We saw while stating the viewpoint of the ViSistadvaitins that Ramanujacarya

argues that there is a major reason why Zd®& can be had only by

meditation on Bhagavan. We saw him aver thus: “T&#H Ifea Ty dild-lqaclrll\‘i'\ﬂ
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dild-lc{:eidﬂ Ifeg @A, 3 SAfemT gl |l (Thus, the subduing of the senses
depends on the vision of the self and the vision of the self depends of the
senses. Consequently, i.e, because of the mutual dependence, firm devotion to
knowledge is difficult to achieve.) Ramanujacarya says that this problem of
mutual dependence is what prompted the Lord to ask the sadhaka to meditate
on Him first. In his commentary for the “dli HA” verse, Ramanujacarya says
e v GRS (SN gthad g2l Sae Sad sengd At &=
ST FIRE: STl | HAf AT | fgrarRisswersean fdiged R 7e
FeaTOT TR FU(G | Tl aRAieed A9 cHRME SEfd 117 (With a desire to

overcome this mutual dependence (between the subduing of the senses and
vision of the self,) one has to conquer the senses which are difficult to subdue
on account of their attachment to sense objects. So, focusing the mind on Me
who am the only auspicious object for meditation, let him remain steadfast.
When the mind is focused on Me as its object, then such a mind, purified by the
burning away of all impurities and devoid of attachment to the senses, is able
to control the senses. Then the mind with the senses under control will be able

to experience the self.)

At first blush, the argument of Ramanujacarya may seem difficult to tackle.
However it is not the case. Interestingly, Sri Anandagiri, the sub-commentator

on Bhagavatpada’s bhashya, raises this very same objection and rebuts it as

under: C5 R <15 = ot ot S O | AT TACT R TE:
ha¥ N o\ haY el N =N ’ o 3 ]%W ﬁam o N ha¥ N
[N ~ [N < o NN N N <
ATddd, dd EETHIATIT GEHEY T GIcH ] IdQ‘t‘ﬂLNTIficd(d(I%Md("‘-l?aI: |

(If it be held that attachment cannot be eliminated without the knowledge of
Brahman and at the same time, that the knowledge of Brahman cannot arise for
a person with attachment, there arises a vicious circle. No, (what is meant here
is that) the gross attachments are eliminated through discrimination which

restrains the senses from being overpowered by objects. And the full
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knowledge arising thereof eliminates the subtle inclinations as well. Hence,

there is no vicious circle involved.)

The point to be noted here is that there is actually no vicious cycle as pointed
out by Ramanujacarya which can be solved only by bringing in the focus of the
mind on the Lord’s form; in fact, there are many problems associated with such

an interpretation. As Sri Anandagiri says, a sddhaka, thanks to his

HTHICATIE®ST 95T, would first control his gross attachments by himself to the
extent that they do not drag the mind towards sense objects and then could
engage his mind in nididhyasana; with more and more practice in meditation
he achieves complete mastery over the senses and finally he wins the
saksatkara of the Self. It is then that even the hankering or the seed of desires
also goes away and his indriyas are said to be in total control. [We will see this
in greater detail when discussing Bhagavatpada’s commentary for “AU’]
Thus, the vicious-circle problem could even be solved in the way Sri
Anandagiri has done and, in it, there are no complications that would have
arisen had the Visistadvaitins’s contention that the verse 2.61 is suggestive of
meditation on the Lord’s form for one to control his senses been accepted. We

will dwell on this issue when we discuss the commentary of Bhagavatpada.

Is no sense-control required for meditating on I$vara’s form?

There is a major question that would remain to be answered if the words of the
Lord,“dlfe Haloll H#98=” are disregarded. Is meditation so easy? Should not
control of the senses decidedly precede any steadfast meditation even though it
may be on a saguna object viz., the divyamarigala vigraha of Bhagavan? Does
not ”%ﬁﬂ:@ﬂﬂmﬁ A T4: YA TR A (Focusing the mind on Me
who am the only auspicious object for meditation, let him remain steadfast)
advocated by Ramanujacarya require some decent sense-control as a

prerequisite? If focusing one’s mind on God, which results in one conquering
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the senses, is easily achieved sans any decent sense-control, would not
meditation become as easy as pie? If that be the case, who will spend time on
Sama or dama? If, on the other hand, meditation requires sense-control as a
pre-requisite, then, do we not end up in an infinite regress without being able
to decide on which is to be accomplished first - meditation or sense-control?
Thus, knowingly or unknowingly, Ramanujacarya manages to have succeeded
in creating a new vicious circle when trying to solve a circle which he claimed

the Lord’s words have created!

In the light of what we saw, if the Visishtadvaitin does not accept any
reasonable sense-control before meditation on the Lord’s form, the first pada of
the verse would be rendered useless; their insistence on meditation on the Lord

to get ‘FISERITS’ renders the “THAS IS W 8T fFadd” purposeless.

An accomplished karma-yogin would have perfected his dhyana on
saguna-isvara

If the Visistadvaitins would say that it is not for control of the mind and senses
but only for aiding atma-dhyana that they are asking the sadhaka to focus on
Bhagavan’s form, even then it would not help their cause. The Visistadvaitins
do say that meditating on the divyamarigalavigraha of the Lord captivates the
mind more than does the formless Self and so one should first try to meditate
on the Lord’s form in order that his subsequent efforts to see the formless Self
bear fruit. Indeed, this is what Sri Uttamur Veeraraghavachariyar says in his
T IR NIRRT | od: oA HHg o aoeed s
T fereTafesamy g e SaTaeeAl eI Thd Tt |

It is a truism that one would do well to practice meditation on an attractive,
divine form first. What else can be the most attractive form for meditation than

that of /svara or one’s Sadguru, who is God-incarnate? However, Sri Uttamur
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Veeraraghavachariyar’s statement that such a focus is prescribed for a
samkhya-yogin, at the start of atma-dhyana, for conquering the senses, is what
is contentious. For that matter, it is not as if “@ENYEA’ is a taboo for advaitins.
In fact, it is possible, in most cases, that prior to embarking on the path of
Jnana-yoga, a sadhaka could very well have attained even samadhi on Isvara
with form during his journey in the path of karma-yoga coupled with upadsana.
Thus, the samkhya-yogin who is the subject matter of the present discussion
would even have perfected his meditation on saguna-isvara before starting his
meditation on the Self. Therefore, the advaitins cannot be accused of looking
down upon meditation on God’s form or considering it unnecessary to
meditate on His form. Actually, it is only the interpretation of the
Visistadvaitins in the context of ‘HAY:” that trivialises the meditation on the
Lord’s form, as they seem to treat it as some stop-gap sadhana before atma-

dhyana.

Control of the mind & senses spoken of by Bhagavan sans intermediate
Bhagavad-dhyana

In support of their view that a ‘beginner” trying to realize the self, the jivatman,
should first focus on the Lord’s divine form, the Visistadvaitins cite an instance
from the chapter ‘Dhyana-yoga’ of the Bhagavad-gita where there is a similar
statement of the Lord with at least three words of the verse under discussion
repeated verbatim. Let us take a look at the verses concerned:

SRRTeTeHT fervTerel: steriierd feret: |

4. TR AR g ST B (6.14)

(He should remain seated with a placid mind, free from fear, firm in the vow of
a celibate, and with the mind fixed on Me by controlling it through
concentration, having Me as the Supreme goal.)

o TS JRT +EaHTEe: |

[T NI .

it (FATITIHT ARSI (6.15)
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(Concentrating the mind thus for ever, the yogin of controlled mind achieves

the Peace which culminates in nirvana and which abides in Me.)

In his introduction to the verses that follow this verse, Ramanujacarya says:

IRTYHWUHTE | (For the person who commences yoga of the self, Sri Krsna, after

thus teaching focus of the mind on the Lord, the holy and auspicious object of
meditation, which is the cause of the purification of the mind, proceeds to

speak of the other aids for yoga.)

When the above verses are interpreted as specifying meditation on Bhagavan
for the purpose of accomplishing mental purity prior to one meditating on the
self (jivatman), the following problems arise: a) The fruit of “J@=d &al...”
according to Ramanujacarya is U the attainment of supreme peace or
the summit of beatitude which abides in Bhagavan. Thus, these verses seem to
address the fruit of meditation on Bhagavan and do not seem to discuss any
intermediate, preparatory meditation of divyamangalavigraha of Bhagavan for
Jivatma-dhyana. Thus, Ramanujacarya’s introductory sentence cited above is
questionable. b) The meaning of the Lord’s word “8a1” would get diluted if
according to the Visistadvaitins, the intention of Bhagavan is to convey that
bhagavad-dhyana is to be resorted to at the beginning of atma-dhyana till one’s
mind gets purified. c) At any rate, there are no such words in the verses that
give room to the Visistadvaitins’ interpretation that the divyamarigalavigraha
of the Lord is to be meditated upon. (In his notes, Uttamur Viraraghavachariar
says that the meditation recommended for a person who begins atma-dhyana
is on the divyamarigalavigraha of the Lord and that the meditation prescribed
for one who has had atma-saksatkara is on the divyatmasvripa of Bhagavan.
Where is it mentioned in 6.14 that the divyamangalavigaraha and not the

divyatmasvrapa of Bhagavan has to be meditated on?) d) On the other hand,
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the Lord seems to say in this verse and the verses that occur earlier that one
should first control one’s mind before He says “J ofEd AAG”
Ramanujacarya’s commentary also acknowledges this.

TRITATCHT Tl SETREd R

HA: TR AR g ST A (6.14)

The import of the second line of this verse that is pertinent to our discussion is
as follows: “Having controlled the mind (A=: H9#), with the mind fixed on Me
(A=), becoming concentrated (3wh:) and having me as the Supreme Goal
(AIX:) let him remain seated (3TTE). Ramanujacarya says, “A: 9% A= g
IElEdl A \?I‘I'I'Fﬂ?l, e e, ST “Holding the mind in check, remain
concentrated and intent on Me only.”

Unless one’s mind is pure, how can it be checked?

o FEIcHTE FRT fEaqaTEe: |

ifedt feraToTaRai AodegmReTsid Il (6.15)

(Concentrating the mind thus for ever, the yogin of controlled mind achieves

the Peace which culminates in Liberation and which abides Me.)

TR A Focdl FATIA e AlD: |

IR JATARHICATRTED 1| (6.12)

(Meaning as per the commentary of Ramanujacarya: "WhE A4 FAT, making the
mind one pointed by withdrawing it from all objects and ‘Tdf=xi-aarha:’
keeping the actions of the mind and senses under control, He should
concentrate his mind for the purification of the self (ending his bondage).)
Thus, even according to Ramanujacarya, the yogin should sit in meditation
after having controlled the senses as well as the mind. In fact ‘Garaii~=arHa:’
has been commented upon by Ramanujacarya himself as AT
Faffeaf#d:” - this only supports the contrary view that the yogin intent on
meditating on the Self is one who has already controlled his senses and the

mind. So, how can the ViSistadvaitins use the “HRM<IcHI...” verse to say that

only by bhagavad-dhyana one can get purified and control his senses and cite
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4

this verse to support their interpretation of the “dlfd HAM...” verse of the

second chapter?

Thus, the words “T#El HA: FA1” and ‘Adr<+=dwa:" specified by Bhagavan
have been glossed over by the VisSistadvaitins who simply maintain their
theory that the sadhaka first becomes pure by meditating on the form of the
Lord. Had Bhagavan wanted to specify dhyana on His divyamarigala-rapa for
a yogin sitting for atma-darsana-dhyana, he would have definitely said it in so
many words. Look at the following verses that teach us how the yogin should

steady his mind:

A eaT =R el FaTRINa: |

AACAETETH fafee aeea: | 6.24

2 TACTCHGEN i E e |

IMcHE T4; Fedl A Fhraey F=aad | 6.25

(By totally eschewing all desires which arise from thoughts, and restraining
with the mind itself all the organs from every side;

One should gradually withdraw the intellect, being endowed with steadiness.
Making the mind fixed in the Self, one should not think of anything
whatsoever.)

That these verses have unmistakable semblance to the verse “SSTelid Fql HH
...” of Chapter 2 would be obvious to any discerning reader of the Git#a. In his

o oo

commentary to these verses, Ramanujacarya writes: ISl Hgedena g fgferm:

FHTHT: TRIST: TG TEAS: TIAAEEY: T TEeTIET: ST O e 2R, A,

Ha Al T JeeaaIgaeee Ol TRy Saay dsesiet ol SHedd:
< o < o . [ a¥ Ay Ay o (NN N
Haag v @en e e we: oae: gioeEiaan  faawfemmEn gen

HEHIHATIRTI, I cHeeel 7 Fiedl A ey fa=@id 1| (There are two

kinds of desires:1) those born of contact between the senses and objects like

heat cold, etc. 2) those generated by our mind like that for sons, land etc. Of

these, the latter type of desires is by its own nature relinquishable.
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Relinquishing all these by the mind through contemplation on their lack of
association with the self; having relinquished the ideas of pleasure and pain in
respect of unavoidable desires resulting from contact; restraining all the senses
on all sides i.e, from contact with all their objects — one should think of nothing
else i.e., other than the self. Little by little, with the help of intellect controlled
by firm resolution, i.e., by the power of discrimination, one should think of

nothing else, having fixed the mind on the self. )

It is significant to note that, even here, there is not a single word suggestive of
bhagavad-dhyana as a requirement for beginners of atma-dhyana for attaining
purity of their mind in order to control their senses. This is why, perhaps, both
Ramanujacarya as well as Vedantadesika do not utter a word about the role of
Bhagavad-dhyana when commenting upon these two verses.

There is another pertinent verse in Chapter 6, perhaps the clincher! It is as
follows:

Il Il MRl A=THRe |

daeddl feraiaec=ad a3 w:&d, |l

(The yogin should bring this mind under the subjugation of the Atman Itself,
by restraining it from all those causes whatever due to which the restless,
unsteady mind wanders away.)

The causes spoken of by the Lord are, obviously, the senses. Ramanujacarya
comments upon this verse as follows: “TSEIHEAA ATHIA AR F4: Tl Il
faaTaUaRar: 9 FeRld ad: It Ie B FEe ST O STfaaiagaTe=a a7f shq”
(Wherever the mind, on account of its fickle and unsteady nature, wanders
because of its proclivity to sense objects, he should, subduing the mind
everywhere with effort, bring it under control in order to remain in the self
alone by contemplating on the incomparable bliss therein.) If, according to the
Visistadvaitins., a sadhaka is supposed to meditate on Bhagavan’s form first,

he would have conquered even the ‘T for the sense-objects. Then where is the
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question of his mind going hither and thither following the senses and why
should the sadhaka concerned bring it back to the self alone by contemplating
on the incomparable bliss therein? Such being the case, the “Jdl Fdl...” verse
and the commentary thereof of the Visistadvaitins would not support their
theory! If the ViSistadvaitins would hasten to say that the effect of meditating
on the divyamangala-vigraha is temporary and hence, one can technically face
problems during one’s meditation on the A#man, wonderful would be their
theory! Even in such a case, the Visistadvaitins should answer why the Lord
does not advise a sadhaka endowed with a mind wandering after the senses to
go back to the basics and meditate on His form first rather than keep focusing

on the Atman!

Leave alone this chapter, even in the 18" chapter where Bhagavan Himself says
He is summarizing the steps that lead to naiskarmya-siddhi or jAana-nistha on
Brahman-A#man, we do not find any reference to bhagavad-dhyana for sense
control / purity of mind at the beginning of yoga.

T FoRGE T eI et 1 |

eI e ST TOTEHT 5356 9 1l (18.51)

(Being endowed with a pure intellect, and controlling oneself with fortitude,
rejecting the objects — beginning from sound, and eliminating attachment and
hatred,;

ferferharell el JaaTErEHE: |

AR feicd IO a1 (18.52)

(One who resorts to solitude, eats sparingly, has speech, body and mind under
control, to whom dhyana and yoga are ever the highest duty and who is
possessed of dispassion.)The point to be noted here is that Ramanujacarya too
interprets dhyana and yoga here as pertaining to meditation on the Self (or

rather self) while there is not a single word in these verses about divya-
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marigala-vigraha-based meditation supposed to be suggested by the Lord for

the beginners of atma-dhyana.

The two aids prescribed by the Lord for controlling the mind

Controlling the senses invariably involves the role of the mind; after all the
senses, per se, do not have the power of discrimination. That is why the $ruti
compares the senses to the horses and the mind to the reins. Ramanujacarya
too requires a sadhaka to mediate on the Lord’s form in order for him to first
cleanse his mind so that his senses can be controlled:“ & g &l
TR R SRR o9 gfegaiin ez« F#lifd| ddl azai~=d 7=
HATHZIA Hafd Il 7 Thus, he talks about controlling the mind for restraining the
senses as also for the subsequent focus of the mind for ez, Now let us
see what tip Bhagavan Himself gives Arjuna, in response to the latter’s
averment about the difficulty in controlling the mind.

Gligi?l SELCK

Fisd ANTET Hith: TR TIEEH |

TAETE A URATH T9adTd, Refd R 1 (6.33)

99 & 79 F901 99T doaEed |

e oo 7= R g | (6.34)

(Arjuna said: O Madhustidana, this yoga that has been spoken of by you as
sameness, I do not see its steady continuance, owing to the restlessness (of the
mind). For O Krsna, the mind is unsteady, turbulent, strong and obstinate. I
consider its control to be as greatly difficult as of the wind.)

AT -

ST WEATE! HAA e T |

INGTEA g Fiec ™ S0 = IR 1 (6.35)

(The blessed Lord said: O mighty-armed one, undoubtedly the mind is
untractable and restless. But O son of Kuntj, it is brought about under control

through practice and detachment.)
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As one can observe, the context of these verses is the same as that of Chapter 2
— Meditation on the Self (or the individual self according to the VisSistadvaitins.)
If the interpretation of ViSistadvaitins for verse 2.61 was what Bhagavan had
had in mind when He uttered the verse concerned, He should have here also
advised Arjuna to first focus on His form so that his mind will achieve the
necessary purity to control itself and meditate on the Self subsequently.
However, He does not say so. What more evidence is required to rebut the
theory of the Visistadvaitins that a person endowed with the discrimination of
the Self and is striving to stabilize his wisdom needs to meditate on the divya-

mangala-vigraha of Bhagavan first?

There is a question the Visistadvaitins need to answer at this juncture. What
stage or duration up to which one should be engaged in the meditation on
Isvara’s form in order for a sadhaka to achieve control over his senses? Is it that
one has to be in meditation till such time one gets the vision of the Lord or for
some arbitrary duration irrespective of any such vision? In other words, how
will one know that one’s mastery over his senses is sufficient enough to
meditate on the Atmam? Is it by trial and error method that one has to decide
the culmination of his meditation? On the other hand, in the case of the
meditation on the A#man, the limit is prescribed by Bhagavan Himself. The
sadhaka has to keep meditating till the saksatkara of the W and that is the time
at which one’s taste for senses also goes away. If the ViSistadvaitins were to
specify to us the time limit / stage up to which one should engage on the
meditation on the Lord’s form, it would only be their conjecture and not a
prescription from the Lord. After all, Bhagavan has not spoken a word about

meditation on Himself for controlling the senses.
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The Yoga-sastra and indriya-nigraha

Though the Yoga-sastra cannot be cited as an authority to rebut the
Visistadvaitins” viewpoint of the Gita verse, I just wanted to find out if there is
any support for them in the yoga-siitras; after all, the Visistadvaitins happily
cite as pramana the yoga-sitras on various occasions. For instance, in his
commentary for the Second Chapter of the Gita, Ramanujacarya classifies the
sthitaprajiias into four types and says that the four verses starting from “SeTlfd
Iq1 FM,..” upto “IG Ha&Xd FM...” correspond to each of these types in the

descending order. Sri Vedantade$ika clarifies that the four types, in the

ascending order, relate to the aaﬂw, Tehiegd, AfNE and the IdHE types of
dispassion defined in the Yoga-sastra. He even cites the yoga-sitra:
GEEI G R EEAEERIEG ey G EY Ea LT il Erupt (A1, g 2.2%).” Even though this
interpretation is contentious, it is not going to be discussed here as it is beyond
the scope of the subject matter. All that needs to be understood here is that the
Yoga-sastra does not suggest that any of these types of dispassion arises
through the meditation on the Lord’s divya-marigala-vigraha. On the other
hand, they declare that even in the case of the third level of dispassion,

ekendriya, dosa-drshti is what helps a sadhaka.

It may be argued that the Yoga-sastra talks of isvara-pranidhana of the form of
pranava-based meditation on ISvara that helps one to swiftly reach
asarhprajiata-samadhi on the A#man and hence, the view-point of the
Visistadvaitins is valid. This argument can be rebutted by saying that the
meditation specified in the Yoga-sdstra is certainly not on /Svara as possessed
of any form but as the nature of all pervading consciousness. On the other
hand, we saw that the Visistadvaitins talk here of the meditation on the divya-
mangala-vigraha of the Lord, for it is easier to meditate on a form that is

attractive to the mind. Again, the purpose of isvara-pranidhana characterized
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by meditation on /svara commencing with the chanting of pranava is not for

the control of the senses but as an aid to quickly focus on the A¢man.

In any case, the yoga-sitras talk of pratyahara as an important rung in the
ladder of the eight-fold-yoga before one ascends the steps — dharana, dhyana
and samadhi. “FREATTATETIR FAOEEAgHER SAFEAMT SARR:” (2.54) (Pratyahara
is the apparent following of the mind by the senses without their being in
contact with their respective objects.) Thus, even to meditate on /Isvara, a
certain amount of sense-control is vital whereas we saw that the Visistadvaitins

have dismissed as null and void the portion “aTfd | @9%” of the Lord’s

verse under discussion.

Is the Lord’s advice incomprehensive?

The verse “dlf«l FAT ...” is the only one in the set of verses dealing with the
sthitaprajfia-laksana, that instructs a sadhaka how he should engage himself in
nididhydasana. If this verse containing an instruction about how a striving (3fct:)
yogin must sit (3T Hd), should end with the meditation on /svara with form, in
the absence of any subsequent verse specifically instructing the yogin as to how
he should proceed from the meditation of [svara with form to the meditation
on the formless A¢man, the ViSistadvaitins are only subjecting Bhagavan to the
charge that He is not comprehensively covering what He undertook to teach —
establishment in the Atman. Bhagavan would thus be guilty of leaving out the
portion how the yogin should proceed from saguna-isvara to nirguna-atman,

thanks to the interpretation of the ViSistadvaitins.

A new vicious circle in the making!
In Chapter 12 of the Bhagavad-gita where Bhagavan describes the steps in
realizing Him, Ramanujacarya’s commentary for a few verses is worth

considering at this juncture.
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1 Tt ST A TN 71 e |

IR ddl HIH=STEH, 9 | (12.9)

(If now you are unable to focus your mind on Me, then seek to reach Me, O
Arjuna, by the practice of repetition.)

What is this abhyasa or repetition? Ramanujacarya clarifies: 319 T&a1 @@ #i e
ot GATaTd A TN, dd; SRATEENE AR | SRR R dgaaniicd-

S ¢ o S [N (s ~
S| | Re 2 15 2 L 1Y | D | A R 2 B U e Eo e R B2 A [ L e Lo e [ Lo B R AT T B AT | 8

~ =~ o

HEPHRANNENR, ffassavads A fRfaaaum - s a@iE... | (If you are

unable to focus your mind immediately on Me in deep meditation, then seek to

reach Me by the ‘practice of repetition.” By the repeated practice of
remembrance filled with immense love of the ocean of manifold attributes
innate to Me like, beauty, affability, friendliness, affection, compassion,
sweetness, majesty, magnanimity, heroism, valour, might, omniscience,
freedom from wants, unfailing resolves, sovereignty over all, being the cause of
all etc., and being antagonistic to all that is evil .... ) Thus, we understand that
according to Ramanujacarya, abhyasa means the remembrance of the supreme
qualities of the Lord with deep love which is the means to focus on the Lord in
deep meditation. With this background, let us now turn to another verse of this

chapter.

ST & TSR SR |

RIS TN B e e | (12.12)

(The overall meaning of this verse, according to the commentary of
Ramanujacarya, is as follows: Far better is the knowledge of the self (jiva) than
the repeated practice of remembrance of the Lord. Better is meditation of the
self than this knowledge. Better is renunciation of fruits of action than
meditation. From such renunciation, peace ensues.) The portion of
Ramanujacarya’s commentary pertinent to our discussion is as follows:
SGATERETd, FHRTeUTd, R AEIEERA e JENEaEH T e
TSI | ST ST STaedTd, dgUER AT eI d [IRTSId, delerd,
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Y ATTHAETd, FGINH FAANH ¥d 1 @@ fRmId ... 1”7 (More than the
practice of remembrance (of the Lord) which is difficult in the absence of love
for the Lord, the direct knowledge of the self, arising from the contemplation of
the imperishable self (aksara) is conducive to the well being of one. Better than
the imperfect knowledge of the self is perfect meditation on the self as it is
more conducive to the well-being of one. More conducive than imperfect
meditation that is meditation unaccompanied with renunciation is the activity

performed with renunciation of fruits. )

Thus, for someone who is not able to keep remembering the great qualities of
the Lord because he lacks true love, according to Ramanujacarya, Bhagavan
recommends atma-aparoksa-jiana. He then says that if that person’s
knowledge is imperfect, he should take recourse to perfect meditation on the
Atman. Let us now go back to Ramanujacarya’s commentary on verse 2.61. In
order to engage in dhyana of the Atman, he should first control his senses
which cannot be achieved without that person sitting in the dhyana on the
Lord. Now how is this person who is not even capable of remembering the
great qualities of the Lord thanks to his lack of true love for Him, now going to
engage in one-pointed focus on His form? The ViSistadvaitins themselves are

creating a vicious circle. So much for the consistency of their theory!

The Visnu-Purana does not help the cause of the Visistadvaitins

We saw Ramanujacarya’s view that in order for the mind to be made fit to
behold the self, one should focus one’s mind on the divyamangalavigraha of
the Lord, the ‘A, and that one should not exert himself on his own in any
other way in pursuit of sense control, for, that would only be
counterproductive. In the same context, he has also cited the following verse
from the Visnu-purana in his commentary on the STl GO~ verse.
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e et fsapEi it Gafhicas | (6.7.74)

(Just as fire, blazing in the wind, burns dry grass, so does Vishnu, seated in the
heart, consumes the sins of the yogin.)

This verse occurs in the discourse given by KeSidhvaja to Khandikya in
response to the latter’s request to teach him the yoga that leads to liberation
from sarhsara, the cycle of birth and death. This is the 74™ verse in the 7%
chapter of the sixth adhyaya of the Visnu-purana. Kesidhvaja’s advice starts
from the 27" verse itself. From verse 36 to verse 45, we find Kesidhvaja
advising Khandikya as to what are all the steps one must undergo before
embarking on dhyana. Here are they:

ERERLIEC EER SRR IO Y

Tad anT fershmt darat wHat a9, (6.7.36)

AR e, |

el ST T RHASET=: | (6.7.37)

T JHTEEE; T | i |

Rl fMshRmE! fgfhg: | (6.7.38)
T EEISHT SR I | (6.7.39)

U FEF g d a4, |

UTATHEA e ssae o (6.7.40)

o

QOIS STt Fefeiot

FOARANGHTA i 2l (6.7.41)
T AFEEd: WSed gt |
AMSEHAIA AN TAISTE: T (6.7.42)

FATEATTHRIT FAERIE: | (6.7.43)

TEIAT AT ol STl FSTHAH |

SfesaUHERaEH AT AT | (6.7.44)

TTUTETHA Ta TTanul Jiesd |
TR dd: FATcesrd =a: 2 |l (6.7.45)
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(The sage who would bring his mind into a fit state for the performance of
devout contemplation, must be devoid of desire, and observe invariably
continence, compassion, truth, honesty, and disinterestedness: he must fix his
mind intently on the supreme Brahman practising holy study, purification,
contentment, penance, and self-control. These virtues, respectively termed the
tive acts of restraint (yama), and five of obligation (niyama), bestow excellent
rewards of eternal liberation when they are not prompted by desire of transient
benefits. Endowed with these merits, the self-restrained sage should sit in one
of the postures like bhadrasana and engage in contemplation. Bringing his vital
airs, called pranah, under subjection, by frequent repetition, is, thence called
pranayama. ... which is, as it were, a seed without a seed. In this, the breath of
expiration and that of inspiration are alternately obstructed, constituting the act
twofold; and the suppression of both (modes of breathing) produces a third.
The exercise of the Yogin, whilst endeavouring to bring before his thoughts the
gross form of the eternal, is denominated Alambana. He is then to perform the
pratyahara, which consists in restraining his organs of sense from susceptibility
to outward impressions, and directing them entirely to mental perceptions. By
these means the entire subjugation of the unsteady senses is effected; and if
they are not controlled, the sage will not accomplish yoga. When by the
pranayama the vital airs are restrained, and the senses are subjugated by the
pratyahara, then the sage will he able to keep his mind (¥d:) steady in its

perfect asylum, the FHISH..")

After hearing the advice of KeSidhvaja, Khandikya proceeds to ask the former
about what the perfect asylum (H1214:) is on which the yogin should meditate.
FAd H FEHNT Sddl 9: IHIE: |

JETIHRIS T8l JHSEa. |l (6.7.46)
Al & g1 a9 wEa: |
¥ e = =R o (6.7.47)
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(Khandikya then said to Ke$idhvaja, "Illustrious sage, inform me what is that
perfect asylum of the mind, resting on which it destroys all the products of
(human) infirmity." To this, Ke$idhvaja replied, "The asylum of mind is the
Supreme Brahman, which of its own nature is twofold, as being with or

without form; and each of these is supreme and secondary.)

Then Ke$idhvaja goes on to say that an advanced sadhaka who has no
impediments in the form of some left-out karma that obstructs the dawn of
sakshatkara attains liberation quickly.

o IAT: | 3 IR 1 geRAEd | (6.7.32)

AT T A1 A AT |

Tl SIerEmTTg R SR, (6.7.33)

TIIGSH T4 9 HI |

SHTROTE! Gfth: 96 S ) (6.7.34)
ferfereraramineg gt a5 St

STEITel AT AT e RS R (6.7.35)

(The sage, or yogin, when first applying himself to contemplative devotion is
called the novice or practitioner (yoga-yuj); when he has attained spiritual
union he is termed the adept, or he whose meditations are accomplished.
Should the thoughts of the former be unvitiated by any obstructing
imperfection, he will obtain freedom, after practising devotion through several
lives. The latter speedily obtains liberation in that existence (in which he
reaches perfection), all his acts being consumed by the fire of contemplative
devotion.)

JARATHE FTAHER I |

T degT Setdiziad. || (6.7.53)

= foel: W S HEareTH gaH |

fers eI T TRETH: | (6.7.54)
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(That is called knowledge of Brahman in which all distinctions have sublated,
which is of the nature of existence alone, which is indefinable by words, and is
to be discovered in one's own Self. That is the supreme, unborn, imperishable
form of the formless, Supreme Vishnu and is different from the universal

form.)

In the case of less-advanced aspirants it may not be possible for them to focus
on the formless Supreme in the beginning stages. So, KeSidhvaja recommends
that a less advanced aspirant should first concentrate on the Universal form of

the Lord. Let us see the pertinent verses of the Visnu-purana:

1 TR 2R 991 g = |

ad: WIS & &Y Meaaigsaviaed | (6.7.55)

dgd fersaeTed e JNTgST 7 |

Py GRS | (6.7.73)

ARG Fel gafd Ffeic: |

e iRl IR Fefeh i 1 (6.7.74)
AEHTEHHETRRBIAATIN T =ad: |

Fid wierd a1 g R eawen | (6.7.75)

(Since Brahman cannot be contemplated by sages in their early stages of
sadhana, they must therefore direct their minds to the gross form of Hari,
which is of universal perceptibility. This universal form of Hari is to be
meditated upon by the sage for the purpose of purification, as it destroys all
sin. In the same manner as fire, blazing in the wind, burns dry grass, so Visnu,
seated in the heart, consumes the sins of the yogin; and therefore let him
resolutely effect the fixation of his mind upon that receptacle of all energies

(Visnu), for that is the operation of the mind which is called perfect dharana.)
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The points that are patent even from a casual reading of the Visnu-purana

verses seen above are as follows:

a)

The Slokas that occur prior to the one cited by Ramanujacarya specify
that indriya-nigraha is a must for keeping one’s mind on the “ZM#@" and
it is not the other way round.

It is clear beyond doubt that those who are capable of meditating on the
formless Brahman can indeed do so and accomplish liberation in the
very same birth in which they engage in nididhyasana on the Self. It is
only those that are not advanced in the path of yoga who have been
advised to resort to the form of Visnu with qualities. There is no reason
why one should assume that the yogin in the context of Chapter 2 of the
Bhagavad-gita who has sat for nididhyasana on the Self (for stabilising
his Knowledge of the Self) is not fit to meditate on the Self and so he
should first resort to focusing on the Lord with form and qualities.

It might be argued that the Lord has elaborately spoken about sense-
control in the set of slokas connected with ‘RIS and so, the
sadhaka in the context of chapter 2 should be deemed as a person who
has no control over his senses at all, is a novice in the path of meditation,
and is unfit for nididhyasana on the Self. This argument does not have
any basis. On the other hand, without making assumptions of any kind,
one can easily discern that Bhagavan is only cautioning the samkhya-
yogin, a man of discrimination. Just because he is a samkhya-yogin, he
cannot afford to be complacent with regard to the control of senses as he
can fall prey to the indriyas if he is not highly vigilant. It is in this
context that the Lord elaborately speaks about sense-control. Thus, he is
specifically having in mind a man who is treading the path of self-
knowledge but is yet to get saksatkara. That the Lord is only speaking
about a man of knowledge but not some novice or a fresher is patent

from His usage ‘faqf#d: 6" in the following verse:

43



d)

Tl &Y e Fewed faafia: |

gfegnTion et aXfed SRt T: 1l (2.60)

(For O son of Kunti, the turbulent organs violently snatch away the
mind of an intelligent person even when he is striving diligently.)

When we read the above verse along with the averment of the Lord,
T TS T 81 f4add” we can understand what the Lord is having
in mind. He drives home the point that until one accomplishes
saksatkara and becomes a jivanmukta, one has to be absolutely careful
about the senses. This is all.

Ramanujacarya cited the verse concerned of the Visnu-purana after
saying that one must focus one’s mind on the ‘ZHI#A’. Vedantadesika
explained I’ as the divyamangala-vigraha of the Lord. Uttamur
Viraraghavacariyar added that the heart-captivating form of the Lord is
what is easier to meditate than the formless Atman. The verse of Visnur-
purana, (6.7.73) however, speaks about the universal form of the Lord as
the object of meditation for less-advanced yogins for cleansing the
impurities in their minds. And it is the very next verse (6.7.74) that
Ramanujacarya has cited in support of his theory. If it be argued that the
universal form of Visnu is what Ramanujacarya also recommends for
meditation by a samkhya-yogin, a question would arise whether it is
going to get any easier for one to meditate on the universal form of the
Lord if the sadhaka’s mind is full of impurities and he has only
superficial sense-control. In any case, we have already seen that the
Visnu-purana prescribes meditation only for a person who has indriya-
nigraha, irrespective what the object of focus is.

Ramanujacarya said that the focus recommended on the ‘JHI#A’ is for
the purpose of cleansing one’s impurities of the mind and enable it to

eradicate its attachment towards the senses. We saw that the Lord has
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not explicitly spoken on these lines in the Gifa. In fact, Bhagavan hints at

a different method, the karmayoga, for one to cleanse one’s mind:

o \‘\nc\x‘\rxl

FTAA HET T2 FASRIw

ARH: FH Fei~d T Foarzred | (5.11)

(By giving up attachment, the yogins undertake work merely through
the body, mind, intellect and even the organs, for the purification of
themselves.) Thus, proper karma-yoga itself can and does remove the
impurities of the mind, according to the Lord Himself.

In his commentary on verse 2.66 “Ald JfeXg®ed...”, Ramanujacarya has
said, “ In him who does not focus his mind on Me but is engaged only in
the control of senses by his own exertion, the right disposition that is
concerned with the pure self never arises...” This does not seem to be
correct. It is patent from the “Iddi &4 FIrd TEIE fUia: “verse that the
Lord is having in mind a person who has already got the right
knowledge of the A#man. In the light of Ramanujacarya’s statement
stated above, it would only mean that since the yogin of chapter 2 has
already got the right disposition concerned with the pure Self (thanks to
the word 'faqf¥d:’) his mind is already pure! Of course, he is yet to get
established in the Self. The word “faf#d:” denotes a person who has
atma-anatma viveka, for the context is samkhya-yoga which is related to

the knowledge of the Atman. Vedantadesika says ‘fAuf#Ide’ means

e eddediad®ad’  (the knowledge born of scriptures about
discriminating what is to be taken and what is to be discarded). This
dilution of ‘fdfd@” would, obviously, take away the svarasya of what
the Lord intends to say. In other words, the statement, “Though a
person has the clear discrimination about the Self and the non-self, that
the Atman is nitya while the anatman like the deha, indriyas etc., are
transient and so on, yet, the organs have the ability to confound even

such a person and snatch his mind away” is what is very forceful. For
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example, we could talk about a certain person, “Even though he is a
consummate scholar in Sanskrit, his compositions are invariably
flawed”, and that would make sense. What sense would it make if we
say, “Even though he is great musician, he makes mistakes in Sanskrit
grammar”? Therefore, from Ramanujacarya’s averment itself, one could
say that the samkhya-yogin in question would definitely have had the
purity of mind for the rise of the clear Knowledge of the Self and there is
no need for him to meditate on Bhagavan’s form to purify his mind yet

again.

h) The set of Visnu-purana verses seen above decidedly declares the
unity of Brahman with the individual self and that all distinctions
disappear in the state of Knowledge. In fact, the very first meaning of
the word ‘I’ given in the Visnu-purana is ‘the Supreme self devoid
of qualities’. I wonder if this is the best place for the Visistadvaitins to
quote from. Of course, when you can indulge in text torture, any text can

be made to support you!

Thus, it could be concluded that the view of Ramanujacarya that a sarhkhya-

yogin should first resort to focus on the Lord to remove his mental impurities,

then control his senses and then sit for meditating on the Self seems to draw no

support from the Visnu-purana.

Conclusion of the objections against the ViSistadvaitins’ view of A’

In the light of what has been seen so far, it is patent that the theory of the

Vidistadvaitins that the word “Jh I B advised in §loka 2.61 prescribes

focus on the divyamangala-vigraha of the Lord for the purpose of ‘Zf~Zd-5/:" is

not at all tenable. On the other hand, the interpretation suffers from many

defects - it appears far-fetched, renders many words of the verse concerned as
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well as other verses of the Lord purposeless, results in undesirable implications
in their own theory, makes a mockery of the meditation on God’s form apart

from drawing absolutely no support from Bhagavan anywhere in the Gita.

Interpretation of "AcIC.” by the followers of the Dvaita school:

Madhvacarya is said to have commented upon just over half the total number
of verses of the Gita. Even wherever he has commented, his exposition is terse
and does not cover all the words of the original text. In view of this, the sub-
commentary of Sri Jayatirtha, ‘Prameyadipika’ along with the gloss,
‘Bhavadipika’, authored by Sri Srinivasatirtha and Sri Raghavendra’s
commentary on the Gita, the ‘Gitarthasarigraha’, have been referred to here for
understanding the position of the Dvaitins for the purpose of the current

discussion.

The view of Madhvacarya and his followers on ‘FRERE’

As for the “dTf @EI” verse, the position of the Dvaitins would be understood
better if their expositions of the two verses that precede that verse are also
studied.

TS TSI I 7l fodd | (2.59)

Madhvacarya comments upon this verse as follows: gt Sl
TAIRRR: A%: | FERad enivEmsmE @ Wafd | SauEsaeEgnE |

[N N AShaN

TETRTFIEH friadd | | IR ffadd See [ 3fd 1. (The next three verses

elucidate how aparoksha-jiiana which has the characteristics elucidated (in the
earlier verses) cannot be achieved without mighty effort. By abstaining from
food, the capacity for enjoyment of sense objects is stifled along with the desire
for the objects in respect of the other senses except the sense of taste. But the
mental relish does not go away. That burns away only at the dawn of aparoksa-

JAana. )
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The sub-commentators have elaborated upon Madhvacarya s commentary and

the understanding, as per Sri Srinivasatirtha, is this:

“  fEREA =AY TRl EEEENRIGed @ Jad | SSaeEhaeas-
AR T da®: TR | qal ugUHE arelteenn
AN R T A TR 9 &8 fNERER Wald | Enleeae

TR TRIhe: TR AT ERETTs | ...” There are two ways in
which the control of the senses happens. According to the first way, through
"RIERH, or fasting, one can control the power of enjoyment of the five senses
(enTRIee:). However, the mental taste (W or IATRTFT) of the senses towards
their respective sense objects gets eradicated only through aparoksa-jfiana. In
the next way, fasting burns away the power of enjoyment as well as the mental
taste of the four senses other than the sense of taste. As for the sense of taste,
both the power of enjoyment and the mental taste vanish only on the dawn of

aparoksha-jiana of the Supreme.

Now we move on to the next verse.

TAA! WY Fied ToTEH [ |

gfesiuT ST &Xfed S 741: | (2.60)

The commentary of Madhvacarya for this verse is as follows:
AR AN TR Al SXiiies Tl | JESed IURFT: | &
Ad:? TN SRS | 965 | (The senses lead the mind of even a
knower possessed of mediate knowledge or even one who puts in standard

effort (AMRUEEA) as they have attachment to the body. What is the

consequence if they do so? (The answer is: -) They distract him.)

The view of Madhvacarya and his followers on “Aca¥:’
Now comes here the verse under discussion:

T T HG Jeh A A |
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T2 & A5 AT T =T qrdAsar 1l (2.61)

The commentary of Madhvacarya is as follows: “TERIFISAd 3 i |

TEIEEd; AR | Al T FATNSARE: | Gehl A FIgeh: | STedd W GaegHl 969 @
AW | ®oHE & |~ (In that case, they (the senses) would become
uncontrollable and hence, the Lord says @l fd. Controlling them is possible
with mighty effort. Therefore the idea is that one should put in effort. The word
gth: means ‘with the mind being integrated in Me.” ‘AMT:” refers to one who
deems Me, Brahman, as the Supreme of all. He declares the fruit — T ... )
Here, 9g9@ has been elaborated upon by Sri Jayatirtha as “J@4 9 With

HAEgTh 9 T | sy qeifafafeT Aedr saed s (Even though what
has been mentioned by others is not the means (for sense control) and what has
been prescribed by us is not possible to accomplish, they (the senses) can be
controlled) by one by his taking recourse to ‘great effort’ in lieu of the other

means cited earlier.)

What are the means suggested by the ‘others” and what is the sadhana that ‘we’

advocate? Sri Srinivasatirtha elaborates on the sub-commentary of Sri

Jayatirtha: “GURH — FARRICIHCETETH, MEEH — FIERATTHHCRNET
(Sadhana mentioned by others is ‘pratyahara’and the like (found in the Yoga-
sastra etc.) The means prescribed by us are "RIERE’ which is fasting and
"SRR, direct realization of the Supreme.) As we saw earlier, according to
Madhvacarya, the means mentioned by ‘others” will not help one in conquering
one’s senses — they come under the category of 'standard” effort. What about
tasting (which comes under the category of mighty effort) and aparoksa-jfiana
prescribed by ‘us’? Sri Srinivasatirtha says: “GETEEAHIARAAIISRERI-
TRIREMHEY:” - The import of this sentence is that fasting is not the means for
"ZETS since the very subsistence of the body will not be possible without
taking food. Aparoksa-jfiana cannot also be the means because there is this

vicious circle — “ZfSaSTOETEE TRV Td GraaaTgaN e
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A, TR HAlfegaet Sa==aner: Qieead:” - If aproksa-janana caused by
indriya-jaya is accepted as the means for indriya-jaya, then the vicious circle
that only when indriya-jaya is there, there will arise aproksa-jAiana, and only
when aparoksa-jiiana is there, there will arise indriya-jaya would result. Thus,

aparoksa-jiana can also not be the cause for "ZF&d-51T’.

Now what is to be done to control the senses? Based on the commentary of
Madhvacarya , Sri Jayatirtha says: “d1Sd Q&A= A&l @ SEES:” (Still,
they (the senses) can be controlled) by one by his taking recourse to ‘great
effort” in lieu of the other means cited earlier.) While neither Madhvacarya nor

Sri Jayatirtha has explicitly said what that ‘great effort’ is, Sri Srinivasatirtha

clarifies: “FGR WA HAESHEYU FEdl S@” (‘With great effort’ means ‘by

constantly focusing one’s mind on Bhagavan only’.)

As already seen, the word ‘A&’ in the “dTie HA...” verse, according to

Madhvacarya , means: “STEHT I HQM@@Q I € AAL” — (one who deems that

Bhagavan is the greatest.) Sri Raghavendratirtha in his commentary says:

T IFE: T FA...”. (Having known that Bhagavan is the greatest...) Sri

Jayatirtha writes: “|“HeH: SAGAHAAGATE, | qeENIGERICAREEM, A8 —

IEHAN | VT TEHERE Sfd Tl aRFad o], A=l distifegast W e
HE: 1“ (The interpretation done by the others (advaitins) of ‘A" as non-dual
knowledge is not alright. Deeming that such an interpretation does not follow
from the letters of the text (Gifa) it has been commented upon (by
Madhvacarya ) as “Me alone...”. The idea is that the sadhaka should deem

that, “I, Bhagavan alone am the highest of all.”

Thus, the Dvaitins opine that the word ‘AT’ of the “dTi HATOT” verse indicates

that constant engagement or focus of the mind on Bhagavan with the
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knowledge that He is the highest of all is the prime means for conquering the

senses.

A critical analysis of the Dvaitins’ interpretation of ‘AT’
Most of the objections raised against the viewpoint of the Visistadvaitins would
hold good for the interpretation of the Dvaitins too. In addition, the following

points are also worthy of consideration.

Dismissal of a complete verse of Bhagavan

Having said in the commentary on the “fasa ffetad=d. ..~ verse that fasting and
direct knowledge help in the control of the senses, the Dvaitins seem to write
off this very verse of Bhagavan labeling it impracticable; they aver that fasting
is not the means for ‘ZF&ISTA’ since the very subsistence of one’s body will not
be possible without taking food and aparoksa-jiiana too cannot be the means
because of the vicious circle involved! Sri Jayatirtha justifies this writing off
saying: “fREREGE g Wﬁmﬁr@iﬁaﬁ?ﬁﬁ% AH |“ (Fasting etc., were
mentioned (by Bhagavan) only to show the mode of acting of things) — Shorn of
euphemism, the Dvaitins have effectively declared the inapplicability and
uselessness of this verse for a sadhaka. Is it not a pity that the Dvaitins have
made a whole verse go purposeless just because Madhvacarya had interpreted

o\ .
T8N’ as abstinence from food!

el TV ... verse incomprehensive, say the Dvaitins

According to the Dvaitins, Arjuna’s question (2.53) and Bhagavan’s replies
(from 2.54 upto 2.58) are about the characteristics of an aparoksa-jaanin. Slokas
starting from Feren farferaraedl .../(2.59) upto Tl T ‘(2.61) are supposed to
tell us how aparoksa-jiiana cannot be achieved without ‘mighty” effort. The
“ el AT, verse, according the Dvaitins, specifically advises a sadhaka to

deem the Lord to be the highest of all and fix his mind on Him. This constitutes
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the ‘mighty effort’ spoken of earlier by Madhvacarya to control the senses. The
second line of the “@lf«l HATI...” verse teaches us that a person’s wisdom is
steadfast when his senses have been controlled. — “al & Il q&T =0
i@, ” If according to the Dvaitins, the import of the word ‘A" in the “dlfd
HAMT...” verse relates only to ‘@S and not any other sadhana towards
aparoksa-jiiana in the verse, then ‘3FEd@ itself should constitute
aparoksajiianam because the Lord Himself has categorically said so in the
second line of the verse. For it would appear that no effort needs to be put in by
the sadhaka for aparoksa-jiana other than merely controlling the senses. Thus,
the definition of an apraoksa-jnanin gets diluted and the blame for it would go
to Bhagavan. This is contradictory to the Lord’s own elaborate description of an

aparoksa-jiianin found in the first four verses starting from the ‘SSTlfd aaT

®MM..." and expounded by the Dvaitins.

Sri Raghavendra, however, hastens to offer a remedy. He suggests that when
Bhagavan says, “a3l f& FE=A0 T T HdfSdl”, the Lord does not really mean
that Knowledge (%=1 is the direct fruit of gfega-aRMAOI. Sri Raghavendra writes

this in his commentary for the TG verse: “I& TI ZlesATioT Jawd e SEI

[a N aViaY N

(AT ... SRS EY & A Qe TS R i

-

9H!” (‘His wisdom is steadfast whose senses are in his control’:- That the

JfAana, spoken of as the fruit of sense-control in this sentence is not direct
knowledge (aparaoksa-jiana) will become clear when the Lord will utter the

N A N

verse “TEEHEI®:...” (2.64) etc.” In his commentary for the verse
“TATGHIG:...”, Sri Raghavendra says that “@& W&l SfA®Al” occurring in the
“fel AT ..” verse only means “HA:AAGEN — & U= gramdar” (The wisdom of a
person who has controlled his senses becomes steadfast through AC:EE:" ).

Thus, Sri Raghavendra seems to suggest that the Lord’s wordings of the second

line are not optimal in as much as words like ‘AA:SHIGENT"and the like need to
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be added before the statement “d& S&T Ia®al” of the Lord. In contrast to this,

we see that the advaitins find this verse as complete and comprehensive.

Sri Raghavendra’s remark while commenting upon verse 2.68 (dFHEIE
WeE@l...) is  pertinent to study at this juncture.  He
writes: STRTAICATI AR ST E R FIHE HeTHaarA el meare o

o <

fferaciea’ ScAfeAT Jg<h dgqEaid: - AEATefd | TEHTed (i Ridfaaeddihey; SHIS:, SHead
g (IR gith: JRAAC U9 AGUMHAH, Rt deai«sd: dai-eradad TETaueers Sy,

...”. (In order to dispel the notion that the characteristics of a jAanin delineated
in the verses starting from ‘¥S&Ifd...” are impossible to achieve, it was clarified
through the verses “fasa fafe@de’ and the like that Knowledge is possible
through the mighty effort of sense-control. This topic is being concluded here.
It is through the control of the senses that one attains serenity. Through
serenity only arises yukti in the form of control of the mind. Sravapa and
manana are only for a man with control of mind. Through sravana and manana
arises the conviction about the Reality. Only for a person who has such

conviction, meditation becomes the means for direct knowledge...).

If the sequence of the sadhana mentioned by Bhagavan is “indriya-nigraha,
prasada, chittanirodha or yukti, bhavana (or dhyana) and, finally, jAana”, why
do they assume another ‘bhdvana’ before indriya-nigraha? This additional
bhavana does not seem to figure anywhere in Bhagavan'’s teaching throughout

the Gita.

In any case, the Lord does not at all impart the knowledge required for the
dvaita-based aparoksa-jiiana - that the Paramatman is the bimba and the
Jivatman is the pratibimba and so on in any of these verses, whereas the
advaitins are able to show that by the word “AT’, non-dual knowledge is

being imparted to the sadhaka. Remember, this chapter is titled “Samkhya-
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yoga’ and it would be pretty odd if Bhagavan does not spell out what the

knowledge of the samkhya-yoginsis.

Dvaitins create a new vicious circle!

Now we move on to the interpretation of the Dvaitins with respect to the key

word “AAX’. According to Madhvacarya, “3&Rd W FIEFE T T AL —
“He to whom I am the the Supreme and the greatest of all is ‘'matpara:’. Sri

Raghavendra writes: #c: - 3&Hd WETFI W T HAlcHS: T6 | O | WFEEd

Hataw g el | ... O WEd: G diAed e SR eReEae g
arg_H, | “ (He to whom Me, the Lord Krsna is the Supreme, the greatest of all, is
matpara:. — (This means) knowing that Bhagavan is the highest of all ... The
permanent engagement of one’s mind in Bhagavan with the prior knowledge

that He is the greatest, is the prime discipline for controlling one’s senses.)

The objection is this. The Dvaitins deem that there is the defect of mutual
dependence in Bhagavan’s statement about aproksa-jiana being caused by
indriya-jaya and indriya-jaya happening as a result of para-darsana or aproksa-
jiana. And that is the reason they have dismissed the faT fferaded verse itself
as impracticable. Now, in their interpretation of A, they say that one has to
constantly focus one’s mind on Bhagavan with the knowledge that ‘He is the
highest” in order to control one’s senses. They say that they have overcome the

vicious-circle problem by resorting to focusing the mind on Bhagavan. The

question now is whether the =E-FHI-AI9H - constant meditation on Bhagavan
recommended for ‘ZFZd-STH is easier than the meditation towards aparoksa-
jhana of Bhagavan Hari, the Supreme? After all, according to the Dvaitins,
Bhagavan Hari who is considered the Supreme Brahman, is not nirguna or
formless; He is full of good qualities and has a divine form. Hence, if the
intermediary meditation is going to be as easy or difficult as the final

meditation on the Supreme, why not directly meditate upon the Supreme
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Brahman, Hari for aparoksa-jiiana itself? Why this intermediary meditation
that too on a (FR=H) continuous basis merely for controlling the senses? If on
the other hand, success in the intermediary meditation on Bhagavan too
requires indriya-jayam, will there not arise another vicious circle, created
afresh by the Dvaitins? It may be recalled that a similar - if not identical -

question was raised against the Visistadvaitins also.

Dhyana on Bhagavan for aparoksa-jfiana does not require much indriya-
nigraha— Dvaitins

We saw earlier that the Dvaitins are in a tight spot with regard to the conquest
of the senses as they find Bhagavan’s advice about indriya-nigraha involving
anyonya-asraya (mutual dependence) between indriya-jaya and aparoksajiana;
for, according to them the Lord has said that there is no aparoksa-jfiana
without indriya-jaya and vice versa. It is for this reason that Madhvacarya said
it requires mahat-prayatna (mighty effort) in the form of continuous meditation
on the Lord and this is what is indicated in the “dTf«l §alf” verse in the portion
“Ith A AAL”. Now it will be interesting to see their own reversal of this
stance in their exposition of a subsequent chapter of the Bhagavad-gita which
says that the dhyana on Bhagavan aimed at aparoksa-jfiana does not require
much indriya-nigraha at all. On the other hand it is only the avyakta-upasana
(Sritattva-upasand) that requires stringent indriya-nigraha. In his commentary

on verse 12.5 Madhvacarya says: “S-SaaaRITHIESCYIEHREATY G@l ATTqIEGHTd |
e T+ et RH: e Sae el Qiendiiid M WEga @ | (There is

the risk of Sritattva not being pleased with an aspirant if there be any
deficiency in respect of auxiliary requisites of sense control and the like. The
Lord’s devotee, on the other hand, has this advantage of the fulfillment of the
auxiliary conditions being rendered easy for him by the Lord’s own effort.) Sri
Raghavendratirtha writes for the very same verse: AT Teh AT
AT 7 831 2l Ghad .. ToTHE TEdl e e E s e A
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fohg Tl ATl iR EEHaTEe 2Qrdii Siaisd WehlHl WEgIEe 3fd Wi 7
(Excessive restraint of the senses and the like are not pre-requisites in the case
of pleasing Me and thus there is no strain involved. ... From the words, “I
become their redeemer” it can be inferred that even though the devotees may
lack sense control etc., Bhagavan does not mind it unlike Devi. On the other
hand, He Himself bestows them upon the devotee such traits without any
effort from the latter. Thus, there is much ease in the contemplation of
Bhagavan.) Is this not a “U’ turn in their stance? In Chapter 2, the Dvaitins
claimed that mighty effort was required to be put in to control the indriyas in
the paramatma-upasana aimed at for aparoksa-jfiana and faulted Bhagavan'’s
advice as involving anyonya-asraya. Here, in the 12" Chapter they argue that
according to Bhagavan, there is not much sense control required in bhagavad-
dhyana for aparoksa-jiiana and that it is only in the Srtattva-updsana that one
requires complete restraint of the senses and other restrictions. What

consistency!

No anyonya-asraya when it comes to their own theory!

Sri Raghavendratirtha’s commentary of verse 12.9 would be also pertinent to
our discussion. The verse concerned is as under:

1 et EEmaTg A TeRifY A1 R |

AN ddl HIH=STY, ve = |l

(If, however, you are unable to establish the mind steadily on Me, then O
Dhananjaya, seek to attain Me through the yoga of practice.)

Here Sri Raghavendratirtha writes: “Re{ T Q& A FoaH @AY A @61 Jdl
HA:FHTIARRRETA: GH: AR W a1, SIS AuTE| AR |7 “If
you cannot establish the mind steadily on Me on account of your inability to do
so, seek to attain me by repeatedly withdrawing from other objects and
concentrating on My form.” Bhagavan should be thankful to the Dvaitins for

they do not find fault with Bhagavan, yet again, saying “How can He advise a
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person who is not able to fix his mind on Him to do so by repeated practice?”
Incidentally, this very verse along with its interpretation could be cited to rebut
the Dvaitins’ own theory about focusing on the Lord for achieving sense

control; what we see in this verse is the converse!

As we saw in an earlier paragraph, the Dvaitins claim that the Advaitic
interpretation of the word AU’ is a forced one as it does not naturally flow
from the words of the Lord. We would, of course, look into this criticism in
detail when we study the commentary of Bhagavatpada. As for the view of the
Dvaitins, it is not at all convincing that their idea of constant meditation on
Bhagavan for conquering the senses follows from the words “J STHId Feax:”
The Advaitins are said to be guilty of distorting the meaning of a single word,
A whereas the Dvaitins seem to be happily doctoring the meaning of the
entire verse! Again, where does ”3@_3” follow from HAG:? In fact, their
interpretation of the words "I and "THAT in the “SSTETId gal &M, ..” verse
as ‘TN and '9EHIHAT is contentious. After all, the jivatman and the
Paramatman are totally distinct in their philosophy. Perhaps an Advaitin
would be justified in interchangeably using cHT and YHIHT to denote the Self
as there is only one Self in Advaita philosophy but certainly not a Dvaitin.
Thus, it could even be said that the Dvaitins are guilty of distorting the import
of the entire set of the verses concerning Reausiaem, However, a discussion
on those verses would constitute a deviation from the topic under discussion
and hence not taken up. Also, this is not a discussion or a comparative study of

the various philosophies.

In the light of the above, the interpretation of the Dvaitins suffers from many a
flaw: They disregard an entire verse of the Lord as inconsequential. Their
interpretation of many words of the Lord seems to be far-fetched. Specific

meditation on Bhagavan for the conquest of the senses for a person engaged in
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meditation for the purpose of aparoksa-jiiana has not at all been prescribed by
the Lord anywhere in the Gi#3, and the Dvaitins seem to contradict their own

view in their exposition of the verses found elsewhere in the Gita.

Interpretation of Madhustidana Sarasvati, a post-Bhagavatpada advaitic
commentator

Let us now see how Sri Madhustidana Saraswati interprets the “alfd Hatfor”
verse in his commentary ‘Gudhaarthadipikaa’. A portion of his commentary

pertaining to the word ‘matparah’ is as follows: STl F TARTHRUHIA ITAE -

TR 3fd - 7 TEIHT e U9 W IchE IUIET: TG | U | THIHETh: 299 | adl

TR, A IGIRRIMAERM [9d a3 | I & Sk Sebawd Tl el FRfeied
TSIHASAMUTS T T o EIHT da2d Waied, 3899 W= Gai=aiHUETE JoRTead

ZETHITeaATIT fTOTENioT | es] WO TEETSIaiS AT Heal dTfe dgan=d Waewiid ¥Ta: |

(If it is asked “How are the turbulent ones, (the organs) to be brought under
ones’ control?”, to that He says, “matparah”, by accepting Me as the Supreme.
He is called matparah to whom I, Vasudeva, alone the Self of all, am the
supreme, the most excellent, goal to be attained. That is to say, he should be
absolutely devoted to Me. So it has been said, “For those devoted to Vasudeva,
there is no evil anywhere”. Indeed in the world, as robbers are subdued by
someone by taking shelter under a powerful king and they also voluntarily
submit to him after knowing that he is under the king’s protection, in a very
similar way, by taking shelter under the Lord, the inner controller of all, the
wicked organs are to be kept under control through His power itself, and
again, understanding that ‘this person is under the protection of the Lord” they

certainly come under his control. This is the idea.)

While Bhagavatpada reads the §loka as conveying that having controlled the
senses, one should remain concentrated, keeping the notion “I am that

Supreme Vasudeva who is the innermost Self and none other than Him”, Sri
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Madhustidana Sarasvati interprets the verse as, “Having controlled the senses
by being supremely devoted, one should remain concentrated....”. Thus, Sri
Madhustidana Sarasvati finds utility for the word AT’ to explain the role of

supreme devotion to the Lord which is what brings about control of the senses.

In Madhustidana’s view, the word "AQU” is useful to answer Arjuna’s unasked
question as to how the turbulent sense organs should be brought under one’s
control. Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati says in His introduction to the verse, Al
G Fd...” as under: T TR TRAGATR] AAIEATENRU FRO FgHARTE
Qﬁ'ﬁmﬂflﬁlﬁﬁ WE@W guH IEHTE | (The control of external organs
and the control of the mind are the specific means to the steadiness of wisdom
for it is seen that in the absence of these wisdom gets destroyed. In order to

state this, He speaks of the first defect in the absence of sense control of the

organs).

Tl A Hied Teu faafsa: |

gfeganton STefife &Xfe S |

(As is well known, O son of Kunti, the turbulent organs violently snatch away
the mind of an intelligent person even when he is striving diligently.) When
commenting upon this verse Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati gives an example; He
says: TE] TR Sih T FHIAA TEE: TERTHE Fieie IR FRnE Ja; TEaang a+
Ted Adf~aamuary fIeawfear J4 &4=iid || (The fact is indeed well known in the
world that, just as powerful robbers violently overpowering a rich man and the
guard of his wealth steal the wealth before their very eyes, similarly the organs
also carry away the mind when in the proximity of objects.) W afe @ &: TN
gAd STE | (If this is so, then what is the remedy for it?) asks Sri Madhustidana

Sarasvati.

Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati opines that the word AT’ of the next verse of the

Lord comes in handy here. We have already seen his commentary on this verse.
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Thus, Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati says that devotion to the Lord in the form of
matparatvam enables one to completely tame the senses. As for the control of
the mind which also is a sine qua non for the steadiness of the wisdom Sri
Madhustidana Sarasvati says :

EURREIDIE-RIS | ER LTl RIEESCIERk I ol

(In the absence of concentration, even a man who has controlled his external
organs gets all evils.) These are his words in the introduction of his
commentary for the following $lokas:

I T, 9H: BRI |

GgTd dT9d FHTH: HHATCSHEISRTET | .63

FITEAld HHE: HHREHAEHE: |

T fCRRRIIg TRl rEATRITUrRAd I .63

(In the case of a person who dwells on objects, there arises attachment for them.
From attachment grows hankering. From hankering springs anger. From anger
follows delusion; from delusion, failure of memory; from failure of memory,

loss of understanding; from loss of understanding, he perishes.)

Sri Madhusidana Sarasvati further says, “@@lgd HAdl {ERME
IR a ey AT el Sae Al PRI 3Tl Jehieh “drie gl
TR Ih ... 7 (Since, thus, even for one who has controlled the external

organs there comes great grief in the absence of control of the mind, therefore
one should control the mind with great effort. Therefore it has been aptly said,
‘Controlling all of them and becoming concentrated, one should remain
seated.”) Effectively, Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati seems to say that one should
control his senses through “T&I<HI” or absolute devotion while he should
control his mind by himself. This is because, in His interpretation, the Lord has

talked about“HAIA” for controlling the senses only.
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A critical analysis of the interpretation of Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati

If control of the senses alone is achieved through A" and not yoga (control
of the mind), a question arises why Bhagavan merely takes care of the
relatively easier task of sense-control of His devotee while He leaves the uphill
task of mind-control to the devotee; obviously, controlling the mind requires
great effort even according to Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati. Moreover, the role
of the mind is vital even with regard to the control of the senses. So, why not
take "AAX:’ to play a role in mind-control also? Unfortunately, the wording of
the verse is such that Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati cannot link the word ‘AT’
for the concentration portion also (i.e & M. .. remain concentrated) of the
Lord’s advice because there is the word 9% (having controlled), a word with
a ‘lyap’ pratyaya, that occurs between “dlf« HAM” (all of them, the indriyas)
and “J% STHIQ”. Sri Madhusiidana Sarasvati can take the word-order either as
“TEL; (Ge) dTlel TETOT HEE gk A | or “dliel TETO1 How HeoRea, I STl |7
or “H: (&) Th: (W) dle T @9 =& | The third one is a bit odd
because one is always supposed to control the senses first before one takes on
the mind. Thus, in Sri Madhustidana Sarasvat’s interpretation "I’ can help
the sadhaka either in sense-control or mind-control but not both. From the
context of the “Iddl...” verse, Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati seems to like the first
option and says that the devotee’s senses are first controlled by the power of
the Lord, and after that, he has to strive to control his mind, by himself. This
oddity arises when “AER@” is interpreted as “THaMih” towards God for

controlling merely one’s senses.

Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati goes a step further; In his introduction to verse 2.64
(WTENRG:...) he says, “FAf fFEA g TRf@F-memEsT 7 g9 3fq 9eq, &

TAIIEITEHRETSR:. .. (Saying that when the mind is controlled, no harm can

accrue even if there be absence of control over the external organs, He

(Bhagavan) gives the answer to the question, “How does he (a man of stable

61



wisdom) move about” in the next eight verses...”.) Does not this statement

simply defeat the entire hullabaloo made about control of the senses and the

requirement of ACRE / THISMIT in a devotee to control his senses? So much for
the utility of WAl Of course, it is completely another thing whether
Bhagavan says that control of mind alone would do and no harm would accrue

even if there be absence of control over the external organs? Be that as it may.

We are aware that Arjuna asked a set of questions about the sthitaprajfia such
as what his marks are, how he meditates, how he converses, how he sits and
how he moves about. The very first question in the set, according to Sri
Madhustidana Sarasvati, is about the marks of a man of steady wisdom who is
established in samadhi, thanks to the word "@HIREET. Sri Madhustidana
Sarasvati further says that the following $loka is the Lord’s answer to this
question:

USRI 1 HIHEATTTE AT, |

MDA JB: RIFavgreder=d |l
(O Partha, when one fully renounces all the desires that have entered the mind,
and remains satisfied in the Self alone by the self, then he is called a man of

steady wisdom.)

Then Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati says that the other three questions of Arjuna,
namely, “How does the man of steady wisdom speak?”, “How does he sit?”
and “How does he move about” pertain to the man of steady wisdom who has
come out of Samadhi. Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati says that the following six
verses form the answers to the question “How does the man of steady wisdom
sit?”

¥q1 Held =1 Eﬁq\iﬁ'lﬁla T |

gfesaOTfegaeharag v afai®ar Il (2.58)
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(And when this one fully withdraws the senses from the objects of the senses as
a tortoise wholly (withdraws) the limbs, then his wisdom remains established.)
ferran farferada ferrereea 3fem: |

TGS e W 7l foadd 1 (2.59)

(The objects recede from an abstinent man, with the exception of the taste (for

them). Even the taste of this person falls away after realizing the Absolute.)

Tl Y Hied Tooa fata: |

gfesaiuT ST &Xfed S |4 1 (2.60)

(As is well known, O son of Kunti, the turbulent organs vilolently snatch away
the mind of an intelligent person even when he is striving diligently.)

et G o geh ST A |

21 fo Feiegaion qed e Siafga I 2.61

(Controlling all of them, one should remain concentrated on Me as the
Supreme. For the wisdom of one whose organs are under control becomes
steadfast.)

AT ST, 8 GEeagad |

HHETA T HTH: FACREISHRTEC 1| 2.62

TR HHE: HHIETEHIAS: |

o o Y

TfcERTTg gl eIl Il 2.63

(In the case of a person who dwells on objects, there arises attachment for them.
From attachment grows hankering. From hankering springs anger. From anger
follows delusion; from delusion, failure of memory; from failure of memory,
loss of understanding; from loss of understanding, he perishes.)
Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati introduces the set of verses beginning from verse
2.58 as follows:

N

RIMUJAR” (With a view to showing that the ‘sitting” of the man of steady

wisdom is verily for Samadhi — by withdrawing again the organs that have
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become distracted as a result of emerging from samadhi owing to the effect of

prarabdha-karma ...)

If the context is about a man of wisdom who has come out of samadhi and is
seated now for the sake of entering it again, why should there be so much
struggle for him, who is already a samadhistha to control his indriyas and that
he requires AL (absolute devotion towards God) in order to control his
senses from objects when it comes to $loka 2.61? Does Sri Madhustidana
recommend that an advanced samkhya-yogin who has had the experience of
the highest samadhi on the A#man-Brahman, alternate between samadhi on
Atman with the notion of non-difference between Himself and the Supreme
sometimes, and, at other times, practise devotion towards Bhagavan
entertaining duality, the latter purely for the purpose of controlling the senses?
This question seems unavoidable, if Sri Madhustidana’s interpretation is to be

accepted.

In view of all this, Sri Madhustidana Sarasvati’s interpretation of the ‘A’ as
“THI=MIE towards Lord, for the purpose of controlling the senses, seems to
suffer from many flaws and it seems very unlikely that the master-exponent,

Bhagavan, would have advised Arjuna so ambiguously.

Having seen the interpretation of the word AU’ by the ViSistadvaitins,
Dvaitins and an independent post-Bhagavatpada advaitin, let us now take
stock of the situation. As the compound word “AQL” occurring in the verse
concerned should have some utility, the commentators whose viewpoints we
saw, have tried to associate AT’ as an aid for indriya-nigraha and also to
solve the so-called mutual dependence problem concerning indriya-nigraha
and aparoksa-jiiana in Bhagavan’s advice. Unfortunately, however, we have

observed that the word “AAY’, cannot denote focus on Bhagavan by a person
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engaged in afma-darsana or nididhyasana for aparoksa-jiiana for the purpose

of controlling his senses. With this background let us go forward.

An analysis of the commentary of Bhagavatpada for the word A

As was seen at the beginning of this essay, Bhagavatpada interprets AT as

3¢ TG FEICITIHT OX: T8 | Heql: 'F ST=ie FErTd, 3l STelid 3c9:” We also saw
that the additional advaitic interpretation of Bhagavatpada “A 1=ig_a&dd’ g

I 299" is what is contentious to the Visistadvaitins and the Dvaitins. So, a
question arises whether Bhagavatpada’s commentary also suffers from the flaw
of forced interpretation like that of the Visistadvaitins, Dvaitins and even Sri
Madhustidana Sarasvati. Moreover, it is not in all the four instances of the
occurrence of the word ‘AAT” that Bhagavatpada has provided the additional
advaitic remark. For instance, in 18.57, the Lord says: “IqE FARHT AR deaed
HA: | “and the bhasya for the word “HER:’ of this verse is: “378 Ied: T: T
9: & A" Here, we do not find the additional advaitic explanation. Thus, a
doubt can arise whether Bhagavatpada has introduced advaitic flavour in the

verse without any justification.

Let us begin our response to the objections. Firstly, as a commentator,
Bhagavatpada’s job is to put the slokas in perspective, throw additional light
wherever required on the subtle points found in the original text, while
ensuring that the Lord’s ideas are not misrepresented. As far as verse 2.61 is
concerned, Bhagavatpada finds it pertinent to offer a non-dualistic explanation
because a) the context warrants such an interpretation and b) without such an
understanding, one will run into problems when one implements the teaching
concerned. As for verse 18.57, the context is karma-yoga. As a performer of
karma-yoga, a person is supposed to deem ISvara to be the highest and serve
him like a devoted servant and not consider himself as non-different from

Isvara and perform non-dual nididhyasana. The context of 2.61, however, is
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jiana-nistha which is about nididhyasana or focus on the Self with the
conviction born out of the scriptural teachings like “@@®™&”, (Thou art That)
that [svara and one’s own A#man, in their intrinsic nature, are one and the

same. Hence, the additional comment of Bhagavatpada “‘A i=isg_deHId’_gfd

MIA” is highly pertinent to the context.

Practical considerations

Now let us see the practical considerations that would have warranted
Bhagavatpada to interpret the word “Hed’ as “ ‘A SF=AISE T I Q.
When Bhagavan advises Arjuna with the words, “dTfd T §E ek T
AAQL:”, it is quite obvious that He is compassionately instructing Arjuna the
steps involved in the establishment of oneself in the Self towards achieving
stability of wisdom. The first step involves the arresting of the senses that take
the mind away from the object of the meditation, towards the sense-objects.
This is conveyed by the words, “aTf HATOT §9=”. The next step is about
keeping the mind integrated which is explicit in the words “J&:”. Now arises
the question “&¥ Ed?” — How does or with what knowledge should one sit?
Or what should be the conviction of the sadhaka, a samkhya-yogin, who is

supposed to sit integrated, after controlling his senses?

Bhagavatpada does not require a "AfY’ in the verse!

In the case of the Visistadvaitins and the Dvaitins, even though there is no
specific word such as ‘Af¥’ to indicate meditation on Bhagavan, we saw that
they assume its presence and proceed with their explanation. This, however, is
not the case with Bhagavatpada for it is crystal clear to Him that the context is
establishment in the A#man. How did He know this? Because, Arjuna’s very
question is about a man who is established in the A#man, a samadhisthah. In
fact, his set of questions about Reausid itself stemmed from the very words of

what Bhagavan spoke in the following verse:
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AT o T EIRAT #HT |

TS Jarae] ARHaTE 1l (2.53)

(“When your mind that has become bewildered by hearing will become
unshakeable and steadfast in the Self then you will attain samadhi
characterised by the wisdom of discrimination.”) Thus it is unambiguous to
Him that the context is establishment in the Self. In fact, even according to the
Visistadvaitins, the context is ‘cHES® (vide Ramanujacarya’s
commentary on this verse). The case is not different in the case of the Dvaitins
too. As far as an advaitin is concerned, Bhagavan need not have to repeat that
the object of focus is the Atman when he instructs the steps involved in one’s
journey from knowledge (S50 to stable knowledge (RIGYET) in verse 2.61. In

fact, the absence of any word like ‘AR’ or 5 or WM’ in the verse makes it

even clearer that the focus on the A¢tman is the context.

Teaching for nididhyasana

The answer to the question “& A" is given succinctly by Bhagavan as
‘HeR’. By uttering ‘A ME@. He teaches Arjuna with what prajig or
knowledge, based on which the sadhaka should engage in the nididhyasana on
the Atman.

As we saw in the last paragraph, this verse is not meant by Bhagavan for listing
the characteristics of a sthitaprajfia but intended by Him for advising a sadhaka
as to how he should proceed from the discrimination or ¥ that he has
obtained from the analysis of Afman and the anatman to reach the state of a
sthitaprajna. Therefore, the sadhaka must be imparted by the Guru, the
Upanisadic Truth, which should be the basis of the nididhyasana and the
realization of which alone can bring about liberation. The Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad says that the Atman should be contemplated upon according to the

scriptures only. “HAAHASEH” (4.4.19) (Brahman should be realized in

accordance with the teaching of the Guru through the mind alone.) The
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Chandogya Upanisad teaches: “HTHATEGET JGd” (8.5.2) (Having known the
Atman in the light of the teaching of the scripture and the Guru, he
contemplates upon it.) But for such a direct instruction, the disciple may end
up realizing mistakenly non-selves like the senses, the pranas or even the mind
as the Self. Or he may stop with realizing his individual Self as is the case with
the practitioners of the Yoga-school. The realization of any of these is not the
realization for liberation spoken of in the Upanishads. Thus, the disciple is
required to keep in mind the scriptural teaching received from His preceptor
rooted in tradition about the nature of the Afman when he sits for
nididhyasana. In the context, the word AAY’ uttered by Bhagavan is
representative of the Upanisadic wisdom while Bhagavan Himself is the

Sadguru.

Now let us see why Bhagavatpada’s exposition of ‘AU’ alone is what is
appropriate in view of practical considerations. Bhagavatpada has expanded
HAL: as ““A AISE T’ gd A", The word ‘A’ when translated literally,
means “the one who deems Me, Vasudeva, as the Supreme.” Now, if this much
alone were the import of the word A in the given context, it would be
confusing to any sadhaka; the context of Bhagavan'’s teaching is focus on the
Atman - recall the words “&¥ T 79T J(E:”, the very starting point of Arjuna’s
questions. If he has to sit focussing his mind on the A#man, how can he

simultaneously entertain the attitude, “Vasudeva, my Lord, is the Supreme?”

If a karma-yogin were to meditate on /svara, he will sit with the conviction that
Is$vara is the absolute, Supreme Being and meditate on Him; here the object of
meditation (the upasana), is Bhagavan (the updsya), who is deemed as different
from the meditator (the updsaka). On the other hand, nididhyasana on one’s
own A#man, is not an upasand. Here one should sit with the knowledge born of

the teachings of the Upanisads and the Guru, “I am Supreme Brahman of the
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nature of existence, consciousness and bliss; nothing else exists apart from me.”
Thus, these two are different notions employed in respect of two different
absorptions. As said earlier, if ‘A" were to mean simply, “Deeming Me,
Vasudeva, as the Supreme” in the context, one would only get confused in the
given context. If, however, the import of “AMY:” is understood as an instruction
from the Lord which requires the sadhaka to hold on to the idea “Vasudeva,
the innermost Self of all is the Supreme, He is verily my Self and so, I am non-
different from the Supreme” then, nididhyasana would only be on one’s own
Self. It is only the Self which is to be realised as non-different from Vasudeva,
who is the Supreme; there would be no confusion with such a notion. If one has
to practically follow the Lord’s advice in 2.61 in the context of atma-dhyana,
the explanation of Bhagavatpada, “A 3TISg q&d’ ¥d A~ is the only way
out. Thus, the interpretation of AT by Bhagavatpada not only fits the context

perfectly but also addresses the practical requirements of nididhyasana.

Does Bhagavatpada’s interpretation contradict Bhagavan’s words found

elsewhere in the Gita?

Bhagavatpada’s interpretation of ‘A’ may be based on practical
considerations for nididhyasana as far as 2.61 is concerned, but just as the
Visistadvaitins’ recommendation of meditation on the divine form of Bhagavan
for EEATM-SE was fraught with conflicts with the Lord’s words “dTfel Haifor
G and “W TG frrada”, Bhagavatpada’s interpretation may also be conflicting
with the import of the other verses prior to and that follow the “aTf LS 11
verse. For example, the very first verse (2.55) in the set of advices of Bhagavan
describes the man of steady wisdom as: “THETHAT g2:” (one who is satisfied
in the Self alone by his mind — STcH{ T HTHAT AT - Ramanujacarya.)Thus, the
focus is only on the individual self and not on the Self that is non-different

from Isvara or Brahman. Thus, it needs to be established that Bhagavatpada’s
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advaitic interpretation does not contradict any statement of Bhagavan in the

context.

The response to this objection is that Bhagavatpada’s commentary does not
contradict the advice of the Lord in the verses that occur prior to or after the
Il TAIN....” verse, especially, the verse starting with “SSTlfd ¥g1”. We have
already seen that the topic is nididhyasana on the Self. Now let us consider an
averment of the Lord in the context:- “THasl THISTE 0 fEdd”. If in the
context of the “SIST&lfd F&” verse, a person meditates merely on his own self (or
Jivatman, as the Visistadvaitins make it out to be) why should Bhagavan speak
subsequently about such a person accomplishing the saksatkara of W, the
Supreme Self, during the course of his nididhyasana? If a person achieves
success in meditating on the form of a particular devata, he would get the
vision of that devata but not some one else. Similarly, unless the individual
self, in reality, is non-different from the Supreme Self and unless the sadhaka
has a firm conviction about this Truth at the time of his sitting for
nididhyasana, how will the saksatkara of ‘@ the Supreme Brahman and the
going away of one’s taste for the senses on such saksatkara happen? Hence, if
the Lord’s statement “T&as THISTEA | B fadd” has to be meaningful, “AALT”
has invariably to be understood in the way Bhagavatpada has interpreted it.
Not only this. The Lord declares at the end of the chapter that such a person’s

state is the state of Brahmanhood, the brahmi-sthitih.

The whole idea is this: A person, who, out of ignorance, had initially
considered himself a jiva and a samsarin; his mind became pure consequent to
his avoidance of desire-prompted karma and desireless performance of
obligatory duties in the form of dedication to the Lord; when he grasps without
doubt the scripture-based instruction of his Guru about the non-duality of the

Atman-Brahman and engages himself in steadfast nididhyasana on the Self, he
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accomplishes the saksatkara or full realisation of the T, the Supreme Brahman.
His avidya goes away and He attains the brahmisthiti as mentioned by
Bhagavan. So, the very first words of Bhagavan describing a sthitaprajna,
“IMHAATH JE:” relates to establishment on one’s Self that is non-different
from the Supreme. It is for this very reason that Bhagavatpada appropriately
comments here: A W@ THMHEEY W@ ... [WHILGEMHESHA =6
ST Redurgt: ...~ (in the Self alone, in the very nature of the inmost Self ...
and satiated with everything else on account of having attained the nectar of
realization of the Supreme Goal., he is called a man of steady wisdom...).That is
why Bhagavatpada’s expansion of ‘A’ does not contradict the words
‘AMEAATH or any other verse in the set of verses concerned; on the other
hand, His interpretation of “AAY is highly appropriate and vital to understand
what Bhagavan has been saying. How wonderful is Bhagavan’s teaching and

how brilliantly appropriate the expatiation of Bhagavatpada is!

There is another way in which we can appreciate the interpretation of
Bhagavatpada. A man of stable wisdom, Reravgt:, as per the very first definition
of Bhagavan is one who remains satisfied in the Self alone by himself —

“JTHATH g2:”. What does this statement ‘He remains satisfied in the Self

alone by himself’ mean? Bhagavatpada clarifies: “3TcH~=d FMHEET T
AT, Teid, TASPINEL: 8 NHATEGRHNESRAEEHES caadT, RUae:” ( He,
the man of stable wisdom, remains satisfied in the very nature of the inmost
Self — by himself - without depending on any external gains.) Now, if “HcRea"
I@E” were to mean any other contemplation involving duality and not
remaining in one’s inmost Self in its true nature (which is non-difference from
the innermost Self of all, Vasudeva, the Supreme), the Lord’s very first
definition of a ‘RITIF:" as “AHUATHAT g2’ (which means non-dependence on
anything else for one’s satisfaction) would not be appropriate. The sadhaka

here does not depend on anybody - not even [svara - for the latter has been
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realised by him as his very Self and so non-different from himself. Thus, any
dualistic interpretation of ‘FEL’ would certainly make ‘STHETHA g’
meaningless. Thus, Bhagavatpada’s interpretation is strictly in accordance with
the teaching of the Lord prior to and after the “aTfd HAOT...” verse. Any other

interpretation will only go contrary to the heart of the Lord.

Of course, it is another thing that the ViSistadvaitins downplay the word R/
used by the Lord by interpreting it as the individual self and not Brahman, the
Supreme, and the reason they give is that the individual self is more
pleasurable than the objects and so he is called @’ purely in comparison with
the objects! Perhaps they had realized that if they interpreted ‘@™’ as Brahman
they would have helped the cause of the advaitins and non-duality. We saw
earlier that the Sri Vedantadesika’s interpretation of W as jiva gave rise to many
a problem. In lighter vein, it could be said that the Advaitins would not mind
this dilution of ‘G in the context of ‘AL . This is because, the resultant
meaning would only be “3%& GILSCCE Sia: T (to whom I, Vasudeva, is the Jiva).
Obviously, an interpretation such as this will not be palatable to the
Visistadvaitins. Next, the ViSistadvaitins downplay brahmi-sthiti as the state of
performing disinterested work which is preceded by the knowledge of the
eternal self, the jiva, but not the Supreme Brahman. Does one need more proof
for the text-torture resorted to by the ViSistadvaitins? Incidentally, even the
Dvaitins do not seem to be happy with this dilution by the Visistadvaitins. Be

that as it may.

Notwithstanding practical considerations and the compatibility with the words
of Bhagavan prior to and after the “dTi HAMT” verse that may favour the stance
of Bhagavatpada, yet, the words of the very verse of Bhagavan may not
naturally give rise to the interpretation that Bhagavatpada has vouchsafed us

with. It may be recalled that the commentary of Visistadvaitins and the
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Dvaitins had been attacked earlier on the ground that their interpretation of the
word ‘AAY:’ as denoting concentration on Bhagavan’s form by a person
desirous of engaging in atma-dhyana / aparoksa-jiana for conquering the
senses did not naturally flow from the words of Bhagavan. The question that
we are going to take up now is whether Bhagavatpada’s interpretation suffers

from the flaw of text torture as alleged by the Visistadvaitins and the Dvaitins.

Bhagavatpada’s interpretation is grammatically flawless

Firstly, let us take up the point of Sri Uttamur Veeraraghavachariyar about the
way the compound word "A@AX” should be split. Actually, it is not as if the
compound “AA:” should be interpreted only according to the first option given
by Sri Veeraraghavachariyar - “H@@eq & @ W I, As we saw earlier,
Bhagavatpada expands ‘Hca%’ as, “He¥: 3¢ IRGed: HAUNTIHT T 60 @ AL As
tar as the vigraha-vakya of the compound ‘A", Bhagavatpada’s expansion is
quite in order. The split could very well employ sasthi-vibhakti as done by
Bhagavatpada. ‘A’ is a common bahuvrihi compound of the type
‘fgueagate:’ It is governed by the Panini sitra “ TR (2.2.024).” The
example given in the Siddhanta-kaumudi is “diaRaX: &R:” where the vigraha-
vakya of the compound Wdret: is Jiad efe’ T& &: (He whose garment is

yellow.) Thus, Bhagavatpada’s interpretation “HeIX: 918 a<d: T T6 & AAT” is

grammatically flawless.

Even without getting into the details of Sanskrit-grammar to prove this point,
we could say the Visistadvaitins and the Dvaitins cannot object to this vigraha-
vakya, for, in his commentary of the Gita, Ramanujacarya himself has
expanded a similar compound AAA:" (11.55) using sastivibhakti as, “STEHE
qHRRY: T H HAW:” (He who looks upon Me as the highest ...is

matparamah). Madhvacarya uses a similar vigraha-vakya for the word A’

of 2.61 itself:- “STEHA W HIHIGFE! F& | HAC” Thus, the meaning given by
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Bhagavatpada, “Deeming Me, Vasudeva, the innermost Self of all, as the

Supreme Brahman” cannot be objected to by anyone as grammatically flawed.

Though the first vigraha-vakya presented by Sri Uttamur Viraraghavachariyar
using paficami-vibhakti - “He&=Gl f& € 90 @ is also grammatically valid,
it is contextually less meaningful. What is the earthly use of A" referring
simply to a person compared to whom Isvara is greater! The $loka when
translated  with  the vigraha-vakya preferred by Sri Uttamur
Viraraghavachariyar is : “Controlling all of them (the sense objects), let him, in
comparison with whom I am greater, remain concentrated. For the wisdom of
one whose organs are under control becomes steadfast.” I wonder of what use

this interpretation would be to the ViSistadvaitins!

As we saw in the early part of this write-up, the second interpretation of

Uttamur Sri Veeraraghavachariar of the word “Hed:’ goes like this: “Agead®:

TETh SR SEHIIdaTa®E: | (Even in the meanings like “FgEaES: “Hewth::’
(He whose goal is Myself, He who is attached to Me) etc., there is no room for
the notion of non-difference.) The compound word “Agead®:” would be split as
“3T IeRd: I G:” and ‘ASER:’ would be expanded as, “HY MER: 99T 27,
Both these meanings could be derived from the word ‘A" and there is no
direct non-dualistic sense in both of them. For that matter, we do not deny that
the compound word ‘A&’ even when expanded as “¥& W & G:” can be
interpreted in a dualistic way. And we have observed that Bhagavatpada
Himself resorts to such an interpretation when the context warrants it.
However, as for verse 2.61, we have already established that the non-dualistic
interpretation of the compound ‘AAY:’, advanced by Bhagavatpada, is perfectly
justified and that, it is what that suits the context and facilitates the
implementation of the nididhyasana taught by Bhagavan (by a sadhaka who

has known the Self but is yet to get established in it). Hence the interpretation
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of Sri Veeraraghavachariar under consideration is straightaway not tenable. In
any case, Sri Veeraraghavachariyar’s explanation does not establish what

Ramanujacarya has said in the context.

No wonder, those versed in Sanskrit grammar aver that even though the
bahuvrihi compound can give rise to multiple vigraha-vakyas, the one that is
more meaningful and ideally suits the context is what is to be accepted as the

appropriate one.

Bhagavatpada’s interpretation is not forced

Now we move on to Bhagavatpada’s additional succinct explanation, “A S=ais&
TG 3fd STEId . Actually, it is only a logical consequence of accepting Svara
as the innermost Self of all. Since the Lord is the “BI9NTHAT or the inmost Self
of all, “d F=SE THT” — “I the self, am non-different from ISvara” is the reality.
Hence, Bhagavatpada’s comment cannot be labeled as a forced interpretation at
all. If Bhagavan is accepted as the Self of all, how can there be any difference
between Him and the indwelling jivatman? Thus, the charge that
Bhagavatpada has introduced His own non-dualistic idea into the verse is

baseless.

Bhagavatpada has only echoed the Lord’s views

Now comes the major question as to on what authority Bhagavatpada writes
that Bhagavan is the pratyagatma, the indwelling Self of all. Has Bhagavan said
so? It may be recalled here that the interpretation of the word AT of the
Visistadvaitins that the one who has sat in meditation in order to establish
oneself in the Self should first concentrate on the divyamangalavigraha of the
Lord was dismissed also on the ground that such an interpretation does not
have the support of the Lord anywhere in the Gita. Does Bhagavatpada’s

interpretation too suffer from the same defect? No. Numerous instances can be
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cited from the Gita in support of the view that there is only one A¢man in all

the beings and that Bhagavan declares Himself to be the inmost A¢man.

Let us first see two direct, significant statements of the Lord that unequivocally
declare the unity of the [$vara and the indwelling-self (jiva) in the Gita.
1) STEHTCHT SR @Eﬁlﬂﬁﬂlﬂ: 17(10.20) (O Gudakesa, I am the Self residing in
the hearts of all beings.) 2)” &gt =y A [ty Hﬁ@lﬁﬁ {Rd 1“ (13.2) (And, O scion of
the Bharata dynasty, understand Me to be the ‘Knower of the field” in all the
tields.) Let us see a few more verses of the Gita that point to the non-difference
of jiva from Isvara, the Supreme and also some that point to everything being
rooted in one Self. a)’¥AR IgAUEl TISFHEEE| Teed THIAHl el A
e =a31dl 1| “(5.29)(One attains liberation by knowing Me who as the great
Lord of all the worlds, am the enjoyer of sacrifices and austerities (and) who

am the friend of all creatures.) b) “a At T4 T L “(6.30) (One who sees Me

in everything ... c)”lzlﬁ‘flﬁ%l?-i A A AAIHAHTA: 1“(6.31) (That yogin being
established in unity adores me as existing in all things...) d)” ARAMTEa1 Tl
forf & T, | STien{al HETETEl 99 ¥ S 1 “(7.5) (O mighty armed one, this is the
inferior (prakrti). Know the other prakrti of Mine which, however, is higher
than this, which has taken the form of individual soul, and by which this world

~ AW aNlaN

is upheld.) e)”dgdl A~ G A T9Ud | TGGAEEARIG | HECHT IO

1“(7.19) (At the end of many births, the man of Knowledge attains Me

realizing that Vasudeva is all. Such a high-souled one is very rare.)

AN A

f)” SUEBISTH Ficll HIhT HEH: | TCHTCHIS STSghI JESRAA 6W: T 11“(13.22) (He who

is the witness, the permitter, the sustainer, the experiencer, the great Lord, and
who is spoken of as the transcendental Self is the Supreme person in this body.
g)”aq] AYTHFEIAGIRAN | dd W@ 9 ER & §99ad da@ 11“(13.30) (When a
person realizes that the state of diversity of beings is rooted in the one Self, and
the diverse origination is from that one alone, then he becomes identified with

Brahman.) h) “THITRN SR F'ﬁa'ﬂfl: Gqra4: ... “(15.7) (It is verily a portion of
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mine which becoming the eternal individual soul in the region of living
beings...) i)”SEHIAT! ZERISTH (8l | STHAH TRl T=IEel= /=T 11“(18.61)
(O Arjuna, the Lord resides in the heart region of all creatures, revolving

through Maya all the creatures (as though) mounted on a machine.)

In fact, there is an even stronger statement of the Lord which equates Him with
a devotee, who is a knower of the Truth and is resorted to Him. Tl AcHT |
HaH | SATRA: | f& eRIcHT AHargadi 3aH” (The man of Knowledge is the very Self
(not different from Me). For with a steadfast mind, he is set on the path of
leading to Me alone who am the super-excellent goal.) Thus, the sadhaka is
non-different from the Lord while the latter is non-different from the the goal,
viz, the Supreme Self. Needless to point out, Bhagavatpada’s commentary is
just this! Perhaps we could say that this verse serves as Bhagavan’s own
commentary on the word “‘AJEC:” in 2.61. We can cite many such statements of
the Lord but this much would do for the present discussion. Of course, it is
understandable that the Visistadvaitins and the other opponents of Advaita
should downplay the words of many of these verses by interpreting “IUHICHT”

as jivatman and so on!

It may be contended that the references provided so far occur in the chapters
that follow the second chapter and so the onus is on the advaitins to show any
verse in the second chapter itself, that too, occurring prior to the “difd LS 1
verse that establises that the A#man is just one, be it the Jiva’s or the Lord’s.
Interestingly, verse 2.12, the very first upadesa of the Lord in the Gita to Arjuna
about the A#man, convincingly points to the sameness of the Self of the Lord,
that of Arjuna and everyone else.

A ATE S AT A & w8 S |

a9 9 s 99 a9ma: W (2.12)
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(But certainly, it is not a fact that I did not exist at any time; nor you, nor these
rulers of men. And surely, it is not that we shall cease to exist after this.)

Here Bhagavatpada writes, “Td ¥ 64 aa0dISTTRE ARG ST iy #1og
feTcdl STTTEI&YT 7 (‘That being the case, even in all the three times (past, present
and future) we are eternal in our nature as the Self.”) That the VisSistadvaitins
and the Dvaitins have interpreted this verse differently is not surprising.
Incidentally, the Visistadvaitins’ interpretation of this verse has been
summarily rebutted by scholars like Bellamkonda Sri Ramaraya. In any case, a
detailed analysis of this verse just now is beyond the scope of this write-up.
Suffice it to understand here that the Lord has certainly talked about the
oneness of the Self in His very starting advice to Arjuna while driving home
the point that the bodies perish but not the Self. It is pertinent to note here that
Bhagavan equates Himself along with Arjuna as well as the others, the kings,
when He considers the eternality of all as the ‘Self’. It is noteworthy that
neither in the verses that follow this verse nor anywhere in the Gita has
Bhagavan talked about the Self in plural while He always talks about the

beings and their bodies in plural. That is why Bhagavatpada writes here:

“ SENSTIITA TgIa ACHIISTET | (The plural number in ‘we’ is used following
the diversity of the bodies but not in the sense of the multiplicity of the Selves.)
Thus, it is reasonable to conclude that this verse talks of just one Self and that it

is common to the Lord as well as the beings.

Bhagavan’s choice of the words, I, you, kings, we etc are strictly in accordance
with how we are used to talk in the world. Obviously, He cannot abruptly
begin His advice saying, “A#man is eternal” before he relates it to Arjuna and
the context. Being a non-pareil teacher, He first goes from the well-known to
the less-known. Arjuna sees the Lord, he sees himself and also the kings in
front of him. Now, the Lord tells him that they are all eternal. Obviously, they

cannot be eternal as their bodies; they are so only as the Self.
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Having indicated the oneness of the Self in His very first verse, Bhagavan
goes on to describe the Atman’s true, eternal, omnipresent, indestructible
and indeterminable nature in a set of verses, up to verse 2.30.

In verse 2.16, (I & WEI...), a clincher, Bhagavan teaches Arjuna the
=T or falsity of everything other than the one substratum, the A¢man.
Bhagavan shows the falsity of the beings in many verses. (Eg. STERRGIM
T ... (2.28). Thus, Bhagavan clearly establishes that there is naught but
Brahman- A #man.

One can understand from verse 2.25 that the knowledge of the Atman

comprehended in the fashion taught by the Lord will enable one to

[Nl NP N e

overcome one’s sorrow. (TEAIGH Mg AgaNTagHa™ | - Therefore having
known thus, you ought not to grieve.) This verse can be taken as a reference
to fruitful sravana and manana which, though productive only of mediate
knowledge, can still result in the disappearance of one’s sorrow, just as in
the story of the ten fools, the mere statement of a wise, dependable man that
there does exist the tenth man removes the misery of the fools who were
imagining that one among them had drowned in the river.

When one’s mind goes beyond all delusion which confounds one’s
understanding about the distinction between the Self and the non-Self he
will acquire dispassion. Then the mind will no more be bewildered by
doubts. This is what the Lord states in the verse “Jal d HEReSH...” (2.52).
Then the mind becomes pure and is fit to focus on the Self with one pointed
concentration.

When the mind becomes unshakeable and steadfast in the Self, the sadhaka
will attain the yoga of supreme reality. This, indeed, characterizes fruitful
nididhyasana. Bhagavan points out this in the verse “JfdiaSica=l d...

¥ o

JTEETER” | (2.53)
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Thus, there is enough and more ammunition in the second chapter of the Gita -
that too prior to the “dTie HAT...” verse itself - for the advaitin to theorise
without any inconsistency that the Lord has indeed declared the Atman to be
non-dual and has also elaborated on the process of establishment in It. It is
another thing, of course, that the interpretation of dualists differs from the
explanations of Bhagavatpada; however, any discerning reader of
Bhagavatpada’s commentary would be able to appreciate the fact that His
interpretations are faithful to the words of the Lord and are consistent. The
purpose of this write-up is not to demonstrate the appropriateness of
Bhagavatpada’s commentary for the entire second chapter; suffice it to
understand here that the non-dualistic interpretation of AT of Bhagavatpada
is in no way flawed, forced or inconsistent with the teaching imparted by

Bhagavan in the context.

Having seen that Bhagavan has determined the Self to be one and that It
pervades everything — that is, the Self is the (self) or substratum of all, let us get
back to the formation of the compound “A:’. In the compound-word ‘AT’
uttered by Bhagavan, the ‘3@H’ in the ‘Ad/, obviously, refers to Himself (the
Supreme Self). From what we have seen so far, He or the Supreme Self is the
sarvapratyagatma, the inmost Self of all. That Self is now equated with “9H” or
the Supreme Self in the compund “AAX:’. When the Lord says that His Atman
(Himself ) is param, there being one and only A#man, it goes without saying
that, the ‘sadhaka’s’Self is non-different from the Lord, which, in turn, is non-
different from the Supreme Self. The Lord thus sees no distinction in Atman -
this is what was pointed out by Him in His very first advice about the Self in
the verse “d <d@ SId AEH,.. ", In the light of what we have seen up to now, the
interpretation of ‘AMY:’ by Bhagavatpada is indisputably legitimate as it is
based on the Lord’s own words. Those like us that are not able to

instantaneously appreciate what “HAc&X:” denotes when reading the verse which
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has it, can, thanks to Bhagavatpada, clearly understand that the compound
word employed by Bhagavan is very important as it stands for the wisdom to
be had the by the person who sits for nididhyasana whose result is saksatkara

of para or the Supreme.

That is Bhagavan's style and we cannot question it!

One might still feel that the interpretation of Bhagavatpada would have been
absolutely unobjectionable had only the Lord specifically said in the “aTf
HAIM...” verse itself that He is the ‘sarvapratyagatman’and had there been no
need to infer the sense from the other verses that occur prior to this verse and
later. This is true but this situation is not something unique in the Gifa. There
are several instances in the Gita where we find that the Lord does not say in so
many words that He is the Self of all but it is patent that He means it. Let us
consider the following verse of Bhagavan from the fourth chapter:

= A AT fsrfed 9 H FHERS T |

3l | QiSRG FARE & F9d | (4.14)

(Actions do not taint Me. For me there is no hankering for the results of actions.
One who knows thus, does not become bound by the actions.)

Indeed, this is a strange statement from the Lord! How does a person not
become bound by his actions if he merely knows that the Lord’s actions do not
taint Him and that the Lord has no concerns with their results? A discerning
reader of the Gita, however, will not find anything puzzling in the statement of
the Lord. He would have realized from the declarations found elsewhere in the
Gita that Bhagavan Himself is the Self of all. So, if a person has the realization
that the Lord is his pratyagatman and so he neither acts nor craves for the
results of action, he too gets liberated from all actions. While Bhagavan does
not repeat verse after verse that He is the pratyagatman of all, the import of

Bhagavan’s teaching of the present verse can be understood and appreciated

with that notion only. That is why Bhagavatpada would write here: “WdH 31<2:
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A At AHASA ARSI /AR Fdl A B FHRS TRV Sfd | FARE FAd T A
EEWTTDWT'\UT FHIMT vt 3?195: I” (Any one else too who knows Me thus as his
own Self and knows, “I am not a doer. I have no hankering for the results of
actions, he does not become bound by actions.) Thus, it is not a lacuna that
Bhagavan has not specifically declared in the “di HATMT...” verse that He is the

sarvapratyagatman!

A minor yet pertinent question: If Bhagavan has already taught the True nature
of the Self as non-dual in the course of His discourse prior to his taking up the
question of Arjuna about a sthitaprajfia, why should He again talk about it in
“HEX:’? The answer is simple. As we already saw in the “dli« HAOT. .~ verse,
Bhagavan compassionately summarises the whole procedure for nididhyasana
which is supposed to take one from ‘S to ‘R The first step is ‘Z3d-
HIHAY | The next step is ‘fI0-S&REA’. The ‘95 with which one engages in
nididhyasana is advised in “AQL:’ i.e the conviction “I am non-different from

the Lord Vasudeva who is the Supreme — 9" Thus, there is no problem at all.

Why not a stronger wording to impart non-duality than a simple "AE:"?

Another doubt that may arise in our minds is as follows: “Could not have
Bhagavan employed a more powerful and direct wording in 2.61 such as one of
the mahavakyas itself rather than the compound AT’ to instruct non-
difference between the A#man, ISvara and Brahman? Had He done so, He
would have possibly averted varying interpretations by followers of different
schools.” The answer is that ‘A itself is a very powerful word; it not only
serves the purpose ideally but is such a beautiful word that it would be hard to
tind a better alternative to it in the context. Not only that. Though the
mahavakyas or the great sentences such as “3%@ F&IMH” (I am Brahman) of the
Upanisads unambiguously instruct the unity of the individual soul with

Brahman, unfortunately, however, even they are not interpreted in a uniform
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way by all schools of philosophies. For example, had Bhagavan uttered the
popular mahavakya, “JAEHM”, in lieu of ‘A, the Visistadvaitins would have
interpreted it as:” "O Sadhaka! You are the body/mode of the Brahman who is
the cause of the universe and has got the entire universe as his body" and
Madhvacarya would have interpreted the sentence as “d@HE” or “That
Atman, thou art not.” Had Bhagavan used the mahavakya “3%& SRIRH”
Ramanujacarya would have interpreted it as “Hg=ad =& A" (There is no
Brahman other than Me) and Madhvacarya would have interpreted it as “3%&d
SENSfH” (That Perfect Being who cannot be avoided (by anyone ever), is the
very essence of being (for myself and for everyone else). Thus, it is not as if
some alternative wording, even it be the upanisadic mahavakya per se, would

have been spared by the Visistadvaitins or the Dvaitins.

Equation of Atman, I§vara and Brahman in one shot

On the other hand, the compound ‘A&’ seems to be an ideal choice in the
context. The situation here is so unique that the teacher who imparts the non-
dualistic Brahman-A#man in the Gita is none other than Bhagavan Vasudeva,
who is Isvara, the very embodiment of Brahman. Any advice of the Lord to
Arjuna about the unity of the individual Self with the Supreme Brahman must
ideally envelop the unity of Himself also along with the other two. The
statement ‘His thus powerful as it equates, in one shot, the At#man,

Vasudeva and the ®, the Supreme as one.

What is the need for such an equation? It is because this is the Upanisadic
teaching. If any difference is seen between the Atman, Isvara and the Supreme,
then it would contradict all the hundreds of sruti passages that teach non-
difference. It is pertinent to recall here what Bhagavatpada says while
commenting upon the mantras of the antaryami-brahmana of the

Brhadaranyaka Upanishad, condemning the view of those who deem the Jiva,
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I$vara and Brahman to be different.: “STaaa R RISHEEOIIIRRIST S6R Si9:

T | iR R RRR TR - et S9ad | | O f7edi: as: T8 @
TIETER, W IAd | ... a1 “T9 d S (Br. Up. 3.4.1,2), “T8 SedIcAT” (Mu.

Up.2.1.4), “a8 @Y 7" (Ka. Up. 3.12) “@@AR" (Ch. Up. 6.8.7), “¥Teag &7 (Ch.
Up. 7.25.1), “aTichtad @4”, (Br. Up. 3.5.1) “AI=isdisRa go1” (3.7.23) geaniesed =
el | FeqalmalsIdl: a9 A TTeaied| TRHIGAIMEIS! Wel AadimaaTgdated-

Wﬁﬁ 1”(Ch. Up. 6.2.1) (When It has the limiting adjuncts of the body
and organs, which are characterized by ignorance, desire and work, It is called
the transmigrating individual self; and when the Self has the limiting adjunct of
eternal and unlimited knowledge and power, It is called the Internal Ruler and
Isvara. The same Self, as by Its nature bereft of limiting adjuncts, absolute and
pure, is called the Immutable and Supreme Self. ... In this light alone the texts
as, “This is your self (that is within all)”, “He is the inner Self of all beings”,
“This (self) being hidden in all beings”, “Thou art That”, “I Myself am all this”,
“All this is but the Self”, and “there is no other witness but Him”, do not prove
contradictory.; but, in any other view, they cannot be harmonized. Therefore,
the above entities differ only because of their limiting adjuncts, but not
otherwise, for all the Upanisads conclude: “One only without a second”. Thus,

“HqT:”as interpreted by Bhagavatpada is highly significant.

Unity of Jiva, I§vara and Brahman declared in the Gita
Here we could take up an objection: “Has Bhagavan explicitly indicated the
unity of jiva, Isvara and Brahman anywhere in the Gita?”. The answer is: Yes,

He has - not in just one, but in many verses. For instance, consider the

following verse: “SUgEl SFHwl Fdl Wit FER: | WHIHI Sogh: SR, O
W:1(13.22)” (He who is the witness, the Permitter, the Sustainer, the
Expereiencer, the great Lord and who is also spoken of as the transcendental
Self is the Supreme Person in the body.) At this juncture, we cannot help

recalling the oft quoted passage from the Svetasvatara Upanisad:
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Tl 39: TPIAY TG AT FeIdTeeT |

FHTHE: GERIATTETE: TEl =l Had! Fajue 1 (6.11)

(The one divine being is hidden in all beings; He is omnipresent, the indwelling
Self of all beings, the supervisor of actions, the refuge of all beings, the witness,

the one who imparts consciousness, unconditioned and without qualities.)

Comparison of “3Tid #ea¥:’ with the Upanisadic teaching SR

The sttra-type advice of the Lord in the form of “AAT” reminds us of the vidya-
sttra of the Brhadaranyaka-upanisad —“ITHIGIEG” - The Self alone is to be
meditated upon. The import of the upanisadic word ‘IUTEId” is discernible from
the words of the Gitz: ‘gt I - FHIEAERH A", The Upanisadic instruction
‘MAHAT’ could be linked with ‘AR, Just like the vidya-siitra, ‘HEL@ too is not
an upasana or contemplation but denotes knowledge. Bhagavan’s use of the
word ‘3THId’ instead of ‘SUMEIA’ precludes the possibility of any one wrongly
understanding the advice as involving contemplation on the Afman similar to
the contemplations on devatas at the time of offering oblations in certain
sacrifices. If it were an upasana, it would have involved the three factors ]%h‘l:[,
% and F4. However, in the case of the knowledge of the Self all curiosity ends
as soon as one knows the meaning of the sentences like “STEHIHT si&” (This
Atman is Brahman) etc, “T&HATEdEA” (Brahman is one only without a second)
“og IRd fF==” (There is no diversity at all here) or, in this case, #Xd (the
wisdom, “I am non-different from Vasudeva, the Supreme”). The sadhaka has
nothing to do other than remain as the Self — because there is nothing else apart
from Brahman. The word “&Ed” which simply means sit’” or ‘let him remain’
is indicative of that. The knower remains satisfied in His Self by himself. Thus
we are able to appreciate that the upanisadic teaching “TcHe@MAEd” is nicely
brought about by Bhagavan in this verse. Similar to the Upanisadic advice
“?ﬂ'l?ﬁ@'ﬁqlﬁlﬂ”, in “3MET AL too, the wording is such that the Atman is not
objectified as an (IUA) object of meditation. Instead of saying “TCHTTIIREIA"
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the Upanisad said “ I Similarly, in the Gita too we do not find
Bhagavan saying “®i W IUEA”; instead He only uttered the compound
word “AAT:”.

Here a question may arise as to why Bhagavan has stopped with merely saying
“3Ed AC:” and has not instructed any further steps such as continuous
remembrance of the non-dual Truth for attaining ﬁﬂaﬁﬁﬁ; after all, the
sadhaka’s aim is to get established in the Truth and so this much alone may be
grossly insufficient. We find the answer to this query in Bhagavatpada’s
commentary on the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad passage “3TcHcdaidreia”’(1.4.7)
itself. To a question as to why a continuous train of remembrance of the Truth
has not been prescribed in the $ruti, “3TcHcAAME”, Bhagavatpada writes,
TS SIS HARHAEIAGNE  [SFgqad ded  dgaad  digwd s
feadaedicad | ... TGRS ATHICHIEN IAGIESTR: | RGeS -

el g HEEH ﬁﬁqﬁl{” (When the knowledge of the Self arises in

consequence of hearing a dictum delineating It, then it does so by eradicating
the false notion about It. ...Therefore the recollections of notions about the non-
self die out when the Self is known. As the only alternative left, the train of
remembrance of the knowledge that the Self is one which comes automatically
is not to be enjoined.) The situation is no different in the case of the instruction
in the Git3, “3Ed AGL:” also. When a sadhaka whose senses are under control,
whose mind is serene and integrated, and who is seated with the clear
knowledge that he is non-different from Brahman and that there is nothing that
exists apart from It, there is no question of any anatma-vasana creeping in; in
course of time, Brahman-Atman is realized in all Its glory. Thus, all that the

sadhaka needs to just follow the instruction “d #&:” and do nothing else!

Comparison of the words “TST &&ll Rfd:” with a sruti passage
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Another Upanisadic passage that comes to our mind at this juncture is the
following;: ”Wﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬂ?ﬁ aql Wfﬁ%&l: gl Wﬁﬁmﬁ =4 | FaH
qZhid | | faer RsiisEfaiRe sl Wafd... 9 S'IS: ... | “(Brihadaranyaka
4.4.23) (Therefore, he who knows it as such becomes self controlled, calm,
withdrawn into himself, enduring and concentrated and sees the Self in his
own self; he sees all as the Self ... He becomes sinless, taintless, free from doubts
and a knower of Brahman...This is the world of Brahman...). We have already

seen that Bhagavatpada explains the word “g:’ in the “dli< HAIM...” verse as

‘GHIEd:’. In the mantra cited above, there are the words “&#Ted ¥@1” which are

interpreted by Bhagavatpada as e T AN TS Tl TR AT SRSl el
(attaining one pointed concentration through dissociation from the movements
of the organs and the mind.) Incidentally, it could be observed that the
Upanisad also does not recommend a knower to meditate on svara’s form for
controlling one’s senses. After attaining one-pointed concentration, the person
sees the Self in himself- not his own individual self as a restricted entity — but
the Self as everything, says the Upanisad. This reminds wus all of
Bhagavatpada’s interpretation for the compound “HeR:”-, “3@ L
HATTHAT” Not only this, the last portion of the mantra that we read just now -
“fual eSS ihedl SR Wald... 9 sSRisis:” (He becomes sinless, taintless,
free from doubts and a knower of Brahman...This is the world of Brahman...)
bears unmistakable semblance to Bhagavan’s concluding declaration in the last
verse of this chapter, “NI TRl Refa: we G4 o fgfa” - (2.72) (This
steadfastness is the Brahmi-sthitih O Partha, one does not become deluded
after attaining this.) Thus, Bhagavatpada’s advaitic interpretation of the
compound word “HAL:” is compatible not only with Bhagavan’s own

statements in the Gitabut also with the Upanisadic utterances.
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The significance of the name ‘Vasudeva’

Having seen the beauty of the word ‘AU’ in the light of Bhagavatpada’s
bhasya let us now turn to the significance of Bhagavatpada’s words in the
bhasya. Bhagavatpada writes, “Hcq¥; 31 AMGed: HAUSNTH W JeF @ A '
IFiisE T afa ordid 3e:” His usage of the name ‘Vasudeva’ to denote the
Lord instead of the other names such as Krsna, Madhustidana etc., has a lot of
significance and is tightly linked with the meaning that He arrives at for the
word ‘AAL:". The name ‘Vasudeva’ has a wonderful import and is replete with
excellent meanings as is brought by texts like Mahabharata and the Visnu-
purana. For instance, in the Moksadharma of the Mahabharata, the Lord
Himself says:

BT SWTTgsd o G gai: |

NI TRgeaedd: &5a: || (12.328.36)

(Like the sun with its rays, I cover the entire universe with My glory. Also, I

reside in all Beings. Hence I am known as Vasudeva.)

T Feeaaitea:

TGSl 1 AR TRREERINT: 11 (5.68.3)

(As I permeate all beings, as I exist (in all things) and as I am the origin of
Gods, I am known as Vasudeva.)

In the Visnu-purana, we have:

HATE A | FEcEd § 7@ |

dd: | AT [Fghs: aRusTd Il (1.2.12)

(As He resides everywhere, and in all things, He is termed Vasudeva by the
wise.)

HATOT T il et AT |

Y = HelcHT argeaedd: @a: || (6.8.80)

(All beings abide in the Supreme Atman and He, the A#man of all, abides in all

beings. Therefore, he is called Vasudeva.)

THRGHGHE 9 aed: ... (3.7.32)
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(All this and I are Vasudeva...)

Why go that far? Bhagavatpada has for His support the following utterance of
the Lord in the Gita itself: ”a’lﬁiﬁwﬁﬁqﬁ H HTHT ﬁ@é‘-‘l: W (7.19) ([At the end of
many births, the man of knowledge attains Me realizing that] Vasudeva is all.
Such a high-souled one is very rare.)Thus, Bhagavatpada’s choice of the name

Vasudeva in the context of ‘A" is highly significant.

No vicious circle in Bhagavan’s advice!

We saw that the ViSistadvaitins and the Dvaitins have opined that Bhagavan’s
presentation of ‘FlegqaRNHFWUM’ for saksatkara and ‘@G’ when saksatkara is
attained involves a vicious circle and so ‘A, i.e., meditating on Bhagavan,
is the only means for conquering the senses. This way, they say, the vicious
circle problem is resolved. As far as Bhagavatpada is concerned, nowhere does
He accuse Bhagavan as guilty of giving an advice that involves any ‘vicious
circle’. The accusation of the ViSistadvaitins and the Dvaitins depicts Bhagavan
as a very poor teacher because a) His advice suffers from anyonya-asraya-dosa
or the fault of a vicious circle and b) having advised so badly, Bhagavan does
not even remedy the situation by offering, subsequently at least, an explicit and
pragmatic solution for control of the senses; on the contrary, He has only left it

to the commentators to manipulate the word “ACIC” as the remedy.

When we look at the so called ‘vicious circle” we find that the situation in the
GIta is not different from what we experience in our daily life and that the so
called “vicious circle” problem is not at all a problem. Consider this example. A
person goes to a Doctor and tells him that he lacks stamina to walk on the road
carrying weights in his hands even for a short distance. The Doctor examines
the person and observes that the man’s muscles are very weak and so he
advices the patient to tone up his muscles. How is the patient supposed to

build up his muscles? The Doctor asks him to practise lifting weights in a
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titness centre. According to the view of Visistadvaitins and Dvaitins, the
patient should now wonder, “I told the Doctor that I do not have the stamina to
litt weights but the Doctor advises me to practice lifting weights to gain
stamina. He must be mad”. But the patient does not think so. On the other
hand, he promptly implements the advice given and gradually, he is able to

carry weights and walk for long.

Similarly, a samkhya-yogin, by the repeated practice of dosa-drsti towards the
objects of the world, is able to control his senses to the extent that his mind is
able to focus on the Self without getting distracted. Gradually, by dint of sheer
practice of yoga which is abhyasa, the senses totally come under his control
and he gets the saksatkara of Brahman and his wisdom becomes steadfast.
Thereafter, even the taste for the senses / objects goes away. Is there any
vicious circle in this process? Not at all! So why unnecessarily fault Bhagavan?

Let us see Bhagavatpada’s commentary is this regard: “TdH, e ad: T &

T ST T SRATEAST. a6 T&l Sda®dl 1 (The wisdom of the one, the
sarmhnyasin, remaining thus concentrated, whose organs are under control, by
dint of practice, is steadfast). Thus, Bhagavatpada does not accuse Bhagavan of

giving advice to Arjuna with a vicious circle in it.

Restraint of the senses should happen prior to dhyana

While the other commentators dilute the sense of the words “dlfel @&TU1 a9,
Bhagavatpada does not do so. He subscribes to the view that the one must
necessarily restrain his senses before one sits for nididhyasana. How does one
restrain one’s senses? Even a beginner in the study of Vedanta would know the
answer to this question that dispassion or perception of faults in the objects is
the means to exercise restraint over the senses. Has Bhagavan indicated this
anywhere in the second chapter prior to the “dTi< HATMT...” verse? Yes, indeed.

He has taught dosa-drsti (perception of faults) directly. Prior to that, He has
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taught atmanatma-viveka itself; dispassion, unless accompanied by
atmanatma-viveka will only be temporary. We have already seen that
Bhagavan teaches this viveka when He talks about A#man and its intrinsic
nature in many verses - starting from 2.12 to 2.30. He describes the nature of
impermanence of the non-selves - the bodies etc - in many verses. As regards
the senses, He draws Arjuna’s attention to the transient nature of the
experiences that arise out of the contact with the senses.

HEEARITE] Fivd RS @ |

AR THITRIATS el WRd || (2.14)

(The contact of the organs with the objects is the producer of cold and heat,
happiness and sorrow. They have a beginning and an end and are transient.
Bear them, O descendant of Bharata.)

In a subsequent verse Bhagavan declares the unreality of everything other than

the Atman.
AT fa=rd e AnTET faerd |4 |

AR oI STeamEEgRInT: Il (2.16)

(Of the unreal, there is no being; the real has no non-existence. But the nature of
both these has been realized by the seers of Truth.)

What more is required for one to get dispassion towards the world than the

conviction about the falsity of the world? The Lord describes what is real in the

next verse:
o o ﬂ e aN _a:[ S . |

fRTRIHAE e A HchqHer 1| (2.17)

(But know That (Atman) to be indestructible by which all this (universe) is
pervaded. None can bring about the destruction of the Immutable.)

What about the unreal? The Lord says: “3T=id+d TH €&1.” (2.18) (The bodies have
an end.) Thus, @@ and M1 of the bodies have already been spoken of by

Bhagavan. Hence, Bhagavatpada has every reason to believe that the

91



instruction “dTel TN HIH...” can be implemented by one who has strong

dispassion, prior to sitting in nididhyasana.

Let us see what the Katha Upanisad teaches regarding the control of senses:

at ARTRT Aeted R+ OTH |

ITHAS] Hafel JNT f Shyame 1 (2.3.11)

(They deem, as ‘yoga’the steady control of the external senses and the mind.

At that time, one becomes, vigilant, since, ‘yoga is subject to development and

loss.) In His commentary Bhagavatpada explains the import of this mantra:

(oSN . o o . . o =~ hany NN o
“YAT: YHIGANId: @HMEE Ud W JdiEdql dH<RS Jgqd 9IadnT Wit

AT | A & TEfaEme THITERTEISRA | TSN JeicaBIaeH ey G fordiad
| ...37d: AUEURENIETHTE; Fded IARME:” (One should become unerring — ever

careful — about the concentration of mind at the very time one commences yoga
which meaning follows from the implication of the context; for when the
intellect etc., cease to function, there can be no possibility of carelessness.
Therefore, the text enjoins vigilance even prior to the cessation of the activity of
the intellect, mind and senses, in samadhi. ... Thus, vigilance should be
resorted to, to prevent the decay of yoga.) Needless to mention, the Upanisad
teaches that control of the senses should be practiced even before one

commences dhyana.

How does control of the senses come about even before one sits for dhyana? It

is through the discrimination of what is permanent and what is not:

T HHE ST Jeadied fadaed |

o191 i e fafeen yemgafae A weaed 0 (2.1.3)

(The unintelligent people follow the external desires. They get entangled in the
snares of the wide-spread death. Therefore, the discriminating people, having
known what true immortality is in the midst of impermanent things, do not

pray for anything here.)

92



SR qeRTEHEIRHE @ T4 |

QRRTEHTI! Hedl YR A Zird 1| (2.3.8)

(Having known the dissimilarity of the senses (from the nature of the Self that
is extremely pure, absolute and consciousness alone) that originate separately,

as also their rising and setting, the intelligent man does not grieve.)

Thus, the means for restraining the senses is dispassion arising out of
discrimination between the permanent Self and the impermanent non-selves
and characterized by perception of faults in the non-selves. Therefore,
Bhagavatpada has every reason to say that restraining the senses before

dhyana is not only possible but also ought to be done.

What about complete 'Zf+sa-T2#R’ (indicated in “T& & IEAfgail q&a T=m

il “)? Bhagavatpada says that it is accomplished by practice. His words

are: “Td AWEET Id: TR & TET SfegAM e SNATEES, a6 S Tiafedt 11“(The
wisdom of the samnyasin remaining thus concentrated, whose organs are
under control by dint of practice, becomes steadfast.) Sri Anandagiri clarifies
what practice means: I AT WWE:{UT ﬁWﬁ?ﬂﬁ-
FISHEAARATGAS: | S [y SNeaMn AT e Haamicas: |“(The
organs come under control either by constantly thinking of oneself as non-
different from the Self, or by constantly being mindful of the evils that result
from objects.) Thus, Bhagavatpada’s reasoning “SPAMEEAId” is very important.

Actually, the first option suggested by Sri Anandagiri, i.e., the practice of
keeping in mind the non-dual Truth ascertained without doubt from the
teaching of the scripture and the Guru is ‘nididhyasana’ indeed. And this

option is more impressive than the other.
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The role of practice and dispassion in controlling the mind

Let us now take up the question whether this reasoning, “S¥IEaAId”, has the
support of Bhagavan. We have already seen that the combination of dispassion
and practice (3E and aA) has been prescribed by Bhagavan Himself in the
6™ chapter in response to Arjuna’s statement about the fickleness of the mind.
I HEaTEl T g = |

INGTEA g Fiec™ S0 = IR 1 (6.35)

(The blessed Lord said: O mighty-armed one, undoubtedly the mind is
untraceable and restless. But O son of Kunti, it is brought under control
through practice and detachment.)

Now let us consider another pertinent verse:

Tl Ial MRl ATESHRH |

qaedl feaeaercT=ad 93t 99d Il (6.26)

(The yogin should bring (this mind) under the subjugation of the Self Itself, by
restraining it from all those causes (objects) whatever due to which the restless
unsteady mind wanders away.)

One can easily appreciate that Bhagavatpada is justified in commenting upon
this verse as follows in the light of what the Lord says in 6.35, notwithstanding
the order in which the verses occur: “@=d STcHEE A4 EbTi yg=il AnT ad gl Fdl

Y a\VaN o o o ° [aN

Idr 2ol FeRTeald @ TR T, Aa4EaHY I3Hd Taead |

AT G e A o e qUARTE 5 SR Eaal =de:
HTCHA T ATHTRATAHIIGH, | T ARG, AT AR SRl #+1: |

(In the beginning, the yogin who is thus engaged in making the mind
established in the Self, should bring this (mind) under the subjugation of the
Self Itself, by restraining it from all those causes whatever, viz., sound etc., -
due to which - due to whatever objects like sound etc - the restless, -very
restless and therefore - unsteady mind wanders away, goes out due to inherent
defects. (It should be restrained) by ascertaining through discrimination those

causes (objects) to be mere appearances (falsity) and with an attitude of
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detachment. Thus, through the power of practice of yoga, the mind of the
yogin merges in the Self itself.) The bhasya is so lucid that it does not require

any explanation.

Suffice it to say that Bhagavatpada has brilliantly brought in dispassion (that
arises on account of the wisdom ‘FcaT-icdiea®” and that the objects are unreal)
to restrain the senses (as in “dTi« Hatr T99”) and the power of repeated
practice of yoga to completely conquer the senses ( as in “@=I & TEfzTM") as
the two necessary and sufficient tools to control the mind (for controlling the
senses ) in His commentary on the “dlfd HAMO...” verse — the very same ones
that Bhagavan Himself has recommended later in the sixth chapter. We have
already noted that, at any rate, Bhagavan has never said anywhere in the Gi#3,

“Meditate on My ‘saguna’form to achieve mastery over your senses”.

While analysing the viewpoint of the Visistadvaitins, we saw that, in
connection with the ‘four types of sthitaprajias’ that they think the Lord has
referred to in the four verses starting from the “ISTEd aeT...” verse, they cite
the yoga-sitra, “TGAHATAITUE TR I | (1.16). Tt is only a few
stitras before this one that we find the prescription of “3™*M™” as a means for
controlling the mind. It is another thing that the Visistadvaitins have ignored
this ‘abhyasa’ aspect completely and have put the blame on the Lord for

speaking in circular logic as regards the conquest of the senses and saksatkara.

The role of practice and dispassion for mind-control in the Yoga school

Let us now see how the Yoga school talks of ‘abhyadsa’as the means to control
the various vrittis of the mind. “ SRR qferd:” (1.12) (The five kinds of
mental modifications are restrained by practice and by dispassion.) The
abhyasa referred to here is specified as follows: “d™ fRordl F@isvEE: 1~ (1.13)

(Among the two means, practice is the persistent effort to secure restraint. "€ g
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e s

CPEACTITS B e AT CR T H:“ (1.14) (It however, becomes firmly rooted, when

cultivated, for a long time, without interruptions and with earnest attention.)

Sri Vyasa’s Yoga-sitra-bhasya on this yoga-siifra commences with the

[N N ~ N < [aNEE o NN [ o N VSN

clarification: “T2Ig Ta(h: TEEGRIARITAN, AR AT

FREERRIHEE: Ik gfa” (He who sees defects in seen and heard of objects,

becomes dispassionate towards them. Then, by the practice of the cultivation of
the knowledge of the Self, his mind becomes, through the purity of knowledge,
satiated with discriminative insight, and he becomes thoroughly detached,
with regard to saftva, rajas and tamas, both manifest and not manifest.) The

gloss, Tattva-vaisaradi, on the Yoga-siitra-bhasya explains the compound-

word, “JEIGRFMNAMIA” of the bhasya as follows — “IRTHAIGHATTETIEEHIF T
Y6 JER TENG: GiF:93H faur | “(It is the practice, that s, it is repeated

recourse to the knowledge of the Atman that has been clearly had from the
scripture, inference and the teaching of the Guru.) Thus, what Bhagavatpada

has stated as “IMEIA” has the support of the Yoga school too.

Grace of God is sine qua non for the rise of knowledge - Bhagavatpada

Just because Bhagavatpada does not deem ‘AMY:” as indicative of meditation on
Bhagavan’s form for conquering one’s senses like other commentators — the
Visistadvaitins, the Dvaitins and even Sri Madhustdana Sarasvati - it is not as
if Bhagavatpada deems grace of [svara as some thing that can be dispensed
with. As a matter of fact, Bhagavatpada repeatedly stresses the need for the
grace of Bhagavan for the rise of knowledge in one and up to its fruition in the
form of saksatkara. Let us see one such instance from His commentary on verse
39 of the Second Chapter of the Gitz: “FHaw ... TETAR SHRTHG AHTRIIET T
FAMEE:” — (You will get rid of that bondage of karma by the attainment of

Knowledge through God’s grace.) Even in His introduction to His commentary

on Gita, Bhagavatpada writes: ”W’iﬁSf\q T Tgrasau Y; FUN i Iz
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fafrd: |: SoaTfeEeTaRR g T SaNuier SSHHTH: HxaRled Hafd Goiimiaaid: |
FEAE | FHASETIARIHENT Flcdede 9 . 9aegedy Sfaqad 1 (That
dharma, characterized by action and enjoined for different castes and stages of
life, even though it is meant for achieving prosperity and attaining heaven etc.,
yet, when performed with the attitude of dedication to God and without
hankering for results, leads to the purification of the mind. And in the case of a
person with a purified mind, it becomes the means for the attainment of fitness
for steady adherence to Knowledge and the cause for the rise of Knowledge.)
Bhagavatpada says all this on the authority of the Lord’s words themselves.

For instance, we find in the eighteenth chapter the statement of the Lord: Id:

TRl 39 Fafie dad) WRHI qmasd [ feefd @ | (18.46) (A human
being achieves success by adoring through his own duties Him from whom is
the origin of the creatures, and by whom is all this pervaded.) Bhagavatpada
expatiates upon the word ‘®f&’ of the verse as “ZART-BIGEUT R4 (Success in
the form of ability for steadfastness in Knowledge). This is because this ‘f&f is
not the ultimate success. This we understand when Bhagavan Himself has

stipulated subsequently what a person who has attained such ‘f&f& should do.

“fafg oTEl T S QUi e | | GHERT ®iead =8 JEE O 9007 (18.50)
(Understand for certain from Me, in brief, indeed, O Son of Kunti, that process
by which one who has achieved success attains Brahman, which is the

consummation of Knowledge.) Here Bhagavatpada writes: “ffé am: TEH

9 AT dSEEST FAREANT SHWSANIdGau e oE: L. 9o 39 SRR
FASIEYU] S& GHTCHT ST, d&T o TR SASHEERE § T8 a9rd, =ard o <
TN A 1~ (Understand for certain from Me, from My utterance, how one
who has achieved success - one who by worshipping God through one’s own
duties, has achieved success, born of the grace of I§vara, in the form of fitness
of the body and organs for steadfastness in Knowldege - ... that process in the
form of steadfastness in Knowldege (F<{(81), by which he attains Brahman, the

Supreme.) Thus, Bhagavatpada understands from the Lord Himself the
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sequence — karma-yoga, sattva-suddhi, isvara-prasadajanita-jiiana-praptih-
JAana-nistha-yogyata cha, jiana-nistha, saksatkara. Bhagavatpada categorically
avers that if the knowledge of non-duality has to arise in a person, it cannot do
so without the grace of God. And so, Bhagavatpada cannot be faulted by
saying He does not support the role of Bhagavan’s grace. His conviction is that
one will not be able to sit for nididhyasana for sthitaprajnatva without the

grace of Lord in the first place.

Karmayogin and saguna meditation

As for meditation on [svara with form, Bhagavatpada believes that a sadhaka,
as a karma-yogin, could / would have resorted to meditation, why, even
samadhi on Bhagavan. This point has already been stated in our discussion.
Bhagavan says:

3 GEIT HHIT R G HG: |

IIAE AR [T S I9Ed 1 (12.6)

(As for those who having dedicated all actions to Me and accepted Me as the
Supreme, meditate by thinking of Me with single minded concentration...)
Bhagavatpada comments on this verse as follows: “g d HEIT HAIT TR S9N

GO HeqW: 318 G0 A1 d A Sedl: g STTH 2 T [9°a%d 34 HATHH

O] I6 IS oF STFERa | A7 FR SEIEET | S Feaed:” (As for those
having dedicated all actions to Me who am God, and accepted Me as the
Supreme meditate by thinking of Me with single-minded concentration only —
That yoga is single-minded which has no other object than the Cosmic Deity,
Myself.) Thus, it is clear from this that Bhagavatpada deems that a karma-yogin
could very well have accomplished even samadhi on saguna-isvara prior to his
embarking on nirguna-nididhyasana. And therefore, the point that Sri Uttamur
Veeraraghavachariyar made, ie, it is easier to concentrate on the
divyamangalavigraha of the Lord first prior to one enmarking on the focus on

formless A#manis very well taken care of in the scheme of Bhagavatpada.
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One possible reason for Bhagavan cryptically teaching “3Triid A

Finally, we get a question as to why Bhagavan chose to speak so cryptically —
He merely said “AAY” - when His intention, was to preach the profound non-
dual knowledge itself! The answer is simple. It can be observed that
Bhagavan’s core teaching of the Bhagavad-gita is covered in just two chapters
itself — the Samkhya-yoga and the Karma-yoga - the second and third chapters
respectively of the GIta. It is only to clarify the doubts of Arjuna that Bhagavan
compassionately expounds His own teaching in the form of the subsequent
chapters. For example, Bhagavan has not explained how dhyana is to be
practiced in the Second Chapter though He talks about absorption of the mind
in Atman, the samadhi itself, in the Second Chapter. However, we observe that
subsequently, Bhagavan dedicates a whole chapter, Dhyana-yoga, the sixth
Chapter, to delineate the procedures starting from nitty-gritties — such as what
are all the materials that one should use to sit for dhyana — all the way up to the
attainment of Brahman in samadhi. Thus, there is nothing odd about this brief,
aphoristic advice, A, representative of the profound non-dual knowledge.
In any case, we have already seen how, in view of Bhagavan’s own words prior
to the verse under consideration, the word ‘AU’ can easily be understood as
how Bhagavatpada has interpreted, without forcing its import. Thus, it is not a
flaw on the part of Bhagavan to have crisply stated what He wanted us to
understand; on the contrary, His brevity is what adds to the beauty and power

of His style of upadesha.

We compared the Lord’s advice “HAT:” to that of the upanisadic mantra
“HTHGAIE”. As for the latter, Bhagavatpada, in His commentary on the
Brhadaranyaka-upanisad mantra concerned, says that the entire Upanisad
forms the explanation of this very mantra. That explains how it is not only not

a fault of the Veda to speak aphoristically but is an a/ankara for it. Similarly the
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instruction “He: A" being satra-like is not a defect; on the contrary it is
wonderful and is highly pregnant with import.

It is said about a sttra:

e ARAdeH |

EAHATTE T3 GAida) fag:

(Those who are knowledgeable about the stitras say that a safra should consist
of a minimum number of letters, be unambiguous, give the essence of the
subject-matter, be all-encompassing (multifaceted), be free from repetition and
faultless.)

Do we not find all the characteristics of a siitra in the advice “3TEId #G:” of the
Lord? In fact, the compound word ‘A’ has less number of letters when
compared to that of even the compact mahavakya, ‘@@HE”. As for
unambiguousness, no one has differed in the basic meaning of the word
“HAT:” and so, it can be said to be unambiguous. Even the other words of the
verse are equally so. “dli HAT =" denotes control of the senses, Ik’
indicates control of the mind, “AcIT’ points to the wisdom born of the scriptures
and the Guru and ‘TEi@’ suggests that the sadhaka should just remain
established in that wisdom. What happens then? By the dint of practice of this
discipline, he not only accomplishes saksatkara of the Supreme but also
complete mastery over his senses. Thus, the verse and, in particular, the

aphoristic advice, “AMY:’, are unambiguous in their import.

The compound-word "AEL:” is “ANEd. too because it is profound and powerful;
it teaches the unity of jiva, Isvara and Brahman, the entire purport of the
Upanisads. The wording cannot be bettered. It is multifaceted because
Bhagavan Himself shows that the word ‘A’ can mean merely “deeming Me
Bhagavan as the Supreme” when it comes to karma-yoga. That is why when

the Lord says elsewhere in the Gita, “ddl TaHHT AR Ted A" (18.57)
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Bhagavatpada explains ‘Hed:’ merely as: “3& aad: T T&”. Here, there is no

non-dualistic interpretation possible since the context is karma-yoga.

Conclusion

In the light of what we have seen so far, it is clear that Bhagavatpada’s
interpretation of the Lord’s utterance “AIU:” a) is a legitimate one that the word
itself can give rise to, b) is grammatically perfect, c) ideally fits the context, d) is
necessary for the implementation of the Lord’s instructions about nididhyasana
on the Atman, d) does not contradict any of the verses of the Lord that occur
before or after the verse under consideration, e) does not result in any internal
inconsistency, f) has the support of the Lord in many verses of the Gi#3, g) does
not render the words of this verse or the other verses of the Gita useless, g)
does not dilute or trivialise the meanings of any of the words of the Lord, h)
helps to bring out the important Upanisadic teaching, i) has the support of the
Upanisads and j) makes us understand the verse of the Lord as comprehensive
for a sarikhya-yogin to accomplish saksatkara of the Atman-Brahman. Thus,
Bhagavatpada’s interpretation of "HAMY:’ is what represents the heart of

Bhagavan.

| FEERUTRfregTauTe |
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