THE METAPHYSICAL PRINCIPLE IN THE BHAGAVADGI/TA 2.16

Binod Kumar Agarwala*

Abstract: 4 metaphysical principle is stated in Bhagavadgita 2.16. Examining
modern scholarly discussion of the two pairs of dichotomies, sat/asat and
bhava/abhava involved in the principle, the original sources, and some of the
traditional commentaries, the essay intends to show that in this principle, bhava
and abhava are two mutually exclusive ontological categories, while sat and asat
are neither mutually exclusive nor jointly exhaustive nor purely ontological
categories. The correct translation of the verse appears to be as follows: “Neither
being (bhava) of non-ethical-non-eternal-non-actual (asatak) is found, nor non-
being (abhava) of ethical-eternal-actual (sataz) is found; the conclusion (anta’) of
both of these [two] has been seen (drstah) verily by the seers of that-ness
(tattvadarsibhih).”

1. Introduction

The primary aim of the present essay is to interpret the metaphysical principle stated
in Bhagavadgita 2.16: nasato vidyate bhavo nabhavo vidyate satah / ubhayor api
drsto ’‘ntas tv anayos tattvadarsibhih //

The semantic syntax of the verse is as follows: na (indeclinable particle); asatah
(genitive singular noun asat); vidyate (3rd singular present indicative passive \2 vid);
bhavah  (masculine nominative singular bhava); vidyate (3rd singular present
indicative passive V2 vid); satah (neuter genitive singular sat); ubhayos (masculine
genitive dual ubhaya); api (indeclinable particle); drstah (neuter nominative singular
drsta); antah (masculine nominative singular anta); tu (indeclinable particle); anayok
(masculine genitive dual ana); tattva (noun without declension, part of tatpurusa
samasa); darsibhih (masculine instrumental plural darsi part of tatpurusa samasa).
The Bhagavadgita is presenting the subject matter of the sruzi tradition, and its ideas
are dependent on this tradition. Our conjecture regarding the two different distinctions
sat-asat and bhava-abhava as employed in Bhagavadgita 2.16, which are derived
from the $ruti tradition, is that bhava and abhava are two mutually exclusive
ontological categories, while sat and asat are neither mutually exclusive nor purely
ontological categories, but ethico-ontological categories. So, the secondary aim is to
provide textual support for our conjecture. The existing scholarly findings regarding
the two distinctions do not appear to help in understanding Bhagavadgita 2.16. The
existing scholarly understanding of the verse, therefore, appears not to be adequate.
Hence, the verse requires further interpretation.
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2. Halbfass’ Discussion of Being in Sruti and Its Context

Our starting point is Halbfass’s famous study of traditional Indian conception of Being,
presented in a summary form in his essay entitled “On Being and What There Is: Indian
Perspective on the Question of Being.” This essay contains his observations on the idea of
being and non-being as found in the sruti tradition. However, the question arises whether his
understanding of Being and non-being can help of in interpreting Bhagavadgita 2.16. He
translates sat and asat as  “being” and “non-being” (Halbfass 2017: 98-99) and
also bhava and abhava as “being” (Ibid. 101) and “non-being” (Ibid: 106) respectively.

Whatever his characterization of being and non-being in Indian tradition (which
he finds different from both Aristotelian and Heideggerian characterization, and also
different from Quinian characterization), in his understanding, it appears that sat-
asat and bhava-abhava are not two different distinctions but a single distinction with
two designations, i.e., “being” has designations “sat” and “bhava” and “non-being”
has designations “asat” and “abhava.” However, Bhagavadgita 2.16 is using two
different distinctions. The first line is not saying that being of the non-being is not
found; non-being of the being is not found, as that would not be a significant
metaphysical principle but only a tautology. Furthermore, Halbfass recommends
translation of satta as ‘beingness,” “beingness, though an awkward expression, might
be worth considering as a translation of saza.” (lbid: 102) He also
lumps satta and bhava together and translates them as “being.” (Ibid: 101) This kind
of translation will violate the Indian Vydakarana tradition, which accepts Yaska’s
claim in Nirukta 1.1.1.1: “Verb has a predominance of being (bhdva); nouns have a
predominance of sat-ness (sattva).” * This claim is clearly based on the distinction
between bhava and sattva, the latter deriving from sat, and hence sattva means ‘sat-
ness’ whatever sat may mean.

2.1. Halbfass’ First Finding: Absence of Ontology in Indian Tradition

Halbfass is primarily interested in distinguishing the discussion of being and non-
being in Indian tradition from the discussion of these two ideas as “ontology” in the
Western tradition, especially in Aristotle, Heidegger, and Quine. His finding is
multifold.

Firstly, he finds, “the question of being, as an explicit theme, assigned to a
specific philosophical discipline, is a symptomatically Western phenomenon.” (Ibid.
98) This claim implies that there is no ontology in Indian tradition, “even though
being (sat) is thematic in the oldest documents of Indian thought, in the Vedic and
Upanisadic text...and it remains an important and recurrent topic in later traditions.”
(Ibid. 98) The reason for absence of ontology in Vedic tradition is that this discussion
is “different from that kind of disciplinary tradition which we call ontology” in the
West. (Ibid. 98) But this difference of Indian discussion from disciplinary discussions
in the West is observed not only with respect to Western ontology but also Ethics and

! bhavapradhanamakhyatam / sattvapradhanani namani /
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Epistemology too. The Indian tradition of discussion did not create such disciplinary
boundaries even when it discussed good and bad conduct or issues of knowledge or
perception; rather, the so-called ontological, epistemological, ethical issues are
discussed intermingled with each other without separating into distinct disciplines. It
has a hermeneutic implication, which is not realized by Western scholars of Classical
Indian texts in general and by Halbfass in particular, which has created many
misunderstandings as to how the various issues and concepts were discussed and
shaped in Vedic tradition. The difference in the Western and Indian discussion is that
the former adopted an analytic approach, while the latter adopted a synthetic, holistic
approach. Unless one sees the Classical Indian discussion of any topic in its totality,
one is likely to miss the concepts which are being shaped through the discussion even
without using any term for it as it is yet to be formed fully to be named and yet in the
totality of discussion it is visible that a concept is being shaped, which received a
designation later in the literature. To anticipate, the idea of ‘bhava’ was being shaped
in Rgveda 10.129 without using the terms, though using terms like ‘sat’ and ‘asat,’
which were available.

2.2. Halbfass’ Second Finding: ‘Being’ not Thematised in the Rgveda

Halbfass, having noticed the difference in the discussion of issues of being in
Western and Indian tradition, says, “It would be out of place here to attempt any
thorough clarification of the earliest, especially Rgvedic usage of sat and asat, as we
find them in the famous hymn X.129, or in X.72.” (lbid: 98). Then he states his
second conclusion from his studies, “At any rate, it is obvious that sat, and asat in the
Rgveda does not mean ‘being’ versus ‘nothing,’ or ‘existence’ and ‘non-existence’ in
any abstract sense.” (Ibid: 98) On the face of it, what he is stating is correct, but its
implication that ‘being’ is not thematized in 10.129 is not correct. He is following the
western analytic approach and focusing only on the usage of satand asat as it is
present in 10.129 and other Rgvedic mantras, but, it appears, he is unable to discern
what the siikta 10.129 as a whole is saying.

For the required discernment, one needs the synthetic, holistic thought, which the
Vedic rsis in their terminology called the dhih, having which one becomes dhira and
one grasps the corresponding actuality dhitih. When we think holistically, then it
becomes clear that some beingis thematized in Rgveda 10.129, which is
termed fadekam which is neither sat nor asat, and it is not nothing but being. Even
though tadekam is functioning as a name and hence according to the
Indian Vyakarana tradition, it is sattvapradhana, but here sattva is abstracted away,
by denying both sat as well as asat. That is to say, the rsi is trying to conceptualize
‘being’, which is different from both sat and asat. This is also confirmed as an
activity is ascribed to it using the verb anit (third-person singular present imperfect
class 2 parasmaipada Yan) in mantra (10.129.2). In the grammatical tradition
adding upasarga pra to the verb, one expresses the same activity in its excellent form
or manifest form. Hence verb pranit designates the excellent or manifest form of
activity, which is designated by the verb anit. That is to say, the being that is referred
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to by tadekam is breathing without air (anit avatam), the same activity in its excellent
manifest form will become breathing with air (pranit vatam). Since a verb is applied
to tadekam, as per the Vyakarana tradition verb is bhavapradhana, it clearly confirms
that what the rsi in 10.129 is trying to conceptualize is bhava ‘being’ distinct
from sat and asat. The classical Indian tradition of interpretation of 10.129 clearly
recognized that the devata of the Nasadiya Sikta (10.129) is bhavavrttam ‘rolling or
revolving of being’? to which the Vyakarana tradition conforms. Halbfass, it appears,
has not been able to maintain the distinction between sat and bhava as it was
available in Rgveda 10.129.

Had Halbfass maintained the distinction between sat and biava he would have
noticed that although it is true that sat and asat do not mean ‘being’ versus ‘nothing,’
that does not mean that the later distinction is not there in the classical Indian texts. In
fact, it will become clear that bhava and abhava correspond to ‘being’ versus
‘nothing.” There is one more distinction, which we will show in the passage below,
i.e., the distinction of asti from both sat and bhava. Had Halbfass maintained the
distinction of asti from sat and biava he would have noticed that even though it is
true that sat and asat do not mean ‘existence’ and ‘non-existence’, that does not mean
that the later distinction is not there in the classical Indian texts. It will become clear
that asti and nasti correspond to ‘is (exists)’ and ‘is not (does not exist)’ and
correspondingly astitva and lack of astitva correspond to ‘existence’ non-existence’
respectively. The failure to distinguish between sat, bhava, and asti (/astitva) has
prevented scholars from understanding much of the classical Indian literature.

2.3. Halbfass’ Third Finding: Reading of Katha Upanisad 6.12-13

Thirdly, Halbfass finds, “The Katha Upanisad states that there is nothing else to
be said or thought about brahman than the pure is (asti) alone (V1.12-13). In this and
similar functions, ‘being’ is not merely, not even primarily, a theoretical and
speculative notion.” (Halbfass 2017: 98). There appears to be a failure of
understanding Katha Upanisad 6.12-13% on the part of Halbfass when he made the
above statement. Hume translates Kasha Upanisad 6.12-13 as: “Not by speech, not by
mind, not by sight can He be apprehended. How can he be comprehended Otherwise
than by one’s saying ‘He is’? He can indeed be comprehended by the thought ‘He
is’(asti) and by [admitting] the real nature of both [his comprehensibility and

2 Brhaddevata, 2.120. Some of the hymns of the Rgveda, e.g., 10.129, are bhava vrttani,
cf. Brhaddevata, 2.86, 7.123, 8.46 and 91; in 8.56 Rgveda 10.145 is called an aupanisad
bhava vrtta hymn. Vrtta also  implies  ‘circle’, ‘cycle’, ‘transformation,” ‘appearance,’
‘eventuality,” ‘activity,” etc. is from root Vvt meaning ‘to move,” ‘to revolve,” ‘to roll,” ‘to
proceed’ etc., which root is present in vartana, cakravartin (one who sets rolling the [world-
Jwheel), and in pravrtti, nivrtti, etc.

3 naiva vaca na manasia praptum $akyo na caksUsda / astiti bruvato 'nyatra katham tad
upalabhyate // astity evopalabdhavyas tattvabhavena cobhayoh / astity evopalabdhasya
tattvabhavah prasidati //
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incomprehensibility]. When he has been comprehended by the thought , He is’ His
real nature manifests itself.” (Hume 1921: 360) Olivelle translates it as: “Not by
speech, not by the mind, not by sight can he be grasped. How else can that be
perceived, other than by saying, “He is!” In just two ways can he be perceived: by
saying that “He is.” By affirming he’s the real. To one who perceives him as “He is.”
it becomes clear that he is real.” (Ollivelle 1998: 403) S. Sitarama Sastri translates as
follows: “Not by speech, not by mind, not by the eye, can he be attained; except, in
his case who says ‘He is,” how can that be known. He should be known to exist and
also as he really is. Of these two, to him who knows him to exist, his real nature
becomes revealed.” (Sastri 1929: 95-96) The fundamental error appears in these
translations because all the translations turn Kasha Upanisad 6.12-13 into a
contradiction. Each one of the three translations says that he (brahman) cannot be
apprehended/grasped/attained, and yet they have no hesitation in
translating astiti (asti iti) as ‘He is’ which is the same as apprehending/grasping/
attaining him (brahman) by speech and thought. It is significant that the agent (karty)
of the verb asti is not mentioned in Karha Upanisad 6.12-13. No doubt interpretation
and translation have to supply the implied agent, but that agent cannot be brahman,
and hence he cannot be referred here by he/it, etc., in the translation. After it has been
declared that brahman cannot be apprehended/grasped/ attained by speech, mind, and
eyes in Karha Upanisad 6.12ab, what the Karha Upanisad 6.12 bc is saying is that
how can he be comprehended otherwise than by one’s saying ‘[something] is’ or
‘[something] exists’, where something can be anything in the world.

The implication is that by directly referring to brahman one cannot say that he
exists, but he is comprehended when one says of anything in the world that it exists
because brahaman is in everything and everything is in brahman. This circular
ontological structure of brahman/purusa/ atmanis a well-known doctrine of
Upanisads.* Hence, when we faithfully keep in mind faithfully the semantic syntax of

4 [$opanisad (Kanva) 6: yas tu sarvani bhiitany atmany evanupasyati | sarvabhiitesu catmanam
tato na vijugupsate || “Who however sees all existents in the self and the self in all existents —
thereupon from him it (the One) does not strive to hide itself (= to him it makes itself available
or makes itself self-evident).” Chandogya Upanisad 3.14.4: sarvakarma sarvakamah
sarvagandhak sarvarasah sarvam idam abhyatto 'vakyanadarah | esa ma atma antarhrdaye |
etad brahma | etam itah pretyabhisambhavita asmiti yasya syad addha na vicikitsa asti | iti ha
smaha sandilyah || “Having all actions, having all desires, having all odours, having all tastes,
pervading all this, without speech, without confusion, — this myself within the heart, is that
Brahman. | shall attain it, on departing from the world. Verily, for one who has this faith, there
exists no doubt. Thus, said Sandilya — yea Sandilya.” The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad
(Madhyandina) 4.4.18: yadaitam anupasyaty atmanam devam anjasa / isSanam bhiitabhavyasya
na tada vicikitsati || “When a man directly realizes this effulgent Self, the Sovereign Lord of all
that has been and will be, then he does not doubt.” The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (Kanva
4.4.23; Madhyandina 4.4.28): tasmad evamvid...atmany evatmanam pasyati / sarvam atmanam
pasyati ... avicikitso brahmano bhavati / “Therefore, one who knows thus...sees the self in his
self, and sees the self as all...becomes one, who does not doubt Brahman.” Following
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the Sanskrit in Kartha Upanisad 6.12-13, it becomes clear that when we say of
anything in the world that it is or that it exists, then being of that-ness of both the
thing spoken of and brahman appears. Here one must keep in mind that
in Vyakarana tradition, asti is a bhavavikara ‘mode of being’ not bhava ‘being.’® It is
precise because asti is a bhavavikara that both bhava and vikara appear together,
never one  without the other and  hence bhava indicates brahman,
while vikara indicates the specific form of brahaman as that thing whose existence is
asserted. So Halbfass and other scholars have failed to grasp the subtle distinction that
is introduced in the Vedic ethico-ontology  between sat and bhava,
and bhava (being) and bhavavikara (mode of being) [asti ‘is” or ‘exists’]. Hence the
claim of Halbfass that it can be said about brahman that it ‘exists’ or it ‘is’, cannot be
taken as correct.

2.4. Halbfass’ Fourth Finding: Being as a Soteriological Goal

Fourthly, Halbfass claims, “... ‘being’ is not merely, not even primarily, a
theoretical and speculative notion. It always designates a soteriological goal; it
designates the goal of self-realization: to know being means to coincide with being,
which is always present as one’s true potential.” (Halbfass 2017: 98-99) He quotes
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.3.28: “From non-being [asat] lead me to being [sat];

from darkness lead me to light; from death lead me to immortality, “® He adds the

comment, “the text itself goes on to tell us that ‘being’ in this context is the same as
‘light” and ‘immortality.”” (Halbfass 2017: 99) However, the gloss
on sat given Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.3.28 is to be utilized cautiously. The passage
makes three prayers; the first is a prayer for ethical progress from asat to sat, the

Upanisads Bhagavadgita 6.29-30 states: sarvabhiitastham atmanam sarvabhiitani catmani /
tksate yogayuktatma sarvatra samadarsanah // yo mam pasyati sarvatra sarvam ca mayi
pasyati / tasyaham na pranasyami sa ca me na pranasyati // “The Self-abiding in all existents,
and all existents (abiding) in the Self, sees he whose self has been harnessed by Yoga, who sees
the same everywhere. He who sees Me everywhere and sees everything in Me, for him | do not
get destroyed, nor for Me does he get destroyed.”

5 vaska’s Nirukta 1.2: sadbhavavikara bhavantiti varsydayanih / jayate’sti viparinamate
vardhate ‘paKsiyate vinasyatiti | “According to Varsyayani, there are six modifications of being:
takes birth, exists, transforms, grows, decays, and gets destroyed.” Saunaka’s Brhaddevata
ii.121:  bhavapradhanamakhyatam sadvikara bhavanti te / janmastititvam parinamo
vrddhirhanam vinasanam /| “The verb-root (akhyata) has been (bhava) as predominant
(pradhana). There are these six modifications (vikara): genesis (janma), existence (astititvam),
transformation (parinamah), growth (vrddhiz), decline (hanam), destruction (vinasanam).”
Patafijali in his Mahabhasya in the context of commenting on Panini Sutra: bhivadayo
dhatavah Il Astadhyayt 1.3.1 // writes: sat bhavavikarah iti ha sma aha bhagavan varsyayanih:
Jjayate asti viparinamate vardhate apaksivate vinasyati iti / “The revered Varsyayani said, ‘Six
are the modifications of being (bhavavikarah)’: ‘is born, exists, transforms, grows, decays, and
gets destroyed’.”

6 asato ma sad gamaya, tamaso ma jyotir gamaya, mrtyor mamrtam gamaya /
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second is an epistemological prayer for progress from darkness to light (i.e., it is a
prayer for enlightenment), and the third is an ontological prayer for progress from the
world of mortality to the world of immortality. After making the three distinct prayers,
the gloss merely says that these three signs of progress are united as single progress,
inseparable, even though distinguishable from each other. The note of Halbfass here
refers to Rgveda 10.129.2: “neither death (mytyu) nor immortal alive [or immortal]
(amrta) existed”’. As argued above, Halbfass, it appears, has failed to notice that in
Rgveda  10.129 bhava, without  naming  it, is  being  distinguished
from sat and also from amyta (not-dead/alive/ immortal) as
both mytyu ‘death” and amyta do not characterize being (bhava) [tadekam]. That is to
say there is noabhavaeven if neither satnor asat, neither mytyu  nor
amyta characterize it, neither any temporality in the form of distinction and division
of time like day and night characterizes it, and not even if neither deities nor dust nor
space existed. So, the translation of Halbfass appears to be misleading as he uses the
term ‘being’, which represents bhava rather than sat. The prayer of Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad 1.3.28 is that one be led from asat to sat, from darkness to light, from
mortality to immortality. However, it is not a prayer that one be led
from abhava (non-being) to bhava (being), because all movement and activity can
take place with bhava and not with abhava, and that is the significance of the claim:
“being predominates in the verb.” (bhavapradhanamakhyatam) So being is not a
soteriological goal or telos, as it is the very presupposition of any movement towards
goal or without goal, but it is sat distinct from bhava (being) that is the soteriological
goal. Hence the comment of Halbfass that “Connotations of truth, purity, and
goodness quite naturally accompany such understanding of being,” is erroneous with
respect to bhava (being), which is not a goal, but it is true with respect to sat, which is
an ethico-ontological category different from the purely ontological
category bhava “being.”

2.5. Halbfass’ Fifth Finding: Absence of Systematic Terminology of Being

Lastly, Halbfass complains, “There is no systematically developed terminology
of being in the Upanisads, and the applicability of sat to brahman and the absolute in
its primeval unity often remains ambiguous and is sometimes explicitly disputed, in
accordance with the transontological language of Rgveda X.129 and with an old
dispute over the priority of sat over asat which was mentioned earlier. It is obvious
that in these and similar discussions, the question of unity takes precedence over the
question of being.” ((Halbfass 2017: 99) In these remarks, he reveals not only his
state of understanding of the Sruti literature but also the state of understanding of the
same of most of modern Indian and Western scholars.

This state of understanding can be expressed in words borrowed from Berkeley:
They “have first raised a dust, and then complain, we cannot see.” (Berkeley 1949: 26)

" na mrtyur asid amrtam na. ..
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The inability to see clearly the systematic terminology of bhava / abhava, sat /
asat, and asti / nasti, the three pairs of distinctions being different from each other, is
because the modern scholars have raised dust storm for themselves of their own
discussion. Now with dust in their eyes, they cannot see the multiple distinctions
made in the Sruti literature and complain of the absence of developed and systematic
terminology to discuss ontological issues. This dust storm will clear later in this essay.

3. Functioning of Binaries in the Vedic Thinking

However, modern thought fails to understand the vocabulary of Vedic literature
because of multiple reasons. One of the most important reasons has to do with the
difference in the functioning of the binaries in Vedic thinking and Modern thought.
All thinking is in binaries. Whether it is Vedic thinking or modern thought, both
require binaries. Nevertheless, the binaries emerge and function differently in Vedic
thinking and modern thought.

The emergent binaries in the classical Indian thinking are guided by svatantrya
Sakti defined by Abhinavagupta in Isvara Pratyabhijia Vimarsini 1.1.2: “and the
power of own thread/warp of it [of the self] is separating the non-separate and
undoing by inner connection the separation of what is separated....”® Or to put
differently, “and its [i.e., of the self] svatantrya [power of own thread/warp] is:
bringing separation in the non-separate [which at the same time remains
fundamentally non-separate] and undoing by inner connection the separation of what
is separated [which in a sense appears separated].” What it means is that binaries
emerge in the thread of thinking of the self because the thread of thinking to be
extended has to distinguish itself from itself, i.e., binaries emerge, but it cannot be
broken as it is one thread that is extended and hence the distinguished items, i.e., the
binaries, are internally connected or un-separated. It implies that none of the two
distinguished items of any of the emergent binaries is to be discarded; rather, both
remain united in thinking as it is required for the expression of self in the form of the
thread of thinking, which of course further gets distinguished and kept united as the
thread of action and thread of speech. Some of the most important binaries are sat-
asat, hava-abhdva, vidya-avidyd, para-apara, pard-apara and vidvan-avidvan, etc®

In contrast, in modern thought, the binaries are created in thought guided by a
desire to prefer one item over the other of each binary, or to discard one item in favor
of the other in each of the binaries, and examples of some of the most important
binaries of modern thought are true/false, real/unreal, good/bad, and right/wrong, etc.

The unconscious or un-thought habit of modern thought makes us think that the
binaries function in the same way in the classical Indian thinking as they do in
modern thought. So, when we see the distinction of sat and asat in classical Indian

8 svatantryam ca asya [atmano] bhede bhedanam bhedite ca antaranusamdhanena abhedanam /
9 The triadic distinctions, made in the Sruti tradition also have to be understood as based on
binaries.
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thinking, we jump to the conclusion that sat is preferred over asat. That is modern
thought, but that is not how Vedic thinking treated the binaries.

The indication of how the binaries is to function was given in the Rgveda itself
when in Nasadiya Stkta (Rgveda 10.129.4): “The sages by their seminal thought
searching in their heart found the relation of the sat with the asat.”° If we examine
the function of this distinction in the Vedic literature, it becomes clear
that sat and asat are related such that sat manifests only through asat and asat has no
being without manifesting sat. Similarly, ditareya Aranyaka 2.3.6 says regarding the
binary satyam-anytam: “Therefore he should give just at the proper time, and at other
times he should not give. This way he unites the satya and anrsta. From their union he
thrives and increases.”'! Krsna says in Bhagavadgita 9.19: ‘and I am sat and asat’.!?
The quoted statements from the classical Indian literature are very significant
statements, but these appear to be stating contradictions to a modern mind.

The binaries constitute the self (arma), which is the collective self, which is the
thinker in all, at Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 4.4.5. The passage presents self (atma) as
— “made of light and lightless, made of desire and the desire-less, made of anger and
anger-less, made of dharma and adharma, made of everything.”*3

Similarly, to take another example, the Vedic thought does not
favor vidya over avidya to advocate only the former and advocate the latter’s
abandonment. The issue of how vidya and avidya were to function was discussed
extensively in the Isa Upanisad. The discussion begins with the claim
of ISopanisad Kanva 9; Madhyandina 12: “Into blind darkness do enter who
worship avidya, into an even greater darkness than this [do enter] who are engrossed
in vidya.”'* What it means is if only one of the two — vidya and avidya — is preferred,
then one is groping in the dark. This claim was so important that it occurs verbatim in
the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (Kanva 4.4.10). The argument is elaborated in
ISopanisad Kanva 10, Madhyandina 13: “[They] speak by indeed other than the
vidya, [they] speak by other than avidya. Thus, we heard from men of holistic vision
who spoke to us about this.”*> What the rsi is telling is that some speak by that which
is other than vidya, i.e., they prefer avidya. While others speak by that which is other
than avidya, i.e., they prefer vidya. The rsis have heard from their predecessors, who
had the holistic vision, about both kinds of speakers. Moreover, the conclusion is
stated in ISopanisad Kanva 11, Madhyandina 14: “vidya and avidya — who has
feelingly knowledgeably resolved both these as [belonging] together, having crossed

10 sato bandhum asati nir avindan hrdi pratisya kavayo manisa //

1 tasmat kala eva dadyat kale na dadyat tat satyanrte mithunikaroti tayor mithunat prajayate
bhiiyan bhavati

12 sad asac caham

13 tejomayo ‘'tejomayah kamamayo 'kamamayah krodhamayo 'krodhamayo dharmamayo
‘dharmamayah sarvamayah

14 andham tamah pravi$anti ye *vidyam upasate / tato bhiiya iva te tamo ya uvidyayam ratah //
15 anyad evahur vidyayanyad ahur avidyaya | iti $usruma dhiranam ye nas tad vicacaksire ||
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death by avidya, he enjoys life (or immortality) by vidya.”*® The conclusion of rsi was
that both functions together in tandem, and none can be discarded or preferred over
the other. Maitri Upanisad 7.9 also agrees with it: “vidya and avidya — who has
feelingly knowledgeably resolved both these as [belonging] together, having crossed
death by avidya, he enjoys life (or immortality) by vidya. Those who dwell
enwrapped in the midst of avidya, but fancy themselves as wise and learned, go round
and round, hurrying hither and thither deluded, like the blind led by the blind.”*” So,
even the binary of vidya and avidya was accepted in the Vedic literature as belonging
together; we find that the advocacy was not of preference of one over the other, rather
the advocacy was that of acceptance of both as both functions together in tandem.
However, all modern commentators think that the Vedas prefer vidya over avidya and
translate the two wards respectively as knowledge and ignorance (or nescience),
implying their misunderstood status vis a vis each other. Bhagavadgita was following
the Upanisads and Isa Upanisad more closely.

One may object that | am relating the unrelated texts, i.e., relating Isa Upanisad
to the Bhagavadgita and interpreting the latter by the former. The reply is that it is
well known that ISa Upanisad and the Bhagavadgita are related texts. There are
multiple points of contact between the two texts.®

16 yidyam cavidyam ca yas tad vedobhayam saha | avidyaya mrtyum tirtva vidyayamrtam
asnute ||

17 yvidyam cavidyam ca yas tad vedobhayam saha | avidyaya mrtyum tirtva vidyayamrtam
adnute|lavidyayamantare ~ vestyamanah  svayam  dhirah  panditam  manyamanah/
dandramyamanah pariyanti miidha andhenaiva niyamana yathandhah //

18 Cf. Agarwala (2016a). However, let the author mention just one point of contact between the
two texts. ISa Upanisad 7 says: yasmin sarvani bhiitany atmaivabhiid vijanatah | tatra ko
mohal kah soka ekatvam anupasyatah || “One who has knowledgeable resolve of action, in
whom all existents have verily become the self: one who constantly beholds oneness, what
delusion, what sorrow can be there?” In the third quarter of the mantra: Tatra ko mohas kas
Soka “there what delusion/infatuation, what sorrow can be?” is a rhetorical question that
contains its own answer that there can be no delusion/infatuation or sorrow. The reasoning is as
follows: The man in whom all existents have verily become the self necessarily constantly
beholds oneness, which implies through indubitability and self-evidence of being of the
institution as a person that he has the knowledgeable resolve of action, i.e., institutional action.
From this follows logically that he is not deluded by the particular multiplicity inherent in the
manifestation of the One Institutional Self, who has appeared for the time being with the
garment of a specific multiplicity. He cannot accept the priority of this garment of One
Institutional Self over another garment with a different multiplicity. He gives priority to the
oneness or unity of the Institutional Self over his changing garments. The man under
consideration also on the same presuppositions is not infatuated by the specific element or
elements in the robe of the One Institutional Self, for he is already knowledgeably resolved for
institutional action, the action required by the institutional self, and the infatuation for the
specific item or items on the robe of the Institutional Self cannot motivate him to act. So, even
if the institutional action he is resolved to perform may lead to the elimination of some element
or elements from the present garment of the Institutional Self, he does not grieve for these, nor
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4. A Problematic Hermeneutics

The systematic relationship between two pairs of distinctions, i.e., sat/asat and bhava/
abhava, which was accepted but not stated explicitly in the Sruti literature, was
clearly stated for the first time explicitly in Bhagavadgita 2.16. Earlier, the scholars
have raised a dust storm to have dust in the eyes to complain about lack of clarity
regarding the binaries in classical Indian thought. Let the author illustrate the point of
how the dust is raised. Halbfass, while claiming that being is satoriological goal as to
know being means to coincide with being, refers to Taittirtya Upanisad 2.6.1.%°
Halbfass has not given his translation of this passage. So let us examine Hume’s
translation as an example of Western Understanding of this passage: ‘“Non-existent
(a-sat) himself does one become, if he knows that Brahma is non-existent. If one
knows that Brahma exists, such a one people thereby know as existent.” (Hume 1921:
286) That this is the Western understanding is also confirmed by Olivele’s translation
of the passage: “If a man thinks 'Brahman is the nonexistent,’ he becomes himself
nonexistent! If a man thinks “Brahman is the existent,” people then know him to be
existent.” (Ollivelle 1998: 305) The kind of understanding that is exhibited in both
translations turns what is said in Taittirtya Upanisad 2.6.1 into a blatant falsehood. No
one can become existent or nonexistent by simply believing brahman to be existent or
nonexistent respectively. It may be noted that brahman is neither existent nor non-
existent in Sruti literature as it was made clear in Kasha Upanisad 6.12-13, because
neither one can say of it asti nor nasti, because both asti and nasti are bhava vikaras,
while brahman has bhava and there is no abhava of it. But the Sruti literature
recognizes two forms of brahman, i.e., sat and asat in words of Taittirtya Upanisad
2.6.320 where it is clear that satyam and anrtam are ethico-ontological categories. In
the words of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.3.1% they are referred to as martya and
amrta, which when read together with Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.3.28%2, clearly
indicate asat and sat form of Brahman, which again indicates two different ethico-
ontological forms of Brahman. So, the misunderstanding leading to mistranslation has

can he have sorrow for impending removal of these from the garment of the Institutional Self.
Since the reasoning is correct, the mantra in reverse implies that if a man suffers
from moha “delusion/infatuation” and soka “grief/sorrow,” as was the case with Arjuna at the
beginning of the Great War, then neither in him, all existents have verily become the
Institutional Self nor does he constantly behold the unity and oneness of the Institutional Self.
Hence, Arjuna has imparted the knowledgeable resolve of the Unity and Oneness of the
Institutional Person, which is Visnu- Narayana, by Krsna in the Bhagavadgita. That is to say,
the entire argument of the Bhagavadgita is structured based on ISa Upanisad 7.

19 asanneva sa bhavati, asad brahmeti veda cet [se} asti brahmeti ced veda, santam enam tato
viduh | quoted without translation by Halbfass. p.108 fn. 11.

20 satyam ca anrtam [=asatyam] ca

2 martyam camrtam ca

22 asato ma sad gamaya... mrtyor mamrtam gamaya
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prevented modern scholars from seeing the systematic use of categories
like sat, bhava, and asti (/astitva). Hence what Taittirtya Upanisad 2.6.1 is saying is
that in whatever ethical form one conceives Brahman to be, he acquires that ethical
form in his being.

The hermeneutics employed in the discussion of modern scholars is problematic.
The tradition of exegesis has not accepted any contradiction or absence of unity of
thought developed in the Sruti literature despite seeming contradictory positions being
held in different parts of the Sruti literature. The seeing of contradictory positions in
the disputations presented in Sruti literature is a modern phenomenon. But according
to the classical rhetoric, even when the classical disputants did explicitly reject one in
favor of the other, both the ideas were allowed to stand, both have to be accepted as
Sruti and the hermeneutic requirement is that both be harmonized in the holistic
thought without giving more weight to one over the other. Hence in Sruti all three
positions with respect to origin are allowed to stand with equal footing: Rgveda
10.129.1, where the origin is from neither sat nor asat; Taittiriya Upanisad 2.6.1
along with Rgveda 10.72.2-3 where the origin is from asat, and Chandogya Upanisad
V1.2.1-2 where the origin is from sat.

Halbfass quotes (Halbfass 2017: 98) Hume’s translation of Chandogya Upanisad
V1.2.1-2.2 Hume’s translation is as follows: “In the beginning, my dear, this world
was just Being (sat), one only, without a second. To be sure, some people say: “In the
beginning this world was just Non-being (a-sat), one only, without a second; from
that Non-being Being was produced.” But verily, my dear, whence could this be?...
How from Non-being could Being be produced? On the contrary, my dear, in the
beginning this world was just Being, one only, without a second.” (Hume 1921: 241)
Halbfass comments on the passage: “The text itself indicates that it is preceded by
earlier discussions and speculations about being and non-being. Moreover, the theory
of the origination of being from non-being, to which it explicitly refers, is, in fact,
found not only in Upanisads, but also in the Brahmana, and even in the Rgveda
itself.” The earlier discussion he is referring to is in Chandogya Upanisad 3.19.1,
Taittiriya Upanisad 2.7.1, Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.2.1, Satapatha Brahmana
6.1.1.1, and Rgveda 10.72.2-3. (Ibid: 108 fn. 8)

However, in the essay of his under consideration, Halbfass fails to throw much
light on the supposed opposition between Chandogya Upanisad V1.2.1-2 and the so-
called earlier discussion. It is doubtful if all the discussion he refers to as earlier to
Chandogya Upanisad 3.19.1 is actually earlier. For TaittirTya Upanisad 2.7.1 one
cannot say with certainty that it is earlier to Chandogya Upanisad. Stephen Phillips
suggests that Taittiriya Upanisad was likely to be one of the early Upanisads,
composed in the 1st half of 1st millennium BCE, after Brhadaranyaka, Chandogya,

3 sadeva somyedamagra asidekamevadvittyam/taddhaika ahurasadevedamagra

asidekamevadvitiyam tasmadasatah sajjayata//kutastu khalu somyevam syatiti hovaca
kathamasatah sajjayeteti / sattveva somyedamagra asidekamevadvitiyam //
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and Iéa, but before Aitareya, Kausitaka, Kena, Katha, Mandikya, Praéna,
Svetasvatara, and Maitri Upanisads, as well as before the earliest Buddhist Pali and
Jaina canons. (Phillips 2009: Chapter 1) Ranade shares the view of Phillips in
chronologically sequencing Taittiriya Upanisad with respect to other Upanisads.
(Ranade 1926: 13-18) Paul Deussen (Deussen 1908: 22-26) and Winternitz,
(Winternitz 2010) hold a similar view as that of Phillips but place TaittirTya before I$a
Upanisad, but after Brhadaranyaka Upanisad and Chandogya Upanisad. So, one can
say that the question of priority between sat and asat continued to be discussed even
after Chandogya Upanisad VI1.2.1-2 and both views, i.e., the priority
of asat over sat and also the priority of sat over asat, are now part of the Sruti without
any contradiction, even though the former view continued to be accepted more often
from Rgveda to Taittiriya Upanisad. Halbfass, in his essay under consideration, did
not examine this discussion to determine the relation of the two sat and asat. But we
must investigate this discussion for determining the relation of satand asat as
conceived in the Sruti, as it has developed a very systematic understanding of the
distinction between sat and asat.

5. Sat and Asat in the Sruti

Satapatha Brahmana 6.1.1.1 said: “Verily, in the beginning there was here the asat.
As to this they say, ‘What was that asat?’ The rsis, assuredly, it is they that were the
asat. As to this they say, ‘who were these rsis?” Certainly, life breaths were the rsis.
First of all, by desire (iccha), labour (srama) and intensification (tapa) they moved,
hence, they were called the rsis’.”?* In this passage asat is an ethico-ontological
category without any pejorative sense. Not only the non-pejorative use of asat, but
also non-exclusivity of both sat, and asat is accepted when in Rgveda 10.72.3 it is
said ‘in the first age of deities sat was born of asat’?®>. What is stated in Rgveda
10.72.3 repeats the point stated in Rgveda 10.72.2: “in an earlier age of deities, sat
was born of asat.”? So it is emphasized that neither asat is a pejorative category nor
sat and asat are mutually exclusive categories.

Now we must reconcile Chandogya Upanisad 6.2.1-2, which is quoted earlier,
with Rgveda 10.72.2-3, but also Chandogya Upanisad 3.19.1: “In the beginning this
world was merely non-being. It was existent,”?” and also with Taittiriya Upanisad 2.7:
“In the beginning, verily, this [world] was non-existent. Therefrom, verily, Being (sat)
was produced.”?®

2 asadva idamagra asit | tadahuh kim tadasadasidityrsayo vava te gre sadasittadahuh ke ta rsaya
iti prana va ta rsayaste yatpurasmatsarvasmadidamicchantah Sramena
tapasarisamstasmadrsayah

% devanarh yuge prathame’satah sad ajayata

% devanam piirvye yuge ’satah sad ajayata

27 asad evedam agra asit / tat sad asit / translated by Hume: p.214.

28 asadva idamagra asittato va sadjayata/ translated by Hume: p. 287.
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5.1. Sat Cognized through Asat and Asat Ontologically Grounded on Sat

The claim, ‘Sat was born of asat,” is just like ‘Daksa was born of Aditi, and after
wards Aditi was born of Daksa’® in Rgveda 10.72.4, which indicates mutual or
reciprocal logical distinction but not any temporal birth of one from another. This is
the import of Rgveda 10.129.1 that the beginning is when the distinction
of sat and asat was not there, and in 10.129.4 when the poets searched their heart with
fecund thought, they spotted sat and asat with their mutual distinction and relation,
i.e., spotted the distinction between the two without separation of the two from each
other. In this mutual and reciprocal distinction of sat and asat from each other, the
two are still related with each other in two ways: one indicated by Rgveda 10.72.2-3,
etc. and the other indicated by Chandogya Upanisad \1.2.1-2.

In Rgveda 10.72.2 -3 etc. the emergence of sat from asat indicates epistemic
relation, i.e., asat is the ratio cognoscendi of sat in the sense that sat is grasped
through the reason of cognition of asat, while asat is cognized independently of sat.
In Chandogya Upanisad V1.2.1-2 priority of sat over asat is ontological, i.e., the ratio
essendi of asat is sat in the sense that asat independently has no being and therefore,
asat is essentially grounded on sat, while sat independently has being.

The epistemic dependency of sat on asat and ontological dependency of asat on
sat indicates that in manifestation although sat and asat are distinguished, sat and asat
always remain related together as claimed in Rgvedal0.129.4 “the sat [is] in kinship
with asat,”® but when there is no manifestation as in Rgvedal0.129.1-2 sat and asat
are not distinguished just as day and night were not distinguished in 10.129.2 and
hence neither sat nor asat was manifested. Similarly, Aitareya Aranyaka 2.3.6 says
regarding the binary satyam-anytam [=asatyam]: “Therefore he should give just at the
proper time, and at other times he should not give. This way he unites the satya and
anrta. From their union he thrives and increases.”?! In Satapatha Brahmana 6.1.1.1,
life breaths are declared to be asat because satis that in which life breaths are
established, and life breaths are not established in life breaths. In general, asat is that
which is not established/grounded/founded in itself ontologically. Sat is that which in
itself establishes / grounds / founds asat ontologically. However, the significance
of Satapatha Brahmana 6.1.1.1 in making asat prapastand at the beginning is
making an epistemological statement that rsi prapa were the first to make an
epistemic move to become mantra drsza. That is the reason at the end of Satapatha
Brahmana 6.1.1.1 the following words are present: ‘he is thought of: by his power [of
senses] (indriya), since he kindled (indh), he is the kindler (indha): the kindler
indeed,’® and 6.1.1.2 states: “This same vital air in the midst doubtless is Indra. He,

29 aditer dakso ajayata daksad v aditih pari

%0 sato bandhum asati

3L tasmat kala eva dadyat kale na dadyat tat satyanyte mithunikaroti tayor mithundt prajayate
bhiiyan bhavati

32 dhyata indriyenainddha yadainddha tasmadindha indho ha vai tam //
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by his power (indriya), kindled those (other) vital airs from the midst; and inasmuch
as he kindled (indh), he is the Kkindler (indha): the kindler indeed,--him they call
‘Indra’ mystically (secretly), for the gods love the mystic (secret). They (the vital
airs), being kindled, created seven separate persons (purusa).”*® So, the context in
which asat is, in the beginning, is epistemico-ontic context and not a purely ontic
context. It also can be stated that when the context is ontic, then satis in the
beginning.

5.2. Ethical Epistemology and Ontology of Sruti

In Sruti, both epistemology and ontology are ethical as testified by the prayer in
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.3.28 and as Halbfass discerned the soteriological value
of sat. So, both sat, and asat are two aspects of the same ethical actuality, which is
not an ethically neutral reality. The Sruti tradition does not admit the modern
conception of ethically neutral reality consisting of substances investigated by modern
science. For the present essay, the distinction between ‘actuality’ and ‘reality’ is
important. Actuality is not a substance but something with the power of action and
can play various roles in action. However, reality consists of things or matter
(Latin res). When Nirukta declares ‘Sattva predominates in names’** it is saying that
in  names, sattva (sat-ness) is predominant, it means name can play
various karaka roles in the action or the main thing in names is their capacity to
participate as various karakas in the completion of the action. So, names in classical
Indian tradition do not designate something ‘real’ as understood in Western thought
but that which is actual, as explained above. So sat in the classical Indian tradition
means ‘ethical-actual’ and asat means ‘non-ethical-non-actual’. However, there is one
more aspect to sat which cannot be dealt with in this essay, which became prominent
in later Indian writings, and that aspect is eternality or timelessness. Sat is eternal,
while asat is temporal in the sense that it is temporary or ephemeral. So, the full
meaning of satis “ethical-actual-cternal (timeless),” and asatis “non-ethical-non-
actual-non-eternal (temporal).” In sat and asat the respective triad of conceptions is
rolled into one conception.6. Bhava and Abhava in the Svetasvatara Upanisad

Now having analyzed the meaning of sat and asat, let us
study bhava and abhdva in the Sruti literature. The expressions bhava and abhava do
not occur in any of the samhitas even though the two ideas were the information of
the early part of the history of Sruzi. These two expressions, to the best of the author's
knowledge, appear together for the first time in Svetavatara Upanisad 5.14.%

Hume’s translation of the passage is as follows: “Him who is to be apprehended
in existence, who is called ‘incorporeal’, the maker of existence (bhava) and non-

3 sa yo yam madhye pranah / esa evendrastanesa prandnmaindra ityacaksate paro 'ksam paro
'ksakama hi devasta iddhah sapta nana purusanasrjanta //

34 sattvapradhanani namani

3 bhavagrahyam anidakhyam bhavabhavakaram $ivam / kalasargakaram devam ye vidus te
jahus tanum //
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existence, the kindly one (siva), God (deva), the maker of the creation and its parts —
They who know Him, have left the body behind.” (Hume 1921: 408) Olivelle
translates it: “Who is to be grasped with one’s heart, who is called ”Without-a-Lord, ”
who brings about existence and nonexistence, who is the Benign One, and who
produces both the creation and its constituent parts—those who know him as God
have cast aside their bodies.” (Olivelle 1998: 429) Both the translations appear to be
erroneous as anida is neither “incorporeal” nor “without a Lord” but “nest-less” or
“without a nest”as it is khaga (bird, literaly the one who moves in or through kha
“void”). Similarly, bhavagrahyam means neither “who is to be apprehended in
existence” (if so the one who is spoken of will be graspable in its bhavavikara and not
in bhava) nor “who is to be grasped with one’s heart’ (if so, bhava becomes ‘seat of
the feelings or affection,” which could be not only heart, but also mind, and hence
becomes equivalent to bhavavikara and ceases to be bhava). If the expression
bhavabhavakaram means ‘the maker of existence... and non-existence’ or ‘who
brings about existence and nonexistence’ then the one spoken of ceases to be
bhavabhavakara but becomes one who brings about bhavavikaras, as both existence
and non-existence are bhavavikaras. So, the expression bhavabhavakaram cannot
mean ‘the maker of existence... and non-existence’ or ‘who brings about existence
and nonexistence’. Lastly kalasargakaram means neither ‘the maker of the creation
and its parts’ nor ‘who produces both the creation and its constituent parts’, rather it
means ‘the doer of relinquishment of portions,” as Vsyj means ‘to relinquish, to send
forth, to void’ etc., and it does not mean ‘to create’ in the modern sense. It appears
that modern scholars had difficulty in grasping the metaphysics of Sruti.

The two expressions bhava and abhava, to the best of the author's knowledge,
appear together for the second time in Sveta$vatara Upanisad 6.4.3 Hume’s
translation: “He begins his works which are connected with qualities (gura), and
distributes all existences (bhava). In the absence of these (qualities) there is a
disappearance of the work that has been done. [Yet] in the destruction of the work he
continues essentially other [than it].” (Hume 1921: 408) Olivelle’s translation: “and
after undertaking the works endowed with the qualities; he who would apportion all
the modes of existence—when they are no more, the work he has produced is
destroyed—nhe carries on, when the work is dissolved, as someone other than those
realities.” These translations reflect a poor understanding of what is going on in
the bhavavrttam of Rgveda 10.129 (in the words of Svetasvatara: brahmacakram in
6.1d), whose presentation began in 6.2 and continues in 6.4. It is beyond the scope of
this paper to explain in detail the errors in understanding. Suffice to say here that
when devasyaisa (the sovereign lord of the deities: 6.1) makes the wheel
of brahman go round, then it is said in 6.4 that he, having begun the actions
weaving® with strands (gunas), and uses all beings (bhavams, which is not to be

% arabhya karmani gunanvitani bhavam$ ca sarvan viniyojayed yah / tesam abhave

krtakarmanasah karmaksaye yati sa tattvato 'nyah //
87 Grammarians like Panini and Patafjali recognized that agent is a weaver, for Panini Siitra
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understood as existents).® In the nonbeing (inactions) of these (beings), there is the
disappearance of the done deed (of the sovereign Lord of the deities); in loss of
actions, he obtains in that-ness (tattva) another (that-ness).® If there is any doubt
about our interpretation, it should be dispelled by Svetasvatara Upanisad 6.10-11:
“The one deity who covers himself, like a spider, with threads bomn
from pradhana according to own-being, may he bestow us obtaining of Brahman!
The one deity was hidden in all existents, all-pervading, the inner soul of all existents,
the overseer of actions*® dwelling in all existents, the witness, the sole thinker, and
devoid of strands (nirguzpa).”*

What was stated in Svetasvatara Upanisad 6.1d and 6.4ab was fully accepted in
the Bhagavadgita in 3.14d-16a and 3.27ab when read together. Bhagavadgita in
3.14d-16a says: “...yajfiais born of action; penetratively know that action comes
from Brahman, and that Brahman comes from the Imperishable. Therefore, the all-
pervading Brahman is ever established in yajiia. The wheel thus set in motion....”*

1.4.54 declares: ‘svatantra/ kartd ‘The one who has his own loom is agent”, i.e., agent is a
weaver. Patafijali commenting on this sutra writes in his Mahabhagya: kim yasya tantram sa
svatantrah? kim catah? tantuvaye prapnoti. “Is a svatantraa person who has his own
thread/warp/loom (sva-tantra, where the expression tantra has the ambiguity of all the three
meanings)? And what follows from that? It would result that [svatantra means] ‘weaver.”” It is
interesting to note that Patafijali is taking svatantra as a compound sva+tantra. That is why
Patafijali has introduced a reference to tantuvaya ‘weaver’, meaning clearly that svatantrah is
he who has his own (sva) thread/warp/loom (tantra). Cf. Agarwala (2017): pp.41-64.

% It appears that Nirukta 1.1.1.1. bhavapradhanamakhyatam “being (bhava) predominates in
verbs’ is in conformity to Svetagvatara Upanisad 6.4.

3 The focus is on activities and not on who is performing the activities. From the very
beginning, yajiia was conceived as an oven fabric woven out of activities as stated in Rgveda
10.130.1: yo yajiio visvatas tantubhis tata ekasatam devakarmebhir ayatah / ime vayanti pitaro
ya ayayuh pra vayapa vayety dsate tate //“The yajiia (karma) drawn out with threads on every
side, stretched by a hundred and one actions of deities, this (yajfia karma) do these progenitors
weave, they sit beside the warp and cry: weave forwards, weave backwards.” Téa Upanisad
1: isa vasyam idam sarvam yat kifica jagatyam jagat | tena tyaktena bhuiijitha ma grdhah
kasya sviddhanam || “All this, whatsoever movement is in the world of movement, is for
habitation [i.e., to be worn as garment] by the Sovereign Lord. You enjoy that by renouncing;
do not covet; [inquire] whose is fruit [that is] born?”” Hence grammarians like Panini and
Patafijali recognized that agent is a weaver. Cf. fn.30 above. The verse Svetasvatara Upanisad
6.4 is saying effectively that in the loss of woven garment, he obtains another. It also explains
from where the analogy of bodies (sarirani) and garments (vasamsi) in Bhagavadgita 2.22 is
coming from. One is struck by the fact that vasamsi of Bhagavadgita 2.22 and vasyam of Téa
Upanisad 1 are coming from the same semantic field.

40 emphasis added by the present author

4l yas tantu-nabha iva tantubhih pradhanajaih svabhavatah / deva ekah svam avrnoti sa no
dadhatu brahmapyayam // eko devah sarva-bhitesu gudhah sarva-vyapi sarvabhutantaratma /
karmadhyaksah sarva-bhitadhivasah saksi ceta kevalo nirgunas ca /

42 yajiiah karmasamudbhavah // karma brahmodbhavam viddhi brahmaksarasamudbhavam /
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Bhagavadgita 3.27ab also says: “All actions are being done with the strands of
prakrti.”* In the verses of Svetavatara bhava (being, which is not to be conflated
with existent) and abhava (non-being, i.e., nothing, not to be conflated with non-
existent) are mutually exclusive ontological categories. Biava ‘being” can be
unethical as well as ethical. Bhagavadgita 7.15 speaks of dsuram bhavam (demoniac
being, which is un-ethical being). In contrast, there is
unmentioned daivam bhavam (divine being, which is an ethical being).

6. B/ava in Relation to Sat and Asat in the Vedic Tradition

These two, i.e., sat and asat, being two aspects of the same eternal-ethical-actual
manifestation, are neither mutually exclusive nor jointly exhaustive. There can be
bhava of that which is neither sat nor asat as in Rgvedal(0.129.1-2. Even
Bhagavadgita XI11.12 declares: “Beginningless is the Supreme Brahman. It is neither
said to be ‘sat’ nor ‘asat’.”“* So bhdva (being) of Brahman is admitted in
Bhagavadgita XI111.12 even when Brahman can be called neither sat nor asat. There
can be bhava (being) of that which is both sat and asat. Hence it is stated in
Rgvedal0.129.4: “Poets (Sages) who searched in their heart by seminal thought
discovered the satin kinship with asat.”#> So, according to Rgveda 10.129.4 that
which is sat and asat has bhava (being), which can be spotted. So also, according to
Rgveda 10.5.7: “Asat, and sat in the highest heaven, in Aditi’s bosom and in Daksa’s
birthplace, is Agni, our first-born of Temporal Order, the Milch-cow and the Bull in
life’s beginning.”*® Hence in Mahabharata 1.1.22 it is claimed that Vispu is the
primeval purusa, and as such he is also the eternal and omnipresent Brahman, sat and
asat, and above sat and asat.*’ Even Krsna, the purusa, who has bhava says in
Bhagavadgita 9.19: “I am sat and asat”“®. Even Anugita says: (Mahabharata
14.24.18) “That which is sat and that which is asat are a pair, between them is the
fire. That is the excellent formiss of the Udana as understood by Brahmanas.”*®

7. Zaehner on Bhagavadgita 2.16: An Erroneous Exegesis

tasmat sarvagatam brahma nityam yajfie pratisthitam // evam pravartitam cakram...

43 prakrteh kriyamanani gunaih karmani sarvadah /

4 anadimat param brahma na sat tan nasad ucyate

45 sato bandhum asati nir avindan hrdi pratisya kavayo manisa

46 asac ca sac ca parame vyoman daksasya janmann aditer upasthe / agnir ha nah prathamaja
rtasya parva ayuni vrsabhas ca dhenuh //

47 adyam purusam 1$anam ... brahma ... sanatanam // asac ca sac caiva yad viSvam sadasatah
param /... visnum (Mahabharata 13.135.4 ff.; cf. also 12.323.29)

8 sad asac caham

49 sac casac caiva tad dvamdvam tayor madhye hutasanah / etad riipam udanasya paramam
brahmana viduh //
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Having clarified the two pairs of distinctions in the Sruti: sat/asat and bhava/abhava,
it is now time to examine how the two pairs of distinctions were systematized and
interlinked with each other in Bhagavadgita 2.16. Whether this systematization was
understood by Western scholars commenting on the Bhagavadgita can be examined
by studying the famous translation and commentary on the Bhagavadgita by R. C.
Zaehner, The Bhagavad-Gita: with a Commentary Based on the Original Source

7.1. Zachner’s Translation of Bhagavadgita 2.16

Zaehner translates Bhagavadgita 2.16: “Of what is not there is no becoming; of
what is there is no ceasing to be: for the boundary-line between these two is seen by
men who see things as they really are.” (Zachner 1969: 127) The translation appears
to be erroneous as he is translating bhavaas  “becoming”
turning bhava into bhavavikara. Similarly, he is translating abhava as ‘ceasing to be,’
which is also a bhavavikara. So, abhava is turned into a bhavavikara. Similarly,
translation of sat and asat as “what is” and ‘what is not’ respectively turns the ehico-
ontological categories into pure ontological categories.

Probably Zaehner is aware of the erroneous nature of the translation, for he
writes, “The translation is not absolutely certain here.” (Ibid: 127) He writes, “The
word bhava normally means ‘nature, mode of existence, state of being’ or simply
‘creature’ (cf. sva-bhava)...” (Ibid: 127) this seems to be completely against
Bhagavadgita’s understanding of bhava and sva-bhava. The Bhagavadgita itself
defines sva-bhava in 8.3: “The Imperishable (Aksaram) Supreme (paramam)
Brahman is svabhava, which is said to be the indwelling Self (Adhyatma).”°
So svabhava cannot be equated with creature or nature. Since existence
is bhavavikara, bhava is not a mode of existence, rather existence is a mode of bhava.
The proper translation of bhava is ‘being’ used as a noun. Zaehner claims, “In the
Gita itself bhava is always used in the sense of ‘nature’...” (Zachner 1969: 127) But
this appears to be erroneous in light of 8.3 where svabhava’ own being’ is equated
with Brahman. His citation (Ibid: 127-28) of 7.12 sattvika bhava; 7.13 gupamayair
bhavair; 8.4 Ksaro bhavah; 8.6 yam yam...smaran bhavam; 8.20 paras tasmat tu
bhavo ‘nyo do not prove that bhava means ‘nature.” The sattvika bhava do not
designate nature but beings under the control of gupa, which here is satva gupa.
Similarly, gupamayair bhavair is being woven with guzpas, which is no more natural
than sagupa Brahman is  nature.  The saguza Brahman remains Brahman albeit a
qualified one. His explanation of yam yam...smaran bhavam ‘whatever state of being
a man may bear in mind’ (lbid: 127-28) appears to be erroneous as biavam is not
‘state of being’ but simply ‘being’. Similarly, his explanation of paras tasmat tu
bhavo ‘nyo as ‘but beyond that, there is another mode of being’ also appears to be
erroneous. The entire verse states: “But distinct from that unmanifest (avyakta) there
is another eternal Unmanifest Being, He does not perish when all existents perish.”%!

50 aksaram brahma paramam svabhavo 'dhyatmam ucyate /
51 paras tasmat tu bhavo 'nyo 'vyakto 'vyaktat sanatanah / yah sa sarvesu bhiitesu nasyatsu na
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Zaehner’s explanation turns two beings involved here into two modes of being,
forgetting that Bhagavadgita, as his citation has shown, uses the plural of bhava,
i.e., bhava many times and also there are multiple purusas in Bhagavadgita 15.16-17
corresponding to multiple brahmans in Sruti, all of which are bhava too. So, in his
explanation, Zaehner appears to be turning ‘being’ (bhava) into ‘mode of being’
(bhavavikara) erroneously.

7.2. Zaehner on Buddhi as Bhava

In his further comments on bhavas (bhavd), Zaehner writes, “In 10.5
the bhavas of contingent beings are enumerated: these consist of buddhi, various
virtues, and some vices including, strangely enough, bhava and abhava (‘becoming’
and ‘the lack of bhava’!) Here the word is probably best translated as
‘characteristic’.” (Zachner 1969: 128) It clearly indicates that Zaehner does not
appear to have a proper hermeneutic principle to discern the meaning of
the Bhagavadgita. The text of the Bhagavadgita itself states not less than nine times
that it’s teaching is guhya (secret: 9.2; 10.38; 11.1; 15.20; 18.63; 64; 68; 75)
and rahasya (secret: 4.3). So, the meaning is not on the surface of the words. The text
must be nirmathya ‘churned’ to take its hidden meaning out like one takes hidden
butter out of curd/milk, or one takes the hidden fire out of fire sticks (made of wood)
by churning (nirmathya).®? It may be noted that in Bhagavadgita 7.4, buddhi is listed
as one of the eight divisions of apara prakti, but again in 7.10 it is listed as para
prakrti but 7.12 the list was declared to be a list of sattvika bhava and also talks
of bhava rajasastamasdasca. Again, buddhi is listed as one of the bhava bhiitanam. So,
there is a complexity in the Bhagavadgita which is not available merely on the
surface of words, and hence such classifications appear strange and
may appear meaningless to some, but it is not so. Buddhi as one of the eight divisions
of apara prakrti belongs to all living beings, but buddhi listed as para prakrti but
called sattvika bhava belongs only to buddhimatam among living beings. Moreover,
lastly, buddhi as one of the bhava bhiitanam is what is mentioned in 10.10 cd: “[I]
give thembuddhi yogaby which they obtain me” ¥ So it is
the purusadhisthita buddhi, and it is bhava bhiatanam because it represents

vina$yati //

52 dharmakhyanesu sarvesu satyakhyanesu yad Vasu dasedam yk-sahsrani nirmathyamytam
uddhytam (Mahabharata 12.238.14) “All narratives on dharma, all narratives on Satya as well
as ten thousand hymns of the Rgveda have been churned to extract this nectar.” The distinction
between the object of discussion of the text and the discussion of the object of the text is
common to classical Indian hermeneutics and Western hermeneutics. For this distinction in
Indian hermeneutics also cf. Mahabharata 12.293.22-25. For this distinction in Western
hermeneutics cf. Kant’s CPR: A 834/ B 862; A 836/ B 864; A 836/ B 864; A 836f/ B 864f;
Fichte, Werke VI, p.337; Stenthal (1881); Heidegger (1982): p. 111; Gadamer (2004): pp.169-
71; and also Bollnow (1949).

53 dadami buddhiyogam tam yena mam upayanti te / The Kasmir recension of this line is more
clear: dadami buddhiyogam tam yena mam prapayanti te //
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the purusabhava. In Mahabharata, it is stated: “The buddhi, seated by the purusa,
exists in three evolved forms of bhava; characterized as it is by these three forms it
goes beyond them, just as the billowy ocean, lord of the rivers, goes beyond the
waves of the current. Though really beyond any (evolved) form of bhava,
the buddhi comes to exist in the form of being manas: when the buddhi modifies its
form of biava, then it becomes the manas.”>* Hence, buddhi listed as para prakyti but
called sattvika  bhava refers to  the purusadhisthita buddhi where purusabhava is
under the control of sattva gurza. Buddhi as one of the eight divisions of prakrti refers
to buddhi without referring to the purusa adhisrhita in it. So, there is no strangeness
in buddhi finding a place in three different lists.

7.3. Bhava- bhava and Abhava-bhava

According to Bhagavadgita 13.14 purusa is: “Shining by the gunas (strands of
prakrti) of all the senses, (yet) without the senses; unattached, yet supporting all;
devoid of gunas but enjoyer of guras.”® And in 13.21ab it is clarified: “Purusa,
when seated in Prakti, enjoys the strands born of Prakyti.”*® If we keep in mind the
above and that purusa is bhava and depending on which gura is predominant with
which purusa is  associated, it manifests as different bhavas like bhava-
bhava (manifesting being) and abhava-bhava (being afflicted with lack). This was the
import of Bhagavadgita 2.7a, which makes Arjuna say regarding his own being: ‘my
being contaminated by the taint of miserliness’ karpanyadosopahatasvabhavah ). A
miser is one who wants more and uses little of what he has. The miser wants more
because his being is contaminated with abkava, i.e., he has bhava afflicted with lack
which manifests as a desire for objects of senses, the desire is, of course, the operation
of gupas, predominantly rajas gurpa. > So, abhdva-bhava is (sva)bhava under the
influence  of  desires. So, there is no  strangeness  in bhava-
bhava (manifesting being) and abhava-bhava (afflicted with lack). It is strange for
Zaehner because he lacks the proper hermeneutic principles for
understanding Bhagavadgita in particular and the classical Indian literature in
general 58

5 Mahabharata 12.187.21-24: purusadhisthita buddhis trisu bhavesu vartate / seyam
bhavatmika bhavams trin etan ativartate // saritam sagaro bharta mahavelam ivormiman /
atibhavagata buddhir bhave manasi vartate //

% sarvendriyagunabhasam sarvendriyavivarjitam / asaktam sarvabhrc caiva nirgunam
gunabhoktr ca //

% purusah prakrtistho hi bhunkte prakrtijan gunan /

57 Bhagavadgita 3.37ab: kama esa krodha esa rajogupasamudbhavar / “It is desire, it is wrath,
born of the strand of Rajas”

%8 So, one can talk meaningfully in Sanskrit of kdtarabhava, kimkarabhdva, etc. and even
the bhavas in  Indian  aesthetics also have to be understood in the same
way: vibhava, anubhava, vyabhicaribhava, etc. which are a manifestation of rasa, which
is purusa (bhava, being) as Taittiriya-Aranyaka 1, 23, 3-4: yo rasah | so’pam | antaratah
kitrmam bhiitam sarpantam | tamabravit | mama vaitvanmamsa | samabhiit || netyabravit |
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7.4. Zaehner on Nahamkrto Bhava
Zachner writes, “In 18.17 we have yasya nahamkyto bhavo

, ‘whose nature is not egoized’, and in 18.20 ekam bhavam avyayam , ‘the one mode
of existence which is not transient’. Upanisadic usage is similar and in MuU.2.1.1 and
SU. 6.4 the word means ‘mode of being’ or simply ‘creature’.” (Zachner 1969: 128)
Zachner appears to have erred here too. In the metaphysics of the Bhagavadgita there
is no possibility of nature (prakrti) that is not egoized. For 7.4 ahamkara

is one of the eight divisions of apara prakrti (lower nature) (Ibid: 245) and hence
there it is impossible that nature is not egoized. In Bhagavadgita 13.5 ahamkara is a
component of ksetram ‘clearing’ [=Sariram ‘body’:13.1], which is also nothing
but prakrti ‘nature’ and hence to there can be no nature, which is not egoized. The
problem with Zaehner appears to be that he is indiscriminately translating
both prakrti and bhava as ‘nature’, indicating that he has probably not grasped the
distinction between prakrti and bhava. Besides, he is indiscriminately using ‘mode of
existence’ and ‘mode of being’ and ‘creature’, for translating bhdva, which indicates
that he probably has not understood what bidva means. The author has already shown
what Svetasvatara Upanisad 6.4 means above, which also appears to confirm
erroneous understanding of it by Zachner. Mundaka Upanisad 2.1.1 says: “As from a
well-stoked fire thousands of sparks of it’s same form emerge, so, from the
imperishable originate diverse beings, and into it, O my dear, they return.”*® Here,
since bhava have the same form as imperishable due to the analogy of fire and
sparks, the bhava cannot refer to perishable things or existents, but to beings, which
emerge and go back to it. This Mundaka Upanisad 2.1.1 is reworked imagery given in
Rgveda 4.58.1: “From the ocean sprang forth the wave of honey in secret brought
together deathlessness (immortality, life), whatever the hidden name of the
sprinkled, the tongue of the deities is the navel of the deathless (alive, immortal).”®

purvamevahamihasamiti | tatpurusasya purusatvam | “His rasa became the tortoise swimming
in the water. He said —you have originated from my skin and flesh. The tortoise said, “No. I
was there from prior.” From being prior purusa has purusatva.”  Similarly,
ontologically rasa/purusa is prior to everything, but things together as structured make this a
priori rasa/purusa manifest epistemologically. Hence in Taittiriva Upanisad 2.7.1 | Taittiriya-
Aranyaka 5.14.7 it is said: asadva idamagra asittato va sadjayata / tadatmanam svaymakuruta
tasmattatsukyrtamucyate // iti// yadvai tatsukrtam / raso vai sah, rasam hy evayam labdhvanandr
bhavati / “In the beginning was verily this asat . From that was generated the sat. That made
for itself a self; therefore, it is called ‘well-done.” Precisely because it is well done, it is the
essence (raso vai sah ), for only when one has grasped that essence (rasa) does one attain
bliss.”

%9 yatha sudiptatpavakadvisphulingah sahasrasah prabhavante sariipah / tathaksaradvividhah
somya bhavah prajayante tatra caivapiyanti //

60 samudrad firmir madhumam ud arad upams$una sam amrtatvam anat / ghrtasya nama guhyam
yad asti jihva devanam amrtasya nabhih //
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The ocean is aksara ‘imperishable.” As the waves come up, they sprinkle droplets of
life/limmortality as the ocean is alive/immortal. The same holds good for
the bhava that emerge from the imperishable. The bhava in Mundaka Upanisad 2.1.1
is also of the form ofaksaraand hence imperishable, and these are
not bhiitani ‘existents’ or ‘things’ which are perishable. Hence, Zaehner’s
understanding of bhava in Mundaka Upanisad 2.1.1 equally appears to be
erroneous.8.5. A Strange Hermeneutics to Understand Abhava

Zachner’s understanding of abhava as ‘unbecoming’ that is ‘ceasing to be’ as a
phenomenal or contingent being’ (Zachner 1969: 128) appears equally to be
erroneous as it turns abhava into a process which is one of the bhavavikara. He, no
doubt, is aware that abhava ‘Normally ...means simply ‘absence.”” (Ibid: 128) So, he
is aware that he is interpreting abhava as a process of unbecoming, which is
erroneous, as ‘absence’ is not a process of unbecoming. Zachner appears to espouse a
strange and erroneous hermeneutic principle. He says, “It is not so easy to see what is
meant by asat in this passage.” (Ibid: 128) If a passage in a text is difficult to interpret,
then obviously, one looks to other passages in the text to elucidate the troublesome
word or concept. However, Zaener says, “in our present passage, however, it seems
that parallel passages in the Gita itself cannot explain the use of the word asat because
it is expressly stated that asat has no bhava: it does not become or develop nor has it
any ‘nature’ of its own. We must, then look outside the Gita to the Upanisads and
beyond.” (Ibid: 129)

There appears to be an error in Zaehner’s hermeneutics. He wants to interpret
verses in isolation, while the basic hermeneutic principle is that the meaning of the
whole text must harmonize with the meaning of the parts of the text. The meaning of
parts of the text must harmonize with the unity of meaning of the whole text, as this is
required in the metaphor of churning (nirmathya) the text to find what the text is
discussing, which is distinct from the discussion of it in the text. He appears to violate
this principle of the hermeneutic circle in his textual exegesis. Hermeneutics to churn
the entire text to get at its topic as indicated above is also advocated in Brahma-Siitra,
a text whose authority is accepted by the Bhagavadgita in verse 13.4. Brahma-Siitra
1.1.3-4 states: “from the text being the womb [of Brahman], but [to grasp Brahman]
harmonize that.”®

8. Zaehner’s Failure in Harmonization of the Bhagavadgita

8.1. Harmonization of a Text by Sudarsana Cakra

How does one harmonize a text? Here a circular thought process is required. The
Bhagavadgita describes Krsna as cakripam ‘one with a circle’ in 11.17 and
as cakrahastam ‘one with circle in hand’ in 11.46. The significance of this cakra can
be understood from a series of epithets of Visnu in Tripadvibhitim Upnisad 7,

61 §astrayonitvat / tat tu samanyat /
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42: Om sucakraya svaha / Om dhicakraya svaha// “ hail for who is possessed of circle
of holistic insight (vision), hail for who is possessed of well-undertaken circle.”
According to Nrsimha-ptirva-tapini Upanisad 5.2, “The cakra of Visnu is sudarsana.”
When we put the three ideas together, we have the idea of dhicakra or circle of
holistic insight (or vision), which is sucakra or well-undertaken circle, and it is
the sudarsana or good vision. According to Kulliuka and
Raghavananda sastraditatvajiianam, i.e., “knowledge of the true meaning of the
authoritative works” is dhik. So, the significance of the circle attributed to Krsna is
that it is the circular thought process involved in understanding, i.e., disclosing what
is to be understood.®? One may object that we are speculating here. The reply is
that sudarsana cakra is generally presented as a sastra wielded by Visnu or Krsna.
However, sastra in Vedic literature also means the Rgveda mantras (rca) recited
by hotr at the soma libation. So sudarsana cakra is not only the mythological weapon
of Visnu or Krsna, but also the circular structure of holistic thought involved when
the sages saw the mantras. The sastra as weapon to cut or injure is the bandhu (bond
of correlation) of the sastra as rg-verses recited in soma libation, as by drinking soma
Indra killed Vrtra, the covering darkness of ignorance, which has implication of both
killing the demon involving sastra as weapon as well as destroying the ignorance
involving sastra as rg-verses.®

62 The role of the circular thought process in disclosing or uncovering the subject matter was
recognized from the beginning of philosophy. Parmenides in the proem to his poem speaks of
‘the tremorless heart of well-rounded uncovering” (Muev AAnBeing edKVKAL0G ATPEUES
frop)(Fr.1 line 29). Regarding original philosophical endeavors Kant remarks, “But these
human endeavors turn in a constant circle, arriving again at a point where they have already
been. Thereupon material now lying-in dust can perhaps be processed into a magnificent
structure.” Kants Antwort an Garve, Prolegomena, Vorlander (ed.), p.194. Continental thinkers
rediscovered the role of the hermeneutic circle in the disclosure of the subject matter of a text.
Cf. Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, p. 153, and Gadamer (2004), pp. 189f, 268-273, 291-
294.

83 (GBr 1,2.16.1) vrsabho roravity esa ha vai vrsabha esa tad roraviti yad yajitesu Sastrani
samsaty “The bull roars, indeed, he is the bull (and ) he roars when in the sacrifices recites
the Sastras.” (GBr 1,4.20.1) tayo stotrani ca Sastrani ca samcareyat “Let him make their stotras
and S$astras run together.” (GBr_1,5.10.b) tesam paisica Satani samvatsaranam paryupetany
asann athedam sarva sasrama ye stoma yani prsthani yani sastrani “When five hundred years
of those years (of a sacrificial session) had passed, everything here was exhausted -
namely stomas, prsthas, and sastras.” (GBr_1,5.10k) te hy eva stoma bhavanti tani prsthani
tani Sastrapi “(In that) there are identical stomas, prsthas, and sastras.” This line is repeated
four more times in (GBr_1,5.10.r), (GBr_1,5.10.v), (GBr_1,5.10.cc) and (GBr_1,5.10g9).
(GBr_1,5.23f) kati svid ratrayah katy ahani kati stotrani kati sastrany asya | kati svit savanah
samvatsarasya stotriyah padaksarani katy asya || “How many nights, how many days, how
many stotras and sastras, how many pressings, how many Stotriyas, how many words and how
many syllables are there in sacrificial session lasting for one year?” (GBr_2,2.6.r) <gharmam
tapami [Atharva Veda Pippalada School 5.16.2, sakala at Vaitana Srauta Sitra 14.1]>
<brahma jajianam [Atharva Veda Pippaldda School 5.2.2, Sankhayana Srauta Sitra 4.1.1,

Journal of East-West Thought



THE METAPHYSICAL PRINCIPLE IN THE BHAGAVADGITA 2.16 49

The well-undertaken circle of holistic insight or vision is the completed circle of
movement of thought from the whole text to its parts and from the part to the whole
until all the parts are integrated to unify the meaning of that which is to be grasped.®*
It appears that Zaehner’s failure to utilize the hermeneutic procedure, which can
harmonize the whole text synthesizing the whole of its meaning, prevented him from
understanding the actual meaning of the text.

8.2. Zachner’s Failure

Zaehner is aware that the meaning he has attributed to biava as ‘nature’ or ‘mode
of being’ ‘mode of existence’, ‘creature’ etc., prevents him from understanding the
other parallel passages in the Bhagavadgita. He writes, “Both S [Sankaracarya] and R.
[Ramanujacarya] take it to mean the body, that is, by extension, the whole of material
Nature elsewhere called prakrti in accordance with Samkhya usage. This they
presumably infer from verse 18: ‘Finite, they say, are these [our] bodies [indwelt] by
an embodied [self].” However, it is the very nature of bodies as of all the phenomenal
world to ‘become’ or ‘develop’ or ‘have an essence’, which, however we
translate bhava here, is denied to asat.” (Zaehner 1969: 128) Clearly it is his
understanding of bhava that appears to be preventing him from going along with
Sankaracarya or Ramanujacarya. They were only interpreters, and they might have

Vaitana Srauta Sitra 14.1]> <iyam pitrya rastry etv agre [Atharva Veda Pippaldda School
5.2.1, Sankhayana Srauta Sitra 4.1.2, Vaitana Srauta Sitra 14.1]>_iti gharmam tapyamdanam
upasita Sastravad ardharcasa ahavapratigaravarjam riapasamyddhabhih | “‘1 heat the gharma’,
‘the brahman born’, ‘let this queen of fathers (go) in the beginning’, he (the Brahman) should
honour the Gharma being heated with verses perfect in form, he should recite them
like sastrain half verses, but omitting the ahavas and pratigaras.” (GBr_2,3.11.q and
r) suddhah pranavah syat Sastranuvacanayor madhya iti  ha smaha  kausitakis
/ “The Prapava should be pure during the recitation of sastras and other recitations, thus said
Kausitaki.” (GBr_2,4.10.q and r) evam samsed yadi vica isita vag ghi sastram / “So should he
recite if he be lord of speech, for the sastra is speech.” (GBr 2,4.18K) apratibhiitam iva hi
pratahsavane marutvatiye trtiyasavane ca hotrakanam sastram / “The sastra of the hotrakas at
the morning-pressing, at the Marutvatiya (-sastra) and at the third pressing is not uniform, as it
were.” (GBr_2,4.19a and b) tad ahuh kim sodasinah sodasitvam sodasa stotrani sodasa
Sastrani sodasabhir aksarair ddatte /““As to this they say, ‘why has the sodasin its so-called
name?’ It consists of sixteen stotrasand sixteen sastras; with sixteen syllables, he
commences.” (GBr 2,5.3ee) tad ahur atha kasmad uttamat prattharad ahiiya samna sastram
upasamtanvantiti || “Then they say, ‘Why after the final pratihara do they utter the ahiya and
link the sastra with the saman?”” (GBr 2,5.4aa) atha yad dhota samna sastram upasamtanoti
vag vai hota vacam eva tat pranaih Ssamdadhati /“In that the hoty joins the sastra with
the saman; the hoty is speech; thus indeed, he unites speech with the breaths.” (GBr_2,6.91 and
m) tad dha tatha sasyamane gosla ajagama sa hovaca hotah katha te sastram vicakram plavata
iti / “Now Gosla came when it (the sastra) was being recited thus; he said, ‘O hotr, how is that
your sastra is moving without a wheel?””

64 For further details of the hermeneutics appropriate to the Bhagavadgita cf. Agarwala (2016b):
pp. 407 — 431.
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made an error in interpretation. So, Zaehner is under no obligation to harmonize his
meaning of the text with their meaning of the text. But is he not under hermeneutic
obligation to harmonize his own meaning with the text itself, which he is interpreting?
Can he overlook the part of the text, which goes against the meaning he has assigned
to a word without valid reason? Is it valid hermeneutics? If one is free to overlook
portions of text to retain one’s assigned meaning, then the binding of the text is gone.
The so-called interpreter is no more interpreting the text but indulging in reading
one’s own meaning into the text. Then, of course, everybody is free to read his or her
meaning by overlooking whatever part of the text is inconsistent with that meaning.
This is what Zaehner did when he wrote, “In the two or three passages in the Gita
where the words sat and asat are contrasted sat would appear to refer to eternal Being
beyond space and time, that is, Atman-Brahman, asat to nature or the phenomenal
world. Thus in 9.19, Krishna says: ‘Deathlessness am I and death, what IS and what is
not (sad-asat)’ implying that ‘what is not’ is equivalent to death and ‘what IS’ to
deathless or immortality as in BU.1.3.28 (‘by asat [he means] death,
by sat immortality”). So too, in the Gita, ‘death’ is equivalent to the ever-dying world
of material Nature and ‘immortality’ to the changeless category of Atman-Brahman.
In 11.37 Arjuna goes beyond this and confesses to Krishna: ‘You are the Imperishable,
what IS and what is not and what surpasses both.” In other words, He is both the
phenomenal and the eternal world and at the same time transcends both.” (Zachner
1969: 128) Since Zaehner has interpreted bhava as ‘nature’ and sat has no abhava,
and asat has  no bhava. IfKrspais  bothsatand asatthen as he  has
interpreted abhdva as ‘unbecoming’ or ‘ceasing to be as phenomenal or contingent
being’ then he has a problem as Krsna as sat has no ‘unbecoming or no ‘phenomenal
being’ and as asat has no bhava, i.e., has no ‘nature’ or has no prakrti or has no
creatures or ‘becoming’ then 11.37 appears to become meaningless. In fact, the entire
showing of Visvartipa appears to become meaningless.

8.3. Vanishing of Phenomenal World in Zachner’s Interpretation

Taking help of texts other than the Bhagavadgita, i.e., Rgveda 10.129.1,
Taittiriya Upanisad 2.7 and Chandogya Upanisad 6.2. 1-2 he comes up with the
translation of sat as ‘Being’ and asat as ‘Not-Being’ with the help of Rgveda 10.129.1
but without interpretation, as he found this hymn to be ‘most profoundly obscure.’
(Ibid: 129) To explain what is obscure with another obscure does not appear to be
good hermeneutics. So, with the help of Taittiriya Upanisad 2.7, he
interprets asat ‘Not-being’ as ‘the primal matter, as with most Greek philosophers,
can scarcely be said to exist’. (Ibid: 129) But with Chandogya Upanisad 6.2.1-2, the
meaning changes, “Asat here is plainly not primal matter but what does not exist
absolutely—nothing” and he goes on to claim, “this must surely be the idea that the
Gita is taking up here.” (Ibid: 129) Now he tries to interpret nasato vidyate bhavo by
saying, “From ‘nothing’ there can be no becoming or development: what does not
exist cannot have an essence since existence necessarily precedes essence as in
Aristotle.” (Ibid: 129) So, nabhavo vidyate satah can be interpreted as what IS there is
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no ‘unbecoming’ or ‘ceasing to be’ and hence ‘what IS’ is not a phenomenal or
contingent being.” If Krsna is both sat and asat and hence there is no ceasing to be or
unbecoming in Krsna, and also there is no ‘becoming’ or ‘growth’ in him, then the
phenomenal world vanishes together with the cosmic epiphany of Krsna. So, the
interpretation of sat and asat together with an interpretation of bhava and abhava turn
2.16 into a strange metaphysical principle which makes the phenomenal world vanish
altogether from the ontology of the Bhagavadgita, making Krsna’s teaching and
injunction meaningless. So, the interpretation of Zaehner appears to be
problematic. Although Zaehner defends his interpretation by saying that “This accord
fully with 17.23-27, in which tat sat, ‘That which IS,” is synonymous with Brahman,
and with KaU.6.12-13 in which the supreme Self ... cannot ‘be understood unless we
say — HE IS.” This is the position that the Gita seems to be taking up here.” (Ibid: 129)
We have already seen before while examining the views of Halbfass on ‘being’ in
Sruti that this reading of KaU.6.12-13 is erroneous. Similarly, the rendering of tat sat,
‘That which IS,’ is equally problematic. Bhagavadgita 17.13ab says, “Om, Tat, Sat,”
this has been taught to be the triple designation of Brahman.” % Here om tat sad are
triple pointers or indicators of Brahman and are not describing requiring a verb as
Brahman cannot be described, and one cannot even say that “He IS” or that, “That
which is”[=that which exists]. This was the import of Katha Upanisad 6.12-13, as
argued before. So, Zaehner’s interpretation appears to get support neither from
Bhagavadgita 17.23 nor from Katha Upanisad 6.12-13.

8.4. Shifting Meaning of Sat in Zachner’s Interpretation

While interpreting Bhagavadgita 9.19, Zachner changes the meaning
of sat and asat. Instead of sat being ‘What IS’ and asat being ‘what is not,” i.e.,
absolutely-nothing, he changes the meaning. He writes, “sad asac ca, ‘what 1S and
what is not’: in this passage sat, ‘what is,” and asat, ‘what is not’ almost certainly
means immortality and death.” (Zaehner 1969: 281) The reason why he is forced to
change meaning is that the first prayer in Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.3.28, which he
quotes and translates, ‘From what is not lead me to what is’ in earlier interpretation
became meaningless asasat being ‘absolutely nothing where there is
no bhava ‘becoming’ then the becoming from asatto sat on the part of man is
impossible. However, in his new interpretation of sat and asat there is another
problem. The problem is that the three prayers in Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.3.28,
which in his translation are: “From what is not lead me to what is! From darkness lead
me to the light! From the death lead me to deathlessness’ reduces to just last two
prayers. He argues, “Here the Upanisad glosses: ‘By “what is not” [he means] death,
by “what IS” deathlessness.” But there is further gloss in the same passage: ‘By
“darkness” [he means] death, by “light” deathlessness.” Then with Zachner’s kind of
hermeneutics one can give equally valid gloss: by asat [he means] darkness,

85 om tat sad iti nirde§o brahmanas trividhah smrtah /
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by sat light,” which will be too difficult for him to handle hermeneutically and hence
unlike Halbfass, decide to remain totally silent on the second gloss. The gloss he is
utilizing is valid in the context of the Upanisadic prayer, as we have discussed it
above to explain it, but it cannot be utilized to interpret Bhagavadgita 9.19 selectively
and not be used for 2.16. Even though Zaehner is using the prayer of Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad 1.3.28, he appears to be failing to see that there is ethics involved here
and sat and asat cannot be taken as merely ontological categories and but need to be
understood as ehico-ontological categories.

Zaehner further changes the meaning of sat and asat while interpreting na sat tan
nasad in Bhagavadgita 13.12. He writes, “By “Being” and “Not-Being” we should
presumably understand unconditioned, eternal Being, on the one hand, being in time,
that is becoming, on the other.” (Ibid: 339) He appears to have made the distinction
between asat ‘becoming’ and bhava ‘becoming’ as interpreted earlier in 2.16 collapse.

8.5. Lacunas in Zachner’s Interpretation

From our examination of Zaehner’s interpretation of satand asat on the one
hand, bhava and abhava on the other, we conclude that he appears to have no firm
understanding of what these two pairs of distinctions are and how they are related in
spite of the clear statement of the Bhagavadgita in 2.16.

The most important lacuna in Zaehner’s interpretation appears to be that he gives
no gloss on the second line except translating it: “for the boundary-line between these
two is seen by men who see things as they really are.” It is not clear how ubhayor api
drsto ‘ntas tv anayos tattvadarsibhih can be translated as he has done. His translation
makes the second line ambiguous, for, in his translation, ambiguity regarding the
boundary line remains. Is it between sat and asat? Or is it between bhava and abhava?
However, the unambiguous natural reading is that the seers see the conclusion (antas)
of both these [two statements made in the first line] of that-ness. This is an important
point missed by most commentators, including Zaehner.

Referring to Taittiriya Upanisad 2.7 where asat is primary and sat originates
from it, Zaehner writes, “This position is specifically attacked in CU. [Chandogya
Upanisad] 6.2.1-2 where the possibility of anything being born from Not-Being is
roundly denied.” (Zaehner 1969: 129) This kind of presentation of Sruti appears to be
erroneous. Despite disputations, the tradition without any contradiction and
embarrassment accepts the three originating principles as equally valid, i.e., firstly
Rgveda 10.129.1 where the originating principle is neither sat nor asat, secondly
Taittirfya Upanisad 2.7 along with Rgveda 10.72.2-3, where the originating principle
is asat, and thirdly Chandogya Upanisad 6.2.1-2 where the originating principle is sat,
what these three positions in their unity amount to we have explained in an earlier
section.

The fundamental error, which appears to have been made by Zaehner, was in
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interpreting Brahman in relation to action in Bhagavadgita 3.15.%° He appears to have
missed the role of Brahman in the origination of action vis-a-vis the role of gupas of
Prakrti as stated in Bhagavadgita 3.27.57 Hence he turned Brahman into Prakrti. He
wrote commenting on 3.15, “the word Brahman, besides meaning the Absolute, can
also mean the Veda or ...material Nature...depending on which way one takes the
previous line, this means either that the Veda depends on the sacrifice...or that
material Nature depends for its continued existence on the sacrifice...” (Zaehner 1969:
167) It appears that Zaehner has no clue as to the role of Brahman vis-a-vis Prakrti in
action. Hence, he cannot properly interpret bhava, as Brahman is bhava. We
explained above in the previous section the distinct role played by Brahman (bhava)
and Prakrti in action with the help of Svetasvatara Upanisad 6.4. 10. The Traditional
Indian Interpretation of Bhagavadgita 2.16

Not only modern Western interpreters but also traditional Indian interpreters of
the Bhagavadgita have erred in interpreting the metaphysical principle announced
in Bhagavadgita 2.16. We will examine the commentaries on Bhagavadgita 2.16
from the five most important traditional Indian commentators: Sankardcarya,
Ramanujacarya, Madhvacarya, Bhaskara, and Abhinavagupta.

9. Sankaracarya

Sankaracarya in his commentary on Bhagavadgita 2.16 appears to have turned the
metaphysical principle into a tautology. He wrote: “In this way of both — self [and]
not-self and sat [and] asat — this final judgment is seen to be obtained by the seers of
that-ness that sat is sat and asat is asat.”® It appears that the two pairs of distinctions
sat-asat and bhava-abhava were not properly understood by Sankaracarya. So, when
faced with the claim of Krsna in Bhagavadgita 9.19: ‘I am sat and asat’ %,
Sankaracarya appears to have failed to explain in what sense asat is used as he
remained silent on it. He commenting on this claim of Krsna writes: “Again the
Bhagavan can never be altogether asat; nor (can it be said) that the effect is sat and
the cause is asat.””® Here Sankaracarya probably fails to explain the sense of asat but
merely tells what it does not mean. Sankaracarya appears to have failed to grasp that
sat and asat as distinct from bhava and abhava respectively. Hence, when
commenting on Bhagavadgita 13.12 where it is said regarding Brahman: “it is not
said to be ‘sat’ or ‘asat’”’!, Sankaracarya turns it into a thesis that Brahman is
unspeakable. He writes regarding Brahman commenting on it: “It can be said that it

66 karma brahmodbhavam viddhi... brahma nityam yajfie pratisthitam

67 prakrteh kriyamanani gunaih karmani sarvasah

8 evam atmanatmanoh sadasatoh ubhayoh api drsta upalabdhah anto nirnayah sat sad eva asad
asad eva iti tu anayoh yathoktayoh tatvadarsibhih /

69 sad asac caham,

70 na punah atyantam eva asad bhagavan svayam / karyakarane va sadasati /

" na sat tan nasad ucyate
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cannot be spoken of in any word; ‘from which the speech returns’ etc. is also by
$ruti.” 2 However, even when quoting from $ruti, he appears to be going
against sruti by misunderstanding ‘yato vaco nivartante’, indicating a prohibition of
speech where Brahman can be grasped indicates Brahman as the limit of speech as
speech cannot go beyond it but returns from it. As quoted above, Rgvedal0.129.1-2
says: “Then was not asat nor sat ... That One, breathless, breathed by its own ethos,
apart from it was nothing whatsoever.””® Here the Brahman is grasped in speech as it
is not a linguistic thesis of prohibition of speech in which Brahman can be grasped.
Sankaracarya’s theory that Brahman is anirvacaniya is based on his presupposition of
philosophy of Advaita Vedanta rather than grounded in the text of the Bhagavadgita.
As explained in the context of discussion of Katha Upanisad 6.12-13, there is a way
of grasping Brahman in speech indirectly by speaking of the existence of anything.

9.1. Ramanujacarya

Ramanujacarya also appears to have failed to understand the pairs of
distinctions sat-asat and bhava-abhava correctly. In his commentary on Bhagavadgita
2.16, he writes: “asattvam is due to perishable own being and sattvam is due to own
imperishable being.”™ So, in his view, both asat has bhdva, and also sat has bhava.
However, it is clearly against the metaphysical principle that asat has no bhava.
When confronted with the claim of Krsna in Bhagavadgita 9.19: ‘I am sat and asat’”
Ramanujacarya changes the meaning of sat and asat. He writes in his Bhasya: “Sat is
that which is in the present time. Asat is that which was in the past and that which
(may be in the future, but) has not come into the present time.”’® This new
explanation of sat and asat is different from how it was explained before.
Ramanujacarya further shifts the meaning of sat and asat while explaining the claim
in Bhagavadgita 13.12 regarding Brahman: “not said to be ‘sat’ or ‘asat’.”’’ He
writes: “The terms sat and asat cannot express the essential nature of the self because
the self [in its essential nature] is free from both the states of effect and cause.”’® The
explanation of the two terms he gives here: “However, it is said to be sat when it is
distinguished in the forms of gods, humans, and animals, etc. Then unfit for those
(names and forms) in the condition of cause it is said to be asat. So also, is sruti ---‘In
the beginning was verily this asat. From that was generated the sat (Tait. Up. 2.7.1);
‘this was then undifferentiated. It differentiated only into name and form’

2 na kenacit $abdena ucyate iti yuktam ‘yato vaco nivartante’ (Taittirfya Upanisad 2.4.9) ityadi
$rutibhyah ca /

3 nasad asin no sad astt tadanirh ... anid avatarh svadhaya tad ekarh tasmad dhanyan na parah
Kirh canasa //

74 yinasasvabhave hi asattvam, avinasasvabhavasca sattvam /

75 sad asac caham

76 sad yad vartate, asad yad atitam anagatam ca...

" na sat nasad ucyate

78 karyakaranarlipavasthadvayarahitataya sadasacchabdabhyam atmasvarfipam na ucyate/
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(Br.Up.1.4.7).”™ Ramanujacarya gives the reason now why Brahman cannot be said
to be sat and asat: “The appearance of the self in the states of cause and effect occurs
due to the covering by ignorance in the form of action, not because of its own form.
So then, the terms sat and asat do not describe the true nature of the self.”’?° So, in the
hands of Ramanujacarya the terms sat and asat receive different meanings in different
occasions of use in the Bhagavadgita.

9.2. Madhvacarya

Madhvacarya also appears to have erred in his understanding of the pairs of
distinctions sat-asat and bhava-abhava. In his Bhasya he writes: “It has been said [in
the verse] ndsata etc. There is no annihilation of Asatai Praksti the cause or sat
Brahman, because it is declared in Visnupurana, ‘Prakrti, Purusa and Time are
eternal’. Because the word vidyate has been separately used [in relation to sat and
asat] and also because it has been said in Sribhagavata Purana that there is causality
of asat and due to sat of the asat form and due to the one devoid of gupa being
everywhere being full of guras. Besides, asat is manifestation of sat, the unmanifest.
According to traditional understanding also, it is so established - for both of them.
Anta is judgment.”® In this explanation, Madhvacarya, misconstruing the syntax of
the verse, appears to be misinterpreting it. He appears to have failed to understand in
verse the claim that nasato vidyate bhavo ‘there is no bhava of asat’, a universal
ontological claim. He has put all the ontological load on the expression vidyate, which
comes out clearly in what he writes elsewhere.

Madhvacarya, commenting on the same verse again in his Tatparya Nirpaya,
writes: “The sorrow is not because the war leads to misery in the other world. Even as
from asat (evil) deeds there can be no bhava (happiness) even so from sat (good)
deeds there can be no abhava (unhappiness), this is from the rule. Therefore, the
words which indicate sadbhava, all refer to happiness; the words which indicate
abhava, all refer to unhappiness, thus in Sabda Nirnaya. Sadbhdva in the sense of
straight bhava and sat etc. thus it is properly used. For commended deeds the word sat
is widely used. From being said here after the one who thinks, ‘He becomes ‘a-sat’,
‘asat brahmeti’ for him Brahman becomes ‘a-sat’, consequently he becomes
sorrowful. Anta is judgment.”® Even though Madhvacarya correctly recognizes the

79 karyavasthayam hi devadinamariipabhaktvena sad iti ucyate, tadanarhataya karanavasthayam
asad iti ucyate/ tatha ca $rutih ---‘asadva idamagra asit / tato vai sadjayata/’ (Tai. U. 2.7.1),
‘taddhedam tarhyavyakrtamasit tannamartipabhyameva vyakriyate’ (Br. U. 1.4.7) ityadika /

80 kayakaranavasthadvayanvayah tu atmanah karmariipavidyavestanakrtah, na svariipatah, iti
sadasacchbdabhyam atmartpam na ucyate/

8l iti aha — nasata iti / asatah karanasya, sato brahmanasca, abhavo na vidyate — prakrtih
purusacaiva nityo kalasca sattama iti vacanacchrivisnupurane // prthak vidyate ityadarathah /
asatah karanatvam ca — sadasadriipaya casau gunamyya’guno Vibhuh / iti $ribhagavate // asadah
sadajayata iti ca / avyakteSca / samradayatascaitat ityaha — ubhayorpi iti anto nirnayah //

8 na ca yuddhatparalokaduhkham iti $§okah /asatkarmanah sakasat bhavo nasti satkarmanah
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sense of ‘ethical’ in the word sat and ‘unethical’ in asat, he, instead of retaining them
as ethico-ontological categories, turns them into mere ethical categories, which do not
appear to be correct. Similarly, when bhava and abhava are presented as meaning
‘happiness’ and ‘unhappiness’ respectively, Madhvacarya appears to be making a
semantic error, as these categories are purely ontological categories.

While commenting on the claim of Krsna in Bhagavadgita 9.19: ‘T am sat and
asat’®® Madhvacarya writes in his Bhasya: “sat is work (effect) and asat is the cause
(action). Because of the sat manifest form, the wise call it works (effect). Because
of asat unmanifest form, it is also worded cause. Thus, it has been explained. This all,
as is made up verily of both asat and sat, is above both sat and asat.”® In this
explanation, Madhvacarya has simply changed the meaning of sat and asat and gives
a different meaning than what he had explained earlier. Commenting on the same
expression from Bhagavadgita 9.19 in Tatparya Nirnaya, he writes: “Since he is sat
full of auspicious qualities, there is nothing else with more qualities than Him. As it is
so, then Visnu, known as the highest step, is said asat as well. Thus, according to
Sabda Nirnaya.”®® In this explanation there is further shift in meaning of sat and asat.

9.3. Bhaskara

The verse 2.16 of vulgate recension of Bhagavadgita occurs as verse 2.17 in the
recension of Bhagavadgita commented upon by Bhaskara. Commenting upon the
verse Bhaskara writes: “Of the dharma of happiness and unhappiness character,
[which is] absent from the self, there is no being — being in the sense of existence and
coming into existence — like [there is no being of] sesamum-oil in the sand. It is
constantly said that in the very process of coming into existence [of mind], is born the
mode of fastening of cold and hot characterized by happiness and unhappiness. Not at
all, from being non-conscious there does not arise feeling in the internal organ, from
being conscious ksetrajfia appears, as if, conjoined with these modes. As the
vaisesikas say --- and not even as seated in the inner organ the same individual-self
feels these. Just as the form etc. established in pot etc., neither these — desire, hatred,
happiness, unhappiness — speak of dharma of ksetrajia. Even if ksetrajia has
conjunction with happiness and unhappiness, even then the own form of that is not
transformed, like the own form of crystal. Like the blue and yellow etc. conjoined

sakasat abhavo nasti / iti niyatvat // sadbhavavacinah $abdah sarve te sukhavacakah /
abhavavacinah $abdah sarve te duhkhavacakah // iti $abda nirnaye // sadbhava sadhubhave ca
sadityetat prayujyate / prasaste karmani tatha sacchabdah partha yujyate // iti vaksyamanatvat /
eka asanneva sa bhavati asadbrahmeti ve cet ityadesca / anto nirnayah //

8 sad asac caham

8 sat karyam / asat karanam - sadabhivyaktarfipatvat karyamityuccyate budhaih /
asadvyaktarfiptvat karanam ca capi Subditam // iti hyabhidhanat // asacca saccaivath ca yad
visvam sadasatah param /

8 sat sadhugunapiirnatvadsmannanyo gunadhikah/ yato’to’saditi proktam visnavakhyam param
padam // iti $abdanirnaye //
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with the crystal have mutually opposed transformations. Indeed, transformation is
name of annihilation, destruction. In the same way non-being, annihilation of self is
not present. Eternal self that I am — it is recognized from the demonstration of
perpetuality and absence of demonstration of transience. ‘Indestructible indeed is this
self’- is heard in $ruti. Both sat and asat is seen and judged. End is limit, just like the
end point. The word ‘anta’ is expression of limit here just as the end of the village.
What is sat that is sat indeed. What is asat is asat indeed. Whoso making
ascertainment of this said it is seer of that-ness. The being of that is tat-ness. ‘That’ by
name of all indicates whatever amounts to referent of word.”

One can clearly see that Bhaskara, like Sankaracarya, appears to be taking sat
and asat as mutually exclusive categories, and equating the two with bhava and
abhava respectively. Hence while commenting on the claim of Krsna in Bhagavadgita
9.19: ‘I am sat and asat’®” Bhaskara changes the meaning of sat and asat. He writes:
“‘sat’ indicates fit for use gross things, ‘asat’ indicates subtle unmanifest unusable
(things).”® This is nothing but appears to be sheer distortion of the meaning of the
text to read one’s own presuppositions in the text. Bhaskara’s commentary ends with
the ninth chapter of Bhagavadgita, and hence there is no commentary by him on the
claim in Bhagavadgita 13.12 regarding Brahman: “not said to be ‘sat’ or ‘asat’.”®°

9.4. Abhinavagupta

The verse 2.16 of vulgate recension of Bhagavadgita also occurs as verse 2.17 in
the recension of the Bhagavadgita commented upon by Abhinavagupta. He writes:
“And then, also following the common worldly practice [the Lord] says this: There is
no bhava of what is asat, i.e., body [etc.], that is continuously perishing; for it is
changing incessantly by stages. Again, never there is destruction for the ever-sat

8 atmany avidyamanasya sukhaduhkhalaksanasya dharmasya na kadacid vidyate bhavah /
bhavanam bhitir utpattir ity arthah / sikatasv iva tailasya / utpadyamanasyaiva hi (manasah)
sukhaduhkhalaksano vikarah $itosnadinibandhano jayata ity anantaram uktam / nanv
acetanatvad antahkaranasya samvedanam nopapadyate / cetanatvat
ksetrajiasamavetasyaivayam vikarah / yatha vaisesikah prahuh --- naitad evam antahkaranastho
'py asau jivatma samvedyate / yatha ca rupadayo ghatadisthah (iti) / nayam ksetrajfiadharma iti
ca vaksyati --- iccha dvesah sukham duhkham --- iti / yady api Ksetrajfiasamavayitvam
sukhaduhkhayos tathapi tatsvaripasya na vikriya manisvaripavat / nilapitadinam eva
manisamavayinam parasparavirodhad vikriya / vikriya hi nama vinasa upamardah / tathatmana
anityaheto$ cabhavat / avinasi va are 'yam atma iti $ruteh / ubhayoh sadasator drsto nirpito 'nto
maryada antyavastheti yavat / antasabdo maryadavacano 'tra gramanta iti yatha / yat sat tat sad
eva / yad asat tad asad eveti / kair ayam niScayah Krta ity aha --- tattvadarsibhih / tadbhavas
tattvam / tad iti sarvanamna padarthamatram vyapadiSyate / vastuyathatmyavedibhir ity arthah /
87 sad asac caham

8 gsad iti sthilam vyavaharayogyam vastu vyapadi$yate / asad iti siksmam avyaktam
a(vyavaharya)m /

8 na sat nasad ucyate
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Supreme Self because of its unchanging nature. So says the Veda too: ‘Lo! This Self
is decay-less or possessing the dharma of being indestructible’ (Brhadaranyaka Up.
4.5.14). Of these two — of sat and asat — the end is the point of the boundary where
they come to rest.” ® Abhinavagupta is also taking satand asat equivalent
to bhava and abhava respectively, and interpreting both the pairs of opposed concepts
as mutually exclusive. Abhinavagupta provides no gloss on the claim of Krsna in
Bhagavadgita 9.19 (in the recension commented upon by him numbered 9.20): ‘I
am sat and asat’®! and also on the claim in Bhagavadgitd 13.12 (in the recension
commented upon by him numbered 13.13 and occurred with slight variation, i.e.,
dropping the word #dn) regarding Brahman: “not said to be ‘sat’ or ‘asat’.”%2

So, the conclusion from the above examination of the five most important
traditional Indian commentators — the first three recognized as acaryas and the last
two belonging to kasmir - is that they probably could not fully grasp the two pairs of
distinctions — sat-asat and bhava-abhava — and the interrelationship of the four
concepts and changed the meaning of these distinctions with the change of place of
use of these concepts.

10. Meaning of Bhagavadgita 2.16

10.1. The Translation

The proper translation of Bhagavadgita 2.16 appears to be as follows: “Neither
being (bhava) of non-ethical-non-eternal-non-actual (asatah) is found, nor non-being
(abhava) of ethical-eternal-actual (satah) is found; the conclusion (antah) of both of
these [two] has been seen (drstah) verily by the seers of that-ness (tattvadarsibhih).”

10.2. The Explanation of the Metaphysical Principle

The thinking involved in the Bhagavadgita is based on the metaphysical principle
stated in 2.16. In the metaphysical principle stated in the first line bhava-
abhava (being-non-being) distinction is not to be equated with existence-nonexistence
[asti (astiva) - nasti (lack of astiva)] distinction. The later distinction is only a
distinction within the vikaras of bhava (modes of being) and hence is not to be
confused with being-non-being (= nothing). Something
like arman or Brahman or purusa can have bhava (being) without existence as well as
without non-existence, i.e., they have been beyond existence and non-existence. So,
the thinking involved in the Bhagavadgita depends on the idea of ‘being’ remaining
distinct from the idea of ‘existence’. What exists can go out of existence, as both

% atha ca lokavrttenedamaha — asato — nityavinasinah $arfrasya na bhavah ---
anavaratamavasthabhih parinamitvat / nityasatasca —paramatmano nasti
kadacivinaso’parinamadharmatvat / tatha ca vedah-‘avinasi va are’yamatmanucchittidharma
iti/’(brhadarayaka upanisad 4.5.14) anayoh sadasatorantah -pratistapadam yatranayorvisrantih //
% sad asac caham

92 na sat nasad ucyate
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existence and non-existence  are vikaras of bhava. However, that which
has bhava (being) does not admit of abhava (non-being) and vice versa. For example,
number two, to explain with a familiar and mundane example of the distinction,
consider any number. The number two has bhava (being), it does not admit
of abhava (non-being), but it is not existent which can go out of existence. Number
two cannot pass into non-being or nothing. But in contrast, a particular pair, e.g., two
bulls, is existent and can go out of existence, but number two, as has being, does not
admit of non-being even here.

Similarly, in the metaphysical principle, as we have explained, sat-
asat distinction is not to be confused with any of the following distinctions: bhava-
abhava (being-non-being), existence-nonexistence [asti (astiva)-nasti (lack
of astiva )]. Sat-asat distinction makes neither sat and asat mutually exclusive nor
jointly exhaustive, as we have already explained earlier in section 7.

The metaphysical principle stated in the first line of Bhagavadgita 2.16 has two
parts. The first part says that that which is non-ethical-non-eternal-non-actual (asata/)
by itself alone cannot have being (bhava). That means that one cannot
combine asat alone with bhava without combining the former first with sat. The
second part says that ethical-eternal-actual (sata/) cannot have non-being (abhava) at
all under any circumstance, e.g., with or without combining with asat. That means
that one cannot combine sat with abhava under any condition. The two parts together
create an asymmetry between the scope of biava and abhava. Within the scope
of bhava is included that which is sat alone by itself, sat and asat together, and that
which is neither sat nor asat. But within the scope of abhava fall only that which
is asat alone by itself.

10.3. The Clue to the Significance of the Metaphysical Principle

The clue to the significance of the metaphysical principle of the first line
of Bhagavadgita 2.16 is contained in the second line, whose words are very
significant. The conclusion is referred to by the word antak, whose another meaning
is ‘inside.” The use of anta/ for conclusion indicates that the conclusion is inside the
two statements (vakya) in the first line of 2.16 like a fire is inside the two fire sticks.
So, the conclusion is not to be understood in the modern sense of conclusion of linear
deductive or inductive argument, but in the sense of what is disclosed or revealed or
uncovered by a hermeneutic holistic circular thought process which is like churning
(nirmathay) as explained above, which is sudarsanacakra or su-dhicakra ‘well-
undertaken circle of insight or vision’. The expressions drsfak ‘what has been seen’
and tattvadarsibhih ‘by the seers of that-ness’ also confirm this reading. How to
the tattvadarsi ‘the seers of  that-ness’ the anta/Z ‘conclusion, inside’
becomes drszal ‘what has been seen’ is described in various Upanisads.

10.4. The Process of Darsana
Isa Upanisad (Kapva) 15 says: “The face of the eternal-ethical-actual is hidden
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by a golden pot. Pisanna that you uncover to put sight on whose dharma is eternal-
ethical-actual.”® The same verse occurs with some modification as mantra 17 in the
Madhyandina recension of ISa Upanisad.® The ISopanisad (Kanva) 15 occurs
verbatim in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 5.15.1. This mantra also occurs with
modification (viszave substituted for dyszaye) in the Maitrayani Upanisad 6. 35.%

What is being told in these various formulations of the same idea is that the face
of the satya, that which is sat, where sat means ‘ethical (good)-eternal (or timeless) -
actual (pertaining to action)’ all the three together rolled into one concept, is covered
by the golden pot. The golden pot here is the sun, which covers the face of the satya,
in the sense that the garment of the Isa that covers the face of satya is made of things
empirical visible in sunlight to the eye, which represents all the sense organs. So,
when Pisanna ‘the nourisher’ is asked to uncover the golden pot, it means that one
has to take away the attention focused on empirical things, then only one will be able
to put his insight on that which is characterized as eternal-ethical-actual, which is
abstract and a priori. That is to say, the that-ness of the inner institution as a person,
even though manifest through the movement of the empirical things, is abstract and a
priori. Here one is putting the insight on the that-ness of the inner institution as a
person is simultaneously the institution as a person putting his sight on one. Moreover,
as Mairrayapi Upanisad 6, 35 uses the expression vispave in place of drsraye, the
institution as the person putting his sight on one is the pervading of one by the
institution as a person.

The removal of the light of Sun to uncover and to put one’s sight on the that-ness
of the institution as a person, in the present context of Bhagavadgita 2.16 translates
into the removal of the words to uncover and to put one’s sight on what is covered by
the words. For light, here is the light of words. In Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 4.3 it is
explained that the light (jvak) — “speech, indeed, is his light for the speech, indeed, as
the light, one sits, moves about, does one’s work and returns.”% — when speech has

9% hirapmayena patrena satyasyapihitam mukham / tat tvam piisann apavrnu satyadharmaya
drsraye I/

9 hiranmayena patrena satyasyapihitam mukham / yo’savaditye purusah so’savaham / aum
khambrahma //

% hirapmayena patrena satyasyapihitam mukham / tat tvam pisann apavrnu satyadharmaya
visnave / yo’sa aditye purusah so’sa aham / esa ha vai satyadharmo yadadityasya aditvam
tacchuklam purusam alingam nabhaso 'ntargatasya /

9% Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 4.3.5: astamita aditye ydjiiavalkya candramasy astamite Sante
'‘gnau Kimjyotir evayam purusa iti / vag evasya jyotir bhavatiti / vacaivayam jyotisaste
palyayate karma kurute vipalyeti / tasmad vai samrad api yatra svah panir na vinirjiiayate 'tha
yatra vag uccaraty upaiva tatra nyetiti / evam evaitad ydajiiavalkya // “‘But when both the sun
and the moon have set, Yajfiavalkya, and the fire has died out, what then is the source of light
for a person here?’ ‘The speech is then his source of light. It is by the light of the speech that a
person sits down, goes about, does his work, and returns. Therefore, O Emperor, when
someone cannot make out even his own hand, he goes straightway toward the spot from where
he hears a speech uttered.” ‘Quite right, Yajiiavalkya.””
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stopped, the self is his light (@tmaivasya jyotir bhavati).

The two ideas of removal of light and speech as light harmonizes with Karha
Upanisad 6.12-13 where when one speaks of something that it exists then
as brahman is hidden in it, one grasps brahman indirectly in speaking of something
that it exists. So, one can put his sight on brahman by removing the cover of light of
words that hides it, which is consistent with the hermeneutics of churning to uncover
what is hidden in words.

10.5. Bhagavadgita’s Samkhya Thinking

One should not forget that thinking in the Bhagavadgita is Samkhya thinking.
First of all, Samkhya thinking is the knowing of the that-ness of the soul or the self as
testified by quotation of a $loka from the Vyasa-smrti by Sankaracarya in his Visnu-
sahasra-nama.®” This is the first etymological meaning of Samkhya from sam (right)
+ khya (knowledge). Grammatically the term is derived from samkhya which means
(2.2.24.2, under Vartika 8 of Katyayana)® of Pataijali and also (under Katyayana’s
Vartika 9).%° If the two meanings are put together, then it not only indicates that the
knowledge of pure that-ness of self is like the knowledge of number, as the self has
the pure ideal being like the pure ideal being of the number. However, Samkhya as
derived from amkhya (number) also indicates something else, i.e., counting involved
in the number. We all know that Kapila’s Samkhya gives importance to counting the
categories; in fact, in the history of Indian philosophical speculation, Samkhya was
the first system to count its different categories. However, we do not realize the
importance of this element of counting involved in Samkhya thinking. Counting gives
the sum number. This is to indicate that Samkhya categories are like sum numbers
and not like the genus. The difference in the sum number and genus is that the
property of the sum number cannot be attributed to the constituent numbers whose
sum it is, while the genus can be attributed to each particular subsumed under it.
Consider the sum number two arrived at by counting two ones. The attribute of two
cannot be attributed to one, and the sum number two is unity (one number) while two
are two numbers. It is the mystery of number that one and one together are two
without either of the units, which are each one, being two, and without the two being
one. However, in the case of genus say ‘red’ and things subsumed under it, red can be
attributed to the latter, as they are red things. Similarly, if the red is bright, one can
attribute brightness to the things subsumed under genus ‘red.” Samkhya conceives its
categories as sum number and not like a genus. It has a further implication, which is
captured by another meaning of Samkhyab. In the Sulabha-Janaka episode of
the Mahabharatal?2. 320, Samkhya is mentioned as one of the essential requisites of a
sentence, and Sulabha defines it as the principle that properly measures the defect and

97 Suddhatmatattvavijiianam samkhyamityabhighiyate, iti vyasasruteh /
9 laingah sankhyayah vidhayo ca na siddhyanti /
99 sankhyesu api uktam karmadinam anuktah ekatvadayah iti krtva sankhyah bhavisyanti /
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merits of a particular aspect in a sentence.1%

This relates Samkhya to speaking and vak. Amara, in his lexicon, states that the
term samkhya is used in the sense of discussion and investigation.%t
What this indicates is the arithmos or arithmetic sum number structure of logos or vak.
Unity of discourse has a determinate property not found in its parts (letters, syllables,
words). Discourse is comparable to that form of being in common, which sum
number has, and it does not have that form of being common that genus has.
Discourse has the structure of the sum number of things, which precisely as that thing
which all of them together have in common cannot be attributed to any of them
individually. And indeed, the sum of what has been counted is not something, which
could be predicted of each thing counted. This common unity of what is said and
meant in logos or vak is the unity of an insight. That is why Patafijali uses the term
Prasmkhyana in his Yoga-sitra 4.29 in the sense of supreme insight. In the Yoga-
sutra-bhasya 1.5 and 2.2 also we find the same term used in the same sense.

In the Bhagavadgita, Ajuna’s speech and reasoning lack the unity of insight. In
his thinking, he cannot overcome the contradiction in which the testimonies of the
senses involve him. He is unable to discriminate between the conflicting two
(sukha and duhkha) which one thing has. Many of the senses have only an impure
form of the being of the eidos, while one eidos has only a pure being in itself. The
reason is that the ideal becomes impure when it appears in the many. The ideal can
only be many when something other than itself attaches to it. However, this “other”
which is in the many is the Other of the One. Thus, there is more present than just the
one eidos with nothing besides itself. Where one eidos is (like dehin ‘embodied’),
there must “be” some other (like deha ‘body’), and not only must that One (One Self)
“be” as the Many (like dehin ‘embodied’ in many bodies appearing as many), but also
it must “be” as the determinations, which are mixed into the specific phenomena.
Nevertheless, ‘to be” means ‘to be” idea like a number. Moreover, Arjuna cannot keep
the being of one idea distinct from the many with which it is mixed in his thinking.
That leads to his being overpowered by the emotion of grief and faulty sophistic
reasoning in his speech. Once these two are taken care of by Samkhya, he could
receive the lesson in how to engage himself (yoga) in action so that his eidetic being
as dehin does not get bonded with the cycle of Prakrti and deha and hence does not
get bonded with action to retain its akarta character even while there is participation
in the practice of the institution.

10.6. Brahman and Sanskrit Vakya
Now the question is how is the One Brahman with its tattva ‘that-ness’ hidden in
the Sanskrit vakya? It is beyond the scope of this paper to investigate this question in

10 dosanam ca Qunanafica pramanam pravibhdgatah / kaficidarnmabhiptetya sa
sankhyetyupadharyatam// (Mahabharata 12.320.82)
101 carca samkhya vicarana — Amara, 1.5.2; cf. also vidvan ... samkhyavan panditah...IL7. 5
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its entirety. 192 Suffices it to say that it was known in the classical, traditional
Vyakarana. Further suffices to say here that when a vakya is uttered, not only the
action (which also includes activities like existing, becoming, etc.) being performed
by a thing is told, but also through the system of difference of nominal and verbal
endings in the vakya the Self or the Brahman is being presented un-thematized, i.e., as
hidden but present in what is said. This idea was expressed beautifully in the first
introductory verse (in Giti meter) of the little-known Prakriya-sarvasval®® by the
brilliant and versatile author Narayana-bhatta (17th Cenrury AD) of Melputtir:
“Bring to mind the charming form of Murari (Krsna =Brahman), rolling apart (vilola)
in the playful (vilasa) dance (rasa, which also means uproar, din, sound in general
and speech) unified, one by one, in each of the Gopis, like the suffix (prtyaya) in the
excellent works (prakrtisu) [of words].”1% The form of each word in a vakya consists
of two elements, viz. inert or inactive prakyti nominal or verbal base or nucleus) and
that which gives dynamism to it, i.e., pratyaya (conjugational, derivational, or
declensional suffix or termination). Only in association with pratyaya, the
inner praksti of sabda becomes active Sabda-prakrti. According to the Mahabhasya of
Patafjali, pratyaya is compulsory, without which a word is not in a form usable in
speech. Commenting on Panini sutra 1.2.45 % what Patafijali says in his
Mahabhasya'® The idea that Pratyaya represents the dynamic aspect of the well-
formed word dominates over its prakrti, which is inert by itself. Prakrti of the word
by itself is dormant like the Prakrti of Samkhya without samyoga with Purusa. As the
Prakrti of Samkhya becomes active in the presence of Purusa, $abda-prakrti also
becomes active when a pratyaya is associated with it. It is the pratyaya, which makes
the prakrti of wordplay different roles in the speech. Hence, the Purusa or the
Brahman or the Self-expresses itself in the unity of one system of differences of the
verbal and nominal endings of words in a vakya. This unity of one system of
differences of the verbal and nominal endings of words in a vakya has a structure of
sum number different from each member of the sum.

102 The author of this article has explained the idea in detail in his essay, “A Srauta | Smarta
Hermeneutic Interpretation of the First Karika of the Brahma-kanda of Bhartrhari’s
Vakyapadiya,” forthcoming.

198 Prakriya-sarvasva of Melputtiir Narayana Bhatta, (a) ed. Trivandrum, Thiruvananthapuram,
Oriental Research Institute & Manuscripts Library, 1931-1992; (b) synthetic volume
(“compiled by”) K.P. Narayana Pisharoti, Guruvayur, Guruvayur Devaswom, 1998. The
Prakriya-sarvasva is a grammatical work and is an original recast of Panini’s sitras, divided
into twenty sections with a lucid commentary explaining all the difficult points.

104 rasavilasavilolam smarata murdrer manoramam rilpam / prakrtisu yat pratyayavat
pratyekam gopikasu sammilitam //

105 arthavad adhatur apratyayah pratipadikam //

106 na kevalena vrksasabdena arthah gamyate / kena tarhi / sapratyayakena / na va pratyayena
nityasambandhat kevalasya aprayogah / na va esah dosah / kim karanam / pratyayena
nityasambandhat / nityasambandhau etau arthau prakrtih pratyayah iti / pratyayena
nityasambandhat kevalasya aprayogah na bhavisyati /
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In prakriya in Vyakarna not only the word is well formed, but also its semantico-
syntactic place is determined at once as the semantic-syntax is included in the final
form of the word. One may object that the author is relating the unrelated texts like
Bhagavadgita and the texts from Vyakarana tradition. The reply is that earlier, what
the Karha Upanisad 6.12 bc is saying is how Brahman can be comprehended
otherwise than by saying ‘[something] is’ or ‘[something] exists’ something can be
anything in the world. The linguistic implication of this idea is that by directly
referring to Brahman, one cannot say that he exists. However, it is being been
comprehended when one says of anything in the world that it exists, because
metaphysically Brahman is in everything and everything is in Brahman, but
grammatically it implies that the praksti of the word that is used to say something is
always with pratyaya and never merely prakrti by itself. This grammatical point is
related to metaphysics as the system of pratyaya represents being of Brahman without
directly speaking of it that it exists. Only when one takes one’s attention off from
the prakrti of the words, that is when one takes one’s attention off from the thing
whose activity is presented in the vakya; then one gets the knowledge of the that-ness
of purusa/brahman/self-hidden in the vakya as the unified one system of differences
of the verbal and nominal endings of words in a vakya. This is what the second line of
the Bhagavadgita 2.16 is trying to convey.

Moreover, to relate metaphysics of the Bhagavadgita with Vyakarana is not being
speculative. In Bhagavadgita 10.33 Krsna says: “Of letters the letter ‘A’ am I, and
dvandva of all compounds.”?” This correlation of metaphysical being of Krsna with a
linguistic element like letter ‘A’ and grammatical constructions like dvandva
compound clearly indicates that Bhagavadgita’s metaphysics is not independent of
linguistic and grammatical considerations. The Bhagavadgita appears to be
following Aitareya Aranyaka . According to Aditareya Aranyaka 2.3.6: “The whole of
speech is the sound a. Manifesting itself through the stops and sibilants, this (vac)
becomes abundant and multifarious. In a whisper, it is breath; out loud, it is the body.
Therefore, that is hidden, so to speak—for the bodiless is hidden, and breath is
bodiless. However, aloud it is the body. Thus perceptible—for the body is
perceptible.” 1% Further, the sound also names that which is beyond naming and
individuation, the transcendental holistic principle of brahman in Aitareya 4ranyaka
2.3.8: “Brahman is ‘a’, and ‘aham’ is contained therein.”2%®

10. 7. What is the Antah Seen by the Seers of That-ness
With the above explanations at hand, we are in a position to discern what was the
conclusion (antak) that has been seen (drszah) verily by the seers of that-ness

107
108

aksaranam akaro 'smi dvamdvah samasikasya ca /

akaro vai sarvavak saisaspar§osmabhir vyajyamanabahvi nanartpabhavati / tasyai yad
upamsu sa prano 'tha yad uccais tac chariram tasmat tat tira iva tira iva hy asariram asariro hi
prano 'tha yad uccais tac chariram tasmat tad avir avir hi $ariram //

109 3 iti brahma tatragatam aham iti
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(tattvadarsibhih), from which emerges the significance of the metaphysical principle,
which is explained throughout the Bhagavadgita. The context in which the principle
is announced in the context of the so-called discussion of the immortality
of atman (soul) or purusa (person), which is in all existents [Bhagavadgita 2.12-13],
followed by discussion of matrasparsa and how it gives rise to opposed dualities of
feelings [Bhagavadgita 2.14-15]. The announcement of the principle [Bhagavadgita
2.16] is then followed by a declaration of the indestructibility of what pervades
everything [Bhagavadgita 2.17] and destructibility of the bodies [Bhagavadgita 2.18].
Hence, what s taken as eternal-actual-ethical (sat) is the atman (soul)
or purusa (person) designated as dehin and saririna; and what is taken as non-eternal-
non-actual-non-ethical (asat) is the various bodies, which are seen by the senses,
which give rise to various opposed dualities of feelings. The larger context of this
discussion is the refusal of Arjuna to fight [Bhagavadgita 2.9], which gives rise to the
discussion by Krsna [Bhagavadgita 2.10-11] to induce Arjuna to perform the action
required of him. The conclusion of the two parts of the principle announced, which is
discerned by the seers of that-ness (tattvadarsibhih), is the dharma of sat as there is
no bhava of asat and there is no abhava of sat.

Here it is of interest to note that Nirukta 1.20 declares: “Having immediately
grasped dharma (at a distant time) seers came into being. Through instruction, they
have handed over in entirety mantras to others (/inferiors) who had not immediately
grasped dharma. The others (/inferiors) experiencing fatigue towards instruction,
have set down for transmission this corpus (i.e., commentandum of the Nirukta, the
Naighansu) and the Veda and the Veda ancillaries in order to grasp the [gradual or
cumulative] representation. (The word) bilma ‘[gradual or cumulative] representation’
is (to be thought of as) or (as) bhdasana [illuminating or illustrating].”*'° Dharma is
the karma one is required to perform. This follows from the Nirukta 1.20 read
together with Mundaka Upanisad 1.2.1: “That here is eternal-actual-ethical: The
actions that the wise poets saw in the mantras, are stretched in many ways across the
three Vedas — Perform them always, you who long for the eternal-actual-ethical; that
is your path to the world of those who well-perform the actions.”'! What is stated in
Mundaka Upanisad 1.2.1 has been accepted in the Bhagavadgita 4.32: “Thus
manifold yajfias are spread at the mouth of Brahman. Penetratively knowledgeably
resolve them all as born of action. Thus, knowledgeably resolving, you will be
liberated.”**2 The concern of Krsna is to explain to Arjuna that which was discerned

110 saksat-krta-dharmana rsayo babhiivuh / te parebhyo {/avarebhyo! ’saksat-krta-dharmabhya
upadesena mantran sampraduh / upadesaya glayanto ’pare {/avare} bilma-grahanayemam
grantham samamnasisur vedam ca vedangani ca / bilmam bhilmam [bilvam?] bhasanam iti va /
111 tadetatsatyam / mantresu karmani kavayo yanyapaSyamstani tretdayam bahudha santatani /
tanyacaratha niyatam satyakamah esa vah panthah sukrtasya loke //

112 evam bahuvidha yajfia vitata brahmano mukhe / karmajan viddhi tan sarvan evam jhatva
vimoksyase //
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by the sages as the conclusion uncovered from the metaphysical principle having two
parts.

There are two aspects to any yajfia (institution), which are sat and asat. Sat is its
eternal ethical actual aspect presented as abstract yajfia-purusa (institution as a
person). The other aspect is asat, which is the temporary non-ethical and non-actual
aspect, which is the manifest form of yajfia (institution) to give any institution a
specific visible form manifest in time. This manifest form is the collective body
(politic) of the samasti purusa or the yajfia purusa. Since the former is eternal and the
latter keeps changing in time, karma relates the two, as stated in Bhagavadgita 3.14-
15: “yajfia is born of action; penetratively knowledgeably resolve that action comes
from Brahman, and that Brahman comes from the Imperishable. Therefore, the all-
pervading Brahman ever rests in yajfia.”!3

11. Metaphysics of Tattva of Samasti Purusa

With the above clarification in mind, now let us understand the first line of
Bhagavadgita 2.16. There is no being (bhava) of non-ethical-non-eternal-non-
actual (asat) by itself, and hence, there is non-being (abhava) of non-ethical-non-
eternal-non-actual (asat) by itself, and it is nothing by itself. Similarly, there is no
non-being (abhava) of eternal-ethical-actual (sat), and hence, there is only
being (bhava) of eternal-ethical-actual (sat). Bhava and abhava are two mutually
exclusive categories. However, sat and asat are neither mutually exclusive nor jointly
exhaustive categories.

Since bhava admits of vikaras like coming into existence, existence, and going
out of existence, bhavais more of ideation, which is ontological.
However, sat and asat are ethico-ontological categories. From earliest times in Vedic
thought, sati (the sakti of sat) is the consort of siva (the good/ethical), indicating
that sat is good/ethical and asat is non-good / non-ethical. Only two possibilities are
ruled out in the metaphysical truth, i.e., asat by itself combined with bhava,
and sat combined with abhava. These two kinds of combinations are not possible in
Vedic thought, and the Bhagavadgita also accepts this principle. But in Vedic
thought, bhava (being) can be combined with sat and asat when these two are
together, as these are not mutually exclusive. Similarly, bhava can be combined with
neither sat nor asat as these are not jointly exhaustive.

That neither being (bhava) of non-ethical-non-eternal-non-actual (asata’) is
found, nor non-being (abhava) of ethical-eternal-actual (sata/) is found — these two
statements are the premises of the Vedic thought. The conclusion of these two
premises was seen verily by the Vedic seers of that-ness (tattva), which is the that-
ness of the collective institution as a person, which is not that-ness of substances or

W yajfiah ...karmasamudbhavah /| karma brahmodbhavam viddhi brahmaksarasamudbhavam
| tasmat sarvagatam brahma nityam yajfie pratis¢hitam //
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material things known to modern thought. Hence, the context of the metaphysical
principle is the discussion of the collective institution as a person (yajfia purusa). The
metaphysical principle stated in the first line of Bhagavadgita is needed as premises to
discuss the that-ness (tattva) of the collective institution as a person. The
metaphysical principle, which states the relation of two pairs of distinctions, is
involved in all manifestations of the institution as a person, whether it is a
manifestation of institutional thinking, a manifestation of institutional language
[Sanskrit is a language of Institutions], the manifestation of institutional action,
manifestation of institutional time, etc. in Vedic tradition of thinking. The ethico-
ontological polarities of sat and asat with the respective meaning of ‘ethical-eternal-
actual’ and ‘non-ethical-non-eternal-non-actual’ and the ontological polarities
of bhava and abhava having the meaning of ‘being’ and ‘non-being and the
interrelationship of two pairs of polarities as stated in Bhagavadgita 2.16 are
developed in Vedic thinking to think, discuss and belong to the collective institution
as a person, which is an ethical-actuality, which does not admit of fact-value
dichotomy and also does not admit of the is-ought gap. In Vedic thinking, the
collective institution as a person is sat with asat manifest forms, which are ever-
transforming. The categories of sat and asat are inapplicable in modern science,
which deals with objective nature, which is the ethically neutral reality described in a
vocabulary that admits both fact-value dichotomy and is-ought gap. It is beyond the
scope of the present paper to discuss in detail how the conclusion of the two
statements made in the metaphysical principle of Bhagavadgita 2.16 was discerned by
the Vedic seers of the that-ness of the institution as a person more than what has been
already explained in the essay.
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