
INTRODUCTION TO THE BHAGAVADGÌTË 
It is said that a human birth is not easy to achieve. If we look at it from an 

evolutionary standpoint, there are millions of years between the ape and the human 
being. In other words, the monkey did not become a person overnight. Even from the 
standpoint of reincarnation, where human birth is said to be a result of one's own past 
actions, karma, it is not easy. And once you have this human body, whether it be due to 
karma or to the natural selection inherent in evolution, you are no longer in the hands of 
nature. You now have the rare capacity, called free will, to initiate a further process of 
evolution. The whole process, then, is in your own hands. 

An animal, on the other hand, is fulfilled once it survives a few years and produces 
an offspring. The cow, for example, need not do anything more than reach physical 
maturity in order to be an adult. It need not do anything to be evolved emotionally. There 
is no such thing as an emotionally mature cow. The only goal of a cow's life is to survive 
to adulthood and, as an adult, to survive as long as it can. Once it has become an adult, 
the cow is mature in every way. 

A human being also has to become an adult physically. Otherwise, one's life is 
unfulfilled. To become an adult phys ically, you need only survive by appeasing your 
hunger and thirst and avoiding fatal accidents and diseases. You need not do anything 
special. The process is a very natural one, made possible by the survival instinct 
common to all living beings. Hence, after a few years, you find that you have become an 
adult. 

Until you are a physical adult, you are in the hands of nature. Nature takes care of 
your physical growth until you can no longer say, ‘I am a child.’ Emotional maturity, 
however, does not happen in the same way. Unlike physical maturity, emotional growth 
is purely in your own hands. Unlike a cow, one need not be mature just because one 
happens to have an adult physical body. Inner maturity is a process that you have to 
initiate because you are a human being enjoying a faculty of choice.  

THE HUMAN PURSUIT 

Whatever is fundamentally sought after by every human being is called 
puruÀ¡rtha in Sanskrit. Although each individual seeks something peculiar, there are 
four ends that everyone seeks, whether he or she is an Eskimo in Alaska or someone 
living in a remote village in India. The universal ends most commonly sought after are 
security and pleasure — artha and k¡ma . The remaining two puruÀ¡rthas — dharma 
and mokÀa , to be explained below — can also be accomplished by a human being.  
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That which gives you any kind of security — emotional, economical, or social, is 
called artha in Sanskrit. Artha  may be in the form of cash or liquid assets, stocks, real 
estate, relationships, a home, a good name, a title, recogn ition, influence, or power of 
any kind. Such accomplishments boost one's ego and therefore also provide some 
security for the ego. And although each person seeks various forms of security at a given 
time, that he or she is seeking security is common to all. 

Seeking pleasure is another puruÀ¡rtha, called k¡ma  in Sanskrit. It, too, takes 
many forms. For instance, sensory pleasures may be anything from seafood or ice cream 
onwards. Examples of intellectual pleasures are those derived from playing certain 
games, solving puzzles or riddles, and studying certain bodies of knowledge. Thus, we 
have varieties of pleasures. 

Anything that satisfies your senses, that pleases your mind, that touches your heart 
and evokes in you a certain appreciation, is k¡ma . Any form of pleasure you derive from 
your home, for example, or from a relationship is k¡ma . Music and travel are also 
k¡ma, not artha; because, by pursuing them, you are seeking pleasure, not security. You 
do not go to Hawaii or the Bahamas to seek security. In fact, you lose some security, in 
the form of money, when you go to these places. Because you happen to have some 
money, you travel for pleasure, not for security. 

There is another form of pleasure derived from seeing the stars on a beautiful 
night, enjoying the sunrise, a flower, a playing child, or a beautiful painting, for 
example. Because this pleasure is neither sensory nor intellectual, I will call it aesthetic 
pleasure. Even though such pleasures go beyond one's senses and intellect, they are still 
k¡ma. 

DHARMA AS A HUMAN END  

There is a third puruÀ¡rtha , dharma , that is neither artha nor k¡ma. Dharma is 
a word with many meanings, as we shall see. Here, it refers to the pleasure born of 
harmony, the pleasure derived from friendship, sharing, helping another person, and so 
on. For example, when you are able to relieve someone's suffering, you experience a joy 
that is not k¡ma. This form of pleasure is different from both artha  and k¡ma in that 
you do not usually seek out a person in pain in order to pick up some pleasure. It is not 
the same as going to Hawaii or to a concert. You happen to come across someone in 
pain, you are able to alleviate the person's discomfort, and you feel happy. 

A doctor who does not work purely for financial gain enjoys this kind of pleasure. 
Charity works in the same way. Those who are able to discover joy in such work do so, I 
would say, because there is inner growth and understanding, a certain sensitivity on their 
part. This sensitivity is also required to understand love, for to love another person 
thoroughly is to understand the other person, for which one should be educated, cultured. 
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If a person has not learned through experiences, if a person is not cultured, what kind of 
joy can he or she get out of life? For such people, there can be only sensory pleasures, 
eating, for example. But many simple joys are lacking in their lives. Thus, the gain in 
one's life is commensurate with what one knows. 

It seems that a certain professor of medicine, in his introductory class, said, ‘What 
your mind does not know, your eyes do not see.’ What he meant was that, without 
medical knowledge the cause for a disease would continue to elude a person, even 
though the symptoms are everywhere. The eyes may see the symptoms, but the mind 
does not know. In life also, the more I know, the brighter life is, because I cannot see 
more than what I know. This is not to imply that I should necessarily get more out of 
life, only that my life is to be lived properly, fully, which implies a lot of understanding.  

Living does not simply mean dragging yourself around from day to day — from 
bed to work, back home and to bed again. The whole process repeats itself until the 
weekend comes. Then you drag yourself to some recreation in the hope of forgetting 
yourself — which is why recreation becomes so important. In fact, your whole life can 
be a recreation. Someone once asked a Swami, ‘Swamiji, do you not take any holidays ?  
You seem to be working every day.’ In fact, the Swami's life is one long holiday.  

If you enjoy what you do, life is very simple. If you do not enjoy what you do, 
then you have to do something to enjoy, which can be very costly. On the other hand, 
any pleasure that comes out of one's maturing process is a different type of joy. Not 
hurting someone, or doing the right thing at the right time, for instance, gives you joy — 
if not immediately, later. Suppose you have postponed doing something, like the 
laundry, vacuuming, or letter writing, the day you decide to do it — and do it, you find 
that there is a joy in finally having done it — a joy that is neither pleasure nor security. It 
is just doing what is to be done; it is dharma, a very big topic that we will discuss later. 
For now, it is enough to know that as you grow in your understanding, your dharma 
also grows. 

These, then, are three of the four puruÀ¡rthas — artha, k¡ma and dharma . 
Because of the importance we place on dharma, the order can now be reversed — 
dharma , artha , and k¡ma. Dharma accounts for your maturity. The more mature you 
are, the more dh¡rmika you are. In order to be mature, an understanding of dharma and 
conformity to it become of prime importance in one's life. Thus, dharma  occupies the 
first place among these three human ends. Without violating dharma, doing what is to 
be done, you pursue artha and k¡ma, security and pleasure. This is how these three 
universal human pursuits are to be understood.  
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MOKâA: FREEDOM FROM WHAT? 

Even though it comes last, mokÀa is a very important puruÀ¡rtha, as we shall see. 
MokÀa is recognised as a pursuit only by a very few people in any given generation. 
Because a certain appreciation, a certain maturity or insight, about life and its struggles 
is required to understand mokÀa, people do not discerningly pursue it, although everyone 
is in fact, always seeking freedom in one form or other.  

Although we think of freedom in a very positive way, the word mokÀa  is actually 
defined in a negative sense. There is something binding you, from which you want to 
become free and that freedom is mokÀa. We say, for example, that a man who is not in 
jail has freedom, whereas if he is in jail, he does not. Because he cannot choose to come 
out, he has lost his freedom of mobility and wants to gain it. He wants freedom from the 
shackles of jail. 

If you are using crutches because of a leg fracture, you want freedom from the 
crutches. Similarly, an infant requiring the help of the wall or mother's hand in order to 
stand wants to be free of the wall or the hand and therefore strives to stand on his or her 
own. Freedom, then, is alw ays freedom from something.  

MokÀa  means freedom from something I do not want. And because mokÀa is a 
puruÀ¡rtha, a human end common to all, wanting to be free is not peculiar to me alone. 
Everyone wants to be free from certain things that are common to all. That I am attached 
to particular forms of security, artha, reveals a certain fact about myself — that I am 
insecure. That I also seek pleasures, k¡ma, reveals that I am restless, that I am not 
satisfied with myself. I have to do something in order to please myself, which means that 
I am displeased with myself. 

If you are always seeking security and pleasure, when will you make your life? 
When will you really be able to say, ‘I have made it! You can say that only when you see 
yourself as secure and are pleased with yourself. Then you are free; you have mokÀa. 

MokÀa  does not mean salvation. In fact, there is no word in Sanskrit for salvation, 
which is just as well, since salvation implies a certain condemnation of yourself. It 
implies that someone has to salvage you, has to save you, which is not what is meant by 
mokÀa at all. The word mokÀa  refers only to the freeing of myself from certain fetters. 
The basic ones are the notions that ‘I am insecure’ and ‘I am displeased with myself.’ 

I must see myself as sec ure and be pleased with myself as I am. Only then do I 
have mokÀa. If I am secure and pleased with myself, what situation is going to change 
that? I require no security or a situational change whatsoever to be secure and at peace. 

This should be understood well. You spend your entire life manipulating the world 
to please yourself. In the process, you find that two hands and legs, five senses, and a 
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mind are not enough to contend with all the factors involved. There are just too many 
events and situations, as well as natural forces, over which you seem to have no control.  

FREEDOM IS FREEDOM FROM SEEKING  

With my limited powers and limited knowledge, I find that I can never measure up 
to the demands of gaining the securities and pleasures that I seek. This is w hy life seems 
to be a problem. Only when you reach thirty-nine or forty, when you undergo what is 
sometimes referred to as the ‘Mid-life crisis,’ do you begin to understand this. Even 
though you may think your marriage or your job is your crisis, actually you are the crisis. 
Your crisis has nothing to do with marriage or any of the other situations in your life. 
Your tendency, however, is to find a scapegoat for every problem you have and the 
immediate scapegoat available is often your partner in life.  

When we look into our various pursuits — artha, k¡ma  and dharma, we find 
that, what we really seek is none of these. We seek only freedom from being a seeker. 
Everyone is a seeker pursuing artha and k¡ma mainly and, to some extent, dharma . 
But, ultimately, everyone is seeking only mokÀa. Therefore, mokÀa  alone is the real end. 
In other words, freedom from being insecure is what we seek when we seek security. 
When I seek certain securities, I am not really seeking the securities themselves. I am 
seeking freedom  from being insecure. This distinction should be clearly understood. 

The shift in emphasis that this distinction represents is what we call learning. 
Seeking security is very natural. For an uninformed person, one who does not think 
about or understand his or her own ideas and urges, security is a particular thing and is 
always taken to be outside oneself. That — ‘I am insecure’ — is a totally accepted 
conclusion for such a person, a conclusion that is never doubted or questioned. 

Various philosophies have arisen from this insecurity. One person says, for 
instance, that money will not give you security, while another person says it will — but 
only here on earth, not later. Later security, we are told, can only be gained by doing 
certain prescribed acts. Thus, we have varieties of religions and philosophies, all of 
which have been born out of accepting that, ‘I am insecure’ and that, security is 
something outside of oneself. 

Even as a child, one's security depends on the constant availability of protection, 
love, and care of one's parents. On the other hand, once the child has grown up, the 
situation is reversed. Now the parents' security depends on the attention of the child. 
Parents often feel neglected by their grown up children who are now occupied with their 
own lives. Once a child has grown up, security is no more in the parents; it lies 
elsewhere. 
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THAT I LACK IS THE PROBLEM 

As a child I was insecure and now also I am insecure. There is a constant shift in 
what I take to be securities, which is considered to be a normal life for everyone. No one, 
however, deserves to have this problem. Security is not the problem. That I lack 
something is not the problem. The problem is that ‘I’ lack. This difference must be seen 
clearly.  

What I lack is always variable — I lack iced tea; I lack children; I lack a house. 
What one lacks is always peculiar to the individual at a given time and place in one's life. 
This differs from individual to individual, from culture to culture. However, this ‘I lack’ 
is common to all and is entirely different from what I lack. I may lack a healthy body, a 
taller body, a thinner body, a turned-up nose, longer eyelashes, or a different skin colour. 
And this may only be the beginning of an endless list! But the fact that I conclude that ‘I 
lack’ is universal.  

For instance, what can you do if your height is less than you would like it to be ? 
The most you can do is to wear high-heeled shoes, which does not really make you any 
taller. In fact, in the eyes of others you may be shorter. It is only when you are being 
recruited for a basketball team that anyone else thinks about your height. Height is your 
complex. I do not think about your height until you get into high-heeled shoes and try to 
walk. Only then do I see your height because you have drawn my attention to it; and I 
immediately cut it down by a few inches. I may actually reduce it more than the actual 
height of your heels. You not only fall short of my expectation, but also you become 
shorter than what you really are!  

Thus, if you have a complex with reference to your height, you are stuck. If you 
were a wire or something stretchable, your height could be increased but, here, no 
stretching is possible. Similarly, there are a lot of things that you are stuck with because 
the things you are not, known and unknown, are countless. And what you lack you can 
never totally fulfil. The more you go after what you lack, the more you breed what you 
lack because what you lack has a knack of multiplying itself. It is like going to the 
supermarket to pick up a few things you lack and coming home with a few more desires 
to be fulfilled when you get your following week's paycheque. This is why we say desire 
is like fire that leaves a black trail after itself. No matter how much you feed it, fire never 
says, ‘Enough!’ Similarly, human beings can never say ‘Enough!’ to securities and 
pleasures. 

INSECURE PLUS INSECURE IS NOT SECURE  

When, then, are you going to completely fulfil your arthas and k¡mas? I am not 
saying you should not seek out security; that is not the emphasis here. We are only trying 
to understand the very pursuit itself. Money definitely has its value. But, if you think that 
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there is security in money, or in anything else, the process of seeking becomes endless. 
The insecure me, the one who wants to be secure, does not really become secure by the 
addition of what I consider to be securities. No one can say, ‘I am secure,’ even with all 
possible securities.  

As long as I require crutches, the sense of insecurity centred on me will remain 
with me. Feeling secure because I have crutches does not mean I am secure. I feel secure 
only because of the crutches, whereas the sense of insecurity centred on me remains. 

Suppose I am insecure and what I think is secure is as insecure as I am. For 
example, if one insecure person marries another insecure person in order to be secure, 
the result is not security. All that results is a marriage between two insecure people. Can 
there be a greater hell anywhere? When two such people come together, it is a problem 
because insecurity plus insecurity do not make security, only double insecurity. 

There is a story about a man who, as he was bathing by the side of a river, slipped 
and was swept away by the current. Because he could not swim, he prayed, ‘Oh! Lord, 
please help me!’ Just then a log came along and, catching hold of it, the man said, ‘My 
God! God is great!’ Then he realised that the log had fur on it — and hands also. He had 
thought he was holding on to a log, but now he realised that the ‘log’ was holding on to 
him. Still he thought that the Lord was saving him. He found, however, that the Lord 
was a grizzly bear that, having fallen from a tree, had also been swept up by the current. 
Once he realised he was holding on to a bear, he wanted to escape, but the bear already 
had too tight a hold on him. 

WHO HOLDS ON TO WHAT? 

Similarly, you do not know which holds what or who holds whom. You may have 
thought you were holding on to something, only to find that you cannot give it up, which 
means that it is holding you. This is a problem. Any habit is the same. An alcoholic was 
once a free person. When he or she took the first drink, the person poured the alcohol 
into the glass and, then, holding on to the glass, drank from it — no problem. However, 
after some time the person finds that he or she does not drink at all. As soon as ‘Happy 
Hour’1 arrives, the bottle tells the person, ‘Come here,’ and he or she goes like a zombie. 
Then the bottle says, ‘Come on, pick me up!’ And the person picks it up. It says, ‘Come 
on, pour me into the glass! Drink!’ And the person drinks. Then, it says ‘One more, one 
more.’ And the person takes more and more alcohol without his volitional control. Who 
is this person now, the one who was previously free? Does he or she drink? Or does the 
drink, drink the person? 

In so many situations, no one knows who holds on to what. I see no difference 
between the grabber and the grabbed, the holder and the held. Even inert things like 
                                                                 
1 The time in a bar when drinks are served at reduced prices. 
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drinks, cards, or dice, have the capacity to grab me — to say nothing of relationships, 
since people are equally insecure. Therefore, an insecure me plus anything in this world 
that happens to be within the framework of time is not going to make me secure. This we 
should understand well. We are not trying to develop a particular attitude here, just a 
simple appreciation of the facts. 

THE FACTS OF INSECURITY 

That I am insecure is a fact and that I seek securities is also a fact. That which I 
consider secure is not secure because it also is finite. This, too, is a fact. 

You may think th at, by giving away whatever securities you have, you will 
become secure. One man did this. He gave away his house, his business, and his bank 
balance, and went to a Swami. But the Swami was also insecure and wanted to have a 
following of disciples. Previously, the man was on a husband trip, a father trip, a 
business-money trip, and now he is on another trip — a Swami-¡tm¡-trip minus a house, 
wife, children, money and so on. To think that subtraction is going to help, when 
addition does not, is nothing but a lack of understanding. And if artha  is like this, k¡ma 
is the same. 

No pleasure is going to be lasting. Take music, for instance, You buy a recording 
of a hit song. Why is this song a hit? Because, like a hit man, it knocks off all the other 
songs out of the running. Last month's hit song has been hit and is no longer a hit song. It 
only gathers dust on your tape deck. No one bothers about it any more. 

Similarly, your attitude is always changing. What made you happy before no 
longer provides the same joy. You get tired of everything. Even if God were around you 
all the time, you would eventually want some privacy. This constant changing is natural 
because you are basically displeased with yourself. Therefore, you are pleased only now 
and then. The only silver lining in life is one's hope. This is all that keeps you going. 
Perhaps hope is nature's way of enabling you to survive so that you can discover nature 
herself. 

Suppose those moments of pleasure, which are so few and far between, were 
denied to a given person, suppose they were not there at all, do you think a 
self-conscious human being, the displeased human being, would want to live? He or she 
would surely commit suicide. And, in spite of these moments of pleasure, if a person 
thinks there is no possibility of being happy, either because of a loss of some kind or an 
apprehension of some great calamity, the person would  choose not to live. This is the 
thinking behind all suicides. 

Therefore, moments of pleasure are worthwhile  because they keep you going. The 
hope is that you will discover that you do not need a mother-in-law to be displeased; you 
need only yourself. If you close the doors, put aside the world and sit in an easy chair 
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and try to be with yourself, then you will understand whether you are pleased with 
yourself or not. You will find that you do not require a world of perception, a world of 
books or anything to be displeased. All that you require is yourself. After just a few 
minutes of sitting with yourself, you want to get up and go out or take a shower — 
anything other than sitting with yourself. 

THE WORLD IS NOT THE CAUSE OF YOUR PROBLEMS 

To be displeased, then, requires nothing but yourself. It is not the world that 
displeases you; you are displeased with yourself. And whatever pleases you is going to 
be time-bound, all of which we will see as we study the eighteen chapters of the 
Bhagavadg¢t¡. 

Because any k¡ma, any pleasure, you pick up is limited by nature — in terms of 
time, content, and degree, the one who is displeased remains in spite of occasional 
moments of pleasure. Therefore, we have now discerned the problem to be the 
conclusion about myself that, ‘I am displeased.’ This is a fact that is not going to be 
altered just because I pick up moments of pleasure. That I am insecure does not change 
merely because I acquire or give up certain securities. Thus, the only solution is to see 
myself secure and pleased with myself. But how is it possible to do this? 

If, with all these securities and pleasures, I am displeased with myself, how am I 
going to see myself pleased without them? This is where the teaching called Ved¡nta 
comes in and tells you that your problem is not one of lacking something, but of not 
knowing that you do not lack anything. It converts all one's pursuits into a pursuit of 
knowledge. 

In the vision of Ved¡nta , there is no reason for you to be displeased with yourself 
because you are totally acceptable to yourself — not in terms of attitude, but in reality. It 
is not a belief; it is a fact, a discoverable fact. Only something that can be discovered is a 
fact; and the discoverable fact here is that you lack nothing. You are totally free. This is 
a vision of you and this is the heart of Ved¡nta, the heart of this teaching. The problem 
that ‘I lack’ is thereby converted into ignorance, the cause of which I do not know for the 
time being. Until I come to know, the vision assumes the status of a promise. 

YOU ARE THE PROBLEM; YOU ARE THE SOLUTION 

Ved¡nta defines the problem as not what you lack, but that you lack, and says that 
you are the solution because you are the problem. 

There are two types of problems. One has its solution outside the problem and the 
other has its solution within the very problem itself. The solution to the problem of 
feeling cold, for example, is outside the problem in the sense that you have to cover 
yourself, go to the fireside, or go out into the sun. You may even decide to go to the 
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Bahamas. When the solution to a problem is outside, it means that you have to do 
something to solve the problem. If hunger is your problem, you, have to feed the hunger 
by eating food, which is also outside. The solution to a jigsaw puzzle, however, is within 
the problem, within the puzzle itself. Because the solution is within the problem. There is 
no problem, in fact. The only problem is you and the solution is also you. When you do 
not understand something, it is a problem for you, whereas when you do understand, 
there is no problem. The understanding is the solution. In the vision of Ved¡nta , you 
have no problem, in fact. 

Then, you may ask, how  can I recognise that I do not have a problem ? This seems 
to be one more problem to add to the ones I already have. But is it ? One problem is not 
there — the problem of self -non-acceptance. Because, in the vision of Ved¡nta , the self 
is acceptable. What else do you want really? The only problem any human being has is 
self-non-acceptance. Therefore, you are the problem and you are the solution. Now your 
pursuit becomes one of knowing yourself and it can be a game — fun, all the way. This, 
then, is the teaching.  

A discriminative analysis of dharma, artha, and k¡ma leads one to a certain 
fundamental human problem. Once this human problem has been discerned, you will 
take special steps to resolve it, even though you may continue to pursue artha , k¡ma , 
and dharma . The solution to this original fundamental problem is called mokÀa. 

MOKâA IS NOT SALVATION  

MokÀa , as we have said, is not an equivalent to salvation, as is commonly thought. 
Nor is it some kind of accomplishment other than yourself. As freedom from something, 
however, mokÀa could be considered a negative accomplishment of sorts. Nevertheless, 
there is nothing more positive than mokÀa . 

Once we say ‘freedom,’ the question is, ‘Freedom from what?’ and the answer is 
simply, ‘Freedom from something I do not want.’ No one wants freedom from what he 
or she wants. Therefore, no one wants freedom from artha  or k¡ma , securities and 
pleasures. We want artha, k¡ma, a little bit of dharma plus mokÀa . 

MokÀa  is not freedom from artha  or k¡ma. That, which artha provides, mokÀa 
cannot provide. But that which mokÀa provides cannot be provided by artha, k¡ma, and 
dharma  combined. A person who has mokÀa  also has the freedom to pursue the other 
three human ends, artha, k¡ma, and dharma, if he or she so chooses. This, then, is real 
freedom and not freedom from these pursuits. 

And who is it that undertakes these pursuits? The person, called puruÀa  in 
Sanskrit, meaning any person young or old, man or woman, Indian or American. This 
puruÀa , the person, is the one who is after artha and k¡ma . 
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ALL ACTIONS HAVE A PURPOSE 

A human being never undertakes a deliberate activity without it having a purpose. 
Even involuntary actions have a purpose, but here, we are talking only about those 
actions that are voluntary. Voluntary,  deliberate actions always presuppose a desirer, 
whose desire is never for the action as such, but for the result, the object of desire. There 
is always some end in view. 

An object that you have cannot become an object of desire if you know you have 
it. However, you may have something and not recognise that you have it and, therefore, 
it may become the object of your desire. Thus, the clause ‘if you know you have it,’ is 
important here. For instance, you cannot desire a head over you shoulders, since you 
already have one. Even if you have such a desire, no one can fulfil it; not even the Lord. 
If you were to ask him why, in spite of all of your devotion and prayers, he has not 
fulfilled your desire, he could only say, ‘I cannot give you what you already have.’ 
When I tell you that I cannot give you something, there are only two possible reasons for 
my response. One is that I am incapable of giving it to you, due to my lack of 
knowledge, power, or resources. The other possibility is that I can give it to you, but you 
do not deserve it, you are not qualified to receive it. Therefore, either you are not 
qualified to receive it or I am not qualified to give it to you.  

Here, however, the incapacity to give you a head over your shoulders is because 
you are asking for something you already have. How, then, can even God give you one?  
If you want one more head, being God, he can give you a second head, although I do not 
know how a second head is going to help you, if the one you already have has not helped 
you. But he can give it to you. You will have to tell him, of course, where you would like 
it put. But do not ask him to give you a head over your shoulders. What you have, he 
cannot give you. 

Although you cannot desire an object that you know you have, you can always 
desire an object that you do not have. There are many things that you do not have, like a 
green card, a new house, another job, a promotion, a wife, a husband, or children, a trip 
to a particular place — anything you do not have, you can desire. Thus, what you do not 
have can become an object of your desire. 

Without a purpose, there is no effort, no deliberate activity. Therefore, the puruÀa , 
the person undertakes activities for accomplishing different ends — mainly artha and  
k¡ma, but also dharma. If this is so, there is a very important question to be asked, ‘Do 
I want artha  and k¡ma  for the sake of artha and k¡ma themselves?’ The answer to this 
question is what distinguishes the entire Vedic vision of human life from one's usual way 
of looking at it. 
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WHY DO I SEEK OUT SECURITIES AND PLEASURES?  

Is k¡ma for its own sake? Is it for the sake of pleasure? Is it just for fun?  If so, 
then with it or without it, you are the same. You go for it just because you go for it. In 
other words, it is nothing more than a fancy. But is this really the case? Are artha and 
k¡ma, which we are seeking in life, for their own sake or are they for myself ?  The Veda 
says that every object of my desire is for my sake alone — ¡tmanastu k¡m¡ya  sarvaÆ 
priyaÆ bhavati.1  

We only desire that which we know. No one can desire an object that is unknown 
to him or her. None of you has a desire for ‘Gagabugan,’ for instance. An unknown 
Gagabugan cannot be an object of desire. In fact, there is no such thing as Gagabugan. 
No amount of coaxing will cause you to get into your car and go to buy Gagabugan. But, 
you always have a reason for getting into your car. Some desire is always being fulfilled. 
Thus, an unknown object does not become an object of desire.  

Only known objects become objects of desir es. There are of course, some known 
objects for which I do not have a desire — scorpions, cancer, etc., for example. In fact, 
the more I know of such objects, the more I want to be rid of them. Also, an object that 
has been known and loved by me need not always be desirable to me. I may have no 
desire for it whatsoever a few years down the road. No one performs an action or 
undertakes a course of action without an end in view. Whether the end is right or not can 
only be discovered later. One may change one's view, or give it up altogether, for a 
variety of reasons. We have all done this. But what is desirable now, I will definitely 
seek out. Therefore, one who desires a particular end, any artha or k¡ma, does so for his 
or her own sake. 

Suppose you say, ‘No, Swamiji, it is not for my sake; it is for the sake of my son.’ 
This only means that your ‘me’ has become a little extended, but it always reduces to 
‘me.’ Your ‘me’ can extend to the community in which you live, to your religion and to 
your nation also. It is your ego — an extended ego — and the more extensions, the 
healthier the ego. Still, the end is always for your sake alone. 

PRAYER IS ALWAYS FOR ONE'S OWN SAKE 

Even if you offer a prayer, for whose sake is the prayer? For God's sake? Is God in 
such difficulty that you have to pray for him also? If God requires our prayers in order to 
survive, then to whom should I pray? If you are praying to God for God's sake, then for 
God's sake, please give it up! When one says, ‘For God's sake,’ it is only an expression. 
You do not do anything for God's sake. 

                                                                 
1 B¤had¡ra¸yakopaniÀad 2.4.5 
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It is also often said that one should ‘Serve God.’ Is it that, God has too much work 
to do and therefore needs our help? Of course not. Your service and your prayer is for 
your sake alone. There is nothing wrong with that. If you pray for your mother, father, 
children, humanity and all living beings, you do so because you can only be happy if 
others are happy. How can you be happy if everyone else is unhappy? 

We see this in games, for instance. In tennis, you alw ays start with love — like 
marriage! — and then fight to the bitter end. One person wins and the other loses. The 
one who wins, throws his or her racket into the air and says, ‘Wonderful! I won!’ 
Whereas, the one who loses, never throws his or her racket into the air, although it may 
be thrown to the ground in a gesture of defeat! And when the winner approaches the net, 
still ecstatic and gasping for breath, to shake hands with the loser, the elation subsides a 
little, because every human heart knows what it is to be on the other side. Thus, when 
others are unhappy, you cannot be happy.  

Desiring arthas and k¡mas, then, I make certain efforts; and if these efforts do not 
seem to be enough, I make another effort called prayer. Prayer is neither an artha  nor a 
k¡ma; it is dharma . Through prayer, you want to gain some invisible result which will 
give you artha  and k¡ma . Although spiritual seekers do not pray for artha and k¡ma , 
they do pray for knowledge and maturity, which again is for one's own sake alone. This  
aspect of the human personality is very important and is basic to the vision of Ved¡nta. 

When you know that, whatever you do, is for your own sake, everything becomes 
meaningful. You find that what you do has its place and everything falls into place. 
Nothing is more efficacious than anything else; no one action is more important than 
another. Each action becomes important in its own sphere and is meant for producing its 
own result. Can we say that the ears are better than the eyes or that the eyes are better 
than the ears?  No, we require both. If I see you shouting at me but cannot hear what you  
are shouting, I cannot respond to you properly. Eyes have their own sphere, as do the 
ears. Similarly, each organ — the kidney, liver, heart, lung, and so on — has its own 
sphere, each one as important as any of the others. 

But in order for everything to fall into its place, the starting point must be proper. 
Here, the proper starting point is knowing that any action I perform is always for a given 
end and that end is for my sake alone. Ved¡nta takes this statement one step further to 
cover certain important relationships. A wife is dear to her husband not for her sake, but 
for his sake. Similarly, the husband becomes dear to his wife for her sake, not for his 
sake. If I understand that everything I do is for my own sake alone, then even my 
relationships would be very objective. I will not go about saying, ‘I did so much for you’ 
— the starting point for all kinds of trouble.  
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FREEDOM FROM BEING A WANTING PERSON  

That I want artha and k¡ma reveals that, I am an insecure and unhappy person 
from two different standpoints. What do I really want? Do I want the actual artha and 
k¡ma, the objects themselves or do I want security and happiness? Because I want 
security and happiness, all arthas and k¡mas are reduced to security and happiness 
alone. 

If I am insecure, I naturally seek security and if I am unhappy, I seek happiness. 
However, it is not the security itself that I want. What I really want is freedom from 
insecurity. In terms of security, I am wanting. In terms of fullness and happiness also, I 
am wanting. Therefore, I want freedom from being a wanting person and, in order to be 
free from being a wanting person, I have to see myself as secure. I have to see myself as 
one who does not lack anything and I can see myself in this way alone when I have no 
sense of lack. 

If I am insecure and unhappy, and I see myself as secure and happy because of 
some kind of self-hypnotism, for instance, then I am under yet another delusion. It is 
better to be insecure than to be deluded into thinking that I am secure. If I know I am 
insecure, then at least I can be objective and thereby understand my problems. 

Thus, one has to be secure in order to see oneself as secure. To be able to say, ‘I 
am happy,’ one has to be happy to understand the happiness we talk about. I can 
therefore see myself as secure and happy either by becoming so or by already being so. I 
am using two different words here, ‘becoming’ and ‘being’ for a reason. We generally 
see ourselves as insecure and unhappy and then try to become secure and happy. The 
whole process of living, the struggles in our lives, are all a process of becoming — being 
insecure, we seek to become secure.  

In the final analysis, people are all after the same thing. One may seek this and 
that, but over the shoulders of seemingly different ends, we see two common ends — 
being secure and being happy. My hope is that one day I will become secure, that one 
day I will become happy. Therefore, even when we are seeking artha  and k¡ma , we are 
all seeking freedom from being insecure and unhappy. This must be clearly understood.  

MOKâA AS THE END IN LIFE 

Given that everyone wants freedom from being a wanting person, everyone wants 
mokÀa. When it is put in this way, it looks as though mokÀa  is just another end. In fact, it 
is not another end; it is the end, the end behind all ends. We refer to mokÀa  as another 
end, another  puruÀ¡rtha, only because people do not recognise it as the only end, even 
though they seek freedom from insecurity. Recognising this end is the culmination of 
one's life; the end of saÆs¡ra — insecurities and unhappiness.  
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The culmination of one's life is not ageing; it is the ability to discern yourself as 
one who is secure and happy. This discerning is part of growing up. Once the fact that 
you are secure and happy has been discerned, even though you may continue in your 
various artha and k¡ma pursuits, you have taken the necessary step for mokÀa . 
However small the step, the step has been made. Having ‘stepped into’ this teaching, the 
necessary step has been taken. 

You should not be alarmed by the word mokÀa . You need not worry about what 
will happen to your family if you study and become enlightened. Believe me, your 
family will be happy because they will no longer have to deal with your insecurities and 
unhappiness. Also, by trying to gain enlightenment, the pressure you were feeling will 
definitely be less because you now have something better to accomplish in life. 
Otherwise, life is a problem. 

Marriage, for example, cannot be an end in itself. If it is, there will be problems, 
and the marriage will end. Marriage is a means, not an end, whereby husband and wife 
each seek freedom from insecurity. Freedom from insecurity is their common end and 
they help each other. Together, as companions, they make the journey. This most 
significant aspect of marriage is acknowledged in the seven steps of a Hindu marriage 
ceremony. Only when these seven steps have been taken has the marriage taken place. 
Each of the seven steps represents one aspect of the couple's journey, for which there is a 
destination, mokÀa . 

Discerning mokÀa as the end in life and seeking it make one's life meaningful. 
They do not prevent a person from seeking artha and k¡ma. In fact, without them, life 
is just a rat race. One should always remember that the truth of the rat race is that, even 
after the race, the winning rat continues to be a rat. The vision is now clear; freedom is 
seeing myself as a secure and happy person, free from being insecure and unhappy.  

The whole struggle in life stems only from insecurity and unhappiness. One thinks 
that by adding some security, one will become secure. In this way, life is one of 
becoming; and, in the process, one becomes hurt, aged, and has all kinds of things 
happen to him or her. If the fundamental problem is not discerned, one's life is wasted. 
All that is achieved is that one human life has been spent. The good thing about all of 
this is that, the Veda says you always have another chance — and another and another! 
While this may provide some satisfaction, it is not a solution to the fundamental 
problem. 

Now, if there is no ‘becoming free,’ and I have to be free, then I must already be 
free. Moreover, if I am already free and I seek freedom, then I am seeking something 
that I already am. I know that I want freedom, but I do not know that I am free. 
Therefore, not knowing I am already free is the problem. 
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If there is ignorance of oneself, in order to know oneself, there should be a means 
of knowledge. And it is a fact that what can be known by one means of knowledge 
cannot be known by another means of knowledge. For example, what can be known by 
the eyes, in terms of colour and form cannot be known by the ears, in terms of sound. 
Similarly, what can be inferred can only be inferred at a given time and place.  

The basic means of knowledge available to me for knowing things other than 
myself is perception. But the self, myself, cannot be an object of perception like sound 
(¿abda), touch (spar¿a), a form or colour (r£pa), a taste (rasa), or a smell (gandha). 
Only those objects which have the attributes of sound, form or colour, smell, taste, and 
touch can be known as objects of my senses; whereas the self is the one who uses this 
means of knowledge, perception. Therefore, I cannot employ perception as a means of 
knowledge to know myself. 

One's perception can be enhanced by microscopes, telescopes, and various other 
instruments, thereby gathering better data and increasing one's capacity to make more 
accurate inferences based on perception. These better data definitely question one's 
previous understanding. For instance, because you see the sun rising in the eastern sky 
and setting in the west, you conclude from your perceptual data that the sun rises and 
sets. And the earth is stationary. However, seeing the sun move does not mean that it 
moves. The sun can appear to be moving but, if you go to the North Pole, you will see 
that the sun does not move from east to west. You now have better data because of 
which you revise your earlier conclusion. This new conclusion then becomes the basis 
for additional data and inferences. 

Similarly, if we put a stick in a glass of water, the stick looks bent. You may think 
that the water has the capacity to bend the stick, but when you pull it out, you see that it 
is not bent. Your conclusion or knowledge now is that it does not bend, that it only 
appears to be bent while in the glass of water. Perception is negated by conclusive 
knowledge. That the stick appears to be bent when it is not is now understood as an 
optical illusion. Conclusions based on better data are all valid and all conclusions are 
arrived at through a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a — inference in this case.  

The question now becomes, can the self, myself, who uses inference and 
perception, become an object for either of these means of knowledge? It cannot. And 
yet, at the same time, I must know myself. 

WHAT MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE IS THERE FOR KNOWING 
MYSELF? 

I do know that I exist and, to know this, I do not require a means of knowledge, as 
we shall see more clearly later. All I need to know is what I am. Am I as I conclude? Am 
I insecure? What are the reasons for concluding that I am insecure? We will also see all 
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of this more in detail, later. But, for now, it is enough to know that ignorance is the main 
reason that I see myself as insecure.  

Ignorance is the main reason for any error. But, here, the error is typical and 
wherever an error is typical, there are other incidental reasons that make it so. Suppose 
you mistake a rope for some other object. What kind of a mistake do you make? You do 
not take the rope to be an elephant. Such a mistake is not possible. But you could take 
the rope to be a snake or any number of other similar-looking objects. You cannot, 
however, mistake it for something totally dissimilar. 

Similarly, there is self- ignorance leading to certain typical conclusions on the part 
of every being — that I am insecure, unhappy, and so on. There are, thus, incidental 
causes for such conclusions as well as the prime cause, ignorance, which we are dealing 
with here. Knowledge alone can dispel ignorance and knowledge cannot take place 
without a means of knowledge — even knowledge that is picked up accidentally, like the 
knowledge of Penicillin, for example. 

Knowledge picked up accidentally does not preclude a means of knowledge. In 
fact, there was a great deal of knowledge leading to the accidental discovery of Penicillin 
— the greatest discovery of the century, I would say, since it has revolutionised the 
quality of human life. Infections that were once fatal succumb to this wonder drug and 
certain innovative surgeries, such as heart transplants, can now be performed, thanks to 
Alexander Fleming, who stumbled upon this particular knowledge.  

‘Stumbling upon,’ serendip ity, is also a means of knowledge. If the scientist who 
discovered Penicillin had not been qualified, he would not have had the knowledge to 
question why the strain of bacterium he was culturing had been destroyed by a particular 
fungus. When he found the bacteria dead, he would have just said, ‘They died. Better 
luck next time.’ Instead, he had the capacity to look into the whole situation and, using 
the proper means of knowledge, experiments, and so on, he concluded that, this 
particular fungus destroys bacteria. 

Knowledge itself is never stumbled upon. All that is stumbled upon is a particular 
situation leading to the knowledge. For knowledge to take place, you have to recognise 
the situation and this recognition is what is meant by knowledge. But, the self can never 
be stumbled upon, even if you remove all your thoughts, as some people maintain. 
Which self will you stumble upon? Who is it that is stumbling and what is it that is being 
stumbled upon? If you are ignorant of your self and remove all the thoughts you 
previously had, what will you be? You will still be ignorant — without thoughts. Then, 
if you conclude that you are enlightened because you have removed all thoughts, the 
conclusion will be a thoughtless conclusion.  
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THOUGHTS NEED NOT BE ELIMINATED 

This you must know. The enlightened mind is not brought about by the elimination 
of thoughts. Knowledge always comes because of an appropriate means of knowledge. 
There is no way of altering knowledge and there is no replacement for a means of 
knowledge. Therefore, what can be known by a given means of knowledge can be 
known only by that means of knowledge. There is no accommodation here. If you have 
to see a colour, what accommodation can there be? Only the eyes will see colour; your 
nose certainly will not. There is no other means for knowing colour except the eyes. 

Because I cannot stumble upon my self, will I not remain ignorant in spite of 
anything I might do? And if so, might one not also ask, ‘is it not enough just to be a 
devotee? Why should I study all these books? Why should I have this knowledge? As a 
devotee, will I not gain mokÀa when I die?’ 

You may think that, because of your devotion, you will go to heaven and sit with 
God. However, you will still be ignorant. In addition, how long will it be before you 
become bored there and want to come back? On the other hand, the reward for all your 
prayers, offered either in this life or in previous lives, is stumbling upon the means of 
knowledge for knowing the ¡tm¡  or even understanding what a means of knowledge is. 
This is all stated in the Vedas. What is the means of knowledge to know the self then?  
We have seen that it has to be other than perception and inference and, therefore, can 
only be external means — words. For facts that I cannot know by perc eption and 
inference, words, ¿abda, can be a means of knowledge. And those words are called 
Veda. They are with us, meaning that they are with humanity. We refer to them as 
‘revealed’ and look upon them as a means of knowledge for truths that can be neither 
inferred nor perceived. 1 This acceptance of the Veda as a pram¡¸a is what is meant by 
¿raddh¡. 

THE VEDA AS A MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE 

Suppose I were to say, ‘The Veda says that there is such a thing as heaven,’ can 
you prove it? Can you disprove it? If it can be proven, it is not knowledge exclusive to 
the Veda. Since we cannot prove or disprove it, the Veda is the pram¡¸a  for knowing 
about heaven. 

                                                                 
1 |…i™…I…‰h……x…÷ ®…i™…… ¥…… ™…∫i…⁄{……™……‰ x… §…÷v™…i…‰*  
Bi…∆  ¥…n˘Œxi… ¥…‰n‰̆x… i…∫®……n¬̆ ¥…‰n˘∫™… ¥…‰n˘i……**  
pratyakÀe¸¡numity¡ v¡ yast£p¡yo na budhyate 
etaÆ vidanti vedena tasm¡d vedasya vedat¡ — Îgveda-bh¡Àya 
People know through the Vedas that which cannot be known through perception or 
inference. Therefore the Vedas are a means of knowledge. 
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Anything that cannot be proved or disproved is the sphere of the Veda and is its 
definition as well. That there is a heaven, that there is an afterlife, that there is not an end 
of everything and everyone, cannot be proved. Nor can you prove that, for all your 
actions, right and wrong, there are invisible results, accrued to your account, called 
pu¸ya and p¡pa. 

The Veda  says that pu¸ya  is the result of good action and p¡pa  is the result of 
wrong action. The Veda also says, along with some supporting logic, that p¡pa  accrued 
to our account has to be paid for with pain. This is called the law of karma. Can you 
disprove such statements? Can you prove them? You can neither prove them nor can you 
disprove them. 

There are a number of other things mentioned in the Veda. For instance, we are 
told that by performing a certain ritual, we will receive a specific result, either 
immediately or later. Suppose you perform a ritual for the sake of having a child, called 
Putrak¡meÀti. You have made every effort possible and the best medical advice 
available has assured you that there is no reason for you not to have a child. But, then, 
something is denying you this particular gift. Since you are dealing with an unknown 
factor, and you want a specific result, you perform a specific prayer, not a 
broad-spectrum prayer. This specific prayer takes care of the unknown factor that is 
denying you the gift of a child — and a child comes to you. All of this is stated in the 
Veda. Because this ritual and its result is given by the Veda, you accept it — along with 
all the other statements made therein. The spheres covered in the Veda are only those 
that are not available for perception and inference.  

The first portion of the Veda deals with various rituals, prayers, karma, pu¸ya , 
p¡pa , and so on, and is called the p£rvabh¡ga or the karmak¡¸·a. The end portion of 
the Veda deals with certain facts about the nature of the self that cannot be stumbled 
upon by any other means of knowledge at our disposal. This is called the jµ¡nak¡¸·a  or 
the Ved¡nta or the uttarabh¡ga . 

When we say that something is beyond one's inference or perception, we do not 
mean that it is beyond the mind. We mean that, it is not available for one's inference or 
perception. Still, it has to be known and any knowledge takes place only in the mind. 
Therefore, where does self-knowledge take place? Only in the mind — manas¡ eva 
anudraÀ¶avyam. Because all knowledge has to take place in the mind, you cannot go 
‘beyond the mind’ to gain self-knowledge. 

Self-knowledge is a peculiar knowledge in that, it is not knowledge of an object. It 
is knowledge of myself, for which the means of knowledge is the last portion of the 
Veda, in the UpaniÀads, collectively called Ved¡nta. Any statement that reveals the 
truth of oneself, the nature of oneself, with all fallacies removed, is Ved¡nta , whether it 
is in Sanskrit, some tribal dialect, or any other language. Although the literal meaning of 
the word ‘Ved¡nta’ is ‘the end of the Veda,’ the word ‘Veda’ itself means ‘a body of 
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knowledge.’ This body of knowledge is available for the humanity. All that one has to do 
is make use of it.  

REVEALED KNOWLEDGE — APAURUâEYA-PRAMËÛA 

How has this knowledge come about? We can say, that it has come about by 
revelation. But, to do so, requires a certain understanding of the word ‘revelation.’ 
Anyone can say, ‘I had a revelation yesterday.’ God always comes in dreams, it seems, 
and tells certain people all sorts of things. I can also say I had a dream in which God 
came; but, in my dream, God said, ‘I never come in dreams!’ 

The statement that ‘The entire Veda and hence Ved¡nta is a revealed knowledge’ 
is not an immature statement, as we will come to understand. The entire Veda is a body 
of knowledge that was not authored by any person. It was revealed to the ¤Àis directly. 
That is why the ¤Àis  are not the authors of the Veda. They are the seers of the mantras 
— mantra -draÀ¶¡ra Å and not mantra -kart¡raÅ . Therefore the Vedas are considered to 
be apauruÀeya , not born of human intellect. They are considered to be a pram¡¸a 
because, they reveal some thing that is not available to us through perception or 
inference be it the knowledge of various ends and means in the karma-k¡¸·a or the 
knowledge of the self in the end portion of the Vedas. Thus my definition of Ved¡nta is 
that, it is a means of knowledge, a pram¡¸a  in the form of words. The sphere of this 
means of knowledge is ‘you.’ It talks about ‘you.’ 

You now have a means of knowledge, which you did not have before. Originally, 
you had only inference and perception, which you cannot press into service to know 
yourself. Naturally, then, you look for an appropriate means of knowledge and find that 
there is none available to you other than the one that is outside of you.  

An appropriate means of knowledge must tell you something valid about yourself. 
In other words, it cannot be fallacious. When something is said about you, it can either  
be true or untrue, something that is subject to personal validation. The word ‘revelation’ 
here is to be understood in terms of an appropriate means of knowledge. The first step 
towards self-knowledge, then, is accepting Ved¡nta  as a revealed means of knowledge. 

How do we know that, Ved¡nta  is a means of knowledge? What is the proof? Is 
there a proof for a means of knowledge? If Ved¡nta is a means of knowledge for the 
self, it requires neither inferential nor perceptual proof. All that is required is that it 
should not contradict what you know inferentially or perceptually. 

HOW DO YOU PROVE THAT VEDËNTA IS A PRAMËÛA 

Ved¡nta cannot be disproved as a means of knowledge and it requires no proof 
other than self-validation. Let us suppose that a man who was born blind undergoes a 
new surgical procedure, at the age of thirty-five, that will enable him to see. The surgery 
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is considered to be a success, there are no complications, and the doctors are convinced 
that the man will see. After removing the bandages, the doctor says, ‘Please open your 
eyes.’ But, keeping his eyes closed tightly, the man says, ‘Doctor, I will only open my 
eyes when you prove that I can see.’ What can the doctor do now? He is being asked to 
prove that the man's eyes are a means of knowledge,  that they are capable of sight. But 
how can he do that? He can only say, ‘I think you will be able to see. The surgery went 
very well and there is no reason why your eyes should not see.’ Even if the doctor forces 
the man's eyes open, the only proof that he will be able to see is the sight registered by 
the eyes themselves. 

Ved¡nta says that you are the solution to your problem and that there is no other 
solution. You have already tried to resolve the problem in a number of different ways. 
Ved¡nta does not promise anything. It does not say you will become the solution; it says 
you are the solution. To become the solution, implies a certain commitment and 
investment, meaning that you may find it or you may not, since every ‘becoming’ is 
fraught with uncertainty.  

In the Vedic vision of the reality, everything that is known and unknown is 
Brahman , and that Brahman  you are — tat tvam asi. Gaining this vision, one finds 
oneself free from all the limitations imposed upon oneself due to ignorance and error. 

TWO COMMITTED LIFE -STYLES 

To gain this vision, the Veda prescribes two committed life-styles. One is a life of 
activity — prav¤ttim¡rga  and the other a life of renunciation of activity — 
niv¤ttim¡rga . áa´kara introduces his bh¡Àya to the Bhagavadg¢t¡  with the exposition 
of this two-fold dharma as it is revealed by the Veda. Here, dharma  can be understood 
as a religious or as a spiritual pursuit. 

The Veda talks about action or activity — karma, meaning not only religious 
activities, but also those that we consider as secular. All activities, whether religious or 
secular, are considered to be dharma; and thereby become duties. This is what is meant 
by the life-style of prav¤tti, whereas the life-style of niv¤tti is called renunciation — 
sanny¡sa. 

The life-style of prav¤tti is two-fold; a prav¤tti for achieving security and 
pleasures, here and in the hereafter, and a prav¤tti for the purpose of one's own maturity, 
for the purification of oneself — antaÅkara¸a-¿uddhi, as we shall see later. The same 
acts of prayers and other religious activities are done for both purposes. 

There are, therefore, two types of people who follow the prav¤ttim¡rga. Both the 
types follow the Veda, but one group does so for the purpose of gaining immediate 
pleasures and securities. This group also follows the Veda for the unseen results of good 
deeds to be converted into better forms of security or pleasure later, either here or in the 
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hereafter. The second group of people follow the Veda  and engage in various actions for 
the sake of antaÅkara¸a-¿uddhi with mokÀa  as their end in view. People belonging to 
both these groups accept the Veda as a means of knowledge — pram¡¸a, and are called 
vaidikas. And because they are vaidikas, they are referred to as believers — ¡stikas. 

BELIEVER AND NON-BELIEVER 

In English, we use the words ‘atheist’ and ‘theist’ purely with reference to whether 
or not a person believes in God. It is not so in  vaidika-dharma . Here, one may believe 
in the Veda and not believe in a personal God at all. Such a person interprets the Veda in 
such a way that there is no such Ì¿vara, no creator at all. Thus, there can be a vaidika , 
one who accepts the Veda as a pram¡¸a , who is an ¡stika , a believer, who believes in 
the Veda, but does not believe in God as a person.  

For us, then, ¡stika  means someone who believes in the Veda as a pram¡¸a and 
n¡stika  is one who does not. Given this definition, there are many n¡stikas, people who 
do not accept the Veda as a pram¡¸a and who are religious. For instance, a follower of 
Buddha, although a n¡stika , should not be dismissed as irreligious. Such people are 
religious in their own way. However, in our view, a Buddhist is a n¡stika  based on our 
definition of ¡stika and n¡stika. Similarly, a person who follows Mahavira, a Jain, is 
also a n¡stika . The S¡´khya philosopher, Kapila , and his followers, on the other hand, 
are ¡stikas, vaidikas. They accept the Veda as a pram¡¸a, but they do not accept 
Ì¿vara. One who follows the Vedic rituals, but who does not accept an Ì¿vara , is also an 
¡stika. 

Although Buddhists and Jains are n¡stikas, they both believe in karma. They 
believe there is an afterlife and that there is such a thing as nirv¡¸a , liberation or mokÀa , 
which is gained after a number of births. That is their belief and they have their own 
arguments to support it. 

When mokÀa is the end in view, the two committed life-styles — prav¤ttim¡rga  
and niv¤ttim¡rga  must be properly understood. They are stated very clearly in the 
Vedas and are again presented in the G¢t¡ as well as by áa´kara in his opening 
commentary.  

ALLOWING THE MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE TO WORK 

If I am the solution, I have no reason either to deny what Ved¡nta says or to prove 
that it is correct. Just as, in our earlier example, the man had to open his eyes to prove 
that he could see, so too, the only proof that Ved¡nta is a means of knowledge is in 
allowing it to work. I should let the words do their magic on me. ‘Words’ refers to a 
certain knowledge born of the words. Words are not just words. They can reveal and 
thereby remove my ignorance.  
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The wor ds need not always give rise to indirect knowledge; they can also give 
direct knowledge. When the Veda talks about heaven, the knowledge is definitely 
indirect. In fact, it is a belief. There is a description giving you some indirect knowledge 
about heaven, if indeed there is one. Every tradition has its own description of heaven 
and we understand it from that description. 

The Veda, then, reveals the self by saying that it is beyond words and, at the same 
time, uses words to make you see the truth of yourself. Therefore, the self is not ‘beyond 
words’ in the usual sense of the term. It is something entirely different, highly technical, 
as we will see, and may take some time to understand.  

When words are about an object away from myself, the knowledge is indirect and 
when they are about an object around myself, the knowledge is direct. Suppose I hold up 
an orange. You know it is a fruit, but suppose you do not know what kind of fruit it is. 
Then I tell you it is an orange. You now know that it is an orange. Then you want to 
know how it tastes and I tell you how it tastes. That is not enough. You have to taste it 
actually. You also have to taste some other oranges as well. Only then you come to know 
more or less, all about an orange. When you smell an orange, peel it, and eat it, not 
knowing that it is an orange, and I say, ‘This is an orange,’ the knowledge is direct 
knowledge, immediate knowledge. 

Now, I ask, ‘Do you exist or not?’ ‘I exist. I am,’ you say. Then I ask, ‘Who are 
you?’ To this question, there are many answers — all of which reveal, ‘I am insecure.’ 
However, I say, ‘you are secure.’ This is not just a statement. I have a whole 
methodology of teaching. I take you through all the steps logically and then I say, 
‘Therefore, you are secure.’ Is this knowledge immediate, direct, or mediate, indirect? It 
is immediate, direct knowledge. Ved¡nta is therefore a pram¡¸a, a means of 
knowledge, and you have no other way to proceed except to expose yourself to it, taking 
it as a means of knowledge. You need to understand exactly what Ved¡nta is saying. 
And if you do not understand, if you have questions, then you should make an effort to 
understand. 

If what Ved¡nta says is untenable, I should see how untenable it is and examine 
the untenability. Perhaps it is my understanding that is untenable and what is said is 
tenable. If that is the case, then, I correct my understanding and keep on correcting it, 
thereby seeing what Ved¡nta has to say.  

THE GÌTË AS A MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE 

The G¢t¡ , of course, is not as voluminous as the Vedas, which contain all the 
UpaniÀads. The UpaniÀads are the original source book which is understood with the 
help of books like the G¢t¡, since these books present the same material very cogently in 
an easily understood form. This is why the G¢t¡ is referred to as the g¢t¡¿¡stra. 
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There are seven hundred verses in the G¢t¡, contained in eighteen chapters, the 
first chapter and the initial few verses of the second chapter providing the context. We 
have, then, the entire g¢t¡¿¡stra in seventeen chapters wherein the two-fold dharma of a 
committed life-style for mokÀa  is unfolded.  

Because the G¢t¡  is a book (grantha) that unfolds this dharma , it is looked upon 
as a pram¡¸a-grantha , even though the UpaniÀads are the pram¡¸a , not being born of 
a given intellect. The UpaniÀads, meaning the Vedas, form the means of knowledge. 
But the G¢t¡  is also looked upon as a pram¡¸a because it upholds and unfolds what the 
Veda (¿ruti) says. If the G¢t¡  said anything not in keeping with the ¿ruti, it would 
definitely not be considered a pram¡¸a -grantha. The G¢t¡ would not be studied, nor 
would áa´kara have written a commentary on it. 

The G¢t¡  is accepted as pram¡¸a -grantha because of its affinity and fidelity to 
the Veda. Lord K¤À¸a himself confirms in the G¢t¡ that, what he is saying has already 
been said in the Veda. Further more, the G¢t¡  is presented by Vy¡sa  who is considered 
to be the editor of the Vedas. 

The four Vedas, collectively referred to as the Veda, existed even before Vy¡sa . 
He was the one who grouped them properly so that a designated person in a given family 
could study one particular Veda and then hand it over to each succeeding generation. 
Because Vy¡sa  knew the Vedas so well, he was considered to be all-knowing 
(sarvajµa ). In the middle of the vast, beautiful word tapestry of his epic, Mah¡bh¡rata , 
Vy¡sa presented the wisdom of the Vedas, in the form of the G¢t¡. It shines in the midst 
of the much larger work like a pendant jewel. These eighteen chapters are therefore 
considered to be an authentic pram¡¸a . 

The first argument for the G¢t¡ being a pram¡¸a, then, is that it does not 
contradict what the Veda says. It expounds and illustrates what the source book says. 
The second argument is that it is presented by Vy¡sa. Thirdly, Vy¡sa  presents K¤À¸a  as 
an avat¡ra of the Lord. Therefore, K¤À¸a  is looked upon as an avat¡ra , a particular 
form the Lord has assumed for achieving certain limited ends. 

If the concept of avat¡ra is accepted, K¤À¸a as an avat¡ra is Lord N¡r¡ya¸a , 
Ì¿vara himself. Therefore, when K¤À¸a talks in the G¢t¡, Ì¿vara, the Lord, is talking. 
What is said is the word of Bhagav¡n (bhagavad-vacana) and Bhagav¡n is telling us 
what the Veda says. This again makes the G¢t¡ a pram¡¸a-grantha  for the believers. 
When Bhagav¡n himself is talking about what is said in the Vedas, what else do we 
want? Because the G¢t¡  is bhagavad-vacana, the word of Bhagav¡n, it is a pram¡¸a. 
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THE MEANING OF BHAGAVËN 

Bhagav¡n1 is the one who has bhaga, the six-fold virtues in absolute measure. 
These are: all knowledge, jµ¡na; total dispassion, vair¡gya; the capacity to create, 
sustain, and resolve, v¢rya; absolute fame, ya¿as; all wealth, ¿r¢;  and overlordship, 
ai¿varya.  

To have all knowledge, jµ¡na, is to be free from all ignorance. Thus the one who 
has all jµ¡na  does not require a mind, perception, or a means of knowledge with which 
to know. If we require a mind to know, there is always ignorance. Thus, whoever is 
endowed with a mind in order to know cannot be Bhagav¡n. We will see later how it is 
possible to be one with Bhagav¡n . Bhaga, therefore, is jµ¡na, all knowledge. 

Total, absolute, dispassion is also called bhaga . The one who has total, absolute 
dispassion, vair¡gya , has no longing, no insecurity. He or she is full. V¢rya is absolute 
power or ¿akti meaning the capacity to create, to sustain, and to resolve. The one who 
has this absolute power is called the Almighty.  

Absolute fame, ya¿as, means all fame, including your own or anyone else's. This 
is also bhaga . One who is endowed with the ability to sing, for example, may gain some 
fame, a ray of glory, but that fame belongs to the Lord, the one who has all fame. The 
Lord also has all wealth, all resources — ár¢. Any wealth you may have really belongs 
to Bhagav¡n , the Lord, and you are only a trustee of whatever resources you happen to 
have. 

Finally, the one who is not caused, who is not ruled by anyone, who is not subject 
to the laws of someone else, has the bhaga called ai¿varya — overlordship. We, as 
individuals have to go by the laws of nature; we cannot go against them. Even an 
engineer who is responsible for planning, commissioning, and running a thermal plant 
cannot touch a live wire without facing the consequences. In other words, the engineer 
cannot behave as he or she likes merely because he or she caused the electricity to be 
generated. It was because of the laws alone that the engineer was able to generate 
electricity in the first place. 

                                                                 
1 ¶…M…& +∫™… +Œ∫i… < i… ¶…M…¥……x…¬* 

The one who has bhaga is called Bhagav¡n . It is said in the ViÀ¸u-pur¡¸a:  
B‰∑…™…«∫™… ∫…®…O…∫™… ¥…“™…«∫™… ™…∂…∫…&  ∏…™…&* 
Y……x…¥…ËÆ˙…M™…™……‰ù…Ë¥… π…hh……∆ ¶…M… <i…“Æ˙h……**  
ai¿varyasya samagrasya v¢ryasya ya¿asaÅ ¿riyaÅ  
jµ¡na-vair¡gyayo¿caiva Àa¸¸¡Æ bhaga it¢ra¸¡ 

    (ViÀ¸u-pur¡¸a — 6. 5. 74) 
Total and absolute overlordship, power, wealth, dispassion, fame  
and knowledge are known as bhaga.  
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The one who does not subject himself to the law or laws of another is the Lord. If 
the Lord is ruled by someone else, then that someone else becomes the Lord; and it is 
this Lord that we are talking about. These six absolute virtues, then, constitute bhaga  
and the one who has this six-fold bhaga is Bhagav¡n. 

BHAGAVADGÌTË; THE LORD'S SONG 

There are a variety of G¢t¡s — the Anug¢t¡, Uttarag¢t¡ , K¡mag¢t¡ , 
P¡¸·avag¢t¡, HaÆsag¢t¡, Siddhag¢t¡, R¡mag¢t¡, Uddhavag¢t¡, Ga¸e¿ag¢t¡ , etc.; 
but the most popular one is the Bhagavadg¢t¡. 

The title Bhagavadg¢t¡ means the song (g¢t¡ ) of the Lord (Bhagav¡n). It is 
considered a song because it is in the form of verse and therefore pleasing. It has only 
two meters — anuÀ¶ubh  and triÀ¶ubh , making the G¢t¡ easy to recite and remember. 
The G¢t¡ is also pleasing because it has a subject matter that is highly desirable to all. 

The word Bhagavadg¢t¡ is feminine in gender because the Veda, the word ¿ruti, 
is feminine, further revealing that, what is said in the G¢t¡ is said in the ¿ruti. And who 
is Bhagav¡n  here? K¤À¸a is Bhagav¡n. K¤À¸a  is the one who has proved that he has 
the six-fold bhaga and is therefore looked upon as Bhagav¡n. Once you understand the 
meaning of Bhagav¡n  as the one who has bhaga, K¤À¸a being Bhagav¡n presents no 
problem at all. 

One can look at the title Bhagavadg¢t¡ in an another way — as a song that has 
Bhagav¡n as its subject matter. This is similar to saying ‘electronic knowledge,’ — 
knowledge whose subject matter is electronics. Therefore, we can take the title, 
Bhagavadg¢t¡, to mean either Bhagav¡n's g¢t¡  or a g¢t¡ (song) that has Bhagav¡n  as 
its subject matter. 

THE SUBJECT MATTER OF THE GÌTË 

This Bhagavadg¢t¡ , with Bhagav¡n as its subject matter, actually has two 
aspects, because both a life of activity and a life of renunciation are presented. One is 
yoga-¿¡stra in that it talks about karma-yoga  and the other is brahma-vidy¡ , 
know ledge of Brahman. Its subject matter, therefore, implies both activity and the 
renunciation of activity. 

Since both the life-styles are meant for brahma-vidy¡ , brahma-vidy¡  is its real 
subject matter. It is this brahma-vidy¡ , that is pursued by a sanny¡s¢  to the exclusion of 
all else — a sanny¡s¢ being the one who has given up all karmas. 

While a sanny¡s¢ pursues only brahma-vidy¡ , a karma-yog¢  pursues brahma -
vidy¡  plus  karma. How does a karma-yog¢  pursue karma? With a certain attitude 
whereby the karma that is done becomes yoga for him or her. Because both brahma-
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vidy¡  and karma-yoga  are found in the G¢t¡, its subject matter is two-fold — brahma-
vidy¡  and yoga -¿¡stra. 

BRAHMA-VIDYË: KNOWLEDGE OF WHAT IS  

Brahma-vidy¡  means, the knowledge of what is. What is Brahman? What is 
Ì¿vara, the Lord? What is the reality of the world, jagat? What is the nature of the 
individual, j¢va? What is the truth of oneself, ¡tm¡? What is the relationship between 
the j¢va , the jagat and Ì¿vara? What is the reality of each of them? Is there anything 
common among them? Are they all one or are they separate entities? Brahma-vidy¡ , 
knowledge of Brahman, reveals all of this. 

To gain this brahma -vidy¡, there are certain qualifications mentioned, which 
karma-yoga alone can provide. To help one gain these qualifications, karma-yoga  is 
discussed in detail in the G¢t¡. Because both karma-yoga and brahma -vidy¡ are dealt 
with, the G¢t¡ is considered complete and referred to as g¢t¡¿¡stra. 

This is what is meant by one particular verse praising the G¢t¡: g¢t¡  sug¢t¡ 
kartavy¡ kim anyaiÅ ¿¡stra-vistaraih — the G¢t¡ has to be studied well; what is the 
use of studying other elaborate works? The completeness of the subject matter unfolded 
by the G¢t¡ is highlighted here. 

People always say that whenever  they are in trouble, they go to the G¢t¡ and their 
problem is solved. Maybe they do find answers in the G¢t¡  because one can read into it 
whatever one wants. Be that as it may, the G¢t¡  has something of its own to give. Do you 
want what it has to give? That is the question.  

UNDERSTANDING THE GÌTË 

To know what the G¢t¡ says requires inquiry, vic¡ra. In the introduction to his 
commentary on the G¢t¡, áa´kara says: 

i… n˘n∆˘ M…“i……∂……¤…∆ ∫…®…∫i…-¥…‰n˘…l…«-∫……Æ˙-∫…R¬ÛO…Ω˛¶…⁄i…∆ n÷˘Ã¥…Y…‰™……l…«®…¬* 
tadidaÆ g¢t¡ ¿¡straÆ samasta-ved¡rtha-s¡ra-sa´grahabh£taÆ 
durvijµey¡rtham 

The sense of the g¢t¡-¿¡satra , which is in the form of the essence of the 
meanings of all the words of the Vedas, is difficult to grasp. 

i…n˘l…«-+… ¥…πEÚÆ˙˙h……™… +x…‰EËÚ&  ¥…¥…fii…-{…n˘-{…n˘…l…«- ¥……C™……l…«-x™……™…®…¬ + {… +i™…xi…- ¥…Ø˚r˘-
+x…‰EÚ…l…«i¥…‰x… ôÙ…Ë EÚEËÚ& M…fi¡®……h…®…¬ ={…ôÙ¶™… +Ω∆˛  ¥…¥…‰EÚi…& +l…« x…v……«Æ˙h……l…» ∫…∆I…‰{…i…&  ¥…¥…Æ˙h…∆ 
EÚ Æ˙π™…… ®…* 
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tadartha -¡viÀkara¸¡ya anekaiÅ viv¤ta -pada-pad¡rtha-v¡ky¡rtha -ny¡yam 
api atyanta -viruddha-anek¡rthatvena laukikaiÅ g¤hyam¡¸am upalabhya 
ahaÆ vivekataÅ arthanirdh¡ra¸¡rthaÆ sa´kÀepataÅ vivara¸aÆ 
kariÀy¡mi. 

By many commentators, in an effort to clearly expound its meaning, this 
has been expounded in the form of treatises that deal with the words of 
this text, the meanings of the words, the meanings of the sentences, the 
logic involved, etc. Seeing that they are fraught with vagueness and 
contradictions, in order to ascertain the correct meaning with due 
discrimination, I am writing this brief commentary. 

The essence of any knowledge is sometimes expressed too cryptically to be 
understood. Because the G¢t¡ is the essence, one naturally has to know the entire ¿¡stra 
to fully appreciate what the G¢t¡  is saying. Even though Arjuna had a certain 
background, it was not easy for him to understand. He had to ask questions. If it was not 
easy for Arjuna, it is definitely not going to be easy for someone in our own time who 
does not have the same background, being so far removed from both Arjuna and the 
Vedas. For such a person, the G¢t¡ will be as difficult to understand as any other text of 
Ved¡nta. The knowledge of oneself is in the form of words. But since the subject matter 
is something very unique, the knowledge is not easily accessible through words. At the 
same time, words are employed to reveal the self immediately. Therefore, one requires 
not only the teaching, Ved¡nta , as a pram¡¸a , but also a teacher, a guru . 

THE NEED FOR A TEACHER 

There are two letters in the word guru, ‘gu’ meaning darkness or ignorance, and 
‘ru’ meaning the one who removes it. Thus, a guru  is one who removes darkness of 
ignorance by teaching the ¿¡stra . The teaching is the ¿¡stra and the teacher is also the 
¿¡stra. As a teacher, then, I do not use the ¿¡stra ; rather, what I teach is ¿¡stra. 

What does this mean? The teaching itself comes to life when it is handled in a 
certain way. Otherwise, all you have are so many dead words. Even though the teaching 
is a pram¡¸a, there is a methodology employed for unfolding the words. A teacher, a 
guru , is one who is able to unfold the meaning of these words. The words are already 
there and their meanings are already there. They need only to be unfolded for your 
comprehension, just as an artist unfolds his vision on the canvas. 

WHO IS THE FIRST GURU?  

The problem then is — who is the first guru? I answer that question by asking, 
‘Who is the first father ?’ When you tell me who the first father is, I will tell you who the 
first guru is. Either way, it is the same. Thus, if you say that the Lord the creator is the 
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father, then, he also must have a father, which means that he cannot be the Creator. 
Therefore, there is no father for the one whom you call the Lord.  

Someone claimed that the first father was a monkey, which is an inferential 
conclusion. You will find, however, that this monkey also had a father, who had a father, 
who had a father, until finally you give up. Because you are into infinite regression, you 
had better give up! Or you may decide that the first father was one who was not a son. 
He was only a father, one we call the Lord.  

Thus if we assume that the first father is the Lord, then, the first guru is not going 
to be different from that Lord. And, from the Lord downward, there is a teacher-student 
lineage, called guru-¿iÀya-parampar¡. The entire parampar¡ is praised in the 
following verse : 

∫…n˘… ∂…¥…∫…®……Æ˙®¶……∆ ∂…?ÛÆ˙…S……™…«®…v™…®……®…¬* 
+∫®…n˘…S……™…«{…™…«xi……∆ ¥…xn‰˘ M…÷Ø˚{…Æ˙®{…Æ˙…®…¬** 
sad¡¿ivasam¡rambh¡Æ ¿a´kar¡c¡ryamadhyam¡m 
asmad¡c¡ryaparyant¡Æ vande guruparampar¡m 

I salute the lineage of teachers, beginning with áiva, the Lord, (linked 
by) áa´kar¡c¡rya in the middle, and extending down to my own 
teacher. 

Thus, when you salute the teacher, your salutation goes to the Lord in whom the 
lineage has its beginning. To point out one of the links, áa´kar¡c¡rya  is mentioned as 
being in the middle, meaning somewhere in the flow between the Lord and one's present 
teacher. The word ‘middle’ having been used, there must also be an end. If the beginning 
is Lord áiva meaning the Lord, one who is all fullness, all knowledge, and the middle is 
áa´kar¡c¡rya, then who is the end? — my teacher, asmad¡c¡rya. 

Because I am here today, I know there has been no break in the flow between the 
first father and myself. Similarly, since this knowledge is coming to me right now, I 
know it has been kept alive by one teacher giving it to another and, thus, there has been 
no break between my teacher and the Lord. I salute this guru-parampar¡.  

HOW TO CHOOSE A GURU 

To choose a guru  can also be a problem. Do you find the teacher with the longest 
or the whitest beard?  So much is said by so many, everyone claiming to know the truth. 
Given all this confusion, first and foremost, I would say that the best teacher is one who 
looks at the whole human problem as an error.  
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If someone says you have a problem, then that person is going to manipulate you. 
If, however, the person says that the problem that you seem to have is an error, then he 
or she is objective. And, if the problem is real, no one will be able to resolve it. 

If the situation is factually real, how can it be changed? If I am really an 
inadequate and limited person, then there is no way of my solving the problem of 
inadequacy, with or without help. The limited is always limited. But, here, there is no 
need to say, ‘if I am a fraction of the whole, I will always be a fraction of the whole.’ If I 
am the whole, the conclusion that I am a fraction is an error and the way out is to see 
myself in the proper light. Thus, the one who says the problem is an error and that it is a 
universal error, not your own personal error, may be a guru.  

In order to know that I am the whole and therefore acceptable to myself, it is said, 
‘May one go to a teacher, gurum abhigacchet.’ What kind of a teacher? The Veda itself 
says that, the teacher should be one who is well informed in this teaching and who is 
well rooted in this knowledge — one who is a ¿rotriya and a brahma-niÀ¶ha .1 But how 
do I know whether someone is well informed or not? If I want to study higher 
mathematics and do researc h in topology, I need only find someone who has studied 
higher mathematics and specialised in topology. If I find a person who has published 
numerous credible papers on topology, I can assume that he or she knows the subject 
matter. I can then decide to study with this person until he or she proves otherwise.  

In guru-seeking, however, there is a problem because this knowledge, being 
spiritual knowledge, is different. How do you know the person has this knowledge and 
has undergone the discipline of learning unless you already know something of it 
yourself? 

The society should be informed enough for one to be able to find out whether a 
person knows or only pretends to know. The person could also be deluded, not 
pretending to know, but thinking he or she knows. Such people do not know what they 
do not know. 

Previously, in Indian society, this was not a problem because everyone is supposed 
to become a sanny¡s¢ eventually. One did not start another life after retirement. But 
nowadays, people plan their retirements early. Still, the best retirement plan to be ever 
conceived is sanny¡sa , which was meant to be the last stage of one's life. Having been 
married and so on, the time comes when you just walk out — not because of a quarrel or 
because you want to marry another person. Walking out is considered a part of married 
                                                                 
1 i… u˘Y……x……l…» ∫… M…÷Ø˚®…‰¥…… ¶…M…SU‰Ùi…¬ ∫… ®…i{…… h…& ∏……‰ j…™…∆ •…¿ x…¢ˆ®…¬* 

tadvijµ¡n¡rthaÆ sa gurumev¡bhigacchet samitp¡¸iÅ ¿rotriyaÆ brahmaniÀ¶ham. 
      (Mu¸·akopaniÀad – 1. 2. 12) 
For gaining that knowledge, may one properly approach a teacher who is a ¿rotriya and a 
brahmaniÀ¶ha. 
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life and is appreciated by both husband and wife as its ultimate aim. At this stage, they 
have matured and are independent enough for a life of sanny¡sa. 

This kind of retirement plan requires no social security, only the maturity to walk 
out as a renunciate. Since the Indian society respects the sanny¡sa  stage of life and the 
Veda enjoins it, naturally the basic needs of a sanny¡s¢ are taken care of by the society. 
Although some people postpone this stage of life, every one is expected to become a 
sanny¡s¢ in the end.  

THE GURU AS A RENUNCIATE 

To be a sanny¡s¢ means that one already has the knowledge or is seeking it. Even 
as a householder, one is supposed to study in order to gain self-knowledge. Once a 
person becomes a sanny¡s¢ , he or she has no daily duties, except studying and teaching. 
Thus, in every village, you will find a few sanny¡s¢s coming and going, or permanently 
staying there, so that the society knows who knows what, just as we know who is a 
professor of mathematics and who is not. To do research in mathematics or electronics, 
we have no doubts about whom we should go to and which institution we should attend. 
There is, therefore, no problem in choosing a teacher for such knowledge in such a 
society.  

If you know exactly what you are seeking and whether or not the person is 
recognised as having the knowledge, to that extent, you can know whether the person 
knows or not. However, if people do not know these things, then they are totally gullible,  
in spite of their expertise in other fields. For such people, anyone can pass as a guru . 

A person who has undergone this discipline of knowledge is a scholarly person 
and is called a ¿rotriya . Therefore a guru is a scholar, whereas a scholar need not be a 
guru . To be a guru, a committed pursuit is also necessary. One who is committed to this 
knowledge is called a brahma-niÀ¶ha. This is an important point to understand.  

If the knowledge is used to gain security, the person is insecure. Moreover, 
because the knowledge is ‘I am secure,’ the person does not really know anything about 
it and is therefore not qualified to teach it. Such a person is self-seeking and has no 
knowledge to give you. All that he or she can give is a collection of words, for which 
you do not require a teacher. You need only a book and a dictionary! 

The teacher you require is one who employs these words and makes them 
meaningful. To do this, a teacher must necessarily be free from being insecure so that he 
or she is not seeking recognition or security. The proof of a teacher's knowledge is in the 
teaching methodology, in the person's communicative ability and the content of what he 
or she communicates. Thus, you go to a teacher who is well informed in this teaching 
and one who is committed to it, one who has no other pursuit. 
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And how should you go to a teacher? With an attitude that indicates you are ready 
to serve the teacher, meaning you are ready to do what is to be done in order to gain this 
knowledge because of your love for it. Nothing is too much and no distance is too far. 
This attitude is not damaging to you because you have chosen the right teacher. Hence 
there is no question of the person exploiting you if he or she is a guru — true to the 
definition of the word guru . A guru explo its no one. Thus, whatever you can do, you 
will do. That is your attitude. Only then can the teaching begin. 

THE GÌTË  AS A DIALOGUE 

The entire G¢t¡ is a dialogue. In fact, all the teaching is in the form of a dialogue, 
although the methodology of the teaching does not necessitate the presentation of 
characters and the dialogues between them. After all, we are not interested in knowing 
the names of the teacher or the taught. We are only interested in the teaching itself. But, 
then, the characters involved in the dialogue are presented in the form of a story, an 
¡khy¡yik¡ , in order to tell us something about ourselves. 

We find the same approach in the UpaniÀads where many names of people are 
cited. If tat tvam asi — that thou art, is the message, why not just talk about that 
message? Why are all these stories brought in? Only to reveal the method of teaching, 
the samprad¡ya, how we have to learn, and what type of knowledge it is.  

THE FOUR TYPES OF DIALOGUES  

There are different types of dialogues. One is a discussion involving two or more 
people who are interested in finding out the facts about a certain subject matter. They are 
all exploring. In this type of discussion, there is no teacher -student relationship. Each 
person is equally placed, even though one person may know a little more than the others 
about the subject matter. They are all interested in understanding. This kind of discussion 
among equals, any collective study among students, for example, is called v¡da and is 
naturally healthy and is traditionally an important component of study. It is said that a 
student gains a quarter of his knowledge by such discussion. 1 
                                                                 

1 With reference to gaining any empirical discipline of knowledge, there is a verse that 
says: 
+…S……™……«i…¬ {……n˘®……n˘k…‰ {……n∆̆  ∂…π™…& ∫¥…®…‰v…™……* 
{……n∆̆ ∫…•…¿S…… Æ˙¶™…& {……n∆̆ EÚ…ôÙGÚ®…‰h… S…** 
¡c¡ry¡t p¡dam¡datte p¡daÆ ¿iÀyaÅ svamedhay¡ 
p¡daÆ sabrahmac¡ribhyaÅ p¡daÆ k¡lakrame¸a ca 
A student obtains one quarter from the teacher, one quarter by one's own intelligence, one 
quarter from the fellow students, and one quarter in time. 
The third quarter refers to v¡da. 
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There are also two unhealthy types of dialogue that we should be aware of. One is 
the dialogue that takes place between two people who are already committed to different 
beliefs. Such a discussion, called jalpa, is governed purely by each person's wit. Any 
discussion between two fanatics falls into this category. Each of them is convinced that 
the other person is totally wrong and tries to win the other over to his or her particular 
belief, although there is no basis for the discussion.  

Suppose you have a belief and I have another belief. Your belief may be right and 
mine may be wrong. On the other hand, my belief may be right and yours may be wrong. 
Or both of us may be wrong! Both of us may be right also! How, then, can either of us 
insist that ‘I alone am right’? The difference between a believer and a fanatic becomes 
obvious here. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF AN OPEN, INQUIRING MIND 

The difference between a scientist and a believer is also worthy of notice. One 
may adhere to a belief, but everyone must necessarily have a mind, which is open to 
explore and know. That open, inquiring mind, the mind of a scientist, is an entirely 
different mind from that of a believer. 

We can and must respect the beliefs of others, but we cannot have a discussion 
based on such beliefs. Both of us may be wrong. A discussion between two people, both 
of whom are committed to certain beliefs, is purely a dialogue between two missionaries. 
It is better to respect the other person's belief and have a simple human relationship. 
Discussions are useless. All you can do is ask, ‘What is your belief?’ Some people are 
curious. If you are curious, you can ask, but I myself would not ask because the other 
person is acceptable to me, along with his or her beliefs. I need not know what they are. 
This is a healthy attitude to have towards a person. But any discussion, jalpa, based on 
beliefs, is useless. No one wins and no one loses. Each person always comes back with 
better arguments. Jalpa -discussions, therefore, are useless; they have no value. 

There is another type of discussion called vita¸·¡, wherein one person makes a 
statement with which the other person always disagrees. Why? Merely because the other 
person said it. Due to jealousy or some other reason, one person always tries to prove the 
other wrong. Such a discussion is also useless.  

A fourth type of discussion, one that concerns us here, is called saÆv¡da, a 
discussion between a teacher and a student, guru -¿iÀya-saÆv¡da. In the teacher-student 
relationship, the student has already accepted the other person as a teacher and therefore 
looks up to him or her. Although there is a dialogue between them, the attitude is entirely 
different, the discussion being based on the student's acceptance that ‘I am a student and 

________________________________  
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this person is my teacher.’ This attitude prevails until or unless the person thought to be a 
teacher proves to be otherwise.  

The moment you discover the person has nothing to teach, you can become 
friends. However, when you have to learn from someone, you look up to that person. If 
you do not understand what the teacher is saying, you give the benefit of the doubt to the 
teacher, even though he or she may sometimes appear to be contradictory, seeming to 
have said something previously that is not in harmony with what is being said now, as 
we will see in the G¢t¡. 

DIALOGUE BETWEEN TEACHER AND STUDENT 

In a guru -¿iÀya-saÆv¡da, the subject matter can be anything. Here, in the G¢t¡ , 
the subject matter is brahma-vidy¡ and yoga-¿¡stra  — in one word, Ved¡nta . The guru  
is Bhagav¡n  K¤À¸a , referred to as Vasudeva's son, and the student is Arjuna, called 
P¡rtha here because he is P¤th¡'s  son. He is also called Kaunteya, the son of Kunt¢. 
Arjuna has a number of other names — Dhanaµjaya, Savyas¡c¢, Gu·¡ke¿a, and so on, 
but Arjuna is his popular name. 

Between Arjuna, the student, and Lord K¤À¸a, the teacher, there is a discussion 
and G¢t¡ is the body of knowledge being taught. Therefore, the G¢t¡ is called a 
saÆv¡da. 

GIVING THE TEACHER THE BENEFIT OF THE DOUBT 

If it looks as though the teacher is being contradictory, the student gives the 
benefit of the doubt to the teacher. This is what is expected of a student. As a student, 
one need not take the blame upon oneself.  

The teacher can be asked a question — ‘Previously such and such was said and 
now this is being said. Why is this difference?’ You said Brahman is without qualities, 
nirgu¸a and now you say it is with qualities, sagu¸a . How can Brahman be sagu¸a? 
You say it is beyond the mind, and that it is not available as an object for the mind. At 
the same time, you say, one sees oneself, the ¡tm¡ with the mind (manas¡ pa¿yati). 
How can one see the ¡tm¡ with the mind? And how is one going to know that one is 
seeing the ¡tm¡? It looks as though the ¿ruti herself is contradictory. To say that 
Brahman  cannot be objectified by the mind but has to be recognised by the mind seems 
to be a contradiction. But it is not a contradiction; it is perfect. If it looks like a 
contradiction to the student, then he or she can ask a question, a pra¿na and when the 
student waits for the right time to ask a question, it is called a paripra¿na , based on his 
or her faith, ¿raddh¡ , in the teacher. 

As a teacher, one cann ot contradict oneself. A teacher who contradicts himself or 
herself does not know the subject matter. Nor can a teacher simply learn along with a 
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student and teach, since this creates situations wherein both the teacher and the student 
may suddenly discover a new fact never known to either of them before, a fact that 
contradicts everything they knew thus far. This is not why one goes to a teacher. 
Teaching is not meant to be exploratory. Therefore the teacher should know exactly what 
he or she is talking about and not be contradictory.  

The attitude implied by the term guru -¿iÀya-saÆv¡da is especially relevant here. 
Since the entire teaching is itself a means of knowledge, it is not a philosophical 
speculation. Moreover we are not attracted to this kind of learning out of a simple 
academic interest. The teaching has a value and the value is myself alone. The teaching 
is about myself. I have a value for freedom and this value makes me want to know. As a 
person, I want to be free and I want to learn for no other purpose than to be free. Since 
there is a value there, and the teaching itself is a means of knowledge, there must 
necessarily be a certain attitude on my part towards this teaching and the teacher. 

That the teaching has to come from a teacher in the form of a dialogue is because 
it is something to be understood — something to be followed, not swallowed. In a belief, 
there is nothing to follow, only something to swallow, something to accept totally, 
without question. Any questioning that may take place is meant only to establish what 
the belief is, which is not really questioning at all. This is why there are so many 
attempts to establish historical proofs that a certain person existed. Whether someone 
existed or not is not the issue. The teaching is the issue. 

Therefore, if you look into the teaching, if you are interested in what is being 
taught, your whole attitude and approach will be different. Here, a dialogue implies a 
teaching that is received from a teacher, meaning that this knowledge has to be received 
from a teacher and the subject matter has to be understood. 

TWO TYPES OF SUBJECT MATTER 

There are two types of subject matter, s¡dhya -viÀaya  and siddha-viÀaya. S¡dhya 
is that which is yet to be accomplished and is accomplished by doing something — by an 
action. If you want to know how to go to heaven, for example, first you have to know 
what heaven is and then you have to decide to buy a ticket. You are told that pu¸ya, the 
ticket for heaven can be gained by doing good deeds. You must also hold on to the 
pu¸ya you have earned, which means that you must not do any improper actions, p¡pa , 
while you are earning your ticket to heaven. Only then will you go to heaven after death. 
All this is very straightforward for a person who has ¿raddh¡ in the Veda being a 
pram¡¸a and is not something that can be logically arrived at. 

Any question related to s¡dhya  is only to understand how to do something, like 
cooking, for example. An Indian woman who wants to know how to make pizza will ask 
certain questions. The sit uation is very simple — you just tell her how to do it a few 
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times until she knows how and the topic is over. It is just a matter of whether she has 
understood what you have said. There is an order governing how everything is to be 
done. Certain elements are involved and, therefore, must be understood. What has to be 
done is also to be understood. And that's the end of it. One may do it or not do it. By 
practice, one eventually acquires the knack of it. If a person keeps on making pizza, 
hopefully with some sympathetic people around, he or she will certainly master the art of 
pizza making. 

This is s¡dhya, then. There is no questioning here. When the subject matter is 
something you have to accomplish later, when it is dealing with means and ends 
(s¡dhana and s¡dhya), proper questioning is not a part of the whole approach. This is 
true even if the subject matter is a Vedic ritual.  

Again, when it comes to actions there are  many choices available. You can do it 
this way or that way; you need not do it at all; or you can do something else entirely and 
achieve the same result.1  

There is more than one way to go to heaven. There are a hundred different ways, 
one of which one can choose. Why anyone would want to go is another matter. Thus, 
when a s¡dhya -viÀaya is involved, there can be choice. But this is not so with a siddha-
viÀaya. 

NO CHOICE IN KNOWLEDGE 

There is no choice involved, however, when what is to be accomplished is already 
accomplished, siddha, but not understood. Unlike action, knowledge is not open to 
choice; it is always true to its object. For example, knowledge of an apple is always true 
to the object — apple, even if I will it to be otherwise. Nor do I have a choice in 
knowledge, once the means of knowledge and the object of knowledge are aligned. If my 
eyes are open, and if they are not defective, and if the mind is not elsewhere, I will 
necessarily see what is in front of me. What choice do I have?  

To know an already accomplished fact requires proper questioning in order to 
remove whatever that may be blocking the knowledge from taking place. Why should 
you be denied the knowledge of yourself once it is unfolded? What exactly is the 
obstruction? Is it that you do not follow what is being said? Once the obstructions have 
been identified, they have to be removed, one by one, because you are Brahman . The 
whole pursuit, then, is one of removing all doubts. 

                                                                 
1 EÚ®…« — EÚi…÷» ∂…C™…®…¬ +EÚi…÷» ∂…C™…®…¬ +x™…l…… ¥…… EÚi…÷» ∂…C™…®…¬* 

karma — kartuÆ ¿akyam, akartuÆ ¿akyam, anyath¡ v¡ kartuÆ ¿akyam. 
Action — may be done, may not be done or may be done differently. 
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Because this is the knowledge of an already accomplished fact, the knowledge has 
to be immediate; it cannot be indirect. If it does not happen in spite of the teaching, then 
there is some obstruction, which is in the form of error, vagueness, or doubt. The 
obstructions are removed in the dialogue between the teacher and the student. 

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF QUESTIONING 

Where there is understanding involved, questioning is imperative. This does not 
mean that you should question all the time. What is meant is that a questioning mind is 
necessary because, without questioning, you can never gain clarity. Therefore, the 
teaching itself consists of a number of questions. As teachers, we ourselves raise 
questions and keep answering them. If the student still has questions, he or she should 
ask those questions in order to know, since we are not dealing with simple belief here. 
And if we find that something is a belief , we can say, ‘This is a belief,’ thereby ending 
the matter. 

We do not try to establish a belief, beyond establishing that it is a belief. For 
example, the statement, ‘This is my mother,’ is a belief because there is no way of 
proving it. How do you know two babies were not switched?  There may be a lot of 
corroborative evidence, but still it is a belief. It is not direct perception. There are many 
beliefs and there is nothing wrong with beliefs — as long as we understand them as 
beliefs. However, there are also many things we have to know, and where we have to 
know questions are very important and are allowed. The G¢t¡  was presented as a 
dialogue between a teacher and a student to emphasise that the subject matter is one for 
understanding, not for believing.  

COMMENTARIES ON THE GÌTË 

áa´kara says that he is writing this commentary on the G¢t¡  so that people could 
analyse and understand what the true meaning of the g¢t¡-¿¡stra is, although it had 
already been so elaborately commented upon by others. These earlier commentaries, no 
matter how definitive they were, sometimes differed from one another, and, in some 
cases, were even opposed to each other. Since these various works were confusing to 
those who did not have a clear understanding of the ¿¡stra , áa´kara decided to 
undertake this work in order to clarify what the G¢t¡  is actually saying. 

Since áa´kara's time, there have been numerous commentaries and translations in 
various languages with varying degrees of clarity. None has matched áa´kara's analysis 
of the G¢t¡. His commentary is extremely cogent and consistent from the beginning to 
the end. For instance, whenever the topic of bhakti comes up, he discusses it, in its 
proper context. Wherever Ì¿vara is mentioned, even though Lord K¤À¸a uses the first 
person singular, áa´kara makes it very clear that, what was meant was the Lord, 
Ì¿vara, param¡tm¡ . 
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When the G¢t¡  is analysed properly, the analysis must be rational. It should not go 
against reason. A commentary on the G¢t¡ should be in keeping with the words that are 
there. It should honour all the rules of grammar and syntax. What was said before and 
what is said later should also be taken into account. 

THE NEED FOR INQUIRY 

Since the G¢t¡  is a book that contains only what is said in the UpaniÀads, this is 
all the more reason for any commentary on it to be reasonable. Nothing should contradict 
the source book. Our understanding of the G¢t¡ should definitely be in keeping with all 
these various factors. Only then can there be real understanding. Whether the G¢t¡ says 
this or that is something that must be understood. We are not trying to make the G¢t¡ say 
what we want to say. We are trying to understand what it says and, for this, we need to 
inquire and be objective. 

This is why before approaching the G¢t¡, a few verses called the G¢t¡ -dhy¡nam 
are sung in praise of it, whereby we invoke the Mother G¢t¡  to reveal the truth contained 
in the g¢t¡ -¿¡stra. These verses are a prayer to the G¢t¡ herself, to the G¢t¡ as the mother 
¿ruti and to the G¢t¡  as Bhagav¡n, the Lord. It is only after we have invoked the G¢t¡  in 
this way, do we try to extract the exact meaning of what the G¢t¡ has to say.  

The G¢t¡ is like a mirror, just as the UpaniÀads are a mirror of words wherein we 
can see ourselves very clearly. If the world is not separate from me and if Ì¿vara also is 
not separate from me, then I should be able to see this truth in the words of the G¢t¡ . The 
prayer is for the sake of understanding the G¢t¡  properly, which is understanding myself. 

In the brief discussion of the G¢t¡-dhy¡na -verses that follow, you will come 
across sentences requiring further elucidation and more clarity in order for you to enjoy 
their meaning completely. This clarity will come as the G¢t¡ is unfolded. 



 

GÌTË-DHYËNAM 

Verse 1 

+…Â {……l……«™… |… i…§……‰ v…i……∆ ¶…M…¥…i…… x……Æ˙…™…h…‰x… ∫¥…™…∆ 
¥™……∫…‰x… O… l…i……∆ {…÷Æ˙…h…®…÷ x…x…… ®…v™…‰®…Ω˛…¶……Æ˙i…®…¬* 
+uË˘i……®…fii…¥…Ãπ…h…” ¶…M…¥…i…“®…üı…n˘∂……v™…… ™…x…“®…¬ 
+®§… i¥……®…x…÷∫…xn˘v…… ®… ¶…M…¥…?˘“i…‰ ¶…¥…u‰˘ π…h…“®…¬** 1 ** 
oÆ p¡rth¡ya pratibodhit¡Æ bhagavat¡ n¡r¡ya¸ena svayaÆ  
vy¡sena grathit¡Æ pur¡¸amunin¡ madhye-mah¡bh¡ratam 
advait¡m¤tavarÀi¸¢Æ bhagavat¢maÀ¶¡da¿¡dhy¡yin¢m  
amba tv¡manusandadh¡mi bhagavadg¢te bhavadveÀi¸¢m (1) 

+…‰®…¬ Om — name of the Lord; +®§… ¶…M…¥…?˘“i…‰ amba bhagavadg¢ te — Oh! Mother 
Bhagavadg¢t¡; ¶…M…¥…i…… x……Æ˙…™…h…‰x… bhagavat¡ n¡r¡ya¸ena  — By Lord N¡r¡ya¸a; ∫¥…™…®…¬ 
svayam — himself; {……l……«™… p¡rth¡ya  — to the son of P¤th¡ ; |… i…§……‰ v…i……®…¬ pratibodhit¡m 
— (you who were) taught; {…÷Æ˙…h…-®…÷ x…x…… ¥™……∫…‰x… O… l…i……®…¬ pur¡¸a -munin¡ vy¡sena 
grathit¡m— (you who were) incorporated by the ancient sage Vy¡sa ; ®…v™…‰-®…Ω˛…¶……Æ˙i…®…¬ 
madhye-mah¡bh¡ratam — in the middle of Mah¡bh¡rata ; +uË̆i…-+®…fii…-¥…Ãπ…h…“®…¬ 
advaita -am¤ta -varÀi¸¢m — (you who have) the nature of shower ing the nectar of 
Advaita; +π]ı…n˘∂…-+v™…… ™…x…“®…¬ aÀ¶¡da¿¡dhy¡yin¢m — (you who are) in the form of 
eighteen chapters; ¶…¥…u‰˘ π…h…“®…¬ bhavadveÀi¸¢m — (you who are) the destroyer of the life 
of becoming, saÆs¡ra; ¶…M…¥…i…“®…¬ bhagavat¢m — (you who are) the Goddess; i¥……®…¬ 
+x…÷∫…xn˘v…… ®… tv¡m anusandadh¡mi — I repeatedly invoke 

Om. Oh! Goddess Mother, Oh! Bhagavadg¢t¡ , (you who were) taught 
by Bhagav¡n N¡r¡ya¸a himself for the sake of Arjuna , the son of 
P¤th¡  (Kunt¢), (you who were) faithfully collected and reported by the 
ancient sage, Vy¡sa, (and placed) in the middle of the Mah¡bh¡rata, 
(you who are) in eighteen chapters, you who have the nature of 
showering the nectar of non-duality, who is the destroyer of the life of 
becoming ( saÆs¡r¡), again and again I invoke you. 
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AN AUSPICIOUS BEGINNING  

Any beginning is considered to be auspicious. Since the word ‘Om ’ is the name of 
Bhagav¡n, the Lord, it is an auspicious way to begin these verses in which we invoke 
the Lord's help as we begin our study of the G¢t¡.  

THE GÌTË INVOKED AS MOTHER 

A mother is a symbol of love, affection, and spontaneous care, is someone who 
always prays for your welfare, who never lets you down when you are in trouble. This is 
also true of the Vedas because, with great compassion, the Veda takes into account the 
need for the human being to achieve various things in life and talks about the various 
means and ends for one to achieve them. And finally through self-knowledge in the 
UpaniÀads, gets the person out of the pursuit of means and ends. Therefore the Veda or 
the ¿ruti is given the status of a mother. And because the G¢t¡ says exactly what the 
Vedas say, it is also looked upon as a mother. 

In this opening verse, the G¢t¡  is invoked in this way: Oh! Mother, I invoke you. I 
meditate upon you again and again as a mother of blessing.  

FOR WHOSE SAKE IS THE GÌTË TAUGHT? 

The G¢t¡  was taught to Arjuna. He is called P¡rtha in this verse because he is the 
son of P¤th¡ , another name for his mother, Kunt¢. Because the G¢t¡  was taught for 
Arjuna's sake, Arjuna is said to be its cause, nimitta. 

THE TEACHER OF THE GÌTË 

The knowledge contained in the G¢t¡ was taught by the Lord, Bhagav¡n 
N¡r¡ya¸a . It was not taught by any other guru, but directly by N¡r¡ya¸a . Even though 
every guru is considered to be N¡r¡ya¸a, this verse makes it clear that the all-knowing 
Lord himself, as K¤À¸a , was the teacher of the G¢t¡. 

THE MEANING OF NËRËYAÛA 

There are many ways of looking at the meaning of the word N¡r¡ya¸a , one of 
which is particularly relevant here. The word nara  is used to refer to a human being. It 
also means indestructible, that which always remains, not destroyed — na  r¢yate iti 
naraÅ. Nara, therefore, can only refer to that which pervades everything and is timeless, 
¡tm¡  in Sanskrit. Ëtm¡ here refers to ‘I’— the essence of the subject who performs 
various actions and enjoys various forms of experiences. This is an entirely different 
meaning from what we commonly understand by the word ‘I.’ Therefore, the real 
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meaning of the word nara, human being, is to be understood from the ¿¡stra, to be the 
all-pervasive and timeless ¡tm¡, param¡tm¡. 

Narasya idaÆ n¡ram — that which belongs to the nara is n¡ra  or jagat, the 
world. The world is born out of the all-pervasive, timeless param¡tm¡, and is sustained 
by param¡tm¡  and goes back to param¡tm¡. N¡ra, then, is the entire world. And, 
n¡ram eti iti N¡r¡ya¸a — the one who knows this n¡ra, the world, is N¡r¡ya¸a, the 
omniscient Lord, Parame¿vara. Therefore, the same ¡tm¡ , the nara -¡tm¡, the human 
being, is the omniscient param¡tm¡ , Parame¿vara, the Lord. Because this omniscient 
N¡r¡ya¸a is the one who is teaching Arjuna here, everything that is taught in the G¢t¡ 
is considered valid. N¡r¡ya¸a is the one who knows everything and is also the one to be 
known through Ved¡nta.  

VYËSA AS A REPORTER 

How would we know about the Lord's teaching to Arjuna without Vy¡sa? Any 
gospel is the report of a disciple and, therefore, its accuracy depends on the disciple. If 
the disciple is adept, he or she will report properly. If the disciple  has limitations, then 
there will be problems with the report. 

In the G¢t¡ the reporter is very important. N¡r¡ya¸a taught and Arjuna heard; but 
it was Vy¡sa  who reported it all. The reporter here is not an ordinary person, as we shall 
see in a later verse. Vy¡sa  is the one who is capable of elaborating a brief statement into 
one thousand verses, complete with intricate details and cogent arguments. 

Vy¡sa is described here as a pur¡¸a-muni, an ancient sage. A muni, a manana - 
¿¢la, is a person who is capable of bestowing careful thought over a particular subject 
matter. The word pur¡¸a  can also mean the ancient legends based on the teaching found 
in the Vedas. Vy¡sa gathered these legends together and, remaining faithful to the Vedic 
vision, put them into writing, called Pur¡nas. Therefore, he is referred to as pur¡¸a -
muni. 

Because the subject that is being taught in the G¢t¡  was so well-known to him, 
Vy¡sa had no problem with reporting it properly. Where did Vy¡sa report what was 
taught by the Lord to Arjuna? He presented it in the middle of the epic Mah¡bh¡rata , 
in the G¢t¡ , in eighteen chapters. 

THE SUBJECT MATTER OF THE GÌTË 

What is the subject matter of the G¢t¡? What did Lord N¡r¡ya¸a teach Arjuna? 
What was taught is described as a shower of am¤ta , nectar. Nectar generally comes only 
in drops, but in the G¢t¡ , nectar is showered upon us. What kind of nectar is it ? All 
nectars are sweet to the taste but do not last forever. The nectar that is showered by the 
G¢t¡ is different. Not only does it provide happiness here, but also showers us with the 
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am¤ta of advaita , non-duality. Here the word am¤ta is used in the sense of that which 
gives you immortality. Here the knowledge frees you from mortality in the form of life 
and death.  

In non-duality there is no second thing. Therefore, with this knowledge, all fear is 
eliminated. Only in duality can there be fear. Fear cannot exist in non-duality because 
there is no second thing to fear. 

THE NECTAR OF NON-DUALITY 

That you are everything, that there is nothing other than you, is not an ordinary 
subject matter. This is what is meant by non-duality. Non -duality means that you are the 
whole. That which gives you this vision is the nectar of non-duality. Nectar is used here 
because, just as nectar is something to be tasted, to be experienced, non-duality is 
something to be understood to be yourself. 

The Goddess G¢t¡ showers the nectar of non-duality upon you. This shower of 
nectar is the vision of non-duality. It is the message of the Lord. The G¢t¡ is Bhagavat¢, 
the Goddess and, therefore, not separate from Bhagav¡n's vision. She knows that K¤À¸a 
is Ì¿vara, the Lord, and along with him she blesses you because she gives you this 
knowledge. 

THE EIGHTEEN CHAPTERS OF THE GÌTË 

In this verse the G¢t¡ is addressed as the one who has eighteen chapters. It is said, 
‘Oh! G¢t¡, the one with eighteen chapters, I salute you.’ 

THE GÌTË AS A DESTROYER OF SORROW 

The nectar of non-duality destroys the bhava, the saÆs¡ra , completely. Bhava 
means a life of becoming with all of its problems and fears, a life of sorrow, bondage, 
birth, and death. This teaching is, therefore, the medicine for saÆs¡ra , that by which the 
whole saÆs¡ra  is destroyed. The destroyer of saÆs¡ra and the nectar of non-duality go 
together and refer to the G¢t¡ as the mother  who destroys the saÆs¡ra by showering the 
nectar of non-duality. 

In the first verse, then, we salute the mother G¢t¡ by meditating upon her, by 
invoking her, before we start our study. Also, we cannot think about the G¢t¡ without 
thinking about Vy¡sa, K¤À¸a, and Arjuna , called P¡rtha in this verse. The second 
verse, therefore, is addressed to Vy¡sa. 
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Verse 2 

x…®……‰%∫i…÷ i…‰ ¥™……∫…  ¥…∂……ôÙ§…÷r‰˘ °÷ÚöÙ…Æ˙ ¥…xn˘…™…i…{…j…x…‰j…* 
™…‰x… i¥…™…… ¶……Æ˙i…i…ËôÙ{…⁄h…«& |…V¥…… ôÙi……‰ Y……x…®…™…& |…n˘“{…&** 2 ** 
namo'stu te vy¡sa vi¿¡labuddhe phull¡ravind¡yatapatranetra 
yena tvay¡ bh¡ratatailap£r¸aÅ prajv¡lito jµ¡namayaÅ prad¢paÅ 

 ¥…∂……±…-§…÷r‰˘ vi¿¡la -buddhe — one whose intellect is vast; °÷Ú±±…-+Æ˙ ¥…xn˘-+…™…i…-{…j…-x…‰j… 
phulla-aravinda-¡yata -patra-netra — one whose eyes are clear and pleasing like a 
fully blossomed lotus; ¥™……∫… vy¡sa — Oh! Vy¡sa ; ™…‰x… i¥…™…… yena tvay¡ — by you; ¶……Æ˙i…-
i…Ë±…-{…⁄h…«& bh¡rata -taila -p£r¸aÅ — full of the oil of the Mah¡bh¡rata , Y……x…®…™…& 
jµ¡namayaÅ  — in the form of knowledge; |…n˘“{…& prad¢paÅ — the lamp; |…V¥…… ±…i…& 
prajv¡litaÅ — is well lighted; i…‰ te — to you; x…®…& +∫i…÷ namaÅ  astu  — let (my) 
salutation be 

Oh! Vy¡sa the one whose intellect is vast, whose eyes are clear and as 
pleasing as a fully blossomed lotus, who lit the lamp of knowledge well 
by filling it with the oil of the Mah¡bh¡rata , to you, my salutations.  

THE VASTNESS OF V YËSA'S INTELLECT 

Shakespeare's intellect has been described as the ‘platform of the world,’ upon 
which its drama unfolds. He was able to write excellent characterisations for the stages 
of the world. Similarly, in this verse, Vy¡sa is described as one whose intellect, whose 
knowledge, is vast. He wrote thousands of verses, meaning that they simply flowed out 
of him. 

There is a story told that when Vy¡sa  was planning to write the Mah¡bh¡rata , he 
wanted to dictate the epic to a stenographer. Because there was no shorthand at the time, 
stenographers had to write very quickly in longhand. But no human being could take 
dictation from Vy¡sa because his mind was so quick and clear. He just reeled out the 
verses and no one could hope to keep up with him. So he asked Lord Ga¸e¿a to be his 
stenographer. 

Ga¸e¿a agreed on the condition that Vy¡sa  would not stop dictating once he 
began. Vy¡sa agreed; but, he also had a condition that, Ga¸e¿a should understand 
everything he said in every sense. Agreeing to this condition, Ga¸e¿a  pulled out one of 
his tusks, sharpened it, and with it wrote down Vy¡sa's  Mah¡bh¡rata on palm leaves. 
That is why Lord Ga¸e¿a  is portrayed as having only one tusk. 

In the Mah¡bh¡rata you will find, for the most part, simple, descriptive verses. 
But every once in a while there will be a verse which is all-profound — a purple verse 
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with different meanings. The reason Vy¡sa did this was so that, he could have a breather. 
Because Ga¸e¿a understood so easily what was being written, Vy¡sa  had to throw out a 
difficult verse whenever he wanted a break. If we count these verses, then, we can find 
out how many times he stopped. By the time Ga¸e¿a figured out the meaning, Vy¡sa 
had had his time out and was ready to begin again. This is Vy¡sa . 

THE CLARITY OF VYËSA'S VISION 

Vy¡sa had beautiful big eyes. They are described in this verse as being like a fully 
blossomed lotus, eyes that were clear and pleasing. Vy¡sa  is also compared here to a 
lamp that sheds light, the light of knowledge. This lamp is very well lit. He is, therefore, 
the one who lights the lamp of knowledge for us. 

The lamp that was lit by Vy¡sa is filled with the oil of the Mah¡bh¡rata . This 
epic is considered to be the fifth Veda because it is true to the knowledge found in the 
Vedas. It seems to have been written for the sole purpose of lighting up this knowledge.  

When a small object is presented against a much larger background, its beauty is 
often more evident. The Mah¡bh¡rata  is like a canvas from whose vast background the 
Vedic knowledge emerges. Knowledge is the lamp and the epic is its fuel. The fuel is for 
the lamp; the lamp is not for the fuel. 

This verse, then, is paying tribute to Vy¡sa, who lit up the wisdom of the Vedas 
with the oil of the Mah¡bh¡rata . So, unto you, Vy¡sa, who lit the lam p of knowledge 
with this epic fuel, my salutations. 
 Verse 3 

|…{…z…{…… Æ˙V……i……™… i……‰j…¥…‰j…ËEÚ{……h…™…‰* 
Y……x…®…÷p˘…™… EfiÚπh……™… M…“i……®…fii…n÷˘Ω‰˛ x…®…&** 3 ** 
prapannap¡rij¡t¡ya totravetraikap¡¸aye 
jµ¡namudr¡ya k¤À¸¡ya g¢t¡m¤taduhe namaÅ (3) 

|…{…z…-{…… Æ˙V……i……™… prapanna-p¡rij¡t¡ya — unto the one who is the wish-fulfilling tree for 
those who have surrendered to him; i……‰j…¥…‰j…-BEÚ-{……h…™…‰ totravetra-eka-p¡¸aye — unto the 
one who has the whip in one hand; Y……x…-®…÷p˘…™… jµ¡na-mudr¡ya  — unto the one whose 
other hand assumes the gesture symbolising knowledge; M…“i……-+®…fii…-n÷˘Ω‰˛ g¢t¡ -am¤ta -duhe 
— unto the one who milks the nectar of the G¢t¡; EfiÚπh……™… k¤À¸¡ya  — unto that K¤À¸a; 

x…®…& namaÅ - my salutations  

Unto the one who is the wish-fulfilling tree for those who have 
surrendered, who has the whip in one hand and the symbol of knowledge 
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in the other, (and) who milks the nectar that is the G¢t¡ — unto that 
K¤À¸a, my salutations. 

KÎâÛA AS A WISH-FULFILLING TREE  

In the third verse, Lord K¤À¸a  is likened to a wish-fulfilling tree said to be found 
in heaven. Whatever you wish for while sitting under this tree immediately appears in 
front of you. K¤À¸a is this wish-fulfilling tree for those who have surrendered unto him. 
To them he is t he giver of everything. 

KÎâÛA'S CONTROL  

In one hand, K¤À¸a  is holding the whip with which he drives the horses. His other 
hand assumes the gesture symbolising knowledge. This means that K¤À¸a does not give 
up the job of charioteer when Arjuna wants to be taught. Right in the middle of the 
battlefield, when Arjuna wants to know, K¤À¸a assumes the role of a teacher. 

Knowing full well that Arjuna would fight, K¤À¸a  did not drop the whip. Arjuna 
dropped his bow and arrows, but K¤À¸a kept the whip in his hand. He loosened the reins 
for the interim, but everything was under control. Unto the one who thus holds the 
symbol of knowledge, I offer my salutations.  

THE SYMBOL OF KNOWLEDGE  

We offer our salutations, not to the symbol of knowledge, but to the one who has 
this knowledge of non -duality, which cannot be negated. The symbol of knowledge, 
Jµ¡namudr¡, is formed by joining the three fingers and separating them from the index 
finger. The index finger then joins with the thumb to form a circle. 

The index finger, also called the accusing finger, stands for the self and usually 
joins the other three, representing the body, mind, and senses. By separating them out, 
we see that the body, mind, and senses are all an¡tm¡ , not ‘I.’ One generally thinks that 
these are ¡tm¡, but they are not. They are all an¡tm¡ and are therefore to be understood 
as such. Whatever is not an¡tm¡ is the self and is revealed by the teaching as identical 
with the limitless Brahman, represented by the thumb. 

Without the thumb, the fingers cannot grasp anything. It is important that the 
thumb be away from the fingers in order to do so. Similarly, the limitless Brahman is 
away from, unattached to, the body, mind, and senses. At the same time, without the 
limitless Brahman, the body, mind, and senses have no being, much less any function. 

Previously, we thought of ourselves as limited. The circle created by the index 
finger and thumb signifies that, because we now have the knowledge of non-duality, the 
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sense of limitation is gone. Just as a circle has no beginning and no end, we know 
ourselves to be limitless. 

KÎâÛA, THE GIVER OF THE NECTAR OF GÌTË 

The G¢t¡  is likened to milk and K¤À¸a  is the one who provides the milk. From 
where does the milk come? From the ¿ruti. Therefore, all the Vedas, the UpaniÀad s, are 
likened to a cow, its milk being the G¢t¡ . Unto K¤À¸a  the one who gives out the nectar 
that is the G¢t¡, my salutations.  

Verse 4 

∫…¥……Ê{… x…π…n˘…‰ M……¥……‰ n˘…‰Mv…… M……‰{……ôÙx…xn˘x…&* 
{……l……Ê ¥…i∫…& ∫…÷v…“¶……ÊHÚ… n÷˘Mv…∆ M…“i ……®…fii…∆ ®…Ω˛i…¬** 4 ** 
sarvopaniÀado g¡vo dogdh¡ gop¡lanandanaÅ 
p¡rtho vatsaÅ sudh¢rbhokt¡ dugdhaÆ g¢t¡m¤taÆ mahat (4) 

∫…¥…«-={… x…π…n˘& sarva-upaniÀadaÅ — all the UpaniÀads; M……¥…& g¡vaÅ  — cows; M……‰{……±…-
x…xn˘x…& gop¡la-nandanaÅ  — joy of cowherds; n˘…‰Mv…… dogdh¡  — one who milks; {……l…«& 
p¡rthaÅ — Arjuna ; ¥…i∫…& vatsaÅ — calf; ∫…÷v…“& sudh¢Å — one whose mind is clear; 
¶……‰HÚ… bhokt¡  — enjoyer; ®…Ω˛i…¬ M…“i…-+®…fii…®…¬ mahat g¢ta -am¤tam — great (invaluable) 
nectar of the G¢t¡; n÷̆Mv…®…¬ dugdham — milk 

The UpaniÀads are the cow; the joy of cowherds, K¤À¸a, is the one who 
milks; Arjuna  is the calf; the one whose mind is clear is the one who 
drinks the milk; and the invaluable, timeless G¢t¡ is the milk. 

The first two verses praised the G¢t¡ and Vy¡sa. Because the G¢t¡ was taught to 
Arjuna by Lord K¤À¸a , he is praised in the third verse as the teacher of the G¢t¡, as 
g¢t¡c¡rya. In the fourth verse, the nature of the G¢t¡ and the Lord are both mentioned. 
This is the subject matter of the G¢t¡  and it is being praised here.  

THE UPANIâADS AND THE GÌTË  AS A COW AND ITS MILK 

All of the UpaniÀads are taken into account in the G¢t¡. To present the G¢t¡ as the 
essence of the UpaniÀads, a popular imagery is used in this verse. Here, the cow, a 
symbol of wealth and sanctit y, is presented to represent all of the UpaniÀads. Together, 
they form the body of the cow. If the UpaniÀads are the cow, then its milk is the G¢t¡ . 
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KÎâÛA AS THE MILKMAN  

Who is the milkman? Nowadays, milking is all done by machines, but previously 
it was not easy to coax milk from a cow. The cow has its own moods and will not yield 
for just anyone. In this verse K¤À¸a is acknowledged as the best milkman. Born into the 
family of a milkman, in a cowherd community, K¤À¸a  did not need to be taught how to 
milk a cow. Even from cows with empty udders, K¤À¸a was able to get milk. Just as he 
could get milk from a cow, K¤À¸a  is able to milk the UpaniÀads. He knows exactly 
what the subject matter is. In fact he is the subject matter. Since he knows the subject 
matter so well, he is the best one to milk the UpaniÀads. 

Milk is the essence of the cow in that the many things a cow eats are all converted 
into milk. In the same manner, the UpaniÀads talk about a variety of topics, but it is all 
converted into the milk of ved¡nta-¿astra (brahma-vidy¡ and yoga -¿¡stra). These are 
the two most important topics in all of the UpaniÀads. They form the milk and there can 
be no better milkman than K¤À¸a. 

LORD KÎâÛA AS GOPËLA-NANDANA, THE JOY OF COWHERDS 

Lord K¤À¸a  is referred to here as Gop¡la-nandana, the joy of cowherds. The 
word ‘go’ in Sanskrit, not only means ‘cow’; it also means ‘words’ and ‘earth.’ The one 
who gives meaning to all of these words is Lord K¤À¸a and the one who nourishes and 
sustains the earth with life is also Lord K¤À¸a . In this verse, he is also referred to as the 
milkman who is the joy of all the cowherds because he is the nourisher and protector of 
cows. 

ARJUNA: THE CAUSE OF THE GÌTË 

A cow produces milk for the sake of its calf. Here, also, there must be a calf  to 
generate the milk that is the G¢t¡. Arjuna, P¡rtha, is the vatsa , the calf, because he is 
instrumental in drawing the G¢t¡ out from K¤À¸a. Just as the cow's milk is born for the 
sake of the calf, the G¢t¡ was born for the sake of Arjuna . 

Since the calf cannot take all of the milk produced by the cow, there is extra milk 
for the people. In the same way, Arjuna acquired the milk of the G¢t¡ and others are also 
the partakers of it. 

PARTAKERS OF THE GÌTË  

Unlike the milk from the cow, the milk of the G¢t¡ is endless. The enjoyer of this 
milk is the one whose mind is clear and who has discrimination. The person who is 
capable of inquiry, sudh¢, is the partaker of this milk. 
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The G¢t¡ is likened to milk because it is nourishing to all. Milk is a complete food, 
a universal food. The message of the G¢t¡ is also universal. It is applicable to everyone 
at any time or place because it deals with certain facts that do not change with time or 
place. 

THE TIMELESSNESS OF THE SUBJECT MATTER 

That which does not change is the very subject matter of the G¢t¡ and is, therefore, 
described here as am¤ta, There are many meanings for the word am¤¶a, but the one that 
is most relevant here is ‘that which is not subject to death.’ Whatever is not bound by 
time, does not undergo any change, that which immortalises you, nourishes you, makes 
you happy, is considered to be am¤ta . Anyone can take it; it is applicable to all. This 
timeless, nectarine G¢t¡  is described here as something that becomes more available the 
more it is given. The milk of the G¢t¡ is knowledge. The more knowledge you give, the 
more you have because, as you keep giving, the knowledge becomes clearer for you. 

Verse 5 

¥…∫…÷n‰˘¥…∫…÷i…∆ n‰˘¥…∆ E∆Ú∫…S……h…⁄Æ˙®…n«˘x…®…¬* 
n‰˘¥…EÚ“{…Æ˙®……x…xn∆˘ EfiÚπh…∆ ¥…xn‰̆ V…M…?÷̆Ø˚®…¬** 5 ** 
vasudevasutaÆ devaÆ kaÆsac¡¸£ramardanam  
devak¢param¡nandaÆ k¤À¸aÆ vande jagadgurum (5) 

¥…∫…÷n‰˘¥…-∫…÷i…®…¬ vasudeva-sutam — son of Vasudeva; E∆Ú∫…-S……h…⁄Æ˙-®…n«̆x…®…¬ kaÆsa-c¡¸£ra -
mardanam — destroyer of KaÆsa and C¡¸£ra (demonic kings); n‰˘¥…EÚ“-{…Æ˙®…-+…x…xn˘®…¬ 
devak¢ -parama -¡nandam — the greatest joy of Devak¢ (K¤À¸a's mother); V…M…n¬̆ -M…÷Ø˚®…¬ 
jagad-gurum — the teacher of the world; n‰˘¥…∆ EfiÚπh…®…¬ devaÆ  k¤À¸am — the Lord K¤À¸a; 

¥…xn‰̆  vande — I salute 

I salute K¤À¸a, the Lord, the teacher of the world, son of Vasudeva, 
destroyer of KaÆsa  and C¡¸£ra, the greatest joy of Devak¢. 

KÎâÛA AS THE TEACHER OF THE WORLD 

In the fifth verse, K¤À¸a  is presented as the teacher of the world, jagad-guru . A 
teacher can only be a teacher of the world if he or she has a universal message. Also, one 
can teach only those people who want the subject matter he or she is teaching. For 
instance, only those who are interested in calculus will go to a teacher of calculus. A 
universal message is relevant to everyone everywhere, even though not everyone will be 
interested in it. 
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Here, the message of the G¢t¡ can be given to anyone because it is relevant to 
everyone. K¤À¸a is not considered to be a teacher merely because he is accepted as such, 
but because he has a message acceptable to all. This we must know. It is a message that 
is extremely valuable to everyone. Without it, one's life is a search that never comes to 
an end. This message, which K¤À¸a is giving here in the G¢t¡ is what makes him a 
jagad-guru.  

KÎâÛA AS A PERSON FOR PURPOSES OF MEDITATION 

As a teacher of the world, K¤À¸a  is looked upon as a person with certain qualities 
or attributes, but only for the purpose of meditation. When that which is being discussed 
is free from all attributes, it is a matter for knowledge. It is something to be understood. 
But when a particular form with a set of attributes is being talked about, such as K¤À¸a 
as a person, it is purely for the purpose of meditation. 

In this verse, some historical facts are given about K¤À¸a to create a figure for 
meditation. He is described as the son of Vasudeva, Vasudeva -suta , and, at the same 
time, he is the Lord, deva, father of all, including Vasudeva. Obviously, he is not an 
ordinary son. If he were, we would not meditate upon him. 

KÎâÛA AS THE DESTROYER OF EVIL  

K¤À¸a is also referred to here as the destroyer of evil. We should know that there 
is no evil beyond our own minds and that there is no such thing as an evil mind. There is 
only wrong thinking that needs to be corrected. K¤À¸a, as the Lord, is the chastiser of 
wrongdoers. By giving them what they deserve he removes this evil of incorrect 
thinking. 

KÎâÛA AS THE SOURCE OF HAPPINESS 

K¤À¸a is the greatest joy of his mother, Devak¢ . He is the most attractive, the one 
who is the  source of all-happiness. Anything that attracts (karÀati) is K¤À¸a; anything 
that attracts is happiness. What pleases you attracts you because it makes you happy. 
This is why the source of happiness is the focus of complete attraction. Oh! K¤À¸a , 
teacher of the world, whose message is universal, I salute you.  

Verse 6 

¶…“π®…p˘…‰h…i…]ı… V…™…p˘l…V…ôÙ… M……xv……Æ˙x…“ôÙ…‰i{…ôÙ…  
∂…±™…O……Ω˛¥…i…“ EfiÚ{…‰h… ¥…Ω˛x…“ EÚh…Êx… ¥…‰ôÙ…E÷ÚôÙ…* 
+∑…il……®… ¥…EÚh…«P……‰Æ˙®…EÚÆ˙… n÷˘™……Êv…x……¥…Ãk…x…“  
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∫……‰k…“h……« J…ô÷Ù {……hb˜¥…Ë Æ˙h…x…n˘“ EËÚ¥…i…«EÚ& E‰Ú∂…¥…&** 6 ** 
bh¢Àmadro¸ata¶¡ jayadrathajal¡ g¡ndh¡ran¢lotpal¡  
¿alyagr¡havat¢ k¤pe¸a vahan¢ kar¸ena vel¡kul¡  
a¿vatth¡mavikar¸aghoramakar¡ duryodhan¡varttin¢  
sott¢r¸¡ khalu p¡¸·avai ra¸anad¢ kaivartakaÅ ke¿avaÅ (6) 

¶…“π®…-p˘…‰h…-i…]ı… bh¢Àma-dro¸a-ta¶¡  — with Bh¢Àma  and Dro¸a as its banks; V…™…p˘l…-V…±…… 
jayadratha-jal¡ — with Jayadratha as its water; M……xv……Æ˙-x…“±……‰i{…±…… g¡ndh¡ra-n¢lotpal¡ 
— with G¡ndh¡ra (áakuni, the prince of G¡ndh¡ra) as the blue lily; ∂…±™…-O……Ω˛¥…i…“ 
¿alya -gr¡havat¢ — with áalya  as the shark; EfiÚ{…‰h… ¥…Ω˛x…“ k¤pe¸a vahan¢ — with K¤pa  as 
the speed of the water's flow; EÚh…Êx… ¥…‰±……E÷Ú±…… kar¸ena vel¡kul¡ — with Kar¸a as it's 
breakers; +∑…il……®…- ¥…EÚh…«-P……‰Æ˙-®…EÚÆ˙… a¿vatth¡ma -vikar¸a-ghora -makar¡ — with 
A¿vatth¡m¡  and Vikar¸a as its killer whales; n÷˘™……Êv…x…-+…¥…Ãk…x…“ duryodhana-¡varttin¢ 
— (and) with Duryodhana  as its whirlpools, ∫…… Æ˙h…x…n˘“ s¡ ra¸a-nad¢ — that river of 
battle; {……hb˜¥…Ë& p¡¸·avaiÅ  — by the P¡¸·avas; J…±…÷ khalu — indeed; =k…“h……« utt¢r¸¡ — 
was crossed over; EËÚ¥…i…«EÚ& kaivartakaÅ — the boatman (being ); E‰Ú∂…¥…& ke¿avaÅ — Lord 
K¤À¸a 

With Bh¢Àma  and Dro¸a as its banks, Jayadratha  as its water, 
G¡ndh¡ra (áakuni) as the blue lily, áalya  as the shark, K¤pa  as the 
speed of the water's flow, Kar¸a as its breakers, A¿vatth¡m¡  and 
Vikar¸a as its killer whales, and Duryodhana as its whirlpools, the river 
of battle was indeed crossed by the P¡¸·avas, because the boatman was 
K¤À¸a. 

THE PËÛÚAVAS  

The P¡¸·avas, P¡¸·u's sons, were five in number. The oldest son was 
YudhiÀ¶hira , also called Dharmaputra . The second son was Bh¢ma. Arjuna, who 
appears in the G¢t¡, was the third son. The fourth and fifth were Nakula and Sahadeva. 

THE RIVER OF BATTLE 

It is said that the P¡¸·avas crossed a river of battle, ra¸anad¢ , which is described 
poetically in this verse. Every river must have two banks within which the water flows. 
Without the banks there would be no river at all. Bh¢Àma and Dro¸a  are the two banks 
of this river of battle. 
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BHÌâMA AND DROÛA 

Bh¢Àma, Arjuna's grandfather, was the eldest in the family and a man of great 
vows. He was considered to be invincible even though he was an old man. Bh¢Àma was 
such a great warrior that he never lost a battle; only trickery could destroy him. Dro¸a 
was the greatest archer, the guru who taught archery to Arjuna and his brothers, as well 
as his cousins. 

DURYODHANA 

Both Bh¢Àma and Dro¸a were in Duryodhana's ranks against the P¡¸·avas. 
Duryodhana  took care of them during the thirteen years that the P¡¸·avas were in 
exile. He pampered them so much that they felt obliged to him. And he made sure they 
felt obliged. Bh¢Àma  and Dro¸a were his strength and, because of them, he thought he 
could win the war. He had one more important ally in Kar¸a . Therefore, these three 
people were the indirect causes of this war. Without them, Duryodhana would def initely 
not have embarked upon it. 

In a river, there are always whirlpools. In this verse, Duryodhana is likened to a 
whirlpool because anyone who went near him got sucked in. Once caught in a whirlpool, 
it is very difficult to get out. They all got sucked into this battle — Bh¢Àma , Dro¸a , 
K¤pa , his uncle, all of them got sucked in. Even though they were all very kind to the 
P¡¸·avas, Duryodhana was able to drag them into his grip because he was such a 
scheming person.  

DURYODHANA'S OTHER ALLIES 

Although Bh¢Àma and Dro¸a were the banks of this river of battle, the river would 
have been empty if Jayadratha  and his huge army had not been there. Jayadratha 
provided the manpower and was, therefore, the water. 

There are areas in the river where the water collects and remains. This is where the 
blue lilies grow, making the river not only beautiful but difficult to move through 
because of their entangling stalks. The prince of G¡ndh¡ra, áakuni is referred to here 
as the blue lily.  

The river being described was one that had sharks in it. áalya  is likened to a shark 
and is called the great grabber. He was Kar¸a's charioteer and was considered the 
greatest driver. A charioteer is very important in battle. He must not only have great 
expertise in driving, but he must also encourage the warrior, whose chariot he is driving. 
But, during the battle with the P¡¸·avas, áalya discouraged Kar¸a as much as he could 
because of a promise he had made earlier to the P¡¸·avas. 
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The current in this river was very fast. Its speed was provided by K¤pa. Because of 
Kar¸a, it was full of breakers. A¿vatth¡m¡ , the son of Dro¸a, was a great archer and 
also a killer. Vikar¸a , was one of the hundred sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra . These two, 
A¿vatth¡m¡  and Vikar¸a , were the youngest and are described as killer whales. 

CROSSING THE RIVER OF BATTLE 

To cross such a terrible river is not easy. It is only possible by boat. Swimming 
across is impossible because of all of the whales, whirlpools and breakers. Even a boat 
may not make it. 

There is, however, a way. If K¤À¸a is your boatman, you can cross this river of 
saÆs¡ra. We too face the various problems mentioned here; we have whirlpool 
problems, breaker problems, whale problems, credit card problems, etc. If Lord K¤À¸a is 
the boatman, you will definitely make it. 
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Verse 7 

{……Æ˙…∂…™…«¥…S…&∫…Æ˙…‰V…®…®…ô∆Ù M…“i……l…«M…xv……‰iEÚ]∆ı  
x……x……J™……x…EÚE‰Ú∫…Æ∆˙ Ω˛ Æ˙EÚl……∫…®§……‰v…x……§……‰ v…i…®…¬* 
ôÙ…‰E‰Ú ∫…W…x…π…]¬ı{…nË˘Æ˙Ω˛Æ˙Ω˛& {…‰{…“™…®……x…∆ ®…÷n˘…  
¶…⁄™……n¬˘ ¶……Æ˙i…{…?ÛV…∆ EÚ ôÙ®…ôÙ|…v¥…∆ ∫… x…& ∏…‰™…∫…‰** 7 ** 
p¡r¡¿aryavacaÅsarojamamalaÆ g¢t¡rthagandhotka¶aÆ 
n¡n¡khy¡nakakesaraÆ harikath¡sambodhan¡bodhitam 
loke sajjanaÀa¶padairaharahaÅ pep¢yam¡naÆ mud¡  
bh£y¡d bh¡ratapa´kajaÆ kalimalapradhvaÆsi naÅ ¿reyase (7) 

{……Æ˙…∂…™…«- ¥…S…&-∫…Æ˙…‰V…®…¬ p¡r¡¿arya -vacaÅ-sarojam — the lotus born of the waters of the 
words of the son of Par¡¿ara , (Vy¡sa); M…“i……-+l…«-M…xv…-=iEÚ]ı®…¬ g¢t¡ -artha-gandha -
utka¶am — having the G¢t¡  as its sweet fragrance; x……x……-+…J™……x…EÚ-E‰Ú∫…Æ˙®…¬ n¡n¡ -
¡khy¡naka-kesaram — with many stories as its stamens; Ω˛ Æ˙-EÚl……-∫…∆§……‰v…x…-+…§……‰ v…i…®…¬ 
hari-kath¡-sambodhana -¡bodhitam — fully opened by the revealing stories of the 
Lord, Hari; ±……‰E‰Ú loke — in the world; ∫…W…x…-π…]¬ı{…nË˘& sajjana -Àa¶padaiÅ — by the honey- 
bees who are right thinking people; +ΩÆ˙Ω& aharahaÅ — day after day; ®…÷n˘… mud¡  — 
happily; {…‰{…“™…®……x…®…¬ pep¢yam¡nam — being relished; EÚ ±…- ®…±…-|…v¥…∆ ∫… kali-mala -
pradhvaÆsi — the destroyer of the blemishes of Kali-yuga; +®…±…®…¬ amalam — 
spotless; ¶……Æ˙i…- {…?ÛV…®…¬ bh¡rata-pa´kajam — the lotus of Mah¡bh¡rata; x…& ∏…‰™…∫…‰ naÅ 
¿reyase — for our good; ¶…⁄™……i…¬ bh£y¡t — may it be 

May the spotless lotus, Mah¡bh¡rata, born of the waters of the words of 
the son of Par¡¿ara (Vy¡sa), having the meaning of the G¢t¡  as its sweet 
fragrance, with its many stories as stamens, fully opened by the revealing 
stories of the Lord, Hari, relished happily day after day by the honey 
bees who are the right thinking people of the world, (this lotus of 
Mah¡bh¡rata) which destroys the blemishes of  Kali-yuga , may it be for 
our good. 

IN PRAISE OF THE MAHËBHËRATA 

This is a verse in praise of the Mah¡bh¡rata  itself. It says, ‘Let it be for the good 
of all people. Let this beautiful lotus epic be for mokÀa , liberation, the most desired end.’ 
It destroys  all of the problems of kaliyuga . Kali is that which is selfish. Any evil is 
called kali. Kaliyuga is a yuga , a time period when people become easily caught up in 
their own likes and dislikes, r¡gas and dveÀas.  
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The Mah¡bh¡rata has a number of guidelines for people to follow. It talks about 
ethics — personal, social and political values, and even logistics through interpretative 
illustrations. 

THE LOTUS THAT IS THE MAHËBHËRATA 

What kind of a lotus is the Mah¡bh¡rata ? Just like any other lotus, it is born of 
water. It comes from the water of words. This water of words springs forth from Vy¡sa , 
the son of Par¡¿ara. Also, this word-lotus is as clean as the lotus in the pond. It has the 
strong, sweet fragrance of the meaning of the G¢t¡. 

A meaning is something silent; it is something that you understand. You can repeat 
a word because it is a sound, but its meaning is always silent. You can see a flower, but 
the smell cannot be seen anywhere. You can only sense it. Similarly, the meaning of the 
G¢t¡ makes the whole Mah¡bh¡rata  waft with fragrance. This epic is the lotus that 
exudes the fragrance of the meaning of the G¢t¡. 

There are many small stories within stories. These stories are like the rows of 
stamens of the lotus. The stamens of the saffron flower are the most fragrant, whereas 
stamens of the lotus are known for their beauty. If the G¢t¡ is the fragrance of the 
Mah¡bh¡rata, then the stories are the stamens which impart beauty to it. 

Because of K¤À¸a's presence in the Mah¡bh¡rata , it is the Lord's story. Without 
it, the Mah¡bh¡rata  would be a lotus that had not yet bloomed. The opening of a bud 
generally requires the Sun; here the Lord's story is the Sun. It opens up the 
Mah¡bh¡rata with devotion. It provides the light necessary for this opening.  

ENJOYMENT OF THE GÌTË  

The G¢t¡  is being enjoyed happily. People are drinking deeply from it, taking 
more and more, day after day. Who are these people? They are likened to an insect with 
six legs, the honey bee, for instance. Human beings have five sense organs plus a 
thinking intellect. Some extra intellect is necessary to extract the nectar from the epic 
flower that is the G¢t¡  The people who enjoy the G¢t¡  are therefore, thinking people, 
those who use their intellects. 

Let this G¢t¡ which is the destroyer of all problems in kaliyuga,, of the problems 
caused by likes and dislikes, be for the good of all people. 

The next verse is in praise of the Lord, which says, ‘I salute the Lord who is all 
¡nanda , joy, fullness, whose form and expression are ¡nanda , and who is Lord K¤À¸a.’  
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Verse 8 

®…⁄E∆Ú EÚÆ˙…‰ i… ¥……S……ô∆Ù {…ÉŸ∆Û ôÙÑÛ™…i…‰  M… Æ˙®…¬* 
™…iEfiÚ{…… i…®…Ω∆˛ ¥…xn‰˘ {…Æ˙®……x…xn˘®……v…¥…®…¬** 8 ** 
m£kaÆ karoti v¡c¡laÆ pa´guÆ la´ghayate girim 
yatk¤p¡ tamahaÆ vande param¡nandam¡dhavam (8) 

 

™…i…¬-EfiÚ{…… yat-k¤p¡ — whose grace; ®…⁄EÚ®…¬ m£kam — the mute; ¥……S……ôÙ®…¬ v¡c¡lam — 
eloquent; EÚÆ˙…‰ i… karoti — makes; {…R¬ÛM…÷®…¬ pa´gum — one who is lame;  M… Æ˙®…¬ girim — 
mountain; ôÙÑÛ™…i…‰ la´ghayate  — causes to scale; i…®…¬ tam  — him; {…Æ˙®……x…xn-̆®……v…¥…®…¬¬ 
param¡nanda-m¡dhavam — K¤À¸a, the Lord of LakÀm¢ (wealth), whose nature is 
fullness; +Ω˛®…¬ ¥…xn‰˘ aham vande — I salute 

I salute K¤À¸a, the Lord of LakÀm¢ (wealth), whose nature is fullness, 
whose k¤p¡ , grace makes the mute eloquent and causes the lame to scale 
mountain tops.  

M¡dhava  is another name for Lord K¤À¸a, one who has all the resources and 
wealth with him, who is Bhagav¡n , the Lord. I salute the one who is M¡dhava , 
Bhagav¡n, and whose expression and essential nature is fullness, ¡nanda. 

THE LORD'S GRACE 

This verse adds something more — grace, k¤p¡. Grace is something that is earned. 
It is not something that the Lord randomly distributes day by day. If he did, he would be 
partial, which is not the case. Grace is a graceful expression for karma-phala . Karma is 
what you do and phala  is the result of what you do.  

PRAYER AS AN ACTION  

Prayer is also a karma , an action. Because it is an action, it necessarily produces a 
result. The result is two-fold — seen, d¤À¶a-phala and unseen, ad¤À¶a -phala . 

One example of a seen result is the psychological benefit of prayer. The very fact 
that you are able to pray is itself a benefit. Also as a result of prayer, there can be the 
psychological benefit of having someone upon whom you can rely. Any individual has 
limitations, whereas the one you pray to is looked upon by you as limitless. Even 
without understanding, the Lord is looked upon as someone who is omniscient.  
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WHAT IS OMNISCIENCE, ALL-KNOWINGNESS? 

No one understands totally what it means to be omniscient, to be all-knowing. To 
understand all-knowledge  you must be all-knowing. However, our knowledge is limited. 
From this limited knowledge we can always know a little more, but that also will be 
limited. What we can very easily understand, however, is limitation in knowledge. From 
that we are able to appr eciate that an omniscient person is free from limitation with 
respect to knowledge. This is what is meant by having an appreciation of omniscience. 

Who is the omniscient person? Is he or she another kind of person or one of us ? 
There is, therefore, a great deal of knowledge to be known in order to appreciate Ì¿vara , 
the Lord. I invoke this Ì¿vara in the form of a prayer. 

THE RESULTS OF PRAYER 

Prayer is a karma and it produces an immediate result, a visible result. That you 
are able to invoke the Lord is the result. You have someone to rely on, someone who is 
all-powerful, almighty, all-knowledgeable, unlike anyone else. From this, you gain a 
certain strength, knowing that you can draw on this power to the extent that your 
capacity to draw on it allows. It is like having a huge reservoir of water. You need not 
bring all the water at once; it does not matter that your receptacle is small. Just knowing 
that there is so much water in the reservoir gives you a certain strength. 

Thus, the immediate benefit you expe rience, because you are able to pray, is that 
there is someone for you who is all-knowledge, upon whom you can draw whenever and 
as much as you want. This is the d¤À¶a -phala, the seen result. You experience it even as 
you pray. There is also an ad¤À¶a-phala, the unseen result of prayer. This is what we call 
grace — which accounts for benefits which we cannot attribute to a particular day's 
prayer. 

HOW DOES GRACE COME TO YOU? 

Grace is earned in the same way that you earn anything else. Since you are not 
able to relate an unseen result to a given course of action on your part in the immediate 
past, we are constrained to call this result, grace. This grace is able to convert a mute into 
one who is eloquent and enables a lame person to climb a mountain. 

K¡lid¡sa , the celebrated poet, was considered to be a mute but, because of grace, 
he began pouring out verses. Similarly, V¡lm¢ki became a great poet because of grace. 
In day-to-day life, we often hear various stories of the disappearance of incurable 
diseases. Cancer suddenly vanishes and no one knows how. We call it grace because the 
causes are not known. You can call such happenings grace, accident, or chance. 
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However, a perceptive person, with a certain maturity and understanding of Ì¿vara , 
appreciates these unseen results as what we call grace.  

THE INVISIBLE RESULT OF PRAYER 

In a prayer, what you really release is an invisible force causing the ad¤À¶a-phala , 
the unseen result. The very system, the laws, that produce certain results which are not 
visible to us are reorganised by prayer. Certain elements are introduced, through prayer, 
into this invisible system, causing it to reorganise itself. However, we do not know how 
it will be reorganised. This is why the results are said to be caused by grace. 

Grace, ther efore, is something that we receive purely as a result of our own 
karma, actions done either in our immediate past or in the remote past. Because of this 
result, this grace, certain situations happen in our favour. What is generally taken to be 
impossible is made possible by grace. In fact, all life is like that — the impossible is 
made possible.  

With this verse I salute Bhagav¡n, the one, by whose grace the mute becomes 
eloquent and the lame scales mountain tops, the one, by whose grace the impossible is 
made possible.  

The final verse of the G¢t¡-dhy¡nam describes the various beings who praise this 
all-knowing Lord 

Verse 9 

™…∆ •…¿… ¥…Ø˚h…‰xp˘Ø˚p˘®…Ø˚i…& ∫i…÷x¥…Œxi…  n˘¥™…Ë& ∫i…¥…Ë- 
¥…ÊnË˘& ∫……ÉÛ{…n˘GÚ®……‰{… x…π…nË˘M……«™…Œxi… ™…∆ ∫……®…M……&* 
v™……x……¥…Œ∫l…i…i…?˘i…‰x… ®…x…∫…… {…∂™…Œxi… ™…∆ ™……‰ M…x……‰  
™…∫™……xi…∆ x…  ¥…n÷˘& ∫…÷Æ˙…∫…÷Æ˙M…h…… n‰˘¥……™… i…∫®…Ë x…®…&** 9 ** 
yaÆ brahm¡ varu¸endrarudramarutaÅ stunvanti divyaiÅ stavair- 
vedaiÅ s¡´gapadakramopaniÀadairg¡yanti yaÆ s¡mag¡Å 
dhy¡n¡vasthitatadgatena manas¡ pa¿yanti yaÆ yogino  
yasy¡ntaÆ na viduÅ sur¡suraga¸¡ dev¡ya tasmai namaÅ (9) 

•…¿… brahm¡ — Brahm¡ji; ¥…Ø˚h…-<xp˘-Ø˚p˘-®…Ø˚i…& varu¸a-indra -rudra-marutaÅ — 
Varu¸a, Indra , Rudra , and Marut devat¡s;  n˘¥™…Ë& ∫i…¥…Ë& divyaiÅ stavaiÅ — with divine 
hymns of praise; ™…®…¬ yam — whom; ∫i…÷x¥…Œxi… stunvanti — praise; ∫……®…M……& s¡mag¡Å  — 
the singers of the S¡maveda ; ¥…‰nË̆& vedaiÅ  — by the Vedas; ∫……ÉÛ-{…n˘-GÚ®…-={… x…π…nË˘& s¡´ga -
pada -krama-upaniÀadaiÅ — along with the UpaniÀads and the limbs (of chanting) 
such as pada, krama, and so on; M……™…Œxi… g¡yanti — sing in praise; ™…®…¬ yam — (of) 
whom; ™……‰ M…x…& yoginaÅ  — contemplative people; v™……x…-+¥…Œ∫l…i…-i…n¬̆ -M…i…‰x… ®…x…∫…… dhy¡na -
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avasthita-tat-gatena manas¡  — with a mind resolved in him in a state of meditation; 
™…®…¬ yam  — whom; {…∂™…Œxi… pa¿yanti — see clearly; ∫…÷Æ˙-+∫…÷Æ˙-M…h……& sura-asura -ga¸¡Å  — 
the celestials as well as demons; ™…∫™… +xi…®…¬ yasya  antam — whose nature; x…  ¥…n÷̆& na 
viduÅ — do not know; i…∫®…Ë n‰˘¥……™… tasmai dev¡ya  — unto him, the Lord; x…®…& namaÅ  — 
my salutations 

To the Lord about whom Brahm¡ , Varu¸a, Indra, Rudra, and the 
Marut-devat¡s praise with divine hymns, the one whom the singers of 
the S¡maveda praise by singing with a full complement of the limbs (of 
singing) in the order of pada and krama  and the UpaniÀads, the one 
whom contemplative people see with minds resolved in him in a state of 
meditation, whose nature the celestials and demons do not know, unto 
him, the Lord, my salutations. 

The word deva has different meanings. The root meaning is that which is 
effulgent. Deva  can refer to any god, a celestial, or even a sense organ. The Lord is also 
called deva, meaning the one who is all-knowing. Unto this Lord, my salutations. 

PRAISE BY EXALTED BEINGS 

Who is this Lord? He is the one about whom all the gods, from Brahm¡ji, 
downward, sing hymns of praise. In addition to Brahm¡ji, the verse specifically 
mentions the devas Varu¸a , Indra, Rudra , and the Marut-devat¡s. Even though these 
devas are exalted beings, they are still j¢vas (individuals) occupying special positions. 
Their songs in praise of Ì¿vara  are found in the Vedas. 

PRAISE BY SCHOLARS 

Those who are able to sing the S¡maveda also praise the Lord. To sing the Vedas, 
one must have the knowledge to do so. Six ot her disciplines of knowledge are required. 
They are called the Àa·a´gas, the six limbs. They are: phonetics (¿ikÀ¡), grammar 
(vy¡kara¸a), rituals (kalpa), etymology (nirukta), prosody (chandas), and astronomy 
with astrology (jyotiÀa). The reciters of the S¡maveda with the full knowledge of these 
six limbs sing in praise of the Lord the hymns of S¡maveda  in the form of pada and 
krama along with the UpaniÀads which reveal the truth of the Lord. 

PRAISE BY CONTEMPLATIVE PEOPLE 

Then there are the contemplative people who meditate upon the truth of Ì¿vara , 
whom they see very clearly. How do they see?  With their minds. What kind of mind? A 
mind that is in a state of contemplation, a mind that is absorbed, tranquil, and subtle. 
These people contemplate, again and again, with minds that are awake to the true nature 
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of the Lord, which they have come to appreciate through listening to and analysing the 
Ì¿vara, the teaching.  

PRAISE BY OTHERS  

There are people who praise the Lord as one with a form and attributes. The whole 
creation with all of its glories is nothing but the Lord's form. There are others, yog¢s, 
who see the Lord as formless, whose nature is not known by either gods or demons. 
Even though these gods are all exalted beings, they do not necessarily know that they are 
limitless. Being a god or a celestial does not mean that the person is enlightened. Self-
knowledge is not something that comes with an exalted position. They must have a 
means of knowledge, a pram¡¸a, to know this truth about themselves. 

Thus salutations are offered to the Lord, who is praised by the gods and demons 
alike — the demons also praise the Lord to gain various powers by his grace — and by 
the singers of the S¡maveda, whom the contemplative people realise in their 
meditations and whose glories even gods and demons know not. 

Thus, these nine verses praise the G¢t¡  in general. First, the Mah¡bh¡rata , in 
which the G¢t¡ is placed, is praised. Then Lord K¤À¸a is praised as a boatman because of 
whose tact and grace the P¡¸·avas were able to cross the great river of battle with all of 
its hurdles. 

The G¢t¡  herself is also praised, after which Vedavy¡sa, the chronicler of the 
Mah¡bh¡rata, is praised because of whose grace we now have the G¢t¡. Arjuna is 
recognised in these verses as being its nimitta, cause. Without him, there would be no 
G¢t¡. Because Arjuna asked for it, we have the Lord's Song, the Bhagavadg¢t¡ . 

Life as we know it, that is, saÆs¡ra , is considered to be a river of battle, 
ra¸anad¢, in which people drown. The verses do not tell us how this river can be 
crossed. Nor do they mention K¤À¸a's grace. We simply need to understand that the 
boatman is K¤À¸a , the Lord. K¤À¸a is the one whose grace enables us to cross. 

Having invoked the Lord's help by this prayer to the G¢t¡, we can now commence 
our study. Before we begin the first chapter, we will see briefly the context, in which the 
G¢t¡ is set, and its purpose. 



 

THE CONTEXT OF THE GÌTË 
A large-scale battle between two factions of the royal clan of the Kurus, in the 

days of K¤À¸a, provided the context for the Bhagavadg¢t¡ . The people belonging to this 
Kuru clan were called Kauravas. The battle was waged between the one hundred sons 
of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra, collectively referred to as Dh¡rtar¡À¶ras, and the five sons of P¡¸·u , 
called the P¡¸·avas. The entire Mah¡bh¡rata , in which the G¢t¡ is placed, is a piece of 
literature, drama. Thus, the author, Vy¡sa had the freedom to use his imagination 
creatively. He did this by weaving the whole tapestry of this huge epic around a few 
historical events and characters. 

THE KAURAVAS  

When Dh¤tar¡À¶ra and P¡¸·u, the sons of Vicitrav¢rya  came of age, Bh¢Àma 
had to install one of them as the king to rule the Kauravas. Although Dh¤tar¡À¶ra was 
older than P¡¸·u , he was not eligible to rule because he was blind. According to the 
dharma -¿¡stra, which states exactly who can and cannot rule, ruling a kingdom being a 
very responsible and difficult job, a king should have all his faculties intact. P¡¸·u , 
therefore became the ruler. P¡¸·u was a great man and he ruled well. He respected his 
older brother, Dh¤tar¡À¶ra, and gave him the full status of a king, even though he could 
not actually rule. P¡¸·u went on a digvijaya (going in all the directions and conquering 
the rulers of various kingdoms and bringing them under one's subjugation) and brought 
in wealth and prosperity to the kingdom. He also extended the frontiers of his kingdom. 

Once P¡¸·u decided to go to the forest along with his wives Kunt¢ and M¡dr¢ 
and a huge retinue, to hunt and enjoy the life of living in the forest. There, once he came 
across a pair of deer, which were sporting together. Without thinking, he shot arrows at 
them and mortally wounded them. In that instant the pair of deer took on their original 
forms of a ¤Ài and his wife. They had assumed the form of deer and were cavorting 
freely. Then the ¤Ài, by the name Kindama , cursed P¡¸·u  that, if ever he would unite 
with his wife, he would die instantaneously and hence would never be able to beget 
children. After this P¡¸·u renounced his kingdom and took to an ascetic way of life in 
the forest along with his wives. He observed many kinds of austerities and his wives 
Kunt¢ and M¡dr¢  also practised the austerities along with him. Thus all three of them 
lived a life befitting the v¡naprasth¡¿rama . 

The fact that he could not beget any children was a source of great sorrow to 
P¡¸·u. His wife Kunt¢ had been given a mantra  as a boon by the sage Durv¡sas once, 
when she had served him very well. This mantra  had the power to bring any God to her 
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and bless her with a son. Therefore at P¡¸·u's behest, she gave birth to three sons, 
Dharmaputra, Bh¢ma , and Arjuna, using the mantra. She also helped M¡dr¢ to beget 
the twins, Nakula and  Sahadeva, using the mantra . Later, being unable to resist the 
temptation, when P¡¸·u  tried to approach M¡dr¢, the ¤Ài's curse took effect and he 
died. Because she had been instrumental in causing P¡¸·u to die, M¡dr¢ put an end to 
her life by committing sat¢ after entrusting her two sons to the care of Kunt¢. After this 
the ¤Àis in the forest brough t Kunt¢, and the five sons of P¡¸·u, to Hastin¡pura and 
entrusted them to the care of the elders of the Kuru  clan. The entire Kuru clan accepted 
the five brothers as the rightful heirs of P¡¸·u . Bh¢Àma entrusted to Dro¸¡c¡rya the 
task of education and training in archery and warfare of all the princes — the hundred 
sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra and the five sons of P¡¸·u. After their education was completed, 
they all demonstrated their skills in public during their graduation ceremony. Then by 
the unanimous decision of all the elders, Dharmaputra, the oldest of the P¡¸·avas, was 
installed as the crown prince and was entrusted with the responsibility of ruling the 
Kingdom.  

Dharmaputra, also known by the name YudhiÀ¶hira, was committed to a life of 
dharma , to what was right, even at the cost of his own welfare. Because Dharmaputra 
was born by the grace of Lord Yama, he was also called Dharmar¡j¡ . The second son 
was Bh¢ma, a man of valour and strength. He was born by the grace of Lord V¡yu. He 
also had a great heart and was committed to dharma. 

Then there was Arjuna, the most versatile of them all. Not only a master archer, 
Arjuna had a thorough grasp of logistics. He knew all about warfare, how to organise an 
army, how to advance, how to fight. There is a ¿¡stra  for all of this, explaining the 
various ways to arrange an army into appropriate formations, vy£has, so that when the 
front lines are gone, there are other lines to back them up. All of this requires a lot of 
study and understanding. Besides being an expert in warfare, Arjuna was very adept in 
the performing and fine arts. He was a great dancer, musician, and a man of great name 
and fame, committed to dharma. 

Nakula, a younger brother to these three, was also an archer. Sahadeva, the 
youngest, was considered to be a wise man, a jµ¡n¢ , and a great astrologer. Nakula and 
Sahadeva  were twins born to M¡dr¢ by the grace of the twin gods, A¿vini-kum¡ras, the 
celestial physicians. When it became obvious that war with Duryodhana  was inevitable, 
Dharmaputra asked Sahadeva when the P¡¸·avas should begin the war against their 
cousin, Duryodhana, so as to win. Sahadeva  gave his brother a certain time.  
Duryodhana , having the same respect for Sahadeva and his integrity, also asked for an 
appropriate time to begin the war against the P¡¸·avas. Sahadeva  naturally gave 
Duryodhana  a time meant to make the war go in his favour. This one episode alone, in 
the Mah¡bh¡rata , presents Sahadeva  as an extraordinary person with all the additional 
qualifications of a prince, such as skill in archery and warfare. However, thanks to Lord 
K¤À¸a's grace, Duryodhana  could not start the war on time. 
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Together, Dharmaputra  and his four younger brothers, committed to the law of 
dharma , ruled the kingdom very well and all the citizens were very pleased. One and all 
showered praise and accolades on the P¡¸·avas. This marked the beginning of all the 
problems because the sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra , especially Duryodhana were very jealous 
and did not accept the P¡¸·avas as rulers. They did whatever they could to see that the 
P¡¸·avas were always in trouble even though, as princes, the Dh¡rtar¡À¶ras (sons of 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra ) were treated very well by the ruling P¡¸·avas. 

DURYODHANA'S JEALOUSY 

The P¡¸·avas grew up in the same palace with their cousins, the hundred sons of 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra . Even as children, Duryodhana and his brothers were jealous of the 
P¡¸·avas and would gang up and try to destroy them. Therefore, the P¡¸·avas always 
grew up in the midst of great jealousy and constant fighting. They tried to understand 
that their cousins were jealous and accommodated them as best they could.  

Now that the people were happy that Dharmaputra  was their crown prince, 
Duryodhana's jealousy knew no bounds. From the time Dharmaputra  became the 
crown prince, Duryodhana  began scheming for the throne. He plotted with his uncle 
áakuni1, Kar¸a2 and his brothers to kill the P¡¸·avas. With the silent approval of 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra , Duryodhana plotted to kill the P¡¸·avas at V¡ra¸¡vata. Dh¤tar¡À¶ra 
sent them to V¡ra¸¡vata under the pretext of asking them to preside over an utsava . 
Duryodhana  had already built a palace made of inflammatory substances for their stay 
and had sent one of his agents with the instruction that at an opportune moment he 
should set fire to the palace so that it would look like an accident. This would lead to the 
end of the P¡¸·avas. 

But Vidura3 who already knew about this plot warned them and made secret 
arrangements for their escape. Everybody assumed that the P¡¸·avas had perished in 
                                                                 
1 áakuni was the brother of G¡ndh¡r¢, Duryodhana's mother. He was the vile 
schemer who advised Duryodhana in his actions against the P¡¸·avas.  
2 Kar¸a was actually the son of Kunt¢, born to her by the grace of Lord Sun, when she had 
experimented with the mantra that the sage Durv¡sas had given her when she was a young 
unmarried girl. When the child was born, being afraid of the society, she placed the child in 
a basket and floated it away in the river Ga´g¡. This child was found and raised by a 
charioteer as his son. Kar¸a was very valorous and grew up into a fine archer. He came to 
the Graduation Ceremony of the Kuru princes to prove himself and gain some acceptance. 
He challenged Arjuna. But he was not allowed to participate on the grounds that he was not 
a kÀatriya. When he thus stood humiliated , Duryodhana  came to his rescue and crowned 
him as the king of A´gade¿a. Since then he became the most devoted friend of Duryodhana .  
3 Vidura was another brother of P¡¸·u and Dh¤tar¡À¶ra. He was born to a servant maid 
and was not entitled to rule the kingdom. He was a minister to the king and was a great 
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the fire. Except Vidura  no one knew of their escape. The P¡¸·avas lived incognito for 
sometime and went to the svayaÆvara  of Draupad¢ who was the daughter of the king 
of P¡µc¡la . Arjuna won the test and all five of them married Draupad¢ and came back 
to Hastin¡pura . 

This time the elders of the Kuru family decided to put an end to the conflict by 
dividing the kingdom into two halves — one each for the Dh¡rtar¡À¶ras and the 
P¡¸·avas. The most undeveloped and unproductive part of the country called 
Kh¡¸·avaprastha was given to the P¡¸·avas as their shar e. Hastin¡pura  itself with 
the developed productive lands around it went to the Dh¡rtar¡À¶ras. But they accepted 
the deal and went to Kh¡¸·avaprastha. With the help of Lord K¤À¸a, Lord Indra and 
the divine architects, the P¡¸·avas made the land fertile and built a very beautiful 
capital for themselves. This was called Indraprastha . YudhiÀ¶hira sent his brothers in 
all directions for digvijaya and they in turn brought in wealth and made their country 
prosperous and powerful.  

Dharmaputra was asked by Vy¡sa to perform a great yajµa, called r¡jas£ya , in 
which money and food were to be distributed. In that yajµa , Duryodhana was in charge 
of distributing the money. He was known to be generous and if it was someone else's 
money, he gave even more. Everyone participated in the yajµa  in some way and this was 
Duryodhana's contribution to it. 

After the yajµa, people began praising Dharmaputra  and his brothers. This made 
Duryodhana  even more jealous. He could not bear to see the prosperity of the 
P¡¸·avas. He wanted Indraprastha for himself. But he knew he could not win in a war 
with the P¡¸·avas. áakuni advised him to invite Dharmaputra  for a game of dice and 
said that he would play on behalf of Duryodhana  and win for him Indraprastha and all 
that the P¡¸·avas owned. With his father's consent, Duryodhana invited Dharmaputra 
for a game of dice. áakuni's plan worked — Dharmaputra  lost everything. 

THE GAME OF DICE: DHARMAPUTRA'S WEAKNESS 

Dharmaputra  accepted the invitation for a game of dice because it was 
considered to be a kÀatriya-dharma not to refuse an invitation to a game of dice. But 
apart from that, he had a liking to it. That was his weakness. But he had not bargained 
for playing against áakuni who was an expert in the game. Dharmaputra was no match 
for áakuni even in a fair game. But áakuni had no intentions of playing fair. Not 
knowing that áakuni had loaded the dice, Dharmaputra  thought that with every 
subsequent throw he would recover what he had lost. Instead, being goaded by áakuni 
to stake more and more, he lost the crown, the kingdom, his brothers, himself and 

________________________________  
soul. He was dharma incarnate. Many a time he would try to give good advice to 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra.  
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everything — even his wife, Draupad¢ , who was also considered to be part of his 
wealth. áakuni baited Dharmaputra to stake Draupad¢ in an attempt to regain all that 
he had lost. A gambler's thinking being what it is, Dharmaputra  thought that this at last, 
would work and, in that stake, he lost her too. 

All the stories in the Mah¡bh¡rata  point out either certain human virtues or 
weaknesses. This story reveals that playing the game of dice is a weakness and that a 
gambler gambles everything. There is a value here and the value is to be understood. 
Dharmaputra's weakness was gambling and he paid dearly for it!  

The story then continues to tell how Draupad¢ was drawn into the court where she 
was insulted and attacked by Duryodhana's  brother, Du¿¿¡sana. But, while she was 
being disrobed, K¤À¸a helped her by continuing to lengthen her sari until her attacker 
finally became exhausted by his efforts. Although she had sympathetic support, no one 
else was able to help her because of dharma . Dharmaputra had staked his wife and lost 
her to another. Whatever he did with her or allowed to be done to her was his right. 
Because of their commitment to dharma , the furious P¡¸·avas had to remain helpless 
witnesses, controlling themselves from doing anything to stop Du¿¿¡sana's malicious 
act. K¤À¸a's grace was Draupad¢'s only support which saved her from further 
humiliation.  

THE EXILE OF THE PËÛÚAVAS  

The P¡¸·avas felt humiliated. The other four brothers were bound by love and 
honour to Dharmaputra . That prevented them from killing Duryodhana and others 
then and there. So they stood there with suppressed anger and frustration and Draupad¢ 
appealed to the elders in the assembly for justice. Many signs of ill omens appeared at 
that time. Then Bh¢ma declared that he would kill Duryodhana and Du¿¿¡sana in war 
later.  Arjuna  declared that he would kill Kar¸a . Sahadeva vowed to kill áakuni. 
Nakula  in turn vowed to kill áakuni's son. These declarations were terrible and 
frightening.  

At this Dh¤tar¡À¶ra lost his nerve and promised Draupad¢ he would offer 
everything back to the P¡¸·avas and they should forgive and forget and go back to 
Indraprastha. Then, Bh¢Àma, Dro¸a, and other respected elders too told Duryodhana 
that what had happened was wrong and that Dharmaputra should continue to rule the 
kingdom. But Duryodhana would not budge an inch. And then everyone agreed to play 
one more game with the condition that if the P¡¸·avas won they would get their 
kingdom back and if they lost, they would go to the forest for twelve years, during which 
time Duryodhana  would rule the kingdom. When they returned, however, the kingdom 
was to be given back to the P¡¸·avas. 



The Context of the G¢t¡  
 

65  

Duryodhana agreed to this condition, with one amendment. That is, for one 
additional year, the P¡¸·avas should live somewhere incognito without being 
recognised by anyone. If any one of them was discovered, they would all have to serve 
another period of twelve years in the forest plus one more year living incognito — 
ajµ¡tav¡sa. In this way, Duryodhana was certain that he could send the P¡¸·avas 
back into exile for thirteen more years because he had so many spies moving about the 
kingdom. At least one of the P¡¸·avas would surely be recognised, he thought. 

Thus, the P¡¸·avas lived for twelve years in the forest and one more year 
incognito in the kingdom of Vir¡¶a. Each of them became employed in the king's palace, 
Dharmaputra as a companion to the king, Bh¢ma as a special cook, Arjuna as the 
teacher of dance and music to the women. Arjuna had been cursed by the celestial 
damsel Urva¿¢ that he should loose his masculinity. Lord Indra had modified that curse 
to take effect for a period of one year whenever he chose. Thus Arjuna opted for it to 
take effect for this period of ajµ¡tav¡sa . And he taught music and dance to the royal 
ladies of the king of Vir¡¶a  In this way, the P¡¸·avas lived out the remaining year 
unrecognised by anyone. 

Because Duryodhana  had suspected their presence in  Vir¡¶a he engineered a 
border skirmish in order to bring them out into the open. Arjuna did come out, along 
with the prince of Vir¡¶a. But the one year period had just expired. Bh¢Àma was the one 
who told Duryodhana that, according to the lunar calendar, the period was indeed over. 
All that came out of Duryodhana's  scheme, therefore, was that Arjuna gave him and his 
people, Kar¸a and the others a good scare. It was a great day for Arjuna, one he had 
been long awaiting. 

THE PËÛÚAVAS' RETURN 

The P¡¸·avas came back to claim the kingdom but Duryodhana refused to return 
it to them. No amount of pleading could convince him to alter his stand. Bh¢Àma, along 
with other highly respected people, advised Duryodhana to return the kingdom; but he 
refused.  

Duryodhana had enjoyed absolute power for thirteen years. Power corrupts — 
and absolute power corrupts absolutely. Duryodhana was now so corrupt that he would 
not give the P¡¸·avas so much as a square inch of the kingdom. The P¡¸·avas for 
their part were willing to accept anything because they wanted to avoid war; therefore, 
they turned to K¤À¸a for help. Bh¢ma, in spite of his vow to avenge Draupad¢  by 
destroying his cousins, pleaded with K¤À¸a to somehow avoid the war. They all told 
K¤À¸a, ‘It will be the end of the entire family. We do not want this. We are ready to take 
anything, but let dharma  prevail. Otherwise, it is adharma , it is not proper. We are 
supposed to protect dharma . Now we have to fight and we do not want to fight. Please 
make it possible for us to avoid the war.’ 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 66 

But even K¤À¸a's eloquence, pleading power, and negotiating acumen were of no 
avail. Duryodhana was too hard a nut to crack. His attitude towards his cousins was 
based on the  fact that they were princes, members of the ruling class. They had valour 
and were well-armed with weapons. ‘Let them fight,’ he said, ‘and take the kingdom as 
they should. I am not going to give it back to them. I have declared war. If they want the 
kingdom, they should meet me in the battlefield in KurukÀetra  and take it. Otherwise, 
let them go back to the forest. I will not disturb them there.’ 

In his role as the mediator, K¤À¸a then asked Duryodhana  for some kind of 
compromise. He said, ‘Give them one state with five districts. Give them a district with 
five counties. Give them a county with five villages. Give them a village with five 
houses. Give them a house with five rooms.’ Duryodhana refused to give even one 
needle-point of land to the P¡¸·avas. 

The issue, therefore, was no longer the kingdom, but a matter of dharma , a 
question of right and wrong. The P¡¸·avas were the lawful rulers, even though 
Duryodhana  ruled the kingdom de facto. The P¡¸·avas were the rightful rulers, rulers 
in exile, and Duryodhana  was a usurper who continued to occupy the throne. To allow a 
usurper to rule the kingdom is to allow injustice, adharma , to go unchecked. If the king 
himself is following adharma, what will happen to the kingdom? 

Just as a fence, put around a growing crop to keep out stray animals, should not 
creep into the field and destroy the crop, so too, a ruler should not destroy dharma . 
Rulers, kings, are all fence-like protectors. If they begin to follow adharma , the 
kingdom will not be fit to live in.  

There is a daily prayer that says, ny¡yyena m¡rge¸a mah¢Æ mah¢¿¡Å 
parip¡layant¡m — let all the rulers of the world rule their kingdoms following the path 
of justice. This is said because the word ‘ruler’ implies justice. It may be your own son 
or a cousin by marriage who has done wrong. Nevertheless, the person must be given the 
punishment that the crime deserves. This is the duty of a ruler. The P¡¸·avas were 
supposed to protect dharma, law and order, and Duryodhana  had gone against it in 
every way. Dharma and justice had to be reinstated. 

Therefore, the P¡¸·avas could not avoid this war, even though they had explored 
all possible avenues for avoiding the war. Because Duryodhana would not return the 
kingdom, Lord K¤À¸a had no option but to hand over the challenging gloves to 
Dharmaputra, saying, ‘I am sorry. I could not get even a square inch of land from 
Duryodhana . I tried everything. The sit uation is impossible. Here are the gloves. You 
have to fight. There is no other way.’ 
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WAR IS DECLARED  

It was with great reluctance that Dharmaputra  accepted the need to fight. In the 
meantime, both parties had begun gathering whatever support they could. Since 
Duryodhana  was the ruler, he was able to sway people to his side by bribing those who 
were willing to compromise. Such people are prepared to ignore what is right and wrong 
when it suits their purpose. Thus, using his money, power, land, and position,  
Duryodhana  gathered a large number of people, kingdoms, armies and supplies — 
everything required to wage a war. 

Neighbouring kingdoms felt that if they did not give Duryodhana their support, 
they would have to face the consequences. Duryodhana was the emperor, whereas they 
were lesser kings and chieftains. Because they could also have elected to join the 
P¡¸·avas, Duryodhana sent his brothers and special messengers to elicit their support. 
They agreed to join his ranks primarily out of fear. Therefore, the number of people who 
refused to give him their support because they lived according to dharma was very few. 

There are always a few people in any society who live their lives according to 
dharma . We read in a Tamil verse that it is because of these people that the rains come, 
the winds blow, and the flowing water still finds its own level, meaning that there is 
some order in the society. Here, too, there were a few people who were not threatened by 
Duryodhana , still less tempted by his offers because of their commitment to dharma . 
Unbribable and virtuous, these people cast their lot with the P¡¸·avas. 

THE DHARMA OF WAR 

War was declared openly. No stealth was involved because, in those days, even 
war was controlled by dharma . There was no such thing as a pre-emptive strike, where, 
while one side was preparing for war, the other side went in and took them by surprise. 
Nor could a man without a weapon be struck. If he was in a chariot, the other person also 
had to be in a chariot before any fighting could occur. 

Thus there were certain rules that had to be followed and that is how the battle 
between the P¡¸·avas and Duryodhana was fought. A time was declared and the 
fighting did not begin until then. The place was also arranged — KurukÀetra , located 
just above Delhi. 

As the G¢t¡  opens, the forces of Duryodhana  and those of Dharmaputra had 
assembled. Duryodhana's commander-in-chief was the invincible Bh¢Àma , the grand 
old man of the Kuru  family. Even though Bh¢Àma was a man of dharma , he felt obliged 
to be on Duryodhana's side because he had promised his father that he would always 
stand by the one who ruled Hastin¡pura . And at the time of the war, rightfully or not, 
Duryodhana  was the current ruler and hence Bh¢Àma was obliged to fight on his side.  
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Although Dro¸a had taught archery to both the Dh¡rtar¡À¶ras and the P¡¸·avas, 
his heart was with the P¡¸·avas. But, Duryodhana had made him feel so obliged that 
Dro¸a agreed to join his ranks. And also, Dro¸a was extremely fond of his son, 
A¿vatth¡m¡ . In fact one could say A¿vatth¡m¡ was his weakness. And A¿vatth¡m¡ 
was Duryodhana's friend. This was another reason for Dro¸a to stay on with 
Duryodhana . K¤p¡c¡rya  was also obliged to stay with Duryodhana. Kar¸a , of course, 
was Duryodhana's friend and very loyal to him. Because of his exceptional expertise in 
archery, Kar¸a  was Duryodhana's answer to Arjuna. He had been recognised as a great 
archer, early on, and Duryodhana had deliberately cultivated him and had given him a 
small kingdom. This gesture was enough to commit Kar¸a to Duryodhana  forever. 

Thus everyone who was in some way obliged to Duryodhana had come to the 
battlefield to fight for his cause. They were all very well equipped with weaponry, skills, 
and a thorough knowledge of warfare. Just as armies now have tanks, there were 
chariots, cavalries, regiments with camels as the mount, regiments with elephants as the 
mount and infantries. With all this support, Duryodhana  was ready. 

The P¡¸·avas were also ready and the war was about to begin. All eyes were 
upon Arjuna  because he was the one everyone wanted to see in action. Even the gods 
wanted to see him and the balconies were full! To add to the colour, K¤À¸a was sitting 
right in front of Arjuna as his charioteer. K¤À¸a was the added attraction. Arjuna was 
already the apple of everyone's eye. But to add to that K¤À¸a was also there. Therefore, 
all eyes were upon Arjuna whose chariot was driven by none other than K¤À¸a, the Lord 
himself. 

AN ACCOUNT TO SETTLE 

This, then, was the situation as the G¢t¡ was about to begin. Arjuna had a long 
account to settle with his cousins. From childhood onwards, there were so many 
occasions when he would have got even with Duryodhana, but his mother would not 
allow it, nor would his older brother. The incident involving Draupad¢  was the final 
insult. He therefore wanted to teach all the Dh¡rtar¡À¶ras a lesson.  

All the weapons he had been stockpiling for this day were going to have a chance 
to express themselves. These were not simple arrows. They were a different type of 
weaponry; they were all missiles. One came emitting fire, like a napalm bomb. Another 
one had the ability to neutralise it by dousing it with water. With such missiles, what a 
fight it would be! Elaborate descriptions of these weapons and missiles are found in the 
pages of the Mah¡bh¡rata . 

Arjuna's magnificent weapons had been stockpiled in anticipation of an 
appropriate occasion in which they could be used. The war of dharma, which was about 
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to begin, was just such an occasion. More often than not, war is due to adharma  on both 
sides; but, here, adharma was on one side only. 

When a warrior fights for dharma, all his weapons and skills become useful. They 
come alive and are not wasted. The warrior will not think he spent his life simply 
gathering weaponry that was never used. A warrior who does not have an opportunity to 
fight, having spent fifty or sixty years stockpiling weapons, may develop arthritis and 
wish he had studied geology instead! He will regret what he has done because he has no 
proof of his valour. Therefore, for a kÀatriya  like Arjuna , it was a great day to prove 
himself. He was a prince who had been nursing a lot of hurts and injustices. For him, the 
D-Day had come. Having waited so long for this day, Arjuna was naturally one flame of 
fury.  

He ordered K¤À¸a to position his chariot in such a way that he could see all those 
with whom he would be fighting. Arjuna  could not have fought with ordinary soldiers. 
He had to determine which chieftains he must tackle, which ones were his equals. As a 
good driver, K¤À¸a replied, ‘Yes, Sir,’ and placed the chariot where Arjuna could see all 
sides. 

ARJUNA'S  GRIEF 

When Arjuna looked around him, he collapsed, not out of fear but in appreciation 
of the following fact that the people he was going to destroy were the people whose life 
and company he would prefer to have. He thought, ‘In  their absence, my life will be 
empty. How can I destroy my own family, my kith and kin? These are the very people 
who are standing in front of me. How can I destroy all of these people?’ 

Most of the people Arjuna  saw were citizens of this great kingdom. They had all 
been conscripted by Duryodhana , given a crash training course, and then brought to the 
battlefield. This was all visible because of their dress. They did not know how to button 
the shirts of their uniforms properly and their walk was clumsy because of the heavy, 
unfamiliar military boots. They were obviously new recruits who had come to be fodder 
for Arjuna's arrows. 

Not only were there so many citizens in the opposite camp, but on his own side, 
too, there were a lot of innocent people. Arjuna then understood that no one was going 
to be victorious in this war. Because Arjuna  and his brothers were committed to the 
moral order, dharma, they did what was to be done and avoided what was not to be 
done. A word once spoken was fulfilled and their actions were always beyond question. 
Their life, therefore, was lived according to this dharma, whereas, in the case of 
Duryodhana and his brothers, with the exception of Vikar¸a , it was quite the opposite. 
They followed a life which was questionable, adh¡rmika. Therefore the fight now was 
between dharma and adharma .  
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This battle is also sometimes interpreted as representing a conflict within the 
physical body, the body having been brought into being by a certain type of dharma  — 
good actions. In this interpretation, the body is called dharma-kÀetra, kÀetra meaning 
‘place.’ 

KNOWLEDGE OF RIGHT AND WRONG IS UNIVERSAL  

If the physical body is considered a dharma-kÀetra, then KurukÀetra is your own 
mind in whic h there are conflicts between dharma  and adharma — what is to be done 
and what is not to be done, what is proper and not proper. These things you already 
know, of course, because you have a certain innate sense about them. No one can plead 
ignorance of what is right and wrong. This knowledge is universal.  

What do we mean by universal knowledge? All monkeys, for example, born to 
live on treetops, need to know something about the law of gravity — and they do. If you 
were to observe the mother monkey, you would see that she has no concern about 
whether there is a baby holding onto her or not as she jumps from tree to tree. The baby 
monkey, however, holds onto its mother's bosom for its dear life. It is definitely afraid of 
falling, whereas the mother is not. She just keeps leaping from one branch to another, 
while her baby holds on tight. 

Suppose, however the baby monkey had to undergo some education to know that 
there is a law of gravity operating, that it must hold on tightly in order not to fall, and 
that if it did fall, it would be injured or it would die. If all of these things had to be taught 
to monkeys, many of them would die for want of education and the species itself would 
sooner or later become extinct. 

Fortunately, every baby monkey, without being educated, seems to know what is 
to be done and what is not to be done. Without going to Harvard or Cornell, without 
joining the Moral Majority, it knows very well that ‘I will fall if I let go of my mother.’ 
That ‘I will fall’ is one piece of truth and ‘if I fall, I may hurt myself’ is the second piece 
of truth the monkey seems to know. The third piece of truth is, ‘To fall and get hurt or be 
killed is not good for me or for my species.’ 

Instinctively, then, the monkey knows all this. Since monkeys are made to live on 
treetops, the minimum knowledge every monkey must have in order to survive is to 
know, ‘I will fall; objects come down; I will be the victim if I don't hold on to the other 
branch when I leap.’ This knowledge must be given to monkeys along with t he creation. 
Only then is there any hope of a monkey living its life on the treetops. 

Such knowledge is instinctive and is what we call the creation. If that knowledge 
is not given to a monkey and it has to be educated in order to know how to survive, then 
I would say that there is a defect in the creation. 
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Similarly, as a human being, I am born with a faculty of choice. Unlike a monkey, 
however, I can choose to live on treetops, on the twentieth floor of a building in 
Manhattan, or in a cottage on some riverbank. I can choose to go to Alaska and keep 
only my nose out or I can live in the tropics. Because I have the faculty of choice, I can 
choose my course of action. I can choose various ends and various means to achieve 
those ends. 

That human beings seek securities and pleasures is a common fact that we have 
already analysed. And in seeking these ends, they have to follow certain means to 
achieve them. More often than not, upon analysis you will find that the problems lie only 
in the means and not in the ends. For example, the desire for money, an end, is not a sin. 
In fact, if you seek money, Lord ViÀ¸u will be very happy about it, knowing that his 
wife, LakÀm¢, the Goddess of wealth, is so popular. The security that money represents 
is a natural need perceived by all humans. 

SEEKING SECURITY IS NATURAL  

People seek different forms of security. In itself, this seeking is neither good nor 
bad, only natural. The means alone is what is important here. 

If I am controlled by a set of instincts, then I need not think about whether the 
means I employ is right or wrong. If you live in India and leave a couple of bananas on 
the window sill and a monkey comes along and takes them away, you cannot say the 
monkey is a thief. At the most, all that you can say is that you were careless. When we 
know there are monkeys around, we have to keep certain things away from them. 

Whatever a monkey does, that action cannot be labelled as wrong because it is 
controlled by its own instincts. Thus, the monkey is always right and is not responsible 
for what it does. This is what we mean by svabh¡va, one's own nature. Only when there 
is a choice, is there right and wrong. Wherever choice is involved, you cannot avoid the 
concept of right and wrong. There can be proper choice and improper choice.  

Now, if this knowledge of what is proper and improper is to be given to you by an 
educational institution, it will definitely be denied to a lot of people, thereby making it 
possible for them to destroy themselves. 

Just as the monkey is given an inst inctual knowledge of gravitation for its survival, 
so too, a human being is given a common-sense knowledge with reference to what is 
good and not good for him or her. No institution is required to teach such knowledge. 
That I should not get hurt, for example, is a piece of knowledge. A mother and father 
need not teach this common-sense knowledge to their child because the child already 
knows it. 

Thus, when I know ‘I should not get hurt,’ I also understand that, like me everyone 
else is aware of this fact. I also know exactly what is expected of me by others. You do 
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not expect me to hurt you, just as I do not expect you to hurt me. No one needs to be 
taught this knowledge. Because I have to choose, this knowledge is not left to education. 
It must be known to me. When I choose a means of action or perform an action, I must 
necessarily see whether it will hurt me or hurt anyone else or anything else. Knowledge 
of this moral order is what we mean when we say knowledge is born of common sense. 

A moral order is known to us. That you do not want to be robbed and that no one 
else wants to be robbed is very well known. You do not want to be cheated or deceived, 
nor does anyone else want to be cheated or deceived by you. You do not want to be the 
target of any one's anger, hatred, or jealousy and you know very well that no one wants 
to be the target of yours. And, to put it positively you want others to sympathise with 
you, to understand you, and others also want you to understand them. You want others to 
help you when you are in trouble and others also want your help when they are in 
trouble.  

There are many values involved in a moral order — non-injury (ahiÆs¡), the 
absence of deception, speaking the truth, compassion, sharing, the absence of jealousy, 
the absence of hatred and so on — all of which are connected to each other. With 
reference to the behaviour of others, we are very clear. Thus, this particular knowledge is 
with all of us and is gathered by common sense. No education is necessary to know what 
is right and w rong. Duryodhana  had this knowledge and so did the P¡¸·avas. 
However, problems arise because of our priorities, which is why we settle for 
compromises. 

UNIVERSAL, CULTURAL AND INDIVIDUAL VALUES 

Values can be universal, cultural, and individual. In the West, for instance, there 
are a lot of individual likes and dislikes. In fact, children are taught to develop them at a 
very young age. The mother asks, ‘What do you want on your toast? Do you want honey 
or brown sugar?’ From childhood on, you are asked, ‘What do you want? This or that?’  
In this way, you have been taught to exercise your faculty of choice. In India this is not 
done. You are offered tea with the milk and sugar already in it. There is no choice in the 
matter, whereas in the West you are not only asked what you would like in it, but 
whether you would like tea, coffee, or something else.  

Our choices are all based on personal likes and dislikes, which we are not 
concerned with here. We are concerned with the fact that there is a common structure, a 
universal structure, wherein no one wants to be robbed, for example. Whether the person 
is a tribesman living in a remote desert or an urbanite living in a sophisticated society, it 
is the same. A person may be walking along in a street in Delhi or a person may be 
walking in a forest; but both of them do not want to get hurt or robbed. No one says, 
‘Because New York City is such a wonderful city, I want to get mugged there.’ No one 
wants to get mugged anywhere. 
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There is, therefore, a structure that we all commonly sense, a structure which is 
already there. This universal structure that is already there is a moral structure. It comes 
up in the G¢t¡ itself later on and I will talk about it more then. The word dharma refers 
to this structure, this order, which includes the ecological order. This dharma is known 
to me, to you and everybody else.  

Money, power, name and influence are not universal values. You may seek money 
as a form of security and be prepared to destroy your name for it. There will also be 
another  person who is ready to give up his or her money for the sake of power, name, or 
influence. Although name, influence, money, and power are generally sought after, they 
are not universals. 

VALUES ARE NOT ABSOLUTE 

Sympathy, love and compassion, on the other hand, are universal values, which 
does not mean that they are absolute. Values are never absolute; they are always relative, 
even though they may be universal. The point is that, one should not go against the 
universal values while pursuing individual or cultural values. For example, as long as 
your pursuit of money conforms to the universal values, you are living a life of dharma , 
whereas if your pursuit, whether for money, power, or pleasure, comes into conflict with 
the universal values, then there is adharma. 

The P¡¸·avas also sought money, power, and pleasure, but they tried to conform  
to the dharma  at the same time. Duryodhana, on the other hand, represents a life of 
adharma, wherein power becomes so important that its pursuit comes into conflict with 
the order, dharma . For such people, however, this is not a problem because they do not 
think of it in these terms. Therefore, for them, the means can be anything, as long as the 
end is achieved. To say, ‘For the sake of power, I can do anything,’ is not due to 
ignorance, really speaking. There is some ignorance involved, as we shall see later, but 
the ignorance is not of the universal values. 

Duryodhana definitely knew that he did not want to be cheated and that the 
P¡¸·avas did not want to be cheated either. But power was so important to him that he 
did not mind cheating or destroying anyone, legitimately or illegitimately, who stood in 
his way. He simply did not think about the legitimacy or illegitimacy of what he was 
doing. 

Your understanding of the laws, reflected in your choice of the means, if there are 
such laws, is what is meant by inner maturity. When I choose a means which is not 
proper for the sake of money, I go against the order, dharma, for the sake of money 
because I do not understand what I lose. I only know what I gain — money, which is 
very important to me. The difference between having the money and not having it is very 
clear to me. 
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One person may tell a lie for the sake of five thousand dollars while another 
person may tell a lie for a hundred thousand dollars, or for any amount in between, but 
not for five thousand dollars. There may also be those who would tell a lie for as little as 
a dollar. Everyone seems to have a price.  

THE VALUE OF A VALUE 

We even try to bribe the Lord in order to get to heaven. We are always ready to 
compromise if we can get something that is valuable enough to us. If a man sees the 
difference between having five thousand dollars and not having it, he may even deceive 
a friend who has offered to give him twenty percent over and above the value of the 
house he bought and renovated. All he has to do is to jack the price up by the amount of 
money that is so important to him. This man knows that the money can take him to 
Hawaii. It will definitely give him a good vacation somewhere. Thus, to have this five 
thousand dollars will definitely make a difference in his life. Therefore he is ready to 
compromise.  

Suppose you tell someone, ‘You should not tell a lie,’ and the person, being very 
pragmatic, questions you, ‘What do I lose if I tell a lie?’ What will you say? Or, if your 
child asks, ‘Dad, if I can get some money so that we can have some more things, why 
should I not tell a lie?’ Generally, you will say that, telling a lie is wrong, which is 
another way of saying, ‘Don't do it!’ 

The general message the child gains is that, what is ‘wrong’ is what I should not 
do. But this does not explain anything. Therefore, the child will come back asking, ‘Why 
is it wrong?‘‘Well, because it is not right,’ you say. ‘Why is it not right? Everybody else 
does it,’ the child argues, ‘And those who lie get money. I don't get it because I don't tell 
a lie, but if I tell a lie, I will get it. Why should I not tell a lie then?’ A father who is a 
little more intelligent will say, ‘You see, my child, you will be detected.’  

Now the whole question becomes, ‘is it all right to tell a lie if I do not get caught?’ 
Someone might say, ‘So what? Even if I get caught, so what?’ ‘You will lose your 
credibility,’ the person is told. But, if the person does not care about his or her credibility 
or anything else, then where is the problem? ‘You will not be eligible for a credit card,’ 
may be your response, to which the person replies, ‘That is why I steal them. That way I 
get five cards at the same time!’ 

This line of argument is of course, foolish and should not be pursued. What one 
should appreciate is this. If there is a universal value and I go against that value, I must 
lose something. But my focus is on the gain that results from such an action. Perhaps I  
gain money, which makes a difference to me because I see the value of it. But what do I 
lose? Since I do not care for credibility, I do not see that I lose anything.  
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COMPROMISE AND MORAL ORDER 

If you can see the immensity of the loss with reference to compromises made to 
gain such things as money, power, etc., you are mature. You will not go for the bargain 
because you see it as a bad bargain. You should see that what you lose is more than what 
you gain — which has nothing to do with the moral majority. 

If there is a universal structure — and there is — then what I lose must definitely 
be much more than what I gain. Therefore, the education needed for maturity is to know 
what I lose. Suppose I say, ‘You will go to hell’ and you do not accept the idea of hell, 
then, that is the end of that. You will simply say, ‘You go to your hell, if there is one. I 
am not going; because I do not accept a hell.’ 

How do we know there is a hell other than where we are now ? Hell is simply a 
belief. Suppose it is wrong? The threat of hell is certainly not a very convincing 
argument for telling the truth. Perhaps I do not believe in hell or do not care if there is a 
hell. If there is a hell, I will tackle it when I get there. It is not my problem right now. All 
that I want to do is get out of the hot water I am in right now. I will deal with the heat in 
hell later. This is a different thing. I am in hot water right here and now and five 
thousand dollars will make a difference. 

However, if the person knows that he will be the loser by gaining this five 
thousand dollars he may not compromise for the sake of that money. If I were to ask 
him, ‘Why do you want this five thousand dollars?’ and he would say, ‘Because I can 
then buy certain things.’ Then I ask, ‘Why do you want those things?’ and he replies, ‘So 
that I can be happier, more secure.’ But if I were to show him that, in the process of 
getting this five thousand dollars, he becomes incapable of being happy and hence the 
bargain is a bad one, then he will not compromise. Now he understands the price he may 
have to pay for the compromise. This is how one understands the value of a value. 

No one wants money for money's sake. If that were the case, a cashier's job would 
be good enough because, by just feeling money, you would be happy. You want money 
for your sake, so that you can be happy. Money is very interesting. Without it, certain 
things cannot happen, but there is a limit to what money can offer. It can buy a book, but 
it can never make you read unless the author offers you a thousand dollars to read it. 
Then, of course, you will read it overnight. But even then the money cannot make you 
understand what the book says. For that, you require something else, something other 
than money.  

Money can buy music, but it can never make you understand music. You can hire 
the best musician to sing for you, but the money you pay to the musician cannot stop you 
from falling asleep during the performance — unless, again, you are offered money to 
stay awake! Thus, money can provide situations. That is all it can do. And money does 
do that, which nothing else can — a point to be remembered. But, then, the enjoyment is 
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for the person. You are the one who is to enjoy the music. If I lose the enjoyer, in the 
process of acquiring the money that will provide the opportunities for me to enjoy, then 
it is a bad bargain.  

Therefore, the whole education or inner maturity, of a human being is not in 
knowing what is right and wrong, which we all know, but in knowing what I lose when I 
do the wrong thing. This I should know. What will I lose? How much will I lose? If I 
know this very well, it is not possible for me to go for the bargain. This is what is to be 
understood here. 

When you tell a lie, you are speaking and, therefore, you are a doer, a performer, 
an actor. You are doing the action of speaking and, as the actor, when you tell a lie you 
are saying something that is not true to what you think. Therefore, the thinker is one and 
the actor is quite another. You know one thing and, by the time it comes out of your 
mouth, it is entirely different because what you say and what you think are not the same. 
This means there is already a split in you. As a speaker, a doer, who is telling a lie, I 
behave in such a way that I create a split in myself, like a Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde.  

THE THINKER AND DOER SPLIT  

Once I create a split in myself, then, as a doer I am different from the one who 
knows, who thinks. If this split has taken place, do you think that you can succeed in 
life? Even with money or whatever else, you cannot. Because the person, you, is already 
split. As a thinker, I am entirely different from the performer, the one who does things, 
the doer. There is only one ‘I,’ and when I see myself as a split person, then, I cannot 
enjoy what money buys. I will be worried all the time.  

You cannot do a wrong thing without a conflict and every conflict naturally 
creates a split in you. The conflict itself is the split and the split creates conflict. The 
more conflict there is, the more split the person is. This is not a conflict of choice. It is a 
conflict between me, the knower and me, the doer. The split is in the very personality, 
the very person, so that the mind is unable to enjoy the pleasures that money has bought. 
If a person already has a split between what he or she thinks and does, how can there be 
enjoyment of anything, whether it be food or a beautiful house? Being in conflict, the 
person is also potentially moody. You have to determine whether or not someone is in a 
good mood before you can talk to the person and good moods come only occasionally! 
When you say what you have to say, the person may feel so bombarded that he or she 
gets into yet another bad mood. Thus, the person is nothing but mood, potential mood — 
all due to split, the conflict between the thinker and the doer. 

By analysing such situations, we find that this split, which is the basis of all 
psychological problems, has something to do with our rubbing against the law of 
dharma . Just look at yourself. When you are in conformity with the order, there is 
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always freedom. There is harmony, joy, and a certain composure. Whereas, when you 
rub against the order, you get rubbed in the process. 

No one can rub against something without getting rubbed. If you rub against a 
rough bark of a tree with your bare body for five minutes, you will see who gets rubbed 
— and this knowledge will stay with you for at least ten days! That you never rub 
against anything without getting rubbed in the process, needs to be well understood. 

FOR EVERY GAIN, WE NEED TO KNOW THE LOSS 

Having understood that we cannot rub against the moral order without being 
rubbed in the process, it takes even more understanding to know exactly how much we 
lose by performing certain actions. It becomes a matter of self-esteem. What kind of 
self-esteem can there be when a division has been created between the thinker and the 
doer? Sooner than later, you will conclude that you are worthless. 

This process can be seen when you make a very simple resolution, such as, 
‘Tomorrow I am going to get up ear ly in the morning, at six o'clock, and I am going to 
meditate for half an hour.’ You have decided that to begin the day with some kind of 
meditation is good and this is what you want to do. Therefore, you are going to get up 
half an hour earlier than usual and meditate.  

Whose decision is this? It is not someone else's; it is yours. You even set your 
alarm clock to ring at six o'clock — and it does. In fact, it never stops. It goes on 
beeping, beeping, beeping. Then what do you do? Annoyed, you turn the alarm off and 
go back to sleep! 

Do you know why? Because the one who made the decision last night to get up 
half an hour earlier did not consult the one who had to wake up the next morning. This is 
like a husband making a decision to go on a weekend family trip without informing or 
consulting his wife! The decision to wake up earlier was made by someone who thinks 
and figures things out, whereas I am the one who has to get up. Therefore, you had better 
consult me before you decide anything! 

Between husband and wife, there can be some consultation. But when I am 
thinking that I will get up a half an hour earlier, the waker is not there to be consulted. 
Here is a real problem because the waker is also me. While this plight looks very simple, 
it is actually a very complex issue. The split between the one who thinks and knows and 
the one who does is a very self-detrimental split one that eventually and naturally leads 
to self-condemnation.  

If you tell me to do something and I decide not to do it, it is quite different from 
when I tell myself to do something and I cannot do it. Once, twice, or thrice is not a 
problem, but when I cannot conform to my own decisions more times than not, what 
self-esteem will I have? If it happens only once, I can always justify not having done 
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something, but if I do it consistently, then I cannot have any self-esteem. And, without 
self-esteem, no one can really help me. Even the Lord cannot boost me up because, 
intrinsically, I have a problem. Therefore, I am the loser. 

If I am together as a person, I can enjoy sports and a variety of other situations that 
do not cost money. I can even enjoy myself, which also does not cost money. Whereas, 
if in the process of gaining money, I lose myself, the transaction is definitely a bad 
bargain. To know this about myself is education; it is growing up. Who, then, can afford 
not to have such knowledge? 

Because I have a faculty of choice, I must necessarily exercise that choice. I must 
know the norms which are the basis upon which I choose. These norms are known to us 
by our own common sense. The only education needed with regard to them is an 
understanding of what I lose when I gain something. In a so-called gain, I should be able 
to see how much I lose. If I do not lose, then the gain is truly a gain an d is worthwhile. 
Whereas, if I lose, the gain is not worthwhile. Therefore, the means that one follows in 
gaining one's ends are very important. 

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF BATTLE IN THE GÌTË  

In the G¢t¡ we have a conflict between two groups of people, based on a historical 
event. One group was ready to compromise the means and go against the dharma even 
though the dharma is so very important. The other group was committed to maintaining 
the moral order, the dharma . 

This conflict can also be looked upon as one between a person's common-sense 
knowledge and what he or she wants to accomplish — an inner war, an inner 
Mah¡bh¡rata, so to speak. After all, every war takes place first in one's mind, and only 
later, outside. 

The moral order is considered to be so important that a person will sacrifice 
everything for its sake. In the Mah¡bh¡rata  there are many stories of such sacrifice. 
One story is about a man who gave up his kingdom and everything else he had in order 
to uphold the universal value of speaking truth. 

Because India is a place where dharma is important, it was referred to in the G¢t¡ 
as dharmakÀetra. The Veda rules the hearts of the people and everything subserves the 
order of dharma. In the country of Bh¡rata  (India), in a place called KurukÀetra, these 
two groups of people have assembled, prepared to fight; one group does not understand 
the value of values and the other group does. 

All eyes were upon Arjuna , considered to be the greatest archer. Arjuna's driver 
was none other than Lord K¤À¸a . The illustration of Arjuna, seated in his magnificent 
chariot drawn by white horses and driven by Lord K¤À¸a is very beautiful in that it 
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relates to one's own life. This illustration also appears elsewhere in the Veda, in the 
Ka¶hopaniÀad. 

THE BODY-CHARIOT ANALOGY 

In this illustration, your body is likened to a chariot, your senses are the horses, the 
mind is the reins, and your intellect, buddhi, is the driver. You are the one who is seated 
in the chariot; in other words, you are the Swami, the master. If your buddhi is lo ose, if 
your understanding is not very clear, you can end up anywhere because your chariot, 
your physical body, will not take you to the destination. 

You can take the chariot to artha, k¡ma , dharma, or mokÀa . It all depends on the 
driver and you, the Swami. The driver, the buddhi, educates the Swami, really 
speaking. You are as good as your driver. If the driver is uneducated, and drunk also, 
you have had it! If, however, your driver is informed, educated, then he or she can take 
you anywhere you want to go. 

In the G¢t¡, K¤À¸a , the driver, became the one who educated Arjuna. He was a 
guru  to Arjuna and Arjuna was the Swami, the one seated in the chariot. Arjuna 
ordered K¤À¸a to station his chariot between the two forces so that he could see those in 
the enem y ranks with whom he would fight. K¤À¸a moved the chariot as directed. From 
the vantagepoint selected by K¤À¸a, Arjuna saw his own people in both camps and 
decided that nothing would be gained by fighting this battle. 

Arjuna  found himself facing Bh¢Àma , who was his grandfather, and Dro¸a , who 
was his teacher in archery. He saw uncles and cousins, friends and acquaintances, and 
other relatives. These were the people Arjuna  would be destroying, the very people he 
needed with him in order to be happy about winning the war. Therefore, he said, ‘I 
would rather not fight.’ We will see his arguments for this thinking later. 

The whole problem for Arjuna was one of ‘These are my own people.’ We have 
this problem even today. For example, when we say ‘my people,’ we mean that our 
people can get away with doing anything and other people, unknown people, cannot. But 
in Arjuna's case the people were not unknown. If the opposing army had been made up 
of men who were unknown to Arjuna, there would have been no G¢t¡ at all. K¤À¸a 
would only have had to drive the chariot, nothing else, and Arjuna would have fought. 

But Arjuna happened to see people he knew, people with whom he was 
connected, with whom he had to settle accounts, and people who, in the process, might 
die. This is what bothered him, as it should have. It would bother any cultured person, 
any mature person. These were the people who really counted in Arjuna's life. 
Duryodhana  also saw the same people, but it did not bother him as it did Arjuna 
because his value structure was different. 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 80 

There are a few select people in everyone's life whose opinions count. You may 
not want to be seen by them on New York City's Forty-second Street, for instance. This 
may not be because you do not want to be there but, rather, because you are afraid of 
what these people will think of you. You do not want to fall short of the good opinion 
they have of you. These were the people who were standing in front of Arjuna, against 
whom he was supposed to fight.  

ARJUNA'S  DILEMMA 

Because Arjuna no longer wanted to fight, he had a problem. According to the 
code governing the war in those days, there was no such thing as a successful retreat. 
Either you won or you lost, the loss amounting to death since the fight was always to the 
end. Thus, Arjuna knew that in order to hoist the flag of victory, he had to destroy all the 
people in whose company he would be happy and in whose absence he would be 
unhappy. 

Arjuna  wept, not out of fear, but out of compassion, out of sympathy, out of care. 
His response was that of a mature person. He began to think that war was not the answer 
to the problem — which, of course was true, given that the loser always prepares for a 
comeback. The first and second world wars are recent examples. No one wants to accept 
the fact that he or she has lost. 

Not only did Arjuna think war would not solve the problem, he also felt that its 
aftermath would create great confusion in the society. Since all the able-bodied people 
would be destroyed, the society would have no leadership and the very structure of the 
society would disappear because people would be confused as to their duties. Even 
dharma , for the sake of which Arjuna was supposed to win the war, would be in trouble 
for there would be no one to carry it forward to the next generation.  

Dharma is both a discipline and a life of discipline. The values that govern that 
discipline are also dharma. This life-style, this dharma, has to be handed over to the 
next generation by the present one and is not something that can simply be bottled and 
buried for the future. Dharma is something that has to be lived. Thus, when you protect 
a person who lives a life of dharma , you are protecting dharma. 

You can protect libraries, but you can never protect scholarship unless you protect 
the scholars. Protection of the scholar is the respect you have if you value scholarship. 
When a society values scholarship, the people will sell their shirts to gain that 
scholarship because it commands their respect. This was the situation in India. A king 
would come to his knees when a scholar entered his court. When scholarship is valued, 
respected, in this way, the scholar will be protected and valued. Only then will 
scholarship continue. 



The Context of the G¢t¡  
 

81  

Similarly, to protect dharma , you have to protect the one who lives the life of 
dharma , the dharm¢. And if the dharm¢ is protected, meaning that he or she is 
respected and valued, then everyone will want to be a dharm¢. Arjuna naturally thought 
that by destroying these people there would be no one left to live a life of dharma, and 
that the dharma itself would thereby be destroyed — the very dharma he wanted to 
protect by waging the war. The battle was supposed to be one of dharma , but the very 
fighting of it, he thought, would endanger dharma. 

Arjuna , therefore, felt that he would be incurring a great sin by causing confusion 
in the society. Naturally, he wanted to avoid this problem. At the same time, he did not 
run away from the battlefield. He did not jump out of the chariot and run towards 
Rishikesh , which was only a short distance away. Instead, he dropped his bow and 
arrows and sat back in the chariot, as we will see at the end of the first chapter of the 
G¢t¡.  

KÎâÛA'S RALLYING CRY 

Arjuna  was so completely overwhelmed by compassion, sympathy, and 
consideration, that he could no t fight. Addressing that sad Arjuna, K¤À¸a expressed his 
sense of surprise. To extend his actual words, he may have said, ‘Arjuna , where did you 
get such a disposition? I never expected you to behave like this. This is not a time for 
talk; it is a time to act. Talk in the battlefield is not befitting to your temperament at all. 
You are supposed to act. You are a prince — and the most respected prince at that. You 
are the greatest archer and you are someone who is supposed to protect the dharma . If 
you, of all people, do not want to do this, what will happen? This is definitely the wrong 
time for you to be talking like this. 

‘Had you told me a few years ago, while you were in the forest, that you did not 
want to return to the kingdom, that you wanted to study and contemplate, I could have 
appreciated it and we could have discussed it at length. But not here. You came to the 
battlefield. You even brought me along with you! Now you are making a right-about 
turn. This is making you look silly. And you are making me look silly, also. When I 
stake on a horse, I am ready to lose my bet, but I do expect the horse to run. That much 
satisfaction I should have. And now you are telling me that you will not even start!’ 

K¤À¸a then asked Arjuna  to stand up and fight. It should be understood that not all 
of K¤À¸a's words are scriptural. Here, they were purely words of advice and not meant 
as an order. Only when he taught and dealt with the ultimate concerns in life, the 
universal problems, that belong to me, to you and to all and sundry, at any time and 
place, do his words assume the status of a scripture. K¤À¸a was just giving Arjuna  a pep 
talk.  
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Recognising that K¤À¸a  was talking to him as though he was afraid to fight, 
Arjuna exclaimed, ‘How can I fight against Bh¢Àma and D ro¸a  in this battle? They are 
men deserving of my respect! I would rather live the life of a mendicant and live on alms 
than destroy these people.’ This was Arjuna's thinking. 

ARJUNA AS A STUDENT 

Arjuna  also said, in so many words, ‘I do not think this sorrow will go away just 
by gaining a kingdom, whether the kingdom be here or in the hereafter. Even if I go to 
heaven and become the ruler there, I would be the same wanting person. I would have 
the same problems.’ Arjuna  knew that to be the ruler of a kingdom brought only royal 
problems, that enemies abound, especially if the kingdom is prosperous or unrivalled. 
He, therefore, did not see himself as one who would be free from the problem of sorrow 
by gaining any kingdom. 

The problem of sorrow, as Arjuna pointed out, is self non-acceptance. Self 
non-acceptance is the original problem, in fact. If I do not see myself as an acceptable 
person, that self non-acceptance will always be there, with or without a kingdom. 
Therefore, Arjuna  saw no solution to the problem. He recognised that he had spent his 
time on immediate, empirical concerns and had never dealt with the ultimate concerns of 
life. 

Because of his desire to solve the original problem, Arjuna  offered himself as a 
student to Lord K¤À¸a and asked him to teac h him what he needed to know. He 
considered himself to be qualified for this knowledge because he had had enough 
experiences in life and had discovered the problem. All that now remained was for 
K¤À¸a to decide whether he would accept him as a student, a ¿iÀya . In other words, the 
ball was in K¤À¸a's court, Arjuna having done his part by saying, ‘I am your ¿iÀya ; 
please teach me.’ All of this we will see in detail, later. 

There are three very significant words that mean ‘the student’ in Sanskrit — 
vidy¡rth¢, antev¡s¢, and ¿iÀya . Vidy¡rth¢, means the one who wants to know and can 
refer to the type of student who enrols in a college to get a degree, but spends very little 
time in the classroom. An antev¡s¢ is a student who lives with the teacher. This type of 
student also wants to know but may not be able to grasp what is being taught. 

A ¿iÀya, is one who is truly qualified to study and therefore, deserves to be taught. 
He or she may also gain other experiences while studying, but these are by-products 
only. For the ¿iÀya, there is a certain direction and commitment that is necessary for a 
person to really accomplish anything in life.  

If I am happy that you are in my class, then you are a ¿iÀya , and if I miss you when 
you are not there, you are a ¿iÀya. If I wait for you, if you are delayed a few minutes, you 
are a ¿iÀya . To be a ¿iÀya  means you are qualified to be a student. The teacher looks for 
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your presence and does not want you to be absent. When this is so, you are definitely a 
¿iÀya . 

When Arjuna told K¤À¸a, ‘I am your ¿iÀya. Please teach me,’ he was also saying 
that he had a commitment to this knowledge, that he saw the value of it and also that he 
looked upon K¤À¸a as a qualified teacher. He did not say he was a student; but he said, ‘I 
am your student — ahaÆ te ¿iÀyaÅ,’ meaning that he had chosen K¤À¸a as his teacher. 

The G¢t¡  began only because K¤À¸a took Arjuna seriously and chose to teach 
him. Therefore, we have seventeen chapters of dialogue between the teacher and the 
student — K¤À¸a-Arjuna -saÆv¡da . K¤À¸a may have taught in prose, but Vy¡sa chose 
to put it in the form of verses. Each chapter is a dialogue with a predominant subject 
matter, which is revealed by the title of the chapter. Thus, the first chapter is called 
Arjuna-viÀ¡da-yoga , meaning that the topic discussed is Arjuna's sorrow. 

A FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEM REQUIRES A FUNDAMENTAL 
SOLUTION 

A problem can be solved topically or fundamentally and Arjuna decided to solve 
it fundamentally. Because of the clarity it produces in one's thinking, a fundamental 
solution resolves the problem so completely that topical issues of right and wrong no 
longer arise.  

In fact, in the second chapter of the G¢t¡, K¤À¸a told Arjuna that his sorrow was 
not legitimate, that no sorrow is legitimate, even though legitimate sorrow is commonly 
accepted. That is, we acknowledge that it is legitimate to be sad in certain situations. 
When you have lost a loved one, for example, it is wrong to tell yourself that you do not 
want to be sad or that it is not legitimate to be sad. If you are sad, you are sad. It is 
therefore best to acknowledge the sadness and that there is a reason to be sad.  

Remember, however, that you become sad because you are already subject to 
sadness. In fact, only the sad become sad, just as the mad become mad and the bad 
become bad. All that is required is a particular situation. The sad person is already there 
and it may take no more than a change of weather for him or her to become sad. Certain 
plans may have been made based on a weather forecast of a ‘good’ weekend. A rainy 
weekend then becomes a ‘bad’ weekend.  

There are vulnerable spots in everyone and, when these are touched, the person is 
touched to the quick, meaning that he or she suddenly becomes angry, frustrated, sad, 
hateful or desperate. A person does not suddenly become a desperate person; he or she is 
already desperate. The person is the despair. Thus, psychologically speaking, there is 
sadness and there is some legitimacy for it. But, if you look into the matter 
dispassionately and realistically, you will find that there is no real reason to be sad.  
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When you go to a therapist, you are a seeker. The therapist analyses your past and 
arrives at a solution to your problem saying, for example, ‘It's all due to your mother.’ 
‘Yes, that is true,’ you say. In this way, the therapist validates your feelings. Knowing 
there is a reason for your sadness, you have a sense of freedom. You had certain 
opinions about yourself that made you sad and now your reactions and responses have 
been validated properly. Your conclusions, based upon wrong notions about yourself, 
can now be looked at differently. By changing those opinions, you gain a freedom, as 
though you have thrown light upon yourself. 

ACCEPTING SITUATIONS AS THEY ARE 

You begin, then, by acknowledging the sit uations and validating your responses. 
Later, you find there is no reason for sorrow. This does not mean you are suppressing the 
sorrow, only that you see the situation as it is. What we are doing is taking the sorrow 
one step further and asking, ‘Is there a real reason for sorrow?’ Lord K¤À¸a told Arjuna 
there was not. How could he say this? Was it merely because he had never experienced 
sorrow? After all, K¤À¸a was looked up to, everyone prostrated to him, and all the gop¢s 
were after him. Did he not recognise Arjuna's limitations? 

Lord K¤À¸a understood Arjuna's limitations very well. Everyone has limitations 
— physical, perceptual, intellectual and others that are picked up while living one's life, 
due to the natural ageing process. Originally, you may have had 20/20 vision and now 
perhaps a vision of 20/60. Thereafter, you require glasses, a hearing aid — and perhaps a 
cane also.  

In spite of all these limitations, Lord K¤À¸a said there is no room for sorrow. This 
is something to know and is what the teaching is about. Arjuna asked for the knowledge 
and Lord K¤À¸a taught him in the second chapter. He did not just make the statement 
and ask Arjuna to work on it. He made it very clear. Once Arjuna received the teaching, 
it became a matter of questioning and assimilating the knowledge given to him. 

Thus, the second chapter ends with Arjuna's question, ‘How do you describe a 
wise man?’ K¤À¸a had told him that the person who is wise is different. He or she is one 
in whom, due to wisdom, there is no room for sorrow. Since the problem is to be solved 
by knowledge, Arjuna wanted to know how a wise man behaves while conducting the 
affairs of his life. He wanted to know how he walked, how he talked, whether he talked, 
and so on.  

K¤À¸a did not answer the question literally, but instead, responded to the spirit of 
the question. Had he not done so, Arjuna may have thought that all he had to do to be 
wise was to walk, talk, and sit in a certain way.  

 A wise person is one who is happy and secure with himself or herself, one who 
requires nothing else to become secure. This refers to one who looks at oneself as a 
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totally acceptable person, the one who can say, ‘I cannot be better than myself.’ Because 
the acceptance is total, there is no area of non-acceptance. The self is essentially free 
from any sense of want or limitation; it is the whole — in spite of the limitations of the 
body-mind-sense complex. 

You are the whole. I am the whole. If I understand this, then I do not need to prove 
myself to anyone; to do so is no longer a necessity. Such a person may do a lot of things, 
but not to prove himself or herself. This is how K¤À¸a defined a wise man to Arjuna and 
he gave a few examples, as we will see later. 

TWO LIFE-STYLES FOR GAINING SELF-KNOWLEDGE  
K¤À¸a also talked about karma-yoga, a life of activity, and about sanny¡sa , a life 

of renunciation. Then he said that all you need in order to be free is to know yourself. 
‘Why, then,’ Arjuna  asked, ‘do you ask me to engage myself in this war which will 
result only in destruction?’ This was a very relevant question.  

Arjuna  thought that K¤À¸a was giving him two conflicting pieces of advice. 
K¤À¸a had said that knowledge liberates and, therefore, Arjuna felt that he was telling 
him to pursue knowledge, which was what he wanted to do. Not only had K¤À¸a said 
that knowledge liberates, he had also said that karma binds. Then, he had told Arjuna  to 
do karma ! What did this mean? Thus, Arjuna begged K¤À¸a, “P lease do not say, 
‘sanny¡sa  is good and karma-yoga  is also good.’ I cannot accept this. Tell me one or 
the other.” 

Knowing the difference between karma-yoga and sanny¡sa is a matter of 
understanding and Arjuna was confused. Therefore, he asked K¤À¸a to tell him which 
one was right for him to follow. But K¤À¸a did not want to play the role of a consultant; 
he only wanted to teach Arjuna. To teach is to make the other person see as clearly as 
you see so that he or she does not need to come to you again. The person who is able to 
do this is a teacher. K¤À¸a, being a teacher, did not give Arjuna advice. Instead, he 
taught him the remaining chapters of the G¢t¡. 

At the beginning of the fifth chapter, Arjuna had the same doubt and rephrased his 
question. Again, K¤À¸a told him that sanny¡sa  was good and karma-yoga  was good. 
Then he told Arjuna that it was not a matter for choice, that it was a matter for 
understanding.  

HOW THIS TEACHING CAME ABOUT 

We have two epics, the R¡m¡ya¸a, and the Mah¡bh¡rata . Both are historical 
and also have a literary value. I consider these historical, poetic works to be similar to 
those we have in English literature. Shakespeare's plays, for example, while based on 
certain historical figures, also have drama woven into them. Walter Scott's novels are 
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especially historical in their mention of the names of particular kings. The description of 
the time, period, and condition is all true, whereas the heroes and heroines are fictional. 
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Similarly, I see in the R¡m¡ya¸a, authored by the poet, V¡lm¢ki, historical 
figures in R¡ma , S¢t¡, and Da¿aratha . Also, Ayodhy¡, the city in whic h they lived, did 
exist. So, too, the island called La´k¡  and the demonic king, R¡va¸a . But I also see an 
underlying meaning conveyed by V¡lm¢ki when he presented R¡va¸a as having ten 
heads. If someone has ten heads and each head thinks in its own way, then you have a 
person who thinks as though he has ten heads, each one having its own way of thinking. 
He is, therefore, a person of great confusion. 

R¡va¸a was like that. He was a br¡hma¸a  and a great devotee of Lord áiva . 
However, he did not behave like a br¡hma¸a . A br¡hma¸a should not rule a kingdom 
and R¡va¸a  did. Furthermore, although he was a devotee, he was also demonic. Thus, 
R¡va¸a was an embodiment of contradictions. This may be why he was portrayed as 
having ten heads, an aspect that is purely poetic. 

We also find, in these epics, a lot of poetry centred on certain historical events. 
That is why they are called Itih¡sa, meaning ‘this is how it was — iti ha ¡sa .’ Thus, the 
R¡m¡ya¸a, authored by V¡lm¢ki, and the later Mah¡bh¡rata, authored by Vy¡sa,  are 
both considered to be historical poetry.  

MAHËBHËRATA: THE FIFTH VEDA 

There are four Vedas and the Mah¡bh¡rata is referred to as the fifth Veda 
because it is so complete. There is not nearly the amount of information in the 
R¡m¡ya¸a as there is in the Mah¡bh¡rata. Any topic you could ask for is there — 
dharma , logistics, political acumen and so on. All of these are beautifully illustrated 
through the epic's excellent characterisations. 

Various values are highlighted in the stories by presenting the same person in 
different moods and situations. Bh¢ma , for instance, stands out as a person with his own 
moods, proclivities, characteristics, inclinations, capacities, limitations, and points of 
vulnerability. Each of these aspects is mentioned when characterising any given hero. In 
this way, the five P¡¸·avas and the hundred sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra, from Duryodhana 
downward, are all presented individually as characters in their own right. 

THE AUTHOR: VYËSA 

Vy¡sa is considered to be a principal link in the Vedic teac hing tradition. He is, 
therefore, an important figure. Beginning from the Lord, N¡r¡ya¸a , all the way down to 
my own teachers, there is a live tradition in which Vy¡sa  is the most important historical 
connecting link. The parampar¡ , lineage of the teachers of Brahma -vidy¡ is presented 
in the following verse. 
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x……Æ˙…™…h…∆ {…s¶…÷¥…∆ ¥… ∫…¢∆ˆ ∂… HÚà… i…i{…÷j…{…Æ˙…∂…Æ˙à…  
¥™……∫…∆ ∂…÷E∆Ú M……Ëb˜{…n∆˘ ®…Ω˛…xi…∆ M……‰ ¥…xn˘™……‰M…“xp˘®…l……∫™…  ∂…π™…®…¬* 
∏…“∂…?ÛÆ˙…S……™…«®…l……∫™… {…s{……n˘à… Ω˛∫i……®…ôÙEÚà…  ∂…π™…∆  
i…∆ i……‰]ıE∆Ú ¥……Ãk…EÚEÚ…Æ˙®…x™……x…∫®…?÷˘∞¸x…¬ ∫…xi…i…®……x…i……‰%Œ∫®…** 

n¡r¡ya¸aÆ padmabhuvaÆ vasiÀ¶haÆ ¿aktiµca tatputrapar¡¿araµca  
vy¡saÆ ¿ukaÆ gau·apadaÆ mah¡ntaÆ govindayog¢ndramath¡sya ¿iÀyam 
¿r¢¿a´kar¡c¡ryamath ¡sya padmap¡daµca hast¡malakaµca ¿iÀyaÆ  
taÆ to¶akaÆ v¡rttikak¡ramany¡nasmadgur£n santatam¡nato'smi 

I remain as one who always salutes N¡r¡ya¸a, Brahm¡, VasiÀ¶ha, 
áakti, his son , Par¡¿ara, Vy¡sa , áuka, the great Gau·ap¡da, 
Govinda, (Govinda-bhagavatp¡da) the most exalted among the yog¢s, 
his disciple, áa´kar¡c¡rya , áa´kara's disciples Padmap¡da, 
Hast¡malaka , To¶aka, and the author of the V¡rtikas (Sure¿varac¡rya) 
and our other teachers. 

Vy¡sa is also called Veda-vy¡sa because it was he who edited, and class ified and 
codified all the mantras of the Vedas. He grouped them into four and made them 
available to the future generations by making one family responsible for maintaining one 
¿¡kh¡ or branch. To commit all four Vedas to memory is not  realistic. It requires twelve 
years and a bright mind to commit even one entire Veda to memory. A young boy, in his 
eighth year, goes to a teacher and spends his next twelve years doing this. To memorise 
four Vedas, then, would mean becoming a grandfather by the time the work is 
completed. 

Therefore, Vy¡sa  made it easy. A particular family maintains one branch of the 
Veda throughout the generations. In this way, the four Vedas have come down to us in 
their original form through an unbroken chain of oral tradition. Because Vy¡sa was 
responsible for handing the Vedas over to posterity, he came to be known as Veda-vy¡sa  

THE GÌTË'S INVOCATORY PRAYER 
Although the Bhagavadg¢t¡ is presented by Vy¡sa. in the middle of the 

Mah¡bh¡rata, it is an independent work. Every work begins with a prayer in 
recognition that any successful undertaking involves three important factors — effort, 
prayatna, time, k¡la, and the unknown factor, daiva . We ourselves are capable of 
providing the effort and we can also wait out the time it takes for the result to come. 
Success or failure, however, is accounted for by the third factor, the unknown factor, 
daiva. Therefore, we cannot fail to take daiva into account. 
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Daiva is there whether you take it into account or not. In spite of all your efforts 
and waiting, you do not always get what you want. There seems, then, to be some 
unknown factor over which you have no control. You may call it chance or luck, but we 
call it daiva, grace. 

Grace is nothing but karma-phala . It is a graceful way of referring to karma-
phala. It is something you earn by prayer. It is not an arbitrary decision on the part of 
God. Otherwise, God would be just another autocrat who goes about distributing packets 
of grace every morning, and missing us more times than not. 

We do not consider gr ace to be the result of our actions because we do not know 
which action produces the grace. Although it is the result of prayer, we have no direct 
knowledge of whether it is cumulative or the result of one single prayer. All we know is 
that there is a plus factor as well as a minus factor with reference to the result of our 
actions. Thus we find that in spite of all our effort, there is something else which makes 
the difference between success and failure. That is the daiva , the unknown factor. 

Astrology tries to unfold a pattern in your life that can be projected from your 
horoscope. Your birth is an event, a visible event that inaugurates your life. An event 
occurs in a particular place, de¿a  at a particular time, k¡la and is a link in the whole 
process. If there is a pattern, if there is destiny, then this event is the inaugural event 
from which the destiny would unfold itself. You do not know what the pattern of destiny 
is, but you do know that your birth, an event, took place at a given time. 

Now suppose there is another pattern that is projectable. This projectable pattern 
and the pattern unknown to me are connected. How? When you are born, the 
constellations and planets are in a particular configuration. Because each planet has its 
own orbit and its own speed, you can find patterns of the horoscope which are 
projectable to any future time. 

By observing people's lives, relationships can be seen between the heavenly 
patterns and the events in a person's life. Recurrences of specific events in the lives of 
people under certain planetary configurations gives rise to rules of astrological 
prediction. The planets do not interfere with your life. Your actions in the past and 
present do, according to the ¿¡stra.  

Astrology is only a predictive discipline. Indian astrology is useful in that, it gives 
you a basis for specific  prayers to neutralise the negative karmas in terms of undesirable 
situations unfolding in this life and to enhance the results of positive karmas in terms of 
desirable situations. 

THE UNKNOWN F ACTOR 

What we are saying here is that there is such a thing as daiva, a third factor, a 
factor in which you can neutralise certain results already created either in this life or 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 90 

previously. This is done through prayer. Thus, for any undertaking, the third factor, 
daiva, in invoked. 

This is why before beginning the study of any discipline of knowledge we invoke 
the Lord through a prayer. The G¢t¡, coming in the middle of the Mah¡bh¡rata , does 
not have a prayer as such, although Vy¡sa did invoke the unknown factor in the form of 
a prayer at the beginning of the epic itself. 

Because of the importance of the message of the G¢t¡ , it is described as a pendant 
jewel in the midst of the Mah¡bh¡rata . Therefore, there should be a prayer for the G¢t¡  
also. Prayer can be in different forms. It can be mental, it can be in so many words, or it 
can be suggested by one word. Here, we have a suggestive prayer in the narrator's 
sentence, —dh¤tar¡À¶ra uv¡ca . 

The word dh¤tar¡À¶ra  is much more than the name of the blind old man seated in 
his palace wanting to know what had happened in the battlefield. Dh¤ta  means ‘is 
sustained’ and r¡À¶ra means ‘the entire world.’ Dh¤tar¡À¶ra, then, means the one by 
whom the entire world is sustained — dh¤taÆ r¡À¶raÆ yena. And who is that? The 
Lord — the entire world is sustained by Ì¿vara. By beginning the G¢t¡  with the words 
dh¤tar¡À¶ra uv¡ca, two purposes are served. The Lord is invoked by the word 
dh¤tar¡À¶ra, which is a kind of prayer, and the word uv¡ca indicates that the narration 
of the G¢t¡  was about to begin.  

The G¢t¡ opens, with the blind king Dh¤tar¡À¶ra , sitting in his palace with his 
companion, Saµjaya, a minister who was blessed by Vy¡sa  with an extraordinary 
audio-visual capacity. He could hear what was happening far away. He had a mind like a 
radio that could pick up sounds from a distance. He could also see situations and events 
beyond the frontiers of human eyesight. Knowing that Saµjaya  had these psychic 
powers, the blind Dh¤tar¡À¶ra asked, ‘Saµjaya! What happened on the battlefield 
between my sons and the P¡¸·avas?’ 

With this extensive introduction, we will now begin the G¢t¡ verses. Chapter One 
and the first ten verses of Chapter Two are actually a continuation of the Mah¡bh¡rata 
and thereby provide the context in which the dialogue between K¤À¸a and Arjuna  took 
place. Although we are only interested in K¤À¸a's teaching, which does not begin until 
the eleventh verse of Chapter Two, it is important to understand the condition of 
Arjuna's mind that led him to ask K¤À¸a to teach him. Therefore, these contextual 
verses will be analysed in some detail. 

ababababab 
 



 

CHAPTER 1  

ARJUNA'S SORROW 

v…fii…Æ˙…ü≈ı =¥……S…* 
v…®…«I…‰j…‰ E÷ÚØ˚I…‰j…‰ ∫…®…¥…‰i…… ™…÷™…÷i∫…¥…&* 
®……®…EÚ…& {……hb˜¥……ù…Ë¥…  EÚ®…E÷Ú¥…«i… ∫…â…™…** 1 ** 
dh¤tar¡À¶ra uv¡ca  
dharmakÀetre kurukÀetre samavet¡ yuyutsavaÅ 
m¡mak¡Å p¡¸·av¡¿caiva kimakurvata saµjaya    Verse 1  

v…fii…Æ˙…ü≈&ı dh¤tar¡À¶raÅ — Dh¤tar¡À¶ra; =¥……S… uv¡ca — said ; 

∫…â…™… saµjaya — Oh! Saµjaya !; v…®…«I…‰j…‰ dharma -kÀetre — at the place where dharma 
resides; E÷ÚØ˚I…‰j…‰ kuru-kÀetre — at KurukÀetra ; ∫…®…¥…‰i……& samavet¡Å — those who have 
assembled; ™…÷™…÷i∫…¥…& yuyutsavaÅ — desiring to fight; ®……®…EÚ…& m¡mak¡Å  — my people; 

{……hb˜¥……& P¡¸·av¡Å  — P¡ndu's sons; S… ca — and; B¥… eva — indeed;  EÚ®…¬ kim — what; 
+E÷Ú¥…«i… akurvata — did they do 

Dh¤tar¡À¶ra said; 
Oh! Saµjaya , what indeed did my people and the P¡¸·avas do, 
assembled at KurukÀetra,1 the abode of dharma, desiring to fight?  

In the Indian tradition, any beginning begins with a prayer. Being in the middle of 
the Mah¡bh¡rata , the G¢t¡ does not require a beginning prayer of its own. Still for this 
chain of eighteen chapters, for this pendant jewel placed against the background of the 
much larger epic, it seems that a prayer should be there — and it is implied in this first 
verse. 

A prayer can be either expressed or implied. The first word of the G¢t¡ , 
‘Dh¤tar¡À¶ra,’ is a prayer by implication. It means the one who sustains a kingdom or 

                                                                 
1 KurukÀetra exists even today between Delhi and Ambala. Then great King Kuru, the 
founder of the Kuru dynasty, performed great tapas here. It is said that once when he was 
ploughing the land with a golden plough, Lord Indra came down and asked what he was 
doing. When the king told him that he was sowing the seed of dharma, Lord Indra gave him 
the boon that the seed of dharma sown there would grow for ever. 
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the whole universe, yena dh¤taÆ r¡À¶ram. It is, therefore, an appropriate name for a 
king. Had Dh¤tar¡À¶ra  not been blind, he would have been the ruler of the kingdom.  

R¡À¶ra  also refers to the world, the entire universe. The Lord is the one who is the 
holder, the sustainer, of the order that is the world. Therefore, Dh¤tar¡À¶ra  is also the 
name of the Lord. By beginning the G¢t¡  with the name of the Lord, the traditional 
opening prayer is implied.  

The opening scene of the G¢t¡  takes place in the palace in Hastin¡pura , the 
capital of the kingdom of the Kauravas. This was the kingdom that the P¡¸·avas were 
supposed to rule, but which was now ruled by their cousin, Duryodhana , who had 
usurped the kingdom. As we have seen, the P¡¸·avas were tricked into exile by 
Duryodhana . They had to spend twelve years in the forest plus one-year living 
incognito somewhere in the empire. The kingdom was to be returned to them after they 
had fulfilled these conditions. 

The P¡¸·avas served this term of thirteen years and came back to claim their 
kingdom. However, Duryodhana  would not give it back to them and therefore, war was 
declared. They could choose to either go back to the forest or take the kingdom back in 
battle. All possible compromises were put forward, but Duryodhana would not give one 
needlepoint of land to the P¡¸·avas. It had, therefore, become a problem of justice — 
dharma . 

THE PROBLEM OF JUSTICE — DHARMA 

Dharma, here, means that which has to be done. Rulers also have their dharma in 
that there are certain things that must be done by them. The kingdom belonged to the 
P¡¸·avas and YudhiÀ¶hira , in fact, was the ruler. Every minute that Duryodhana 
continued to occupy the throne confirmed adharma , for which the P¡¸·avas were 
responsible. There was, therefore, no other way but to accept the challenge and fight it 
out. 

Duryodhana had gathered the support of most of the important kings within the 
empire by bribing them in various ways. He had the power in his hands to do this. Some 
of the kings joined the P¡¸·avas too. In this situation, K¤À¸a was another force to be 
reckoned with. His kingdom was Dv¡rak¡, on the West Coast in Gujarat. K¤À¸a had a 
well known and very valorous army of N¡r¡ya¸as.  

Duryodhana thought that K¤À¸a's support would tilt the balance. Although 
Duryodhana's army was bigger than that of the P¡¸·avas, and he had great stalwarts 
like Bh¢Àma  and Dro¸a  in his ranks, he felt that K¤À¸a's army would make the 
difference between victory and defeat. Therefore, he went to K¤À¸a's palace to seek his 
help.  
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K¤À¸a was resting at the time. Duryodhana  was the first one to arrive. He saw 
that K¤À¸a  was sleeping. He found a nice chair at the head end of the sleeping K¤À¸a 
and sat on it, waiting for K¤À¸a  to wake up. Arjuna also arrived shortly and he had come 
for the same reason. And, since K¤À¸a  was sleeping, he stood with folded hands at 
K¤À¸a's feet. To Arjuna, K¤À¸a was not just a king. Through his mother, Kunt¢, they 
were related, but Arjuna knew K¤À¸a to be more than an ordinary mortal. He had not yet 
recognised him as his guru , but he did recognise him as a person of extraordinary 
powers, calibre, and wisdom. 

Rumour had it that K¤À¸a was an incarnation of the Lord, that he was an avat¡ra . 
In fact, many members of Arjuna's family worshipped him. Arjuna's uncle, Vidura , 
and his wife looked upon K¤À¸a as the Lord, as did Arjuna's brothers, their wife, 
Draupad¢, and their mother, Kunt¢. Arjuna recognised him more or less in the same 
way and wanted his help. This recognition of K¤À¸a  as an avat¡ra is an important aspect 
of the G¢t¡ . 

Duryodhana knew why Arjuna  had come and Arjuna also knew why 
Duryodhana  w as there. As he opened his eyes, K¤À¸a saw Arjuna first. Duryodhana 
no doubt made his presence known, perhaps by clearing his throat. K¤À¸a then turned to 
him and asked what he could do for him. He then put the same question to Arjuna. 
Duryodhana  responded by saying, ‘You know why we have come, why I have come. I 
seek your support.’ He also added, ‘I was the first to arrive and therefore, my request 
should be entertained first.’ Arjuna  also said, ‘War has been declared and I am asking 
for your support.’ 

KÎâÛA'S PROPOSAL  

K¤À¸a  was now in a great fix, but he was an adept at getting out of such tight 
situations. To both of them, he made a proposal. He said, ‘If I join either of you, I will 
not fight. You have a choice between me, who will not lift a weapon on on e hand and 
my army on the other hand. If you choose me, you will be choosing the person K¤À¸a , 
mere K¤À¸a, who refuses to fight.’ K¤À¸a was known to be a great fighter. Even as a 
child he had knocked out KaÆsa  and had dealt with hordes of demonic people. To have 
such a fighter on your side would be a great asset, but this was not K¤À¸a's proposal. 
Instead, he said, ‘Arjuna, I happened to see you first even though Duryodhana claims  
to have arrived first. However, because you are the younger of the two, you have the 
chance to choose first. The younger ones are entitled to this privilege. Therefore, I am 
proposing this to you and ask you to choose one of the two options — that is, K¤À¸a who 
will not fight on one side and the army of the N¡r¡ya¸as on the other side. If you 
choose me, I am not going to fight. I will come to your side and perhaps give some 
advice. But the army will go to Duryodhana. If you choose the army instead of me, then 
Duryodhana  must take me.’ 
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K¤À¸a issued this proposal to Arjuna knowing what his choice would be. He also 
knew what Duryodhana would prefer. As he expected, Arjuna chose K¤À¸a's services, 
whatever they would be and in whichever form they would be available. This was what 
Arjuna wanted and so he said, ‘K¤À¸a, please come to me.’ 

If Duryodhana ever prayed in his life, this was surely the time he prayed and his 
prayers were answered. Because he thought the P¡¸·avas to be sentimental and born 
losers, Duryodhana  expected Arjuna to ask for K¤À¸a . He certainly did not want K¤À¸a 
for himself. He would only be another mouth to feed during wartime when food was 
necessarily rationed. In addition, K¤À¸a, being a respected person, Duryodhana would 
have to take good care of him. Duryodhana  did not want to be continually torn between 
taking care of K¤À¸a and thinking about the war. A fighting K¤À¸a  would have been 
something to think over, but a non-fighting K¤À¸a , a mere K¤À¸a , would be useless to 
him, he thought. 

Duryodhana wanted Arjuna to ask for K¤À¸a so that he would get K¤À¸a's army 
and this was exactly how it worked out. He returned to his camp rejoicing. Duryodhana 
had made his day! He was sure that he would win the war. The K¤À¸a's army meant 
crack divisions with men who were fit to fight, adding greatly to his already enormous 
strength.  

Arjuna was equally happy. He knew Duryodhana was ecstatic and he also knew 
what Duryodhana  thought of him. Duryodhana's attitude and value structure was such 
that he would definitely look down on Arjuna  and his preference. But Arjuna knew that 
with K¤À¸a by his side, he would win the war. Saµjaya  expresses the same idea in the 
last verse of the G¢t¡ : 

™…j… ™……‰M…‰∑…Æ˙& EfiÚπh……‰ ™…j… {……l……Ê v…x…÷v…«Æ˙&* 
i…j… ∏…“Ã¥…V…™……‰ ¶…⁄ i…w…÷«¥…… x…“ i…®…« i…®…«®…** 
yatra yoge¿varaÅ k¤À¸o yatra p¡rtho dhanurdharaÅ 
tatra ¿r¢rvijayo bh£tirdhruv¡ n¢tirmatirmama 

Wherever Lord K¤À¸a is, wherever Arjuna is, with his bow in hand, 
ready to fight, there, all wealth, victory, glory, and justice will be.  

THE UNKNOWN FACTOR: DAIVA 

In Arjuna's mind this was very clear. Arjuna knew he had all the weapons and 
skill that he required. Nevertheless, he also knew he had to allow for one more thing — 
the unknown factor, daiva. A dh¡rmika , one who is committed to a life of dharma , 
appreciates his or her limitations and then takes this one step beyond — recognizing that 
success is ultimately possible only because of this unknown factor, daiva . Later in the 
G¢t¡, Bhagav¡n himself talks about this. 
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Daiva is a factor over which you have no control at all, a factor that makes the 
difference between success and failure, between victory and defeat. We often call this 
unknown factor ‘luck’— ‘good luck’ and ‘bad luck.’ In all cultures, I suppose, there are 
equivalents for these two words because people have to account for a factor that seems to 
work favourably or otherwise. Even a hard-boiled dialectical materialist has to miss a 
bus occasionally and is constrained to say, ‘I was unlucky.’ Catching the bus earlier than 
expected is also not an uncommon event. 

This unknown factor is viewed here as a divine factor, the unknown invisible 
ad¤À¶a, explained earlier in the introduction. It represents an order and is called the law 
of karma, the law of dharma. The factor is not visible, but the results that are reaped by 
us are seen very clearly. The results are d¤À¶a, whereas the causes are ad¤À¶a. 

QUALITIES OF A MATURE PERSON 

The one who does not leave the ad¤À¶a to the hands of chance, the one who does 
something to change the ad¤À¶a, is considered to be a bhakta  and is religiously mature. 
You may call such a person a religious person, but I would refer to him or her as a 
mature person who recognises unseen hands that shape and are behind these known 
hands. Such hands are not the hands of chance. They are the hands of the law, hands that 
are the law, and are looked upon as the Lord. The law is not separate from the Lord and 
the wielder of the laws is also the Lord. 

Throughout the G¢t¡, K¤À¸a describes the person who recognises this factor, and 
at the same time recognises the necessity of his or her own effort, as a mature person, a 
yog¢. A mature person is one who has a fear of adharma, one who tries to conform to 
dharma . Dharmaputra,his four brothers and his entire family underwent many 
privations for a long period of time only because of their commitment to dharma. 

Having such a commitment, Arjuna naturally recognised his own prowess and 
believed in his skills. He had self-confidence and was a person who knew the importance 
of effort. He did not keep beseeching the Lord, ‘Please give me, give me, give me.’ He 
knew that would not work. 

QUALITIES FOR SUCCESS 
In order to be successful, six qualities 1 are required — udyama, proper effort; 

s¡hasa, perseverance; dhairya , courage; buddhi, knowledge; ¿akti, skill and resources; 
                                                                 
1 =t®…& ∫……Ω˛∫…∆ v…Ë™…» §…÷ r-̆∂… HÚ-{…Æ˙…GÚ®……&* 
π…b‰̃i…‰ ™…j… ¥…i…«xi…‰ i…j… n‰̆¥…& ∫…Ω˛…™…EfiÚi…¬** 
udyamaÅ s¡hasaÆ dhairyaÆ buddhi-¿akti-par¡kram¡Å 
Àa·ete yatra vartante tatra devaÅ sah¡yak¤t 
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and par¡krama, the capacity to overcome obstacles. You may have courage and 
enthusiasm, but no proper effort at the right time. On the other hand, you may have right 
effort, but no enthusiasm. You may also have the necessary enthusiasm to persevere but 
if, after some time, you have not accomplished what you set out to accomplish, you may 
give up due to a lack of courage.  

In warfare, the knowledge of logistics is very important. You need to know how to 
approach the enemy, how to enter the opponent's ranks and how to get out again. Skill 
and resources are also required. Without resources, what is the use of planning? Such 
effort is useless. If something requires manpower, you must have that. If raw material or 
skill is required, you must have that, also. Finally, you must have the capacity to tide you 
over an obstruction (par¡krama), to be able to encounter and deal with forces that are 
inimical to you.  

You must be like a flowing river, unmindful of all obstructions. If a huge mountain 
is there, the river simply flows around it. It does not stop. If the obstruction is a simple 
rock, the river jumps over it. If it is a bigger rock, it simply goes around or swallows it 
and flows over it. If it comes to a valley, the river fills the valley first and then continues 
flowing. That is the nature of a river. It does not see an obstruction as an obstruction. 

Even if these six qualities are present, we cannot say with any degree of certainty 
that a person will meet with success. There is still that unknown factor to be recognised, 
daiva, that extended helping hand, to be sought. Dharmaputra  and Arjuna recognised 
it. They did not go to the forest because they were afraid of Duryodhana  or of a fight. 
They went only to conform to dharma because they recognised daiva. They knew that 
you never get away with what you do. 

KÎâÛA AS THE UNKNOWN FACTOR 

Arjuna , being a mature person, knew the necessity of recognizing the unknown 
factor, which for him was daiva , Ì¿vara , the Lord. He recognised it in K¤À¸a . K¤À¸a 
was there and he told Arjuna he was available. Arjuna recognised him as grace in flesh 
and blood. Grace does not fight. It is not a weapon, a bow or arrow, a place or time. It is 
something that is not visible.   

Here, however, grace was visible in the form of K¤À¸a , with hands and legs, 
always wearing a smile as though he knew nothing. This was K¤À¸a and for Arjuna, 
mere K¤À¸a was enough.  

One can always fight if one has to. With the six qualities required for success, one 
can take care of the obstructions. However, the seventh factor is in Bhagav¡n, the Lord. 
Arjuna recognised this factor in the Lord and knew it made the difference between 
victory and defeat. He wanted only grace. Therefore, he wanted K¤À¸a  with him. 
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Duryodhana viewed things differently. He was happy with the outcome and 
thought Arjuna was an idiot because Duryodhana's belief was only in strength. Because 
he knew that strength required effort, he was also a great believer in effort, which was 
why he went to K¤À¸a to seek his help. Duryodhana was a man of great effort and had 
planned well for this day. He was continually scheming. He saw to it that Bh¢Àma , 
Dro¸a, Kar¸a, Jayadratha, and the others felt obliged to him only because he felt they 
were very important to his strength. Naturally, then, Duryodhana  believed only in the 
strength of K¤À¸a's army, not in K¤À¸a's grace. In addition, he got the army he wanted. 

Thus, Duryodhana  and Arjuna felt equally victorious. What a proposition! 
Because they were two such different people, they could both be happy with the 
outcome. No judgement would make both the affected parties feel victorious; but, here, 
Duryodhana  thought he was the victor and so did Arjuna. How could this be? That is 
because these two men had two types of thinking, two different commitments, and two 
different attitudes. Arjuna was happy that K¤À¸a would be with him and Duryodhana 
was happy that K¤À¸a's army would be with him. Thus, they represented two forces. 

K¤À¸a, then, was going to be with the P¡¸·avas. Where would he be during the 
war? Arjuna  wanted him to be near by, but where would he put him? His chariot had 
only two seats, one at the back for himself and the other in front for his driver. Given the 
arrangement, Arjuna  could not ask K¤À¸a to sit beside him. However, a double-seater 
could have been arranged. When you are preparing for war, it does not take much time to 
create a new chariot with two back seats. But, if K¤À¸a  were to sit on one side or the 
other of Arjuna , how could Arjuna draw inspiration from K¤À¸a during the battle? As 
soon as he turned his head towards K¤À¸a  he could lose the battle. 

Arjuna's opponents were Bh¢Àma , Dro¸a, and Kar¸a, among others, none of 
whom was a mediocre fighter. One blink of the eye and Arjuna would be opening his 
eyes in heaven! Because his opponents were not ordinary men, Arjuna knew that the 
only way to win the war was to keep K¤À¸a  in mind and fight, which meant that K¤À¸a 
would have to be in front of him. He, therefore, asked K¤À¸a to be his charioteer. He 
said, ‘You told me you would not fight. However, driving a chariot is not fighting. Will 
you drive my chariot, K¤À¸a?’ K¤À¸a agreed, thinking it would be fun to see the show. 
He would have a front-row seat, so to speak. 

KÎâÛA AS ARJUNA'S CHARIOTEER 

Arjuna  thus handed over his chariot, horses, and himself into K¤À¸a's hands. 
Every arrow had to pass through K¤À¸a before it reached Arjuna . When you keep 
K¤À¸a, the divine factor, in front of you and do what you have to do, fighting or 
whatever, the arrows that come to you will have already been blunted. This is exactly 
what happened when Arjuna  fought with Kar¸ a.  
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Kar¸a  was considered to be the answer for Arjuna. Duryodhana had cultivated 
him only for that purpose alone. That, there would be finally, a dual between the two was 
a forgone conclusion. Again, except Arjuna and K¤À¸a , nobody else was a match for 
Kar¸a. K¤À¸a, knowing all this, had very intelligently planned for that day. At first, 
when he knew that war was inevitable, he himself met Kar¸a and tried to convince 
Kar¸a that he should join the P¡¸·avas by revealing to him the truth of his birth. He 
told Kar¸a that he was in fact a Kaunteya , son of Kunt¢, like Arjuna, born of Lord 
S£rya. However, being the noble person that he was, Kar¸a  refused to ditch 
Duryodhana  at the last moment. 

K¤À¸a  made sure that Kar¸a  made a vow that he would not kill any P¡¸·ava 
other than Arjuna . To extract this vow from Kar¸a , K¤À¸a  had tutored Kunt¢ very well. 
Kunt¢ at the behest of K¤À¸a, went to Kar¸a and told him the story of his birth and 
requested him to join the P¡¸·avas. Again, he refused; but he promised her that he 
would spare all her other sons except Arjuna. He told her that he would not kill any of 
the others. And if it came to a combat between him and Arjuna, one of them would live 
and she still would have five sons. He wanted nothing more than to kill Arjuna  in order 
to show his gratitude to Duryodhana . Giving one's word was very important and was 
upheld even at the cost of one's life. The two epics, Mah¡bh¡rata and R¡m¡ya¸a are 
filled with situations based on someone having given his or her word.  

Kar¸a  had been born with ku¸·alas, earrings, in his ears and a kavaca, an 
armour on his chest. This meant that he was gifted, that he was a very brilliant person 
and had the blessing of Lord Sun. However, he had one complex. He could not accept 
the fact that he was not a kÀatriya. ‘After all, I am only the son of a chariot driver,’ he 
would say. Because he did not know who his real parents were, he always thought that 
he was a charioteer's son. His entire lot in life, however, was with the kÀatriyas because 
he was brilliant in archery, having acquired this expertise from Para¿ur¡ma , who was 
like an avat¡ra . 

PARAáURËMA'S CURSE ON KARÛA 

Para¿ur¡ma had made a vow that he would never teach a kÀatriya because of 
some problems he had had with them as a child. In fact, he had made a vow to destroy 
them and he did destroy a lot of kÀatriyas. A man of great powers, he existed even at the 
time of R¡ma, with whom he had a verbal battle. Kar¸a went to Para¿ur¡ma  as a 
br¡hma¸a , and learned archery from him. 

One day, Para¿ur¡ma was sleeping with his head on Kar¸a's lap. A big insect 
came along and bit Kar¸a. Although the wound was bleeding profusely, Kar¸a would 
not disturb his guru's rest. Feeling the wetness of the blood, Para¿ur¡ma  woke up. 
Seeing the blood, he knew that Kar¸a could not be a br¡hma¸a . Had he been, he would 
have made a great hue and cry over the sight of his own blood. Because Kar¸a was able 
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to stand the pain and the sight of the blood, Para¿ur¡ma  was prompted to ask, ‘Who are 
you? Tell me the truth.’ 

Para¿ur¡ma had vowed to teach no one other than a br¡hma¸a and now Kar¸a 
was forced to admit that he was not a br¡hma¸a. Having been deceived by Kar¸a  in 
this way, Para¿ur¡ma  cursed him, ‘All that I have taught you will not be available to 
you at the time of need. You will forget all the mantras.’ These mantras were, in fact, 
the guided missiles Kar¸a  needed in battle.  

Kar¸a  later obtained another missile, by the name ¿akti, for a one time use, from 
Lord Indra in return for the kavaca and the ku¸·alas when Lord Indra came in the 
disguise of a br¡hma¸a and asked for them. True to his reputation, he would not deny 
anything that any one asked as d¡na and he had gifted them away. But he had obtained 
this astra called ¿akti from Lord Indra. And he had reserved it for using it on Arjuna . 
And, even Arjuna would have been powerless against this astra. K¤À¸a knew this and 
all the time carefully avoided the dual between Arjuna and Kar¸a as long as Kar¸a had 
it with him. He arranged for a situation where Kar¸a had to use it against Gha¶otka ca , 
Bh¢ma's son. Thus by careful planning K¤À¸a saved Arjuna from the ¿akti.  

Kar¸a  still had the serpent missile, n¡ga -astra, which, he had also reserved to use 
against Arjuna .And use it, he did! When finally Kar¸a faced Arjuna  in the dual, he 
used it. It was coming right for Arjuna's head. Because Arjuna had no answer for 
Kar¸a's n¡ga-astra, it looked as though he would surely die. For a n¡ga-astra , a 
garu·a-astra, an eagle missile, is required. Only an eagle can take care of a serpent. 
What did K¤À¸a do? He pressed the chariot so that it went down the few inches needed 
for the arrow to hit Arjuna's crown and not his head. 

To lose his crown was a great shame for Arjuna because he was no mean fighter, 
but at least his head was saved by K¤À¸a's intervention. K¤À¸a did not fight; he only 
pressed the chariot down. Stories such as these show the play of daiva, the unknown 
factor in any situation. During the war Arjuna kept this factor in front of him, in the 
form of K¤À¸a, his driver, and thereby saved himself. 

Everyone's life is a battle. With the awareness that K¤À¸a , in other words, the 
Lord, is always with you, everything becomes easier. Arjuna  did this and it saved him 
all the way. There were many occasions like this one, either before, during or after the 
war, when K¤À¸a's presence as the unknown factor made significant difference in the 
lives of the P¡¸·avas. 

The blind Dh¤tar¡À¶ra knew that war had been declared. Saµjaya had just 
returned from the warfront carrying the news that Bh¢Àma had fallen on the tenth day of 
the war. Dh¤tar¡À¶ra was shocked at the news and after lamenting the fall of Bh¢Àma , 
requested Saµjaya  to tell him everything in detail that had happened after the war had 
been started. This request forms the first verse of the Bhagavadg¢t¡, the dialogue 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 100 

between Lord K¤À¸a  and Arjuna . This dialogue called the Bhagavadg¢t¡ occurred at 
the beginning before the war actually started. And this dialogue was reported verbatim 
by Saµjaya. Dh¤tar¡À¶ra  was not only visually blind, but he was blind in his thinking 
also, as can be seen in the first verse itself. 

DHÎTARËâÙRA'S QUESTION  

Saµjaya  was sitting in the palace in Hastin¡pura in front of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra  who 
asked the question, ‘What happened between the P¡¸·avas and my people at 
KurukÀetra?’ As the narrator of the G¢t¡, Saµjaya  had been given the power, by Vy¡sa , 
to see and hear what was taking place elsewhere. 1 Although Dh¤tar¡À¶ra was the oldest, 
most revered person in the family, he was nursing a jealousy towards the P¡¸·avas 
because they were the sons of his younger brother, P¡¸·u, who ruled the kingdom 
instead of himself due to his blindness. Such complexes do not easily disappear. 

It is important to note that the word dharma  is the first word of the G¢t¡. If you 
protect dharma , dharma  will protect you (dharmo rakÀati rakÀitaÅ). But this is not 
the case with things like money. The money you protect may protect you in a time of 
need, but it can also attract bandits and muggers. But when dharma is protected, it does 
protect you.  

To protect dharma  is to live dharma , and for a kÀatriya to live dharma, he must 
do what is to be done. To do what is to be done leads to mokÀa. That is why dharma is 
placed first among the four puruÀ¡rthas, human ends or pursuits, dharma , artha , 
k¡ma, and mokÀa . In fact, the order is more accurately reflected as — artha , k¡ma , 
dharma , and mokÀa , in keeping with a person's natural tendency to go for security and 
pleasure, artha  and k¡ma  first. But dharma is placed first because of its importance.  

                                                                 
1 Just before the war, Vy¡sa had gone to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra to talk to him. He had tried to convince 
him to bear upon Duryodhana to make peace with the P¡¸·avas and avoid the war. But 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra was not convinced. He then off ered Dh¤tar¡À¶ra a divine eyesight, so that he 
could witness the happenings at the warfront sitting in his palace. Dh¤tar¡À¶ra refused , 
saying that it was very painful for him to witness the destruction of his own people. He 
requested Vy¡sa to bestow that power on Saµjaya. Vy¡sa then gave a boon to Saµjaya that, 
he would witness everything that happened in every nook and corner of the battlefield , 
whereever he was. He said that nothing would be parokÀa to him, i.e., he would know 
everything as if he was a direct witness. He would know everything including what was 
spoken and thought of by those in the battlefield . Using this Saµjaya faithfully reported 
everything to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra. 
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THE LAW OF DHARMA 

Because the G¢t¡ begins with the word dharma in the compound ‘dharma -
kÀetre,’ the importance of dharma is evident. KÀetra means a place. A place of 
pilgrimage is called a kÀetra. It can be a country or your physical body. The whole 
Bh¡rata, India, was a place where the Vedas once ruled the hearts of the people and, 
therefore, it is a dharma-pradh¡na -kÀetra, meaning that the predominant ruling factor 
of all human activity is the law of dharma — veda-ukta-dharma. Dharma is important 
and everything else, power, wealth, etc., should be in conformity with it. Power without 
dharma  is not power at all and is not considered proper. Money without dharma  is not 
true wealth. Any form of pleasure should be gathered legitimately. 

According to dharma, a ruler is to be respected, which is why you do not seek a 
king's audience with empty hands. Similarly, when you go to a temple or to a teacher, 
you always carry something. No one should approach these three, devat¡, guru , and 
r¡j¡, empty-handed. This is why the citizens of India always greet a new king with 
flowers or some other offering in their hands. They even did this for Alexander, the 
Great. Until he actually won the war, they fought against him. Once he won, they all 
lined up and offered flowers to him. 

Because the entire country was rule d by the Vedas, it was referred to as dharma -
kÀetra. Because dharma prevailed, the Indian people always respected the king. This 
was known very well by the British and that was why they retained the local kings. 
These kings ruled the people, who worshipped them and the British ruled the kings, 
extracting annual tributes from them. Although there were rumblings, they allowed the 
small kingdoms to exist. The Moslems also were able to rule the majority of people only 
because of this particular dharma . 

Every New World country, previously colonised and subsequently independent, 
has  a history of bloody coups. India, on the other hand, has never had such coups 
because, even today, dharma  is in the very blood of the people. This is vaidika -
dharma . You cannot change it completely; it is still there. India is a peace-loving 
country. Because there is a Vedic genius there, the whole country is a dharma-kÀetra . It 
is a place where even in the courtyards of people's homes, one can hear talk of the 
timeless, the all-knowing, and the limitless. 

What a culture it is! Classes on the UpaniÀads are conducted under a tree for large 
groups of people. A mountain may be in view and the river Ga´g¡  may be flowing by. 
Here, the teacher, a hermit, says, ‘All that is there is one. All the dividing factors are but 
a myth.’ This is India, Bh¡ratabh£mi. This particular bh£mi, earth, or land, has 
something amazing about it. It has survived thousands of years of deliberate exploitation 
and destruction only because of the intrinsic worth of the  Vedic wisdom. Therefore, it is 
called dharma-kÀetra.  
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Looking at the words in the first verse, then, Kuru-kÀetra is the name of the place 
from where the Kuru clan ruled, a place named after the head of this clan, whereas 
dharma -kÀetra  refers to the entire country. Those who wanted to fight, who had 
gathered to fight, are called yuyutsus, meaning ones who have a desire to fight. 

DHÎTARËâÙRA'S WEAKNESS 

The words m¡mak¡Å and p¡¸·av¡Å  in this verse, are significant. P¡¸·u's sons 
were not unknown to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra  and yet he did not include them among his own 
people here. Dh¤tar¡À¶ra  was the oldest in the family and should have looked upon 
P¡¸·u's children as his own. And yet he used the words, p¡¸·av¡Å and m¡mak¡Å , 
thus creating a division, when he asked, ‘What happened between my people and the 
P¡¸·avas?’ revealing where his heart lay. 

This information was important to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra because his son's victory would be 
his own. Therefore, he wanted to know — did Duryodhana win? Impelled by dharma , 
out of fear of destroying his own people, did Dharmaputra  decide to go back to the 
forest so that my Duryodhana could retain the kingdom? His question reflected his 
wishful thinking. Otherwise, the question would have been irrelevant. He would not have 
asked, ‘kim akurvata? — What did they do?’ Everyone had obviously come to fight. 
They were armed to the molars. They had not assembled there to have fun. Dh¤tar¡À¶ra 
himself knew that. More over he was very eager to know everything that had happened 
in detail.  

Dh¤tar¡À¶ra knew he did not have dharma with him. He also knew very well that 
his sons had no dharma either. He did not stop the war. He did not tell Duryodhana 
that what he was doing was wrong, and withdraw his support. Had he done so, Bh¢Àma 
and Dro¸a  would not have joined Duryodhana because what he was doing would have 
been against his father's mandate. None of this happened, however. All Dh¤tar¡À¶ra had 
to do was to speak one sentence to Duryodhana , but this he did not do. This was 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra . He was very jealous of the P¡¸·avas. This jealousy and his blind love for 
Duryodhana  led him to support all the schemes that Duryodhana hatched against the  
P¡¸·avas. Thus he was indirectly responsible for the war and its outcome.  

THE WAR IN ONE'S MIND  

This verse can also be looked at subjectively. Kuru-kÀetra would then mean 
karma-kÀetra, the physical body. Because the human body is a place where backed by 
free will, karma is done, it is called a karma-kÀetra . The same karma-kÀetra is also 
called dharma -kÀetra because it is born of dharma, meaning pu¸ya . According to the 
law of karma, a human incarnation is due to a mixture of both pu¸ya  and p¡pa , with 
pu¸ya being the predominant factor. Therefore, it is called pu¸ya-pradh¡na-kÀetra. 
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Here, then, in this human physical body called pu¸ya-pradh¡na -dharma-kÀetra  
and kuru-kÀetra, two forces have assembled — dharma, represented by the P¡¸·avas, 
and adharma , represented by Dh¤tar¡À¶ra's sons. Dh¤tar¡À¶ra was blind but, more 
than that, his mind was blind to dharma  and adharma, right and wrong. Therefore, his 
sons, the Kauravas, are considered to be the brood of ignorance, in other words they 
were born of the lack of discrimination between right and wrong, aviveka . 

Blindness is ignorance and aviveka is the lack of discriminative knowledge. The 
G¢t¡ deals with two types of aviveka . One is with reference to dharma  and adharma , 
right and wrong, and the other is with reference to ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡, which is why the 
G¢t¡ is called both yoga -¿¡stra  and brahma-vidy¡ . The blind man here stands for 
ignorance, ajµ¡na . In blindness you do not see and in ignorance also you do not see. 

THE FIGHT BETWEEN DHARMA AND ADHARMA 

Confusion is born out of ignorance. No one, however, can say, ‘I am ignorant of 
what is right and wrong.’ Whatever one expects from others in terms of behaviour, 
attitudes, and so on, is right if the same behaviour and attitudes are expected of oneself 
by others. This means that the values are understood by everyone, but the value of the 
values is not. 

Here, the Kauravas represent the many confusions caused by ignorance, which is 
why they are greater in number than the P¡¸·avas. P¡¸·u  stands for discriminative 
knowledge. In the Mah¡bh¡rata , he was presented as being very white in appearance. 
White always stands for knowledge. The P¡¸·avas, then, were born of this 
discriminative knowledge, with reference to dharma  and adharma. They were only a 
handful and represent our inclinations towards dharma. There are also inclinations 
towards adharma . These are born out of aviveka , lack of discrimination, with reference 
to the value of values, whereas inclinations towards dharma  are born out of one's 
general knowledge of right and wrong.  

Because of the confusion surrounding values, there is a fight between the 
inclinations towards dharma and those towards adharma. Only in a human body, or in 
its equivalent, is this fight possible. No human being can avoid this conflict unless he or 
she understands everything properly. Dh¤tar¡À¶ra's question — ‘What did they do?’— 
reflects a confusion related to values, born of ignorance. 

Any external problem can come from an internal problem. All wars are first fought 
in the mind; are they not? The Second World War was first fought in the mind of Hitler. 
The conflict that began in the mind was actualised on the battlefield. All problems start 
in the mind and later find their expression outside. Without conflict in the mind, there 
would be no external conflict. 
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THE  IMAGERY  OF THE CHARIOT 

Arjuna's chariot, with Arjuna  and K¤À¸a  in it, can be seen in terms of 
self-knowledge unfolded by the UpaniÀads and the G¢t¡. The significance of this 
scenario is explained in the Ka¶hopaniÀad. The physical body is the chariot, ratha  is the 
intellect, buddhi is its driver, s¡rathi. The self, ¡tm¡, is the master seated in the back 
seat. The mind is likened to the reins that control the horses and the horses represent the 
sense organs. The sense objects become the roads, as it were, because the sense organs 
naturally go towards them. These horses are held in check by the s¡rathi, the driver. He 
or she may let go of the reins, but the horses are still kept under control. 

Thus, with your body as your chariot and your intellect as your driver, seated in 
the back seat, you are out in the world. If your viveka, discrimination, is not available to 
you, it is because your driver is confused and what happens to the chariot under such 
circumstances becomes quite understandable.  

BUDDHI AS GURU  

Now we can bring in this imagery into the opening scene of the G¢t¡ . Here the 
charioteer is Lord K¤À¸a, the guru. He keeps the horses under control thereby keeping 
the chariot under control. K¤À¸a being a jµ¡n¢, his mind and senses are under his 
control. He has absolute mastery over them. The student who is a karma-yog¢, too has a 
buddhi that has the mind and senses und er its control. Now, the student's buddhi is not 
different from the guru's buddhi, when such a buddhi is exposed to the pram¡¸a , 
taught by the guru. Therefore, such a buddhi, exposed to the teaching can itself be 
likened to the guru.  

Although we say that the pram¡¸a  is Ved¡nta , it is really a thought, a v¤tti, that 
is the pram¡¸a . Pram¡¸a is that which gives rise to knowledge. For example, the eyes 
are not the final pram¡¸a  for seeing. The v¤tti is the final pram¡¸a  in as much as it is 
the final cause for knowledge. To see a flower, you must have a flower-v¤tti. It is this 
flower-v¤tti that gives rise to the knowledge of the flower seen. This is what is meant by  
pram¡¸a. A v¤tti is born out of a certain situation and becomes the pram¡¸a. We say 
that ears and eyes are the pram¡¸a but, in the final analysis, v¤tti alone is the pram¡¸a. 

The mind, being the place where the v¤tti occurs, is called antaÅ-kara¸a , 
meaning, inner instrument. When you are exposed to a teacher or the teaching, your 
buddhi, the intellect, assumes the very form of the pram¡¸a, the teaching. Therefore, 
the guru's buddhi or the teaching, and your buddhi become one and the same. 

This guru-buddhi tells us, ‘You are that — tat tvam asi.’ Here, the guru -buddhi 
is turned towards Arjuna , who repr esents the confused antaÅ-kara¸a, the ego, or one's 
notion of ‘I.’ Arjuna was definitely confused. He had great sorrow and he was being 
told, ‘tat tvam asi.’ That is why he asked so many questions in the seventeen chapters 
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that followed. Exposed to the teaching, one's own buddhi assumes the very meaning of 
the teaching and thereby becomes the guru to oneself. 

If your buddhi does not know this fact, tat tvam asi, it cannot tell you. It cannot 
tell you anything more than what it knows. This is why continually  asking, ‘Who am I?’ 
does not work. Nothing can happen because you do not know what you do not know. 
Someone has to teach you. You cannot simply ask, ‘Who am I?’ and expect to get an 
answer, because, the ‘I’ that is always present is the one asking the question. How will 
the answer to such a question come? You cannot hope to stumble upon the fact. The fact 
is you; therefore, you are not going to stumble upon an answer that is anything more than 
what you already know. 

The only way an answer can be obtained is by this buddhi, meaning the ¿¡stra 
pointing towards the confused j¢va and saying, ‘You are the whole,  paraÆ brahma,’ as 
we shall see. Thus, the whole G¢t¡ can be presented through the K¤À¸a-Arjuna chariot 
scene.  

To go back to the palace,  

∫…â…™… =¥……S…* 
o˘´ı… i…÷ {……hb˜¥……x…“E∆Ú ¥™…⁄f∆¯ n÷˘™……Êv…x…∫i…n˘…* 
+…S……™…«®…÷{…∫…ÉÛ®™… Æ˙…V…… ¥…S…x…®…•…¥…“i…¬** 2 ** 
saµjaya uv¡ca 
d¤À¶v¡ tu p¡¸·av¡n¢kaÆ vy£·haÆ duryodhanastad¡  
¡c¡ryamupasa´gamya r¡j¡ vacanamabrav¢t   Verse 2 

∫…â…™…& saµjayaÅ  — Saµjaya ; =¥……S… uv¡ca  — said; 
i…n˘… i…÷ tad¡ tu — but then; {……hb˜¥…-+x…“EÚ®…¬Ú p¡¸·ava-an¢kam — army of the P¡¸·avas; 
¥™…⁄f®…¬ vy£·ham — in battle formation; o˘´ı… d¤À¶v¡ — seeing; Æ˙…V…… n÷˘™……Êv…x…& r¡j¡ 
duryodhanaÅ — the King Duryodhana; +…S……™…«®…¬ ¡c¡ryam  — the teacher (Dro¸a); 
={…∫…ÉÛ®™… upasa´gamya  — approaching; ¥…S…x…®…¬ vacanam — these words; +•…¥…“i…¬ 
abrav¢t — spoke 

Saµjaya  said: 
Then, seeing the army of the P¡¸·avas in battle formation, King 
Duryodhana approaching his teacher, Dro¸a , spoke these words. 

Saµjaya1 referred to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra's son, Duryodhana , as king, r¡j¡, when 
responding to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra's question. R¡j¡  means the one who shines in his own glory 
— in other words, a king. Saµjaya was now in the employ of these Kauravas and, 

                                                                 
1 Saµjaya was a minister and a constant companion of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra 
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therefore, he had to refer to Duryodhana  as the king, because even though Dh¤tar¡À¶ra 
was on the throne of Hastin¡pura, it was Duryodhana who held all the power. He told 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra  that his son, the king, had inspected both the armies. Duryodhana might 
have done this to see who had actually come to fight because there was still a lot of 
mystery surrounding who was going to join whom. He had collected a lot of support, but 
there may have been people whom he had omitted and who may have joined the 
P¡¸·avas. In addition, he may have wanted to know if those who had refused to join 
him were neutral or whether they were going to support the other side. All this he would 
have seen as he inspected both the armies. 

After surveying the army of the P¡¸·avas, Duryodhana  approached Dro¸a, the 
teacher, and spoke to him. According to the style used in the Mah¡bh¡rata , the next 
verse should begin with — ‘Duryodhana uv¡ca , Duryodhana said.’ However here, in 
the G¢t¡  we do not see this being done. Since the G¢t¡ is a dialogue between K¤À¸a as 
Bhag¡van and Arjuna, we do find ‘¿r¢bhagav¡n uv¡ca’ and ‘Arjuna uv¡ca ’ 
throughout the text. Also, the first words of the G¢t¡  are ‘dh¤tar¡À¶ra uv¡ca ,’ which 
serve as an introduction to the context and as an implied prayer, as we have seen. 
Throughout the text, ‘saµjaya uv¡ca’is mentioned a few times to indicate the presence 
of a narrator. 

Although the words, ‘Duryodhana uv¡ca ,’ are not mentioned here, they are to be 
understood. The next verse, then, is within quotes, as it were, since Duryodhana , 
approaching Dro¸a in the battlefield, spoke these words to him. 

{…∂™…Ëi……∆ {……hb÷˜{…÷j……h……®……S……™…« ®…Ω˛i…” S…®…⁄®…¬* 
¥™…⁄f¯…∆ p÷˘{…n˘{…÷j…‰h… i…¥…  ∂…π™…‰h… v…“®…i……** 3 ** 
pa¿yait¡Æ p¡¸·uputr¡¸¡m¡c¡rya mahat¢Æ cam£m 
vy£·h¡Æ drupadaputre¸a tava ¿iÀye¸a dh¢mat¡   Verse 3 

+…S……™…« ¡c¡rya — Oh! Teacher; i…¥…  ∂…π™…‰x… tava ¿iÀye¸a — by your disciple; v…“®…i…… 
dh¢mat¡ — by the brilliant; p÷̆{…n-˘{…÷j…‰h… drupada-putre¸a — by the son of Drupada ; 
¥™…⁄f¯…®…¬ vy£·h¡m — formed (and led); {……hb÷˜-{…÷j……h……®…¬ p¡¸·u-putr¡¸¡m — of the sons  of 
P¡¸·u; Bi……®…¬ et¡m — this; ®…Ω˛i…“®…¬ mahat¢m  — great; S…®…⁄®…¬ cam£m —army; {…∂™… pa¿ya 
— please look at 

Oh! Teacher please look at this great army of the sons of P¡¸·u, formed 
and led by your brilliant disciple, the son of Drupada.  

Why does Duryodhana go to Dro¸a  first? Dro¸a  is not his commander -in-chief. 
Duryodhana  had chosen Bh¢Àma  for this post. Given that the war is about to begin, he 
should only be talking to Bh¢Àma . However, he approached Dro¸a  first because he was 
certain that Bh¢Àma was on his side, whereas he was unsure of Dro¸a . Dro¸a  had come 
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to the battlefield to join Duryodhana , but many of his dearest disciples were in the 
opposite camp. Therefore, he gave Dro¸a  extra status by going to him first. 

Also, Dro¸a  had been Duryodhana's teacher of archery, his ¡c¡rya. He therefore, 
went to him first as a sign of respect. He asked Dro¸a to look upon the great army of the 
P¡¸·avas arranged in formation in front of them — so many elephants, horses, men, 
and chariots all surging forward to the line of battle. This great army of the P¡¸·avas 
was led by Dh¤À¶adyumna, Drupada's son. He was also one of Dro¸a's disciples, but 
Dro¸a had life long enmity with Drupada , the king of P¡µc¡la . Duryodhana  did not 
miss the opportunity to point out to Dro¸a that his own disciple, the brilliant son of 
Drupada, had formed and was leading the opposing army. In other words, Duryodhana 
was as much as saying, ‘Everything drupada -putra knows, he learned from you, 
Dro¸a, and now  he is going to use it against you.’1 

Duryodhana introduced to the ¡c¡rya  all the important people in the opposite 
camp and also presented to him the great men-at-arms in his own army. This he did 
because he considered Dro¸a to be very important to his winning the war and retaining 
the kingdom. 

Describing the army of the P¡¸·avas, Duryodhana continued.  

+j… ∂…⁄Æ˙… ®…Ω‰˛π¥……∫…… ¶…“®……V…÷«x…∫…®…… ™…÷ v…* 
™…÷™…÷v……x……‰  ¥…Æ˙…]ıù… p÷˘{…n˘ù… ®…Ω˛…Æ˙l…&** 4 ** 
atra ¿£r¡ maheÀv¡s¡ bh¢m¡rjunasam¡ yudhi 
yuyudh¡no vir¡¶a¿ca drupada¿ca mah¡rathaÅ   Verse 4 

v…fiüıE‰Úi…÷ù…‰ EÚi……x…& EÚ… ∂…Æ˙…V…ù… ¥…“™…«¥……x…¬* 
{…÷Ø˚ V…i…¬ E÷ÚŒxi…¶……‰V…ù… ∂…Ë§™…ù… x…Æ˙{…÷ÉÛ¥…&** 5 ** 
dh¤À¶aketu¿cekit¡naÅ k¡¿ir¡ja¿ca v¢ryav¡n 
purujit kuntibhoja¿ca ¿aibya¿ca narapu´gavaÅ   Verse 5 

™…÷v……®…x™…÷ù…  ¥…GÚ…xi… =k…®……ËV……ù… ¥…“™…«¥……x…¬* 
                                                                 
1 Dro¸a and Dru pada went to the same gurukula and were very close friends. At that time 
Drupada impulsively promised Dro¸a that he would give half of his kingdom to him when 
he became the king. Dro¸a, at a later day went to claim that promise. But Drupada refused. 
Dro¸a vowed to avenge this humiliation. When he became the ¡c¡rya of the princes of 
Hastin¡pura, he had his chance. Arjuna defeated Drupada and brought him as prisoner to 
Dro¸a and Dro¸a had his revenge and took away half of Drupada's kingdom and released 
him. Now it was Drupada's turn to seek revenge! He did a y¡ga praying for a daughter and 
son to avenge his humiliation at the hands of Dro¸a. Dh¤À¶adyumna was the son who came 
out of that y¡ga and he was destined to kill Dro¸a. Yet Dro¸a took him as disciple and 
taught him everything. He was the commander-in-chief of the P¡¸·ava-army. 
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∫……Ë¶…p˘…‰ p˘…Ë{…n‰˘™……ù… ∫…¥…« B¥… ®…Ω˛…Æ˙l……&** 6 ** 
yudh¡manyu¿ca vikr¡nta uttamauj¡¿ca v¢ryav¡n 
saubhadro draupadey¡¿ca sarva eva mah¡rath¡Å   Verse 6 

+j… atra — here ( in the army of P¡¸·avas); ™…÷ v… yudhi — in battle; ¶…“®……V…÷«x…∫…®……& 
bh¢ma-arjuna-sam¡Å — equal to Bh¢ma  and Arjuna; ∂…⁄Æ˙…& ¿£r¡Å — unrivalled 
experts; ®…Ω‰̨π¥……∫……& maheÀv¡s¡Å  — men of great bows; (∫…Œxi… santi — there are;) ™…÷™…÷v……x…& 
yuyudh¡naÅ — Yuyudh¡na (S¡tyaki); S… ca — and;  ¥…Æ˙…]ı& vir¡¶aÅ  — the king of 
Vir¡¶a; S… ca — and; p÷˘{…n˘& drupadaÅ  — King Drupada (father of Draupad¢); ®…Ω˛…Æ˙l…& 
mah¡rathaÅ — the man of great valour; v…fiüıE‰Úi…÷& dh¤À¶aketuÅ — Dh¤À¶aketu; S…‰ EÚi……x…& 
cekit¡naÅ  — Cekit¡na; S… ca — and; ¥…“™…«¥……x…¬ v¢ryav¡n — the valiant; EÚ… ∂…Æ˙…V…& 
k¡¿ir¡jaÅ — the king of K¡¿¢; {…÷Ø˚ V…i…¬ purujit — Purujit; E÷ÚŒxi…¶……‰V…& kuntibhojaÅ — 
Kuntibhoja; ∂…Ë§™…& ¿aibyaÅ — áaibya; S… ca  — and; x…Æ˙{…÷ÉÛ¥…& narapu´gavaÅ  — the one 
who is the most exalted among men; S… ca—and;  ¥…GÚ…xi…& vikr¡ntaÅ  — the one who is 
very powerful; ™…÷v……®…x™…÷& yudh¡manyuÅ — Yudh¡manyu ; S… ca  — and; ¥…“™…«¥……x…¬ 
v¢ryav¡ n — one who is of great strength; =k…®……ËV……& uttamauj¡Å  — Uttamaujas; S… ca  
— and; ∫……Ë¶…p˘& saubhadraÅ — son of Subhadr¡  (Abhimanyu ); p˘…Ë{…n‰̆™……& 
draupadeyaÅ— the sons of Draupad¢ ; S… ca — and; ∫…¥…Ê sarve — all (these); B¥… eva  — 
indeed; ®…Ω˛…Æ˙l……& mah¡rath¡Å — men of great valour 

Here are unrivalled experts, equal to Bh¢ma  and Arjuna in battle, men of 
great bows — S¡tyaki,1 the king of Vir¡¶a,2 and King Drupada , a man 
of great valour; Dh¤À¶aketu,3 Cekit¡na ,4 the valiant king of K¡¿¢, 
Purujit,5 Kuntibhoja 6 and áaibya,7 the most exalted among men; the 

                                                                 
1 S¡tyaki was the son of áini, a y¡dava chieftain. He was a disciple of  Arjuna and was 
totally devoted to K¤À¸a. He was counted as an atiratha. 
2 King Vir¡¶a of Matsya-de¿a (also known as Vir¡¶a-de¿a) was the father of Uttar¡ who was 
given in marriage to Abhimanyu . It was in his country that the P¡¸·avas spent their 
ajµ¡tav¡sa. 
3 Dh¤À¶aketu was the son of ái¿up¡la, the king of Cedi. 
4 Cekit¡na was a Y¡dava chieftain belonging to the v¤À¸i clan and was the commander of 
one of the seven akÀauhi¸¢s of the P¡¸·ava-army. 
5 One of the brothers of Kunt¢. 
6 Another brother of Kunt¢. 
7 Father of Devik¡, another wife of YudhiÀ¶hira. 
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powerful Yudh¡manyu, Uttamaujas,1 a man of great strength, 
(Abhimanyu),2 the son of Subhadr¡ and the sons of Draupad¢ — all 
men of great valour. 

Duryodhana told Dro¸a that there were unrivalled experts in fighting and 
logistics in the army of the P¡¸·avas. In the war that was about to take place, it was not 
enough to be able to send arrows. Logistics were also required. Therefore, all of them 
were top-notch fighters in battle, equal to Bh¢ma and Arjuna in their knowledge of 
warfare. Duryodhana mentioned their names to Dro¸a because he knew he had a soft 
corner in his heart for these people.  

MaheÀv¡sa  was a name given to people who wielded bows of great fame. 
Arjuna's bow, for example, was known as G¡¸·¢va. There are many stories about these 
bows. Each person had a special conch, ¿a´kha, also, as a part of his equipment. Before 
a man started fighting, he would work himself up by blowing his own trumpet, which 
may be where the expression, ‘blowing your own horn,’ originated. This was done as a 
warming-up exercise. These conches also had names, as we shall see later. 

Thus, these were all people of famous bows. It was not that the bows had made a 
big name for themselves, but that the men who wielded them were considered to be 
great. They were experts in warfare, equal to Bh¢ma  and Arjuna. The king of Vir¡¶a 
was there, along with Drupada, the father of Draupad¢ , and a man of great valour 
(mah¡ratha ). A mah¡ratha  was one who was able to continue fighting, while 
protecting himself, his driver, and his horses. Because he needed his horses to pull his 
chariot, he could not allow them to get hurt. He also had to be able to protect his driver 
because, if he allowed him to be hit, no one would want to drive for him. A great 
charioteer, then, was one who was able to neutralise all of the arrows that came to his 
horses, his driver, or to himself. Such men were called mah¡rathas. They were not 
ordinary soldiers. Everyone named here by Duryodhana  was a mah¡ratha  without 
question. 

Next, Duryodhana  pointed out six more unrivalled archers who would be fighting 
against them. Dh¤À¶aketu  was the name of an important warrior who was well known at 
that time. Cekit¡na also enjoyed a great reputation. Although not specifically mentioned 
by name, the king of K¡¿¢3 was presented by Duryodhana as a man of great valour. 

                                                                 
1 Yudh¡manyu and Uttamaujas were brothers and princes under the king of P¡µc¡la. They 
fought valiantly for all the eighteen days of the war, but were killed while sleeping, by 
A¿vatth¡m¡ in the end. 
2 Abhimanyu was the son of Arjuna and Subhadr¡, sister of K¤À¸a, a great warrior, who 
was mercilessly killed by the gan ging up of all the Mah¡rathas of the Kaurava-army.  
3 His name was Abhibh£ . 
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Purujit and Kuntibhoja were also acknowledged by Duryodhana  and áaibya  was 
described by him as the most exalted of men. 

Yudh¡manyu  is described as a powerful chieftain and Uttamaujas is also known 
to be very mighty. Everyone mentioned thus far in Duryodhana's introduction is a great 
chieftain. Also mentioned was Arjuna's son, Saubhadra, Abhimanyu , born of 
Subhadr¡ , one of Arjuna's wives. The five sons of Draupad¢  born to each of the five 
P¡¸·avas were also there.  

All these people were great warriors, mah¡rathas, as was said earlier. The various 
levels of expertise have been defined elsewhere and are given below. 

BEÚ…‰ n˘∂…∫…Ω˛ª…… h… ™……‰v…™…‰t∫i…÷ v…Œx¥…x……®…¬* 
∂…¤…∂……¤…|…¥…“h…ù… ®…Ω˛…Æ˙l… < i… ∫®…fii…&** 
eko da¿asahasr¡¸i yodhayedyastu dhanvin¡m 
¿astra¿¡straprav¢¸a¿ca mah¡ratha iti sm¤taÅ 

He who can, by himself, fight with ten thousand bowmen and who is an 
expert in using weapons and in the science of war is said to be 
mah¡ratha . 

+ ®…i……x…¬ ™……‰v…™…‰t∫i…÷ ∫…®|……‰HÚ…‰‰% i…Æ˙l…∫i…÷ ∫…&* 
Æ˙l…∫i¥…‰E‰Úx… ™……‰ ™……‰r˘… i…z™…⁄x……‰%v…«Æ˙l…& ∫®…fii…&** 
amit¡n yodhayedyastu samprokto'tirathastu saÅ  
rathastvekena yo yoddh¡ tanny£no'rdharathaÅ sm¤taÅ 

He who can fight with a thousand to ten thousand bowmen 
simultaneously is called an atiratha. He who can fight with one thousand 
bowman is called a ratha  and the one who is a little less than that in 
capacity is called an ardharatha . 

THE PURPOSE OF INTRODUCING THE WARRIORS  

Before continuing with these descriptive verses, it is important to understand their 
purpose. They provide the context necessary for us to come to know Arjuna's condition. 
The story that is unfolding is not an illustrative story. Illustrative stories are useful tools 
for communication, no doubt, but here the story is to tell us how the teaching came 
about. 

This information is also given in the UpaniÀads, where we are told that a given 
person went to another person, in order to be taught, and that person had gone to yet 
another person, and so on. Thus, a story is told. For example, in the sixth chapter of 
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Ch¡ndogyopaniÀad, there is a story about a great teacher, Udd¡laka , and his son called 
ávetaketu . When this boy was twelve years of age, Udd¡laka decided to send him to a 
gurukula because he did not think his son could learn any more at home. ávetaketu 
spent twelve years in the gurukula and came home when he was twenty-four. All this is 
mentioned in the Upan iÀad. 

The young man returned home very proud and seeing this, his father asked; ‘Did 
you ask your teacher for that knowledge, gaining which everything is as well known?’ 
The son replied, ‘I don't think my teacher had such a knowledge. Otherwise, he would 
have taught it to me.’ ávetaketu later asked his father if there was such a knowledge. His 
father proved to him that there was. 

By the knowledge of the cause, k¡ra¸a , everything else is as well known. If you 
know the clay, you know the pot. The word ‘pot’ is only with reference to a name and 
form, n¡ma and r£pa, for the substance clay. There is no substance in the pot, other than 
clay, for you to know. Similarly, once you know the cause of this entire creation, if there 
is such a cause, then everything is as well known. It is not that everything is known, but 
that everything is as well known. Just as you know the substance, clay, in terms of 
reality, you also know what satya  is, what mithy¡ is. You know the real and the unreal. 
This is all there is to know. 

Udd¡laka  established the possibility of such a knowledge and, in time, ávetaketu 
wanted to know. That is how we get mah¡v¡kya -upade¿a, the teaching of ‘that thou art 
— tat tvam asi.’ This kind of story, then, reveals the context and tells us about the urge 
to know, how it has to be known, and so on. In other words, the whole teaching 
methodology, samprad¡ya  is brought out through these stories. 

It is important, therefore, to know how Arjuna, a great warrior and a man of 
culture and compassion, became a seeker, a jijµ¡su, the one who wanted to have this 
knowledge. In the process, we understand how a person discovers a quest in himself or 
herself to know the meaning of all the struggles in life. Although K¤À¸a sometimes 
spoke to Arjuna strictly within the context of the Mah¡bh¡rata , the context can be 
changed to apply to anyone. For example, when K¤À¸a told Arjuna to fight, he was 
speaking only to Arjuna and to no one else.Still, there is something in these that is 
relevant to everyone; and that is — what is to be done in a given situation must be done.  

This context is naturally still a part of the Mah¡bh¡rata  and the actual G¢t¡  is yet 
to begin, which it does in the second chapter. Only with the words,‘¿r¢ bhagav¡n uv¡ca ’ 
does it become Bhagavadg¢t¡ . The first chapter is only the context, leading to the G¢t¡ . 
Although the previous chapters of the Mah¡bh¡rata  have no direct connection to the 
Bhagavadg¢t¡, there is a link with reference to Arjuna's lot. Therefore, even though 
these first few verses of the G¢t¡ have no real relevance to what we want to know, they 
do give us the context and for this reason, we look into them. 
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Having talked to Dro¸a about the important people in the army of P¡¸·avas, he 
then changed the topic to those in his own army. 

+∫®……E∆Ú i…÷  ¥… ∂…üı… ™…‰ i…… z…§……‰v…  u˘V……‰k…®…* 
x……™…EÚ… ®…®… ∫…Ëx™…∫™… ∫…∆Y……l…» i……x•…¥…“ ®… i…‰** 7 ** 

asm¡kaÆ tu vi¿iÀ¶¡ ye t¡nnibodha dvijottama  
n¡yak¡ mama sainyasya saµjµ¡rthaÆ t¡nbrav¢mi te  Verse 7 

 

 u˘V…-=k…®… dvija -uttama  — Oh! Learned among the twice-born (br¡hma¸as); +∫®……EÚ®…¬ 
asm¡kam — of us; i…÷ tu — whereas; ™…‰ ye — those who;  ¥… ∂…üı…& vi¿iÀ¶¡Å — are 
important; ®…®… ∫…Ëx™…∫™… mama sainyasya  — of my army; x……™…EÚ…& n¡yak¡Å — leaders; i……x…¬ 
t¡n — them;  x…§……‰v… nibodha  — please take note; i…‰ te — to you; ∫…∆Y……l…«®…¬ saÆjµ¡rtham 
— in order to introduce; i……x…¬ t¡n — them; •…¥…“ ®… brav¢mi — I mention 

Whereas, Oh! Learned among the twice-born (br¡hma¸as), please take 
note of those who are important amongst ourselves, the leaders of my 
army. I mention them in order to introduce them to you.  

The people who had joined Duryodhana  were also not just ordinary soldiers. 
They, too, were leaders, mah¡rathas. Wanting to point this out to Dro¸a, Duryodhana 
again said, ‘In order to introduce them to you, I will mention them by name.’ 

In this verse, he addressed Dro¸a  as dvija-uttama, the best among the twice-born, 
dvija . A br¡hma¸a, a kÀatriya and a vai¿ya are considered to be born again when they 
are initiated into the g¡yatr¢-mantra. Dro¸a was described by Duryodhana as uttama , 
the best, because he was a learned teacher of archery. 

Describing his own army, Duryodhana said: 

¶…¥……x…¬ ¶…“π®…ù… EÚh…«ù… EfiÚ{…ù… ∫… ®… i…â…™…&* 
+∑…il……®……  ¥…EÚh…«ù… ∫……Ë®…n˘ k…V…«™…p˘l…&** 8 ** 
bhav¡n bh¢Àma¿ca kar¸a¿ca k¤pa¿ca samitiµjayaÅ  
a¿vatth¡m¡ vikar¸a¿ca saumadattirjayadrathaÅ   Verse 8 

+x™…‰ S… §…Ω˛¥…& ∂…⁄Æ˙… ®…n˘l…Ê i™…HÚV…“ ¥…i……&* 
x……x……∂…¤…|…Ω˛Æ˙h……& ∫…¥…Ê ™…÷r˘ ¥…∂……Æ˙n˘…&** 9 ** 
anye ca bahavaÅ ¿£r¡ madarthe tyaktaj¢vit¡Å 
n¡n¡¿astraprahara¸¡Å sarve yuddhavi¿¡rad¡Å   Verse 9 
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¶…¥……x…¬ bhav¡n — Your Honour; ¶…“π®…& bh¢ÀmaÅ — Bh¢Àma; S… ca — and; EÚh…«& kar¸aÅ 
— Kar¸a; S… ca  — and; EfiÚ{…& k¤paÅ  — K¤pa; S… ca — and; ∫… ®… i…â…™…& samitiµjayaÅ  — 
one who is always victorious; +∑…il……®…… a¿vatth¡m¡ — A¿vatth¡m¡ ;  ¥…EÚh…«& vikar¸aÅ 
— Vikar¸a; S… ca — and; ∫……Ë®…n˘ k…& saumadattiÅ — Saumadatti, son of Somadatta 
(Bh£ri¿rav¡); V…™…p˘l…& jayadrathaÅ — Jayadratha ; +x™…‰ S… anye ca — and other; §…Ω˛¥…& 
bahavaÅ — many; ∂…⁄Æ˙…& ¿£r¡Å — warriors; ®…n˘l…Ê madarthe — for my sake; i™…HÚ-
V…“ ¥…i ……& tyakta-j¢vit¡Å — who have given up their lives; x……x……-∂…¤…|…Ω˛Æ˙h……& n¡n¡ -¿astra -
prahara¸¡Å — having many kinds of weapons; ∫…¥…Ê sarve — all; ™…÷r-˘ ¥…∂……Æ˙n˘…& yuddha-
vi¿¡rad¡Å — experts in warfare 

Your Honour, Bh¢Àma , Kar¸a, and K¤pa1, who is always victorious in 
war, A¿vatth¡m¡,2 Vikar¸a,3 Saumadatti4 — son of Somadatta, 
(Bh£ri¿rav¡) and Jayadratha5 and many other warriors, all experts in 
warfare, armed with many kind of weapons, who have given up their 
lives for my sake (are present on our side).  

Instead of calling him by name, Duryodhana addressed Dro¸a  as bhav¡n , 
meaning ‘Your Honour or You, Sir’ Because Dro¸a's dearest disciples were on the other 
side, Duryodhana  was afraid that his heart would not be in the fight. He was, therefore, 
                                                                 
1 He was the brother of Dro¸a's wife K¤p¢. He taught archery to the Kaurava and P¡¸·ava 
princes before Dro¸a became their master. He is counted among the ciraµj¢v¢s, those who 
live forever. 
2 He was the son of Dro¸a and is also one of the ciraµj¢v¢s. He was so fiercely devoted to 
Duryodhana that, finally on the last day when he was sure that there was no more hope for 
Duryodhana, he went at night to the camp of the P¡¸·avas and killed all the men there 
when they were sleeping. 
3 A son of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra, an exception among the Dh¡rtar¡À¶ras, and was noted for his sense 
of justice and righteousness. He was the only one who protested against the humiliation of 
Draupd¢ in the Kaurava-sabh¡.  
4 Bh£ri¿rav¡ — he was the grandson of B¡hlika, older brother of áantanu. 
5 He was the husband of Duryodhana's sister Du¿¿al¡ and the king of Sindhu -de¿a. He was 
a great warrior. He was instrumental in the death of Abhimanyu by stopping the P¡¸·avas 
from going to Abhimanyu's help when he was caught up inside the cakra-vy£ha. He could 
do this because, earlier he had obtained a boon from Lord áiva that he would defeat all the 
P¡¸·avas together except Arjuna, single-handedly for one day. He used this boon to prevent 
the P¡¸·avas from going in to help Abhimanyu. This led Arjuna to make a vow that, if he 
did not kill Jayadratha by sunset of the next day he would kill himself. The next day, 
Duryodhana did all he could to protect Jayadratha so that Arjuna would be forced to put an 
end to his own life. Again K¤À¸a saved the situation by creating an artificial sunset and 
forcing Jayadratha out of his hiding so that Arjuna could kill him and fulfil his vow.  
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always trying to win Dro¸a over. Later in the battle, he began taunting him, saying that 
the reason he was not fighting his best was because his heart was with the P¡¸·avas.  

When Duryodhana  was losing and Bh¢Àma was on his deathbed, Dro¸a  became 
Duryodhana's commander-in-chief. He became so inflamed by Duryodhana's taunts 
that he was determined to take YudhiÀ¶hira, dead or alive. 

In this verse, Duryodhana  acknowledged Dro¸a's importance by using the term 
bhav¡n. Only then did he point out the invincible Bh¢Àma , the oldest in the family and 
the strongest. There was no one to equal Bh¢Àma at that time. When he fought, no one 
could stand against him. He had the boon that death would come to him only when he 
chose it. Even K¤À¸a , who had promised not to fight, became so impressed with 
Bh¢Àma's strength that he actually took up his cakra. Only then, did he remember that 
he had promised not to fight. That K¤À¸a had been moved to pick up his cakra was 
enough for Bh¢Àma  and was what caused him to give up in the end.  

The othe rs described in this verse are Kar¸a , Duryodhana's answer for Arjuna, 
and K¤pa, presented here as one who was always victorious in any conflict and who 
could defeat an army single-handedly. Duryodhana also remembered to mention 
Dro¸a's son, A¿vatth¡m¡ , along with his own brother, Vikar¸a , who was the youngest 
and of the same age as A¿vatth¡m¡ . Jayadratha, a very important person who caused 
the death of Arjuna's son, Abhimanyu, and Saumadatti were also presented to Dro¸a 
by Duryodhana. 

Having mentioned these people by name, Duryodhana then pointed out that there 
were many other warriors who had come to join him on the battlefield.  

Duryodhana's words, ‘Other warriors… who have given up their lives for my 
sake, anye ca bahavaÅ ¿£r¡Å madarthe tyakta -j¢vit¡Å,’ can be taken here as a divine 
omen of what was to come. Had they given up their lives, as he had said, he would have 
had a dead army on his hands! He meant that they were ready to give up their lives, but 
what he said was an example of daiva, certain words that indicate what is to come. Such 
words are not deliberately spoken. The speaker means one thing, but the words 
themselves mean something else. In fact, these warriors had already given up their lives 
for Duryodhana's sake. They were all going to die. This daiva  is very uncanny; it 
comes out! Here, it came out in Duryodhana's speech. His defeat was indicated by his 
own words. 

Who were these people? They were people who had a variety of weapons with 
them. Weapons can be either prahara¸as, those that can be aimed and released like an 
arrow or spear, or ¿astras, weapons that are held in one's hand, like a mace or sword. 
Not only did these people come with all of these weapons, but they were experts in using 
them. They had a thorough knowledge of weaponry and warfare, some having expertise 
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in more than one particular martial art. In the next verse, Duryodhana, assessing the 
overall strength of the two armies, continued his attempt to arouse Dro¸a's enthusiasm : 

+{…™……«î…∆ i…n˘∫®……E∆Ú §…ô∆Ù ¶…“π®…… ¶…Æ˙ I…i…®…¬* 
{…™……«î…∆ Œi¥…n˘®…‰i…‰π……∆ §…ô∆Ù ¶…“®…… ¶…Æ˙ I…i…®…¬** 10 ** 
apary¡ptaÆ tadasm¡kaÆ balaÆ bh¢Àm¡bhirakÀitam 
pary¡ptaÆ tvidameteÀ¡Æ balaÆ bh¢m¡bhirakÀitam  Verse 10 

¶…“π®…-+ ¶…Æ˙ I…i…®…¬ bh¢Àma-abhirakÀitam — well-protected by Bh¢Àma ; +∫®……EÚ®…¬ 
asm¡kam — our; i…i…¬ tat — that; §…ôÙ®…¬ balam — army; +{…™……«î…®…¬ apary¡ptam  — cannot 
be overwhelmed; i…÷ tu — whereas; ¶…“®…-+ ¶…Æ˙ I…i…®…¬ bh¢ma-abhirakÀitam — even 
though protected by Bh¢ma; Bi…‰π……®…¬ eteÀ¡m — of these people in front of us; <n˘®…¬ idam 
— this, §…ôÙ®…¬ balam — army; {…™……«î…®…¬ pary¡ptam — can be overwhelmed 

Our army (being larger), well-protected by Bh¢Àma, cannot be 
overwhelmed, whereas the army of these people in front of us, even 
though protected by Bh¢ma , can be overwhelmed.  

Here, Duryodhana  pointed out to Dro¸a that his army could not be overwhelmed 
by the P¡¸·avas because it was well protected by Bh¢Àma . Also, it consisted of eleven 
akÀauhi¸is, divisions, whereas the P¡¸·avas had only seven akÀauhi¸is. 1 He therefore 
considered his army in no danger, not only because it had more divisions, but because it 
had such great leaders. Even though the mighty Bh¢ma  would protect the P¡¸·avas' 
army, Duryodhana was sure that his army could easily overwhelm them and that he 
would win the war. 

There is another meaning sometimes given for this verse that does not hold. In this 
version, Duryodhana told Dro¸a  that the strength of his army was not adequate, but at 
least it was protected by Bh¢Àma , whereas the P¡¸·avas' army was adequate, but was 
protected only by Bh¢ma . This meaning is not correct. Since Duryodhana had eleven 
divisions, he naturally thought that his army could not be overwhelmed by the seven 
divisions of his opponents. 

 Given the numbers involved, he concluded that there was no way that the 
P¡¸·avas could defeat them. It would be a walkover! The contention surrounding these 
two interpretations centres on the meanings given to the words apary¡ptam and 
pary¡ptam. 

                                                                 
1 An akÀauhi¸i is a division of army consisting of 21870 chariots, 21870 elephants, 65610 
horses and 109350 foot-soldiers. 
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This, then, was Duryodhana's thinking. His words were meant merely to generate 
some enthusiasm in Dro¸a  so that Duryodhana would gain Dro¸a's whole-hearted 
support in this battle. 

In the next verse, Bh¢Àma's importance to the outcome of the war was mentioned 
to Dro¸a by Duryodhana . 
 

+™…x…‰π…÷ S… ∫…¥…Êπ…÷ ™…l……¶……M…®…¥…Œ∫l…i……&* 
¶…“π®…®…‰¥…… ¶…Æ˙I…xi…÷ ¶…¥…xi…& ∫…¥…« B¥…  Ω˛** 11 ** 
ayaneÀu ca sarveÀu yath¡bh¡gamavasthit¡Å 
bh¢Àmamev¡bhirakÀantu bhavantaÅ sarva eva hi   Verse 11 

∫…¥…Êπ…÷ +™…x…‰π…÷ S… sarveÀu ayaneÀu ca — in all divisions (of the army); ™…l……¶……M…®…¬ 
yath¡bh¡gam — in (your) respective positions; +¥…Œ∫l…i……& avasthit¡Å — stationed; 

¶…¥…xi…& ∫…¥…Ê B¥…  Ω˛ bhavantaÅ  sarve eva  hi — all of you indeed; ¶…“π®…®…¬ B¥… bh¢Àmam eva 
— Bh¢Àma alone; + ¶…Æ˙I…xi…÷ abhirakÀantu — may protect 

Stationed in your respective positions, in all the divisions of the army, all 
of you should indeed protect Bh¢Àma  in particular.  

Bh¢Àma was not just a commander -in-chief appointed according to seniority. 
Although he was the oldest person in Duryodhana's ranks, he was the one who really 
counted in this battle. As we know, Bh¢Àma was not an ordinary person. He was 
invincible. No one can kill him. He would die only when he chose to die. And as long as 
he had his bow in his hand, no one can approach him. Therefore, Duryodhana said that 
they must all protect Bh¢Àma. If Bh¢Àma  were to be protected, then the army would be 
protected and victory would be certain. ‘I don't want Bh¢Àma to get hurt in any way,’ he 
said.  

In fact, Duryodhana had organised the entire army into formations that would 
ensure the protection of his commander-in-chief. There was no way for the P¡¸·avas to 
penetrate his ranks and get at Bh¢Àma, he thought. Confirming his plans, he asked 
Dro¸a to make sure that everyone remained in their assigned places so that  Bh¢Àma 
would be well protected. As long as Bh¢Àma was there, they were safe. 

Because Duryodhana had to shout in order to be heard over the din of the 
battlefield, Bh¢Àma might have overheard him telling Dro¸a, ‘Everyone should protect 
Bh¢Àma .’ However, Bh¢Àma knew that he needed no one to protect him, and that, not 
only could he protect himself but everyone else too, including Duryodhana . 
Duryodhana's concern was evidently silly. Therefore wanting to reassure and encourage 
Duryodhana , he let out a huge war cry, as described in the next verse. 
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THE CONCHES ARE BLOWN 

i…∫™… ∫…â…x…™…xΩ˛π…» E÷ÚØ˚¥…fir˘&  {…i……®…Ω˛&* 
À∫…Ω˛x……n∆˘  ¥…x…t…‰c…Ë& ∂…Ç∆Û n˘v®……Ë |…i……{…¥……x…¬** 12 ** 
tasya saµjanayanharÀaÆ kuruv¤ddhaÅ pit¡mahaÅ 
siÆhan¡daÆ vinadyoccaiÅ ¿a´khaÆ dadhmau prat¡pav¡n Verse 12 

|…i……{…¥……x…¬ prat¡pav¡n — one who is known for his valour; E÷ÚØ˚¥…fir˘&  {…i……®…Ω˛& 
kuruv¤ddhaÅ pit¡mahaÅ  — the grandfather of the Kuru family; i…∫™… tasya — his; Ω˛π…«®…¬ 
harÀam — happiness; ∫…â…x…™…x…¬ saµjanayan —intending to produce; =c…Ë& uccaiÅ — 
loudly; À∫…Ω˛x……n˘®…¬ siÆhan¡dam  — a roar like a lion;  ¥…x…t vinadya  — making; ∂…ÇÛ®…¬ 
¿a´kham — conch; n˘v®……Ë dadhmau  — he blew  

Bh¢Àma, the grandfather of the Kuru  family, known for his valour, 
loudly let out a lion's roar and blew his conch in order to make 
Duryodhana happy. 

Just to produce some kind of joy in the hearts of Duryodhana  and the others, 
Bh¢Àma , the old man of the Kuru family, the grandfather, roared loudly like a lion. In 
this verse, Bh¢Àma is described as one who had a number of titles denoting valour, 
meaning that he had had many exploits in his life. Bh¢Àma sounded the beginning of the 
war by blowing his conch. 

Bh¢Àma had accepted Duryodhana's challenge to the P¡¸·avas. Being the 
commander-in-chief of Duryodhana's army, he was the one who had to give the 
command that would alert everyone to be ready. To do this, then, he blew his conch. 

Once Bh¢Àma's conch had sounded, everyone else in Duryodhana's army blew 
his conch, too, as described in the next verse.  

i…i…& ∂…ÇÛ…ù… ¶…‰™…«ù… {…h…¥……x…EÚM……‰®…÷J……&* 
∫…Ω˛∫…Ë¥……¶™…Ω˛x™…xi… ∫… ∂…§n˘∫i…÷®…÷ôÙ…‰%¶…¥…i…¬** 13 ** 
tataÅ ¿a´kh¡¿ca bherya¿ca pa¸av¡nakagomukh¡Å 
sahasaiv¡bhyahanyanta sa ¿abdastumulo'bhavat   Verse 13 

i…i…& tataÅ  — then; ∂…ÇÛ…& ¿a´kh¡Å  — conches; S… ca — and; ¶…‰™…«& bheryaÅ — kettle 
drums; S… ca — and; {…h…¥…-+…x…EÚ-M……‰®…÷J……& pa¸ava -¡n¡ka-gomukh¡Å — tabors, trumpets, 
and cowhorns; ∫…Ω˛∫…… B¥… sahas¡ eva — quite suddenly; +¶™…Ω˛x™…xi… abhyahanyanta  —
were blasted forth; ∫…& saÅ  — that; ∂…§n˘& ¿abdaÅ  — sound; i…÷®…÷ôÙ& +¶…¥…i…¬ tumulaÅ 
abhavat — was earth-shaking  
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Then, suddenly, conches, kettledrums, tabors, trumpets, and cow -horns 
were blasted forth and the sound was earth-shaking indeed.  

All the various instruments of sound are described here. There was no music in 
these sounds, just loud noises coming from a variety of sound-making instruments — 
kettle drums, varieties of other drums, bugles, and so on.  

First, there were the conches. Bh¢Àma had to start off because he was the 
commander-in-chief and also the eldest. Everyone respected him. Thus, he started and 
everyone else followed. Then came the kettle-drums, tabors, trumpets, and cow-horns. 
All varieties of sounds coming from this array of instruments burst forth immediately. 
Even those people who had no instruments might have produced their own sounds  by 
imitating various instruments. The effect was tremendous, earth-shaking, frightening, 
and something unimaginable. 

When Duryodhana's  entire army, with its many divisions, simultaneously began 
blowing their conches and other instruments, the whole sky was rent with this enormous 
noise. Given this situation, what did the P¡¸·avas do? They, too, of course, followed 
suit, a description of which appears in the next six verses.  

i…i…& ∑…‰i…ËΩ«˛™…Ë™…÷«H‰Ú ®…Ω˛ i… ∫™…xn˘x…‰ Œ∫l…i……Ë* 
®……v…¥…& {……hb˜¥…ù…Ë¥…  n˘¥™……Ë ∂…ÇÛ…Ë |…n˘v®…i…÷&** 14 ** 
tataÅ ¿vetairhayairyukte mahati syandane sthitau  
m¡dhavaÅ p¡¸·ava¿caiva divyau ¿a´khau pradadhmatuÅ Verse 14 

i…i…& tataÅ  — then; ∑…‰i…Ë& Ω˛™…Ë& ¿vetaiÅ hayaiÅ — by white horses; ™…÷H‰Ú yukte — yoked 
(drawn); ®…Ω˛ i… ∫™…xn˘x…‰ mahati syandane — in the great chariot; Œ∫l…i……Ë sthitau — seated; 

®……v…¥…& m¡dhavaÅ  — K¤À¸a ; {……hb˜¥…& p¡¸·avaÅ — Arjuna; S… ca and; B¥… eva — also; 
 n˘¥™……Ë divyau  — celestial; ∂…ÇÛ…Ë ¿a´khau  — conches; |…n˘v®…i…÷& pradadhmatuÅ — 
sounded 

Then, K¤À¸a and Arjuna, seated in the great chariot drawn by white 
horses, also sounded their divine conches. 

 Having described the war cry of the Kauravas, Saµjaya, the narrator, then turned 
his attention to Arjuna , referred to here as P¡¸·ava , meaning P¡¸·u's son. The name 
given to K¤À¸a in this verse is M¡dhava, meaning the lord of wealth (LakÀm¢) 
Throughout the G¢t¡, K¤À¸a  was addressed or mentioned by different names — 
H¤À¢ke¿a, Acyuta , Ke¿ava , Jan¡rdana, and so on.  

K¤À¸a  and Arjuna were seated in Arjuna's magnificent chariot that was drawn by 
white horses, white being a colour that could not be missed amidst horses of different 
colours. In response to the war cry of Duryodhana's army, Arjuna and K¤À¸a sounded 
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their conches, described here as divyau, celestial, becaus e they were not gathered in the 
ordinary way.  

Their names are given in the next verse: 

{……à…V…x™…∆ æ˛π…“E‰Ú∂……‰ n‰˘¥…n˘k…∆ v…x…â…™…&* 
{……Ëhb≈∆˜ n˘v®……Ë ®…Ω˛…∂…Ç∆Û ¶…“®…EÚ®……« ¥…fiEÚ…‰n˘Æ˙&** 15 ** 
p¡µcajanyaÆ h¤À¢ke¿o devadattaÆ dhanaµjayaÅ 
pau¸·raÆ dadhmau mah¡¿a´khaÆ bh¢makarm¡ v¤kodaraÅ Verse 15 

æ˛π…“E‰Ú∂…& h¤À¢ke¿aÅ — Lord of all the senses, K¤À¸a; {……à…V…x™…®…¬ p¡µcajanyam — 
P¡µcajanya; v…x…â…™…& dhanaµjayaÅ  — Arjuna ; n‰̆¥…n˘k…®…¬ devadattam — Devadatta ; 
¶…“®…EÚ®……« bh¢makarm¡  — the one of terrible deeds (Bh¢ma); ¥…fiEÚ…‰n˘Æ˙& v¤kodaraÅ — 
V¤kodara  (Bh¢ma), one who has the stomach of a wolf; ®…Ω˛…∂…ÇÛ®…¬ mah¡¿a´kham  — a 
huge conch; {……Ëhb≈˜®…¬ pau¸·ram — Pau¸·ra ; n˘v®……Ë dadhmau — sounded 

K¤À¸a  sounded the P¡µcajanya , Arjuna the Devadatta, and Bh¢ma , the 
man of terrible deeds and one with the stomach of a wolf, sounded his 
huge conch, Pau¸·ra . 

Lord K¤À¸a's conch was called P¡µcajanya. As we have seen, the bows also had 
names. Arjuna's bow was known as G¡¸·¢va . Dhanaµjaya was another name for 
Arjuna and Devadatta  was the name of his conch, meaning that it was a gift from a god. 

Bh¢makarm¡ was another name for Bh¢ma, because he was able to do the most 
frightening jobs, both in war and in peacetime. Bh¢ma never undertook ordinary work. 
For instance, when P¡¸·avas were living incognito for one year, Bh¢ma  was employed 
in the palace as a cook. In fact, he appointed himself because he wanted to be able to eat 
a lot of food. He excelled at cooking in large quantities, the kind of cooking wherein 
whole pumpkins were dropped into huge cauldrons. 

There are two types of cooking mentioned in the Sanskrit literature. One type is 
called bh¢map¡ka , cooking for thousands of people at a time, and the other is called 
nalap¡ka  after King Nala  who was also a great cook, but for small numbers of people. 

We might think that Bh¢ma  must have been very flabby, with a huge stomach and 
all that goes with it. However, that was not the case. He did not resemble a Sumo 
wrestler at all. Here, Bh¢ma was described as one who had the stomach of a wolf, that is, 
so hollowed out that it almost touched the spine. A wolf is always hungry, which may be 
where the expression, ‘keeping the wolf away from the door,’ came from. 

This analogy is a good example of what is meant by the word lakÀa¸a . The word 
wolf is the implied meaning of hunger. Although a wolf is always hungry and eats a lot, 
its stomach remains the same, ever trim. We understand, by the description of his 
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stomach as being like that of a wolf, that Bh¢ma was a huge man with a stomach 
resembling that of a wolf. Therefore, keeping hunger away was always a concern for 
him. 

Bh¢ma  also had very large lungs and, therefore, did not have an ordinary conch. 
Known as Pau¸·ra, his conch is described here as huge.  

The conches of the other three P¡¸·avas, YudhiÀ¶hira , Nakula, and Sahadeva , 
are mentioned in the next verse.  

+x…xi… ¥…V…™…∆ Æ˙…V…… E÷Úxi…“{…÷j……‰ ™…÷ v… ¢ˆÆ˙&* 
x…E÷ÚôÙ& ∫…Ω˛n‰˘¥…ù… ∫…÷P……‰π…®… h…{…÷π{…EÚ…Ë** 16 ** 
anantavijayaÆ r¡j¡ kunt¢putro yudhiÀ¶hiraÅ 
nakulaÅ sahadeva¿ca sughoÀama¸ipuÀpakau   Verse 16 

E÷Úxi…“{…÷j…& kunt¢putraÅ — son of Kunt¢; Æ˙…V…… ™…÷ v… ¢ˆÆ˙& r¡j¡ yudhiÀ¶hiraÅ — King 

YudhiÀ¶hira ; +x…xi… ¥…V…™…®…¬ anantavijayam — the name of YudhiÀ¶hira's conch; x…E÷ÚôÙ& 
∫…Ω˛n‰̆¥…& S… nakulaÅ sahadevaÅ ca  — Nakula and Sahadeva ; — ∫…÷P……‰π…-®… h…{…÷π{…EÚ…Ë 
sughoÀa-ma¸ipuÀpakau — SughoÀa  and Ma¸ipuÀpaka  (the names of Nakula's and 

Sahadeva's conches) 

King YudhiÀ¶hira, the son of Kunt¢, blew Anantavijaya and Nakula  
and Sahadeva  blew SughoÀa  and Ma¸ipuÀpaka. 

Although he was no longer the king, Saµjaya called Dharmaputra as ‘King 
YudhiÀ¶hira ’ here. That is because, in Saµjaya's mind, even though Duryodhana  ruled 
the kingdom, YudhiÀ¶hira was the real king, albeit in exile. Because Saµjaya  never 
agreed to this war and knew Duryodhana was making a mistake, he never missed an 
opportunity to point this out to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra. 

Ananta-vijaya , meaning that which produces countless victories, was the name of 
Dharmaputra's conch. Nakula's conch was called SughoÀa, meaning that which 
produces a pleasant sound. Ma¸ipuÀpaka, that which is decorated with precious gems, 
was the name given to Sahadeva's conch. 

EÚ…∂™…ù… {…Æ˙®…‰π¥……∫…&  ∂…J…hb˜“ S… ®…Ω˛…Æ˙l…&* 
v…fiüıt÷®…Ì…‰  ¥…Æ˙…]ıù… ∫……i™… EÚù……{…Æ˙… V…i…&** 17 ** 
k¡¿ya¿ca parameÀv¡saÅ ¿ikha¸·¢ ca mah¡rathaÅ 
dh¤À¶adyumno vir¡¶a¿ca s¡tyaki¿c¡par¡jitaÅ   Verse 17 

p÷˘{…n˘…‰ p˘…Ë{…n‰˘™……ù… ∫…¥…«∂…& {…fi l…¥…“{…i…‰* 
∫……Ë¶…p˘ù… ®…Ω˛…§……Ω÷˛& ∂…ÇÛ…xn˘v®…÷& {…fil…E¬Ú {…fil…E¬Ú** 18 ** 
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drupado draupadey¡¿ca sarva¿aÅ p¤thiv¢pate 
saubhadra¿ca mah¡b¡huÅ ¿a´kh¡ndadhmuÅ p¤thak p¤thak Verse 18 

{…fi l…¥…“{…i…‰ p¤thiv¢pate — Oh! King; EÚ…∂™…& S… {…Æ˙®…-<π¥……∫…& ka¿yaÅ ca  parama-iÀv¡saÅ — 
the king of K¡¿¢, an expert bowman; ®…Ω˛…Æ˙l…&  ∂…J…hb˜“ mah¡rathaÅ ¿ikha¸·¢ — 
áikha¸·¢, the man of great valour; S… ca  — and; v…fiüıt÷®…Ì& dh¤À¶adyumnaÅ — 
Dh¤À¶adyumna ;  ¥…Æ˙…]ı& vir¡¶aÅ — Vir¡¶a; S… ca  — and; +{…Æ˙… V…i…& apar¡jitaÅ — 
unsurpassed;  ∫……i™… EÚ& s¡tyakiÅ S¡tyaki; S… ca — and; p÷˘{…n˘& drupadaÅ — Drupada ; 
p˘…Ë{…n‰˘™……& S… draupadey¡Å ca — and the sons of Draupad¢; ®…Ω˛…§……Ω÷̨& ∫……Ë¶…p˘& S… 
mah¡b¡huÅ saubhadraÅ ca — and the mighty-armed son of Subhadr¡ (Abhimanyu); 
∫…¥…«∂…& sarva¿aÅ — on all sides; {…fil…E¬Ú {…fil…E¬Ú p¤thak p¤thak — separately; ∂…ÇÛ…x…¬ n˘v®…÷& 
¿a´kh¡n dadhmuÅ — blew their conches  

Oh! King, the king of K¡¿¢, an expert bowman, áikha¸·¢, the man of 
great valour, Dh¤À¶adyumna , and Vir¡¶a, and the unsurpassed S¡tyaki; 
Drupada , the sons of Draupad¢  and the mighty-armed son of Subhadr¡  
(Abhimanyu), all blew their own conches. 

The king of K¡¿¢ was described here as one having a huge bow. áikha¸·¢ was 
also mentioned as being another great warrior in Arjuna's camp. Dh¤À¶adyumna, the 
first commander -in-chief of the P¡¸·ava -army, King Vir¡¶a and S¡tyaki, another king, 
were also mentioned by name.  

In these two verses, Saµjaya  concluded his account of those who had sounded 
their conches in the P¡¸·avas'  camp. Addressing Dh¤tar¡À¶ra as p¤thiv¢pate, ‘Oh! 
King,’ Saµjaya then pointed out Drupada, the father of Draupad¢ , the sons of 
Draupad¢  and Abhimanyu, the son of Subhadr¡, Saubhadra, whom he described as, 
‘one of mighty arms,’ — which is a description of Abhimanyu's valour, not the size of 
his biceps. 

Together, these mighty warriors blew their conches. This sound is described in the 
next verse. 

∫… P……‰π……‰ v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı…h……∆ æ˛n˘™…… x… ¥™…n˘…Æ˙™…i…¬* 
x…¶…ù… {…fi l…¥…” S…Ë¥… i…÷®…÷ôÙ…‰ ¥™…x…÷x……n˘™…x…¬** 19 ** 
sa ghoÀo dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡¸¡Æ h¤day¡ni vyad¡rayat 
nabha¿ca p¤thiv¢Æ caiva tumulo vyanun¡dayan   Verse 19 

∫…& saÅ — that; i…÷®…÷ôÙ& tumulaÅ  — tremendous; P……‰π…& ghoÀaÅ — sound; x…¶…& nabhaÅ  — 
sky; S… ca — and; {…fi l…¥…“®…¬ p¤thiv¢m — earth; S… ca — and; B¥… eva  — indeed; ¥™…x…÷x……n˘™…x…¬ 
vyanun¡dayan — reverberating; v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı…h……®…¬ dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡¸¡m — of the sons of 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra ; æ˛n˘™…… x… h¤day¡ni — the hearts; ¥™…n˘…Æ˙™…i…¬ vyad¡rayat — pierced 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 122 

And that tremendous sound reverberating throughout the earth and sky 
pierced the very hearts of the sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra . 

The sound made by the P¡¸·avas in response to that made by Duryodhana's 
army was so tremendous that it pierced the very hearts of the sons  of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra . The 
simultaneous sound reverberated and echoed, wave after wave, bouncing from the earth 
to the sky and back again. The magnificence of the P¡¸·ava  war cry pervaded the entire 
atmosphere, creating panic in those of the opposing side. Again, Saµjaya  drove home 
his point that Dh¤tar¡À¶ra's sons were no match for the P¡¸·avas. 

+l… ¥™…¥…Œ∫l…i……xo˘´ı… v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı…x…¬ EÚ {…v¥…V…&* 
|…¥…fik…‰ ∂…¤… ∫…®{……i…‰ v…x…÷Ø˚t®™… {……hb˜¥…&** 20 ** 
atha vyavasthit¡nd¤À¶v¡ dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡n kapidhvajaÅ 
prav¤tte ¿astrasamp¡te dhanurudyamya p¡¸·avaÅ  Verse 20 

æ˛π…“E‰Ú∂…∆ i…n˘… ¥……C™… ®…n˘®……Ω˛ ®…Ω˛“{…i…‰* 
h¤À¢ke¿aÆ tad¡ v¡kyamidam¡ha mah¢pate 

®…Ω˛“{…i…‰ mah¢pate — Oh! King; +l… atha — then; ¥™…¥…Œ∫l…i……x…¬ vyavasthit¡n — standing 
assembled; v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı…x…¬ dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡n — the sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra ; o˘́ ı… d¤À¶v¡  — seeing; 
EÚ {…v¥…V…& {……hb˜¥…& kapidhvajaÅ  p¡¸·avaÅ — Arjuna , one who has Hanum¡n, on his 
banner; ∂…¤…-∫…®{……i…‰ |…¥…fik…‰ ¿astra -samp¡te prav¤tte — when the shooting about to begin; 

v…x…÷& dhanuÅ  — bow; =t®™… udyamya — having lifted; i…n˘… tad¡  — then; æ˛π…“E‰Ú∂…®…¬ 
h¤À¢ke¿am — to Lord K¤À¸a; <n˘®…¬ idam — these; ¥……C™…®…¬ v¡kyam — words; =¥……S… 
uv¡ca — said 

Then, Oh! King, seeing the sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra standing assembled and 
the shooting about to begin, Arjuna, on whose banner was Hanum¡n, 
lifting his bow, said these words to K¤À¸a.  

In this verse, Arjuna was called Kapidhvaja , the one who had a monkey on his 
banner. Every chariot had a flag and each important person had a flag of his own, 
Arjuna's flag had Hanum¡n, the great devotee of R¡ma. This had come about in this 
manner. During their vanav¡sa, the P¡¸·avas went on a pilgrimage to the Himalayas. 
There on the gandham¡dana  mountain, Draupad¢ came across a very beautiful lotus 
with thousand petals and great fragrance. It was the Saugandhika flower. She was so 
enamoured by it that she asked Bh¢ma to go and get more of them. He went searching 
for them and on the way encountered Lord Hanum¡n. Hanum¡n, being the elder 
brother to Bh¢ma , tested him, advised him on dharma, etc., blessed him, and promised 
him that he would be present with them during the war to bless them. He offered to sit as 
a dhvaja , a flag or symbol, on top of Arjuna's chariot. Thus, Arjuna got the name of 
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Kapidhvaja . He said that he would lend his voice to Bh¢ma  whenever Bh¢ma roared in 
the battlefield and make Bh¢ma's roar more frightening to the enemies. 

There is also another story not found in the Mah¡bh¡rata. It is said that Arjuna 
once went on a pilgrimage to R¡me¿varam . When he saw the bridge that the monkeys 
had built for R¡ma  he thought to himself that R¡ma  need not have taken the help of the 
monkeys and could have built the bridge of arrows by himself. Hanum¡n who was 
present there, read his mind and presenting himself as a small monkey before Arjuna, 
challenged him to build such a bridge. Arjuna built one. But it could not take the weight 
of the small monkey and collapsed. By the grace of K¤À¸a, Arjuna recognised 
Hanum¡n . He then asked for his blessing and Hanum¡n promised to be present on his  
flag during the war.  

It is said that Hanum¡n slept through most of the war. Only when K¤À¸a talked to 
Arjuna did Hanum¡n  choose to listen. He found the war itself very boring, something 
like baseball when no one is hitting. However, when Bh¢Àma came to fight, he would 
open his eyes until it was over. Then he would close them again until there was some 
other skirmish that interested him. This would last for a few minutes and, again, he 
would go back to sleep. At the end of the war, when Bh¢ma  asked him how he enjoyed 
the battle, Hanum¡n replied that it had been nothing compared to those he had seen 
earlier — the fight between R¡ma and the ten -headed R¡va¸a, for example. After such 
episodes, watching arrows flying back and forth was like watching a game rather than a 
life-and-death battle! For Hanum¡n , sitting on top of Arjuna's chariot in the form of a 
small monkey, it was nothing. 

In his chariot, then, with Hanum¡n on his banner and K¤À¸a as his driver, seeing 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra's sons in front of him, Arjuna picked up his bow. At the same time, he 
spoke to Lord K¤À¸a .  

+V…÷«x… =¥……S…* 
∫…‰x…™……‰Ø˚¶…™……‰®…«v™…‰ Æ˙l…∆ ∫l……{…™… ®…‰%S™…÷i…** 21 ** 
Arjuna uv¡ca  
senayorubhayormadhye rathaÆ sth¡paya me'cyuta  Verse 21 

™……¥…n‰˘i…… z…Æ˙“I…‰%Ω∆˛ ™……‰r÷˘EÚ…®……x…¥…Œ∫l…i……x…¬* 
EËÚ®…«™…… ∫…Ω˛ ™……‰r˘¥™…®…Œ∫®…x…¬ Æ˙h…∫…®…÷t®…‰** 22 ** 
y¡vadet¡nnir¢kÀe'haÆ yoddhuk¡m¡navasthit¡n  
kairmay¡ saha yoddhavyamasmin ra¸asamudyame  Verse 22 

+V…÷«x…& arjunaÅ  — Arjuna ; =¥……S… uv¡ca — said; 
+S™…÷i… acyuta — Oh! K¤À¸a; ∫…‰x…™……‰& =¶…™……‰& ®…v™…‰ senayoÅ ubhayoÅ madhye — in the 
middle of the two armies; ®…‰ me — my; Æ˙l…®…¬ ratham — chariot; ∫l……{…™… sth¡paya  — 
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(you) place; ™……¥…i…¬ y¡vat — so that; +Ω˛®…¬ aham  — I; ™……‰r÷˘EÚ…®……x…¬ +¥…Œ∫l…i……x…¬ 
yoddhuk¡m¡n avasthit¡n — standing (there) desirous to fight; Bi……x…¬ et¡n — those 
people;  x…Æ˙“I…‰ nir¢kÀe — can examine; +Œ∫®…x…¬ Æ˙h…∫…®…÷t®…‰ asmin ra¸a -samudyame — at 
the onset of this battle; EËÚ& ∫…Ω˛ kaiÅ  saha — with whom; ®…™…… ™……‰r˘¥™…®…¬ may¡ 
yoddhavyam — I should fight 

Arjuna said:  
Place my chariot, Oh! K¤À¸a, between the two armies so that, I can 
examine those people who stand here desirous of fighting, (and also 
examine) with whom I should fight at the onset of this war. 

Arjuna  had been waiting for this day, his D-Day, for what seemed like ages. From 
childhood, his cousin Duryodhana  had done so much injustice. The sinful actions he 
had been piling up were directed towards the P¡¸·avas, especially Arjuna . Arjuna was 
the object of Duryodhana's jealousy and hatred because he was the most beloved 
disciple of Dro¸a . They had all been Dro¸a's disciples, but Arjuna was the best archer. 
Dro¸a naturally had a soft corner in his heart for him. Arjuna had not attracted this 
jealousy because of his boasting or pride. He was considered a most pleasant person, but 
Duryodhana  had his own problems. His father was blind and was, therefore, not the 
king. Because of this, all one hundred brothers grew up nursing a jealousy and Arjuna 
was always its target. 

Therefore, Arjuna had been waiting for the day when his pent-up anger could be 
released. Seeing these Dh¡rtar¡À¶ras before him, his fury knew no bounds. He even 
forgot that K¤À¸a was with him, not by appointment but because of his prayerful request. 
K¤À¸a was seated in the front of his chariot as a driver by his own grace alone. 
Forgetting this, Arjuna commanded him to place the chariot between the two forces so 
that he could see who was in each camp.  

Thus, Arjuna told K¤À¸a exactly where he wanted his chariot placed. He said, 
‘Place my chariot in between the two armies in such a way that I can examine these 
people.’ Who are they who have come to the battlefield with a desire to fight on one side 
or the other? Arjuna  especially wanted to see the army of his opponent in order to know 
with whom he should fight, onc e the war began.  

™……‰i∫™…®……x……x…¥…‰I…‰%Ω∆˛ ™… Bi…‰%j… ∫…®……M…i……&* 
v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı∫™… n÷˘§…÷«r‰˘™…÷«r‰˘  |…™… S…EÚ“π…«¥…&** 23 ** 
yotsyam¡n¡navekÀe'haÆ ya ete'tra sam¡gat¡Å 
dh¡rtar¡À¶rasya durbuddheryuddhe priyacik¢rÀavaÅ  Verse 23 

n÷˘§…÷r‰˘& dur-buddheÅ — of the one whose thinking is distorted; v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı∫™… 
dh¡rtar¡À¶rasya — of the son of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra; ™…÷r‰̆ yuddhe — in the battle;  |…™…-
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 S…EÚ“π…«¥…& priya -cik¢rÀavaÅ — those who want to please; ™…‰ Bi…‰ ye ete —those who; 
∫…®……M…i……& sam¡gat¡Å — have gathered; +j… atra  — here; ™……‰i∫™…®……x……x…¬ yotsyam¡n¡n  — 
with the intention of fighting; +Ω˛®…¬ aham  — I; +¥…‰I…‰ avekÀe — want to see 

I want to see those who have gathered here with the intention of fighting, 
wanting to please the son of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra, the one whose thinking is 
distorted. 

Arjuna  wanted to see all those who had gathered there for the sake of pleasing 
Duryodhana . Therefore, he asked K¤À¸a to place his chariot in such a spot that he could 
do so. K¤À¸a , of course, being a good driver, did as he was told. 

Arjuna's use of the word ‘my’ with reference to the chariot indicated his frame of 
mind. He was a flame of fury. K¤À¸a was only a driver of his chariot. 

Saµjaya  then summarised this scene for Dh¤tar¡À¶ra .  

∫…â…™… =¥……S…*  
B¥…®…÷HÚ…‰ æ˛π…“E‰Ú∂……‰ M…÷b˜…E‰Ú∂…‰x… ¶……Æ˙i…*  
∫…‰x…™……‰Ø˚¶…™……‰®…«v™…‰ ∫l……{… ™…i¥…… Æ˙l……‰k…®…®…¬** 24 ** 
saµjaya uv¡ca  
evamukto h¤À¢ke¿o gu·¡ke¿ena bh¡rata  
senayorubhayormadhye sth¡payitv¡ rathottamam   Verse 24 

¶…“π®…p˘…‰h…|…®…÷J…i…& ∫…¥…Êπ……∆ S… ®…Ω˛“ I…i……®…¬*  
=¥……S… {……l…« {…∂™…Ëi……x…¬ ∫…®…¥…‰i……xE÷Ú∞¸ x… i…** 25 ** 
bh¢Àmadro¸apramukhataÅ sarveÀ¡Æ ca mah¢kÀit¡m  
uv¡ca p¡rtha pa¿yait¡n samavet¡nkur£niti   Verse 25 

∫…â…™…& saµjayaÅ  — Saµjaya ; =¥……S… uv¡ca  — said; 

¶……Æ˙i… bh¡rata — Oh! King of the Bharata  lineage, Dh¤tar¡À¶ra; M…÷b˜…E‰Ú∂…‰x… gu·¡ke¿ena 
— by Arjuna; B¥…®…¬ =HÚ& evam uktaÅ — thus ordered; æ˛π…“E‰Ú∂…& h¤À¢ke¿aÅ — Lord 
K¤À¸a; ∫…‰x…™……‰& =¶…™……‰& ®…v™…‰ senayoÅ ubhayoÅ  madhye — in the middle of the two armies; 

¶…“π®…-p˘…‰h…-|…®…÷J…i…& bh¢Àma-dro¸a-pramukhataÅ — right in front of Bh¢Àma and Dro¸a; 
S… ca  — and; ∫…¥…Êπ……®…¬ sarveÀ¡m  — of all; ®…Ω˛“ I…i……®…¬ mah¢kÀit¡m — (of the) rulers; Æ˙l…-
=k…®…®…¬ ratha -uttamam — the best of chariots; ∫l……{… ™…i¥…… sth¡payitv¡  — having placed; 

{……l…« p¡rtha — Oh! Arjuna; ∫…®…¥…‰i……x…¬ samavet¡n  — who have gathered here; Bi……x…¬ et¡n 
— these; E÷Ú∞¸x…¬ kur£n — the Kauravas; {…∂™… pa¿ya — please look at; < i… iti — thus; 
=¥……S… uv¡ca — he said 
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Saµjaya  said : 
Oh! King, thus ordered by Arjuna , Lord K¤À¸a placed the best of 
chariots in the middle of the two armies, right in front of Bh¢Àma, Dro¸a, 
and all the rulers and spoke thus; ‘Arjuna, please look at these Kauravas 
who have gathered here.’ 

Addressing Dh¤tar¡À¶ra  as Bh¡rata , Saµjaya told him that K¤À¸a thus ordered 
by Arjuna, placed the great chariot between the two armies. Bh¢Àma and Dro¸a  were 
the people with whom Arjuna would have to fight. So, naturally, K¤À¸a placed the 
chariot so that Arjuna could see them. These two men were not only important for the 
opposing army and for Duryodhana, but being respected by the P¡¸·avas, they were 
important to them, also. 

Dro¸a , was Arjuna's most revered teacher. Bh¢Àma was the grand old man of the 
family and the most respected person. Arjuna and Bh¢Àma shared a very special 
relationship. Both of them were, therefore, important people to the people on both the 
sides of this war. Both were considered invincible. Thus, when K¤À¸a drove the chariot 
between the two armies, he placed it in front of Bh¢Àma, Dro¸a, and the other important 
kings, so that Arjuna  could see these warriors. 

The place chosen by K¤À¸a was the best vantage point possible, a place from 
where Arjuna could see everyone on both sides. Arjuna was able to see everyone, just 
as he had asked. 

This is the first time K¤À¸a spoke in the G¢t¡ . Although the verse does not begin 
with ‘¿r¢bhagav¡n uv¡ca — the Lord said,’ the ‘iti’ at the end of the verse indicates a 
quotation.  

‘Arjuna, please look at these Kurus who have gathered here,’K¤À¸a said.  

ARJUNA SEES ONLY KITH AND KIN  

Now that Arjuna could see those who had come to fight on both sides clearly, we 
shall see what happened to him. 

i…j……{…∂™…i…¬ Œ∫l…i……x…¬ {……l…«&  {…i…flx…l…  {…i……®…Ω˛…x…¬*  
+…S……™……«x…¬ ®……i…÷ôÙ…x…¬ ß……i…flx…¬ {…÷j……x…¬ {……Ëj……x…¬ ∫…J…”∫i…l……** 26 ** 
tatr¡pa¿yat sthit¡n p¡rthaÅ pit¥natha pit¡mah¡n  
¡c¡ry¡n m¡tul¡n bhr¡t¥n putr¡n pautr¡n sakh¢Æstath¡  Verse 26 

∑…∂…÷Æ˙…x…¬ ∫…÷æ˛n˘ù…Ë¥… ∫…‰x…™……‰Ø˚¶…™……‰Æ˙ {…* 
¿va¿ur¡n suh¤da¿caiva senayorubhayorapi  
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+l… atha — then; ∫…‰x…™……‰& =¶…™……‰& + {… senayoÅ  ubhayoÅ api — on both sides of the two 
armies; Œ∫l…i……x…¬ sthit¡n — standing;  {…i…flx…¬ pit¥n — paternal elders;  {…i……®…Ω˛…x…¬ pit¡mah¡n 
— grandfathers; +…S……™……«x…¬ ¡c¡ry¡n  — teachers; ®……i…÷ôÙ…x…¬ m¡tul¡n  — uncles; ß……i…flx…¬ 
bhr¡t¥n  — brothers; {…÷j……x…¬ putr¡n — sons; {……Ëj……x…¬ pautr¡n  — grandsons; ∫…J…“x…¬ sakh¢n 
— comrades; i…l…… tath¡ — and also; ∑…∂…÷Æ˙…x…¬ ¿va¿ur¡n — fathers-in-law; ∫…÷æ˛n˘& S… B¥… 
suh¤daÅ ca eva  — and friends too; {……l…«& p¡rthaÅ  — Arjuna; i…j… tatra — there; +{…∂™…i…¬ 
apa¿yat — saw  

Then, Arjuna saw standing there on both sides of the two armies, 
paternal elders, grandfathers, teachers, uncles, brothers, sons, grandsons, 
and fathers-in-law and friends too.  

The word kur£n in the previous verse covered the Kauravas on both sides, all of 
whom were members of the Kuru clan. Looking around him Arjuna  saw every one of 
them — all elders connected to him from the paternal and maternal sides, parents, 
uncles, brothers, sons, and grandsons — all directly or indirectly related. In addition to 
these blood relatives, there were others too — such as fathers-in-law, friends etc. 

Arjuna  also saw friends, in-laws on both sides, and those people who help others 
without having been introduced or being connected in any way, suh¤ds. Everywhere he 
looked he saw only relatives, friends, and good people. 

Generally, such people would be on your side and those against whom you are 
fighting would be enemies, invaders, and outsiders. Here, how ever, Arjuna  found on 
both sides only his own people. This was his problem, which was not an ordinary one. 
Whichever way he turned, he saw only his own brothers, uncles, and cousins. This 
problem represented an important situation for Arjuna and was the reason for the G¢t¡  
to come about. Recognizing that everyone who had come to fight was related to him 
Arjuna was overwhelmed with compassion.  

i……x∫…®…“I™… ∫… EÚ…Ëxi…‰™…& ∫…¥……«x…¬ §…xv…⁄x…¥…Œ∫l…i……x…¬** 27 **  
t¡nsam¢kÀya sa kaunteyaÅ sarv¡n bandh£navasthit¡ n  Verse 27 

EfiÚ{…™…… {…Æ˙™…… ¥…üı…‰  ¥…π…“n˘ z…n˘®…•…¥…“i…¬* 
k¤pay¡ paray¡viÀ¶o viÀ¢dannidamabrav¢t  

∫…& EÚ…Ëxi…‰™…& saÅ  kaunteyaÅ — son of Kunt¢ (Arjuna); +¥…Œ∫l…i……x…¬ i……x…¬ ∫…¥……«x…¬ avasthit¡n 
t¡n sarv¡n — all those who had assembled; §…xv…⁄x…¬ bandh£n — relatives; ∫…®…“I™… 
sam¢kÀya — seeing clearly; {…Æ˙™…… EfiÚ{…™…… paray¡ k¤pay¡ — by deep compassion; +… ¥…üı& 
¡viÀ¶aÅ — (being) seized;  ¥…π…“n˘x…¬ viÀ¢dan  — being sad; <n˘®…¬ idam — this; +•…¥…“i…¬ 
abrav¢t — he said 
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Then he, the son of Kunt¢ (Arjuna), seeing clearly all the assembled 
relatives, seized by deep compassion, sorrowfully said these (words). 
Arjuna's compassion was born of distress because what was going to 
happen was destruction and all the people who would be involved were 
his own people.  

Therefore, his compassion was too much for him. This was not some small matter 
that could be dismissed in the interests of practicality, simply because war had been 
declared. 

When such thoughts of compassion come, they are generally dismissed by people. 
If we know something is not proper, we can usually say, ‘What has to be done has to be 
done.’ The battlefield was not the place for compassion. Arjuna could not afford to be 
compassionate here. He had to fight! In the same way, a boxer cannot afford to be 
compassionate towards his opponent. If, because his opponent is bleeding, the boxer's 
compassion prevents him from hitting him, the boxer himself will be knocked down. 
Certainly, seeing his opponent's blood, the thought will come that this is not the proper 
time or place to hit him. But, then, another thought comes — ‘This is exactly the right 
time and place to strike.’ Instinct will tell him this — some killer instinct. Any mercy or 
compassion is quickly dismissed in such situations. 

This is what is meant by k¤p¡ — a compassion that is dismissible. However, when 
you cannot dismiss it, it becomes par¡ k¤p¡, overwhelming compassion. Arjuna could 
not do anything about his compassion, which was born of distress because of the 
impending destruction about to befall all of his people.  

+V…÷«x… =¥……S…*  
o˘´‰ı®…∆ ∫¥…V…x…∆ EfiÚπh… ™…÷™…÷i∫…÷∆ ∫…®…÷{…Œ∫l…i…®…¬** 28 ** 
Arjuna uv¡ca  
d¤À¶vemaÆ svajanaÆ k¤À¸a yuyutsuÆ samupasthitam  Verse 28 

∫…“n˘Œxi… ®…®… M……j…… h… ®…÷J…∆ S… {… Æ˙∂…÷π™… i…*  
¥…‰{…l…÷ù… ∂…Æ˙“Æ‰˙ ®…‰ Æ˙…‰®…Ω˛π…«ù… V……™…i…‰** 29 ** 
s¢danti mama g¡tr¡¸i mukhaÆ ca pari¿uÀyati  
vepathu¿ca ¿ar¢re me romaharÀa¿ca j¡yate    Verse 29 

+V…÷«x…& arjunaÅ  — Arjuna ; =¥……S… uv¡ca — said; 

EfiÚπh… k¤À¸a — Oh! K¤À¸a; ™…÷™…÷i∫…÷®…¬ yuyutsum — desirous to fight; ∫…®…÷{…Œ∫l…i…®…¬ 
samupasthitam — well stationed in battle position; <®…®…¬ imam — these; ∫¥…V…x…®…¬ 
svajanam — my own people; o˘´ı… d¤À¶v¡ — seeing; ®…®… mama — my; M……j…… h… g¡tr¡¸i 
— limbs; ∫…“n˘Œxi… s¢danti — have lost all their strength; ®…÷J…®…¬ mukham — mouth; S… ca  
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— and; {… Æ˙∂…÷π™… i… pari¿uÀyati — has gone dry; ®…‰ me — my; ∂…Æ˙“Æ‰̇ ¿ar¢re — in the body; 
¥…‰{…l…÷& vepathuÅ  — trembling; Æ˙…‰®…Ω˛π…«& roma-harÀaÅ — horripilation (hair standing on 
the end); S… ca — and; V……™…i…‰ j¡yate — has happened  

Arjuna said:  
Looking at these people, my own people, well stationed in battle position 
and desirous to fight, my limbs have lost all their strength, my mouth has 
gone dry, my body is trembling, and the hairs on my body are standing 
on end. 

Thus, under the spell of such a deep compassion, he said to K¤À¸a, ‘Looking at my 
own people who have come with a desire to fight, each one very well prepared and well 
stationed, my limbs have lost their strength.’ 

Arjuna  was so overwhelmed by the sight of his own people in both armies that his 
limbs gave in. They seemed to have lost interest in performing their functions. His hands 
did not want to lift or move in any way. It was the same with his legs. His mouth went 
dry and his whole body was trembling. His arms and legs were shaking and the hairs on 
his body were standing on end.  

Any intense emotion can trigger these physical reactions. By their description, we 
can understand Arjuna's condition. He himself explained it to K¤À¸a in this verse. 
K¤À¸a, still holding the chariot steady, looked over his shoulder at Arjuna, listening to 
him. Later, in the G¢t¡, when the real dialogue between them began, he altered his 
position and turned around completely to face Arjuna.  

In the next verse, Arjuna continued describing his physical symptoms, telling 
K¤À¸a that it was not possible for him to stand, let alone fight. 

M……hb˜“¥…∆ ª…∆∫…i…‰ Ω˛∫i……i…¬ i¥…CS…Ë¥… {… Æ˙n˘¡i…‰*  
x… S… ∂…EÓÚ…‰®™…¥…∫l……i…÷∆ ß…®…i…“¥… S… ®…‰ ®…x…&** 30 ** 
g¡¸·¢vaÆ sraÆsate hast¡t tvakcaiva paridahyate  
na ca ¿aknomyavasth¡tuÆ bhramat¢va ca me manaÅ  Verse 30  

Ω˛∫i……i…¬ hast¡t — from (my) hand; M……hb˜“¥…®…¬ g¡¸·¢vam — G¡¸·¢va  (the bow of 
Arjuna); ª…∆∫…i…‰ sraÆsate — slips; i¥…E¬Ú tvak — skin; S… ca —and; B¥… eva — indeed; 
{… Æ˙n˘¡i…‰ paridahyate — burns; x… S… ∂…EÓÚ…‰ ®… +¥…∫l……i…÷®…¬ na ca ¿aknomi avasth¡tum — I 
am not able to stand; ®…‰ me — my; ®…x…& manaÅ  — mind; S… ca — and; ß…®… i… <¥… 
bhramati iva  — totally confused, as it were 

The bow, G¡¸·¢va , slips from my hand and my skin also burns. I cannot 
stand up and my mind is totally confused as it were. 
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Arjuna's condition was such that his bow, known as G¡¸·¢va , was about to slip 
out of his hand. His entire body felt as though it was burning and it was not even 
possible for him to stand properly in the chariot. He said to K¤À¸a, ‘it is not possible for 
me to stand, let alone fight.’ He also thought he was losing his mind. 

As though this was not enough, he saw ill omens everywhere: 

 x… ®…k…… x… S… {…∂™…… ®…  ¥…{…Æ˙“i…… x… E‰Ú∂…¥…*  
x… S… ∏…‰™……‰%x…÷{…∂™…… ®… Ω˛i¥…… ∫¥…V…x…®……Ω˛¥…‰** 31 ** 
nimitt¡ni ca pa¿y¡mi vipar¢t¡ni ke¿ava 
na ca ¿reyo'nupa¿y¡mi hatv¡ svajanam¡have   Verse 31 

E‰Ú∂…¥… ke¿ava —Oh! Ke¿ava;  ¥…{…Æ˙“i…… x… vipar¢t¡ni — bad;  x… ®…k…… x… nimitt¡ni — 
omens; S… ca  — and; {…∂™…… ®… pa¿y¡mi — I see; +…Ω˛¥…‰ ¡have — in the battle; ∫¥…V…x…®…¬ 
svajanam — one's own people; Ω˛i¥…… hatv¡  — killing; ∏…‰™…& ¿reyaÅ — any good; S… ca  
— and; x… na  — not; +x…÷{…∂™…… ®… anupa¿y¡mi — I see 

Oh! Ke¿ava, I see bad omens and I see no good in killing one's own 
people in this battle.  

Seeing his own people standing there on both sides, Arjuna could see nothing 
good coming out of this battle. His own people would be destroyed — people like 
Bh¢Àma  and Dro¸a. Even Duryodhana was his cousin, after all. All the omens he saw, 
both psychological and ph ysical, indicated to him an unpleasant outcome. 

Further, he said: 

x… EÚ…R¬ÛI…‰  ¥…V…™…∆ EfiÚπh… x… S… Æ˙…V™…∆ ∫…÷J…… x… S…*  
ÀEÚ x……‰ Æ˙…V™…‰x… M……‰ ¥…xn˘ ÀEÚ ¶……‰M…ËV…‘ ¥…i…‰x… ¥……** 32 ** 
na k¡´kÀe vijayaÆ k¤À¸a na ca r¡jyaÆ sukh¡ni ca  
kiÆ no r¡jyena govinda kiÆ bhogairj¢vitena v¡    Verse 32 

EfiÚπh… k¤À¸a — Oh! K¤À¸a;  ¥…V…™…®…¬ vijayam— victory; x… EÚ…R¬ÛI…‰ na k¡´kÀe  — I do not 
want; x… S… Æ˙…V™…®…¬ na ca r¡jyam — and not even the kingdom; ∫…÷J…… x… S… sukh¡ni ca  — 
nor comforts; M……‰ ¥…xn˘ govinda — Oh! K¤À¸a; x…& naÅ — for us; Æ˙…V™…‰x… r¡jyena — with a 
kingdom;  EÚ®…¬ kim — what is (the use); ¶……‰M…Ë& bhogaiÅ — with enjoyments; V…“ ¥…i…‰x… 
j¢vitena — by living; ¥…… v¡ — even;  EÚ®…¬ kim — what is (the use) 

Oh! K¤À¸a , I want neither victory, nor the kingdom, nor comforts. Oh! 
Govinda, of what use are a kingdom, enjoyments, or even life to us?  
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Because he knew he would not be happy when this battle was over, Arjuna had no 
more desire for victory. Since Arjuna did not want victory, he would not get the 
kingdom back from Duryodhana . If he wanted the kingdom, victory was important. But 
Arjuna said he did not want the kingdom also. Not having the kingdom meant that he 
would have to suffer. He would have to go back to the forest and perhaps live the life of 
an ascetic, living on roots and so on. Duryodhana would never allow him to stay in his 
kingdom. He had already made that clear by refusing to give him even a house. 

Was Arjuna ready to return to a life of deprivation without the comforts the 
kingdom would provide? He had just said he did not want victory, the kingdom, or 
comforts either. If there were no victory, there would be no kingdom, neither of which 
Arjuna wanted now. Without a kingdom, there would be no comfort, which also he no 
longer wanted. What did he want? He no longer cared. ‘What do we get out of a 
kingdom?’ he asked. ‘What do we get from all these enjoyments? Even by living, what 
do we get? Nothing.’ 

By destroying his own people, what would he get? If destroying them would give 
him a kingdom, what kind of a kingdom would it be? Arjuna did not think it would be a 
sane bargain at all. Even if he commanded enjoyments, how could he enjoy them with 
the nightmares he would have because of having destroyed all of these people? 

In this way, Arjuna argued that victory, a kingdom, and even life itself were 
useless because: 

™…‰π……®…l…Ê EÚ…ŒR¬ÛI…i…∆ x……‰ Æ˙…V™…∆ ¶……‰M……& ∫…÷J…… x… S…*  
i… <®…‰%¥…Œ∫l…i…… ™…÷r‰˘ |……h……∆∫i™…Ci¥…… v…x…… x… S…** 33 ** 
yeÀ¡marthe k¡´kÀitaÆ no r¡jyaÆ bhog¡Å sukh¡ni ca  
ta ime'vasthit¡ yuddhe pr¡¸¡Æstyaktv¡ dhan¡ni ca  Verse 33 

™…‰π……®…¬ +l…Ê yeÀ¡m arthe — for whose sake; x…& naÅ — by us; Æ˙…V™…®…¬ r¡jyam  — kingdom; 
EÚ…ŒR¬ÛI…i…®…¬ k¡´kÀitam — was desired; ¶……‰M……& bhog¡Å — enjoyments; ∫…÷J…… x… sukh¡ni —
pleasures; S… ca  — and; i…‰ <®…‰ te ime — those same people; |……h……x…¬ pr¡¸¡n  — life; v…x…… x… 
dhan¡ni — wealth; S… ca  — and; i™…Ci¥…… tyaktv¡ — abandoning; ™…÷r‰˘ yuddhe — in the 
battle; +¥…Œ∫l…i……& avasthit¡Å  — have assembled 

Those for whose sake the kingdom, enjoyments, and pleasures were 
desired by us, they have assembled in battle, having given up their wealth 
and their lives. 

Arjuna's thinking was that a kingdom and the enjoyments that go with it had only 
been desired by him for the sake of the very people whom he would be destroying — 
those who had come ready to die in the battle. To win the battle, he would have to 
destroy Duryodhana's  entire army. There was no such thing in those days as retreat in a 
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battle. Even if it were possible, Duryodhana would never have done so. He was a king 
and a despot at that. He would never give up. If anyone else ran away, he would have 
shot him from behind. There was, therefore, no way for these people to survive this 
battle. 

Many of those who were going to fight on Arjuna's side would definitely have to 
die. When Bh¢Àma fought, he did not throw flowers. Nor would there be garlands strewn 
about when Dro¸a  was fighting. People would die by the thousands and, thus, the battle 
became meaningless for Arjuna. All these people had given up their wealth, including 
their wives and children, to come and fight. Arjuna could make no sense of it all. 

+…S……™……«&  {…i…Æ˙& {…÷j……∫i…l…Ë¥… S…  {…i……®…Ω˛…&*  
®……i…÷ôÙ…& ∑…∂…÷Æ˙…& {……Ëj……& ∂™……ôÙ…& ∫…®§…Œxv…x…∫i…l……** 34 ** 
¡c¡ry¡Å pitaraÅ putr¡stathaiva ca pit¡mah¡Å  
m¡tul¡Å ¿va¿ur¡Å pautr¡Å ¿y¡l¡Å sambandhinastath¡  Verse 34 

(i…‰ <®…‰ te ime — these same people are); +…S……™……«& ¡c¡ry¡Å — teachers;  {…i…Æ˙& pitaraÅ  — 
paternal uncles; {…÷j……& putr¡Å  — sons; i…l…… B¥… S… tath¡  eva ca — and so too;  {…i……®…Ω˛…& 
pit¡mah¡Å — the grandfathers (like Bh¢Àma); ®……i…÷ôÙ…& m¡tul¡Å — maternal uncles; 
∑…∂…÷Æ˙…& ¿va¿ur¡Å — fathers-in-law; {……Ëj……& pautr¡Å — grandsons; ∂™……ôÙ…& ¿y¡l¡Å — 
brothers-in-law; i…l…… tath¡  — so too; ∫…®§…Œxv…x…& sambandhinaÅ— other relatives, 
friends, and so on 

These people are teachers, paternal uncles, sons and also grandfathers, 
maternal uncles, in-laws, grandsons, cousins, other relatives, friends, and 
so on.  

Wherever Arjuna looked, he saw only people known to him — his teachers, 
grandfathers, sons, uncles, cousins, in-laws, and friends. These were the people for 
whose sake he had desired the kingdom. If they were destroyed, what use would the 
kingdom be to him?  

Bi……z… Ω˛xi…÷ ®…SUÙ… ®… P…Ói……‰% {… ®…v…÷∫…⁄n˘x…*  
+ {… j…ËôÙ…‰C™…Æ˙…V™…∫™… Ω‰˛i……‰& ÀEÚ x…÷ ®…Ω˛“EfiÚi…‰** 35 ** 
et¡nna hantumicch¡mi ghnato'pi madhus£dana  
api trailokyar¡jyasya hetoÅ kiÆ nu mah¢k¤te    Verse 35 

®…v…÷∫…⁄n˘x… madhus£dana — Oh! K¤À¸a , the one who destroyed the demon named 

Madhu ; Bi……x…¬ et¡n — these; P…Ói…& ghnataÅ — who are going to kill (me); x… <SUÙ… ®… na 
icch¡mi — I do not want; Ω˛xi…÷®…¬ hantum — to kill; + {… api — even; j…ËôÙ…‰C™…-Æ˙…V™…∫™… Ω‰˛i……‰& 
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trailokya-r¡jyasya hetoÅ  — for the sake of ruling over the three worlds;  EÚ®…¬ x…÷ kim nu 

— much less; ®…Ω˛“EfiÚi…‰ mah¢k¤te — for this kingdom on earth 

Oh! K¤À¸a, I do not want to kill these (people) who are about to kill me 
— not even for the sake of ruling over the three worlds, much less for 
this kingdom on earth. 

‘I do not want to destroy them, even if they will kill me,’ Arjuna  told K¤À¸a , 
addressing him as Madhu-s£dana, meaning the one who destroyed the demon Madhu . 
Even to rule over the three worlds, even if heaven were to come to him because of this 
battle, Arjuna did not want to see his people slain. How, then, could he justify their 
destruction for this small kingdom, which could be crossed on horseback in a matter of 
days? 

ARJUNA LOSES INTEREST IN THE WAR 

Arjuna  was  convinced that it would serve no useful purpose to continue this fight 
because he had seen that all the people involved on both sides were his own people. 
Because they were dear to him, their destruction was not going to make him happy.  Even 
from the standpoint of d¤À¶a -phala , the immediate results, such as gaining the kingdom, 
and the pleasures and comforts that went with it, he did not consider the cost to be worth 
while. 

We have seen that he no longer cared for victory, much less the kingdom. Nor did 
he care about the privations he would have to undergo not having the kingdom. What 
kind of happiness would he have, Arjuna argued, if he destroyed the very people he 
cared for? For him, then, there would be no d¤À¶a -phala . Nor did he see any ad¤À¶a .  

The P¡¸·avas were supposed to be the protectors of law and order. In a battle 
based on dharma , they naturally had to see that Duryodhana paid for what he had done. 
According to this law, if a man who was supposed to protect the dharma  was derelict in 
his duty, p¡pa  would definitely come to him. P¡pa  has the sense of sin, as we 
understand it. Any unbecoming action, any action which is not proper, will incur sin.  

Arjuna  thought that by destroying his own people, he would incur only sin. Such 
an action would bring no pu¸ya to him, only p¡pa . Therefore, no good would possibly 
come of it. So far, his argument had been based on d¤À¶a-phala , seen results. He, then, 
began to argue on the basis of ad¤À¶a-phala , unseen results. 

 x…Ω˛i™… v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı…z…& EÚ… |…“ i…& ∫™……W…x……n«˘x…*  
{……{…®…‰¥……∏…™…‰n˘∫®……x…¬ Ω˛i¥…Ëi……x……i…i…… ™…x…&** 36 ** 
nihatya dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡nnaÅ k¡ pr¢tiÅ sy¡jjan¡rdana  
p¡pamev¡¿rayedasm¡n hatvait¡n¡tat¡yinaÅ   Verse 36 
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V…x……n«̆x… jan¡rdana  — Oh! K¤À¸a (so called because he chastised those given to improper  
ways); v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı…x…¬ dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡n — sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra ;  x…Ω˛i™… nihatya — destroying; 

x…& naÅ  — for us; EÚ… k¡ — what kind of; |…“ i…& pr¢tiÅ — satisfaction; ∫™……i…¬ sy¡t — 
would there be; Bi……x…¬ et¡n — these; +…i…i…… ™…x…& ¡tat¡yinaÅ — wrongdoers; Ω˛i¥…… hatv¡ 
— destroying; {……{…®…¬ papam — sin; B¥… eva  — only; +∫®……x…¬ +…∏…™…‰i…¬ asm¡n ¡¿rayet — 
would come to us  

Oh! K¤À¸a, what kind of satisfaction would there be for us by destroying 
these sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra ? Only sin would come to us by destroying 
these wrongdoers.  

Here, K¤À¸a was addressed as Jana-ardana, the one who chastises those given to 
improper ways. Previously, Arjuna  addressed K¤À¸a as Madhu-s£dana, the destroyer 
of Madhu . Both names indicate that K¤À¸a  is one who did not allow anything wrong to 
happen in his presence.  

Arjuna  was making his case to K¤À¸a. ‘What kind of satisfaction will we have? 
None at all.’ The people in whose presence the victors would be happy were the very 
people who would be fighting against each other. There would be no positive d¤À¶a -
phala with all of them dead. No visible result would accrue to the victors. On the other 
hand, he believed that there would definitely be p¡pa, the invisible result accrued to the 
doer of an improper action. 

Any action produces a two-fold result, d¤À¶a-phala and ad¤À¶a -phala, as we have 
seen. With reference to a meritorious action, d¤À¶a-phala is any satisfaction you receive 
now and ad¤À¶a-phala  is the pu¸ya  that you receive, which will later yield comfortable 
situations. For instance, when you have saved a person's life, the d¤À¶a -phala  is his or 
her thankfulness and gratitude to you and the satisfaction of having done something 
good. For the same action, there is also some ad¤À¶a-phala , pu¸ya, accrued to you. On 
the other hand, a wrong action, such as destroying someone, produces uncomfortable 
situations now, due to d¤À¶a-phala, and again later due to ad¤À¶a -phala, p¡pa . 

WHO IS AN ËTATËYÌ?  

Therefore, Arjuna said here, ‘P¡pa will certainly come to us if we destroy these 
people.’ In his mind, there would be no pu¸ya and no satisfaction either, even though 
the Dh¡rtar¡À¶ras were ¡tat¡y¢s, wrongdoers.  

An ¡tat¡y¢ is one who has committed any or all of the six kinds of wrongdoing. 1 
An arsonist, one that sets fires, is called an agnida. One who commits the crime of 
                                                                 
1 + M…Ìn˘…‰ M…Æ˙n˘ù…Ë¥… ∂…¤……‰x®…k……‰ v…x……{…Ω˛&* 
I…‰j…n˘…Æ˙Ω˛Æ˙ù…Ëi……x…¬ π…b¬̃  ¥…t…n˘…i…i…… ™…x…&** 
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poisoning someone is called garada. A person who comes after you with a weapon in 
hand, when you are unarmed is a ¿astronmatta and a dhan¡paha  is one who robs 
others of their wealth. A kÀetrahara is one who encroaches upon or occupies someone 
else's land. In spite of calling them by a respectable word, ‘pioneer,’ such people are, in 
fact, kÀetraharas. And one who kidnaps or grabs another man's wife is called a 
d¡rahara . 

Duryodhana had committed all six kinds of crime. He had set fire to the wax 
house in which the P¡¸·avas were staying. Only because of some timely inside 
information were the P¡¸·avas able to escape. He had also poisoned Bh¢ma when he 
was young. He had robbed the P¡¸·avas of their wealth, had occupied their kingdom, 
and would not give them so much as a small piece of land. He had tried to take away 
their wife, Draupad¢ . 

Those who have committed any of these crimes are all called ¡tat¡y¢s. The law of 
the land gives them capital punishment. For these types of crimes, then, there is no court 
of appeal. Duryodhana, being an ¡tat¡y¢, deserved punishment, according to the 
dharma -¿¡stra . 

In the empirical world, dharma-¿¡stra rules. Anyone going against this code 
incurs sin and is necessarily punishable. Even so, knowing all of this, Arjuna did not 
think that they would gain pu¸ya  by destroying these wrongdoers. He was certain that 
only p¡pa  would be the result for reasons that he would explain to K¤À¸a  later. Arjuna 
thought that by destroying his own people, he would be creating great confusion in the 
society. Because they would be the perpetrators, and would be the cause of this 
confusion, no law of dharma would excuse them. They would incur only p¡pa in the 
end although Duryodhana was an ¡tat¡y¢. This was Arjuna's thinking. It was not 
correct, but that was how he saw it. His affection for these people caused confusion in 
his own mind and, he concluded.  

i…∫®……z……Ω˛…« ¥…™…∆ Ω˛xi…÷∆ v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı…x…¬ ∫¥…§……xv…¥……x…¬*  
∫¥…V…x…∆  Ω˛ EÚl…∆ Ω˛i¥…… ∫…÷ J…x…& ∫™……®… ®……v…¥…** 37 ** 
tasm¡ nn¡rh¡ vayaÆ hantuÆ dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡n svab¡ndhav¡n  
svajanaÆ hi kathaÆ hatv¡ sukhinaÅ sy¡ma m¡dhava  Verse 37 

i…∫®……i…¬ tasm¡t — therefore; ∫¥…§……xv…¥……x…¬ svab¡ndhav¡n — one's own relatives; v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı…x…¬ 
dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡n — the sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra ; Ω˛xi…÷®…¬ hantum — to kill; ¥…™…®…¬ vayam — 
we; x… +Ω˛…«& na arh¡Å — not qualified; ®……v…¥… m¡dhava  — Oh! K¤À¸a; ∫¥…V…x…®…¬ 

________________________________  
agnido garada¿caiva ¿astronmatto dhan¡pahaÅ  
kÀetrad¡rahara¿cait¡n Àa· vidy¡d¡tat¡yinaÅ 
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svajanam — one's own people; Ω˛i¥…… hatv¡  — having destroyed; EÚl…®…¬  Ω˛ katham hi — 
how indeed; ∫…÷ J…x…& sukhinaÅ — happy people; ∫™……®… sy¡ma — we would become 

Therefore, we should not kill our own relatives, the sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra. 
Having destroyed one's own people, Oh! M¡dhava , how would we be 
happy? 

Because they would incur only p¡pa  by destroying their own relatives, Arjuna 
concluded that they were not qualified to kill the sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra  and the others. 
‘Oh! K¤À¸a’ he asked, ‘How can we be happy by destroying our own people? Happiness 
under such circumstances would be impossible. With our own people gone, there will 
not be anyone w ith whom we can celebrate our victory.’ 

Calling him Madhus£dana and Jan¡rdana , Arjuna told K¤À¸a  that these were 
all people, whom he did not want to kill. ‘You are Madhus£dana and Jan¡rdana; you 
chastise those who are wrongdoers and you destroy demons, all of whom are people 
unknown to you. My situation is different. These are all my own people.’ Arjuna 
thereby expressed that the kind of problem he had to deal with was entirely different 
from the ones K¤À¸a  had faced. 

Then he continued: 

™…t{™…‰i…‰ x… {…∂™…Œxi… ôÙ…‰¶……‰{…Ω˛i…S…‰i…∫…&*  
E÷ÚôÙI…™…EfiÚi…∆ n˘…‰π…∆  ®…j…p˘…‰Ω‰˛ S… {……i…EÚ®…¬** 38 ** 
yadyapyete na pa¿yanti lobhopahatacetasaÅ  
kulakÀayak¤taÆ doÀaÆ mitradrohe ca p¡takam   Verse 38 

EÚl…∆ x… Y…‰™…®…∫®…… ¶…& {……{……n˘∫®…… z…¥…Ãi…i…÷®…¬*  
E÷ÚôÙI…™…EfiÚi…∆ n˘…‰π…∆ |…{…∂™… ë˘V…«x……n«˘x…** 39 ** 
kathaÆ na jµeyamasm¡bhiÅ p¡p¡dasm¡nnivartitum  
kulakÀayak¤taÆ doÀaÆ prapa¿yadbhirjan¡rdana   Verse 39 

™… n˘ + {… yadi api — even though; Bi…‰ ete —these; ôÙ…‰¶…-={…Ω˛i…-S…‰i…∫…& lobha-upahata -

cetasaÅ  — people whose minds are destroyed by greed; E÷ÚôÙ-I…™…-Efii…®…¬ kula-kÀaya-k¤tam 

— born of the destruction of one's family; n˘…‰π…®…¬ doÀam — defect (sin);  ®…j…p˘…‰Ω‰˛ mitra -
drohe — in the betrayal of one's friends; S… ca  — and; {……i…EÚ®…¬ p¡takam — sin; x… {…∂™…Œxi… 
na  pa¿yanti — do not see; V…x……n«˘x… jan¡rdana — Oh! K¤À¸a; E÷ÚôÙ-I…™…-EfiÚi…®…¬ kula-kÀaya -
k¤tam — born of the destruction of the family; n˘…‰π…®…¬ doÀam — sin; |…{…∂™… ë˘& 
prapa¿yadbhiÅ — by those who see very clearly; +∫®…… ¶…& asm¡bhiÅ — by us; +∫®……i…¬ 
{……{……i…¬ asm¡t p¡p¡t — from this sin;  x…¥…Ãi…i…÷®…¬ nivartitum — to withdraw; EÚl…®…¬ x… Y…‰™…®…¬ 
katham na jµeyam — how is it not known  



Chapter 1 137 

Although these people, whose minds are destroyed by greed, do not see 
the defect in the destruction of one's family and the sins of betraying 
one's friends, Oh! Jan¡rdana , how can it not be known by us, who know 
that sin is born of the destruction of the family, to withdraw from this 
sin?  

Here, K¤À¸a  may have said, ‘Arjuna, this svajana -argument — that is, “how can I 
fight against my own people ”— is applicable to Duryodhana also, is it not? You are 
not the only one with this problem. Duryodhana , however, does not consider you one of 
his people. He considers you an enemy. He will not even give you a square inch of land 
in this kingdom. He does not look upon you as a svajana, as someone who is related to 
him. He looks upon you as someone who has come from another planet as it were, as an 
invader. Given the situation, what is this svajana -argument really all about? It is 
meaningless because Duryodhana does not feel the same way. If he did, there would be 
no war. You gave him every chance. You were ready to accept even a village, but he was 
not willing to give you one. Therefore, where is the problem? It is a simple question of 
dharma  and adharma , right and wrong. You are supposed to be the protector of what is 
right, the protector of law and order, and if you allow adharma  to continue, then it is a 
dereliction of duty on your part.’ 

This could very well have been K¤À¸a's argument. Arjuna  expected it and this 
verse was his answer for it. He told K¤À¸a that these people were unable to tell the 
difference between right and wrong because their minds had been destroyed by greed. 
Duryodhana  was not a bad man; greed was the problem. Because of greed, his 
discrimination, his commitment to right and wrong, was lost. He was, therefore, unable 
to see what great destruction would be wrought by this war and what a crime it would be 
to destroy one's own family. Nor could he see the sin he would incur by droha, cheating 
and deceiving his own friends. The word mitra , here, means one's cousins and other 
relatives, as well as friends. An example of droha is this. You ask a friend, whom you 
trust, to keep some money for you. And, when you claim it bac k, if he or she says, ‘What 
money?’ then, that is betrayal. The betrayal of Christ by Judas is also an example of 
droha.  

The reason these people did not see was not because they were uneducated. In fact, 
they were all educated people. However, education is not required in order to 
differentiate right from wrong. Even uneducated people know the difference. The people 
Arjuna was referring to have been well brought up. They were not raised in criminal 
colonies. As children, they had lived in palaces with tutors. Yet, they did not see because 
they were possessed by greed. Their faculty of discrimination, their minds, had been 
robbed away by greed.  

Greed is capable of anything. You may be highly educated, but greed overpowers 
all education. It robs away one's understanding of right and wrong and one's capacity to 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 138 

interpret them. That being the case, the education only helps you justify your actions 
with cogent arguments. Here, too, the Dh¡rtar¡À¶ras used every argument they knew to 
justify what they wanted to do because of greed. This was why they could not  see the 
destruction they were bringing about. 

‘But we do see the p¡pa  that is going to be incurred by us,’ Arjuna told K¤À¸a . 
‘Recognizing this, how can we not turn away from this great sin?’ Arjuna  wanted to 
know. How would they possibly consider this particular situation as anything other than 
one they should withdraw from? 

Anticipating yet another argument from K¤À¸a — that, if the family had to be 
sacrificed, in order to protect dharma, then it should be done — Arjuna  continued:  

E÷ÚôÙI…™…‰ |…h…∂™…Œxi… E÷ÚôÙv…®……«& ∫…x……i…x……&*  
v…®…Ê x…ü‰ı E÷Úô∆Ù EfiÚi◊…®…v…®……Ê% ¶…¶…¥…i™…÷i…** 40 ** 
kulakÀaye pra¸a¿yanti kuladharm¡Å san¡tan¡Å  
dharme naÀ¶e kulaÆ k¤tsnamadharmo'bhibhavatyuta  Verse 40 

E÷ÚôÙI…™…‰ kulakÀaye — when the family is destroyed; ∫…x……i…x……& san¡tan¡Å — the ancient; 
E÷ÚôÙv…®……«& kuladharm¡Å  — the dharmas of the family; |…h…∂™…Œxi… pra¸a¿yanti — they 
die; v…®…Ê x…ü‰ı dharme naÀ¶e — when the dharma is lost; +v…®…«& adharmaÅ — adharma ; 
E÷ÚôÙ®…¬ EfiÚi∫…x…®…¬ kulam k¤tsnam — the entire family; + ¶…¶…¥… i… =i… abhibhavati uta  —
will it not overwhelm? 

When the family is destroyed, the ancient dharmas of the family die. 
When the dharma is lost, will not adharma overwhelm the entire 
family?  

Arjuna felt that if the destruction of the clan were to be looked at in this way, the 
problem would always remain because there would be no one to establish dharma and 
adharma. Therefore, Arjuna did not agree with the argument that dharma  was to be 
protected at the cost of destroying one's relatives. This verse reveals how he further 
substantiated his argument. 

ARJUNA FEELS WAR WOULD DESTROY DHARMA 

When important members of a family are destroyed, everything to be done by that 
particular family will also be destroyed. This is because dharma  cannot be protected 
unless the dharm¢, the one who follows the dharma , is protected. Dharma  cannot be 
protected in a bottle! Dharma is not like historical scrolls that can be stored for posterity 
so that, even if a whole civilisation is destroyed, a future generation can find the scrolls 
and know the history. Dharma cannot be preserved by writing it up and keeping it 
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somewhere. Only when the person following the dharma is protected, is dharma  itself 
protected. Just as the ‘pot-ness’ of a pot cannot be retained if a po t is destroyed, so too, 
dharma  cannot be retained if the dharm¢, the one who follows the dharma, is 
destroyed.  

Flowing from time immemorial, from one generation to the next, this ancient 
family dharma  (kula-dharma ) is perennial. Because, dharma — what is to be done 
and what is not to be done — runs in the family, it will be destroyed if the family is 
destroyed. Moreover, when the dharma is destroyed, those who survived because they 
were not in the battlefield will definitely succumb to adharma . This was Arjuna's 
argument here — one that was quite convincing. 

He then went on to say:  

+v…®……« ¶…¶…¥……i…¬ EfiÚπh… |…n÷˘π™…Œxi… E÷ÚôÙ ¤…™…&*  
¤…“π…÷ n÷˘üı…∫…÷ ¥……πh…Ê™… V……™…i…‰ ¥…h…«∫…?ÛÆ˙&** 41 ** 
adharm¡bhibhav¡t k¤À¸a praduÀyanti kulastriyaÅ  
str¢Àu duÀ¶¡su v¡rÀ¸eya j¡yate var¸asa´karaÅ   Verse 41 

EfiÚπh… k¤À¸a — Oh! K¤À¸a; +v…®…«-+ ¶…¶…¥……i…¬ adharma-abhibhav¡t — due to the increase 
of adharma ; E÷ÚôÙ ¤…™…& kulastriyaÅ — the women in the family; |…˙n÷˘π™…Œxi… praduÀyanti 
— will be given to improper ways; ¥……πh…Ê™… v¡rÀ¸eya  — Oh! V¡rÀ¸eya  (another name for 

K¤À¸a, meaning one who was born in the family of V¤s¸i); ¤…“π…÷ n÷̆üı…∫…÷ str¢Àu duÀ¶¡su  — 
when the women become corrupt; ¥…h…«∫…?ÛÆ& var¸asa´karaÅ — the confusion of var¸a 
(societal groups); V……™…i…‰ j¡yate — is born 

Oh! K¤À¸a , due to the increase of adharma , the women in the family 
will be given to improper ways. When the women become corrupt, Oh! 
V¡rÀ¸eya, confusion is born in the society.  

In this verse, Arjuna tells K¤À¸a  that adharma would only increase. It would be 
everywhere. Because of the increase of adharma  in the ruling clan, it would pervade all 
other clans as well. The Kuru clan was not the only ruling clan at that time. There were 
many other clans ruling different parts of this country. And all the other clans had come 
to fight on one side or the other in this war.  Every one of them was going to be 
destroyed.  

Kings and soldiers alike would all be just so much fodder for the arrows of 
Arjuna, Kar¸a , and the others. There was a huge infantry on both sides that had been 
given a crash training course and sent to the front only to exhaust their weapons, to 
become the victims of flying arrows. Since all the able-bodied men were here, and would 
be destroyed, how would the dharma be protected in their families? 
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Arjuna  could not understand how such destruction could be sanctioned. Strictly 
speaking, it was the women, who protected the dharma in any society and they, in turn, 
were protected by the men. This was the societal condition at that time. If all the men 
who had been recruited, trained, and sent into battle, and all the great kings, princes, 
soldiers, and leaders, were destroyed, the women would not be protected and thus would 
be unable to follow dharma  and thereby protect it. 

Because a particular atmosphere is required to follow dharma, Arjuna's argument 
was that, in the absence of the order that governs a well-structured society, the women 
would be given to ways that were not proper. When those people who form the 
framework of a society's structure are destroyed, the structure itself is naturally 
destroyed.  

Arjuna  told K¤À¸a how the structure of society would fall apart. Each family had 
its own dharma, called kula-dharma . For example, there was a dharma  for marriage 
— which states the exact way it has to be done. In the performance of rituals, each 
family had its own s£tras and the methods that governed them — in other words, the 
know -how required. There were dharmas relating to different groups — kula-dharma , 
var¸a-dharma , ¡¿rama-dharma , etc. Var¸a means group — br¡hma¸a , kÀatriya , 
vai¿ya, and ¿£dra  — which we shall discuss later. Ë¿rama  refers to the stages of life — 
the student stage (brahmacarya), the married stage (g¡rhasthya ), preparation for 
sanny¡sa (v¡naprastha), and renunciation (sanny¡sa) — all of which had their own 
dharmas. 

DHARMA WOULD BE LOST WITHOUT DHARMÌ 

Who would be left to protect all the dharma  that was handed over from one 
generation to the next? Dharma was not a system with built- in lateral controls; it was a 
tradition. There was no central organisation from which everything flowed down such as 
exists in the form of a papacy, diocese, and parish. Here, the form was purely a structure, 
handed over by the family. The parents passed it along to their children. The dharma , 
being an individual pursuit, would be destroyed. ‘What will happen then?’ Arjuna 
asked. 

A society is strong only when its w omen are strong. When the women themselves 
are given to certain weaknesses, to ways that are not becoming, then you will find 
confusion. If the family is destroyed, one's parentage becomes a problem and an 
enormous confusion is thereby created. Arjuna argued from the standpoint of his 
society's social structure. He was convinced that the confusion would not only be within 
the var¸as, but also in the ¡¿ramas, once the women could no longer maintain the 
dharma . 
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One may then ask, 'so what if the var¸as are des troyed?’ This question —'so 
what?’— can always be asked at any stage. So you will die — so what? You won't be 
here — so what? Your family will miss you — so what? Therefore, let there be 
confusion — one may say. In anticipation of such a response, Arjuna continued: 

∫…?ÛÆ˙…‰ x…Æ˙EÚ…™…Ë¥… E÷ÚôÙP…Ó…x……∆ E÷ÚôÙ∫™… S…*  
{…i…Œxi…  {…i…Æ˙…‰ ¡‰π……∆ ô÷Ùî… {…hb˜…‰n˘EÚ GÚ™……&** 42 ** 
sa´karo narak¡yaiva kulaghn¡n¡Æ kulasya ca 
patanti pitaro hyeÀ¡Æ luptapi¸·odakakriy¡Å   Verse 42 

∫…?ÛÆ˙& sa´karaÅ — confusion; E÷ÚôÙP…Ó…x ……®…¬ kulaghn¡n¡m — of the destroyers of the 
family; E÷ÚôÙ∫™… S… kulasya  ca — and of the family; x…Æ˙EÚ…™… narak¡ya — for hell; B¥… eva  
— only; Bπ……®…¬ eÀ¡m — of these;  {…i…Æ˙& pitaraÅ  — ancestors; ô÷Ùî…-  {…hb˜-=n˘EÚ- GÚ™……& lupta -
pi¸·a-udaka -kriy¡Å — denied of their post-death rituals; {…i…Œxi… patanti — fall;  Ω˛ hi 
— indeed  

Confusion, indeed, leads the family and the destroyers of the family to 
hell. Their ancestors, denied of their post-death rituals, indeed fall. 

Here, Arjuna included the very family itself because, after the heads of these 
families die, the others would not follow dharma. For both the destroyers of the 
families, then, as well as those who survived the destruction of their families, there 
would be naraka . Naraka  is the Vedic equivalent to hell, with the difference that, 
naraka  is a place you go to and come back, unlike the concept of hell in Christianity. 
This is because there is no concept of eternal damnation here. Because these people 
would incur p¡pa  and after death they would go to naraka , a place of pain, for a period 
of time. Therefore, sa´kara, confusion, can only lead to naraka . Thus, for those who 
destroy the family and for the survivors of the family, the outcome is nothing but naraka  
when there is sa´kara. Many people would survive, but they would have no role 
models. Therefore, confusion would result. They would do things that are not to be done. 
Hence, there would be more p¡pa accrued. People would be doing things that are not 
proper and would end up in naraka . 

In Arjuna's mind, the situation was even more serious than that. His ancestors 
would also be affected. The wrong doings of the ancestors of the three preceding 
generations were traditionally neutralised by prayers performed month after month by 
the survivors in the next generations. Those for whose sake these oblations were made 
may have committed many p¡pa -karmas. Those karmas would be neutralised by the 
rituals performed by their children. This ritual performed for the sake of one's departed 
ancestors is called pi¸·a-udaka -kriy¡ . In this ritual, water is religiously offered with 
chants, along with a ball of cooked rice (pi¸·a). If the family were destroyed, no one 
would perform this ritual and the ancestors would be deprived of having their wrong 
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doings neutralised by their children. Because of their children's prayers, they have all 
been protected somewhere. If, however, they were denied these rituals, they would fall 
from there. 

Who would perform these rituals if the people who were to do them were 
destroyed? Even those who destroyed the families would also be destroyed in the process 
and would not be able to do the rituals. Nor would those who were left protect the 
ancestors in this way because they would not have grown up respecting the need to 
perform these rituals. Instead, they would choose to spend their time in other kinds of 
activities. That means, the rituals for the ancestors would be left undone.  

There would be no role models, no family, and no home either. Therefore, those 
who were left would not know who was who and what was what. Without roots, what 
self-identity would they have? Without a self -identity, they could not perform rituals. 
Arjuna's point was that they should not think that if they destroyed all these people and 
were destroyed in the process, their children would save them. They would not. They 
would all be rock stars, punk artists, and the like! What would they possibly do for their 
ancestors? Therefore, there would be no one to help. 

By saying what he did, Arjuna was citing the dharma -¿¡stra; but K¤À¸a had an 
answer for it all, as we shall see in the next chapter. Arjuna continues in the same vein.  

n˘…‰π…ËÆ‰˙i…Ë& E÷ÚôÙP…Ó…x……∆ ¥…h…«∫…?ÛÆ˙EÚ…Æ˙EËÚ&*  
=i∫……txi…‰ V…… i…v…®……«& E÷ÚôÙv…®……«ù… ∂……∑…i……&** 43 ** 
doÀairetaiÅ kulaghn¡n¡Æ var¸asa´karak¡rakaiÅ  
uts¡dyante j¡tidharm¡Å kuladharm¡¿ca ¿¡¿vat¡Å   Verse 43 

E÷ÚôÙP…Ó…x……®…¬ kulaghn¡n¡m — of those who destroy the family; ¥…h…«-∫…?ÛÆ-EÚ…Æ˙EËÚ& var¸a-
sa´kara-k¡rakaiÅ — by that which creates confusion about var¸a-dharma, etc; Bi…Ë& 
etaiÅ  — by these; n˘…‰π…Ë& doÀaiÅ — by wrong actions ; ∂……∑…i……& ¿¡¿vat¡Å — perennial; 
V…… i…v…®……«& j¡tidharm¡Å — the dharmas of the group (community); E÷ÚôÙv…®……«& kula -
dharm¡Å — the dharmas pursued by the family; S… ca — and; =i∫……txi…‰ uts¡dyante — 
are destroyed 

By these wrong actions of those who destroy the family, creating 
confusion in the society, the perennial dharmas pursued by the family 
and the community are destroyed. 

Here, Arjuna concluded that all the dharma  perennially handed over by one 
generation to the next, from time immemorial, would be destroyed by wrong actions 
producing confusion with reference to kula-dharma, var¸a-dharma , ¡¿rama-dharma , 
and so on. Therefore, to destroy all these people would be wrong because the dharma 
would also be destroyed. Arjuna was trying to tell K¤À¸a  that the battle was not going to 
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work. In addition, the entire society would be destroyed by these acts of destruction. 
Therefore, he was not going to fight. 

Dharma is to be seen here as three-fold: s¡dh¡ra¸a -dharma, var¸a-¡¿rama-
dharma , and kula-dharma . S¡dh¡ra¸a-dharma  or s¡m¡nya-dharma  is universal 
ethics, applicable to all and sundry. Whether the person is of this age or of any other age, 
from this country and culture or from any other country and culture, he or she has a code 
of dharma in common. 

Universal values, universal law and order, are a part of the creation and are 
something that we all sense commonly. In other words, they are universal. Whether or 
not you are educated in this dharma, you do know what is right and wrong. What you 
want and do not want others to do to you become right and wrong, respectively. 

Being endowed with common sense, a human bein g is able to appreciate right and 
wrong without any education whatsoever. I need not be taught that I should not be hurt, 
that I should not be robbed and so on. These values are commonly sensed by everyone 
and thus govern all human interactions, although other non-universal values may 
override them. This is what causes people to compromise. Compromises, therefore, are 
not born out of total ignorance of universal values.  

Var¸a -¡¿rama-dharma , and kula -dharma, together, are called vi¿eÀa-dharma , 
which can be divided in many ways. Vi¿eÀa-dharma  means peculiar or particular 
dharma , governing certain situations, whereas s¡m¡nya-dharma  applies to all human 
beings whether a person is a student, a householder, or in any other stage of one's life. A 
particular dharma  is one that is governed by the structure of a society. For instance, in 
the Vedic society, the society envisioned by the Vedas, there was a structure called 
var¸a and another called ¡¿rama . 

This structure, consisting of the var¸as, made it possible to assign particular jobs 
to particular groups of people. A broad division was thereby created, along with a 
concept of duty. Because I belong to this var¸a, this is to be done by me. This is all an 
integral part of karma-yoga , as we will see later. This structure of assigning specific 
duties to particular groups of people is called var¸a-dharma. This is a vi¿eÀa-dharma. 

Then, there is ¡¿rama -dharma, defining that which has to be done, given one's 
stage in life. For example, a br¡hma¸a , as a student, had to follow a certain order. When 
he or she married, certain changes occurred and additional dharma was included. As a 
student, one was not supposed to pursue certain activities. You could follow politics, but 
you did not participate in politics. If you did, you ceased to be a student. You became a 
politician, instead. Thus, there was a structure with reference to one's ¡¿rama . Ë¿rama -
dharma  — what was expected of you, depending on the stage of life you were in, is also 
vi¿eÀa-dharma . 
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Another example of vi¿eÀa -dharma was str¢-dharma or puruÀa -dharma, based 
on whether a person was male or female. There was also kula-dharma , dharma 
applicable to a particular family or clan. The Kuru  clan, for instance, had its own 
dharma . Because it included all of these vi¿eÀa -dharmas, kula-dharma  was used in 
this verse to cover all of them. 

Arjuna  argued that by destroying the dharm¢, they would be destroying all these 
dharmas because an attribute cannot exist by itself without a locus, a substantive. In the 
expression, ‘a white cow,’ for example, the substantive ‘cow’ is qualified by the 
adjective ‘white.’ If you destroy the cow, the white also goes. Similarly, dharma, being 
what it is, must be lived by the dharm¢, the person who is supposed to follow it. 

Here, all these people had com e to fight against and kill each other. For the sake of 
what? ‘You can't tell me,’ Arjuna said, ‘that it is for the sake of protecting dharma.’ 
When the people who were supposed to follow dharma were destroyed, how could 
dharma  be protected? With the dharm¢ gone, dharma would only be in the books. 
There would be no one for the others to follow. This dharma had always been handed 
over to the next generation, but after the war, the role models would be gone, creating a 
lot of confusion in the society.  

Arjuna  argued that, by going on with the war, he would be the cause of all this 
confusion and, therefore, he wanted no part of it. Further, he said:  

=i∫…z…E÷ÚôÙv…®……«h……∆ ®…x…÷π™……h……∆ V…x……n«˘x…*  
x…Æ˙E‰Ú  x…™…i…∆ ¥……∫……‰ ¶…¥…i…“i™…x…÷∂…÷∏…÷®…** 44 ** 
utsannaku ladharm¡¸¡Æ manuÀy¡¸¡Æ jan¡rdana  
narake niyataÆ v¡so bhavat¢tyanu¿u¿ruma   Verse 44 

V…x……n«̆x… jan¡rdana — Oh! K¤À¸a; =i∫…z…-E÷ÚôÙ-v…®……«h……®…¬ utsanna -kula-dharm¡¸¡m — for 
those who have destroyed the family duty; ®…x…÷π™……h……®…¬ manuÀy¡¸¡m — for those men; 
 x…™…i…®…¬ niyatam — as a rule; x…Æ˙E‰Ú narake — in hell; ¥……∫…& v¡saÅ — a life; ¶…¥… i… 
bhavati —is; < i… iti — thus; +x…÷∂…÷∏…÷®… anu¿u¿ruma  — we have heard 

We have heard, Oh! Jan¡rdana , that a life in hell is inevitable for those 
men who have destroy ed the dharma of the family. 

Here, Arjuna reminded K¤À¸a of what he had learned from the religious teachers 
— that those who destroy the kula-dharma must necessarily go to naraka , a place of 
pain, after death. Therefore, he concluded, if the P¡¸·avas were to destroy the family, 
they would gain nothing but p¡pa  and would have to live in naraka, if only for a certain 
length of time. They had heard this from their elders who knew the dharma -¿¡stra . 
Believing this to be the case, Arjuna  could see neither d¤À¶a-phala  nor ad¤À¶a-phala  as 
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a result of this war. In his mind, there would be no immediate or future gain, here or in 
the hereafter. This was the basis for Arjuna's argument. 

Duryodhana, on the other hand, was not concerned about ad¤À¶a-phala  at all. He 
cared only for d¤À¶a -phala , immediate gain. He did not think about p¡pa and all that 
went with it. Had he done so, he would not have been an ¡tat¡y¢, a wrongdoer. He had 
no respect for the ad¤À¶a-phala , which meant that he was not an ¡stika. He was 
therefore a n¡stika, a disbeliever. This word ad¤À¶a-phala  is known to us only through 
the scripture, the ¿¡stra . Because Duryodhana had no faith in pu¸ya  and p¡pa , he was 
a disbeliever, interested only in what was available to him here, in this world.  

He wanted to rule a kingdom. The power that went with the kingdom made him 
feel big. He had enjoyed absolute power, without any contention, for thirteen years. As 
we know, power has a knack of corrupting. Power corrupts and absolute power corrupts 
absolutely. Duryodhana had been absolutely corrupted by power and he did not care. 
He enjoyed absolute power and did not want to lose it. Although others thought of it as 
corruption, he did not. In fact, he thought those who thought this way were idiots and 
deserved only to live in the forest, nothing more. This was Duryodhana's thinking.   

Arjuna's thinking was in keeping with what he had learned about d¤À¶a -phala  and 
ad¤À¶a-phala. He believed in dharma and was very clear that the fight was between 
dharma  and adharma . Arjuna knew this, but still he thought that by destroying his 
own people, there would be no happiness for him, either then or later.  

Therefore, he lamented: 

+Ω˛…‰ §…i… ®…Ω˛i{……{…∆ EÚi…÷» ¥™…¥… ∫…i…… ¥…™…®…¬*  
™…p˘…V™…∫…÷J…ôÙ…‰¶…‰x… Ω˛xi…÷∆ ∫¥…V…x…®…÷ti……&** 45 ** 
aho bata mahatp¡paÆ kartuÆ vyavasit¡ vayam  
yadr¡jyasukhalobhena hantuÆ svajanamudyat¡Å   Verse 45 

+Ω˛…‰ §…i… aho bata  — Fie upon us; ™…i…¬ yat — that; Æ˙…V™…-∫…÷J…-ôÙ…‰¶…‰x… r¡jya -sukha-lobhena 
— due to greed for a kingdom and its pleasures; ∫¥…V…x…®…¬ svajanam — one's own people; 
Ω˛xi…÷®…¬ =ti……& hantum udyat¡Å — ready to destroy; ¥…™…®…¬ vayam — we; ®…Ω˛i…¬ {……{…®…¬ 
mahat-p¡pam — great sin; EÚi…÷«®…¬ ¥™…¥… ∫…i……& kartum vyavasit¡Å — are determined to 
commit 

Fie upon us! Ready to fight, we are determined to commit the great sin of 
destroying our own people due to greed for a kingdom and its pleasures. 

Up until this verse, Arjuna's lamentation focused on what he was about to do. 
Here, however, although the first arrow had yet to be shot, we see that Arjuna was 
bothered by all these people having come to fight. He asks himself, ‘What were we 
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thinking of when we collected all these armies, to declare war and to come to 
KurukÀetra? What happened to that thinking, that viveka that I now have? Where was 
it? Because it was not there, we are here in the battlefield right now! Why didn't I figure 
this all out before? Fie upon us! What kind of p¡pa caused us to decide to come here, 
determined to commit this great universal sin, the destruction of dharma.’ Running 
away with his own train of thought, Arjuna had now come to this conclusion.  

Lobha  is greed or longing. When you have a kingdom (r¡jya ) you have all the 
pleasures (sukha) that go with it — the best music, dancers, poets who praise you daily, 
a lot of titles and salutations, all of which boost your ego. This is what is meant by a 
power trip. For a mortal, this power is very enticing. ‘Is it not greed for the kingdom and 
pleasures that has made us come with our stockpiles of weapons, prepared to fight and 
kill our own people,’ Arjuna mused. Since they would be destroying their own people, 
Arjuna became ill at the very thought that they could ever have considered doing such a 
thing.  

Therefore, he said: 

™… n˘ ®… …®…|…i…“EÚ…Æ˙®…∂…¤…∆ ∂…¤…{……h…™…&*  
v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı… Æ˙h…‰ Ω˛x™…÷∫i…x®…‰ I…‰®…i…Æ∆˙ ¶…¥…‰i…¬** 46 ** 
yadi m¡maprat¢k¡rama¿astraÆ ¿astrap¡¸ayaÅ  
dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡ ra¸e hanyustanme kÀemataraÆ bhavet   Verse 46 

™… n˘ yadi — if; +|…i…“EÚ…Æ˙®…¬ aprat¢k¡ram  — one who does not retaliate; +∂…¤…®…¬ 
a¿astram — who is unarmed; ®……®…¬ m¡m — me; ∂…¤…{……h…™…& ¿astra-p¡¸ayaÅ — those 
with weapons in hand; v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı…& dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡Å — the sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra ; Æ˙h…‰ ra¸e — 
in battle; Ω˛x™…÷& hanyuÅ — would kill; i…i…¬ tat — that; ®…‰ me — for me; I…‰®…i…Æ˙®…¬ 
kÀemataram — better; ¶…¥…‰i…¬ bhavet — will be 

It will be better for me if the sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra , with weapon in hand, 
were to kill me, who is unarmed and who does not retaliate. 

K¤À¸a  must have looked at Arjuna in wonderment. He had been going on and on, 
and now  he was telling him that, if they gave up the fight, they may all be killed; but he 
did not care. Arjuna  was determined not to fight back. However, this kind of thinking 
was not shared by those in the other camp. It was only in Arjuna's mind. Therefore, if 
Arjuna was not going to fight, either he would have to run away from the battlefield or 
stand there unarmed and be killed. 

Arjuna  would be unarmed; but not disarmed.  He would have voluntarily given up 
all his arms. Moreover, he thought that it was better if he were to be killed. ‘Let it be for 
my good,’ he said. ‘Myself not being killed but destroying all these people would 
definitely not be for my good. I am not going to win. I am going to suffer from the pains 
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that I caused by destroying all these people. It will always haunt me, even if I am killed 
in the process. Alive, I am going to be haunted; and dead, I will haunt this battlefield 
where my arrows destroyed my own people. That is even worse,’ said Arjuna. 

Having decided not to fight, Arjuna concluded that being killed would be better. 
What Arjuna  then did was recounted to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra by Saµjaya in the last verse of this 
first chapter:  

∫…â…™… =¥……S…*  
B¥…®…÷Ci¥……V…÷«x…& ∫…ÇÛ¨‰ Æ˙l……‰{…∫l… ={…… ¥…∂…i…¬*  
 ¥…∫…fiV™… ∫…∂…Æ∆˙ S……{…∆ ∂……‰EÚ∫…∆ ¥…M…Ì®……x…∫…&** 47 ** 
saµjaya uv¡ca.  
evamuktv¡rjunaÅ sa´khye rathopastha up¡vi¿at  
vis¤jya sa¿araÆ c¡paÆ ¿okasaÆvignam¡nasaÅ   Verse 47 

∫…â…™…& =¥……S… saµjayaÅ uv¡ca — Saµjaya said; 

+V…÷«x…& arjunaÅ  — Arjuna ; B¥…®…¬ evam — in this manner; =Ci¥…… uktv¡ — having 
spoken; ∫…ÇÛ¨‰ sa´khye — in the middle of the battlefield; ∫…∂…Æ˙®…¬ sa¿aram — along with 
arrows; S……{…®…¬ c¡pam  — the bow;  ¥…∫…fiV™… vis¤jya  — putting aside; ∂……‰EÚ-∫…∆ ¥…M…Ì- ®……x…∫…& 
¿oka-saÆvigna-m¡nasaÅ  — with his mind completely overcome by sorrow; Æ˙l…-={…∫l…‰ 
ratha -upasthe — on the seat of the chariot; ={…… ¥…∂…i…¬ up¡vi¿at — sat down 

Saµjaya  said: 
Having spoken in this manner in the middle of the battlefield, putting 
aside his bow and arrows, his mind completely overcome by sorrow, 
Arjuna sat down on the seat of the chariot. 

Because Saµjaya  was narrating the whole dialogue between K¤À¸a and Arjuna  to 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra , the entire G¢t¡  is actually in the form of a narration by Saµjaya  although it 
was really Vy¡sa who was speaking. There is a particular style involved here, which we 
need to be aware of. Quotations are quotations within quotations. Through out the G¢t¡ , 
we have to remember that Saµjaya  was describing what happened on the battlefield to 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra . Here, Saµjaya  first quoted Arjuna and then, in this verse, Vy¡sa  reminds 
his reader that Saµjaya  was talking to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra. 

Arjuna  had been standing in his chariot in order to see all the people with whom 
he was to fight. Finding his own people on all sides, he concluded that it would be better 
for him to be killed. Having thus spoken to K¤À¸a, Arjuna sat down in the chariot, 
which was in the middle of the battlefield right between the two armies.  

This verse also provides a few more details concerning Arjuna's condit ion. 
Putting his bow and arrows aside, Arjuna sat back, his mind completely overwhelmed 
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by sorrow. He felt sadness because the situation was so sad. That he had come to fight 
with his own people was not a happy thought. 

Although he was sad, Arjuna did not run away from the battlefield because 
something inside told him that perhaps there was some defect, some fallacy, in his 
thinking. He was a man of dharma. He had been well brought up and his present 
thoughts were all coloured by his vision. There was some truth in his argument; but, at 
the same time, dharma was involved. Hence, it was not easy to resolve the issues 
involved. 

Arjuna  was a person who was supposed to take care of law and order. He had a 
job to do. One that was mandated by the ¿¡stra , by the society, by the crown, and for 
that reason, he did not run away from the battlefield. He could have set out for the 
Himalayas, the distance from KurukÀetra  not being much. It would, therefore, have been 
very easy for him to go. However, he did not run away because he knew that there was 
some problem with his thinking. Instead, he sat there, in the chariot, in the middle of the 
battlefield, so that K¤À¸a could talk to him. 

We sometimes tell someone that we do not want to do something, but still we 
listen to th e other person's point of view. Why? Because we have a doubt about what we 
want or do not want. Otherwise, we would not be available for discussion. That Arjuna 
sat there indicates that something was telling him that there was a fallacy in his thinking 
and that he stood to be corrected. And he was ready for it. 

The first chapter of the G¢t¡  ends with these words: 

+…Â i…i…¬ ∫…i…¬* < i… ∏…“®…ë˘M…¥…?˘“i……∫…÷ ={… x…π…i∫…÷ •…¿ ¥…t…™……∆ ™……‰M…∂……¤…‰ 
 ∏…“EfiÚπh……V…÷«x…∫…∆¥……n‰˘%V…÷«x… ¥…π……n˘™……‰M……‰ x……®… |…l…®……‰%v™……™…&** 

oÆ tat sat iti ¿r¢madbhagavadg¢t¡su upaniÀatsu brahmavidy¡y¡Æ 
yoga¿¡stre ¿r¢k¤À¸¡rjunasaÆv¡de'rjunaviÀ¡dayogo n¡ma 

prathamo'dhy¡yaÅ 

+…‰®…¬ i…i…¬ ∫…i…¬ om tat sat — Om, Brahman, is the only reality. 
< i… iti — thus; ∏…“®…n¬̆ -¶…M…¥…?˘“i……∫…÷ ¿r¢mad-bhagavadg¢t¡su — in the Bhagavadg¢t¡ ; 
={… x…π…i∫…÷ upaniÀatsu — in the UpaniÀads; •…¿ ¥…t…™……®…¬ brahmavidy¡y¡m — in the 
knowledge of Brahman; ™……‰M…∂……¤…‰ yoga-¿¡stre — in the yoga-¿¡stra; ∏…“EfiÚπh……V…÷«x…∫…∆¥……n‰˘ 
¿r¢k¤À¸a-arjuna-saÆv¡de — in the dialogue between ár¢ K¤À¸a  and Arjuna; +V…÷«x…-
 ¥…π……n˘™……‰M…& x……®… Arjuna-viÀ¡da-yogaÅ n¡ma — called the ‘Yoga (topic) of Arjuna's 
Sorrow’; |…l…®…& +v™……™…& prathamaÅ adhy¡yaÅ  — first chapter  

Thus ends the first chapter called arjuna-viÀ¡da-yoga — The chapter of 
Arjuna's Sorrow — in the Bhagavadg¢t¡, which is in the form of a 
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dialogue between ár¢K¤À¸a and Arjuna , which is the essence of the 
UpaniÀads whose subject matter is both the knowledge of Brahman and 
yoga.  

Traditionally, the words ‘Om tat sat’ go before this line. ‘Om’ is the name for 
Brahman  and Brahman alone is the reality — tat sat. This expression indicates a 
conclusion. After all is said and done, the reality is only Brahman — Om tat sat. 

The word ¿r¢mat means that which is endowed with all kinds of wealth including 
vidy¡ , that which gives you everything. The word ¿r¢mat here is prefixed to 
Bhagavadg¢t¡ and is used for emphasis. ár¢ means all wealth and ¿r¢m¡n1 can be the 
title for the guru. Here, Bhagav¡n plays the role of guru . Bhaga is the six -fold absolute 
virtues, as we have seen, and Bhagav¡n is, therefore, the one who has absolute ár¢. All 
wealth belongs to Bhagav¡n as does all knowledge, fullness, dispassion, overlordship, 
power, fame — the six-fold bhaga. The one who has these virtues is called Ì¿vara, the 
Lord, otherwise called Bhagav¡n. Thus, Bhagav¡n is a definition of Ì¿vara. And the 
one who can really be called as ‘ár¢m¡n’ is Bhagav¡n alone. This title of ¿r¢mat is 
used here because Bhagav¡n has assumed the role of a teacher in the G¢t¡. 

The chapters and verses of the Bhagavadg¢t¡ have the same vision as that of the 
UpaniÀads. Therefore the Bhagavadg¢t¡  is referred to as the UpaniÀad. The reference 
here being to the G¢t¡ that is yet to come, since the actual G¢t¡  has not yet begun. The 
UpaniÀads are the self-knowledge that destroys saÆs¡ra , all sorrow. The G¢t¡ also 
destroys sorrow. By giving Arjuna self-knowledge, the G¢t¡ removed his sorrow, that is 
highlighted in the first chapter. Therefore, the G¢t¡  is equated to the UpaniÀads whose 
subject matter is brahma-vidy¡ , knowledge of Brahman.  

The G¢t¡  is not simple psychotherapy; it is much more than that. It deals with what 
Brahman  is, revealing the reality of the self, the self as Brahman. Being identical to the 
UpaniÀads, in terms of its subject matter, the G¢t¡ cannot but be brahma-vidy¡ , 
knowledge of Brahman. It is also yoga-¿¡stra  because it talks about yoga  for maturity, 
for preparing the mind for the knowledge. 

Yoga-¿¡stra  means karma-yoga-¿¡stra  which includes all disciplines, values , 
religious rituals, prayers, and so on. Performing duties is yoga . Also when the G¢t¡  talks 
about bhakti, it is yoga. When it talks about karma  to be done with bhakti, it is all 
karma-yoga. Even when it talks about sanny¡sa  it is jµ¡na-yoga. Since sanny¡sa can 
also be a means for an end to be achieved, it is yoga. Sanny¡sa  as an end is the 
knowledge that I am Brahman  and not a kart¡ or a bhokt¡. All of this will be analysed 
later. 

The G¢t¡ , then, is both brahma-vidy¡ and yoga-¿¡stra, which is purely karma-
yoga, implying devotion as well as all other disciplines that are used as means for 
                                                                 
1 ‘¿r¢m¡n’ is the nominative singular form in the masculine of the noun base, ¿r¢mat. 
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preparing the mind for the knowledge. Also, included in this closing line are the words, 
‘in the dialogue between K¤À¸a  and Arjuna — ¿r¢k¤À¸¡rjunasaÆv¡de.’ This is because 
the dialogue had already started in the first chapter. The subject matter of this chapter 
was Arjuna's lamentation, his sorrow, his grief, his despair; thus the title, ‘The Yoga  of 
Arjuna's Sorrow — arjuna-viÀ¡da-yogaÅ. 

Of course, the title of the chapter does not imply that the first yoga  we are to 
practice is sorrow! The word ‘yoga’ has various meanings, as can be seen from the 
synonyms given in dictionaries. Yoga  is nirodha, control, or mastery. It also means 
up¡ya, a means of achieving something. Any form of meditation, dhy¡na , is called 
yoga. And a connection, sa´gati, meaning a subject matter, viÀaya , is also called yoga.  

Each of the eighteen chapters of the G¢t¡  has the word ‘yoga’ in its title, beginning 
with Arjuna's sorrow. Therefore, the correct meaning of the word ‘yoga’ here is 
sa´gati, connection, or subject matter. For instance, in the fifth chapter, jµ¡na -karma-
sanny¡sa is the viÀaya , the subject matter, which is not to suggest that it talks about a 
yoga called jµ¡na-karma-sanny¡sa is to be practised. The G¢t¡  talks about karma , 
about knowledge, sanny¡sa, meditation, devotion, the vision of the cosmic person, the 
division between the knower and the known, etc. What is this division? Is there a 
division? — this is the topic of the thirteenth chapter called kÀetra-kÀetrajµa-yoga. 

Thus, the word yoga, then, in the chapter titles, does not refer to the practice of 
yoga, but to the subject matter. This must be clearly understood because there is a lot of 
confusion about its meaning. Some people main tain that despair is necessary, and 
without it, we cannot come to spiritual life. Thus, we must work ourselves into despair! 
Despair is not something we need to work for; everyone has it. When we have to go to 
the tenth floor of a building and find out that the elevator is not working, despair begins! 
Despair need not be practiced. We are despair; we are born of despair alone. We are 
brought up in despair, continue to be in despair, and are despair to everyone else. 

The purpose of this first chapter of the G¢t¡ was to describe the particular type of 
thinking, which will lead to self-knowledge. How you think, what leads you to a 
particular type of thinking, what kind of heart you must have in order to do this inquiry, 
vic¡ra — all this is necessary to know. T herefore, the chapter reveals Arjuna's nobility, 
his commitment to dharma, and his confusion. 

A mature person can be confused and, therefore, Arjuna's confusion represents 
anyone's confusion. This confusion can lead to a certain type of thinking and to 
questions about what I really am. A person has to be led to this type of thinking, which is 
why a chapter about Arjuna's despair was included in the G¢t¡ . 

When áa´kara wrote his G¢t¡-bh¡Àya, his commentary on the G¢t¡, he ignored 
this chapter and the first few verses of the second chapter. A bh¡Àya comments only on 
that which requires explanation. Because the beginning of the G¢t¡  can easily be 
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understood simply by reading by anyone who is able to understand áa´kara's  bh¡Àya , 
he restricted his commentary to that which had to be discussed; the G¢t¡ itself; starting 
with ‘¿r¢bhagav¡n uv¡ca ’ in eleventh verse of the second chapter. 

The subject matter of the first chapter, then, leads to the second chapter. Arjuna's 
viÀ¡da, his despair, led to his vic¡ra, his inquiry. ViÀ¡da can lead one either to inquiry 
or to escape, including suicide, death being another means of escape. In Arjuna's case, it 
led him to vic¡ra, K¤À¸a made sure that it did and, therefore, we have the G¢t¡. 

+…Â i…i∫…i…¬ < i…* ∏…“®…ë˘M…¥…?˘“i……∫…÷ ={… x…π…i∫…÷ •…¿ ¥…t…™……∆ ™……‰M…∂……¤…‰ 
∏…“EfiÚπh……V…÷«x…∫…∆¥……n‰˘%V…÷«x… ¥…π……n˘™……‰M……‰ x……®… |…l…®……‰%v™……™…&** 

oÆ tatsat. iti ¿r¢madbhagavadg¢t¡s£paniÀatsu brahmavidy¡y¡Æ 
yoga¿¡stre ¿r¢k¤À¸¡rjunasaÆv¡de'rjunaviÀ¡dayogo n¡ma 

prathamo'dhy¡yaÅ 

ababababab 



 

CHAPTER 2 

KNOWLEDGE 

∫…â…™… =¥……S…* 
i…∆ i…l…… EfiÚ{…™…… ¥…üı®…∏…÷{…⁄h……«E÷Úô‰ÙI…h…®…¬* 
 ¥…π…“n˘xi… ®…n∆˘ ¥……C™…®…÷¥……S… ®…v…÷∫…⁄n˘x…&** 1 ** 
saµjaya uv¡ca 
taÆ tath¡ k¤pay¡viÀ¶ama¿rup£r¸¡kulekÀa¸am 
viÀ¢dantamidaÆ v¡kyamuv¡ca madhus£danaÅ   Verse 1 

∫…â…™…& saµjayaÅ  — Saµjaya ; =¥……S… uv¡ca  — said; 

®…v…÷∫…⁄n˘x…& madhus£danaÅ  — Madhus£dana  (K¤À¸a); i…l…… tath¡  — in that manner; 
EfiÚ{…™…… +… ¥…üı®…¬ k¤pay¡ ¡viÀ¶am — overwhelmed by compassion; +∏…÷-{…⁄h…«-+…E÷ÚôÙ-<«I…h…®…¬ 
a¿ru-p£r¸a-¡kula -¢kÀa¸am— whose eyes were filled with tears and showed distress; 

 ¥…π…“n˘xi…®…¬ viÀ¢dantam — one who is sad; i…®…¬ tam — to him; <n˘®…¬ idam — this; ¥……C™…®…¬ 
v¡kyam — sentence; =¥……S… uv¡ca  — spoke 

Saµjaya  said: 
To him who was sad and thus overwhelmed by compassion, whose eyes 
were filled with tears and showed distress, K¤À¸a spoke these words. 

The use of the third person in this verse reminds us that Saµjaya , the narrator of 
the G¢t¡ , was continuing his report to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra. The dialogue between Arjuna and 
K¤À¸a, on the other hand is always in the first person and second person.  

As the second chapter begins, K¤À¸a, referred to as Madhus£dana , had been 
listening, very patiently to Arjuna. Because he knew the importance of listening, he let 
Arjuna talk.  

A therapist also listens a lot and nods his or her head at the appropriate time, 
speaking only enough to keep the person talking. People do not generally listen in this 
way. They begin advising right away and do not know how to listen. K¤À¸a was a good 
listener. He had already listened to one complete chapter! Only when Arjuna laid down 
his bow, arrows, and sat back in the chariot, did K¤À¸a think it was time for him to 
respond.  
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The word madhu in the name Madhus£dana refers to the ego. It means honey, 
something, which is very dear to you, very sweet. The aha´k¡ra , the ego, is very dear to 
us. Everyone wants to boost the aha´k¡ra. No one wants to give it up. We have already 
seen that Madhus£dana refers to K¤À¸a  as the destroyer of demons. The ego here can 
be seen as a demon. Therefore, the one whose grace destroys aha´k¡ra, the one 
knowing whom the aha´k¡ra is destroyed, is called Madhus£dana. 

Arjuna  was described as being overwhelmed, overpowered by sympathy, 
compassion, and affection. His eyes were filled with tears because he had placed himself 
in such a situation. There was more here than mere compassion; there was conflict too, 
because of his sense of duty. Arjuna was confused about having to destroy people who 
were his gurus and relatives. 

Because he was a man of discipline, Arjuna did not allow the tears to flow. Ther e 
are three reasons why one's eyes can be filled with tears. Pepper can certainly do it. 
When you are ecstatic also, you may shed tears. When you are sad, the tears can well up. 
Any disease causing tears is usually due to an irritation and is therefore covered under 
the first of these three. Thus, the tear glands are stimulated by these kinds of situations. 
We know that Arjuna's tears were not due to ecstasy because he was described here as 
one who was sad.  

Arjuna  who was sad, whose eyes were glistening wit h tears, and whose heart was 
overwhelmed by compassion, was being addressed by ár¢ Bhagav¡n. The word v¡kya  
usually means a sentence, a group of words. Here, it refers to the whole subject matter of 
this particular section. 

What did the Lord say? 

∏…“¶…M…¥……x…÷¥……S…* 
E÷Úi…∫i¥…… EÚ∂®…ôÙ ®…n∆˘  ¥…π…®…‰ ∫…®…÷{…Œ∫l…i…®…¬* 
+x……™…«V…÷üı®…∫¥…M™…«®…EÚ“Ãi…EÚÆ˙®…V…÷«x…** 2 ** 
¿r¢bhagav¡nuv¡ca  
kutastv¡ ka¿malamidaÆ viÀame samupasthitam 
an¡ryajuÀ¶amasvargyamak¢rtikaramarjuna   Verse 2 

∏…“¶…M…¥……x…¬ ¿r¢bhagav¡n — ár¢ Bhagav¡n (The Lord); =¥……S… uv¡ca — said; 

+V…÷«x… arjuna — Oh! Arjuna;  ¥…π…®…‰ viÀame — in this crisis; <n˘®…¬ idam — this; +x……™…«-
V…÷üı®…¬ an¡rya-juÀ¶am — that which is not becoming of an upright man; +∫¥…M™…«®…¬ 
asvargyam — that which is not the means to gain heaven; +EÚ“Ãi…EÚÆ˙®…¬ ak¢rti-karam — 
that which does not add to your good name; EÚ∂®…ôÙ®…¬ ka¿malam  — despair; i¥…… tv¡ — 
upon you; E÷Úi…& kutaÅ — from where; ∫…®…÷{…Œ∫l…i…®…¬ samupasthitam — has come 
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ár¢ Bhagav¡n said:  
In such crisis from where has this despair come upon you, Oh! Arjuna? 
It is not at all becoming of an upright man and does not add to your good 
name. Nor is it which leads one to heaven.  

‘Hey, Arjuna, where did you pick up this despair, this sorrow?’ asked K¤À¸a . 
Arjuna had been talking in a way that did not sound like him at all. Because it was 
totally unexpected, K¤À¸a's response did not take the form of helpful advice. He did not 
let Arjuna  know that he understood his position and the difficulties he was facing. 
Instead, he whipped him with his tongue. ‘Where did this despair come from, Arjuna? It 
does not befit you at all!’ he said.  

To expand K¤À¸a's words, — ‘You have missed your calling, Arjuna. You should 
have been a great actor. How could you have hidden this from me all these years? I 
never expected that you could get into this kind of a state. We all knew you to be the 
bravest, the most courageous, and now I hear your talk that betrays only sorrow — 
sorrow at the thought of the imminent destruction that this war will bring. It may have 
been all right if you had mentioned all this before we came to the battlefield. We could 
have sat down and discussed it, but we cannot do that here. This is both the wrong time 
and the wrong place.’ Thus, K¤À¸a admonished Arjuna. 

This was  when that Arjuna should have been spending his time on the strategies 
of the war such as, deciding with whom he should fight and how to proceed, etc. He was 
in the battlefield, standing in the midst of the two armies, having requested K¤À¸a  to be 
his driver. K¤À¸a had fulfilled his end of the bargain, but now it looked as though he had 
backed a horse that would not even start! ‘Not only are you sick, Arjuna,’ K¤À¸a  went 
on, ‘but you have made me also sick. This is a time for brave deeds, not for this kind of 
lamenting. This is neither the time not the place for such talk.’ K¤À¸a  therefore, 
demanded to know where all these had come from. 

The verse contains three adjectives describing Arjuna's despair — an¡rya-juÀ¶a , 
asvargya, and ak¢rti-kara. An¡rya-juÀ¶a derives its meaning from ¡rya , meaning an 
upright man, one who does the right thing at the appropriate time. Arjuna was reminded 
by K¤À¸a that he had always been an ¡rya, a man who did what was to be done. From 
such a man, despair is not expected. Therefore, this behaviour is an¡rya-juÀ¶a, not 
befitting, or becoming an ¡rya . It is not that an ¡rya does not cry. He will cry when the 
occasion warrants it, but not in the battlefield where he has to act. Thus, K¤À¸a told 
Arjuna that his despair, his wailing and lamentations, here in the battlefield, were totally 
inappropriate, an¡rya-juÀ¶a, not becoming at all. 

K¤À¸a  also told him that what he was contemplating was asvargya , not the way to 
heaven. Arjuna  had said that he had heard that people who destroy the family and 
thereby the dharma  would live in hell, naraka , an abode of pain, for a certain length of 
time. He, therefore, thought that by doing his duty (of fighting this war) he would go to 
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naraka  and that by not doing it, by retreating, he would go to heaven, svarga. He was 
therefore prepared to sacrifice everything and go to svarga . K¤À¸a was now telling him 
that, if this were to be his thinking, it would not work. Not fighting would amount to a 
dereliction of duty because he was supposed to protect the law and order of the kingdom. 
Therefore, when he talked like this, it was asvargya . K¤À¸a  also told him in a later verse 
that, in addition to living with sorrow and privations due to not having a kingdom, this 
dereliction of duty would gnaw at his heart. Furthermore, when he died, he would go 
only to naraka  and not to svarga.  

To this, Arjuna might have said that he did not care about going to heaven. He did 
not even know if there was a heaven or a hell. Being cornered, he might have said that 
all he cared about was the here and now. If this were Arjuna's thinking, K¤À¸a tells him 
that it would prove to be ak¢rti-kara , a disgrace even in this life. He says, ‘This sorrow, 
leading to your running away from the battlefield, is not going to redound to your credit 
in the society. People are going to look at you and say, ‘That is Arjuna, the one who ran 
away from the battlefield.’ If you go to Rishikesh and sit under a tree, pilgrims will come 
to see you before going to the Ganges, saying: ‘I want to see Arjuna, the fellow who ran 
away from the battlefield.’ Everyone will talk lightly of you.’ 

He might have said further, ‘They will say, ‘How great was Arjuna! How 
courageous he was! He was the master archer — until the battle began!’ Nobody is going 
to give you any credit for such an action, Arjuna.’ 

K¤À¸a  may then have said, ‘Not only will they talk lightly of you, they will 
criticise and belittle all your powers and prowess. Even ordinary people will talk ill of 
you. If you run away from the battlefield, Dharmaputra , your older brother, crestfallen, 
will follow you. Bh¢ma , of course will be angry, but being helpless, he too will go away. 
The whole army will fizzle out; everyone will leave and some may even heave a sigh of 
relief that they have escaped.’ 

Everyone in Arjuna's ranks was afraid of Bh¢Àma and Dro¸a and those in the 
opposite camp were afraid of Arjuna and Bh¢ma. They would all be greatly relieved. 
The P¡¸·avas, along with their entire army, would be gone and Duryodhana would be 
handed the victory on a platter. He would be able to say, ‘Hands down, without a shot, I 
won.’ 

K¤À¸a would therefore have admonished Arjuna even further, ‘After you have 
gone to the forest, what will Duryodhana do? There will be parties everywhere. 
Duryodhana will let the entire army drink as much as it wants. Much more than a happy 
hour, it will be a happy day. Because the media is with him, Duryodhana will see to it 
that people think you are a coward. He will say that Arjuna asked K¤À¸a  to station his 
chariot in such a way that he could see Duryodhana's army and, seeing it, he ran away 
in fear. The headlines will read, ‘Arjuna saw, shivered, and ran.’ There will even be 
photographs of you running away.’ ‘Of course,’ K¤À¸a may have continued, 
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‘Duryodhana will present it in the worst possible light because Duryodhana cannot 
afford to have citizens looking up to Arjuna as a man of sacrifice. He will belittle you, 
Arjuna, even though he knows in his heart that your sacrifice was due only to 
compassion for the people, to save their families, and so on, he will not allow anyone to 
know that. He will cover it all up, saying that you ran away out of sheer fear for your 
precious life. Duryodhana will not be the only one to present it this way. The ordinary 
soldiers who normally had nightmares about Arjuna, those who had been so afraid of 
him, those who were recruited only a few days ago will also talk like this. Over drinks, 
one will boast to others that K¤À¸a stopped Arjuna's chariot right in front of him. And 
when Arjuna's eyes fell upon him, all he did was twist his moustache, give him that 
special look, and Arjuna ran away in terror. Who will not tell such stories? Not only the 
great warriors, but also yesterday's recruits, will talk like this. People will talk so ill of 
you, Arjuna, that it will be impossible for you to be happy in this world.’ This, then, was 
what K¤À¸a meant by ak¢rti-kara . 

K¤À¸a would have also reminded Arjuna  of the many wonderful titles that had 
been lavished upon him over the years. He was a role model for every soldier and now 
he was thinking of running away! This would be something like a Nobel laureate who, 
having been honoured for the great work he had done for the downtrodden, the poor and 
the ill of the society, is found to have committed a multiple murder for the sake of 
money. This news, of course, would blare out from the headlines of all the newspapers. 
The Nobel laureates of the world will then immediately surrender their scrolls because 
the Nobel Prize will no longer have any meaning. This was exactly what happened when 
a group of rock singers was knighted. One of the old knights surrendered his knighthood 
because he did not want to be in the same ranks as these young singers. 

‘Therefore, Arjuna , your name, fame, credibility, and everything will be 
destroyed,’ K¤À¸a tells Arjuna . K ¢rti-kara means that which adds to your name. Ak¢rti-
kara  is that which does not  add to one's credit at all. ‘Your sorrow, Arjuna, is ak¢rti-
kara . I see in it the seed for all further reactions,’ says K¤À¸a. Arjuna had already 
dropped his bow and arrows and sat down. K¤À¸a, therefore, had to tell Arjuna  that his 
thinking was confused and that he should get up and do what had to be done. 

KËÚ§™…∆ ®…… ∫®… M…®…& {……l…« x…Ëi…k¥…™™…÷{…{…ti…‰* 
I…÷p∆˘ æ˛n˘™…n˘…Ë§…«±™…∆ i™…Ci¥……‰ k…¢ˆ {…Æ˙xi…{…** 3 ** 
klaibyaÆ m¡ sma gamaÅ p¡rtha naitattvayyupapadyate 
kÀudraÆ h¤dayadaurbalyaÆ tyaktvottiÀ¶ha parantapa  Verse 3 

{…Æ˙xi…{… parantapa — Oh! Vanquisher of enemies; {……l…« p¡rtha — Arjuna ; KËÚ§™…®…¬ 
klaibyam — unmanliness; ®…… ∫®… M…®…& m¡ sma gamaÅ — do not yield to; Bi…i…¬ etat — 
this; x… i¥… ™… ={…{…ti…‰ na tvayi upapadyate — does not befit you; I…÷p˘®…¬ kÀudram — 
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lowly; æ˛n˘™…-n˘…Ë§…«±™…®…¬ h¤daya -daurbalyam — weakness of heart; i™…Ci¥…… tyaktv¡ — 
giving up; = k…¢ˆ uttiÀ¶ha — please get up 

Oh! P¡rtha, the vanquisher of enemies, do not yield to unmanliness. 
This does not befit you. Give up this lowly weakness of heart and get up. 

By calling Arjuna as P¡rtha, the son of P¤th¡, K¤À¸a was saying, ‘This is 
definitely not the time for behaving like a child, a mama's boy. K¤À¸a also used the word 
klaibya , meaning one who is neither male nor female — in other words, the mental state 
of a eunuch. Men fight in a certain way, and when women have to fight, they too fight in 
a way that is peculiar to them. Eunuchs, on the other hand, are a problem in any society 
because they are in between, neither man nor woman. K¤À¸a advised Arjuna against that 
state. ‘Do not proceed in this way. Do not let this emotion take you over — klaibyaÆ 
m¡ sma gamaÅ ’  

Arjuna  was known to be a man of great discipline, perseverance, dexterity and 
skill and therefore this thinking like a kl¢ba did not fit him at all. He was a soldier and as 
K¤À¸a said, it was his duty not to talk in this way. More than a soldier, he was a kÀatriya  
who was supposed to protect dharma. By birth, he had had this duty enjoined upon him. 
In addition, because he was a prince, he had to set an example. Nor was he an ordinary 
prince; he was the most exalted among princes. There was no one like him in this 
kingdom or elsewhere. He was the role model. Whatever he did, others would follow. 

‘You are a role model, Arjuna , a leader. You are not a s¡dhu. You are not a 
dropout, a hobo, who can do, as he likes. You are a responsible person and what is more, 
a leader. You are one of the five crowned princes and your older brother is supposed to 
rule. You are committed to doing what is to be done and there is no escape. To run away 
is not fitting for any soldier and for you, Arjuna, it is definitely not fitting,’ says K¤À¸a.  

Therefore, K¤À¸a continued, ‘Giving up, being overcome by emotional weakness 
at this time, Arjuna , is base and lowly. Please get up.’ Although he addressed him 
politely, K¤À¸a ordered Arjuna up, in fact. In the first line of this verse, he called him 
P¡rtha and then, to remind him who he was, he called him Parantapa, the one who 
destroys the enemy. ‘Don't run away,’ he said. ‘Get up and face the battle.’ 

K¤À¸a told Arjuna to do what had to be done. For Arjuna, it happened to be a 
battle. The  whole G¢t¡  is going to point out that what is to be done must be done — 
unless one is a sanny¡s¢. Doing what is to be done can be yoga, requiring only a change 
of attitude on your part. Thus, this part of the G¢t¡ is a set-up for the whole dharma that 
is to be unfolded, the seed for what is to come later in terms of karma-yoga . 

Being ordered to get up in this way, Arjuna felt that he was not understood, much 
less was his sympathy understood. He then began again to explain himself. So much 
respect did he have for K¤À¸a! 
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K¤À¸a's admonitions were not meant as criticisms, but were only to show Arjuna 
that a particular type of thinking led to his sorrow and that now he should change his 
thinking. Sympathy for others is a virtue, but what is to be done has to be done. The 
whole teaching is about another type of thinking and Arjuna's thinking process was 
triggered off by K¤À¸a's whipping words, as evidenced by his reply: 

+V…÷«x… =¥……S…* 
EÚl…∆ ¶…“π®…®…Ω∆˛ ∫…ÇÛ¨‰ p˘…‰h…∆ S… ®…v…÷∫…⁄n˘x…* 
<π…÷ ¶…& |… i…™……‰i∫™…… ®… {…⁄V……Ω˛…«¥… Æ˙∫…⁄n˘x…** 4 ** 
Arjuna uv¡ca  
kathaÆ bh¢ÀmamahaÆ sa´khye dro¸aÆ ca madhus£dana 
iÀubhiÅ pratiyotsy¡mi p£j¡rh¡varis£dana    Verse 4 

+V…÷«x…& arjunaÅ — Arjuna; =¥……S… uv¡ca — said: 

+ Æ˙∫…⁄n˘x… aris£dana — Oh! Destroyer of foes (K¤À¸a ); ®…v…÷∫…⁄v…x… madhus£dana  — Oh! 
Destroyer of the demon, Madhu; +Ω˛®…¬ aham — I; ∫…ÇÛ¨‰ sa´khye — in this battle; {…⁄V……-
+Ω˛…Í p£j¡-arhau — these two who are worthy of worship; ¶…“π®…®…¬ bh¢Àmam — Bh¢Àma ; 

p˘…‰h…®…¬ dro¸am — Dro¸a; S… ca  — and; <π…÷ ¶…& iÀubhiÅ  — w ith arrows; EÚl…®…¬ katham — 
how; |… i…™……‰i∫™…… ®… pratiyotsy¡mi — will fight against 

Arjuna said: 
Oh! Destroyer of foes! Oh! Destroyer of the demon, Madhu, (Oh! 
K¤À¸a!) How will I in this battle fight with arrows against Bh¢Àma  and 
Dro¸a, who are worthy of my worship?  

In this verse, Arjuna said what amounted to: ‘you cannot understand what I am saying. 
You cannot appreciate where I am coming from. I have been placed in a very unenviable 
situation. I have to fight and I am quite accustomed to that. That I have to fight against 
people known to me is also not the real problem. I probably could manage to fight 
against my own people. But how can I fight against these two stalwarts, Bh¢Àma and 
Dro¸a, for whom I have such great reverence, to whom I owe everything?’  

By addressing K¤À¸a as Madhus£dana  and Aris£dana, Arjuna  was reminding 
K¤À¸a that he had destroyed only demons and enemies, not his teachers and family. But 
those whom Arjuna was now supposed to destroy were his gurus, who deserved only 
worship from him. Instead of weapons, he should have brought flowers and been making 
garlands to offer them. Dro¸a was the one from whom he had learned the art of archery. 
He had grown up on Bh¢Àma's lap and learned everything he knew from him. Bh¢Àma 
was Arjuna's role model, his inspiration, idol, and hero. ‘How can I use my arrows 
against these two men?’ he asked.   
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Arjuna could also talk the way K¤À¸a was talking. He, too, could deliver a pep 
talk and tell others that they should behave like men and do what had to be done. But 
Bh¢Àma  and Dro¸a were two people for whom he had the greatest respect, which they 
deserved, and Arjuna did not think he could destroy them. This thinking was what led 
him to ask K¤À¸a to teach him what was right. 

The process of Arjuna's thinking is revealed in these verses very beautifully. The 
G¢t¡ still has not begun. K¤À¸a's advice to get up was that of a friend. What Arjuna 
intended to do was not going to take him to heaven, much less add to his credit and 
K¤À¸a told him so. Everything else K¤À¸a said was just to boost Arjuna's morale. 
Naturally, Arjuna was surprised that K¤À¸a was saying things like, ‘Don't get into this  
eunuch-like state’ and so on, since he was not accustomed to be spoken to as a weakling.  

Given the words he used, K¤À¸a seemed to be thinking of Arjuna  as a coward, 
someone who had to be told to get up and do what had to be done. Arjuna  had never 
heard such words in his lifetime and had certainly never expected to hear them from 
K¤À¸a, of all people. Therefore, he wanted to counter all of Bhagav¡n's statements. 
Therefore, he said, ‘It is easy for you to tell me not to have this weakness. However, the 
problem here for me is not fear. That is not why I want to leave the battlefield. I want to 
leave because of compassion and my concept of dharma , which holds that dharma can 
be protected only by protecting the dharm¢s. The only way I can win this war is by 
destroying all the dharm¢s. Therefore, none of this makes any sense.’ 

Arjuna's problem was something like that of a student who wanted to protect his 
guru  from a fly that was bothering him while he slept. He took a big stone and killed the 
fly, also killing his guru in the process. Here, too, in the name of protecting dharma, the 
very people who were supposed to live dharma and hand it over to the next generation 
were all going to be destroyed. Arjuna  was anguished and amazed that all the P¡¸·avas 
could have armed themselves to fight such a war. Thus, he asked, ‘How could we have 
decided to do anything so insensible?’ 

In Arjuna's perception, this war would not protect dharma. It was also very clear 
to him that the result of this battle would definitely not give him any happiness in this 
lifetime. Nor did he see any kind of heaven for himself after death; because, to destroy 
the entire kula -dharma was an act of sin. More than that, for the rest of his life, he 
would have to live with the thought that he had destroyed all these people. Therefore, 
there would be neither d¤À¶a -phala nor ad¤À¶a -phala  in such an action. 

Since this was Arjuna's view, he did not understand how K¤À¸a could say that he 
was frightened. He went on to explain that the people standing there were not unknown 
to him. They were his own people, people for whom he had the greatest respect and 
reverence. Unless he killed people like Bh¢Àma  and Dro¸a , there would be no question 
of his gaining victory. In addition, if they were destroyed — assuming that Arjuna was 
going to destroy them — what kind of happiness would he possibly have? He had to live 
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with the thought that he had destroyed those he revered the most, those from whom he 
had learned all that he knew! ‘How can I send arrow for arrow against them,’ he asked 
K¤À¸a. 

Even if K¤À¸a had argued that Bh¢Àma and Dro¸a  did not seem to have the same 
concern for him, Arjuna did not feel that he was in a position to make any such 
judgement. Their choosing to fight against him may have been wrong but at the same 
time, they no doubt had had their own logic for doing so. Because of his respect and 
reverence for these two stalwarts, Arjuna did not feel that he had the right to say 
anything about their decision to support Duryodhana . The point he was making to 
K¤À¸a was that he himself could not sin by exchanging arrows with them. He would 
rather die than draw the arrow that would destroy Dro¸a and Bh¢Àma, his teachers. He 
therefore told K¤À¸a that he, Arjuna, did not know the meaning of fear, as was very well 
know n to K¤À¸a. 

A brave man can be sympathetic, but a coward who is sympathetic has a problem 
because the sympathy ends in distress. This kind of sympathy is of no use, whereas, 
when a resourceful, courageous, skilful person is sympathetic, the sympathy can be 
useful to the other person. A brave man should be sympathetic. So too, a rich man should 
be magnanimous and a knowledgeable man humble. Knowledge and humility, money 
and magnanimity, power and justice, and, strength and gentleness — these go together. 
A person having only one of these two attributes, such as power or strength, without the 
justice or gentleness that goes with it, is capable of destroying others. 

Arjuna  was a brave man, a courageous man, and a mature person. A mature 
person can be sympathetic. A problem arises, however, when there is confusion. 
Arjuna's confusion was that of a mature person. Ved¡nta  cannot be taught to an 
immature person. Instead, he or she can be taught something else — something that will 
resolve a particular problem. A mature person can be taught Ved¡nta, thereby solving 
the problem more fundamentally. This is where the G¢t¡ comes in as we will see. 

Arjuna  presented his case beautifully. K¤À¸a destroyed demons and enemies, but 
here, those who were to be destroyed were Arjuna's teachers and relatives. Dro¸a was a 
teacher who was not against Arjuna in any way. The only problem was that he was 
obliged to Duryodhana because of all the help he had received from him. Bh¢Àma was 
also obliged for the same reason. This did not mean, however, that they were against  
Arjuna. Perceiving this particular situation properly, Arjuna  told K¤À¸a , ‘Destroying 
demons and enemies, as you have done, is right, but destroying one's teachers is not 
right.’ It was fine that K¤À¸a was known as a destroy er of demons — Madhus£dana . 
However, Arjuna definitely did not want to be known as a destroyer of teachers — 
gurus£dana . 

Therefore, in the next verse, he said that it would be better for him to live on alms 
than to kill his gurus.  
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M…÷∞¸x…Ω˛i¥……  Ω˛ ®…Ω˛…x …÷¶……¥……x…¬ ∏…‰™……‰ ¶……‰H÷Ú∆ ¶…ËI™…®…{…“Ω˛ ôÙ…‰E‰Ú* 
Ω˛i¥……l…«EÚ…®……∆∫i…÷ M…÷∞¸ x…ΩĘ̈¥… ¶…÷â…“™… ¶……‰M……x…¬ Ø˚ v…Æ˙|… n˘Mv……x…¬** 5 ** 
gur£nahatv¡ hi mah¡nubh¡v¡n  

¿reyo bhoktuÆ bhaikÀyamap¢ha loke 
hatv¡rthak¡m¡Æstu gur£nihaiva  

bhuµj¢ya bhog¡n rudhirapradigdh¡n   Verse 5 

®…Ω˛…x…÷¶……¥……x…¬ mah¡nubh¡v¡n  — highly exalted; M…÷∞¸x…¬ gur£n — teachers; +Ω˛i¥…… ahatv¡  
— not killing; <Ω˛ iha — here; ôÙ…‰E‰Ú loke — in this world; ¶…ËI™…®…¬ bhaikÀyam — food 
collected from others by begging; + {… api — even; ¶……‰H÷Ú®…¬ bhoktum — to eat; ∏…‰™…& 
¿reyaÅ — better;  Ω˛ hi — indeed; i…÷ tu  — whereas; M…÷∞¸x…¬ gur£n — teachers; Ω˛i¥…… hatv¡ 
— killing; <Ω˛ B¥… iha eva  — here itself; Ø˚ v…Æ-˙|… n˘Mv……x…¬ rudhira-pradigdh¡n  — stained 
with blood; +l…«-EÚ…®……x…¬ artha-k¡m¡n — security and pleasure; ¶……‰M……x…¬ bhog¡n — 
enjoyments; ¶…÷â…“™… bhuµj¢ya  — I would experience 

It would be better indeed to eat food collected from others here in this 
world than to kill these highly exalted teachers. Whereas, if I kill them, 
the enjoyments of security and pleasure I would experience in this world 
will be stained with blood.  

Arjuna  also looked upon his grandfather, Bh¢Àma , as a guru  because he had been 
taught by him as he grew up. Bh¢Àma and Dro¸a  were not ordinary gurus of the world. 
They deserved the status of highly exalted people. In this verse, Arjuna told K¤À¸a that 
it would be preferable to live on alms than to kill his own people. 

BhaikÀya  means collecting food from others, something that only s¡dhus are 
entitled to do. They take only a little from each person so as not to be a liability on 
anyone. The whole process of Arjuna's thinking was changing. In fact, his mind had 
already gone to this way of life, rather than to fighting the war. 

Arjuna  knew that if he left the battlefield, he would have to go to the forest. 
Previously, he had counted on this day to retrieve the kingdom and he had been looking 
forward to it for a long time. He had gathered all the weapons he needed, but when the 
day came, he decided not to fight. What else was left for him to do but go to the forest 
and live a life of alms? He could not remain in the kingdom. Only from the distant 
mountain people could he hope to collect a little food on which to live. This was all that 
was open to him and he was ready for it. He want ed it, in fact. 

Only two types of people can take bhikÀ¡ — students (brahmac¡r¢s) and 
renunciates (s¡dhus). Brahmac¡r¢s can take bhikÀ¡ because they are not earning 
members in the society. They leave home and go to the gurukula to live with a teacher. 
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Ther efore, they are allowed to go for bhikÀ¡ , if they have to. S¡dhus or Swamis are 
renunciates and they live on alms. Arjuna's mind had now  turned in this direction.  

Because he was already a father and grandfather, Arjuna could not become a 
brahmac¡r¢. Theref ore, all that was available to him was the life of a s¡dhu . This was 
what he wanted and this was the basis for the only question he asked again and again in 
the G¢t¡  — ‘Which is better of the two — karma-yoga or sanny¡sa ? Why do you ask 
me to do karma when there is this other life-style?’ He asked this question in the third 
chapter and again in the fifth chapter. Then, perhaps because he was a little shy about 
asking it again, he asked some other questions in between. And then, slowly, he slipped 
it in again in the eighteenth chapter in a different form — ‘What is the difference 
between ty¡ga  and sanny¡sa?’  

Thus, Arjuna always kept the same thought in his mind. He wanted to be a s¡dhu 
and all of his arguments were directed to this end. Although, Bh¢Àma  and Dro¸a had 
come to the battlefield, not as teachers but to cast their lot with Duryodhana for the sake 
of the kingdom, Arjuna's point was that if these people were destroyed, what kind of 
kingdom would he have? Any enjoyment he would experience would be soaked in 
blood. He would be haunted by the sight of the blood of his teachers. Nothing would 
remove it from his mind, he was sure. 

The more one tries to remove a fixation, the more it becomes fixed. There is no 
way of removing it. If it could be removed, it would not be a fixation. Thus, Arjuna 
knew that the sight of Bh¢Àma and Dro¸a bleeding to death would be permanently 
imprinted in his mind. The impact would be so powerful that it would remain a fixation. 
Therefore, any pleasant experience he gathered would be sullied by the thought of 
having killed his own people. Any enjoyment he might have had would always be 
conditioned by the memory of the cost, the blood of Bh¢Àma, Dro¸a, and the others who 
were killed in the battle. 

Arjuna , then, expressed his confus ion in the next verse: 

x… S…Ëi… u˘s& EÚi…Æ˙z……‰ M…Æ˙“™……‰ ™…u˘… V…™…‰®… ™… n˘ ¥…… x……‰ V…™…‰™…÷&* 
™……x…‰¥… Ω˛i¥…… x…  V…V…“ ¥…π……®…∫i…‰%¥…Œ∫l…i……& |…®…÷J…‰ v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı…&** 6 ** 
na caitadvidmaÅ kataranno gar¢yo  

yadv¡ jayema yadi v¡ no jayeyuÅ 
y¡neva hatv¡  na jij¢viÀ¡ma- 

ste'vasthit¡Å pramukhe dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡Å   Verse 6 

x…& naÅ — for us; EÚi…Æ˙i…¬ katarat — which of the two; M…Æ˙“™…& gar¢yaÅ — better; Bi…i…¬ etat 
— this; x… S…  ¥…s& na ca  vidmaÅ — and we do not know; ™…n¬˘ ¥…… yad v¡ — whether; 
V…™…‰®… jayema  — we should conquer (them); ™… n˘ ¥…… yadi v¡  — or; x…& V…™…‰™…÷& naÅ  jayeyuÅ 
— they should conquer us; ™……x…¬ B¥… y¡n  eva  — indeed whom; Ω˛i¥…… hatv¡  — having 
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slain; x…  V…V…“ ¥…π……®…& na  jij¢viÀ¡maÅ  — we will not want to live; i…‰ te — those; v……i…«Æ˙…ü≈ı…& 
dh¡rtar¡À¶r¡Å — sons of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra; |…®…÷J…‰ pramukhe — in front of (us); +¥…Œ∫l…i……& 
avasthit¡Å — stand 

And, we do not know which of the two will be better for us — that we 
should conquer them or that they should conquer us. The sons of 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra, after slaying whom we will indeed not want to live, stand 
facing us.  

In this verse, Arjuna told K¤À¸a that he did not know which was better — to win 
the battle against the enemies, who were his own people, or to be defeated by them. 
Regardless of who was victorious, the problem would remain. To be victorious, Arjuna 
had to destroy all these people. He would have the pleasures of a kingdom but would be 
unable to enjoy them. For Arjuna, then, the choice was meaningless. Because K¤À¸a 
was telling him to get up and fight, he was confused about how the victory could be 
good for him. If, on the other hand, Duryodhana won, the P¡¸·avas would have to go 
to the forest and live a life of bhikÀu . Although this life-style was arduous and there 
would be no enjoyments, Arjuna thought that it was definitely the better of the two 
alternatives. 

He said that the P¡¸·avas did not want to live by destroying the sons of 
Dh¤tar¡À¶ra and those connected to them — Bh¢Àma , Dro¸a , K¤pa and so on — all of 
whom were standing in front of him on the battlefield. He called the war a ‘no-w in’ 
situation. It would be one big loss and he had no interest in it. But K¤À¸a had told him 
that, what he was thinking of doing was wrong. Therefore, Arjuna argued that whether it 
was wrong or right, the situation was such that he could not see anything good coming to 
him from fighting. 

Then, Arjuna explained himself further: 

EÚ…{…«h™…n˘…‰π……‰{…Ω˛i…∫¥…¶……¥…& {…fiSUÙ… ®… i¥……∆ v…®…«∫…®®…⁄f¯S…‰i……&* 
™…SU≈‰Ù™…& ∫™…… z… ù…i…∆ •…⁄ Ω˛ i…x®…‰  ∂…π™…∫i…‰%Ω∆˛ ∂…… v… ®……∆ i¥……∆ |…{…z…®…¬** 7 ** 
k¡rpa¸yadoÀopahatasvabh¡vaÅ  

p¤cch¡mi tv¡Æ dharmasamm£·hacet¡Å 
yacchreyaÅ sy¡nni¿citaÆ br£hi tanme  

¿iÀyaste'haÆ ¿¡dhi m¡Æ tv¡Æ prapannam  Verse 7 

EÚ…{…«h™…-n˘…‰π…-={…Ω˛i…-∫¥…¶……¥…& k¡rpa¸ya -doÀa -upahata -svabh¡vaÅ — overcome by faint-
heartedness; v…®…«-∫…®®…⁄f¯-S…‰i……& dharma-samm£·ha-cet¡Å — confused about (my) duty; 
i¥……®…¬ tv¡m — you; {…fiSUÙ… ®… p¤cch¡mi — I ask; ®…‰ me — for me; ™…i…¬ yat — which; 
 x… ù…i…®…¬ ∏…‰™…& ∫™……i…¬ ni¿citam ¿reyaÅ sy¡t — is definitely better; i…i…¬ tat — that; •…⁄ Ω˛ br£hi 
— please tell me; +Ω˛®…¬ aham  — I am; i…‰ te  — your;  ∂…π™…& ¿iÀyaÅ — student; i¥……®…¬ 
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|…{…z…®…¬ tv¡m prapannam — one who has taken refuge in you; ®……®…¬ m¡m  — me; ∂…… v… 
¿¡dhi — please teach  

Overcome by faint -heartedness, confused about my duty, I ask you which 
is definitely better for me. Please tell me. I am your student. Please teach 
me, who has taken refuge in you. 

x…  Ω˛ |…{…∂™…… ®… ®…®……{…x…÷t…n¬˘ ™…SUÙ…‰EÚ®…÷SUÙ…‰π…h… ®…Œxp˘™……h……®…¬* 
+¥……{™… ¶…⁄®……¥…∫…{…ã…®…fir∆˘ Æ˙…V™…∆ ∫…÷Æ˙…h……®… {… S…… v…{…i™…®…¬** 8 ** 
na hi prapa¿y¡mi mam¡panudy¡d  

yacchokamucchoÀa¸amindriy¡¸¡m 
av¡pya bh£m¡vasapatnam¤ddhaÆ  

r¡jyaÆ sur¡¸¡mapi c¡dhipatyam    Verse 8 

¶…⁄®……Ë bh£mau — on the earth; +∫…{…ã…®…¬ asapatnam — unrivalled; @Òr˘®…¬ ¤ddham — 
prosperous; Æ˙…V™…®…¬ r¡jyam  — kingdom; ∫…÷Æ˙…h……®…¬ sur¡¸¡m — of the denizens of heaven; 
+ {… api — even; +… v…{…i™…®…¬ ¡dhipatyam  — overlordship; S… ca  — and; +¥……{™… av¡pya 
— obtaining; ®…®… mama  — my; <Œxp˘™……h……®…¬ indriy¡¸¡m — of the senses; =SUÙ…‰π…h…®…¬ 
ucchoÀa¸am — that which dries up; ∂……‰EÚ®…¬ ¿okam — sorrow; ™…i…¬ +{…x…÷t…i…¬ yat 
apanudy¡t — that which would remove; x…  Ω˛ |…{…∂™…… ®… na hi prapa¿y¡mi — I do not 
see 

I do not see anything that will remove the sorrow that dries up my senses, 
even if I were to obtain an unrivalled and prosperous kingdom on earth 
and sovereignty over the denizens of heaven.  

We will look at the second of these two verses first. Here, Arjuna described how 
his sorrow had dried up his sense organs so that they could not function. His arms and 
legs also seemed to have atrophied. The energy in them had been totally sapped by this 
incapacitating sorrow. Nor could he see any way of removing it. Even if he found the 
courage to fight because of his commitment to dharma and because K¤À¸a asked him to 
fight, Arjuna did not think his sorrow would ever go away. He saw it as something 
inside of himself. 

A SORROW THAT CANNOT BE ALLEVIATED 

In fact, only the sad become sad. No one suddenly becomes sad. Just as the angry 
become angry, the sad become sad. If you are already angry inside, all that you require is 
a reason to become angry. Similarly, the jealous become jealous and the lonely become 
lonely. Therefore, these feelings indicate that there is a problem already there 
underneath. 
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Arjuna  recognised an inner, unwept sadness and felt sad. Sometimes the sadness 
that is underneath comes out. Otherwise, it always remains hidden there. In between the 
bouts of sadness that come out, there is some laughter — not because of your effort but 
in spite of it. Sadness seems to be something that is identical with the person. Arjuna 
concluded that even gaining an unrivalled kingdom on earth would not allay his sorrow. 

A kingdom is usually surrounded by enemies, making it a rivalled kingdom, 
meaning that its ruler cannot sleep peacefully. This is like having a nice house, which 
you cannot enjoy because it is in an inimical neighbourhood. Similarly, in a kingdom, 
that all the rivals want to occupy and go on encroaching upon, one fellow nibbles away 
at the east while another nibbles away at the west. This continual encroachment, this 
nibbling, makes the ruler of the kingdom miserable. Therefore, in order to be happy, a 
ruler must have a kingdom that is unrivalled. 

Even by being the emperor of an empire, this could not be accomplished, Arjuna 
knew. There can be such severe drought and poverty in an empire that people will begin 
to eat each other or, at least, will be ready to do so. Arjuna saw his situation in this way. 
Dharma is very difficult to follow when a man is hungry and, continues to be hungry. 
Eventually, he will begin to compromise his dharma in order to relieve his hunger. The 
ruler of a kingdom is no different except that he must become a national beggar. If you 
are the head of a family, you have to beg for the whole family — not a big problem. 
However, if you are the ruler of a whole nation and its citizens are hungry, you must go 
to UNESCO and America to plead for assistance.  

A kingdom, which is poor, is not a happy kingdom and if it is prosperous, rivals 
will definitely be there. Having commented on earthly kingdoms, Arjuna then extended 
his thinking to the kingdom of the gods. ‘I don't see that even ruling the kingdom of 
heaven will enable me to cross this sorrow,’ he said.  

Arjuna saw his mind as having been destroyed by k¡rpa¸ya , miserliness. A 
person who has no money and does not spend is practical, whereas one who has no 
money but spends is not. Neither is a miser. A miser is one who has money and will not 
spend it. He or she is always waiting for retirement, which is not related to a job, but to 
the time when he can no longer take care of himself. Always worrying about who will 
take care of him, he keeps his money for later. If he does fall ill, he still hangs on to it 
out of his concern for a more serious illness later! Then, when he dies, his brother-in-law 
gets everything! Such a person is a miser. He does not spend on himself or others. He is 
a very unfortunate person, like a child holding on to all of his toys. He is immature; he 
does not know himself and dies not knowing. 

The B¤had¡ra¸yakopaniÀad  talks about a k¤pa¸a , a miser, from another 
standpoint. It describes the person leaving this world without gaining the knowledge of 
¡tm¡ as a miser. 
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It says: 

™……‰ ¥…… Bi…n˘I…Æ∆˙ M……M™…« ¥… n˘i¥……∫®……±±……‰EÚ…i|…Ë i… ∫… EfiÚ{…h…&*  
yo v¡ etadakÀaraÆ g¡rgyaviditv¡sm¡llok¡tpraiti sa k¤pa¸aÅ  

(B¤had¡ra¸yakopaniÀad – 3.8.10) 

Oh! G¡rg¢ , the one who departs from this world without knowing this 
‘Immutable One’ is a k¤pa¸a. 

The real wealth of a human being is mor e than external wealth. It is knowing what 
is real and what is unreal, what is right and what is wrong — viveka. This wealth 
distinguishes the human being from all other beings. The one who has this viveka is not 
a k¤pa¸a, whereas the one who does not have it naturally holds on to things, which have 
no real content because his or her value structure is confused. Arjuna is referring to this 
kind of miserliness, when he says that he has been overcome by k¡rpa¸ya. 

Arjuna  now saw that although he had opportunit ies to do so, he had not made 
proper use of his mind. Otherwise, he would not have had this problem and knowing 
what was right and wrong would have been easy. He knew he could only decide this 
when he was not caught in the very concept of right and wrong. He had to know a little 
more than dharma and adharma  in order to decide about right and wrong. When right 
and wrong itself is an issue, it cannot be resolved by one whose mind is deluded with 
reference to right and wrong. 

Because he knew something more was  needed, Arjuna asked K¤À¸a to tell him 
what was best for him. He wanted K¤À¸a to teach him that which is more than dharma 
and adharma. Two pursuits are open to a person — ¿reyas and preyas. áreyas is 
something that is good for all, something that is above dharma and adharma . Whereas 
preyas is the result of dharma. Any good action produces a result for you, such as 
prosperity, pleasure, and so on. áreyas is other than this, more than this; it is mokÀa . 
Arjuna therefore asked, ‘Please teach me ¿reyas alone.’ 

K¤À¸a could have said, ‘Why should I teach you? I came here to drive your chariot 
and you are asking me to teach. That was not the original contract. I said I would drive; I 
told you I would not fight. I did not tell you that I would teach. You wanted me to drive 
your chariot and I accepted. Now you are asking your driver to teach you!’ But, K¤À¸a 
responded in this way because Arjuna was telling him something that he had never told 
him before. He was saying, ‘I am your student.’ 

If someone tells you that he is your student, you have to decide whether he 
deserves to be a ¿iÀya or not. Whether you will be his or her guru is something for you 
to decide. Thus Arjuna  left it in K¤À¸a's hands. He seems to say, ‘The ball is in your 
court now, K¤À¸a . You do whatever you like. I don't care, but I am your ¿iÀya’ Up to 
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now, Arjuna had not told K¤À¸a that he was his student. That is why K¤À¸a had not 
taught him so far. Only for the asking is the teaching given and Arjuna had never asked 
for it, although he had asked for a variety of things. He had asked him to come and drive 
his chariot which K¤À¸a did. But he had never asked him to teach. 

WHAT DOES IT MEAN TO BE A STUDENT — A áIâYA? 

The words ¿iÀya and ¿reyas go together. Once you say, ‘I am a ¿iÀya,’ and you ask 
for ¿reyas, there is only one meaning for that ¿reyas. Although it can mean anything 
good, any topical solution to a topical problem, any medicine or treatment, ¿reyas here 
has an absolute meaning. Because Arjuna says, ‘I am your ¿iÀya; please teach me,’ the 
absolute meaning is conveyed.  

 áiÀya can also mean many things. There is an archery ¿iÀya , a dance ¿iÀya , both 
of which apply to Arjuna , as well as many others. In all of them, one factor is missing 
— the surrender. By asking K¤À¸a to teach him, Arjuna became a ¿iÀya, a disciple. As a 
student, he surrendered himself to K¤À¸a. 

As we saw earlier, there are three words in Sanskrit for the student — vidy¡rth¢, 
antev¡s¢ and ¿iÀya. Vidy¡rth¢ can be anyone having a desire for knowledge. Everyone 
wants to know everything, but that does not mean that effort is made to gain knowledge. 
An antev¡s¢  is the one who makes this effort. This type of student goes to a teacher, 
joins the ranks, joins the courses, enrolls in the university. That does not mean that he or 
she understands what is being taught in the class. The student may simply be sitting 
there, accomplishing nothing. 

The third word for student, ¿iÀya , refers to a student who is qualified to be taught 
based on his or her capacity to understand. By using the word ¿iÀya , Arjuna was stating 
that he thought he was prepared to learn what K¤À¸a had to teach. His compassion 
indicated that he was mature, but because of a certain lack of understanding, there was a 
confusion with reference to dharma and adharma . Arjuna  wanted to solve this 
problem much more fundamentally. He could not but think of his sorrow, which is a 
human problem. He had discerned sorrow in a situation where sorrow was not expected. 
He could not proceed with the battle because he did not see any favourable outcome, 
nothing that he could be proud of and thus his mind went elsewhere. 

Where does the mind go in such circumstances? It comes back to oneself. This is 
where culture comes in. Without culture, one becomes a hobo. In Arjuna's case, his 
culture, maturity, his upbringing, his lifelong commitment to the values of dharma, the 
various privations he underwent for the sake of dharma  — all of these had paid off in 
this particular coming back to himself and saying, ‘I don't think that even a heavenly 
kingdom could remove this sorrow that is in me.’ 
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Sorrow was, therefore, the problem and Arjuna  had always heard that there was 
only one way of removing it. He had to become a ¿iÀya  and gain ¿reyas or mokÀa , 
liberation. He did both of them. ‘To be a ¿iÀya,’ he told K¤À¸a , ‘I have surrendered to 
you. You are the one who is going to deliver the goods. I am your student.’ In this way, 
Arjuna surrendered so that Lord K¤À¸a could do what was to be done. 

∫…â…™… =¥……S…* 
B¥…®…÷Ci¥…… æ˛π…“E‰Ú∂…∆ M…÷b˜…E‰Ú∂…& {…Æ˙xi…{…&* 
x… ™……‰i∫™… < i… M……‰ ¥…xn˘®…÷Ci¥…… i…⁄πh…” §…¶…⁄¥… Ω** 9 ** 
saµjaya uv¡ca 
evamuktv¡ h¤À¢ke¿aÆ gu·¡ke¿aÅ parantapaÅ 
na yotsya iti govindamuktv¡ t£À¸¢Æ babh£va ha   Verse 9 

∫…â…™…& saµjayaÅ  — Saµjaya ; =¥……S… uv¡ca  — said; 

{…Æ˙xi…{…& parantapaÅ — the scorcher of foes; M…÷b˜…E‰Ú∂…& gu·¡ke¿aÅ — Arjuna; æ˛π…“E‰Ú∂…®…¬ 
h¤À¢ke¿am — to Lord K¤À¸a; B¥…®…¬ evam — in this manner; =Ci¥…… uktv¡ — having 
spoken; x… ™……‰i∫™…‰ na yotsye — I shall not fight; < i… iti — thus; M……‰ ¥…xn˘®…¬ govindam — to 

Govinda (Lord K¤À¸a); =Ci¥…… uktv¡ — saying; i…⁄πh…“®…¬ §…¶…⁄¥… t£À¸¢m babh£va — 
became silent; Ω˛ ha—indeed   

Saµjaya  said: 
Having spoken to H¤À¢ke¿a (Lord K¤À¸a) in this manner, Gu·¡ke¿a 
(Arjuna), the scorcher of foes, saying to Govinda, ‘I shall not fight,’ 
became silent. 

With these words Saµjaya  informed Dh¤tar¡À¶ra of the most recent events on the 
battlefield, as he had been asked to do.  

Wanting K¤À¸a to teach him ¿reyas, Arjuna  had said, ‘I am your ¿iÀya . Please 
teach me.’ Arjuna seemed to know the profundity of the word ¿reyas, a word mentioned 
often in the ¿¡stra . In the Ka¶hopaniÀad , there is a story about a young boy, Naciketas, 
who went to Lord Yama, the Lord of Death, and received three boons. He encashed the 
first in favour of his father, who was angry with him. For the second boon, he asked to 
be taught the ritual for gaining heaven. This boon, too, was for the sake of others. Lord 
Yama granted Naciketas both of these boons. 

Naciketas encashed the third boon for himself. He wanted to know whether there 
was a self, an ¡tm¡ other than the body, because some people said there was, and others 
said there was not. He told Lord Yama  that he wanted to be taught about this ¡tm¡ and 
that there was no one more qualified to do it than Lord Yama. At first, Lord Yama 
discouraged him, but finally, he decided to teach Naciketas. 
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Lord Yama  told Naciketas that there were always two things available to a human 
being — ¿reyas and preyas. áreyas is chosen by one who is wise, a vivek¢. Whereas 
everyone else generally chooses preyas — prosperity and pleasure, artha and k¡ma . 
Dharma also comes under preyas. áreyas, on the other hand, is mokÀa , liberation, the 
freedom brought about by self-knowledge. Naciketas asked Lord Yama for this ¿reyas. 

Because ¿reyas can be used in both a relative and an absolute sense, it is important 
to know what it was that Arjuna was asking for. Whether Arjuna wanted it or not, 
K¤À¸a understood Arjuna's request only in terms of absolute ¿reyas and not in the 
ordinary sense. The absolute meaning of ¿reyas is absolute fullness — that which is 
good for me, good for you, good for everyone, at any time and place. That which was 
good for Arjuna was equally good for Duryodhana, if only he had ears for it. If 
Duryodhana had said to K¤À¸a, ‘I am your ¿iÀya, please teach me,’ and if K¤À¸a had 
considered Duryodhana a qualified student, he would have taught him in the same way.  

Whenever and to whomever ¿reyas is taught, it is always taught the same way 
because it is knowledge, jµ¡na. From K¤À¸a's point of view, then the ¿reyas Arjuna 
asked for was this knowledge, which is mokÀa. In the wake of this knowledge, there is 
no sorrow. Because this is the teaching of the G¢t¡ , from beginning to end, the G¢t¡  is 
mokÀa-¿¡stra, a body of teaching meant to destroy ¿oka sorrow. 

Knowledge is something that cannot be personal. Although it has to be gained by a 
person, knowledge, any knowledge, is always true to the nature of the object of 
knowledge. It is not something that is centred on your personal will, but on the object of 
knowledge. For example, if the object is a flower, it is a flower; there is no choice in 
knowing it as anything other than a flower. If there is something more to know about the 
flower, then you can know it — its botanical name, which includes its family, and so on. 
Whatever more you come to know about the flower is always jµ¡na . Because 
knowledge is always as true as the object, it is not determined by one's will. Therefore, 
knowledge of a thing is not going to differ from person to person. 

RELATIVE áREYAS  

Usually, what is good for you at a given time may be not good for you at another 
time. For example, a particular drug may be a cure for your illness, although it is also a 
poison. Thus, what is good for you at one time is not good for you at another time. Also, 
a certain medicine may be good for only one problem and not any other. Alternatively, 
the drug that treats your problem may not be good for someone else with the same 
problem, because of the other person's allergic reaction to it. This kind of goodness is 
what is meant by relative goodness, something that is not always applicable in the same 
way. It keeps on changing. 
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Something that is good is determined by place, de¿a, time, k¡la, and situation, 
nimitta . Even ethics and values, dharma-¿¡stra , which we generally consider as 
absolute, have to be interpreted from time to time. Because dharma -¿¡stra is to be 
interpreted, it cannot be considered absolutely good.  

ABSOLUTE áREYAS  

If there is something that is absolutely good, it must be something that does not 
change at any time and is always the same for any person. That is what is meant by 
¿reyas here. Arjuna's sorrow led him to ask for this ¿reyas and K¤À¸a understood what 
he wanted as absolute ¿reyas. 

Absolute ¿reyas, called mokÀa , is the complete acceptance of oneself. Self -
acceptance implies a self that is already acceptable. If I am not acceptable to myself, 
positive thinking cannot give me self -acceptance. The self is unfolded in the G¢t¡  as 
already acceptable, along with how it is acceptable and how it is free from all limitations. 

The one who is happy with oneself has nothing more to do. Such a person is one 
who has checked off all the items to be completed, to be fulfilled that are on the list. He 
or she is a free person. Throughout the G¢t¡ we are told that the self is accept able and 
that this acceptable self alone is what everyone is  seeking in life.  

When Duryodhana wanted the kingdom, he wanted only self -acceptance. He 
wanted to see himself as a person who was acceptable to himself. Without a kingdom, he 
could not see himself in this way. Therefore, he wanted the kingdom. In the process, of 
course, he had conflicts. He was cavilled at by so many people and he had wronged so 
many people. How could he be acceptable to himself under such circumstances? 

You should be acceptable to yourself without a kingdom, without any addition, 
without even the physical body and its condition. Only then can you accept yourself. If 
the body is something based on which you have self-acceptance, you are in trouble 
because the body will change. It is not going to remain the same. The self might have 
been acceptable yesterday, but not today, because the body has picked up a problem. The 
body is time-bound; it is subject to change and it keeps changing. Therefore, in the 
morning, it is acceptable and in the evening, it is not. We find, then, that if the self 
depends on any other factor for its acceptability it is not an acceptable self at all. The self 
by itself, in its own glory, should be acceptable to you, for which it has to be free from 
any limitation whatsoever. 

The self is the whole. In reality, there is nothing other than self. This vision is 
unfolded in the G¢t¡  in such verses as, ‘All beings exist in me and I do not exist in them 
— matsth¡ni sarvabh£t¡ni na c¡'haÆ teÀvavasthitaÅ (G¢t¡ – 9-4) and ‘in me there 
are no beings — na ca matsth¡ni bh£t¡ni (G¢t¡ –  9-5).’ This means that while I do not 
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depend on any one of them, they all depend upon me. This is the vision of the whole, 
unfolded in the ¿¡stra as the meaning of the word ¿reyas. 

áreyas is you. Until it is gained, ¿reyas is an end, as it were. Once gained, it is not 
separate from you. It is you alone. You are ¿reyas. Arjuna asked for it and he got it. If 
Arjuna had wanted ordinary ¿reyas, he would not have told K¤À¸a that he was his ¿iÀya . 
Nor would he have told him that he was surrendering to him. All this indicated that 
Arjuna wanted to gain absolute ¿reyas at this particular stage of his life. Having 
surrendered to K¤À¸a, Arjuna left everything to him. K¤À¸a then had to decide whether 
he would teach Arjuna or merely urge him to stop blabbering and fight! Fortunately, 
K¤À¸a taught him. Had he opted not to, we would not have the G¢t¡ . 

ARJUNA'S  ATTRACTION TO SANNYËSA 

In asking that K¤À¸a teach him, there was a prayer, a surrender in Arjuna that 
calmed the storm within him. When there is a doubt or indecision, the mind is restless. 
When there is a possibility of a solution, or a decision is made, then the mind quietens 
down. There is definitely restlessness when there is a conflict between dharma and 
adharma. 

In Arjuna's mind there was a conflict between right and wrong (dharma and 
adharma) and there was the emotion of sympathy, leading to his sorrow. Affections 
being involved, his mind was in an even greater state of confusion than it would have 
been had he merely been concerned about his duty. Arjuna's confusion naturally led to a 
certain sadness. Lord K¤À¸a  was a good listener and perhaps the two verses wherein he 
tried to whip Arjuna  into action also helped to trigger Arjuna's thinking. 

While trying to prove to K¤À¸a that he was not frightened, Arjuna had to tell him 
that he could not handle this particular situation. He now saw himself as someone who 
was not as dispassionate as he was expected to be. Arjuna  concluded that he would be 
better off living a life of alms, a life-style mentioned in the ¿¡stra for a s¡dhu, a person 
who gives up the pursuit of all desires. 

The life of a s¡dhu  is meant purely for the pursuit of knowledge, jµ¡na, and is 
free from all social, national, religious, or familial obligations. As a sanny¡s¢ you are a 
non-competitor in the society. You do not have a job. Nor are you interested in anything 
in the next life like heaven and so on. Self-knowledge is pursued to the exclusion of all 
else. The sanny¡s¢ is respected by the society, and lives on alms (bhikÀ¡ ). The Vedic 
society has a value for this life-style and it is one of the four stages, ¡¿ramas of a 
person's life.  

Sanny¡sa was exactly what Arjuna had in mind. He thought that a life of bhikÀ¡  
would mean sanny¡sa  and he talked about it constantly. He knew that sanny¡sa was 
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meant for jµ¡na (mokÀa), and that it was not for securities and pleasures (artha, k¡ma 
and dharma ).  

A TOPICAL PROBLEM BECOMES A FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEM 

Having lived in the forest, Arjuna had met many great people, mah¡tm¡s. What a 
period it was! Even though some Duryodhanas were there, it was an excellent era. 
Certainly, it is a rare privilege to have as one's contemporaries, people like Vy¡sa and 
áuka , Bh¢Àma, Vidura  and Balar¡ma . 

Although Arjuna  had lived in such times, he had been a prince with his own 
predominant desires and ambitions. Naturally, he had not been committed to the pursuit 
of mokÀa although he had access to it. He knew all about ¿reyas, but now the time had 
come for him to pursue it. 

When Arjuna  had first come to fight, he had no conflict whatsoever. All he 
wanted to know was with whom he would be fighting. Even when he saw his own 
people on both sides, his conflict was simple. It was, ‘Should I fight? How can I fight my 
own people?’ But then, as he thought about it, he became completely unnerved, 
believing that he was committing some kind of self -destruction. What had started out as 
a simple conflict had now gained a different proportion altogether. A simple topical 
problem had become a fundamental problem. 

This can happen to anyone. A time comes when death draws our attention and we 
ask, ‘What is this death?’ Perhaps, the Buddha thought he had to be a monk in order to 
find an answer to such a question.  

He was a prince and had not seen death or anyone who was crippled. Or, perhaps, 
since such events had not touched him personally, he had simply not paid any attention 
to them. Only when he began noticing them, did the big question hit him — ‘There is so 
much sorrow and pain in life. Can there be a solution?’ Having asked this question, it is 
said that, he left the palace in search of the answer. When you go off in search of truth, 
you do not carry a truckload of belongings with you. Since, he was interested only in 
truth, he just walked out. 

THE BASIS FOR SORROW 

Similarly, seeing simple pain, there is an empathy that turns into something else 
because a question has been triggered. In fact, all problems in life are connected to those 
that are much more basic, the basic problems being inherent in ordinary small problems. 

The small sorrows and pains, which are mental in nature, have their basis in the 
core personality. One who is angry becomes angry and one who is not angry does not. 
Similarly, only the sad become sad. In order to determine why you are sad, a 
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psychotherapist may take you into regression, back into a period of time when you 
picked up various notions about yourself and the world. In this way, your neurosis is 
accounted for, which is psychology. There is a core personality, which is psychologically 
traceable by an informed specialist. 

Tracking back, however, in itself, is not enough. One more step has to be taken — 
a step that is psychologically fundamental. No psychologist says that it is improper to 
think, that I am a mortal, that I am  subject to sorrow, that I have to prove myself. In fact, 
they all agree that you should get angry if the situation warrants it. ‘Cry it out, don't 
suppress it,’ they say. The teaching, however, says we must take one more step because 
there is a more basic  problem that must be addressed. 

Because ‘I am subject to sorrow’ is a basic problem, there is something more basic 
about you, which you had better know. Any small problem can be traced if you ask a few 
more questions. Inevitably, you will come to appreciate that there is a basic problem. If 
you ask the question, ‘Am I really sad?’ you end up reading the G¢t¡ because the G¢t¡ is 
the answer. 

The answer is not something you can figure out because if you are sad, you are 
sad. It is something that must be recognised. To ask, ‘What is the basis of sadness?’ 
means that it is something to be understood and not a particular condition or experience. 
The experiences of both happiness and sorrow have always been there, one alternating 
with the other — now I am sad; now  I am happy. It seems, therefore, that happiness is a 
visitor and sadness is the person. 

You have to understand whether the self is subject to sorrow, what sorrow is, and 
so on. There is a whole gamut of questions involved here. A simple frown by someone, 
can trigger some small pain in me. This can be traced to a fundamental self -ignorance 
and self -confusion, or at least a self-question — ‘Am I seeing myself rightly?’  

This kind of questioning is called ¡tmavic¡ra and is what happened in Arjuna's 
mind. Therefore, he told K¤À¸a  that he was his ¿iÀya  and he wanted ¿reyas. ‘If you think 
the battlefield is not a good place for us to be in, then just drive the chariot somewhere 
else. Do whatever you like. I have handed over the horses and chariot to you. You 
decide. If you want a quiet place, drive to a quiet place. And if you think you can teach 
in this din and roar, then I too can listen. I do not mind.’ Saying this and leaving 
everything to Bhagav¡n, Arjuna became quiet. 

ARJUNA'S  SURRENDER 

Not only had Arjuna handed over his horses and chariot to K¤À¸a , but also his 
life. Having found the possibility of a solution to his problem in the form of ¿reyas and 
in the form of K¤À¸a's teaching, Arjuna became silent. The storm in his mind had blown 
over. Although it was not enlightened, his mind was at least silent with some hope.  
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Although the storm was over, Arjuna was still overcome with an intense inner 
torpor. Where did it come from? He had been so enthusiastic, armed, and ready to fight. 
Now, right in the middle of th e battlefield, his sorrow was so much that his eyes 
glistened with tears. 

When you are in sorrow, you are present as a whole person. In fact, sorrow cannot 
come unless you are there as a whole person. Some people have a feeling of deadness 
due to some emotional problem and, in order to relieve it, to feel alive, they work 
themselves into sorrow. Only then do they feel that they exist. Only then is there some 
reality for them. Artists sometimes have this problem. They feel dull and think they 
should be either ecstatic or in pain. They say that pain produces music or some other art 
form. However, it is not the pain that does it. It is because the whole person comes out of 
the pain and then something is produced. The result of such pain then becomes some one 
else's pain — or joy, perhaps, depending on the product! 

Similarly, Arjuna became a whole person because a storm had occurred. There 
was now no chance of sleep or any other expression of torpor — only silence. Having 
found this possibility of a solution, there was a lull in his mind now that the storm had 
blown over. What a silence it was! 

Then, Saµjaya  said:  

i…®…÷¥……S… æ˛π…“E‰Ú∂…& |…Ω˛∫… z…¥… ¶……Æ˙i…* 
∫…‰x…™……‰Ø˚¶…™……‰®…«v™…‰  ¥…π…“n˘xi… ®…n∆˘ ¥…S…&** 10 ** 
tamuv¡ca h¤À¢ke¿aÅ prahasanniva bh¡rata  
senayorubh ayormadhye viÀ¢dantamidaÆ vacaÅ   Verse 10 

¶……Æ˙i… bh¡rata — Oh! Bh¡rata ; =¶…™……‰& ∫…‰x…™……‰& ®…v™…‰ ubhayoÅ senayoÅ madhye — in the 
middle of both armies;  ¥…π…“n˘xi…®…¬ viÀ¢dantam — the one who is sad; i…®…¬ tam — to him; 
æ˛π…“E‰Ú∂…& h¤À¢ke¿aÅ — K¤À¸a; |…Ω˛∫…x…¬ <¥… prahasan iva  — as though laughing (smiling); 
<n˘®…¬ idam — this; ¥…S…& vacaÅ — sentence; =¥……S… uv¡ca — said 

Oh! Bh¡rata, to him who was sad in the midst of both armies, H¤À¢ke¿a 
(K¤À¸a), as though laughing, said these words. 

In this verse, Saµjaya  addressed Dh¤tar¡À¶ra as Bh¡rata , a name that applied to 
all of these people, including Arjuna and his brothers, because they were born in the 
Bharata family. He told him that Lord K¤À¸a, about to respond to Arjuna's silence, was 
‘as though laughing. ’ Why did he not simply say K¤À¸a was smiling? There being an 
opportunity for interpretation here, many interpretations have been put forward. 

Was K¤À¸a smiling because he had been waiting for this day? Previously, Arjuna 
had used the words, ‘my chariot.’ Now Arjuna had surrendered, an attitude, which 
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K¤À¸a would no doubt have found preferable. K¤À¸a  was quite satisfied with the 
outcome of Arjuna's outpourings. The discussion had not been just a simple dialogue 
with a person in despair. Arjuna had asked to be K¤À¸a's ¿iÀya. Perhaps K¤À¸a was 
smiling because it was now going to happen. 

Whatever the reason, K¤À¸a was smiling. The knowledge he was about to teach 
was not a grim knowledge. He did not have to say, ‘Please listen to me. I am a Ved¡nt¢ 
and this is a very serious matter. You are all bliss, all fullness, all ¡nanda . Please, 
therefore, do not take this knowledge lightly,’ etc. The subject matter being what it was, 
it was a smile, laughter, all the way. We find that K¤À¸a  always had a good time while 
teaching Arjuna, whereas Arjuna, of course, did have a hard time now and then. One 
can find a number of different meanings for this expression, ‘as though laughing.’ 

K¤À¸a  did not drive the chariot to a quieter place. He kept the chariot where it was, 
right in the middle of the battlefield. For gaining this knowledge, you do not require a 
particular time or place. You only require a particular person or persons. There should be 
someone like K¤À¸a  who, in the din and roar of the battlefield, had all composure 
necessary to talk to Arjuna. Arjuna  too had the necessary composure to listen to K¤À¸a 
and the appropriateness of his questions indicates that he listened well. Therefore, who is 
learning and who is teaching are important, whereas the time and place are not. 

THE TEACHING BEGINS 

Because the words to be spoken by K¤À¸a  to Arjuna comprise the teaching, the 
G¢t¡ is said to begin with the next verse. K¤À¸a began by telling Arjuna that there was 
no reason for grief — a¿ocy¡n anva¿ocaÅ tvam — and concluded the G¢t¡  saying: 
‘Grieve not — m¡ ¿ucaÅ ’ In between there is only removal of grief, or more accurately 
put, removal of the reason for grief. The cause of grief, ignorance and error, is removed 
totally. Therefore, the entire g¢t¡-¿¡stra is a ¿¡stra which removes sorrow, ¿oka . 

Sorrow refers to any complaint. Any uneasiness about me, centred on the self, is 
sorrow. Physical pain is not sorrow, but complaining about such pain is sorrow. The 
problem is in thinking that everyone else is well and I am not. This self -centred sorrow, 
¿oka, is purely the brood of ignorance — wrong thinking stemming from wrong notions 
about oneself and the world. K¤À¸a's words, Bhagav¡n's G¢t¡, addressed this very 
problem. 

∏…“¶…M…¥……x…÷¥……S…* 
+∂……‰S™……x…x¥…∂……‰S…∫i¥…∆ |…Y……¥……n˘…∆ù… ¶……π…∫…‰* 
M…i……∫…⁄x…M…i……∫…⁄∆ù… x……x…÷∂……‰S…Œxi… {…Œhb˜i……&** 11 ** 
¿r¢bhagav¡nuv¡ca  
a¿ocy¡nanva¿ocastvaÆ prajµ¡v¡d¡Æ¿ca bh¡Àase 
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gat¡s£nagat¡s£Æ¿ca n¡nu¿ocanti pa¸·it¡Å   Verse 11 

∏…“¶…M…¥……x…¬ ¿r¢bhagav¡n — ár¢ Bhagav¡n; =¥……S… uv¡ca  — said; 
i¥…®…¬ tvam — you; +∂……‰S™……x…¬ a¿ocy¡n — those who should not be grieved for; +x¥…∂……‰S…& 
anva¿ocaÅ  — grieve; |…Y……¥……n˘…x…¬ prajµ¡v¡d¡n  — words of wisdom; ¶……π…∫…‰ bh¡Àase — 
you speak; S… ca — and; {…Œhb˜i……& pa¸·it¡Å  — the wise; M…i……∫…⁄x…¬ gat¡s£n — those from 
whom the breath has left; +M…i……∫…⁄x…¬ agat¡s£n — those from whom the breath has not yet 
left; S… ca — and; x… +x…÷∂……‰S…Œxi… na  anu¿ocanti — do not grieve 

ár¢ Bhagav¡n said: 
You grieve for those who should not be grieved for. Yet you speak words 
of wisdom. The wise do not grieve for those who are living or for those 
who are no longer living. 

Arjuna , confused about dharma and adharma  and overwhelmed by sorrow, 
became a ¿iÀya and asked for ¿reyas. Wanting to help Arjuna out of his sorrow for good 
and knowing that relative ¿reyas was useless here, K¤À¸a's teaching was for imparting 
self-knowledge alone. 

The subject matter of the remainder of the G¢t¡ is self -knowledge, ¡tma-jµ¡na, 
the cause for the removal of sorrow. áa´kara's commentary starts with this verse since 
it marks the beginning of the teaching.  

While the word ‘tvam,’ meaning ‘you,’ refers to Arjuna, it can also apply to any 
second person. The word is significant given that the whole ved¡nta -¿¡stra  is nothing 
but ‘That thou art — tat tvam asi.’ The first six chapt ers of the G¢t¡ deal with ‘you’ 
alone. What is ‘you’ in the equation, tat tvam asi? You are ‘that’ means you are equated 
to ‘that.’ ‘That’ has to be presented and the meaning given is the Lord, Ì¿vara . 
Therefore, ‘tat tvam asi’ means ‘you are Ì¿vara.’ 

That there is a difference between you and the Lord is obvious. But, because the 
statement, ‘tat tvam asi,’ is an equation, it seems as though ‘you’ are equated to the 
Lord. The vision of the ¿ruti is that you are that Ì¿vara  who is the cause for the entire 
creation. That Brahman you are. The ‘tat tvam asi’ equation is a statement, a v¡kya , of 
this vision. 

There are two elements involved here. One is Ì¿vara, the Lord, which is the 
meaning of the word tat; and the other is the j¢va, the individual, which is the meaning 
of the word tvam, you. Unless the meaning of ‘you’ is properly understood, the equation 
cannot be understood because there is a contradiction. If the statement, ‘You are 
Brahman ,’ were to be a self-evident fact, there would be no necessity for the teaching at 
all. Since, however, there is a contradiction between j¢va  and Ì¿vara, we have to resolve 
it. Unless there is absence of contradiction, there is no identity. Unless you recognise the 
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real meaning of the word ‘you,’ which means ‘I.’ there is no way of discovering the 
identity between you and Ì¿vara, that the ‘tat tvam asi’equation reveals. 

Therefore, the first six chapters of the G¢t¡  emphasise ‘you.’ The next six chapters 
deal with ‘that’ the Lord, and the last six chapters deal with the identit y between the two. 
You will find, as you proceed, that the whole subject matter in the seventh chapter 
changes and that the last six chapters are significantly different. 

ARJUNA'S  SORROW IS YOUR SORROW 

Arjuna's sorrow, the subject matter of the first chapt er, is the sorrow of any j¢va , 
the individual, one who is subject to sorrow. That Arjuna  was sad is not unusual. In fact, 
we are all with Arjuna . His sorrow seems to be very legitimate. If this situation could 
not cause sorrow, what could? We can well appr eciate and sympathise with Arjuna 
because for much lesser reasons, we find ourselves in even deeper trouble. This is the 
condition of the j¢va. That the j¢va  is desirous of getting rid of sorrow is also obvious. 

Generally, people seek relief through escapes. What is significant here is that 
Arjuna wanted to resolve the sorrow for good, which is the reason we have a g¢t¡ -
¿¡stra. Arjuna  was told straight away by K¤À¸a , ‘You, Arjuna , grieve unnecessarily.’ 
Over the shoulders of Arjuna , you too are being addressed. You too have entertained 
sorrow, the state of mind known as ¿oka.  

WHAT IS DESERVING OF GRIEF? 

áocya is that which deserves grief, that which has legitimate basis for sorrow. In 
the society, we have universally accepted that certain events are matters for sorrow, 
while others are not. For example, when someone is about to be married, we do not send 
condolences. We send congratulations. Marriage is a matter for joy and laughter, not for 
sorrow. This is the case in any culture. For a death, on the other hand, even when there is 
relief involved because the person was suffering extreme pain and required constant 
care, there is at least a tinge of sadness when someone dies. Therefore, death is 
synonymous with mourning and can be called ¿ocya , universally.  

There is also personal ¿ocya . You may be sad because of something that has come 
or gone, whereas another person may not be sad at all. A man may be very happy that his 
mother has come, whereas his wife is a pack of nerves. For him the event is not ¿ocya , 
but for her it is a great ¿ocya . Because this woman has walked into their home, one 
person becomes a pack of nerves. The other is ecstatic because he can show off his 
accomplishments to his mother. The event is the same for both of them, but for one 
person it is ¿ocya and for the other it is a¿ocya . Thus, we find that some things are ¿ocya  
universally and others are ¿ocya  only for an individual. 
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Culturally, there may also be peculiar situations that are ¿ocyas. In some cultures 
the birth of a girl is ¿ocya ,  whereas in other cultures the birth of a boy may cause sorrow 
since too many boys are definitely a problem. Thus, an object of sorrow, ¿oka, is called 
¿ocya  just as an object of knowledge, jµ¡na , is called jµeya . An object of sorrow means 
a situation that causes sorrow, be it an event or an experience. A situation that does not 
cause sorrow is called a¿ocya . Here, K¤À¸a's contention is that whatever may be the 
situation, you have no legitimate reason for grief. In the coming verses he will establish 
that there is no legitimate cause for sorrow both from the relative and the absolute 
standpoints.  

THE WISE DO NOT GRIEVE  

Here, K¤À¸a  told Arjuna that he had picked up sorrow where it was not warranted 
at all and that people of knowledge, pa¸·itas, do not entertain any grief. Pa¸·¡ means 
self-knowledge and a pa¸·ita  is one in whom self -knowledge is born1. K¤À¸a also 
acknowledged in this verse that, although Arjuna was grieving over that which did not 
deserve any grief, he had also spoken words of wisdom. Bhagav¡n remembered all of 
Arjuna's words from the first chapter when he spoke so eloquently about who would go 
to naraka  and why the dharma would be in trouble, etc. While acknowledging the 
wisdom of Arjuna's words, K¤À¸a told him that people of wisdom do not grieve. 

Arjuna  was not a wise man and that was his whole problem, K¤À¸a  knew that all 
he had to do was make Arjuna a pa¸·ita so that he would not see a problem where 
there wasn't one, as he was presently doing. The sorrow itself was unwarranted which 
was why he was aggrieved. 

With reference to what, do the wise not grieve? Lord Yama, death, can interfere at 
any time. There are many breaths and any one of them could be the last. One breath 
alone does not last for eighty years. Between every inhalation and every exhalation, there 
is a gap. Therefore, how do you know which breath will be the last? Only when the next 
breath comes do we know that the last breath was not the last. 

The verse makes a distinction between one who has breathed his or her last and 
one who has  not. Men of wisdom do not entertain any  grief either for the dead or for the 
not yet dead. Why was death referred to here? Because all of Arjuna's arguments 
revolved only around death. He was always talking about the imminent death of his 
teachers and members of his family. Destruction was involved because there was a battle 
ensuing. This was one reason. 

                                                                 
1 {…hb˜…, +…i®… ¥…π…™…… §…÷ r˘& ™…‰π……∆ i…‰ {…Œhb˜i……&* ∂……0 ¶……0 

pa¸·¡, ¡tmaviÀay¡ buddhiÅ yeÀ¡Æ te pa¸·it¡Å 
pa¸·¡ – self-knowledge; the one who has this self -knowledge is a pa¸·ita 



Chapter 2 179 

In addition, death is the only event that uniformly, universally, evokes sorrow. We 
would never send condolences to the bereaved unless we knew they were sad. On the 
other hand, if the survivors were sometimes happy, we would not automatically send 
condolences. We would have first found out whether they were sad or not and if not, if 
they were happy, we would have to send messages of congratulation. Without even a 
thought, however, we all send condolences because death is an event that universally 
evokes sorrow. 

To use an analogy for why death was used here, a boxer who wants to become the 
heavyweight champion of the world has only to fight one person, the present champion. 
All he has to do is knock him out and he will become the world champion. Similarly, if 
death is one event which invariably evokes sorrow in all, with reference to which the 
wise do not grieve, certainly the loss of hair or the loss of a relationship or marriage will 
not be the cause for sorrow. 

Finally, death is a particularly appropriate event to use in a discussion about 
sorrow and its removal when what is to be discussed is ¡tm¡, which is not subject to 
death. K¤À¸a  told Arjuna , that anything he might look upon as a source of sorrow was 
not. Nor would any wise man look upon anything as a source of sorrow because there is 
no source of sorrow. 

SOURCE OF SORROW 

What is it that can cause you sorrow? There can be only two sources — yourself, 
¡tm¡  or a source other than yourself, an¡tm¡. If ¡tm¡ is the source of sorrow, then 
there is no problem. You will always be sad because sadness is your nature, your 
svabh¡va . In fact, when you are sad, you will be very happy because to be sad is your 
nature. 

A restless monkey is a healthy, happy monkey because restlessness is its nature. A 
quiet monkey is a problem and should be cause for concern. If you are taking care of a 
monkey who suddenly becomes very quiet, do not think he has become a s¡dhu and is 
meditating. He definitely has a problem and may require attention. Similarly, what is 
natural to you cannot be a source of sorrow. If sorrow is our own nature, then we have 
no cause for sorrow at all. We should all be happy being sad. Thus, if ¡tm¡  is the source 
of my sorrow, then sadness is not a problem. 

Since sadness is a problem, we must analyse whether it is the ¡tm¡ or the an¡tm¡ 
that is the source of our sadness. This means that either the world that you come across is 
the source of your sorrow or you yourself are its source — in other words, you are a 
source of sorrow to yourself. Therefore, we have to analyse ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡  from this 
perspective too, in order to discover the source of our sorrow. This analysis is the sole 
subject matter of the G¢t¡ . 
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Pa¸·itas are those who know the ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡ . If you know the ¡tm¡ , then 
you naturally know the an¡tm¡ also because what is not ¡tm¡ can only be an¡tm¡ . 
Conversely, if you know what an¡tm¡  is, you will also know what ¡tm¡ is. Therefore, 
knowing one implies knowing the other. 

Arjuna's grief was due to not knowing the difference between ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡ . 
That is, he did not have ¡tma-an¡tma-viveka. Knowing the difference, viveka, resolves 
the problem. This verse identifies the subject matter of the G¢t¡ as ¡tma -an¡tma-viveka  
and states the result of such knowledge — knowing themselves, the wise do not grieve. 

The g¢t¡-¿¡stra is the connection between the subject matter and the result in that 
it reveals what the ¡tm¡ is, thereby enabling one to become wise. And who is qualified 
for this knowledge? A qualified person is one who has a good degree of dispassion, 
vair¡gya with reference to his or her likes and dislikes and who has a desire for 
liberation, mumukÀ¡ . Here, Arjuna  is the qualified student and K¤À¸a  is the teacher. 

A PRAGMATIC VIEW OF THIS VERSE 

This verse can be viewed from the standpoint of a pragmatist who has no belief in 
any scripture or its statements. Or, it can be viewed from the standpoint of a person who 
has faith, ¿raddh¡ in the survival of the soul after death, from the standpoint of a 
believer, ¡stika , a follower of the Veda. It can also be viewed from the standpoint of the 
vision of the G¢t¡ — the standpoint of ¡tm¡  itself. 

The practical person's standpoint is that any sorrow, if analysed, has no legitimacy. 
Legitimate sorrow is sorrow that is commonly accepted. The question is, is there a 
sorrow which can be called legitimate? For a simple, practical person, if sorrow produces 
a result that you want, then it is legitimate for you. Otherwise, it is not. That we all have 
sorrow is not in question for the practical person, but the point is that it does not produce 
any result. 

When a person is sad because someone very near and dear has died, what does this 
sadness produce? Does it alter the fact that one's friend is dead and gone? No. Sadness 
does not alter any fact. A woman is crying because someone has died. Crying, she gets 
up and lights the stove. Crying, she boils water and makes coffee. Crying she adds milk 
and sugar. Crying, she drinks it. Nothing changes. Previously, she drank coffee and now 
also she is drinking coffee. All that is new is the crying. She is not taking coffee to cry 
better. No fact is altered. 

From a pragmatist's point of view, sorrow is not going to help you and it certainly 
does not help the dead. If I am dead and gone, I have no problem. Even if I am dying, 
can I afford to be sad? The heart generally does not give up easily. It keeps trying even 
when there is pain, even when it misses beats, or even when one artery is gone. It does 
not give up. However, when you become sad, the heart may think, ‘This fellow is sad. 
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Why should I continue to work?’ Because you have already decided, it too will give up. 
The will also seems to have a way of moving the limbs and organs to make them tick. If 
the will is gone, if you are sad, the fighting system will necessarily give up.  

There is a story about three men who, in the doctor's opinion, were dying of 
terminal diseases. The doctor therefore asked each of them what he wanted. The first 
man asked for a priest so that he could make his confession and this was arranged. The 
second man wanted to see his family and the doctor arranged this as well. When the third 
man was asked what he wanted, he replied, ‘I want another doctor!!!’ 

This third man was practical and wanted to live. He had certain something about 
him that perhaps would make the heart try harder. Because all the strength he had was 
required in order to live, he definitely could not afford to be sad.  

We have already seen that sadness with reference to someone who is dead 
produces no result in that it does not alter the fact. But, shouldn't you be sad if someone 
is seriously ill? If you cry when you visit such a man, he will think he is going to die, 
although all the doctors may have been telling him that his condition is not serious and 
that he should not worry. The doctors may even have some hope; but your crying is 
going to make him doubt what the doctors have been saying. In other words, he will read 
his own death in your crying and then give up. Anyone who is ill requires strength and 
therefore cannot afford to be sad. Instead of crying, you have to boost the person's 
morale in whatever way you can, which, in turn, can boost his or her strength.  

GRIEF IS NEVER LEGITIMATE  

Thus, crying does not alter the fact that the dead have gone and the dying do not 
require your crying. If you yourself are dying, crying is also useless. Why then this 
sorrow? Sorrow still takes place. It is born of confusion, aviveka . What is subject to 
change will change. Why then sit and say, ‘They are changing. They are changing.’ 
Changing is changing. 

One who dies is one who is subject to death. Therefore, the one who will die, dies, 
and the one who will not die, does not die. What is not subject to death will always 
remain, and what is subject to death will not. Death may come earlier than expected, but 
it is always expected, although we do not know which breath will be the last. 

Grief, therefore, is never legitimate. From the practical person's standpoint, sorrow 
is useless and for the one who believes that the j¢va continues after the death of the body, 
sorrow is also not a problem because the j¢va itself does not die. 
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TWO-FOLD TEACHING METHODOLOGY — PRAVÎTTI AND 
NIVÎTTI 

The first portion of the Vedas is in the form of prav¤tti, meaning — that you 
engage yourself in positive pursuits in order to accomplish certain ends, which you do 
not have now and want to accomplish. These pursuits may be in the form of progeny, 
wealth, another world, a better birth, and so on — all of which require appropriate effort 
to achieve the desired ends. This subject matter of the Vedas in the form of effort-based 
pursuit in terms of action, karma, is called prav¤tti-¡tmaka -¿¡stra. 

The karma enjoined in the first portion of the Vedas is three-fold from the standpoint of 
the means of doing it — mental activity, m¡nasa, speech, v¡cika, and physical activity 
involving the limbs, k¡yika . For example, repeating the Vedas is a prayer employing 
both mind and speech. Chanting the PuruÀas£kta is also a prayer in praise of the Lord, 
the puruÀa, who is everything. The PuruÀas£kta also gives you the knowledge of the 
Lord. Any s£kta is both a prayer and something to be understood. 

Chanting is a karma which is v¡cika . However, chanting can also be an a´ga , a 
part of a ritual. For instance, a pa¸·ita may chant the PuruÀas£kta, line by line, while 
offering a flower or some other oblation. Thus, the same mantras can be chanted, 
themselves forming a prayer, or used as part of a ritual. This three-fold karma — 
k¡yika , v¡cika and m¡nasa — is the subject matter of the first portion of the Vedas and 
is what is meant by prav¤tti, what you must do to accomplish certain desirable ends. 

The last portion of the Vedas, called Ved¡nta , is niv¤tti-¡tmaka-¿¡stra in the 
sense that is purely in the form of negation. The first part of the verse we are presently 
studying, a¿ocy¡n anva¿ocaÅ tvam, which reveals the entire subject matter of the G¢t¡ , 
is also in the form of negation. In prav¤tti, the doer, the kart¡, is retained. The kart¡ is 
told to do certain things in order to accomplish certain results. Whereas, in the Ved¡nta 
portion, the very notion that ‘I am the doer’ is questioned and negated. Here also there is 
something to be accomplished — that which is not already accomplished by you, the 
kart¡. The accomplishment is negation of the doership in the wake of the knowledge of 
the ¡tm¡ . 

This portion of the Veda, which says that you are the reality of everything, that 
you are the whole, is in the form of negation, niv¤tti, in the sense that all the notions that 
you superimpose upon the self, the ¡tm¡, are negated. Therefore, this part of the Veda is 
in the form of knowledge, jµ¡na , leading to the negation and recognition of what I am 
not and an appreciation of what I am. 

Sorrow is something that is superimposed upon the ¡tm¡  due to the non-
recognition of the nature, the reality, svar£pa, of the ¡tm¡ . Therefore, all sorrow is 
really without reason because sorrow itself has its roots only in non -recognition of the 
self and confusion. The world, an¡tm¡, cannot cause you sorrow, nor can ¡tm¡  be a 
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source of sorrow. Thus, this verse starts with the negative particle naµ , meaning ‘not’ — 
a¿ocy¡n , which means na  ¿ocy¡n . 

Generally, a naµ would not be the first word of any ¿¡stra, negation not being an 
appropriate beginning. A ¿¡stra should begin with something positive. Here, the ¿¡stra , 
being in the form of niv¤tti, begins with naµ — it begins with the word, a¿ocy¡n , 
meaning that nothing is deserving of grief. Because Arjuna  was in sorrow, the word 
a¿ocy¡n  is extremely relevant here. 

The Lord is called Hari because he is the one whose grace removes everything. 
The Lord is a robber, a remover, of all of your problems, of everything that you do not 
want. Lord ViÀ¸u is called Hari and Lord áiva  is called Hara. Both their names 
originate from the same root, ‘h¤’ — to rob, to remove. 

SORROW IS NOT REASONABLE 

Arjuna is told, ‘You are aggrieved for no reason. You have entertained grief with 
reference to situations, which do not demand any grief on your part. Bh¢Àma and Dro¸a 
can take care of themselves. You need not have any grief on their behalf or for any other 
reason.’ If you understand everything from the standpoint of ¡tm¡ there is no sorrow. 
From any other standpoint also, sorrow is not reasonable.  

It is not that Arjuna was advised to have no sorrow. Such advice would not have 
been proper. Therefore, we should not say that we should not be sad because the G¢t¡  
says so. Nor does the ¿¡stra  say that it is not proper to be sad. It says there is no reason 
for sadness, meaning that sadness, sorrow is something to be inquired into and 
understood. 

TWO ORDERS OF REALITY 

The G¢t¡  says that you have entertained grief for which there is no reason because 
neither the ¡tm¡ nor an¡tm¡  is the source of sorrow. This statement must, then, be 
proved, which the g¢t¡ -¿¡stra does by revealing that ¡tm¡, whose nature is fullness, 
¡nanda -svar£pa, cannot be affected by an¡tm¡ , mithy¡, because the very existence of 
an¡tm¡  depends on ¡tm¡ , satya, the truth of everything. The ¡tm¡ then, is not going to 
be affected by mithy¡ just as the imaginary snake you see on the rope cannot affect the 
rope. If the rope is wet, it is wet, but it has not been made so by the sliminess of the 
snake you see sitting on top of it! The ¡tm¡ is not affected by anything that has been 
superimposed upon it. 

Therefore, the basis, the adhiÀ¶h¡na , satya, is not affected by mithy¡. Mithy¡ 
depends upon the ¡tm¡, for its existence and sustenance, for its fuel, its very fibres of 
being. The only thing that could affect ¡tm¡  would be something enjoying the same 
order of reality. When two entities belonging to the same order of reality, such as the 
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father-in-law and the son-in-law, come together in a relationship, the dependency of one 
will affect the other. If the son-in-law does not have a job and finds it necessary to move 
in with his father-in-law, the son-in-law's dependency will definitely affect the father -in-
law. This dependence is entirely different and is not what is under discussion here.  

What we are discussing is ¡tm¡ which is satya and an¡tm¡ which is mithy¡ . Just 
as the svar£pa  of water is not affected by the wave, the svar£pa  of the ¡tm¡ , sat-cit-
¡nanda , is not affected by an¡tm¡. This subject matter is discussed throughout the G¢t¡ 
starting with this verse. Although the verse starts with a negative particle, naµ, it is not 
an improper beginning because the whole G¢t¡  is niv¤tti-¡tmaka . 

Before beginning the Mah¡bh¡rata, Vy¡sa saluted the Goddess of Knowledge, 
Sarasvati, and he started the first chapter of the G¢t¡ with the word Dh¤tar¡À¶ra , 
meaning the one who sustains the entire universe. In this way, prayer for an auspicious 
beginning was well taken care of and nothing more was required. To begin the teaching 
with the statement, ‘There is no room for sorrow,’ as he did in this verse, is therefore a 
very effective beginning, although a negative particle was used. 

x… i¥…‰¥……Ω∆˛ V……i…÷ x……∫…∆ x… i¥…∆ x…‰®…‰ V…x…… v…{……&* 
x… S…Ë¥… x… ¶… ¥…π™……®…& ∫…¥…Ê ¥…™…®…i…& {…Æ˙®…¬** 12 ** 
na tvev¡haÆ j¡tu n¡saÆ na tvaÆ neme jan¡dhip¡Å 
na caiva na bhaviÀy¡maÅ sarve vayamataÅ param  Verse 12 

+Ω˛®…¬ aham — I; V……i…÷ j¡tu — ever; x… i…÷ +…∫…®…¬ na tu ¡sam — did not exist; (< i… iti) x… 
B¥… na eva  — not indeed; i¥…®…¬ tvam — you; (x… +…∫…“& na  ¡s¢Å  — did not exist); (< i… iti)  
x… na  — not; <®…‰ ime — these; V…x…… v…{……& jan¡dhip¡Å — kings; (x… +…∫…x…¬ na ¡san — did 
not exist); (< i… iti) x… na — not; +i…& {…Æ˙®…¬ ataÅ  param — hereafter; ∫…¥…Ê sarve — all; 

¥…™…®…¬ vayam — we; x… ¶… ¥…π™……®…& na  bhaviÀy¡maÅ — shall not exist; S… ca  — and; (< i… 
iti) x… B¥… na eva — not at all 

There was never a time that I did not exist, nor you nor these kings. Nor 
will any of us cease to exist in the future. 

If all these people are going to die, how can it be said that they do not cause sorrow for 
the bereaved? Surely, since they are going to die, they must be the cause of sorrow 
(¿ocya). Even those who are not on the battlefield are ¿ocyas because they too are 
eventually going to die. Addressing this doubt, K¤À¸a shifted the discussion to the vision 
of ¡tm¡ . His statements were not meant as an argument to kill but rather, to provide an 
understanding of dharma  so that what was to be done could be done. Since Arjuna also 
wanted absolute ¿reyas, K¤À¸a talked about the nature of ¡tm¡. 

He said ‘There is no time that I did not exist. To say that I did not exist at some 
time is not true. I always existed.’ K¤À¸a  was obviously, therefore, not an ordinary 
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person. He was an avat¡ra. He could say, ‘I always existed.’ Could the same thing be 
said of a j¢va  like Arjuna? K¤À¸a said: ‘That you did not exist before is also not true. 
You too always existed.’ 

Being a prince, Arjuna was also not an ordinary person. K¤À¸a  therefore went on 
to say that all the stalwarts standing before them on the battlef ield, leaders of the people, 
chieftains, commanders-in-chief, and all the other soldiers had also always existed. What 
K¤À¸a was saying in this verse is that all of us are eternal: ‘I was there before and you 
were there before, as were all these other peop le.’ In his vision, they were all there 
before.  

The next question would be, what about later? We might have existed before, but 
we might not exist later. Will there be a time in the future when I am not? K¤À¸a  says, 
‘No! After the destruction of the body you will continue to exist.’ 

BIRTH AND DEATH IN TERMS OF THE VISION OF THE GÌTË 
We have a concept that everyone is born and we have a horoscope to prove it. We 

know that we were born at a given time and take this to mean that there was a time when 
we were not. This is a very well-entrenched notion about the ‘I’— that I was born, that I 
am getting old, that I am going to die, and so on. If you are born, you will naturally get 
old. The notion that you are getting old is going to be there as long as you think you are 
born.  

In the vision of the G¢t¡  there is no such thing as birth for you. Ëtm¡ , ‘I’ is not 
born. The notion that I am born is negated here by using double negatives. That we 
celebrate the birthday of K¤À¸a does not confirm the non-existence of K¤À¸a before. It 
only confirms that on this particular day, in this particular form (n¡ma-r£pa ), K¤À¸a 
was born. To say that, he was born in this n¡ma -r£pa is correct and creates no 
problems. But to say that K¤À¸a was not there before, despite what people might think, 
is not true. Therefore, K¤À¸a  was not really born. He was ‘as though’ born.  

K¤À¸a  went on to say that it is also not true to think that you were not there before. 
There was no time that you were not there. K¤À¸a told Arjuna  that he too essentially 
was timeless and that everyone else was as eternal, as existent, as K¤À¸a was. 

Similarly, we always think that we will not exist later, a conclusion that calls for 
lamentation. This notion is also not true, K¤À¸a  said. Whatever form you take yourself to 
be,  you definitely exist. As an individual j¢va or ¡tm¡ , you definitely exist. The j¢vatva , 
individuality, may not exist later, but as ¡tm¡ you will always exist. Because the j¢vatva 
goes when a person is enlightened, only ¡tm¡  is meant to be taken here. It is in this 
sense that K¤À¸a said to Arjuna ‘There was never a time when I was not, there was 
never a time when you were not, nor was there ever a time when all these leaders were 
not. Similarly, there will never be a time when all of us will not be.’ 
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Does this mean, then, that this feud will continue forever because all these ¡tm¡s 
are going to be eternally there? No, the use of the plural here was only with reference to 
forms (up¡dhis1). There was never a time when we were not there. Nor will there ever 
be a time when we will not be there. We can use pots and pot space as an example — the 
pots will come and go, but all the pot spaces will always be there because there is only 
one space. The words used in this verse — ‘I’ (aham), ‘you’ (tvam), ‘we’ (vayam), 
‘kings’ (jan¡dhip¡Å ) — are all with reference to the bodies seemingly enclosing one 
¡tm¡, like many pots enclosing one space. 

ËTMËS ARE NOT MANY 

áa´kara  makes this important observation here in the last line of his commentary, 
bh¡Àya — ‘deha-bheda-anuv¤tty¡ bahuvacanam, na ¡tma -bheda-abhipr¡ye¸a – the 
plural has been used here with reference to the various bodies and not with reference to 
the one ¡tm¡ , the self.’ The people standing before K¤À¸a  and Arjuna all had different 
physical bodies. Only from the standpoint of the physical bodies, there is plurality, not 
from the standpoint of ¡tm¡ . There are no differences in ¡tm¡ . It is not that a K¤À¸a-
¡tm¡  existed, an Arjuna-¡tm¡  existed and other ¡tm¡s existed and all of these having 
existed before will continue to exist forever. That is not the contention here at all. 

Ëtm¡s are not many; there is only one ¡tm¡. Ëtm¡ that is not subject to time, 
nitya -¡tm¡  being without form and attributes, can only be one. Anitya, that which is 
subject to time, means anything that has a form with attributes, with an up¡dhi. Only 
then can it be subject to time. But an ¡tm¡ that is subject to time is not the ¡tm¡ we are 
talking about. Ëtm¡  is the very basis, the adhiÀ¶h¡na, of time and therefore is not 
subject to time. Because it is not subject to time, it is nitya.  

Because the forms, up¡dhis, are many, there are many people, whereas ¡tm¡ is 
one whole consciousness, caitanya , not bound by time. In that consciousness alone is 
my mind, your mind, and any other mind. These minds differ, as do the bodies. When we 
count, the bodies are many, but not from the standpoint of consciousness, cit. Thus, what 
is necessary is the negation of a notion. Instead of telling Arjuna that ¡tm¡  is nitya , 
thereby creating a concept in his mind, K¤À¸a removed the notion of his being time-
bound. When we are told that ¡tm¡ is eternal, we think of ¡tm¡ as having a long, long 
life. Here, instead, the concept of ¡tm¡ being time-bound is knocked off; it is negated. 
There was never a time when I, you, or anyone else was not. Nor will there be a time 
when we will not be, ¡tm¡ being timeless. Since you cannot cry for the timeless, ¡tm¡ is 

                                                                 
1 ={… ∫…®…“{…‰ Œ∫l…i¥…… ∫¥…“™…∆ v…®…«∆ ∞¸{…®…¬ +x™…j… +…n˘v…… i… < i… ={…… v…&* 

upa sam¢pe sthitv¡ sv¢yaÆ dharmaÆ r£pam anyatra ¡dadh¡ti iti up¡dhiÅ  
That, which imparts its qualities to another by staying close to it, is called an up¡dhi. 
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not a cause for sorrow; it is a¿ocya . An¡tm¡  alone is subject to change; it is anitya . 
Even if you want to stop this present second, you cannot; because it is already gone. 
Therefore, crying for an¡tm¡ is foolish. Both ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡ , therefore, are a¿ocya. 

Anything time-bound is always time-bound. You cannot expect constancy from 
something whose nature is change itself. If you are aggrieved or sad because something 
that changes by nature is non-constant, what you need is proper understanding of the 
nature of ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡, neither of which is a matter for sorrow. Either way you take 
it, this fact remains. Therefore, the first line of the previous verse becomes increasingly 
true as our understanding of ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡  increases. 

THE CONSTANCY OF THE ËTMË 

K¤À¸a provided an example in the verse to help Arjuna  understand, how ¡tm¡ is 
always the same and never changes. 

n‰˘ Ω˛x……‰%Œ∫®…x…¬ ™…l…… n‰̆Ω‰̨ EÚ…Ë®……Æ∆̇ ™……Ë¥…x…∆ V…Æ˙…* 
i…l…… n‰˘Ω˛…xi…Æ˙|…… î…v…‘Æ˙∫i…j… x… ®…÷¡ i…** 13 ** 
dehino'smin yath¡ dehe kaum¡raÆ yauvanaÆ jar¡ 
tath¡ deh¡ntarapr¡ptirdh¢rastatra na muhyati   Verse 13 

™…l…… yath¡  — just as; n‰˘ Ω˛x…& dehinaÅ — for the indweller of the body; +Œ∫®…x…¬ n‰˘Ω‰˛ asmin 

dehe — in this body; EÚ…Ë®……Æ˙®…¬ kaum¡ram — childhood; ™……Ë¥…x…®…¬ yauvanam  — youth; 
V…Æ˙… jar¡ — old age; i…l…… tath¡ — so also; n‰˘Ω˛-+xi…Æ˙-|…… î…& deha-antara -pr¡ptiÅ — the 
gaining of another body; i…j… tatra — there (with reference to that); v…“Æ˙& dh¢raÅ  — a 
wise person; x… ®…÷¡ i… na muhyati — is not deluded  

Just as, how, for an indweller of this body, the j¢va , there is childhood, 
youth, and old age, so too, is the gaining of another body. With reference 
to that, a wise person does not come to grief.  

Where does the person, the j¢va , exist? The j¢va , the one who makes the body 
conscious, is the indweller of this body. In other words, the j¢va  referred to in this verse 
as the deh¢, is nothing but ¡tm¡ with a body, mind, and senses. In this verse, K¤À¸a 
referred to the three -fold states that the body undergoes, each of which is distinct from 
the other two. 

For instance, in boyhood there is no need for shaving, whereas in youth and 
adulthood, there is. Nor is a person likely to require a cane in either of these two states, 
unlike in old age.  

When childhood passes, does the one dwelling in the body survive or not? If there 
were no survivor, an old man could not talk about his earlier exploits and 
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accomplishments. His voice is certainly no longer the voice of his boyhood, having 
become very shaky due to the changes brought about by age, but the ‘I’ is the same. The 
‘I’ is solid, not shaky. Thus, the one who was in childhood is the one who was in youth 
and is the one who is now. That ‘I’ does not change at all. 

As each state comes and goes, the ‘I’ remains the same. Although each state is 
destroyed, the ¡tm¡  is never destroyed. The body is said to undergo a metamorphosis 
every seven years, but the person remains the same. The birth of a later state does not 
imply a new birth and a new life for the person, the ¡tm¡ . Nor does death of the previous 
state spell death for the ¡tm¡ . These states come and go and ¡tm¡ remains the same in a 
given body.  

The same ¡tm¡ sees all three states — childhood, adulthood, and old age. One 
need only ask an elderly person what he or she had for lunch! In response to this simple 
question, an elderly man may start with his first marriage! The ¡tm¡ is the same through 
all the experiences of life.  

Just as each of these states is taken for the ¡tm¡, another body can also be taken 
for the ¡tm¡ , even though ¡tm¡ itself remains the same. Just as how a person does not 
remember his or her first three years, in the same way, previous lifetimes in other bodies 
are also not remembered — which is just as well, since there would only be that many 
more problems! If we all knew our own and each other's previous births, we would be 
blaming people from those lifetimes just as we do in this one. There would then be far 
too many situations and people to blame!  

Known or unknown, ¡tm¡ is the same, be it with reference to the first three years 
of this birth or to previous births. Thus, from the standpoint of ¡tm¡ , there is no reason 
for sorrow born of self-decimation. It is the same even from the standpoint of the simple 
j¢va, the one who has a body. Where is the reason, then, for getting into a state of 
delusion that I will be absent at any time? The j¢va will continue, with or without a body. 
Without a body, there is no problem. I am ¡tm¡  and, therefore, timeless. As a j¢va , 
gaining a new body gives you a new and better start. If you did not make proper use of 
the previous body, now you can make better use of the new one.  

THE WISE HAVE NO SORROW 

Because a wise person has the knowledge of ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡ , there is no 
question of he or she being sorrowful. Such a person knows that, what does not change 
cannot be changed and what changes cannot be stopped. When the facts are clear, there 
is no sorrow. The wise person is one who knows what is real, ¡tm¡  and what is unreal, 
an¡tm¡ . Further, K¤À¸a said:  

®……j……∫{…∂……«∫i…÷ EÚ…Ëxi…‰™… ∂…“i……‰πh…∫…÷J…n÷˘&J…n˘…&* 
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+…M…®……{…… ™…x……‰% x…i™……∫i……∆Œ∫i… i…I…∫¥… ¶……Æ˙i…** 14 ** 
m¡tr¡spar¿¡stu kaunteya ¿¢toÀ¸asukhaduÅkhad¡Å  
¡gam¡p¡yino'nity¡st¡ÆstitikÀasva bh¡rata   Verse 14 

EÚ…Ëxi…‰™… kaunteya — Oh! Son of Kunt¢ (Arjuna); ®……j……-∫{…∂……«& m¡tr¡-spar¿¡Å — the 
contacts of the sense organs with the sensory world; i…÷ tu — indeed; ∂…“i…-=πh…-∫…÷J…-
n÷̆&J…n˘…& ¿¢ta-uÀ¸a-sukha-duÅkhad¡Å — which give rise to cold and heat, pleasure and 
pain; +…M…®…-+{…… ™…x…& ¡gama -ap¡yinaÅ  — which are of the nature of coming and going; 
+ x…i™……& anity¡Å — not constant; ¶……Æ˙i… bh¡rata — Oh! Descendant of Bharata 
(Arjuna); i……x…¬ t¡n  — them;  i… i…I…∫¥… titikÀasva — endure 

Oh! Son of Kunt¢, the contacts of the sense organs with the sensory 
world which give rise to cold and heat, pleasure and pain, which have the 
nature of coming and going are not constant. Endure them. Oh! 
Descendant of Bharata. 

Given that the ¡tm¡ never dies, that it always survives, as K¤À¸a said, it seems 
that the sorrow caused by the death of a person is not reasonable and therefore not very 
legitimate. That there may be no sorrow for the person who knows the ¡tm¡ to be 
eternal and the an¡tm¡  to be non-eternal is also possible. However, in this life, sorrow 
does occur because of certain changes that take place. 

Situations do not go your way all the time. You do not call all the shots. Things 
keep changing, some of them favourably and many of them not so favourably. Some 
situations are pleasant, others unpleasant. That which is pleasant does not last, while the 
unpleasant seems to stick  to me most of the time. There is, therefore, both pleasure, 
sukha, and pain, duÅkha. The pleasant arrives and must pass away for the unpleasant to 
come. 

For instance, people begin to wail about winter long before it actually comes. As 
the summer ebbs away, they wail about that, too. Even when summer is there, it is going. 
Thus, when winter is not there, it is coming and, when it is there, it seems not to be 
going at all! Half the summer is gone because of clouds and another part of it is frittered 
away by rain. When it is hot, it is too hot. Because the seasons keep on changing, we 
find that sukha and duÅkha keep on occurring. The pleasant has gone and the 
unpleasant has come accompanied by sorrow. The sorrow is not due to ¡tm¡  going and 
coming, but purely because of the situational context. This being the case, is there not a 
legitimate sorrow?  

K¤À¸a  talked here abo ut the nature of the sense organs and the sensory world. The 
sense organs, m¡tr¡s, contact sense objects. And these contacts, spar¿¡Å, give you the 
experience of cold, heat, pleasure, pain, etc. — ¿¢ta -uÀ¸a-sukha-duÅkhad¡Å. The 
knowledge that something is cold or hot produces a response that this is pleasant, sukha , 
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or that this is unpleasant, duÅkha . Cold can be either pleasant or unpleasant and so can 
anything hot. For instance, you do not go to the fireside on a hot day as you would when 
it is cold. Thus, heat is not always pleasant and cold is not always unpleasant. 

We find that there is a uniformity in our responses and also, to a certain extent, a 
universality. The world is one of opposites — heat and cold, for example, and these 
opposites give us pleasure and pain, sukha and duÅkha. Categorically, we may say that  
certain situations make us happy, like a pleasant, sunny day. At the same time, however, 
there are people who want rain so much that they are praying for it. Therefore, the rain 
that you do not want, someone else may be praying for. These, then, are our responses, 
which seem to give rise to sukha and duÅkha, all due to contact of the sense organs 
with their objects. One may argue that if contacting heat and cold gives rise to sorrow, 
perhaps we should avoid contact with sense objects. But how can we? 

K¤À¸a did not say we have to avoid the contacts. We need only understand them. 
Most of our problems are like this; they only need to be understood. What is to be 
understood here is that the tendency to come and go, is the nature of opposites — heat 
and cold, pleasant and unpleasant, and so on. If you keep on saying it is hot, a time will 
come when the heat will be gone. It is the same with the cold. Therefore, they are not 
constant. They do not remain for you to complain about. Even if you want them to stay, 
they will not. They are always in a flux, constantly changing. And this nature of their 
being in constant flux does not change.  

We cannot totally remove ourselves from the opposites or remove them from us. 
This is not to say that one should not make an attempt to improve a situation. But if 
things must always be pleasant for you, Lord K¤À¸a was making it very clear here that 
they would not be. Because things are both pleasant and unpleasant, they are not always 
going to be, as you want. Nor are they always going to be unpleasant either. 

PHYSICAL PAIN OR SORROW 

If death is said to be incapable of causing you sorrow, where does that leave all of 
the other situations that seem to make you unhappy? The world can cause you some 
physical pain because the physical body belongs to the physical world. One physical 
entity can, therefore, hurt another. Arjuna's problem is not physical. It is purely sorrow 
¿oka, and ¿oka is a type of thinking. While physical pain is something to be endured and 
cured, sorrow is something you build on.  

Physical pain is not something that is totally avoidable, The body is subject to pain 
and will be affected by one force or the other — the sun, rain, winter, and so on. You can 
protect the body to the extent possible, but because it is anitya , constantly changing, it is 
subject to pain. This is the nature of the body. Sorrow, on the other hand, is something 
you build onto the pain because of a particular way of thinking. This is exactly where we 
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have to change — cognitively.  Therefore, K¤À¸a  said: ‘Take every situation as it comes, 
Arjuna, cheerfully, in your stride, with a sense of humour.’ 

K¤À¸a later told Arjuna how these opposites cannot really do anything to you 
because, by natur e, they have no independent existence apart from yourself, the ¡tm¡ 
There is some kind of ‘lumping’ that occurs due to a confusion between orders of reality. 
The mind, senses, and body have similar realities, whereas the ¡tm¡ is of another order 
of reality. When you say you are sad, you involve the ¡tm¡, I, in the sadness as though 
the ¡tm¡  belongs to the same order of reality as the mind, which it does not. In this way, 
the ¡tm¡ is taken to be the an¡tm¡  and it becomes one among the many. Because the 
an¡tm¡s in the world are too many and so varied, you cannot cope with them all, even 
though they are all an¡tm¡. Even the small bugs create so many problems, let alone the 
more powerful forces. 

If the ¡tm¡  is really one among the many, nothing can be done. However, the 
vision is that the ¡tm¡  is unlike any of them. Sorrow is not possible without ¡tm¡ , ‘I.’ 
Every time there is sorrow, it is because ¡tm¡  is somehow involved. Mere mind with its 
thought processes cannot create sorrow. Therefore, ignorance is the cause for imputing 
sorrow to ¡tm¡ . 

WHAT IS THERE TO WORRY ABOUT? 

The coming and going of the opposites is a fact. Thus, when K¤À¸a  told Arjuna, 
‘Endure them — titikÀasva,’ he was not offering advice; he was being objective. What 
is the need for this objectivity? Because, situations are constantly changing — the 
pleasant as well as the unpleasant. To think that only the pleasant ones change and not 
the unpleasant is not correct. 

What, then, is there to worry about? For a person who is objective, who has a 
certain appreciation for what the world and its situations are all about, there is no reason 
for sorrow. There are just situations to face and act upon, whether inner or outer. There is 
nothing to be sad about. 

Further, he said:  

™…∆  Ω˛ x… ¥™…l…™…xi™…‰i…‰ {…÷Ø̊ π…∆ {…÷Ø˚π…π…«¶…* 
∫…®…n÷˘&J…∫…÷J…∆ v…“Æ∆˙ ∫……‰%®…fii…i¥……™… EÚ±{…i…‰** 15 ** 
yaÆ hi na vyathayantyete puruÀaÆ puruÀarÀabha 
samaduÅkhasukhaÆ dh¢raÆ so'm¤tatv¡ya kalpate  Verse 15 

{…÷Ø˚π…-@Òπ…¶… puruÀa -¤Àabha — Oh! The prominent among men (Arjuna); Bi…‰ ete — these 
two (sukha and duÅkha); ∫…®…-n÷˘&J…-∫…÷J…®…¬ sama-duÅkha-sukham  — the one who is 
same in pleasure and pain; v…“Æ˙®…¬ dh¢ram — one who is discriminating; ™…®…¬ {…÷Ø˚π…®…¬ yam 
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puruÀam — the person whom; x… ¥™…l…™…Œxi… na  vyathayanti — do not affect; ∫…& saÅ  — 
he;  Ω˛ hi — indeed; +®…fii…i¥……™… am¤tatv¡ya — for gaining liberation (mokÀa ); EÚ±{…i…‰ 
kalpate — is fit 

Oh! Arjuna , the prominent among men, the person whom these (sukha 
and duÅkha) do not affect, who is the same in pleasure and pain, and 
who is discriminative, is fit for gaining liberation.  

In this verse, K¤À¸a  addresses Arjuna as a puruÀa-¤Àabha whose literal meaning 
is — a bull, ¤Àabha, among men. Among large herds of cattle, the stud bull always 
stands out because of its size and the big hump on its back. Just as a bull cannot be 
missed among hundreds of cows, so too,  Arjuna stood out as the most exalted of men. 
Even those who did not know who Arjuna was, would have acknowledged him because 
of his brilliance, tejas. He was a man of great accomplishment and a highly recognised 
person in the society. So he was addressed as puruÀa-¤Àabha, the most prominent 
among men.  

A discriminative person remains the same with reference to the opposites. Pleasant 
and unpleasant situations do not affect the person. Such a person is aware of their 
coming and going, of their constantly changing nature. In the bh¡Àya, áa´kara makes it 
clear that this is not just a matter of practicality. A wise person knows himself as ¡tm¡ , 
one who cannot be affected by any situation. Such a person is called dh¢ra, meaning one 
who is discriminating, one who has knowledge of the nitya-¡tm¡ . The word pa¸·ita , 
used in an earlier verse, is replaced here by the word dh¢ra , meaning one who is not 
affected by the opposites and, who therefore gains mokÀa , am¤tatva. M¤tatva means 
being subject to mortality, whereas am¤tatva  is to be free from mortality. Knowing the 
¡tm¡ as the one that is nitya , the wise gain mokÀa. 

One who is discriminative, who accepts situations happily, and who does not allow 
himself or herself to be swayed by either pleasant or unpleasant situations is one who is 
fit for self -knowledge or who already has this knowledge. K¤À¸a  obviously wanted to 
make this fact clear at the outset. 

x……∫…i……‰  ¥…ti…‰ ¶……¥……‰ x……¶……¥……‰  ¥…ti …‰ ∫…i…&* 
=¶…™……‰Æ˙ {… o˘üı…‰%xi…∫i¥…x…™……‰∫i…k¥…n˘Ã∂… ¶…&** 16 ** 
n¡sato vidyate bh¡vaÅ n¡bh¡vo vidyate sataÅ 
ubhayorapi d¤À¶o'ntastvanayostattvadar¿ibhiÅ   Verse 16 

+∫…i…& asataÅ — for the unreal (mithy¡); ¶……¥…& bh¡vaÅ — being; x…  ¥…ti…‰ na vidyate — 
is not there; ∫…i…& sataÅ  — for the real; + {… api — also; +¶……¥…& abh¡vaÅ — non-being 
(absence); x…  ¥…ti…‰ na  vidyate — is not there;  =¶…™……‰& +x…™……‰& ubhayoÅ anayoÅ — of 
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these two (the sat and asat); +xi…& antaÅ — the ultimate truth; i…k¥…n˘Ã∂… ¶…& tattva-
dar¿ibhiÅ  — by the knowers of the truth; i…÷ tu  — indeed; o˘üı& d¤À¶aÅ — is seen 

For the unreal (mithy¡), there is never any being. For the real, there is 
never any non-being. The ultimate truth of both of these is seen by the 
knowers of the truth. 

This is a very important verse even though cryptic. For the asat, a word we shall 
use as it is, there is no being, bh¡va . In other words, being is not there for the asat. And  
for the sat, there is no non-being. In the second line of the verse, K¤À¸a went on to say 
that this fact is known by those people who know the ultimate truth about sat and asat. 
The first line is the crux of the verse. 

Asat means something that does not exist independently and sat is what exists 
independent of anything else. What is it that exists independently? Cold and heat, for 
example, do not exist independently because they depend upon a number of factors. 
There is no absolute cold existing by itself. That something is cold depends upon 
something else. The temperature cannot reveal itself to you by itself unless you have a 
perception. Therefore, your perception is essential in order to understand that something 
is cold and something else is hot. 

When you say, ‘This is a pot,’ does the word ‘pot’ reveal an object that exists by 
itself or does the object indicated by the word ‘pot’ depend for its existence upon 
something else? If it depends on something else, clay, because of which the pot is there 
and unto which it will go back, that clay becomes the cause, k¡ra¸a, for the pot. The 
word ‘pot’ has no real object outside of the word itself; it has no existence apart from 
clay. That which has a cause, that which depends upon something for its existence, that 
which does not independently exist, is called asat.1  
                                                                 
1 This explanation is from the Ch¡ndogyopaniÀad where, in one particular sentence, it is 
said that before this creation there was only one thing — the sat-vastu, which was nondual, 
one without a second, undifferentiated. Nothing else was there. From that sat-vastu alone, 
called Brahman , everything has come and is non -separate from it. Nothing exists apart from 
sat. This knowledge was revealed in this UpaniÀad to ávetaketu who had been sent by his 
father to a gurukula at the age of twelve. He returned at the age of twenty-four, very proud of 
his accomplishments, having studied the Vedas for twelve years. ávetaketu's father was a 
great man. He could not stand his son's arrogance. So he asked his son, ‘Did you ask your 
teacher for that knowledge, gaining which everything is known?’ The boy replied that he did 
not think his teacher knew this. Later, he asked his father if there was such a knowledge. 
And he said, ‘How can you know one thing and thereby know everything else ? If there is 
such a knowledge, please teach me, Oh! Lord.’ The same topic is discussed in the 
Mu¸·akopaniÀad. The only difference being that there the student asked this question to the 
teacher, whereas in the Ch¡ndogyopaniÀad, the father asked ávetaketu, who said he didn't 
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áa´kara  explains asat further. When we try to prove the existence of things that 
are dependent upon causes for their existence, such as cold and heat or any given object, 
we find there is no self -existent thing at all among the objects of the world. Why? 
Because what is there is only a form, vik¡ra, that keeps changing — vyabhicarati. It is 
never the same; nor can it be the same.  

áa´kara  goes on to prove a point here. Suppose all pots are made of clay, but you 
have knowledge of only one pot. You know it is clay. If you know satya, the truth, the 
cause, k¡ra¸a, of all pots to be non-dual clay, regardless of what form any or all pots 
assume, you know that they are nothing but this one clay. By knowing that one clay, you 
know all pots in the sense that they are not separate from the clay. Although, this is a 
general knowledge, s¡m¡nya -jµ¡na , of all pots as clay, and not the particular 
knowledge, vi¿eÀa -jµ¡na, of individual pots, it is knowledge of the whole. 

Then what is a pot? It is purely a name for a form. Other than this, there is no pot 
that exists separate from clay. Nor is the clay the pot. If it were, again you would not 
need to make the pot, the clay being there already. Therefore, the clay is not the pot. If 
you remove the clay, where is the pot? Is it anywhere? Is it something that you have to 
search for? No. All that is there for the name ‘pot’ is a form recognised as such. 

Anything that is time-bound, like a pot, will change and you cannot stop it because 
its nature is to keep on changing. When and how are you going to stop it? Therefore, 
what are you crying for? What are you sad for? Are you sad for something eternal 
because it is eternal? No. 

Sat is that which never changes; it has no non-existence, abh¡va, at all. Sat is 
never negated at any time, whereas asat never enjoys a being of its own. Therefore, sat 
cannot create any sorrow for you and asat is incapable of doing so because it does not 
exist in its own right. 

How can asat create sorrow? In the vision of the Veda, you are the sat and 
everything else is asat. Asat cannot be a source of sorrow to sat, and sat cannot be a 
source of sorrow to you because it is you. The whole problem is one of confusion 
between sat and asat, between ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡. Asat has no being, no bh¡va. It has 
no existence. Thus, it cannot be bh¡va , that which exists in all three periods of time. A 
thing that exists is bh¡va  and abh¡va  is a thing that does not exist. The word bh¡va 
comes from the root ‘bh£’ used in the sense of ‘existence.’ 

ANALYSIS OF EXISTENCE AND NON-EXISTENCE  

Tuccha is another word for abh¡va and refers to certain combinations that do not 
exist at all. For example, man's horn, manuÀya-s¤´ga, does not exist. Horn exists and 

________________________________  
know.Then ávetaketu asked his father to teach him. 
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man exists. Both are bh¡va; both exist. For these words, there are objects in the world, 
which I know exist. But whe n I combine the two as ‘man's horn,’ there is no such thing.  

Does the word asat in the verse mean tuccha , non-existent? No. Because it is 
unnecessary to say that something that is non-existent has no being. In some modern 
commentaries on the G¢t¡ , however, we do find asat being translated as and equated to 
non-existent. What purpose is served by this sentence — the non -existent (such as the 
man's horn) has no existence? No purpose is served by this sentence. 

That which we refer to as asat has an order of reality, which is neither satya , 
bh¡va, nor tuccha . There is another type of abh¡va between these two, a non-existence 
that we call asat here. For instance, we cannot dismiss the sense organs and sense 
objects as totally non-existent, tuccha. Are they, then,  sat? Let us analyse them. 

A sense organ cannot be called a sense organ unless it perceives something. Eyes 
are a sense organ only because they see a form. Ears are a sense organ because they hear 
a sound and the senses of smell, taste, and touch are all called sense organs because they 
contact their sense objects. How can you call eyes a sense organ if they do not see? If 
ears do not hear, there is no sense organ even though the earlobes may be used for 
earrings or for catching hold of someone. The earlobes, etc., are just the anatomical 
aspects of the sense called hearing. It is hearing that makes the ears a sense organ and 
there is no such thing as sound without the ears. Which establishes what? 

To establish the existence of one, we need to establish the existence of the other. 
When establishing the existence of either one, which depends on establishing the 
existence of the other, there must be some other basis for the existence of both. Thus, all 
of them depend on something that is self-existent, called sat. Because we cannot dismiss 
the sense organs and their sense objects as non-existent, we say they are asat. They are 
not totally non-existent, that is atyanta -abh¡va. The sense organs and the sense objects 
do exist. All the responses of pleasure and pain, sukha and duÅkha, exist. You cannot 
dismiss them as non-existent nor can you take them as independently existent. 

Therefore, for something that cannot be dismissed as non-existent, tuccha , and 
cannot be taken as independently existent, sat, we have to have a word and that word is 
asat. Another word for asat is mithy¡ . Asat or mithy¡ is that which has no bh¡va, that 
which depends upon sat. Only when there is sat, is asat possible. Therefore, mithy¡  or 
asat is something whose existence depends upon another thing and, because it has no 
independent existence, it is not separate from that upon which it depends. 

OBJECTS DO NOT EXIST INDEPENDENTLY 

When a pot is made, before it is baked, there is only clay. Thus, once upon a time, 
the pot was clay. When it became a pot, it was clay in the form of pot. Even though it has 
been fired, it is nothing but clay. All that has happened is that the clay now has an added 
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attribute, gu¸a, the pot-form. This added attribute is what is meant by creation. Creative 
possibilities are there, but there is no such thing as a clay pot without clay. 

When we look at anything in this world, we always find that it is a form with a 
name, depending on some other substantive, vastu. A particular form, r£pa, is called 
asat. It has the nature of its substantive, but in itself, has no bh¡va. By the time, you see 
an object, it has already changed. It is never the same in the next moment. It is like 
seeing a film projected on a white screen. It looks as though someone is standing there, 
but in fact, the frame is continuously changing. Similarly, the frame in one's mind keeps 
on changing, exactly like the film. This is what makes it possible for us to see motion.  

Because what you have seen is already gone and you do not see it again in the 
same form, an object has no real bh¡va . In a flowing river, you do not get the same 
water at the same place. It is over, gone, flowing constantly in the flow of time. 
Similarly, any perception we have is conditioned by time and therefore has the nature of 
being merely an appearance. It is ‘as though’ there and not really there because it is 
always changing; it is ‘as though’ all the time.  

All objects in the world are time-bound. When you see an object, that object is not 
seen by you as an independent object. You always see some other thing along with it. 
When you see a shirt, for example, you also see cloth and when you see the cloth, you 
see a particular material. Thus, you find that the shirt has no existence apart from its 
cause, k¡ra¸a, the cloth. Not only can you not create a shirt without cloth, you cannot 
imagine one either. (Cloth here refers to any material with which the shirt is made.) 
Without cloth, paper, or some other material, it is impossible to make a shirt, even in 
your imagination. You can imagine an elephant entering your ear by seeing yourself as 
very big, but you cannot imagine making a shirt without cloth. No object exists by itself, 
apart from its cause.  

An object that does not exist independent of something else cannot have the word 
sat imputed to it. It can only be called asat because sat will be the one upon which the 
object depends for its bh¡va . If I remove the cloth, can you wear the shirt? All you will 
have is the ‘emperor's clothes!’ There is no such thing as shirt without the material with 
which it is made. For the word ‘shirt,’ there is no corresponding object at all. Bh¡va  
means it must independently exist and, because the cloth is the bh¡va, the shirt has no 
independent substantive status. 

Nor can you say the cloth with which the shirt is made is sat because it too 
depends upon something else. Then what is the real sat? That which exists by its own 
glory and does not depend on anything else for its existence is called sat or satya . Just 
because something is a cause does not mean it is satya . Causes themselves depend on 
their causes and therefore are also asat. 
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WHY DO WE SEE THE SAT IN THE ASAT?  

If everything is asat, how is it that we see the world as real, as sat? We say the 
world is. We do not look at it as something that is not. This is  because in every 
perception, there are two buddhis. Here buddhi means knowledge, cognition. One 
buddhi is with reference to the object and the other is with reference to its asat-buddhi 
— ‘the is-not -buddhi.’ This ‘is-not-buddhi’ has to be explained.  

The problem is that we take the ‘is -not’ as ‘is’ and get confused. This confusion 
leads to sukha and duÅkha. When we see a pot, there is a ‘pot-buddhi — pot cognition’ 
and we say, ‘The pot is.’ That buddhi, cognition whose object is the pot, undergoes a 
change similar to the changing frame in a moving film. It is this buddhi that is called 
asat-buddhi. That which does not undergo a change is called sat-buddhi. Suppose the 
pot you are looking at is replaced by another object, a tree. The pot is gone and the tree is 
there in its place. Previously, we said, ‘The pot is,’ and now we say, ‘The tree is.’ If we 
analyse these two cognitions, we can see that the ‘is-buddhi’ never goes. The pot goes 
because it is asat and the sat that is always there is now with the tree.  When the ‘tree-
buddhi’ goes, ‘branch-buddhi’ may be there and when the ‘branch-buddhi’ is gone, 
‘leaf -buddhi’ is there. When the ‘leaf-buddhi’ is gone, ‘chlorophyll-buddhi’ is there 
and when the ‘chlorophyll-buddhi’ is gone, ‘particle -buddhi’ is there. When ‘particle-
buddhi’ is gone, whatever buddhi that is left will still be there. 

What is it that remains? Sat, that ‘is,’ is always there. ‘Is’ always is. Therefore, it 
is called sat, that which does not change, whereas the object whose buddhi changes is 
called asat. The object is asat because the buddhi keeps changing. We recognise it 
differently each time it changes. In every perception, then there are two buddhis — the 
‘object-buddhi’ and the ‘is-buddhi.’ 

When we say, ‘blue pot, n¢laÅ gha¶aÅ,’ both words indicate the same object. The 
object that is blue is pot and object that is pot is blue. Similarly, when I say, ‘Please meet 
Mr. So and-so,  the musician,’ both Mr. So-and-so and the musician are one and the same 
object. When we say, ‘arjunaÅ , p¡¸·avaÅ,’ there is only one person, Arjuna, and he is 
a P¡¸·ava . In all these situations, there is a substantive-adjective relationship. The word 
blue is an adjective to the pot in the expression — blue pot. However, this is not so when 
we say, ‘the existent pot,’ or ‘this is a pot.’ Here, it seems as though the ‘is -ness’ is an 
adjective to the pot; it is not correct. The pot is the adjective to existence — the ‘potness’ 
qualifies ‘is-ness.’  

Here there is sat-buddhi, meaning that the pot exists, and there is also ‘pot-
buddhi,’ i.e., the ‘object-buddhi,’ which are two different things. To say, ‘This is a pot,’ 
definitely implies ‘is-ness.’ since the word ‘is’ is used. There are, therefore, always two 
buddhis — sat-buddhi and asat-buddhi (object-buddhi). Only asat-buddhi (object-
buddhi) changes, meaning that the existent sat-buddhi is conditioned by an object as its 
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attribute. ‘Is’ is always there. When the tree is, ‘is’ is in the form of a tree. Similarly, ‘is’ 
can be in the form of a pot, a person, a nose, a body, or anything.  

Existence is also in the form of thought. Therefore, if there is no thought, what is 
there is existence minus thought. Existence minus the body, existence minus the world, 
is existence. That existence, sat, is always there not affected by any addition to or 
subtraction from it. 

THE 'IS-BUDDHI' ALWAYS REMAINS 

The way in which the sat-buddhi is conditioned is what undergoes change, 
whereas the sat-buddhi itself never changes. Therefore, áa´kara says in his bh¡Àya 
that the object of the thought, ‘This is a pot,’ is asat because it is always changing. It 
never remains the same. The sat-buddhi, on the other hand, is satya  because, whatever 
that sat is, it does not undergo any change. 

A doubt being possible here, áa´kara clarifies the point in the bh¡Àya  by raising 
and answering an objection, p£rva -pakÀa. Suppose a pot is gone, destroyed, and the 
‘pot-buddhi, gha¶a-buddhi’ is gone, you say, ‘The pot was and now the pot is no 
more.’ The pot being destroyed, the ‘pot-buddhi’ goes and the pot proves to be asa t. 

But, along with the destroyed pot, does not the ‘is -buddhi, sat-buddhi.’ also go? 
áa´kara's response is that the ‘is -buddhi’ never goes; ‘is’ is always there. We say, ‘The 
pot is destroyed,’ ‘The destroyed pot is,’ ‘The pot is no more,’ etc. Because something 
else is, the ‘is- buddhi?’ never goes. Only the conditioned sat-buddhi is gone. 

The sat-buddhi, the ‘exists-buddhi,’ is conditioned by a particular name and 
form, n¡ma-r£pa ; and, when the pot is destroyed, that n¡ma -r£pa  is gone, but the sat-
buddhi is not gone. It is there to join anything. The ‘is-buddhi’ can join the broken pot 
— the broken pot ‘is’ or anything else ‘is.’ Only asat keeps on changing. The varieties 
of objects seen by you keep on changing, while you remain the same person. That ‘is.’ 
existence, remains; it never goes away. If this aspect of the teaching is not clear, you 
could conclude that ¡tm¡, the sat-vastu is zero! 

The ¡tm¡  alone is; and everything else is n¡ma -r£pa , only an addition to that sat-
buddhi — an addition that does not bring about any addition. Just as the pot form does 
not bring about an addition to the clay, so too, the addition of a n¡ma-r£pa  to the sat-
buddhi does not bring about any change to it. This is the vision. The sat-buddhi is 
always qualified by an attribute — ‘is’ in the form of a tree, ‘is’ in the form of a pot, ‘is’ 
in the form of something, and that form keeps on changing. That which changes is asat, 
mithy¡ , whereas sat remains ever the same.  

And what is that sat? Sat-buddhi is existence-consciousness, sat-cit. Existence is 
consciousness. Consciousness, the sat-buddhi, always joins with something in the form 
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of knowledge and reveals. For example, the pot is. When the pot is gone, the tree is. 
When the tree is gone, something else is. When everything is gone, I am, aham asmi. 

CONSCIOUSNESS BETWEEN TWO THOUGHTS 

Between two thoughts, everything is gone except consciousness. And although 
everything does go between two thoughts, consciousness does not require everything to 
go in order to be. Consciousness is alw ays there. Whatever comes, consciousness is and 
if everything goes, consciousness is. There is only one thing that is sat and that is 
consciousness. 

It was said that the pot is mithy¡ , asat, because the ‘pot-buddhi’ changes. Then it 
was said that when the pot is destroyed, the sat-buddhi — ‘the pot -is-buddhi’ — is also 
destroyed. Therefore, isn't your sat-buddhi also asat? No, áa´kara replies. Even when 
the pot is gone and the cloth is there, you see the sat-buddhi in the cloth. Only the 
attribute has changed. Previously the sat-buddhi was conditioned by the pot, whereas 
now it is conditioned by the cloth.  

Again, an objection is raised. Even though one pot is gone, we may still have ‘pot -
buddhi’ in some other pot. In this other pot we recognise, ‘This is a pot.’ Since ‘pot-
buddhi’ does not change, does this not prove that it is sat? To this, áa´kara said that, 
although ‘pot-buddhi’ may be seen in another pot, it is not seen in the cloth. Only in 
another pot can you have ‘pot-buddhi.’ In a piece of cloth, the only buddhi you have is 
‘cloth-buddhi,’ not ‘pot-buddhi.’ Whereas the sat-buddhi is always there — in the pot, 
in the cloth, in anything you see, and in anything you say is non-existent. 

We say the man's horn does not exist. This does not mean there is no sat-buddhi 
here. When we say, ‘The horn is’ and ‘The man is,’ it is sat-buddhi. To say, ‘Man's horn 
is,’ is wrong, whereas to say, ‘Man's horn is not,’ is right. This latter expression indicates 
that ‘Man's horn is not,’ which is sat-buddhi. Therefore, sat-buddhi does not change in 
any way. 

Sat-buddhi, which is the sat of the ¡tm¡, the ‘ is’ of the ‘I,’ is always there, even 
in deep sleep. That is why we want to experience sleep. If I were not there at all, I would 
not want to sleep. We find, however, that there is a universal interest in sleep because it 
is an experience and a very welcome one at that! Sat-buddhi is also present in the 
dream.  

TWO ORDERS OF REALITY 

Then áa´kara  deals with another problem that comes up. A pot is asat and there 
is asat-buddhi, which is really ¡tm¡, consciousness. It is this sat-buddhi that joins the 
pot. How is this combination possible? Between two equally existent objects there can 
be a combination, but how can there be a combination between sat and asat? You may 
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see a reflected face in the mirror, but you cannot feed that person because there are two 
orders of reality involved. The spoon belongs to one order of reality and the reflection in 
the mirror to another. That is why the mouth in the reflected face, even though it is open, 
cannot combine with the spoon. Similarly, then, if the ¡tm¡  is the object of this sat-
buddhi, how can it go and join anything? To this, áa´kara said that there was no 
problem. Sat can join anything. 

Mirage water in the desert makes you feel happy. But whether water is there or 
not, it is only sat. Even if there is no water and you only imagine it to be there, you still 
say, ‘The water is.’ Here, the sat-buddhi joins the mirage water which is asat. The ‘is-
buddhi,’ the sat-buddhi, thus joins anything and everything. There is no rule that 
prevents sat-buddhi and asat-buddhi from joining because sat is not opposed to 
anything — everything being a superimposition upon the sat. The sat-buddhi, lends 
itself to any type of object, such as an imagined pot or a real pot, a mistaken snake 
superimposed on a piece of rope, or a real rope. 

Imagination is something different from mistake. If you are aware that you are 
imagining something, then it is imagination. Either way, an imagined pot is, snake is, 
(even though it is later found to be a rope), a rope is. The sat-buddhi joins in any and 
every situation. That object of the sat-buddhi (sat-buddhi-viÀaya) is ¡tm¡  and is called 
sat, for which non-existence, abh¡va, is not there — sataÅ abh¡vaÅ na vidyate. 

Anything that depends upon something else is asat. If you look at your body, 
deha, on that basis, it is asat. Therefore, there is no cause for sorrow. It is the same with 
any thought. When we say, ‘Thought is,’ that ‘is-ness’ is consciousness, ¡tm¡ . 
Consciousness is and the thought is incidental to that consciousness. A thought is a 
n¡ma-r£pa. A thought that has an outside object is called perception. If there is an 
object perceived outside sense perception, then it is inferential knowledge, imagination, 
or memory. Whatever it is, the thought ‘is’ — it is nothing but consciousness 
conditioned by n¡ma-r£pa . And if there is no n¡ma-r£pa, then what ‘is’ is still 
consciousness. 

EXISTENCE IS CONSCIOUSNESS  

Therefore, sat is always only cit -¡tm¡ and the word satya  can only mean cit. Self -
existent consciousness alone can be sat. Either word, sat or cit, will bring in the other 
word because what has to be cit has to be sat and what has to be sat has to be cit. Thus, 
the sat will bring in cit and cit will bring in sat. 

Because everything depends upon this sat-cit, sat-cit  becomes limitless — 
ananta , ¡nanda. The word ananta  means, limitless. And consciousness is ananta. It is  
also said to be ¡nanda , people are always looking for ¡nanda . If everything depends 
upon sat-cit, is there any limitation for sat-cit-¡tm¡? There is no limit because 
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everything is sat-cit -¡tm¡. Therefore from the stand point of the sat-cit-¡tm¡, there is 
no distance between itself and everything else nor is anything separate from it. In any 
cognition, the subject is sat-cit -¡tm¡ , the object is sat-cit -¡tm¡, and the means of 
knowledge, the thought, v¤tti, is also sat-cit -¡tm¡. All three are sat-cit-¡tm¡ alone. 
Thus , sat-cit -¡nanda is the svar£pa of the ¡tm¡ . Sat is not going to be non-existent at 
any time; and asat cannot be kept as it is because it is constantly changing. Sat is the 
meaning, the content, of the sat-buddhi and the content of the asat-buddhi is name and 
form. When we say, ‘The pot is, the chair is, the table is, the man is, the woman is, the 
tree is,’ the ‘is’ in all of them is the sat-buddhi. That ‘is’ is common and is always 
qualified by the name and form called tree, pot, table, chair, and so on. Why do we say 
name and form? Because whatever you consider depends on something else, which 
depends on something else, and so on. Whenever we say, ‘Something is,’ the ‘is’ is the 
basis, the satya , and the n¡ma-r£pa is mithy¡ , depending on this sat. 

The object, viÀaya of the sat-buddhi is satya. Therefore, the ‘am-ness’ in ‘I am 
— aham asmi,’ the ‘are-ness’ in ‘you are — tvam asi,’ and the ‘is -ness’ in ‘he is —saÅ 
asti’ and ‘that is — tad  asti’ are all one and the same. The ‘is -ness’ that each implies is 
the common basis for all things that exist. Therefore, it is the k¡ra¸a, the cause for 
everything and is called satya. And the effect, k¡rya is called asat, mithy¡ , because it is  
dependent on the k¡ra¸a for it's existence. As mentioned earlier, Ved¡nta is nothing but 
a discussion of this cause and effect, satya and mithy¡  — k¡ra¸a-k¡rya -v¡da. 

A PRODUCT AND ITS CAUSE 

A product, a creation, a k¡rya, a vik¡ra, is entirely dependent upon satya , that 
which is self -existent. If satya itself depended upon something else, it would not be 
satya . The self-existent satya is called k¡ra¸a, cause. Depending on what it is you want 
to prove, k¡ra¸a can also be said to be satya  — yat k¡ra¸aÆ tat satyam. That which 
is a cause is said to be satya because it is a cause, like clay with reference to a pot. 
Because clay is the cause for the pot, it is satya — but only for the pot, please 
understand. Another example is thread as the cause or satya  for the cloth. Thus from 
these two examples, we see that satya is k¡ra¸a and k¡ra¸a is satya. 

With reference to a product, a creation, we are going to prove something. In 
áa´kara's bh¡Àya on this verse, he says that a product is mithy¡ — yat k¡ryaÆ tat 
mithy¡ . Mithy¡ means asat — the word used in the current verse. (These kinds of 
statements reflect a style that we will be coming across later.) A product is mithy¡ 
because it is dependent upon a cause, as is the case for cloth. Whereas, sat is not 
dependent upon anything else and undergoes no change whatsoever — sataÅ abh¡vaÅ 
na vidyate. 

Because the object of sat-buddhi is sat and the object of asat-buddhi is asat, we 
have the sat-buddhi at all times. The asat-buddhi depends upon the sat-buddhi. The 
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object of the asat-buddhi, the pot, depends upon the object of sat-buddhi, clay, which 
itself depends upon something else. When you say, ‘Clay is,’ the clay, depends upon 
another sat-buddhi, atoms. When you say, ‘The atom is,’ the atom depends upon 
particles, which depend upon a concept. When you say, ‘A concept is,’ the concept 
depends upon the witness of the concept, s¡kÀ¢ which is consciousness. And when you 
say, ‘Consciousness is,’ what does it depend upon? It does not depend upon another 
consciousness because it is svataÅ-siddha, self -existent. 

Therefore, nothing can be satya except that which is self -existent. This is all that is 
being said here. That which is self-existent is ¡tm¡  and that alone is satya. Everything 
else, being dependent upon satya , is asat. For the satya-¡tm¡ , there is no non-existence, 
abh¡va , whereas for the asat, there is no real existence. The experience of seeing 
objects is there, but these objects are all in the transactional world, vyavah¡ra and, 
therefore, have only an empirical reality.  

About these two, sat and asat, a final understanding, an ascertained conclusion, 
the ultimate knowledge, is arrived at by the seers of the truth of Brahman — 
tattvadar¿ibhiÅ anayoÅ ubhayoÅ api antaÅ tu d¤À¶aÅ. The tattvadar¿¢ is the one who 
is capable of seeing the truth, tattva of everything. Tattva is the abstract form of the 
pronoun tat. The pronoun tat, means ‘that’ and can stand for anything from apple to 
zebra as indicated by the word in Sanskrit for pronoun, sarva-n¡ma, meaning ‘the name 
for everything.’ Therefore, the word tattva1 means — the truth, the intrinsic nature of a 
thing, anything. áa´kara  further explains its meaning by saying, ‘Because all that is 
here is only Brahman , the name for that Brahman  is tat. The abstract noun of tat, 
tattva, means the truth, the svar£pa, of Brahman.2 

THE TRUTH OF BRAHMAN  

Tattva  is often said to mean reality but, in fact, it is the svar£pa of Brahman. 
That Brahman , is unqualified existence – satya, knowledge – jµ¡na , limitless – 
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 tasya bh¡vaÅ tattvam. 
The nature of a thing is called tattva. 
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tat iti sarvan¡ma, sarvaÆ ca brahma, tasya n¡ma tat iti, tadbh¡vaÅ tattvaÆ — 
brahma¸aÅ y¡th¡tmyam.  
‘Tat’ is the name for everything, that is, it includes everything. This is because Brahman is 
everything. And it is called ‘tat’ here. The nature of this ‘tat,’ that is, Brahman, is called 
‘tattva’ — the true nature of Brahman. 
Here áa´kara uses the etymological meaning of the word sarvan¡ma to his advantage to 
define Brahman. Here the word sarvan¡ma is not a pronoun. 
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ananta , pure – ¿uddha, timeless – nitya, etc., can be understood through the various 
implied meanings, lakÀa¸as of each of these words. Brahman  is the cause of the world, 
jagat-k¡ra¸a and at the same time is itself satya, jµ¡na  and ananta . This, then, is the 
svar£pa of Brahman and is called tattva . Brahman is not only satya but is the k¡ra¸a 
for everything. Therefore, everything is Brahman. Brahman  plus  all names and forms 
is all that is here. 

Thus, those people who know the truth of Brahman, tattva-dar¿inaÅ understand 
both sat and asat. Both must be known. Sat is sat and asat is asat. Asat depends upon 
sat, but sat does not depend upon asat. Those who know the truth of everything tattva - 
dar¿inaÅ are called pa¸·itas, the ones who, as we saw earlier, do not come to grief. 
Why? Because they know the truth.  

Now, why are you sad? Is it due to asat or sat? If you say you are sad because 
asat is going, you must see that going is the nature of asat and that it is not real. 
Therefore, you cannot cry for the asat. When one's understanding of satya  is lacking 
then mithy¡ becomes satya , resulting in confusion. Without satya there is no mithy¡ . 
Mithy¡ must be understood as mithy¡ and satya as satya. Only then does everything 
fall into its own place. Satya does not elicit any sorrow, and mithy¡ does not have the 
status to cause sorrow. If there is sorrow, it is mithy¡. 

THE CONFUSION BETWEEN SATYA AND MITHYË  

There is a well-known story that illustrates the confusion between satya and 
mithy¡ . It is as follows. 

In the court of a particular king, there were two scholars. One was an advait¢ who 
said that Brahman was satya  and the world, jagat, was mithy¡. He talked about this 
constantly, Ved¡nta  being nothing but a discussion of satya and mithy¡, cause and 
effect — k¡ra¸a-k¡rya-v¡da. He told the king that k¡ra¸a was satya  and k¡rya was 
mithy¡ . The whole world, including one's body, was k¡rya  and therefore mithy¡. There 
was nothing away from that Brahman , and that satya, Brahman, was independent of 
everything. 

The king did not understand what this scholar was saying, but he liked the idea. 
There was a fascinating aspect to it because it said that he was wonderful, that he was 
Brahman , and so on. The king found this pleasant to get up to each morning. It was 
good for his mental health,   at least.  

The second scholar was a dualist, dvait¢ , who kept telling the king that he was not 
Brahman , that Brahman  was the cause of the world, jagat-k¡ra¸a, and that he was a 
product, subject to pu¸ya  and p¡pa . If he did the right things, he would gain some time 
in heaven and, if he did not, he would go to more unpleasant places such as naraka . This 
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scholar maintained that what he was saying was the truth as stated in the ¿¡stra. He even 
backed up his statements by quoting Ved¡nta in his daily teaching.  

The king listened to both of these scholars because he wanted to be impartial, 
although he generally slept in the second scholar's class! This made the second scholar a 
little jealous of the other one, who seemed to be getting more attention from  the king.  

The time came when the king went on a big pilgrimage accompanied by a large 
retinue, including his two teachers. As they walked through a forest, which was infested 
with many wild animals, they were confronted by a huge elephant with enormous tusks. 
The first scholar spied the elephant first and cried out: ‘Elephant, Maharaj, elephant!’ 
He, then, began to run and, of course, everyone else ran, too. 

It should be remembered that these advait¢s are all very alert people and, because 
they understand things as they are, they are absolutely practical, also. Because they are 
not encumbered by projections, problems, or shadows, they are free to deal with things 
objectively. And, so, this scholar was the first to see the elephant and run. The king also 
ran, along with the dvait¢ and the others. 

After this adventure was over, the king decided to camp and start out again the 
next day when there had been time to check for safety. While the king was relaxing, the 
second scholar went to him and said, ‘Oh! Lord, did you see how our advaita -guru 
ran?’ The king remarked that he indeed had run very well. In fact, he reached safety 
before any of the others. 

‘That's what I mean,’ said the dvait¢. ‘He says the world is mithy¡ and yet he ran 
away from the elephant. If this world is mithy¡, then the elephant must also be mithy¡ . 
Why did he run from a mithy¡ elephant? Everything he has been teaching is all so much 
verbal nonsense! That is why, Maharaj, I told you that there is no mithy¡. Everything is 
satya . 

The second scholar then pressed his point a little further. ‘I do not understand his 
running, given what he teaches. Perhaps Maharaj understands it better.’ The king also 
found that it did not make sense to him. So he summoned the first scholar and asked him 
to explain himself. Out of respect for his teacher, the king gave him an opportunity to 
explain himself. He said ‘Sir, you said everything is mithy¡. Therefore, the elephant is 
also mithy¡, is it not?’ The scholar agreed that this was correct. ‘Then why did you run 
away from the elephant?’ the king asked.  

‘Maharaj,’ the scholar replied, ‘the elephant is indeed mithy¡. But when did I tell 
you that running was satya? Running is also mithy¡! Please find any sorrow or fear in 
me. There is none. I just did what was to be done.’ 

This is the vision. Ved¡nta  says that everything is satya  from the standpoint of the 
sat-buddhi. And everything is mithy¡ from the standpoint of the asat-buddhi. The 
vision does not exclude anything. We have to under stand everything. Any action, karma 
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is mithy¡. For example, we talk of ‘running’ as an action. But if we do some inquiry into 
this so-called action, we see that we cannot categorically say what is ‘running.’ Whether 
lifting the leg is ‘running’ or placing the foot is ‘running,’ we cannot say. This is true of 
any action. Therefore, it is all mithy¡ . The person performing the action, the kart¡ is 
mithy¡ , as is the action kriy¡ . Therefore, the whole thing is mithy¡ . Only ¡tm¡  is 
satya . 

Once you see both satya and mithy¡  very clearly, as the pa¸·itas do, there is no 
reason for sorrow. Lord K¤À¸a  has shown that what is sat, self -existent, does not have 
abh¡va  at any time, meaning that there is no end, no non-existence for it — sataÅ 
abh¡vaÅ na vidyate. And asat being only a name and form, depending upon the sat, 
has no real bh¡va , no real being. Therefore, it is mithy¡. 

THE INEXPLICABILITY OF MITHYË 

What is mithy¡ then? It is neither bh¡va  nor abh¡va . It does not have an 
existence of its own nor is it totally non-existent. It is something in between, which is 
what we mean when we say that mithy¡  is inexplicable. There are others who say that 
reality, the vastu or sat, is inexplicable. The vision of Ved¡nta is just the opposite. Only 
the vastu can be unfolded, albeit by implication, and everything else is inexplicable. 

CAN TRUTH BE DEFINED?  

It is generally thought that truth cannot be defined, whereas we say that truth alone 
can be defined. Everything else can be only conditionally defined and so requires further 
definition. Therefore, any definition of an object, which is asat, mithy¡, is a point of 
view subject to further definition. Being neither sat, existent, nor tuccha , totally non-
existent, how can mithy¡  be defined? There is no explicability for mithy¡ . That there is 
no explicability is its explanation. We are not just getting lost in mithy¡  and then saying 
it is not explainable at all. It is inexplicable in the sense that it cannot categorically be 
defined as, ‘This is satya,’ because our definition of satya is that which is not negated at 
any time. Because what is never negated at any time is satya, you cannot say that an 
object such as a pot is satya because it did not always exist. Furthermore, it may be 
broken tomorrow. Nor is it always the same pot, since yesterday it was in one form and 
today it is in another. The pot is also not tuccha, totally non-existent, because if it were 
non-existent, it would not be perceived or known to hold any water. There is therefore, 
such a thing as a pot. 

Between sat and tuccha, therefore, there is a reality, which is referred to as asat. 
In fact, the technical word for asat is generally mithy¡ . Although the words asat, 
mithy¡ and m¡y¡ , are all used in the ¿¡stra, the ontological definition for this order of 
reality is mithy¡. What is not subject to negation in all three periods of time — past, 
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present and future — is satya. And that which does not exist at all in all three periods of 
time is tuccha. Therefore, what is in between becomes mithy¡  or asat. 

Further K¤À¸a said: 

+ ¥…x…… ∂… i…÷ i… u˘ r˘ ™…‰x… ∫…¥…« ®…n∆˘ i…i…®…¬* 
 ¥…x……∂…®…¥™…™…∫™……∫™… x… EÚ ù…iEÚi…÷«®…Ω«˛ i…** 17 ** 
avin¡¿i tu tadviddhi yena sarvamidaÆ tatam 
vin¡¿amavyayasy¡sya na ka¿citkartumarhati   Verse 17 

<n˘®…¬ ∫…¥…«®…¬ idam sarvam — this entire world; ™…‰x… yena — by which; i…i…®…¬ tatam — is 
pervaded; i…i…¬ tat — that; i…÷ tu — indeed; + ¥…x…… ∂… avin¡¿i — indestructible;  ¥… r˘ 
viddhi — know; +∫™… +¥™…™…∫™… asya avyayasya— of the one that does not change; 
 ¥…x……∂…®…¬ vin¡¿am — destruction; x… EÚ ù…i…¬ na ka¿cit — no one; EÚi…÷«®…¬ kartum — to do; 
+Ω«̨ i… arhati — is able 

Know that, by which this entire world is pervaded, to be indeed 
indestructible. No one can bring about the destruction of the one that does 
not change.  

Here, tat refers to sat, that for which there is no abh¡va and that which is 
understood by the knower of the truth (tattva-dar¿¢), as stated in the previous verse. 
That sat is not subject to destruction — it is avin¡¿i. Moreover, everything that is here, 
the entire world, is pervaded by this indestructible sat, sat-¡tm¡ . Being subject to 
destruction, the world is asat, not sat. 

In this verse, sat and mithy¡ are made very clear. Sat is other than asat, whereas 
asat is not other than sat. Sat-vastu  is called viÀ¸u, a word which is being quietly 
introduced here by bh¡Àyak¡ra , áa´kara. That which pervades everything, meaning the 
entire world including space is called viÀ¸u. This is sat. Since there is no asat without 
sat, the bh¡va of the asat is nothing but the bh¡va  of the sat. For example, because the 
existence of a clay pot is inherent in the existence of the clay, the bh¡va belongs to the 
clay and not to the pot and when we say, ‘The pot is,’ that ‘is’ is sat. Therefore, 
wherever there is asat, there is sat. 

How do we get to the sat? We do not have to get rid of the asat in order to get to 
the sat. Nor is the asat sitting upon the sat, covering it up, just as the pot does not cover 
the clay by sitting on it. You need not destroy the pot in order to know the clay. It is a 
question of understanding alone. 

Another question then arises. When the entire world is pervaded by the sat-vastu , 
is the sat-vastu destroyed when the world is destroyed? No. One is sat which is not 
subject to destruction and the other is asat. When the asat is destroyed, the sat is not 
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destroyed. There is both difference and non-difference here — non-difference in the 
sense that all there is, is bh¡va, sat, and difference in the sense that, while the asat 
depends upon the sat, the sat does not depend upon the asat. Therefore, we say that 
there is both non-difference and difference. Because there is no real difference, there is 
non-duality. The crux of the matter here is that ‘B’ is ‘A.’ whereas ‘A’ is not ‘B.’ 

THE INDESTRUCTIBILITY OF THE NON-DUAL 

Is it possible that sat, like time, destroys itself by its own nature, creating itself and 
then going away? No, because it is avyaya , not subject to change. Can anything else, 
other than itself, destroy sat? No. Since sat pervades everything there is no other. Since 
sat-vastu is ekam  advit¢yam — one without the second, there is no second thing that 
can destroy sat. Any ‘other’ is dependent upon this sat-vastu and, therefore, has no 
independent bh¡va at all. How is it going to destroy the sat? This would be like the pot 
destroying the clay. The pot cannot say to the clay: ‘I am bored with you. You are 
always hanging around me. You never give me any privacy. Wherever I go, you come 
too. I am going to get rid of you.’ The pot cannot get angry at the clay. It cannot get out 
of the clay and destroy it. Such a possibility does not exist. Therefore, K¤À¸a said here 
that the vastu, this sat-¡tm¡ , which does not change at any time, cannot be destroyed by 
anyone or anything. There is no one to effect destruction and no one capable of 
destroying it — asya avyayasya vin¡¿aÆ na ka¿cit kartum arhati. 

Regardless of the number of people or objects, ¡tm¡ is always non-dual. No 
number or condition, activity or connection to activity brings about a change in the 
¡tm¡ . In fact, there is no connection, sambandha for the ¡tm¡ , just as there is no 
connection between the clay and the pot because all that is there is clay. If there were a 
pot other than clay, then the clay could establish a relationship with it. But, when a pot is 
clay, there can be no relationship between them. This, therefore, is the nature of ¡tm¡ . 

At the end of his commentary on this verse, áa´kara  says that no one can destroy 
this ¡tm¡, not even Ì¿vara, the Lord. But shouldn't God be able to destroy anything? 
áa´kara is not trying to belittle God here. He was merely pointing out that Ì¿vara 
cannot destroy the sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡ , not because he is not almighty, but because 
Ì¿vara is ¡tm¡ . Ëtm¡ is Brahman and Ì¿vara  is Brahman; therefore, ¡tm¡ and Ì¿vara 
are the same Brahman , The destroyer, Ì¿vara  is ¡tm¡. What is to be destroyed is also 
¡tm¡. How, then, can there be destruction when there is no distinction between the agent 
and object of destruction? 

A subject-object relationship, kart¤-karma-sambandha, is not possible between 
Ì¿vara and ¡tm¡ . But is there not a relationship between the devotee and Ì¿vara ? Yes, if 
the word ‘devotee’ means an individual — ¡tm¡  identified with a given body-mind-
sense complex. Ì¿vara  can destroy or help a devotee, elevate or give punishment, but 
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Ì¿vara cannot destroy the sat-¡tm¡ because both are identical; they have no subject-
object relationship. 

Perhaps it might be argued that one part of the subject can destroy the other part, 
just as we can take a knife in our hand and destroy ourselves. If one hand can amputate 
the other hand, why cannot one part of the subject, ¡tm¡, destroy the other part? Cannot 
¡tm¡ also commit suicide in this way? Such destruction could only happen if ¡tm¡ had 
parts — which it does not have. It is avyaya , indeclinable, indestructible. 

Further:  

+xi…¥…xi… <®…‰ n‰˘Ω˛…  x…i™…∫™……‰HÚ…& ∂…Æ˙“ Æ˙h…&* 
+x…… ∂…x……‰%|…®…‰™…∫™… i…∫®……t÷v™…∫¥… ¶……Æ˙i…** 18 ** 
antavanta ime deh¡ nityasyokt¡Å ¿ar¢ri¸aÅ  
an¡¿ino'prameyasya tasm¡dyudhyasva bh¡rata    Verse 18 

+x…… ∂…x…& an¡¿inaÅ — of the indestructible; +|…®…‰™…∫™… aprameyasya — of that which is 
not available as an object of knowledge;  x…i™…∫™… nityasya — of that which is not subject 
to change, eternal; ∂…Æ˙“ Æ˙h…& ¿ar¢ri¸aÅ — of the embodied one (the self); <®…‰ ime — 
these; n‰˘Ω˛…& deh¡Å — bodies; +xi…¥…xi…& antavantaÅ  —subject to end; =HÚ…& ukt¡Å—are 
said; i…∫®……i…¬ tasm¡t — therefore; ¶……Æ˙i… bh¡rata — Oh! Descendent of Bharata 
(Arjuna); ™…÷v™…∫¥… yudhyasva — fight 

These bodies of the embodied one (the self), which is not subject to 
change, which is indestructible, and which is not available as an object of 
knowledge, are said to be subject to end. Therefore, Oh! Descendant of 
Bharata , fight. 

K¤À¸a unfolded the sat-vastu, showing that no one can destroy this ¡tm¡ , 
including Ì¿vara, because it is indestructible and itself sustains everything. Now, what 
about the asat? If sat is indestructible and pervades everything, and if everything 
depends upon the sat, does that which depends upon the sat not become as true as the 
sat? Is it not said that you acquire the same qualities as the company you keep? Is it not 
also true that if you string roses and then remove them all, the string will continue to 
smell like roses because of its previous association with them? 

Similarly, here, since the asat is always with the sat, is there not some kind of 
attribute-transference because of this association and then, will not the asat gain the 
same attribute of being indestructible? No, because there is no association. The string is 
different from the rose but, both enjoy the same empirical reality. What we call string 
has a certain empirical reality, as does the rose. Both of them enjoy the same degree of 
reality and, therefore, one can lend its attributes to the other because association is 
possible between objects belonging to the same order of reality. 
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Between the sat and the asat, however, such an association is not possible, just as 
it is not possible between the pot and clay. There is only one thing here — clay, which is 
sat. Therefore, the asat cannot gain indestructibility by association with the sat. 

THE PHYSICAL BODY IS MITHYË  

When you say, ‘This is the body,’ what is it exactly? Is it the skeletal structure, the 
skin, the flesh, the marrow, the blood, a given cell, or the DNA? There is no one thing 
that we call ‘body.’ All of this put together is the body. You can look at it in many 
different ways. You can look at it biologically or simply from the standpoint of being 
nothing but minerals, calcium, phosphorous, and so on. Because each component 
depends upon so many other things, the physical body is mithy¡ . Or, if you take the 
body as a whole, it depends upon the five elements, according to the model in Ved¡nta . 
However you look at it, the body is mithy¡. 

The physical body is a product created at a given time and is subject to 
modification. Because it has been created, it has an end, antavat. K¤À¸a , pointing out all 
the bodies standing before them, including his own, described them as antavantaÅ . 

To whom do these bodies belong? The body, ¿ar¢ra, is given existence and 
consciousness by ¡tm¡  alone. Sat-vastu lends  its existence equally to the physical body, 
sth£la-¿ar¢ra, and to the subtle body, s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra . Because the subtle body can 
reflect consciousness, the body is conscious. Therefore, the ¿ar¢ra belongs to and has its 
being in ¡tm¡, which is the indwelled of the body. 

Two words were used with reference to the physical body in this verse — deh¡Å 
(ime deh¡Å), which is plural, and ¿ar¢r¢ (nityasya ¿ar¢ri¸aÅ ), which is singular. Nitya 
means ‘eternal,’ that which is not subject to change, the one who indwells this body as 
¡tm¡, the meaning of the word ‘I.’ Because there is only one ¡tm¡ , the singular ¿ar¢r¢ is 
used, whereas with reference to all these bodies that undergo change and come to an end, 
the plural deh¡Å is used. 

WHO CAN BE DESTROYED? 

In one stroke, three facts have been conveyed here. One is that the bodies are 
many and ¡tm¡ is one. Secondly, ¡tm¡  does not come to an end and is behind every 
¿ar¢ra. Thirdly, ¡tm¡ cannot be destroyed. This being so, whom can you kill? You can 
only kill something that is subject to destruction. The destructible alone is destroyed. The 
one that cannot be destroyed is the real person — you, he or she, the ‘I.’ the ¡tm¡ that is 
always there. 

‘Therefore, do what is to be done. Fight, yudhyasva !’ K¤À¸a told Arjuna. What 
Arjuna had to do at the time was to protect the dharma by fighting this war. A war was 
at hand and he had to fight, because this was his dharma  as a kÀatriya . 
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There are two types of destruction, n¡¿a. One is destruction in a relative sense. 
‘He is destroyed because she walked out on him.’ This is not real destruction. It is 
figuratively used here. A person who has terminal cancer is destroyed, more or less. 
Although the final rites may not yet have been done, we say the person is finished, his 
life is over. Then, when it is literally over, when the person has died, there is another 
type of destruction. We have, thus, total destruction and relative destruction. 

Similarly, there are two types of eternity, relative and absolute. In ord er to point 
out that which always is and is never destroyed at all, two words are used in this verse — 
nitya  and an¡¿¢. Both words mean that which is absolutely free from any form of 
change or death and, therefore, absolutely free from time, timeless. 

Ther e is also another adjective used here, aprameya . Prameya  means that which 
is to be known, that which can be known. The knower, pram¡t¡, gains the knowledge, 
pram¡, of an object, prameya  through a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a. Ëtm¡ is said 
here to be aprameya , something that is not an object to be known.  

Any prameya , anything that is seen by you, any object that is available for your 
pram¡¸a as an object, d¤¿ya, is non-eternal,  anitya . Why? Because anything that is 
seen is within the time-space framework alone and is therefore anitya . You cannot say a 
pot, for example, is d¤¿ya  and also nitya . To say that something is d¤¿ya , seen, means 
that it is changing every second. It is never the same because it is within time, and time 
is an element, which keeps on eff ecting change. Any object, therefore, is never the same; 
it is always different. What is available for you to know is therefore always anitya and 
never nitya. 

Because ¡tm¡  is not available as an object of knowledge, it is aprameya. But if 
¡tm¡  is not an ob ject of knowledge, why are you doing all this study? What is the g¢t¡ -
¿¡stra for if not for knowing ¡tm¡? 

THE NATURE OF PERCEPTION 

Here, áa´kara enters into a short discussion, which he picks up again in more 
detail elsewhere in the G¢t¡ . All these bodies are said to be anitya, subject to 
destruction, whereas ¡tm¡, the ¿ar¢r¢ who obtains in all bodies, is nitya . Ëtm¡ is 
aprameya , not available as an object of knowledge.  

Anything subject to distinct understanding is called paricchedya. ‘There are three 
words used with reference to our understanding of a distinct object — paricchedya , 
paricchedaka, and pariccheda . Paricchedya means that which is subject to limitation, 
pariccheda. Paricchedaka is what brings about this pariccheda. 

Through the sense-organs you perceive objects. The eyes, for example, perceive 
the form and colour of an object. Therefore, the sense organs all become paricchedakas 
for varieties of paricchedyas. Each of the sense objects — sound, touch, form, taste, and 
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smell — is distinct from one another and, therefore, paricchedya. The form that the eye 
sees is paricchedya because it is perceived as distinct from all other things. Therefore, 
any pram¡¸a which picks up a distinct piece of knowledge becomes paricchedaka and 
what is picked up is paric chedya. 

Any object of knowledge that can be known in the form of a cognition such as, 
‘This is a pot,’ ‘This is a cloth,’ This is a tree,’ ‘This is a man,’ ‘This is a woman,’ is 
paricchedya  because an object of knowledge is conditioned or limited in nature and 
perceived as such through the sense organs. Therefore, the sense organs become 
pariccedakas and the objects are paricchedyas. That which is not known in a 
determinate form, as an object, by all these pram¡¸as, is what is meant here by 
aprameya . 

Brahman is not one more object that you see, like the pot or the tree. If Brahman 
is also paricchedya, then it becomes one of the objects in the world and, therefore, 
becomes anitya . However, Brahman cannot be known by the pratyakÀ¡di-pram¡¸as, 
the various means  of knowledge that are available to us, such as perception, inference 
etc. The ‘etc. – ¡di’ here includes words, ¿abda , meaning that the Veda is also a 
pram¡¸a. 

When the Veda is a pram¡¸a, then, heaven, svarga , for example, is a prameya 
and therefore a paricchedya. Knowledge gained by ¿abda-pram¡¸a  is again 
determinate knowledge. Because heaven is not hell, earth, or this or that — it is a distinct 
object. Thus, there is limitation. If heaven is mentioned by the Vedas, then it means that 
it is something, which can be known distinctly.  

Similarly, when you say pu¸ya, it is not p¡pa . It is not produced by wrong 
karma. It is produced by right karma . In this way, we understand what pu¸ya is and 
what it does, purely by the ¿abda, the word. Therefore, ¿abda is also a pram¡¸a, a 
means of knowledge.  

ËTMË IS NOT ESTABLISHED BY A PRAMËÛA 
If the ¡tm¡ cannot be known even by ¿abda, why, then, do you study the g¢t¡ - 

¿¡stra? If it is not an object of knowledge for the pratyakÀ¡di-pram¡¸as, how can 
Ved¡nta be a pram¡¸a  for the ¡tm¡? Addressing this question, áa´kara first says that 
¡tm¡ is not known by any pram¡¸a, including the Veda, because it is not an object of 
knowledge. 

Thinking that ¡tm¡  could be known through this pram¡¸a , a person goes to a 
guru , does a lot of service, and at the end of it the guru says that ¡tm¡ is not known 
even through the Veda. Since the guru  teaches only the Veda, what is the use of all this? 
Naturally, such a person thinks it has all been a waste. He or she also thinks that the 
¡tm¡  is understood perhaps through the pratyakÀ¡di-pram¡¸as. áa´kara refuted this 
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notion here by saying that ¡tm¡  is not known by the pratyakÀ¡di-pram¡¸as, including 
the Veda.  

Before you listen to the Ved¡nta-¿¡stra, ¡tm¡  must be there. The existence of 
¡tm¡  is not established by a pram¡¸a  like the Veda, nor can it be established by 
perception, pratyakÀa, or inference, anum¡na. If the existence of ¡tm¡ were to be 
established by any of the pram¡¸as resulting in such knowledge as — ‘Here is a pot,’ 
‘Here is a table,’ ‘Here is the Swami sitting,’ etc. — then, we would be using perception, 
of course. But we would not be establishing the ¡tm¡  behind the perception. Only when 
the knower is already established, can there be an inquiry through a pram¡¸a . 

Ved¡nta-vic¡ra, inquiry, can only be done when there is an ¡tm¡  to inquire. If 
Ved¡nta were to establish the ¡tm¡ , it would mean that until one inquired into Ved¡nta , 
¡tm¡  did not exist. This means you were not there! Who is it then, that goes to Ved¡nta , 
which says that ¡tm¡  is limitless? Moreover, who listens to this Ved¡nta ? The ¡tm¡. 

The one who wants to know anything is the same one who can use any of the 
pram¡¸as to inquire into what is to be known. Even before the pram¡¸as are pressed 
into service for gathering such knowledge, there must be a self -evident ¡tm¡. Therefore, 
the Veda does not establish the ¡tm¡ , as it does any other existent thing — heaven, 
svarga, for instance. A svarga that is unknown to me is made known to me by the 
¿¡stra. I come to know of something called pu¸ya that is said to be dormant in a karma 
which can be invoked, through the ¿¡stra alone. Thus, we find these unknown things 
discussed in the ¿¡stra as potentially existent things. 

Similarly, there are many unknown things in the world, which we come to know  
through the various pram¡¸as — a new disease, for example. Having come to know 
about it, we say the disease ‘is.’ After discovering it, we look for its cause. Then, after 
finding the cause, we say the cause ‘is’ and the treatment for the cause ‘is.’ After  
treatment, we say the side effects ‘are.’ Like this, with the help of pram¡¸as, we keep 
on discovering things that exist but which were so far not known. 

Although ¡tm¡ is not available as an object of knowledge, it is not totally 
unknown. In fact, áa´kara says that ¡tm¡  is not something unknown to anyone. It is 
always self-evident — svataÅ-siddha, self-established. No one's ¡tm¡ is unknown; 
everyone's ¡tm¡  is known. Only then is the operation of the pram¡¸as possible. The 
¡tm¡ is not established by a pram¡¸a; it is svataÅ-siddha.  

THE áËSTRA AS A PRAMËÛA 

Then the problem would be — what about the ¿¡stra ? If I already know the ¡tm¡ , 
how can the Ved¡nta-¿¡stra be a pram¡¸a? Here, áa´kara says that the ¿¡stra  is 
definitely a pram¡¸a. How? Revealing the existence of ¡tm¡  is not what establishes the 
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¿¡stra as a pram¡¸a. But, the ¿¡stra  has the status of a pram¡¸a because it removes 
the wrong notions I have about ¡tm¡ . 

Ëtm¡ by nature, is paraÆ brahma and that paraÆ brahma is not known to us. 
The pram¡¸as available to us are only good for knowing things other than ourselves. 
This ¡tm¡ is already svataÅ -siddha  and it is this svataÅ-siddha-¡tm¡ that is mistaken 
for a j¢va, a doer, kart¡, an enjoyer, bhokt¡ , one who is happy one moment and sad the 
next, sukh¢ and duÅkh¢. That I am a j¢va , an individual, means that I am someone who 
is limited, as good as the body, etc. This is the natural conclusion of every j¢va  because 
of ignorance, avidy¡ . 

The status of being a j¢va , j¢vatva, has been superimposed upon the ¡tm¡. In other 
words, the seeking person is born of avidy¡ . This is an error of self-identity, which only 
the ¿¡stra  can resolve. One's own pram¡¸as are of no use here. The ¿¡stra does not 
prove the existence of the ¡tm¡ ; it only removes the confusion. For this reason, it has the 
status of being a pram¡¸a , i.e., it has pram¡¸atva. It does not bring to your recognition 
the ¡tm¡  as an object that is totally unknown, as it does for other unknown things like 
heaven, for instance.  

When the ¿¡stra says there is a heaven, heaven as an unknown thing is brought to 
your understanding. You understand that there is such a thing as heaven. When the 
¿¡stra says that this particular ritual will produce this particular result, it is definitely 
bringing an unknown thing to your recognition. That this ritual has this efficacy is not 
known to you by any other pram¡¸a . Therefore, the ¿¡stra  has the status of being a 
pram¡¸a by bringing to your recognition something that is totally unknown to you and 
that cannot be known by you through any other pram¡¸a . 

When it comes to the ¡tm¡, the ¿¡stra has pram¡¸atva  only in so far as it 
removes all superimposition's upon the ¡tm¡. Knowledge is nothing but the removal of 
ignorance. It cannot be a superimposition upon ignorance. If ignorance is not rem oved, 
there is no knowledge at all, ignorance being opposed to knowledge. Only the removal 
of ignorance is necessary. Ignorance of ¡tm¡ is present and the ¿¡stra has the capacity 
to remove it, meaning that it removes all the confusions centred on ¡tm¡. But, ¡tm¡ is 
self-evident; that is why there is confusion. The ¡tm¡ is self-evident but that it is 
limitless is not known. Hence, all the limitations of the body, mind etc., are 
superimposed on it. 

ËTMË IS ALREADY KNOWN BUT NOT AS AN OBJECT 

If ¡tm¡ were to be totally unknown, like heaven, you would not say that you are a 
sukh¢ or a duÅkh¢ or a saÆs¡r¢ . To say, ‘I am finished,’ is possible only because you 
have concluded that you are a saÆs¡r¢. Therefore, the ¡tm¡ , ‘I.’ is already self-evident. 
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However, it is taken for something other than what it is and the ¿¡stra makes the 
necessary correction, thereby proving itself to be a pram¡¸a. 

áa´kara  quotes the ¿¡stra, saying that this brahma-¡tm¡ is self-evident — 
aparokÀa. That which is self-evident is the ¡tm¡ , Brahman ; everything else becomes 
evident to the self. In this verse, K¤À¸a says that all bodies are subject to destruction, 
whereas ¡tm¡, the indweller of the body, is not subject to destruction because it is the 
subject, not an object — aprameya. This is the point here. Any object is subject to 
destruction, whereas ¡tm¡, not being an object, is nitya . Anything aprameya  is nitya  
and only one thing is aprameya  — the svataÅ -siddha-¡tm¡. Therefore, ¡tm¡ is not 
subject to time and, thus, not subject to destruction.   

K¤À¸a concluded by saying, ‘Therefore, fight, Arjuna — tasm¡t yudhyasva 
bh¡rata .’ What does this mean? There is nothing for you to be sad about. Things that 
die, die. Things that are dying die. Things that remain permanent remain permanent. If 
Arjuna wanted to destroy Bh¢Àma's ¡tm¡ he could not. Had he wanted to stop 
Bh¢Àma's body from dying, he could not. Either way, Arjuna  could not do anything. 
Therefore, what is to be done is to be done. 

áa´kara  says here that, K¤À¸a was not giving Arjuna  an order to fight. That is 
not the point here. The meaning here was — ‘Do not entertain the idea of withdrawing 
from this battlefield.’ What is the difference between this statement and an order to 
fight? There is a difference, áa´kara  says. This was not a command that one should 
actually fight. If it was not a command, then, was it a request? No. Arjuna was already 
prepared to fight. He had come with his entire armoury; but then found himself 
obstructed by sorrow and delusion — he was ¿oka-moha-pratibaddha . That is why he 
became silent. He could not proceed because he was completely paralyzed 
psychologically and emotionally for various reasons. Therefore, he was no longer 
interested in fighting and turned his attention to something else. 

All that Bhagav¡n  was doing her e was removing the sorrow and delusion that 
were the obstructions, pratibandhas. Afterwards, if the fighting was to be done, then it 
was to be done. Therefore, yudhyasva was not a command; it was only asking Arjuna  to 
do what was to be done. It was only a restatement of what he was planning to do. 
Bhagav¡n  does not ask people to fight each other. G¢t¡-¿¡stra, áa´kara states, is not a 
prav¤tti-¿¡stra  like the karma-k¡¸·a , which enjoins people to perform various rituals 
and other actions. It is a niv¤tti-¿¡stra, mokÀa-¿¡stra. To have asked Arjuna to fight 
would have been a prav¤tti-¿¡stra whereas the niv¤tti here is the removal of the cause 
of saÆs¡ra, sorrow and delusion which is ignorance. 
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REMOVING THE OBSTACLES TO KNOWLEDGE 

The g¢t¡-¿¡stra is meant to remove the ignorance which is the cause for saÆs¡ra 
consisting of ¿oka and moha . This should be understood well. It was sorrow and 
delusion that clouded Arjuna's mind and for that alone the g¢t¡-¿¡stra was given by the 
Lord. Therefore, K¤À¸a  was not asking Arjuna  to fight. Arjuna was already fighting. He 
was simply saying that Arjuna should do what was to be done — in other words, he was 
saying, ‘Don't give me these kinds of arguments in order not to fight.’ 

Suppose someone were to say, ‘I will not take care of my child because it takes so 
much time to take care of a child. It consumes too much of my personal life. I want to 
pursue ¡tm¡  and to take care of this child will take seventeen years, perhaps longer. I 
cannot wait for mokÀa .’ If such a person were to go to K¤À¸a and K¤À¸a  happened to 
teach the G¢t¡, he or she would be told, ‘Take care of your child.’ Or, if a man were to 
tell K¤À¸a  that he wanted to get rid of his wife so that he could become a sanny¡s¢, or 
that he wanted to become a sanny¡s¢ in order to get rid of her, he would be told not to 
use sanny¡sa for this purpose. There are smaller solutions available. And if this man 
thinks that by getting rid of his wife, he will become a sanny¡s¢, K¤À¸a would say, ‘I 
am sorry. Such an idea is quite useless. It will not work. You had better take care of your 
wife.’ 

Arjuna  had been talking to K¤À¸a and they happened to be in the battlefield. 
Therefore, the expressions like ‘Fight!’ and ‘Get up!’ are only contextual. K¤À¸a  was not 
interested in a battle as such; he was only interested in dharma. He was not interested in 
engaging anyone in a fight. We should not think, ‘The G¢t¡  says that I should fight; 
therefore, I am going to fight it out.’ That is not what was said here. That the situation 
may amount to a fight is one thing. But removing sorrow is the real issue. There are 
some points in the G¢t¡ , like this one, that are important to understand well because they 
are areas where people often misunderstand the intended meaning. 

Further: 

™… Bx…∆ ¥…‰ k… Ω˛xi……Æ∆˙ ™…ù…Ëx…∆ ®…x™…i…‰ Ω˛i…®…¬* 
=¶……Ë i……Ë x…  ¥…V……x…“i……‰ x……™…∆ Ω˛Œxi… x… Ω˛x™…i…‰** 19 ** 
ya enaÆ vetti hant¡raÆ ya¿cainaÆ manyate hatam 
ubhau tau na vij¡n¢to n¡yaÆ hanti na hanyate   Verse 19 

™…& yaÅ — the one who; Bx…®…¬ enam  — this (the self); Ω˛xi……Æ˙®…¬ hant¡ram — killer; ¥…‰ k… 
vetti — thinks; S… ca  — and; ™…& yaÅ — the one who; Bx…®…¬ enam — this (the self); Ω˛i…®…¬ 
hatam — killed; ®…x™…i…‰ manyate — thinks; =¶……Ë i……Ë ubhau tau — they both; x…  ¥…V……x…“i…& 
na  vij¡n¢taÅ  — do not know; +™…®…¬ ayam — this (self); x… Ω˛Œxi… na hanti — does not 
kill; x… Ω˛x™…i…‰ na  hanyate — is not killed 
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Both, the one who thinks this (self) to be the killer and the one who 
thinks of it as the killed, do not know. This (self) does not kill; nor is it 
killed.  

This verse and the next were lifted from the Ka¶hopaniÀad and put a little 
differently by Lord K¤À¸a. He need not have quoted an UpaniÀad  since he had the 
authority to propound the vision in his own way, but he respected the UpaniÀad  because 
it is a means of knowledge — a pram¡¸a-grantha. Therefore, whatever he says should 
have the sanction of the UpaniÀad. K¤À¸a does point out elsewhere in the G¢t¡  that the 
UpaniÀads were his own creation. He says, ‘I am the one to be known through the 
Vedas. I am the one who initiated these Vedas (G¢t¡  – 15-15).’ Thus, throughout the 
G¢t¡, K¤À¸a always talks as Ì¿vara. 

Whether we accept him as Ì¿vara or not, K¤À¸a  talks as though he was. The entire 
dialogue in the G¢t¡ was between Ì¿vara, in the form of K¤À¸a , and Arjuna . That is how 
Vy¡sa presents it. As Ì¿vara, K¤À¸a naturally does not need to substantiate his 
statement. At the same time, however, the G¢t¡ has a certain historicity in that, it came 
from a given mind, K¤À¸a's mind, at a given time. 

What is heard and received by one generation from another is called ¿ruti, 
whereas what is born of someone's mind is called sm¤ti. What K¤À¸a  says has the status 
of sm¤ti and not ¿ruti. Any sm¤ti must have the sanction of the ¿ruti and, if it is against 
the ¿ruti, the sm¤ti is to be looked at again to see whether it has some other meaning that 
will conform to the ¿ruti. If it does not conform in all areas — from the beginning to the 
end, then the sm¤ti has to be dismissed. 

This being the tradition, Bhagav¡n , in so many words, confirms the ¿ruti. He did 
not say, this is what the ¿ruti says. But he did put the words of the ¿ruti in a different 
form here. There are several instances in the G¢t¡  where such verses have been lifted 
from the UpaniÀads, mainly the Ka¶hopaniÀad, for the purpose of validating what is 
being said. 

áa´kara  begins his commentary of this verse by saying that Bhagav¡n presents 
the next two verses, taken from the Ka¶hopaniÀad, to support what he has been saying, 
meaning that the ¿ruti is a pram¡¸a  that is like a witness. Generally, to validate an 
event that took place, you have a witness who says, ‘Yes, I saw that happen.’ Similarly, 
to validate what he was saying, Bhagav¡n needed a witness and called upon one. 

The ¿¡stra -pram¡¸a  has the status of a witness here. The ¿ruti, being a 
pram¡¸a, is self-valid. It does not require any validation by any other pram¡¸a . All that 
is necessary is that it does not contradict any other pram¡¸a . 

If the ¿ruti can be contradicted by any other means of knowledge, it ceases to be a 
pram¡¸a. In other words, the ¿ruti need not be validated by any other pram¡¸a  for it to 
be established as a pram¡¸a. That is why reasoning is required, so that you can prove 
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that it is not contradicted in any way. If someone says the ¿ruti is contradicted by his or 
her experience, then reasoning is used to show how the person's conclusion regarding the 
¿ruti or one's experience is wrong. By reasoning, then, we show that what the ¿ruti says 
is not contradicted by any other means of knowledge and is, therefore, a pram¡¸a. 

The word enam, in this verse, refers to ¡tm¡  which is self-evident, which is sat, 
the very basis, the truth, of all asat, and which is nitya and aprameya  — all of which 
has been stated previously. YaÅ refers to the one who looks upon this ¡tm¡ as the agent 
of the action of killing, hant¡. 

Even though the action of killing, hanana -kriy¡, does not have the same context 
in the Ka¶hopaniÀad as in the G¢t¡  where there was going to be a war, it was 
nevertheless used in the UpaniÀad  where there was no war at all. To understand the 
reason for this, the analogy of a world champion wrestler or boxer is helpful. In order to 
become the world champion, you need not fight against everyone in your particular 
neighbourhood. Nor do you need to fight all of humanity. You need on ly knock out the 
current world champion. Nothing more is required. Similarly, of all actions that a human 
being is capable of doing, the one that is universally considered to be the most 
unbecoming is killing. This is why this action is cited here. 

I NEVER KILL AND I AM NEVER KILLED 

With reference to killing, ¡tm¡ is looked upon in two different ways in this verse. 
One person may consider the ¡tm¡  to be the killer, hant¡, the doer of the action of 
killing, and another person may consider himself or herself to be the object of the killing. 
One thinks ¡tm¡ is the kart¡, the doer, of the hanana-kriy¡, the act of killing, and the 
other one thinks the ¡tm¡  is the karma, the object of the hanana -kriy¡, meaning that he 
or she is subject to destruction. The one who looks upon the ¡tm¡ as subject to 
destruction thinks that ¡tm¡  can be objectified. K¤À¸a  says here that both of them do not 
know the ¡tm¡  — ubhau tau na vij¡n¢taÅ.  

Ëtm¡ does not perform the act of killing; nor is it destroyed by anyone else. It is 
neither a killer nor the object of anyone's killing — na ayaÆ hanti na hanyate. This 
means that ¡tm¡ is neither kart¡ nor karma . If ¡tm¡ can neither kill nor be killed, again 
the question must be asked, how can one grieve? No one can harm ¡tm¡ nor can the 
¡tm¡  harm itself. It is not a kart¡. Not even Ì¿vara can destroy the ¡tm¡, as áa´kara 
pointed out. 

In the previous verse, we saw that kart¤-karma, the subject-object division, is not 
possible for ¡tm¡  and this statement is validated in the present verse, which is a replica 
of the ¿ruti. Ëtm¡, therefore, is neither the subject of an action nor the object of an 
action. The status of doership, kart¤tva is imposed upon the ¡tm¡  while ¡tm¡  itself is 
akart¡. Some insight can be gained here by looking at the meaning of the word, sarva -
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karma-sanny¡sa. In fact, there are two types of sanny¡sa  — sanny¡sa as a life-style 
and sarva-karma-sanny¡sa . 

Karma -sanny¡sa is present in both types of sanny¡sa. When sanny¡sa is taken 
as a life-style, all obligatory duties, including relig ious duties, are given up by 
performing a certain ritual. This ritual is the last ritual a sanny¡s¢ performs, one that 
absolves him or her from those rituals and duties that are enjoined by the Vedas. This is 
karma-sanny¡sa, the renunciation of all enjoined karma. But this karma-sanny¡sa 
does not remove the doership, the kart¤tva, in you. Sarva-karma-sanny¡sa is knowing 
the ¡tm¡, the ‘I’ aham, as free from action. The knowledge that ‘I perform no action, 
aham na kiµcit karomi, I am not a doer, aham na kart¡ ,’ frees me from all actions. 
This freedom is called sanny¡sa here.  

I AM NOT THE DOER 

Later, we will see in the G¢t¡ that a person who, by knowledge, gives up all 
karmas, knows full well that aham, the ¡tm¡ , does not perform any action (na  karma 
karoti). The doership that one has can be with reference to either an enlightened doer or 
an unenlightened doer. An enlightened doer is one who knows, ‘I am not the kart¡,’ 
even though he or she still performs actions. 

This is not to say that there is no doer; there is a doer, but its reality (with 
reference to me) is negated. No one can perform an action without a sense of doership. 
Everyone has to recognise that ‘I perform this action.’ Even to speak, one has to identify 
with the body and the organ of speech and, thus, there is a kart¡. There is a subject and 
an action done — a talker and the act of talking, for instance. Whether it is K¤À¸a 
talking, Vy¡sa  writing, áa´kara commenting, or any enlightened person doing 
anything, there is definitely a kart¡. But it is an enlightened kart¡ , meaning that the 
person does not look upon himself or herself as the kart¡ . The ¡tm¡  is no longer 
mistaken to be the kart¡. Thus, there is an enlightened aha´k¡ra and an unenlightened 
aha´k¡ra. 

The aha´k¡ra  is not something to be afraid of. All that we are aiming at is the 
removal of the ignorance, which makes the ¡tm¡  a kart¡, a doer. The ¡tm¡ is free from 
all action and this is not known by one who looks upon the ¡tm¡ as the kart¡. The one 
who thinks, ‘I subject myself to the influence of the world’ or ‘The world is too much 
with me,’ does not know the ¡tm¡. The world is not too much with you. The world is 
you and you are free from the world. 

That ‘I am the basis, the sat, of the whole creation and, at the same time, I am free 
from everything,’ is something that I must understand. It is this jµ¡na, therefore, that is 
taught in the G¢t¡, the essence of which appears in the next verse. 
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x… V……™…i…‰  ©…™…i…‰ ¥…… EÚn˘… S…z……™…∆ ¶…⁄i¥……¶… ¥…i…… ¥…… x… ¶…⁄™…&* 
+V……‰  x…i™…& ∂……∑…i……‰%™…∆ {…÷Æ˙ …h……‰ x… Ω˛x™…i…‰ Ω˛x™…®……x…‰ ∂…Æ˙“Æ‰˙** 20 ** 
na j¡yate mriyate v¡ kad¡cin- 

n¡yaÆ bh£tv¡bhavit¡ v¡ na bh£yaÅ 
ajo nityaÅ ¿¡¿vato'yaÆ pur¡¸o  

na hanyate hanyam¡ne ¿ar¢re    Verse 20 

+™…®…¬ ayam — this; EÚn˘… S…i…¬ kad¡cit — ever; x… V……™…i…‰ na  j¡yate — is not born; ¥…… v¡  — 
or; x…Ù  ©…™…i…‰ na  mriyate — does not die; ¥…… v¡ — or; ¶…⁄i¥…… bh£tv¡ — having been; x… 
+¶… ¥…i…… na abhavit¡ — does not cease to be; ¶…⁄™…& bh£yaÅ — again; +V…& ajaÅ  — 
unborn;  x…i™…& nityaÅ — eternal; ∂……∑…i…& ¿¡¿vataÅ  —that which undergoes no change 
whatsoever; {…÷Æ˙…h…& pur¡¸aÅ  — ever new; ∂…Æ˙“Æ‰˙ Ω˛x™…®……x…‰ ¿ar¢re hanyam¡ne — when the 
body is destroyed; +™…®…¬ ayam — this; x… Ω˛x™…i…‰ na hanyate — it is not destroyed 

This (self) is never born; nor does it die. It is not that, having been, it 
ceases to exist again. This (self) is unborn, eternal, undergoes no change 
whatsoever, and is ever new. When the body is destroyed, it is not 
destroyed. 

The ¡tm¡ does not perform any action nor does it subject itself to any action as an 
object of action because it is unchanging, avikriya . There must be some change on the 
part of the one who performs the action for an action to occur. Also, to subject oneself to 
an action is to undergo some change because whatever has been subjected to an action  
does not remain the same. Water, for example, when heated, is an object of the act of 
heating and is not the same after subjecting itself to that action. 

Thus, if ¡tm¡ were subject to change, it would be possible for it to be a subject or 
an object, a kart¡ or a karma. It would be able to perform actions and subject itself to an 
action also. But, since the ¡tm¡ is not subject to any form of change, it is neither kart¡ 
nor karma . It does not change nor does any other condition bring about a change to it. 
This verse from the ¿ruti was cited here to uphold this particular vision that ¡tm¡  is 
avikriya, unchanging. 

The previous verse, also taken from the Ka¶hopaniÀad and put in K¤À¸a's own 
words was in the anuÀ¶ubh  metre, the more common of the two metres found in the 
G¢t¡, whereas this verse is in the triÀ¶ubh  metre. The Mah¡bh¡rata and the R¡m¡ya¸a  
generally follow the anuÀ¶ubh  metre, it being a very popular one and easy to chant. 
Because the verse is in the triÀ¶ubh  metre, it cannot be chanted in the same way as the 
other verses. Each metre demands its own style when chanting or reciting it and the tune 
has to be discovered.  

K¤À¸a  wanted to make two points here — ¡tm¡  is not born, na  j¡yate; nor does it 
die, na mriyate. There is no such change as birth or deat h for ¡tm¡ . Birth means that 
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certain changes have taken place and such changes are not for ¡tm¡. There are many 
types of births. For instance, previously something was not and then afterwards it came 
into being, like a pot. Or, previously, something was in one form and now it is in 
another, like a seed that, having been in a seed form, is now in a plant form. There has 
been a sprouting and something new is born, but only the form has changed. 

Thus, for the ¡tm¡ , there are no such births. There is no birth from abh¡va  to 
bh¡va, non-existence to existence. It also does not have a birth from bh¡va to bh¡va , 
existing in one form and then assuming another. Ëtm¡ undergoes no change at all, 
meaning that it neither dies nor is born.  

These are two basic types of vikriy¡s, changes. One is the change of being born 
and the other is the change that spells death. Neither of these vikriy¡s are there for the 
¡tm¡  at any time — na j¡yate na  mriyate v¡ kad¡cit. This means, then, that ¡tm¡ 
being existent now, does not become extinct later. And it was not non-existent before it 
came into being. Nor, having existed in another form, does it assume a new form now. 
The first change implying birth and the last change implying death, both having been 
negated, all the other changes in between — growth, metamorphosis, and decline — are 
also dismissed for the ¡tm¡ because there is no vikriy¡  whatsoever. 

ËTMË IS NOT BORN AND DOES NOT DIE  

K¤À¸a also said in this verse that ¡tm¡ , having been before, does not again 
become non-existent — ayam bh£tv¡  abhavit¡  v¡ na  bh£yaÅ. What is the sense of 
‘again’ here? Again, having been, ¡tm¡  does not become non-existent. Death is ‘having 
been, one is no more.’ Such a situation is not there for ¡tm¡ . Ëtm¡  was, is, and will ever 
be the same. Because ¡tm¡ is not subject to time, it is avikriya , not subject to change. 
This is one meaning.  

A person who was there before and is no more is said to be dead. Such a person is 
gone and no one can say where he or she went. However, you cannot say the same for 
the son of a barren woman. He did never existed at any time. Therefore you cannot say 
that having existed he ceases to exist now. A non-existent thing does not die. The barren 
woman dies, but her son does not. Death only applies when, having been, something 
goes aw ay. A similar change does not happen to ¡tm¡ . Ëtm¡ is not subject to a futuristic 
extinction, which means that it is not subject to time in terms of the future in any way. 
Nor is it subject to time in terms of the past. That something did not exist before and has 
now come into being is another situation, called birth. Having not been before, it came 
into existence. The one who is born is the one who, having not been before, comes into 
being — abh£tv¡ bhavit¡ . Previously it was non-existent and later it comes into 
existence. This also does not apply to ¡tm¡. Therefore, the words in the verse can be put 
differently also — ¡tm¡ was not non-existent previously and there will be no time when 
it does not exist. Either way you can take it — bh£tv¡  abhavit¡  na  or abh£tv¡  bhavit¡ 
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na . Both meanings are given by áa´kara  here for the same line because both meanings 
are there in the verse. 

Having not been, and then coming into being, which is called birth, is not there for 
¡tm¡  — na  j¡yate. Having been and disappearing, which is called death, is also not 
there for the ¡tm¡ — na mriyate. This being so, ¡tm¡  is unborn, aja. Because it is not 
subject to death, the word nitya also implies that ¡tm¡ is not bound by time. It is not an 
object within time. It is something on which time depends for its existence and is, 
therefore, aja  and nitya . The word ¿¡¿vata, meaning that which is always the same, that 
never undergoes any change, was also necessary here to eliminate the possibility of the 
¡tm¡  being taken for something eternal, nitya , but continuously changing, eternally 
changing.  

NOR DOES ËTMË GROW OLD  
Therefore, the changes that the physical body is subject to between birth and 

death — growth, metamorphosis, and decline — are also not there for ¡tm¡. Another 
word describing the  ¡tm¡ in this verse, pur¡¸a, generally means ancient, but here it 
refers to that which is ever fresh. Even though ¡tm¡ was fresh earlier, it is still fresh. 
Always it is fresh. Ëtm¡ is timeless and is the very content of the meaning of the word 
new, nava. It was nava then and it is nava  now.1 It is new now and previously it was 
also new. It is always new; it does not grow old. There is no ageing, v¤ddhi, no decline, 
apakÀaya, for the ¡tm¡. In other words, even when the ¿ar¢ra , the body is destroyed, 
the ¡tm¡ is not destroyed — hanyam¡ne ¿ar¢re na  hanyate. It is always the same. 

We have seen, then, that the ¡tm¡ is neither the subject nor the object of any 
action, which is why it cannot be affected by pu¸ya and p¡pa or destroyed by anyone, 
not even Ì¿vara. If it were the subject of an action, it would necessarily undergo a 
change in order to perform the action. A new action cannot emanate in any other way. 
The subject, the doer of the action has a thought or a desire, sa´kalpa  and undergoes 
whatever change is necessary to perform the action. For example, the desire to see 
something. ‘Let me look at the book,’ means that the person becomes a kart¡ . There is a 
sa´kalpa and the one with the sa´kalpa becomes the subject, the doer, and the doer 
undergoes a change. The change is in the form of a sa´kalpa, anxiety, and  so on, on the 
part of the doer, the subject. That subject performs the action. If the ¡tm¡ is a kart¡, the 
¡tm¡  itself must undergo this vikriy¡, change. That this self-evident ¡tm¡  undergoes no 
change and is therefore neither kart¡ nor karma was made clear in the previous verses. 
Therefore, only an ¡tm¡  that undergoes change, a vikriy¡v¡n  ¡tm¡, can be a kart¡ . 
Similarly, if ¡tm¡ is the object of any action, it would be affected by any action 
perpetrated by someone towards it — you, the ¡tm¡. A karma, action is that which 
brings about a change to the object of action. For instance, if I hit an object with a 
                                                                 
1 pur¡ eva navaÅ, pur¡¸aÅ — Even before it was new. 
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hammer, that object, the recipient of that action, must undergo some kind of change and 
that change is the result of that particular karma, hitting. Similarly, if ¡tm¡ is the object 
of any kind of action, it must also undergo a change. Therefore, we would have a 
vikriy¡v¡n ¡tm¡, an ¡tm¡ that is subject to change. But ¡tm¡ is avikriya. 

THE CHANGING AND THE CHANGELESS 

The physical body, on the other hand, is subject to change. When the aha´k¡ra , 
the ego, identifying with the body, performs an action, it is the physical body that 
performs the action in keeping with the aha´k¡ra's intention. The legs move, the hands 
move, the body shrinks or expands, to a certain extent, in that you can stretch it in order 
to reach something or you can shrink yourself in order to get out of a tight place. Thus, 
the body undergoes all kinds of contortions. The body is at the disposal of the kart¡ and 
undergoes a lot of change. It also becomes an object of action when someone else pushes 
it. The body is, therefore, vikriy¡v¡n; not only does it undergo change, but it is meant to 
do so. The body is born (j¡yate), exists (asti), grows (vardhate), undergoes certain 
modifications (vipari¸amate), declines (apakÀ¢yate), and dies (vina¿yati) because it is 
vik¡rav¡n , that which is subject to change.  

Due to lack of understanding, this physical body and the ¡tm¡ are taken together. 
Ëtm¡  is taken to have a physical body as an intrinsic attribute. Therefore, I become as 
good as the physical body. Here, the discrimination, the viveka , required is that while the 
deha is subject to change, ¡tm¡ is not. It is neither born nor does it die. The first and last 
vik¡ras for the body, birth and death, are negated in ¡tm¡ by this verse.  

Ëtm¡ was not born because there was not a time when it was not in order to be 
born. It was always there. Nor will it die because, having not come into being, there will 
never be a time when it will not be there. Thus, it is not subject to birth or death; 
therefore it is nitya. Nor does it undergo the other changes that happen between birth 
and death; Therefore it is ¿¡¿vata . 

The question may then be asked, if ¡tm¡ does not decline, does it grow? Is it that 
when you are born, there is a nascent ¡tm¡ , a baby ¡tm¡, which then becomes a child 
¡tm¡ , adult  ¡tm¡ , and so on? No, Bh¡Àyak¡ra said, it does not grow either. Here, 
áa´kara introduced a small definition for growth, v¤ddhi. Any growth means that 
something that was not earlier should come into being. For instance, a young man 
previously did not have a moustache and therefore did not have to shave. Now he has 
both a beard and a moustache and has to shave every day. This is growth, v¤ddhi. 
Something new has happened.  
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DOES ËTMË GROW? 

In any growth, there are always new features introduced. Either something is 
added to what is already there or it expresses itself in some new way. Either way, the 
arrival of a new feature makes the thing grow. For instance, a small sprout begins to 
grow. It branches out, puts out leaves and flowers, and becomes a full-grown tree. 
Therefore, growth always implies new features added to a given stem and the new 
feature that has been gained means that which grows is no longer the same.  

Ëtm¡ was always ever grown, meaning that it never grows. Only that which has a 
feature, an attribute, can grow and decline, wax and wane, bulge and contract. If it is a 
colour, for example, it will fade or a new colour may come. Something can happen to it, 
whereas the ¡tm¡, having no features whatsoever, no limbs or attributes, is pur¡¸a , ever 
new. Even when the body is destroyed, hanyam¡ne ¿ar¢re, ¡tm¡  is not destroyed. ‘Not 
destroyed’ is to be taken here in the sense of change so as not to confuse its meaning 
with the use of hanti and hanyate, to kill and be killed, in the previous verse. All that is 
being said is that the ¡tm¡ undergoes no change whatsoever. 

áa´kara  concludes his commentary of this verse by saying that, wit h reference to 
¡tm¡, K¤À¸a  negated the six-fold modifications that we see in any given physical body 
— birth, existence, growth, modification, decline, and death. The meaning of these two 
verses taken from the ¿ruti, therefore, is that ¡tm¡  is free from an y manner of 
modification. In no way is it subject to change.  

No one can effect a change on ¡tm¡ because it is not available for objectification 
and does not have any feature or attribute, avayava  to receive such an action. Nor does 
¡tm¡  itself undergo a change to perform any action. Therefore, being both akart¡ (not a 
doer of the action) and akarma  (not an object of the action), ¡tm¡ is a¿ocya, not a 
source of sorrow. 

Where is ¿ocya, then? There should be an object available for sorrow, a situation 
capable of causing sorrow. The ¡tm¡ cannot cause sorrow because it does not undergo 
any change, nor does it subject itself to change. How, then, can it be ¿ocya? Ëtm¡ , 
whose svar£pa , nature, is fullness, ¡nanda, can only be a¿ocya. 

Further: 

¥…‰n˘… ¥…x…… ∂…x…∆  x…i™…∆ ™… Bx…®…V…®…¥™…™…®…¬* 
EÚl…∆ ∫… {…÷Ø˚π…& {……l…« E∆Ú P……i…™… i… Ω˛Œxi… EÚ®…¬** 21 ** 
ved¡vin¡¿inaÆ nityaÆ ya enamajamavyayam 
kathaÆ sa puruÀaÅ p¡rtha kaÆ gh¡tayati hanti kam  Verse 21 

{……l…« p¡rtha — Oh! Son of P¤th¡ (Arjuna); Bx…®…¬ enam — this (¡tm¡); + ¥…x…… ∂…x…®…¬ 
avin¡¿inam — indestructible;  x…i™…®…¬ nityam — timeless; +V…®…¬ ajam  — unborn; 
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+¥™…™…®…¬ avyayam — that which does not undergo decline; ™…& ¥…‰n˘ yaÅ veda — the one 
who knows; ∫…& saÅ — that; {…÷Ø˚π…& puruÀaÅ  — person; EÚl…®…¬ katham — how; EÚ®…¬ kam 
— whom; Ω˛Œxi… hanti — kills; EÚ®…¬ kam — whom; P……i…™… i… gh¡tayati — causes to 
destroy 

Oh!  Son of P¤th¡ , the one who knows this (self) to be indestructible, 
timeless, unborn, and not subject to decline, how and whom does that 
person kill? Whom does he cause to kill? 

The one who thinks that ¡tm¡  performs the action of killing, or any action for that 
matter, does not know ¡tm¡  and the one who looks upon ¡tm¡ as an object of the action 
of killing or any other action also does not know the ¡tm¡. This is because, as we saw in 
an earlier verse, ¡tm¡ does not kill nor is it killed — na hanti, na hanyate. To put it 
positively, one, who takes the ¡tm¡ to be neither the subject nor the object of action, 
knows the ¡tm¡ . 

What has been pointed out so far was summed up here by K¤À¸a. His initial 
statement was that ¡tm¡ does not become the kart¡ or karma of any kriy¡ , including 
killing, hanana -kriy¡. Having introduced this point, he explained that this is because 
¡tm¡  is not subject to change. Having given the reason, he concluded, stating that the 
one who knows the ¡tm¡ knows it to be avin¡¿¢ not subject to death or destruction.  

The body's change is called bh¡va -vik¡ra , a technical expression to include 
j¡yate, is born, vardhate, grows, vipari¸amate, metamorphoses, apakÀ¢yate, wanes or 
declines, and vina¿yati, dies. Because ¡tm¡ does not have this last bh¡va -vik¡ra , it is 
referred to here as avin¡¿¢. The one who knows ¡tm¡  as one that is not subject to death 
and therefore timeless, nitya , is called an ¡tmajµa — the knower of ¡tm¡. 

The ¡tm¡  is also known by the ¡tmajµa as unborn, aja  and as that which does not 
undergo any kind of decline, avyaya . Unlike ¡tm¡, the body is expended as the years go 
by. This is why it is described as a ‘spent force’ — the job being done, the game is over! 
All that is then discussed is in the past tense — ‘I was like this, I was like that, and I 
would have been like that, etc.’ This is vyaya, expenditure, whereas the ¡tm¡  is avyaya . 
In Sanskrit grammar also, an indeclinable word is called avyaya, that which does not 
change in any situation, regardless of number, gender or case.  

WHOM DOES ONE KILL OR CAUSE TO KILL? 

Bringing up one more point in his summary K¤À¸a  asks, ‘Whom does that person 
destroy — kaÆ hanti? Whom does he impel to kill? — kaÆ gh¡tayati?’ There are two 
types of action reflected here. One is the action that you do and the other is the action 
that you make others do. In a robbery, for example, there is the accused number one and 
the accused number two. One may have performed the act of driving the get-away car, 
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while the other performed the act of driving the driver. There is someone who performs 
the felony and there is someone else behind it. The one behind the felony is the accused 
and the one who performed it is only an accomplice. The accused is an important person, 
the kingpin, whereas the other one is only a pin! But both of them perform action. 

How can one who knows ¡tm¡  perform the action of killing and whom does he or 
she kill? Where is the person being killed? Where is that action? A question is not really 
being posed here. For instance, we are not trying to find out by what means the killing is 
done. Nor are we trying to find out why the person does it or whether he or she kills. 
This is not the intent here. Rather, how can one kill and whom does one kill is being 
looked into. There should be some vikriy¡ on one's part in order to perform the action 
and ¡tm¡ is avikriy¡ . 

A doubt may arise here. If there is no vikriy¡ for ¡tm¡ and the ¡tmajµa knows 
that the ¡tm¡, the ‘I.’ is not the performer of any action, how, then, can that person 
perform any action? What is to be understood here is that ¡tm¡ does not perform any 
action. It does not kill nor cause anyone to kill because ¡tm¡ does not even wish. It is 
the svar£pa of every wish. The wish is a n¡ma -r£pa, a thought, and if you press the 
thought, it ends up in ¡tm¡ , wherein there is no thought anywhere. Thus, any given 
thought or desire is mithy¡ and the doership is also mithy¡. 

If you analyse who the doer is, you find that the doer is nothing but consciousness, 
caitanya. That is, the doer disappears in the caitanya  and is not there at all. When the 
doer is there, caitanya  is there, whereas in the caitanya there is no doer. Therefore, 
there is only drama. There is no real doer, only an ‘as though’ doer. It is ‘as though’ he 
or she hears, ‘as though’ listens, ‘as though’ talks, ‘as though’ walks, and ‘as though’ 
stands. 

There is no doership in ¡tm¡  because ¡tm¡ is always free. The notion that ‘I am 
the performer of the action,’ is the source of action we talk about here. Where is an 
action without a kart¡? Without the doership, kart¤tva , there is no real action at all. 
Therefore, the doership is the one that gives the blood, bones, and flesh necessary for the 
action to be an action and for the karma-phala  to be the karma-phala, the result you 
enjoy. The whole cycle is based upon the kingpin, the kart¡ . 

WHO IS THE DOER?  

Without the kart¡, there is no karma or karma-phala . The kart¡ is defined as the 
one who decides and performs action. He or she has kriy¡ , etc. and, therefore, can 
choose from the hundreds of verbal roots for ‘doing’ that are available. The doer can 
choose to kill, to speak, or to do any of the varieties of actions possible, but for the ¡tm¡ , 
which is avikriya , free from any change, there is no kart¤tva. Where, then, is the  
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question of how and whom, with reference to killing — kathaÆ gh¡tayati, kathaÆ 
hanti, kaÆ gh¡tayati, kaÆ hanti! 

The word hanti, here, is only contextual and has nothing to do with killing as 
such. áa´kara says that the expression is purely with reference to action. What kind of 
action does the person perform and what kind of action does he or she cause anyone else 
to perform? 

A question may then arise here. If a person is a sarva-karma-sanny¡ s¢, and has 
given up all karmas, will he or she not perform any action at all? Does the person not 
continue to perform some actions? Does he or she not teach? Does the person not do 
anything — not even eat, walk, or talk? How can you say that one who still performs 
these actions is a sarva -karma-sanny¡s¢? 

Sarva-karma-sanny¡s¢ is the one who does not have the notion that ‘I am the 
doer,’ i.e., the one who does not have kart¤tva-buddhi. For such a person, there is no 
doership in the ¡tm¡ . You are not a sarva -karma-sanny¡s¢ by merely not doing karma . 
You may be a karma-sanny¡s¢ but not a sarva-karma-sanny¡s¢. Even if you do not do 
any karma, if you have kart¤tva-buddhi, you are still only a saÆs¡r¢. A sarva -karma- 
sanny¡s¢ is a jµ¡n¢, one who is totally free from all karmas. Even if karmas are 
performed, the jµ¡n¢ does not perform any action. In this, he or she has no doubt 
whatsoever because, with reference to the ¡tm¡ , the self, the notion of doership is not 
there. All that takes place for the jµ¡n¢  is that the sense organs, backed by the mind, 
engage themselves in their own fields of activity. The jµ¡n¢ does not look upon himself 
or herself as the kart¡. This is the actual meaning of sarva-karma-sanny¡sa. 

THE REAL MEANING OF SANNYËSA 

The person who is a sarva -karma-sanny¡s¢ is called a vidv¡n, one who is wise. 
All the karma that the vidv¡n has done so far, all the prayers, yoga, and other forms of 
discipline, and even a life of sanny¡sa , have found their fulfilment in this 
sarva -karma -sanny¡sa. Thereafter, áa´kara  said, there is no question of such a person 
doing certain karmas in order to create some result. There is nothing more to do. All the 
prayers have been fulfilled in this particular discovery and it is for this discovery alone 
that the prayers and other karmas were performed. In this way, áa´kara connected 
ved¡nta -¿¡stra  to the karma-¿¡stra . Karma-yoga  is meant for this alone. Thus, 
sanny¡sa is really sarva-karma-sanny¡sa. 

For the sarva-karma-sanny¡s¢ there are no karmas to be performed. The point 
here is that the rituals enjoined by the ¿¡stra need no longer be performed by the sarva -
karma-sanny¡s¢. If the person continues to be a householder, he or she is purely playing 
out previous karma, pr¡rabdha-karma and whatever one was doing is continued.  
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King Janaka was a case in point. Although he was considered a wise man, he 
continued to be the ruler of a kingdom and was not bothered by the role at all. Like 
Janaka , one can be a wise person and be in the world or be a sanny¡s¢  without playing 
any roles, having given up everything to pursue knowledge. Either way it is possible. 
Being a jµ¡n¢ has nothing to do with what the jµ¡n¢  seemingly does and does not do. 
This is what is meant by sarva -karma-sanny¡sa, as established in the ¿¡stra and 
elaborated upon here by áa´kara . 

When you say, ‘I am affected,’ then ¡tm¡  is looked upon as an object, a karma , 
that has something affecting it. This object can be a person, an event, or even Ì¿vara . 
Anyone who looks upon ¡tm¡ as an object does not know ¡tm¡. The saÆs¡r¢'s 
ignorance, ajµ¡na  is such that not only does the person look upon himself or herself as a 
karma, object, but also as a kart¡  which only heightens the ajµ¡na . 

One looks upon oneself as a doer; otherwise, one could not be a sinner. Unless a 
person performs action, there is no way of sinning; nor is there any way of gathering 
karmas and karma-phalas. 

Some people do not take the body as ¡tm¡ , but believe that there is a survivor of 
this body. Most religious people believe this to be so. Even the nihilists, Buddhists, 
believe that you are born again and again. Therefore, mokÀa, for them, is realising that 
the ¡tm¡ is a zero, non-existent. They believe in the survival of the ¡tm¡ until 
enlightenment whatever their concept of enlightenment may be. 

Thus, in all religions, they talk of an ¡tm¡ other than the physical body, referred to 
as the soul, that which survives death. Any given soul is the kart¡; he or she is the 
sinner, and so on. It is a belief but, at the same time, people do look upon that ¡tm¡ , the 
survivor, the soul, as one who is subject to all kinds of karma, all kinds of pu¸ya, p¡pa , 
imperfections, and so on, and as one who may get some kind of bliss experience later. 
All these beliefs were negated here by K¤À¸a. Bh¡Àyak¡ra  mentioned specifically those 
who consider themselves to be great scholars and yet say there is no way of knowing the 
¡tm¡. They say that knowledge of the ¡tm¡  free from kart¤tva, doership, is not possible 
and, therefore, sarva -karma-sanny¡sa  is also not possible.  

I AM NOT THE DOER 

It was pointed out that sarva -karma-sanny¡sa  is only possible if ¡tm¡  is not a 
doer, i.e., akart¡. Only when one understands, ‘I am not the doer — aham akart¡,’ 
does the renunciation of all karmas take place naturally. If the knowledge that ‘I am 
neither a doer nor an enjoyer’ has arisen in someone, then sarva -karma-sanny¡sa  is 
accomplished by that person. Only if the knowledge itself cannot take place, is 
sarva -karma -sanny¡sa an impossibility. But on what basis can you say this knowledge 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 228 

cannot take place? Are you saying such an ¡tm¡ is not there and, if so, upon what do 
you base your statement? 

You cannot say that ¡tm¡ is not there, since the very act of saying so presupposes 
an ¡tm¡ . Because you are existent, you are talking. Therefore, no one can say, ‘I am not 
there.’ In the existence of ¡tm¡, then, there is no doubt whatsoever. If the doubt is not 
with reference to the existence of the ¡tm¡ , then it is with reference to the ¡tm¡ being 
akart¡. It is easy to assume that there can be no akart¤-¡tm¡ because the ¡tm¡  is 
known as kart¡ and not as akart¡. And if there is an ¡tm¡ that is akart¡, there is no 
way of knowing it. This could be the contention of most people who do not understand 
that there is no kart¤tva  for the ¡tm¡.  

To this, we answer as follows. If ¡tm¡ is the kart¡ , it must always be the kart¡ . If 
the ¡tm¡  is always the kart¡, if kart¤tva  is the very nature of the ¡tm¡, then as a doer it 
should be doing all the time. But that is not what happens. Sometimes you fall back and 
do nothing at all; you only enjoy. Then you see only enjoyership, bhokt¤tva  and no 
kart¤tva. Similarly, if enjoyership were the nature of ¡tm¡, then ¡tm¡  would be a 
bhokt¡ all the time. Thus, ¡tm¡ is neither kart¡ nor bhokt¡ . 

There are also moments when neither doership nor enjoyership is there, when 
there is no ‘I’ sense at all because this ‘I’ notion, aha´k¡ra  is absent at times — 
between two thoughts, for example. How then are you going to account for this 
experience? You cannot. Nor can you say that the ¿¡stra says the ¡tm¡  is a kart¡ . 
Because, it says that ¡tm¡ is akart¡ and we have no data whatsoever to contradict this 
statement. 

You may agree with the ¿ruti that ¡tm¡  is akart¡, but may say that knowledge of 
such an ¡tm¡ is not possible because it is not the object of your mind. But ¿¡stra  says 
that such knowledge has got to be gained by the mind alone, for which there is a 
pram¡¸a — the ¿¡stra. You have a mind that is capable of the knowledge that will 
destroy the ajµ¡na, the ignorance. This is all that we are talking about and you say it is 
not possible. Is it that it is not possible for you or is it because it is not possible at all? 

CAN ËTMË BE KNOWN? 

How can I gain the knowledge of the akart¤-¡tm¡ ? I cannot see the akart¤-¡tm¡ . 
Here, áa´kara  says that knowledge of ¡tm¡ is not similar to the knowledge of an 
object, but is rather the removal of ignorance about the subject itself. There is a knower 
who has ignorance about himself or herself and removal of that ignorance is the only 
knowledge being discussed here. This knowledge, v¤tti-jµ¡na, is ‘I am not the doer — 
aham akart¡.’ This thought, v¤tti, is capable of destroying the ignorance about oneself. 
A particular fact — that I am the ¡tm¡, the non-doer — is not known and ignorance of 
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this fact is removed by a v¤tti brought about by the teaching, upade¿a . The v¤tti, having 
done its job, goes, along with the ignorance.  

Where is the problem here? We have a complete methodology, prakriy¡ for it — 
how exactly the knowledge takes place, and so on. If you say, that it does not take place 
in your particular mind, antaÅ-kara¸a, then we will say that a certain type of antaÅ-
kara¸a  is necessary and that there are ways for you to gain it. This is why the G¢t¡  talks 
so extensively about yoga , and so on. Because you do not want to accept something, you 
keep on talking about its impossibility. This is because of your commitment to a belief. 
You are not committed to truth. First, you commit yourself to a belief, to a faith, and 
then you explore for confirmation of that belief in the ¿¡stra. One should have ¿raddh¡ 
in the ¿¡stra  and explore it to find out what it has to convey. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF INTELLECTUAL HONESTY 

If you are honest, committed to truth, all you need to do is look back at what has 
been said here. You will find nothing that you can disown or disprove. All that has been 
said is something that you have to see — as it is. We are not proposing anything 
speculative. We are not making a promise. We say that you are an akart¡ , that you are 
avin¡¿¢, indestructible. How can such a person perform any action, there being no action 
really?  

There are two types of negation. One is a physical negation — niÀedha. And the 
other is negation by knowledge — b¡dh¡. The kart¤tva-buddhi is there and it is 
negated. You may see the same person performing an action, talking, for example, and at 
the same time saying that ¡tm¡ is akart¡ and so on. One could say that, K¤À¸a was 
talking and was, therefore, a kart¡. Arjuna could have said to K¤À¸a, ‘You are 
performing the action of talking to me. How, then, can you tell me that ¡tm¡  is akart¡?’ 

To say that the one who knows ¡tm¡  does not perform any action means that you 
do not know ¡tm¡. K¤À¸a was definitely performing actions. For one thing, he was 
driving Arjuna's chariot. Does this not make him an ajµ¡n¢? And if he is an ajµ¡n¢ , 
what does he have to teach? This kind of question arises only because ¡tm¡ is not 
understood. 

When you see the  sun rise, you enjoy it and negate it also, because you know that 
the sun does not actually rise. There is a conclusion that the sun rises and because I see it 
rising. I say that the conclusion is true. I perceive it; therefore, the sun rises in the eastern 
sky. By further knowledge, however, we understand the whole process of why the sun 
appears as though it is rising. The sun rising becomes only an appearance and therefore 
is not a real rising in that there is no real action of rising on the part of the sun. Thus, 
seeing the sunrise, you negate it, knowing that it does not rise at all. This is negation by 
knowledge, b¡dh¡  — you see and still you negate. 
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Similarly, we see a variety of colours in a peacock's feathers, but there are no such 
colours, in fact. The appearance of colour is due to different prism-like structures that 
reflect light in a particular manner. This is purely b¡dh¡, negation by knowledge. It does 
not mean that you are negating the perception of colour, only that you are negating 
colour being there. 

In fact, all science is purely b¡dh¡. It goes on negating. It sees something and then 
finds that it is not true, and that something else is true instead. When you go after the 
substance of a given substance, what was previously considered to be the substance is 
found to have no substance because it has to depend on another substance for its 
existence. In this way, we find that any substantive loses its substance and, still continues 
to exist. And although you have negated its existence, you may even use it!  

B¡dh¡ is a kind of negation that is done by everyone. A physicist will say that 
gold is nothing but some quanta of energy. Copper is also some quanta of energy. 
However, this does not mean that he will give his fiancée a copper engagement ring! 
Buying a gold ring does not, in any way, alter his knowledge that both gold and copper 
are but energy.  This is also b¡dh¡ , negation. Seeing it, you negate it. 

B¡dh¡, then, is a different type of negation and that is how the kart¤tva -buddhi 
in the ¡tm¡ is negated. B¡dh¡  negation is not a simple negation. Once b¡dh¡  is there, 
regardless of what the jµ¡n¢  does, he or she knows that, ‘I perform no action.’ This is the 
knowledge, jµ¡na, and there is no way of losing it. This is what we call 
sarva -karma -sanny¡sa. It does not mean that a person will not do any action; it means 
that the sat-cit-¡nanda -¡tm¡ does not perform any action. 

THERE IS NOTHING MORE TO BE DONE 

While performing karma, the sarva-karma-sanny¡s¢ sees that there is freedom 
from action. In action, he or she sees actionlessness. The one who knows this is called 
buddhim¡n; such a person has the knowledge, buddhi, and has done everything that 
has to be done — k¤tsna-karmak¤t — because he or she knows that ¡tm¡  is akart¡ , 
always full, p£r¸a . 

áa´kara  spends a lot of time here quoting from later verses because of the 
importance of these two sentences. He said that it would be shown that the one who has 
self-knowledge, ¡tma-jµ¡na, alone is qualified for sarva-karma-sanny¡sa. Such a 
person is not bound any more by karma. Therefore, whatever a sarva-karma-sanny¡s¢ 
does, he or she does only because it has to be done and not because of an y desired result. 
Because of the person's pr¡rabdha-karma, certain actions may be performed. This will 
be seen repeatedly throughout the g¢t¡ -¿¡stra . What is relevant here is the initial 
conclusion that ¡tm¡  is not subject to any change or destruction.  

Further: 
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¥……∫……∆ ∫… V…“h……« x… ™…l……  ¥…Ω˛…™… x…¥…… x… M…fi‡˛… i… x…Æ˙…‰%{…Æ˙… h…* 
i…l…… ∂…Æ˙“Æ˙… h…  ¥…Ω˛…™… V…“h……«x™…x™…… x… ∫…∆™…… i… x…¥…… x… n‰˘Ω˛“** 22 ** 
v¡s¡Æsi j¢r¸¡ni yath¡ vih¡ya  

nav¡ni g¤h¸¡ti naro'par¡¸i 
tath¡ ¿ar¢r¡¸i vih¡ya j¢r¸¡n - 

yany¡ni saÆy¡ti nav¡ni deh¢     Verse 22 

x…Æ˙& naraÅ  — a human being; ™…l…… yath¡ — just as; V…“h……« x… j¢r¸¡ni — old; ¥……∫……∆ ∫… 
v¡s¡Æsi — clothes;  ¥…Ω˛…™… vih¡ya — giving up; +{…Æ˙… h… apar¡¸i — others; x…¥…… x… 
nav¡ni — new; M…fi‡˛… i… g¤h¸¡ti — takes; i…l…… tath¡ —so too; n‰̆Ω˛“ deh¢ — the indweller 
of the body; V…“h……« x… j¢r¸¡ni — old; ∂…Æ˙“Æ˙… h… ¿ar¢r¡¸i — bodies;  ¥…Ω˛…™… vih¡ya — giving 
up; +x™…… x… any¡ni —others; x…¥…… x… nav¡ni — new; ∫…∆™…… i… saÆy¡ti — takes 

Just as a person gives up old clothes and takes up new ones, so too, the 
indweller of the body gives up old bodies and takes others which are 
new.  

The word nara means a human being, or etymologically, one who cannot be 
destroyed, who always survives somehow! If a person is enlightened, he or she survives 
eternally, as eternal Brahman. If not, the person merely survives. How? 

The word yath¡ , meaning ‘just as.’ indicates that an illustration is about to be 
presented. Here, the illustration used is the discarding of old clothes for new or better 
ones — v¡s¡Æsi j¢r¸¡ni vih¡ya apar¡¸i nav¡ni g¤h¸¡ti. Similarly, the old body, 
¿ar¢ra, is given up and a new one is taken. The word ¿ar¢ra  means, that which is subject 
to disintegration. Bodies, therefore, become useless in time because of the natural ageing 
process, disease, or abuse. The abuse may be caused by someone's wrong action, like 
murder, for instance, or by your own abuse. By slow suicide, like drinking and so on, a 
person destroys the body and thus it is rendered old and useless, j¢r¸a.  

You are the one wearing the clothes and you keep on wearing them on this ¿ar¢ra . 
They are with you only, as long as you find them useful and, then, when they are useless, 
you throw them away and take on new clothes. This process is repeated again and again. 
Similarly, there is a wearer of this body who is the indweller of it. The indweller, deh¢, is 
the one who has a body, deha. Just as the body is within the clothes, so too, within this 
body, which is itself a costume, is the person, the indweller, Mr., Mrs., or Miss 
So-and-so, who takes new bodies — any¡ni nav¡ni saÆy¡ti. Giving up the old, one 
takes on the new. 

The idea here is that either way ¡tm¡ is nitya, it does not die. It always keeps on 
going. Even when the j¢vatva  dies, the j¢va does not die; only the notion dies. K¤À¸a 
wants to point out here that ¡tm¡  is always nitya . Never does the ¡tm¡ subject itself to 
disappearance; the deh¢, the indweller, continues to be. 
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Here, certain questions can be asked. When a person is really old, the body is no 
longer useful. A man, for example, may be ninety-eight years old and unable to hear, 
see, walk, or do anything. He cannot digest his food or even open his mouth and, even if 
he can, he has no teeth. Such a body is definitely useless, like an old Cadillac. The only 
difference is that certain parts are salvaged from the Cadillac, whereas the old body has 
nothing to donate. Everything is so old and worn out that to receive a donation from such 
a person, one would need to be at least one hundred and fifty years old! 

THE BODY AS A SUIT OF CLOTHES 

Because this old body is no longer useful, the person gives it up. That he lets it go 
and takes a new body is understandable, just as the giving up of old clothes and the 
taking on of new ones is understandable. However, the example does not seem to hold in 
all cases, given that we see people dying away in the prime of youth with cancer and so 
on. 

We can understand that accidents are due to someone's mistake, carelessness or 
whatever. Someone dying because of a homicide is also understandable in that another 
person abused his or her free will by performing a destructive action against a body 
which can be objectified by others. A bullet for example can destroy the physical body, 
sth£la-¿ar¢ra, and once ruptured, the subtle body, s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra, can no longer live in 
it. Just as a car needs a few things with which to operate, spark plugs and so on, so too, 
there is a minimum requirement for the s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra to be able to operate within the 
physical body. 

There must be a heart and a kidney, for instance. If these are ruptured, the body is 
useless, regardless of its age. Just as the new car you bought yesterday can become a 
wreck today, so too, this body can also be wrecked. And, because the deh¢ can no longer 
run it, a new body has to be found. 

However, when a young person dies of leukemia, or due to some unknown reason, 
we cannot say that he or she did anything wrong to bring about this disease. The person 
may have done one or two things wrong, but nothing sufficient to develop cancer. Crib 
death is but one of the many ways a child may die. People are also struck down in youth 
and middle age in any number of ways. Energetic, ambitious people, with a lot of plans 
and many irons in the fire, do succumb to heart attacks. Why do people die away like 
this when the body is not yet worn out? The answer to these questions is as follows.  

What is said is that, the death of the physical body depends on the deh¢. If the j¢va  
has taken this body and is a survivor of death, then there must be some cause which has 
brought this body into being. If you accept that there is a deh¢ other than this body who 
survives death, then that deh¢ having survived not only this death but previous ones also, 
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is always a survivor. The deh¢, then, must have come to this body because of his or her 
own karma, not because of God's will or for any other reason.  

A God who willed suffering to people would be some kind of tyrant, a sadist, and 
would definitely require psychological treatment. Why else would he put so much 
sadness into people? One person is born with leprosy; another with syphilis, AIDS, and 
what not, through no fault of the person. What kind of God would sit there and give 
people such sadness from the very start? Not only for the growing child, but for 
everyone around as well, since seeing such suffering is a sickness in itself. Anyone who 
is responsible for doing such things is a sadist and is the first one who should be brought 
to justice. We could never sing in praise of such a Lord! 

GOD IS NOT A TYRANT 

Only a sadistic God could be a tyrant, enjoying the suffering of people for no 
reason. Some are born with wooden spoons in their mouths, others with silver and 
golden spoons, and some are born with no mouth at all. What kind of God would do 
this? Some are born to become orphans. Why then are they even born? ‘Don't ask,’ we 
are usually told. This is what is called double justification. God is first justified by what 
he does and then we are told not to question his actions. Why even talk about such a God 
then? Let us settle our account with ourselves. We have our own lot. You have a body 
here which has its own problems. You do not require God at all for this and, if there is 
such a tyrant, it is better not to think of him at all. 

On the other hand, perhaps, the explanation is that we have asked for our particular 
lot in life. God is the law. We asked for it and we got it. The Lord says, ‘I am the one 
who made you and, at the same time, I have not made you.’  

This is like putting your finger into the fire and then asking the fire,  
‘Did you burn me?’  
‘Yes, I burned you,’ says the fire.  
‘Why?’  
‘I didn't burn you at all.’  
‘You just told me you burned me and then you say you did not. How can you say 
both? You are blowing hot and cold. I thought you blew only hot and now I find 
you blow both hot and cold. Why is that?’  
‘When you stuck your finger into me, I burned. To burn is my nature, my 
svabh¡va, and I burned. I cannot say that someone else burned; I burned your 
finger. But then, I did not go after your finger, did I? I remained in my place. You 
stuck your finger into me and got burnt. In other words, you asked for it.’ 

This is the law and is what is meant by the law of karma, pr¡rabdha-karma. It is 
the j¢va's karma, the law of karma being there. If you accept a soul that survives the 
body, then you definitely have to account for the varieties of situations that you face. 
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Thus, pr¡rabdha -karma  is the reason why a person, a deh¢, comes with a particular 
deha, which dies when the job is done.  

WHAT IS IT THAT IS NEW? 

With reference to taking on a new body, who is to decide what is new? Car rental 
people always buy new cars and after one year sell them. For them, a one-year-old car is 
old, but the one who buys it thinks of it as new. Others may buy a much older car and 
also think of it as new, whereas the seller thinks of it as old. Of course, there are even 
others who buy very old cars, fix them up, and are very happy that they have the oldest 
car available because it is a valuable antique. Who, then, is to decide which of these is 
new? 

Similarly, the king of Tiruvanantapuram, in the south of India, must walk to the 
temple everyday wearing new clothes. The clothes he wears one day are considered old 
the next day, and are given away. Of course, the one who receives the clothes thinks of 
them as new. This person may wear them for a year or two and then also think they are 
old. There is always someone who will take them. That is why it is said that there is a 
buyer for everything. You have to decide what is new. 

Similarly, here, what is old or new has to be decided by the deh¢ and not by you, 
the onlooker. For the onlooker, the body may not be ready for death, but for the deh¢ the 
job is done. Those who are bereaved may look at a particular death as something that is 
premature, but this is not the case from the standpoint of the deh¢, unless the death is 
caused by some wrong action that is the abuse of free will on the part of oneself or 
someone else. Otherwise, it is for the deh¢ to decide when the body's job is done — in 
other words, when the purpose for which the body was taken has been accomplished.  

Even though the deh¢ may like to live on, the job for which this body was taken is 
done. When it is done the tenure is over. Whatever had to happen here has already 
happened. Therefore, death takes place. Just as, in the world, a person takes on new 
clothes and gives up the old ones, so too, the one who indwells in the body, the j¢va , 
gives up the old body and takes on the new. What is meant by ‘Old bodies’ is to be 
understood properly. Theref ore, for the deh¢, the one who indwells the deha, there is no 
death at all and for the deha , there is no survival. The body is bound by time, subject to 
change, and it keeps changing all the time. There is no time when the body does not 
change. Because it is always changing, it is called ¿ar¢ra  or deha. Deha means that 
which is subject to cremation and ¿ar¢ra  means that which is subject to disintegration, 
that which is buried. The choice, then, is only between these two! 

The deha  is always subject to death and is always dying. It is not that suddenly, 
one fine day it dies; rather, it keeps on dying all the time. You cannot stop it, whereas in 
the case of the deh¢, you cannot destroy it. Both facts must be seen clearly. This being 
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so, there is no cause for gr ief — a¿ocy¡n anva¿ocaÅ tvam, a theme that continues and is 
the conclusion.  

That there is no cause for grief is the vision of the ¿¡stra and, being so, has a 
bearing upon the entire dialogue between K¤À¸a  and Arjuna . As we proceed, we shall 
see that there are topical connections, sectional connections, and a total connection with 
this theme throughout the G¢t¡.  

x…Ëx…∆  UÙxn˘Œxi… ∂…¤…… h… x…Ëx…∆ n˘Ω˛ i… {……¥…EÚ&* 
x… S…Ëx…∆ K‰Ún˘™…xi™……{……‰ x… ∂……‰π…™… i… ®……Ø˚i…&** 23 ** 
nainaÆ chindanti ¿astr¡¸i nainaÆ dahati p¡vakaÅ 
na cainaÆ kledayanty¡po na ¿oÀayati m¡rutaÅ   Verse 23 

∂…¤…… h… ¿astr¡¸i — weapons; Bx…®…¬ enam  — this (the self); x…  UÙxn˘Œxi… na chindanti — 
do not cut; {……¥…EÚ& p¡vakaÅ — fire; Bx…®…¬ enam — this; x… n˘Ω˛ i… na dahati — does not 
burn; +…{…& ¡paÅ — waters; Bx…®…¬ enam  — this; x… K‰Ún˘™…Œxi… na  kledayanti — do not wet;  
®……Ø˚i…& S… m¡rutaÅ ca — and the wind; x… ∂……‰π…™… i… na  ¿oÀayati — does not dry 

Weapons do not cut this (self); nor does fire burn it. Water does not wet 
(or drown) it and wind does not dry it. 

In verse 16, and again in verse 20, K¤À¸a said that for the self, which is real, sat, 
there is no absence. 

It is not subject to negation in any of the three periods of time — ab¡dhitaÆ 
satyam. This statement cannot be shaken because that which is not subject to negation 
cannot be negated and truth, satya , is not subject to negation. You yourself are this truth. 
If you have any doubt, try to negate yourself. The very person doing the negation is the 
one you are trying to negate. You find, therefore, that it is impossible to negate yourself. 

Anything that is negatable is not satya . Therefore, the one who goes on negating is 
satya , the only one who cannot be negated; everything else is subject to dismissal. That 
which is not subject to negation can only be the ¡tm¡, the self. Thus, there is no absence, 
abh¡va for the ¡tm¡ . 

Only that which is subject to time can be asat. That which is not subject to time is 
sat. Sat cannot be dismissed because dismissal implies prior existence and posterior 
non-existence, both of which are in terms of time alone — past, present and future. That 
which is not subject to time and for which time itself is a dismissible object is called 
satya , ¡tm¡. This, then, is K¤À¸a's constant refrain.  

Just as one gives up old clothes and takes on new ones, the one who dwells in this 
body, deha, gives it up and assumes another body. Neither the j¢va nor ¡tm¡ is subject 
to negation, the j¢va  and ¡tm¡  being one and the same. What can be negated, however, 
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is the notion that ‘I am limited’ — the j¢vatva . The essence or svar£pa of the j¢va  
cannot be negated, only the notion that ‘I am a j¢va’ can be negated. 

The same point was also made by K¤À¸a in another form when he said that the 
¡tm¡ is not an object for any act of destruction — na ayaÆ hanti na hanyate (G¢t¡ – 
2-19). It is neither the performer of an action nor the object of anyone's action. In other 
words, the ¡tm¡ is not subject to negation because it is not subject to destruction. No 
action can destroy it.  

ËTMË IS INDESTRUCTIBLE 

In the present verse, K¤À¸a mentioned a few methods of destruction, none of 
which affects the ¡tm¡ . At first, he talks of weapons, which cannot destroy ¡tm¡. Later 
he enumerates the elements that can bring about destruction. Generally weapons are of 
two types. Those weapons that are released from one's hand, like a rock, a bullet, or an 
arrow, are called as astras. Those held in the hand, like a stick, hammer, or sword, are 
called as ¿astras. Here in the verse, the word ¿astra  implies both types of weapons. 

With reference to weapons, then, the ¡tm¡ does not subject itself to any type of 
objectification. This is so because the ¡tm¡  objectifies everything. That which 
objectifies everything cannot be objectified by anything. The ¡tm¡ — yourself, 
objectifies the whole world. The world does not reveal itself to you unless you objectify 
it. And the ¡tm¡ cannot be objectified by anything.  

What is objectified is not going to objectify the objectifier because everything else 
shines after ¡tm¡ . There is only one source of consciousness and that is ¡tm¡ , you. 
Everything else is an object of consciousness. How, then, is an object of consciousness 
going to destroy consciousness? Consciousness has no particular form. If it had a heart, 
it could have an attack, but it does not. If it does, we have had it! The ¡tm¡  is the one 
because of which we are aware of the beating of the heart. It is the subject of every 
object. Because the ¡tm¡  is not subject to objectification, it is not subject to any type of 
action, including destruction. Thus, weapons do not slay this ¡tm¡ . 

Fire also cannot destroy the ¡tm¡ — na enaÆ dahati p¡vakaÅ . It can burn the 
body, but it cannot burn the ¡tm¡. Fire cannot even destroy the subtle body, s£kÀma-
¿ar¢ra, let alone the ¡tm¡ . Similarly, water cannot even wet the ¡tm¡ , let alone drown it 
— ¡paÅ enaÆ na kledayanti — because it does not become an object that is subject to 
drowning. Nor can the wind dry it up — na enaÆ ¿oÀayati m¡rutaÅ — meaning that 
¡tm¡ cannot be dehydrated.  

Thus, K¤À¸a brings out all the elements. Earth, p¤thiv¢ , implied by the weapons 
and the metals with which they are made, does not destroy the ¡tm¡. Nor do fire, water, 
and air. Air, v¡yu , does not bring about the death of the ¡tm¡  through dehydration. The 
word m¡ruta refers to the hot air of the tropical country, which can cause dehydration. 
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THE FIVE -ELEMENT MODEL OF THE WORLD 

Throughout the ¿¡stra  we find a particular model that presents the world as made 
up of five elements — space, ¡k¡¿a , air, v¡yu, fire, agni, water, ¡paÅ, and earth, 
p¤thiv¢. In their subtle and gross forms, these elements account for everything that is 
here. The subtle elements account for the mind, senses, and so on, and the gross elements 
account for the physical body and the physical world.  

Your physical body comprises of five gross elements. It occupies space, ¡k¡¿a . It 
contains air, v¡yu, oxygen being present wherever there is blood. The body has 
temperature or heat, agni, and its shape is due to the water, ¡paÅ , it has as part of its 
composition. Finally, the body contains the same minerals that are found in the earth 
p¤thiv¢ — calcium, carbon, magnesium, and so on.  

The physical universe can be defined in many ways. This elemental model is 
simply for understanding. Each of the elements, bh£tas, enjoys the same degree of 
reality because they are all elements. Whatever the nature of reality is, ¡k¡¿a has a 
certain degree of that reality. The same degree of reality is also enjoyed by the other four 
elements, v¡yu, agni, ¡paÅ, and p¤thiv¢.  

Only objects belonging to the same degree of reality can affect each other. For 
example, one physical body can definitely destroy another physical body. Similarly, a 
body and a weapon, both physical objects, belong to the same degree of reality. 
Therefore, the weapon can hit the body and injure or destroy it. 

Suppose, however, you want to destroy a tree with the shadow of another tree. It is 
impossible. Nor can you hit a dog with the shadow of a rock. This is because the object 
and the shadow belong to two different orders of reality and are, therefore, incapable of 
destroying each other. If one is to affect the other, both must enjoy the same degree of 
reality.  

THE NATURE OF DESTRUCTION 
Objects belonging to the same order of reality need not affect each other also. 

Space, for exam ple, belongs to the same order of reality as the other four elements but is 
not affected or destroyed by any of them. Air cannot dehydrate space, fire cannot burn it, 
and water cannot drown it. Nor can you take a sword in hand and destroy space. Space 
cannot be destroyed by bombing it, much less with a pistol. It cannot even be polluted. 
There is no such thing as space pollution; only the atmosphere is polluted. 

The other four elements cannot destroy space because space has no form. Air, on 
the other hand, can be destroyed in the sense that one form can be changed into another. 
Air implies atoms and atoms imply a structure, which can always be changed into a new 
structure. If hydrogen and oxygen are brought together in a certain way, water is created. 
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Any structure is always available for change. It can become entirely different. One metal 
can be converted into another metal simply by changing its atomic weight. A base metal 
can be changed into gold in this way, although it is not economically feasible to do.  

The word ‘death’ applies to a particular structure that no longer exists because it 
has been changed in some way. áa´kara  argues that anything that has limbs, attributes 
or structure can be destroyed. Space, having none of these, cannot be destroyed, even by 
other elements that share the same order of reality. 

The ¡tm¡  is also free from limbs, attributes or structure; it is pure consciousness. I 
am aware of everything, including my thoughts, which objectify this entire world. 
Therefore, this consciousness, ¡tm¡, cannot be destroyed by any weapon or any other 
instrument of destruction because it is not available for objectification. Nothing can get 
at this ¡tm¡. Furthermore, nothing else belongs to the same order of reality. 

THE SELF-EVIDENT ËTMË 

Ëtm¡ is satya . Ëtm¡  alone is self-evident and everything else is evident to it. 
Ëtm¡  is self-shining and everything else shines after the ¡tm¡ . 

The one that shines of its own accord is ¡tm¡. It requires no evidence for its 
existence. What is self-evident is self-existent, depending on nothing for its existence, 
whereas what is not self-evident is not self-existent and depends entirely upon that which 
is self-existent. 

In this way, any given object depends upon another object. A clay pot depends 
upon clay, which is nothing but dirt and dirt is nothing but atoms. Atoms depend on 
particles and so on. Thus, everything depends upon something else and that something 
else depends upon your concept, which depends upon consciousness. Consciousness, 
alone, depends on nothing. 

Therefore, everything shines after this self-evident, self-existent ¡tm¡ . Naturally 
then, the whole creation, the whole world, is equal to asat only. When everything is asat 
and ¡tm¡ alone is sat, how can the sat be destroyed by asat? Air, fire, water, and earth 
exist because of ¡tm¡. Because ¡tm¡  is sat and the elements are asat, they are 
incapable of destroying the ¡tm¡. 

The reflection cannot come out of the mirror to tease and destroy you, any more 
than your own shadow can. If your reflection looks ferocious and frowning, that is only 
because you look so. There is no need to become anxious because your reflection is 
frowning and looks as though it is going to destroy you. If you run away from it and it 
comes chasing after you, any chasing that is done is all in your mind! The reflection is 
not going to affect you because it is asat and you are sat. Since all of the elements are 
asat, they cannot do anything to ¡tm¡, which is sat. 
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A problem may arise here, however. Since a non-existent thing also cannot be 
destroyed by anyone, perhaps this ¡tm¡  is non-existent — zero, ¿£nya. In the 
expression, vandhy¡ -putra, the son of a woman who cannot give birth to a child, the 
son cannot be destroyed by anything. We are not talking here of an adopted son or a 
surrogate son but of a non-existent son. There is no son to be burnt or drowned. 
Similarly, perhaps there is no ¡tm¡ . This doubt could arise but, the next verse, along 
with áa´kara's commentary, puts this doubt to rest. 

+SU‰Ùt…‰%™…®…n˘…¡…‰%™…®…K‰Út…‰%∂……‰π™… B¥… S… * 
 x…i™…& ∫…¥…«M…i…& ∫l……h…÷Æ˙S…ôÙ…‰%™…∆ ∫…x……i…x…&** 24 ** 
acchedyo'yamad¡hyo'yamakledyo'¿oÀya eva ca 
nityaÅ sarvagataÅ sth¡¸uracalo'yaÆ san¡tanaÅ   Verse 24 

+™…®…¬ ayam — this; +SU‰Ùt& acchedyaÅ — cannot be cut; +™…®…¬ ayam  — this; +n˘…¡& 
ad¡hyaÅ — cannot be burnt; +K‰Út& akledyaÅ — cannot be made wet; +∂……‰π™…& B¥… S… 
a¿oÀyaÅ  eva  ca — and also cannot be dried; +™…®…¬ ayam — this;  x…i™…& nityaÅ — 
changeless; ∫…¥…«M…i…& sarva-gataÅ  — all-pervading; ∫l……h…÷& sth¡¸uÅ  — stable; +S…ôÙ& 
acalaÅ — immovable; ∫…x……i…x…& san¡tanaÅ — eternal 

This (self) cannot be cut, burnt, drowned, or dried. It is changeless, all-
pervading, stable, immovable, and eternal. 

The word ayam in this verse refers to the self-evident self -existent ¡tm¡, not a 
non-existent ¡tm¡ , ¿£nya . Self-evident means that which does not require any means of 
knowledge to prove its existence. The ¡tm¡ alone is self-evident. Everything else 
becomes evident to the self. 

To say, ‘I am.’ does not require perception, inference, presumption, illustration, or 
the means of knowledge called anupalabdhi, that which helps you understand what 
does not exist. Even to understand what does not exist requires someone who is existent 
to use the anupalabdhi-pram¡¸a. For example, in order to know that there is no pot in 
my hand, there must be perception and a person who wields the perception.  

Inference, a means of knowledge based on perception, also presupposes a person 
who wields the inference. Whatever the means of knowledge, there must be someone to 
wield it. To say that the object in your hand is a feather and it belongs to a peacock, 
requires a means of knowledge — your own perception and your prior knowledge of a 
peacock feather. You perceive the object directly and recognize it as a feather. Similarly, 
to prove the existence of any object, a means of knowledge is necessary.  

Even to perceive that my physical body is not the same as it was yesterday 
requires a means of knowledge. How do you know you have a stomachache, back pain, 
or that you ache all over? Since you cannot show the ache to anyone, no one can verify 
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it. This is why bodyache and back pain are so useful in applying for leave! Even an 
orthopaedic specialist cannot say whether there is an ache or not because it is purely your 
own experience. You alone are the wit ness. Witness perception, s¡kÀi-pratyakÀa , is 
another type of perception that does not involve the senses, but still is a perception.  

You can only talk about these various conditions of the body if you have a way of 
knowing them. Similarly, since you talk about your mind, you must have some way of 
knowing it. There must be some perception by which you know the mind. That you have 
certain memories is purely because the programming is there, even though it might not 
always serve your purpose. Even to know tha t you have forgotten something is a 
perception. 

Everything is evident to me because I have a means of knowing. But by what 
means do I know that ‘I am’? Do I know I am by perception? By a scripture? By the 
senses? By inference? No. ‘I’ am there before them all. Because I am, I can infer. I am 
and, therefore, I can see and hear. That I am is self-evident and, because I am, all 
knowledge is possible.  

ËTMË IS NOT NON-EXISTENT 

One thing alone — ¡tm¡  alone — is self -evident, svataÅ-siddha. Therefore, 
ayam  is a very important word here, referring as it does to that which is not the object of 
any destruction, acchedya . K¤À¸a  kept repeating it because the ¡tm¡  is not zero. It is not 
non-existent like the son of a barren woman. The ¡tm¡ is all-existent, self-existent, and 
is not subject to being slain, burnt, drowned, or dehydrated. It is timeless, nitya , and, 
thus, all-pervasive, sarvagata. 

Anything that is time-bound, anitya, is not sarvagata. Even space is not 
all-pervasive. Space is all-pervasive only with referenc e to the world, but it does not 
pervade the ¡tm¡  because ¡tm¡ is consciousness and in the consciousness there is no 
space. But then, when space is there, consciousness is also there. Therefore, space does 
not pervade the ¡tm¡ , but ¡tm¡ pervades space — it is sarvagata. 

Then, again, ¡tm¡ cannot move, it is sth¡¸u. How can it move? Where can it 
move? It can only move to a place where it is not. Since ¡tm¡  is sarvagata , it is sth¡¸u . 
It does not move, it is always the same. Here one may think, perhaps the ¡tm¡  is like a 
tree, staying in one place, but swaying. No, we are told. Unlike the tree, it does not sway, 
it is acala . K¤À¸a also describes the ¡tm¡  as that which remains the same always — it is 
san¡tana. It is not brought into being by  some force or cause. Because it is not affected 
in any way by anything, the ¡tm¡  is always the same, always fresh, always new. 

Knowing the ¡tm¡  in this way, there is no reason for you to entertain any grief. 
But, you may say, ‘I don't cry for ¡tm¡ , I cry for an¡tm¡ .’ To which, K¤À¸a would ask, 
‘Why would you cry for an¡tm¡?’ It is always changing, anitya. An¡tm¡  is always 
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going and you cannot stop it even if you want to, whereas the ¡tm¡  is nitya and there is 
no way of destroying it. ‘For what do you grieve, Arjuna?’ K¤À¸a asked. ‘There is no 
room for grief at all. There is something to be done, Do it!’ 

This constant refrain is again sounded in the next verse: 

+¥™…HÚ…‰%™…®… S…xi™……‰%™…®… ¥…EÚ…™……Ê%™…®…÷S™…i…‰* 
i…∫®……n‰˘¥…∆  ¥… n˘i¥…Ëx…∆ x……x…÷∂……‰ S…i…÷®…Ω«˛ ∫…** 25 ** 
avyakto'yamacintyo'yamavik¡ryo'yamucyate 
tasm¡devaÆ viditvainaÆ n¡nu¿ocitumarhasi   Verse 25 

+™…®…¬ ayam — this; +¥™…HÚ& avyaktaÅ — unmanifest; +™…®…¬ ayam  — this; + S…xi™…& 
acintyaÅ — not an object of thought; +™…®…¬ ayam — this; + ¥…EÚ…™…«& avik¡ryaÅ  — 
unchangeable; =S™…i…‰ ucyate — is said; i…∫®……i…¬ tasm¡t — therefore; B¥…®…¬ evam — thus; 
Bx…®…¬ enam  — this;  ¥… n˘i¥…… viditv¡ — knowing; +x…÷∂……‰ S…i…÷®…¬ anu¿ocitum  — to grieve; x… 
+Ω«˛ ∫… na arhasi — you ought not 

This self is said to be unmanifest, not an object of thought, and not 
subject to change. Therefore, knowing this, you should not grieve.  

Vyakta  refers to anything that is manifest, that which is an object of perception, an 
object of the sense organs. And that which is not manifest, not an object of the sense 
organs, is avyakta . Therefore, ¡tm¡  is referred to here as avyakta. 

If ¡tm¡ is not an object of one's perception, is it, perhaps, an object of inference? 
‘No,’ says Lord K¤À¸a. Ëtm¡ cannot be an object of inference because it is not an object 
of thought, it is acintya. Ëtm¡ is self-evident. Thus, the word acintya  does not mean 
that the ¡tm¡ is not available for understanding. Also, ¡tm¡ cannot be an object of 
inference or perception because, without the ¡tm¡, inference and perception are not 
possible. 

In addition to not being an object of sense perception, avyakta, nor an object of 
any inference, acintya, the ¡tm¡ also does not undergo any modification whatsoever — 
it is avikriya . It is not like milk that undergoes a change to become yogurt. The milk 
gains a new taste, sourness, and its smell as well as form, undergoes a change. Because 
milk is subject to change, it is said to be vik¡rya. Previously, it was in one form and now 
it is in another. The same object that was milk before is yogurt now. 

Unlike milk, the ¡tm¡  undergoes no change. You cannot say that previously ¡tm¡ 
was happy and now it is sad because, no change is possible for the ¡tm¡. Due to 
aviveka , however, one takes oneself, ¡tm¡, to be subject to change. But, because it has 
no avayava , no attribute, it cannot undergo any change. 
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ËTMË HAS NO ATTRIBUTES  
One may say that sat, cit, and ¡nanda are attributes of the ¡tm¡ . Why then can 

sat not become asat, cit not become acit, and ¡nanda not become duÅkha? This does 
not happen because sat , cit, and ¡nanda  are not attributes as such. They are the 
lakÀa¸as — words that convey their meaning by implication — for the ¡tm¡. Ëtm¡ is 
the lakÀya  — that which is being implied. The implied meaning is the very nature, 
svar£pa of the ¡tm¡ . Attributes are someth ing other than the svar£pa  of an object. That 
which is cit is sat and also ¡nanda. Ëtm¡ is not a substantive enjoying certain 
attributes. In fact, it is free from all attributes. 

If sat were to be an attribute, what would the substantive be? The substantive itself 
is sat, so its svar£pa is sat. Thus, sat is not an attribute of the ¡tm¡. Similarly, cit is 
also not an attribute. Sat is cit ; cit is sat. Cit  stands for consciousness and this is what 
we call sat. Because the ¡tm¡  is limitless, the word ¡nanda also comes in to imply its 
svar£pa. 

Ëtm¡ is said to be avik¡rya, not subject to modification at any time, because it 
does not have attributes to subject itself to change. Another reason that ¡tm¡ cannot 
undergo change is because it is not in time. Ëtm¡  has always been as it is now. 

All of this has been said about the ¡tm¡ by those who know the ¿¡stra. This being 
so, knowing the ¡tm¡ as it has been revealed so far, corrects our thinking. I thought I 
was the body-mind-sense complex, k¡rya-kara¸a-sa´gh¡ta and, therefore, a mortal, a 
doer, an enjoyer, a sukh¢, a duÅkh¢, one moment happy and the next unhappy. Knowing 
the ¡tm¡  as it is, as sat-cit-¡nanda, all the previous notions about ¡tm¡ are given up.  

Thus, K¤À¸a told Arjuna, ‘You have no reason for grief — ¿ocituÆ na arhasi.’ 
The literal meaning of ‘na arhasi’ is ‘you do not qualify.’ We do not qualify to be sad 
because we know that ¡tm¡  is not subject to death and that there is only one ¡tm¡ , not 
many. 

Arjuna  had told K¤À¸a that he was grieving because Bh¢Àma  and Dro¸a would 
die. To this, K¤À¸a responded by saying that Arjuna  did not qualify to have any grief 
because no one really dies. If no one really dies, what is the use of grieving? People keep 
going. Even though they all disappear, they come back in different forms. Given this 
explanation, Arjuna could well have come back with, ‘I am not really worried about the 
¡tm¡. It may be eternal, but I cannot shake hands with ¡tm¡. Nor can I enjoy a talk with 
sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡, whereas I can with Bh¢Àma . I am going to miss sat-cit-¡nanda 
in the form of Bh¢Àma. I am not grieving for the sake of ¡tm¡ .’ 

Thus, if Arjuna's grief was not for the ¡tm¡, it was for an¡tm¡ . Even then, K¤À¸a 
said, grief is useless. An¡tm¡ has to be either nitya or anitya. Obviously, it cannot be 
nitya . As anitya, an¡tm¡ is constantly born and is always dying. To be born means it 
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has to give up the previous form and giving up the previous form is what we call death. 
Therefore, birth itself implies death and every death implies birth. 

K¤À¸a then presented this argument: 

+l… S…Ëx…∆  x…i™…V……i…∆  x…i™…∆ ¥…… ®…x™…∫…‰ ®…fii…®…¬* 
i…l…… {… i¥…∆ ®…Ω˛…§……Ω˛…‰ x…Ë¥…∆ ∂……‰ S…i…÷®…Ω«˛ ∫…** 26 **  
atha cainaÆ nityaj¡taÆ nityaÆ v¡ manyase m¤tam 
tath¡pi tvaÆ mah¡b¡ho naivaÆ ¿ocitumarhasi   Verse 26 

®…Ω˛…§……Ω˛…‰ mah¡b¡ho — Oh! Mighty armed (Arjuna); +l… S… atha ca  — and if; Bx…®…¬ 
enam  — this;  x…i™…-V……i…®…¬ nitya -j¡tam — constantly born; ¥…… v¡ — or;  x…i™…®…¬ nityam — 
constantly; ®…fii…®…¬ m¤tam — dead; ®…x™…∫…‰ manyase — you think; i…l…… + {… tath¡ api — 
even then; i¥…®…¬ tvam — you; B¥…®…¬ evam — this; ∂……‰ S…i…÷®…¬ ¿ocitum — to grieve; x… +Ω«˛ ∫… 
na  arhasi — ought not 

And if you take the ¡tm¡ to have constant birth and death, even then, Oh! 
Mighty armed, Arjuna, you ought not to grieve for the ¡tm¡ in this  
manner. 

Whether you look upon this ¡tm¡, in keeping with the body, as always born, 
continously born, birth after birth, or as dying all the time, death after death, you do not 
qualify to have any grief. The point K¤À¸a was making here is that if the ¡tm¡ is being 
born all the time, why be afraid of death? Bh¢Àma and everyone else will be born again 
in some other form. And if the ¡ tm¡ is always dying, which death are you crying for? 
There is no new death for which you qualify to be sad. What is dying keeps dying. You 
only see a fact. 

Thus, there is no question of sorrow with reference to births or deaths. The asat 
cannot be stopped by you. How are you going to stop that which is bound by time, 
anitya? No one is going to stop it. In fact, as K¤À¸a tells him later, that the people 
Arjuna was grieving for were already as good as dead! Therefore, he was not going to 
destroy anyone nor could he hope to keep alive the people for whom he was grieving.  

However, if Arjuna could take them all as ¡tm¡ , there would be no death for 
himself or anyone else. Moreover, if he continued to take the ¡tm¡ to be the an¡tm¡ , 
the body, deha , he could not do anything about its going. He would have to say that 
people were either always born or always going. To think that they were always born 
would not cause him any sorrow and if they were always going, there is no new going 
because always going is always going! Since there is no new going, what is there for 
Arjuna to cry about? 
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For the one who is born, there is death and for the one, who is dead, there is birth. 
Even in this sense, K¤À¸a said there is no room for sorrow:  

V……i…∫™…  Ω˛ w…÷¥……‰ ®…fii™…÷v…fi«¥…∆ V…x®… ®…fii…∫™… S…* 
i…∫®……n˘{… Æ˙Ω˛…™…Ê%l…Ê x… i¥…∆ ∂……‰ S…i…÷®…Ω«˛ ∫…* 27 ** 
j¡tasya hi dhruvo m¤tyurdhruvaÆ janma m¤tasya ca  
tasm¡daparih¡rye'rthe na tvaÆ ¿ocitumarhasi   Verse 27 

V……i…∫™… j¡tasya — of that which is born; ®…fii™…÷ & m¤tyuÅ — death; w…÷¥…&  Ω˛ dhruvaÅ  hi — is 
certain indeed; ®…fii…∫™… S… m¤tasya ca  — and of that which is dead; V…x®… janma — birth; 
w…÷¥…®…¬ dhruvam — is certain; i…∫®……i…¬ tasm¡t — therefore; +{… Æ˙Ω˛…™…Ê +l…Ê aparih¡rye 
arthe — with reference to an unalterable situation; i¥…®…¬ tvam — you, ∂……‰ S…i…÷®…¬ ¿ocitum 
— to grieve; x… +Ω«˛ ∫… na arhasi — ought not 

Because, for that which is born, death is certain and for that which is 
dead, birth is certain, therefore, you should not grieve over that which 
cannot be altered. 

There being no possible alternative, one, who is born, will be gone. K¤À¸a , R¡ma , 
and all the other avat¡ras and prophets are all gone simply because they were born. This 
statement would only have made Arjuna sadder because everyone he was concerned 
about had been born and, therefore, would die. It was not that he wanted them to be 
eternal. He just wanted them to live a few more years. ‘Why do you want them to live a 
few more years?’ K¤À¸a may have asked, ‘Is there any guarantee that, even if they live a 
little longer, you are also going to survive? This is your problem, Arjuna .’ 

There is an interesting story in the tradition about King Par¢kÀit that bears this out. 
A curse was placed on him that he would die in a week. He went to Vy¡sa's  son, áuka , 
who was a jµ¡n¢, and told him that he had only one week to live. In response, áuka just 
laughed. ‘Why are you laughing?’ the king asked, ‘I am going to die in a week!’ áuka  
then explained why he was laughing. ‘You are lucky,’ he said, ‘You say you are going to 
die in a week. This means that you know you are going to be alive for seven days, 
whereas I myself have no such guarantee.  

THE INSIGNIFICANCE OF A L IFETIME 

Arjuna  could have died before any of the people for whom he was grieving. 
Before he sent out his first shot, he could have had a heart attack and died. Anyone may 
die at any time. When death will come is anyone's guess and, in any case, no one is 
going to live for very long anyway, especially when compared to the age of a rock, for 
example, which has been around for millions of years. 
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If a rock had a tongue and a memory, it could tell many stories. It could deride 
human life and call us all pygmies, recalling the days of dinosaurs and other huge 
mammals. ‘These days,’ the rock would say, ‘everything is so miniature in comparison 
— people and elephants alike!’  

Fifty, sixty,  or eighty-five years of life is nothing. By the time we are eighty-five 
most of our cells are already gone and the rest are old and worn out. They are unable to 
register anything new and even what had registered previously does not come out. 
Regardless of what recall button is pushed, nothing comes up. The floppy disk is all 
worn out. It was too flimsy to last very long anyway. 

What are a few more years? It is better to live only a few years with a floppy disk 
that works  well, so that when you press the button, something happens. Even a vague 
answer that comes quickly is better than no answer at all. One thing is certain: a little 
earlier or a little later means nothing in the eternal flow of time. A hundred years in this 
eternal flow is nothing! In spite of this, however, a human being still claims to have a 
biography! 

If we compare our lifespan to that of a rock, we will always have a freshness about 
ourselves. The calcium and other minerals in our bones definitely have a better story to 
tell! They at least have a story to tell. What story do we have? The body, therefore, is 
nothing but a few things brought together, which necessarily fall apart again in a 
relatively short span of time.  

Another way of looking at the meaning of one's lifespan is with reference to a star. 
The star that we see tonight may be two hundred light-years away. The light we see left 
the star two hundred years ago. During the time that it took the light to reach our eyes, 
the star may have died. This means that the star we see today may already be dead.  

 Nothing travels as fast as light, as far as we know. In fact, all our concepts of time 
are related to the speed of light. It seems to be the constant with which we measure 
motion and everything else.  

This is the nature of the world and one hundred years is  nothing but a flicker  in the 
eternal flow of time. We com e like a flicker and go like a whimper! 

LIFE IS A FLICKER  

Life is like the flicker of a firefly — flicker… gone… flicker… gone… flicker… 
gone. Each birth and death represents one flicker. This flicker is our biography! We then 
divide it into childhood, teenage, adulthood, problems, and so on. One flicker is all we 
have and within this, there are so many things we have to do. We have to celebrate, cry, 
marry, divorce, and retire also — all within this flicker, this beep! The one positive note 
here is that there is always another beep available even for the dead who, as we 
haveseen, are born again and again. Maybe you will beep in heaven also. There, slowly, 
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you may beep for some time until that, too, is over and the next beep occurs. Therefore, 
this life is but a flicker, a glow, and then it is gone. 

K¤À¸a was saying here that life follows a rule — if the born dies, the dead will 
certainly be born. Conversely, if the dead are born, the born will certainly die. These are 
two different points of view, with the constant being the certainty. Therefore, what is 
there to cry about? With reference to a matter, which cannot be altered, you do not 
qualify to be sad because you cannot bring about any change. If you could change this 
fact, it would be different, but you cannot. 

But ¡tm¡  is always there and does not elicit any sorrow from you. For the ¡tm¡'s 
sake, you need not be sad. Nor do you need to be sad for the an¡tm¡'s sake, either.  

This line in the G¢t¡ is, therefore, a very important one in that, it says, ‘Let me 
accept what I cannot change.’ The only alternative available is not to accept and to 
grieve. The point that K¤À¸a is making here is that something that cannot be changed 
does not deserve any sorrow on your part. He emphasizes his point still further in the 
next verse. 

+¥™…HÚ…n˘“ x… ¶…⁄i…… x… ¥™…HÚ®…v™…… x… ¶……Æ˙i…* 
+¥™…HÚ x…v…x……x™…‰¥… i…j… EÚ… {… Æ˙n‰˘¥…x……* 28 ** 
avyakt¡d¢ni bh£t¡ni vyaktamadhy¡ni bh¡rata 
avyaktanidhan¡nyeva tatra k¡ paridevan¡    Verse 28 

¶……Æ˙i… bh¡rata — Oh! Bh¡rata (Arjuna ); ¶…⁄i…… x… bh£t¡ni — beings; +¥™…HÚ…n˘“ x… 
avyakt¡d¢ni — being not manifest in the beginning; ¥™…HÚ®…v™…… x… vyakta-madhy¡ni — 
manifest in the middle; +¥™…HÚ x…v…x…… x… avyakta-nidhan¡ni — not manifest in the end; 
B¥… eva — indeed; i…j… tatra — there; EÚ… k¡  — what; {… Æ˙n‰˘¥…x…… paridevan¡ — grief 

All beings are unmanifest in the beginning, manifest in the middle, and 
(again) unmanifest in the end. What indeed is there to grieve about, Oh! 
Bh¡rata ? 

The beginnings of all living beings, including the elements themselves, are all 
unknown. They are not available for perception. We do not know what they were before 
or what happens to them after death. We do not see the soul leaving the body, despite 
claims to the contrary. 

In fact, after death we do not know what happens. We do not see travelling souls, 
which is just as well. If we did, we would probably coax them back, promising to treat  
them better, and so on, even when they do not want to return. If we had our way, we 
would quite likely push these souls back into their  bodies and then, afterwards, quarrel 
with them as before! 
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Perhaps it is to avoid such problems that we do not know what happens after 
death. We only know what is between birth and death. Even that is something like a 
travelling arrow. It emerges from darkness, avyakta, passes through a lighted area 
vyakta, and disappears into the darkness again, avyakta. It is not known before and it is 
not known later. In between, it dazzles in light. This is all life is about — this beep, 
glow, or flicker that we call life. Before the glow or flicker, we do not see the glowworm 
or the firefly. In fact, we never see it; we only see the light. And, after the light has gone, 
again we see nothing. 

Since life is like a moving arrow, travelling between birth and death, what is there 
to talk about? It is not even something that is staggered; it is just passing, always 
moving. Why the lamentation for this moving arrow? You cannot stop it anyway. In this 
glow, what is there to retain? That which is always eternal is always there and, in 
between, there is some kind of life, mithy¡. 

The question, then, is what is there to lament about? If there is something that is 
always there and that thing has a problem, then it can be lamented about. However, what 
‘is’ is not subject to lamentatio n. It is reality, the truth, satya, and it is limitless ¡nanda . 
Therefore, it is not subject to lamentation at all. Whatever else may be there is also not 
worth lamenting about.  

WHY DO PEOPLE LAMENT? 

But people do lament. Even though life is just a beep in the eternal flow of time, 
they do have problems. They are concerned about their childhood, their marriage, old 
age, retirement, and what will happen to them after retirement. Within this one beep, all 
these divisions are made. 

People continue to lament only because of self - ignorance. And this ignorance 
remains because there is no means of knowledge for knowing the self. The orientation of 
the individual is, ‘I am small; I am a nobody.’ Even those who claim to know, those who 
call themselves saviours and who say that you must be saved, confirm that the ¡tm¡ is 
small, subject to sin, and so on. The world also confirms these notions by its very 
dimensions and its overwhelming strength. 

Because you have a particular dimension and limited powers, you find that you are 
helpless against bugs and certain other forces that are so overwhelmingly strong. You 
always find that you have to conform to these forces. Against them, you always feel that 
you are a nobody. Thus, everything confirms my notion that, ‘I am small,’ and this 
conclusion about the ‘I’ is the problem. 

Introducing the next verse, áa´kara agreed with K¤À¸a  that the ¡tm¡ is not easily 
understood. Arjuna is not the only one who laments. He is not the only peson subject to 
sorrow. Sorrow is universal.  
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THE SIGNIFICANCE OF áA×KARA'S COMMENTARY 

Because we will be drawing on áa´kara's commentary throughout our study of 
the G¢t¡ , a brief explanation on the place commentaries hold in the teaching tradition is 
in order here. The word bh¡Àya refers to a commentary of an original work. The G¢t¡ is 
an original work and, therefore, áa´kara's  commentary of it is a bh¡Àya. For a work to 
be original in our context, it must have the status of a scripture or ¿ruti, meaning the 
UpaniÀads. 

If the G¢t¡ did not have the status of ¿ruti, any commentary of it would be called 
only a vy¡khy¡na. But áa´kara's commentary, is not a vy¡khy¡na. It is a bh¡Àya 
because the G¢t¡ has the status of the original work. Any commentary on the UpaniÀads 
themselves, of course, is a bh¡Àya because the UpaniÀads are ¿ruti, providing what has 
been written is  something more than the simple meaning of the verses. A commentary 
becomes a bh¡Àya  when it gives the meaning and also defends the meaning that is given. 

A person who has written a bh¡Àya is called bh¡Àya -k¡ra. Ù¢k¡-k¡ra  refers to a 
person who has written explanatory notes, ¶¢k¡ , for a bh¡Àya . These notes serve to 
introduce the topic by explaining the sentences of the bh¡Àya or a particular word in a 
sentence. A ¶¢k¡ is not an independent work because it follows the bh¡Àya , line by line, 
sentence by sentence. 

There is also another type of work, called v¡rtika, which is an independent 
exposition in verse form on the bh¡Àya  itself, not on the original. A v¡rtika  is not a ¶¢k¡  
because it either goes beyond the bh¡Àya or it is a further explanation of the bh¡Àya. The 
person who writes a v¡rtika is called v¡rtika-k¡ra. 

There is a tradition, a samprad¡ya , in which certain people are recognized 
according to these categories. In Ved¡nta, by v¡rtikak¡ra, for instance, we mean the 
oldest of bh¡Àya-kara's four disciples, Sure¿vara. Again, when we say bh¡Àyak¡ra, we 
mean áa´kara . Pataµjali is known as Mah¡bh¡Àyak¡ra , the Mah¡bh¡Àya being the 
commentary on the s£tras of P¡¸ini on grammar — vy¡kara¸a -s£tras. 

Ù¢k¡k¡ra  generally refers, in this tradition, to Ënandagiri, who wrote a ¶¢k¡  for 
all of áa´kara's  commentaries. There are many ¶¢k¡k¡ras. Anyone who comments 
upon the bh¡Àya , sentence after sentence, as a traditional teacher does, becomes a 
¶¢k¡k¡ra. 

Knowing, then, that the words bh¡Àyak¡ra  and bh¡Àya  refer to áa´kara and 
áa´kara's commentaries, respectively, we can proceed. 

+…ù…™…«¥…i…¬ {…∂™… i… EÚ ù…n‰˘x…®……ù…™…«¥…u˘n˘ i… i…l…Ë¥… S……x™…&* 
+…ù…™…«¥…c…Ëx…®…x™…& ∂…fih……‰ i… ∏…÷i¥……{™…‰x…∆ ¥…‰n˘ x… S…Ë¥… EÚ ù…i…¬** 29 ** 
¡¿caryavat pa¿yati ka¿cidenam 
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¡¿caryavadvadati tathaiva c¡nyaÅ  
¡¿caryavaccainamanyaÅ ¿¤¸oti  

¿rutv¡pyenaÆ veda na caiva ka¿cit    Verse 29 

EÚ ù…i…¬ ka¿cit  — some one; Bx…®…¬ enam — this self; +…ù…™…«¥…i…¬ ¡¿caryavat — as a wonder; 
{…∂™… i… pa¿yati — sees; i…l…… tath¡ — similarly; B¥… eva  —indeed; S… ca — and; +x™…& 
anyaÅ — another; +…ù…™…«¥…i…¬ ¡¿caryavat — as a wonder; ¥…n˘ i… vadati — speaks; +x™…& S… 
anyaÅ ca — and another; Bx…®…¬ enam  — this; +…ù…™…«¥…i…¬ ¡¿caryavat — as a wonder; 
∂…fih……‰ i… ¿¤¸oti — hears; EÚ ù…i…¬ ka¿cit — someone; S… ca — and; ∏…÷i¥…… + {… ¿rutv¡ api — 
even after hearing; Bx…®…¬ enam — this; x… ¥…‰n˘ na veda — does not know; B¥… eva — at all 

One looks upon the self as a wonder. Similarly, another speaks of it as a 
wonder and anot her hears it as a wonder. Still another, even after hearing 
about this self, does not understand it at all. 

áa´kara  begins his bh¡Àya  on this verse by saying that the ¡tm¡ under discussion 
prak¤ta -¡tm¡ is not easy to understand — durvijµeya . The word prak¤ta  is a technical 
term, meaning the topic under discussion, which is ¡tm¡  here. Although one has to 
recognize ¡tm¡  as Brahman, it is not easy and, therefore, not everyone comprehends it. 
The cause for this confusion, bhr¡nti, between ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡ being universal, 
s¡dh¡ra¸a, everyone is to be sympathized with. No one is an exception. Arjuna was not 
the only one lamenting his lot. Knowing this makes us feel that we are in good company.  

Modern group therapy does the same thing. You may start off thinking that you 
are the only one with a particular problem. But when you participate in group therapy, 
you discover that everyone is undergoing the same experience. Then you realize you are 
not alone, that many people have the same problem for which there is a cause. In the 
beginning, then, there is validation, which is a good thing.  

Here too, Arjuna was given a boost. It was as though K¤À¸a was saying, ‘You are 
not the only one lamenting, Arjuna. Everyone has the same problem because ignorance 
is common to all. It is not the personal problem of any one person.’ Ignorance of ¡tm¡ is 
common to all and remains so because ¡tm¡  is not easily understood. This verse 
explains why ¡tm¡ is so difficult to understand. 

THE WONDER OF ËTMË 

Ëtm¡ is always a wonder, ¡¿caryavat. When you understand ¡tm¡, it is a wonder 
and when you do not understand, it is a wonder to you how anyone can understand it. 
This wonder takes several forms. Ëtm¡ is something never seen before, ad¤À¶a-p£rva , 
something that appears all of a sudden to one who has been taught by a guru, something 
that is striking. The student understands and looks at the ¡tm¡  as a wonder — 
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¡¿caryavat pa¿yati. Why? Because he or she now looks at himself or herself as a 
wonder. 

When I suddenly discover that I am the whole and everything is centred on me, 
everything is me, it is definitely a wonder. First, this reality of oneself seems to be an 
impossibility. Then it becomes a vague possibility, and finally, it is real, true. 

Anything that is experienced by me is myself. I am all the sounds; I am all the 
forms and colours; I am all the smells and sources of smell; and I am all the tastes and 
sources of tastes. Not only am I the food, I am also the one who eats the food. Otherwise, 
I would be eaten up. I am even the one who made the Vedas. I am not merely a reader of 
the Vedas; I am its author. I am the one to be understood by means of the Vedas. I am 
the one who is the Lord Brahm¡, the creator or the entire cosmos. 

Previously, we thought that we were under the rule of the ruler whose law is the 
rule of dharma . For every eon, kalpa, there is said to be one such ruler. Thus, we are 
presently under Vaivasvata-Manu's law. This Manu is the son of Lord S£rya. We have 
been under the ambit of this law, but now, having understood the ¡tm¡, we say, ‘I am 
Manu — ahaÆ manuÅ.’ Anyone, who was there in the past, was me and, in the future, 
anyone who is going to be there is me. Anything that is here now is also me. This is 
entirely a wonder because, previously, we could never have believed that we were 
everything, the truth of the whole creation. The opposite definitely seemed to be the 
case.  

This very vision, dar¿ana  of the ¡tm¡, the knowledge of ¡tm¡, is a wonder 
¡¿carya . And when we listen (¿rava¸a) to the explanation of this ¡tm¡ , it is another 
wonder. To hear that you are the truth of everything, satya, the source of all happiness, 
anyone's happiness, paraÆ brahma , is a wonder. Every creature in the world picks up 
small flakes of happiness, ¡nanda, all of which are from the original mountain or ocean 
of the ¡nanda, which is you. Thus, when the teacher talks about the ¡tm¡ , he or she 
describes it as a wonder — ¡¿caryavat anyaÅ enaÆ vadati. 

Ëtm¡ is a wonder all the way! It is sat-cit-¡nanda and, at the same time, it has 
created this entire world without undergoing any change. Talking about ¡tm¡ is itself a 
wonder because we are talking about something that is not available for words. That it is 
infinite and appears as though finite, without undergoing any change, without assuming 
any particular n¡ma -r£pa, is a wonder. All the n¡ma-r£pas are Brahman alone and 
that Brahman is you, the ¡tm¡ . That the teacher can talk like this and get away with it is 
definitely yet another wonder! And, after listening to the teacher, the students also talk 
among themselves about what a wondrous thing the ¡tm¡  is. Everything about ¡tm¡ , 
therefore, is a wonder. 

Lastly, it is a wonder that it cannot be understood even after having heard about it 
— ¿rutv¡ api enaÆ veda na ca eva ka¿cit . Just as a very subtle joke is not under stood, 
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people do not understand ¡tm¡  at all. It has to be explained to them. Brahman 
appearing as a j¢va , the bondage for the j¢va , and the freedom from the bondage, mokÀa , 
are all nothing but a big joke, the greatest joke ever, in fact. Therefore, life itself is a 
joke, as can be seen by analyzing any one thing. 

LIFE IS LIKE A VERY SUBTLE JOKE 

If you analyze a thought, there is no thought at all. Where does any given thought 
begin and where does consciousness end? Whatever you confront in the world is nothing 
but your thought. That there is a world for you is because you have a thought. When you 
ask, how far is any given thought true, where does the consciousness end, where does the 
thought begin, you will find that there is only consciousness. There is no thought. There 
is no beginning of the thought, there is no form of the thought. All that is there is 
consciousness. 

This is both the beauty and the joke of the ¡tm¡. The whole thing is a continous 
joke. There is, as though, an original joke, and then, afterwards, a variety of secondary 
jokes, one after the other. Marriage is a joke and children are secondary jokes. Childbirth 
itself is a joke and so are the birth pangs. Thus, there is one continuous joke within 
which there are lamentations. 

If the original joke is not understood, you will not understand other jokes. The 
original joke should be understood as a joke; then all other jokes become jokes quite 
naturally. The last joke, perhaps, is that there will always be someone who, after 
listening to Ved¡nta  will say, ‘Please tell me what the teaching is!’ This is like the man 
who listened to a musician sing Bh£p¡l¢ , the name of a particular melody, r¡ga , in 
Hindustani music for an hour. He was nodding his head as though he understood the 
music very well. At the end of the rendering, however, the man said to the musician, 
‘Panditji, please sing Bh£p¡l¢ next!’ 

Similarly, there is always someone in the audience who, at the end of a Ved¡nta 
talk, will say, ‘I did not understand anything. I saw nothing in it at all.’ If someone else 
expressed his or her appreciation of what was said, the first person may accuse that 
person of having been swept away, of not having retained his or her independent 
thinking, of having lost himself or herself in a sea of meaningless words. Faced with 
such criticism, the person who understood may begin to doubt whether there had ever 
been a time when he or she had thought independently! 

That some people can listen to the teaching about the ¡tm¡ and not understand is 
another wonder. Because it is a wonder, it is not easy to understand. Only a few people 
can understand such wonders. Even a simple joke is not understood by everybody, much 
less the ¡tm¡ joke! Because it is too big a joke, no one can say it is easy to understand. 
Therefore, it is no wonder that, having listened to talks about ¡tm¡ , some people do not 
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understand. Or, that people do not understand can also be taken as a wonder, since what 
is to be understood is themselves. 

All that is being talked about is oneself, a self-evident fact. We experience this 
¡tm¡  all the time. Only because of the ¡tm¡ do we experience the world. Everything in 
the world is unlike ¡tm¡. This ¡tm¡ , as ¡nanda , is very evident in moments of joy 
when we discover ourselves to be full, p£r¸a. But, still, even when it is pointed out that 
we are that whole, we do not understand, which is another wonder — ¿rutv¡  api enaÆ 
veda na ca eva ka¿cit. 

THE DIFFICULTY IN UNDERSTANDING 

Why is it that people cannot understand? It is not calculus or something that 
requires a cer tain intellectual preparation and acumen. All that is required here is to see 
what is being said. Yet, some do not see it. This is because seeing oneself is not like 
seeing an object. It is not knowledge of an object, like a pot, which depends upon 
another  object, clay, only one of which you may understand. To see oneself is 
knowledge of oneself as something that is not subject to negation; it is knowledge of the 
whole. Ëtm¡  is therefore to be understood as the whole, that which is free from all 
attributes — which is yourself. All attributes are incidental.  

What is to be known here is very clear and, in itself, does not require any 
intellectual discipline, unlike calculus. Even a wise person, in order to learn calculus, has 
to start from ‘one plus one equals two’ and it will take the person ages to understand 
calculus. Ëtm¡  on the other hand, is very simple. All that is required are your 
experiences in life. 

That you have been constantly seeking is a fact. That there is no answer to this 
seeking is another fact. You have tried various pursuits and none of them has yielded 
what you wanted. This is also a fact. In between, you had some moments of joy, which is 
another fact. These two latter facts are the ones that you have to analyze in order to 
understand yourself, the ¡tm¡ . Because you have assimilated certain experiences, you 
cannot say that you have no raw material to analyze. The three states of experience — 
waking, dream, and deep sleep themselves provide you with enough data. That one state 
cancels another  state is enough data. Therefore, it is not that you lack materials or data. 
All you require is someone to lift your vision, for which a means of knowledge 
pram¡¸a, a teacher, ¡c¡rya , and a vision, upade¿a, are all there. Then you should be 
able to see the fact; then understanding should take place. 

To see an object is no problem. Your eyes are there, the object is there, and you 
see it. Similarly, if the teaching is available and the ¡tm¡ is available, then knowledge 
should take place. There should be no hindrance to your gaining the knowledge. But, 
still, seeing may not take place and this not seeing is described in this verse as a wonder. 
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K¤À¸a pointed out here that seeing is a wonder and not seeing is a greater wonder. That a 
person can come out of the w hole teaching untouched, unscathed, as it were, is definitely 
a wonder. 

THE ONE WHO KNOWS ËTMË IS A WONDER 

We can also take the verse differently, using the word ¡¿caryavat to mean that the 
person who knows the ¡tm¡  is like a wonder. The affix ‘vat’ means ‘like.’ And, 
therefore, ¡¿caryavat means ‘like a wonder.’ Among millions of people, only one 
person may be a seeker and, even among the seekers, only one person may see the truth 
of what is said. Understanding ¡tm¡  is not easy. Therefore, one who knows ¡tm¡ 
without any doubt whatsoever, one who sees it directly, yaÅ ¡tm¡naÆ pa¿yati, is a 
wonder because he or she has had to reverse an entire process. 

Our natural trait is to follow the beaten track — in our ways of thinking, in our 
pursuits, and so on. We constantly strive to make something of ourselves because, 
initially, we condemn ourselves as useless. We try to set the ¡tm¡  up nicely by the 
pursuit of a saÆs¡r¢. First, we think of the ¡tm¡ as a saÆs¡r¢. Then we look for some 
means of support so that the saÆs¡r¢ can be better, so that he or she can develop some 
spine, some character, and so on. We think of the ¡tm¡ as so drooped that it requires 
some kind of a support system in order to be acceptable. This is the nature of people. 
They are like flowing water  that finds its own level. In this way, people tend to follow 
the beaten track. 

Some may follow it better than others. If one person makes money in a particular 
pursuit, another may try to make the same money in another pursuit. But this is all really 
one beaten track with only minor variations. Nevertheless, such people are called 
creative, whereas the really creative person is one who questions the very seeker. He 
asks himself, ‘Am I a saÆs¡r¢?’ If one assumes that one is a saÆs¡r¢ , any pursuit is a 
beaten track. The one who questions whether he or she is a saÆs¡r¢ reverses the whole 
process. It is something like water climbing up the mountain. Water flowing down is 
nothing; it is natural. However, water that begins to flow upwards is truly a wonder — 
an ¡¿carya to behold. All of humanity would gather to see water climbing up a 
mountain.  

Even to start the process of self- inquiry is a big thing. A certain grace is definitely 
required; otherwise, starting is not possible. Just as it requires a lot of horsepower to send 
water up a hill, so too, for a person who has been following the beaten track to question 
whether he or she is a saÆs¡r¢  requires a lot of horsepower — God power or grace. And 
if the person discovers the truth, he or she is definitely a wonder. 
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THE ONE WHO TALKS ABOUT ËTMË IS ALSO A WONDER 
The one who knows, then, is an ¡¿carya  and the one who talks about it is another 

¡¿carya  because there is nothing really to talk about. When someone comes and says, ‘I 
am overcome by sorrow,’ the person who knows the truth cannot really talk about it 
because he or she does not see any sorrow or problem at all. It is also a wonder that 
someone who knows there is no problem takes the person who has sorrow seriously 
enough to talk to him or her about it. Starting out as K¤À¸a did, saying that there is no 
reason for sorrow — a¿ocy¡n anva¿ocaÅ tvam — creates some elbow room in which to 
talk. Otherwise, the one who knows cannot talk at all. 

If K¤À¸a had simply said, ‘I am ¡nanda; you are ¡nanda; we are all ¡nanda,’ 
there would be nothing to talk about. To tell a person who says that he or she is sad, ‘No, 
you are ¡nanda’ leaves no room to talk, although the statement is true. To say that 
sorrow has no basis requires proof and K¤À¸a  had seventeen chapters in which to prove 
that what he said was a fact. He knew that to start by saying, ‘You are ¡nanda ,’ would 
give him no room to talk. Instead, K¤À¸a  talked as though there was a problem and he 
‘as though’ solved it also.  

Thus, the talking itself is an ¡¿carya because what cannot be talked about is talked 
about. What cannot be verbally mentioned is mentioned. What cannot be captured by 
words is presented by words. This is indeed a wonder. The one who teaches is also a 
wonder and the one who listens is another wonder. Can you tell an ordinary, practical 
person who asks you what you are studying that you are learning self -knowledge? No. If 
you did, your sanity would undoubtedly be questioned. 

The self is something that is impossible to talk about and the one, who comes to 
listen, the one in many millions, is a wonder. Such a person thinks that knowledge of the 
self is very important, whereas everyone else thinks of it as nonsense. They think those 
who take three years to study self-knowledge are wasting their time. They will say that 
you are frittering away the prime of your life, that you could have had two children in 
the same amount of time!  

There are so many aspects to this wonder — the wonder with a capital ‘W.’ Any 
way you look at it, it is a wonder. The one who is able to see the ¡tm¡ is a wonder. Or, 
we can say that the one among many who, sees the ¡tm¡ does so with wonder. Also, 
there is no wonder that even after listening to the teaching, there are those who do not 
understand. This second intrepretation is offered by áa´kara in his commentary on this 
verse. 

n‰˘Ω˛“  x…i™…®…¥…v™……‰%™…∆ n‰˘Ω‰˛ ∫…¥…«∫™… ¶……Æ˙i…* 
i…∫®……i…¬ ∫…¥……« h… ¶…⁄i…… x… x… i¥…∆ ∂……‰ S…i…÷®…Ω«˛ ∫…** 30 ** 
deh¢ nityamavadhyo'yaÆ dehe sarvasya bh¡rata  
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tasm¡tsarv¡¸i bh£t¡ni na tvaÆ ¿ocitumarhasi   Verse 30 

¶……Æ˙i… bh¡rata — Oh! Descendant of Bharata  (Arjuna); ∫…¥…«∫™… n‰̆Ω‰̨ sarvasya  dehe — in 
the body of all; +™…®…¬ ayam — this; n‰˘Ω˛“ deh¢ — indweller of the body;  x…i™…®…¬ nityam — 
for ever; +¥…v™…& avadhyaÅ — indestructible; i…∫®……i…¬ tasm¡t — therefore; i¥…®…¬ tvam — 
you; ∫…¥……« h… sarv¡¸i — all; ¶…⁄i…… x… bh£t¡ni — beings; ∂……‰ S…i…÷®…¬ ¿ocitum — to grieve; x… 
+Ω«˛ ∫… na arhasi — ought not 

This ¡tm¡ , the indweller of the bodies of all beings, is ever 
indestructible, Oh! Descendant of Bharata. Therefore, you ought not to 
grieve for all these people.  

Here, K¤À¸a  summed up his original statement that he made in verse 11, that there 
is no cause for grief. Ëtm¡ is sat and, therefore, nitya, meaning that it is not subject to 
birth, death, change, and so on. In the live physical body of any being, there is a deh¢, an 
indweller of the body, deha, and this deh¢, called the j¢va-¡tm¡, is not subject to 
destruction — it is avadhya. 

Vadhya means that which is subject to destruction, that which can be destroyed. 
Avadhya means that which is not subject to destruction. The deh¢  is not subject to 
destruction at all — it is nityam  avadhyaÅ. It is always indestructible, meaning that 
even when the body is destroyed, the ¡tm¡ is not destroyed. This is the point that K¤À¸a 
wanted to establish. The deh¢, the indweller of the body, is not destroyed even when the 
body is destroyed. This being so, K¤À¸a  told Arjuna  that, with reference to all living 
beings, sarv¡¸i bh£t¡ni, ‘You do not qualify to be sad — tvaÆ ¿ocituÆ na arhasi.’ 

K¤À¸a backed his statement with all possible arguments. For the body, deha , 
which is anitya , there is no way that it will not be destroyed and for the nitya-¡tm¡ , 
there is no way of destroying it. Either way, therefore, there is no room for grief based 
on death. Nor is there any room for grief on the basis of any other situation, as has 
already been pointed out, because any situation that causes you sorrow is not a 
permanent situation. Therefore, duÅkha also comes and goes, as does sukha. Because 
there is no content to duÅkha  we cannot even say that a particular object or situation 
causes it. It is one's thinking with reference to a particular object or situation that actually 
causes duÅkha . There can be physically painful or uncomfortable situations, but these 
are different from sadness. Here, we are dealing with sadness, not mere physical pain.  

THE NATURE OF SADNESS 

Sadness does not depend on what you have or do not have. It is a particular way of 
thinking. Sorrow is something centred on oneself and this topic is the subject matter of 
the G¢t¡ . Thus, there is this refrain, ‘You should not grieve — na  tvaÆ ¿ocitum arhasi.’ 
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Having stated that there is no reason for sorrow, K¤À¸a then takes up the same 
topic from other standpoints. In fact, he exhausted every possible standpoint. Introducing 
the next verse, áa´kara  says that from the standpoint of ultimate reality, 
param¡rtha -tattva-apekÀ¡y¡m, sorrow or delusion is not possible — ¿okaÅ, mohaÅ  v¡ 
na  sambhavati. And it is also not possible from the standpoint of relative reality. 

Arjuna may well have said to K¤À¸a, ‘I am worried about Bh¢Àma and the others 
and you are telling me that the ¡tm¡  does not die. Bh¢Àma  is my grandfather, a man 
whom I respect. Therefore, I cannot kill him. Just to think of it causes me sorrow and all 
you say is that he is the ¡tm¡, he is eternal, etc. What are you doing to me? When I am 
sorrowful because someone is dead, you cannot come and tell me that no germ can kill 
the ¡tm¡ when, in fact, the germs killed the person. It just does not work. Here, too, 
what you are saying is too much for me. 

Arjuna  would not really have argued in this way because he himself had asked for 
self-knowledge. Until he asked K¤À¸a to teach him, K¤À¸a did not teach; he only 
encouraged him to fight. Only when Arjuna asked, did K¤À¸a begin to teach him. 
Because Arjuna wanted ¿reyas, he told K¤À¸a  that he was his ¿iÀya  and, therefore, 
K¤À¸a taught. Even though this was not Arjuna's thinking here, K¤À¸a  nevertheless 
exhausted the topic. He did not allow any standpoint, even relative standpoints, to go 
unattended. In this way, from both the absolute and the relative standpoints we can 
understand K¤À¸a's statement that there is no reason for sorrow. 
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K¤À¸a then continued: 

∫¥…v…®…«®… {… S……¥…‰I™… x…  ¥…EÚŒ®{…i…÷®…Ω«˛ ∫…* 
v…®™……« r˘ ™…÷r˘…SU≈‰Ù™……‰%x™…i…¬ I… j…™…∫™… x…  ¥…ti…‰** 31 ** 
svadharmamapi c¡vekÀya na vikampitumarhasi 
dharmy¡ddhi yuddh¡cchreyo'nyat kÀatriyasya na vidyate  Verse 31 

∫¥…-v…®…«®…¬ sva-dharmam — one's own duty; + {… S… api ca — and also; +¥…‰I™… avekÀya  
— looking at;  ¥…EÚŒ®{…i…÷®…¬ vikampitum — to waver; x… +Ω«˛ ∫… na arhasi —you ought not ; 
 Ω˛ hi — for; v…®™……«i…¬ ™…÷r˘…i…¬ dharmy¡t yuddh¡t — than a righteous war; I… j…™…∫™… 
kÀatriyasya — for a kÀatriya; +x™…i…¬ anyat — any other, ∏…‰™…& ¿reyaÅ — good; x…  ¥…ti…‰ 
na  vidyate — does not exist 

And also, from the standpoint of your own duty, you should not waver. 
For there is nothing greater for a kÀatriya than a righteous war.  

Shifting from the absolute standpoint, K¤À¸a  then takes up the relative standpoint 
of dharma — what is right, what is to be done. This was a natural outcome of Arjuna's 
earlier and numerous comments on dharma. He had said that societal confusion would 
be the result of this war and he would be the cause for the confusion. He had said, ‘We 
have heard, Oh! K¤À¸a , that those men who have destroyed the family duty live in hell 
(G¢t¡  – 1-44).’ Thus, K¤À¸a  looked at it from the standpoint of dharma  as well as from 
other standpoints, including worldly gain, as we shall see. 

AvekÀya means ‘seeing’ — seeing from the standpoint of sva-dharma , seeing 
what is to be done by oneself. Again, Arjuna was being told here that he was not eligible 
to develop this trembling hesitation — na vikampitum arhasi — looking at the 
situation from the standpoint of his sva -dharma, his duty. 

First of all, Arjuna was a soldier, kÀatriya . Secondly, he was a crown prince, 
which meant that, along with his brothers, he was supposed to protect dharma. He was 
not just a recruited soldier with only certain prescribed duties to do. He was a royal 
person, belonging to the royal family, and also one of the crown princes. Arjuna's duty 
was to uphold law and order. He had to administer and protect the kingdom. That was 
his job, his dharma. 

When the P¡¸·avas came back to claim their country after their thirteen years of 
exile, Duryodhana refused to give their kingdom back. All their efforts at a compromise 
failed. He refused to give them even a needle point of land let alone their country. 
Therefore Duryodhana was the usurper. Every day that Duryodhana occupied the 
throne, he did so illegally and this was adharma. K¤À¸a told Arjuna that being a 
kÀatriya , he could not just sit and allow adharma to continue. Therefore, from the 
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standpoint of his own dharma, Arjuna  ought not to waver or hesitate about what he had 
to do — svadharmam api ca avekÀya na vikampitum arhasi. 

ARJUNA'S DUTY 

A soldier is especially trained in warfare and must practice continually during 
peacetime to ‘keep the powder dry’ and to keep his wits sharp. If he has to retire before a 
war actually occurs, his skills go unused, although it was his and others' good fortune 
that there was no war. Not to fight is also proper if there is no cause to fight. But as 
K¤À¸a said, if that same soldier gets a chance to use his training legitimately, there is no 
greater opportunity than that to show his skills. 

Generally, when such chances come, there is always some legitimacy about them. 
To shoot someone merely because he or she spoke out of turn is definitely illegitimate, 
but here, for Arjuna , there was a legitimate chance — dharm¡t anapetaÆ dharmyam, 
that which was not against dharma . The battle, yuddha , was based purely on dharma 
and the one who brought Arjuna to it deserved to be punished. This, then, was a 
dharmya-yuddha , an expression that is often misused. 

Here, the dharmya-yuddha was, first of all, to establish dharma. Also, the 
person who had flagrantly violated dharma by usurping the kingdom deserved to be 
punished. Thus, K¤À¸a  as much as said to Arjuna , ‘The battle is right in front of you, 
Arjuna. You now have a chance to demonstrate your weapons and skill and it is your 
duty to do so.’ 

Arjuna's weapons had gone unused for a long time. They had been stockpiled and 
maintained so that they would not become rusty. Most of his missiles were in the form of 
mantras and Arjuna had to repeat these mantras daily because they were the power 
behind his weapons. This was how the weapons were kept alive and was how Arjuna 
‘kept the powder dry.’ 

Arjuna  had done what was required and now a time had come when all of his 
acquired skill was to be used for the purpose for which it was learned and stockpiled. He 
did not learn all this to destroy people or to demonstrate his prowess, but to protect 
dharma . And now was his chance to do so.  

Thus, from the standpoint of his own dharma, as to what had to be done, there 
was no room whatsoever for lamentation or hesitancy. This was one argument that 
K¤À¸a put to him. 

Another argument K¤À¸a put forward was that for a kÀatriya , especially one of 
Arjuna's stature, there was nothing more appropriate for him to do. ‘What is to be done 
by you, Arjuna , is to be done by you and this yuddha  is something that is to be done by 
you,’ said K¤À¸a. 
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™…o˘SUÙ™…… S……‰{…{…z…∆ ∫¥…M…«u˘…Æ˙®…{……¥…fii…®…¬* 
∫…÷ J…x…& I… j…™……& {……l…« ôÙ¶…xi…‰ ™…÷r˘®…“o˘∂…®…¬** 32 ** 
yad¤cchay¡ copapannaÆ svargadv¡ramap¡v¤tam 
sukhinaÅ kÀatriy¡Å p¡rtha labhante yuddham¢d¤¿am  Verse 32 

S… ca  — and; {……l…« p¡rtha  — Oh! Son of P¤th¡  (Arjuna); ™…o˘SUÙ™…… yad¤cchay¡ — by 
chance; ={…{…z…®…¬ up¡pannam — has come; +{……¥…fii…®…¬ ap¡v¤tam — opened; ∫¥…M…«u˘…Æ˙®…¬ 
svarga-dv¡ram  — the gates of heaven; <«o˘∂…®…¬ ¢d¤¿am — of this kind; ™…÷r˘®…¬ yuddham 
— battle; ∫…÷ J…x…& sukhinaÅ —lucky; I… j…™……& kÀatriy¡Å — kÀatriyas; ôÙ¶…xi…‰ labhante — 
get 

And, Oh! Son of P¤th¡ , only lucky kÀatriyas get this kind of battle, 
which has come by chance and which is an open gate to heaven. 

Yad¤cch¡  means ‘chance,’ something that happens without your willing or 
wanting it. Here, K¤À¸a  told Arjuna that the gates of heaven were open to him. This was 
something that had come to Arjuna  without his desiring it. It is said that a person who 
dies performing his or her duty goes to heaven. It is a karma-phala promised by the 
scripture. Therefore, K¤À¸a said, ‘When you perform your duty properly,  heaven, 
svarga, will be the result. The gates of heaven have opened for you without any prayer 
on your part.’ K¤À¸a also told Arjuna in this verse that this kind of battle, yuddham 
¢d¤¿am, is not gained by ordinary people, but only by the very lucky ones — sukhinaÅ 
kÀatriy¡Å labhante. 

A question may arise here: does this mean that the kÀatriyas in Druyodhana's 
army were unlucky? No doubt, they were also going to fight, but they had conflicts 
because they were supporting a usurper. Unlike Arjuna, they were not able to fight with 
a clean heart. Of course, they were soldiers and they had their own reasons for fighting. 
They may even have said it was their duty and perhaps that was true. But still, for them 
the inner conflict was unavoidable. As soldiers, they could only do what they were 
commanded to do. Therefore, they too were doing their svadharma , but at the same 
time it was not totally dharmya  because their leader was a usurper. 

The entire army of Duryodhana , including Bh¢Àma  and Dro¸a, were not totally 
convinced that what they were about to do was according to their dharma. They were 
there primarily because they were obliged to Duryodhana. The war was foisted upon 
them and was not, therefore, totally in keeping with dharma, whereas for Arjuna it was. 

ARJUNA'S CHANCE TO PROTECT DHARMA 

While no one enjoys a war, a kÀatriya  who has to protect dharma could never 
have a better chance to prove himself as a kÀatriya. Arjuna was a warrior. Therefore, 
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K¤À¸a may have said, ‘Only lucky kÀatriyas get a clean yuddha  to fight. It is no longer 
a question of your ambition for a kingdom because you were already willing to accept a 
house with five rooms. You have explored every possible way to avoid this war, but in 
spite of all your efforts, war has been declared and it is definitely a dharmya-yuddha . 
Even from the standpoint of dharma , Arjuna, you have no cause to grieve.’ 

When K¤À¸a began to teach Arjuna, his original statement was — a¿ocy¡n 
anva¿ocaÅ  tvam (G¢t¡  – 2-11). Having established it as a fact, K¤À¸a then told Arjuna 
that he is aggrieved for no reason, that grief has no real basis. This was K¤À¸a's 
argument. First he dealt with it absolutely and then from simple, relative standpoints, 
based purely on one's own duty, sva-dharma. 

If we look at Arjuna's conflict from the standpoint of the dharma -¿¡stra , we find 
that performing one's duty produces certain karma-phala . The dharma -¿¡stra  deals 
with what is to be done and what is not to be done, what is right and what is wrong. It 
talks about the immediate result, d¤À¶a -phala  of right action in the sense that the action 
produces no conflict. Avoidance of conflict is the immediate result. The dharma-¿¡stra 
also talks about ad¤À¶a -phala , an invisible result credited to your account and enjoyed 
by you later. 

The war, yuddha, for Arjuna was in keeping with his duty. Therefore, the war 
itself was like the gates of heaven opening for him. Because any dharma can only 
produce so much; going to heaven, of course, is a relative result. And, as though, by 
accident, without any prayer on his part, this result was assured to Arjuna. All he needed 
to do was to walk into the war and do what was to be done. Only the lucky ones get such 
an opportunity, not everyone. 

K¤À¸a then continued with the same argument: 

+l… S…‰k¥… ®…®…∆ v…®™…» ∫…R¬ÛO……®…∆ x… EÚ Æ˙π™… ∫…* 
i…i…& ∫¥…v…®…» EÚ“Õi… S…  Ω˛i¥…… {……{…®…¥……{∫™… ∫…** 33 ** 
atha cettvamimaÆ dharmyaÆ sa´gr¡maÆ na kariÀyasi 
tataÅ svadharmaÆ k¢rtiÆ ca hitv¡ p¡pamav¡psyasi  Verse 33 

+l… atha — but; S…‰i…¬ cet — if; i¥…®…¬ tvam — you; <®…®…¬ imam — this ; v…®™…«®…¬ dharmyam 
— in keeping with dharma ; ∫…R¬ÛO……®…®…¬ sa´gr¡mam — war; x… EÚ Æ˙π™… ∫… na  kariÀyasi — 
will not do; i…i…& tataÅ — then; ∫¥…v…®…«®…¬ svadharmam — one's own duty; S… ca  — and; 
EÚ“Ãi…®…¬ k¢rtim — honour;  Ω˛i¥…… hitv¡ — forfeiting; {……{…®…¬ p¡pam — sin; +¥……{∫™… ∫… 
av¡psyasi — you will incur 

But if you refuse to engage in this war which is in keeping with dharma, 
then, forfeiting your own duty and honour, you will incur sin. 
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Here, K¤À¸a told Arjuna that if he did not undertake this battle, which was in 
keeping with dharma, he would be destroying his own dharma, his duty. Destroying 
what is to be done by you simply means that you do not do it.  

Also, the name and fame, k¢rti, that Arjuna had thus far gained would be 
destroyed. He would incur sin alone. Arjuna had said earlier that he would incur sin by 
fighting this battle, but K¤À¸a was now telling him that by not fighting he would incur 
sin in the sense that he would be guilty of a dereliction of duty. Not fighting itself would 
not incur sin, but running away from his duty was an action, a karma, that would incur 
sin. Therefore K¤À¸a  said, ‘You will incur sin, Arjuna, — p¡pam av¡psyasi. And you 
will lose your name also.’ 

Arjuna  had gained fame previously because of his earlier contact with Lord 
Mah¡deva , Lord áiva, who appeared in the form of a hunter. Arjuna had hit a boar and 
was going to take it away when Lord áiva  appeared there and claimed that it was his. He 
incited Arjuna  to fight with him. Although Arjuna realised that he was up against 
someone more than an ordinary hunter, still he was equal to Lord áiva  in the fight. 
Pleased with Arjuna, Lord áiva blessed him with a weapon. Because Arjuna had 
encountered Lord áiva  and engaged him in battle, Arjuna  had gained a great name, all 
of whic h would be lost. Therefore K¤À¸a says, ‘k¢rtiÆ ca hitv¡ p¡pam av¡psyasi — 
You will lose your name as well as incur sin.’ 

NOT PERFORMING AN ACTION IS NOT A SIN  

Not performing an action that has to be done is considered sinful. However, it does 
not constitut e sin. Not doing anything cannot attract a punitive response. How can it? 
Only action can produce a result; inaction cannot. Inaction can only maintain the absence 
of some result, absence in the sense that if you had done something, there would have 
been a result. If you do not do what is to be done, you do not directly produce any result, 
but there will be a result nevertheless. 

For example, if you do not bathe, shower, or launder your clothes, whether you see 
the result or not, others will see it. The res ult will be very clear. This is what is meant by  
d¤À¶a -phala . If you do not tidy up your room, you will see the results in just two days. It 
will be a mess. This is the natural entropy that is a part of the creation. Not doing 
something, then, can attract d¤À¶a-phala . Ad¤À¶a-phala  accrues only when you do it, 
rightly or wrongly. 

To say that if you do not perform an action, you incur sin is a very loose statement. 
The point is that when you do not do what is to be done, you will do something else 
instead and that action may attract ad¤À¶a-phala . Running away from the battlefield is 
an action. A retreating action, on Arjuna's part, giving up his duty and doing something 
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that was not his duty, would definitely attract ad¤À¶a-phala. That Arjuna could not 
avoid this p¡pa , then, was another argument based on dharma  put forward by K¤À¸a. 

At the same time, K¤À¸a  said, Arjuna would lose his name also. Arjuna may have 
replied, ‘How can I lose my name? People will praise me. They will say that Arjuna was 
so compassionate that he gave away the kingdom and walked into the forest. He could 
have had the kingdom easily because he had the weapons to destroy the arrows of Kar¸a 
and Dro¸a . Still he gave away the kingdom. What a compassionate man Arjuna is!’ But 
K¤À¸a said that it would not happen that way at all.  

+EÚ“Õi… S…… {… ¶…⁄i…… x… EÚl… ™…π™…Œxi… i…‰%¥™…™……®…¬* 
∫…®¶…… ¥…i…∫™… S……EÚ“Ãi…®…«Æ˙h……n˘ i… Æ˙S™…i…‰** 34 ** 
ak¢rtiÆ c¡pi bh£t¡ni kathayiÀyanti te'vyay¡m 
sambh¡vitasya c¡k¢rtirmara¸¡datiricyate    Verse 34 

+ {… S… api ca — and also; ¶…⁄i…… x… bh£t¡ni — beings; i…‰ te — of you; +¥™…™……®…¬ avyay¡m 
— unending; +EÚ“Ãi…®…¬ ak¢rtim — dishonour; EÚl… ™…π™…Œxi… kathayiÀyanti — will speak; 
∫…®¶…… ¥…i…∫™… sambh¡vitasya — for the honoured; +EÚ“Ãi…& ak¢rtiÅ — dishonour; S… ca  — 
surely; ®…Æ˙h……i…¬ + i… Æ˙S™…i…‰ mara¸¡t atiricyate — is worse than death 

Also, people will speak of your unending infamy. For the honoured, 
dishonour is surely worse than death.  

Bh£t¡ni refers to all one's fellow beings. Not only great men were included here. 
They, too, would talk, of course, along with all of the recent recruits who had come to 
fight and who did not even know how to button their uniforms properly. They would tell 
all kinds of stories, kathayiÀyanti, about Arjuna, each one creating his own version. 
Their imaginations would run wild and rumours would quickly spread. They would use 
words that betrayed Arjuna's cowardice, ak¢rti, and people would continue to talk about 
it for all times to come.  

Even children of subsequent generations, listening to the Mah¡bh¡rata would 
giggle when the topic of Arjuna would come up because he was the one who ran away. 
They would ask, ‘Which P¡rtha are you talking about? The one who ran away from the 
battlefield?’ Thus, K¤À¸a told Arjuna that not only those on the battlefield would talk ill 
of him, but all the ordinary people would do the same.  

For someone who had no name or fame, there would be no problems. No one 
would care whether he ran away from the battlefield or not. People would only assume 
that such a person was one of those soldiers who ran away. But if Arjuna  ran away, it 
would be front-page news because he was held in such high regard. Ak¢rti, ill fame is 
not the same as loss of fame; it is the opposite of fame, and is worse than death for the 
one who was held in high esteem by the society. 



Chapter 2 263 

The argument here, then, is that if Arjuna cared about dharma , he should not 
leave the battlefield and, if he did leave, he would incur p¡pa. Even if he did not care 
about incurring pu¸ya-p¡pa  or about his own dharma , but cared only for his own name 
and fame, the ill fame would be worse than death because no one can live with ill fame 
which is not at all legitimate. To have earned ill fame is one thing, but if it is unearned, 
undeserving, K¤À¸a said, it is worse than death. 

Arjuna might as well have asked, ‘How will I have ill fame just by going away?’ 
To this, K¤À¸a said: 

¶…™……p˘h……n÷˘{…Æ˙i…∆ ®…∆∫™…xi…‰ i¥……∆ ®…Ω˛…Æ˙l……&* 
™…‰π……∆ S… i¥…∆ §…Ω÷˛®…i……‰ ¶…⁄i¥…… ™……∫™… ∫… ôÙ…P…¥…®…¬ ** 35 ** 
bhay¡dra¸¡duparataÆ maÆsyante tv¡Æ mah¡rath¡Å 
yeÀ¡Æ ca tvaÆ bahumato bh£tv¡ y¡syasi l¡ghavam  Verse 35 

®…Ω˛…Æ˙l……& mah¡rath¡Å — great warriors; S… ca — and; i¥……®…¬ tv¡m — you; ¶…™……i…¬ bhay¡t 
— out of fear; Æ˙h……i…¬ ra¸¡t — from battle; ={…Æ˙i…®…¬ uparatam  —one who has retreated; 
®…∆∫™…xi…‰ maÆsyante — will regard; ™…‰π……®…¬ yeÀ¡m — of whom; i¥…®…¬ tvam — you; §…Ω÷˛®…i…& 
bahumataÅ — highly esteemed; ¶…⁄i¥…… bh£tv¡ — having been; ôÙ…P…¥…®…¬ l¡ghavam — 
lightness (fall in esteem); ™……∫™… ∫… y¡syasi —you will receive 

The great warriors will consider you as having retreated from the battle 
due to fear. And you, having been so highly esteemed by them, will fall 
in their esteem.  

The word mah¡rathas refers to Kar¸a, Duryodhana, and the others. Kar¸a was 
Arjuna's arch enemy and along with Duryodhana, was supported by others of great 
valour. In this verse, K¤À¸a told Arjuna that they would look upon him as one who had 
run away from the battlefield out of sheer fright at the sight of Kar¸a and Duryodhana's 
army. 

These were not ordinary men; they were people who counted in the society. To 
them, Arjuna  had always been a great man. Even Duryodhana considered him to be the 
greatest. That is why they were so afraid of him. But although they had always held 
Arjuna in such high esteem, yeÀ¡Æ ca tvaÆ bahumataÅ , they would now consider him 
a lightweight, l¡ghava . They would look upon him as a feather that is easily blown 
away. He would become an ordinary person to them. 

K¤À¸a knew that Arjuna was a great man and that his problem was one of 
affection and sympathy. That is why he told Arjuna that they would look upon him as 
the one who ran away. K¤À¸a knew that Arjuna's desire to run was not due to fear and 
that, in fact, he was not running away. Rather, Arjuna  was giving up the fight, according 
to his own arguments, out of sympathy. But K¤À¸a  knew that no one would understand 
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that. There was no dharma involved, nor prudence either. K¤À¸a , therefore, told Arjuna 
that running away would be neither a prudent nor an ethical action. He would lose all of 
the name and fame that he had earned thus far, which would prove to be worse than 
death. 

People would make fun of Arjuna. If he went to Rishikesh and sat under a tree, all 
the pilgrims would come to see Arjuna who had run away from the battlefield. And, 
having become a s¡dhu, there would be no recourse for Arjuna. At least if he had 
remained as he was, people would be afraid of him. But no one is afraid of a s¡dhu 
because he has taken the oath of ahiÆs¡ and, therefore, cannot seek restitution. ‘People 
will come and talk ill of you, Arjuna,’ K¤À¸a  said. They will say, ‘What kind of a 
s¡dhu are you, Arjuna, to have gone against the dharma? You will have to live with all 
their accusations and you are not going to enjoy that.’ 

Further, K¤À¸a  said: 

+¥……S™…¥……n˘…∆ù… §…Ω⁄˛x…¬ ¥… n˘π™…Œxi… i…¥…… Ω˛i……&* 
 x…xn˘xi…∫i…¥… ∫……®…l™…» i…i……‰ n÷˘&J…i…Æ∆˙ x…÷  EÚ®…¬** 36 ** 
av¡cyav¡d¡Æ¿ca bah£n vadiÀyanti tav¡hit¡Å  
nindantastava s¡marthyaÆ tato duÅkhataraÆ nu kim  Verse 36 

S… ca  — and; i…¥… tava  — your; + Ω˛i……& ahit¡Å — enemies; i…¥… tava — your; ∫……®…l™…«®…¬ 
s¡marthyam  — prowess;  x…xn˘xi…& nindantaÅ — belittling; §…Ω⁄̨x…¬ bah£n — many; 

+¥……S™…- ¥……n˘…x…¬ av¡cya -v¡d¡n — unutterable things; ¥… n˘π™…Œxi… vadiÀyanti — will say; i…i…& 
tataÅ  — than that; n÷˘&J…i…Æ˙®…¬ duÅkhataram — more painful; x…÷  EÚ®…¬ nu kim — is there 
anything 

And belittling your prowess, your enemies will say many unutterable 
things about (you). Is there anything more painful than that?  

Arjuna's enemies, Duryodhana and the others, would not think that Arjuna  went 
away out of compassion. Even if Duryodhana knew it to be so, he would definitely not 
say so. Simple psychology was involved here. Duryodhana was a ruler and, already,  
there was talk that Duryodhana was occupying the throne illegitimately. The subjects 
were not happy with Duryodhana on that score, even though he introduced a lot of 
welfare schemes to win them over. They knew in their hearts that Duryodhana was just 
try ing to convince them that he was a good person, when in fact he was a usurper and 
was occupying the throne illegitimately. Everyone knew this. 
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HOW ARJUNA'S RETREAT WOULD BE PERCEIVED 

Also, if Arjuna were to go away out of compassion, which would have been the 
case, Dharmaputra  would definitely have followed him. Bh¢ma and the other 
P¡¸·avas would have done the same. Therefore, Duryodhana would be victorious 
without a shot and would definitely not have allowed the news of Arjuna's real reasons 
to spread because he would not want the people to look upon Arjuna  and the P¡¸·avas 
as truly great. To allow this to happen would not have been good psychology on 
Duryodhana's part because he would have wanted to draw the attention of all his 
subjects towards himself. As the ruler, he was the person to be looked up to, not anyone 
else. Duryodhana could not afford to have anyone else greater than himself be looked 
up to by the people. His government would fall and the subjects may have started a 
revolution in an attempt t o oust him. 

Duryodhana would see to it that he himself was projected and Arjuna  demeaned. 
He would say that Arjuna ran away out of sheer fear. Whatever esteem the people had 
for Arjuna would go and they would then think that, because he ran away from the 
battlefield, Arjuna deserved to live in the forest. No one would respect such a person 
because they knew the dharma and Duryodhana would make sure that people would 
talk, ‘Your enemies will use words about your capacity and courage that are impossible 
for me to repeat — av¡cya-v¡d¡n  bah£n vadiÀyanti tava ahit¡Å.’ K¤À¸a therefore told 
Arjuna, ‘What can be more painful than that — tataÅ duÅkhataraÆ nu kim?’ 

Even the fresh recruits, the simple soldiers, would talk. There would definitely be 
victory parties with a lot of drinking and talking. One soldier would say Arjuna ran 
away as soon as he looked at him. Another would say Arjuna became frightened when 
he put his hand on his moustache. Another would say that all he had said to Arjuna  was, 
‘Get out!’ and he fled in fear. Such people would also no doubt talk about K¤À¸a in the 
same way. Having involved K¤À¸a in the battle, Arjuna was now thinking of running 
away! Everyone would say that K¤À¸a , as Arjuna's driver, ran away too. Thus, K¤À¸a 
may have said, ‘On top of everything else, Arjuna , you have also brought me into this 
mess.’ 

In the next verse, Arjuna is told to get up and fight: 

Ω˛i……‰ ¥…… |……{∫™… ∫… ∫¥…M…»  V…i¥…… ¥…… ¶……‰I™…∫…‰ ®…Ω˛“®…¬* 
i…∫®……n÷˘ k…¢ˆ EÚ…Ëxi…‰™… ™…÷r˘…™… EfiÚi… x…ù…™…&** 37 ** 
hato v¡ pr¡psyasi svargaÆ jitv¡ v¡ bhokÀyase mah¢m  
tasm¡duttiÀ¶ha kaunteya yuddh¡ya k¤tani¿cayaÅ   Verse 37 

Ω˛i…& ¥…… hataÅ va — or if destroyed; ∫¥…M…«®…¬ svargam — heaven; |……{∫™… ∫… pr¡psyasi — 
you will gain;  V…i¥…… ¥…… jitv¡ v¡ — or conquer ing; ®…Ω˛“®…¬ mah¢m  — the earth; ¶……‰I™…∫…‰ 
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bhokÀyase — will enjoy; i…∫®……i…¬ tasm¡t — therefore; EÚ…Ëxi…‰™… kaunteya  — Oh! Son of 
Kunt¢ (Arjuna ); ™…÷r˘…™… yuddh¡ya — to fight; EfiÚi…-  x…ù…™…& k¤ta-ni¿cayaÅ — having 
resolved; = k…¢ˆ uttiÀ¶ha  — get up 

Destroyed, you will gain heaven; victorious, you will enjoy the world. 
Therefore, Oh! Son of Kunt¢, get up, having resolved to fight!  

Here, K¤À¸a presented two possibilities to Arjuna. He said, ‘Suppose, Arjuna, 
you are destroyed, hata, in the process by Kar¸a's or someone else's ar row, then you 
will gain heaven — pr¡psyasi svargam. That is the rule. The dharma -¿¡stra  says so. 
Therefore, when you perform your karma and in the process you die, you are not the 
loser. You gain svarga . And after svarga, you gain a better janma  because you have 
done what is to be done. So there is no sin.’ 

Earlier, Arjuna had put forth an argument based on sin. He had said, ‘I would 
create confusion in the society and therefore would commit sin.’ Here, K¤À¸a was telling 
him that this was not true. P¡pa would not come to him. In fact, he would gain svarga . 
P¡pa  takes one to naraka . But now because, Arjuna would have died while performing 
his duty, he would definitely go to svarga . 

On the other hand, if Arjuna won the battle, having won, jitv¡, he would enjoy the 
kingdom. Therefore K¤À¸a said, ‘jitv¡ v¡ bhokÀyase mah¢m .’ Either way, he was not 
the loser. In the kind of battles Arjuna fought, these were the only two possibilities — 
either death or victory. Those days, the wars were fought to the death. Because there was 
no retreating from battle, the men were either victorious or they died in the process. That 
was the dharma. 

Therefore, lovingly addressing Arjuna  as Kaunteya, K¤À¸a said, ‘Please get up — 
tasm¡t uttiÀ¶ha!’ He asked Arjuna  to get up because Arjuna had been sitting in the 
chariot determined not to fight and K¤À¸a  wanted him to stand up and fight. Telling him 
to get up was psychological as well as physical. He told Arjuna to get up, not to run 
away but, having made a favourable decision to fight, yuddh¡ya k¤ta-ni¿cayaÅ, to 
either defeat the enemy or die.  

Once he was finished with this argument, K¤À¸a  moved on to a more general 
standpoint. Arjuna's situation involved a fight. But, because the G¢t¡ is a ¿¡stra, his 
situation had to be converted into something that was common, universal. 

Therefore, he said: 

∫…÷J…n÷˘&J…‰ ∫…®…‰ EfiÚi¥…… ôÙ…¶……ôÙ…¶……Ë V…™……V…™……Ë* 
i…i……‰ ™…÷r˘…™… ™…÷V™…∫¥… x…Ë¥…∆ {……{…®…¥……{∫™… ∫… ** 38 ** 
sukhaduÅkhe same k¤tv¡ l¡bh¡l¡bhau jay¡jayau 
tato yuddh¡ya yujyasva naivaÆ p¡pamav¡psya si   Verse 38 
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∫…÷J…-n÷˘&J…‰ sukha-duÅkhe — pleasure and pain; ôÙ…¶…-+ôÙ…¶……Ë l¡bha-al¡bhau — gain and 
loss; V…™…-+V…™……Ë jaya -ajayau  — victory and defeat; ∫…®…‰ same — the same ; EfiÚi¥…… k¤tv¡ 
— having made; i…i…& tataÅ — then; ™…÷r˘…™… yuddh¡ya  — for battle; ™…÷V™…∫¥… yujyasva  — 
prepare; B¥…®…¬ evam — thus; {……{…®…¬ p¡pam  — sin; x… +¥……{∫™… ∫… na av¡psyasi — you will 
not incur 

Taking pleasure and pain, gain and loss, victory and defeat to be the 
same, prepare for battle. Thus, you will incur no sin.  

Taking  pleasure and pain with equanimity, as though they are one and the same, is 
the seed for karma-yoga. The same applies to gain and loss, victory and defeat, success 
and failure. K¤À¸a  sowed the seed here and discussed it later. The whole G¢t¡ is based 
on the psychology of r¡ga-dveÀas, likes  and dislikes. R¡ga  and dveÀa  are the known 
causes for our sorrow. There may be a hundred unknown causes, but they can all be 
reduced to r¡ga and dveÀa . Karma-yoga was being propounded here by K¤À¸a  who 
said, in so many words, ‘Don't fight for the sake of r¡ga or dveÀa .’ 

We should not fight just because we do not like someone, nor should we fight just 
because we like to fight. R¡ga-dveÀas are not involved here, only dharma and 
adharma. Arjuna was not fighting out of spite, whereas Duryodhana was fighting 
because of both r¡ga and dveÀa. He had r¡ga for the kingdom and dveÀa  for the 
P¡¸·avas. He had always been jealous of them and could not stand to see them ruling. 
Thus, K¤À¸a  acknowledged that Duryodhana was fighting out of r¡ga-dveÀas, whereas 
Arjuna must fight against r¡ga -dveÀas. K¤À¸a  also told Arjuna that in fighting this war, 
in reality, he was not fighting against Duryodhana; he was fighting against 
r¡ga -dveÀas. And therefore, the battle was one of dharma-adharma. 

‘Do what is to be done,’ K¤À¸a said. Here, because what was to be done, happened 
to be a fight, he said ‘Fight!’ Because Arjuna was doing his sva-dharma , K¤À¸a 
assured him that he would incur no sin — na evaÆ p¡pam av¡psyasi. In fact, by 
performing this action, he would gain only pu¸ya and not p¡pa. To fight this battle was 
to uphold dharma so that r¡ga-dveÀas would not rule. This, then, is the entire 
psychology of the G¢t¡ . 

Let r¡ga -dveÀas not be the deciding factor. Let the sense of right and wrong 
prevail in its place. Let the sense of what is to be done and not to be done be the deciding 
factor. Then you become a yog¢, as we shall see later. Taking the opposites, pleasure and 
pain, gain and loss, victory and defeat, as the same, striving to do what is right and 
thereby incurring no sin, is karma-yoga  in seed form, b¢ja-r£pa , planted here in this 
verse. Later in this chapter and elsewhere in the G¢t¡, K¤À¸a picks it up again.  

K¤À¸a had talked to Arjuna mainly about ¡tm¡ , saying that ¡tm¡  is something 
whose very nature is existence, that it is not subject to death, and so on. In fact, he taught 
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Arjuna the nature, svar£pa, of ¡tm¡ . This is called s¡´khya ,1 meaning both Brahman 
and the knowledge of Brahman. The jµ¡n¢s who have this knowledge of Brahman are 
also called s¡´khyas.  

In the next verse, K¤À¸a  tells Arjuna  that, thus far he had talked about s¡´khya , 
the nature of ¡tm¡. And, now he would elaborate upon karma-yoga, which had been 
said only in seed form, that is, briefly thus far. In this way, he introduced the two 
different topics of the g¢t¡-¿¡stra — s¡´khya-yoga or jµ¡na-yoga, and karma-yoga . 
Because this is such an important section of the G¢t¡, áa´kara comments upon it in 
some detail. 

Bπ…… i…‰% ¶… Ω˛i…… ∫……ÇÛ¨‰ §…÷ r˘™……ÊM…‰ Œi¥…®……∆ ∂…fih…÷* 
§…÷r˘¨… ™…÷HÚ…‰ ™…™…… {……l…« EÚ®…«§…xv…∆ |…Ω˛…∫™… ∫…** 39 ** 
eÀ¡ te'bhihit¡ s¡´khye buddhiryoge tvim¡Æ ¿¤¸u 
buddhy¡ yukto yay¡ p¡rtha karmabandhaÆ prah¡syasi  Verse 39 

∫……ÇÛ¨‰ s¡´khye — in self -knowledge; Bπ…… eÀ¡  — this; §…÷ r˘& buddhiÅ — wisdom; i…‰ te 
— to you; + ¶… Ω˛i…… abhihit¡ — has been told; ™……‰M…‰ i…÷ yoge tu — but with reference to 
yoga; <®……®…¬ im¡m — this; ∂…fih…÷ ¿¤¸u — please listen; {……l…« p¡rtha — Oh! Son of P¤th¡ ; 
™…™…… yay¡  — with which; §…÷r˘¨… buddhy¡ — wisdom; ™…÷HÚ& yuktaÅ — endowed; 
EÚ®…«§…xv…®…¬ karma-bandham — bondage of action; |…Ω˛…∫™… ∫… prah¡syasi — you will get 
rid of 

This wisdom with reference to self-knowledge has so far been told to 
you. Now listen also to the wisdom of yoga , endowed with which you 
will get rid of the bondage of action, Oh! Son of P¤th¡. 

In verses 11 through 30 of this chapter, the knowledge taught by K¤À¸a  to Arjuna 
is s¡´khya, meaning Brahman, the nature of reality of the ¡tm¡, whereas verses 31 to 
38 are purely contextual and have nothing to do with the nature of the ¡tm¡. These eight 
verses are, therefore, unconnected to the topic under discussion and are not referred to in 
the present verse as the knowledge given thus far. They can, however, be brought under 
yoga or dharma . Although not s¡´khya -¿¡stra , they are contextual in the flow, 
representing a particular argument from the standpoint of one's dharma alone, entailing 
simple worldly reasoning. The argument presented is not from the standpoint of 
param¡tm¡; it relates only to what is to be done at a given time.  

In verse 11 through 16 of this chapter Bhagav¡n  K¤À¸a  introduced the topic under 
discussion, that is, the nature of ¡tm¡ and then went on to explain it in depth. Because its 
                                                                 
1 ∫…®™…E¬Ú J™……™…i…‰ ∫…… ¥…Ë n˘EÚ“ ∫…®™…M§…÷ r˘& ∫…ÇÛ¨…* i…™…… |…EÚ…∂™…i¥…‰x… ∫…®§…Œxv… i…k¥…∆ ∫……ÇÛ¨®…¬* +…0  M…0** 
i… u˘π…™…… §…÷ r˘& ∫……ÇÛ¨§…÷ r˘&* ∫…… ∫……ÇÛ¨§…÷ r˘& ™…‰π……∆ Y…… x…x……®…¬ = S…i…… ¶…¥… i… i…‰ ∫……ÇÛ¨…&* ∂……0 ¶……π…¬0** 
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subject matter is s¡´khya the chapter is called s¡´khya-yoga . S¡´khya  alone is not 
discussed here; other topics are also mentioned. For instance, K¤À¸a talks about karma-
yoga, as we are about to see. S¡´khya , however, is definitely the predominant topic 
throughout the chapter.  

It is unlikely that Vy¡sa himself actually gave the G¢t¡  chapters their titles. They 
were probably added by others to indicate the central topic of each chapter. In all the 
chapters, the topics indicated by their titles are discussed, along with other topics. In fact, 
although the twelfth chapter is called Bhakti-yoga, there is an even more extensive 
discussion on this topic, Bhakti, in the eleventh chapter where Arjuna praised Lord 
K¤À¸a. Similarly, in the chapter entitled Dhy¡na -yoga , there are only a few verses about 
meditation, dhy¡na, itself. 

Up to the point we have reached in this chapter, s¡´khya has been taught and this 
particular verse is a provisional conclusion of the topic. For those who study Ved¡nta -
¿¡stra it is very important to know why K¤À¸a concluded the topic here as he did. The 
reason is that there are two ¿¡stras within the g¢t¡-¿¡stra — the karma-¿¡stra  and the 
mokÀa-¿¡stra. MokÀa -¿¡stra is Ved¡nta and the G¢t¡  can be considered a 
mokÀa-¿¡stra. Karma-¿¡stra is the Karma-k¡¸da , which discusses the various rituals 
karmas, or means, s¡dhanas, to gain various ends, s¡dhyas. Karma-k¡¸da , is also 
Veda but karma is its subject matter. The subject matter of mokÀa-¿¡stra is knowledge, 
jµ¡na. 

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN KARMA-YOGA AND SË×KHYA-
YOGA 

MokÀa -¿¡stra can be viewed from two standpoints with reference to th e two 
possible life-styles — karma-yoga  and s¡´khya  or sanny¡sa. Both are meant for 
mokÀa alone. Because the difference between karma and karma-yoga  must be clearly 
understood, K¤À¸a talked about it. Doing karma for the sake of self-purification is 
karma-yoga . It indicates that the person has discrimination, viveka  and knows that he or 
she wants mokÀa because, to gain mokÀa , one requires a certain mind. And to gain that 
mind one performs actions, karmas, with a certain attitude. That attitude converts it into 
yoga. Merely doing karma is not yoga. 

For example, there is a set of prayers, called nitya-karmas, that are to be done 
daily. One of these prayers is called sandhy¡ -vandana . Vandana means salutation or 
prayer, and sandhy¡  refers to the three times of day that the prayer is to be performed — 
in the morning as the sun rises, at noon, and in the evening as the sun sets. The literal 
meaning of sandhy¡  is ‘a time when two periods of time join, meet.’ For example, it 
indicates the time when the day has not yet begun because the sun has not risen, but the 
night has already rolled away. Similarly another sandhy¡  is when the sun has already 
set, but the night has not yet come. The third sandhy¡  is in the middle, exactly at noon, 
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neither forenoon nor afternoon. These nitya -karmas can be done for the sake of some 
result later or for the sake of purifying the mind — antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi. 

Why would anyone want antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi? Because the mind, antaÅ-
kara¸a , is necessary for gaining self-knowledge. Therefore, karma is performed as an 
indirect means for mokÀa , to prepare the mind for gaining the knowledge. When the 
prayer is done for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, the person has no other result in mind. He or 
she only asks that the Lord be pleased with the karma and bless him or her with a 
purified mind. Karma may be performed out of joy or out of a concept of duty, as a 
prayer. When it is performed as a prayer, for the sake of antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi and 
mokÀa, it becomes a yoga . 

A number of topics come under karma-yoga including prayer, devotion, 
sam¡dhi, and aÀ¶¡´ga-yoga (for the sake of sam¡dhi), all of which are stated in 
áa´kara's bh¡Àya to this verse. The verse itself reveals that there is a division or 
difference between the two subject matters, s¡´khya and karma-yoga . If this division is 
not clear, the entire G¢t¡ will appear to be full of contradictions and the listener will be 
confused, whereas if the division is clear, understanding is possible. The listener will 
know what is meant when it is said that for the sanny¡s¢s there is only jµ¡na-yoga and 
for the others, who are also seekers, karma-yoga is the means for gaining mokÀa . 

The subject matter of this knowledge is s¡´khya, a discriminative presentation of 
what is real and what is not real. Every step of the unfoldment is based on 
discrimination. For example, the body,  deha, is subject to death, whereas the one who 
dwells in the body, deh¢, is not, and so on. The discrimination is presented because 
people usually think that when the deha is destroyed, the deh¢ is also destroyed. When 
one is not mistaken for the other, there is discrimination and it is this knowledge that has 
been given with reference to the reality of the ¡tm¡ . Thus K¤À¸a  said, ‘So far, whatever 
I have taught you is with reference to s¡´khya — s¡´khye eÀ¡ buddiÅ may¡ abhihit¡ 
tubhyam.’  

WHAT CAN KNOWLEDGE DO? 

And what does knowledge do? It removes ignorance. Knowledge is the cause for 
the removal of ignorance. It cannot do anything else. Ignorance itself is the problem, it 
being the cause for false pursuits and sorrow, saÆs¡ra. To think that heaven will be an 
to answer all my problems is delusion, moha. Moha is thinking that sorrow can be 
removed by reaching somewhere or gaining this or that. Knowledge of the reality of 
¡tm¡ removes this ignorance, and therefore, is the direct cause for mokÀa. 
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WHAT CAN KARMA-YOGA DO? 

Is there also an indirect cause for mokÀa? The bh¡Àya says that there is, and that 
will be taught. That there are two different topics is clear. K¤À¸a  himself says, ‘s¡´khye 
buddhiÅ abhihit¡; yoge tu im¡Æ ¿¤¸u — this wisdom with reference to 
self-knowledge has so far been told to you; now listen to the wisdom of yoga.’ áa´kara 
deals with this point thoroughly because, even in his day, there was a great deal of 
controversy about whether the g¢t¡-¿¡stra talks about karma , jµ¡na, or a synthesis of 
the two. There were many such notions, in one form or other. Therefore, Bh¡Àyak¡ra 
spends a considerable amount of time here pointing out the distinction and then saying, 
‘Now listen to what I am going to say about karma-yoga .’ 

Any discipline is useful because it helps one gain a certain composure, a certain 
mastery over the opposites, as we saw in the preceding verse. Therefore, all disciplines 
are called yoga . This composure is necessary for the mind to be able to receive the 
knowledge. To gain the composure you require karma-yoga. Karma-yoga , therefore, 
becomes an indirect means, not a direct means, for gaining the knowledge.  

You cannot say, ‘I will take karma-yoga and you take jµ¡na-yoga  and we will 
both reach the same end.’ It is not like that. If karma-yoga is presented as a means for 
gaining the knowledge that will destroy ignorance, one may ask why the study of the 
¿¡stra alone cannot do that. The reason is that study of the ¿¡stra is capable of 
delivering the goods only when the antaÅ -kara¸a is ready. Therefore, preparing the 
antaÅ-kara¸a is what is meant by karma-yoga  and is what is going to be discussed 
here.  

IN PRAISE OF KARMA-YOGA 

K¤À¸a  praised karma-yoga, telling Arjuna that it was as important as jµ¡na . 
Karma-yoga  is not something less than jµ¡na since, without it jµ¡na will not take 
place. To create a certain value for karma-yoga in Arjuna, K¤À¸a praised it in this way. 
K¤À¸a told Arjuna that the knowledge of karma-yoga would enable him to destroy the 
bondage of karma — ‘karma-bandhaÆ prah¡syasi.’ 

Karma  here means dharma-adharma, which means pu¸ya -p¡pa, the good and 
bad actions that alone bind the individual. Therefore, it is called karma -bandha, the 
bondage of karma. The karma itself is the bondage which is destroyed by knowledge 
made possible by karma-yoga. Now a question may arise here. That is, knowledge 
destroys only ignorance, ajµ¡na; how is the karma destroyed? That is because, with the 
destruction of ignorance, doership is destroyed, causing all the karmas to fall apart. 

Thus, both sanny¡sa and karma-yoga play a role in the destruction of saÆs¡ra . 
But the difference between the two must be clearly understood. Otherwise, it will be said 
that there are various paths, such as the four paths advanced by some — jµ¡na-yoga , 
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bhakti-yoga, karma-yoga , and ha¶ha -yoga . It is also incorrect to say that there are as 
many paths as there are people.  

Addressing this lack of clarity in understanding, áa´kara says that because of the 
grace of Ì¿vara , you find yourself with a purified mind, the teaching, and the teacher. 
And because of all of this, you gain the knowledge. He says, being endowed with this 
karma-yoga , ‘Ì¿vara-pras¡da -nimitta-jµ¡na-pr¡pteÅ — by gaining the knowledge by 
the grace of the lord,’ you will get out of the bondage of karma. A life of karma -yoga  
prepares the mind and knowledge releases one from the bondage. But to say here 
through karma -yoga  one is released from bondage is to praise karma-yoga , which is the 
indirect means for mokÀa . To have the knowledge, you have to understand that ‘I am 
Brahman .’ There is no other way. The Lord's grace, Ì¿vara-pras¡da is in the form of 
the guru, the ¿¡stra , the teaching, the type of mind that is required, and conducive 
circumstances, as well.  

It has been everyone's experience that there can be a number of obstacles in any 
undertaking. In fact, by the time people come to this teaching, they have met with a lot 
of obstructions in life and have experienced a lot of pain. This is how they come to the 
teaching, and the obstructions continue. For this undertaking also, then, the grace of 
Ì¿vara is required. Thus, one has to be prayerful.  

ONE YOGA, TWO LIFE-STYLES 

Karma -yoga makes everything possible so that you can gain the knowledge which 
destroys the bondage of karma . How many yogas are there for mokÀa, then? Only one; 
knowledge, jµ¡na . And there are two life-styles — karma-yoga , living the life of a 
karma-yog¢ and sanny¡sa, living the life of a renunciate. This is the vision of the Veda, 
the only vision that can account for the entire ¿¡stra . And áa´kara  states it very clearly, 
presenting very well what the ¿¡stra  says. 

Both life-styles imply knowledge and that knowledge is mokÀa . There is no doubt 
whatsoever here. To gain that knowledge you require a properly prepared mind, for 
which you require Bhagav¡n's grace. Therefore, you invoke the Lord's grace so that you 
have everything ready for gaining the knowledge. This is the only way to remove 
saÆs¡ra, bondage. 

Before discussing the two possible life-styles, K¤À¸a first praises karma-yoga. 

x…‰Ω˛… ¶…GÚ®…x……∂……‰%Œ∫i… |…i™…¥……™……‰ x…  ¥…ti…‰* 
∫¥…±{…®…{™…∫™… v…®…«∫™… j……™…i…‰ ®…Ω˛i……‰ ¶…™……i…¬** 40 ** 
neh¡bhikraman¡¿o'sti pratyav¡yo na vidyate 
svalpamapyasya dharmasya tr¡yate mahato bhay¡t  Verse 40 
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<Ω˛ iha — in this; + ¶…GÚ®…-x……∂…& abhikrama-n¡¿aÅ — waste of effort; x… +Œ∫i… na asti 
— is not; |…i™…¥……™…& pratyav¡yaÅ — production of opposite results; x…  ¥…ti…‰ na  vidyate 
—is not; +∫™… v…®…«∫™… asya dharmasya — of this dharma (karma-yoga); ∫¥…±{…®…¬ + {… 
svalpam api — even very little; ®…Ω˛i…& ¶…™……i…¬ mahataÅ bhay¡t — from great fear; j……™…i…‰ 
tr¡yate — protects 

In this, there is no waste of effort, nor are the opposite results produced. 
Even very little of this karma-yoga  protects one from great fear. 

Karma -yoga, not karma  itself, is involved in the pursuit of mokÀa . A person does 
karma-yoga, not for karma-phala, but for mokÀa. Here, abhikrama indicates the 
beginning of an undertaking and n¡¿a means destruction. You can always begin 
cultivation, but you may not be able to reap the harvest. Water may not be available, 
there may be no rain, or the pests may come in large numbers. Anything can happen 
between these two events. There may even have been floods or too much rain at the 
wrong time. All of these can destroy whatever cultivation that has been undertaken. But, 
in this verse, K¤À¸a says that, there is no destruction for this undertaking — abhikrama - 
n¡¿aÅ na asti. 

Any karma that you undertake has numerous obstacles, but karma-yoga has none. 
It is purely prayer. All the karmas that you do, form a prayer, as it were. Prayer itself is 
the result because, to the extent that you are able to pray, your antaÅ-kara¸a  is taken 
care of. You are praying for the sake of purifying your mind, antaÅ -kara¸a -¿uddhi, and 
the prayer itself produces the result. The result is not later. That you are praying is itself 
the result of prayer. 

Karma -yoga is an attitude; it is not just action. If it were an undertaking, it would 
be a problem because it might not end properly. There could be obstructions in between 
or something could happen to prevent you from achieving the desired end. For example, 
if you perform a scripturally enjoined karma, vaidika-karma, the undertaking can be 
destroyed altogether by not doing the ritual properly, that is, there will be abhikrama- 
n¡¿a . Certain omissions and commissions may be there. If something was done 
incorrectly or if you did not distribute the proper gifts, dakÀi¸¡, that was required, there 
would be no result at all. Therefore, in the karma, there can be n¡¿a , destruction, 
meaning that the desired end cannot be fulfilled at all. This is not the case for 
karma-yoga  because you are not interested in the result, karma-phala. You are 
interested only in antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, so that you can gain mokÀa. 

The word pratyav¡ya  used here has two meanings. Any undertaking that you have 
not completed due to your own omission has a pratyav¡ya-doÀa, a defect. The desired 
result is not achieved because the action, a prescribed treatment, for example, is 
incomplete, inadequate. Suppose you start a treatment, do it for one or two days, and 
then discontinue it. This creates problems because the treatment must be applied for a 
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prescribed period of time for it to work. Only after a certain point should it be 
discontinued. To do otherwise will cause pratyav¡ya because you will not get the 
desired result. Not carrying out the prescribed treatment is a pratyav¡ya, a defect, and 
not doing it at the right time is also a defect — the second meaning for pratyav¡ya . If 
treatment is not taken at the right time, your condition may become complicated, 
yielding results that you did not expect at all and that may be most undesirable. 
Similarly, when an important ritual, karma, is performed, there are a number of satellite 
rituals to be followed. And, if these are not followed, there is either no result or a wrong 
result. 

In karma-yoga , however, such problems do not exist because we are not talking about 
karma. Karma -yoga  is an attitude and, being an attitude, if it is with you, it is with you. 
To the extent that you have it, you have it, and with this attitude, you continue to do 
karma. Previously you did karma and now also you do karma . It is the change in 
attitude that brings about the result and makes it yoga. 

KARMA-YOGA IS AN ATTITUDE 

The discipline called karma-yoga , this attitude, even in the smallest degree, 
svalpam api, protects you from great fear, the great fear of saÆs¡ra — tr¡yate 
mahataÅ bhay¡t. Once you have started living a life of karma-yoga, you have started a 
different journey. Till then, you were going in one direction as the water flows, so to 
speak. Now, it is as though the water has reversed its flow and flows towards the 
mountain top, instead of away from it. Through karma-yoga , you have reversed the 
process. Once you have st arted the reverse process, there is nothing to stop you, no 
matter how many obstacles remain. If you do not complete the journey in this lifetime, 
then you simply continue it in the next, the G¢t¡ assures you. 

You might ask how having karma-yoga in the smallest degree can help remove 
the saÆs¡ra -bhaya. It is because that small measure, that shift in attitude, has already 
initiated the reverse process of the journey. Even if the person dies while pursuing this 
mokÀa-m¡rga, according to K¤À¸a, it does not take much time at all to complete it, as 
we will see in detail in the sixth chapter. The very fact that you reversed the process 
shows that you are well on your way; that the journey is all but over. 

By assuring us that, the reversal itself is a great blessing, the G¢t¡  praises 
karma-yoga . In the next verse, K¤À¸a  talks about one's understanding with reference to 
the clarity of the end in view. 

¥™…¥…∫……™……Œi®…EÚ… §…÷ r˘& BE‰ÚΩ˛ E÷ÚØ˚x…xn˘x…* 
§…Ω÷˛∂……J…… ¡x…xi……ù… §…÷r˘™……‰%¥™…¥…∫…… ™…x……®…¬** 41 ** 
vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ buddhiÅ ekeha kurunandana 
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bahu¿¡kh¡ hyanant¡¿ca buddhayo'vyavas¡yin¡m   Verse 41 

E÷ÚØ˚x…xn˘x… kurunandana  — Oh! Descendant of Kurus; <Ω˛ iha — with reference to this 
(mokÀa ); ¥™…¥…∫……™……Œi®…EÚ… vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ — well-ascertained; §…÷ r˘& buddhiÅ — 
understanding; BEÚ… ek¡  — is one; +¥™…¥…∫…… ™…x……®…¬ avyavas¡yin¡m — of the 
indiscriminate; §…÷r˘™…& buddhayaÅ — notions;  Ω˛ hi — indeed; §…Ω÷̨∂……J……& bahu-¿¡kh¡Å 
— many-branched; S… ca — and; +x…xi……& anant¡Å — innumerable 

With reference to this (mokÀa), Oh! Descendant of Kurus, there is a 
single, well-ascertained understanding. The notions of those who lack 
discrimination are many-branched and innumerable indeed.  

The vision of the G¢t¡  is that you are already free; you cannot be improved upon. 
Since you are already paraÆ brahma , it is knowledge alone that liberates you. To gain 
it, you should find a teacher and ask for the knowledge. In spite of the availability of 
such teaching, however, there is no guarantee that one will gain the knowledge because 
the place where it must occur may not be ready.  

Knowledge has to take place in the mind. Physically, one may be a mature person, 
an adult, but this does not mean that the mind, the antaÅ-kara¸a , is ready for the 
teaching. A certain maturity, a certain viveka is necessary. The teaching may be given 
for the asking, but the mind must be ready for it. You must be desirous of the 
knowledge, not out of curiosity, but out of a certain discrimination, viveka, on your part. 
Then only can you ask for this knowledge and hope to receive it. The mind that is 
necessary in order to receive the knowledge is accomplished by karma-yoga. 

You can choose a life-style of karma-yoga, performing karma with a prayerful 
attitude. Or you can choose a life of renunciation involving only s¡´khya , knowledge. 
S¡´khya and sanny¡sa go together, since sanny¡sa  is taken for the sake of pursuing 
knowledge to the exclusion of any other activity. By simply becoming a sanny¡s¢, one 
does not become enlightened. A sanny¡s¢ also has to gain knowledge. Similarly, by 
karma-yoga  alone, you do not gain liberation. You have to gain knowledge. Knowledge, 
therefore, is common to both. Knowledge liberates, for which you require a mind which 
has been made ready by yoga. A sanny¡s¢  may follow the aÀ¶¡´ga -yoga upto its final 
limb of  sam¡dhi. But it too comes under karma-yoga  because it is an action to be done 
to purify the antaÅ-kara¸a  for the sake of gaining the knowledge. Any technique that 
helps to acquire steadiness of mind is useful and may be employed even by a sanny¡s¢. 

THE MEANS AND THE END ARE ONE  

In this verse, the word vyavas¡ya means ni¿caya, clarity with reference to what I 
seek and how I am going to go about gaining it. The mind, buddhi, therefore, is said to 
be single-pointed, ek¡. There is also only one goal — mokÀa, in the form of jµ¡na , 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 276 

knowledge. That the goal, the end, is clear, is itself a very big accomplishment. To see 
that mokÀa  is the destiny of a human being, that this is exactly what I am seeking, that it 
is freedom, freedom from a sense of limitation, and that freedom must be centred on 
myself alone, that it cannot be outside of me, means that the goal is clear. I should see 
that I am already free and that if I were bound, I could never be free. If I am already free, 
I should know it to own it. This is the kind of knowledge I need to have first — that 
there is such a thing as the freedom I am seeking and that it is in the form of jµ¡na. 

If there are a hundred seekers and all of them are very clear about what they want, 
all of them committed to the pursuit of knowledge, then all these minds have only one 
goal. áraddh¡  is common to all of them. Only in preparing the mind can there be 
differences. Once the mind is prepared, it does not meander. It is like a river with two 
banks; it has a direction. If the banks themselves are not defined, if they are all over, 
there will be islands everywhere, just like the river God¡var¢ before it reaches the sea. 

Similarly, like a meandering river, the buddhi will meander all over if I do not 
know where I want to go. Everything will seem to be all right. Or everything will seem 
to be important, which means there will be a confusion about priorities. If everything 
seems to be as attractive as everything else, then everything will have the uppermost 
place on the list of items to be fulfilled. Because they have no vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ buddhi, 
people are confused about what is to be done first and what later. 

But here, whether it is with reference to karma-yoga or jµ¡na, the focus is the 
same because it is knowledge and knowledge cannot differ. Knowledge is centred on the 
object and is as true as the object. Therefore, knowledge cannot differ regardless of 
whether it is my knowledge or your knowledge. One plus one is two for both of us. 
Because it depends on a valid means of knowledge, knowledge of a given thing does not 
differ. So too, knowledge for one who takes to karma-yoga is the same knowledge as 
that pursued by the sanny¡s¢. A karma-yog¢ does not do karma for the sake of karma 
or karma-phala. No one is interested in performing an action for the sake of action. 
Inaction would be preferable. Action is performed because the person is interested in 
something. We need to be clear about what that is. A karma-yog¢  does not perform 
karma for the karma's sake, nor because it is going to produce a particular result in 
terms of security and pleasure and thereby make him or her a better person. Such a 
person no longer thinks that way, although he or she may have thought so originally. A 
karma-yog¢ , like a sanny¡s¢ is a mumukÀu, a seeker, one who has a desire for mokÀa  
only. One does not become a karma-yog¢  otherwise. 

WITHOUT KNOWLEDGE SEEKING IS ENDLESS 
Everyone does some kind of karma or the other. Who does not? Some are doing 

more; some are doing less. But everyone performs karma with certain ends in view and 
these ends are numerous — bahu¿¡kh¡Å. There are many branches in the sense that 
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each one goes his or her own way. There are not just one or two ways; they are endless, 
countless, ananta . If you go after money, there is no end to the search. If you want 
power, it too is endless. Pleasures are the same. Whatever you seek, you find the pursuit 
is endless. 

Those who do not have ni¿caya , those who are not clear with reference to what 
they want, have meandering minds — bahu¿¡kh¡Å  buddhayaÅ. Too many branches are 
there, too many channels, too many expressions, and too many pursuits. They are indeed 
countless. Both the means and the ends are countless in number because the same ends 
can be achieved by many means. Take money, for example, or power. There are many 
gates including ‘Watergate,’ through which you can gain power and lose it also. A gate 
can take you in and it can push you out. Inlets can become outlets. Thus, there are many 
ways to accomplish the same end because whenever an end is away from you, you can 
accomplish that end in different ways. 

When the mind is not clear, priorities are always a problem. Everything seems to 
be equally important, whereas for the person who has clarity about what is to be known, 
there is ek¡ buddhi. With reference to yoga  too it is ek¡  buddhi because karma-yoga is 
born out of nitya-anitya-vastu -viveka , discriminating knowledge between that which is 
eternal and non-eternal. All we have to do is to take care of our r¡ga-dveÀas, our likes 
and dislikes. These have to be neutralised and, to do this, we require karma-yoga. If a 
person does not have karma-yoga and becomes a sanny¡s¢ or simply pursues 
knowledge on his or her own, r¡ga-dveÀas still have to be taken care of. 

This does not mean that one should not pursue knowledge. The pursuit of 
knowledge itself may help one to take care of r¡ga -dveÀas. In fact, no one takes care of 
every r¡ga -dveÀa  and then pursues knowledge. You pursue knowledge and take care of 
r¡ga -dveÀas. This was what Arjuna  did. 

KARMA-YOGA IS SOMETHING MORE THAN AN ETHICAL LIFE  

Arjuna  had been living a life of dharma, but it was not a total karma-yoga. He 
had great ambitions. Only in the battlefield did he become a mumukÀu . He had fought 
with Lord áiva  only for the sake of a weapon. Because he wanted a blessing from Lord 
áiva in the form of a missile, he worshipped him — all for the sake of personal glories. 
Living a life of dharma , an ethical life, Arjuna  legitimately sought these personal 
glories. 

Karma -yoga is not merely living an ethical life because one can legitimately 
aspire for money, power, heaven, and so on. Legitimately, the person performs various 
karmas and earns his or her living ethically. Following sound work ethics and personal 
ethics means that one's life is proper. But such a person is not necessarily a mumukÀu , 
the one who has already discriminated between the real and the unreal, the one who has 
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nitya -anitya -vastu-viveka. Nitya means that which is eternal, that which is always 
there, and anitya  is the ephemeral, the non-eternal. That ‘I am seeking eternally’ is 
knowledge that you gain in time after you have gone through enough rounds of 
experience to enlighten yourself. You see that experiences come and go and all that 
happens is that you become a permanent seeker, an experience hunter. Either you grow 
out of one experience and want a new experience or you want a repeat experience. Either 
way, the experience is anitya. The result of any karma  is always anitya . 

A person who has thus discovered a dispassion towards the experiences of life is 
called a mumukÀu, one who can take to a life of sanny¡sa or to a life of karma-yoga . 
Those who take to either life-style are mumukÀus who have minds that are ek¡, because 
of ni¿caya -svabh¡va. There is a determination; there is clarity. Ni¿caya does not mean 
determination in the sense of resolve; it means that there is no doubt. There is clarity 
with reference to what I want to know. 

If you want to know whether a pumpkin is made out of plastic or is real, you 
ascertain the difference and have ni¿cay¡tmik¡  buddhi with reference to that object. 
There is clarity. A doubt, however, is what is created when someone says that what you 
thought was real is made out of plastic. You can believe that it is real, but the mind is not 
ni¿cay¡tmik¡. You have to ascertain whether or not it is real with your own pram¡¸a , 
with your own hands and nose. You touch it and smell it. Nowadays, a pumpkin can be 
made to smell and feel like a real pumpkin, so you may also have to scratch it. Once you 
know it is a real pumpkin, then you have ni¿cay¡tmik¡  buddhi. 

From this example, we can understand that ni¿caya is clarity, not determination. 
What determination or resolve is there in knowing a pumpkin? Determination is 
something entirely different. You determine or resolve to achieve something. Here, very 
well ascertained knowledge is what is meant by ni¿cay¡tmik¡ buddhi, clarity with 
reference to the lakÀya, what is to be accomplished in life.  

Any target is called a lakÀya . Any implied meaning is also called lakÀya as we 
have seen before. What is aimed at here is lakÀya and the lakÀya is very clear. The 
means also are very clear. I do not choose karma-yoga  thinking that it will deliver the 
goods. I choose it knowing full well it is jµ¡na that delivers the goods. A karma-yog¢ 
pursues knowledge while, at the same time, living a life of karma-yoga . In this, the 
karma-yog¢  has ni¿caya , a clarity about the goal. The person has no delusions 
whatsoever. He or she may practice ¡sanas, pr¡¸¡y¡ma, and various other disciplines. 
A number  of rituals may also be performed. However, whatever is done is meant for 
only one purpose.  

This integration is clear to the karma-yog¢  because he or she knows that these 
karmas, themselves, will not produce knowledge. The purpose of the various disciplines 
is clear. This, then, is what is meant by clarity. No karma  is discounted or dismissed; 
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nor is it mistaken for a means to an end that it cannot produce. Therefore, a karma-yog¢ 
will not complain later that he or she tried everything, none of which helped at all. 

WHATEVER HELPS IS USEFUL  

People actually say these things, ‘I tried all this and it did not work. It is all a trip.’ 
They do not know what they tried it all for? Whatever you try can help in some way or 
other if it is done properly. It is also true that something that helps one person may not 
help another. For instance, two people may have the same disease with the same 
symptoms, but only one will be helped by a particular treatment and another may 
actually be harmed by it. There are hundreds of disciplines and cures for varieties of 
diseases, but they do not help everyone because each of them has its own limitation. No 
one really knows what a particular medicine will do. Researchers may have watched its 
effect on rats, but how it will act on a hum an being, in a male body as opposed to a 
female body, an Indian stomach as opposed to a Western stomach, they do not know. 
What happens when you eat meat instead of brown rice is not really known either. It is 
all guess work and prayer. Because everything has its own limitations, there is no last 
word. 

As long as you understand that you do a certain thing for a certain purpose and do 
not have any delusion about it, everything is fine. You do not become a faddist. Nor do 
you think that this or that will deliver what it cannot. Only jµ¡na  will deliver and, for the 
sake of jµ¡na, you have to do what is to be done, which requires, vic¡ra, inquiry. It is 
the thing that produces the knowledge that will deliver. If, for the sake of that 
knowledge, you think you need to do this or that to be able to know, then do it. 

áa´kara  says here that, viveka  being there, the mind is single-pointed — ek¡ 
buddhiÅ bhavati. Suppose, however, that the lakÀya, the human end, is not very clear. 
What kind of buddhi will there be? It will be a buddhi that is dissipated in many 
pursuits without any definite direction. Those who have no vyavas¡ya are those with no 
viveka-buddhi, no discrimination. They definitely do not have the knowledge born out 
of pram¡¸a  through the study of the ¿¡stra. They have no such clarity and, for them, 
there are many branches, bahu-¿¡kh¡s, countless means and countless ends — all of 
which are in the buddhi, so that the person wants to do many things at the same time 
finally not doing even one of them properly. Time management, therefore, becomes an 
enormous problem. 

WITHOUT CLARITY PRIORITIES ARE A PROBLEM 

To say, ‘This job I will do now and this one I will do later,’ means that you have 
only one buddhi, to say nothing of having only one body! However, suppose you want 
to do all of them and are not very clear about which one you want to do first, what 
happens is that you cannot even start! Similarly, when it is very clear to you that this 
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knowledge, this freedom, is what you want in life, then everything becomes karma -yoga  
for you, even marriage. In fact, marriage is yoga . Here both the partners together live a 
life of karma-yoga, preparing themselves for this knowledge.  

Having pointed out the difference in understanding, K¤À¸a talks about those who 
are not clear about the end to be accomplished in life. 

™…… ®…®……∆ {…÷Œπ{…i……∆ ¥……S…∆ |…¥…n˘xi™… ¥…{… ù…i…&* 
¥…‰n˘¥……n˘Æ˙i……& {……l…« x……x™…n˘∫i…“ i… ¥…… n˘x…&** 42 ** 
y¡mim¡Æ puÀpit¡Æ v¡caÆ pravadantyavipa¿citaÅ 
vedav¡darat¡Å p¡rtha n¡nyadast¢ti v¡dinaÅ   Verse 42 

EÚ…®……i®……x…& ∫¥…M…«{…Æ˙…& V…x®…EÚ®…«°ÚôÙ|…n˘…®…¬* 
 GÚ™…… ¥…∂…‰π…§…Ω÷˛ôÙ…∆ ¶……‰M…Ë∑…™…«M…Ài… |… i…** 43 **  
k¡m¡tm¡naÅ svargapar¡Å janmakarmaphalaprad¡m 
kriy¡vi¿eÀabahul¡Æ bhogai¿varyagatiÆ prati   Verse 43 

{……l…« p¡rtha — Oh! Son of P¤th¡ ; + ¥…{… ù…i…& avipa¿citaÅ — those who do not see 
clearly; ¥…‰n˘-¥……n˘-Æ˙i……& veda-v¡da-rat¡Å  — those who remain engrossed in the karma-
k¡¸·a portion of the Veda; +x™…i…¬ anyat — anything else; x… +Œ∫i… na  asti — is not; < i… 
iti — thus; ¥…… n˘x…& v¡dinaÅ — those who argue; EÚ…®……i®……x…& k¡m¡tm¡naÅ — those who 
are full of desires; ∫¥…M…«{…Æ˙…& svargapar¡Å — those with heaven as their highest goal; ¶……‰M…-
B‰∑…™…«-M… i…®…¬ |… i… bhoga -ai¿varya -gatim prati — for the sake of the attainment of 
pleasure and power; V…x®…-EÚ®…«-°ÚôÙ-|…n˘…®…¬ janma-karma-phala -prad¡m — leading to a 
better birth as a result of their actions;  GÚ™……- ¥…∂…‰π…-§…Ω÷˛ôÙ…®…¬ kriy¡-vi¿®Àa-bahul¡m — full 
of special rituals; ™……®…¬ <®……®…¬ y¡m im¡m — these; {…÷Œπ{…i……®…¬ puÀpit¡m — flowery; ¥……S…®…¬ 
v¡cam — words; |…¥…n˘Œxi… pravadanti — utter 

Oh! Son of P¤th¡, the non-discriminating people, who remain engrossed 
in karma enjoined by the Veda and its results, arguing that there is 
nothing other than this, those who are full of desires with heaven as their 
highest goal, for the attainment of pleasure and power, utter these flowery 
words that talk of many special rituals that are capable of giving better 
births and various results of actions. 

Those who see clearly are called vipa¿cits and avipa¿cits means the opposite, 
those who do not see clearly. They have no vyavas¡y¡tmik¡  buddhi. There are people 
who may see, but not clearly, and there are those who do not see at all. K¤À¸a is talking 
here about people who see, but not very clearly, who study and believe in the veracity of 
the Vedas, but miss the most important teaching of the Vedas namely the ¡tmajµ¡na . 
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They believe in the existence of the soul after death because it is stated so in the Vedas. 
They believe in the efficacy of the various rituals mentioned in the Vedas for 
accomplishing various ends and they believe in the ends also, like heaven and a better 
birth. They believe in the capacity of a given ritual to produce a particular desirable 
result. 

Therefore, these are not ordinary people. They are people who have studied the 
¿¡stra and who believe in its validity. This is why K¤À¸a  used the word avipa¿cit 
meaning that these people see and yet, they do not see. They are the people who are not 
to be dismissed because they have studied the scriptures. áa´kara criticises them here 
because they have all the words and some arguments which they back up by quoting 
selected verses. They talk, argue, and try to convince others also — y¡m im¡Æ 
puÀpit¡Æ v¡caÆ pravadanti. They use very well-known words, prasiddh¡ v¡k, words 
that are very flowery. There are some trees, like magnolia trees, in which, when they 
flower, nothing but the flowers can be seen. Although the leaves and branches are there, 
they are hidden by the flowers. These people are like those trees because they speak 
words which are as attractive as a flowery, blossoming tree — puÀpit¡Æ v¡caÆ 
pravadanti. áa´kara also uses another expression — ¿r£yam¡¸a -rama¸¢ya, meaning 
‘very nice to hear.’ As you hear the words, they are very pleasing and wonderful to the 
ear, but in fact, they are all just so much hype! Such words are used because people who 
do not have ek¡  buddhi, who have not ascertained what they have to accomplish in life, 
do not see things very clearly. Those, who do not have this viveka , revel in par ts of the 
Veda that talk of means and ends and exclude the Ved¡nta  portion. They are the veda-
v¡da-rat¡s. 

They may even study Ved¡nta but only use it for the sake of rituals. These people 
revel in many of the Veda-v¡kyas because they state clearly what you will get and the 
means, s¡dhana, you must employ for gaining it. There are rituals for having children, 
restoring health, removing certain obstacles you may have, and so on. How these 
elaborate rituals are to be done is also stated. In other words, there is an answer for 
everything in the karma-k¡¸·a of the Veda. 

Believing in all these sentences and performing certain karmas because one wants 
to accomplish various ends is fine. But, the veda-v¡da-rat¡s argue that there is nothing 
other than karma. They say that you must do karma and you must accomplish all these 
various ends. They say that you should not fritter away this life and, of course, we say 
the same thing! You are given this one life and we do not know about the next one. 
There may be a next life or there may not be. Even if a next life does exist, you may be 
born a frog and end up on a lab table for experimental purposes. The legs go onto 
someone else's plate and the body goes to the anatomy department of some medical 
college! Therefore, this life is the only one we can count on.  
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The veda-v¡da-rat¡s say that karma  alone is to be done. For them, the greatest 
gain, mokÀa, is heaven, svarga. They also talk about this life, saying that the greatest 
gain is wealth. In other words, the goal is one hundred percent success here and in the 
hereafter also! This is how they talk. And why do they talk this way?  

The people being described here are those who are nothing but desires — 
k¡m¡tm¡naÅ. It is not that they have desires. They are made up of desires alone.  There 
is a difference. Going to heaven is the highest end for them; they are svargaparas.Thus, 
there are a lot of desires for them to fulfil here on earth and, then, for the hereafter, 
heaven is the ultimate goal! 

The result of karma is always another birth, janma, in one form or other. All the 
karma-phalas, that you have gathered ends up in this way. Therefore, we have the 
flowery words, puÀpit¡ v¡k, of those who talk about a better birth later being the result 
of karma gathered — they talk words that are janma-karma-phala-prad¡ . These 
words are in the form of statements such as ‘Next time you will be born a prince. You 
will be born with a golden spoon in your mouth,’ and so on. Kriy¡ -vi¿eÀa-bahul¡ is yet 
another adjective used by K¤À¸a  to describe the words spoken by these people, words 
that reveal the many and varied karmas for attaining pleasure and power —bhoga -
ai¿varya-gatiÆ prati. Bhoga is pleasure and ai¿varya  is power, overlordship. You want 
power and overlordship because you cannot accept the helplessness that you feel. And so 
the words, ‘Next time you will become a king,’ or ‘in your next birth, you will be Indra, 
the ruler of heaven,’ are all very pleasant to hear. People's minds seem to be carried 
away by them. 

Thus, K¤À¸a  lamented their plight here. Not only are they themselves carried away 
by these words, their conviction in their belief is such that they become missionaries and 
make sure they convince a few other people too. The real reason for their missionary 
zeal is that they are not that sure. Their belief is only a belief, after all. Believers have to 
become missionaries because belief means there is a doubt and doubt means you require 
some strength. If you can manage to convince one person, then you feel secure. There is 
mutual strength and one helps the other. Groups are created in this way so that each 
member will have the support of all other members. 

The minds of those who are carried away by these enticing flowery words do not 
stay with the pursuit of Ved¡nta. With reference to what one must gain, there is no real 
clarity because this clarity cannot take place in the minds carried away by such words. 
The idea here is that if you do not allow yourself to be carried away by words, if you 
look into them, you will find that they fall apart. And, if the words are not looked into, 
you will find that they are very pleasing and attractive. Therefore, people who have no 
discrimination are easily carried off by them. 

¶……‰M…Ë∑…™…«|…∫…HÚ…x……∆ i…™……{…æ˛i…S…‰i…∫……®…¬* 
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¥™…¥…∫……™……Œi®…EÚ… §…÷ r˘& ∫…®……v……Ë x…  ¥…v…“™…i…‰** 44 **  
bhogai¿varyaprasakt¡n¡Æ tay¡pah¤tacetas¡m 
vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ buddhiÅ sam¡dhau na vidh¢yate   Verse 44 

¶……‰M…-B‰∑…™…«-|…∫…HÚ…x……®…¬ bhoga-ai¿varya -prasakt¡n¡m — for those who pursue pleasure 
and power exclusively; i…™…… tay¡ — by those words; +{…æ˛i…-S…‰i…∫……®…¬ apah¤ta-cetas¡m — 
whose minds are robbed away; ¥™…¥…∫……™……Œi®…EÚ… vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ — well ascertained; 
§…÷ r˘& buddhiÅ — understanding; ∫…®……v……Ë sam¡dhau — in the mind; x…  ¥…v…“™…i…‰ na 
vidh¢yate — does not take place 

For those who pursue, pleasure and power exclusively, whose minds are 
robbed away by those flowery words, well ascertained understanding 
does not take place in their mind. 

K¤À¸a  had already unfolded the knowledge of s¡´khya  and then he asked Arjuna 
to listen to the knowledge unfolded about karma-yoga. Thus, when K¤À¸a  praised yoga  
in terms of karma-yoga , as he did here, s¡´khya  was not being discussed at all.  

Often something is praised by comparing it to something else. In K¤À¸a's  praise of 
karma-yoga , there was a comparison to pure karma, karma  done with a particular 
result in mind, the karma  that is done with the thinking, ‘I perform this karma for this 
given result alone.’ The result, phala, of pure karma  is always limited. This is not the 
karma done for the sake of antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, for purifying the mind, so that 
mokÀa will be gained. When karma is done in this manner for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, 
then the commitment is to mokÀa  alone and you become a mumukÀu. This is what we 
call yoga. 

Karma  is generally done for the sake of a limited result, whether the karma  is 
worldly, laukika-karma, or scripturally based, vaidika -karma . The karmas that are 
done for gaining certain limited results are called k¡mya-karma. The ¿¡stra includes 
heaven also as a result of k¡mya-karma. 

The people under discussion, in this verse, know the Veda and quote it, but only 
for the purpose of establishing the glories of karma and their results (puÀpit¡Æ v¡caÆ 
pravadanti). Words that are very flowery and pleasing to the ear are used in this way by 
these people, and they talk about the various karmas that can be done for the sake of 
gaining enjoyments, bhoga and overlordship, ai¿varya, meaning the wielding of power. 
Enjoyment and power are the only two purposes for which such people dedicate their  
entire lives. And committed as they are to their own desires, they also talk a great deal 
about it. 

The word ai¿varya  means overlordship, implying different degrees of power. For 
example, a policeman controls people's driving habits. This is one kind of ai¿varya . 
Then there is a police inspector who controls all the policemen in his station and a 
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commissioner who controls the inspectors. There is also someone else above the 
commissioner. The power wielded by all these people is in different degrees and 
represents different kinds of ai¿varya. 

WITHOUT VIVEKA, CONFUSION IS ENDLESS 

Those who are totally committed to bhoga  and ai¿varya, who are engaged in the 
pursuit of enjoyment and power alone, are influenced by the flowery words that reveal 
the various types of karmas, the means for achieving different ends. These words are not 
only Vedic words but colloquial words also, drawn from whatever ‘hype’ that is 
available in the language at the time. Hearing these flowery words, which are very 
seductive, their minds are robbed away. They become apah¤ta-cetasaÅ. In such people, 
the discriminative knowledge is so totally covered that nothing is clear. 

Naturally, such people do not see through these words. They do not see the 
limitations of these words because their discriminative capacity, viveka, is covered. For 
them, there is no vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ buddhi, no clarity about what they want in life. That 
buddhi that is always the same, ek¡ -buddhi, is not there for them. Therefore, there are 
hundreds of ends to be accomplished and a variety of means also, resulting in confusion. 
Where there is confusion, priorities are always a problem because you find that you 
cannot grab everything at the same time. In such circumstances, the mind can never be 
steady.  

Here, in this verse, K¤À¸a  says that people who are committed to bhoga and 
ai¿varya, and whose minds are robbed away by enticing words praising the means and 
ends, do not have clear minds with reference to what is to be accomplished in life. 
Where is it that such clarity does not take place? In the mind — sam¡dhau na 
vidh¢yate. There is no other meaning for sam¡dhi here because K¤À¸a  was talking 
about vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ buddhi, with reference to those who have no clarity, ni¿caya , 
about what they want, people whose minds meander. Therefore, this vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ 
buddhi, which is ek¡ buddhi, does not take place in the minds of these people. Those 
who do have clarity have ek¡ buddhi, meaning that there is only one lakÀya , one goal, 
for them. MokÀa is the only goal to be accomplished.  

áa´ka ra  explains the use of word sam¡dhi in his commentary on the verse when 
he says that everything in the world reaches your mind alone — sam¡dh¢yate asmin . In 
the mind alone, all the sense objects, all the experiences, the entire world that is in front 
of you, are experienced by you. The eyes may be open and seeing, but what they see has 
to reach the mind before any seeing actually takes place. So here, sam¡dhau means ‘in 
the mind’ antaÅkara¸e, buddhau. And what is it that does not take place in the minds 
of these people? — ek¡ buddhiÅ, vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ buddhiÅ  asmin  sam¡dhau na 
vidh¢yate. Instead, the buddhi is a meandering buddhi, wanting this and that, like the 
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mind of an active, bright child who is taken to a toy shop and asked to choose only one 
toy! Total confusion is the result. 

When a person who is already confused, studies the Veda, and finds that various 
actions will produce various results, his or her confusion becomes endless. It is like 
looking through a catalogue because you want to buy some gifts. Before long, you find 
that you yourself need something on every page! Not only do you find the whole world 
consists of so many alluring things, but you discover through the ¿¡stra that the 
unknown world contains many more equally enticing and attractive things. The mind is 
thereby robbed away for those who are committed to bhoga and ai¿varya , and their 
discriminative awareness is clouded. Therefore, K¤À¸a  emphasised the importance of 
having this vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ buddhi. 
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j…ËM…÷h™… ¥…π…™…… ¥…‰n˘…  x…¤…ËM…÷h™……‰ ¶…¥……V…÷«x…* 
 x…u«˘xu˘…‰  x…i™…∫…k¥…∫l……‰  x…™……ÊM…I…‰®… +…i®…¥……x…¬** 45 ** 
traigu¸yaviÀay¡ ved¡ nistraigu¸yo bhav¡rjuna 
nirdvandvo nityasattvastho niryoga kÀema ¡tmav¡n  Verse 45 

¥…‰n˘…& ved¡Å — the Vedas; j…ËM…÷h™… ¥…π…™……& traigu¸yaviÀay¡Å — have their subject matter 
related to the three qualities; +V…÷«x… Arjuna — Oh! Arjuna ;  x…¤…ËM…÷h™…& nistraigu¸yaÅ — 
one free from three fold qualities;  x…u«˘xu&̆ nirdvandvaÅ — one free from the (sorrow of) 
the pairs of opposites;  x…i™…-∫…k¥…∫l…& nitya -sattvasthaÅ  — one ever established in sattva -
gu¸a;  x…™……ÊM…I…‰®…& niryogakÀemaÅ — one free from the anxieties of acquiring and 
protecting; +…i®…¥……x…¬ ¡tmav¡n — one who is a master of oneself; ¶…¥… bhava  — be 

The subject matter of the Vedas is related to the three qualities. Oh! 
Arjuna, be one who is free from the three-fold qualities, from (the 
sorrow of) the pairs of opposites, one who is ever established in sattva-
gu¸a, one who is free from the anxieties of acquiring and protecting, one 
who is a master of oneself. 

áa´kara  prefaces his commentary to this verse by saying that for the people who 
are committed to enjoyments and power, for those who do not have viveka -buddhi, the 
subject matter of the Vedas becomes traigu¸ya -viÀaya. This is not a full definition of 
the Veda, which contains much more, including Ved¡nta . What is meant here is that for 
those who are committed to bhoga and ai¿varya, all scriptures will be traigu¸ya-viÀaya 
alone. One usually looks in the scriptures only for what one wants to see. It is like going 
to a hardware store that has hundreds of things and looking only for what you want. 
Similarly, there are a number of topics in the scriptures and you look only for what you 
want. 

The Veda provides you with legitimate means for achieving various ends. There 
are unknown means for known ends, known means for unknown ends, and unknown 
means for unknown ends. Heaven, for example, is an unknown end because it is not 
directly known to us. Another janma , a better birth, is also an unknown end that the 
¿¡stra says will be accomplished by a life of dharma. Dharma is a known means 
because what is right and wrong in not totally unknown to us. The Veda confirms what 
means are right and wrong to accomplish this desirable unknown end later, be it heaven 
or another janma. 

Previously, I did not know that if I did the right thing I would get pu¸ya . And by 
doing the right thing, I not only get the result right here, d¤À¶a-phala , but I get ad¤À¶a -
phala also, a later result. In this way, the Veda talks about known means for gaining 
unknown ends. It also talks about unknown means for known ends, like having a child. 
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The ritual that is provided has nothing to do with having a child and is only performed 
when all other known avenues have been explored. If, after consulting doc tors and 
following their advice, there is still no child, then there is definitely some obstacle, 
pratibandhaka . The only way remaining to remove the obstacle is through prayer. 
Therefore, the Veda gives a ritual, which is a prayer — not a broad-spectrum ritual, but a 
specific ritual meant solely for having a child. 

Thus, you find that the Veda reveals a variety of means and ends, known and not 
known to us, but all of them are meant for limited results. These are what people 
committed to bhoga  and ai¿varya look for. For them, the Veda means only that part 
which relates to the three gu¸as, sattva , rajas, and tamas — traigu¸ya -viÀaya , 
meaning saÆs¡ra . Sattva will give you some happiness, rajas will give you agitation, 
and tamas will give you dullness and sorrow. Thus, these three qualities are what give 
you joy and sorrow, sukha and duÅkha. SaÆs¡ra  means, that which is within the fold 
of the three gu¸as. 

MEANS AND ENDS ARE NOT THE ONLY SUBJECT MATTER OF 
THE VEDA 

In this verse, K¤À¸a advised Arjuna straight away not to be one for whom 
saÆs¡ra is an end to be accomplished; he said, ‘nistraigu¸yo bhava .’ In fact, saÆs¡ra 
cannot be an end to be accomplished; we already have it! We are already within the fold 
of the three gu¸as and are seeking freedom from it. 

A drow ning man does not require more water. He is already drowning and will not 
want to get into the ocean. Similarly, we are already up to our necks in the ocean of 
saÆs¡ra. Thus, saÆs¡ra  cannot be an end to be achieved at any time; it can only be a 
situation to get out of. K¤À¸a was as though telling Arjuna, ‘Do not look into the Veda 
to find a better place in saÆs¡ra . Be a little discriminative. You have come up to the 
Veda. Yet, you are trying to perpetuate your saÆs¡ra. It is meaningless. May you, 
therefore,  become one for whom saÆs¡ra  is not there — nistraigu¸yo bhava .’ 

áa´kara  gives the meaning in short — ‘May you be free from desire, niÀk¡maÅ 
bhava.’ That is, he says ‘May you be free from the desire for pleasures and power.’ Let 
these not be the end in view. Further, ‘May you become free from the opposites, the 
causes of sukha and duÅkha, nirdvandvaÅ bhava .’ áa´kara also explains the words, 
dvandva and nirdvandva. The causes, hetus, for sukha and duÅkha, pleasure and 
pain, are referred to as opposites, meaning of the word dvandva here. The one who is 
free from the opposites is called nirdvandva , free from the causes of sukha-duÅkha , 
etc. How can you be free from the causes of sukha-duÅkha ? By not being dependent for 
your happiness on the presence or absence of anything. Cold and heat, for example, can 
make you unhappy. If they do, it means that you are dependent on their absence or 
presence for your happiness. That means that you are not nirdvandva .  
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Another set of opposites is jaya and apajaya, victory and defeat. They also 
become the hetu, the basis, for your sukha and duÅkha. In defeat, there is pain duÅkha; 
in victory, there is elation, sukha . To this you may say, ‘Granted I do not want pain, but 
why should I not be elated?’ The reason is that if you are elated, you are definitely going 
to have pain also. Therefore, may you not let the opposites affect you, nirdvandvaÅ 
bhava. Since you cannot avoid them, may they not affect you. Although you cannot 
avoid winter and summer, you can allow them not to affect you by maintaining a certain 
composure or attitude towards them. In this way, you need not be carried away by 
changing situations, which may not always be to your liking. 

One whose mind, whose thinking, enjoys a predominance of the sattvagu¸a  is 
called sattvastha . When sattva  is predominant, there is composure, discrimination, 
enquiry, and knowledge. Rajogu¸a, on the other hand, means agitation, ambition, and so 
on. Therefore, may your commitment always be to knowledge only — nityasattvasthaÅ 
bhava — so that you can discover yourself to be nistraigu¸ya .  

áa´kara also explains what the word, niryoga-kÀema means, in his commentary 
to this verse. Gaining something that you do not have is called yoga , something that is 
not with you, something that you want to accomplish, something that is desirable. 
KÀema means having to protect what you have already gained. Say you do not have a 
job and you apply for one and then go for an interview. This is all done for the sake of 
getting the job and, therefore, you are doing yoga. Once you have the job, it becomes 
another job to retain it. The whole job of retaining a job is what is meant by kÀema . 
Similarly, earning money is yoga  and hanging on to it, investing it, is kÀema. Having a 
child is yoga; bringing up and retaining the child, not losing it, is kÀema. Getting married 
is yoga and making it work is kÀema . Therefore, there is yoga-kÀema everywhere. 

A person's problems will always be related to either yoga or kÀema. Either you do 
not get what you want or you have lost what you had, or are losing what you have. From 
the hair on your head onwards, there are hundreds of things that we are losing which 
cause problems of anxiety, all of which are yoga and kÀema. K¤À¸a, therefore, said to 
Arjuna, ‘May you be a person who has no concern or anxiety due to yoga  or kÀema — 
niryoga -kÀemaÅ bhava.’ The whole idea here is that for those who are only concerned 
with getting what they want and hanging on to it, engaging themselves in the pursuit of 
mokÀa will be very difficult. K¤À¸a did not say that you should not go for yoga and 
kÀema. Rather, he said, ‘Let there be no concern born of yoga and kÀema .’ In other 
words, ‘May you be free.’ 

Further, K¤À¸a  said, ‘May you be one whose mind and senses are with you, may 
you be ¡tmav¡n, a master of yourself.’ All of this is explained throughout the G¢t¡ . 
Otherwise, K¤À¸a's words would have been merely advice and not teaching. This verse 
tells us what K¤À¸a was going to teach. Here, ¡tm¡  refers to the body, mind, and senses 
and not to the sat-cit-¡nanda -¡tm¡, which is already you. Because you have a body, 
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mind, and senses, what is being said here is — ‘May you have them; may they not have 
you! May you not be in the hands of your fancies. May your mind be with you. May you 
become free from indifference an d mechanical thinking, pram¡da . In other words, may 
you become alert; may you be together.’ 

Those who are committed to bhoga  and ai¿varya see the Veda as having only the 
three qualities as its subject matter, traigu¸ya-viÀaya, whereas it has much more to 
teach. For example, the contents of this verse are taught in the Veda. Ved¡nta is also a 
part of the Veda. K¤À¸a was saying that Arjuna had learned enough of the traigu¸ya -
viÀaya part of the Veda. Now it was time for him to study the other part, the Ved¡nta . 
Thus, he used the word, nistraigu¸ya. He then went on to emphasise his point. 

™……¥……x…l…« =n˘{……x…‰ ∫…¥…«i…& ∫…®ó Ÿi……‰n˘E‰Ú* 
i……¥……x…¬ ∫…¥…Êπ…÷ ¥…‰n‰˘π…÷ •……¿h…∫™…  ¥…V……x…i…&** 46 ** 
y¡v¡nartha udap¡ne sarvataÅ samplutodake 
t¡v¡n sarveÀu vedeÀu br¡hma¸asya vij¡nataÅ   Verse 46 

∫…¥…«i…& sarvataÅ — everywhere; ∫…®ó Ÿi…-=n˘E‰Ú sampluta-udake — when it is being 
flooded; =n˘{……x…‰ udap¡ne — in a pond or well (any small reservoir of water); ™……¥……x…¬ 
y¡v¡n — as much; +l…«& arthaÅ  — use; i……¥……x…¬ t¡v¡n — that much;  ¥…V……x…i…& •……¿h…∫™… 
vij¡nataÅ br¡hma¸asya  — for the knowing br¡hma¸a; ∫…¥…Êπ…÷ sarveÀu — in all; ¥…‰n‰˘π…÷ 
vedeÀu — the Vedas  

For the br¡hma¸a  who knows the self, all the Vedas are of so much use 
as a small reservoir is when there is a flood everyw here. 

The reason K¤À¸a asked Arjuna  to go beyond those parts of the Veda dealing only 
with saÆs¡ra is given in this excellent verse. The word br¡hma¸a  means one in whom 
sattva is predominant. Therefore a br¡hma¸a is a thinking person, a discriminating 
person. The word ‘vij¡nataÅ’ qualifying the br¡hma¸a refers to one who knows what it 
is all about. For an enlightened br¡hma¸a , vij¡nataÅ br¡hma¸asya, K¤À¸a says, the 
portion of the Veda relating only to saÆs¡ra is as useful as the water from a well when 
the entire countryside has been flooded, sarvataÅ samplutodake. When the wells and 
ponds themselves are under water, you need not look to them for water! 

THE END OF SEEKING 

The various means and ends talked about in the Veda are all limited so that any 
result you derive from the karmas enjoined is also going to be limited. The wise person 
is the one who knows he is limitless, paraÆ brahma. When a person is limitless 
¡nanda , where is the necessity of looking for ¡nanda? Because the very nature, 
svar£pa, of the person is ¡nanda , one who has this knowledge does not look for 
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¡nanda , just as a sugar crystal does not require any sugar at all to make itself sweeter. 
Nothing can become sweeter than sugar. Once something has crystallised into sugar, it 
cannot be sweetened any further. The very crystallisation indicates that the sweetness 
saturation has been reached. The American system of government may be better than the 
Russian system, but their sugars are both the same. 

In the same way, you are ¡nanda  by nature. When you are ¡nanda, you do not 
require any source of ¡nanda, any source of security. But this is exactly what you are 
seeking through all these karmas, means and ends. Therefore, the various means and 
ends mentioned in all four Vedas will only be of as much use, t¡v¡n sarveÀu vedeÀu , as 
the small ponds and wells are when there is water, water, everywhere! When the ponds 
and wells are already flooded by water, where is the pond or the well, in fact! 

All that K¤À¸a  said in the previous verses was to create in Arjuna an interest in 
karma-yoga , which K¤À¸a has not yet talked about. He had only talked about s¡´khya , 
knowledge. After asking Arjuna to listen to what he had to say about karma-yoga, he 
began praising it, saying that there was no possibility of losing anything or incurring any 
wrong result by its practice because karma-yoga is not mere karma. He then pointed 
out that people do karmas because they do not know what they really want. Since what 
they want is not very clear, they go after enjoyment and power. However, when what is 
wanted is very clear, the mind is settled. The storm is over and there is no more interest 
in experimentation. There is no more trying to see if this or that will do it. All 
experimentation stops because there is clarity with reference to what is wanted, which 
itself is a great blessing. 

Then it becomes a question of whether you want to live a life of sanny¡sa  or 
karma-yoga , the only two lifestyles open to you. Between the two, you have a choice, 
but in fact, there is really very little choice because it all depends upon where you are. 
Sanny¡sa  may not be advisable at all; therefore, karma-yoga  is preferable. Both have a 
common goal; both are meant for mokÀa  in the form of knowledge. A sanny¡s¢  works 
for mokÀa  and so does a karma-yog¢. 

Although K¤À¸a has talked so much about karma-yoga , he has not actually said 
what it is. In the next verse, he explains it. 

EÚ®…«h™…‰¥…… v…EÚ…Æ˙∫i…‰ ®…… °Úô‰Ùπ…÷ EÚn˘…S…x…* 
®…… EÚ®…«°ÚôÙΩ‰˛i…÷¶…⁄«®……« i…‰ ∫…ÉÛ…‰%∫i¥…EÚ®…« h… ** 47 ** 
karma¸yev¡dhik¡raste m¡ phaleÀu kad¡cana  
m¡ karmaphalaheturbh£rm¡ te sa´go'stva karma¸i  Verse 47 

EÚ®…« h… karma¸i — in action; B¥… eva  — only; i…‰ te — your; + v…EÚ…Æ ˙& adhik¡raÅ  — 
choice; °Úô‰Ùπ…÷ phaleÀu — in the results; ®…… EÚn˘…S…x… m¡  kad¡cana — never; EÚ®…«-°ÚôÙ-Ω‰˛i…÷& 
karma-phala-hetuÅ  — the cause of the results; ®…… ¶…⁄& m¡ bh£Å — do not be; +EÚ®…« h… 
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akarma¸i — in inaction; i…‰ te — your; ∫…ÉÛ& sa´gaÅ — attachment; ®…… +∫i…÷ m¡  astu  — 
let it not be 

Your choice is in action only, never in the results thereof. Do not be the 
author of the results of action. Let your attachment not be to inaction. 

áa´kara  takes the karma mentioned in this verse as purely scripturally enjoined 
karma, vaidika -karma , because that was what was under discussion. We shall look at it 
as any karma, rather than strictly vaidika-karma, since karma-yoga allows for it and 
áa´kara has said nothing to rule out the propriety of this approach.  

The word adhik¡ra here means choice, your right, something over which you 
have power. This choice is only with reference to karma, the actions you perform. At no 
time, m¡ kad¡cit, however, is there a choice with reference to the results of actions, 
phaleÀu . Thus, with reference to all actions, you have a choice, but with reference to the 
results thereof, you have no choice whatsoever. This is a very simple statement of fact. 
Even for vaidika-karma there is a choice; you can do it, you need not do it, and you can 
do it differently. This capacity to do, not to do, and to do it differently makes you a 
karma-adhik¡r¢. An animal, on the other hand, is not a karma-adhik¡r¢ because it 
does not have a choice in its actions, but is motivated only by its instincts. 

When K¤À¸a told Arjuna that he did not have any choice over the results of 
action, he was not giving him a piece of advice; it was a statement of fact. A statement of 
fact is not an advice; it is teaching. That, water boils at 100°C, is a statement of fact. 
Here, also, with reference to actions and their results, the statement, ‘Your choice is only 
in action, never in the results thereof, karma¸i eva  adhik¡raÅ  te, m¡ phaleÀu 
kad¡cana,’ is a statement of fact. 

THE DEFINITION OF KARMA-YOGA 

Yoga is defined in three different ways in the G¢t¡. The karma-yoga  that K¤À¸a is 
praising is defined in two ways in this chapter.1 The first is, evenness of the mind is 
called karma-yoga , samatvaÆ  yogaÅ ucyate (G¢t¡  – 2-48). The second is, discretion in 
action is called karma-yoga , yogaÅ karmasu kau¿alam (G¢t¡ – 2-50). Both definitions 
are necessary and need to be understood. Only then can karma-yoga  be properly 
understood. 

Samatva  and kau¿ala  are defining words for karma-yoga. Samatva is based on 
the sentence in the present verse — karma¸i eva  adhik¡raÅ te, m¡ phaleÀu kad¡cana . 
Samatva means sameness and sameness of mind is karma-yoga. Karma  is also 
definitely involved in karma-yoga. Otherwise there would be no karma-yoga . There 
                                                                 
1 Third definition of karma-yoga is:  

Dissociation from the association with pain (G¢t¡  – 6-23)  
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can be karma without yoga, but without karma, there can be no karma-yoga . If karma- 
yoga implies karma, then there must be sameness, samatva, with reference to karma . 
Let us see where this sameness is possible. 

Sameness is not possible in the karma itself because you cannot do the same 
karma during the entire day, day after day, throughout your entire lifetime. Cooking is 
one karma, eating is another, and stirring the food in the pot is yet another. Removing 
the pot from fire is a different karma altogether. The karmas are therefore endless — 
sitting, standing, switching the stove on, switching it off, and so on. Obviously, then, the 
karmas cannot be the same because they are different. 

Perhaps we can say that the results of karmas, the karma-phalas, are the same. 
Again, it is not possible. When you heat water, for example, there is one result and when 
you switch off the stove, there is another, entirely different result. The water that was hot 
slowly becomes cold as it loses its heat. Thus, different karmas are done for different 
results. The results vary. If you do not get a different result when you switch the stove on 
and off, you have a different kind of problem in that the stove is not functioning 
properly. Normally, the results will be different. Thus, neither karmas nor their results 
can be the same. In fact, different karmas are done for different results. 

Every karma is desire-based; every action presupposes desire. Therefore, desire 
also cannot be the same. I do different karmas because I want different results. Desires 
are meant for results alone and the results are different. Thus, samatva  is not in the 
karma, its results, or the desire upon which the karma  is based. 

In fact, samatva can only be with reference to your attitude concerning the results 
of action. While you have a choice over your action, you are helpless with reference to 
the result. You are not Ì¿vara; you are just an individual with limited knowledge, limited 
power, and ever so many desires. You have countless likes and dislikes, r¡ga -dveÀas to 
be fulfilled. Therefore, you undertake various activities. 

KARMA IS TOTALLY DESIRE-BASED 

Whatever be the nature of the karmas you do, they are all meant for fulfilling your 
r¡ga -dveÀas commonly called desires. R¡ga is with reference to what you want to have, 
what you want to retain, and dveÀa  is with reference to what you want to avoid, what 
you want to get rid of. That you want is k¡ma, desire. What you want is defined in terms 
of either r¡ga or dveÀa . 

Everyone has likes and dislikes. They form the nature of an individual and are 
common to all. They may reveal how cultured, how sophisticated a person is, but the fact 
that everyone has likes and dislikes is common. There is no exception. Because of the 
presence of r¡ga -dveÀas alone, there are various activities and all the karmas 
undertaken are meant to produce the desired results because both r¡ga and dveÀa are 
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result oriented. You want to accomplish this, ‘this’ being the result. It is not that you 
want to accomplish karma; you want to accomplish the result and for its sake, you do 
this karma. 

Since you perform a particular karma to accomplish a specific end, it seems as 
though you have figured out which karma will produce which result. But then you find 
that what you had figured out is not that predictable. In fact, you find that you can get 
exactly the opposite of what you thought you would get! What you want is one thing, but 
what you do seems to be either inadequate or inappropriate as it produces the opposite 
result. If we analyse any result, we find that it always falls into one of the following 
categories — more than we want, less than we want, the opposite of what we want, or 
exactly what we want. 

If you want to cross the road and you do so, finding yourself on the other side, you 
got what you wanted. The result was as you expected. If you wanted to cross the road to 
catch a bus and, while doing so, someone offered you a ride right to where you were 
going, you got more than you expected from crossing the road. Had you not crossed the 
road to get to the bus stop, you would not have met the person who offered a ride. Or, 
having wanted to cross the road, you may have found yourself in the hospital, having 
only reached the middle! 

The result can be entirely different from what you wanted. You may have wanted 
a job but, instead, the person who interviewed you for the job you did not get, sold you 
what turned out to be a winning lottery ticket. You did not get the job you wanted, but 
you did get something entirely different and, in this case, most desirable — a million 
dollars! 

All these situations are possible because you are not omniscient. Also, there is a 
certain helplessness involved. Therefore, keeping all your fingers crossed may not be 
enough; you may be better off by crossing your toes also! 

What is up the sleeve of the future is always a wonder because we simply do not 
know what is coming next. We do not even know what our next thought is going to be 
— even after having lived for forty or fifty years! Yet, we talk about the future! This, 
then, is the helplessness of the individual, the j¢va . 

THE LIMITATIONS OF THE J ÌVA 

Wherever the j¢va is, power wielded by that j¢va is limited. Even Indra's wings 
are clipped. He does not have total overlordship because there are other domains where 
he is not even given entry. He may say, ‘I am Indra!’ and st ill be told to leave. Some one 
might say, ‘You might be Indra in your own loka , but here you do not even have the 
status of a mosquito. Get out!’ Thus, we find that no one's wingspan enables him or her 
to go everywhere. Such freedom, such limitlessness in terms of knowledge and power, is 
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not there for anyone. Our knowledge and power are both limited. For want of 
knowledge, we cannot avoid what we want to avoid. Knowledge is not limitless. If it 
were, there would be no problem. Exactly what I want to happen would happen. I would 
know that this action would produce that result. 

Limitless knowledge means limitless power also. If you have limitless power, you 
do not need to do anything other than think a thought. The thought you have will shape 
itself perfectly.  God did not commit a mistake when he thought that an avocado would 
be the fruit that has a big pit; it was meant to be that way. It would not be an avocado if it 
did not have a big pit. An apple, on the other hand, should not have a big pit; only then is 
it an apple. This is how the creation is. 

When there is omniscience, the thoughts are clean and complete. Nothing needs to 
be done. Thus, God did not need six days to create the world. It is not that on the first 
day God did this and on the second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth days he did a few more 
things. Or that, having created everything else, he found there was no light and had to 
put a sun up there. How could he have done all those other things with no light? How 
could there be a first day without a sun? A day is due to the sun alone. Nor is it that God 
was doing a job that required him to do certain things on the first day so that he could 
paint on the next. On the third day he did not look at what he had done before, and 
decide that it was unsatisfactory, and rearrange the whole thing. God is not an architect! 
If the Lord is omniscient and omnipotent, all that is required is a sa´kalpa, a thought.  

Even we, as mere mortals, do better in our dreams! We think of a world and it is 
there in front of us. If we think of a mountain, the mountain is up! If we think of a lion 
on the mountain, the lion is there! If we think of an African jungle, it is all there! We 
need not do anything nor do we have to go anywhere. It is all there; we created it. And if 
we want everyone to come and see our creation, they come in droves, in every 
imaginable means of transport, because we have the capacity to create them all in an 
instant. A capacity similar to this in the Lord, of course, is what is meant by 
omnipotence. That is why he is called a satya -sa´kalpa , one whose thought, sa´kalpa , 
is true, satya . When the thought is there, the whole thing is there. This is omnipotence. 

THE RESULTS OF KARMA CAN NEVER BE PREDICTED 

However, for you, power and knowledge being limited, certain situations cannot 
be avoided. For want of power, you cannot avoid certain illnesses or accidents, like 
falling from a tree. You know that you are falling and you may even know that you are 
accelerating downward at a speed of 32 feet per second per second. All this you know 
very well, but so what? Down you come! It matters not whether you are a great physicist 
or an ignoramus. One may know all the reasons as to why he or she is falling — the 
gravitational force, 32 feet per second per second, and so on — while someone else has 
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no understanding of gravitation at all. All that is known is that he or she is coming down! 
But, for want of power, neither of them can avoid falling.  

Limitation with respect to power and knowledge, then, is the status of an 
indiv idual. If this is so, K¤À¸a's statement that one's choice is only over action —
karma¸i eva  adhik¡raÅ  te — is very important. You may say that there is really no 
choice because so much is determined by your past, and so on, but that is an endless 
debate. The point is that you do have a choice. To understand that much is enough. You 
can perform a given action, you need not do it, or you can do it differently. That capacity 
you have; therefore, you do have choice. This is the reason why you do not do certain 
things and you can force yourself to do other things, even though you do not feel like 
doing them. Or you can do them differently.  

As a human being, then you have this choice, adhik¡ra, but over the results of 
action, you have no choice whatsoever. Once you perform, the karma, the result is taken 
care of. What choice do you have? If you had a choice over the result, you need not have 
done the karma at all. If you had any power over the result, you would always be 
successful. But, because you are not omniscie nt, you do not know that a certain karma 
will produce a certain result. No one knows the ways of karma. To know how karma is 
going to produce its result and what result it is going to produce is very difficult to figure 
out. This is because, your own past karmas may be inhibiting the results of the present 
karma. Thus, all we know is good and bad luck.  

Sometimes we find ourselves in the right place at the right time and, at other times, 
we are in the right place but not at the right time. In order to get the desired result, I have 
to be at the right place at the right time, but I do not always know which is the right time 
and place. I can only keep trying. This means that there seems to be an element, called 
luck, involved here. But, we do not call it luck; instead, we refer to it as previous karma . 
If the cause-effect relationship is understood, there is no question of luck. It is simply 
replaced by past karma . Being at the right place at the right time is karma  and being at 
the wrong place is also karma. Therefore, we really do not know; we can only go by our 
choice, our free will. 

THE USE OF ONE'S FREE WILL 

You have a free will, just as there is a free wheel in a car. You can only go by that. 
Whether the brakes will work or not is anyone's guess. You can check them, but at any 
time, they can give way. That is why they have special ramps every few miles on the 
highways for runaway trucks whose brakes have failed. It is not that every truck driver 
takes to the road without first having checked the brakes, but that anything can go wrong 
at any time. This is because when things are put together, their tendency is to fall apart. 
Whether it is a human system or any other system, the tendency is always the same. This 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 296 

tendency to fall apart applies to relationships and houses also. In fact, we often spend 
more time maintaining our house than living in it! 

Therefore, here, you can only go by your free will. There is nothing else you can 
do. What the result will be depends on so many unknown factors that it is always a 
question mark. Whether what you want from a particular karma  will happen as you 
expected is anyone's guess. Since you do not have a complete choice over the results of 
action, you had better recognise this limitation. Limitation here is not helplessness. 
Helplessness is felt only when you do not accept the limitation and, therefore, it has a 
negative connotation, whereas acknowledging limitation is being objective. Therefore, 
dismissing the concept of helplessness from our minds, we recognise our limitations as 
individuals. 

Because there is a limitation in knowledge and power, I cannot figure out exactly 
what I want. Nor do I know exactly what any given action will produce. When I 
understand this limitation, I can respond to the results of action in terms of samatva , 
evenness of mind. Any result can be responded to in either of two ways: dispassionately 
with samatva or like a yo-yo, elated because I got what I wanted or suicidal because I 
did not. And, if someone saves me from suicide, I will respond again like a yo-yo, 
feeling that I could not even commit suicide successfully, thereby developing yet another 
complex! This yo-yo response is because I think that I am the author of every result of 
action when, in fact, I am only the author of action.  

Depression is created by some onerous responsibility you have assumed, one that 
is absolutely illegitimate. You take what does not belong to you and then smart under it 
because you cannot always produce what you want. This is a fact. Then why do you not 
just accept the fact? All that is required is to accept it objectively, to accept that this is 
how the creation is. This is what you are made up of and no one else, even a Swami, is 
made any differently. All human beings have the same types of limitations. According to 
the ¿¡stra , even the devas have the same limitations, albeit with some small differences 
between them just as there are between human beings. Similarly, while the President of 
the United States definitely has more power than other people, still he cannot appoint 
anyone he chooses as a judge. Once he realises that he does not have a majority, he 
begins to withdraw quietly, proving that even presidential power is limited. Everyone's 
thumb has its size! Even if it swells, it can only become so big. 

THE CAUSE OF ONE'S SENSE OF FAILURE 

Similarly, everyone has power only to a limited extent. You can improve your 
power, but only to a limited degree. Knowledge also is limited and can be improved 
upon only in a limited way. Any thing else, such as your skills, health, longevity, your 
environment, are all limited and can be improved upon. But the improvement is always 
limited. Thus, there can only be an improved limitation. If this fact is understood clearly, 
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then you do not take up the responsibility of authoring the results of action, as you like. 
If you think you are the author of the results of action, you cannot but have a sense of 
failure. Is it not true? 

What is being discussed here is yoga ; it is not jµ¡na. It is simply an empirical, 
pragmatic attitude and has nothing to do with ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡ , the reality, Brahman , 
and so on. It is simply looking at yourself as you are in the world, seeing how the world 
is and your own position in the scheme of things. To convey this attitude to Arjuna, 
K¤À¸a said, ‘Do not be the cause of the result of action, m¡ karmaphalah®tuÅ bh£Å, 
because you are not.’ 

Then what are you? You are merely the cause of action, karma-hetu, not the 
cause of the result of action, karma-phala-hetu . You are the author of karma, but not 
of the result thereof. Given this fact, the most appropriate thing to do is to take whatever 
result comes with an even attitude, samatva . By not getting what you want, you become 
wiser. Not getting what you want does not mean you have become a failure. It means 
only tha t your limited knowledge has improved somewhat. You have become wiser. Or, 
if the result is more than you expected, you are also wise. In addition, if you try again, 
thinking you will again get more, and the result is not as you expected, you say, ‘What 
luck!’ Still, you have become wiser. Whether you gain or do not gain, there is always 
wisdom to gain. There is definitely something to learn. To know that you are the author 
of the action, but not of the result thereof, produces samatva. 

In this context, samatva  is nothing more than a pragmatic attitude. To make it 
karma-yoga , we have to go one step further because karma-yoga  implies the acceptance 
of Ì¿vara. Unless you accept Ì¿vara , there is no karma-yoga . There are a lot of people 
who are pragmatic and who take whatever happens in their stride and then proceed 
because they know it is all in the game of living and doing. They are more or less 
pragmatic, more or less objective, because, of course, they have their bad days. This is 
simple samatva . 

KARMA-YOGA REQUIRES THE RECOGNITION OF ÌáVARA 

Samatva  as yoga, on the other hand, requires one more aspect, recognition of 
Ì¿vara. Once we say the result of one's action is not within our control, and that it is 
taken care of, the next question is — what is it that takes care of it? All results are taken 
care of by certain laws, the body of which we call either the law of dharma  or the law of 
karma. In fact, it is a law of karma . Other than the physical laws that we know and do 
not know, there does seem to be another order of law. We are always finding orders 
within orders. For example, when you lift your hand, physical laws are naturally at work, 
but there are also many other laws involved. Lifting the hand involves will. You have a 
thought and up it goes! There is not hing physical about this aspect of lifting your hand. 
You need not push any button.  
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Thus, although we find that this physical body, this anatomical structure, is 
standing on this earth according to physical law, it is born into this world by certain 
biological as well as physical laws. There are also physiological and psychological laws. 
We find, then, that there are laws within laws so that when I perform a simple karma , 
even my past karmas may infringe upon the result that I want from this particular action. 
We really do not know if this happens or not. Because we find ourselves lucky or not 
very lucky, we appreciate that there is some law at work. Whatever is the law that 
governs the karma and its result is the law of karma and that law of karma includes 
various other laws also.  

No law is created by me. I am not the author of any law. If I were, I would not be 
helpless. I would always be able to accomplish whatever I wanted. There would be no 
problem. I could even reorganise the law to suit myself. I would not even need to cover 
the distance to reach a certain place; the place would come to me. Or, I could think about 
being in a certain place and I would be there immediately. However, this is not the case. 
Therefore, we try to go by the laws and, at the sam e time, we do not know very much 
about them. 

RECOGNIZING THE AUTHOR OF THE LAWS  

As one who knows very little, I can only go by the known laws and know that the 
laws are not authored by me. Then the question may arise as to who authored them? 
Certainly not my grandfather. He and his father and grandfathers before him were 
themselves all born of these laws. They existed because of the laws and they left the 
planet because of the same laws. The laws that bring people into being also take care of 
them and, then, take care of them for good! You find these laws always operating and no 
given person can be considered to be the author of them. To recognise the author, then, is 
to take one more step. 

You must first recognise that the author of the laws produces the results of action 
and that the laws themselves do not. When you go one step further and recognise the 
author as Ì¿vara, the Lord, you have the beginnings of karma-yoga . There are still more 
steps to go, but this, at least, is the beginning: the creation is not created by me. 
Therefore, whoever did create it is Ì¿vara  and this same Ì¿vara , is the giver of the 
results of action. 

When you receive money from someone, month after month, the postman is the 
one who actually gives you the money. But this does not mean that the postman is a 
benevolent person who goes about distributing money to everyone like Santa Claus. 
There is someone other than the postman who is to be thanked. Similarly, the 
karma-phala , the result, is produced by the law and the law itself is produced by 
another intelligent being. That all- intelligent being, Brahman, is called Ì¿vara , the Lord, 
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with reference to the creation. He is the Overlord, in fact, the top man, and the boss, not 
limited by time, space, or anything. 

THE NATURE OF THE AUTHOR 
The Veda comes in here to address the question of the author and his creation. 

From that Brahman  alone, the five elements are born; therefore, with reference to the 
creation, that Brahman  is considered to be Parame¿vara . Not only is he Parame¿vara , 
the author, the maker of the creation, nimittak¡ra¸a, he is also the material. This is 
another important point. Because the world, jagat is mithy¡ having no independent 
existence apart from Brahman , it requires only a mithy¡  cause, called m¡y¡ . M¡y¡ also 
being mithy¡, has no independent existence apart from the satya , Brahman, whereas 
satya  does not depend upon anything for its existence. In the m¡y¡ , there is satya . 
Being mithy¡, the jagat is also satya  and so are we. It is not that originally there was 
Brahman  and now we have to cross over everything to reach that Brahman. Everything 
is Brahman . Wherever there is mithy¡ , there is satya and that satya  is the basis, 
adhiÀ¶h¡na, for everything.  

Therefore, that Parame¿vara  himself, who is paraÆ brahma and who is the 
cause of the creation nimitta-k¡ra¸a , who is omniscient, sarvajµa , and omnipotent, 
sarva¿aktim¡n, is also the material cause of the creation, up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a. Thus, he is 
not only the maker of the results of action, but also the very law, the very result of 
action, in fact. Because our topic is karma-yoga , we will not go beyond this point here 
since, to do so, becomes jµ¡na . We say, then, that Ì¿vara is the maker of the laws and, 
also, that the laws are not separate from him. The results of action, coming as they do 
from the laws that are not separate from Ì¿vara, the Lord, and they come from Ì¿vara . It 
is this recognition of Ì¿vara that converts the simple samatva to karma-yoga . 

Without Ì¿vara, what we have been discussing is nothing more than a pragmatic 
approach to life. But, here, we are dealing with a purely religious approach, which is 
entirely different because it recognises Ì¿vara , the Lord, as the giver of the results of 
action, karma-phala-d¡t¡, and oneself as only the doer of action, karma-kart¡ . 
Therefore, to be a karma-yog¢ , one has to accept Ì¿vara. 

Ì¿vara  now has one more definition — one who has all-knowledge, sarvajµa . 
And when we say sarva¿aktim¡n, we mean that he is all-powerful and has all skills, 
being the creator of everything. Another defining word we have seen is 
karma-phala -d¡t¡, the giver of the fruits of action. These definitions eliminate the 
problems that arise when it is said that God created all beings. I may naturally ask why 
God created one person blind and another lame. If I am told that, being God, he is 
justified to do whatever he likes and that I should not question him, I will definitely ask 
why God's creation is even talked about since it is obviously nothing to boast about —
especially when I am also told that he is all-compassion! I am asked to worship and love 
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him, but when I look at this creation with so much human suffering, God's compassion 
falls apart for me. Then I am told that he is justified in whatever he does and I am 
supposed to love him. How can I? 

THE EXPLANATION FOR HUMAN SUFFERING  

The answer to all of this is that not only is he the creator, he is also the creation. 
The individual, j¢va, is non-separate from and, therefore, not different from 
Parame¿vara. The individual self, ¡tm¡ , is Brahman and, therefore, all that is there is 
the ¡tm¡ that is Brahman. The ¡tm¡, the j¢va , is not created. When you say a person is 
created, it is only with reference to a given physical body at a given time. The j¢va is due 
to ignorance alone and, ignorance being beginningless, the j¢va is beginningless, an¡di. 
The subtle and gross bodies, s£kÀma and sth£la ¿ar¢ras are born in the sense that the 
subtle body, s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra always adapts itself to the gross body, sth£la-¿ar¢ra. We 
also find that the s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra  is always in keeping with the sth£la-¿ar¢ra it adapts 
itself to. Thus, only a cat's s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra is present in a cat's body, and not a human 
s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra . Otherwise, the cat will not mew at you; it will talk to you, saying ‘Come 
on, it's morning. Get up!’ 

We find that in this world of living beings, in each unit of creation, there is a 
sth£la-¿ar¢ra, which is in keeping with one's karma-phala . Ì¿vara, defined as the 
karma-phala -d¡t¡ is not to blame. Nor do you need to justify Ì¿vara's action either. To 
do so would only be justifying your own! You did it; you got it. You asked for it; you 
have had it — and you have it also. You will continue to have it because you keep asking 
for it. Therefore, no one else is responsible for what comes to you. Every j¢va  is 
responsible for what that person is. This is the kind of responsibility that is assumed by 
the j¢va  here. You have a capacity, a free will, to perform action. You can do whatever 
you want to do, but the result is always something that is taken care of by the law that is 
Ì¿vara. 

Why at all is this understanding necessary? To answer this question, we have to go 
a little more into the human psyche, defined here in the G¢t¡  as a psyche that operates on 
the basis of its own likes and dislikes, r¡ga and dveÀa. The entire G¢t¡ psychology is 
dealt with in terms of r¡ga and dveÀa alone. No other norms are used. R¡ga  and dveÀa  
can be in an unspelt form or a spelled-out form. You may not know that you have a 
liking for something until you happen to see it closely. Otherwise, how is it that even 
though you meet so many people every day, one day you suddenly meet someone you 
like a lot. Of all the people you have met and known, why this particular one? In fact, it 
is a wonder to your family and friends that you chose this person as a life-partner when 
someone else, whom they thought more suitable, was already after you! 

There are a lot of likes and dislikes embedded in us which are not shaped properly. 
We may call them unconscious, subconscious, or whatever, but still, they are unshaped 
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likes  and dislikes, meaning that they are not very clear to you. But they are evoked when 
situations appear before you. All these are included in the term r¡ga-dveÀas. R¡ga  is 
that which is pleasing or desirable to you and dveÀa is that which is undesirable in your 
view. Both r¡ga and dveÀa are purely according to you alone, they are totally limited to 
the individual. Wherever psychology is involved, you must always know that it is 
according to you alone. When you say some man did something wrong to you, it is only 
according to you. In fact, if you ask the man, he will say that he gave you what you 
deserved. Thus, it is always a matter of perception — yours and the other person's. 

AVOIDANCE OF THE UNDESIRABLE IS ALSO A FULFILMENT 
What should you do when your whole life is dedicated to the altar of r¡ga-dveÀas? 

To fulfil dveÀa, you must stall what you do not want to happen, and when you succeed, 
you are very happy that you avoided it. Some people have become great devotees simply 
by avoiding what could have been a very serious accident. They say that God saved 
them. When you avoid something unpleasant, it is a great relief. People talk as though it 
is a great accomplishment when, really, you did not accomplish anything. The incident 
that could have created a problem for you simply did not happen. Still you are so 
relieved that you become a devotee! Why? Because something was avoided. Thus, 
avoidance is a fulfilment, too. 

We see, then, that what I do not want and I have, I have to get rid of; what I want 
to have, I should have; and what I already have that is desirable to me has got to be 
retained. This is r¡ga-dveÀa . Therefore, all your activities are nothing but r¡ga -dveÀas. 
And all your psychological problems are also nothing but r¡ga-dveÀa . What else are 
they? If you had no r¡ga -dveÀas, you would have no problems, just like in deep sleep. 
Until you sleep, you may have r¡ga -dveÀas — the pillow may not be comfortable, the 
room may be too chilly or you may have a hundred other complaints. But, once you have 
gone to sle ep there are no likes and dislikes. 

This r¡ga -dveÀa  argument is simple and complete. Certain things should be kept 
simple because the more you complicate them, the more problems there are. This applies 
especially to psychological problems which are based on one's anxiety to fulfil likes and 
dislikes and, also, on the judgements one makes with reference to their non-fulfilment. 

The necessity for karma-yoga  is because people are in the hands of r¡ga -dveÀas. 
Their behaviour, their activities, their responses and prejudices — cultural, racial, and 
otherwise — are all controlled by their likes and dislikes. All prejudices and preferences 
come under r¡ga-dveÀas, whether they are binding or non-binding. It is said that even 
gods have preferences. When we worship Lo rd Gane¿a , for example, we offer him a 
sweet modaka  that we say he likes. This is based, of course, on our own likes. Thus, we 
impute our own r¡ga-dveÀa  to Bhagav¡n also. We say Gane¿a likes this, áiva  likes 
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that, and so on, so that we can deal with the deity as a person. You cannot deal with 
someone without preferences, but the idea is that our preferences should be non-binding.  

PREFERENCES SHOULD BE NON-BINDING  

In everyone's life there are preferences that are non-binding in nature and others 
that are binding. Preferences that are binding in nature are the ones we have to deal with. 
About those that are non-binding, we need not do anything. In fact, the g¢t¡-¿¡stra  does 
not deal with them at all because they are not a problem. Whenever the G¢t¡ talks about 
r¡ga -dveÀas, it does so in terms of one's binding likes and dislikes only. Even the one 
teaching the G¢t¡, K¤À¸a , the Lord, had preferences. For instance, he always chose the 
flute; he did not come with a guitar or a v¢¸¡. We know that he knew what he was  
talking about, as evidenced by his life. Whether we take him as a wise man or as Ì¿vara , 
the Lord, we cannot say that he had r¡ga-dveÀas, even though he had his preferences. 

All of this is to point out that there are non-binding and binding r¡ga-dveÀas and 
we must deal with the binding ones. The binding r¡ga-dveÀas are those whose fulfilment 
is a must for you and in whose non-fulfilment you feel like a loser, a struggler, a seeker, 
all empty inside. You are a seeker because you have hope; you want to fulfil your likes 
and dislikes. These r¡ga-dveÀas are binding in nature and they make you act. Action 
does not take place without reason. When you undertake a course of action, there is 
definitely a like or dislike involved. R¡ga -dveÀa is commonly called want or desire, 
k¡ma. These likes or dislikes are behind every kind of action.  

We are talking here about the person who has just entered into a life of yoga, for 
which the cause is karma . Therefore, the yoga  should definitely include one's own likes 
and dislikes. When you say, ‘I am a karma-yog¢ ,’ you have to accept that you have likes 
and dislikes to fulfil. To do this, you have to undertake activities which produce results 
and these results are not always what you want because you have control only over your 
actions, but not over the results. The results come from Ì¿vara. First you accept Ì¿vara 
and then you accept Ì¿vara as the karma-phala -d¡t¡ , the giver of the fruits of action. 
When you do this, you have a purely religious attitude, the attitude of a devotee, a 
bhakta. 

The recognition of Ì¿vara as the karma-phala -d¡t¡ , is what makes you 
appreciate Ì¿vara  in your daily life. Even when you fall down and incur an injury, 
Ì¿vara's grace is at work. That you fell down and hurt yourself does not mean that his 
grace is absent. Under the law of karma, you escaped greater injury; you did not break 
altogether. One can fall down and receive a small injury, not be injured at all, or end up 
in the hospital, never to return! All these are possibilities. Therefore, as a devo tee, we see 
Ì¿vara working constantly. 
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THE ATTITUDE OF A BHAKTA 

No matter what the karma-phala is, I confront Ì¿vara. When I open my mouth to 
talk, when my tongue is able to produce the words that tumble out one after the other, it 
is all because Ì¿vara  is at work. Karma I can do, but karma-phala is something that 
takes place because of the laws that are the Lord. Therefore, every action producing a 
result, even a small action like opening and closing the eyelids, is the work of the Lord. 
In every action, there is an intended result that sometimes happens and sometimes does 
not. It is all according to the laws. Therefore, as a bhakta, a devotee, I continuously 
confront Ì¿vara  as I receive my karma-phala . 

Since every result comes from Ì¿vara, I take it as pras¡da, a Sanskrit word that 
does not have an exact English equivalent. The word ‘grace’ has a somewhat intangible 
connotation, whereas pras¡da  covers both the tangible results and the intangible, the 
grace. When I offer a fruit to the Lord, it comes back to me, given to me from the altar. 
The fruit that comes back is called pras¡da . For an English word for pras¡da, to exist, 
the concept must be there — and it is not there. A dieting person may refuse a laddu, but 
not when he comes to know that it is from Tirupati Venkate¿vara . What converted the 
laddu into pras¡da? The tangible laddu becomes pras¡da , because the person now 
knows that it comes from the Lord. 

Therefore, what converts a karma-phala  into a pras¡da is purely your 
recognition that it comes from the Lord. It is not just a statement; it is seeing, 
understanding. This is where the word ‘experience’ can be used, if at all. It is a way of 
looking at the whole thing. Recognition that Ì¿vara is the karma-phala-d¡t¡ converts 
every karma-phala into pras¡da. Therefore, pras¡da is not an object; it is a way of 
looking at an object. 

Pras¡da is purely symbolic. If a person with diabetes eats laddus, his blood sugar 
levels will definitely rise, not because he is eating pras¡da  but because he is eating 
laddus. Pras¡da is an attitude, a way of looking at an object, which itself is born out of 
understanding that it comes from the Lord. Therefore, pras¡da can be anything — a 
fruit, a leaf, a sugar crystal, a laddu, or even a child. Because, in India, a child is looked 
upon as pras¡da, there are many people who are named as Prasad. Anything that comes 
to you as karma-phala , as a gift from the altar of Ì¿vara is called pras¡da , which 
includes the attitudes with which you receive it. Pras¡da is not received and then cast 
away disrespectfully; it is received in a certain manner. It is this pras¡da , then, that 
brings about samatva, sameness of mind.  

Once everything is pras¡da, I have nothing really to complain about. I have only 
something to learn. Therefore, when the karma-phala  comes, I take it as pras¡da . If it 
is more than what I wanted, I take it as pras¡da. If it is less than I wanted, it is still 
pras¡da. And if it is exactly what I wanted, opposite to what I wanted, or different from 
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what I wanted, it is all pras¡da.  As every karma-phala comes, there is a sameness in 
your reception of it. This is what K¤À¸a  is saying here when he tells Arjuna  not to be the 
cause of karma-phala . The karma-phala -hetu  is Ì¿vara , not Arjuna. Arjuna is the 
cause of action, but not the cause of its results. 

Further, K¤À¸a  said, ‘Let there be no attachment to inaction — akarma¸i sa´gaÅ 
m¡ astu.’ Action itself is not the problem. It is your response to the result of action that 
is the problem. Thus, inaction here means fear of action — not of action, as such, but 
fear that the results you want will not come. Even before you begin doing an action, you 
expect to fail. Therefore, K¤À¸a told Arjuna that karma  itself is not binding. Nor does 
the karma-phala  bind him. It is his response to the karma-phala that makes karma 
seem like a bondage. Thus, let there be a love for action, but let the results be received 
by you as pras¡da . 

™……‰M…∫l…& E÷ÚØ˚ EÚ®……« h… ∫…É∆Û i™…Ci¥…… v…x…â…™…* 
 ∫…r˘¨ ∫…r˘¨…‰& ∫…®……‰ ¶…⁄i¥…… ∫…®…i¥…∆ ™……‰M… =S™…i…‰ ** 48 ** 
yogasthaÅ kuru karm¡¸i sa´gaÆ tyaktv¡ dhanaµjaya 
siddhyasiddhyoÅ samo bh£tv¡ samatvaÆ yoga ucyate  Verse 48 

v…x…â…™… dhanaµjaya  — Oh! Dhanaµjaya (Arjuna ); ™……‰M…∫l…& yogasthaÅ  — being 
steadfast in yoga ; ∫…ÉÛ®…¬ sa´gam — attachment; i™…Ci¥…… tyaktv¡ — abandoning; 
 ∫…r˘¨ ∫…r˘¨…‰& siddhyasiddhyoÅ  — with reference to success and failure; ∫…®…& samaÅ  — 
the same; ¶…⁄i¥…… bh£tv¡  — being; EÚ®……« h… karm¡¸i — actions; E÷ÚØ˚ kuru — do; ∫…®…i¥…®…¬ 
samatvam  — evenness of mind; ™……‰M…& =S™…i…‰ yogaÅ ucyate — is called yoga  

Remaining steadfast in yoga , Oh! Dhanaµjaya , perform actions, 
abandoning attachment, remaining the same to success and failure alike. 
This evenness of mind is called yoga. 

The recognition in your life that Ì¿vara  is the karma-phala -d¡t¡ brings about a 
certain attitude, called samatva. R¡ga  and dveÀa are the cause for attachment, sa´ga , 
which prompts us to say, ‘This should or should not happen to me.’ The r¡ga -dveÀas 
become a sa´ga with reference to any karma-phala  that is going to affect you. Then 
only is it r¡ga-dveÀa . But if you have the attitude of samatva , r¡ga -dveÀas are 
neutralised. They are rendered incapable of creating any kind of reaction in you. The 
r¡ga -dveÀas manifest themselves through various karmas and in time by one's attitude 
of samatva, they become neutralised. This is what is meant by karma-yoga . 

Staying or abiding in yoga, being yogastha, means enjoying this attitude of 
samatva. This evenness of mind with reference to both success, siddhi, and failure, 
asiddhi, is called yoga . It is what makes you a yog¢. SamatvaÆ yogaÅ ucyate — is a 
separate sentence in this verse that defines yoga . 
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As stated earlier, there are two definitions for karma-yoga  in this chapter. The 
first one is this one, samatva , whereas the other one is — yogaÅ karmasu kau¿alam. 

SCRIPTURALLY ENJOINED KARMA AND THE FOUR ËáRAMAS 

Scripturally enjoined actions, vaidika-karmas, are made up of many rituals. 
These rituals can be divided into four categories: k¡mya-karmas, meant for producing 
given results desired by a given person; nitya -karma, daily rituals; naimittika -karma , 
occasional rituals; and pr¡ya¿citta-karma, rituals to right any wrongs done. 

There is a ritual called putrak¡meÀ¶i for those who want children. Da¿aratha , 
R¡ma's father, had no children. Being a king, he had to have children so that there 
would be someone to rule the kingdom after his death. Naturally, he wanted children. 
Therefore, he performed the ritual, putrak¡meÀ¶i and had four children. Putrak¡meÀ¶i 
is still done and known to work, even in fairly recent times. Perhaps, any ritual in any 
religion will work if the person performing it has faith, ¿raddh¡, in it. Putrak¡meÀ¶i is a 
very expensive ritual, so that only a rich man can do it. We see here how the Veda can be 
very tricky. This kind of karma or ritual is an example of k¡mya-karma, a ritual 
performed purely for a given desired result. 

Even though k¡mya-karma was designed and unfolded by the Veda, which tells 
you that a certain karma will produce a certain result, this does not mean that 
k¡mya-karma is for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. Particular rituals are mentioned for 
particular results and are purely for desired objects, k¡mya , such as the desire for a 
child. Similarly, there are many rituals mentioned in the Veda whose result is said to be 
heaven. These, too, are all k¡mya -karmas. 

Then there are nitya-karmas and naimittika-karmas, which can be considered 
together, Nitya -karma  means a ritual or prayer that is to be done every day. Which 
rituals or prayers are to be done, depends on a person's status. An unmarried person, 
brahmac¡r¢, has a two-fold karma to perform. The first is a prayer, sandhy¡ -vandana , 
enjoined by the Veda to be done three times a day — at sunrise, at noon, and at sunset. 
The second is a fire ritual, samidh¡d¡na , performed once a day in the morning, wherein 
the prayer is, ‘May I become brilliant. May I learn. May I be a person who has total 
control over myself.’ 

For a married person, called a householder, g¤hastha , the nitya-karmas differ 
somewhat. Sandhy¡-vandana continues, whereas samidh¡d¡na  is replaced by 
agni-hotra, another fire ritual which is also a nitya-karma. This karma has to be 
performed twice a day, morning and evening. On the day of marriage, the fire is lit and it 
is not allowed to die until the person takes sanny¡sa or dies. If the married person dies 
before sanny¡sa, this same fire is used for the cremation of the body. Thus, the life of a 
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householder is a dedicated, religious life. The person can do anything in between, but 
these nitya -karmas have to be performed every day without fail.  

When a married person withdraws from the duties of a householder and enters the 
next stage of life called v¡naprastha-¡¿rama, a few more karmas are added. These are 
of the nature of meditation. In this third stage of life, sandhy¡ -vandana  and agni-hotra  
rituals must still be performed. There is no way of escaping these karmas — except by 
sanny¡sa or death. In sanny¡sa the vow or commitment, d¢kÀ¡, taken earlier to perform 
these rituals is given up and the person is no longer bound to do these karmas. One's 
hair and the various accoutrements of the earlier initiation are also given up, including 
the g¡yatr¢-mantra. Only the ‘oÆ-k¡ra’ remains and a few essentials. By saying that he 
is no longer interested in gaining heaven, having children, and so on, and by saying that 
no one should be afraid of him thereafter, a man becomes a sanny¡s¢. It is a very serious 
commitment! But until sanny¡sa , he must definitely perform the various rituals enjoined 
by the Veda.  

Performing these nitya-karmas, you do gain results in the form of pu¸ya  or 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, but the main point here is that they are to be done daily and 
generally they are done. Naimittika -karmas, on the other hand, are those rituals to be 
done on particular occasions, at a particular time, on a particular day, like on the 
anniversary of the death of one's mother or father. Such a ritual called ¿r¡ddha , which 
must be performed monthly on the new moon day and a more elaborate ritual is done on 
the anniversary date itself. This, too, is done until sanny¡sa. ár¡ddha is not done daily 
and is only done if one's father or mother has passed away. Because these karmas are 
done on a particular occasion, nimitta, they are called naimittika-karmas. 

Naimittika-karmas are generally performed by householders, alt hough the 
¿r¡ddha-karma, mentioned above, is done by everyone except sanny¡s¢s. Other 
naimittika -karmas performed by house holders include the rituals done, on the day 
when the northern and southern Solstices begin. Eclipses of the sun and moon are also 
recognised in this way, based on ancient methods of calculation. It has been said that if 
you think the ¿¡stra is false, wait for an eclipse!  

Finally, karmas that are done to right a wrong, called pr¡ya¿citta -karmas, are 
performed when what is not to be done was done or there was some omission during the 
performance of any ritual. Thus, a particular karma can neutralise the results of wrong 
action, be it an omission or a commission. An example of pr¡ya¿citta-karmas is 
c¡ndr¡ya¸a  wherein you regulate the amount of food you eat for one month. Beginning 
on the full moon day, you take the amount of food that you would ordinarily eat. The 
next day, you cut it down by one-fifteenth and the second day, by another fifteenth, 
continuing in this way until the new moon day, during which you eat nothing at all. Then 
you begin again on the first day after the new moon, on the pratham¡, by taking 
one-fifteenth, then two-fifteenths on the second day, adding increments of one fifteenth 
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portion each day until the full moon day, when again you eat as before. During this 
entire period, certain rituals are performed. Pr¡ya¿citta -karma then, is the fourth type 
of karma, a karma of atonement. 

THE PURPOSE OF KARMA-YOGA 

In karma-yoga, you give up k¡mya-karma and perform 
nitya -naimittika-karmas as an offering to the Lord, as well as for purifying the mind. 
According to the definition of k¡mya -karma  stated above, k¡ma  is always involved. 
This k¡ma is given up in karma-yoga. áa´kara  says here that by performing these 
various vaidika rituals for the sake of antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, you become a 
karma-yog¢ . Otherwise, you are only a karm¢. When you perform karma for a 
particular end alone, you will gain only that end. You will not gain the mind necessary 
for gaining the knowledge that is mokÀa, because you have no vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ buddhi. 
If, however, you have vyavas¡y¡tmik¡ buddhi, all your karmas are directed towards 
one thing, mokÀa. And for mokÀa , you require the mind, antaÅ-kara¸a, that is prepared. 
MokÀa is not gained through karma; karma is only for preparing the mind. Thus, 
preparing the mind through karma becomes yoga  for you. 

In the G¢t¡, the word ‘karma’ is usually used with reference to vaidika -karma . 
However, when Arjuna  was asked to do karma, it was not a ritual to be performed. He 
was to fight; it was his duty. áa´kara  confirms this also. Fighting is the ‘to be done,’ 
obligatory karma of a kÀatriya . Thus, karma-yoga  covers all activities. And if karma is 
taken to mean any action performed, which is the actual meaning of the word, then we 
have to look at karma  from the standpoint of a person's entire life. The actions then 
referred to will be those activities that one performs in the attempt to fulfil all one's 
r¡ga -dveÀas. 

Since you do have r¡ga -dveÀas, and they have to be neutralised, what will you 
do? You cannot just command yourself to give up your likes and dislikes as you would a 
hat. Likes and dislikes are there; they are not just given up. They constitute the person. 
However, when you perform actions with a sameness of attitude, samatva , towards the 
results of your actions, your r¡ga-dveÀas are neutralised. This attitude is karma-yoga . 

The attitude of samatva mentioned in this verse is not with reference to the action 
itself; it is with reference to the result, the phala, of any action. This attitude is present in 
the Vedic culture and is called pras¡da -buddhi. We have seen that even children are 
named Prasad because they are thought of as pras¡da . If your son is pras¡da, then you 
are also pras¡da to your parents. Your physical body is not only pras¡da  to others, but 
also to yourself. A house is called pras¡da . The food cooked, offered to the Lord, and 
then eaten is also considered pras¡da. Thus, this attitude (pras¡da -buddhi) is an 
important aspect of karma-yoga. 
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It is important to note here that any translation that says we should perform action 
without expecting a result has no basis in the Veda. Such an interpretation serves only to 
create additional complexes. Try as we might, we find that we cannot do karma  without 
expecting some result. The truth of the matter is that no one can perform action without 
expecting a result. Even a dull-witted person cannot engage in an activity without 
expecting a result. Therefore, this meaning of karma-yoga must be abandoned. 

ANOTHER DEFINITION O F KARMA-YOGA 

Although this verse presents a particular line of argument, the fact is that this is not 
the only way of looking at it. Let us, therefore, look at the other definition of yoga , 
yogaÅ karmasu kau¿alam. Karmasu  means ‘With reference to actions.’ Thus, with 
reference to actions, yoga  is kau¿ala, meaning the state of mind or the disposition of a 
ku¿ala, one who is an expert. 

All kinds of meanings are given to this word, kau¿ala . It is the abstract noun of 
the word ku¿ala, expert — the qualities that make an expert. Thus, it has been said that 
kau¿ala is expertise or skill. From this meaning, a modern translation for this second 
definition of yoga  has come about. People say, ‘Skill in action is yoga,’ which seems to 
convey that it is efficiency of some kind. Although efficiency is always desirable, it is 
not what karma-yoga is about. The inappropriateness of this translation will become 
clear as we proceed.  

In the G¢t¡, the word ‘karma’ is usually used with reference to vaidika -karma . 
However, if karma is taken to mean any action performed, which is the general meaning 
of the word, then we have to look at it from the standpoint of the person's entire life. The 
actions then referred to will be the collective activities that you perform in your attempt 
to fulfil all your r¡ga -dveÀas. 

Here, the ‘skill- in-action’ interpretation, meaning that if you are very skilful in 
action you are a karma-yog¢ , must also be abandoned. This is a secular translation 
designed to bypass Ì¿vara . There are a lot of people who read the G¢t¡ without 
recognizing Ì¿vara at all. Those who want karma-yoga  without recognizing Ì¿vara  as 
the karma-phala -d¡t¡  simply cannot have it. There is karma-yoga  only when Ì¿vara is 
recognised. Karma-yoga  is a religious attitude, a devotee's attitude. There is no way of 
escaping this. There is no such thing as secular karma-yoga . 

They say that when there is skill in action, when there is efficiency, then the 
person is a karma-yog¢ . A yog¢ may be efficient in whatever he does, but how can he be 
efficient if he is given a new job or is just beginning to learn to drive, for example? He 
has not yet acquired the necessary skill and, therefore, he will be inefficient in this 
respect. Thus, a karma-yog¢ can definitely be inefficient in a given area. Conversely, 
merely because a person is efficient in a given area does not mean that he is a yog¢ . A 
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pickpocket, for example, is very efficient in picking pockets, whereas if you try to do it, 
you will get caught. Even before you pick, you will be picked up! Picking pockets is not 
easy. Not only do you have to be skilful in getting an object out of someone's pocket, 
you also need to be a master of deception in order not to be accused. Such a person may 
be skilful in action, but this is definitely not karma-yoga. A yog¢ in action may be 
skilful, but this does not mean that skill in action is yoga. 

WHAT IS KAU áALA? 

Then what does the word kau¿ala  mean in this definition? To understand this, let 
us go back to the first definition, samatvaÆ yogaÅ ucyate, where yoga is defined as 
sameness. Suppose a man says to the Swami, ‘I have my likes and dislikes. For instance, 
I like my neighbour's money. He has a lot of it and has converted it into gold which he 
keeps in his safe. I definitely have a r¡ga  for his money and I also have a dveÀa  for this 
man. I hate him because he is so blatant about his riches. He thinks he is such a big shot 
and he is always showing off. Therefore, I hate him and I love his money! I want to fulfil 
my r¡ga-dveÀa . Also, I happened to listen to your talk yesterday. Until then, I had never 
heard of karma-yoga . 

‘Now I want to ask you, will I continue to be a karma-yog¢  if I carry on with my 
plan? I have been working on a tunnel between my house and the room in which my 
neighbour's safe is located. I know how  to open the safe. I know how the whole thing has 
to be done. I have only one hour's work left and then I will be there in the room. I was 
going to do it last night but, having listened to your talk, what I was doing started to 
bother me. I really want to be a karma-yog¢ . It looks to me as though I can continue with 
my plan and still be a karma-yog¢  because you say I have a right, a choice, over my 
action. I have already sent my wife and children away and I will not give you their 
address. I am telling you only this much, hoping that you will not tell anyone. I intend to 
join them tomorrow. Tonight I am off. My house is already empty and, since I have been 
renting it, I have nothing more to claim from it. Therefore, everything is set and I am 
going to work. 

‘Of course I am taking a risk. You say that Ì¿vara is the karma-phala-d¡t¡, the 
giver of the fruits of action. So I am going to work one more hour tonight so that I can 
clear out the safe. Of course, I do not know what is going to happen. There may be 
nothing in it at all. My neighbour may have already cleared it out and put the gold 
elsewhere. Or, the gold may be there but I may get caught. I may be shot or beaten up. I 
may be handed over to the police and have to be in jail for a number of years. Anything  
is possible. Or I may get away with it also. My hope, of course, is that I will get away 
with it. Therefore, whatever comes, I am going to take it as pras¡da. If I get all the gold, 
fine, it is pras¡da . And if I am beaten up, I will take every stroke as pras¡da. Will that 
be okay? Do you think I am a karma-yog¢? Do you think that when the Lord says in the 
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G¢t¡ that a karma-yog¢ is very beloved to him he is referring to me? That is what I want 
to be. I want to be beloved to the Lord. If I take everything as pras¡da , will I be 
beloved?’  

It is for this person's sake that we have the definition — yogaÅ karmasu 
kau¿alam. Kau¿ala  is discretion in one's karma , in one's choice. It is not an untethered 
choice without norms. It is choice with discretion, meaning that one's choice should be in 
keeping with certain norms. This, then, is another very important aspect of karma-yoga . 
The first definition is with reference to the results of action — karmaphale samaÅ 
bh£tv¡ — which defines karma-yoga as an attitude of samatva . Whereas this 
definition is with reference to the action itself — yogaÅ karmasu  kau¿alam. 

Kau¿ala is your capacity to interpret correctly. This capacity to interpret with 
reference to norms for human interaction is the discretion, the expertise. The norm for 
human interaction is called dharma  and the opposite is called adharma. Dharma and 
adharma form the standard norms. They are not absolutes in that they have to be 
interpreted according to the given situation. The person who can interpret them properly 
is called ku¿ala. Dharma  and adharma  are not to be interpreted according to 
convenience, but must be in line with what is proper. Proper interpretation of dharma is 
what is meant by kau¿ala . Kau¿ala  is yoga  because, again, you are not in the hands of 
your r¡ga-dveÀas when you exercise discretion in your choice of action.  

DHARMA AND ADHARMA ARE UNIVERSAL  

The man in the story has r¡ga -dveÀas. His r¡ga  is for the money and the dveÀa is 
for his neighbour to whom the money belongs. He wants to go by his r¡ga -dveÀas. And 
they are totally against dharma and adharma . What should not be done, he is doing. 
Therefore, he is going against dharma , which means he is doing adharma . But could it 
not be said that this is all a man -made order? No.  

Suppose, in a particular country, there is no law against stealing. Does that mean 
that if some one takes away what belongs to another, it would not be called stealing? No; 
it would still be called stealing. This is not the same, as the man-made convention that 
traffic shall proceed on the right. We naturally all proceed on the right because to do 
otherwise is a definite risk to life and limb, and it is also illegal. Even if you say you are 
ready to take the risk, the police will not let you because you are not the only one 
involved. Other people will be in danger. Convention, then, we can describe as 
man-made.  

But is the law against stealing man-made? No; because the law that stealing is not 
right, is not man-made; it is universal. If no one had anything that was his or her own, 
there would be no stealing. Even though there would be people, there would be nothing 
to steal and therefore no one can steal from the other. However, everyone has something 
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of his or her own and, therefore, there is going to be stealing. Even a Swami has a 
begging bowl and a m¡l¡ . These are the two important symbols, li´ga, of a s¡dhu and 
he is supposed to carry them. There are thieves for this also — especially now that they 
have become rare and therefore costly. Thus, even s¡dhus can lose their few possessions  
because, as long as anyone has something that is his or her own, there is such a thing 
called stealing. This is universal. 

Like adharma , dharma also is universal, and is not man-made. Dharma  is 
something that is commonly sensed by a human being and is meant for human 
interaction. I live and let live. I want to be left alone in the sense that I do not want the 
few possessions I have to be stolen. And, at the same time, I let others live in the same 
way.  

There is a particular order that is sensed commonly and this order, called dharma , 
is the very basis upon which we are supposed to interact with our fellow beings. The 
scriptures confirm this and also say that if you go against the order, your action produces 
what is called p¡pa for you. The scriptures do not tell us what is right and wrong, 
dharma and adharma , ‘Thou shalt do this; thou shalt not do that,’ etc. They merely 
confirm what we already know. We do not need anyone to tell us these things. Indeed, 
our knowledge is such that we tell everyone else! Scriptures the world over merely 
confirm the existence of a common-sense dharma. It is not that they came into the 
world at certain periods of time and, finding there was no dharma, established one. 
People knew what was right and wrong before the scriptures c ame along.  

CHOICE IN ACTION IMPLIES NORMS  

This common-sense dharma is there for a human being because he or she has a 
choice in action. This choice implies a set of norms, which must be known. If these 
norms, the dharma, were not there, the creation would be defective. I could not have 
been given a choice without having also been given the norms that go with choice. This 
would be something like giving a Ferrari to someone who is drunk and does not know 
how to drive or giving it to someone when it has no brakes! 

Having been given a choice, the norms should be common to all without any 
education being necessary. This is a very important aspect of dharma . To be given a 
choice, but no knowledge of the norms, would also be a defect in the creation. If I did 
have to be educated about these norms, then no one would have the same opportunity to 
receive this education. Then certain people would be stealing or getting hurt because 
they never knew they should not steal or get hurt. They were never taught. Therefore, 
without any education at all, I know that I should not steal or get hurt. I also know that 
others do not want to be stolen from or be hurt. This, then, is the common norm. 
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What is equally common to you and me is the norm on the basis of which we can 
choose ou r actions. What I do not want from others, I find others also do not want from 
me. Therefore, we have a common norm, dharma, and the person who is able to 
interpret his or her to-be-done actions in terms of the dharma has kau¿ala. 

Let us now complete the story of the man who wants to continue his plans to steal 
his neighbour's money and take the result as pras¡da. He will only be fulfilling one part 
of the karma-yoga  definition. The other part will remain unfulfilled because there is no 
kau¿ala. He is not even interpreting; he is going against the very dharma. If someone 
wanted to rob him, how would he take it? He would not allow it, which means that he 
should not rob anyone else because it is a wrong action. If everyone were simply to say, 
‘So what?’ to all the norms, all we would have would be confusion. Even today, the 
society is not so confused, that we are prevented from conducting our lives. People more 
or less do follow some norms. If everyone were to do exactly what they wanted, they 
would be hitting others, robbing them, and so on, all of which would be going against 
dharma . There would be no order, only confusion, and no one could live his or her life.  

There is order in the world, even today. That is why we are able to live peacefully. 
Some of us do not even have gates or fences because there is dharma . Since there are 
boundaries that people seem to follow, we cannot say there is no dharma. Of course, 
there is adharma  too, because choice is there and people are sometimes going to abuse 
their power of choice. 

The man who wants to rob his neighbour has to be told, along with Arjuna, that he 
must conform to dharma, even though his likes and dislikes prompt him to do 
otherwise. What happens to r¡ga -dveÀas then? They are curtailed at the level of action. 
They must be aligned with dharma and adharma . If there are lingering likes and 
dislikes which are not in conformity with dharma and adharma, there is no one in my 
heart to claim them. I do not follow them; I do not join them. They rise and they die a 
natural death. There is no one to claim them because I have no connection with them. 
They simply rise as fancies and die as fancies. I go only by what is right and wrong. 

SUMMARY OF THE DEFINITION OF KARMA-YOGA 

To summarise, then, we have a two-part definition for karma-yoga — samatvaÆ 
yogaÅ ucyate and yogaÅ karmasu  kau¿alam. With reference to the results of your 
actions, there is a sameness, samatva , in your response. Gaining this attitude of 
samatva depends upon the recognition of Ì¿vara  as the karma-phala -d¡t¡, the giver of 
the fruits of all actions. Whatever result you gain, the laws do not cheat you in any way. 
Therefore, as a karma-yog¢  you have the same attitude, towards both the desirable and 
undesirable results of your actions — karma-phale samatva-buddhiÅ. Then, with 
reference to action itself, because there is choice involved, as a karma-yog¢ you exercise 
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your choice based on certain norms. These norms are indicated by the rules of dharma 
and adharma . They are universal, common to all — s¡m¡nya -dharma. 

EVEN UNIVERSAL LAWS REQUIRE INTERPRETATION  

Although common to all, s¡m¡nya -dharma must be interpreted to accommodate 
given situations so that it is appropriate to the situation. This interpreted dharma  is 
referred to as vi¿eÀa-dharma. 

Ordinary laws also have  similar provisions. That you should keep to the right in 
traffic is a law that is universal in this country. But suppose a huge truck is coming 
towards me in the same lane. By keeping to the left the driver of the truck is doing the 
wrong thing and I am doing the right thing. But, I am driving a very small, lightweight 
car. By keeping to the right, I am right, but if I refuse to interpret the law and do not 
budge an inch because I am right and he is wrong, I will certainly suffer the 
consequences. 

Suppose,  however, I swerve to the left, making sure that I am not going to hit 
anyone in the process, and then return again to the right when I have avoided the truck, 
then I have saved the situation. If a police officer sees me going to the left, he or she will 
not give me a citation, but will go after the truck driver instead. I interpreted the law 
rightly and the officer will probably congratulate me for escaping serious injury or death.  

Every law has an exception. No one has ever made a law, including Bhagav¡n , 
without there being an exception. For example, Newton's law of gravitation applies only 
in certain areas. If you are in a spaceship, peanuts cannot be eaten in the same way as 
they are eaten here. Instead of going into your mouth when you toss them up, they will 
go to the right or to the left. Even though Newton's law is really Bhagav¡n's  law, still it 
does not operate in the same way in all places at all times. Thus, there are no absolute 
laws. 

That there are no absolute laws, however, does not mean that there is no 
universality. Dharma is universal because I feel the same way as others feel. However, 
even what is universal has to be interpreted according to the situation. Although you 
expect people to speak the truth to you and people expect the same from you, sometimes 
you may have to tell a lie in order to save someone's life. This is vi¿eÀa-dharma  or 
interpreted dharma . Vi¿eÀa-dharma  is when someone other than yourself is the 
beneficiary of the lie. Thus, the differences between dharma and adharma  with 
references to speaking truth depends on whether or not you are the beneficiary of the lie.  

Other examples of vi¿eÀa-dharma  are those dharmas imposed by the scriptures, 
which are only valid in so far as a given place, time, or culture is concerned. For 
example, a br¡hma¸a, a kÀatriya , and a ¿£dra have certain duties to perform within the 
framework of the Vedic culture only. Therefore, these duties are vi¿eÀa-dharma . 
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KARMA-YOGA IMPLIES AN UNDERSTANDING OF THE LORD  

S¡m¡nya -dharma and vi¿eÀa-dharma should always be the governing factors 
when exercising your choice with reference to a given action. You cannot go by your 
r¡ga -dveÀas alone. When you do go by dharma  and not by your r¡ga-dveÀas, you are 
living an ethical life. Such a life, however, may not be yoga . Yoga comes into the picture 
only when Ì¿vara is taken into account. 

The G¢t¡  does not discuss Ì¿vara immediately. It only does so in the third chapter. 
Another verse, in the eighteenth chapter, explains the role of Ì¿vara  in karma-yoga . 

™…i…& |…¥…fi k…¶…⁄«i……x……∆ ™…‰x… ∫…¥…« ®…n∆˘ i…i…®…¬* 
∫¥…EÚ®…«h…… i…®…¶™…S™…«  ∫…Àr˘  ¥…xn˘ i… ®……x…¥…&** 18-46 ** 
yataÅ prav¤ttirbh£t¡n¡Æ yena sarvamidaÆ tatam 
svakarma¸¡ tamabhyarcya siddhiÆ vindati m¡navaÅ (G¢t¡  – 18-46) 

The one from whom all beings have come into being, by whom all this is 
pervaded, worshipping him by performing one's duties, a person attains 
spiritual success.  

The Lord is not only the creator but also the creation. Therefore, the creation is 
non-separate from Ì¿vara  and Ì¿vara is both the efficient and the material cause of the 
creation. No product, k¡rya, is separate from the material of which it is made. The status 
of being both the efficient and the material cause is, therefore, what is meant by Ì¿vara 
and that is the reason why the creation is non -separate from the creator. 

The creator, on the other hand, is independent of the creation in the sense that even 
without the creation, the creator remains. At the time of dissolution, for example, the 
entire creation goes back to Ì¿vara, who alone remains. The creation is like the dream 
world you create, without which you remain as you are. While the dream world is not 
independent of you, you can be without it, as you are in deep sleep. Similarly, the 
creation is not separate from the creator, the Lord.  

Anything in the world that is naturally created can be looked at as Ì¿vara's 
creation, ¢svara-s¤À¶i, just as anything you make may be said to be your creation, 
j¢va-s¤À¶i, because your free will is involved. There is, however, only some truth in you 
being the creator of anything. When you say that the house you built is your own 
creation, you find, upon analysis, that the statement is not totally true. Because your will 
and effort are involved, there is some truth to it. But, the earth that the house is standing 
on is not created by you. Nor are the laws, which allow the house to stand. The materials 
that are necessary to build and maintain the house are also not created by you. In this 
way, you come to see that your ‘creation’ depends on many aspects, which are not 
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created by you. Therefore, nothing is really created by you although, for the time being, 
we can assume that there is such a thing as j¢va -s¤À¶i. 

THE LAWS OF CREATION ARE NOT SEPARATE FROM THE 
CREATOR 

Your physical body is not created by you. The powers that are necessary to create 
are not created by you. These are the Lord's creation, ¢svara -s¤À¶i, alone. Ìsvara -s¤À¶i 
includes the laws of dharma also. These laws are not created by us; they are only sensed 
by us. Gravitation is sensed by people and by monkeys as well. Birds seem to sense it 
also. They know that when they want to fly, they must flap their wings in order to take 
off into the air. Every creature seems to know at least some of these laws since they 
seem to know what they have to do.  

The laws that are instinctively known by animals are known to us by our common 
sense. The laws of dharma are also known to us in the same way. Without any 
education whatsoever, without being taught, we know what is right and wrong. Although 
this knowledge is generally called ‘conscience.’ it is actually our simple common-sense 
knowledge of dharma and adharma , what is right and wrong. It is basic knowledge that 
everyone has, about a fact that is already there in the creation. Just as other laws exist as 
a part of the creation, the law of dharma also exists as a part of the creation. 

If the Lord is the creator and the creation is non-separate from the creator, then the 
law of dharma , being a part of the creation, is also non-separate from Ì¿vara. Therefore, 
dharma  becomes Ì¿vara. The law of karma also becomes Ì¿vara in the same way This 
is why we can worship the Lord as dharma  and we have even given him two hands and 
two legs, in the form of R¡ma. 

When we say R¡ma  was an avat¡ra , we do not need any history at all. Whethe r 
R¡ma existed or not is irrelevant because he is looked upon only as the Lord. He is 
dharma  personified. History is necessary only for those who have problems with 
reference to what is historical. Their concept of the Lord being what it is, such people 
require history, but we do not require it. 

A name and form are given only for the sake of worship and meditation, and that 
is how R¡ma, K¤À¸a, and others are presented. Lord K¤À¸a is joy itself. He is nothing 
but joy, in fact, which happened to have developed two hands, two legs, a head, and so 
on, called K¤À¸a and then, taking a flute in hand, walked about. Therefore, whether 
K¤À¸a existed or not does not mean anything. K¤À¸a is a particular name and form given 
to Parame¿vara whose nature is joy, ¡nanda-svar£pa . Similarly, R¡ma  portrays the 
Lord as dharma. Thus, we look at the Lord from various aspects in the creation and 
represent these aspects with many different gods called devat¡s. 
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What happens when I look upon dharma as Ì¿vara ? If I merely conform to 
dharma , I am an ethical person. But if I look upon dharma as the Lord, I worship that 
Lord by doing what is to be done by me at a given time and place. Dharma  is something 
already established and I come to sense it. Therefore, what is to be done by me, I do. 
K¤À¸a says that by doing the karma that is to be done by us, we are worshipping him. 
How can that be? This is also something we must know. 

EVERYTHING IN THE CREATION HAS ITS OWN DHARMA  

With reference to this cycle of creation, the Lord is the creator. The world is born 
of him and sustained by him. It is not that he created the world and then went to sleep. 
The creation is ON! Every moment new cells are born, new things are born. You 
yourself are born and new children are born. A continual process of creation, s¤À¶i,  
existence or sustenance, sthiti, and dissolution, saÆh¡ra , is going on.  

This second, a recognised unit of time, is born. And as it is born, it is, and it is also 
gone. This, ‘born – is – gone’ is a continuous process. The various living beings on this 
planet — trees, insects, animals, and human beings — all do exactly what is expected of 
them. In this way, everything goes well. A tree that has to change its colours before 
winter comes, does so and it keeps doing so, because it is a sugar maple tree and that is 
what a sugar maple tree has to do. Being programmed, the tree does exactly what it has 
to do. If it has to make chlorophyll, it makes chlorophyll. If it has to take in carbon 
dioxide and give out oxygen, it does exactly what it has to do. This is why a sugar cane 
continues to be sweet and a lime continues to be sour. All vegetation grows upon the 
same earth and may even belong to the same species. Still, one may be sour and the other 
sweet — if, for example, a particular orange happens to be a ‘lemon!’ 

An orange is an orange and a lemon is a lemon. If one orange turns out to be a 
lemon, there is a reason for it; it is because a certain programming is there. It is not that 
an orange tree decided to have some fun, wanting to see the face of the person who bites 
into a certain orange and discovers it to be a lemon. The tree does not make any such 
decision to produce a sour orange. Being programmed as it is, it behaves and contributes 
to the creation exactly as it must because the creation is ON! 

Ì¿vara  himself is in the form of the very world, the very creation. Therefore, every 
blade of grass is what it is — and it is Ì¿vara . Everything in the vegetable kingdom is 
Ì¿vara's creation and, having a particular form, does exactly what is expected of it 
because members of the botanical world do not have free wills. 

The world of animals is the same. A snail is always a snail; an oyster is an oyster; 
a jackal is a jackal; a lion is a lion; a cow is a cow; and a turkey is a turkey. All of them 
are exactly the same. They do not call themselves snails, lions, and turkeys. A cock will 
fight like a cock; that is why it is a cock. Similarly, monkeys behave like monkeys, 
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exactly as they should, programmed as they are. They all seem to be fine and are 
intelligent en ough. Even turkeys know how to survive when left to their own devices. 
The fact that they cannot survive the month of November is only due to the way people 
choose to celebrate Thanksgiving! 

ONLY HUMAN BEINGS ARE NOT PROGRAMMED 
It is only when you come to human beings, even a small child, that you find a 

difference. When you call a puppy, it wags its tail and comes every time because it 
connects your calling it by name with a cookie or some other treat in your hand. But, if 
you call your young child by the same name, whether you hold out a cookie or not, he or 
she may or may not come. Why? Because the child is much more than a pup. He or she 
is a complete person with a will of his or her own, asserted from childhood onwards. 
This is always a problem for parents, especially when they want the child to perform for 
guests, for instance. If the child is at all concerned about what others will think, there is 
no way he or she will perform. 

Even as adults, most of our worries are based on what others will think, a problem 
not shared with other living beings. When a cow wants to make a noise, it does so 
without bothering about what anyone will think. If a dog wants to bark, a donkey wants 
to bray, or a lion wants to roar, they too do not concern themselves with what others will 
think. Wherever there is water, all the frogs in the vicinity will gather every evening and 
put on a ‘concert.’ The racket they create is so dreadful that you cannot sleep. But, the 
frogs are not at all concerned with what you or anyone else thinks of their music. Only 
human beings have this problem because they have free will and a self-image, half of 
which depends on what others think. Therefore, they are entirely different and are not 
going to do exactly what is to be done unless they decide to do so. 

In the process of growth, a person picks up hundreds of r¡ga -dveÀas, likes and 
dislikes. Such fancies are always there and we find that convenience is usually the order 
that we follow. This is why we often do not bother about, ‘No Trespassing’ signs, and 
cut across a rectangle diagonally, thereby creating a path, even though it is someone's 
private property. And, once there is a path, a right to it also seems to be established! This 
is what is meant by the term, ‘grandfather rights.’ We also see evidence that convenience 
is one's nature wherever there is a sign saying, ‘Post No Bills.’ There will even be a bill 
stuck right on top of the very sign, perhaps so that the problem will disappear!  

Thus, convenience is often the governing factor. We want what is convenient, 
what is pleasant. Easy gratification is exactly what human beings go for. If some work, 
pain, or effort is involved, we want to avoid it. The human disposition is like that — 
going after easy, quick gratification, wanting only what pays off immediately. This is our 
nature. We have therefore created in ourselves a number of r¡ga-dveÀas, which prompt 
us to perform various actions that are not often in keeping with dharma and adharma . 
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To go against dharma , the Lord, is to go against the order that is the Lord, and this is 
adharma. 

DOING ONE'S OWN DUTIES IS WORSHIP  

Since the creation operates according to this same order, there is definitely a 
reason that you were born. Your parents may not have wanted you, but somehow you 
were born. Even if you feel unwanted, still you are here because, without you, this world 
is definitely incomplete. That is why you are here. It is as simple as that. 

If you see a purpose in everything in the world, why should you take your 
presence in this big politic of humanity as anything other than important? Even in your 
own body politic, everything has a role to play. Just as a tree is there, you are also there. 
You are important. You have roles to play and things to do. Ì¿vara's job is going on and 
you are a cog in his wheel. This being the case, naturally you have to do your job. You 
have to know that at this time and place, this is the job that you have to do. This is called 
svakarma . Just as every animal and every tree contributes to this great creation, you too 
make your contribution. Whatever be your job, your svakarma, that very karma 
becomes an offering to Ì¿vara. 

Offerings to the Lord need not always be in the form of flowers. Bhagav¡n says 
that by doing what is to be done by you at a given time, you are worshipping the Lord. 
Because of your recognition of Ì¿vara , whatever action you perform is your 
contribution, your offering, arcana, to the Lord. You offer your actions unto the Lord, 
who is in the form of the creation and who continues to do the job of creation. You are 
one of his limbs. You perform your role, which is an important one. Otherwise, you 
would not be here. 

This is something like a symphony orchestra where, even though it looks as 
though some of the musicians could be removed, each person has a sign ificant role to 
play according to the composer. One person may only play one note every fifteen 
minutes, but that is his or her role to play in the overall scheme of things. Similarly, each 
of you has your own job to do and when you do it, you are in harmony with Ì¿vara, the 
Lord. This is why, whenever you do exactly what you have to do, you find satisfaction. 
Even if it is something you do not want to do, once you do it, you feel great about it. 
Why? Because you are in harmony with Ì¿vara . Recognizing this, you become a yog¢ . 

This recognition is not an ordinary thing; it is a vision. To be in harmony with the 
world, with what is to be done, with the law of dharma that governs all karma, is 
karma-yoga  — yogaÅ karmasu kau¿alam. Therefore, you choose your karmas 
recognizing Ì¿vara as dharma . Then your actions become a form of arcana to Ì¿vara . 
This attitude results in antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi, purification of the mind. Once, this 
happens, it takes no time at all for self-knowledge, jµ¡na , to take place. Since antaÅ-
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kara¸a -¿uddhi is all that is required, all the steps have been completed — karma-yoga , 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, and jµ¡na. 

These steps are mentioned throughout the G¢t¡ and áa´kara also mentions them 
repeatedly in his bh¡Àya. Through karma-yoga, the mind is purified, and when the mind 
is pure, knowledge takes place and mokÀa is gained. Karma -yoga , therefore, is for 
mokÀa alone. 

n⁄˘Æ‰˙h… ¡¥…Æ∆˙ EÚ®…« §…÷ r˘™……‰M……r˘x…â…™…* 
§…÷r˘…Ë ∂…Æ˙h…®…Œx¥…SUÙ EfiÚ{…h……& °ÚôÙΩ‰˛i…¥…&** 49 ** 
d£re¸a hyavaraÆ karma buddhiyog¡ddhanaµjaya  
buddhau ¿ara¸amanviccha k¤pa¸¡Å phalahetavaÅ  Verse 49 

v…x…â…™… dhanaµjaya  — Oh! Dhanaµjaya  (Arjuna);  Ω˛ hi — therefore; §…÷ r˘-™……‰M……i…¬ 
buddhi-yog¡t — as compared to buddhi-yoga  (the yoga  of proper attitude); EÚ®…« karma 
— action; n⁄˘Æ‰˙h… +¥…Æ˙®…¬ d£re¸a avaram — is far inferior; §…÷r˘…Ë buddhau — in the 
buddhi-yoga  (of proper attitude); ∂…Æ˙h…®…¬ ¿ara¸am — refuge; +Œx¥…SUÙ anviccha — seek; 

°ÚôÙΩ‰̨i…¥…& phala -hetavaÅ— those who perform actions only for results; EfiÚ{…h……& k¤pa¸¡Å 
— misers 

Action (based on desire) is therefore far inferior to that performed with 
the proper attitude of karma-yoga . Seek refuge in this buddhi-yoga (of 
proper attit ude) Oh! Dhanaµjaya. Those who perform action only for the 
results are misers. 

The word buddhi-yoga means karma-yoga, the attitude of sameness towards all 
results, samatva. Karma done under the spell of one's r¡ga-dveÀas is far different from 
karma-yoga  which involves proper attitude and commitment. The result of such karma 
is received in keeping with one's r¡ga -dveÀas and not with samatva-buddhi. This kind 
of karma is thus far inferior, avaram, to buddhi-yoga , karma -yoga. 

Therefore, K¤À¸a  told Arjuna to take refuge in karma-yoga-buddhi — buddhau 
¿ara¸am anviccha. ‘Go for it, pray for it, Arjuna,’ he said. Why? Because people who 
perform karma  for the sake of the results alone, and not for antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi and 
mokÀa, are misers, k¤pa¸¡Å. They want only enjoyments, bhoga , and power, ai¿varya . 
For them, there is no karma-yoga, which makes them misers because they do not make 
use of their buddhi. 

In his commentary on this verse, áa´kara defines misers, referring to them as 
helpless weaklings, d¢n¡Å . Misers are those who have money but do not have the heart 
to spend it, either on themselves or on others. Those who have no money are not misers 
because they have no money to spend. Those who do have money and spend when there 
are occasions to spend are also not misers. A man who has money and spends more than 
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what he has, who does not spend judiciously, is a spendthrift and is just as much a 
problem as the one who has money and does not spend it at all. A miser cannot spend 
because he is that afraid his money is go ing, going, going. Therefore, he always keeps 
saving, saving for the winter of his life, retirement. Sometimes, such a person dies before 
retirement and his brother -in-law gets everything! Misers have no heart to spend because 
their priorities are not clear. They are not at all clear about what money is for. 

The meaning of the word miser, k¤pa¸a, is extended here to the disuse of one's 
buddhi. áa´kara , quoting the B¤had¡ra¸yakopaniÀad , discusses the meaning of the 
word k¤pa¸a .1  

Why is such a person a miser ? Because he or she was given an intellect, buddhi, 
and does not use it. The buddhi is the discriminative power one is endowed with as a 
human being and is the greatest wealth, the greatest treasure, that one can have. 
Therefore, its primary use should be for gaining self-knowledge. Even though everyone 
has a good chance to use the buddhi, a miser hoards it or fritters it away and dies not 
having made proper use of the greatest wealth that he or she was endowed with. And 
although the money misers leave can be enjoyed by others, no one can enjoy their 
buddhis after they are gone.  

Misers are people whose aims are only small results, not mokÀa . Therefore, for 
them there is no karma-yoga  or sanny¡sa. There is only miserliness. We have seen that, 
according to the vision of the Veda, there are only two possibilities — to be a 
karma-yog¢  or to be a sanny¡s¢. There is no accommodation for a third kind of person. 
Those who are neither karma-yog¢s nor sanny¡s¢s have to become karma-yog¢s; 
otherwise, they are misers. Therefore, Bhagav¡n said, ‘Take to karma-yoga.’ 

§…÷ r˘™…÷HÚ…‰ V…Ω˛…i…“Ω˛ =¶…‰ ∫…÷EfiÚi…n÷˘πEfiÚi…‰* 
i…∫®……t…‰M……™… ™…÷V™…∫¥… ™……‰M…& EÚ®…«∫…÷ EÚ…Ë∂…ôÙ®…¬** 50 ** 
buddhiyukto jah¡t¢ha ubhe suk¤taduÀk¤te 
tasm¡dyog¡ya yujyasva yogaÅ karmasu kau¿alam   Verse 50 

§…÷ r˘-™…÷HÚ& buddhi-yuktaÅ  — the one who is endowed with the samatva -buddhi 
(sameness of mind); <Ω˛ iha — here, in this world; =¶…‰ ubhe — both; ∫…÷EfiÚi…-n÷˘πEfiÚi…‰ 
suk¤ta-duÀk¤te  — pu¸ya and p¡pa ; V…Ω˛… i… jah¡ti — gives up; i…∫®……i…¬ tasm¡t — 
therefore; ™……‰M……™… yog¡ya — to karma-yoga ; ™…÷V™…∫¥… yujyasva  — commit yourself; ™……‰M…& 
yogaÅ — karma-yoga (is); EÚ®…«∫…÷ karmasu — in action; EÚ…Ë∂…ôÙ®…¬ kau¿alam — 
discretion 

                                                                 
1 Refer to page 166. 
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One who is endowed with the samatva-buddhi, sameness of mind, gives 
up both pu¸ya and p¡pa here, in this world. Therefore, commit yourself 
to karma-yoga . Karma-yoga  is discretion in action.  

The idea already expressed is that one should not be attached to inaction but rooted 
in the sameness of mind that is yoga , one should perform action. In his commentary on 
this verse, áa´kara explains that samatva-buddhi that is talked about is with reference 
to karma-phala, the fruits of action. What is gained by one who follows dharma , right 
and wrong, and not mere r¡ga-dveÀas, likes and dislikes, is also stated here. Here, in this 
world, while alive, the person gains yoga-buddhi which means samatva -buddhi. 

Two buddhis  have been talked about — s¡´khya-buddhi and yoga-buddhi. 
S¡´khya, knowledge, was already discussed and now yoga is under discussion. 
Buddhi-yukta means yoga -buddhi-yukta , one who is a karma-yog¢ , one who is 
committed to a life of karma with the buddhi of yoga . What does this per son do? Here, 
in this world, iha, while alive, he or she gives up both pu¸ya and p¡pa, suk¤ta-duÀk¤te.  
Suk¤ta means that which is well-done, a karma  that is proper, and duÀk¤ta  means the 
opposite. 

Both proper and improper actions produce results and the results are also called 
suk¤ta and duÀk¤ta. Therefore suk¤ta -duÀk¤te means pu¸ya and p¡pa. The verse says 
that the karma-yog¢ gives up both pu¸ya  and p¡pa  here, in this life. But can the results 
of action be given up even by a karma-yog¢? No. Because he has doership, kart¤tva, the 
karma-yog¢  cannot give up the results. He can only become a master of his likes and 
dislikes so that he has freedom from them. In this way, he can be in harmony with 
Ì¿vara and, having a certain mastery over himself, he can enjoy a composure, but 
nothing more because he is a karma-yog¢ .  

HOW DOES ONE GIVE UP PUÛYA-PËPA? 

A karma-yog¢  has doership, kart¤tva , whereas a sanny¡s¢1 does not. When you 
look upon yourself as a doer, you have doership and when you have doership, you 
cannot escape from the results of action, which always accrue to the doer. Because a 
karma-yog¢  has kart¤tva he is not a jµ¡n¢ . If he has kart¤tva , he definitely has pu¸ya -
p¡pa . Whether he likes it or not, pu¸ya -p¡pa will be there for him. Both the current 
pu¸ya-p¡pa  and the old pu¸ya-p¡pa are standing in his account. Thus, the question of 
how one gives up pu¸ya-pupa would naturally arise here. This has to be properly 
understood. 

When karma-yoga  is there for a person, knowledge is not far away. As long as 
karma-yoga  is there, there will be antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi. And, this will soon be 
                                                                 
1 Here by the word sanny¡s¢, we refer to a jµ¡n¢. áa´kara often uses the word sanny¡s¢ in 
this sense. 
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followed by knowledge. áa´kara  points out this order again here and says — 
sattva-¿uddhi-jµ¡na-dv¡re¸a . The karma-yog¢  gives up pu¸ya and p¡pa here in this 
world, while he is alive, by means of sattva-¿uddhi. The word sattva  has two meanings. 
It is one of the three qualities, sattva, rajas, tamas. And it also means antaÅ-kara¸a , 
the mind. Here it is used in the sense of antaÅ-kara¸a . Therefore sattva -¿uddhi here 
means purification of the mind.  

First, karma-yoga takes care of antaÅ -kara¸a -¿uddhi. Then knowledge is 
gained, there is jµ¡na-pr¡pti. This order is one of the important points in the ¿¡stra that 
we have to know clearly. Otherwise, what is being said will be confusing. Because 
people are confused, they think that karma-yoga  is just another means through which 
pu¸ya-p¡pa is destroyed. And they say the same thing about jµ¡na . This ‘different 
means’ approach is how people get lost and become confused.  

By performing karma  with the proper attitude, you prepare yourself to be totally 
freed by knowledge and that knowledge is gained only when the antaÅ-kara¸a is 
¿uddha , pure. We say that karma-yoga takes care of it because karma-yoga purifies the 
mind. Thus, whenever we come across expressions in áa´kara's bh¡Àya , like 
sattva-¿uddhi-jµ¡na-dv¡re¸a  ubhe suk¤ta -duÀk¤te iha jah¡ti, we must understand the 
order. Once the antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi is taken care of, that is, once the impurities, 
a¿uddhis , of the mind are taken care of, the person is no longer under the enthralment of 
his or her likes and dislikes. Because he or she enjoys a certain composure, self-
knowledge, ¡tma-jµ¡na is not far away.  

Concerning this point, áa´kara  says that a karma-yog¢ is a kama-yog¢  only for 
the sake of mokÀa . A person is a karma-yog¢ only for ¡tma-jµ¡na. Therefore, he or she 
continues to listen to the teaching and reflect upon it so that it will become a reality. 

 KARMA-YOGA IS NOT A MATTER OF CHOICE 

What, then, should Arjuna  or anyone else do first? To ask whether you should 
become a karma-yog¢ or a sanny¡s¢ is like asking if you should join a university or get 
a Ph.D. Karma-yoga is a step for gaining the knowledge. There is no choice here. 
Therefore, K¤À¸a says, ‘Commit yourself to yoga  — yog¡ya yujyasva .’ This is the same 
as saying, ‘You have just started this inquiry, Arjuna. Therefore, prepare yourself by 
engaging in karma-yoga, which means doing what you have to do with the attitude of a 
karma-yog¢ .’ K¤À¸a  also made it clear that yoga in no way implies the avoidance of 
action. 

EXERCISING DISCRETION IN ONE'S CHOICES 

In this verse, we are told that with reference to our actions, we must use our 
discretion, kau¿ala . What is not to be done is avoided and what is to be done is done 
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properly. And any action we do is done with the attitude that it is our offering to the 
Lord, ¢¿vara -arpa¸a-buddhy¡ . This is yoga. Discretion, then, is with reference to the 
choices involved in action and involves one's appreciation of Ì¿vara  as well. 

Inaction is not going to solve the problem, even though we will see later that 
sanny¡sa is referred to as the giving up of all actions, sarva -karma -sanny¡sa , 
something that is not physically possible. Even a great jµ¡n¢ performs actions. There are 
Swamis — ‘sitting Swamis,’ ‘standing-on-one-leg Swamis,’ and many other Swamis — 
all of which imply actions. No one can avoid action totally. The renunciation of all 
karmas is strictly in terms of knowledge. By knowing that he or she is not the performer 
of any action, a jµ¡n¢  is said to have given up all action. Thus a person who has this 
knowledge of the ¡tm¡  is called a sarva-karma-sanny¡s¢.  

K¤À¸a was telling Arjuna  here that sarva-karma-sanny¡sa has nothing to do 
with inaction; it has concerns only with knowledge. This knowledge can only take place 
in a person whose mind is clear, ¿uddha. Such a person is either a karma-yog¢ or a 
sanny¡s¢, a person who has taken to the life of renunciations. Knowledge is possible for 
both sanny¡s¢s  and karma-yog¢s. 

K¤À¸a  told Arjuna that while a choice between yoga and sanny¡sa is possible, he 
did not think Arjuna was ready for sanny¡sa . That meant, according to K¤À¸a , that 
Arjuna was ready only for karma-yoga . Therefore, as we saw in verse 48, K¤À¸a told 
Arjuna, ‘Arjuna, remaining steadfast in yoga and abandoning attachment, perform 
actions — yogasthaÅ kuru karm¡¸i sa´gaÆ tyaktv¡ dhanaµjaya .’ 

How could Arjuna  live the life of a sanny¡s¢, a life of contemplation, when he 
was emotionally involved with his own people? Like others who have too many irons in 
the fire, Arjuna  had too many arrows in his quiver. Therefore, it would be better if he 
exhausted them all and then see what was to be done.  

Further, K¤À¸a  said: 

EÚ®…«V…∆ §…÷ r˘™…÷HÚ…  Ω˛ °Úô∆Ù i™…Ci¥…… ®…x…“ π…h…&* 
V…x®…§…xv… ¥… x…®…÷«HÚ…& {…n∆˘ M…SUÙxi™…x……®…™…®…¬** 51 ** 
karmajaÆ buddhiyukt¡ hi phalaÆ tyaktv¡ man¢Ài¸aÅ 
janmabandhavinirmukt¡Å padaÆ gacchantyan¡mayam  Verse 51 

§…÷ r˘-™…÷HÚ…& buddhi-yukt¡Å — those who are endowed with the proper attitude of karma-
yoga; ®…x…“ π…h…& man¢Ài¸aÅ — the wise; EÚ®…«V…®…¬ karmajam — that which is born of 
karma; °ÚôÙ®…¬ phalam  — result; i™…Ci¥…… tyaktv¡ — giving up; V…x®…-§…xv…- ¥… x…®…÷«HÚ…& 
janma-bandha-vinirmukt¡Å — free from the bondage of birth; +x……®…™…®…¬ an¡mayam  
— free from all affliction; {…n˘®…¬ padam — that which is accomplished by knowledge, 
mokÀa;  Ω˛ hi — indeed; M…SUÙŒxi… gacchanti — go to 
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The wise, endowed with the attitude of karma-yoga, having given up the 
results of action, free from the bondage of birth, indeed accomplish the 
end that is free from all affliction. 

Suppose a karma-yog¢ gains knowledge and thereby gives up all karma-phalas, 
that is, all the pu¸ya -p¡pas, the good and the bad. Does that not mean that the person is 
empty, possessing nothing? Will he or she then be a nobody? At least if such a person 
had gathered a lot of pu¸ya , he or she would have been an entity to be reckoned with. 
But now, it seems that the person will be empty. This assumption is refuted in the 
present verse. 

People who are endowed with a karma-yoga-buddhi first gain antaÅ-
kara¸a -¿uddhi. Then knowledge takes place, which results in the giving up of pu¸ya 
and p¡pa. And giving up the pu¸ya  and p¡pa, as mentioned in the previous verse, 
karma-phalaÆ tyaktv¡, he gains mokÀa through knowledge. The first line, here, is a 
restatement of the previous verse and connects it with the previous verse and tells that 
the karma-yog¢ also gains mokÀa  eventually. 

BIRTH IS BONDAGE 

How do karma-yog¢s give up the results of action? A karma-yog¢ , having 
sameness of mind towards the desirable and undesirable results of all actions, is said to 
give up the results and, in time, becomes wise. Such a person gains self-knowledge and 
is called a man¢À¢ or a jµ¡n¢. Having become a man¢À¢ , the person becomes free of the 
bondage of birth, he becomes janma-bandha-vinirmukta. 

When the doership is not there, the result of action will also be not there. The 
result of pu¸ya -p¡pa  is birth, janma, which itself is a bond age. You cannot say that you 
are only bound after birth. You are bound inside the womb. No matter how much you 
twist and turn, you have to wait nine months before you can come out. Thus, bound, you 
are born. Once you are born, you are also bound in that you have to wait at least another 
eighteen years to have a life of your own. After that, of course, you are bound to a 
hundred different things. Therefore, birth is bondage all the way! 

From this bondage of birth, the wise are liberated. áa´kara  makes it quite clear 
here that liberation does not happen after death, but while you are living. He says, 
j¢vantaÅ eva vinirmukt¡Å — while living they are liberated. Unless you are liberated 
now, while you are alive, you are not going to be liberated later when you ar e dead. All 
that you can be is a ghost! If you are liberated here, there will be no problem — to 
yourself or to others. But if you are not liberated, and you become a ghost, you will be 
just another entity knocking around for people to channel through! Here in the world, 
you confused people, by giving wrong advice and so on, and then later, as a spirit, you 
come through the channels, continuing to give out wrong information! 
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Thus, it was said that while you are alive, you are completely freed from the 
bondage of birth and death, commonly referred to as the cycle of saÆs¡ra. You may say 
that you do not care whether you are born again. If it happens, fine, and if it does not 
happen, that too is fine. You are only interested in ‘right now.’ You are not interested in 
any investment for later since no one knows what later really is. After death, all you see 
are the ashes, nothing more. And if the body is not cremated, it is buried deep enough 
that there is no chance of your coming out, even if, life is still there! Grass will be 
planted on top so that, there will be no chance of oxygen reaching you! This you know 
very well.  

Whatever happens after death is all a matter of belief alone. Some logic may be 
there, but still, it is only a belief. I am only interested in what happens here. I do not care 
if my karma -phalas go or not. How do I know if pu¸ya-p¡pa  is really there for me? 
Therefore, I do not care about all this. But, I do care about my harmony with the world 
and I can understand the value of sameness of mind towards the results of action and 
discretion with reference to the choices involved in my actions. These things are all very 
clear to me, but please do not tell me that I will be freed from birth and death. I do not 
care about all that; I am only interested in what I can get now. This could be an 
argument. This is being answered now. 

LIBERATION IS NOT AFTER DEATH  

This verse tells us what we can accomplish here, while we are alive — not in the 
form of sense gratification, but in terms of a pursuit that is meaningful in this life itself. 
The word pada , here, means that which is to be accomplished. It also means ‘a word.’ 
that by which something is known. Mere sound is not pada. From the word, a given 
object must be understood. What I say, you must be able to understand. Then only is 
there a language. The word has a meaning and that meaning is understood by everyone. 
Any word in any language is a pada . It is not used in this sense here in this verse. Here it 
means that which is accomplished by knowledge.  

The word pada in this sense is famous in Sanskrit literature — for example, there 
is a mention, viÀ¸oÅ paramaÆ padam, meaning the greatest abode of the Lord ViÀ¸u, 
the one who is all-pervasive. That all-pervasive viÀ¸oÅ padam is mokÀa, liberation or 
freedom and that freedom is gained now, while living.  

In the verse under study, pada  is qualified by another word, an¡maya . Any 
problem is called ¡maya . An¡maya is defined by áa´kara as that which is free of all 
problems, sarva-upadrava-rahita. This includes all the problems starting from nagging 
onwards. Any kind of affliction is called upadrava . Thus, an¡maya means that you are 
free from all afflictions. ‘I am afflicted’ is a notion that everyone has. I am a product of 
my own past; and, therefore, I am afflicted. Everyone has this notion about himself or 
herself and, from this notion, the person becomes free.  
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Knowing that I am limitless Brahman , I am not afflicted by anything because 
there is nothing other than Brahman . There is nothing else to afflict me. Therefore, I am  
free of all afflictions. When? While living here in the world. This knowledge, then, is 
really something! It is more than just something; it is the thing! And whatever we do is 
only for the purpose of gaining this knowledge of oneself. 

In the next verse, K¤À¸a told Arjuna that he would attain this when his mind was 
no longer deluded. 

™…n˘… i…‰ ®……‰Ω˛EÚ ôÙô∆Ù §…÷ r˘¥™…« i…i… Æ˙π™… i…* 
i…n˘… M…xi…… ∫…  x…¥…Ên∆˘ ∏……‰i…¥™…∫™… ∏…÷i…∫™… S…** 52 ** 
yad¡ te mohakalilaÆ buddhirvyatitariÀyati 
tad¡ gant¡si nirvedaÆ ¿rotavyasya ¿rutasya ca   Verse 52 

™…n˘… yad¡ — when; i…‰ te — your; §…÷ r˘& buddhiÅ — intellect; ®……‰Ω˛EÚ ôÙôÙ®…¬ mohakalilam 
— impurity of delusion; ¥™… i…i… Æ˙π™… i… vyatitariÀyati — crosses over; i…n˘… tad¡ — then; 
∏……‰i…¥™…∫™… ¿rotavyasya — for what is to be heard; ∏…÷i…∫™… ¿rutasya — for what has been 
heard; S… ca — and;  x…¥…Ên˘®…¬ nirvedam — dispassion; M…xi…… ∫… gant¡si — you shall gain 

When your intellect crosses over the impurity of delusion, then you shall 
gain a dispassion towards what has been heard and what is yet to be 
heard.  

Delusion is in the form of absence of discrimination, viveka. The lack of 
discrimination, aviveka , makes a person go towards objects and not towards the self, the 
¡tm¡. The person's mind goes towards objects as though they are going to take him to 
the ¡tm¡. Even though the solution to my problem is myself, I always think of it as 
being elsewhere, outside of me. 

There is no greater delusion in this world than wanting a solution to a problem that 
is centred on the ‘I’ and expecting the solution to be outside of the ‘I.’ This great 
delusion mah¡ -moha is due to a lack of understanding of what I am about, what the 
world can give, what my problem is, what I really want, and so on. The impurity, kalila  
of this delusion is what is given up by discriminating between the ¡tm¡ and the an¡tm¡ 
— ¡tma-an¡tma-viveka. 

The verse goes on to say that when your mind is no longer under the spell of 
moha , you gain dispassion, vair¡gya, with reference to what you have heard and what 
you have yet to hear. You have heard about a lot of means and ends. These are ¿ruta . 
They are all on your list of things to do later. Then there are a few more means and ends 
that you have not yet heard about. They are to be heard later, ¿rotavya . They all come 
under the heading of ¿rotavya when you think, ‘I think I should read this and find out…’ 
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Dispassion towards what you have heard and will hear extends also to everything that is 
known to you; such dispassion is really very beautiful. 

Suppose you decide to gain self-knowledge, mokÀa. You have developed a great 
value for this knowledge and have completely dismissed everything that you have so far 
come to know as desirable ends. Because they do not solve your problem you no longer 
have a value for them and have dismissed them. The only thing you want now is mokÀa . 
Suppose, however, someone comes and tells you that there is something more interesting 
than mokÀa, what will you do? 

ONE'S DISPASSION CAN BE SHAKY 

If you are a practical person, you may have to give up self-knowledge. This means 
that your viveka  is incomplete and your vair¡gya  is shaky. Everyone has vair¡gya  until 
something more interesting comes along. Similarly, our plans for gaining self -knowledge 
vanish along with our dispassion, when we are confronted with something we think of as 
rosier and more promising than mokÀa . We give up mokÀa and go after whatever it is. 
This is a clear indication that discrimination is lacking. It is not that dispassion is 
lacking. Our discrimination is lacking and therefore our dispassion is shaky! 

I was once asked what I would do if, having devoted my life to áa´kara, a new 
philosopher came along and dismissed what áa´kara  had said. I replied that áa´kara 
was a teacher and I am not a Sankarite. I am a s¡dhu, a sanny¡s¢ in this tradition of 
teaching, samprad¡ya . For us, áa´kara is only a link. He never said that he was 
starting a new philosophy. He was just a teacher, a link in the chain. This is reflected in 
the verse that all students of Ved¡nta chant daily. 1 It says, ‘I salute the lineage of 
teachers, that begins with Sad¡¿iva , which has áa´kara  in the middle, and that has my 
teacher at its end.’ 

There is no Sankara-ism here. There is only the teaching and a means of 
knowledge, pram¡¸a in the form of words called the UpaniÀads, also known as 
Ved¡nta. 

Suppose someone tries to say something that is better than what áa´kara said or 
something that proves what áa´kara said was wrong. For a person with discrimination, 
there will be no context for such statements because áa´kara says exactly what is said 
in the UpaniÀads. They tell you that you are Brahman, that you are the whole. Who is 
going to improve on this? Who is going to dismiss it? No one can dismiss it and no one 
can improve it. Try dismissing that you are the whole. The teacher is very clear about it 
and the ¿¡stra  is very clear about it. That you are the whole is not subject to your 
dismissal because you already know that only through the ¿¡stra  can you appreciate that 
you are the whole. How, then, are you going to dismiss it? It is not available for any 
                                                                 
1 Refer to the section, ‘  Who is the first Guru ’ in the introduction. 
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other pram¡¸a . That I am the whole is already established by the ¿¡stra, and that it 
cannot be dismissed is very clear. 

If the statement, ‘I am the whole,’ cannot be dismissed or improved upon, I cannot 
be enticed by a new philosophy which gives me a supposedly better idea about myself. 
Already the UpaniÀad has given me the last word. It says I am limitless, I am infinite, I 
am Brahman, I am the whole, I am all that is here. Who is going to improve on this? No 
one can improve sat-cit-¡nanda. Nor can anyone dismiss it because it is myself. There 
is nothing better possible. Anything that you are going to come to know later will not 
disturb your dispassion either. You will have the same dispassion towards what you 
come to know in the future as you have towards what you know now. Whatever comes 
will be from the world, which has no independent existence apart from Brahman . 
Nothing can come from outside the world and nothing more can come from Brahman 
because it is one, eka . Knowing this is what is meant by viveka , discrimination. 

Once you do not have moha in you, when your values are very clear, when you 
understand the delusion of human pursuits, then you will discover in yourself a 
dispassion, nirveda, towards what is to be heard, ¿rotavya, and what has been heard, 
¿ruta , whether it is from the Veda or from any other source. This was the point K¤À¸a 
wished to make very clear to Arjuna in this verse. 

∏…÷ i… ¥…|… i…{…z…… i…‰ ™…n˘… ∫l……∫™… i…  x…ù…ôÙ…* 
∫…®……v……¥…S…ôÙ… §…÷ r˘∫i…n˘… ™……‰M…®…¥……{∫™… ∫…** 53 ** 
¿rutivipratipann¡ te yad¡ sth¡syati ni¿cal¡  
sam¡dh¡vacal¡ buddhistad¡ yogamav¡psyasi   Verse 53 

™…n˘… yad¡ — when; i…‰ te — your; ∏…÷ i… ¥…|… i…{…z…… §…÷ r˘& ¿rutivipratipann¡  buddhiÅ  — 
mind, generally distracted by the Vedas (which present various means and ends to be 
gained); +S…ôÙ… acal¡ — firmly established; ∫…®……v……Ë sam¡dhau  — in the ¡tm¡ (oneself); 
 x…ù…ôÙ… ni¿cal¡ — steady; ∫l……∫™… i… sth¡syati — will remain; i…n˘… tad¡ — then; ™……‰M…®…¬ 
yogam — self-knowledge; +¥……{∫™… ∫… av¡psyasi — you shall gain 

When your mind is no longer distracted by the Vedas (which present 
various means and ends to be gained) it will remain steady, firmly 
established in the self. Then you will gain self -knowledge.  

This verse points out a further gain brought about by dispassion and also sums up 
the whole teaching. The Veda, ¿ruti, talks  about various means for achieving various 
ends. These means and ends are described so beautifully and so elaborately that one's 
mind becomes confused, vipratipann¡. There seem to be so many means and ends for 
me to accomplish and they keep on increasing. Thus, the list of things to be done also 
keeps on increasing and I become confused by the ¿ruti. 
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When, however, your mind becomes one, meaning when you have determined 
what is to be gained, you are not easily shaken by the various means and ends enjoined 
by the ¿ruti. Just as any hype about a particular brand of shampoo has no effect on a 
bald-headed person, you will not at all be shaken by anything because you have already 
set your heart on an end that includes all means and ends. 

 We have seen that all means and ends are limited and that what we are really 
seeking is freedom from any limitation whatsoever. When we know this, everything 
becomes very simple. The mind being definite about what it wants, it stays without being 
shaken, without being assailed, swayed, or swept away by anything, no matter how 
seemingly attractive it may be — sth¡syati ni¿cal¡. 

Not only is such a mind unable to be swayed, it is single-pointed, ek¡  with 
reference to the goal. This attitude of the mind is karma-yoga. When your goal is very 
clear to you, the hold that your r¡ga -dveÀas previously had on you is released and your 
mind, buddhi, is steady. 

áa´kara  defines sam¡dhi in his commentary on this verse as, ‘That into which 
everything resolves, ¡tm¡  — samyag ¡dh¢yate cittam asmin iti sam¡dhiÅ — ¡tm¡ . 
He thus makes it very clear that the word sam¡dhi means ¡tm¡ in this context. When 
your mind is no longer distracted by the various ends and means prompted by your 
r¡ga -dveÀas because the goal is very clear to you, it will remain steady, firmly 
established in the self, ¡tm¡ . Then you will gain self- knowledge. 

The first line of the verse itself indicates that the person is a mumukÀu, one who 
seeks mokÀa , liberation. A mumukÀu  may continue to be in the field of activity as a 
karma-yog¢ , or he or she may take to the life of renunciation as a sanny¡s¢. These are 
the only choices a mumukÀu has. When the mind is no longer swept away or confused 
by the ¿ruti, which talks about various means and ends, it becomes steady and definite 
about what is to be accomplished — mokÀa through knowledge of the self. This 
steadiness is karma-yoga  and the karma-yog¢  is a mumukÀu. 

THE POSSIBILITY OF DOUBT 

There can be some doubts here. Is ¡tm¡  always free or is it always bound? Is 
¡tm¡  limited or free from limitations? Is ¡tm¡  mortal or is it free from time? Is ¡tm¡ 
the truth of everything or is it one of the many things in the world? Is ¡tm¡ the very 
cause of everything that is created here or is it a product of creation? Is ¡tm¡ identical 
with Ì¿vara or separate from Ì¿vara ? Is ¡tm¡ separate from every other ¡tm¡  or is there 
only one ¡tm¡? Is ¡tm¡  separate from the world or is it non-separate? Does ¡tm¡ 
undergo a change to become the world or does it always remain the same, even though it 
is the cause of the world? These are all examples of possible doubts, the list being in no 
way complete. 
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None of these doubts is there for a mumukÀu. When your buddhi remains without 
any doubt, vikalpa, whatsoever, there is knowledge, jµ¡na, which is real yoga . Jµ¡na 
can be called yoga  and a means of knowledge can be called yoga. A state of mind can 
also be called yoga. Here, the context does not permit us to take the word yoga as simple 
karma-yoga . It can only be jµ¡na , the real yoga , which Bhagav¡n defined later as 
‘dissociation from your association with pain, duÅkha .’ This means that there is nothing 
you have to do except be yourself. 

You have been associating with duÅkha all along because of aviveka , a lack of 
discrimination that causes you to take on limitations of things that are different from you. 
Then you say, ‘I am limited.’ This is duÅkha and is called duÅkha-saÆyoga . Due to the 
lack of discriminative knowledge, aviveka , there is duÅkha for you. Dissociation from 
this association with duÅkha is brought about by removing the aviveka, by having 
viveka between the ¡tm¡ and the an¡tm¡ . When the viveka  is very clear, meaning that I 
know very clearly that everything is myself and that I am free from everything, then 
there is real yoga , param¡rtha-yoga. This yoga , called jµ¡na, is what Arjuna would 
gain. Thus K¤À¸a said,  yogam av¡psyasi. 

áa´kara  gives the meaning of the word yoga as viveka -prajµ¡ , thus making it 
clear that the word yoga in this verse is nothing but discriminative knowledge of the 
¡tm¡ and the an¡tm¡. When true discrimination is lacking. sorrow is the result. 

ARJUNA'S FIRST QUESTION  

Having talked mainly so far about karma-yoga  and s¡´khya , in this verse, 
Bhagav¡n summed up everything he had said so far. The first line, ‘¿rutivipratipann¡ 
te yad¡ sth¡syati ni¿cal¡ ,’  refers to karma yoga. The second line, ‘sam¡dh¡u acal¡ 
buddhiÅ tad¡ yogam av¡psyasi,’ refers  to s¡´khya-yoga. Having thus summed up and 
perhaps thinking he had done a good job, Lord K¤À¸a  might have paused for Arjuna to 
respond. 

Arjuna did not say, as he would in the eighteenth chapter, that all his delusions 
were gone, that he knew what was to be done and was going to do it. He did not say this 
until the end of the G¢t¡. If he had said it here in the second chapter, the G¢t¡  would, of 
course, be over! K¤À¸a would have said, ‘Om tat sat!’ and completed the G¢t¡ . 
However, since the G¢t¡ was a dialogue, saÆv¡da, K¤À¸a talked to Arjuna and Arjuna 
asked questions because this particular subject matter has to be understood, not just 
blindly believed. There is no use in Arjuna  walking away thinking, ‘K¤À¸a told me that 
I am eternal. Therefore, I must be eternal.’ 

A belief requires no explanation at all; you just believe. The only requirement is 
that the belief be stated. Why people write about belief is beyond comprehension. The 
belief need only be stated honestly. Stating a belief is exactly what a belief is. If there is 



Chapter 2 331 

something to support the belief, that can also be stated. However, when something is to 
be understood, it will either remain not understood or it will be understood, regardless of 
the number of books written on the subject. In other words, it can be understood by 
reading only one book and, in spite of reading every book on the subject, it can remain 
not understood.  

Here, the subject matter is a thing to be understood. In fact, K¤À¸a  himself will say 
later on in his dialogue with Arjuna, ‘May you gain this knowledge by asking proper 
questions.’ If you ask the right question you get the right answer. Even if you ask the 
wrong question, as Arjuna did in the next verse, you may get the right answer! 

+V…÷«x… =¥……S…* 
Œ∫l…i…|…Y…∫™… EÚ… ¶……π…… ∫…®…… v…∫l…∫™… E‰Ú∂…¥…* 
Œ∫l…i…v…“& ÀEÚ |…¶……π…‰i…  EÚ®……∫…“i… µ…V…‰i…  EÚ®…¬** 54 **  
arjuna uv¡ca  
sthitaprajµasya k¡ bh¡À¡ sam¡dhisthasya ke¿ava 
sthitadh¢Å kiÆ prabh¡Àeta kim¡s¢ta vrajeta kim   Verse 54 

+V…÷«x…& arjunaÅ  — Arjuna ; =¥……S… uv¡ca — said;  
E‰Ú∂…¥… ke¿ava — Oh! Ke¿ava; Œ∫l…i…|…Y…∫™… sthitaprajµasya  —of one in whom the 
knowledge is firm; ∫…®…… v…∫l…∫™… sam¡dhisthasya  — of one whose mind abides in the 
¡tm¡, self; ¶……π…… bh¡À¡ — description; EÚ… k¡ — what; Œ∫l…i…v…“& sthitadh¢Å  — one 
whose mind is not shaken by anything;  EÚ®…¬ kim — how ; |…¶……π…‰i… prabh¡Àeta — would 
speak;  EÚ®…¬ kim  — how; +…∫…“i… ¡s¢ta  — would sit;  EÚ®…¬ kim  — how; µ…V…‰i… vrajeta  — 
would walk  

Arjuna said: 
Oh! Ke¿ava, what is the description of a person of firm wisdom, one 
whose mind abides in the ¡tm¡ , self? How does such a person, whose 
mind is not shaken by anything, speak, sit, and walk?  

áa´kara  introduces this verse by saying that Arjuna, desiring to know the 
characteristics of a person who knows the ¡tm¡ , asked a question, ‘How does such a 
person speak, sit, and walk?’  

The word sthitaprajµa refers to a person who has no doubts, vagueness, or error 
with reference to the knowledge of ¡tm¡. Thus, the knowledge stays, becomes sthita . 
One's knowledge can also be so erroneous that there is no doubt or vagueness, but the 
error will show in time. Here, the knowledge stays without error, The word sthitaprajµa 
being in the masculine gender, means the person for whom the knowledge stays and not 
the knowledge itself. The word for knowledge is prajµ¡, which is in feminine gender. 
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Prajµ¡  can mean knowledge of anything, such as archery, for example. áa´kara 
therefore clarifies the knowledge being spoken of as, ‘well-established, well-rooted 
knowledge that I am the whole — paraÆ brahma  aham asmi.’ The topic here is 
param¡tm¡, not archery, and the person, for whom the knowledge of ¡tm¡ being 
paraÆ brahma  is steady, is called sthitaprajµa. 

This person is also described as one who is in sam¡dhi, sam¡dhistha, one whose 
mind is abiding in the ¡tm¡ , is awake to the ¡tm¡. Arjuna  wanted to know how K¤À¸a 
would describe such a person. He asked, sthitaprajµasya k¡ bh¡À¡? áa´kara puts this 
question in another way: How is this person described by others? — katham asau 
paraiÅ bh¡Àyate?’ 

Bhagav¡n used the word sam¡dhi in the previous verse, not sthitaprajµa. It was 
Arjuna who coined this latter word and his question reveals that he seemed to know 
what it was all about — at least in the first line! He asked for a description of a wise 
person, a sthitaprajµa, which was an excellent question. He also used the word 
sthitadh¢, meaning a person whose buddhi remains firm. But then he asked, ‘Does this 
person talk? kiÆ prabh¡Àeta? Does he or she sit? kim as¢ta? Does he or she walk? kiÆ  
vrajeta?’ áa´kara did not think that these questions as worded were Arjuna's real 
questions. 

To ask, ‘Does a wise person talk?’ would have been meaningless because K¤À¸a 
had been talking all along. It would also have meant that Arjuna had a doubt about 
whether K¤À¸a  knew what he was talking about and, therefore, whether he was a 
sthitaprajµa . Because kim  can mean ‘what’ or ‘how.’ áa´kara took Arjuna's 
questions to mean the latter. How does a wise person talk, sit, and walk?  

When someone asks you a question, you either answer the question or you answer 
the person. When you answer the person, you still answer the question, but it is the spirit 
of the question that you address. When you answer the person, you consider what the 
person had in mind when he or she asked the question. Before a person talks, he or she 
has a sense to convey. This is the reason why one talks. Therefore, the listener tries to 
understand the intention or the sense of what the speaker is attempting to convey. This is 
real listening and is very important, whether you are reading something someone has 
written or are listening to something someone is saying. A person may not always say 
what he or she really wants to say. A person's look may be enough for you to see his or 
her language. This sometimes happens without the eyes also, like when you hear two or 
three words and understand the whole sentence. It all depends on your capacity to see 
what the speaker wants to say.  
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THE SPIRIT OF ARJUNA'S QUESTION 

When Lord K¤À¸a answered Arjuna, he did not answer his question. Instead, he 
answered the person, as we will see. If he had answered the question, what could he have 
said? Would he have described a sthitaprajµa  as one who walks very slow ly or quickly 
because the person is a sthitaprajµa ! Suppose the sthitaprajµa does not have any legs? 
Or, would K¤À¸a have said that a sthitaprajµa talks very slowly because he or she is 
very alert? Or, that being very alert, the sthitaprajµa's words are carefully measured 
and come only in half-minute intervals, the person being so rooted in the self! 

What does all this mean? How does it make any difference? Some people think 
that if you talk very slowly, you are wonderful. They think that the words of a wis e 
person who talks slowly come from infinity and, therefore, they take time! They come 
from such depths, it seems! People can be very easily fooled by those who pose as wise 
by saying very little and speaking very leisurely. 

There is yet another popular description of a wise person: ‘Words just tumble out. 
The physical organ is incapable of keeping track of the pace of the quicksilver mind of 
the wise. It is so mercurial. No God has made an organ of speech that can keep pace with 
it. The person has such enormous energy!’ And then there is another type of wise person, 
it seems, who, having reached ¡tm¡ , does not talk at all. He or she is always in 
sam¡dhi. People come and the person just looks at them without even blinking! Why? 
Because he or she is a sthitaprajµa, one of steady wisdom! 

Thus, we see that if Arjuna's question had been taken literally, no answer would 
have been possible unless K¤À¸a  himself believed in such definitions of a wise person. 
Therefore, the second line of Arjuna's question did not mean anything to K¤À¸a, but 
there was a spirit to it; that is, how does a wise person interact with the world? How does 
he or she talk and go about in the world? Is there any indication that this person has 
wisdom? Is there anything that betrays or reveals the wisdom he or she has? Will there 
be any difference in how this person interacts with the world and how an ordinary person 
interacts? There should be some difference. Therefore, what is it that characterises the 
person's wisdom? This was the spirit of Arjuna's question and it was this question that 
was answered in the verses to come.  

∏…“¶…M…¥……x…÷¥……S…* 
|…V…Ω˛… i… ™…n˘… EÚ…®……x…¬ ∫…¥……«x…¬ {……l…« ®…x……‰M…i……x…¬* 
+…i®…x™…‰¥……i®…x…… i…÷üı& Œ∫l…i…|…Y…∫i…n˘…‰S™…i…‰** 55 ** 
¿r¢bhagav¡nuv¡ca  
prajah¡ti yad¡ k¡m¡n sarv¡np¡rtha manogat¡n 
¡tmanyev¡tman¡ tuÀ¶aÅ sthitaprajµastadocyate   Verse 55 
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∏…“¶…M…¥……x…¬ ¿r¢bhagav¡n — the Lord; =¥……S… uv¡ca — said; 
{……l…« p¡rtha — Oh! P¡rtha; ™…n˘… yad¡ — when; ∫…¥……«x…¬ sarv¡n — all; ®…x……‰M…i……x…¬ 
manogat¡n — as they appear in the mind; EÚ…®……x…¬ k¡m¡n — desires; |…V…Ω˛… i… prajah¡ti 
— gives up; +…i®… x… ¡tmani — in oneself; B¥… eva  — alone; +…i®…x…… ¡tman¡  — with 
oneself; i…÷üı& tuÀ¶aÅ — one who is happy; i…n˘… tad¡  — then; Œ∫l…i…|…Y…& sthitaprajµaÅ — 
a person of ascertained knowledge; =S™…i…‰ ucyate — is said to be 

ár¢ Bhagav¡n said: 
When a person gives up all the desires as they appear in the mind, Oh! 
P¡rtha, happy in oneself, with oneself alone, that person is said to be one 
of ascertained knowledge. 

The characteristics stated here and in the subsequent verses of the chapter are with 
reference to a person who has already attained this knowledge. Both the definition, 
lakÀa¸a  of a wise person, sthitaprajµa and the means for becoming wise, the s¡dhana 
are discussed. 

Although Arjuna  only wanted to know who is a sthitaprajµa , the s¡dhana is also 
taught because, throughout the ¿¡stra , the characteristics of a wise person are said to 
also be the means for preparing one's mind for the knowledge of the ¡tm¡ . In his 
commentary, áa´kara referred to a sthitaprajµa  as one who is accomplished, one who 
has made it, a k¤t¡rtha. The characteristics of one who has made it by gaining this 
knowledge become the s¡dhana, the means, for gaining the knowledge. Thus, the wise 
person's spontaneous expres sions in life, the attitudes and disposition with which he or 
she interacts with others, are the characteristics that establish the norms to be followed 
by the seekers of this wisdom. 

THE DEFINITION IS ALSO THE MEANS 

These characteristics are to be cultivated because they are the means by which the 
seeker becomes a wise person. Without these s¡dhanas, a person does not become wise. 
Thus, in the beginning, there is a s¡dhana and then, later, the s¡dhana becomes an 
expression. Sympathy, love, freedom, giving,  and so on are all s¡dhanas in the 
beginning. They are means for self-purification and maturity, eventually becoming the 
natural expressions of the same person. It is not that the person tries to be sympathetic, 
loving, and giving; he or she is naturally sympathetic, loving, and giving. However, for 
the person who has not yet made it, he or she tries, for example, to give. This is 
necessary because, along with the giving thought, there is also the opposite thought in 
the form of a reluctance to give. In the mind of the person, the question, ‘Why should I 
give?’ still arises. If the ego is there telling me not to give, then I am not a giving person. 
Thus, giving, love, sympathy, consideration, and so on, all of which are the spontaneous 
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expressions of a wise person, become the s¡dhanas for the person who wants to be 
wise, the mumukÀu. 

The s¡dhana itself is to be accomplished by effort, yatna. If you succeed in 
acquiring these characteristics, then you become firmly established in the knowledge. 
You gain jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡. What was accomplished with effort becomes the natural 
expression of the wise person. That is the rule. Therefore, all the universal values, being 
natural to the sthitaprajµa are the s¡dhanas for a mumukÀu. They became natural to 
the sthitaprajµa because they are a natural expression of oneself. But, in the beginning, 
the person deliberately cultivated them. To become wise, you have to follow them; only 
then can you gain jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡. Thus, these values are both the qualifications and the 
qualities you need for the knowledge to take place and, in time, they become very natural 
to you.  

The qualities represented by universal values are not like a boat that you use to 
cross the river and then leave behind once you have reached the other side. Even though  
these qualities are the means for preparing your antaÅ-kara¸a for the knowledge, they 
become natural expressions because you continue to be a person with such a mind. You 
interact with the world as before, but now you interact spontaneously because these 
qualities have become natural to you. Thus, in the beginning, they are in the form of 
s¡dhanas, the means for accomplishing self-knowledge whereas, later, they are like 
ornaments — very natural, spontaneous expressions of the person. 

Bhagav¡n K¤À¸a included both the definition of a wise person and the means for 
becoming wise in his response to Arjuna's request for a description of a sthitaprajµa 
because they are one and the same thing. áa´kara makes the same point in his 
commentary introducing this verse. K¤À¸a  also indicated that giving up all desires, 
sarv¡n k¡m¡n, does not mean that the sthitaprajµa has no desires, but that as they arise 
in his mind, manogat¡n, he gives them up — prajah¡ti. That means the desires are not 
pursued. In this way, the wise per son gives up all desires. 

CAN YOU BE HAPPY IF YOU GIVE UP DESIRES? 

Now the question may arise, if a man gives up all his desires, does that not mean 
that he will have no happiness, ¡nanda? We know that a man is happy only when he 
fulfils a desire. But, her e, he gives up all desires as they arise in his mind and at the same 
time continues to live. If all his desires disappear and he disappears with them, there is 
no problem. But if he gives up all desires and continues to exist in this world, it seems 
that he has no way of being happy. What recourse does he have, except to become high 
on drugs or a mad man who is always laughing at nothing! 

In order to answer this question, we have to take two things into consideration. 
First, people are not happy and, second ly, people are always busy fulfilling their desires 
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in order to be happy. They are always hopeful that happiness will come because they do 
become happy occasionally. ‘Tomorrow will be better,’ they say. ‘Everything will be 
wonderful when this is over.’ It seems therefore, that people who pursue their desires are 
always working for happiness, whereas those who have given up all desires have no way 
of being happy. And no one can remain for a long period without being happy. 

Bhagav¡n corrected this train of thinking by saying that such a person is happy 
with himself or herself — ¡tmani eva ¡tman¡ tuÀ¶aÅ. In himself or herself, the wise 
person is happy. Everyone is happy in himself or herself anyway, but always because of 
something else. Here, without any extern al props or circumstances, without expecting or 
depending upon any condition whatsoever, the person is happy. 

The analogy of a sugar crystal is useful here. Simply by being a sugar crystal, a 
sugar crystal is sweet. It does not require a sweetening agent to be sweet because it is 
already saturated with sweetness. That is why it is sugar crystal. Therefore, it cannot be 
sweetened further. Similarly, one who is happy, tuÀ¶a, does not depend on any other 
object or situation to be happy. By one's own awakening to oneself alone one is happy. 
Such a person is called sthitaprajµa. 

áa´kara  explains here that sthita means well established and prajµ¡  is that 
knowledge which is born of viveka , the discriminative inquiry into and analysis of the 
¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡. Therefore, the one for whom this knowledge is well established is 
called a sthitaprajµa  or a vidv¡n, a wise person.  

Arjuna  wanted to know what a sthitaprajµa  was and this was K¤À¸a's definition. 
It is an excellent and complete definition. A sthitaprajµa, K¤À¸a  said, is one who, being 
awake to the fact of the ¡tm¡ , being happy for no other reason, gives up all desires that 
arise in his or her mind. 

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN BINDING AND NON-BINDING 
DESIRES 

Desires, k¡mas, are divided into two types — r¡gas and dveÀas. R¡ga-dveÀas 
being nothing but desire, the common word for both of them is k¡ma , ‘I want’ is k¡ma . 
‘I want such-and-such’ can be either something you want to acquire or protect or 
something that you want to avoid or get rid of. Either way it is a k¡ma, ‘I want.’ This 
want can be in the form of r¡ga  or dveÀa, depending on whether you want to acquire 
something or get rid of something. 

R¡ga -dveÀas are also of two types — binding and non-binding. Whenever the 
¿¡stra talks about k¡ma in the form of r¡ga or dveÀa, it is referring only to those that 
are binding. When a person gives up all k¡mas as they arise in the mind, he or she does 
so for a reason. Otherwise, giving them up is not possible. That a man who gives up all 
the desires in his mind and who is happy in himself, is called a wise man, sthitaprajµa , 
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seems to mean that the first condition is a necessity for the second condition. Thus, in 
order to be happy with oneself, one has to give up all desires. How is that possible? 
Unless you are happy with yourself, how can you give up all desires? 

If, in order to give up all desires, you have to be happy with yourself, and in order 
to be happy with yourself you have to give up all desires, you are in an unenviable 
position. It is something like a mentally unbalanced man who is advised that unless he 
marries, he will not be cured. In other words, the diagnosis and the treatment are one. 
Because no father will give his daughter in marriage to a madman, he will not be able to 
marry and unless he marries, he cannot be men tally well. We seem to have the same 
situation here. But do we? According to some modern translations, it may look that way, 
but not according to áa´kara.  

NON-BINDING DESIRES ARE NOT THE PROBLEM 

First, áa´kara  created a problem by saying that a person who gives up all his 
desires is like a mad man. Otherwise, how can he be happy? Then, he said, a man who is 
happy in himself, by his own awakening to himself, does not need any desire to be 
fulfilled in order to be happy. What desires are being referred to here? Only those desires 
whose fulfilment is meant to make me happy and not those that are non-binding in nature 
for me.  

Non-binding desires may include a desire to do, a desire to write, a desire to teach, 
a desire to give, a desire to just simply stay put, and so on. Non-binding desires are not 
being considered here, only binding desires. If a wise person is one who gives up all 
desires, where does that leave áa´kara, who wrote the commentary on giving up 
desires? Was he a wise man? Was K¤À¸a , who taught Arjuna, a wise man? Was Vy¡sa , 
who wrote the Mah¡bh¡rata in which the G¢t¡ appears, a wise man? 

If only those who have given up all desires are wise, none of these men can be 
considered to have been wise. K¤À¸a seemed to have a desire to teach. K¤À¸a all but 
pounced on Arjuna! He did not even mind that he was in the midst of a battlefield. 
K¤À¸a's knowledge seems to have been bottled up inside him and it came pouring out 
for Arjuna's asking in one long, continuous flow! Aside from his desire to teach, K¤À¸a 
seemed to have some other desires, too. For example, when he was asked to drive 
Arjuna's chariot, he agreed.  

Had K¤À¸a given up every desire that arose in his mind, he could not have driven 
the chariot. But he did drive it. He also took up the flute and played a lot of songs. If this 
desire had been given up, all the gop¢s would be still, waiting to hear his music and he 
would be still sitting with his flute poised. He would not have even had the desire to 
remove his hands from the flute! 
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Since K¤À¸a presented himself as one who performed various actions and since 
doing presupposes desire, he could not have been a sthitaprajµa by his own definition. 
Vy¡sa also must have had a lot of desires to have written this great magnum opus, this 
huge work called the Mah¡bh¡rata. To have kept on writing as he did, Vy¡sa  must 
have had a very special mind indeed and a lot of desires as well. People often have the 
desire to accomplish some enormous project or the other, but then after a while they give 
it up. They begin it, but do not complete it. Not Vy¡sa . He began and finished every 
chapter. Thus, according to the definition, he could not have been a jµ¡n¢. In fact, no 
teacher can be a jµ¡n¢ . Thus, they must all be ajµ¡n¢s. If the desire is not there, a wise 
person cannot teach. Which means that only the ‘otherwise’ can teach, but they have 
nothing to teach! Unfortunately, the explanations put forward in some modern 
commentaries of the G¢t¡ , based on incorrect translations, have created a lot of problems 
in understanding what is meant by giving up all desires. If this were not the case, there 
would be no misunderstanding because what was said originally by K¤À¸a is very clear. 

WHEN YOU ARE EVERYTHING, WHAT IS THERE TO BE DONE?  

As K¤À¸a  told Arjuna  in the third chapter, a wise person is not bound by his or her 
desires and is not subject to any kind of mandate. Desires are only binding if you take 
yourself to be a kart¡, a doer. Only then do you have things to do; only then can there be 
dereliction of duty. If, on the other hand, you do not look upon yourself as a kart¡ and 
are awake to the knowledge of yourself, there is no question of the self being a doer. 
Therefore, there is no doership and nothing to be done. Lord K¤À¸a told Arjuna that 
because he had no desires, he had nothing to do. Because K¤À¸a is everything and 
everything is himself, what is there to be accomplished? Nevertheless, he was always 
active, meaning that all the activities he performed were non -binding.  

If activities are non-binding, the prompting factor of activity, k¡ma  must also be 
non-binding. Here, in the G¢t¡, non-binding k¡ma is not the topic; only binding k¡ma is 
discussed.  

The placement of the words ‘when – yad¡  and ‘then – tad¡’ in this verse is also 
significant. The word ‘then’ comes much later and until it comes, the force of the word 
‘when’ continues. When a man gives up all desires as they arise and being happy with 
himself in himself, only then can he be called a sthitaprajµa. The force of ‘when’ is the 
same for both conditions ‘when he gives up all desires’ and ‘when he is happy’ with 
himself, in himself, depending on nothing for his happiness. 

Therefore, one gives up all desires arising in one's mind that are binding in nature 
— the desires to be secure, to be happy, to be somebody, and so on. A person who is 
secure with himself or herself gives up such desires naturally. The word tuÀ¶a, in the 
verse, does not merely mean happiness; it implies security also. The insecure cannot be 
tuÀ¶a , happy. Therefore, one who is secure is also happy. And giving up all desires is 
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possible only when one is happy with oneself. Thus, the definition of sthitaprajµa  is 
complete.  

What else can be said? One who is happy with oneself is a wise person who can 
totally accept himself or herself because the self is accept able. The self is perfect; it is 
not imperfect. Perfection means that there is no sense of imperfection whatsoever. The 
self is free from any sense of imperfection and the whole creation, the whole world, the 
universe, is non-separate from the self. Becaus e the self is complete, p£r¸a , it cannot be 
improved upon. Just as the sweetness of sugar cannot be improved upon, so too, the 
fullness of the ¡tm¡  cannot be improved upon. Being awake to that fact, the person is 
happy. 

TO BE WISE YOU MUST HAVE WISDOM 

This, then, is the lakÀa¸a, the definition, of a wise person. To be wise requires 
wisdom, nothing else! How a wise person walks, talks, and sits means nothing. Anyone 
can learn to walk in a certain way. And if the definition of a wise person is that he or she 
talks slowly, then every one who talks slowly would be a jµ¡n¢! The speed at which one 
talks or how one walks means nothing. Wisdom alone makes one wise, just as being 
friendly is the only way to make friends. There is no other way. 

Similarly, some people ask how they can develop love. All that is to be done is to 
love. What else can you do? You cannot discover love outside of love itself. If you want 
to discover more love, be loving. Create conditions that will help you discover love, 
conditions that are not inimical to the discovery of love. People often create certain 
conditions in themselves, knowingly or unknowingly, that are inimical to the discovery 
of love. If you avoid doing this, you will find that you are loving.  

LOVE IS A MANIFESTATION OF ONE'S FULLNESS 

Love is nothing but the expressed form of fullness, ¡nanda. And just as wheat 
flour takes on names such as bread, rolls, and muffins, so too love is subject to various 
forms. The different names given to wheat represent modifications of the wheat. 
Similarly, love is a simple emotion, which is a modification or manifestation of ¡nanda . 
If you analyse love, you will find nothing but ¡nanda . The manifest form of ¡nanda is 
love and love itself turns into such natural qualities as sympathy, compassion, and 
giving, depending upon the situation. And when that same love is distorted in any way, it 
becomes k¡ma  leading to negative emotions such as greed, anger, depression, and so on. 
All of these, then, are nothing but one expression of ¡nanda , love. This is why we say 
love is Bhagav¡n , meaning that the expressed form of ¡nanda is Bhagav¡n. 

And what is Bhagav¡n? The essential form of Bhagav¡n is sat-cit-¡nanda . And 
the expressed form of ¡nanda , Ì¿vara , the Lord, is love. The modifications of this love 
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can be either positive or negative. Sympathy and compassion are examples of the 
positive modifications of love, whereas negative modifications are anger, greed, 
jealousy, and so on. All that is there is one ¡nanda, expressed or unexpressed. 
Unexpressed it is the svar£pa , the very nature of fullness, which is the definition of 
¡nanda ; expressed, it becomes love, prema . We shall see more of this definition later. 

Here, the sthitaprajµa  is one who discovers the ¡nanda in himself or herself and 
knows that there is nothing other than oneself. When one says, ‘I am the whole,’ it 
means that the person is himself or herself the fulfillment of all desires. We shall see, as 
we proceed, how the discovery of oneself and the fulfillment of all desires are not 
separate, but ident ical. 

n÷˘&J…‰π¥…x…÷ u˘M…Ì®…x……& ∫…÷J…‰π…÷  ¥…M…i…∫{…fiΩ˛&* 
¥…“i…Æ˙…M…¶…™…GÚ…‰v…& Œ∫l…i…v…“®…÷« x…Ø˚S™…i…‰** 56 ** 
duÅkheÀvanudvignaman¡Å sukheÀu vigatasp¤haÅ  
v¢tar¡gabhayakrodhaÅ sthitadh¢rmunirucyate   Verse 56 

n÷˘&J…‰π…÷ duÅkheÀu — in adversities; +x…÷ u˘M…Ì®…x……& anudvignaman¡Å — not affected; ∫…÷J…‰π…÷ 
sukheÀu  — in pleasures;  ¥…M…i…∫{…fiΩ˛& vigatasp¤haÅ — one who is without yearning; ¥…“i…-
Æ˙…M…-¶…™…-GÚ…‰v…& v¢ta -r¡ga-bhaya -krodhaÅ —one who is free from longing, fear, and 
anger; ®…÷ x…& muniÅ — the wise person; Œ∫l…i…v…“& sthitadh¢Å  —one whose knowledge 
remains; =S™…i…‰ ucyate — is said 

The one who is not, affected by adversities, who is without yearning for 
pleasures, and is free from longing, fear, and anger is said to be a wise 
person whose knowledge r emains. 

Arjuna's question, as we have seen, was answered completely in the previous 
verse. Being awake to yourself and in yourself alone, you discover your joy, your 
fulfillment. And you discover it by yourself, meaning through knowledge. Without 
self-know ledge, you cannot discover happiness in yourself. How can you discover 
happiness in yourself by yourself when the self is unhappy? Generally, you are happy if 
your desire is fulfilled, but here you are happy with yourself without fulfilling any 
desire. 

The nature of the ¡tm¡ is free from any sense of limitation and the person who is 
awake to this particular fact, the sthitaprajµa is free from unhappiness. As desires arise 
in his or her mind, the person is not affected by them because of being happy with 
himself or herself. This, then, was how K¤À¸a described the characteristics of a person of 
wisdom when Arjuna wanted to know how a wise person responds to the world.  

Even though one's response to the world does not necessarily reveal how much 
wisdom one has, still Arjuna thought that the spontaneous expressions of a wise person 
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interacting in the world would reflect those values to be cultivated assiduously by a 
seeker and would, therefore, serve as a handy reference. Knowing how a wise person 
expresses himself or herself in the world is not for judging whether a person is wise or 
otherwise. It is not that we have a matrix of norms indicating the exact behaviour of a 
wise person, against which everyone is measured. It is only to know what I should 
follow in order to be wise. 

What was it that the wise person followed before becoming wise that made him or 
her wise and that continues as the spontaneous expression of the person? This is what 
Arjuna really wanted to know, because the characteristics of a sthitaprajµa become the 
very means, the s¡dhanas, to be followed by a mumukÀu. K¤À¸a understood this to be 
the spirit of Arjuna's question and answered it accordingly.  

THE THREE-FOLD SOURCE OF SORROW 

Sorrow or pain, duÅkha  has three sources — ¡dhy¡tmika , ¡dhibhautika , and 
¡dhidaivika . Ëdhy¡tmika is pain for which the source is your own body, mind, and 
senses, from a stomach-ache onwards. The second source of sorrow, ¡dhibhautika, are 
the situations around you, including the people and bugs that irritate you. Finally, 
¡dhidaivika  is the pain or sorrow caused by such things as earthquakes and lightning. 
This kind of pain is not created by your brother-in-law or anyone else, but is from a 
source that is absolutely divine, natural phenomena over which you have no control 
whatsoever. You may try to control mosquitoes with certain sprays that will destroy 
them, but there is nothing you can do to prevent an earthquake. 

Thus, while the source of sorrow is three-fold, there are not different types of 
sorrow. Sorrow may express itself in a hundred different ways — weeping, howling, 
kicking, moaning, and so on. But the sorrow itself is one and the same. The word 
‘duÅkheÀu’ in the verse is in the plural because the source of sorrow is three-fold, as 
explained by áa´kara in his commentary on this verse. And those whose minds are not 
affected or shaken by the sorrow arising from these three sources of pain are said to be 
wise.  

Because the sources of pain are always active, pain is possible for a wise person, 
but he or she is not affected by it. What, then, is the response of a wise man when his 
head aches? ‘Will his head ache?’ is the first question. Or, let us start from the very 
beginning, ‘Does he even have a head?’ Yes, and because the wise man continues to 
have a head, it may ache. Now, when his head aches, does he know it or not? After all, 
he is sat-cit -¡nanda . Being sat-cit -¡nanda, what happens when there is a headache? 
Does he recognise it? The verse indicates that he does by saying, when such pain occurs, 
the wise man is not affected.  



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 342 

When anyone recognises duÅkha, there is duÅkha  for him. But what happens 
afterwards? The person is shaken by pain or sorrow and then he becomes disturbed, 
udvigna-man¡Å. Any disturbance from the three sources described above can make it a 
reality.  The headache is there, you recognise it and then you worry about it until your 
whole head and everything else aches! You may even become a pain to everyone around 
you! You were the only one with a neck pain, but you talk so much about it and make 
such a fuss that your pain also becomes everyone else's pain in the neck.  

A WISE PERSON'S RESPONSE TO SUKHA 

What about pleasure, sukha, then? There are people who can remain quiet when 
duÅkha  comes, but jump around like a football when something pleasant happens. The 
word sukheÀu here refers to any happy, pleasant situation, regardless of its source, which 
can also be described in the same three-fold manner. Sukha can come from your own 
sensory pleasure, from some external event, or yearning for such pleasures — sukheÀu  
sp¤h¡. 

But does a wise person not laugh when something funny is happening? Yes, but 
there is no ‘Encore! Once more!’ from the person, no longing. Recognising both pain 
and pleasure, he or she is not carried away by either of them — sukheÀu -vigata -sp¤haÅ 
duÅkheÀu  anudvigna-man¡Å. This characteristic, then, becomes a s¡dhana for a 
mumukÀu . 

áa´kara  in his commentary to this verse gives the example of fire. If you feed the 
fire with more wood, it will grow even more, anuvivardhate. In keeping with the fuel 
that has been offered, it grows to become a big conflagration. When you first light a fire, 
it always starts as a flame, but set one match to a tank of gasoline and you have an 
instant conflagration. Thus, the more the fuel, the more the fire! Unlike the fire, 
áa´kara said, the wise person's sukha resolves in himself or herself, in his or her 
fullness. The idea here is, since there is no yearning for sukha, the person's desires do 
not get out of hand. 

K¤À¸a  also said in this verse that one who is not swept away by either sukha  or 
duÅkha is free of likes, fear, and anger — he is v¢ta-r¡ga-bhaya-krodhaÅ . Freedom 
from r¡ga  implies freedom from dveÀa also. They are a pair. When one is mentioned, 
the other one is automatically understood to be included; in other words, they go 
together. 

The happiness of those who are not in the hands of r¡ga -dveÀas is not determined 
by their r¡ga -dveÀas. Their r¡ga-dveÀas do not affect their being happy with 
themselves; the r¡ga -dveÀas no longer have any teeth! They may be baby r¡ga -dveÀas 
or old r¡ga-dveÀas, but either way, they do not bite because they cannot bite. They can 
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only be enjoyed. This is why the r¡ga-dveÀas of the wise are referred to as non-binding. 
They are toothless. 

THE ABSENCE OF FEAR  

Once r¡ga is gone, fear also goes. Fear exists only when desire is there and desire 
is there only when r¡ga -dveÀa is there. K¡ma indicates duality. It is due to the notion, ‘I 
am this much alone. Everything else is other than me and I have to get it.’ Thus there is 
duality, meaning that there is a difference between j¢va, the individual, and Ì¿vara, the 
Lord — j¢ve¿vara-bhedha. Naturally, then, there will be fear because, a difference 
between the individual and the Lord implies duality between the individual and the 
world. And duality between the individual and the world means duality between 
individual and individual. Once you accept a duality between the individual and Ì¿vara , 
you will find difference, bheda, everywhere. 

If you think that you are different from Ì¿vara , you will think that you are 
different from the world and from everyone else in the world. And in this world of 
duality, you are an insecure person; therefore, the fear of danger from another source 
will always be there because the ‘other’ will always be there. Fear com es from duality 
only. Any fear means that duality is there because you recognise the source of fear as 
something other than yourself. 

You can even be afraid of yourself if you have created a split in yourself. There is 
an ‘ideal I’ and an ‘actual I’ and the ‘actual I’ is always frightening to the ‘ideal I.’ This 
is also the reason why you are afraid of an insane person — provided you are sane, of 
course! Similarly, you may find that you are afraid of a person who is sad. 

There can be no fear if there is only one thing, vastu . A second thing is necessary 
for fear to occur. Therefore, the one who has no duality is not only free from 
r¡ga -dveÀa, but is also free from fear. 

ANGER ALSO GOES 

Lastly, a wise person is free from anger, which is nothing. but another form of 
r¡ga . The desire itself is transformed into anger. First, the desire is in a very benign form 
and then it is transformed into another form, an ugly form called anger. We will be 
seeing this later in the chapter — k¡m¡t krodhaÅ abhij¡yate. When what I want is not 
accomplished due to some obstruction, that very k¡ma turns into anger whose target is 
the obstruction. Whatever is obstructing my desire, becomes the object of my anger. 

Many murders take place because the object of a person's love becomes t he object 
of his or her anger. A man does not kill the loving woman; he kills only the obstinate, 
unwilling woman. And then he will cry for the loving one! Thus, when a person becomes 
an obstruction to your desire, that same person becomes the object of yo ur anger. Anger 
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is always a mutilated, transformed, deflected form of k¡ma . Therefore, if you are free of 
k¡ma, desire, you will be free of krodha, anger. 

DUALITY AND FEAR  

The word bhaya, fear, was put between the words r¡ga  and krodha because of its 
special significance, which is dealt with very well in the ¿¡stra. The only way to be free 
of fear is by swallowing duality and you cannot swallow duality unless there is no 
duality. And because there is no duality, it can be swallowed — but only through 
knowle dge. This is the only way of getting rid of fear. Wherever there is duality, there is 
fear — fear of mortality, fear of being put down, fear of being small, fear of not making 
it, and so on. Fear can exist only as long as there is a seeker -sought relationship, the very 
relationship implying duality between the seeker and the sought and, in the final 
analysis, duality between oneself and the Lord.  

Any small division whatsoever is enough to cause fear. Even to say, ‘Ì¿vara  is 
everything and I am a part of him ’ is enough! In fact, upon analysis, you will find that 
this concept is the very point from which everything becomes different. This difference 
is born out of a natural lack of inquiry, avic¡ra, or non-thinking. And if, after inquiry, 
duality is still there, it is a tragedy. Because the UpaniÀads expect this kind of thinking 
or non-thinking, they address the topic thoroughly, pointing out that as long as there is 
any division whatsoever, fear cannot be avoided.  

A muni is a thinking person, a person of inquiry, and the knowledge, dh¢, of the 
muni stays sthita ; that is it does not swing and sway. The muni does not think duality, 
dvaita, one day and non-duality, advaita  the next, just because someone has put forth a 
cogent argument. In fact, dvaita  is not knowledge; it is a belief. Regardless of the 
number of objections raised, advaita is something you know. You may not be able to 
communicate it to someone else, but you know because it is yourself. It is not something 
you have to believe. It is a freedom from all notions; advaita is all that is there. 

We have seen that the person whose knowledge stays is called a sthitaprajµa, a 
wise person. Sanny¡s¢  is also a word to point out jµ¡naniÀ¶ha, one whose knowledge is 
firm and abiding. This word was brought in by áa´kara here because he did not think 
that one could be a jµ¡n¢  without being a sanny¡s¢. As we proceed, we shall see that 
áa´kara's sanny¡sa  is always jµ¡na, nothing less. 

Further, K¤À¸a  said: 

™…& ∫…¥…«j……x… ¶…◊…‰Ω˛∫i…k…i|……{™… ∂…÷¶……∂…÷¶…®…¬* 
x…… ¶…x…xn˘ i… x… u‰˘ üı i…∫™… |…Y…… |… i… ¢ˆi……** 57 ** 
yaÅ sarvatr¡nabhisnehastattatpr¡pya ¿ubh¡¿ubham 
n¡bhinandati na dveÀ¶i tasya prajµ¡ pratiÀ¶hit¡    Verse 57 
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™…& yaÅ — the one who; ∫…¥…«j… sarvatra  — in all situations; +x… ¶…◊…‰Ω˛& anabhisnehaÅ  — 
without attachment; i…i…¬ i…i…¬ tat tat — whatever; ∂…÷¶……∂…÷¶…®…¬ ¿ubh¡¿ubham — the 
pleasant and unpleasant; |……{™… pr¡pya — gaining; x… + ¶…x…xn˘ i… na abhinandati — does 
not rejoice; x… u‰̆ üı na  dveÀ¶i — does not hate; i…∫™… tasya — his; |…Y…… prajµ¡ — 
knowledge; |… i… ¢ˆi…… pratiÀ¶hit¡  — is well established 

For the one who is unattached in all situations, who does neither rejoices 
on gaining the pleasant and nor hates the unpleasant, his knowledge is 
well-established.  

The muni discussed in the last verse is the person referred to here. A muni is a 
jµ¡n¢, one who has the capacity for vic¡ra and, therefore, knowledge. Such a person is 
said to be unattached to anything — sarvatra  anabhisneha. Sneha means affection or 
love. The literal meaning of this word in Sanskrit is anything viscous, like oil or glue. If 
you touch it, it sticks to you. Thus, anything sticky is called sneha. 

Affection is considered to be sneha  because the person for whom you have 
affection sticks to you. Even if the person is away from you, he or she is always with you 
in your thoughts. Because there is sharing involved, the other person's joys and sorrows 
become your joys and sorrows. You are deeply affected by the person and, therefore, 
there is sneha, affection, between the two of you. 

Affection need not be a problem. However, attachment, abhisneha, is definitely a 
nuisance. When a mother has affection for her child, there is no problem because the 
child needs the affection in order to grow well. To be fondled, talked to, listened to, and 
cared for — all of which is sneha — is very important for the child's growth. But what 
usually happens is that affection becomes attachment and attachment means there is a 
strangulation of some kind. Instead of being an object of your affection, the person 
becomes an object to be possessed and controlled. 

The need to control is a common problem everywhere. It is also a very old 
problem, which is why K¤À¸a  addressed it in this verse. Attachment is not there for a 
wise person. His or her heart is never caught anywhere. It is always free and in its own 
place. In fact, most of us have empty hearts because that which is our heart has been 
distributed in little bits to various places — a little bit in the furniture, another bit in the 
carpet, and still other bits in your bank balance and a variety of other things. All that is 
left is a ticking heart! Everything else has been liberally distributed around and about. In 
this way, we lose our hearts in quite a few places, and even say so, ‘I lost my heart.’ 

YOUR MIND IS ALWAYS WHERE  YOUR HEART IS  

And where will your mind be? Where the heart is — because that is where you 
are. Wherever the emotional attachment is, the mind will run right to it. Thus, the heart 
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being in a hundred different places, the mind, attempting to keep pace with it, necessarily 
goes to the same hundred places and, in fact, finds it quite difficult to cope with all the 
travel! 

A person who has a wound involving pain and a little swelling will look at the 
wound every few minutes and stroke it ever so gently. Becaus e there is pain and a lot of 
healing activity going on, the wound receives all of the person's love and attention. The 
mind goes there because the heart is there. The whole system naturally wants to fight it 
out and will certainly not allow the mind to dwell upon the meaning of sat-cit-¡nanda at 
this time! Thus, our attachment is towards many things and many places, including 
heaven, none of which attracts the wise. 

Any description of heaven that you can think of, no matter how seemingly perfect, 
will not interest a wise person. He or she is one who is not caught up anywhere, whose 
heart is with him or her and never gets lost. Such a person may have love, friendship, 
affection, and care, but nothing more. This is why the prefix abhi is added to the word 
sneha. That the wise person may have affection, but no attachment, is evidenced 
throughout the UpaniÀads and the G¢t¡ . 

K¤À¸a  definitely had affection for Arjuna  when he said, ‘Oh!, my friend, I am 
teaching you because you are my devotee and I am your friend.’ He talked to him very 
fondly. We find many expressions in the UpaniÀads meaning, ‘somya, Oh! pleasing 
one’ etc., referring affectionately to a student. The point is that, while there is affection, 
there is no attachment. Attachment helps no one, definitely not the mumukÀu. 

The verse also tells us that the wise person does not dance for joy over desirable 
situations or hate undesirable situations — ¿ubh¡¿ubhaÆ tat tat pr¡pya na 
abhinandati na dveÀ¶i. The word ¿ubha means that which is good, auspicious, pleas ant, 
and desirable and a¿ubha  means that which is unpleasant like death, disease, and so on. 
To hate an undesirable situation is nothing but refusal to accept a fact. A wise person 
does not hate a given situation, meaning that he or she accepts it as it is, and therefore 
does not subject himself or herself to sorrow. 

In the face of both the pleasant and unpleasant, the auspicious and inauspicious, 
the wise person is the same, samaÅ. For a yog¢ , it is a matter of attitude, born of a certain 
understanding, whereas for a jµ¡n¢ , it is a natural, spontaneous expression. This is the 
only difference. 

In his commentary on this verse, áa´kara confirms that the one who remains the 
same in the face of both pleasant and unpleasant situations is well established in 
knowledge. This is because the person is free from the swings of joy and sorrow, elation 
and depression. There are no stock-market highs and lows because the person's 
knowledge is born of ¡tma -an¡tma-viveka, discrimination between the real and the 
unreal. 
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K¤À¸a described the same person further in the next verse: 

™…n˘… ∫…∆Ω˛Æ˙i…‰ S……™…∆ E⁄Ú®……Ê%ÉÛ…x…“¥… ∫…¥…«∂…&* 
<Œxp˘™……h…“Œxp˘™……l…Ê¶™…∫i…∫™… |…Y…… |… i… ¢ˆi……** 58 ** 
yad¡ saÆharate c¡yaÆ k£rmo'´g¡n¢va sarva¿aÅ 
indriy¡¸¢ndriy¡rthebhyastasya prajµ¡ pratiÀ¶hit¡   Verse 58 

™…n˘… yad¡ — when; S… ca  — and; +™…®…¬ ayam — this person; E⁄Ú®…«& k£rmaÅ — turtle; 
+ÉÛ… x… a´g¡ni — limbs; <¥… iva  — like; <Œxp˘™……l…Ê¶™…& indriy¡rthebhyaÅ — from sense 
objects; <Œxp˘™…… h… indriy¡¸i — sense organs; ∫…¥…«∂…& sarva¿aÅ  — completely; ∫…∆Ω˛Æ˙i…‰ 
saÆharate — is able to withdraw; i…∫™… tasya — his; |…Y…… prajµ¡  — knowledge; |… i… ¢ˆi…… 
pratiÀ¶hit¡ — is steady  

And when, like the turtle that withdraws its limbs, this person is able to 
completely withdraw the sense organs from their objects, his knowledge 
is steady.  

This verse was also in response to Arjuna's question about how a sthitaprajµa 
interacts with the world, the word ‘ca’ connecting it to the previous verse. The wise 
person's capacity to manage his or her mind and senses is wha t is now being discussed. 

A person may have jµ¡na, but for that knowledge to be steady, he or she must be 
able to withdraw the sense organs from the sense pursuits at will. Although the senses 
themselves are not harmful, they are referred to as the villain s by the ¿¡stra  and by 
ourselves. For example, we make such statements as: ‘I am okay, but my sense organs 
take me for a ride.’ ‘My eyes alone take me to New York's 42nd Street.’ ‘My ears also 
take me places.’ ‘My sense organs are turbulent.’ ‘They are the ones doing all the 
mischief. I am in their hands, the victim of my sense organs.’ 

THE SENSE ORGANS ARE NOT TO BLAME 

In fact, the sense organs are not to blame at all. They are purely reporters. They do 
not ask you to do anything. Otherwise, you could not go into a shopping mall and come 
out without everything sticking to you. The senses themselves are not turbulent; they 
only report and they keep reporting because it is their nature to report. Reporting is their 
job. The eyes tell you what is there. If it is a sentence, they help you read it. If it is a 
colour, the eyes help you see it. 

It is not the sense of smell that tells you that this is sweet and so on. It only reports 
the smell. You are the one who decides whether it is sweet or not. Otherwise, who would 
like blue cheese? If the senses had sweetness, they would never develop a liking for a 
strong smelling cheese called blue cheese. It is you who develop a liking for it, not the 
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senses. They only report the smell. And when they report the smell of blue cheese to 
some people, those people run! The senses are not responsible for your going for the 
blue cheese. Your mind is the cause. Thus, the senses themselves are not to blame.  

Please, remove the blame from the senses. They are given to you simply for 
reporting; they do no harm. The reason they are presented as villains is because they 
report there are problems. If they did not report, there would be no desire, no pursuit, and 
therefore no problem. But, because they report, there are fancies and you go along with 
the fancies. These fancies are many and the reports of the senses are constant. They keep 
coming all the time — reports of new objects, changing objects, new scenes and 
changing scenes. 

Because the senses are a means of knowledge, a pram¡¸a , it is  their job to report 
what is happening. For example, if there is a sound, your sense of hearing immediately 
tells you that it is a sound. Because of the various sense data, you get yourself started 
and, before long, find yourself caught up in fancies. Because the reports of the senses 
lead to fancies, the senses seem to be a problem, but they are not. Even the fancies that 
happen in your mind are not in themselves a problem, as we will see later. But, because 
you go along with the fancies, the senses are considered to be turbulent and are thought 
of as the villains. 

The senses are not villains. If they report something and there is a fancy for it, you 
go along with the fancy until you find that you have no time for anything else. And 
because there are so many fancies, you are totally lost. The verse under discussion here 
refers to the person who is able to withdraw the senses at his or her will in order to gain 
steadiness in the knowledge of the self. When a person is able to gain or command the 
capacity to dismiss fancies at will, then his or her knowledge is steady because there is 
nothing for the person to regret. A sthitaprajµa goes only by what he or she wants, 
meaning what is considered to be right, and is not dictated by fancies. 

To go by what you want means that you decide. The decision itself may be right or 
wrong, but you go by it and not by your fancies. The one who does not go by fancies, 
who is able at will to withdraw one's sense organs, is not in the hands of the senses. 
Sense pursuits do not happen for such a person without his or her signature and sanction. 
This person will then be able to gain jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡, steadiness in the knowledge of the 
self. 

ANYONE CAN WITHDRAW THE SENSES  

We must remember, here, that the person under discussion is a sthitaprajµa, one 
whose knowledge is firm and remains. Otherwise, anyone who is together could be taken 
as jµ¡n¢, which is not true. The person we are discussing is either a sthitaprajµa or one 
who is committed to sthitaprajµatva, one who wants to be a sthitaprajµa. For both, the 
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capacity to withdraw one's senses from anything, at will, is important. This capacity has 
already been accomplished by a sthitaprajµa , whereas for the one who wants to be a 
sthitaprajµa , it is yet to be gained. 

K¤À¸a  used the example of a turtle, k£rma, with reference to withdrawing the 
sense organs. A turtle is able to withdraw its limbs at will and then send them out again. 
Because the turtle cannot move quickly, it is given a certain protection. It has the 
extraordinary capacity to withdraw its neck, legs, and tail in under its thick shell 
whenever it apprehends danger. The thickness of the shell prevents the detection of any 
scent of a living being underneath. This is Bhagav¡n's  gift to the turtle and is also an 
indication of Bhagav¡n's sense of humour and justice. If he had given every living 
being four good legs, it would have meant that he had run out of imagination. Instead, 
Bhagav¡n is showing you that there is yet another way — without big legs or fast 
movements the turtle too can also survive by withdrawing its limbs into itself into its 
shell. 

Similar to the turtle, a human being is not helpless in the hands of the senses 
because the person also has a thick shell into which he or she can withdraw. In fact, for 
some people their shell is so thick that nothing enters! If the mind is taken away by 
fancies, what can the senses do? But you can see a hundred different things without 
wanting any of them. You simply see them in the same way as you see nature's autumn 
colours. What do you want out of them? Nothing. You just enjoy them from a distance, 
appreciating them as they are. 

In the same way, the senses need not create a problem. If there is fancy, it comes 
as a fancy and goes as a fancy. It is only when you want something that problems arise. 
By means of the turtle example, K¤À¸a  is describing the capacity to withdraw the senses 
at will, from their objects and into oneself. And for the one who has knowledge, this 
capacity will enable that knowledge to become steady, to gain niÀ¶h¡. 

For the person who has prepared himself or herself for the knowledge by 
developing the capacity to make the mind and senses behave in this way, the knowledge 
is not going to be far away. And if the person is not so prepared, let him or her try to 
make the mind and senses behave by the practice of withdrawing them from the sense 
objects. It is as simple as that. 

The information in this verse is not provided in order to judge anyone, but so that 
you may understand how the mind and senses are meant to function. 

Further, K¤À¸a  said: 

 ¥…π…™……  ¥… x…¥…i…«xi…‰  x…Æ˙…Ω˛…Æ˙∫™… n‰˘ Ω˛x…&* 
Æ˙∫…¥…V…» Æ˙∫……‰%{™…∫™… {…Æ∆˙ o˘´ı…  x…¥…i…«i…‰** 59 ** 
viÀay¡ vinivartante nir¡h¡rasya dehinaÅ 
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rasavarjaÆ raso'pyasya paraÆ d¤À¶v¡ nivartate   Verse 59 

 x…Æ˙…Ω˛…Æ˙∫™… nir¡h¡rasya  — for the one who does not feed the sense organs; n‰˘ Ω˛x…& 
dehinaÅ — for the one who indwells this body;  ¥…π…™……& viÀay¡Å — senses;  ¥… x…¥…i…«xi…‰ 
vinivartante — come back to oneself; Æ˙∫…¥…V…«®…¬ rasa-varjam — leaving the longing 
behind; {…Æ˙®…¬ param — Brahman; o˘́ ı… d¤À¶v¡ — having seen; +∫™… asya  — of this 
person; Æ˙∫…& rasaÅ  — longing; + {… api —even;  x…¥…i…«i…‰ nivartate — goes away 

For one who does not feed the senses, the senses come back to oneself, 
leaving the longing behind. Having seen Brahman (when the self is 
known) even the longing goes away.  

There is the possibility of a doubt here. Does this capacity to withdraw one's 
senses from the sense objects at will give the person jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡? No. Even a complete 
fool can practice this technique. A yog¢ also actively engages in this discipline of 
withdrawing the senses. The sense organs can be withdrawn as a turtle withdraws its 
limbs. Therefore, you cannot say a person is a jµ¡na -niÀ¶ha merely because he or she 
can withdraw the senses and sit with himself or herself. áa´kara presents this doubt 
here in order to deal with it. 

Even though people may not go along with their fancies, the taste for them will 
still be there. Therefore, is this not the practice of suppression, rather than a withdrawal? 
We have seen how people blow up. The senses definitely get them sooner or later — if 
not today, then tomorrow. Why? Because everything is suppressed inside. When the 
value for something is inside a man, he will definitely deliver himself into the hands of 
his senses eventually. Because he is not their master, the senses will get him. If he thinks 
he has enslaved them, he need only wait for certain situations to present themselves. He 
will find himself enslaved by his senses in no time. They will take him for a ride. In the 
wink of an eye, he will be gone totally.  

 THE TASTE LINGERS ON 

Thus, even an ordinary person can withdraw the senses, but the taste, rasa, and 
value for the fancies will still be there. Such a person feels that certain sense enjoyments 
are important and without them, he or she cannot be happy. Suppose, because this person 
is told that sense enjoyments are all very painful, he or she decides not to go after them. 
Then he or she might begin practising withdrawal of the senses, but find that the rasa 
does not go away. Even those who already have a value for meditation and learn to 
withdraw the senses in order to discover ¡nanda in themselves, or gain inner 
contentment, may continue to have a value for the enjoyments of the senses. 

The question is — when would the taste, the subjective value, for sense 
enjoyments go? The subjective value is an emotional value. Suppose a person is not a 
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fool and has viveka. He is intellectually convinced that sense enjoyments are of no use, 
because they do not provide any real security or lasting pleasure. Even if this person has 
no intellectual value for sense enjoyments, he or she may still have an emotional value. 
Therefore, when and how will this emotional value go?  

The emotional value is very important and must be recognised as such. Emotion is 
a part of your life, a part of your expression. Therefore, you cannot dismiss it, nor is it 
necessary to do so. And emotion does need to be respected because it has a power that 
can be overpowering. We can be completely ov erwhelmed by emotion and, therefore, we 
need to know how to tackle it.  

An emotional value, which is a subjective value, is different from an intellectual 
value, which is objective. Intellectually, your analysis can be clean: ‘These are all sense 
objects. They do not contain any joy or security. I am insecure and remain so, whether I 
have sense objects or not, whether I have money or not. Therefore, I need to discover 
security within myself.’ All of this you may know. But, although you know that money 
does not make you secure, you still have an emotional value for it. And even if you do 
not have an emotional value for money, an intellectual value will definitely be there 
because you do need to buy a few things. Therefore, to say that money has no value is 
not correct. 

THE VALUE OF MONEY 

That money does not give you security is a fact, but money does give you a house, 
health, haircuts, and a variety of other necessities and comforts. Money is not something 
that has no value whatsoever. Because it has an objective value, it cannot be dismissed 
totally.   

With reference to its emotional value, money is used to measure success. If 
someone comes to see you in a new car and your car is battered, you find yourself 
wanting to have a new car. When money is used to measure your success, there is always 
a feeling that you have not made it. ‘I did not do this and I did not do that’ is one of 
many inner tapes indicative of a subjective, emotional value that cannot be dismissed.  

How can you withdraw from that rasa , that taste, that is always there? To suppress 
the value is not the answer because suppression is nothing but a volcano that blows its 
top one day. Whenever there is suppression, this problem arises. Here, K¤À¸a told 
Arjuna how the subjective value is dealt with.  

The word viÀayas usually means sense objects, but in the present context it stands 
for the senses, the topic discussed in the previous and following verses. Based on similar 
expressions found in the ¿¡stra, áa´kara, in his commentary on this verse, converts 
sense objects into sense organs. Here, the sense organs belong to a person who does not 
take to any sense object, who denies himself or herself sense objects, who does not have 
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any sense pursuits, nir¡h¡ra . Ëh¡ra means ‘sense objects’ and refers to that which is 
taken by you. Food is called ¡h¡ra1 because it is eaten, taken, by you. The one who does 
not feed the sense organs is therefore called a nir¡h¡ra . K¤À¸a  also referred to this 
person as a deh¢ meaning one who is alive in a physical body.  

áa´kara  makes the point here that the person who engages in a rigorous discipline 
of sense withdrawal can be either a vivek¢ or an avivek¢. He or she can even be deluded, 
a fool, m£rkhaÅ api. In all cases, the sense organs that are withdrawn from the sense 
objects come back to oneself, viÀay¡Å vinivartante. But even though the sense organs 
come back and sense objects are no longer with the person, the taste for the sense objects 
remains — rasa-varjaÆ vinivartante. In other words, the subjective emotional value 
for them  is still there. If the person is deluded, an intellectual value will also be there, 
impelling the person to perform rigorous disciplines, tapas, merely because someone 
said that they should be done. 

The difference between a vivek¢  and an avivek¢ , then, is that the vivek¢ will only 
have the subjective value, not the intellectual value, whereas the avivek¢ will have both 
the subjective value and the intellectual value.  

KNOWLEDGE ALONE REMOVES RASA 

In general terms, rasa  is a sense and is commonly used to mean r¡ga  or liking. 
áa´kara describes it in the same way. Anything that is pleasing to you may be referred 
to as r¡ga  or rasa . This is the value that remains inside a person's heart and mind, even 
after having withdrawn the sense organs from it. This rasa  too goes away, K¤À¸a  said, 
when the self is known — raso'pi paraÆ d¤À¶v¡ nivartate. This means that when a 
vivek¢, who pursues self-knowledge and is judicious about his or her present pursuits, 
withdraws the senses, there is no suppression. The vivek¢  is only living a life of 
meaningful discipline. Whereas, for a person who practices sense withdrawal without 
pursuing this knowledge, the withdrawal does amount to suppression.  

The literal meaning of the word d¤À¶v¡  is — ‘having seen,’ but here it is used 
purely in the sense of knowing. What is to be known is ‘I Am That — tat paraÆ 
brahma  aham eva.’ It is not any other jµ¡na. That Brahman  is myself; there is no 
difference between the two. Knowing that ‘I am Brahman’ does not imply a 
knower -known difference. And in the wake of this knowledge, the rasa goes away, 
nivartate, meaning that it does not take the person for a ride. How the emotional value 
for sense objects can capture one's mind is explained by K¤À¸a  in the next verse.  

Once you can no longer be taken for a ride by the rasa, the knowledge of sense 
objects does not create any kind of craving or longing in you. It is seedless, nirb¢ja , and, 
                                                                 
1 Ëhriyate iti ¡h¡raÅ. Ëh¡ra is that which is taken in. Therefore, it can mean food or any 
sense object in general. 
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therefore, does not sprout, meaning that it does not set you up so that you are carried 
away by your fancies. However, when the clarity of vision is not there, meaning when 
knowledge is not there, elimination of the rasa is not possible. Therefore, knowledge in 
the form of clear vision, samyag-dar¿ana, has to be well established, steady, and firm. 
‘May you work on gaining this vision, again and again’ is what is meant here because, if 
you give up working for this vision, the erroneous vision you have will not go away. 

People generally plan to work for clear vision only after they have fixed up 
everything in their lives, but it does not work that way. There is no ‘fixing up of 
everything’ without the vision. So, the pursuit is two-fold: yoga, self -mastery, and 
jµ¡na, self-knowledge.  

REMOVING THE SENSE OBJECTS ALSO DOES NOT WORK  

Taking the word viÀaya to mean sense organs, as we have just done, is the simple 
way of looking at this verse. Now, we will look at it by taking viÀaya  to mean the sense 
objects. Suppose the sense objects have gone away because you withdraw yourself from 
the sense world. Previously, you lived in Manhattan and now you are living in the 
mountains a day and a half away from anyone. You are completely alone. No objects 
will come to you — no newspapers, radio, or people. You have not even allowed 
yourself a television set. Having denied yourself all these sense pursuits, you are a 
nir¡h¡ra. 

However, although the sense objects have gone away, the taste for them will still 
be there. You will find yourself wondering about what everyone else is doing. Then you 
will begin to think that you should go back to the city for some time. After all, you will 
say, even Freud does not condone suppression. And then there are those who will send 
you letters now and then, pointing out that what you are doing is wrong. This is the 
prime of your life. Everyone is making money in the stock market and you are losing all 
kinds of opportunities to do the same, something you will certainly come to regret for the 
rest of your life — all of which will remind you that you are a nobody. Their comments 
will begin to make a lot of sense to yo u because you have rasa  inside. A value for 
money is there, in fact, the only reason you are able to stay where you are is because you 
have money.  

Alcohol is another example of something for which the rasa remains. You may 
have given it up and all the bottles may have walked away, but the rasa will still be 
there. It will only go when you have something more intoxicating, something with more 
of a kick in it, something more profound, more beautiful, and more useful. In other 
words, more powerful. This is why alcoholics require prayer. Without prayer, they 
cannot easily get rid of the problem. An alcoholic who turns into a sober person can be a 
saint because he or she has mastered prayer and knows what it is all about. When an 
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alcoholic finds something more powerful than alcohol, the rasa for alcohol within the 
person goes away.  

THE IMPORTANCE OF ACKNOWLEDGING THE EMOTIONAL 
VALUE 

The need to acknowledge one's emotional values is seen in the alcoholic who 
thinks that he or she can stop drinking at any time and who may even advance the 
advantages of alcohol in terms of one's health. Of course, when you begin to take 
alcohol, you are still the master. You can take it or you need not take it. Sometimes you 
take it and other times you dismiss it. No problem. But alcohol is not an ordinary 
substance. It is something that takes charge of you in time, so that eventually you have 
no power over it. It is more powerful than a r¡kÀasa, a demon. From here on, although 
you may argue that you can stop at any time, in fact, you cannot! You are no longer 
talking; the alcohol is talking. 

First, the person takes the bottle and then, after some time, the bottle calls the 
person. If it is six o'clock, the time set-aside for ‘Happy Hour,’ and the person is 
elsewhere, the bottle calls: ‘Where are you?’ He replies, ‘I am here in the office 
working.’ Then the bottle says, ‘This is not the time to be in the office. Come here!’ 
Faithfully, the person goes. ‘Come and sit down,’ the bottle says, and the person sits 
down. ‘Pick me up!’ it says. Once the bottle is in his or her hand, it says, ‘Come on, tilt!’ 
Then the person tilts — everyday! There was a time when he or she took the bottle; now 
the bottle takes the person. All decisions about where to go and what to do are made by 
the bottle, not by the person.  

Where, then, is there any question of taking alcohol being your decision? This is 
no longer the case. You lost this freedom a long time ago. The only way to stop drinking 
is to accept that you have no power over alcohol. You have to know that. The 
acknowledgement alone is the beginning. There is no other way. Once you acknowledge 
that alcohol has a power over you, there is a chance of you regaining this freedom — 
provided, of course, that you really decide to stop drinking. You need to acknowledge 
that you are not going to drink any more. And once you stop taking alcohol, the bottles 
you have in your cupboard will go away. You will not want to keep them and will 
therefore distribute them to those who want them. But the smell of alcohol, the craving 
for it, will still be there in your head, which is where support groups come in. Otherwise, 
you may start drinking again and lose yourself totally, after which there is no chance.  

Only when people find themselves secure, when they know that they are 
everything, do the rasas lose their hold. Then, the world can no longer take such people 
for a ride.  
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To understand what K¤À¸a  was saying here, we need not alter the meaning of the 
word viÀaya  to mean sense organs. It can be looked at from the perspective of sense 
objects also.  

™…i…i……‰ ¡ {… EÚ…Ëxi…‰™… {…÷Ø˚π…∫™…  ¥…{… ù…i…&* 
<Œxp˘™…… h… |…®……l…“ x… Ω˛Æ˙Œxi… |…∫…¶…∆ ®…x…&** 60 ** 
yatato hyapi kaunteya puruÀasya vipa¿citaÅ 
indriy¡¸i pram¡th¢ni haranti prasabhaÆ manaÅ   Verse 60 

EÚ…Ëxi…‰™… kaunteya — Oh! Son of Kunt¢;  Ω˛ hi —because; ™…i…i…& yatataÅ — of the one 
who makes effort; + {… api — even;  ¥…{… ù…i…& vipa¿citaÅ  — of the one who sees clearly; 
(+ {… api — even;) {…÷Ø˚π…∫™… puruÀasya — of the person; <Œxp˘™…… h… indriy¡¸i — sense 
organs; |…®……l…“ x… pram¡th¢ni — very powerful; Ω˛Æ˙Œxi… haranti — take away; |…∫…¶…®…¬ 
prasabham — forcefully; ®…x…& manaÅ — the mind  

Because, the powerful senses of even the person who makes effort, who 
sees clearly, forcefully take the mind away, Oh! Arjuna . 

A person who has given up sense pursuits does not feed the sense organs. By using 
the will, he or she simply does not pursue sense objects. Only when the senses are with 
the person, meaning under his or her control, can steadiness in self-knowledge be 
accomplished. Thus, in the beginning, the will is used to keep the senses in one's own 
hands. 

Anything that is within your control or power is called sva -va¿a  or ¡tma-va¿a  the 
word va¿a  meaning ‘within one's hands.’ The money in your own pocket that you can 
spend as you wish is sva-va¿a. If however, your money is in the hands of someone else, 
it is para-va¿a . Naturally, you do not have the freedom to spend it as you would like. 
The other person must give it to you first. Thus, anything in the hands of another is 
called para-va¿a and the one who delivers himself or herself into the hands of someone 
else or something is called para-va¿a. For example, a person who is totally overpowered 
by emotion or who is completely controlled by another person is para-va¿a . He or she 
has no freedom.  

Still discussing how one becomes a sthitaprajµa, one who is steadfast in the 
knowledge, K¤À¸a  said that, first, one's mind and senses have to be with oneself alone. 
Even though a person is  a vivek¢ and has certain knowledge, there is still something to be 
taken care of because the rasa , the taste, for sense objects is still there. If these are not 
taken care of, the person will deliver himself or herself into the hands of r¡ga-dveÀas. 

The word yatataÅ in this verse means, ‘of the person, puruÀa, who is making 
effort.’ One may make effort and be a fool, m£rkha , but this is not the person being 
discussed here. The person who makes effort is one who has viveka, who sees things 
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clearly, vipa¿cit. Even this person's mind is not steady. But his or her mind is not the 
mind of an ordinary person, but one that is in the hands of the senses and fancies. He or 
she is not an armchair vivek¢. This person has a commitment and makes efforts in order 
to gain firmness, niÀ¶h¡, in the knowledge. This, then, is the kind of mind that is being 
discussed here.  

The sense organs can be turbulent, vicious, and very powerful. They can really 
shake you up. In this verse, K¤À¸a told Arjuna that the sense organs can even take the 
mind of a vivek¢  away, meaning that they can take charge of his or her mind. Why? 
Because rasa, the taste for sense objects is still there inside the person. As long as the 
rasa is there, the sense organs will continue to take charge of the person's mind. As we 
saw earlier, the sense organs imply the various fancies that one has because he or she 
still has a value for sense objects. Thus, when we say that the sense organs take the mind 
away, we mean that the rasas rob the person of his or her viveka . By the time the person 
realises what has happened, the sense organs, meaning the rasas, have already taken him 
or her for a ride! 

The use of the word ‘hi’ in the verse indicates that all of this is very well-known. 
The appetites that are there do not ask for any sanction; they forcefully, prasabham, 
take care of you! Therefore, what should you do? The only answer for these rasas is to 
gain steadiness, sthairya, in this knowledge. In the next verse, K¤À¸a told Arjuna that 
this is done by contemplating upon what is. 

i…… x… ∫…¥……« h… ∫…∆™…®™… ™…÷HÚ +…∫…“i… ®…i{…Æ˙&* 
¥…∂…‰  Ω˛ ™…∫™…‰Œxp˘™…… h… i…∫™… |…Y…… |… i… ¢ˆi……** 61 ** 
t¡ni sarv¡¸i saÆyamya yukta ¡s¢ta matparaÅ  
va¿e hi yasyendriy¡¸i tasya prajµ¡ pratiÀ¶hit¡   Verse 61 

™…÷HÚ& yuktaÅ — the one who is endowed with discrimination; i…… x… t¡ni — those; ∫…¥……« h… 
sarv¡ ¸i — all; ∫…∆™…®™… saÆyamya  — keeping them in one's own hands; ®…i{…Æ˙& matparaÅ 
— committed to me; +…∫…“i… ¡s¢ta  — may the person sit; ™…∫™… yasya — whose; ¥…∂…‰ va¿e 
— under control; <Œxp˘™…… h… indriy¡¸i — sense organs;  Ω˛ hi — indeed; i…∫™… tasya — his; 
|…Y…… prajµ¡ — knowledge; |… i… ¢ˆi…… pratiÀ¶hit¡  — well-established 

May one who is endowed with discrimination, keeping all the sense 
organs in one's own hands, sit in contemplation of Me. For the one who 
has all the sense organs under control, the knowledge is well-established.  

The advice given by K¤À¸a in this verse is — t¡ni sarv¡¸i saÆyamya yukta 
¡s¢ta matparaÅ. In the compound matparaÅ, mat refers to Ì¿vara , meaning, in me, 
Ì¿vara, and the word para  means to be committed to. Ës¢ta means, ‘may he sit.’ K¤À¸a 
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says, ‘Withdrawing the senses, t¡ni sarv¡¸i saÆyamya , may he sit committed to me, 
Ì¿vara.’  

The person is advised to contemplate upon the one who is the ¡tm¡, the self, of 
everything, the satya, the truth, of everything, the one who is limitless, the one who is 
the inner self of all beings, not just one's own body-mind-senses — but the being of all 
beings — the existence in all forms of existence. This is the ultimate end to be 
accomplished and is the Lord — the cause for everything, the truth of everything — 
which is oneself alone.  

Therefore, let the one whose ultimate end is the innermost self, pratyag¡tm¡ , 
which is the self of all, sit in contemplation, having withdrawn the senses to himself or 
herself. Such a person must be a vivek¢ . He or she must already be endowed with the 
ability to discriminate between the real and the unreal. Some knowledge must be there. 
Otherwise, sitting in contemplation will not work. If a person sits without viveka, what 
will he or she do? What will the advice, ‘Contemplate on Me,’ mean to such a person? 
His or her understanding of this advice will definitely be different because the person 
does not know what it is all about. 

THE NECESSITY FOR CONTEMPLATION  

Only when a person has enough inquiry, ¿rava¸a, and understanding, is he or she 
endowed with the capacity to discriminate. Only then will the person know what is to be 
contemplated upon. The question, ‘Why should I contemplate?’ comes from rasa . The 
vision is stifled; it is knowledge with a lot of obstructions, sapratibandha-jµ¡na . The 
knowledge we are talking about here is that of a sthitaprajµa , one who is 
well-established in knowledge. The knowledge is possible only when rasa  goes and 
rasa goes only by constant contemplation. It takes its own time. Thus, may the person sit 
in contemplation.  

There are different forms of contemplation wherein the same pratyag¡tm¡, inner 
self, is seen from different angles: the limitless self – p£r¸a-¡tm¡ , the detached self –
asa´ga -¡tm¡, the self as witness – s¡kÀi-¡tm¡ , the action-free self – akart¤-¡tm¡, the 
self that is free from the sense of being an enjoyer – abhokt¤ -¡tm¡, and the self that is 
ever-full – ¡nanda-¡tm¡ , is to be recognised in these different ways. By contemplating 
upon the ¡tm¡ in this manner, the rasas go. How can they remain? If you know, ‘I am 
all this — aham idaÆ sarvam,’ the rasa  cannot be there. Thus, rasa  goes away in time 
and knowledge becomes well-established and clear — tasya  prajµ¡  pratiÀ¶hit¡. 

áa´kara  introduces the next two verses by saying that K¤À¸a  points out exactly 
how a person gets into trouble when he or she is completely taken over by the senses, 
meaning the rasas. This analysis applies to everyone — vivek¢s and avivek¢s alike. 
There is a common psychology here, the psychology of a desire — how a desire 
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originates, how the pursuit of it begins, how it destroys one's objectivity, and so on — all 
of which is set out in these two very important verses that follow. 

v™……™…i……‰  ¥…π…™……x{…÷∆∫…& ∫…ÉÛ∫i…‰π…⁄{…V……™…i…‰* 
∫…ÉÛ…i…¬ ∫…â……™…i…‰ EÚ…®…& EÚ…®……i…¬ GÚ…‰v……‰% ¶…V……™…i…‰** 62 ** 
 dhy¡yato viÀay¡npuÆsaÅ sa´gasteÀ£paj¡yate 
sa´g¡tsaµj¡yate k¡maÅ k¡m¡tkrodho'bhij¡yate   Verse 62 

GÚ…‰v……ë˘¥… i… ∫…®®……‰Ω˛& ∫…®®……‰Ω˛…i…¬ ∫®…fi i… ¥…ß…®…&* 
∫®…fi i…ß…∆∂……n¬˘ §…÷ r˘x……∂……‰ §…÷ r˘x……∂……i…¬ |…h…∂™… i…** 63 ** 
krodh¡dbhavati sammohaÅ sammoh¡t sm¤tivibhramaÅ 
sm¤tibhraÆ¿¡d buddhin¡¿o buddhin¡¿¡t pra¸a¿yati  Verse 63 

 ¥…π…™……x…¬ viÀay¡n — objects; v™……™…i…& dhy¡yataÅ — for the one who dwells upon; {…÷∆∫…& 
puÆsaÅ  — for the person; ∫…ÉÛ& sa´gaÅ  — attachment; i…‰π…÷ teÀu — with reference to 
them; ={…V……™…i…‰ upaj¡yate — is born; ∫…ÉÛ…i…¬ sa´g¡t — from attachment; ∫…â……™…i…‰ 
saµj¡yate — is born; EÚ…®…& k¡maÅ — desire; EÚ…®……i…¬ k¡m¡t — from desire; GÚ…‰v…& 
krodhaÅ — anger; + ¶…V……™…i…‰ abhij¡yate — is born; GÚ…‰v……i…¬ krodh¡t — from anger; 
¶…¥… i… bhavati — comes; ∫…®®……‰Ω˛& sammohaÅ — delusion; ∫…®®……‰Ω˛…i…¬ sammoh¡t — from 
delusion; ∫®…fi i…- ¥…ß…®…& sm¤ti-vibhramaÅ — loss of memory; ∫®…fi i…-ß…∆∂……i…¬ sm¤ti-
bhraÆ¿¡t — from loss of memory; §…÷ r˘-x……∂…& buddhi-n¡¿aÅ  — ruin of the mind; 
§…÷ r˘x……∂……i…¬ buddhi-n¡¿¡t — from ruin of the mind; |…h…∂™… i… pra¸a¿yati — one is 
destroyed 

In the person who dwells upon objects, an attachment is born with 
reference to them. From attachment is born desire and from desire, anger 
is born. From anger comes delusion and from delusion comes the loss of 
memory. Because of the loss of memory, the mind becomes incapacitated 
and when the mind is incapacitated, the person is destroyed. 

Every desired object has its own peculiarities, its enticing qualities and desirable 
attributes. The object is not desired for itself. It is desired because it is seen as desirable. 
The person being discussed in these two verses meditates on the peculiarities and 
desirability of various objects, instead of meditating on the inner self — pratyag¡tm¡ . 

One who dwells on a particular object and its merits develops a certain longing, a 
certain love or affection for the object. The word ‘object’ here refers to anything that you 
think of and, therefore, includes people as well. First, you come into contact with an 
object or a person and then, when the encounter is over, it is over — unless, of course, 
the object or person keeps coming back into your head. There is no reason, as to why 
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certain objects come back into your head. They just do; and when they do, you dwell 
upon them.  

An object that comes back into your head and goes away again is not a problem. 
Any experience leaves a certain memory, sm¤ti, and, because of the impact of the 
experience, the whole scene may be played back in your mind. This, in itself, is not the 
problem. What happens, however, is that you begin to like the object and begin to dwell 
upon its desirability. Even at this stage, there is no real problem. 

Dwelling upon the object is what is meant by meditation here, meditation meaning 
constantly thinking about something. It may be something about a person that you keep 
dwelling upon — the person's dress, jewellery, voice, speech, mannerisms, decorum, 
thinking, hair, nose, eyes, or height — all of which represen t the countless varieties of 
objects upon which you can meditate. Meditation is the flow of thoughts about an object 
and anything connected to it — saj¡t¢ya-v¤tti-prav¡ha . 

THE MEDITATION OF ATTACHMENT 

K¤À¸a was not talking about the person who meditates on the sat-cit-¡nanda -
¡tm¡, even though the person he was discussing may be smiling while meditating. The 
smile is only because of the memory of some compliment or other. It is a smile of elation 
and this elation is what is meant by attachment, sa´ga . There is a certain love, a certain 
affection, that has developed for another person or an object, a sense of being pleased 
with the object. Otherwise, there would be no attachment. Once a smile comes at the 
thought of the object, it means that attachment has already been established. 

You cannot discover affection for anything without first dwelling upon it. A 
person may develop affection for a cat merely by continuing to think about it and caring 
for it. An attachment can also develop so that without the cat, the person finds that life is 
empty. If life is full only when it is full of cats and dogs, definitely we will find life full 
of cats and dogs! 

This kind of attachment can occur towards any object — a carpet, furniture, 
anything! Is it any wonder, then, that there is affection and then attachment towards a 
person who talks back nicely, in a sweet voice that utters pleasing words? If affection for 
and attachment to a mewing cat can be developed, of course a talking, smiling, thinking 
person is capable of evoking an even better response. 

Affection itself is no problem. The problem is this — whatever you like you 
almost always want to possess. This is why K¤À¸a said that desire is born from 
attachment, that attachment is the cause of desire. And because there are different types 
of objects, there are different types of desires — the desire to possess, the desire to own, 
the desire to experience. 
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To create a desire, all that is required is a casual glance at a Caribbean cruise 
brochure that came in the mail. In fact, the whole idea of direct mail is to create a desire 
in you. You may call it junk mail, but for those who send it, it is not junk. They know 
that someone will be attracted to the idea conveyed by the brochure and, to ensure that 
you do not forget, they also send you follow up literature. When the second brochure 
arrives, the pleasant memory that had been stored, based on the first brochure comes to 
mind and affection for the subject matter develops. From this affection alone comes the 
desire to go on a Car ibbean cruise. In this way, the desire to experience, to own, to 
possess is created.  

NOT EVERY DESIRE CAN BE FULFILLED 

Varieties of desires are born, depending on the objects for which you have 
affection and attachment. Desire also is not a problem, but once a well-shaped desire has 
been formed, once it is no longer in the fancy state, you have to deal with it. You have to 
fulfil it and this causes you to take action. If you can fulfil the desire, there is no 
problem. More often than not, however, the desire is not fulfilled. This, then, is where 
the problem arises. 

Not every desire can be fulfilled; it is not that easy. There are many obstacles that 
prevent the fulfillment of some desires. The problem comes, then, when the desires are 
not fulfilled, and you become angry. The desire itself turns into anger, krodha. Thus, 
desire is the cause for anger or, in the words of K¤À¸a, anger is born of desire.  

If there is no expectation with reference to a desire, there will be no anger if the 
desire is not fulfilled.  Suppose you want someone to do something for you and the 
person does not do it. If you knew that he or she might not do it, then there is no anger. 
But if you expected the person to do it, you will definitely be angry when it is not done. 
Even if the anger is not expressed, anger born is born.  

The intensity with which you desire something is what determines the magnitude 
of your anger, and not the object itself. If your desire is such that it does not matter to 
you whether or not it is fulfilled, then anger will not be there. Even if it is, it will amount 
to very little. Whereas, if the intensity of the desire is great, the anger that comes from 
the desire not being fulfilled is not going to be easily managed either by you or by the 
person who happens to be between you and what you want. If the other person is an 
obstruction to what you want, then, your desire will turn into anger towards that person. 
If you expect the person to behave in a certain way and he or she does not behave in that 
manner, then the person will definitely be the target of your anger. And if that person's 
behaviour is not according to your expectations because of another person, then your 
anger gets directed towards the other person. And sometimes, your anger against the 
second may be more than towards the first. 
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THE NATURE OF ANGER 

 Anger is always towards the obstruction to the fulfillment of your desire. If 
between you and the object that you desire there is an obstruction, that obstruction is the 
target of your anger. The desire itself is deflected against this obstruction and this 
deflected ray of desire is what is called anger. In this way, this anger is like the vinegar 
that may result when you try to make wine. Both the wine and the vinegar have as their 
essence the grapes alone. But the wine turns into vinegar. How? it, too, has its own story.  

The point here is not to avoid anger by avoiding desire. Rather, you have to 
remove the sting from your desires, for which a proper attitude is very important. That 
everything should happen as I want it to is not a realistic expectation. And such an 
expectation is due to r¡ga -dveÀas alone.  The r¡ga-dveÀas, your likes and dislikes, have 
to be neutralised if you would like to be free of anger. 

Nor is it a matter of controlling anger. What does controlling anger really mean? 
The anger is inside and you are simmering, simmering, simmering — until suddenly one 
day, it erupts like a volcano! Once anger is there, what happens is only too well known. 
Aviveka , lack of discrimination, will definitely be there. In anger, you are not going to 
take the time to consider whether a certain action is proper or improper. You are not 
going to spend time considering, ‘Should I kick him or should I punch him?’ Whatever 
comes first is what happens. Once anger is there, things just take place. What you do or 
say takes place of its own accord and depends entirely upon the past — your upbringing, 
and so on.  

There is no question of control here. The very meaning of anger is that viveka  with 
reference to what should and should not to be done, is lacking. And from this anger 
comes delusion, sammoha. What is being pointed out in these two verses is the process 
that takes place when one dwells on an object. There is no time involved here; dwelling 
on an object implies affec tion, desire, anger, delusion, and more.  

Because of the delusion born of anger, loss of memory, sm¤ti-vibhrama, takes 
place. The word sm¤ti, memory, refers here to whatever you may have learned by 
studying the ¿¡stra, whatever you have assimilated about right and wrong, whatever you 
learned from your teachers, elders, and life's experiences, what made you angry in the 
past, what happened, and so on. None of these you remember because delusion has 
come, and, along with it aviveka . Thus, there is a loss of memory with reference to all 
the wisdom you had gathered from your past education and experiences. 

Once the wisdom of your past experiences, sm¤ti, is not available, the mind is 
incapacitated, There is buddhi-n¡¿a . Your buddhi now, is incapable of analysing 
whether something is to be done or not to be done because whatever wisdom you had 
gathered is not available to you. Delusion is like an inner torpor, a blackout that makes 
you forget the wisdom you had. Therefore, your buddhi, your intellect, is unable to do 
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what it is supposed to do. It is incapable of giving orders to go ahead or stop in 
accordance with what is right and wrong. This is what the buddhi is supposed to do, but 
it is not available to do it. 

IN THE ABSENCE OF WISDOM, IMPULSE TAKES OVER 

The buddhi is only available when wisdom is available. And in the absence of 
wisdom, it behaves as though it is not programmed at all; impulse takes over. In other 
words, the buddhi is destroyed, pra¸a¿yati. The person is no more a human being and 
can be likened to an animal because he or she gives himself or herself over to impulses. 
The impulses take over and determine exactly what the person is going to do. It may be 
biting, kicking, screaming, hitting some one, or even committing suicide. When a person 
is controlled by impulse, anything can happen and whatever happens, just happens. 

Until anger comes, the person can be careful, but once anger is there, all caution is 
gone. The verbs used in these two verses are very revealing in this regard. From 
attachment, desire ‘is born’ and from desire, anger ‘is born.’ At this point, however, the 
verb changes from ‘is born’ to ‘takes place.’ From anger, delusion ‘takes place’ and from 
delusion, the incapacity of the mind ‘takes place.’ This shows how the person has no 
more any control over the situation. Once anger is born, delusion, loss of wisdom, and 
the destruction of the person just take place. Control is possible only before anger; 
afterwards, what happens is history.  

Given that meditating on desirable objects creates  problems for you, the message 
of the G¢t¡  is clear — instead of meditating upon objects, meditate upon the self. Instead 
of meditating upon your own problems and inhibitions, meditate upon the pratyag¡tm¡ , 
the inner self, because, if you do not, you will naturally meditate upon the objects, which 
is the cause of all of your problems. 

Æ˙…M…u‰˘π… ¥…™…÷HËÚ∫i…÷  ¥…π…™…… x…Œxp˘™…Ëù…Æ˙x…¬* 
+…i®…¥…∂™…ËÃ¥…v…‰™……i®…… |…∫……n˘®… v…M…SUÙ i…** 64 ** 
r¡gadveÀaviyuktaistu viÀay¡nindriyai¿caran 
¡tmava¿yairvidhey¡tm¡ pras¡ damadhigacchati   Verse 64 

i…÷ tu — whereas; Æ˙…M…u‰̆π…-  ¥…™…÷HËÚ& r¡ga-dveÀa-viyuktaiÅ — free from likes and dislikes; 
+…i®…¥…∂™…Ë& ¡tmava¿yaiÅ — with those that are under his or her control; <Œxp˘™…Ë& indriyaiÅ 
— with sense organs;  ¥…π…™……x…¬ S…Æ˙x…¬ vi¿ay¡n caran — moving in the world of objects; 
 ¥…v…‰™……i®…… vidhey¡tm¡  — one whose mind is controlled; |…∫……n˘®…¬ pras¡dam — 
tranquillity; + v…M…SUÙ i… adhigacchati — attains  
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Whereas, one whose mind is controlled, moving in the world of objects 
with the sense organs under his or her control, free from likes and 
dislikes, attains tranquillity  

We have seen that even a vivek¢ cannot but dwell upon objects of r¡ga -dveÀas, 
likes and dislikes, if he or she still has rasa, a value, for these objects. And this dwelling 
upon is also called meditation. One dwells upon objects of dveÀa  in order to avoid them, 
for which one has to scheme and plan, whereas objects of r¡ga are dwelt upon in order 
to gain them. 

Dwelling upon the desirability of objects is, indeed, the basis for all problems that 
come later. It is the cause for the affection and love that develops for the object. Once 
affection is there, it will naturally turn into a desire. If the desire is fulfilled, there is no 
problem, but if it is not fulfilled, the whole psychology of how one loses oneself comes 
into play, as K¤À¸a pointed out in the previous two verses. The present verse reveals 
how the problem created by unfulfilled desires becomes neutralised and, once again, 
points out the starting point for mokÀa, liberation. 

The natural, pursuit of a person's sense organs is in keeping with his or her r¡gas 
and dveÀas, likes and dislikes. But suppose the person is a seeker, a mumukÀu, meaning 
that he or she wants mokÀa , for which self -knowledge is required then all his pursuits 
cannot be dictated by his r¡ga -dveÀas. The word mumukÀu is especially pertinent here 
in that it means one who is desirous of liberation, moktum icchuÅ – mumukÀuÅ. We 
have seen that mokÀa is one of the four pursuits open to a human being. But for a 
mumukÀu , mokÀa alone is important. He or she has already sought after and 
experienced pursuits of security, artha  and pleasure, k¡ma  or has learned about them by 
observing the pursuits of others. From all these, the person has developed discriminat ion, 
viveka , and, because of this viveka alone, has become a mumukÀu 

Thus, the one who has viveka is a mumukÀu, whereas a person who is merely 
curious is not. The person who wants to be free must necessarily have a lot of viveka for 
this particular desire.  At the same time, he or she does have some r¡ga -dveÀas. 
R¡ga -dveÀas do not just go away because the person has viveka. What does a mumukÀu  
do then? 

This was exactly Arjuna's situation. During the war that eventually ensued, his 
son died and Arjuna  took a vow that, before sunset, he would avenge his son's death by 
killing the person who was responsible. We see, then, that Arjuna had a lot of grief. This 
was because r¡ga -dveÀas do not go away overnight. Even though, in the eighteenth 
chapter of the G¢t¡, which preceded the above episode, Arjuna had said, ‘No more 
delusion for me. I know exactly what it is all about.’ He still had ambitions and therefore 
attachments. He had definitely been living a life of dharma, but r¡ga-dveÀas were still 
in his heart. This is why one has to live a life of karma -yoga for a length of time. 
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A KARMA-YOGÌ IS A MUMUKâU  

The sense organs of a mumukÀu are freed from r¡ga-dveÀas, meaning that they 
are not backed by, r¡ga-dveÀas. This is because the mumukÀu has been living a life of 
karma-yoga . Such a person does not run away from the world. Where would he or she 
go? The mumukÀu goes about in the world, experiencing the sense objects. The word 
caran here generally means ‘reaching’ or ‘going’ in the sense of movement, but it can 
also have the sense of knowledge. In fact, any verbal root that has a sense of reaching or 
going has also the sense of knowing or experiencing. For example, the expression 
‘reaching Brahman’ means understanding or knowing Brahman; there is no ‘going’ or 
‘moving’ in the sense of reaching somewhere.  

So, too, in this verse, caran  does not mean that the person is moving around in the 
physical sense. The word means ‘experiencing’ and takes all the sense organs into 
account — the experience of seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, and tasting. The senses 
are open and the world of sense objects is there. The verse also describes the sense 
organs as being in the person's hands and not in the hands of r¡ga-dveÀas — 
¡tmava¿yaiÅ r¡ga-dveÀa -viyuktaiÅ  indriyaiÅ viÀay¡n caran. 

This means that all one's pursuits are not dictated by r¡ga and dveÀa , but by 
dharma  and adharma , and, what is proper and improper. The person decides what he 
or she wants and is not goaded by his or her likes and dislikes. The r¡ga-dveÀas do not 
decide.  

When your r¡ga-dveÀas do not come between yourself and the sense pursuits, the 
determining factor for the sense pursuits is purely dharma  and adharma. Then you 
become one whose mind moves only according to your will. In other words, you are a 
person who is ‘together.’ Such a person is a karma-yog¢ , living a life of karma-yoga  for 
the sole purpose of neutralising his or her r¡ga -dveÀas. 

Every karma-yog¢ is a mumukÀu. The person is a karma-yog¢ because he or she 
is a mumukÀu. Karma -yoga is there only because the person has mumukÀ¡ , desire for 
liberation. Because karma-yoga is meant for mokÀa , the karma-yog¢  pursues knowledge 
while engaged in freeing himself or herself from the hold of r¡ga -dveÀa. This latter 
pursuit makes the person a karma-yog¢ and marks the difference between a karma-yog¢ 
and a sanny¡s¢. Whether the person is a sanny¡s¢ or a karma-yog¢ , he or she is one who 
has the senses and mind together. Such a person gains satisfaction or tranquillity, 
pras¡da. 

We have already seen that pras¡da is anything that comes from the Lord. But 
pras¡da has another meaning also — cheerfulness, satisfaction, tranquillity — which is 
what happens in the mind of one whose sense organs are in one's own hands and when 
one is free from the hold of r¡ga -dveÀas. The satisfaction, the contentment, is with 
oneself. The mind is steady and there is an almost total absence of agitation and 
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self-dissatisfaction. The person's knowledge is steady, sthira, and it stays. That 
r¡ga -dveÀas are to be tackled is the whole psychology of the G¢t¡. 

|…∫……n‰˘ ∫…¥…«n÷˘&J……x……∆ Ω˛… x…Æ˙∫™……‰{…V……™…i…‰* 
|…∫…z…S…‰i…∫……‰ ¡…∂…÷ §…÷ r˘& {…™…«¥… i…¢ˆi…‰** 65 ** 
pras¡de sarvaduÅkh¡n¡Æ h¡nirasyopaj¡yate 
prasannacetaso hy¡¿u buddhiÅ paryavatiÀ¶hate   Verse 65 

|…∫……n‰̆ pras¡de — when the mind is tranquil; +∫™… asya  — his; ∫…¥…«-n÷˘&J……x……®…¬ sarva -
duÅkh¡n¡m — of all the pain and sorrow; Ω˛… x…& h¡niÅ — destruction; ={…V……™…i…‰ 
upaj¡yate — is born;  Ω˛ hi — because; |…∫…z…-S…‰i…∫…& prasanna -cetasaÅ — of the tranquil 
minded; +…∂…÷ ¡¿u  — soon; §…÷ r˘& buddhiÅ — knowledge; {…™…«¥… i…¢ˆıi…‰ paryavatiÀ¶hate — 
is well established  

When the mind is tranquil, destruction of all pain and sorrow happens 
because the knowledge of one who is tranquil-minded soon becomes well 
established.  

One whose mind is under control directs the mind according to his or her will. 
Such a person experiences the world through sense organs that are not backed by likes 
and dislikes. In this way, the r¡ga-dveÀas are neutralised and the person gains a mind 
which is cheerful, composed, and tranquil. 

For the person whose mind is tranquil, all the duÅkhas, pain and sorrow, are 
destroyed. Although the plural form of duÅkhas is used here, all sorrow is the same. 
One person is crying because he lost the kingdom and someone else is crying because he 
lost his car. What is the difference between their two sorrows? Both of them are crying. 
Does duÅkha subject itself to division? No, sorrow is the same whatever the reason. 
Whether you lose your kingdom or your hair, the sadness is the same. What K¤À¸a 
meant her e is that all sorrow, whatever be its source, is destroyed for the person whose 
mind is tranquil. 

In an earlier discussion, we saw the three sources of sorrow — sorrow caused by 
people and situations in the external world, ¡dhibhautika -duÅkha; sorrow caused by 
calamities over which you have no control, ¡dhidaivika-duÅkha; and, finally, sorrow 
caused by your own body, mind, and senses, ¡dhy¡tmika -duÅkha. Your own past 
memories or the condition of your physical body create ¡dhy¡tmika -duÅkha, whereas 
the duÅkh a caused by your brother-in-law is an example of ¡dhibhautika-duÅkha . 
Any natural calamity is ¡dhidaivika-duÅkha. K¤À¸a said, that these three-fold 
duÅkhas are all destroyed — sarva-duÅkh¡n¡Æ h¡niÅ upaj¡yate. 

Although all duÅkhas are destroyed when the min d is tranquil, the causes for 
duÅkhas themselves do not go away. They are merely incapable of causing duÅkha . 
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The body may experience physical pain, but there will be no duÅkha because the mind 
is tranquil, prasanna. A tranquil mind means that the r¡gas and dveÀas have been 
neutralised. Desirable and undesirable situations do not cause reactions. 

All duÅkhas are said to be destroyed because the real nature of the self is 
tranquillity, and that tranquillity is manifest in the mind. The mind is stifled only because 
of r¡ga  and dveÀa. The fullness of the self, which is its nature, ¡nanda-svar£pa , is 
inhibited from manifesting in the mind because of r¡ga-dveÀas alone. The r¡ga -dveÀas 
inhibit the fullness, ¡nanda. When the r¡ga-dveÀas are neutralised, the ¡nanda  is 
uninhibited and the mind is tranquil. Destruction of duÅkha is said to be born, 
upaj¡yate, here in the sense that it happens, it takes place. 

A TRANQUIL MIND MEANS THAT KNOWLEDGE IS NOT FAR 
AWAY 

Does mere tranquillity destroy all forms of duÅkha? No, destruction of all 
duÅkhas can only happen when there is self-knowledge. DuÅkhas go away for the 
person who has a tranquil mind because the knowledge for such a person is not far away. 
We are talking about a sthitaprajµa here. This knowledge, the subject matter of which 
is ¡tm¡ , self-knowledge, is steady and, like space, it just stays; it does not move. The 
earth, air, and everything else moves, whereas space is always steady.  

Similarly, the mind of a person with self-knowledge stays. And because the 
knowledge stays, the mind no longer causes any problem. The knowledge stays because 
there is nothing to oppose or inhibit it. This means that the very person stays in the form 
of knowledge. The mind of such a person becomes a useful instrument. Because the 
mind is  tranquil, it no longer causes trouble.  

To gain tranquillity, you have to take care of your r¡ga-dveÀas. Whatever is 
required is what you have to follow, whether it is karma-yoga or something else. Only 
when tranquillity is there does the knowledge stay. This means that the knowledge 
becomes clear, having been freed from all vagueness and doubts. Otherwise, you will 
always doubt your own knowledge. You will say things like, ‘With this kind of mind, 
how can I say that I know?’ The mind itself creates all kinds of doubts, which is the 
problem. 

The mind has to gain the tranquillity that is the basis for self-knowledge and, to do 
this, it has to free itself from the r¡ga -dveÀas. Then all the duÅkhas go away because 
the knowledge stays. Tranquillity is the condition that frees one's knowledge from all 
obstructions and because of that knowledge, all forms of sorrow are gone and the person 
is said to have gained mokÀa . 

x……Œ∫i… §…÷ r˘Æ˙™…÷HÚ∫™… x… S……™…÷HÚ∫™… ¶……¥…x……* 
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x… S……¶……¥…™…i…& ∂……Œxi…Æ˙∂……xi…∫™… E÷Úi…& ∫…÷J…®…¬** 66 ** 
n¡sti buddhirayuktasya na c¡yuktasya bh¡van¡  
na c¡bh¡vayataÅ ¿¡ntira¿¡ntasya kutaÅ sukham   Verse 66 

+™…÷HÚ∫™… ayuktasya — for the one who is not tranquil; §…÷ r˘& buddhiÅ — knowledge; x… 
+Œ∫i… na asti — is not there; +™…÷HÚ∫™… ayuktasya  — for the one who is not tranquil; 
¶……¥…x…… S… bh¡van¡  ca — contemplation also; x… na — is not; +¶……¥…™…i…& abh¡vayataÅ  — 
for the one who is not contemplative; ∂……Œxi…& ¿¡ntiÅ  — peace; x… na — is not; S… ca  — 
and; +∂……xi…∫™… a¿¡ntasya  — for the one who has no peace; E÷Úi…& kutaÅ — how; ∫…÷J…®…¬ 
sukham  — happiness  

For the one who is not tranquil, there is no knowledge. For the one who 
is not tranquil, there is no contemplation and for the one who is not 
contemplative, there is no peace. For the one who has no peace, how can 
there be happiness?  

This verse is K¤À¸a's way of praising a tranquil mind, that is, prasannat¡ . The 
word ayukta , here, means a person who does not have the cheerful, tranquil mind that 
was discussed in the previous verse. The ayukta is one who has not taken care of his or 
her r¡ga-dveÀas sufficiently. It must be clearly understood that what is being said here is 
in no way meant as a judgement. If this is not understood correctly, a problem of 
self-judgement can arise as you listen to the G¢t¡ and the Ved¡nta -¿¡stra. ‘I am 
useless!’ you may say. Because there is already a tape inside, the self -criticism begins 
immediately. All that the Swami has to do is utter one negative statement and this inner 
tape switches on automatically — ‘Because I am an ayukta , I will never get this 
knowledge.’ 

Since the tendency is to judge yourself, you must know that what is being said in 
the G¢t¡ is not meant as criticism; its sole purpose is self -understanding. If, having heard 
what the G¢t¡ says, there is something to be done, it is to be done. There is nothing more 
to it than that. If r¡ga -dveÀas are there, they are to be taken care of, that is all. 

The word buddhi, here means knowledge of the self, that by which you 
understand the self, the ¡tm¡. Adequate knowledge does not take place for one whose 
mind is in the hands of r¡ga-dveÀas. For a yukta, the r¡ga-dveÀas are neutralised and 
there is no problem, whereas for an ayukta, r¡ga-dveÀas are there, causing his or her 
knowledge to be inadequate. In addition to the knowledge being inadequate, the pressure 
of the r¡ga-dveÀas, more often than not, will drive the person towards the desirable 
objects to be gained and retained and those that are to be avoided and eliminated. 

There is nothing right or wrong about r¡ga -dveÀa  pursuits. This is just to explain 
how the pressures of r¡gas and dveÀas work. Because of the natural tendency of the 
mind towards objects of r¡ga-dveÀas, there is no yearning for or commitment to self-
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knowledge. There is time only to nurse one's r¡gas and dveÀas. Even if you try to read 
the G¢t¡ , your r¡ga will keep clamouring at you — ‘What are you doing? What kind of 
book are you reading? It is not going to fulfil any of your likes and dislikes. I have so 
many things to interest you.’ In this way, the r¡ga-dveÀas seated inside you, demand 
your attention so much so that if you begin reading the G¢t¡, you will either fall asleep 
or feel like doing something else!  

DESIRES STIFLE ONE'S INTEREST IN SELF-KNOWLEDGE 

R¡ga -dveÀas being there, one's interest in the pursuit of self -knowledge will 
necessarily be stifled and one's commitment inhibited. Even if you want to contemplate 
upon the self in order to get rid of some of your problems, the pressure of r¡ga -dveÀas 
makes contemplation very difficult. You find that you are unable to sit with yourself 
even for a short period of time.  

For the one who cannot sit with himself or herself, who cannot contemplate, who 
cannot pursue self-knowledge quietly, there is no composure, no tranquillity. Whereas, 
for the one who cont emplates upon oneself, for the one who can stay with oneself, there 
is tranquillity and love of oneself. Thus, the more one can be with oneself, the more 
tranquil one will be.  

We are not talking about the commonly known self here. We are talking about the 
real self — the self that is beautiful. The more you begin to understand, the more you 
begin to love the self. The self, ¡tm¡, is not other than yourself; therefore, self-love 
comes. And because the self is absolute, the love for it is absolute. 

There is a lot of talk about the necessity of developing self-love. But how can you 
develop a love for this limited self that you have with its crippling r¡ga-dveÀas? Without 
feeling love for yourself, you cannot sit with yourself and, when you cannot sit with 
yourself, there is no tranquillity — all of which implies an absence of peace and 
contentment, a¿¡nti. 

HAPPINESS CAN ONLY TAKE PLACE IN A TRANQUIL MIND 

A person may say that he or she does not want peace and contentment, ¿¡nti, but 
wants only happiness, sukha. One may say, ‘Some people may want ¿¡nti, but I am an 
enterprising person. I want pleasures, joy, and happiness. For me ¿¡nti is useless!’ But, 
all sukha, all happiness, is possible only in a tranquil mind. When you cannot sit with 
yourself, naturally you are agitated. And when you are agitated, where is the possibility 
of sukha for you? When you are agitated, there is no sukha. How can a person who is 
a¿¡nta, who does not have ¿¡nti, pick up any sukha? There is no way! Sukha is only 
with yourself. Therefor e, the more you can stay with yourself, the more tranquil you are, 
and the more tranquil you are, the happier you are. 
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Happiness, then, is another word for tranquillity. Only the tranquil person can 
discover happiness. In fact, such a person discovers happiness even in small things. He 
or she does not require a talk show to be happy. Everything in the world becomes 
amusing to the person who is tranquil. If you have tranquillity, the whole world is a 
continuous joke. You require nothing; it is all there, free of charge. Just open your eyes 
and you see the joke! 

When inner tranquillity is there, you require nothing to be happy, whereas if it is 
not there, happiness cannot even be bought. ‘Happy hour’ does not buy you happiness; it 
only robs you of your money. It may be a happy hour for the owner of the bar, but not 
for anyone else. For both, you and your family, it is definitely an unhappy hour. When 
you cannot stay with yourself, where is the possibility of sukha for you? 

One has to take care of r¡gas and dveÀas. Otherwise, they are a nuisance. 
Therefore, whatever is to be done to take care of them must be done. This may imply 
karma-yoga, listening to the teaching, ¿rava¸a, or further analysis, manana. How the 
knowledge takes place, what is required for it to become steady, sthira , and why it can 
be so unsteady, asthira , is what is being discussed in these verses. 

<Œxp˘™……h……∆  Ω˛ S…Æ˙i……∆ ™…x®…x……‰%x…÷ ¥…v…“™…i…‰* 
i…n˘∫™… Ω˛Æ˙ i… |…Y……∆ ¥……™…÷x……«¥… ®…¥……®¶… ∫…** 67 ** 
indriy¡¸¡Æ hi carat¡Æ yanmano'nuvidh¢yate 
tadasya harati prajµ¡Æ v¡yurn¡vamiv¡mbhasi   Verse 67 

 Ω˛ hi — indeed; S…Æ˙i……®…¬ carat¡m  — of the moving; <Œxp˘™……h……®…¬ indriy¡¸¡m  — of the 
senses; ™…i…¬ ®…x…& yat manaÅ — that mind which; +x…÷ ¥…v…“™…i…‰ anuvidh¢yate — follows in 
the wake (of); i…i…¬ tat — that; +∫™… asya — his; |…Y……®…¬ prajµ¡m — knowledge; Ω˛Æ˙ i… 
harati — robs away; ¥……™…÷& v¡yuÅ  — the wind; x……¥…®…¬ n¡vam — a small boat; <¥… iva  — 
just as; +®¶… ∫… ambhasi — on the waters  

The mind that follows the moving senses indeed robs the person of his 
knowledge, just as the wind carries away a small boat on the waters.  

For the one whose mind is not resolved, and is therefore in the hands of 
r¡ga -dveÀas, there is no knowledge. Even if knowledge is there, it is not adequate, as it 
has already been pointed out. This is because the mind follows, goes behind, the moving 
senses, all of which are engaged in their own spheres of activity. For example, the eyes 
have their sphere of seeing in forms and colours and the ears have their sphere in sounds. 
Thus, you find that each sense organ has its own sphere of activity. As the sense organs 
experience the objects according to their own spheres, the mind naturally has some 
fancies that one goes after as they arise. In other words, you go along with the sense 
cravings. 
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The person being discussed in this verse is one whose mind joins with the sense 
perceptions, with reference to which there are certain inner cravings or fancies. A mind 
that joins the senses robs away one's knowledge, the knowledge born of the 
discriminative inquiry of oneself. This means that whatever self -knowledge one may 
have had is as good as gone! The mind, meaning the will, of such a person, is one that 
says ‘yes’ to everything that is not to be done and ‘no’ to whatever has to be done. To 
illustrate this point, K¤À¸a  used the example of the wind with its capacity to take a small 
boat away from its destination.  

Robbed of self-knowledge, the mind is busy with objects alone. It has no time for 
self-knowledge. In fact, there is no time for anything because there are so many 
r¡ga -dveÀas. Because situations do not happen as you want, there is nothing but 
concerns, one after the other. First, the pressure of r¡ga-dveÀas is in the form of 
undifferentiated concern and then the concern is in the form of desire, regret, 
disappointment, sorrow, despair, anxiety, and a constant sense of loss. 

When the mind is occupied with objects, there is concern, whereas when it is 
occupied with the self, the ¡tm¡, there is no concern, only tranquillity. The self will not 
run away. It stays put. Even if you come back after twenty years, ¡tm¡  will still be 
sat-cit-¡nanda . Regardless of which book you read, ¡tm¡ will not grow into 
asat-cit-¡nanda. Ëtm¡  is always fullness, limitlessness, ¡nanda. If the object of your 
knowledge is the ¡tm¡, the self, then there is ¡nanda for you.  

K¤À¸a  summed up all that he had said with reference to one's knowledge 
becoming steady in the following verse: 

i…∫®……t∫™… ®…Ω˛…§……Ω˛…‰  x…M…fiΩ˛“i…… x… ∫…¥…«∂…&* 
<Œxp˘™……h…“Œxp˘™……l…Ê¶™…∫i…∫™… |…Y…… |… i… ¢ˆi……** 68 ** 
tasm¡dyasya mah¡b¡ho nig¤h¢t¡ni sarva¿aÅ 
indriy¡¸¢ndriy¡rthebhyastasya prajµ¡ pratiÀ¶hit¡  Verse 68 

i…∫®……i…¬ tasm¡t — therefore; ®…Ω˛…§……Ω˛…‰ mah¡b¡ho — Oh! Mighty armed (Arjuna); ™…∫™… 
yasya — whose; <Œxp˘™…… h… indriy¡¸i — senses; <Œxp˘™…-+l…Ê¶™…& indriya -arthebhyaÅ — 
from sense objects; ∫…¥…«∂…& sarva¿aÅ — completely;  x…M…fiΩ˛“i…… x… nig¤h¢t¡ni — are 
withdrawn, mastered; i…∫™… tasya — his; |…Y…… prajµ¡ — knowledge; |… i… ¢ˆi…… pratiÀ¶hit¡ 
— is steady 

Therefore, Oh! Mighty armed Arjuna, the knowledge of one whose 
senses are completely withdrawn (mastered) from their respective objects 
is steady. 

The word tasm¡t indicates that K¤À¸a was summing up this section dealing with 
description of the mind of a person who has some vision and is making an effort to make 
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his or her knowledge steady. He explained that because the senses are turbulent, they 
could rob away the mind of such a person. How they do this was also discussed.  

K¤À¸a  addressed Arjuna here as ‘mah¡b¡ho,’ meaning ‘Oh!, Mighty armed 
Arjuna.’ One may be mighty armed with reference to one's prowess and skill, but what 
is needed for self-knowledge is to be mighty armed, i.e., strong in the mind, which is 
more difficult. The prowess and skills that Arjuna had gathered to earn him the name 
‘Mighty-armed’ were great in their own sphere in that he was able to control all external 
enemies, but his ability to control this inner one was the issue here.  

To control the senses, to withdraw them from their respective objects, means to be 
able to withdraw them at will, just as the turtle withdraws its head and limbs into its shell 
whenever it senses any danger. If you want to release the senses, release them; if you 
want to withdraw them, withdraw them. This means that the senses are under your 
control. Only when you have the capacity to withdraw your senses at will, can your 
knowledge be steady. The idea here is that the knowledge becomes steady only when the 
mind is freed from the pressure of r¡ga  and dveÀa. 

To the extent that you master your likes and dislikes, to that extent your 
knowledge stays. Because your r¡ga-dveÀas are neutralised, you can enjoy the benefits 
of your knowledge. The pressure of r¡ga-dveÀas being less, the benefits of the 
knowledge are more. The knowledge is complete when the r¡ga -dveÀas have no say in 
your life, when they are all neutralised, when it makes no difference to you whether a 
desire is fulfilled or not. Only then is there no hindrance to self -knowledge.  

KNOWLEDGE AND MASTERY OF THE MIND GO HAND-IN-HAND 

There is a certain trick to all this in that, as one's knowledge grows in clarity, 
mastery of the mind over the r¡ga -dveÀas also takes place. With a karma-yoga  attitude, 
the r¡ga-dveÀas are mastered to a certain extent and the knowledge becomes clearer. 
Thus, there is a mutual kinship between the two. 

The entire presentation of yoga in the G¢t¡  is with reference to r¡ga -dveÀas. The 
psychology of the G¢t¡  is r¡ga -dveÀa psychology and, as a psychology, the G¢t¡  itself is 
adequate and complete. When we are dealing with normal people, r¡ga-dveÀa 
psychology is enough. It implies an order, dharma -adharma , which is looked upon as 
Ì¿vara, the Lord, the giver of the fruits of action — all of which bring about a certain 
neutralisation of one's r¡ga-dveÀas. 

Taking care of r¡ga -dveÀas itself brings about a certain tranquillity, a cheerfulness 
to the mind. And as the cheerfulness increases, one's knowledge becomes clearer. 
Conversely, as the knowledge becomes clearer, one's cheerfulness increases. In other 
words, the pressure caused by r¡ga-dveÀas is less. Just as a bird requires both wings to 
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take off, so too, we require both wings — inquiry and a proper attitude — to glide into 
this knowledge. One wing is as important as the other. 

™……  x…∂…… ∫…¥…«¶…⁄i……x……∆ i…∫™……∆ V……M…Ãi… ∫…∆™…®…“* 
™…∫™……∆ V……O… i… ¶…⁄i…… x… ∫……  x…∂…… {…∂™…i……‰ ®…÷x…‰&** 69 ** 
y¡ ni¿¡ sarvabh£t¡n¡Æ tasy¡Æ j¡garti saÆyam¢ 
yasy¡Æ j¡grati bh£t¡ni s¡ ni¿¡ pa¿yato muneÅ   Verse 69 

∫…¥…«¶…⁄i……x……®…¬ sarvabh£t¡n¡m — for all beings; ™…… y¡ — that which;  x…∂…… ni¿¡ — night; 
i…∫™……®…¬ tasy¡m — in that; ∫…∆™…®…“ saÆyam¢ — one who has mastery over oneself (who is 
wise); V……M…Ãi… j¡garti — is awake; ™…∫™……®…¬ yasy¡m — that in which; ¶…⁄i…… x… bh£t¡ni — 
beings; V……O… i… j¡grati — are awake; ∫…… s¡ — that; {…∂™…i…& ®…÷x…‰& pa¿yata Å muneÅ — for 
the wise man who sees;  x…∂…… ni¿¡  — night  

In that which is night for all beings, the one who is wise, who has 
mastery over oneself, is awake. That, in which beings are awake, is night 
for the wise one who sees.  

K¤À¸a had been answering Arjuna's  question about how a person of wisdom, a 
sthitaprajµa , is defined and how such a person interacts with the world. Upon analysis, 
we find K¤À¸a's answer a very interesting one. First, he defined a sthitaprajµa as one 
who is happy with himself by himself and thereby one who is free from the hold of all 
desires. 

One who is able to give up all binding desires as they arise in one's mind, being 
happy with oneself, in oneself, is awake to the nature of oneself and is, therefore, wise. 
The wisdom of such a person is steady.  

Although Arjuna expressed the second part of his question with the words, ‘How 
does a wise person talk, sit, and walk?’ the spirit of his question was, ‘How does such a 
person interact with the world?’ Taking the spirit of Arjuna's question into account, 
K¤À¸a replied that one's wisdom is steady only when one's mind is no longer a problem. 

K¤À¸a  said that r¡ga-dveÀas are the cause for one's knowledge being stifled or 
inhibited. For the person whose sense organs are freed from r¡ga and dveÀa, and whose 
pursuits are not backed by r¡ga-dveÀas, the knowledge remains because he or she has a 
cheerful mind, a mind that is not in the hands of r¡ga-dveÀas. K¤À¸a then summed up by 
saying that for the one who has withdrawn the sense organs from the sense objects, the 
one who has the sense organs with oneself, if indeed this person has self -knowledge, that 
knowledge will be steady.  

Having said all this K¤À¸a was not very happy with his reply to Arjuna's question 
because he knew that to know whether or not another person is wise, you yourself must 
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be wise. How else are you going to know otherwise? Only a person who is wise knows 
what it takes to be wise. Arjuna thought that the characteristics of a wise person could 
be a kind of s¡dhana for him, a means for becoming wise. But how could he understand 
these characteristics if he himself was not wise? This is what K¤À¸a still had to convey 
to Arjuna. 

IGNORANCE AND KNOWLEDGE ARE LIKE NIGHT AND DAY 

K¤À¸a  had talked about the person who is happy with himself or herself and, since 
a mad man can also be happy with himself, he also pointed out that a sthitaprajµa  must 
have knowledge. Recognizing, however, that his description of a wise person was not 
complete, K¤À¸a adds this very interesting verse. In essence, what he says is that a wise 
person is like a wise person and the ‘other-wise’ cannot really understand such a person 
without becoming wise. He illustrated his point by saying that what is night for all 
people is day for a wise person who has the mind and senses with him or her. Such a 
person is called a saÆyam¢ here. The word yama  means mastery or control over the 
mind and senses, and saÆyam¢, one who has that mastery, along with knowledge. 

Further, K¤À¸a said, that which is day for everyone else is night for the wise 
person, called muni here. Muni means the one who sees things clearly, manana¿¢la . 
For this person of clear vision, the state that everyone else thinks of as day is night. In 
other words, when all beings are awake, the sthitaprajµa  sleeps. And when they are 
asleep, the wise person is awake.  

Does this mean, then, that one who is wise is some nocturnal being, like a bat, or a 
thief who prowls about at night? Not at all. Just as the darkness of night does not allow 
you to see objects as they are, night here represents darkness with reference to one's 
knowledge not being clear. The wise person is awake to what is night for all beings, the 
night of avidy¡ , ignorance. 

What is not known to people is called the sleep of night, the sleep of darkness, or 
ignorance, avidy¡ -nidr¡. In this sleep of ignorance, people are like somnambulists, 
sleepwalkers. This state is more than just sleep; these people are all dreamers. They are 
sleeping, but awake, just like in dream. They are awake and perform all kinds of 
activities, but still they are asleep because they are not awake to certain realities. 

If you are totally asleep or totally awake, you have no problem. The problem is 
when you are only half-awake, this being a state where mistakes are possible. In dream, 
a person is partly awake, meaning that there is some projection by the mind. The person 
is not identified with the body and the physical reality, but is identified with memories 
and thoughts, from which a dream world is set-up. 
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THE REALITY OF DUALITY 

In the dream world, everything is dual, dvaita for the person. The knower is 
distinct from the known; the known is distinct from the knower, and the knowledge, of 
course is distinct from the knower, being something that the knower has and for which 
there is distinct object, i.e., the known.  

This division in dream is a reality for the dreamer. But, upon waking, all the three 
— the knower, the known, and the knowledge — become one and the same. The known 
objects in the dream are not separate from knowledge. The knowledge is not separate 
from the knower; and the knower is not separate from the waker. All the three that 
belong to the dream resolve in to the waker, when the person who is dreaming wakes up. 
The waker was the knower, the known, and the knowledge in the dream. The knower is 
the waker. That is why one says, ‘I dreamt.’ The ¡tm¡, the self of the knower that 
obtained in the dream, obtains also in the waking state, as evidenced by the expression of 
the experience as, ‘I dreamt. I was the one who was dreaming.’ In the dream, however, 
everything is a reality. 

Even the Veda recognises duality, addressing you as a doer, a kart¡ . áa´kara 
discusses this in his commentary to this verse. The Veda tells you to perform certain 
karmas and it also tells you what you will gain by doing them. There are very specific 
differences mentioned also. It says, ‘This karma  will produce this result if it is done in 
this manner by this person at this time.’ Thus, rituals to be performed are set out in the 
Veda — all of which implies duality bec ause it addresses a kart¡ who is different from 
the karma  he does. 

The Veda that says you are the non-dual Brahman addresses you, in the earlier 
sections, as a person who wants certain results and who is going to get these results later. 
The connection between the person and the results is established by performing certain 
prescribed rituals, the result of which is pu¸ya. This pu¸ya  is what connects the person 
to the result. The people, rituals, and the results are all different and therefore constitute 
duality.  

Your perception also tells you that one object is different from another object. 
Perception gives rise to different types of knowledge and based on that knowledge you 
conclude that everything is different from you. The first part of the ¿ruti, as we have 
seen, also confirms this difference by addressing you as a doer and not as paraÆ 
brahma . If the Veda were to address you as paraÆ brahma, it could not ask you to 
perform action. Thus, it can only address you as a doer. 

The ¿ruti deals with the person who is available right now. You are now a doer 
and that doer is addressed. Further more, the doer is told that he or she will be an enjoyer 
later if certain karmas are performed. If they are not done, or not done properly, the 
person will have problems later. Even if a wrong action is done, the doer will still be an 
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enjoyer, but the ‘enjoyment’ will not be very pleasant! In this way, the ¿ruti keeps the 
person in view and talks about what is good and bad for the person, what should be done 
and what should be avoided.  

Thus, it looks as though the ¿ruti is for the doer alone and that duality is a reality. 
Naturally, then, the person looks upon himself or herself, in the waking state, as 
someone different from the world, just as in the dream. This is what is meant by the 
sleep of ignorance. Because of ignorance alone, the person is said to be sleeping. 
Sleeping here means that one is a dreamer. The person is not totally sleeping. He or she 
is awake doing various activities. There is even a valid pram¡¸a  available to the person, 
enabling him or her to know that certain actions are right and others are wrong. As long 
as this sleep of ignorance continues, everything is valid for the person in the waking 
state, just as it is in dream. One doer is different from every other doer and one enjoyer is 
different from every other enjoyer. 

The physical body is the place of enjoyment, the counter of experience from which 
you encounter the world; it is the point from which one operates. You are an enjoyer and 
a mosquito is also an enjoyer, you being the object of its enjoyment. Thus, you find there 
are many enjoyers and different kinds of enjoyments; there are different doers and 
different types of doing — all of which are valid. Therefore, pain and pleasure are valid. 
That I am a small person is valid. That I am someone who is struggling to prove myself 
to be somebody is valid. That the struggle never comes to an end is also valid.  

THE REALITY OF ONENESS 

Everything seems to be valid to those who see themselves as distinct. But, amidst 
all this validity, one thing alone is not known — the param¡rtha-tattva .The word 
tattva means reality and param¡rtha -tattva  is the ultimate reality, that which is the 
essential reality of everything. The differences that seem so real in dream and waking 
have no independent reality apart from this essential reality. What is essentially there, is 
only one thing and that is what I am — tad  aham asmi. The knower is myself, the 
known is myself, the knowledge is myself, the doer is myself, the doing is mys elf, and 
the done is myself. The world is myself and the knower of the world is also myself. That 
all three — knower, known, and knowledge — are myself is an entirely different vision 
altogether. In reality there is no difference whatsoever. 

For a wise person, the param¡rtha -tattva is one thing alone and it is oneself. This 
param¡rtha -tattva is not recognised by those who are not wise. For them, everything is 
real. This means that there is more than one reality for such people, which is why the 
world is alw ays too much for them. To think that everyone is different from you means 
that everyone is as real as you are. Words, too, will have their own realities so that 
everything is as real as everything else. Naturally, then, you find a world, which is dual. 
In other words, you experience saÆs¡ra. 
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While others are in this great sleep of ignorance, the wise person is awake to the 
param¡rtha -tattva. He or she is awake to the reality of the ‘I.’ the knowledge of which 
nullifies the division between the knower and the known since, in reality, there is no 
division. Therefore, ‘I am all of this — aham idaÆ sarvam .’ Previously, I was only one 
among the many. Now the vision is that, immanently, I am everything, and 
transcendentally, I am free from everything. To this fact, the wise person, the saÆyam¢, 
is awake. 

COMPARISON IS NOT POSSIBLE 

Those who are not wise are awake only to divisions. These divisions are very real 
for such people, whereas for the wise person, for the person of inquiry whose vision is 
very clear, any division is night. The saÆs¡ra that people complain about, he or she 
does not see at all. One person may say, ‘I am sad,’ but the wise person does not see any 
sadness. Others complain that the world is too much for them, but the wise person does 
not find it to be so. It is not that the world is too much. You are too much. You are 
everything. 

Therefore, ‘I am limitless — ahaÆ p£r¸aÅ ’ is the vision for the wise person, 
whereas other people say, ‘I am limited — ahaÆ p£r¸aÅ.’ This is their vision, which 
for the wise person is like night, because this is not their understanding at all. What is 
day to every one is night for the wise and what is night for every one else is like day for 
the wise. Thus wise are wise and the other -wise are other -wise. The other-wise do not 
know the wise and the wise do not see like the other-wise because night and day do not 
meet. They cannot co-exist, one being the opposite of the other. When the day breaks, 
night is gone. When night comes, day is gone. The day always ensures that night has 
gone before it comes. This is the role of the dawn. Lord Sun tells the dawn, Aru¸a , 
messenger of the sun, to go and make sure that the way is clear. Dawn then comes and 
clears the way. Thus, before the sun comes, night has already gone. In this way, the sun 
and the night do not meet. 

Here is my story about why the sun rises every morning. N¡rada, who is often 
found in mythological stories, was able to go to the gods without any particular passport 
or visa. Or, one could say that he had a cosmic passport, as it were, since he could go 
from one world, loka , to another. In this particular story, N¡rada went from the earth to 
the sun. The sun asked N¡rada  what the people thought of him on earth. ‘Oh! Lord sun,’ 
N¡rada  responded, ‘in India they do salutations to you in the early morning. Do you not 
see that when you come up?’ ‘Nowadays very few do it,’ the sun replied, ‘in the past, 
they did, but not now. But what is it that they say about me?’ N¡rada told him that 
everyone praises the sun, that when the sun comes out, everyone is happy. ‘You are 
always praised everywhere, Oh! sun, except, of course, in the Sahara Desert and Saudi 
Arabia!’ 
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‘What did you see that you liked on the earth?’ the sun then asked N¡rada . In 
response, N¡rada  told him that there was one person whom he thought the sun should 
see someone that he had never seen before. ‘Everyone praises you as omniscient, but I 
would have to say that you are not omniscient because there is someone I think you have 
never seen’ ‘What!’ the sun exclaimed. ‘I am not omniscient! I am the sun. I see 
everything. Who is it that you think I have not seen?’ 

‘There is one lady called Miss Darkness,’ N¡rada told him. ‘Where is this Miss 
Darkness?’ the sun then asked. ‘You can see her on the earth,’ N¡rada replied. ‘Where 
will I find her right now?’ asked the sun. ‘She is in India. If you go there, you will see 
her,’ N¡rada told him. Eager to see Miss Darkness, the sun rose in the eastern sky. But 
Miss Darkness had gone to the west, to the Antipodes, the opposite side of the globe. 

The sun then became angry. He really wanted to meet this woman and so he set 
out after her again. But when he went to the Antipodes, Miss Darkness had already gone 
to the other side and when he went to that side, she was again on the opposite side. In 
this way, the sun continued to move around trying to find Miss Darkness and is still 
doing so, even today. When he comes to the east, Miss Darkness goes to the west. When 
he goes to the west, she comes to the east. They never meet each other, just as day and 
night never meet each other, because they are opposites. You cannot even compare the 
two; thus, it can only be said that the sun is like the sun and darkness is like darkness. 

THE VISION OF THE WISE AND THE OTHER-WISE 

So too, a wise person is like a wise person, which means that no comparison is 
possible. Therefore, Arjuna did not become wiser by K¤À¸a's statement. For the wise 
person, what is reality is limitless. Oneself being everything is reality. The reality is that 
Ì¿vara is myself. For other people, Ì¿vara is located somewhere, in heaven perhaps, and 
is only a matter of belief. He sends people down and then meddles in their affairs, they 
think. People have so many kinds of beliefs, because, for them, the statement, ‘I am 
everything,’ is not a reality. Therefore, there are all kinds of conjectures, speculations, 
faiths, and beliefs. We find that for the ignorant, the ajµ¡n¢s, everything is guesswork, 
whereas for the jµ¡n¢, the wise person, there is no problem. The jµ¡n¢  sees no problem 
at all, whereas for the other person, everything is a problem. 

For the wise person, everything is a glory. The physical body, the mind, and the 
world are all glories, vibh£tis  — my glories, mama vibh£tayaÅ. I am the food eaten, 
aham annam, and again I am also the eater of the food, aham  ann¡daÅ. I am the 
thinker and I am the object of thought. I am free from all these, also. The ignorant are 
asleep to this vision of the reality and the wise are asleep to what the ignorant are awake 
to. 
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This is something like one person seeing a snake and another person seeing a rope 
in the same object. The person seeing the snake sweats and shivers in fear. Even the 
sound of the snake's rattle is heard by this person in spite of the fact that there is no 
snake. There is only a rope mistaken for a snake. Once a snake is seen, everything else 
comes along with it — the sound of the rattle, the sight of its head rising, and so on. For 
this person, the snake is a reality, whereas for the other person, all that is there is a piece 
of rope — and he or she does not see what the frightened person is fretting about. The 
one who sees the rope as rope will either treat the other person with compassion or 
simply walk away because he or she does not see a problem. Even if a person is told that 
there is a snake, he or she will only reply that there is no snake, there is only the rope.  

TO KNOW A WISE PERSON, YOU NEED TO BE WISE  

This is strictly a matter of two different visions. How, then, is Arjuna going to 
understand a wise person? K¤À¸a was saying here that he could only do so by being 
wise. There is no other way. Being ignorant, you want to understand a wise person. In 
fact, there is really no such thing as a wise person. Wisdom is you. You are the wisdom. 
The wise person is one who knows himself or herself and if you know yourself you are a 
wise person. And until you know yourself, how are you going to understand a wise 
person? To be a wise person you have to be wise. There is no other way, then, of 
knowing the wise person.  

In response to Arjuna's request for a description of a wise person, Lord K¤À¸a 
told him, the verse under study, that it takes wisdom alone to be a wise person. The wise 
person is a wise person; he or she is awake to a reality to which everyone else is 
sleeping. This answer could only have created despair in Arjuna because he wanted to 
know the characteristics of a wise person so that, by emulating them, he himself would 
become wise. 

 The sleep of ignorance that prevents one from knowing a wise person was 
explained further by áa´kara  in his commentary on this verse. For the wise person, 
there is no activity because he or she no longer takes himself or herself to be a doer. This 
applies not only to the performance of Vedic rituals and prayers, vaidika-vyavah¡ra , 
but to worldly activities, laukika-vyavah¡ra  as well, such as eating, cooking, 
dishwashing, bathing, laundering, vacuuming, and conducting business. The notions, ‘I 
am doing this, I am the doer,’ are no longer there. 

TO PERFORM ACTION I HAVE TO KNOW 'I AM A DOER'  

When you look upon yourself as a doer, you perform rituals and if you do not 
perform them, you will do something else. And this something else may incur sin. With 
reference to the performance of rituals, then, the Veda only addresses the person who 
takes himself or herself to be the doer. 
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A brahmac¡r¢, a student, has to have the notion, ‘I am a brahmac¡r¢,’ in order to 
perform the karma enjoined for brahmac¡r¢s by the Veda. If a br¡hma¸a is enjoined 
to do certain karma, then the person doing it must look upon himself or herself as a 
br¡hma¸a . The same thing applies to other var¸as and ¡¿ramas. The Veda does not 
say that sat-cit-¡nanda  should perform karma . It says that a br¡hma¸a , a brahmac¡r¢, 
or a married person, a g¤hastha , should perform karmas. 

Karma , then, is enjoined only for the one who looks upon oneself as something or 
other such as — ‘I am this, I am that,’ etc. It is not meant for the person who has jµ¡na , 
in whom self-knowledge has taken place. Once this knowledge has dawned, it stays. 
Self-knowledge is not a dawning knowledge; it is a fully blazing, mid-day sun. In the 
wake of this knowledge, worldly and scriptural karmas both go away because all 
activity, vyavah¡ra, is born out of the notion, ‘I am the doer.’ 

Unless you consider yourself a doer, you cannot perform scriptural or worldly 
activities, activity itself being a product of self-ignorance. But, for the one who has 
self-knowledge, this ignorance is not there and, thus, it is said that the vyavah¡ra, all 
activity, goes away. 

KNOWLEDGE REMOVES THE NOTION OF DOERSHIP  

Does knowledge remove the product of ignorance or does it remove the ignorance 
itself? áa´kara deals with this question in his commentary on this verse. When 
knowledge takes place, the ignorance is removed. This knowledge, which is of the nature 
of a discriminative understanding between the real and the unreal, ¡tma-
an¡tma-viveka -jµ¡na, is opposed to ignorance. Thus, when self-knowledge takes place, 
self-ignorance goes away. And when ignorance goes away, its broods, its products, also 
go away. 

To take the classic example of the seeing of the rope as a snake, ignorance of the 
rope produces a snake. When the rope ignorance goes away, the snake also goes away. 
And when, we may ask, does the rope ignorance go? When the rope is seen, when it is 
known. Rope ignorance will go only in the wake of rope knowledge. Therefore, rope 
knowledge is the opposite of rope ignorance. When rope ignorance goes, anything that 
was there due to that ignorance will also go because when the cause of a problem is 
removed, the symptoms also disappear. Similarly, for the person who has knowledge, all 
activity is gone. Such a person becomes a sarva -karma-sanny¡s¢, one who renounces 
all karma. 

The Veda sets out the karmas that have to be done and áa´kara clarifies as to 
who has to do them — the person who has such notions as ‘I am a brahmac¡r¢,’ ‘I am a 
br¡hma¸a ,’ ‘I am a married person,’ ‘I am bound by time, spring, new moon day, full 
moon day, morning, evening.’ The one who has these kinds of notions about himself or 
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herself, the one who thinks that he or she is time-bound, place-bound, and group-bound, 
is the person whom the ¿ruti, the Veda, addresses with reference to the performance of 
rituals. 

If the person knows ‘I am sat-cit-¡nanda,’ the ¿ruti does not address him or he r 
at all. In fact, it says that you are sat-cit-¡nanda, but it reserves this particular statement 
for the last chapter, which is what we call Ved¡nta. Until then, the Veda talks 
exclusively about rituals and meditation, all of which are dvaita, dual. Only at the end of 
all this does it say, ‘You are that Brahman, tat tvam asi.’ 

WHY SHOULD I PERFORM KARMA? 

The question may then be asked, ‘Why did the ¿ruti not say this in the beginning?’ 
If it had done so, I need not have done all this karma. I did the morning and evening 
prayers because the Veda said to do them and I had faith in the Veda. Now I find that 
these karmas have become a colossal waste because, at the end of it all, the Veda tells 
me that I am Brahman  and that karma is of no use. If karma will not give me mokÀa , 
why did it not say so in the beginning?’ 

The reason the Veda does not tell you right in the beginning that you are 
Brahman  is because you have to be ready for this knowledge. By performing karma 
you are able to eventually get to the last chapter of the Veda and understand what it says. 
By not performing karma  you will be neither a jµ¡n¢  nor a devout person. You will only 
be driftwood with no moorings whatsoever. The rule is that those who are not ready for 
the knowledge should not be disturbed with it. We will see this later in the G¢t¡. Instead, 
people are encouraged to perform karma in order to prepare their minds for the 
knowledge. They are told about svarga , heaven, in the beginning, so that they will 
perform the enjoined rituals for gaining svarga. In this way, they will definitely avoid 
p¡pa , and pu¸ya  will follow. The person who performs karma will have a value for 
dharma -adharma, right and wrong, and will come to believe that there is an ¡tm¡ , a 
self, other than the body. That much is enough in the beginning. 

Once you respect dharma-adharma , the ability to discriminate between the real 
and the unreal will not be far behind. To respect dharma-adharma is not to be swayed 
by your r¡ga -dveÀas. Therefore, the pressure of r¡ga-dveÀas will be less. This is what is 
meant by viveka. Viveka begins as soon as you start to question what is what. First, there 
is an internal leisure and then viveka naturally comes. Once viveka  is there, you will 
naturally turn to Ved¡nta . Only in this way can you proc eed properly. Therefore, as long 
as self- ignorance is there, one should perform karma, whereas once there is self-
knowledge, there is renunciation of karma, sarva -karma -sanny¡sa. 

áa´kara  repeats this argument throughout his commentary on the G¢t¡ . This is 
because there was a notion, prevalent in his day, that the Veda enjoins one to do karma 
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and, at the same time, to gain the knowledge that ‘I am Brahman.’ This position 
maintains that both will give you mokÀa, and is refuted by áa´kara at every 
opportunity.  

Or, if either karma  or jµ¡na  is adequate for mokÀa why should anyone do the 
other? If mokÀa  is something that I produce, why do I need jµ¡na? And, if karma is not 
going to produce mokÀa, there is no reason to do karma. If I am Brahman  and I merely 
need to know it, which is áa´kara's contention, then jµ¡na is mokÀa , and I do not need 
to do anything. Thus, the question, why should one do karma? The answer is that one 
performs karma in order to purify the mind, for  citta -¿uddhi. Citta means ‘mind.’ We 
have seen the word ¿uddhi with reference  to r¡ga -dveÀas.  

Reality is already accomplished; it is not something to be created. Reality is. 
Whatever the reality, that is what is. It is a thing to be recognised. Therefore even if you 
do millions of karmas, you do not create the reality that exists. Because of the 
prevalence in áa´kara's time of the synthesis argument of combining karma and 
jµ¡na, he goes all out to clarify the difference between karma and jµ¡na . 

There are certain topics that every teacher has to highlight, given the views of his 
or her time. In áa´kara's time, the jµ¡na-karma-samuccaya -v¡da, the contention that 
mokÀa is not gained by knowledge alone, but by a combination of knowledge and action. 
was widespread. Therefore, he found it necessary to refute it by continually pointing out 
the fallacies in it. This is the job of a teacher. Here, also, áa´kara points out that karma 
applied only until knowledge comes. For one who does not have knowledge, the karma 
enjoined by the Veda is a valid pram¡¸a, whereas for the wise person, it is not. Once 
the jµ¡na is there, the person is a simple sanny¡s¢ , one who is not a doer and therefore 
one for whom no karma is enjoined by any ¿¡stra. 

A WISE PERSON CANNOT BE EMULATED BASED ON ACTION 

Since a wise person does not do karma, you cannot emulate him or her. You 
cannot say that because he or she does not do karma, you will not do karma . The wise 
person does not perform karma because the need to do so is no longer there. Because 
you still need to perform karma, you cannot imitate a wise person in this respect.  

K¤À¸a  did not say that the wise person is one who does not do any karma . To say 
that this person has no duty whatsoever could be interpreted by a mumukÀu in such a 
way that he or she would not live a life of karma-yoga and, instead, would become 
nothing more than a lazy person. This is why K¤À¸a  pointed out here that, for a wise 
person, night is what is day for everyone else, meaning that no karma  is enjoined. What 
is a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a , for you is not a pram¡¸a  for the wise person. In 
fact, what K¤À¸a was saying here is that for the wise, there is no pram¡¸a at all. Even 
the usefulness of the last pram¡¸a, Ved¡nta, is over for them. 
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Ved¡nta says that you are Brahman. Until you know this, Ved¡nta is a pram¡¸a 
and afterwards it, too, becomes mithy¡. With knowledge, there is no means of 
knowledge, known, or knower, the differences between these three having been 
swallowed. The pram¡¸a , the means of knowledge, is gone; it is Brahman , as are the 
pram¡t¡, the knower, and the prameya , the object to be known. The very knower is 
cancelled by the knowledge that says you are not a knower. 

RESOLUTION OF THE KNOWER, KNOWN, KNOWLEDGE 

áa´kara  says that the final pram¡¸a, the statement, tat tvam asi, itself goes 
away, having dismissed the pram¡¸a. An example generally given to illustrate how the 
knowledge works is the method of using a thorn to remove the thorn that is lodged in 
one's foot. Once the thorn is removed, we discard both the thorns. There is also a more 
interest ing example used. When a body is cremated, a huge funeral pyre is made out of 
wood. If the person who died was rich, the pyre will be made of sandalwood, but this is 
the only difference. 

When the pyre is ready, the body is placed on it, covered with husks and small 
pieces of wood, and then the fire is lit. Once the body has caught fire, the people who 
came for the ritual all go away. But the ritual itself is still incomplete and continues the 
next day when the person performing the ritual comes to pick up the ashes and bones. 
This person is either the departed one's eldest son or a cousin, someone who is closely 
related. When this person comes to pick up the ashes, there should be no portion of the 
body left unburned. It must be burnt thoroughly; there should be nothing remaining but 
the ashes and bones. Until this happens, the ritual is incomplete. 

The person in charge of the cremation ground is the one who must ensure that the 
body is completely burned. Because the body is not to be touched and, being in the fire, 
cannot be handled. A stick is used for this purpose. Once the person is sure that the body 
is completely burnt, he throws the stick into the funeral fire. Having done its job, the 
stick also gets burnt.  

Similarly, the statement, ‘You are That — tat tvam asi,’ is a pram¡¸a . The 
pram¡t¡, the knower, you, the j¢va , is told, ‘You are Brahman .’ If you are Brahman , 
there is no knower. After this knowledge takes place, the pram¡t¡  is just an ‘as though’ 
pram¡t¡. There is no real pram¡t¡  any more. When the knower is told, ‘You are not a 
knower — You are Brahman,’ the knower is sublated. And when the knower is not 
there, where is the pram¡¸a? It too goes. All three, the knower, known, and means of 
knowledge are understood to be Brahman. 

All duality goes in the wake of this knowledge, including the knower, the known, 
and the knowledge itself. The known, the prameya , is gone because there is nothing to 
know. Once knowledge takes place, all three — pram¡t¡ , prameya, and pram¡¸a — 
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become meaningless. Therefore, all the knower -known-knowledge activities resolve in 
the wake of the knowledge that I am Brahman . This is what K¤À¸a meant when he said 
that what is day for everyone else is night for the wise person. This was alone conveyed 
by áa´kara  in his commentary. All translations, therefore, should be read with this 
meaning in mind.  

EMULATE THE VALUES OF A WISE PERSON 

Any description of a person of steady wisdom, sthitaprajµa , is useless, really 
speaking. We can only talk about the wisdom, prajµ¡ , that makes a person wise. Unless 
you have this wisdom yourself, you cannot understand what a wise person is. A 
mah¡tm¡  knows a mah¡tm¡, whereas one who is not a mah¡tm¡  cannot appreciate a 
mah¡tm¡ . Therefore, any description, other than an unfoldment of the wisdom that 
makes such a person wise, is really meaningless. But, still, Arjuna wanted a description. 
He also wanted to know how a wise person reacts to the world. In his response, K¤À¸a 
told Arjuna certain things, including the fact that one cannot emulate a wise person, 
except insofar as values are concerned.  

The wise person may not perform Vedic rituals. For such a person, these karmas 
are no longer necessary because the previous performance of the scriptural injunctions 
has found its fulfillment in wisdom. Whether the person has taken sanny¡sa  or not, he 
or she is a sarva-karma-sanny¡s¢. The doership is already negated in the person. There 
is no real doer. And when there is no real doer, there is no real karma. In this way, the 
wise person is not bound by duty of any kind. 

To emulate a wise person, therefore, is dangerous. K¤À¸a mentioned the mind, 
values, control, and mastery of a wise person because these alone are to be emulated. In 
this way, K¤À¸a confirmed for Arjuna  that the characteristics of a wise person, as 
demonstrated in his or her interactions in day-to-day life, can become the means, the 
s¡dhana, for a seeker. 

Finally, K¤À¸a  said that a wise person is as different from an ajµ¡n¢  as day is from 
night, meaning that there is no way of unfolding what a wise person is. What is night for 
all the people is day for the wise and what is day for them is night to the wise. Arjuna 
was bound to be flabbergasted by this. He was definitely not going to be any wiser for 
having heard this particular verse. Therefore, out of sympathy and compassion, K¤À¸a 
followed his night-and-day example with another example, an illustration that Arjuna 
could hold on to and one that would enable him to appreciate, in a way, what a wise 
person is. 

+…{…⁄™…«®……h…®…S…ôÙ|… i…¢∆ˆ ∫…®…÷p˘®……{…& |… ¥…∂…Œxi… ™…u˘i…¬* 
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¡p£ryam¡¸amacalapratiÀ¶haÆ  
samudram¡paÅ pravi¿anti yadvat 

tadvatk¡m¡ yaÆ pravi¿anti sarve  
sa ¿¡ntim¡pnoti na k¡mak¡m¢    Verse 70 

+…{…⁄™…«®……h…®…¬ ¡p£ryam¡¸am — brimful; +S…ôÙ|… i…¢ˆ®…¬ acalapratiÀ¶ham — without any 
motion, well-grounded; ∫…®…÷p˘®…¬ samudram — into this ocean; +…{…& ¡paÅ — waters; ™…u˘i…¬ 
yadvat — just as; |… ¥…∂…Œxi… pravi¿anti — enter; i…u˘i…¬ tadvat — so too; ∫…¥…Ê sarve — all; 
EÚ…®……& k¡m¡Å — objects; ™…®…¬ yam — the one (the wise person) into whom; |… ¥…∂…Œxi… 
praviÀanti — enter; ∫…& saÅ  — he; ∂……Œxi…®…¬ ¿¡ntim  — peace; +…{…Ó…‰ i… ¡pnoti — gains; 
EÚ…®…EÚ…®…“ k¡mak¡m¢ — the desirer of objects; x… na  — not  

Just as water flows into the ocean that is brim ful and still, so too, the wise 
person into whom all objects enter, gains peace, (remains unchanged); 
whereas, the desirer of objects does not gain peace.  

There are two adjectives describing the ocean in this verse. The first one, 
¡p£ryam¡¸am, refers to the ocean being totally filled with water. It requires no more 
water to be full because it is already filled to the brim. The second adjective, 
acalapratiÀ¶ham, describes the ocean as not moving from place to place in the same 
way that a river does, for exam ple. Thus, the ocean is not only full but, being without 
motion, it is also well-grounded. 

The verse also gives some more information about the ocean. While a pond 
depends upon a source of water for its existence, the ocean does not depend upon any 
other source of water for its fullness. It does not depend upon the rain for its oceanness, 
unlike the rain clouds that depend upon the evaporation of the ocean water for their 
cloudness. Nor does the ocean depend upon any entry of water. It does not become an 
ocean because river water enters into it. Thus, to be brimful, it depends on no other 
factor, no other source of water. The glory of the ocean, then, is within itself alone.  

Water enters the ocean from all sides in the form of rain and rivers. But does the 
entry of these various forms of water bring about any change in the fullness of the 
ocean? If it does, then we can say that the ocean is not full, that it depends upon other 
sources for its oceanness. And if no change is brought about by the water entering into it, 
then the ocean is full by itself and the non-entry of water will make no difference in its 
fullness. 

By itself, then, the ocean is full of water. Because it does not depend upon any 
source of water for its fullness, neither the non-entry nor the entry of water makes any 
difference to it. The ocean is not after the entry of water nor is it afraid of water entering 
into it. It has no fear of becoming flooded and thereby losing it's name, ocean. Nor, in 
order to be ocean, does it covet water.  
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A pond, on the other hand, does depend upon rain or some other water to be a 
pond. If a pond is dependent upon a particular spring underneath it for instance, all that 
is required for it not to be a pond is for someone to put bore wells all around. The water 
table will go down, the spring will go dry, and there will be no water in the pond. A pond 
can also cease to be a pond if too much water enters into it. If its banks are broken, there 
will be water everywhere. No one will know where the pond is, unless they are wading 
in the water and suddenly step into it! Therefore, a pond will no longer be called a pond 
if there is too much water entering into it or if no water enters into it at all. Such changes 
are possible for a pond, whereas an ocean undergoes no change whatsoever, regardless 
of whether water enters or does not enter. 

THE WISE PERSON  

Just as the fullness of the ocean is not affected by the entry or non-entry of water, 
so too the wise person's peace of mind is not affected by objects that enter the mind. 
These objects enter into such a person just as water enters the ocean. But he or she is not 
affected by them because, like the ocean, the wise person is full — for no other reason 
than fullness being his or her own nature.  

Everyone has this sense of fullnes s, if only for the time being, when something 
desirable happens. But, eventually, the person finds himself or herself not full. A wise 
person, on the other hand, does not depend on anything for his or her fullness because 
the self is already full, like the ocean. The self is ¡nanda; it has no limit. Thus, 
recognition of the self is the very reason for the person's being full. ‘I am’ is fullness. I 
am fullness. If I am fullness, then the meaning of the word ‘I’ is not found in a limited 
factor like the body,  mind, or senses. 

Therefore, the ‘I’ should be understood as it is — and it happens to be ¡nanda . 
The wise person is one who is happy without depending upon any object or situation. 
Like the ocean, he or she is full by his or her own glory, by his or her own nature. The 
fullness of a wise person, the ¡nanda of the person, is not going to increase because of 
the entry of some desirable objects. And if such desirable objects do not enter, the wise 
person does not lose anything. In either case, no change is br ought about in the person. 
He or she remains unchanged. 

If desirable objects enter into the head of a person who is not full, they create 
havoc in the person because they have to be gained, experienced, or owned and there 
may be no way of doing so. Therefo re, the person smarts, sweats, frets, and fumes. When 
a person looks upon himself or herself as one who is lacking, desires only cause 
problems. And, if such a person is told to give up all desires, he or she cannot do it. 
Unless one is full, desires cannot be given up. They go away only when the person is 
full. Even if desires do enter the head of a wise person, they do not create any problems 
because whether the desires are fulfilled or not it is all the same to the person.  
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THE DEMISE OF ONE'S EMOTIONAL YO-YO 

The word k¡ma in this verse is taken to mean objects — k¡myate iti k¡maÅ (they 
are desired and therefore called k¡mas). If a person does not know that he or she is 
¡nanda , the person is elated when desirable objects enter and dejected when undesirable 
objects enter. Whereas, for the wise person, there is no difference. He or she is ¿¡nti 
alone, meaning that there is no change in the person whatsoever. The emotional yo -yo is 
no longer there for him or her. There may be a ripple of laughter or even roaring laughter 
sometimes, just as the ocean seems to be very ecstatic at certain times and simply 
smiling at other times. There can be a smile, a laugh or tranquillity.  

For the ocean, the small waves are its smiles and the huge breakers are its roaring 
laughter. If it is not roaring with laughter or smiling, is the ocean gone? No, it is tranquil 
in its fullness. Therefore, it is the fullness that is laughing, the fullness already being 
there. It can be a laughing fullness, a smiling fullness, or a tranquil fullness. 

The other person mentioned in this verse, the k¡mak¡m¢, is one who has desires, 
This is not to say that he or she has a desire for desires. No one wants to have a desire for 
desires, but this person definitely has desires for desirable objects. Into this person's 
mind, also, sense objects enter; the world enters. When the desirable enters, there is 
elation and when the undesirable enters, there is depression. In this way, the emotions of 
the person go up and down like a yo -yo. 

If a wise person can be likened to an ocean, the other -wise can certainly be likened 
to a miserable pond that we just saw in the example. When the rains come, there will be 
water. Provided there is not too much water or too little, the pond will remain. But if it is 
flooded or all its water dries up, the pond is gone. Similarly, for one who has binding 
desires, the entry and non-entry of desirable and undesirable objects bring about 
changes, which is not the case for the wise person. This verse, then, gave Arjuna  some 
hope. The previous verse was a real description of a wise person in the sense that it takes 
wisdom for you to be wise and, therefore, you had better gain this wisdom. This was 
then followed by the illustration in the present verse, which likened the wise person to an 
ocean. Let all the desirable and undesirable objects enter, like so much water into the 
ocean! The wise person remains full and the k¡mak¡m¢ does not. 

K¤À¸a  was telling Arjuna here that the one who has binding desires will always 
have problems and that by  this illustration Arjuna would know what a wise man is like. 
Having said this, K¤À¸a  then summed up the section on the sthitaprajµa, as well as the 
entire chapter, in the next two verses. 

 ¥…Ω˛…™… EÚ…®……x…¬ ™…& ∫…¥……«x…¬ {…÷®……∆ù…Æ˙ i…  x…&∫{…fiΩ˛&* 
 x…®…«®……‰  x…Æ˙Ω˛?Û…Æ˙& ∫… ∂……Œxi…®… v…M…SUÙ i… ** 71 ** 
vih¡ya k¡m¡n yaÅ sarv¡n pum¡Æ¿carati niÅsp¤haÅ 
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nirmamo niraha´k¡raÅ sa ¿¡ntimadhigacchati   Verse 71 

™…& yaÅ — the one who; {…÷®……x…¬ pum¡n — person; ∫…¥……«x…¬ sarv¡n — all; EÚ…®……x…¬ k¡m¡n  — 
binding desires;  ¥…Ω˛…™… vih¡ya  — having given up;  x…∫{…fiΩ˛& nisp¤haÅ — devoid of 
longing;  x…®…«®…& nirmamaÅ — without the sense of ‘mine’;  x…Æ˙Ω˛?Û…Æ˙& niraha´k¡raÅ  — 
without the sense of limited ‘I’; S…Æ˙ i… carati — moves around; ∫…& saÅ — he; ∂……Œxi…®…¬ 
¿¡ntim — peace; + v…M…SUÙ i… adhigacchati — gains  

Having given up all binding desires, the person who moves around, 
devoid of longing, without the sense of limited ‘I’ and ‘mine,’ gains 
peace.  

The wise person is one who has given up all binding desires and who moves freely 
in the world. Whether the person is a king like Janaka or a sanny¡s¢ like áa´kara , 
there is no difference in the freedom of the person. The longing for this or that is gone 
because the person is happy with himself or herself. There is no more longing for 
situations in order to be secure and happy. Therefore, the sense of ‘mine’ is no longer 
there. Such a person does not have this kind of attachment to anyone or anything. 

People hold on to certain people and certain objects and look upon them as ‘mine.’ 
They are like children, who say, ‘Do not touch this. Do not take it away from me. This is 
my toy.’ The only difference between the ‘mine’ we had as children and the ‘mine’ we 
have as adults is that the toys have been replaced with other, more sophisticated objects. 
In fact, we are nothing but bearded, grown-up children. The ‘mine -ness’ never goes; 
only objects are replaced. Thus, with reference to a few things and people, we say, ‘This 
is mine.’ 

THERE IS NO 'I ' OR 'MINE '  

However, when I see that the whole thing, everything, is myself alone, everything 
changes. I am the father, the mother, and all the places. When everything is myself, there 
is no ‘mine.’ ‘Mine’ means that ‘yours,’ ‘his,’ and ‘hers’ are also there. These are the 
reasons for all your problems. You become small in your own eyes. When ‘I’ and ‘mine’ 
are no longer there, because you know ‘I am all of this,’ you are wise.  

When you say, ‘I am all of this’ the sense of ‘mine’ is gone. The ‘I’ sense is also 
gone because when everything is me, there is no ‘I.’ People think this is vanity, but 
vanity only exists when you are small. When you say, ‘I am everything,’ there is no 
vanity. Vanity is only with reference to comparison and pride. When you take yourself to 
be ‘this much,’ there is quantifying in terms of your possessions, your capacity, your 
skills, and so on. Then there is aha´k¡ra, ego. But when the ego is bloated to such an 
extent that ‘I am everything,’ there is no aha´k¡ra  at all! There is only reality, 
knowledge, Brahman. 
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Aha´k¡ra is nothing but a notion, the ‘I’ notion. When the reality is ‘I am 
everything,’ there is no ego. Ego is only when you compare yourself with another 
person, and say, ‘He does not have as much as I have’ is ego. But there is no other 
person at all. All that is there is me. There is no ego, no doer; there is only aham, ‘I.’ 
That, ‘I am a doer’ is a notion, whereas ‘I’ is the self. Therefore, the person under  
discussion in this verse is one who has no ‘I’ or ‘mine’ sense because everything is 
himself or herself. If everything is oneself, where is the question of having a desire? 
Knowing this, then, the wise person has no binding desires.  

HOW A WISE PERSON LIVES IN THE WORLD  

The use of the word, carati, here is very beautiful. The wise person does not run 
away from the world. Where would he or she go anyway? Having given up all binding 
desires, such a person continues to live in the world and may engage himself or herself in 
a variety of activities. But the activity itself means nothing. The person gains only ¿¡nti, 
meaning that he or she never changes. Other people move around because of the pressure 
of their desires, whereas the wise person is free from such binding, pressurising desires.  

People who are impelled by desires will say, ‘This has to be done; only then can I 
be happy!’ The only difference between a wise person and these people is that the wise 
person is motivated but not driven by his or her desires. In spite of moving around and 
being active in the world, there is no appreciable inner change brought about in the 
person either by desire or by its outcome.  

When the world enters into the sthitaprajµa, the person is ¿¡nta. And when he or 
she enters into the world, engaging in the activities of the world, then also there is 
nothing but ¿anti. This was said because of a doubt that can arise here. It is fine to say 
that the sthitaprajµa is full and when the world enters into such a person, it merely 
resolves into his or her fullness. He or she just sits in one place in this fullness and 
whatever world enters int o the person, ¿anti alone prevails. What about the wise person 
who is active? Activity does not change the person's wisdom. There is no change 
because there is no doership or enjoyership, no ‘I’ notion, in the person. á¡nti alone 
remains. 

Let the person be engaged in the world or let the world enter into the person. 
Either way, it is the same. Whether he or she is enjoying or doing, there is ¿anti. When 
the world enters into the person or the person does something, he or she does not become 
an enjoyer or a doer. Enjoyership and doership are both negated in the wise person. 
Although there is a seeming enjoyership and doership, essentially, they are not there. 
This is what we call b¡dhita, meaning that, through knowledge, the reality of doership 
and enjoyership, centred on ‘I.’ is sublated. 
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When K¤À¸a talked to Arjuna and when áa´kara wrote his commentaries, there 
was doership. But neither K¤À¸a  nor áa´kara  looked upon themselves as the doer. 
Doership, for the wise person, is just doing. The notion, ‘I am the doer,’ is not there. This 
means that the sthitaprajµa continues to be Brahman . Therefore, K¤À¸a  concluded.  

Bπ…… •……¿“ Œ∫l… i…& {……l…« x…Ëx……∆ |……{™…  ¥…®…÷¡ i…* 
Œ∫l…i¥……∫™……®…xi…EÚ…ô‰Ù% {… •…¿ x…¥……«h…®…fiSUÙ i…** 72 ** 
eÀ¡ br¡hm¢ sthitiÅ p¡rtha nain¡Æ pr¡pya vimuhyati 
sthitv¡sy¡mantak¡le'pi brahmanirv¡¸am¤cchati   Verse 72 

{……l…« p¡rtha — Oh! Son of P¤th¡ (Arjuna); Bπ…… eÀ¡  — this; •……¿“ Œ∫l… i…& br¡hm¢ sthitiÅ 
— the state of being in Brahman; Bx……®…¬ en¡m — this; |……{™… pr¡pya — having gained; x… 
 ¥…®…÷¡ i… na vimuhyati — is not deluded; +xi…EÚ…ô‰Ù antak¡le  — at the end of life; + {… 
api — even; +∫™……®…¬ asy¡m — therein; Œ∫l…i¥…… sthitv¡ — remaining; •…¿ x…¥……«h…®…¬ 
brahma-nirv¡¸am — liberation; @ÒSUÙ i… ¤cchati — gains 

This is what is meant by being steady in Brahman, Oh! P¡rtha. Having 
gained this, one is not deluded. Remaining therein, even at the end of 
one's life, one gains liberation.  

The steady knowledge, jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡, that had been the topic of K¤À¸a's teaching 
from the beginning, is steadfastness in Brahman, brahma-niÀ¶h¡. In between, 
karma-yoga  was pointed out and Arjuna's question concerning the definition of a 
sthitaprajµa  was answered, this same steady wisdom being again mentioned. 
Jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ means steady knowledge and brahma-niÀ¶ha is one whose knowledge is 
that ¡tm¡ is Brahman. It is this knowledge, called brahma -niÀ¶h¡ , that is being praised 
here in the last verse of the second chapter. 

Sthiti refers to this niÀ¶h¡, or steadfastness in the knowledge. Addressing Arjuna 
as P¡rtha , the son of P¤th¡ , K¤À¸a  told Arjuna that being a sthitaprajµa is the state, 
sthiti, of being in Brahman, born of the knowledge of Brahman. However, once we 
use the word ‘state,’ there is a problem because, being only a state, it will not always be 
the same. Previously, something was not and now this something is, in a particular state. 
Later, using the same logic, it will be lost when another state is gained, just as the 
previous state was lost when this state was gained.  

When the waking state goes, dream comes. When the dream -state goes, sleep 
comes. When sleep also goes, waking comes. When this particular life is gone, another 
life comes. Because of centrifugal force, we fin d that certain things are in a particular 
state or position and when the force is gone, they are no more in the same position. 
Similarly, any state is subject to loss, subject to change. Otherwise, it would not be 
called a state.  
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It is important to note that we are not discussing sam¡dhi here, which is a state. 
The question about what happens after one comes out of sam¡dhi often arises. The final 
stage of sam¡dhi, wherein there are no thought modifications whatsoever, the 
nirvikalpa-sam¡dhi, is a state and,  therefore, will be lost. 

Since K¤À¸a  used the word sthiti here, one may question how long this state will 
last, if indeed it is ever gained. The word ‘state’ is used in this verse only for want of a 
better word and does not mean something that will be los t. This niÀ¶h¡ is knowledge, 
knowledge of Brahman. It is not that ¡tm¡ goes into Brahman and sits there. All that is 
there is ¡tm¡ , the self, and the self happens to be Brahman. Therefore, it is something 
to be understood.  

KNOWLEDGE OF BRAHMAN IS NOT A STATE  

There is no Brahman  other than ¡tm¡ . Ëtm¡  is Brahman. If ¡tm¡  is Brahman, 
it is a matter for understanding. It is not a state; it is knowledge, gaining which the 
person is no more deluded. Because knowledge is not a state, the wise person never dons 
the cloak of delusion again. Therefore, one's old ignorance does not come back. Such 
notions that were based on ignorance, such as ‘I am a j¢va, a mortal, a doer, an enjoyer,’ 
also do not return.  

You may fret about whether the false notions will come back again. You may 
think, ‘Suppose the doer, the enjoyer, comes back. Again, I will have all the old 
problems. Then what will I do? I will have to find another guru . My present guru will 
send me away because, having taught me once, he will not want to teach me again. What 
will I do? Again, I will have to come back. I will have to assume another body and 
everything will start all over again!’ There is no such problem because what we are 
discussing here is not a state; it is knowledge. Knowledge gained is gained for good. 
Ëtm¡  is Brahman. When its svar£pa , its nature, is understood, there is no more j¢va . 
The individual is gone. There are no more false notions about oneself and the old 
delusion does not return. 

IT IS NEVER TOO LATE TO GAIN SELF-KNOWLEDGE  

K¤À¸a  then said that, remaining in this knowledge of Brahman, the wise person 
gains mokÀa in this life itself. Living, he or she is liberated. Also, there is one more piece 
of information given: liberation is possible even for a person who is in the last lap of his 
or her life. The person may be very old. The ears may no longer hear, the eyes may not 
see, the liver may not work, the heart may be palpitating, and the person may always be 
scratching his or her head in order to remember things — none of which matters at all. 

Even if a person is old and is in the last days of his or her life, the person can 
know, helped by all life's experiences. The old problems are no longer there and 
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everything has been tried anyway! It is only those who cannot even try any longer who 
tend to think of themselves as lonely. ‘I cannot go out boating or fishing. I can no longer 
catch any salmon. They move too fast for me. Now it is deer season and all the deer 
escape from me. I cannot even drive a car and I am in an old age home. No one comes to 
see me except at Christmas time. Even then my family asks me how I am and goes away 
again.’ For such people, these are big problems, whereas if a person has some 
discrimination and has learned what life can teach, nothing is really a problem for him  or 
her anymore.  

Life is meant for all this. Children are born and call you ‘Daddy’ and then ‘Grand -
daddy.’ When you are a Daddy, you are supposed to be a vivek¢ , one who can 
discriminate the real from the unreal, and when you are a Grand-daddy, you are 
supposed to be a grand vivek¢ ! Naturally, then, such a person is ready. If all the people 
go away and he is left with himself, it should not be a problem. By now, the person 
should know that nothing is really with him or her, except some Social Security perhaps. 
There is no other security. Then, having some viveka, if the person listens to the ¿¡stra 
the knowledge will stick. Why? Because the person is mature.  

MOKâA NEED NOT TAKE TIME  

An old person has already gone through all the experiences that make one wiser. 
For such a person, one sentence, if presented properly, is enough. He or she should be 
mature by this time and, therefore, should have no emotional problems or r¡ga -dveÀas. 
This kind of mature person, even though close to death, can gain the knowledge. 

Earlier in this chapter we saw the story about King Par¢kÀit  that bears this out. A 
curse was placed on him that he would die in a week. He went to Vy¡sa's son, áuka , 
who was a jµ¡n¢, and told him that he had only one week to live. In response, áuka just 
laughed. ‘Why are you laughing?’ the king asked, ‘I am going to die in a week!’ áuka  
then explained why he was laughing. ‘You are lucky,’ he said, ‘You say you are going to 
die in a week. This means that you know you are going to be alive for seven days, 
whereas I myself have no such guarantee. Since you are sure you are going to live for 
seven days, it is definitely a matter for celebration. You are lucky. My God! You can be 
Brahman  by that time.’ Seven days are more than enough time to change one's whole 
perspective and, sure enough, in seven days this king became a jµ¡n¢ . Thus, even if you 
are suffering from a terminal disease or are very old, it makes no difference. You can 
gain mokÀa, liberation.  

áa´kara  then completed the sentence. If a person about to die can gain mokÀa , 
anyone can. Even as a brahmac¡r¢, before one enters the second stage of life which is 
marriage, a person who takes to this study can gain mokÀa. Then, for as long as he or she 
lives, the person lives in the knowledge of Brahman . 
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When the ears hear, the eyes see, the mind is thinking, and memory is a 
possibility, knowledge can definitely be gained. If a person whose memory is gone, 
whose eyes do not see, and whose ears do not hear can gain this knowledge, all the more 
possible is the knowledge for one whose body is healthy and whose mind is bright.  

There being no doubt that knowledge is all that is to be gained for one to be 
liberated, the second chapter comes to an end.  

+…Â i…i∫…i…¬* < i… ∏…“®…ë˘M…¥…?˘“i……∫…÷ ={… x…π…i∫…÷ •…¿ ¥…t…™……∆ ™……‰M…∂……¤…‰ 
∏…“EfiÚπh……V…÷«x…∫…∆¥……n‰˘ ∫……ÇÛ¨™……‰M……‰ x……®…  u˘i…“™……‰%v™……™…&** 

oÆ tatsat. iti ¿r¢madbhagavadg¢t¡su upaniÀatsu brahmavidy¡y¡Æ 
yoga¿¡stre ¿r¢k¤À¸¡rjunasaÆv¡de s¡´khyayogo n¡ma dvit¢yo'dhy¡yaÅ  
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CHAPTER 3 

THE TOPIC OF KARMA 

In the previous chapter, beginning at verse 55, Lord K¤À¸a  pointed out that a wise 
person, a sthitaprajµa , is one who gives up all desires, being happy with oneself in 
oneself. This is the ultimate human end and is what is meant by mokÀa, liberation or 
freedom. 

Giving up desires implies giving up all activities also. An activity is pursued 
because there is a desire to accomplish a given end. If there is no desire to accomplish a 
given end, there is no pursuit. 

Arjuna  wanted ¿reyas, liberation, and understood that in order to gain it, 
knowledge alone was required and karma was of no use. K¤À¸a explained all this when 
Arjuna asked him to describe a sthitaprajµa. Before that, K¤À¸a talked about the nature 
of the ¡tm¡ being free from any limitation. Then he asked Arjuna to listen to what he 
had to say about karma-yoga; he said, yoge tu  im¡m ¿¤¸u (G¢t¡ – 2-39).  

During this discussion, K¤À¸a asked Arjuna  to perform action, remaining rooted 
in karma-yoga  — yogasthaÅ kuru karm¡¸i (G¢t¡ – 2-48). This mandate confused 
Arjuna. ‘Should I continue to do karma or should I pursue knowledge?’ he wondered. 
‘If I pursue knowledge, I will definitely gain mokÀa , whereas if I perform karma, I will 
be bound by karma-phala. Even karma-yoga  is not adequate for mokÀa . How then am I 
to gain mokÀa if I perform action?’ 

Arjuna  had made it very clear to K¤À¸a , early in the second chapter, that he 
wanted mokÀa. He told K¤À¸a in so many words, ‘I am your student. Please teach me so 
that I will gain ¿reyas, mokÀa .’ Arjuna naturally expected K¤À¸a to tell him exactly 
what would give him mokÀa . K¤À¸a pointed out that knowledge would give him mokÀa , 
thereby implying that all karma was to be renounced in order to pursue knowledge. 
Why, then, was K¤À¸a advising him to do karma? Having said that knowledge would 
give Arjuna mokÀa, K¤À¸a had then said, ‘Get up and fight!’ What did this mean?  

Did K¤À¸a think that Arjuna was unfit for mokÀa or did he think that karma-yoga 
would also result in mokÀa? Arjuna wanted to know what K¤À¸a's contention really 
was. The situation was like a man going to a doctor, being told that he had diabetes, and 
being advised to start and end each day with sweet rolls and pastries! Such a prescription 
would result only in a quick death and is not at all befitting the man's condition.  
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Here, Arjuna wanted mokÀa , absolute freedom, and karma was prescribed for 
him. He knew that the karmas enjoined by the Veda were strictly for achieving results 
within saÆs¡ra , a life of limitation, and that they would not deliver him from saÆs¡ra . 
K¤À¸a himself had said to Arjuna, ‘May you not get involved with any karma unfolded 
in the Veda.’ Arjuna was therefore confused by all these conflicting statements. Since 
mokÀa was said to be purely in the form of knowledge, he concluded that he should go 
for knowledge. And if he was to pursue knowledge, why do karma? This was why 
Arjuna wanted to become a renunciate, a monk, and renounce all activities so that he 
could dedicate his life to the pursuit of knowledge. 

‘Giving up everything, may you go after this knowledge — sannyasya  ¿rava¸aÆ 
kury¡t’ was a popular statement. The sanny¡s¢s Arjuna had seen had all given up 
everything to pursue knowledge. He therefore thought that if he was interested in mokÀa , 
he should do the same. This is the case for anything one wants in life. If money is what 
you are interested in, you must give up a lot of things and go after money. Or, if you 
want power, you should go after it to the exclusion of all else, spending whatever money 
is necessary to get it. You cannot expect to retain your money and, at the same time, gain 
power. No election was ever won that way! However, after gaining power, whether you 
are able to regain the money is a different issue! 

Arjuna  therefore thought, ‘if I want knowledge, it is only reasonable that I should 
give up karma, action.’ For a person to pursue knowledge in a dedicated fashion, giving 
up everything is not an unreasonable requirement. This is why a life of renunciation, 
sanny¡sa, loomed so large in Arjuna's mind and was all he wanted. In his eyes , 
sanny¡sa seemed to be the only destination and was the right thing to do. But K¤À¸a had 
said, ‘Having decided to fight, please get up and fight! — tasm¡t uttiÀ¶ha kaunteya 
yuddh¡ya  k¤ta-ni¿cayaÅ (G¢t¡ –  2-37).’ 

KNOWLEDGE ALONE IS ADEQUATE FOR MOKâA 

Arjuna's confusion was based on his incorrect understanding of renunciation. 
K¤À¸a seems to have dismissed the pursuit of karma for good by not allowing it to be 
considered in the pursuit of mokÀa. Therefore, sanny¡sa had to be the answer. At the 
same time, how ever, K¤À¸a  had praised karma. This apparent contradiction caused 
Arjuna to ask, ‘What exactly should I do?’ He did not think of pursuing both karma and 
mokÀa because nowhere in the second chapter did K¤À¸a mention combining them. 

Knowledge, jµ¡na, is adequate for mokÀa. MokÀa does not depend on any karma , 
because it is not something that is created. Being the very nature of the ¡tm¡ , mokÀa is 
already accomplished. The self is already liberated, already free, and needs only to be 
recognised as such. Therefore, knowledge alone is adequate for mokÀa. And after 
knowledge, karma is also not required because the person is happy with himself or 
herself as he or she is. What karma is to be done then? And for what purpose? 
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Doing karma for the pleasure of it is not what is being discussed here. To do 
karma merely for the pleasure of it means that one may or may not do it. Some people 
will do karma and enjoy themselves, while others may not do any karma at all and still 
enjoy themselves. If you do something for the enjoyment of it, there is no question of 
doing it as a bounden duty, Therefore, you need not do it or you may do it. But for 
mokÀa, why should you do karma, when all that is required is knowledge? If knowledge 
is adequate, then you must only pursue that knowledge. 

Thus, from what Lord K¤À¸a had said so far, it looked to Arjuna as though 
knowledge was the prime pursuit. But it was also very clear to Arjuna that he had been 
commanded to perform action. Therefore, the first dose of teaching, contained in the 
second chapter, was confusing to Arjuna, who was already confused when the teaching 
began. In an attempt to resolve his confusion he asked K¤À¸a to describe a sthitaprajµa , 
a wise person. This was an indirect question in that, by knowing exactly what a 
sthitaprajµa  was, Arjuna  thought he would know whether it was knowledge or karma 
that would make him wise and therefore free. 

In response, Lord K¤À¸a did not mention karma at all. He talked only about 
self-mastery and knowledge. He never said that one who does karma becomes a 
sthitaprajµa . All of K¤À¸a's descriptions of a wise person implied knowledge alone. He 
had said that what is night for the ignorant is day for the wise and what is night for the 
wise is day for the ignorant. In this way, he talked about two visions — that of the wise 
and that of the ignorant, the vision of one who is ignorant being different from the vision 
of one who is wise. 

From all that K¤À¸a  had told him, Arjuna  received confirmation that knowledge 
was adequate for mokÀa . There was no question of mokÀa requiring a little bit of 
knowledge and a little bit of karma, a little bit of this and a little bit of that. MokÀa  after 
all, is not like an English trifle or granola! Only knowledge is necessary and all other 
little bits are useless. Thus, Arjuna concluded, ‘It knowledge alone is going liberate me, 
then the pursuit of knowledge is enough.’ If knowledge is adequate karma  never comes 
into the picture, neither before knowledge nor after knowledge. Because this was 
Arjuna's thinking, he had a doubt to raise. Thus, when K¤À¸a finished talking, Arjuna 
asked his question. 

There are two types of questions. One is a question that is asking for an 
explanation, called pra¿na, in Sanskrit. ‘What is a wise person?’ is such a question. 
Another type of question involves doubt. Doubt, saÆ¿aya, comes in the form of, ‘Does 
the sthitaprajµa walk, talk, sit, etc., or not?’ Only when there are two or more opinions 
about a topic is there a possibility of a doubt. 

Throughout the G¢t¡, Arjuna raised doubts and also asked questions involving 
definitions or descriptions. When Arjuna wanted to know what a wise person was, he 
was not expressing a doubt, although he may have had one. He only wanted to know. 
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‘What is sanny¡sa?’ for example, is not a doubt; it is purely a question asking for a 
definition. But when Arjuna asked which was better, sanny¡sa or karma -yoga , he was 
expressing a doubt.  

Here, in the beginning of the third chapter, he raised a doubt: 

+V…÷«x… =¥……S…* 
V™……™…∫…“ S…‰iEÚ®…«h…∫i…‰ ®…i…… §…÷ r˘V…«x……n«˘x…* 
i…œiEÚ EÚ®…« h… P……‰Æ‰̇ ®……∆  x…™……‰V…™… ∫… E‰Ú∂…¥…** 1 ** 
arjuna uv¡ca  
jy¡yas¢ cetkarma¸aste mat¡ buddhirjan¡rdana 
tatkiÆ karma¸i ghore m¡Æ niyojayasi ke¿ava   Verse 1 

+V…÷«x…& arjunaÅ — Arjuna ; =¥……S… uv¡ca — said (asked); 
V…x……n«̆x… jan¡rdana — Oh! Jan¡rdana ; EÚ®…«h…& karma¸aÅ — than action; §…÷ r˘& buddhiÅ 
— knowledge; V™……™…∫…“ jy¡yas¢ — better; i…‰ ®…i…… S…‰i…¬ te mat¡  cet — if it is your 
contention; i…i…¬ tat — then; P……‰Æ‰̇ EÚ®…« h… ghore karma¸i — in the gruesome action; ®……®…¬ 
m¡m — me;  EÚ®…¬  x…™……‰V…™… ∫… kiÆ niyojayasi — why do you impel; E‰Ú∂…¥… ke¿ava — Oh! 
Ke¿ava  

Arjuna said:  
If, Oh! Jan¡rdana, your contention is that knowledge is better than 
action, why then do you impel me into this gruesome action, Oh! 
Ke¿ava? 

Arjuna  addressed Lord K¤À¸a here as Jan¡rdana, a name for the Lord, which 
means one who upholds the law of karma by giving the fruits of wrong action to the 
performer of the action. Wrong karma results in pain, duÅkha , either immediately or 
later. 

K¤À¸a's contention, as Arjuna saw it, was that the pursuit of knowledge and 
knowledge are better than or superior to action, karma . The action being referred to here 
was no ordinary action such as performing a ritual or cooking. It was a terrible, 
gruesome action involving bloodshed and the destruction of many people. Therefore, 
Arjuna asked K¤À¸a , ‘Why do you engage me in this terrible action? If, with reference 
to mokÀa knowledge is superior, if knowledge alone is going to give me mokÀa, why are 
you asking me to do karma?’ 

In Arjuna's understanding, K¤À¸a was asking him to act, but at the same time he 
was praising knowledge and its pursuit. K¤À¸a seemed to be saying that knowledge 
liberates, but at the same time, he was asking Arjuna to do karma — and terrible karma 
at that! Arjuna  wanted to be a sanny¡s¢  and K¤À¸a seemed to be pushing him into the 



Chapter 3 397 

ring to fight. He had not even signed a contract with him! He had asked only that K¤À¸a 
be his driver, not his agent who would arrange fighting matches for him. 

Arjuna's question, ‘Why are you asking me to perform this terrible action?’ 
extends into the next verse as well. 

¥™…… ®…∏…‰h…‰¥… ¥……C™…‰x… §…÷Àr˘ ®……‰Ω˛™…∫…“¥… ®…‰* 
i…n‰˘E∆Ú ¥…n˘  x… ù…i™… ™…‰x… ∏…‰™……‰%Ω˛®……{…Ó÷™……®…¬** 2 ** 
vy¡mi¿re¸eva v¡kyena buddhiÆ mohayas¢va me 
tadekaÆ vada ni¿citya yena ¿reyo'ham¡pnuy¡m   Verse 2 

¥™…… ®…∏…‰h…‰¥… vy¡mi¿re¸eva — self -contradictory; ¥……C™…‰x… v¡kyena — with words; <¥… iva  
— seemingly; ®…‰ me — my; §…÷ r˘®…¬ buddhim  — mind; ®……‰Ω˛™… ∫… <¥… mohayasi iva  — you 
appear to confuse; ™…‰x… yena — by which; +Ω˛®…¬ aham — I; ∏…‰™…& ¿reyaÅ — liberation, 
mokÀa; +…{…Ó÷™……®…¬ ¡pnuy¡m — shall gain; i…i…¬ tat — that; BEÚ®…¬ ekam — one;  x… ù…i™… 
ni¿citya — (you) having decided; ¥…n˘ vada — tell 

With words that are seemingly contradictory, you appear to be confusing 
my mind. Having decided which is better, tell me the one thing by which 
I shall gain liberation.  

Arjuna  did not say that K¤À¸a's words were self-contradictory, but that they were 
seemingly contradictory. In Arjuna's understanding, there was contradiction. But, even 
knowing this, he did not say to K¤À¸a, ‘You confuse me with self-contradictory words,’ 
which would have been an accusation.  

Here, we are given an indication of how one should talk in such situations. When 
Arjuna said, ‘By words which are seemingly contradictory, you seem to be confusing 
me,’ he meant that, in fact, K¤À¸a's intention was to confuse him. 

We know that there is often accusation involved in a dialogue between two people. 
If your perception is that a person did this or that to you, you may say, ‘You did this to 
me.’ The person then becomes defensive and will not accept your statement. You then 
feel that your feelings are invalidated, that you are not understood. The other person also 
feels that he or she is accused and not understood at all! In other words, there is not only 
no communication but also miscommunication! Here, Arjuna's use of the word iva, ‘as 
though,’ reveals an important principle in communication: never evoke the defensive 
person in the one with whom you are communicating.  

Arjuna  was not accusing K¤À¸a of confusing him. Nor did he say that his words 
were contradictory. Instead, he said that K¤À¸a's words seemed to be contradicting 
themselves and, therefore, K¤À¸a seemed to confuse him. This means that Arjuna did 
not think that K¤À¸a was confusing him, only that this was how he perceived it. He says 
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‘My perception is that I have not understood what you have taught because you seem to 
praise knowledge.’ 

MOKâA IS NOT PRODUCED BY KARMA 

For a wise person, all the karmas and their results that are mentioned in the Veda 
are like a well that has been completely flooded over by water. Of what use is the well 
water when there is water everywhere? You need not search for the well. When the river 
is dry, the well water is useful, but when the river is overflowing, and the well is 
underneath it, you are not going to go looking for the well because it is not going to be of 
any use to you. Similarly, for the person who knows himself or herself to be full, free 
from limitation, of what use is an object of security and happiness except for its 
empirical value? This was how K¤À¸a had praised the wise person.  

By praising the wise, wisdom is praised. K¤À¸a had praised wisdom in this way 
and had made it very clear that knowledge was quite adequate for mokÀa. So Arjuna 
told K¤À¸a  that he was confused by being asked to perform action. Arjuna's confusion 
was based on his conclusion that either karma  or knowledge should be able to take him 
to ¿reyas. 

Karma , action, is something that can be produced, something that is born out of 
one's will, whereas mokÀa  cannot be produced. Four types of results can be produced by 
karma: something can be created by you; something that has already been created can 
be modified or destroyed by you; something can be cleansed or  purified by you, and a 
place that is already there can be reached. Whether actions are worldly or religious, they 
can only produce one of these four types of results. 

Here, however, we are talking about mokÀa which cannot be produced. If it could 
be produced, it would be lost also. If, for example, mokÀa could be achieved by 
purifying the ¡tm¡, it would take no time at all for the ¡tm¡  to become impure again. 
You would have to scrub it everyday! 

Nor can the ¡tm¡  be reached because ¡tm¡  is myself. It is not something I have to 
reach because it is not away from myself. Therefore, reaching it is impossible. 
Modification of the ¡tm¡ is also not mokÀa. What can be modified is subject to time. So, 
mokÀa gained will be lost! Also, in order for the ¡tm¡ to be subject to modification, it 
would have to be an object objectifiable by me. But, because the ¡tm¡  is myself, it 
cannot be an object in my hands. Therefore, it is not something that I can modify. The 
self is already accomplished and mokÀa  is identical with it. 

But K¤À¸a was asking Arjuna to do karma. Therefore, Arjuna asked him to settle 
on one or the other — either knowledge or karma. If it was to be karma, he wanted to 
know why. 
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THE NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE 

 Knowledge is not something that is produced and is therefore different from 
karma; knowledge is knowing things as they are. To know that an unclean object is 
unclean or that a clean object is clean is knowledge, jµ¡na. To know an untruth as 
untruth or a truth as truth is also jµ¡na . To know the real, satya , as satya, is jµ¡na and 
to know the unreal, mithy¡, as mithy¡ , is also jµ¡na. 

Because knowledge is as true as the object, it is not dependent upon your will. I 
cannot decide that this is how knowledge should be. I can only see the object as it is. Nor 
can knowledge be modified by my will. The will can set you up to pursue knowledge, 
but it cannot interfere in the perception of an object. This being the case, jµ¡na and 
karma are two entirely different things. 

Arjuna  wanted K¤À¸a to tell him whether knowledge or karma  would liberate 
him, ‘Tell me whether I will gain ¿reyas by karma or by knowledge. Tell me which one 
will do it. Do not tell me that knowledge is all right and karma is also all right and that I 
can go this way or that way.’ 

Suppose you go to one teacher who tells you that you should perform karma . 
Then you decide to go to another teacher for a second opinion, just as you might if a 
doctor you have consulted recommends surgery. The second teacher may say, ‘What 
karma! You should do yoga.’ Yet another teacher might say you must pursue 
knowledge. It is to be expected that if you go to three different teachers, each one may 
give you a different set of instructions. You then have to find out for yourself, which of 
the three is proper. Which teacher is right? There may be a fourth person who is right.  

It is also understandable that the same teacher may give different advice to 
different students. One student may ask, ‘Should I marry or not,’ and be told that he or 
she should marry. Another student may be told not to marry because he or she does not 
know how to take care of himself or herself. The person is already a duÅkh¢ and risks 
making another person a duÅkh¢ also by marrying prematurely. Thus, a teacher may 
advise his or her students differently. 

ARJUNA'S CONFUSION ABOUT KNOWLEDGE AND KARMA 

In the G¢t¡ there are only two people involved — K¤À¸a , the teacher, and Arjuna, 
the student. It seemed to Arjuna that K¤À¸a was saying, ‘Knowledge liberates; therefore, 
do karma!’ Only one student was involved here, Arjuna. It looked as if he was being 
told, ‘Knowledge is okay and karma-yoga  is okay.’ Arjuna was, therefore, 
understandably confused by K¤À¸a's seemingly contradictory words. There was a similar 
situation in the epic, R¡m¡ya¸a, between Prahasta and R¡va¸a . 
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R¡va¸a had kidnapped R¡ma's  wife,  S¢ta . This was probably the first kidnapping 
ever reported and was definitely a federal case! R¡ma, who was a king, took the case 
into his own hands. When negotiations for S¢ta's return were unsuccessful, R¡ma  
declared war on R¡va¸a. R¡va¸a had a minister, Prahasta. Summoning him, R¡va¸a 
asked, ‘Prahasta, what do you think? Should I give S¢t¡  back to R¡ma ? I think we are 
inviting trouble by keeping her here.’ To which Prahasta  replied, ‘Yes, Maharaj, you 
should give her back because we are definitely inviting danger by doing otherwise. We 
will all be destroyed.’ 

Hearing this, R¡va¸a  became very angry, and said, ‘Are you saying that we will 
be destroyed by this R¡ma, a mere mortal, an ordinary human being? Are you telling 
me, R¡va¸a, who has ten heads and great powers, that this puny little R¡ma  is going to 
destroy me?’  

‘Never, Maharaj, never!’ Prahasta  replied. ‘R¡ma  is a nobody. He has only two 
hands and two legs. With his bow and arrows what can he possibly do to you?’ Then 
R¡va¸a, said, ‘But I am told that this R¡ma  is not an ordinary mortal.’ Prahasta's reply 
came promptly; he said, ‘Maharaj do you know what I have heard about this R¡ma? 
They say that, he is an avat¡ra , an incarnation of the Lord himself, and not an ordinar y 
mortal.’  

Growing even angrier, R¡va¸a asked, ‘Do you think that R¡ma  and LakÀma¸a 
with these monkeys can beat us? We can beat anybody. When I am the Lord of the three 
worlds, are you saying that these two are going to destroy me?’ ‘Never, Maharaj,’  
Prahasta replied. ‘How can these two fellows with their monkeys do anything to you?’ 
R¡va¸a  then said, ‘But I am told that the monkey, Hanum¡n , is a very powerful 
fellow!’ 

‘Maharaj, there is not only one Hanum¡n ,’ Prahasta  responded, ‘There are 
thousands of monkeys; some of them are as great as Hanum¡n . There are so many of 
them that if they all come here, we are done for.’ Then R¡va¸a asked, ‘Are we afraid of 
monkeys?’ ‘What, Maharaj,’ exclaimed Prahasta . ‘Of course, we are not afraid of 
monkeys. Varu¸a , the god of water comes and waters our gardens. The god of air, 
V¡yu , comes and sweeps our floors. Why should we be afraid of these monkeys?’  

It would seem the Prahasta  had read a book equivalent to ‘How to Win Friends 
and Influence People.’ The advantage of being a Prahasta  is that, in every cabinet 
reshuffle, his name always appears on the top of the list because he says ‘yes’ to 
everything. 

A TEACHER ANSWERS QUESTIONS  

Such pleasantries may be acceptable to those who are anxious to maintain a 
position, but, in Arjuna's case, the relationship was one of teacher and student. ‘I am 
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your student,’ Arjuna had told K¤À¸a . A teacher should not be afraid to tell a student 
what is true and what is not true. If a teacher does not tell you what is true, who else is 
going to do it? Arjuna  wanted K¤À¸a to tell him what was true and not true. Therefore, 
he was not looking for pleasantries. He wanted to be told what was the one thing that 
would give him mokÀa  and did not want to hear about anything in between. He did not 
want to be told that karma is good and knowledge is also good because he did not see it 
that way, even though it looked as though this was what K¤À¸a was saying.  

Arjuna  was as though saying to K¤À¸a, ‘From your own words, I understand that 
knowledge liberates and karma binds. Why, then, do you want me to be bound to this 
karma? Every karma I perform only makes the knot more complicated. If I am to 
resolve this knot, this tie to saÆs¡ra , a life of limitation, for which I need and want 
mokÀa, then I need to pursue knowledge. But you are asking me to act. Therefore, you 
must have something in mind. Please tell me what it is because I do not understand.’ 

This, then, was the thinking behind Arjuna's question, which was really a doubt. 
K¤À¸a answered him in the next verse.  

∏…“¶…M…¥……x…÷¥……S…* 
ôÙ…‰E‰Ú%Œ∫®…x…¬  u˘ ¥…v……  x…¢ˆ… {…÷Æ˙… |……‰HÚ… ®…™……x…P…* 
Y……x…™……‰M…‰x… ∫……ÇÛ¨…x……∆ EÚ®…«™……‰M…‰x… ™……‰ M…x……®…¬** 3 ** 
¿r¢bhagav¡nuv¡ca  
loke'smin dvividh¡ niÀ¶h¡ pur¡ prokt¡ may¡nagha 
jµ¡nayogena s¡´khy¡n¡Æ karmayogena yogin¡m   Verse 3 

∏…“¶…M…¥……x…¬ ¿r¢bhagav¡n — the Lord; =¥……S… uv¡ca — said; 
+x…P… anagha — Oh! Sinless One; +Œ∫®…x…¬ asmin — in this; ôÙ…‰E‰Ú loke — world;  u˘ ¥…v…… 
dvividh¡ — two-fold;  x…¢ˆ… niÀ¶h¡ — committed life-styles; {…÷Æ˙… pur¡ — in the 
beginning; ®…™…… may¡ — by me; |……‰HÚ… prokt¡ — was told; Y……x…-™……‰M…‰x… jµ¡na-yogena — in 
the form of the pursuit of knowledge; ∫……ÇÛ¨…x……®…¬ s¡´khy¡n¡m — for the renunciates; 

EÚ®…«™……‰M…‰x… karmayogena —in the form of the pursuit of action; ™……‰ M…x……®…¬ yogin¡m —for 
those who pursue activity 

ár¢ Bhagav¡n said:  
Oh! Sinless One, the two-fold committed life-style in this world, was told 
by Me in the beginning — the pursuit of knowledge for the renunciates 
and the pursuit of action for those who pursue activity. 

K¤À¸a was not talking here as Mr. K¤À¸a, who was born on a given day at a given 
time, but as Ì¿vara, the Lord. Throughout the G¢t¡ , K¤À¸a talked as the Lord, except in 
one or two places where he said to Arjuna, ‘You are my friend.’ In fact, anyone who 
understands the nature of Ì¿vara  can talk as an avat¡ra, as Ì¿vara  incarnate, just as 
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Vy¡sa had K¤À¸a do in the Mah¡bh¡rata. In the fourth chapter of the G¢t¡ , K¤À¸a 
himself talked about what an avat¡ra is, as we shall see later. 

Here, in this verse, K¤À¸a said that in the Veda, the two-fold niÀ¶h¡  was 
expounded by him. NiÀ¶h¡ means a committed life-style. For example, a person who is 
committed to the practice of japa , chanting the Lord's name, is called japa-niÀ¶ha, and 
when performing austerities, tapas, as the emphasis in one's life, the person is called 
taponiÀ¶ha. One for whom the pursuit of Brahman  is the niÀ¶h¡  is called 
brahma-niÀ¶ha  and jµ¡na-niÀ¶ha — one whose commitment is to knowledge. 

 In this verse, K¤À¸a said that one of the niÀ¶h¡s or life-styles he revealed to the 
world in the beginning is for the s¡´khyas, the sanny¡s¢s, and is in the form of 
jµ¡na-yoga, meaning that knowledge is the means. Knowledge is the means for the 
jµ¡na-yog¢ who is a sanny¡s¢ because he has no karma  to do, other than the pursuit of 
knowledge in order to gain mokÀa. The other niÀ¶h¡, karma-yoga, he revealed to the 
world in the beginning is for everyone else — karma-yog¢s. 

K¤À¸a  then revealed the two-fold niÀ¶h¡ to Arjuna. The word s¡´khya means 
knowledge and is also used in the G¢t¡ by Lord K¤À¸a to mean sanny¡sa, the life of 
renunciation. Those who are committed to knowledge are called s¡´khyas1 and the 
knowledge that is unfolded so clearly by all the UpaniÀads, the subject matter referred 
to as Ved¡nta, is called s¡´khya. The only topic that Ved¡nta deals with is — ‘¡tm¡ is 
Brahman .’ Therefore, s¡´khya means Brahman  and what is unfolded by the Vedas, by 
the Ved¡nta , is called s¡´khyaÆ brahma. Because the knowledge of Brahman  is 
called s¡´khya , and those who pursue that knowledge are also called s¡´khyas, we find 
in the G¢t¡ that the word is also used as a synonym for sanny¡sa , the life-style of 
renunciation in which knowledge alone is pursued.  

Because Arjuna  wanted ¿reyas, mokÀa, K¤À¸a  told him about this two-fold 
niÀ¶h¡. MokÀa is clearly the end in view and the niÀ¶h¡ is a means to this end. The 
niÀ¶h¡ is two-fold because there are two different groups of people. One group is called 
karma-yog¢s or just yog¢s and includes everyone who does not live a life of 
renunciation. For these people there is karma-yoga, whereas for the sanny¡s¢ there is 
jµ¡na-yoga. These two styles are in accordance with the four stages of life found in the 
Vedic culture. 

The first stage is called brahmacarya -¡¿rama, wherein the person lives a studious 
life with learning as the main focus. The brahmacarya-¡¿rama prepares one for the 
next ¡¿rama , the g¤hastha-¡¿rama  or marriage. In Ch¡ndogyopaniÀad we read that, 
ávetaketu  spent twelve years in the gurukula, which he joined when he was twelve 

                                                                 
1 ∫…®™…E¬Ú J™……™…i…‰ ∫…… ¥…Ë n˘EÚ“ ∫…®™…M§…÷ r˘& ∫…ÇÛ¨…* i…™…… |…EÚ…∂™…i¥…‰x… ∫…®§…Œxv… i…k¥…∆ ∫……ÇÛ¨®…¬* +…0  M…0** 
i… u˘π…™…… §…÷ r˘& ∫……ÇÛ¨§…÷ r˘&* ∫…… ∫……ÇÛ¨§…÷ r˘& ™…‰π……∆ Y…… x…x……®…¬ = S…i…… ¶…¥… i… i…‰ ∫……ÇÛ¨…&* ∂……0 ¶……π…¬0**  
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years old. So the first twenty-four years of one's life is the first stage of the 
brahmacarya-¡¿rama . 

The second stage of life, g¤hastha -¡¿rama, where being a householder and 
raising a family is the primary focus, prepares one for the third stage, called 
v¡naprastha -¡¿rama. In this stage, a person remains married, but husband and wife live 
as friends, rather than as a married couple. The person continues to perform the various 
rituals enjoined by the Veda for householders, but withdraws from worldly activities and 
lives a contented life. The v¡naprastha -¡¿rama prepares one for the fourth and final 
stage of life, sanny¡sa , a life of renunciation. Sanny¡sa  is the best retirement plan there 
is because you do not require money for it. You simply renounce whatever you have. 

Renunciation is possible at any stage. Arjuna, who was in the g¤hastha-¡¿rama , 
wanted to renounce. He did not want to go through the intermediary stage as a 
v¡naprastha . To remain as he was, meant that he would have to remain a g¤hastha for 
a length of time and then take permission from his w ife to move on to the 
v¡naprastha -¡¿rama, none of which would be easy. Nor was it necessary to do so, for 
the day a person wants to get out of any of the first three ¡¿ramas, it can be done. When 
one discovers the readiness, the dispassion, in oneself, on that very day, one can take 
sanny¡sa. There is a Vedic sanction for it. 

The sanny¡sa -¡¿rama is a stage in life where one is absolved from performing all 
karma. One is freed from all duties in order to pursue knowledge. This pursuit is all that 
is to be done. Therefore, the person must already be a jµ¡n¢ or want nothing but 
knowledge. 

TYPES OF SANNYËSA 

There are two main types of sanny¡sa. For a person who is already a jµ¡n¢ , there 
is vidvat-sanny¡sa , a sanny¡sa taken because of knowledge. The person has 
knowledge and, therefore, there is nothing more for him or her to do in the world — no 
obligations whatsoever. If the knowledge has been gained in any of the other three 
¡¿ramas — brahmacarya-¡¿rama, g¤hastha-¡¿rama, or v¡naprastha -¡¿rama — the 
person can take to the sanny¡sa-¡¿rama  directly, taking vidvat-sanny¡sa , so that he or 
she is no longer obligated. Otherwise, for the person with knowledge, there will still be 
obligations because each of the first three ¡¿ramas implies certain duties on one's part, 
which cannot be left undone as long as one is in that ¡¿rama. Thus, the person takes 
sanny¡sa to be free of these obligations — to make it perfect, in other words. 

The other main type of sanny¡sa  is called vividiÀ¡ -sanny¡sa and is meant for 
knowing.1 This sanny¡sa  is for those who desire to know the self, ¡tm¡, as Brahman . 

                                                                 
1 ¥…‰ n˘i…÷®…¬ <SUÙ… –  ¥… ¥… n˘π…… — Desire to know. 
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The person knows exactly what is to be done. He or she has heard that this ¡tm¡  is 
Brahman  and wants to know it. Such a person is not interested in anything else and has 
a certain viveka , discrimination, with reference to the real and the unreal. He or she also 
has vair¡gya, dispassion, mumukÀutvam, the desire for liberation, and other 
qualifications in various degrees. And with these qualifications, the person takes to the 
life of sanny¡sa , called vividiÀ¡-sanny¡sa. 

There is a third type of sanny¡sa , called ¡pat-sanny¡sa . When a person thinks he 
or she is going to die and does not want to die a g¤hastha or a v¡nasprastha , but rather 
as a sanny¡s¢, he takes ¡pat-sanny¡sa . Ëpat means danger. Because the sanny¡sa -
¡¿rama  is always praised in the ¿¡stra, it is natural for a person to want the results of 
this ¡¿rama. It is as though the person has had a blank cheque all along and now wants 
to encash it. For one who has already lived a g¤hastha life and has been told that death 
is near, there seems to be no use in continuing in the g¤hastha-¡¿rama. 

A man who is not about to die will usually want to remain a g¤hastha because he 
is fond of his wife and children. But if he knows he is going to die fairly soon, he may go 
for ¡pat-sanny¡sa. At such a time, one does not require a guru  but can simply declare 
oneself to be a sanny¡s¢. With the sun, the elements, and all the gods as witness, one can 
make vows, for which there is a particular mantra . And if one happens to survive, the 
vows taken can always be ratified later. This is how áa´kara became a sanny¡s¢. 

HOW áA×KARA BECAME A SANNYËSÌ 

áa´kara  wanted to become a s¡dhu at very young age, but his mother was not at 
all agreeable. As the story of his life goes, he had the help of a crocodile that had caught 
hold of his leg while he was bathing in the river. áa´kara's mother was waiting for him 
on the bank and he called out to tell her what was happening. It may have been a ploy or 
perhaps the crocodile was symbolic of saÆs¡ra. We do not know. In any case, when his 
mother began crying, áa´kara told her that if he took the vows of sanny¡sa, the 
crocodile would let go of him. Because there was danger to his life involved, this was 
¡pat-sanny¡sa . áa´kara then took the vows and, lo! and behold! The crocodile 
released him! 

When he walked out of the river, his mother said, ‘Come on, let's go home.’ 
‘What!’ áa´kara  replied, ‘I am a sanny¡s¢ now.’ When his mother told him the vows 
were only for the crocodile's sake, he said, ‘Not at all! I have made the vows and I am 
going.’ In this way, áa´kara became a sanny¡s¢. Later, he went to the guru , Govinda-
bhagavat-p¡da , who lived on the banks of Narmad¡ in the middle of India, and 
became his disciple. It was Govindap¡da who ratified áa´kara's vows of sanny¡sa . 
Ratification is always possible whenever one has taken ¡pat-sanny¡sa and survives. 
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Expecting some good end from the sanny¡sa-¡¿rama , people have value for it. 
This expectation is based on the belief that a sanny¡s¢ does not take another birth. And 
if there is a birth, the hope is that one will at least get a better chance in the next life. 
This is a belief and one has faith, ¿raddh¡ , in it. A person may be born into a family 
where he or she can start life as a s¡dhu, so that directly from the brahmacarya stage he 
or she will become a sanny¡s¢ and not a g¤hastha . Thus, those who have become 
sanny¡s¢s this way may have been ¡pat-sanny¡s¢s in their previous life. 

THE LAST RITUAL  OF A SANNYËSÌ 

Arjuna's heart was not in ¡pat-sanny¡sa. He was not dying, but he did want to 
know. Therefore, he wanted to take vivdiÀ¡-sanny¡sa. In sanny¡sa one gives up all 
karmas, for which there is a special ritual, the last fire ritual that a sanny¡s¢ performs. 
You may see a sanny¡s¢ doing a p£ja . But you will never see a sanny¡s¢  sitting around 
a fire performing a Vedic ritual. Such a person has been freed of all obligatory fire 
rituals, of all karmas, in fact. A sanny¡s¢'s last fire ritual is one in which all karmas are 
given up. 

In this ritual, the sanny¡s¢ bids goodbye to all the ancestors, to whom there has 
been an obligation — father, mother, grandfather, grandmother, great-grandfather, 
great-grandmother, then ¤Àis and devas. The person taking sanny¡sa  says that 
self-knowledge will be pursued to the exclusion of all else, asks for the blessings of the 
paternal and maternal ancestors, and takes a vow of abhaya, a vow not to harm any 
living being, including trees and plants. The sanny¡s¢ also vows to be a non-competitor 
in this world and all others, thereby becoming a person who does not compete for the 
sake of status politically, economically, or socially. Knowledge is the only interest for 
the sanny¡s¢. 

Having taken these vows, the sanny¡s¢ takes a few symbolic steps towards the 
north, the direction that stands for mokÀa. South stands for death. Thus, Lord Death, 
Lord Yama, is a southerner. This symbolism may be based on the polar attraction in the 
north. Death never attracts you, whereas freedom from death does. Moving towards the 
north in search of mokÀa, having discarded all clothing, the sanny¡s¢ is called back by 
the guru, given a set of simple clothing, and asked to serve and continue studying with 
the guru. This, then, is the ritual of sanny¡sa, be it either vidvat-sanny¡sa or vividiÀ¡ -
sanny¡sa. Both are mentioned by áa´kara in his commentary. 

In vidvat-sanny¡sa , one may or may not take sanny¡sa formally. The main aim 
is that, by knowledge, one gives up all karmas. The knowledge is that ‘I am a non-doer. 
I perform no action.’ This is what is called naiÀkarmya, the state of actionlessness. I 
perform no action at any time because ¡tm¡, which is ‘I,’ does not perform any action. 
Nor does ¡tm¡  cause anyone to perform action. I am not a doer in spite of all the actions 
I do. This knowledge is real sanny¡sa as described jµ¡na-karma-sanny¡sa. 
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For the sake of this jµ¡na -karma -sanny¡sa , one takes to the life-style of 
sanny¡sa, pursuing self-knowledge. The other niÀ¶h¡ , karma -yoga, is for all those 
seekers in the other ¡¿ramas. 

THE PURPOSE OF KARMA-YOGA  

There is no doubt that karma binds, with its limited results. But, if you do karma 
for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, for neutralising your r¡ga -dveÀas, for gaining the grace of 
Ì¿vara — if you perform your prayers, rituals, and duties for the sake of these alone, the 
karma you perform becomes a means, yoga , for mokÀa.  

Sanny¡sa is only possible if you have lived a life of karma-yoga . Otherwise, you 
become a sanny¡s¢ who has r¡ga -dveÀas and you will be miserable. A karma-yog¢  has 
the means, a world, a field, where his or her r¡ga -dveÀas can be neutralised. Such a field 
is not there for a sanny¡s¢. Sanny¡sa  means a life of study from morning to night. No 
other activity is available. A sanny¡s¢ cannot even sing much because the pursuit of 
music, along with everything else, has already been given up. 

A sanny¡s¢ is one who has to pursue knowledge for which a certain capacity to 
contemplate is required. If the pressure from r¡ga-dveÀas is there, you cannot sit in 
contemplation. You will find, instead, all kinds of agitation or you will fall asleep. After 
a few days, the life-style of a sanny¡s¢, traditionally indicated by the wearing of orange 
robes, will become a source of irritation. Naturally, then, sanny¡sa  is meant only for 
those who, to an extent at least, have taken car e of their r¡gas and dveÀas. 

The two-fold niÀ¶h¡ is meant only for ¿reyas. Arjuna wanted K¤À¸a, to tell him 
which one was better and K¤À¸a  replied that one can be a sanny¡s¢ or a karma-yog¢ . 
Both are meant for the same end — mokÀa, ¿reyas. One can live a life of a karma -yoga  
and gain mokÀa and one can live a life of sanny¡sa  and gain mokÀa. The only 
difference is that for a sanny¡s¢ there is only knowledge, whereas for a karma-yogi 
there is knowledge and karma. This difference must be understood well because this is 
where there is a lot of confusion. 

Arjuna  was a karma-yog¢, not a sanny¡s¢. By listening to K¤À¸a, he was 
pursuing knowledge. Although g¤hasthas pursue other activities, they are qualified for 
knowledge. This pursuit of knowledge plus the performance of karma made Arjuna a 
karma-yog¢ . If the pursuit of knowledge had not been there, if he had had no 
discrimination, if mokÀa had not been the end for him, he would not have been a 
karma-yog¢ . He would have been a simple doer, a karm¢, a karma¶ha. When mokÀa is 
the end in view, then karma  becomes yoga  because it is done with a particular attitude 
in order to gain antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, purification of the mind.  

In this way, karma-yoga is important in gaining knowledge. You can take 
sanny¡sa and gain sarva -karma-sanny¡sa or you can live a life of karma-yoga  and 
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gain the same thing. Sarva-karma-sanny¡sa is an end in itself for which the means is 
either of the two life-styles — sanny¡sa or karma-yoga revealed by the Lord in the 
beginning itself, in the UpaniÀads. 

Among the ten UpaniÀads commonly studied, the first one is Ì¿¡v¡syopaniÀad. 
The first mantra of this UpaniÀad  is meant for the sanny¡s¢, the jµ¡na-yog¢ . It says, 
‘In this moving world, everything should be looked upon by you as Parame¿vara, the 
Lord — ¢¿¡v¡syamidaÆ sarvam. The Lord being everything, what is there that is 
yours? Or, not yours? Live a life of renunciation and pursue self-knowledge alone,’ this 
mantra  advises. Pursuit of this knowledge, giving up every other pursuit, is the life of 
sanny¡ sa or jµ¡na-yoga, said áa´kara, in his commentary.  

The second mantra of the same UpaniÀad says, ‘Even if you want to live one 
hundred years, live doing karma with the proper attitude.1 This is the best way for you. 
If karma is done in the proper way, it will not affect you at all.’ This is karma-yoga . 
Thus, we see here the two-fold niÀ¶h¡ being unfolded, sanny¡sa, wherein the pursuit of 
knowledge alone is allowed, and karma-yoga, the pursuit of knowledge along with 
whatever karma is to be done. Throughout the ¿¡stra, these two niÀ¶h¡s are always 
discussed in the same way.  

CHOICE OF LIFE-STYLE  

In the Vedic vision, ¿reyas is mokÀa. MokÀa  is the end, the human destiny to be 
gained in this life. Here, itself, saÆs¡ra is crossed. To have taken a human birth means  
that you have already made it. Because you have an intellect, buddhi, viveka is possible. 
It is true that experience teaches, but you do not need to get knocked around for 
seventy-five years to develop discrimination. Twenty-five years are good enough! Once 
you develop viveka, ¿reyas alone looms large before you; it becomes the only real end 
for you.  

Then you become either a karma-yog¢  or a sanny¡s¢. The niÀ¶h¡ was told in a 
two-fold way because there are two kinds of people. But there is only one means for 
mokÀa, knowledge. Depending on the kind of person you are, you can be either a 
sanny¡s¢ and pursue knowledge to the exclusion of all else or a karma-yog¢  and pursue 
knowledge along with karma. In both life-styles, the pursuit of knowledge is common. 
Know ledge is mokÀa. Therefore, the choice is not between jµ¡na  and karma. It is 
between sanny¡sa  and karma-yoga . 

                                                                 
1 E÷Ú¥…«z…‰¥…‰Ω˛ EÚ®……« h…  V…V…“ ¥…π…‰SUÙi…∆ ∫…®……&* 
B¥…∆ i¥… ™… x……x™…l…‰i……‰%Œ∫i… x… EÚ®…«  ±…{™…i…‰ x…Æ‰˙** 1-2** 
kurvanneveha karm¡¸i jij¢viÀecchataÆ sam¡Å 
evaÆ tvayi n¡nyatheto'sti na karma lipyate nare  (Ì¿¡v¡syopaniÀad – 1-2) 
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When the choice is between karma-yoga  and sanny¡sa, it is natural to look to 
sanny¡sa. Given a choice, why do karma at all? Sanny¡sa seems to be the better 
choice since performing karma implies so much effort, problems, and even bloodshed. 
Karma can be such a nuisance. When two life-styles are available, why should I put up 
with a life of karma? 

The choice is like asking which is the better way to catch hold of my nose in order 
to do breathing exercises. Shall I take my hand directly to my nose or shall I reach 
around from behind my head? It can be done either way, but when the first way is 
obviously so easy where is the question of choosing? Sanny¡sa seems to be easier — 
just give up all the karmas and pursue knowledge. Why do both? A karma-yog¢, living 
in an agricultural society, for example, has to milk the cow, graze it, wash it, and take 
care of the children, among other things. One child is crying, the other is on his lap, and 
the third one is tugging at him from behind. The mosquitoes are biting and his wife is 
shouting. In between, he has to perform the fire ritual, called agnihotra-karma, with all 
its problems. The firewood is wet, everything is smoking, and his eyes become filled 
with all kinds of tears — tears born out of the smoke, tears born out of all the nagging 
children, tears born out of his helplessness, and so on. When will such a person have 
time to pursue knowledge? Whenever he picks  up the G¢t¡ book, all that comes is sleep! 

Is it therefore not better to go for sanny¡sa? Arjuna definitely thought so. 
However, sanny¡sa is not as easy as it appears. It looks as though you need only sit and 
study. But try it and you will find that it does not always work that way. Instead, you 
may vegetate all day because you are not able to study so intensively. This, then, is not 
the way. Thus, K¤À¸a continued to tell Arjuna  exactly what sanny¡sa and karma -yoga  
are. Even though a choice is there, karma-yoga will pave the way for sanny¡sa . It will 
even pave the way for the desire for knowledge and, therefore, for vividiÀ¡ -sanny¡sa . 
K¤À¸a told Arjuna that sanny¡sa  is not at all easy in spite of how pleasant and simple it 
appears to be. After all, sanny¡sa  is giving up everything. 

Arjuna  thought that giving up everything would not present any great problem, 
especially since he had lived in the forest for twelve years. But, during those twelve 
years, he had been thinking about Duryodhana and the kingdom, and the injustice of it 
all. Twelve years of meditation upon Duryodhana did not make Arjuna a sanny¡s¢. 
Arjuna had been nursing a big hurt for a long time. Therefore, sanny¡sa was not going 
to come so easily to him. One does not become a sanny¡s¢ by decision alone — all of 
which K¤À¸a  would tell him later in the G¢t¡ . 

In the next verse, K¤À¸a began teaching Arjuna the real meaning of actionlessness 
with reference to gaining mokÀa. 

x… EÚ®…«h……®…x……Æ˙®¶……z…ËπEÚ®™…» {…÷Ø˚π……‰%∂x…÷i…‰* 
x… S… ∫…z™…∫…x……n‰˘¥…  ∫…Àr˘ ∫…®… v…M…SUÙ i…** 4 ** 
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na karma¸¡man¡rambh¡nnaiÀkarmyaÆ puruÀo'¿nute 
na ca sannyasan¡deva siddhiÆ samadhigacchati   Verse 4 

{…÷Ø˚π…& puruÀaÅ — a person; EÚ®…«h……®…¬ karma¸¡m — of activities; +x……Æ˙®¶……i…¬ an¡rambh¡t 
— by non-performance; x…ËπEÚ®™…«®…¬ naiÀkarmyam — the state of actionlessness; x… +∂x…÷i…‰ 
na a¿nute — does not gain; S… ca  — and; ∫…z™…∫…x……i…¬ B¥… sannyasan¡t eva — merely by 
renunciation;  ∫… r˘®…¬ siddhim — success (liberation); x… ∫…®… v…M…SUÙ i… na 
samadhigacchati — does not attain  

A person does not gain the state of actionlessness by the non-
performance of activities. Nor does the person attain success (liberation) 
out of mere renunciation, sanny¡sa . 

We have seen that there are two life-styles, niÀ¶h¡s — jµ¡na-yoga-niÀ¶h¡ and 
karma-yoga -niÀ¶h¡. These two niÀ¶h¡s are for two types of people — the sanny¡s¢s 
and the karma-yog¢s, respectively. All those seeking liberation, who are other than 
sanny¡s¢s, are karma-yog¢s. Here, K¤À¸a  explains why this is so.  

There is a connection between karma-yoga  and sanny¡sa , jµ¡na -yoga. For a 
jµ¡na-yog¢, the pursuit of knowledge alone is yoga , for which he or she must have 
freedom from the hold of r¡ga -dveÀas. R¡ga -dveÀas have been described by the G¢t¡  
itself as the source of all our problems. Therefore, r¡ga -dveÀas must be taken care of 
before one becomes a sanny¡s¢. 

If you become a sanny¡s¢ without karma-yoga , how are you going to neutralise 
your r¡ga -dveÀas? There are r¡gas, desires, for certain things and, for a sanny¡s¢, it is 
impossible to fulfil them. DveÀas, those situations that one wants to avoid, will also be 
there with no possibility of being neutralised. As a karma-yog¢, however, you have a 
field in which your r¡ga -dveÀas can be neutralised. Thus, karma-yoga becomes the 
means for jµ¡na-yoga  and jµ¡na-yoga  becomes the means for mokÀa. 

We have seen how the word sanny¡sa can have two meanings, one being a life-
style implying the renunciation of all relationships and activities in order to pursue 
knowledge alone. The other meaning is that by knowledge, one gives up all action —
jµ¡nena karma-sanny¡saÅ . áa´kara  often took it this way —sanny¡sa  as an end in 
itself, knowledge being sanny¡sa. This is because sarva-karma-sanny¡sa, the giving 
up of all action, takes place in knowledge. Through knowledge, the doership of the ¡tm¡ 
is nullified. Because there is no doership in the ¡tm¡, even as one performs action, it is 
not really being done by the ¡tm¡ . Only when this is clearly understood, is there the 
giving up of all activity through knowledge — jµ¡nena karma-sanny¡saÅ . This is what 
is meant by the word, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa , which is equivalent to mokÀa. 

Ny¡sa  means renunciation and sanny¡sa means perfect or complete renunciation. 
Thus, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa means perfect renunciation of all action, the renunc iation 
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being in the form of knowledge itself. This knowledge is not possible without a certain 
mind. Such a mind is accomplished by karma-yoga, performing action with the proper 
attitude, as we saw in the previous chapter, and will see again in this chapter. 
Karma-yoga  enables you to give up all karmas in the sense that it becomes a means for 
sarva -karma -sanny¡sa. 

THE NECESSITY OF KARMA-YOGA 

With a desire for mokÀa , one can take to a life of renunciation, called vividiÀ¡ -
sanny¡sa. In this type of sanny¡sa, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa has not yet taken place, but 
certain duties are given up so that knowledge can be pursued. However, if the person has 
not taken care of his or her r¡ga -dveÀas before taking sanny¡sa, he or she will not be 
able to pursue knowledge to the exclusion of all else.  

Taking sanny¡sa  is always possible because it is open to choice. If you are a 
mumukÀu  and there is a choice between a life of renunciation of activity and a life of 
action, why should you perform activity? Since you are only interested in mokÀa, which 
can be gained by the pursuit of knowledge alone, why would you not take sanny¡sa  and 
pursue knowledge alone? Because, if you have not taken care of your r¡ga -dveÀas, it is 
not possible to do so.  

Even if you do commit yourself to the pursuit of this knowledge, other interests 
will be there based on your r¡ga-dveÀas. For most people who take to this knowledge, it 
is not the predominant factor in their lives. They have a lot of other interests as well. 
Therefore, they are not sanny¡s¢s  at all. One does not become a sanny¡s¢ just by 
pursuing knowledge. Sanny¡sa implies a certain mind that is only possible by 
karma-yoga . 

To conclude that performing action is of no use to you when what you want is 
mokÀa is not correct. Doing karma is useful because without a prepared mind, your 
pursuit of knowledge will be useless. Without karma-yoga there is no chance of 
neutralising your r¡ga -dveÀas and, if this neutralisation does not take place to a 
significant degree, there is no chance to gain the knowledge through which all action is 
given up. Thus, to take to a life of sanny¡sa , without having dealt with your 
r¡ga -dveÀas, is meaningless. 

KNOWLEDGE ALONE NEGATES 

In this verse, K¤À¸a said that by not performing action a person does not gain the 
end called naiÀkarmya, the state of actionlessness, which is sarva -karma -sanny¡sa . 
The renunciation of all activities is in the form of knowledge alone because there is no 
such thing as giving up all activities without giving up doership. Why not just give up 
the doership then? But how are you going to give up the doership when you are the very 
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doer? If you think you can give it up by just deciding to do so, who is the one that makes 
the decision? How are you going to give up the doer who is deciding? Therefore, you are 
not going to give up doership this way.   

GIVING UP THE DOERSHIP  

Doership does, however, go away in the wake of knowledge that ‘I am ¡tm¡ , 
Brahman , which is not the doer.’ This knowledge alone negates the doership in the 
¡tm¡. Nothing else will do it. To think that surrendering is another way to reach God is 
certainly not correct, for how will you surrender the one who surrenders? You are still 
left with having to give up the doership.  

A relevant verse from the Mah¡bh¡rata  is as follows: 

i™…V… v…®…«®…v…®…» S… =¶…‰ ∫…i™……x…fii…‰ i™…V…* 
=¶…‰ ∫…i™……x…fii…‰ i™…Ci¥…… ™…‰x… i™…V… ∫… i…k™…V…** 
tyaja dharmamadharmaÆ ca ubhe saty¡n¤te tyaja  
ubhe saty¡n¤te tyaktv¡ yena tyajasi tattyaja  

(Mah¡bh¡rata – á¡ntiparva – 12-329-40) 

Give up dharma and adharma ; give up the concept of real and unreal. 
Having given up the concept of real and unreal, give up that by which 
you give up. 

Give up dharma  and adharma, right and wrong, good and bad. Go beyond them. 
Do not just give up the right and do the wrong! To give up the wrong and do the right is 
only the first stage. Give up the right also. The very concepts of right and wrong must be 
given up. All karma  is to be given up — both pu¸ya -karma  and papa -karma  have to 
be given up. And that giving up is what we call sanny¡sa . A sanny¡s¢ does not perform 
actions that will create p¡pa ; nor does he or she do actions for the sake of pu¸ya . Giving 
up both pu¸ya  and p¡pa -karmas, the person becomes a monk, a renunciate. Having 
done this, all that is then done is in the form of inquiry, vic¡ra,  with reference to the 
person's concept of what is real and what is unreal. Eventually, these concepts also are 
given up. 

Suppose someone says that he or she has given up all concepts of reality — both 
empirical reality and subjective reality — meaning that the person no longer cares for the 
empirical world or for the false values he or she once had. The person no longer thinks 
that money or anything else is going to liberate him or her. In other words, he or she has 
become dispassionate towards everything that exists within the empirical reality we call 
the world. Having discovered this inner dispassion, the person now has the notion, ‘I am 
a sanny¡s¢. I am dispassionate.’ In other words, the person is still there in the form of 
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the ego, aha´k¡ra, which says, ‘I have given up everything.’ This aha´k¡ra  also has to 
be given up and this can only be done through knowledge.  

In fact, you do not give up the aha´k¡ra . How can you when you are the 
aha´k¡ra ? Only in the wake of knowledge that you are not the aha´k¡ra , does it go 
away because it is not true. And along with the aha´k¡ra goes the doership and all 
actions too. 

By absence of doership and therefore all actions, it should not be construed that 
the one who has knowledge of the self will be like a stone, not performing any action. In 
spite of all actions, the jµ¡n¢  does not take the self to be a doer. For the jµ¡n¢ , the doer is 
the self, but the self is not the doer.  In this sense, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa is the state of 
actionlessness, naiÀkarmya, in the form of knowledge.  

Thus, self-knowledge and naiÀkarmya  are identical. The word naiÀkarmya  is 
used because, as long as karma is there, you are bound to whatever body you have at 
any given time and place. Even in dream, you have some kind of physical body of your 
own,  albeit set up by your own thought. All bodies, ethereal, celestial, or corporeal, are 
all because of karma  alone.  

Karma  makes you identify with a particular body in order to go through the 
experiences that are the result of pu¸ya  and p¡pa , themselves the results of previous 
actions performed by you. As long as karma is there, saÆs¡ra , life as we know it, is 
there and as long as saÆs¡ra is there, karma is there. Karma will remain as long as 
ignorance of oneself remains. 

ACTIONLESSNESS IS NOT GIVING UP ACTION  

The word naiÀkarmya is important because the state of actionlessness, freedom 
from action, is identical with what is called mokÀa, which is self-knowledge, ¡tma-
jµ¡na. It looks so simple: by doing nothing, you will gain the state of actionlessness and, 
therefore, mokÀa. But K¤À¸a clearly stated here that the state of actionlessness is not 
accomplished by not doing karma . Thus, it is not as simplistic as one might think. 

We know that the state of action means to be active. It is natural, therefore, to 
think that what we have to do now is to be inactive in order to gain the state of 
actionlessness called mokÀa . Thus the question arises, why perform all these actions? 
Arjuna asked K¤À¸a  the same question — Why should he perform action, let alone such 
a terrib le action? He, too, thought that by giving up all his actions, he would gain the 
state of actionlessness that is mokÀa. 

Here, the question can be asked, how long should you be actionless in order to 
gain mokÀa — half a second, one second, two seconds, how long? If actionlessness is 
mokÀa, should you be actionless for a long time? What is the determining factor? Since, 
between two thoughts there is no action at all, should you not gain mokÀa  before the 
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second thought comes? Should you not, therefore, have gained mokÀa  long ago? In fact, 
in between thoughts, you must be gaining mokÀa all the time! If this kind of 
actionlessness amounts to mokÀa, you would have gained it long ago.  

Another factor to consider is that it is not possible for you to be actionless. In fact, 
K¤À¸a pointed this out in the next verse. Remaining actionless for a long time is itself an 
action. Since sitting is an action, someone may say, ‘I will not sit; I will lie down. Then I 
will be actionless.’ But lying down is also an action. ‘What are you doing now?’ ‘I am 
lying down.’ Thus, there is no way of gaining the state of actionlessness by not doing 
action. 

Someone may think that by not initiating an activity, he or she will gain the state 
of actionlessness since the very act of beginning anything is to become active. The state 
of actionlessness is lost simply by starting an action. Thus, if an action is not started, 
perhaps the state of equilibrium between not acting and acting is actionlessness. If that 
state is not disturbed, mokÀa will not be disturbed, but if you begin any action, mokÀa  
will be disturbed! To correct this thinking, K¤À¸a  made it very clear here that by not 
starting any activity, you do not gain actionlessness, naiÀkarmya . 

SANNYËSA DOES NOT GUARANTEE MOKâA 

It may also be said that sanny¡sa  can be taken, not because the person is afraid of 
performing actions, but simply as a vow that absolves the sanny¡s¢ from all of the 
commitments and obligations enjoined by the Veda. The Veda itself says that sanny¡sa 
can be taken, all activities can be given up, in order to pursue knowledge. K¤À¸a 
addressed this notion also, saying that by simply taking to sanny¡sa alone, one will not 
gain mokÀa. Just because a person has become a sanny¡s¢ does not mean that he or she 
has naiÀkarmya because, for this, self-knowledge is required. áa´kara  made the same 
point in his commentary on this verse.  

Jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡ , otherwise called mokÀa , is not achieved by merely becoming a 
sanny¡s¢ because karma-yoga  is also a means. In fact, without the karma-yoga -niÀ¶h¡ , 
the sanny¡sa-niÀ¶h¡, is not possible. Only by karma-yoga  can you become a real 
sanny¡s¢. Only then is there a choice between karma-yoga  and sanny¡sa. 

If you have gained a certain contemplativeness by a life of karma-yoga , if your 
life is more or less adequate and you are satisfied with yourself, then you can sit with 
yourself. Only then can sanny¡sa  be a means for you. Without karma-yoga , this 
sanny¡sa is not possible, to say nothing of naiÀkarmya. Therefore, the mere taking of 
sanny¡sa does not amount to gaining mokÀa. 

Not performing action is also not naiÀkarmya. If, not being a sanny¡s¢, you do 
not do the karma that is to be done by you, it amounts to a dereliction of duty. It is not 
naiÀkarmya. If, however, you give up karma  by taking sanny¡sa , you may think that 
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the vows you have taken are enough to free you from all action. But they are not; you 
still have to gain knowledge. Therefore, actionlessness is not to be taken literally, as we 
shall see in the next verse. 

x…  Ω˛ EÚ ù…iI…h…®… {… V……i…÷  i…¢ˆi™…EÚ®…«EfiÚi…¬* 
EÚ…™…«i…‰ ¡¥…∂…& EÚ®…« ∫…¥…«& |…EfiÚ i…V…ËM…÷«h…Ë&** 5 ** 
na hi ka¿citkÀa¸amapi j¡tu tiÀ¶hatyakarmak¤t 
k¡ryate hyava¿aÅ karma sarvaÅ prak¤tijairgu¸aiÅ  Verse 5 

V……i…÷ j¡tu — ever; I…h…®…¬ kÀa¸am — for a second; + {… api — even; EÚ ù…i…¬ +EÚ®…«EfiÚi…¬ 
ka¿cit akarmak¤t — some one who performs no action; x… na — not;  Ω˛ hi — indeed; 
 i…¢ˆ i… tiÀ¶hati — exists;  Ω˛ hi — because; |…EfiÚ i…V…Ë& M…÷h…Ë& prak¤tijaiÅ  gu¸aiÅ — by the 
three gu¸as born of prak¤ti; ∫…¥…«& sarvaÅ — all, everyone; +¥…∂…& ava¿aÅ — being 
helpless; EÚ®…« karma — action; EÚ…™…«i…‰ k¡ryate — is made to do  

Indeed no one ever exists for even a second without performing action 
because everyone being helpless is made to perform action by the (three) 
gu¸as (sattva , rajas, and tamas) born of prak¤ti. 

There is no person who can exist even for a second, now or later, without 
performing any action whatsoever. It cannot be said that someone, who is young and 
active, either meaningfully or idly, performs action and someone who is old and inactive 
does not. Young or old, no one exists without performing one action or the other at any 
time, even for the shortest period of time.  

Even K¤À¸a  performed action. He was talking; he was teaching. And if he had not 
been teaching, he would have been doing something else. If there were no one to teach, 
he would simply pick up his flute and play. He would not remain quiet for very long — 
and even if he did, sitting quietly would also be an action.  

In India, there is an expression, ‘keeping quiet,’ which means the person is doing 
nothing. But ‘keeping quiet’ is definitely an activity. No one keeps quiet; one is quiet. 
‘Keeping quiet’ is an action because ‘keeping’ is an action.  

KARMA DEFINED  

There is, therefore, no time whatsoever when you are free from activity. We can 
see that there are many varieties of activities with many definitions. For instance, 
whatever is done voluntarily by you is karma. Closing your eyelids involuntarily is also 
karma. A general definition of karma  is that which is in the form of motion — 
calan¡matkaÆ karma . 
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If action is motion, then non-action, akarma, must be motionlessness and 
therefore naiÀkarmya. But is it? How long can you be motionless? When a man who 
considers himself motionless is asked, ‘Do you do any karma?’ he may not answer 
because talking is a karma. Instead, he shakes his head in the negative, which is an 
action. Similarly, if he nods his head in agreement to the question, ‘Are you doing 
akarma ?’ he is also performing an action. 

The entire body is always in a state of activity. Breathing is motion; thinking is 
motion from one thought to another. Eating is an activity, even when performed by one 
who has given up all activity. There may be a special name for it — bhikÀ¡ , but, even 
so, it is an action. Just see what a bhikÀu  will do if, instead of giving him food, we 
simply write the word bhikÀ¡ on a piece of paper and hand it to him!  

Similarly, cooking, walking, and bathing are all karmas. Sitting in a chair, 
cross-legged on the floor, or in any other manner is karma. All these karmas are in the 
form of motion. If this is so, when are you going to be motionless? Only when you 
know, 1 am motionlessness. ‘In knowledge alone, there is akarma. There is no other 
akarma , otherwise. 

Thus, at no time is there any living being who is not performing some activity or 
the other. We have no way of knowing whether there is activity after death, except that 
the ¿ruti says that one takes another birth, thereby implying even more action. 
Therefore, when is a person not performing action? Even in deep sleep, there is activity 
since breathing and other vital physiological functions continue to operate. Otherwise, 
there would be no need to break one's fast; there would be no breakfast for the person! 

CAUSES OF ACTION  

If motion is action, then, there is no time when the person in a given physical body 
is free from activity. Even if action is taken as something that is will-based, one is 
always doing one thing or the other, helplessly impelled by an unseen cause, as K¤À¸a 
said in the second line of the verse when he introduced the word prak¤ti. 

Prak¤ti is that out of which any product, any creation, is ultimately born and is the 
word given to the material cause of the world. Your mind is also born out of prak¤ti, 
which has three qualities, gu¸as — sattva, rajas, and tamas. Being qualities of the 
cause, prak¤ti, these three qualities will also be in the effect or the product. For example, 
gold is the cause for a given bangle. The gold has certain qualities, a certain weight, and 
that weight will be there in the bangle. It also has a certain colour, which will also be in 
the bangle. Because gold is rustproof, the bangle will also be rustproof. The bangle will 
contain the malleability, strength, and so on, of the gold because it is born of gold, 
prak¤ti, the cause. Its cause being gold, the bangle will necessarily have all of the same 
qualities as gold. 
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QUALITIES OF THE MIND  

Similarly, antaÅ -kara¸a , the mind, is born of prak¤ti and has the same qualities 
— sattva, rajas, and tamas. Each of these qualities produces certain types of desire, the 
expressions of which can be classified according to each of these qualities, as we shall 
see in more detail later in the G¢t¡. For instance, there are three types of giving. Giving 
as an investment in expectation of a return is born of tamas and giving for the sake of 
pride is born of rajas. Giving because it must be done and, once done is forgotten, is 
born of sattva. Thus, there is a clean division among the three.  

Because sattva, rajas, and tamas are present in everyone, there are three types of 
expression with reference to desires. Prompted by these desires, one performs action. In 
this way, all living beings are made to do action. There is no escaping it. A bug keeps 
moving because if it stays in one place it risks getting squashed. Even by moving, it has 
no guarantees! For a worm to go from one side of a room to another is like making a 
pilgrimage on foot to Benares from the South of India.  

Something inside every living creature impels it to perform action. This is how the 
creation is. No one remains without performing action. Therefore, literally speaking, you 
are not going to accomplish naiÀkarmya, actionlessness. NaiÀkarmya is simply 
knowing oneself to be free from doership. This is the only naiÀkarmya  available and is 
what is called mokÀa . 

The verse under discussion here relates to the previous one. By not beginning an 
activity, you are not going to accomplish naiÀkarmya. Nor are you going to do so by 
giving up action, even if you adhere to the Vedic rules for sanny¡sa. Also, by becoming 
a sanny¡s¢, you cannot give up all activity because it is physically impossible. You will 
always be doing one thing or the other. You will go for food, which is an action; you will 
eat the food, which is another action. Thus, even a sanny¡s¢ is active in some form or 
the other. 

Therefore, if you take sanny¡sa, it does not mean that you have gained 
sarva -karma -sanny¡sa; you have merely been absolved from certain duties. Giving up 
all action is a matter of knowing. When choosing between the two life-styles, do not 
think that sanny¡sa  is easy. There is activity in sanny¡sa  also, just as there is in 
karma-yoga . Which one is more appropriate for you depends upon your disposition. 

WHICH LIFE-STYLE IS MORE SUITABLE FOR YOU?  

If you have r¡ga-dveÀas, it is better to be a karma-yog¢ . If, however, you find that 
you are contemplative and not interested in anything other than pursuing self-knowledge, 
then sanny¡sa  will be suitable for you. This means that your life has been lived 
meaningfully and you are now ready for sanny¡sa . Only then should you become a 
sanny¡s¢. Even so, naiÀkarmya is equal only to knowledge.  
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K¤À¸a then continued: 

EÚ®…ÊŒxp˘™…… h… ∫…∆™…®™… ™… +…∫i…‰ ®…x…∫…… ∫®…Æ˙x…¬* 
<Œxp˘™……l……«x…¬  ¥…®…⁄f¯…i®……  ®…l™……S……Æ˙& ∫… =S™…i…‰** 6 ** 
karmendriy¡¸i saÆyamya ya ¡ste manas¡ smaran 
indriy¡rth¡n vim£·h¡tm¡ mithy¡c¡raÅ sa ucyate   Verse 6 

™…& yaÅ — one who; EÚ®…ÊŒxp˘™…… h… karmendriy¡¸i — organs of action; ∫…∆™…®™… saÆyamya 
— controlling; <Œxp˘™……l……«x…¬ indriy¡rth¡n — sense objects; ®…x…∫…… manas¡  — with the 
mind; ∫®…Æ˙x…¬ smaran  — remembering; +…∫i…‰ ¡ste — sits; ∫…& saÅ — that one;  ¥…®…⁄f¯…i®…… 
vim£·h¡tm¡  — deluded;  ®…l™……S……Æ˙& mithy¡c¡raÅ — a person of false conduct; =S™…i…‰ 
ucyate — is called 

The one who, controlling the organs  of action, sits with the mind 
remembering the sense objects is deluded and is called a person of false 
conduct. 

One who does not know that the nature of ¡tm¡ is naiÀkarmya , actionlessness, 
takes himself or herself to be a doer. When, as a doer, one gives up actions by will, his or 
her life is false. Mithy¡ means ‘false’ and ¡c¡ra means conduct and therefore , 
‘mithy¡c¡ra ’ literally means ‘false living.’ 

A person who does not know the ¡tm¡ is a saÆs¡r¢ with all the problems, 
inadequacies, and so on, that a life of saÆs¡ra implies. Giving up all activities, such a 
person cannot but dwell upon the sense objects towards which he or she no longer goes. 
Controlling all the organs of action, the person thinks that he or she performs no action. 
Not speaking or doing anything, the person just sits. What happens then? Because he or 
she does not see the self as fullness, ¡nanda, the person cannot but think of the sense 
objects. Not knowing the ¡tm¡, but thinking that he or she is going to be actionlessness, 
one who gives up all activities will necessarily dwell on all the objects towards which he 
or she no longer goes. This is why K¤À¸a refers to such a person as vim£·h¡tm¡, one 
who is deluded and confounded. His or her conduct itself is false. It is not actionlessness 
at all because the person is always thinking about the sense objects. 

CAN YOU BE ACTIONLESS WITHOUT SELF-KNOWLEDGE? 

Suppose this person does not think about the objects. He or she cannot but think 
about them because the person has no other object to think about unless he or she knows 
the ¡tm¡. If the ¡tm¡  is known, there is no problem. The person is already 
actionlessness. This is why knowledge of the ¡tm¡ is called mokÀa. Without this 
knowledge, a person who thinks he or she is going to gain naiÀkarmya by not doing 
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action is living falsely. Instead of enjoying the knowledge of ¡tm¡ , the person will 
contemplate upon all the objects already experienced or on possible experiences yet to 
come. K¤À¸a  told Arjuna that this type of living is false and áa´kara went so far as to 
call it sinful, p¡p¡c¡ra . 

Then, K¤À¸a  went on to describe the person who does not live in this way: 

™…Œ∫i¥…Œxp˘™…… h… ®…x…∫……  x…™…®™……Æ˙¶…i…‰%V…÷«x…* 
EÚ®…ÊŒxp˘™…Ë& EÚ®…«™……‰M…®…∫…HÚ& ∫…  ¥… ∂…π™…i…‰** 7 ** 
yastvindriy¡¸i manas¡ niyamy¡rabhate'rjuna 
karmendriyaiÅ karmayogamasaktaÅ sa vi¿iÀyate   Verse 7 

+V…÷«x… arjuna  — Oh! Arjuna; ™…& yaÅ — one who; i…÷ tu — whereas; <Œxp˘™…… h… indriy¡¸i 
— sense organs; ®…x…∫…… manas¡  — with the mind;  x…™…®™… niyamya — controlling; +∫…HÚ& 
asaktaÅ — unattached; EÚ®…ÊŒxp˘™…Ë& karmendriyaiÅ —with the organs of action; EÚ®…«™……‰M…®…¬ 
karmayogam — the yoga  of action; +…Æ˙¶…i…‰ ¡rabhate — takes to; ∫…& saÅ  — that one; 
 ¥… ∂…π™…i…‰ vi¿iÀyate — is far superior 

Whereas, Oh! Arjuna, the one who, controlling the sense organs with the 
mind, is unattached and takes to the yoga of action (i.e., action performed 
with yoga-buddhi) with the organs of action, is far superior. 

A person who can control his or her sense pursuits has discrimination, viveka . The 
control is through the mind only. The word manas¡, through the mind, implies viveka , 
manas being another word for buddhi, intellect. To control one's organs of action and 
sense pursuits — in other words, having a mastery over them — is to direct them at will. 
Such a person, not attached to karma-phala , the results of action, begins, ¡rabhate, 
takes to a life of karma-yoga, meaning that the person performs karma as a yoga , as a 
s¡dhana, a means. You cannot do karma-yoga. You can only have it because 
karma-yoga  is strictly an attitude with reference to action and its result. The person 
described by K¤À¸a in this verse is one who begins doing karma with the organs of 
action — speaking, walking, and whatever is to be done — with the proper attitude.  

Actions to be done may be vaidika-karmas, scripturally enjoined rituals, or 
laukika -karmas, consisting of all other activities, When a person does vaidika -karma 
or laukika -karma  with the karma-yoga attitude, he or she does not do it to fulfil his or 
her r¡ga-dveÀas but to neutralise them — in other words, to purify the mind for gaining 
the knowledge that is mokÀa . 

Generally, people do vaidika-karma — rituals, prayers, and so on — in order to 
gain securities and pleasures. This is nothing but fulfilling their r¡gas and dveÀas. First 
you pray and then you present the Lord with your petition. There is nothing wrong with 
this, but you should know that it is only for fulfilling r¡ga-dveÀas. 
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Praying to the Lord for the cure of a disease or the solution to a problem is 
definitely appropriate. If you have done everything you can do and it is not enough, why 
not invoke the Lord also? What should be understood here though is that all prayers, 
even those enjoined by the Veda, can be for your securities and pleasures, either here or 
in the hereafter. Or they can be a yoga, a means for self-purification and self-knowledge, 
which is mokÀa . 

Karmas, even if performed according to dharma , is for the fulfillment of one's 
r¡ga -dveÀas alone, that is for the sake of achievements in the form of securities and 
pleasures. Such karmas are called k¡mya-karmas and the person who does the karma 
is called a karm¢ or a karma¶ha — in other words, one who is attached to the results of 
action. 

The person who is unattached is one who, rather than doing k¡mya -karma , is 
doing karma  for the sake of preparing the mind for knowledge. For such a person, 
prayer or any other type of vaidika -karma is for the very joy of praying and also for 
purification of the mind, antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi. Being for certain desired ends, that is, 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi and mokÀa, these karmas also come under the category of 
k¡mya-karma, but since the purpose of performing them is antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, they 
are not considered to be impelled by r¡ga -dveÀas. This must be understood.  

But karma done for any other reason is a bhoga-s¡dhana, a means for enjoying 
security and pleasure, even if it is a prayer or ritual enjoined by the Veda. A man may 
perform an elaborate ritual for the sake of wealth, progeny, or for heaven, in which he 
spends a lot of money. But all these are for enjoyment alone even though the person does 
not know who is enjoying what. 

When you say you enjoy an object, you do seem to be enjoying it. In time, 
however, you find that the object has enjoyed you because you have grown older. The 
objects of enjoyment have taken away your liver, kidneys, everything! You find yourself 
the loser because you do not know who is the enjoyer and who is the enjoyed. During the 
early years of your life, your body was growing. You became taller and stronger. You 
grew by eating. But, as an adult, the emphasis shifted. Previously, you were eating and 
you were growing. But now, in spite of eating, you are declining. Therefore, who is 
eating now? You are no longer eating the food; the food is eating you. The food itself 
has  become the eater because, in spite of eating, you are declining! In this way, the eater 
can become the eaten. Therefore, we do not know which is the enjoyer and which is the 
enjoyed.  

ACTION AS PRAYER  

If, when performing vaidika-karmas, a person thinks of himself or herself as an 
enjoyer, he or she is referred to as a phal¡sakta , one who is attached to the results of 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 420 

action. It is the same for laukika -karma, as well. In fact, for a karma-yog¢ there really 
is no such thing as a laukika -karma. The word is mer ely a verbal expression for an 
action that is not a Vedic ritual because, for a yog¢ all action is nothing but prayer to 
Ì¿vara, the Lord, as our analysis reveals. The order that is here in the creation is nothing 
but Ì¿vara . Once you recognise this fact, any action you perform, which is in keeping 
with Ì¿vara, becomes a prayer. Therefore, there is nothing that is laukika or vaidika , 
the words being used only to distinguish non-ritualistic actions from ritualistic actions. 

Since any action that is in keeping with dharma , or Ì¿vara , becomes a form of 
prayer, action performed by one who is not attached to the results of action is not 
considered to be impelled by one's r¡ga -dveÀas. The expression, ‘being unattached to 
the results of one's actions,’ is the sourc e of much confusion because no one performs 
action without expecting results. The word asakta , one who is unattached, has to be 
understood as a technical word which means one whose actions, whether vaidika  or 
laukika , are not based purely on r¡ga-dveÀas. R¡ga  is always in terms of something 
desirable that is away from you and dveÀa is in terms of something you want to avoid or 
get rid of. Actions not based on r¡ga-dveÀas are considered to be in keeping with 
dharma  and are meant for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. 

Thus, in the verse, asakta refers to a person who enjoys a certain control. 
Otherwise, one's r¡ga-dveÀas alone will decide what one should do. Whatever fancies 
happen along, the person will simply join them and do whatever comes to mind. 
Convenience, instead of what is right, becomes the rule here, though the action may be 
against dharma . The karma-yog¢, on the other hand, has a certain control over his or her 
organs of action and sense organs. We use the word ‘certain’ here because, even though 
the person is a karma-yog¢, he or she is still an ajµa, one who is ignorant with reference 
to the self. Thus, even though this person may have some omissions and commissions, 
there is always a degree of control.  

Being not impelled by karma-phala  alone, interested only in antaÅ-
kara¸a -¿uddhi and mokÀa , the karma-yog¢ does what has to be done. The idea 
conveyed here is that, technically, purification of the mind is a result of one's actions. 
But, because purification of the mind is not born out of r¡ga -dveÀa-based action, it is not 
referred to as a karma-phala in the usual sense. 

When you say you want to gain mokÀa , you mean that you want to know ¡tm¡ , 
which means you want to know Ì¿vara . AntaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi is for understanding 
Ì¿vara. 

KNOWLEDGE OF THE LORD IS KNOWLEDGE OF ONESELF  

Whether we use the word ‘knowing,’ ‘gaining,’ ‘reaching,’ or whatever, what is 
meant is knowledge of Ì¿vara, which is not separate from knowledge of the self. 
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Between j¢va , the individual, and Ì¿vara , the Lord, there is identity, which is expressed 
as an equation, ‘You Are That — tat tvam asi.’  

‘That,’ tat, refers to Ì¿vara  who is the cause of the world. ‘That,’ Ì¿vara, you are 
– tvam asi. This equation naturally implies self-knowledge and also Ì¿vara-knowledge. 
In this context, karma is performed for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. So that the knowledge of 
Ì¿vara can be gained, not for getting something out of Ì¿vara . Getting something out of 
Ì¿vara implies r¡ga-dveÀas, whereas here we want to know what he is. We want to have 
the vision of Ì¿vara , which is something entirely different. Therefore, karma becomes 
yoga. K¤À¸a  described one who begins this yoga  as far superior. To whom? In his 
commentary, áa´kara refers back to the person mentioned in the previous verse, the one 
who outwardly performs no action but dwells inwardly upon all the sense objects that 
have been given up. Such a person can also be called lazy.  

Laziness and idleness are not the same thing. A lazy person is one who does 
nothing outwardly, but does everything mentally. He or she even writes letters mentally 
and then becomes annoyed when there is no reply! Whereas an idle person is one who is 
always busy, without ever accomplishing anything. He or she creates all sorts of messes 
and then clears them up. Such a person has no time for anything and accomplishes 
nothing.  

In a planetarium in Hawaii, there is a coin-operated machine designed to be as 
busy as an idle person. Every form of mechanism can be seen in this machine — moving 
pistons, revolving wheels, hammering devices, and so on. Everything that is 
mechanically possible is going on there, but nothing is ever produced. Aside from being 
a waste of energy and genius, this machine is an excellent satire on how people are busy 
accomplishing nothing!  

The word vi¿iÀyate in this verse does not mean simply superior. To say that the 
karma-yog¢  is far better does not mean that the mithy¡c¡ra, mentioned in the previous 
verse, is good. The two are completely different. One person is sitting, dwelling on 
things, being lazy, and the other person is active and has a karma-yoga  attitude. Because 
the karma-yog¢ accomplishes everything, he or she is far superior, to the other person 
who is simply a hypocrite — not merely superior; there is no comparison at all. The 
karma-yog¢ accomplishes the ultimate puruÀ¡rtha , mokÀa but the hypocrite achieves 
nothing even in a relative sense. 

This being so, K¤À¸a said: 

 x…™…i…∆ E÷ÚØ˚ EÚ®…« i¥…∆ EÚ®…« V™……™……‰ ¡EÚ®…«h…&* 
∂…Æ˙“Æ˙™……j…… {… S… i…‰ x… |… ∫…r˘¨‰n˘EÚ®…«h…&** 8 ** 
niyataÆ kuru karma tvaÆ karma jy¡yo hyakarma¸aÅ 
¿ar¢ray¡tr¡pi ca te na prasiddhyedakarma¸aÅ   Verse 8 
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i¥…®…¬ tvam — you;  x…™…i…®…¬ niyatam — what is to be done; EÚ®…« karma — action; E÷ÚØ˚ 
kuru  — do;  Ω˛ hi — because; +EÚ®…«h…& akarma¸aÅ  — (when compared) to inaction; EÚ®…« 
karma — action; V™……™…& jy¡yaÅ — superior; +EÚ®…«h…& akarma¸aÅ — due to inaction; i…‰ 
te — your; ∂…Æ˙“Æ˙™……j…… ¿ar¢ray¡tr¡ — maintenance of the body; + {… api — even; S… ca — 
and; x … |… ∫…r˘¨‰i…¬ na  prasiddhyet — would become impossible 

Do action that is to be done because action is superior to inaction. And 
due to inaction, even the maintenance of your body would not become 
impossible.  

The word niyatam refers to karma that is enjoined by the ¿¡stra. By telling 
Arjuna to do those actions that are to be done, K¤À¸a was not suggesting that th e ¿¡stra 
would always tell him what was to be done. There are, of course, many situations that 
the ¿¡stra  does not cover. But because every situation is a part of the given universal 
order, the situation itself dictates what is to be done. Thus, you need not be told that a 
particular action is to be done at a particular time. Given the situation, what is to be done 
becomes very obvious.  

The karma that is obvious in a given situation, that which is proper, is also 
niyata-karma. It is niyata either by the order of dharma  or because it is enjoined by 
the ¿¡stra . In any case, it is the karma that must be done — daily, occasionally, 
whenever. K¤À¸a told Arjuna to perform action because it is definitely superior to doing 
nothing. If you do not know the ¡tm¡ and do not do karma either, nothing will be 
accomplished. Instead, all that will happen is that the body will become sick and the 
antaÅ-kara¸a, the mind, will become even sicker. Thus, doing karma  is definitely 
superior. 

The word ¿ar¢ra-y¡tr¡ in the verse, refers to the journey of the living body. From 
birth onwards, it has been journeying. Even though it reaches certain stages, there are 
still stations to travel to, like a train that has not yet reached its destination. The journey 
of living, K¤À¸a said here, does not take place if actions are not performed. You simply 
cannot live your life. Even mere survival is not possible. And, by merely surviving, you 
are accomplishing nothing. 

LIFE IS NOT FOR MERE SURVIVAL  

Even a frog manages to survive. Every living organism has the instinct for survival 
and it does survive for as long it can. Since anyone and anything can survive, survival is 
not considered to be a human accomplishment. Life, human life especially, is not just for 
surviving; it is for some accomplishment. This is why the four-fold puruÀ¡rthas, human 
ends, security – artha, pleasure – k¡ma, righteousness – dharma, and liberation – 
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mokÀa, are mentioned in the ¿¡stra . Since there are these ends to be accomplished, we 
have various desires that impel us to attem pt to fulfil them. 

To just survive, one must at least eat. There is a Swami who is said to be such a 
great sanny¡s¢ that he does not use his hands even for eating. However, he does open his 
mouth so that someone else can put the food in! Obviously, he does not understand that 
opening his mouth is an action and closing it is another action, to say nothing of 
chewing, swallowing, and preparing for the next mouthful. This same Swami will not 
talk either. He does nothing and people call it naiÀkarmya, which it is not.  

Even eating is not possible if you do no action and, to live, you have to get your 
food somehow. If you will not use your hands to eat, someone else has to put the food 
into your mouth. When others have to cook your food and put it into your mouth, there is 
action. Earning the money to buy the food and materials needed to prepare it is also 
action. Since survival cannot possibly be without action, do what is to be done by you.  

By telling Arjuna to perform action, K¤À¸a  was telling him not to be afr aid of 
action. Arjuna's problem was that his karma was the cause of his being bound. When 
you do karma, you produce pu¸ya  and p¡pa  and, because of this, you are born again. 
Again you will perform karmas, which again produce pu¸ya  and p¡pa, because of 
which you will be born yet again. This is why karma is said to be the villain in the life 
of saÆs¡ra. Because karma  alone is the cause for your being bound, you conclude that 
you should not do karma. 

KARMAS ARE INEXHAUSTIBLE  

The cycle of life can be looked at t hrough the model of karma, but if we do so, the 
model must be taken in its entirety. Suppose you say that by not doing any karma  at all 
there will be no problem — no pu¸ya  or p¡pa and, therefore, no more birth and death. 
The cessation of this cycle of birth and death is what is meant by liberation, mokÀa . 
Therefore, by not doing anything, you will accomplish mokÀa. Let others study the G¢t¡ ; 
you do not need it because, by doing nothing, you can gain mokÀa. 

To this, áa´kara replies elsewhere by asking further questions. He asks, ‘What 
about all the karmas standing in your account from previous births, saµcita-karmas? 
Who is going to fulfil them even if you do nothing in this birth? Secondly, when did you 
decide not to do any more karma? Until you were forty years old, all you did was 
karma! What about that karma? It also must be fulfilled. Furthermore, can you remain 
for even the briefest period of time without performing karma? When you have the “I 
am a doer”-notion, you cannot but do karma. In fact, you cannot remain for even a 
second without performing some action or the other. And if you are not occupied with 
doing right karma , it will take you no time at all to do wrong karma!’ 
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Not doing karma , therefore, is nothing but a pipe dream. There is no such thing as 
gaining mokÀa by not doing karma. Of course karma  is the cause for you being bound. 
No one ever said that karma liberates. Karma definitely binds the j¢va. In fact, it is the 
third strand of a three-stranded knot. Ignorance is the first strand, ignorance in the form 
of the notion, ‘I am a doer.’ Once this ignorance-born notion is there, you cannot avoid 
the second strand, desire or k¡ma. If you think that you are small, limited, and mortal, 
you will want to be big, full, immortal — all these are desires. 

Because you do not want to be limited by ignorance, limited by the knowledge that 
you have limited knowledge, you do not accept ignorance. This means that you want to 
be free of the limitation of knowledge and ignorance, which is another desire. There is  
also the desire to be happy, to be free from unhappiness, inadequacy, lack. These desires 
arise because you do not know that you are already full. When this ignorance is there, 
desires will also be there and, of course, they will be according to your limited 
knowledge. Therefore, even your wants are not very big. You may want this and that, but 
they are all small wants really. Then, in order to fulfil these wants, you perform karma , 

which produces the pu¸ya and p¡pa that create new births for you. Given this 
ignorance-desire-action cycle, you remain bound by karma . 

KARMA-YOGA  RELEASES YOU FROM THE HOLD OF 
RËGA-DVEâAS  

This same karma, however, while not itself a releasing factor, can assist in one's 
release if it is done with the attitude of karma-yoga , as we have seen. By performing 
karma in this way one is released from the hold of r¡ga-dveÀas, likes and dislikes. 
Therefore, the same karma  becomes a means, a s¡dhana . In the next few verses, the 
karma done in this way is being referred to as yajµa. It becomes yoga and one gains 
¿uddha -antaÅ-kara¸a , a pure mind. With this pure mind, the person gains the 
knowledge that is mokÀa . This, then, is the order. Beginning with the next verse and 
ending with the 16th verse, K¤À¸a then talked about karma as a means leading to mokÀa. 

™…Y……l……«iEÚ®…«h……‰%x™…j… ôÙ…‰EÚ…‰%™…∆ EÚ®…«§…xv…x…&* 
i…n˘l…» EÚ®…« EÚ…Ëxi…‰™… ®…÷HÚ∫…ÉÛ& ∫…®……S…Æ˙** 9 ** 
yajµ¡rth¡tkarma¸o'nyatra loko'yaÆ karmabandhanaÅ  
tadarthaÆ karma kaunteya muktasa´gaÅ sam¡cara   Verse 9 

™…Y……l……«i…¬ EÚ®…«h…& +x™…j… yajµ¡rth¡t karma¸aÅ anyatra — other than the karma 
performed for the sake of yajµa;— with reference to other (karma); +™…®…¬ ayam — this 
(person); ôÙ…‰EÚ& lokaÅ — the one who is enjoined (to do the karma); EÚ®…«§…xv…x…& karma-
bandhanaÅ — the one who is bound by action; EÚ…Ëxi…‰™… kaunteya — Oh! Kaunteya ; 
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i…n˘l…«®…¬ tadartham — for the sake of that; ®…÷HÚ-∫…ÉÛ& mukta-sa´ga Å — being one free 
from attachment; EÚ®…« karma  — action; ∫…®……S…Æ˙ sam¡cara — perform  

This person who is enjoined (to do action) is bound by karma other than 
that performed for the sake of yajµa, (i.e., other than the action 
performed as an offering to Ì¿vara ). For this reason, Oh! Kaunteya, 
being one free from attachment, perform action for the sake of that 
(yajµa).  

Yajµa is a very important word in the Vedic literature. Even though the word 
means a sacrificial ritual, in a wider sense yajµa  means every action of one's life is 
performed as an offering to Ì¿vara. In an act of giving, there is a giver, something given, 
and a recipient. In an offering such as a ritual, one more factor is involved — the place 
of offering, the altar. Thus there is the altar of offering, the recipient who is invoked in 
the offering, the one who does the offering, and the offering itself. 

Generally, in any offering, there is a word like sv¡h¡  or namaÅ, meaning ‘I offer 
this salutation.’ For example, when we say, ‘NamaÅ áiv¡ya,’ it means, ‘Unto Lord 
áiva, I offer this salutation,’ and this is an offering. When this expression is repeated 
over and over again, it becom es a japa-yajµa. Even the food you eat is an offering, 
although most people do not think of it as such. If, however, you look upon the digestive 
system as digestive fire, the food offered into that fire is an offering and the altar of this 
offering is the digestive process, pr¡¸a , itself. Therefore, before eating, the food is 
offered to the Lord in the form of pr¡¸a.  

Nothing in the creation is looked upon as something separate from the Lord. The 
Lord is a conscious being, cetana . Only in a conscious being does the activity of 
digestion take place and the food offered is not separate from the Lord. This is why the 
fifteenth chapter of the G¢t¡ and the ¿loka, ‘brahm¡rpa¸am…’ are repeated before 
eating. These verses make it very clear that everything is the Lor d, including the food we 
eat, and the one who eats it. Therefore, eating is an offering.  

In a fire ritual, the altar is the fire, the turf. The oblation is offered unto the fire. 
The offerer is called yajam¡na and the recipient of the offering, devat¡ . Usually, when 
you offer something to another person, you expect reciprocal treatment. You expect 
something in return from that person. Giving and receiving gifts during the Christmas 
season is a case in point. You offer a gift to another, no matter how small, and that 
person offers you something also.  

ALL OFFERINGS BELONG TO THE LORD ALONE  

Because giving gifts at Christmas time is a convention, a beautiful convention, you 
have to offer and a return is expected. It is not the gift you are interested in; it is the care 
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and consideration, the remembrance, of the other person that counts. But when we offer 
something to a devat¡ like Indra , reciprocity is not a factor. As part of the yajµa itself I 
say in so many words that what I am offering belongs to Indra; it does not belong to 
me.1 

In this way, everything is looked upon as a yajµa, as we shall see in the fourth 
chapter. The breathing process is a yajµa . The breath that goes out is called pr¡¸a and 
the incoming breath when you breath in is called ap¡na . When you breathe out the 
pr¡¸a is offered to ap¡na and when you breath in the ap¡na is offered back to pr¡¸a . 
In this way, breathing is considered to be a yajµa . 

Those who are committed to the practice of pr¡¸¡y¡ma , control of the breath, are 
not really doing exercises. They are performing a yajµa , pr¡¸a being Ì¿vara , the Lord. 
In the same way, all exercises and yogic postures, ¡sanas, are considered to be yajµas. 
In fact, each ¡sana has its own devat¡ . Indian music is also a yajµa . Every defined 
melody, r¡ga, is considered to have a head, trunk, and feet. Certain Indian paintings 
depict each r¡ga with the form of a goddess. Thus, even r¡gas, melodies have their own 
presiding deities. 

Any one aspect in the creation can be looked upon as an aspect of Ì¿vara, and that 
aspect becomes the presiding deity or devat¡. Thus, in any given object, you can invoke 
the total or an aspect of the total. If it is an aspect, it is called devat¡. Any functionary 
such as the eyes, ears, nose, and other organs has a presiding deity, devat¡ , which is but 
Ì¿vara. 

THE SENSE ORGANS AS ÌáVARA 

If you look at Ì¿vara as the material cause of the whole creation, the eyes 
themselves are Ì¿vara . And if you look at the Lord as the efficient cause, the Lord 
becomes the presiding deity for the eyes. Without this appreciation of Ì¿vara , this 
bhakti, there is no karma-yoga . This appreciation is the very attitude that is 
karma-yoga , in fact. Thus, karma-yoga  is bhakti-yoga . We are told very clearly that 
there are only two yogas — karma-yoga and jµ¡na -yoga . 

Thus for the sake of mokÀa, there are two possible dedicated life-styles, 
jµ¡na-yoga and karma-yoga. Either one pursues knowledge to the exclusion of all else 
or one performs karma with the proper attitude, which implies Ì¿vara, along with one's 
pursuit of self-knowledge. Bhakti, appreciation of Ì¿vara  is common to both the 
sanny¡s¢ and the karma-yog¢. A sanny¡s¢, jµ¡na-yog¢, is not without devotion. In fact, 
this person's entire life is dedicated to the appreciation of Ì¿vara. He or she wants only 

                                                                 
1 This is the mantra that we say, when we make an offering to Lord Indra — ‘indr¡ya sv¡h¡ 
indr¡ya id aÆ na mama – offered unto Indra, this is now Indra's, not mine  any more.’ 
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to understand what Ì¿vara is. The knowledge being Ì¿vara , nothing but Ì¿vara  is there. 
Ì¿vara is the very pursuit. Thus, a sanny¡s¢ is not a non-devotee. 

Because two words, jµ¡na-yoga and karma-yoga , are used, it is commonly 
thought that there are two separate pursuits, the pursuit of knowledge and the pursuit of 
karma. This misunderstanding leads to the introduction of a seemingly third pursuit, the 
pursuit of bhakti. But how can this be? Suppose a sanny¡s¢ is one who renounces all 
action, karma-yog¢ is one who performs all action, and then there is a third person, a 
bhakti-yog¢. Does the bhakti-yog¢ not perform karma? And if not, what will he or she 
do for bhakti? To worship Ì¿vara , certain rituals have to be performed.  

Whatever the person does to express his or her devotion is an action, a karma . 
This is karma-yoga, in fact. All that is being done is karma . ‘No, no,’ the bhakta might 
say, ‘I only sing, Hare R¡ma.’ He or she may think that singing Hare R¡ma  is bhakti,  
but it is an action, a karma performed by the organ of speech and therefore called 
v¡cikaÆ karma. And if, while singing, the person also claps or dances, the karma 
becomes a k¡yikaÆ karma , an action performed by the limbs of the physical body. 
Therefore, the karma is not only oral, it is also physical. In fact, this kind of bhakti can 
be so physical that it can totally exhaust the person!  

BHAKTI-YOGA IS KARMA-YOGA  

Bhakti is the recognition of Ì¿vara and any karma done for the sake of 
recognizing Ì¿vara is yoga. Even if you meditate mentally, it is bhakti because the Lord 
is involved. It is also a karma because you are doing it with your will. Any action that 
comes of your will and is invoking someone is a yajµa, a karma. Therefore, the 
expression bhakti-yoga  is to be taken as karma-yoga, bhakti being a common element.  

Similarly, ha¶ha -yoga  is a discipline which is a s¡dhana or indirect means for 
mokÀa. Any discipline is either for antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, purification of your mind, or 
for the integration and co-ordination of the physical body. Because there are a number of 
disturbances and many kinds of deficiencies possible in a person, various disciplines can 
be helpful. Any discipline is yoga  if the purpose is very clear. If not, it can be a problem. 
Even Karate can be yoga , as long as it is not done to make you feel invincible. The 
purpose is not to kick someone but to gain a certain degree of fitness and co-ordination. 

When there is commitment to Ì¿vara, everything becomes yoga , a means, there is 
no discipline or activity that we can say is not yoga  if the Lord is involved. In the fourth 
chapter we will see how many types of activity there are and that, with these, everything 
is covered. Who is doing it, the person's attitude, the purpose for which an activity is 
being done — all these make any activity a s¡dhana, a yoga . It is important to 
understand, then, that although yoga has been divided into many different types, the 
¿¡stra makes it clear that there are only two in fact, karma-yoga  and jµ¡na -yoga. 
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For the jµ¡na -yog¢  or sanny¡s¢, knowledge alone is yoga because the person is 
absolved from all duties. It is not that the jµ¡na-yog¢ does not do any karma 
whatsoever; it is just that the person is absolved of all obligatory duties. The sanny¡s¢ is 
a non-competitive person, one who does not compete in the society in any way. Only 
then is the person freed from all obligatory duties to pursue knowledge. When sanny¡s¢s 
start incense factories, for example, they have to compete with other incense 
manufacturers. They have to project the product, proving it to be better than other 
products. Only a person who does not compete in the society can be called a sanny¡s¢. 

Thus, there are only two yogas and bhakti is common to both of them. All 
karmas become yoga if they are done keeping Ì¿vara in view. A yajµa is any karma 
which is done for the sake of Ì¿vara . It can be any ritual, worship, or prayer — each of 
which involves special karma performed for the sake of Ì¿vara only.  

Bringing up a child is also a yajµa and is an example of an indirect offering to 
Ì¿vara. I am here in this creation and the child is in my keeping. The child has been 
given to me as pras¡da and is to be brought up by me. This is a proper attitude and is 
therefore karma-yoga. Ì¿vara is recognised and the order involved is seen to be Ì¿vara . 
To see things in this way is not an ordinary situation. A person has to be sensitive so that 
the order that is Ì¿vara  is as tangible as a wall or a rock. This kind of appreciation is 
what bhakti actually means. 

THE REAL MEANING OF BHAKTI 

Bhakti is not just chanting, although chanting is also bhakti. It is the appreciation 
of Ì¿vara  and the order. This appreciation is what makes you sensitive and gives 
meaning to your life. Recognizing Ì¿vara is to be able to see more than meets the eye, 
more than what the eyes see. Bhakti is an appreciation of what is behind and what is in 
front, the order within the order, seeing everything as Ì¿vara. And this is also exactly 
what is meant by karma-yoga. 

By any karma, you are either directly or indirectly related to Ì¿vara. Karma 
involves role-playing. Something is expected of you. This action is to be done by you 
because you are placed in this situation. Therefore, you do it. This is how Ì¿vara's 
karma works. Otherwise, why are you in this place at this time? Why are you not 
elsewhere? There is a meaning here. You are in this place at this time because there is 
something to be done by you. This is the law of karma . 

You see that there is a meaning and that the situation is not a random one. 
Everything seems to have a cause and an effect. There is no randomness in the creation. 
To use Einstein's words the Lord does not play dice. Even if he did, being omniscient, he 
would know exactly how they were going to fall. Otherwise, he would not be Ì¿vara . 
Therefore, he has no need to play dice. Situations do not happen randomly. They happen 
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because they have to happen. If this is understood, you will find that everything, even 
relationships, becomes meaningful. 

To worship the Lord by doing what is to be done by you definitely requires that 
you see more than the eyes can see. You have to appreciate what is beyond the hands 
that perform the action, not merely the desire but what is behind the desire. You should 
appreciate that the desire itself is born of Ì¿vara. This kind of appreciation is bhakti. In 
this way, the performer of action worships the Lord indirectly.  

Thus, there is a two-fold yajµa — direct and indirect. When you perform a 
karma, a yajµa , in the form of a prayer, there is a direct relationship between Ì¿vara and 
yourself. You either invoke Ì¿vara in the form of a devat¡, a deity, or you invoke him as 
the Lord straightaway. Either way, there is a bhakta, a devotee, and there is a 
yajam¡na , one who performs the karma . You can do the karma yourself or it can be 
done by someone else, by proxy, as when you ask a priest to conduct a ritual on your 
behalf. Either way, the result comes to you alone, the yajam¡na. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT YAJØAS  

Karma  that invokes a devat¡ or Ì¿vara directly becomes a direct yajµa. Any 
other karma, done with an awareness of Ì¿vara, becomes an indirect yajµa . Because the 
yajµa , direct or indirect, is done for the sake of Ì¿vara , Ì¿vara  is also called yajµa. 

This section of the G¢t¡  provides a beautiful description of bhakti that converts 
karma into yoga. Everything can be seen here — the order, the ecology, and so on. At 
every level, there is an ecology — the ecology of thought, the ecology of karma, the 
ecology of action. ‘Ecology’ is an excellent word, having brought into light a certain 
understanding that did not exist previously. ‘Ecology’ is now a commonly-used word 
because there is necessity for it, pollution now being a recognised problem. 

Ecology is recognised here at different levels. All the devat¡s, all the elemental 
forces, are doing their jobs and should not be disturbed. Because you are a conscious 
being with a free will, even the ecology of the divine forces can be disturbed by your 
actions. If you are abusing your free will, you are disturbing the ecology of dharma , 
which is going to affect all humanity, whatever is disturbed is not going to remain 
without producing undesirable results.  

There is an order and, wherever there is an order, there is ecology. Here, K¤À¸a 
was talking at the dharma  level. Dharma  alone should govern your free will. Once 
freedom is given to you, you can do whatever you want. There is no hindrance 
whatsoever. If freedom can be hindered, it is not freedom. Therefore, because you have a 
free will, you can commit homicide and even suicide! 

Since there is the possibility of abusing freedom at different levels, there should be 
an ecology with reference to the freedom given. It seems that the only ecology we are 
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concerned about disturbing is the ecology of the flora and fauna. This attitude comes 
from human selfishness. We tend to think only about how we are going to be affected by 
this or that, but there is so much more to ecology than this. Ecology is the very 
awareness of one's actions and how they have an ever-widening circle of reactions. 
When a stone is thrown into clean water, it does not just drop to the bottom. It creates 
ripples, which keep on widening and widening into bigger and bigger circles, until 
finally, they lash upon the shore. Similarly, any action creates extended circles of 
response. 

DISTURBING THE ORDER 

Any action that disturbs the order, the dharma, will definitely bring about 
disorder, adharma . Because you are given freedom your freedom should be controlled 
by dharma. If at all there is a control, it is conformity to dharma. And if you do not 
conform to dharma , you will cause an ecological disturbance at the dharma level, 
resulting in various conflicts and problems. 

In this section of G¢t¡ , you will find how the universe moves within an ecology. It 
moves in a certain order and any disturbance in that order is a disturbance to you and to 
everyone else. Awareness of this fact is what makes a person a karma-yog¢ . 

Karma -yoga must be clearly understood. Because it is not an ordinary attitude, it 
takes a lot of maturity, awareness, and sensitivity. To simply say that one should love 
God is just so much Sunday talk. It means nothing. How can people who are not able to 
love their own mothers or those who care for them, love God? You do not even know 
who this God is or whether he exists. 

Bhakti is no joke. You must have a heightened awareness of the whole at the level 
of the manifest. This heightened awareness is bhakti and is what makes you a 
karma-yog¢ , as we shall see later in this group of verses.  

Arjuna  was told by K¤À¸a to take to karma-yoga  and he was also told that 
karma, action, binds the person who performs the action. Thus, there seems to be a 
problem here. Action, implying a doer, brings to the doer the results of the action. The 
results of action are either seen, d¤À¶a, or unseen, ad¤À¶a . Seen results are those you see 
immediately, in this life itself. You can relate directly to them. When you boil water, for 
example, the boiled water is a result that is seen immediately. 

The same actions can also bring about unseen results, those that are not seen by 
you now, but will come either later in this life or in the hereafter. A prayer or a ritual is a 
karma that brings about an unseen result. For example, putrak¡meÀ¶i the name given to 
a ritual performed for gaining a son produces result in this life only. How it happens is 
not known; only the outcome is seen. The connection between the ritual and the result 
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not being seen, the result is called ad¤À¶a That actions produce both seen and unseen 
results is unfolded by the ¿ruti. 

HOW ACTION BINDS THE PERSON 

In this way, we see that action does indeed bind the person. It keeps the doer going 
all the time. Whether the result is good or bad, pu¸ya  or p¡pa, the doer is always there 
as a saÆs¡r¢. For one who can discriminate between the real and unreal, even a good 
result is a shackle. A goo d result may mean that a particular situation is a little more 
comfortable, but it is not going to completely change the person in terms of his or her 
sense of limitation, centred on the ‘I.’ 

A person can become the president of a country because of some pu¸ya  alone, not 
merely because of his or her qualifications. You may say it is a fluke or chance, whereas 
we attribute it to some good karma. Even though a highly qualified person may 
repeatedly contest the presidential elections, he or she may never win. For the highly 
qualified person, the unseen result of winning a presidential election may not be there, 
whereas for a lesser-qualified person it is.  

And even if you do become the president, there will still be problems. Perhaps you 
think your nose is too big and, having to be constantly in the public eye, you feel you 
should undergo surgery! Like this, some problem or other is always going to be there 
because, simply by becoming a powerful person in society, no one is going to alter his or 
her sense of limitation centred on the ‘I.’ Therefore, even pu¸ya , good results, are a 
shackle — a golden shackle. Whether one's shackle is made of gold or iron, it is still the 
same. 

A discriminating person knows that both pu¸ya and p¡pa are the cause for 
bondage, the cause for saÆs¡ra continuing. Karma  does not cause saÆs¡ra ; it 
perpetuates it. There is no need to cause saÆs¡ra because it is already there. Since 
karma perpetuates saÆs¡ra, instead of releasing you from it, ‘Why should I do 
karma?’ becomes the question.  

In this verse, K¤À¸a also acknowledged that karma is the cause for continued 
bondage, bandha -hetu . There is no doubt about it if karma is done for reasons other 
than yajµa . Here, yajµa does not refer to the ritual itself but to the one for whose sake it 
is done, Ì¿vara . By saying that yajµa is ViÀ¸u the one who is all pervasive, the ¿ruti 
makes it clear that yajµa is the Lord. Similarly, in the verse 24 of the Chapter 4 of the 
G¢t¡, everything is seen to be Brahman , the Lord. 1 The one who performs the ritual is  

                                                                 
1 •…¿…{…«h…∆ •…¿Ω˛ ¥…•…«¿…Mx……Ë •…¿h…… Ω÷̨i…®…¬* 
•…¿Ë¥… i…‰x… M…xi…¥™…∆ •…¿EÚ®…«∫…®…… v…x……** 4-24** 
brahm¡rpa¸aÆ brahmahavirbrahm¡gnau brahma¸¡ hutam  
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the Lord. The place where it is performed, the oblation itself is also the Lord. The 
mantras, ladles with which the oblation is offered, and so on are the Lord and so is the 
result. This means that there is nothing to gain. Everything belongs to Brahman  because 
everything is Brahman . 

KARMA AS AN OFFERING TO ÌáVARA DOES NOT BIND  

K¤À¸a  said here that karma only binds a person when it is performed without 
recognizing the Lord. When karma is done for the sake of one's r¡gas and dveÀas, 
without considering the dharma as Ì¿vara, then it is bondage. One gains only the results 
known as pu¸ya and p¡pa, those that come from performing k¡mya -karma , actions 
done for the sake of one's likes and dislikes. Only in this way can it be said that karma 
binds. It is true that if k¡mya -karma  is done keeping dharma  and adharma in view, no 
p¡pa  is incurred. However, only when karma is done for the sake of antaÅ-
kara¸a -¿uddhi does it become a means for mokÀa. Only then is it yoga. 

Karma  becomes yoga  if it is yajµa , done for the sake of Ì¿vara, as a propitiation 
to him or for antaÅ -kara¸a -¿uddhi. If this is not the case, then even worship, prayer, 
and so on become k¡mya -karma , performed to fulfil one's r¡gas and dveÀas. There is 
nothing wrong in doing this, but one should know that performing karma in this way is 
bondage. 

Therefore, K¤À¸a  said, do karma properly, for the sake of the Lord, as a yajµa , as 
propitiation. And how should this karma be done? By being free of attachment. What 
binds you to karma are your r¡ga-dveÀas alone. Karma  itself does not bind you. For a 
jµ¡n¢, a wise person, there is no problem at all. Karma  does not bind the person. And 
for a yog¢ , one who is not controlled by his or her r¡ga-dveÀas, karma is an indirect 
means for gaining the knowledge that is mokÀa. Thus, K¤À¸a told Arjuna that, whether 
he looked upon himself as a jµ¡n¢  or a yog¢ , there was no problem. 

You find that your previous karma , pr¡rabdha , has brought you to a given 
situation. With reference to action itself, you simply have to do what is to be done by 
you. Another aspect of karma-yoga  concerns your response to the results of action. You 
have certain likes and dislikes and, in keeping with dharma, you fulfil them. At the 
same time, you are prepared to accept the results of your action as pras¡da . In this way, 
your response to the results of action is also karma-yoga. 

The action mentioned by K¤À¸a in this verse was not meant for fulfilling Arjuna's 
r¡ga -dveÀas. It was action to be done simply because it was to be done. Arjuna  said he 
did not want to fight because he did not want the kingdom. Since r¡ga-dveÀas were not 
involved, why should he fight? K¤À¸a's response was that the matter was no longer in 
Arjuna's hands and that what was to be done by him must be done. R¡ga -dveÀas have 
________________________________  
brahmaiva t®na gantavyaÆ brahmakarmasam¡dhin¡ (G¢t¡ – 4-24) 
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to subserve dharma . What is to be done, we have to do, without being dictated to by a 
utilitarian attitude.  

HOW ACTION BECOMES YOGA 

Actions are almost always dictated by a utilitarian attitude — what will I get out of 
this? How much will I get and so on? But, here, K¤À¸a  was saying that if something is to 
be done by you and you do not want to do it, you had better do it anyway! In this way, 
action becomes a yoga. K¤À¸a was talking about a karma-yog¢  here, one who is 
qualified to do karma. The jµ¡n¢  is not being addressed at all. For the jµ¡n¢  there is no 
problem. Because the person knows that he or she is not the doer, there is nothing to be 
done. The karma-yog¢, on the other hand, still thinking that he or she is the doer, 
continues to perform action until knowledge is gained.  

Explaining why karma is to be done, Lord K¤À¸a continued: 

∫…Ω˛™…Y……& |…V……& ∫…fi´ı… {…÷Æ˙…‰¥……S… |…V……{… i…&* 
+x…‰x… |…∫… ¥…π™…v¥…®…‰π… ¥……‰%Œ∫i¥…üıEÚ…®…v…÷E¬Ú** 10 ** 
sahayajµ¡Å praj¡Å s¤À¶v¡ purov¡ca praj¡patiÅ 
anena prasaviÀyadhvameÀa vo'stviÀ¶ak¡madhuk   Verse 10 

{…÷Æ˙… pur¡ — in the beginning; |…V……{… i…& praj¡patiÅ — the Creator; ∫…Ω˛™…Y……& sahayajµ¡Å 
— together with yajµa ; |…V……& praj¡Å — human beings; ∫…fí ı… s¤À¶v¡ — having created; 
=¥……S… uv¡ca — said; +x…‰x… anena  — by this (yajµa); |…∫… ¥…π™…v¥…®…¬ prasaviÀyadhvam — 
shall you multiply; Bπ…& eÀaÅ — this; ¥…& vaÅ — for you; <üı-EÚ…®…v…÷E¬Ú iÀ¶a-k¡madhuk — 
the wish-fulfilling cow; +∫i…÷ astu  — may (this yajµa) be 

In the beginning, the Creator, having created human beings along with 
yajµa, said: ‘By this (yajµa) shall you multiply. May this (yajµa) be a 
wish-fulfilling cow for you.’ 

Praj¡pati means the Creator, the Lord of all beings, called Brahm¡ji. The 
statement, ‘In the beginning, the Lord said,’ refers to the Veda. The Veda is a body of 
knowledge considered not to have been written by anyone. Instead, it is looked upon as 
knowledge revealed to the ancient sages, ¤Àis, by the Lord. 

What the Lord said, then, is in the Veda and what he said is for the sake of the 
human beings he has created. Anim als, being programmed, do not need the knowledge 
contained in the Veda. Along with human beings, the Lord created yajµas and enjoined 
everyone to perform the rituals and other karmas found in the Veda.  

Vedic rituals cover all phases of life. Even before a child is born, a ritual is 
performed. The Sanskrit word for ‘wife’ is patn¢  and for ‘husband’ patiÅ. The letter ‘i’  
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in pati is replaced by ‘n’ and the feminine suffix ‘¢’ is added to form the word patn¢ 
meaning wife. The P¡¸ini-s£tra 1 that describes this grammatical rule states that the 
substitution is only done when a woman is connected to a man for the purpose of doing 
yajµa , meaning a Vedic ritual. A man marries for this reason since, without a wife, he 
cannot perform certain rituals enjoined by the Veda. 

Most Vedic rituals require one's wife, patn¢ , to take part. Although the husband, 
pati, actually performs the ritual, he cannot do so without his wife's permission. Nor can 
he perform it without her. Therefore, the marriage itself has a religious purpose. The 
very taking of a woman's hand in marriage, accepting another person into one's life, is 
religious. The woman herself need not perform any Vedic ritual because she naturally 
receives half the results of the rituals that her husband performs. And the results of any 
sins the husband may perform belong to him alone. Thus, she wins, hands down!  

Although the wife is not required to perform rituals, she has specific duties related 
to them, such as preparing certain food. In this way, there is a sharing of responsibility: 
the husband performs the rituals and the wife gives her permission and attends them. 
Because she enables him to be qualified to perform the rituals, she is called patn¢ 
meaning that she is connected to yajµa . Thus, inherent in the grammar of such words as 
patn¢ is the Vedic attitude about marriage.  

There are Vedic rituals performed for the consummation of the marriage, for 
impregnation. Again a Vedic ritual is done during the seventh or eighth month of 
pregnancy, for the safety of mother and child. When the child is born, the ritual called 
j¡teÀ¶i is performed by the parents on the child's behalf because the baby cannot do it. 
Then there is a naming ritual, n¡ma -kara¸a, which is similar to the Christian 
christening ceremony. During the first year of the child's life, there is a ritual during 
which the baby's ears are pierced. This is also said to have some acupuncture value. A 
ritual for removing the hair may be performed at the same time or later. In the eighth 
year or the twelfth year, depending on which group the child belongs to, another ritual is 
performed for initiation into the Veda. A mantra is given and the child is referred to as 
one who is twice-born, the second birth being the result of the initiation ceremony. From 
this time onwards , a male child is to perform certain daily rituals and when he marries, 
as we have seen, certain other rituals are to be performed also.  

Thus, in the Vedic vision, a child is born of rituals and is maintained by rituals. 
Certain rituals are performed three times daily — at dawn, at sunset, and at noon, when 
the sun is directly above one's head. This is direct propitiation, as we have seen, all other 
activities being indirect propitiation. In this way, everything is a ritual, even eating. Only 
after six morsels of food are given to the Lord does one begin eating. There is another 

                                                                 
1 {…i™…÷x……Ê ™…Y…-∫…∆™……‰M…‰* 4.1.33 

patyurno yajµa-saÆyoge 4.1.33 
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ritual at the end of the meal, using water and a mantra . Bathing is also a ritual. A boy 
who has been initiated into the Veda has to do certain rituals from the time he gets up in 
the morning until he goes to bed at night; he has to remember certain chants in order to 
do the required rituals. Throughout his life, this continues. 

COMMITMENT TO THE VEDA IS A LIFE OF YAJØA 

There are yet other rituals, quite a few in fact, that must be done on special 
occasions. One's entire life is a yajµa  and the person is called a vaidika , one who is 
committed to the Veda. To be a vaidika is no joke! It means that the person is to 
perform all the enjoined rituals — in other words, to live a religious life. This is what 
Lord K¤À¸a meant here when he said that when he created human beings he also created 
yajµas. 

Prasava, meaning growth, is an interesting word here. You begin your life with 
just yourself — aham, I, myself. When you get married, there are two of you, because of 
which there can be no end of growth! Thus, the singular becomes dual and then plural — 
three, four, or more. Thus, K¤À¸a said that by yajµa , ‘May you grow, increase.’ 

Whenever the word ‘said’ is used, as it is in this verse, there is alw ays an intention 
involved. Thus, to understand a sentence, you have to see the intention. By giving human 
beings the rituals that are in the Veda, the Lord intended for us to grow. ‘Let this yajµa 
be for you,’ he said. ‘Let it be the cow that yields anything you desire. Let it be your 
wish-fulfilling cow.’ 

The cow K¤À¸a was referring to was certainly not your ordinary milk-giving cow! 
This particular cow, called K¡madhenu , belonged to the well-known sage, VasiÀ¶ha . 
One day, Vi¿v¡mitra, the king, came to the forest where the sage lived. The king was 
accompanied by a huge retinue, all of whom were hungry. Finding VasiÀ¶ha's hut, they 
went inside and asked him for food. In only five minutes, food was served to them. 
When the king asked VasiÀ¶ha how this had been possible, the sage replied that he had a 
cow in the yard. ‘What does a cow have to do with all this wonderful food?’ the king 
asked. ‘The cow gives everything,’ VasiÀ¶ha  replied. 

The king then asked VasiÀ¶ha  to give him the cow. VasiÀ¶ha  told the king that he 
could give him the cow, but it would not be of any use to him because it would yield 
only to one who is a brahmarÀi, and the king was a kÀatriya . The story is a metaphor, 
based on the real meaning of the word brahmarÀi, one who has the knowledge whereby 
everything is gained. VasiÀ¶ha had this knowledge and Vi¿v¡mitra  did not. By knowing 
the whole, Brahman, as oneself, everything is as well known. Having this knowledge, 
the person has everything because he or she is everything.  
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VasiÀ¶ha's wish-fulfilling cow, K¡madhenu, stands for knowledge. Thus, K¤À¸a 
is saying here — let the knowledge of Brahman  prove to be a K¡madhenu; let it fulfil 
all your wishes. 

DEFINITION OF A BRËHMAÛA 

When you have no wishes, you do not need any wishes fulfilled. That you ar e full 
and complete means that you have no wishes. But to know that you are full and complete 
you must be a brahmarÀi, meaning that you must be a knower of Brahman , a 
brahma -jµ¡n¢. There is an upaniÀad called Vajras£cikopaniÀad, vajras£c¢ meaning a 
diamond needle, one that pierces and thus defines. A br¡hma¸a is defined in it as 
follows — a br¡hma¸a is one who has brahma-jµ¡na , knowledge of Brahman, and 
everyone else is an abr¡hma¸a . 

The wish-fulfilling cow will only yield to one who knows Brahman. Therefore, 
the cow would have been useless to the king. All he would have received from it would 
be a kick! This made the king very angry — of course, a typical kÀatriya  response. He 
vowed that he would become a brahmarÀi in order to get the cow, for which he 
performed enormous austerities, tapas. As long as he continued to be angry, he did not 
become a brahmarÀi. In fact, as long as he wanted to become a brahmarÀi, he did not 
become one. Eventually, having given up wanting to become a brahmarÀi, he got the 
knowledge that made him a brahmarÀi. 

In the Veda, the Lord said, ‘Let yajµa  give you everything; let it be your 
wish-fulfilling cow.’ Yajµa is a prayer, as we have seen, and as yoga it gives you antaÅ-
kara¸a -¿uddhi, purification of the mind, and then jµ¡na, knowledge. MumukÀus want 
to know and for this they employ various means, various disciplines, all of which are 
yajµa . 

The wish-fulfilling cow is also said to be available in Indra's world. So, when you 
go there, please make sure that you see it. Just as when you go to Agra, you cannot come 
back and say that you did not see the Taj Mahal, so too, when you go to heaven, you had 
better look for K¡madhenu. 

n‰˘¥……x¶……¥…™…i……x…‰x… i…‰ n‰˘¥…… ¶……¥…™…xi…÷ ¥…&* 
{…Æ˙∫{…Æ∆˙ ¶……¥…™…xi…& ∏…‰™…& {…Æ˙®…¥……{∫™…l…** 11 ** 
dev¡nbh¡vayat¡nena te dev¡ bh¡vayantu vaÅ 
parasparaÆ bh¡vayantaÅ ¿reyaÅ paramav¡psyatha  Verse 11 

+x…‰x… anena — with this; n‰˘¥……x…¬ dev¡n — the deities; ¶……¥…™…i… bh¡vayata  — propitiate; i…‰ 
te — those; n‰˘¥……& dev¡Å  — deities; ¥…& vaÅ  — you; ¶……¥…™…xi…÷ bh¡vayantu — may 
propitiate; {…Æ˙∫{…Æ˙®…¬ parasparam — one another; ¶……¥…™…xi…& bh¡vayantaÅ — propitiating; 
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{…Æ˙®…¬ ∏…‰™…& param ¿reyaÅ — highest good (mokÀa); +¥……{∫™…l… av¡psyatha  — you shall 
gain 

Propitiate the deities with this (yajµa). May those deities pr opitiate you. 
Propitiating one another, you shall gain the highest good (mokÀa).  

Previously, the Lord had said, ‘With this yajµa, may you all grow.’ In this verse, 
K¤À¸a told Arjuna how, by performing the daily rituals enjoined by the Veda, the 
various de ities or aspects of the Lord are propitiated.  

The sun is a blessing, no doubt, but if you look at it as just a ball of fire, it is not a 
deity, a devat¡ . It is purely an inert blessing. However, if you look at the sun as a 
devat¡, you are recognizing that it is non-separate from Ì¿vara. Similarly, with the other 
deities — water, called Varu¸a; air, called V¡yu; fire, Agni; and earth, called P¤thiv¢. 
Space, Ak¡¿a, is also a devat¡ , as is time, K¡la . Thus, there are any number of devat¡s 
whose blessings you partake of every day.  

There is an ecology at the level of your understanding with reference to free will, 
which is where the order that is Ì¿vara is to be appreciated. Daily yajµas imply your 
oblations, propitiation, to all these devat¡s, who are Ì¿vara in the form of various forces. 
May you propitiate them and, thus propitiated, may they bless you. You perform your 
daily duties and prayers and let the cosmic forces bless you. Let them bless you and you 
propitiate them. May you not disturb the cosmic ecology by not doing what is to be 
done. 

A recognition, a sensitivity, is involved here. By recognizing the cosmic forces, 
you do not take things for granted. This is why children in India are told that they must 
get up before the sun rises. A child might think, ‘So what if the sun rises? Let it rise! 
Why should I get up?’ But they are told that they must rise in time to welcome the sun. 
The sun is a blessing and when a blessing comes, you should not be sleeping; you should 
be wide-awake for its coming. 

A man had been meditating for twenty years. The Lord was pleased with his 
meditation and appeared before him. Unfortunately, the man was asleep at the time! This 
happens in meditation sometimes. And so the Lord came and went. The person had to 
meditate another twent y years before the Lord came again! But, here, in the form of the 
sun, the Lord comes every day.  

Therefore, you should not be under the sheets when he comes. You should get up 
to receive the blessing that is the Lord. This kind of appreciation is what ecology is all 
about. There is no ecology other than your own understanding. You have to understand; 
otherwise, there is no ecology. Ecology is only for the person who understands. 
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YAJØA REQUIRES SENSITIVITY  

There are those who say that if you have seen one redwood tree, you have seen 
them all. Ronald Reagan said this when he was Governor of California. Because timber 
companies were destroying all the redwood trees, he was asked to put an end to the 
destruction. Reagan's response was that they would keep just a few trees so that people 
could see them. He did not see why anyone would want to preserve these 
hundred-year-old trees. This represents a particular level of understanding and at this 
level there is no ecology, only economy. And in the long run, there is no economy either! 

Therefore, ecology is an appreciation that is in your head — in other words, in the 
eyes of the beholder. It is not beyond the eyes. It does not exist outside. If you do not see 
it, it is not there. This, then, is ecology. Appreciation of Ì¿vara is also ecology but at a 
deeper level. Ì¿vara  is appreciated as the cosmic forces and is thereby propitiated. One 
of the forms of propitiation is daily prayer. Therefore, may you appreciate Ì¿vara in your 
prayers as the forces, the deities, and let them bless you. May you all grow by doing 
what is to be done. 

There is a mutual respect here. The deities bless you and you propitiate them. You 
offer them your oblations and they offer you their oblations — in the form of rain, 
energy, health, and so on. In this way, may you gain mokÀa , paraÆ ¿reyaÅ , 
characterised by knowledge, in due course, step by step, not directly, not immediately, 
but by antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, by preparing the mind, purifying it, for the knowledge.  

If you die while pursuing knowledge, without having gained it, it is said that, at the 
very least, you will gain heavenly enjoyments, svarga. Therefore, there is no loss. 
Svarga  also stands for better births, meaning that in your next birth, you will go further 
along towards mokÀa . This interpretation is more relevant since the G¢t¡  is 
mokÀa-¿¡stra, not svarga -¿¡stra . 

Then, K¤À¸a  said: 

<üı…x…¬ ¶……‰M……x…¬  Ω˛ ¥……‰ n‰˘¥…… n˘…∫™…xi…‰ ™…Y…¶…… ¥…i……&* 
i…Ën«̆k……x…|…n˘…™…Ë¶™……‰ ™……‰ ¶…÷Å‰Û ∫i…‰x… B¥… ∫…& ** 12 ** 
iÀ¶¡n bhog¡n hi vo dev¡ d¡syante ya jµabh¡vit¡Å  
tairdatt¡naprad¡yaibhyo yo bhu´kte stena eva saÅ   Verse 12 

n‰̆¥……& dev¡Å — gods; ™…Y…¶…… ¥…i……& yajµabh¡vit¡Å — propitiated by yajµa ; <üı…x…¬ ¶……‰M……x…¬ 
iÀt¡n bhog¡n — desirable objects; ¥…& vaÅ — to you; n˘…∫™…xi…‰ d¡syante —will give;  Ω˛ 
hi — therefore; i…Ë& n˘k……x…¬ taiÅ datt¡n — given by them; B¶™…& ebhyaÅ — to them; +|…n˘…™… 
aprad¡ya  — without offering; ™…& yaÅ  — the one who; ¶…÷Å‰Û bhu´kte — enjoys; ∫…& saÅ 
— that person; ∫i…‰x…& stenaÅ — thief; B¥… eva  — indeed 
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The gods, propitiated by yajµa , will give you desirable objects. 
Therefore, one who enjoys objects given by them without offering to 
them in return is indeed a thief. 

The gods here mean Ì¿vara in the form of deities who are propitiated by your 
yajµas, your prayers and rituals. They spread before you all desirable enjoyments. 
Whatever is desirable, they give to you. Thus, for those whose predominant commitment 
is to yajµa , there will be conducive situations for growth.  

In order for a person to be able to live a life of dharma , you require a society 
where dharma is predominant. It is not that you cannot do it otherwise, but it is difficult. 
Take life in modern-day India, for example. Even to buy a railway ticket, the agent must 
be bribed. There is simply no other way to purchase a tic ket. Because of the melting pot 
environment created by too rapid an industrialisation following independence, the 
society is undergoing some rather drastic changes and people's desires have become 
manifold. The changes have come from the top and there is no foundation, leaving the 
society top-heavy without the roots that proper growth requires. Growth should be like 
that of a tree. First the roots are established and then the tree grows from there. 

Thus, a person who wants to live a life of dharma  will have problems in some 
parts of the world because he or she does not want to bribe people. Only where there is 
some dharma in the society is it easy to live such a life. To propitiate the devat¡s means 
to follow dharma . By living a prayerful life, you create a conducive atmosphere. And 
when the majority of people live this way, then the whole society will be conducive to 
the growth of dharma. 

CONFORMING TO THE ORDER  

The devat¡s will do their jobs whether you propitiate them or not, but when you 
go against dharma, you disturb the order and you are the sufferer. Therefore, everyone 
must do his or her job. The devat¡s do their jobs and you do yours according to the 
order of dharma given in the Veda.  

Animals, trees and other plants are programmed and therefore do not require the 
Veda. People, on the other hand, do need it because they have to conform to the order, 
for which they need the understanding that the Veda provides. It is said that if you do not 
disturb the order, the devas do not get disturbed. Thus, ecology of the universal order 
means that is no disturbance at the level of cosmic forces, the level of devat¡s. 

When the sun, water, fire, air, and earth do their respective jobs, what do you get? 
A delicious Thanksgiving dinner on your plate! In this example, food stands for the 
various enjoyments, all of which come to your plate as blessings of the deities, cosmic 
forces, natural laws, and so on. For us, these are not simply nature; they are Ì¿vara. 
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In this verse, a person who enjoys the results that are given by Ì¿vara, without 
having offered anything, is likened to a thief. Because you are continuously receiving 
from the cosmic forces, which are nothing but aspects of Ì¿vara , you should give them 
something in return. You can only do this by remembering Ì¿vara, by offering an 
oblation or a prayer. This is real Thanksgiving. Thanksgiving is not something that 
happens once a year; it goes on all the time.  

Although the deities do not need anything from you, you need to respect them and 
this respect is given in the form of a prayer. The prayer is a recognition of all these 
forces and makes you a sensitive person. You are not just seeing what the eyes see or 
hearing what the ears hear. You are going beyond them. This kind of a life is not an 
ordinary life; it is a profound life. Not giving back to the deities in the form of 
remembrance makes you a thief. 

A thief does not say, ‘Thank you.’ He or she just takes what belongs to another 
and runs away. Therefore, a person who does not remember the devat¡s is no different 
from a common thief. One who takes money from someone and does not return it is also 
a cheat. This thief who is also a cheat runs away and begins operating from another place 
so as not to be found out. 

Here, the devat¡s do not seem to come looking for you. They are all in your 
appreciation; otherwise, they simply do not exist for you. Still, they operate constantly. 
The very air you breathe is Ì¿vara. The work of the devat¡s is always done and can be 
recognised by you. And if you do not recognise them, you ar e a cheat because you take 
from them and do not give them what is to be given in return. 

RECOGNITION AND THANKSGIVING ARE YAJØA 

What you return to the devat¡s is your recognition, which is what is called yajµa . 
We perform the yajµa  as a return, as a thanksgiving. It is not for anything else. The 
yajµa itself brings about an antaÅ -kara¸a -¿uddhi, because of which the person can 
give thanks. By giving thanks, by recognizing everything as Ì¿vara, you will definitely 
gain antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi.  

A person who respects the cosmic forces is not an ordinary person. He or she no 
longer goes by r¡ga-dveÀas but goes beyond them. Otherwise, there would be no 
recognition or thanksgiving. On the other hand, a person who performs karma to satisfy 
his or her mind and senses alone does not offer oblations, not even water or a simple 
twig. Such a person is a thief and a cheat. He or she does not give the cosmic forces their 
due. 

In the next verse, K¤À¸a describes these two types of people: 

™…Y… ∂…üı… ∂…x…& ∫…xi……‰ ®…÷S™…xi…‰ ∫…¥…« EÚŒ±§…π…Ë&* 
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¶…÷â…i…‰ i…‰ i¥…P…∆ {……{…… ™…‰ {…S…xi™……i®…EÚ…Æ˙h……i…¬ ** 13 ** 
yajµa¿iÀ¶¡¿inaÅ santo mucyante sarvakilbiÀaiÅ 
bhuµjate te tvaghaÆ p¡p¡ ye pacanty¡tmak¡ra¸¡t  Verse 13 

™…Y…- ∂…üı… ∂…x…& ∫…xi…& yajµa-¿iÀ¶¡¿inaÅ santaÅ — those who eat, having first offered the 
food to the Lord; ∫…¥…«- EÚŒ±§…π…Ë& sarva -kilbiÀaiÅ  — from all impurities; ®…÷S™…xi…‰ mucyante 
— are released; ™…‰ i…÷ ye tu — whereas those who; +…i®…-EÚ…Æ˙h……i…¬ ¡tma-k¡ra¸¡t — for 
the sake of themselves; {…S…Œxi… pacanti — cook; i…‰ te — they; {……{……& p¡p¡Å — sinners; 
+P…®…¬ agham — p¡pa (sin); ¶…÷â…i…‰ bhuµjate — eat 

Those who eat, having first offered the food to the Lord, are released 
from impurities, whereas those sinful people who cook only for 
themselves eat p¡pa (sin). 

Karma -yoga is presented as yajµa in this verse. We have seen how all actions are 
yajµas, whether they are in the form of rituals, prayers, or performing one's duties to 
others, more of which we shall see in the next chapter.  

Since Ì¿vara, the Lord, is to be recognised in the form of the various cosmic 
forces or elements, these forces are viewed individually and are called devat¡s or devas, 
meaning deities. 

Thus, it is said, may you propitiate the devas and let them bless you. This means 
that you let them do what they have to do and you do what you have to do. In this way, 
since there is nothing outside of Ì¿vara, the natural forces are not looked upon as mere 
inert forces. Everything is within Ì¿vara, the conscious being, cetana -vastu even when 
one is under the spell of dream.  

In a dream we see both living beings and inert objects. The mountain seen in a 
dream is inert, ja·a. The sun and its rays are also ja·a. Everything seen is ja·a , in fact, 
and not cetana . But the difference between the inert and the conscious, 
ja·a-cetana-bheda, is only within the framework of what is perceived by you as the 
subject of the dream. If, having perceived the dream objects, you shift your perception to 
the person who is dreaming, the creator of the dream, then you will see that there is no 
world outside of the dreamer. 

If the dreamer is a conscious being, the dreamt world is non-separate from the 
dreamer because he or she is both the maker, nimitta -k¡ra¸a, of the dream world and 
the material, up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a , for it. Therefore, from the dreamer's standpoint, there is 
nothing inert or conscious. Everything is the dreamer alone.  

Similarly, from the standpoint of Ì¿vara, the cosmic forces are recognised as being 
non-separate from Ì¿vara because there is nothing outside of Ì¿vara . They are not 
simply taken to be ja·a. Even though they look as though they are ja·a , they are all 
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devat¡s from the standpoint of Ì¿vara . In this way, the sun becomes a devat¡, as does 
the air, fire, water, and the earth. 

Acknowledging Ì¿vara in this way, recognizing his many aspects in the form of 
devat¡s, one performs various rituals and prayers, which are also actions. There are 
various actions that are to be done, including the daily rituals, nitya-karma and rituals 
performed on certain occasions, naimittika -karma, stipulated in the Veda as part of its 
vision. Nitya -karma  and naimittika-karma are to be performed, without exception, 
until one takes sanny¡sa, that is, until one renounces everything.  

ACKNOWLEDGING THE COSMIC FORCES AS DEVATËS  

Whatever results you receive from the actions you perform are blessings given to 
you by the devat¡s who are doing their jobs. If you acknowledge these devat¡s and give 
them their due, you become a person who is not a thief or a cheat, as K¤À¸a  said in the 
previous verse. Here, in the present verse, he contrasted the person who is not a thief 
with one who is. 

One cannot help but perform certain harmful karma as one lives one's daily life. 
Life does live upon life. If freedom or free will were not there, nothing would be sinful, 
strictly speaking. There would be no wrongdoing, no p¡pa -karma. But because one has 
to eat and must fulfil certain minimum requirements in order to survive, there is naturally 
going to be some kind of injury, hiÆs¡, done. Some plants, animals, and bugs will be 
destroyed. In this way, many non-human living beings are destroyed everyday and this 
destruction produces certain untoward results, called p¡pas, which keep on gathering 
every day.  

How are you going to eliminate these results? Knowingly or unknowingly, a lo t of 
p¡pas are incurred and you gather results that are undesirable, which in turn result in 
some kind of unpleasantness, duÅkha , for you. To neutralise these results, then, there 
are different types of yajµas — yajµas to the deities, to one's ancestors, to one's fellow 
creatures, to the ¤Àis  who have given us this knowledge, and so on. These yajµas are to 
be performed daily and are contained in one ritual. 

The yajµa¿iÀ¶¡¿inaÅ in this verse, refers to those who eat, after having first 
offered the food to the Lord, in other words, those who partake having paid their dues. 
While people in India today may not perform all the enjoined yajµas very methodically, 
they always offer the food to the Lord and only then do they eat. 

The ritual itself is not what is impo rtant; it is the attitude, the bh¡van¡ that counts. 
Food is cooked and offered to the Lord, the attitude being that only what is left over 
yajµa¿iÀ¶a , is to be eaten, which is what is meant by pras¡da. It is a blessing from the 
Lord. Those who eat only pras¡da do not eat food; they eat only pras¡da. Having 
offered the food to the Lord with a prayer, such as the chant brahm¡rpa¸am…, the 
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food itself becomes pras¡da . Thus, it is said, that those who offer food to the Lord and 
then partake of what is left over are released, mucyante, from all the little p¡pas, 
sarvakilbiÀas, that have been gathered daily because of having performed some injury 
or the other in the interest of survival. 

Merely by grinding something, washing the floor, spraying detergent, or walking, 
we are continually killing something. This killing is often done deliberately for our own 
welfare. In fact, we could not live if we did not do it. The bugs that we kill want to live, 
but we also want to live. Co-existence not being possible, the bugs must be destroyed. 
This act of destruction involves some sin, some adharma , which, as K¤À¸a  points out in 
this verse, can only be neutralised by daily prayer, not by anything else. 

FREEDOM FROM THE RESULTS OF ONE'S ACTIONS  

Or the verse can be taken another w ay: having become purified by the knowledge, 
you will be liberated from all pu¸ya  and p¡pa . No one releases oneself from pu¸ya and 
p¡pa  without having the knowledge. Thus, the statement, sarvakilbiÀaiÅ mucyante can 
be taken to mean ‘from all karmas they get released.’ 

The word santaÅ  can be taken together with the word yajµa¿iÀ¶¡¿inaÅ, meaning 
‘being ones’ who are yajµa¿iÀ¶¡¿inaÅ , or it can be taken as a separate word meaning 
‘the saintly people, sat-purus¡Å, the wise.’ In that case it is an adjective to the word 
yajµa¿iÀ¶¡¿inaÅ. They become wise because of a life of prayer, which gives them the 
mind necessary to know. 

In the second line of the verse, K¤À¸a described those people who are given to 
p¡pa -karmas, actions based on adharma rather than dharma. They do not recognise 
dharma  and adharma  at all; they recognize only what is convenient to them. Their 
pleasure and security alone are important. They simply do not see anything more than 
that. While the yajµa¿iÀ¶¡¿inas get rid of the sins gathered, these people just go on 
gathering them. Because they do not offer the food they eat to the Lord, it is said that 
they eat p¡pa , meaning that when they eat, they eat only sin. 

Sin, here, must be understood in the Indian context. Every karma  has its own 
result. An action is sinful only in the sense that it results in some unpleasantness, 
duÅkha , for the person who performed the action. Similarly, a good action simply 
means that it produces a result that gives you some pleasure, comfort, and so on.  

There is no accurate English translation for the Sanskrit words p¡pa and pu¸ya . 
So as not to confuse them with the totally different concept generally associated with the 
word ‘sin’ in other contexts, it is preferable to retain the Sanskrit words themselves. Sin, 
in the Indian context, is always quantified.  

Even in the realm of traffic violations, there are quantifiable differences, a driving 
violation being more serious than a parking violation. A parking violation may simply 
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involve a fine to be paid or your car may be towed away and may be costly to retrieve. 
But you do not have to keep on paying. It does not affect your insurance premium like a 
driving offence can. Like the laws governing traffic violations, the law of karma means 
that the result of any action is appropriate to the action performed. 

RESTITUTION IS ALWAYS ACCORDING TO THE ACTION 
PERFORMED 

According to the karma performed, there is both a seen and an unseen result. If 
the unseen result is undesirable, it is called p¡pa . This is how it is. Those who cook and 
eat only for themselves and not as an offering to the devat¡s eat only p¡pa, whereas 
those who eat only after offering the food to the Lord get rid of any sins, any p¡pas, they 
might have collected through other actions. 

Karma  has to be done; it keeps everything going. The great cosmic wheel is 
constantly turning and, because you are a doer, one who enjoys a free will, you are a cog 
in it. You can do and you need not do. A tree does whatever it has to do because that is 
how a tree is made. An animal also does exactly what is expected of it because it is made 
to do so. In this way, all non-human living beings do what they do because they are 
programmed in a certain way. The human being, however, is one whose action is 
performed by will. Therefore, there is choic e in action. One may perform an action, not 
perform it, or perform it differently.  

In the next verse, K¤À¸a described how the cosmic wheel keeps on going because 
of karma alone. 

+z……ë˘¥…Œxi… ¶…⁄i…… x… {…V…«x™……n˘z…∫…®¶…¥…&* 
™…Y……ë˘¥…Œi… {…V…«x™……‰ ™…Y…& EÚ®…«∫…®…÷ë˘¥…&** 14 ** 
ann¡dbhavanti bh£t¡ni parjany¡dannasambhavaÅ 
yajµ¡dbhavati parjanyo yajµaÅ karmasamudbhavaÅ  Verse 14 

¶…⁄i…… x… bh£t¡ni — living beings; +z……i…¬ ann¡t — from food; ¶…¥…Œxi… bhavanti — are 
born; {…V…«x™……i…¬ parjany¡t — from rain; +z…-∫…®¶…¥…& anna-sambhavaÅ — food is born; 
{…V…«x™…& parjanyaÅ  — rain; ™…Y……i…¬ yajµ¡t — from yajµa; ¶…¥… i… bhavati — is born; ™…Y…& 
yajµaÅ —pu¸ya; EÚ®…«-∫…®…÷ë˘¥…& karma-samudbhavaÅ — born of action 

Living beings are born of food; food is born of rain; rain is born of yajµa 
(pu¸ya); and yajµa (pu¸ya) is born of action.  

The expression ‘born of food’ cannot, of course, be taken literally, since nothing is 
actually born of food. It refers instead to the food eaten by the person. In áa´kara's 
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commentary on this verse, the word bhukt¡t is added to the word ann¡t, meaning from 
the food eaten and assimilated.  

From the food eaten all living beings, with various bodies, are born. The food 
eaten by the parents is converted into the causes for conception of the being, the blood, 
seed, and so on. Therefore, conception itself is because of food and food, being the 
material for it, is the material cause for the anatomical aspects, the physical aspects, of 
the body. 

K¤À¸a  then went on to say that the food itself is born from rain. If there were no 
rains, there would be no food. The entire earth would be a desert and sand would be the 
only food. The rain, in turn, K¤À¸a said, is born of yajµa, your daily prayers 
acknowledging the blessings of the devat¡s. 

It is true that if you do not perform yajµa, rain still comes — but it may not come 
at the right time or in the right quantities. Later, K¤À¸a said that the rain always does its 
job and, unless you are offering daily prayers, you are not doing yours. It is not 
uncommon for a person to think that since everyone else is doing it, he or she need not 
do it, like in chorus singing. If one person does not sing at a given time, nothing is lost 
because most of the others are singing. Even if one person commits a mistake, it goes 
undetected because the others are not making the same mistake. Only if everyone were 
to commit the same mistake at the same time, would it become evident. Therefore, 
chorus chanting always sounds perfect even though, individually, there may be 
problems. 

Here, too, some people offer their prayers and the rain is enjoyed by everyone. 
However, K¤À¸a likened one who does not do it to a thief. It is not that the rain will not 
do its job. It is the recognition of the cosmic forces as Ì¿vara  that is important here. 
When you perform yajµa as, when you do your duties, your prayers and so on, then the 
devat¡s bless you. For example, the sun has always been said to produce the rain since it 
evaporates ocean water, which then forms into clouds. And when you do your daily 
devat¡-yajµas as, all the accrued ad¤À¶a, unseen results, go to the appropriate deity, the 
sun here. Then from the sun, the rains come. This is another way of saying that you 
invoke the forces and the forces bless you. The rains come — at the right time, to the 
right place, in the right amounts. 

The unseen result, ad¤À¶a, is what is meant by yajµa  here. A prayer does not 
produce a tangible result immediately. It produces an unseen result, which, in turn, 
produces the tangible result later. Without karma  you can produce neither seen nor 
unseen results.  

We know that the seen result of boiled water cannot be produced without the 
action of heating the water. Similarly, an unseen result is one that is produced by the 
action of prayer. This action is what keeps the natural forces, the cosmic ecology, going.  



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 446 

When it is said here that yajµa is born out of karma, yajµa  is not referring to a 
ritual because a ritual itself is a karma. To clarify this point, áa´kara said in his 
commentary to this verse that yajµa  is ad¤À¶a , the unseen result. The ad¤À¶a is born out 
of karma and is what produces the result. Only in this way, then, can it be said that 
yajµa  is born of karma. 

And where do the karmas, the rituals, and so on, come from? Answering this, 
K¤À¸a continued: 

EÚ®…« •…¿…‰ë˘¥…∆  ¥… r˘ •…¿…I…Æ˙∫…®…÷ë˘¥…®…¬* 
i…∫®……i…¬ ∫…¥…«M…i…∆ •…¿  x…i™…∆ ™…Y…‰ |… i… ¢ˆi…®…¬** 15 ** 
karma brahmodbhavaÆ viddhi brahm¡kÀarasamudbhavam 
tasm¡t sarvagataÆ brahma nityaÆ yajµe pratiÀ¶hitam  Verse 15 

EÚ®…« karma — ritual; •…¿…‰ë˘¥…®…¬ brahmodbhavam — born of the Veda; •…¿ brahma  — 
the Veda; +I…Æ-˙∫…®…÷ë˘¥…®…¬ akÀara-samudbhavam — born of the imperishable Ì¿vara, the 
Lord;  ¥… r˘ viddhi —may you understand; i…∫®……i…¬ tasm¡t — therefore; ∫…¥…«M…i…®…¬ 
sarvagatam — all-pervasive; •…¿ Brahma  — the Veda;  x…i™…®…¬ nityam  — always; ™…Y…‰ 
yajµe — in yajµa; |… i… ¢ˆi…®…¬ pratiÀ¶hitam — abides  

May you understand karma — ritual, prayer, etc. — to be born of the 
Veda and the Veda to be born of the imperishable Ì¿vara . Therefore, the 
all-pervasive Brahma (the Veda)1 abides always in yajµa. 

By karma, K¤À¸a was referring here to the Vedic rituals, vaidika-karma. These 
rituals, yajµas, are to be understood as coming from the Veda itself, called Brahma  in 
this verse. Although Brahma  or Brahm¡ji is also the name given to the Creator in the 
trinity, here it refers to the Veda as the cause for karma. 

Brahma is the Veda that reveals the nature of the karma and, therefore, becomes 
its cause. One would not know of the rituals otherwise. Thus, it is said that karma  is 
born of the Veda. And how do we know that the Brahma is Veda and not the absolute 
paraÆ brahma , Brahman, the ultimate truth? The verse says that Brahma  is born of 
akÀara, the imperishable, that which never dies, which is never born. Therefore, 
Brahma cannot be this absolute Brahman. That Brahma means Veda is confirmed by 
any Sanskrit dictionary.  

The Veda comes from that imperishable Brahman . It is also said that the Veda is 
born as effortlessly as breathing. The Veda is something that reveals the four human 
pursuits, puruÀ¡rthas, security – artha, pleasure – k¡ma, righteousness – dharma, and 
                                                                 
1 The Veda is called ‘sarvagataÆ brahma’ here, because it reveals everything. 
∫…¥……«l…«|…EÚ…∂…EÚi¥……i…¬ •…¿ = ¥…‰n˘& ∫…¥…«M…i…®…¬ * ∂……0 ¶……0** 
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liberation – mokÀa. Because it reveals everything that a person requires, the Veda is 
considered to be omniscient, sarvajµa. 

KNOWLEDGE IS NOT CREATED; IT IS UNCOVERED 

The Veda is said to be revealed by Ì¿vara  because knowledge cannot be created. 
Knowledge always is, but it is covered by ignorance. If knowledge were created, the 
place of creation could only be one of ignorance or no ignorance. If knowledge is created 
on ignorance, does the ignorance remain? Can knowledge be created on a foundation of 
ignorance? Or, in the wake of knowledge, does ignorance go? 

And what is this knowledge that is created? If you discover something, is it 
something that is already there or do you create something and then discover it? To 
create something, you must know it already. You do not create knowledge. Knowledge 
is already there because it is knowledge of a fact. There is a certain reality, a fact, and the 
knowledge of it is as true as the reality, as true as the particular fact. Therefore, 
knowledge is nothing but realisation of facts. 

This means that knowledge is always of what is, what is possible, and so on. 
Everything is only ‘what is.’ The future is also ‘what is.’ The future as a possibility ‘is.’ 
This ‘what is’ is what we call knowledge.  

For Ì¿vara, all knowledge is always there. In fact, all knowledge is what is meant 
by Ì¿vara, the Lord, omniscience. If all knowledge is there, is Ì¿vara  a conscious or an 
unconscious being? A being is alw ays conscious; an unconscious being is not a being at 
all. That Ì¿vara , whose being is consciousness, has omniscience and this omniscience 
exists ultimately in the consciousness. 

The j¢va, the individual, who is related to Ì¿vara, is also a conscious being. And 
what is the nature of that conscious being, the individual? Is ‘conscious’ an adjective to 
‘being’ or is being consciousness? Is there a being other than consciousness? If so, what 
is that being? How do you recognise it? 

WHY AM I NOT ALL-KNOWING?  

The being is consciousness; consciousness is being. Therefore, all knowledge 
exists in the conscious being, in the being that is consciousness. This being the case, why 
do I not have it? Because of ignorance alone. Ignorance covers the knowledge. Thus, 
whenever any knowledge is gathered, it is simply a matter of scraping off ignorance. We 
are just so many scrapers, ‘scraping through’ all the time. Scraping off ignorance is what 
we call getting knowledge. And, with reference to knowledge of the empirical world,  we 
do not scrape very well! 
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One can scrape well only with reference to ¡tm¡. Everything else remains either 
unscraped or a little scraped. It is as though you see some spots on something and then, 
scraping away at them, you gain a scrap of knowledge. A thesis may be written on one of 
these spots for which the person receives a Ph.D. degree. Then, afterwards, someone else 
comes along and again covers up what was scraped off by proving that the previous 
person did not really scrape at all. With this, this person also gets a Ph.D. This scraping 
process can continue only because there is no bottom line, no last word, in any empirical 
field.  

Only in the self is a total scraping possible because you are talking about the 
whole that has no parts. Any part always has further parts, which have further parts, ad 
infinitum. This is the nature of empirical reality, whereas ¡tm¡ is the partless whole. 
Thus a total scraping is possible with reference to oneself, the ¡tm¡ . All this, of course, 
is by the way, given the focus of our present discussion. 

The conscious being has all knowledge and this knowledge is covered by 
ignorance, ajµ¡na . Because of this ajµ¡na, people are saÆs¡r¢s, limited beings given to 
various problems. Nevertheless, knowledge is always there. It was never created. 
Ignorance also is not created. All that is created is error, opinion, belief, unreasonable 
statements, any speculative form of knowledge, and so on. For example, sitting in an 
easy chair, one can continue to write about God. Error, of course, is not created 
deliberately. But it is born of a given intellect, with all its limitations, whereas 
knowledge is never born, never created.  

Thus, the Veda is a body of knowledge that is not attributed to a given author. 
There is no founder. It is not historical and, therefore, we accept it as revealed. There is a 
‘Veda-as-history’ argument propounded by some, but according to the tradition it is not 
valid because, for something to have its basis in history, it has to have been born of a 
certain intellect. And whatever is born of a given intellect has all the limitations of that 
intellect. 

Knowledge is not born of a given intellect; it is something that is uncovered and 
handed over. All we can say about the Veda is that it is a body of knowledge that is 
revealed. And as a means for one to gain the knowledge, as a pram¡¸a , it works. Its 
very words are the pram¡¸a — ¿abda-pram¡¸a . 

A pram¡¸a can produce two types of knowledge — indirect or mediate 
knowledge, parokÀa-jµ¡na , and direct or immediate knowledge, aparokÀa-jµ¡na , 
depending upon the subject matter to be known. If the pram¡¸a talks about a heaven, 
the knowledge is purely indirect knowledge. When you have faith, ¿raddh¡ , in the 
pram¡¸a, the knowledge is indirect. Otherwise, you simply accept what is said, which is 
only a belief, not knowledge. 
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PROVING THE PRAMËÛA: IF IT WORKS, IT WORKS! 

Similarly, when the pram¡¸a  says there are devat¡s, it is indirect knowledge. For 
instance, when the Veda talks about a ritual that invokes a particular devat¡ that will 
produce a certain result, the knowledge is indirect. When you perform the ritual and it 
produces the expected result, you understand that it has been verified that it works. 
Homeopathy and ancient systems of medicine that have not been scientifically validated 
are other examples of indirect knowledge. In other words, the only proof that something 
works is that it works! 

All we know about the rituals enjoined by the Veda is that they work, for which 
there is statistical proof. This applies to all scriptures in the world. This prayer may work 
or that prayer may work. You can dismiss an African tribesman as a heathen, but when 
he dances for rain, the rains, I am told often come! Therefore, we say that his rituals 
work. God understands his mumbo-jumbo as well as  he understands ours. In fact, for 
God, there is no such thing as mumbo-jumbo. For him, everything is meaningful. Even if 
you blabber, he picks up your intention.  

The Veda, however, when it talks about what is, does not lend itself to speculation. 
It talks about you, the self, ‘I,’ which is already an evident being. If there is confusion 
about that being, the resolution of that confusion is immediate knowledge, direct 
knowledge. Because this knowledge is direct knowledge, there is no comparison possible 
between what the Veda says and what any other revealed body of knowledge says, 
unless, of course, they are both saying the same thing.  

If both revealed bodies of knowledge have the self as their subject matter and are 
saying that the self is the whole, then they are saying the same thing. This knowledge, 
the knowledge about the reality of the self, does not belong to any territory and is what 
we call Ved¡nta. 

THE STRENGTH OF THE VEDA 

In the vision of the Veda, the self is the whole and there is nothing beyond it. If 
this fact is recognisable then it is not unreasonable. Because it is reasonable, everything 
contrary to it becomes unreasonable. That the self is self -evident and is the whole cannot 
be denied or negated, whereas everything else can be. Therefore, any scripture that 
makes this statement of fact, regardless of the language it is written in or the people who 
claim it as their own, is Ved¡nta. 

This knowledge, this Veda, is born of Ì¿vara  alone; it is not founded nor does it 
have a historical basis. Therefore, it does not have in it the problems of a given intellect. 
It is simply handed over from one generation to the next. That it has no beginning, no 
history, that it was not born of a given intellect, should not be considered its weakness; it 
is, in fact, its strength. 
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Another important point is that the Veda does not belong to anyone. No individual 
or culture can claim it. It is simply a body of knowledge belonging to humanity at large. 
This knowledge is here, in the world, for all people. The fact that it is maintained in a 
particular geographical area does not mean that it does not belong to humanity. To think 
otherwise, leads to the notion that the knowledge has been given to a particular person 
and, therefore, all wisdom comes through that person. Such notions generate all sorts of 
expectations and disappointments, the results of which are evident everywhere. K¤À¸a 
said that the Veda comes from the imperishable, the Lord, Ì¿vara . 

Because it is born of parame¿vara, the Lord, the Veda is said to abide in the 
yajµa . How is this so? The ultimate cause, Brahman , is all-pervasive and also 
imperishable. From this Brahman alone, the ultimate cause of everything, comes 
Brahma, the Veda, and from the Veda comes the yajµa  as well as its result. From the 
result alone comes the rain and from the rain comes the food. From the food come all 
living beings. The beings do yajµa and out of yajµa  come the rains and all other results, 
which in turn lead to more karma . This, then, is the cycle, the cakra. 

Brahman  is all-pervasive because it is both the efficient and material cause. And 
no effect can be away from its cause. Out of this all-pervasive Brahman, the Veda is 
born and the cycle described above is set in motion. In this way, everything is born out 
of paraÆ brahma . Thus, it is said that Brahman  is in the yajµa , yajµa being born from 
the Veda and the Veda being born directly from Parame¿vara, the Lord. Or, as 
áa´kara puts it, being born of the Veda, yajµa is non-separate from the Veda and thus 
very much in it. And the Veda is non-separate from Ì¿vara. 

Therefore, when you perform the yajµa, you are naturally in tune with 
Parame¿vara. You also are not away from the Lord. The yajµa is looked upon as being 
immediately connected with Parame¿vara. Its words are a revelation of Ì¿vara  and, by 
performing this yajµa, which is a karma, you are propitiating the devat¡s that are 
Parame¿vara. And what happens if you do not perform such karma? 

B¥…∆ |…¥…Ãi…i…∆ S…G∆Ú x……x…÷¥…i…«™…i…“Ω˛ ™…&* 
+P……™…÷ Æ˙Œxp˘™……Æ˙…®……‰ ®……‰P…∆ {……l…« ∫… V…“¥… i…** 16 ** 
evaÆ pravartitaÆ cakraÆ n¡nuvartayat¢ha yaÅ  
agh¡yurindriy¡r¡mo moghaÆ p¡rtha sa j¢vati   Verse 16 

{……l…« p¡rtha — Oh! P¡rtha (Arjuna); ™…& yaÅ — the one who; <Ω˛ iha — here in this life; 
B¥…®…¬ evam — in this manner, |…¥…Ãi…i…®…¬ pravartitam  — already set in motion; S…GÚ®…¬ 
cakram — the cosmic wheel; x… +x…÷¥…i…«™… i… na  anuvartayati — does not follow; +P……™…÷& 
agh¡yuÅ — one who lives in sin; <Œxp˘™……Æ˙…®…& indriy¡r¡maÅ — one who is given to 
sensory pleasures; ∫…& saÅ  — that person; ®……‰P…®…¬ mogham  — wastefully; V…“¥… i… j¢vati — 
lives  
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A person who does not live here in this life, according to the cosmic 
wheel that is already set in motion, in this manner, and lives in sin given 
only to the pleasures of the senses, lives wastefully.  

If you perform yajµa , the devat¡s are all pleased and you work in harmony, 
according to the order, referred to here as the cosmic wheel, cakra. There is a mutual 
benefit here that is inherent in the order that is already set in motion. 

The whole universe, the whole planetary system, operates by mutual attraction. 
Every planet, the sun, the moon, and the earth move in their respective orbits because of 
the force of attraction that keeps the whole system going. Otherwise, it would collapse. 
When you look into any nucleus, you find that the motion of the particles operates in the 
same way. Similarly, certain proteins attract certain other proteins. Structurally, they are 
all attracted to each other. Certain bugs attack only certain things, all because of protein 
structures. In this way, the entire cosmos is nothing but a force of attraction operating in 
a most intelligent manner. 

Living beings, who are not mere physical entities, are conscious beings mutually 
related to the devat¡s. Since this is how the order is set up, you recognise them, 
acknowledge them. The cakra spoken of here is much more than a cosmic wheel. It not 
only includes the physical world, it includes everything. This cakra, this order, is set up 
as it is by Ì¿vara, the efficient and material cause of it all. 

SEEING BEYOND THE SENSE ORGANS  

Agh¡yu is a person whose life is nothing but agha , p¡pa, sin. In this verse, such a 
person is also called indriy¡r¡ma, meaning one who lives only at the level of the sense 
organs and therefore does not perceive anything beyond the eyes, nose, and ears. The 
origin of these functionaries is never questioned by such people. The eyes are there and, 
therefore, they feast. These are people who are given to sensory pleasures alone. Those 
who live in this way, who do not follow the cakra, the wheel that is the order, live 
wastefully, K¤À¸a said here. Everything that is given to these people lays waste. Such 
people waste their lives and live without any purpose, drifting along without anchor or 
roots. The depth and understanding that a human being is supposed to have is not there 
for an indriy¡r¡ma. 

Whenever there is this kind of criticism in the G¢t¡, its purpose is only to direct 
your attention to what is to be done. You are to push this wheel, this cakra . Knowing 
that you are a cog in it, someone who is important in maintaining the order, do what you 
have to do. By so doing, it keeps going. To think that by not doing what you have to do, 
the order will not be disturbed, is not proper, as the following story demonstrates. 

There was once a king who thought that his citizens were all excellent people, but 
his chief minister, a very intelligent man, could not agree with him. He knew that while, 
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by and large, they had a good kingdom, there were probably some thieves among them. 
They simply did not hunt down every last one of them. There are always some petty 
thieves around, even if they only pick their own pockets for practice. Knowing this, the 
minister could not concur with the king that every citizen was upright. 

To prove who was right, the king or himself, the minister erected a huge tank with 
a ladder to the top. He issued a decree that every citizen was to deposit one ounce of 
milk into this tank. Dutifully, the people all lined up to add their milk to the tank. When 
they had all done their duty, the minister said to the king, ‘Let us go and see whether the 
milk in the tank is pure or whether it is somewhat watered down.’ What they found was 
not pure milk nor even thin milk; only water was there without so much as a trace of 
white in it! 

The king then asked the minister whether he had asked the people to put milk or 
water into the tank. The minister confirmed that he had said milk. ‘But how can this be?’ 
the king asked. The minister then explained to him that each person, thinking that his or 
her water would make no difference in so much milk, opted not to give any milk at all. 
This shows that if you think that you do not need to do what has to be done because 
everyone else will do it, and if that is the thinking of everyone, everything comes to a 
halt. And, if all but one person does do what is to be done, the one who does not do it 
and who partakes of the benefit becomes a cheat.  

ECOLOGY ALWAYS STARTS WITH YOU  

This is true in any system, be it a small community, a factory, a society, the world, 
or the entire universe. The same psychology, the same law, applies and is all that 
ecology is about — live, and let live — and recognise what the contribution is. This is 
what makes a person sensitive. Such a person is not an ordinary person and it is here that 
one's attention is to be drawn. 

Ecology starts with one person and that person is you. It never starts with someone 
else. If you start with yourself, there is no problem. Whenever you count, count yourself 
first. Counting yourself first is not selfishness, as we shall see.  

™…∫i¥……i®…Æ˙ i…Æ‰˙¥… ∫™……n˘…i®…i…fiî…ù… ®……x…¥…&* 
+…i®…x™…‰¥… S… ∫…xi…÷üı∫i…∫™… EÚ…™…» x…  ¥…ti…‰** 17 ** 
yastv¡tmaratireva sy¡d¡tmat¤pta¿ca m¡navaÅ 
¡tmanyeva ca santuÀ¶astasya k¡ryaÆ na vidyate   Verse 17 

i…÷ tu — whereas; ™…& ®……x…¥…& yaÅ  m¡navaÅ — the person who; +…i®…-Æ˙ i…& B¥… ¡tma-ratiÅ 
eva — delights in the self alone; +…i®…-i…fiî…& S… ¡tma-t¤ptaÅ ca — and is satisfied with the 
self; +…i®… x… B¥… ¡tmani eva — in the self alone; ∫…xi…÷üı& S… santuÀ¶aÅ ca — and is 
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contented; ∫™……i…¬ sy¡t — would be; i…∫™… tasya — for him; EÚ…™…«®…¬ k¡ryam — work to be 
done; x…  ¥…ti…‰ na vidyate — does not exist 

Whereas, for the person who would delight in the self, who is satisfied 
with the self, contented in the self alone, there is nothing to be done.  

If karma has to be done in order to keep the cosmic wheel going, does everyone 
have to perform it? And since some people do gain mokÀa , does this mean that karma 
becomes the way to mokÀa after all and jµ¡na, knowledge, has nothing to do with it? 
K¤À¸a had already said that karma-yoga does not produce mokÀa directly. Therefore, he 
had to address this doubt here.  

If karma were the means for mokÀa, then everyone would have to do karma only 
as a yoga. But karma-yoga  is not the means for mokÀa , let alone the only means; it is 
the means for antaÅkara¸a -¿uddhi, purification of the mind. Jµ¡na  is the only means 
for mokÀa  meaning that there is no kartavya — there is nothing that ‘has to be done.’ If 
knowledge is the means for mokÀa  and the person gains that knowledge, then there is 
nothing else for him or her to do. There is no kartavya because the person is not bound 
by any karma, knowledge having destroyed the doer. Without the doer, no action is 
done. 

Knowledge destroys doership completely. If someone is addressed as a doer, who 
is it that responds? Only a person who takes himself or herself to be a doer. The one who 
is not a doer is not addressed at all and therefore, of course, does not respond. ‘Whereas’ 
in the present verse is to distinguish the non-doer from the doer. áa´kara calls the non-
doer s¡´khya here, meaning one who has self-knowledge, a sanny¡s¢. Such a person is 
a sthitaprajµa , as we saw in Chapter 2. For this person, there is no doubt, error, or 
vagueness with reference to ‘I’ the ¡tm¡. 

In order to become happy in oneself with oneself, a person has to become steadfast 
in the knowledge of ¡tm¡ . This is not possible for a person who looks upon ¡tm¡ as a 
saÆs¡r¢, a limited, sorrowful, sinful person. The moment such a person thinks of 
himself or herself, he or she is unhappy because ¡tm¡  is looked upon as a doer, an 
enjoyer, as one who has limited knowledge, an imperfect person, a sinner, and so on. 
Because he or she cannot be happy in the ¡tm¡ , the person has to look towards 
something other than the self and must manipulate the world or the mind in order to gain 
even a small degree of happiness. 

An enjoyer, bhog¢ , manipulates the world and a yog¢  manipulates the mind. A 
bhog¢ is one who looks upon the world as something to be enjoyed and who goes about 
manipulating situations, manipulating the world, to create conducive situations wherein 
he or she can discover a moment of joy. The situation thus created pleases the person — 
but only for the time being, whereupon the process of manipulation must begin again.  
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A yog¢  on the other hand, is one who does not manipulate the world. Such a person 
is concerned only with his or her thoughts, contending that the pleasurable mental 
disposition picked up by the bhog¢ through manipulating the world can be created 
straightaway in the mind. Thus, the yog¢ goes about manipulating the mind, whereas the 
bhog¢ goes about manipulating the world. There is yet another person, the rog¢ who is so 
diseased that he or she cannot manipulate the world, much less the mind. Suc h a person 
cannot keep himself or herself in good humour because of the pain of illness. Nor is he 
or she healthy enough to manipulate the world.  

'BECOMING' IS A PROBLEM  

Yogic postures, ¡sanas, breath control, pr¡¸¡y¡ma , and so on, all create a certain 
conducive situation wherein the yog¢ can pick up a moment of joy. The bhog¢ of course, 
manipulates the world for enjoyment, and the rog¢  is unable to do anything in order to 
enjoy. The point here is that all three of them look upon the ¡tm¡ as something that has 
to become something. This becoming creates a lot of problems. Any becoming is 
unbecoming because it always requires yet another becoming. Thus, becoming is nothing 
but continuous becoming. Before becoming, there are nothing but problems; while, 
becoming, there is a lot of pain; and after becoming, the person has to become something 
else again. The problem is therefore never solved.  

A person who looks upon the ¡tm¡ as imperfect is always in trouble and is 
therefore a saÆs¡r¢; whereas the person described in this verse, an ¡tmarati, is one who 
always revels in the ¡tm¡ . The joy that revelling in the ¡tm¡  implies, does not require 
anything other than oneself. No object, no situation, no person, is required for the 
happiness of such an ¡tmarati. This means that the self cannot be imperfect, that it is the 
very essence of happiness and fullness.  

If the essence of ¡tm¡ happens to be fullness, p£r¸a-svarupa , and if this is 
known to the person, then he or she is one who is steadfast in the knowledge of oneself 
— ¡tma-jµ¡na -niÀ¶ha  In order to be happy with oneself, one has to have knowledge, 
jµ¡na of ¡tm¡  as fullness. Generally, one who picks up a moment of joy does so with 
reference to some object or situation — either outside in the case of the bhog¢ or inside 
in the case of the yog¢ . The only difference between the two is that the yog¢ does not 
require any tools except himself or herself. A yog¢'s raw material is an agitated mind. If 
this is there, yoga , which is a discipline, can be practised. If the mind is not agitated, 
yoga is not required at all. Thus, the yog¢'s joy is also with reference to an object — the 
mind — even though it is not available to the senses. 

In order to be a person whose joy is in the ¡tm¡, one has to be awake to the ¡tm¡ . 
The person who is steadfast in the knowledge of oneself, an ¡tma-jµ¡na-niÀ¶ha, is one 
whose happiness is within oneself and not in internal or external objects. K¤À¸a also 



Chapter 3 455 

described this person as ¡tma-t¤pta , one whose satisfaction is in oneself. Nothing more 
is required for a person to be satisfied.  

Everyone wants to be satisfied. ‘This is not satisfying at all!’ we say. And then we 
continually seek situations that will satisfy us. An ¡tma-t¤pta , however discovers joy in 
the ¡tm¡, in the self, and thereby satisfies himself or herself with the self alone. 
Generally, we satisfy ourselves with something else, but here, with the knowledge of the 
¡tm¡, the person is satisfied with himself or herself. 

HAPPINESS IS WITH THE SELF ALONE  

People pick up a moment of happiness when an external object desirable to them is 
gained. Whereas, for the ¡tma -jµ¡na -niÀ¶ha, not being dependent on the gain of any 
external situations or objects, happiness is with the self alone. This means that such a 
person is free from any longing to be secure, to be happy, and is therefore a sarva -
karma-sanny¡s¢, a jµ¡n¢, one who looks upon himself or herself, not as a doer or an 
enjoyer, but as pure consciousness, that is ¡tm¡. For this person, there is no karma  to be 
done. He is happy with himself, ¡tmani eva  santuÀ¶aÅ . 

For a person who already has this knowledge, the Veda, with all its enticing 
words, is as useful as a well when the well itself is under water. The wise are in no way 
enjoined by the Veda to do anything. This is an important point of clarification, since the 
Veda prescribes daily and occasional rituals in such a way that people think there is no 
way for anyone to escape them. 

It is true that everyone performs action, even a jµ¡n¢ . But the jµ¡n¢  does not look 
upon himself or herself as a doer. For such a person, there is no doership and, therefore, 
the Veda does not enjoin any action. The jµ¡n¢  is not even addressed, in fact. Only the 
ajµ¡n¢, one who looks upon himself or herself as a doer, is addressed. It is like calling 
someone by name, ‘R¡ma, please come here!’ Only R¡ma  will come. K¤À¸a will not 
come. Nor will John. Similarly, it is only the ajµ¡n¢ , the doer, who is being addressed by 
the Veda — ‘Oh! Doer, please perform this action.’  

Only the person who looks upon himself or herself as a doer is bound by karma . 
Thus, karma-yoga is not meant for a jµ¡n¢ , but for the ignorant, the ajµ¡n¢ alone. 
Karma-yoga  is enjoined for the ignorant because, without it, you cannot acquire the 
knowledge. Thus, karma-yoga  becomes the indirect means for gaining the knowledge 
that is mokÀa . 

Here, too, a doubt may arise. If knowledge of the ¡tm¡  can only be gained by an 
inquiry into the pram¡¸a that gives this knowledge, why should I bother about 
karma-yoga ? After all, karma-yoga is not the means for knowledge; it is only the 
means for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. But can you inquire into the pram¡¸a  and gain the 
knowledge if your mind is not prepared? The antaÅ -kara¸a, the mind, is where the 
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knowledge has to take place. Thus, preparing the mind is necessary and is accomplished 
by karma-yoga . This is why K¤À¸a kept telling Arjuna to perform action, karma kuru . 
And again this is why he told him that both the life-styles, karma-yoga and sanny¡sa  or 
jµ¡na-yoga are meant for mokÀa. 

The ritual of sanny¡sa can be performed for the sake of knowledge, but that does 
not mean that, simply by taking sanny¡sa , you will achieve naiÀkarmya , actionlessness. 
Without knowledge there is no naiÀkarmya . Throughout the G¢t¡ this was Lord K¤À¸a's 
contention.  

The next verse describes the person who knows that he or she is not a doer. 

x…Ë¥… i…∫™… EfiÚi…‰x……l……Ê x……EfiÚi…‰x…‰Ω˛ EÚù…x…* 
x… S……∫™… ∫…¥…«¶…⁄i…‰π…÷ EÚ ù…n˘l…«¥™…{……∏…™…&** 18 ** 
naiva tasya k¤ten¡rtho n¡k¤teneha ka¿cana 
na c¡sya sarvabh£teÀu ka¿cidarthavyap¡¿rayaÅ   Verse 18 

i…∫™… tasya  — for that person (who revels in the self); <Ω˛ iha — here in this world; EfiÚi…‰x… 
k¤tena — by doing action; +l…«& x… arthaÅ na —there is no purpose; +EfiÚi…‰x… ak¤tena — 
by not doing action; EÚù…x… ka¿cana — any (purpose); x… B¥… na eva — indeed is not; S… 
ca  — and; +∫™… asya — for this person; ∫…¥…«¶…⁄i…‰π…÷ sarvabh£teÀu  — on all beings; EÚ ù…i…¬ 
+l…«¥™…{……∏…™…& ka¿cit arthavyap¡¿rayaÅ  — dependence (on any being) for anything; x… na 
— is not 

For that person (who revels in the self), there is indeed no purpose here in 
this world for doing or not doing action. Nor does such a person depend 
on any being for any object whatsoever.  

We have seen that karma is performed either for a specific result or for antaÅ-
kara¸a -¿uddhi. The person being described in this and the previous verse does not 
require antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi because, without it, he or she would not have acquired the 
knowledge that has made it possible to revel in the ¡tm¡.  

Suppose the question is asked, ‘How do you know the person has antaÅ-
kara¸a -¿uddhi?’ Then, the response is, ‘because he or she has ¡tma-jµ¡na-niÀ¶ha , 
firmness in the knowledge of the self.’ Then, the next question could be, ‘but suppose 
the person has ¡tma -jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ and does not have antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi?’ Here we 
have to question ourselves as to ‘What is it that we really want? Do we want antaÅ-
kara¸a -¿uddhi or ¡tma-jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡?’ Of course, we want only ¡tma-jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ , 
which can only be had if the mind is prepared. Thus, having the knowledge implies 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi. 
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The karma is either one that produces a result that is outside oneself, that is, other 
than oneself, or the karma is with reference to the person's antaÅ-kara¸a. When you 
require nothing more than yourself, nothing else will benefit you in terms of happiness or 
security. And if some purpose, some benefit is there in terms of either security or 
happiness, then you do not know yourself. If you think that there is some benefit to be 
gained in heaven, it indicates that you do not look upon yourself, the ¡tm¡, as fullness. 
The whole creation being oneself, where is the question of gaining some benefit 
somewhere? Therefore, for the wise person, no purpose is served by doing karma. 

CAN THERE BE A RESULT WITHOUT ACTION? 

There is another contention to be considered here. It is granted that by performing 
action, a person with this knowledge does not get a result. But by not doing what is to be 
done, will there not be an undesirable result? This seems to be our experience. Is it not 
the same for a wise person? 

The Veda says that certain karmas are to be performed daily. According to the 
contention being discussed here, there are certain karmas such as breathing for which 
there is no result. All that happens is that you continue to live, nothing more. It is only 
when you do not breathe that you have a problem! 

This, then, is the contention. There are certain karmas that we have to do and by 
doing them we do not achieve anything. But by not doing them, we attract p¡pa. When 
you do not do the prayers, rituals, and duties, which are to be done daily and 
occasionally, there is a problem, whereas if you do them, there is no problem. áa´kara 
dismisses this argument as meaningless. 

‘When you perform an action, there is always a result,’ says áa´kara. There is no 
such thing as a karma not producing a result. You cannot even throw a small pebble into 
a pond without creating ripples. There will always be a result. Suppose a karma  done 
does not produce a result and only when you do not do it, there is a result. How can an 
action that I have not done produce a result? If I do not do an action, it will produce 
neither a desirable nor an undesirable result because nothing has been done. Karma  done 
will produce a result and karma not done will not. It is as simple as that. 

Why, then, is it said that if you do not do these enjoined karmas, you will attract 
sin and so on? Because if you do not do what is to be done, it will take no time at all for 
you to do what is not to be done. Therefore, doing karma  is always better than not doing 
it because, by not doing it, you will attract a lot of other problems. Sooner or later, 
laziness will overcome you and you will begin doing improper things. As a human 
being, you are supposed to be a thinking person, but the thinking itself will be the first 
casualty. Your capacity for discrimination and inquiry will go, leaving you to ruminate 
and vegetate.  
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This kind of problem is not there for the jµ¡n¢. Everything that has been said is for 
an ajµ¡n¢  alone. For the jµ¡n¢, there is nothing to be accomplished or to get rid of 
because he or she is fullness. The do's-and-don'ts do not affect such a person. Nor are 
dharma  and adharma  applicable. The jµ¡n¢  is above right and wrong. Does this mean 
that he or she can do anything, including murder? Yes, because the person is not a doer. 
Of course, there is no reason for a wise person to commit murder because there is 
nothing to be gained.  

DOERSHIP AND KNOWLEDGE DO NOT COEXIST  

Behind a murder or any other crime, there is a small person, an aha´k¡ra , ego. A 
person who knows himself or herself to be fullness cannot commit a crime. Crime is 
only possible when there is fear, greed, anger, and so on, all of which the wise person 
has already taken care of. A criminal act cannot coexist along with the knowledge that ‘I 
am the whole.’ For a person to commit a crime, there has to be the notion, ‘I must do this 
or that so that I can be somebody.’ Such a notion implies an ajµ¡n¢  and is not there for a 
jµ¡n¢, which is why it is said that the jµ¡n¢ is above dharma and adharma , right and 
wrong, do's-and-don'ts. 

There is no doing or not doing for the jµ¡n¢ in the sense that the person knows that 
he or she is not the doer. And when there is nothing for the jµ¡n¢ to do because there is 
no sense of doership, what is there that he or she cannot do? 

A jµ¡n¢  is not dependent on anything or anyone, from Brahm¡ji downwards 
including all beings that exist anywhere. When you say, ‘indr¡ya sv¡h¡  — unto Indra, I 
offer this oblation,’ the god Indra becomes the basis for gaining something — some 
strength, some money, health,  power, purification of the mind. Some purpose, ka¿cid 
arthavyap¡¿raya , is served. For example, you can say that you are performing this 
karma for the sake of knowledge, for the sake of dispassion, vair¡gya. In order for this 
dispassion and knowledge to grow in you, you are offering this prayer. This is all well 
and good, but it is still arthavyap¡¿raya . There is some devat¡  to whom you offer the 
prayer. A petition may also be extended to Ì¿vara, to a devat¡, or to a local village 
official, the person to whom the petition is offered being the arthavyap¡¿raya. 

If I perform an action in order to accomplish something, then that because of 
which I perform the action also becomes arthavyap¡¿raya . But, K¤À¸a said, there is no 
arthavyap¡¿raya  whatsoever for a wise person. He or she cannot say, ‘I am doing this 
karma, I am invoking Ì¿vara, for the purpose of gaining knowledge,’ because the 
knowledge has already been gained. For the jµ¡n¢ , there is no Ì¿vara other than ¡tm¡ . 
All that is there is Ì¿vara alone and that Ì¿vara has already done everything that is to be 
done. He has paid off all the person's prayers. This is why the person is called jµ¡n¢. 
This is what we mean by mokÀa. 
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Therefore, amongst all the beings and things, there is nothing upon which a jµ¡n¢ 
depends for anything. No one is going to contribute to his or her betterment. No one is 
going to affect the jµ¡n¢'s fullness in any way and the fullness that the jµ¡n¢ knows 
himself or herself to be, is not dependent upon anything. It is oneself and everything else 
is oneself also.  

i…∫®……n˘∫…HÚ& ∫…i…i…∆ EÚ…™…» EÚ®…« ∫…®……S…Æ˙* 
+∫…HÚ…‰ ¡…S…Æ˙xEÚ®…« {…Æ˙®……{…Ó…‰ i… {…⁄Ø˚π…&** 19 ** 
tasm¡dasaktaÅ satataÆ k¡ryaÆ karma sam¡cara  
asakto hy¡carankarma param¡pnoti p£ruÀaÅ    Verse 19 

i…∫®……i…¬ tasm¡t — therefore; +∫…HÚ& asaktaÅ — without attachment; ∫…i…i…®…¬ satatam — 
always; EÚ…™…«®…¬ k¡ryam — what is to be done; EÚ®…« karma — action; ∫…®……S…Æ˙ sam¡cara 
— perform well;  Ω˛ hi — because; +∫…HÚ& asaktaÅ  — without attachment; EÚ®…« karma 
—action; +…S…Æ˙x…¬ ¡caran — performing; {…⁄Ø˚π…& p£ruÀaÅ  — person; {…Æ˙®…¬ param — the 
highest; +…{…Ó…‰ i… ¡pnoti — attains 

Therefore, always perform well the action that is to be done without 
attachment because, by performing action without attachment, a person 
attains the highest. 

Given what has gone before, what does the first word of this verse, ‘therefore,’ 
mean? K¤À¸a  had just said that, for the wise, there is no karma  to be done and that by 
doing karma  or not doing it, nothing is gained and nothing is lost. Why, then, was 
K¤À¸a now talking about performing action? Arjuna had expected him to say, 
‘Therefore, Arjuna, do not do anything!’ 

But could K¤À¸a  really have said such a thing? No. It is true that he had already 
established that knowledge could not be gained by doing or not doing action. ‘Pursue 
knowledge,’ K¤À¸a said, ‘but, then, what is to be done, please do it!’ This seemingly 
contradictory statement was based on the fact that, if knowledge is already there, there is 
nothing for you to do. But until that knowledge takes place, do whatever is to be done by 
you. The word ‘therefore’ is connected to the topic ending with the nineteenth verse. 

THE 'WHAT IS IN IT FOR ME? ' ATTITUDE  

In this verse, K¤À¸a  also reminded Arjuna  that karma that is not yoga , binds the 
person. Performing action without attachment refers to the attitude one should have 
towards the results of one's actions, karmaphala. A vulture flying in the sky looks as 
though it is just gliding along, enjoying the flight, but in fact its eyes and beak are always 
directed downwards so as not to miss some dead rat or other prey to swoop down upon. 
No matter how high it soars, a vulture's eyes are always on the prey — thus, the 
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expression, ‘vulturous.’ People are said to have a vulturous attitude when they think that 
anything they do should bring them something. Because this attitude is so prevalent, 
people sometimes find it very difficult to understand a person who does things without 
expecting anything in return. One's likes and dislikes need not constantly dictate one's 
actions. Dharma and adharma  can as well dictate them. Thus, K¤À¸a  said to Arjuna, 
‘What is to be done, please do.’ 

Through karma-yoga  alone you can gain the antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi that leads to 
steadfastness in the knowledge. Only then can you revel in the ¡tm¡ . Knowledge itself 
requires no action; it will take care of itself. This, then, is what K¤À¸a  meant when he 
said to either pursue knowledge while doing karma or take to the life of sanny¡sa . That 
this choice is there is without question, but the end is the same for both. Which one is 
more appropriate for you is all that matters. If you choose the one that is more 
appropriate for you, you will be the gainer. But if you choose sanny¡sa , and it is not 
appropriate for you, the life of a sanny¡s¢ will not bear the fruits that you expect. 

In K¤À¸a's view, karma-yoga  was exactly what Arjuna was fit for. Thus, he tells 
him to continue doing karma-yoga and also to pursue knowledge. Not until all eighteen 
chapters of the G¢t¡ had been taught by K¤À¸a  did Arjuna finally say, ‘I am going to do 
what is to be done!’ He then started the fight and finished it. 

By the time the P¡¸·avas had become victorious, a lot of people had been lost — 
Arjuna's son, Abhimanyu, Draupad¢'s five sons, Bh¢Àma, Dro¸a, Duryodhana and all 
his brothers, Kar¸a, and so many others. Thus, a lot of destruction had been done and 
Arjuna was very sad. He then asked K¤À¸a  to teach him again! Arjuna might have said 
something like, ‘Before the war began, long ago, before all the fireworks, we had a 
dialogue. It was wonderful. Please teach me again because I have forgotten the words. 
Perhaps the message is with me still, but the words are gone,’ K¤À¸a  replied that 
although he could not repeat the teaching verbatim, he could go over what he had taught 
him previously.  Thus, there is one more G¢t¡, called Uttara -G¢t¡, meaning a subsequent 
G¢t¡. 

Arjuna  knew that he had to gain this knowledge. In his present circumstances, in 
the middle of the battlefield, he could only listen. There was no time for him to do a 
thorough analysis and reflect on everything K¤À¸a  was telling him. Therefore, it was 
something he had to work out. This was why K¤À¸a told him that he should continue to 
do karma and gain knowledge in the process. 

The ¿¡stra says that one should do what has to be done with a mind free from the 
hold of likes and dislikes with reference to the results of one's actions. When one 
performs action in this way, the mind becomes purified. Only when the mind is prepared 
can knowledge take place and, through the knowledge, one gains mokÀa. You will find 
this point consistently reiterated by áa´kara  in this bh¡Àya . 
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Karma -yoga or any other yoga does not directly produce mokÀa, as we have seen. 
To think otherwise is not to understand. First, the mind is to be prepared through 
karma-yoga  and then the knowledge can take place. There is an order here and it is this 
order that K¤À¸a was describing in this verse. Then, he continued. 

EÚ®…«h…Ë¥…  Ω˛ ∫…∆ ∫… r˘®……Œ∫l…i…… V…x…EÚ…n˘™…&* 
ôÙ…‰EÚ∫…R¬ÛO…Ω˛®…‰¥…… {… ∫…®{…∂™…xEÚi…÷«®…Ω«˛ ∫…** 20 ** 
karma¸aiva hi saÆsiddhim¡sthit¡ janak¡dayaÅ  
lokasa´grahamev¡pi sampa¿yankartumarhasi   Verse 20 

 Ω˛ hi — indeed; V…x…EÚ…n˘™…& janakdayaÅ — Janaka  and others; EÚ®…«h…… B¥… — karma¸¡ 
eva — by action alone; ∫…∆ ∫… r˘®…¬ saÆsiddhim  — liberation; +…Œ∫l…i……& ¡sthit¡Å — 
gained; + {… api — also; ôÙ…‰EÚ∫…R¬ÛO…Ω˛®…¬ lokasa´graham — (of) protecting the people 
from falling into unbecoming ways; B¥… eva  — merely; ∫…®{…∂™…x…¬ saÆpa¿yan  — seeing 
the desirability; EÚi…÷«®…¬ kartum — to perform action; +Ω«˛ ∫… arhasi — ought to 

Indeed, by action alone, Janaka  and others gained liberation. Also, by 
merely seeing the desirability of protecting the people from falling into 
unbecoming ways you ought to perform action.  

K¤À¸a  did not say that karma is to be done by everyone. Karma-yoga  is meant for 
a person who is a mumukÀu, who is desirous of the knowledge that is liberation. For a 
jµ¡n¢, one who already has the knowledge, there is no karma to be done, kartavyaÆ 
n¡sti, bec ause there is no doer. The absence of doership is purely in terms of knowledge. 
The jµ¡n¢  knows that he or she is not the doer or enjoyer of any action. Knowing this, a 
wise person is not bound by any karma nor is he or she enjoined to do any karma, even 
by the Veda. Only a mumukÀu has to do karma , as does the avivek¢, one who is only 
interested in fulfilling his or her r¡ga-dveÀas. 

It goes without saying that an avivek¢ , a person whose likes and dislikes have to be 
fulfilled, has no choice. Karma  definitely has to be done by such a person. And while 
performing action, he or she has to follow dharma  and adharma, right and wrong. 
Otherwise, the results of the person's action will be something undesirable, if not 
immediately, certainly later. A person who has a value for dharma  need not be a 
mumukÀu , a vivek¢ , but may legitimately fulfil his or her desires, keeping what is right 
and wrong in view. 

A mumukÀu also does karma  but not always to fulfil his or her likes and dislikes. 
More often than not, such a person does karma simply in order to do what is to be done 
in a given situation. And if the person does perform action in order to fulfil his or her 
likes and dislikes, the action is performed and the results of the action, whatever they 
may be, are taken as pras¡da, gifts from the Lord.  
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Here, in this verse, K¤À¸a  provided further arguments for the performance of 
karma. People who have really given up everything to pursue this knowledge enjoy a 
certain disposition that, according to the ¿¡stra, is not gained accidentally. They have 
earned it by performing karma with the proper attitude. Thus, karma-yoga precedes 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, purification of the mind, which in turn precedes jµ¡na , 
knowledge. This order is the context for the present verse.  

Janaka and others like him, A¿vapati, for instance, are mentioned in the ¿ruti. 
They were all kings and householders. They had offices to keep and were very busy with 
a variety of activities which were kartavyaÆ karma , to-be-done karmas. They were 
also considered to be wise men who had gained saÆsiddhi, another word for mokÀa , 
liberation. They had discovered freedom by living a life of karma, a life of activity.  

THE WISE NEED NOT GIVE UP ACTIVITY 

Even though considered by the ¿ruti to be wise men and scholars also, Janaka 
and the others were not renunciates; they were householders. They acquired wisdom 
without giving up karma . Thus, it is very clear that performing karma is not against 
mokÀa, even though it cannot produce mokÀa. Only knowledge can be said to ‘produce’ 
mokÀa, mokÀa being an already accomplished fact. In other words, ¡tm¡, oneself, is 
already liberated, mukta, and knowledge alone ‘makes’ us recognise this fact. And to 
prepare the mind for this recognition, there are a lot of means that one can use. This, 
then, is the reason for saying that there is nothing equal to knowledge for gaining 
liberation.  

The use of the words ‘produce’ and ‘make’ here must be properly understood. 
Because knowledge is always true to a fact, it cannot ‘make’ or ‘produce’ anything 
unless there is a fact. Knowledge of the object ‘pot’ will only be equal to what is there — 
a pot. If the pot is a clay pot, it is a clay pot, not a brass pot. By knowledge, you cannot 
change the nature of the pot. You can only understand its nature. This is the very 
meaning of knowledge.  

MokÀa  is always for oneself; it is not for anyone else. And because the self is 
already mukta, mokÀa  is always for oneself; it is not for anyone else. And because the 
self is already mukta , mokÀa can only be gained by knowledge of the fact that the self is 
liberated. MokÀa is already accomplished in the self and one can gain this knowledge 
without giving up karma, as Janaka and others like him did.  

Karma  is only opposed to knowledge when performed purely for fulfilling one's 
r¡ga -dveÀas and not for neutralising them. Such karma is without any doubt binding in 
nature. This, however, is not the karma that K¤À¸a was referring to here. He was talking 
about karma  that is to be undertaken by oneself with an attitude of karma-yoga . This  
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karma is a yoga whereby you gain the kind of mind necessary for the knowledge to take 
place. 

AFTER KNOWLEDGE WHY DO ACTION?  

Understanding that one does karma to render one's mind fit for the knowledge, 
you may ask why the wise should continue to do karma once the knowledge has been 
gained. If Janaka  and the others had already come to know, should they not have 
dropped all the karma? No, K¤À¸a said. They could continue to do whatever karma was 
there for them to do, according to their pr¡rabdha, the result of previous karma that 
had caused their present births.  

Once knowledge is gained, all action is spontaneous. Whatever is to take place, 
will take place. No one is going to stop it. Therefore, if Janaka  were to continue being 
the king, he would be the king. If he were to renounce everything and continue his life as 
a sanny¡s¢, he would have done so. It all depended on what was stored in his 
pr¡rabdha. Once a person is no longer bound by his or her karma or by any 
r¡ga -dveÀa, the question of performing or not performing karma simply does not arise. 
How the person lives, whether he or she lives a life of activity or a life free from all 
activities, depends purely on the person's pr¡rabdha. He or she is no longer controlled 
by likes and dislikes. Even the desire for mokÀa, for liberation, is gone, having been 
fulfilled by the knowledge of the truth of oneself.  

The doer not being there, there is virtually nothing for a wise person to do. Nor is 
there anything that such a person cannot do either. What the person will do depends only 
on what happens within him or her, itself governed by the pr¡rabdha  that resulted in 
this particular birth. 

Pr¡rabdha-karma is generally accompanied by the free will that a human being 
has. This free will can interfere with the pr¡rabdha -karma  in many ways — modifying 
it, mending it, working against it, and doing anything else to it that free will can do. 
Given that pr¡rabdha-karma and free will go together, every situation is both 
pr¡rabdha-based and will-based. Where pr¡rabdha stops and free will begins, no one 
can say. There is no way of knowing which one brought you to a particular situation. 

In the wake of self-knowledge, however, free will is not a factor. Only then does 
pr¡rabdha alone take care of your life. If it is in your pr¡rabdha to teach, you teach. If 
you are to sit quietly, then that is what you do and if you have to rule a kingdom, you 
rule the kingdom, just as Janaka  did. 

K¤À¸a  mentioned Janaka  here because Janaka was a king who was considered 
to be a wise man. Being a king meant that Janaka  engaged in a lot of activities. He did 
not just sit and relax. He was the one whose phone was always ringing, so to speak. Even 
though he had a lot of people to help him, they were always asking him for advice. They 
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would ask, ‘What should I tell this person? What should I tell that person? We do not 
have any money. Our granary is empty. What shall we do?’ But, in spite of all the 
activities that were involved in ruling the kingdom, Janaka  continued to rule because of 
his pr¡rabdha. 

Knowing that Arjuna's pr¡rabdha  was to fight this battle, K¤À¸a told him to do 
karma. It was not that Arjuna  had decided to fight Duryodhana; he did not even want 
this war. He was brought to it by his pr¡rabdha . Arjuna  was right inside this particular 
situation, one that warranted certain action on his part.  

If Janaka and the others were wise men, they continued to do their jobs because 
of their pr¡rabdha and if they were not wise, they were doing karma-yoga . The point 
K¤À¸a was making here is that a person achieves wisdom by doing whatever is to be 
done and not by running away from it. 

K¤À¸a  might have said to Arjuna , ‘Suppose you look upon yourself as a wise 
man. Are you going to say, “I am a wise man; therefore, I should not do action”? Is there 
any rule that says that a wise man should not do action?’ If a so-called wise man, 
deciding he is wise, does not do karma, it means that he is bound by karma because he 
is taking himself to be a kart¡, a doer. And if he is bound by karma, he is definitely not 
wise!  

Wisdom is knowing that ¡tm¡ is not a doer, that ¡tm¡  is akart¡ . For the person 
who has this wisdom, there is no mandate to do or not to do karma. This in no way 
means that because you are wise, you will not do karma. Not to do karma amounts to 
laziness unless, of course, you take sanny¡sa, for which a certain preparedness is 
required. The point here is that even if you are a wise person, you can look at the 
situation you have been presented with and do what is to be done.  

ARJUNA WAS A LEADER 

In Arjuna's case, the people had to be protected. Arjuna was a leader whether he 
liked it or not. Even if he himself thought he was not a leader, people looked upon him 
as one. Therefore, he had to do what was expected of a leader.  

There are three types of leaders. One type of leader is the opportunist who 
becomes a leader to promote a particular cause in which he or she has a personal interest. 
Community leaders tend to be of this sort. Temples and churches usually get built in this 
way. A person who is successful in the community comes forward and heads a particular 
project. However, because others also want to be leaders, problems among various 
members of the community are inevitable. Thus, when there is an opportunity available, 
a person who wants power and who has the leisure and resources required, will organise 
the situation so that he or she becomes the leader. When an opportunist wields power in 
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this way, it is usually an ego trip or in the interest of money. Generally speaking, our 
societies are led by such people.  

Another type of leader, who is even more dangerous, is the idealist. The 
opportunist has no ideal other than his or her ego and sets sail purely according to the 
direction of the wind. Such a person can switch political parties simply by crossing the 
floor. The idealist, on the other hand, is not on a power trip. This type of leader looks 
upon society as being full of problems that have to be solved by him or her, for which 
the person has a particular system — political, economic, religious, and so on. Certain 
religious leaders, for example, tend to think that they alone have the answers and 
everyone else is a heathen whom they alone must save. In other words, an idealist is one 
who thinks that the answers can only come through him or her. This is why such a 
person can be a real danger to a society. Communists, terrorists, and nationalists are all 
idealists who make such contentions as, ‘My country is the greatest country,’ ‘My 
culture is the greatest culture,’ ‘My religion is the greatest religion,’ or ‘My political or 
economic system is the only answer.’ 

An opportunist can easily be discovered, whereas the idealist converts more and 
more people to his or her way of thinking. When an idealist talks, there is so much 
conviction, so much heart and mind being brought to bear on the topic that those who are 
gullible will go along with whatever is being said. The idealist is one who has sold 
himself or herself on a particular idea and is prepared to die for it, Hitler being a case in 
point. His ‘blue-bood’ theory was pure idealism and caused the colossal destruction of 
millions of people. He really believed he was the one who was born to protect and rule 
the world and that people of the Aryan race were superior. 

Once this idea struck him, Hitler had no rest. Nor did he allow others to rest. 
Under the spell of this idealism, they carried out his atrocious orders. Throughout the 
history of the world we find that wherever there were idealists, there was war and 
colossal destruction. Idealism creates religious and political fanatics and these people 
create havoc, as the history books reveal.  

The third type of leader is one who leads, not because he or she wants to lead, but 
because there are some people following. Such a, person lives his or her life, always 
ready to reshuffle his or her ideas in order to live according to what is true. The person 
may not even know that he or she is a leader. Thus, whether it is to one's liking or not, 
one becomes a leader. This is the type of leading that makes one a real leader and this 
was the kind of leader Arjuna was. 

Here, K¤À¸a  said to Arjuna, ‘Whether you like it or not, there are people who look 
up to you as their leader.’ Arjuna was the archer of the age and was looked upon by the 
people as a trend-setter. He was supposed to set an example and was not, therefore, 
someone who could just walk away from it all. That was not his pr¡rabdha . 
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If Arjuna had been a loner and had wanted to become a sanny¡s¢, K¤À¸a would 
not have talked with him about the appropriateness of karma-yoga , and so on. K¤À¸a 
would have agreed to Arjuna's becoming a sanny¡s¢ , even though he knew there would 
be some problems. This, however, was not Arjuna's situation. Being a leader and looked 
up to by all the people, he had to set a proper example. And if he set a wron g example, 
the people would follow it. Therefore, to protect the people, Arjuna had to do karma 
even if he considered himself a jµ¡n¢. That was how his pr¡rabdha  had set up his 
situation. And if he was a karma-yog¢, protecting the world was his karma -yoga  
because he was a leader and that was what had to be done.  

ACTION IS NOT OPPOSED TO KNOWLEDGE  

The question that may arise here is why the world is to be protected. All that is 
involved here is that you find yourself in a situation with duties to perform. Someone has 
to be in this particular position and you happen to be that person. If you were not there, 
someone else would be. There is no choice involved here. Arjuna did not choose to be 
the son of P¡¸·u. He happened to be born into this particular royal family and therefore 
had certain jobs to do. 

Thus, K¤À¸a said, ‘Whether you are a jµ¡n¢ , or a karma-yog¢ , here is a situation 
for you to do karma. This is not opposed to knowledge because you are not a doer.’ 
Karma can be done even if you know that you are not the kart¡. Or, put another way, 
karma is not opposed to knowledge, nor is it a means to knowledge, because by just 
doing karma , you cannot gain mokÀa. If you have no viveka , karma can bind you, 
whereas it can also be a means for purifying your mind if you make it a yoga  by a 
change of attitude. 

In the next verse, K¤À¸a told Arjuna why he should do his duty.  

™…tn˘…S…Æ˙ i… ∏…‰¢ˆ∫i…k…n‰˘¥…‰i…Æ˙…‰ V…x…&* 
∫… ™…i|…®……h…∆ E÷ÚØ˚i…‰ ôÙ…‰EÚ∫i…n˘x…÷¥…i…«i…‰** 21 ** 
yadyad¡carati ¿reÀ¶hastattadevetaro janaÅ  
sa yatpram¡¸aÆ kurute lokastadanuvartate  Verse 21 

∏…‰¢ˆ& ¿reÀ¶haÅ — an important person; ™…i…¬ ™…i…¬ yat yat — whatever; +…S…Æ˙ i… ¡carati — 
does; <i…Æ˙& itaraÅ — the other; V…x…& janaÅ  — person; i…i…¬ i…i…¬ B¥… tat tat eva  — that 
alone; ∫…& saÅ — he; ™…i…¬ |…®……h…®…¬ E÷ÚØ˚i…‰ yat pram¡¸am kurute — what he sets down as 
proper; i…i…¬ tat — that; ôÙ…‰EÚ& lokaÅ — the world of people; +x…÷¥…i…«i…‰ anuvartate  — 
follows 

Whatever an important person does, that alone the other people do. 
Whatever that person sets as proper, the world of people follows. 
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áreÀ¶ha here refers to one who is considered to be important by other members of 
the society, a leader to be reckoned with, like a king, prince, judge, or an officer of some 
kind. The father of a given household is such a person, a role model. The word acarati, 
in this verse, refers to what one does in terms of how one lives, how one acts, and reacts 
to the variety of situations encountered in day-to-day life. 

A person who is looked up to, sets the trend for how everyone else lives. People 
always look up to someone and whatever that person looks upon as the standard is what 
they follow. Here the word pram¡¸a  means the measure of what is right and what is 
wrong. The same word we have used earlier to refer to a means of knowledge. If a king 
looks upon the Veda as a pram¡¸a , then most of his subjects will look upon it in the 
same way.  

This is exactly what happened in ancient India when A¿oka and other kings came 
under the influence of Buddhist monks. Because these kings no longer looked to the 
Veda as a pram¡¸a a lot of people also shifted to Buddhism. Thus, converting people to 
any new interpretation of Vedic religion was very easy in India in those days. All that 
had to be done was to convert the king. Whatever became a pram¡¸a  for the king 
became a pram¡¸a for his subjects.  

Because people generally have neither the time nor the inclination to look into 
religious matters, they do not stand on their own. They tend to follow someone else and 
can be easily carried away merely because their leader has set a particular trend. Mao, 
for example, told the people that if they wanted to be efficient and accomplish their ends, 
they should read his Red Book every day. In this way, he made a scripture out of it. 

In India, too, it is said that by reading a particular verse or chapter every day, you 
will get this or that. The difference is that Mao's Red Book is not a scriptural authority; it 
is a worldly authority, a laukika -pram¡¸a . It is not a Veda, vaidika -pram¡¸a . Any 
system or book becomes a pram¡¸a  if you think it is going to solve all the problems of 
the world, including your own, of course. There are people, for example, who cannot go 
to the bank or do anything else unless they consult the I Ching or Tarot cards. This is 
their pram¡¸a . In the same way, whatever a leader does, everyone else will do. 
Whatever he looks upon as his guide book, his pram¡¸a , others will also look upon as a 
pram¡¸a, even if it is the Red Book! 

You will find that every revolution has some kind of book behind it. Mein Kampf 
– My Struggle, was the book Hitler's followers read and were inspired by. It became the 
pram¡¸a for them. Hitler's entire ideology is there, including what exactly Aryan rule is, 
how the Aryan race is bound to rule, and the superiority of the Aryan race. Whatever the 
pram¡¸a — laukika or vaidika — if it is considered a pram¡¸a by a ¿reÀ¶ha, people 
will follow it. 
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Similarly, if a king says the Veda is not a pram¡¸a, then the people will give it 
up. And if he says it is a pram¡¸a, the people will look into it. This is why K¤À¸a told 
Arjuna that whether he liked it or not, he was a leader and if he walked out, he would 
find that everyone else would also give up. Suppose, however, that K¤À¸a  had 
encouraged Arjuna to go and, turning the horses around, drove him to Rishikesh. All the 
other soldiers would also have turned around. They would have pitched camps there 
because Arjuna was there. All the subjects would also have gone to Rishikesh. If 
Arjuna wore a certain type of clothing, everyone would have dressed in the same way. If 
he wore rudr¡kÀa beads, everyone would have them! 

Therefore, K¤À¸a  said, ‘This is how it is, Arjuna . Whatever you do is exactly what 
others are going to do because you are a ¿reÀ¶ha, a leader, someone who is important.’ 
Because Arjuna's decision would have far-reaching consequences, he had to look at his 
situation very carefully before he decided anything. K¤À¸a  also assured Arjuna  that he 
would lose nothing by doing his duty. If he was a jµ¡n¢, his action would be based on 
his pr¡rabdha  and would create no problems for him. And if he was an ajµ¡n¢, the 
action was  definitely to be done because it was his duty. This was K¤À¸a's whole point 
here.  

K¤À¸a then continued, pointing to himself with reference to the performance of 
action: 

x… ®…‰ {……l……«Œ∫i… EÚi…«¥™…∆  j…π…÷ ôÙ…‰E‰Úπ…÷  EÚà…x…* 
x……x…¥……î…®…¥……î…¥™…∆ ¥…i…« B¥… S… EÚ®…« h…** 22 ** 
na me p¡rth¡sti kartavyaÆ triÀu lokeÀu kiµcana 
n¡nav¡ptamav¡ptavyaÆ varta eva ca karma¸i   Verse 22  

{……l…« p¡rtha — Oh! P¡rtha; ®…‰ me — for me; EÚi…«¥™…®…¬ kartavyam  — to be done; x… na  — 
not; +Œ∫i… asti — is;  j…π…÷ triÀu  — in the three; ôÙ…‰E‰Úπ…÷ lokeÀu — worlds; +x…¥……î…®…¬ 
anav¡ptam — not accomplished; +¥……î…¥™…®…¬ av¡ptavyam — to be accomplished;  EÚà…x… 
kiµcana  — anything; x… na — not; S… ca — yet; EÚ®…« h… karma¸i — in action; B¥… eva  — 
indeed; ¥…i…Ê varte — I am  

Oh! P¡rtha , for me, there is nothing to be done. In the three worlds, there 
is nothing to be accomplished by me, which is not yet accomplished. Yet, 
I am engaged in action.  

If one is awake to one's own nature, awake to the self as akart¡ then the state of 
actionlessness is achieved. Actionlessness does not imply the absence of activity, 
however, inactivity being impossible as long as one is alive, as we have already seen. A 
person is always doing one thing or another, whether he or she is a sanny¡s¢, a 
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karma-yog¢ , or simply a karm¢. Total renunication of action is possible only in the form 
of knowledge that I (¡tm¡) perform no action — ahaÆ karma na karomi. 

This knowledge is an awakening. In my presence, all activities take place, as will 
be made clear later. I, myself, do not perform any action. This is not just a volitional or a 
self-hypnotizing thought. It is the recognition of a fact. This knowledge alone makes me 
a renunciate of all actions in spite of my being seen to perform actions. From my own 
standpoint, there is no action whatsoever. All action is only from the standpoint of the 
physical body, mind, and sense organs. From their standpoint, there is action, whereas 
from the standpoint of the self, there is no action at all. This is what is called 
naiÀkarmya, actionlessness. 

Whether you have achieved this knowledge of actionlessness or not, doing karma 
is in no way a problem. In fact, if you have come to know what the self is, then all there 
is for you is pr¡rabdha . Lord K¤À¸a knew Arjuna's pr¡rabdha  very well. If you know 
the action-free-self, whatever your pr¡rabdha  dictates, whatever the situation warrants, 
you do. Such karma does not bind you at all. 

If you are an ajµ¡n¢, unaware of the fact about the ¡tm¡, then karma can become 
a yoga for you, neutralizing your r¡ga-dveÀas, your likes and dislikes. R¡ga -dveÀas 
cannot be neutralized unless you pay attention to them, which is what karma-yoga  is all 
about. Either way, then, whether you are a jµ¡n¢ , or an ajµ¡n¢, you can perform action. 

WHAT IS THERE TO ACCOMPLISH? 

Here, in the verse, K¤À¸a  talked about himself with reference to action, saying that 
there was nothing to be done by him, nothing that was not accomplished nor anything 
that had yet to be accomplished. The expression, ‘in all three worlds,’ is meant to cover 
the entire universe and any others that may exist as well. K¤À¸a  had no mandate 
whatsoever, either here on earth, or in heaven, or anywhere else. He was not duty-bound 
in any way. 

Only when there is something to be accomplished, is there something to be done. 
If there is something to be accomplished in order to make myself better, then I must 
definitely do whatever is to be done. Without doing, I cannot accomplish and without 
accomplishing, I will not be satisfied. I will be stuck with the desire to accomplish, 
which is what makes a person a saÆs¡r¢. However, for K¤À¸a, there was no such thing 
as not accomplished or to be accomplished because he knew he was everything. 
Knowing this, everything was accomplished. There was nothing for him to do, 
kartavyaÆ nasti, because there was nothing for him to gain or lose.  

If I want antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, I have something to be done, kartavyam asti. I 
have to do karma  with a karma-yoga  attitude, yoga-buddhi. Only then will my mind 
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become pure enough for the knowledge to take place. And of course I have to do karma 
if I want to fulfil my r¡ga -dveÀas. 

Most people have a long list of items to be done in order to fulfil their likes and 
dislikes and they perform actions for this purpose alone. For such people, fulfilling their 
likes and dislikes is important because they do not want to be bugged by unfulfilled 
desires. However, desires, k¡mas, are no different than bugs; they breed and grow very 
quickly. Desire bugs do not remain single or childless! They make sure that before they 
go they have left behind at least a handful and have a definite knack of generating their 
own species in great abundance. 

Desire produces other desires, its nature being to continually perpetuate itself. Like 
fire that leaves a black trail of charred earth and never says, ‘Enough! Don't give me any 
more fuel. I have burned up so many houses already!’ desire too will never complain. 
This is why desire is described poetically as the ‘villain of the piece’ of saÆs¡ra. There 
is no way of having a desire without fulfilling it. Thus, we always have a list of things to 
be done — k¡ryaÆ kartavyam asti. 

The person who understands ¡tm¡  as the whole is free from those desires that are 
binding in nature. But this does not mean that such a person does not perform action.  
K¤À¸a, who was no ordinary person, was driving Arjuna's chariot. He was a king, the 
king of Dv¡rak¡, but he did not consider driving a chariot a mean job. There was dignity 
in his labour. In fact, he felt honoured when Arjuna asked him to drive the chariot and 
he happily agreed to do so.  

K¤À¸a  was always doing one thing or another. His entire life had been one of 
activity even though there was nothing for Him to accomplish. From childhood onwards, 
he had been destroying one demon after another. And if there was nothing else to do, he 
would pick up his flute and keep everyone else busy singing and dancing. This was 
K¤À¸a — always active. ‘Before I came here to drive your chariot, I went as a mediator 
to Duryodhana ,’ K¤À¸a could have said to Arjuna. ‘I played the role of a messenger, in 
fact. Then I came back and told you what Duryodhana said and now I am driving your 
chariot. And in response to your request that I teach you, I am doing that too right now.’ 

Why was K¤À¸a always in the midst of action? This he answered in the next verse. 

™… n˘ ¡Ω∆˛ x… ¥…i…Ê™…∆ V……i…÷ EÚ®…«h™…i…Œxp˘i…&* 
®…®… ¥…i®……«x…÷¥…i…«xi…‰ ®…x…÷π™……& {……l…« ∫…¥…«∂…&** 23 ** 
yadi hyahaÆ na varteyaÆ j¡tu karma¸yatandritaÅ 
mama vartm¡nuvartante manuÀy¡Å p¡rtha sarva¿aÅ   Verse 23 

 Ω˛ hi — because; {……l…« p¡rtha — Oh! P¡rtha; V……i…÷ j¡tu —ever; ™… n˘ +Ω®…¬ x… ¥…i…Ê™…®…¬ yadi 
aham na varteyam — should I ever not engage myself; +i…Œxp˘i…& atandritaÅ  — without 
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being lazy; EÚ®…« h… karma¸i — in action; ®…x…÷π™……& manuÀy¡Å — human beings; ®…®… 
mama — my; ¥…i®…« vartma — path (example); ∫…¥…«∂…& sarva¿aÅ — in every way; 

+x…÷¥…i…«xi…‰ anuvartante — would follow  

Because, should I ever not engage myself in action, without being lazy, 
Oh! P¡rtha , people would follow my example in every way.  

Here, K¤À¸a told Arjuna that if ever he became inactive, all human beings would 
follow him in this respect. They may not have followed him in certain other respects, but 
in this matter of inaction, they would definitely follow him. ‘See what K¤À¸a  is doing?’ 
they would say. ‘He just sits. Therefore, we should all just sit, too. What is the use of 
doing anything? This life of saÆs¡ra  is useless; therefore, let us do nothing. No one 
who performs action ever achieves anything!’ 

All that is achieved by this line of thinking, of course, is that you become worse. It 
is like saying that since everyone who underwent any treatment eventually died, I should 
not undergo treatment of any kind. Or, because everyone who eats has problems at one 
time or the other, I should not eat. Eve ryone who talks quarrels with someone; therefore, 
I should not talk. To decide not to talk simply because when you talk, it causes problems, 
does not really solve the problem. You may not be talking externally, but you will 
definitely be talking internally. Previously, you talked to people and now you talk only 
to yourself! There may be a problem caused by talking, but it will not be solved by not 
talking.  

K¤À¸a knew that if he did nothing, everyone would follow him because doing 
nothing always looks easy. Activity definitely implies a certain will. Thus, there is a 
tendency to go for the convenient or the pleasant and to avoid anything that is painful. 
People generally think that the most pleasant activity of all is to do nothing. Doing 
something may imply pain and, therefore, is thought to be unpleasant. Thus, if people are 
to do anything at all, it should only be something that is pleasant. 

If, however, you keep to this course, life eventually becomes full of painful 
situations because you have done only the pleasant, leaving undone whatever is painful. 
In this way, you are left with only the painful. You become a pain to yourself and to 
everyone else as well. If you keep on postponing the painful, then you will be stuck with 
the painful alone! The pleasant is done and the painful remains undone. In fact, there 
need be nothing painful about such activities, providing you do them. Then they are out 
of your way and you have only the pleasant to do. 

Still, people are people; which is the reason K¤À¸a, the king of Dv¡rak¡ , praised 
as an avat¡ra, an incarnation of Ì¿vara , had to set an example and perform action.  
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Further, K¤À¸a  continued: 

=i∫…“n‰˘™…÷ Æ˙®…‰ ôÙ…‰EÚ… x… E÷Ú™……» EÚ®…« S…‰n˘Ω˛®…¬* 
∫…?ÛÆ˙∫™… S… EÚi……« ∫™……®…÷{…Ω˛x™…… ®…®……& |…V……&** 24 ** 
uts¢deyurime lok¡ na kury¡Æ karma cedaham 
sa´karasya ca kart¡ sy¡mupahany¡mim¡Å praj¡Å   Verse 24 

+Ω˛®…¬ aham — I; EÚ®…« karma  — action; x… E÷Ú™……«®…¬ S…‰i…¬ na kury¡m cet — if (I) were not to 
do; <®…‰ ime — these; ôÙ…‰EÚ…& lok¡Å — people; =i∫…“n‰˘™…÷& uts¢deyuÅ — would perish; S… ca  
— and; ∫…?ÛÆ˙∫™… sa´karasya — of confusion; EÚi……« kart¡ — author; ∫™……®…¬ sy¡m — would 
be; <®…… & im¡Å — these; |…V……& praj¡Å  — beings; ={…Ω˛x™……®…¬ upahany¡m — would destroy  

If I were not to perform action, these people would perish. I would be the 
author of confusion (in the society) and I would destroy these beings. 

If K¤À¸a performed no action and the people followed him, let them follow, one 
might say. The problem is that they would destroy themselves in the process. If the 
people hav e innumerable likes and dislikes and they do not perform the actions that will 
fulfil them, what will happen? Because they have no viveka , no discrimination, they will 
become insane, which is what destruction means here. There is no destruction for a 
human being other than insanity. 

Everyone, normal and abnormal, is born of ignorance and error. And because there 
is very little difference between the empirical, the objective, and the subjective, this 
ignorance and error can lead to madness, there being a streak of madness in everyone. 
This is why it is said that the line between sanity and insanity is a very fine line indeed. 
If you see an object, you do not see it as objectively as the object is because there is 
always a certain subjectivity involved in the seeing. Therefore, it is very difficult to 
distinguish between subjective projection and objective appreciation. 

A sane person is one who has some objectivity while an insane person is more 
subjective. He or she also has some objectivity. An insane person eats bread and not 
rocks just as a sane person does. This much objectivity he or she has. The problem is that 
such a person may feel persecuted, for example, when, in fact, he or she is not. There 
may be some objectivity, but because there is a lot of subjectivity we call the person 
insane.  

Even a person who is very objective may have some degree of subjectivity. But 
because the objectivity is more predominant, he or she is called normal. The person may 
expect that money will provide security, an expectation that cannot be described as very 
objective. Another indication of subjectivity is when the person does not take people as 
they are and, instead, projects his or her own fears upon them. Thus, the difference 
between those we describe as normal and those we call insane is not very much. The 
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insane person is more subjective than objective and the sane person is a little more 
objective than subjective. Insanity can occur with the increase of one's subjectivity or the 
decrease of one's objectivity. It does not take much time and is what is meant here by 
destruction. 

PERFORMING ACTION AS AN EXAMPLE TO OTHERS  

Therefore, K¤À¸a  told Arjuna in this verse, ‘If I do not perform karma, these 
people will definitely destroy themselves.’ K¤À¸a was not talking here about being in 
charge of all three words. Lok¡Å  usually means ‘worlds,’ but here it means ‘people.’ 
K¤À¸a did not say that if he performed no action in his capacity as Ì¿vara, all the worlds 
would fall apart. If this were the case, there would be no problem! We would all gain 
mokÀa because Ì¿vara turned lazy! This is the kind of translation that can happen if the 
word lok¡Å is not properly understood here.  

K¤À¸a meant that the people would destroy themselves if they performed no 
karma. He also said that, if he performed no action, he would be the author of 
confusion. Arjuna thought if he fought this battle, he would create utter confusion in the 
society and thereby incur sin. This is why he did not want to fight. Now K¤À¸a was 
telling him that, by not fighting, Arjuna would be creating confusion because the people 
would also not do what was to be done.  

Knowing all this, K¤À¸a knew that he himself had to set a good example. 
Otherwise, he would be the cause of everyone's destruction. The people had to do their 
karmas. Not doing them was not going to help them. They would not be happy not 
doing what was to be done by them. They may not have been very happy doing karma , 
but not doing it would be far worse. One big tamas, mass lethargy, would completely 
overtake the society.  

Previously, K¤À¸a had pointed out that when one's buddhi, the intellect, is gone, 
the human being is destroyed — buddhi-n¡¿¡t pra¸a¿yati (G¢t¡  – 2-63). This 
destruction is not physical; it is buddhi-n¡¿¡, destruction of the intellect, the capacity to 
discriminate between what is and what is not. Here, K¤À¸a said that if the people did not 
do what was to be done, there would be buddhi-n¡¿¡ , meaning that all reasoning would 
be gone and they would no longer be human beings. Thus, simply because people always 
take what an exalted person in the society does as their model, K¤À¸a would be the cause 
of their destruction if he did not perform karma. 

Further, he said : 

∫…HÚ…& EÚ®…«h™… ¥…u˘…∆∫……‰ ™…l…… E÷Ú¥…«Œxi… ¶……Æ˙i…* 
E÷Ú™……« u˘u˘…∆∫i…l……∫…HÚ ù…EÚ“π…÷«ôÙ…ÊEÚ∫…R¬ÛO…Ω˛®…¬** 25 ** 
sakt¡Å karma¸yavidv¡Æso yath¡ kurvanti bh¡rata 
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kury¡dvidv¡Æstath¡sakta¿cik¢rÀurlokasa´graham   Verse 25 

¶……Æ˙i… bh¡rata — Oh! Bh¡rata  (Arjuna); EÚ®…« h… karma¸i — to action; ∫…HÚ…& sakt¡Å — 
attached; + ¥…u˘…∆∫…& avidv¡ÆsaÅ  — the unwise; ™…l…… yath¡ — just as; E÷Ú¥…«Œxi… kurvanti — 
perform action; i…l…… tath¡ — so too;  ¥…u˘…x…¬ vidv¡n — the wise; ôÙ…‰EÚ∫…R¬ÛO…Ω˛®…¬ 
lokasa´graham — the protection of people;  S…EÚ“π…÷«& cik¢rÀuÅ — desirous of doing; 
+∫…HÚ& asaktaÅ  — unattached; E÷Ú™……«i…¬ kury¡t — would perform 

Oh! Bh¡rata, just as the unwise, who are attached to the results perform 
action, so too would the wise perform action, without attachment, 
desirous of doing that which is for the protection of the people.  

Previously, Lord K¤À¸a had said that he did not really have anything to be done 
because there was nothing for him to accomplish in all three worlds, meaning here on 
earth, in the heavens, or in any other world. This was because he knew himself to be 
everything, sarva -¡tm¡. Because Arjuna saw K¤À¸a  continually immersed in activity, 
K¤À¸a explained that he performed action to set an example, as w e have seen.  

Here, in this verse, Lord K¤À¸a  asked Arjuna  to suppose that he, too, were a 
knower of the ¡tm¡ , an ¡tmavit . Then he too could say, ‘Hey, K¤À¸a , in all the three 
worlds, there is nothing for me to accomplish because I am an ¡tmavit. I know I am 
everything!’ And knowing this Arjuna could then also perform action. He would have 
nothing to lose. He, too, would perform action for the sake of the people; otherwise, he 
would be destroying them. 

The people did not know whether Arjuna  knew or not. They only knew what he 
did. All they would see was Arjuna  not doing what he was supposed to do and would 
simply conclude that not performing action is preferable. Once again, K¤À¸a  was 
bringing up the argument that the people would follow Arjuna's lead and, because of 
this, Arjuna should set an example.  

Keeping this in mind, K¤À¸a addressed Arjuna  here as Bh¡rata, for which there 
are two meanings. A person born in the family of Bharata  may be referred to as 
Bh¡rata. Secondly, bh¡ means brahma -vidy¡, knowledge of Brahman , and tasy¡Æ 
yaÅ ramate, the one who revels in that, the knowledge of Brahman, is called Bh¡rata . 
Therefore, Arjuna was Bh¡rata in this sense also because he was receiving and 
revelling in the teaching of Brahman. 

In this verse, vidv¡n means one who has this knowledge and avidv¡n is one who 
does not, taking the self to be a doer. Taking themselves to be the doer, people are bound 
to karma. They do not even perform action for the sake of antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, but 
with the expectation that, ‘If I perform this action, I will gain this result.’ This 
expectation, this attitude, is what is meant by attachment to karma. 
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Action itself is not what people are attached to; they are attached to the results. 
Because people are interested in results, they undertake certain actions with a 
combination of enthusiasm, anxiety, and concern. What K¤À¸a  was saying here is, let the 
vidv¡n, the wise person, perform action with the same enthusiasm as a person who 
performs action for the results alone. Thus, the enthusiasm is  a common factor between 
the two, whereas the anxiety and concern are not. 

A person who is attached to the results of action thinks, ‘Such-and-such should 
happen to me.’ For this person, there is no karma-yoga-buddhi which is 
pras¡da-buddhi with regard to results. The terms dictating the action are purely 
r¡ga -dveÀas. The kartavya-buddhi, the to-be-done attitude, is not there for the person. 
When such people undertake activities, there is definitely going to be enthusiasm in 
anticipation of the results desired. But this enthusiasm will be dampened somewhat by 
the apprehension one has about getting undesirable results. Because there are no real 
guarantees that the action will produce the desired results, some anxiety will always be 
there. And the more enthusiastic a person is with reference to the result, the more 
anxious he or she naturally becomes. Therefore, for one who does not know oneself as 
everything, anxiety accompanies enthusiasm and with these, the person performs action.  

ATTITUDE IN ACTION  

Why is it that the wise can undertake action with the same enthusiasm but without 
the anxiety and concern? This is purely because of a difference in attitude. A wise person 
performs action simply because it is to be done. How a result comes or whether the 
expected result comes is not a concern for the wise. When the result comes, it is met with 
equanimity. 

Action is always result-oriented. No one can perform an action without expecting 
a result. Expectation of a particular result alone makes the action meaningful. An action 
performed without expecting a result is meaningless. An action is always done for some 
purpose, even if it is kartavya , a to-be-done action. Thus, the purpose of any action is 
always known, whereas whether the purpose is going to be fulfilled is definitely anyone's 
guess! The results are not in your hands. You can only plan what you will do, then do it, 
and keep on doing it. But the results of the actions are not within your control. Thus, 
K¤À¸a said here that if Arjuna  was an ¡tmavit , a vidv¡n, he would perform whatever 
action was to be done by him with the same enthusiasm as people who are attached to 
the results, but without the attachment — in other words, minus the anxiety and 
heartburn.  

THE WISE PERFORM ACTION TO BLESS THE WORLD  

Why, you may ask, does a wise person perform action if he or she is not interested 
in the result? No one is saying that the person must perform action, but the question is 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 476 

what does he or she lose by doing it. In fact, nothing is lost and there is a lot to be gained 
in terms of protecting others. It is true that the gain is not for the wise person, but there is 
nothing wrong with that. Let the others be protected and enjoy the gain. For a wise 
person who knows he or she is everything, there is nothing to gain — nothing to 
accomplish. 

One who wants to do something is called cik¢rÀu.1 The desire spoken of here is to 
protect the people lokasa´graha . Those who want to perform action, even though they 
have nothing to accomplish for themselves, do not want the people to fall into ways that 
are non-productive and destructive. Therefore, to bless the world, to serve as an example 
to the world, the wise perform action. What else is there to do for a person who has 
nothing to do but to set an example, thereby protecting the people? This is why K¤À¸a 
was on the battlefield, in fact, driving Arjuna's chariot. 

K¤À¸a  was definitely taking a risk sitting in the front seat of the chariot. He was 
the one who would be bombarded. Every arrow would have to cross his head and 
shoulders before finding its way to Arjuna. K¤À¸a could well be hit in the process. 
Being a charioteer is something like being a tank driver. Even though other men are 
using the weapons, the driver is risking his life. Thus, K¤À¸a  was  as much as saying to 
Arjuna: ‘I am you r driver and, therefore, I am taking a great risk. I have actually given 
you my neck in fact. Why? For the protection of the order, the dharma, and thereby for 
the protection of the people.’ 

Dharma itself is not something that has to be protected. To think so would be 
idealism. In fact, it is the dharm¢s, the people who follow the dharma, that are to be 
protected. There is no such thing as the protection of dharma  other than the people who 
follow it. The dharma , the order, is meant for the people. Thus, whe n it is said that, the 
dharma  is to be protected, what is meant is that the people are to be protected.  

K¤À¸a  had made it very clear that there were no kartavya — ‘to-be-done action’ 
for him or for anyone who has the knowledge of ¡tm¡. There is no mandate that says 
you should continue to do karma . Whatever an ¡tmavit does is only for the blessing of 
the world. This is all that he or she does. This being the contention, K¤À¸a told Arjuna 
that he should determine what is to be done for the good of the people alone. And then 
he should do it. If Arjuna were to tell the people that there is no action to be done, 
kartavyaÆ n¡sti, it would be wrong. And if he set a wrong example by performing no 
action himself, others would be disturbed. As a word of advice to those who already 
have knowledge of the self, this theme was repeated by K¤À¸a  in the next verse.  

x… §…÷ r˘¶…‰n∆˘ V…x…™…‰n˘Y……x……∆ EÚ®…«∫… ÉÛx……®…¬* 
V……‰π…™…‰i∫…¥…«EÚ®……« h…  ¥…u˘…x™…÷HÚ& ∫…®……S…Æ˙x…¬** 26 ** 

                                                                 
1 cik¢rÀuÅ — kartum icchuÅ, one who desires to do. 
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na buddhibhedaÆ janayedajµ¡n¡Æ karmasa´gin¡m 
joÀayetsarvakarm¡¸i vidv¡nyuktaÅ sam¡caran    Verse 26 

EÚ®…«∫… ÉÛx……®…¬ karma-sa´gin¡m — of the people who are committed to the results of 
action; +Y……x……®…¬ ajµ¡n¡m — of the people who are ignorant; §…÷ r˘¶…‰n˘®…¬ buddhi-bhedam 
— disturbance of one's understanding; x… V…x…™…‰i…¬ na  janayet — should not create;  ¥…u˘…x…¬ 
vidv¡n — the wise person; ™…÷HÚ& yuktaÅ — one who is steadfast in the knowledge; 
∫…¥…«EÚ®……« h… sarva-karma¸i — all actions; ∫…®……S…Æ˙x…¬ sam¡caran  —performing them well; 
V……‰π…™…‰i…¬ joÀayet (ajµ¡n)— should encourage (the ignorant people)  

The vidv¡n should not create any disturbance in the understanding of the 
ignorant who are attached to the results of action. The wise person, 
steadfast in the knowledge, himself, performing all the actions well, 
should encourage (the ignorant) into performing (all actions). 

In this verse, K¤À¸a  is saying, ‘May this ¡tmavit , the one who knows the ¡tm¡ , 
not produce any disturbance in the attitude of those who are ignorant, those who are 
committed to the results of action, karma-phala .’ Karma -sa´g¢s are those who have 
sa´ga, attachment, meaning, here, an attachment to the results of karma. Lacking 
discrimination, these people are not karma-yog¢s and K¤À¸a was telling Arjuna not to 
disturb them — na  buddhi-bhedaÆ janayet. 

Those who know a little Ved¡nta  often say to others, ‘What is this karma that you 
are doing? These rituals and prayers are not going to help you. Why do you go on 
chanting, “Hare R¡ma , Hare K¤À¸a” all the time? You are wasting your time.’ Such 
statements do nothing but create unnecessary problems. Therefore, K¤À¸a said, ‘Do not 
disturb their understanding.’  

These people need only be encouraged to do karma according to dharma , nothing 
more. Dharma  and adharma  can be discussed with them in terms of their various 
pursuits. But they should not be disturbed by being told not to do any karma, since they 
are not ready for what that really means. Had K¤À¸a and Arjuna lived their lives doing 
nothing, and had all the enlightened people around them also done nothing, people 
would certainly have concluded that the right thing to do was nothing.  

People, who are thought to be enlightened, are considered to be the elite in a given 
society and whatever they do tends to become law for the others. Therefore, such people 
are leaders, ¿reÀ¶has. And these leaders, including the ¡tmavit, should not disturb the 
minds of those who follow them. 

Just as you cannot alter the direction of a river unless you do it very gradually, so 
too, the direction that a person's life is taking can only be altered gradually. A sensitive 
person, one who really cares for another person, brings about a change in that person by 
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going with the flow, altering the direction of his or her life, little by little, in a helpful 
way.  

A WISE PERSON DOES NOT D ISTURB THE UNDERSTANDING OF 
OTHERS  

The word vidv¡n in the second line of this verse refers to a wise person who is 
asked not to disturb the understanding of an ajµ¡n¢ , one who is ignorant. YuktaÅ is 
another word for vidv¡n, meaning, one who is jµ¡nena  yuktaÅ, endowed with 
knowledge. Even though such a person does not have anything to accomplish and does 
not lose anything either, he or she sets an example for others to follow. 

For example, a vidv¡n does not pass a temple, but enters, offers prayers, and may 
even compose a verse in praise of the Lord. A vidv¡n  does not need to go into the 
temple because the person is a temple unto himself or herself. In this way, a vidv¡n 
performs all the karmas that are to be done. áa´kara consecrated many temples and 
composed verses in praise of the Lord. If the vidv¡n happens to be a g¤hastha, the 
karmas mandated for this particular ¡¿rama  are followed by him or her. And if the 
person happens to be a sanny¡s¢, a sanny¡s¢'s life is followed. Here, K¤À¸a was talking 
about g¤hasthas. 

A g¤hastha  is a householder; he or she is not a renunciate. For such a person, 
there are different levels of karma — obligations to the society, to one's parents, to one's 
own immediate family members, to the devat¡s, and so on. In this verse, K¤À¸a 
instructed the wise who is a g¤hastha , to set an example for others because it was the 
best way to teach them. 

There are two types of teaching. Teaching can be done by setting an example as is 
done with reference to karma and dharma. Of course, the one who is teaching also says 
that certain things are to be done and not done. For the most part, however, karma and 
dharma  are best taught by example. Only then will the words of the one who is teaching 
carry any weight. The words of a person who has lived a go od life always carry more 
weight than those of one who has not. 

In the case of ¡tma-jµ¡na , the teaching is not by example; it is to be taught by 
using words. This, then, is the other type of teaching. You cannot follow an ¡tma-jµ¡n¢ . 
You cannot say that because he or she does this or that, I will do the same and become 
enlightened. It does not work this way because we are dealing with knowledge. 
Therefore, unlike a life of dharma, ¡tma -jµ¡na cannot be taught by example. It must be 
taught by words, ¿abda ,  whether few or many, words being the pram¡¸a  here. 
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THE NATURE OF WORDS  

In teaching any subject matter, if the person knows what he or she is talking about, 
the words carry weight; they ring true. As the words are spoken, you see their meaning. 
Naturally, the words of a person who knows what he or she is talking about are different 
from those of everyone else. Still, teaching by using words is not teaching by setting an 
example. 

What example are you setting when you tell someone that he or she is Brahman? 
Do you close your eyes? Do you walk around or remain seated? There is no example 
involved in telling a person that he or she is Brahman. When K¤À¸a compared a wise 
person to an ignorant person by saying what was night for one was day for the other, he 
was speaking from a position of desperation in terms of setting an example. To say that 
when the ignorant are sleeping, the wise person is awake and when they are awake, the 
wise person is sleeping, simply means that they never meet. We see something similar in 
today's families where the father works so hard that he leaves the house too early in the 
morning to see his children and comes home so late that they are again sleeping.  

Just as the father and children never meet, the wise person and the otherwise also 
never meet. What is night for one is day for the other; what is day for one is night for the 
other. Therefore, in terms of setting an example for the people with reference to 
knowledge. Example-setting is only with reference to dharma -¿¡stra, not with 
referenc e to jµ¡na. This point has to be recognised because there are those who advocate 
teaching ¡tma-jµ¡na by example. The only way a wise person can set an example here 
is by doing karma  properly. When he does the karma  well, a wise person makes others 
do their various karmas because the people will follow him or her.  

How a person is attached to karma is made clear in the next verse: 

|…EfiÚi…‰&  GÚ™…®……h…… x… M…÷h…Ë& EÚ®……« h… ∫…¥…«∂…&* 
+Ω˛?Û…Æ˙ ¥…®…⁄f¯…i®…… EÚi……«Ω˛ ®… i… ®…x™…i…‰** 27 ** 
prak¤teÅ kriyam¡¸¡ni gu¸aiÅ karm¡¸i sarva¿aÅ 
aha´k¡ravim£·h¡tm¡ kart¡hamiti manyate    Verse 27 

|…EfiÚi…‰& M…÷h…Ë& prak¤teÅ  gu¸aiÅ  — by the gu¸as of prak¤ti; ∫…¥…«∂…& sarva¿aÅ  — in various 
ways; EÚ®……« h… karm¡¸i — actions;  GÚ™…®……h…… x… kriyam¡¸¡ni — are performed; +Ω˛?Û…Æ-
˙ ¥…®…⁄f¯…i®…… aha´k¡ra -vim£·h¡tm¡ — one who is deluded by the I-notion; +Ω®…¬ EÚi……« 
ahaÆ kart¡ — I am the doer; < i… iti — thus; ®…x™…i…‰ manyate — thinks 

Actions are performed in various ways by the gu¸as of prak¤ti, the 
body, mind, and senses. Deluded by the I-notion, one thinks,‘I am the 
doer.’ 
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Prak¤ti means cause, that out of which all things come, the potential cause of 
anything. There are two aspects to an individual — puruÀa, meaning ¡tm¡, the self, 
caitanya, consciousness, and prak¤ti, also called avidy¡ or m¡y¡. Your body, mind, 
and senses are modifications vik¡ras, creations, born of prak¤ti, which depends entirely 
on the puruÀa — the vastu, the thing to be understood.  

Prak¤ti being the cause, anything born of it is called prak¤ti-vik¡ra or 
prak¤ti-gu¸a , meaning modification. The word gu¸a has to be seen in its proper context 
in order to understand its meaning because it has many meanings. It can be any simple 
attribute, vi¿eÀa¸a , like the yellow in a yellow flower. Any adjective is a gu¸a. 

Gu¸a is also a technical term for sattva , rajas, and tamas, which indicate certain 
conditions of the mind as well as the constituents of m¡y¡ or avidy¡. 

A virtue is also called gu¸a. For example, a person of ethics, one who has a good 
heart and stately qualities, is called gu¸av¡n. Another meaning of gu¸a is ‘knot.’ And, 
in Sanskrit grammar, gu¸a is one of the many technical names given by P¡¸ini. It 
indicates the vowel ‘a’ and the diphthongs, ‘e’ and ‘o.’ 

Gu¸a is also a particular modification, vik¡ra. In this verse, we have ‘prak¤teÅ  
gu¸aiÅ , — by the modification of prak¤ti,’ meaning by the mind, senses, and physical 
body. All three are called prak¤ti-gu¸as. In the technical language of Sanskrit this 
body-mind-sense complex is called k¡rya -kara¸a-sa´gh¡ta. We have already seen that 
the physical body is k¡rya and the mind, senses, and pr¡¸a are k¡ra¸a . The 
assemblage, sa´gh¡ta, of the physical body, mind, and senses is called gu¸a here being  
the modification of gu¸as of the prak¤ti. All actions are performed by these 
prak¤ti-gu¸as, the physical limbs, mind, and senses, alone.  

Actions are performed in various ways, based on various sources of knowledge, 
for the purpose of achieving various ends. Thus, there are actions enjoined by the Veda 
vaidika -karma , and all other activities, laukika -karma . All types of activity are 
covered here, whether they are pursuits meant for gaining knowledge or for gaining 
various other results, here or in the hereafter. 

THE DOER OF ACTION 

The person who thinks he or she is doer of these various actions is referred to in 
this verse as aha´k¡ra -vimu·h¡tm¡,1 meaning one who is deluded by the notions he or 
she has about the I, the ¡tm¡ . 
                                                                 
1 áa´kara resolves this compound as follows: 
+Ω˛?Û…Æ˙- ¥…®…⁄f¯…i®…… — EÚ…™…«EÚÆ˙h…∫…ÑÛ…i…‰ +…i®…|…i™…™…& +Ω˛?Û…Æ˙&* i…‰x…  ¥… ¥…v…∆, x……x…… ¥…v…∆ ®…⁄f¯& +…i®…… – 
+xi…&EÚÆ˙h…∆ ™…∫™… ∫…&* 
The I-notion placed in the k¡rya-kara¸a-sa´gh¡ta is called aha´k¡ra. The one whose 
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The I-notion or I-sense has all the attributes. When you say, ‘I am so-and-so,’ the 
k¡rya, the physical body, and kara¸a , the mind and senses, are an integral part of your 
aha´k¡ra alone, the person has become deluded vim£·ha in many ways. In fact, the 
delusion is multifaceted — one delusion with varieties of nuances, one big knot with 
innumerable knots within knots. These knots are the varieties of problems and notions 
that a person has.  

Aha´k¡ra implies many notions, beginning with ‘I am a mortal.’ The I-notion is 
connected to hundreds of notions about oneself. For example, religious notions are what 
brands one as religious. Then the person says he or she belongs to this or that religion, 
and so on. This is just one of innumerable problems brought about by notions. All such 
notions are about this ‘I’ and are expressed by this ‘I.’ The aha´k¡ra , itself includes all 
these notions. 

The starting point for aha´k¡ra  is the k¡rya-kara¸a-sa´gh¡ta, the body-mind -
sense complex centred on which is the conclusion, ‘I am as good as this body, mind and 
senses.’ And over a period of years, we keep gathering a variety of notions about this ‘I.’ 
No baby thinks, ‘I am white or black, Caucasian or Negroid.’ Only afterwards, as the 
child grows up, does he or she slowly begin to pick up such notions. One's whole life is 
spent gathering more and more notions about oneself and this is what is meant when it is 
said, his mind is deluded, vim£·ha. 

The vim£·h¡tm¡, the one whose mind is deluded in a hundred different ways by 
the aha´k¡ra, thinks that he or she is a doer, ahaÆ kart¡, even though it is the physical 
body, mind, and senses that perform the actions. The person is the one who is aware of 
all the actions — in other words, the one who lights them up. He or she knows what does 
what; but, at the same time, is still able to think, ‘I am the doer.’ This, therefore, is no 
ordinary avidy¡; it is not ignorance of an object or of a discipline of knowledge. It is 
self-delusion. Because the self is not clear, the obvious is not at all obvious. On the other 
hand, one who knows the ¡tm¡, the ¡tmavit  or the jµ¡n¢ , does not take oneself to be the 
kart¡ , as we shall see in the next verse. 

To tell someone who looks upon himself or herself as the kart¡, that he or she is 
not the kart¡  will only confuse the person. Nothing is ever said in the ¿¡stra  to suggest 
that one should not do karma. The ¿¡stra says you are not the doer and that this 
knowledge is mokÀa. You can a live life of renunciation or you can live a life of 
karma-yoga . In either case, knowledge is mokÀa. This is what is said.  

________________________________  
¡tm¡ – antaÅ-kara¸a is deluded in various ways because of this false ‘I-notion’ is called 
aha´k¡ra-vim£·h¡tm¡. 
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NOT DOING KARMA IS MEANINGLESS  

To tell a person, who thinks he or she is a kart¡ , not to do karma  is meaningless. 
Even if someone does no karma, it does not mean that he or she is not doing karma. As 
long as the person is a kart¡, one's every move is a karma — standing is a karma , 
listening to someone is a karma. Everything becomes karma because the person thinks 
he or she is the kart¡. As long as this notion is there, the person will always be doing 
one thing or the other thinking that he or she is the doer. If at all you are to teach such a 
person, you will have to try to make the person understand that he or she is akart¡ . This 
understanding is purely jµ¡na and has nothing to do with doing or not doing karma. 

K¤À¸a then explained why the wise are not attached to karma : 

i…k¥… ¥…k…÷ ®…Ω˛…§……Ω˛…‰ M…÷h…EÚ®…« ¥…¶……M…™……‰&* 
M…÷h…… M…÷h…‰π…÷ ¥…i…«xi… < i… ®…i¥…… x… ∫…W…i…‰** 28 ** 
tattvavittu mah¡b¡ho gu¸akarmavibh¡gayoÅ  
gu¸¡ gu¸eÀu vartanta iti matv¡ na sajjate    Verse 28  

i…÷ tu — whereas; ®…Ω˛…§……Ω˛…‰ mah¡b¡ho — Oh! Arjuna; M…÷h…-EÚ®…«- ¥…¶……M…™……‰& gu¸a-karma-
vibh¡gayoÅ — of the distinction between the body-mind-sense-complex and action; 

i…k¥… ¥…i…¬ tattvavit  — knower of the truth; M…÷h……& gu¸¡Å — senses, mind, and organs of 
action; M…÷h…‰π…÷ gu¸eÀu  —with reference to objects; ¥…i…«xi…‰ vartante — engage themselves; 
< i… ®…i¥…… iti matv¡ — knowing this; x… ∫…W…i…‰ na sajjate — is not bound 

Whereas, Oh! Arjuna, the knower of the truth, knowing the distinction 
between body-mind-sense-complex and action, knowing that the senses, 
mind, and organs of action engage themselves with reference to their 
respective objects alone, is not bound.  

In this verse, K¤À¸a contrasted the jµ¡n¢  with the ajµ¡n¢ mentioned in the 
previous verse. The ignorant person takes the body-mind-sense complex k¡rya -
kara¸a -sa´gh¡ta  as oneself and oneself to be the k¡rya-kara¸a-sa´gh¡ta, thereby 
making no distinction between the two. This lack of discrimination is where 
individuality comes from, that which makes one seem unique and distinct.  

The jµ¡n¢, on the other hand, while taking the body-mind-sense complex as 
himself or herself no doubt, does not take the self to be the body, mind, and senses. If the 
jµ¡n¢ were not identified with the body-mind-sense complex, in this way, talking, 
walking, seeing, hearing, and thinking would not be possible. Since the jµ¡n¢ thinks, 
does actions, and so on, he or she also naturally has an aha´k¡ra . Here the k¡rya -
kara¸a -sa´gh¡ta -¡tm¡ is being called the aha´k¡ra. 
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THE NATURE OF DELUSION  

Thus, both the jµ¡n¢ and the ajµ¡n¢ have this aha´k¡ra, the difference between 
the two being that the jµ¡n¢  does not take the self to be k¡rya -kara¸a -sa´gh¡ta 
whereas the ajµ¡n¢ does, which is why there is saÆs¡ra for him or her. SaÆs¡ra is in 
the self, for the self.  

Because the ¡tm¡ is taken to be the k¡rya -kara¸a-sa´gh¡ta-¡tm¡ , there are 
individuals, each of whom is unique and distinct from every other individual. Thus, there 
is an ‘as though’ division, an ‘as though’ duality, dvaita . The ¿ruti does not say there is 
dvaita; it says only that there is ‘as though’ duality — dvaitam iva bhavati. Wherever 
there is this ‘as though’ duality, there is death, m¤tyu; there is time, there is saÆs¡ra. 

The jµ¡n¢ is referred to as tattvavit  in this verse. The suffix ‘tva’ is added to a 
noun to convey its abstract sense, its essence. For example, the truth or ess ence of a pot, 
gha¶asya tattvam, becomes gha¶atva , potness. In English, the suffix ‘ness’ is used in 
the same way. 

That is a pronoun and as such can stand for anything. Thus, tattva  refers to that 
which is the truth or essence of everything — tasya bh¡vaÅ. The one who knows the 
truth about oneself, the world, and God is called tattvavit and the one who does not 
know this truth is called atattvavit. In this verse, tattvavit refers to one who knows the 
truth of the gu¸as, the modification that is the body-mind-sense complex, as well as of 
the karmas, meaning that the person can distinguish between the two. The distinction 
vibh¡ga  here is that the body-mind-sense complex is an instrument, a kara¸a; it is not 
the ¡tm¡ . 

I, the ¡tm¡ , is not the kara¸a, the sense organs or the mind, or the k¡rya, the 
physical body. While the mind and senses perform their actions, they are only kara¸as, 
instruments. Ëtm¡  is not an instrument. It is the self, the content of the subject, the doer. 
Therefore, a distinction is to be made between the essence of the subject and the 
instrument. 

THE SUBJECT AND ITS INSTRUMENTS  

The subject cannot be taken as an instrument because the instrument, being 
wielded by the subject, is necessarily in the hands of the subject. You are handling the 
body; you are handling the mind and senses. The subject cannot be taken as the very 
thing that it handles, just as you cannot take the spoon or fork that you eat with as 
yourself. That you are holding the fork in your hand does not mean that the fork is you. 
It is simply an instrument that you wield. Similarly, you wield your mind and senses; 
you operate them. You wield your physical body; you operate it. Therefore, they are 
merely instruments and the doership imputed to ¡tm¡  is simply a thought belonging to 
the mind. 
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The one who knows the kara¸a  as the kara¸a  and the ¡tm¡  as the ¡tm¡ is one 
who knows the truth of both. The one who knows the truth of ¡tm¡  also knows the truth 
of an¡tm¡  and is therefore a tattvavit . This, then, is what is meant by gu¸avibh¡ga. 

Ëtm¡ is not the kart¡. Ëtm¡ does not perform any action; only the gu¸as perform 
action. Action does not come from the ¡tm¡ . It emanates from the gu¸as, from the 
k¡rya-kara¸a, from the physical body, mind and senses, alone. 

Any fancy or desire is a modification of the mind. But you may not go along with 
the desire or fancy. Many desires rise and fall simply because we do not bother about 
them. This happens because of a particular function of the mind that enables me to 
decide whether to go along with the desire or not. In such a decision, there are various 
considerations — pragmatic and ethical considerations, among others. ‘Is this necessary 
for me?’ — is a pragmatic consideration undertaken by the ¡tm¡  in the form of buddhi. 

With the organs of action or the sense organs you perform karma . Whatever you 
do — eat, walk, or engage yourself in any kind of pursuit — some sense organ is 
involved. The truth of this karma , however, is that ¡tm¡ is not directly involved in the 
activity. Ëtm¡ is not a desire or a decisio n. Nor does it desire or make decisions. Desires 
and decisions are always in the form of v¤ttis, modifications of the mind. These v¤ttis  
are ¡tm¡ no doubt, but ¡tm¡ is none of them. Thus, all karma emanates from 
modifications of the mind, v¤ttis, and does not come from the ¡tm¡ . 

EVERYTHING IS A MODIFICATION OF PRAKÎTI ALONE  

The one who knows the nature of karma  and the nature of ¡tm¡ , and therefore the 
distinction between the two, looks upon prak¤ti as it really is. Prak¤ti, also called m¡y¡ , 
in its entirety is the cause for everything in that it modifies itself into everything. The 
body, mind, and senses are prak¤ti and the sense objects, the world, jagat, are also 
prak¤ti. All are modifications, gu¸as, of prak¤ti alone. And these two prak¤tis are in 
touch with each other. One prak¤ti is k¡rya -kara¸a-prak¤ti, in the form of instruments 
of perception and action and the other prak¤ti is in the form of objects, viÀay¡tmika -
prak¤ti. 

This verse explains that the gu¸as in the form of instruments of perception and 
action engage themselves in activity in the spheres of their respective objects — gu¸eÀu . 
This means that the eyes engage themselves in the sphere of forms, r£pa, the forms 
being gu¸a. Sight itself is gu¸a and the seen object is also gu¸a. Similarly, hear ing is 
gu¸a and the objects heard, the sounds, are also gu¸a. In this way, these gu¸as, gu¸eÀu , 
with reference to objects, vartante, engage themselves in activity. This means that I do 
not perform any action at all. Knowing this, the wise person is not bound, matv¡  na 
sajjate. 
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Knowing the truth of ¡tm¡  and karma, the tattvavit does not become attached to 
any karma. Such attachment is not possible because the person knows that he or she 
does nothing. To become attached, there must be a v¤tti, which is non-separate from 
¡tm¡, while ¡tm¡ is always free from any v¤tti. Because there is no connection, no 
attachment, between the v¤tti and ¡tm¡ there can be no attachment to any karma for 
one who knows that ¡tm¡  is always free — that is, for the one who knows that ¡tm¡ is 
asa´gaÅ. 

A problem arises when you say you must become asa´ga, detached. You do not 
become asa´ga ; that, you are asa´ga  is a fact to be known. There is no becoming here. 
You can never become detached. What you want to be detached from is always in your 
head; therefore, you can never detach from it. Even when you say you are detached from 
it, you are already attached because you are talking about it. A person who throws away 
some garbage and says, ‘I gave away my garbage,’ still has the garbage in his or her 
head. The garbage was outside and now it is inside! This is exactly how we have 
collected so much garbage! 

As the nature of ¡tm¡, detachment is already an accomplished fact. Knowing this, 
one is not bound — iti matv¡ na sajjate. The person looks upon himself or herself as a 
non-doer, akart¡ aham asmi, actionlessness itself. Previously, K¤À¸a said that by not 
performing an action, a person does not gain nai¿karmya , the state of actionlessness. 
Knowing the self to be free from any type of action, doership is not there. When there is 
no doership, there is no karma . In this sense, knowing there is no doership, a person is 
free from all karma. This, then, is the difference between the tattvavit and the 
atattvavit. 

KNOWING YOU ARE NOT A DOER, WHAT DO YOU D O?  

When this is so, what should you do? Suppose you know you are akart¡  and the 
other person, whose welfare you are interested in, takes himself or herself to be a kart¡ . 
Should you tell the person not to do karma? Definitely not. If at all he or she is available 
for this knowledge, all you can say is, ¡tm¡ is akart¡. This alone is the truth and 
anything else is a distortion of it. To tell someone not to do karma is the same as saying 
that performing karma is bondage. If the person still looks upon himself or herself as a 
kart¡, being deluded in this way, he or she will only become lazy, nothing more!  

Therefore, all you can do is tell the person to do karma, but to do it according to 
dharma . This much alone you can say. This is what the scriptures enjoin also. Not 
performing any action will eventually result in a person doing something that is not to be 
done. What is not proper for you is not proper for the other person also. There are 
universal implications inherent in all action. If you compromise with this universal fact, 
for example, by robbing someone even though you yourself do not want to be robbed, 
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you may think you can get away with it, but you cannot. This, the scriptures tell us. 
Otherwise, we would not need a scripture; common sense would be enough. 

The scripture does not need to tell me that it is wrong to rob. This, I knew even as 
a child. When my older brother took the chocolate out of my hand, I complained to the 
heavens! I cried and created havoc in the house because I knew very well that he robbed 
what I held as mine. He took it away. Everyone is very clear on this point and does not 
need a scripture for it. Nor do we need someone to come and preach to us about things 
we already know. What the scriptures and preachers are saying, however, lest we do not 
know it, is that we should not think we can get away with improper actions. 

This, then, is an extra revelation, extra information provided by the scripture. It 
says that the reason you do not get away with improper actions is because there is a law 
that is impossible to get around. The moment you commit a wrong action, a debit is 
registered against your name. The whole law is based on credit and debit, both of which 
are automatically recorded to your account. Also, there is no way of manipulating this 
law. It is already programmed to record whatever action you perform. Everything has 
been taken care of. This law is not a computer that you, the wizard, the kart¡, can 
manipulate. You can, however, erase it by means of a different operation. This, then, is 
additional information that a scripture may talk about. Because the information is 
revelation, something that we have no other way of knowing, the scripture is given the 
status of revealed knowledge.  

HOW TO HELP OTHERS IN TERMS OF THIS KNOWLEDGE  

A person who performs action because he or she looks upon himself or herself as 
the kart¡ should not be told to refrain from action because karma  is bondage. It is 
bondage, no doubt, but telling the person so is not going to make him or her free. If, 
however, you really care for the person, and he or she cares for your words, then you can 
share what you know. Otherwise, your talk will just go over the person's head. It is like 
someone who is interested in this knowledge trying to explain to his or her parents w hat 
he or she is studying. Because the parents do not understand, they will only ask 
themselves what they did wrong for their child to have been steered in such a useless 
direction. ‘We must have been a little too severe and that is why our child listens to this 
Swami,’ they may say. To attempt an explanation is only to make them feel guilty 
because it is impossible to convince them of the true worth of this knowledge.  

You may care for the welfare of those who do not understand, but they too have to 
care for your words. Otherwise, they will only sympathise with you, feeling that you are 
completely deluded! And if they do care for your words, you can tell them the truth, that 
¡tm¡  is akart¡. In the modern literature on Ved¡nta , you may read that you must 
become asa´ga. This is why some people spend an entire lifetime trying to become 
asa´ga . It is also sometimes said that you should experience the asa´ga  ¡tm¡. There is 
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an experiencer, an object of experience, and ¡tm¡ is to be experienced by another ¡tm¡ 
who is an experiencer. All that you experience in this way is an¡tm¡ , not ¡tm¡. 

Because ¡tm¡  as asa´ga  is a fact to be recognised, K¤À¸a further cautioned the 
wise not to confuse those who still think of themselves as doers. 

|…EfiÚi…‰M…÷«h…∫…®®…⁄f¯…& ∫…W…xi…‰ M…÷h…EÚ®…«∫…÷* 
i……x…EfiÚi◊… ¥…n˘…‰ ®…xn˘…x…¬ EfiÚi◊… ¥…z…  ¥…S……ôÙ™…‰i…¬** 29 ** 
prak¤tergu¸asamm£·h¡Å sajjante gu¸a karmasu 
t¡nak¤tsnavido mand¡n k¤tsnavinna vic¡layet    Verse 29 

|…EfiÚi…‰& M…÷h…∫…®®…⁄f¯…& prak¤teÅ gu¸a-samm£·h¡Å — those who are deluded by the 
modifications of the prak¤ti; M…÷h…EÚ®…«∫…÷ gu¸a-karmasu  — in the modifications of body-
mind-sense-complex and actions; ∫…W…xi…‰ sajjante — become bound; i……x…¬ t¡n — those 
people; +EfiÚi◊… ¥…n˘& ak¤tsnavidaÅ — those who do not know totally; ®…xn˘…x…¬ mand¡n  — 
those who are not discriminative; EfiÚi◊… ¥…i…¬ k¤tsnavit —one who knows; x…  ¥…S……ôÙ™…‰i…¬ na 

vic¡layet — should not disturb 

Those who are deluded by the modifications of the prak¤ti become 
bound in the modifications of body-mind-sense-complex and actions. 
One who knows the self should not disturb those who do not know the 
self, w ho are not discriminative.  

Here, prak¤teÅ  gu¸a-samm£·h¡Å refers to those who are deluded with reference 
to prak¤ti-gu¸a, which are the modifications of the prak¤ti. They take the self to be the 
body-mind-sense complex. This expression can also mean that people become deluded 
because of the mind and senses, their ignorance with reference to these being the origin 
of their problems. Looking upon themselves as doers, such people become bound, 
attached, sajjante, with reference to the body, mind, and senses (gu¸a), and with 
reference to action (karma). 

To take the body, mind, and senses as oneself means, ‘I am only as good as the 
body, mind, and senses,’ with all their limitations; to think this way is bondage. The 
people discussed in this verse have become bound with reference to prak¤ti-gu¸as, such 
as the body-mind-sense-complex, k¡rya -kara¸a -sa´gh¡ta, and also to their karmas. 
The bondage manifests in terms of actions such as, ‘This is my karma and I perform it 
for the sake of this result.’ 

Because people experience success and failure, they are bound by the results of 
their action. And if they have ¿raddh¡ , pu¸ya  and p¡pa  are also involved. Then success 
and failure, pu¸ya  and p¡pa  become the ruling factors in their lives. Thus, such people 
have both d¤À¶a and ad¤À¶a  conflict, attached as they are to the seen and unseen results 
of their actions.  
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The verse also tells us a little more about those who are bound in terms of gu¸a 
and karma. They are described as mandas, those who have no viveka. Mandatva 
means ‘dullness,’ the sense you have when you have indigestion, for instance, and do not 
feel like eating or doing anything. You develop a complete dispassion even towards 
foods that you like and it lasts for as long as the discomfort lasts, at least. And if this 
mandatva  happens in our thinking, we have a definition for the person, manda , 
discussed in this verse. Nothing ignites in the brain of such a person. There is no fire, 
whatsoever! Although situations unfold around the person, there is no assimilation, no 
response. 

The word mandatva is used here only as a definition for the condition of the 
mind. It is not meant as a criticism either of oneself or of another; the word simply 
indicates a person who does not discriminate between ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡. Two other 
words are used in the verse to make the same distinction between one who has the 
knowledge and one who does not. 

K¤tsnavit is a wise person, one who has complete, k¤tsna, knowledge with 
reference to ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡ , whereas ak¤tsnavit refers to everyone else. Bec ause the 
ak¤tsnavit does not know that he or she is not the doer, the person has problems. The 
ak¤tsnavit may understand that an¡tm¡  — the body, mind, and senses — performs 
action, but may think of ¡tm¡ as something other than himself or herself, something that 
is not known. Therefore, he or she has some knowledge but does not know totally, which 
is the meaning of ak¤tsnavit. 

IGNORANCE IS BLISS ONLY IF IT IS TOTAL! 

For a person who knows nothing, there is no problem. Ignorance is bliss, as they 
say — provided, of course, the ignorance is total. For example, there is no problem in 
sleep because you do not think of yourself as a kart¡, bhokt¡, or anything else. Only 
when there is some knowledge is there a problem. Those who are dull, manda-prajµas, 
who have no discrimination, viveka , with reference to ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡  are referred to 
here as ak¤tsnavits. These are the people that a wise person should not disturb, t¡n  na 
vic¡layet, by telling them that karma will not produce mokÀa . They should not be told: 
‘Karma  is all bondage. Why do you do karma? Why do you pray? Why do you go to 
church or to the temple? Why do you do japa and meditation? This is all nonsense. Only 
jµ¡na will give you mokÀa.’ Such comments should not be made because they do not 
help anybody. 

A person should not be told not to work or that working for money is useless. Let 
the person work; otherwise, he or she will become lazy. Such people will end up at your 
door, telling you that you said not to make money and now they need some! People need 
food and place to live. Whom else will they come to but the person who told them not to 
make money. Therefore, do not tell them not to make money. Tell them to do so, 
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following dharma . You can even give them some ideas on how to go about it. There is 
nothing wrong with making money; it is a resource, LakÀm¢, and as such should not be 
abused.  

If, on the other hand, you are talking to a person who has seen that money is not an 
end in itself and he or she has some viveka, then you can talk about karma-yoga  or 
sanny¡sa. It all depends on the person to whom you are talking. K¤À¸a's point here was 
that the person should not be disturbed unnecessarily. Even a person who is a mumukÀu , 
who has viveka , should not be indiscriminately told to take sanny¡sa . For someone who 
still has r¡gas-dveÀas, sanny¡sa will not work; it will only be abused. Such a person 
should be told to perform action as a karma-yog¢, as K¤À¸a told Arjuna in the next 
verse. 

®… ™… ∫…¥……« h… EÚ®……« h… ∫…z™…∫™……v™……i®…S…‰i…∫……* 
 x…Æ˙…∂…“Ãx…®…«®……‰ ¶…⁄i¥…… ™…÷v™…∫¥…  ¥…M…i…V¥…Æ˙&** 30 ** 
mayi sarv¡¸i karm¡¸i sannyasy¡dhy¡tmacetas¡  
nir¡¿¢rnirmamo bh£tv¡ yudhyasva vigatajvaraÅ    Verse 30 

∫…¥……« h… sarv¡¸i — all; EÚ®……« h… karm¡¸i — actions; ®… ™… mayi — unto me; ∫…z™…∫™… 
sannyasya  — renouncing; +v™……i®…-S…‰i…∫…… adhy¡tma -cetas¡  — with a mind that is 
discriminating;  x…Æ˙…∂…“& nir¡¿¢Å — devoid of expectations with reference to the future; 
 x…®…«®…& nirmamaÅ  — devoid of ‘mine -ness’; ¶…⁄i¥…… bh£tv¡ — being;  ¥…M…i…-V¥…Æ˙& vigata -
jvaraÅ — without any anger or fr ustration; ™…÷v™…∫¥… yudhyasva  - fight! 

Renouncing all actions unto Me, with a mind that is discriminating, 
devoid of expectations with reference to the future and any sense of 
‘mine-ness,’ without any anger or frustration whatsoever, fight! 

The word ‘Fight!’ in this verse can refer to anything, beginning with one's daily 
battle of getting out of bed in the morning. Throughout the day also there are a number 
of situations to be faced. For Arjuna, what had to be faced was an actual battle. The 
battle was a kartavyaÆ  karma , a ‘to-be-done’ action for him. Given all that Arjuna and 
K¤À¸a had said before, K¤À¸a's mandate, ‘Get up and fight!’ was to be expected. It was 
neither a command nor advice; it was teaching. Having presented his arguments, K¤À¸a 
simply said, ‘Do it!’ Thus, there was a definite ‘therefore’ implied here, indicating 
teaching rather than a command or advice.  

The rest of the verse deals with how Arjuna was to fight. First, ‘giving up all 
activities, fight! sarv¡¸i karm¡¸i sannyasya yudhyasva.’ There are two types of 
sarva -karma -sanny¡sa, as we have seen. How can you fight if you have renounced all 
activities? It won't work. If, on the other hand, the mandate is, ‘Renouncing all actions, 
go to a teacher and listen to the ¿¡stra  — sarv¡¸i karm¡¸i sannyasya ¿rava¸aÆ 
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kury¡t, gurumev¡bhigacchet.’ Giving up all activities, burning all your bridges behind 
you — and your boats, too, if you have any — go for mokÀa. The giving up is meant for 
learning alone, meaning that you go to a teacher and study until you gain the knowledge 
that is mokÀa . Renunciation is purely for mokÀa, not for anything else.  

We have seen how sanny¡sa is a particular life-style that enables a person to 
renounce all activities in order to pursue knowledge. But, here, sanny¡sa  is used in  
conjunction with the mandate ‘Renouncing all activity, fight! sarv¡¸i karm¡¸i 
sannyasya  yudhyasva .’ Fighting being an activity, what does giving up all activity 
mean? Does it mean that Arjuna is not to do anything other than fight? Performing only 
one action, give up every other activity — prayer, ritual, eating, sleeping, helping, 
everything — and fight! 

WHAT DOES RENUNCIATION REALLY MEAN?  

Obviously, because activity in the form of fighting is involved, this sanny¡sa  is 
other than what we have seen before. Here, it relates to doing what is to be done, which 
for Arjuna  happens to be yuddha , fighting. K¤À¸a was not suggesting that Arjuna give 
up all activities and fight. This would not have been possible. What was intended here 
becomes much clearer when the word mayi ‘unto Me’ is taken into account. ‘Unto Me’ 
means ‘unto the Lord,’ thereby connecting the giving up, sanny¡sa, with karma-yoga , 
meaning that all one's activities are offered unto the Lord.  

In his commentary of this verse, áa´kara compares this off ering of one's actions, 
to how a servant of a king goes about doing various activities without questioning how 
or why it is to be done: ‘I have been placed here to do this particular activity. This is how 
I have been asked to do it and therefore I do it.’ 

Similarly, whether you like it or not, you find yourself in a given situation that 
calls for a particular action. For Arjuna, it happened to be a battle, a fight. For another 
person, it may be something else. And, although Arjuna was a kÀatriya, doing what was 
to be done would not always mean fighting. If he had taken the expression ‘sarv¡¸i 
karm¡¸i sannyasya  yudhyasva’ wrongly, he may have thought that he should always 
fight, which was not what was intended. Doing what is to be done is to be understood 
within the context of the situation one finds oneself in. Certain situations call for certain 
actions. Therefore, yudhyasva, can be taken to mean kuruÀva , do what is to be done and 
do it with an awareness of Ì¿vara . 

Awareness of Ì¿vara is pointed out in the verse by the word, adhy¡tma-cetas¡; 
cetas¡ meaning ‘with the mind.’ The mind should have viveka. Adhy¡tma means with 
reference to oneself. Adhy¡tmacetas enables you to know what is and what is not the 
right thing to do. This capacity is also called viveka-buddhi. 
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A viveka -buddhi says: ‘I am a doer, of course, but I do this for the sake of Ì¿vara 
as a bh¤tya, the one who serves — ahaÆ  karta, ¢¿varasya  bh¤tyavat karomi.’ The 
person who performs action in this way is a mumukÀu , a seeker. Because the person 
thinks of himself or herself as a kart¡, he or she is a karma-yog¢. There is an evolution 
that can take place here. One who is not a karma-yog¢  and who is totally deluded, 
vim£·h¡tm¡ , is also a kart¡, but still does karma for the results alone. His thought is, 
‘For my sake, I am doing this.’ For a vim£·h¡tm¡, expediency and convenience take 
precedence over a more appropriate means when choosing a course of action. Even 
though he or she may have one eye on dharma, the other eye can be somewhat blind if 
the person thinks there is any justification for going against dharma . 

YOU ARE PLACED IN SITUATIONS THAT YOU DID NOT CREATE  

The karma-yog¢ , on the other hand, performs action quite differently — for the 
sake of Ì¿vara. Therefore, an awareness is necessary, which is viveka here — 
adhy¡tma -cetas¡ — with a mind that is awakened to Ì¿vara . ‘Do all the activities that 
you are going to do, surrendering them unto me,’ K¤À¸a  said here. Why? Because you 
are placed in situations that you did not create. Nor does anything really belong to you; 
everything belongs to Ì¿vara alone. Thus, you are placed in certain situations and the 
order of dharma governing such situations is the Lord. The order determines what is 
expected of you in each situation and as a karma-yog¢ you do it with an awareness of 
this fact. 

Further, K¤À¸a  said, nir¡¿¢Å nirmamaÅ bh£tv¡ yudhyasva . Nir¡¿¢Å is one from 
whom all notions about the future, ¡¿¡, have gone. Future plans, goals, grandiose 
schemes, and priorities can stifle and inhibit one's present course of action with reference 
to what is to be done now. A person who thinks only of the future will compromise what 
is to be done in the present, thereby becoming a schemer. Such a person is not a 
karma-yog¢ ; he or she is an avivek¢, one who performs karma for the results alone. 
What is to be done is not done if it is inhibited by your own ¡¿¡. Thus, nir¡¿¢ is one who 
is not inhibited by futuristic ambitions, nor devoid of ambitions. 

Nirmama means one from whom the mamatva, the mine-ness, is gone. Such a 
person no longer thinks in terms of, ‘this is mine, this is not mine,’ which also inhibits 
what is to be done. ‘This is not my job. I am not getting anything out of this. Why should 
I do this when it is his job? He is supposed to do it.’ This mine-ness or mamatva  is the 
greatest villain in the maturing process of a person because, to be mature, one has to see 
only what is to be done. Therefore, mamatva should not interfere with one's doing what 
is to be done. 

We can see by these two words nir¡¿¢ and nirmama, that karma-yoga is not an 
ordinary thing; it requires a lot of maturity and an awareness of the laws that are Ì¿vara . 
Karma-yoga  does not mean that you should not receive wages for work you do, 
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although there may be situations where it would be more appropriate not to. What makes 
you a karma-yog¢ is simply the awareness of Ì¿vara , as we have seen before and will 
see again.  

Another word given in this verse describing how one is to perform action is 
vigatajvaraÅ, meaning to be free from all anger and frustration. Suppose a man wants to 
do what is to be done in a given situation that Ì¿vara has placed him or her in, but thinks 
that Ì¿vara has placed him in a wrong situation? He acknowledges that Ì¿vara knows 
what he is doing, but still thinks of it as a wrong situation and becomes frustrated. This 
frustration is what is meant by jvara, leading to murmuring, complaining. By using the 
word vigatajvara , K¤À¸a  told Arjuna to fight cheerfully without a dash of complaint, 
frustration, despair, or anger. 

Further, K¤À¸a  said : 

™…‰ ®…‰ ®…i… ®…n∆˘  x…i™…®…x…÷ i…¢ˆŒxi… ®……x…¥……&* 
∏…r˘…¥…xi……‰%x…∫…⁄™…xi……‰ ®…÷S™…xi…‰ i…‰% {… EÚ®…« ¶…&** 31 ** 
ye me matamidaÆ nityamanutiÀ¶hanti m¡nav¡Å 
¿raddh¡vanto'nas£yanto mucyante te'pi karmabhiÅ   Verse 31 

∏…r˘…¥…xi…& ¿raddh¡vantaÅ  — people who have faith; +x…∫…⁄™…xi…& anas£yantaÅ — those 
who do not find fault (not intolerant of the goodness in others); ™…‰ ye — those; ®……x…¥……& 
m¡nav¡Å — people; ®…‰ me — my; <n˘®…¬ idam — this; ®…i…®…¬ matam — teaching;  x…i™…®…¬ 
nityam — constantly; +x…÷ i…¢ˆŒxi… anutiÀ¶hanti — follow; i…‰ te — they; + {… api — 
even; EÚ®…« ¶…& ®…÷S™…xi…‰ karmabhiÅ  mucyante — are released by the karmas (karma -
phalas) 

Those people who constantly follow this teaching of Mine, full of faith, 
without as£y¡ (without finding fault w ith the teaching or the teacher), 
they too are released by the karma-phalas. (They are freed from the hold 
of the karma-phalas — they gain mokÀa.) 

We have seen the three types of people who perform karma. One type were kings 
like Janaka , who were also jµ¡n¢s, wise men, all of whom remained active, even 
though they had the knowledge. They engaged themselves in activities simply because it 
was in their pr¡rabdha  to do so. They had to do it and therefore they did it. There was 
no reason not to. They had nothing to lose and others benefited from their actions. 

Those who do nothing but teach, having gained the knowledge, can also be 
included in this group, teaching being an activity. Sarva -karma -sanny¡sa is the 
renunciation of all activities in terms of knowledge alone. It is not to be taken literally, as 
we have seen. In terms of knowledge, you are not the doer. Knowing this frees you 
completely from all action, whether you perform activities or not. You may be a 
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sanny¡s¢ or you may be very active in the world. In this way, then, there are two types 
of enlightened people, sanny¡s¢s and non-sanny¡s¢s, with reference to life-style. But in 
terms of knowledge, there is sarva-karma-sanny¡sa for both.  

Although Janaka was a king, engaged in a lot of activity, he was considered to be 
enlightened. Here, K¤À¸a told Arjuna that even if he was enlightened, he could continue 
to do karma for the benefit of the world, as Janaka  did, for the sake of establishing 
dharma  so that the people would be protected. K¤À¸a  knew very well what his own 
mission was, saying: ‘Look at me. I too perform actions, not because I have something to 
accomplish, but because if I do nothing, others will follow my example, which would not 
be good for them.’ All this K¤À¸a  pointed out. 

A second type of people who perform karma are avivek¢s, those who have no 
discrimination and therefore no desire for mokÀa. They are only interested in fulfilling 
their likes and dislikes, for which they engage in activities. More often than not, such 
people cut corners and sometimes take the wrong path in order to accomplish their ends. 
These people can only be asked to come to dharma . Let them pursue whatever they 
want to pursue according to dharma . That itself is a blessing.  

ONE'S CHOICE IS SURRENDERED TO WHAT IS PROPER  

Finally, for those who are mumukÀu , who have r¡ga-dveÀas, K¤À¸a pointed out 
karma-yoga . Such people can either take to sanny¡sa or karma-yoga, either of which 
involves giving up, ty¡ga . For a sanny¡s¢, ty¡ga , means karma-ty¡ga as well as all 
other ty¡gas, covering any pursuit or attachment. The person has to grow out of each 
and every one of them, renouncing them all, before becoming a sanny¡s¢. 

Or one can be a karma-yog¢. Such a person does what is to be done simply 
because it is to be done. The karma-yog¢'s commitment to mokÀa, being what, it is, his 
or her choice of action has nothing to do with what he or she likes to do.  

If, on the other hand, the emphasis is on doing what is convenient and what one 
likes to do, even a child will eventually question why he or she cannot do certain things. 
He or she will say, ‘Who are you to stop me? That is how you brought me up. Why, now 
that I am sixteen, are you trying to stop me from doing what I want to do? It doesn't 
make sense. You have always asked me what I want and this is what I want!’ The psyche 
tends to react in this way when this particular approach is taken. 

Such an approach is not always right; nor does the world necessarily operate in 
such a way. Therefore, what is proper becomes important. To do what is proper may 
involve sacrifice in terms of your own pleasures, your own likes and dislikes. Unless you 
can give them up, it is impossible to always do what is to be done, kartavya. Therefore, 
propriety, not convenience, should be the ruling factor, all of which is implied in 
karma-yoga . 
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A karma-yog¢  is a bhakta, a devotee. Without devotion, without the awareness of 
Ì¿vara, there is no karma-yoga. Having said all this before, K¤À¸a again picked up this 
thread. Performing all activities for the Lord's sake is one great yajµa, one great offering. 
What you have to do in the situation you find yourself in, is done as something that is 
dictated by Ì¿vara , meaning karma. Karma  is the law and the law is Ì¿vara. The choice 
of doing this or that is given to you and that choice is surrendered to what is obvious. 
Each situation is nothing but karma unfolding itself and inherent in it is an obvious 
course of action, an expected action. This is what you do because this is how you have 
placed yourself based on your own past actio ns. And, whatever are the results of the 
actions you perform, you simply receive them as pras¡da . 

HOW KÎâÛA'S VISION IS TO BE FOLLOWED 

The verb in this verse is anutiÀ¶hanti, meaning ‘follow,’ ‘practice,’ or’ live 
according to.’ M¡nav¡Å  means those who come under the mandate of Manu, the 
ordainer of the law that is Ì¿vara — in other words, all human beings. And how long do 
they live this way? Nityam — always. This is not just a morning or evening practice; 
nor is it a Monday, Friday, or Sunday practice. It is a constant practice. And what is it 
that is practised? What do the people follow? They follow what was said by K¤À¸a  — 
his vision, me matam, this particular s¡dhana , karma-yoga. And they follow it 
properly with ¿raddh¡  — ¿raddh¡vantaÅ anasuyantaÅ — and with no intolerance 
towards the Lord, his vision, or the karma-yoga that he has advised as a means for 
gaining liberation, mokÀa. 

The ¿raddh¡ mentioned in this verse is looking upon the words of the ¿¡stra, the 
Veda, as unfolded by a teacher, as true. Whether one understands these words to be true 
or not, one at least accepts them in good faith. This ¿raddh¡ extends to the words of the 
G¢t¡ as well, since the G¢t¡  does not say anything other than what is said by the Veda. 
The English translation for ¿raddh¡ is faith. áraddh¡ is operative when, even though 
these scriptures may seem to be contradictory according to your perception, you accept 
them and inquire into their message. áraddh¡ grants you the disposition, the attitude, 
necessary for further pursuit. 

WHAT YOU CAN KNOW IS DETERMINED BY WHAT YOU 
ALREADY KNOW 

When you look at the ¿¡stra in the form of sentences, you derive a certain 
meaning from it, based on what you already know. Only on the basis of what you 
already know can you absorb or understand any sentence, in fact. In other words, you do 
not understand more than what you already know. What you will understand of the 
¿¡stra is determined by where you are coming from and where you are right now. Based 
on your past experiences and present understanding, there is a predisposition to what a 
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sentence can reveal to you. Therefore, when you look at a sentence that has a new 
message to give, what can it give you? Can the intentions behind the sentence be 
understood? 

The intention of a sentence is important in communication. When someone forms 
a sentence, the person has an intended meaning to convey and that meaning is what you 
should receive. Sometimes, however, the words spoken do not convey the intended 
meaning of the speaker. And even when the intended meaning is clearly conveyed, it is 
anyone's guess whether the listener or the reader will pick it up. This is especially true if 
the message is unlike anything that the listener already knows, whereas if the message is 
similar to what he or she knows, it is much easier for the person to pick it up. Using the 
knowledge he or she already has, the person can go further in his or her understanding of 
what is being conveyed. But if the message is entirely dissimilar, meaning that it is 
against everything the person has so far concluded about himself or herself and the 
world, it is not even mind-boggling; it simply sounds silly. 

How can everything be one when all I see are differences? To say that these 
differences are false, that everything is mithy¡ , when so much of what is experienced is 
tangible — the walls, physical bodies, objects, even the microbes that bother me so much 
— makes no sense whatsoever because everything seems to be so real. This is because 
the word mithy¡ is not properly understood. Nor do the various translations help. One 
will translate mithy¡  as ‘false,’ another as ‘illusion,’ and still another as ‘delusion.’ To 
say that the world is any of these does not agree with my experience. 

To say the world is an illusion is itself an illusion. The very concept is an illusion. 
If you consider the world an illusion, where does that leave you? Are you not in the 
world? And since you are, does this not mean that both you and your statement are an 
illusion? If the one who talks is an illusion and that which is talked about is illusion, then 
talking also is illusion. This being the case, everything becomes satya because the one 
who talks and what is talked about belong to the same category! If everything is illusion, 
where is satya ? Thus, you can call everything satya or you can call it illusion. In 
Buddhism, everything is mithy¡ and, therefore, mithy¡  is satya. To say everything is 
mithy¡  means that everything becomes satya. 

Therefore, words like illusion, delusion, and so on, simply do not convey what is 
intended unless there is an understanding of what satya  is and what mithy¡ is. To 
appreciate their meanings, you must know Ved¡nta , which means you must know what 
the statement, ‘tat tvam asi’ means. And, unless you know ‘tat tvam asi,’ you will not 
understand ‘tat tvam asi’! Thus, we have an interesting paradox here. If you already 
know, ‘tat tvam asi,’ you need not study ‘tat tvam asi.’ And if you do not know ‘tat 
tvam asi,’ how are you going to understand, ‘tat tvam asi’? It is for this reason that one 
needs a lot of ¿raddh¡ and a teacher who is well established in the knowledge. It is not a 
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simple matter. To study Ved¡nta  requires ¿raddh¡ ; otherwise, it will have no meaning 
whatsoever. 

VEDËNTA AS A PRAMËÛA 

Ved¡nta can never be the subject matter of academic pursuit because it is based 
purely upon ¿raddh¡. The ¿raddh¡  is in the ¿¡stra  as a pram¡¸a, for which supporting 
logic is given. Only when Ved¡nta  is looked upon as a pram¡¸a, a means of 
knowledge, does it have a value; otherwise, it has none. 

When I say Ved¡nta is a pram¡¸a, you have no way of proving that it is not a 
pram¡¸a because one pram¡¸a  cannot be dismissed by another pram¡¸a. This is 
because, for a pram¡¸a to be dismissed by another pram¡¸a it should be within the 
scope of the other pram¡¸a . But, what a particular pram¡¸a makes you know is not 
available for verification or dismissal by another pram¡¸a . For example, when I see an 
object as yellow and it is really blue, only the eyes can disqualify what I saw as wrong. I 
may still see the object in the same way, but the eyes alone have to say, not the ears, that 
it is not yellow, it is blue. Due to some problem in the eyes, I may not be able to see it as 
blue. No other pram¡¸a has a scope here. 

Once a pram¡¸a  is accepted as an independent pram¡¸a, then it has to prove 
itself as a pram¡¸a , as a means of knowledge. For it to do so, you have to give the 
pram¡¸a a chance. If you do not give the pram¡¸a a chance, you should not talk 
against it. You cannot establish that a means of knowledge is not a pram¡¸a  just by 
talking about it. This is an unreasonable position to take and a person who knows it as a 
pram¡¸a will have no interest in refuting such a stance. You have not allowed the 
pram¡¸a to prove itself to you. A reasonable stance can only be taken after you have 
analysed the pram¡¸a and worked with it. But you can only do this if you accept it as a 
pram¡¸a in the first place — and to do this requires ¿raddh¡ . Therefore, when you 
work with it with ¿raddh¡, it works. Only then can it prove itself. 

THERE IS NO BASIS FOR OBJECTION 

The pram¡¸a  says you are not a j¢va, an individual, that individuality is just a 
notion. It says you are paraÆ brahma, a statement that is not something to be simply 
swallowed. It is to be understood. Because the pram¡¸a  is saying something desirable, 
what basis do you have for any objection? None. Since the pram¡¸a says you are 
Brahman , then until you see that you are Brahman , you should work with it. If you see 
that you are Brahman , there is no problem. And if you do not, on what basis can you 
say you are not Brahman ? You can only say, ‘Ved¡nta says I am Brahman. But I don't 
think I am and, besides, other people tell me I am an idiot. This seems to be more 
reasonable to me because it seems to be truer.’ 
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When what is said by the pram¡ ¸a  is desirable, ‘You are the whole. You are 
Brahman ,’ then you have to go for it. No one needs to tell you that you are not 
Brahman . This you knew long ago. That you are not Brahman is not something that 
you have to be taught by a scripture, a religion, prophets, or messiahs. The ¿ruti is not 
telling you something you already know; it is telling you something you do not know. It 
says you are Brahman , which is something desirable. To hear that you are the whole is 
definitely not undesirable because the whole is exactly what you want to be. 

Behind all your pursuits is the conclusion that you are small and it is from this 
conclusion that you seek to be free. The ¿ruti tells you that you are already free from 
being small. Therefore, you have no basis for saying that what the ¿ruti says is wrong.  

You cannot prove that you are not Brahman . If you could, then Brahman would 
be within the scope of perception and inference, which it is not. Perception and inference 
are the means of knowledge available to me, the subject, ¡tm¡, whose essence is 
Brahman . Ëtm¡ is Brahman. Because ¡tm¡ is not an object to be known by perception 
or inference, you cannot prove that the self is not Brahman . This is why ¿raddh¡ in the 
¿ruti as a pram¡¸a is necessary. And, because you have to understand what the 
statement, ‘tat tvam asi’ is, to be able to know it, you must go to someone who knows 
— a teacher. 

You may say that if a teacher can come to know, then you also should be able to 
figure it out. But the teacher came to know because he or she had a guru and that guru  
came to know because he or she also had a guru. Like this, it goes on and on, right back 
to the first teacher. Lord K¤À¸a  said, ‘By me alone it was taught at the beginning.’ And it 
works — if you have ¿raddh¡ in the ¿ruti as a pram¡¸a . 

áraddh¡  is an attitude that enables you to say, ‘The words are true; my 
understanding alone is not proper.’ And if ¿raddh¡ is not there, you will give it up, 
saying, ‘I have studied so many UpaniÀads and have concluded that Ved¡nta is just 
another  trip. The UpaniÀads say that you are Brahman and other scriptures say that you 
are not. Which should I accept? They are all speculations. The very UpaniÀads 
themselves are contradictory.’ In this way, you can dismiss it all because of a lack of 
¿raddh¡. 

WITHOUT áRADDHË CONFUSION IS INEVITABLE  

While writing an introduction to the translation of áa´kara's Brahma-s£tra -
bh¡Àya , the author who had translated it as part of the Max Mueller Series wrote that 
áa´kara did not know the difference between Brahman and Ì¿vara . He based his 
conclusion on a few passages, saying that where the word Brahman appears in the text, 
áa´kara used the word Parame¿vara and where the text says Parame¿vara, he used 
the word Brahman. Translations by such people are very dangerous in that they totally 
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miss the point. Whether the word is Parame¿vara, param¡tm¡ or Brahman, it is all the 
same. The word j¢va  can also be included, since j¢va and Brahman  are also one and the 
same. 

áa´kara  used the word Ì¿vara  in the sense of Brahman  as the cause of the 
creation, jagat-k¡ra¸aÆ brahma. Sometimes he used paraÆ brahma and sometimes 
he used Parame¿vara . The meaning is the same, as he explained very clearly. He used 
Brahman  in the way he did because that is how the ¿¡stra  used it. The word Brahman 
is like that. Parame¿vara is Brahman; Brahman  is Parame¿vara because he is the 
cause of the whole jagat — jagat-k¡ra¸atv¡t brahmaiva  parame¿varaÅ. 

When you accept the pram¡¸a  with ¿raddh¡ you do not dismiss what it says; 
rather, you doubt your understanding of what it says. 

Because Arjuna had this attitude, he did not tell K¤À¸a that his words were 
contradictory; he merely said that they seemed to be contradictory. This, then, is what is 
meant by ¿raddh¡ and you need it all the way. Because mokÀa is in the form of 
knowledge, you require ¿uddha-antaÅ-kara¸a, a proper mind. And for that, you require 
karma-yoga , which is based upon ¿raddh¡  in the sense that you want to know that you 
are Brahman. Because this knowledge is contained in the ¿¡stra, you have ¿raddh¡ in 
the ¿¡stra  as a means of knowledge, a pram¡¸a. The people mentioned in the verse 
under study have this ¿raddh¡, which is why they are called ¿raddh¡vantaÅ. 

Those who have ¿raddh¡ are also described here as anas£yantaÅ. To understand 
the meaning of this word, there are two Sanskrit words we should look at — as£y¡ and 
m¡tsarya. M¡tsarya can be translated into English as jealousy. Suppose someone has 
gained something, some success, skill, wealth, knowledge, or some possession or other. 
Seeing the achievement of this person, another person may become unhappy. This 
unhappiness is jealousy. In Sanskrit it is paraphrased as, parotk¤À¶aÆ d¤À¶v¡ 
j¡yam¡naÅ sant¡paÅ m¡tsaryaÅ. 

The words, ‘j¡yam¡naÅ sant¡paÅ’ describe this jealousy, sant¡pa meaning 
sorrow, sadness, some affliction or uneasiness in the mind, and j¡yam¡na , meaning 
‘being born.’ This uneasiness or discomfort that occurs in the mind is called jealousy. It 
can be seen even in the way the jealous person looks at the other person. This, then, is 
what is meant by m¡tsarya, jealousy. 

Then there is as£y¡ , which means intolerance, another form of jealousy. As£y¡ is 
when a person tries to find a defect in a person who has some virtues, gu¸eÀu  
doÀa -dar¿anam. When a man praises the virtues of another man, you may say that he is 
praising him because he does not know him and you do. In fact, you have a long list of 
things to prove that the person is not at all virtuous.  

As£y¡ is the characteristic of always trying to find some skeletons in a person's 
closet — some lack, some blemish, in the person. You try to find some defect among the 
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person's virtues or in the very virtues themselves. Jealousy is unhappiness, in different 
degrees, over the success or happiness of others. But as£y¡, also an expression of 
jealousy, goes one step further and finds fault with the people themselves. 

TRYING TO FIND DEFECTS IN THE VISION IS NOT áRADDHË  

K¤À¸a  is talking here about people who have ¿raddh¡ in his vision, which is the 
¿ruti's vision. Such people do not try to see defects in it so that they need not follow it. 
Those who attempt to find defects in the ¿ruti always try to justify that what it is saying 
is not true. But this justification is always backed by a prior conclusion. Any justification 
is preceded by a conclusion. You conclude and then justify.  

Even though the ¿ruti can give the person mokÀa , still he or she finds some 
blemish in it. Such people will say, ‘karma-yoga ? I have seen a lot of karma-yog¢s. 
They suffer as much as I do! What have they accomplished? Nothing. They are still the 
same.’ How does the person know they are the same? They alone know what they were 
before and what they are now; no one else knows. To say they are the same is nothing 
but the person's perception and that is not exactly a reliable criterion to follow here. 

Those who have ¿raddh¡ in the vision of the ¿ruti are different. They accept that 
karma-yoga  will give them the antaÅ-kara¸a necessary for gaining the knowledge. 
Such people do not have any as£y¡, meaning that they accept what is said by K¤À¸a 
gladly, and are therefore, anas£yantaÅ. 

The verse says that they also get liberated, released by the karmas, — te api 
karmabhih mucyante. By karma-yoga, when these people gain antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, 
they are able to assimilate the knowledge that ‘I am jagat-k¡ra¸aÆ brahma.’ And 
because of this knowledge they are free of all the karma-phalas standing in their 
account, i.e., all the saµcita -karmas. This is what is meant by — te api karmabhih 
mucyante. Because Arjuna  wanted to be a sanny¡s¢, K¤À¸a  tells him, ‘sanny¡s¢s are 
liberated and karma-yog¢s are also liberated.  

There is no question of karma-yog¢s being second-rate here. The only difference 
between the two is that sanny¡s¢s pursue knowledge directly, to the exclusion of all else, 
and karma-yog¢s prepare themselves for pursuing knowledge. There may be a time lag 
for a karma-yog¢ , with reference to gaining the knowledge, but this will also happen for 
a sanny¡s¢ whose antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi is not complete.  

The point here is that knowledge has to be gained. Karma -yog¢s are also 
mumukÀus. They also gain liberation. Liberation is not gained by sanny¡s¢s alone. 
Without giving up karma, karma-yog¢s, as well as sanny¡s¢s, are liberated from all 
karmas. Thus, the word api, when taken to mean ‘also,’ can create confusion, whereas 
when it is taken to mean ‘as well’ there is no confusion at all. 
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™…‰ i¥…‰i…n˘¶™…∫…⁄™…xi……‰ x……x…÷ i…¢ˆŒxi… ®…‰ ®…i…®…¬* 
∫…¥…«Y……x… ¥…®…⁄f¯…∆∫i……x…¬  ¥… r˘ x…üı…x…S…‰i…∫…&** 32 ** 
ye tvetadabhyas£yanto n¡nutiÀ¶hanti me matam  
sarvajµ¡navim£·h¡Æst¡n viddhi naÀ¶¡nacetasaÅ   Verse 32 

i…÷ tu  — whereas; ™…‰ ye — those who; +¶™…∫…⁄™…xi…& abhyas£yantaÅ  — being critical 
without reason; Bi…i…¬ etat — this; ®…‰ me — My; ®…i…®…¬ matam — vision; x… +x…÷ i…¢ˆŒxi… na 
anutiÀ¶hanti — do not follow; — ∫…¥…«-Y……x…-  ¥…®…⁄f¯…x…¬ sarva-jµ¡na-vim£·h¡n — deluded 
in all realms of knowledge; +S…‰i…∫…& acetasaÅ  — devoid of discrimination; i……x…¬ t¡n  — 
them; x…üı…x…¬ naÀ¶¡n — as lost;  ¥… r˘ viddhi — know  

Whereas those who, being critical without reason do not follow my 
vision, know them, who are deluded in all realms of knowledge, and 
devoid of discrimination, as lost. 

In the previous verse, K¤À¸a spoke of those who followed his vision, his mata , 
meaning the vision of Ì¿vara, Ì¿varasya matam. Such people follow with ¿raddh¡ , 
without having any as£y¡, without trying to find fault with the vision. In other words, 
they are karma-yog¢s. They too, te api, gain liberation just as sanny¡s¢s  do. 

For K¤À¸a to have said that two types of people gain liberation, mokÀa, is in 
keeping with what he said in the beginning about there being only two life-styles, 
niÀ¶h¡s for mokÀa — either sanny¡sa  or karma-yoga. There is no third niÀ¶h¡ at all. 
Whether one is a renunciate or a karma-yog¢, liberation can be gained. 

Throughout the G¢t¡, there is often a ‘tu – whereas,’ indicating that a contrast, 
which may seem to be a criticism, is being made to bring out the point K¤À¸a was 
making. Suppose, for example, K¤À¸a  had said, ‘This particular thing will release you 
and is therefore good for you.’ He would then also say, ‘And if you do not follow this, 
you will have this particular problem.’ In other words, if you have knowledge, you are 
free and if you do not, you have saÆs¡ra . 

Here, the particle ‘tu,’ is to denote such a contrast. This particle also indic ates an 
answer to a question, even though the question may not actually be stated. The question 
may simply be implied and the answer to it is introduced by ‘tu .’ ‘Tu’ is also used for 
emphasis. In this verse, however, ‘tu’ contrasts people who do not follow the Lord's 
vision with those who do.  

Jµ¡na -yoga  or sanny¡sa, of course, is too far removed for those who do not 
follow K¤À¸a's vision, whereas karma-yoga , on the other hand, is possible for such 
people. But, even this they do not follow — na anutiÀ¶hanti. Instead, they perform 
karmas solely to fulfil their own r¡ga-dveÀas, without considering whether this 
approach can give them what they really want in life.  
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Human life implies the use of reason, viveka ; it is not just a matter of doing 
whatever one wants. People tend to think that they have to fulfil whatever desire pops up 
in their heads. This behaviour is natural for an animal, but not for a human being. If a 
dog feels like barking, it is natural for it to bark. The dog need not think about whether it 
should bark or not, nor does it have the discriminating buddhi to do so. Whereas, if you 
feel like shouting, you can always refrain from doing so because you have a free will 
with a discriminating buddhi. 

LIVING A HUMAN LIFE IMPLIES DISCRIMINATION  

In order to live the life of a human being, a person has to make use of this buddhi, 
viveka. K¤À¸a was talking here about those who do not make use of their viveka — in 
other words, those who do not follow his mata  because they have as£y¡ — they are 
abhyas£yantaÅ. To justify how they are living, they find some blemish or other with 
reference to K¤À¸a's vision. They criticise it, disregard it, and put forth endless 
arguments to justify what they are doing. Being critical, finding blemishes in this mata , 
they do not follow it. 

With reference to these people, K¤À¸a  says, ‘Please know them, t¡n viddhi.’ 
Understand those who do not follow this vision to be sarva-jµ¡na-vim£·h¡Å — 
sarveÀu  jµ¡neÀu vim£·h¡Å, deluded in terms of all forms of knowledge.  

Such people are deluded about their familial and social obligations, which come 
under karma -yoga. They are deluded with respect to national obligations also. They do 
not even remember or think about the many forces, devat¡s, that are constantly at work 
to keep them going and towards whom there are certain obligations. All these obligations 
are disregarded by those who do not follow K¤À¸a's vision. Instead, they think that the 
family, the society, and the nation are obliged to them! They think that the society should 
protect them and help them gain whatever it is that they want and, if the society fails to 
do this, then the national government should do it. 

People who think this way are self-centred, interested only in their own welfare, 
which means fulfilling their r¡gas and dveÀas, unmindful of the welfare and interests of 
others. Thus, with reference to dharma and adharma, right and wrong, they are 
deluded, vim£·h¡s. They are also vim£·h¡s with reference to ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡ , what 
is real and not real, what is true and not true. Wit h reference to all human pursuits 
dharma , artha , k¡ma , and mokÀa, they are vim£·h¡s. Even with reference to eating, 
they are deluded — they do not know what to eat, what not to eat, how much to eat, and 
so on. Without becoming a faddist, a person should know the basics of what is important 
in life. But, for these people, delusion is rampant; it exists everywhere. This is the 
meaning of sarva in the expression, sarva -jµ¡na-vim£·h¡Å . At all levels of 
understanding, there is delusion. Thus, we are to know that the people being discussed 
here are totally deluded. 
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ALL UNDERSTANDING REQUIRES DISCRIMINATION  

At all levels of understanding there is viveka involved. This viveka  has to be 
applied with reference to performing actions and responding to situations. When people 
do not have viveka, we should understand that they are deluded.  Their delusion is not in 
terms of having a low IQ. If such were the case, we would not be talking about them at 
all. Their only problem is that they lack discrimination in the sense that they have the 
capacity to discriminate, but they do not make use of it. Therefore, they are avivek¢s.  
K¤À¸a referred to them as acetasaÅ. And because they lack discrimination, they are 
deluded in every way.  

Such people are to be understood as lost. So he says, t¡n naÀ¶¡n viddhi — know 
them to be lost. NaÀ¶a is one who is lost to everything, one who does not get what is to 
be gained in this world. Even though the people being discussed here may have money 
and power, from the standpoint of viveka , from the standpoint of what they really want, 
they are definitely naÀ¶as. If, in the process of gaining money and power, a number of 
conflicts are also gained, one has to question whether the money and power are worth 
having.  

A vivek¢  is one who always thinks about  whether what he or she wants is good for 
him or her. One may want money for one's own happiness and peace, but if, in the 
process, one also buys a lot of conflicts, sorrow, and sleepless nights, then the money is 
worthless to him or her. It may be useful to someone else, but not to him or her. If 
conflict accompanies any gain, the bargain is a bad one. How bad it is has to be seen and 
your ability to do so is always in proportion to the discriminative power you have. 

A mature person, one who has viveka , is one who sees the immensity of the loss 
involved when something is gained. When whatever you want to gain involves a great 
loss in terms of your happiness, your peace of mind, ¿¡nti, you should be able to see the 
laws at work and refrain from the pursuit. This is what is meant by viveka and maturity. 
When you take all the pros and cons into account, you may find that what seemed like a 
good bargain is not really a bargain after all. 

Thus, the vivek¢ is one who is not naÀ¶a , lost. Those who are naÀ¶a are lost in the 
sense that they do not get anything here in this world, much less in the hereafter. They 
are not dead; they are lost and this we are to know. In Chapter 2, we have seen how this 
same idea was expressed. There too the word pra¸a¿yati, he is destroyed, was used.1 

There it was said that, for the one who dwells upon a given object, dhy¡yataÅ 
puÆs¡m, there develops an affection, some love, for the object. And what a person 
loves, he or she wants to have; thus, with reference to the object, a desire is born —

                                                                 
1 Refer to the verses 62 and 63 of Chapter 2. 
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k¡maÅ upaj¡yate. If the desire is fulfilled, there is no problem. Only if it is not fulfilled 
is there a problem. 

Not fulfilling a desire is more common than fulfilling it. Therefore, the unfulfilled 
desire leads to krodha, anger. And once anger comes, you are lost. Among other things, 
anger brings about an inner torpor and prevents you from understanding the true 
situation. Whatever you had learned in the past from similar situations is not available to 
you when you are angry. You may have burned your fingers before, but the wisdom 
gathered in the past is not at your service once krodha  has overtaken you. In the midst of 
anger, the memory, sm¤ti, does not work and your discriminative power, viveka -¿akti is 
gone. The knowledge one has with reference to what is to be done, what is not to be 
done, the k¡rya-ak¡rya-viveka, your inquiry, etc., are all lost. That is, buddhi-n¡¿a 
takes place. 

When the buddhi, cetas, is gone, the person is destroyed, lost — pra¸a¿yati. 
Why? Because it is the buddhi that makes the person a human being. If the buddhi is 
gone, there is a problem. While we are to understand that such a person is lost, the loss is 
not an irretrievable one. At any time, the person can become a vivek¢; therefore, he or 
she is only lost for the time being. This we also must know. Because of some grace, 
these people may again question what they are doing and thereby alter their course. Any 
criminal can become a saint. The possibility for change is always there because the 
person has a buddhi. But, for the time being, the people K¤À¸a was talking about in this 
verse are lost. 

áa´kara  introduces a question here in his commentary. Given that K¤À¸a had 
made his vision, his mata , so very clear, why do these people not follow it? What K¤À¸a 
had said is reasonable and well explained. When the niÀ¶h¡ , the karma-niÀ¶h¡, he talks 
about, has been so carefully reasoned out, why do the people not follow it? Why do they 
follow something else?   

The reason given is that each one acts according to his or her nature, svabh¡va . 
Because animals are programmed to behave in a certain manner, nothing can be done 
about it. Thus, when a donkey brays or a tiger kills, it is because it is their nature, their 
svabh¡va, to do so. A human being also has a svabh¡va. Some past, perhaps even a 
remote past, is there for the person and that becomes his or her svabh¡va. Whatever the 
person does is in keeping with his or her svabh¡va alone. 

The next two verses are particularly beautiful in this respect: 

∫…o˘∂…∆ S…‰üıi…‰ ∫¥…∫™……& |…EfiÚi…‰Y……«x…¥……x… {…* 
|…EfiÚÀi… ™……Œxi… ¶…⁄i…… x…  x…O…Ω˛& ÀEÚ EÚ Æ˙π™… i…** 33 ** 
sad¤¿aÆ ceÀ¶ate svasy¡Å prak¤terjµ¡nav¡napi 
prak¤tiÆ y¡nti bh£t¡ni nigrahaÅ kiÆ kariÀyati    Verse 33 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 504 

Y……x…¥……x…¬ jµ¡nav¡n — a wise person; + {… api — even; ∫¥…∫™……& svasy¡Å — one's own; 
|…EfiÚi…‰& prak¤teÅ  — nature; ∫…o˘∂…®…¬ sad¤¿am  — in keeping with; S…‰üıi…‰ ceÀ¶ate — acts; 

¶…⁄i…… x… bh£t¡ni — beings; |…EfiÚ i…®…¬ prak¤tim — (one's own) nature; ™……Œxi… y¡nti — 
follow;  x…O…Ω˛& nigrahaÅ  — control;  EÚ®…¬ kim  — what; EÚ Æ˙π™… i… kariÀyati —will do 

Even a wise person acts in keeping with his or her own nature. Because 
all beings follow their own nature, of what use is control? 

Prak¤ti is used to mean ‘nature’ here because cause is involved in the sense that 
one's actions are determined by one's nature. This applies to everyone, K¤À¸a  says, even 
to a person who has knowledge, jµ¡nav¡n api. The only difference is that the nature, the 
prak¤ti, of a wise person is good and, therefore, his or her actions will be good. This is 
the idea being conveyed here. And, if even a jµ¡n¢, a person of knowledge, performs 
actions according to his or her own svabh¡va, his or her own nature, what control is 
possible? 

Action in keeping with one's own svabh¡va applies to all living beings, including 
trees. If a tree is a sandalwood tree, the whole tree will have a particular aroma, not just 
its flowers. Every tree, flower, plant, insect, bird, animal, and human being, including the 
jµ¡n¢, behaves and acts according to prak¤ti — prak¤tiÆ y¡nti bh£t¡ni. 

ONE'S NATURE CANNOT BE CONTROLLED  

Prak¤ti being what it is, neither the doer of the action nor anyone else can control 
it. K¤À¸a himself cannot control it, as áa´kara points out in his commentary. This is 
because the person has been given free will, which gives him or her the capacity to say 
no to anything. Therefore, what is there that can control it — nigrahaÅ kiÆ kariÀyati? 
Unless the person listens to K¤À¸a's vision and decides to behave differently, how is he 
or she going to stop a particular behaviour or action? And if the person chooses not to 
listen, there is no ‘don't’ that can control what such a person does. 

Because everyone acts in keeping with his or her svabh¡va, no control is possible, 
be it K¤À¸a's or the person's own control. Even if the guru  says to stop a particular 
behaviour, how is the person going to stop? All that will happen is that he or she will 
continue the behaviour stealthily. The G¢t¡  also is incapable of controlling the person 
since it is his or her svabh¡va to act in such a way. 

But if everyon e behaves according to his or her own nature, are we not going to 
have a problem? Where is free will in all this? If everyone were in the hands of prak¤ti 
doing whatever is to be done according to his or her nature, no one would have any say 
over his or her action. Of what use is free will then? 

If free will is not a factor, there is no such thing as right and wrong. For right and 
wrong to be, free will must have a sphere and, if all action is in keeping with prak¤ti,  
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there is no such sphere. There seems, then, to be no scope for dharma -¿¡stra in all of 
this. If free will is not involved, what is the use of such statements as, ‘Go to a guru and 
listen,’ ‘Do this or that; otherwise you will get into trouble,’ ‘Do this and you will get 
this,’ and so on? All such advice, along with the entire dharma-¿¡stra  and 
Ved¡nta-¿¡stra would have no usefulness. 

But, because you have free will, these books do have a usefulness. Therefore, the 
guru can say, ‘Do this and don't do that.’ The Veda says not to eat meat, drink alcohol, or 
hurt another person. These are all mandates of the ¿¡stra. But they are not simply 
arbitrary mandates. Why certain things should be done and other things should not be 
done is explained in a most reasonable way and the necessary rationales are pr esented. 
But to whom are these reasonable mandates given? If everyone is behaving according to 
one's own nature, why is there a dharma-¿¡stra at all? 

The animals do not have a dharma-¿¡stra  because they behave according to their 
nature. Animals also do not have any will. Even if you nicely ask a tiger not to kill 
anyone, it may pounce on you because it thinks you are going to attack it. Nor can you 
ask a cat not to mew. It will simply keep on mewing. This is why such creatures do not 
have books on ethics and scriptures. Nor do they join any congregation, let alone work 
for mokÀa . 

The mandates are addressed only to human beings because they have free will. 
But, here, K¤À¸a was saying that each one behaves according to his or her prak¤ti and 
nothing can stop it. This came like a big bombshell for Arjuna  because he had always 
thought that he should do something. Now K¤À¸a was saying, ‘No, no. You just go by 
your prak¤ti because nothing can stop it anyway.’ What does this all mean? 

Here, then, there is something that we must understand and K¤À¸a  began his 
explanation in the next verse. 

<Œxp˘™…∫™…‰Œxp˘™…∫™……l…Ê Æ˙…M…u‰˘π……Ë ¥™…¥…Œ∫l…i……Ë* 
i…™……‰x…« ¥…∂…®……M…SU‰Ùk……Ë ¡∫™… {… Æ˙{…Œxl…x……Ë** 34 ** 
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indriyasyendriyasy¡rthe r¡gadveÀau vyavasthitau  
tayorna va¿am¡gacchettau hyasya paripanthinau    Verse 34 

<Œxp˘™…∫™… <Œxp˘™…∫™… +l…Ê indriyasya  indriyasya arthe — with reference to the object of 
every sense organ; Æ˙…M…-u‰̆π……Ë r¡ga -dveÀau — attachment and aversion; ¥™…¥…Œ∫l…i……Ë 
vyavasthitau — are there; i…™……‰& tayoÅ  — of these two; ¥…∂…®…¬ va¿am — spell; x… na  — 
not; +…M…SU‰Ùi…¬ ¡gacchet — should come under;  Ω˛ hi — because; i……Ë tau — these two; 
+∫™… asya  — one's; {… Æ˙{…Œxl…x……Ë paripanthinau — enemies 

There is attachment and aversion with reference to every sense object. 
May one not come under the spell of these two because they are one's 
enemies. 

Repetition of the word indriyasya here is an example of a language style used in 
Sanskrit, called v¢ps¡. First, let us take the expression indriyasya arthe, meaning ‘with 
reference to an object, arthe of a given sense organ indriyasya’ — in other words, a 
sense object. By repeating the word indriyasya , in the phrase, indriyasya indriyasya 
arthe, the meaning conveyed is — with reference to every sense object. The repetition 
conveys the meaning of ‘every.’ 

This verse tells us that, with reference to every sense object, there are two factors 
present; r¡ga  and dveÀa, likes and dislikes. This verse is the key to everything that has 
been said thus far and contains the entire psychology of the G¢t¡ . The senses themselves 
do not have an aversion or an attachment to the sense objects. They are merely reporters. 
What is said here is that with reference to every sense object, there can be r¡ga or dveÀa , 
on the part of a human being — indriyasya indriyasya arthe r¡ga -dveÀau 
vyavasthitau. This is a statement of fact. 

LIKES AND DISLIKES ARE DUE TO PRAKÎTI 

With reference to any sense object — sound (¿abda), touch (spar¿a), form or 
colour (r£pa), taste (rasa ), or smell (gandha) — there are likes and dislikes. Everyone 
has his or her own likes and dislikes, even the devas. Angels also have their own likes 
and dislikes. And why are these likes and dislikes present? Because of prak¤ti, one's 
own nature. In this, you have no say at all.  

This is why when you tell someone, ‘I love you,’ and the person asks, ‘Why?’ you 
can only invent an answer! You do not really know why you love a person. Although 
one can say it is without reason, there is definitely a reason. So, if you look into your 
psyche and ask yo urself what is it that makes you like a particular person, you will find a 
reason. This is why everyone has a person to like. In fact, he or she has been looking for 
that person. So many others came before, but not this one. Then, suddenly the person 
appeared and there was an electrifying experience. 
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All that can be said is that you love someone because of your svabh¡va, which 
can be called your subconscious. There is something, causing you to love the person. 
The subconscious is the prak¤ti, which may be t he result of one's own past. If a man has 
to live his life with a certain woman or if a woman has to live her life with this man, 
however miserable the person may be, there will be a liking for the person and the Lord 
alone knows why! 

Being married to and living with another person is no joke. It is something that is 
definitely going to change the person's life. Both pain and pleasure will be there, 
depending upon who the person is. And why did you choose this person from among all 
the other people in the world? You cannot say that the Pizza Hut where you first met was 
responsible! You have seen many people in the Pizza Hut and nothing happened. If you 
had not met there, you would have met somewhere else. So it is not a particular place 
that is responsible. This particular meeting took place because of something within 
yourself. That which connects two people in this way is called karma.  

áa´kara  says that karma , pr¡rabdha-karma , plays a role — saÆsk¡ras of 
dharma  and adharma , pu¸ya and p¡pa being there in everyone. This is why one 
person likes another person. In this life too, from childhood onwards, one picks up a lot 
of likes and dislikes unknown to oneself. These are all buried in the person's 
subconscious and this ‘sub,’ like a submarine, will also surface. And it always surfaces at 
the right time. 

In the previous verse, K¤À¸a said that everyone acts in accordance with his or her 
own nature. One expresses one's nature in terms of r¡gas and dveÀas, over which no 
control is possible. In the present verse, in the second line, free will is brought in — ‘Do 
not come under the spell of these two likes and dislikes — tayoÅ va¿aÆ na ¡gacchet.’ 

K¤À¸a did not say, ‘do not have likes and dislikes.’ Such a statement would have 
been meaningless. He was simply saying, ‘May you not come under their spell.’  

THE LOGIC OF THE MIND  

The mind behaves according to its own logic. It is meaningless to tell someone not 
to entertain a particular thought. The more the person tries not to have this thought, the 
more he or she will have it. In fact, it may even become an obsession, a fixation. If you 
try to avoid anything, in the name of avoiding it, it is necessarily right there in your 
mind. For example, if I tell a man that when he chants a particular mantra , he should not 
think of a monkey, what will happen? Because he wants to follow my advice, before 
chanting the mantra  he will remember my advice, ‘Don't think of a monkey.’ In order to 
avoid thinking of a monkey, he must think of the very thing that he is to avoid — 
monkey! And, after some time, he will not just see one monkey; he will see all the 
varieties of monkeys he has seen in his life.  
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If I ask you to think of a monkey, only one monkey will come to mind. One that 
has previously created an impact on your mind. One person may think of a rhesus 
monkey or an Indian monkey. Another may think of a chimpanzee or of King Kong. In 
any event, only one monkey will come to mind. However, if you want to avoid the 
thought of this particular monkey, you would find any number of monkeys coming, one 
by one, starting with your own monkey, followed by a rhesus monkey, then a 
chimpanzee, a gorilla, King Kong, rat monkeys, and a variety of African monkeys! They 
will all come, one by one, all because you want to avoid thinking about a monkey. 

To tell someone not to think of a particular object is meaningless. This is where 
free will comes in. The statement, ‘Do not come under their spell — tayoÅ va¿aÆ na 
¡gacchet — implies your will. Problems always arise when we try to avoid the thoughts 
themselves. Some people spend their lifetime trying to avoid certain thoughts because 
they are told that some thoughts are good and others are bad. In the process, they remain 
stuck with the very thoughts they are trying to avoid! In fact, these thoughts have 
nothing to do with you; they have only to do with prak¤ti. 

Therefore, what can you do about thoughts? If a commoner happens to see a 
princess and develops a r¡ga, a desire, for her, what is he to do? Because of his status, 
he cannot even enter the palace and yet he has a great love for the princess. He can love 
her alright, but he can hardly proceed on that love.  

What control do you have over liking a person? None. Nor should you have any 
control. In fact, you should leave it alone because if you try to control it, you will be in 
trouble. You will be meddling with your mind and when you rub against your mind, you 
rub against nature. And in this process you get rubbed too. 

YOU CANNOT AVOID HAVING CERTAIN THOUGHTS  

Some of our modern spiritual literature is replete with statements declaring that 
you should avoid having certain thoughts. There are so many do's and don'ts that a 
seeker becomes nothing but a pack of nerves! Prior to becoming a seeker, the person was 
much more acceptable to himself or herself, but after reading so many books, the person 
finds so much garbage in his or her mind. Because mokÀa  is beyond all concepts of good 
and bad and beyond concepts themselves, cultivating and avoiding good and bad 
thoughts becomes meaningless. All thought is prak¤ti. 

And how is your will involved here? Will is not to determine what you should and 
should not think, but how far you should go with the thoughts that arise. Your activities 
are not caused by the likes and dislikes appearing in your mind but by your identification 
with them. Because you are identified with your r¡ga -dveÀas, you go along with them 
— ‘you’ being the will. 
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The commoner who discovered a love for the princess just leaves his r¡ga  alone if 
he is an intelligent man, that is, if he is a vivek¢, one who has discrimination. If he is not 
a vivek¢ , he will go along with his r¡ga  and get beaten up in the process. 

Therefore, allow the r¡ga-dveÀas to be what they are. The mind is a beautiful 
instrument as long as you let it think and do not meddle with it. Otherwise, you will be in 
for problems. It takes very little time to become insane.  

What is being said here is, while you can go by your likes and dislikes, you should 
make use of your free will to do what is right and avoid doing what is wrong. This is 
karma-yoga . Do not come under the spell of your r¡ga-dveÀas. Because, if you do, they 
become enemies for you. The r¡ga -dveÀas themselves do not form the enemies; it is 
your coming under their spell that turns them into your foes. When you are under the 
spell of your r¡ga -dveÀas, you do not do what is to be done and you do what is not to be 
done. In this way, r¡ga -dveÀas become obstacles for you.  

This means that likes and dislikes are those into whose hands you deliver yourself. 
It is these r¡ga-dveÀas that become your obstacles. Such likes and dislikes become 
binding and, therefore, enemies. Because they rob away your reason, they are likened to 
thieves and become your enemies — tau hi asya  paripanthinau. Therefore, without 
worrying about what happens in the mind, simply go by what is to be done and not to be 
done. 

Further, K¤À¸a  said: 

∏…‰™……x∫¥…v…®……Ê  ¥…M…÷h…& {…Æ˙v…®……«i∫¥…x…÷ ¢ˆi……i…¬* 
∫¥…v…®…Ê  x…v…x…∆ ∏…‰™…& {…Æ˙v…®……Ê ¶…™……¥…Ω˛&** 35 ** 
¿rey¡nsvadharmo vigu¸aÅ paradharm¡tsvanuÀ¶hit¡t 
svadharme nidhanaÆ ¿reyaÅ paradharmo bhay¡vahaÅ   Verse 35 

∫…÷-+x…÷ ¢ˆi……i…¬ {…Æ˙v…®……«i…¬ su-anuÀ¶hit¡t paradharm¡t — as compared to the well-performed 
dharma  of another;  ¥…M…÷h…& vigu¸aÅ — imperfect; ∫¥…v…®…«& svadharmaÅ — one's own 
dharma ; ∏…‰™……x…¬ ¿rey¡n — better; ∫¥…v…®…Ê svadharme — in one's own dharma ;  x…v…x…®…¬ 
nidhanam — death; ∏…‰™…& ¿reyaÅ — is better; {…Æ˙v…®…«& paradharmaÅ — the dharma  of 
another; ¶…™……¥…Ω˛& bhay¡vahaÅ — is fraught with fear  

Better is one's own imperfectly performed dharma  than the 
well-performed dharma of another. Death in one's own dharma is 
better. The dharma  of another is fraught with fear. 

We have seen that with reference to sense objects — forms, sounds, smells, tastes, 
etc., certain objects are looked upon as desirable while others are not. Thes e likes and 
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dislikes arise in your mind in the form of various types of wants, for which you are not 
responsible. It is here that the ¿¡stra  comes in.  

Wherever there is doership and enjoyership centred on free will, wherever free 
will has access, the ¿¡stra has its sphere of influence. The ¿¡stra  deals with dharma 
and adharma  – right and wrong, satya and mithy¡ – the real and the unreal. All these 
are dependent on viveka , vic¡ra , discriminative inquiry, for the person who is free. 
Therefore, the ¿¡stra is not deemed to be useless simply because the previous verse 
declared that each person behaves according to his or her own nature, which cannot be 
controlled.  

This prak¤ti, one's nature, is only with reference to the appearance of r¡ga -dveÀas 
in the form of various thoughts arising in your mind. It is true that your svabh¡va , your 
nature, is responsible for the appearance of these r¡ga -dveÀas, but whether you go along 
with them depends entirely upon you. There are always certain governing factors for any 
course of action. What is proper, what is useful to you, what is feasible — all determine 
which r¡ga, which like, you choose to follow or fulfil. Certain norms of pragmatism and 
ethics, dharma and adharma, also have to be taken into account.  

AN ETHICAL PERSON NEED NOT NECESSARILY BE A 
KARMA-YOGÌ 

If there is an awareness of Ì¿vara in your choice of action, it is karma-yoga. Until 
then, it is simply the choice of a mature person. A mature person is one who has ethics, 
for which one need not have religion. Bertran d Russell, for example, wrote a book 
called, ‘Why I am not a Christian.’ He never claimed to have any religious leanings and 
even wrote, in so many words, that he had nothing to do with such matters. At the same 
time, this man was a clean person and the first to raise his voice against the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. He was a man of great ethics without having any religion.  

Any thinking person understands ethics. Everyone knows what others should and 
should not do to him or her; everyone also knows that others expect the same in return. 
Thus, ethics are born of common sense, not of religion, and can be understood more 
clearly and assimilated if the person has a certain degree of maturity. One's own 
experiences in life and understanding are enough to understand what is proper and 
improper. Thus, no one needs religious scriptures or mandates in order to be an ethical 
person.  

However, the religious scriptures of the world add something to ethical values. 
They say that if you perform an improper action, you cannot get away with it; you will 
have to pay for it later. This is where the concepts of pu¸ya and p¡pa, merit and 
demerit, come in. According to the karma performed, there is a certain result that comes 
to you. It is like a ticket you get from a parking violation, which is not going to be as 



Chapter 3 511 

severe as a ticket from a speeding offence. Similarly, according to the karma performed, 
there is a result, called ad¤À¶a-phala — pu¸ya and p¡pa. That there is such a result as 
ad¤À¶a-phala is additional information gleaned from the scriptures. But for merely 
understanding what is ethical and unethical, religion is not required.  

Thus, a person can be ethical without being a karma-yog¢. He or she becomes a 
karma-yog¢  only when there is an appreciation on the part of the person that Ì¿vara is 
the giver of the results of action, karma-phala-d¡t¡. A karma-yog¢  is a bhakta , a 
devotee, one who does not look upon one's possessions as one's own. For such a person, 
a physical body is given, a mind is given, the world is given, opportunities are given, 
resources are given, skills are given, time is given, place is given. Everything is given.  

Only when one appreciates the given, and also the giver behind the given, is there 
karma-yoga . Ethically, therefore, one can be clean, but this in itself is not karma -yoga  
— all of which has been pointed out. 

If what is to be done by you at this time and place and what you want to do, 
happen to concur, then your action is spontaneous and no thinking is required. Also, 
when what is not to be done is something that you do not want to do, avoidance or 
withdrawal from such an action is spontaneous. Even if someone asks you to do it, your 
‘no’ is spontaneous because you do not have any such inclination and, also, the action is 
not to be done.  

SPONTANEOUS ACTION 

Thus, with reference to certain r¡gas and dveÀas there is spontaneity because you 
are in harmony with dharma. You do not rub up against anything. The laws are not 
being rubbed against; in fact, you are in harmony with the whole set-up. But if your 
r¡ga -dveÀas do not conform to right and wrong, dharma and adharma, there is a rub. 
This is why Lord K¤À¸a  also said here, ‘Death in your own dharma is better; the 
dharma  of another is fraught with fear — svadharme nidhanaÆ ¿reyaÅ paradharmo 
bhay¡vahaÅ.’ 

The choice you have is only with reference to what you are going to do, you have 
no choice whatsoever about what happens in your head. Thoughts just happen and you 
have no control over them. But whether you go along with them or not, is definitely 
subject to choice. Svadharma means what is to be done by oneself, one's own dharma , 
dharma  meaning karma here.  

In a society where the duties are very well spelled out, each person knows exactly 
what is expected of him or her. In the Vedic culture, for example, each of the four groups 
of people, var¸as, had certain duties, which were very clearly defined. For a person of a 
given var¸a who is a student, there are certain duties. Then, as a householder or married 
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person, he or she has a different set of duties. So, too, for a v¡naprastha, one who is 
preparing for a life-of renunciation. 

Although such clearly defined systems no longer operate in the world, one thing is 
clear: in any given situation, there is a certain response required on your part in terms of 
action and this becomes your duty. Duty is not something that you have to be told about 
by someone, really speaking. It becomes evident as you look at the situation that you are 
in and understand it as it is. In this way, what is to be done becomes obvious to you. 

If you do not understand the situation you find yourself in, you can always seek 
the help of someone in order to understand what your duty is in terms of what should and 
should not be done. Someone who is more informed, who has more experience, or who 
is more capable, and placed in such a way that he is able to spell out your duties, can do 
this for you.  

The concept of svadharma  needs to be seen also in the spirit of this verse. In 
terms of one's own karma, svadharma, what is to be done is to be done even if one is 
destroyed in the process. Doing one's own karma is far better than doing the karma  of 
another person, meaning that it is useless to want to do what someone else is doing. Do 
only what you have to do.  

Suppose the goalkeeper in a soccer game dec ides to run like the other players do, 
because the ball never seems to come to him anyway, it would be a disaster. In other 
words, if he decides to do the job of the other players, even though it is his job to stand 
between the posts, it would not work. What is being said here is that if standing between 
the posts is your job, you had better do it. If the ball does not come to you, it means the 
other team is not scoring goals and, if it comes too often, you can enjoy the action. It is 
not as though you are always going to be just standing there. Sometimes, there will be 
some action to perform. Just because the other players run, does not mean that you 
should run. 

Similarly, the job of a bolt in a piece of machinery is to sit tight. But, suppose the 
bolt is teased by the piston that says, ‘Why aren't you doing any action? I am the only 
one doing anything here. All you are doing is sitting there tightly. Why don't you do 
something?’ Hearing this once or twice, the bolt may simply say, ‘This fellow is just 
blabbering. My job is to sit tight. That's how my maker, the manufacturer, made me. 
Therefore, let me ignore what the piston is saying.’ But, eventually, the bolt may think, 
‘Why should I not also move? I think the piston is actually making some sense. After all, 
I do sit tightly all the time while he keeps going. Should I not also do something? Then 
he may become my friend. I am also a part of the machinery. Why shouldn't I do 
anything?’  

Having decided thus, the bolt has to struggle to move because it has been sitting so 
tightly for a long time. It tries to move one way and cannot. Then it tries to move the 
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other way and begins to shift. Happily, it says, ‘I am also doing now. I am also doing 
now. I am also doing now. I am also doing now…’ Whereupon the bolt falls to the 
ground! Before any time at all, the piston also falls out and the entire mechanism comes 
to a standstill — all because of one bolt wanting to do someone else's job! 

Can any job be said to be really better than another? Which is better for the bolt — 
— sitting tightly or moving? Jobs differ. One fellow's job is to sit tightly. Another's job 
is to move. One is not to do the job of the other person in the overall scheme of things. 
Because someone is working hard on a construction site does not mean that someone 
else has to do the same. Working hard is not the issue. What is to be understood is that 
there are different types of work. Sitting tight is also difficult work because, even though 
there is a tendency to move, you should not move if, for example, you are an orderly in 
an intensive care unit. 

Similarly, each one has his or her own duty to perform in a given situation and that 
duty is only to be done by the person whose duty it is. It is better to die guarding your 
post than to do something else just because it is more convenient, more remunerative, 
more likeable, and so on. This does not work at all. 

You see this problem everywhere in today's society. If you have monetary 
satisfaction, you may not have job satisfaction and, if you have job satisf action, you may 
not have monetary satisfaction. You may love your job, but you cannot own even a small 
house. Paying rent is also a problem so that you find yourself still living in a one-room 
apartment. If you have job satisfaction, but such satisfaction does not produce the money 
you need, what kind of job satisfaction is this? 

A man who is in this situation usually becomes more practical when he marries. 
He gives up the job he loves and takes another. In terms of money, it is a better job, but 
now he is sitting in front of a computer all day long, the additional money providing him 
with no job satisfaction whatsoever.  

SVADHARMA AND SATISFACTION  

When we see someone else doing something that seems to be making the person 
happy, we want to do it, too. But svadharma does not work that way. In any given 
situation, in any given position, whatever is to be done by you, whatever that is 
appropriate for you, that alone is your karma, your dharma . This does not mean that 
you should not switch jobs. Both, money and job satisfaction, are important, but a 
number of other factors must be taken into account.  

If you are an artist, try to make money with your art. Produce something that will 
make money, something that is good. In this way, you will have job satisfaction and  
money also. This is the intelligent way to live; otherwise, you will have neither money 
nor satisfaction.  
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What kind of job is it, after all, that does not produce money? How can there be 
any real satisfaction in such a job? Your art will definitely be affected because being 
without the essentials of life that money provides, you will often be disgruntled. Your 
paintings will be angry paintings. The colours themselves will reflect your inner life. Of 
course, there are people who will like such paintings because they, too, are angry. So, 
you may even sell some of them! 

In the verse under discussion, K¤À¸a also said that the duty of another is definitely 
fraught with fear, bhay¡vahaÅ, when you take it as your own. This being the case, it is 
better to do one's own duty, to do whatever is proper and appropriate, even if it amounts 
to death, than to do someone else's duty. In this way, you will have the satisfaction of 
knowing that, at least until your death, you did what you had to do.  

Also, if you neglect your own duty and do something else, you will be dying every 
day of your lifetime. You will have nothing but conflict, regret, guilt of omissions and 
commissions. What was to be done was omitted, what was not to be done was 
committed — all of which is a living death. While you are living, you go on dying! 

EXERCISE YOUR CHOICE  

Even though you have r¡ga-dveÀas that have no connection with your dharma , 
you still have a choice. You can choose not to go along with your r¡ga -dveÀas. You 
need not have anything to do wit h them. The only connection there need be, is that they 
happen in your mind; you need only recognise them, nothing more. You can even be so 
amused by them that you will not need to read another thriller. Reading your own mind 
will be enough! Your mind can provide you with pages and pages of entertainment by 
your simply witnessing what is going on. But in terms of choice in action, you go with 
what you want in accordance with the norms of dharma. 

One's svadharma may not be as productive, as convenient, or as  pleasant as one 
might want. Duties are certainly not always pleasant; they can be unpleasant also. Nor 
may they be remunerative or convenient. But, you have to do only that which is your 
svadharma. Even though it may be vigu¸a , devoid of any enticing, ple asing, 
fascinating, or satisfactory features, your own duty is definitely better for you to perform 
than the dharma of others. Because the dharma  of others is not your dharma, it is not 
to be done by you. 

Thus, each person has certain things to do and these are what he or she must do. 
One need not do what others do. The one common factor between your dharma and 
others' dharma  is that each of you ‘do.’ The actions to be done differ, situations differ, 
expectations differ, but each of you do what is to be done by you alone. In this way, you 
find your karma becomes a yajµa . 
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If you can appreciate the phenomenal forces in your life as so many devat¡s, as 
aspects and features of Ì¿vara , and not just dumb forces, you give them the status of 
deities or God. For inst ance, S£rya, the sun, is not just an implosion that is taking place. 
It can be explained this way scientifically, but it is actually a blessing. That this 
implosion takes place there and not here is definitely a blessing! It is also a blessing that 
the sun rises in the morning. As a part of the whole jagat, as the centre of the entire 
system, the sun is a blessing. It is a blessing in every way.  

Just as the sun is a blessing, so too is the air, water, earth, every plant, insect, and 
so on. The elements are all forces that can be looked upon as devat¡s. By recognizing 
them as such, you need not tell yourself that you should work for the welfare of people. 
It will be spontaneous because, by recognizing these forces that are working for you, you 
will automatically recognise fellow beings and living creatures. With this sensitivity, you 
will not need to be told to be kind to people, to be appreciative of their needs, to do unto 
others what you would have them do unto you. By being able to include the devat¡s, all 
others are naturally included.  

The books that talk about conduct and values, the dharma-¿¡stra, recognise this 
fact. If, for example, you cut a tree for any purpose, the dharma-¿¡stra says that, you 
should plant and care for ten more trees. This is to ens ure that at least one of the ten will 
survive. I am told American forestry departments follow this rule now. 

THE PRINCIPLE OF NON-INJURY  

The thinking behind this rule is that to cut a tree is to perform an injury, hiÆs¡ . 
There is nothing wrong with cutting a tree if it is necessary but, at the same time, there 
should be an awareness of the principle of non-injury, ahiÆs¡, with reference to trees 
and all other forms of life. Janis is completely based on ahiÆs¡, as is Buddhism to a 
lesser extent. 

Mahavira, the founder of Jainism, highlighted ahiÆs¡  to such an extent that he 
instructed his followers to sweep the path in front of them as they walked so as not to 
trample on any insect that may be there. Also, the sweeping was to be done with feathers 
so that the insects would be removed from the path as gently as possible. When a person 
is talking, his or her mouth is to be covered to avoid bugs entering and being killed by 
the person. This is a kind of discipline and reflects an awareness that killing is wrong.  

By creating certain situations, as Mahavira did, there is a symbolic heightening of 
one's sensitivity. A person, who sweeps the path before walking on it, out of fear of 
killing an ant, will definitely not be able to kill a fellow human being. This, then, is what 
is meant by ahiÆs¡. 

Human values are all based on the principle of ‘live and let live’ and, at the same 
time, are much more than that. In fact, you live in the awareness of how others make 
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your life possible and, in return, you make their life possible rather than miserable. Their 
lives should definitely be as happy as you want yours to be. In this way, each member of 
the society performs his or her duty and gains ¿reyas. 

The Vedic culture is based upon duty alone, according to the person's group and 
stage of life, var¸a and ¡¿rama.1 It was in the spirit of this culture that K¤À¸a  intends to 
convey here when he says, ‘To die performing one's own dharma is better — 
svadharme nidhanaÆ ¿reyaÅ .’ If a man is a br¡hma¸a, his job is only to study and 
teach the Vedas, along with the performing of the rituals, religious duties, and prayers 
for the welfare of the society. If this is his job, he should do it, without comparing 
himself to someone else. That someone else also should do his or her duty. 
Remuneration did not form the basis for choice of duty. Duty was prescribed.  

THE RESULTS OF ABANDONING ONE'S DHARMA  

Because many br¡hma¸as have abandoned their svadharma , there are very few 
people who are capable of performing the religious activities that the br¡hma¸as are 
responsible for. And these few tend to be those who cannot be engineers, doctors, 
businessmen, soldiers, and so on! This is why the so-called religious people of today are 
not truly religious. 

Suppose, however, remuneration and satisfaction, are not the criteria in terms of 
what I do. Because I was born in a particular family and because my aim is mokÀa, I 
know exactly what is to be done by me. My life becomes a preparation for mokÀa in that 
it enables my mind to become mature, to gain antaÅ -kara¸a -¿uddhi. Preparing the 
mind in this way is not an ordinary task. One's entire lifetime may be necessary to make 
the antaÅ-kara¸a  mature, along with the numerous lifetimes that may have preceded 
this one. A person can reach his or her eighties and still have the old phobias and 
childhood problems that he or she had before. It seems as though one lifetime is not 
enough. And because each lifetime starts with the same innocence, we have the same 
problems — for which there seems to be no solution. 

If inner maturity is such an important factor and mokÀa  is to be gained, what 
money do you need to have beyond what you need to live a simple life? Of course, you 
must be able to buy your food and other basic necessities, Therefore, the need for money 
depends entirely upon your aim. Because its vision is mokÀa, the Vedic society is based 
upon duties so that the mind may be purified and be able to grasp the vision.  

                                                                 
1 Please note that the var¸a-¡¿rama system is not being prescribed to cure the ills of our 
society. The system itself has brought about many of these ills and no system can work 
forever. But the Vedic vision of this system has a certain logic and spirit which is to be 
understood. The spirit behind the concept of ‘duty’ is still valid. 
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If the aim is mokÀa , there is no competition. Which job you have is not an issue. 
And because you bring a certain attitude to it, you love doing the job that is yours to do. 
You know that what you require is maturity of mind and that by performing what is to be 
done by you, you will gain it. 

Changing jobs is only necessary when the aim is money. Nowadays, there ar e even 
consulting agencies to advise you about which courses you should take, which field is 
currently open, where the easy jobs are, the better jobs, the more remunerative jobs. 
These agencies are staffed by people who earn money by giving such advice to others. 
The whole approach to learning and doing now has its basis in what will bring more 
money. For example, if a glut occurs in the field of Chemical Engineering, everyone 
becomes disinterested in that field and turns towards electronics. And when there is a 
glut there, those who were interested in electronics go into Chemical Engineering. Like 
this, everything keeps changing and people keep switching.  

DUTIES AND RIGHTS ARE ONE AND THE SAME  

When power and money are the criteria, your whole attitude changes, whereas if 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi is the main aim, what job you do means nothing and how well 
you do it means a lot. Therefore, in the Vedic society, there are only duties; there are no 
rights whatsoever. In fact, they are one and the same. We see this also in the American 
constitution, or in the constitution of any country for that matter, where a person is 
granted certain rights, even the right to carry a gun. But, along with that right are certain 
responsibilities. You must have a license and you cannot shoot simply because you 
happen to have a gun. 

Any right naturally implies a certain responsibility. You can emphasise the rights 
and spell out the responsibilities, the duties, which is what modern constitutions do. 
They specify the rights of citizens and then mention the duties associated with those 
rights. Or, you can emphasise the duties and not mention rights at all. When you 
emphasise rights, you have to mention the duties and enforce them also. But, when you 
emphasise the duties, you need not even mention the rights.  

Why is this? If you analyse duties, you find that all duties are interpersonal and 
interrelated — duties towards the devat¡s or gods, towards the forefathers, towards 
parents, towards other members of one's family, towards fellow beings and all living 
creatures. In this way, you have widening circles of duty.  

In India, even today, the emphasis on duty is reflected in a person's speech. If you 
ask a man if he can come to see you, he will not say he has to go to work. He will say he 
has dut y. And if he takes up a new job, he will say he has joined duty, he has reported to 
duty, he is just coming from duty, this is his duty. This concept of duty is called 
dharma , svadharma, one's own duty.  
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Being a husband, for example, is a role that comes with certain duties. There is no 
such person called ‘husband’; it is merely a role. Related to someone, a man is a husband 
to that person. And every role has a script, which is one's svadharma . As a husband, 
then, a man performs his duties according to the script, svadharma . In this way, his wife 
receives certain rights. Similarly, in her role as wife, she also performs her duties and, as 
her husband, he receives his rights. How can either person's rights be denied when each 
one performs his or her svadharma? 

Similarly, as a citizen I perform my duties. The state also performs its duties, 
which become my rights as a citizen. The citizen's duties become the state's rights. 
Therefore, all that we have are duties. Rights come to us as a natural consequence. But 
we do not go after them; we do not command or demand our rights. We try only to 
perform our duties. 

Only when we do what is to be done by us is antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi possible. 
When our likes and dislikes are one thing and our duty is quite another, we put aside our 
r¡ga -dveÀas and go by duty. In the process, everyone gets his or her right and there is no 
fight. To demand one's right always means fights. One person says, ‘This is my right,’ 
and the other person says the same. Neither person will fight, saying, ‘This is my duty!’ 

THERE IS NO DEMAND IN DUTY 

Duty is either done or not done. In the concept of duty, there is no demand 
whatsoever, whereas when one's rights are emphasised, there is always an element of 
demand. And wherever there is demand, there are denials and counter-demands, the 
natural results of demanding. This is because no one has the right to demand when he or 
she has not fulfilled the demands of the other person — ‘When did you write to me that I 
should write back to you?’ ‘When did you take me out that I should take you out?’ 
‘When did you phone me that I should phone you?’ ‘Why didn't you visit me when I was 
ill? Why should I visit you now that you are ill?’ 

Demand means there is always a rub in the form of a counter -demand or denial. 
There is friction. We see this in our own homes and in the society in which we live. 
Daily life is nothing but demands and more demands. When people are always 
demanding, the society will naturally be a demanding one. We can see this by reading 
the newspaper columns — everything is one continuous demand. Even groups are 
demanding — teachers, nurses, doctors, patients, ethnic groups, males, females, states, 
and so on. The gods also seem to have become demanding. They seem to say, ‘Unless 
you remember us, no rain for you!’ ‘If you don't remember us, BANG! an earthquake.’ 

When you have duties you will find there is amity. And because you can never 
fulfil your duties completely, there is also humility. But if each person at least tries to 
fulfil his or her duties — as father and son or husband and wife, for example — they will 
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meet somewhere. In so doing, understanding is possible. Otherwise, there are problems. 
This is why dharma  is called m¡nava-dharma or m¡nuÀa-dharma , the dharma of a 
human being.  

Can there be any other basis for our interaction with each other that will benefit us 
all? If people are to live together — at home, in a community, in the society, or globally 
— this is the only way; there is no other way. Our ¿¡stra goes even further and tells us 
to take into account all the forces. Cosmically speaking also, then, there is only one way 
— appreciating one's position, one's situation, one's station, seeing what is to be done, 
and doing it. Following one's own dharma svadharma-anuÀ¶h¡na in this way, and not 
that of someone else, is the very basis of karma-yoga. 

Having said all this, Lord K¤À¸a might have become quiet, whereupon Arjuna 
asked a question: 

+V…÷«x… =¥……S…* 
+l… E‰Úx… |…™…÷HÚ…‰%™…∆ {……{…∆ S…Æ˙ i… {…⁄Ø˚π…&* 
+ x…SUÙz… {… ¥……πh…Ê™… §…ôÙ… n˘¥…  x…™……‰ V…i…&** 36 ** 
arjuna uv¡ca  
atha kena prayukto'yaÆ p¡paÆ carati p£ruÀaÅ 
anicchannapi v¡rÀ¸eya bal¡diva niyojitaÅ    Verse 36 

+V…÷«x…& arjunaÅ  — Arjuna ; =¥……S… uv¡ca — said;  
¥……πh…Ê™… v¡rÀ¸eya — Oh! Descendent of the v¤À¸is, (K¤À¸a); +l… atha — now; + x…SUÙx…¬ 
+ {… anicchan api — even while not desiring; +™…®…¬ ayam — this; {…⁄Ø˚π…& p£ruÀaÅ  — 
person; E‰Úx… kena — by what; |…™…÷HÚ& prayuktaÅ — impelled; §…ôÙ…i…¬ <¥… bal¡t iva — as 
though by force;  x…™……‰ V…i…& niyojitaÅ — pushed; {……{…®…¬ p¡pam —sin; S…Æ˙ i… carati — 
commits  

Arjuna said: 
Impelled by what does a person commit sin, as though pushed by some 
force even though not desiring to, Oh! V¡rÀ¸eya ? 

Previously it was pointed out that there are likes and dislikes with reference to 
every sense object and all you have to do is not fall under their spell — tayoÅ  va¿aÆ na 
¡gacchet. It was also said that even though one's svadharma , what one must do, is not 
very pleasant, it is better to follow that than to follow something else that is more 
pleasing and convenient. 

Hearing all of this in terms of karma-yoga , Arjuna asked what it is that impels a 
person to perform an action that he or she knows is not proper. Some kind of pleasure 
may be there, but still the person knows that the action is not becoming and will produce 
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sin, duÅkha . If the person did not know, of course, it would be different and 
understandable.  

Why does a person do a karma that he or she knows to be an improper action — 
kena prayuktaÅ p¡paÆ carati p£ruÀaÅ?1 Impelled by whom or what does he or she do 
this action? Posing this question, Arjuna addressed K¤À¸a here as, V¡rÀ¸eya, one who is 
born in the family of v¤À¸is. 2 

Arjuna  described such a person as one who is as though, iva , impelled or pushed 
into performing improper actions by some force, bal¡t niyojitaÅ, niyojita implying a 
devilish force. Further, the person is pushed into it, even though he or she does not want 
to do it. The person knows it is not right, anicchan, meaning that he or she does not have 
any real intellectual value for performing such action. But still, it is done. Why? 
Impelled by whom, kena prayuktaÅ? This, was Arjuna's question.  

Duryodhana was once asked, ‘Why do you do all this p¡pa-karma? You come 
from a good family and have been brought up so well. You are a prince. What impels 
you to do such things?’ In a verse attributed to him, Duryodhana responded, ‘I know 
what is right, j¡n¡mi dharmam and I also know what is not right j¡n¡mi adharmam. 
My problem is not that I have any innocence or confusion with reference to what is right 
and wrong. The problem is, that I know dharma , but I do not pursue it — j¡n¡mi 
dharmaÆ na ca me prav¤ttiÅ. And I know adharma, but I cannot refrain from it —
j¡n¡mi adharmaÆ na ca  me niv¤ttiÅ. 

Duryodhana then went on to say, ‘in whichever  way I am impelled by the one 
sitting in my heart, in that way I do — ken¡pi deve¸a h¤di sthitena yath¡ niyukto'smi 
tath¡ karomi.’3 It may have been a person or a force, but Duryodhana did not know 
who or what it was. Thus, Duryodhana  and Arjuna  had the same question, ‘Who or 
what is it that is sitting in the mind forcing the person to do what he or she knows to be 
wrong, even when the person does not want to do it?’  

                                                                 
1 PuruÀaÅ eva p£ruÀaÅ — the word p£ruÀa is the same as puruÀa, meaning a person. 
2 V¤À¸i is the name one of the ancestors of K¤À¸a by whose name the entire clan is known. 
Because he belongs to the clan of v¤À¸is, he is known as V¡rÀ¸eya. However this word can be 
interpreted differently. Brahm¡nandaÆ varÀati iti v¤À¸iÅ saÆyag-bodhaÅ; tena avagamyate 
iti V¡rÀ¸eyaÅ — that which showers on one the fullness of Brahman is called v¤À¸i, the 
clear knowledge of Brahman, brahma-vidy¡; the one who is known by this knowledge is 
V¡rÀ¸eya. 
3 V……x…… ®… v…®…» x… S… ®…‰ |…¥…fi k…V……«x……®™…v…®…» x… S… ®…‰‰  x…¥…fi k…&* 
E‰Úx…… {… n‰̆¥…‰x… æ˛ n˘Œ∫l…i…‰x… ™…l……  x…™…÷HÚ…‰%Œ∫®… i…l…… EÚÆ˙…‰ ®…** 
j¡n¡mi dharmaÆ na ca me prav¤ttirj¡n¡myadharmaÆ na ca me niv¤ttiÅ 
ken¡pi devena h¤disthitena yath¡ niyukto'smi tath¡ karomi 
       (Mah¡bh¡rata ) 
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K¤À¸a answered this question in the next verse. 

∏…“¶…M…¥……x…÷¥……S…* 
EÚ…®… Bπ… GÚ…‰v… Bπ… Æ̇V……‰M…÷h…∫…®…÷ë˘¥…&* 
®…Ω˛…∂…x……‰ ®…Ω˛…{……{®……  ¥…r˘¨‰x… ®…Ω˛ ¥…Ë Æ˙h…®…¬** 37 ** 
¿r¢bhagav¡nuv¡ca  
k¡ma eÀa krodha eÀa rajogu¸asamudbhavaÅ 
mah¡¿ano mah¡p¡pm¡ viddhyenamiha vairi¸am   Verse 37 

∏…“¶…M…¥……x…¬ ¿r¢bhagav¡n— Lord K¤À¸a; =¥……S… uv¡ca  — said; 
Bπ…& eÀaÅ — this; EÚ…®…& k¡maÅ — desire; Bπ…& eÀaÅ — this; GÚ…‰v…& krodhaÅ  — anger; 
Æ˙V……‰-M…÷h…-∫…®…÷ë˘¥…& rajo-gu¸a-samudbhavaÅ — born of the gu¸a, rajas; ®…Ω˛…∂…x…& 
mah¡¿anaÅ — a glutton; ®…Ω˛…{……{®…… mah¡p¡pm¡ — a great sinner; <Ω˛ iha — here in this 
world; Bx…®…¬ enam — this; ¥…Ë Æ˙h…®…¬ vairi¸am — enemy;  ¥… r˘ viddhi — know 

ár¢ Bhagav¡n said: 
This desire, this anger, born of the gu¸a rajas is a glutton and a great 
sinner. Know that to be the enemy here in this world.  

In his commentary to this verse, áa´kara  discusses the six-fold bhaga, or 
qualities, possessed by the one who is called Bhagav¡n — total overlordship 
(ai¿varya); the strength to create (v¢rya); all fame (ya¿as); all wealth, resources (¿r¢); all 
knowledge, omniscience (jµ¡na); and total dispassion, freedom from any sense of want 
(vair¡gya). This vair¡gya is not a s¡dhana, a means for gaining the knowledge; it is 
absolute vair¡gya  that comes with complete fullness. Therefore, Bhagav¡n is the one in 
whom these six -fold qualities always remain in their entirety.   

Everyone has these qualities in a small measure. All have limited jµ¡na and 
vair¡gya. Certainly, with reference to garbage, almost everyone has vair¡gya, although 
what is garbage for one may not be for another! In Bhagav¡n, however, each of the six 
qualities is without any hindrance or obstruction whatsoever. 

áa´kara  goes on to say that Bhagav¡n is one who knows about the creation and 
the dissolution, utpattiÆ pralayaÆ caiva. He also has complete knowledge of the good 
and bad ends of all beings. He also has complete knowledge about the time, type, and 
place of birth and death of all beings, bh£t¡n¡m ¡gatiÆ gatim . Whatever be their lot, 
pleasure or pain, sukha or duÅkha , he knows that too. He also knows knowledge and 
ignorance of the bh£tas, vetti vidy¡m  avidy¡Æ ca. Here the word avidy¡ also means 
karma. ‘This is the one who is to be called Bhagav¡n , sa v¡cyo bhagav¡n iti,’1 quotes 
áa´kara. 
                                                                 
1 =i{…Àk… |…±…™…∆ S…Ë¥… ¶…⁄i……x……®……M…Ài… M… i…®…¬* 
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IMPROPER ACTIONS COME FROM DESIRE ALONE  

In this verse, Bhagav¡n told Arjuna that what impels a person to do an action of 
p¡pa  is but a thought. A thought itself is not a person; it depends upon a person. 
Therefore, it is not a real substantive. But, because the ¡tm¡  is with the thought, a 
thought assumes a certain force. This thought, K¤À¸a said, is k¡ma, desire.  

The expression, ‘this desire, eÀaÅ k¡maÅ,’ indicates that it is something known to 
everyone. Thus, K¤À¸a was telling Arjuna, ‘You yourself can know this desire by 
looking into yourself.’ When you ask why a person performs an improper action, do you 
really think there is some devil or something in there? You are the only devil. There is 
no other devil, no separate satanic force, sitting there interfering with Bhagav¡n's  work. 
There is no second force more powerful than Bhagav¡n . You are both the devil and the 
angel here. It is your own desire alone and this desire is something that is very well 
known to you.’ 

To say that a person performs improper actions, even though the desire to do so is 
not there, simply means that the will does not seem to have the force necessary to stop 
the want, k¡ma . The want becomes so powerful and your identification with the want 
becomes so complete that whatever wisdom may be there, telling you that what you want 
is not good for you, is silenced.  

In this way, k¡ma can be very powerful. Desire is born out of rajogu¸a alone, 
rajogu¸a-samudbhavaÅ, whereas wisdom is born out of sattva . When rajas is 
predominant, there is desire. Because rajas is a force, k¡ma  is also forceful. 

K¡ma is said to be your enemy, vair¢, an enemy being one who does what is not 
good for you. K¡ma  is inimical to you when it makes you go after things that you do not 
really want or need, things that you can afford to be without. In this way, it is your 
enemy.  

K¡ma also has another form — krodha. Krodha, anger, is simply another stage of 
k¡ma. If k¡ma  is destroyed in any way, if it is obstructed and not allowed to fulfil itself, 
then it will turn into anger. Arjuna  was only too well aware of how this can happen. 
Born of Indra's grace, Arjuna was considered to be Indra's son. Indra thought he 
would reward Arjuna, who had been doing tapas in the forest for a long time, by 
sending the beautiful Urva¿¢ to him. Urva¿¢ was a celestial damsel, the most beautiful 
apsar¡ in heaven, and therefore the dream of all men, including the men in heaven.  

________________________________  

¥…‰ k…  ¥…t…®… ¥…t…∆ S… ∫… ¥……S™……‰ ¶…M…¥…… x… i…** 
utpattiÆ pralayaÆ caiva bh£t¡n¡m¡gatiÆ gatim 
vetti vidy¡mavidy¡Æ ca sa v¡cyo bhagav¡niti 

(ViÀ¸u-pur¡¸a – 6.5.78) 
This is another way of describing Bhagav¡n. We saw the first definition on page 25. 
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When Arjuna  told Urva¿¢ that he did not want to have anything to do with her, 
that he was already married and that he considered her as a mother, Urva¿¢ became very 
angry and put a curse on him that he would lose his masculinity and become a eunuch. 
Lord Indra intervened on behalf of Arjuna and made Urva¿¢ modify the curse such that 
Arjuna would become a eunuch only for the period of one-year and that he could choose 
the time when the curse would take effect. Later this curse turned out to be a blessing for 
Arjuna, since it made him eligible to teach dance and music to the ladies in the palace 
during the year he was to remain incognito. At the beginning of the thirteenth year of 
exile, Arjuna opted for the curse to take effect and became B¤hannal¡ and spent that 
year teaching dance and music.  

Arjuna  had therefore experienced how desire can turn into anger. When Urva¿¢'s 
desire for Arjuna was not fulfilled, it became anger. A person whose love has been 
rejected can even become violent towards the object of his or her love. Rejected love 
means that k¡ma, want, is there. It is not like the love that one has for the stars, the 
moon, the sky, etc. There one's mind has no demands as to how they should be or should 
not be. The mind totally accepts these as they are and enjoys them as they are. Therefore 
this kind of love does not cause any problem. This is not the case with a k¡ma that is 
demanding, and therefore binding. This binding k¡ma  can be called by many names. In 
the beginning, it is called ‘want,’ then ‘passion,’ and then ‘anger’ — all these are born 
out of rajogu¸a. 

K¡ma as krodha, anger, was referred to here as mah¡p¡pm¡, a great sinner, 
because it is the cause of those actions that a person regrets for his or her entire lifetime.  
Such actions have to be paid for and k¡ma  alone is the cause. Ëtm¡  has nothing to do 
with them, nor do the body, mind,  and senses. And although your ignorance has 
something to do with performing improper actions, ignorance itself has nothing to do 
with it. Who does it? Desire alone, k¡maÅ eva , does it. 

There is even a mantra  to this effect, chanted by adults and children alike. The 
mantra is, ‘Desire did it, anger did it. Oh! Lord, my salutations — kamo'k¡rÀ¢t 
manyurak¡rÀ¢t namo namaÅ!’ This mantra  is repeated 1008 times on a certain day of 
the year. It is not just a prayer; it carries a message too. It implies that ‘I did not do it.’ 
Thus, if knowledge is there, there is no problem. This is why K¤À¸a  said, ‘Understand, 
viddhi, that this k¡ma alone is your enemy.’ 

As your enemy, k¡ma  forces you to perform actions that you know are improper 
and that do not really want to do. Just as Duryodhana  said, ‘There is someone sitting in 
my heart impelling me to do wrong actions, but I don't know who the person is,’ Arjuna 
also did not know. Here, Bhagav¡n  made it very clear that this person is none other than 
k¡ma. 
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DESIRE IS INSATIABLE 

There is one more word given in the verse to describe k¡ma — mah¡¿anaÅ, one 
who is a great glutton. K¡ma never says, ‘Enough!’ Of course, its fulfillment may be 
enough for some time, but eventually the k¡ma  will start up again, just like a glutton, 
who barely takes time to swallow the food being eaten before wanting more. This, then, 
is the nature of want; any want is always replaced by further wants. There is no end to 
the gluttony of k¡ma , K¤À¸a  said here. 

To suppose that by continuing to fulfil one's wants there will be a day when none 
remains is not a reasonable assumption. Like fire, k¡ma  always wants more; it will 
never say, ‘Enough!’ Therefore, there is no possibility of k¡ma coming to an end. It just 
goes on breeding. This is why we always have wants. 

In the next verse, K¤À¸a told Arjuna how k¡ma  operates: 

v…⁄®…‰x…… µ…™…i…‰ ¥… ·˛™…«l……n˘∂……Ê ®…ô‰Ùx… S…* 
™…l……‰±§…‰x……¥…fii……‰ M…¶…«∫i…l…… i…‰x…‰n˘®……¥…fii…®…¬** 38 ** 
dh£men¡vriyate vahniryath¡dar¿o malena ca  
yatholben¡v¤to garbhastath¡ tenedam¡v¤tam   Verse 38 

™…l…… yath¡  — just as; ¥… ·˛ & vahniÅ — the fire; v…⁄®…‰x… dh£mena — by clouds of smoke; 
+… µ…™…i…‰ ¡vriyate — is covered; +…n˘∂…« & ¡dar¿aÅ — the mirror; ®…ô‰Ùx… malena — by dust; 
S… ca  — and; ™…l…… yath¡  — just as; M…¶…« & garbhaÅ  — foetus; =±§…‰x… ulbena — by the 
womb; +…¥…fii…& ¡v¤taÅ — covered; i…l…… tath¡ — so too; i…‰x… tena — by that; <n˘®…¬ idam 
—this; +…¥…fii…®…¬ ¡v¤tam — is covered 

Just as the fire is covered by clouds of smoke, just as a mirror is covered 
by dust, and just as a foetus is covered by the womb, so too, knowledge is 
covered by desire. 

Even though fire is self -revealing, prak¡¿¡tmaka , being effulgent and requiring 
no light to be seen, still the smoke coming from the fire can cover the fire itself. In the 
same way, one's discrimination, viveka — knowledge of what is to be done and what is 
not to be done — is covered by k¡ma, which is born of the mind alone. 

There are two types of vivekas — dharma -adharma -viveka , meaning 
k¡rya-ak¡rya-viveka, what is to be done and what is not to be done, and ¡tma-an¡tm¡ -
viveka, the ability to discriminate between the real and the unreal. This two-fold viveka  
is required to conduct one's life. If you have k¡rya -ak¡rya -viveka , then ¡tma-an¡tm¡ -
viveka will follow naturally. These two vivekas constitute knowledge, jµ¡na. 
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The mind, buddhi, that has this knowledge, viveka-jµ¡na, is covered by k¡ma , 
just as fire can be covered by its own smoke. Like fire, your jµ¡na is also self-revealing; 
therefore, it should be able to serve you. But, because it is covered, it cannot. When the 
k¡ma comes, it takes you over so completely that your murmuring wisdom is nowhere 
to be found! 

K¤À¸a  provided two other examples here — a mirror covered by a coat of dust and 
a foetus covered by the womb. The mirror and foetus are not seen, simply because they 
are covered. You can see the mirror but, at the same time, it  is not clear at all. So, too, 
you know an unborn child is there, but you cannot see it because it has yet to see the 
light of day. So, too, in the first example, you know fire is there because you see the 
smoke, you cannot see the fire because it is cover ed.  

SIMPLE VIVEKA WILL DISMISS MANY DESIRES  

There is a specific reason why K¤À¸a used three different examples to make his 
point here. Everyone has certain k¡mas that rob his or her wisdom away, but only for 
the time being. With a little viveka, a little discretion, you can dismiss them. There are 
always so many fancies going on in your head, but they need not hold you for any length 
of time. It is like walking through a department store. You may see many things that you 
would like to buy, but you just walk away without buying any of them — which is just 
as well because, if you fulfilled every fancy, your home would become the department 
store! Thus such fancies take hold of you temporarily, but then, by some inquiry, vicara 
— by considering your purse, by seeing whether you need the objects or not, whether 
you really want them or not — you are able to dismiss these fancies. 

Thus, with reference to certain wants, then, all that you require is a short vic¡ra . 
Other wants, of course, may require a longer vic¡ra. Mere vic¡ra  may also not be 
enough; some force of will may be necessary to dismiss the desire. Still, you will come 
out the victor because you have the necessary will. You may have to say ‘NO!’ out loud, 
most emphatically, if you really want to do a par ticular thing. For example, when 
someone asks you to go somewhere and you want to go but you know you should do 
something else instead, you may reply with a loud ‘NO!’ In such cases, half the ‘no’ is 
for the other person and the other half is for yourself! This is why it comes out twice as 
loud. What this ‘NO!’ is all about is so well known in India that, if you say it when you 
are eating, you will be given one more helping of food! 

This ‘NO!’ requires will on your part. Vic¡ra itself is not enough. This way of 
dismissing a desire is likened here to the mirror that is covered with dust. To merely 
blow on it is not enough. Not only will the mirror remain dusty, it will become hazy as 
well. You have to take a wet cloth and wipe the mirror clean, which requires both will 
and effort. Similarly, not giving into your desires requires vic¡ra and will. Talking with 
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some one who understands such matters, which requires effort, or some other action, 
may also be necessary.  

The example of the unborn child in the womb is much stronger in that the time 
factor, k¡la, must also sometimes be taken into account with reference to not giving into 
one's desires. It takes nine months for a child to be born. Similarly, it may take time to 
understand your desires and to gain a certain mastery over them. When time is required 
and you try to circumvent it, the whole effort will be aborted. Therefore, you need to 
bide your time.  

The covering illustrated in this verse is binding desire and its modifications. The 
next verse reveals what is  covered — discriminative knowledge, viveka, is covered: 

+…¥…fii…∆ Y……x…®…‰i…‰x… Y…… x…x……‰  x…i™…¥…Ë Æ˙h……* 
EÚ…®…∞¸{…‰h… EÚ…Ëxi…‰™… n÷˘π{…⁄Æ‰˙h……x…ô‰Ùx… S…** 39 ** 
¡v¤taÆ jµ¡nametena jµ¡nino nityavairi¸¡ 
k¡mar£pe¸a kaunteya duÀp£re¸¡nalena ca   Verse 39 

EÚ…Ëxi…‰™… kaunteya  — Oh! Arjuna; Y…… x…x…& jµ¡ninaÅ — of the wise;  x…i™…¥…Ë Æ˙h…… 
nityavairi¸¡ — by the constant enemy; EÚ…®…∞¸{…‰h… k¡mar£pe¸a — whose form is desire; 
ca—and; n÷˘π{…⁄Æ‰˙h… duÀp£re¸a  — insatiable; Bi…‰x… +x…ô‰Ùx… etena  analena — by this fire; 
Y……x…®…¬ jµ¡nam — knowledge; +…¥…fii…®…¬ ¡v¤tam — is covered 

Knowledge is covered by this, Oh! Arjuna, the insatiable fire of desire, 
the constant enemy of the wise.  

The word ‘this – idam,’ used in the preceding verse, refers to knowledge, jµ¡na . 
Here, this knowledge is said to be covered by the enemy in the form of k¡ma— 
k¡mar£pe¸a , just as the fire, mirror, and foetus are covered by the smoke, dust, and 
womb, respectively.  

And by what kind of k¡mas is the knowledge covered? By the k¡mas that are 
difficult to fulfil, duÀpure¸a , and impossible to satiate, analena . Anala  means fire. Fire 
is never satiated — the more fuel you offer it, the more it wants. All its tongues are out, 
demanding more. Therefore, fire is called anala . Like fire, desire also has no satiability. 
So it is referred to here as anala. 

There is no such thing as fulfilling all your desires so that after retirement there 
will be none remaining. There is no such thing as a last desire, the last dregs of all one's 
desires. At no time can you say that you have only five remaining desires and that if you 
just fulfil these five, everything will be perfect because you will be p£r¸a, limitless. 
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ALL DESIRES FLOW FROM OUR SENSE OF LIMITATION  

Desires themselves are born out of ap£r¸atva, one's sense of being limited. Every 
desire is an expression of this sense of limitation. This sense is like a perpetual spring 
from which all desires flow. New desires will keep flowing to the surface. Even if you 
have no particular desire at a given point in time, the buddhi will say, ‘You are not even 
capable of desiring.’ In the face of this new condemnation, you will again feel limited 
and desire to be free of the limitation. 

The adjective, nityavairi¸¡, meaning ‘by the permanent enemy,’ indicates that 
k¡ma is permanent. áa´kara provides an excellent commentary on the word nityavair¢. 
Knowledge can be covered by desire, even for one who is mature and knows what is to 
be done and not to be done. This desire is difficult to fulfil and is both insatiable and 
inimical to those who are discriminative. And why is this enemy described as 
permanent? áa´kara goes on to say that even before the desire comes, the person is a 
k¡rya-ak¡rya-vivek¢ , knows what is to be done and not to be done. But this knowing 
what is proper and improper does not mean that the person will act accordingly. Even the 
discriminative person, knowing a particular desire is not good for him or her may still try 
to fulfil it because the desire can be more powerful than the wisdom of discrimination. 
Because the person knows, both before and after, that a given desire is not for one's well-  
being, desire is referred to as a permanent enemy, nityavair¢ of the discriminating 
people.  

One who is not discriminating knows only later that the binding desire is useless, 
whereas at the time of desiring, the person thinks that to act on this particular desire will 
be wonderful; it seems to be the right thing to do. For example, a person who wants to 
make a killing on the stock market may say, ‘I have a new scheme and I am going to 
make it work. In one month's time, you will see how great my plan is.’ But, after the 
time has passed, all there is to see is that the person is broke! ‘I should have thought it 
over,’ the person will say. ‘I never thought of the possibilities of loss.’ Only later is there 
the discovery that the desire was costly, anartha , and, also, that it was the cause of the 
person's subsequent problems. ‘If I had not been greedy, I would not have become 
involved in this mess!’  

So, áa´kara says that k¡ma  is nityavar¢ for the discriminative because it is a 
consistent enemy. Before and after acting, they know that the desire will not benefit 
them in anyway. Whereas, for the non-discriminating, k¡ma appears to be an enemy 
only after they have acted — the action not producing the benefits they had expected. 
Arjuna wanted to know who or what impelled people to perform improper actions. And, 
because Arjuna  also wanted to know how to be free of that which impelled improper 
action, K¤À¸a  told him how to deal with this k¡ma. 

<Œxp˘™…… h… ®…x……‰ §…÷ r˘Æ˙∫™…… v…¢ˆ…x…®…÷S™…i…‰* 
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Bi…ËÃ¥…®……‰Ω˛™…i™…‰π… Y……x…®……¥…fii™… n‰˘ Ω˛x…®…¬** 40 ** 
indriy¡¸i mano buddhirasy¡dhiÀ¶h¡namucyate 
etairvimohayatyeÀa jµ¡nam¡v¤tya dehinam   Verse 40 

<Œxp˘™…… h… indriy¡¸i — senses; ®…x…& manaÅ  — mind; §…÷ r˘& buddhiÅ  — intellect; +∫™… 
asya — its; + v…¢ˆ…x…®…¬ adhiÀ¶h¡nam — location; =S™…i…‰ ucyate — is said; Bπ…& eÀaÅ — 
this; Bi…Ë& etaiÅ — with these; Y……x…®…¬ jµ¡nam — wisdom; +…¥…fii™… ¡v¤tya — covering; 
n‰˘ Ω˛x…®…¬ dehinam  — person;  ¥…®……‰Ω˛™… i… vimohayati — deludes 

Its location is said to be the senses, mind, and intellect. With these, it 
(k¡ma) deludes the person by covering his or her wisdom.  

K¤À¸a had told Arjuna that k¡ma alone impels a person to perform actions he or 
she knows to be improper. A desire can be so powerful that the means employed to fulfil 
it is not even questioned by the person. Whenever a particular end is very important to 
you, you can always compromise the means because all desire is for an end only, not for 
the means. 

Actions are usually only improper with reference to the means used for gaining a 
desired end. The end is very rarely wrong, whereas the means are often compromised 
because the end is so very important to the person. In some cases, both the means and the 
ends are w rong. 

The villain in all of this is not a force outside yourself. Nor is it yourself. It is 
k¡ma, desire. The self itself is harmless. In fact, it is clean, ¿uddha . Nor can the body 
do anything right or wrong. It is only a place, a location. So too, the mind and senses are 
not harmful. K¡ma  alone is what creates the havoc. But k¡ma  is only inimical when it is 
binding in nature. Thus, with reference to various ends, k¡ma is located in various 
places in terms of physical actions, perceptions, and experiences. Knowing where desire 
is located makes it possible to do something about it. 

This is similar to how the police deal with thieves and other criminals. 
Investigation agencies keep records on habitual thieves based on certain repetitive 
patterns of behaviour. Some thieves enter only through windows and others open doors 
in a certain way. Some thieves pick up only certain things and leave everything else 
untouched. Each thief knows the places in which he or she can operate safely, meaning 
with less chance of being caught. Thus, criminals tend to be habitual offenders in two 
ways — in the types of offences they commit and how they commit them. All that is 
required to catch them is to discover their patterns — how they operate, where they 
spend their time, and so on. 
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ËTMË IS FREE OF DESIRE 

Similarly, when the place that one's enemy, desire, operates from is known, k¡ma 
is easy to manage and take care of. Where, then, is this k¡ma located? It is not in the 
sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡ although, sat-cit-¡nanda -¡tm¡ is in the k¡ma. Without the 
¡tm¡, there is no want, no desire, no condition of the mind whatsoever. Whatever the 
condition, pain or pleasure, ¡tm¡ is there. But k¡ma is not in the ¡tm¡. 

If you look into the self there is no want therein. It is always clean, untouched by 
anything. But, without bringing about any material change in the object, the ¡tm¡ joins 
everything. If the ¡tm¡ itself had attributes, gu¸as, its joining with a thought would 
result in a mixture, a compound. A desire would therefore not be a discrete desire; it 
would be ‘coloured’ by ¡tm¡ which is not the case. Ëtm¡  itself, not having any 
attributes, lends its existence, sat, and consciousness, cit, to anything obtaining in the 
mind. Therefore, ¡tm¡ is said to be free from want, k¡ma. 

The body, mind, and senses also do not have wants as such, but the wants involve 
all these locations. Almost all the k¡mas, the wants, are with reference to sense objects. 
And without the senses, these objects are not known and therefore do not become objects 
of desire. Naturally, then, the senses become the basis, adhiÀ¶h¡na , for the desires to 
arise in the mind. Therefore, the senses are said to be the adhiÀ¶h¡na of k¡ma. Through 
the senses, desires can also be fulfilled.  

Without the mind, manas, there is no want; thus mind is also the location, 
adhiÀ¶h¡na, for k¡ma . The manas is the one that creates the fancies that are the 
beginning of k¡ma. Because the decision with reference to the fulfillment of a want 
takes place in the buddhi, the intellect, the buddhi too is said to be the adhiÀ¶h¡na for 
desire. Thus, with reference to k¡ma, the manas, the buddhi, and the senses are places 
of operation, as it were. 

When one's k¡ma is very powerful, it robs away the person's very wisdom, jµ¡na ; 
it deludes the person. In terms of earlier acquired wisdom, the person is as though 
blindfolded by his or her desire and is taken for a ride. This ride can be a very long one 
also because, when you wake up, you find yourself elsewhere with all the damage 
already done. This is k¡ma. 

THE REMOVAL OF DELUSION  

What can you do about this delusion of desire? With regard to your mind, buddhi, 
and senses, the places where k¡ma operates, be careful. Exercise your capacity to curtail 
or stop the senses whenever you want something that does not benefit you.  Any sense 
pursuit can be stopped just short of overt expression, as in eating, for example. One can 
always say, ‘Enough!’ even when, from inside, the desire keeps saying, ‘Come on, have 
a little more!’ To stop a sense pursuit at the level of the senses is called dama . 
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We have seen that one has no control over the wants that arise in one's head 
because of one's nature. You cannot say, ‘I want to avoid this want,’ because you cannot 
avoid it. Your desires do not need to be controlled, in fact. Your prak¤ti, your nature, is 
your entire past, the remote past and the immediate past — all of which can give rise to a 
certain type of thinking and certain wants. Your likes and dislikes just happen; you 
cannot do anything about them. What you can do, however, is to keep a certain distance 
between yourself and your likes and dislikes. In other words, you need not deliver 
yourself to them. This is what is called ¿ama. 

Thus, there are two disciplines — dama and ¿ama  — with reference to k¡ma . 
Although you need not worry about what you think, what you desire, it is also not to 
your advantage to do whatever you want, based on your desires alone. Therefore, do not 
fall prey to your simple fancies and wants. Always look into yourself and see what is 
proper. Is it feasible, nec essary, and useful to fulfil a particular desire? Is it proper? 
There may not be anything wrong with the desire; it may be quite legitimate but not at all 
necessary. Or it may be feasible to fulfil the desire — you may be able to buy something 
that you want — but you do not need it. Therefore, why buy it? It may be useful, but is it 
necessary to have this particular object? Instead of simply buying it, consider first how 
useful it is in terms of your priorities. 

Having weighed all the factors, you can then go with the desire or not go with it. 
This deliberation is ¿ama . And if, having gone along with the desire, you find that you 
want more and more, you then say, ‘No, thus far and no further.’ This is where you 
require dama, which can be practised daily whenever you feel like having another 
helping of food. Only when you practice ¿ama and dama can you manage your wants. 
Otherwise, they will manage you and make a mess of your life. Therefore, taking the 
various factors into account, go with your desires, but do not let them make your 
decisions for you.  

To manage your desires in this way, you need to be very alert, as K¤À¸a  points out 
in the next verse. 

i…∫®……k¥… ®…Œxp˘™……h™……n˘…Ë  x…™…®™… ¶…Æ˙i…π…«¶…* 
{……{®……x…∆ |…V… Ω˛ ¡‰x…∆ Y……x… ¥…Y……x…x……∂…x…®…¬** 41 ** 
tasm¡ttvamindriy¡¸y¡dau niyamya bharatarÀabha 
p¡pm¡naÆ prajahi hyenaÆ jµ¡navijµ¡nan¡¿anam  Verse 41 

¶…Æ˙i…π…«¶… bharatarÀabha  — Oh! Prominent among the descendants of Bharata  (Arjuna); 
i…∫®……i…¬ tasm¡t — therefore: i¥…®…¬ tvam — you; +…n˘…Ë ¡dau — at the outs et; <Œxp˘™…… h… 
indriy¡¸i — sense organs;  x…™…®™… niyamya  — controlling;  Ω˛ hi — indeed; Bx…®…¬ enam 
— this; Y……x…- ¥…Y……x…-x……∂…x…®…¬ jµ¡na-vijµ¡na-n¡¿anam — the destroyer of knowledge and 
wisdom; {……{®……x…®…¬ p¡pm¡nam  — sinner; |…V… Ω˛ prajahi — destroy 
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Therefore, Oh! Arjuna, controlling the senses at the outset, destroy 
indeed this sinner, the destroyer of knowledge and wisdom. 

In this verse, K¤À¸a told Arjuna  to destroy his k¡ma, which had turned into 
krodha and had robbed him of his wisdom, which in turn would make him a sinner, a 
p¡pm¡. The k¡ma was to be destroyed in terms of giving it up, as áa´kara makes it 
very clear in his commentary. Giving up the want, not going with it, is the practice of 
¿ama . If you do not go with the wants as they arise, they will not continue to come up 
indefinitely. If someone keeps calling you and each time the person says ‘Hello’ you put 
down the phone, how long will he or she keep calling? Here, too, if you do not go with 
the wants, they will go because there is no one to support them. 

In this way, whatever k¡ma that is there becomes meaningless. As long as I have a 
distance between myself and my r¡gas and dveÀas, I can decide to go with them or not 
to go with them. Let them be there. They need not affect me at all. This is the beauty of 
what is being said here. We are not trying to eliminate the wants. We only want to 
maintain enough distance or space, to use the American expression, so that we can 
decide either to go with the want or not to go with it. This is real space, freedom, and is 
also the practice of ¿ama. 

Why is k¡ma  called a p¡pm¡ , a sinner, here? Because it robs you of your 
knowledge and wisdom; it is jµ¡na-vijµ¡na-n¡¿ana. We refer to the people who rob us 
of our money as criminals, but such petty thieves cannot rob us of our knowledge, the 
greatest wealth we have gathered. Money can always be gathered again. But, because 
knowledge is not as easily gathered, it is considered to be our greatest treasure. 
Knowledge is something that is gathered, garnered, gleaned, over a long period of time 
from varieties of experiences. To take away such a treasure, therefore, is a great sin. 
Thus, k¡ma is called a p¡pm¡. 

A person who robs you of your money is not a p¡p¢. This term is reserved for that 
which robs you of your real treasure, your knowledge and discriminative power —
k¡ma. Knowledge, jµ¡na, can also be taken here to mean the wisdom that leads to 
vijµ¡na, the knowledge of realities. The one who is a destroyer of this jµ¡na and 
vijµ¡na is definitely a p¡p¢ — sinner -like, a criminal, in other words. K¤À¸a told 
Arjuna to give up k¡ma first by practising dama and then by practising ¿ama . This is 
why people practice silence, mauna , for a length of time — for an hour, two hours, in 
the morning, and so on. People make these small vows all the time. The s¡dhus also 
practice certain disciplines, such as not talking or not eating on certain days. These 
practices of dama  lead to ¿ama, the capacity to sort out your wants and go with what 
you want. 

Further, K¤À¸a  said: 

<Œxp˘™…… h… {…Æ˙…h™……Ω÷˛ Æ˙Œxp˘™…‰¶™…& {…Æ∆˙ ®…x…&* 
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®…x…∫…∫i…÷ {…Æ˙… §…÷ r˘™……Ê §…÷r‰˘& {…Æ˙i…∫i…÷ ∫…&** 42 ** 
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indriy¡¸i par¡¸y¡hurindriyebhyaÅ paraÆ manaÅ  
manasastu par¡ buddhiryo buddheÅ paratastu saÅ  Verse 42 

<Œxp˘™…… h… indriy¡¸i — senses; {…Æ˙… h… par¡¸i — super ior; +…Ω÷˛& ¡huÅ — they say; 
<Œxp˘™…‰¶™…& indriyebhyaÅ — to the sense organs; {…Æ˙®…¬ param  — superior; ®…x…& manaÅ  — 
mind; ®…x…∫…& i…÷ manasaÅ  tu  — to the mind; §…÷ r˘& buddhiÅ  — intellect; {…Æ˙… par¡  — 
superior; §…÷r‰˘& {…Æ˙i…& i…÷ ™…& buddheÅ parataÅ tu  yaÅ —whereas the one who is superior to 
the intellect; ∫…& saÅ — is he (¡tm¡) 

They say that the sense organs are superior to the body; the mind is 
superior to the sense organs; the intellect is superior to the mind. Whereas 
the one who is superior to the intellect is he (the ¡tm¡). 

When Arjuna asked his question about what or who it was that impelled a person 
to perform improper actions, Duryodhana  was standing right in front of him. 
Duryodhana  knew that what he was doing was wrong. Arjuna knew this. These two 
men had grown up together, had been raised in the same way, and had the same teachers. 
Besides, right and wrong do not require to be taught. Duryodhana  knew what was right 
and wrong, but still he did what he did because of k¡ma. 

Because of k¡ma alone or because of anger which is k¡ma in another form, a 
person does things that are not to be done. Anger is not something separate from k¡ma ; 
it is a modification, pari¸¡ma , of your own expectation, your own desire. Where there 
is no expectation, there is no anger at all. If you expect certain things to happen and they 
do not happen, k¡ma can turn into anger, if you are not ready to accept what faces you. 
Because k¡ma transforms itself into anger in this way, Lord K¤À¸a said, ‘This desire is 
this anger — k¡ma eÀa  krodha  esaÅ .’ 

K¡ma can express as want, passion, and anger, K¤À¸a said. And because this 
k¡ma covers your wisdom, it deludes you. It takes you for a ride. However, when you 
do not want a particular pursuit, based on desire, to go any further, when you are 
convinced that it has gone far enough, you should be able to stop it, to pull down the 
shutters on it. The dictating factor here is your wisdom, your understanding, and not your 
fancies.  

DISCOVER THE DISTANCE BETWEEN YOURSELF AND YOUR 
DESIRES 

K¤À¸a  was not asking to suppress or repress your desires. He said that to attempt 
to control likes and dislikes does not serve any useful purpose because the mind has its 
own ways. But you need not be swayed by them. In this way, your likes and dislikes will 
be no problem to you. Since your desires are located in the senses, mind, and intellect, 
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you can have complete mastery over them by discovering a distance between yourself 
and your likes and dislikes.  

You cannot stay in the mind itself and have mastery over it. The more you go 
inside, the more reasons you find for why you are the way you are. This exploration may 
provide you with a certain understanding, but it cannot remove the reason, which is the 
problem psychology is faced with. Some understanding, some validation, and so on, is 
useful, no doubt. But if you are always stuck with the same problem, what is the use of 
this kind of understanding? How can you deal with the problem? How can you master 
such a mind? 

To address this concern, K¤À¸a said here that you have to go one step further: you 
must be yourself so that you can manage your mind. In this way, you will be able to take 
care of all your r¡ga -dveÀas, all your k¡mas. You can take care of your r¡ga -dveÀas or 
k¡mas only when you are able to step outside of the k¡mas. If you want to weigh 
something, for example, you cannot be inside of that which you are weighing. If I recall 
correctly, Newton was supposed to have said, ‘If only I could be somewhere a little away 
from the earth, then I would be able to weigh the earth.’ 

Similarly, how can you fix up your mind when you are in the very midst of its 
mess? If you manage to solve one problem, another one will only pop up in its place. If 
you discover, for example, that all your problems are due to your mother, what do you 
have then? You have the problem of having had this mother! Then you will ask, ‘Why 
did I have this mother? Why didn't I have a better mother? Why did my mother behave 
like this?’ Nothing comes of this in that you are left with the same problem. In spite of 
the benefit of some validation, some understanding, the problem itself does not really go 
away. 

This is what keeps people going to therapists. And once they begin to go, the 
going itself becomes yet another addiction. It becomes something that must be done. 
Thus, although some help may come from the therapy, another problem has definitely 
been created. Ultimately in order to deal with a problem, you have to step out of it, 
which is not to discount the usefulness of therapy as such. All that is being said is that 
you cannot really deal with psychological problems, with in saÆs¡ra, unless you step 
out of it. 

And how do you step out of saÆs¡ra? Arjuna already had one foot out, it seemed. 
By planning to go to Rishikesh as a sanny¡s¢, he thought that he would be stepping out 
of saÆs¡ra. But this is stepping in, not out. Stepping out does not imply any external 
change. All that is implied is a situational change in terms of one's understanding, 
wherein the distance between one's desires, one's likes and dislikes, is discovered; only 
then can the mind be mastered.  
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THE ORDER INVOLVED IN MASTERING THE MIND  

Whatever we master is always mastered from another standpoint, which implies a 
particular order. K¤À¸a  was addressing this order here when he told Arjuna  that those 
who know say that the senses are superior; so say the wise — indriy¡¸i par¡¸i ¡huÅ 
pa¸·it¡Å. The word ‘superior,’ of course, implies comparison and thus the question, 
‘Superior to what?’ To the physical body is the response.  

The senses, indriy¡ i̧, are superior to the physical body, which is a part of an 
individual, a j¢va . They are superior because they have the capacity to objectify the 
body. The eyes and other senses can objectify the body.  

Another reason that the senses are said to be superior to the body is because they 
are subtler in nature. Being subtle, the senses have pervasiveness, vy¡pakatva . For 
example, the body remains on the ground, whereas the eyes can go to the stars. To do 
anything at all, the body has to move, whereas the sense of sight, by simply opening the 
eyes, has already gone to the stars! Thus, the eyes and other senses are more pervasive 
than the physical body. The superiority of the senses is further established by the fact 
that they are inside the physical body in the form of the subtle body, s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra. 

Then the verse goes on to say that the mind is superior to the sense organs, 
indriyebhyaÅ paraÆ manaÅ, because the mind can go where the senses cannot. For 
example, the mind alone can go to heaven. It can also suffer an imagined hell, which is 
something that the senses cannot do. Also, the mind is the one in whose hands the senses 
are. Without the mind there is no sense perception at all. Thus, the mind is definitely 
superior to the senses. It has access to regions wher e the senses have no scope. The 
mind's accessibility and the dependence of the sense organs on the mind definitely 
makes the mind superior, according to those who know. 

Again, with reference to the mind, the intellect is said to be superior, manasastu 
par¡ buddhiÅ, because the buddhi is able to dismiss a doubt, of the mind with proper 
understanding. Buddhi includes your will also. Doubting and vacillation are the mind. 
Once there is resolve, which is buddhi, there is no more vacillation. You cannot say you 
have both resolve and vacillation at the same time. Once the resolve is there, the 
vacillating mind, the doubting mind, goes away. Thus, the buddhi is definitely superior 
to the mind. 

DESIRE IS DESTROYED BY RECOGNIZING YOU ARE LIMITLESS  

The mind and buddhi are the places wherein k¡ma  moves. The k¡mas are located 
right here. The difference between the mind and buddhi is only with reference to the 
types of v¤tti that take place there. We have seen how the desire, located in the mind, 
can be so powerful that it can take the buddhi along with it. Therefore, in order to really 
deal with your desires, you have to step outside of them. Then you can see exactly where 
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the k¡ma is hiding. This is why K¤À¸a went on to say that the one who is above the 
buddhi, is ¡tm¡, yourself — yaÅ tu buddheÅ  parataÅ saÅ param¡tma . 

What K¤À¸a  meant here is that, in order to take care of the k¡mas, you have to 
recognise yourself as the param¡tm¡. Even though he said to practice dama  and ¿ama , 
you have also to see that you are not the buddhi, the mind, or the senses. You are the 
param¡tm¡, the limitless. Once you are awake to this fact, the enemy, k¡ma, is no more 
a problem. This, then, is how you deal with k¡ma drastically and finally.  

When you are free from any sense of limitation, ther e is no enemy and the wants 
you may have become harmless, mere privileges in fact. Your mind is there and you 
have the privilege of desiring. Desiring is a privilege only when you do not need to fulfil 
any desire in order to be secure and happy. 

Lastly, K¤À¸a said: 

B¥…∆ §…÷r‰˘& {…Æ∆˙ §…÷n¬˘v¥…… ∫…∆∫i…¶™……i®……x…®……i®…x……* 
V… Ω˛ ∂…j…÷∆ ®…Ω˛…§……Ω˛…‰ EÚ…®…∞¸{…∆ n÷˘Æ˙…∫…n˘®…¬** 43 ** 
evaÆ buddheÅ paraÆ buddhv¡ saÆstabhy¡tm¡nam¡tman¡ 
jahi ¿atruÆ mah¡b¡ho k¡mar£paÆ dur¡sadam   Verse 43 

®…Ω˛…§……Ω˛…‰ mah¡b¡ho — Oh! Mighty-armed (Arjuna); B¥…®…¬ evam — in this way; §…÷r‰˘& 
buddheÅ — to the intellect; {…Æ˙®…¬ param — superior; §…÷n¬˘v¥…… buddhv¡ — knowing; 
+…i®…x…… ¡tman¡ — by the self (buddhi);+…i®……x…®…¬ ¡tm¡nam  — the mind; ∫…∆∫i…¶™… 
saÆstabhya — having made steady; EÚ…®…∞¸{…®…¬ k¡mar£pam  — in the form of want; 

n÷̆Æ˙…∫…n˘®…¬ dur¡sadam — difficult to understand; ∂…j…÷®…¬ ¿atrum — enemy; V… Ω˛ jahi — 
destroy  

Oh! Arjuna , knowing that which is superior to the intellect in this way, 
having made the mind steady with the buddhi, destroy the enemy, that is 
in the form of desire, that which is so difficult to understand.  

In the previous verse, K¤À¸a  revealed a fact: that which is above the buddhi, 
because of which the buddhi is illumined, is the param¡tm¡ . And because a mastered 
mind is required to know this param¡tm¡ , K¤À¸a  concluded the chapter here by 
summing up what is to be done to destroy k¡ma. 

The senses and the mind are in the hands of the buddhi alone because the buddhi 
is superior to them. Therefore, the buddhi is their master. The buddhi, meaning one's 
viveka, discrimination, steadies the mind and senses.  Therefore, he said, ¡tm¡nam 
¡tman¡  saÆstabhya  ¿atruÆ jahi.  

Here, K¤À¸a  told Arjuna  that he should destroy the enemy in the form of desire, 
k¡mar£pa ¿atruÆ jahi, by knowing that which is above the buddhi, buddheÅ paraÆ 
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buddhv¡. To destroy an enemy outside of oneself is relatively easy, especially for 
Arjuna who had so many special missiles at his disposal. But, to destroy this inner 
enemy, k¡ma, requires tact, maturity, dispassion, and understanding. To indicate that 
Arjuna had these resources. K¤À¸a addressed Arjuna as Mah¡b¡ho, one who is 
mighty-armed.  

The enemy, in the form of want, is an only expression of ignorance, ignorance 
being the mother of k¡ma  and its brood — anger, jealousy, fear, and so on. Therefore, to 
destroy the enemy, one must destroy ignorance, which can only be done through jµ¡na , 
knowledge. This enemy is said to be dur¡sada here, that which is very difficult to 
understand. It would seem that desires should be very easy to understand since they just 
appear. But, this is not the case because every desire has a desire behind it. There is 
always a reason for liking something. And there is a reason for the reason. Therefore, 
there is no end to the desires that are there — all of which is to be understood. Only 
when k¡ma makes you suffer by its presence are you a saÆs¡r¢, a sufferer. With 
knowledge, you can enjoy the presence of a k¡ma. Even if you are surprised by it, you 
can also be amused. You can either go with it or you need not go with it. When you step 
outside of your desires in this way, in terms of knowledge, all your desires becomes 
privileges for you.  

Thus, whether you are a karma-yog¢ or a sanny¡s¢, there is no other way of 
dealing with k¡ma, except through jµ¡na . What better way for K¤À¸a  to have made this 
point than to conclude this chapter, entitled karma, with jµ¡na, the only true conqueror 
of the enemy of desire.  

+…Â i…i∫…i…¬* < i… ∏…“®…ë˘M…¥…?˘“i……∫…÷ ={… x…π…i∫…÷ •…¿ ¥…t…™……∆ ™……‰M…∂……¤…‰ 
∏…“EfiÚπh……V…÷«x…∫…∆¥……n‰˘ EÚ®…«™……‰M……‰ x……®… i…fii…“™……‰%v™……™…&** 

oÆ tatsat. iti ¿r¢madbhagavadg¢t¡su upaniÀatsu brahmavidy¡y¡Æ 
yoga¿¡stre ¿r¢k¤À¸¡rjunasaÆv¡de karmayogo n¡ma 

t¤t¢yo'dhy¡yaÅ  

THE MEANING OF OM 

All the chapters in the G¢t¡  end with the abov e words, the only variation being the 
title of the chapter.  

In the expression, ‘Om tat sat,’ Om is the name of Brahman , a phonetic name for 
the Lord. Apart from this, linguistically, that is grammatically, this term has a meaning 
too. It means, that which protects everyone, that which sustains everything — avati 
rakÀati iti om. 

Phonetically, ‘A’ is the first and basic sound that you make when you open your 
mouth. Thus, ‘A’ is the first letter of the Sanskrit alphabet. Also, when you close your 
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mouth and make a sound, what comes out is the sound, ‘M.’ And, in between, there is a 
rounding off sound, ‘U.’ ‘A’ plus ‘U’ is ‘O’ which along with ‘M’ is Om. 

All forms, all objects, have names and all names are words. Words, even the 
longest ones like ‘supercalafragilisticexpialadoshas’ are nothing but sounds. These 
sounds all come between the ‘A’ that comes when you open your mouth and make a 
sound and the sound ‘M’ that comes with the mouth closed. You cannot make any 
further sounds after this letter ‘M.’ Thus, these are the two sounds within which all 
sounds are produced.  

Given that the Lord is the Lord of everything, his name should be ‘Om,’ and to 
account for the ‘everything,’ the ‘U’ is inserted in between. In this way, Om  becomes the 
name of Bhagav¡n, the Lord. Also, each of these three letters has been loaded by the 
¿¡stra to stand for the whole. This practice is called ¡ropa  in Sanskrit. Just as a 
country's flag represents its constitution, here, the ‘A’ represents the entire gross world, 
sth£la-prapaµca, the ‘U’ represents the entire subtle world s£kÀma-prapaµca, meaning 
the mind or inner world, and the ‘M’ represents the unmanifest condition, like in sleep 
when everything resolves and, on waking, again comes out.  

In this way, AUM stands for the entire realm of  cause and effect, which is nothing 
but Brahman. That Brahman , Om, is tat sat. Tat, that Lord alone, is satyam, sat and 
everything else is mithy¡  depending upon that tat, the Lord. Therefore, the expression 
OÆ tat sat is a general conclusion. Having said a lot of things, the conclusion is, OÆ tat 
sat, meaning that after all is said and done, satya  alone is. 

The Bhagavadg¢t¡ , which has the status of an UpaniÀad, contains the subject 
matter of Brahman. The knowledge of Brahman, brahma-vidy¡ , is simply ‘You Are 
That – tat tvam asi.’ The G¢t¡ is also yoga-¿¡stra, dealing with attitudes and values 
with reference to self-management, self- improvement, maturity, and so on, which is 
karma-yoga . Even the rules of sanny¡sa  come under yoga-¿¡stra since they are not 
jµ¡na. 

THE NATURE OF THE DIALOGUE BETWEEN LORD KÎâÛA AND 
ARJUNA 

This yoga -¿¡stra  and brahma-vidy¡ , form the dialogue that took place between 
ár¢ K¤À¸a and Arjuna — ¿r¢-k¤À¸a-arjuna-saÆv¡da, the dialogue that imparts 
knowledge. The word v¡da  means a discussion.  A dialogue that imparts knowledge is 
different from a dialogue between equals, where there is no imparting of knowledge 
involved, only exploring of knowledge.  

There are also two types of dismissing dialogues wherein the other person is 
declared to be in the wrong. One type is the dialogue of fanatics, jalpa, and the other is 
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vita¸·¡ , the dialogue of the intolerant where one person cannot stand another person 
saying something and getting away with it. 

The discussion between Lord K¤À¸a and Arjuna was neither a jalpa nor a 
vita¸·¡ . Nor was it a discussion in order to discover something. It was a dialogue that 
imparts knowledge wherein one participant knew and the other wanted to know. 
Therefore, it was a guru-¿iÀya-saÆv¡da, a dialogue between a teacher and st udent. This 
particular meaning is denoted by the prefix ‘sam’added to ‘ v¡da .’  

This chapter under study is entitled karma , because it deals with the subject 
matter, Brahman , in terms of karma. Therefore it is said, karma-yogo-n¡ma 
t¤t¢yo'dhy¡yaÅ . As we have seen before, the word yoga used in each of the titles of the 
eighteen chapters of the G¢t¡, means ‘subject matter.’ Thus the third chapter, entitled, 
‘Karma ’ in the Bhagavadg¢t¡  whose status is that of the UpaniÀad which contains the 
knowledge of Brahman and yoga- ¿¡stra in the form of a saÆv¡da (a dialogue that 
imparts knowledge) between Lord K¤À¸a  and Arjuna is concluded.  

ababababab 
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