
CHAPTER 14 

GUNATRAYA-VIBHËGA-YOGA 
(THE DIVISION OF THE THREE GUÛAS) 

INTRODUCTION  

The fourteenth chapter deals with the three gu¸as and the transcendence of them, 
which is mokÀa . Introducing this chapter, áa´kara notes that anything that is created is 
due to the connection between the kÀetra and the kÀetrajµa. To show how this 
connection accounts for what we call the creation, Bhagav¡n begins the fourteenth 
chapter. Alternatively, áa´kara says, it is to address certain questions raised in the 
thirteenth chapter, particularly those raised in the 21st verse. There it was made clear that 
the kÀetra  and kÀetrajµa have the status of being the cause of creation, and not an 
independent prak¤ti in the presence of puruÀa , as proposed by the S¡´khyas. For them, 
puruÀa s are many,, each different from the other, and detached, asa´ga , from prak¤ti. 
And prak¤ti, which is independent of the puruÀa, independently creates the world. We 
have already said that puruÀa, however, is not remote even though asa´ga  because he 
always obtains in the prak¤ti. The apparent connection of puruÀa  to the prak¤ti 
comprising of gu¸as, which is due to avidy¡, is the cause of all saÆs¡ra  including 
various types of births. Here áa´kara, introducing the chapter, raises the following 
questions: What are the gu¸as? How do they bind? How is one to be released from 
them? What are the characteristics of the free person?  

These are the topics discussed in the fourteenth chapter.  

¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉxÉÖ´ÉÉSÉ* 
{É®Æú ¦ÉÚªÉ& |É´ÉIªÉÉÊ¨É YÉÉxÉÉxÉÉÆ YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÖkÉ¨É¨ÉÂ* 
ªÉVYÉÉi´ÉÉ ¨ÉÖxÉªÉ& ºÉ´Éæ {É®úÉÆ ÊºÉÊrùÊ¨ÉiÉÉä MÉiÉÉ&**1** 
¿r¢bhagav¡nuv¡ca  
paraÆ bh£yaÅ pravakÀy¡mi jµ¡n¡n¡Æ jµ¡namuttamam 
yajjµ¡tv¡ munayaÅ sarve par¡Æ siddhimito gat¡Å Verse 1 

¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉxÉÂ sr¢bhagav¡n — ár¢ Bhagav¡n; =´ÉÉSÉ uv¡ca — said; 
ªÉiÉÂ YÉÉi´ÉÉ yat jµ¡tv¡ — knowing which; ºÉ´Éæ ¨ÉÖxÉªÉ& sarve munayaÅ — all the sages; <iÉ& 
itaÅ — (going) from this (body); {É®úÉ¨ÉÂ ÊºÉÊrù¨ÉÂ par¡m  siddhim — the ultimate success 
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(release); MÉiÉÉ& gat¡Å  — had reached; (iÉiÉÂ tat — that); YÉÉxÉÉxÉÉ¨ÉÂ jµ¡n¡n¡m — among all 
forms of knowledge; =kÉ¨É¨ÉÂ uttamam — the most exalted; {É®ú¨ÉÂ param — the ultimate; 
YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ jµ¡nam — knowledge; ¦ÉÚªÉ& bh£yaÅ — again; |É´ÉIªÉÉÊ¨É pravakÀy¡mi — I will tell 
clearly  

ár¢ Bhagav¡n said:  
I will tell clearly again the ultimate, most exalted knowledge among all 
forms of knowledge, knowing (gaining) which all the sages had reached 
the ultimate success (release) from this (body). 

Here Bhagav¡n says, ‘I will teach you again,’ meaning that he will not only repeat 
but elaborate upon what he has already said. Even though the vision of reality was 
unfolded more than once in the previous chapters, he tells Arjuna that he is going to 
teach it again and thus draws his attention. 

THIS KNOWLEDGE IS THE ULTIMATE AND MOST EXALTED 

Among the various disciplines of knowledge, this is uttama, the most exalted. 
Such a status is not just due to its sanctity. All knowledge is sacred because it is 
Bhagav¡n. Accordingly, we do not consider one discipline of knowledge superior to 
another. But brahmavidy¡ is uttama  because its result is mokÀa , the most desirable and 
desired end, for a human being. And it is the ultimate knowledge, paraÆ jµ¡nam, 
because its subject is the limitless Brahman , paraÆ brahma . Among the various forms 
of knowledge, only this is param. Everything else is apara-jµ¡na. But we do not 
dismiss any apara-jµ¡na  because it is a prerequisite to para-jµ¡na . Unless you have 
developed a degree of intellectual discipline and certain fundamental attitudes, it is not 
possible to gain the para -jµ¡na. The religious practices also belong to the category of 
apara-jµ¡na and they are highly beneficial in helping one prepare for para-jµ¡na . And 
because para -jµ¡na  is knowledge of the truth of Ì¿vara, turning one's attention towards 
Ì¿vara and invoking the Lord's grace can only be helpful in this pursuit.  

Apara -jµ¡na is so named not only because its subject matter is not para, but also 
because it has no end. Chemistry, psychology, language, etc., can be explored endlessly 
with out a final point of culmination. But that is not so with para-jµ¡na . It is the end in 
itself. It culminates in the knowledge of the tattva, the truth of everything. It is 
knowledge of the whole and knowing it, nothing remains to be known in terms of 
realities.  

With these two words para  and uttama, K¤À¸a praises this knowledge to create 
interest and enthusiasm in the listener. Arjuna is already listening to him and now he is 
going to say again what he has been saying in the last thirteen chapters. To ensure 
Arjuna's continued attention, Bhagav¡n praises this knowledge in this verse.  
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A muni is someone who has a capacity for thinking, that is, he is a manana -¿¢la . 
There have been a number of such discriminative people in India, like VasiÀ¶ha , Vy¡sa , 
and so on, in each generation. All these great sages had gained the ultimate success—
par¡Æ siddhiÆ gat¡Å . Siddhi here refers to mokÀa. The word mokÀa  is derived from 
the root ‘muc’ which is used in the in the sense of ‘release from bondage.’ Whenever it 
is used we must look to see what is the bondage from which one is released. áa´kara 
says, they are released from the bondage of the body, which is due to ignorance, the 
desire that arises from that ignorance and the karma that is done to fulfil the desire, that 
is, they are released from avidy¡ , k¡ma  and karma. Such a release is success, siddhi, 
and the accomplishment of it is final, par¡ . Any other thing you gain is subject to loss. 
This is because, if you gain something, you are different from it, and at some time or the 
other will be separated from it. Even the body will be lost at some point. Then, where is 
the question of retaining things that are connected to the body? From any end or place 
you reach, there is always a ‘return’ or a ‘going away.’ MokÀa , however, is an end, gati, 
that does not come to an end because it is not gained or reached. It has always been an 
accomplished fact.  

In the next verse he tells the completeness of this knowledge.  

<n∆˘ Y……x…®…÷{…… ∏…i™… ®…®… ∫……v…®™…«®……M…i……&* 
∫…M…Ê% {… x……‰{…V……™…xi…‰ |…ôÙ™…‰ x… ¥™…l…Œxi… S…**2** 
idaÆ jµ¡namup¡¿ritya mama s¡dharmyam¡gat¡Å 
sarge'pi nopaj¡yante pralaye na vyathanti ca Verse 2 

<nù¨ÉÂ YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ idam jµ¡nam  — this knowledge; ={ÉÉÊ¸ÉiªÉ up¡¿ritya  — resorting to; ¨É¨É 
ºÉÉvÉ¨ªÉÇ¨ÉÂ mama  s¡dharmyam — oneness with Me; (ªÉä) +ÉMÉiÉÉ& (ye)  ¡gat¡Å — those 
who have gained; (iÉä te — they); ºÉMÉæ +Ê{É sarge api — even when there is creation;  
xÉ ={ÉVÉÉªÉxiÉä na upaj¡yante — do not come into being; |É™ôªÉä SÉ pralaye  ca  — and in the 
dissolution (of creation); xÉ ´ªÉlÉÎxiÉ na vyathanti — do not perish  

Resorting to this knowledge, those who have gained oneness with Me, do 
not come into being even when there is creation, and in the dissolution 
(of creation) they do not perish.  

áa´kara  explains the phrase, jµ¡nam up¡¿ritya, that is, resorting to or pursuing 
this knowledge, as jµ¡na -s¡dhanam anuÀ¶h¡ya, that is, following the means for this 
knowledge, which is ¿rava¸a–listening to the ¿¡stra, attended by manana–analysis of 
the ¿¡stra , and nididhy¡sana–contemplation. Following these means, the sages gained 
this knowledge the nature of which Bhagav¡n  describes here as mama  s¡dharmyam. 

Mama s¡dharmyam ¡gat¡Å , means —they have discovered that ¡tm¡  is non -
separate from Parame¿vara . Here áa´kara  makes a note that, this is not the condition 
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of having similar attributes, sam¡na-dharmat¡. It is not, as some would interpret, that 
they get some of Bhagav¡n's overlordship, ai¿varya . This is very significant that 
áa´kara dismisses this view even though R¡m¡nuja , the major adherent to this view, 
came later. That means it must also have been a contention at the time of áa´kara . 
Throughout the G¢t¡, the identity of the kÀetrajµa  and  Ì¿vara  is being unfolded; 
difference is not accepted at all. Therefore s¡dharmya  cannot mean just similarity of 
virtues or attributes. It is the very nature, svar£pa, of Bhagav¡n, which is satyaÆ 
jµ¡nam  anantaÆ  brahma . These munis  understand that their own svar£pa  is also 
satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma . Thus they recognize their essential identity with 
Ì¿vara. The mention of the result here is for the sake of praising this knowledge.  

Further, he says that even at the time of creation they do not come into being, 
sarge api na  upaj¡yante. Even though a countless number of people have departed from 
this world, they remain in other places and after dissolution are born again in different 
forms. When the creation manifests, some j¢vas occupy the positions of even the 
presiding deities. For those who recognize their identity with Ì¿vara , however, even at 
the time of creation they do not come into being. They remain as Brahman; there is no 
individual at all to assume any form. Naturally then, at the time of dissolution, they are 
not destroyed, pralaye na  vyathanti. When the mah¡pralaya takes place, even 
Brahmaji loses his position as the entire creation resolves into an unmanifest condition. 
These sages, however, do not get destroyed even in that mah¡-pralaya  because they do 
not exist as individuals. They are Brahman.  

Why, one may ask, do we use the plural here? Are there many ¡tm¡s? From the 
standpoint of ¡tm¡, there is no plurality. All that is here is only one ¡tm¡. But when we 
talk about sages we are referring to the up¡dhi in which this recognition of being 
Brahman  took place for them —the forms for whic h there were the names VasiÀ¶ha , 
Janaka , V¡madeva , etc. Because they do not come again in other forms, we continue to 
call them by these names and can even worship them as Parame¿vara  because that is 
what they are. 

When the unmanifest comes to manifest, ev erything that existed before pralaya 
comes into being except these sages who gained mokÀa. They remain as the cause of the 
whole thing. When the creation is destroyed they are not destroyed because the whole 
creation resolves into them. Therefore once ‘gained,’ there is no possibility of returning 
from or losing mokÀa because it does not ‘take place,’ that is, it is not an event in time. If 
it is an experience, you can recover from it. Since it is jµ¡na, it cannot be lost and its 
gain is only figurative.  

After praising the knowledge in the first two verses, he now begins the topic of 
this chapter, which is, how the prak¤ti-gu¸as bind a person. First he points out the cause 
for all these creations. 
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¨É¨É ªÉÉäÊxÉ¨ÉÇ½þnÂù¥ÉÀ iÉÎº¨ÉxÉÂ MÉ¦ÉÈ nùvÉÉ¨ªÉ½þ¨ÉÂ* 
ºÉ¨¦É´É& ºÉ´ÉÇ¦ÉÚiÉÉxÉÉÆ iÉiÉÉä ¦É´ÉÊiÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ**3** 
mama yonirmahadbrahma tasmin garbhaÆ dadh¡myaham 
sambhavaÅ sarvabh£t¡n¡Æ tato bhavati bh¡rata Verse 3 

¨É¨É ªÉÉäÊxÉ& mama  yoniÅ  — My cause1; ¨É½þiÉÂ mahat — primordial cause; ¥ÉÀ brahma  — 
out of which (everything) grows and which sustains (everything); iÉÎº¨ÉxÉÂ tasmin — in 
that; +½þ¨ÉÂ MÉ¦ÉÇ̈ ÉÂ nùvÉÉÊ¨É aham garbham dadh¡mi — I impregnate; iÉiÉ& tataÅ — from 
that; ºÉ´ÉÇ¦ÉÚiÉÉxÉÉ¨ÉÂ sarvabh£t¡n¡m — of all beings; ºÉ¨¦É´É& sambhavaÅ— the coming into 
being; ¦É´ÉÊiÉ bhavati — occurs; ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ bh¡rata  — O! Arjuna 

My cause ( is the ) primordial cause out of which (everything) grows and 
which sustains (everything). That I impregnate. From that occurs the 
coming into being of all beings, Arjuna . 

EVOLUTION OF THE UNIVERSE FROM PRAKÎTI AND PURUâA 

Here Lord K¤À¸a  uses our language to reveal the coming into being of creation. 
For a child to be born a mother and a father are required. Similarly, in the cause of this 
entire world there is an intelligent cause and a material cause. We call the material cause, 
prak¤ti or m¡y¡. As the child is born of the mother, similarly, prak¤ti is the material out 
of which this creation is born. But the mother herself cannot produce a child without a 
father and so too, the prak¤ti requires an efficient cause. As for a child, for this entire 
creation, two causes are necessary.  

Yoni is that out of which everything is born. Here it is prak¤ti. When Bhagav¡n 
says mama  yoni, he means my ‘material cause’ not in the sense of the cause of him but 
as the cause belonging to him. That cause, m¡y¡, is non-separate from Parame¿vara 
because m¡y¡  itself has no independent being. Prak¤ti is the cause of both the subtle 
and gross bodies of all the beings. And it is mahad brahma . Mahat is the primordial 
cause out of which everything has come. Brahma can have different meanings and here 
it is not satyaÆ  jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma. Etymologically it can mean both that which 
is big and that which sustains. Therefore here it refers to the prak¤ti, the material cause, 
which grows into the entire creation. The word yoni is qualified by the two words, 
mahat and brahma. The cause out of which everything has come is mahat, and because 
of which everything grows and is sustained is brahma . 

                                                                 
1 The word yoni is used to mean the prak¤ti, the material cause. It is itself mahat, more 

pervasive than all its k¡ryas, because it is the primordial cause out of which come all the 
karyas and it is brahma, which sustains all the karyas. Here the words ‘mahat brahma’ 
qualify the word yoni. 
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This cause ‘I impregnate—ahaÆ garbhaÆ dadh¡mi,’ Lord K¤À¸a says. This 
impregnation, he does, by lending existence and consciousness to this prak¤ti, so that it 
has the capacity to create. Thereby, m¡y¡  becomes the cause of creation, jagat-k¡ra¸a. 

It is important to understand how different this is from S¡´khya philosophy, 
which proposes that pradh¡na  or prak¤ti creates everything by itself. Here we say that 
pradh¡na  based in or blessed by consciousness creates. Being mithy¡, it depends 
entirely upon consciousness, Brahman , in the sense of satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ 
brahma . With reference to m¡y¡ , Brahman becomes Ì¿vara the creator and therefore 
he says, ‘In this m¡y¡, I impregnate.’ Initially, something is necessary for the creation to 
begin and this is expressed in other ¿rutis also. Taittir¢yopaniÀad says, ‘He desired, 
so'k¡mayata .’1 Elsewhere2 it says, ‘It saw —tad aikÀata.’ That desiring or seeing is the 
impregnation. Once that occurs, m¡y¡  is capable of undergoing all the necessary 
changes to become this world. 

From that source is the ‘creation’ or ‘coming into being’ of all the beings and 
indeed the entire world, tataÅ  sambhavaÅ  sarvabh£t¡n¡m. All the various physical 
bodies, all the worlds arise from that alone. Therefore the whole world is now in the 
form of nothing but the prak¤ti, Parame¿vara's prak¤ti. Is it separate from 
Parame¿vara? No, Parame¿vara's power is the m¡y¡ -¿akti and therefore the entire 
creation becomes Parame¿vara—it is Parame¿vara  from the standpoint of the material 
cause, up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a. When you worship a given form, the worship always goes to 
the intelligent cause, nimitta-k¡ra¸a . But in order to invoke that Lord, you use the 
material cause, up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a  in a particular form, which has its own name. In this, 
the father is Parame¿vara  and the mother is m¡y¡.  

In the next verse he tells more of the father aspect of the creator. 

ºÉ´ÉÇªÉÉäÊxÉ¹ÉÖ EòÉèxiÉäªÉ ¨ÉÚiÉÇªÉ& ºÉ¨¦É´ÉÎxiÉ ªÉÉ&* 
iÉÉºÉÉÆ ¥ÉÀ ¨É½þtÉäÊxÉ®ú½Æþ ¤ÉÒVÉ|Énù& Ê{ÉiÉÉ**4** 
sarvayoniÀu kaunteya m£rtayaÅ sambhavanti y¡Å  
t¡s¡Æ brahma mahadyonirahaÆ b¢japradaÅ pit¡ Verse 4 

EòÉèxiÉäªÉ kaunteya — O! Arjuna; ºÉ´ÉÇªÉÉäÊxÉ¹ÉÖ sarvayoniÀu — in all wombs; ªÉÉ& ¨ÉÚiÉÇªÉ& y¡Å 
m£rtayaÅ  — forms which; ºÉ¨¦É´ÉÎxiÉ sambhavanti — are born; iÉÉºÉÉ¨ÉÂ t¡s¡m — for 
them; ¥ÉÀ ¨É½þtÉäÊxÉ& brahma mahadyoniÅ — brahma , prak¤ti, is the original (mater ial)  
cause; +½þ¨ÉÂ aham — I am; ¤ÉÒVÉ|Énù& Ê{ÉiÉÉ b¢ja -pradaÅ pit¡  — the father who gives the 
seed 

                                                                 
1 Taittir¢yopaniÀad  – 2-6-1 
2 Ch¡ndogyopaniÀad – 6-2-3 
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O! Arjuna, for those forms, which are born in all wombs, brahma, 
prak¤ti, is the original (material) cause. I am the one who gives the seed, 
the father. 

The various wombs in which these forms are born include, áa´kara says, the 
gods, the manes, human beings, domestic animals and wild animals. The forms are the 
entire assembly of the bodies and are called m£rtayaÅ because they have limbs, which 
are subject to growth, m£rchita-a´ga -avayav¡Å. For all these forms born in various 
wombs, the original cause, mahadyoni, is Brahman, that which sustains everything and 
is the material cause for everything and therefore is called mahat, the biggest. If one 
were to ask, ‘T hen, who are you?’ He says, ‘I am the father, the one who gives the 
seed—ahaÆ b¢japradaÅ pit¡.’ He is the one who impregnates this m¡y¡  and makes it 
create everything. M¡y¡ itself has no real existence apart from the ¡tm¡ , which lends 
existence and conscio usness to it and the ¡tm¡  with m¡y¡, that is, Ì¿vara , has 
omniscience, sarvajµatva , and omnipotence, sarva¿aktimatva. Whatever takes place to 
initiate the creation is called giving the seed and the giver of the seed is b¢japrada . 
Extrapolating our knowledge of what is needed for someone to be born, in the language 
that we know from our experience, the cause of creation is described here in the 
following manner —the father, the one who gives the seed being Parame¿vara  and the 
mother, the material cause, being prak¤ti. 

The following verse is about the qualities of this material cause, and how they 
bind.  

ºÉk´ÉÆ ®úVÉºiÉ¨É <ÊiÉ MÉÖhÉÉ& |ÉEÞòÊiÉºÉ¨¦É´ÉÉ&* 
ÊxÉ¤ÉvÉïÎxiÉ ¨É½þÉ¤ÉÉ½þÉä näù½äþ näùÊ½þxÉ¨É´ªÉªÉ¨ÉÂ**5** 
sattvaÆ rajastama iti gu¸¡Å prak¤tisambhav¡Å 
nibadhnanti mah¡b¡ho dehe dehinamavyayam Verse 5 

¨É½þÉ¤ÉÉ½þÉä mah¡b¡ho — O! Long armed one, (Arjuna); ºÉk´É¨ÉÂ ®úVÉºÉÂ iÉ¨ÉºÉÂ <ÊiÉ MÉÖhÉÉ& 
sattvam  rajas tamas iti gu¸¡Å — the qualities, sattva, rajas, and tamas; |ÉEòÞÊiÉ-ºÉ¨¦É´ÉÉ& 
prak¤ti-sambhav¡Å — the qualities  existing in prak¤ti; nùä½þä dehe — in the body; +´ªÉªÉ¨ÉÂ 
avyayam — the changeless; nùäÊ½þxÉ¨ÉÂ dehinam  — indweller of the body; ÊxÉ¤ÉvÉïÎxiÉ 
nibadhnanti — bind 

O! Arjuna, sattva , rajas, and tamas, the qualities existing in prak¤ti, 
bind the changeless in dweller of the body, to the body. 

THE THREE GUÛAS OF PRAKÎTI 

Sattva , rajas and tamas are the three component qualities, gu¸as, of the material 
cause of creation, prak¤ti. Gu¸a  is purely a technical name given by the ¿¡stra for 
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certain phenomena; they are not attributes as we know, like big, small, circular, green, 
etc., which can be perceived and are dependent upon and qualify a substance. Here the 
gu¸a is not something different from m¡y¡, the one who has the gu¸as. That means 
m¡y¡  is in the form of these three gu¸as—sattva, rajas, and tamas. They are its very 
nature, svar£pa . By these three gu¸as mentioned in the ¿¡stra , we are able to explain 
certain conditions we experience. They belong to or exist in the prak¤ti, prak¤ti-
sambhav¡Å. Because they exist in the cause of creation, we find that their expressions 
manifest in the creation. An experience of sukha, or the gaining of knowledge is an 
expression of s¡ttvika-prak¤ti, while desire and anger are r¡jasa -prak¤ti. Dullness or 
delusion are t¡masa -prak¤ti. When prak¤ti manifests as this creation, we find that these 
three are also manifest in the creation. 

Bhagav¡n says, they bind, nibadhnanti, and áa´kara  is careful to note that they 
seemingly bind, nibadhnanti iva . If they really bind, how is it possible to get released? 
Later in this chapter, Bhagav¡n is going to show that you are released from all these 
gu¸as simply by knowing that you are free from gu¸as, nirgu¸a. 

We have to be very careful whenever we introduce new words of categorization or 
we will create new problems for ourselves. Someone who was complaining that, he was 
dull, will now say that he is t¡masika and develop a complex. If you say, you are dull, at 
least we can understand that, and do something about it. If you take a cup of coffee you 
may become more alert. But if you say, you are t¡masika, the problem is compounded 
and much more difficult to solve. We already have a tendency to categorize and label 
people and now we are armed with three more words either to dub ourselves or another 
person. All we are meant to understand here is that, everybody is a mixture of sattva , 
rajas and tamas, which account for the various changes we see in our minds.  

THESE GUÛAS BIND THE DEHÌ 

Where do they bind? In the body, dehe. Whom? The one who indwells the body—
dehinam, who does not undergo any change—avyayam. These gu¸as seemingly bind 
the one that does not die, who is always in the same form. Why seemingly? Because the 
bondage is only due to ignorance. The entire prak¤ti is mithy¡  and therefore, from the 
standpoint of ¡tm¡ , there is no prak¤ti at all and its gu¸as only seemingly bind, 
nibadhnanti iva. 

Further, when the existence of these three gu¸as depends upon ¡tm¡, how can 
they, at the same time, bind ¡tm¡? Only when the person does not know that these are 
the gu¸as, the expressions of prak¤ti, do they bind him. They do not belong to him. 
Without the discriminative knowledge of the kÀetra  and kÀetrajµa, these gu¸as do bind 
and with that knowledge, they do not. 
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áa´kara  explains the word mah¡b¡ho that K¤À¸a uses to address Arjuna here. 
He gives two meanings, the one who has long hands or the one who has capable hands. 
Arjuna was an archer of very great skill and thus a mah¡b¡hu. Also, When he let his 
arms hang by his sides, his hands extended up to the knees. This is an indication that he 
is a person of special abilities in warfare, etc.  

When this ¡tm¡  does not undergo any change, because, as was shown in the 
thirteenth chapter, it is beginningless and without attributes, an¡ditv¡t, nirgu¸atv¡t, 
how can anything bind it? In fact, nothing can; but because of avidy¡ , what is not 
possible becomes possible. The infinite, eternal ¡tm¡ apparently becomes finite and 
time-bound. The ¡tm¡  that is free from gu¸as seems to be bound by them all; this is 
because of avidy¡. Avidy¡ , m¡y¡ , can accomplish what is impossible. In the work 
called M¡y¡ -paµcakam, the refrain is, ‘agha¶ita -gha¶an¡ pa¶¢yas¢ m¡y¡ —m¡y¡  is 
capable of making what cannot be made.’ Therefore, all these gu¸as, sattva, rajas and 
tamas, seem to bind the person who indwells this body—dehinaÆ nibadhnanti. 

One by one he now defines each of the gu¸as. Though these are all gu¸as, among 
them there is difference as there is among gems. Every gem is a precious stone but there 
is a difference between a sapphire and an emer ald. As we proceed, there is going to be a 
lot of discussion on these gu¸as here and in subsequent chapters. Sattva, rajas and 
tamas are words introduced by the ¿¡stra and therefore have to be defined by that same 
¿¡stra. In the next verse, sattva  is defined. 

iÉjÉ ºÉk´ÉÆ ÊxÉ¨ÉÇ™ôi´ÉÉiÉÂ |ÉEòÉ¶ÉEò¨ÉxÉÉ¨ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ* 
ºÉÖJÉºÉƒäóxÉ ¤ÉvÉïÉÊiÉ YÉÉxÉºÉƒäóxÉ SÉÉxÉPÉ**6** 
tatra sattvaÆ nirmalatv¡t prak¡¿akaman¡mayam 
sukhasa´gena badhn¡ti jµ¡nasa´gena c¡nagha Verse 6 

+xÉPÉ anagha — O! Sinless one (Arjuna); iÉjÉ tatra — there (among these); ºÉk´É¨ÉÂ 
sattvam  — sattva ; ÊxÉ¨ÉÇ™ôi´ÉÉiÉÂ nirmalatv¡t — because it is pure; |ÉEòÉ¶ÉEò¨ÉÂ prak¡¿akam 
— (is) illuminating; +xÉÉ¨ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ an¡mayam — (is) without affliction; ºÉÖJÉºÉƒäóxÉ sukha-
sa´gena — by connection to pleasure; YÉÉxÉºÉƒäóxÉ SÉ jµ¡na-sa´gena ca  — and connection 
to knowledge; ¤ÉvÉïÉÊiÉ badhn¡ti — binds 

O! Sinless one (Arjuna), there (among these),  sattva , which is 
illuminating and without affliction because it is pure, binds by connection 
to pleasure and connection to knowledge. 
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SATTVA EXPRESSES AS AND BINDS THROUGH PLEASURE 
AND KNOWLEDGE  

Tatra  means ‘among these three qualities.’ Now firstly let us take sattva . It is 
defined here as an¡maya , without affliction, because it is free from any kind of 
impurity—nirmalatv¡t. Sattva is able to reflect consciousness very clearly, it is 
prak¡¿aka, and therefore endows one with the capacity for clear knowledge. Being 
an¡maya, without any affliction, it allows one to see without any confusion. Whenever 
you are able to see things clearly, you must know it is an expression of sattva. Besides 
clear knowledge, sukha is also an expression of sattva . Whenever you are cheerful or 
experience a pleasurable moment, sattva is predominant. Though these are desirable 
experiences, Bhagav¡n does not fail to point out here that they too are binding. Sattva 
binds by giving the person the experience of sukha, a quality belonging to sattva , 
whereby he takes himself to be a sukh¢, and says ‘I am happy.’ Because the experience 
of sukha, like any experience, cannot remain, he is priming himself for the conclusion, 
‘I am unhappy.’ Whenever you are happy or peaceful, it is due to a v¤tti in the antaÅ -
kara¸a  accounted for by the predominance of sattva, but like any v¤tti, it is time bound. 
Sukha is an object of an experience in the mind. When it is superimposed upon the 
¡tm¡ it gives rise to the conclusion, ‘I am happy.’ Being happy is not inherently a 
problem; but it becomes a bondage because it is not totally true. The sukha in the v¤tti is 
a property of sattva  in as much as, it is dependent upon the predominance of sattva  in 
the mind. The nature of sattva  is such that it reflects, or does not obstruct the ¡nanda , 
the fullness that is the real nature of individual, and makes a certain sukha manifest in 
the antaÅ-kara¸a . And later the manifestation of sukha  diminishes, as it inevitably 
must. This is saÆs¡ra.  

This kind of sukha is always connected to an object. If there is a reason for a 
person becoming happy—because he got this or got rid of that—he has ignorance, 
avidy¡. When somebody is happy without any reason, he is either a madman or a wise 
man. Even the madman has some object in his mind, so only the wise man is truly happy 
without a reason. As long as there is an answer for the question, ‘Why,’ there is 
superimposition of sukha on the self. 

Similarly, if there is ignorance, the self which is akart¡, free from any action, is 
mistaken for an agent, kart¡ . And when sattva  is predominant, being a knower, 
pram¡t¡, is superimposed upon the ¡tm¡ . In this way sattva also binds through a 
connection with knowledge, jµ¡na-sa´gena . áa´kara  says further, that, in order to gain 
sukha, there must first be some knowledge. Either you perceive something and therefore 
are happy or infer and become happy. Either way, some knowledge is necessary for you 
to gain happiness and that v¤tti-jµ¡na is also a bondage. And no matter what you know, 
you also know that you are not omniscient, all-knowing; so, the sense of being a knower 
is always going to be attended by a sense of limitation. That limitation is bondage. Thus, 
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knowledge takes place because sattva is predominant but same sattva  binds through this 
connection with knowledge.  

Even in a mind which has primarily sattva  predominant, there are times when 
rajas and tamas become predominant. Every antaÅ-kara¸a has all three gu¸as and 
every gu¸a binds you, as it were. If one knows that knowledge is a property of the mind 
and not ¡tm¡ but that the nature of ¡tm¡ is pure consciousness and therefore has no 
ignorance of anything, then sattva, by association with jµ¡na  is not binding. In terms of 
sukha, ¡tm¡ is sukha-svar£pa  and does not become sukh¢ at any time. If, with 
reference to an object, a mind does not deny the nature of ¡tm¡ , which is ¡nanda, that 
mind, we understand, has a predominance of sattva.  

Then who has become the sukh¢? If you say ‘I am happy,’ with the understanding 
that it is your essential nature, then there is no problem. But if you say, ‘I have become 
happy,’ that is definitely a bondage. It implies the superimposition of the attributes of the 
mind upon the self. Ëtm¡  does not become sukh¢; so, the notion that, one is now happy, 
is due to ignorance and is a bondage. Even though ¡tm¡ is in the form of sukha, it is 
mistaken as one who is now sukh¢. Similarly, even though ¡tm¡  is in the form of pure 
knowledge, it is mistaken for a particular knowledge that is opposed to ignorance and 
attributed to a knower. Ëtm¡  is no more opposed to ignorance than it is to knowledge. If 
it were opposed to ignorance, it would not be possible to have ignorance. This fact is 
contrary to our experience. Surely we all know that we are ignorant of many things. 

Now he defines rajas. 

®úVÉÉä ®úÉMÉÉi¨ÉEÆò Ê´ÉÊrù iÉÞ¹hÉÉºÉƒóºÉ¨ÉÖ‘ù´É¨ÉÂ* 
iÉÊzÉ¤ÉvÉïÉÊiÉ EòÉèxiÉäªÉ Eò¨ÉÇºÉƒäóxÉ näùÊ½þxÉ¨ÉÂ**7** 
rajo r¡g¡tmakaÆ viddhi t¤À¸¡sa´gasamudbhavam 
tannibadhn¡ti kaunteya karmasa´gena dehinam Verse 7 

EòÉèxiÉäªÉ kaunteya — O! Son of Kunt¢; ®úVÉºÉÂ Ê´ÉÊrù rajas viddhi — may you know rajas; 
®úÉMÉÉi¨ÉEò¨ÉÂ r¡g¡tmakam — to be in the form of a colouring (of the mind); iÉÞ¹hÉÉ-+ÉºÉƒó-
ºÉ¨ÉÖ‘ù´É¨ÉÂ t¤À¸¡-¡sa´ga -samudbhavam — to be cause of longing and well entrenched 
attachment; iÉiÉÂ tat — that; nùäÊ½þxÉ¨ÉÂ dehinam — the indweller of the body; Eò¨ÉÇ-ºÉƒäóxÉ 
karma-sa´gena — by connection with action; ÊxÉ¤ÉvÉïÉÊiÉ nibadhn¡ti — completely binds  

O! Son of Kunt¢, rajas, may you know, is in the form of a colouring (of 
the mind), causing longing and well entrenched attachment. By 
connection with action, that completely binds the indweller of the body. 
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RAJAS EXPRESSES AS AND BINDS THROUGH LONGING AND 
ATTACHMENT 

Rajas which, literally means dust, is defined technically here as that, whose nature 
is in the form of r¡ga, r¡g¡tmaka. R¡ga  is a disposition towards something that pleases 
and entices you such that it colours the antaÅ-kara¸a. áa´ka ra  says, it is like red chalk 
used for dyeing cloth. When the original cloth is white, why should you dye it? Only to 
make it attractive. Similarly, r¡ga  completely colours the antaÅ-kara¸a , and sticks to it 
also like how the dye sticks to the cloth. Once you have a r¡ga ,it will not easily leave 
you.  

This r¡ga  expresses as two things. One is longing, t¤À¸¡, the other is excessive 
attachment, ¡sa´ga. áa´kara explains t¤À¸¡  as longing for an object that you do not 
have and want very badly. There are many objects in the world most of which we do not 
care for. But certain things loom large in the mind as desirable and this disposition 
towards them is what we call r¡ga born of trÀ¸¡. It can be with reference to things that 
are visible, d¤À¶a and those that are no t, ad¤À¶a, such as heaven. Then again, if we hold 
on to something we have with an apprehension that we may lose it, that is also r¡ga  born 
of ¡sakti. There are many things, which we cannot happily part with, even when the 
time comes. If losing something leaves a void, that is ¡sakti. It is not mere attachment, 
sakti, but a desperate holding on to the objects, that is ¡sakti.  

This expression of rajas also binds, nibadhn¡ti. Note that the Lord has said 
nibadhn¡ti here, whereas for sattva he said, badhn¡ti.  With sattva there is culture, 
sophistication, learning and a certain maturity in which there is bondage, a refined 
bondage. Rajas, however gives rise to a more deeply entrenched bondage and therefore 
he has said nibadhn¡ti. This bondage is further confused because it leads to karma . 
Once there is trÀ¸¡ and ¡sakti, you have to do actions, whether what you want is seen, 
d¤À¶a , or unseen, ad¤À¶a. In the process of doing these karmas, not only proper actions 
will be done but also the improper ones too, which will attract p¡pa. The pressure of 
r¡ga  makes it impossible to avoid actions. The expression of rajas is therefore in the 
form of karma and through this it totally binds the person. Because of karma  there is 
pu¸ya and p¡pa, and because of that, there is further birth. Because of the birth there is 
further karma and the cycle goes on. Therefore one is completely bound by this rajas. 

The r¡ga itself, which includes both likes and dislikes, is also binding. Even 
though ¡tm¡  is free from doership and enjoyership, if one identifies with the r¡ga , 
which is purely a mental disposition, both get superimposed upon the self and one 
suffers a sense of bondage. 
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Then lastly,  

iÉ¨Éºi´ÉYÉÉxÉVÉÆ Ê´ÉÊrù ¨ÉÉä½þxÉÆ ºÉ´ÉÇnäùÊ½þxÉÉ¨ÉÂ* 
|É¨ÉÉnùÉ™ôºªÉÊxÉpùÉÊ¦ÉºiÉÊzÉ¤ÉvÉïÉÊiÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ**8** 
tamastvajµ¡najaÆ viddhi mohanaÆ sarvadehin¡m 
pram¡d¡lasyanidr¡bhistannibadhn¡ti bh¡rata Verse 8 

¦ÉÉ®úiÉ bh¡rata — O! Descendent of Bharata (Arjuna); iÉ¨ÉºÉÂ iÉÖ Ê´ÉÊrù tamas tu viddhi 
— and tamas, may you know; +YÉÉxÉVÉ¨ÉÂ ajµ¡najam — to be born of ignorance; ¨ÉÉä½þxÉ¨ÉÂ 
mohanam — to be that, which causes delusion; ºÉ´ÉÇnùäÊ½þxÉÉ¨ÉÂ sarva -dehin¡m — for all 
those who have bodies; iÉiÉÂ tat — that; |É¨ÉÉnù-+É™ôºªÉ- ÊxÉpùÉÊ¦É& pram¡da -¡lasya -
nidr¡bhiÅ  — by indifference, slothfulness and sleep; ÊxÉ¤ÉvÉïÉÊiÉ nibadhn¡ti — 
completely binds  

O! Descendent of Bharata  (Arjuna), tamas, may you know, is born of 
ignorance and causes delusion for all those who have bodies. It binds (the 
person) completely by indifference, slothfu lness and sleep. 

TAMAS EXPRESSES AS AND BINDS THROUGH INDIFFERENCE, 
SLOTHFULNESS AND SLEEP  

Here he says that tamas is born of ignorance, ajµ¡naja . When everything, 
including sattva and rajas, is born of ajµ¡na, why specifically mention tamas here? 
This ajµ¡na  is called t£la -avidy¡, not the m£la -avidy¡  with reference to ¡tm¡, which 
is common to all. Whether a person has predominantly sattva or rajas, he is ignorant 
until he knows the nature of the self. What is discussed here is not this self- ignorance, 
m£la -avidy¡ , but ignorance regarding what is to be done and what is not to be done. It 
is the simple discrimination between right and wrong, dharma-adharma-viveka, that is 
lacking. The person who has rajas has a better idea of what is right and wrong because 
he is interested in pursuing success and sukha. When tamas predominates, the person is 
not able to use his intellect, buddhi, at all. Because of that, there is delusion, moha . 
Things appear different from what they are. There is no sense of what is right and wrong; 
everything seems to be all right even when it is not. This is true for all those who have a 
body, sarva-dehin¡m. For all j¢vas, tamas creates delusion and therefore, it is called 
mohanaÆ sarvadehin¡m. Value structures and priorities become confused and 
distorted. 

Tamas binds with its manifestations. One of these is pram¡da, incapacity to do 
what one knows is to be done. In a situation that clearly calls for an action on one's part, 
one is not able to act. If his shirt has a small tear he will not m end it but when it falls 
apart, he will lament loudly. This is ¡lasya , apathy or slothfulness, which obstructs the 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 14 

fulfilment of a r¡ga . The r¡ga is pressuring him to act but ¡lasya prevents him from 
doing anything. Nothing is so urgent that he has to do it now. Everything can be done 
tomorrow. Even cooking is a problem for him. He will cook for one week and keep 
eating the same thing. This is a problem stemming from tamas. Another manifestation 
of tamas is sleep. If it is predominant, a person will sleep too much. Also, if you are 
overcome by inertia, you are going to look for short-cuts and all sorts of wrong actions 
are inevitable. By these manifestations, tamas seems to bind ¡tm¡. It only ‘seems’ to 
bind, however, because ¡tm¡ does not sleep or become apathetic or procrastinate. It is 
free from gu¸as. 

The expressions of the gu¸as are now briefly restated in the next verse.  

ºÉk´ÉÆ ºÉÖJÉä ºÉ‰ÉªÉÊiÉ ®úVÉ& Eò¨ÉÇÊhÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ* 
YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÉ´ÉÞiªÉ iÉÖ iÉ¨É& |É¨ÉÉnäù ºÉ‰ÉªÉiªÉÖiÉ**9** 
sattvaÆ sukhe saµjayati rajaÅ karma¸i bh¡rata  
jµ¡nam¡v¤tya tu tamaÅ pram¡de saµjayatyuta Verse 9 

¦ÉÉ®úiÉ bh¡rata — O! Bh¡rata; ºÉk´É¨ÉÂ sattvam — sattva; ºÉÖJÉä sukhe — in the form of 
pleasure; ºÉ‰ÉªÉÊiÉ saµjayati — binds; ®úVÉºÉÂ rajas — rajas; Eò¨ÉÇÊhÉ karma¸i — in the 
form of action; iÉ¨ÉºÉÂ iÉÖ tamas tu — but tamas; YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ +É´ÉÞiªÉ jµ¡nam ¡v¤tya — 
covering knowledge; |É¨ÉÉnùä pram¡de — in the form of apathy; =iÉ ºÉ‰ÉªÉÊiÉ uta  saµjayati 
— indeed binds  

O! Bh¡rata, sattva binds in the form of pleasure, rajas in the form of 
action. But tamas, covering knowledge, binds indeed in the form of 
apathy. 

Sattva -gu¸a binds by impelling one in the pursuit of sukha  and by giving sukha 
also. Rajas binds a person in the form of action. But tamas, it is emphasized here, binds 
having covered one's capacity to discriminate. The discriminative knowledge born of 
sattva regarding what is to be done or not to be done is completely covered by tamas, 
the nature of which is to cover or envelop in darkness. It commits a person to a life of 
indifference, not doing things that are to be done. Every day there are situations in which 
one is called upon to act whether one likes it or not. A person who is overwhelmed by 
tamas will more often than not, be unable to do what is required of him. That is how 
tamas binds him.  

When everyone is a mixture of these three gu¸as, why is there the manifestation 
of a given gu¸a? That is because one becomes predominant over the other two. This 
predominance can be occasional or more or less established. One person may be more or 
less t¡masika, another predominantly r¡jasika  or s¡ttvika. No one is endowed with 
only one gu¸a as we see that even the t¡masika person has knowledge and therefore 
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enjoys the predominance of sattva occasionally. When do the gu¸as execute their stated 
effect? The rule for that is told in the next verse. 

®úVÉºiÉ¨É•ÉÉÊ¦É¦ÉÚªÉ ºÉk´ÉÆ ¦É´ÉÊiÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ* 
®úVÉ& ºÉk´ÉÆ iÉ¨É•Éè´É iÉ¨É& ºÉk´ÉÆ ®úVÉºiÉlÉÉ**10** 
rajastama¿c¡bhibh£ya sattvaÆ bhavati bh¡rata  
rajaÅ sattvaÆ tama¿caiva tamaÅ sattvaÆ rajastath¡ Verse 10 

¦ÉÉ®úiÉ bh¡rata — O! Bh¡rata ; ºÉk´É¨ÉÂ sattvam — sattva; ®úVÉºÉÂ iÉ¨ÉºÉÂ SÉ +Ê¦É¦ÉÚªÉ rajas 
tamas ca abhibh£ya — overwhelming rajas and tamas; ¦É´ÉÊiÉ bhavati — arises; B´É 
eva — and indeed; ®úVÉºÉÂ rajas — rajas; ºÉk´É¨ÉÂ iÉ¨ÉºÉÂ SÉ (+Ê¦É¦ÉÚªÉ) sattvam  tamas ca 
(abhibh£ya) — (overwhelming) sattva and tamas; (¦É´ÉÊiÉ bhavati — arises;) iÉlÉÉ iÉ¨ÉºÉÂ 
tath¡  tamas — so too tamas; ºÉk´É¨ÉÂ ®úVÉºÉÂ (+Ê¦É¦ÉÚªÉ) sattvam rajas (abhibh£ya) — 
(overwhelming) sattva  and rajas; (¦É´ÉÊiÉ bhavati — arises) 

O! Bh¡rata, sattva arises overwhelming rajas and tamas. And indeed 
rajas (arises overwhelming) tamas and sattva. So too, tamas (arises 
overwhelming) rajas and sattva .  

áa´kara  says, bhavati, means udbhavati–it arises, or it means, vardhate–it 
increases. One gu¸a becomes predominant, overwhelming the other two. When a given 
gu¸a becomes predominant, its own product begins to manifest. When sattva 
predominates, its effects like cheerfulness, knowledge, ¿ama , dama, adherence to 
values, etc., appear. Similarly rajas produces desires because of which, one undertakes 
action. And when rajas and sattva are overpowered, tamas arises and produces its 
results like dullness, apathy, sleep and so on. From these effects, we infer, which gu¸a is 
predominant. 

From a different standpoint he points out the same thing in the next verses. 

ºÉ´ÉÇuùÉ®äú¹ÉÖ näù½äþ%Îº¨Éx|ÉEòÉ¶É ={ÉVÉÉªÉiÉä* 
YÉÉxÉÆ ªÉnùÉ iÉnùÉ Ê´ÉtÉÊuù´ÉÞrÆù ºÉk´ÉÊ¨ÉiªÉÖiÉ**11** 
sarvadv¡reÀu dehe'sminprak¡¿a upaj¡yate 
jµ¡naÆ yad¡ tad¡ vidy¡dviv¤ddhaÆ sattvamityuta Verse 11 

ªÉnùÉ yad¡ — when; +Îº¨ÉxÉÂ nùä½þä asmin dehe — in this body; ºÉ´ÉÇuùÉ®úä¹ÉÖ sarvadv¡reÀu  — in 
all the sense organs; |ÉEòÉ¶É& prak¡¿aÅ — illumination; YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ jµ¡nam — (which is )  
knowledge; ={ÉVÉÉªÉiÉä upaj¡yate — is born; iÉnùÉ tad¡  — then; ºÉk´É¨ÉÂ Ê´É´ÉÞrù¨ÉÂ sattvam 
viv¤ddham  — sattva has increased; <ÊiÉ =iÉ iti uta — thus indeed; Ê´ÉtÉiÉÂ vidy¡t — 
may one know 
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When illumination, which is knowledge, is born in all the sense organs, 
in this body, then may one know indeed that sattva  has increased.  

KNOWING THE PREDOMINANCE OF SATTVA 

Sarvadv¡reÀu  literally means, ‘with reference to all the gates.’ áa´kara  clarifies 
the meaning by saying, that, these are all the gates of knowledge like the ears and so on; 
in other words, all the sense organs. A light, prak¡¿a , which áa´kara  defines as a 
particular v¤tti in the antaÅ -kara¸a , arises in all the sense organs in this physical body. 
This is the light of awareness, otherwise called knowledge, that arises through these 
sense organs. Because there is alertness and concentration, this knowledge is born. This 
becomes the basis to infer that sattva is predominant. This happens for everybody, even 
the person in whom tamas is primary.  

Then the indication of rajas being predominant is told in the next verse.  

™ôÉä¦É& |É´ÉÞÊkÉ®úÉ®ú¨¦É& Eò¨ÉÇhÉÉ¨É¶É¨É& º{ÉÞ½þÉ* 
®úVÉºªÉäiÉÉÊxÉ VÉÉªÉxiÉä Ê´É´ÉÞräù ¦É®úiÉ¹ÉÇ¦É**12** 
lobhaÅ prav¤ttir¡rambhaÅ karma¸¡ma¿amaÅ sp¤h¡ 
rajasyet¡ni j¡yante viv¤ddhe bharatarÀabha Verse 12 

¦É®úiÉ¹ÉÇ¦É bharatarÀabha  — O! Foremost in the line of Bharata (Arjuna); ™Éä¦É& lobhaÅ 
— greed; |É´ÉÞÊkÉ& prav¤ttiÅ — physical restlessness; Eò¨ÉÇhÉÉ¨ÉÂ +É®ú¨¦É& karma¸¡m 
¡rambhaÅ — undertaking of activities; +¶É¨É& a¿amaÅ — mental restlessness; º{ÉÞ½þÉ 
sp¤h¡ — longing; BiÉÉÊxÉ et¡ni — these; ®úVÉÊºÉ Ê´É´ÉÞräù rajasi viv¤ddhe — when rajas has 
increased; VÉÉªÉxiÉä j¡yante  — are born  

O! Foremost in the line of Bharata, greed, physical restlessness, 
undertaking of activities, mental restlessness, longing—these are born 
when rajas has increased. 

KNOWING THE PREDOMINANCE OF RAJAS  

When rajas is predominant these effects of rajas become manifest. Lobha is a 
desire to have the things that belong to others and it can also be miserliness with 
reference to one's own wealth. The very desire to appropriate somebody's wealt h, the 
very thought of encroachment is called lobha. Once you develop greed, lobha, your 
thinking changes to justify it. This is rajas. Another manifestation of rajas is 
meaningless activity, prav¤tti, like fidgeting, making knots and undoing them for no 
reason, nail-biting and so on. A deliberate calculated undertaking to accomplish a given 
end, ¡rambha, is also a product of rajas. Even in a s¡ttvika  person rajas can become 
predominant at a given time because of which varieties of activities take place. In this 
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sense, rajas is a good thing, because it makes you act. Similarly tamas is good because 
it gives you rest. The difficulty arises when rajas or tamas become predominant at the 
wrong time. 

The absence of ¿ama, tranquillity is another manifestation of rajas. It is, in other 
words, mental restlessness as opposed to physical restlessness. It can even be a creative 
restlessness. When sattva begins to predominate, ideas take shape and you create. 
áa´kara says, it is activity to fulfil an ardent desire or longing for something. And rajas 
also manifests as a longing, sp¤h¡, for almost any object. These are the indications that 
rajas is predominant. 

Then the indication of tamas being predominant is told in the next verse. 

+|ÉEòÉ¶ÉÉä%|É´ÉÞÊkÉ•É |É¨ÉÉnùÉä ¨ÉÉä½þ B́ É SÉ* 
iÉ¨ÉºªÉäiÉÉÊxÉ VÉÉªÉxiÉä Ê´É´ÉÞräù EÖò¯ûxÉxnùxÉ**13** 
aprak¡¿o'prav¤tti¿ca pram¡do moha eva ca  
tamasyet¡ni j¡yante viv¤ddhe kurunandana Verse 13 

EòÖ¯ûxÉxnùxÉ kurunandana — O! The joy of the Kuru family (Arjuna); +|ÉEòÉ¶É& 
aprak¡¿aÅ — dullness; +|É´É ÞÊkÉ& SÉ aprav¤ttiÅ  ca — and absence of activity; |É¨ÉÉnù& 
pram¡daÅ  — indifference; ¨ÉÉä½þ& B´É SÉ mohaÅ  eva ca  — and indeed delusion; BiÉÉÊxÉ 
et¡ni — these; iÉ¨ÉÊºÉ Ê´É´ÉÞräù tamasi viv¤ddhe — when tamas has increased; VÉÉªÉxiÉä 
j¡yante — are born 

O! The joy of the Kuru  family, dullness and absence of activity, 
indifference, and indeed delusion—these are born, when tamas has 
increased. 

KNOWING THE PREDOMINANCE OF TAMAS  

When tamas is predominant, these products are born. There is aprak¡¿a, absence 
of alertness and discrimination, and pram¡da, total indifference towards performing any 
action. Even though there is something to be done, there is no activity, aprav¤tti. Even 
beginning anything is a problem. If tamas generally predominates, this occurs not just 
occasionally, but as a rule. Whenever someone has difficulty beginning something, it 
means tamas is predominant whether he is generally s¡ttvika, r¡jasika or t¡masika. Its 
manifestation is evident when you try to get up in the morning. When tamas 
predominates there is also delusion, moha . Either the mind is not capable of thinking, or, 
if it is, it draws erroneous conclusions. When I do not want to do anything, I am going to 
make conclusions based upon my aversion to activity and such conclusions will 
necessarily be wrong. When tamas is predominant, there will be justification for the lack 
of activity. Even the theory of karma will be used to justify inertia. This theory is meant 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 18 

to make you responsible for what you did before and what you are doing now, not to 
justify your incapacity to do what you are supposed to do. 

THE SUBSEQUENT GATI IS BASED ON THE GUÛA 
PREDOMINANT AT THE TIME OF DEATH 

G¢t¡  goes on to say that a person suffers from the effects of the gu¸as not only in 
this life but in subsequent lives. If sattva  is predominant, he is going to be better off in 
this life and also in the next one. Similarly, if rajas or tamas are predominant their 
effects will not only be felt in this life but will be influential in determining the nature of 
the next life. The result that the departed soul will gain is also born of gu¸as.  

Therefore, Bhagav¡n says: 

ªÉnùÉ ºÉk´Éä |É´ÉÞräù iÉÖ |É™ôªÉÆ ªÉÉÊiÉ näù½þ¦ÉÞiÉÂ* 
iÉnùÉäkÉ¨ÉÊ´ÉnùÉÆ ™ôÉäEòÉxÉ¨É™ôÉxÉÂ |ÉÊiÉ{ÉtiÉä**14** 
yad¡ sattve prav¤ddhe tu pralayaÆ y¡ti dehabh¤t 
tadottamavid¡Æ lok¡namal¡n pratipadyate Verse 14 

ªÉnùÉ iÉÖ yad¡ tu  — when; ºÉk´Éä |É´ÉÞräù sattve prav¤ddhe — when sattva has increased; 

nùä½þ¦ÉÞiÉÂ dehabh¤t — the one who obtains in the body (the embodied one ); |É™ôªÉ¨ÉÂ ªÉÉÊiÉ 
pralayam y¡ti — goes to dissolution, that is, dies; iÉnùÉ tad¡  — then; =kÉ¨ÉÊ´ÉnùÉ¨ÉÂ 
uttamavid¡m — of those who know the highest; +¨É™ôÉxÉÂ ™ôÉäEòÉxÉÂ amal¡n  lok¡n — 
worlds that are free from impurity; |ÉÊiÉ{ÉtiÉä pratipadyate — he gains  

When the embodied one dies, when sattva has increased, then he gains 
the worlds that are free from impurity, of those who know the highest. 

Dehabh¤t, the one who obtains in this body, is the j¢va . Tu in the verse is to 
distinguish sattva  among the three gu¸as. If his life had been predominantly s¡ttvika , 
then sattva will predominate at the time of death. Even if people are reciting 
‘N¡r¡ya¸a,’ into his ear at the hour of his death, if he has been r¡jasika all his life, he 
will only think of Narayana Iyer who owes him some money. The type of thinking that 
has dominated your life all along will prevail at the end too. This verse is referring to a 
person who has lived a s¡ttvika  life. Therefore, yad¡ pralayaÆ y¡ti, when he dies, 
sattve prav¤ddhe, with sattva being predominant, then he goes to amal¡n lok¡n, 
worlds which are not fraught with pain, like heaven. As everyone must, he has matured 
to become s¡ttvika and naturally when he dies, he goes to the worlds of those who know 
the highest—uttama -vid¡Æ lok¡n pratipadyate. 

These are the gods like Indra who, áa´kara says, know the truth of this whole 
creation. 
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What is the lot of a person who dies when rajas or tamas is predominant? 

®úVÉÊºÉ |É™ôªÉÆ MÉi´ÉÉ Eò¨ÉÇºÉÊƒó¹ÉÖ VÉÉªÉiÉä* 
iÉlÉÉ |É™ôÒxÉºiÉ¨ÉÊºÉ ¨ÉÚføªÉÉäÊxÉ¹ÉÖ VÉÉªÉiÉä**15** 
rajasi pralayaÆ gatv¡ karmasa´giÀu j¡yate 
tath¡ pral¢nastamasi m£·hayoniÀu j¡yate Verse 15 

®úVÉÊºÉ (|É´ÉÞräù) rajasi (prav¤ddhe) — when rajas is predominant; |É™ôªÉ¨ÉÂ MÉi´ÉÉ pralayam 
gatv¡  — having died; Eò¨ÉÇºÉÊƒó¹ÉÖ karmasa´giÀu — among those committed to karma; 
VÉÉªÉiÉä j¡yate  — he is born; iÉlÉÉ tath¡  — so too; iÉ¨ÉÊºÉ (|É´ÉÞräù) tamasi (prav¤ddhe) — 
when tamas was predominant; |É™ôÒxÉ& pral¢naÅ — the one who has died; ¨ÉÚføªÉÉäÊxÉ¹ÉÖ 
m£·hayoniÀu — in the wombs of those who have no discriminative faculty; VÉÉªÉiÉä 
j¡yate — is born 

Having died, when rajas is predominant, he is born among those 
committed to karma ; so too the one who died when tamas was 
predominant is born in the wombs of those who have no discriminative 
faculty.  

When, rajas was predominant in one's life, rajas alone will predominate at the 
time of death. Such a person for whom rajas is predominant at the time of death, is born 
among those who are committed to karma—karma-sa´giÀu j¡yate. These are the 
human beings committed to various means for achieving various ends, either here or in 
other worlds. 

So too, the one who died when tamas was predominant is born in the wombs of 
creatures who are steeped in delusion, like the animals. In the animal forms, tamas is 
always predominant and because of that they lack self-consciousness and all its 
accompanying problems. A dog, for example, even though it is given an abundance of 
dog food, will not hoard it because it has only a rudimentary sense of future and 
therefore no greed. Human beings alone have this concern for the future. They go on 
accumulating wealth not only for their own future but also for that of their children. This 
is all due to the predominance of rajas. Every human being has enough sattva to make 
him self-conscious, and enough rajas and tamas to cause confusion.  

From this we understand that we can make one gu¸a predominant over the other 
two. Cultivating values and discipline, called yoga , helps to make sattva predominant. 
The whole process of growth is nothing but making sattva  predominant over the other 
two gu¸as. Then it is easy to become one who is, gu¸¡t¢ta , beyond the gu¸as, which is 
to know very clearly that one is not bound by gu¸as. 
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Now he briefly summarizes what has been said in the last few verses. 

Eò¨ÉÇhÉ& ºÉÖEÞòiÉºªÉÉ½Öþ& ºÉÉÎk´ÉEÆò ÊxÉ¨ÉÇ™Æô ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ* 
®úVÉ ºÉºiÉÖ ¡ò™Æô nÖù&JÉ¨ÉYÉÉxÉÆ iÉ¨ÉºÉ& ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ**16** 
karma¸aÅ suk¤tasy¡huÅ s¡ttvikaÆ nirmalaÆ phalam 
rajasastu phalaÆ duÅkhamajµ¡naÆ tamasaÅ phalam Verse 16 

ºÉÖEòÞiÉºªÉ Eò¨ÉÇhÉ& suk¤tasya  karma¸aÅ — for the good actions done; ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ phalam — the 
result ( is); ºÉÉÎk´ÉEò¨ÉÂ s¡ttvikam — s¡ttvika (connected to sattva ); ÊxÉ¨ÉÇ™ô¨ÉÂ nirmalam — 
(and) pure (free from any distress); ®úVÉºÉ& iÉÖ rajasaÅ tu  — but of rajas; ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ phalam 
— the result; nùÖ&JÉ¨ÉÂ duÅkham (is) pain; iÉ¨ÉºÉ& ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ tamasaÅ phalam — the result of 
tamas; +YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ ajµ¡nam — (is) ignorance  

They say, that the result for the good action done is s¡ttvika (connected 
to sattva ) and nirmala (pure, a result that is free from any distress). But 
pain is the result of rajas and ignorance is the result of tamas. 

Those who are learned say, ¡huÅ, the following. When the action done is good, 
the result is s¡ttvika , that is, born of sattva and nirmala, pure, devoid of distress,. All 
his life he has done all the vihita -karmas that are enjoined by the Vedas and has done 
the k¡mya -karmas for collecting pu¸ya, again as prescribed in the Vedas. All these are 
good actions born of sattva. Therefore the result is also s¡ttvika . As a result of this, he 
enjoys a relative freedom from pain in this life. And after he dies, he enjoys a world free 
from pain called heaven. He remains in those lokas for a length of time.  

The result of a karma born of rajas, on the other hand, is duÅkha. A person who 
is impelled by rajas is under great pressure and because of that, he cannot alw ays follow 
the right means. Naturally he will incur p¡pa. When rajas is predominant, p¡pa  is 
unavoidable. Therefore due to the pressure and also the p¡pa-karma, he will have 
duÅkha  in the form of varieties of discomforts.  

The result of the actions born of tamas is ignorance, ajµ¡na. One is born in forms 
which have only rudimentary knowledge. Even to experience oneself as a saÆs¡r¢ is 
better than being a saÆs¡r¢  and not knowing it. A cow is also a saÆs¡r¢; but because 
she does not know it, she cannot get out of saÆs¡ra. Such births are the result of a life 
of karmas governed predominantly by tamas. That is the ajµ¡na  here. 

What else comes from these gu¸as? 

ºÉk´ÉÉiÉÂ ºÉ‰ÉÉªÉiÉä YÉÉxÉÆ ®úVÉºÉÉä ™ôÉä¦É B´É SÉ* 
|É¨ÉÉnù¨ÉÉä½þÉè iÉ¨ÉºÉÉä ¦É´ÉiÉÉä%YÉÉxÉ¨Éä´É SÉ**17** 
sattv¡t saµj¡yate jµ¡naÆ rajaso lobha eva ca  
pram¡damohau tamaso bhavato'jµ¡nameva ca Verse 17 
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ºÉk´ÉÉiÉÂ sattv¡t — from sattva ; YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ jµ¡nam — knowledge; ºÉ‰ÉÉªÉiÉä saµj¡yate  — is 
born;  ®úVÉºÉ& B´É SÉ rajasaÅ  eva  ca  — and indeed from rajas; ™ôÉä¦É& lobhaÅ  — greed; 
|É¨ÉÉnù-ù¨ÉÉä½þÉè pram¡da-mohau — apathy and delusion; iÉ¨ÉºÉ& ¦É´ÉiÉ& tamasaÅ  bhavataÅ — 
are from tamas; B´É SÉ eva  ca — and also; +YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ ignorance 

From sattva is born knowledge and indeed from rajas is greed. Apathy 
and delusion are from tamas and so also is ignorance. 

Having told the results of the gu¸as in terms of further births, Bhagav¡n  now 
explains their results in this life. From sattva  is born knowledge and since knowledge 
liberates, sattva  is therefore, to be nurtured by good karmas. From rajas, there is greed 
and from tamas, indifference and erroneous conclusions. Likes and dislikes such as food 
preferences also reflect the predominance of one gu¸a or the other as do the different 
types of emotions. A love that is free, for example, is s¡ttvika. Whereas a love that is 
obsessive is r¡jasa and if it develops into hatred, that is t¡masa . Even an action like 
giving can be either s¡ttvika , r¡jasika , or t¡masika .  

He is going to elaborate on this in order to help us understand how to live a mature 
life which we have to accomplish by a life of discipline and assimilation of proper 
values. Analysing values is one way to approach this but here he analyses what falls into 
the categories of sattva , rajas and tamas in order to help us organize our thinking and 
life so that, sattva  may become predominant. Then, being beyond the gu¸as, 
gu¸¡t¢tatva, becomes easy because all that can be empirically accomplished is 
accomplished and as a result, empirical reality, vy¡vah¡rika-satt¡, can be viewed as 
empirical. And what is absolutely real, p¡ram¡rthika -satt¡, becomes evident when one 
gains the knowledge of the self. And then one is free from the bondages of the 
vy¡vah¡rika -satt¡. Then, one is said to be a gu¸¡t¢ta . 

>ðv´ÉÈ MÉSUôÎxiÉ ºÉk´ÉºlÉÉ ¨ÉvªÉä ÊiÉ¢öÎxiÉ ®úÉVÉºÉÉ&* 
VÉPÉxªÉMÉÖhÉ´ÉÞkÉºlÉÉ +vÉÉä MÉSUôÎxiÉ iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÉ&**18** 
£rdhvaÆ gacchanti sattvasth¡ madhye tiÀ¶hanti r¡jas¡Å 
jaghanyagu¸av¤ttasth¡ adho gacchanti t¡mas¡Å Verse 18 

ºÉk´ÉºlÉÉ& sattvasth¡Å — those staying in sattva; >ðv´ÉÇ̈ ÉÂ £rdhvam — higher up; MÉSUôÎxiÉ 
gacchanti — go; ®úÉVÉºÉÉ& r¡jas¡Å — those belonging to rajas; ¨ÉvªÉä madhye — in the 
middle: ÊiÉ¢öÎxiÉ tiÀ¶hanti — remain; iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÉ& t¡mas¡Å — those belonging to tamas; 
VÉPÉxªÉ-MÉÖhÉ-´ÉÞkÉºlÉÉ& jaghanya -gu¸a-v¤ttasth¡Å — having the nature of the lowest gu¸a; 

+vÉ& MÉSUôÎxiÉ adhaÅ gacchanti — go down  
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Those staying in sattva go higher up, those belonging to rajas remain in 
the middle and those belonging to tamas, having the nature of the lowest 
gu¸a, go down.  

Those who live a life influenced primarily by sattva-gu¸a , doing what is to be 
done, avoiding what is not to be done, are those who are sattvastha, situated in sattva . 
Such people, after death, are born in lokas which are superior in the sense that there is 
more happiness. There they are endowed with a body-mind-sense-complex that can tap 
greater degrees of happiness than this human body. In this life too they enjoy a greater 
degree of happiness but what is referred to here is an after - life in which they are 
definitely better off.  

In the middle, madhye, is the world of human beings or their equivalent, where 
those whose lives have been dictated by rajas, are born.  

And the gu¸a at the bottom, jaghanya, is tamas. Those whose lives have been 
controlled by tamas go to the lowest, the undesirable. Rajas is in-between because the 
person who is r¡jasika  can become s¡ttvika  or t¡masika. The person who is t¡masika , 
however, cannot become s¡ttvika straightaway, but have to become r¡jasika  at first. 
The v¤tta, the expressed condition of tamogu¸a , is sleepiness, procrastination, laziness, 
apathy and so on, as we have seen. Those who live that kind of life go to births that are 
lower in nature, like those of the animals. 

This is said to praise the sattvagu¸a, so that, we will make effort to cultivate it for 
our growth. But then it must be borne in mind that sattva  also is a bondage, as are rajas 
and tamas. How is one to get rid of the bondage of the gu¸as?  

ASSOCIATION WITH GUÛAS IS BONDAGE , TO BE FREE OF 
GUÛAS IS MOKâA 

In the previous chapter, while discussing puruÀa  and prak¤ti, it had been said that 
the cause of a given birth is the association with the gu¸as. The association between the 
individual person and the gu¸as is due to false knowledge, mithy¡-jµ¡na  and because 
of this, the puruÀa appears to be connected to the prak¤ti. As a result, he experiences 
himself as sorrowful, deluded, etc., not knowing that ¡nanda is the truth of himself. 
These various experiences are the expressions of sattva, rajas, and tamas. Being lost in 
them, a person says, ‘I am happy, sad, deluded, etc.,’ instead of, ‘I am Brahman.’ Even 
though ¡tm¡  is asa´ga , because of erroneous understanding, it appears to be associated 
with all these modifications of the gu¸as. That is the cause of the various desirable and 
undesirable births. This was briefly stated in the previous chapter and has been 
elaborated here in this chapter.  

Having explained in detail how, due to erroneous knowledge, these gu¸as seem to 
bind, K¤À¸a now turns his attention on how to free oneself from this bondage. This is the 
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purpose of the chapter. Though the understanding of different types of behaviour as 
expressions of the gu¸as and the striving to enhance sattvagu¸a is useful, ¿¡stra is not 
interested in leaving the person bound with sattvagu¸a. He has to know how to be free 
of that too. This is said in the next verse.  

xÉÉxªÉÆ MÉÖhÉä¦ªÉ& EòiÉÉÇ®Æú ªÉnùÉ pùŸõÉxÉÖ{É¶ªÉÊiÉ* 
MÉÖhÉä¦ªÉ•É {É®Æú ´ÉäÊkÉ ¨É‘ùÉ´ÉÆ ºÉÉä%ÊvÉMÉSUôÊiÉ**19** 
n¡nyaÆ gu¸ebhyaÅ kart¡raÆ yad¡ draÀ¶¡nupa¿yati 
gu¸ebhya¿ca paraÆ vetti madbh¡vaÆ so'dhigacchati Verse 19 

ªÉnùÉ yad¡ — when; pùŸõÉ draÀ¶¡  — the seer; MÉÖhÉä¦ªÉ& gu¸ebhyaÅ — apart from the gu¸as; 

+xªÉ¨ÉÂ EòiÉÉÇ®ú¨ÉÂ anyam  kart¡ram — another agent; xÉ +xÉÖ{É¶ªÉÊiÉ na  anupa¿yati — does 
not see; SÉ ca — and; MÉÖhÉä¦ªÉ& {É®ú¨ÉÂ ´ÉäÊkÉ gu¸ebhyaÅ param vetti — knows (himself as )  
beyond the gu¸as; ºÉ& saÅ  — he; ¨É‘ùÉ´É¨ÉÂ madbh¡vam — My nature; +ÊvÉMÉSUôÊiÉ 
adhigacchati — gains  

When the seer does not see an agent other than the gu¸as; and when he 
knows (himself as) beyond the gu¸as; he gains (understands ) My nature. 

THERE IS NO AGENT OTHER THAN THE GUÛAS  

Pa¿yati means ‘he sees’ and with the prefix anu it means he sees clearly in 
keeping with the ¿¡stra , as taught by the teacher. As it is unfolded the person is able to 
see because ¿¡stra  is a pram¡¸a in the hands of one who knows its meaning as the truth 
of himself. Being a means of knowledge in the form of words, when the meaning of the 
words is understood as it is meant to be understood, that is all that is required. With this 
understanding he sees that there is no agent other than the gu¸as. Therefore, he does not 
see the ¡tm¡ as the agent, kart¡.  

Action is done by the body-mind -sense-complex which is born of m¡y¡  consisting 
of the three gu¸as. It requires not only the agent but all the accessories for the 
completion of the action which are again objects that consist of modifications of the 
three gu¸as. And all the three states, waking, dream, and deep sleep, and their 
expressions, are nothing but the gu¸as. 

Here, the word yad¡, ‘when,’ does not indicate that this is an event. áa´kara 
makes this clear by saying, ‘The seer, being wise.’ Being awake to the nature of the 
¡tm¡, the self, which performs no action, he sees that there is no agent other than the 
gu¸as. Previously Bhagav¡n said that the one who knows the truth, tattvavit, knows 
that even while seeing, hearing, etc., he performs no action and the actions are nothing 
but movement of the gu¸as among the gu¸as—gu¸¡Å  gu¸eÀu vartante.  
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The important thing here is that, he is very clear about the nature of the self. 
Otherwise, even though the gu¸as do everything, if he considers himself associated with 
them, he is going to be affected by their actions. A father whose son is a criminal is very 
much affected even though he knows that his son, not he, committed the crimes. In order 
to avoid this misconception about the self and the activities of the gu¸as, Bhagav¡n 
says that when one knows himself as above all the gu¸as—yad¡ gu¸ebhyaÅ ca paraÆ 
vetti—he is not affected by what the gu¸as do. While being that because of which 
gu¸as can function, he himself is not affected by their activities. This is similar to space 
which accommodates everything but does not get sullied by what happens in space. 
áa´kara says, he knows himself as the witness of the activities of the gu¸as. The one 
who performs no action always remains in the form of witness.  

Bhagav¡n says, the result for such a person is that, he gains the nature of ‘Being 
Myself,’ that is Ì¿vara-bh¡va. That nature of being ‘Myself’ is the cause for everything 
and yet transcends everything. He is no longer separate from Ì¿vara. The statement, ‘tat 
tvam asi—you are that,’ is a reality for him. He assimilates that statement completely 
and is able to say, ‘I am that,’ knowing that the agent, kart¡, exists because of him, but 
he is not the kart¡ . A person to whom this is clear is one with the Lord. 

How does the individual, j¢va, become one with the Lord? 

MÉÖhÉÉxÉäiÉÉxÉiÉÒiªÉ jÉÒxnäù½þÒ näù½þºÉ¨ÉÖ‘ù´ÉÉxÉÂ* 
VÉx¨É¨ÉÞiªÉÖVÉ®úÉnÖù&JÉèÌ´É¨ÉÖHòÉä%¨ÉÞiÉ¨É¶xÉÖiÉä**20** 
gu¸¡net¡nat¢tya tr¢ndeh¢ dehasamudbhav¡n 
janmam¤tyujar¡duÅkhairvimukto'm¤tama¿nute Verse 20 

nùä½þÒ deh¢ — the embodied one; BiÉÉxÉÂ et¡n  — these; jÉÒxÉÂ MÉÖhÉÉxÉÂ tr¢n gu¸¡n — three 
gu¸as; nùä½þ-ºÉ¨ÉÖ‘ù´ÉÉxÉÂ deha-samudbhav¡n — that are the cause of the body; +iÉÒiªÉ 
at¢tya — crossing over; VÉx¨É-¨ÉÞiªÉÖ-VÉ®úÉ-nùÖ&JÉè& janma -m¤tyu -jar¡ -duÅkhaiÅ — from 
birth, death, old age, and sorrow; Ê´É¨ÉÖHò& vimuktaÅ — released; +¨ÉÞiÉ¨ÉÂ +¶xÉÖiÉä am¤tam 
a¿nute — gains immortality 

Crossing these three gu¸as, that are the cause of the body, the embodied 
one, released from birth, death, old age and sorrow, gains immortality. 

ONE WHO CROSSES THE GUÛAS IS FREE FROM BIRTH, DEATH, 
OLD AGE AND SORROW 

These three gu¸as are the causes for the creation of this body -mind-sense-
comple x. That being so how is it possible to get rid of them while in this body? The 
beauty is, ¡tm¡  is already free from all of them. So in crossing or going beyond these 
gu¸as, there is no movement involved. It is just knowing the self to be free from all 
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three gu¸as. Thereby, the one who indwells the body, the deh¢, is liberated from birth, 
death, and everything in between including old age. These are the physical things he is 
free from. Then among the mental afflictions, one word is good enough—duÅkha. One's 
whole life moves from duÅkha  to duÅkha with a little sukha now and then. But it is the 
duÅkha  from which we want to be free. 

And this liberation is while one is alive. Liberation after death is not possible—the 
bound dies. Any experience later is for the bound. Even the gain of brahmaloka is not 
liberation. But being there the j¢va is likely to be taught by Brahmaji that he is 
Brahman . But then, that also is liberation right then, not later. While living one 
recognizes the ¡tm¡  to be free from birth, death,  and everything undesirable. There is no 
necessity to wait for death to gain this recognition because the self is free right now. The 
one who knows this gains am¤ta , the eternal Brahman . After death there is no rebirth 
for this person because he or she is not gu¸a-bound, knowing the ¡tm¡ as beyond the 
gu¸as, gu¸¡t¢ta. This is no longer a matter of belief for him. Knowing he is eternal, 
where is the question of birth? Not being bound by time, how is the self going to subject 
itself to rebirth? 

Arjuna  slips in a question here. In the second chapter he had asked, ‘What is the 
description of a wise man?’ A few chapters later, he asked the same question in a 
different form. áa´kara remarks that the sentence, ‘Having transcended the gu¸as, he 
gains immortality,’ provides an occasion for Arjuna to ask a question. Because it is the 
deh¢, the embodied one, who gains this immortality, it is understood that one comes to 
identify himself as Parame¿vara while living.  

+VÉÖÇxÉ =´ÉÉSÉ* 
EèòÌ™ôƒèóÛÉÒxÉÂ MÉÖhÉÉxÉäiÉÉxÉiÉÒiÉÉä ¦É´ÉÊiÉ |É¦ÉÉä* 
ÊEò¨ÉÉSÉÉ®ú& EòlÉÆ SÉèiÉÉÆÛÉÒxÉÂ MÉÖhÉÉxÉÊiÉ´ÉiÉÇiÉä**21** 
arjuna uv¡ca  
kairli´gaistr¢n gu¸¡net¡nat¢to bhavati prabho 
kim¡c¡raÅ kathaÆ cait¡Æstr¢ngu¸¡nativartate Verse 21 

+VÉÖÇxÉ& arjunaÅ  — Arjuna ; =´ÉÉSÉ uv¡ca — said; 
|É¦ÉÉä prabho — O! Lord; Eòè& Ê™ôƒèó& kaiÅ  li´gaiÅ — by what characteristics; BiÉÉxÉÂ jÉÒxÉÂ 
MÉÖhÉÉxÉÂ et¡n tr¢n gu¸¡n — these three gu¸as; +iÉÒiÉ& ¦É´ÉÊiÉ at¢taÅ bhavati — does he 
become the one who has crossed; ÊEò¨ÉÂ +ÉSÉÉ®ú& kim ¡c¡raÅ — what ( is his) conduct; 
EòlÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ katham ca — and how; BiÉÉxÉÂ jÉÒxÉÂ MÉÖhÉÉxÉÂ et¡n tr¢n gu¸¡n — these three gu¸as; 
+ÊiÉ´ÉiÉÇiÉä ativartate — does he go beyond 

Arjuna said: 
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O! Lord, by what characteristics does he become (recognizable as ) one 
who has crossed these three gu¸as? What (is his)  conduct, and how does 
he transcend these three gu¸as?  

Arjuna  wants to know by what indications he can recognize the person who has 
transcended these three gu¸as. And further, what is his conduct, ¡c¡ra ? This is a more 
general way of asking what he had already asked before. He had asked in the second 
chapter while asking about the sthitaprajµa, ‘How would he sit? Would he sit? How 
would he walk? Would he walk? How would he speak? Would he speak?’ Here he asks 
an important question in addition. And that is, ‘How does he transcend these three 
gu¸as?’ Is there a way out? Even though there are three questions, áa´kara  reduces 
them to two. The first two are with reference to a description or a way of recognizing a 
wise man. The third refers to the means of transcending these gu¸as. 

In reply to the first part of this question the Lord says, 

¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉxÉÖ´ÉÉSÉ* 
|ÉEòÉ¶ÉÆ SÉ |É´ÉÞËkÉ SÉ ¨ÉÉä½þ¨Éä́ É SÉ {ÉÉhb÷´É* 
xÉ uäùÊŸõ ºÉ¨|É´ÉÞkÉÉÊxÉ xÉ ÊxÉ´ÉÞkÉÉÊxÉ EòÉRÂóIÉÊiÉ**22** 
¿r¢bhagav¡nuv¡ca  
prak¡¿aÆ ca prav¤ttiÆ ca mohameva ca p¡¸·ava 
na dveÀ¶i samprav¤tt¡ni na niv¤tt¡ni k¡´kÀati Verse 22 

¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉxÉÂ sr¢bhagav¡n — ár¢ Bhagav¡n; =´ÉÉSÉ uv¡ca — said; 
{ÉÉhb÷´É p¡¸·ava — O! P¡¸·ava, (Arjuna ); |ÉEòÉ¶É¨ÉÂ SÉ prak¡¿am ca  — brightness; 
|É´ÉÞÊkÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ prav¤ttim  ca — and activity; ¨ÉÉä½þ̈ ÉÂ B´É SÉ moham eva ca — and even 
delusion; ºÉ¨|É´ÉÞkÉÉÊxÉ samprav¤tt¡ni — that have come to occur; xÉ uäùÊŸõ na  dveÀ¶i — he 
does not despise; ÊxÉ´ÉÞkÉÉÊxÉ niv¤tt¡ni — those that have gone away; xÉ EòÉRÂóIÉÊiÉ na 
k¡´kÀati — he does not long for 

ár¢ Bhagav¡n said: 
O! Arjuna, brightness and activity and even delusion, that have come to 
occur, he does not despise. Nor does he long for those that have gone 
away.  

THE GUÛËTÌTA NEITHER DESPISES NOR LONGS FOR THE 
MANIFESTATIONS OF THE GUÛAS  

Prak¡¿a  is the product of sattva such as alertness, a cheerful disposition, etc. 
Prav¤tti is activity prompted by desire and is the product of rajas. Moha, delusion is a 
product of tamas and here we can include dullness, apathy, etc. When these come into 
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being, he does not loathe them, na  dveÀ¶i. When they go away, he does not long for 
them, na niv¤tt¡ni k¡´kÀati.  

They are clearly recognized as products of the three gu¸as. When he experiences 
confusion or dullness, he knows that tamas has become predominant and makes no 
conclusion about himself on the basis of the effect of tamas that he sees manifesting in 
his mind. Similarly, when he finds restlessness and an inclination to pursue activity, he 
knows this only as the effect of rajas. When he experiences sukha, he knows sattva is 
responsible and does not get bound by it. He is neither repulsed nor attracted by these 
experiences because of his very clear understanding that they are all products of the 
gu¸as. As they occur, samprav¤tt¡ni, he does not judge himself because he does not 
include himself in them. The mind is subject to gu¸as and therefore it will sometimes be 
dull also. When a jµ¡n¢  is yawning, he does not think he has fallen away from his 
svar£pa as sat-cit-¡nanda . When he yawns he recognizes that there is yawning. 
Nothing more than that. When there is dullness, the mind is dull; when the mind is 
bright, he recognizes that it is bright and when it is rather restless, he sees that the mind 
is restless. Being beyond the gu¸as, he has no problem at all.  

The attachment or involvement of the ¡tm¡  with the gu¸as is like the involvement 
of the space with a pot. Whether the pot is small or large, space is not in any way 
affected. Similarly, ¡tm¡ , though very much present in the mind, remains unaffected. 
The sense of ‘I’ for one, who knows this, is in sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡, not in the thought 
modifications. Therefore, he has no anxiety about a particular mode of the mind. If it 
goes, it goes; if it comes, it comes. He does not bother about it because he is beyond the 
gu¸as, gu¸¡t¢ta. Whatever the gu¸as present is fine with him. In this, there is nothing 
good or bad.  

KNOWING THE DEFINITION OF THE GUÛËTÌTA IS NOT FOR 
JUDGING OTHERS 

It is important to understand that this is not meant for judging but for 
understanding yourself. Nor can you determine whether someone else is gu¸¡t¢ta or not, 
because, áa´kara  says, it is not perceivable by another. Unless you can see someone 
else's ¡tm¡, you cannot know whether he is gu¸¡t¢ta  or not. The condition of 
gu¸¡t¢tatva is identical with the svar£pa of ¡tm¡ and the knowledge of the ¡tm¡  is 
that it is gu¸¡t¢ta . áa´kara  says, it cannot be known by another because it is known 
only to oneself. Only you can know whether you have gu¸¡t¢tatva or not. If you judge 
yourself on the basis of your mind, you have to understand the reason for such a 
judgement. Being gu¸¡t¢ta is nothing but absence of judging yourself on the basis of 
your mind or any other thing. With reference to money, one is rich or poor. From the 
standpoint of the body, one is old or young. All these judgements are within the gu¸as. 
To be a gu¸¡t¢ta is to recognize the self as it is.  
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For a mumukÀu, not judging oneself on the basis of the gu¸as is very useful as a 
means to becoming prepared to know the self. One has to learn to look at the disposition 
of the mind as simply the mind. It keeps changing and that is the nature of the mind. 
When you see that, you have space to look at yourself as  gu¸¡t¢ta. We are not interested 
in changing the mind; we are interested in seeing it for what it is. This is for a 
mumukÀu . 

Before that, there can be a stage in which the intensity of the mental dispositions is 
very great due to unresolved childhood pain. That must be dealt with differently. First, 
we reduce the subjective to the objective. The responses to current situations are rooted 
in childhood problems and have nothing to do with realities. The subjectivity has to be 
removed and things should be looked at objectively. Then the mind can be seen as 
subject to three gu¸as—sattva , rajas, and tamas. Once that is clear, you can appreciate 
¡tm¡ being gu¸¡t¢ta . 

These are the characteristics of a wise person but how does he express himself in 
the world? That is pointed out by a few verses here.  

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF A WISE PERSON 

=nùÉºÉÒxÉ´ÉnùÉºÉÒxÉÉä MÉÖhÉèªÉÉæ xÉ Ê´ÉSÉÉ±ªÉiÉä* 
MÉÖhÉÉ ´ÉiÉÇxiÉ <iªÉä´É ªÉÉä%´ÉÊiÉ¢öÊiÉ xÉäƒóiÉä**23** 
ud¡s¢navad¡s¢no gu¸airyo na vic¡lyate 
gu¸¡ vartanta ityeva yo'vatiÀ¶hati ne´gate Verse 23 

ºÉ¨ÉnÖù&JÉºÉÖJÉ& º´ÉºlÉ& ºÉ¨É™ôÉäŸõÉ¶¨ÉEòÉˆÉxÉ&* 
iÉÖ±ªÉÊ|ÉªÉÉÊ|ÉªÉÉä vÉÒ®úºiÉÖ±ªÉÊxÉxnùÉi¨ÉºÉÆºiÉÖÊiÉ&**24** 
samaduÅkhasukhaÅ svasthaÅ samaloÀ¶¡¿mak¡µcanaÅ 
tulyapriy¡priyo dh¢rastulyanind¡tmasaÆstutiÅ Verse 24 

¨ÉÉxÉÉ{É¨ÉÉxÉªÉÉäºiÉÖ±ªÉºiÉÖ±ªÉÉä Ê¨ÉjÉÉÊ®ú{ÉIÉªÉÉä&* 
ºÉ´ÉÉÇ®ú̈ ¦É{ÉÊ®úiªÉÉMÉÒ MÉÖhÉÉiÉÒiÉ& ºÉ =SªÉiÉä**25** 
m¡n¡pam¡nayostulyastulyo mitr¡ripakÀayoÅ  
sarv¡rambhaparity¡g¢ gu¸¡t¢taÅ sa ucyate Verse 25 

ªÉ& yaÅ — he who; =nùÉºÉÒxÉ´ÉiÉÂ +ÉºÉÒxÉ& ud¡s¢navat ¡s¢naÅ  — remaining seemingly 
indifferent; MÉÖhÉè& gu¸aiÅ — by the gu¸as; xÉ Ê´ÉSÉÉ±ªÉiÉä na  vic¡lyate — is not shaken; ªÉ& 
yaÅ — he who; MÉÖhÉÉ& ´ÉiÉÇxiÉä <ÊiÉ B´É gu¸¡Å vartante iti eva  — ‘The gu¸as alone are 
acting,’ thus (thinking); +´ÉÊiÉ¢öÊiÉ avatiÀ¶hati — abides; xÉ <ƒóiÉä na  i´gate — the one 
who does not move (from the vision of himself)…  
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vÉÒ®ú& dh¢raÅ — a wise man; ºÉ¨É-nùÖ&JÉ-ºÉÖJÉ& sama-duÅkha-sukhaÅ  — who is the same 
with reference to pleasure and pain; º´ÉºlÉ& svasthaÅ — who abides in oneself; ºÉ¨É-™ôÉäŸ-
+¶¨É-EòÉˆÉxÉ& sama -loÀ¶a-a¿ma -k¡µcanaÅ — who is the sam e with reference to a clod of 
earth, a stone, or gold; iÉÖ±ªÉ-Ê|ÉªÉ-+Ê|ÉªÉ& tulya-priya -apriyaÅ — who is same in pleasant 
and unpleasant (situations); iÉÖ±ªÉ-ÊxÉxnùÉ-+Éi¨É-ºÉÆºiÉÖÊiÉ& tulya -nind¡-¡tma -saÆstutiÅ — 
who is the same with reference to censure or praise of himself… 

¨ÉÉxÉ-+{É¨ÉÉxÉªÉÉä& iÉÖ±ªÉ& m¡na-apam¡nayoÅ  tulyaÅ — who is the same towards respect and 
insult; Ê¨ÉjÉ-+Ê®ú-{ÉIÉªÉÉä& iÉÖ±ªÉ& mitra-aripakÀayoÅ tulyaÅ — the same towards the views 
of a friend or an enemy; ºÉ´ÉÇ-+É®ú̈ ¦É- {ÉÊ®úiªÉÉMÉÒ sarva-¡rambha-parity¡g¢  — the one who 
has given up all undertakings; MÉÖhÉ-+iÉÒiÉ& gu¸a-at¢taÅ  — one who is beyond the gu¸as; 
ºÉ& =SªÉiÉä saÅ  ucyate — he is called  

He who, remaining seemingly indifferent, is not shaken by the gu¸as; 
and he who abides ( in himself),  (thinking), that the gu¸as alone are 
acting, and the one who does not move (from the vision of the self)… 

The wise man, who is the same with reference to pleasure and pain, 
abiding in himself, the same with reference to a clod of earth, a stone or 
gold, the same in pleasant and unpleasant (situations ); the same with 
reference to censure or praise of himself… 

Who is the same towards respect and insult, the same towards the views 
of a friend or an enemy, who has given up all undertakings — he is called 
the one who is beyond the gu¸as. 

REMAINING SEEMINGLY INDIFFERENT HE IS NOT SHAKEN BY 
THE GUÛAS  

A person who is ud¡s¢na remains uncommitted to any particular stand. When two 
people are arguing, a third person who is just watching without joining either side is 
ud¡s¢na. He is merely a witness, indifferent to both views without any opinion to offer. 
We all have this disposition towards many things. To a bush growing on the wayside, 
you are likely to be absolutely indifferent. Even regarding certain topics, you are 
ud¡s¢na because you do not have an opinion to which you are committed.  

Ës¢na literally means sitting or seated but in the context here, it means being 
committed to the means of accomplishing gu¸¡t¢tatva , transcendence of the gu¸as. 
Whether sattvagu ¸a, rajogu¸a or tamogu¸a is predominant, he does not want to 
change it. He accepts the mind as it is, allowing the gu¸as to manifest without any 
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interference or identification on his part. Having no preference for any one of them over 
the other, he is like one who is indifferent, ud¡s¢navat.  

That sanny¡s¢, who knows the ¡tm¡ and is therefore a wise man, is not taken 
away from his knowledge by the expressions of the gu¸as. If anybody complains that 
rajogu¸a or tamogu¸a robs him of his knowledge, that is not the knowledge we are 
talking of here. The gu¸as affect only the body -mind-sense-complex, never the ¡tm¡ 
and therefore never the vision of ¡tm¡, once it is clearly known.  

KNOWING THAT GUÛAS ALONE ACT HE DOES NOT LOSE 
VISION OF HIS SELF 

As he says in the next line of the verse, the gu¸as are active—gu¸¡Å vartante. 
Here this means that the gu¸as have modified themselves to become both the world and 
the body-mind-sense-complex. Rajogu¸a accounts for the pr¡¸a and the organs of 
action, sattvagu¸a for the organs of knowing and the antaÅ-kara¸a; and the tamogu¸a 
has converted itself into the five elements which have undergone bifurcation and fivefold 
combination to become this whole physical creation. So everything here that we know is 
nothing but the three gu¸as. Whatever you perceive or infer or even imagine is a 
manifestation of gu¸a. And these gu¸as transact business among themselves. You are 
not involved at all, in reality. Though you are very much with all of them, you remain 
unaffected by all of them. That is the truth that the ¿¡stra  reveals. The one who abides in 
that–avatiÀ¶hati, does not move–na i´gate , from the nature of himself, he is free from 
all these gu¸as remaining as himself alone undisturbed by the changes that the gu¸as 
undergo. 

THE CONDUCT OF A GUÛËTÌTA 

Here is a person for whom pleasant and unpleasant are the same, sama-duÅkha -
sukhaÅ. Certain situations are conducive for happiness, sukha , and certain others for 
pain, duÅkha. These two types of situations, born out of one's present karma  or 
pervious karma keep presenting themselves to any person. How is one going to face 
them? For one who knows the self, they are the same. This is not purely an attitude 
which we cultivate as a s¡dhana. We learn to appreciate the sukha and duÅkha  as 
factual and t ake them not just objectively but as pras¡da . Because of the appreciation of 
Ì¿vara, there is a glad acceptance and an appropriate response in terms of action. This is 
karma-yoga . Here, however, K¤À¸a  is talking about a gu¸¡t¢ta. If there is a sukha seen 
in the mind created by sattvagu¸a or duÅkha created by rajas, all of which are possible 
for him because of the various situations that present themselves, he takes them as the 
same. He is not affected by either.  
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Svastha has two meanings. The one who abides in oneself, sve ¡tmani tiÀ¶hati. 
His appreciation of ‘I’ is in sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡  which is beyond the gu¸as. The other 
meaning is the one who is happy, where svastha means to be contented or happy. It 
means svasmin  tiÀ¶hati—that is, no matter what happens in the mind or in the external 
world he is happy with himself.  

Sama-loÀ¶¡¿ma-k¡µcana is an expression we saw in the sixth chapter. LoÀ¶a , a 
clod of earth, a¿ma, a stone, or k¡µcana, gold are all the same for him. All belong to the 
earth and in his visio n, there is no difference between them. It is very clear to him that 
any value that one has over the other is superimposed and subjective. He recognizes that 
gold is a rare, malleable, shining metal. But it does not offer him any more security than 
a rock. It is not going to improve his gu¸¡t¢tatva.  

Further, he is the same in desirable and undesirable situations, tulya-priya -apriya . 
The pleasant and unpleasant situations, priya and apriya, do not disturb this wise man, 
not because of his attitude but because of his wisdom. And whether he is subject to 
censure, nind¡ , or praise of himself, ¡tma-saÆstuti, he does not feel diminished or 
flattered. He is the same. Ëtm¡  cannot be flattered by any concept of greatness nor can it 
be damaged by any misperception of it. 

He does not undergo any change, remaining equal in m¡na, respect, and 
apam¡na, insult or rejection. Every individual will experience these two things without 
exception because people praise or criticize others according to their own understanding 
and value structure. Whether a person is wise or not he is going to be exposed to censure 
and praise. In the same way, people may physically pay him respect or insult and reject 
him. But one who is above the gu¸as does not subject himself to their influence and is 
therefore the same whatever comes, nind¡, or stuti, m¡na or apam¡na.  

Further, he is equal to the view of a mitra–friend, or an ari–enemy—tulya mitra -
ari-pakÀayoÅ. The question here is, how does he create an enemy. Flattery and censure 
are possible because of differing value structures; but how can a wise man become an 
enemy to somebody? áa´kara, anticipating this, makes a note here. Even though the 
wise man is impartial due to his own disposition and therefore has no enmity towards 
anyone, still, others who relate to him can look upon him as a friend or enemy according 
to their own disposition. However they view him, he does not internalise the emotions 
and actions of others, because he knows these are all products of their own gu¸as; 
neither he has anything to do with them, nor have they, in essence. Therefore, there is no 
enemy or even friend for him in the sense that both are the same in his vision.  

Then a very interesting thing is said of this wise man. He is one who renounces all 
undertaking—sarva-¡rambha-parity¡g¢ . Ërambha is something that is begun, a 
particular course of action for the purpose of some achievement, which will make the 
person different. Being dissatisfied with himself or herself, a person seeks satisfaction 
through some form of success. Varieties of desires stem from this sense of dissatisfaction 
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and there is a demand for them to be fulfilled. Because of this pressure there is an 
¡rambha; something is begun by one's will in order to accomplish an end. The wise man 
is one who has given all these up. Giving up, as we normally understand it, implies a 
sense of loss. 

On a pilgrimage, it is customary to give up something you like. That is why, when 
people visit temples like Tirupati, they remove their hair completely as an offering to the 
Lord. Because there is so much ego involved in one's hair, it is a very appropriate and 
also a difficult offering to make. Even though a devotee has given up his hair and is 
therefore a ty¡g¢, you will find him wearing a cap for some time. Why? Because there is 
a sense of loss. Now a parity¡g¢  is a person who does not have any such feeling. When 
you put out the garbage for collection what sense of loss do you have? That kind of 
giving up is possible only when the self is not seen as wanting but as a complete being. 
Without that, there is no possibility of remaining free from a sense of want. The one who 
is above all three gu¸as finds that one is complete and therefore without a need to begin 
any undertaking.  

But we do find áa´kara  writing a commentary here. So here is an ¡rambha  for 
him. Verse after verse he comments upon for seventeen chapters. And before that, he 
wrote an introduction. Besides this commentary, he wrote a monumental work on the 
Brahma-sutras arguing consistently for every sutra, and commented at length on the 
ten UpaniÀads in addition to composing other prakara¸a -granthas. How could he do 
all this without beginning, ¡rambha? No one, not even K¤À¸a  teaching G¢t¡ , can do 
anything without ¡rambha.  

Whether one is a gu¸¡t¢ta  or bound by the gu¸as, he has to undertake to do 
things. No one can therefore be without an ¡rambha. Therefore, ¡rambha, an 
undertaking, is here restricted to mean an undertaking, which has its roots in a sense of 
dissatisfaction and is meant to make the person better than what he or she is now. The 
undertakings of one who is a gu¸¡t¢ta , apart from those to maintain his body, are purely 
for the welfare of the people, lokasa´grah¡rtham. That is why in India the authors of 
so many great works are not known. They did not care for history because they were 
concerned with eternity. It was all regarded as Bhagav¡n's history, in the sense that it is 
all an expression of his glory. Many works were out without signature. 

Any wise person undertakes a work not for personal glory, etc., but purely for the 
benefit of others. There is another way of looking at it. You may say that it is his 
pr¡rabdha. From the standpoint of the benefit derived by people you can say áa´kara 
wrote all his works for their benefit or, from his own standpoint, it is his pr¡rabdha -
karma to serve in this particular form. He was endowed with certain faculties, which 
express themselves either because of his pr¡rabdha or our good pr¡rabdha. The point 
is, he does not gain anything from it.  
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Lord K¤À¸a  has said this very well in the third chapter, ‘For Me, there is nothing at 
all to be done in the three worlds, Arjuna. There is nothing, not yet gained that is to be 
gained with reference to karma and yet I am engaged in activity—na me p¡rtha asti 
kartavyaÆ triÀu lokeÀu kiµcana  na  anav¡ptam  av¡ptavyaÆ varta  eva ca karma¸i.’1 
Some people, though they have nothing to accomplish in this world, are busy here 
preparing to go to the next world. But K¤À¸a has nothing to gain anywhere at any time 
and yet he is always engaged in activities. It is the same for a wise man. That is freedom 
more in action than from it. 

These four verses point out the spontaneous expressions of a gu¸¡t¢ta . They can 
also serve as guidelines for a mumukÀu. Anything that is lacking in terms of such 
expressions has to be accomplished by the appropriate effort combined with inquiry, 
vic¡ra. That is the means for gaining gu¸¡t¢tatva. When all these various qualities 
mentioned here are very clear to him, there is no difficulty in gaining the knowledge that 
he is beyond the gu¸as.  

Wherever the characteristic expressions of a wise man are pointed out, they are to 
be followed by a mumukÀu along with his vic¡ra and prayers as part of his s¡dhana  to 
become prepared for the knowledge that will fulfil his desire for freedom, mumukÀ¡.  

One particular means by which he becomes a gu¸¡t¢ta  is pointed out in the next 
verse. 

¨ÉÉÆ SÉ ªÉÉä%´ªÉÊ¦ÉSÉÉ®äúhÉ ¦ÉÊHòªÉÉäMÉäxÉ ºÉä´ÉiÉä* 
ºÉ MÉÖhÉÉxºÉ¨ÉiÉÒiªÉèiÉÉx¥ÉÀ¦ÉÚªÉÉªÉ Eò±{ÉiÉä**26** 
m¡Æ ca yo'vyabhic¡re¸a bhaktiyogena sevate 
sa gu¸¡nsamat¢tyait¡nbrahmabh£y¡ya kalpate Verse 26 

SÉ ªÉ& ca yah — and the one who; ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ m¡m — Me; +´ªÉÊ¦ÉSÉÉ®úähÉ ¦ÉÊHò-ªÉÉäMÉäxÉ 
avyabhic¡re¸a  bhakti-yogena — with unswerving devotion; ºÉä´ÉiÉä sevate — 
worships/seeks; ºÉ& saÅ — he; BiÉÉxÉÂ MÉÖhÉÉxÉÂ et¡n gu¸¡n — these gu¸as; ºÉ¨ÉiÉÒiªÉ 
samat¢tya  — having properly crossed; ¥ÉÀ¦ÉÚªÉÉªÉ brahmabh£y¡ya  — for being 

Brahman ; Eò±{ÉiÉä kalpate — is fit for 

And the one who with unswerving devotion worships/seeks Me, he, 
having properly crossed these gu¸as, is fit for being Brahman. 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 3-22 
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ONE WITH UNSWERVING DEVOTION IS FIT FOR BEING 
BRAHMAN 

As we have seen, with a single exception, wherever, K¤À¸a  uses the first person 
singular, as he does here with m¡m, he is referring to himself as Ì¿vara . And that could 
be as sagu¸a-brahma, nirgu¸a-brahma, or pratyag¡tm¡ . áa´kara  says here that the 
karma-yog¢  or sanny¡s¢ who worships, seeks, Ì¿vara , who obtains in the buddhi of all 
beings as consciousness, with unswerving commitment, avyabhicare¸a  bhakti-yogena, 
gains Brahman . Even in an insect there is the presence of consciousness and in the 
human being it is in the form of ‘I.’ The one who serves Bhagav¡n  with a commitment, 
in the form of devotion, bhakti, can be either a sanny¡s¢ or a karma-yog¢ . These are the 
only two types of lifestyles whereby a mumukÀu can pursue knowledge of Bhagav¡n . 
áa´kara adds that it is a bhakti in the form of clear knowledge and inquiry. When you 
inquire into what is true you are a bhakta  because the subject matter is Ì¿vara. Pursuing 
the Lord can only be in the form of inquiry because he is always existent and never away 
from you. We are not searching for Bhagav¡n here; we are just trying to see what is. 
Bhagav¡n is not someone who is going to arrive later either in terms of time or space. 

In Hindi, there is a beautiful song1, which calls to the Lord to reveal himself by 
lighting a lamp in the temple of the mind. In the temple of the mind as in any other 
sanctum of a temple, it is dark, and therefore, a lamp must be lighted to see the Lord's 
glory. The song implies that she knows that the Lord is not away from her but already 
present in the temple of her mind, which is plunged into darkness. The light required to 
illumine the Lord's presence is knowledge. She begs the Lord to stop the game of hide 
and seek and quench the thirst of her eyes for the vision of the Lord. It is hide-and-seek 
because now and then the Lord does appear whenever one is happy and appreciative. 
Where there is love, understanding, or some moment of joy, Bhagav¡n's glory 
manifests. She implores Bhagav¡n to open the gates of his grace, which can make the 
blind see. Blindness here is purely ignorance of ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡ . If there is grace, 
jijµ¡s¡, the desire to know the truth, will be born and his blindness will be removed.  

A real bhakta is one who wants to know what is. He is not pursuing Bhagav¡n  as 
something separate from himself but as the content of his own thoughts. Whatever you 
see here is Bhagav¡n . So, it is not a question of pursuing but of seeing. Being 
all-pervasive, Bhagav¡n is not elsewhere. Being eternal, he is not away in terms of time. 
Then, where is the question of searching or waiting? 

A person who knows this has transcended the gu¸as properly—w ithout any 
motion but purely by knowledge. In fact, it is not even transcending because ¡tm¡ , ‘I,’ 
                                                                 
1 ‘Dar¿an do ghana¿y¡man¡tha…’ a bhajan by Mira Bai.  

Mira Bai (1500-1550), was a princess of Rajasthan, in northwest India, and is celebrated 
for her lyrical poetry and compositions of songs of worship devoted to Lord K¤À¸a  
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remains always transcendent and always immanent, like space. Such a person who 
knows himself as this ¡tm¡, becomes one who is fit to be Brahman because Brahman 
is not separate from ¡tm¡. Thus, ‘brahmabh£y¡ya kalpate—is fit to become 
Brahman ’ means he is Brahman . 

¥ÉÀhÉÉä Ê½þ |ÉÊiÉ¢öÉ½þ¨É¨ÉÞiÉºªÉÉ´ªÉªÉºªÉ SÉ*  
¶ÉÉ·ÉiÉºªÉ SÉ vÉ¨ÉÇºªÉ ºÉÖJÉºªÉèEòÉÎxiÉEòºªÉ SÉ**27** 
brahma¸o hi pratiÀ¶h¡hamam¤tasy¡vyayasya ca 
¿¡¿vatasya ca dharmasya sukhasyaik¡ntikasya ca  Verse 27 

Ê½þ hi — indeed; +½þ¨ÉÂ aham — I am; +¨ÉÞiÉºªÉ am¤tasya — immortal; +´ªÉªÉºªÉ SÉ 
avyayasya  ca — which is not subject to change; ¶ÉÉ·ÉiÉºªÉ vÉ¨ÉÇºªÉ SÉ ¿¡¿vatasya 
dharmasya ca — of the eternal dharma , the basis of everything; BäEòÉÎxiÉEòºªÉ SÉ ºÉÖJÉºªÉ 
aik¡ntikasya  ca sukhasya — which is of the nature of happiness that is not subject to 
negation; ¥ÉÀhÉ& brahma¸aÅ — of Brahman; |ÉÊiÉ¢öÉ pratiÀ¶h¡ — the basis  

I am the basis indeed of Brahman  which is immortal, not subject to 
change, the eternal dharma, the basis of everything, and which is of the 
nature of happiness that is not subject to negation.  

It was said in the last verse, that the one who seeks Me with unswerving 
commitment, avyabhicare¸a  bhakti-yogena, is fit to become Brahman , 
brahmabh£y¡ya kalpate. Bhakti here is a commitment to the  pursuit of knowledge. 
And the root sev typically refers to service or treatment that is undergone. Both involve a 
commitment. But here it means to seek with commitment. Here in this verse Bhagav¡n 
gives the reason why such a bhakta becomes Brahman . Here the one who pursues 
pratyag¡tm¡  is Parame¿vara. He has the discriminative knowledge that ¡tm¡  is 
sat-cit-¡nanda, which is Brahman , the cause of creation. Therefore everything here is 
¡tm¡.  

To account for all activities when sat-cit-¡nanda -¡tm¡ is unable to perform any 
action, we say that it is the very nature of the prak¤ti, that is composed of the gu¸as, to 
engage in action. So, we say, svabh¡vaÅ tu pravartate , that is, it is the svabh¡va , 
nature, of the gu¸as to change constantly, engage in actions. The gu¸as are transformed 
into the body-mind-sense-complex through which all actions take place. Knowing this, 
the one who has transcended the gu¸as does not get involved in their activities Knowing 
that ¡tm¡ is gu¸¡t¢ta he ‘becomes’ Brahman  because ¡tm¡ is Brahman. Ëtm¡  is the 
very basis, pratiÀ¶h¡, of satyaÆ  jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma. Elsewhere it is clearly 
stated that Brahman is the pratiÀ¶h¡ of everything and here Bhagav¡n  says, ‘I am the 
basis of Brahman .’ 
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áa´kara  elaborates for us here. It was said that the one who recognizes that ¡tm¡ 
is free from the gu¸as is fit to become Brahman. That is because the meaning of the 
word ‘I’ is the basis of Brahman. Later also the Lord is going to say, ‘I have entered 
into the heart of all the beings—sarvasya  ca ahaÆ h¤di sanniviÀ¶aÅ.’ And he has said 
in the thirteenth chapter, ‘And know Me also, Arjuna, as the knower of the field in all 
the fields—kÀetrajµaÆ ca api m¡Æ viddhi sarva-kÀetreÀu bh¡rata.’1 The kÀetrajµa is 
pratyag¡tm¡ , who is not an ‘I’ that is different from the ‘I’ of K¤À¸a. Nor is it really 
inner in the sense that it is not away from anything. The body and all that is known by 
the body-mind-sense-complex is also ¡tm¡, the meaning of ‘I.’  

‘I’ is the basis, pratiÀ¶h¡ of Brahman  because in ‘I’ alone is Brahman . That 
means ‘I’ is Brahman without any basis-based relationship. Brahman, as it is revealed 
by the ¿ruti,has no pratiÀ¶h¡, as it is not one of the objects in the world. Heaven is also 
revealed by ¿ruti but it has its basis in the world in the sense that it is part of the world, 
existing as it does in time and space. Similarly a tree has its pratiÀ¶h¡ in the earth as the 
pot has its pratiÀ¶h¡  in the clay of which it is made. If Brahman  is one of the objects 
revealed by the ¿ruti, like heaven, its pratiÀ¶h¡  will be in the creation. But Brahman , 
though it is revealed by the words of ¿ruti, has its pratiÀ¶h¡ not in the creation but in 
¡tm¡.  

In the ¿ruti, Brahman is not presented as other than ¡tm¡. Anything other than 
¡tm¡  is an¡tm¡. Being not one of the objects, you can find Brahman  only in the ¡tm¡ . 
If it is not ¡tm¡, it can only be an¡tm¡  and will necessarily always be remote, nitya -
parokÀa . You can never reach such a Brahman  for it is not a given place like heaven, 
nor is it a given object that you can gain possession of. 

In the beginning of the chapter, Brahman was used in the sense of m¡ya—t¡s¡Æ 
brahma  mahad yoniÅ ahaÆ b¢japradaÅ  pit¡ . Why not take it that way here? ‘I am the 
pratiÀ¶h¡, the basis, of Brahman , that is, I am m¡y¡.’ That is not possible here because 
Brahman  has a number of adjectives in this verse that are applicable only to satyaÆ 
jµ¡nam  anantaÆ brahma , and not to m¡y¡ . Also this verse is connected to the 
previous verse in which it was said that the one who has transcended the gu¸as becomes 
fit to become Brahman. Due to that reason also this cannot be m¡y¡  because m¡y¡ 
consists of the gu¸as and without any knowledge at all one already identifies himself as 
a product of mithy¡. 

This will be clear when we look at the adjectives that qualify Brahman in this 
verse. This Brahman  is am¤ta, never dead. áa´kara  says it is not subject to 
destruction. Though it does not get destroyed, perhaps it is changing all the time. As you 
recognize the same person though he continues to change over the years, perhaps it is the 
same with Brahman . No, Brahman  is avyaya , it never undergoes any change. 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 13-2 
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á¡¿vata means it is always there tomorrow, that is, in the future and nitya  
indicates that there was not a time in the past when Brahman was not. And that timeless 
Brahman  is the one who has all knowledge of dharma . Dharma  also has another 
meaning—dhriyate iti dharmaÅ, that which sustains everything. áa´kara  says that it is 
that which can be obtained through jµ¡na-yoga . 

Further, it is sukha . There is no object in the world called sukha and therefore 
sukha is an excellent word to use here. Its very nature, svar£pa , is sukha, that which is 
free from any sense of want or imperfection. Otherwise called p£r¸a, fullness, and 
therefore glossed by áa´kara as that whose nature is fullness, ¡nanda-r£pa. 

Aik¡ntika means that which is never negated because it is satya and therefore not 
subject to contradiction. Everything else is mere name and form, n¡ma-r£pa , and being 
mithy¡ , will change. Satya will not. That Brahman , as described here, is to be 
understood as the nature of pratyag¡tm¡ . This is the pratiÀ¶h¡ here. 

By being gu¸¡t¢ta how can one be Brahman? Ì¿vara is Brahman  with the power 
of m¡y¡. I am that Brahman which enjoys this power, ¿akti, that is also non-separate 
from Brahman , myself. If K¤À¸a is taken as Ì¿vara , who is nothing but param¡tm¡ 
and ¿akti together, between the power, ¿akti, and the one who has the power, ¿aktim¡n, 
there is no difference. Therefore, this Ì¿vara  who has the power has his basis, pratiÀ¶h¡ , 
only in the ¡tm¡ . If Brahman is looked upon as the cause of the entire world, that 
Brahman  has its pratiÀ¶h¡ in ¡tm¡  alone.  

Thus, this is called brahma-bhavana, the condition of being Brahman  without 
the implication of any process of becoming. You cannot become Brahman  because you 
are the very basis, pratiÀ¶h¡, of Brahman.  

+Éå iÉiºÉiÉÂ* <ùÊiÉ ¸ÉÒ¨É‘ùMÉ´É?ùÒiÉÉºÉÖ ={ÉÊxÉ¹ÉiºÉÖ ¥ÉÀÊ´ÉtÉªÉÉÆ ªÉÉäMÉ¶ÉÉÛÉä 
¸ÉÒEÞò¹hÉÉVÉÖÇxÉºÉÆ´ÉÉnäù MÉÖhÉjÉªÉÊ´É¦ÉÉMÉªÉÉäMÉÉä xÉÉ¨É SÉiÉÖnùÇ¶ÉÉä%vªÉÉªÉ&**14** 

oÆ tatsat. iti ¿r¢madbhagavadg¢t¡su upaniÀatsu brahmavidy¡y¡Æ 
yoga¿¡stre ¿r¢k¤À¸¡rjunasaÆv¡de gu¸atrayavibh¡gayogo n¡ma 

caturda¿o'dhy¡yaÅ  

Thus ends the fourteenth chapter that is called gu¸a-traya -vibh¡ga-yoga in the 
ár¢mad Bhagavadg¢t¡ , which is likened to the UpaniÀads, whose subject matter is 
brahma -vidy¡, which is also a yoga -¿¡stra ,1 which is in the form of a dialogue between 
ár¢ K¤À¸a  and Arjuna. OÆ tat sat. 

                                                                 
1 Here the word yoga refers to anything a person needs in terms of preparation of the mind , 

antaÅkara¸a-¿uddhi, etc., that is needed for the assimilation of this knowledge. Since the 
Git¡ discusses all these along with the brahma-vidy¡, it is also referred to as a yoga -
¿¡stra. 
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CHAPTER 15 

PURUâOTTAMAYOGA 
(YOGA OF THE WHOLE PERSON ) 

INTRODUCTION  

At the end of the previous chapter, it was said that those who worship or pursue 
Bhagav¡n with devotion transcended the gu¸as. They were said to be gu¸¡t¢tas. 

áa´kara  introduces this chapter by pointing out that not only is the result of 
action dependent upon Ì¿vara, but also the result of the pursuit of knowledge, mokÀa . 
Even though the acquisition of knowledge requires only an adequate means of 
knowledge and the availability of the thing to be known, many other factors are required 
to create conducive conditions both for the pursuit of knowledge and for it to take place. 
The mind, antaÅ-kara¸a , where the knowledge has to be gained, must be prepared, and 
that preparation, depends on Ì¿vara's grace. Because of that, Bhagav¡n  says that those 
who worship him with devotion first gain mental purity, antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, and 
then knowledge, both by his grace. Being free from the gu¸as, they gain mokÀa. Even 
people who are not ready gain knowledge by Ì¿vara's grace. What have we to say about 
those who know clearly the truth of the self, ¡tma -tattva! This truth of the self is 
presented in this chapter.  

Here, firstly K¤À¸a  talks about the nature of saÆs¡ra  in order to help Arjuna 
develop dispassion, vair¡gya, towards it. It is very important to see that there is no 
mokÀa within saÆs¡ra. Wanting to go to heaven or gain security—which is only 
prompted by self -dissatisfaction —is trying to gain mokÀa  within saÆs¡ra . When 
mokÀa, however, is freedom from saÆs¡ra, how can we possibly achieve it within 
saÆs¡ra? Here there is a catch. We must have dispassion to appreciate that there is no 
mokÀa in saÆs¡ra and conversely, we must understand that there is no mokÀa  in 
saÆs¡ra in order to have dispassion. To resolve this dilemma and help us develop the 
necessary dispassion, the essentials of saÆs¡ra are first presented, using the im agery of 
a tree. Then, since saÆs¡ra implies erroneous knowledge about realities, which is 
caused by ignorance of oneself, K¤À¸a teaches the truth of the self, the ¡tma-tattva . 

This chapter shows that everything is the self, sarv¡tm¡, and is therefore, a very 
important chapter. It deals with the world, jagat, the individual, j¢va, the root cause, the 
j¢va's lot of birth and death, the s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra, the subtle body, and the daily activities 
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like eating, etc., in terms of what is eaten, the one who eats, etc., revealing that all these 
are nothing but param¡tm¡ . In addition, it talks about the qualifications, which enable a 
person to cross saÆs¡ra. It is, thus, a complete chapter.  

Although Arjuna did not ask a question to prompt this teaching, wishing to speak 
about the truth of ¡tm¡, Bhagav¡n says, 

¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉxÉÖ´ÉÉSÉ* 
>ðv´ÉÇ¨ÉÚ™ô¨ÉvÉ& ¶ÉÉJÉ¨É·ÉilÉÆ |ÉÉ½Öþ®ú´ªÉªÉ¨ÉÂ* 
UôxnùÉÆÊºÉ ªÉºªÉ {ÉhÉÉÇÊxÉ ªÉºiÉÆ ´Éänù ºÉ ´ÉänùÊ´ÉiÉÂ**1** 
¿r¢bhagav¡nuv¡ca  
£rdhvam£lamadhaÅ ¿¡khama¿vatthaÆ pr¡huravyayam 
chand¡Æsi yasya par¸¡ni yastaÆ veda sa vedavit  Verse 1 

¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉxÉÂ ¿r¢bhagav¡n — ár¢ Bhagav¡n; =´ÉÉSÉ uv¡ca  — said; 

+·ÉilÉ¨ÉÂ a¿vattham — the a¿vattha tree; >ðv´ÉÇ- ¨ÉÚ™¨ÉÂ £rdhva-m£lam — whose roots 
are above; +vÉ&¶ÉÉJÉ¨ÉÂ adhaÅ¿¡kham — whose branches are below; +ú´ªÉªÉ¨ÉÂ avyayam 
— imperishable; |ÉÉ½Öþ& pr¡huÅ — they say; ªÉºªÉ yasya  — whose; {ÉhÉÉÇÊxÉ UôxnùÉÆÊºÉ par¸¡ni 
chand¡Æsi — leaves are the Vedas; iÉ¨ÉÂ tam — that; ªÉ& ´Éänù yaÅ veda — the one who 
knows; ºÉ& saÅ — he; ´ÉänùÊ´ÉiÉÂ vedavit — is a knower of the Vedas  

ár¢ Bhagav¡n said:  
They say the imperishable a¿vattha tree has its roots above, its branches 
below and the Vedas are its leaves. The one who knows that is a knower 
of the Vedas. 

THE TREE OF SAêSËRA 

The vision is presented through the imagery of a sacred ficus tree, a¿vattha, that is 
likened to saÆs¡ra. A¿vattha literally means that which will not be there tomorrow.1 It 
is changing all the time and yet perpetuates itself through its own b¢ja, seed, and 
adventitious roots. Called ficus religiosa, it belongs to the same group as the banyan tree. 

Like the A¿vattha tree, the saÆs¡ra  is also such that, it will not be in the same 
form tomorrow. It is constantly changing relative to the root, the basis, adhiÀ¶h¡na , 
which is Brahman, which never undergoes any change. Though saÆs¡ra  is a¿vattha , 
that is, it will not be there tomorrow, it is also avyaya; it keeps changing but does not die 
away. That is, the names and forms go on changing; but even when everything is 
dissolved, it remains in an unmanifest form, returning and again resolving with every 
                                                                 
1 xÉ ·É& +Ê{É ºlÉÉiÉÉ <ÊiÉ +·ÉilÉ&* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 

That which will not stay tomorrow is called a¿vattha. 
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cycle. Thus, it has no beginning, only manifestation and unmanifestation. This 
manifestation and unmanifestation is like our daily dissolution into sleep and waking up. 
But this saÆs¡ra can end with reference to an individual once the ignorance of the root 
is removed. Otherwise it is avyaya, imperishable. 

SaÆs¡ra  is likened to a tree for a number of reasons. Even though we do not 
generally see the roots of a tree, we appreciate that it is standing because of its roots. We 
have the cognition, ‘it exists,’ that is, asti iti buddhiÅ asti.  Similarly, the root of 
saÆs¡ra is beyond our comprehension, in that, we do not see it. But we infer its 
existence because of the observation of saÆs¡ra . That is, we see only the effect, k¡rya , 
not the cause, k¡ra¸a , and infer the existence of the cause from  the presence of the 
effect. This is true for the k¡ra¸a-k¡rya -sambandha, cause-effect relationship, of 
everything within the saÆs¡ra . If the cause is other than myself, it is possible to see the 
cause in the effect. But if it is myself, how am I to see it ? I must be able to see myself in 
order to appreciate the cause since it is nothing but me. Not knowing this, I will see only 
the creation which is within the time-space framework. Its cause, not being known to me, 
is lost within myself, beyond time and space. As the tree has roots which are not seen, so 
does the world, whose roots are hidden in the seer.  

ITS ROOTS ARE ABOVE AND BRANCHES ARE BELOW 

áa´kara  says 1 that the root is above because it is subtler than even time. Time is 
not perceptible as an objec t but is appreciated purely by the mind. But here, we are 
dealing with something that is even subtler than the mind, the very basis or cause, 
k¡ra¸a , of the mind and everything within time and space. In the sense that, it precedes 
the creation as its cause, it is above, £rdhva. Further, it is eternal, nitya . As long as the 
root survives, the tree, even though felled, will regenerate. In Calcutta, there is a tree of 
this sort, which spreads for thousands of square feet. In one spot there is a sign denoting 
the place where the original trunk once was. Even though it is gone, the tree remains 
because of the thousands of adventitious roots. The tree is a mere k¡rya, effect, that 
continues to exist as long as its cause, k¡ra¸a, root remains. Similarly, the tree of  
saÆs¡ra is a non-eternal effect rising out of its cause, which relative to it, is eternal, 
nitya . From the root, it can come again. While the entire creation is anitya , its root is 
nitya . It is also £rdhva  because it is limitless, mahattv¡t £rdhva . Brahman with 
m¡y¡ -¿akti, the cause of this entire world, is the root of the tree of saÆs¡ra. 

                                                                 
1 >ðv´ÉÇ̈ ÉÚ™ô¨ÉÂ—EòÉ™ôiÉ& ºÉÚI¨Éi´ÉÉiÉÂ EòÉ®úhÉi´ÉÉiÉÂ ÊxÉiªÉi´ÉÉiÉÂ ¨É½þk´ÉÉiÉÂ SÉ >ðv´ÉÇ̈ ÉÂ =SªÉiÉä ¥ÉÀ +´ªÉHò-¨ÉÉªÉÉ-¶ÉÊHò¨ÉiÉÂ, 
iÉiÉÂ ¨ÉÚ™ô¨ÉÂ +ºªÉ <ÊiÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
Brahman which has the m¡y¡-¿akti is the m£la, the root which is said to be above because 
it is subtler than time, the final cause of everything, eternal and limitless. 
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While its root is above, its branches are below, adhaÅ. All the physical and subtle 
elements are the branches, ¿¡kh¡s, and they are below, adhaÅ, because they are within 
time and space.  

THE VEDAS ARE ITS FOLIAGE 

The foliage of a tree is an important protective covering and source of vitality. If 
you keep on clipping the leaves, the tree will die. Similarly, the tree of saÆs¡ra  has the 
Vedas, chand¡Æsi, as leaves to protect and sustain the j¢vas and perpetuate saÆs¡ra . 
The Vedas spoken of here are Îk, Yajus and S¡ma. Like the leaves, they protect and 
sustain the j¢vas and perpetuate saÆs¡ra because they provide knowledge of the means 
and ends connected with rituals. Ved¡nta is omitted here because to sustain saÆs¡ra , 
you need only karmas. Ved¡nta will destroy it. Even those who have no knowledge of 
the Vedas perform actions, and thus, perpetuate saÆs¡ra . That being so, why are the 
Vedas considered the leaves? They contain knowledge of the most auspicious karmas 
and therefore, they protect saÆs¡ra . When even the sacred Vedas only protect saÆs¡ra , 
what can we say about worldly karmas? The Vedas represent all means and ends. They 
do not release you from saÆs¡ra, but rather, protect and perpetuate saÆs¡ra  like the 
leaves of the tree. How? Through the knowledge of means and ends. The j¢va  uses, or 
fails to use, the various means prescribed to achieve his ends and thus gathers pu¸ya and 
p¡pa . Because of these pu¸ya  and p¡pa, he takes another birth and saÆs¡ra continues 
for him. In a larger sense, the pu¸ya  and the p¡pa of the j¢va cause his world to manifest 
and thus, pu¸ya  and p¡pa , rooted in the Vedas, form the basis of creation. As the leaves 
keep the tree alive, karmas keep the tree of saÆs¡ra going. 

A tree, however, can be felled and so can saÆs¡ra . The tree of saÆs¡ra is born of 
ignorance, ajµ¡na . In order to remove it, I must know that the root is myself and the 
tree, the effect, is also myself. Then there will no longer be identification with a single 
physical body, etc. First, the tree must be felled. To do this, I give up the I-sense, ¡tma -
buddhi, in what is ‘not-I,’ an¡tm¡. Then the root must be removed exactly as in cutting 
a tree. First you fell it with a saw, then dig up the root. 

áruti also uses this illustration. In Ka¶hopaniÀad,1 saÆs¡ra  is described as a tree 
with its roots above in Brahman  and branches below within the time-space framework. 
It has no beginning; it is an¡di, because it is cyclical. Even if it becomes unmanifest at 
the time of dissolution, like a tree in a seed, it manifests once again.  

In his commentary on this verse, áa´kara cites the use of this imagery in the 
Mah¡bh¡rata.2 There it says that it is produced from the unmanifest (abiding in 
Brahman ), because of whose grace alone it has risen up. Like a tree is born from its root 

                                                                 
1 Ka¶hopaniÀad – 2-3-1 
2 Mah¡bh¡rata a¿vamedha-parva – 14-35-20 to 22 
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and is sustained by it, this tree of saÆs¡ra not only arises but is also sustained by 
Ì¿vara, without whom it has no existence. Its trunk is the intellect, buddhi, and its 
apertures are the physical aspects of the sense organs. The branches are the five elements 
and the various sense objects are the leaves. Dharma and adharma , meaning pu¸ya 
and p¡pa are its flowers which give rise to fruits in the form of pleasure and suffering,  
sukha and duÅkha. As the birds live in the tree, the j¢va  depends entirely upon this tree 
of saÆs¡ra. 

Its original root is Brahman  and so is its expression. It is non-separate from 
Brahman . Not only is one tree Brahman , there is a whole forest of trees, which is 
Brahman  and the one who roams in the forest of Brahman  is also Brahman . But he 
does not know it. Therefore, the tree of saÆs¡ra  is to be destroyed by the sword of 
knowledge. Then one gains the state of revelling in oneself and from that he does not 
return. 

All three principal sources of brahma-jµ¡na  use this illustration. In the ¿ruti we 
see it in Ka¶hopaniÀad; in the sm¤ti, here in the G¢t¡ . And áa´kara  has quoted the 
itih¡sa-pur¡¸a , Mah¡bh¡rata , where it appears. Mah¡bh¡rata  is an epic, itih¡sa, but 
it can also be called a pur¡¸a. A pur¡¸a, however, is never called an itih¡sa . 

‘The one who knows this tree is a knower of the Veda—yaÅ  taÆ veda saÅ 
vedavit,’ says the Lord. The main thing the Veda wants to convey is that Brahman, the 
substratum of saÆs¡ra, is you. The one who knows this tree along with its root, 
Brahman , knows that, everything, the entire saÆs¡ra, is mithy¡ and the root is satya . 
He is the vedavit, the one who knows the ultimate truth that the Vedas convey. 

This is the opening statement, pratijµ¡ , of the chapter. By knowing this tree of 
saÆs¡ra, along with its root, everything is known. The remainder of the chapter is to 
establish this and is, therefore, an elaboration of the original statement. 

Other limbs of the tree of saÆs¡ra  are explained now in order that we may 
understand what it is and how, by knowing it, one becomes the knower of the Veda.  

+vÉ•ÉÉäv´ÉÈ |ÉºÉÞiÉÉºiÉºªÉ ¶ÉÉJÉÉ MÉÖhÉ|É´ÉÞrùÉ Ê´É¹ÉªÉ|É´ÉÉ™ôÉ&* 
+vÉ•É ¨ÉÚ™ôÉxªÉxÉÖºÉxiÉiÉÉÊxÉ Eò¨ÉÉÇxÉÖ¤ÉxvÉÒÊxÉ ¨ÉxÉÖ¹ªÉ™ôÉäEäò**2** 
adha¿cordhvaÆ pras¤t¡stasya ¿¡kh¡  
 gu¸aprav¤ddh¡ viÀayaprav¡l¡Å  
adha¿ca m£l¡nyanusantat¡ni  
 karm¡nubandh¢ni manuÀyaloke  Verse 2 

iÉºªÉ tasya — its; ¶ÉÉJÉÉ& ¿¡kh¡Å — the branches; MÉÖhÉ- |É´ÉÞrùÉ& gu¸a-prav¤ddh¡Å — that 
are augmented by the gu¸as; Ê´É¹ÉªÉ-|É´ÉÉ™ôÉ& viÀaya -prav¡l¡Å  — with the sense objects as 
shoots; +vÉ& >ðv´ÉÇ¨ÉÂ SÉ adhaÅ £rdhvam ca — below and above; |ÉºÉÞiÉÉ& pras¤t¡Å — are 
spread out; +vÉ& SÉ adhaÅ ca — and below; ¨ÉxÉÖ¹ªÉ-™ôÉäEäò manuÀya -loke — in the world of 
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mortals; ¨ÉÚ™ôÉÊxÉ m£l¡ni — the roots; Eò¨ÉÇ-+xÉÖ¤ÉxvÉÒÊxÉ karma-anubandh¢ni — as karmas 
that bind; +xÉÖºÉxiÉiÉÉÊxÉ anusantat¡ni — are diffused and spread out everywhere  

Its branches that are augmented by the gu¸as, with sense objects as their 
shoots are spread out below and above. And below, the diffused roots are 
the karmas that bind in the world of mortals. 

THE BRANCHES OF THIS TREE OF SAêSËRA 

What are the branches of this tree of saÆs¡ra? Some are extended, pras¤t¡Å , 
downward, adhaÅ, while some of them go up, £rdhvam. Above are all the celestial 
beings. This means that even Indra, B¤haspati, Praj¡pati, and all other devas up to 
Brahm¡, (Brahmaji), are within saÆs¡ra . In Taittir¢yopaniÀad , they are contrasted 
with the wise person who is not destroyed by desire and is therefore, free from 
saÆs¡ra.1 Some of the branches, on the other hand, grow down. These are the human 
beings, animals, and even stationary living beings like trees. All of them, those that 
extend up and down, are nourished by the three gu¸as—gu¸a-prav¤ddh¡Å. The 
constituents of m¡y¡ with Brahman  is their material cause.2 Because of the gu¸as, 
there are karmas and because of the karmas, one acquires bodies. Whether they are 
above or below, they are all sustained by the gu¸as. 

On a branch, there are nodular buds from which new branches can begin. These 
are the prav¡las. In the tree of saÆs¡ra , the sense objects, viÀayas are the prav¡las. 
Desiring these sense objects, one will undertake new karmas because of which one will 
gain a new body. All the sense objects become nodular buds, viÀaya-prav¡las, which 
are potential branches leading to the acquisition of new bodies. 

The taproot of this tree of saÆs¡ra , as we have seen, is Brahman  with the power 
of m¡y¡. The secondary roots coming down from the branches, adhaÅ  ca  m£lani, are 
the binding karmas, karma -anubandh¢ni, in the world of mortals, manuÀya-loke. All 
the accumulated favourable and unfavourable karmas waiting to manifest, and the new 
karmas being done now form the secondary roots. These are the karmas born of r¡gas 
and dveÀas, yielding unseen results, ad¤À¶a -phalas, which must fructify. They are 
extended everywhere, anusantat¡ni, and keep this tree of saÆs¡ra  alive. 

                                                                 
1 Taittir¢yopaniÀad  – 2-8-1 to 4 
2 M¡y¡ is the material cause that has undergone change to become this en tire jagat 

—pari¸¡mi-up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a. But m¡y¡ has no independent existence apart from 
Brahman. Therefore, Brahman is the material cause that lends existence to m¡y¡ itself 
and the entire jagat without itself undergoing any change. Therefore, Brahman is called 
the vivarta-up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a. 
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It looks as though the tree of saÆs¡ra is deeply rooted but fortunately, it is like a 
dream—that is, it is mithy¡. Only the root, Brahman, is satya, everything else is 
mithy¡ .  

Bhagav¡n shows the real nature of saÆs¡ra , and how it can be uprooted in the 
next verse. 

xÉ °ü{É¨ÉºªÉä½þ iÉlÉÉä{É™ô¦ªÉiÉä xÉÉxiÉÉä xÉ SÉÉÊnùxÉÇ SÉ ºÉ¨|ÉÊiÉ¢öÉ* 
+·ÉilÉ¨ÉäxÉÆ ºÉÖÊ´É°üfø¨ÉÚ™ô¨ÉºÉƒó¶ÉÛÉähÉ oùfäøxÉ ÊUôk´ÉÉ**3** 
na r£pamasyeha tathopalabhyate  
 n¡nto na c¡dirna ca sampratiÀ¶h¡ 
a¿vatthamenaÆ suvir£·ham£lam 
 asa´ga¿astre¸a d¤·hena chittv¡ Verse 3 

<½þ iÉlÉÉ iha tath¡ — as it is here; +ºªÉ asya — its; °ü{É¨ÉÂ r£pam — form; xÉ ={É™ô¦ªÉiÉä na 
upalabhyate — is not perceived; (+ºªÉ) xÉ +xiÉ& (asya ) na antaÅ — it has no end; xÉ SÉ 
+ÉÊn& na ca ¡diùÅ — and no beginning; xÉ SÉ ºÉ¨|ÉÊiÉ¢öÉ na ca saÆpratiÀ¶h¡  — and no 
continuance; ºÉÖÊ´É°üfø-¨ÉÚ™¨ÉÂ suvir£·ha-m£lam — (its) roots are well entrenched; BxÉ¨ÉÂ 
+·ÉilÉ¨ÉÂ enam a¿vattham — this A¿vattha tree; oùfäøxÉ d¤·hena — firm; +ºÉƒó-¶ÉÛÉähÉ 
asa´ga -¿astre¸a — with the weapon of detachment; ÊUôk´ÉÉ chittv¡ — cutting… 

iÉiÉ& {ÉnÆù iÉi{ÉÊ®ú¨ÉÉÌMÉiÉ´ªÉÆ ªÉÎº¨ÉxÉÂ MÉiÉÉ xÉ ÊxÉ´ÉiÉÇÎxiÉ ¦ÉÚªÉ&* 
iÉ¨Éä´É SÉÉtÆ {ÉÖ¯û¹ÉÆ |É{Étä ªÉiÉ& |É´ÉÞÊkÉ& |ÉºÉÞiÉÉ {ÉÖ®úÉhÉÒ**4** 
tataÅ padaÆ tatparim¡rgitavyaÆ  
 yasmin gat¡ na nivartanti bh£yaÅ  
tameva c¡dyaÆ puruÀaÆ prapadye   
 yataÅ prav¤ttiÅ pras¤t¡ pur¡¸¢ Verse 4  

iÉiÉ& tataÅ — after that; ªÉiÉ& yataÅ — from whom; {ÉÖ®úÉhÉÒ pur¡¸¢  — ancient; |É´ÉÞÊkÉ& 
prav¤ttiÅ — the creation; |ÉºÉÞiÉÉ pras¤t¡ — has come forth; ªÉÎº¨ÉxÉÂ yasmin  — into 
which; MÉiÉÉ& gat¡Å — those who have gone; ¦ÉÚªÉ& bh£yaÅ — again; xÉ ÊxÉ´ÉiÉÇÎxiÉ na 
nivartanti — do not return; iÉ¨ÉÂ B´É SÉ +Ét¨ÉÂ {ÉȪ û¹É¨ÉÂ tam eva ca ¡dyam puruÀam — to 
that person alone who is in the beginning; |É{Étä prapadye — I surrender; iÉiÉÂ tat — that; 
{Én¨ÉÂù padam — end; {ÉÊ®ú̈ É ÉÌMÉiÉ´ªÉ¨ÉÂ parim¡rgitavyam — is to be properly inquired into  

Its form is not as it is perceived here. It has no end, no beginning, and no 
continuance in between. After cutting this a¿vattha tree, whose roots are 
well-entrenched, with the firm weapon of detachment, then that end, into 
which those who have gone do not return again, is to be properly inquired 
into (with the attitude that) I surrender to that ¡di puruÀa  alone, from 
whom the ancient creation has come forth.  
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THE REAL NATURE OF THIS TREE OF SAêSËRA 

The form of this tree is not known. Even though we describe it in detail with its 
roots, branches and leaves, if we begin to analyse it, there is no tree at all, only name and 
form, n¡ma-r£pa. This is true of any object. Take space, as an example. Without a 
reference like a ceiling or floor, there is no space. At least one object is required as a 
reference point to establish the concept of space. In no sense does it have any existence 
of its own. If you analyse it, you will only find one consciousness, caitanya . Then take 
up the analysis of air —is it hydrogen, oxygen, nitrogen, or carbon-dioxide? On inquiry, 
it too has no real existence. But we cannot dismiss the tree of saÆs¡ra  as non-existent; 
otherwise, there would not be a description of it. At the same time, we cannot say it has 
an independent existence.  

áruti's intent is not to describe the tree of saÆs¡ra but to point out that it is 
mithy¡  and unfold the one satya  upon which it is based. If you know this, the k¡ra¸a , 
you know everything. áa´kara  says, saÆs¡ra  is like a dream, mirage water, magic or a 
city seen in the clouds. In its own time, it appears to be real, but when you analyse it in 
terms of reality, it has no being. At the same time, you cannot say it is rootless for its 
root alone is the truth. Everything else is a superimposition upon that and therefore, 
mithy¡ . 

Thus, Bhagav¡n  says that in the form in which it has been described, this 
saÆs¡ra is not available, na  r£pam asya iha tath¡ upalabhyate. This can be viewed in 
two ways. If we loo k at it from the standpoint of paraÆ brahma, there is only one 
vastu. Any name and form, n¡ma and r£pa , on inquiry, resolves into this vastu, and is, 
therefore, from the standpoint of the vastu, purely a projection. Name and form, the 
sense of agency and so on are superimposed upon ¡tm¡ due to ignorance and considered 
different from ¡tm¡ . Seeing the known world as different from the knower and the 
knowledge, the differences, which constitute saÆs¡ra , is but a projection.  

Now, from the empirical, vy¡vah¡rika, standpoint, viewing the world, along with 
its elements, laws, pu¸ya-p¡pa , karma, the results of karma , the body, hunger, 
knowledge and delusion, etc., as though it is satya  and meant to bind you is not true. 
Then there is Ì¿vara, a material cause, an order, karma , karma-phala , knowledge, 
ignorance, waking, dream, sleep, etc. All these are possible when you look at the tree of 
saÆs¡ra, as described, from the empirical standpoint. From the standpoint of the 
absolute reality, none of these exists. Brahman  alone is. 

Further, this saÆs¡ra has neither beginning nor end nor continuance in between—
n¡nto na c¡dir na ca sampratiÀ¶h¡. Gau·ap¡da has said, ‘That which did not exist 
before and that which will not exist later, does not exist now —¡d¡vante ca yat n¡sti 



Chapter 15 47 

vartam¡ne api tat tath¡ .’1 For example, before the pot was born it was not there; after 
it is destroyed, it is not there. In between, it cannot really exist. It only seems to exist. 

The projected saÆs¡ra, in which the differences of knower -known-instrument of 
knowledge, jµ¡t¤-jµeya -jµ¡na , are superimposed upon ¡tm¡ , the one vastu, certainly 
has no beginning or end. Between ¡tm¡ and the creation which is mithy¡ , the 
connection is a superimposition which has no beginning because it is rooted in 
ignorance. Nor does it have an end (since it is not there to begin with). With no 
beginning or end, naturally, it is not there in between. A pot, for example, on inquiry 
reduces to pure consciousness, caitanya. It disappears on analysis, because it has been 
erroneously projected on Brahman. From the standpoint of Brahman, everything other 
than Brahman  is superimposed and therefore, has no beginning, no end, nor any being 
now.  

Empirically, it is true and not true from an absolute standpoint. In mistaking a rope 
for a snake, the rope is true whereas the snake is not. But you cannot arrive at the 
unreality of the snake unless the rope is more real. Thus, we have what we know as an 
empirical reality, which behaves according to a certain order. From the standpoint of the 
empirical world, Brahman becomes satya, while the world is mithy¡ . When looking at 
the world as something entirely different from Brahman, duality is real, the j¢vas are 
many, each one different from the other, and therefore, the world becomes the cause for 
fear. Death and disease and everything else become real, not mithy¡. If the world is seen 
as mithy¡ , it is true empirically, but it is not satya . Without that vision, there is 
saÆs¡ra.  

How can saÆs¡ra be negated? By seeing its true form. áa´kara says, its nature is 
such that it perishes as it is seen—d¤À¶a-naÀ¶a-svabh¡va. Even as we are seeing it, it is 
gone. We have no way of keeping an object in the same form as it is at this moment. In 
the next moment, it will inexorably change. Because of this also, it has no beginning, no 
end, no being of its own. From the standpoint of Brahman  it has no reality whatsoever. 
Once you analyse an object, it disappears, into the vastu. 

Although we may say that this body was born at a given time, we cannot say 
saÆs¡ra was born.  Even empirically, since the creation passes from unmanifest to 
manifest and again to unmanifest and so on, it has no beginning, much less a being of its 
own. When you go to sleep, the whole thing disappears and even while awake, it is never 
the same. It keeps changing and disappearing. 

Even though he has said it has no continuance, in the next line K¤À¸a says it is 
very well rooted, it is suvir£·ham£la . Until inquiry starts and finishes, it has very good 
roots, since there is no better rooting than in ignorance. Everything else will be uprooted 
in time but ignorance can only be uprooted by knowledge, jµ¡na. Time can merely 

                                                                 
1 M¡¸·£kya-k¡rik¡ – 2-6 
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provide sufficient experiences of pain to perhaps develop jijµ¡s¡, a desire to know, 
which can spark an inquiry leading to the knowledge that uproots the ignorance. Being 
rooted in ignorance, saÆs¡ra has no real form, but, being rooted in ignorance, it is very 
well rooted—it is suvir£·ham£la .  

DETACHMENT IS THE AXE TO FELL THIS TREE 

To fell it, a particular axe is required, the axe of detachment, asa´ga-¿astra. By 
distinguishing between the subject and object, the erroneous identification of oneself 
with the physical body, senses and mind is withdrawn. The axe of detachment is the 
inquiry into the nature of the self and not-self. With this, the tree of saÆs¡ra is felled.  

This detachment, asa´ga , must be firm, d¤·ha . Asa´gatva begins with the 
external world and áa´kara  mentions one's son as the first towards whom one should 
develop asa´gatva . The very expression, ‘my son’ means there is an attachment. 
Friends are another source of attachment. One may want to renounce, but may find it 
difficult to leave one's circle of friends. It is true that this is not easy and takes some 
time. But later, you find that when you are with them, there is no common topic of 
conversation. They talk about clothes, movies, and other things that no longer hold your 
interest. And you cannot open your mouth about what interests you!  

So you just stay with them, have a cup of coffee and walk out. Money, or any type 
of material wealth, is something else that is often difficult to give up. Last thing to be 
given up is the desire to go to heaven. Not by running away, but by proper inquiry, 
looking into oneself, one can gain a detachment from all these. After all, they are not 
physical; they are purely in the form of thoughts. Statements of the ¿ruti, such as, 
‘Everything becomes beloved for the sake of oneself alone—¡tmanastu k¡m¡ya 
sarvaÆ priyaÆ bhavati,’1 help us in this type of inquiry. Binding love, like infatuation 
or even obsession for a person can be converted into a simple love for yourself expressed 
through love for that person. In this way, through inquiry, attachment is lessened with 
reference to a sense of ownership, mamak¡ra . Closely following this sense of 
ownership, mamak¡ra , is an erroneous sense of ‘I,’ the aha´k¡ra . These are the 
adventitious roots of the tree of saÆs¡ra. 

The principal root remains, however; and to remove it, the self has to be known. 
For this we need a proper inquiry, parim¡rga¸a. The prefix pari indicates how this 
inquiry has to be done—that is, with the help of the ¿¡stra and the teacher. In this 
manner, with the help of the teacher, the ¿¡stra-v¡kya, mah¡v¡kya , equating 
Brahman , the cause of creation, with the self, has to be properly inquired into and 
understood. This is what is meant by the advice—tat padaÆ parim¡rgitavyam. 

                                                                 
1 B¤had¡ra¸yakopaniÀad – 2-4-5 
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THE AXE HAS TO BE SHARPENED WITH VIVEKA AND STRENGTHENED BY 
PURUâËRTHANIáCAYA 

Mere detachment is not enough. Without something positive, there is repression 
and you will find yourself detaching from one thing only to get attached to something 
else. Given the nature of the pursuit, this is likely to be something unhealthy like an 
ideal. So áa´kara says firmness is required with reference to puruÀ¡rtha, the human 
pursuit. Living in saÆs¡ra, you cannot release yourself from saÆs¡ra. Husband, wife, 
children, etc., are not going to solve the problem. They can give you some maturity if 
you are intelligent and ready to learn. Otherwise, they can intensify your problems and 
entrench you further in saÆs¡ra . If you are lucky, in the process of growth you may 
realize that mokÀa  is what you want. This still is not enough. That desire to be free must 
be converted to a desire to know, jijµ¡s¡. This, áa´kara  says, has to be the 
commitment, ni¿caya. The understanding that mokÀa is in the form of the knowledge is 
not an ordinary thing and is arrived at only with a lot of viveka . A desire to be free is 
converted into a desire to know. 

That is why the analysis of the ved¡nta-¿¡stra, that is, the uttara-m¢m¡Æs¡,1 
begins with ‘Ath¡to brahma -jijµ¡s¡,’ as the first s£tra. It means, ‘Thereafter, therefore, 
an inquiry into Brahman  (has to be done).’ 2 It is significant that this s£tra does not 
begin with mumukÀ¡ . This means mumukÀ¡  is included in the first word atha , 
meaning, ‘thereafter.’ After gaining all the necessary qualifications, for the sake of 
mokÀa you should inquire into Brahman . That alone is moving away from saÆs¡ra and 
about this, one must be very definite, d¤·ha. 

Then one will be definite about the necessity for discrimination between the self 
and the not-self. As a single stroke with an axe is not enough to fell a tree, a single 
attempt at discrimination between ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡ is not enough to free one from 
saÆs¡ra. Repetition, abhy¡ sa , is required. How much? Until saÆs¡ra  is gone. This is 
not an ordinary tree. It is avyaya, relatively imperishable, and without end or beginning. 
Repeatedly we look at the fact that ¡tm¡  is not the body, the sense organs or any 
function of the mind. Once this is understood, having felled this tree of saÆs¡ra  by 
dismissing all that is an¡tm¡ , we have to see what is ¡tm¡.  

                                                                 
1 Brahmas£tra 
2 Ath¡to brahmajijµ¡s¡ (Brahmas£tra 1-1-1) 

atha–thereafter = after gaining s¡dhana-catuÀ¶aya-sampatti; ataÅ –therefore = because one 
seeks nityatva , limitlessness, and that is not gained through acton; brahma-jijµ¡s¡ = 
inquiry into Brahman; [kartavya–is to be done] 
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THE END , GAINING WHICH THERE IS NO RETURN , SHOULD BE 
INQUIRED INTO  

Now we are looking at the meaning of the word tvam, you. Only here will the 
teaching work. SatyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ  brahma has to find its mark only in the 
innermost self, pratyag¡tm¡. Then, the end that is achieved, is one from which one will 
not depart. Otherwise, the j¢va, no matter where he goes, is always a nomad. Even if he 
sets up a residence in heaven, he will eventually leave and go somewhere else. Here, 
however, there is no further travel. Therefore, the Lord says, ‘yasmin gat¡ na 
nivartanti bh£yaÅ—those who have reached this end do not return again to this 
saÆs¡ra.’ 

That Brahman, which is the end to be achieved, from which there is no return, is 
¡dya , the one who is in the beginning, before all creation. Just as before the pot there 
was clay, all this was existence alone in the beginning. That existence is the person,  
puruÀa , out of whom everything has come. By using the word person, puruÀa , 
Bhagav¡n establishes that it is a conscious being and at the same time, complete, 
puruÀa . The person who obtains in this body is the unborn person that was there before 
the creation. To him, the j¢va  says, ‘I surrender, prapadye.’ If that surrender is complete, 
only the puruÀa is there. 

That false person alone can be surrendered, not the real one. Once the negation of 
an¡tm¡  is done, only the innermost self, pratyag¡tm¡, remains who is nothing but 
paraÆ brahma , called here, puruÀa. This is the person from whom the creation is sent 
forth, prav¤ttiÅ  pras¤t¡. This ancient, pur¡¸¢, beginningless creation has come out of 
this puruÀa. By surrendering to him, one may successfully inquire into the nature of 
oneself. First dismissing all that is not the self, the very inquirer surrenders to the puruÀa 
from whom everything has come.  

Who are the people who surrender to or seek this puruÀa? The end they gain is 
one from which they do not return, na nivartanti bh£yaÅ. What are the qualifications of 
those who can gain such an end? 

ÊxÉ¨ÉÉÇxÉ¨ÉÉä½þÉ ÊVÉiÉºÉƒónùÉä¹ÉÉ +vªÉÉi¨ÉÊxÉiªÉÉ Ê´ÉÊxÉ´ÉÞkÉEòÉ¨ÉÉ&* 
uùxuèùÌ´É¨ÉÖHòÉ& ºÉÖJÉnÖù&JÉºÉÆYÉèMÉÇSUôxiªÉ¨ÉÚføÉ& {Énù¨É´ªÉªÉÆ iÉiÉÂ**5** 
nirm¡namoh¡ jitasa´gadoÀ¡  
 adhy¡tmanity¡ viniv¤ttak¡m¡Å 
dvandvairvimukt¡Å sukhaduÅkhasaµjµair 
 gacchantyam£·h¡Å padamavyayaÆ tat Verse 5 

ÊxÉ¨ÉÉÇxÉ-¨ÉÉä½þÉ& nirm¡na -moh¡Å  — those who are free from the demand for respect; ÊVÉiÉ-
ºÉƒó-nùÉä¹ÉÉ& jita-sa´ga -doÀ¡Å — those who have conquered the fault of attachment; 



Chapter 15 51 

+vªÉÉi¨É-ÊxÉiªÉÉ& adhy¡tma-nity¡Å — those who are always focused on the self; Ê´ÉÊxÉ´ÉÞkÉ-
EòÉ¨ÉÉ& viniv¤tta-k¡m¡Å  — those from whom desires have completely gone; ºÉÖJÉnÖù&JÉºÉÆYÉè & 
ùuùxuè& sukha-duÅkha-saµjµaiÅ dvandvaiÅ — from the opposites  known as pleasure and 
suffering; Ê´É¨ÉÖHòÉ& vimukt¡Å — those who are totally free; +¨ÉÚføÉ& am£·h¡Å — those 
who are not deluded; iÉiÉÂ tat — that; +´ªÉªÉ¨ÉÂ {Énù¨ÉÂ avyayam padam — imperishable end; 
MÉSUÎxiÉ gacchanti — they go to (gain) 

Those who are free from the demand for respect and from delusion, who 
have conquered the fault of attachment, who are always focused on the 
self and from whom desires have completely gone, who are totally free 
from the opposites known as pleasure and suffering and are not deluded, 
go to (gain) that imperishable end.  

WHO ARE THE ADHIKËRÌS  WHO GAIN THIS END? 

In this single verse, Bhagav¡n captures all that was told in the thirteenth chapter, 
and elsewhere, with regard to qualifications.  

Nirm¡namohas are those who are free from m¡na and moha. M¡na, as we have 
seen, is demanding respect from others. To be free from this, we have to analyse why we 
demand respect. There are reasons for it. We may be so critical of ourselves that we 
cannot bear even the suggestion of criticism from others. Even though we may have 
qualifications that are worthy of respect, if we do not have an adequate sense of 
self-worth, we will seek it externally. This can express itself in a number of ways and 
one of them is a demand for respect. To overcome this, a relative level of self-worth 
must be arrived at through healing one's damaged self- image. 

Finally, we have to ask, ‘What is self respect?’ When I am the only self that is 
available, who is to respect whom for what? There is nothing to compare oneself with 
and nothing to prove, nor anyone to prove it to. This is a fact to be recognized. I am sat-
cit-¡nandaÆ brahma and everything here shines after me, has its being in me. 

Moha is attributing false values to things. We superimpose upon objects and 
situations values, which they do not have and thus, eventually feel disappointed. Due to a 
delusory set of values, we look at the world without being dispassionate. By vic¡ra , 
proper inquiry, we can gain a capacity to see things as they are. Thus, those, who have 
freed themselves from a demand for respect and from non-objectivity, are called 
nirm¡namohas. 

Jita -sa´ga-doÀas are those who have conquered the fault of association. Any 
object, without which you feel incomplete, is one to which you have sa´ga, attachment. 
It can be conquered only by inquiry and growth. The use of the word jita, conquered, 
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indicates that there is a battle to be fought. This is true. But it is purely a cognitive battle. 
We do not really know all the things that we are attached to. Only when we lose them do 
we realize how integral they were to our sense of well being. As they keep surfacing, we 
try to understand each one as an attachment, which is purely a thought. There is no real 
attachment if you analyse it. A particular way of looking at things and yourself created 
an attachment, infatuation, or even an obsession, all of which are binding in nature. 
Those who master these by proper vic¡ra , inquiry, are called jita -sa´ga-doÀas. 

Naturally they are viniv¤tta-k¡mas, those from  whom all binding desires have 
gone. The prefix vi here indicates that the desires have gone in a particular way. 
Generally, desires wane leaving something behind. Viniv¤tta means nothing remains. 
When you eat onion or garlic, even though you wash your hands and rinse your mouth, 
something remains in the form of odour. Similarly, even though desires may go away 
they leave some residue. There is a feeling that one has given up something, a subtle 
longing remains. Though he may have behaviourally given it up,  he has not grown out of 
it completely. 

Whether I have given up something or grown out of it, I am without the object. 
But outgrowing is the only real giving up. That is sanny¡sa. For that I have to be 
adhy¡tmanitya , one who is always committed to seeing the real nature of oneself. 
Otherwise, giving up things that I have not outgrown will leave a vacuum into which all 
sorts of new desires will rush. In reality, it is not so much a giving up as a dropping off, 
as something more compelling occupies more and m ore of one's time and attention. This 
is a commitment to always seeing the real nature of myself, adhy¡tma -nityatva . 

With this kind of a positive pursuit there is direction, discovery, and growth. All 
these take place naturally. The commitment is total. Commitment is not even the word. 
What commitment does the lovelorn person have to dwelling on his beloved? It is 
natural. He cannot do anything else. No matter what activities, conversations, etc., he 
may be called upon to participate in, his attention is always on the one he loves. This is 
the life of a seeker. It is not mere dwelling on oneself. Any depressed person does that. 
This is a consistent proper inquiry into the nature of param¡tm¡  through ¿rava¸a , 
manana, and nididhy¡sana . 

The people under discus sion here are those who are totally free from the pairs of 
opposites, which can be reduced to what we call the pleasant and the unpleasant, sukha 
and duÅkha . In all situations, they enjoy a mind, which is composed and capable of 
facing facts as they are. As a result, they are free from error, they are not deluded 
anymore—they are am£·has. They go to that end which is imperishable—tat avyayaÆ 
padaÆ gacchanti. 
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More about this end is told in the next verse. 

xÉ iÉ‘ùÉºÉªÉiÉä ºÉÚªÉÉæ xÉ ¶É¶ÉÉ!Éä xÉ {ÉÉ´ÉEò&* 
ªÉ3ùi´ÉÉ xÉ ÊxÉ´ÉiÉÇxiÉä iÉrùÉ¨É {É®ú¨ÉÆ ¨É¨É**6** 
na tadbh¡sayate s£ryo na ¿a¿¡´ko na p¡vakaÅ 
yadgatv¡ na nivartante taddh¡ma paramaÆ mama Verse 6 

ªÉiÉÂ MÉi´ÉÉ yat gatv¡ — having gone to which; xÉ ÊxÉ´ÉiÉÇxiÉä na nivartante — they do not 
return; iÉiÉÂ tat — that 1; ºÉÚªÉÇ& s£ryaÅ — the sun; xÉ ¦ÉÉºÉªÉiÉä  
na bh¡sayate — does not illumine; xÉ ¶É¶ÉÉ!ó& na ¿a¿¡´kaÅ — nor does the moon;  

xÉ {ÉÉ´ÉEò& na p¡vakaÅ — nor fire; iÉiÉÂ tat — that is; ¨É¨É mama — My; {É®ú¨É¨ÉÂ paramam 
— ultimate; vÉÉ¨É dh¡ma — abode 

Neither the sun, nor moon, nor fire, illumines that which, having gone to, 
they do not return. That is My limitless abode. 

THE LIMITLESS ABODE OF ÌáVARA FROM WHICH THERE IS NO 
RETURN 

Dh¡man  is a place, an abode. The use of the words pada and dh¡man  in these 
verses reflects the vedic background. The scriptures of any religion, including the Vedas, 
promise a place or places to which you can go after leaving this world. Heaven, for most 
religions is the ultimate destination and in the Veda, words like padam and dh¡man are 
used for the end that is being promised. Since these words are common expressions for 
the desired end, the same words are used for mokÀa . But while heaven is a place to 
which people go and then return, mokÀa is not. 

Thus, whenever we see one of these words used with reference to mokÀa , it is 
often qualified by ‘They do not return—na  nivartante.’ He could simply say that 
knowing this, they become Brahman . But the use of the familiar words for heaven 
invoke a metaphor and also imply going to heaven is not an end in itself. Coming back is 
involved in every going except for this one. That means the going here is figurative, 
upac¡ra. You do not go at all. You are that Brahman. 

What you are, is Brahman . That Brahman is this ‘abode–dh¡ma ,’ a place which 
neither the sun, nor moon, nor fire can illumine—na tad bh¡sayate s£ryaÅ na ¿a¿¡´ko 
na  p¡vakaÅ.’ Is it then so dark that nothing can illumine it? No. All other light is 
eclipsed there because it is of the nature of light. And it is limitless, parama. That 
limit less consciousness, which is Bhagav¡n, illumines the sun, moon, fire, and 
everything else. What can possibly illumine it? Even though the sun has the capacity to 
                                                                 
1 The word tat connects to the word dh¡ma in the second line. 
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light up the whole earth, it does not light up the Lord's abode. When the sun cannot 
illumine it, how can the moon, or the fire, which includes all other sources of light, 
illumine it? 

Consciousness does not require any light to illumine it. In fact, it illumines all 
other lights even though one light cannot normally illumine another. Every other form of 
light comes to light because of this consciousness. Even the mind and senses are not 
required, for this is a light from which they have a borrowed existence. Consciousness 
lends its existence to the mind, the senses, and to the whole world. When everything is 
myself, how is there any possibility of returning, or even going to that place? Thus, those 
who ‘go’ there do not return—na nivartante. 

The content of this verse is expressed in another verse that is present in 
Ka¶hopaniÀad, ávet¡¿vataropaniÀad and Mu¸·akopaniÀad .1 It says, ‘There the sun, 
moon, and stars do not shine. This lightning does not shine (there), what can we say 
about this fire—na  tatra s£ryo bh¡ti na candra -t¡rakaÆ nem¡ vidyuto bh¡nti 
kuto'yam agniÅ?’ 

The sun illumines everything, thereby making it possible for the eyes to see. They 
cannot see an object unless it reflects light. In this sense, áa´kara says, it is the one 
which illumines everything—sarva -avabh¡saka . When we perceive any object, it is 
true that the sun or any other source of light illumines it for us. But that light is useful 
only in illumining it for the eyes. But that is not enough for the purpose of the perception 
of the object by the mind. There, the contact of the eyes with the object brings about a 
thought form, v¤tti, which when perceived by the mind, destroys the ignorance of the 
object. In the mind that thought form, v¤tti also has to be illumined; only then, the object 
will be seen by the mind; and there, the sun, moon, etc., have no access. Only ¡tm¡ can 
illumine the v¤tti, and is, therefore, the real source of illumination.  

By what can this ¡tm¡ be illumined? When the sun does not illumine even the 
v¤tti, how is it going to illumine ¡tm¡, the one who illumines the v¤tti? Ëtm¡  is 
self-effulgent; it is the light because of which even the sun is known. This limitless light 
is ‘I, the ¡tm¡,’ which Bhagav¡n says, is ‘My dh¡man , abode.’ Going there, meaning 
recognizing that as themselves, people do not return, na nivartante. They have no more 
ignorance about ¡tm¡. 

As long as self- ignorance persists there is an agent, kart¡, and an experiencer, 
bhokt¡, and therefore, there will be coming and going.  

Introducing the next verse, áa´kara  raises an objection. It is well known that 
every condition has an arrival and an end. The ¿¡stra  itself says that things that are 

                                                                 
1 Ka¶hopaniÀad – 2-2-15, Mu¸·akopaniÀad  – 2-2-10, ávet¡¿vataropaniÀad – 6-14 
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joined are separated in the end, saÆyog¡Å viprayog¡nt¡Å.1 Marriage will necessarily 
end when one partner passes away, and even the subtle body will eventually dissociate 
from the physical body. Anything put together will fall apart. This also applies to 
movement from one place to another. If you leave this place, and go to another, by the 
same logic, you will leave that place and go to yet another. Since any going implies 
leaving, how can you say that those that go to the abode of Bhagav¡n do not come 
back? 

¨É¨Éè´ÉÉÆ¶ÉÉä VÉÒ´É™ôÉäEäò VÉÒ´É¦ÉÚiÉ& ºÉxÉÉiÉxÉ&* 
mamaiv¡Æ¿o j¢valoke j¢vabh£taÅ san¡tanaÅ2 Line 1, Verse 7  

¨É¨É mama — My; +Æ¶É& B´É aÆ¿aÅ eva — only a part; VÉÒ´É™ôÉäEäò j¢valoke — in the 
individual’s world; ºÉxÉÉiÉxÉ& san¡tanaÅ — (is) eternal; VÉÒ´É¦ÉÚiÉ& j¢vabh£taÅ  — in the 
form of a j¢va 

In the individual's world, a part of Me alone exists as the j¢va , which is 
eternal.  

AN AêáA OF ME EXISTS AS THE ETERNAL JÌVA 

Briefly, Bhagav¡n says here that, they do not come back because they are himself. 
The ‘going’ is nothing but recognizing the self to be the Lord. When the Lord is 
everything and is eternal, how are they to go away from him? Where will they go and 
how can there be any question of movement when there is no time?  

AÆ¿a means fraction. The one who has become a j¢va, j¢va -bh£ta, is like a part, 
aÆ¿a  of Bhagav¡n. This statement is not to be misunderstood. Here when we say the 
j¢va is an aÆ¿a  of Bhagav¡n, it only means that the j¢va is not another object, another 
entity. As we do not think of our hand as an object other than ourselves, the j¢va is not 
other than Bhagav¡n. If he is, we cannot say that he is a part of Bhagav¡n. As another 
object, he can go and come back because when two things are brought together, they will 
dissociate. But here, Lord K¤À¸a says that it is not so. The j¢va  is a part of him. 

                                                                 
1 ºÉ´Éæ IÉªÉÉxiÉÉ ÊxÉSÉªÉÉ& {ÉiÉxÉÉxiÉÉ& ºÉ¨ÉÖSUÅôªÉÉ&* 
 ºÉÆªÉÉäMÉÉ Ê´É|ÉªÉÉäMÉÉxiÉÉ ¨É®úhÉÉxiÉ\SÉ VÉÒÊ´ÉiÉ¨ÉÂ** ´ÉÉ±¨ÉÒÊEò®úÉ¨ÉÉªÉhÉ¨ÉÂ +™……‰0 EÚ…0 105-16   

This is said by R¡ma to Bharata. This is also found in the á¡ntiparva of the Mah¡bh¡rata 
17-30, where Vy¡sa said this to YudhiÀ¶hira who was sorrowing after the war. 

2 The second line of this verse has been taken along with the next verse because it connects 
with that. 
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But if the Lord is whole, p£r¸a, how can he have parts? And if he does consist of 
parts, he would be subject to disintegration. In that case, either this is a mistake or it is an 
expression that requires understanding.  

J¢va -loka  is what is experienced by a given j¢va. It is not the world of j¢vas but 
the world of a j¢va. He thinks of himself as an agent and even though he may have 
studied the Veda and may be doing vaidika -karmas, he is nevertheless, ignorant of the 
nature of himself. In this world he understands himself as an agent, kart¡, and an 
experiencer, bhokt¡ , with reference to a given body. Because it is the ¡tm¡ , that 
assumes the status of kart¡  and bhokt¡ , this j¢va  is san¡tana , eternal. J¢vatva  goes 
only in the wake of knowledge of the ¡tm¡, that is eternal. 

THE AêSA IS LIKE A REFLECTION 

Here as well as in the other worlds, we have an infinite number of doers and 
enjoyers. Are they separate from niravayava-brahma ? No. Then how do we account for 
this number? They are only a fraction, aÆ¿a of Brahman . áa´kara  says, it is like the 
reflection of the sun in water. No matter how many reflections there may be, there is 
only one sun, because of which, there can be the appearance of many suns in the water. 
The reflection is totally dependent on the sun while the sun is independent of the 
reflections. And further, in a reflection, the totality of what is reflected is seen. You do 
not see merely a part of it. Nor  are there two things in reality. One is satya , and other is 
mithy¡ . So, now we have to account for that mithy¡ . 

There are an infinite number of j¢vas and all are param¡tm¡ . All the subtle 
bodies, the loci of the agents and experiencers, are nothing but param¡tm¡, and the 
reflection of the consciousness there, is also param¡tm¡. An agent is not an entity; it is 
nothing but a notion, a thought, which exists only as long as the mind is present and 
ignorant. If you go to sleep, the agent is gone; the moment you wake up it returns. Where 
did the notion of being an agent go? It does not go anywhere; it merely resolves into 
consciousness. That is why we say that the agent is mithy¡ and not satya. And the 
consciousness, into which it resolves, is satya. When the po t is destroyed, it does not 
walk away from the clay. Where can it go? Similarly, the agent, whether in sleep or on 
the removal of ignorance, does not go anywhere. It just resolves into the ¡tm¡. Ëtm¡ is 
never opposed to the agent, but is the very substratum of the agent. Therefore, the j¢va  
exists for eternity, given satt¡, existence, and sph£rti, manifestation, by ¡tm¡. Because 
there are so many agents and only one param¡tm¡ , they are each looked upon as a part, 
as it were.  

When even the notion of being an agent is illumined by ¡tm¡, how can ¡tm¡ 
possibly be the agent? Further, the sense of agency comes and goes. If it is the nature of 
the self, it cannot be given up. There is no agency at all in the ¡tm¡. In the wake of this 
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knowledge, kart¤tva , the sense of agency, and all the experiences of the saÆs¡r¢, 
become one with the ¡tm¡; there is no return. 

AêáA IS LIKE THE SPACE LIMITED BY AN UPËDHI  

áa´kara  further illustrates how the j¢va  is said to be a ‘part’ of param¡tm¡  with 
another example. Space enclosed by a pot or a room, etc., is looked upon as a part of 
total space from the standpoint of the object by which it is circumscribed, its up¡dhi. In 
reality, the space is never divided. When the space is seen in its own right, and when 
from that standpoint, the up¡dhi is ‘gone,’ the total all pervasive space is reached, in 
terms of understanding. Having reached that vision of space, one does not return to 
seeing it as circumscribed. 

Similarly, having reached the limitless self, in terms of understanding, it is proper 
to say that one does not return from there, in the sense that one does not go back to 
seeing it as limited. Even though such a person has gained knowledge, since the up¡dhi 
remains, we still call him a j¢va , but a liberated one, the j¢vanmukta. He knows that the 
j¢va, in fact, all j¢vas, are in him; but he is not in the j¢va . He knows that he is the self of 
all, and at the same time, free from everything. Thus, he is liberated while living, a 
j¢vanmukta. When his pr¡rabdha-karma is exhausted, and the body falls, and there is 
no further assumption of a body, with which he might return.  

Only an entity that is limited can form an association with another object. Being 
within the same order of reality, they can come together. That association has a certain 
longevity, upon the expiry of which, dissociation occurs. But here, it is different. By 
ignorance, a set-up is established wherein there are two different orders of reality; one is 
satya , the other, mithy¡. The j¢va  is a notion entirely centred on the param¡tm¡. It has 
no independent existence.  

If the pot realizes it is clay, even if it is destroyed, it will not reappear in another 
form. If, however, it passes away with the notion that it is a pot, it will come back again 
in some other form—as a saucer, a cup, a jar, and so on. In between, it may have some 
pleasant experiences in some other loka, but eventually, it will come back. Because the 
loka and the notion of being a pot are all within the same order of reality, the principle of 
association and diss ociation applies. But here, two orders of reality are involved. The 
j¢va, who is false, mithy¡, recognizes the fact that he is, essentially, the reality of 
everything. From this recognition, he cannot return, because ignorance can only go; it 
cannot come back. Therefore, it is proper to say that those who know the reality of the 
self do not come back, na  nivartante. 
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HOW CAN THE LIMITLESS PARAMËTMË HAVE PARTS? 
IF SO, IT WOULD ALSO BE SUBJECT TO DISINTEGRATION 

Here áa´kara raises another question. How can the partless ¡tm¡ have a given 
part, like an agent or an experience? If it does, then it will disintegrate because anything, 
which has parts, is subject to destruction. Therefore, we cannot say that param¡tm¡ has 
parts. Nor can we say that the partless ¡tm¡  can become a given j¢va, an agent, kart¡ , an 
experiencer, bhokt¡. How, then, are we to understand the use of the word aÆ¿a , part, 
here? 

This is not a problem because, created by avidy¡, a part is apparently seen. This 
was shown also in the thirteenth chapter in detail. It is only through ignorance that you 
can say that ¡tm¡  is limited. Because of the up¡dhi, every kart¡ is part of Bhagav¡n . 
Once you recognize Bhagav¡n as the ¡tm¡ , the sense of the agency and sense of 
enjoyership go, and thus, having ‘reached’ the abode of Bhagav¡n, you do not return.  

How do they not come back after having gone to Bhagav¡n ? They are not 
separate from him at any time and were only seemingly a part of him until they realized 
this. The timeless ‘part’ seems to be time-bound for t he time being. Once you realize, ‘I 
am Brahman,’ there is no aÆ¿a ; there is only one vastu. When the ignorance is gone, 
the product is also gone. 

For the one who is liberated there is no real aÆ¿atva , because he knows he is the 
whole. As long as the pr¡rabdha-karma is being exhausted, the physical body, mind, 
sense complex, etc., seemingly enclose Brahman. When that falls away, there is only 
Brahman . Even before it falls away, once you understand that it is only an up¡dhi, 
there is only Brahman . And that can be understood only by knowing the vastu. It is like 
understanding that a crystal appears to be blue because of something blue in its vicinity. 
Once you know it is a crystal, even if you happen to see it appearing as blue, your 
knowledge of the clarity of the crystal does not get affected in any manner. Because you 
know it is due to up¡dhi. Knowing that ¡tm¡ is not an agent or an experiencer, but 
satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ  brahma, you are not in any way affected by the limitations of 
the body-mind-sense-complex. 

The concept of up¡dhi explains Brahman appearing differently—as though, an 
agent, kart¡ , as though an experiencer, bhokt¡, as though a saÆs¡r¢. Up¡dhi 
establishes that the nature of Brahman  is unsullied. If you are ¡nanda , you are always 
¡nanda . Knowing that changes are due to up¡dhis, you do not accept a real change in 
yourself at any time.  

The first line of this verse connects with the previous verse as an explanation of 
the statement, yadgatv¡ na nivartante tad dh¡ma paramaÆ mama. The second line is 
to be read with the next verse.  
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¨ÉxÉ& ¹É¢öÉxÉÒÎxpùªÉÉÊhÉ |ÉEÞòÊiÉºlÉÉÊxÉ Eò¹ÉÇÊiÉ**7** 
manaÅ ÀaÀ¶h¡n¢ndriy¡¸i prak¤tisth¡ni karÀati Verse 7 

¶É®úÒ®Æú ªÉnù´ÉÉ{ÉîÉäÊiÉ ªÉcÉÉ{ªÉÖiGòÉ¨ÉiÉÒ·É®ú&* 
MÉÞ½þÒi´ÉèiÉÉÊxÉ ºÉÆªÉÉÊiÉ ´ÉÉªÉÖMÉÇxvÉÉÊxÉ´ÉÉ¶ÉªÉÉiÉÂ**8** 
¿ar¢raÆ yadav¡pnoti yacc¡pyutkr¡mat¢¿varaÅ 
g¤h¢tvait¡ni saÆy¡ti v¡yurgandh¡niv¡¿ay¡t Verse 8 

<Ç·É®ú& ¢¿varaÅ — the one who rules (the body); ªÉiÉÂ SÉ +Ê{É yat ca api — and when; 

=iGòÉ¨ÉÊiÉ utkr¡mati — departs (from this body); |ÉEÞòÊiÉºlÉÉÊxÉ prak¤tisth¡ni — thos e that 
abide in prak¤ti, (the material cause); ¨ÉxÉ&¹É¢öÉÊxÉ <ÎxpùªÉÉÊhÉ manaÅÀaÀ¶h¡ni indriy¡¸i — 
the sense organs with the mind as the sixth element; Eò¹ÉÇÊiÉ karÀati — draws to itself; ªÉiÉÂ 
yat — when; ¶É®úÒ®¨ÉÂú +´ÉÉ{ÉîÉäÊiÉ ¿ar¢ram av¡pnoti — (he) obtains a new body; ´ÉÉªÉÖ& <´É 
v¡yuÅ iva — like the wind; MÉxvÉÉxÉÂ +É¶ÉªÉÉiÉÂ gandh¡n ¡¿ay¡t — (would carry) 
fragrances from (their) source, (the flowers); BiÉÉÊxÉ et¡ni — these (sense objects and 
mind); MÉÞ½þÒi´ÉÉ g¤h¢tv¡ — taking; ºÉÆªÉÉÊiÉ saÆy¡ti — (he) goes  

And when the one who rules (the body) departs, he draws to himself the 
five senses and the mind, the sixth, obtaining in the body, and when he 
obtains a new body, he goes, taking these (the sense organs and the mind) 
with him just as the wind (would carry) the fragrances from their sources 
(the flowers).  

The j¢va has to be recognized as only seemingly an agent and experiencer, kart¡ 
and bhokt¡, and not subject to birth and death because the j¢va  is essentially 
param¡tm¡. The death of the j¢va  is spoken of only with reference to a particular 
physical body. Even as a j¢va  with ignorance, he does not die until knowledge takes 
place. He is born again and again in different bodies. Since the status of being a j¢va is a 
superimposition, there is no j¢va  to die. Only the condition of being a j¢va, j¢vatva , 
which is superimposed upon the ¡tm¡ goes away.  

When the j¢va  leaves the body, what departs is the subtle body, consisting of the 
five senses and the mind, without which the senses cannot function. All these exist in the 
prak¤ti, which here refers to the physical body. Each sense organ abides in its own place 
in the body, which is made up of prak¤ti. It exists and operates when the j¢va  is alive 
and identified with the body. Then, at the time of death, each one leaves and the place 
where it once functioned, no longer functions as it did. This j¢va , who is a kart¡ and 
bhokt¡ due to ignorance, though he is really of the nature of Parame¿vara, now leaves 
this body behind and travels assuming a certain subtle form, as we do in a dream. 

Here the word, karÀati, means, ‘he draws to himself.’ And the word, Ì¿vara , 
means ‘the one who rules,’ the word coming from the root, ‘¢¿’ to rule. Here, he is the 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 60 

one who is the ruler of this body. This ‘part’ of Ì¿vara , in the form of kart¡ and bhokt¡ , 
moves away from this body at the time of death. When he does, he takes with himself all 
the subtle components of the five sense organs and the mind. 

When he moves to a new body he takes them all with him. Just because we do not 
see it, does not mean it does not happen. As we do not see air gathering molecules of 
scent from a flower, we do not see the j¢va  gathering the mind and senses and moving 
away. Both are subtle and therefore, not perceptible to our senses. We can only make an 
inference based on what we can perceive. In the case of the j¢va , we can infer that he is 
no longer there in the body because the mind and senses of the person who is dead are no 
longer functioning. 

When the j¢va assumes another body, he enjoys the sense objects again with all the 
sense organs, he has brought with him, because he must have the means to enjoy the 
sense objects. How does he enjoy them? 

¸ÉÉäjÉÆ SÉIÉÖ& º{É¶ÉÇxÉÆ SÉ ®úºÉxÉÆ QÉÉhÉ¨Éä´É SÉ* 
+ÊvÉ¢öÉªÉ ¨ÉxÉ•ÉÉªÉÆ Ê´É¹ÉªÉÉxÉÖ{ÉºÉä´ÉiÉä**9** 
¿rotraÆ ca kÀuÅ spar¿anaÆ ca rasanaÆ ghr¡¸ameva ca  
adhiÀ¶h¡ya mana¿c¡yaÆ viÀay¡nupasevate Verse 9 

¸ÉÉäjÉÆ ¿rotram — the ear; SÉIÉÖ& cakÀuÅ — the eye; º{É¶ÉÇxÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ spar¿anam ca — and the 
touch; ®úºÉxÉ¨ÉÂ rasanam — the sense of taste; QÉÉhÉ¨ÉÂ B´É SÉ ghr¡¸am eva ca — and the 
sense of smell; ¨ÉxÉ& SÉ manaÅ ca — and the mind; +ÊvÉ¢öÉªÉ adhiÀ¶h¡ya  — presiding 
over; +ªÉ¨ÉÂ ayam — this person; Ê´É¹ÉªÉÉxÉÂ viÀay¡n — the sense objects; ={ÉºÉä´ÉiÉä 
upasevate — experiences  

Presiding over the ear, the eye, the senses of touch, taste, and smell, and 
the mind, this person (j¢va) experiences the sense objects. 

The subject, the conscious being, pervades the sense organs. In the situation where 
a snake is erroneously perceived on a rope, the snake is pervaded by the rope. There is 
no snake without the rope. The rope is the adhiÀ¶h¡na  and there is no reality for the 
snake, which is adhyasta  on the rope. Similarly here the sense organs are pervaded by 
and presided over by the subject. As the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, and so on, the 
adhiÀ¶h¡t¤ is the one who is behind all the senses. And he is also the subject presiding 
over the mind. Who is he? A ‘part’ of N¡r¡ya¸a  who is j¢va  due to ignorance, avidy¡ . 
Now, in the new form, he enjoys the sense objects exactly as he did before. The truth is, 
the form is nothing but Parame¿vara. He is the agent and the experiencer. But this may 
or may not be known. 
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=iGòÉ¨ÉxiÉÆ ÎºlÉiÉÆ ´ÉÉÊ{É ¦ÉÖ‰ÉÉxÉÆ ´ÉÉ MÉÖhÉÉÎx´ÉiÉ¨ÉÂ* 
Ê´É¨ÉÚføÉ xÉÉxÉÖ{É¶ªÉÎxiÉ {É¶ªÉÎxiÉ YÉÉxÉSÉIÉÖ¹É&**10** 
utkr¡mantaÆ sthitaÆ v¡pi bhuµj¡naÆ v¡ gu¸¡nvitam 
vim£·h¡ n¡nupa¿yanti pa¿yanti jµ¡nacakÀuÀaÅ Verse 10 

=iGòÉ¨ÉxiÉ¨ÉÂ utkr¡mantam — the one who is departing from (the body); ÎºlÉiÉ¨ÉÂ ´ÉÉ +Ê{É 
sthitam v¡ api — or even remaining (in this body); MÉÖhÉ-+Îx´ÉiÉ¨ÉÂ gu¸a-anvitam — 
endowed with gu¸as; ¦ÉÖ‰ÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ ´ÉÉ  bhuµj¡nam v¡  — or experiencing; Ê´É¨ÉÚføÉ& vim£·h¡Å 
— the deluded; xÉ +xÉÖ{É¶ªÉÎxiÉ na anupa¿yanti — do not see; YÉÉxÉ-SÉIÉÖ¹É& jµ¡na -cakÀuÀaÅ 
— those who have the eye of wisdom; {É¶ªÉÎxiÉ pa¿yanti — see 

The deluded do not  see the one who is departing (from the body) or even 
remaining (in this body), experiencing or endowed with the gu¸as. Those 
who have the eye of wisdom see. 

THE DELUDED DO NOT SEE PARAMËTMË  

‘Na pa¿yanti,’ means ‘they do not see,’ and with the prefix anu , ‘na 
anupa¿yanti’ means, ‘they do not see in keeping with the ¿¡stra, as taught by a 
teacher.’ Lacking discrimination, they are thus deluded, vim£·ha, not knowing this j¢va  
is only an aÆ¿a , ‘part,’ of param¡tm¡. But the word ‘part’ is used for ease of 
explanation only, because in reality, param¡tm¡  cannot be divided. The assumption of 
kart¤tva, agency, by the param¡tm¡ in the form of the j¢va, is only mithy¡ . In reality, 
the j¢va  has no real existence apart from param¡tm¡. 

The point here is that death does not solve the problem of being a j¢va. There is a 
common misconception that mokÀa follows the release from the physical body. The G¢t¡ 
denies this. lf, while living in this body, he does not see that he is param¡tm¡ , he will 
give up this body only to assume another. Though it is param¡tm¡  that is seemingly 
enjoying all the sense objects and endowed with sukha-duÅkha, r¡ga -dveÀa , etc., they 
do not see him. áa´kara  says that this ¡tm¡ who is available for easy comprehension, 
being self-evident behind every sense organ and the mind, is not seen only due to 
delusion in the form of lack of discrimination. The lack of capacity to discriminate is due 
to the sheer strength of the love for seen and unseen enjoyments. We say such a person is 
deluded because he does not recognize what is self-evident and so easily available.  

While every human being has pain and the desire for a solution for it, not everyone 
finds the solution. The human form is adequate for mokÀa  because it has pain and the 
capacity to discriminate. Ever ybody knows the problem, but sufficient discrimination 
does not arise to solve it because they are completely possessed by the things they want 
to accomplish now and later. Among them are included those who want to go to heaven. 
We say, they are completely deluded because all these things are decoys. Even though 
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they took a human form and came here for a purpose, which only a human form can 
accomplish, they are waylaid by the dacoits of binding likes and dislikes, r¡ga-dveÀa . 
What a lot for this j¢va ! He is param¡tm¡ and can enjoy the freedom that is his nature, 
but he waits for the benevolent hands of chance to shape a few moments of happiness for 
him. 

THOSE WHO HAVE THE EYE OF WISDOM SEE  

On the other hand, there are those who do see the nature of themselves clearly. 
How? Through the eye of wisdom, jµ¡na-cakÀus. Those who have knowledge born of 
ved¡nta -pram¡¸a have a clear vision of ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡. They know the agent, 
kart¡, is nothing but param¡tm¡ . They alone see.  

First, by discriminating between the seer and the seen, everything that can be 
objectified is determined as ‘not -I.’ In the thought forms of agent, kart¡, and enjoyer, 
bhokt¡, the sense of ‘I’ is superimposed. In reality, they are all observable, and so I have 
to discern that I am distinct from all of them. It is not merely logic but seeing this fact. 
The I-sense is dependent upon consciousness, the real meaning of the ‘I.’ With the 
immediate recognition of ‘I’ being self evident consciousness whenever I use the word 
‘I,’ I mean that consciousness, which apparently assumes various incidental forms. As a 
driver of a car says ‘I did sixty miles per hour,’ knowing that he did not, in the same 
way, recognizing the self as akart¡ , I may still say that, I said or did this or that; but I 
know that I am not the agent, kart¡. There is a clarity about the ‘I’ here.  

áa´kara  introduces the next verse with, ‘Some, however,’ to make it clear that 
these people are unlike those of the last p¡da  of the previous verse whose eye of 
understanding of ¡tm¡  has been opened by the ¿¡stra-pram¡¸a. The people under 
discussion here have been taught the mah¡v¡kya by a qualified teacher, but they still 
need to put forth a certain effort. 

Y¡jµavalkya tells Maitrey¢ ‘Everything becomes dear to you because of the love 
of yourself alone—¡tmanastu  k¡m¡ya  sarvaÆ priyaÆ bhavati,’1 and immediately 
follows with, ‘The self is to be seen, heard of, reflected upon, and contemplated upon.’2  

Ëtm¡ has to be seen, draÀ¶avya, by you. How? Through the eye of wisdom which 
has to be opened by a pram¡¸a. For that, we require ¿ruti and therefore, Y¡jµavalkya 
says, ¡tm¡  has to be listened to—¿rotavya. Once a person is adequately qualified, this is 
enough. If that is not the case, listening has to be followed by manana , reflection, and 
nididhy¡sana, contemplation.  

                                                                 
1 B¤had¡ra¸yakopaniÀad – 2-4-5 and 4-5-6 
2 B¤had¡ra¸yakopaniÀad – 2-4-5 and 4-5-6 
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ªÉiÉxiÉÉä ªÉÉäÊMÉxÉ•ÉèxÉÆ {É¶ªÉxiªÉÉi¨ÉxªÉ´ÉÎºlÉiÉ¨ÉÂ* 
ªÉiÉxiÉÉä%{ªÉEÞòiÉÉi¨ÉÉxÉÉä xÉèxÉÆ {É¶ªÉxiªÉSÉäiÉºÉ&**11** 
yatanto yogina¿cainaÆ pa¿yanty¡tmanyavasthitam 
yatanto'pyak¤t¡tm¡no nainaÆ pa¿yantyacetasaÅ Verse 11 

ªÉiÉxiÉ& ªÉÉäÊMÉxÉ& SÉ yata ntaÅ  yoginaÅ ca — and the yog¢s who are making an effort; +Éi¨ÉÊxÉ 
¡tmani — in the buddhi; +´ÉÎºlÉiÉ¨ÉÂ avasthitam  — obtaining; BxÉ¨ÉÂ enam — this 
(¡tm¡); {É¶ªÉÎxiÉ pa¿yanti — see; +EÞòiÉÉi¨ÉÉxÉ& ak¤t¡tm¡naÅ — those whose minds are 
not mature; +SÉäiÉºÉ& acetasaÅ  — those who do not have discrimination; ªÉiÉxiÉ& +Ê{É 
yatantaÅ api — even though making effort; BxÉ¨ÉÂ xÉ {É¶ªÉÎxiÉ enam na pa¿yanti — do 
not see this (¡tm¡)  

And the yog¢s, who are making effort, see this self-obtaining in the 
buddhi. And those whose minds are not mature and who do not have 
viveka , do not see this (¡tm¡) even if they are making effort. 

The word yoginaÅ used here implies that their minds have been made tranquil and 
receptive by proper efforts. Thus, they are people of effort, yatanta Å. By a life of 
contemplation, nididhy¡sana, they see.  

What is the meaning of the locative case of ¡tm¡ in the word, ¡tmani, here? It 
cannot mean, ‘in ¡tm¡’ because everything is located in the ¡tm¡. Here it means ‘in the 
buddhi.’ These yog¢s recognize the ¡tm¡  obtaining in the intellect. It is not that they see 
¡tm¡  in the intellect, but rather, they recognize directly, ‘I am the consciousness 
obtaining in the intellect.’ Further, this consciousness is recognized as identical with 
satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma , not something endowed with the attributes of the 
body, mind, sense complex, all of which are superimposed upon ¡tm¡ . 

An indirect knowledge of Brahman, the cause of the universe, can be conceived 
of, but there is no possibility of having indirect knowledge of ¡tm¡ , because it is always 
directly experienced. We cannot even really have indirect knowledge of what is said 
about ¡tm¡  in the ¿¡stra. We can only say that we do not recognize the truth of what it 
says. One thing that we can all appreciate is that it is always self -evident, and everything 
else becomes evident to the self.  

Both direct and indirect knowledge of anything, are illumined by ¡tm¡. You are 
the one who lights up both a cognition arising from perception and one born of 
inference, etc. Whether the object is directly or indirectly known by you, you light up the 
relevant thought form. This self-evident ¡tm¡  that illumines everything has to be 
recognized as paraÆ brahma. 

Most seekers must make effort for niÀ¶h¡  in this knowledge. That is why 
Y¡jµavalkya  mentions all the three—¿rava¸a, manana and nididhy¡sana —as the 
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means to seeing the ¡tm¡. Only a very few require just ¿rava¸a , that is, only the 
exposure to the pram¡¸a . This was the case for ávetaketu in the Ch¡ndogyopaniÀad . 
Though he was shown the truth through the statement, ‘tat tvam asi—that thou art,’ 
nine times by his father, that alone was adequate for him to gain the knowledge. Even 
the six students of Pra¿nopaniÀad  understood immediately, what their teacher 
Pippal¡da  told them. Similarly, when N¡rada went to Sanatkum¡ra , he understood 
the bh£mavidy¡, the knowledge that I am Brahman, immediately on being taught. All 
these students recognized this immediately. But then, we also see people being described 
in the ¿¡stra  as doing meditation, up¡sana , and practising austerities, tapas. Those of 
the first group are the most highly qualified, uttama -adhik¡r¢s and the others are 
simply qualified, adhik¡r¢s. They must make effort. 

THOSE WHO LACK MATURITY DO NOT SEE IN SPITE OF 
EFFORT 

Mere effort is not enough however. A certain type of mind is required for those 
efforts to be meaningful. Though one may make all the prescribed efforts, one has to 
gather the capacity to inquire properly. That itself is a discipline. Further, one must have 
withdrawn from a life of improper activities. By a life of discipline, gaining a mastery 
over the senses, the other organs, and the mind, one's pursuit is not hindered by these. 
Bhagav¡n  says, ‘Even though they make effort, they do not see.’ Why? Because they 
are ak¤t¡tm¡naÅ, not gained proper antaÅkara¸a¿uddhi, through a life of karmayoga , 
and are ac®tasaÅ, lacking in viv®ka . The word ac®tasaÅ, literally means those who do 
not have a c®tas, mind. But there cannot be any one who does not have a mind. 
Therefore áa´kara  glosses this word as aviv®kinaÅ, those lacking in viv®ka , 
discrimination.  

Since Ved¡nta  works in some cases and not in others, we have to understand that 
something more than pram¡¸a is required, a prerequisite. As in seeing, mere eyes are 
not enough but eyes that are free from defects are required. Then the eyes are a 
pram¡¸a. Since there is only one ¡tm¡, there is no possibility of ¡tm¡ being different 
in the vision of Ved¡nta. If Ved¡nta is a means of knowledge, whoever listens should 
see the same sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡. But it does not happen that way. Therefore, if one 
person sees this and another does not, and if Ved¡nta is looked upon as a pram¡¸a , then 
the problem lies with the one who wants to understand. If Ved¡nta  is not looked upon as 
a pram¡¸a, it becomes a mystical experience. Once it is a pram¡¸a, Ved¡nta should 
reveal the nature of the immediately available ¡tm¡ , because the saÆs¡ra, that this 
knowledge is supposed to resolve, is also immediately available, aparokÀa . If I have 
committed a mistak e that is aparokÀa, the correction of that mistake must also be 
aparokÀa. 
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Ëtm¡ cannot be known by perception or inference because, being yourself, it 
cannot be objectified. The only pram¡¸a that will work is ¿abda . Here the statements 
like ‘tat tvam asi,’ are lakÀa¸a-v¡kyas and they produce immediate knowledge. They 
are similar to the statements such as, ‘This is that Devadatta’ or ‘you are the tenth man,’ 
which produce immediate knowledge, aparokÀa -jµ¡na. If that recognition is not 
immediate, and if you do not understand that Ved¡nta  is a pram¡¸a, you will conclude 
that ¡tm¡  has to be experienced. Those who know the ¿¡stra  say that Ved¡nta is a 
pram¡¸a, but very few know how to handle it. As a result, there is a tendency to 
conclude that one has to experience something and that Ved¡nta is the theory, which is 
the basis for that experience.  

Then Ved¡nta  ceases to be a pram¡¸a  as far as ¡tm¡  is concerned. If Ved¡nta 
does not give you immediate knowledge of the self evident ¡tm¡ , which is always 
available and which is the basis for every experience, then Ved¡nta  is not a pram¡¸a 
for ¡tm¡. 

Since some people gain the knowledge and others do not, in spite of being exposed 
to the pram¡¸a that is Ved¡nta, it is clear that some other factor is necessary Instead of 
taking into consideration the qualifications of the student, the idea of experience was 
conceived of by some people. This problem is compounded by the use of the word 
anubhava  in the ¿¡stra, typically translated as ‘experience.’ This word, however, is 
used by the ¿¡stra  in the sense of ‘seeing–dar¿ana,’ indicating immediate knowledge. 

The problem of anubhava  arose long ago when it was suggested that the study of 
¿¡stra had to be followed by a special ‘other-worldly’ cognition, laukika-pratyakÀa . 
But this was much more well thought out than the modern contention that first you must 
get the theory of ¡tm¡ from the ¿¡stra  and then, through practice, experience it. 

This problem of not seeing the nature of ¡tm¡  can either lead you to the 
conclusion that ¡tm¡ is yet to be experienced or that you should look into your 
qualifications. Since mokÀa is in the form of knowledge, there are definitely 
requirements for it. Fulfilling those requirements is the nature of the effort that is made 
here.  

The emphasis is on purity of mind, antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, which is accomplished 
by a life of karma-yoga and the cultivation of values. The most important thing here is 
inquiry. All false values and improper attitudes are due to a lack of understanding of 
certain relative truths. It is, therefore, important to continue to listen to the ¿¡stra while 
living a life of karma-yoga. 

Yog¢s, who are referred to here then, can be either those who are contemplating or 
those who are living a life of karma-yoga. Whatever is required, karma-yoga  or a 
simple life of contemplation, they do that. They will certainly see. 
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SARVËTMATVA OF ÌáVARA 

The next four verses show that ¡tm¡ is the self of all, sarv¡tm¡, and the basis of 
all transactions. With these four verses, the vibh£tis, glories, of Bhagav¡n  are briefly 
told.  

ªÉnùÉÊnùiªÉMÉiÉÆ iÉäVÉÉä VÉMÉ‘ùÉºÉªÉiÉä%ÊJÉ™ô¨ÉÂ* 
ªÉcÉxpù¨ÉÊºÉ ªÉcÉÉMÉíÉè iÉkÉäVÉÉä Ê´ÉÊrù ¨ÉÉ¨ÉEò¨ÉÂ**12** 
yad¡dityagataÆ tejo jagadbh¡sayate'khilam 
yaccandramasi yacc¡gnau tattejo viddhi m¡makam Verse 12 

ªÉiÉÂ iÉäVÉ& yat tejaÅ  — that brilliance which; +ÉÊnùiªÉMÉiÉ¨ÉÂ ¡dityagatam — obtains in the 
sun; +ÊJÉ™ô¨ÉÂ VÉMÉiÉÂù akhilam jagat — the entire world; ¦ÉÉºÉªÉiÉä bh¡sayate — illumines; 
ªÉiÉÂ SÉxpù¨ÉÊºÉ yat candramasi — that which is in the moon; ªÉiÉÂ SÉ +MÉíÉè yat ca agnau —
and that which is in fire; iÉiÉÂ iÉäVÉ& tat tejaÅ — that brilliance;  ¨ÉÉ¨ÉEò¨ÉÂ m¡makam — 
belongs to Me; Ê´ÉÊrù viddhi — may you know 

May you know that the brilliance that obtains in the sun and illumines the 
entire world, that which is in the moon, and which is in the fire, belongs 
to Me. 

AS THE ALL-ILLUMINING LIGHT  

The word yat, stands for ‘that end,’ padam , to be reached, which is ¡tm¡. Though 
it illumines everything, it cannot be illumined by ¡ditya –the sun, agni–fire, etc. All 
these various sources of light do not illumine the one who illumines everything. 

M¡maka  means ‘that which belongs to Me.’ Any glory anywhere is Bhagav¡n's 
glory. A few of them, the basics of our creation, are quickly and beautifully presented 
here.  

The brilliance, tejas, that is in the sun, which lights up the entire creation, 
Bhagav¡n says, is ‘Mine.’ And also the brilliance in the moon—yat candramasi, and in 
fire—agnau, the brilliance of all these luminaries, because of which we see all things, 
belongs to Bhagav¡n. This can be taken in a twofold way. The light that you see in the 
sun is the light of Parame¿vara, because the sun itself is Parame¿vara , as are the moon 
and fire. Each one, according to its up¡dhi, manifests the glory of Parame¿vara . That 
because of which the sun and fire emit heat and light and the moon is cool and reflects 
light, is Bhagav¡n . 

These words, ¡ditya, candramas, and agni, can also be taken to refer to the 
presiding deities of the sun, moon and fire. The consciousness manifest in the deities 
called Ëditya , Candramas, and Agni, because of which each one is capable of its own 
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unique function, is not separate from Bhagav¡n. Here a question could be raised. If 
consciousness is all pervasive then it expresses equally in every up¡dhi, then why the 
special mention of Ëditya, etc.? That is because they are luminous, endowed with 
brilliance, and are capable of illumining other objects with that brilliance. This is 
because they have sattva -¡dhikya, predominance of the sattva -gu¸a. They have more 
knowledge and happiness than human beings because of their high degree of sattva -
gu¸a. In the deities of the sun, moon and fire, the glory that we see is Bhagav¡n . 

Or you can go one step further and see Ì¿vara  from the standpoint of these 
phenomena. His form is the sun, moon, fire, etc., and their brilliance. 

MÉÉ¨ÉÉÊ´É¶ªÉ SÉ ¦ÉÚiÉÉÊxÉ vÉÉ®úªÉÉ¨ªÉ½þ¨ÉÉäVÉºÉÉ* 
{ÉÖ¹hÉÉÊ¨É SÉÉè¹ÉvÉÒ& ºÉ´ÉÉÇ& ºÉÉä¨ÉÉä ¦ÉÚi´ÉÉ ®úºÉÉi¨ÉEò&**13** 
g¡m¡vi¿ya ca bh£t¡ni dh¡ray¡myahamojas¡  
puÀ¸¡mi cauÀadh¢Å sarv¡Å somo bh£tv¡ ras¡tmakaÅ Verse 13 

SÉ ca — and; MÉÉ¨ÉÂ g¡m — the earth; +ÉÊ´É¶ªÉ ¡vi¿ya  — having entered; +ÉäVÉºÉÉ ojas¡  — 
with strength; ¦ÉÚiÉÉÊxÉ bh£t¡ni — the beings; +½þ¨ÉÂ vÉÉ®úªÉÉÊ¨É aham dh¡ray¡mi — I 
sustain; ®úºÉÉi¨ÉEò& ras¡tmakaÅ — that which is in the form of the essence; ºÉÉä¨É& somaÅ 
— the soma; ¦ÉÚi´ÉÉ bh£tv¡ — having become; ºÉ´ÉÉÇ& sarv¡Å — all; +Éä¹ÉvÉÒ& oÀadh¢Å  — 
the vegetation; {ÉÖ¹hÉÉÊ¨É SÉ puÀ¸¡mi ca — and I nourish 

And having entered the earth, I sustain the beings with strength, and I 
nourish all the vegetation, having become soma  in the form of (their) 
essence.  

AS THE SUSTAINING ENERGY  

Having entered the earth, Bhagav¡n sustains all the beings with his strength. As 
we saw before, this strength is free from binding desires. And with this strength, he does 
not overburden the earth but nourishes it. The Veda says this is the one because of whom 
the heaven, the earth, and all the planets remain where they are. They remain firm 
because of the one who is the sustainer of the earth.  

How does he sustain the beings? We see them gathering their own food and taking 
care of themselves. That they are able to obtain food is because of his power and the 
nutrition in the food is him. Therefore, he says, ‘I nourish—ahaÆ puÀy¡mi.’  

How does he nourish? The Lord says, ‘somo bh£tv¡—having become soma .’ The 
word soma has different meanings. It refers to the juice or sap of anything; the value or 
essence; a particular plant or the moon. All these are called the soma. Here the meaning 
is clear because of the word, ‘ras¡tmaka—in the form of essence,’ that goes with it. 
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Bhagav¡n makes all the fruits and vegetables nourishing and tasty. As soma, he is the 
reservoir of all their essences. 

The vision being portrayed here in these four verses is, ‘I am the self of 
everything—ahaÆ sarv¡tm¡.’ Thus he says, I am the brilliant sun that makes life 
possible. The moon is Me and so are the earth and fire. I enter into this earth, and, with 
My strength, make it capable of sustaining life. The food that is necessary for the 
sustenance of the beings is also Me, and I fill up all these plants and trees with 
nourishing factors and tasty essences.  

If Bhagav¡n is the food, are we not eating Bhagav¡n? No, that is not so. The 
eater is also Bhagav¡n .  

+½Æþ ´Éè·ÉÉxÉ®úÉä ¦ÉÚi´ÉÉ |ÉÉÊhÉxÉÉÆ näù½þ¨ÉÉÊ¸ÉiÉ&* 
|ÉÉhÉÉ{ÉÉxÉºÉ¨ÉÉªÉÖHò& {ÉSÉÉ¨ªÉzÉÆ SÉiÉÖÌ´ÉvÉ¨ÉÂ**14** 
ahaÆ vai¿v¡naro bh£tv¡ pr¡¸in¡Æ deham¡¿ritaÅ 
pr¡¸¡p¡nasam¡yuktaÅ pac¡myannaÆ caturvidham Verse 14 

´Éè·ÉÉxÉ®& ¦ÉÚi´ÉÉ vai¿v¡naraÅ bh£tv¡ — having become the digestive fire; |ÉÉÊhÉxÉÉ¨ÉÂ 
pr¡¸in¡m — of the living beings; näù½þ¨ÉÂ +ÉÊ¸ÉiÉ& deham ¡¿ritaÅ — obtaining in the 
bodies; |ÉÉhÉ-+{ÉÉxÉ-ºÉ¨ÉÉªÉÖHò& pr¡¸a-ap¡na -sam¡yuktaÅ — being endowed with pr¡¸a  
and ap¡na ; SÉiÉÖÌ´ÉvÉ¨ÉÂ caturvidham — the four-fold; +xxÉ¨ÉÂ annam — food; +½¨ÉÂþ {ÉSÉÉÊ¨É 
aham pac¡mi — I cook 

Having become the digestive fire obtaining in the bodies of living beings, 
endowed with pr¡¸a and ap¡na , I cook the four-fold food. 

AS THE PRËÛAáAKTI IN ALL BEINGS 

Bhagav¡n ‘becomes’ the very vai¿v¡nara , the digestive fire. áa´kara  quotes the 
¿ruti that says, ‘This vai¿v¡nara  fire is that which is inside the person and by which the 
food is cooked.’1 The cooked food that is eaten is cooked again by Bhagav¡n in the 
form of the internal vai¿v¡nara fire obtaining in the physical body of the living beings, 
pr¡¸in¡Æ deham¡¿ritaÅ . While the vai¿v¡nara fire is the main thing, it is linked to 
some other things, which are necessary for digestion and assimilation of food. Pr¡¸a is 
the respiration and the general pr¡¸a -¿akti which includes the functions of digestion, 
circulation and assimilation and ap¡na is the function of evacuation. Endowed with 
these, the vai¿v¡nara fire cooks the four types of food consisting of what is drunk–
bhojya, masticated–bhakÀya , licked–lehya, and sucked–coÀya . 

                                                                 
1 +ªÉ¨ÉÂ + ÊMÉí& ´Éè·ÉÉxÉ®ú& ªÉ& +ªÉ¨ÉÂ +xiÉ& {ÉȪ û¹Éä ªÉäxÉ <nù¨ÉÂ +zÉÆ {ÉSªÉiÉä* B¤had¡ra¸yakopaniÀad – 5-9-1  
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Brahman  is in the form of all these functions. That is why, when we eat, we offer 
the first mouthfuls of a meal to pr¡¸a –respiratory function, ap¡na–the evacuation, 
vy¡na–the circulation, sam¡na –the digestive system and the ud¡na , the force that keeps 
the pr¡¸a  in the body until the pr¡rabdha  is exhausted, and then at the end when the 
pr¡rabdha is over ejects the s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra out of this body, and finally to Brahman , 
Hira¸yagarbha, who obtains as the life force in every living being. We make this 
offering because eating always implies killing, even for a vegetarian. Life lives upon life, 
and taking a life, naturally, involves p¡pa. Therefore, we say we are not the eaters. Lord 
K¤À¸a says he is the eater. Any p¡pa that is there, goes to him, not to us. Only the agent, 
kart¡, can be the enjoyer, bhokt¡. Therefore, let Bhagav¡n  eat. What he eats is also 
himself and, therefore, there is no p¡pa . He is both the eater and the eaten. Therefore, he 
is neither of these. It is all mithy¡ . If you know that everything is Bhagav¡n, there is no 
problem for you also. 

ºÉ´ÉÇºªÉ SÉÉ½Æþ ¾þÊnù ºÉÊzÉÊ´ÉŸõÉä ¨ÉkÉ& º¨ÉÞÊiÉYÉÉÇxÉ¨É{ÉÉä½þxÉÆ SÉ* 
´Éänèù•É ºÉ´Éê®ú½þ¨Éä´É ´ÉätÉä ´ÉänùÉxiÉEÞòuäùnùÊ´Énäù´É SÉÉ½þ¨ÉÂ**15** 
sarvasya c¡haÆ h¤di sanniviÀ¶o  
 mattaÅ sm¤tirjµ¡namapohanaÆ ca 
vedai¿ca sarvairahameva vedyo  
 ved¡ntak¤dvedavideva c¡ham Verse 15 

+½¨ÉÂþ SÉ aham ca — and I am; ºÉ´ÉÇºªÉ sarvasya — of all; ¾þÊnù h¤di — in the heart; 
ºÉÊzÉÊ´ÉŸõ& sanniviÀ¶aÅ — have entered; ¨ÉkÉ& mattaÅ — from Me; º¨ÉÞÊiÉ& sm¤tiÅ — 
memory; YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ jµ¡nam — knowledge; +{ÉÉä½þxÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ apohanam ca — and forgetfulness; 
ºÉ´Éê& ´Éänè& SÉ sarvaiÅ vedaiÅ ca — and by all the Vedas; ´Éät& vedyaÅ — the one to be 
known; +ú½¨ÉÂ B´É aham eva — I alone am; ´ÉänùÉxiÉEÞòiÉÂ ved¡ntak¤t — the author of the 
Ved¡nta (ved¡nta-samprad¡ya ); ´ÉänùÊ´ÉiÉÂ Bù´É SÉ vedavit eva ca — and indeed the 
knower of the Vedas; +½þ¨ÉÂ aham — I am 

And I have entered the hearts of all. From Me (have come) memory, 
knowledge, and forgetfulness. I alone am the one to be known by all the 
Vedas and I alone am the author of the Ved¡nta (ved¡nta -samprad¡ya) 
and the knower of the Vedas. 

AS THE SELF IN ALL HEARTS 

The basis because of which all transactions take place, and which is all that is 
there, is told in the three verses beginning with yad¡dityagataÆ tejaÅ…1 The Lord 
says, I am the brilliance in the sun, I am the light in the moon and I am the tejas in the 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 15-12 
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fire. I sustain the earth by My power and I am the one who fills up the entire plant 
kingdom with the nourishing nutrients. Therefore, I become the food. Again, I am the 
digestive fire endowed with pr¡¸a and ap¡na, etc. Since food is Bhagav¡n, the 
food-born body and the external world are also Bhagav¡n . What is left out? Nothing; 
everything is Bhagav¡n.  

In this verse, he says, ‘In the hearts of all, I have entered —sarvasya ca ahaÆ  h¤di 
sanniviÀ¶aÅ.’ He has already said that he is the kÀetrajµa, the ¡tm¡, in the mind of 
every living being. He is the one who obtains, having entered, sanniviÀ¶a, as the ¡tm¡ . 
In Taittir¢yopaniÀad , it is said, ‘tat s¤À¶v¡ tadeva anupr¡vi¿at—having created that he 
entered into it.’ He enters into his very creation in the buddhi, as the ¡tm¡ . That is what 
is meant here by, ‘ahaÆ sanniviÀ¶aÅ.’ ‘And having entered, I remain there as the 
¡tm¡,’ says the Lord. Therefore, ¡tm¡ is Ì¿vara . There is no separation at all between 
the j¢va  and Ì¿vara . When Bhagav¡n says, ‘ahaÆ sanniviÀ¶aÅ—I have entered,’the 
meaning of ‘I’ is nothing but consciousness, caitanya. There is only one caitanya the 
¡tm¡, and as the ¡tm¡ he has entered. A second ¡tm¡  cannot be established. There is no 
pram¡¸a for it. From the ¿ruti and also from reasoning, yukti, we understand that no 
second consciousness is possible. As one space is conditioned by various up¡dhis, 
consciousness, seemingly conditioned by the knower-known-means of knowledge is one. 
It is nothing but param¡tm¡ . Conditioned by the mind, it becomes the knower, 
pram¡t¡, due to a superimposed attribute, vi¿eÀa, upon ¡tm¡ . But from its own 
standpoint, that consciousness is ¿uddha –pure, ekaÅ–one, limitless consciousness. With 
reference to a given mind it is a knower, with reference to itself, it is limitless. When I 
say, ‘I,’ aham, it generally means the knower, pram¡t¡ . The teaching, upade¿a, that I 
am Brahman is for that knower alone. The consciousness that obtains in the knower is 
indeed the only consciousness, caitanya, which is Ì¿vara . 

FROM ME ALONE ARE MEMORY , KNOWLEDGE, AND FORGETFULNESS 

Without this consciousness, there is no knower at all, and therefore, no knowledge. 
Thus he says, ‘From Me is knowledge—mattaÅ jµ¡nam’ From Me, the ¡tm¡  alone, 
knowledge is possible. Without caitanya , there is no knowledge. Further, the particular 
possibility of knowing a given object is all an expression of m¡y¡ , and therefore, from 
Ì¿vara alone is the faculty of knowing. We can look at it in two ways. The first is, from 
Me, caitanya -¡tm¡, who is Ì¿vara with m¡y¡  as up¡dhi, is this knowledge. Or it could 
be taken to mean, from Me, the caitanya-¡tm¡ alone, is knowledge possible.  

Similarly, memory is also possible only from caitanya  or from Ì¿vara . From the 
standpoint of the faculty of remembering, it is Ì¿vara . From the standpoint of memory, 
sm¤ti, it is pure consciousness, caitanya . Apohana  means forgetfulness. Even this 
forgetting of memory, sm¤ti, and knowledge, jµ¡na, Bhagav¡n says, ‘is due to Me—
mattaÅ .’ áa´kara says here that it is because of pu¸ya  and p¡pa  that one has this 
capacity to remember and forgetfulness. If there is pu¸ya  you have sm¤ti and jµ¡na; but 
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if there is p¡pa , they are denied. This is one way of looking at it, by putting karma in a 
very high position. In one way it is true. At the time of writing an examination, you may 
not remember all that you studied, but you remember it afterwards. Why? May be due to 
some p¡pa.  

We can also look at it another way. ‘From Me alone—mattaÅ,’ not as the giver of 
the results of actions, that is, as Ì¿vara, karma-phala -d¡t¡, but from the standpoint of 
consciousness, caitanya, is this remembering, knowing and forgetting. Where is the 
possibility of forgetting without caitanya -¡tm¡, if remembrance is also due to caitanya 
¡tm¡ ? When you say, ‘I forget,’ it is knowledge. You know that you forgot! You know 
that something has gone into your head, and is there in your list of known things, and 
you also know that it is not retrievable right now.  

APOHANA , FORGETFULNESS , IS A BLESSING INDEED 

Not only this; I1 would also say apohana , forget fulness, should be taken as the 
capacity to bracket all one's ideas and prejudices and keep them under suspension, so 
that, new knowledge can take place. In this sense, apohana  is one of the greatest 
blessings. If all that one knows is always remembered, how can one learn anything new? 
So apohana  is not only forgetting, but the capacity to suspend all ideas and relegate 
them to the background and keep the mind free. Any new discovery takes place only 
when one's conclusions can be suspended. How can one otherwise learn something 
which entirely contradicts what one has been holding all this time? This is particularly 
important in the study of Ved¡nta , which has to negate every notion one has about 
oneself, the world, and God. How can they be negated completely if the old notions 
occupy one's mind? For new ideas to come one has to suspend the current ideas. They 
need not go away, but they should not disturb one's capacity to listen. Various ideas or 
opinions one has about God, oneself, one's pursuits, puruÀ¡rtha, all have to undergo a 
total transformation, and in their place, a new vision has to take place. That is not 
possible if apohana is not there. 

In the same way, one's capacity to pick up a moment of joy is also not possible 
without apohana. If one remembers all one's problems, how can one laugh even for a 
moment? That, one is capable of laughing, even for a moment, proves the point that one 
has apohana . This is the greatest grace of Bhagav¡n. Otherwise, we would always be 
under the spell of duÅkha. There would be no way of picking up the small joys, which 
make living worthwhile. So, apohana need not be translated only as forgetfulness; it can 
                                                                 
1 Swamiji 

Please see: Here in the G¢t¡, Bhagav¡n is talking in the first person many a times.  And 
when Swamiji uses the first person too, there could be a possibility of a confusion. 
Therefore, wherever the first person usage denotes Swamiji, we have given a footnote to the 
effect. — Editor's note. 
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also mean the capacity to suspend, at a given time, all one's ideas. In this sense, it is the 
basis for memory, sm¤ti, and knowledge, jµ¡na; because without this apohana , they 
cannot occur. Because of consciousness alone, one is capable of forgetting and the 
‘forgetting mind’ is illumined by consciousness. Therefore, Bhagav¡n says, ‘mattaÅ 
sm¤tiÅ jµ¡nam apohanaÆ ca—from Me, the consciousness, are memory, knowledge, 
and forgetting..’ All these, sm¤tiÅ jµ¡nam and apohanaÆ are not possible for an 
individual without consciousness, the caitanya-¡tm¡ . And there is no Ì¿vara  without 
caitanya-¡tm¡ ; so, from me, consciousness, which is not separate from Ì¿vara , 
knowledge is possible, memory is possible, forgetfulness is possible. 

I AM THE ONE TO BE KNOWN THROUGH ALL VEDAS 

By all the Vedas, the one that is to be known is Ì¿vara. How can we say that? 
Many things are told in the Vedas—various rituals and deities and so on. By saying ‘I 
alone am the one to be known by all the Vedas —vedaiÅ sarvaiÅ  aham eva  vedyaÅ,’ we 
understand that everything that is said in the Vedas is nothing but Ì¿vara. Agni, Indra , 
Varu¸a  and other devat¡s are all Parame¿vara, as the one who gives the results of 
action, karma-phala -d¡t¡, and the one who presides over the law of karma, karma -
adhyakÀa . The karma-k¡¸·a  of the Veda reveals Ì¿vara as sagu¸a-brahma in all 
these forms as well as the form of the agent, kart¡, all worlds and all objects. When you 
refer to a pot, gha¶a , it is nothing but consciousness conditioned by the name and form, 
n¡ma-r£pa, called gha¶a. For a wise man, every single object is non-separate from 
Ì¿vara and that Ì¿vara is recognized by the Vedas.  

I AM THE AUTHOR AND KNOWER OF VEDAS 

The next question is who is the author of the Vedas. He must be even greater than 
the one who is known through the Vedas. No, that is not so. That is why the Lord says, ‘I 
am the author of Ved¡nta—ahaÆ ved¡ntak¤t.’ The one who is the initiator of the 
samprad¡ya  or the tradition of teaching of Ved¡nta, is Ì¿vara. In this tradition, the 
original guru  is called N¡r¡ya¸a . Naturally, he is the one, who knows the meaning of 
the Veda, vedavit. Bhagav¡n says, ‘The one to be known is Me, the one who initiated 
the Vedas is Me and the one who knows the Vedas is Me.’ The one who knows the 
Vedas is the one who knows what is to be known by the Vedas. That is param¡tm¡ . 

It is complete. The food that is there in the vegetation is Me, the pr¡¸a  and the 
body, which is nothing but modified food is Me. The earth that produces the food is Me 
and the sun, and planets are all Me. Because of Me alone all activities are possible. 
Without Me, there is no memory, no knowledge, and no forgetfulness. A brief 
description of the glories of Ì¿vara is given here with reference to some important 
up¡dhis. There are many up¡dhis , but only the special ones like the sun, moon, fire, 
etc., are mentioned in these four ¿lokas. 
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For the same Parame¿vara, there are two types of up¡dhis, kÀara, that which 
perishes, and akÀara, that which does not perish. These are two different ways of 
looking at the Lord in order to ascertain the truth, which is free from kÀara and akÀara . 
This is done by first creating a superimposition, adhy¡ropa, and then by negating that, 
apav¡da. For this, two up¡dhis are presented by the ¿¡stra. The kÀara-up¡dhi we 
know, though we do not know it as an up¡dhi, and the akÀara -up¡dhi is revealed by 
the ¿¡stra . These two different up¡dhis  for Brahman having been mentioned, the aim 
is to point out the vastu for which these two are up¡dhis. Without the attributes of the 
up¡dhis, the vastu is revealed by the method of adhy¡ropa-apav¡da, superimposition 
and negation.  

uùÉÊ´É¨ÉÉè {ÉÖ¯û¹ÉÉè ™ôÉäEäò I É®ú•ÉÉIÉ®ú B´É SÉ* 
IÉ®ú& ºÉ´ÉÉÇÊhÉ ¦ÉÚiÉÉÊxÉ EÚò]õºlÉÉä%IÉ®ú =SªÉiÉä**16** 
dv¡vimau puruÀau loke kÀara¿c¡kÀara eva ca  
kÀaraÅ sarv¡¸i bh£t¡ni k£¶astho'kÀara ucyate  Verse 16 

IÉ®ú& SÉ kÀaraÅ ca — the perishable; +IÉ®ú& B´É SÉ akÀaraÅ eva ca — and the 
imperis hable; uùÉè <¨ÉÉè {ÉÖ¯û¹ÉÉè dvau imau  puruÀau — these two persons (exist); ™ôÉäEäò loke 
— in the world; ºÉ´ÉÉÇÊhÉ ¦ÉÚiÉÉÊxÉ sarv¡¸i bh£t¡ni — all beings and elements; IÉ®ú& kÀaraÅ 
— (are called) kÀara ; EÚò]õºlÉ& k£¶asthaÅ — the changeless; +IÉ®ú& =SªÉiÉä akÀaraÅ ucyate 
— is called the akÀara 

These two persons, the perishable and the imperishable, (exist) in the 
world. All beings and elements are called the perishable, the changeless 
(is called) the imperishable. 

=kÉ¨É& {ÉÖ¯û¹Éºi´ÉxªÉ& {É®ú¨ÉÉi¨ÉäiªÉÖnùÉ¾þiÉ&* 
ªÉÉä ™ôÉäEòjÉªÉ¨ÉÉÊ´É¶ªÉ Ê¤É¦ÉiªÉÇ´ªÉªÉ <Ç·É®ú&**17** 
uttamaÅ puruÀastvanyaÅ param¡tmetyud¡h¤taÅ 
yo lokatrayam¡vi¿ya bibhartyavyaya ¢¿varaÅ Verse 17 

iÉÖ tu — but; ªÉ& yaÅ — the one who is; +´ªÉªÉ& avyayaÅ — the changeless; <Ç·É®ú& ¢¿varaÅ 
— the Lord; ™ôÉäEò-jÉªÉ¨ÉÂ lokatrayam — the three worlds; +ÉÊ´É¶ªÉ ¡vi¿ya — having 
entered; Ê¤É¦ÉÌkÉ bibharti — sustains (them); =kÉ¨É& {ÉÖ¯û¹É& uttamaÅ puruÀaÅ  — the 
superior person; +xªÉ& anyaÅ — is the other; {É®ú¨ÉÉi¨ÉÉ <ÊiÉ =nùÉ¾þiÉ& — param¡tm¡ iti 
ud¡h¤taÅ — who is called the param¡tm¡  

But the other superior person is called param¡tm¡, the limitless self, the 
changeless Lord who, having entered the three worlds, sustains (them). 
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In the first verse he says, there are two puruÀas, one that is destroyed, kÀara, and 
the other that is indestructible, akÀara. In the next verse he tells us that there is still 
another one who is uttama  or above these. He is the one who enters, pervades, and 
sustains all the three worlds, lokatraya . This is Ì¿vara. Both kÀara and akÀara are 
sustained by that puruÀa who is param¡tm¡ . The akÀara -puruÀa  here, is not hing but 
m¡y¡ , the unmanifest, while kÀara is the manifest form of the jagat. Thus, everything is 
puruÀa . Nothing is separate from that. But who is the real puruÀa? The second ¿loka  
tells us that he is other than both kÀara and akÀara , and is therefore called uttama 
puruÀa . He is very well known in the world and in the Vedas as puruÀottama , that 
which is the truth of everything. He is nirgu¸a , without the qualities of kÀara  or akÀara . 
KÀara is continuously subject to destruction, and finally resolves into the unmanifest 
avyakta , akÀara. Then avyakta  undergoes a change to become the manifest, which 
keeps on changing and finally resolves again into the manifest. This goes on. One is 
called kÀara  and the other is called akÀara , whereas ¡tm¡ sustains both. The basis of 
both is not subject to the attributes of kÀara and akÀara . Both are superimpositions on 
¡tm¡, and therefore he is called uttama-puruÀa. 

Why is ¡tm¡  called puruÀa ? Because there is nothing separate from ¡tm¡ . 
Whether insentient matter or sentient, caitanya-¡tm¡  is present in everything. That is 
why the word puruÀa  is used. The entire world consisting of the five elements and 
elementals, all these physical bodies are only n¡ma-r£pa and the entire n¡ma -r£pa is 
nothing but the puruÀa.  

That puruÀa  is absolutely free from all attributes, is nirgu¸a , but when we talk of 
the same puruÀa with attributes, it can be divided into two. One is called kÀara-puruÀa , 
and the other, akÀara-puruÀa. The one, which is, kÀara  is constantly subject to change 
and also to getting dissolved into its own cause. From the standpoint of the manifest 
world, your own physical body, or the entire jagat with the five elements, like space, 
etc., it is called kÀara-puruÀa. Generally, we deal with this jagat as inert, ja·a. But here 
we are not separating it as something existent, independent of the vastu , the puruÀa . 
There is no object that exists apart from satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma, the 
adhiÀ¶h¡na or the cause for everything. That is why the word puruÀa  is used. The 
kÀara-up¡dhi, the manifest world, becomes unmanifest resolving into the cause, the 
akÀara, and again comes into manifestation. One is subject to dissolution and the other 
is the cause into which it dissolves. 

THE KâARA AND AKâARA PURUâAS  

The m¡y¡-¿akti of Bhagav¡n is here called akÀara -puruÀa , because there is no 
m¡y¡ -¿akti without puruÀa. With reference to the causal up¡dhi, k¡ra¸a -up¡dhi, it is 
called akÀara-puruÀa and with reference to the effect, the k¡rya -up¡dhi, it is called 
kÀara-puruÀa. When the jagat is manifest, it is the k¡rya-up¡dhi of Bhagav¡n. Thus, 
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in saÆs¡ra there are these two puruÀas. When the kÀara is not there, that is, the world 
is not manifest, then it is in the form of akÀara-puruÀa, or m¡y¡, which is the seed for 
this creation. It is the basis for all saÆs¡ra , the one in which the entire creation has its 
basis, ¡¿raya . 

The kÀara-puruÀa, Bhagav¡n says, is all the elements, sarv¡¸i bh£t¡ni. 
áa´kara says, kÀara is all the modifications in creation. From the subtle and gross 
elements your body-mind-sense-complex is born. The subtle elements, s£kÀma-bh£t¡ni, 
account for the entire subtle body, s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra , consisting of mind –antaÅ-kara¸a , 
senses–jµ¡nendriyas, physiological functions –pr¡¸a, organs of action, karmendriyas, 
and the gross elements, sth£labh£t¡ni, account for the physical body, sth£la -¿ar¢ra . 
Not only for you, but they account for all, samasta-vik¡ra-j¡tam—every existent thing, 
which is but a modification.  

The akÀara -puruÀa , on the other hand, is k£¶astha; it remains like a changeless 
mass, r¡¿¢, says áa´kara . The word, k£¶astha, is a technical word usually used for the 
¡tm¡. Here it is used to indicate something that does not die. The effect, k¡rya , dies, 
while the cause, k¡ra¸a, does not. It is like how the pot dies, but the clay does not. So, 
the word k£¶astha  is used here to refer to that k¡ra¸a that does not die. Therefore, here, 
it has a relative, not an absolute meaning.  

Generally in the ¿¡stra, it is used in the absolute sense only for the ¡tm¡, which is 
free from attributes, and therefore, does not change. In that sense, the meaning of this 
word, k£¶astha  is as follows. The word, k£¶a, means an anvil, which itself does not 
undergo any change, but allows all changes to take place on the piece of iron that is kept 
on it and beaten. . Ëtm¡ is k£¶astha because it is immutable like an anvil—k£¶avat 
tiÀ¶hati iti k£¶asthaÅ. That is the adhiÀ¶h¡na-¡tm¡ , the basis or truth for everything 
that is mithy¡. Another meaning for the word k£¶astha is, that which obtains in m¡y¡ , 
as the truth of that m¡y¡ . Here the vyutpatti of the word would be, k£te tiÀ¶hati iti 
k£¶astha. That is nothing but ¡tm¡ , Brahman. Just as in the snake is the rope, in the 
m¡y¡  is ¡tm¡.  

áa´kara  first gives the meaning of k£¶a, as that which does not die. Then, 
because we are talking of a puruÀa conditioned by m¡y¡, and then optionally gives 
another meaning is given here, saying, m¡y¡, vaµcan¡ , jihmat¡ , or ku¶ilat¡ all the four 
words meaning the same, that is, deceit. M¡y¡  deceives you because it just reverses your 
vision. Being capable of being various forms, it can confuse you. áa´kara  then makes a 
note that this seed of saÆs¡ra can go into a state of unmanifestation, but it does not 
come to an end. It can again manifest and again resolve into the unmanifest. Just as in 
deep sleep your awareness of the body-mind-sense-complex, your individuality, and the 
world are dissolved. Then you create the dream world; you are in the form of the dream 
world. This is called kÀara -puruÀa . Then again, you go to sleep, and become 
akÀara-puruÀa. That does not mean the dreamer is gone. He is only unmanifest. This 
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entire created world, k¡rya-prapaµca, is called the kÀara-puruÀa and the same puruÀa , 
along with the k¡ra¸a-up¡dhi is called akÀara-puruÀa. Both k¡rya -up¡dhi and 
k¡ra¸a -up¡dhi are nothing but an adhy¡ropa, superimposition, upon the puruÀa , 
seemingly qualifying the puruÀa with their attributes. If this is the set up, then who is the 
puruÀa ? When we negate anything that is superimposed, what is left is puruÀa. From 
the standpoint of the two up¡dhi, puruÀa is two, but then if you negate both the 
up¡dhis, there is only one puruÀa . 

Here the methodology of adhy¡ropa -apav¡da  is directly used. This method of 
teaching is to prove that the same puruÀa  continues to be puruÀa, while there is nothing 
in the whole n¡ma -r£pa, which is independent of it. It is the cause, k¡ra¸a, of 
everything, and at the same time, has not undergone any change whatsoever. The 
upade¿a is always given by using this method of adhy¡ropa-apav¡da . Those who 
know what it is all about use it consciously, creating a set up and then negating it. Here 
the kÀara-akÀara -up¡dhi was pointed out and in the next verse the puruÀa , free of 
up¡dhi is shown.  

THE UTTAMA PURUâA 

Other, anya , than these two, kÀara  and akÀara-puruÀa, is one who is indepe ndent 
of them both. This one is entirely distinct from these two, untouched by all the attributes 
belonging to the up¡dhi, the one, who, according to áa´kara's  favourite expression, 
nitya -¿uddha-buddha -mukta-svabh¡vaÅ, is always enlightened, that is, free from 
ignorance, always free from any impurity like pu¸ya  and p¡pa, cause and effect–
k¡ra¸a -k¡rya, agency–kart¤tva, and enjoyership–bhokt¤tva. Who is that? Uttama , the 
most exalted. What does that mean? áa´kara  says it is entirely distinct from the kÀara 
and akÀara-puruÀa, beyond whom there is no one, and knowing which alone you are 
free. That uttama  is the basis of the entire saÆs¡ra, but beyond cause and effect, the 
k¡rya-up¡dhi and the k¡ra¸a-up¡dhi. The whole thing is ¡tm¡ . Being complete, 
p£r¸a, it is called puruÀa . Or, residing in the body, purau  uÀati iti, it is called puruÀa . 
Having created the entire world, Bhagav¡n entered this body in the form of 
pratyag¡tm¡ , because of which alone things have their being.  

It is called the limitless self —param¡tm¡ iti ud¡h¤taÅ . Para is that which is the 
basis, adhiÀ¶h¡na , of the kÀara  and akÀara -up¡dhi. From different standpoints, we 
have various selves, like the body-self, deha-¡tm¡; the physiological self, pr¡¸a-¡tm¡ , 
the mental self, mano-¡tm¡ , etc. They are all ¡tm¡ , but this ¡tm¡ alone is param¡tm¡ . 
It is the one, which is available for you to know the other ¡tm¡s. The one who is above 
this kÀara -akÀara -up¡dhi, is the one ¡tm¡, which is the inner conscious being of all 
beings. So it is para and it is ¡tm¡ , param¡tm¡. It is this ¡tm¡, which provides 
existence to everything, and is the being of anything. After the superimposition, 
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adhy¡ropa, is negated, you get ¡tm¡  free from all that was gathered unto it. It is that 
¡tm¡ we call param¡tm¡ . 

That param¡tm¡, with its m¡y¡-¿akti enters into the three worlds, bh£Å, 
bhuvaÅ, and suvaÅ . The mention of bh£ includes all seven worlds below—that is, 
atala , vitala , sutala , tal¡tala , ras¡tala, mah¡tala and p¡t¡la . BhuvaÅ includes all 
that is in between and suvaÅ includes all the worlds above—that is, mahaÅ , janaÅ , 
tapaÅ, satyam. Thus when we say lokatraya all the fourteen worlds are included. How 
does param¡tm¡  enter into the world? Only as the cause, k¡ra¸a . How does 
sat-cit-¡nanda-param¡tm¡ , become the cause? With his m¡y¡-¿akti alone, he enters 
into and becomes the whole world. Just as the clay enters into the pot, this cause, 
k¡ra¸a , param¡tm¡ , entering into the effect, k¡rya, the entire jagat, thereby sustains, 
bibharti, the whole creation. How? Merely by its nature, which is existence, svar£pa -
sadbh¡va -m¡tre¸a. Having entered the creation, it sustains it by its own nature, sat-cit. 
The creation is, because m¡y¡  is, because sat-¡tm¡  is. That ‘is-ness’ sustains the entire 
creation. 

When we think of time, we say any given unit  of time, like a second, ‘is.’ The ‘is -
ness’ is the real content of time. If you go on dividing time, the minute ‘is,’ the second 
‘is,’ the microsecond ‘is,’ finally your concept of time itself disappears. ‘Is-ness’ alone 
remains. That ‘is-ness’ that remains is the real nature, svar£pa  of time. That is always 
there in anything present and anything experienced. That param¡tm¡  who provides that 
‘is-ness’ ‘is.’ It is present always as the existence of everything and is therefore, avyaya , 
not subject to change, not subject to time. This param¡tm¡ is the uttama-puruÀa, the 
cause of all creation. Therefore, ¡tm¡  becomes Ì¿vara, the cause of all creation, jagat-
k¡ra¸aÆ brahma. There is no other factor. Param¡tm¡ , is the ¡tm¡ who is called 
Ì¿vara. 

This uttama-puruÀa is complete. As param¡tm¡, he transcends everything; as 
k¡ra¸a -puruÀa , he is immanent. 

ªÉº¨ÉÉiIÉ®ú¨ÉiÉÒiÉÉä%½þ¨ÉIÉ®úÉnùÊ{É SÉÉäkÉ¨É&* 
+iÉÉä%Îº¨É ™ôÉäEäò ´Éänäù SÉ |ÉÊlÉiÉ& {ÉÖ¯û¹ÉÉäkÉ¨É&**18** 
yasm¡tkÀaramat¢to'hamakÀar¡dapi cottamaÅ 
ato'smi loke vede ca prathitaÅ puruÀottamaÅ Verse 18 

ªÉº¨ÉÉiÉÂ yasm¡t — because; +½þ̈ ÉÂ aham — I am; IÉ®ú¨ÉÂ +iÉÒiÉ& kÀaram at¢taÅ  — beyond 
the destructible; +IÉ®úÉiÉÂ +ùÊ{É SÉ akÀar¡t api ca  — and as compared to even the 
indestructible; =kÉ¨É& uttamaÅ — above; +iÉ& ataÅ — therefore; ™ôÉäEäò loke — in the 
world; ´Éänäù SÉ vede ca — and in the Veda; {ÉÖ¯û¹ÉÉäkÉ¨É& puruÀottamaÅ — puruÀottama ; 
|ÉÊlÉiÉ& prathitaÅ — renowned; +Îº¨É asmi — I am 
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Because I am beyond the destructible and also above the indestructible 
too; therefore, in the world and in the Veda, I am renowned as 
puruÀottama. 

I AM KNOWN AS THE PURUâOTTAMA WHO TRANSCENDS 
EVERYTHING 

Yasm¡t, because puruÀa  remains transcending or untouched by the kÀara or the 
akÀara-up¡dhi, he is uttama, the most exalted or the highest, even above the akÀara , 
the cause of saÆs¡ra , m¡y¡. From the standpoint of the causal up¡dhi, 
k¡ra¸a -up¡dhi, Bhagav¡n says, ‘I am uttama , that is, I transcend it. I am too far away 
for it to touch Me.’ How far away? As far away as the rope is from the slimy snake 
projected on it! The snake is not able to leave its sliminess on the rope! That is how far 
away the caitanya-¡tm¡  is from your thought. What does the thought leave on 
consciousness? Whether it is a pleasant or unpleasant thought, it leaves no trace upon 
conscio usness. You are a conscious person who sees these words on the printed page. 
When the words go, what happens to the consciousness? Nothing. What footprints are 
left behind on consciousness? Suppose you experience something hot. Your 
consciousness does not get heated. Nor does it become cold when you are aware of 
snow. Heat-consciousness does not increase the temperature of consciousness; cold-
consciousness does not decrease the temperature of consciousness. Nothing leaves an 
imprint on consciousness. This is what is meant by being above everything, uttama . 
Between the thought and consciousness, there is no distance. But being the untouched, it 
is the basis of everything.  

AtaÅ, therefore, I am the truth or basis of kÀara and akÀara, untouched by all, and 
therefore, puruÀottama . This is the puruÀa that is renowned, prathita, in the Vedas, 
vede, and in the world, loke, by poets, and by devotees as N¡r¡ya¸a. 

Summing up the chapter we have the next two verses. 

ªÉÉä ¨ÉÉ¨Éä´É¨ÉºÉ¨¨ÉÚføÉä VÉÉxÉÉÊiÉ {ÉÖ¯û¹ÉÉäkÉ¨É¨ÉÂ* 
ºÉ ºÉ´ÉÇÊ´É‘ùVÉÊiÉ ¨ÉÉÆ ºÉ´ÉÇ¦ÉÉ´ÉäxÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ**19** 
yo m¡mevamasamm£·ho j¡n¡ti puruÀottamam 
sa sarvavidbhajati m¡Æ sarvabh¡vena bh¡rata  Verse 19 

¦ÉÉ®úiÉ bh¡rata — O! Descendent of Bharata ; ªÉ& yaÅ — the one who; +ºÉ¨¨ÉÚfø& 
asamm£·haÅ — not deluded; {ÉÖ¯û¹É ÉäkÉ¨É¨ÉÂ ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ puruÀottamam m¡m — Me, the 
puruÀottama ; B´É¨ÉÂ VÉÉxÉÉÊiÉ evam j¡n¡ti — knows in this manner; ºÉ& saÅ — he; ºÉ´ÉÇÊ´ÉiÉÂ 
sarvavit — the knower of (that which is) all; ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ m¡m — Me; ºÉ´ÉÇ¦ÉÉ´ÉäxÉ sarvabh¡vena 
— as the self of all; ¦ÉVÉÊiÉ bhajati — gains 
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The one who is not deluded, who knows Me in this way, he, (becoming) 
the knower of (that which is) all, gains Me as the self of all, Arjuna. 

THE GLORY OF THIS KNOWLEDGE 

The one who is no longer deluded does not take ¡tm¡ to be other than 
puruÀottama . ‘Being one who is free from delusion, he knows Me,’ K¤À¸a  says, ‘in this 
way, evam—meaning as it was told earlier, as the kÀara-puruÀa, the one who perishes 
and the akÀara -puruÀa , the one who is changeless, and the puruÀa  who is free from 
both kÀara and akÀara—gains Me as the self of all.’ This is puruÀottama . The 
kÀara-puruÀa is puruÀa with reference to the effect, k¡rya -up¡dhi, and akÀara -puruÀa 
is the same puruÀa  with reference to the cause, k¡ra¸a -up¡dhi. PuruÀa  himself is 
uttama , transcendin g both. Only because of up¡dhi is puruÀa called kÀara-puruÀa and 
akÀara-puruÀa . 

The one who knows Me, yaÅ m¡Æ j¡n¡ti, in this way, evam, as puruÀottama, the 
one who is the root, the cause, the truth of the tree of saÆs¡ra, is not deluded, 
asamm£·ha . Because of the knowledge of puruÀottama, he becomes sarvavit, 
omniscient, the one who knows everything. How does he become all-knowing by 
knowing the puruÀottama ? Will he know electronics and French, and all other 
disciplines of knowledge? There are two types of omniscience. One is with reference to 
knowing every detail, sarvavittva, the other is with reference to realities in general, 
sarvajµatva. In general, all that is here is one thing, satya-vastu, puruÀottama , who 
alone is this entire jagat, as kÀara-puruÀa and akÀara-puruÀa. Therefore, by knowing 
the satya-vastu  you also appreciate what is mithy¡ , and this appreciation of satya and 
mithy¡  makes you a knower of everything. You don't need to know any detail because 
every detail, every n¡ma-r£pa  is mithy¡ . There is only one satya-vastu that counts and 
that is yourself. When a person knows, ‘I am the self of everything, ahaÆ sarv¡tm¡,’ he 
becomes the knower of everything, in general. Here, the word used to express the one 
that has this knowledge is sarvavit. 

In Mu¸·akopaniÀad, Ì¿vara  is called, ‘sarvajµaÅ sarvavit.’ He is sarvajµa 
because he knows everything in general, sarvaÆ j¡n¡ti s¡m¡nyena, and sarvavit 
because he knows everything in detail, sarvaÆ j¡n¡ti vi¿eÀe¸a, because of his m¡y¡ -
up¡dhi. The sarvajµatva  is purely in terms of being the witness of everything, knowing 
the truth of everything, knowing the satya and mithy¡ . That is why the UpaniÀad  says, 
‘When one thing is known, everything is as well known—ekasmin vijµ¡te sarvaÆ 
vijµ¡taÆ bhavati.’ I1 always add ‘as well’ because if you just say, ‘when one thing is 
known everything is known,’ it amounts to knowing all the details, which is not possible. 
We cannot even know any one thing thoroughly. If you examine a leaf, for example, not 
everything about it is known. So we have to understand here that when one thing is 
                                                                 
1 Swamiji 
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known, everything is as well known, in the sense, all that is here is one satya -vastu and 
if you want to add something to it, that is n¡ma -r£pa, which is mithy¡, and therefore, 
not other than satya. Therefore, for a wise person, there is not going to be any surprise at 
any time. If you show him a new object, he will see only satya plus the n¡ma-r£pa . 
There is only an added appreciation of Ì¿vara's glory. It is not going to add to his 
fullness. The knowledge because of which there is fullness, we call omniscience. The 
one who has this knowledge is sarvavit . If both sarvajµa  and sarvavit are mentioned, 
sarvavit means the one who knows in detail. But because only sarvavit  is used here, 
and because of the context, we understand that he is the one who knows in general, that 
is, knows satya and mithy¡. The, one who knows, yaÅ veda, is free from saÆs¡ra 
because he has no delusion, he is asamm£·ha . He knows that only Ì¿vara  is here, who 
is non-separate from himself, ¡tm¡ . 

What is the result of this knowledge? Bhagav¡n says, ‘He gains Me—saÅ m¡Æ 
bhajati.’ The knowledge and the gain are identical because I am already the 
puruÀottama , which is everything. How does he gain identity with Me? By being the 
self of everything, sarva-bh¡vena, with a vision of himself in which nothing is separate 
from him. Because he is the kÀara -puruÀa  and the akÀara -puruÀa , everything is 
accounted for. This is mokÀa , this is j¢vanmukti. Suppose he dies away? ‘He’ is 
meaningless. What dies away? Whatever dies away dies away; whatever ‘is,’ is. That ‘is’ 
is the ¡tm¡ . The particular up¡dhi dies away and all that is there is the vastu, which is 
Ì¿vara who is worshipped by everybody. Even living, the person who knows this is 
sought after because he is not different from Ì¿vara. 

The result of knowledge was told in this verse. Now the whole teaching is summed 
up as Bhagav¡n praises this knowledge. 

áa´kara introduces this verse saying, ‘In this chapter, the knowledge, which is the 
truth of Bhagav¡n and which has mokÀa as its result has been told.’ Now, he praises 
that teaching. 

<ÊiÉ MÉÖÁiÉ¨ÉÆ ¶ÉÉÛÉÊ¨Énù¨ÉÖHÆò ¨ÉªÉÉxÉPÉ* 
BiÉnÂù ¤ÉÖnÂùv´ÉÉ ¤ÉÖÊrù¨ÉÉxÉÂ ºªÉÉiÉÂ EÞòiÉEÞòiªÉ•É ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ**20** 
iti guhyatamaÆ ¿¡stramidamuktaÆ may¡nagha 
etad buddhv¡ buddhim¡n sy¡t k¤tak¤tya¿ca bh¡rata Verse 20 

+xÉPÉ anagha — O! Sinless one; <ÊiÉ iti — thus; MÉÖÁiÉ¨É¨ÉÂ guhyatamam — most 
profound; <n¨ÉÂ idam — this; ¶ÉÉÛÉ¨ÉÂ ¿¡stram — teaching; ¨ÉªÉÉ may¡ — by Me; =Hò¨É ¬  
uktam — has been said; ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ bh¡rata — O! Descendent of Bharata; BiÉnÂù ¤ÉÖnÂùv´ÉÉ etad 
buddhv¡ — knowing this; ¤ÉÖÊrù¨ÉÉxÉÂ buddhim¡n — endowed with wisdom; EÞòiÉEÞòiªÉ& SÉ 
k¤tak¤tyaÅ ca — one who has accomplished all that has to be accomplished; ºªÉÉiÉÂ sy¡t 
— would become 
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O! Descendant of Bharata, O! Sinless one, thus, this most profound 
teaching has been said by Me. Knowing this, a person becomes one who 
has buddhi; and who has accomplished all that has to be accomplished. 

‘This teaching told by Me—idaÆ ¿¡stram uktaÆ may¡,’ Bhagav¡n says, ‘is the 
most secret—guhyatamam.’ There are a few types of secrets. Something can be a secret 
because you do not yet know it. This is the kind of secret that you pick up from the 
gossip columns. There is another type of secret, which remains concealed because you 
have no way of knowing it. Unless it is properly taught, you cannot know it, and because 
of the absence of an appropriate and adequate means of knowledge, it remains a secret. 
The third is that, even if you have a way of knowing something, it can still remain a 
secret because you do not understand it when it is revealed to you. If a mathematician 
reels out all his mathematical theorems to someone who is still struggling with five plus 
four, those theorems remain a secret to that person. A fourth type of secret is so, not 
because it is not known, but because it is too sacred, and therefore, kept hidden, like a 
precious gem.  

You do not carry a one million dollar gem in your handkerchief or keep it on a 
table. There is a huge diamond known as the Koh-i-noor diamond, which is now in the 
British crown. A stone like this cannot be used as a paperweight. If it is, its owner must 
either have a mountain of diamonds, or be a fool. Only Kubera, the presiding deity of 
wealth, can afford to use the Koh-i-noor diamond as a paperweight. Because it is so 
precious, it is hidden away. Anything that is precious, either because of its sanctity, its 
monetary value, or its sentimental value, is kept secret. Your great grandfather's copper 
ring that has been coming down through generations is of great sentimental value to you 
and therefore precious. Even though you cannot even get ten cents for it in the flea 
market, you keep it in a safe place. It is kept hidden away purely because of sentimental 
value. Other things have value because of their sanctity, like a s¡lagr¡ma  stone. It is a 
simple fossil rock, which is picked up from a riverbed, but because one has been 
worshipping it, it becomes sacred. The worshipper of that s¡lagr¡ma  will not allow 
anyone to touch it unless he is satisfied that he is qualified for that. Thus, because of its 
sanctity, it is hidden away. These are all value-based secrets.  

Now what is puruÀottama? It is everything. There is nothing more sacred because 
knowledge of puruÀottama  liberates me and there is nothing more valuable, because 
knowing puruÀottama  makes me the whole creation. This knowledge releases me from 
insecurity, tears, sorrow, and limitations. And, while all that is valuable is meant to keep 
me in good humour, here in puruÀottama is the source of all humour, all wonder, all 
¡nanda , and security. There is nothing more valuable. In fact, there is no other value. 
Everybody's ¡nanda is a fraction of this ¡nanda alone, and therefore, this value is 
absolute. In terms of sanctity also it is absolute. Anything sacred purifies, and in 
saÆs¡ra there are many purifying agents. But this purifies me from saÆs¡ra, by 
removing my ignorance, ajµ¡na. Therefore, there is nothing here more purifying than 
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this knowledge—na  hi jµ¡nena sad¤¿am pavitram iha vidyate. In terms of holiness, 
this is the abode of all that is holy. All holiness is from ‘I,’ alone and this ‘I’ is 
puruÀottama . 

This knowledge of the nature of ‘I’ cannot be known by any means of knowledge 
except the ¿¡stra, the UpaniÀads. Because the subject matter of th e G¢t¡ is the same, it 
is also looked upon as UpaniÀads. Further, the UpaniÀads are from Bhagav¡n , and so 
is the G¢t¡. If one has that ¿raddh¡, this has the same sanctity as the ¿ruti. The 
UpaniÀads are from Ì¿vara  in that, it is not authored by anybody. The G¢t¡ is authored 
by K¤À¸a and for one who has ¿raddh¡, that K¤À¸a is Ì¿vara , this is also UpaniÀad . If 
K¤À¸a is only a creation of Vy¡sa, the G¢t¡  becomes a sm¤ti, not ¿ruti. But even then, 
because the subject matter of the UpaniÀads is presented very cogently through the 
mouth of K¤À¸a, it is like an UpaniÀad. That is why at the end of every chapter it says, 
bhagavadg¢t¡su upaniÀatsu—in the Bhagavadg¢t¡, which is UpaniÀad. 

This ¿¡stra , meaning ¿ruti, is the only means for this knowledge and therefore, 
being not available for any other means of knowledge, it is a secret. How am I going to 
figure out that I am puruÀottama? Since it is only revealed by the ¿¡stra, it is secret, 
guhya, because of its sanctity it is guhya, and because of its value it is guhya . And 
again, even if it is taught, it remains guhya , like calculus for someone who has a doubt 
about whether five plus four is seven or eleven. Even if you teach him calculus for three 
hours in the morning and three hours in the evening, calculus will still remain a secret. It 
is not that he is not capable, he is just not ready, and therefore, it remains a secret. 

Though there are many secrets in the world, there is nothing like this secret in 
terms of its sanctity, nature, and value. Therefore, it is the most profound secret, 
guhyatama. The greatest secret is one that you cannot figure out by any means because 
it is so well hidden. Now, which is the best hiding place in the world for the most 
precious object? The seeker himself. Here also, by a process of negation and discovery, 
we find out, at one time or another, what the secret is. The best hiding place for 
Bhagav¡n, the one who is sought after in life, is in the very seeker. The seeker who goes 
about searching is the very sought. This is why the ¿ruti has to stop us and say, ‘You are 
the sought.’ Otherwise, we will be forever seeking. Whether we search within or outside, 
it remains hidden because in the very seeker is the sought. There is no puruÀottama 
beyond the seeker. The searcher, the knower, pram¡t¡ , is the sought. The one who 
wants to be free, the mumukÀu is indeed the freedom he seeks, mokÀa . Look at the 
situation. He cannot give up the search unless he discovers the sought and as long as he 
is searching, he cannot discover it. The helplessness bec omes evident. That is why we 
require something from outside to tell us to stop the whole search and make us see that 
we are the sought. It cannot come from the knower, pram¡t¡ , himself; but only from an 
outside source, a pram¡¸a, which, being a means of knowledge, is capable of producing 
a jµ¡na-v¤tti that gives rise to the destruction of the ignorance of your being the sought. 
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It does all that without depending upon your will. Whether you like it or not, it just 
operates. Therefore, this knowledge is guhyatama, the most secret. 

áa´kara  glosses guhyatama as gopyatama, which also means most sacred. This 
¿¡stra, which is the most sacred and secret is praised here. Even though the entire G¢t¡ 
is called ¿¡stra , here Lord K¤À¸a  refers to this chapter as the guhyatamaÆ ¿¡stram in 
order to praise it. Why is this chapter so important? áa´kara says it is because in this 
particular chapter, the meaning of not only the entire G¢t¡, but of all that is to be known 
by the Veda is presented briefly and completely. Ì¿vara is discussed here, as is yoga and 
the qualifications for this knowledge in the statement—nirm¡na -moh¡Å 
jitasa´ga-doÀ¡Å adhy¡tma -nity¡Å  viniv¤ttak¡m¡Å. Further, it describes saÆs¡ra and 
its basis, as well as how it functions and perpetuates itself. How the subtle body moves 
about from place to place and how the deluded do not see—m£·h¡Å na anupa¿yanti, 
while those with the eye of wisdom see—pa¿yanti jµ¡na -cakÀuÀaÅ, and how to fell this 
tree of saÆs¡ra  by cutting it with the weapon of detachment—asa´ga -¿astre¸a 
d¤·hena chittv¡, are all pointed out.  

Then again, ¡tm¡ being everything, sarv¡tmatva is shown. The Lord says, ‘I am 
the brilliance in the sun and in the moon and fire; I am the one who blesses the plants 
with the nutrients—puÀ¸¡mi ca auÀadh¢Å sarv¡Å, and the essence of food. The eater of 
the food is also Me; I am present as the digestive fire in the living beings and being 
endowed with the pr¡¸a and ap¡na I digest the four types of food —ahaÆ vai¿v¡naro 
bh£tv¡ pr¡¸in¡Æ deham ¡¿ritaÅ pr¡¸a-ap¡na-sam¡yuktaÅ pac¡mi annaÆ 
caturvidham . Then, the body born of food is also Me, including the subtle body and all 
the sense organs, and therefore, memory, knowledge, and forgetting, also are from Me 
alone—mattaÅ sm¤tiÅ jµ¡nam apohanaÆ ca . In other words, I am the one who 
perishes and also the one who is changeless—kÀaraÅ ca  akÀaraÅ  eva ca . I am the 
uttama -puruÀa , the one who is everything, and the one who knows everything. I am the 
one to be known by all the Vedas —vedaiÅ ca sarvaiÅ  aham eva  vedyaÅ.’ 

There is nothing more. This is the g¢t¡ -¿¡stra  and the entire ved¡nta -¿¡stra, all of 
which has been summed up in this chapter. In the first verse, we saw that the one, who 
knows this, is the one who knows the Veda—yaÅ taÆ veda sa  vedavit. He knows this 
entire saÆs¡ra -v¤kÀa alo ng with the root, Brahman. This very chapter is called ¿¡stra 
because the entire meaning of the ¿¡stra is presented here. 

Thus, Lord K¤À¸a tells Arjuna, ‘This ¿¡stra is told by Me to you—¿¡stram idam 
uktaÆ may¡ .’ Here Lord K¤À¸a  calls Arjuna,  ‘anagha, O! The sinless one.’ Agha 
means p¡pa  or wrong action. The one for whom there is no wrong action is called 
anagha . Knowing this ¿¡stra , etat buddhv¡, understanding the meaning as it was 
shown, he becomes buddhim¡n . The affix mat is used to indicate possession, so 
buddhimat is one who has buddhi. This applies to every human being. Why then, is the 
person who has gained this knowledge called a buddhim¡n? A person is called 
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dhanav¡n, a rich man, only when he has money to spend on others and himself. If he 
has a lot of money but cannot spend it, he is not rich, only moneyed. Whether or not one 
is moneyed is determined merely by bank balance or real estate. Being rich is a matter of 
heart. If one has two rupees and gives one to someone who needs it and spends the 
remaining one rupee on himself and survives, he is richer by one rupee in his thinking. 
Similarly, though one may have a buddhi, we do not call that person a buddhim¡n 
unless he uses it. Buddhi is not mere intellect but the capacity to discriminate, viveka . A 
cow, because it is programmed, does not require viveka . It does exactly what it is 
supposed to do without any deliberation. A human being, however, because he has a 
greater element of choice regarding his actions, has to exercise discrimination to make 
the proper choice. A person who has discriminative knowledge, viveka, of what is to be 
done and what is not to be done is a buddhim¡n . This viveka  leads him to a clarity 
about what is really desired by one in life, puruÀ¡rtha-viveka, which in turn leads him 
to the knowledge of what is real and what is unreal, nitya-anitya-viveka, or 
¡tma -an¡tma-viveka. A person who has all these is a buddhim¡n. Once you have 
¡tma -an¡tma-viveka, the buddhi has served its purpose. Even if one suffers a memory 
loss because of an accident, for example, and cannot remember satyaÆ jµ¡nam 
anantaÆ brahma , he is still free from self- ignorance and will not take another birth. In 
the wake of the knowledge, all his karmas are destroyed because he no longer has the 
notion that he is an agent. If he is alert, he will continue to teach. But if all his faculties 
fail, he will remain in a vegetative state till the pr¡rabdha -karma is exhausted and the 
body falls. Either way he is a buddhim¡n. The buddhi has done its job, and afterwards, 
it is all grace. The mind and body still continue, with their own special features. They 
express themselves and the person is free. This person is called a buddhim¡n. 

Then this person becomes k¤ta-k¤tya, one for whom all that is to be done is done. 
áa´kara says even all that is to be done by the best br¡hma¸a is accomplished by him. 
Whatever his station in life, all the enjoined karmas that are to be done by one who is 
born in a br¡hma¸a family are as though done by him. When ¡tm¡  is not born, to ask in 
which family he is born is meaningless. It is like asking the height of the son of a woman 
who never gave birth to a child. Knowing that ¡tm¡ , all karmas are done by this person, 
the buddhim¡n , who has made use of his will and his capacity to discriminate. Having 
done their job, they become cancelled, b¡dhita . It is something like the stick used to 
push the body into the cremation fire until it is completely consumed. After the body is 
burnt, the stick is also thrown into the fire. So too, the j¢va  uses its will, in a final fling, 
to go to the teacher and learn, doing ¿rava¸a , manana and nididhy¡sana. By the end 
of the process, the will has used itself up and has no purpose to serve. Then pr¡rabdha 
takes over and things happen as they should happen, bhavitavyaÆ bhavati eva. Only 
for a wise man is there pure pr¡rabdha. Anyone else, has to go by puruÀ¡rtha, because 
pr¡rabdha is mixed with puruÀ¡rtha  and we do not know which is which. To think of 
things in terms of pr¡rabdha  is helpful as a shock absorber to assimilate difficult 
situations, or to appreciate conducive situations. Besides this, those who are in pursuit of 
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this knowledge have no use for pr¡rabdha. Therefore, the will alone is the last stick 
with which the j¢va is cremated in the fire of knowledge, and with this, the will also 
goes. The person for whom this is accomplished is called k¤ta-k¤tya .  

áa´kara  says that without this there is no way of accomplishing all that is to be 
accomplished, and he himself quotes what was told in the fourth chapter, ‘sarvaÆ 
karm¡khilaÆ p¡rtha jµ¡ne parisam¡pyate—all karmas, O! P¡rtha, Arjuna, are 
resolved only in knowledge.’1  

He then quotes Manu , who says, ‘For a br¡hma¸a, a mumukÀu, this knowledge 
indeed is the main purpose, the fulfilment of his birth. He may have accomplished many 
things, but that twice born seeker finds fulfilment of all that is to be done by knowledge 
alone, not by any other means.’2 

Lord K¤À¸a  further says, ‘Because you have listened to this param¡rtha-tattva , 
the ultimate truth, from Me, O! Bh¡rata, you are a man of fulfilment.’ Bh¡rata can 
mean the one born in the family of Bharata , or the one who revels in brahma -vidy¡. He 
is anagha  and also Bh¡rata, and thus, the Lord praises Arjuna by using these very 
appropriate epithets. 

+Éå iÉiÉÂ ºÉiÉÂ* <ÊiÉ 
¸ÉÒ¨É‘ùMÉ´É3ÒiÉÉºÉÖ ={ÉÊxÉ¹ÉiºÉÖ 

¥ÉÀÊ´ÉtÉªÉÉÆ ªÉÉäMÉ¶ÉÉÛÉä 
¸ÉÒEÞò¹hÉÉVÉÖÇxÉºÉÆ´ÉÉnäù 
{ÉÖ¯û¹ÉÉäkÉ¨ÉªÉÉäMÉÉä xÉÉ¨É 

{ÉˆÉnù¶ÉÉä%vªÉÉªÉ&**15** 
oÆ tat sat. iti ¿r¢madbhagavadg¢t¡su upaniÀatsu brahmavidy¡y¡Æ 

 yoga¿¡stre ¿r¢k¤À¸¡rjunasaÆv¡de puruÀottamayogo n¡ma 
paµcada¿o'dhy¡yaÅ  

This is the fifteenth chapter entitled puruÀottama-yoga. The word yoga  here, as at 
the end of every chapter, is used in the sense of topic. Here puruÀottama, the parama -
puruÀa , who is the perishable, kÀara, and the changeless, akÀara , and who transcends 
the kÀara and akÀara, is the subject matter. He is the Lord who, having entered all three 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 4-33 
2 BiÉÊrù VÉx¨ÉºÉÉ¨ÉOªÉÆ ¥ÉÉÀhÉºªÉ Ê´É¶Éä¹ÉiÉ&* 
|ÉÉ{ªÉèiÉiEÞòiÉEÞòiªÉÉä Ê½þ ÊuùVÉÉä ¦É´ÉÊiÉ xÉÉxªÉlÉÉ** ̈ ÉxÉÖº¨ÉÞÊiÉ& – 12-93 
etaddhi janmas¡magryaÆ br¡hma¸asya vi¿eÀataÅ 
pr¡pyaitatk¤tak¤tyo hi dvijo bhavati n¡nyath¡  
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worlds, sustains them without undergoing any change—yo lokatrayam ¡vi¿ya bibharti 
avyayaÅ ¢¿varaÅ. This is the yoga  or topic for this chapter. 

ababababab 



CHAPTER 16 

DAIVËSURA-SAMPAT-VIBHËGA-YOGA 
(DESCRIPTION OF BECOMING AND UNBECOMING DISPOSITIONS) 

INTRODUCTION  

In the ninth chapter, we have a verse1 about those who are entrenched in a 
disposition, which deludes. These are people of false hopes–mogh¡¿¡Å, of actions that 
are not proper –mogha-karm¡¸aÅ, of knowledge that is nothing but error–mogha-
jµ¡n¡Å , and those who have a total lack of discrimination–vicetasaÅ. Their disposition 
is that of an asura  or a r¡kÀasa. The next verse on the other hand, describes those who  
are committed to a divine or spiritual disposition. Being mature, they seek Bhagav¡n , 
the truth of everything. These dispositions, the daiv¢ and the ¡sur¢ are explained further 
now. áa´kara introduces this chapter reminding us of the daiv¢, r¡kÀas¢ and ¡sur¢ 
dispositions briefly mentioned in the ninth chapter. We will not translate these words for 
the time being except to say that r¡kÀas¢ and ¡sur¢ are opposed to daiv¢. In order to 
show these in detail, this chapter is begun. 

This disposition, which is called divine, daiv¢, is meant to help you gain freedom 
from saÆs¡ra; whereas the ¡sur¢ and r¡kÀas¢ dispositions bind you to saÆs¡ra. In 
order to cultivate the values that constitute the mind of a person with a spiritual 
disposition, certain virtues are presented. The qualities and consequences of the ¡sur¢ 
and r¡kÀas¢ dispositions are also told in order that we may avoid them. 

Both these types of qualities, daiv¢ and ¡sur¢, appear to be very natural in one 
individual. Even a rank criminal has sympathy, friendliness, and affection under certain 
circumstances. Although in this way, the opposite qualities seem to be very natural, they 
are really not, because they are not in keeping with the nature of ¡tm¡ . How unnatural 
they are has to be seen by first understanding the values and then being very alert about 
cultivating them. In keeping with the understanding, one has to nurture the new values 
and break the habits that are rooted in the old understanding. The purpose of the 
sixteenth chapter is to help us do this. 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 9-12 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 88 

A r¡kÀasa is someone from whom you have to protect yourself. This is a person 
whose value structure makes his behaviour damaging to the well-being of others. 
Naturally, you have to protect yourself from such a person.  

An asura is one who finds enjoyment only in the sense-objects. He has no real 
aesthetic appreciation or interest in anything profound, and consequently, only dissipates 
his time and energy. Also, for him, the end is the important thing, so he will compromise 
the means, if necessary. Small ends, like power, name, pleasure, etc., are so important 
that in the process of gaining them, he does not mind harming people. This is an asura . 
It is their modes of thinking and value structure that constitute the disposition of an 
asura or a r¡kÀasa.  

The purpose of this chapter is to help one cultivate daiv¢-sampat, spiritual wealth. 
The values are shown, not for self- judgement, nor for judgement of others, but to 
understand each one of them so well that the understanding and yourself are one and the 
same. Then, if there is any particular tendency that is against that understanding, it is 
made to conform to your understanding of the value structure. Values are not to be kept 
as an ideal, but understood thoroughly. Then, an attempt to conform to them is a 
necessity only to the extent that an old tendency persists. This does not mean that we 
never make choices that are convenient. As long as the choice is not against our 
understanding, we must certainly adopt it. But convenience is not the main criterion for 
choice. If it goes against certain values, we do not do what is convenient, but do exactly 
what is to be done. This is the discipline.  

DAIVÌ SAMPAT 

Those values that we are to cultivate, the Lord tells us in the next three verses. The 
three verses are to be read together because bhavanti, the verb for all three, is in the 
third verse. 

¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉxÉÖ´ÉÉSÉ* 
+¦ÉªÉÆ ºÉk´ÉºÉÆ¶ÉÖÊrùYÉÉÇxÉªÉÉäMÉ´ªÉ´ÉÎºlÉÊiÉ&* 
nùÉxÉÆ nù¨É•É ªÉYÉ•É º´ÉÉvªÉÉªÉºiÉ{É +ÉVÉÇ´É¨ÉÂ**1** 
¿r¢bhagav¡nuv¡ca  
abhayaÆ sattvasaÆ¿uddhirjµ¡nayogavyavasthitiÅ 
d¡naÆ dama¿ca yajµa¿ca sv¡dhy¡yastapa ¡rjavam Verse 1 

¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉxÉÂ ¿r¢bhagav¡n — ár¢ Bhagav¡n; =´ÉÉSÉ uv¡ca — said;  
+¦ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ abhayam — freedom from fear; ºÉk´É-ºÉÆ¶ÉÖÊrù& sattva-saÆ¿uddhiÅ — purity of 
mind; YÉÉxÉ-ªÉÉäMÉ-´ªÉ´ÉÎºlÉÊiÉ& jµ¡na-yoga-vyavastithiÅ — steadiness in contemplation; nùÉxÉ¨ÉÂ 
d¡nam — charity; nù¨É& SÉ damaÅ ca — and judicious restraint; ªÉYÉ& SÉ yajµaÅ ca  — 
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and the rituals; º´ÉÉvªÉÉªÉ& sv¡dhy¡yaÅ — recitation of one's own branch of Veda; iÉ{ÉºÉÂ 
tapas — austerity; +ÉVÉÇ´É¨ÉÂ ¡rjavam — alignment of thought word, and deed  

+Ë½þºÉÉ ºÉiªÉ¨ÉGòÉävÉºiªÉÉMÉ& ¶ÉÉÎxiÉ®ú{Éè¶ÉÖxÉ¨ÉÂ* 
nùªÉÉ ¦ÉÚiÉä¹´É™ôÉä™Öô”´ÉÆ ¨ÉÉnÇù´ÉÆ ¿Ò®úSÉÉ{É™ô¨ÉÂ**2** 
ahiÆs¡ satyamakrodhasty¡gaÅ ¿¡ntirapai¿unam 
day¡ bh£teÀvaloluptvaÆ m¡rdavaÆ hr¢rac¡palam Verse 2 

+Ë½þºÉÉ ahiÆs¡ — absence of hurting; ºÉiªÉ¨ÉÂ satyam — truthfulness; +GòÉävÉ& akrodhaÅ 
— resolution of anger; iªÉÉMÉ& ty¡gaÅ  — renunciation; ¶ÉÉÎxiÉ& ¿¡ntiÅ — resolution of the 
mind; +{Éè¶ÉÖxÉ¨ÉÂ apai¿unam — absence of calumny/slandering; ¦ÉÚiÉä¹ÉÖ bh£teÀu — w ith 
regard to living beings; nùªÉÉ day¡ — compassion; +™ôÉä™Öô{i´É¨ÉÂ aloluptvam — absence of 
ardent longing; ¨ÉÉnÇù´É¨ÉÂ m¡rdavam — softness; ¿Ò& hr¢Å — modesty; +SÉÉ{É™ô¨ÉÂ 
ac¡palam — absence of physical agitation…  

iÉäVÉ& IÉ¨ÉÉ vÉÞÊiÉ& ¶ÉÉèSÉ¨ÉpùÉä½þÉä xÉÉÊiÉ¨ÉÉÊxÉiÉÉ* 
¦É´ÉÎxiÉ ºÉ¨{ÉnÆù nèù´ÉÒ¨ÉÊ¦ÉVÉÉiÉºªÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ**3** 
tejaÅ kÀam¡ dh¤tiÅ ¿aucamadroho n¡tim¡nit¡ 
bhavanti sampadaÆ daiv¢mabhij¡tasya bh¡rata Verse 3 

iÉäVÉºÉÂ tejas — brilliance; IÉ¨ÉÉ kÀam¡ — composure; vÉÞÊiÉ& dh¤tiÅ — fortitude; ¶ÉÉèSÉ¨ÉÂ 
¿aucam — cleanliness; +pùÉä½þ& adrohaÅ — no thought of hurting; xÉ +ÊiÉ¨ÉÉÊxÉiÉÉ na 
atim¡nit¡ — no exaggerated self-opinion; nèù´ÉÒ¨ÉÂ ºÉ¨{Én¨ÉÂù daiv¢m sampadam — (to) the 
wealth of devas; +Ê¦ÉVÉÉiÉºªÉ abhij¡tasya  — for the one who is born; ¦É´ÉÎxiÉ bhavanti — 
are there; ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ bh¡rata — O! Bh¡rata (Arjuna) 

ár¢ Bhagav¡n said:  
Freedom from fear, purity of mind, steadiness in contemplation, charity, 
judicious restraint, performing rituals, recitation of one's own branch of 
the Veda, religious discipline (austerity), alignment of thought, word, and 
deed, absence of hurting, truthfulness, resolution of anger, renunciation, 
resolution of the mind, absence of calumny, compassion for living 
beings, absence of ardent longing, softness, modesty, absence of physical 
agitation, brilliance, composure, fortitude, cleanliness, no thought of 
hurting, and no exaggerated self-opinion, are there for the one who is 
born to the wealth of devas, Arjuna. 

Each word here is a quality for the one who has cultivated or is born into, the 
spiritual wealth—daiv¢Æ sampadam abhij¡tasya . Each one of these has to be 
understood thoroughly.  
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FEARLESSNESS 

Abhaya is fearlessness. This is not the absolute abhaya  of the wise man, which is 
freedom from the sense of duality. That is born of knowledge and is not what is 
discussed here. Here we are looking into an attribute of the mind of a seeker. And this 
fearlessness is with reference to a number of things and it depends on the sources of fear.  

What are the sources of fear? The primary one is death. This is not an ordinary 
thing and can only be eliminated by knowing, cognitively, that ¡tm¡  is not subject to 
time. Fear is an emotion, and like any emotion, it is always preceded by a thought that 
we normally fail to recognize. That thought is the missing link, which has to be 
discovered. The fear of death is a particular thought that is always backed by a certain 
relevant emotion, because the love for survival is instinctive. This very natural love ‘to 
be’ is inbuilt in the creation. No living organism wants to die. An animal always runs 
from a predator, because instinctively it knows it will die otherwise. The fear here is 
instinctive, born of a love for survival.  

Cognitive appreciation here of the fact that ‘I,’ ¡tm¡ , am not subject to death, can 
neutralize the thought, which precedes the emotion of fear. The thought ‘I will die’ is not 
seen by you, only the emotion of fear is seen. If you can detect the thought, ‘I will die,’ 
you can begin to inquire into it. What is it that is going to die? The body? It is definitely 
going to die; nothing can stop it. That which dies always dies, and what cannot die, does 
not. This is anityatva-vic¡ra. It is not that suddenly one day the body dies. It keeps 
ageing, because, like anything in the creation, it has an inherent disintegrative factor, 
entropy, which drives order to disorder. Being put together, it has a natural tendency to 
fall apart and is, therefore, meant to die like your car. The more you understand this, the 
better you can appreciate being alive today. You can celebrate life. All you have to plan 
for is one day, today. And since you only need to concern yourself with today, you need 
not spoil it by quarrelling with anybody. It is something like travelling. There are always 
some people who create problems. You just put up with them. After all, it is just for a 
few hours. Similarly, for one day only, every day, I celebrate living and I am not afraid 
of death. 

This technique of neutralizing a thought or a pattern of thinking by its opposite, is 
called pratipakÀa -bh¡van¡ . Thereby, we bring about a cognitive change so that the 
thought of death either does not come, or, if it does, the neutralizing thoughts arise along 
with it. We have to create such ‘anti-bodies’ in our minds in order to deal with these 
fears as they arise. As the thought, ‘I will die’ arises, it is met with the thought, ‘The 
body will die; that is inevitable. But that I am alive today is a matter for celebration.’ 
When this body will die is anybody's guess. Ask anyone in the emergency ward if he 
planned to come there. Then you will understand. Some grace has to operate to keep us 
alive, and therefore, that we are alive today is a matter for celebration. One good thing 
about death is that it has to be dealt with only once. When it comes, we will see what we 
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have to do; till then, it is not a real pr oblem. By the time it comes, we may be ready to 
go. We may welcome it! 

A story is told of an old Swami who had lived for more than thirty years in 
Uttarakashi and Rishikesh. When he fell ill, his devotees wanted him to come down to 
Delhi or Dehradun so that he could receive proper treatment. One day, the Swami said to 
one of his disciples, ‘Suppose you are a busy man, talking to a group of people. An old 
man walks into the gathering, and finding you very busy, he sits in one corner evidently 
waiting to talk to you. He is sitting far away and not interested in the satsa´ga , but is 
just waiting to talk to you. Gradually all the people leave, one by one. Now will you get 
up and go to your room, or will you call the old man and ask him, what he wants?’ The 
disciple responded, ‘I would definitely talk to him and perhaps finish with all the other 
people in order to do that.’ Then Swami continued, ‘Similar is the case here! Ever since I 
came into this world, I have been busy doing one thing or the other. And this old man, 
Mr. Death, who came along with me, has been waiting very patiently all this time. Now 
he thinks that, this is the time to come to talk to me. Should I give him an interview, or 
should I escape from him? Since he has been patiently waiting for so lon g, it is only right 
that I give him an interview now. It is time now!’ 

Death is always around the corner, mobile in the form of every vehicle, and 
stationary in the form of microbes and so on. There is no escape from him; for it is the 
nature of this body to die. It is put together, and is therefore, subject to disintegration. 
The more intimately you understand this, the less of a problem death becomes, and the 
more disposed you are to celebrate life. You are fearless with reference to death only 
when you celebrate today. Each morning that you wake up is like a new birth. After all, 
what guarantee is there that you will wake up in the same body? That you do is a matter 
for celebration. Perhaps, for one more day, you can do something useful. You plan well 
for only, one day at a time. Even a plan for the future is only today's plan; to-morrow 
you may change it if the changing circumstances require that, but for today, you have a 
plan. If you live like this, you can laugh at death, or at least face it squarely.  

Besides death, there are many other things we fear, particularly the future. But if 
we look back, we have been surviving all these years, in spite of our fear. The fear has 
not only been useless, it is something we definitely would have been better off wit hout. 
To neutralize this fear too all we have to do is, to understand that we need only to deal 
with one day at a time.  

One very rich person I know was always afraid of his future. To help him get out 
of this fear, I gave him an exercise. Though he had three cooks at home, I told him that 
he should cook for himself for a few days. For each meal, he was to cook only what he 
required for that meal. Nothing was to be saved. The first time he cooked too much, the 
next time he had to reduce the quantity. As he did this, he discovered that the amount of 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 92 

food he needed for one day could be gathered even by begging, and his anxiety for the 
future was gone. 

What is really required to overcome fear of the future is the inner strength, the 
‘spiritual strength’ of knowing just how little you require to survive. Then you have no 
fear. Just to live is not a major accomplishment. Even a mosquito lives. Go to a jungle, 
and see how many creatures there are. It is teeming with millions of life forms. What 
retirement plan do they have? They all live day to day, and in doing so, keep teaching us 
how to live. You may be worried, but the millions of bugs living in your own stomach 
are not concerned at all. They keep multiplying geometrically, living a good family life, 
with their children, grandchildren, and great grandchildren, as long as you are alive! This 
fear of ‘what will happen in the future’ is meaningless. 

Another way of approaching this is to look at what happens if you lose something. 
So much of our fear is centred on loss—loss of life, loss of name, loss of power, loss of 
hair, loss of teeth, loss of health, loss of possessions, loss of relationships, etc. Suppose 
you lose some power that you have. Just look at yourself without power. If you strip 
yourself of whatever power you have, you are still there very much as a person. 
Essentially, nothing is lost. And look at the person who has power. See what problems 
he has, centred on his power and his fear of losing it. Cognitively, by inquiring into this 
in this way, we locate the thinking that triggers the emotion of fear and then neutralize it 
by further inquiry. One has to do that. It is a kind of a job to be done, so that, the 
antibodies arise even as these thoughts arise. It is just intelligent living. 

SATTVA-SAêáUDDHI 

Sattva -saÆ¿uddhi means purity of mind, antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi. If all the values 
are properly understood, there will certainly be antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. But here it is 
mentioned separately as a value. It means clean thinking, which is expressed very 
beautifully by áa´kara as giving up of deceit, cheating, and falsehood in your 
interactions with people. If you are free from these in your thinking, there is naturally a 
certain cleanliness in your interactions. You have sattva-saÆ¿uddhi. 

JØËNA-YOGA-VYAVASTHITI 

Jµ¡na -yoga -vyavasthiti means steadiness in contemplation. Jµ¡na , knowledge, 
here is self-knowledge as received from the ¿¡stra and the teacher. The meaning of the 
word ¡tm¡ and of the word Brahman  has to be properly understood. Every word has a 
relevant reality, vastu ; so, the reality of these words has to first be cognitively 
appreciated from the ¿¡stra and the teacher. Then, that understanding has to be released 
from any obstruction it may have, due to a certain lack of preparedness. This is taken 
care of by nididhy¡sana, contemplation on what you have understood, and this is called 
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jµ¡na-yoga here, where yoga  is meditation. That meditation releases the knowledge 
from obstructions, which deny you its fruits. 

To assimilate your own knowledge as something that is very much with yourself, 
you have to contemplate upon yourself, with a certain mastery over the senses, etc. That 
is why one-pointedness, ek¡grat¡, etc., is implied in meditation. You make that same 
knowledge gathered from the teacher and the ¿¡stra very immediate, very well-known, 
with no doubt at all. In other words, free from all obstructions. You stay with the 
knowledge until a time comes when you do not need to stay with it because it is yourself. 
There is no need to stay in yourself. Till then, there is a seeming attempt to stay. This 
tendency to spend time in contemplation is very natural to a person who has spiritual 
wealth, daiv¢-sampat. Even the choice to gain spiritual knowledge is due to daivi-
sampat. 

Before he proceeds, áa´kara makes a note here. He says, this jµ¡na-yoga -
vyavasthiti is the most important one among all the others that constitute daiv¢ sampat. 
And says, daiv¢ sampat is a wealth, which consists of sattva-gu¸a , and is therefore, 
s¡ttvik¢ sampat. And for the word s¡ttvik¢ , he gives a general definition in a brief but 
important statement —yatra yeÀ¡m adhik¤t¡n¡Æ y¡ prak¤ti sambhavati, s¡ttvik¢ s¡ 
ucyate. When the pursuit is only of things that are to be done and nothing else it is said 
to be s¡ttvik¢. 

In the Vedic society we had var¸a-¡¿rama -dharma, a code of conduct that is 
defined according to what particular group a person belongs to. All activities required to 
maintain the society were divided into four groups, and the people were also divided 
accordingly. The duties a person was qualified to perform were determined by the group 
he belonged to and were all well-defined. The concept behind this is that a human being 
is here to accomplish the particular end of mokÀa . Whether one discerns it or not, this is 
what everybody wants. Nothing less will satisfy the human heart. Since the basic 
problem is one of self-non-acceptance, acceptance is possible only when a person 
discovers the self to be free from any lack, in other words, complete. And the self 
happens to be complete. Discovering this fact releases the individual from his erroneous 
sense of imperfection. When this is the ultimate end, all activities are reduced to duties. 
Then, by conforming to these well-defined duties, one can neutralize the likes and 
dislikes, r¡ga -dveÀas, that disturb the basic pursuit of mokÀa. Certainly there is sacrifice 
and yielding, when the r¡ga or dveÀa is not in keeping with dharma, but every time you 
give up, you grow because what you give up is less than what you are. As this inner 
growth takes place, one gains a certain amount of dispassion or objectivity, which 
becomes natural in time. Therefore, to make a person emotionally, spiritually, and 
ethically an adult, you require a suitable infrastructure. This was provided in the Vedic 
society by what we call, var¸a-¡¿rama -dharma . 
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In this system, each person has a given occupation determined by the family into 
which he was born, var¸a-dharma, and certain behavioural norms dictated by his stage 
of life, ¡¿rama-dharma—as a student, householder, one who is preparin g for 
renunciation, and a renunciate. One who conforms to this is called an adhik¤ta-puruÀa . 
He is enjoined to perform certain duties. What is to be done in a given situation is 
usually very obvious. That is duty. When one's pursuit is only towards that, even though 
there may be the tendency to do something else, what is done is duty. 

As a result, the person becomes a master of his own r¡ga-dveÀas and enjoys what 
we call daiv¢-sampat. Whether he is defined as a br¡hma¸a , a kÀatriya, a vai¿ya or a 
s£dra in terms of his vocation, he is a br¡hma¸a  by quality. This is reflected in his 
disposition and attitude. The qualities of such a person are described in these three 
verses. They are either natural to him or he is mindful of his activities in terms of these 
values. 

To develop a disposition in which sattva  is predominant, a duty-based structure is 
helpful. By doing your duties, whatever they are, you become a br¡hma¸a . In a society 
in which everybody is trying to become a br¡hma¸a by doing what is to be done, there 
is no competition. Until recently, the concept of duty was very much a part of Indian 
culture. Today, of course, the society is changing and the var¸a-¡¿rama system is 
breaking down. But the spirit is still valid. Any given situation presents itself in a form, 
which necessitates an appropriate action. That action becomes duty.  

In every society, the duties and responsibilities are very clearly spelled out. 
Without that, collective function is not possible, whether at home or in society at large. 
What one should do must be clear, even if there are only two people involved. The one 
who does just what is prescribed, not only in terms of actions but also in terms of 
attitudes that reflect proper values, is able to do so because he has a disposition that is 
predominantly sattva. One of the actions that characterize a person of such a disposition 
is d¡na , giving.  

DËNA 

áa´kara  qualifies d¡na  by saying that it is giving according to one's capacity, a 
proper distribution. In giving, it is important not to place yourself in a position of having 
to receive later. Your giving must be responsible; it should not exceed your capacity. 
There is a limit, which you stretch as much as you can, but you never exceed it. If, 
because of excessive giving, somebody has to give to you later on, that charity is 
meaningless. 

Charity must also be given to a worthy recipient, and the one who gives must have 
a proper attitude. In the ¿¡stra  it is said that if something is to be given it is to be given 
with ¿raddh¡—¿raddhay¡  deyam; it is not to be given, without ¿raddh¡—
a¿raddhay¡  adeyam . You must know to whom to give, and in the giving, both the giver 
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and the given should feel blessed. That is called d¡na. If you give and make the other 
person, feel obliged to you that is not giving. You give in such a way that the person who 
receives is happy and does not in any way feel small. That is real giving.  

Certain attitudes are important with reference to giving. If somebody gives you 
something, however small, you remember it always. Your gratitu de never diminishes. 
But if you give, you forget about it. You may remember and feel fortunate that you had 
an opportunity to give, but that pride ‘I gave’ is gone. You consider it an opportunity 
because you know very well that the situation could be rever sed. Thus, if you can give 
without making the recipient feel small or obliged, it is giving.  

Everything is like that. Suppose it is your job to manage people. If you make them 
feel that they are not managed, that they work along with you, you are a good manager. 
If you can manage them without giving them a complex, you are a great manager. This 
cannot be contrived. It must be a genuine attitude towards your fellow human beings and 
certain facts. Jobs differ. Somebody is in a position to say, ‘Do this.’ Somebody is in a 
position to do it. But one is not superior to another. Duties differ. This is all there is to it. 

Why should you give? What do you get out of this d¡na? In giving, you part with 
something; therefore, naturally, there is a loss. But there need not be a sense of loss. 
When you give away, something, you may be diminished materially, but you do not 
become less than you were. In fact, you gain. In giving a gift, there is surely an element 
of joy. And further, even though there is a giving away, ther e is always a gain, in that 
you are bigger than what you gave. Then again, to the extent that you can happily part 
with the things you love, you are free. Someone who does not have anything that he 
cannot happily part with is totally free. Your attachment to things is not such that you 
cannot happily give them away when there is a deserving person. Thereby you grow 
richer. 

In India, d¡na  is very common even today. There are hundreds of ¡¿ramas in 
Rishikesh, and all of them are run by public charity. Similarly, there is always abundant 
distribution of food, because d¡na is a deep-rooted cultural value. In the village where I 
grew up, except for the rice paddy, food was never to be sold. It could only be 
distributed. I remember it being a small scandal when on e woman sold ghee. It was 
considered a great sin. Once, there was a proposal of marriage to one of the girls in our 
village from a rich family in the nearby village of Mayavaram. But neither the father nor 
the mother of the girl would accept the alliance because the father of the boy was 
running a restaurant. That meant he sold food and the money earned from that was 
considered p¡pa because food should only be distributed. Even today, in villages in 
Andhra, they will not sell any milk or milk products. Food is to be distributed. Never 
sold. Also, the kÀatriyas in the West Godavari district are not supposed to sell milk 
products. They consider it below their dignity, even improper to sell them. In Punjab, 
you will never see a beggar because food is distributed every day in the Gurudwaras. 
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And it is rich substantial food. The value for giving is very great in India. Even a poor 
person gives whatever he can, for a value for d¡na is ingrained in all people. It is so 
important because giving is part of growing up.  

DAMA  

Dama  means control at the level of the sense organs and organs of action. You act 
deliberately and are not led away by your fancies. It is alertness with reference to your 
mind. It is purely a will-based value. Dama  should be there in everything—talking, 
walking, eating, moving around. Every expression must be appropriate. This is dama. 

YAJØA 

Yajµa is performing daily rituals, which are of two types. One is called ¿rauta -
karma, and consists of Vedic fire rituals, like the agnihotra, which are performed daily. 
The other is called sm¡rtakarma , which consists of prayers, daily p£ja , chanting, japa , 
and so on.  

SVËDHYËYA 

Sv¡dhy¡ya  is the daily recitation of the Veda and is considered a prayer that 
produces pu¸ya . According to the ¿¡stra , pu¸ya  can take you to heaven, etc., but it can 
also remove old p¡pas which can hinder your spiritual pursuit. This is the type of pu¸ya 
that is sought here. Recitation of Veda, veda-p¡r¡ya¸a , is considered to be a spiritual 
karma, meant to produce a special pu¸ya , which is converted into an atmosphere or 
situation wherein you can spiritually grow. 

TAPAS 

Tapas here refers to any religious discipline. In the 10th chapter,1 áa´kara  defined 
it as indriya -saÆyama-p£rvakaÆ ¿ar¢ra -p¢·anam, practising various disciplines at 
the body level backed by a control of the sense organs. Many kinds of such tapas, 
disciplines, become a part of the s¡dhana  that a jijµ¡su undertakes. Now here in the 
16th chapter, after almost completing the entire teaching of Ved¡nta , Bhagav¡n again 
picks up the values that a jijµ¡su  has to cultivate for the assimilation of the knowledge. 
And in this context, he talks of tapas and is going to elaborate on the threefold tapas 
later in the 17th chapter. So here, áa´kara  just says that this tapas will be elaborated 
later and proceeds. 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 10-5 
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ËRJAVA  

Ërjava , as we saw in the 13 th chapter,1 is an alignment between the mind, the 
word, and the action. It is speaking what one thinks and doing what one speaks. And this 
becomes complete when combined with satya and ¤ta, where one has the value in 
constantly ensuring what one thinks is right in addition to speaking what one believes is 
right. There in the 13th chapter, áa´kara defines ¡rjava  as ¤ju-bh¡vo avakratvam, 
straightforwardness and absence of crookedness. This is an important value for a 
jijµ¡su, because any compromise in ¡rjava  one does only due to r¡ga -dveÀas. And as 
long as r¡ga -dveÀas determine one's actions, the assimilation of the knowledge cannot 
take place. That is why Bhagav¡n mentions ¡rjava  in the 13th chapter, where he is 
enumerating the jµ¡na -s¡dhanas. And he considers it so important that he reiterates it 
here and again in the 17th chapter. 

AHIêSË 

AhiÆs¡ is the absence of hurting any living being. Here, not hurting is not only 
limited to human beings but extends to all living things, including trees, and so on. A 
hurtful act, like any action, can be threefold, according to the means used —physical, oral 
or mental. We deliberately avoid hurting any living being by a physical action. Although 
speech is also one of the organs of action, it is treated separately here. Mentally also, one 
can perform an action, like meditation or prayer. Although one may have stray unkind 
thoughts about a person, if they are entertained volitionally, it becomes a mental karma . 
A mere thought does not become a karma unless it is backed by an agent who is 
deliberately using his will. 

SATYA 

Satyam here refers to speaking truth. Because words can be so hurtful, one is 
advised to say not only what is truthful, but what is also pleasing and beneficial. We 
have a mandate2 to speak only what is truthful, satya . But while doing so, we may say 
something hurtful. So, we are enjoined to say what is pleasant, priya. And while it is 
important to say what is pleasant, it should not be at the cost of what is true. It should not 
be false, an¤ta. Why does anyone tell lies? It is only due to fear of facing certain facts 
about oneself. But not being truthful only makes a person weaker and weaker. Therefore 
honestly facing situations and the facts as they are, and then being honest in conversation 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 13-7 
2 ºÉiªÉÆ ¥ÉÚªÉÉiÉÂ Ê|ÉªÉÆ ¥ÉÚªÉÉzÉ ¥ÉÚªÉÉiÉ Â ºÉiªÉ¨ÉÊ|ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ*  
Ê|ÉªÉÆ SÉ xÉÉxÉÞiÉÆ ¥ÉÚªÉÉnäù¹É vÉ¨ÉÇ& ºÉxÉÉiÉxÉ&** É̈xÉÖº¨ÉÞÊiÉ& – 4-138 
satyaÆ br£y¡t priyaÆ br£y¡nna br£y¡t satyamapriyam 
priyaÆ ca n¡n¤taÆ br£y¡deÀa dharmaÅ san¡tanaÅ 
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is the way to overcome some of these fears. In speaking about something, our words 
should convey the sense of it exactly as it is, that is, it has to be yath¡rtha, with no 
omissions or embellished merits. What is satya and even priya may also sometimes be 
useless. We, therefore, try not to use words which do not serve any purpose. This implies 
care in using adjectives and in choosing words that most accurately convey what the 
thing or situation is. If you restrict your speech to what is useful, naturally, you become 
conscious about what you say.  

AKRODHA 

Akrodha means absence of anger, but áa´kara defines it very beautifully here as 
the resolution of anger. This implies an acknowledgement of the existence of anger. We 
are already angry, and a given situation evokes it. Anger comes from anguish arising 
from unfulfilled expectations. Every human being has it because from childhood there 
have been numerous disappointments. Based on some conclusions drawn from these 
experiences, one gathers anger towards oneself and the world. We have to resolve this 
anger born of anguish, or we will continue to be vulnerable to it. New situations do not 
remove the anger but only serve to make us angrier because we are already angry. And 
an angry person does not accomplish anything worthwhile; he only damages himself and 
others. But a person who acts has a chance of salvaging even a potentially damaging 
solution. Once, while travelling, I saw someone who was so angry when the airhostess 
brought him the wrong drink, that his shouting could be heard all over the aircraft. He is 
a guest for just two or three hours. If he wants something else, she is going to oblige him 
surely. Then why such intense anger? He is already angry! The angry man becomes 
angry. Do not think that you cause anger in anyone else either. It was all caused long 
ago, and is just sitting there waiting for some occasion to make it manifest. That is the 
truth about anger. How can you resolve it? By various types of proper vic¡ra  and by 
resolution.  

Cognitively we can change, because anger, like every other emotion, is preceded 
by a thought more often than not, a conclusive thought, like, ‘This is never going to 
happen to me,’ or, ‘I can never make him understand.’ Thoughts like these are the 
missing link between old anger and the current situation. The thought usually goes 
undetected, and is what I call ‘mechanical thinking.’ Without permission, it takes place. 
Any situation, which reminds you of the cause of your original anger can tr igger the 
thought, and once the thought has come, the anger is there. There is no feeling without 
these conclusive thoughts. They hold the anger, and therefore, by proper inquiry we can 
neutralize it.  

First, you must isolate the conclusion. This recognition of the conclusive thought 
makes it no longer automatic. Then, the more you recognize the thought, the less 
mechanical it is, because you are conscious of it. A time comes when, between you, the 
knowing person, the pram¡t¡ , and this automatic thinking, there is some space. As the 
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thought comes, we should be able to recognize it. In the beginning, we recognize it only 
after it has come. Then we recognize it as it comes, and eventually, we recognize the 
occasion in which it can come and find that it does no t come. At every stage, it is a 
question of recognizing the thought, and thereby, resolving the anger. 

If there is excessive pressure from old anger, there are harmless methods of 
releasing it, like beating the floor with a wet towel, or writing out all that you feel. 
áa´kara only says krodhasya upa¿amana, resolving the anger should be done. How 
one resolves it, can vary from person to person. 

TYËGA 

Ty¡ga , áa´kara  says, is either a lifestyle of sanny¡sa , or karma-phala-ty¡ga , 
which is giving up all results of actions, in order to know yourself. Once you have ty¡ga , 
all results that come under artha and k¡ma  do not interest you. You perform action as a 
thing to be done only for the purpose of antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi. Whether you physically 
renounce the world or not, you have the spirit of ty¡ga , absence of ownership and 
attachment. This vair¡gya , dispassion, born of maturity, is s¡ttvik¢ . 

áËNTI 

á¡nti is resolution of the mind, antaÅ-kara¸a. This is possible only if there is no 
self-judgement. The mind has various phases, and if there is self - judgement, it can create 
problems in a vicious circle. If, for instance, the mind is restless, and you judge yourself 
as restless, the mind will only become more restless. To then resolve that restlessness is 
very difficult. So, you avoid creating the vicious circle by refusing to judge yourself on 
the basis of the mind. This is a very important thing to know. The mind has its own 
logic. Suddenly it will think of something that seems to have no connection to anything. 
We can inquire into the logic of it, but it is enough to know that the mind has a logic of 
its own. I do not know why it thinks the way it does nor do I need to know. The 
important thing is, I do not judge it but enjoy it as it is. As long as it is available for me,  
whenever I need to use it, why should I bother about what it does on its own time? It is 
important, also, to give the mind enough time off. If I do not, then it will take the time 
anyway, without my permission, and not be available when I need it. Even if this is the 
case, as long as I do not make a judgement about it, there is no problem. Everything, 
including psychological issues, ceases to be a problem if I refuse to make a judgement 
about myself on the basis of my mind.  

Such a judgement can undermine the understanding of Ved¡nta. The problem is 
often expressed by the statement of a mumukÀu , ‘Ved¡nta says I am sat-cit-¡nanda , 
but I do not experience it.’ Sat-cit-¡nanda is not something to be experienced, it is to be 
understood. The vision is that you are sat-cit-¡nanda , the reality of everything and 
independent of everything. If you say that, you do not understand this, that is a legitimate 
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problem. That is why we have so many texts. áa´kara would not have written such 
elaborate bh¡Àyas if people could easily understand. For someone who is studying, not 
understanding should not be a problem. It just means I have to understand, and so I keep 
trying to understand till I understand.  

á¡stra  says, you are sat-cit-¡nanda  in spite of your mind, in spite of all the 
desirable and undesirable characteristics of your up¡dhi. Even if you consider a 
brilliant, pure mind to adumbrate sat-cit-¡nanda, when we are talking about 
sarvajµatva, and so on, it is insignificant. It is something like decorating a broomstick 
with precious ornaments. No matter how wonderful the up¡dhi may be, it is not 
limitless sat-cit-¡nanda. Comparison, therefore, has no meaning here. There is no 
comparison with sat-cit-¡nanda, because in the final analysis, there is only 
sat-cit-¡nanda . And differences in up¡dhis are a matter for resolution, not comparison. 
When I have to negate even the difference in the manifest form of the Lord and the 
individual, j¢va -¢¿vara -buddhi-bheda, how does it help me to turn my attention to the 
differences between individual and individual? The ¿ruti talks so much about negating 
any difference what so ever! When the ¿¡stra is urging me to drop various things in my 
vision of myself, why should I want to have additional features? It is something like 
wishing that a dead body should be slim or fat for burial or cremation. When I have to 
give up my sense of being the body, mind, and senses, how many embellishments should 
they have? The properties of the up¡dhi are irrelevant here because the whole teaching 
is, that you should not judge yourself on the basis of your up¡dhi. 

If that is clearly seen, even relatively, it gives you some space. Suppose you find 
yourself frequently judging yourself, you can see that the very judging is a thought, one 
particular type of thinking. The n you try to find out how the judging takes place, with a 
readiness to accept what is there. When you no longer refuse to accept a fact, resolution, 
¿¡nti, is natural. A factual problem may remain, which you can always attempt to solve, 
but there is no problem due to non-acceptance of a fact. By rejecting a fact, we are never 
going to solve any problem. If not today, tomorrow we have to accept it. And the more 
we learn how to accept facts, the more we find there is ¿¡nti. Various disciplines like 
pr¡¸¡y¡ma can also help us gain a relative measure of ¿¡nti. 

APAIáUNA 

Looking for omissions and commissions in the thinking or behaviour of others, 
and making sure everyone else knows of these limitations is called pai¿una . And 
absence of pai¿una is apai¿una . It is all right to talk about the good qualities of one 
person to another; in fact, it is good, because it confirms what is good in you and in 
others. But talking about the defects of others, looking for problems and then 
exaggerating them and presenting them ou t of context, in other words, gossiping, is 
pai¿una . This is not helpful to us. We gossip because we are not happy with ourselves. 
And it is often a way of trying to handle jealousy. By talking about the limitations of 
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someone I am jealous of, I may keep my jealousy under control. But I am not dealing 
with it. I am only creating additional problems for myself. Through gossip, I try to 
escape from myself. There are many means of escape, like excessive eating or working, 
but, gossiping, more than the others, spoils both my mind and the mind of the person 
who listens to me. It is destructive. It is better to stay with myself and look at the 
problem that is creating the pressure for me to talk about someone else. That will lead to 
apai¿una. 

DAYË 

Day¡ is compassion towards another being who is suffering or in pain of any kind. 
This includes not only a human being but any other kind of living being. Whether it is a 
tree, a creeper, or a frog struggling to survive, or a person suffering from an emotional or 
a physical pain, one feels sympathy towards that living being. This is day¡. This is 
another form of love that expresses because of empathy, because of identifying with the 
pain of another. The capacity to empathize is innate to a human being and it is important 
not to repress this very natural response. If, without subjecting yourself to pain, you act 
upon this empathy, that is day¡ . It must always be active in expressing one's day¡ , 
because, passive day¡  is useless to the person who is suffering and only creates 
problems for you. Once you respond to your empathy with a helpful action, it is over. 
Otherwise, you develop guilt for not acting on that empathy, and as result of that guilt, 
you try to justify your refusal to act. This justification requires a distortion in your 
thinking and a denial of what is spontaneous and very natural.  

Day¡ is an expression of love. When the object of love is a living being in pain, 
the love expresses in the form of day¡. Everyone has day¡ When your finger is hurt, 
you are full of day¡  for that finger. And you expect it from others too. It is an emotion 
that everyone knows. But most often, it goes unexpressed. Therefore, we have to 
cultivate it by refusing to suppress it. And surely, sometimes its expression has to be 
properly edited. Even if it is a situation where you are helpless to act, at least you can 
make a prayer for the person. But it has to be acted upon. Day¡ cannot be kept inside; it 
has to be expressed. That is why everyday we pray, ‘lok¡Å samast¡Å sukhino 
bhavantu —may everyone be happy.’ Because I do not want to be unhappy, I understand 
that nobody else wants to be unhappy either. The more we pay attention to our empathy, 
the more sympathy we will have in our expression of thought word and deed.  

ALOLUPTVA 

Aloluptva is an absence of longing in the presence of desirable sense objects. It is 
one thing to be unmoved in the absence of objects, but quite another to remain so in their 
presence. That is why, when we go to a big departmental store, we come out with more 
than what we intended to buy. Buying just what you wanted takes a lot of self-control. In 
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cultivating this value of aloluptva, practice is important. Without removing the sense 
objects, though perhaps that may be helpful in the beginning, you appreciate all of them 
without a longing arising in you. Even if a fancy occurs, you do not respond to it. In 
shopping for instance, you allow all your fancies and impulses to arise, but purchase 
only what you really need. This is considered s¡ttvika because it requires a 
discriminative mind. If that is not operative, you become subject to longing, and, in this 
instance, impulsive buying. This is what we call loluptva, an expression of rajas. 

MËRDAVA 

M¡rdava is absence of cruelty. It comes from the word m¤du, which means soft. 
The petal of a flower is m¤du. A softness, a kindness in attitude is what we call 
m¡rdava. People should be able to talk to you freely, happily, without fear of harsh 
words. This is m¡rdava . There are some people who are kind but very harsh in their 
expression. There is a story that illustrates the different types of people. An old 
br¡hma¸a  arrived in a village just at lunchtime. One person spoke to him very nicely 
for about five minutes, and then asked if he had eaten. When he replied that he had not, 
the villager lamented that his household had just finished their meal and directed him to 
another house. His words were all spoken softly —like a knife going into butter! When 
the br¡hma¸a went to the other house, he was greeted curtly but fed abundantly and 
was invited to rest also. These are the two types; one non-giving and soft, the other, very 
giving but very harsh. The second is definitely better, but we need to be both—giving 
and soft. The softness is very important because it implies accommodation, accepting the 
limitations of others, and understanding from where they come. 

HRÌ 

Hr¢ is a particular kind of shyness. This is not a general shyness but a shying away 
from praise about yourself, and from extolling your own glories. Sometimes you have to 
tell your qualifications, but then you remain objective, not flattering yourself. It is a very 
natural modesty, or humility. 

ACËPALA 

Ac¡pala is another important thing. It is the absence of activity of speech, hands, 
legs, etc., without a purpose, says áa´kara. This means living a purposeful, and very 
alert life in which your actions become deliberate. That brings about a change in the 
mind because c¡pala  is an expression of agitation. With practice, ac¡pala  can be 
accomplished easily, but it takes some attention. It is very important that it be done 
without tension, so that the mind is relaxed enough for proper ¿rava¸a. With knowledge 
of ¡tm¡ , ac¡pala  becomes very natural, but without inner freedom, alertness needed to 
maintain ac¡pala  can create tension. It is advised as a practice here only as a discipline 
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leading to the discovery of inner freedom, not as an end in itself. This ac¡pala  is very 
natural to a s¡ttvika  mind. One may be s¡ttvika but still have agitations. If that is so, 
some external discipline will reduce the disturbance. 

TEJAS 

Tejas means brilliance, not the shine of your skin, but inner brilliance, says 
áa´kara. He defines it as the capacity to face difficult challenges with self-confidence. 

KâAMË 

KÀam¡  means composure. Even when you are addressed by som eone who is angry 
or assaulted in some way, there is no change within you. This is possible because you do 
not internalise the other person's behaviour, but just allow him to be what he is and wait 
for the disturbance to pass. No angry response arises in you. If anger arises and you 
resolve it, that is called akrodha. If anger does not arise, it is kÀam¡. This is an 
accommodation, which permits you to understand the other person. Unless you have the 
readiness to allow a person to be as he or she is, there is no way of understanding him or 
her. Making another person feel understood is not an easy thing. It takes a lot of kÀam¡. 

DHÎTI 

Dh¤ti is generally translated as fortitude. But here áa´kara  is more explicit. He 
says that when the body and sense organs are tired or in pain, due to illness, or age, or 
some defect, the attitude that makes you not mind the pain, is what we call dh¤ti. Even 
though there is pain, there is a capacity to happily put up with it, not yielding to 
expressions of complaint. 

áAUCA 

áauca , cleanliness, is of two kinds, inner and outer. External cleanliness means 
keeping the body, clothing, and the environment clean. This is an important discipline 
because it helps create a healthy frame of mind. Inner cleanliness is a mental disposition 
that is the opposite of one assailed by emotions like hatred. Whenever these disturbing 
emotions are detected, they are replaced by their opposite. If there is enmity, we replace 
it with understanding, and, if possible, friendliness. If there is hatred, we analyse what it 
is that is hated and try to understand it. If the understanding is complete, love or 
compassion will naturally arise. If it is not, we deliberately introduce these emotions, 
shifting our attention to what is lovable about the person, or why he or she is deserving 
of compassion. One has to look into one's own mind, and as these emotions arise, create 
the opposite attitude, pratipakÀa-bh¡van¡, and thereby develop a mind, which is 
predominantly sattva. Other important ways of bringing about inner cleanliness are daily 
prayers, japa , and meditation. These are all cleansing acts because there is surrender 
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involved. Anything the mind might have gathered is dropped in prayer. What sorts of 
things does the mind pick up that it needs to be freed from? áa´kara lists deceit, and 
being under the spell of likes and dislikes. Having likes and dislikes is not a problem, but 
when under their spell, we act against dharma . If your likes and dislikes happen to 
correspond with right and wrong, you are totally free. But, if one goes against dharma 
to fulfil likes and dislikes, we are constrained to say that the person is under the spell of 
r¡ga -dveÀas. This is the impurity and it has to be cleansed by prayer and pratipakÀa -
bh¡van¡. 

ADROHA 

Adroha is absence of hurting. Since we have already discussed ahiÆs¡, and have 
defined it as absence of any harmful action, adroha  is to be taken as the absence of even 
a thought of hurting another. The word ahiÆs¡ can itself include absence of even 
thoughts of hurting if there is no special mention of another word like adroha . But since 
adroha  is cited separately, the meaning of ahiÆs¡ is restricted to the absence of oral and 
physical actions of hurting. With adroha, the harmful thought is also dismissed. When 
there is not even a desire to hurt another, that is adroha. 

NËTIMËNITË 

Atim¡nit¡ is pretentiousness, with a demand for respect. A certain amount of 
m¡nit¡ , self-respect, is necessary in order to be together as a person. It is healthy. 
Otherwise, you will undermine yourself with self -criticism. Atim¡nit¡, pretentiousness, 
demanding respect from others, is what is negated here. It is an excess of m¡nit¡. The 
absence of this attitude is n¡tim¡nit¡. It makes for just a simple person.  

All the virtues mentioned in these three verses, beginning from abhaya , are the 
characteristics of the devas. When human beings have them, they are said to have 
daiv¢-sampat. If they die without the knowledge of the self, they will become devas but, 
if they are exposed to ved¡nta-pram¡¸a, they will definitely discover that they are free.  

ËSURÌ SAMPAT 

Now K¤À¸a  begins a description of the ¡sur¢-sampat, first briefly, then in detail. 
These characteristics are told here so that we know what to avoid. The idea is that in the 
avoidance of the negative, the positive is also cultivated.  

nù¨¦ÉÉä nù{ÉÉæ%ÊiÉ¨ÉÉxÉ•É GòÉävÉ& {ÉÉ¯û¹ªÉ¨Éä´É SÉ* 
+YÉÉxÉÆ SÉÉÊ¦ÉVÉÉiÉºªÉ {ÉÉlÉÇ ºÉ¨{Énù¨ÉÉºÉÖ®úÒ¨ÉÂ**4** 
dambho darpo'tim¡na¿ca krodhaÅ p¡ruÀyameva ca 
ajµ¡naÆ c¡bhij¡tasya p¡rtha sampadam¡sur¢m Verse 4 
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{ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha — O! P¡rtha; +ÉºÉÖ®úÒ¨ÉÂ ºÉ¨{Énù¨ÉÂ ¡sur¢m sampadam — to the wealth of an 
asura; +Ê¦ÉVÉÉiÉºªÉ abhij¡tasya  — for the one who is born; nù¨¦É& dambhaÅ — hypocrisy 
with reference to dharma ; nù{ÉÇ& darpaÅ — pride; +ÊiÉ¨ÉÉxÉ& SÉ atim¡naÅ ca  — tendency 
to demand respect; GòÉävÉ& krodhaÅ — anger; {ÉÉ¯û¹ªÉ¨ÉÂ B´É SÉ p¡ruÀyam eva ca  — and 
indeed harshness; +YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ ajµ¡nam ca  — and a lack of discrimination; (ºÉÎxiÉ santi — 
there are) 

Arjuna, the one who is born to the wealth of an asura , has hypocrisy 
with reference to dharma , pride, a tendency to demand respect, anger, 
harshness, and indeed, a lack of discrimination.  

Ësur¢ means that which belongs to an asura . All our literature is replete with the 
altercations between the devas and the asuras, who, as you can see now, represent our 
internal conflicts. Everybody enjoys the qualities of a deva to an extent. Absence of 
hurting, compassion, love, and so on, are all very natural, at least towards oneself under 
certain circumstances. And the qualities of an asura are also there. These two are always 
at loggerheads, and are portrayed in our stories as battles between the devas and the 
asuras. Even if there is a person who seems to embody the qualities of an asura , it is 
not because he is bad but because his thinking is wrong. All conflicts first happen within, 
and then express themselves in the external world. Every war is first waged in the mind. 
If it cannot be resolved there, it expresses itself externally. With proper inquiry, these 
conflicts get resolved as they arise. We are not trying to avoid their occurrence; that is 
natural. But we resolve them within so that they do not find an external expression. If 
that resolving capacity is not there, or the people around do not help the resolution, but 
inflame the conflict, a war erupts. 

The Mah¡bh¡rata  war could not be avoided only because of this ¡sur¢-sampat. 
It is very pertinent for Lord K¤À¸a to talk about ¡sur¢-sampat here because it has 
brought the war that Arjuna  is facing. All the problems are because of Duryodhana's 
thinking, which is here called ¡sur¢-sampat. Here we must understand that there is no 
person who has only these qualities. Everyone has some measure of daiv¢-sampat too. 
The ¡sur¢-sampat is being detailed here only to understand what it is. 

DAMBHA 

Dambha , áa´kara says, is hypocrisy with reference to dharma , dharma -
dhvajitva . Someone who has dambha  proclaims himself as one who follows dharma , 
doing noble actions, not for the benefit of others, but for his own recognition. In giving 
charity, for instance, his motive is not charity, but to build up his own image. He is not 
giving charity, in fact, but investing money for self-promotion. Whether he has them or 
not, he proclaims his own glories. This quality in him, which makes him do that is, 
called dambha . 
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DARPA 

Darpa  is pride. Because of some knowledge or skill, or some wealth, either 
inherited or earned, or perhaps because of being born in a good family, or any of a 
number of things, not understanding all the factors responsible for what he has, he has 
garva, pride. 

ATIMËNA 

Atim¡na , we have seen, is an exaggerated opinion about oneself, or demanding 
respect from others.  

KRODHA 

Krodha is anger. Because you are not able to accomplish something, there is an 
anguish born of disappointment. This anguish can develop into krodha , anger. Once a 
person is overcome by anger, he forgets all that he knows about what is to be done and 
what is not to be done and will repeat the same actions that brought him such dire 
consequences before. His behaviour is destructive, not only to himself, but to others. We 
have seen this in detail earlier.  

PËRUâYA 

P¡ruÀya is the opposite of m¡rdava , softness, in speaking, etc. It is harshness in 
speech, talking in a manner that is hurtful to others, especially with sarcasm or a derisive 
laughter. áa´kara says, it is calling someone who has one eye, or any other defect, 
beautiful. This criticism in the form of sarcasm hurts people. Using words without any 
sensitivity for the damage they can do is p¡ruÀya . That is why we pray everyday, ‘jihv¡  
me madhumattam¡—may my tongue (speech) be most sweet.’ 

AJØËNA  

Ajµ¡na means an understanding that is without proper discrimination. Ignorance 
is not a problem, but the conclusions that are distorted with reference to right and wrong 
wreak havoc. Unethical behaviour is justified as, for example, pragmatic business 
practice. This is what we call moral decay. It is all due to the pressure to have money, 
based on the wrong conclusion that money will provide security. It is one thing to find 
yourself doing things that you wish you could avoid, but it is another to make a 
philosophy out of it. This is what is meant by ajµ¡na here. It is not simple ignorance but 
a false perception attributing to something, a value which it does not possess, like seeing 
security where there is no security at all. First there is a confusion of value, and then, 
naturally, a dharma -adharma -aviveka, a confusion of priorities. The ¡tma-an¡tma -
aviveka , a confusion with reference to ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡  can also be called ajµ¡na. But 
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since we are talking about asuras, here we are not dealing with ¡tma-an¡tma-ajµ¡na , 
but with ajµ¡na  with reference to dharma and adharma . 

These are the qualities of someone who has the wealth of an asura , ¡sur¢-sampat. 
In the next verse, K¤À¸a talks about the lot of the two types of people—those who have 
the wealth of a deva, or spiritual wealth, and those who have the wealth of an asura .  

nèù´ÉÒ ºÉ¨{ÉÊuù¨ÉÉäIÉÉªÉ ÊxÉ¤ÉxvÉÉªÉÉºÉÖ®úÒ ¨ÉiÉÉ* 
¨ÉÉ ¶ÉÖSÉ& ºÉ¨{ÉnÆù nèù´ÉÒ¨ÉÊ¦ÉVÉÉiÉÉä%ÊºÉ {ÉÉhb÷´É**5** 
daiv¢ sampadvimokÀ¡ya nibandh¡y¡sur¢ mat¡ 
m¡ ¿ucaÅ sampadaÆ daiv¢mabhij¡to'si p¡¸· ava Verse 5  

nèù´ÉÒ ºÉ {̈ ÉiÉÂ daiv¢ sampat — the spiritual wealth; Ê´É¨ÉÉäIÉÉªÉ vimokÀ¡ya — is for freedom; 
+ÉºÉÖ®úÒ ¡sur¢ — (the wealth) of an asura ; ÊxÉ¤ÉxvÉÉªÉ nibandh¡ya  — is for bondage; ¨Éi ÉÉ 
mat¡ — is considered (to be); {ÉÉhb÷´É p¡¸·ava — O! Son of P¡¸·u; ¨ÉÉ ¶ÉÖSÉ& m¡ ¿ucaÅ 
— do not grieve; nèù́ ÉÒ¨ÉÂ ºÉ¨{Én¨ÉÂù daiv¢m sampadam — the spiritual wealth; +Ê¦ÉVÉÉiÉ& +ÊºÉ 
abhij¡taÅ asi — you are born to 

Spiritual wealth is considered ( to be) for freedom, (the wealth ) of an 
asura , for bondage. Do not grieve; Arjuna , you are born to spiritual 
wealth. 

DAIVÌ SAMPAT LEADS TO MOKâA AND ËSURÌ SAMPAT 
LEADS TO BONDAGE 

The accomplishments of a deva , daiv¢ sampat, are for the purpose of freeing 
oneself, mokÀa . The pref ix vi here is for emphasis. Nobody wants to be free from 
something that is desirable. Freedom implies a bondage, without which, there is no 
freedom. What is this bondage? It can be physical, and it can also be emotional. There 
are things that I cannot leav e. Even though I think that I have them, in fact, they have 
me. In the beginning, perhaps, I held them, but in time, they begin to hold me.  

In a prison, though you are physically bound, you need not feel bound. The entire 
physical world, including your own physical body, mind, and senses should not be able 
to bind you. The freedom we are seeking is from the original bondage, the notion ‘I am 
bound’ expressing as, ‘I am wanting. I am limited. I am mortal. I am other than Ì¿vara.’ 
The moment I see myself as different from anything, there is fear and a sense of 
bondage. The one who sees no division is free, not only from fear, but from everything. 
The mokÀa we are seeking here is not any relative mokÀa within saÆs¡ra that will only 
last for some time, but mokÀa from saÆs¡ra . 

This daiv¢ sampat is the basis for jµ¡na  that is mokÀa. 
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The ¡sur¢ sampat, on the other hand, is meant for bondage. It does not create 
bondage, because the notion of bondage already exists, but with these characteristics, of 
¡sur¢ sampat, the bondage is perpetuated. To get released from saÆs¡ra, we require 
daiv¢ sampat, to remain in it, we require ¡sur¢ sampat. 

Though it is not mentioned, áa´kara includes r¡kÀas¢ sampat in his commentary. 
A r¡kÀasa is someone from whom you have to protect things—your belongings, 
self-respect, children, your very life, even your pu¸ya. Someone who does not even 
allow you to perform good actions is called a r¡kÀasa. 

R¡kÀas¢ sampat is not really much different from ¡sur¢ sampat, so only ¡sur¢ 
sampat is discussed here.  

Whenever we make divisions like this, people wonder to which category they 
belong. This self judgement is our natural tendency. Arjuna may have been the same. To 
reassure him, K¤À¸a says here, ‘m¡ ¿ucaÅ—do not grieve, worry.’ If we analyse 
ourselves, we all find that we have some daiv¢ sampat and some ¡sur¢ sampat. Arjuna 
is no exception. K¤À¸a does not want him to entertain any doubt about his qualifications 
and so he tells him, ‘You are born to daiv¢ sampat.’ And in addressing him as 
P¡¸·ava, he reminds him that he is the son of P¡¸·u, a great man, and hence has all the 
virtues of a deva which equip him for mokÀa. 

Now K¤À¸a  is going to continue to talk about ¡sur¢ sampat. The portions that are 
coming are very relevant to modern thinking, especially the whole corporate mentality 
and market psychology. The corporate mentality is expressed as, ‘Today I got this, 
tomorrow I will get that.’ And the psychology of the market is how to convince someone 
to part with his money. All that is being discussed.  

uùÉè ¦ÉÚiÉºÉMÉÉê ™ôÉäEäò%Îº¨ÉxÉÂ nèù´É +ÉºÉÖ®ú B´É SÉ* 
nèù´ÉÉä Ê´ÉºiÉ®ú¶É& |ÉÉäHò +ÉºÉÖ®Æú {ÉÉlÉÇ ¨Éä ¶ÉÞÞhÉÖ**6** 
dvau bh£tasargau loke'smin daiva ¡sura eva ca  
daivo vistara¿aÅ prokta ¡suraÆ p¡rtha me ¿ ¤¸u Verse 6 

+Îº¨ÉxÉÂ ™ôÉäEäò asmin loke — in this world; uùÉè ¦ÉÚiÉºÉMÉÉê dvau bh£tasargau — (there are)  
two types of created beings; nèù́ É& daivaÅ — those that belong to the devas; +ÉºÉÖ®ú& B´É SÉ 
¡suraÅ eva ca — and those that belong to the asuras; {ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha — O! P¡rtha; nèù́ É& 
daivaÅ — that belonging to  the devas; Ê´ÉºiÉ®ú¶É& vistara¿aÅ — extensively; |ÉÉäHò& 
proktaÅ — was told; +ÉºÉÖ®¨ÉÂú ¡suram — the characteristics belonging to the asuras; ¨Éä 
¶ÉÞhÉÖ me ¿¤¸u — listen to Me 

In this world, there are two (types of) created beings, the daiva, divine, 
and ¡sura. The divine have been extensively spoken of. Listen to Me, 
Arjuna, about the characteristics belonging to the asuras. 
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TWO TYPES OF BEINGS—DEVAS AND ASURAS  

In this world, the created beings referred to here, áa´kara  says, are human beings, 
those who are subject to karma and look upon themselves as doers and enjoyers; in 
other words, the j¢vas. Of these, there are two types, those endowed with divine virtues 
and those with the attributes belonging to the asuras. As áa´kara presents it, some of 
them are born with these qualities because, according to the ¿ruti, those who are born of 
Praj¡pati are twofold, the devas and the asuras.1 Since the beginning, these two types 
have been here. And we do see that from birth, some people show certain tendencies. Of 
these two, the qualities of a deva  have been explained. Now K¤À¸a  is going to give a 
detailed description of the characteristics of an asura, and he says to Arjuna, ‘Listen to 
Me—me ¿¤¸u.’ Generally, when we draw someone's attention like this, it is to say 
something positive. Why should K¤À¸a invite Arjuna to listen to this description of all 
the ¡sur¢ qualities? áa´kara  says it is for the purpose of avoiding those very things. It is 
as important to know the ‘don'ts’ as the ‘do's’ here. Till the end of this chapter the ¡sur¢ 
sampat is going to be detailed, nothing else, because it is possible to give up these 
attributes, only when they are very clearly known. Therefore, there is an elaborate 
description of them starting in the next verse. 

|É´ÉÞËkÉ SÉ ÊxÉ´ÉÞËk É SÉ VÉxÉÉ xÉ Ê´ÉnÖù®úÉºÉÖ®úÉ&* 
xÉ ¶ÉÉèSÉÆ xÉÉÊ{É SÉÉSÉÉ®úÉä xÉ ºÉiªÉÆ iÉä¹ÉÖ Ê´ÉtiÉä**7** 
prav¤ttiÆ ca niv¤ttiÆ ca jan¡ na vidur¡sur¡Å 
na ¿aucaÆ n¡pi c¡c¡ro na satyaÆ teÀu vidyate Verse 7 

+ÉºÉÖ®úÉ& VÉxÉÉ& ¡sur¡Å jan¡Å  — those who have the qualities of an asura ; |É´ÉÞÊk É¨ÉÂ SÉ 
prav¤ttim ca — what is to be done; Êx É´ÉÞÊkÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ niv¤ttim ca — and what is to be 
withdrawn from; xÉ Ê´ÉnùÖ& na viduÅ — do not know; iÉä¹ÉÖ teÀu — in them; ¶ÉÉèSÉ¨ÉÂ ¿aucam 
— inner cleanliness; xÉ Ê´Éti Éä na vidyate — is not there; xÉ +Ê{É SÉ +ÉSÉÉ®ú & na api ca 
¡c¡raÅ — nor proper conduct; xÉ ºÉiªÉ¨ÉÂ na satyam — nor truthfulness  

People who have qualities belonging to the asuras do not know what is 
to be done and what is to be withdrawn from. There is neither inner 
cleanliness nor proper conduct, nor truthfulness in them. 

THE DISPOSITION OF ASURAS  

The person that we know as an asura , who is not able to see anything beyond the 
enjoyments that one can command through sensory perceptions, does not know prav¤tti 
or niv¤tti. These are technical terms for the two types of karmas, those that are to be 

                                                                 
1 uùªÉÉ ½þ |ÉÉVÉÉ{ÉiªÉÉ nùä́ ÉÉ•ÉÉºÉÖ®úÉ•É* B¤had¡ra¸yakopaniÀad  –1-3-1  
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done and those not to be done. Some are vaidika  injunctions, which are concerned with 
rituals, prayers, and ethical conduct, while others involve laukika  activities like cooking, 
eating, and eve n charity, etc. Apart from what is prescribed, we all know, by common 
sense, and by our expectations of how we want others to behave towards us, what is 
proper and what is improper conduct. áa´kara  connects it to the means for gaining what 
is desired, puru À¡rtha . Whether one wants artha, k¡ma, or mokÀa, there is something 
to be done, and something not to be done, to achieve the desired end. Those of an ¡sur¢ 
disposition do not know what is to be done and what is to be refrained from. Or they 
know, but do not give any heed to their knowledge. Which thief does not know, for 
instance, that he should not steal? He knows it very well, because he does not want 
anything to be stolen from him. But at the same time, he lacks assimilation of that value 
of not stealing. He knows the value, but not the value of the value. He does not 
understand that his behaviour is not good for his own well-being, but is, on the other 
hand, the cause for what is undesirable; he does not know that it is anartha -hetu . 

Further, they do not know how to keep the mind clean, that is, there is no inner 
cleanliness—na ¿aucam. That is, they do not know how to avoid hatred, etc. They also 
lack religious discipline and proper conduct in interacting—na  api ca  ¡c¡raÅ. Their 
speech is lacking in truth, na  satyam. Once you tell a lie, you are committed to a pattern 
of falsehood, because to defend that one lie, you invariably have to tell another one and 
so on. Nobody tells just one lie and is able to leave it at that. A lie has to be protected, 
and therefore, one lie is always followed by a few more. And they have to be protected, 
so there are a few more to be told. Telling one lie is like trying to pick up one noodle. It 
does not happen that way. Therefore, áa´kara  calls these people m¡y¡v¢s, deceitful 
people, which he explains as an¤tav¡d¢s, those who speak untruth.  

+ºÉiªÉ¨É|ÉÊiÉ¢Æö iÉä VÉMÉnùÉ½Öþ®úxÉÒ·É®ú¨ÉÂ* 
+{É®úº{É®úºÉ¨¦ÉÚiÉÆ ÊEò¨ÉxªÉiEòÉ¨É½èþiÉÖEò¨ÉÂ**8** 
asatyamapratiÀ¶haÆ te jagad¡huran¢¿varam 
aparasparasambh£taÆ kimanyatk¡mahaitukam Verse 8 

VÉMÉiÉÂÂù jagat — this world (of people); +ºÉiªÉ¨ÉÂ asatyam — (is) untruthful; +|ÉÊiÉ¢¨ÉÂö 
apratiÀ¶ham — without (an ethical) basis; +úxÉÒ·É®ú¨ÉÂ an¢¿varam — godless; +{É®úº{É®ú-
ºÉ¨¦ÉÚiÉ¨ÉÂ aparaspara -sambh£tam — born of the union of male and female; EòÉ¨É-½èþiÉÖEò¨ÉÂ 
k¡ma-haitukam — caused by passion; ÊEò¨ÉÂ +xªÉiÉÂ kim anyat — what else; (<ÊiÉ) iÉä 
+É½Ö& (iti) te ¡huÅ — (thus) they say 

They say, this world of people is untruthful, without (ethical) basis, 
godless, and is born of the union of male and female,  is driven by passion 
and nothing else. 
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Not only do they live such a life, they also hold certain opinions and are very 
vociferous in making these opinions known to others. People, jagat, they say, are 
untruthful, asatya . The word jagat here does not mean the ‘world,’ but ‘people.’ 
Because they themselves tell lies, they expect that others also lie. Their own behaviour 
colours their perception of the world. For them, the only question is, ‘Who lies better?’ 
This is because, they believe that, lying is neces sary for survival. Further, they consider 
that people have no ethical basis for their behaviour. Actually our interactions are based 
on dharma and adharma, on the understanding that there is proper and improper 
behaviour leading to desirable and undesirable results, pu¸ya and p¡pa. These people do 
not think so. They subscribe to the philosophy of materialism expressed in the statement, 
‘As long as one lives, one should live happily, incurring debt and drinking ghee. From 
where is the return for the body that is reduced to ashes?’ 1  

In their thinking, the end of securing happiness justifies any means and there is no 
retribution for the means employed. These are called the lok¡yatikas, the naturalists or 
mechanical materialists. You can incur debts, load your credit cards, and not worry about 
paying them back. Since pu¸ya and p¡pa are not visible, ad¤À¶a , they do not believe in 
their existence. You can get away with anything because once this physical body is 
destroyed, from where does the person return to account for his behaviour? Life, they 
believe, is meant for enjoyment. If pu¸ya  and p¡pa  are accepted, we are accountable for 
our actions, and will have to pay later in another life. But for them, there is nothing 
beyond this life; so, there is no basis for dharma -adharma . Happiness is dependent 
only on what you get and what you can get here in this world. So, any method is valid; 
the end justifies the means.  

If, on the other hand, you accept pu¸ya  and p¡pa , you have to accept a law, and 
necessarily, an ordainer of that law. In other words, an order under which this universe 
functions and a God who gives the results of action, according to dharma and 
adharma, have to be accepted. Such a God does not exist for these people who have 
¡sur¢-sampat. It is inimical to their philosophy, and therefore, they claim that there is no 
law or an ordainer of that law. They say the world is an¢¿vara. 

If there is no dharma-adharma, and pu¸ya-p¡pa, how are people born? The only 
cause for them to be born is the coming together of male and female, driven by lust, 
k¡mahaituka. In their opinion, a person is, the way he or she is, only because of 
genetics. There is no consideration of a selection of parentage based on pu¸ya-p¡pa . It 
is all natural selection. Because pu¸ya -p¡pa, or the order of Ì¿vara are not seen in the 
act of creation, they are presumed not to exist. Since all that is seen is the coming 
together of male and female driven by their passions, that is the only cause they 

                                                                 
1 ªÉÉ´ÉWÉÒ´ÉäiÉÂ ºÉÖJÉÆ VÉÒ´ÉänùÂ @ñhÉÆ EòÞi´ÉÉ PÉÞiÉÆ Ê{É¤ÉäiÉÂ* 
¦Éº¨ÉÒ¦ÉÚúiÉºªÉ nùä½þºªÉ {ÉÖxÉ®úÉMÉ¨ÉxÉÆ EòÖiÉ&** 
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acknowledge, nothing else, and then say, ‘kim anyat, what else?’ In their opinion, 
áa´kara says here, ‘Passion alone is the cause of living beings.’ 

In this philosophy, where there is no pu¸ya-p¡pa, there is nothing to account for. 
Therefore, the pursuit will be to grab as much as you can, as quickly as you can. There is 
no time to waste because if your life is cut short you will be deprived of enjoyment and 
if you grow old, you cannot enjoy either. The entire philosophy is, in the few years you 
have, paint the town red. The prevailing law is survival of the fittest, and the one who is 
the most fit is the one who is most deceptive and manipulative. This is their philosophy 
of life.  

BiÉÉÆ oùÊŸõ¨É´ÉŸõ¦ªÉ xÉŸõÉi¨ÉÉxÉÉä%±{É¤ÉÖrùªÉ&* 
|É¦É´ÉxiªÉÖOÉEò¨ÉÉÇhÉ& IÉªÉÉªÉ VÉMÉiÉÉä%Ê½þiÉÉ&**9** 
et¡Æ d¤À¶imavaÀ¶abhya naÀ¶¡tm¡no'lpabuddhayaÅ 
prabhavantyugrakarm¡¸aÅ kÀay¡ya jagato'hit¡Å Verse 9 

BiÉÉ¨ÉÂ oùÊŸ¨ÉÂ et¡m d¤À¶im — this view; +´ÉŸõ¦ªÉ avaÀ¶abhya — having recourse to; xÉŸ-
+õÉi¨ÉÉxÉ& naÀ¶a -¡tm¡naÅ  — those whose minds are destroyed;  +±{É¤ÉÖrùªÉ& alpa-
buddhayaÅ — those who are of meagre thinking; =OÉ-Eò¨ÉÉÇhÉ& ugra -karm¡¸aÅ — those 
whose actions are cruel; (VÉMÉiÉ&) +Ê½þiÉÉ& (jagataÅ) ahit¡Å  — the enemies (of the world); 
VÉMÉiÉ& IÉªÉÉªÉ jagataÅ kÀay¡ya — for the destruction of the world; |É¦É´ÉÎxiÉ prabhavanti 
— are born 

Having recourse to this view, (these) enemies of the world whose minds 
are destroyed, who are of meagre thinking and cruel actions, are there 
very much for the destruction of the world.  

THEY ARE NAâÙËTMËS 

For people who have this view, áa´kara says, there is no means to attain another 
world, no thought that there could be another birth. This is because their minds are 
destroyed, they are naÀ¶¡tm¡s, meaning they have no discrimination, either about what 
is real, or about what action is to be chosen in a given situation. Even in simple matters, 
there is great confusion. Because they have fallen from dharma  and adharma , and 
therefore, are going to suffer later, they are considered naÀ¶¡tm¡s.  

And they are alpa-buddhayaÅ, of meagre thinking. áa´kara  says their mind is 
committed to nothing beyond sense perception. What they see alone is the truth, and 
anything more than what the senses can enjoy has no reality. Alpa means little. We 
cannot say they are completely lacking in intellect because they do make choices, but the 
discrimination behind their choices is very limited. If they have no capacity to choose—
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like the cows who know exactly what they should eat and what they have to do to 
survive—the ¿¡stra need not address them. 

Further, they are people whose actions are cruel, ugra-karm¡¸aÅ . When the end 
justifies the means we become cruel. This is because our end is so important to us that 
we do not worry about our impact on others, or about their needs and wants. My end 
alone becomes so important that when there is  a choice of means, my only consideration 
is how beneficial it is to achieving my end. By fair means or foul, I will achieve it. This 
makes me a person of cruel actions because I do not mind hurting others as long as I can 
get something for myself.  

The word jagataÅ in this verse can be connected to the word, ahit¡Å, and to the 
word, kÀay¡ya . When a word is placed between two words and can be connected by 
both, it is analogous to a lamp on a threshold that illumines both the outside and the 
inside.1 Ahita means those who are inimical to the world. This behaviour is destructive 
to the well-being of others. They are born and are there very much around, prabhavanti, 
to create problems for the world, and thus, for the destruction of the world, jagataÅ 
kÀay¡ya . Their thinking is very calculating, always reckoning what they have and 
planning what they will get, not minding that it is at the cost of the happiness of others. 

EòÉ¨É¨ÉÉÊ¸ÉiªÉ nÖù¹{ÉÚ®Æú nù¨¦É¨ÉÉxÉ¨ÉnùÉÎx´ÉiÉÉ&* 
¨ÉÉä½þÉnùÂ MÉÞ½þÒi´ÉÉºÉnÂùOÉÉ½þÉxÉÂ |É´ÉiÉÇxiÉä%¶ÉÖÊSÉµÉiÉÉ&**10** 
k¡mam¡¿ritya duÀp£raÆ dambham¡namad¡nvit¡Å 
moh¡d g¤h¢tv¡sadgr¡h¡npravartante'¿ucivrat¡Å Verse 10 

nÖù¹{ÉÚ®¨ÉÂú duÀp£ram — difficult to fulfil; EòÉ¨É¨ÉÂ k¡mam — desire; +ÉÊ¸ÉiªÉ ¡¿ritya — 
having committed to; nù¨¦É-¨ÉÉxÉ-¨Énù-+Îx´ÉiÉÉ& dambha-m¡na-mada -anvit¡Å — riddled 
with pretension, demand for respect, and pride; ¨ÉÉä½þÉiÉÂù moh¡t — due to delusion; 
+ºÉnÂùOÉÉ½þÉxÉÂ MÉÞ½þÒi´ÉÉ asadgr¡h¡n g¤h¢tv¡ — having adopted false purposes; +¶ÉÖÊSÉ-µÉiÉÉ& 
a¿uci-vrat¡Å  — whose pursuits are unbec oming; |É´ÉiÉÇxiÉä pravartante  — they engage 
themselves 

Resorting to desire that is difficult to fulfil, those who are riddled with 
pretension, demand for respect, and pride, whose pursuits are 
unbecoming, having adopted false purposes due to delusion, engage 
themselves (in various actions ). 

                                                                 
1 This is called the dehali-d¢pa-ny¡ya. Thus by this ny¡ya, the word ‘jagataÅ’ connects with  

the word ‘ahit¡Å’ and the word ‘kÀay¡ya.’ 
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THEY ENGAGE IN ACTIONS FOR FALSE PURPOSES 

The three words dambha, m¡na, and mada have very little difference in 
meaning, but when they are used together, we have to discern the distinct sense of each. 
Dambha, as we have seen, is making one's own glories known to others, whether one 
has them or not, by self-glorification through speech, dress, etc. M¡na is the attitude, ‘I 
am praiseworthy and demand your respect,’ that is very evident in the behaviour of the 
person whether it is verbalized or not. Mada  is a particular kind of pride. Because of 
some form of wealth, knowledge, or skill, which you find lacking in others with whom 
you compare yourself, you have a certain inappropriate pride, instead of gratitude and 
humility. The people under discussion here are riddled, anvita, with all of these. As a 
result, they are committed to pursuits and ends, which are not becoming, a¿uci, not 
clean. 

They are committed to desires which cannot be fulfilled at all, k¡maÆ duÀp£ram 
¡¿ritya, in the sense that their desire has no limit. This is why we liken desire to fire, 
called, anala , the one who never says ‘enough.’ Fire will never say ‘enough,’ no matter 
how much fuel you pour upon it. It is always ready with its tongues out for more. There 
is a statement, ‘Desire is never quelled by enjoyment of objects of desire—na j¡tu 
k¡maÅ k¡m¡n¡m upabhogena ¿¡myati.’ If you throw fuel in the fire, it will not die, 
but burn more brightly. Similarly, by gaining desired objects, desire never gets 
quenched. Like the fire, desire is not satisfied by any oblation you offer. It only grows 
and demands either a repetition of the experience or a better experience. 

Following this insatiable desire, these people engage themselves, pravartante, in 
various activities. Why? Because of moha, false values and priorities based on a lack of 
discrimination. They attribute to something a value that it does not have. Seeing security 
where there is no security, joy where there is no joy, help where there is no help, they 
pursue these ends with commitment. First they arrive at improper evaluations of things, 
and then they pursue them, asadgr¡h¡n g¤h¢tv¡  pravartante. Due to lack of 
discrimination they take what is devoid of value to have value, and then they are 
occupied. Unbecoming pursuits are not barred, because everything is all right as long as 
it works. Convenience is the rule.  

ÊSÉxiÉÉ¨É{ÉÊ®ú¨ÉäªÉÉÆ SÉ |É™ôªÉÉxiÉÉ¨ÉÖ{ÉÉÊ¸ÉiÉÉ&* 
EòÉ¨ÉÉä{É¦ÉÉäMÉ{É®ú¨ÉÉ BiÉÉ´ÉÊnùÊiÉ ÊxÉÊ•ÉiÉÉ& **11** 
cint¡maparimey¡Æ ca pralay¡nt¡mup¡¿rit¡Å 
k¡mopabhogaparam¡ et¡vaditi ni¿cit¡Å Verse 11 

+{ÉÊ®ú¨ÉäªÉÉ¨ÉÂ aparimey¡m — immeasurable; |É™ôªÉ-+xiÉÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ pralaya-ant¡m ca — until 
their end (death); ÊSÉxiÉÉ¨ÉÂ cint¡m — concern; ={ÉÉÊ¸ÉiÉÉ& up¡¿rit¡Å — those who are 
committed to; EòÉ¨É-={É¦ÉÉäMÉ-{É®ú¨ÉÉ& k¡ma-upabhoga -param¡Å — who are intent upon 
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enjoyment of objects of desire; BiÉÉ´Éi ÉÂ et¡vat — it is this much alone; <ùÊiÉ ÊxÉÊ•Éi ÉÉ& iti 
ni¿cit¡Å — who have concluded thus 

+É¶ÉÉ{ÉÉ¶É¶ÉiÉè¤ÉÇrùÉ& EòÉ¨ÉGòÉävÉ{É®úÉªÉhÉÉ&*  
<Ç½þxiÉä EòÉ¨É¦ÉÉäMÉÉlÉÇ¨ÉxªÉÉªÉäx ÉÉlÉÇºÉˆÉªÉÉxÉÂ**12** 
¡¿¡p¡¿a¿atairbaddh¡Å k¡makrodhapar¡ya¸¡Å 
¢hante k¡mabhog¡rthamany¡yen¡rthasaµcay¡n Verse 12 

+É¶ÉÉ-{ÉÉ¶É-¶Éi Éè& ¡¿¡-p¡¿a-¿ataiÅ — by hundreds of fetters of hope; ¤Ér ùÉ& baddh¡Å  — 
bound; EòÉ¨É-G òÉävÉ-{É®úÉªÉhÉÉ& k¡ma -krodha-par¡ya¸¡Å  — who are committed to desire and 
anger; EòÉ¨É-¦ÉÉäM ÉÉlÉÇ̈ ÉÂ k¡ma-bhog¡rtham — for the enjoyment of objects of desire; 
+xªÉÉªÉäxÉ any¡yena — illegitimately; +lÉÇºÉˆÉªÉÉxÉÂ arthasaµcay¡n — accumulation of 
wealth; <Ç½þxiÉä ¢hante — they engage themselves in  

Those committed to immeasurable concern until death, intent upon 
enjoyment of objects of desire, having concluded, ‘It ( life) is this much 
alone,’ committed to desire and anger, and bound by hundreds of fetters 
of hope, engage themselves in the accumulation of wealth illegitimately 
for the enjoyment of objects of desire. 

THEY DO NOT THINK BEYOND THE FULFILMENT OF THEIR DESIRES 

These are people whose concerns have no limits, aparimeya. They are full of 
anxieties. At least, one would think, they could give up their concerns in old age, leaving 
their affairs to their children, and live a contemplative life. But their worries continue 
right up until the time of their death, pralay¡nta. Until then, they are worried about their 
possessions, who owes them money, their children, and so on. Given to these concerns, 
they are intent upon enjoyment of sense objects. That alone is foremost, nothing else. No 
dharma , no mokÀa, no viveka , only enjoyment. To the extent that objects are available 
to their satisfaction, they can be happy. And their pursuits are backed by the philosophy 
that there is nothing more in life. Life is this much alone, this much alone is the human 
end, there is nothing beyond it—this is their conclusion, et¡vat iti ni¿cit¡Å .  

They are bound, baddh¡Å, and the binding material is hope and greed. If it is a 
single binding hope, one can perhaps free oneself from it, but they are bound by 
hundreds of aspirations, ¡¿¡ -p¡¿a -¿ataiÅ baddh¡Å. Once one is fulfilled, another arises, 
and thus, there is no hope of fulfilling these hopes. And they are committed to desire and 
anger, k¡ma -krodha-par¡ya¸¡Å . Everybody has k¡ma and krodha , but they are 
paramount for these people. We try to find means to be free from our anger, but anger is 
a value for them. It is a means of controlling people and getting what they want. The 
basis of their thinking and the activity born of that thinking is only in k¡ma and krodha; 
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not in dharma and adharma or nitya and anitya . These things do not come into the 
picture at all for them. Then what do they do? 

They engage themselves, ¢hante, for the purpose of enjoying desired objects, 
k¡ma-bhog¡rtham, first of all, in the accumulation of wealth, artha-saµcay¡n. How? 
Not by following legitimate means, but those that are any¡ya, illegitimate, not 
sanctioned either by ¿¡stra or society. The means they employ are both unlawful and 
unethical. áa´kara explains that it is robbing other's wealth, occupying other's property, 
etc. Encroaching upon land occupied by someone else, you may call yourself a pioneer, 
and anyone who comes later is an immigrant. But it is acquiring property illegitimately, 
any¡yena . Wealth is gathered by these people, not for distribution, but only for their 
own enjoyment. After a point, it can be purely egoistic also. Once you have whatever is 
necessary to live comfortably, further accumulation of wealth is different. You cannot 
travel in more than one car at a time. Even in one car, you can only occupy one seat. 
Similarly, even if you have many houses, some having even twenty-five rooms, you can 
only sit in one room in one house at a time. Then again, you can feed only one stomach. 
And generally, people who have this kind of wealth, have digestive problems because of 
all their anxiety, cint¡. They cannot enjoy their food at all. Once you have achieved a 
certain buying power, further amassing of wealth is purely ego inflation. You want to 
have more and more so that you can compare yourself favourably with others. 

Further, they have a characteristic way of thinking.  

<nù¨Ét ¨ÉªÉÉ ™ô¤vÉÊ¨ÉnùÆ |ÉÉ{ºªÉä ¨ÉxÉÉä®úlÉ¨ÉÂ* 
<nù¨ÉºiÉÒnù¨ÉÊ{É ¨Éä ¦ÉÊ´É¹ªÉÊiÉ {ÉÖxÉvÉÇxÉ¨ÉÂ**13** 
idamadya may¡ labdhamidaÆ pr¡psye manoratham 
idamast¢damapi me bhaviÀyati punardhanam Verse 13 

+t adya — today; ¨ÉªÉÉ may¡ — by me; <nù¨ÉÂ ™ô¤vÉ¨ÉÂ idam labdham — this is gained; 
<nù̈ ÉÂù ¨ÉxÉÉä®úlÉ¨ÉÂ idam manoratham — this that is pleasing to the mind; |ÉÉ{ºªÉä pr¡psye — I 
will gain; <nù̈ ÉÂ vÉx É¨ÉÂ idam dhanam — this wealth; (¨Éä)  +ÎºiÉ (me) asti — I have; {ÉÖx É& 
punaÅ — later; <nù¨ÉÂ + Ê{É idam api — this (wealth) also; ¨Éä ¦ÉÊ´É¹ªÉÊiÉ me bhaviÀyati — 
I will have  

Today, this is gained by me. I will gain this that is pleasing to the mind. 
This wealth I have; this wealth also I will have later. (So they think) 

The pattern of thinking is very calculating. Such a person is conscio us of what 
wealth he has today in the form of money and property, both movable and immovable. 
Every day he counts what he has gathered. And he measures it against his plan for all the 
things he has to accomplish to please his mind, manoratha. He has a day-to-day plan, a 
weekly plan, a monthly plan, an annual plan to gather what he thinks he needs to please 
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himself. He adds up the wealth he has, ‘idaÆ dhanam  asti me—I have this wealth,’ and 
calculates how much he will have later according to his plans, and says, ‘idaÆ dhanam 
api me bhaviÀyati punaÅ—this wealth also I will have later.’ 

In this verse, our corporate philosophy is articulated very well. The whole aim is to 
accumulate wealth. With an eye on their current assets, corporate magnates plan for 
further profit and aspire to build huge corporations with astronomical holdings. 

But to get this wealth is not easy, because there are other asuras out there in the 
market that they have to contend with. Naturally, they have to destroy some people but 
that is not a problem for them. 

+ºÉÉè ¨ÉªÉÉ ½þiÉ& ¶ÉjÉÖ½ÇþÊxÉ¹ªÉä SÉÉ{É®úÉxÉÊ{É* 
<Ç·É®úÉä%½þ¨É½Æþ ¦ÉÉäMÉÒ ÊºÉrùÉä%½Æþ ¤É™ô´ÉÉxÉÂ ºÉÖJÉÒ**14** 
asau may¡ hataÅ ¿atrurhaniÀye c¡par¡napi 
¢¿varo'hamahaÆ bhog¢ siddho'haÆ balav¡n sukh¢ Verse 14 

+ºÉÉè ¶ÉjÉÖ& asau ¿atruÅ  — this enemy; ¨ÉªÉÉ may¡ — by me; ½þiÉ& hataÅ — destroyed; 
½þÊx É¹ªÉä SÉ haniÀye ca — and I will destroy; +{É®úÉx ÉÂ +Ê{É apar¡n api — others also; +½¨ÉÂþ 
<Ç·É®ú & aham ¢¿varaÅ  — I am the ruler; +½¨ÉÂþ ¦ÉÉäM ÉÒ aham bhog¢  — I am the enjoyer; 
ÊºÉrù& +½¨ÉÂþ siddhaÅ aham — I am accomplished; ¤É™ô´ÉÉxÉÂ — powerful; ºÉÖJÉÒ — happy 

This enemy is destroyed by me and I will destroy others also; I am the 
ruler; I am the enjoyer; I am successful, powerful, and happy. 

'I AM THE LORD OF ALL THAT I SURVEY'—THIS IS THEIR THINKING 

Boasting, ‘This enemy, w ho was my competitor and who was standing in my way, 
I have eliminated,’ he celebrates that destruction with a few others like himself. Then, 
there are others also, and he declares ‘I will destroy them too—haniÀye ca apar¡n api,’ 
áa´kara calls these others  whom this person plans to destroy as var¡kas, pitiable 
people. Such a person is like the current-day loan sharks, who take advantage of people's 
vulnerability. They do not mind ruining even poor people to get money from them, 
because the only goal is to amass wealth. When this type of mentality rules the economy, 
the poor become poorer and the rich become richer. People of this ¡sur¢ disposition are 
willing to destroy not only their competitors, who are their equals, but also those who are 
poor, who do not compete with them. 

Their opinion of themselves is that there is no one equal to them. Such a person 
was personified in Hira¸yaka¿ipu, Prahl¡da's father, who told his son, ‘I am Ì¿vara , 
there is no Lord other than me!’ And he reprimanded Prahl¡da for chanting the name of 
Lord N¡r¡ya¸a . The thinking of such a person is that he is the ‘Lord’ of all the people 
and everybody should look up to him. He will dole out their wages according to the work 
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they have done. And he considers that he is the one who should have all the enjoyments 
at his feet; so, he says, ahaÆ bhog¢ . Then again, whichever way he looks at himself, he 
considers himself successful, siddha , accomplished. Because of his wealth, people court 
his friendship, and further, áa´kara  adds, he has sons. If one has wealth and no sons, he 
is not considered successful because there is no one to carry on the family name. Thus, 
he considers himself rich in every way. He has children, grandchildren, and all his 
relatives around him, besides the people who work for him. 

One may have all this but still not be able to enjoy any of it because of physical 
ailments. If you have stomach ulcers, or are deaf or in a wheelchair, what can you enjoy? 
But not this person. He is sukh¢. All his senses and physiological functions are active 
and therefore he considers himself the happiest person. Again, it is possible to have all 
this, but lack power and influence, and therefore be harassed by the authorities. When a 
person uses any means to acquire his wealth, he can be in a lot of trouble. All the judges 
and senators must be with him. And since this person sees that they are, he boasts that he 
is powerful, balav¡n . 

What about others? áa´kara  says that he considers that they only add weight to 
the earth. They have no stature and are not worth reckoning, in his view. 

Further, he boasts: 

+Éfø¬Éä%Ê¦ÉVÉxÉ´ÉÉxÉÎº¨É EòÉä%xªÉÉä%ÎºiÉ ºÉoù¶ÉÉä ¨ÉªÉÉ* 
ªÉIªÉä nùÉºªÉÉÊ¨É ¨ÉÉäÊnù¹ªÉ <iªÉYÉÉxÉÊ´É¨ÉÉäÊ½þiÉÉ&**15** 
¡·hyo'bhijanav¡nasmi ko'nyo'sti sad¤¿o may¡ 
yakÀye d¡sy¡mi modiÀya ityajµ¡navimohit ¡Å Verse 15 

+Éfø¬& +Îº¨É ¡·hyaÅ  asmi — I am one who has wealth; +Ê¦ÉVÉxÉ´ÉÉxÉÂ (+Îº¨É)  
abhijanav¡n (asmi) — I am born of a very good family; ¨ÉªÉÉ ºÉoù¶É& may¡ sad¤¿aÅ —
equal to me; Eò& +xªÉ& kaÅ anyaÅ — who else; +ÎºiÉ asti — is there; ª ÉIªÉä yakÀye — I 
will perform rituals; nùÉºªÉÉÊ¨É  d¡sy¡mi — I will give; ¨ÉÉäÊn ¹ªÉä modiÀye — I will enjoy; <ÊiÉ 
iti — thus (say)1; +YÉÉxÉ-Ê´É¨ÉÉäÊ½þi ÉÉ& ajµ¡na-vimohit¡Å — those who are totally deluded 
due to lack of discrimination 

Those who are totally deluded due to lack of discrimination say, ‘I have 
wealth. I was born in a very good family. Who else is there who is equal 
to me? I will perform rituals. I will give. I will enjoy.’ 

                                                                 
1 The word ‘iti’ indicates direct speech here and stands for the two quotation marks that 

enclose any direct speech. 
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'THERE IS NO ONE EQUAL TO ME'—THIS IS THEIR ATTITUDE 

Ë·hya  here is the one who has wealth, though in a different context it could also 
mean one who is praiseworthy. The only merit of the person under discussion here, 
however, is that he has made some money. He may think he is praiseworthy, and even 
write a book on, ‘How to be successful in life,’ out of which he will, of course, make 
more money, but whether he writes a book or not, he proclaims, ‘I am wealthy.’ 

And, whether it is true or not, he also boasts, ‘I am born in a very good family—
abhijanav¡n  asmi.’ What kind of a family? áa´kara says it is a family that has had 
very well informed scholars for seven generations, sapta -puruÀaÆ ¿rotriyatv¡di- 
sampannaÅ. Even if it is true, what good has it done him? This person is an asura . 
Everybody in India will claim to be born in the lineage of a sage, gotra . But if he is an 
asura in terms of his behaviour, his family background is meaningless. Such claims are 
made by these people just to establish their superiority. The idea is, ‘No one can claim to 
have more than me, even in terms of family background. ’ And it is not only a mute idea, 
it is openly expressed as, ‘Who else is there equal to me—kaÅ anyaÅ asti may¡ 
sad¤¿aÅ ,’ meaning, of course, that there is nobody.  

Further, he brags, ‘I will perform rituals.’ The purpose is not for anything noble, 
but to destroy some enemy, or at least gain some fame. Like all his other actions, this 
also is only for his own glorification. He wants to stand out and overpower people, and 
he does not mind using rituals for that purpose. R¡va¸a did great tapas only for the 
destruction of others. He was a br¡hma¸a  who used to chant S¡maveda, a very 
religious person in some respects, but because he did everything only to gain power to 
destroy, he was a r¡kÀasa . 

He also promises, ‘I will give money—d¡sy¡mi,’ not for charitable causes, but for 
dancing girls and other enjoyments, or to establish his own superiority, because he says, 
‘I will enjoy—modiÀye.’ He seeks his pleasure in hundreds of different ways—with 
grand parties, a swimming pool and all the comforts he can command. Such people are 
totally deluded, vimohit¡Å, all due to lack of discrimination, ajµ¡na.1 The manner in 
which they look upon themselves and their life achievements indicates one delusion after 
another stemming from confused values and attitudes. 

+xÉäEòÊSÉkÉÊ´É§ÉÉxiÉÉ ¨ÉÉä½þVÉÉ™ôºÉ¨ÉÉ´ÉÞiÉÉ&* 
|ÉºÉHòÉ& Eò¨ÉÇ¦ÉÉäMÉä¹ÉÖ {ÉiÉÎxiÉ xÉ®úEäò%¶ÉÖSÉÉè**16** 
anekacittavibhr¡nt¡ mohaj¡lasam¡v¤t¡Å 
prasakt¡Å karmabhogeÀu patanti narake'¿ucau Verse 16 

                                                                 
1 ajµ¡nena vimohit¡Å — ajµ¡na-vimohit¡Å  
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+xÉäEò-ÊSÉkÉ- Ê´É§ÉÉxiÉÉ& aneka -citta-vibhr¡nt¡Å  — those who are completely deluded by 
many types of thoughts; ¨ÉÉä½-þVÉÉ™ô-ºÉ¨ÉÉ´ÉÞiÉÉ& moha-j¡la -sam¡v¤t¡Å — who are covered 
by the net of delusion ( lack of discrimination); EòÉ¨É-¦ÉÉäMÉä¹ÉÖ k¡ma-bhogeÀu  — in the 
enjoyment of desirable objects; |ÉºÉHòÉ& prasakt¡Å  — who are totally engaged; +¶ÉÖSÉÉè 
xÉ®úEäò a¿ucau narake — into unclean naraka (places of pain); {ÉiÉÎxiÉ patanti — they fall 

Those who are completely deluded by many types of thoughts, covered 
by the net of delusion ( lack of discrimination), and totally committed to 
the enjoyment of desirable objects, fall into the unclean naraka  (places 
of pain). 

THESE WHO ARE THUS DELUDED GO TO NARAKA 

From the manner in which these asuras are described here, we understand the 
nature of their thinking. They are completely deluded, by varieties of thoughts, aneka -
citta-vibhr¡nt¡Å, in the form of concerns, anxieties, desires, anger, and so on. They are 
caught and covered by the net of delusion caused by lack of discrimination, moha-j¡la -
sam¡v¤t¡Å. A net both covers and catches an object. As an animal gets caught in a net, 
people get caught in the spell of ignorance, ajµ¡na, which means, here, failure to 
discriminate. That being the case, they are totally committed, prasakt¡Å , to the 
enjoyment of objects of their desires, k¡ma -bhogeÀu. They are deeply entrenched in the 
experiences of these desirable objects. Since the commitment is to fulfilling desires, they 
will certainly compromise the means, and thus, accumulate a lot of p¡pa . As a result, 
they fall into naraka , which is best understood as a place of pain. The word ‘fall,’ 
patanti, is used here because nobody wants to go there. They slip helplessly into pain. 
There are different types of narakas, but like heaven, they are only temporary. Any field 
of experience is temporary, whether it is painful or pleasant. So we have to understand 
that there is no eternal hell or heaven.  

+Éi¨ÉºÉ¨¦ÉÉÊ´ÉiÉÉ& ºiÉ¤vÉÉ vÉxÉ¨ÉÉxÉ¨ÉnùÉÎx´ÉiÉÉ&* 
ªÉVÉxiÉä xÉÉ¨ÉªÉYÉèºiÉä nù¨¦ÉäxÉÉÊ´ÉÊvÉ{ÉÚ´ÉÇEò¨ÉÂ**17** 
¡tmasambh¡vit¡Å stabdh¡ dhanam¡namad¡nvit¡Å 
yajante n¡mayajµaiste dambhen¡vidhip £rvakam Verse 17 

+Éi¨É-ºÉ¨¦ÉÉÊ´ÉiÉÉ& ¡tma-sambh¡vit¡Å — those who are self-glorifying; ºiÉ¤vÉÉ& stabdh¡Å 
— who are vain (conceited); vÉxÉ- ¨ÉÉxÉ- ¨Én-+Îx´ÉiÉÉ& dhana -m¡na -mada-anvit¡Å — who 
are filled with pride and arrogance because of their wealth; iÉä te — they; nù¨¦ÉäxÉ 
dambhena — out of pretension; xÉÉ¨É-ªÉYÉè& n¡ma -yajµaiÅ — with rituals that are rituals 
in name only; +Ê´ÉÊvÉ-{ÉÚ´ÉÇEò¨ÉÂ avidhi-p£rvakam — and not according to stipulation; 
ªÉVÉxiÉä yajante — they perform the rituals  
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Those who are self-glorifying, vain (conceited), filled with pride and 
arrogance because of their wealth, perform rituals that are rituals in name 
only, not according to stipulations (but) out of pretension.  

They look upon themselves as endowed with all the noble attributes, ¡tma -
sambhavit¡Å, and speak of themselves in this way. Even though they do not have the 
virtues, they praise themselves, as people possessed of divine virtues. They proclaim 
themselves as wonderful, do not have any respect for the people who are qualified to 
evaluate their merits. Naturally, they are very vain, stand , demanding praise from others, 
and, at the same time, themselves not able to bend down to any one, either physically or 
mentally. Their own lack of humility and lack of respect for others prevents them from 
bending down to anyone else. As a result, they have no reverence for anything. Even if 
God were to appear to such people, they would not surrender unto him nor offer their 
devotion, because they consider themselves as Ì¿vara. 

Though they do not respect anyone else, they think everyone should respect them. 
They are filled with pride because of their wealth, dhana -m¡na-mad¡nvit¡Å. M¡na, as 
we have seen, is the attitude, ‘I am to be worshipped,’ and mada  is arrogance born of 
one's wealth, conceitedness. And they also perform rituals, which are rituals in name 
only, yajante n¡ma -yajµaiÅ. When you perform a ritual, you must have ¿raddh¡, and 
follow the procedures prescribed by the Vedas.1 But the rituals done by them are not 
done according to the stipulations, they are avidhip£rvakam. Why do they do them? 
Because of pretension, dambhena. Their aim is only self-glorification, self promotion, 
showing off oneself as someone who does all the rituals. Since there is some fire 
involved, something offered, and some giving away of food, etc., it is called a ritual, but 
it is not really a ritual unless all the rules specified by the Veda are followed. Even if all 
the rules are not followed, but there is adequate ¿raddh¡ , it is acceptable, but here, there 
is no ¿raddh¡ either. 

+½þ!É®Æú ¤É™Æô nù{ÉÈ EòÉ¨ÉÆ GòÉävÉÆ SÉ ºÉÆÊ¸ÉiÉÉ&* 
¨ÉÉ¨ÉÉi¨É{É®únäù½äþ¹ÉÖ |ÉÊuù¹ÉxiÉÉä%¦ªÉºÉÚªÉEòÉ&**18** 
aha´k¡raÆ balaÆ darpaÆ k¡maÆ krodhaÆ ca saÆ¿rit¡Å 
m¡m¡tmaparadeheÀu pradviÀanto'bhyas£yak¡Å Verse 18 

+½þ!É®¨ÉÂú aha´k¡ram — egoism; ¤É™¨ÉÂ balam — (brute) strength; nù{ÉÇ¨ÉÂ darpam — 
insolence; EòÉ¨É¨ÉÂ k¡mam — enjoyment; GòÉävÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ krodham ca — and anger; ºÉÆÊ¸ÉiÉÉ& 
saÆ¿rit¡Å — those who are completely given to; +Éi¨É-{É®ú-näù½äþ¹ÉÖ ¡tma-para-deheÀu — 

                                                                 
1 The technical term used in the ¿¡stra for the prescribed rules of any ritual is  

‘itikartavyat¡.’ This ‘itikartavyat¡’ is given in great detail in the Veda itself along with 
each ritual and all the rules have to be followed meticulously. 
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in their own and others' bodies; ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ |ÉÊuù¹Éxi É& m¡m pradviÀantaÅ — those who despise 
Me; +¦ªÉºÉÚªÉEòÉ& abhyas£yak¡Å  — those who are great cavillers 

Those who are completely given to egoism, (brute) strength, insolence, 
enjoyment, and anger, who despise Me in their own and others' bodies, 
who are great cavillers… 

iÉÉxÉ½Æþ Êuù¹ÉiÉ& GÚò®úÉxÉÂ ºÉÆºÉÉ®äú¹ÉÖ xÉ®úÉvÉ¨ÉÉxÉÂ* 
ÊIÉ{ÉÉ¨ªÉVÉ»É¨É¶ÉÖ¦ÉÉxÉÉºÉÖ®úÒ¹´Éä´É ªÉÉäÊxÉ¹ÉÖ**19** 
t¡nahaÆ dviÀataÅ kr£r¡n saÆs¡reÀu nar¡dham¡n 
kÀip¡myajasrama¿ubh¡n¡sur¢Àveva yoniÀu  Verse 19 

iÉÉxÉÂ Êu¹ÉiÉ& t¡n dviÀataÅ — those who despise; GÚò®úÉxÉÂ kr£r¡n — who are cruel; +¶ÉÖ¦ÉÉxÉÂ 
a¿ubh¡n — who are wrongdoers; xÉ®ú-+vÉ¨ÉÉxÉÂ nara-adham¡n — the lowest of men; 
ºÉÆºÉÉ®äú¹ÉÖ saÆs¡reÀu — into a life of transmigration; +ÉºÉÖ®úÒ¹ÉÖ B´É ªÉÉäÊxÉ¹ÉÖ ¡sur¢Àu eva yoniÀu  
— only in ¡sur¢ wombs; +VÉ»É¨ÉÂ ajasram — perpetually; +½¨ÉÂþ ÊIÉ{ÉÉÊ¨É aham kÀip¡mi 
— I despatch 

Those men, who are hateful and cruel, who are the lowest of men, who 
are wrongdoers, I despatch repeatedly into a life of transmigration only in 
¡sur¢ wombs.  

I DESPATCH THEM INTO ËSURÌ YONIS AGAIN AND AGAIN  

All these people are completely given to these things, saÆ¿rit¡Å. Aha´k¡ra  is 
what accounts for the sense of individuality. In general, it is in the form of a 
superimposition of kart¤tva, the sense of agency, and bhokt¤tva , the sense of 
enjoyership, upon ¡tm¡ that is responsible for this individuality. So, based on this 
superimposition one concludes that he is a sukh¢, a happy person, or duÅkh¢; an 
unhappy person. The notions which are superimposed upon the ¡tm¡, and which have 
their root in aha´k¡ra , are the basis of all our problems and drive all our pursuits, both 
legitimate and questionable. But in the sense in which it is used here, there is a lot of 
subjectivity involved, and it is therefore, very well entrenched. Because it is well 
entrenched, and given a lot of validity, there is egoism which make these men, cruel 
people. And these people have bala , strength of the body, mind, etc., a brute strength, 
that serves only to trouble others. áa´kara says, it is a strength which is backed by their 
r¡ga -dveÀas, that is used to overpower others—par¡bhava-nimittaÆ k¡ma-r¡ga -
anvitam.1 And they have darpa, insolence, which makes them cross the bounds of what 

                                                                 
1 This bala is unlike the one that Bhagav¡n said was himself, when he said , 

‘balaÆ balavat¡Æ c¡haÆ k¡mar¡gavivarjitam ,’ G¢t¡ – 7-11 
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is proper or improper. Being committed to objects of enjoyment, k¡ma , naturally, there 
will be anger, krodha, when they are not fulfilled. Once this type of aha´k¡ra  is there, 
these few things—darpa, k¡ma, and krodha—will automatically come along with it. It 
is like a kingpin of the underworld, wherever he goes, you will find his henchmen. Here, 
darpa, k¡ma , and krodha are the henchmen of the well entrenched, rajas predominant, 
aha´k¡ra of this type.  

Even if such people come to know that all the things they are pursuing will not 
help them gain what they really want, and that there is only Parame¿vara, indwelling 
their own and other bodies, knowing whom their problem will be solved, they oppose 
and despise, that very one who obtains in their own body, as well as in all other bodies, 
as sat-cit-¡nanda. That being so, that is, despising Parame¿vara , pradviÀantaÅ , they 
transgress the universal mandates of Ì¿vara . What is to be done and what is not to be 
done is very easily appreciated just through common sense. Since it is not created by any 
human being, but innately known by all, we call it the order of Ì¿vara . The people being 
discussed here transgress these universal ethics, and, of course, those that are mentioned 
in the ¿¡stra . The transgression is considered the hatred of Ì¿vara, and conversely, 
following dharma  becomes a kind of worship of Ì¿vara. All ethical people, though they 
may not recognize Ì¿vara , are worshippers of Ì¿vara. 

Further, those people of ¡sur¢ disposition, are great cavillers, abhyas£yak¡Å . If 
someone has some virtues, they will try to find, and point out, some defect. Seeing the 
merits of others makes them feel small, and to counteract that, they will look for what is 
lacking in the person. They particularly cannot tolerate the qualities, lifestyle, 
disciplines, and values of people who are spiritual seekers and who follow dharma . 
What does Ì¿vara  do with such people? All these people, who live a life opposed to 
dharma  and are inimical to the people who are following a life of dharma , Ì¿vara 
despatches them to a life of saÆs¡ra. It is not that he despises them, as they do him, but 
they have earned these results, which are given to them in full measure. These people 
who transgress Ì¿vara's mandate, are cruel, kr£ra, and are the lowest of men, 
nar¡dhamas, because they do not make use of their viveka, capacity to discern what is 
right and what is wrong. The plural, saÆs¡reÀu, indicates the many different births they 
will take, one after the other, ajasram, perpetually. Because they have gathered so many 
karmas, they cannot fulfil all of them in just one birth, janma . Even if you are born as a 
human being it is also saÆs¡ra, but for some time, these people will be born only in 
¡sur¢ wombs, ¡sur¢rÀu  eva yoniÀu.  

Because, in their human birth, they pounced like tigers and kicked like donkeys, 
stung like scorpions and gobbled voraciously like varieties of animals, they get a chance 
to live in a form where they can exhaust that very cruelty. They will become objects of 

                                                                 
 

There  Bhagav¡n refers to the strength that is without k¡ma and r¡ga. 
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fear. Anything which frightens you legitimately, like a snake which is poisonous and 
merciless, is an ¡sur¢ yoni. As a human being with a capacity to think and to choose, I 
am supposed to heed my conscience and follow dharma. If, instead, I become a terror 
for everybody, the law of karma, which is perfect in its justice, will place me in an ¡sur¢ 
yoni next time. Therefore, the Lord says, ‘I despatch them in to ¡sur¢ yonis  again and 
again—kÀip¡mi ajasram ¡sur¢Àu eva yoniÀu.’ 

+ÉºÉÖ®úÓ ªÉÉäÊxÉ¨ÉÉ{ÉzÉÉ ¨ÉÚføÉ VÉx¨ÉÊxÉ VÉx¨ÉÊxÉ* 
¨ÉÉ¨É|ÉÉ{ªÉè´É EòÉèxiÉäªÉ iÉiÉÉä ªÉÉxiªÉvÉ¨ÉÉÆ MÉÊiÉ¨ÉÂ**20** 
¡sur¢Æ yonim¡pann¡ m£·h¡ janmani janmani 
m¡mapr¡pyaiva kaunteya tato y¡ntyadham¡Æ gatim  Verse 20 

EòÉèxiÉ äªÉ kaunteya — O! Son of Kunt¢, Arjuna; +ÉºÉÖ®úÒ¨ÉÂ ªÉÉäÊx É¨ÉÂ ¡sur¢m yonim  — the 
womb of an asura ; +É{ÉzÉÉ& ¡pann¡Å — those who have obtained; VÉx É̈Êx É VÉx ¨ÉÊxÉ 
janmani janmani — in every birth; ¨ÉÚfø É& m£·h¡Å — those who lack discrimination; 

¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ +|ÉÉ{ª É B´É m¡m apr¡pya eva  — certainly not reaching Me; iÉi É& +vÉ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ tataÅ 
adham¡m — lower than that; MÉÊi É¨ÉÂ gatim — an end; ªÉÉÎxiÉ y¡nti — go  

Arjuna, these, who lack discrimination, obtaining the womb of an asura 
in every birth, certainly not reaching Me, go to an end that is even lower 
than that. 

These are people who lack discrimination even with reference to what is to be 
done and what is not to be done. Such people obtain births  in the wombs of asuras, not 
once, but repeatedly, because they have gathered so much p¡pa, that one birth is not 
enough to exhaust it. Thus, they are born as carnivorous animals, or some other form in 
which tamas is predominant, in order to experience cru elty. In such forms, there is no 
viveka. The tiger does not think it is cruel, nor does it want to change. This type of 
discrimination is the privilege of a human being, which they did not exercise in their 
human births, and therefore, they keep going to lower and lower wombs, where there is 
no viveka. This goes on for some time until all the consequences of their wrongdoings 
are exhausted. Because of their behaviour in their human birth, there is no question of 
gaining Ì¿vara. 

áa´kara  says there is no suspicion or a doubt that they do not gain Ì¿vara. He is 
far out of reach for these people. First, they have to begin to follow dharma, which is 
enjoined by Ì¿vara and found in the Veda. At this point, they are lost in other ways. And 
in order to create a dispassion towards such tendencies, K¤À¸a  says they go to a still 
worse end, tataÅ adham¡Æ gatiÆ y¡nti. 

These are the general features of an asura's nature, though among them, there are 
many differences in their manifest behaviour. One might be predominantly cruel, another 
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more disruptive, but all of them have three basic things. All of the manifold 
manifestations of an ¡sur¢ disposition can be avoided if these three things are taken care 
of. They are the root cause of all that is undesirable, anartha. K¤À¸a enumerates them in 
the next verse and asks one to avoid them. 

ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉÆ xÉ®úEòºªÉänÆù uùÉ®Æú xÉÉ¶ÉxÉ¨ÉÉi¨ÉxÉ&* 
EòÉ¨É& GòÉävÉºiÉlÉÉ ™ôÉä¦ÉºiÉº¨ÉÉnäùiÉijÉªÉÆ iªÉVÉäiÉÂ**21** 
trividhaÆ narakasyedaÆ dv¡raÆ n¡¿anam¡tmanaÅ  
k¡maÅ krodhastath¡ lobhastasm¡detattrayaÆ tyajet  Verse 21 

ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉ¨ÉÂ trividham  — threefold; xÉ®úEòºªÉ narakasya  — of naraka  (painful experience); 

<n¨ÉÂ uùÉ®¨ÉÂú idam dv¡ram — this doorway; +Éi¨ÉxÉ& xÉÉ¶ÉxÉ¨ÉÂ ¡tmanaÅ n¡¿anam — which 
is the destroyer of oneself; EòÉ¨É& k¡maÅ  — desire; GòÉävÉ& krodhaÅ — anger; iÉlÉÉ ™ôÉä¦É&  
tath¡ lobhaÅ — so too, greed; iÉº¨ÉÉiÉÂ tasm¡t — therefore; BùiÉiÉÂ jÉªÉ¨ÉÂ etat trayam — 
this triad; iªÉVÉäiÉÂ tyajet — one should give up 

This doorway to naraka  (painful experiences), which destroys a person, 
is threefold—desire, anger, and also greed. Therefore, one should give up 
this triad. 

THE THREEFOLD DOORWAY TO NARAKA 

Naraka is any experience of pain. One can enter it through any one of these three 
doors, dv¡ra ; all of which are the destroyer of a person, ¡tmanaÅ n¡¿anam . áa´kara 
says that just entering into this gate you will find you are destroyed. It is like stepping 
into a trap. It swallows you up immediately. As an animal is caught in a trap by baiting it 
with what it likes, a human being is caught and destroyed by these three things. He is 
destroyed in the sense that his mind is so disturbed that he is no longer fit for any 
puruÀ¡ rtha, leave alone mokÀa. Even the simple sukha  that he had hoped to get is lost 
because of these three.  

K¡ma, a binding desire or longing for something, is what makes one enter into the 
trap. Once this is there, anger, krodha, and greed, lobha necessarily follow. Conversely, 
if you can manage k¡ma, passion, then anger and greed are automatically taken care of. 
If you are able to take care of your anger, you will find that k¡ma can be contained. You 
can deal with it effectively. Greed is mentioned lastly, because when there is greed, 
anger is unavoidable, but if the greed is taken care of, anger can be taken care of, and 
later the k¡ma too. It is important to discern where greed begins and a simple binding 
desire ends. A desire is binding if its non-fulfilment makes you angry. We have to 
discover where the greed begins. If there is something that you do not need, that you can 
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manage easily without, and you want it anyway, that is greed. In fulfilling a desire, if one 
crosses the ways of dharma , that desire itself becomes greed.  

All three of these, desire, anger, and greed, are portals to painful experiences, and 
therefore, the cause for self-destruction, ¡tmanaÅ n¡¿anam . No intelligent person wants 
to get destroyed, so naturally, one should give up, these three—etat trayaÆ tyajet. If 
you can manage these, the rest of the ¡sur¢ sampat will be taken care of. The 
description of the ¡sur¢ sampat is given in such detail here that it may seem 
overwhelming, and therefore K¤À¸a reduces the whole thing to k¡ma, krodha and 
lobha. Even these three can be reduced to k¡ma. Because in the final analysis, that is the 
root cause of all anarthas.  

One has to give them up, but how? They are not something I can give up; they are 
me. Therefore I require prayer, certain disciplines, and also inquiry, vic¡ra, in order to 
give these up. Cognitively, I can change my priorities; so that, what seems big assumes 
an appropriate proportion. This is how we grow. When, as a child, my balloon burst or 
deflated, it was a big problem for me, but now it does not bother me at all; because I 
have become mature with reference to balloons. When my stock crashes, however, it is a 
huge problem. We even find people committing suicide or having heart attacks because 
of stock fluctuations. From this it is ve ry clear that our problem is k¡ma. By vic¡ra we 
can surely help ourselves to grow out of it, since we have grown out of so many things. 
By pras¡da-buddhi, as we have seen, our r¡ga-dveÀas, otherwise called k¡ma , can be 
neutralized. If that is effective, krodha  and lobha are automatically taken care of 
because they do not arise when there is no k¡ma. 

The giving up of these three is praised in the next verse.  

BiÉèÌ´É¨ÉÖHò& EòÉèxiÉäªÉ iÉ¨ÉÉäuùÉ®èúÊÛÉÊ¦ÉxÉÇ®ú&* 
+ÉSÉ®úiªÉÉi¨ÉxÉ& ¸ÉäªÉºiÉiÉÉä ªÉÉÊiÉ {É®úÉÆ MÉÊiÉ É̈Â**22** 
etairvimuktaÅ kaunteya tamodv¡raistribhirnaraÅ 
¡caraty¡tmanaÅ ¿reyastato y¡ti par¡Æ gatim Verse 22 

EòÉèxiÉäªÉ kaunteya — O! Son of Kunt¢, Arjuna; BiÉè& ÊjÉÊ¦É& etaiÅ tribhiÅ — by these three; 
iÉ¨ÉÉä-uùÉ®èú& tamo-dv¡raiÅ — gates of darkness; Ê´É¨ÉÖHò& xÉ®ú& vimuktaÅ naraÅ — the man 
who has been freed; +Éi¨ÉxÉ& ¸ÉäªÉºÉÂ ¡tmanaÅ ¿reyas — what is good for oneself; +ÉSÉ®úÊiÉ 
¡carati — follows; iÉiÉ& tataÅ — because of that; {É®úÉ¨ÉÂ MÉÊiÉ¨ÉÂ par¡m gatim — higher 
end; ªÉÉÊiÉ — reaches  

A man who is free from these three gates to darkness, Arjuna, follows 
what is good for himself. Because of that, he reaches the higher end.  
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ONE FREE FROM KËMA, KRODHA, LOBHA GOES TOWARDS 
áREYAS 

Naraka is called darkness, tamas, here because it is a place where viveka  is 
obscured; so, there is delusion, and therefore, pain. In Ì¿¡v¡syopaniÀad it is said, ‘Those 
people who are self destructive go to the worlds called asury¡ , that are covered with the 
darkness of a blind man.’ 1 It means there is a predominance of delusion and therefore, no 
sukha. If the individual becomes a rat, what viveka  will he have? The capacity to think 
and understand is all very rudimentary and this is what is figuratively called the darkness 
of a blind man. Where there is no viveka, the mind is altogether different. It has the 
advantage of not having the problems that we have, but then, it also cannot read a line. If 
you throw a book, even the G¢t¡, before a donkey, it will eat the whole thing. It has only 
food value for it. Similarly, if you load a donkey with sandalwood, it carries only the 
load, not the sandalwood, bh¡rasya  v¡h¢ na  tu candanasya , because it has no 
appreciation of its value. This is aviveka . In such births, where there is such limited 
viveka, there is also no sukha. And k¡ma, krodha and lobha are the gates to enter into 
such situations.  

The person, nara, discussed in this verse, is totally free with reference to these 
three gates to pain. Nara means a human being, by definition; he is the one who does not 
get destroyed, na  r¢yate iti naraÅ. This very definition tells you that he is the 
imperishable ¡tm¡. This nara  if he is not assailed by k¡ma , krodha and lobha, he is 
able to use his viveka, and therefore, lives a life of proper conduct, that is, lives a life 
that will lead him to his ultimate good, ¿reyo-m¡rgam ¡carati. In contrast to the path of 
self-destruction, ¡tmanaÅ n¡¿anam, of the previous verse, this person follows a course 
of action which is good for oneself—¡tmanaÅ ¿reyas ¡carati.2 This is possible because 
he is free from the inhibiting factors of k¡ma, krodha , and lobha that previously 
impelled him to do wrong actions. When one is dissipating all one's energies through 
these three, what viveka can he have? He has no time to think properly. Even to begin to 
free oneself from k¡ma , krodha and lobha, one must have some viveka . Then, once the 
process has begun, he does not have to be taught that it is good for him, because he now 
enjoys an inner leisure that was previously denied to him. All because of viveka. To 
have k¡ma, krodha and lobha, is very natural. Every child is in touch with all of them. 
To be free of them, however, requires a lot of viveka . 

With sufficient viveka , a person can pursue what is good, ¿reyas, for him, whether 
it be artha, k¡ma, dharma or mokÀa. All are good for him, no doubt, but the real 
¿reyas is mokÀa. Security, artha , for example, is not going to be found in gaining and 

                                                                 
1 Ì¿¡v¡syopaniÀad — 3 
2 Here the word ¿reyas means, the path of ¿reyas, ¿reyom¡rga; only then will it connect with  

the verb ¡carati. 
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protecting things that must inevitably be lost. The real security is not being afraid of 
anything, and that is only mokÀa. Similarly, if we analyse the pursuits of k¡ma and 
dharma , we see that they are only really fulfilled in mokÀa. It is the real puruÀ¡rtha 
that is behind every pursuit. Previously, k¡ma, krodha  and lobha were shackling him so 
much that he could not pursue any puruÀ¡rtha successfully. When your hands are 
shackled, how can you even scratch yourself properly? But now he is free, vimukta and 
is able to follow proper conduct. Because of that, tataÅ, he gains the most desirable end, 
y¡ti par¡Æ gatim , which, áa´kara  says, can even be mokÀa . Once he is not bound by 
k¡ma, krodha and lobha, if he is able to discern that what he is seeking is mokÀa, he 
can certainly accomplish that. If, however, one is not able to gain mastery over these 
three, they bring undesirable ends. 

What is the cause for his giving up these three, and all the ¡sur¢ sampat, and 
following what is good for himself, the path of dharma and mokÀa ? The next verse tells 
us that ¿¡stra indicates what is to be done and what is not to be done, what is for one's 
own good, ¿reyas, and what will bring suffering, duÅkha. And it is also the means for 
mokÀa. The next verse also talks about what happens if one does not look to the ¿¡stra 
for these matters. 

ªÉ& ¶ÉÉÛÉÊ´ÉÊvÉ¨ÉÖiºÉÞVªÉ ´ÉiÉÇiÉä EòÉ¨ÉEòÉ®úiÉ&* 
xÉ ºÉ ÊºÉÊrù¨É´ÉÉ{ÉîÉäÊiÉ xÉ ºÉÖJÉÆ xÉ {É®úÉÆ MÉÊiÉ¨ÉÂ**23** 
yaÅ ¿¡stravidhimuts¤jya vartate k¡mak¡rataÅ 
na sa siddhimav¡pnoti na sukhaÆ na par¡Æ gatim Verse 23 

ªÉ& yaÅ — the one who; ¶ÉÉÛÉ- Ê´ÉÊvÉ¨ÉÂ ¿¡stravidhim — the injunctions of ¿¡stra ; =iºÉÞVªÉ 
uts¤jya — casting away; EòÉ¨ÉEòÉ®úiÉ& k¡mak¡rataÅ — being impelled by binding desire; 

´ÉiÉÇiÉä vartate — engages; ºÉ& saÅ — he; ÊºÉÊrù¨ÉÂ siddhim — the accomplishment (of 
maturity); xÉ +´ÉÉ{ÉîÉäÊiÉ na av¡pnoti — does not gain; xÉ ºÉÖJÉ¨ÉÂ na sukham — nor 
happiness; xÉ {É®úÉ¨ÉÂ MÉÊiÉ¨ÉÂ na par¡m gatim  — nor a higher end 

The one who, being impelled by binding desire, engages himself casting 
away the injunctions of ¿¡stra , gains neither maturity, nor happiness 
(here), nor a higher end.  

ONE WHO CASTS AWAY THE INJUNCTIONS OF THE áËSTRA 
GAINS NO PURUâËRTHA 

This is a person who is completely given to binding desires; and because of that, 
k¡mak¡rataÅ, he lives his life, vartate, totally committed to their fulfilment, but 
without regard for the injunction, vidhi, of ¿¡stra . á¡stra here means the Veda, our 
source of knowledge of what is to be done and what is not to be done. It contains both 
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positive statements of what to do and negative ones of what to avoid. These are its 
vidhis. Even though we have innate common sense knowledge of universal ‘do's’ and 
‘don'ts,’ we do not know all the consequences involved in heeding or ignoring our 
common sense norms of behaviour. á¡stra becomes very important here in letting us 
know the consequences of our actions. Even if a wrong action is not detected or 
punished here, the perpetrator does not escape the law of karma—so says the ¿¡stra . 
Here we have a person who has cast away the dictates of ¿¡stra  and is driven purely by 
his k¡ma. 

He does not gain siddhi, saÅ na  siddhim av¡pnoti. Siddhi, here, áa´kara  says, 
is fitness for the pursuit of what is good for a person, puruÀ¡rtha-yogyat¡. This is 
maturity. The first accomplishment for a human being is the capacity to take proper care 
of himself; the second is education in which he acquires an intellectual discipline and a 
certain emotional discipline. This is not an ordinary thing. If you have survived teenage 
without damage, that is one of the greatest things you can ever accomplish in life. It is 
such a difficult age. If you make proper use of it, you can gain the capacity to pursue any 
of the ends considered good for a person—artha, k¡ma, dharma or mokÀa . For 
pursuing any puruÀ¡rtha , maturity is necessary. If one disregards the injunctions of 
¿¡stra, it is just not possible to gain this maturity. And when there is no maturity, it is 
not possible to have any worthwhile pursuit or accomplishment in life. When this is so, 
there is not going to be any happiness, na  sukham, in this life. To have sukha you have 
to be mature, otherwise, any small thing will upset you. Not only will there be no sukha 
in this world, you will not gain a better end, par¡  gati, whether it is heaven or mokÀa. 

In youth, all your faculties are at their peak. It is the time when you can learn and 
remember so well. Once it is gone, you do not get it back; so, it is important to make 
proper use of it. Later, you will be busy earning and doing a hundred different things. If 
you dissipate your energies in sense pursuits at this time, later, all you will remember is 
your hurts and disappointments, and feel that you have accomplished nothing. By the 
time you reach your forties, you will feel that you are finished. Without gaining 
intellectual and emotional maturity, the very sukha that you are so assiduously pursuing 
is denied. What a bad bargain! Therefore, the G¢t¡c¡rya  wants us to gain mastery over 
these three ¡sur¢ tendencies, k¡ma, krodha and lobha, which are in everybody's heart, 
in different degrees, not only in those of the asuras. 

iÉº¨ÉÉSUôÉÛÉÆ |É¨ÉÉhÉÆ iÉä EòÉªÉÉÇEòÉªÉÇ´ªÉ´ÉÎºlÉiÉÉè* 
YÉÉi´ÉÉ ¶ÉÉÛÉÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉÉäHÆò Eò¨ÉÇ EòiÉÖÇÊ¨É½þÉ½ÇþÊºÉ**24** 
tasm¡cch¡straÆ pram¡¸aÆ te k¡ry¡k¡ryavyavasthitau 
jµ¡tv¡ ¿¡stravidh¡noktaÆ karma kartumih¡rhasi Verse 24 

iÉº¨ÉÉiÉÂ tasm¡t — therefore; EòÉªÉÇ-+EòÉªÉÇ-´ªÉ´ÉÎºlÉiÉÉè k¡rya-ak¡rya -vyavasthitau — in the 
determination of what is to be and not to be done; iÉä te  — for you (Arjuna); ¶ÉÉÛÉ¨ÉÂ 
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|É¨ÉÉhÉ¨ÉÂ ¿¡stram pram¡¸am — ¿¡stra is the means of knowledge; ¶ÉÉÛÉ-Ê´ÉvÉÉxÉ-=Hò¨ÉÂ 
¿¡stra-vidh¡na -uktam what is said by the mandates of the ¿¡stra; Eò¨ÉÇ karma — 
action; <½þ iha — here (in this world); YÉÉi´ÉÉ jµ¡tv¡ — knowing; EòiÉÖÇ¨ÉÂ +½þÇÊºÉ kartum 
arhasi — you are obliged to do 

Therefore, ¿¡stra is the means of knowledge for you (Arjuna), in the 
determination of what is to be and not to be done. Knowing what is said 
by the mandates of the ¿¡stra , you are obliged to perform action here ( in 
this world). 

áËSTRA IS THE PRAMËÛA FOR PROPER CONDUCT 

á¡stra , meaning the Veda, is a pram¡¸a, not only for Arjuna, but for everybody. 
pram¡¸a is a means of knowledge, not, as it is often translated, a guide or authority. The 
word itself reveals the meaning; pram¡ -kara¸am pram¡¸am , that which is 
instrumental in giving rise to, pram¡, knowledge, is pram¡¸a. What kind of 
knowledge? The knowledge required in determining what is to be done and what is not 
to be done in a given situation. Whenever I want to know whether it is proper for me to 
do something or not, what kind of prayers I have to do when, and the method of doing 
them, how much wealth I can have, and how much I should distribute, and so on,  I will 
find it told in the injunctions of the ¿¡stra, ¿¡stra-vidh¡na-uktam . A vidh¡na  is what 
is mandated, or enjoined. For example, it is said by the ¿¡stra, ‘Do not hurt—hiÆs¡Æ 
na kury¡t,’ and, ‘Do not speak falsehood —an¤taÆ na br£y¡t.’ And the karma for 
each var¸a and ¡¿rama  is very clearly mentioned in the ¿¡stra . But today, because of 
the breakdown of those systems, we have to convert these injunctions with reference to 
var¸a and ¡¿rama into what is to be done and not to be done, in general. á¡stra tells us 
one's actions attract pu¸ya and p¡pa, which are the ad¤À¶a-phalas; and therefore, one 
has to be mindful of one's actions.  

Here, iha, in this world, you stand to do karma—karma kartum arhasi. The 
mention of iha here is to draw attention to the fact that on this earth, as a human being, 
you have the freedom to act or not to act. In other worlds, like heaven, svarga , on the 
other hand, you do not have this freedom, you can only exhaust karma you cannot do 
more karma  and gather pu¸ya  or p¡pa. Even on this planet, there are shades of 
difference in that India is considered a better place to gather karma-phala , a karma -
bh£mi, while the United States of America is looked upon as a place where one 
predominantly experiences the result of karma , a bhoga-bh£mi. But everywhere on this 
planet, as human beings, we do enjoy the freedom to choose our action and learn. In 
gandharva-loka, on the other hand, all the time is passed in enjoyment of music. What 
can one learn there? This human birth, in which we have that freedom is very rare, and 
precious. And that freedom to learn and do karma  and earn karma-phala here in this 
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world is to be used, not abused. If you analyse the ¿¡stra, this is the essence of what it 
says about actions. Knowing the karma that the ¿¡stra has enjoined, you stand to do it, 
kartum arhasi. 

Thus Bhagav¡n concludes this chapter in which he talks about daiv¢-sampat and 
¡sur¢ sampat, and concludes by telling Arjuna that he should always go by the ¿¡stra 
in deciding what is to be done and what is not to be done.  

+Éå iÉiÉÂ ºÉiÉÂ* <ÊiÉ ¸ÉÒ¨É‘ùMÉ´É3 ÒiÉÉºÉÖ ={ÉÊxÉ¹ÉiºÉÖ ¥ÉÀÊ´ÉtÉªÉÉÆ ªÉÉäMÉ¶ÉÉÛÉä 
¸ÉÒEÞò¹hÉÉVÉÖÇxÉºÉÆ´ÉÉnäù nùè´ÉÉºÉÖ®úºÉ¨{ÉÊuù¦ÉÉMÉªÉÉäMÉÉäxÉÉ¨É ¹ÉÉäb÷ù¶ÉÉä%vªÉÉªÉ&**16** 

oÆ tat sat. iti ¿r¢madbhagavadg¢t¡su upaniÀatsu brahmavidy¡y¡Æ 
yoga¿¡stre ¿r¢k¤À¸¡rjunasaÆv¡de daiv¡surasampadvibh¡ga-

yogon¡ma Ào·a¿o'dhy¡yaÅ 

The subject matter of which is knowledge of Brahman , and also yoga , is this 
sixteenth chapter known as daiv¡sura-sampad-vibh¡ga-yoga in which the becoming 
and the unbecoming dispositions are described.  



CHAPTER 17 

áRADDHË-TRAYA-VIBHËGA-YOGA 
(YOGA OF THE THREE-FOLD áRADDHË ) 

INTRODUCTION  

In the last verse of the last chapter, it was said, ‘Therefore, with reference to 
knowing what is to be done and what is not to be done, ¿¡stra  is the means of 
knowledge for you—tasm¡t ¿¡straÆ pram¡¸aÆ te k¡ry¡k¡rya-vyavasthitau.’ Even 
though common sense gives rise to the knowledge of what is right and wrong, still, we 
do not find people doing what is right and refraining from what is wrong. It is not out of  
ignorance. Everybody knows stealing, for example, is wrong; but there are thieves. And 
the thief also knows that stealing is wrong because he does not want his own goods to be 
stolen. Furthermore, when he steals, he uses stealth, because he knows it is not proper. 
Therefore, I would say, his knowledge of the impropriety of stealing is not completely 
assimilated. He knows that his property should not be stolen and that another person 
does not want his property to be stolen. He knows what he gains and he knows the risks 
involved. At the same time, he does not know what he loses if he steals. Only by ¿¡stra 
can we understand this properly. 

We cannot escape the consequences of an action, because the faculty of choice and 
the law of karma go together. Choice pr esupposes a set of norms that determine which 
option we choose. We must understand this well. I can steal, or I need not. I can hurt, or 
I can refrain from hurting. I can tell a lie or I can tell the truth. I can give, or I need not. 
Once this choice is there, on what basis do I make it? Choice means the possibility of 
right and wrong and this also should be known to me. I must be able to gather an 
understanding of what is right and wrong, and I am able to, through a common sense that 
has been given to all of us. This universal sense of right and wrong is what is called 
dharma . It is known to everyone without being taught. It is sensed by all of us 
commonly, like any other natural law. Without knowing the law of gravity, even a baby 
monkey knows that it will fall to the ground if it lets go of its mother while she is 
swinging through the trees. Like the law of gravitation, this law of dharma , right and 
wrong, which is commonly sensed, is also not created by us. This is a very important 
thing to understand. If it is man-made, it can always be different. In America, we drive 
on the right side of the road, and in India on the left. Taxation, what constitutes a crime, 
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punishment for crimes, is all man-made. These laws are different from the dh¡rmika  
fabric, the law of right and wrong that is part of the creation.  

This law of dharma already exists and is known to me. And I have a faculty of 
choice, called free will, with which I am going to choose an action. If I choose an action, 
which is in keeping with or is against the law of dharma, that very law must impact me 
appropriately. If I go against a law, then I must experience the friction it causes; if I act 
in keeping with the laws, I must experience the result of that. This is how laws are. If an 
object is dropped from a height, it will fall, no matter what the object is; that is the law. 
The law, which we call the law of dharma at the level of choice, and the law of karma 
at the level of action is the same. There is no way you can escape from a natural law, 
unlike a law created by man. You can always avoid the sight of the traffic officer and 
drive seventy-five miles an hour. 

There, you can avoid detection, and therefore the consequences. But you cannot 
avoid the detection, or the result, of an action, which is against a natural law. If you have 
any doubt, touch a live wire and you will understand. Even if you are in charge of the 
hydroelectric scheme, you will be electrocuted. No one is exempt from a natural law. If 
you touch fire, you will be burnt, and similarly,  if you rub against the law, you will be 
rubbed in the process. This law of karma is centred on the law of dharma and is 
connected to your free will, your sense of doership, kart¤tva. This is the unique 
privilege of a human being. Other living beings, including the gods, are only equipped to 
experience karma , not to generate any new karma-phala, because they have no free 
will. Where there is a sense of agency, kart¤tva, there should be freedom to choose. 

You have the freedom to perform an action, or avoid it. When you can avoid an 
action that should be avoided, but you still do it, you definitely get the result. Why do 
people cut corners when they know what dharma  is? Because they do not know what 
they stand to lose. They know very well what they gain. By robbing somebody, I get 
some money and it is very clear to me what money can do for me. But what I lose, I do 
not know, and that is where ¿¡stra educates me. It tells me that there is such a thing as a 
law of karma, which generates an unseen result, ad¤À¶a -phala, for every action, and it 
also tells me what is to be done and not to be done. á¡stra, the scripture, is the means of 
knowledge for this. K¤À¸a  tells Arjuna in the last verse of the previous chapter, 
‘Therefore, with reference to knowing what is to be done, and what is not to be done, 
¿¡stra is the means of knowledge for you,’ This becomes the basis of a doubt for 
Arjuna. He raises the following question.  

+VÉÖÇxÉ =´ÉÉSÉ* 
ªÉä ¶ÉÉÛÉÊ´ÉÊvÉ¨ÉÖiºÉÞVªÉ ªÉVÉxiÉä ¸ÉrùªÉÉÎx´ÉiÉÉ&* 
iÉä¹ÉÉÆ ÊxÉ¢öÉ iÉÖ EòÉ EÞò¹hÉ ºÉk´É¨ÉÉ½þÉä ®úVÉºiÉ¨É &**1** 
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arjuna uv¡ca  
ye ¿¡stravidhimuts¤jya yajante ¿raddhay¡nvit¡Å 
teÀ¡Æ niÀ¶h¡ tu k¡ k¤À¸a sattvam¡ho rajastamaÅ Verse 1 

+VÉÖÇxÉ& arjunaÅ — Arjuna ; =´ÉÉSÉ uv¡ca — said; 
EÞò¹hÉ k¤À¸a — O! K¤À¸a; ªÉä ye — those; ¶ÉÉÛÉ-Ê´ÉÊvÉ¨ÉÂ ¿¡stra -vidhim — what is 
stipulated by the ¿¡stra ; =iºÉÞVªÉ uts¤jya — giving up; iÉÖ tu — but; ¸ÉrùªÉÉ ¿raddhay¡ — 
with ¿raddh¡; +Îx´ÉiÉÉ& anvit¡Å — endowed; ªÉVÉxiÉä yajante — perform rituals; iÉä¹ÉÉ¨ÉÂ 
teÀ¡m — their; ÊxÉ¢öÉ niÀ¶h¡ — basis; EòÉ k¡ — what; ºÉk´É¨ÉÂ sattvam — (is it) sattva ; 
+É½þÉä ¡ho — or; ®úVÉºÉÂ rajas — (or) rajas; iÉ¨ÉºÉÂ tamas — (or) tamas 

Arjuna said: 
O! K¤À¸a, those who perform a ritual giving up what is stipulated by the 
¿¡stra , but endowed with ¿raddh¡, what is their basis? Is it sattva or 
rajas or tamas? 

ARJUNA'S QUESTION 

This is a very interesting question. Arjuna  Addresses this question to K¤À¸a, and 
asks, ‘What about a certain group of people who offer worship or prayer to the deities, 
without following the various stipulations laid down in the ¿¡stra about how they are to 
be done? What is the basis of such rituals? Is it sattva, rajas, or, tamas?’ In the ¿ruti,  
the Vedas, and the supporting sm¤tis, we have varieties of forms of worship, with rules 
about how they are to be done. Suppose there are some people who do a Vedic ritual like 
agnihotra , or a sm¡rta -karma  like p£ja , prayer, or any action where a deity is invoked, 
but do not follow the stipulations of the ¿¡stra . á¡stra-vidhim uts¤jya yajante—giving 
up the stipulations of the ¿¡stra  they perform these rituals. Here the word uts¤jya , means 
not only, ‘giving up’ but also, ‘not following exactly, or completely.’ We cannot say 
they don't follow ¿¡stra; otherwise, we wouldn't call it worship. They follow a number 
of rules, but they do no t follow meticulously all of them that are stipulated by the ¿¡stra .  

In a ritual to worship a particular deity, there is no immediate result. Generally, we 
take short cuts only when there is an immediate result, and we are under some pressure 
to complete the action. But here, nobody pressures me to offer a prayer or perform a 
ritual. I can do it, or I need not do it. I know this is an act of worship because the ¿¡stra 
tells me, and it also tells me the manner in which it has to be done. Why should I do it 
without following the prescribed method? After all, I need not do it at all. When I have 
chosen to do it, why would I not follow all the rules? Why should anybody perform a 
ritual without following the rules?  

There are two possibilities. One is that they do not know. This is often the case 
with p£j¡ or other rituals. People know it is to be done, but have learned how to do it 
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from seeing it done—either by people in the family or elsewhere. They just follow the 
convention, ¡c¡ra , without studying further. Why? Because of ¿raddh¡. They perform 
the worship, following convention, because they have ¿raddh¡, but they do not know all 
the stipulations, and therefore, do not follow them. The other possibility is that a person 
knows the stipulations but does not follow them. In that case, there is no ¿raddh¡ . Why 
do they do the ritual then? Only for some name or fame. The people under discussion 
here, however, do have ¿raddh¡. 

Arjuna  wonders what is their niÀ¶h¡, their basis for operation, their commitment? 
What is the disposition of their antaÅ-kara¸a  in terms of the three gu¸as? Is sattva the 
basis of their operation, or rajas or tamas? áa´kara  says, the question is whether the 
worship they offer is s¡ttvika, r¡jasika, or t¡masika . There are different types of 
worship depending on who is worshipped, and the attitude and intent of the worshipper. 
R¡va¸a's prayer, and black magic, which is also prayer, are t¡masika . Of which type is 
an act of worship, not done in the specified way, but with ¿raddh¡? K¤À¸a can answer 
this in one sentence, and say, ‘It is s¡ttvika .’ But Arjuna's question arises from his 
incomplete understanding of the nature of ¿raddh¡ . áa´kara introduces the answer of 
Bhagav¡n  by saying that one should not answer a general question on a subject without 
dividing it into the component parts, in order to make it more specific. This is a very 
important thing in understanding any topic. If someone goes to a doctor complaining that 
he is in pain, the doctor will ask specific questions to find the location and th e nature of 
the pain. This is called pravibh¡ga . You keep on negating until you localize the 
problem.  

áraddh¡  is of three types when looked at on the basis of the gu¸as, sattva, rajas, 
and tamas. The topic of this whole chapter is the division of the threefold ¿raddh¡ , 
¿raddh¡-traya -vibh¡ga-yoga. The type of ¿raddh¡  a person has is going to decide even 
his eating habits and a number of other things. Thus, the various manifestations of 
different types of ¿raddh¡  are also going to be told in this chapter.  

¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉxÉÖ´ÉÉSÉ* 
ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ ¦É´ÉÊiÉ ¸ÉrùÉ näùÊ½þxÉÉÆ ºÉÉ º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉÉ* 
ºÉÉÎk´ÉEòÒ ®úÉVÉºÉÒ SÉè´É iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÒ SÉäÊiÉ iÉÉÆ ¶ÉÞhÉÖ**2** 
¿r¢bhagav¡nuv¡ca  
trividh¡ bhavati ¿raddh¡ dehin¡Æ s¡ svabh¡vaj¡ 
s¡ttvik¢ r¡jas¢ caiva t¡mas¢ ceti t¡Æ ¿¤¸u Verse 2 

¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉx ÉÂ ¿r¢bhagav¡n — ár¢ Bhagav¡n; =´ÉÉSÉ uv¡ca — said; 
näùÊ½þxÉÉ¨ÉÂ dehin¡m — for the embodied beings; º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉÉ svabh¡vaj¡ — that which is born 
of the nature of the mind; ºÉÉ ¸ÉrùÉ s¡ ¿raddh¡ — that ¿raddh¡; ºÉÉÎk´ÉEòÒ s¡ttvik¢  — 
s¡ttvika ; ®úÉVÉºÉÒ SÉ B´É r¡jas¢ ca eva  — and r¡jasika ; iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÒ SÉ t¡mas¢ ca  — and 
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t¡masika; <ÊiÉ iti — thus; ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ ¦É´ÉÊiÉ trividh¡ bhavati — is three fold; iÉÉ¨ÉÂ ¶ÉÞhÉÖ t¡m 
¿¤¸u — listen to that (three fold ¿raddh¡ ) 

ár¢ Bhagav¡n said:  
The ¿raddh¡ of the embodied beings is born of the nature of the mind. 
As sattvika, r¡jasika, and t¡masika , it is threefold. Listen to that 
(threefold ¿raddh¡ ). 

áraddh¡  is one, but the shades of differences in its nature can be viewed as 
threefold, trividh¡. Like bread is one, but then, there are different types of bread—
French, sourdough, etc. Unlike bread, however, ¿raddh¡  is not an external object; it is in 
your mind alone. Though you may call it faith, ¿raddh¡ is more than that. It is the whole 
person. áraddh¡ is not your belief system, but your whole attitude towards life. Your 
attitude towards your body, towards wealth, towards people, towards acts of worship,  
food, altruistic acts like charity, etc. All these have implications for your ¿raddh¡ 
towards Ì¿vara . Even how a person dresses, reveals so much about his or her value 
structure and attitudes. It can be ostentatious, sloppy and tasteless, or neat and refined. 
From the very dress we can understand whether he is s¡ttvika, a thinking person, who 
has some values and really wants to know something more, whether there is some depth 
to the person. The whole demeanour of the person, his actions, the way in which he 
keeps the house, all indicate the type of ¿raddh¡ he has towards everything in life. It 
overflows from inside into everything you do. áraddh¡ is not outside; it is in your 
thinking, your understanding, your value structure, your priorities. All these are implied, 
and thus, it is, not an ordinary word. Therefore, we have a whole chapter dedicated to 
understanding ¿raddh¡ . 

For whom is the ¿raddh¡? Dehin¡m, for those who have a body, a human body. 
The individual human being is the one who has this threefold, trividh¡, ¿raddh¡. What 
determines the type of ¿raddh¡  a person will have? It is born out of the nature of antaÅ -
kara¸a , therefore it is svabh¡vaj¡ . The type of mind you have determines the type of 
¿raddh¡ you have. That is more appropriate than considering that one is born with 
certain propensities that determine his ¿raddh¡. Then you may consider that you are 
r¡jasika or t¡masika by nature and have to resign yourself to that. It is not like that, 
because one can become s¡ttvika . The whole teaching is meant to make you s¡ttvika , 
not to categorize people. Therefore, the meaning of svabh¡va here is the nature of the 
antaÅ-kara¸a. There are three types of ¿raddh¡  depending on the nature of the antaÅ -
kara¸a , the mind one has, in which one can bring about a change. 
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Before going into detail about the three types of ¿raddh¡, K¤À¸a makes a general 
statement about ¿raddh¡ and the person.  

ºÉk´ÉÉxÉÖ°ü{ÉÉ ºÉ´ÉÇºªÉ ¸ÉrùÉ ¦É´ÉÊiÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ* 
¸ÉrùÉ¨ÉªÉÉä%ªÉÆ {ÉÖ¯û¹ÉÉä ªÉÉä ªÉSUÅôrù& ºÉ B´É ºÉ&**3** 
sattv¡nur£p¡ sarvasya ¿raddh¡ bhavati bh¡rata 
¿raddh¡mayo'yaÆ puruÀo yo yacchraddhaÅ sa eva saÅ Verse 3 

¦ÉÉ®úiÉ bh¡rata — O! Descendant of Bharata, Arjuna ; ºÉ É́ÇºªÉ sarvasya — of everyone; 
¸ÉrùÉ ¿raddh¡ — ¿raddh¡; ºÉk´É-+xÉÖ°ü{ÉÉ sattva-anur£p¡ — in keeping with the mind; 

¦É´ÉÊiÉ bhavati — is; +ªÉ¨ÉÂ {ÉÖ¯û¹É& ayam puruÀaÅ — this person; ¸ÉrùÉ¨ÉªÉ& ¿raddh¡mayaÅ 
— who is permeated by ¿raddh¡ ; ªÉ& ªÉiÉÂ-¸Érù& yaÅ yat-¿raddhaÅ — he who, whatever 
¿raddh¡ he has; ºÉ& B´É ºÉ& saÅ eva saÅ — he is that (¿raddh¡ ) alone 

O! Descendant of Bharata , Arjuna, ¿raddh¡ of everyone is in keeping 
with his mind. This person who is permeated by ¿raddh¡, whatever is his 
¿raddh¡, he conforms to that ¿raddh¡.  

THE PERSON IS PERMEATED BY HIS áRADDHË 

Though ¿raddh¡ is commonly translated as faith, since it is so much more than 
that, as we have seen, let us leave it untranslated. Sattva here is not the gu¸a but the 
antaÅ-kara¸a, the mind. A person's ¿raddh¡  is sattva -anur£p¡, that is, according to 
the disposition of his mind, its tendencies and value structure. It assumes a form in 
keeping with the type of mind you have. And it can be changed, for the mind means 
thinking and once your thinking is changed, everything is changed. The cognitive change 
will bring about a change in your attitude, and that will have an impact on your ¿raddh¡ . 
The tendencies and understanding you have, all determine the type of ¿raddh¡ you have. 

A person is permeated by his ¿raddh¡—puruÀaÅ ¿raddh¡-mayaÅ. Whatever 
type of ¿raddh¡ he has, that is exactly what he is. Here, the suffix maya¶ in the word, 
¿raddh¡-maya  is in the sense of pr¡curya, saturation. The person is nothing but an 
expression of his ¿raddh¡. áa´kara makes it clear that puruÀa here is the individual, 
the saÆs¡r¢ , j¢va, and not ¡tm¡. Whatever a person's ¿raddh¡  is, that is what he is. If 
his ¿raddh¡ is s¡ttvika  he will be s¡ttvika , and so on. All his activities, his whole life, 
will be a manifestation of his ¿raddh¡. 

Forget the term ¿raddh¡  for the time being and just think about what determines 
the expression of one's life. It is going to be in terms of one's value structure and 
priorities. Suppose you ask someone to go to a movie and he says he has no tim e because 
he has to play bridge. The priorities are clear. One is more important for him than the 
other. Another person may go with you, and another may not because he is going to the 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 138 

¡¿rama . I see this all the time when I give public talks. If they are for three nights, I will 
never get the same people the second night, even though I deliberately leave them with a 
cliff hanger. There is no way they can figure out the topic I am going to unfold, and yet, 
they do not come the next night. Why? Priorities. Som e other engagement was more 
important—a dinner, a concert, etc. Even if God were to come, he would have to wait for 
one more day. A person is nothing but his priorities. That is why you have to understand 
how important it is. The whole change takes place only when the priorities change. That 
rearrangement as to—which is more important, which is less important—really brings 
about the change in the person that sets him in a new direction. That prioritising of 
values and pursuits indicates the type of thinking a person has, the type of ¿raddh¡  he 
has. And therefore, Bhagav¡n  makes a sweeping statement here, which is applicable to 
any person anywhere, ‘Whatever is a person's ¿raddh¡, he is indeed the personification 
of that ¿raddh¡ ; that is, he conforms to that ¿raddh¡—yo yat ¿raddhaÅ , sa eva  saÅ.’ 

ªÉVÉxiÉä ºÉÉÎk´ÉEòÉ näù´ÉÉxÉÂ ªÉIÉ®úIÉÉÆÊºÉ ®úÉVÉºÉÉ&* 
|ÉäiÉÉxÉÂ ¦ÉÚiÉMÉhÉÉÆ•ÉÉxªÉä ªÉVÉxiÉä iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÉ VÉxÉÉ&**4** 
yajante s¡ttvik¡ dev¡n yakÀarakÀ¡Æsi r¡jas¡Å 
pret¡n bh£taga¸¡Æ¿c¡nye yajante t¡mas¡ jan¡Å Verse 4 

ºÉÉÎk´ ÉEòÉ& VÉxÉÉ& s¡ttvik¡Å jan¡Å — the s¡ttvika people; näù´ÉÉxÉÂ dev¡n — the devas; ªÉVÉxiÉä 
yajante — worship; ®úÉVÉºÉÉ& r¡jas¡Å — the r¡jasika  people; ªÉIÉ-®úIÉÉÆÊºÉ yakÀa -rakÀ¡Æsi 
— the yakÀa  and rakÀas; +xªÉä anye — (and) others; iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÉ& t¡mas¡Å — the t¡masika  
people; |ÉäiÉÉxÉÂ pret¡n  — ghosts; ¦ÉÚiÉ-MÉhÉÉxÉÂ SÉ bh£ta-ga¸¡n ca — and the bh£taga¸as; 
ªÉVÉxiÉä yajante — worship 

The s¡ttvika people worship the devas; the r¡jasika (people) worship 
the yakÀa-rakÀas, (and) the other t¡masika (people) worship ghosts and 
bh£taga¸as. 

THREE FOLD áRADDHË—SËTTVIKA, RËJASIKA AND 
TËMASIKA 

From different standpoints, we can see what kind of ¿raddh¡ a person has—
whether sattva , rajas or tamas. One way of determining this is by the deities he 
worships. If he worships the devas, like Indra, Varu¸a, and Agni, who are mentioned in 
the Vedas, or Brahm¡ , ViÀ¸u, or áiva, his ¿raddh¡ is s¡ttvika. Then there are those 
who worship a yakÀa, a certain kind of celestial, or a rakÀas, a goblin or a spirit. Their 
worship is considered r¡jasika . And those who invoke pretas, ghosts, or harmful spirits 
to worship have a ¿raddh¡ that is t¡masika. A preta is the departed soul of a person 
who did not follow proper conduct during his life and has to exist in that form for some 
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time before he proceeds. These are the ones worshipped by people who do black magic, 
and such worship reflects a ¿raddh¡  that is t¡masika. 

In prescribing what is to be done, vidhi, and what is not to be done, niÀedha, the 
Veda follows a method of stating a general rule, utsarga, and negating or qualifying it, 
apav¡da. For example, it is a general rule that no one should hurt another living thing; it 
says. ‘hiÆs¡Æ na kury¡t.’ But where there is justice involved, hiÆs¡ is allowed. 
Somebody is hanged because he committed a homicide. Thus, there is no rule which 
does not have an exception, not even the rules of Bhagav¡n .  

There are general rules in the ¿¡stra about how the various devas like Brahm¡ , 
ViÀ¸u, áiva or Indra, Varu¸a , Agni, etc., are to be worshipped. From this standpoint a 
form of worship may or may not be said to be s¡ttvika. But even among who worship 
the devas only a rare one is committed to sattva  and does a s¡ttvika  form of worship, 
says áa´kara. Now K¤À¸a uses the criterion of the motive of the worship to classif y it 
as s¡ttvika or r¡jasika or t¡masika . Among the many who are committed to the 
worship of the gods and so on, only some are based in sattva. Of these, some are 
jijµ¡sus who want only antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, in order to gain knowledge of their 
identity with Ì¿vara, as a result of the worship of the devas according to the prescribed 
vidhi. This kind of worship is surely s¡ttvika . But generally, most people who are 
committed to the specific results of prayers that are offered to these devat¡s are 
generally given to r¡jasika  or t¡masika  worship. Why? Because they seek power and 
other ignoble ends within saÆs¡ra, through the worship.  

How? 

+¶ÉÉÛÉÊ´ÉÊ½þiÉÆ PÉÉä®Æú iÉ{ªÉxiÉä ªÉä iÉ{ÉÉä VÉxÉÉ&* 
nù¨¦ÉÉ½þ!É®úºÉÆªÉÖHòÉ& EòÉ¨É®úÉMÉ¤É™ôÉÎx´ÉiÉÉ&**5** 
a¿¡stravihitaÆ ghoraÆ tapyante ye tapo jan¡Å 
dambh¡ha´k¡rasaÆyukt¡Å k¡mar¡gabal¡nvit¡Å  Verse 5 

Eò¶ÉÇªÉxiÉ& ¶É®úÒ®úºlÉÆ ¦ÉÚiÉOÉÉ¨É¨ÉSÉäiÉºÉ&* 
¨ÉÉÆ SÉè´ÉÉxiÉ&¶É®úÒ®úºlÉÆ iÉÉÎx´Érù¬ÉºÉÖ®úÊxÉ•ÉªÉÉxÉÂ**6** 
kar¿ayantaÅ ¿ar¢rasthaÆ bh£tagr¡mamacetasaÅ 
m¡Æ caiv¡ntaÅ¿ar¢rasthaÆ t¡nviddhy¡surani¿cay¡n Verse 6 

ªÉä VÉxÉÉ& ye jan¡Å — those people who; nù̈ ¦É-+½!É®- úºÉÆªÉÖHòÉ& dambha-aha´k¡ra -

saÆyukt¡Å — riddled with pretension and egoity; EòÉ¨É- ®úÉMÉ-¤É™ô-+Îx´ÉiÉÉ& k¡ma-r¡ga -
bala-anvit¡Å — endowed with strong passion and longing; +SÉäiÉºÉ& acetasaÅ — 
lacking in discrimination; ¶É®úÒ®ºlÉ¨ÉÂ ¦ÉÚiÉ-OÉÉ¨É¨ÉÂ ¿ar¢rastham bh£ta-gr¡mam  — the sense 
organs obtaining in the body; +xiÉ&¶É®úÒ®úºlÉ¨ÉÂ ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ antaÅ¿ar¢rastham m¡m ca — and 
Me, obtaining within the body; B´É eva — also; Eò¶ÉÇªÉxiÉ& kar¿ayantaÅ — emaciating; 
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+¶ÉÉÛÉ-Ê´ÉÊ½þiÉ¨ÉÂ a¿¡stra-vihitam — not enjoined by the ¿¡stra ; PÉÉä®ú¨ÉÂ ghoram — terrible; 
iÉ{ÉºÉÂ tapas — religious disciplines; iÉ{ªÉxiÉä tapyante  — perform; iÉÉxÉÂ Ế ÉÊrù t¡n viddhi — 
know them to be; +ÉºÉÖ®ú-ÊxÉ•ÉªÉÉxÉÂ ¡sura-ni¿cay¡n — of ¡sura conviction 

Those people who riddled with pretension and egoity, endowed with 
strong passion and longing and lacking in discrimination, perform terrible 
religious disciplines not enjoined by the ¿¡stra, emaciating the sense 
organs obtaining in the body, and Me too, who obtains within the body —
may you know them (to be) of ¡sura conviction. 

These two verses have to be read together to form a complete sentence. Tapas 
here is religious worship that may consist of prayers, rituals, etc. The tapas that these 
people do is not enjoined by the ¿¡stra , a¿¡stra-vihitam. And it is ghora , afflicting 
one's own body-mind-sense-complex. Not only that, when such people worship, others 
are also afflicted. Many animals may die, as on Thanksgiving. Just because you want to 
give thanks to the Lord, so many turkeys have to die. First, you call them dull, then you 
kill them and eat them. If they are so dull and foolish, why do you eat them? How 
intelligent does that make you? They have as much reason to live as you do. When some 
wrong-thinking people become religious, a lot of others suffer. They afflict themselves 
and bring affliction to others.  

These people who do tapas that is not enjoined by the ¿¡stra, are riddled with 
pretension and egoity, dambha-aha´k¡ra -saÆyukt¡Å. Their religious activities are 
meant to declare to the world that they are religious. This is dambha . And it is also for 
the sake of aha´k¡ra, pride, egoity. And they are endowed with a very strong longing, 
k¡ma-r¡ga-bala-anvit¡Å. A general want is called k¡ma; if r¡ga , attachment, is there, 
it becomes longing. Or, k¡ma  can be taken as passion and r¡ga  as longing. Out of the 
sheer force of k¡ma and r¡ga , passion as well as longing, they perform these various 
rituals, etc. Any tapas implies a certain self -affliction, a certain self-discipline. But the 
motive determines the nature of the tapas. When R¡va¸a did tapas there was certainly 
a lot of self-affliction, but it was not for mental purity, antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, or mental 
steadiness, antaÅ-kara¸a-nai¿calya, for the sake of mokÀa. He wanted power to 
destroy. Similarly, Hira¸yaka¿ipu gained a boon by his great tapas that nobody would 
be able to destroy him during the day or in the night, either inside the house or outside, 
either on the earth or in the space. Nor would he die by an animal, or a human being, or 
any weapon. He thought he had covered everything. But because no one can escape 
death, the Lord came with a lion's head and a human body—neither animal nor human; 
at twilight—neither day nor night; and placed him on his lap—neither on the earth nor in 
space; on the threshold of the house—neither inside nor outside, and killed him with his 
claws—not a weapon. In every rule, there is a loophole—always. People like R¡va¸a 
and Hira¸yaka¿ipu  do formidable tapas out of the drive of ambition and lust, k¡ma -
r¡ga -bala -anvit¡Å.  
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When the tapas is so difficult and the results are ultimately so disastrous, why do 
they do it? They are acetasaÅ. They do not think properly. Lacking discrimination, they 
emaciate themselves by not feeding the sense organs their sense objects out of sheer will. 
Where do they get the will? They are driven by k¡ma ; and by r¡ga . I always admire the 
will of a person who contests the nomination for the presidency of the United States and 
keeps that will going. That is not an ordinary thing. To do the amount of work required 
even to be nominated, he must be driven by a great ambition. Otherwise, it is impossible. 

Denying the group of sense organs all experiences, they do great tapas. A 
s¡ttvika  person also denies feeding the sense organs, lives a disciplined life, and does 
his meditation or prayers. The difference is, the s¡ttvika person wants nothing but 
mokÀa, while the other one is driven. One has viveka , the other does not. Even among 
those who are not seeking mokÀa, there are two types of saÆs¡r¢s, those who have 
simple ambitions and those who are driven by k¡ma, r¡ga , aha´k¡ra , highly ambitious 
people. They are not just ord inary saÆs¡r¢s; they are driven. And among them, there are 
shades of differences. Some are legitimately making efforts, and others, the asuras, do 
not follow any rules. Anything convenient will do, because they lack viveka . All of them 
undergo severe privations to achieve their ends. 

Not only do they afflict the body and sense organs, Lord K¤À¸a  says, ‘They are 
afflicting Me, who obtains in the body—m¡Æ ca  antaÅ -¿ar¢rastham kar¿ayantaÅ.’ In 
the form of the witness obtaining in the body, Lord N¡r¡ya¸a as the ¡tm¡ is observing 
all that is going on. How can they afflict ¡tm¡ , which is not an object, karma, of 
anybody's action? We have seen that ¡tm¡ is not destroyed even when the body is 
destroyed, na  hanyate hanyam¡ne ¿ar¢re. How can anyone do anything to the ¡tm¡? It 
is purely a figure of speech. So how do they afflict Bhagav¡n? áa´kara  says it is 
nothing but not following what is to be done according to the mandate, anu¿¡sana, of 
Bhagav¡n. Not conforming to dharma and adharma is afflicting Bhagav¡n , and in 
this sense, K¤À¸a says, ‘They are afflicting Me.’ These people are to be understood as 
those whose conclusions and convictions are ¡sura. Therefore, they are called ¡sura -
ni¿cayas.1 I2 do not want to translate ¡sura as demonic because you have your own 
concept of demons, which does not exactly fit the description of an asura , and I won't 
use the word evil because there is no such thing as evil. An asura is driven by wrong 
thinking or lack of right thinking. There are a lot of people who lack the capacity to think 
and are harmless. But an asura has wrong thinking, and is driven also. Why should 
Bhagav¡n say ‘May you understand—viddhi,’ here? Why should we know this? 
áa´kara says, it is because any trace of that type of thinking and behaviour, if it is 
present in us, has to be negated. For that purpose it is said here that one should know the 
¡sura-ni¿caya. 

                                                                 
1 ¡suraÅ ni¿cayaÅ yeÀ¡Æ te ¡sura-ni¿cay¡Å. 
2 Swamiji 
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Not only is the expression of ¿raddh¡  threefold, even the food you like, the rituals 
you perform, religious disciplines that you practise, and charity, can be threefold in 
nature—s¡ttvika, r¡jasika, and t¡masika. The latter two are told in order to avoid them 
and cultivate the s¡ttvika  quality. Some of them can be practised, and like a quality, 
some of them have to be understood and lived up to.  

There are three types of food—s¡ttvika , r¡jasika , and t¡masika. And your 
preference for them is determined by the predominance of sattva , rajas and tamas in 
your disposition. Some people love things like blue cheese, and others will not go near 
them. People like different types of food, but here we are not simply categorizing three 
different types of food. Two of them are to be avoided. The hope is that if your food is 
more s¡ttvika, that will perhaps help you to think properly. There is no absolute 
correlation here because you may be an eater of s¡ttvika food, and also be very cruel. 
Godse was a vaiÀ¸ava br¡hma¸a , a great vegetarian. And he shot Gandhiji! It is silly to 
think that if you are a vegetarian, your thinking will be wonderful.  

It is not true. But, on the other hand, the food that is eaten does affect the mind. 
We have to understand this relatively, not absolutely. Otherwise, you will simply 
condemn some people based on what they eat, and this has no validity. I have seen 
people who are non-vegetarian, and at the same time, contemplative. But generally, one 
has a degree of insensitivity when one eats things that want to live—things that have legs 
in order to run away from you. The day an eggplant develops legs and horns and a 
pumpkin develops feet, we have to consider whether we should eat a pumpkin or a goat. 
This is mentioned here because for a seeker, a person who is serious about his antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi, it is necessary to have a sensitivity about all his actions, including his 
choice of food. Similarly, performing rituals, religious disciplines, and charity can be 
purely s¡ttvika , r¡jasika , or t¡masika. The G¢t¡ spends so much time on this kind of 
division just so that we can follow the sattva  and avoid the other two.  

+É½þÉ®úºi´ÉÊ{É ºÉ´ÉÇºªÉ ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉÉä ¦É´ÉÊi É Ê|ÉªÉ&* 
ªÉYÉºiÉ{ÉºiÉlÉÉ nùÉxÉÆ iÉä¹ÉÉÆ ¦ÉänùÊ¨É¨ÉÆ ¶ÉÞhÉÖ**7** 
¡h¡rastvapi sarvasya trividho bhavati priyaÅ 
yajµastapastath¡ d¡naÆ teÀ¡Æ bhedamimaÆ¿¤¸u Verse 7 

iÉÖ +Ê{É tu api — and also; ºÉ´ÉÇºªÉ sarvasya — for everyone; Ê|ÉªÉ& priyaÅ — that is liked; 
+É½þÉ®ú& ¡h¡raÅ — food; ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉ& trividhaÅ — threefold; ¦É´ÉÊiÉ bhavati — is; iÉlÉÉ tath¡ 
— so too; ªÉYÉ& yajµaÅ — ritual; iÉ{ÉºÉÂ tapas — religious discipline; nùÉxÉ¨ÉÂ d¡nam — 
charity; iÉä¹ÉÉ¨ÉÂ teÀ¡m — of them; <¨É¨ÉÂ ¦Éän¨ÉÂ imam  bhedam — this difference; ¶ÉÞhÉÖó  ¿¤¸u 
— listen 

And also, for everyone, the food that is liked is threefold, so too, are 
ritual, religious discipline, and charity. Listen to this difference of theirs. 
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The word tu  is used to distinguish this topic from the previous topic of ¿raddh¡ . 
Like ¿raddh¡, other things are also threefold. A few of them are mentioned here. Ëh¡ra 
means what is taken in, eaten, ¡hriyate iti ¡h¡raÅ. It can even refer to the sense objects 
because they are all taken by the senses. But here ¡h¡ra  means food, what is eaten or 
drunk by you. For everyone, sarvasya , food is threefold, ¡h¡raÅ trividhaÅ. How? Is it 
in terms of nutritional value? Should everyone take threefold food, like protein, 
carbohydrate and fat in a certain proportion? Or should we take a little bit of s¡ttvika  
food, a little bit of r¡jasika  food and some t¡masika  food? It is not threefold in these 
senses but in terms of gu¸a, and it is so according to what is liked, priya , by people.  

‘Listen to this difference among them, teÀ¡Æ bhedaÅ imaÆ  s¤¸u,’ saying so 
Bhagav¡n enumerates them. 

+ÉªÉÖ&ºÉk´É¤É™ôÉ®úÉäMªÉºÉÖJÉ|ÉÒÊiÉÊ´É´ÉvÉÇxÉÉ&* 
®úºªÉÉ& Ê×ÉMvÉÉ& ÎºlÉ®úÉ ¾þtÉ +É½þÉ®úÉ& ºÉÉÎk´ÉEòÊ|ÉªÉÉ&**8** 
¡yuÅsattvabal¡rogyasukhapr¢tivivardhan¡Å 
rasy¡Å snigdh¡Å sthir¡ h¤dy¡ ¡h¡r¡Å s¡ttvikapriy¡Å Verse 8 

+ÉªÉÖ&ºÉk´É¤É™ôÉ®úÉäMªÉºÉÖJÉ|ÉÒÊiÉÊ´É´ÉvÉÇxÉÉ& ¡yuÅ-sattva-bala-¡rogya-sukha -pr¢ti-vivardhan¡Å — 
those which increase longevity, mental clarity, strength, health, pleasure in taste, 
aesthetic pleasure; ®úºªÉÉ& rasy¡Å — succulent; Ê×ÉMvÉÉ& snigdh¡Å — oily; ÎºlÉ®úÉ& sthir¡Å 
— fortifying; ¾þtÉ& h¤dy¡Å — pleasing (to the heart) ; +É½þÉ®úÉ& ¡h¡r¡Å — (are) the foods; 
ºÉÉÎk´ÉEò-Ê|ÉªÉÉ& s¡ttvika-priy¡Å — that are loved by the s¡ttvika people 

Succulent, oily, fortifying and pleasing foods, which increase longevity, 
mental clar ity, strength, health, pleasure in taste and aesthetic pleasure 
are loved by s¡ttvika people.  

ËyuÅ is the duration of life, longevity. Sattva  is the development of your mind. If 
you take too much coffee or sugar, you find that it is difficult to have steadiness of mind, 
citta-ek¡grat¡, so it is clear that food does affect the mind. Whatever you ingest that 
contributes to your steadiness of mind, tranquillity, and capacity to think, is what is 
meant here by food that is sattva . Food can also give you strength, bala. And there are 
things that you eat which are purely healthy, ¡rogya . Then it should also be tasty; it 
should give you some pleasure, sukha, and it should be aesthetically pleasing, pr¢ti-
vivardhana. Even if you look at some food, it spoils your app etite, though it may be 
very good for you. Thus, the food that enhances all these is liked by those whose 
disposition is predominantly sattva, that is, it is s¡ttvika-priya . Again, the food that is 
eaten is divided according to its nature. Some food is rasya, succulent, juicy; some are 
snigdha, creamy, oily, and some are sthira , that is, they remain for a long time in the 
body; like that meant for building bone, etc. All these varieties of food should be 
pleasing to your mind, h¤dya . The presentation of the food, how it looks, is very 
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important because the very sight of the food should please you. These are the foods, 
which are considered desirable by s¡ttvika  people. That is, these are s¡ttvika-priya -
¡h¡ras. 

Then what is r¡jasika-¡h¡ra? That is mentioned in the next verse.  

EòŠõ¨™ô™ô´ÉhÉÉiªÉÖ¹hÉiÉÒIhÉ°üIÉÊ´ÉnùÉÊ½þxÉ&* 
+É½þÉ®úÉ ®úÉVÉºÉºªÉä¹]õÉ nÖù&JÉ¶ÉÉäEòÉ¨ÉªÉ|ÉnùÉ&**9** 
ka¶vamlalava¸¡tyuÀ¸at¢kÀ¸ar£kÀavid¡hinaÅ 
¡h¡r¡ r¡jasasyeÀ¶¡ duÅkha¿ok¡mayaprad¡Å Verse 9 

Eò]Öõ-+¨™ô-™ô´ÉhÉ-+ÊiÉ-=¹hÉ-iÉÒIhÉ-°üIÉ-Ê´ÉnùÉÊ½þxÉ& ka¶u-amla-lava¸a-ati-uÀ¸a-t¢kÀ¸a-r£kÀa -
vid¡hinaÅ — those which are very bitter, very sour, very salty, very hot, very pungent, 
astringent, and causing inflammation; nÖù&JÉ-¶ÉÉäEò-+É¨ÉªÉ|ÉnùÉ& duÅkha-¿oka -¡maya -prad¡Å 
— that give pain, sorrow and ill-health;  +É½þÉ®úÉ& ¡h¡r¡Å — (are) foods; ®úÉVÉºÉºªÉ <ŸõÉ& 
r¡jasasya iÀ¶¡Å  — that are highly desired by r¡jasika  people 

Foods, which are very bitter, sour, salty, hot, pungent, astringent, and 
burning, that give pain, sorrow and ill-health are highly desired by 
r¡jasika  people.  

áa´kara  says that the prefix ati, which intensifies the meaning of the word to 
which it is added, should be applied to all the words in the compound, ka¶u , amla , 
lava¸a, uÀ¸a, t¢kÀ¸a, r£kÀa, vid¡h¢ . This has to be said because all these things are 
necessar y for all for good health, and even prescribed in Ëyurveda. But they have to be 
used in moderation. But a r¡jasika person goes to the extreme with these. What is said 
here is that they are to be avoided in the extreme. Ati-ka¶u  is what is highly bitter, and 
ati-amla is very sour, like yoghurt that is fifteen days old. Ati-lava¸a is excessively 
salty, and ati-uÀ¸a is so hot you cannot touch it without burning your tongue, or 
shedding tears, like red chillies or jalapeno peppers. Food that is ati-t¢kÀ¸a  is 
excessively pungent, and ati-r£kÀa  is very astringent. Any burning food that causes 
inflammation is vid¡h¢. This is all food that is highly desired by r¡jasika  people, 
r¡jasasya iÀ¶¡Å. And these give pain, sorrow and ill-health, duÅkha-¿oka -¡maya -
prad¡Å. In spite of that they love to eat that food!  

Then there is a third type of food, the food that is desired by the t¡masika  people. 
Bhagav¡n enumerates them in the next verse.  

ªÉÉiÉªÉÉ¨ÉÆ MÉiÉ®úºÉÆ {ÉÚÊiÉ {ÉªÉÖÇÊ¹ÉiÉÆ SÉ ªÉiÉÂ* 
=ÎSUôŸõ¨ÉÊ{É SÉÉ¨ÉävªÉÆ ¦ÉÉäVÉxÉÆ iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÊ|ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ**10** 
y¡tay¡maÆ gatarasaÆ p£ti paryuÀitaÆ ca yat 
ucchiÀ¶amapi c¡medhyaÆ bhojanaÆ t¡masapriyam Verse 10 
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ªÉÉiÉ-ªÉÉ¨É¨ÉÂ y¡ta-y¡mam — that which is three hours old or inadequately cooked; MÉiÉ-®úºÉ¨ÉÂ 
gata-rasam — that from which the essence has gone; {ÉÚÊiÉ p£ti — putrid; {ÉªÉÖÇÊ¹ÉiÉ¨ÉÂ 
paryuÀitam — day-old; +Ê{É SÉ api ca — and also; =ÎSUôŸ¨ÉÂ ucchiÀ¶am — leavings; SÉ 
ªÉiÉÂ ca yat — and which; +¨ÉävªÉ¨ÉÂ amedhyam — unfit as an offering; ¦ÉÉäVÉùxÉ¨ÉÂ bhojanam 
— (is) the food; iÉÉ¨ÉºÉ-Ê|ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ t¡masa-priyam — that is beloved to a t¡masika person 

Food which is old or inadequately cooked, from which the essence has 
gone, which is putrid, day-old, leavings, and also unfit as an offering, is 
beloved to a t¡masika  person. 

The word y¡ta-y¡ma  qualifies the food; and it means the food for which one 
y¡ma  has passed. One y¡ma  consists of about four muh£rtas, forty-eight minute 
periods, totally amounting to about three hours. When there was no refrigeration, cooked 
food that had been standing for three hours in a tropical climate would be teeming with 
bacteria and is therefore, unfit for consumption. áa´kara says the word can also mean, 
‘manda -pakva –inadequately cooked’ because the next word, gata-rasam , covers stale 
food. Here the word y¡ma will mean the prescribed length of time for which the food 
has to be cooked and that is not observed therefore the food is called y¡ta-y¡ma. Food 
that is gata-rasa has lost the taste, essence, it once had, and therefore, its nutritive value. 
And usually the stale food has lost all its nutritive value. But even though not stale, white 
rice is useless; it is gata-rasa, because its capacity to nourish is gone in the process of 
polishing it has undergone.  

P£ti is foul-smelling, and paryuÀita, áa´kara says, is cooked food that has been 
kept over night—yesterday's leftovers. It includes all fermented things, which are 
sometimes used as medicine, as ka¿¡ya, but are not good for you as food. UcchiÀ¶am 
means what is left over after somebody else has eaten. If the food you eat is such 
leavings, it is ucchiÀ¶a . Then amedhya  means food that has not been or cannot be 
offered to the Lord. Food, bhojana, of this sort is beloved to a t¡masika  person, 
t¡masa -priyam. From this, do not conclude that because somebody is eating food of 
this sort, he must be t¡masika . It is not like that. It can be just a habit. These t¡masika  
foods are mentioned here so that you can avoid them. 

After mentioning the three types of food, the three types of worship are going to be 
told now. 

+¡ò™ôÉEòÉÎRÂóIÉÊ¦ÉªÉÇYÉÉä Ê´ÉÊvÉoùŸõÉä ªÉ <VªÉiÉä* 
ªÉŸõ´ªÉ¨Éä´ÉäÊiÉ ¨ÉxÉ& ºÉ¨ÉÉvÉÉªÉ ºÉ ºÉÉÎk´ÉEò&**11** 
aphal¡k¡´kÀibhiryajµo vidhid¤À¶o ya ijyate 
yaÀ¶avyameveti manaÅ sam¡dh¡ya sa s¡ttvikaÅ Verse 11 

ªÉ& ªÉYÉ& yaÅ yajµaÅ — the ritual which; +¡ò™-+ôÉEòÉÎRÂóIÉÊ¦É& aphala-¡k¡´kÀibhiÅ — by 
those who do not expect a result (other than antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi); Ê´ÉÊvÉ-oùŸ& vidhi-
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d¤À¶aÅ — that which is known through the ¿¡stra ; ªÉŸõ´ªÉ¨ÉÂ B´É yaÀ¶avam eva — ‘This 
ritual is just to be performed’; <ÊiÉ iti — thus; ¨ÉxÉ& ºÉ¨ÉÉvÉÉªÉ manaÅ sam¡dh¡ya — 
making up the mind; <VªÉiÉä ijyate — is performed; ºÉ& ºÉÉÎk´ÉEò& saÅ s¡ttvikaÅ — that 
(ritual) is s¡ttvika  

That ritual, which is known through the ¿¡stra and is performed by those 
who do not expect a result (other than antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi), by 
making up the mind, ‘This ritual is just to be performed,’ is s¡ttvika. 

The root yaj, from which the word, yajµa is derived, is used in the sense of 
worship of a god. But generally, the word yajµa  refers to a Vedic ritual. Here the 
adjective qualifying yajµa is vidhi-d¤À¶a, what is known through the ¿¡stra . In the 
¿¡stra, there are statements enjoining one to perform rituals. Some are to be done daily; 
they are nitya-karmas. And some on specific occasions; they are naimittika-karmas.  

By whom are they perform ed? These rituals that are s¡ttvika  are performed by 
people who have no result in view, aphala -¡k¡´kÀibhiÅ. How can anybody perform a 
karma without expecting a result? We have to understand this word to mean that they 
are doing it only for antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi, to neutralize p¡pa and as an offering to 
Ì¿vara.  

The attitude with which it is done is given here in the statement, ‘yaÀ¶avyam eva 
iti—the ritual has to be performed.’ That is the person has this attitude that this ritual has 
to be performed by him. áa´kara  says, that the ritual is brought to manifestation. Why? 
Because it is enjoined by the ¿¡stra . Even though each ritual has its result, here it is not 
done for the specified result, but just for the sake of doing it. And doing with this attitude 
gives antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi to the doer. So it is done for antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi alone. 
And it is done with the resolve, ‘No end, puruÀ¡rtha , is going to be accomplished by 
this.’ This karma is not for one of the human ends such as artha–security, k¡ma–
pleasure, or dharma–pu¸ya .  

He is not interested in any of these, but on the contrary, is seeking the knowledge 
that will free him from all of them, mokÀa. When that is the aim, the most that any 
karma can give is a mind that is prepared to gain this knowledge. So he undertakes the 
ritual resolving the mind, manaÅ  sam¡dh¡ya , that is, with reference to the puruÀ¡rtha 
he is very resolved that he has nothing to really gain from this ritual. Or, manaÅ 
sam¡dh¡ya, can mean making the mind tranquil. This means there is a cer tain 
cheerfulness. Otherwise, if you are not interested in artha , k¡ma, or dharma, and are 
asked to do a ritual, there can be a reluctance or lack of enthusiasm. With such an 
attitude, that karma is not going to be s¡ttvika . Therefore, what is meant here is that it is 
done with a composed, cheerful mind. The mind will naturally be tranquil when he is 
clear that the puruÀ¡rtha  is mokÀa . He performs the ritual not being swayed by other 
desires. Such a ritual is considered s¡ttvika. 
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A ritual is s¡ttvika  when it fulfils all these requirements. It should be done by a 
person who is interested only in antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, for mokÀa, not anything else. 
The mind is therefore resolved on that, that is, there is manaÅ-sam¡dhana, and the 
attitude is, ‘It is to be done by me.’ And he also understands that, further, it should be 
done in keeping with what is laid down in the ¿¡stra .  

In this one verse, K¤À¸a points out the essence of all that he has been saying about 
karma-yoga . Generally, karma means a Vedic ritual, which is normally performed for 
the sake of getting pu¸ya. If it is done only for antaÅ -kara¸a -¿uddhi, it becomes 
karma-yoga . When we talk about karma-yoga, the meaning of karma is extended to 
include duties. Otherwise, this cannot apply to Arjuna . He is not being asked to perform 
a ritual, but to fight a battle. Therefore, karma here covers not only Vedic rituals, but 
also all duties and interactions with people.  

Now Bhagav¡n describes the r¡jasa ritual in the next verse.  

+Ê¦ÉºÉxvÉÉªÉ iÉÖ ¡ò™Æô nù¨¦ÉÉlÉÇ¨ÉÊ{É SÉè´É ªÉiÉÂ* 
<VªÉiÉä ¦É®úiÉ¸Éä¢ö iÉÆ ªÉYÉÆ Ê´ÉÊrù ®úÉVÉºÉ¨ÉÂ**12** 
abhisandh¡ya tu phalaÆ dambh¡rthamapi caiva yat 
ijyate bharata¿reÀ¶ha taÆ yajµaÆ viddhi r¡jasam Verse 12 

iÉÖ tu — on the other hand; ¦É®úiÉ-¸Éä¢ö bharata-¿reÀ¶ha — most exalted of the Bharatas, 
Arjuna; ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂô +Ê¦ÉºÉxvÉÉªÉ phalam abhisandh¡ya — keeping in view, a result; nù¨¦ÉÉlÉÇ¨ÉÂ 
+Ê{É SÉ dambh¡rtham api ca — and also to proclaim one's own religiosity; B´É eva —
alone; ªÉiÉÂ <VªÉiÉä yat ijyate — the ritual which is performed; iÉ¨ÉÂ ªÉYÉ¨ÉÂ tam yajµam —
that ritual; ®úÉVÉºÉ¨ÉÂ Ê´ÉÊrù r¡jasam viddhi — may you know as r¡jasa  

On the other hand, may you know that ritual which is offered keeping in 
view, a result, and also just to proclaim one's own religiosity, is r¡jasika, 
Arjuna. 

The word, tu distinguishes this kind of yajµa  from the s¡ttvika  ritual of the 
previous verse. This is also performed as it is enjoined by the ¿¡stra , but the attitudes are 
different. The attitude, with reference to result, of the one who does this ritual is just the 
opposite to that of the s¡ttvika ritual. It is done expecting a definite result, phalam 
abhisandh¡ya. Whether it is wealth, some pleasure, or accumulation of pu¸ya, to be 
enjoined in either this world or in some other world, the ritual we are talking about here 
is performed keeping a certain result in view. When it is performed with that intention, 
the ritual, understand, viddhi, is born of rajogu¸a. 

And again, it is done for the purpose of proclaiming one's own religiosity, 
dambh¡rtham. Unlike the s¡ttvika  ritual, which is done just because it is to be done, 
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yaÀ¶avyam eva iti, this is done for one's own glory. These are just the opposite of one 
another. A ritual done to gain recognition as a religious person is r¡jasika.  

Then what is the third one? Bhagav¡n  describes in the next verse.  

Ê´ÉÊvÉ½þÒxÉ¨ÉºÉÞŸõÉzÉÆ ¨ÉxjÉ½þÒxÉ¨ÉnùÊIÉhÉ¨ÉÂ* 
¸ÉrùÉÊ´É®úÊ½þiÉÆ ªÉYÉÆ iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÆ {ÉÊ®úSÉIÉiÉä**13** 
vidhih¢namas¤À¶¡nnaÆ mantrah¢namadakÀi¸am 
¿raddh¡virahitaÆ yajµaÆ t¡masaÆ paricakÀate Verse 13 

Ê´ÉÊvÉ-½þÒxÉ¨É Â vidhi-h¢nam — that which is bereft of the stipulations of ¿¡stra; +ºÉÞŸ-+zÉ¨ÉÂ 
as¤À¶a-annam — that which is without distribution of food; ̈ ÉxjÉ½þÒxÉ¨ÉÂ mantra -h¢nam — 
that which is without proper recitation of mantras; +nùÊIÉhÉ¨ÉÂ adakÀi¸am — that which 
is without distribution of wealth; ¸ÉrùÉ-Ê´É®úÊ½þiÉ¨ÉÂ ¿raddh¡-virahitam — that which is 
without ¿raddh¡; ªÉYÉ¨ÉÂ yajµam — the ritual;  iÉÉ¨ÉºÉ¨ÉÂ t¡masam — (is) t¡masika ; 
{ÉÊ®úSÉIÉiÉä paricakÀate — they say 

They say that a ritual, which is bereft of the stipulations of ¿¡stra, 
without distribution of food, without proper recitation of mantras, 
without distribution of wealth and without ¿raddh¡, is t¡masika. 

Those who know the ¿¡stra  say, paricakÀate, the ritual described by this verse, is 
born of tamogu¸a. All the words in the verse are adjectival to yajµa . A ritual is 
supposed to be performed according to vidhi, the injunctions of ¿¡stra. That means the 
vidhi is fulfilled without exceeding or failing short of what is prescribed by it. Exactly as 
it is enjoined, it is performed. Here, however, it is the opposite. He performs the ritual all 
right, but does not follow all the rules. He wants to do it, but does not have enough 
¿raddh¡ to do to it properly.  

The other words here refer to some of the stipulations for a ritual. When you are 
performing a ritual, you are supposed to feed the people. The br¡hma¸as, and the 
priests who come, are to be given food. It is part of the ritual. A ritual, which does not 
have this mandatory distribution of food, is as¤À¶a-anna . Then again, either he does not 
recite all the mantras, or he recites them improperly, by omitting some letters or 
pronouncing them with incorrect svara, accents. And a mantra  without proper svara is 
not a mantra . When the mantras of a ritual are chanted like this, the ritual is considered 
mantra -h¢nam. Then, as a part of every yajµa, a certain dakÀi¸¡  is to be given. There 
are different types of dakÀi¸¡s, like money, land, or some cattle, but wealth in some 
form has to be distributed to officiating priests and deserving others. Without it, the 
ritual is adakÀi¸a , and is considered incomplete.  

The central problem with this type of ritual, and the reason for all the others, is that 
there is no ¿raddh¡—it is ¿raddh¡-virahita. If something is missed in the performance 
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of a ritual, ¿raddh¡  will make up for it. But here there is no ¿raddh¡ . Or, he has the 
t¡masika-¿raddh¡ that we have seen before. He only invokes pretas, spirits, etc., or 
performs black magic. Thus Bhagav¡n has finished what he has to say about the three 
types of rituals. 

Now we have three very interesting verses describing three types of religious 
discipline meant for brahma -vidy¡. Even if a person is not seeking brahma-vidy¡, this 
is the greatest tapas one can do, because it makes one mature.  

näù É́ÊuùVÉMÉÖ¯û|ÉÉYÉ{ÉÚVÉxÉÆ ¶ÉÉèSÉ¨ÉÉVÉÇ´É¨ÉÂ* 
¥ÉÀSÉªÉÇ¨ÉË½þºÉÉ SÉ ¶ÉÉ®úÒ®Æú iÉ{É =SªÉiÉä**14** 
devadvijagurupr¡jµap£janaÆ ¿aucam¡rjavam 
brahmacaryamahiÆs¡ ca ¿¡r¢raÆ tapa ucyate Verse 14 

näù́ É-ÊuùVÉ-MÉȪ û-|ÉÉYÉ-{ÉÚVÉxÉ¨ÉÂ deva-dvija -guru-pr¡jµa-p£janam — worshipping gods, 

br¡hma¸as, teachers and wise people; ¶ÉÉèSÉ¨ÉÂ ¿aucam — external cleanliness; +ÉVÉÇ´É¨ÉÂ 
¡rjavam — straightforwardness; ¥ÉÀSÉªÉÇ¨ÉÂ brahmacaryam — self-discipline; +Ê½ÆºÉÉ SÉ 
ahiÆs¡ ca  — and not physically hurting (any living being); ¶ÉÉ®úÒ®¨ÉÂú iÉ{ÉºÉÂ ¿¡r¢ram tapas 
— the discipline of the physical body; =SªÉiÉä ucyate — is called 

Worshipping gods, br¡hma¸as, teachers and wise people, external 
cleanliness, straightforwardness, self -discipline, and not physically 
hurting (are all collectively) called discipline of the physical body.  

 Tapas, religious discipline, is viewed as threefold from the standpoint of the 
primary means used to perform it. It can be predominantly physical–¿¡r¢ram or 
k¡yikaÆ tapas, oral–v¡cikaÆ tapas, or mental–m¡nasaÆ tapas. They are all meant 
for purification, ¿uddhi. As we clean any instrument, kara¸a, before using it, like 
cleaning eyeglasses before using them to see, we prepare all our kara¸as by these 
disciplines so that we can know. Only when all the kara¸as are clean, are things clear. 

The disciplines told in this verse are centred mainly on the body. Therefore they 
are called the ¿¡r¢raÆ tapas. The first to be listed among them is p£jana , devotion, 
worship, respect, etc. This is a very important thing. Daily offering of worship to Ì¿vara 
in some form or the other is deva-p£jana . This is a must. When you never fail to do this, 
on a daily basis, it is tapas. Otherwise, it is not. Tapas means that you take a vow, and 
then fulfil it. No matter what happens, you do it.  

Then, due respect is also to be given to br¡hma¸as and teachers. Anyone who 
teaches is a guru, and we find that in life, there are three types of teachers. The parents, 
father and mother, are our first teachers. Then, there are all the teachers who have taught 
us various disciplines of knowledge and those from whom we have learned important 
lessons of life. Finally, there is the spiritual teacher who may initiate one into mantra -
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japa or give brahmopade¿a. Because they are teachers, they all deserve reverence.  
There are certain things we can do to show our respect, and, as a tapas, these are done 
without fail.  

Pr¡jµa , a person who is wise, or a scholar, is also to be respected. Because ¿¡r¢ra -
tapas is being discussed, acts of respect like offering flowers or some service are 
implied here. As the occasions arise, we can offer an act of worship in the form of 
service.  

Cleanliness, ¿auca, is another important discipline. Here external cleanliness is 
meant because this tapas is centred on the body. Later he will discuss internal 
cleanliness, ¡ntara-¿auca under mental discipline, m¡nasaÆ tapas. Keeping the 
external environment and the physical body clean implies regular care and is important 
in providing a conducive atmosphere for any pursuit, especially that of a spiritual seeker.  

Then he mentions ¡rjava, which is straightforwardness in dealing with people. 
When the pursuit is of truth, honesty in the seeker is crucial. A commitment to being 
straightforward in all his interactions is the tapas here. It necessarily means a perfect 
alignment of thought, word and deed. While this certainly involves the mind and speech, 
it is considered ¿¡r¢ra-tapas when it primarily involves actions.  

Brahmacarya  the next to be mentioned is definitely restraint at the level of the 
external organs, b¡hya -indriya-nigraha. It is a form of dama. AhiÆs¡ is non-hurting. 
How can non-hurting be ¿¡r¢ra -tapas, when it is not an action? Even though it is not an 
action, hurting is, and the tapas here is curbing the tendency to hurt physically. When 
this tendency to hurt is there, I can hurt anything, even though it has nothing to do with 
me. If I do not like to have an insect in my room, I quietly pick it up and put it outside, 
without harming it. This is ahiÆs¡ . It is ¿¡r¢ra -tapas because the phys ical limbs are 
involved in the restraint from causing hurt to any living being. No doubt, the senses and 
mind are also involved, but the role of the physical body is predominant, in the sense that 
it is the place from where actions emanate. Conventionally,  therefore, it is called ¿¡r¢ra -
tapas.  

Then we have discipline at the level of speech, v¡ktapas. Here it is presented very 
clearly in one sentence.  

+xÉÖuäùMÉEò®Æú ´ÉÉCªÉÆ ºÉiªÉÆ Ê|ÉªÉÊ½þiÉÆ SÉ ªÉiÉÂ* 
º´ÉÉvªÉÉªÉÉ¦ªÉºÉxÉÆ SÉè´É ´ÉÉRÂó¨ÉªÉÆ iÉ{É =SªÉiÉä**15** 
anudvegakaraÆ v¡kyaÆ satyaÆ priyahitaÆ ca yat 
sv¡dhy¡y¡bhyasanaÆ caiva v¡´mayaÆ tapa ucyate Verse 15 

ªÉiÉÂ ´ÉÉCªÉ¨ÉÂ yat v¡kyam — the speech which ( is); +xÉÖuäùMÉEò®¨ÉÂú anudvegakaram  — which 
does not cause agitation; ºÉiªÉ¨ÉÂ satyam — which is true; Ê|ÉªÉÊ½þiÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ priyahitam ca  — 
and which is pleasing and beneficial; (iÉiÉÂ tat — that); º´ÉÉvªÉÉªÉ-+¦ªÉºÉxÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ B´É 
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sv¡dhy¡ya-abhyasanam ca eva  — and also daily repetition of one's own Veda; 
´ÉÉRÂó¨ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ iÉ{ÉºÉÂ v¡´mayam tapas — the discipline of speech; =SªÉiÉä ucyate — is said 

Speech, which does not cause agitation, which is true, pleasing and 
beneficial, and daily repetition of one's own Veda, are (  collectively ) 
called discipline of speech.  

When you talk to another person, what is the reason for talking? Whether you 
want to convey something, or share something, like your knowledge or your experience; 
there is definitely an intention, vivakÀ¡. áa´kara says a sentence is used for creating a 
cognition, an understanding in another person. If that speech is to be tapas, it must have 
certain characteristics.  

In speaking, using words that do not cause any kind of pain to another person, that 
is, those that are anudvegakara,1 is very important. When I speak, what I say or how I 
say should not invoke irritation in the person I am addressing. Then again, what I say has 
to be also satyam, true. And it should bring happiness to the person immediately, as it is 
being said. That is called priya . Not only that, it should bring happiness in the long run 
also. That is , it should be beneficial to that person, hita . Here áa´kara  spends a lot of 
time analysing these words. áa´kara says, the word, ‘ca–and,’ here means that all four 
things that are mentioned here have equal status. Only if the speech includes all of them 
is it v¡´mayaÆ tapas. If it is lacking in any one or two or three of these, it is not 
v¡´mayaÆ tapas. What I say may be very pleasant, priya , and not at all irritating, 
anudvegakara, but it may not be true, satya , at all, and therefore, certainly not 
benefic ial, hita . Or, it may be pleasing, priya, and even true, satya , but not good for the 
person, hita. It may be pleasing to hear, for example, that the admission is free at the 
local race track today. And it is true too. But it is not hita  if it is said to a compulsive 
gambler. He will be very happy to hear it, but it is not good for him at all. Then there is a 
statement which is absolutely truthful, but is very painful to hear. My friend may not be 
very intelligent, but if I tell him so, it will definitely cause him pain and it will not do 
him any good either. Such a statement may be satya, but is not anudvegakara, priya  or 
hita. This type of speech is not v¡´mayaÆ tapas 

A sentence that will fall under the definition of v¡´mayaÆ tapas has all four. 
áa´kara gives an example: ‘¿¡nto bhava  vatsa! sv¡dhy¡yaÆ yogaÆ ca anutiÀ¶ha , 
tath¡ ca ¿reyo bhaviÀyati—My dear boy, may you be at peace. Follow the daily study 
of your Veda and karma-yoga ; then you will have mokÀa, freedom.’ See how beautiful 
this sentence is. Even as he is told to calm himself in this way, ‘¿¡nto bhava  vatsa,’ his 
mind quietens. It is anudvegakara . Generally we get angry and say, ‘Keep quiet,’ or 
‘Enough.’ That does not work. The person may become quiet, but definitely not calm. 
                                                                 
1 udvega means agitation; udvegakara is that which causes udvega; and anudvegakara is  

that which is not udvegakara. 
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That statement is udvegakara. Then he tells him to study the ¿¡stra and follow a life of 
karma-yoga . This is something that is good for him right now, priya , and also good for 
him later, hita. And he tells him that if he does all this, he will get mokÀa . It is true, 
satya , and also good for him, hita. Even if he fails to get mokÀa here, it will produce a 
better life for him next time, where he will pick up the thread and continue. There is no 
problem here; it is good for him now, and in the future. In this life itself, he will get 
relative freedom from the hold of his likes and dislikes. A sentence like this, which has 
all the four characteristics is v¡´mayaÆ tapas. 

Discipline at the level of speech also includes the repetition of one's own Veda, 
sv¡dhy¡ya-abhyasana . Daily one has to repeat one's own Veda, or at least a portion of 
it. If he cannot repeat even a portion, he repeats the g¡yatr¢ mantra because it is 
considered to be the essence of all Vedas. If he cannot repeat that too, it is enough to say, 
‘oÆ tat sat.’ About this, he is going to talk about later. Wherever there is karma 
involved, there are options, but at the same time, it has to be done in one form or the 
other. This sv¡dhy¡ya-abhyasana can be converted into the daily study of the scripture. 
The daily study or repetition of some verses of praise, or a mantra  is also sv¡dhy¡ya -
abhyasana. But to do it, without fail, every day, is very important. 

All these together form v¡´mayaÆ tapas. Then, what is mental tapas? 

¨ÉxÉ&|ÉºÉÉnù& ºÉÉè¨ªÉi´ÉÆ ¨ÉÉèxÉ¨ÉÉi¨ÉÊ´ÉÊxÉOÉ½þ&* 
¦ÉÉ́ ÉºÉÆ¶ÉÖÊrùÊ®úiªÉäiÉkÉ{ÉÉä ¨ÉÉxÉºÉ¨ÉÖSªÉiÉä**16** 
manaÅpras¡daÅ saumyatvaÆ maunam¡tmavinigrahaÅ 
bh¡vasaÆ¿uddhirityetattapo m¡nasamucyate Verse 16 

¨Éx É&|ÉºÉÉnù& manaÅpras¡daÅ — mental cheerfulness; ºÉÉè̈ ªÉi´É¨ÉÂ saumyatvam — 
cheerfulness in expression; ¨ÉÉèx É¨ÉÂ maunam — absence of pressure to talk; +Éi¨É-Ê´ÉÊx ÉOÉ½þ& 
¡tma -vinigrahaÅ — mastery over the mind; ¦ÉÉ´É-ºÉÆ¶ÉÖÊr& bh¡va -saÆ¿uddhiÅ — clean 
intent; <ÊiÉ BiÉi ÉÂ — (all) this; ¨ÉÉxÉºÉ¨ÉÂ i É{ÉºÉÂ m¡nasam tapas — mental discipline; =SªÉiÉ ä 
ucyate — is called 

Mental cheerfulness, cheerfulness in expression, absence of pressure to 
talk, mastery over the mind, clean intent—this (these together )  is called 
mental discipline. 

ManaÅpras¡da is mental cheerfulness. The word, ‘mental’ is used deliberately 
here because, sometimes you can put on an appearance of cheerfulness, but not be 
mentally cheerful at all. A discipline, which helps you acquire and maintain mental 
cheerfulness, is called tapas. It involves a prayerful attitude, and an acceptance of 
yourself and of the situation in which you find yourself. This includes acceptance of the 
past, and of the world as we find it. Futuristic conjectures are also resolved in an attitude 
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of surrender and simple appreciation. If an ant can live its life. I can also live my life 
cheerfully. I do not need to prove myself to anybody.  

These are all simple things. But then, these things count a lot, because, it is the 
simple things that bring about cheerfulness. It involves living one day at a time. And that 
is a life in keeping with reality. Today is real; tomorrow I may not be here at all. It is not 
that I worry about what will happen tomorrow. Today I am alive, and what is to be done 
this day, I just do. The future can take care of itself. If I can manage today, tomorrow I 
have only one day to manage. This is the truth about life. Your whole life, all you have 
to manage is one day. You have to find food and cook for one day. In fact, it can be 
reduced to one meal. One day is too long, really, but that is good enough to understand  
this. Even if you are worried, your worry is only for one day. Yesterday's worry is gone. 
What happened yesterday was yesterday. It is not today. If yesterday, you made a 
mistake, that is fine. You are wiser for it. If you are worried about it today, not only 
yesterday was spoiled, today also is wasted in worrying about what happened yesterday. 
With reference to the result of action, and what is to be done, a certain surrender allows 
you to live happily.  

The life of an ant is a good example. It is very busy, and it has its own time off 
also. You can see it just sitting there in one place for some time, and then getting busy. 
Then, it seems to communicate something to another ant who is approaching, and that 
one turns around and they go off together for some exploit. Both of them, or a gang of 
them, go and attack some sugar crystal. It is too big for one of them to manage, but 
together, they can pull the sugar crystal to where they want it, and finish off the whole 
thing. In between, the ant stops; it takes its own time. It does not seem to worry much, 
even though people are walking nearby. It can die any time, but it does not seem 
concerned. It just keeps busy. If that ant can survive—not only one but teeming 
millions —right on the sidewalk, living as I am in this vast world, I can easily find my 
livelihood. The future will take care of itself. I may plan for the future, but I do what I 
can do today. That is all. Today's plan is like this, and tomorrow's plan may be the same, 
or I may revise it. This ‘one day at a time’ never goes away. These are the attitudes that 
bring about surrender. 

Then there is a law that ‘What will be, will be—bhavitavyaÆ bhavatyeva!’ This 
is an important shock absorber. What is to happen will happen; I do what I can. That is 
the truth about living. Did you ever think you would be where you are today? It all 
happens, thanks to one thing or the other. You find yourself in a given situation because 
there is a certain plan going on underneath. Let it unfold itself. You take things day by 
day and shape whatever comes your way. You do not allow yourself to be like 
driftwood; you hold the gear alright, but at the same time, you recognize that there is a 
certain unfoldment taking place in your life which has its own meaning. That meaning 
you can  discover, and face, as it unfolds. Let life be full of surprises. If you know that 
everything will happen according to your plan, you need not even live. Just imagine if 
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you know everything that is going to happen! All the menus for your whole lifetime, 
what you are going to eat for breakfast, lunch and dinner, everything is completely 
mapped out and made known to you. There is no fun in this! There are no surprises, no 
turns of events. If you want to have some surprises, make your plans, do what you have 
to, and leave the outcome to the factors that shape the unfolding of events. What is to 
happen to you, your own pr¡rabdha and that of others, are all intertwined. This is how 
things happen. If you have understood and assimilated even what has happened so far, 
you have an attitude that is ready for surprises. That is mental cheerfulness, 
manaÅpras¡da .  

A number of things are involved in this. Whenever concern or anxiety arises, we 
resolve it by bringing back the proper attitude. Just remind yourself that it is nice being 
yourself. Say to yourself, ‘It is nice being myself.’ In whichever area you have to 
change, make efforts to change. If necessary, take help, even the help of Bhagav¡n, in 
the form of prayer. I do not have to prove myself to anybody. If another person thinks ill 
of me, it is his problem. I just accept myself as I am. ‘It is nice being myself.’ Have a 
sentence like this and repeat it now and then like a mantra. You will find that you are 
together as a person. That is, at least psychologically, the result of the teaching.  

Of course, essentially there is nothing but yourself. You are the only one here, and 
therefore, there is no problem. But even psychologically, it is just nice being myself. I 
accept myself, as I am, totally; I do not need to prove anything to anybody on this earth. 
Not even to God. If I have to prove myself to God, then, his acceptance of me would 
become conditional. Then he is not God. He is like any other person. If the person who 
does not accept you, as you are, is someone who cares for you, and therefore you care 
for his opinion, what kind of care is that? When someone cannot accept you as you are, 
what is that care? Suppose a nurse taking care of a patient, does not accept him as he is. 
She complains that he goes on scratchin g. But that is his problem! That is why she is 
taking care of him! She can tell him not to scratch too much, or put some gloves on him, 
or cut his nails so that he does not create new problems for himself. But she has to accept 
him as he is. That is what care is! If someone cares for me, he must necessarily take me 
as I am. That is what counts. Those who really care for you, do not have any opinion 
about you; they just take you as you are. If someone mistakes you, it is his problem. Just 
remember, ‘It is nice being myself.’ When you get up in the morning, acknowledge that 
it is nice being alive. You do not take life for granted. It is one more day for celebration. 
Plan how you will celebrate today. Even under the shower, you can start celebrating. 
Like this, celebrate the day with what you are doing. It does not mean that you must bake 
a cake everyday. Anything that you do is a celebration. ‘I am alive today. It is nice being 
alive. It is nice doing what I do.’ That is what the attitude is. This is manaÅpras¡da. 

When the mind has this attitude, there is saumyatva . This is an expression of the 
frame of mind, the antaÅ -kara¸a -v¤tti. áa´kara says it is clarity, svacchat¡ , which is 
also cheerfulness. áa´kara  says something very interesting here. Suppose a father's 
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eyebrows are raised when he looks at his son. From this external indication, the boy 
understands his father's mental state—that he is angry. Then, as a son, he tries to please 
him. Once the father is pleased, what happens? He has a smile. From this smile,  the child 
is able to understand that his father is okay now. The facial expression reveals what is in 
the mind. That pleased frame of mind, v¤tti, reflected in the face is what is called 
saumyatva. Thus, áa´kara  says, ‘From the cheerfulness of the face, etc., the frame of 
mind is inferred.’ When manaÅpras¡da is there, there is an external expression evident 
on the face, and that is what they call saumyatva. It reveals a cheerfulness in the mind. 
From the mouth, eyes, eyebrows, words, the whole demeanour of the person, you infer 
that he is pleased. The tapas here is, when you are displeased, you bring back a pleased 
condition of mind, which will bring about a smile. This is not a behavioural 
modification, but a change that comes about by a process of thinkin g.  

Mauna is restraint in speaking. Even though it is a discipline of the organ of 
speech, and might be included in the discussion of v¡ktapas, here it is considered as a 
mental discipline. Why? Speaking properly, and sometimes not speaking, is possible 
only when you have mauna inside. When there are certain words that you want to say, 
and you refrain from saying them, that is mauna . If the thoughts themselves do not 
arise, that also is mauna. Even if they do, by proper thinking you eliminate the necessity 
to express them. In this way, the pressure to talk is not built up inside. The effect of the 
absence of a necessity to talk is externally expressed as mauna. Generally there is 
always a pressure to talk. We build it up. The absence of such a pressure to talk to 
another person is what is called mauna. This silence at the level of speech is because of 
the mind being silent. It is a tapas because it can be accomplished only by discipline. 
There is an attempt involved, by proper thinking, to bring about mauna. 

Ëtmavinigraha is mastery over the ways of the mind, in general. There is no 
ambiguity about the meaning of the word ¡tm¡  here. Since the topic is mental tapas, it 
can only mean mind. Mauna  is a particular aspect of this tapas with reference to speech. 
But ¡tmavinigraha is mastery with reference to everything. By proper discipline, one 
gains a certain mastery over the ways of thinking and is not carried away by a thought 
process. Whatever is necessary in following this discipline is called tapas. Any writing  
that you do to give expression to a feeling that you do not want to verbalize to someone, 
or any kind of therapy you undergo, is also ¡tmavinigraha. It includes anything you do, 
which is useful in getting rid of some pressure. All your emotions have to be put in 
order, and whatever you do to accomplish that comes under ¡tmavinigraha . Anything 
you do for the sake of mental health is a s¡dhana . It is not outside yoga.  

Bh¡va -saÆ¿uddhi is a particular technical expression. Clean intentions when you 
are dealing with people is bh¡vasaÆ¿uddhi. Whether your motives are understood by 
others or not, they are clean. The motive is at the level of the mind, not action. If the 
motive is not clean, we analyse why this is so, and thereby, get rid of the particular type 
of thinking that allowed such a motive to come. áa´kara  explains this 
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bh¡vasaÆ¿uddhi as am¡y¡vitva , absence of deception. M¡y¡v¢ means, in this context, 
a cheat. He does or says one thing, and thinks something entirely different. This nature 
of a m¡y¡v¢ is called m¡y¡vitva. The one who is free from this m¡y¡vitva, one who is 
totally free from any deceit in his interactions with people has bh¡vasaÆ¿uddhi. All 
these together constitute m¡nasaÆ  tapas.  

Now this threefold tapas—k¡yika–physical, v¡cika–oral, and m¡nasa –mental, is 
going to be further categorized as threefold, depending on the disposition of the one who 
is doing it. The same thing can be done, but the way in which it is done, and the purpose 
for which it is done determine whether it is s¡ttvika -tapas, r¡jasika -tapas, or 
t¡masika-tapas.  

¸ÉrùªÉÉ {É®úªÉÉ iÉ”ÉÆ iÉ{ÉºiÉÊijÉúÊ´ÉvÉÆ xÉ®èú&* 
+¡ò™ôÉEòÉÎRÂóIÉÊ¦ÉªÉÖÇHèò& ºÉÉÎk´ÉEÆò {ÉÊ®úSÉIÉiÉä**17** 
¿raddhay¡ paray¡ taptaÆ tapastattrividhaÆ naraiÅ  
aphal¡k¡´kÀibhiryuktaiÅ s¡ttvikaÆ paricakÀate Verse 17 

iÉiÉÂ ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉ¨ÉÂ iÉ{ÉºÉÂ tat trividham tapas — that threefold tapas; +¡ò™ôÉEòÉÎRÂóIÉÊ¦É& xÉ®èú& 
aphal¡k¡´kÀibhiÅ naraiÅ — by the people who have no expectation of results (other 
than mental purity); ªÉÖHèò& yuktaiÅ — who are composed; {É®úªÉÉ ¸ÉrùªÉÉ — with total 
¿raddh¡; iÉ”É¨ÉÂ taptam — observed;  ºÉÉÎk´ÉEò¨ÉÂò s¡ttvikam — s¡ttvika; {ÉÊ®úSÉIÉiÉä 
paricakÀate — they call 

That three-fold tapas, observed with total ¿raddh¡ by people who have  
no expectation of results (other than mental purity) and who are 
composed, is called s¡ttvika. 

áraddhay¡  paray¡  means, ‘with a ¿raddh¡, which is complete.’ It lacks nothing. 
With full ¿raddh¡ , the tapas, discipline, is observed, taptam. In what is this ¿raddh¡ ? It 
is the ¿raddh¡ that, what the ¿¡stra  says is true, ¡stikyabuddhi. Because of this, all the 
stipulations that are mentioned in the ¿¡stra  are followed, w ithout compromise. Not only 
that, he has the same ¡stikyabuddhi in what the guru says. The words of the teacher are 
looked upon as true by him. If he does not understand them, he tries to understand them 
with the assumption that they are true.  

This tapas is observed by human beings, naraiÅ, in a threefold way, trividham, 
that is, k¡yika, v¡cika, or m¡nasa.  

Who are the people by whom the tapas, being discussed here, is done? They are 
not doing it for the sake of a result like security, pleasure, or pu¸ya to be enjoyed later. 
They are free of all such expectations with reference to results, they are the 
aphal¡k¡´kÀ¢s, and are doing it only for mental purity, antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi. They 
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have a mind, which is composed and committed, yukta . Those who have been 
well-taught say, paricakÀate, that tapas of this sort done by people like this, is s¡ttvika.  

Next, Bhagav¡n talks about r¡jasika-tapas. 

ºÉiEòÉ®ú¨ÉÉxÉ{ÉÚVÉÉlÉÈ iÉ{ÉÉä nù¨¦ÉäxÉ SÉè´É ªÉiÉÂ* 
ÊGòªÉiÉä iÉÊnù½þ |ÉÉäHÆò ®úÉVÉºÉÆ SÉ™ô¨ÉwÉÖ´É¨ÉÂ**18** 
satk¡ram¡nap£j¡rthaÆ tapo dambhena caiva yat 
kriyate tadiha proktaÆ r¡jasaÆ calamadhruvam Verse 18 

ºÉiEòÉ®ú-¨ÉÉxÉ-{ÉÚVÉÉlÉÇ¨ÉÂ satk¡ra-m¡na-p£j¡rtham — for the sake of (receiving) honour, 
respect and worship; SÉ B´É ca eva — and indeed; nù¨¦ÉäxÉ dambhena — with ostentat ion; 
ªÉiÉÂ iÉ{ÉºÉÂ yat tapas — the tapas which; ÊGòªÉiÉä kriyate — is done; iÉiÉÂ tat — that; SÉ™¨ÉÂ 
calam — (which is) unsteady; +wÉÖ´É¨ÉÂ adhruvam — not lasting; <ù½þ iha — here; ®úÉVÉºÉ¨ÉÂ 
|ÉÉäHò¨ÉÂ r¡jasam proktam — is called r¡jasika 

That tapas, which is done for the sake of (receiving) honour, respect, and 
worship and with ostentation, which is unsteady and not lasting, is called 
here r¡jasika . 

This type of worship is done by people, not for antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, but purely 
for satk¡ra, that is, for the purpose of being considered a good person by others. 
áa´kara says, it is done so that people will say, ‘He is a good person, an ascetic, a 
br¡hma¸a —ayaÆ s¡dhuÅ tapasv¢ br¡hma¸aÅ.’ He wants to pass as all of these. He 
practises austerities so that people will say, ‘Look how disciplined he is, how nicely he 
talks, how he eats so sparingly, etc.’ This is exactly what he wants. He is doing tapas for 
no other purpose. It is just another form of proving oneself. This is called satk¡ra -
m¡na-p£j¡rtham. 

He will also appear in a particular form that will reveal that he is a great tapasv¢. 
And he will not do his tapas quietly sitting at home, but in a public place, where he can 
be noticed. He will have the accessories of a s¡dhu , like a kama¸·alu  in his hand and 
will demand that, when he walks in, everybody should get up. This is m¡na . He makes 
sure that everybody recognizes him as a tapasv¢ and that they all prostrate to him and 
receive him with respect. And he will insist that the highest seat is offered to him. If he 
sits lower than anyone, he will think he is disrespected. This is called m¡na .  

He is a tapasv¢ so that everybody will worship him; and he keeps his feet ready 
for that. P¡dap£j¡ , that is, washing, anointing, and offering flowers, etc., to the feet is 
something people generally do to s¡dhus. But this person poses as a s¡dhu in order to 
get that done. It is exactly the reverse of what it is supposed to be. Some people really 
want that kind of result for their efforts. I knew one person like that. In one particular 
month, M¡rga¿¢rÀa, we used to go round the town every day, early in the morning and 
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sing bhajans. There is one chief, the organizer who walks in front of the group. 
Sometimes, as we went round, people would come and offer namask¡ras. The leader 
seemed to enjoy it and look forward to the namask¡ras. Some people love it. This is not 
something that is only for discussion. It is all true. There are people like that. They want 
respect to be shown to them. This is all because they have no self-respect.1 This type of 
tapas is done by this person, out of dambha, just so that he can get recognition. Just to 
make people know that one is a tapasv¢ so that he can get all these honours. When he 
does tapas, he makes sure he has an audience.  

That tapas is called r¡jasika  here in the ¿¡stra—tat tapaÅ r¡jasaÆ proktam 
iha. This is a tapas that is born of rajogu¸a .  

It is calam, unsteady, and not lasting, adhruvam. People may give him some 
respect for some time, but later they will find out that he is not a real tapasv¢, not a 
highly disciplined, evolved religious person. Whatever opinion they had, will change.  
This is because, when one is not a tapasv¢, and poses as one, the responsibility is too 
enormous to maintain. One day or the other he will burst out. Somebody will fail to 
respect him the way he wants, and he will get angry. Then people will understand what 
tapas he has. Therefore, that tapas is not going to last—neither in terms of its practice, 
nor its result. 

Understand all the problems that people can have! If one is concerned about all 
this, and wants this satk¡ra , m¡na, and p£j¡ , what about the real thing that is there to 
be studied, to be understood? To assimilate it, there is so much to know. Those things all 
go down the drain, when one is worried about these small things.  

Next Bhagav¡n talks about the t¡masika-tapas. 

¨ÉÚføOÉÉ½äþhÉÉi¨ÉxÉÉä ªÉi{ÉÒb ÷ªÉÉ ÊGòªÉiÉä iÉ{É&* 
{É®úºªÉÉäiºÉÉnùxÉÉlÉÈ ´ÉÉ iÉkÉÉ¨ÉºÉ¨ÉÖnùÉ¾þiÉ¨ÉÂ**19** 
m£·hagr¡he¸¡tmano yatp¢·ay¡ kriyate tapaÅ 
parasyots¡dan¡rthaÆ v¡ tatt¡masamud¡h¤tam Verse 19 

¨ÉÚfø-OÉÉ½äþhÉ m£·ha-gr¡he¸a — due to deluded understanding; +Éi¨ÉxÉ& {ÉÒb÷ªÉÉ ¡tmanaÅ 
p¢·ay¡ — by afflicting one's body; ´ÉÉ v¡  — or; {É®úºªÉ parasya — of another; =iºÉÉnùxÉÉlÉÇ¨ÉÂ 
uts¡dan¡rtham — for the sake of destruction; ªÉiÉÂ iÉ{ÉºÉÂ yat tapas — the tapas which; 
ÊGòªÉiÉä kriyate — is done; iÉiÉÂ tat — that; iÉÉ¨ÉºÉ¨ÉÂ t¡masam — t¡masika; =nùÉ¾þiÉ¨ÉÂ 
ud¡h¤tam — is called 

                                                                 
1 If you don't respect yourself, you want others to respect you , so that you can see yourself as  

respectable. And there is always someone to sh ow that respect to you! But there is no 
growth and no possibility of antaÅkara¸a-¿uddhi here. 
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That tapas, which is done, due to deluded understanding, by afflicting 
one's body or for the sake of destroying another, is called t¡masika. 

M£·hagr¡he¸a means, ‘with a perception that is deluded.’ This is because of a 
lack of discrimination about oneself, about what is to be done, and about what is proper 
and what is improper. None of this is very clear. With this lack of discrimination, one 
afflicts oneself, ¡tmanaÅ, one's own body, with tapas. It afflicts not only the body, but 
also the mind, and does not produce very much of a result. Standing on one leg for a 
length of time, or lying on a bed of nails is the type of tapas referred to here. Of course, 
there should be a lot of people to watch him! Only then will he do that! You can see all 
these types of tapasv¢s  at a Kumbhamela.  

Further, such tapas is sometimes done for the purpose of destruction of another 
person—parasya uts¡dan¡rtham. People, who have the disposition of an asura , or a 
r¡kÀasa , like R¡va¸a, do a lot of tapas just for the destruction of their enemies. Such a 
person wants to gain some power or get hold of some spirit so that he can send it to 
destroy people. This is what is commonly called black magic. There is a mantra-¿¡stra 
for all this; but I do not think it works these days. Some extraordinary asura-tapas is 
required for that, and I do not think anyone is doing it now. Tapas like this is called 
t¡masa .  

Now the three types of tapas, s¡ttvika, r¡jasa and t¡masa , in terms of the gu¸a 
that is predominant in their performance, have been told. Two types of tapas, r¡jasa and 
t¡masa  are mentioned, so that, we can avoid them, and only one, s¡ttvika-tapas, is 
really tapas. 

In the same way, giving charity, d¡na, is also threefold in terms of gu¸a. That is 
being enumerated from the next verse onwards.  

nùÉiÉ´ªÉÊ¨ÉÊiÉ ªÉqùÉxÉÆ nùÒªÉiÉä%xÉÖ{ÉEòÉÊ®úhÉä* 
näù¶Éä EòÉ™äô SÉ {ÉÉjÉä SÉ iÉqùÉxÉÆ ºÉÉÎi´ÉEÆò º¨ÉÞiÉ¨ÉÂ**20** 
d¡tavyamiti yadd¡naÆ d¢yate'nupak¡ri¸e 
de¿e k¡le ca p¡tre ca tadd¡naÆ s¡tvikaÆ sm¤tam Verse 20 

ªÉiÉÂ nùÉxÉ¨ÉÂ yat d¡nam — the charity which; nùÉiÉ´ªÉ¨ÉÂ <ÊiÉ d¡tavyam iti — (with the 
attitude that)  ‘It is to be given’; +xÉÖ{ÉEòÉÊ®úhÉä anupak¡ri¸e — to one from whom one does 
not expect a return; näù¶Éä de¿e — in the proper place; EòÉ™äô SÉ k¡le ca — and at the proper 
time; {ÉÉjÉä SÉ p¡tre ca  — and to a worthy recipient; nùÒªÉiÉä d¢yate — is given; iÉiÉÂ nùÉxÉ¨ÉÂ tat 
d¡nam — that charity; ºÉÉÎk´ÉEò¨ÉÂ º¨ÉÞiÉ¨ÉÂ s¡ttvikam sm¤tam — is considered s¡ttvika  

That charity, which is given thinking, ‘It is to be given,’ to one from 
whom one does not expect a return, in the proper place, at the proper 
time, and to a worthy recipient, is considered s¡ttvika  charity.  
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Charity that is given with the attitude, ‘It is to be given—d¡tavyam iti,’ is 
s¡ttvika -d¡na. A particular situation calls for giving and that gives rise to the response, 
‘This is to be given by me.’ Like the appreciation of  karma-yoga, ‘This is to be done by 
me.’ The same attitude extended to giving when it is to be done is charity. This is also, 
therefore, karma-yoga . What is given may be some article, or it may be some help 
extended in the form of effort. It is the attitude with which it is done that makes giving 
s¡ttvika .  

Whether it is s¡ttvika or not is also determined by the kind of person to whom it is 
given. Charity that is s¡ttvika is that given to a person, whom you do not expect to help 
you in return—anupak¡ri¸e yat d¢yate. áa´kara says this can be a person who is 
incapable of returning your help. Like someone very old, or feeble, or impoverished, 
whose circumstances are not likely to improve much. It is clearly a one-way giving. But, 
he says that this type of charity is also given to someone who is capable of returning the 
aid, with no expectation of return. Even though he is capable of giving, you don't expect 
him to return your help. That is called d¡na . Otherwise, it becomes an investment. Only 
d¡na , that is given without any expectation of return, even thanks, is real giving. People 
often complain, ‘I gave him a gift, and he didn't even thank me.’ Or they say, ‘He never 
remembers me. He never writes.’ This attitude is a problem. Here, however, even though 
the person to whom you give is capable of giving back, that is not the expectation. It is 
said that when you give with the right hand, the left hand need not know. What is given 
is totally forgotten. That is real giving, and is called here s¡ttvika -d¡na.  

It is also important that the person should be a suitable recipient, p¡tra. P¡tra 
literally means a vessel, and the one who receives is like a receptacle; therefore, he is 
also called a p¡tra. The person should deserve the help that you extend or the gift that 
you give. You cannot simply give just because somebody asks you. You have to see 
whether the person deserves it or not. áa´kara also says that it should be given to 
Àa·a´ga -veda-p¡raga , a person who has the knowledge of the six disc iplines auxiliary 
to the study of the Veda. 

Not only that, giving is to be done at the right place and right time, de¿e k¡le ca . 
This is part of the religious culture. áa´kara says, it is to be given at a place like 
KurukÀetra, which is considered a place where one can accumulate pu¸ya , that is, it is a 
pu¸ya-kÀetra. In such places, people come to take a bath on certain days. KurukÀetra is 
a place near Delhi where there is a large pond that is considered sacred, in which people 
take a religious bath, especially on the day of a solar eclipse.  

And every twelve years, when Jupiter moves into Aries, there is a Kumbhamela . 
Thousands of people come there for a bath at that time. And wherever there is a temple 
or a place of sacred bathing like a river, it becomes a place of pilgrimage and is 
considered a pu¸ya-kÀetra. Rishikesh is a pu¸ya -kÀetra  because it is at the foothills of 
the Himalayas where the river Ganga comes down to the plains. Similarly, Hardwar and 
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Varanasi are pu¸ya-kÀetras. And a place of confluence, pray¡ga , like Allahabad where 
the Ganga meets the Yamuna is a pu¸ya -kÀetra. Sometimes, by association a place 
becomes a pu¸ya -kÀetra, like Ayodhya by association with ár¢ R¡ma, Vrindavan by 
association with ár¢ K¤À¸a . Or, because of association with a saint or some event 
recorded in the pur¡¸as, a place is considered sacred in the minds of people. There is a 
whole literature on the various kÀetras in the Indian culture. A holy place has its own 
sthala-pur¡¸a  relating the events that make the place sacred. Any sacred place is the 
appropriate place for charity. In fact, it is mandatory that one give d¡na at such sacred 
places. So, the d¡na, given at such places to the right person at the right time is 
considered s¡ttvika. 

It is also important to give at the right time. Help must come on time. It is of no 
use giving first-aid treatment after seven hours. The person has to be attended to 
immediately. Charity also has to be done when it is needed. There is also a religiously 
appropriate time to give. áa´kara mentions the pu¸ya -k¡la for giving d¡na, as 
sa´kr¡nti, the time of the winter solstice, when the sun begins to travel north, etc. This 
makara -sa´kr¡nti is considered a good day for distribution of food. Graha¸a, the time 
of an eclipse, is also a very sacred time for distribution of money. This is done even 
today. D¡na  is a very important thing in the Vedic tradition. Even today food, cattle, 
land, house, and clothing, are given as part of a ritual, and lastly, a daughter is given 
away in marriage. That is the highest d¡na of this type. But vidy¡-d¡na , giving 
knowledge, is higher than that too.  

Now  Bhagav¡n describes the r¡jasa-d¡na  in the next verse.  

ªÉkÉÖ |ÉiªÉÖ{ÉEòÉ®úÉlÉÈ ¡ò™ô¨ÉÖÊqù¶ªÉô ´ÉÉ {ÉÖxÉ&* 
nùÒªÉiÉä SÉ {ÉÊ®úÊKòŸÆõ iÉqùÉxÉÆ ®úÉVÉºÉÆ º¨ÉÞiÉ¨ÉÂ**21** 
yattu pratyupak¡r¡rthaÆ phalamuddi¿ya v¡ punaÅ 
d¢yate ca parikliÀ¶aÆ tadd¡naÆ r¡jasaÆ sm¤tam Verse 21 

iÉÖ tu  — on the other hand; ªÉiÉÂ nùÉxÉ¨ÉÂ yat d¡nam — the charity which; |ÉiªÉÖ{ÉEòÉ®úÉlÉÇ¨ÉÂ 
pratyupak¡r¡rtham — for the sake of being helped in return; ´ÉÉ {ÉÖxÉ& v¡ punaÅ — or 
again; ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ =Êqù¶ªÉ phalam uddi¿ya  — keeping in view, a result, (pu¸ya ); {ÉÊ®úÊKòŸ¨ÉÂõ SÉ 
parikliÀ¶am ca  — and that which is fraught with pain; nùÒªÉiÉä d¢yate — is given; iÉiÉÂ tat 
— that; ®úÉVÉºÉ¨ÉÂ º¨ÉÞiÉ¨ÉÂ r¡jasam sm¤tam — is considered r¡jasa  

On the other hand, that charity, which is given for the sake of being 
helped in return, or keeping in view, a result, (pu¸ya ), to be gained later, 
and that which is fraught with pain, is considered r¡jasika . 

D¡na that is given with the expectation that one will be helped in return, 
pratyupak¡r¡rtha, is r¡jasa . He gives at the right time, when it is needed. But he thinks 
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that when the time comes, the person to whom he gives will help him. That is why he 
gives. He does it to make the person feel obliged and with the expectation that he will 
get something in return. It is also giving, but because there is an expectation of receiving 
something in return, it becomes more of an investment than d¡na .  

He gives keeping a result in view—phalam uddi¿ya. Earlier it was said that he 
gives expecting something in return, that is a phala, a result. Then, why is this mentioned 
separately? This is to indicate that he has a long-range plan. The result that he is keeping 
in view here, is an unseen result, ad¤À¶a-phala, in the form of pu¸ya . He wants to reap 
the benefit of this pu¸ya later—either in this life, or in the next.  

Then again, it is given with some pain, parikliÀ¶aÆ d¢yate. Whenever you give 
something, there is a sense of loss. Perhaps you do not really want to give, but you do  
not want to be called a miser, and therefore, you give. You do it to preserve your name. 
Money that is given this way is sticky money because it does not leave your hand easily. 
When there is pain in giving, it is very clear that the giving is born of rajogu¸a.  

The third type of d¡na  is: 

+näù¶ÉEòÉ™äô ªÉqùÉxÉ¨É{ÉÉjÉä¦ªÉ•É nùÒªÉiÉä* 
+ºÉiEÞòiÉ¨É´ÉYÉÉiÉÆ iÉkÉÉ¨ÉºÉ¨ÉÖnùÉ¾þiÉ¨ÉÂ**22** 
ade¿ak¡le yadd¡namap¡trebhya¿ca d¢yate 
asatk¤tamavajµ¡taÆ tatt¡masamud¡h¤tam Verse 22 

ªÉiÉÂ nùÉxÉ¨ÉÂ yat d¡nam — the charity, which; +näù¶É-EòÉ™äô ade¿a-k¡le — at the wrong place 
and wrong time; +{ÉÉjÉä¦ªÉ& SÉ ap¡trebhyaÅ ca  — and to unworthy recipients; +ºÉiEÞòiÉ¨ÉÂ 
asatk¤tam — without respect, ( improperly); +´ÉYÉÉiÉ¨ÉÂ avajµ¡tam  — contemptuously; 

nùÒªÉiÉä d¢yate — is given; iÉiÉÂ tat — that (charity); iÉÉ¨ÉºÉ¨ÉÂ =nùÉ¾þiÉ¨ÉÂ t¡masam ud¡h¤tam 
— is called t¡masa 

That charity, which is given without respect, ( improperly), and 
contemptuously at the wrong place and wrong time, and to unworthy 
recipients, is called t¡masika . 

D¡na given in the wrong place at the wrong time, ade¿a -k¡le, is t¡masa-d¡na . 
áa´kara says, it is a place, which is not clean. There is no wrong time to give charity 
except when it is too late to be of any help. It should be given in time. And it should not 
be given to the undeserving, ap¡trebhyaÅ . Who are they? áa´kara  says, they are people 
who cannot handle money, thieves, etc. The problem with giving to a person who cannot 
handle money is that he will squander what you give and come back to you again and 
again for more. Once you begin giving to such a person, you have to keep giving all the 
time. If you do not give, he will malign and abuse you. He does not quarrel with those 
who do not give. But if you give to him twice, thrice, and refuse the fourth time, you 
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become a bad person. Similarly, one should not give to a thief, or a drunkard, or a 
gambler, or anyone else who will not use the gift properly. A gambler always thinks he 
will win tomorrow, but is never able to repay his debts. Giving to such people is not 
proper. It is not d¡na  at all. 

Even though the person to whom you give is deserving, it is not real d¡na, if it is 
not given properly, asatk¤tam. In India, there is a religious protocol that must be 
followed which includes pleasing words, and on certain occasions, washing the feet of 
and offering d¡na  to the recipient. If you give some money to the right person at the 
right time and place, but give it improperly by just throwing it at him, that is without 
honour, it is a t¡masaÆ d¡nam. 

Avajµ¡ta  means making the person feel ashamed that he came to you and asked 
for help. It is absolute discourtesy. Though you give, it is only after criticizing the person 
for half an hour. Giving with such disrespect, and even contempt, is avajµ¡taÆ d¡nam. 

This chapter began with Arjuna  asking a question about a person who performs 
rituals without following the ¿¡stra -vidhi, but with ¿raddh¡. How do we view those 
karmas, in terms of gu¸as? Are they s¡ttvika , r¡jasika , or t¡masika? Now K¤À¸a 
answers that question. 

He says that, if a person has ¿raddh¡, and performs the karma saying, ‘OÆ tat 
sat,’ at the beginning and at the end, that is enough to make the karma s¡ttvika , even if 
he does not follow the ¿¡stra -vidhi completely. If there is an omission, either due to 
ignorance, or haste, or some distraction, or unavailability of certain materials, that can be 
made up by simply saying ‘OÆ tat sat.’ These words, said at the beginning and at the 
end make the karma  complete. How do we know this? It is purely from ¿¡stra . Saying 
‘OÆ tat sat,’ makes the karma efficacious. Even in a p£j¡ , one offers akÀat¡1 as a 
substitute for clothes, ornaments, and so on. This will never work in human transaction. 
But in a ritual, we have options, and one of them is saying, ‘OÆ tat sat,’ to make up for 
any omissions or commissions. The complete sentence, though just indicated in the 
verse, is ‘OÆ  tat sat ¢¿var¡rpa¸am astu—Let this be an offering unto the Lord who is 
OÆ tat sat.’ At the beginning of any ritual, and then again at the end, it is a common 
practice to say, ‘OÆ tat sat.’ In this way when the karma  is dedicated unto Ì¿vara , it 
makes the karma s¡ttvika , and therefore, more efficacious. 

+Éå iÉiºÉÊnùÊiÉ ÊxÉnæù¶ÉÉä ¥ÉÀhÉÊºjÉÊ´ÉvÉ& º¨ÉÞiÉ&* 
¥ÉÉÀhÉÉºiÉäxÉ ´ÉänùÉ•É ªÉYÉÉ•É Ê´ÉÊ½þiÉÉ& {ÉÖ®úÉ**23** 
oÆ tatsaditi nirde¿o brahma¸astrividhaÅ sm¤taÅ 
br¡hma¸¡stena ved¡¿ca yajµ¡¿ca vihit¡Å pur¡ Verse 23 

                                                                 
1 Rice grains made auspicious 
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+Éä̈ ÉÂ iÉiÉÂ ºÉiÉÂ <ùÊiÉ om tat sat iti — saying, ‘OÆ tat sat’; ¥ÉÀhÉ& brahma¸aÅ — of 
Brahman ; ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉ& ÊxÉnæù¶É& trividhaÅ nirde¿aÅ — the three-fold mention; º¨ÉÞiÉ& sm¤taÅ 
— is thought about; iÉäxÉ tena — by that; ¥ÉÉÀhÉÉ& br¡hma¸¡Å — the br¡hma¸as; ´ÉänùÉ& 
SÉ ved¡Å ca — and the Vedas; ªÉYÉÉ& SÉ yajµ¡Å ca — and rituals; {ÉÖ®úÉ pur¡ — in the 
beginning; Ê´ÉÊ½þiÉÉ& vihit¡Å — were created  

‘OÆ tat sat,’ is the three-fold expression of Brahman. By that, the 
br¡hma¸as, the (four) Vedas, and rituals were created in the beginning. 

A meaningful word, any thing that reveals something is called nirde¿a. It is an 
expression that reveals something. In that sense a name is also called a nirde¿a, because 
it stands for the object and reveals that object. The three-word expression, trividhaÅ 
nirde¿aÅ, ‘OÆ tat sat,’ is mentioned, sm¤taÅ, in the ved¡nta -¿¡stra , and by those who 
know the ved¡nta -¿¡stra . Like any nirde¿a , these words reveal an object, the nirde¿ya . 
What is that? The three words, ‘OÆ  tat sat,’ reveal Brahman. The word tat indicates 
Brahman , as it does in the sentence, ‘tat tvam asi.’1 Om also is Brahman, as stated in 
the upaniÀad-v¡kya , om iti brahma ,2 and om iti etad akÀaram idaÆ sarvam.3  

Then the word sat is used for Brahman  as the cause of creation, sad eva somya 
idam agre ¡s¢t ekam eva advit¢yam.4 All three words, independently and together, 
reveal Brahman. In this expression, br¡hma¸¡Å ved¡Å yajµ¡Å ca vihit¡Å pur¡—
br¡hma a̧s, vedas, and yajµas were created, the word br¡hma¸a can be taken as 
denoting the var¸a, that is, br¡hma¸a , and thus standing for all four categories of 
people mentioned in the Veda. Or it can be adjective to the word, ved¡Å , meaning the 
Vedas that are called br¡hma¸as. This includes all four Vedas. They all begin with Om. 
Yajµas are the rituals mentioned in the Veda, like agnihotra, as well as any form of 
worship to the Lord, like p£j¡ . All these br¡hma¸as, vedas, and yajµ¡s were created by 
saying ‘OÆ tat sat.’ Because by saying this, Brahmaji created everything. These words 
came out from Brahmaji in the beginning, pur¡ ; then everything was created, and 
therefore, they have become very important words. Just by saying them, you create a 
certain force that neutralizes any wrong action committed, and makes up for any 
omission of a prescribed step. One must also have ¿raddh¡  in the efficacy of saying, 
‘OÆ tat sat.’ If you simply say it without ¿raddh¡, it is meaningless. 

                                                                 
1 Ch¡ndogyopaniÀad – 6-8-16 
2 Taittir¢yopaniÀad  – 1-8-1 
3 M¡¸·£kyopaniÀad – 1 
4 Ch¡ndogyopaniÀad – 6-2-1  



Chapter 17 165 

Now he is going to deal with each one of these words severally. First, he takes up 
the word, Om . 

iÉº¨ÉÉnùÉäÊ¨ÉiªÉÖnùÉ¾þiªÉ ªÉYÉnùÉxÉiÉ{É&ÊGòªÉÉ&* 
|É´ÉiÉÇxiÉä Ê´ÉvÉÉxÉÉäHòÉ& ºÉiÉiÉÆ ¥ÉÀ´ÉÉÊnùxÉÉ¨ÉÂ**24** 
tasm¡domityud¡h¤tya yajµad¡natapaÅkriy¡Å 
pravartante vidh¡nokt¡Å satataÆ brahmav¡din¡m Verse 24 

iÉº¨ÉÉi ÉÂ tasm¡t — therefore; ¥ÉÀ´ÉÉÊnùxÉÉ¨ÉÂ brahmav¡din¡m — for those who know the 
Veda; Ê´ÉvÉÉxÉ-=HòÉ& vidh¡na-ukt¡Å — mentioned by injunctions (of the Veda); ªÉY É-nùÉxÉ-
iÉ{É&-ÊGòªÉÉ& yajµa-d¡na-tapaÅ-kriy¡Å — the activities such as rituals, charities, religious 
disciplines; ºÉi ÉiÉ¨ÉÂ satatam  — always; +Éä¨ÉÂ <ÊiÉ =nùÉ¾þiª É om iti ud¡h¤tya  — by 
pronouncing ‘Om’; |É́ Éi ÉÇxiÉä pravartante — begin 

Therefore, for those who know the Vedas, the activities such as rituals, 
charities, and religious disciplines, mentioned by injunctions (of the 
Veda), always begin by pronouncing ‘Om.’  

At the beginning of a ritual, Om is recited by the priests, ¤tviks, and only then is 
the ritual begun. 1 Then, and throughout the performance of the ritual, oÆk¡ra  is 
repeatedly pr onounced. Various forms of charity, d¡na, are also undertaken, first saying 
Om to ensure their efficacy. We have seen that there are three types of d¡na, but what is 
meant here is only s¡ttvika  d¡na. Merely reciting Om will not improve the quality of 
r¡jasika or t¡masika d¡na. The three types of tapas, k¡yika , v¡cika , and m¡nasa, can 
also be made proper by first reciting Om. That makes all these things as effective as if 
they were done exactly as mentioned in the mandates of ¿¡stra, vidh¡na-ukt¡Å. For 
whom does the undertaking, begun by saying Om, have this effect? For those who have 
the qualifications to know and recite the Veda, the brahmav¡d¢s. For those who know 
the Veda, all the yajµa-d¡na-tapaÅ-kriy¡s begun by reciting Om, become as good as if 
they were done according to the stipulations of ¿¡stra . When do they begin in this way? 
Not occasionally, but always, satatam. It is not that certain karmas begin like this, and 
others do not. Any mantra  or arcana always begins with Om . Similarly, any yajµa , 
d¡na , or tapas always begins with Om . Why? Om purifies everything. It is such a 
sacred sound, that by simply pronouncing it, even the speech, v¡k, is purified and the 
action, kriy¡ , you do becomes complete. 

It is the same with reference to the word tat. 

iÉÊnùiªÉxÉÊ¦ÉºÉxvÉÉªÉ ¡ò™Æô ªÉYÉiÉ{É&ÊGòªÉÉ&* 
nùÉxÉÊGòªÉÉ•É Ê´ÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ& ÊGòªÉxiÉä ¨ÉÉäIÉEòÉÎRÂóIÉÊ¦É&**25** 

                                                                 
1 Taittir¢yopaniÀad  – 1-8-1 
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tadityanabhisandh¡ya phalaÆ yajµatapaÅkriy¡Å 
d¡nakriy¡¿ca vividh¡Å kriyante mokÀak¡´kÀibhiÅ  Verse 25 

iÉiÉ Â <ÊiÉ tat iti — saying tat; ¨ÉÉäI É-E òÉÎR ÂóI ÉÊ¦É & mokÀa-k¡´kÀibhiÅ — by those who want 
mokÀa; ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ +xÉÊ¦ÉºÉxvÉÉªÉ phalam anabhisandh¡ya  — without expecting a result 
(other than antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi); Ê´ÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ& vividh¡Å — various; ª ÉY É-iÉ{É&-ÊG òªÉÉ& yajµa-
tapaÅ-kriy¡Å — activities (such as) rituals and r eligious disciplines; nùÉx É-ÊG òªÉÉ& SÉ d¡na -
kriy¡Å ca — and charitable activities; ÊGòªÉxiÉä kriyante — are performed 

Saying tat, various activities (such as)  rituals and religious disciplines 
and charitable activities are performed by those who want mokÀa, 
without expecting a result (other than antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi). 

Here, we have to bring in the word ‘ud¡h¤tya ,’ which means ‘pronouncing,’ from 
the previous verse. Even though tat, that, is a pronoun, which can refer to anything, 
when there is no reference mentioned, it indicates only ‘tat,’ which is paraÆ brahma , 
the cause of everything, the tat in the v¡kya, tat tvam asi. Like Om, tat is the word 
symbol for paraÆ brahma , and has the same effect if it is used in that sense with 
¿raddh¡. Both Om and tat are meant for mumukÀus. It is used by those who want 
mokÀa, that is, those who want to be free, mokÀa-k¡´kÀibhiÅ. When they perform 
various activities, vividh¡Å kriy¡Å, whether they be rituals, yajµa, religious disciplines, 
tapas, or charitable activities, d¡na-kriy¡Å. All of them are performed without 
expecting a result such as pu¸ya , anabhisandh¡ya phalam. No one can perform an 
action without expecting a result, but they only want antaÅ -kara¸a -¿uddhi, which is 
not considered a phala . A result like pu¸ya , etc., is not the end in view. These karmas 
are performed purely for antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi with the attitude that it is an offering to 
Ì¿vara, ¢¿vara-arpa¸a -buddhy¡. And they are also performed in order to please Ì¿vara , 
¢¿vara-pr¢tyartham. They are done by people who want to be free and are begun by 
pronouncing these auspicious words. Generally tat is not used alone, but in the 
expression, ‘OÆ tat sat,’ Om is used, without the other words following, at the 
beginning of any undertaking. But what is said here is that each one of them is 
efficacious. Using these words, any of these activities becomes s¡ttvika. 

The application of Om and the word tat have been told. Now he tells how the 
word sat is used in the same way.  

ºÉ‘ùÉ´Éä ºÉÉvÉÖ¦ÉÉ´Éä SÉ ºÉÊnùiªÉäiÉiÉÂ |ÉªÉÖVªÉiÉä* 
|É¶ÉºiÉä Eò¨ÉÇÊhÉ iÉlÉÉ ºÉSUô¤nù& {ÉÉlÉÇ ªÉÖVªÉiÉä**26** 
sadbh¡ve s¡dhubh¡ve ca sadityetat prayujyate 

pra¿aste karma¸i tath¡ sacchabdaÅ p¡rtha yujyate Verse 26 
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ºÉnÂù¦ÉÉ´Éä sadbh¡ve — with reference to bringing into existence; ºÉÉvÉÖ-¦ÉÉ´Éä SÉ s¡dhu-bh¡ve 
ca  — and with reference to a righteous life; ºÉi ÉÂ <ÊiÉ BiÉiÉÂ sat iti etat — this ‘sat’; |ÉªÉÖVªÉiÉ ä 
prayujyate — is used; {ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha — O! Son of P¤th¡; iÉlÉÉ tath¡ — so too; ºÉi ÉÂ-¶Éô¤nù& 
sat-¿abdaÅ — the word sat; |É¶Éºi Éä Eò¨ÉÇÊhÉ pra¿aste karma¸i — with reference to a 
sanctifying karma ; ªÉÖVª ÉiÉä yujyate — is used 

This ‘sat’ is used with reference to bringing into existence and (with 
reference to) a righteous life; so too, Arjuna, the word sat is used for a 
sanctifying karma. 

The word sat is used in different senses, all of which are good. Sadbh¡va means 
bringing into existence something that was not there before. áa´kara  gives, as an 
example, the birth of a son. The previously non-existent son is born to a given person. 
For that son, the word sat is used; now the son ‘is.’ The word sat is used for any object 
that exists —a pot exists–gha¶aÅ san, the cloth exists–pa¶aÅ san , etc. Since it is used in 
the sense of existence, and the only existence is Parame¿vara , the word sat is purifying, 
it is pavitra. When you say the pot ‘is,’ or the cloth ‘is,’ that ‘is’ is sat, paraÆ brahma. 

S¡dhu -bh¡va  means a righteous life, a life lived in keeping with dharma . One 
who follows dharma is called sad¡c¡ra, or satpuruÀa. And association with such a 
person is satsa´ga. Anyone who lives a life of dharma , or knows the sadvastu , is 
called satpuruÀa. In that sense also, the word sat is used, prayujyate. And it is also used 
with reference to a sacred karma , pra¿aste karma¸i. áa´kara  cites marriage, viv¡ha 
as an example. This is considered a good karma, satkarma, as is upanayana. Any 
important karma which sanctifies a particular event in your life is called satkarma . 

Further, 

ªÉYÉä iÉ{ÉÊºÉ nùÉxÉä SÉ ÎºlÉÊiÉ& ºÉÊnùÊiÉ SÉÉäSªÉiÉä* 
Eò¨ÉÇ SÉè´É iÉnùlÉÔªÉÆ ºÉÊnùiªÉä´ÉÉÊ¦ÉvÉÒªÉiÉä**27** 
yajµe tapasi d¡ne ca sthitiÅ saditi cocyate 
karma caiva tadarth¢yaÆ sadityev¡bhidh¢yate Verse 27 

ªÉY Éä yajµe — with reference to a ritual; iÉ{ÉÊºÉ tapasi — with reference to a religious 
discipline; nùÉxÉä SÉ d¡ne ca — and with reference to giving; ÎºlÉÊiÉ& sthitiÅ —
commitment; ºÉiÉÂ <Êi É SÉ =SªÉiÉä sat iti ca ucyate — is called ‘sat’; Eò¨ÉÇ SÉ B́ É karma ca 
eva —and indeed a karma; iÉnùlÉÔªÉ¨ÉÂ tadarth¢yam — for their sake; ºÉiÉ Â <Êi É B´É 
+Ê¦ÉvÉÒªÉiÉä sat iti eva abhidh¢yate — is also called ‘sat’  

A  commitment with reference to a ritual, a religious discipline, and 
giving is called ‘sat,’ and a karma for their sake (or for the sake of 
Ì¿vara ) is also called ‘sat.’  
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SthitiÅ means a state of remaining committed to some pursuit. A pursuit of, or 
commitment to the performance of a ritual–yajµa , a religious discipline–tapas, or giving 
charity–d¡na, is considered to be sat. It is a proper pursuit, provided of course, that it is 
done with ¿raddh¡ and the appropriate attitude. Similarly, any karma that is 
tadarth¢ya, done for the sake of these, that is, yajµa , d¡na, tapas, etc., is also called 
sat. Or the word, tadarth¢ya can mean, ‘for the sake of Ì¿vara.’ Any action performed 
as a dedication to Ì¿vara  is considered satkarma . This can even be a non-religious 
activity, laukika-karma, that is done in conformity with dharma. Since the dharma 
itself is Parame¿vara, naturally, an activity in keeping with dharma  becomes a karma 
offered to Ì¿vara. It is satkarma.  

áa´kara  says that even if the karma  is not s¡ttvika, or  is incomplete, by using 
these three words, ‘OÆ tat sat,’ it becomes s¡ttvika and complete, of course, when it is 
done with ¿raddh¡. All the omissions and commissions are made up for. If there is a 
lack of proper attitude, making it as¡ttvika , or if certain steps are omitted or mistakes 
are made, ‘OÆ tat sat,’ is an expression which will make up for everything. Finally, he 
says that even saying, ‘OÆ tat sat,’ without any ¿raddh¡ is useless. áraddh¡ is the 
most important factor. If it is proper, it makes the karma s¡ttvika . This answers 
Arjuna's question. The efficacy of all these karmas is entirely dependent upon what 
kind of ¿raddh¡ you have. áraddh¡  makes it work. Then everything is accomplished.  

Therefore, 

+¸ÉrùªÉÉ ½ÖþiÉÆ nùkÉÆ iÉ{ÉºiÉ”ÉÆ EÞòiÉÆ SÉ ªÉiÉÂ* 
+ºÉÊnùiªÉÖSªÉiÉä {ÉÉlÉÇ xÉ SÉ iÉi|ÉäiªÉ xÉÉä <½þ**28** 
a¿raddhay¡ hutaÆ dattaÆ tapastaptaÆ k¤taÆ ca yat 
asadityucyate p¡rtha na ca tatpretya no iha Verse 28 

ªÉi ÉÂ yat — that which is; +¸ÉrùªÉÉ a¿raddhay¡ — without ¿raddh¡; ½ÖþiÉ¨ÉÂ hutam — is 
offered (in a religious ritual); nùkÉ¨ÉÂ dattam — is given; iÉ”É¨ÉÂ iÉ{ÉºÉÂ taptam tapas — 
religious discipline performed; EÞòiÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ k¤tam ca — and that which is done; +ºÉiÉÂ <ÊiÉ 
=SªÉiÉä asat iti ucyate — is called asat, that which does not serve its purpose; {ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha  
— O! Son of P¤th¡ , Arjuna; iÉiÉÂ SÉ tat ca — and that; x É |Éäiª É na pretya — (is) not 
(fruitful) after death; xÉ = na u — and indeed not; <½ iha — here 

That which is, without ¿raddh¡ , offered ( in a religious ritual), given (as 
charity), performed as a religious discipline, and that (karma), which is 
done is called asat, that which does not serve its purpose, Arjuna. And 
that is not (fruitful) after death and indeed not here. 

There is an upaniÀad-v¡kya  that says that what is given is to be given with 
¿raddh¡; without ¿raddh¡ , it is not to be given, ¿raddhay¡ deyam a¿raddhay¡ 
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adeyam.1 Any charity given or a religious discipline performed without ¿raddh¡  is 
considered asat. This is what is said later in the same UpaniÀad , ‘asanneva sa  bhavati 
asad brahmeti veda cet—he becomes (as good as)  non-existent, if he considers that 
Brahman  is non-existent.’2 Any of these actions done without ¿raddh¡  in the existence 
of Parame¿vara, and in the truth of the words of the ¿¡stra , are as good as not done, 
asat. Hutam  means what is offered, usually, an oblation that is offered into the fire. If, 
even as he is offering ghee into the fire he is thinking, ‘I am wasting this ghee by 
offering it here; there are poor people who could be using it,’ then that offering is 
useless. Some people do argue that instead of offering kilos of ghee into the fire, we 
should give it to the poor. But generally, tins of ghee are not offered unless the ritual is 
meant for the good of the people—poor and rich. If this is not understood, such 
arguments can undermine one's ¿raddh¡ as one is making the offering.  

Then there are others who just make an offering because of religiosity, or because 
they are compelled to do it. Because his father or mother asks him to do it, he does the 
ritual to oblige them. Or the opinion of society may be motivating him. ‘What will they 
think if I don't do it?’ To get a good name, or out of fear of condemnation, he makes his 
ritual offering. He is a non-believer, n¡stika, who wants to pass as a believer, ¡stika , 
and therefore, he may offer. Similarly, a person may give money, but without ¿raddh¡ . 
Or he may do some tapas, perhaps to gain some name, but not out of ¿raddh¡ . 
Similarly, any other karma, like singing in praise of Ì¿vara, or doing namask¡ra , may 
be done entirely without ¿raddh¡, merely as a convention. All these actions are asat; 
they are incapable of producing any merit. They are as good as not done.  

áa´kara  says, such karmas are entirely outside the means of gaining Ì¿vara . 
Karma done properly helps you gain antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi, and with a prepared mind, 
you can understand your identity with Ì¿vara. The gain of Ì¿vara is by this knowledge, 
and being knowledge, it depends upon antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, which is accomplished by 
doing karma  with a proper attitude. When there is no ¿raddh¡, even though, it is done, 
it is of no use. Therefore, what is important is ¿raddh¡. In gaining knowledge, ¿raddh¡ 
is very important. As we have seen, ‘¿raddh¡v¡n labhate jµ¡nam—the one who has 
¿raddh¡ gains knowledge.’ Even though all these karmas imply a lot of effort, they do 
not become means for gaining a result after death, pretya –going away from this life, 
because they do not produce pu¸ya. Even now, in this life they do not produce a result. 
You only lose whatever you offer. How do we know such a karma is not useful in 
producing any result here or hereafter? Because it is censured by the s¡dhus—
s¡dhubhiÅ ninditatv¡t. S¡dhus are those people who know the ¿¡stra . These that are 
done without ¿raddh¡  are not considered to be proper rituals; and it is not considered 
efficacious by them.  

                                                                 
1 Taittir¢yopaniÀad  – 1-11-3 
2 Taittir¢yopaniÀad  – 2-6 
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What is the karma that Arjuna is being urged to do here? To fight. Now we can 
look back to the second chapter where K¤À¸a said, ‘Therefore, prepare yourself for 
battle—tato yuddh¡ya  yujyasva .’1 Because, to fight such a battle is his own dharma , 
done with a proper attitude, it will bring antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, and with that, 
knowledge of his essential identity with Ì¿vara  is possible.  

+Éå iÉiÉÂ ºÉiÉÂ* <ÊiÉ ¸ÉÒ¨É‘ùMÉ´É3 ÒiÉÉºÉÖ ={ÉÊxÉ¹ÉiºÉÖ ¥ÉÀÊ´ÉtÉªÉÉÆ ªÉÉäMÉ¶ÉÉÛÉä 
¸ÉÒEÞò¹hÉÉVÉÖÇxÉºÉÆ´ÉÉnäù ¸ÉrùÉjÉªÉÊ´Éù¦ÉÉMÉªÉÉäMÉÉäxÉÉ¨É ºÉ”Énù¶ÉÉä%vªÉÉªÉ&**17** 

oÆ tat sat. iti ¿r¢madbhagavadg¢t¡su upaniÀatsu brahmavidy¡y¡Æ 
yoga¿¡stre ¿r¢k¤À¸¡rjunasaÆv¡de ¿raddh¡trayavibh¡gayogon¡ma 

saptada¿o'dhy¡yaÅ  

OÆ tat sat. In the Bhagavadg¢t¡, which is nothing but the UpaniÀads, the 
subject matter of which is knowledge of Brahman  and yoga (karma-yoga ), in the 
dialogue between K¤À¸a and Arjuna, is the seventeenth chapter called, ¿raddh¡-traya -
vibh¡ga -yoga, topic of the division into threefold ¿raddh¡. 

From this it is clear that the G¢t¡ is not a pep talk to get Arjuna to get up and 
fight. It is a ¿¡stra, which reveals the knowledge of Brahman . And it also deals with 
karma-yoga , which includes all that is necessary for gaining the knowledge. In this 
regard, it talks about values, attitudes, and what is to be done and not to be done. In the 
seventeenth chapter of this dialogue between K¤À¸a and Arjuna , the topic is 
predominantly the threefold ¿raddh¡. 

ababababab

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 2-38 



CHAPTER 18 

MOKâA-SANNYËSA-YOGA 
(YOGA OF MOKâA AND SANNYËSA ) 

INTRODUCTION  

This last chapter is a long chapter. Though nothing new is said, there is some 
additional elaboration of the various topics already unfolded in the g¢t¡-¿¡stra . 
Therefore, introducing the eighteenth chapter, áa´kara says, ‘Summing up the meaning 
of the whole g¢t¡-¿¡stra in this chapter, the meaning of the Vedas has to be told. Only 
for this purpose, this chapter is begun.’ The subject matter of the Vedas is the subject 
matter of the g¢t¡-¿¡stra , which is two-fold—brahmavidy¡ and yoga -¿¡stra . 
Brahmavidy¡ is the understanding of the mah¡v¡kya, ‘tat tvam asi,’ which reveals the 
identity of the j¢va , the individual and Ì¿vara, the Lord. And yoga-¿¡stra  is the means of 
preparing the individual for brahmavidy¡ . Thus yoga includes any karma  that is in 
keeping with dharma, and done with a proper attitude, with devotion, bhakti. It also 
includes a life of renunciation, sanny¡sa .  

We have seen that there are two lifestyles mentioned for the pursuit of mokÀa, one 
is sanny¡ sa, a life of renunciation, the other is a life of karma, activity. This life of 
activity, however, cannot be a means for mokÀa if it is not attended by a proper attitude. 
While everybody does karma, if it is to pave the way for mokÀa , it has to be done with 
the attitude of a karma-yoga. This attitude, bhakti, an appreciation of Ì¿vara with a 
commitment to mokÀa , has to be there not only for the karma-yog¢, but also for the 
sanny¡s¢.  

Even a person who is doing karma  purely for a result would offer a prayer to the 
Lord asking for that result. He also has bhakti. Devotion is common to anyone who 
recognizes Ì¿vara , but then, if mokÀa  is not the end in view, Ì¿vara is made into an 
accomplice for your ordinary exploits. If you want to gain some money or power, you 
ask God also to chip in a little bit. Though the prayer is directed towards Ì¿vara , Ì¿vara 
is not the aim of that prayer. In this situation, we understand that there is a confusion 
with reference to puruÀ¡rtha. Artha , security and k¡ma , pleasure, become so important 
that, naturally, you require Ì¿vara's help to accomplish them. About this type of 
devotion, K¤À¸a had said, ‘mama vartm¡ anuvartante manuÀy¡Å p¡rtha sarva¿aÅ , 
k¡´kÀantaÅ karma¸¡Æ siddhiÆ yajanta iha devat¡Å, kÀipraÆ hi m¡nuÀe loke 
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siddhir bhavati karmaj¡ ,’ which we can paraphrase as, ‘People are all following Me 
alone, but they don't know it, and therefore, they invoke other devat¡s to get some small 
results in this world.’1 Thus we have a devotee in distress, ¡rta, who, whenever he is in 
trouble, raises his hands and says, ‘O! Bhagavan , please help me; where are you?’ Then 
there is a devotee who uses Ì¿vara's grace as a means for accomplishing what he wants, 
the arth¡rth¢. Between the cup and the lip, there are many slips, and he wants to make 
sure he has the Lord's grace so that there are no slips. There is nothing wrong with either 
of these. But then, we have a third bhakta  who does not want something from Ì¿vara; he 
wants Ì¿vara. He is a mumukÀu , and therefore, a karma-yogi. He is not simply 
someone who wants to accomplish; he wants to be free and for that, he wants to know. 
What he wants to know is his identity with Ì¿vara , and therefore, he is also a bhakta . 
For the same reason, the sanny¡s¢ also is a bhakta. There is no separate bhakti-yoga.  

The sanny¡s¢  is absolved from the obligatory duties which the Vedas enjoin a 
person to perform when he takes the vow of sanny¡sa. He completely frees himself 
from all obligatory duties in order to pursue knowledge to the exclusion of everything 
else. The karma-yog¢ retains his obligatory duties but gives up all actions that are meant 
to produce some pu¸ya , or something because of which he will be more secure. He has 
seen through all that, and therefore, does only the things that are to be done with proper 
attitude, while pursuing knowledge. The sanny¡s¢ has no duties to perform; the karma-
yog¢ has only duties to perform. There is no third person called a bhakti-yog¢ . If there is, 
does he do karma  or not? If not, he becomes a sanny¡s¢. If he does, he is a karma-yog¢ . 
Whether it is a ritual, a p£j¡ , or even meditation, it is still an action and the one who is 
doing it is a devotee, bhakta . The same actions that are done for the gain of security or 
pleasure, can be done for antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi. If they are done for the sake of getting 
small results, that is also karma, but it cannot be called yoga because the puruÀ¡rtha is 
very limited. In any case, whether he is a karm¢ or a karma-yog¢ , he is a bhakta . 

Only two types of commitment, niÀ¶h¡s, karma-yoga and sanny¡sa, are pointed 
out in the g¢t¡-¿¡stra. Karma-yoga  includes the exact karma  that one must do and the 
attitude with which one has to do it. Other disciplines like meditation, up¡sana , gaining 
a value structure, including am¡nitv¡di qualities, p£j¡ , etc., are all included in karma-
yoga. If you analyse all the eighteen chapters, you will find that neither karma-yoga nor 
sanny¡sa is predominantly emphasized over the other. Both occupy sufficient space in 
the G¢t¡  format to indicate that the G¢t¡c¡ry¡  recognizes the importance of both as the 
means for mokÀa. Karma is also mentioned in the karma-k¡¸·a  of the Vedas in the 
form of injunctions to perform specific rituals like the agniÀ¶oma. ‘A br¡hma¸a should 
perform the agniÀ¶oma ritual—br¡hma¸ena agniÀ¶omena  yajeta,’ it is said. For what 
purpose? It can be for heaven, svarga, or, for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. Therefore, the 
karma-k¡¸·a is not just for a person who wants limited ends, a k¡m¢. It can be meant 
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even for a mumukÀu; and therefore, it is not completely dismissed as useless. But the 
karma done should be used as a yoga. That is the emphasis. 

A BIRD 'S EYE VIEW OF ARJUNA'S QUESTIONS  

From what áa´kara says in his introduction to the beginning of the eighteenth 
chapter, we understand that Lord K¤À¸a  seems to have  decided to sum up the whole 
g¢t¡-¿¡stra and the meaning of the Vedas in this chapter. At this point, Arjuna asks a 
question. He wants to know the difference between sanny¡sa  and ty¡ga . His asking tells 
us that he does not see the difference' between the two. Look at Arjuna's questions. 
Originally, in the third chapter, he wanted to know which of the two, sanny¡sa and 
karma, is better. ‘If you consider knowledge is better than action, K¤À¸a , why do you 
enjoin me to do this terrible action, Ke¿ava? By these contradictory statements, you 
seem to confuse my mind. Tell me for certain the one thing by which I will gain 
liberation.’1 In the fourth chapter, his question was entirely different. At the beginning of 
the fourth chapter, Lord K¤À¸a  tells Arjuna that the knowledge he has just revealed is 
not anything new. He says that he had himself told it long ago to Vivasv¡n.2 This is 
confusing to Arjuna and he wants to know how he should understand that K¤À¸a had 
told Vivasv¡n at the beginning, since K¤À¸a's birth was after that of Vivasv¡n.3 Then 
K¤À¸a explained that he was not born in the ordinary sense. He created a body for 
himself out of his own m¡y¡, sambhav¡mi ¡tma -m¡yay¡. Although, like Arjuna, he 
has had many births, he knows them all very well, while Arjuna  does not.4 After that, he 
talked further about jµ¡na  and praised both jµ¡na and sanny¡sa . Then, in the last verse, 
he exhorted Arjuna  to get up and take to a life of karma-yoga —yogam ¡tiÀ¶ha , 
uttiÀ¶ha. Arjuna had a problem with this and said to K¤À¸a  at the beginning of the fifth 
chapter, ‘You are praising both renunciation of action and karmayoga . Please tell me 
definitely which is better.’5  

Arjuna  does not want both because they are two opposite things. Karma  is to be 
followed, anuÀ¶heya, and jµ¡na is something that has to be gained by pram¡¸a. Since 
they are two different pursuits altogether, how can sanny¡sa and karma-yoga  be 
identical? If they are not identical, why are you praising one and asking me to do the 
other? Then Lord K¤À¸a  again talked about sanny¡sa  and karma-yoga , saying that, 
what is gained by a sanny¡s¢ is gained by a karma-yog¢—yat s¡´khyaiÅ pr¡pyate 
sth¡naÆ tad yogairapi gamyate.6 Therefore, both of them are one and the same—ekaÆ 
s¡´hkhyaÆ ca  yogaÆ ca . But still, sanny¡sa  is difficult to accomplish for the one who 
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has no yoga—sanny¡sastu mah¡b¡ho duÅkham ¡ptum ayogataÅ, while if you have 
karma-yoga , it is easy—yogayukto munir brahma na  cire¸¡dhigacchati.1 Then, 
K¤À¸a again talks about sanny¡sa and karma-yoga  defining real sanny¡sa  as not mere 
renunciation of karma but renunciation of all actions through knowledge, jµ¡nena 
sarva -karma -sanny¡sa. Arjuna  was silent, but K¤À¸a , knowing that he did not 
understand, did not leave the topic, pointing out that the one who does the karmas that 
one has  to do (under the given circumstances) without depending upon the results of 
those actions is truly a sanny¡s¢, he is a yog¢ too. The one who merely gives up the 
ritualistic karma or the secular activities (without the proper attitude) is not really a 
sanny¡s¢—an¡¿ritaÅ karma-phalaÆ k¡ryaÆ karma karoti yaÅ, sa sanny¡s¢ ca yog¢ 
ca  na  niragniÅ na  ca akriyaÅ.2 

After this, he talks about. meditation saying that one should not think of anything 
else except ¡tm¡—¡tmasaÆsthaÆ manaÅ k¤tv¡ na  kiµcid  api cintayet,3 and likens 
the mind in meditation to an unflickering lamp in a windless place, yath¡  d¢po 
niv¡tastho ne´gate sopam¡ sm¤t¡.4 Arjuna complains that his mind is nothing but 
agitation, ‘caµcalam  hi manaÅ K¤À¸a,’ he says and considers it to be as difficult to 
control as the wind, ‘tasy¡haÆ  nigrahaÆ manye vayoriva  suduÀkaram.’5 Lord K¤À¸a  
validates his problem saying that there is no doubt that the agitated mind is difficult to 
manage, asaÆ¿ayaÆ mah¡b¡ho mano durnigrahaÆ calam, and then assures him that 
it can be handled by practice and by dispassion, abhy¡sena  tu kaunteya vair¡gyena ca 
g¤hyate.6 Dispassion is nothing but objectivity, appreciating what is what. It is all 
cognitive. And practice, abhy¡sa , is nothing but a discipline in the light of an awareness 
about the mind and its ways of thinking.  

Then Arjuna had another problem. Suppose a person, endowed with trust in 
Ì¿vara, starts this pursuit, but makes inadequate effort, and his mind wanders away from 
this yoga not gaining success in yoga, what would be his lot?7 Would he not die away 
without accomplishing anything? He had denied himself a lot of small, worldly pleasures 
thinking he was going to get some param¡nanda. But suppose he did not gain it, then 
being denied of both, becomes ubhayavibhraÀ¶a , and then died away, what would 
happen? Would he not be like one of those cloudlets that moves away from the larger 
cloud mass and perishes?8 The large cloud mass is moving slowly, and this cloudlet 
separates from the mass in order to arrive at the destination quic kly. But it dissipates and 
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fizzles out. Is it not the same with this person? He is neither here nor there, so what will 
happen to him? Lord K¤À¸a  answers him with a wonderful assurance. Once you have 
started on this track, there is no way of going back. Anyone who makes an effort for 
mokÀa does not go to a bad end—na hi kaly¡¸ak¤t ka¿cit durgatiÆ  t¡ta  gacchati.1 If 
at all there is any lapse, it will only be to enjoy, for a length of time, some pleasant 
experiences created by one's pu¸ya . Then one will pick up the thread, born in a place 
where there is wealth and culture, or in the family of well- informed karma-yog¢s—
pr¡pya  pu¸yak¤t¡n lok¡n u¿itv¡ ¿¡¿vat¢Å sam¡Å, ¿uc¢n¡Æ ¿r¢mat¡Æ gehe yoga -
bhraÀ¶obhij¡yate,2 athav¡ yogin¡m eva kule bhavati dh¢tmat¡m.3  

There,  one's mind will get connected to what one had gathered in one's previous 
body, tatra paurva-dehikaÆ buddhi-saÆyogaÆ labhate.4 Something happens which 
triggers one to get connected to whatever was achieved in the previous body. One picks 
up the whole thing with the sense that, it is exactly what one is meant for. One loves 
what one does, and thus, pursues further and gains jµ¡na. One will pick up the thread 
and continue one's journey, and therefore, nothing is lost.  

Most of Arjuna's questions are simple contextual questions. Only three or four are 
real. When he asked what the characteristics of a wise man are, sthitaprajµasya  k¡ 
bh¡À¡,5 that is a real question. Similarly, Arjuna , asks this question at the beginning of 
the third chapter, ‘If you think knowle dge is better than karma why do you impel me to 
engage in this terrible action?’ 6 This is another real issue. And in the fifth chapter, he 
asks the same thing in a different form. ‘You praise both renunciation of action and 
yoga, K¤À¸a. Please tell me whic h one of the two is better?’7 Now, after all these 
chapters, he asks the same question in different words. 

+VÉÖÇxÉ =´ÉÉSÉ* 
ºÉzªÉÉºÉºªÉ ¨É½þÉ¤ÉÉ½þÉä iÉk´ÉÊ¨ÉSUôÉÊ¨É ´ÉäÊnùiÉÖ¨ÉÂ* 
iªÉÉMÉºªÉ SÉ ¾þ¹ÉÒEäò¶É {ÉÞlÉDäòÊ¶ÉÊxÉ¹ÉÚnùxÉ**1** 
arjuna uv¡ca  
sanny¡sasya ma h¡b¡ho tattvamicch¡mi veditum 
ty¡gasya ca h¤À¢ke¿a p¤thakke¿iniÀ£dana Verse 1  

+VÉÖÇxÉ& arjunaÅ — Arjuna ; = É́ÉSÉ uv¡ca — said;  
¨É½þÉ¤ÉÉ½þÉä mah¡b¡ho — O! Mighty-armed (K¤À¸a); ¾þ¹ÉÒE äò¶É h¤À¢ke¿a — O! Lord of the 
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senses; EäòÊ¶É- ÊxÉ¹ÉÚnùxÉþ ke¿i-niÀ£dana — O! Slayer of Ke¿¢; ºÉzªÉÉºÉºªÉ sanny¡sasya  — of 
sanny¡sa; iÉk´É¨ÉÂ tattvam  — the truth; iªÉÉM ÉºªÉ SÉ ty¡gasya ca  — and (that) of ty¡ga ; 
{ÉÞlÉEÂò p¤thak — distinctly; ´ÉäÊnùiÉÖ¨ÉÂ <SUôÉÊ¨É veditum icch¡mi — I want to know 

Arjuna said: 
O! Mighty-armed (K¤À¸a ), I want to know distinctly the truth of 
sanny¡sa and ty¡ga, O! Lord of the senses, slayer of Ke¿¢. 

THE BASIS FOR ARJUNA'S QUESTION  

Both the words sanny¡sa and ty¡ga mean renunciation, and K¤À¸a has used both 
throughout the G¢t¡ . Now Arjuna wants to know what, if any, is the distinction that 
K¤À¸a is making between sanny¡sa  and ty¡ga . There is a basis for this question. When 
Lord K¤À¸a says, ‘tyaktv¡  karma -phala-¡sa´gaÆ nitya-t¤ptaÅ nir¡¿rayaÅ …’1 he 
speaks of the one who, giving up his attachment to karma-phala , and thus being not 
dependent upon anything else, is happy with himself. Here, ty¡ga  is the renunciation of 
karma-phala . But when he says, ‘nir¡¿¢r yata-citt¡tm¡ tyakta-sarva-parigrahaÅ…’2 
he talks about the one who has given up all ownership towards the objects in the world, 
the word ty¡ga  is used in the sense of sarva -karma -sanny¡sa. 

In another place, when he says, ‘yoga -sannyasta-karm¡¸am3—the one who has 
given up all karmas by yoga,’ the word sanny¡sa  is used in the sense of the 
renunciation of karma. In, ‘jµeyaÅ  sa  nitya-sanny¡s¢ yo na  dveÀ¶i na k¡´kÀati,’4 he 
defines the sanny¡s¢ as the one who neither despises anything, nor yearns for anything. 
Here a karma-yog¢ is referred to as a sanny¡s¢. In the instance where he says, ‘yuktaÅ 
karma-phalaÆ tyaktv¡ ¿¡ntim ¡pnoti naiÀ¶hik¢m,’5 the word tyaktv¡ is used to 
indicate the renunciation of the karma-yog¢ , who, giving up the results gains lasting 
peace. 

Then again, when he says, ‘sarva-karm¡¸i manas¡ sannyasya ¡ste sukhaÆ 
va¿¢—giving up all karmas by knowledge, the one who has self-mastery rests happily,’6 
he uses the word sanny¡sa  in the sense of sarva -karma-sanny¡sa , born of knowledge. 
But the verse, ‘an¡¿ritaÅ karma -phalaÆ k¡ryaÆ karma  karoti yaÅ, sa  sanny¡s¢ ca 
yog¢ ca na niragniÅ  na ca akriyaÅ,’7 tells us that the one who performs action because 
it is to be done, not motivated by the result of action, is a sanny¡s¢ and not one who has 
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merely given up the fire rituals or other secular actions; he is the real sanny¡s¢ and he is 
the karma-yog¢ . Here the karma-yog¢  is equated to the sanny¡s¢. 

And again the same idea is conveyed in the following verse, ‘yaÆ sanny¡sam iti 
pr¡huÅ yogaÆ taÆ viddhi p¡¸·ava —O! Arjuna, what is called sanny¡sa  is also 
called yoga.’1  

The following instances refer to a karma-yog¢:  
No one who has not given up all his sa´kalpas becomes a yog¢ —na hi asannyasta -
sa´kalpaÅ  yog¢ bhavati ka¿cana .2  
The one who has given up all sa´kalpas is called an accomplished yog¢—sarva -
sa´kalpa-sanny¡s¢ yog¡r£·haÅ tad¡ ucyate.3  
Completely giving up all karmas born of sa´kalpa …, sa´kalpa-prabhav¡n k¡m¡n 
tyaktv¡  sarv¡n a¿eÀataÅ…4  
With a mind endowed with sanny¡sa -yoga , being free, you will come to Me—
sanny¡sa-yoga -yukt¡m¡ vimuktaÅ m¡Æ upaiÀyasi.5  
Those who are committed to Me, giving up all action…, ye sarv¡¸i karm¡¸i mayi 
sannyasya  matpar¡Å.6  
Gaining self-mastery, then give up the results of all actions —sarva -karma-phala -
ty¡gaÆ tataÅ kuru yat¡tmav¡n.7 

The following instances refer to sarva-karma-sannyasa :  
Renouncing all karmas unto Me, by knowledge…, mayi sarv¡¸i karm¡¸i sannyasya 
adhy¡tma -cetas¡ …8 
My devotee who has renounced all undertaking is beloved to Me—sarva -¡rambha -
parity¡g¢  yo madbhaktaÅ sa me priyaÅ.9 
The one who has renounced all undertaking is known as ‘the one who has gone beyond 
the gu¸as—sarva -¡rambha-parity¡g¢ gu¸¡t¢taÅ sa ucyate.’10 

All this looks confusing. The words sanny¡sa and ty¡ga  are sometimes used 
identically, sometimes differently. Further, if ty¡ga  means giving up of action, that is, 
karma-ty¡ga , there can be no connection to yoga , because karma cannot be given up in 
karma-yoga . Doing the anuÀ¶heya-karma, the action that is to be done, is part of yoga . 
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If ty¡ga  is giving up of karma, between ty¡ga  and yoga  there is opposition. Yoga  is 
something that one has to do and ty¡ga  is giving up. How can I give up karma and 
make it yoga ? If I give up karma, it becomes sanny¡sa . Naturally, Arjuna has a basis 
for a doubt!  

Both sanny¡sa and ty¡ga mean renunciation. However, we find that Lord K¤À¸a 
uses the word ty¡ga , more often than not, in association with yoga . For example, in this 
instance when he says, ‘yoginaÅ  karma kurvanti sa´gaÆ tyaktv¡ ¡tma -¿uddhaye—
the karma-yog¢s, giving up attachment, perform action for purification of the mind.’1 
This is a very clear statement. Karma cannot create ¡tma-¿uddhi, but if it is backed by 
renunciation of attachment to the results of action, sa´gaÆ tyaktv¡, it can. Otherwise, 
karma can only bind you; it cannot release you. And he says, ‘Brahma¸i ¡dh¡ya 
karm¡¸i sa´gaÆ tyaktv¡  karoti yaÅ, lipyate na  sa  p¡pena padmapatram 
iv¡mbhas¡—like the lotus leaf is not affected by water, the one who performs actions 
giving up attachment offering them to Brahman, is not affected by any action.’2 In 
instances such as these, the word ty¡ga is often used in the context of karma-yoga. At 
times the word sanny¡sa  is also used in the same sense. We will see that the word 
sanny¡sa generally means renunciation of action, karma-sanny¡sa, and ty¡ga , 
renunciation of the results of action, karma-phala -ty¡ga. Later K¤À¸a is going to say, 
‘Giving up all dharma, sarvadharm¡n parityajya ,3 take refuge in Me.’ Here the word 
ty¡ga  means renunciation of all actions, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa , which is based on pure 
¡tma -jµ¡na, knowledge of the self.  

In order to gain that knowledge we have tw o lifestyles, sanny¡sa  and karma-
yoga. Here sanny¡sa  is karma-sanny¡sa, the giving up of all obligatory karma also 
called vividiÀ¡  sanny¡sa. And karma-yoga  is ty¡ga , renunciation of the result of 
action. This renunciation of results of action is called yoga  because it is an indirect 
means for gaining the knowledge through antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi. Therefore, ty¡ga and 
yoga go together here.  

Because Arjuna does not see the difference between sanny¡sa  and ty¡ga , he has 
a lingering doubt which is expressed in his question here. His doubt always is, which of 
the two lifestyles, that is vividiÀ¡ sanny¡sa or karma-yoga , he should opt for. This time 
he does not ask which of the two, is better; but that is not because his confusion on this 
issue is resolved. He puts the same question differently, presenting it as a desire to know 
the difference that exists between sanny¡sa  and ty¡ga . 

K¤À¸a understands the spirit of the question very well, and therefore, gives an 
elaborate, all inclusive answer. Certain questions do not have snap answers, and this is 
one of them. When Arjuna asks, ‘Which is better? Sanny¡sa or karma-yoga ?’ it is very 
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clear that he does not understand either. The question itself shows the vagueness in his 
understanding. If you ask me what is the capital city of a given state, I can give a snap 
answer. But this is an entirely different question. It stems from a vast vagueness of the 
whole subject matter and therefore, it has to be answered with care. Arjuna's question 
here comes from the same vagueness that made him ask similar questions in the previous 
chapters. Lord K¤À¸a has spent a lot of time on this issue and Arjuna definitely must 
have understood it better each time, but still, it is not clear. This time, instead of asking 
about sanny¡sa and karma-yoga , he asks about sanny¡sa and ty¡ga  and hopes to hear 
about his real issue, karma-yoga  and sanny¡sa. And his hope was fulfilled by K¤À¸a . 

Here Arjuna addresses K¤À¸a  as, ‘O! Mighty-armed, mah¡b¡ho,’ because K¤À¸a 
was a man of valour. ‘I want to know, veditum  icch¡mi,’ he says, ‘the nature of 
sanny¡sa, sanny¡sasya tattvam.’ Not only that, he wants to know the truth of ty¡ga  
separately, ty¡gasya  ca p¤thak. He addresses K¤À¸a here with two more words; as 
h¤¿¢ke¿a, the Lord of all the senses, the one who is the self of all and because of whom 
the senses exist and function, and again as, ke¿i-niÀ£dana, the destroyer of Ke¿¢, an 
asura who was in the form of a horse. He makes it clear that he wants to know, p¤thak, 
separately, what is sanny¡sa and what is ty¡ga. Because he finds that K¤À¸a  uses these 
two words entirely differently, and yet, they seem to have the same meaning. Sanny¡sa 
means renunciation but it also has a separate popular meaning. Since he is using these 
words differently, Arjuna wants to know more about the truth, tattva, of ty¡ga and 
sanny¡sa in the vision of K¤À¸a. Although he only says, ‘veditum icch¡mi—I want to 
know,’ we understand, because of the context, that what is implied here is a request, 
‘Please teach me.’ Lord K¤À¸a  teaches him; and thus, we have the eighteenth chapter 
which elaborates extensively on sanny¡sa . 

Apart from sanny¡sa , K¤À¸a  also talks about the lakÀa¸a of a br¡hma¸a , a 
kÀatriya , a vai¿ya, and a ¿£dra . Then again, he talks about the three gu¸as, sattva , 
rajas and tamas. All these we will find in this chapter. 

áa´kara  introduces the next verse saying that here, in the g¢t¡ -¿¡stra , the words 
sanny¡sa and ty¡ga, have both been used, but not directly commented upon and 
therefore, their meaning is not clear. In order to establish the meaning of the words 
sanny¡sa and ty¡ga  for Arjuna, the questioner, Bhagav¡n  continues: 

¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´ÉÉxÉÖ´ÉÉSÉ* 
EòÉ¨ªÉÉxÉÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇhÉÉÆ xªÉÉºÉÆ ºÉzªÉÉºÉÆ Eò´ÉªÉÉä Ê´ÉnÖù&* 
ºÉ´ÉÇEò¨ÉÇ¡ò™ôiªÉÉMÉÆ |ÉÉ½ÖºiªÉÉMÉÆ Ê´ÉSÉõIÉhÉÉ&**2** 
¿r¢bhagav¡nuv¡ca  
k¡my¡n¡Æ karma¸¡Æ ny¡saÆ sanny¡saÆ kavayo viduÅ 
sarvakarmaphalaty¡gaÆ pr¡husty¡gaÆ vicakÀa¸¡Å Verse 2 
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¸ÉÒ¦ÉM É´ÉÉx ÉÂ ¿r¢bhagav¡n — ár¢ Bhagav¡n; = É́ÉSÉ uv¡ca  — said;  
Eò´ÉªÉ& kavayaÅ  — the wise; EòÉ¨ªÉÉx ÉÉÆ E ò¨ÉÇhÉÉ¨ÉÂ k¡my¡n¡m karma¸¡m — of actions for 
desired objects; xª ÉÉºÉ¨ÉÂ ny¡sam — renunciation; ºÉzªÉÉºÉ¨ÉÂ sanny¡sam — as sanny¡sa ; 

Ê´ÉnÖù& viduÅ — know; Ê´ÉSÉIÉhÉÉ& vicakÀa¸¡Å  — the learned people; ºÉ´ÉÇ-E ò¨ÉÇ-¡ò™ô-iªÉÉMÉ¨ÉÂ 
sarva -karma -phala -ty¡gam — the renunciation of actions; iªÉÉM É¨ÉÂ ty¡gam — is ty¡ga ; 
|ÉÉ½Ö& pr¡huÅ — they say 

ár¢ Bhagav¡n said:  
The wise know, sanny¡sa  as renunciation of actions for desired objects; 
the learned people say renunciation of the results of action is ty¡ga . 

THE KARMAS TOLD BY THE VEDA  

There are different types of karmas, those enjoined in the Vedas as mandatory, 
nitya  and naimittika-karmas, and those that are optional, k¡mya-karmas. Pu¸ya  is 
accrued by all of them, but even a nitya or naimittika-karma done for the sake of 
security or pleasure, artha or k¡ma, is considered to be a k¡mya-karma. Among the 
karmas that are mentioned, in the Vedas, some very simple like agnihotra , and some 
very elaborate like a¿vamedha, can be considered as k¡mya -karmas because they all 
produce results in the form of desired things. A nitya -karma  is to be performed daily. 
The sandhy¡ -vandana , for example, is done everyday at sunrise, noon, and sunset by a 
person who has been initiated into the G¡yatr¢ mantra . Once he gets married, the 
agnihotra  and other karmas come into the picture. These are all nitya -karmas. 

Then we have the naimittika-karmas, those that are done on a given special 
occasion. On the day of an eclipse, for example, a certain karma is enjoined. Similarly, 
when there is a particular configuration of planets in the zodiac, or on the death 
anniversary of the departed soul, there are prescribed rituals. These are called 
naimittika -karmas. These are mandatory. They have to be done.  

A k¡mya -karma  on the other hand, may or may not be done. If you have a desire 
for a son, there is a ritual prescribed for that, the putrak¡meÀ¶i. But if you do not want a 
son, or if you are not wealthy enough to perform the putrak¡meÀ¶i, you need not do it, 
and the injunction is not violated. Similarly, there are any number of rituals, which you 
can perform if you are interested in a given end. All of them are k¡mya-karmas and are 
purely optional. There is no mention made in the Vedas of the results of the 
nitya -naimittika-karmas, but they also produce results, because they are karmas. 
Whenever the result is not mentioned in the ¿¡stra, there is a general rule that the result 
is heaven. These nitya-namittika -karmas also can be performed keeping that result in 
view, and will therefore, be k¡mya-karmas. Or, they can be done for antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi. Though this is also a result, a karma done with this intention is not 
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considered a k¡mya -karma . Even a so-called k¡mya -karma  can be performed for 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, in which case, it is no longer considered a k¡mya-karma.  

There are two more types of karma  we should know about. One is niÀiddha-
karma, an action that we are not supposed to do, and which is therefore, prohibited. We 
are not supposed to harm any being and ther efore, it is said, ‘hiÆs¡Æ na kury¡t—do 
not hurt.’ These actions are prohibited because they produce p¡pa, and ¿¡stra being our 
well-wisher, hitaiÀ¢, it has to tell us this. The k¡mya -karmas are not prohibited. They 
can produce desirable results for you, but those results will be limited in nature. Then we 
have a fourth type of karma, a pr¡ya¿citta-karma, which you do as an antidote for 
wrong actions done in the past. This completely absolves you from the result, karma-
phala, of those actions. That is also vihita, enjoined in the Vedas. If what you want, 
your puruÀ¡rtha, is very clear, then you will naturally drop k¡mya -karmas and perform 
only nitya -naimittika-karmas. This is renunciation, ny¡sa . 

WHAT IS SANNYËSA? 

Sanny¡sa, however, is the giving up of even the nitya-naimittika-karmas. Now 
karma is not something that can be given up, like, chocolate. You can only stop doing it. 
And when you do, that can be laziness, or adharma  because if what is to be done is not 
done, it creates problems, especially in a society which is based on duties. It is 
something like a piston saying, ‘I am not going to work today.’ If the piston were to stop 
working, the whole engine will malfunction. Similarly, if the duty enjoined in a society 
in which everybody is supposed to perform, is not done, the whole society comes to a 
standstill or becomes a mess. Therefore, we have to say here that sanny¡sa  is the giving 
up of nitya-naimittika -karmas in accordance with a vidhi. First, he has to go to a 
teacher with a clarity about what he wants, with puruÀ¡rtha-ni¿caya. He must know 
exactly what is time-bound, anitya, and have a dispassion towards that, vair¡gya. Then 
he must have a love for what is not time-bound, nitya, and want only knowledge of that, 
nothing else. If he goes to a teacher and lives with him for some time until he 
understands what is going on, the teacher gives him sanny¡sa . Until then, he is 
performing karmas, but when he takes sanny¡sa , he releases himself from all 
obligatory duties by a ritual enjoined in the ¿¡stra . That is sanny¡sa . In a duty-based 
society, this is not an ordinary thing. A ritual is performed whereby you absolve yourself 
from playing all roles and performing all duties. Society accepts that; the Vedas also 
accept it.  

How do we know this is sanny¡sa? The kavis say so. A kavi is a person who 
knows the ¿¡stra, ¿¡strajµa , a wise person who sees things clearly, d¢rghadar¿¢. Some 
of them understand the non-performance of k¡mya-karma and nitya-naimittika -karma 
to be sanny¡sa , known as vividiÀ¡-sanny¡sa, renunciation of action backed by a desire 
to know. Real sanny¡sa is sarva -karma -sanny¡sa, which is purely knowledge. It has 
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nothing to do with giving up karma but is purely in the form of the knowledge, ‘I 
perform no action.’ This is what we call sarva -karma-sanny¡sa. Here, however, 
sanny¡sa as a lifestyle is pointed out.  

WHAT IS TYËGA? 

Now, what is ty¡ga ? Other learned people, vicakÀa¸as say, it is renunciation of 
the results of all actions, sarva -karma -phala -ty¡ga. This rules out k¡mya-karma. No 
one is going to perform a k¡mya-karma for the sake of renouncing the karma-phala . If 
he does, it is not a k¡mya-karma. I may perform the same karma, like agnihotra  or 
jyotiÀ¶oma, but without expecting a result other than antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi. This is not 
looked upon as a result because it is not something other than myself. In any other result, 
some obtaining, pr¡pti, is involved; pu¸ya is acquired and encashed as artha or k¡ma . 
Rituals do not produce artha and k¡ma  directly. Even though I may perform a given 
ritual in order to get some money, the performance of the ritual itself does not 
immediately produce the result. In fact, money in the form of materials is made into 
ashes in the ritual. But the idea is that, out of the ashes will come something unseen, 
ad¤À¶a, which will produce situations that will perhaps help me gain what I want. That is 
pu¸ya, grace. Prayer has this capacity to produce what is ad¤À¶a, not visible, but which 
will accrue to the one who performs the karma and to the one who has the karma 
performed on his behalf, the yajam¡na. That will transform itself into situations 
conducive for his achieving what he wants.  

Here, however all the karmas are performed for the sake of antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi, which is not something other than myself, that has to be ac complished 
by an action. When the j¢va , retaining his individuality, wants to accomplish something 
connected to himself, then he gains what we call karma-phala . This antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi, however, is not a karma-phala, because the very prayer itself is able to 
give antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. In our ¿¡stra, doing a prayer or ritual for antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi, because it is not considered a karma-phala , is called karma-
phala-ty¡ga . There is no phala  kept in view, neither heaven nor artha, security, nor any 
form of k¡ma, pleasure. What is kept in view is mokÀa , and mokÀa  is yourself.  

KARMAYOGÌ'S PUÛYAPHALA IS CONDUCIVE TO HIS 
SPIRITUAL PROGRESS  

Although the one who works purely for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi has already given 
up all the karma-phala, still, karma-phala will be there. Suppose he performs all his 
nitya -naimittika-karmas, only for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi and then dies without 
gaining knowledge, then what will happen to the results of his karmas? Even though he 
did not want them, the result will be there in the form of spiritual pu¸ya. This can give 
him a situation from where he can get a better start in his pursuit. For everybody except 
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the jµ¡n¢ , karma -phala  is always there. Even though the karma-yog¢  has karma-
phala, there is no question of his obtaining a lower birth, adhogati, in spite of the fact 
that in his saµcita -karma  there are infinite possibilities. Theoretically, even the karma-
yog¢ can take any kind of birth, so what is to prevent him from taking a birth as a 
cockroach or a reptile? The karma done by him as a karma-yog¢  is predominant. In your 
own store of karmas certain ones come to the forefront because they have waited for a 
long time and now have to express themselves in the form of the birth of a given body. 
But if you have started this kind of a spiritual pursuit following a life of karmayoga and 
then die without gaining knowledge, these karmas cause all previous karmas to be 
overlooked completely and come to the forefront. The karmas done as a karma-yog¢  are 
predominant because they are spiritual. That is why it was said, ‘Gaining the worlds 
created by pu¸ya, living there for innumerable years, the one who is not accomplished in 
yoga is born in the home of the pure and wealthy or in the family of wise yog¢s—pr¡pya 
pu¸yak¤t¡n lok¡n u¿itv¡ ¿¡¿vat¢Å sam¡Å, ¿uc¢n¡Æ ¿r¢mat¡Æ gehe yoga -bhraÀ¶o 
abhij¡yate athav¡ yogin¡m eva kule bhavati dh¢mat¡m.’1 His mind gets a connection 
to what he had started before in a previous body, buddhi-saÆyogaÆ labhate 
paurvadehikam, and he continues the journey. 

This type of pu¸ya  is different from that which fructifies as artha or k¡ma . That 
is why astrologers will say you are in a bad period if you are in a situation conducive for 
a spiritual pursuit. From the material standpoint, it is true. You may be displaced from 
your home or have no job. But I would say it is a pu¸ya -k¡la , a good period for you to 
learn, to grow. In all other periods, you are just drudging, breathing. If you do not 
accomplish something worthwhile, I would say the whole period is just a period of 
survival. But this is the period where a person has the luxury to look at himself. That is a 
great luxury. Any other thing, like a big house, etc., is not a luxury at all. If you have 
time to look at yourself, that leisure is the greatest luxury that one can have. 

One is given to this pursuit due to some pu¸ya created by certain special karmas. 
They can be the results of nitya-naimittika -karma  done by a seeker who has not 
accomplished what he has to accomplish. His prayers have a spiritual content. If what he 
wants to accomplish is free from artha  and k¡ma, it is definitely a spiritual desire. If he 
wants to change, that is also a spiritual desire. This is not an ordinary desire, because 
people do not want to change. They want the whole world to change so that they can be 
comfortable. But if I want to change myself so that I can be comfortable with myself, 
that is an urge for a spiritual change. And this urge has to come from somewhere. Why 
doesn't everybody have it? It is not driven merely due to mental pain, because not 
everybody who has mental pain turns spiritual. He can turn to drugs and alcohol or 
crime, or end up in the hospital. Or he can be a vagabond. There are hundreds of options. 
The process of change implies a certain pain. Perhaps the painful situations themselves 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 6-41, 42 
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are a part of the whole game plan of change. But the urge to change is born out of 
nitya -naimittika-karmas that have been performed previously for the sake of antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi. Any prayer to change oneself is a spiritual prayer. In Alcoholics 
Anonymous, one of the steps is to accept a greater power than yourself, and another, is to 
hand over everything to that power. They have sayings like, ‘Let go and let God.’ This is 
an attitude that involves letting go of your attempt to control situations, and letting God 
decide. Now this is a very difficult thing, for he does not know what God is. This prayer, 
I would say, is spiritual. It is not for artha  or k¡ma ; it is for change. That is a real prayer 
born of a mature heart. And that prayer itself is born of some pu¸ya. Therefore, 
nitya -naimittika-karma done purely for antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi is called ty¡ga .  

In this verse, Bhagav¡n has briefly answered Arjuna's question about the 
difference between sanny¡sa  and ty¡ga. Sanny¡sa  is the giving up of all k¡mya -
karma and ty¡ga  is the renunciation of the results of all actions. Now there is a 
contention, which is introduced by Bhagav¡n himself.  

iªÉÉVªÉÆ nùÉä¹É´ÉÊnùiªÉäEäò Eò¨ÉÇ |ÉÉ½Öþ¨ÉÇxÉÒÊ¹ÉhÉ&* 
ªÉYÉnùÉxÉiÉ{É&Eò¨ÉÇ xÉ iªÉÉVªÉÊ¨ÉÊiÉ SÉÉ{É®äú**3** 
ty¡jyaÆ doÀavadityeke karma pr¡hurman¢Ài¸aÅ 
yajµad¡natapaÅkarma na ty¡jyamiti c¡pare Verse 3  

nùÉä¹É´Éi ÉÂ E ò¨ÉÇ doÀavat karma — action which is inherently defective; iªÉÉ VªÉ¨ÉÂ ty¡jyam — 
is to be given up; <Êi É |ÉÉ½Ö& iti pr¡huÅ — thus say; BEäò eke — some; þ¨Éx ÉÒÊ¹ÉhÉ& man¢Ài¸aÅ 
— wise people; +{É®äú SÉ apare ca — and others; ª ÉY É-nùÉxÉ-iÉ{É&-E ò¨ÉÇ yajµa-d¡na -tapaÅ -
karma — an action which is a ritual, charity, or religious discipline; xÉ iªÉÉVªÉ¨ÉÂ na 
ty¡jyam  — should not be given up; <Êi É iti — thus (say) 

Some wise men say that action, which is (inherently) defective, is to be 
given up, and others say that an action, which is a ritual, charity, or 
religious discipline should not be given up.  

TWO CONTENTIONS ABOUT GIVING UP KARMA  

Man¢Ài¸aÅ, áa´kara  says, are learned people who have the vision of s¡´khya 
which is knowledge of the ¡tm¡. Some, eke, of these wise people say, pr¡huÅ , that for 
the sake of mokÀa, karma is to be given up, ty¡jyaÆ karma . What kind of karma? 
Karma, which has an inherent defect, doÀavat karma. Karma  is considered to have a 
defect, áa´kara says, because it is the cause of bondage. This means all karma should 
be given up and one should take to a life of sanny¡sa  pursuing only knowledge, jµ¡na . 
Only then can one get mokÀa . Bhagav¡n's vision is that you can either give up all 
karmas for the sake of mokÀa, or live a life of karma-yoga  for the sake of mokÀa 
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áa´kara  gives another meaning for doÀavat karma . Here the suffix vat has the 
meaning of ‘like,’ tuly¡rtha , rather than possession. A doÀa  is any defect. Jus t as you 
would give up anything that is defective, like a piece of fruit, which is rotten, for 
example, similarly, you should gives up karma. Like how a doÀa is to be given up, all 
karmas must be given up because they are causes for bondage. They say that every 
karma produces p¡pa and pu¸ya and thereby, just keeps the wheel of saÆs¡ra going. 
You can never get out of this cycle by doing karma, and therefore, all types of karma 
should be given up if you want mokÀa.  

Some people are very vehement about this; while others, apare , contend that some 
karmas are not to be given up, na  ty¡jyam. What are they? Rituals–yajµa, charity–
d¡na , and religious discipline–tapas. D¡na , sharing what you have with others, seems 
to be an especially important karma, a thing to be done. Only when these three things 
are not given up, can you gain antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi and thereby, jµ¡na , according to 
some learned people, vicakÀa¸¡Å. This is in keeping with the position of Bhagav¡n 
also. If you are not ready, karma should not be given up. If, out of delusion, moha, you 
give up these karmas, you will be neither a sanny¡s¢  nor a karm¢, but one who has 
fallen from both, ubhayabhraÀ¶ah. If you are ready, you can give up karma, but this 
sarva -karma -sanny¡sa, is an entirely different thing.  

The G¢t¡c¡rya  presents two stands here. One is that you must give up all karmas 
if you want mokÀa and the other, that you must give up k¡myakarma but do yajµa , 
d¡na , and tapas. Here the choice is between sanny¡sa  and karma-yoga , but it is only a 
choice for those who, being ignorant, think that they are supposed to perform these 
karmas. They alone are kept in view here. Real sanny¡sa , sarva -karma -sanny¡sa is 
not the subject for discussion because the contention here is not whether one should 
become a sarva-karma-sanny¡s¢ for mokÀa  or should one be a karma-yog¢?’ This 
problem does not arise at all because sarva-karma-sanny¡sa is knowledge, jµ¡na . That 
is mokÀa and therefore, that sanny¡sa  is not under discussion. We are only considering 
here sanny¡sa  as a lifestyle for the purpose of knowing, vividiÀ¡ -sanny¡sa . This and 
karma-yoga  are open to choice. That is why, in the very beginning, Bhagav¡n said 
there are two committed lifestyles for mokÀa—either you can give up all the obligatory 
karmas, or you can perform karmas with a proper attitude. Both are means for mokÀa . 
This is Bhagav¡n's and the ¿¡stra's contention. Though sarva-karma-sanny¡sa is not 
open for discussion in this context, both the karma-yoga  and the sanny¡sa  have to 
culminate in sarva-karma-sanny¡sa, which is nothing but knowing ¡tm¡ to be akart¡ 
and abhokt¡ —not an agent or an enjoyer. Those who have come out of saÆs¡ra 
through knowledge, are free from the three major desires putraiÀa¸¡, vittaiÀa¸¡ and 
lokaiÀa¸¡ —the desire for progeny, the desire for wealth and the desire for heaven. That 
is called vidvat-sanny¡sa, and is not the sanny¡sa under discussion here.  

This discussion is with reference to vividiÀ¡-sanny¡sa and karma-yoga. Between 
these two, there is definitely a choice possible.  
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When there are these choices, Bhagav¡n  K¤À¸a says here: 

ÊxÉ•ÉªÉÆ ¶ÉÞhÉÖ ¨Éä iÉjÉ iªÉÉMÉä ¦É®úiÉºÉkÉ¨É* 
iªÉÉMÉÉä Ê½þ {ÉȪ û¹É´ªÉÉQÉ ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉ& ºÉ¨|ÉEòÒÌiÉiÉ&**4** 
ni¿cayaÆ ¿¤¸u me tatra ty¡ge bharatasattama 
ty¡go hi puruÀavy¡ghra trividhaÅ samprak¢rtitaÅ Verse 4  

¦É®úiÉºÉkÉ¨É bharata -sattama — O! The most mature of the Bharata  family; iÉjÉ tatra  — 
there; iªÉÉMÉä ty¡ge — regarding this renunciation; ¶ÉÞhÉÖ ¿¤¸u — listen; ¨Éä ÊxÉ•ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ me 
ni¿cayam — to My ascertained opinion; {ÉȪ û¹É- ´ªÉÉQÉ puruÀa -vy¡ghra — O! Tiger among 
men; iªÉÉMÉ& ty¡gaÅ — renunciation; Ê½ hi — indeed; ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉ& trividhaÅ — threefold; 
ºÉ¨|ÉE òÒÌi ÉiÉ& samprak¢rtitaÅ — well-stated 

O! The most mature of the Bharata family,  listen to My ascertained 
opinion about this renunciation. O! Arjuna, tiger among men, 
renunciation is well-stated as threefold.  

K¤À¸a draws Arjuna's attention here, saying, ‘Listen! ¿¤¸u,’ because he wants to 
be understood by Arjuna  properly. When there are contentions like this, we have to 
know what is Bhagav¡n's ascertained opinion, ni¿caya, because our inquiry has to lead 
to the truth. It is not like some academic discussions w here you simply state the various 
contentions without arriving at which one is true. Arjuna is not interested in this. He is 
not a philosophy student, he is a fellow who is facing death. He is interested in how to 
get rid of his sorrow, his conflict of dharma. For him, what he is listening to has a 
personal value. So he is not interested in what the others say, he wants the truth. Nor is 
K¤À¸a interested in telling what others say. He only prefaced his teachings with what 
others say, knowing that both are right, and both are not totally right. Both sanny¡sa and 
karma-yoga  are equally efficacious in gaining mokÀa . It all depends on the person who 
makes this choice.  

For the person who is not ready for it, who being motivated by fear of doing 
karma wants to give it up, sanny¡sa  is not conducive. Karma  implies a lot of effort. 
One has to get up early in the morning, take a bath, etc., and collect all the materials to 
perform the daily karma. Why talk of ritualistic karma, even ordinary daily chores are 
not easy. Getting up in the morning and shaving every day is not an ordinary thing. 
Then, you have to make sure your clothes are properly laundered, that the shirt you wear  
is pressed—and you have to do this every day. What you wore yesterday, you cannot 
wear again today. It's all a nuisance. You have to catch the bus and it is bulging with 
passengers, or you have to start the car, but if it is winter, first you have to clear the 
snow, etc. If there is no work, however, you will be free of all this. As a sanny¡s¢, you 
have no wife or children, no obligations. Everything is given up totally. That seems to be 
the easiest way because you need not do anything. There is no job to go to, nothing to be 
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done, no karma  like agnihotra , which has to be done at a specified time, so you can get 
up any time in the morning. You can get up at eleven-thirty and convert breakfast into a 
brunch. Or, you can go to somebody's place and get some bhikÀ¡ . And it will not take 
you time to get ready because you need not shave and all your clothes are the same, so 
you need not match anything. So, sanny¡sa  is the easiest life. This is moha , delusion. If, 
out of fear of doing karma , a person gives up nitya-naimittika -karmas, he has not 
accomplished anything. We have to understand that karma  is not to be given up out of 
delusion, moh¡t na ty¡jyam. 

Bhagav¡n's vision is going to be told here, for which he courts Arjuna's 
attention. He wants him to understand definitely, ni¿cayam, what he has to say with 
reference to this renunciation, tatra  ty¡ge. He addresses Arjuna as bharata-sattama , 
the most mature among the members of the Bharata family. By asking for this 
knowledge, Arjuna shows his maturity. Duryodhana  did not ask. Even though he also 
faced all the people on the battlefield, he did not have the problem that Arjuna had 
because he did not have Arjuna's compassion. Arjuna was mature, and thus, K¤À¸a 
calls him bharata-sattama . He also calls him puruÀa -vy¡ghra, a tiger among men, 
meaning the one who is fearless.  

K¤À¸a tells Arjuna here that ty¡ga  is threefold, trividha. How do we know? It is 
well said, samparik¢rtita  in the G¢t¡. áa´kara reminds us here that this threefold ty¡ga  
is only for the one who does not know the self and is supposed to do karma. Only for 
him is this threefold renunciation possible, not for the one who has the vision of ¡tm¡ . 
The person who is qualified to do karma  has to know the nature of the renunciation of 
karma. 

ªÉYÉnùÉxÉiÉ{É&Eò¨ÉÇ xÉ iªÉÉVªÉÆ EòÉªÉÇ¨Éä´É iÉiÉÂ* 
ªÉYÉÉä nùÉxÉÆ iÉ{É•Éè´É {ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉÊxÉ ¨ÉxÉÒÊ¹ÉhÉÉ¨ÉÂ**5** 
yajµad¡natapaÅkarma na ty¡jyaÆ k¡ryameva tat 
yajµo d¡naÆ tapa¿caiva p¡van¡ni man¢Ài¸¡m Verse 5  

ªÉY É-nùÉxÉ-iÉ{É&-E ò¨ÉÇ yajµa-d¡na-tapaÅ-karma — an action that is ritual, charity, or 
religious discipline; xÉ iªÉÉVªÉ¨ÉÂ na ty¡jyam — is not to be given up; iÉi ÉÂ tat — that; EòÉªÉÇ̈ ÉÂ 
B́ É k¡ryam eva  — is indeed to be done; ªÉY É& yajµaÅ — ritual; nùÉxÉ¨ÉÂ d¡nam — charity; 
iÉ{ÉºÉÂ SÉ tapas ca — and religious discipline; ¨ÉxÉÒÊ¹Éh ÉÉ¨ÉÂ man¢Ài¸¡m — for those who are 
capable of discriminative thinking; {ÉÉ´ÉxÉÉÊxÉ B́ É p¡van¡ni eva  — are purifying indeed 

An action that is a ritual, charity, or religious discipline is not to be given 
up; that is indeed to be done. Ritual, charity, and religious discipline are 
indeed purifying for those who are discriminative.  
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The karmas in the form of ritual, charity, and religious discipline, yajµa-d¡na -
tapaÅ-karma, are not to be given up, na  ty¡jyam. This is Bhagav¡n's contention. 
Yajµa is the daily ritual worship to the gods, and any similar form of prayer. D¡na is 
giving appropriately at the right time and place. Tapas is any form of religious 
discipline. None of them should be given up. On the other hand, this kind of karma is to 
be done, k¡rya. Why? Because it is capable of purifying the antaÅ -kara¸a, the mind, of 
those who are discriminative, man¢Àin¡m. This qualification has to be made because 
yajµa -d¡na-tapaÅ-karma need not bring about antaÅ -kara¸a -¿uddhi if you are 
interested in any other result. They can produce some kind of antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, 
because they are religious karmas, but definitely not the kind of antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi 
which is the basis for mokÀa if the person is interested in something else. For people 
who are not interested in any other karma-phala except antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, these 
karmas become a means for self-purification.  

In the next verse he clarifies this. 

BiÉÉxªÉÊ{É iÉÖ Eò¨ÉÉÇÊhÉ ºÉƒÆó iªÉCi´ÉÉ ¡ò™ôÉÊxÉ SÉ* 
EòiÉḈ ªÉÉxÉÒÊiÉ ¨Éä {ÉÉlÉÇ ÊxÉÊ•ÉiÉÆ ¨ÉiÉ¨ÉÖkÉ¨É¨ÉÂ**6** 
et¡nyapi tu karm¡¸i sa´gaÆ tyaktv¡ phal¡ni ca  
kartavy¡n¢ti me p¡rtha ni¿citaÆ matamuttamam Verse 6  

{ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha — O! Son of P¤th¡; iÉÖ tu — but; Bi ÉÉÊx É Eò¨ÉÉÇÊhÉ +Ê{É et¡ni karm¡¸i api — 
but even these actions; ºÉƒó¨ÉÂ sa´gam — attachment; ¡ò™ôÉÊxÉ SÉ phal¡ni ca — and the 
results; iªÉCi´ÉÉ tyaktv¡ — giving up; EòiÉÇ´ªÉÉÊxÉ katavy¡ni — are to be done; <ÊiÉ ¨Éä iti me 
— this is My; ÊxÉÊ•Éi É¨ÉÂ ni¿citam — clear; =kÉ¨É¨ÉÂ uttamam  — proper; ¨ÉiÉ¨ÉÂ matam — 
vision 

But even these actions are to be done giving up attachm ent and giving up 
the results. This is My clear, proper vision, Arjuna . 

These three, yajµa, d¡na, and tapas are nitya-naimittika -karmas. D¡na can be 
a daily karma or a naimittika -karma. All three are capable of purification, but there is 
one thing you must note here. Even these karmas, et¡ni karm¡¸i, in order to be a 
means for self-purification, have to be done with a certain attitude. Attachment, sa´ga , 
to aha´k¡ra , is to be given up. The attitude is, ‘They are to be done, kartavy¡ni.’ It is 
given to me to perform these rituals. If I were ill, I could not do them, and therefore that 
I can perform them is given. These karmas are enjoined by the Vedas and are to be done 
for my own purification, my growth. And the results, phal¡ni ca, are also to be given 
up. For any meritorious action, there is an enjoyable result, like heaven. But if there is no 
thought that I will gain heaven or earn some pu¸ya, then phala  is given up. Only then 
do they become means for self  purification. Besides other duties involved in da y-to-day 
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life, these yajµa, d¡na, and tapas are duties to be performed by me. No matter what 
happens, I don't stop my daily prayers.  

‘This is My vision, me matam,’ Bhagav¡n says. And what kind of vision? It is 
not a vague vision, but a clear vision, ni¿citaÆ matam, and it is proper and final, 
uttamam. These karmas are the cause for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, and therefore, they 
have to be performed.  

Some people read et¡ni karm¡¸i to mean k¡mya-karmas. That reading is 
criticized by áa´kara here and he makes it clear that eat¡ni karm¡¸i means yajµa , 
d¡na , and tapas. If someone is interested in karma-phala , he will get pu¸ya, not 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi. How will he get out of the hold of r¡ga and dveÀa when the very 
karma he does is prompted by r¡ga  and dveÀa? Every action that he performs is meant 
to produce a given result whereby he thinks he is going to be better off, and thus, he gets 
rid of desire only by fulfilling it. But what happens by fulfilling a desire? You only want 
a repeat performance. In the wake of a fulfilment of the desire there was sukha, and just 
to get back same sukha, you want to repeat the course of action that led to it. Naturally, 
you have to do it again. Or, if the desire was fulfilled but did not produce sukha, you 
find that the desire begins to wane. And if you got the opposite result, you have an 
aversion, a dveÀa, which is another form of desire. The pain is so great that you do not 
want to try it again. When do you fulfil a particular desire completely? More often, in the 
fulfilment of any desire, a few more desires are left behind. No r¡ga  just goes away 
without leaving progeny. And, if even yajµa, d¡na , and tapas are done in order to get 
some results, how are you going to get rid of the hold of r¡ga -dveÀas? There is no way 
you can do it because you are doing the wrong thing! And without getting rid of the hold 
of r¡ga -dveÀas there is no antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. Therefore even these karmas have to 
be done giving up the phala . Then alone they become the cause for antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi.  

This is Bhagav¡n's final conclusion, and there is no doubt about the fact that 
yajµa , d¡na  and tapas should not be given up unless you have antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. 
Once you have been freed from the hold of r¡ga-dveÀas you can give up all karmas and 
do whatever you like. Your pr¡rabdha-karma will take care of you. If you feel like 
giving up all karmas, there is no problem; sanny¡sa  will stick to you. But you cannot 
give them up just because they are painful. Giving up the painful and going for the 
pleasant is not, in the end, a pleasant thing, because there is no antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. 

Therefore, Bhagav¡n says, 

ÊxÉªÉiÉºªÉ iÉÖ ºÉzªÉÉºÉ& Eò¨ÉÇhÉÉä xÉÉä{É{ÉtiÉä* 
¨ÉÉä½þÉkÉºªÉ {ÉÊ®úiªÉÉMÉºiÉÉ¨ÉºÉ& {ÉÊ®úEòÒÌiÉiÉ&**7** 
niyatasya tu sanny¡saÅ karma¸o nopapadyate 
moh¡ttasya parity¡gast¡masaÅ parik¢rtitaÅ Verse 7  
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iÉÖ tu — but; Êx ÉªÉiÉºªÉ E ò¨ÉÇhÉ& niyatasya karma¸aÅ — of enjoined action; ºÉzªÉÉºÉ& 
sanny¡saÅ — renunciation; xÉ ={É{ÉtiÉä na upapadyate — is not proper; ¨ÉÉä½þÉiÉÂ moh¡t — 
out of delusion; i ÉºªÉ {ÉÊ®úiªÉÉM É& tasya parity¡gaÅ  — renunciation of it; i ÉÉ¨ÉºÉ & {ÉÊ®úE òÒÌi Éi É& 
t¡masaÅ parik¢rtitaÅ — is called t¡masika  

But renunciation of enjoined action is not proper. Renunciation of it 
(enjoined action), out of delusion, is called t¡masika .  

TËMASA-TYËGA  

Niyata -karmas are those that are enjoined by the Vedas, to be done obligatorily—
the nitya and naimittika -karmas. Giving them up, tasya  sanny¡sa, is not proper, na 
upapadyate. áa´kara says here, ‘Because they are desirable for the purification of the 
one who does not know.’ If someone who is ignorant gives up this niyata-karma, under 
the spell of likes and dislikes, r¡ga-dveÀas, that sanny¡sa is not proper, because for 
such a person, it is desirable to have a means for purification, and the 
nitya -naimittika-karmas are the means. If, because of some delusion, moha, some 
fascination or romanticism about sanny¡sa , he gives up his daily prayers, etc., that 
giving up is called t¡masika , t¡masaÅ  parik¢rtitaÅ. So many karmas are mentioned in 
the Vedas because karmas can purify the antaÅ-kara¸a. 

Sanny¡sa is not totally dismissed here; only the renunciation of enjoined karma 
is dismissed. Once you say it is enjoined, to renounce it is a contradiction. Why can it 
not be given up? Because it is enjoined. Sanny¡sa  is possible, if you are ready for it, but 
it is the exception, not the rule. The sanny¡sa  out of moha  is called t¡masa -sanny¡sa . 
Now he tells about the r¡jasa-sanny¡sa.  

nÖù&JÉÊ¨ÉiªÉä´É ªÉiEò¨ÉÇ EòÉªÉKäò¶É¦ÉªÉÉkªÉVÉäiÉÂ* 
ºÉ EÞòk´ÉÉ ®úÉVÉºÉÆ iªÉÉMÉÆ xÉè´É iªÉÉMÉ¡ò™Æô ™ô¦ÉäiÉÂ**8** 
duÅkhamityeva yatkarma k¡yakle¿abhay¡ttyajet 
sa k¤ttv¡ r¡jasaÆ ty¡gaÆ naiva ty¡gaphalaÆ labhet Verse 8  

ªÉi ÉÂ E ò¨ÉÇ yat karma — the karma which; EòÉªÉ-Käò¶É-¦ÉªÉÉiÉ Â k¡ya-kle¿a-bhay¡t — out of 
fear of affliction to his physical body; nÖù&J É¨ÉÂ B´É duÅkham eva — as indeed painful; <ÊiÉ 
iti — (thinking) thus; iªÉVÉäiÉÂ tyajet — one may give up; ºÉ& saÅ — he; ®úÉVÉºÉ¨ÉÂ r¡jasam 
— r¡jasika; iªÉÉMÉ¨ÉÂ ty¡gam — renunciation; EÞòk´ÉÉ k¤ttv¡  — having done; iªÉÉMÉ-¡ò™¨ÉÂ 
ty¡ga -phalam — the result of renunciation; xÉ B´É ™ô¦Éäi ÉÂ na eva labhet  — would 
certainly not gain  



Chapter 18 191 

One may give up the karma as indeed painful out of fear of affliction to 
his physical body. Having done that r¡jasika  renunciation, he would 
certainly not gain result of renunciation.  

RËJASA-TYËGA  

Why would one give up the niyata -karma? Because it is painful. Getting up early 
in the morning daily to do karma is not an easy thing. Out of fear of affliction to his 
physical body, k¡ya -kle¿a-bhay¡t, he would give it up, tyajet. What kind of ty¡ga  has 
this person done in giving up the niyata-karma in this manner? R¡jasaÆ ty¡gam, a 
ty¡ga  born of rajas, born of sheer desire. Having done this kind of renunciation, he 
would not gain the result of renunciation,  ty¡ga-phalaÆ na  labhet. Generally, áa´kara 
takes sanny¡sa  as preceded by jµ¡na, or at least viveka. For that sanny¡sa , the result is 
mokÀa; it is meant for mokÀa. If he gives up all karmas with this motivation, that is, of 
avoiding the affliction to the physical body, he is not living a life of sanny¡sa , he is 
lazy, and will certainly not gain the result of renunciation.  

Having shown both t¡masa  and r¡jasa-ty¡ga, Bhagav¡n  now tells us what 
characterizes s¡ttvika-ty¡ga . 

EòÉªÉÇÊ¨ÉiªÉä´É ªÉiEò¨ÉÇ ÊxÉªÉiÉÆ ÊG òªÉiÉä%VÉÖÇxÉ* 
ºÉƒÆó iªÉCi´ÉÉ ¡ò™Æô SÉè´É ºÉ iªÉÉMÉ& ºÉÉÎk´ÉEòÉä ¨ÉiÉ&**9** 
k¡ryamityeva yatkarma niyataÆ kriyate'rjuna 
sa´gaÆ tyaktv¡ phalaÆ caiva sa ty¡gaÅ s¡ttviko mataÅ Verse 9  

+VÉÖÇxÉ arjuna  — O! Arjuna; EòÉªÉÇ¨ÉÂ <ÊiÉ B´É k¡ryam iti eva  — thinking, ‘It is to be done’; 
ªÉi ÉÂ yat — which; ÊxÉªÉi É¨ÉÂ E ò¨ÉÇ niyatam karma — the enjoined karma ; ºÉƒó¨ÉÂó sa´gam 
— attachment; ¡ò™¨ÉÂ SÉ phalam ca — and also the result; iªÉCi´ÉÉ tyaktv¡ — giving up; 
ÊGòªÉi Éä kriyate — is done; ºÉ iªÉÉMÉ& B́ É sa ty¡gaÅ eva — that renunciation alone; ºÉÉÎk´ÉEò& 
¨Éi É& s¡ttvikaÅ mataÅ — is considered s¡ttvika 

‘It is to be done,’ thinking thus when only the enjoined karma is done 
giving up attachment and result, O! Arjuna, it is considered to be a 
s¡ttvika renunciation.  

SËTTVIKA-TYËGA  

NiyataÆ karma  is the karma  that is enjoined by the ¿¡stra  as a thing to be done 
necessarily, not optionally. This includes all duties, both scriptural and secular, vaidika  
and laukika. And for those karmas to be s¡ttvika, they must be done with a certain 
attitude, ‘It is to be done—k¡ryam iti.’ The only purpose in doing this type of karma is 
obeying the mandate of the ¿¡stra, that it is to be done. Although it is done for antaÅ -
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kara¸a -¿uddhi, that is not really considered another purpose because, as we have seen, 
it is yourself. Further, it is done giving up attachment to the very ritual, sa´gaÆ tyaktv¡ . 
Generally a ritual is done with the thinking, ‘I am doing this,’ and in this kind of doing, 
there is egotism, aha´k¡ra, involved. Instead of that, when the thinking is, ‘This is to be 
done by me; therefore I do it,’ then this what they call surrender. At this time and place, 
this action is necessary; it has got to be done. I have no choice in this; let it be an 
offering to Ì¿vara. Doing action with this attitude is s¡ttvika -ty¡ga . Giving up the 
result, phala -ty¡ga , means, it is not done for the sake of pu¸ya , or fame or power. An 
action done without those motives, purely for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi and Ì¿vara -pr¢ti, 
to please the Lord, is the one in which the result, phala , has been given up. Karma  is not 
given up, only the karma-phala . That is considered to be a s¡ttvika-ty¡ga . In r¡jasa 
and t¡masa-ty¡ga , giving up karma  is involved, due to fear of doing action or delusion, 
but here, karma  is done, and the result, karma-phala , is given up. 

áa´kara  makes a note here that he has told us that the nitya-karmas do have a 
result. Bhagav¡n himself has said so. He reminds us of this because there is a contention 
that nitya-naimittika-karmas do not produce results, but are to be done because in not 
doing them, you incur fault, akara¸e pratyav¡ya . That is not true; all karmas including 
nitya -naimittika-karmas, produce results. That is why they can be given up. The 
nitya -naimittika-karmas will produce pu¸ya  all right, but you have no desire for that 
type of pu¸ya and are not doing them with that intention, sa´kalpa. Your expressed 
intention is only for antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi.  

Then he presents the other stand, seemingly accepting this argument of akara¸e 
pratyav¡ya, to make the same point. An uninformed person may do a karma thinking 
that even though the result for a nitya-karma is not mentioned in the ¿ruti, still the 
nitya -karma  that is done creates the result, for oneself, of purification of the mind or 
removal of the ill effects of not doing it. If he gives up even that, áa´kara says, that is 
phala-ty¡ga . Why does he do the karma? Purely for ¢¿vara-pr¢ti. This is ¿raddh¡. He 
does not even care for antaÅ -kara¸a -¿uddhi. á¡stra has asked him to do this, and 
therefore, he does it. He does not care whether it produces antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi or 
anything else. He does it to fulfil the ¿¡stra's mandate, which is fulfilling Ì¿vara's 
mandate. That is enough. That kind of attitude, ¿raddh¡, makes the ty¡ga, s¡ttvika .  

Whenever we perform the karma, we declare that we are praying for the sake of 
pleasing Ì¿vara  through the destruction of all the effects of our wrong actions. We say it 
in so many words in the sa´kalpa that is done at the beginning of a ritual—mama  
up¡tta-samasta-durita-kÀaya -dv¡r¡ ¿r¢-parame¿vara-pr¢tyartham aham idaÆ 
kariÀye. This is karmayoga . Pleasing the Lord is not to keep him in good humour, but 
purely to fulfil the mandate of the Ì¿vara. That is ¢¿vara-pr¢ti. Naturally, it is a means 
for purification of the mind because the ¿¡stra  accepts that nitya-naimittika -karma  as 
the capacity to neutralize accumulated p¡pa . Even the desire to neutralize the 
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accumulated p¡pas can be given up, and one can do it only because one is asked to, and 
one can enjoy doing it. If you can do that, the result will certainly be there.  

áa´kara  raises a small objection here. It was said in the beginning that the 
renunciation of action, which is sanny¡sa , is threefold. But, as they have been 
described, two of them are karma-ty¡ga, renunciation of karma, and one is phala -
ty¡ga , the renunciation of the results of the action. Two are karma-sanny¡sa  and the 
third is karmayoga . How can these be classified together? Someone says, ‘Three 
br¡hma¸as have come, but there are two br¡hma¸as who know the Vedas along with 
the six auxiliary branches of the Vedas, Àa·a´gas, and the third is a kÀatriya .’ How can 
he then say that there are three br¡hma¸as? Here too, we have renunciation of karma 
out of delusion, t¡masa-ty¡ga , renunciation of karma out of fear of phys ical affliction, 
r¡jasa-ty¡ga , and then, renunciation of the result of action, s¡ttvika-ty¡ga. Two are 
renunciation of karma whereas the third is renunciation of result! áa´kara says this is 
not a problem because we are not talking about renunciation of karma , we are just 
talking about renunciation. Renunciation being common in all of them, this amounts to 
praise of karma-phala -ty¡ga , because it is the one that is identified as s¡ttvika . 
Renunciation born of delusion or out of fear of doing work was completely negated as 
t¡masa  and r¡jasa . That type of characterization of the renunciation serves as a 
criticism, and then, something else, karma-phala -ty¡ga, is praised by calling it 
s¡ttvika . The idea is, it is better to keep doing karma and give up karma-phala . 
Thereby you can gain antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi.  

Introducing the next verse, áa´kara says that the person who does karma giving 
up egotism and attachment for results, his mind being unsullied by longing for results, is 
purified by nitya-karmas. Whatever r¡ga  and dveÀa he may have had, gets cleared. 
Also, by doing nitya-karma, and avoiding k¡mya -karma, he does not get further 
entrenched in r¡ga-dveÀa . The more k¡mya-karmas you do, the more entrenched the 
r¡ga -dveÀas become. By avoiding them and performing the nitya -naimittika-karmas 
with the proper attitude, his mind becomes subject to this process of purification, and 
thus becomes pure. That mind, now rendered cheerful, is qualified for the vision of 
¡tm¡. That is, it is capable of ¡tma-an¡tma-viveka without any hindrance. The person 
who lives a life of karma-yoga, and is committed to knowledge of ¡tm¡ for mokÀa  
gains this antaÅ-kara¸a which is more or less pure.  

For him, the clear knowledge of ¡tm¡ takes place gradually. This has to be told 
and thus, Bhagav¡n  says: 

xÉ uäùŸõ¬EÖò¶É™Æô Eò¨ÉÇ EÖò¶É™äô xÉÉxÉÖ¹ÉWÉiÉä* 
iªÉÉMÉÒ ºÉk´ÉºÉ¨ÉÉÊ´ÉŸõÉä ¨ÉävÉÉ´ÉÒ ÊUôzÉºÉÆ¶ÉªÉ&**10** 
na dveÀ¶yaku¿alaÆ karma ku¿ale n¡nuÀajjate 
ty¡g¢ sattvasam¡viÀ¶o medh¡v¢ chinnasaÆ¿ayaÅ Verse 10  
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iªÉÉMÉÒ ty¡g¢ — renunciate; ºÉk´É-ºÉ¨ÉÉÊ´ÉŸõ & sattva -sam¡viÀ¶aÅ — one who is endowed 
with a pure mind; ¨ÉävÉÉ´ÉÒ medh¡v¢ — one who has discriminative knowledge; ÊUôzÉ-ºÉÆ¶ÉªÉ& 
chinna-saÆ¿ayaÅ — one whose doubts are gone; +EÖò¶É™¨ÉÂô Eò¨ÉÇ aku¿alam karma  — 
inauspicious karma; xÉ uäùÊŸõ na dveÀ¶i — does not cling to; E Öò¶É™äô ku¿ale — with 
reference to auspicious karma; xÉ +xÉÖ¹ÉWÉi Éä na anuÀajjate — does not get attached 

The renunciate (of the results of actions ), (being) the one who is endowed 
with a pure mind, (then being) the one who has discriminative knowledge 
and whose doubts are gone, does not despise inauspicious (k¡mya) 
karma , nor does he cling to auspicious karma. 

SËTTVIKA-TYËGA LEADS TO AND IS CONDUCIVE FOR 
JØËNANIâÙHË  

Let us consider the s¡ttvika ty¡ga  first. His ty¡ga, as we have seen, is karma-
phala-ty¡ga  and ty¡ga  of egotism. He does his nitya-naimittika-karmas with 
surrender to Ì¿vara and without the intention of gaining a particular result. Then he 
becomes a sattva-sam¡viÀ¶a, one who is endowed with sattva. His mind is not 
dominated by rajas and tamas. áa´kara  says he is sattva-sam¡viÀ¶a when he is filled, 
sam¡viÀ¶a , with, sattva which is the cause for the clear discriminative knowledge of 
¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡. Because he is a ty¡g¢ , a karma-yog¢ , has a sattva , an antaÅ -kara¸a 
which is pure, and because of that, he can discriminate between ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡ . 
There is an order here. First he lives a life of karma-yoga , and because of that gains 
sattva-saÆ¿uddhi, and then has the capacity to do ¡tma -an¡tma-viveka. If he has that 
discrimination, he is called medh¡v¢. The one who has this knowledge, medh¡, is a 
medh¡v¢. First he is a karma-phala-ty¡g¢ , and because of his practice of karma  with 
this attitude he becomes qualified for this knowledge, that is, becomes a sattva -
sam¡viÀ¶a . Then he becomes the one who has the knowledge, medh¡v¢.  

Once he has the knowledge, he becomes a chinna-saÆ¿aya, the one whose doubts 
are gone. The doubts are many. Some of them can be enumerated here. They are:  
Whether ¡tm¡ is free from time or time-bound, nitya or anitya.  
Whether it is Brahman  or not, whether it is real or not real, satya or asatya . 
Whether its nature is fullness or sorrow, ¡nanda or duÅkha. 
Whether it is the doer of action and the enjoyer of the result, kart¡ and bhokt¡ or it is 
akart¡ and abhokt¡.  
Whether Ì¿vara  is different from me or is myself. 
All these doubts are gone because of inquiring into ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡  and gaining the 
knowledge of ¡tm¡ .  
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A doubt is born only of ignorance. Once he is a medh¡v¢, naturally, all doubts are 
gone because knowledge and doubt cannot co-exist. This is said in the ¿¡stra  also, 
‘bhidyate h¤dayagranthiÅ  chidyante sarva -saÆ¿ay¡Å kÀ¢yante ca  asya karm¡¸i 
tasmin d¤À¶e par¡vare—the knot of the heart is resolved, all doubts are gone and all 
karmas are destroyed in this non-dual vision.’1 The knot of the heart is a technical term 
for avidy¡-k¡ma -karma—ignorance, therefore desire, and therefore action and its 
result. Because of this, there is perpetuation of saÆs¡ra. How can he get out of it? First, 
he neutralizes all the k¡ma by karma-yoga , thereby taking care of karma itself at that 
level. Then, with this preparation, by inquiry into ¡tm¡, he eliminates ignorance; 
thereby, this three-stranded knot called h¤daya-granthi, gets resolved, bhidyate. This 
means all doubts clear away, then, all the karmas also fall apart because there is no 
individual to sustain them. When does this happen? When he has the knowledge that 
Brahman , which is both cause and effect of this entire creation, is ¡tm¡ , myself. 
áa´kara says here that, the means for mokÀa  is nothing but gaining a clear knowledge 
of ¡tm¡ .  

After gaining this knowledge of the ¡tm¡ , he will not have the problem of feeling 
that it is not enough. He has no doubt about whether he has reached mokÀa  or not, and is 
not going to ask anyone, ‘Do you think I have gained this knowledge?’ All such doubts 
are taken care of, when he is a medh¡v¢. Someone could challenge him, ‘You have only 
knowledge of G¢t¡ , but you have not gained Vaiku¸¶ha (heaven), which is mokÀa .’ The 
concept here is that self-knowledge makes you fit to go to heaven, the abode of ViÀ¸u . 
Even though people may say this to him, it will not cause any doubt in him. He will not 
question whether he has mokÀa or not. There is no doubt about it. And fanatics will 
come and say to him, ‘What do you know?’ When he says, ‘I know myself,’ they will 
say, ‘That's not enough, you are still a sinner and will go to hell,’ without batting an 
eyelid. When they say these kinds of things, are they going to create any doubt in him? If 
they do, he is not a medh¡v¢. If he is a medh¡v¢, he is free from any kind of doubt, he is 
a chinna-saÆ¿aya. 

Being a medh¡v¢, a wise man, what does he do? Na dveÀ¶i aku¿alaÆ karma, he 
does not despise karma that is not auspicious, that is, he does not despise k¡mya -
karma, áa´kara says. Why are k¡mya -karmas inauspicious? Even though they are 
rituals, they are performed for the sake of pu¸ya , so that one can get some results later, 
and in order to enjoy that pu¸ya, you must have a body. The karma, therefore, becomes 
the cause for beginning a new body, and thus, for the perpetuation of saÆs¡ra. Because 
it perpetuates saÆs¡ra , k¡mya-karma is called a¿ubha, inauspicious karma. Having 
become a jµ¡n¢ , a wise person, he does not despise even k¡mya -karma . When 
somebody performs a k¡mya-karma, whether laukika  or vaidika, he will not detest 
that karma on the basis of the fact that it does not help in the pursuit of mokÀa, but only 

                                                                 
1 Mu¸·akopaniÀad – 2-2-8 
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reinforces saÆs¡ra. If he does, he has a problem. When somebody is doing karma , why 
should you bother about it? He has a desire, and that is why he does it. Why should you 
look down upon it or despise it? There is no necessity to hate any karma.  

Further, ku¿ale na anuÀajjate , he does not cling to auspicious karma, the 
nitya -karma , done for the sake of mokÀa. Previously he had a certain commitment to 
that karma. Now he is no longer bound to it. He may do nitya-karma, but he does not 
adhere to it with a clinging attachment. Even though that karma was once useful for him 
for gaining mokÀa, because by doing it he got sattva-buddhi and because of sattva -
buddhi, he got the knowledge that is mokÀa , he does not look upon it as something very 
beloved. Why? Like a bandage, it no longer serves him. For some time, the bandage 
protects you, saving you from further hurt and from infections, and helps you to heal. 
Then you remove it. What is your attitude towards that bandage? Is it beloved to you? 
No. You just discard it, because it has done its job. Similarly, once this nitya-karma was 
useful to him, no doubt, but that does not mean it remains beloved to him. He has grown 
out of it. He may even still be doing it, but he does not look upon it as a means, because 
there is no purpose. The final purpose of doing nitya -karma  is ¡tma-jµ¡na , which he 
has gained. Therefore, not seeing any usefulness in it, he does not look upon it as 
something particularly beloved, na anuÀajjate. Nor does he hate, na dveÀ¶i, the k¡mya -
karma. We have seen before in the fifth chapter, ‘jµeyaÅ sa nitya-sanny¡s¢ yo na 
dveÀ¶i na k¡´kÀati—a sanny¡s¢ is to be known as the one who does not have hatred or 
longing.’ He is neither after something nor repelled by something. This is what is said 
here again. 

In reading this verse, it is important to read the second line first, as we have done. 
Otherwise, it can be and has been for other commentators, very confusing. There is an 
order here. First he renounces the results of actions and does what has to be done, and 
becomes a ty¡g¢. As a result of that he gains antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi and becomes a 
sattva-sam¡viÀ¶a . After tha t he gains ¡tma-jµ¡na  and becomes a medh¡v¢, and later 
eliminating all his doubts and assimilating the knowledge completely he becomes a 
chinna-saÆ¿aya. Being this, he is a free person, who has no hatred for inauspicious 
action or any clinging to auspicious action. As a ty¡g¢ , even though one is a sattva -
sam¡viÀ¶a , he is still a karma-yog¢  and not completely free. áa´kara has something to 
say here. The one who is enjoined to do karma, the kart¡, who has the notion, ‘I am the 
doer,’ is the person who is under discussion. By living a life of karma-yoga, and in time 
being one whose mind is purified, the one who is awake to the self becomes free. He 
gives up all karmas with the knowledge, ‘I do not perform any action.’ Thus knowing 
the self that is free from all action, which is not subject to birth and death and all the 
modifications in between, not doing any action himself, nor causing someone else to 
do—naiva  kurvan na k¡rayan—gains a jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ characterized by actionlessness. 
Ëtm¡  is free from all action. And knowing this, he is one whose svar£pa  is 
actionlessness.  



Chapter 18 197 

Then who gains pu¸ya? For the actor there is pu¸ya, not for the action less. 
Action less ¡tm¡ never acted and therefore, does not gather either pu¸ya or p¡pa. What 
about the ones gathered before? Thus, another question can be raised. Now he has gained 
knowledge, and therefore can accumulate no new karma-phala , but what about the 
previous karma-phala . It is something like an alcoholic who has damaged his liver. 
Now he is no longer taking alcohol, and therefore does no further damage, but what 
about the old damage that is already there? He still has to suffer digestive problems 
because of the old damage done to his liver. The same argument is used here. He has 
gained knowledge now, but he had already gathered a lot of saµcita -karma and has to 
account for all that. Who do you mean by ‘he’? If ‘he’ is the one who has understood 
that ¡tm¡  is niÀkriya, where is ‘he’? You are speaking as though there is an ¡tm¡ , 
which he had understood and then there is ‘ he,’ who is separate from the ¡tm¡ . The truth 
is this. The one who understood the ¡tm¡  is the ¡tm¡ , which has always been niÀkriya . 
Even before, it did not gather pu¸ya-p¡pa. Nor does it now. He thought he gathered it 
before; now there is no ‘before’ nor ‘later.’ He discovers himself to be action less; so all 
the old karmas evaporate, like those of a dreamer waking up. There is no old karma, no 
new karma, no future karma. That is called mokÀa. The bondage of karma, which is 
called saÆs¡ra , is not there for him.  

Thus, by this verse is told the purpose of the previously mentioned karma-yoga . 
That is mokÀa. What about the purpose of the lifestyle of sanny¡sa ? That is also mokÀa . 
So it was said, ‘The one who sees the lifestyle of sanny¡sa  and karma-yoga  as one, he 
sees; he sees the truth of both of them—ekaÆ s¡´khyaÆ ca yogaÆ ca yaÅ pa¿yati saÅ 
pa¿yati.’1 Why? Because as the Lord says in the fifth chapter, ‘Real sanny¡sa  is 
difficult to attain without karma-yoga, O! Arjuna. The wise person who is committed to 
karma-yoga  reaches Brahman  before long—sanny¡sastu mah¡b¡ho duÅkham 
¡ptum ayogataÅ, yogayukto munirbrahma nacire¸a adhigacchati.’2 Karma -yoga  is 
presented here as a means in sequence, krame¸a . That word krame¸a must be 
understood. Karma-yoga  is meant to give antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi and prepare you for 
knowledge. That is why he says, finally, through assimilated knowledge one becomes a 
medh¡v¢ and a chinna-saÆ¿aya. He is the one who does not revile inauspicious karma 
or cling to auspicious karma because he is abov e r¡ga -dveÀas. He is a sarva -
karma-sanny¡s¢. All this is very clear. What was said earlier is again repeated here. 
This bears repeating because it is the vision of the whole ¿¡stra, and therefore, should be 
understood well. 
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2 G¢t¡ – 5-6 
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In the next verse, Bhagav¡n says,  

xÉ Ê½þ näù½þ¦ÉÞiÉÉ ¶ÉCªÉÆ iªÉHÖÆò Eò¨ÉÉÇhªÉ¶Éä¹ÉiÉ&* 
ªÉºiÉÖ Eò¨ÉÇ¡ò™ôiªÉÉMÉÒ ºÉ iªÉÉMÉÒiªÉÊ¦ÉvÉÒªÉiÉä**11** 
na hi dehabh¤t¡ ¿akyaÆ tyaktuÆ karm¡¸ya¿eÀataÅ 
yastu karmaphalaty¡g¢ sa ty¡g¢tyabhidh¢yate Verse 11  

Ê½þ näù½þ¦ÉÞi ÉÉ hi dehabh¤t¡ — indeed, by the one who sustains a body; Eò¨ÉÉÇÊhÉ karm¡¸i — 
actions; +¶Éä¹ÉiÉ& a¿eÀataÅ — completely; iªÉHÖò¨ÉÂò xÉ ¶ÉCªÉ¨ÉÂ tyaktum na ¿akyam  — it is 
not possible to give up; iÉÖ tu  — but; ªÉ& Eò¨ÉÇ¡ò™-ôiªÉÉMÉÒ yaÅ karma -phala-ty¡g¢  — the one 
who is a renunciate of the results of action; ºÉ& saÅ — he; iªÉÉMÉÒ <ÊiÉ +Ê¦ÉvÉÒªÉiÉä ty¡g¢ iti 
abhidh¢yate — is called a renunciate 

Indeed actions cannot be given up completely by the one who sustains a 
body; but the one who is a renunciate of the results of action is called a 
ty¡g¢.  

AS LONG AS ONE IDENTIFIES WITH THE BODY, ONE CAN ONLY 
RENOUNCE 
THE RESULT BUT NOT THE ACTION  

The person in question is one who is enjoined to do karma, who is further 
explained as the one who identifies himself as the body and the body as himself. By this 
very identification, he sustains the body, he is dehabh¤t. His conclusion being that he is 
the body, and therefore an agent, he is ignorant; his understanding of the self as a doer is 
not negated. This conclusion, ‘I am the doer,’ is so very well-rooted that it is not possible 
for him to completely give up all karma, na ¿akyaÆ tyaktuÆ karm¡¸i a¿eÀataÅ , even 
if he takes sanny¡sa . He may give up a few karmas, like duties, etc., but he will still 
look upon himself as one who has given up all the karmas. Who gives up karma? Not 
sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡; it never had any karmas to give up. The one who says ‘I have 
given up karma,’ is the one who looks upon himself as the agent, kart¡. He can never 
give up all karmas, but he can give up the result of karmas while doing all the enjoined 
karmas. That is the ty¡ga  that is relevant to him. 

He retains the kart¤tva, doership, and at the same time converts his daily life into 
yoga by acting, not according to his r¡ga-dveÀas, but in keeping with dharma. ‘Perform 
the enjoined karma, because action is better than inaction—niyata Æ kuru  karma  tvaÆ 
karma jy¡yo hyakarma¸aÅ,’ so says Bhagav¡n .1 Though there is karma, because 
there is no commitment to the results, r¡ga-dveÀas get neutralized. The internal pressure 
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is gone, and he is cheerful, not because he gets what he wants and avoids what he does 
not want, but because of his attitude. In fact, what he does not want keeps happening, 
and what he wants does not happen. When he takes care of that by karma-yoga , his 
mind becomes cheerful. This is the ty¡ga  that he is qualified for, not sarva -
karma-sanny¡sa. Let him work for jµ¡na , for which doing karma  with this attitude 
and not renunciation of karma, is necessary.  

Sarva-karma-sanny¡sa  is not mere renunciation of action, karma-ty¡ga ; it is 
renunciation of doership in the ¡tm¡ . That takes place in the wake of the knowledge that 
¡tm¡  is not the doer. There is no renunciation, really speaking, but it is a fact that, ¡tm¡ 
is akart¡ and doership is superimposed upon the ¡tm¡ due to ignorance, avidy¡. When 
that superimposition goes, in the wake of knowledge, naturally one becomes akart¡ . 
Even performing action, he does not perform any action, kurvan api na karoti. That is 
called sarva-karma-sanny¡sa , which is the same as knowledge. To prepare yourself for 
that knowledge to take place you can either be a karma-yog¢ or a sanny¡s¢. Here the 
karma-yog¢  is praised and his ty¡ga is karma-phala -ty¡ga. Being ignorant, he cannot 
give up all karma and live a life of a bhikÀu . He still has identification with a given 
body-mind-sense-complex; and with this identification, he not only sustains this body, 
he sustains the next body also. When this body is gone, he will assume another, because, 
being a kart¡, he is also a karma-phala-bhokt¡. To enjoy the karma-phala  that he has 
gathered, he has to assume new bodies. Then, when he assumes a human body or its 
equivalent elsewhere in this universe, he again becomes a kart¡, and naturally, a bhokt¡ 
for which he has to assume another new body. This is what they call saÆs¡ra -cakra, the 
wheel of saÆs¡ra . What is said here is that the person who identifies himself or herself 
as the physical body is not a person with discrimination, that is, he is not a vivek¢. For 
that person to give up karma totally is not possible.  

The vivek¢  on the other hand, has no problem; he has no erroneous sense of 
doership, kart¤tva ; and there is no question of any karma being done by him. How does 
he perform an action or cause anybody to perform any action—even killing? He neither 
kills, nor causes someone else to kill because he has no kart¤tva  w hatsoever. K¤À¸a has 
said earlier, ‘ved¡vin¡¿inaÆ nityaÆ ya enam ajam avyayaÆ kathaÆ sa puruÀaÅ 
p¡rtha kaÆ gh¡tayati hanti kam—the one who knows this indestructible time-free, 
unborn, imperishable (self), how or whom does that person destroy or cause to destroy?’ 1 
Whether I do something or I prompt you to do it, it is all the same. I am the agent, kart¡ . 
The one who knows the self, however, neither performs, nor asks someone else to 
perform an action. That knowledge is sarva-karma-sanny¡sa . 

This sanny¡sa  is not possible as long as you are identified with a body; karma 
cannot be completely given up by the one who is identified with a body—na  hi 
dehabh¤t¡  ¿akyaÆ tyaktuÆ  karm¡¸i a¿eÀataÅ. Since he is ignorant and has the notion 
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that he is a doer, he is enjoined to do karma. That being so, sarva -karma -sanny¡sa is 
not possible; but he can do karma making sure he is a renunciate of karma-phala. He 
does all the nitya -naimittika-karmas, giving up the k¡mya-karma, not for any artha 
or k¡ma, but only for antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi and through that for mokÀa. If there is no 
attachment for security or pleasure, including heaven, in all his actions of prayer, rituals, 
etc., he has karma-phala -ty¡ga. Because he is a ty¡g¢ , he will gain an antaÅ -kara¸a 
ready for knowledge, and thereafter, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa  is possible. This does not 
mean that he will not get karma-phala. That is unavoidable; because karma-phala is 
¤ta, ava¿yambh¡v¢, that which will surely happen. It is an unalterable fact that karma 
necessarily yields a result. Even though he does not want it, it will come to him. But 
then, he has no attachment with reference to it. 

This is an oft-quoted verse in praise of karma-yoga. Even though he does karma , 
still he is a ty¡g¢. Total renunciation of karma  is possible only by a person who has the 
vision of the ¡tm¡, which is akart¡. Naturally, he has no identification with the body 
and is, therefore, not one who sustains the body, dehabh¤t. He is not dead; it is just that 
he does not have the confusion that ‘I’ is the body. This is real sanny¡sa. But as long as 
there is identification with the body, as long as you are a dehabh¤t what should you do? 
In this verse, K¤À¸a says you should be a karma-phala -ty¡g¢ .  

Now suppose the person is able to give up the identification with the body and 
gain sarva -karma -sanny¡sa , what would be the result? That is told in the next verse.  

+ÊxÉŸõÊ¨ÉŸÆõ Ê¨É¸ÉÆ SÉ ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇhÉ& ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ* 
¦É´ÉiªÉiªÉÉÊMÉxÉÉÆ |ÉäiªÉ xÉ iÉÖ ºÉzªÉÉÊºÉxÉÉÆ FòÊSÉiÉÂ**12** 
aniÀ¶amiÀ¶aÆ mi¿raÆ ca trividhaÆ karma¸aÅ phalam 
bhavatyaty¡gin¡Æ pretya na tu sanny¡sin¡Æ kvacit  Verse 12  

+iªÉÉÊMÉxÉÉ¨ÉÂ aty¡gin¡m — for the non-renunciates; |Éäiª É pretya — after death; +ÊxÉŸ¨ÉÂ 
aniÀ¶am — undesirable; <Ÿõ¨ÉÂõ iÀ¶am — desirable; Ê¨É¸É¨ÉÂ SÉ mi¿ram ca  — and a mixture; 

Eò¨ÉÇhÉ& ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ karma¸aÅ phalam — the result of action; ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉ¨ÉÂ ¦É´ÉÊi É trividham 
bhavati — exists as threefold;  xÉ i ÉÖ FòÊSÉiÉÂ na tu kvacit  — but never; ºÉzªÉÉÊºÉxÉÉ¨ÉÂ 
sanny¡sin¡m — for the renunciates  

Undesirable, desirable, and a mixture, the threefold result of action, exists 
after death for the non-renunciates, but never for the renunciates.  

THE THREEFOLD RESULTS OF ACTION  

The result of karma is threefold: aniÀ¶a , undesirable; iÀ¶a , desirable; mi¿ra  and a 
mixture of the two. The aniÀ¶a-karma, áa´kara says is characterized by a sojourn in 
naraka , which is a temporary experience of pain, or by taking a birth in the form of an 
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animal or some other life form lower than that of a human being. The karma, which is 
iÀ¶a is characterized by birth in a form higher than a human being, like a god, a mane, a 
gandharva, etc. In Taittir¢yopaniÀad we have a list of these forms in ascending order. 
Each one is better than the other because it enjoys a hundred times more happiness. 
Brahmaji and the denizens of brahmaloka are the last mentioned. If you have made it 
there, you have reached the top of saÆs¡ra and there is no return from there and one 
gains krama-mukti there. Then we have mi¿ra, the mixture of desirable and 
undesirable, as in this human birth. That is why for the human being the morning is 
wonderful, and the evening turns out to be a problem. Because he is a mi¿ra; the karma 
keeps on changing minute to minute. Some things are good, some are bad. Look at the 
President of the United States. He is the most fortunate person in the sense that he has 
the biggest job on this planet, but, he may not have the leisure to take a serious book in 
hand and read it; that is not possible while he is in that position. This is what they call 
mixture of iÀ¶a and aniÀ¶a . Every human being is a mixture of these two, a mi¿ra. 

WHO IS THE ONE WHO GAINS THESE RESULTS? 

Thus karma-phala , the result of karma, is threefold, trividham. Even though 
there are really only two results, pu¸ya and p¡pa, from the standpoint of the births one 
can take, the result is threefold. Any one of these three exists for whom? Only for 
aty¡g¢s, those who are not renunciates. After dying to the obtaining body, pretya, that is 
going away from this obtaining body, they will have to assume other bodies to enjoy one 
or more of these three types of karma-phala. For the renunciates, ty¡g¢s, this is not 
possible. These are the ty¡g¢s who have become sarva -karma-sanny¡s¢s by 
understanding that ¡tm¡ is akart¡ . For them, there is no karma-phala at all.  

áa´kara  makes a note here about how this karma-phala  is produced. It comes 
from action and a number of factors necessary for performing the action—the agent, 
kart¡, the thing acted upon, karma, the instrument used to perform the action, k¡ra¸a , 
and so on. All of them are born of ignorance. You cannot look at yourself as an agent 
without ignorance, avidy¡ . This is the root of all action. Seeing another thing to be acted 
upon, and a means for doing the action are also avidy¡. Naturally, the result of action is 
set up by ignorance. áa´kara  says it is like magic, in that it is not really there, and 
creates great delusion. It seemingly binds the innermost self, pratyag¡tm¡. This result is 
called phala  because it quickly perishes. The word phala refer to a fruit because it is 
subject to perishing. Like all fruits are labelled ‘Perishable,’ the human body, all results 
of action and everything else in this creation should also have such a label.  

THE PARAMËRTHA-SANNYËSÌ DOES NOT GAIN KARMAPHALA 

All real sanny¡s¢s  will have no karma-phala . A karma-phala-ty¡g¢, however, 
will have karma-phala because he is still a kart¡. But because he has started on the 
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journey, he is a kaly¡¸ak¤t, and even if he does not get mokÀa  in this life he will pick up 
the thread in the next and continue. Once he is a karma-yog¢ , he is a mumukÀu and 
there is no going back. He will know later, if not now.  

Here the g¢t¡-¿¡stra uses the word sanny¡s¢ instead of  ty¡g¢ to show that the 
ty¡g¢  should become a sarva-karma-sanny¡s¢. áa´kara makes a distinction here 
between an aparam¡rtha -sanny¡s¢, the one who is not in reality a sanny¡s¢ , but is a 
karma-yog¢ , and a param¡rtha-sanny¡s¢, who is a sanny¡s¢ in reality, because he is a 
sarva -karma -sanny¡s¢, and does not look upon himself as kart¡, the doer. His 
commitment, niÀ¶h¡ , is in the knowledge of the ¡tm¡ which is non-dual, and for him, 
there is no karma-phala . The clear vision of non-dual ¡tm¡ completely removes the 
cause of saÆs¡ra .  

TOTAL RENUNCIATION OF KARMA IS NOT POSSIBLE WITHOUT 
CLEAR VISION OF ËTMË 

From these two verses we understand that total renunciation of all karma takes 
place only for those who have the clear vision of ¡tm¡. This is because, the notion  of 
¡tm¡  being a doer, enjoyer, etc., is superimposed on the ¡tm¡ due to ignorance. If the 
knowledge that, he is not the doer is not there, then, no matter what he does, whether he 
is living the lifestyle of a karma-yog¢  or a sanny¡s¢, he is still subject to karma. If he 
has not accomplished what is to be accomplished as a karma-yog¢  or a sanny¡s¢ in this 
life, he will pick up the thread in the next. There is no question of a lower birth for him.  

Even though karmaphala is threefold, trividha , and there may  be many types of 
karmas accumulated in the form of saµcita -karma for him, which can fulfil themselves 
only through bodies such as a mouse, rabbit, etc., still, those karmas will not have 
precedence over the karma of a mumukÀu . Once he has developed a desire to be free, 
mumukÀutva, which is again because of pu¸ya, it is all one-way. There is no possibility 
of his going back to a lower birth. Suppose he dies away while seeking, and then a 
karma to be a cockroach fructifies, will he become a cockroach, a silent meditator in 
somebody's cupboard? It is meaningless to say so; and Lord K¤À¸a  says it is not 
possible. He may spend some time in heaven but then, he will definitely take a birth 
where he can continue his pursuit. Or, he may be born directly in a karma-yog¢'s family. 
We have an assurance there, which is understandable. If there were to be such a thing as 
karma, etc., then this would be logical within that. Though these people are karma-
yog¢s in this life and complete renunciation of karma does not take place, it will take 
place in a subsequent birth; because once started, there is no going back.  

Once a person develops this mumukÀutva, he cannot push it back any longer. 
That itself is going against the general flow, and to reach that point, to question the very 
pursuer is not an ordinary thing. This mumukÀutva  is reversing the whole process. Once 
the person's karma has gained such a momentum that it has reversed the process, there is 
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no question of stopping it. The pu¸ya  is such that the process will get reversed. 
Generally, the flow is towards saÆs¡ra, seeking more security and pleasure. Even if one 
becomes religious, one only wants to go to heaven. But here, all the charitable actions, 
prayer, etc., have created the momentum to inquire in to the truth of oneself. ‘Who am I? 
Am I seeking correctly? This question is not just a million-dollar question; it is a 
million-life question. The G¢t¡ says, ‘One among thousands makes an effort for gaining 
oneself, manuÀy¡¸¡Æ sahasreÀu ka¿cid yatati siddhaye,’1 and ‘at the end of many 
lives the one who gains this knowledge gains Me—bah£n¡Æ janman¡m ante 
jµ¡nav¡n m¡Æ prapadyate.’2 If that question, ‘Who am I?’ has arisen, there is no 
question of going back.  

Whether he is living the life of a karma-yog¢ or a sanny¡s¢, one thing is certain. 
The real sanny¡sa is the vision of reality, param¡rtha -dar¿ana. And that takes place 
purely by knowledge, jµ¡na. Both karma-yoga  and sanny¡sa  are for knowledge and 
there is some choice with reference to the lifestyle one is going to adopt. For Arjuna, 
karma-yoga  seems to be more appropriate, because, he is a kÀatriya and not a 
br¡hma¸a . The society accepts that a br¡hma¸a is only suited for sanny¡sa  or 
performing rituals like agnihotra. It is not that a kÀatriya  cannot take sanny¡sa , but it is 
not expected that he will. If a br¡hma¸a  takes sanny¡sa  nobody bothers. But if Arjuna 
takes sanny¡sa , it is front page news. Then too, if a br¡hma¸a takes sanny¡sa , as a 
sanny¡s¢ he will still be teaching, praying, etc. There will not be much change in his 
activities, and therefore, not much disruption to the society. But the activity of a kÀatriya  
is entirely different. It is predominantly karma oriented, for the benefit of the people. 
His taking sanny¡sa , therefore, has a lot of other ramifications. That is why K¤À¸a said 
in the second chapter, ‘For a kÀatriya , there is nothing better than a battle in keeping 
with dharma—dharmy¡t yuddh¡t ¿reyo'nyat kÀatriyasya  na vidyate.’3 Here he is 
talking about a lifestyle sanny¡sa . 

But here in this verse, he is talking, not about a lifestyle, but real sanny¡sa , 
param¡rtha -sanny¡sa , which is possible only by the vision of reality, 
param¡rtha -dar¿ana. That has nothing to do with var¸a or ¡¿rama. That is, it is 
immaterial whether you are a sanny¡s¢, a g¤hastha or a brahmac¡r¢. Nor does it matter 
whether you are a man or a woman, an Indian or an American—these things do not 
count at all, since we are talking about jµ¡na. If they count, it is not jµ¡na . The 
qualifications for jµ¡na are viveka, vair¡gya, ¿ama, dama, uparati, titikÀ¡ , ¿raddh¡ , 
sam¡dh¡na and mumukÀutva . Any human being or an equivalent being can develop all 
these. In the R¡m¡ya¸a, Hanum¡n is presented as a great inquirer, jijµ¡su, to show 
that it does not make any difference whether you are a man or a v¡nara. Knowledge is 
dependent on nothing but the object of knowledge. To know, you require only a certain 
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type of mind. If you have the qualification, you can have the knowledge. Nothing else 
matters and nobody can deny it to you.  

For the ignorant person who looks upon the agent, etc., as ¡tm¡ , sarva -karma -
sanny¡sa does not take place, whether he is a karma-yog¢ or a sanny¡s¢ who has no 
knowledge. There is only one way one can have total renunciation of all action—
knowing ¡tm¡ to be akart¡, the non-doer. The verses that follow show this.  

{ÉˆÉèiÉÉÊxÉ ¨É½þÉ¤ÉÉ½þÉä EòÉ®úhÉÉÊxÉ ÊxÉ¤ÉÉävÉ ¨Éä* 
ºÉÉ‚ó¬ä EÞòiÉÉxiÉä |ÉÉäHòÉÊxÉ ÊºÉrùªÉä ºÉ´ÉÇEò¨ÉÇhÉÉ¨ÉÂ**13** 
paµcait¡ni mah¡b¡ho k¡ra¸¡ni nibodha me 
s¡´khye k¤t¡nte prokt¡ni siddhaye sarvakarma¸¡m Verse 13  

¨É½þÉ¤ÉÉ½þÉä mah¡b¡ho — O! Mighty armed, Arjuna; ºÉ´ÉÇE ò¨ÉÇhÉÉ¨ÉÂ ÊºÉrùªÉä sarvakarma¸¡m 
siddhaye — for the accomplishment of all karmas; ºÉÉ‚ó¬ä E ÞòiÉÉxiÉ ä s¡´khye k¤t¡nte — in 
the ¿¡stra  at the end of the Vedas (Ved¡nta); |ÉÉäHòÉÊxÉ prokt¡ni — are told; BiÉÉÊxÉ et¡ni 
— these; {ÉˆÉ paµca  — five; EòÉ®úh ÉÉÊx É k¡ra¸¡ni — causes; ¨Éä Êx É¤ÉÉävÉ me nibodha — 
understand from Me 

Understand from Me, Arjuna , these five causes for the accomplishment 
of all karmas, told in the ¿¡stra at the end of the Vedas (that is, 
Ved¡nta, which is the point of culmination of all karma.)  

K¤À¸a, addressing Arjuna as the mighty-armed one, mah¡b¡ho, says ‘nibodha—
please understand!’ This is said not only to draw the attention of Arjuna, but also to 
indicate that the subject matter changes now. It is connected to what has been said, no 
doubt, but still, there is a turn in the flow of his teaching. In order to show that the turn is 
taking place here, he says nibodha, please understand.  

For the accomplishment of all forms of action, sarva -karma¸¡Æ siddhaye, 
whether scripturally enjoined, vaidika , or worldly, laukika, these are the five causes, 
paµca et¡ni k¡ra¸¡ni. He says these, et¡ni, keeping in his mind what is going to come. 
As we do today when we say, I met this man. You have not previously mentioned him. 
So, a pronoun is not appropriate and to use one is grammatically incorrect. Still, this has 
become common parlance because you have him in mind and are going to talk about him 
in more detail. It is the same here. These five types of causes are told, prokt¡ni. Where? 
In the ved¡nta-¿¡stra.  

ALL KARMAS FIND THEIR CULMINATION IN ËTMAJØËNA 

By way of praise of these causes, he says that they are told, prokt¡ni. in s¡´khya , 
which áa´kara  says is the ¿¡stra that enumerates various things to be understood—in 
other words, Ved¡nta. That ¿¡stra has an adjective here, k¤t¡nta. What is done, k¤ta , is 
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called karma. The end, anta , or culmination of that is k¤t¡nta. This is the ¿¡stra where 
all karma culminates in the knowledge of ¡tm¡  as akart¡. Or, because the first part of 
the Vedas deals with karma, this is the ¿¡stra , which is at the end of the enumeration of 
all these karmas. It is also that in which all the karmas resolve, having brought about 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi. How do all karmas end in knowledge? áa´kara  quotes a part 
of an earlier verse. Just as a well is useless when everything is flooded with water, so are 
all the Vedas for the wise—y¡v¡nartha  udap¡ne sarvataÅ samplutodake t¡v¡n 
sarveÀu  vedeÀu  br¡hma¸asya  vij¡nataÅ.1 The various rituals, etc., mentioned in all 
three Vedas are of as much use to a wise man as a well is to anyone when there is water 
everywhere due to flood. When the well itself is underneath water, of what use is it? 
That is how useful the karmas in all three Vedas are for the wise man. All the karmas 
are meant to make him happy, but he has discovered that happiness is his nature. There 
is nothing to be gained further. Everything that is to be done is done by him because 
when ¡tma-jµ¡na is born, everything else is accomplished in that all the karmas resolve 
into his knowledge. Therefore, Ved¡nta is called k¤t¡nta , the end of all karmas.  

In this ¿¡stra , the five factors that are necessary for the performance and 
successful completion of a karma are told. They are those factors because of which 
actions are accomplished, from which alone the karmas emanate. They are to be 
understood because if you know which are the causes directly involved in all these 
actions, ¡tm¡ will stand out as akart¡. It is only to point out that ¡tm¡ is not one of 
them, but is independent of all of them, that he shows all these factors involved in an 
action.  

What are they? 

+ÊvÉ¢öÉxÉÆ iÉlÉÉ EòiÉÉÇ Eò®úhÉÆ SÉ {ÉÞlÉÎM´ÉvÉ¨ÉÂ* 
Ê´ÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ•É {ÉÞlÉCSÉäŸõÉ nèù´ÉÆ SÉè´ÉÉjÉ {ÉˆÉ¨É¨ÉÂ**14** 
adhiÀ¶h¡naÆ tath¡ kart¡ kara¸aÆ ca p¤thagvidham 
vividh¡Àca p¤thakc®À¶¡ daivaÆ caiv¡tra paµcamam  Verse 14 

+ÊvÉ¢öÉxÉ¨ÉÂ adhiÀ¶h¡nam — the physical body; iÉlÉÉ tath¡ — so too; EòiÉÉÇ kart¡ — the 
agent; Eò®úhÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ {ÉÞlÉMÉÂ-Ê´ÉvÉ¨ÉÂ kara¸am ca p¤thag-vidham — and the separate, manifold 
means; Ê´ÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ& SÉ {ÉÞlÉEÂò vividh¡Å ca p¤thak — the distinct and diverse; SÉäŸõÉ& ceÀ¶¡Å  — 
activities (of the pr¡¸as); +jÉ atra  — here; nèù́ É¨ÉÂ SÉ B´É daivam ca eva — and daiva 
(the presiding deities ) is indeed; {ÉˆÉ¨É¨ÉÂ paµcamam — the fifth 

The physical body, so too the agent, the distinct and diverse activities (of 
the pr¡¸as), and indeed, daiva (the presiding deities ) is the fifth here.  

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 2-46 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 206 

THE FIVE FACTORS INVOLVED IN KARMA 

The place where all accomplishments are possible, where you can fulfil a desire by 
taking action is the adhiÀ¶h¡na . This is the place from where you operate in the world to 
gain experiences, the locus of enjoyment, bhoga-¡yatana , the physical body. Centred on 
this are all actions, because in it are placed all the karmendriyas, the organs of action. 
The word adhiÀ¶h¡na means basis and is used in a different context when we refer to 
the ¡tm¡  as the very basis, the satya, of the world, like the rope is the adhiÀ¶h¡na for 
the snake projected on it. Here adhiÀ¶h¡na means the basis for performing action, since 
the subject matter under discussion is karma. One of the factors necessary for 
performing action is the physical body. áa´kara says that, it is the basis for the 
manifestation of desire, aversion, happiness, sorrow and knowledge. Desire manifests in 
the form of an effort to fulfil it; aversion manifests as an action of repulsion; all the sense 
organs bring in the data on the basis of which you experience sukha  and duÅkha, and 
each sense organ is placed in the physical body in its anatomical location. The eardrum 
is purely a physical thing, but it is absolutely necessary for hearing. Similarly, for every 
perception there must be a physical locus in which the relevant sense organ can operate. 
For knowledge, perception is necessary and that perception takes place only through 
sense organs, which are placed in the physical body. Even though knowledge is gained 
by the sense organs, the basis, the locus for all these sense organs, called adhiÀ¶h¡na , is 
the physical body.  

Who does the action? The one who takes the initiative for an action with a certain 
intention, sa´kalpa, performs the action and owns it up, is the agent, the kart¡, and is 
the second requirement in performing an action. Otherwise called cid¡bh¡sa  or 
aha´k¡ra, he is the one who does the karma  and enjoys its results. With reference to 
what is done, he is called kart¡ , with reference to what is experienced, bhokt¡ .  

Then, there is the means, kara¸a, the instrument with which the action is 
performed. This includes the five organs of action–karmendriyas, the five sense 
organs–jµ¡nendriyas, the mind–manas, that entertains the fancy to do a given action, 
and the buddhi that resolves to do it. First desiring, then deciding, ‘Yes, I will do it,’ and 
then using the eyes, etc., the hands and legs, etc., one does the action. These means are 
manifold and diverse, each one being distinct from the other, p¤thak. The mind also is a 
kara¸a , called antaÅ-kara¸a. All of these have their own distinct activities. 

The fourth essential factor is pr¡¸a  which makes all these activities possible. 
Without the pr¡¸a the body will not hold the subtle body, which has the functional 
aspect of all these kara¸as. The activities, ceÀ¡s, of this pr¡¸a  are manifold vividh¡Å , 
each one distinct, from the other with its own separate function. There is respiration, 
consisting of inhalation and exhalation, pr¡¸a ; and evacuation, ap¡na ; circulation, 
vy¡na; digestion, sam¡na; and the reversal of the physiological functions, ud¡na . 
These five, together called as the pr¡¸a, form the fourth factor necessary for performing 



Chapter 18 207 

an action, without which, there cannot be any action. For any action you require energy 
and that is supplied by the pr¡¸a.  

Then there is a fifth factor. The presiding deities of all these functionaries 
collectively called daiva form the fifth factor. Wherever there is function, there is a law 
involved. Otherwise it cannot operate. Why should the eyes see, not the ears? Why 
should the eyes not hear? There must be some law. What is it? We know that it governs 
not only your pair of eyes but every pair of eyes. That is why there is an 
ophthalmologist. The function of every eye follows certain rules that do not change. That 
means there is Ì¿vara in the form of eyes and in the form of laws that govern the eyes. 
There is a lord governing the law of hearing, the law of smelling, the law of tasting, the 
law of thinking, even of sukha and duÅkha, etc. All these are absolutely logical. 
Otherwise there could not be a subject called psychology or any other discipline of 
knowledge centred on the body. These disciplines exist because we can generalize that, 
if these are the conditions, then the following will be the outcome. When one thing takes 
place, the other necessarily happens. Thus, we have laws.  

The physical body, the pr¡¸as, the sense organs, and the mind are all nothing but 
laws. If we look at Ì¿vara  through those laws, each law becomes a devat¡ . The devat¡ 
for the eyes is the Sun–¡ditya ; for speech, Fire–agni and so on. Whenever there is a 
problem with the eyes, we propitiate the presiding deity of the eyes, the Sun. Nothing is 
taken for granted. The fact that a particular amount of strength is necessary to lift a 
particular object is part of this law. That law which governs this and all actions, is daiva . 
If a given sense organ or organ of action is employed in the successful performance of 
that action, there is a presiding factor, the presiding deity, which is the law itself looked 
upon as a deity. For any karma to be accomplished, there must be daiva . If you 
recognize that, you are called an ¡stika. If you do not, you are a n¡stika. According to 
us, the one who accepts the ¿¡stra is an ¡stika . And the one who does not is a n¡stika . 
But when you accept the ¿¡stra, you accept the devat¡s also. These presiding deities, 
that preside over and bless the eyes and so on to make them what they are, form the fifth 
factor called daiva .  

These, then are the five factors necessary for the performance of any action. What 
kinds of actions are done by them? 

¶É®úÒ®ú´ÉÉRÂó¨ÉxÉÉäÊ¦ÉªÉÇiEò¨ÉÇ |ÉÉ®ú¦ÉiÉä xÉ®ú&* 
xªÉÉªªÉÆ ´ÉÉ Ê´É{É®úÒiÉÆ ´ÉÉ {ÉˆÉèiÉä iÉºªÉ ½äþiÉ´É&**15** 
¿ar¢rav¡´manobhiryatkarma pr¡rabhate naraÅ  
ny¡yyaÆ v¡ vipar¢taÆ v¡ paµcaite tasya hetavaÅ Verse 15  

xªÉÉªªÉ¨ÉÂ ´ÉÉ ny¡yyam v¡  — whether proper; Ê´É{É®úÒi É¨ÉÂ ´ÉÉ vipar¢tam v¡ — or the opposite; 

ªÉi ÉÂ E ò¨ÉÇ yat karma — that karma which; ¶É®úÒ®-ú´ÉÉRÂó-¨Éx ÉÉäÊ¦É& ¿ar¢ra-v¡´-manobhiÅ — 
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with body, speech or mind; x É®ú& naraÅ  — a man; |ÉÉ®ú¦ÉiÉä pr¡rabhate — undertakes; i ÉºªÉ 
tasya  — of that; BiÉä {ÉˆÉ ete paµca — these five; ½äþiÉ´É& hetavaÅ — are the causes 

That karma, whether proper or the opposite ( improper), which a man 
undertakes with body, speech or mind, has these five causes. 

THESE FIVE FACTORS ARE THE CAUSE FOR ALL THE THREE 
TYPES OF KARMA 

The word nara, etymologically means the one who does not die—na  r¢yate iti 
naraÅ. Here, it refers to a human being, because by doing karma, he perpetuates 
himself. This human being undertakes, pr¡rabhate, various forms of activity, karma , 
which are divided into three groups from the standpoint of the three means used to 
perform them. A physical activity, k¡yika, is done by the physical body, an oral action, 
v¡cika, by the speech, and a mental action, m¡nasa, by the mind. These are the three 
types of activities divided on the basis of the three means of action.  

The type of karma done by these three means is again divided into two. An action 
that conforms to the moral order is called ny¡yyaÆ karma, and that which does not, 
which goes against the order is called vipar¢taÆ karma. A system of logic is also called 
ny¡ya, meaning that which is proper, rational. For the same reason, justice also is called 
ny¡ya. Orally you can perform a proper or an improper action. If you verbally abuse 
someone, it is a vipar¢taÆ karma, while the proper use of words is ny¡yyaÆ karma . 
Similarly, actions that hurt, such as stealing and so on, are vipar¢ta , at the level of the 
physical body, k¡yikaÆ vipar¢taÆ karma  and even thinking ill of another person is a 
m¡nasaÆ vipar¢taÆ karma. áa´kara says ny¡yyaÆ karma  is that which has the 
sanction of the ¿¡stra , while vipar¢taÆ  karma  does not. Some of these actions are 
voluntary, and some are not; but are necessary for living, like breathing. Every one of 
them, voluntary and involuntary, has these five causes, paµca  ete tasya  hetavaÅ. Here 
the attention is drawn to what was originally stated, that five factors are responsible for 
all kinds of activities. Though the types of karma are three-fold from the standpoint of 
the means used to perform them, the factors necessary for their performance are five.  

Why is this said here? The intention is not really to understand the nature of 
karma, but to lift your vision, to see whether ¡tm¡, yourself, is really involved in action. 
That is the intention, t¡tparya. When all these factors are required for a karma, how do 
you take ¡tm¡ as the agent, kart¡ ? Even the aha´k¡ra cannot be the kart¡ because it is 
only one of the five factors required for a karma . Neither can any one of the other 
factors be the kart¡  for the same reason. The sense organ itself is not the kart¡; the 
mind alone is not the kart¡; the body is not the kart¡ ; nor is any organ of action or the 
buddhi. If any one of them is not the agent, kart¡, then who is? Nobody is the kart¡ . If 
you say all of them put together is the kart¡, that kart¡ is clearly mithy¡, dependent on 
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something else. The aim is only to point out that ¡tm¡, the ‘I’ is free from all 
activities—always. When the nature of karma is defined, ¡tm¡  is not at all defined or 
included in any way, because it is not the cause for any action. It is not an active element 
in karma but the witness as well as the truth of karma, without which there is no 
karma. 

iÉjÉè´ÉÆ ºÉÊiÉ EòiÉÉÇ®ú¨ÉÉi¨ÉÉxÉÆ Eäò´É™Æô iÉÖ ªÉ&* 
{É¶ªÉiªÉEÞòiÉ¤ÉÖÊrùi´ÉÉzÉ ºÉ {É¶ªÉÊiÉ nÖù¨ÉÇÊiÉ&**16** 
tatraivaÆ sati kart¡ram¡ tm¡naÆ kevalaÆ tu yaÅ 
pa¿yatyak¤tabuddhitv¡nna sa pa¿yati durmatiÅ Verse 16  

iÉjÉ B´É¨ÉÂ ºÉÊiÉ tatra evam sati — when this is so; i ÉÖ tu — on the other hand; +EÞòiÉ-
¤ÉÖÊrùi´ÉÉi ÉÂ ak¤ta-buddhitv¡t — because of immaturity of the mind; ªÉ& yaÅ — the one 
who; +Éi¨ÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ ¡tm¡nam — the ¡tm¡; Eäò´É™ô¨ÉÂô kevalam — (which is) pure; Eòi ÉÉÇ®¨ÉÂ 
kart¡ram — (as) the kart¡ ; {É¶ªÉÊiÉ pa¿yati — sees; ºÉ& nÖù¨ÉÇÊiÉ& saÅ durmatiÅ  — that 
one whose thinking is distorted; xÉ {É¶ªÉÊiÉ na pa¿yati — does not see (the truth) 

When this is so, the one who sees, on the other hand, the self, which is 
‘pure,’1 as the agent, because of an immature mind, that person whose 
thinking is distorted does not see (the truth). 

THE ONE WHO SEES THE ËTMË AS KARTË DOES NOT SEE THE 
TRUTH 

 ‘When this is so, tatra evaÆ sati,’ means when these five factors just mentioned 
are the causes for karma. This being the case, one who sees the self as the agent is a 
durmati, one whose mind sees other than what is. Such a mind does not see things as 
they are, but sees everything in a distorted manner . áa´kara  says the mind sees things 
so wrongly that it subjects itself to birth and death by subjecting itself to karma and 
karma-phala . When you see external things wrongly, no great harm may be done; but 
when you see yourself wrongly, it is a problem. You cannot afford to see yourself 
wrongly because if you do, everything else gets distorted. The self is pure, kevala , 
meaning it performs no action whatsoever, and while it does not undergo any change, in 
its presence all activities take place. If one sees that self as the doer, kart¡ , there is a 
distortion. Why does he see this? His mind is distorted, he is a durmati.  

 What is the cause for his distorted thinking? He is a person whose mind has not 
matured; he is an ak¤tabuddhi. His mind is not ‘done very well,’ in that, it has not 
undergone the necessary process of learning, of purifying itself from all distortions. 

                                                                 
1 Here the word kevala means ‘pure,’ untouched by anything. 
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áa´kara says it has not undergone the teaching of Ved¡nta through a teacher in the 
proper way. It is enough to study the ved¡nta-¿¡stra. If there is any pratibandhaka , 
any doubt or any kind of obstruction, it must be met with, with the help of the teacher 
and understood properly. It has to be subjected to proper inquiry by reasoning, by 
vic¡ra, for the knowledge to be assimilated. It is something like solving a puzzle. You 
may solve it, but you have to assimilate the solution to be able to solve it again. If 
someone gives you a word puzzle, for example, after trying for some time you may 
discover the word. But then, the person who gave you the puzzle has only to disturb the 
whole thing and ask you to do it again! Another three days are gone. You may do it, you 
may not do it at all. You know there is a solution, but you do not know how you got it 
because the solution has to be assimilated. The person who gave you the puzzle has 
assimilated the solution by properly observing, analysing, and understanding the very 
solution itself. Let the pieces be anywhere; for him there is no problem. This process of 
assimilation is called vic¡ra, or ny¡ya , reasoning, as áa´kara  says because it is a matter 
of knowing, not a matter of belief. If this process is not complete, he will see ¡tm¡ , 
which is ‘pure’ as an agent, kevalam ¡tm¡naÆ kart¡raÆ pa¿yati.  

áa´kara  adds that even the ¡stika , who believes in the survival of the soul after 
death, and therefore that ¡tm¡  is independent of the body, looks upon the ¡tm¡  as an 
agent. He believes in the ¿¡stra but does not recognize that the essential nature of ¡tm¡ 
is totally free from action. Therefore, even though he is a great scholar of the Vedas, as 
the P£rva -m¢m¡Æsakas usually are, still, he is one whose mind is not mature, he is an 
ak¤ta-buddhi, not having undergone the process of learning properly. Because of that he 
is called a durmati. He neither sees the truth of ¡tm¡, nor that of karma. These five 
factors, which were enumerated, are the things which account for all karma . Ëtm¡  is not 
involved in this, even though it is very much there. Ëtm¡  always remains akart¡, but 
this, he does not see. áa´kara  says, ‘Even though he sees, he does not see, pa¿yan api 
na  pa¿yati.’ Even though he sees the ¡tm¡ as something distinct from the body, still, he 
does not see at all because he commits a mistake. áa´kara  gives an example. It is like a 
person suffering from a cataract who sees more than one moon even though there is only 
one moon, or a person who sees the moon moving when the clouds are moving. Things 
are not seen as they are. Even though ¡tm¡ obtains in the physical body as the very 
witness, s¡kÀ¢, of the buddhi, it does not perform any action. Even though it looks as 
though ¡tm¡ performs the action, it performs no action, kurvan api na karoti. The 
presence of ¡tm¡ is there in all seeing, doing, hearing, and thinking; but it performs no 
action.  

Having pointed out the durmati, he now talks of the sumati, the one who has a 
clear mind. 

ªÉºªÉ xÉÉ½þ!~iÉÉä ¦ÉÉ´ÉÉä ¤ÉÖÊrùªÉÇºªÉ xÉ Ê™ô{ªÉiÉä* 
½þi´ÉÉÊ{É ºÉ <¨ÉÉÄšôÉäEòÉzÉ ½þÎxiÉ xÉ ÊxÉ¤ÉvªÉiÉä**17** 
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yasya n¡ha´k¤to bh¡vo buddhiryasya na lipyate 
hatv¡pi sa im¡Ällok¡nna hanti na nibadhyate Verse 17  

ªÉºªÉ yasya — for whom; +½!~iÉ& ¦ÉÉ´É& xÉ aha´k¤taÅ bh¡vaÅ na  — there is no I-notion; 

ªÉºªÉ ¤ÉÖÊrù& yasya buddhiÅ — whose mind; xÉ Ê™ô{ª ÉiÉä na lipyate — is not affected; ºÉ& 
saÅ — he; <¨ÉÉxÉÂ ™ôÉäEòÉxÉÂ im¡n lok¡n — these people; ½þi´ÉÉ +Ê{É hatv¡ api — even 

killing; x É ½þÎxiÉ na hanti — he does not kill; xÉ ÊxÉ¤ÉvªÉiÉä na nibadhyate  — nor is he bound 

The one who has no I-notion, the one whose mind is not affected, he, 
even killing these people, does not kill, nor is he bound.  

THE ONE WHO SEES THE ËTMË AS AKARTË IS NOT BOUND BY 
KARMA 

The person who has undergone the proper process of learning with the help of the 
teacher and the ¿¡stra does not have aha´k¤taÅ  bh¡vaÅ, that is, the notion that ‘I am 
the doer.’ Such a person understands that, ‘Even though the doer is ¡tm¡ because there 
is no doer without the ¡tm¡ , in reality ¡tm¡ is not the doer.’ áa´kara explains how he 
gets this particular discriminative knowledge which takes the form of the cognition, ‘I 
am not the doer.’ The five factors, such as the physical body, senses, mind, etc., are 
superimposed upon the ¡tm¡ by ignorance, avidy¡ . Ignorance is the connecting factor, 
which makes it look as though ¡tm¡  has a body, a set of senses, a mind, etc., even 
though it is independent. He has the understanding that, these five factors are the 
performers of all the actions—gu¸¡Å gu¸eÀu  vartante, the gu¸as move about among 
the gu¸as and not ‘I.’ I am the witness of all these activities. To illustrate, áa´kara 
quotes the ¿ruti here, ‘apr¡¸o hyaman¡Å ¿ubhro hyakÀar¡t parataÅ paraÅ—the one 
who is free from pr¡¸a, free from the mind, (and therefore) always pure, and above 
akÀara, the cause of all causes.’1 He is the one who is the very basis of m¡y¡. That self 
is free from any modification or action. The person who sees this is clear in his thinking.  

He is the one whose mind is not affected at all, buddhiÅ na lipyate. He has no 
regret or remorse, and therefore does not say, ‘What good did I not do? What wrong did 
I do—kim ahaÆ s¡dhu na  akaravaÆ kim ahaÆ p¡pam akaravam iti.’2 He has no 
guilt whatsoever and he is not plagued with the fear of retributions for all his omissions 
and commissions, thinking, ‘Why did I not do the right thing; why did I do the wrong 
thing?’ People are always regretful in this way. But here is a person whose buddhi is no 
longer affected by any such guilt. This is a very important thing, because every feeling of 
guilt is centred on ‘I.’ Things that were supposed to have been done by me were not 

                                                                 
1 Mu¸·akopaniÀad  – 2-1-2 
2 Taittir¢yopaniÀad – 2-9-1 
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done and things that should not have been done at all were done. This is the lot of 
everyone. There are varieties of omissions and commissions even in terms of 
accomplishment, education, skill, and so on. People regret, ‘I should have gone to the 
medical college. I should have studied engineering. I should have learned music. I 
should not have learned music. Why did I become a teacher, of all things? I should have 
gone to the industry,’ etc. People can always be regretful of what they did or did not do. 
All these are based on one's own action. But action itself does not cause guilt; it is action 
centred on ‘I’ that causes guilt. Guilt and ‘I’ go together. Fortunately, however, ‘I’ is free 
from any action. You may say a hundred different things, but ‘I’ performs no action. If 
that is so, what good or bad action is there for ¡tm¡? It never did anything, and is 
therefore, free from guilt. Naturally, if one has this vision of ¡tm¡, his mind is not 
affected in any way by regrets and remorse, tasya buddhir na lipyate. Repentance may 
be useful in management of your emotions, etc., but it is only for the person who looks  
upon ¡tm¡ as the kart¡. We are not dismissing repentance here, but we are going one 
step further and saying that ¡tm¡  is akart¡, and therefore, nothing that was ever done or 
not done by him can be repented.  

EVEN IF THE JØËNÌ KILLS HE DOES NOT KILL 

The one who sees this is the person who thinks clearly. The wise person who sees 
that, even destroying all these people assembled on the battlefield, he does not perform 
the act of destruction—hatv¡pi sa im¡n lok¡n na hanti. When he destroys all these 
people in the battlefield, how can you say he does not destroy? áa´kara says from the 
standpoint of an onlooker, the person seems to perform the action; but in fact, ¡tm¡ 
performs no action. Therefore, he is not bound by the result of any action, na 
nibadhyate. It comes from the five factors including the body, but not from the ¡tm¡ 
directly. Ëtm¡ is only the witness, s¡kÀ¢ the very basis, adhiÀ¶h¡na, of the body and all 
actions, but itself performs no action. It is the person alone that counts here, and that 
person performs no action whatsoever. What is to be done is done. When a judge issues 
a judgement for a person to be hanged, can we say he is guilty of taking a life and 
therefore has to be given capital punishment? No, because it is the thing to be done. He 
has no guilt whatsoever, because he knows that he is just an instrument in the execution 
of the law. There is no ego there.  

This is not a sanction for killing. But by dealing with the most difficult, improper 
action, all other actions are dealt with. This is called prathama-malla-ny¡ya . If you 
want to become the heavy-weight boxing champion, you only need to defeat the current 
champion. Similarly, here, by pointing out the action of killing, he has pointed out all 
other actions. We have seen, ‘How can the person who knows this indestructible, eternal, 
unborn, imperishable kill anything or cause anything to be killed—veda avin¡¿inaÆ 
nityaÆ ya yenam ajam avyayaÆ kathaÆ sa puruÀaÅ p¡rtha kaÆ gh¡tayati hanti 
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kam?’1 And also, ‘He does not kill nor is he killed—n¡yaÆ hanti na hanyate.’2 And, 
‘This unborn, eternal, ancient one is not killed even when the body is killed—ajo nityaÆ 
¿¡¿vatoyaÆ pur¡¸aÅ na hanyate hanyam¡ne ¿ar¢re.’3 It is not an object of action, 
much less subject.  

In the previous verse it was said that the one who has not undergone the discipline 
of learning properly looks upon the self which is action less, as the agent, kevalam 
¡tm¡naÆ kart¡raÆ pa¿yati. that is, kevalaÅ ¡tm¡  kart¡ iti pa¿yati. Before that it was 
said that there are five factors necessary for any action—kara¸a , kart¡, adhiÀ¶h¡na , 
pr¡¸a and daiva. While the kart¡, the doer is ¡tm¡, ¡tm¡ is not the doer. We are not 
presenting a kart¡  other than the ¡tm¡ , in fact, we are not presenting anything other than 
¡tm¡. The kart¡, being ¡tm¡, is nothing but sat-cit-¡nanda, which is completely free 
from doing. This is not seen unless one removes that ignorance about ¡tm¡ . Therefore 
the person who does not have clear a understanding about the ¡tm¡, thinks that ¡tm¡ is 
the kart¡.  

EVEN IF ËTMË BY ITSELF IS NOT THE KARTË, WHY CAN IT NOT BE A KARTË 
ALONG WITH THE OTHER FACTORS? 

A pertinent doubt is raised here by áa´kara. Perhaps the verse means that the one 
who is not well informed, looks upon ¡tm¡ alone as the agent, kart¡ram ¡tm¡naÆ 
kevalaÆ pa¿yati durmatiÅ, not taking into consideration the other four factors required 
for an action. Without them, there is no possibility of karma . Although ¡tm¡ by itself 
has no agency, kart¤tva, in conjunction with the other four factors it has. Therefore, this 
does not mean that ¡tm¡ is akart¡, it is still a kart¡, but not by itself. Kevala ¡tm¡ is 
akart¡. But in association with the body, etc., it becomes the kart¡ . Everyone knows 
this. Nobody looks upon ¡tm¡ alone as a kart¡. Who thinks that he is independent of the 
physical body and yet performs an action like walking without the physical body? 
Nobody commits that mistake. If he does, he is a durmati. Why not take the verse this 
way? 

áa´kara  says that this is not difficult to answer. If ¡tm¡  in association with the 
phys ical body, etc., becomes the kart¡, how does ¡tm¡ establish this association with 
the physical body, mind, and senses? Ëtm¡ itself does not undergo any change to be able 
to form an association; it is avikriya. Being pure awareness, it has no part to associate 
with something, it is niravayava . How is pure awareness going to associate itself with 
anything? How can something which has attributes, like the physical body, be associated 
with another thing which has no part at all? If there are two objects, each having a 
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certain form, association is possible. But when one is absolutely free of attributes how is 
it going to associate with the physical body, which has attributes? It is not possible.  

KEVALA-ËTMË CAN NOT DO ANY ACTION 

Then what is the meaning of the word kevala ? While it can be used in the sense of 
‘merely,’ as it has been taken by the objector, it can also be used in the sense of ‘pure–it 
alone exists, nothing else.’ It is by nature free from any modification or attribute. The 
word, kevala  here should be taken in this sense of purity, restating a fact about the self. 
Therefore in the previous verse kevalam ¡tm¡naÆ kart¡raÆ pa¿yati durmatiÅ , does 
not mean that ¡tm¡  alone is seen as the kart¡. That is not the meaning and the next 
verse confirms it. 

That the self does not perform any action is very well known in the ¿ruti, the G¢t¡ 
itself, the sm¤ti, and it is also reasonable. G¢t¡  says, ¡tm¡  is not subject to modification, 
it is avikriya. Actions are done by the gu¸as, gu¸aireva karm¡¸i kriyante. Even 
though obtaining in the body, Arjuna , ¡tm¡  does not act and is not touched—
¿ar¢rastho'pi kaunteya  na karoti na lipyate.1 The same thing is said in the ¿ruti, ‘He 
seemingly meditates and seemingly moves away, dhy¡yati iva  lel¡yati iva .’2 Ëtm¡  does 
not do any act of meditation; nor does it get agitated and move away; it only seems to do 
so. 

BY REASONING ALSO WE CAN SEE THAT THE SELF IS AVIKRIYA, ACTION 
LESS 

By reasoning also, it can be established that the self is without parts, not dependent 
on anything else, and not subject to modification. Ëtm¡ is the one thing that is 
self-evident; and therefore, does not depend upon any other thing for its existence. 

If ¡tm¡ has parts, they must exist in a locus, and a locus is necessarily an object, 
and therefore, an¡tm¡ . Parts of ¡tm¡  residing in an¡tm¡  is untenable, and therefore, 
¡tm¡  having parts cannot be supported by reasoning. Also because it is self -evident, in 
the form of caitanya , everything else becomes evident to the self, including, limbs and 
attributes. They ar e not self-evident, and therefore, not ¡tm¡. If you say ¡tm¡ is subject 
to modification, how do you know this? There should be another ¡tm¡ seeing the ¡tm¡ 
that is undergoing changes. And if we accept this we will get into infinite regression—
second ¡tm¡  to see the first and the third to see the second and so on. Even if by some 
stretch of imagination you are able to say that ¡tm¡ is subject to modification, you still 
cannot establish that ¡tm¡  is the kart¡ , the doer. What would be its action? It could only 
be a change centred on ¡tm¡. If the physical body, mind, senses, etc., are performing 
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action, it is their action. How can their action be the action of the ¡tm¡? Even accepting 
that ¡tm¡ is subject to change, the actions involved in bringing about that change are not 
the actions that emanate from the physical body, mind and senses. Further, if you accept 
that ¡tm¡  is independent of all of them, then that ¡tm¡  cannot be the agent, kart¡ , of 
actions done by the body, etc. When the physical body, mind and senses perform their 
actions, how can ¡tm¡ become the kart¡  even if it is subject to change. The action done 
by one person cannot go to another person who has not done that action. It has nothing to 
do with him. A given person's action belongs to that person alone and no one else can be 
held accountable for it.  

You may argue that though the physical body performs the action, you have 
identification with it and take the physical body as yourself. Consequently, due to the 
ignorance now obtaining, karma that is done can go to ¡tm¡ . If you say this, I will say 
‘Live long! ¡yuÀm¡n bhava ,’ for that is exactly what I am saying. Even then, ¡tm¡  does 
not become the kart¡. If, due to ignorance ¡tm¡ is taken to be a kart¡ , that agency, 
kart¤tva is not real. áa´kara gives an example. A shell that is mistaken for a piece of 
silver does not become silver. If you see silver due to your own ignorance of the fact that 
what you are looking at is a shell, you see a silver, which is not there at all. Similarly, if 
you see an action in ¡tm¡  due to your ignorance of the actionlessness of ¡tm¡, that does 
not in any way belong to ¡tm¡. It is like cloud forms seen as palaces and dust seen in 
space (sky) by children, not knowing that these things do not belong to the space. 

It is impossible to perform an action without bringing about any change. That is 
the basis of áa´kara's  argument. Without change on the locus of action, there cannot be 
any action. Conversely, wherever there is an action, the locus of that action must subject 
itself to some kind of change. Without action, you cannot even close or open your eyes. 
Even deliberately not opening the eyes implies a mental activity. Action always implies 
some motion, some change, and the changes that take place in a given part of the body, 
etc., belong only to it, not to ¡tm¡. What is said here in this verse is proper —yasya 
n¡ha´k¤to bh¡vo buddhir  yasya na  lipyate, hatv¡pi sa im¡n lok¡n na  hanti na 
nibadhyate. The mind of the one who has no notion that he is a doer is not affected. 
Even killing these people, he does not kill and is not bound. His mind is not troubled 
with remorse about what he did and did not do because there is no sa´kara, mix up. 
That wise person does not do the action of killing nor is he bound by result of action.  

áa´kara  points out the statement in the second chapter of G¢t¡ . ‘He does not kill 
nor is he killed—na ayaÆ  hanti na  hanyate.’ That is because, it is said, ‘He is not born, 
na j¡yate.’ This statement reveals the changelessness of ¡tm¡. The entire view of the 
g¢t¡-¿¡stra is presented here properly. Both, the one who looks upon the ¡tm¡ as an 
object, which can be destroyed, and the one who looks upon the ¡tm¡  as the subject of 
the action of killing, or any other action, do not know the ¡tm¡—ubhau tau na 
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vij¡n¢taÅ.1 Ëtm¡ does not perform the action of killing or become the object of 
somebody's act of destruction. You cannot objectify the ¡tm¡ to destroy it, and 
therefore, Bhagav¡n  went on to say, ‘nainaÆ chindanti ¿astr¡¸i—weapons cannot 
destroy it.’ I cannot objectify you, the ¡tm¡, in order to destroy you, nor can you as 
¡tm¡  perform any action. It is not possible that ¡tm¡ is either the subject or the object of 
an action. Having made this initial statement, he gave the reason why ¡tm¡  is not subject 
to death, decay, etc. It was never born, na  j¡yate. There was never a time it was not 
there; nor having been there, later it will not be—na ayaÆ bh£tv¡ bhavit¡ v¡ na 
bh£yaÅ.2 This kind of a problem does not exist for ¡tm¡, because ¡tm¡ is not subject 
to time. It is unborn, it is eternal—ajaÅ  nityam . By giving these statements of reasoning, 
he tells us that ¡tm¡  is not subject to modification —it is avikriya . 

What kind of action can one perform? There are two types of actions; one that you 
do and one that you prompt someone else to do. Both are your actions. But the one who 
knows this indestructible, eternal, unborn, imperishable ¡tm¡ does neither of the actions. 
How or whom will that person destroy or cause to destroy?3 He does not perform any 
action whatsoever. This is sarva-karma-sanny¡sa  by knowledge. Such a person is no 
longer enjoined to do any karma because he is not a kart¡. Having said all this briefly at 
the beginning of the ¿¡stra, in the second chapter of the G¢t¡ , K¤À¸a  elaborates upon it 
wherever there is an occasion in the G¢t¡. Even while doing he does not do. He says, 
seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, eating, going, sleeping, breathing, etc., he does not 
think he is doing any action—naiva kiµcit karomi iti yukto manyeta tattvavit , pa¿yan 
¿¤¸van sp¤¿an jighran a¿nan gacchan svapan ¿vasan…4 He also says, ‘The one who 
sees inaction in action and action in inaction, karma¸i akarma yaÅ  pa¿yet akarma¸i ca 
karma yaÅ,5 he knows the truth.’ And says in the thirteenth chapter, ‘Even though 
obtaining in the body, Arjuna , he does not act.’6 We have seen varieties of verses like 
this in the G¢t¡  showing that ¡tm¡  does not perform any action. Now he sums up the 
vision of the entire ¿¡stra to bring it all together in one place. It is something like 
gathering rice grains that are scattered all over into one heap. K¤À¸a knows he is 
reaching the end of his teaching and therefore sums up the whole topic under discussion 
by saying here, that the wise person, the one who knows ¡tm¡, does not destroy, nor is 
he bound.  

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 2-19 
2 G¢t¡ – 2-20 
3 G¢t¡ – 2-21 
4 G¢t¡ – 5-8, 9 
5 G¢t¡ – 4-18 
6 G¢t¡ – 13-31 
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THE WHOLE GÌTË áËSTRA DEALS WITH PRAVÎTTI AND NIVÎTTI  

The whole g¢t¡-¿¡stra  is dealing with karma and sanny¡sa. áa´kara also makes  
it clear in his introduction that it is centred on prav¤tti and niv¤tti. And Lord K¤À¸a 
himself says, ‘Arjuna, in this world, a two-fold com mitment was told by Me before, 
knowledge for the renunciates and karma for the karma-yog¢s—loke asmin dvividh¡ 
niÀ¶h¡ pur¡ prokt¡  may¡ anagha, jµ¡na-yogena s¡´khy¡n¡Æ karma -yogena 
yogin¡m.’1 In this chapter you will see again how clearly the ¿¡stra unfolds what is real 
sanny¡sa, what is the lifestyle of sanny¡sa and what is karma-yoga. The entire G¢t¡  
revolves around these three topics. Sarva -karma -sanny¡sa is the main thing to be 
accomplished, for which you can live a life of either karma-yoga  or karma -sanny¡sa  in 
which there is no other pursuit but knowledge. In both these pursuits there is karma-
phala-ty¡ga , renunciation of the results of actions, because actions are not done for 
pu¸ya, but for mokÀa. 

The one who has the knowledge of the ¡tm¡  is completely free from karma 
because he no longer has any sense of agency, kart¤tva, and therefore, no identification 
with the body. It is very clear to him that he performs no action because all sense of 
agency and actions stemming from that are caused by ignorance.  When this is so, there is 
total renunciation of all actions in the form of knowledge, and therefore, the three types 
of results of karma, iÀ¶a, aniÀta and mi¿ra do not exist for him. Just five verses ago it 
was said, ‘After death, there is a threefold result of karma, desired, undesired, and a 
mixture of the two, for those who have not renounced (their sense of doership) but never 
for sanny¡s¢s.’ As long as there is an identification with the body, and therefore, a sense 
of doership, it is not possible to avoid karma-phala . It will stick to you because you are 
the doer of the action. áa´kara himself says here that this is the essence of the meaning 
of all the Vedas, and that after properly analysing it, it should be understood by learned 
people who are capa ble of discrimination and inquiry. These are those whose mind is 
rendered subtle, and can therefore probe into the subject matter. 

Wherever there was an occasion for it, the difference between karma, sanny¡sa 
and sarva -karma -sanny¡sa  was shown keeping in view the entire ¿¡stra as well as 
reasoning. Reasoning is important as a support for the assimilation of the meaning of the 
¿¡stra, because there are other possible interpretations. What the ¿¡stra  says can be 
above reason, no doubt, but it cannot be irrational. 

The whole tradition is presented very clearly here. The Vedic tradition it centred 
on karma . Either one does enjoined karmas and k¡mya-karmas, in keeping with 
dharma . When mokÀa is established as the end to be accomplished, one gives up 
k¡mya-karma and does enjoined karmas as karma-yoga  while pursuing knowledge. 
Or, one gives up even the enjoined karmas and pursues only knowledge. All this one 
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does for mokÀa , which is the complete giving up of doership—something that is possible 
only by knowledge. You don't do anything in reality. In the wake of knowledge ¡tm¡ is 
discovered as one which is incapable of action, and in that sense, the renunciation of 
doership takes place. Therefore, there are no by-products of karma for this person—no 
karma-phala , no more birth and death. In these few lines, the whole g¢t¡-¿¡stra has 
been summed up.  

Previously we saw the fivefold constituents of an action, adhiÀ¶h¡na , etc., and 
then the grouping of the actions themselves under three heads, k¡yika, v¡cika , and 
m¡nasa. Now, what exactly impels one to do this threefold karma? This K¤À¸a tells in 
the next verse.  

YÉÉxÉÆ YÉäªÉÆ {ÉÊ®úYÉÉiÉÉ ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ Eò¨ÉÇSÉÉänùxÉÉ* 
Eò®úhÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇ SÉ EòiÉæÊiÉ ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉ& Eò¨ÉÇºÉRÂóOÉ½þ&**18** 
jµ¡naÆ jµeyaÆ parijµ¡t¡ trividh¡ karmacodan¡ 
kara¸aÆ karma ca karteti trividhaÅ karmasa´grahaÅ Verse 18  

YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ jµ¡nam — knowledge (the v¤tti corresponding to an object) ; YÉäªÉ¨ÉÂ jµeyam — 
object of knowledge; {ÉÊ®úYÉÉiÉÉ parijµ¡t¡ — knower; (<ÊiÉ iti — thus;) ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉÉ Eò¨ÉÇ-SÉÉänùxÉÉ 
trividh¡ karma-codan¡ — (are) the threefold impellers of action; Eò®úhÉ¨ÉÂ kara¸am — 
the instrument; Eò¨ÉÇ karma — object; EòiÉÉÇ kart¡  — the agent; <ÊiÉ iti — thus; 
Eò¨ÉÇºÉRÂóOÉ½þ& ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉ& karma-sa´grahaÅ trividhaÅ — are the threefold constituents of 
karma  

Knowledge (the v¤tti corresponding to an object), the object of 
knowledge, (and) the knower are the threefold impellers of action. The 
means of doing ( instrument), the object of the action, and the agent, are 
the threefold constituents of karma . 

KNOWER , KNOWN, AND INSTRUMENT OF KNOWLEDGE, TOGETHER IMPEL 
ONE INTO ACTION 

The statement in the Vedas, which enjoins you to perform an action, is called 
codan¡ , in general. But here, codan¡ means that which impels you to do action. Only 
these three things impel you to act. The first is jµ¡na, that by which something is 
known, jµ¡yate anena iti jµ¡nam. Here it means that by which one comes to know, the 
v¤tti. It is not the jµ¡na  that comprises the values such as am¡nitva, etc. There also it is 
in the sense of a means for knowledge—an indirect means. Nor is it the jµ¡na that is 
mentioned in the statement satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ  brahma. There the word, jµ¡na , 
refers to pure awareness that is identical with ¡tm¡. Here it is simply the thought 
modification, v¤tti, by which you gain a certain knowledge of objects. How do you come 
to know an object? If you were to look at a flower, the thought form of the flower, v¤tti,  
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that occurs in your mind, for which the object is the flower, is referred to here as jµ¡na . 
This jµ¡na is the basis for karma  because without knowledge of the action, and what is 
gained by it, how are you going to do any action? Whether the karma  you do is a Vedic 
ritual, or a secular action, you must necessarily know what it is and what you are doing it 
for. Without the knowledge, jµ¡na, that this is the means for a given end, no action is 
possible. You do karma because you want to accomplish something, and you want to 
accomplish because you know there is something to accomplish. Then further, it is not 
enough to know what you want; you must know how to get it, so knowledge of the 
prescribed means to accomplish a given object is also necessary. Without that also, there 
can be no action. More often than not, we make use of knowledge to get things done. 
Even fundamental research is meant to gather knowledge that can be used, which is 
where technology comes in. Research into the mechanism of a cell, for example, is not 
just for the knowledge of the cell, but so that I can repair the cell if it is defective or 
affected in some way. Lik e a vulture, no matter how high it may soar, always has its eye 
open upon its prey, every human being has a relentless outlook for making use of things. 
Therefore, Bhagav¡n says here, that even our knowledge is only for karma's sake. It 
doesn't help you get out of karma  unless you make use of it differently. We will see that 
later.  

Then we have the object of knowledge, jµeya. Why is it separately said? Every 
jµeya  later becomes jµ¡na. You want a given object of knowledge, jµeya, only when 
you come to know about it. Therefore the object, jµeya also makes you perform an 
action. How do you come to know, ‘I want this?’ Because there is an object of 
knowledge, jµeya . Without that, no knowledge, jµ¡na, is possible. Known objects 
present themselves as very desirable and therefore, you do karma to get them. These 
two things then, jµ¡na  and jµeya, are necessary for action. The third is the one who 
knows, parijµ¡t¡. These three things together become the cause for action. The knower, 
jµ¡t¡ , knowledge, jµ¡na, and the thing to be known, jµeya , are the factors that instigate 
karma. 

AGENT, OBJECT , AND INSTRUMENT, ARE THE THREE CONSTITUENTS OF 
ACTION 

Earlier, we saw the threefold karma and the five factors necessary for an action, 
but here is another way of looking at karma from the standpoint of k¡raka . What are 
the things involved here? One is the means used to perform an action, kara¸a . áa´kara 
says kara¸a is that by which something is done, kriyate anena iti kara¸am. It may be 
physical limbs, it may be the mind, organs of perception, organs of action —all of them 
are called as kara¸a , the means, instrument, of doing. Then there is karma , which is not 
action here, but is defined by áa´kara  using the grammatical terminology of P¡¸ini. He 
defines karma as ¢psitatama , that which is the most desired by the agent. When a 
person wants to cook something, though the action he is performing may be cutting 
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vegetables, it is not the most desired object. The most desired object with reference to 
cooking is the cooked food. Or, if he wants to go to New York, though he may get into 
his car, the ¢psitatamaÆ karma is not the car, but New York. There can be a secondary 
object for an action and a primary object. The primary, ultimate object is the real karma . 
Finally, we have the agent, kart¡, of the action. If the kart¡  is there, everything else will 
follow. If he is asked why he does an action, his answer will reveal that he has 
knowledge of a given thing and wants to gain it. These three are the constituents of 
karma, action, called as karma-sa´graha here. 

Even though there are more factors involved in an action, these three, kart¡ , 
karma and kara¸a, the doer, the object and the means of doing, form the basis because 
they are the minimum requirements for performing an action. If any of them is missing, 
there cannot be an action. Whatever type of karma  one does, mental, oral, or physical, 
m¡nasa, v¡cika or k¡yika, these three factors are involved.  

In the beginning K¤À¸a talked about the five factors involved in an action and 
summing up here, he tells us the basic three factors involved in an action. Now he is 
going to talk further about all these things. The action, the factors involved in performing 
an action and the result are all in the form of the gu¸as without which, there is no 
karma. How? All karmas are born out of the body-mind-sense-complex, which in turn 
is born of m¡y¡. M¡y¡  itself comprises of the three gu¸as, therefore is trigu¸¡tmik¡ . 
Therefore, the three gu¸as, sattva , rajas and tamas are present in all of them. An 
explanation of how each one of these is divided in a threefold way is now begun.  

YÉÉxÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇ SÉ EòiÉÉÇ SÉ ÊjÉvÉè´É MÉÖhÉ¦ÉänùiÉ&* 
|ÉÉäSªÉiÉä MÉÖhÉºÉ‚ó¬ÉxÉää ªÉlÉÉ´ÉSUÞôhÉÖ iÉÉxªÉÊ{É**19** 
jµ¡naÆ karma ca kart¡ ca tridhaiva gu¸abhedataÅ 
procyate gu¸asa´khy¡ne yath¡vacch¤¸u t¡nyapi Verse 19 

YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ jµ¡nam — knowledge; Eò¨ÉÇ SÉ karma ca — and action; EòiÉÉÇ SÉ kart¡ ca — and 
the agent; MÉÖhÉ¦ÉänùiÉ& gu¸abhedataÅ — according to the differences in gu¸a; MÉÖhÉ-ºÉ‚ó¬ÉxÉää 
gu¸a-sa´khy¡ne — in the (¿¡stra of the) enumeration of the gu¸as; ÊjÉvÉÉ B´É |ÉÉäSªÉiÉä — 
is said to be as only threefold; iÉÉÊxÉ +Ê{É t¡ni api — and those; ªÉlÉÉ´ÉiÉÂ yath¡vat — just 
as it is (unfolded); ¶ÉÞôhÉÖ ¿¤¸u — listen  

Knowledge, action and agent are only threefold according to the 
differences in gu¸a, it is said in the ¿¡stra  of the enumeration of the 
gu¸as. Listen to those also just as it is (unfolded.) 
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THE FACTORS INVOLVED IN AN ACTION LOOKED AT FROM THE STANDPOINT 
OF THE THREE GUÛAS 

Jµ¡na –knowledge, karma–action, and kart¡ –the agent, are the three factors that 
are considered here. Here, unlike before, karma does not mean the object of action, but 
the action itself. Each one of them is said to be only threefold, tridh¡ eva  procyate, 
based on the differences in gu¸a, gu¸a-bhedataÅ. áa´kara says the word eva  is used 
here for emphasis in order to show the absence of any other type of knowledge, action or 
doer. Each of them is predominantly either sattva , or rajas, or tamas. There is no fourth 
possibility. Within these three you can get hundreds of different shades but in terms of 
predominance, there are only three possibilities.  

Where is this mentioned? In the place where gu¸as are encountered and properly 
discussed, gu¸a-sa´khy¡ne procyate. áa´kara explains here that it is in the ¿¡stra  of 
Kapila, the author of the s¡´khya -s£tras. S¡´khya , as we have seen, is a school of 
thought which accepts the Vedas as a pram¡¸a, but has a contention that there are many 
¡tm¡s and that the cause of creation is an inert pradh¡na. Kapila's contribution to the 
¿¡stra is an elaboration on the gu¸as, though they were certainly known before him. 
áa´kara notes that even though the ¿¡stra  of Kapila  contradicts the oneness of ¡tm¡ 
and Brahman, which is the real vision unfolded by the ved¡nta -¿¡stra, still, those who 
follow the K¡pila -¿¡stra  are experts in explaining the activities and products of the 
gu¸as. Therefore, we accept them in that area. This is typical of the tradition of 
Ved¡nta. If you were to talk to áa´kara about the binary language of computers, he 
would accept that because in your area you are an authority. In their own spheres, we 
totally accept even the people who oppose us. áa´kara argues against the s¡´khya  from 
the fifth s£tra onwards in the fifth adhikara¸a of his Brahma -s£tra-bh¡Àya, but still, 
he accepts their exposition of the gu¸as as useful and valid.  

Why should K¤À¸a  mention the K¡pila -¿¡stra? In order to praise the topic he is 
going to talk about. He says, ‘Listen, ¿¤¸u’ to those, t¡ni, threefold things which he has 
already mentioned, just as it is unfolded, yath¡vat, that is, listen to the three types of 
knowledge, three types of action and the three types of doer as they are unfolded. 

THE THREEFOLD NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE 

The difference is determined by the differences in gu¸as. First, the threefold 
nature of knowledge is being explained. 

ºÉ´ÉÇ¦ÉÚiÉä¹ÉÖ ªÉäxÉèEÆò ¦ÉÉ´É¨É´ªÉªÉ¨ÉÒIÉiÉä* 
+Ê´É¦ÉHÆò Ê´É¦ÉHäò¹ÉÖ iÉVYÉÉxÉÆ Ê´ÉÊrù ºÉÉÎk´ÉEò¨ÉÂ**20** 
sarvabh£teÀu yenaikaÆ bh¡vamavyayam¢kÀate 
avibhaktaÆ vibhakteÀu tajjµ¡naÆ viddhi s¡ttvikam Verse 20  
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Ê´É¦ÉH äò¹ÉÖ vibhakteÀu — among the divided; ºÉ´ÉÇ¦ÉÚiÉä¹ÉÖ sarva-bh£teÀu  — in all things; 
+Ê´É¦ÉHò¨ÉÂò avibhaktam  — undivided; +´ªÉªÉ¨ÉÂ avyayam — changeless; BEò¨ÉÂò ¦ÉÉ´É¨ÉÂ 
ekam bh¡vam — one existence; ªÉäx É yena — by which (knowledge); <ÇI ÉiÉ ä ¢kÀate — one 
sees; iÉi ÉÂ YÉÉx É¨ÉÂ tat jµ¡nam — that knowledge; ºÉÉÎk É́E ò¨ÉÂ Ê´ÉÊr ù s¡ttvikam viddhi — 
know it to be s¡ttvika 

That knowledge by which one sees one changeless existence in all things 
undivided among the divided, may you know is s¡ttvika . 

SËTTVIKA KNOWLEDGE 

We should make a note here that this verse is not from the s¡´khya -¿¡stra . First 
let us take the phrase, yena ¢kÀate; it means, ‘by which one sees, appreciates.’ Seeing 
here implies jµ¡na, that knowledge, by which a person sees something is s¡ttvika. What 
does he see? If one sees many things in the world and takes them as many, is it s¡ttvika? 
No. The knowledge by which one sees many things but at the same time, sees the one in 
the many is s¡ttvika . In all things, sarva-bh£teÀu, beginning from the unmanifest to the 
manifest and within that, all the non living and living beings, from the stationary plants 
to the most exalted beings like Brahmaji, he sees one existence alone, ekaÆ bh¡vam 
¢kÀate. That knowledge by which one sees only one existence is s¡ttvika . áa´kara 
makes a note that even though the word bh¡va means ‘that which is existent’ and can 
refer to any existent object, the word bh¡va, here means the one vastu, which is ¡tm¡ . 
This is because he has also said, sarvabh£teÀu–‘(existent) in all beings,’ as a 
qualification to the word bh¡va. And it is not one thing that has modified into all this. 
Previously it was one, and now also it is one, and therefore, he says, avyaya, changeless. 
In all beings, the one that has not undergone any change whatsoever, in itself or in terms 
of attributes and upon which all n¡ma-r£pa  is a superimposition, is the changeless, 
avyaya , the basis of everything. 

Not only that, it remains undivided among the many divided things, avibhaktaÆ 
vibhakteÀu. The bodies differ, but it does not stand divided at all. áa´kara  says it is like 
space, which has no holes or pockets. A body is there, a body is here; in between there is 
no body, and therefore, one body is different from the other. But it is not so for ¡tm¡ . 
Like space, there is no such place where the ¡tm¡  is not. As space does not stand 
divided, so too, ¡tm¡  remains one whole p£r¸a-¡tm¡  among the many divided things. 

By a knowledge that is s¡ttvika , one sees this, ¢kÀate. This is a wonderful word. 
He does not speculate but sees. It is clear for him because it is his nature, svar£pa  of 
himself. In himself alone is everything, while he remains an undivided whole. The one 
who sees this has no ignorance about it. Once I say undivided whole, there is no 
subject-object in this seeing. The subject, agent, is ¡tm¡  and so is the object, karma . 
The knowledge, because of which one is able to see the parip£r¸a -¡tm¡ is called 
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s¡ttvikaÆ jµ¡nam. In fact, only this is knowledge because it alone releases you from 
karma; everything else is ignorance and useful for karma, not mokÀa. Instead of 
delivering you from bondage it only becomes a knowledge of means and ends and makes 
you go chasing one thing or the other and puts you further into bondage. What frees you 
is the knowledge of the one changeless existence, ekaÆ bh¡vam avyayam  in all things, 
sarva -bh£teÀu. This is s¡ttvikaÆ jµ¡nam . 

A question may be raised here. How can we qualify knowledge as s¡ttvika , etc.? 
This classification is understandable with reference to something like food. Knowledge 
can take place only in an antaÅ-kara¸a which has a predominance of sattva. If the 
antaÅ-kara¸a is not s¡ttvika, knowledge cannot take place. Therefore, it is true that any 
knowledge is s¡ttvika . That being the case why call this alone as s¡ttvika? That is 
because, here, when considering this knowledge, the word s¡ttvika, has a particular 
meaning. A mind, antaÅ-kara¸a , is considered predominantly s¡ttvika , in this context 
when it has qualities such as absence of demand for respect–am¡nitva, absence of 
pretence–adambhitva, not hurting another –ahiÆs¡, accommodation–kÀ¡nti, straight 
forwardness–¡rjava, and so on. All these qualities are the qualities of a s¡ttvika -antaÅ -
kara¸a , and therefore, the knowledge that takes place in such a mind is qualified as 
s¡ttvikaÆ jµ¡nam. 

Similarly, if the antaÅ-kara¸a is predominantly rajas what would be the type of 
jµ¡na that is there? 

{ÉÞlÉCi´ÉäxÉ iÉÖ ªÉVYÉÉxÉÆ xÉÉxÉÉ¦ÉÉ´ÉÉxÉÂ {ÉÞlÉÎM´ÉvÉÉxÉÂ* 
´ÉäÊkÉ ºÉ´Éæ¹ÉÖ ¦ÉÚiÉä¹ÉÖ iÉVYÉÉxÉÆ Ê´ÉÊrù ®úÉVÉºÉ¨ÉÂ**21** 
p¤thaktvena tu yajjµ¡naÆ n¡n¡bh¡v¡n p¤thagvidh¡n 
vetti sarveÀu bh£teÀu tajjµ¡naÆ viddhi r¡jasam Verse 21  

iÉÖ tu — on the other hand; ªÉiÉÂ Y ÉÉx É¨ÉÂ yat jµ¡nam  — that knowledge by which; ºÉ´Éæ¹ÉÖ 
¦ÉÚi Éä¹ÉÖ sarveÀu bh£teÀu — with reference to all beings; {ÉÞlÉEÂò-Ê´ÉvÉÉxÉÂ p¤thak-vidh¡n  — of 
different kinds; xÉÉx ÉÉ-¦ÉÉ´ÉÉxÉÂ n¡n¡-bh¡v¡n  — manifold natures; {ÉÞlÉCi´ÉäxÉ p¤thaktvena  — 
separately; ´ÉäÊkÉ vetti — one knows; iÉiÉÂ YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ tat jµ¡nam — that knowledge; ®úÉVÉºÉ¨ÉÂ 
Ê´ÉÊrù r¡jasam viddhi — may you know it to be r¡jasa  

On the other hand, knowledge by which one knows distinctly the 
manifold natures of different kinds of beings, that knowledge, may you 
know as r¡jasa. 

RËJASA KNOWLEDGE 

Duality will be the reality for those whose mind is predominantly rajas, whereas 
the knowledge by which one sees the non-dual is s¡ttvika . As before, even though the 
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subject of the sentence, ‘yat jµ¡naÆ vetti’ is jµ¡na , making the literal meaning, ‘which 
knowledge knows,’ we understand the sentence to mean, ‘by which knowledge one 
knows.’ What does one know? Ever y ¡tm¡ is seen as separate, p¤thaktvena, from every 
other ¡tm¡. All the bodies being different, and ¡tm¡ being taken as the body, one sees 
only the many and distinct, n¡n¡bh¡v¡n, p¤thakvidh¡n . Nobody, one could argue, 
takes another physical body as himself. And someone who holds this conclusion 
supports it with the reasoning that when he wants to get up, only his body gets up, not 
other bodies. Therefore, since the I-sense is confined to a given physical body and does 
not extend to any other, it is clear that the physical body is ¡tm¡. 

Even if one appreciates an ¡tm¡  other than the physical body, which survives the 
death of the physical body, still everyone thinks that ¡tm¡s are many. Every religious 
person accepts an ¡tm¡ that survives the death of the body. And therefore, he does 
consider the ¡tm¡  as something different from the physical body. At the same time, he 
does not recognize the non-dual nature of the ¡tm¡  and therefore for every physical 
body there is an individualized ¡tm¡  different from every other ¡tm¡. In other words, he 
recognizes the ¡tm¡s as separate, p¤thak. He knows as separately, p¤thaktvena, the 
different beings or objects, n¡n¡bh¡v¡n. Not only are they many, they are varied. Each 
one has his own likes and dislikes, joys and sorrows, sukha and duÅkha. Everybody is 
different from everybody else, because knowledge differs, desires differ and tastes differ. 
Thus Lord K¤À¸a  says, ‘The knowledge by which one recognizes separateness with 
reference to all beings or recognizes the ¡tm¡  in all beings as separate, may you know 
that knowledge to be r¡jasa —tat jµ¡naÆ viddhi r¡jasam.’ It is born of rajo-gu¸a. So, 
an antaÅ-kara¸a , which has predominantly rajas can have only this kind of r¡jasa 
knowledge. 

What is t¡masaÆ jµ¡nam? That is pointed out in the next verse. 

ªÉkÉÖ EÞòi×É´ÉnäùEòÎº¨ÉxÉÂ EòÉªÉæ ºÉHò¨É½èþiÉÖEò¨ÉÂ* 
+iÉk´ÉÉlÉÇ´Énù±{ÉÆ SÉ iÉkÉÉ¨ÉºÉ¨ÉÖnùÉ¾þiÉ¨ÉÂ**22** 
yattu k¤tsnavadekasmin k¡rye saktamahaitukam 
atattv¡rthavadalpaÆ ca tatt¡masamud¡h¤tam Verse 22  

ªÉi ÉÂ iÉÖ yat tu  — whereas that (knowledge by) which; BEòÎº¨ÉxÉÂ EòÉªÉæ ekasmin k¡rye — in 
one object; EÞòi×É´Éi ÉÂ k¤tsnavat — as though it is everything; ºÉHò¨ÉÂ saktam — 
committed; +½èþiÉÖE ò¨ÉÂ ahaitukam  — that which is without reasoning; +iÉk´ÉÉlÉÇ´ÉiÉÂ 
atattv¡rthavat — that which is without truth; +ù±{É¨ÉÂ SÉ alpam ca  — and very limited; 
iÉiÉ Â tat — that; i ÉÉ¨ÉºÉ¨ÉÂ =nùÉ¾þiÉ¨ÉÂ t¡masam ud¡h¤tam  — is said to be t¡masa 

Whereas that (knowledge by) which (one is) committed to one object, as 
though it is everything (and) which is without reasoning, ( illogical,) 
without truth, and very limited, that (knowledge) is called t¡masa . 
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TËMASA KNOWLEDGE 

To distinguish this jµ¡na from the other two that is s¡ttvika and r¡jasa , he uses 
the particle tu–whereas. Here, one is  committed, sakta to one object, k¡rya, such as the 
body or anything else, as though it is everything, k¤tsnavat. Everything seems to end in 
a given object and nothing beyond that is seen because feeling is the basis of all 
conclusion. For example, that given object could be the physical body. A person who 
has this kind of knowledge thinks that there is nothing other than that. He thinks that the 
physical body has some qualities and one of them is consciousness. Since everything is 
in one physical body, when the body is gone, everything is gone. The conclusion here is, 
when the body is gone, I am gone; When the body is fat I am fat; when the body is tall I 
am tall. The body is the ¡tm¡  and ¡tm¡  is the body. There is nothing more than that. 
This is the contention of a c¡rv¡ka, a materialist. And therefore, such a person sees 
different beings as having distinct features, distinct bodes, distinct karma, distinct 
experiences of sukha and duÅkha, etc., even if he may recognize an ¡tm¡  surviving the 
physical body.  

áa´kara  mentions some other possibilities here. If the person is a devotee and 
worships a particular form, perhaps in stone or wood as though it is the only form of the 
Lord that is also t¡masaÆ jµ¡nam.  

Now for the sake of worship we have an altar, something we consecrate, installing 
the manifest presence of the Lord there. 1 And if anyone worships a given form, 
completely committed to that one object alone, k¤tsnavat ekasmin  k¡rye, thinking that, 
that particular form alone is God, he also has t¡masa -jµ¡na. The capacity to 
discriminate, viveka, is lacking.  

AS EXPERIENCES ARE DIFFERENT, ARE NOT ËTMËS ALSO DIFFERENT AND MANY? 

A question may be raised here: Is it not true, after all, that the experiences of 
sukha and duÅkha  are different for everyone? Your pain and pleasure belong to you; 
my pain and pleasure belong to me and therefore, they are definitely different. What is 
wrong with that? It is valid knowledge of things as they are. There is no erroneous 
perception here. How can you say that it is r¡jasaÆ jµ¡nam and is therefore distorted? 
That is what the truth is. If on the other hand, ¡tm¡  is one and the same, then everybody 
should have the same experience. If I have sukha, everybody should have sukha; if I 
get liberated, everybody should get liberated; if I have duÅkha, everybody should have 
duÅkha . But that is not how things are. One is happy, sukh¢, another is sad, duÅkh¢; one 
is enlightened, jµ¡n¢, the other is ignorant ajµ¡n¢, therefore differences do exist, how 
can you say this is distorted knowledge?  

                                                                 
1 In fact , what we are worshipping is not the idol , we are worshipping Ì¿vara. If anybody 

condemns you as an idol worshipper, he does not understand what we are worshipping. 
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IN SPITE OF DIFFERENCES, THE BASIC VASTU IS ONE  

It is true that sukha , duÅkha, and so on are all different attributes of the antaÅ -
kara¸a . There are attributes and they are different; but in spite of all the differences, 
there is only one thing that is there—the nirvikalpa ¡tm¡, the self without attributes. 
See the difference! In spite of all these differences, there is only one vastu  that is there, 
which is ¡tm¡. And knowing that is s¡ttvika-jµ¡na, while seeing difference, is r¡jasa -
jµ¡na. Just because one antaÅ-kara¸a has this perception of difference, it does not 
mean that vastu is not one. Just because different vessels have different volumes, it does 
not mean that space is divided into many parts. It remains one undivided whole. So too, 
clay is the same even though the forms it assumes are different. And similarly here the 
vastu is the same and the n¡ma-r£pa, the names and forms differ. What differs is called 
an¡tma -dharma. It is not the essential nature of ¡tm¡ . We are not shy of the perception 
of duality because in spite of this percept ion, there is non-duality. That is s¡ttvikaÆ 
jµ¡nam . In spite of all the differences, there is non-duality alone. The so-called 
differences are not really differences at all; they are mithy¡ and therefore, the vastu is 
only one and that is myself. This is jµ¡na. When this is the truth, if only difference is 
seen, we have to say that it is r¡jasa -jµ¡na.  

But when one sees only one thing as though it is the whole, that is t¡masaÆ 
jµ¡nam . This person does not know what he is doing. Some devotees of Lord K¤À¸a are 
an example of this. The mantra  they chant originally appears in the 
kalisantara¸opaniÀad as ‘hare r¡ma , hare r¡ma, r¡ma r¡ma, hare hare; hare k¤À¸a, 
hare k¤À¸a, k¤À¸a k¤À¸a, hare hare.’ But they will reverse the order and chant the name 
of K¤À¸a first, because of their commitment to the belief that K¤À¸a  alone is the supreme 
Lord. And a fanatic has no understanding of what the Ì¿vara is and you cannot make 
him understand either. It is like talking to a wall. Nothing happens. This is t¡masaÆ 
jµ¡nam , meaning, it is born of tamogu¸a. Either he thinks that the physical body alone 
is ¡tm¡  or that one given form alone is the Lord. Both are included here.  

ILLOGICAL KNOWLEDGE 

áa´kara  mentions here a sect that holds that the body has to be purified in order 
for one to be released from all karma. They look upon the ¡tm¡ as other than the body 
but then, consider it to have the size of the body. As the size of the body increases, ¡tm¡ 
goes on enlarging. In this view again, ¡tm¡ is as good as the body. Even though they say 
it is distinct from the body, if it has the size of the body, if it has limbs and so on, then 
that means, it is only as good as the body. This is t¡masaÆ jµ¡nam . You can't say ¡tm¡ 
is distinct from the body and subtler than the body, and at the same time say, it has the 
size of the body. What is that ¡tm¡  that is other than the body and still has the size of the 
body? That means you are attributing limbs to the ¡tm¡ . If it has no limbs, then it does 
not have the size of the body. It makes no sense and therefore K¤À¸a  says it is 
ahaitukam, without reason, illogical. There is a no thinking involved in such views. 
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Then again such knowledge is atattv¡rthavat, knowledge, which has no element 
of truth, though it is held to be true. This kind of knowledge is not knowledge at all; but 
those who subscribe to it hold it very dearly as though it is knowledge. That is why it is 
said to be t¡masa—t¡masam ud¡h¤tam. There is another word used to describe this 
knowledge —alpam. áa´kara  says that because it is without reason, ahaituka , it is 
alpa, precious little. Or, we can say it is alpa , because the result of it is very limited. It 
does not lead one anywhere. If you say the body alone is ¡tm¡, it will only lead to 
sorrow, because the body cannot be maintained. It goes on ageing and finally dies. 
Anyone who holds this belief cannot avoid the fear of mortality. Therefore, the result he 
gets out of this knowledge is very little, alpa. Then again, the knowledge is limited 
because he does not see anything beyond the physical body. His knowledge covers only 
a limited sphere of perception.  

THREEFOLD DIVISION OF KARMA  

This is the threefold knowledge Bhagav¡n  K¤À¸a promised to talk about. Now he 
is going to discuss the threefold nature of karma. 

ÊxÉªÉiÉÆ ºÉƒó®úÊ½þiÉ¨É®úÉMÉuäù¹Éi É& EÞòiÉ¨ÉÂ* 
+¡ò™ô|Éä{ºÉÖxÉÉ Eò¨ÉÇ ªÉkÉiºÉÉÎk´ÉEò¨ÉÖSªÉiÉä**23** 
niyataÆ sa´garahitamar¡gadveÀataÅ k¤tam 
aphalaprepsun¡ karma yattats¡ttvikamucyate Verse 23  

ªÉi ÉÂ Êx ÉªÉiÉ¨ÉÂ Eò¨ÉÇ yat niyatam karma — that enjoined action which; +¡ò™ô-|Éä{ºÉÖx ÉÉ 
aphala -prepsun¡  — by a person who has no (binding) desire for the result; ºÉƒó-®úÊ½þiÉ¨ÉÂ 
sa´ga-rahitam — without attachment; +®úÉMÉ-uäù¹ÉiÉ& ar¡ga -dveÀataÅ  — without being 
impelled (purely) by likes and dislikes; E ÞòiÉ¨ÉÂ k¤tam — which is done; iÉiÉÂ tat — that; 
ºÉÉÎk´ÉEò¨ÉÂ =SªÉiÉä s¡ttvikam ucyate — that is called s¡ttvika  

That action, which is enjoined and which is done without attachment 
without being impelled (purely) by likes and dislikes by a person without 
a (binding) desire for result, is called s¡ttvika .  

SËTTVIKA-KARMA 

Niyatam means that which is enjoined by the Veda. And in terms of the Vedic 
karmas, niyataÆ karma would be the nitya-naimittika -karmas. It can also mean any 
duty that is very evident; any job that has to be done in a given situation. That also 
becomes niyataÆ karma . This is s¡ttvika-karma, the karma done by a person whose 
mind has a predominance of sattva. And while describing it the definition of 
karma-yoga  is given here. Any karma that is to be done which is performed without a 
certain kind of attachment, sa´garahita, is s¡ttvika. It is free from such identification 
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as, ‘I am the one who is doing this.’ It is done without ego, without attachment, sa´ga -
rahita.  

Then again a karma that is done without being impelled by r¡ga -dveÀas, ar¡ga -
dveÀataÅ k¤tam, is a sattvikaÆ karma. Generally, the suffix tas indicates the fifth case, 
but it can also stand for any case, and here áa´kara takes it as the third case. A karma 
that is done purely out of r¡ga  or dveÀa, not taking into account dharma and adharma 
is called r¡ga-dveÀataÅ k¤taÆ karma. Any karma will have an element of r¡ga and 
dveÀa, because nobody can perform an action without the expectation of a result. But at 
the same time, karma  can be prompted by a r¡ga or dveÀa without conforming to 
dharma  and not eschewing adharma . So when we say, r¡ga -dveÀataÅ  k¤taÆ karma , 
we mean only that karma, which does not take cognisance of dharma  and adharma , 
what is right or wrong. But the s¡ttvikaÆ karma  is the opposite of that, ar¡ga -
dveÀataÅ k¤tam, not done impelled by r¡ga -dveÀas alone. 

People do karmas, religious –vaidika, and secular–laukika , to amass merit, 
pu¸ya, so that they can enjoy heaven and other improved situations later. But the karma 
spoken of here is done by one who is not desirous of that kind of result, phala. He is 
called aphala -prepsu—one who is not desirous of gaining a particular result of an 
action. He is a karma-yog¢  and therefore interested only in karma for purifying his 
mind, antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhyartham, and for pleasing Ì¿vara, ¢¿vara-pr¢tyartham. 
Both are for the sake of mokÀa. That kind of karma , the action done by a person not 
desirous of a result, aphala-prepsun¡ k¤taÆ karma, is called s¡ttvikaÆ karma. 

How nicely the ¿¡stra  defines this karma! The more understanding you have of 
what is sattva, rajas and tamas, the more subtlety you have in your appreciation of 
karma. You become more alert. That is why these divisions are made. It is something 
like appreciating the subtle nuances of colour. If you do not know the names of different 
shades you cannot even distinguish them properly. The more names you have the more 
subtle is your appreciation of the difference between one shade and another. Similarly, 
the more you understand varieties of things like emotion, renunciation, food, giving 
charity, and so on, in terms of sattva, rajas and tamas, the more subtle your 
appreciation and your action becomes. We have seen how every action is divided in 
terms of sattva , rajas and tamas. Here actions in general are divided in terms of these 
three gu¸as and the s¡ttvikaÆ karma has already been defined.  

Now Bhagav¡n goes on to define the r¡jasaÆ karma. 

ªÉkÉÖ EòÉ¨Éä{ºÉÖxÉÉ Eò¨ÉÇ ºÉÉ½þ!É®äúhÉ ´ÉÉ {ÉÖxÉ&* 
ÊGòªÉiÉä ¤É½Öþ™ôÉªÉÉºÉÆ iÉpùÉVÉºÉ¨ÉÖnùÉ¾þiÉ¨ÉÂ**24** 
yattu k¡mepsun¡ karma s¡ha´k¡re¸a v¡ punaÅ 
kriyate bahul¡y¡saÆ tadr¡jasamud¡h¤tam Verse 24  
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ªÉi ÉÂ iÉÖ E ò¨ÉÇ yat tu karma — but that karma which; EòÉ¨Éä{ºÉÖxÉÉ k¡mepsun¡ — by the one 
who has a (pronounced) desire for the result; ºÉÉ½þ!É®äúh É ´ÉÉ {ÉÖxÉ& s¡ha´k¡re¸a v¡ punaÅ 
— or again with arrogance; ¤É½Öþ™ô-+ÉªÉÉºÉ¨ÉÂ bahula-¡y¡sam — with a lot of effort; ÊG òªÉiÉä 
kriyate — is done; iÉi ÉÂ tat — that; ®úÉVÉºÉ¨ÉÂ =nùÉ¾þiÉ¨ÉÂ r¡jasam ud¡h¤tam — is called 
r¡jasam 

But that karma which is done by one who has a (pronounced) desire for 
the result or again with arrogance (and) a lot of effort is called r¡jasa . 

RËJASA -KARMA  

Again, the particle tu distinguishes this karma from the s¡ttvikaÆ karma 
described in the previous verse. The word k¡mepsun¡  has the same meaning as the 
word phalaprepsun¡—by the one who has the des ire to obtain results. K¡ma  is what is 
desired by you, the karma-phala . One wants pu¸ya  so that he can improve his lot either 
here or elsewhere.  

áa´kara  says the word punar in this verse has no real meaning, and is only used 
to fill up the metre, or you can take it in its own meaning of ‘again.’ It will not hurt the 
sense that the verse conveys. Again, this is karma done with aha´k¡ra —aha´k¡re¸a . 
This use of aha´k¡ra here is not in the sense of agency which is in contrast to a jµ¡n¢ , 
who does action without any sense of doership, anaha´k¡re¸a. Here the word 
aha´k¡ra  has the meaning of pride. Let us consider a person who is well informed, a 
¿rotriya , who has knowledge of the Vedas, and a lot of other good qualities also, but 
does not have ¡tma-jµ¡na. He is humble naturally because the more knowledge you 
have, the more you realize, how much you do not know. Relatively we say he is free 
from aha´k¡ra  by which we mean free from a certain pride. This is a karma-yog¢  as we 
saw in the last verse. One who is with aha´k¡ra , s¡ha´k¡ra , is the opposite. He has a 
strong identification, such as I am a great ritualist, I am a br¡hma¸a , I am strong, etc. 
This is not just a healthy self-image but arrogance. This is a pride related to his being a 
vaidika . If you perform a huge ritual, like a somay¡ga  you get a name as a somay¡j¢ 
and some people get very inflated opinions of themselves as a result. In a non-vedic 
context, this is the type of person who shows off his riches. It is the same thing in a 
different form. Whether it is  religious snobbishness or secular, it is aha´k¡ra.  

Then further, this karma is done with a lot of effort, bahul¡y¡saÆ k¤tam. A 
person who does this type of karma  will make elaborate arrangement and make it 
known that he is doing a great karma. This is called r¡jasaÆ karma. It is born of rajas. 
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The third one is very interesting.  

+xÉÖ¤ÉxvÉÆ IÉªÉÆ Ë½þþºÉÉ¨ÉxÉ{ÉäIªÉ SÉ {ÉÉè¯û¹É¨ÉÂ* 
¨ÉÉä½þÉnùÉ®ú¦ªÉiÉä Eò¨ÉÇ ªÉkÉkÉÉ¨ÉºÉ¨ÉÖSªÉiÉä**25** 
anubandhaÆ kÀayaÆ hiÆs¡manapekÀya ca pauruÀam 
moh¡d¡rabhyate karma yattatt¡ma samucyate Verse 25  

+xÉÖ¤ÉxvÉ¨ÉÂ anubandham  — natural consequence; IÉªÉ¨ÉÂ kÀayam — loss; Ë½þºÉÉ¨ÉÂ hiÆs¡m 
— injury (to others); {ÉÉè¯û¹É¨ÉÂ SÉ pauruÀam ca  — and one's own capacity; +xÉ{ÉäIªÉ 
anapekÀya  — not taking into account; ¨ÉÉä½þÉi ÉÂ moh¡t — because of delusion; ªÉi ÉÂ Eò¨ÉÇ 
+É®ú¦ªÉiÉä yat karma ¡rabhyate — the action which is begun; iÉi ÉÂ tat — that; i ÉÉ¨ÉºÉ¨ÉÂ 
=SªÉiÉä t¡masam ucyate — is called t¡masa 

That action, which is begun not taking into account the natural 
consequence, loss, injury (to others) and one's own capacity because of 
delusion is called t¡masa. 

TËMASA -KARMA  

Action which is begun without seeing or taking into consideration certain things is 
a t¡masaÆ karma . In such a karma one does not see the natural consequence, 
anubandha. áa´kara glosses the word anubandha  as the thing, which comes later as a 
consequence of the action. What is consequential to an action is not taken into account at 
all in an action like stealing, for example. Further one does not consider the losses, 
kÀaya. Exhaustio n of resources like money or loss of energy and effort, loss of 
credibility and self -respect are not taken into consideration in this type of action. 
Gambling is a good example of this. There especially, losses are not taken into account 
nor are the negative result that will come. A gambler always believes that he will 
succeed. Then again in a t¡masaÆ karma , one does not consider how the action will 
affect other people, particularly, the harm, hiÆs¡, it may inflict on others. One must 
know what one is capable of and what one can complete successfully, for which one 
requires a proper recognition of one's own resources, strength, skills, man-power and so 
on. All these have to be taken into account when you perform an action and if they are 
not, it is a t¡masaÆ karma. 

Why would a person begin an action without taking into consideration these 
factors? It is due to some kind of delusion, moh¡t. The incapacity to properly 
discriminate is because of some grandiosity or false hope. We call it foolhardiness. One 
who undertakes such an action is embarking upon an action that is called t¡masaÆ 
karma. 
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THE THREE TYPES OF KARTË  

This is the threefold karma. Previously we saw the threefold jµ¡na, and now, how 
the doer himself, the kart¡, is threefold is told here.  

¨ÉÖHòºÉƒóÉä%xÉ½Æþ´ÉÉnùÒ vÉÞiªÉÖiºÉÉ½þºÉ¨ÉÎx´ÉiÉ&* 
ÊºÉrù¬ÊºÉrù¬ÉäÌxÉÌ´ÉEòÉ®ú& EòiÉÉÇ ºÉÉÎk´ÉEò =SªÉiÉä**26** 
muktasa´go'nahaÆv¡d¢ dh¤tyuts¡hasamanvitaÅ 
siddhyasiddhyornirvik¡raÅ kart¡ s¡ttvika ucyate  Verse 26  

É̈ÖH ò-ºÉƒó& mukta-sa´gaÅ  — the one who is free from attachment; +xÉ½Æþ´ÉÉnùÒ 
anahaÆv¡d¢ — who has no egotism; vÉÞÊi É-=iºÉÉ½þ- ºÉ¨ÉÎx´ÉiÉ& dh¤ti-uts¡ha-samanvitaÅ — 
the one who is endowed with resolve and enthusiasm; ÊºÉÊrù-+ÊºÉr ù¬Éä& sidhi-asiddhyoÅ 
— in success and failure; ÊxÉÌ´ÉE òÉ®ú& nirvik¡raÅ  — one who is unperturbed; ºÉÉÎk´ÉEò& EòkÉÉÇ 
=SªÉiÉä s¡ttvikaÅ kart¡ ucyate — is called a s¡ttvika -kart¡ 

The one who is free from attachment, who has no egotism, who is 
endowed with resolve and enthusiasm and is unperturbed in success and 
failure, is called a s¡ttvika doer. 

SËTTVIKA-KARTË  

The s¡ttvika-kart¡  is one whose mind is s¡ttvika. Once the mind is s¡ttvika , 
everything becomes s¡ttvika; both the knowledge and the action become s¡ttvika . 
Therefore, all you require is that the antaÅ -kara¸a  be rendered s¡ttvika. But, for that, 
you must first know what is sattva . This is not any kind of a physical change but a 
change in thinking, which involves an attitudinal change.  

The agent, kart¡, here has a s¡ttvika mind, a mind that has sattva as its 
predominant nature, and is mukta-sa´ga , one who has no attachment to what he does, 
and is without pride or egoism. He is said to be an anahaÆv¡d¢ . He has no false 
expectations of accomplishment or any commitment to the result of the action that he is 
doing. He does not have any sense that ‘I am a big person and I am performing this 
action. By this I will get name and fame, etc.,’ even when he does a great sacrifice. On 
the contrary, his attitude is, ‘It is given to me to act, so I am doing this.’ Even though he 
may be in a privileged pos ition, he sees himself in the position of giving and not taking, 
because he understands very well that he can as well be at the other end. He appreciates 
fully that everything is given to him, and therefore, has no aha´k¡ra . One who does not 
have the arrogance born out of ignorance recognizes that everything is given; the body, 
the mind, the senses, the resources, the world and all the opportunities.  

Even if he wants to give something to somebody, he recognizes that somebody 
must be able to receive it. That also is given. Without it, he would be denied the pleasure 
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of giving. An appreciation that things are given, even the situations of giving, telling or 
doing, is what we call humility and it is born of understanding. This is not the false 
humility of self-devaluation. Real humility does not mean you should not recognize your 
virtues, but in recognizing them you also acknowledge that you are endowed with them. 
They are given to you. That is an entirely different attitude. ‘It is given to me, I can as 
well be any other person who was not given these gifts and opportunities.’ That attitude 
makes this person anahaÆv¡d¢, one who does not boast about himself.  

Further, he has dh¤ti, resolution or perseverance. There can be different resolves; 
one can resolve to destroy somebody and that is also dh¤ti. Hitler had dh¤ti, great 
resolve, but with his wrong thinking, it became very dangerous. Anybody can have dh¤ti 
and it can as well be r¡jas¢ or t¡mas¢, but the person under discussion here being 
s¡ttvika  is going to have a dh¤ti, resolve, that is good for him and for others, because 
his thinking is proper. His resolution is for his antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, etc., for the sake 
of his own mokÀa . A dh¤ti like that of Arjuna  or Dharmaputra , which does not run 
against dharma  is s¡ttvik¢. The word itself comes from the root dh¤, to sustain, and thus 
dh¤ti is that which sustains a thing. If you start something, and then later relax your 
efforts or give it up there is no dh¤ti. We start nicely, like freshly pressed pyjamas but 
then,  we soon find everything becomes loose and in disarray. There are no tight, creased 
pyjamas. After five minutes, it is ‘pyjamas.’ Certain minds are like that; they lack dh¤ti.  
Even if there is dh¤ti, it must be backed by uts¡ha , the energy, the enthusiasm. Proper 
and adequate effort is required for the fulfilment of even a firm resolve. The one who is 
endowed with resolution backed by effort and enthusiasm, dh¤tyuts¡ha -samanvitaÅ, is 
a s¡ttvika -kart¡. 

Further more he is not subject to any emotional turbulence in success and its 
opposite, failure—siddhi and asiddhi. Whether he achieves victory or meets with 
defeat, there is no elation or depression. A good example of the opposite of this is the 
response of some people to competitions in sports. Whether it is basketball, baseball, or 
football some people will go on a rampage if their favourite team loses. They say that in 
San Francisco the crime rate increases if the San Francisco 49ers1 lose and if they keep 
winning it goes down. Some people get very angry and they go about looting and 
vandalizing. Then there are the coaches and the managers; they go crazy shouting and 
waving their arms. These emotional upheavals are not ordinary, and it is all because of 
too much of identification with the team and a strong commitment to winning. 
Nowadays it is no longer a game but a commercial venture in which not only money but 
name, power and a hundred different things are involved.  

What is a game? It is something without all these. If there is success, it is taken 
nicely, just as defeat is accepted graciously. Similarly, if one has the proper attitude 
towards ‘The game of life,’ there is not much emotional change in success and failure. 

                                                                 
1 A team of American Football  
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That does not mean you should be grim in success. There is a naturally manifest fullness 
in the wake of any success, but it will be a contained ¡nanda, not an eruption of joy. If 
there is such an eruption, it will not take much time to reach the antithesis. In yoga, we 
cut down the intensity and duration of these mood swings so that there is no elation or 
depression beyond what is manageable. Some modification will be there but it will be 
appreciable because of the recognition that there are so many factors contributing to 
success or failure. If you look at success as something that happened to you because of 
many factors, and keep in mind, ‘Everything went well for me this time, therefore I 
succeeded,’ you will have a joy of success that is contained and satisfying without the 
eruption and the following depression.  

A devotee can say, ‘I am grateful to the Lord.’ It is not that the Lord decided to 
give this fellow success today. That would mean that he was kind to him today and 
unkind yesterday—like his uncle. When we say that God is kind we mean that a number 
of factors, including your own karma , happen to be good. Because of that, you happen 
to meet a friend for tennis who usually has a wonderful forehand but that does not work 
for him today. The ball either goes to the net or out of bounds, and you happen to win the 
match. What can you say? Everything went well for you and things did not go well for 
him. That does not mean that he is going to lose the next time, because his stars may 
change. There is always an element of luck, as you may call it, or our own past karma; 
sometimes it runs along w ith our pursuits and sometimes it runs counter to them. This is 
what we call Ì¿vara's grace. It is the result of one's own prayer, one's own attitude, one's 
own karma, past and present. Since we cannot pin-point any one as the cause for 
success, we say it is all Bhagav¡n's kindness. In fact, it is all your own karma. 
Bhagav¡n does not go about distributing success to someone today, somebody else 
tomorrow. It is our own karma  and we call it grace. We can also see that the whole thing 
is Ì¿vara. Every law is Ì¿vara, and therefore, it is God, no doubt. This is how it is to be 
understood, otherwise we will have a lot of problems trying to account for why God is 
very kind one day and unfair another. This kind of appreciation of God as some kind of a 
tyrant is very dangerous. How are you going to relate to that God? 

Here we see the disposition of a person who has a mind, which is containable, 
which is manageable, in success and failure. It is all karma-yoga which is addressed 
here. Further, áa´kara  adds that this is a person who is engaged only in activities which 
are in keeping with the ¿¡stra, in keeping with dharma, not those that are for the sake of 
getting this or that. Such a person is called s¡ttvika . In other words, he is a karma-yog¢ . 
We are not talking abo ut the jµ¡n¢  here, only the kart¡ . The attitude of a jµ¡n¢  is not 
going to be very different from this, but for him, it is spontaneous.  

®úÉMÉÒ Eò¨ÉÇ¡ò™ô|Éä{ºÉÖ™ÖÇô¤vÉÉä Ë½þºÉÉi¨ÉEòÉä%¶ÉÖÊSÉ&* 
½þ¹ÉÇ¶ÉÉäEòÉÎx´ÉiÉ& EòiÉÉÇ ®úÉVÉºÉ& {ÉÊ®úEòÒÌiÉiÉ&**27** 
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r¡g¢ karmaphalaprepsurlubdho hiÆs¡tmako'¿uciÅ  
harÀa¿ok¡nvitaÅ kart¡ r¡jasaÅ parik¢rtitaÅ Verse 27  

®úÉM ÉÒ r¡g¢ — one who has a predominance of r¡ga ; Eò¨ÉÇ¡ò™ô|Éä{ºÉÖ& karma-phala-prepsuÅ 
— one who has predominant desire for the result of action; ™Öôô¤vÉ& lubdhaÅ — greedy; 
Ë½þºÉÉi¨ÉE ò& hiÆs¡tmakaÅ — one whose nature is to hurt; +¶ÉÖÊSÉ& a¿uciÅ — one who is 
not clean; ½þ¹ÉÇ-¶ÉÉäE ò-+Îx´Éi É& harÀa -¿oka -anvitaÅ — one who is subject to elation and 
depression; ®úÉVÉºÉ& EòkÉÉÇ {ÉÊ®úEòÒÌiÉi É& r¡jasaÅ kart¡ parik¢rtitaÅ — is called a r¡jasa -
kart¡  

The one who has a predominance of r¡ga  and a predominant desire for 
the result of action, who is greedy, whose nature is to hurt, who is not 
clean and who is subject to elation and depression is called a r¡jasa doer. 

RËJASA -KARTË 

This describes the doer who is r¡jasa and he is called a karma-phala -prepsu . 
Why is he called r¡jasa-kart¡? Because he is a r¡g¢ , one who has a predominance of 
r¡ga . Because of r¡ga and dveÀa alone, he performs all secular actions, laukika -karma , 
and if he performs any vaidika -karma , it is purely for the result of that karma. Because 
he has a pronounced desire for the results of actions, he is called a karma-phala -prepsu . 
He wants only dharma , artha or k¡ma, and therefore is not a karma-yog¢  but a karma-
phala-prepsu. 

Then again he is lubdha , greedy or miserly. áa´kara says that he is the one who 
has a desire for somebody else's wealth. This is what we call greed. Coveting another 
person's riches or property makes him a lubdha. Not only that he does not give in 
situations where it is appropriate to give, but also actively covets another person's riches. 
Generally, people distribute money when they go to places of pilgrimage in India. Even 
that, this fellow will not do. He is a miser, lubdha. He covets the wealth of others and is 
incapable of spending money on himself or on others. Not only does he not give, he also 
tries to stop others from giving. It is all because of confused values. His heart is lost 
somewhere in some figures, in some particular column of a financial journal or in some 
property somewhere in Tanzania. His heart is invested all over except here. This person 
is called a miser; he has to undergo a lot of change in his thinking. 

Then again, he is one whose nature is to hurt another person, hiÆs¡tmaka, and in 
that he finds some joy also. Because he is unhappy, he makes others unhappy, either 
deliberately or unmindful of the damage he is doing to others. And he is an a¿uci, not 
clean, either inside or outside. There are people who do not bathe for days and then try to 
cover the odour with perfume. This person is externally and internally a¿uci. This 
internal uncleanliness expresses as anger, hatred and so on. When one has a tendency to 
hurt others, and powerful likes, naturally he is not going to have internal purity. But at 
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least he can be clean outside. Even that is not there. áa´kara says he is devoid of 
cleanliness inside and outside. 

Further, he is just the opposite of the person who has a certain contained emotion 
in success and failure. The person under discussion here is harÀa-¿oka-anvitaÅ, one 
who is subject to elation and depression when things go well or badly for him. He is 
called a r¡jasa-kart¡. 

Then the third type of kart¡  is being described. 

+ªÉÖHò& |ÉÉEÞòiÉ& ºiÉ¤vÉ& ¶É`öÉä xÉè¹EÞòÊiÉEòÉä%™ôºÉ&* 
Ê´É¹ÉÉnùÒ nùÒPÉÇºÉÚjÉÒ SÉ EòiÉÉÇ iÉÉ¨ÉºÉ =SªÉiÉä**28** 
ayuktaÅ pr¡k¤taÅ stabdhaÅ ¿a¶ho naiÀk¤tiko'lasaÅ 
viÀ¡d¢ d¢rghas£tr¢ ca kart¡ t¡masa ucyate Verse 28  

+ªÉÖHò& ayuktaÅ — the one who is disturbed; |ÉÉEÞòiÉ& pr¡k¤taÅ — immature; ºi É¤vÉ& 
stabdhaÅ — irreverent; ¶É`& ¿a¶haÅ — deceptive; xÉè¹EÞòÊiÉE ò& naiÀk¤tikaÅ  — cruel; 
+™ôºÉ& alasaÅ — lazy; Ê´É¹ÉÉnùÒ viÀ¡d¢ — given to sadness; nùÒPÉÇºÉÚj ÉÒ SÉ d¢rghas£tr¢ ca  — 
and a procrastinator; i ÉÉ¨ÉºÉ& EòiÉÉÇ =SªÉi Éä t¡masaÅ kart¡ ucyate — is called a t¡masa -
kart¡ 

The one who is disturbed, immature, irreverent, deceptive, cruel, lazy, 
given to sadness, and a procrastinator is called a t¡masa  doer. 

TËMASA -KARTË 

The word yukta refers to ‘one who is not together’—a person who is disturbed. He 
cannot apply his mind properly, and therefore, his thinking and behaviour are improper. 
And he has a mind that is pr¡k¤ta, immature. Even though he may be in his forties, his 
mind remains like that of a child because he has not undergone adequate educational 
discipline, the dis cipline of proper thinking, etc. When this is the situation, it would be 
natural for him to be very humble. But he is not; he is stabdha, irreverent. áa´kara 
says, ‘Remaining like a stick, unbending, he does not prostrate to anybody—da¸·avat , 
na namati kasmaicit .’ There is no question of any kind of surrender to anything 
because, he is absolutely irreverent. Then further, he is a ¿a¶ha, very deceptive. He can 
be so deceptive that he can present himself as though he is not deceptive. In other words, 
he is an impostor. And he is nai¿k¤tika, which áa´kara says is someone who is intent 
upon destroying somebody. He is cruel. Morose is another meaning for naisk¤tika, but 
cruel is more appropriate here. Moreover, he is alasa, completely lazy. He is not capable 
of doing the things that are to be done.  

And he is viÀ¡d¢ one who is always given to sadness. Sadness is not a bad thing as 
long as one is addressing it. In that case the person is s¡ttvika. But if you don't address 
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the problem, tamas is predominant. Here we have a person who is more or less always 
depressed but does not do anything about it. Even if someone tells him what to do about 
it he will postpone doing that because he is a d¢rgha-s£tr¢, a procrastinator. The things 
that are to be done, he does not do, but postpones day after day, indefinitely. áa´kara 
says that what is to be done today or tomorrow, he does not do even in a month. This is 
all because he has a disposition, which is dull and he is called a t¡masa-kart¡ . 

Having talked about the three kinds of karma–action, and kart¡ –agent, and also 
the three kinds of jµ¡na–knowledge, Bhagav¡n is now going to discuss that very 
faculty, the buddhi, where the knowledge exists, in a threefold way. Earlier, he had 
mentioned dh¤ti, resolve, as a quality of a s¡ttvika-kart¡. There we had noted that dh¤ti 
need not be s¡ttvik¢ ; it can as well be r¡jas¢ or t¡mas¢. What he has resolved, what 
exactly he is committed to, determines whether it is s¡ttvik¢, r¡jas¢, or t¡mas¢. In these 
verses we are just getting into the mind and seeing its various conclusions, its knowledge 
and its thinking processes in terms of motives, etc. If you go into all the different 
possibilities in terms of sattva, rajas, and tamas, that have been laid out in chapter 
sixteen, and chapter seventeen, and here in chapter eighteen, you will find that, it is a 
beautiful analysis of various attitudes and their outcomes such as, what is a good process 
of thinking, what is wrong thinking, what is no thinking, etc. 

¤ÉÖräù¦ÉænÆù vÉÞiÉä•Éè´É MÉÖhÉiÉÊÛÉÊ´ÉvÉÆ ¶ ÉÞhÉÖ* 
|ÉÉäSªÉ¨ÉÉxÉ¨É¶Éä¹ÉähÉ {ÉÞlÉCi´ÉäxÉ vÉxÉ‰ÉªÉ**29** 
buddherbhedaÆ dh¤te¿caiva gu¸atastrividhaÆ ¿¤¸u 
procyam¡nama¿eÀe¸a p¤thaktvena dhanaµjaya Verse 29  

vÉxÉ‰ÉªÉ dhanaµjaya  — O! Dhanaµjaya; +¶Éä¹ÉähÉ a¿eÀe¸a — completely; {ÉÞlÉCi´ÉäxÉ 
p¤thaktvena — severally; |ÉÉäSªÉ¨ÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ procyam¡nam — being told; MÉÖhÉiÉ& gu¸ataÅ — 
according to gu¸a; ¤ÉÖräù& buddheÅ — of the mind; vÉÞiÉä& SÉ B´É dh¤teÅ ca eva — and of 
the resolve; ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉ¨ÉÂ trividham — threefold; ¦Éänù¨ÉÂù bhedam  — difference; ¶ÉÞhÉÖ ¿¤¸u — 
please listen 

O! Dhanaµjaya, please listen to the threefold difference according to 
gu¸a of the mind and of the resolve that is being told completely and 
severally. 

Here Bhagav¡n addresses Arjuna as Dhanaµjaya , the one who has won a lot of 
wealth. Arjuna earned this title by winning many battles from which he amassed not 
only worldly wealth, but celestial wealth like the p¡¿upat¡stra . Addressing him thus, 
Lord K¤À¸a tells him, procyam¡naÆ ¿¤¸u, please listen to what is being told now. What 
is being told now is the threefold difference in the buddhi, buddheÅ bhedaÆ 
trividham. 
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Previously we saw how knowledge was divided into three types. Now the buddhi 
is being divided. And buddhi is after all, jµ¡na; so here a doubt is possible. Have these 
difference not already been told? What is the difference between buddhi and jµ¡na 
here? áa´kara  clarifies this for us. Buddhi is the faculty of thinking, while jµ¡na  is the 
actual thought modification, v¤tti, which obtains in the buddhi. Even though there is no 
buddhi without v¤tti and no v¤tti without buddhi, there is a thinking faculty in general, 
and therefore, we make this distinction that jµ¡na obtains in the buddhi while the 
buddhi has jµ¡na  in the form of a v¤tti. 

Then again, the dh¤ti, resolve, is also threefold. This dh¤t i that he is going to talk 
about later is also another v¤tti obtaining in the buddhi. These two things, then, the 
mind and the resolve, buddhi and dh¤ti are being explained in a threefold way, based on 
gu¸a. This is now being told, completely without leaving anything to be desired, 
a¿eÀataÅ. Here we have an introductory verse on what he is going to tell in the next 
three verses about dh¤ti and buddhi. We will see, in general, what kind of buddhi and 
dh¤ti are s¡ttvik¢ , etc. 

THREEFOLD DIVISION OF MIND  

First the s¡ttvik¢  buddhi is being told. How does it think? 

|É´ÉÞËkÉ SÉ ÊxÉ´ÉÞËkÉ SÉ EòÉªÉÉÇEòÉªÉæ ¦ÉªÉÉ¦ÉªÉä* 
¤ÉxvÉÆ ¨ÉÉäIÉÆ SÉ ªÉÉ ´ÉäÊkÉ ¤ÉÖÊrù& ºÉÉ {ÉÉlÉÇ ºÉÉÎk´ÉEòÒ**30** 
prav¤ttiÆ ca niv¤ttiÆ ca k¡ry¡k¡rye bhay¡bhaye 
bandhaÆ mokÀaÆ ca y¡ vetti buddhiÅ s¡ p¡rtha s¡ttvik¢ Verse 30  

{ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha — O! Arjuna ; ªÉÉ ¤ÉÖÊrù& y¡ buddhiÅ — that mind which; |É´ÉÞÊk É¨ÉÂ SÉ 
prav¤ttim ca  — the pursuit of karma; ÊxÉ´ÉÞÊk É¨ÉÂ SÉ niv¤ttim ca — and renunciation; EòÉªÉÇ-
+E òÉªÉæ k¡rya -ak¡rye — what is to be done and what is not to be done; ¦ÉªÉ-+¦ÉªÉä bhaya -
abhaye — what is to be feared and what is not to be feared; ¤ÉxvÉ¨ÉÂ bandham — 
bondage; ¨ÉÉäI É¨ÉÂ SÉ mokÀam ca — and freedom; ´ÉäÊk É vetti — knows; ºÉÉ (¤ÉÖÊr ù&) s¡  
(buddhiÅ) — that (mind) ; ºÉÉÎk´ÉEòÒ s¡ttvik¢  — is s¡ttvik¢ 

The mind, which knows the pursuit of karma and renunciation, what is 
to be done and what is not to be done, what is to be feared and what is not 
to be feared, and bondage and freedom, that (mind), Arjuna, is s¡ttvik¢ . 

SËTTVIKA MIND 

The buddhi that knows these few things is s¡ttvik¢. What does it know? It knows 
that pursuit of karma, prav¤tti, is the cause for bondage. But when it is done as karma-
yoga, prav¤tti is the cause for mokÀa because it involves karma-phala-ty¡ga , 
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renunciation of the result of an action. Then it is not really prav¤tti but niv¤tti because, 
where there is renunciation there is niv¤tti, even though the person may be engaged in 
many activities. When these activities are done for the sake of mental purification, 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, with an attitude of making an offering to Ì¿vara, ¢¿vara -
arpa¸a -buddhy¡ , then mokÀa, release from bondage is the result, which is not a 
karma-phala , really speaking. The mental purification, antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, is only 
the removal of the antaÅ -kara¸a's impurities because every mind is already clean by 
nature. That is why everybody has sympathy, compassion, love, etc., which are the 
qualities of a pure antaÅ-kara¸a.  

Nothing has to be created here; we only have to remove, in general, r¡ga and 
dveÀa. This is the term that we use for all the impurity, like guilt, hurt, anger, and so on. 
Removing all of them is not a real result because it is a ‘getting rid of’ and therefore, a 
kind of ty¡ga . Sanny¡sa, of course is niv¤tti, but even a karma-yog¢  is not doing action 
for pu¸ya , for the sake of heaven or anything else. If he has mokÀa as the ultimate end in 
view, his buddhi has discrimination, and is, therefore, s¡ttvik¢. He knows exactly what 
he is seeking, puruÀ¡rtha. What is aimed at can be simple security or pleas ure or 
dharma , to be exchanged later for security and pleasure. It is all the same. In order to 
get to and remain in heaven for some time, you must have the capital, which is pu¸ya . 
And again, you are going to enjoy heaven in terms of pleasures like music, dance, etc. It 
is the same old thing; all of them come under the bracket of saÆs¡ra. He knows he is 
not seeking any of these; he is seeking mokÀa and this clear ascertainment of his pursuit 
leads him to the knowledge that the cause for bondage is prav¤tti. But knowing this, one 
may not know what is the cause for mokÀa. Since his buddhi is s¡ttvik¢, he also knows 
that the cause for mokÀa is niv¤tti, which means knowledge, jµ¡na, preceded by 
karma-yoga  or sanny¡sa . He knows exactly how to gain this knowledge. 

Why do we not take prav¤tti and niv¤tti as ‘do's’ and ‘don'ts’? That is a possible 
reading but not here because K¤À¸a has separately said, k¡rya -ak¡rye. K¡rya means 
those actions that have to be done such as enjoined karmas, vihita -karmas and ak¡rya  
means those that are not to be done, prohibited actions, pratiÀiddha-karmas. There are 
worldly ‘do's and don'ts’ such as traffic rules, tax laws, social norms and vaidika  ‘do's 
and don'ts,’ including not only rituals but the universal values like truthfulness, non-
injury, not stealing, etc. There again, we require value education. If that is missing, a 
person may do the right thing and avoid the wrong thing, not because of proper thinking 
or conviction about right and wrong, but just because he is afraid of being caught. If you 
ask him a few questions about why he acts as he does, he eventually has no answer. In 
terms of worldly ‘do's and don'ts,’ there are certain things that depend upon the time and 
place. What is acceptable at one time and place, may not be at another and sometimes 
subtle discrimination is required to determine this.  

The ¿¡stra says one should not harm anyone, hiÆs¡Æ na  kury¡t, as does any 
government. But in the hunting season in Pennsylvania, you can get a license to hunt 
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deer for three months because of overpopulation of the deer. Just imagine! Suppose the 
deer population talks it over and decides, ‘Pennsylvania is getting overpopulated with 
humans; we should do something about it,’ and they start coming after the people with 
guns! Then we will understand how illegitimate this kind of thinking is. If we are at the 
other end, being hunted even for a day, we will understand what it means to be hunted. If 
you hunt you can be sure somebody will hunt you later. Perhaps these deer were all 
Americans hunting deer before. We do not know. Any universal rule cannot be 
categorical; we have to interpret it according to time and place, taking into account a 
number of factors. Even a prescribed ritual cannot be done on any day at any time, or 
with any oblation or mantra , or in any sequence. People who are religious should know 
exactly what is to be done and what is not to be done, if they are interested in pu¸ya and 
p¡pa , etc. If they are interested in mokÀa , the knowledge of k¡rya  and ak¡rya is much 
more clear and intimate because of the predominance of sattva  in the mind.  

Then again, this is a person who has a mind that knows what he should be afraid of 
and of what he should not be. It means not being foolhardy in situations where you 
should be cautious. You cannot just say, ‘I do not care, I am not afraid,’ when you are in 
a dangerous situation, like facing a thief or a tiger. You cannot just say, ‘I can manage 
the tiger. After all, a tiger has no hands; it has only four legs, while I have hands and 
legs!’ An intelligent person should know how to manage a tiger.  

Ten fellows were walking in the forest. One fellow saw a tiger and called out to 
the others, ‘There is a tiger! Come on, those who are afraid of the tiger, please lie down 
on me!’ That is called management! Then too, one should not create a situation, which is 
difficult to manage. If you are going into the forest, go in a jeep; otherwise do not go. If 
there is something that is dangerous and that you should be afraid of, stay away from it. 
It is foo lish, for example, to go walking in certain sections of Manhattan after dark, even 
if you know karate. A mugger is not going to engage you in a bout of karate following 
all the rules. He hits you with a baseball bat or shoots you with a gun and you are 
fin ished. Going to places where you should not go, because of a false courage is 
dangerous. In the movies, it is fine; in real life, it does not work. It is not that you are 
afraid; you are prudent. From things that we should be afraid of, we should keep away.  
There are visible things, and there are also invisible things, which are not seen, of which 
we have to be afraid and from which we have to keep away. Invoking some 
kÀudra-devat¡  to gain some power, in other words, black magic, is dangerous. This is 
not the ad¤À¶a-phala , one should seek; one should seek only grace, pu¸ya.  

A person who is very clear about what is to be feared and what is not to be feared 
knows what is bhaya and abhaya . The buddhi, the faculty of thinking that knows what 
is proper and improper, what should be feared, what should be avoided, and what should 
be pursued, is a s¡ttvik¢ buddhi. 
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Then further, he knows what is bondage, bandha , and what is freedom, mokÀa . 
People often think bondage means having a job, a house, a wife, and children. Some 
people think having to cut your hair or shave is bondage. People have varieties of 
notions of bondage. But here is a person with a buddhi that knows that ignorance is 
bondage. The life of becoming, saÆs¡ra, born of self ignorance, is the bondage from 
which one seeks release. MokÀa, therefore, is self -knowledge. The buddhi that knows 
this, is called s¡ttvik¢. 

Now, what is r¡jas¢ buddhi? 

ªÉªÉÉ vÉ¨ÉÇ¨ÉvÉ¨ÉÈ SÉ EòÉªÉÈ SÉÉEòÉªÉÇ¨Éä´É SÉ* 
+ªÉlÉÉ´ÉiÉÂ |ÉVÉÉxÉÉÊiÉ ¤ÉÖÊrù& ºÉÉ {ÉÉlÉÇ ®úÉVÉºÉÒ**31** 
yay¡ dharmamadharmaÆ ca k¡ryaÆ c¡k¡ryameva ca 
ayath¡vat praj¡n¡ti buddhiÅ s¡ p¡rtha r¡jas¢ Verse 31  

{ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha — O! Arjuna ; ªÉªÉÉ (¤ÉÖrù¬É) yay¡ (buddhy¡ ) — the mind with which; vÉ¨ÉÇ̈ ÉÂ 
+vÉù̈ ÉÇ̈ ÉÂ SÉ dharmam adharmam ca — dharma  and adharma; EòÉªÉÇ̈ ÉÂ SÉ +EòÉªÉÇ̈ ÉÂ B́ É SÉ 
k¡ryam ca ak¡ryam eva ca  — what is to be done and what is not to be done; +ªÉlÉÉ´ÉiÉÂ 
ayath¡vat — wrongly; |ÉVÉÉx ÉÉÊi É praj¡n¡ti — knows; ºÉÉ ¤ÉÖÊrù& s¡  buddhiÅ — that mind; 
®úÉVÉºÉÒ r¡jas¢ — is r¡jas¢  

That mind, with which one wrongly knows what is proper and improper, 
what is to be done and what is not to be done, Arjuna, is r¡jas¢. 

RËJASA MIND 

This is the buddhi by which a given person knows certain things such as, dharma 
and adharma , what is enjoined by the ¿¡stra  and what is not enjoined by the ¿¡stra , 
what is negated, pratiÀiddha, by the ¿¡stra  and what is not, what is to be done and what 
is not to be done, k¡rya and ak¡rya. Looking at the list, it looks as though K¤À¸a  is 
repeating what he said in the previous verse. But with one word in the second line, he 
just changes the whole thing. How does one know all these? He knows them wrongly—
ayath¡vat. To know something yath¡vat, is to know it as it is; ayath¡vat is to know 
these things, not as they are intended, but wrongly. He quotes and reads the ¿¡stra 
wrongly, interpreting it according to his convenience. áa´kara says that this person 
interprets the ¿¡stra  without completely ascertaining what it is all about. Therefore, he 
not only knows, j¡n¡ti but he knows with conviction, praj¡n¡ti, that is, knows 
improperly.  

+vÉ¨ÉÈ vÉ¨ÉÇÊ¨ÉÊiÉ ªÉÉ ¨ÉxªÉiÉä iÉ¨ÉºÉÉ´ÉÞiÉÉ* 
ºÉ´ÉÉÇlÉÉÇxÉÂ Ê´É{É®úÒiÉÉÆ•É ¤ÉÖÊrù& ºÉÉ {ÉÉlÉÇ iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÒ**32** 
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adharmaÆ dharmamiti y¡ manyate tamas¡v¤t¡  
sarv¡rth¡n vipar¢t¡Æ¿ca buddhiÅ s¡ p¡rtha t¡mas¢ Verse 32  

{ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha — O! Arjuna; ªÉÉ (¤ÉÖÊrù&) y¡ (buddhiÅ ) — that (mind) which; iÉ¨ÉºÉÉ +É´ÉÞi ÉÉ 
tamas¡ ¡v¤t¡ — (being) covered with ignorance; +vÉ¨ÉÇ¨ÉÂ adharmam — adharma ; 
vÉ¨ÉÇ̈ ÉÂ <Êi É dharmam iti — as dharma ; ºÉ´ÉÇ-+lÉÉÇxÉ Â SÉ sarva -arth¡n  ca  — and all things; 
Ê´É{É®úÒi ÉÉx ÉÂ vipar¢t¡n — as opposed (to what they actually are); ¨Éxª ÉiÉä manyate — 
considers; ºÉÉ ¤ÉÖÊrù& s¡ buddhiÅ — that mind; iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÒ t¡mas¢ — is t¡mas¢  

The mind, which covered with ignorance considers what is improper as 
proper, and all things the reverse (of what they are), that (mind), O! 
Arjuna, is t¡mas¢. 

TËMASA MIND 

The person in the previous verse, with r¡jas¢ buddhi, knows but not properly. He 
may know a value, but not the value of the value; therefore, he compromises. But the 
person under discussion in this verse knows things as just the reverse of what they are. 
He will argue and present what is adharma  as dharma. He will say, ‘In this world you 
cannot survive unless you do these things. You have to be aggressive, you have to 
compromise, etc.’ Adharma  even seems to pass as a virtue for him! Or, he will say, 
‘You have to lie. Without lying you cannot survive.’ If somebody wants to tell the truth, 
he will advise, ‘It will not work, my dear! You have to learn this. You have no worldly 
wisdom at all. We all have learned it the hard way. You have to lie judiciously.’ The 
buddhi that understands all this as dharma  is t¡mas¢. What is not to be done is done; 
what is improper is taken as proper. 

And further, sarv¡rth¡n  vipar¢t¡n  manyate—he considers everything opposite of 
what they are. All things, sarv¡rthas, that are to be known in the world are understood 
as the reverse, of what they are, giving them more value than they have. Why is 
everything mistaken like this? Because the mind is covered by dullness or ignorance—
buddhiÅ tamas¡ ¡v¤t¡ . 

Here the three types of antaÅ-kara¸as are told—s¡ttvika, r¡jasa  and t¡masa . 
But this does not mean they are permanently confined to that. The person who has a 
t¡mas¢ buddhi has to be brought to a condition of more rajas. For that we make him 
work, or get up and run a mile every day. Some education, some discipline is required 
and then tamas will go away. Sports is the best thing. You will find the fellow becomes 
bright, then developing sattva is easy. We have to understand that this sort of 
classification is not to judge anybody but just to know what is rajas, what is tamas, and 
what is sattva. Everybody is a combination of these three gu¸as and here and there, 
there will be some adjustments to make. Where there is a problem, one can always 
change. That is the whole idea.  
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THREE TYPES OF DHÎTI —RESOLVE  

Now we will look into the three kinds of resolve, dh¤ti. First the s¡ttvik¢.  

vÉÞiªÉÉ ªÉªÉÉ vÉÉ®úªÉiÉä ¨ÉxÉ&|ÉÉhÉäÎxpùªÉÊGòªÉÉ&*  
ªÉÉäMÉäxÉÉ´ªÉÊ¦ÉSÉÉÊ®úhªÉÉ vÉÞÊiÉ& ºÉÉ {ÉÉlÉÇ ºÉÉÎk´ÉEòÒ**33** 
dh¤ty¡ yay¡ dh¡rayate manaÅpr¡¸endriyakriy¡Å 
yogen¡vyabhic¡ri¸y¡ dh¤tiÅ s¡ p¡rtha s¡ttvik¢ Verse 33  

{ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha — O! Arjuna ; ªÉªÉÉ yay¡ — by which; +´ªÉÊ¦É SÉÉÊ®úhªÉÉ vÉÞiªÉÉ avyabhic¡ri¸y¡ 
dh¤ty¡ — unflinching resolve; ¨ÉxÉ&-|ÉÉhÉ-<ÎxpùªÉ-ÊG òªÉÉ& manaÅ-pr¡¸a-indriya -kriy¡Å — 
the activities of the mind, pr¡¸a, and the sense organs; ªÉÉäMÉäxÉ yogena — by practice; 
vÉÉ®úªÉi Éä dh¡rayate — one sustains; ºÉÉ vÉÞÊiÉ& s¡ dh¤tiÅ — that dh¤ti; ºÉÉÎk´ÉE òÒ s¡ttvik¢ — 
is s¡ttvik¢  

The unflinching resolve, with which one sustains, by practice, the 
activities of the mind, pr¡¸a , and organs of action and knowledge, that 
resolve is s¡ttvik¢, Arjuna.  

SËTTVIKA RESOLVE 

Dh¤ti, as we have seen, means resolution. The dh¤ti that is s¡ttvik¢  is one that is 
steady, not subjec t to change. With an unflinching resolve, avyabhic¡ri¸y¡ dh¤ty¡ , a 
person sustains, dh¡rayate, the activities of the mind, the physiological functions, and 
the organs of actions and knowledge, manaÅ -pr¡¸a-indriya -kriy¡Å. This means that, 
he is able to discipline their activities, keeping them within certain bounds. Those 
bounds are determined by the way of life enjoined in the ¿¡stra, in other words, a life of 
dharma . This is a person who is able to keep himself from going towards a life that is 
not in conformity with the ¿¡stra . For this you require resolve, because the tendency to 
do things, which are against dharma  is very natural, sv¡bh¡vika . Given proper 
understanding, the tendency to do the right thing is also sv¡bh¡vika. But as a child 
innocently grow s in the society, he or she picks up certain tendencies, which are against 
the basic nature of a human being, and after some time, they seem to be natural. And 
then, what is natural to a human being is also what is enjoined in the ¿¡stra . This is 
because one inherently knows what is right. Thus, naturally there is also a tendency to 
follow dharma  and eschew adharma.  

These two tendencies —the natural one that makes one follow dharma  and the 
other one picked up that makes one go for adharma —are always at war with each other. 
In all mythologies, all over the world, the battle is always between the gods and the 
demons—right and wrong. Destruction is rampant in Sanskrit literature, which is 
reflected by the fact that there are a number of Sanskrit roots, which have the sense of 
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destruction. This is because the whole life is meant to destroy things that are improper. 
Everyone faces the conflict of whether to stay within the bounds of dharma  or to cross 
them, and it requires resolve, in the beginning, to stay within the bounds of dharma . 
This resolve is born of one's understanding of the value of what is proper and improper, 
and it becomes firm by practice, yogena, by a life of discipline, attitudes, etc. This 
includes karma-yoga as well as meditation. A person who is able to control, with a firm 
resolve, these activities of the body-mind-sense-complex, by the practice of discipline, 
etc., has a resolution, dh¤ti which is s¡ttvik¢ . It reveals the predominance of 
sattva-gu¸a in the antaÅ -kara¸a . 

The person who has a pr edominance of rajas also has a dh¤ti. Even the r¡kÀasas 
and asuras have a firm resolve. Bhasm¡sura  had such a great resolve that he got Lord 
áiva to appear in front of him. He had to have tremendous dh¤ti, otherwise Lord áiva  
would not have come. But when Lord áiva  asked him what he wanted, this fellow said, 
‘Whomsoever I touch should be reduced to ashes.’ What kind of resolve is that? A few 
people in the business world have this kind of dh¤ti, that is meant to destroy everybody 
else. Very few can really come to the top of a big corporation, and those who do, with a 
few exceptions, have a lot of cunning and do a lot of cheating. They cheat the 
government, they cheat the public, they cheat their co-workers. They even write books 
on, ‘How to be Successful,’ and again become successful from the book sales. These 
people all have great dh¤ti. But that dh¤ti is not s¡ttvik¢ but r¡jas¢. Having great 
resolve does not make a person great; you have to find out what motivates his dh¤ti.  

Therefore, to make the differenc e between the s¡ttvik¢ and the r¡jas¢ dh¤ti clear, 
Bhagav¡n begins the next verse.  

ªÉªÉÉ iÉÖ vÉ¨ÉÇEòÉ¨ÉÉlÉÉÇxÉÂ vÉÞiªÉÉ vÉÉ®úªÉiÉä%VÉÖÇxÉ* 
|ÉºÉƒäóxÉ ¡ò™ôÉEòÉRÂóIÉÒ vÉÞÊiÉ& ºÉÉ {ÉÉlÉÇ ®úÉVÉºÉÒ**34** 
yay¡ tu dharmak¡m¡rth¡n dh¤ty¡ dh¡rayate'rjuna 
prasa´gena phal¡k¡´kÀ¢ dh¤tiÅ s¡ p¡rtha r¡jas¢ Verse 34  

{ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha — O! Arjuna; iÉÖ tu — on the other hand; |ÉºÉƒäóxÉ prasa´gena  — according 
to the circumstances; ¡ò™ôþ-+ÉEòÉRÂóIÉÒ phala -¡k¡´kÀ¢ — the one who has a longing for 
result; vÉ¨ÉÇ-EòÉ¨É-+lÉÉÇxÉÂ dharma-k¡ma-arth¡n — religious merit, pleasure, and security; 
ªÉªÉÉ vÉÞiªÉÉ yay¡ dh¤ty¡ — by which resolve; vÉÉ®úªÉiÉä dh¡rayate — sustains; +VÉÖÇxÉ arjuna 
— O! Arjuna; ºÉÉ vÉÞÊiÉ& s¡ dh¤tiÅ — that dh¤ti; ®úÉVÉºÉÒ r¡jas¢ — is r¡jas¢ 

Whereas, Arjuna, the resolve, with which the one who has a longing for 
result according to the prevailing circumstances, sustains (activities for) 
religious merit, pleasure, and security, that resolve is r¡jas¢. 
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RËJASA RESOLVE 

This is the resolve with which one sustains; that is, engages in activities of the 
mind, senses and the body that are meant for dharma, artha, and k¡ma . Dharma 
means pu¸ya  here, religious merit. Here we are discussing a person who spends his time 
planning how to get more pu¸ya, and how to get it more easily. Why? So that he will get 
better security, artha , and pleasure, k¡ma, later. He plans and schemes and does all the 
necessary activities because of a certain resolve, paying attention to dharma only for the 
sake of artha or k¡ma, not mokÀa. Then again, he is desirous of gaining a result, 
phal¡k¡´kÀ¢, whenever there is an occasion. As the occasion arises, he becomes 
desirous of the result involved, that is, he tries to convert every opportunity into 
something beneficial to himself. And the benefit here is not antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi, not 
mokÀa, but dharma , artha and k¡ma . He exploits every opportunity to serve his own 
ends. Thus, he is an opportunist. He does not miss an opportunity to acquire dharma , 
artha  and k¡ma, because of his very sustained resolve, dh¤ti. Without that he will miss 
some opportunities; but while others are missing out, he has a vulture's eye on how he 
can benefit from a situation.  

A vulture's eyes are always on the ground below, looking for something dead, no 
matter how high it soars. Flying so high, it looks unconcerned, as though it does not care 
what is happening down on the earth. But then you will find that suddenly it zooms 
down, as soon as there is a dead carcass anywhere, because its eyes are always looking 
for that. Similarly, this person also has eyes like those of a vulture, looking for 
opportunities to ‘make a kill.’ According to the conducive situation, prasa´gena , he is a 
desirer of the result, a phal¡k¡´kÀ¢. And the sustained, unflinching resolve that makes 
him an opportunist, always thinking about dharma, artha  and k¡ma, is called r¡jas¢ 
because it is born of rajas. As it was already said, the dharma  here is religious merit for 
more security and pleasure. 

Now the third type of resolve, the t¡mas¢ dh¤ti is being told.  

ªÉªÉÉ º´É{ÉîÆ ¦Éª ÉÆ ¶ÉÉäEÆò Ê´É¹ÉÉnÆù ¨Énù¨Éä´É SÉ*  
xÉ Ê´É¨ÉÖˆÉÊiÉ nÖù¨ÉævÉÉ vÉÞÊiÉ& ºÉÉ {ÉÉlÉÇ iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÒ**35** 
yay¡ svapnaÆ bhayaÆ ¿okaÆ viÀ¡daÆ madameva ca 
na vimuµcati durmedh¡ dh¤tiÅ s¡ p¡rtha t¡mas¢ Verse 35  

{ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha — O! Arjuna; nÖù¨ÉævÉÉ& durmedh¡Å — the one whose thinking is improper; 
ªÉªÉÉ (vÉÞiªÉÉ) yay¡ (dh¤ty¡) — by which (resolve); º´É{xÉ¨ÉÂ svapnam — sleep; ¦ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ 
bhayam  — fear; ¶ÉÉäEò¨ÉÂ ¿okam — sorrow; Ê´É¹ÉÉnù̈ ÉÂù viÀ¡dam — depression; ¨Én¨ÉÂ B́ É SÉ 
madam eva ca  — and intoxication; xÉ Ê´É¨ÉÖ̂ ÉÊiÉ na vimuµcati — he does not give up; ºÉÉ  
vÉÞÊi É& s¡ dh¤tiÅ — that dh¤ti; iÉÉ¨ÉºÉÒ t¡mas¢  — t¡mas¢ 
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That resolve, by which the one whose thinking is improper does not give 
up sleep, fear, sorrow, depression and intoxication, is t¡mas¢, Arjuna. 

TËMASA RESOLVE 

Here is another person who also has dh¤ti, a very well committed resolve, but it is 
because he does not give up, na vimuµcati, certain things. If he does not give up these 
things even though you try to make him a little different, his dh¤ti, must be very firm. 
He has some kind of commitment that does not allow him to give them up. For example, 
no matter what happens, he will not give up his sleep, svapna; it is very important for 
him. It is interesting that K¤À¸a uses the word svapna here, which can mean dream as 
well as sleep. From this we can understand that not only does he sleep too much, when 
he is awake, he spends his time daydreaming. If he does not sleep, he daydreams, and 
thus, we say he does not give up svapna. 

We saw in the sixth chapter that there is  no yoga  for the one who sleeps too much. 
And it is yoga  that destroys duÅkha, pain, or sorrow. But for this person under 
discussion, who has t¡mas¢ dh¤ti, there can be no yoga. Because when he is awake, he 
always has fear, bhaya , of one thing or the other—fear of death, naturally, and fear of 
losing money and the other resources. He cannot give up this fear because he will not do 
anything to get rid of it. You must do something to give up fear, and for that, a certain 
type of resolve is required, which he does not have. As long as he does not address the 
problem, the fear does not go. For the same reason, he cannot give up sadness, ¿oka. He 
will not do anything to address his sadness and if you talk to him for two minutes, he 
will make you also sad. He has such an infectious sadness that anybody coming 
anywhere around him becomes sad. Not only will he not give up this sadness, he will 
have some philosophy to justify it also. Besides ¿oka, tangible sorrow, he cannot give up 
his depression, viÀ¡da , which generally pervades his entire daily activity. He is like 
someone who is under the spell of intoxication, mada, always pursuing simple 
gratification of the sense organs, because that is the only thing, which can keep him in 
good humour. At the same time, he will not listen to anybody, otherwise he would 
change.  

This is also the dh¤ti, of a person who makes light, the achievements of other 
people, while inflating his own. Because he is intoxicated by vanity, fighting his own 
inferiority complex, he puts on a super ior air. Otherwise, he has to face himself and that 
is very painful. When he sleeps too much and has fear–bhaya, sorrow–¿oka , and 
depression–viÀ¡da , what kind of self-opinion will he have? How is he going to avoid an 
inferiority complex? It is impossible. But how does he fight that complex? By dismissing 
the whole world! That appears in the form of an air of superiority, which means he has 
no way of learning. Therefore, we say, he does not give up his intoxication, madaÆ na 
vimuµcati. If he would listen to somebody, he might change. Because of mada, the 
fellow cannot bend down to anybody. This arrogance is the expression of his ignorance.  



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 246 

And when he thinks, his thinking is not proper; he is a durmedh¡ . This resolve of 
a person whose thinking is distorted, is called t¡mas¢ dh¤ti. 

THREEFOLD DIVISION OF HAPPINESS 

Thus, the various activities, karma, and their accessories, the doer, knowledge, 
mind and resolve, kart¡, jµ¡na, buddhi and dh¤ti have been shown to be threefold 
based upon the three gu¸as, sattva , rajas and tamas. The sukha, pleasure or joy that 
you get out of various actions can also be threefold depending on how you got it, how 
long it lasts, and the degree and nature of the sukha . All of these determine whether the 
sukha is s¡ttvika, r¡jasa  or t¡masa . 

ºÉÖJÉÆ Îi´ÉnùÉxÉÓ ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉÆ ¶ÉÞhÉÖ ¨Éä ¦É®úiÉ¹ÉÇ¦É* 
+¦ªÉÉºÉÉpù¨ÉiÉä ªÉjÉ nÖù&JÉÉxiÉÆ SÉ ÊxÉMÉSUôÊiÉ**36** 
sukhaÆ tvid¡n¢Æ trividhaÆ ¿¤¸u me bharatarÀabha 
abhy¡s¡dramate yatra duÅkh¡ntaÆ ca nigacchati Verse 36 

ªÉkÉnùOÉä Ê´É¹ÉÊ¨É´É {ÉÊ®úhÉÉ¨Éä%¨ÉÞiÉÉä{É¨É¨ÉÂ* 
iÉiºÉÖJÉÆ ºÉÉÎk´ÉEÆò |ÉÉäHò¨ÉÉi¨É¤ÉÖÊrù|ÉºÉÉnùVÉ¨ÉÂ**37** 
yattadagre viÀamiva pari¸¡me'm¤topamam  
tatsukhaÆ s¡ttvikaÆ proktam¡tmabuddhipras¡dajam Verse 37 

¦É®úiÉ¹ÉÇ¦É bharatarÀabha — O! Arjuna; <nùÉxÉÒ¨ÉÂ iÉÖ id¡n¢m tu — now; ÊjÉÊ´ÉvÉ¨ÉÂ ºÉÖJÉ¨ÉÂ 
trividham sukham — about threefold happiness; ¨Éä ¶ÉÞh ÉÖ me ¿¤¸u — listen to Me; ªÉjÉ 
yatra  — in which; +¦ªÉÉºÉÉi ÉÂ abhy¡s¡t — by repetition; ®ú¨Éi Éä ramate — one discovers 
joy; nÖù&J ÉÉxi É¨ÉÂ SÉ duÅkh¡ntam ca  — and the end of sorrow; ÊxÉMÉSUôÊiÉ nigacchati — one 
gains; ªÉiÉÂ iÉiÉ Â yat tat — that which; +OÉä agre — in the beginning; Ê´É¹É¨ÉÂ < É́ viÀam iva 
— like poison; {ÉÊ®úhÉÉ¨Éä pari¸¡me — when there is transformation; + É̈ÞiÉ-={É¨É¨ÉÂ am¤ta -
upamam — is like nectar; +Éi¨É-¤ÉÖÊrù-|ÉºÉÉnùVÉ¨ÉÂ ¡tma-buddhi-pras¡da jam — born of 
the clarity of self knowledge; iÉi ÉÂ ºÉÖJÉ¨ÉÂ tat sukham — that happiness; ºÉÉÎk É́E ò¨ÉÂò|ÉÉäHò¨ÉÂ 
s¡ttvikam proktam — is called s¡ttvika 

Listen to Me now, Arjuna , about the threefold happiness. That in which 
one discovers joy by repetition and gains the end of sorrow, which in the 
beginning is like poison (and) when there is transformation, is like nectar, 
that happiness is called s¡ttvika , born of the clarity of self -knowledge.  

SËTTVIKA HAPPINESS 

Arjuna  is addressed as bharatarÀabha, the one who is the most exalted in the 
family of Bharata. The word tu is used to indicate a new topic. ‘Now, id¡n¢m,’ Lord 
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K¤À¸a says, ‘listen to Me,’ drawing Arjuna's attention to the new topic of the threefold 
happiness, trividhaÆ sukham. 

The s¡ttvikaÆ sukham is  that in which one revels in by practice, abhyas¡t 
ramate yatra. The joy that one discovers by the repeated practice of ¿rava¸a , manana , 
and nididhy¡sana is s¡ttvikaÆ sukham. In all these, a certain repetition is involved, 
and that repetition brings not boredom, but a sukha , a s¡ttvikaÆ sukham. And it is not 
discovery of a joy, which will be lost in time, but one in which one gains, a resolution of 
sorrow that is centred on the ¡tm¡, duÅkh¡ntaÆ nigacchati. There is no sadness 
without the ¡tm¡ , because in every sense of sorrow, there is ‘I.’ And as this ‘I’ is 
released from the various notions that give rise to a sense of sorrow, the sorrow comes to 
an end, by recognizing that the nature of oneself is sukha . 

THE PURSUIT OF SËTTVIKA HAPPINESS MAY BE PAINFUL IN THE BEGINNING 

The beginning of a sukha which is s¡ttvika is said here to be like poison, viÀam 
iva . When a person begins this pursuit of self-knowledge, which is mokÀa, he finds it 
difficult because he is beginning to address himself. Prior to beginning his pursuit, he 
kept himself busy doing one thing or the other, which always brought him some 
gratification. When you gratify yourself with various things, you do not see the pain, 
which drives you to search for gratification. That is why, when you begin to turn your 
attention towards yourself, you always feel you were better off before. But that is not 
true. If you were better, what is wrong now? After all, you are still yourself; that has not 
changed. In fact, you were not better; you were just not addressing your problems. Now 
when you turn your attention towards yourself, all the sorrows you never gave a thought 
to, the thoughts you never even thought you had, all come up because you are addressing 
them. It is like poison in the beginning because you require vair¡gya , maturity, 
dispassion, objectivity, understanding your mind, etc., as it is, and dropping all of the 
past in handling all these that come up. All these things are not ordinary. They require a 
lot of self-searching, which is not easy; it is a painful process. Therefore, in the 
beginning a spiritual pursuit is fraught with pain. No spiritual seeker underwent a spell of 
seeking without some kind of pain. That pain is likened to poison which tastes vile and 
seems as though it is going to destroy yo u. You do not want to take it. But we have to 
gain knowledge, dispassion, and a capacity to contemplate, for which a lot of effort is 
required in the beginning, and therefore, it is painful. 

Then again, we have to follow values, which is difficult initially, but then it 
becomes natural. And becoming a vegetarian can be another problem. Everything is 
different. Getting up early in the morning, attending the classes, and then, there is no 
progress in the subject matter! The first day the Swami said you are Brahman and after 
three hundred classes, he says the same thing. If you stay with me for twelve years, I1 

                                                                 
1 Swamiji 
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will be saying the same thing. Only titles and verses change, but the content is the same. 
And this study also implies sitting with yourself in meditation. That is all right for five or 
ten minutes, but suppose you have to sit for one or two hours, it is a problem. And so we 
say in the beginning it is like a poison. But once you have come to terms with yourself 
and are happy with yourself as you are, and have learned to live a disciplined life, there 
is maturity. You have taken care of your emotions, let go of the past, and can just be with 
yourself as you are. When whatever is to be done has been taken care of, what happens? 

ON TRANSFORMATION , IT IS LIKE NECTAR  

Pari¸¡me, when there is this change, in the antaÅ-kara¸a , there is a happiness 
which, áa´kara says, is born of maturity in terms of understanding, dispassion, and so 
on. This dispassion, vair¡gya, is not a will-based denial but a natural objectivit y born of 
understanding. The happiness, sukha, that is born of that maturity is like nectar, 
am¤topama. Nectar, am¤ta , is something associated with heaven that we have only 
heard about in the ¿¡stra but have not seen. This is an unusual example. How can 
something, which we do not know at all, serve as an example? Though like most 
examples, it is not something seen before, d¤À¶ap£rva , still, it has been heard of before, 
¿¤utap£rva. Only occasionally is an illustration used in this way. There is a lot of 
description about am¤ta in the Pur¡¸as, where it is presented as a kind of milk. If you 
take even a little of it, you become immortal. If this is literal, that nectar can only be 
knowledge, jµ¡na!  

This s¡ttvikaÆ sukham is equivalent to nectar, am¤ta, because it immortalizes 
you. It never goes away because it is ¡tma-buddhi-pras¡daja , born of the clarity of 
knowledge of the ¡tm¡, which is free from time. If it is born of an object, it will 
definitely go away in time. Ëtma-buddhi means a mind which has knowledge of the 
¡tm¡, and because of the ¡tma-buddhi, there is a pras¡da, a clarity like that of pure 
placid water which is so clear that you can see the sand and all the pebbles of different 
colours on the bottom, which are somehow not so colourful when they are dry. This is 
the purity of the antaÅ -kara¸a . So too, it is like the water that flows, finding its way no 
matter what comes in its path, not resisting anything. Even if there is a big stone in the 
way, the water goes around it, and if there is a big valley, it just fills it up and proceeds. 
It does not bother about what is in front, but keeps going, never being caught up 
anywhere. The purity, the fluidity of this water is such that it lives a life of absolute 
non-resistance. A mind with this kind of purity does not resist anything, even itself. It 
has the attitude, ‘Whatever it is, it is alright; let it be so.’ That is ¡tma-buddhi-pras¡da , 
the glad acceptance of whatever is. Self -knowledge itself is the pras¡da, the blessing, 
and the sukha that arises from that is not dependent upon any object or even a condition 
of the mind, because it is knowledge, jµ¡na. All that is necessary for that jµ¡na has 
been taken care of, which is why, in the beginning, it is said to be like poison, viÀam iva . 
Later, however, after the change in the antaÅ -kara¸a  has taken place, it is like nectar, 
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am¤topama. That sukha, in terms of the mind is called s¡ttvika because the 
predominance of sattva -gu¸a in the antaÅ-kara¸a is responsible for it. 

Now the r¡jasikaÆ sukham is being told.  

Ê´É¹ÉªÉäÎxpùªÉºÉÆªÉÉäMÉÉnÂù ªÉkÉnùOÉä%¨ÉÞiÉÉä{É¨É¨ÉÂ* 
{ÉÊ®úhÉÉ¨Éä Ê´É¹ÉÊ¨É´É iÉiºÉÖJÉÆ ®úÉVÉºÉÆ º¨ÉÞiÉ¨ÉÂ**38** 
viÀayendriyasaÆyog¡d yattadagre'm¤topamam 
pari¸¡me viÀamiva tatsukhaÆ r¡jasaÆ sm¤tam Verse 38  

ªÉi ÉÂ i ÉiÉÂ yat tat — that which; Ê´É¹ÉªÉ-<ÎxpùªÉ-ºÉÆªÉÉäM ÉÉi ÉÂ viÀaya -indriya-saÆyog¡t — from the 
contact of a sense organ with its object; +OÉä agre — at the beginning; +¨ÉÞiÉ-={É¨É¨ÉÂ 
am¤ta-upamam — is like nectar; {ÉÊ®úhÉÉ¨Éä pari¸¡me — when it changes; Ê´É¹É¨ÉÂ <´É 
viÀam iva  — is like poison; iÉi ÉÂ ºÉÖJÉ¨ÉÂ tat sukham — that happiness; ®úÉVÉºÉ¨ÉÂ º¨ÉÞiÉ¨ÉÂ 
r¡jasam sm¤tam — is considered r¡jasa  

That happiness from the contact of a sense organ with its object, which in 
the beginning is like nectar and when it changes is like poison, is 
considered r¡jasa. 

RËJASA HAPPINESS  

R¡jasaÆ sukham is the simple kick that you get because of the contact of the 
sense organs with their sense objects, viÀaya-indriya -saÆyog¡t. If those sense objects 
are desirable, sukha is born. In the beginning it is like nectar, agre am¤topamam, in the 
sense that it is easy. After all, the contact of the sense organs with desirable objects does 
not require any preparation of the antaÅ-kara¸a . It is purely a perceptual sukha, which 
even an animal can pick up. Because it is so very simple and very desirable, it is said to 
be like nectar, am¤topama. 

But then, a change takes place. This kind of enjoyment destroys the very capacity 
of the body to enjoy. áa´kara  says that these enjoyments cause the destruction of one's 
strength, beauty, knowled ge, wisdom, wealth, and enthusiasm, bala -v¢rya-r£pa-prajµ¡ -
medh¡-dhana-uts¡ha-h¡ni-hetutv¡t pari¸¡me viÀam iva. A person who indulges in 
sense pursuits destroys his strength both in terms of his health, bala, and the powers of 
the sense organs, v¢rya . As a person ages, there is a natural loss of health and of the 
power of the sense organs to enjoy, which is accelerated if one abuses the body. Even 
though sensory pleasures seem to be very simple to acquire, in the long run, they are not 
easy to get at all because the sense organs, on which they entirely depend, are not as 
powerful as they once were. And eventually, that sukha  will not exist at all because, of 
course, the sense organs will finally depart altogether.  
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Then again, one can get a certain sukha if one has beauty, r£pa. A type of 
self-worth is generated from the admiration of others. But the beauty on which that is 
based cannot be retained and in the very process of enjoying it, you lose it. A person 
engaged in sense-pursuits will hardly find any tim e to think about anything of dharma 
and adharma, ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡ ; and therefore, there is a loss of discriminative 
knowledge, prajµ¡, and in the process, memory, medh¡ , the capacity to retain things is 
also destroyed. Then of course you have to pay for your pleasures, so wealth, dhana , is 
destroyed. Enthusiasm also goes away because either you cannot get the same thing 
again or you have to make further effort to get it again, and when you do get it, there is 
an anticlimax. It is never like the first time. Or, you do not want it again and you have to 
look for something else. It is am¤ta  in the beginning, when you get it, but later it is lost, 
momentary experience being what it is, and that leaves you with a duÅkha. 

Then the capacity to make effort for sense pleasure becomes depleted; it wanes 
away. When the change, pari¸¡ma, takes place, it becomes like poison, viÀam iva . 
Once the antaÅ-kara¸a is incapable of enjoying, or the sense organs, or the body, or 
things that are necessary to enjoy, like money, are not available, sukha  is not possible. 
And since one does not develop viveka  in a life of sense pursuits, when one reaches sixty 
or seventy years of age, there is no capacity to appreciate the leisure of old age. At that 
time, you cannot suddenly develop the viveka required to make retirement a blessing. If 
you maintain viveka , throughout your life, retirement will help; otherwise, it will be a 
tragedy. 

This is r¡jasaÆ sukham, like nectar in the beginning and like poison when it 
changes —agre am¤topamaÆ, pari¸¡me viÀam iva. While the s¡ttvikaÆ sukham  is 
like poison, viÀam  iva, in the beginning in the sense that it is unpleasant since it implies 
a certain discipline on the part of the person, it ends in the form of nectar, am¤tam iva . 
This r¡jasaÆ sukham, on the other hand, is very desirable in the beginning, but painful 
in the end. If your only pleasures are sense pleasures, you have to get them, no matter 
what and inevitably, there will be compromises in dharma . The consequences of those 
compromises can only come in the form of duÅkha. Therefore, áa´kara says here that 
these pleasures are like poison in the end, because they are the cause for unpleasant 
experiences born of wrong actions, adharma . 

ªÉnùOÉä SÉÉxÉÖ¤ÉxvÉä SÉ ºÉÖJÉÆ ¨ÉÉä½þxÉ¨ÉÉi¨ÉxÉ&* 
ÊxÉpùÉ™ôºªÉ|É¨ÉÉnùÉäilÉÆ iÉkÉÉ¨ÉºÉ¨ÉÖnùÉ¾þiÉ¨ÉÂ**39** 
yadagre c¡nubandhe ca sukhaÆ mohanam¡tmanaÅ 
nidr¡lasyapram¡dotthaÆ tatt¡masamud¡h¤tam Verse 39 

ªÉi ÉÂ ºÉÖJÉ¨ÉÂ yat sukham — that sukha, happiness, which; ÊxÉpùÉ-+É™ôºªÉ-|É¨ÉÉn-=ilÉ¨ÉÂ nidr¡ -
¡lasya-pram¡da-uttham — born of sleep, laziness and indifference; +OÉä SÉ agre ca  — 
in the beginning; +xÉÖ¤Éx vÉä SÉ anubandhe ca  — and at the end; +Éi¨Éx É& ¨ÉÉä½þxÉ¨ÉÂ ¡tmanaÅ 
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mohanam — is self -deluding; i ÉiÉÂ tat — that; i ÉÉ¨ÉºÉ¨ÉÂ =nùÉ¾þi É¨ÉÂ t¡masam ud¡h¤tam — is 
called t¡masa 

That happiness, which in the beginning and at the end is self-deluding 
(and) born of sleep, laziness and indifference, is called t¡masa. 

TËMASA HAPPINESS 

This is a happiness, which initially, agre, and later also, anubandhe ca, involves 
the delusion of the person, mohanam ¡tmanaÅ. It is the happiness one experiences in 
sleep, nidr¡ . Though there is some sukha in sleep, the mind, antaÅ -kara¸a, is not 
awake to experience it. We cannot say there is no sukha in sleep, but at the same time, it 
is completely overwhelmed by tamas, total ignorance, and therefore, there is no positive 
appreciation of sukha, even though we can say there is absence of duÅkha. In deep 
sleep, you become one with your own nature, svar£pa, because you are the only person 
that is there; ¡tma -¡nanda alone is there. Even though you become the ¡nanda which 
is nature, svar£pa, of yourself, at the same time, there is no recognition of that 
whatsoever because the mind is overcome by tamas. Therefore, this is called t¡masaÆ 
sukham . 

Then there is another sukha which is because of laziness, ¡lasya. When you exert 
no effort, you are free from the pain, duÅkha , which is implied in doing things. That is 
also t¡masaÆ sukham. There is a similar kind of sukha  born of indifference, pram¡da , 
towar ds things that are to be done. And often this is accompanied by a justification that 
you should not put pressure on yourself, that you must always have enough time for 
yourself. If not doing what is to be done is able to give you sukha, that definitely is 
t¡masaÆ sukham. An incapacity to do a certain thing that is to be done is a different 
thing altogether. But when one is indifferent to what one can do, and does not even 
worry about it, that is t¡masaÆ  sukham. There is some sukha because you are avoiding 
the pain of doing it. 

Now we have a verse summing up this section of the threefold division of varieties 
of things. 

xÉ iÉnùÎºiÉ {ÉÞÊlÉ´ªÉÉÆ ´ÉÉ ÊnùÊ´É näù´Éä¹ÉÖ ´ÉÉ {ÉÖxÉ&* 
ºÉk´ÉÆ |ÉEÞòÊiÉVÉè¨ÉÖÇHÆò ªÉnäùÊ¦É& ºªÉÉiÉÂ ÊjÉÊ¦ÉMÉÖÇhÉè&**40** 
na tadasti p¤thivy¡Æ v¡ divi deveÀu v¡ punaÅ 
sattvaÆ prak¤tijairmuktaÆ yadebhiÅ sy¡t tribhirgu¸aiÅ Verse 40  

ªÉi ÉÂ (ºÉk´É¨ÉÂ) yat (sattvam) — that (existent being) which; BùÊ¦É& ebhiÅ — these; |ÉE ÞòÊiÉVÉè& 
prak¤tijaiÅ — born of prak¤ti; ÊjÉÊ¦É& MÉÖh Éè& tribhiÅ gu¸aiÅ — from these three gu¸as; 
É̈ÖH ò¨ÉÂ ºªÉÉi ÉÂ muktam sy¡t — would be free; iÉi ÉÂ ºÉk´É¨ÉÂ tat sattvam — that existent 
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being; {ÉÞÊlÉ´ªÉÉ¨ÉÂ p¤thivy¡m — either on the earth; ´ÉÉ v¡— or again; ÊnùÊ´É divi — in 
heaven; näù´Éä¹ÉÖ ´ÉÉ {ÉÖx É& deveÀu v¡  punaÅ — or again among the gods; xÉ +ÎºiÉ na asti — 
is not there  

There is no existent being either on the earth or, furthermore, in heaven 
among the gods; who is free from these three gu¸as born of prak¤ti 
(nature). 

THERE IS NO EXISTENT BEING FREE FROM THESE GUÛAS OF PRAKÎTI 

Sattva  means an existent living being. There is no existent living being which is 
free from these gu¸as. Where? On the earth, p¤thivy¡m; here áa´kara  adds, the 
reference is to human beings on earth, or in heaven, divi, with reference to the gods, 
deveÀu. There is no existent being in the form of human beings, etc., on the earth, or in 
the form of gods in heaven which is free, mukta, from these three gu¸as—ebhiÅ 
tribhiÅ gu¸aiÅ . All these three gu¸as—sattva, rajas, and tamas, are born of prak¤ti 
which is m¡y¡ , and there is no existent thing that is totally free from them. áa´kara 
takes this as any living thing, but we can extend it to any existent thing, Nothing is free 
from these gu¸as. It may be totally t¡masa, like a rock, or predominantly t¡masa , like a 
tree or an animal, among which, again, there are certain differences.  

The human beings also may have any one of these three gu¸as predominant, 
giving us four basic possibilities, but there again, there are millions of shades of 
differences. From the standpoint of the gu¸as and also on the basis of karma we have 
four groups. The division on the basis of gu¸a is something universal, while division on 
the basis of karma is a system conceived of by the Vedas for one's growth. This is the 
division that is going to be told now. It has to be interpreted according to the current 
society; but in the context of the G¢t¡, the qualities and tasks of a br¡hma¸a, a kÀatriya , 
a vai¿ya and a ¿£dra  are binding. A br¡hma¸a could be a br¡hma¸a  from the 
standpoint of his karma or from the standpoint of his gu¸as. Ideally, they coincide and 
assuming that they do, Bhagav¡n  is going to discuss here first the gu¸a, then the karma 
of each of the four. This is applicable to a society which has this system of division of 
labour, but the division on the basis of quality, gu¸a, is universal. Even in India the 
division according to duty is largely gone; only some vestiges remain. A kÀatriya can be 
a professor, or a vai¿ya by birth, may be the commander of the army. We even have 
br¡hma¸a  in leather business. So today that system is gone, but in the vision of the 
G¢t¡, it is still there.  

áA×KARA 'S INTRODUCTION TO THE NEXT SECTION 

áa´kara  introduces this fourfold division of people on the basis of gu¸a and 
karma by saying that saÆs¡ra , a life of becoming which is characterized by activity, the 
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causes for the activity and the result of action, has been told in the fifteenth chapter by 
the illustration of the tree with its roots upward, £rdhvam£la . Because of the result of 
actions, there is the birth of a body, and because of that, there is activity, which has a 
result that again leads to the birth of another body. Naturally, this is saÆs¡ra. And it is 
in the form of three gu¸as, because all these consist only of sattva , rajas and tamas in 
different proportions. For whom is this saÆs¡ra ? It is only for the ¡tm¡ , because 
saÆs¡ra does not exist without ‘I,’ ¡tm¡. Though it is not the cause, ¡tm¡ is the basis 
for saÆs¡ra . How can sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡  be the basis for its opposite, saÆs¡ra ? 
Well, the saÆs¡ra  is superimposed on ¡tm¡ by avidy¡, ignorance. That I am a doer and 
the enjoyer of the results of actions is purely ignorance, and this ignorance is the root of 
all saÆs¡ra. And it is undesirable because it is not mokÀa. In the previous verse we saw 
that all beings are subject to these three gu¸as and this is anartha , it is saÆs¡ra. Even 
if you became a celestial, a deva, you would be within saÆs¡ra  because you would not 
be outside the three gu¸as. 

Further, it was very clearly pointed out earlier in th e fifteenth chapter, by 
illustrating saÆs¡ra  as a tree whose roots are above and by saying that this saÆs¡ra has 
to be felled only by the axe of detachment, asa´ga  ¿astre¸a chittv¡. This means 
ascertaining clearly what is not the self, an¡tm¡ , and knowing what is, ¡tm¡ . Then one 
should gain that end, gaining which there is no return, tataÅ padaÆ tat 
parim¡rgitavyaÆ  yasmin gat¡ na nivartanti bh£yaÅ. Everybody is under the spell of 
these three gu¸as and wherever you go you will be within them. If you want to get rid of 
saÆs¡ra, you have to get rid of these three gu¸as because saÆs¡ra consists of these 
three qualities, sattva, rajas and tamas. As long as you are under the spell of them, you 
cannot get rid of saÆs¡ra. Either you will have a golden shackle called a s¡ttvika  
shackle, or a silver shackle called a r¡jasa  shackle, or some pig iron shackle called a 
t¡masa  shackle. There is no possibility of getting released from the saÆs¡ra by 
bringing about a change. I can only change the shackle. I can change my form from this 
form to that of a deva , for example, and then have some celestial complexes such as, 
‘That one has golden wings; I don't have wings at all.’ Release from saÆs¡ra  is 
untenable by any of the means which we know, and therefore, how to get released from 
this saÆs¡ra  consisting of three gu¸as has to be told. For this, a new section begins.  

The vision of the entire g¢t¡ -¿¡stra  has to be summed up also, for this much alone, 
áa´kara says, is the meaning of all the Vedas and sm¤ti and this has to be pursued by 
those people who are interested in the puruÀ¡rtha which is mokÀa . For this purpose 
alone divisions of br¡hma¸a, kÀatriya, vai¿ya and ¿£dra  are told. These divisions are 
connected, of course, to the gu¸as, but at the same time, it is a new topic. 
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THE DUTIES OF THE FOUR VARÛAS ACCORDING TO GUÛAS 

¥ÉÉÀhÉIÉÊjÉªÉÊ´É¶ÉÉÆ ¶ÉÚpùÉhÉÉÆ SÉ {É®úxiÉ{É* 
Eò¨ÉÉÇÊhÉ |ÉÊ´É¦ÉHòÉÊxÉ º´É¦ÉÉ´É|É¦É´ÉèMÉÖÇhÉè&**41** 
br¡hma¸akÀatriyavi¿¡Æ ¿£dr¡¸¡Æ ca parantapa 
karm¡¸i pravibhakt¡ni svabh¡vaprabhavairgu¸aiÅ Verse 41  

{É®úxiÉ{É parantapa  — O! Scorcher of enemies, Arjuna; ¥ÉÉÀhÉ-I ÉÊjÉªÉ- Ê´É¶ÉÉ¨ÉÂ br¡hma¸a -

kÀatriya -vi¿¡m — of br¡hma¸as, kÀatriyas and vai¿yas; ¶ÉÚpùÉh ÉÉ¨ÉÂ SÉ ¿£dr¡¸¡m ca  — 
and of the ¿£dras; º´É¦ÉÉ´É-|É¦É´Éè& svabh¡va-prabhavaiÅ — born of svabh¡va (Ì¿vara's 
m¡y¡ , one's nature and one's karma); MÉÖhÉè& gu¸aiÅ — as per the qualities; Eò¨ÉÉÇÊhÉ 
karm¡¸i — the duties; |ÉÎ´É¦ÉHòÉÊxÉ pravibhakt¡ni — are divided 

The duties of the br¡hma¸as, kÀatriyas, vai¿yas, and ¿£dras, Arjuna, 
are divided according to qualities born of svabh¡va (Ì¿vara's m¡y¡, 
one's nature and one's karma).  

This is the division of duties for br¡hma¸as, kÀatriyas, vai¿yas, and also for the 
¿£dras. While br¡hma¸as, kÀatriyas and vai¿yas are all listed in one compound, the 
¿£dras are mentioned separately. Why is it so? áa´kara says that although all of these 
are classes and could be included in the same compound, the ¿£dras are considered 
unqualified for Vedic study and are therefore, mentioned separately. The separate 
mention could be purely because of the metre, or because of this convention that is 
pointed out by áa´kara. The duties of each one of these groups is different from those 
of the others. The duties of a br¡hma¸a are different from the duties of all others, as are 
the duties of a kÀatriya , and so on. They are mutually distinct from each other. How are 
they divided? Originally it was on the basis of gu¸as, which is how it is described here. 
And these gu¸as are svabh¡va-prabhava, born of svabh¡va , which, áa´kara  says, is 
Ì¿vara's m¡y¡. So they are divided on the basis of gu¸as, which are the three qualities 
of Ì¿vara's up¡dhi. That up¡dhi, which we call m¡y¡ or prak¤ti, is the cause for these 
qualities. 

What are the duties, karmas, for one in whom sattva is predominant, or for the 
one in whom rajas, or tamas is predominant? If sattva is predominant, there is a natural 
duty prescribed for him. If rajas is predominant, one has to do the karma prescribed for 
him with a proper attitude and he will become s¡ttvika, the one in whom sattva  is 
predominant. If a person has tamas as the predominant gu¸a, he has do his karma with 
the proper attitude and become r¡jasika initially, and finally, s¡ttvika. It is a method to 
grow into a more s¡ttvika, mature, person. In this way, everyone is meant to become 
s¡ttvika . A person who is s¡ttvika is a br¡hma¸a  by gu¸a. But that alone is not 
enough. Having thus become a br¡hma¸a by gu¸a, then one can accomplish what is to 
be accomplished.  
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Then áa´kara  gives another meaning for svabh¡va —one's nature. One's nature, 
svabh¡va, is the cause for the given activities, and the cause for that nature is the 
proportion of the gu¸as. The disposition of a br¡hma¸a is born of a predominance of 
sattva, while that of a kÀatriya is due to a predominance of rajas, with sattva as the 
secondary. A vai¿ya  will also have a predominance of rajas, but for him, tamas is 
secondary, and a ¿£dra will have a predominance of tamas with rajas as secondary. 
This is the real definition of a br¡hma¸a , or a kÀatriya, or a vai¿ya , or a ¿£dra, because 
it is based on the disposition of the person and it is universal.  

Which society does not have these four types of people? How do you know 
whether a person has sattva , rajas, or tamas predominant? His behaviour gives some 
indication. When sattva is predominant there is tranquillity, composure, where there is a 
predominance of rajas, there is leadership. Wherever you put the person who has rajas 
predominant with sattva second, he will be a natural organizer. Then, where there is 
selfishness, greed, etc., we know that rajas is predominant with tamas secondary, and 
where there is delusion, dullness, etc., tamas is predominant. The gu¸as are the causes 
of these dispositions and the dispositions, in turn, prompt certain types of activity. 

áa´kara  gives yet another meaning for svabh¡va , that is pr¡rabdha , where the 
problem all started. Why should one be born into a br¡hma¸a  family? There must be 
some karma  standing in his account that determines exactly where he should be born, 
why he is born into a situation where he is, going to be called upon to perform certain 
duties. In a duty-based system, duties exist and pr¡rabdha -karma  determines where 
you are born in that system. Unless you believe in karma  you cannot follow these things 
properly. If the system is not there, like in America, you do not have a problem of 
duty-based classification. You consider only gu¸a. But where there is this system, 
pr¡rabdha-karma is applicable. Duties are defined and each one has to perform his 
duty. Lord K¤À¸a has said earlier in the third chapter, ‘svadharme nidhanaÆ  ¿reyaÅ 
para -dharmo bhay¡vahaÅ—even it is better to die doing one's own duty than being 
alive performing some one else's duties, because another's duty is fraught with fear.’1 If 
such a system is available, karma will be governing th e birth of a child into a family 
where he has to fulfil certain duties to exhaust certain karmas. The gu¸as that manifest 
in the form of certain dispositions are because of svabh¡va , one's own previously 
gathered karma . Even where the system of var¸a-¡¿rama-dharma is not operative, we 
can take it that one is born into a situation according to one's pr¡rabdha-karma.  

Whatever situation one is born into, one has to change to gain the disposition of a 
br¡hma¸a . A person may be a kÀatriya  by birth and by duty, but rajas need not be 
predominant. He may be a soldier, but he may be a br¡hma¸a  in his disposition. That is 
what K¤À¸a is saying here to Arjuna. Do your duty with a proper attitude and you are a 
br¡hma¸a ; but by changing your duty you do not become a br¡hma¸a. Wherever you 
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are and whatever you are doing is good enough to become a br¡hma¸a It is not a 
change of place or change of duty but the change of attitude that changes a person. That 
is the whole contention, as we will see now.  

If a person has a predominance of sattva-gu¸a , what will his expression be? 
K¤À¸a answers in the next verse.  

¶É¨ÉÉä nù¨ÉºiÉ{É& ¶ÉÉèSÉÆ IÉÉÎxiÉ®úÉVÉÇ´É¨Éä´É SÉ* 
YÉÉxÉÆ Ê´ÉYÉÉxÉ¨ÉÉÎºiÉCªÉÆ ¥ÉÀEò¨ÉÇ º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉ¨ÉÂ**42** 
¿amo damastapaÅ ¿aucaÆ kÀ¡ntir¡rjavameva ca 
jµ¡naÆ vijµ¡nam¡stikyaÆ brahmakarma svabh¡vajam Verse 42 

¶É¨É& ¿amaÅ — composure; nù¨É& damaÅ — restraint; i É{ÉºÉÂ tapas — religious discipline; 
¶ÉÉèSÉ¨ÉÂ ¿aucam — (inner and external) cleanliness; IÉÉÎxi É& kÀ¡ntiÅ — accommodation; 
+ÉVÉÇ´É¨ÉÂ B́ É SÉ ¡rjavam eva ca — and indeed, straightforwardness; YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ jµ¡nam — 
knowledge; Ê´ÉYÉÉx É¨ÉÂ vijµ¡nam — assimilated knowledge; +ÉÎºiÉCªÉ¨ÉÂ ¡stikyam — 
accepting the veracity of the Vedas; º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉ¨ÉÂ svabh¡vajam — born of nature; ¥ÉÀ-Eò¨ÉÇ 
brahma -karma  — (is) the duty of a br¡hma¸a 

Composure, restraint, religious discipline, ( inner and external) 
cleanliness, accommodation, and indeed, straightforwardness, 
knowledge, assimilated knowledge, and accepting the veracity of the 
Vedas is (collectively) the duty, born of nature, of a br¡hma¸a . 

THE DUTIES AND DISPOSITION OF A BRËHMAÛA  

Notice that there is no particular karma  involved in this description, only a 
disposition, gu¸a. In the vision of the ¿¡stra, everyone should become a br¡hma¸a  by 
quality. The ¿¡stra's intent is not to define karmas, but to help a person grow. In its 
vision, as you will see, everybody should become a br¡hma¸a  in disposition by doing 
his or her own karma with a certain attitude. Later K¤À¸a will say that the one who just 
goes about happily doing what is to be done in his own situation, becomes mature—sve 
sve karma¸yabhirataÅ  saÆsiddhiÆ labhate naraÅ.1 Whatever karma  is given to you 
by birth is good enough to make you mature, if that is what you want. If you want to 
make money or gain some power, you may have to change your situation to accomplish 
that, but if you want maturity, it is all available right where you are. You need not 
change your position or your profession in order to mature, because when your aim is 
maturity, the development is all internal. 

The ¿ruti offers a method to achieve this maturity, and that method, which is 
unfolded here, is universally effective. In personal growth, a given method may be 
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effective for one person with a particular type of problem, but not for another. Here, 
however, we have something that is universally effective. Whatever you are called upon 
to do, you do, and you do it with a proper attitude, offering it to Ì¿vara for your antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi. This is karma-yoga  and the one who practises this, the karma-yog¢ , 
will mature because all his likes and dislikes, r¡ga-dveÀas, will come under his control. 
And he will be a br¡hma¸a  by disposition. What are the things he has to pay attention 
to in order to accomplish that? Those are enumerated in this verse under the name 
brahma -karma . 

In this verse, brahma-karma means that which belongs to a br¡hma¸a , that 
which makes one a br¡hma¸a . It is what he has to cultivate as a br¡hma¸a. And all 
these are born of his disposition, svabh¡vaja . What are the things that constitute the 
disposition of a br¡hma¸a? The first is ¿ama, which, as we have seen before, means 
mastery over the ways of one's thinking. We have to gain enough space between our 
thinking patterns and our own understanding so that we do not get easily carried away by 
any particular emotion or fancy. If one enjoys that space, he has ¿ama . It is important to 
understand that this is not elimination of a process of thinking—which is neither 
necessary nor possible. Thinking goes on, but if one does not identify with a line of 
thought and can choose to act upon it or not, he enjoys what we call ¿ama. When one 
practises and enjoys that quality, it becomes his own disposition, svabh¡va .  

Similarly dama, as we have seen, is exercising restraint with regard to impulses 
that need to be checked, and tapas, as was previously pointed out, is any religious 
discipline with reference to speaking, action, etc.  

Then, cleanliness, ¿auca , not only external but also internal, is to be practised. 
Internal ¿auca is neutralizing hatred and other painful em otions by bringing the opposite 
value or emotion to the mind. This is also to be practised by a br¡hma¸a. These are 
things that have to be done every day. Just as the body has to be cleaned every day, 
similarly the mind also has to be kept clean. You cannot take ¿auca for granted. If there 
is hatred towards someone or something, you neutralize it by some kind of 
accommodation, or understanding. Later, it can develop into love, friendliness, etc., but 
in the beginning, it is simple accommodation, understanding people, as they are, without 
wanting to change them, or control them. Generally, we want the whole world to behave 
according to our own criteria. But if we really analyse those criteria, we find that we 
have to change ourselves first. Sometimes you may seem to be totally right, but then, the 
other person is also right from the standpoint of his own disposition and background. He 
behaves the way he does because he cannot behave differently. If he could, he would. It 
is as simple as that. Even if you say, he can behave differently but he does not want to. 
Well, his not wanting to behave differently is just another behaviour pattern that is a 
product of his disposition and background. It is all included. You will find that if you let 
people be as they are, you can have peace. If you do not want peace, then worry about 
what others do.  
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Ërjava  means an alignment between thought, word, and deed. All that you think 
need not be told, but what is told must be true to what you think. And what you do is 
exactly what you said you would.  

JØËNA AND VIJØËNA WITH REFERENCE TO DHARMA  

Jµ¡na , here is knowledge of what is right and wrong, which is derived from the 
¿¡stra. We all have knowledge of values but mere jµ¡na is not enough. It should be 
assimilated knowledge, vijµ¡na . Any assimilated value is yourself, and being not 
separate from yourself, it does not cause any conflict. But mere knowledge of a value, if 
it is not assimilated, remains an ideal for others to follow, and not for oneself. In terms of 
expectations of other's behaviour, everybody is one hundred percent ethical. That means 
everybody has jµ¡na. But, when it comes to my behaviour, there is a problem. More 
often than not, it is due to lack of assimilation of a given value. I1 say more often than 
not because, even if you assimilate the value, there can be a residual habit that is 
contradictory to the value. However, once the value is really assimilated, it is easy to 
break the habit. If it is not assimilated, the knowledge, jµ¡na, of the value creates 
conflict when my behaviour contradicts that knowledge.  

Then, why not dismiss the value and avoid conflict? If somebody raises an 
objection like this, just try standing on his bare toes with your ammunition boots for a 
few seconds. It will not take time for him to understand the value of ahiÆs¡! I2 can 
accept his argument if he can accept my standing on his toes with ammunition boots. If 
he does not want me to stand on his toes, this shows that there is a common value, which 
is shared by, and extends to, all living beings. It is not a particular personal value 
imposed upon anyone by society, but a commonly recognized value, which is part of a 
universally appreciated value structure that forms one basic fabric. Our behavioural 
expressions of a value may be different, but the value itself, the dharma , is one. And 
anything that goes against that existing order, that is in conflict with the underlying 
harmony, is what we call adharma . Therefore, there is such a thing as dharma , and 
there will be conflict if it is not assim ilated.  

JØËNA AND VIJØËNA WITH REFERENCE TO ËTMË  

When there can be this difference of jµ¡na  and vijµ¡na with reference to 
dharma , what can we say when it comes to knowledge of ¡tm¡? These two terms, 
jµ¡na and vijµ¡na used in connection with the knowledge of ¡tm¡, have been a source 
of misinterpretation of Ved¡nta both historically and in recent times. In modern times, 
certain people who claim to be ved¡nt¢s say, that you should first gain indirect 
knowledge of ¡tm¡ from the ¿ruti and then you should ‘realize’ that ¡tm¡ . In fact, there 
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is no ¡tm¡ to realize; there is only you—tat tvam asi. The ¿ruti does not say that you 
have to ‘realize’ Brahman, but that you are Brahman , which is an entirely different 
thing. But then, these modern ved¡nt¢s will say that there is an ¡tm¡  which is all bliss, 
and which you have to realize. That is not how it is.  

The ¿ruti says that there is a cause of creation, called Brahman , and that 
Brahman  is this ¡tm¡, the self-evident ‘I.’ Knowledge of that has to be immediate 
knowledge ; it can never be indirect. Some people say that initially one gains an indirect 
knowledge in the form of the understanding, ‘There is an entity called Brahman, which 
is the cause of this world.’ They call this parokÀa-jµ¡na . And they say, later, one has to 
realize that Brahman as oneself. This they say is the aparokÀa-jµ¡na . But this is not 
very correct. If I understand only the fact that Brahman exists, though one may call it 
indirect knowledge, parokÀa-jµ¡na , it is really only ¿raddh¡. Some logic is given, no 
doubt, but still, Brahman  is not understood because Brahman  is ¡tm¡ , myself, and that 
being so, how will I understand Brahman  indirectly as an object? There is no object 
called Brahman, nor is there any understanding of Brahman other than ¡tm¡ .  

If Brahman  is just known as a word that means the cause of creation, that is not 
really knowledge but simple ¿raddh¡, just like a belief in the existence of heaven. The 
difference between these two beliefs is that I have to find out later whether heaven exists 
or not, but since the world is Brahman  right now, by understanding that, I can know 
Brahman  right now. When I say that I don't understand how the world is Brahman, that 
I see only the world but not Brahman, it is still ¿raddh¡. Even if I say that Brahman is 
the cause and this world is the effect, I have some more understanding about it, but not 
real knowledge, jµ¡na, because Brahman happens to be myself. Therefore, this 
knowledge has to be converted into immediate knowledge, aparokÀa-jµ¡na , of myself 
as Brahman. Then, if in spite of having this knowledge, there is some doubt about 
myself or I believe just the opposite, about myself, this vipar¢ta -bh¡vana has to be 
taken care of by analysis, manana. And if there is a habitual error that makes me take 
myself to be other than Brahman  in spite of clear knowledge, that has to be removed by 
contemplation, nididhy¡sana. This will make the knowledge clear and free of doubt, 
vagueness, error, and any habitual orientation that is opposed to the knowledge. This 
clear knowledge is called vijµ¡na. This is the distinction between jµ¡na  and vijµ¡na 
with reference to ¡tm¡. 

What we have seen here is the karma  of the br¡hma¸a. He has to do everything 
that is necessary both to gain knowledge, jµ¡na, and to convert it into vijµ¡na . This 
involves going to a teacher, sitting with that teacher, spending time in study, and doing 
whatever is to be done to gain clear knowledge, free from doubt, vagueness, and error. 
Knowledge will not just descend from heaven: there are certain things that have to be 
done.  
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ËSTIKYA -BUDDHI  

Naturally, all this presupposes an ¡stikya -buddhi, an acceptance of ¿¡stra  as a 
valid means of knowledge. Without that you cannot gain jµ¡na and vijµ¡na. But this 
¡stikya -buddhi does not necessarily include the appreciation of ¡tm¡ as 
sat-cit-¡nanda . A person with ¡stikya-buddhi may have only the understanding that 
there is an ¡tm¡, which survives the death of this physical body, and that there is an 
unseen result, ad¤À¶a-phala , for an action in the form of pu¸ya  and p¡pa . And he also 
has the understanding that without the clear knowledge, that ¡tm¡ is sat-cit-¡nanda , 
this ad¤À¶a-phala  accrues to him in another life. This is also a good start because, due to 
this he will have a value for leading an ethical life and cons equently gain the maturity 
that will lead him to inquire into the nature of himself. Being an ¡stika, he will look up 
to the ¿¡stra  as a means for that. Even though he may not understand what ¿¡stra  says, 
what it says is accepted as true and he makes an attempt to understand that. Once he 
understands what it says about ¡tm¡, he no longer has simply an ¡stikya -buddhi, but 
knowledge. Some ¡stikya -buddhi will continue with reference to things that will always 
be remote, nitya-parokÀa , like heaven, etc. But onc e you know the nature of ¡tm¡ , the 
¿raddh¡ one has now is different.  

This ¿raddh¡ is different from the ¿raddh¡ of the ¡stikya -buddhi, because there 
is no promise here that you will become Brahman later. The ¿¡stra says you are 
Brahman . If you don't think so, well, that is why the ¿¡stra is telling you. The one who 
has this ¡stikya-buddhi will try to understand that, and naturally, it is a thing to be 
understood right now. Therefore, this ¿raddh¡ with reference to ¡tm¡ being Brahman 
is a different type of ¿raddh¡. It is the ¿raddh¡ in the pr¡m¡¸ya of the ¿¡stra, which is 
nothing but the ¿raddh¡ in the veracity of the  ¿¡stra and in its capacity to reveal ¡tm¡ . 
This gives me the attitude to allow the words of the ¿¡stra  to operate and do the magic 
that they have to do.  

Being a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a, the ¿¡stra has to work independently of 
every other pram¡¸a. This is true of any pram¡¸a . Only the eyes can see, and only the 
ears can hear. And just because the eyes see, that does not mean the ears do not hear. Just 
because the ears hear, that does not mean that what the eyes see is wrong. They operate 
independently. Ears bring in only sound, while eyes bring in only form; each means of 
knowledge works independently, without your consent. Whether you like it or not, a 
given sense organ will bring in data about a given sense object. When one is trying to 
meditate, who wants to hear the garbage truck of all things? But it is heard. Thus, the 
ears do not take your permission to report sound. They operate independently. Even 
inferential knowledge is automatic, once you have knowledge of the invariable 
concomitance. When you see smoke, you immediately know there is fire, or if you hear a 
particular sound, right away you know a car is passing by. The conclusion is immediate.  
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This knowledge, as any other knowledge, has to take place in the mind, not 
anywhere else. Some say that you have to transcend the mind and experience the ¡tm¡ , 
but if you transcend the mind, you will go to sleep, you will not get knowledge! How 
will you experience the ¡tm¡ , who is the experiencer of everything? If transcending the 
mind is enlightenment. I would have woken up from sleep as a wise man, a buddha , 
long ago. Nobody became wiser just because he slept. Knowledge has to take place in 
the mind, nowhere else. Ëtm¡  itself does not require any knowledge because it has no 
bondage to get rid of by knowledge. It is always free. The body also has no problem 
about being mortal, etc., because it does not have any I-sense, ¡tma -buddhi. Being 
inert, ja·a, it has no problem. Nor does the mind have any problem. It is purely an 
instrument for knowing and is free from the problem of being small or limited in any 
way. Then who has the problem? It is the confused pram¡t¡, the knower, who does not 
recognize ¡tm¡  as it is. The buddhi has confusion and that is the problem. How are you 
going to solve this problem?  

Experience alone does not teach you anything. You can only learn from it to the 
extent that you can interpret it properly, and that depends on what you already know. It 
is not possible to interpret any experience beyond the understanding you already have. If 
I only know myself as an idiot, every interpretation I make will only confirm how idiotic 
I have been. The helplessness is very clear. Therefore, the Veda has to be taken as an 
independent pram¡¸a. How? Suppose I hold up a crystal and say, ‘This is a rabbit.’ 
Now, you want your Swami to be right, because you want to think that at least somebody 
can be right. But then, not only do I say it is a rabbit but I go on and on describing its 
colour and so on and asking it to sit still. What will you think? As much as you may 
want to believe it is a rabbit, you cannot. Why? Because it contradicts you perception. 
When there is a doubt about anything, only a pram¡¸a is valid, and here, what is being 
said contradicts the pram¡¸a of sight.  

Look at your attitude towards your eyes here. That should be your attitude towards 
the Vedas. That is, you should be as sure of the capacity of the Vedas in revealing the 
truth about yourself as you are of your eyes revealing form and colour. This is called 
¿raddh¡, and only with this kind of ¿raddh¡ can the words do their job. The ¿¡stra 
itself says, ‘The one who has ¿raddh¡  gains knowledge—¿raddh¡v¡n labhate 
jµ¡nam .’ áraddh¡ is not blind faith, but an attitude towards the pram¡¸a , which we 
call ¡stikya-buddhi, that over -rules everything you may have concluded about yourself. 
I thought I was a mortal, then when I listened to the words of the ¿¡stra, I see that I have 
been wrong. Even though, my mind may have been telling me for ages that I am this and 
that, at one stroke knowledge changes everything! The entire humanity thought that the 
sun travelled from East to West. Only one person said, it was not true, but he was right. 
Thus, an opinion that has the support of the majority is not necessarily true, while 
knowledge of one person, even though it is against what the entire humanity thinks, it is 
still valid because it is knowledge. Even if God were to come and tell me that the sun  
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moves from East to West, I would only try to educate him. That is the attitude of the 
person behind a valid pram¡¸a, and that should be the attitude with reference to the 
¿¡stra. This is ¡stikya-buddhi. 

This is the difference between Ved¡nta  and religious theology. According to one 
theology you have to believe that you are a sinner, not because of what you did, but 
simply because your birth was not immaculate. Then, once you believe this, you have to 
believe that you can remove this sin by baptism. Or, that you can remove the sin of the 
wrongs you have done here through confession and penance. Generally, people have a 
firmer belief in the first part than the second. I1 once had someone consult me who, in 
spite of going to confession, still felt guilty. He c ame to me to find out how to get rid of 
his guilt. That means he did not have the same degree of faith in the efficacy of 
confession as he did in his being a sinner. Both are created by the theology. Then there 
are beliefs that you have to be buried after dying in order to get to heaven, or that if you 
do not accept a certain belief, there is no possibility of going to heaven, or that after 
dying, God is going to sit in judgement of you. I thought God was one person who 
would not be judgemental, but would be someone I could go to, with an open heart, just 
as I am, and be totally accommodated. Now I learn that even though he has created all 
this, he judges whom he is going to save and whom he is going to condemn. We would 
be better off without such a God. A simple human being is better than that.  

All these attributes that we have been discussing belong to a br¡hma¸a . Now you 
can understand why a br¡hma¸a  is the one who is considered qualified for Ved¡nta. It 
is said in the ¿ruti2 that a person, who is a br¡hma¸a , discovers in himself a dispassion 
towards the general pursuits. After examining carefully the experiences gathered through 
action, he understands that what is not created is not going to be accomplished by action. 
He understands very well that what he seeks is entirely different from what he is doing. 
All the activities of a br¡hma¸a  are meant only to create this understanding. Everyone 
has to arrive at this.  

In the meantime, there are various combinations of the three gu¸as, which dictate 
the duties and disposition of a person. Let us see what they are for a kÀatriya , for whom 
rajas is predominant and sattva is secondary. 

¶ÉÉèªÉÈ iÉäVÉÉä vÉÞÊiÉnùÉÇIªÉÆ ªÉÖräù SÉÉ{ªÉ{É™ôÉªÉxÉ¨ÉÂ* 
nùÉxÉ¨ÉÒ·É®ú¦ÉÉ´É•É IÉÉjÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇ º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉ¨ÉÂ**43** 
¿auryaÆ tejo dh¤tird¡kÀyaÆ yuddhe c¡pyapal¡yanam 
d¡nam¢¿varabh¡va¿ca kÀ¡traÆ karma svabh¡vajam Verse 43 

                                                                 
1 Swamiji 
2 Mu¸·akopaniÀad  – 1-2-12 
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¶ÉÉèªÉÇ̈ ÉÂ ¿auryam  — valour; i ÉäVÉºÉÂ tejas — brilliance (born of self-confidence); vÉÞÊi É& 
dh¤tiÅ — resolve; nùÉIªÉ¨ÉÂ d¡kÀyam — adroitness; ªÉÖräù SÉ +Ê{É yuddhe ca api — from a 
battle; +{É™ôÉªÉxÉ¨ÉÂ apal¡yanam — not running away; nùÉxÉ¨ÉÂ d¡nam  — giving; <Ç·É®ú¦ÉÉ´É& 
SÉ ¢¿vara-bh¡vaÅ ca — and overlordship ( leadership); º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉ¨ÉÂ svabh¡vajam — born 
of nature; IÉÉjÉ¨ÉÂ Eò¨ÉÇ kÀ¡tram karma — is kÀatriya -karma 

Valour, self-confidence, resolve, adroitness, not running from conflict, 
giving, and overlordship ( leadership) are the naturally born duties and 
disposition of a kÀatriya .  

THE DUTIES AND DISPOSITION OF A KâATRIYA  

A person who has ¿aurya is highly skilled and brave in warfare or any dangerous 
situation. When it is called for, he will exhibit heroism. áa´kara takes tejas as the 
brilliance born of self-confidence, and dh¤ti as sustained enthusiasm. This is a person 
who is resolute in all situations, which are not very pleasant, which are even sometimes 
very inimical. Because of his resolve, he does not get depressed or easily frightened, and 
his enthusiasm does not get dam pened.  

Then again, he is a person who does not postpone, but does what is to be done at 
the right time and is even ready for a surprise. If a situation suddenly arises, which was 
not expected at all, he could regroup his resources, entirely change his plan and then face 
the situation without being confused. In the battlefield, this happens all the time, and life 
itself is a battlefield. Some people can only operate when they have a plan and 
everything happens according to that plan. If the plan is changed, they get completely 
unnerved and are incapable of facing the new situation. Unless they are able to control 
the situation, they panic and cannot function, because of a deep-rooted fear and 
insecurity. The readiness to change, completely reshuffle your ideas, marshal your 
resources, and face the situations as they arrive is what we call d¡kÀya . This is the 
capacity to face a situation however unfamiliar it is, however threatening it is, and just 
do what is to be done. Sometimes you have to retreat. You may lose the battle but still, 
you win the war. 

Another duty, or disposition of a kÀatriya is not running away in a situation where 
he has to fight it out, yuddhe apal¡yanam. Because he is a kÀatriya, a soldier who is 
supposed to defend dharma , or a ruler who has to wield the sceptre of justice, he should 
not run away. áa´kara characterizes it as ‘not showing his back.’ This is a very 
important thing in a battle. In Rajasthan, the Rajput women who receive the wounded 
soldiers from the battlefield first see whether the wound is in the back or front. If it is in 
the front, he will be received at home. If it is at the back, he will be sent away. Not 
retreating from any conflict is a very important thing for a kÀatriya. 
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Giving, d¡na, is also very important. áa´kara gives a beautiful description of 
d¡na  here. He defines it as deyadravyeÀu muktahastat¡ , the nature of having a free 
hand with reference to things that are to be given. In general, d¡na  means giving, but as 
we have seen, there are a number of factors involve d. Giving implies certain things that 
are to be given, the appropriate time and place for it, and the people who deserve to 
receive from you. When you give in these situations, your hands should not be tied. You 
give with a free hand; no strings attached. Because you are not tied down by any kind of 
consideration, you can be reckless. This is d¡na . If you are always worried about what 
will happen, it is impossible to give in this way. You have to be a little bit reckless, 
though not totally reckless; because then you will have to beg for yourself. But a certain 
degree of recklessness is necessary when somebody has to part with something, and that 
recklessness is called by áa´kara , free-handedness, mukta -hastat¡. 

A kÀatriya is a natural leader, and thus has a svabh¡vaja , natural, overlordship 
which áa´kara says is making his ruling power evident to those who are to be 
governed. As a ruler, he has to make it clear that he is in charge and see to it that his 
intentions are understood. The duty of a kÀatriya is definitely to govern, and if he is a 
kÀatriya  by gu¸a, this is very natural to him. When rajas is predominant, and sattva is 
second, it would be his natural tendency to rule. Because he has sattva , he will not be 
self-centred, but will have a community ego or an ideological ego. He will be ready to 
sacrifice his family and his own comforts to fulfil that ideology. Any idealist is a 
kÀatriya  if he acts upon his ideology. The problem is, he does not see beyond the ideal, 
but thinks that, it is everything. Ther e is nobility in his thinking because of sattva, but it 
is not complete because of the presence of rajas.  

This is the nature of a kÀatriya from the standpoint of gu¸a, and that can evolve. 
But from the standpoint of duties, there is definitely enjoined du ty, vihita-karma, for a 
kÀatriya . Being born in a particular family, you know exactly what is to be done. It 
becomes very visible, even when you are young, and therefore, you do not have the 
problem of competition, or aggressiveness. It is an entirely different disposition wherein 
you do what is to be done and grow to be a br¡hma¸a  or a kÀatriya by gu¸a. That is an 
excellent system for inner growth. The structure, which made this possible, is not 
available now, so we have to edit the meaning of these verses properly, and understand 
the spirit of it. What is to be done in a given situation, I do and do it as yoga. Bhagav¡n 
will talk about this later. First, he talks about the duties, and later about the usefulness of 
those duties. 

Now we will see the duties and disposition of a vai¿ya . 

EÞòÊ¹ÉMÉÉè®úIªÉ´ÉÉÊhÉVªÉÆ ´Éè¶ªÉEò¨ÉÇ º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉ¨ÉÂ* 
{ÉÊ®úSÉªÉÉÇi¨ÉEÆò Eò¨ÉÇ ¶ÉÚpùºªÉÉÊ{É º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉ¨ÉÂ**44** 
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k¤ÀigaurakÀyav¡¸ijyaÆ vai¿yakarma svabh¡vajam 
paricary¡tmakaÆ karma ¿£drasy¡pi svabh¡vajam Verse 44  

EÞòÊ¹É-MÉÉè®úIªÉ-´ÉÉÊhÉVªÉ¨ÉÂ k¤Ài-gaurakÀya -v¡¸ijyam — agriculture, tending cattle, 
commerce; º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉ¨ÉÂ svabh¡vajam — born of nature; ´Éè¶ªÉ-E ò¨ÉÇ vai¿ya-karma — (are)  
the duties of a vai¿ya ; ¶ÉÚpùºªÉ +Ê{É ¿£drasya api — of a ¿£dra  also; {ÉÊ®ú SÉªÉÇ-+Éi¨ÉEò¨ÉÂò Eò¨ÉÇ 
paricarya -¡tmakam karma — duty in the form of service; º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉ¨ÉÂ svabh¡vajam — 
(is) born of nature  

Agriculture, tending cattle, and commerce are the natural duties of a 
vai¿ya . And the natural duty, of a ¿£dra , is in the form of service.  

THE DUTIES AND DISPOSITION OF A VAIáYA  

K¤Ài is any activity connected to cultivation. áa´kara mentions ploughing 
specifically, but it includes all agricultural efforts. Then there is gaurakÀya, protection 
of cows. This is a very interesting expression. Instead of saying cow-farming, he says 
cow-protection. What is the difference? Cattle farming means raising cattle for slaughter, 
and before that, subjecting them to cruel conditions to maximize their body weight. That 
is not the case here. The cattle are protected, based on the principle that what is protected 
protects you in turn. If dharma , for example, is protected, it protects you, dharmo 
rakÀati rakÀitaÅ. Similarly, if a cow is protected, it protects you. An agriculturalist 
requires the help of heads of cattle, so their protection is part of his daily chores. Another 
duty of the vai¿ya is commerce. All traders, manufacturers, industrialists, etc., are 
engaged in vai¿ya-karma. Again, it is born of gu¸a, and therefore, is natural, 
svabh¡vaja . For a vai¿ya as with the kÀatriya , rajas is predominant. Here, however, not 
sattva, but tamas is second. Naturally, he is going to be selfish; but if he converts his 
activities into duties, he can develop more sattva .  

THE DUTIES AND DISPOSITION OF A áÍDRA  

Then we have the ¿£dra , in whom tamas is predominant and rajas is second. His 
activity consists of any type of service, paricarya , which generally involves a lot of 
running around. Paricary¡tmakaÆ karma means activities in the form of serving other 
people. Every society has this group of people who provide the hands and legs behind all 
the different functions. But whatever the activity is, it has to be converted into a duty. 
That is the point here.  

THE RESULT OF PERFORMING ONE'S DUTIES WELL 

áa´kara  says that those who perform well the duties enjoined for their class, 
naturally gain heaven as the result, and he quotes the following from the 
¡pastamba-sm¤ti. ‘Those who are committed to following their own duties according to 
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caste and stage of life, experiencing the result after death, because of the remaining 
(pu¸ya ), gain a birth that is better in terms of place, caste, family, duty, longevity, 
learning, profession, wealth, happiness and intelligence—var¸¡Å ¡¿ram¡Å ca 
svakarma -niÀ¶h¡Å pretya karmaphalam anubh£ya tataÅ ¿eÀe¸a vi¿iÀ¶a -de¿a-j¡ti-
kula-dharma-¡yuÅ-¿ruta -v¤tta-vitta-sukha-medhasaÅ janma pratipadyante.’1 There 
is no functional system of var¸a-¡¿rama today, either in India or the West. We just 
have to understand the people discussed here as those who are committed to doing the 
duties expected of them. After death, because they have been following what is enjoined, 
they experience the result of their life of duty, which is heaven. When that is over, they 
still have some leftover pu¸ya-karma, because everything cannot be enjoyed in heaven.  

And due to one's remaining merit, one is born in a better place, either a better 
country, or, within a country, a better area where there is more culture. Even if the place 
is all right intrinsically, he should not be born during a depression  or a war, which are 
not helpful if a person has to grow spiritually; so, the time in which he is born in a given 
place is also important. Then he should be born in a class and a family where there is 
more culture, more appreciation of spiritual knowledge and better parental guidance. 
And he should be disposed to a life that is more in conformity to dharma. This birth will 
also have better longevity, better opportunities for learning, a better profession, and more 
economic freedom. Naturally, when all these things are there, he is going to be happier. 
Besides all this, he will have better intelligence, better capacity to grasp and retain. Thus, 
the sm¤tis  and pur¡¸as tell of the particular different results in terms of loka  gained by 
those who follow the dharma of the fourfold var¸as2 and ¡¿ramas.3 There are different 
and particular results according to each one's conformity to the enjoined duties. 

These duties are mentioned not just for showing how one can get to heaven. There 
is another reason for it. They can be done differently, and because of that, there will be 
different results. The same karma  can be converted into yoga if it is not done for a better 
birth or going to heaven or for giving anything that is to be enjoyed later, but for what I 
will get out of it now, in this life. That is what he is going to talk about now. 

º´Éä º´Éä Eò¨ÉÇhªÉÊ¦É®úiÉ& ºÉÆÊºÉËrù ™ô¦ÉiÉä xÉ®ú&* 
º´ÉEò¨ÉÇÊxÉ®úiÉ& ÊºÉËrù ªÉlÉÉ Ê´ÉxnùÊiÉ iÉSUôÞhÉÖ**45** 
sve sve karma¸yabhirataÅ saÆsiddhiÆ labhate naraÅ 
svakarmanirataÅ siddhiÆ yath¡ vindati tacch¤¸u Verse 45  

º´Éä º´Éä E ò¨ÉÇÊhÉ sve sve karma¸i — in his own duty; +Ê¦É®úiÉ& abhirataÅ — who is totally 
involved; xÉ®ú& naraÅ — the person; ºÉÆÊºÉÊrù¨ÉÂ saÆsiddhim — success; ™ô¦Éi Éä labahte — 

                                                                 
1 Ëpastamba-sm¤ti – 2-2-2-3  
2 br¡hma¸a, kÀatriya, vai¿ya and ¿£dra  
3 brahmacarya, g¤hastha, v¡naprastha and sanny¡sa 
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gains; º´ÉE ò¨ÉÇ- ÊxÉ®úiÉ& svakarma-nirataÅ — the one who is devoted to his own duty; ªÉlÉÉ 
yath¡ — how; ÊºÉÊrù̈ ÉÂ siddhim  — success; Ế ÉxnùÊi É vindati — finds; i ÉiÉÂ tat — that; ¶ÉÞôhÉÖ 
¿¤¸u — listen 

A man who delights in his own duty gains success. Listen to how one 
devoted to his own duty finds success. 

COMMITMENT TO ONE'S OWN DUTY LEADS TO SUCCESS  

This is all a part of karma-yoga. áa´kara  takes abhirati as commitment. Sve sve 
karma¸i abhirataÅ  is a person who is totally involved in his own duties with 
commitment and enjoyment. Here is a person who is committed to doing his own duty 
and enjoys doing it. Not only does he experience the satisfaction that comes from doing 
what he is supposed to do, he is really happy in what he does and doesn't want to do 
somebody else's job. Naturally, he gains saÆsiddhi, success, which is antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi here. It cannot be mokÀa  because karma is involved, and only the one 
who gains knowledge of ¡tm¡ gains mokÀa. 

What is success for a human being? First, it is to be a mature individual. Just 
imagine a forty five year old crying because his or her balloon bursts. What will you 
think of this person? It looks ridiculous, but all of us have this kind of a child in us. I 
chose a balloon so that you can see what it is to be an adult, but we all have things that 
are equivalent to a balloon. The one who is mature sees all karma as the same. He 
doesn't think that some other job is better than the one he is doing because any karma 
comprises the three gu¸as, trigu¸¡tmaka, and therefore, is potentially binding. Finally 
speaking, any occupation, whether it is that of a br¡hma¸a , kÀatriya, vai¿ya  or a ¿£dra 
will have a result that has to be experienced. There is no way of escaping from this 
natural defect of karma and no change of karma can bring about the necessary change 
in your heart.  

Whenever I want to change what I am doing, the problem, more often than not, is 
not with w hat I do but with myself. I cannot accept myself in a given situation and think 
that I hate my job when in fact, I hate myself. When this is so, whatever I do will be 
problematic. It has nothing to do with the job, even though some jobs can be more 
suitable than others for any given person. In the vision of the G¢t¡, though, this is not 
accepted, because the system of var¸a-¡¿rama is accepted. Once the concept of duty 
takes hold in your psyche, anything is fine. If that concept is not there, we have to work 
it out differently, addressing the problem objectively, pragmatically, and at the same 
time seeing whether or not it is the job that is at the bottom of my dissatisfaction. 
Generally, it is not the job, but something else that requires attention.  

Though there is no concept of duty in the West, as there is in India, there is still 
appreciation of what is to be done which has to be discovered in every situation. It is a 
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day-to-day affair. And we need not despair if we do not have this system because we do 
not need it; we need only the spirit of it. The system is meant to be grown out of anyway, 
and if we imbibe the spirit of it, we can grow out of it. Once you begin to enjoy the job 
that you are doing, you can give up any job, but switching does not really work. If the 
switching is frequent, it is very clear that the problem is elsewhere. If I keep on changing 
situations and still find myself not liking any one of them, that means the problem is 
myself. It has nothing to do with the situation. The invariable is me, no matter where I go 
or what I do, because wherever I go I am the same discontented person. The whole 
problem is nothing but ‘I.’ That is why I can solve it also. If something or somebody else 
is the problem, it is impossible to solve. 

The one great blessing in this is that when I can see that the problem is me, the 
solution is available for me. I can simply change my attitude about myself. This body is 
just a vehicle meant for carrying me around. It is a simple counter for experiences, 
something that I handle. If I ask the body to get up, it just gets up, even though it has 
some problem like a back pain or knee pain. Until it is incapable, it always obeys. Who 
will work for me like this? I abuse it, or hardly use it, and yet, it keeps on obliging me. If 
one day it gives up, I would say it is legitimate. What basis do I have do judge myself 
from the standpoint of the body? Why talk of the body? People even judge themselves 
on the basis of their cars! It is just amazing to me how we are moving away from  
ourselves. We start with make up, then go on with dyeing the hair green and so on, and 
finally come to what kind of car or house we have. We have all sorts of things through 
which we judge ourselves. It is amazing! And ¿¡stra says do not judge yourself on the 
basis of even the physical body which is only a vehicle, a simple counter for enjoyment. 
We have to use it; be grateful for all that it does and enjoy it, without judgement. The 
problem is looking at oneself and judging oneself from the standpoint of the body, mind, 
etc. We cannot afford to be self-critical and judge ourselves from the point of view of the 
body, mind, etc., and feel limited.  

If the body and mind are not legitimate bases on which to judge myself, even less 
so is the duty I am assigned. Since we do not have a functional var¸a-¡¿rama system 
today, the interpretation of the words of the Lord, ‘sve sve karma¸i abhirataÅ ’ should 
be in keeping with exactly what is available right now. What is expected of me now, I 
just do, and enjoy doing it. The one who lives his life doing his own duty with 
commitment and satisfaction gains success in terms of antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, and once 
he has a prepared mind, there is no hindrance for him to gain knowledge, and thereby, 
mokÀa. Now how does he do it? ‘Listen, ¿¤¸u,’ says Bhagav¡n and continues.  

ªÉiÉ& |É´ÉÞÊkÉ¦ÉÚÇiÉÉxÉÉÆ ªÉäxÉ ºÉ´ÉÇÊ¨ÉnÆù iÉiÉ¨ÉÂ** 
º´ÉEò¨ÉÇhÉÉ iÉ¨É¦ªÉSªÉÇ ÊºÉËrù Ê´ÉxnùÊiÉ ¨ÉÉxÉ´É&**46** 
yataÅ prav¤ttirbh£t¡n¡Æ yena sarvamidaÆ tatam 
svakarma¸¡ tamabhyarcya siddhiÆ vindati m¡navaÅ Verse 46 
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ªÉiÉ& yataÅ — from whom; ¦ÉÚiÉÉxÉÉ¨ÉÂ |É´ÉÞÊkÉ& bhut¡n¡m prav¤ttiÅ — (is) the creation of 
the beings; ªÉäxÉ yena — by whom; ºÉ´ÉÇ¨ÉÂ <nù¨ÉÂ sarvam idam — all this; iÉiÉ¨ÉÂ tatam  — is 
pervaded; iÉ¨ÉÂ tam — him; º´ÉEò¨ÉÇhÉÉ svakarma¸¡  —through one's own duty; +¦ªÉSªÉÇ 
abhyarcya  — worshipping; ¨ÉÉxÉ´É& m¡navaÅ — the human being; ÊºÉÊrù¨ÉÂ siddhim — 
success; Ê´ÉxnùÊiÉ vindati — gains  

Through one's duty, worshipping him from whom is the creation of the 
beings, by whom all this is pervaded, a human being gains success. 

WORSHIPPING THE LORD THROUGH ONE'S DUTY, MAN GAINS SUCCESS  
WHAT IS IT THAT IS CREATED ?  

Prav¤tti, here, means creation or coming into being, and the word, yataÅ means 
‘from whom’ and it refers to the cause, Ì¿vara , from whom the entire creation cons isting 
of all these living beings and elements, bh£tas, arises. Now when we say this, there is a 
problem here. If you say that the living beings, j¢vas, are born, they have a beginning. 
But if the j¢va is identical with Ì¿vara, who is beginningless, an¡di, how can the j¢va  be 
born? There is no possibility of a beginningless j¢va  being born. This is true, but the fact 
that the j¢va is beginningless, an¡di, and is identical with Ì¿vara, is something that one 
has to discover. Until that non-difference is recognized, there is a seeming difference 
between the j¢va and Ì¿vara, and the j¢va  appears to have taken a birth in a given form.  

In reality, however, there is no birth of the j¢va . This is a very important thing to 
know. No j¢va is created, and, in fact, the notion of an entity called j¢va is purely mithy¡ 
because there is no entity called j¢va  existing independently of ¡tm¡. The notion of such 
an entity is superimposed upon the ¡tm¡ due to ignorance. Because ignorance has no 
beginning, the j¢va  also has no beginning. That being so, Ì¿vara does not create the j¢va . 
If God creates the individual, his efforts are stifled by family planning, etc.! This would 
mean that God is less than those who stifle his efforts. So, it is unreasonable to think that 
God creates the individual. 

What is created then? It is nothing but your physical body-mind-sense-complex 
which is but the five elements, space, air, water, fire, and earth, ¡k¡¿a , v¡yu, agni, ¡paÅ 
and p¤thiv¢. According to the model of the ¿¡stra, the creation consists of five elements 
and the elementals, the five sense organs and five pr¡¸as. You can look at the world 
differently also. According to physics, there are many more elements, all of which are 
reduced to particles. For our purposes, we do not require all that. We simply reduce 
everything to five and then finally to Brahman. The creation consisting of these five 
elements and the elementals includes your physical body-mind-sense-complex. 
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THE TWO CAUSES OF CREATION  

The cause from which, all of them are born can be either nimitta-k¡ra¸a , 
efficient, or up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a, the material cause. If this cause from whom is the arising 
of all these is simply an efficient cause, nimitta-k¡ra¸a, then that cause will be separate 
from what is created, like the potter is separate from the clay out of which he makes the 
pot. This five-elemental world that is created by Ì¿vara would be separate from him if he 
is only the efficient cause, and he would require a material, which is entirely independent 
of him, like the clay is independent of the potter. This is generally, what the theologians 
think. They look upon the Lord as another entity, who made this world like a 
doughnut-maker. He is separate from the doughnut he makes and therefore, you can eat 
the doughnut without eating the doughnut-maker. Now, if the Lord is like a 
doughnut-maker and the world is the doughnut, which includes space and time, where 
will this Lord be? If you say heaven, we have to ask if heaven is created or not? Heaven 
is also a place, after all, which is within space. If the Lord is only the efficient cause, we 
cannot solve these problems. The Ì¿vara  that is presented here is not only the maker of 
the creation, but also the material. How do we know? The verse says, ‘yataÅ , prav¤ttiÅ 
bh£t¡n¡m , from whom is the creation of all these elements, which constitute the world.’ 
When it is said yataÅ  meaning, ‘from whom,’ or ‘from which cause,’ it can mean 
efficient or material cause, or perhaps both. And the word yataÅ does not itself suggest 
which meaning we should take.  

There is another clause here, which makes the meaning clear —yena sarvam idaÆ 
tatam, by whom all this is pervaded. The same pronoun, yat, is used, saying that same 
cause, yataÅ , from which this entire creation made of these elements has come, is the 
very one by whom, they are all pervaded, yena tatam. An argument that can be raised 
here is that like the sun whose light pervades everything, the Lord, though sitting in 
heaven, pervades everything with his grace. But how will the proponents of this view 
explain such UpaniÀads sentences illustrating the cause as, ‘All this is, but a 
modification consisting of name alone resting on speech; clay alone is the reality—
v¡c¡rambha¸aÆ vik¡ro n¡madheyaÆ m¤ttiketyeva  satyam?’1 Thus, we have not just 
one or two sentences like this, but many, and the whole thing is reasonable too. 
Therefore, the Lord is not only the maker, but also the material cause. Only then can he 
pervade the creation, a creation being non -separate from its material cause. And that 
cause is not inert but conscious because it is also efficient cause, the maker. It is also 
defined elsewhere as satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma . 

LORD IS BOTH THE EFFICIENT AND MATERIAL CAUSE  

Also, this Brahman, that is, satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma , is also the 
material cause. There is no other material other than Brahman because Brahman  is 
                                                                 
1 Ch¡nd ogyopaniÀad – 6-1-4 
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limitless, ananta. The material which undergoes change to become this creation, the 
pari¸¡mi-up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a , m¡y¡, is mithy¡ . That is why, when I analyse the creation, 
I do not find it having any basis at all. There is nothing other than Brahman  here. 
Everything just reduces until all that I am left with is mere words, and they keep 
disappearing too, because when the object is gone, the name is also gone. Only 
sadvastu, Brahman , remains as the very is-ness of every object I analyse. I thought 
there was a pot, and then I find that it disappears and all I am left with is clay. There is 
no object for pot, only a word. And then, when I begin to look into clay, the clay 
disappears and atoms alone remain. They become the truth, until they are analysed. 
Things keep disappearing like this. That is the greatest magic there is. You can look at 
the pot and just see it disappear. I had a word, ‘pot,’ for which there was an object pot, 
but on inquiry, the pot as an object disappears, and along with it the name also 
disappears, because that particular object ended up with the form of a name, and once the 
object has gone, the name has no place to remain. Things just keep disappearing. This is 
the truth of creation.  

For such a creation, all that you require is only some kind of cause that is good 
enough to account for it. That cause is a power inherent in Brahman , which we call 
m¡y¡ . This Brahman with m¡y¡  is what we call Ì¿vara because with reference to the 
creation he is both the efficient and material cause, abhinna-nimitta-up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a . 
From the standpoint of his own knowledge and power he is called the efficient cause, 
nimitta -k¡ra¸a. From the standpoint of his own m¡y¡ -up¡dhi, because of which he 
has the power to create, he is called up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a, material cause.  

It is like a spider. A spider has a certain knowledge, which is evident from the fact 
that he chooses an appropriate place to build his intricate web. He selects a corner, not 
any other place, and then too, a particular corner which is relatively safe, not another. 
And then, the web he builds is a marvel in designing. All of this indicates intelligence 
and a tremendous skill or power. Therefore, the spider is the efficient cause of the web. 
But then, where did he get the material for the web? When a bird wants to build a nest, 
you should see how he flies about picking up one straw after another, placing each one 
very intelligently and beautifully to build up the nest. Certain types of straw are used for 
the outside and entirely different soft ones for the inside. All the materials are collected 
and wonderfully fashioned into a nest. But the spider does not need to run around like 
this, gathering material to create its web. It spins out all the material it needs from a 
gland in its own mouth. Therefore, what is the material cause for the spider's web? The 
spider. From the standpoint of the conscious being, sufficiently equipped with 
knowledge and skill, etc., it is the nimitta-k¡ra¸a. From the standpoint of the up¡dhi, 
because of which it is called spider, it becomes the material cause. 

Now, what is Ì¿vara? Ì¿vara is pure consciousness, as the spider is essentially, but 
the same satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma, with m¡y¡ , which itself is dependent upon  
that satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma, becomes omniscient, sarvajµa , and all-
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powerful, sarva -¿aktim¡n. Only from the standpoint of consciousness conditioned by 
m¡y¡ , do we call Ì¿vara, the nimitta-k¡ra¸a . And if we look at the same Ì¿vara  from 
the standpoint of the m¡y¡-up¡dhi, which forms the material for this creation, because 
of which he gains the name Ì¿vara, he becomes the material cause, up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a , of 
the creation. Since the creation is from Ì¿vara with Ì¿vara as the material cause, it is not 
going to be separate from Ì¿vara . Thus, we see that from the standpoint of the material 
cause, up¡d¡na-k¡ra¸a, the creation is not separate from Ì¿vara. The grossified 
manifest world becomes the whole physical body, sth£la-up¡dhi, for Ì¿vara, whom in 
this form we call Vir¡¶, and the subtle world is the subtle body, s£kÀma-up¡dhi, of 
Ì¿vara whom we now call Hira¸yagarbha . The unmanifest Brahman  with the m¡y¡ -
up¡dhi is Ì¿vara  as avyakta , which is not creation as we define it but the causal 
condition. We speak of creation only with reference to the subtle and gross 
manifestations comprising the five elements and the elementals. 

This five-elemental model is complete because it covers the entire world. It 
accounts for the physical world, your mind, your senses, everything, and therefore, 
Ì¿vara alone is in the form of this entire jagat. From the standpoint of the up¡dhi, 
Ì¿vara pervades everything. All you have to do is see it as it is. Ì¿vara  did not first 
create the world and then pervade it. There are not two things here. Can we say that the 
pot was first created and then came to be pervaded by the clay? That is what the 
Vai¿eÀikas think. But the truth is, the creation itself is Ì¿vara  and without Ì¿vara, there 
is no creation here at all. 

TO WHICH CAUSE DOES THE DEVOTEE RELATE?  

Now what about the devotee who wants to relate to Ì¿vara? Which Lord he will 
relate to, the material cause, up¡d¡na -k¡ra¸a , or the efficient cause, nimitta-k¡ra¸a? 
To whom do you relate, even in your everyday relationships? Suppose you are relating to 
your father, mother, or a friend. Is it to the physical body that you relate to, or to the 
person? To whom do you relate really? It is always the person. Similarly, a devotee is 
not relating to the material cause; he always relates to the efficient cause, the 
nimitta -k¡ra¸a. That is why there seems to be a separation and Ì¿vara  is looked at as 
all-knowing, sarvajµa, while I am of limited knowledge, alpajµa; he is all-powerful, 
sarva -¿aktim¡n, while I have limited power, I am alpa-¿aktim¡n. When you offer a 
prayer to Ì¿vara, it is only to the nimitta-k¡ra¸a , not to the up¡d¡na -k¡ra¸a . 

HOW DOES THE DEVOTEE INVOKE THE LORD?  

What do you do to invoke Ì¿vara, the nimitta-k¡ra¸a ? It is very interesting. 
Suppose I1 am sitting near you, dozing perhaps, and you want to get my attention. You 
call my name, ‘Swamiji,’ and nothing happens. No response. Then what do you do? You 
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are going to touch any immediately available part in the hope that I will wake up. When 
you touch, say, my little finger, you expect that not only this part of me is going to wake 
up, but the whole me. That part becomes only a nimitta , a place where you can invoke 
the whole ‘me.’ To get the whole me to come, all you have to do is pull my little finger. 
That is all you have to do. But with Bhagav¡n  it is even easier because Bhagav¡n  never 
sleeps! He only relaxes. We have some wonderful imagery of Lord ViÀ¸u lying down on 
the coils of the serpent, Ëdi¿eÀa, the original spring mattress! Lord ViÀ¸u is the one who 
pervades everything, sarva-vy¡paka , and is supposed to keep the creation going. He has 
to keep the air blowing, the fire hot, and every thing, as it should be. For each and every 
small action that you do, the appropriate result has to come, which requires that all the 
laws must be operating properly. How does Lord ViÀ¸u  do this huge job of sustaining 
the entire world? Even with a million computers, it is impossible, and yet, he does it 
without lifting a single finger, without even batting an eyelid. This is absolute power and 
is illustrated by showing Lord ViÀ¸u  lying on Ëdi¿eÀa, the symbol of all power, ¿akti.  

By his mere presence, everything takes place. This is the one whom you are 
invoking. When the whole creation is his form, which part should you touch to invoke 
that Lord? That is why we have varieties of forms of worship. We worship space–¡k¡¿a , 
air–v¡yu, fire–agni, water –¡paÅ, and even the earth–p¤thiv¢. A so-called inert rock is 
sustained by Ì¿vara , like how the inert body is sustained by a conscious being, 
cetana-¡tm¡ . The whole creation, which we divide into inert and sentient, is all Ì¿vara , 
and therefore, any particular form becomes a form in which I can invoke that Lord.  

NOT ONLY THE CREATION , BUT ALSO THE LAWS ARE NON-SEPARATE FROM THE LORD  

Not only that, the creation being not separate from Ì¿vara, all the various laws, 
known and unknown, are also non-separate from Ì¿vara. Therefore, Bhagav¡n is, for 
example, gravitation. If you are able to sit on a chair without flying off into space, it is 
Bhagav¡n  who is holding you there, and if you slip and fall, it is Bhagav¡n who brings 
you down. It is all law. Nothing happens without any reason. That is why you can study 
events and predict such things as the velocity that a body of a given weight will have 
when a given force is applied to it under other given conditions. This is what we call 
Bhagav¡n's law, but what do we mean by that? We use such expressions as 
‘Bhagav¡n's law’ commonly, but when we use a possessive case for the Lord, in our 
understanding Ì¿vara can be a person who created an order because of which we get 
certain results. No, this is not how it is. From the standpoint of efficient cause, 
nimitta -k¡ra¸a, we say ‘Ì¿vara's order,’ but the order itself is Ì¿vara. Not just certain 
things, but also every invisible law whose result you see is pervaded by Ì¿vara ; in fact, 
the law itself is Ì¿vara . Nobody sees the law of gravitation, but when you see falling 
objects and the regularity of their behaviour, you understand that there is a force, which 
is not visible to you, though the effects are very visible. Any force, whose effects are 
visible to you, should be included as Ì¿vara. 
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THE LAWS OF DHARMA ARE ALSO EXPRESSIONS OF THE LORD  

Because of the verse under consideration here, we have to go one step further. 
There are different types of laws. We have laws like the traffic laws, which are 
man-made and can, therefore, be different. The speed limit in Pennsylvania is 55 mph 
while on the autobahn1 in Germany it is far higher. But then, there is an order which is 
not man -made and that is Ì¿vara . Gravitation is Ì¿vara , but more than that there is an 
order, on the basis of which, a human being interacts with the world. When I have a 
faculty of choice, I can do a given thing. I need not do it, or I can do it differently. If I 
want to make money, I can earn it legitimately, or I can rob somebody. What exactly is 
the means to follow? There is a man-made law that says I should not rob, which 
conforms to the law of Ì¿vara. If there is something common, some common value 
structure that is identical for you and for me and known to both of us without having to 
be taught, then that is a universal law. The fact that it is known inherently without being 
told is a very important element in this. If I have to be educated about a law or a 
principle, I will not call it universal. But if, whether, I am an Eskimo, or a New Yorker 
or a Boston Brahmin, I know a given principle without ever being taught, that is a 
universal principle. If neither the Harvardian nor the Eskimo likes me to stand on his 
toes, then I should know that there is a certain order, which, as human beings, we all 
commonly sense. That order is an intrinsic part of creation, which we called dharma , 
and also, the law of karma. 

This law is connected to our will. Because we have a will, this capacity to choose, 
it has to be governed by some law and that law is what we call dharma . If the choice I 
make is wrong, naturally I pay for it. The law of karma  makes sure of it. If I keep my 
finger in the fire, it will definitely burn; it is only law. I cannot blame the fire. If I have 
never come across fire in my life, I can plead ignorance, but with reference to these 
universal values, we can never plead ignorance. We all have the common sense 
knowledge that we want to survive, that we do not want to be hurt and so on. This 
common value structure is the fabric of dharma . It is like the other structures that we 
have. Our physical body is governed by a certain set of laws; our physiological 
conditions are governed by another set, as are our psychological conditions. So too, the 
exercise of my free will is governed by some laws and those laws are what we call the 
laws of dharma, which are a part of creation. Therefore, dharma is Ì¿vara. This being 
so, when I am called upon to perform an action at a given time and place, there is 
something to be done which is appropriate, and everything else is inappropriate. That 
action that is appropriate is Ì¿vara; it is Ì¿vara's creation. In the same way as how a 
square peg cannot go into a round hole; nothing else fits ther e. It is the law of Ì¿vara. If I 
find that only one course of action is appropriate in a given situation, and no other, I can 
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be sure that it is Ì¿vara. Therefore, the appropriate action, duty, itself is Ì¿vara , and 
because it fits well with dharma, dharma is Ì¿vara . 

DOING ONE'S DUTY IS WORSHIP TO THE LORD  

As long as I think that I am the agent of an action, the kart¡, who enjoys a will, 
and has a variety of desires to fulfil, I have to completely relegate my likes and dislikes 
to the background, and do what is obviously appropriate to the occasion. If the choice I 
make is the appropriate one, it is not really a choice at all, because what is called for is 
highly visible. When what is to be done is done, what choice did I make? I did not have 
to choose what  to do because it was decided by the circumstances. I use my choice only 
when I avoid what I tend to do. I want to do something else, and I avoid using my 
choice, my free will to do it. Doing is the only choice there is with regard to duty. Or, 
choice is used when two courses of action are open which are equally appropriate. 
Otherwise, what choice do we have? There is no choice at all except in avoiding what 
does not fit. This is the only exercise of choice in doing one's duty, and because there is 
no choic e, this is Ì¿vara . Therefore, by doing one's own karma , svakarma, what is 
appropriate at a given time and place, one is worshipping Ì¿vara, this is the abhyarcana , 
the Lord speaks of when he says ‘tam abhyarcya.’ Who is that Ì¿vara? The one who is 
sarva -vy¡p¢, all pervasive, sarvajµa, all-knowing, and sarva -¿aktim¡n, almighty is 
Ì¿vara. 

Here, the things that we normally identify with worship, like offering a flower, are 
not being called worship, arcana , but conformity to all the various duties and 
dispositions that was mentioned in the earlier verses with reference to the four classes of 
people is called as arcana. Or in modern times, it means all that has to be done by an 
individual at a given time, given the circumstances. Whenever I do exactly what is called 
for in a given situation, that is worshipping Ì¿vara, whenever I do what is appropriate, I 
connect myself to Ì¿vara . That is why there is so much joy and satisfaction in such 
actions. If I do what is inappropriate, neither I am happy nor is any other person, who is 
involved. If there is happiness in performing the appropriate action, you must know that 
action is connecting you to Ì¿vara. The law of karma, the law of dharma, and your 
action all become one and the same. There is a harmony here between the law of 
dharma  and your actions and that gives you a sense of peace because of a release from 
the hold of the r¡ga-dveÀas. If you are doing this day after day, what will happen to your 
likes and dislikes, r¡ga -dveÀas? What hold can they have over you? They just fall apart. 
Only non-binding r¡ga -dveÀas remain, which are beautiful because they make you a 
unique individual.  

WHAT IS THE SIDDHI MENTIONED HERE?  

Once your likes and dislikes are non-binding, you have antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi and 
can therefore gain the knowledge that completely frees you from karma . If a person has 
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the understanding that the performing of his duties is worshipping of Ì¿vara, he gains 
success, siddhiÆ vindati m¡navaÅ—first in terms of antaÅ -kara¸a -¿uddhi and 
finally, he gains the siddhi, that is mokÀa  which is knowledge, jµ¡na. 

The important thing that is being conveyed here is that, doing one's duty with a 
proper attitude is worship of Ì¿vara. Generally, worship is considered to be specific 
action—physical, oral, or mental. That restricted concept is negated here. These special 
karmas of ritual and prayer are considered worship because in them, there is an obvious 
connection between Ì¿vara  and the individual. The problem is that one thinks that 
afterwards there is no connection, which is not true. Ì¿vara is not only the cause but also 
the effect, the whole creation is Ì¿vara . When that is so when are you going to be away 
from that Ì¿vara? Therefore, according to this ¿¡stra , if you do any karma that is in 
conformity with dharma, which itself is not separable from Ì¿vara, and you are 
connected to Ì¿vara. This makes you a karma-yog¢—but only if you recognize dharma 
as Ì¿vara. An atheist can be an ethical person but not necessarily a yog¢, because being a 
karma-yog¢  means recognizing Ì¿vara . T here is no other type of karma-yoga . 

There can be a purely secular ethical person. We see many people who have no 
religious belief but are above all blemish in their conduct. Then again, a religious person 
can be ethical, but not a yog¢. If his karma is not performed for antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, 
or if he does not recognize dharma  is Ì¿vara, he can only be a clean person who is free 
from conflicts. He is not a yog¢. Therefore, it is clear that to be a karma-yog¢, one must 
necessarily recognize dharma as Ì¿vara, as it is presented here ‘YataÅ  prav¤ttir 
bh£t¡n¡Æ  yena sarvamidaÆ tataÆ, svakarma¸¡ tamabhyarcya  siddhiÆ, vindati 
m¡navaÅ—from whom is the creation of all beings, by whom all this is pervaded, by 
worshipping him through one's own duty one gains success.’ In order to worship that 
Ì¿vara you do not need to do a particular karma, even though a particular karma brings 
about a conversion of an occasional devotee into an abiding devotee. But this special 
karma alone is not worship. Every time you conform to dharma, recognizing dharma 
as Ì¿vara, there is worship. Performing this worship, a person gains success, siddhi, in 
terms of antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, and therefore, qualification for the knowledge of ¡tm¡ , 
which is the success or fulfilment of a human life. 

In the context of the description of the duties of the var¸as, these are the karmas 
that are to be done. But all the prescribed duties of the four var¸as have to be performed 
with the right attitude. Without that, the performing of duty does not become yoga ; it 
only leads to heaven, svarga .  

Therefore,  

¸ÉäªÉÉxº´ÉvÉ¨ÉÉæ Ê´ÉMÉÖhÉ& {É®úvÉ¨ÉÉÇiÉÂ º´ÉxÉÖÊ¢öiÉÉiÉÂ* 
º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉÊxÉªÉiÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇ EÖò´ÉÇzÉÉ{ÉîÉäÊiÉ ÊEòÎ±¤É¹É¨ÉÂ**47** 
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¿rey¡n svadharmo vigu¸aÅ paradharm¡t svanuÀ¶hit¡t 
svabh¡vaniyataÆ karma kurvann¡pnoti kilbiÀam Verse 47 

Ê´ÉMÉÖhÉ& vigu¸aÅ — devoid of merit; º´ÉvÉ¨ÉÇ& svadharmaÅ — one's own duty; º´ÉxÉÖÊ¢öiÉÉiÉÂ 
svanuÀ¶hit¡t — well done; {É®úvÉ¨ÉÉÇiÉÂ paradharm¡t — duty of another (person); ¸ÉäªÉÉxÉÂ 
¿rey¡n — is better; º´É¦ÉÉ´É-ÊxÉªÉiÉ¨ÉÂ Eò¨ÉÇ svabh¡va-niyatam karma — action enjoined 
according to one's nature; EÖò´ÉÇxÉÂ kurvan — doing; xÉ +É{ÉîÉäÊiÉ na ¡pnoti — one does not 
gain; ÊEòÎ±¤É¹É¨ÉÂ kilbiÀam — fault 

One's own duty, devoid of merit, is better than the duty of another, 
well-done. Doing action enjoined accor ding to one's nature, one does not 
incur fault. 

DOING ONE'S OWN DUTY IS BETTER THAN THE DUTY OF ANOTHER  

If you understand duty in terms of a universal order, then G¢t¡ has a scriptural 
value. Otherwise, G¢t¡  would only be applicable to a particular group of people at a 
particular time and place and lose its status of being a scripture. In order to be considered 
a scripture, a text must have a universal message. The context can be cultural or topical, 
but its spirit must definitely be universal, because a scripture has to address not one 
group of people, but all human beings throughout the history of humanity. The G¢t¡ here 
says, m¡nava , a human being, not vaidika , a Vedic person, because it is talking about 
facts, which do not change as the times change, or the society differs. If I1 speak, keeping 
the human being in view, and the people in front of me happen to be Indian or a Chinese, 
naturally, that will condition the character of my talk, but not the content. In addressing 
the Chinese, I may say certain things that are relevant in China. There are topical issues 
at any given time and place in history which are pertinent to the people being addressed, 
and they will naturally form part of the discourse. The Bible, for instance, is a scripture 
because even when it is clearly addressing the fishermen it keeps people in general in 
view. In addressing the problems of the fishermen in the context familiar to them, it 
addresses the wider human problems. That is what makes it a scripture. Even though the 
form in which it is received can vary, the content of a scriptural message does not change 
in different situations and at different times. 

Here, the context var¸¡¿rama  is taken into account. One's own duty, svadharma , 
is determined by the societal group into which one is born, var¸a, and the particular 
stage of life, ¡¿rama, that one is at. Whether one is a student, brahmac¡r¢, or a married 
person, g¤hastha , or preparing for renunciation, v¡naprastha, or a renunciate, 
sanny¡s¢, or a br¡hma¸a , kÀatriya , vai¿ya , or ¿£dra , determines exactly what the duty 
of a given person will be at a given time. That is svadharma . The whole system is 
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visualized for the purpose of one's inner growth, and it has prominence in the G¢t¡ 
because G¢t¡  is nothing but a sm¤ti-grantha, which visualizes the end, mokÀa—in 
keeping with what is said in the ¿ruti—not as a thing to be accomplished later, but as 
something which is the very nature, svar£pa, of oneself. Keeping that end in view, the 
Veda must present a way of life that will help to accomplish it. 

The Veda says all this for one's growth alone. If I talk about mokÀa to a person 
who is interested only in arthas and k¡mas, securities, and pleasures and not ready for 
mokÀa, he will sympathise with me thinking I have missed out on life. So you have to be 
ready, and understand that, the Veda says that even though you go for security, artha , 
and pleasure, k¡ma, you should not give up dharma . In adhering to dharma, you will 
learn to yield a lot because likes and dislikes, r¡ga -dveÀas, have to be thrown into the 
background when duties have to be done. What is prohibited, niÀiddha-karma, has to be 
avoided and what is enjoined, vihita-karma, has to be done. One may even do 
k¡mya-karma, but not at the cost of dharma . This is the first lap of a human journey. 
Next, the Veda and the G¢t¡  tell us that this is all useless, yath¡ iha karmacito lokaÅ 
kÀ¢yate tath¡ amutra pu¸ya-cito lokaÅ kÀ¢yate. Even though a person may have been 
performing rituals for limited ends, he would have been repeating the 
upaniÀad-mantras, which would give him some vague knowledge of mokÀa , and also, 
Ì¿vara's grace. That will bless him with viveka, discrimination, after which the inquiry 
really starts. 

INQUIRY INTO THE ULTIMATE HUMAN END  

What is the inquiry? The fundamental inquiry is into what exactly one wants in 
life, puruÀ¡rtha-vic¡ra. Even if a person discerns that he wants liberation, mokÀa, we 
have to look into what he means by liberation. For some it amounts to a desire to go to 
heaven. It may not even be a well-thought out positive desire for heaven as the end in 
life, but more a fear of going to hell, as it is presented to him. Even that has to be 
inquired into. What is this hell they are talking about? Even though it is a belief, it has to 
be reasonable. Hell means painful experience as heaven means pleasant experience. Both 
are finite, and, being experience, cannot possibly be eternal. This is called puruÀ¡rtha -
vic¡ra. Once a person understands that he cannot do anything to gain the eternal, his 
way of life changes. Until now, all his energy and time have been invested in the pursuit 
of artha, k¡ma, and dharma , or pu¸ya. Now everything is turned toward mokÀa , 
because he has learned from analysing his experiences and the experiences of others that 
no experience is going to help him. Many people do not learn even from their own 
experiences. This is another wonder. Even though all his predecessors have passed away, 
and the fellow knows very well that he is standing in the queue, still, he cannot think that 
he is also going to pas s away. This is the greatest wonder. This is the power of m¡y¡ . 
When a person sees through all that, naturally, whatever time he has is going to be 
invested in mokÀa . He has not sacrificed anything; he has just dropped what is not useful 
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to him. What you do not have value for, is not ‘given up’ by you. You can talk about 
giving up if you give up something for which you have a value. But what can you say 
about parting with your garbage? If you have a value for mokÀa , what do you give up? 
Nothing! 

PURSUIT OF MOKâA IS NOT SELFISH 

Once you take to this pursuit, there are those who will say that you are self -
centred. In fact, the ¿¡stra  asks you to be centred on the self. Everybody is self -centred, 
and anyone who says he is not, has not understood the nature of his own pursuits. 
Typically, a person who does charitable work will say that he is not self-centred, that he 
is helping others. I would ask him, ‘Who are you to help others? So many people are 
necessary to keep you going. How many people have to work in the field of agriculture 
so that you can have bread today? You are kept alive because of hundreds of forces. 
Who is working for whom? So many people are working for you and you say you are 
doing some charity.’ If a person or society allows you to do some charity, that is the 
greatest charity. Everybody wants to be on the giving end; nobody wants to be the 
recipient of anybody's charity. It is against human dignity. Therefore, if somebody 
receives from you, you must be blessed. Though the one who receives is obviously 
blessed, the one who gives is more blessed because he is able to give. That is the nature 
of charity.  

Further, why does one do a charitable action? If you say you cannot be happy in 
the face of the suffering of another, then you help that person, so that you can be happy. 
That is very natural. You are part of the whole, and if there is some suffering there, you 
cannot be at ease, and so you try to do something about it. How is that selfless? It is all 
for your own sake, for your own growth and peace of mind. There is nothing wrong with 
that. I just want to make it clear that there is no such thing as selfless service; there is 
only self-service. It may be a community self, or a national self or a religious self but 
every action, including a charitable action is self -centred. In the pursuit of mokÀa , 
however, all one's attention, time, and resources are invested in one's own self-
redemption. This is the greatest service you can do for society because once you are free, 
you are no longer a problem to anyone. Positively speaking, you become a refuge for 
others, and just by knowing you they can at least discover the hope of freedom. That is a 
great service. 

To gain the necessary qualifications for this freedom, a life of karma-yoga  is 
enjoined whereby you become free from the hold of likes and dislikes, r¡ga -dveÀas. 
Please note that I1 do not say you should be free from r¡ga -dveÀas, because I do not 
consider that there was ever anybody who was ever free from r¡ga-dveÀas. Even Lord 
K¤À¸a picked up only a flute, not a guitar. He had his own likes and dislikes, as did 
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áa´kara, VasiÀ¶ha or V¡madeva. Nobody is free from r¡ga-dveÀas. They can be 
simple vibh£tis , glories, for you, or they can bind you. Whenever ¿¡stra talks about 
r¡ga -dveÀas, it is not talking about your non-binding likes and dislikes. Though K¤À¸a 
had a preference for playing the flute, it was not a r¡ga, because if the flute were not to 
be available, he would not sit and cry. That means he had a non-binding liking for the 
flute. This is what we must understand. How can likes and dislikes bind? If a liking is 
not fulfilled, and frustration, depression, regret, or anger sets in, it is a binding like. The 
preparedness of mind that we talk about is purely psychological, and psychological 
conditions  are arrived at purely cognitively. The mind requires an appropriate attitude, 
which is the outcome of a cognitive appreciation of certain facts. If you understand 
clearly the nature and connection of karma and its result, karma-phala , that is a 
cognitive appreciation, and because of that understanding, there is a certain attitude. 
Attitude is, after all, emotion; and an adjustment in attitude, born of your cognitive 
appreciation of certain facts, is the method through which you grow up. The attitude is 
the symptom of your inner growth. 

Suppose you suddenly come across a situation, which is not very pleasant. You 
cannot trace your course of action to the outcome you are facing, and so it comes to you 
as a great surprise. Or, it may be very pleasant, but definitely sudden. How are you going 
to deal with it? If you do not get elated or depressed, na abhinandati na dveÀ¶i, you  
should appreciate the fact that you have made it; you are prepared. We can be sure that a 
person is not in the hands of r¡ga -dveÀas when he does not seem to be bothered by any 
experience; it only makes him wiser. That person keeps moving, greeting each day 
afresh so that his whole life is a series of events unfolding for him. That is all life is. 
Events just keep unfolding one after the other with each tick of the clock, each one 
different from all the others. What are you going to do? Are you going to be here to meet 
the new event, or are you going to be buried in the past? Usually we are either in the 
cremation ground of the past, or still in the womb, unborn. New events keep coming, and 
I have to be alert to receive the message each one carries with it. If there is a person who 
can do that, he has made it! Where is binding r¡ga-dveÀa for such a person? He can 
sport a few more.  

Thus, when the ¿¡stra  talks about r¡ga-dveÀas, it is referring purely to those that 
are binding. This is important to understand, otherwise, we will be working for 
something, which is not possible, and illegitimately thinking that because we have 
r¡ga -dveÀas, we have no knowledge, jµ¡na. We are talking about mokÀa, freedom —
from trying to be somebody.  

A lot of people will say ‘Be yourself.’ But how can I be myself when the self is 
not acceptable to me? The self must be acceptable and that is where Ved¡nta comes in 
to show us that the self is absolutely acceptable. It is not simply validation of your 
problems, even though validation is very important in being fit for this knowledge. If 
you validate your problems, you understand that neither you nor anybody else has 
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special problems; it is simply a situation of one plus one being two. Certain situations 
produce certain other psychological situations. Once you have validated yourself, you 
are ready for the journey, and this self-validation is gained by karma-yoga. Now, in this, 
which karma is better? Sweeping the floor? Cooking a meal? There are a hundred 
different things to do; I would like to know which one is better. None. What is better is 
for our attitude to grow, to understand the concept of duty, to see how beautiful it is. 
Once duty as a system is available, we are safe, because there is no better system for 
growth. But humanity must be mature to accept that. An emotionally childish society 
cannot even understand what this is. It will see only disparity, control, etc. In fact, this is 
the greatest system if humanity is enlightened enough to appreciate it. There are different 
types of work, none of which is superior to another. People have different skills, and we 
require different things to be done, so different people do different things. This is very 
well defined in a var¸a-¡¿rama structure, but even if it is not there, duty becomes 
highly visible at any place, at any time. It does not even have to be told. That is what is 
being said here. 

IF OUR AIM IS INNER GROWTH SVADHARMA IS THE BEST MEANS 

If my aim is growth, then my own duty is the best, svadharmaÅ ¿rey¡n . But if my 
aim is to accomplish something else, I have to look for things like where the power is, 
which profession is better, what type of education I must have, etc. It starts from fifth 
grade onwards. If the vision is in anything other than one's own growth, the var¸a-
¡¿rama  system will not work. That is why it began to break down when people drifted 
away from the Vedic vision of life that keeps mokÀa  as the end in view. Lord K¤À¸a 
specifically mentions seeing the purpose of seeing the reality, tattva-jµ¡na-artha -
dar¿ana, as a value. You should not lose sight of mokÀa as the end, because if this is 
kept in view, everything will fall in order. If it is shifted, then in its place comes a search 
for security, artha , and pleasure, k¡ma , and this system will fall apart, because it is only 
suitable for inner growth with mokÀa as the aim. Once that is recognized, any job is a 
good job and anything you do is not binding.  You do not look down upon another job, 
nor do you think some job is superior to the others. You may like one job more than the 
other according to your disposition. That is natural. But to think that something is worse 
or better, and choose on that basis will not help. It never works. If you operate purely 
according to choice and choose only what you like, and if you do not get what you like, 
what will you do? It is better to like what you do than to always look for something that 
you like. Even if you find something you like, it will not take much time for you to find 
it monotonous and begin to look for something else. This goes on and on. 

SVADHARMA EVEN WITHOUT MERIT IS BETTER THAN PARADHARMA DONE WELL 

When it is a question of inner growth, one's own duty not so well done is better 
than the duty of another that is done well—¿rey¡n svadharmo vigu¸aÅ paradharm¡t 
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svanuÀ¶hit¡t. áa´kara  notes that we have to add the word even, api, here, so that even 
if one's duty is not well done, it is better than doing the duty of somebody else well. The 
word vigu¸aÅ can also be understood as something, which is not pleasant. Even if your 
duty is not liked by you, or not very remunerative or respected, it is better than the duty 
of another, which is well performed. It is inter esting that he uses the word ¿rey¡n  here, 
which has the meaning of exceedingly praiseworthy, ati¿ayena pra¿astaÅ. 

How is it better? Doing one's own duty is even psychologically very important, 
because in the var¸a-¡¿rama system especially, one's dharma  is determined by one's 
disposition, svabh¡va-niyataÆ  karma . According to the proportion of sattva, rajas, or 
tamas, which partially accounts for one's psychological make-up, certain karma was 
mentioned by the ¿¡stra. Doing that, one does not incur any fault, kurvan na ¡pnoti 
kilbiÀam. The idea is that when one does one's own duty, there is no conflict or further 
problem. This can be a good basis for the healthy psychology of a human being and here, 
it is part of the means of preparation for the knowledge that you are the whole. What is 
enjoined according to one's own disposition is called svabh¡va-niyataÆ karma. Doing 
the duty that is enjoined according to one's disposition, one does not gather any kind of 
impurity, na  ¡pnoti kilbiÀam, because in expressing oneself according to the 
composition of one's gu¸as, one has no conflict. This is a psychological truth. When you 
go against your natural disposition, you are trying to do something, which is not true to 
yourself, and therefore, it creates conflicts and does not help with your inner growth. 

ONE WHO ACTS ACCORDING TO HIS SVABHËVA DOES NOT INCUR FAULT 

Further, impurity, kilbiÀam, in the context of var¸a-¡¿rama-dharma , is not 
merely conflict but p¡pa  because if you are not doing your prescribed duty, you are 
transgressing dharma. Since this follows the discussion about karma  that is born of 
one's nature, svabh¡vaja , it cannot be anything but a natural expression of one's own 
gu¸a composition. If one's karma is chosen according to one's disposition, one avoids 
conflicts, and sattva becomes more predominant as the mind, free from conflicts, 
becomes tranquil. All these qualities of a matured mind that we talk about, like ¿ama 
and dama , will be there if a person follows what is enjoined for him according to his 
disposition. However difficult or easy it is, he does it. Suppose a br¡hma¸a , who is 
supposed to do, Vedic chanting, decides that it is too boring, and wanting some 
challenge, joins the army. His natural disposition being what it is, he cannot be a good 
soldier, nor can he be a good br¡hma¸a, when he is in the army, so it is a problem. 
Whether there is a system that prescribes a duty, or duty is determined by disposition, we 
have to understand that this is all for the purpose of inner growth. The mind is given to 
tranquillity and it can also be restless, etc., and therefore, there is a certain process of 
growth involved for our mind, antaÅ -kara¸a. 

Just as there is a physical maturity for the body, and an intellectual maturity for the 
mind, there is also an emotional maturity for the mind. The mind has to grow, not only in 
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terms of knowledge, but also in terms of its capacity to properly interpret and respond to 
different situations. It is very clear that the growth of the mind is not just in terms of 
information. The preceding generations did not have the information we have, yet they 
seemed to understand certain facts which one has to know: What is right living, what is 
wrong living, how to face situations, etc. That has always been the same for Stone-Age 
Man as well as Modern Man. If the modern man's computer does not work, he gets 
upset. When the Stone-Age Man's stone tool broke, he also had a mind to deal with. The 
problem is the same. You have to deal with the mind and any amount of information 
does not really alter the situation. Whether we have more information or less 
information, life has to be lived, and that means you have to face your mind. Emotion 
has to be mastered which involves growth, in so far as your emotional life and 
understanding are concerned. 

There are two types of mental growth: one is cognitive and one is therapeutic. The 
maturity that you can gain cognitively is what the G¢t¡  talks about and therapeutic 
growth is gained through your life experiences, primarily your interactions with people. 
All you have to do is marry and have a couple of children. This is what our forefathers 
did and it was good enough for them. Anyone who has done it knows that to live with 
another person all your lifetime is not easy. Necessarily you will grow. 

Once the mind has matured, all you require is pram¡¸a, nothing else. So, the 
whole life is for shaping the mind. Suppose you have to study calculus, how many years 
do you have to prepare for it? Many. Here you have to understand ‘I am infinite.’ If it 
takes some time t o prepare yourself for that, it is understandable and it doesn't matter; it 
is worth it. The whole effort on one's part is the preparation of the mind; then all one 
needs is the pram¡¸a , the means of knowledge to understand tat tvam asi. That 
understanding does not take time; it is the preparation that takes time, and because the 
G¢t¡ shows us how to take care of that, it is a yoga-¿¡stra. 

SA×KARA'S INTRODUCTION TO THE NEXT VERSE  

Introducing the next verse, áa´kara illustrates with an example the statement that 
when one does the karma  that is enjoined according to one's nature, svabh¡va-niyatam, 
one does not incur any fault. He says it is like the situation where a worm that is born of 
a poisonous worm is not harmed by that poison. The poison of the worm is harmful for 
all of us, but not for the worm itself or its offspring. Similarly, even though your own 
dharma  may be ill performed, it will not destroy you, but doing the dharma of others 
will. By doing exactly what is in keeping with your disposition, you do not create any 
conflict for yourself and you quickly grow out of r¡ga-dveÀas. Therefore, a change of 
duty is not necessary in order to grow. It may be necessary if you want to earn more, or 
gain some power, etc., but not to grow emotionally and spiritually. Karma-yoga, doing 
one's duty with the proper attitude, is all that is required. Seeing one's dharma  as 
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something that is to be done and looking upon dharma  itself as Ì¿vara , a person gains 
success, siddhiÆ vindati m¡navaÅ, as it was said before. 

Giving up karma is not an option—either for the enlightened, jµ¡n¢ , or the 
ignorant. It is not possible for the ignorant person to give up karma, and the jµ¡n¢ does 
not give up karma physically, but, by knowledge he gives up his notion of agency, 
kart¤tva. Even  a jµ¡n¢, if he becomes a sanny¡s¢, has to go for bhikÀ¡, which is a 
karma. Nobody can physically give up all karma, but we can say that a jµ¡n¢  does not 
perform karma  because he does not look upon himself as a doer. That is the real 
renunciation. Giving up obligatory karma is an option as a lifestyle, the other choice 
being a life of karma-yoga , but there is no possibility of totally giving up karma for 
anyone. Therefore, it is better to continue to do the actions that are natural, svabh¡va -
niyataÆ karma. In that way, one does not incur any fault.  

Therefore, Bhagav¡n says, 

ºÉ½þVÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇ EòÉèxiÉäªÉ ºÉnùÉä¹É¨ÉÊ{É xÉ iªÉVÉäiÉÂ* 
ºÉ´ÉÉÇ®ú¨¦ÉÉ Ê½þ nùÉä¹ÉähÉ vÉÚ¨ÉäxÉÉÎMxÉÊ®ú´ÉÉ´ÉÞiÉÉ&**48** 
sahajaÆ karma kaunteya sadoÀamapi na tyajet 
sarv¡rambh¡ hi doÀe¸a dh£men¡ gniriv¡v¤t¡Å Verse 48 

ºÉ½þVÉ¨ÉÂ Eò¨ÉÇ sahajam karma — the karma that is natural (according to your birth); 
EòÉèxiÉäªÉ kaunteya — O! Son of Kunt¢, (Arjuna ); ºÉnùÉä¹É¨ÉÂ +Ê{É sadoÀam api — even 
though defective; xÉ iªÉVÉäiÉÂÂ na tyajet — one should not give up; ºÉ´ÉÉÇ®ú¨¦ÉÉ& Ê½þ 
sarv¡rambh¡Å hi — because all undertakings; +É´ÉÞiÉÉ& ¡v¤t¡Å — are covered; nùÉä¹ÉähÉ 
doÀe¸a — with fault; +ÊMÉí& <´É agniÅ iva — like fire; vÉÚ̈ ÉäxÉ dh£mena — with smoke  

The karma  that is natural (according to your birth), O! Arjuna, though 
defective, one should not give up, because all undertakings are covered 
with fault, like fire ( is covered) with smoke.  

ALL UNDERTAKINGS ARE INHERENTLY DEFECTIVE  

The karma that is natural, sahaja , is the karma  that you are born into. This is the 
same as the svabh¡vajam karma that we saw earlier. Any karma that is a natural 
consequence of the situation, into which one is born, one should not give up. Why would 
one want to give it up? Every karma  is inherently defective, sadoÀam, because it is 
within the three gu¸as and therefore, perpetuates a life of becoming, saÆs¡ra . That is 
why it was said earlier, ‘The topics of the Vedas are born of the three gu¸as, therefore, 
Arjuna, be free of what is born of the three gu¸as—traigu¸ya-viÀay¡  ved¡Å 
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nistraigu¸yo bhav¡rjuna .’1 Everything in the world is within the three gu¸as, including 
karma. And all karmas are defective because by doing them, one cannot possibly get 
mokÀa. However, even though the karma, into which one is born, sahaja , is necessarily 
fraught with this defect, sadoÀam, one should not give it up, na tyajet. 

WHY DOES KARMA HAVE A DEFECT?  

What is the defect? It produces a result. Either it is going to produce pu¸ya  or 
p¡pa , neither of which is a solution to the problem, for even pu¸ya  creates sit uations, 
however pleasant, that have to be gone through and do not lead to release. Pu¸ya  may be 
a golden shackle, but it is binding nevertheless. The idea is that even though karma 
binds, giving up one's karma does not give freedom from karma, naiÀkarmya . 
Whereas, it is only by giving up one's ignorance, is one liberated. On the other hand, by 
doing karma , or svadharma, with the proper attitude, one gains success—svakarma¸¡ 
tam abhyarcya  siddhiÆ vindati m¡navaÅ. If you perform your karma  as a worship to 
Ì¿vara, looking upon Ì¿vara as dharma , you get free of the hold of r¡ga -dveÀas, and 
therefore, Lord K¤À¸a says here, do not give up the karma  enjoined upon you by birth, 
sahajaÆ karma na tyajet, even though it is inherently defective, sadoÀam api. Things 
that are not to be done, of course you have to give up, but not what is to be done. If you 
give that up, you are not going to accomplish anything because you will do something 
else in its place, which is  as defective as, if not more than, what you gave up. And you 
cannot completely give up karma because that is not possible, as we have seen. If you 
want to give up karma  so that you can gain knowledge, well, gaining knowledge isn't 
dependent upon your giving up karma because, being knowledge, it is dependent only 
on a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a , and has nothing to do with what you do or do not 
do. 

You may choose a lifestyle that will give you more time to pursue knowledge, but 
it will be fruitless if you are not ready for it. In sanny¡sa you reduce the number of roles 
you have to play from father, mother, husband or wife, son or daughter to only that of a 
student, ¿iÀya. But then, there is no socialising, no outlet and that can drive a person 
crazy if he is not ready. It may look very easy, but it is not, and it can even be dangerous. 
So let the karma incumbent upon you be done with the proper attitude and you can 
accomplish the same thing as can be achieved by sanny¡sa. Karma-yoga also is not 
easy and, besides, it is unavoidable. Even the sanny¡s¢ who takes to the lifestyle of 
sanny¡sa prematurely has to have the attitude of a karma-yog¢, with reference to the 
¿ar¢ra-y¡tra -nimitta-karma that he is still doing, if his sanny¡sa is to be successful. 
Therefore, it is said here, ‘One should not give up the karma  one is born into even 
though it has defects—sahajaÆ karma sadoÀam api na  tyajet.’ 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 2-45 
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WHY SHOULD ONE NOT GIVE UP SAHAJAê KARMA ?  

Why is the sahajaÆ karma  not to be given up? Because all karmas, 
sarv¡rambh¡Å hi, are covered with fault, doÀe¸a ¡v¤t¡Å , like fire is by smoke, 
dh£mena agniÅ iva . Any beginning is considered an action and therefore, the word 
¡rambha, which means beginning, is a name for karma. As there is smoke for fire, 
similarly for every action there is defect, doÀa . Smoke is an apt example because it can 
be blown away. Further, those who are familiar with performing rituals can easily 
understand it. The ideal fire to receive oblations is a brightly burning smokeless flame. 
Now, some of the offerings, like milk, make everything damp and the fire begins to 
smoke and even brings tears to your eyes. But all you have to do is fan away the smoke 
and the fire will reappear. Similarly, by karma-yoga , you can get rid of the defect in 
karma that brings tears. Any result of the karma  does not bother you because you have 
the proper attitude of glad acceptance, pras¡da-buddhi, and in choosing an action you 
go by dharma, therefore avoiding conflicts. The choice of work is in keeping with your 
disposition, so what is to be done is going to be different from person to person at a 
given time, but conformity to the moral order, dharma , is the same whether you are 
cooking or sweeping. What I do is dictated either by svabh¡va, disposition, or by sheer 
situation, which has nothing to do with my disposition. I may be disposed to music but if 
somebody needs to be taken to the hospital, my music has no place in the choice I make. 
What is to be done is obvious and has no bearing on my disposition. What is to be done 
one should not give up, na  tyajet. 

The inherent defect in karma can partially be got rid of by karma-yoga and then, 
karma can finally be given up totally by knowing that there is no karma at all, in 
reality. The only way to completely eliminate the smoke is to extinguish the fire by 
removing the fuel. Here, the fuel, which was supplied to the fire, is taken away purely by 
knowing that I am free from doership, aham akart¡ . The fuel here is ignorance, avidy¡ , 
of being a non-doer and once that is burnt in the fire of knowledge, its by-products, 
k¡ma and karma, are also burnt asunder. Since the fire of knowledge burns the kart¡ , 
agent, naturally all the karmas are burnt. 

WHO SHOULD NOT GIVE UP SAHAJAê KARMA?  

Who should not give up this sahajaÆ karma? The one who knows he is not the 
doer cannot give up this karma because he has already given up all karma, not by 
giving up any action, but purely by knowledge. This renunciation of all action is mokÀa . 
áa´kara concludes his small commentary on this verse saying that since karma cannot 
be given up totally by one who is ignorant, it is said here that one should not give up the 
karma that is his duty. The reason that the ignorant person should not give up karma is 
that it is not going to alter his situation. Giving up one type of action is only going to be 
followed by taking up anoth er, which is equally defective, because any karma  is 
defective.  
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A DISCUSSION AS TO WHY KARMA CANNOT BE GIVEN UP TOTALLY  

At this point, áa´kara  introduces a possible objection. The objector is an ekade¿¢, 
someone who does not adhere to any particular schoo l of thought. In our tradition there 
are a few schools of thought which are sparring partners for a Ved¡ntin . They try to 
raise consistent objections, and differ in this way from an ekade¿¢ who just raises a 
question, and once it is answered, offers no further response. But if someone has an 
alternative vision of what ¡tm¡ is, what reality is, what cause is, what effect is, then he 
will consistently argue and therefore, you will get a very effective dialogue leading to 
clarity of understanding. You must know that whenever there is an objection it is not to 
criticise, but purely to gain clarity. 

WHY CANNOT ONE GIVE UP KARMA ?  
IS IT BECAUSE IT IS IMPOSSIBLE OR BECAUSE IT IS DIFFICULT?  

The following question is asked by the ekade¿¢, ‘Is it said that one should not give 
up karma because it is impossible to give up karma totally or because there is fault in 
giving up the karma  into which one is born?’ He wants to know if it is because of the 
fear of incurring p¡pa that one should not give up karma, or because of the 
impossibility of giving up karma. 

áa´kara  responds to this question by asking, ‘What is accomplished by this 
question?’ and the ekade¿¢, answers with the following argument. If it were to be said 
that one should not give up sahajaÆ karma because it is impossible to totally give up 
karma, then if one were somehow to do it, it would be very meritorious. His thinking is 
that the meaning of ‘it is impossible,’ is not that it is literally impossible to give up 
karma but very difficult, and thus, he takes it as a challenge. If it is difficult, the benefit 
must be very great, once it is accomplished, and therefore, he wants to try. This is the 
sort of thinking that impels a person to climb Mount Everest. Some people like to do 
difficult things. If you want some strenuous exercise, there are many things that you can 
do. Why should you climb Everest, which is fraught with danger? Some people basically 
love adventure and if you tell them something is difficult, that is exactly what they want 
to do. If giving up karma  entirely is difficult, then giving it up must be a great 
accomplishment. 

Someone else enters the discussion here saying that, it is true that there would be 
great merit in giving up karma  entirely if it were very difficult to do, but the problem is, 
it is not possible. The expression, na ¿akyate–it is impossible, can be understood either 
literally, or figuratively, as very difficult. He maintains that when áa´kara  said that it is 
impossible to give up karma  entirely, he meant it literally, for the renunc iation of karma 
in its entirety is not tenable. It does not take place. From this he wants to conclude that 
there is no sarva -karma-sanny¡sa , only karma to be done as long as one lives. He 
would back up his contention with quotes from ¿ruti like the second verse of 
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Ì¿¡v¡syopaniÀad. ‘Performing actions alone, here, one should desire to live one hundred 
years. For a person like you, there is no other way that karma does not cling—kurvan 
eva iha karm¡¸i jij¢viÀet ¿ataÆ sam¡h , evaÆ tvayi na anyath¡ itaÅ asti na karma 
lipyate nare.’ Until the body falls you should do karma, but if you do only the 
nitya -naimittika-karma, karma  does not really bind you because it does not produce 
any result for you. The first verse in this UpaniÀad  is about sanny¡sa and the second is 
for the ignorant who are enjoined to do karma. Reinterpreting the first verse, he takes 
the second verse literally and says that, there is no sanny¡sa  at all. In this discussion, he 
says that there is no sarva -karma-sanny¡sa because total renunciation of karma is not 
possible. 

THE TWO CONTENTIONS AS TO WHY KARMA CANNOT BE GIVEN UP TOTALLY—THE SË×KHYA'S AND 

THE BAUDDHA'S  

If that is the argument, a question can be asked here. Is the impossibility of 
renunciation of action because the person, ¡tm¡ , is always undergoing change, 
nityapracalit¡tmakaÅ puruÀaÅ, like the gu¸as of the s¡´khyas? If there is no time 
when ¡tm¡ is not active, how are you going to give up actions? Karma-ty¡ga  is 
possible only because the very nature of ¡tm¡  is opposed to change, which is invariable 
with reference to activity. As the gu¸as of the s¡´khyas keep changing, if ¡tm¡  is also 
always changing, then, one cannot give up action.  

Or, perhaps one cannot give up action because the action itself is the doer, kriy¡ 
eva k¡rakam, as in the scheme of the five momentary categories of the Buddhists, 
yath¡ bauddh¡n¡m paµcaskandh¡Å kÀa¸apradhvaÆsinaÅ . There, the very action is 
the doer, not even part of the doer, and the self is the action because, according to the 
Buddhists, there is no ¡tm¡, only the five categories through which the Buddhist 
describes the whole experience of yourself and the world. The first is, r£pa -skandha , 
the various forms that comprise the entire world that you see. What we experience 
sensorially is called r£pa-skandha, and that experienced form is the only truth about the 
world for the Buddhist. There is no other world but mere experience, called r£pa-
skandha. Then you interpret the experience itself. When you recognize a given form as 
‘This is a pot,’ and that recognition is in keeping with what you see, it is called jµ¡na -
skandha, technically, vedan¡-skandha. Then, as we have a category of forms, r£pa -
skandha, similarly, there is a category of names for all the forms in the creation, called 
saÆjµ¡ -skandha.  

The form is what you experience, and for each one of these forms, there is a name. 
When I mention the word, ‘tree,’ you understand what object I refer to by that word. 
That is saÆjµ¡-skandha, the name or names you have for an object. A single object will 
have many words associated with it because it consists of many forms; a tree, for 
example, consists of bark, branches, leaves, and then again, a leaf, has chlorophyll, 
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cellulose, cell walls, etc. We have varieties of words for a single object and the more you 
know, the more words you have. A further category consists of a constant stream of 
flickers of consciousness, the vijµ¡na-skandha, in which the other skandhas resolve. In 
this alone you have r£pa -skandha, saÆjµ¡-skandha , and the vedan¡-skandha. Then 
there is the world of memory, called v¡san¡-skandha or saÆsk¡ra -skandha . All the 
impressions stored in memory form this skandha . 

Where is ¡tm¡ in all of this? Now you understand why they say ¡tm¡ is ¿£nya . 
For the Buddhist, there are only these skandhas, all dependent upon the flow of 
consciousness and nothing more. The flow of consciousness, vijµ¡na -skandha , itself is 
not ¡tm¡ because each flicker is only momentary. In this view, there is no ¡tm¡ ; 
everything is merely appearance. So, what is the agent of action here? Since there is no 
¡tm¡, it is only the activity, kriy¡, which itself is an important category. There is no 
doer apart from the action. The action itself is the doer, and the doer is the action without 
any separation between them. All these skandhas exist on ly for a fraction of a second 
and are dependent upon vijµ¡na, the consciousness, which itself is a flicker. It is like a 
movie in which you are seeing a rapidly moving succession of frames, each one 
completely replacing the one before it. Similarly, the whole creation is a constant flux of 
the five skandhas, according to the Buddhists. If the very change is the ¡tm¡, the doer, 
there is no way of giving up all karma because the agent, the kart¡, does not exist. 
There is nobody there to give up.  

In either case—whether agency is innate to ¡tm¡, and therefore it cannot but 
perform action, or if the world consists of only the five skandhas and action itself is 
¡tm¡ ; and hence there is no agent—it is not possible for one to totally give up all 
karmas. But the G¢t¡ talks repeatedly of giving up all action, sarva -karma-sanny¡sa . 
Later the Lord will say, ‘Giving up all action, take refuge in Me alone—sarva -dharm¡n 
parityajya  m¡m ekaÆ ¿ara¸aÆ vraja.’1 And we have seen earlier, ‘Mentally 
renouncing all actions  neither acting nor causing to act—sarva-karm¡¸i manas¡ 
sannyasya … naiva  kurvan na k¡rayan.’2 Therefore, sarva -karma-sanny¡sa should 
be possible, and it is necessary also because if there is no possibility of giving up all 
karma, there is no mokÀa . In that case, t hese two contentions will not be valid, and thus, 
a third contention is put forward by the Vai¿eÀikas.  

THE VAIáEâIKA 'S CONTENTION  

When something acts, it has action, it is sakriya, and when it does not act, it is free 
from action, it is niÀkriya . The same thing, when it does something, becomes sakriya , 
and when it does not do anything, becomes niÀkriya. This is what ¡tm¡ is according to 
the Vai¿eÀikas. It is a substance that has the potential of doing karma, but is not the 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 18-66 
2 G¢t¡ – 5-13 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 290 

basis upon which the action takes  place. A top for example is not doing any action when 
it is still, but it has the potential of being active. When you spin the top, it is sakriya, and 
when it stops spinning, it is niÀkriya . Similarly, ¡tm¡ is sometimes active and 
sometimes inactive, and since it is possible for the ¡tm¡ to be free from activity 
sometimes, then it is possible for it to be totally free from all activities. By some method 
with which you engage ¡tm¡ in activity, you can put this ¡tm¡  at rest. Thus, 
sarva -karma -sanny¡sa is possible for an ¡tm¡ conceived of in this way. It is not 
eternally active, like the ¡tm¡ of the first contention, the S¡´khya's, nor is it 
non-existent, like the ¡tm¡  of the second contention, the bauddha's . The thing that 
distinguishes this ¡tm¡  from the ¡tm¡s of both the earlier contentions is that it is active 
and also not active. In an existent thing, a substance called ¡tm¡, an action that was not 
there before, arises, exists, and is destroyed. Previously, there was no action at all in the 
object and ther efore, the action was non-existent, then the action arises, exists for some 
time, and finally ceases. Since the very action, which was brought into being, is 
destroyed, the substance in which the action occurs remains pure. While it has the 
potential for action, it is not the locus for the action.  

REFUTATION OF THE VAIáEâIKA CONTENTION 
WHAT THE VAIáEâIKA SAYS GOES AGAINST WHAT BHAGAVËN SAYS 

What is the problem with this? Bhagav¡n  had said earlier that there is no 
existence for a non-existent thing, n¡sato  vidyate bh¡vaÅ, nor is there non-existence for 
an existent thing, n¡bh¡vo vidyate sataÅ. But in this contention of the Vai¿eÀikas, there 
is both existence for the previously non-existent action, and non-existence for the 
once-existent action, contradicting what Bhagav¡n  K¤À¸a  has said, and therefore, 
against the vision of the ¿ruti also. The first proposition is that an action that was non-
existent is born. This is known as asatk¡ryav¡da , the contention that an effect was non-
existent before its creation. A pot, they will say, was totally non-existent prior to its 
creation from clay, and since the previously non-existent pot is brought into being, the 
pot is a real object. This logic is extended to the creation to conclude that the creation 
begins. After bein g born, it gains existence, and then is finally destroyed and disappears. 
Thus, the non-existent gains existence and the existent gains non-existence, which is 
exactly the reverse of what Bhagav¡n  says, ‘For the non-existent there is no existence 
and for the existent there is no non-existence—n¡sato vidyate bh¡vo n¡bh¡vo vidyate 
sataÅ.’1 

VAIáEâIKA'S REPLY 

Our Vai¿eÀika  responds to this by saying that even though it is against the vision 
of Bhagav¡n , it is reasonable. This is the response of someone who does not accept the 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 2-16 



Chapter 18 291 

words of K¤À¸a  or ¿ruti as pram¡¸a, a means of knowledge, for knowing things, and 
relies purely on reasoning to determine the validity of any given thing. What is logical 
alone should be accepted, not what is illogical, even if it is the statement of Bhagav¡n . 
A believer will end the discussion by saying that what Bhagav¡n says is final, whether 
you understand it or not, and if you do not accept the words of Bhagav¡n  as true, there 
can be no further discussion. áa´kara is not a believer of this kind. He is a teacher, 
¡c¡rya, and a jµ¡ni for whom Bhagav¡n  and his vision are not two different things, and 
therefore, for him, this response has to be answered by pointing out the defect in it. What 
has been said here is against all our means of knowledge, pram¡¸a -viruddha , against 
all our experience and reason. Though he claims his contention is reasonable, áa´kara 
shows how it is not. 

BASIS OF THE VAIáEâIKA 'S CONTENTION  

According to the Vai¿eÀika , before the creation there were atomic particles, called 
param¡¸us, which combined in pairs to form dvya¸ukas, the building blocks of the 
creation. Prior to the arising of the dvya¸ukas, there is no creation, so the creation is 
looked upon as something that begins at a given time. The dvya¸uka  also is cons idered 
totally non-existent before the joining of two atoms into a pair, and thus, the non-existent 
dvya¸uka  also newly comes into being. Once it is created, it is existent for some time, 
and then again becomes non-existent. It has both a prior and a posterior non-existence, 
pr¡gabh¡va and pradhvaÆs¡bh¡va . When this is so, we have the non-existent 
becoming existent and the existent becoming non-existent. Since, everything is real for 
him, satya , what is not satya  is what is non-existent. 

The contention is that the non-existent assumes the status of being existent and 
then becomes non-existent again, when it is destroyed. Before its creation, it is non -
existent, like a rabbit's horn and to bring it into being a cause is necessary. The 
Vai¿eÀika speaks of three kinds of causes, the samav¡yi-k¡ra¸a or inherent cause, like 
the cotton for the thread and thread for the cloth, the asamav¡yi-k¡ra¸a, or 
non-inherent cause like the tantu-saÆyoga , the coming together of the thread for the 
cloth, and the nimitta or efficient cause, like the weaver, loom, etc. Depending upon 
these various causes, a non-existent cloth, for example, becomes existent. The problem 
with this is as follows. Firstly, it is not tenable that a non-existent thing is born. And 
secondly, it cannot be said that, it has a cause, because no such thing is seen for 
non-existent things like a rabbit's horn. We do not ever see a rabbit's horn or the son of a 
childless woman coming into being, much less depending upon some causes. The 
concept of something non-existent becoming existent is completely contradicted by 
means of knowledge we have at our disposal.  
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THE PROBLEM WITH THE VAIáEâIKA VIEW  

If you say that it is only the manifestation of an existent thing that is dependent on 
a cause, that is possible to understand. An existent thing, like a pot that is to be produced, 
comes into being depending upon some cause for its mere manifestation. Things such as 
a pot exist in an unmanifest condition even before their creation into given names and 
forms—their creation depending on causes only for the manifestation of name and form. 
This is something one can understand, but how can things that are totally non-existent 
come into being? What kind of causes will they require? This is something that we do 
not see happening and it is contradicted by every means of knowledge that we have. 

Furthermore, if the non-existent becomes existent and the existent becomes non -
existent, no one can have any certainty in transactions. We have a certain understanding 
of our means of knowledge and the object to be known and of cause-effect relationships 
in general, which we rely on and on the basis of which we conduct our affairs. When we 
use our means of knowledge, it is with the understanding that one thing is the cause and 
another the effect. If we perform a given action, it is with the knowledge that this 
particular action is invariably the cause for a given result under certain conditions. If I 
put my foot forward, I move forward, if I put it behind me, I move backward. All 
transactions are undertaken under the basic assumption that from an existent cause there 
is an existent effect. A new thing does not come into being from a non-existent thing. 
Only an existent gold becomes the chain; existent clay becomes a pot. Never does 
anything existent come from non-existence. If it did, there could never be any certainty 
about what exists and what does not exist. When we say that a pot exists, we all 
understand that it means that it does exist and when we say there is no rabbit horn, there 
is no rabbit horn; it is conclusive. But we can never have this kind of understanding if 
what we thought was non-existent suddenly appears, and what we think exists 
disappears! According to the Vai¿eÀika  view, it would not be possible to have this 
certainty that what exists, exists, and what does not exist, does not. But we do have it, 
and therefore, this view is untenable. 

Further, they say that because the diad, dvya¸uka , originates, it has a connection 
both to its cause and to its own existence. Before it ar ises it is non-existent. Then later, 
depending on the activity of its own cause, the non-existent dvya¸uka  is connected to 
the param¡¸us and to existence through an inherent connection, which they call 
samav¡ya -sambandha . This is an invention of the Vai¿eÀika  to try and establish a 
non-existent entity becoming existent, asatk¡ryav¡da . They maintain that the cause and 
effect are two independent principles, but are seen together because of this connection. 
The important thing here is that the samav¡ya -sambandha establishes the connection of 
a non-existent thing to its cause, allowing it to come into being—as an effect. When it 
comes into being it is connected to its cause and before its birth also, it is connected to its 
cause by this samav¡ya-sambandha. The previously non-existent dvya¸uka , when it is 
born, becomes existent. 
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THE VEDËNTÌ 'S QUESTION TO THE VAIáEâIKA 

Here we ask a question. How can a non-existent thing have an existent cause? An 
existent thing can only serve as a cause to another existent thing, for something that is 
non-existent cannot be connected in a cause-effect relationship to something existent. 
Further, how can a non-existent thing establish any connection with anything, whether it 
is its own cause or some effect? What kind of connection is the rabbit's horn going to 
establish with the rabbit? There is no possibility of a connection. Nor is it possible to 
imagine the connection of the son of a childless woman either to the woman or to a 
father. 

THE VAIáEâIKA 'S REPLY TO THE VEDËNTÌ 

To this the Vai¿eÀikas reply that we do not hold that a non-existent thing has a 
connection to its cause, but that substances, like dvya¸ukas have a connection, which is 
known as samav¡ya , to their own causes, the param¡¸us. We only say that the existent 
dvya¸uka  has connection to its cause, the param¡¸u.  

THE VEDËNTÌ OBJECTS AGAIN  

But this is not tenable because, according to the Vai¿eÀika, the dvya¸uka  does not 
exist before its connection to the param¡¸u , its cause. It amounts to saying that after the 
pot is created it gets connected to the clay. The problem is that he does not accept the 
existence of the pot before its connection to its cause, which means that the pot came 
into being without clay. Before the creation of the pot, there is no connection at all 
between the clay and the pot, and after its creation, the pot gets connected to the clay. It 
is not difficult to see the absurdity of this. The existence of pot, or anything, before its 
connection to its cause is not tenable. 

Further, the Vai¿eÀika  does not accept that the pot exists before the activity of the 
potter, and the wheel, etc. Before the application of all these causes, it does not come 
into being. Nor does he accept that the clay alone assumes the form of a pot, that the clay 
alone is this effect called pot, and therefore, between the clay and the pot there is a 
connection. He does not accept that the pot has not really come from clay but is only a 
form of clay. If he does, it becomes Ved¡nta. The pot becomes purely apparent, not real; 
it is only a form with a function, but it is not separate from clay. This he does not accept. 
His contention is that a non-existent pot comes into being, and so, there is no other 
choice but that the non-existent pot before its creation has a connection with its cause, 
the clay. This is the only possible position he can take—that the non-existent thing is 
connected to its cause. That, as we have seen, is untenable because a thing that is non-
existent cannot have a cause, much less a connection with that cause.  
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THE VAIáEâIKA 'S REPLY TO THE VEDËNTÌ 

Here the Vai¿eÀika  again argues that even though it is non-existent, still it can 
have an inherent connection, samav¡ya-sambandha, with its cause. áa´kara  reminds 
him that such a thing is not seen for non -existent things like the son of a childless 
woman. Does he write letters to his mother? There is no connection at all between the 
non-existent son and the existent woman.  

At this point, he argues that because the previously non-existent pot has a 
connection with its cause, while the childless woman's son does not, they are different 
types of non-existence.  

THE VEDËNTÌ 'S OBJECTION—WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ONE NON -EXISTENCE 
AND THE OTHER? 

Before the creation of the pot there was a non-existence of the pot, and similarly, 
there is a non-existence of the son of a childless woman. Both are non-existent. What is 
the difference between the non-existence of the pot and the non-existence of the son of a 
childless woman? If the prior non-existence of the pot establishes a connection to its 
cause, it must be something entirely different from the non-existence of the son of a 
childless woman, who is admitted by both to have no connection to anything. Because 
one non-existence has connection and the other does not, there must be some difference 
between these two non-existences. 

áa´kara  says that it is not possible for anyone to show a distinction among any of 
the conceivable non-existences. For example, there is no difference between the non-
existence of one object and the non-existence of two objects or the non-existence of 
many objects. Similarly the prior non-existence, pr¡gabh¡va, of an object is not 
different from the later non-existence, pradhvaÆs¡bh¡va , of the same object. Similarly 
there is no way, mutual non-existence, anyony¡bh¡va  or total non-existence, 
atyant¡bh¡va, can be different from any other abh¡va.1 If one person doesn't have 

                                                                 
1 Abh¡va means absence of something. Let us consider that we are talkin g about the absence 
of a pot , gha¶a. It would be called gha¶a-abh¡va. We can talk of two types of gha¶a-abh¡va, 
namely, the pr¡gabh¡va and the pradhvaÆs¡bh¡va. The absence of the pot that is present 
before the creation of the pot is called pr¡gabh¡va. And when this pot that has been created 
is destroyed, the absence of the pot that follows the destruction of the pot is called 
pradhvaÆs¡bh¡va. Now when we talk of a pot, gha¶a , there is absence of any other object in 
it, say for example, a piece of cloth, pa¶a. Similarly there is absence of gha¶a in a pa¶a. Thus 
there is a mutual non-exitence of gha¶a and pa¶a in each other. This abh¡va is known as 
anyonya-abh¡va , mutual non-existence. There is another kind of abh¡va, and that is 
absolute non-existence, atyanta-abh¡va, like the son of a woman , who never gave birth to a 
child , or like the ‘horns of a rabbit.’ 
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knowledge of Sanskrit and another person doesn't have the knowledge of Hindi, what is 
the difference between the non-existence of the knowledge of Sanskrit and the non-
existence of the knowledge of Hindi? Thus, there can be no distinction between one or 
the other of the abh¡vas. There is no difference whatsoever. If there is a difference, that 
non-existence becomes existent because it has features. Only then, can there be 
differences. But between non-existences, there cannot be any difference at all. 

Another argument is advanced. Even though there is no distinction between the 
two, still, somehow only the prior non-existence of the pot, with the help of the potter, 
gains the status of being a pot. Then, after gaining the status of being an existent pot, it 
gets connected to its own existent cause. Once it is connected, it becomes eligible for 
transactions; that is, it can hold water, etc. Even though it has no distinction from any 
other non-existence, still it is somehow able to come into being. Then, the same pot, 
having miraculously achieved this existence from non-existence, once it is destroyed, has 
a later non-existence.  

Before the pot was born, there was pot non-existence; when the pot is destroyed, 
there is pot non-existence. What is the difference between the prior pot non-existence, 
and the later pot non-existence? According to him, though both the prior and the later 
non-existence are non-existence, still, only the prior non-existence will be empirically 
useful, whereas, the later non-existence of the pot will never be useful. Once the pot is 
destroyed, the non -existence of it that follows has no eligibility for any empirical use. 
The prior non-existence, however, has the eligibility to become created, and to be useful. 
It can get related to its cause and be spoken of as created, whereas the later non-existence 
cannot. This is the difference. The distinction that is drawn here, however, is not tenable, 
because, as was pointed out, there are no features in non-existence through which we can 
establish any differences. 

REFUTATION OF THE SË×KHYA'S VIEW  
THE SË×KHYA 'S VIEW 

The S¡´khyas enter the discussion here saying that we do not say that, there is a 
coming into being for non-existence. We only say that an existent thing alone become 
existent. That is, a pot becomes a pot, cloth becomes cloth, and there is no creation at all.  

THE VEDËNTÌ 'S OBJECTION TO THE SË×KHYA 'S VIEW 

This also contradicts our pram¡¸a , means of knowledge. If a pot, for example, is 
already existent, it cannot become existent. Even the view that through a modification 
the clay becomes a pot, is not tenable. In this view, the substance undergoes a real 
modification, attracting a new attribute, which was not there before and is now added to 
the substance. To the existent clay, the new attribute called potness is added, and the 
creation of the pot takes place. When the created thing is destroyed, that attribute is 
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destroyed. In this view, the attribute, potness, is as real as the substance, clay. This is not 
really different from the view of the Vai¿eÀika, inasmuch as it accepts the coming into 
being and destruction of a previously non-existent property. We have to ask if this 
potness was existent before or non-existent? If it was non-existent, then we have the 
same problem of the existent coming from the non -existent, and we address it with the 
same arguments that were presented for the Vai¿eÀika. If, on the other hand, it is already 
existent, there is no creation.  

Even accepting that it is a mere manifestation and disappearance, we have the 
same problems. Firstly, there is the manifestation of a new quality in a clay, which is the 
potness, then the disappearance of that quality. When it disappears, we call it 
destruction; when it appears, it is called creation. Even accepting the manifestation as 
well as disappearance of this new quality, we have to analyse whether it exists or not 
before the manifestation and after the destruction. Did this attribute, the potness, which 
arrived for the clay, exist before it manifested in the clay or not? If it did not exist, we 
have the problem of the non-existent coming into being. Then, when it disappears, we 
have the existent becoming non-existent. What is existent disappears and what was 
non-existent appears, which is against our experience, and against our knowledge gained 
by valid means, pram¡¸a . 

There are some people who say that the cause alone undergoes a change, assuming 
a different state to bec ome the creation, so that creation is merely a new state of the 
cause. Then again, the same thing undergoes another change assuming a new state that is 
called destruction. The creation is one state of the cause and the destruction is another. 
Accepting that, we have to ask if the new state is real or unreal? For him it is real 
because the cause is real. Naturally, if the cause is real, the new state is also real. 
Accepting that the new state of the cause really arises, we ask whether before its 
creation, it was existent or non-existent and we have the same argument that we have 
just seen. In the beginning, it looks like a different argument, but when we analyse it, it 
is the same. 

We have to remember that the discussion here is to understand the nature of ¡tm¡ 
and of karma in order to establish whether or not renunciation of all actions, and 
therefore, mokÀa, is possible. 

VEDËNTÌ'S VIEW  

So far, we have seen that the existent cannot come from the non-existent, nor can 
it come from the existent. How shall we resolve this? When there is no other possibility, 
we have to find a way out by looking at the whole thing differently. By a process of 
elimination, we have made every possibility absurd so that now there is only one way 
out. The only possibility here is that what we call an existent thing, like a pot, is neither 
existent nor non-existent. It is not independently existent because it has no existence 
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apart from the clay, nor we can dismiss it as totally non-existent because it has a 
functional reality. It is something in between, which we call mithy¡ . This is the status of 
the whole creation. What is independently existent is real, satya , and what is dependent 
upon it is called mithy¡. The only thing that does not depend on anything else, that is 
independently existent, is ¡tm¡ , yourself, and everything is dependent upon that. 
Though there is only one existent reality, due to ignorance, that same existent reality 
seems to be born, exist temporarily, and get destroyed, just as one clay seems to be born 
in the form  of a pot, seems to exist for some time, and then seems to get destroyed.  

I would like to know how and when the pot is created. You may call it a pot, but 
that pot, by itself, does not exist for me. If it has an independent existence apart from 
clay, then there is a necessity for me to prove when and how it is created. But when I say 
that the pot itself does not exist, where is the necessity for me to prove its creation? 
Looking at it from the standpoint of words, I have two different words, ‘pot’ and ‘clay.’ 
For clay, I have an object, but I do not see an object at all for the pot. In the place where 
you show me the pot, I find clay. Where is the pot? What is created? If an object, called 
pot, comes out of clay, I can say that a pot is created, but the clay does not undergo any 
change of state; clay continues to be clay.  

In the same way, ¡tm¡  does not undergo any change to become a waker or 
dreamer or sleeper; it remains as the same consciousness, sat-cit-¡nanda. Since there is 
no waking state for ¡tm¡ , it is purely because of ignorance, avidy¡ , that I say I am a 
waker, dreamer, or sleeper. All these conditions are superimposed upon ¡tm¡ , which, in 
fact, is neither a waker nor a dreamer nor a sleeper, nor an enjoyer of any other 
condition. All these superimposed concepts have to be negated because they are false.  

Similarly, a pot is not something that is created, because, in reality, there is no 
such thing as a creation, the meaning of the word itself being as mithy¡ as the pot. To 
say that there is a creation called pot means that at a given time the pot was created. I 
would like to know when the pot was created. The pot was created when the clay was 
created, really speaking, because for the pot to exist, the clay must be there. Before the 
creation of the pot, was there a substance out of which the pot came or not? There was. 
When was the substance created? You can see that this line of questioning will get us 
into an infinite regress. Even if we analyse the status of the potter, we get into the same 
thing; it is beginningless. Only the argument begins, and that itself is because of 
ignorance, as are the creation and the destruction of the pot. There is really only one 
thing, which is imagined or talked about in many ways; from one standpoint it is 
creation, from another, it is destruction, as though something was created and something 
destroyed. That ‘as though’ is the crux of the whole thing. 

áa´kara  likens it to an actor. One single actor appears as a beggar, a king, and a 
soldier. He keeps on changing roles and costumes so that even though he is only one 
person, he appears as though many. Similarly, one ¡tm¡ , which is Brahman, appears as 
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though it is the cause, as though it is the effect, comprising of creation, sustenance, and 
destruction. All are the same vastu appearing in these many ways. This is the vision of 
Bhagav¡n  in the verse, ‘There is no existence for the non-existent; there is no 
non-existence for the existent —n¡sato vidyate bh¡vaÅ, n¡bh¡vo vidyate sataÅ.’1 In 
our example, the pot does not have any existence of its own, and the clay has no real 
destruction. 

What is sat, real, is never destroyed. Whether you say that the pot is, the chair is, 
the table is, the man is, the sun is, the moon is, or any given thing is, what is common is 
that ‘is-cognition–sat-pratyaya .’ Try to think of one moment when it is not there. When 
you say the pot is, it is there. When you say the pot is destroyed, it is still there adhering 
to the clay. Every cognition has these two components—the particular form, which 
varies, and the existence, which is constant. It never goes away. That existence is 
yourself, the consciousness that is seemingly qualified as a knower, knowledge, and a 
particular known thing, which we collectively call creation. When you have a cognition 
of a pot, that pot-knowledge can be replaced by flower-knowledge, but the knowledge, 
the consciousness, inheres no matter what form the cognition assumes. It is never 
displaced. Even if there is no particular cognition, as between two thoughts, 
consciousness remains. It is exactly like the clay and pot; when the pot is there, the clay 
is there; when the pot is in another form or is not there, the clay is still there. With 
reference to the pot, we call the clay the cause, and thus, the pot becomes an effect. Both 
because it is dependent on the clay for its existence and because it comes and goes, we 
call it mithy¡. What does not come and go and is not subject to negation in any of the 
three periods of time, we call real, satya . Even time keeps going, moment by moment,  
and once gone, it is gone forever, never to return. Where does it go? It just resolves into 
¡tm¡. There is no such thing as the past or the future, either. They are just concepts, like 
time itself, which is an arbitrary mental construct. The very basis of time is not in any 
way going to be negated by the three conceptual modifications of that time.  

The truth is, everything is only an appearance of one vastu, and therefore there is 
no cause or effect at all. If we provisionally allow that there is cause and effect, the 
reality of that cause is satya  and of the effect is mithy¡. The so-called cause is true and 
the effect, because it has no independent existence apart from its cause, is mithy¡ . Just 
try to think of one thing which is independent of another thing; that is only yourself. 
Now try to think of one thing that is independent of yourself. It is impossible, because 
whatever you may think of, you are there.  

Thus, áa´kara establishes the changeless nature of ¡tm¡, and dismisses the 
contention that ¡tm¡  is active when it performs action, and inactive when it does not. 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 2-16 
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AS ËTMË IS AKARTË, RENUNCIATION OF ALL ACTIONS IS IMPOSSIBLE 
WITHOUT KNOWLEDGE OF THIS FACT 

Now a question is raised. If ¡tm¡ does not undergo change to become an agent of 
an action, how can you say that total renunciation of action is not possible? No one can 
renounce a karma , which did not take place at all. When ¡tm¡  has not undergone any 
change to become an agent, what action can it do that it can renounce? 

We do not renounce any action. The term renunciation of action is only used 
because you think you are the agent, kart¡, and you think you are doing karma. When 
we say that one should renounce all karmas, we mean that one should discover the 
absence of agency, akart¤tva, in oneself. Renunciation of action, sarva -karma -
sanny¡sa, is purely knowledge, jµ¡na , because if ¡tm¡  is free from action, we do not 
need to renounce anything except the notion of being an agent, which can only be 
accomplished by knowledge of the real nature of the self. 

áa´kara  explains this in the following manner. Whether the gu¸as are real, as the 
s¡´khya maintains, or are superimposed on ¡tm¡  by avidy¡ , an action, karma, is 
nothing but the property of the gu¸as. The sattva-gu¸a  and other gu¸as, appearing in 
the form of desire, etc., express themselves in the form of action. If one does not know 
that they are superimposed on the action less self, due to ignorance, he cannot give up all 
karma even for a moment. It is possible, however, for the wise person, whose ignoranc e 
of the self has been negated by knowledge, to give up all karmas. Why? Even a trace of 
anything that is superimposed upon the self by avidy¡, ignorance, cannot remain when 
that ignorance is gone.  

Suppose you see a snake on a rope, not knowing it is a rope. Once the ignorance of 
the rope is gone, no trace of the snake is left behind. You cannot say that your ignorance 
is gone, and at the same time, some superimposition remains, because the nature of 
superimposition is such that it vanishes once ignorance is gone. Similarly, once the 
ignorance of the action less nature of the self is gone, there can be no remaining karma , 
it being a superimposition due to ignorance.  

áa´kara  gives an example. Suppose, even though there is only one moon, you see 
two, because your eye has cataract. After the cataract is removed, there is no part of the 
second moon remaining because the cataract was the cause for seeing the second moon. 
Once the cause is removed, there is no trace of its effect. Similarly, when the ignorance 
of the self as being action less is removed, there is no remaining karma  for the self. 
When this is seen, the following words of Bhagav¡n are meaningful. ‘Giving up all 
actions with his mind, the one who is the indweller of the body, the one who has 
mastery, remains seated happily in the nine-gated city, neither acting nor causing to 
act—sarva -karm¡¸i manas¡ sannyasya ¡ste sukhaÆ va¿¢, nava -dv¡re pure deh¢ 
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naiva kurvan na k¡rayan.’1 Here, the expression, ‘with the mind’ means ‘by 
knowledge.’ A jµ¡n¢, giving up all karmas by the knowledge that ¡tm¡ is not a doer, 
akart¡, is completely relaxed, neither doing any action nor ordering anyone else to do 
something. He does not even ask the mind to do anything, but is simply the anumant¡ , 
the one who blesses whatever happens in the mind, antaÅ-kara¸a . Without ¡tm¡  there 
is no mind, no thinking, but the self does not think; it always remains as a pure presence 
because of which everything takes place. The one who knows this performs no action; 
and hence, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa is possible for him. 

THE STATEMENT THAT ONE GAINS SUCCESS BY PERFORMING ONE'S DUTY 
IS NOT CONTRADICTORY 

Other seemingly contradictory statements are also understandable in this light. 
Consider the following; ‘sve sve karma¸i abhirataÅ saÆsiddhiÆ labhate naraÅ—
delighting in his own karma, a person gains success,’2 and, ‘sva -karma¸¡  tam 
abhyarcya  siddhiÆ  vindati m¡navaÅ—worshipping him with his own karma , a 
person gains success.’ 3 If one does not know the self as actionlessness, and has 
superimposed upon himself the notion of doership, he can choose to be a karma-yog¢ , 
and by doing what is to be done by him at a given time and place, with a proper attitude, 
gain freedom from conflicts and release from the hold of likes and dislikes. Thereby, he 
gains a mind that is prepared to understand that ¡tm¡  is akart¡, free from actions. Both 
types of statements make sense. One talks about sarva -karma-sanny¡sa  which is 
knowledge, jµ¡na, and the other, about karma-yoga  which is also for knowledge, but 
looks at karma  from the standpoint of the one who is self- ignorant. Worshipping the 
Lord by doing what is to be done, one gains success, siddhi, in terms of preparedness of 
the mind, antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi, leading to knowledge. 

Now  we can understand why Lord K¤À¸a says that even though it implies a lot of 
effort and is inherently defective, sadoÀam api, one should not give up, na  tyajet, one's 
own duty, sahajaÆ karma. This is said from the standpoint of ignorance, in which any 
karma is defective, sadoÀam, because it cannot release you from karma. If you change 
from one set of duties to another, you have not improved your situation, because, 
whatever your subjective evaluation may be, one set of duties is not in any way inferior 
or superior to another. Both are karma; one is in the form of the three gu¸as, 
trigu¸¡tmaka, and the other is also trigu¸¡tmaka ; one is finite, and the other is also 
finite; one can produce saÆs¡ra , and the other also can produce saÆs¡ra. If you stay 
where you are, doing what is to be done with a proper attitude, and thus, get yourself free 
from likes and dislikes, r¡ga -dveÀas, you can gain mokÀa. This is the contention of this 
particular verse. 
                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 5-13 
2 G¢t¡ – 18-45  
3 G¢t¡ – 18-46 
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The discussion we have just seen is necessary to deal with the question of whether 
sarva -karma -sanny¡sa is possible or not. We see that it is possible because, by nature, 
¡tm¡  is free from all karma, and therefore, by knowing this, one is free from all karma . 
It is important to understand that you do not become free from all karma, because you 
have always been free from karma. Before you were a sarva-karma-sanny¡s¢, and now 
also, you are a sarva-karma-sanny¡s¢; but you did not know it before, and you know 
now. This is the difference between the previous condition of bondage and the present 
one of freedom. Both are only for the one who has the problem, not for ¡tm¡. It looks as 
though ¡tm¡ has the conditions of freedom and bondage, but in fact, both are 
superimposed upon it due to ignorance. From this we can understand that mokÀa  is not a 
state. If it was, you would lose it, and a freedom that is gained and lost cannot be 
considered a real freedom. Due to ignorance, I have the particular notion that I am 
bound, and when that notion gets resolved, we call it mokÀa , but only from the 
standpoint of the prior notional bondage. Thus, it is clear that the nature of mokÀa, which 
is freedom from all karma, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa, is not different from the nature of 
¡tm¡. 

THE IMMEDIATE ACCOMPLISHMENT OF KARMAYOGA IS A PREPAREDNESS 
LEADING ULTIMATELY TO JØËNANIâÙHË  

The accomplishment resulting from a life of karma-yoga is characterised as a 
preparedness for abiding knowledge of the nature of the self. When daily activities are 
done with an attitude, which converts every action into yoga , a means for self-
purification, the mind undergoes a change. This changed condition of the mind is what is 
called preparedness, the eligibility for abiding knowledge, or for a commitment to 
knowledge of the self, jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡-yogyat¡ . Any ultimate aim in a given pursuit is 
called niÀ¶h¡ , so a niÀ¶h¡  in knowledge of ¡tm¡  means a knowledge of the self, which 
has gone as far as it can go; it does not leave anything to be desired. A knowledge of the 
self, which is free from vagueness, free from error or doubt, is what is called a 
jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ . 

This particular compound, jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ , has been confusing for many who have 
misunderstood this word and other statements that, you must first gain knowledge of the 
self, and then, afterwards, gain experience of it. They create a division between 
knowledge and experience. But experience in this instance is not wanting, for experience 
is the nature of yourself. All experiences are strung together in the experience of 
yourself. You are a conscious person, and that consciousness that obtains in you as 
yourself is called ‘experience,’ anubh£ti or anubhava , which is always present as the 
self-evident ‘I’ in all forms of experience. Therefore, it is not to be experienced; it is to 
be understood. There is no question of first gaining knowledge and then later converting 
it into experience, because knowledge is final. Lack of experience of myself is not the 
problem here. I can only lack experience of what I do not have, and ‘I am’ is experienced 
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all the time. What I lack is only recognition of what the self is. If that self is mistaken for 
anything other than what it is, then the resolution of the mistake means correcting the 
error about myself. It is knowledge.  

The eligibility for this knowledge is what is accomplished by karma-yoga, which 
accounts for complete freedom from the hold of my own likes and dislikes, r¡ga -dveÀas. 
The whole G¢t¡  deals with the psychology of a person in terms of likes and dislikes, as 
we have seen. As long as I am in their hands, I will have problems in gaining 
jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ , and therefore, management of the r¡ga -dveÀas is the preparedness that is 
essential for this knowledge. The final result of a life of karma-yoga  is this knowledge, 
but the karma-yoga  itself does not produce knowledge. This is true of any knowledge. 
You cannot gain it just because you are prepared; you have to adequately employ the 
appropriate means of knowledge. The knowledge thus gained has its own result, and that 
is going to be told here. But one thing I would like you to know here is that whether you 
gain knowledge or not, the result of karma-yoga  itself is desirable. With reference to the 
knowledge it is called preparedness, but the immediate result of karma-yoga is desirable 
in its own right because if I can manage my likes and dislikes, I have more or less made 
a success of my life.  

WHAT IS REAL SUCCESS IN ONE'S LIFE? 

After all, what is success? If it is being able to fulfil my likes and dislikes, I am 
bound for failure because it is not possible to fulfil all of them. In their non-fulfilment, I 
am going to feel wanting and becom e critical of myself, judging myself as a failure. As 
long as one has self-criticism, no matter what one accomplishes, no matter what laurels, 
titles and great prizes one receives at the hands of humanity, one will not feel good about 
oneself. You will only feel that people are being charitable; had they known you, they 
would have withdrawn all of them. Such is your opinion about yourself. Even if one is 
not self-critical, while accomplishments can create a certain sense of self-worth, it can 
never be total because there is no end to the things you can accomplish or the 
improvements you can bring to any accomplishment. Any discipline of knowledge you 
have only opens up wider and wider areas of ignorance as you delve into it more deeply. 
No matter how much knowledge you have, you can never feel great about yourself from 
the standpoint of what you know. Mere accomplishment in terms of skill, knowledge, 
money, power, etc., does not really create your self-worth. Nor do you require 
self-worth, as long as you do not criticise yourself, because the self is already worthy.  

As long as you do not criticise yourself you are safe, very safe. When we are self -
critical we want to develop self -worth to counteract that, but with the background of 
self-criticism, no pursuit is going to be fruitful. Self-examination is quite a different 
thing, which is desirable and even necessary, to interact appropriately with the world. 
That is entirely different from being critical of yourself all the time. Everybody has this 



Chapter 18 303 

habitual self-criticism, and if you take care of that, you will be mature; because handling 
the inner critic is also part of managing one's likes and dislikes, r¡ga-dveÀas.  

GAINING A MASTERY OVER OUR LIKES AND DISLIKES THROUGH KARMAYOGA  
IS SUCCESSFUL LIVING 

The management of one's likes and dislikes includes not being swept off my feet 
when they are fulfilled and accepting gracefully a so-called failure. There is no such 
thing as failure if you analyse it, but rather, simply an action, and a result. Failure is only 
in terms of our expectation of what the result would be, an expectation stemming from 
our knowledge. Having an expectation is unavoidable, otherwise we could not perform 
an action, and having an expectation unfulfilled is also inevitable because our knowledge 
is not complete. With inadequate knowledge we project an outcome for our activities and 
then conclude that we have failed if the outcome is less than or the opposite of what we 
expected. We have not failed, but have fulfilled what is expected.  

Because our knowledge is so inadequate, we are always at the risk of failing. Even 
if we have planned everything out very well, it is still a calculated risk. We can only 
plan, and then act according to the plan, and then wait to see what happens. In every 
future projection, there is a risk of this so-called failure. We cannot consider it a failure 
because, a human being's knowledge is limited; and therefore, if the expectation based 
on this limited knowledge can go wrong, failure is natural. If it goes right, we should feel 
grateful for the powers that be, but if it is wrong, it is very natural. 

Knowing that it is expected that things will not always happen as I wish, makes it 
easy to develop an attitude of karma-yoga. There seems to be a law —based on my own 
free will, or in which my free will is included—about which I have very little 
understanding. That is the law of karma , the law of dharma —which may include my 
own past action—that is perhaps enhancing or stifling the result of an action I do now. 
That is why in every culture, we have expressions equivalent to good luck and bad luck. 
There is no such thing as chance at all. It is only a way of saying that we do not know all 
the factors involved. The mango did not decide to fall on your head, but it happens to fall 
on your head, nobody else's. You can simply take it as chance; or you can appreciate that 
there may be some unknown factors operating here.  

Everything has causes. In any endeavour, the law of karma may be operating 
against what I want or in favour of what I want. Whether one understands this or not, 
every human being has the concept of good luck and bad luck. A cow may not think that 
‘I am lucky’ because it finds itself in a meadow with a lot of grass. The concept of luck 
is understood only by the human beings who experience things going smoothly or things 
going in sixes and sevens on a given occasion. The animals may not have this concept 
even though they experience varying situations. Thus if you understand that you cannot 
determine the outcome of your actions, you have the proper attitude. 
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This attitude includes appreciating the Lord as the one who shapes the actions, 
karma-phala -d¡t¡, according to the law. The laws themselves are the Lord, Ì¿vara . 
Recognizing that, you do not look upon any unpleasant thing that comes as some kind of 
conspiracy of the laws against you. It is not so. The laws cannot conspire against you 
because they are not partial. That is why they are laws. A law being what it is, there is no 
way it can cheat you. If you analyse it carefully you can see that even another human 
being cannot cheat you. You just expected too much from him. Similarly, nobody can 
disappoint you. You just expected something that he could not live up to. If he could 
have, he would have. It is that simple. The problem is, he is incapable of what you 
expected. And if you ask why he is incapable, it is like asking why salt is salty, and not 
sweet. We do not complain that salt is salty, or sugar is sweet. Similarly, if a person 
behaves under certain circumstances in a given manner, you should know that if you had 
the same background, same parentage, same upbringing, same environment, same 
schooling, etc., you would find it impossible to behave any differently. Then you would 
be able to understand that he cannot behave differently. It is all very logical. 

The laws always operate logically; there is no mistake there. Only we make 
mistakes because our knowledge is inadequate. But if we understand that our knowledge 
is inadequate, half the battle is won. As human beings, we tend to think that we are in 
charge of everything, and have a need to control situations because of our insecurity. A 
secure person is one who can accept that nothing necessarily goes his way and enjoys the 
fact that his life is full of surprises. I can either sit and cry about the fact that I cannot 
control my situations, or I can just be ready for surprises. This readiness for surprises and 
the capacity to take things as they come is karma-yoga. Naturally the r¡ga -dveÀas, likes 
and dislikes, lose their hold. The capacity to take things as they come, leave things as 
they go, and be ready for a surprise is the attitude of a karma-yog¢ . It is important to 
note that, it is not a certain type of karma , but this attitude that brings about the 
preparedness we are working for. When that is there, the knowledge that is pursued will 
gain a reality because there is nothing to oppose it. 

The thing that opposes this knowledge is our own incapacity to have a hold over 
our r¡ga-dveÀas. We have r¡ga-dveÀas, even with refer ence to the mind, wanting it to 
behave in a certain manner. As a karma-yog¢, you let the mind be as it is. There is 
nothing wrong with any mind as long as it is not crazy, and if you think it should be like 
this or that, you will make it go crazy in no tim e. The mind is a simple instrument, meant 
for thinking, and sometimes moving according to its own laws. You just let it go. You 
can allow it to have its own leisure time, as long as it is available for you when you have 
a job to do. That is all you need. You don't judge yourself on the basis of your mind, 
because unsteadiness, caµcalat¡, is its nature. It has got to be so. Self-judgement is the 
problem, and that will be there as long as you have binding r¡ga-dveÀas, though you can 
have as many likes and dislikes as you want if they don't bind you. 
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Once this karma-yoga is accomplished, knowledge is all that is required. For 
knowledge to take place, operation of the pram¡¸a  by inquiry, vic¡ra, in to the words 
of the ¿¡stra  called ¿rava¸a is needed. This should be followed by, manana, analysis 
of what is gained through ¿rava¸a . If there is any habitual problem remaining, 
contemplation, nididhy¡sana, will take care of it. Then the knowledge will become 
complete.  

INTRODUCTION TO THE NEXT áLOKA  

Now at the end of the G¢t¡, in this 18th chapter, the freedom from action, 
naiÀkarmya, characterised by complete knowledge, has to be told. This naiÀkarmya 
was pointed out in the 4th,  5th, and 6th chapters. That which is free from all action, which 
is motionless, is Brahman , and the one who has knowledge of this motionless 
Brahman , which performs no action, is called niÀkarm¡ . Its nature is naiÀkarmya , 
actionlessness. This actionlessness has nothing to do with doing action or not doing 
action. Not doing action is laziness, or unwillingness, or incapacity to act, whereas, 
actionlessness, naiÀkarmya , is the nature of ¡tm¡, and the knowledge of it is what is 
called naiÀkarmya-siddhi. 

+ºÉHò¤ÉÖÊrù& ºÉ´ÉÇjÉ ÊVÉiÉÉi¨ÉÉ Ê´ÉMÉiÉº{ÉÞ½þ&* 
xÉè¹Eò¨ªÉÇÊºÉËrù {É®ú¨ÉÉÆ ºÉzªÉÉÉºÉäxÉÉÊvÉMÉSUôÊiÉ**49** 
asaktabuddhiÅ sarvatra jit¡tm¡ vigatasp¤haÅ 
naiÀkarmyasiddhiÆ param¡Æ sanny¡sen¡dhigacchati Verse 49 

ºÉ´ÉÇjÉ sarvatra — everywhere; +ºÉHò¤ÉÖÊrù& asaktabuddhiÅ — the one whose mind is free 
from attachment; ÊVÉiÉÉi¨ÉÉ jit¡tm¡ — the one who has self-mastery; Ê´ÉMÉiÉº{ÉÞ½þ& 
vigatasp¤haÅ — the one from whom longing has gone; ºÉzªÉÉºÉäxÉ sanny¡sena — by 
renunciation; xÉè¹Eò¨ªÉÇ-ÊºÉÊrù¨ÉÂ {É®ú¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ naiÀkarmya-siddhiÆ  param¡m — the most exalted 
accomplishment of actionlessness; +ÊvÉMÉSUôÊiÉ adhigacchati — gains 

The one whose mind is free from attachment everywhere, who has 
self-mastery, and from whom longing has gone, gains the most exalted 
accomplishment of actionlessness by renunciation.  

FREEDOM FROM ATTACHMENT 

The one whose mind has no attachment, asaktabuddhi, is a karma-yog¢. The 
word sakta means attached, or committed to something. So, the asakta-buddhi is the 
one whose buddhi, the mind, is not attached. To what is the person not attached? The 
asakta-buddhi is not attached to likes and dislikes, r¡ga -dveÀas, which express in terms 
of an affinity for, or aversion to, some object, or the result of an action. Generally, one is 
totally committed, dedicated really, to gathering what one likes and keeping away what 
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one does not. External objects are divided  into three groups, things that I like, things that 
I do not, and things that I am indifferent to. While the objects are external, the likes and 
dislikes are inside, which means that the objects of these likes and dislikes are not only 
outside, they are inside. Our day-to-day activities are totally dedicated to fulfilling these 
r¡gas and dveÀas. Is there any exception to this? There is nothing wrong with this either. 
The problem comes only when there is an intense reaction if they are not fulfilled—
which is often the case. The person is so committed to the fulfilment of these likes and 
dislikes, that a non-fulfilment generates a lot of frustration, depression, sorrow, and so 
on. 

What does this mean to be not attached in this way, that is, to be an 
asakta-buddhi? This is not simple detachment, but a thing that is to be understood well. 
Karma-yoga  is such a sensitive thing. It is very subtle because it is an attitude more than 
anything else, and therefore, it is really only understanding. The more you understand, 
the easier it is to have the attitude of a karma-yog¢ . What does it mean to be an 
asakta-buddhi with reference to likes and dislikes? áa´kara will only say that it is 
freedom from attachment, without really explaining what that is, or where the attachment 
is, but we understand from all that has been said that, it is freedom from an attachment to 
the fulfilment of likes and dislikes. This is the sameness of mind that defines 
karma-yoga —samatvaÆ yoga  ucyate.1 A karma-yog¢ enjoys more or less a sameness 
of mind, in that neither is there an exhilaration when something desirable is 
accomplished, nor a depression or frustration if something is not accomplished. Since he 
has freedom from attachment with reference to accomplishment, likes and dislikes are 
not so important that they will cause him to go against what is right and wrong. On the 
other hand, they are in keeping with right and wrong. What is not to be done, he does not 
like, and what is to be done, he likes. 

As long as what is right and wrong is kept in view in the choices you make to 
accomplish what you want, there is no problem whatsoever. There are hundreds of 
means of accomplishing various ends, but your options are only within the range of 
dharma . In choosing an action, you go by dharma. When you have a mind that does 
not give you so much pressure from likes and dislikes that you are constrained to choose 
a means, which is not fair, you are an asakta-buddhi. And when the result comes, you 
accept it gracefully. Whether the karma-phala, the result of your actions is in keeping 
with your expectation, or more than, or less than, or opposite to what you expected, you 
are ready to accept it gladly. The likes and dislikes do not rule. Now you understand 
what detachment is. It is not a word that can be used glibly because it is full of meaning. 
The one who has the mind described here is an asakta-buddhi. 

This freedom from attachment extends to everything, and thus, Bhagav¡n  says 
that this person has freedom from attachment everywhere, sarvatra . áa´kara  gives son, 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 2-48 
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spouse, etc., as examples of some of the things that can be objects of an excessive 
attachment. A person who has this type of freedom with reference to son or daughter, 
wife or husband, has freedom everywhere, sarvatra . 

MASTERY OVER ONESELF  

In other words, he is a jit¡tm¡, one who has mastery over himself. He has gained 
this mastery through living a life of karma-yoga, keeping the r¡ga-dveÀas, likes, and 
dislikes, under check. He allows dharma  to rule his life and not r¡ga -dveÀas, and thus, 
has mastered his mind. When the pressure of likes and dislikes is no longer there, what 
kind of a mind will he have? One that is not a problem. A life of proper attitude, a 
prayerful attitude, accounts for this mastery of the mind, in that he does not come under 
its spell. If there was any problem, it has been taken care of. 

FREEDOM FROM LONGING 

Then again, being one who has self-mastery, being a jit¡tm¡, naturally he is one 
who is released from longing for various things, vigatasp¤ha . To understand what this 
longing is, just observe some of the youngsters that you see moving about in groups with 
bandannas on their heads, chains on their necks, no buttons on their shirts, looking for 
varieties of things, roaming from place to place, with their tongues hanging out. This is 
called longing. The young and the restless. While it is very visible in a youngster, it does 
not necessarily go when you grow up physically. Though you cannot do those things 
anymore because of a certain etiquette and an image that you want to present, the 
longing for them still remains. You have become an adult physically, but inside you are 
the same restless adolescent. That is what we call longing. Giving up things does not 
always mean that the pressure to have those things is gone. Sometimes they ar e given up 
because they cannot be fulfilled. You compromise and reconcile yourself to the fact that 
you cannot accomplish what you want.  

But the freedom from longing that we are talking about here does not involve that 
kind of giving up. Here, there is a certain understanding about oneself and the nature of 
one's own pursuits. This cognitive appreciation of the limitations of all the various 
pursuits can bring about a certain dispassion, vair¡gya , which is a mature, objective way 
of looking at things. When  you can be objective, the longing is gone and you are 
vigatasp¤ha . 

These characteristics, that is, being an asaktabuddhiÅ sarvatra, a jit¡tm¡, a 
vigatasp¤ha , are all the outcome of karma-yoga . A person who enjoys them gains the 
accomplishment of freedom from action, naiÀkarmya -siddhi. Please note that it is not 
by giving up karma, but by doing karma with the proper attitude, he eventually gains 
naiÀkarmya-siddhi. The karma-yoga itself does not give him naiÀkarmya -siddhi, 
freedom from action, but it equips him with a vehicle with which one can gain 
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naiÀkarmya-siddhi. Once he has the vehicle for it, he must necessarily know the ¡tm¡ . 
Since there is no longer any hindrance for him, he discovers himself to be exactly as 
what is unfolded by the teacher as it is taught. The vision of the teaching is non-separate 
from himself. Such a person, being taught, gains naiÀkarmya-siddhi. 

WHAT IS NAIâKARMYA -SIDDHI? 

What is naiÀkarmya-siddhi? áa´kara says that, the one who has this is the one 
from whom all karmas have gone. There is no karma at all for him. How? Because of 
clear knowledge of himself as the action less Brahman . Ëtm¡ that is Brahman is not 
subject to any kind of change; it is always the same. When a person comes to know that 
¡tm¡  is Brahman which is free from all action, he discovers that there is no action in 
the self, and naturally, all karmas go away from him. All vaidika , religious, and 
laukika , secular, karmas that he was doing—past actions, present actions, and future 
actions—have all gone away in the wake of the knowledge that ¡tm¡ is Brahman which 
is free from all activities. It never performs any action at any time. The one who knows 
that is called niÀkarm¡  and his disposition or status is naiÀkarmya , actionlessness. This 
is an accomplishment, siddhi, because it makes you totally free. Thus the 
accomplishment of actionlessness is called naiÀkarmya-siddhi.  

áa´kara  gives a second meaning for naiÀkarmya -siddhi as the state of 
actionlessness, which is called mokÀa . Either way it is the same. This 
naiÀkarmya-siddhi is the most exalted, param¡m. Why? An accomplishment like 
heaven, etc., or any locally gained power, name, etc., that is born of good karma still 
leaves the j¢va a beggar. He remains a constant beggar of the crumbs of happiness that 
fall to him by chance, which is not much of an accomplishment. NaiÀkarmya -siddhi, 
however, is the treasure of your own fullness, and nobody can take it away from you. It 
is entirely opposed to any accomplishment born of any type of activity, for it is in the 
form of freedom right now, not later, a freedom that is not centred on anything else 
except yourself.  

Therefore, it does not depend upon any other factor. To be free you require only 
your known self. If you know yourself, you are free; if not, you are bound, and no 
accomplishment, however exalted, can alter that. What is the use of the bound person, 
who does not know the ¡tm¡, adding embellishments to himself? It is something like a 
person, who has already concluded that he or she is not good looking, trying to improve 
his or her looks by various means.. What is the use? The person cannot cover the 
knowledge that he or she is not good looking. But when one accepts the fact about one's 
looks, one is free. And if you are free and you know that you are free, nothing can deny 
you that freedom. Nobody else can make you free, nor is your freedom dependent upon 
anything. It depends entirely upon you, not your mind, or body, or anything else but just 
you. True independence can never be centred on anything other than yourself, and if the 
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self is already free, only then can you be free. If freedom is intrinsic to ¡tm¡ , once you 
know, nobody can take away that freedom. 

HOW DOE ONE GAIN THIS NAIâKARMYA-SIDDHI? 

How do you gain that freedom? Bhagav¡n says that it is by renunciation, 
sanny¡sena. Since we have seen that total actionlessness cannot be accomplished except 
by knowledge, áa´kara equates sanny¡sa  with clear vision of the ¡tm¡. Sanny¡sa 
here is renunciation of all karmas, sarva -karma -sanny¡sa, which is identical with 
knowledge. Because ¡tm¡ is always free from all karma , knowing that, you become 
free from all karma. Therefore, the state of actionlessness, naiÀkarmya, should not be 
construed as simple vegetating, without doing any action. It is purely in the form of 
knowledge —knowing what I am, is what is called naiÀkarmya -siddhi. To understand 
the meaning of sanny¡sa  here, áa´kara  reminds us of the verses he quoted earlier. ‘By 
knowledge, giving up all action, neither doing nor causing (anyone) to do—
sarva -karm¡¸i manas¡ sannyasya… naiva kurvan na k¡rayan.’1 He does not give 
up any karma except by the knowledge that he performs no action. Doing, he can say 
that he does not do; talking, he can say he does not talk. ‘But,’ you may object, 
‘Bhagav¡n has just recited so many verses here. How can he say he does not talk?’ To 
understand this, you must understand his vision of ‘I.’  

There is a story about K¤À¸a that illustrates this very well. Standing on the bank of 
the river Yamun¡ , K¤À¸a was being admonished by the gop¢s for having too many 
wives. He listened to this for some time, and then told them to cross the Yamun¡ and 
feed one Swami who was living on the other side and had not eaten for many days. 
When they set out, the river was dry, but as they approached it to cross over with the 
food they had prepared for the Swami, there was a flash flood and the river was suddenly 
in spate. So they went back to K¤À¸a complaining that the river was impossible to cross, 
even in a boat. K¤À¸a smiled, and asked them to go back to the river and s ay, ‘Yamun¡ , 
please subside if K¤À¸a  is a brahmac¡r¢.’ They all giggled hysterically and reluctantly 
went back to the Yamun¡ . Then, with great difficulty, because they were sure this was 
against the truth, they repeated K¤À¸a's words. Immediately the Yamun¡  subsided and 
there was sand everywhere. They were astonished. Crossing the river and reaching the 
other side, they found the Swami and gave all their food to him. Plateful after plateful he 
ate, leaving only the empty vessels. When he had finished, the gop¢s returned to the 
Yamun¡, only to find it once again in spate. Since K¤À¸a  was not there to help them this 
time, they went back to the Swami. After listening to their problem, he smiled and told 
them to go back to the Yamun¡ and say, ‘Yamun¡ , if the Swami had never eaten in his 
life, please subside.’ Again they giggled and half -heartedly approached the Yamun¡. No 
sooner had they spoken the Swami's words, the Yamun¡ subsided.  

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 5-13 
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What does this reveal? What K¤À¸a knows, the Swami knows. K¤À¸a knows that 
he never performed any action; he is neither married nor a bachelor, neither man nor 
woman, neither old nor young, but the action less Brahman. The Swami knows the 
same thing. Through this story is highlighted the following statements of the G¢t¡: ‘Even 
doing, he does not do—kurvan api na karoti,’ and ‘Neither doing nor causing to do—
naiva kurvan na k¡rayan.’ Obtaining in this physical body, as though enclosed by this 
body, while the body is moving, while the mind is thinking, and everything is active, he 
performs no action. All these activities are blessed by the presence of ¡tm¡ which itself 
performs no action. That is indeed ‘I’—there is no other ‘I’ anywhere. The one who 
recognizes this gains the most exalted accomplishment of actionlessness—naiÀkarmya -
siddhiÆ param¡m adhigacchati. 

INTRODUCTION TO THE NEXT VERSE 

This is the result. Now the next verse explains briefly the method by which one 
gains naiÀkarmya-siddhi, which is jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡. áa´kara  introduces the verse 
recalling what was said before. Previously it was said that worshipping the Lord by 
doing one's duty at a given time and place, a person gains the accomplishment 
characterised as inner maturity, svakarma¸¡  tam abhyarcya siddhiÆ vindati 
m¡navaÅ. His job may be tending the cow, but done as a worship of Ì¿vara , it will 
result in the same success as any other action done with this understanding. Offering 
flowers to the Lord is also worship and so is doing exactly what is to be done. Because 
dharma  is the Lord, when you conform to that order, recognizing it as Ì¿vara , you are in 
tune with Ì¿vara and your action becomes worship. What is the accomplishment, siddhi, 
gained by this? By this karma-yoga you gain antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi, preparedness of 
mind for the knowledge spoken of here. Then again, the one who has the knowledge of 
what is ¡tm¡ and what is an¡tm¡ , ¡tma-viveka-jµ¡na , what is an agent,  kart¡ , and 
what is not, akart¡, in whom the knowledge of ¡tm¡ as real has arisen, gains an ultimate 
certainty in the knowledge of the ¡tm¡  which is non-dual. The order in which that 
happens is told briefly in the next verse. 

ÊºÉËrù |ÉÉ”ÉÉä ªÉlÉÉ ¥ÉÀ iÉlÉÉ{ÉîÉäÊiÉ ÊxÉ¤ÉÉävÉ ¨Éä* 
ºÉ¨ÉÉºÉäxÉè´É EòÉèxiÉäªÉ ÊxÉ¢öÉ YÉÉxÉºªÉ ªÉÉ {É®úÉ**50** 
siddhiÆ pr¡pto yath¡ brahma tath¡pnoti nibodha me 
sam¡senaiva kaunteya niÀ¶h¡ jµ¡nasya y¡ par¡ Verse 50 

EòÉèxiÉäªÉ kaunteya — O! Son of Kunt¢ (Arjuna); ÊºÉÊrù¨ÉÂ |ÉÉ”É& siddhiÆ pr¡ptaÅ — the 
one who has gained the accomplishment (of antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi); ªÉlÉÉ yath¡  — how; 
YÉÉxÉºªÉ ªÉÉ {É®úÉ ÊxÉ¢öÉ jµ¡nasya y¡ par¡ niÀ¶h¡ — that which is the ultimate certainty of 
knowledge; ¥ÉÀ brahma — Brahman ; +É{ÉîÉääÊiÉ ¡pnoti — he gains; iÉlÉÉ tath¡  — just so; 
ºÉ¨ÉÉºÉäxÉ B´É sam¡sena eva  — just in brief ; ̈ Éä ÊxÉ¤ÉÉävÉ me nibodha — learn from Me 
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How the one who has gained the accomplishment (of antaÅ-
kara¸a-¿uddhi) gains the ultimate certainty of the knowledge that is 
Brahman, learn from Me in brief, O! Son of Kunt¢.  

Here the accomplishment, siddhi, is preparedness of mind, antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi. áa´kara  says that it is characterised by an eligibility of the body and 
senses for a commitment to knowledge and that eligibility is the result of the grace 
earned by worshipping Ì¿vara  through doing one's own duty. This restatement of what 
was said before, svakarma¸¡ tam abhyarcya siddhiÆ  vindati m¡navaÅ, is for the 
sake of what comes later—sarva-dharm¡n parityajya  m¡m ekaÆ ¿ara¸aÆ vraja . 
What is born of the grace of Ì¿vara is that, his mind, body, and senses do not create any 
disturbance in him. This is the greatest grace that you can think of. If you look into it, it 
amounts to looking at yourself nicely, rather than looking down upon yourself. We 
always think we need grace for this and that, but all we really require is that the mind, 
body, and senses be available for us when we need them. This implies not only mental 
purity, antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, but the co-operation of the body too. If the body falls 
apart, what is the use of the mind having grace? You need not enjoy an especially 
healthy body, but then it should be available to serve the needs of your pursuit and not 
interfere with it. The mind must be clean and the body should be fit; both of these 
require grace. 

What is it that the one who has gained this accomplishment, siddhiÆ pr¡ptaÅ, 
going to accomplish later? He gains Brahman , brahma ¡pnoti, in the form of certainty 
of knowledge. How does he gain that? What is the means whereby this karma-yog¢ , 
enjoying this accomplishment of mental purity, but who, nevertheless, considers himself 
a doer, kart¡, gains the knowledge of Brahman ? Lord K¤À¸a says, ‘Please understand 
from Me.’ Is he going to start another seventeen chapters? No. He is going to explain it 
briefly, sam¡sena. All that he has said before is going to be presented in an essential 
form so that Arjuna can keep it in his mind and do what is to be done.  

GAIN OF BRAHMAN IS NOTHING BUT CERTAINTY OF KNOWLEDGE 

What is that gain of Brahman, brahma-pr¡pti? It is nothing but knowledge of 
Brahman , which is the ultimate end of knowledge, jµ¡nasya  y¡ par¡  niÀ¶h¡. The 
culmination of a pursuit is its niÀ¶h¡ . Generally,  the pursuit of knowledge has no end to 
it. You come to know only a little more than what you knew before, and even more 
about what you do not know. Previously you did not know that you did not know, and 
now you know something about how much you do not know. Thus, there is no end for 
any type of knowledge except knowledge of the self, ¡tm¡. Because ¡tm¡ is partless, 
you cannot have partial knowledge of ¡tm¡  and still call it knowledge. It is possible to 
be mistaken about ¡tm¡ because it is always available,  nitya-prasiddha , but it is not 
possible to have partial knowledge of the real nature of ¡tm¡ , it being totally free from 
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parts. Therefore, knowledge of the ¡tm¡ is the only knowledge that has culmination, 
niÀ¶h¡. 

Every other knowledge is inconclusive; it has parts because the object of any 
knowledge necessarily has attributes. Being dependent upon something else, mithy¡ , 
any object of knowledge is nothing but attribute. There is no substantive in the world for 
everything that we call a substantive becomes an attribute, upon inquiry, implying 
another substantive. In a clay pot, pot is only an attribute of the substantive called clay. 
But even the clay is not a substantive; it is only an attribute of the substantive called 
atom. Any form is going to be reducible like this. Therefore, the formless alone can be a 
substantive, and that happens to be yourself. Knowledge of yourself, then, is the only 
conclusive knowledge possible, and therefore, the most exalted, par¡ . In what order you 
will gain that knowledge, Bhagav¡n is going to tell here, and thus, he draws the 
attention of Arjuna saying, ‘Learn from Me—nibodha  me.’ 

But first, áa´kara has a very interesting and important bh¡Àya here, which we 
will look into carefully.  

WHAT IS THE NATURE OF JØËNANIâÙHË ? 

áa´kara  has characterised the certainty of knowledge, jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ , as where the 
knowledge of Brahman ends. Now the question is raised, what is the nature of this 
certainty of knowledge, jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡? áa´kara  says that in whichever form the 
knowledge of ¡tm¡ is, the certainty, niÀ¶h¡ , is in that form. What we are calling jµ¡na -
niÀ¶h¡ is not different from knowledge of ¡tm¡. The next question is, what is the nature 
of this knowledge of ¡tm¡ , ¡tma-jµ¡na. áa´kara says that whatever the nature of ¡tm¡ 
is, that is the nature of ¡tma-jµ¡na. Between the knowledge of ¡tm¡ and ¡tm¡, there 
cannot be any difference, for knowledge is always as true as the object. If one asks what 
is the nature of this ¡tm¡ , áa´kara  says that, it is in the form in which it was told by 
Bhagav¡n through the sentences of the G¢t¡  as well as the UpaniÀads, and by 
reasoning. Here áa´kara can answer that the nature of ¡tm¡  is satyaÆ jµ¡nam 
anantaÆ brahma , but he does not, because his topic is the nature of the knowledge. We 
should also make a note that when áa´kara talks of reasoning here he means that what 
is said should be reasonable. What is said by the ¿¡stra  is examined and ascertained to 
be not against reason. If any other interpretation of ¡tm¡ is proposed, he will show the 
fallacy in that proposal through reasoning. 

IS ËTMAJØËNA POSSIBLE?  
SINCE ËTMË HAS NO FORM , SELF-KNOWLEDGE IS NOT POSSIBLE—OBJECTION 

An objection is raised here. It has been said that knowledge is always in the form 
of the object of knowledge. The knowledge of a pot, for example, is going to be as good 
as the pot, in that, when you know a pot, the knowledge you have of the pot will be in 
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keeping with the nature of the pot. It cannot be different. If it is, you will not understand 
the pot as a pot. Therefore, it is well-known that knowledge assumes the form of the 
object. But nowhere is it accepted that ¡tm¡  is an object, or that it has a form. The self is 
not an object, because if it were, who would be the subject? Being yourself, ¡tm¡  is 
never an object, which you can objectify.  By nature, it is not subject to objectification. In 
that case, if it is not an object, how are you going to gain knowledge of it when 
knowledge is always in keeping with the object? Further, for knowledge to take place, 
the object of knowledge must have a form. But ¡tm¡, according to you, as pure 
consciousness, has no form. If ¡tm¡  neither has a form nor is an object, how are you 
going to know it? It is not like a pot, which is both an object and has form, and therefore, 
can be known. Even an atom has its own attribute through which you can know it 
because you can objectify it, not sensorially, but inferentially. It is an object of 
knowledge for you, the subject, which is distinct from what you objectify. You are not 
an atom; you are objectifying an atom and it is identifiable in a given form. But what 
about ¡tm¡? It has no particular form, nor is it an object. How are you going to gain 
knowledge of that ¡tm¡? And if you cannot gain the knowledge itself, where is the 
question of gaining jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡ , the cer tainty in that knowledge? 

AN EKADEáÌ'S VIEW THAT IT DOES HAVE A FORM 

Someone offers an answer here. Citing the ¿¡stra , a meditator, an up¡saka , says 
that ¡tm¡  does have a form. What is that form? It is in the form of the sun—¡ditya -
var¸a; it is in the form of light, bh¡r£pa ; it is self-shining, svayaÆ jyotiÅ. If ¡tm¡ is in 
the form of self-shining light, he argues, it must have a form because, fire, whose nature 
is light, is the first element in the sequence of creation that has form. The first element is 
space, ¡k¡¿a , and the second is air, v¡yu, neither of which has a form. Next is fire, agni, 
which is the first to have a form. Since ¡tm¡ is said to be light, the special property of 
fire, why should we not consider that ¡tm¡  has a form?  

ANOTHER EKADEáÌ'S VIEW  

Another participant in the discussion answers that this is not true, because such 
statements are meant only to negate the inertness, which is opposed to consciousness. 
They point out that ¡tm¡ is not inert, ja·a, and is beyond the darkness of ignorance, 
tamasaÅ parast¡t.1 The ¿ruti specifically says this immediately after saying it is like 
the sun, ¡ditya -va¼¸a, in order to say that it is not ignorance, nor is it inert, nor does it 
need to be illumined by anything else. He explains that, if forms like substance and 
attribute are negated from ¡tm¡ , one can conclude that it is in the form of ignorance or 
darkness. It is to negate this argument that, these statements are made. Besides that, form 
is specifically negated by very clear statements such as, ar£pa , without form.  

                                                                 
1 ávet¡¿vataropaniÀad  – 3-8, G¢t¡ – 8-9, PuruÀa-s£kta – 8 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 314 

áA×KARA ANSWERS—ËTMË CAN NEVER BECOME AN OBJECT  

Further, there is form only for an object that you can objectify, and there are 
equally unambiguous statements that say that ¡tm¡ is not available for any 
objectification. Statements like, ‘There is nothing equivalent to its form; no one sees it 
with the eye—na  sand¤¿e tiÀ¶hati r£pam asya  na cakÀuÀ¡  pa¿yati ka¿cana enam,’1 
and ‘Without sound, without touch, a¿abdam aspar¿am,’ tell us that ¡tm¡ is free from 
being an object of our sight, our ears, our sense of touch, or any other sense organ. From 
all these statements of the ¿ruti, we understand that ¡tm¡ is not an object. Therefore, he 
concludes, knowledge enjoying the form of ¡tm¡  is not tenable. How can there be 
knowledge of ¡tm¡ when it is well-known that any given cognition is of the form of that 
given object, and ¡tm¡  has been repeatedly said to be without form, nir¡k¡ra? 
Knowledge must be in keeping with the object. If it is knowledge of a pot, it is in the 
form of a pot, if it is know ledge of a cloth, it is in the form of a cloth. Thus, each piece of 
knowledge is in the form of the object. But here we are talking about an ¡tm¡ that is free 
from form, and thus, knowledge of ¡tm¡ is not possible.  

Having argued that both ¡tm¡ and the knowledge of ¡tm¡  have no form, his 
question is, ‘How are you going to gain self-knowledge, ¡tma -jµ¡na, leave alone niÀ¶h¡ 
in that knowledge?’ For niÀ¶h¡  you need to contemplate upon the knowledge in order to 
make it certain. What can you contemplate upon here? It is something like saying that 
cancer can be cured by an extract of rabbit's horn. Similarly, if you gain ¡tma-jµ¡na , 
saÆs¡ra will disappear. The only problem is, it is not possible. How are you going to 
gain ¡tma-jµ¡na when ¡tm¡ is neither an object for you to know, nor has a form for 
you to objectify? Once I know, I am free, but then, ¡tm¡  is not available for such 
knowledge. Therefore, there is no mokÀa by knowledge, and we have to look for another 
solution. It is pointless to talk about contemplatio n because to be contemplated upon, the 
¡tm¡ must have some form, but it is formless. Without a form there is no cognition, 
v¤tti, and without a cognition, what are you going to contemplate upon to gain niÀ¶h¡? If 
I ask you to think of ¡tm¡, what will you think of? If it has a form, if it is like a flame or 
like a sound, it is possible to think of it. But if it has no form, what are you going to think 
of? 

EVEN IF ËTMË CANNOT BE OBJECTIFIED , ITS EXISTENCE IS WELL KNOWN 

áa´kara  answers this in the following manner. He says that, the conclusion that 
has been reached is not true. While it is true that ¡tm¡  is not available for objectification, 
its presence is available. It is known to you because it is self-evident. It is present in the 
                                                                 
1 ávet¡¿vataropaniÀad – 4-20, Ka¶hopaniÀad  – 2-3-9 

In the Bh¡Àya of the ávet¡¿vataropaniÀad on this mantra, áa´kara explains the phrase 
‘na sa´d¤¿e tiÀ¶hati’ as follows: asya svar£paÆ cakÀur¡di-graha¸a-yogya-prade¿e na 
tiÀ¶hati—its form is not available to the scope of the senses, like the eyes, etc. 
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mind, buddhi, which has the capacity to reflect consciousness which is ¡tm¡. The whole 
argument of the opponent here is on the basis of ¡tm¡  not being an object because it has 
no form. True, it has no form, but it exists. In spite of not being an object, and having no 
particular attribute, still, it exists. How do we know this? Like your face in a mirror, the 
consciousness that is ¡tm¡ is reflected in the buddhi because it is made of a subtle 
substance that has the capacity to reflect consciousness. The reflection or manifestation 
of consciousness in the buddhi is non-separate from the consciousness that is the ¡tm¡. 
This is because the reflection and the ¡tm¡  are one and the same. There is no reflection 
which is totally separate from the vastu because the reflection is not a real entity. When 
you stand before the mirror, it is you that is seen, even though two entities seem to be 
there. Similarly, the buddhi is made up of such a subtle substance that it is able to reflect 
or manifest this consciousness, and therefore, consciousness appears reflected there. 

BECAUSE OF THE REFLECTION OF THE CONSCIOUSNESS ALONE, THE BODY, MIND AND SENSES 
ARE CONSCIOUS 

The ‘I- thought,’ ahaÆ-v¤tti, which is the buddhi, becomes conscious because it 
reflects the consciousness of the self and so too, the ‘this-thought,’ idaÆ-v¤tti, in the 
mind. Then again, because the mind is in association with the sense organs, they also 
become conscious. When the senses become conscious, the body becomes conscious 
because one sense organ, the sense of touch, is all over the body. Through the sense of 
touch, the whole body becomes aglow with consciousness like an iron ball becomes 
aglow with the brilliance and heat of fire. Ëtm¡  does not need to be known to you as 
conscious and existent by any other means of knowledge. It is already evident. The only 
problem is that because consciousness, which is the nature of ¡tm¡, pervades the entire 
body, people think the body is ¡tm¡. Because consciousness is present in this body, if 
you touch the body, actually, it is ¡tm¡  you are touching. Though the body is inert, ja·a , 
in both the hand that touches and the hand you are touching, there is consciousness, 
because ¡tm¡ is there; you are there.  

There is no difference between the reflection of consciousness, ¡bh¡sa , and 
consciousness, caitanya , though the reflection, ¡bh¡sa, is consciousness while 
consciousness, caitanya, is not the reflection. Therefore, in the physical body, the 
reflection, ¡bh¡sa, there is caitanya. That is the ¡tm¡. This is why áa´kara says that 
people in general, who have not inquired into the ¿¡stra  and therefore, do not have any 
discrimination, think that the physical body alone is the ¡tm¡. Without any vic¡ra , 
inquiry, the body is taken to be the ¡tm¡ , and that is natural, because the body, deha , is 
conscious. It is very natural to conclude that this conscious body is me and everything 
else is other than myself. How can you say ¡tm¡ is unknown? 

In fact, the body is not really taken to be ¡tm¡ . It is only because of the 
consciousness there, that I look at the body and s ay, ‘This is me.’ What I identify myself 
as is nothing but the conscious being. Therefore, that consciousness, which is the ¡tm¡ , 
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is known already. The problem with taking the ¡tm¡  to be the body alone is that it is 
going to be subject to ageing, illness and death, as the body is. This conclusion is due to 
lack of discrimination, aviveka . Since ¡tm¡  is already known, but wrongly, we have to 
do the negation of all that it is not, in the form of ‘neti neti.’ Then, whatever remains as 
the innermost self, pratyag ¡tm¡ , is told to be Brahman—ayam ¡tm¡ brahma . That is 
the teaching, upade¿a, wherein the cognition, the v¤tti, that ¡tm¡ is Brahman removes 
ignorance and goes away. Once the v¤tti has removed ignorance of the ¡tm¡, you do not 
need a special v¤tti to know ¡tm¡ , for ¡tm¡  is always present in any v¤tti.  

Only the caitanya, the consciousness, that is reflected in the v¤tti, is called jµ¡na . 
It is important to understand here that the v¤tti itself is not jµ¡na. Even when we talk of 
‘pot knowledge,’ knowledge belongs to consciousness alone, because the knowledge 
aspect is consciousness. The qualifying is done by a name and form, n¡ma and r£pa . 
Therefore, every v¤tti has the presence of consciousness. In the knower consciousness, 
knowledge consciousness, known consciousness—in all the three —one consciousness 
alone is present. Therefore, there is no way of missing ¡tm¡  at any time.  

ONE TAKES BODY, ETC., AS ËTMË OF THE PRESENCE OF CONSCIOUSNESS  

According to a mechanical materialist, the body alone is ¡tm¡—dehaÅ  eva ¡tm¡ . 
Another materialist, lok¡yatika, says that the physical body is endowed with or is 
qualified by consciousness. The body enjoying the attribute of consciousness is the 
¡tm¡. When the body is dead, the consciousness, caitanya, goes away and there is no 
longer an ¡tm¡ . For others, the senses, indriyas, enjoying consciousness are the ¡tm¡ . 
These are also c¡rv¡kas who have thought about this ¡tm¡  and have concluded that the 
senses, indriyas, are ¡tm¡. They contend that merely the body alone cannot be the ¡tm¡ 
because without the functioning of the senses, the body cannot function—as in sleep. 
Therefore, the senses are the real ¡tm¡ .  

Another c¡rv¡ka  says that the mind is the ¡tm¡ . Because of reflection of the mind 
in the sense organs and body, they also become conscious. Therefore, according to him, 
the mind is ¡tm¡.  

Then, there are others, the kÀa¸ika-vijµ¡nav¡d¢s, who say that the flickers of 
consciousness obtaining in the buddhi in the form of v¤ttis  are the ¡tm¡. The v¤tti alone 
is ¡tm¡ .  

Still others say that ¡tm¡ is interior to the buddhi. The buddhi is only an effect, 
k¡rya, while ¡tm¡ is its cause, k¡ra¸a . In deep sleep, ¡tm¡ is available, but the buddhi 
is not, and therefore, the existence of ¡tm¡ does not depend on the buddhi. Through the 
method of invariable concomitance and discontinuance, anvaya-vyatireka, they arrive at 
the conclusion that whatever obtains in deep sleep is the ¡tm¡. The unmanifest, the 
avyakta , the undifferentiated, avy¡k¤ta, state of ignorance is taken as the ¡tm¡. Those 



Chapter 18 317 

people who do not recognize the ¡tm¡ as independent of avidy¡, see avidy¡ as the 
intrinsic attribute of ¡tm¡ . 

SINCE ËTMË IS KNOWN TO ALL, IS THERE A NEED FOR AN INJUNCTION TO KNOW IT? 

Now in all these situations, whether the buddhi or the body is taken as ¡tm¡, one 
thing is certain. The cause for the error about ¡tm¡ is the reflection of the consciousness 
that is ¡tm¡. Therefore, one can say that knowledge for which ¡tm¡ is the object is not 
subject to any kind of injunction, vidhi. Unless an object is totally unknown to you, you 
cannot be enjoined to know it. I can legitimately say that you must know a mangosteen, 
for example, because you have no idea as to what it is. Whereas, to say that ¡tm¡ has to 
be known by you, jµ¡tavya, is not because it is not something totally unknown, ajµ¡ta . 
In the body, the senses, mind, and even the unmanifest condition, avyakta , is the 
reflection, ¡bh¡sa, of the consciousness which is the ¡tm¡. They are all conscious 
because they enjoy the reflection of consciousness. And because of this reflection, there 
is the delusion that each one is ¡tm¡ . Why do I take the body as the ¡tm¡? It is because 
this consciousness is there. I am a conscious being who is conscious of the world, and 
this consciousness seems to have a limit —the physical body. I become one column of 
consciousness, one individual consciousness.  

The body being conscious, it is but natural for a person to take the body as the 
¡tm¡. So too, it is natural to take the pr¡¸a as the ¡tm¡ , the mind as the ¡tm¡, the 
senses as the ¡tm¡ , the buddhi as the ¡tm¡  because they are all conscious. The 
unmanifest, avyakta , is also taken as the ¡tm¡, since the state of deep sleep is an 
experience which everybody has to account for. The basis for all these delusions about 
the ¡tm¡ is the reflection of consciousness in these various media. Because it is not 
totally unknown, someone comes to the conclusion here that the knowledge of ¡tm¡ 
need not be enjoined. Going one step further, he questions, if this is so, why should we 
have such ¿ruti statements as, ‘The self, my dear, is to be seen, listened to against 
contentions and contemplated upon—¡tm¡  v¡ are draÀ¶avyaÅ ¿rotavyaÅ mantavyaÅ 
nididhy¡sitavyaÅ.’ In this statement the suffix tavya, indicating a command, is 
repeatedly used. If ¡tm¡ is already known, such a statement would be meaningless. Then 
he asks finally the question he is really driving at —‘Why should we even study the ¿ruti 
if ¡tm¡  is already known?’ 

EVEN THOUGH THE ËTMË IS PRASIDDHA, THERE IS CONFUSION ABOUT IT 

It is true that ¡tm¡ is not to be known like an object, like mangosteen, but there is 
a confusion about ¡tm¡  and that confusion alone is to be removed. Because ¡tm¡  is 
well-known, prasiddha, for everybody, anybody can take it for anything. Ëtm¡ is the 
most abused word in this world, and also the object of utmost concern for anyone. If you 
say that you are not concerned about yourself, but about your father, I will ask you, 
‘Why are you concerned about your father?’ If you say, ‘It is because he is not well,’ 
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then I would say that, he should be concerned about that and not you. If you then say 
that, if he is not well, you cannot be happy, then my question would be, ‘About whom 
are you concerned?’ Then you have to answer that, you are concerned only about 
yourself even when you are concerned about your father.  

There are many objects in the world about which we have various degrees of 
concern. But if there is one word whose object receives our utmost concern, that is 
¡tm¡ —‘I.’ At the same time, it is the word about which there is the most confusion. In 
fact, all the concern is due to the confusion. Because there is confusion, there is concern, 
and the concern reveals that there is confusion. Therefore, the ¿¡stra enjoins us to 
resolve the confusion. The concern of mortality, ageing, being nobody, and thus wanting 
to prove that I am somebody are all centred on ‘I’ and this concern is what we call 
saÆs¡ra.  SaÆs¡ra can be summed up as concern about yourself, and this concern is 
due to confusion. Therefore, ¡tm¡ is not unknown; it is known, but not properly—not as 
it really is. There is no injunction, vidhi, that ¡tm¡  be known as an object, for it is 
already known, but wrongly. You are committing a mistake, and therefore, only the 
correction of the mistake has to be done. The ¿ruti draws your attention to this in its 
statements of negation—neti neti. Anything which you think is ¡tm¡ is not the ¡tm¡. 

REMOVAL OF SUPERIMPOSITIONS ALONE IS ËTMAJØËNA 

áa´kara  says, all that has to be done is, the removal of all that is being 
superimposed upon the ¡tm¡ . What is superimposed? All that we have mentioned, 
which can be summed up as name and form, n¡ma -r£pa. Ëtm¡  is mistaken for avidy¡ 
or avyakta, the unmanifest cause, then variously as the effect, in the form of the mind, 
functioning either as buddhi or manas, which is a v¤tti that has no existence apart from 
the ¡tm¡. Being superimposed, none of these is real. Similarly, indriy¡¸i, the senses, 
deha, the body, etc., all of which are not ¡tm¡, are superimposed upon ¡tm¡ , and that 
superimposition has to be removed by knowledge.  

Here áa´kara  elaborates here what he said in his opening statement that ¡tm¡ can 
never become an object, in order to make it very clear. He says that, what has to be 
accomplished is not knowledge of the consciousness which is ¡tm¡ but the removal of 
the superimposition of the an¡tm¡ , that is, the n¡ma -r£pas, on the ¡tm¡—
n¡mar£p¡di-an¡tma-adhy¡ropa¸a-niv¤ttiÅ eva k¡ry¡ na ¡tma -caitanya-vijµ¡nam. 
With such straightforward statements as these, one wonders, where do people get the 
idea that there is a super -consciousness that is to be known? They say that beyond the 
body is a mind, beyond that a buddhi, and beyond all that a super -consciousness that 
you should realise. But áa´kara  says very clearly here that you need not gain 
knowledge of the consciousness that is ¡tm¡. Why? Because that is one thing, which is, 
present all the time. When you see something, or hear something or smell something and 
when you do not experience anything at all, consciousness, which is ¡tm¡ is present. 
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Then what do we have to do? We have to remove the varieties of notions we have 
superimposed upon the ¡tm¡. How? By inquiry, vic¡ra—into what is ¡tm¡ and what is 
not—with the help of the ¿¡stra. Ëtm¡  is commonly taken as the various things that are 
superimposed upon it by ignorance of its svar£pa . In such forms as the mind, as eyes 
and ears, in anything you see, anything you encounter, in that form, the consciousness 
that is ¡tm¡  is always present, prasiddha. It is known to everyone, including the 
Buddhist, the C¡rv¡ ka , and the Naturalist, as qualified by the mind, or by the sense 
organs, or by the body.  

Whatever be the school of thought, all that they do is, adding a qualification to the 
¡tm¡. Even a person who has not thought about it has some conclusion about the ¡tm¡ , 
which is wrong. Being known to everybody with all these superimpositions, ¡tm¡  is not 
to be known, as we usually understand ‘knowing,’ but is to be known in a special way, 
that is, by removing all the erroneous notions about it. It is already known but with 
confusion, and therefore, removal of the confusion is what is called ¡tma-jµ¡na. There 
is no objectification of the ¡tm¡. That is why it is said in the KenopaniÀad that he who 
says he knows the ¡tm¡ does not know the ¡tm¡. Of course, he who says he does not 
know the ¡tm¡ , also does not know. But even though he says he does not know the 
¡tm¡, the one who says so is the ¡tm¡. Ëtm¡ is always prasiddha , evident, to one. And 
therefore, knowledge of the ¡tm¡  is not one of an aprasiddha viÀaya  at any time. 

Suppose you have knowledge of a crystal. Previously it was not known by you and 
now it is. Therefore, in your mind, the v¤tti, the thought is there, for which the object is 
the crystal. This is knowledge. It is the same for any knowledge of a particular object. 
Now, suppose I say you must gain knowledge of the consciousness, which is ¡tm¡ . 
What will you do? How can consciousness, which is ¡tm¡—in which the seer, and all 
forms of knowledge, and all objects of knowledge shine—shine as an object, like the 
crystal? That is the only thing you do not need to know as an object. That in which all 
the v¤ttis of all objects are illumined, which is the very nature, svar£pa, of every v¤tti is 
the consciousness which is ¡tm¡ . You cannot objectify this consciousness because it is 
the one thing, which is not available as an object. Nor it is necessary for you to objectify 
it. 

BUDDHISTS SAY BUDDHIVÎTTI IS ËTMË BECAUSE IT REFLECTS CONSCIOUSNESS 

áa´kara  says that, it is because of this fact, that is, the reflection of consciousness 
is available in every v¤tti, that the Buddhists, the kÀa¸ika-vijµ¡na-v¡d¢s, take the v¤tti 
as the ¡tm¡ . In their view, only momentary consciousness is available at any given time. 
When you see me right now, for example, it looks as though I have been sitting here for 
the past several minutes. I seem to be shining in your mind constantly. But it is not true; 
your mind is moving and the v¤ttis keep on changing. It seems as though the same 
person sitting here because of memory; but what really happens is that the v¤ttis in your 
mind keep changing like the frames in a movie.  
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Because the v¤tti is imbued with consciousness and is momentary, the Buddhist 
concludes that the ¡tm¡ is a momentary flicker of consciousness. In taking the v¤tti as 
¡tm¡, he is not incorrect, but he is not correct in saying that ¡tm¡  is the v¤tti. Once he 
takes the ¡tm¡ as the v¤tti, then the ¡tm¡  is also momentary like the v¤tti and therefore, 
¡tm¡  has no reality other than the v¤tti. In fact, there is no ¡tm¡. That is why he says 
that the ¡tm¡  is nothing but flickers of consciousness and that there is no object outside, 
only a v¤tti that keeps changing, like in the dream, and there is no ¡tm¡. Outside is a 
concept, as is inside. In this view, all we have is a concept, and the concept keeps on 
changing. If there is a semblance of continuity, that is the delusion. Momentary existence 
is the reality.  

If one were to ask, how can the v¤tti be known if there is no knower, he has an 
answer for that. He says that no other means of knowledge is required because he 
accepts that, being consciousness, the v¤tti has the status of being known by itself. When 
it obtains, it is self-revealing; it does not require anything else. For him there is no 
dependence upon any other pram¡¸a , which means no knower is necessary. We also 
say that ¡tm¡ is self -revealing, but it is not momentary. How do you know that a flicker 
of consciousness is the ¡tm¡? The flicker cannot know because it only exists for a 
moment and goes away; it does not know that it is changing. In its view, the next 
moment has not come, and the flicker was not there previously to know of its own 
arrival. There is no way to logically account for this view. 

Therefore, áa´kara  says, only the negation of the superimposition onto Brahman 
due to ignorance has to be done; no effort has to be made for the knowledge of 
Brahman  because it is absolutely prasiddha. There is no question of how to experience 
Brahman  because everything is experienced in Brahman  and you are that Brahman . 
There is no effort involved here, only negation. And the negation does not require effort 
because it is not like sweeping to remove the dirt from the floor. We are not trying to 
remove some impurity from the ¡tm¡ , because it is always pure, ¿uddha. The removal 
here is purely like the removal of the snake upon the rope. The kind of effort you have to 
make for that is the effort you have to make here. All you have to do is remove the 
properties superimposed upon ¡tm¡ , which really belong to what is not ¡tm¡, that is, the 
an¡tma -dharma. No other effort is required because Brahman, which is ¡tm¡ is very 
well known, atyanta -prasiddha, in the sense that nothing else is more known to you, is 
more present, or more available. Once the superimpositions are removed, it is known as 
limitless, because all the limitations that were nothing but superimpositions are removed 
from it. 

IF NO EFFORT IS NEEDED, WHY IS BRAHMAN NOT KNOWN? 

If there is no effort involved in gaining knowledge of Brahman, why does 
everyone not know it? áa´kara  says it is bec ause the mind is robbed away by the 
various modes of names and forms. One mistakes ¡tm¡ for any one of them and thinks 
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¡tm¡ is a doer, kart¡, enjoyer, bhokt¡ , ignorant, ajµ¡n¢ , etc. But even for those people 
whose mind is robbed away, Brahman is totally present all the time, the most easy to 
know and the very nearest. There is nothing nearer than the ¡tm¡ because it is yourself. 
Even so, for those whose mind is robbed away like this, it is to be known. If 
discrimination is lacking, what is present seems to be not present and difficult to 
understand; what is nearest seems very far away and other than oneself. Brahman which 
is the ¡tm¡ which is always present looks as though it is something to be accomplished, 
something to be reached after transcending everything. Even though it is the easiest thing 
to understand, it becomes difficult, complex. And even though it is the very nature of 
oneself, one always wants to look outward for it, or wants to dive deep within for 
gaining this ¡tm¡ . In some form, the person is always searching because of lack of 
discrimination, aviveka. Because his mind is occupied with varieties of things like 
heaven, and other local things, he does not think that what he is seeking is himself. He 
thinks there is something other than himself that he has to gain, and therefore, ¡tm¡ is 
difficult to know, durvijµeya . 

FOR THE ADHIKËRÌS BRAHMAN IS EASILY KNOWN 

On the other hand, there are those whose minds are freed from concerns about 
external objects, who have discovered a certain objectivity in themselves. These people 
who are mature have gained two types of grace. One is the grace of the teacher, guru -
pras¡da. Some people think, this means the guru touches you somewhere, and you get 
some special experience, as though he is transferring some power to you and awakening 
your ku¸·alin¢. This is all nonsense. They say everything is mithy¡, but this ku¸·alin¢, 
which is equally mithy¡ somehow becomes satya. Any experience including ku¸·alin¢ 
is mithy¡; it is within saÆs¡ra. The grace of the teacher her e is teaching, upade¿a , of 
the meaning of the mah¡v¡kya, tat tvam asi. Then you need ¡tma-pras¡da  also. You 
have to bless yourself. If you look down upon yourself, what can the ¿¡stra  do by telling 
you that you are Brahman? You have to look upon yourself as one who is fit to know 
this. Then alone is it available. For those who have this type of mind and a proper 
teacher, this twofold grace, there is nothing more well-known, nothing that can be 
understood more easily, nothing more immanent. 

This was said in the same form in the ninth chapter —pratyakÀ¡vagamaÆ 
dharmyam. This vastu, which is not away from dharma and can be understood by 
living a life of dharma is directly, always available. That means that for these people, 
sat-cit-¡nandaÆ brahma is the meaning of the word, ‘I,’ not anything else. With 
reference to consciousness, anything limited is negated, anything inert is negated. If you 
think it is an effect, that is also negated. If you think it is a cause, that is also negated. If 
you think it is attached to something, it is negated. If you think it is located somewhere, 
that is also negated. And if you think it is time-bound, that is also negated. SatyaÆ 
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jµ¡nam  anantaÆ brahma is ¡tm¡ ; and therefore, there is nothing more well-known, 
nothing nearer, nothing better, nothing else present, other than this Brahman. 

AS BUDDHI CANNOT COMPREHEND THE FORMLESS BRAHMAN, ONE SHOULD MEDITATE ON 
SAGUÛA -BRAHMAN—OBJECTION BY AN UPËSAKA 

Now, a certain objection is raised by worshippers of Ì¿vara who are committed to 
meditat ion on Brahman with form, sagu¸a-brahma-up¡sana. A verse often quoted by 
some of them, the Bh¡gavatas, is as follows:  

kalau kalmaÀa-citt¡n¡Æ p¡pa-dravyopaj¢vin¡m 
vidhi-kriy¡ -vih¢n¡n¡Æ harern¡maiva kevalam 

 In the kali-yuga , the name of Hari (Lord K¤À¸a) is the only refuge for 
those whose minds have impurities, who live on ill-gotten gains, and who 
do not perform the enjoined rituals.  

By ‘the name of Hari’ they mean the chanting of the ViÀ¸usahasran¡ma , 
p¡r¡ya¸a of other texts, p£j¡ , etc. This is the only refuge in the kali-yuga , for those 
whose minds have the impurities of pu¸ya -p¡pa, and likes and dislikes—r¡ga -dveÀas. 
They have accumulated wealth and power, which is not always fairly earned, but often at 
the cost of someone. In other yugas, the means for purification was the karma enjoined 
by the Veda, vidhi-kriy¡ . These daily fire rituals, like agnihotra , are not being done 
now. So what can people do to gain antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi? Only prayer. And the form 
mentioned here is chanting the name of Hari. Prayer is the only means we have now for 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, and any prayer is good enough, whether it is to Hari or Jesus. 
Remember, this is not for mokÀa, but for purifying the mind.  

That is the mistake they make in interpreting this verse. Their contention is that, it 
is very difficult to meditate on the formless self, and therefore, one should meditate on 
sagu¸a -brahma. This is the argument of modern Ved¡nt¢s all over the world. They pay 
some lip service to Ved¡nta and then say that since it is very difficult to contemplate 
upon the ¡tm¡ , you must raise your ku¸·alin¢ to some cakra  or the other, or do 
something else. There is no basis for this argument at all. Meditation upon 
sagu¸a -brahma is not as easy as they think. They say bhakti is easy, as though it is! 
Bhakti implies love and when we cannot even love the people we know, who have done 
so much for us, how are we supposed to love God? If you think knowledge is very 
difficult, but bhakti is easy, then go ahead, ‘do’ bhakti; do not talk about it. The 
question is, can you ‘do’ bhakti? Bhakti is  an attitude; nobody ‘does’ an attitude. Love 
is not an action; it is purely a noun. Even though there is the verbal expression, ‘I love 
you,’ what it means is that I have love for you. If love were an action, I could do it 
whenever I wanted, like clapping my hands or putting on a hat.  
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But it is not like that; it is not something I can command at will. They say it is easy 
but the truth is, it is as easy or difficult as anything else. It all depends on where you are, 
what you are. Bhakti is not in any way inferior to what we are talking about, in the sense 
that we have to start with prayer, or worship of sagu¸a-brahma  in some form. Whether 
we sing in praise of God, or offer our prayers, or do an elaborate ritual every day, it is 
fine; we have to keep doing that. But if we try to make a philosophy out of it, that is a 
different thing. A devotee does not talk about bhakti and the ones who talk about it are 
not devotees. Such people are the propounders of meditation on Brahman  with 
attributes, sagu¸a-brahma-up¡sakas. They are not committed to sagu¸a-brahma -
up¡sana, but only to championing it.  

If they were really interested in sagu¸a-brahma-up¡sana, they would not have 
time for all this. Who are these people? áa´kara  says they are people who consider 
themselves scholars. Not the people who are prayerful, but the people who talk. What do 
they say? They argue that because the ¡tm¡  has no form, the mind cannot reach it. They 
accept that ¡tm¡ does not have a form, but conclude, on that basis, that the mind cannot 
comprehend it. As the mind cannot grasp space, which is formless, similarly, because 
¡tm¡  has no form, the mind cannot grasp it. Therefore, it is very difficult to accomplish 
certainty in the knowledge, jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡, of the ¡tm¡. Their  understanding of jµ¡na -
niÀ¶h¡ is that the knowledge of ¡tm¡ should stay in the mind. If there is a particular 
form like, for instance, the form of ViÀ¸u with ¿a´kha, a conch, cakra , a disc, gad¡, a 
mace, etc., meditation on that form and therefore this jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡ is possible, but not if 
there is no form. 

áA×KARA'S ANSWER TO THIS 

áa´kara  concedes that this is true—for those who do not have a traditional 
teacher! áa´kara is very careful here.  

 IT IS DIFFICULT FOR THOSE WHO HAVE NO GURU AND SAMPRADËYA  

Even though one may study Ved¡nta , one cannot understand it just by studying 
the book. A teacher is necessary. And there are some who have a teacher, but that 
teacher himself has not been taught according to the tradition of teaching, saÆprad¡ya . 
This is a very well-thought-out method of teaching in which there is a beginning, an end, 
and a way of unfolding. A teacher who does not know this method can give you a 
mantra, or some advice, but not Ved¡nta. It is a very great tragedy to have a teacher 
who is not able to teach properly and such a teacher is bound to be confusing. Only 
Bhagav¡n  can save a person in such a situation because there is an emotional 
investment in one's teacher, which makes it very difficult to be objective and make 
proper choices. Therefore, when you choose a teacher, make sure that he has 
saÆprad¡ya , tradition. For those who do not have such a teacher, áa´kara agrees that 
the certainty in knowledge of ¡tm¡ , the jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡, is very difficult to accomplish.  
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IT IS ALSO DIFFICULT FOR THOSE WITH NO PREPARATION OR HAVE NOT DONE PROPER 
áRAVAÛA, MANANA AND NIDIDHYËSANA 

Then, having the right teacher alone is not enough. You must listen to him unfold 
Ved¡nta. For those who have not heard the ved¡nta-¿¡stra  taught properly, certainty in 
the knowledge of ¡tm¡ is also difficult to accomplish. Further, even though one has a 
traditional teacher and has listened to him teach Ved¡nta for some time, it is still 
possible that certainty in the knowledge of ¡tm¡ is difficult to accomplish. Why? Some 
further preparation is required. And also for those whose minds are totally committed to 
external objects, atyanta -bahirviÀaya -¡sakta-buddh¢n¡m, this jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡  is very 
difficult. External objects include heaven also. You must know that. A person whose 
mind is preoccupied with externals has not yet discovered the proper value of things and 
does not have his priorities properly arranged. If puruÀ¡rtha , what one really seeks in 
life, is not very well understood, then the mind is committed to varieties of things and 
does not stay with the pursuit. What is lacking is objectivity, vair¡gya , and mental 
composure, sam¡dh¡na. 

áa´kara  says again that it is also difficult for those who have not put in proper 
effort with reference to pram¡¸as, pram¡¸eÀu ak¤ta -¿ram¡¸¡m. Even if a seeker has 
all this, he or she still has to do manana. Suppose one has doubts, which is possible 
because, here, the whole thing is in the form of knowing. Knowledge has to be free from 
doubts, and to free it from doubts one requires manana. For that, proper effort has to be 
made with reference to various pram¡¸as, like perception, inference, etc. You may have 
a doubt on the basis of experience, or logic, and you must analyse what exactly created 
that doubt. What is the logic of the argument or the data, on the basis of which the doubt 
occurred? That has to be analysed. Otherwise, everything will seem all right, which 
means that nothing is all right.  

So, clarity in this knowledge is also difficult to accomplish for those who are not 
equipped to do this kind of analysis. If what Ved¡nta  says is true, then every argument 
that is given against Ved¡nta must be fallacious, and the fallacy of the argument has to 
be seen. There cannot be any accommodation at all in this. Any conclusion that is 
different from what Ved¡nta  says, is not just different; it is contradictory. Ved¡nta says 
that you are Brahman . An opinion other than that is going to be just the opposite, for 
Brahman  is limitless, and what is not Brahman is limited. Any other conclusion 
amounts to saying, ‘I am limited,’ whether you consider the self to be ¿£nya, void, 
kÀa¸ika , momentary, baddha , bound, or anything else. That is why the KenopaniÀad 
says, ‘iha cet aved¢t  atha  satyam asti—if anyone were to know here, in this life (about 
the ¡tm¡), then there is truth ( in his life).’1 On the other hand, the UpaniÀad continues, 
‘na cet iha aved¢t mahat¢ vinaÀ¶iÅ—if one were not to know, then, the loss is infinite.’ 
The reasoning is simple. If you commit a mistake about your being the infinite, the loss 

                                                                 
1 KenopaniÀad – 2-5 
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is infinite. Therefore, in order to negate all the notions about ourselves, we require 
manana. This is difficult for people who have not made adequate effort in employing 
the different means of knowledge, and who seem to accept everything that is said as true. 

From this we understand that certainty in the knowledge of ¡tm¡ being Brahman 
is easy to attain for those who have a traditional teacher and have listened to him unfold 
Ved¡nta, if they also have a certain objectivity and are able to make proper  and adequate 
use of the means of knowledge, the pram¡¸a. For a wise person, there is no real duality, 
because the reality that was previously attributed to the knower-known situation is 
falsified. Other than the ¡tm¡, there is no second thing because the knower is 
non-separate from consciousness, the instrument of knowledge is non-separate from 
consciousness, and the known object is also non-separate from consciousness. From the 
standpoint of consciousness, there is no separation at all.  

JØËNÌ SEES NO REALITY IN EMPIRICAL EXPERIENCES 

He will still have all the empirical experiences, but they now have no reality for 
him. In his vision, there is nothing other than ¡tm¡. This has been shown all over the 
G¢t¡ and áa´kara  reminds us here of a verse in the second chapter which says that what 
all beings are awake to, the wise man sees as night, yasy¡Æ  j¡grati bh£t¡ni s¡ ni¿¡ 
pa¿yato muneÅ .1 In other words, for those people who have a proper teacher, and who 
can really analyse the ¿¡stra  properly, the meaning of the ¿¡stra  is like daylight. Just as 
you do not need to consult anyone about whether the sun is out or not, because it is so 
very evident, so too for these people, the self -revealing self is as clear as daylight. For 
others, who do not have these qualific ations, it is like night. Thus, we have two visions 
here, and áa´kara says that while there is nothing easier, it is also difficult if the 
preparation is inadequate.  

THE ELIMINATION OF BHEDABUDDHI ALONE HELPS THE BUDDHI TO ABIDE IN ËTMASVARUPA 

Therefore, the means for knowing the nature of the self is only removal of the 
concept of difference in ‘external’ forms. A mind, which objectifies an external object, is 
not a problem and is not opposed to ¡tm¡. But the notion of external and internal, that 
this is external and I am the knower—this notion of difference between the knower and 
the known—is the problem, and this alone has to be removed. And the elimination of the 
conclusion of duality due to lack of discrimination, is the cause for gaining the 
knowledge and also certainty in the knowledge of the nature of ¡tm¡ . All that is 
necessary is the negation of the notion of difference, bheda-buddhi. Why? Never for 
anyone is ¡tm¡  not present. It is always available to everyone, and therefore, need not be 
reached, given up, or acquired. It is yourself, whether you know it or not. Everything you 
do is meant for ¡tm¡ . áa´kara  will say later that all the objects, all the pursuits that you 
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have, are for ¡tm¡. Everything is for ¡tm¡—even for the one who raises objections  
about the ¡tm¡ . 

Therefore, everybody has the ¡tm¡ and it is known to everybody, but what a 
person concludes about himself belongs to his mind. Some think about it and conclude 
wrongly and some do not think about it and conclude wrongly. There is not much 
difference between the two. When we have lived with these funny notions for ages, and 
then someone comes and tells us that we are wrong, naturally we do not want to feel 
foolish. In fact, the foolish person is the one who hangs on to these notions. The 
intelligent one, the courageous person is the one who accepts that all these years he has 
been foolish. This is courage. In spite of all his investment of thought and heart in his 
notions, he is still able to say, ‘I was wrong.’ That is intellectual honesty; that is real 
courage. And that courage is required. It is one thing to correct a person who is mistaken 
through lack of thinking. To make a person think is not a very big problem. But for the 
so-called thinking person, to give up all the conclusions he has been nursing for so many 
years, is very difficult. 

Thus, there is nothing to do here but remove all the errors about the ¡tm¡ . This 
error removal culminates in the recognition of ¡tm¡ being Brahman. You are not 
limited but limitless, not unreal but real, not ignorant but the very nature of knowledge, 
not bound but free. Because we have all these notions, the revealing of the nature of the 
self is in the form of negation. 

REASONS TO SHOW THAT ËTMË IS ALWAYS PRASIDDHA  
ËTMË IS NOT UNKNOWN TO ANYONE AT ANYTIME  

This removal of the notions of difference is the only way to appreciate the nature 
of the self, ¡tm¡ , because ¡tm¡ is never unavailable, aprasiddha , to anyone. It is 
always present and never totally unknown for it is always appreciated as the meaning of 
the word ‘I.’ Suppose there is an object, which is to be known by a means of knowledge. 
That object may be known to you, may not be known, and even if it is known, it might 
be forgotten. All of this is possible. Ëtm¡ , however, is not available for any of the means 
of knowledge we have at our disposal. Nor does it require any means of knowledge, for 
when you say, ‘I am,’ that is ¡tm¡ .  

ËTMË IS TO BE NEITHER ACCOMPLISHED NOR GIVEN UP 

This ¡tm¡ is not something that is to be accomplished, not something that we have 
to reach, or create, or know through a means of knowledge. Neither can ¡tm¡ be given 
up by us. We may give up a lot of things, but never ¡tm¡, for the one who gives up is 
¡tm¡. This is where people can get into a problem. People want to give up the ego, 
aha´k¡ra, but it is just not possible because it is the aha´k¡ra that does the giving up. 
Giving up the aha´k¡ra is only possible by the knowledge that the aha´k¡ra  is false. 
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By knowing that the aha´k¡ra has an existence that depends upon the ¡tm¡—like the 
clay pot depends upon the clay—the aha´k¡ra is ‘given up.' There is no other surrender 
of the ego. The one who wants to surrender is not sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡ ; it is the ego 
alone. A devotee will daily surrender everything to the Lord—wealth, body, mind, 
senses, etc. Why every day? Why is once not enough? Because he cannot give up the 
aha´k¡ra because it is not an object that you can give up; it is your self. This does not 
mean that there are two ¡tm¡s either. There is only one ¡tm¡ , either confused or 
enlightened. Whether ¡tm¡ is looked upon as sat-cit-¡nanda or the aha´k¡ra, it cannot 
be given up by you, because, either way, it is yourself. Being yourself, you can neither 
approach nor get away from ¡tm¡ . 

IF ËTMË IS UNKNOWN ALL ACTIVITIES WILL BE MEANIN GLESS 

Then áa´kara  says that if this ¡tm¡ were not there, aprasiddha , the undesirable 
consequence would be that all activity would be fruitless for the one who does it. All our 
activities are meant either to gain something or to get rid of something for ourselves. No 
matter what activity we undertake, it is only for our own sake; there is no such thing as 
doing something for the sake of another. If someone is in trouble and I try to help him or 
her out, it is for my own peace of mind. Any given mind has empathy and therefore, if 
anyone is in pain, that pain becomes my pain. Naturally, I want to get rid of it. All 
actions, even altruistic ones, are centred on oneself. This means that if the self is not 
there, all action is absolutely fruitless. When ¡tm¡ is not there, that is, when the doer or 
the enjoyer is not there, there is no purpose in any activity. Either you enjoy things or 
you do things in order to enjoy. These two, the enjoyer, and the doer go together and are 
mutually dependent. Enjoyment is not possible without the enjoyer, much less is it 
possible without the agent to produce it. And the agent will not undertake an action if he 
is not going to be there to enjoy it.  

Any karma  implies an agent, kart¡ . Whether agency is real or not is another 
question. We are not eliminating the agent here, but the notion that ¡tm¡  is the agent. 
Either a person is doing an action or enjoying the results of an action; the same ¡tm¡ is 
either agent, kart¡, or enjoyer, bhokt¡ . If that ¡tm¡ is not there, aprasiddha, all 
activities become absolutely useless. Nor is this possible. Even if you accept that the 
activities can be useless, you still cannot perform an action without your being there. It is 
just not possible. Therefore, ¡tm¡ is prasiddha and all the karmas we do are only for 
the prasiddha-¡tm¡ . The fact that our life is full of activities proves that ¡tm¡  is there. 
It is not an inference. 

Further, áa´kara  says that we cannot say that we do all these things for the sake 
of something that is inert, like the physical body. If I say that my body is not doing well, 
and therefore I am giving it some exercise, or massage, it is not for the body's sake; it is 
for my sake. Even if I want to listen to music, it is not for the eardrum's sake. The 
eardrum does not want all these noises, etc.; it is all for my sake alone. Therefore, it is 
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not possible to even imagine that all the activities we do are meant for the body, etc. The 
body itself does not have any desire for any action to be performed on its behalf. 

THE PURPOSE OF ALL A CTIVITY RESOLVES IN REACHING ONESELF 

Then someone argues that even though it is true that activities are not for the body 
or the senses or the mind, because they are inert, still, they are for the sake of some 
happiness. That is not totally true. Why? Because the purpose of all activity resolves in 
reaching the self. If a person performs an action to enjoy a result, it is so that he will be 
happy. It is all only for one's own sake, one's own happiness, not for an entity called 
happiness. Ëtm¡ may be happiness, that is another thing, but all action is only for one's 
own happiness, not for the sake of happiness, sukha. Similarly, there is activity to 
eliminate pain, not for the sake of the pain, duÅkha , but for one's own sake. It is always 
for ¡tm¡ alone. The end, avas¡na , is reaching oneself, ¡tma-avagati.  

Suppose you see an object, a flower, for example. The eyes pick up stimuli in the 
form of light reflected from the flower. They form a frame, which is the thought of the 
flower. Where does the object of the thought go and resolve? All objects—all forms, all 
sounds, all tastes, all smells, and all types of touch—go and fall at the feet of ¡tm¡ , 
consciousness, caitanya. Varieties of people—some who say nice words, some harsh 
words—all go and reach whom? Only ¡tm¡. If you are aware of the fact that, all harsh 
words and all good words go and resolve in ¡tm¡, then there will be no excessive 
rejoicing or aversion—na  abhinandati na dveÀ¶i.  

But suppose I do not know that ¡tm¡ , caitanya , is myself. Then I take myself to 
be the body-mind-sense-complex, and thus, being small, either I feel bigger in the wake 
of something pleasant, or I react in the wake of something unpleasant. The harsh words 
people say bounce back and there is a reaction. When ten people are standing together 
and someone from behind calls ‘John’ or ‘Mary’ one of them may turn around. But if 
someone calls, ‘Idiot,’ all of them will turn. Everyone has a doubt inside about himself 
or herself, and therefore, there is a reaction. But if you analyse it, the word ‘idiot’ was 
received by the mind, and that particular object was illumined by caitanya, ¡tm¡. The 
word, having given you the meaning in the form of a thought, v¤tti, just resolves 
immediately. Where does it resolve? Only in the caitanya-¡tm¡. Therefore, all activities 
have their end in you. Their only purpose is to reach ¡tm¡—nowhere else.  

Suppose you do some good karma like performing a ritual. To whom does the 
result of the ritual go? Only to ¡tm¡. A result of any kind—pu¸ya , p¡pa , sukha , 
duÅkha , d¤À¶a or ad¤À¶a—goes to ¡tm¡ alone. All activity, vyavah¡ra, has its end only 
in reaching you. In seeing any object, the sight has its end in reaching you; in hearing, 
the ¿abda, sound, has its end in reaching you. Therefore, all activities have the status of  
reaching you, the ¡tm¡, finally. Whether it is a ‘known you,’ or ‘an unknown you,’ ‘a 
well understood you,’ or ‘a not very well-understood you,’ it is very much there, 
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prasiddha . Whether enlightened or not, all activity always reaches you. Whatever we 
do, even our simple daily routine is all done for the sake of our own fulfilment. My daily 
walk is not meant for the park. It is not that without seeing me, the park will suffer, and 
therefore, I walk there. It is for my sake. Every activity has its end in ¡tm¡  alone. Think 
it over. 

Even if the person is enlightened, and therefore, seeing everything as himself, 
when he reaches out to do something for someone, it is all only for ¡tm¡ . There is no 
one else. Lord K¤À¸a says, ‘There is nothing for me to accomplish which I have not yet 
accomplished, yet I remain always in activity—na anav¡ptam av¡ptavyaÆ varta eva 
ca  karma¸i.’1 Whether it is as a result of the prayers of the people, or because it is a 
thing to be done, even Lord K¤À¸a's actions, resolve into ¡tm¡ alone; and they leave it 
untouched. Therefore K¤À¸a said ‘na m¡Æ karm¡¸i limpanti.’2 Even the notion of ‘I,’ 
the aha´k¡ra, finally goes to the ¡tm¡ . 

ËTMË IS WELL ACCOMPLISHED FOR THE DISCRIMINATING 

áa´kara  now establishes here, that gaining certainty in the knowledge of ¡tm¡ is 
very well-accomplished, suprasiddha , for those who are discriminating. Suppose you 
want to distinctly understand a given object among other objects. Your eyes converge 
upon the object creating the sight of the object, and that sight excludes every other 
object. This is called pram¡¸a-paricchedana. By a given pram¡¸a , that is, the eyes, 
the object is paricchinna , limited in the sense that it is the object of your sight, which 
excludes every other object. Now in order to know my own phys ical body, what kind of 
pram¡¸a must I use? Perception? Inference? Though the eyes see the body all right, 
they only see the attributes of the body, like its colour, etc. And further, if the eyes are 
blind, I still know that this is my body. Even if the eyes can see but there is total 
darkness, I do not go searching for my body in the dark! Impossible. In order to 
distinguish my body from every other body, no pram¡¸a is necessary because there is 
no confusion. Just as you search out your own shoes or umbrella or coat from among 
those of others, do you search for your body?  

Nobody has this problem. Why? Because it is never away from your presence, 
from you the witness, s¡kÀ¢, once you are awake. When you are sleeping you do not 
search for your body because the body does not come into the picture, and when you are 
dreaming, you have a body of your own there and have no occasion to search for this 
one. When you are awake you are not searching for this body because you search for 
something only when it is away from you, or though there, still not recognized. But here, 
there is no such thing. Because it is known by you, the witness, and because one sense 
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organ, the sense of touch, covers the entire body, no other means of knowledge, 
pram¡¸a, is required to distinguish your body from all other bodies. 

AS NO PRAMËÛA IS NECESSARY TO KNOW ONE'S BODY, NO PRAMËÛA IS NECESSARY TO 
KNOW THE ËTMË  

When the various means of knowledge, like inference, etc., are not necessary to 
know your physical body, how much more so is this true for ¡tm¡ , which is even closer 
to you than the body? The body, though it is known by the witness, s¡kÀivedya, is still 
an object of your consciousness, but ¡tm¡  is just you. There is nothing more inner or 
closer than that. However, it is not inner in the sense of some interior place to be 
reached. Time, space, all the sense organs are all simply ¡tm¡ , in that they have their 
being in ¡tma-caitanya alone. It is not like the inner chamber, antaÅpura , that is the 
queen's quarters in a palace. There you have to cross all sorts of corridors and 
gatekeepers, and then women gate keepers and room after room until finally you can see 
the queen. You do not, in a similar way, first have to cross the anna-maya -ko¿a , then 
the pr¡¸a -maya-ko¿a, the manomaya -ko¿a, vijµ¡na -maya-ko¿a, and finally ¡nanda -
maya -ko¿a, until you finally see ¡tm¡ sitting there glowing!  

There is no such thing. Anything you see at any level, wherever you look, that 
sight itself, that object has its being in the ¡tm¡ . Nothing is away from the ¡tm¡ . 
Therefore, whether it is a sound heard, or a sight seen, or any form of experience you 
have at any time, whether you are thinking foolishly or in a very enlightened way, ¡tm¡ 
is the basis, like the water is the basis of the wave. Ëtm¡ being ‘the innermost,’ 
antar¡tm¡, is simply the basis of everything, while it itself neither has nor requires any 
other basis. Being the ear of the ear, eye of the eye, mind of the mind, ¿rotrasya  
¿rotram, cakÀusaÅ cakÀuÅ, manaso manaÅ, ¡tm¡ is therefore, said to be ‘the 
innermost.’ For the recognition of that ¡tm¡  you do not require any pram¡¸a, not 
perception, inference, etc., or even the Veda. Why? Because all recognition is due to the 
presence of ¡tm¡ . Therefore,  gaining certainty in the recognition of the ¡tm¡ , by 
negating what it is not, is very well accomplished for discriminative people. 

WITHOUT ËTMACAITANYA NO KNOWLEDGE IS POSSIBLE—THEREFORE ËTMË IS PRASIDDHA 

Further, it has to be accepted that knowledge is always present. The knowledge 
that is consciousness has no form, nir¡k¡ra . Generally, knowledge has a form, an 
object, s¡k¡ra. There are some who say that knowledge that does not have an object, 
that is, jµ¡na , which is nir¡k¡ra, cannot be known—it is apratyakÀa. In this 
contention, ¡tm¡ which is pure consciousness, which has no form whatsoever, cannot be 
known. Even those who hold such a view, áa´kara  says, have to accept that knowledge 
is always present, since knowledge of an object is always through knowledge. Gaining 
the knowledge of an object always implies the presence of formless knowledge.  
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It must be there in order to gain the consciousness of a pot, for example, because a 
pot is nothing but consciousness plus a given name and form, n¡ma -r£pa. To gain 
knowledge of a pot there must be another knowledge, which does not have any form. If 
that knowledge also has a form, its form will get superimposed upon the pot and the 
‘pot-knowledge’ will be defective. No so-called ‘object-knowledge’ is possible without 
the objectless consciousness. That consciousness joins every object so that 
object-consciousness is nothing but objectless consciousness plus a so-called object 
mixed together. Without objectless consciousness, there is no object-consciousness. 
Therefore, objectless consciousness is always present, prasiddha. áa´kara likens it to 
the presence of happiness, sukha or sorrow, duÅkha . You do not need to operate any 
means of knowledge to know your own happiness or sorrow. Its presence is evident to 
you. Similarly, ¡tm¡ is always evident to you, without requiring any means of 
knowledge, pram¡¸a. It is that in whose presence alone all activity involving a means of 
knowledge, object of knowledge, and so on, take place. 

WITHOUT ËTMACAITANYA NO DESIRE IS POSSIBLE—THEREFORE ËTMË IS PRASIDDHA 

áa´kara  gives further reasoning for this. If consciousness is not absolutely 
present, there would be no desire to know anything because a desire to know is not 
tenable without the presence of the knower. If ¡tm¡  is totally unknown to you, if it is not 
self-evident, who is going to inquir e? The one who is going to inquire is indeed the 
¡tm¡, consciousness, and therefore, a desire to know anything, including the ¡tm¡, the 
consciousness, is not tenable. I cannot say that I have a desire to know consciousness, 
because to say that, I must be consciousness. Suppose I say that consciousness is an 
object that I have to know; it is the object of my desire to know, like a pot, for instance. 
Then we have to ask whether the one who wants to know is a conscious being or not. No 
person who wants to know  can be inert. Hence, it has to be conceded that the person is 
conscious. Since the person is conscious, how can that consciousness be an object of a 
means of knowledge through which he or she is going to understand this consciousness? 
Being the nature, svar£pa , of the very inquirer, consciousness is not something that one 
desires to know. One can desire to know Brahman but not ¡tm¡ . That is why the ¿¡stra 
says, ‘ath¡'to brahmajijµ¡s¡—therefore, thereafter, there is the desire to know 
Brahman .’1 Ëtm¡  does not become the object of inquiry. It is the consciousness because 
of which one knows everything else. 

Let us look at this again more closely. If this consciousness which is the nature of 
the ¡tm¡  is not evident, what will happen? Then one would have a desir e to know it, like 
any other object to be known. If the consciousness that is the ¡tm¡ is something that is 
not known, then it becomes an object which you have got to know, and requires a means 
of knowledge in order to be known. Just as a pot, for instance, becomes an object of 
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inquiry, similarly consciousness would become an object to inquire into and know. Is 
there such a thing? No, there is no such thing. If there is ‘someone’ to whom 
consciousness is unknown, that ‘person’ has to be inert. And if he is inert, how is he 
going to have a desire to know anything? Something inert cannot even wish to know a 
pot, let alone consciousness. Consciousness is the nature of the self. No one has any 
doubt about it. No one wonders if he or she is a conscious being or not. Even if one 
thinks over the matter and concludes that one is not conscious, only a conscious being 
can make that conclusion. Something inert is not going to conclude that it is inert or 
conscious. Therefore, since it is not inquired into, it is evident that consciousness is self-
evident. 

There are some people who believe that there is a super -consciousness beyond the 
body-mind-sense-complex, and are searching for it in all seriousness. They will be 
searching for eternity and still missing it because the one who is searching is the only 
consciousness there is. Therefore, because consciousness does not become the object of 
a desire to know, it is totally self-evident. There is no living being to whom 
consciousness is not present. Even a mosquito is aware of itself. It may not know the 
word ‘mosquito’ but it is able to recognize other mosquitoes, even though there are so 
many insects of the size of a mosquito. To that extent, it is self-conscious. 

Thus, since consciousness is always present, so also, áa´kara says, is the knower. 
In the one who wants to know something, consciousness is already present as a knower. 
Then, in order to know a given object he employs an appropriate means of knowledge. 
Suppose you have to see a form or a colour. What do you do? You do not close your 
eyes and try to see the colour through your ear. You always open your eyes because you 
know that the eyes are the appropriate means of knowledge here. Who is the person that 
handles the means of knowledge? It is the knower, jµ¡t¡, in whom consciousness is 
present. Thus, the knower also is not unknown, but present, prasiddha. Nobody finds it 
necessary to use a means of knowledge to discover the knower because it is never absent 
when there is something to be known. Consciousness assumes the status of a knower 
with reference to an object to be known, and therefore, becomes, as it were, the knower, 
jµ¡t¡ . 

In conclusion, áa´kara says that because of all this, no effort is to be made in 
self-knowledge. In fact, in any knowledge, there is no effort. If the object of knowledge 
and the means of knowledge are there, knowledge takes place effortlessly. At least 
operation of a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a-vy¡p¡ra, is required in empirical 
knowledge, but in the knowledge that one is conscious, no operation of a pram¡¸a is 
required. But the ¿¡stra says that ¡tm¡  is Brahman , which is nothing but 
consciousness. ‘To know that, all that is necessary is to remove from ¡tm¡ , the notion of 
what is not the self,’ says áa´kara. Because ¡tm¡ is Brahman, if it is taken for 
anything other than that, naturally ¡tm¡ becomes ‘not-Brahman–abrahma.’ Therefore, 
all that has to be done is the removal of the notion of ‘I’ in the an¡tm¡ . All the inquiry 
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we do is only to negate the ¡tma-buddhi, I-notion, in the an¡tm¡. Any analysis that we 
do to remove doubts, etc., is only for that. We are not creating Brahman  or embellishing 
the consciousness that is ¡tm¡  to make it become Brahman. Ëtm¡ is Brahman which 
is limitless, being, as it is, pure consciousness. Thus, knowledge in the form of negation 
or dropping is required.  

Which is more difficult in this world, lifting or dropping? Lifting is difficult; 
dropping is no problem at all. All you have to do is let go. Now, tell me, is saÆs¡ra 
good for you or bad for you? If it is good for you, dropping it is going to be difficult. If it 
is like a hot potato, how difficult is it? What effort is required? Do you have to consult 
somebody? If saÆs¡ra is fraught with pain, duÅkha, what should you do? Drop it. 
Where is the difficulty? Like a hot potato we have to drop all the notions we have about 
¡tm¡ . That is why áa´kara says, finally, that jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡  is the most easy thing to 
accomplish, susamp¡dy¡ . There is no difficulty there at all. 

WHY SHOULD WE HAVE TWO WORDS, JØËNA AND JØËNANIâÙHË?  

At the same time, the mind seems to want to hold on to things, which are clearly 
not good for one at all. There is always someone who, even though holding a hot potato, 
keeps holding on to it, all the while complaining, ‘It is so hot, it is so hot, what shall I  
do?’ He says he wants to drop it, but it does not fall from his hand. The mind also seems 
to be like this. We do not know whether we are holding on to things or they are holding 
on to us. It is something like a person who was sitting on the bank of the river, which 
was full and deep. He wanted to reach the opposite shore but did not know how to swim. 
Then he saw something that looked like a log of wood, which came floating down the 
river. Slipping into the water, grabbed hold of it. He was so happy, think ing that he 
would be able to reach the other shore now. Then he found that his log of wood had a 
pair of hands and was grabbing him. He thought he had grabbed the log of wood, but the 
log of wood was grabbing him. He had grabbed on to a bear! What he thought was a 
solution to his difficulty turned out to be even more of a problem. Now he wants to get 
out of its grip but it is not that easy. He can neither let go of it, nor get along with it. This 
is what we call saÆs¡ra. 

We keep holding on to our notions ev en though the nature of the self is 
self-evident and that is the nature of Brahman . All the words that indicate the nature of 
Brahman  or the self, like satya, jµ¡na , ananta, or ¿uddha (pure), buddha 
(enlightened) mukta  (free), etc., are only to eliminate the I-notion that we have in what 
is ‘not-I, an¡tm¡.’ These words that are the lakÀa¸a  of Brahman  are meant to negate 
the varieties of notions we have about the ¡tm¡ based upon the an¡tm¡ . The properties 
of one have been superimposed upon the other and that has to be sorted out. 

Even though the whole pursuit is in the form of dropping and we do have the 
capacity to drop, there seem to be some difficulties. People tell me all the time that they 
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understand this teaching very well, but still they are in pain. Not physical pain, but 
mental pain. This is only because of an incapacity to drop things. Why should they not 
drop something that is hurting them? They want to drop it; nobody wants to have pain. 
What causes mental pain, after all? It is nothing but a particular form of thinking. We do 
not even need to drop that thinking; we just need to understand that this thinking is just 
thinking. Then, you will find that you have nothing to do with pain. Just let the thinking 
be; you need not bother about it. 

REMOVAL OF THE OBSTRUCTIONS TO GAINING THE RESULT OF JØËNA IS JØËNANIâÙHË  

If, in spite of understanding this, a person is not able to drop his notions, we have 
to say that the knowledge has some obstruction. The psychology of the human mind has 
its own logic, its own truth, and therefore we have what we call a commitment to the 
pursuit of knowledge—jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡. Knowledge, jµ¡na  is good enough. The conscious 
¡tm¡  is self-evident and that consciousness, ¡tm¡, is myself which is Brahman . It is so 
simple, but at the same time, there seems to be some difficulty. Therefore, the word 
niÀ¶h¡ is added to jµ¡na . It is all based on the experience of seekers. It is against all 
logic, really speaking, because when ¡tm¡  is consciousness and that ¡tm¡  is Brahman , 
all you require is discrimination between ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡ , ¡tma -an¡tma-viveka . The 
¿¡stra is the means of knowledge, pram¡¸a , which makes it very clear that the self, 
¡tm¡, is Brahman. It is eternal, nitya , it is pure, ¿uddha , it is limitless, ananta , it is 
unattached to anything, asa´ga , it is free, mukta , it is the basis for everything, the 
adhiÀ¶h¡na, the truth of everything, the satya, without which there is nothing. All that is 
here is Brahman  and you are that Brahman . Where is the problem? Every word is 
clear. Still, even though a seeker has a proper teacher and has listened to the ¿¡stra  from 
that teacher, he or she goes on complaining. What does it mean? Seekers have their own 
experience, which defies all logic. 

THE ROLE OF áRAVAÛA IN REMOVING THE OBSTRUCTIONS 

áa´kara  recognizes this, the ¿¡stra recognizes this, and all the teachers, ¡c¡ryas, 
recognize this. Therefore, the ¿¡stra  says, ‘The self, my dear, is to be seen, inquired into, 
analysed and contemplated upon—¡tm¡ v¡ are draÀ¶avyaÅ ¿rotavyaÅ mantavyaÅ 
nididhy¡sitavyaÅ .’ The first two, seen and listened about, should be enough. The self is 
always present, prasiddha, but as a doer and an enjoyer; in a word, as a saÆs¡r¢. It has 
to be known as Brahman  which is not subject to any problem, for which we should give 
up the I-notion in what is not-I, an¡tm¡, and remove all doubts about it through 
listening to the ¿¡stra. The root ‘¿ru,’ to hear or listen, has the meaning of inquiring, 
vic¡ra¸e.  

The ¿¡stra says that ¡tm¡ which is Brahman is not a saÆs¡r¢. That ¿¡stra is in 
the form of words, and therefore, has to be analysed and understood by you. Only two 
instructions should be enough here. First, ¡tm¡  is to be seen, draÀ¶avyaÅ. That is to 
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draw our attention to both our confusion and the solution. We have a confusion about the 
¡tm¡, thinking that it is a saÆs¡r¢  and that is why we have to know the ¡tm¡ . That is 
the solution. What should we do to know the ¡tm¡? Listen to, inquire into the ¿¡stra , 
¿rotavyaÅ. That is enough. In listening to the ¿¡stra, it is revealed that ¡tm¡  is 
Brahman  and the operation of the pram¡¸a to know ¡tm¡  is complete. It is like 
analysing a transparent object to see if it is a glass bead or a crystal. All you have to do is 
go close to it and check the properties of it, its weight, etc. That is enough. It is over.  

Similarly, to know ¡tm¡ , you need to analyse it properly and for that, you require 
a mirror. An ordinary mirror will only reveal that you are the body, etc. You already 
know that. Such a mirror can perhaps give me a little more detail, but to know what I am, 
if there is a confusion, I require another type of mirror which will reveal the real me. 
That mirror is in the form of words and is called Ved¡nta . When I look into the word 
mirror that is called Ved¡nta, what do I see? Sat-cit-¡nanda -¡tm¡. Through the 
word-mirror I recognize that ¡tm¡ is paraÆ brahma. Then what should I do? á¡stra 
reveals that ¡tm¡ is Brahman. No effort is required for that knowledge to take place.  

THE ROLE OF MANANA IN REMOVING THE OBSTRUCTIONS 

In spite of that, even though there is no effort to be made, still the ¿¡stra 
recognizes that people do not always come away knowing the ¡tm¡  just because they 
listen to the ¿¡stra . Sometimes it only creates more doubt. A person may have had some 
doubts about himself before listening to the ¿¡stra , but listening seems to have created 
new doubts, because he is turning his attention towards himself. Previously his problem 
was whether somebody loved him or not. Now he wonders, ‘Do I love myself?’ All 
because of the ved¡nta -¿¡stra . This is very natural, because Ved¡nta turns everything 
towards yourself. Ved¡nta says you are nothing but love.  

There is no reason for you not to love yourself. But this fellow says, ‘I do not love 
myself. I am only 5' 6" and I don't like it at all.’ What does it mean? This fellow has a 
confusion about ¡tm¡. He thinks it is the body. If the body is ¡tm¡, how can you love 
yourself? And if the mind is ¡tm¡ , of course you cannot love yourself.  

And again, there are others who will protest that you cannot be Ì¿vara , since you 
are not omniscient, etc. Initially you had your own doubts about yourself, and there were 
ordinary people to confirm them, but now you find there are philosophers, religious 
people, and even huge organisations with millions of followers confirming your 
misgivings about yourself. When all these people are protesting against your being 
Brahman , there is a pressure to conform.  

At least in listening to Ved¡nta I thought, ‘I am not that bad!’ When the ¤Àis say 
that I am wonderful, definitely I cannot dismiss their desirable vision and conclude the 
opposite, that I am not wonderful. But when all these people gang up against me, 
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perhaps it is better to be one of the gang. Otherwise, I am one against so many. I am as 
lonely as non-dual Brahman .  

What Ved¡nta  says is so desirable because it tells me I am ¡nanda, I am 
everything. And there seems to be some logic to it, and also, the confirmation of my own 
experience. No matter how depressed I may have been, there has always been moments 
when I laughed with abandon at a joke. What does it mean? I have to do an analysis, 
manana, and compare what all these various schools of thought that challenge the vision 
of Ved¡nta say to my own insight about myself and determine which is true in the light 
of what the ¿¡stra  says. I have to determine if there is any truth in what they say or not. 
It all has to be thoroughly analysed. Therefore, the ¿¡stra  says ¡tm¡ v¡ are mantavyaÅ.  

Sometimes you will hear people say that they have a conviction that ¡tm¡  is 
Brahman . Those who have great conviction in the ¡tma-jµ¡na are all victims of wrong 
thinking. I can have a conviction that I will go to hell. That is OK. But ¡tmajµ¡na has 
nothing to do with conviction. Conviction is mental; it is some kind of a thinking, some 
kind of hope, etc., which moves you to commit yourself to something. But this is not a 
matter for conviction. I know what I am. Then what? I have no problem. 

THE ROLE OF NIDIDHYËSANA IN REMOVING THE OBSTRUCTIONS 

After years of studying Ved¡nta , we can see people saying, ‘I know I am 
Brahman , but…’ The ‘but’ seems to remain. The first ‘but’ is, ‘Am I Brahman?’ Then 
one says, ‘Yes, the ¿¡stra  says so and it is made clear by inquiring into the ¿¡stra, by 
¿rava¸a.’ And now the second ‘but’ comes up. ‘But am I really what the ¿¡stra says?’ 
That doubt is also removed by analysing what the ¿¡stra  says, by manana. After 
manana it looks as though one has to admit that I do know that I am Brahman . But the 
‘but’ seems to continue. Then what is the problem? Then the third ‘but’ comes up and 
one says, ‘Swamiji, I know I that am Brahman, but I do not behave like I am Brahman . 
I still have fear, worry, etc. If I am Brahman  how can I get worried?’ This is because 
the knowledge that I am the limitless Brahman , full, and complete, is  not yet completely 
owned up. This owning up requires sitting down quietly and owning up this fact about 
myself and removing all subtle obstructions that prevent this owning up. This is called 
nididhy¡sana.  

The obstructions are always due to old habit. I have the age-old habit of 
considering myself to be small and insignificant. Worry comes out of the small ‘I,’ not 
out of the big ‘I.’ In fact, worry, concern, anxiety, panic, are all born of the child in us. It 
is not even the small person; it is the smallest, the child. Even though the body has 
grown to become an adult, a child remains buried under the adulthood. When you reach 
forty, it begins to probe its way to the surface. It can wait for forty years, not more than 
that. After that, it cannot remain hidden any longer. Thus, there seems to be a condition 
in which your experience is opposed to what you know, a vipar¢ta-bh¡van¡. It is purely 
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due to childhood. That is why we can call it habit or kaÀ¡ya. We can call it anything as 
long as we understand that it is all from the past. It has nothing to do with the present. 
Events of the present only serve as a trigger to awaken unresolved issues from the past. 
The anger that comes for the small thing that happened today is not appropriate to what 
happened today. Even an ordinary person who does not know anything about Brahman 
can see that the anger that this situation evokes is too great for the situation. It is 
something like hanging a person for a traffic violation. The reaction is not appropriate at 
all. Therefore, we understand there is some kaÀ¡ya, or whatever you want to call it, from 
the past.  

By the past, we do not mean past karma. That can only create situations wherein 
you can feel happy or unhappy, depending on your own disposition. It can give you a 
disease, or some external mishap, etc., which are not conducive for comfortable living. 
But it cannot give sorrow, duÅkha; that comes purely from your self. And the self is 
Brahman , in which any situation is simply absorbed. Where is the question of a reaction 
of anger, etc.? The one who is free and full, who knows he is Brahman, cannot be 
angry.  

Once two swamis that I know —one was perhaps in his forties, the other, in his 
fifties—were discussing some verses in Vivekac£·¡ma¸i where there is a description of 
a jµ¡n¢ , a wise person. The description of the wise person by the ¿¡stra  is meant to be a 
pra¿aÆs¡, praise, and not to make any judgement about who is a jµ¡n¢. The description 
is purely meant to inspire a person so that he would love to become a jµ¡n¢ and 
therefore, pursue knowledge. And sometimes, in the description of a jµ¡n¢, we 
understand the nature of the knowledge itself and so it becomes a means to reveal the 
vastu.  

One of these swamis, the older one, was explaining the meaning of a verse 
describing a jµ¡n¢. The younger one, who was a little better educated, said, ‘Swamiji, 
how can we discuss what a jµ¡n¢ is, unless we are jµ¡n¢s ourselves?’ At this question, 
the older swami got very angry! ‘How can you say that I am not a jµ¡n¢?’ he said and he 
walked out. Later he left that place for good.  

This kind of behaviour is all due to childhood problems. The issue here is not what 
makes a jµ¡n¢ or who is a jµ¡n¢, but what is this knowledge, jµ¡na? Ëtm¡  is Brahman . 
Either you know this fact or you do not kn ow it. Nobody can say anything about this. 
Even to say ‘I am a jµ¡n¢’ is a silly thing. The one who knows that he is Brahman will 
not say he is a jµ¡n¢; he will say, ‘I am Brahman!’ Whether one is a jµ¡n¢  or an ajµ¡n¢ 
is not a matter for discussion.  

It is  a matter of understanding what the knowledge is, a process of learning and 
getting clarity. It is silly to say somebody is enlightened and somebody is not 
enlightened. We are not here to make a judgement about anybody nor about ourselves. I 
neither say anything about myself, nor about others. Free from judgement, I simply 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 338 

enjoy the process of knowing. Where is the question of judgement? It is not that on a 
particular day I got up enlightened. Ëtm¡ is always present, nitya -siddha; it is not an 
event. á¡stra says that you are always enlightened, nitya-buddha , always liberated, 
nitya -mukta. So where is the problem? How can anyone say that he got enlightened at a 
particular time on a particular day? It is not that suddenly everything becomes clear. You 
are always enlightened.  

On superficial analysis, the situation in which the elder swami got angry looks 
justifiable; because according to him, he is a jµ¡n¢  and somebody insinuated that he is 
not. But on the other hand, if one looks carefully it is not justifiable at all. That is why 
the other Swami said, ‘If he is a jµ¡n¢ , he is fulfilled, ¡pta-k¡m¢, and there should be no 
anger,’ For an ¡pta-k¡m¢, situations that may make others angry are like one drop of 
water dropping into the ocean. What will happen? Nothing. It just gets lost. Similarly, if 
you are limitless, akha¸·aÆ brahma , what is it that he is going to respond to? If at all 
there is response, it will be laughter. Some joy, some empathy, compassion, love can be 
there. Where is anger? There is no possibility at all. 

Perhaps the Swami who got angry did have the understanding of the ¿¡stra. In 
spite of understanding, if there is still inappropriate anger, inappropriate hatred, and 
inappropriate sorrow, we call that vipar¢ta-bh¡van¡. For that we have contemplation on 
what we know, nididhy¡sana. Thus, the ¿¡stra says, ¡tm¡  v¡ are nididhy¡sitavyaÅ—
the ¡tm¡ has to be contemplated upon. And all the vipar¢ta-bh¡van¡s have to be 
removed by this contemplation. With that in view, the ¿¡stra adds one more word—
jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ .  

This jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ is a knowledge, which has no obstruction whatsoever. Why is 
such a word necessary? Because of the experience of the seekers, mumukÀus. It is not 
logical at all, but that is how it is. Without taking this into account, there are some 
teachers who will just advise a seeker who has some problem to dismiss it all as mithy¡ . 
If he says he feels bad, the teacher will ask him, ‘What is bad? Your body? Your mind? 
Ëtm¡? There is no badness; it is all mithy¡. Forget it.’ This is all correct, but it is a thing 
to be understood, not passed off as advice in a cryptic sentence. Neither the person who 
uses that sentence knows anything, nor does the one who receives the sentence gains 
anything. They just have some words. That this is mithy¡ or may¡ is a thing to be 
discovered. It is not a matter for advice. If it is handled by advice, the problem remains a 
problem. The ¿¡stra  recognizes the problem and shows us how to address it through a 
life of prayer, proper attitude and finally, by what is called nididhy¡sana , 
contemplation. It is this contemplation that removes the notion we have of ourselves that 
is opposed to what we know, vipar¢ta-bh¡van¡, and leads to jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ . 
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INTRODUCTION TO THE NEXT VERSES 

From now on, we are going to see some verses, which talk about what we have to 
do to gain this jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡. It is a summary of that part of the sixth chapter that talks 
about meditation, put here in a different form, in a few words. 

There are three types of knowledge with reference to ¡tm¡ , the self. One is 
parokÀa -jµ¡na, indirect knowledge of the fact that the self is Brahman , limitless. This 
is really not knowledge but ¿raddh¡ in what the ¿¡stra  says. It is a belief that ¡tm¡ is 
essentially independent of the body-mind-sense-complex, and is identical with limitless 
Brahman . Then, by exposure to the teaching of the ¿¡stra from a teacher who handles it 
as a pram¡¸a, the cognition, v¤tti-jµ¡na, that ‘I am Brahman—ahaÆ brahm¡smi,’ 
takes place. As the ¿¡stra  tells it, the listener discovers this fact. If the person has all the 
necessary qualifications, there is no obstruction to this knowledge. This is clear, 
immediate knowledge, aparokÀa-jµ¡na. But the cognition, v¤tti-jµ¡na, can be opposed 
by obstructions, pratibandhakas, because it involves the self, ¡tm¡. If the knowledge is 
of an object, once you have the v¤tti-jµ¡na , you know it for certain. There is no further 
problem. There may be some difficulty in gaining the initial cognition, as in 
understanding the equation on relativity, ‘E = mc2.’ This is not an  ordinary equation. It 
takes a lot of knowledge of physics to understand it. Even though there are obstructions 
to understand an equation like this, once known, it is known. But in spite of having 
understood that I am Brahman, there can be obstructions to clarity because ahaÆ  is 
involved. The problem is that there is an orientation of ‘I’ being something entirely 
different that stands opposed to the fact that ‘I’ is free from all forms of limitation. In 
spite of the v¤tti-jµ¡na, aham can appear opposed to that cognition created by the 
¿¡stra. This is knowledge with obstructions, sapratibandhaka -jµ¡na . The pursuit of 
jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡  is for the sake of removing these obstructions, and for gaining certainty of 
this knowledge of ¡tm¡. It involves manana and nididhy¡sana  and is usually coupled 
with a lifestyle, sanny¡sa.The next three verses tell how this jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ is to be 
pursued. 

¤ÉÖrù¬É Ê´É¶ÉÖrùªÉÉ ªÉÖHòÉä vÉÞiªÉÉi¨ÉÉxÉÆ ÊxÉªÉ¨ªÉ SÉ* 
¶É¤nùÉnùÒÎx´É¹ÉªÉÉÆºiªÉCi´ÉÉ ®úÉMÉuäù¹ÉÉè ´ªÉÖnùºªÉ SÉ**51** 
buddhy¡ vi¿uddha y¡ yukto dh¤ty¡tm¡naÆ niyamya ca  
¿abd¡d¢nviÀay¡Æstyaktv¡ r¡gadveÀau vyudasya ca Verse 51 

Ê´É¶ÉÖrùªÉÉ ¤ÉÖrù¬É vi¿uddhay¡ buddhy¡ — with a mind that is very clear; ªÉÖHò& yuktaÅ — 
the one who is endowed; vÉÞiªÉÉ dh¤ty¡  — with firm resolve; +Éi¨ÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ ¡tm¡nam — the 
body-mind-sense-complex; ÊxÉªÉ¨ªÉ niyamya — mastering; SÉ ca — and; ¶É¤nùÉnùÒxÉÂ Ê´É¹ÉªÉÉxÉÂ 
¿abd¡d¢n viÀay¡n — (all) sense objects beginning with sound1; iªÉCi´ÉÉ tyaktv¡ — 

                                                                 
1 ¿abda, spar¿a, r£pa, rasa , gandha—¿abd¡di 
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giving up; ®úÉMÉuäù¹ÉÉè r¡ga -dveÀau — likes and dislikes; ´ªÉÖnùºªÉ SÉ vyudasya ca  — and 
giving up 

The one who endowed with a mind that is very clear, mastering the body-
mind-sense-complex, being endowed with firm resolve, and giving up the 
sense objects such as sound, etc., and giving up likes and dislikes…  

Ê´ÉÊ´ÉHòºÉä´ÉÒ ™ôP´ÉÉ¶ÉÒ ªÉiÉ´ÉÉDòÉªÉ¨ÉÉxÉºÉ&* 
vªÉÉxÉªÉÉäMÉ{É®úÉä ÊxÉiªÉÆ ´Éè®úÉMªÉÆ ºÉ¨ÉÖ{ÉÉÊ¸ÉiÉ&**52** 
viviktasev¢ laghv¡¿¢ yatav¡kk¡yam¡nasaÅ 
dhy¡nayogaparo nityaÆ vair¡gyaÆ samup¡¿ritaÅ Verse 52 

Ê´ÉÊ´ÉHòºÉä´ÉÒ viviktasev¢ — one who lives in a quiet place; ™ôP´ÉÉ¶ÉÒ laghv¡¿¢ — one who 
eats lightly; ªÉiÉ-´ÉÉEÂò-EòÉªÉ-¨ÉÉxÉºÉ& yata-v¡k-k¡ya-m¡nasaÅ — one whose speech, body 
and mind are mastered; vªÉÉxÉ-ªÉÉäMÉ-{É®ú& dhy¡na -yoga -paraÅ  — one who is committed to 
contemplation; ÊxÉiªÉ¨ÉÂ nityam — always; ´Éè®úÉMªÉ¨ÉÂ vair¡gyam — freedom from longing; 
ºÉ¨ÉÖ{ÉÉÊ¸ÉiÉ& samup¡¿ritaÅ — who has completely resorted to 

The one who lives in a quiet place, who eats lightly, whose speech, body 
and mind are mastered, who is always committed to contemplation, who 
has completely resorted to freedom from longing… 

+½þ?óÉ®Æú ¤É™Æô nù{ÉÈ EòÉ¨ÉÆ GòÉävÉÆ {ÉÊ®úOÉ½þ¨ÉÂ* 
Ê´É¨ÉÖSªÉ ÊxÉ¨ÉÇ¨É& ¶ÉÉxiÉÉä ¥ÉÀ¦ÉÚªÉÉªÉ Eò±{ÉiÉä**53** 
aha´k¡raÆ balaÆ darpaÆ k¡maÆ krodhaÆ parigraham 
vimucya nirmamaÅ ¿¡nto brahmabh£y¡ya kalpate  Verse 53 

+½þ?óÉ®úú¨ÉÂ aha´k¡ram — misplaced I-sense; ¤É™ô¨ÉÂ balam — power; nù{ÉÇ¨ÉÂ darpam — 
vainfulness; EòÉ¨É¨ÉÂ k¡mam  — binding desire; GòÉävÉ¨ÉÂ krodham — anger; {ÉÊ®úOÉ½þ¨ÉÂ 
parigraham — ownership (of external things); Ê´É¨ÉÖSªÉ vimucya — giving up; ÊxÉ¨ÉÇ¨É& 
nirmamaÅ — the one who has no sense of ownership (of his own body, etc.); ¶ÉÉxiÉ& 
¿¡ntaÅ — the one who is tranquil; ¥ÉÀ¦ÉÚªÉÉªÉ Eò±{ÉiÉä brahmabh£y¡ya kalpate — is fit for 
certainty about being Brahman   

Giving up misplaced I-sense, power, vainfulness, binding desire, anger, 
ownership (of external things ), the one who has no sense of ownership 
(of his own body, etc.), and who is tranquil, is fit for certainty about 
being Brahman. 
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THE WAY TO PURSUE JØËNANIâÙHË 

The one who follows all the things prescribed here becomes qualified to ‘become’ 
Brahman , brahmabh£y¡ya kalpate—he is fit to gain niÀ¶h¡ in the knowledge of 
Brahman  being himself. Here, the various qualifications mentioned throughout the G¢t¡  
are brought together in these three verses. 

A person who has lived a life of karma-yoga , a prayerful life, for a length of time, 
is endowed with a mind that is very clear, buddhy¡ vi¿uddhay¡ yuktaÅ. He no longer 
has any confusion about what he seeks in life. Because he is very clear about what he 
wants, he does not attribute to things a value, which they do not have, and get carried 
away by false pursuits. This clarity about what is to be accomplished in life makes him 
free from the hold of likes and dislikes, r¡ga -dveÀas.  

Dh¤ti is courage backed by proper discrimination—a firm resolve with proper 
attitude. Ëtm¡ here means the physical body-mind-sense-complex. Niyamya, gaining 
mastery, over the physical body-mind-sense-complex means making it serve oneself as a 
vehicle, rather than it being a project. Maintenance of the body and keeping the mind and 
senses busy to satisfy their demands becomes an all-consuming project if one lacks 
proper discrimination and the capacity to act on the basis of that viveka. For the one who 
recognizes that the purpose of life is not satisfying fancies, and has a commitment to his 
pursuit of mokÀa , the physical body-mind-sense-complex becomes a vehicle for his 
pursuit. This is with reference to contemplation, and also, lifestyle. Keeping the body-
mind-sense-complex under his control, means, not using it to satisfy fancies, and living a 
very conscious, deliberate life with the end, mokÀa , always in view. Thus, this person, 
dh¤ty¡, with a firm resolve, ¡tm¡naÆ niyamya, gaining a mastery over his body-mind-
sense-complex, comes to abide in Brahman . 

Here we are talking about a life of renunciation, the life of a sanny¡s¢. This 
involves giving up pursuit of the sense objects. So, K¤À¸a  says ¿abd¡d¢n vi¿ay¡n 
tyaktv¡ . The five sense objects, sound, touch, taste, form, and scent, 
¿abda-spar¿a-r£pa-rasa-gandhas, are not pursued as ends. He does not completely 
abandon all of them, for that would mean giving up food, for instance, which would lead 
to death. He is pursuing jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡ , and to do this, he must have his body properly 
maintained. Therefore, áa´kara makes a note here that except those required for 
maintenance of the body, he gives up all other pursuits. With reference to situations and 
things that are necessary for the sustenance of the body, there are likes and dislikes, 
r¡ga -dveÀas, even for a sanny¡s¢. Those also, he gives up. His is a life totally dedicated 
to the pursuit of jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡. 

Generally, as a sanny¡s¢, one lives a life of a mendicant. A sanny¡s¢ is told to live 
this particular lifestyle as a s¡dhana . He is supposed to move around, staying only three 
nights in one place. The idea is that he does not develop roots anywhere. But when the 
pursuit is jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡  even that stops. He lives in a quiet place, vivikta -de¿a . He has to 
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stay in one place in order to gain this niÀ¶h¡ . Vivikta-de¿a  is a place which is f ree from 
people, and therefore, from noise. áa´kara says it can be a forest, or a sandy bank of a 
river, or a hill or a cave. The idea is that it should be a quiet place. The one who has the 
disposition to live in such a place, and follows that inclination, is vivikta-sev¢. This is a 
person who is given to a life of contemplation. If you go to a quiet place and are not 
ready for contemplation, you will only feel lonely and spend your time writing letters to 
everybody and seeking other diversions. Or, you will leave the place. 

When he is doing only contemplation, there is not much expenditure of energy 
and, therefore, he is a person whose food intake is light, laghv¡¿¢. He does not eat too 
much, nor is he fasting all the time. Neither is conducive for contemplation. He eats 
moderately. áa´kara says he should eat lightly to ward off obstructions to his 
contemplation like sleep, etc. If he is over-eating, too much blood is used for digestion, 
and not enough is available for the mind. Limited food intake is very important for a 
contemplative life because when you have nothing else to do, the tendency is to sleep. 
And to contemplate, one has to have a bright mind that is fresh and contemplative. 

A person who is committed to a life of jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡—whether he wants to 
convert his knowledge into niÀ¶h¡, or gain the knowledge and convert it into niÀ¶h¡—
must necessarily have mastery over his speech, organs of action, and mind. He should be 
a yata-v¡k-k¡ya-m¡nasa . This is accomplished only by practice. With reference to the 
organs of action, there is no wasted activity, no mechanical action. Buddhist monks are 
very diligent in their practice of this. They are very careful about the movements of all 
their limbs. This alertness with reference to one's movements is an important discipline.  

Similarly, with reference to talking, there is a certain mastery. Since he is living in 
a quiet, relatively isolated place, there are not many occasions to talk, but still, as a 
person, he has to have taken care of the pressure to talk. Otherwise, he will be raving. If 
there is nobody to talk to, it will not take very long for him to begin talking to himself, or 
the trees, or the mountains. If there is a pressure to talk, you must talk. To avoid it, is 
dangerous. Therefore, he should be a person who already has control over speaking. 
Then he can be a vivikta-sev¢. And his mind also is taken care of. That is why a 
contemplative life is meant for a sanny¡s¢ who has lived a life of karma-yoga. A person 
gains this kind of disposition by living in the midst of society with the right attitude. If 
he then chooses to live a life of sanny¡sa , that is the life for him. 

Such a person is totally committed to contemplation, dhy¡na -yoga -para . There 
are two ways of explaining the compound dhy¡na -yoga -para. The one who is 
committed to a life of meditation, dhy¡na-yoga , can be called dhy¡na -yoga -para. Or, 
according to áa´kara, dhy¡na means contemplation upon the nature of ¡tm¡ , while 
yoga means making ¡tm¡  the single focus of attention. I try to direct my attention to the 
words that I have come to understand with the help of the ¿¡stra, and appreciate the 
meaning as myself. The self is all this—¡tm¡ idaÆ  sarvam; this self is complete—
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ayam  ¡tm¡ p£r¸aÅ ; the self is pure—¡tm¡ ¿uddhaÅ; the self is always free—¡tm¡ 
nitya -muktaÅ; the self is limitless Brahman—¡tm¡ paraÆ brahma ; the self is the 
cause of everything—¡tm¡ sarvasya k¡ra¸am.  

This ¿abda-anuviddha -savikalpa-sam¡dhi is called dhy¡na. The entire 
ved¡nta -¿¡stra  talks about ¡tm¡ and what it says is to be applied w ith reference to 
¡tm¡. When I commit my mind to the ¿ruti's vision of myself, that is called dhy¡na . 
Then yoga is gaining an absorption in that contemplation. This presupposes a 
commitment to bringing the mind again and again to that point. That alone is kept in 
view, nothing else. If anything else comes, you again bring the mind back to what you 
are contemplating upon. This is called yoga. 

The one who is committed to this does nothing else significant. Dhy¡na -yoga 
alone is the commitment. He does it all the time—nityam. That is why this verse is for a 
sanny¡s¢. If he is a karma-yog¢, he cannot do dhy¡na all the time. He has duties to do. 
The word nityam  reveals that he is a sanny¡s¢. Secondly, áa´kara says that, the 
mention of the word nityam qualifying the word dhy¡na -yoga-para, shows that there is 
nothing else, like mantra -japa , to be done. Having taken to a life of sanny¡sa, he has 
already done a lot of mantra-japa, invoking the Lord's grace to gain knowledge. That 
has all paid off in terms of his capacity to contemplate upon the truth of himself, and 
therefore, it no longer has any value for him personally. His mantra -japa resolves into 
jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ . Since he commits himself to this life of meditation, he has nothing further 
to do. 

All this is possible only when there is dispassion, vair¡gya , which means he is 
free from the hold of his likes and dislikes, r¡ga -dveÀas. This applies both to situations 
and objects, known and unknown. Even heaven does not hold any fascination for him. 
That disposition is called vair¡gya . Without that, though he may choose to stay in a 
quiet place, and commit himself to dhy¡na-yoga , his mind will not stay. However, once 
he has this kind of dispassion, what else will he do but meditate!  

REMOVING THE OBSTACLES TO CONTEMPLATION 

Further, a few more qualifications are mentioned. He has also freed himself from a 
number of things that would inhibit his capacity to contemplate. The first is aha´k¡ra , 
the misplacement of his sense of ‘I’ in the body-mind-sense-complex, and especially in 
the sense of doership. This has been accomplished first by the cultivation of an attitude 
of doing what is to be done, because it is enjoined by Ì¿vara . An action is chosen and 
done not merely with the attitude that it is the Lord's will, but with an understanding that, 
though it is done by me, in order to do all this, I require a body, a mind, and a variety of 
other things. All these are given to me, and therefore, it is given to me to do. This is 
entirely different from the sense of ‘I do,’ where there is a lack of viveka, an arrogance 
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born of ignorance. That is aha´k¡ra. It is completely given up by this sanny¡s¢ who 
understands that in a given situation he is called upon to do certain things. 

Bala is strength in terms of capacity, power, skills, etc., which is backed by k¡ma 
and r¡ga. These are not things that can be given up, nor do they need to be. But they can 
give rise to a pride or expectation of recognition. This is what is given up by the 
sanny¡s¢. He acknowledges that he has certain gifts but does  not flaunt them or misuse 
them. He does not manipulate the world with his powers, etc., whatever they may be.  

When you accomplish something, the sense of success can give rise to an elation, 
harÀa. Then, when you look around for recognition that is called darpa . Every child 
wants this. When he jumps from the bench, the first thing he does is to look at his 
mother. He wants her to say, ‘Yes, you are wonderful.’ He wants approval and 
congratulation, and that is necessary for the child to develop a healthy self- image. In the 
beginning, he must have that to develop self-respect and dignity. If the child does not get 
adequate approval, he will continue to seek this kind of acknowledgement as an adult. 
Then it is called vanity. It is good, perhaps, for mental health, but it is not helpful to a 
spiritual pursuit. If the need for such recognition persists, and he keeps on gathering it, 
he will develop an inflated ego to compensate for his impoverished sense of self-worth. 
Once his ego is inflated, it will be hard for him to respect anything and it will not take 
long for him to transgress the laws of dharma. áa´kara  quotes here, ‘The elated 
becomes vainful and the vainful crosses dharma —h¤À¶o d¤pyati d¤ptaÅ dharmam 
atikr¡mati.’ Being vainful, he will not respect anyone, thinking that, there is no one 
equal to him; nor will he respect the moral order. This was the problem of 
Hira¸yaka¿ipu. He would not allow his son, Prahl¡da , to repeat the Lord's name, 
saying, ‘Only my name should be repeated.’ This is born out of vainfulness. 

The sanny¡s¢ , however, has no need for this kind of recognition. He is awake to 
the nature of himself and finds his fulfilment in his own fullness, p£r¸atva . Any 
recognition he may receive will fall far short of what he knows himself to be. So, it is not 
going to cause any elation in him. He recognizes that everything is himself, and 
therefore, every glory everywhere is his. From another standpoint, he understands very 
well that any accomplishment is dependent upon a large number of factors, all of which 
are given. Moreover, he knows that he never did anything at any time; he is akart¡ . 
Therefore, there is no sense of ownership, with reference to any accomplishment, that 
may lead to darpa. All that is given up. 

Naturally, he has given up desire, k¡ma , in the sense that any desire that he may 
have is non-binding. In its fulfilment, he is happy, and in its non-fulfilment also, he is 
happy. When that is so, a frustrated desire is not going to cause anger, krodha. 

There are two types of parigraha, possession, internal and external. By giving up 
k¡ma and krodha, the sanny¡s¢ has already taken care of the problem of parigraha—
the need to possess or own various things—internally. Now we come to the parigraha 
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with reference to external objects. When he is already a sanny¡s¢, what kind of 
parigraha will he have? A sanny¡s¢ is one who has given up his house, job, and all his 
possessions. All he has left with are a few things like his clothes, his kama¸·alu, and 
japam¡l¡ . Therefore, there is no possibility of parigraha  for him. Still, parigraha  is 
mentioned because, even with reference to these few objects, there can be a tendency to 
accumulate and hoard. He may have ten kama¸·alus. Or, even though he is a 
mendicant, he may have a collection of begging bowls. That is parigraha . Possessions 
have a knack of gathering around you, unless you consciously keep clearing them away 
all the time. Being a sanny¡s¢, he has also given up his family connections and other 
relationships. Yet, it is said here that he gives up the sense that ‘this is mine.’ With 
reference to what? áa´kara  says that even though he has given up everything else, he 
can still have a sense of ownership with reference to his own body. Once he gives that 
up, he has no mamatva even in the sustenance of the body. He has no agenda for how 
long it should last and therefore, as long as it is there, he is happy. This is just another 
reflection of the fact that he lives one day at a time. áa´kara says that because he has no 
mamatva, he is content with himself. Being free from elation and depression, naturally, 
he is tranquil, ¿¡nta. 

Such a person can gain certainty in the knowledge ‘I am Brahman.’ This is called 
brahma -bh£ya , brahma-bhavana—‘becoming brahma .’ He is fit for it, kalpate, that 
is, he is ready for immediate knowledge of that fact. For that he has to live a life of 
jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ , which is also the end. The one who has clear knowledge that he is 
Brahman , and also the one who is committed to the pursuit of that knowledge is called a 
jµ¡na-niÀ¶ha . 

¥ÉÀ¦ÉÚiÉ& | ÉºÉzÉÉi¨ÉÉ xÉ ¶ÉÉäSÉÊiÉ xÉ EòÉRÂóIÉÊiÉ* 
ºÉ¨É& ºÉ´Éæ¹ÉÖ ¦ÉÚiÉä¹ÉÖ ¨É‘ùËHò ™ô¦ÉiÉä {É®úÉ¨ÉÂ**54** 
brahmabh£taÅ prasann¡tm¡ na ¿ocati na k¡´kÀati.  
samaÅ sarveÀu bh£teÀu madbhaktiÆ labhate par¡m Verse 54 

¥ÉÀ¦ÉÚiÉ& brahmabh£taÅ — the one who has ‘become’ Brahman (has recognized oneself 
as Brahman ); |ÉºÉzÉÉi¨ÉÉ prasann¡tm¡  — one whose mind is cheerful; xÉ ¶ÉÉäSÉÊiÉ na 

¿ocati — does not grieve; xÉ EòÉRÂóIÉÊiÉ na k¡´kÀati — does not long for anything; ºÉ´Éæ¹ÉÖ 
¦ÉÚiÉä¹ÉÖ ºÉ¨É& sarveÀu bh£teÀu samaÅ — the one for whom all beings are the same (as 
himself ); {É®úÉ¨ÉÂ ¨É‘ùÊHò¨ÉÂ par¡m madbhaktim — the highest devotion to Me; ™ô¦ÉiÉä 
labhate — gains 

The one who has ‘become’ Brahman , (has recognized oneself as 
Brahman) whose mind is cheerful, does not grieve or long for anything. 
The one for whom all beings are the same (as himself) gains the highest 
devotion to Me.  
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Brahmabh£ta , the one who has ‘become’ Brahman, that is, has recognized 
oneself as Brahman , can be taken absolutely, or relatively, since there is a verse that 
says, ‘Such a person comes to know Me later.’ If it is relative, it means one who has 
gained knowledge of Brahman  indirectly, parokÀatay¡ , and not aparokÀatay¡, as 
himself—not as ‘ahaÆ  brahma asmi.’ He has come to know through the ¿¡stra that 
¡tm¡  is Brahman  and, as a sanny¡s¢ , has taken to a life of jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡ to understand 
that. 

He is prasann¡tm¡ , has a cheerful mind. This is an important thing. It indicates 
that he has gone through a life of yoga . áa´kara  says that one gains such a disposition. 
It is not natural, but something he has acquired by living a life of karma-yoga . He has 
done whatever is necessary to gain a cheerful disposition, and is more or less happy with 
himself. Only then is brahma-niÀ¶h¡ possible, because the s¡dhana for that is 
contemplation, which implies a mind that is contemplative. That is not accomplished just 
by will. It is something that grows on a person over a period of time, as one lives a 
prayerful life and takes care of all one's psychological problems. 

Such a person does not come to grief, na ¿ocati, either because of a lack of 
resources or because of the limitations of the body, mind, or senses. He accepts the 
body-mind-sense-complex as it is, whatever limitations it may have. Even if it is lame, or 
old, or weak, these things do not affect him. Nor is he affected by any lack of money, 
security, etc. Because he is a sanny¡s¢, he has given up all these things, but if he is not 
ready for that, he may regret it later, wishing he had retained certain things. The person 
under discussion here has no regrets. He has no sense of deficiency, but rather, is content 
with what he has. When this is so, naturally, he does not have any longing, na  k¡´kÀati, 
for things he does not have. What is not with him, he does not bother about. And with 
reference to the people and other living creatures around him, he sees them the same as 
himself. He underst ands that what makes him happy, makes them happy; what makes 
him unhappy makes them unhappy. He knows that what he needs is sought after by all; 
what he does not want to happen to him is exactly what is not wanted by others. This is 
the disposition of a person who is not self -centred and has a clear appreciation of 
dharma , the universal order. If one is self-centred, he is controlled by r¡ga -dveÀas, 
likes and dislikes. If he looks upon all other beings as himself, he is free from the hold of 
r¡ga -dveÀas. That person, Bhagav¡n says, ‘gains the highest devotion to Me—
madbhaktiÆ  labhate par¡m.’ 

Bhakti was defined in a fourfold way, according to the type of devotee that is 
talked about. There is the devotion of a distressed person, ¡rta , who prays only when he 
is in a difficult situation. Otherwise, he does not think about Bhagav¡n. When things do 
not go well, and nothing else has worked, the last resort is God for such a person. Then, 
there is the devotee, arth¡rth¢, who turns to God, not only when he is in distress, but 
when he wants to accomplish something. Besides the efforts he makes, he appeals to the 
Lord to make up for all the omissions and commissions, so that he can get what he 
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wants. The third type of devotee is the jijµ¡su, the one who wants to know th e Lord, and 
the fourth is the one for whom that quest is fulfilled, jµ¡n¢.  

The jµ¡n¢ is the devotee mentioned here in this verse. For him, the knowledge of 
the identity between himself and the Lord is a certainty. This is called jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡; as 
is the attempt to gain that clarity through manana  and nididhy¡sana. His devotion is 
the best because there is no division between the j¢va, the devotee, and Ì¿vara . 

What is the characteristic of that knowledge? 

¦ÉHò¬É ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÊ¦ÉVÉÉxÉÉÊiÉ ªÉÉ´ÉÉxÉÂ ªÉ•ÉÉÎº¨É iÉk´ÉiÉ&* 
iÉiÉÉä ¨ÉÉÆ iÉk´ÉiÉÉä YÉÉi´ÉÉ Ê´É¶ÉiÉä iÉnùxÉxiÉ®ú¨ÉÂ**55** 
bhakty¡ m¡mabhij¡n¡ti y¡v¡nya¿c¡smi tattvataÅ  
tato m¡Æ tattvato jµ¡tv¡ vi¿ate tadanantaram  Verse 55 

¦ÉHò¬É bhakty¡ — by knowledge; ªÉÉ´ÉÉxÉÂ ªÉ& SÉ +Îº¨É (<ÊiÉ) y¡v¡n  yaÅ ca asmi (iti) — as 
to how much and who I am; iÉk´ÉiÉ& tattvataÅ  — in reality; ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ +Ê¦ÉVÉÉxÉÉÊiÉ m¡m 
abhij¡n¡ti — he (brahma-bh£taÅ) knows Me properly; iÉiÉ& tataÅ — thereafter; iÉk´ÉiÉ& 
tattvataÅ — in reality; ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ YÉÉi´ÉÉ m¡m jµ¡tv¡  — knowing Me; iÉnùxÉxiÉ®ú¨ÉÂ 
tadanantaram — soon after that; (¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ) Ê´É¶ÉiÉä (m¡m) vi¿ate — he enters (Me) 

By bhakti (knowledge), he (brahma -bh£taÅ) knows Me properly as to 
how much I am and who I am in reality. Thereafter, knowing Me in 
reality, he enters (Me) soon after that (knowing). 

BY BHAKTI,  'IN THE FORM OF KNOWLEDGE,' HE KNOWS ME IN REALITY 

K¤À¸a  says, ‘He knows Me through bhakti.’ This bhakti is knowledge, because 
there is no way of knowing anything except by knowledge. By simple prayer, you do not 
recognize an object. This is bhakt i, which is in the form of knowledge of Parame¿vara . 
Such as we have seen, is the bhakti of a jµ¡n¢ . Abhij¡n¡ti means he knows properly, 
totally, that is, he recognizes Ì¿vara as himself. Therefore, áa´kara  glosses the word, 
bhakty¡ , as jµ¡na-lakÀa¸ay¡ bhakty¡ , by a bhakti that is not other than knowledge.  

Further, he knows ‘How much I am.’ This is with reference to the varieties of 
up¡dhis, because of which, there seem to be differences. This entire creation, jagat, is 
nothing but Parame¿vara , who is but Brahman  with m¡y¡-up¡dhi. Within that, there 
are all the elements beginning with space, and further up¡dhis, so that we have the 
devas, like Indra, etc., and varieties of other j¢va -up¡dhis , like Arjuna , Dharmaputra , 
etc. This extent of Parame¿vara, how cosmic he is, this person comes to know. He 
knows to what extent Ì¿vara  expresses himself, in terms of his total, samaÀ¶i and 
individual, vyaÀ¶i, up¡dhis. Not only does he know this sagunaÆ brahma, with 
reference to these up¡dhis, but he also knows the essential nature of Ì¿vara . K¤À¸a  says, 
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‘He knows Me essentially—m¡m abhij¡n¡ti y¡v¡n yaÅ  ca aham  asmi tattvataÅ.’ 
That is, he knows Ì¿vara as the one who is totally free from all up¡dhis. This is satyaÆ 
jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma , spoken of in the fifteenth chapter as uttama -puruÀa , who is 
free from any particular attribute or location. áa´kara  says he knows this non-dual 
consciousness—advaitaÆ caitanya -m¡tra -ekarasaÆ m¡m abhij¡n¡ti. How can you 
know the non-dual consciousness? If there is a knower involved, there is duality. Thus, 
he says, it is only as one's own consciousness that one knows this non-dual Brahman . 
áa´kara makes it all very clear here. He is unborn, not subject to age, is not subject to 
change or death; nor is he subject to any fear because there is no second thing at all. And 
he cannot be destroyed in any manner. The whole creation is subject to destruction, but 
not this paraÆ brahma  into which it resolves. 

WHAT IS ENTRY INTO THE LORD ? 

Then, K¤À¸a says ‘Knowing Me in reality, after that, tadanantaram, he enters 
into Me—m¡Æ vi¿ate.’ Expressions like this are all problematic if they are not 
understood properly. He enters in the sense that, once he knows Parame¿vara, he is no 
longer separate. It is like the snake entering into the rope. In the same way,  the j¢va  
resolves in the recognition of paraÆ  brahma. 

This verse is a real problem for the dualists, and yet, because they do not 
understand it, it is a matter for celebration for them. They will say that the statement, ‘He 
enters into Me,’ means ‘He enters into My world, Golokabrind¡van .’ And they further 
say that, there, in Golokabrind¡van, one will meet R¡dh¡ and K¤À¸a.’ They are very 
serious about it. This, however, is a very far fetched interpretation when it is said, ‘He 
enters into Me.’ This has to be properly understood. As an individual, you cannot enter 
into Brahman and still retain your individuality, like an amoeba entering into a stomach. 
You will remain the same as you are. If you gain some beatitude because of Ì¿vara's 
grace, how long will it last? You cannot say it is eternal, because what is eternal cannot 
begin. It will end and you will again be the same individual. And what is that beatitude? 
If there is duality, and you enjoy beatitude, there is a problem. Wherever there is duality, 
the resolution is not complete, because you retain your individuality. If there is a real 
resolve, all that is there is Bhagav¡n. Therefore, it is unreasonable to think that you will 
remain an individual and gain eternal beatitude. It can only be like any other s¡Æs¡rika -
sukha, which will be lost in time, because if it is something that is gained, it will be lost. 
Further, how did you get this beatitude? If it is because of your prayer, prayer being a 
finite karma , the result will also be finite. Here, the enter ing is like the wave entering 
the ocean, once it knows it is water. These are all expressions that have to be properly 
understood. 
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KNOWING AND ENTERING ARE NOT TWO DIFFERENT THINGS 

Similarly, ‘after that’–tadanantaram , and ‘having known’–jµ¡tv¡, are words 
expressing the prior conditions necessary to become one with the Lord. That alone is 
pointed out; two periods of time are not involved here. What are the prior conditions 
required for gaining identity with Ì¿vara? Here it is said, ‘After knowing Me, he enters 
Me—jµ¡tv¡ m¡Æ vi¿ate,’ It is like saying, ‘After eating, he appeases his hunger.’ It is 
not that after eating he has to wait for some time, and then appease his hunger. Similarly, 
after cutting it, he doesn't do anything to make the log into two pieces. In the cutting 
itself it has become two pieces. There is no time gap between the completion of the act 
of cutting and the division in to two pieces. Similarly here, when we say, ‘After knowing 
he enters,’ knowing itself is the entry. And that knowing is a necessary condition for 
entering because you stand isolated from the whole without knowing the truth. That 
means you were never away from the Lord. You have always been non-separate from the 
Lord; the sense of separation is purely notional; it is a thought. Because there was a 
separation, there is a necessity to say that knowing, he becomes one with the Lord. 
áa´kara makes a point by saying that there are not two different actions involved here. 
After knowing, there is no other result called mokÀa. Knowledge is the mokÀa . 
Knowledge, however, is not the puruÀ¡rtha , and therefore, we speak of mokÀa. I am not 
interested in the knowledge of ¡tm¡ ; I want to be free from unhappiness, etc. That is the 
end to be accomplished, and that end happens to be in the form  of knowledge of the truth 
about myself. MokÀa  is ‘after knowledge,’ jµ¡na-anantaram , in the sense that it is by 
knowledge that there is mokÀa—jµ¡nena mokÀaÅ; and because of knowledge there is 
mokÀa—jµ¡n¡t mokÀaÅ. MokÀa  is the end, s¡dhya, while jµ¡na  becomes the means, 
s¡dhana, and therefore, from the standpoint of s¡dhana-s¡dhya , it is said ‘after that 
(knowledge)’—tadanantaram. Here, however, the means happens to be identical to the 
end, so ‘after’ is not in terms of time.  

áa´kara  introduces a very interesting discussion here about how one knows, 
‘abhij¡n¡ti.’ In this verse, he had said at the outset, ‘By bhakti, knowledge, he knows 
Me—jµ¡na-lakÀa¸ay¡ bhakty¡ m¡m abhij¡n¡ti.’ The p£rvapakÀ¢ objects to this and 
says you are contradicting yourselves. All along, you have been saying that, ‘By that 
ultimate niÀ¶h¡  of knowledge, he knows Me—jµ¡nasya  y¡ par¡ niÀ¶h¡ tay¡ m¡m 
abhij¡n¡ti.’ And now you say by a bhakti, that is knowledge, ¡tm¡  is known. The 
discussion then revolves around what is understood as the meaning of the word niÀ¶h¡ . 
Taking it to mean repetition, ¡v¤tti, an objection is raised that these two statements are 
contradictory. 

TO SAY ONE KNOWS BRAHMAN BY JØËNANIâÙHË IS CONTRADICTORY—AN OBJECTION  

When knowledge of a given object arises for a knower, then, at that time, the 
knower knows that object; he does not require a repetition of that knowledge. But 
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according to the second statement, it would mean that he does not know by knowledge 
but by repetition of the knowledge—jµ¡na-¡v¤tty¡ jµ¡na-niÀ¶hay¡ . 

Suppose a person comes to know a pot as ‘This is a pot.’ When does he know the 
pot? The moment he comes to objectify a pot, that very moment he knows, ‘this is a pot.’ 
No repetition is required. If he knows, he need not repeat, ‘this is a pot, this is a pot, this 
is a pot.’ If, after two-and-a-half days of repetition you come to know, this is a pot, and 
during all the two-and-a-half days, you did not know it, that repetition has nothing to do 
with knowing the pot. Suppose someone was repeating ‘pot, pot, pot,’ not knowing what 
a pot is, and then someone said, ‘This is a pot,’ removing his ignorance of pot, what has 
that knowledge got to do with what he repeated? The previous repetition was useless. 
His knowledge is not a result of his repetition of the word ‘pot’ whether the repetition 
was before or after knowing the pot.  

Now here, if I do not recognize that I am Ì¿vara by knowledge, how is repetition 
of ‘ahaÆ brahma  asmi–I am Brahman’ or some equivalent statement, going to help? 
If I do not understand the meaning of the original statement the first time, how will I 
know the second or third or the nth time? If I know the first time, why should I have to 
hear it a second time? Once I know, I know it. The repetition has no meaning at all. 

When recognition is by knowledge alone, why do I require a niÀ¶h¡ in the form of 
a repetition of the jµ¡na-v¤tti, ahaÆ brahma  asmi? The particular v¤tti that removes 
the ignorance of my being Brahman is what is called a jµ¡na -v¤tti. By this v¤tti alone, 
one knows, abhij¡n¡ti. This is true of any object I want to know. If I want to know a 
pot, the thought form because of which I recognize a pot, the gha¶a-v¤tti, will give me 
the knowledge, not mere repetition. To say that knowledge requires repetition is a 
contradiction. Here, the confusion is about myself, ¡tm¡ . The v¤tti, because of which 
the removal of the confusion takes place, is called jµ¡na -v¤tti. If, at one given time, 
there is a v¤tti in my mind, that I am Brahman, that v¤tti should destroy the ignorance 
about ¡tm¡ being Brahman. That is all that is required here. Ëtm¡  is not seen as 
Brahman  and that confusion has to be resolved. The ¡tm¡, which is always self-
evident, is mistaken as something else, and that mistake must be removed, for which I 
require a v¤tti, called jµ¡na -v¤tti. But once it takes place, I should recognize ¡tm¡  as 
Brahman . Therefore, what is the necessity for niÀ¶h¡ in the form of repetition of the 
same v¤tti? When I look at a pair of glasses and I know that these are a pair of glasses, I 
don't need to repeatedly have the v¤tti, ‘These are a pair of glasses.’ Once is enough. 

JØËNANIâÙHË IS NOT REPETITION BUT THE ULTIMATE CERTAINTY OF KNOWLEDGE 

This argument is based on taking the meaning of the word niÀ¶h¡ as repetition, 
abhy¡sa. It has this meaning, no doubt, but that is not the sense in which it is used here. 
áa´kara responds to this by explaining the meaning of the word niÀ¶h¡ . It can be 
understood in two ways. The practice of contemplation and manana  on the meaning of 
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the ¿¡stra  as revealed by the teacher, is called jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ or jµ¡na -yoga . Because the 
person has no commitment other than to gaining knowledge, his niÀ¶h¡, commitment, is 
in jµ¡na. He has no niÀ¶h¡ in tapas, or mantra  or karma but only in gaining 
knowledge, jµ¡na . Here, some practice, abhy¡sa , is accepted. There is asak¤t upade¿a , 
repeated exposure to the teaching, because it is a question of gaining increased clarity, 
which finally must end. That end, avas¡na, is also called niÀ¶h¡ . Knowledge, which has 
an ultimate certainty, par¡ niÀ¶h¡ , is knowledge that cannot be improved upon. Not only 
the process, but what is accomplished by that process is also called jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡ . 
Whatever takes place in the antaÅ-kara¸a, the ultimate result of a process or whatever 
you do in order to know, is jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡. 

Suppose you are arriving at a piece of inferential knowledge, which implies many 
steps, like the solution to a mathematical problem. There is a complex process of inquiry, 
at the end of which is a result. Both the process and the result are called jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡—
the certainty of the knowledge and the process by which it is reached. But here, jµ¡na -
niÀ¶h¡ is used in the sense of the result, the end, avas¡na, of the process of knowing. In 
this context, the word niÀ¶h¡ , when it is used in this sense means immediate knowledge 
that ¡tm¡  is Brahman. The certainty in that knowledge is the ultimate end of that 
jµ¡na. He recognizes Me by a knowledge which leaves nothing to be desired, and 
having recognized Me, he gains Me—m¡m abhij¡n¡ti, in terms of identity with Me. 
That is the meaning of this sentence. That is why the word tattvataÅ  meaning ‘in 
reality,’ is used. Therefore K¤À¸a  says, ‘The one who knows Me in reality enters into 
Me—meaning he is no longer separate from Me.’ 

From this we understand that there is an order, krama . One recognizes the Lord as 
oneself because of this niÀ¶h¡  in knowledge. áa´kara adds that this niÀ¶h¡  is 
knowledge which is coupled with the causes for its transpiring, the preparedness of the 
mind—in other words, obstruction-free knowledge. What are the possible obstructions? 
Lack of ¿ama, dama , uparati, titikÀ¡, ¿raddh¡, sam¡dh¡na , viveka, vair¡gya , 
mumukÀutva, all the values and attitudes that we have seen, obstructs the knowledge. If 
all or any of these are inadequate, the knowledge may arise, but it will be fraught with 
obstructions. How are you going to remove them? By what is called jµ¡na-abhy¡sa. If 
the knowledge itself is attended by doubts, you clear those doubts by manana . If 
contradictory opinions about yourself seem to have a hold over you, then you require 
whatever is necessary to correct those opinions, mainly contemplation, nididhy¡sana . 

This kind of knowledge ends where there is absolute certainty that ¡tm¡  is 
Brahman . This immediate knowledge is what is meant by the word niÀ¶h¡. Jµ¡na -
niÀ¶h¡ is knowledge without any obstruction, knowledge with certainty. Even though the 
practice leading to this is also called jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡, that is not the cause for knowing that 
¡tm¡  is Brahman . The practice only removes the obstructions. Pram¡¸a  gives rise to 
the knowledge. The net result is knowledge that is free from obstructions. 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 352 

THE DIRECT AND SECONDARY CAUSES FOR KNOWLEDGE 

This is the bhakti spoken of in this verse, bhakty¡ m¡m abhij¡n¡ti. The means 
of gaining this knowledge is ¿¡stra  handled by a teacher who knows the import of the 
words of the ¿¡stra. Because of the teaching, knowledge is born, but, for that knowledge 
to be fruitful, there are certain qualities and values to be cultivated by the student. The 
teacher, employing the ¿¡stra , makes it very clear that you are Brahman. For this 
knowledge to take place, to be received properly, there are certain requirements in terms 
of the preparedness of the mind in which the knowledge is to arise. This preparedness is 
a secondary cause. It is pram¡¸a that produces knowledge. And if that pram¡¸a , 
properly employed, does not produce knowledge, it is evident that there is some 
obstruction. Anything that removes that obstruction is called a secondary cause, 
sahak¡rik¡ra¸a. áa´kara  reduces these secondary causes to two here. They are, 
freedom from the hold of r¡ga-dveÀas, likes and dislikes, and the qualities beginning 
with am¡nitva , spoken of in the thirteenth chapter. Though there are many items in that 
list, for a mumukÀu , these things come naturally. Everybody has them in some degree; 
otherwise, they would not get into this pursuit at all. The qualities are there in every 
seeker, but perhaps not adequately. 

áa´kara  explains the knowledge, which is born as that of the oneness of the 
kÀetrajµa, the individual, with param¡tm¡ , the Lord. All that is here is one complete, 
p£r¸aÆ  brahma . In this knowledge there is non-duality, there is identity. Then, he 
characterises that knowledge further as a knowledge, which implies a total renunciation 
of all activities. Activities imply certain necessary factors, like an agent, kart¡; the 
object which is the recipient of the action, karma; the means of doing it, kara¸a; the 
source from which it proceeds, ap¡d¡na ; and the location where the action takes place, 
adhikara¸a. All of them may not be there in a given action, but the agent and the object 
have got to be there. The differences among these must be appreciated in order to 
perform an action. For example, the knowledge that, ‘I am the doer, I am doing this for  
the purpose of achieving heaven,’ is necessary to perform the ritual for going to heaven. 
Here, however, the knowledge implies the renunciation of all activities, which have their 
causes in knowledge of the duality obtaining among the various factors necessary for 
performing action. 

This knowledge is in the form of certainty with reference to oneself being non -
separate from Ì¿vara, the Lord. That is the ultimate end of knowledge, jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡ . 
This jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡  is the real bhakti, the bhakti of the fourth type of devotee, the jµ¡n¢. 
His devotion is the greatest because, Lord K¤À¸a  says, ‘The one who knows Me is 
Myself.’ That wise person is non-separate from the Lord. That final knowledge is called 
jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ .  
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JØËNANIâÙHË IS REMOVAL OF THE OBSTRUCTIONS AND ENJOYING JØËNAPHALA  

If it is knowledge, why not just say jµ¡na, why jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡? The word jµ¡na is 
adequate, but we have to use these extra words like jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡  and jµ¡na-abhy¡sa 
because, due to obstructions, knowledge does not necessarily take place by merely 
exposing oneself to the teaching. When the means of knowledge is there, and the thing to 
be known is available, knowledge should transpire. Why does it not transpire? When I 
say, ‘You are Brahman,’ the one who is addressed should see it like daylight. But then, 
one does not —or one sees and does not see. What does it mean? There is a problem, 
which we cannot simply ignore. We have to recognize the problem and address it by 
examining our attitudes and values, by living a prayerful life, by gaining a mastery over 
the ways of thinking, and by spending time in contemplation. All these are necessary for 
gaining what is called jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ . There seems to be a condition where jµ¡na  is there 
but at the same time, one is not completely free. After an adequate exposure to the 
teaching, you can never say, ‘I don't know that I am Brahman ,’ or ‘I am not sure if I am 
Brahman .’ Yet you cannot say, ‘I am Brahman.’ This is why we have the expressions 
like jµ¡na, knowledge and jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡, knowledge free from obs tructions.  

This situation has been there for everyone; it is an age-old problem. That is why so 
much is said about prayer, values, attitudes, etc. Prayer and a prayerful attitude in all 
your activities are the most important factors, so áa´kara mentions them here. Another 
one is sanny¡sa , also called jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡, now the word indicating a lifestyle wherein 
the person does nothing else except pursue knowledge.  

THINGS TO PAY ATTENTION TO, IN ORDER TO GAIN JØËNANIâÙHË 

By the practice of contemplation, nididhy¡sana, and developing dispassion, 
vair¡gya, through inquiry, a cheerful disposition of the mind is slowly gained. Because 
of that, there is clarity of the knowledge, ‘I am Brahman .’ In this, the notion of division 
between the individual and the Lord disappears. To appreciate this, first, you have to 
understand that Ì¿vara  is both the material and the efficient cause of the creation, and 
therefore, the entire creation is Ì¿vara. Knowing that I am Ì¿vara who is this entire 
world means the entire world of name and form is non -separate from myself. And the 
Lord is non-separate from myself because the essential nature of the j¢va  is 
consciousness, caitanya-¡tm¡ , which is non-dual. That is the whole vision—the vision 
of the whole. The resolution of the difference between Ì¿vara and me amounts to my 
being everything. There is nothing that is separate from me.  

Finally, he has no more doubt. This is the bhakti that is talked about here—
otherwise called jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡, knowledge. The ¿¡stra  that enjoins a life of renunciation 
becomes meaningful only when this life of jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ (lifestyle) leading to jµ¡na -
niÀ¶h¡ (knowledge without any obstructions) is the ultimate end. If that is understood, 
you can meaningfully give up all karma and pursue knowledge. Otherwise, you cannot 
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give up karma, but you can give up karma-phala, like heaven, etc., and pursue 
knowledge as a karma-yog¢ . Either way you can get mokÀa. To give up all karma one 
must be free from the desire for security, artha, pleasure, k¡ma, and a better lot later ,  
dharma . That implies vair¡gya, and without it, though I may give up the pursuits, the 
desires will persist, and will obstruct my pursuit. Desires are never successfully given 
up. One grows out of them through an inquiry, vic¡ra, resulting in dispassion, vair¡gya.  

Every one of us has grown out of a few desires in our lives. To understand what 
real renunciation is, look at your attitude towards objects that you have grown out of, 
such as balloons. Even if you would like to have one, it is not a binding des ire. If you get 
it, you will enjoy it; but if you do not get it, you are not going to become unhappy. Nor 
will you be upset if you get it and it bursts. With reference to balloons, we all have 
vair¡gya. We do not go after them, nor are we frightened of getting them. This is called 
sanny¡sa. But when you were a child, you did not have the same attitude. That means 
we grow up to become a sanny¡s¢. If you can reduce everything to the status of 
balloons, you are the sanny¡s¢ that is talked about here. The attitude we have towards 
balloons, we can enjoy with reference to everything in this world. 

When one has grown out of all the three pursuits—dharma, artha, and k¡ma—it 
is possible to live one day at a time. When you do not care for tomorrow, you are already 
a renunciate. For that you have to be mature, otherwise you will feel miserable. To gain 
that maturity, that inner security, one has to live a life of karma-yoga. Then life becomes 
meaningful. 

There is no other meaning for bhakti here. This can be the bhakti of a jµ¡n¢, the 
fourth type of bhakti, or that of a jijµ¡su, the third type. Because of this reason, 
Bhagav¡n says, ‘he knows Me—m¡m abhij¡n¡ti.’ 

To gain mokÀa, the ¿¡stra  enjoins a life of sanny¡sa, which is a life of jµ¡na -
niÀ¶h¡. This mokÀa is not a result of any action, karma-phala . It is appreciating the 
pratyag¡tm¡  as paraÆ brahma. When that recognition is free from any vagueness or 
doubt, that is what we call niÀ¶h¡. We are not trying to improve the status of 
pratyag¡tm¡ . If it undergoes a change, there is something we can do. But if it does not, 
what are we going to do? Being not subject to any modification, improvement is not 
possible. But Brahman  being what it is, it is not necessary. Previously, I was Brahman; 
now also I am Brahman . It does not, and need not, undergo any change to become 
something else. MokÀa is nothing but knowing this. 

Then why do we define the puruÀ¡rtha as mokÀa, and not knowledge? Nobody is 
interested in this kind of self-knowledge. One may be interested in knowledge of 
electronics because that is useful. But one will not be interested in self-knowledge unless 
he recognizes that all pain is centred only on the self. Since he is interested in getting rid 
of the sense of limitation centred on the self, the interest is only freedom from duÅkha . 
The puruÀ¡rtha is not jµ¡na, but mokÀa. Even a scientist who is interested in 
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knowledge for its own sake, is not really interested in knowledge but in the joy of 
discovery and the sense of satisfaction he derives from gaining a better understanding of 
the laws of the universe. Finally, his pursuit is centred on himself, on his own happiness. 
Freedom alone is the ultimate end of the j¢va, not knowledge. But mokÀa is in the form 
of knowledge, and that is where conversion from a mumukÀu to a jijµ¡su takes place.  

A mumukÀu can get carried away doing any number of things—from dieting to 
closing the eyes and looking for varieties of things. If, by doing so, he thinks that he is 
going to get mokÀa, that is very unfortunate. Any of these things may be useful, but they 
are not going to solve the problem. Only knowledge is mokÀa because you are already 
liberated. It is for this knowledge that one takes to a life of sanny¡sa. áa´kara contrasts 
this to a life meant for karma-phala by saying that it is not  possible for a person who 
wants to go to the western ocean and a person who wants to go to the eastern ocean to 
travel the same path. They are going in opposite directions. Karma  is meant for one who 
is interested in small ends, like heaven, etc., and therefore, his approach, his attitude, his 
whole commitment is different. The one who is interested in mokÀa , which is in the form 
of knowledge, is interested in jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡. 

áa´kara  again defines jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡ as the commitment to the pursuit of 
knowledge leading to jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡, abiding knowledge without any obstruction. He 
uses the word abhinive¿a , which means total commitment, like one who is possessed. 
Under the possession of anything, even anger, or greed for power or money, a person 
finds in himself an extra power. Here it is a complete commitment to the pursuit of 
knowledge, with a passion. There is a consistent flow of contemplation upon Brahman 
as oneself. Using words like ¿uddha , nitya , p£r¸a , satya, jµ¡na, ananta, which reveal 
the nature of Brahman , he continuously appreciates that pratyag¡tm¡, the inner self, is 
identical with Brahman. 

That kind of commitment is just the opposite to the pursuit of karma , and 
therefore, it cannot be accompanied by the pursuit of karma. One depends upon an 
agent, and the other dismisses it, so there is no possibility of a synthesis of jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ 
and karma-niÀ¶h¡ . They are as different from one another as a mountain and a mustard 
seed. How can they possibly be confused? A hill can be taken as a mountain, but you can 
never commit the mistake of taking the mustard seed for a mountain. Such is the 
difference between jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡  and the pursuit of karma . There is so much disparity 
that it is a contradiction. ‘This is the conclusion of those who know the ¿¡stra,’ 
áa´kara adds. 

Jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡  therefore, is to be accomplished by the renunciation of all karma , 
sarva -karma -sanny¡sa. It is important to note here that while karma is opposed to 
jµ¡na, karma-yoga is not opposed to jµ¡na because it is meant for preparation of the 
mind, which is again meant for jµ¡na. Therefore, he is now going to talk about karma-
yoga in the next ¿loka and a few others. 
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áA×KARA'S INTRODUCTION TO THE NEXT VERSE 

In this chapter, the entire vision of the g¢t¡-¿¡stra  is summed up, making it firm 
and clear. He has already dealt with sanny¡sa; now he is going to talk about karma-
yoga, a life imbued with devotion to the Lord. We have seen that worshipping the Lord 
by doing one's own duty, a human being gains a certain accomplishment—svakarma¸¡ 
tam abhyarcya  siddhiÆ vindati m¡navaÅ. By performing one's own duty in a given 
place and time, recognizing dharma  to be Ì¿vara, from whom the world has come, and 
by whom it is pervaded, he gains success, siddhi. What is that siddhi? áa´kara  says 
that it is the eligibility to gain jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡ . Because of karma-yoga , the antaÅ -kara¸a 
is prepared, and thereby, he gains jµ¡na and then jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡ . That means that if 
repeated contemplation, etc., is a necessity, one cannot circumvent it. If the mind is 
prepared, jµ¡na  does not take any time, and that jµ¡na has its culmination in liberation. 
The karma-yoga that prepares the mind for this jµ¡na  is being praised now to make the 
vision clear and firm .  

ºÉ´ÉÇEò¨ÉÉÇhªÉÊ{É ºÉnùÉ EÖò´ÉÉÇhÉÉä ¨Éuùõ¬{ÉÉ¸ÉªÉ&*  
¨Éi|ÉºÉÉnùÉnù´ÉÉ{ÉîÉäÊiÉ ¶ ÉÉ·ÉiÉÆ {Énù¨É´ªÉªÉ¨ÉÂ**56** 
sarvakarm¡¸yapi sad¡ kurv¡¸o madvyap¡¿rayaÅ 
matpras¡d¡dav¡pnoti ¿¡¿vataÆ padamavyayam Verse 56 

ºÉ´ÉÇEò¨ÉÉÇÊhÉ +Ê{É sarvakarm¡¸i api — all actions; ºÉnùÉ EÖò´ÉÉÇhÉ& sad¡ kurv¡¸aÅ — the one 
who is always doing; ¨Éuùõ¬{ÉÉ¸ÉªÉ& madvyap¡¿rayaÅ — the one whose basis (for all 
actions and results) is Me; ¨Éi|ÉºÉÉnùÉiÉÂ matpras¡d¡t — because of My grace; ¶ÉÉ·ÉiÉ¨ÉÂ 
¿¡¿vatam — eternal;  +´ªÉªÉ¨ÉÂ avyayam — imperishable; {Énù¨ÉÂ padam — end; +´ÉÉ{ÉîÉäÊiÉ 
av¡pnoti — gains  

The one who is alw ays doing all (proper ) actions, whose basis (for all 
actions and results) is Myself, gains the end, which is eternal and 
imperishable because of My grace.  

KARMAYOGÌ ALSO GAINS JØËNANIâÙHË 

Here he shows that the karma-yogi reaches the same end as the one who is 
committed purely to jµ¡na and jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ . This is because a life of jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ , 
which entails renunciation of all other activities, will not be fruitful unless one has lived 
a life of prayer and prayerful activity. K¤À¸a  has said previously, ‘But renunciation is 
difficult to accomplish, Arjuna, for the one who has not lived a life of karma -yoga—
sanny¡saÅ tu mah¡b¡ho duÅkham ¡ptum  ayogataÅ.’ Living a life of renunciation is 
easier said than done. One must have a contemplative mind, which is acquired only as 
one goes through one's life. The same thing is said here. 
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áa´kara  says, that the use of the word api, ‘also,’ along with the word, 
sarvakarm¡¸i, ‘all actions,’ indicates not only the actions that are to be done, vihita -
karmas, but also those that are not to be done, pratiÀiddha-karmas. Here it seems as 
though a karma-yog¢ can do prohibited actions too. That is not the meaning of this 
statement of áa´kara. It means two things here. Firstly, what is right and wrong is 
relative. What is wrong may be right when the circumstances change. Therefore, 
sometimes what is generally considered to be wrong may be unavoidable. In these 
situations a karma-yog¢ takes it as a part of Ì¿vara's order and being committed to 
Ì¿vara does that action, and does not incur p¡pa . Secondly, sometimes an action, like a 
small hurt to some beings, like stamping an ant, etc., is done unknowingly. Even then, 
this karma-yog¢, who does all actions being madvyap¡¿raya , that is, being totally 
dedicated to Ì¿vara, does not incur p¡pa . He gains that ultimate end due to the grace of 
Ì¿vara. 

Even a simple ethical person who has nothing to do with the Lord or religion does 
this. He lives a clean legal and ethical life, doing all that is to be done and not doing 
anything that is not to be done. I say both legal and ethical because, even though you are 
clean legally, ethically you need not be. The legal code is such that you can interpret it to 
your own advantage, even when you have transgressed the moral law. Conversely, 
ethically you may be right, but not legally. This is a big problem in the United States 
where it is so easy to file a malpractice suit against a doctor. If a doctor is passing the 
scene of an accident, he is ethically bound to stop and give medical aid. But if anything 
goes wron g, he can be sued. Certain actions, which are ethical, become illegal. But here 
is a person who is living both a legal and an ethical life. He is pragmatic. But he has 
nothing to do with religion or Ì¿vara .  

Such a person is not a karma-yog¢ . And his lifes tyle cannot be called karma-yoga . 
It becomes karma-yoga only when you recognize Ì¿vara as the one who gives the 
results of all actions, karma-phala-d¡t¡ , and the one who is the very law of dharma. I 
am saying this because there is so much confusion about karma-yoga . It has come to be 
known as skill in action. By that definition, even an expert pickpocket becomes a 
karma-yog¢ . All over the world this is a big misconception about karma-yoga , which 
has no support from the G¢t¡  at all.  

HE TAKES REFUGE IN ÌáVARA 

Nowhere in the G¢t¡ is there any mention of karma-yoga  without Ì¿vara. It is a 
life of prayer and prayerful attitude with reference to karma. This particular surrender is 
recognition of and conformity to Ì¿vara's dharma. That alone changes the person. 
K¤À¸a makes it very clear here by saying, ‘the one who has taken refuge in Me—
madvyap¡¿rayaÅ .’ For a karma-yog¢, the Lord is not separate from dharma  and he 
does not lose sight of this because of his r¡ga-dveÀas. While choosing his course of 
action, he is conscious of the Lord in the form of dharma, in the form of 
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karm¡dhyakÀa , and at the time of facing the results, he is aware of the Lord as the giver 
of the fruits of action, karmaphalad¡t¡, and receives that result as pras¡da. At no time 
can he lose sight of Ì¿vara. This is a person for whom the basis of all actions and the 
source of the results of all actions is Ì¿vara . He is called madvyap¡¿rayaÅ. Performing 
all actions, sarvakarm¡¸i kurv¡¸aÅ, he never loses sight of Ì¿vara . 

BY ÌáVARAPRASËDA HE GAINS áËáVA TAê PADAM 

Because of Ì¿vara's grace, ‘matpras¡d¡t,’ as K¤À¸a  says, ‘He gains an end, 
which does not come to an end—¿¡¿vatam avyayaÆ padam av¡pnoti.’ This is mokÀa . 
How does he get Ì¿vara's grace? Because he has taken refuge in Ì¿vara, he gains antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi, whereby there is cheerfulness, clarity and tranquillity. That is pras¡da . 
Then, there is exposure to proper teaching, upade¿a, that is necessary for clear 
knowledge. Without the grace of Ì¿vara, he will not find a proper guru and have access 
to the ¿¡stra . The body and mind must also be conducive for his pursuit as well as the 
surrounding conditions. All these are due to the grace of the Lord—Ì¿vara-pras¡da . If 
you really look into it, you will find the whole pursuit is nothing but Ì¿vara -pras¡da. 

In time, the karma-yog¢ gains the same jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ . A karma-yog¢ is also a 
mumukÀu . He is not doing karma for the sake of heaven or anything, like a karma¶ha . 
But he does karma for the sake of antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi and continues to pursue the 
study of the ¿¡stra . Therefore, surely he will gain mokÀa . 

This being so, K¤À¸a asks Arjuna to do his duty with the attitude of karma-yoga . 

SÉäiÉºÉÉ ºÉ´ÉÇEò¨ÉÉÇÊhÉ ¨ÉÊªÉ ºÉzªÉºªÉ ¨Éi{É®ú&* 
¤ÉÖÊrùªÉÉäMÉ¨ÉÖ{ÉÉÊ¸ÉiªÉ ¨ÉÊcÉkÉ& ºÉiÉiÉÆ ¦É´É**57** 
cetas¡ sarvakarm¡¸i mayi sannyasya matparaÅ 
buddhiyogamup¡¿ritya maccittaÅ satataÆ bhava Verse 57 

SÉäiÉºÉÉ cetas¡ — with the mind; ºÉ´ÉÇEò¨ÉÉÇÊhÉ sarvakarm¡¸i — all actions; ¨ÉÊªÉ ºÉzªÉºªÉ 
mayi sannyasya — renouncing unto Me; ̈ Éi{É®ú& (ºÉxÉÂ) matparaÅ (san ) — being the one 
whose (only) end is Me; ¤ÉÖÊrùªÉÉäMÉ¨ÉÂ buddhiyogam — a life of karma-yoga; ={ÉÉÊ¸ÉiªÉ 
up¡¿ritya  — resorting to; ºÉiÉiÉ¨ÉÂ satatam  — always; ¨ÉÊcÉkÉ& maccittaÅ — the one 
whose mind is in Me; ¦É´É bhava — may you become 

Being one whose (only) end is Myself, mentally renouncing all actions 
unto Me, resorting to a life of karma-yoga, may you become one whose 
mind is always in Me. 
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THEREFORE, ARJUNA , TAKE TO KARMAYOGA 
ALWAYS HAVE YOUR MIND IN ME 

Arjuna  is advised, ‘May you become one whose mind is always with Me—
maccittaÅ  satataÆ bhava.’ Certain minds are not in Parame¿vara  at all. For others, the 
mind is in Parame¿vara  occasionally, on certain days, like Friday or Sunday and at 
certain times, like morning and evening. In those moments of prayer, the mind is 
committed to Ì¿vara , but not otherwise. Here, K¤À¸a is asking Arjuna to be ‘one whose 
mind is always with Me.’ What does this mean? Should he never have any other thought, 
other than that of Parame¿vara ? How can he always think of Ì¿vara and go about doing 
his work? It is possible only when he appreciates that everything, the whole jagat, is 
Ì¿vara. Then doing anything or not doing anything, he never misses Ì¿vara .  

MENTALLY RENOUNCE ALL YOUR ACTIONS UNTO ME 

K¤À¸a  says, cetas¡ , by the mind one should renounce all actions. What kind of 
mind does he talk about? áa´kara  says it is a mind that has discrimination, viveka . 
Activities have two different types of results—seen, d¤À¶a , as well as unseen, ad¤À¶a . 
When you do charity for instance, there is a visible result in the form of the satisfaction 
you get, and an unseen result, called pu¸ya , which will manifest as something desirable 
later. Similarly, when you perform a ritual, or offer daily prayers, there is the immediate 
result of antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, your composure and acceptance of whatever has 
happened, giving a degree of freedom from r¡ga -dveÀas. Then, whether you want it or 
not, there is pu¸ya accrued as a result of those actions. Some karmas are done for the 
purpose of an immediate result, like antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, and some are done for a 
result that is to be realised later, like heaven. All these actions, sarvakarm¡¸i, are to be 
offered to Ì¿vara  with a proper attitude. Lord K¤À¸a says, ‘Mentally renouncing all 
actions unto Me—cetas¡ sarvakarm¡¸i mayi sannyasya.’ That is the proper attitude. 

Previously he had said, ‘Whatever you do, do it as an offering to Me—yat 
karoÀi… tat kuruÀva madarpa¸am.’1 Because something presents itself to be done by 
you, therefore, you do it. This is Ì¿vara's order . The very fact that you are placed in a 
given situation which calls for an action on your part, means that you are caught in this 
fabric of Ì¿vara. To appreciate this fact—that the action, which you have got to do, is 
enjoined by Ì¿vara—is not an ordinary thing. If you analyse it, you will find that any 
inevitability is nothing but Ì¿vara. In common parlance, there is an expression, ‘Man 
proposes, God disposes.’ Or, whatever happens is said to be Ì¿vara's will, Ì¿varecch¡.  

This has to be understood properly. It is not that God goes about desiring 
something to happen to you. He is not going to decide about the headache you may get 
tomorrow. It is the law that is Ì¿vara . Ì¿varecch¡ implies your own past karma, and that 
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law of karma, law of dharma, that brings about a given result is not merely mechanical. 
It is a manifestation of Ì¿vara , the conscious being. Any inevitable situation is 
Ì¿varecch¡, and once you understand that, you do whatever the situation calls for. It is a 
part of the whole colossal yajµa of the cosmos in which there is a constant flux of 
creation, sustenance, and dissolution. The creation is something like a boiling pot of 
water. You find an arrangement of bubbles that keeps on changing. But it is all very 
logical. One bubble is big, another is small. One has burst already, and another is just 
breaking up. There is logic that determines why a bubble is here now, why one is big or 
small, etc. They all follow some laws, which perhaps we have not yet decoded. We are 
like bubbles. Each one has to do certain things at a cert ain time and this is Ì¿varecch¡. 
When the called-for actions are done with a mind that has this appreciation, it is an 
offering to Ì¿vara . 

HAVE ME AS YOUR ONLY END 

This person, K¤À¸a  says, is matparaÅ—the one for whom Ì¿vara is paramount. 
Ì¿vara is the only end for him, nothing else. He does not use Ì¿vara  as an accomplice for 
gaining smaller ends. Not that there is anything wrong with making use of Ì¿vara's grace 
for the purpose of getting some small result. A person who does so is also a devotee, an 
arth¡ rth¢. But here we are talking about a jijµ¡su, one who wants Ì¿vara's grace, not to 
gain some small end, but to gain Ì¿vara. Being one for whom Ì¿vara  is the end, he has 
no other refuge but Ì¿vara. K¤À¸a says, taking refuge, up¡¿ritya , in a life of karma-
yoga, here called buddhi-yoga . ‘May you become one whose mind is always resolved in 
Me—maccittaÅ  satataÆ bhava .’ Not in the morning or in the evening, but always 
surrendered at the feet of Bhagav¡n . 

Karma -yoga is a life of surrender, a religious life. Ì¿vara  has to be accepted, and 
therefore, there is no secular karma -yoga . When you want to accomplish things without 
Ì¿vara, you create a lot of unnecessary pressure because you are taking charge of things 
that you are not capable of controlling. When you make yourself responsible for things 
for which you are not responsible at all, you build up pressure and invite problems. In 
the beginning, you may enjoy some success, but later, you will suffer a breakdown. In 
karma-yoga , efficiency is natural because you are free from anxiety. When there is no 
pressure, all your faculties are available to you because you do not spend your time 
worrying about what will happen. You just do what you can do. Real efficiency is not 
perfection; it is the availability of the total person. All your faculties, your emotion, your 
mind, senses, and skills are available for the task at hand. And the fact that what is 
available is limited, is not a problem. Everybody has limited powers, but the limited 
powers you have are at your disposal because you are using them for making an offering 
to Ì¿vara. There is no question of your not being efficient, but it is not right to define 
karma-yoga  as, ‘efficiency in work.’ 
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Karma -yoga is purely a religious life so there is no karma-yoga  without devotion. 
áa´kara says buddhi-yoga  is a firm resolve of the mind. As we saw in the second 
chapter,1 the one who has discovered that mokÀa is the only puruÀ¡rtha  has a mind that 
is resolute, while the one who has not properly ascertained this end, has a mind that is 
fragmented. If the end is not clear, the ends are endless, and if the end is very clear, the 
only project I have is fixing up myself so that I can understand my identity with Ì¿vara . 
Everything is for that purpose and therefore, everything has a purpose. No matter what it 
takes, no matter how many years it takes, it does not matter. The resolution, the 
commitment is to mokÀa as the end, and therefore, karma becomes yoga .  

If one's mind is always resolved in Ì¿vara, then what happens? 

¨ÉÊcÉiÉ& ºÉ´ÉÇnÖùMÉÉÇÊhÉ ¨Éi|ÉºÉÉnùÉkÉÊ®ú¹ªÉÊºÉ* 
+lÉ SÉäk´É¨É½?óÉ®úÉzÉ ¸ÉÉä¹ªÉÊºÉ Ê´ÉxÉRÂóIªÉÊºÉ**58** 
maccitaÅ sarvadurg¡¸i matpras¡d¡ttariÀyasi 
atha cettvamaha´k¡r¡nna ¿roÀyasi vina´kÀyasi Verse 58 

¨ÉÊcÉkÉ& (ºÉxÉÂ) maccittaÅ (san) — being one whose mind is always in Me; ¨Éi|ÉºÉÉnùÉiÉÂ 
matpras¡d¡t — because of My grace; ºÉ´ÉÇnÖùMÉÉÇÊhÉ sarvadurg¡¸i — all difficulties; 
iÉÊ®ú¹ªÉÊºÉ tariÀyasi — you will cross; +lÉ SÉäiÉÂ atha cet — but if; +½þ!É®úÉiÉÂ aha´k¡r¡t — 
because of egotism; i´É¨ÉÂ tvam — you; xÉ ¸ÉÉä¹ªÉÊºÉ na ¿roÀyasi — you do not listen; 
Ê´ÉxÉRÂóIªÉÊºÉ vina´kÀyasi — you will perish  

Being one whose mind is always in Me, because of My grace, you will 
cross all difficulties. But if, because of egotism, you do not listen (to Me), 
you will perish. 

BY PLACING YOUR MIND IN ME YOU WILL CROSS ALL DIFFICULTIES 

Durga  means that which is difficult to cross. A mountain peak or a narrow 
passage, which is difficult to negotiate, is called durga. It is something that can be 
traversed only with great difficulty. áa´kara says it is the cause of saÆs¡ra . These are 
the karmas, which create pu¸ya-p¡pa  that cause new births. They are born of a sense of 
agency, kart¤tva, which itself is born of ignorance, ajµ¡na, all of which are very 
difficult to cross. But, being one who is committed to a life of karma-yoga, you will 
cross, all these things, which are difficult to cross —sarvadurg¡¸i tariÀyasi. 

IF YOU DO NOT LISTEN TO ME, YOU WILL PERISH  

‘Now,’ he says, ‘suppose you don't listen to Me—atha  cet na ¿roÀyasi—because 
of your own egotism, aha´k¡r¡t, you think you know everything and are going to take 
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charge of everything and that you need not follow this at all. Due to arrogance, born of 
ignorance, you do not understand what I have been telling you. If that is the case, you 
will get destroyed, vina´kÀyasi, meaning, you cannot accomplish what you want.’ 

The ¿reyas that you are seeking will be denied to you because you are not ready 
for it. If you are not ready for sanny¡sa  and you give up karma, you will neither be a 
sanny¡s¢ nor a karma-yog¢ . Therefore, you will get destroyed, in the sense that you will 
not get that end which you are seeking. K¤À¸a  says this only to make sure that Arjuna 
has understood him properly because later he is going to give him the freedom to choose 
whatever he wants, yath¡ icchasi tath¡ kuru . Now he wants to make sure that he has 
said everything he has to say. 

K¤À¸a  is telling Arjuna that even though the duty he has to do here is not pleasant, 
if he gives it up, he will have to do something more unpleasant later, because his nature 
will force him to do so. When people taunt him for running away from the battlefield, he 
will get so angry that he will fight with them, because no one can completely give up his 
nature. Arjuna's disposition at that time was something that had to be taken care of. 
Later he is going to say, ‘naÀ¶o mohaÅ sm¤tir labdh¡ kariÀye vacanaÆ tava —I have 
no more delusion, I will do what you have said.’ He understands that performing action 
also is a means for mokÀa  for him, his disposition being what it is. He had knowledge all 
right, but from his behaviour later, and also from what Bhagav¡n  says to Arjuna right 
now, we understand that his knowledge has some obstructions. They have to be taken 
care of. 

YOUR DISPOSITION WILL IMPEL YOU TO FIGHT 

áa´kara introduces the next verse saying that one should not think, ‘I am 
independent, why should I do what someone else says?’ 

ªÉnù½þ?óÉ®ú¨ÉÉÊ¸ÉiªÉ xÉ ªÉÉäiºªÉ <ÊiÉ ¨ÉxªÉºÉä* 
Ê¨ÉlªÉè¹É ´ªÉ´ÉºÉÉªÉºiÉä |ÉEÞòÊiÉºi´ÉÉÆ ÊxÉªÉÉäIªÉÊiÉ**59** 
yadaha´k¡ram¡¿ritya na yotsya iti manyase 
mithyaiÀa vyavas¡yaste prak¤tistv¡Æ niyokÀyati  Verse 59 

+½þ!É®ú¨ÉÂ +ÉÊ¸ÉiªÉ aha´k¡ram ¡¿ritya — resorting to egotism; ªÉiÉÂ ¨ÉxªÉºÉä yat1 manyase 
— that which you think; xÉ ªÉÉäiºªÉä <ÊiÉ na yotsye iti — that ‘I will not fight’; B¹É& iÉä 

                                                                 
1 This verse has a different reading available too. The difference is as follows. 

yadyaha´k¡ram¡¿ritya na yotsya iti manyase 
mithyaiÀa vyavas¡yaste prak¤tistv¡Æ niyokÀyati Verse 59 

Here the word yat is read as yadi, and connecting with manyase, it would mean ,  ‘yadi 
manyase – if you were to think,’ instead of ‘yat manya se – that which you think.’ 
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´ªÉ´ÉºÉÉªÉ& eÀaÅ te vyavas¡yaÅ — this resolve of yours; Ê¨ÉlªÉÉ mithy¡ — is false; |ÉEÞòÊiÉ& 
prak¤tiÅ — (your) disposition; i´ÉÉ¨ÉÂ ÊxÉªÉÉäIªÉÊºÉ tv¡m niyokÀyasi — will impel you  

Resorting to egotism, that you think, ‘I will not fight,’ this resolve of 
yours is false. Your disposition will impel you. 

K¤À¸a knows that if Arjuna should resolve not to fight, that resolve would be false 
because it is not in keeping with his disposition. It would be will-based, not natural. If it 
were true to his nature, it would be the proper conclusion, but since it is not, such a 
decision would not be helpful to him. He may go away from the battlefield and take to 
the life of a s¡dhu, but that will be problematic for him later. Why? ‘Your nature will 
bind you—prak¤tiÅ tv¡Æ niyokÀyati,’ says K¤À¸a. Later, people will tease him for 
running away from the battlefield because of fear. Duryodhana  is not going to let 
people believe that Arjuna went away out of compassion. If Arjuna leaves, the war will 
be called off, and Duryodhana will claim victory without a shot. He is not going to 
acknowledge that he won by default, but will boast that by simply presenting his army, 
he frightened Arjuna away. Even though in his heart he knew Arjuna left because of 
compassion, he would not let the people think so because he is going to rule the kingdom 
and does not want the people to favour the P¡¸·avas. They may revolt against him. 
Therefore, he will make sure that everybody believes that Arjuna ran away from the 
battlefield out of sheer fright on seeing the form ation of the army. This will definitely 
enrage Arjuna, and therefore, a decision not to fight would be false, mithy¡. He has not 
grown into the disposition of a br¡hma¸a , but is still a kÀatriya by nature. He is a 
fighter by nature and this will force him to do the action of a kÀatriya . Arjuna was a 
kÀatriya , a warrior, not only by duty, but also by disposition. Therefore, that disposition 
will indeed impel him to act as a warrior later. 

Further, 

º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉäxÉ EòÉèxiÉäªÉ ÊxÉ¤Érù& º´ÉäxÉ Eò¨ÉÇhÉÉ* 
EòiÉÖÈ xÉäSUôÊºÉ ªÉx¨ÉÉä½þÉiEòÊ®ú¹ªÉºªÉ´É¶ÉÉä%Ê{É iÉiÉÂ**60** 
svabh¡vajena kaunteya nibaddhaÅ svena karma¸¡ 
kartuÆ necchasi yanmoh¡tkariÀyasyava¿o'pi tat Verse 60 

EòÉèxiÉäªÉ kaunteya — O! Son of Kunt¢ (Arjuna); ¨ÉÉä½þÉiÉÂ moh¡t — out of delusion; ªÉiÉÂ 
EòiÉÖÇ̈ ÉÂ xÉ <SUôÊºÉ yat kartum na  icchasi — what you do not wish to do; iÉiÉÂ +Ê{É tat api 
— just that; º´É¦ÉÉ´ÉVÉäxÉ svabh¡vajena — which is born of your natural disposition; º´ÉäxÉ 
Eò¨ÉÇhÉÉ svena karma¸¡  — by your own action; ÊxÉ¤Érù& nibaddhaÅ — being definitely 
bound; +´É¶É& EòÊ®ú¹ªÉÊºÉ ava¿aÅ  kariÀyasi — you will helplessly do  
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Arjuna! Out of delusion, being definitely bound by your own action, 
which is born of your natural disposition, you will helplessly do just what 
you do not wish to do. 

What is born out of one's disposition, determined by the composition of the three 
gu¸as, sattva, rajas, and tamas, is called svabh¡vaja . By this, one is definitely bound, 
nibaddha , to perform certain actions—even what you do not want to do, yat kartuÆ na 
icchasi. Why would you not want to do what is in keeping with your nature? Because of 
some delusion, moh¡t. Due to some impulsive decision or some misplaced sympathy. 
Arjuna wanted to call off the war. Sympathy is a good quality, but here it is misplaced 
because Duryodhana is a person who has committed every crime in the book. He 
doesn't require sympathy now; he has to be stopped. If you act upon a misplaced 
sympathy for someone just because he is a cousin, you will have a lot of problems. That 
is an action born of lack of discrimination, moh¡t. That very action that you do not want 
to do now, you will uncontrollably do later, kariÀyasi ava¿o'pi tat. When the pressure 
goes away, you will regret your failure to act, or perhaps people will goad you into it. 
Whatever be the impetus, being completely possessed by a given disposition, you will 
definitely act in accordance with it. There is no escape from it because you cannot 
change your disposition by will. By your will, you can create a condition for yourself 
that is conducive towards  a change; but it takes its own time. A change in disposition 
does not happen overnight. Arjuna has to go through this experience of war. That is the 
situation, which has presented itself before him, and he has to do what is to be done. If 
he does not, he is not acting in keeping with his disposition. From this, we should 
understand that each one of us must do what is appropriate for us. What someone else 
does is not a legitimate basis for our choice of action. What is good for you, you have to 
decide and then do it. 

Doing karma as a yoga is not in any way opposed to mokÀa. Karma itself is by 
nature opposed to mokÀa because it is a product of ignorance of the self. If the karma is 
meant only for achieving a few limited ends, you will get only those things, and thus, it 
is bondage, not mokÀa. But if the karma  is done as a yoga , not for a given end, but for 
mokÀa, it can prepare you for mokÀa . As a karma-yog¢ you have a field wherein you can 
change your disposition into a s¡ttvika disposition, which is necessar y for knowledge 
that is free from obstructions. To remove all the obstructions, pratibandhakas, one has 
to go through a life of duty keeping Ì¿vara in view. In the fifth chapter, Bhagav¡n 
pointed out that, what is accomplished by the sanny¡s¢ is reached by the karma-yogi 
also—yat s¡´khyaiÅ pr¡pyate sth¡naÆ tad  yogairapi gamyate. You cannot simply 
impose your will upon your disposition. It does not change. That very will is a product of 
an impulsive disposition, which has to mature. Making a resolve to be a sanny¡s¢ does 
not generally work because it is not easy to gain the disposition of a sanny¡s¢ without a 
life of karma-yoga—sanny¡sastu mah¡baho duÅkham¡ptum ayogataÅ. Therefore, 
K¤À¸a tells Arjuna that karma-yoga  is better—karmayogaÅ vi¿iÀyate. 
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<Ç·É®ú& ºÉ´ÉÇ¦ÉÚiÉÉxÉÉÆ ¾þqäù¶Éä%VÉÖÇxÉ ÊiÉ¢öÊiÉ* 
§ÉÉ¨ÉªÉxºÉ´ÉÇ¦ÉÚiÉÉÊxÉ ªÉxjÉÉ°üføÉÊxÉ ¨ÉÉªÉªÉÉ**61** 
¢¿varaÅ sarvabh£t¡n¡Æ h¤dde¿e'rjuna tiÀ¶hati 
bhr¡mayansarvabh£t¡ni yantr¡r£·h¡ni m¡yay¡ Verse 61 

+VÉÖÇxÉ arjuna — O! Arjuna; ªÉxjÉÉ°üføÉÊxÉ yantr¡r£·h¡ni — (like) those which are 
mounted on a machine; ºÉ´ÉÇ¦ÉÚiÉÉÊxÉ sarvabh£t¡ni — all beings; ¨ÉÉªÉªÉÉ m¡yay¡  — by (the 
magic of his) m¡y¡; §ÉÉ¨ÉªÉxÉÂ bhr¡mayan — causing to move (revolve); <Ç·É®ú& ¢¿varaÅ — 
the Lord; ºÉ´ÉÇ¦ÉÚiÉÉxÉÉ¨ÉÂ sarvabh£t¡n¡m — of all beings; ¾þqäù¶Éä h¤dde¿e — at the seat of the 
intellect; ÊiÉ¢öÊiÉ tiÀ¶hati — remains 

The Lord remains at the seat of the intellect of all beings, Arjuna, 
causing all beings to move, revolve, by (the magic of his) m¡y¡ , (like) 
those (figures ) which are mounted on a machine (are made to revolve). 

MEANING OF THE WORD ARJUNA 

áa´kara  has chosen this occasion to give the meaning of the name, Arjuna, as the 
one whose disposition is pure. He has a clean mind. This meaning of the word, arjuna , 
as something that is clear or bright is also seen in the ¤gveda ,1 where the day is described 
initially as k¤À¸a meaning dark, overcast and cloudy. Immediately the day is said to be 
arjuna, meaning atisvaccha , very clear, not cloudy. Thus,  Arjuna  is the one who has a 
clean mind like the cloudless day. That does not mean he does not get angry, but there is 
no deceit. Because he has a clean mind, he has compassion, as we have seen, but at the 
same time, he has other obstructions like legitimate anger. All the P¡¸·avas have that 
kind of mind. Even Bh¢ma has that kind of mind. But if you taunt him, he is going to 
pulverise you. So, he is not going to be a s¡dhu . They were all people of great 
self-respect. If you say something, which will in anyway belittle them, you will have to 
answer for that. This is not the mind of a s¡dhu, but of a simple-natured human being. 

LORD, SEATED IN THE INTELLECT, CAUSES ALL BEINGS TO FUNCTION 
THROUGH MËYË 

Ì¿vara  is the one in whose presence the mind, senses, etc., function as they do and 
the whole universe is as it is. That Ì¿vara is said to reside at the seat of the intellect, 
h¤dde¿e, because that is where consciousness is manifest, where you experience the 
whole world, where you recognize the presence of ¡tm¡ . There alone you recognize, ‘I 
am.’ And this is true for all beings—sarvabh£t¡n¡m. Residing there, Ì¿vara  is causing 
all beings to move —bhr¡mayan sarvabh£tani. Because of his presence alone, without 
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aha¿ca k¤À¸am ahararjunaÆ ca (¤k-saÆhit¡ – 6-1-1) 
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any involvement at all on his part, the mind is mind, the intellect is intellect, the eyes are 
eyes, and the ears are ears. By his simple presence, he makes the mind move, make the 
senses move, and make the whole world move. Everything is moving because of the 
¡tm¡ that is behind, without which there is no being for anything. Giving its existence 
and also its consciousness to the mind, senses, etc., it remains hidden.  

Making all these beings move in their own directions, express themselves in their 
respective fields, Ì¿vara remains in the intellect, h¤dde¿e tiÀ¶hati. The eyes see, ears 
hear, the mind desires and enjo ys will, action is done, all due to the presence of ¡tm¡. 

A very interesting example is given here. The beings are made to move by Ì¿vara , 
like the figures mounted on a machine are made to revolve as if by magic—bhr¡mayan 
yantr¡r£·h¡ni m¡yay¡ iva. The root bhram means both, to move and to revolve. 
áa´kara notes that the word iva, which means ‘like,’ is to be supplied here. A yantra is 
a machine, any contrivance that does a task for you. But here it means a particular device 
on which are mounted varieties of dolls, putrik¡s—like a merry-go-round. We only see 
the turning, not the person who does the turning. When these varieties of wooden forms, 
of men, women, animals, etc., are made to revolve by someone who is hidden behind the 
whole thing, they appear to be moving as though by magic, m¡yay¡ . Just as the person 
who runs this show stands there without being seen, Ì¿vara remains in the intellect, 
h¤dde¿e tiÀ¶hati, of all beings, sarvabh£t¡n¡m, making them move, bhr¡mayan . 
Ì¿vara can be understood here as param¡tm¡ , the one who is identified with the law of 
karma, hira¸yagarbha. If the law of karma is understood, that very law is Ì¿vara 
residing in everybody's heart as the pr¡rabdha-karma. Accordingly, each person is 
going to function in keeping with his disposition. How are you going to change that 
unless you deliberately initiate the process of change? 

Why is it hidden? Because it is the very ¡tm¡ , it is not going to be seen. The 
presence of param¡tm¡ alone makes the mind do what it does. Or, the law of karma 
being non-separate from the Lord, the pr¡rabdha -karma  makes people do what they 
have got to do and make them act according to their own disposition. Therefore, really 
speaking, you are not doing anything at all. It is all Ì¿vara. In a given situation 
something is to be done, and therefore, it is done. Why do you bother, as though you are 
in charge of everything? You acknowledge that Bhagav¡n is in charge and do what is to 
be done. 

iÉ¨Éä´É ¶É®úhÉÆ MÉSUô ºÉ´ÉÇ¦ÉÉ´ÉäxÉ ¦ÉÉ®úiÉ* 
iÉi|ÉºÉÉnùÉi{É®úÉÆ ¶ÉÉÏxiÉ ºlÉÉxÉÆ |ÉÉ{ºªÉÊºÉ ¶ÉÉ·ÉiÉ¨ÉÂ**62** 
tameva ¿ara¸aÆ gaccha sarvabh¡vena bh¡rata 
tatpras¡d¡tpar¡Æ ¿¡ntiÆ sth¡naÆ pr¡psyasi ¿¡¿vatam  Verse 62 

¦ÉÉ®úiÉ bh¡rata — O! Descendent of Bharata (Arjuna); ºÉ´ÉÇ-¦ÉÉ´ÉäxÉ sarva -bh¡vena  — 
with your whole heart; iÉ¨ÉÂ B´É tam eva — him alone; ¶É®úhÉ¨ÉÂ MÉSUô ¿ara¸am gaccha  — 
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surrender to; iÉi|ÉºÉÉnùÉiÉÂ tatpras¡d¡t — by his grace; {É®úÉ¨ÉÂ ¶ÉÉÎxiÉ¨ÉÂ par¡m ¿¡ntim — 
absolute peace; ¶ÉÉ·ÉiÉ¨ÉÂ ºlÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ ¿¡¿vatam sth¡nam — the eternal abode; |ÉÉ{ºªÉÊºÉ 
pr¡psyasi — you will gain 

Surrender to him alone with your whole heart, Arjuna. By his grace you 
will gain absolute peace, the eternal abode. 

ACCEPT ÌáVARA WITH YOUR WHOLE HEART, AS THE ONE IN CHARGE  

You are in charge of your life to an extent, but if you think you are totally in 
charge, you are mistaken. Everything is given to you—even the ego that thinks it is in 
charge. If the ego is the I-sense in the body-mind-sense-complex, that ‘I’ is given to you, 
along with the body, mind and senses. And if you find that you have no control over 
your behaviour, it is because that itself is ‘I.’ Naturally you will go by whatever happens 
in the mind. If you feel like giving up, then you will give up. If you feel like doing 
something, you will do it. There is no discrimination, viveka , available for you, unless 
you can step aside and see that you have jurisdiction only over actions, never over the 
results—karma¸i eva adhik¡raÅ  te m¡  phaleÀu kad¡cana. Then again, everything is 
given to you by Ì¿vara, who is the indweller, in keeping with your own pr¡rabdha -
karma. According to that pr¡rabdha-karma, things happen. How are you going to deal 
with that? It is better to give to Ì¿vara exactly what belongs to him. You do what you 
have to do and he does his job. At the very level of yourself as an individual related to 
Ì¿vara, the Lord, you do not dictate all the terms. So why do you take charge of things 
for which you have no responsibility? 

The acknowledgement of our limitations is such an important thing. We have no 
power over so many things. This war, for example, that Arjuna  is facing, would 
certainly have been avoided by him if it were within his power. Certain situations simply 
have to be faced, and faced with intelligence. Not facing an inevitable situation is 
unintelligent. Then after facing it, you can deal with it foolishly or intelligently. What 
G¢t¡ is talking about is facing a situation intelligently. Arjuna Does not want to face this 
situation because he is overpowered by sympathy. Therefore, K¤À¸a is asking Arjuna  to 
surrender to him, tasm¡t tameva ¿ara¸aÆ gaccha . When you surrender your 
disposition to Ì¿vara  who is identified as pr¡rabdha-karma, then you accept that what 
is to happen will happen, bhavitavyaÆ bhavati eva. This is a very beautiful thing, and 
not easy to assimilate completely. What is to happen will happen and I do what is to be 
done.  

For that, Ì¿vara has to be recognized as the one who is in the form of the law of 
karma itself. This creation is a huge ritual, yajµa , in progress, in which you are a wheel 
or a cog. Your place is very important; otherwise, you would not be here. The very fact 
that you are in this contemporary society, or in a particular situation, however 
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insignificant you may think it is, is significant. You are significant. In a large piece of 
machinery, the bolt may think its job of sitting tight is unimportant since it seems to be 
doing nothing at all. But sitting tight is very important, for if it does not, the whole 
machine will come to a halt. Therefore, you are where you are because you have to be 
there. Whatever role you are called upon to play is important; that is why you are there. 

Therefore, Arjuna is told to surrender to Ì¿vara. áa´kara says, ‘To remove the 
pain of saÆs¡ra, surrender to Ì¿vara.’ This takes the pressure off yourself. If you take 
the help of Ì¿vara , you do not blame yourself and then you allow yourself to let go of the 
past and get into the flow of situations as they unfold themselves day after day. Today 
the situation is in a particular form; tomorrow it will be in another form, and the next day 
it is going to be something different. That is what makes life interesting. After all, if 
tomorrow is going to be exactly like today, why should we have tomorrow? But every 
day is a bundle of surprises. There is always something new happening to keep us 
interested. If I let go of my past and do not think that I am in charge of everything, but 
that Ì¿vara in the form of my pr¡rabdha -karma is in charge, I get into the flow of 
events and do what I can do. The relief in this is not ordinary. 

Emotionally we have to do this, not purely rationally. With our heart, intimately, at 
the emotional level we have to let go because our problems are only emotional. The 
cognitive change that takes place by an understanding of Ì¿vara helps one even to 
emotionally accept Ì¿vara . That emotional acceptance also is indicated here by the word, 
sarvabh¡vena, meaning, with your whole heart. The Lord says ‘May you accept Ì¿vara 
as the one who is in charge, with your whole heart.’ There is a beautiful imagery in the 
G¢t¡-dhy¡na -¿loka, in which, Lord K¤À¸a is considered to be the boatman, kaivartaka , 
who takes one across. It says, ‘The blood-soaked river was crossed by the P¡¸·avas; 
K¤À¸a was the boatman—sott¢r¸¡ khalu  p¡¸·avaiÅ ra¸anad¢ kaivartakaÅ  ke¿avaÅ.’ 
Ra¸anad¢ , is the river of saÆs¡ra, of conflicts, of sorrow. This river cannot be crossed 
easily. It is full of big rocks and whirlpools, and raging rapids. How are you going to 
cross it? Even a boat is useless, unless you have an expert boatman. No ordinary 
boatman can help you cross this river; he himself will be drowned in the process. He 
should be one who knows exactly what he is doing and where he is going, the depth of 
the river at every point, how to avoid the whirlpools, and where all the unseen rocks are. 
Only Bhagav¡n can be your boatman. You hand over everything to him and you will 
definitely reach the shore. Arjuna  did this when he asked K¤À¸a  to be his chariot-driver. 
In the same way, one has to hand over one's life to Bhagav¡n. The big yajµa is going 
on, and within that, we are doing our own little part, surrendering to the order that is 
Ì¿vara. 

This order includes the moral laws and the law of karma. In fact, the law of 
karma and dharma  are the same, because dharma produces pu¸ya  and p¡pa, which 
form the very order. Arjuna is born here, facing this situation all according to pu¸ya and 
p¡pa . The law of karma centred on your free will and dharma-adharma  are all highly 
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interconnected. Therefore, to that one Lord who is in the form of the very order of 
dharma , the order of karma, you surrender and do what is to be done. We conform to 
dharma  because dharma is Bhagav¡n. 

Then what happens? Because of the grace of that Ì¿vara, tat pras¡d¡t, you have 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, and therefore, will gain first a relative composure—¿¡ntiÆ  
pr¡psyasi. Once you have that relative ¿¡nti, you will, in time, gain absolute ¿¡nti—
par¡Æ ¿¡ntiÆ ¿¡¿vataÆ sth¡naÆ pr¡psyasi. This is a ¿¡nti, a peace, which is not a 
condition of the mind, but the nature of yourself. It is different from the simple ¿¡nti 
born of your attitude of surrender. Because it is not dependent upon anything, but is the 
very nature of yourself, it is ¿¡¿vataÆ sth¡nam, an abode that is eternal, from which 
there is no coming back. This is mokÀa . This is Ì¿vara  who resides in the intellect of all, 
sarvabh£t¡n¡Æ h¤dde¿e tiÀ¶hati. You think you are there, but you are not there at all. 
Your aha´k¡ra is only a status; all that is there is param¡tm¡. There is no separate 
aha´k¡ra  at all, only Ì¿vara. You please try to understand that Ì¿vara, please seek—
¿ara¸aÆ gaccha. Then you will gain relative ¿¡nti and then mokÀa , the par¡ ¿¡nti.  

In the next verse, Bhagav¡n partially sums up the teaching: 

<ÊiÉ iÉä YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÉJªÉÉiÉÆ MÉÖÁÉ?ÖùÖÁiÉ®Æú ¨ÉªÉÉ* 
Ê´É¨ÉÞ¶ªÉèiÉnù¶Éä¹ÉähÉ ªÉlÉäSUÊºÉ iÉlÉÉ EÖò¯û**63** 
iti te jµ¡nam¡khy¡taÆ guhy¡dguhyataraÆ may¡  
vim¤¿yaitada¿eÀe¸a yathecchasi tath¡ kuru  Verse 63 

<ÊiÉ iti — thus; MÉÖÁÉiÉÂ MÉÖÁiÉ®ú¨ÉÂ guhy¡t guhyataram — more secret than any secret; YÉÉxÉ¨ÉÂ 
jµ¡nam  — knowledge; ¨ÉªÉÉ may¡ — by Me; iÉä te — to you; +ÉJªÉÉiÉ¨ÉÂ ¡khy¡tam — 
was told; +¶Éä¹ÉähÉ a¿eÀe¸a  — completely; BiÉiÉÂ Ê´É¨ÉÞ¶ªÉ etat vim¤¿ya  — considering this; 
ªÉlÉÉ <SUôÊºÉ yath¡ icchasi — just as you wish; iÉlÉÉ EÖò¯û tath¡ kuru — so may you do  

Thus, the knowledge that is more secret than any secret was told by Me 
to you. Considering this completely, you may do just as you wish.  

THE MOST SECRETIVE KNOWLEDGE HAS BEEN TOLD TO YOU 

This knowledge is more secret, more hidden than what is generally known as 
hidden, guhy¡t guhyataram . Why is it so? For one thin g, it is not available through the 
means of knowledge, pram¡¸a , which we commonly have at our disposal, like 
perception and inference. Then again, even when the pram¡¸a  is available, it can 
remain hidden, like anything known through a pram¡¸a. The equation, E = mc2, for 
example, can be explained in detail, but until you understand that explanation, it is a 
secret. That ¡tm¡ is Brahman , is definitely a secret until ¿¡stra reveals it to me. Even 
when it is revealed, it can remain a secret because we see people, who even if they have 
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listened to the ¿¡stra , still do not know —¿¤¸vantaÅ api bahavaÅ yaÆ na vidyuÅ .1If it 
remains a secret even when it is available, that is a greater secret than any other secret, 
guhy¡t guhyataram. Further, it is the nature of yourself, and therefore, it is not 
available for the one who is looking for it. And naturally it is not available for the one 
who does not look for it.  

The UpaniÀad  says, ‘The one who chooses which (¡tm¡), by him that is gained—
yameva  eÀa v¤¸ute tena labhyaÅ .’2 Ëtm¡ is available only for the person who chooses 
to know, not for anybody else. Because it is not an object, you will not stumble upon 
¡tm¡. You have to choose to know. It will not happen one day of its own accord. You 
have to initiate the process of knowing because it is yourself. This is called mumukÀ¡ , 
which converts to jijµ¡s¡, the most essential qualification for this knowledge. Then, 
there is acknowledgement of self - ignorance, and when you expose yourself to the 
pram¡¸a, it will be meaningful. Again the UpaniÀad says, ‘It is not gained by your 
retentive power, not by listening to various other ¿¡stras, and not by the recitation of the 
Veda—n¡yam¡tm¡ pravacanena labhyaÅ  na medhay¡ na bahun¡ ¿rutena—but by 
the one who chooses to know the ¡tm¡.’3 Please understand the significance of this 
statement. It has got to be chosen by you; only then can it be known. Therefore, it is a 
greater secret than any other secret. And also, the best hiding place for the ¡tm¡ is the 
¡tm¡, myself. That eternal, ¡nandaÆ brahma, which I am seeking, is hidden in the 
very ¡tm¡ , the seeker, as the nature of the seeker. There is no better hiding place. 

‘This knowledge,’ Bhagav¡n says, ‘is explained by Me to you —te jµ¡nam 
¡khy¡taÆ may¡ .’ Now what should Arjuna do? He is urged to properly contemplate 
upon, think over all that K¤À¸a has said, not partially, but completely, a¿eÀe¸a, not by 
considering selected sections, but by viewing all that he has told as a whole. He must 
understand the whole of it—what is karma, what is karma-yoga, what is sanny¡sa , 
what is mokÀa, etc. Everything must be understood properly. Any given topic becomes 
meaningful only when you understand the whole. Because Arjuna wants ¿reyas, he must 
know very clearly the position of karma in the pursuit of mokÀa.  

HAVING ANALYSED THIS COMPLETELY, DO AS YOU WISH 

‘Having considered all this completely, that is, having analysed all this 
completely—vim¤¿ya etad a¿eÀe¸a ,’ K¤À¸a says, ‘do as you wish—yathecchasi tath¡ 
kuru .’ This is the confidence of a teacher. He has already made sure that he has told 
Arjuna everything that has to be told, and lastly told him also that if he chooses not to 
fight, his resolve is false, mithy¡ . You cannot say more than that. After having said all 
this, he still leaves the decision to Arjuna because K¤À¸a  is a teacher here, not a 

                                                                 
1 Ka¶hopaniÀad – 1-2-7 
2 Ka¶hopaniÀad – 1-2-23, Mu¸·akopaniÀad – 3-2-3 
3 Ka¶hopaniÀad – 1-2-23, Mu¸·akopaniÀad – 3-2-3 
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consultant. If, after all this teaching, he still has to make decisions for Arjuna , what kind 
of teacher is he, and what kind of student is Arjuna? If, at the end of eighteen chapters 
he makes decisions on behalf of Arjuna, he neither has respect for himself as a teacher, 
nor for Arjuna  as his student. Therefore, he says, ‘As you desire, so you do.’ He gives 
him a blank cheque.  

Lord K¤À¸a  has said to Arjuna that he has taught him all that is to be taught and 
gives him a sanction to do as he wishes, yathecchasi tath¡ kuru. He can follow the 
lifestyle of either sanny¡sa  or karma-yoga, for the sake of mokÀa. After giving him this 
blank cheque, K¤À¸a  has something further to say. 

ºÉ´ÉÇMÉÖÁiÉ¨ÉÆ ¦ÉÚªÉ& ¶ÉÞhÉÖ ¨Éä {É®ú¨ÉÆ ´ÉSÉ&* 
<ŸõÉä%ÊºÉ ¨Éä oùføÊ¨ÉÊiÉ iÉiÉÉä ´ÉIªÉÉÊ¨É iÉä Ê½þiÉ¨ÉÂ**64** 
sarvaguhyatamaÆ bh£yaÅ ¿¤¸u me paramaÆ vacaÅ 
iÀ¶o'si me d¤·hamiti tato vakÀy¡mi te hitam  Verse 64 

¦ÉÚªÉ& bh£yaÅ — again; {É®ú¨É¨ÉÂ paramam — ultimate; ºÉ´ÉÇ-MÉÖÁiÉ¨É¨ÉÂ sarva-guhyatamam 
— which is the most secret of all; ¨Éä ´ÉSÉ& me vacaÅ — My statement; ¶ÉÞhÉÖ ¿¤¸u — 
listen; ¨Éä me — to Me; oùfø¨ÉÂ d¤·ham — definitely; <Ÿõ& +ÊºÉ iÀtaÅ asi — you are 
beloved; <ÊiÉ iti — thus; iÉiÉ& tataÅ — therefore; Ê½þiÉ¨ÉÂ hitam — what is good; iÉä ´ÉIªÉÉÊ¨É 
te vakÀy¡mi — I will tell you 

Again, listen to My ultimate statement, which is the most secret of all. 
You are definitely beloved to Me, therefore, I will tell you, what is good.  

Even though it was told before, it is pointed out again here that this is the greatest 
secret of all, sarva-guhyatamam. Because it is not available for any pram¡¸a  that we 
can employ, it is the most hidden. Though ¡tm¡ is self evident, the particular 
knowledge, which is Brahman, is not available for any pram¡¸a such as perception,  
etc. This is to be understood only through ¿¡stra. For this and various other reasons I 
have given you, it remains the most well hidden secret. The person who is seeking the 
ultimate end—in the form of ¡nanda, happiness, satya, freedom from limitations in the 
form of time-bound existence and jµ¡na, freedom from ignorance—happens to be that 
very end, and therefore, it is hidden. Being not available for objectification, it is hidden. 
And sometimes, even one who is taught may not understand if he is not prepared, and 
therefore, it remains hidden. Though a person has listened to the teaching, there is no 
guarantee that he sees exactly as he is told. The words of the ¿ruti are supposed to create 
direct, immediate knowledge of the non -difference of ¡tm¡  and Brahman. Through 
implication, lakÀa¸ay¡ , the mah¡v¡kya must necessarily reveal the vastu  to him as he 
listens. If it does not, that is only due to his lack of preparation. Therefore, it is sarva -
guhyatamam. 
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Now K¤À¸a  tells Arjuna, ‘Please listen to My essential statement —me paramaÆ 
vacaÅ ¿¤¸u.’ He is going to tell again briefly, in essence, all that he has to say at the end. 
Therefore, he says, ‘Please listen.’ Why? Because, he is very dear to K¤À¸a . ‘You are 
beloved to me—iÀ¶aÅ asi me.’ Arjuna has always been dear to K¤À¸a  as a friend, but 
now he has also become a student, ¿iÀya. And he is a devotee, bhakta, as we saw 
previously, ‘You are my devotee and a friend—bhakto'si me sakh¡  ceti.’ In the very 
beginning Arjuna  declared, ‘I am your student —¿iÀyaste'ham .’ It is not that Arjuna has 
become dear to K¤À¸a only now. He has always been dear and K¤À¸a is very sure that, 
that fact is not going to change at any time. It is definite, d¤·ham . 

Because Arjuna is so dear to him, he says, ‘I will tell you what is good for you—
te hitaÆ vakÀy¡mi.’ The whole G¢t¡ is nothing but a way of pursuit for mokÀa , 
prav¤ttim¡rga, and a way of withdrawal from all other pursuits, niv¤ttim¡rga. Either 
you can be a karma-yog¢ and gain mokÀa or be a sanny¡s¢ and gain mokÀa . While 
performing duties you can pursue knowledge, or without duties, if you are ready for it, 
you can pursue only knowledge. The same thing is repeated briefly here as K¤À¸a  sums 
up everything in two sentences, one for karma-yoga , and the other for sanny¡sa . 

In the second chapter, he first talked about s¡´khya, knowledge, and then said, 
‘Listen to Me about this karma-yoga—yoge tu  im¡Æ ¿¤¸u .’1 Later, in the third chapter, 
he said, ‘In this world, two committed lifestyles were told by Me before, Arjuna—
knowledge for the sanny¡s¢s and karma-yoga for karma -yog¢s–loke asmin dvividh¡ 
niÀ¶h¡ pur¡ prokt¡ may¡ anagha jµ¡na-yogena s¡´khy¡n¡Æ karma -yogena 
yogin¡m.’2 Here at the end he again sums up the entire G¢t¡  in these two words—
karma-yoga  and sanny¡sa—in the next two verses. 

The Lord says, ‘This is hita, something that is good, for you.’ There are many 
things that are good for a person, but what is absolutely good is mokÀa , the knowledge 
of ¡tm¡ being Brahman, and the means for that is also considered hita . The next verse 
considers karma-yoga . 

¨Éx¨ÉxÉÉ ¦É´É ¨É‘ùHòÉä ¨ÉtÉVÉÒ ¨ÉÉÆ xÉ¨ÉºEÖò¯ * 
¨ÉÉ¨Éä´Éè¹ªÉÊºÉ ºÉiªÉÆ iÉä |ÉÊiÉVÉÉxÉä Ê|ÉªÉÉä%ÊºÉ ¨Éä**65** 
manman¡ bhava madbhakto mady¡j¢ m¡Æ namaskuru  
m¡mevaiÀyasi satyaÆ te pratij¡ne priyo'si me Verse 65 

¨Éx¨ÉxÉÉ& manman¡Å — one whose mind is offered to Me; ¨É‘ùHò& madbhaktaÅ  — one 
whose devotion is to Me: ¨ÉtÉVÉÒ mady¡j¢— one whose worship is to Me; ¦É´É bhava  — 
become; ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ m¡m — to Me; xÉ¨ÉºEÖò¯û namaskuru — do salutations; ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ B´É m¡m eva 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 2-39 
2 G¢t¡ – 3-3 
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— to Me alone; B¹ªÉÊºÉ eÀyasi — you will reach; ºÉiªÉ¨ÉÂ satyam — truly; iÉä te — to you; 
|ÉÊiÉVÉÉxÉä pratij¡ne — I promise; ¨Éä Ê|ÉªÉ& +ÊºÉ me priyaÅ asi — you are dear to Me  

Become one whose mind is offered to Me, one whose devotion is to Me, 
one whose worship is to Me; do salutations to Me. You will reach Me 
alone. I truly promise you. (Because) you are dear to Me.  

SUMMARISING KARMAYOGA 

If he becomes all this, Arjuna will reach K¤À¸a. ‘Manman¡Å’ means the one who 
has Parame¿vara  as the object of his mind. The mind itself is offered to Ì¿vara . 
Naturally, he is ‘madbhaktaÅ.’ His devotion, his commitment is to Ì¿vara alone. 
Whatever he does is for the sake of Ì¿vara . All his rituals, y¡gas, all karmas are only 
for Ì¿vara —‘mady¡j¢ .’ Ì¿vara  alone is his refuge, the locus of his surrender, and thus 
K¤À¸a says, ‘May you salute Me—m¡Æ  namaskuru .’ And áa´kara adds, ‘May you 
salute only Me.’ When this is so, ‘You will reach Me alone—m¡m eva eÀyasi.’ He gives 
him a promise, ‘I truly promise you—satyaÆ te pratij¡ne.’ Here the end, s¡dhya , is 
Ì¿vara and the means, s¡dhana, and what is offered, are all for Ì¿vara  alone. Any action 
that is performed by the mind, speech, or limbs is done as worship to Ì¿vara for the sake 
of gaining that very Ì¿vara . Generally, these instruments of action are pressed into 
service to perform acts of worship keeping in view a certain result like heaven. Here, the 
result is only Parame¿vara . You do not want anything less than Parame¿vara. Then 
again, all the instruments of action, kara¸as are non-separate from Parame¿vara and 
the very actions, kriy¡s, which you do, are for the sake of Parame¿vara . Whatever 
duties you are enjoined to do are all for the sake of Ì¿vara. 

We have seen this before:1 ‘Worshipping him (Ì¿vara ) with one's own duty, a 
person gains success —svakarma¸¡  tam abhyarcya siddhiÆ vindati m¡navaÅ .’ When 
you do something just because the situation demands it, that is duty. When you analyse 
this properly, it is clear that what is to be done in a given situation and what we call 
dharma  are one and the same. What is not to be done and adharma will also be one and 
the same. Conformity to dharma  is exactly what ‘worshipping’ means here. The 
commitment has to be in keeping with dharma  because dharma  is non-separate from 
Ì¿vara, who is both the efficient and material cause—abhinna-nimitta -up¡d¡na -
k¡ra¸a . That is pointed out by saying that ‘tam,’ the one who is to be worshipped, is the 
one ‘from whom all beings emerge, and by whom they are sustained—yataÅ  prav¤ttiÅ 
bh£t¡n¡Æ  yena sarvam idaÆ tatam.’  

Though the j¢va is not created, but is param¡tm¡, still, due to ignorance, all the 
subtle and gross up¡dhis  and all the subtle and gross aspects of the five elements arise 
from that same Parame¿vara . Therefore, it is not merely the maker, the intelligent 
                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 18-46 
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cause, nimitta-k¡ra¸a , but because it pervades everything, it is necessarily the material 
cause, upad¡na -k¡ra¸a, also. Therefore, all that is created is non-separate from Ì¿vara . 
If that is so, all the natural laws and laws of dharma, which are not created by any 
individual, are also non-separate from Ì¿vara. What is commonly sensed by all of us is 
dharma , which is non-separate from Ì¿vara. Conformity to that is what is told here as 
karma-yoga . Karma  is meant for varieties of things; karma-yoga  is meant for only one 
thing—antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi for the sake of jµ¡na. The karma-yog¢ has no confusion 
about what he wants, puruÀ¡rtha. He knows that nothing, but the discovery of his 
identity with Ì¿vara , will solve his problem. No j¢va can accept anything less because 
nothing else is going to work.  Whatever he does, he will continue to be a seeker. That 
will only be resolved when his sense of isolation is given up and that is only possible by 
discovering that he is everything. Until then, no j¢va  will rest content. Therefore, Ì¿vara 
is his end.  

Thus, K¤À¸a  says, ‘You will come to Me alone—m¡m eva eÀyasi.’ The obtaining 
non-separation, obtaining oneness, is not a created oneness; it has to be discovered. Any 
created oneness will end in separation. Because if two things are brought together, they 
will separate, either by death or some other calamity. Some form of entropy will cause 
the separation to take place. But here, the oneness is already accomplished. Ëtm¡ is 
Brahman —satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ  brahma. It is the only source of consciousness, 
not the knower, known, or instrument of knowledge, but the consciousness that is 
common in all three, that obtains as the basis of, the invariable in, all three. The 
recognition of that oneness that already exists, is what is called mokÀa, or gaining 
Ì¿vara. 

Here Lor d K¤À¸a gives Arjuna a promise that he will reach him, satyaÆ  te 
pratij¡ne. He need not say this at all; but he tells this to Arjuna in order to create 
¿raddh¡ in him. He can make such a promise because there is no way you can miss him; 
he is you. Why does he say this, when he need not? He himself gives the reason, 
‘Because you are beloved to Me—priyaÅ asi me.’ You follow what Bhagav¡n  says 
here and you will reach him. All you have to do is to prepare your mind and pursue 
knowledge as you are doing now. The result,  mokÀa, is inevitable, and there is no 
question of missing antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi, because devotion to Ì¿vara will take care of 
r¡ga -dveÀas. They get neutralized because you are doing what is to be done, not purely 
what you like, and you are doing it with devotion. Therefore antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi will 
take place and mokÀa is not going to be far away. Therefore, pursuit of knowledge is 
also part of a life of karma-yoga. The clarity of knowledge increases as the antaÅ -
kara¸a  becomes freed from the hold of r¡ga -dveÀas. This end is assured for one who 
has devotion to Ì¿vara. He is the end to be accomplished and he is the one whose grace I 
seek to help me recognize my identity with him. 

The end to be accomplished is Ì¿vara  and the accomplishment is in the form  of ‘I 
am Ì¿vara —¢¿varo'ham.’ Thus, I become one for whom Ì¿vara  is the end. Previously it 
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was said that whatever you do, yat karoÀi, you should do it as an offering to Me, tat 
kuruÀva  madarpa¸am . When all actions are offered to Ì¿vara, keeping him as the goal, 
and for the purpose of antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, all our r¡ga-dveÀas get neutralized and 
have no more hold over us. Lord K¤À¸a has said that r¡ga-dveÀas are there in the mind 
of everyone and exhorts us not to come under their control—r¡ga -dveÀau sarveÀ¡m 
buddhau vyavasthitau; tayoÅ va¿aÆ na  ¡gacchet.1 Having r¡ga -dveÀas does not 
mean that you have a problem. But if they have you, you have nothing but problems. 
Gaining mastery over our r¡ga-dveÀas is accomplished by karma-yoga, which is not 
one action but a committed lifestyle of doing what is to be done with a proper attitude. 
Because of this, one gains antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, and is, therefore, prepared to gain 
knowledge, jµ¡na . Besides this karma-yoga, the G¢t¡ also talks about renunciation of 
action, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa, through knowledge, which is mokÀa, and also the 
lifestyle of sanny¡sa. In the next verse, Lord K¤À¸a is going to talk about renunciation 
of action through knowledge, jµ¡na -karma -sanny¡sa . 

áA×KARA'S INTRODUCTION TO THE NEXT VERSE 

Introducing this verse, áa´kara  says that the greatest secret of commitment to 
karma-yoga  is surrender to Ì¿vara . Ì¿vara  is the sole refuge to whom the individual, 
j¢va, surrenders all his karmas. In this, dharma, the moral order, is looked upon as 
Ì¿vara. Only then can we call it karma-yoga . If that vision is not there, one can be an 
ethical person, but not a karma-yog¢, for, karma-yoga implies accepting Ì¿vara as the 
very order of dharma. Once that appreciation is complete, what is the result? Karma -
yoga itself is not the end; but through that you pave the way for the clear vision of what 
is what, samyag-dar¿ana, namely ‘you are Brahman .’ This is what we call jµ¡na -
karma-sanny¡sa. It was said, ‘The one who sees no action in action and action in 
inaction, he, among men, is wise—karma¸i akarma  yaÅ pa¿yet akarma¸i ca  karma 
yaÅ sa buddhim¡n manuÀyeÀu,’2 and, ‘Mentally renouncing all actions, the indweller 
of the body is seated happily in this nine-gated city, neither doing nor causing anything 
to be done—sarvakarm¡¸i manas¡ sannyasya ¡ste sukhaÆ vas¢ navadv¡re pure 
deh¢ naiva kurvan na k¡rayan.’3 Throughout the G¢t¡, K¤À¸a has talked about jµ¡na-
karma-sanny¡sa, renunciation of all karmas by knowledge. 

What is that knowledge? I, ¡tm¡ , am not the agent, kart¡. By knowing that, all 
karmas are completely negated. ‘The one whose mind is in that (Brahman), whose self 
is that, whose commitment is that, whose impurities are destroyed by knowledge, do not 
return again —tad-buddhayaÅ tad-¡tm¡naÅ tan-niÀ¶h¡Å tat-par¡ya¸¡Å gacchanti 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 3-34 
2 G¢t¡ – 4-18 
3 G¢t¡ – 5-13 
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apunar¡v¤ttim jµ¡na -nirdh£ta -kalmaÀ¡Å.’1 ‘Seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, 
eating, walking, sleeping, breathing, talking, releasing, grasping, opening and closing the 
eyelids, contemplating that the sense organs move about among the sense objects, the 
one who knows the truth, who has self-mastery, thinks, ‘I do not do anything at all—
naiva kiµcit  karomi iti yukto manyeta tattvavit pa¿yan  ¿¤¸van sp¤¿an  jighran a¿nan 
gacchan svapan ¿vasan pralapan vis¤jan g¤h¸an unmiÀan nimiÀan api indriy¡¸i 
indriy¡rtheÀu vartante iti dh¡rayan.’2 All these verses should be remembered as we 
look into this 18th chapter, because the essential part of all that has been said is going to 
be presented here.  

Finally, renunciation of action through knowledge, jµ¡na-karma-sanny¡sa and 
the sanny¡sa  as a lifestyle are pointed out here. This verse deals with both sanny¡sa as 
a yoga or a means, in terms of a lifestyle, called vividiÀ¡-sanny¡sa, which is the result 
of a life of karma-yoga, and also the result of that sanny¡sa , which is jµ¡na -karma -
sanny¡sa—renunciation of all action by knowledge, knowing that I am not an agent. 
Both are covered in this verse. Therefore, it is a complete summing up of the topic of 
sanny¡sa. The previous verse sums up karma-yoga , and here, it is pure knowledge.  

ºÉ´ÉÇvÉ¨ÉÉÇxÉÂ {ÉÊ®úiªÉVªÉ ¨ÉÉ¨ÉäEÆò ¶É®úhÉÆ µÉVÉ* 
+½Æþ i´ÉÉ ºÉ´ÉÇ{ÉÉ{Éä¦ªÉÉä ¨ÉÉäIÉÊªÉ¹ªÉÉÊ¨É ¨ÉÉ ¶ÉÖSÉ&**66** 
sarvadharm¡n parityajya m¡mekaÆ ¿ara¸aÆ vraja  
ahaÆ tv¡ sarvap¡pebhyo mokÀayiÀy¡mi m¡ ¿ucaÅ Verse 66 

ºÉ´ÉÇ-vÉ¨ÉÉÇxÉÂ sarva -dharm¡n — all karmas; {ÉÊ®úiªÉVªÉ parityajya — giving up; ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ BEò¨ÉÂ 
m¡m ekam — Me alone; ¶É®úhÉ¨ÉÂ µÉVÉ ¿ara¸am vraja  — take refuge; ºÉ´ÉÇ-{ÉÉ{Éä¦ªÉ& sarva -
p¡pebhyaÅ — from all karma ; i´ÉÉ tv¡ — you; +½þ¨ÉÂ ¨ÉÉäIÉÊªÉ¹ªÉÉÊ¨É aham  mokÀayiÀy¡mi 
— I will release; ¨ÉÉ ¶ÉÖSÉ& m¡  ¿ucaÅ — do not grieve 

Giving up all karmas, take refuge in Me alone. I will release you from all 
karma ; do not grieve. 

This is considered to be the last verse of teaching in the G¢t¡ . The teaching of the 
G¢t¡ begins with the statement, ‘You are grieving over what does not deserve to be 
grieved for—a¿ocy¡n anva¿ocastvam,’3 and it ends here with, ‘Do not grieve—m¡  
¿ucaÅ.’ Therefore, it is clear that the whole purpose of the G¢t¡ is to remove sorrow. 
Here, it is said, ‘sarva-dharm¡n parityajya—giving up all dharmas, m¡m ekaÆ 
¿ara¸aÆ vraja —take refuge in Me alone.’ We have to see what dharma is here. Lastly, 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 5-17 
2 G¢t¡ – 5-8, 9 
3 G¢t¡ – 2-11 
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K¤À¸a says, ‘I will free you from all p¡pa , therefore do not grieve—ahaÆ tv¡ sarva -
p¡pebhyo mokÀayiÀy¡mi m¡ ¿ucaÅ.’ 

WHAT IS MEANT BY GIVING UP ALL DHARMAS?  
GIVING UP ALL DHARMAS IS GIVING UP ALL ACTIONS THROUGH KNOWLEDGE 

When we closely analyse the whole v¡kya , we can see that, jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡  is what 
is mentioned here. áa´kara  says that when it is said that all dharmas should be given 
up—sarva -dharm¡n parityajya—the word dharma here includes both dharma and 
adharma, because the intended meaning of both the ¿ruti and sm¤ti is freedom from 
action, naiÀkarmya. This means the complete giving up, parity¡ga  of all karmas. As 
long as one is subject to karma, one is in saÆs¡ra, and therefore, one has to become 
free from all karmas in order to be free from saÆs¡ra. If G¢t¡ is a mokÀa-¿¡stra, it has 
to provide a means to get rid of all karmas. We know that it is impossible to get rid of 
all karmas by exhausting them, because they are countless. Nor is it ever possible to 
give up action, even for a second—na  hi ka¿cit kÀa¸am api j¡tu  tiÀ¶hati akarmak¤t. 
There is only one way—actions are given up by sheer knowledge,  jµ¡na -karma -
sanny¡sa. Ëtm¡ is not an agent, kart¡, nor is it an object, karma, of any action, nor 
connected in any way to any kind of action. That is the nature of the ¡tm¡, and therefore, 
it is by nature free from all karma . Actionlessness, then, is equated to mokÀa. 

GIVING UP DHARMA INCLUDES GIVING UP ADHARMA A LSO 

By explaining that adharma  is to be included in the word, sarva-dharma , 
áa´kara has made it clear that giving up dharma does not mean failing to give up 
adharma. This is supported by the Ka¶hopaniÀad, which says that the gain of ¡tma -
jµ¡na is not possible for the one who has not withdrawn from improper activities.1 That 
adharma is included when we say, ‘sarvadharma’ is expressed not only in the ¿ruti. In 
the Mah¡bh¡rata  too it is said that, one has to give up dharma and adharma ,2 and that 
one should give up both truth and falsehood, finally give up that by which one gives up. 
The notion by which one thinks that one has given up, that also should be given up—by 
knowledge. That means the notion of agency, kart¤tva should be given up.  

                                                                 
1 Ka¶hopaniÀad – 1-2-24 
2 iªÉVÉ vÉ¨ÉÇ̈ ÉvÉ¨ÉÈ SÉ =¦Éä ºÉiªÉÉxÉÞiÉä iªÉVÉ* 
=¦Éä ºÉiªÉÉxÉÞiÉä iªÉCi´ÉÉ ªÉäxÉ iªÉVÉÊºÉ iÉkªÉVÉ** ®…0 ¶……0 ¶ÉÉ0 {…0 12 -329-40 
tyaja dharmamadharmaÆ ca ubhe saty¡n¤te tyaja 
ubhe saty¡n¤te tyaktv¡ yena tyajasi tattyaja  Mah¡bh¡rata á¡ntiparva – 12-329-40 
Please give up dharma and adharma. Give up both truth and falsehood. Giving up both 
truth and falsehood , give up that by which you give up.  
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GIVING UP ALL ACTIONS CAN DENOTE VIVIDIâËSANNYËSA ALSO 

The practice of dharma and adharma  is only in terms of action, karma. Here we 
are asked to give up both actions, which are looked upon as right, dharma, and those, 
which are looked upon as wrong, adharma . That amounts to all actions. How can 
anybody give up all actions? There is only one way, which Lord K¤À¸a tells here—m¡m 
ekaÆ ¿ara¸aÆ vraja. This is true even if sarvadharma is taken as all the actions that 
we generally do to fulfil desires, k¡mya-karmas. This would include those actions 
enjoined by the ¿ruti,  vaidika -karmas or ¿rauta -karmas, and those enjoined by the 
sm¤ti, sm¡rta-karmas. All of them are given up when one takes to a life of sanny¡sa 
for the pursuit of knowledge of Ì¿vara, vividiÀ¡-sanny¡sa. Thus, Ì¿vara is the only 
refuge.  

ONLY MOKâËRTHÌ CAN GIVE UP ACTIONS 

When dharma, artha , and k¡ma are not the ends, naturally the karmas to attain 
them have no purpose and are given up. If they are the ends, karma can never be given 
up because dharma , artha and k¡ma can be gained only by karma. That is why the 
whole Veda, except for the UpaniÀad  portion, is occupied with karma. It is the only 
means by which these ends, dharma, artha and k¡ma , can be accomplished. This is 
also why the last portion of the Veda containing the  UpaniÀads is considered a separate 
section. Unlike the first section, it is meant for mokÀa, because in it karma  is not the 
topic; jµ¡na is the topic. 

GIVING UP DHARMA IS NOT GIVING UP THE CODE OF DHARMA -ADHARMA  
BUT ACTIONS BASED ON THEM 

From the standpoint of those who are committed to karma, the 
P£rva-m¢m¡Æsakas, the entire ¿¡stra  is analysed in order to understand what karma is 
to be done to gain the various desired results mentioned in the Veda. The first s£tra  in 
their book of analysis is, ‘Hereafter (after the study of the Veda), therefore, is an inquiry 
into dharma—ath¡to dharma-jijµ¡s¡.’1 The word dharma  in the s£tra includes 
adharma also, and ultimately, it means karma because first, the whole topic is karma , 
and secondly, dharma  is meant only for karma . By tradition then, the word dharma 
means karma. Since all dharma, sarvadharma, has to be understood to include 
adharma, when it is said that all dharma  is to be given up, it means that all karma is to 
be given up. There is no ‘giving up’ of dharma and adharma , what is right and wrong. 
We can perhaps give up the notion of right and wrong, but still, empirically, there is such 
a thing as right and there is such a thing as wrong. This is not something that is within 
our power to give up. What we can giv e up is action, karma , that is based on dharma  or 
adharma. 

                                                                 
1 Jamini-s£tra – 1-1-1 
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WHAT DOES 'ME ALONE' MEAN HERE?  

Using the first person, Lord K¤À¸a says here, ‘Take refuge in Me alone.’ Why has 
he said, ‘Me alone?’ It can be a jealous statement, ‘Do not go to any other God; come 
only to Me. All other gods, like Indra, Varu¸a, Agni, etc., cannot give you mokÀa ; you 
have to come only to Me for that.’ This is how some devotees like those of the ‘Hare 
Krishna Sect’ present this verse. Only K¤À¸a is the real God. You have to surrender only 
to him. Here we have to see how to take this ‘ekam–only’ in the proper manner, in 
keeping with the whole teaching. Two things are mentioned here by áa´kara . One is 
that, when Bhagav¡n says, ‘Me,’ we are to understand that as the one who is of the 
nature of all.  

There are different things in this world, all of which can be brought under two 
heads—cetana, that which is sentient, and acetana, that which is insentient. The sentient 
includes all creatures from Brahmaji down to a worm, ¡brahma -stamba -paryantam. 
That is one group. Then there is the group made up of inert materials, ja·¡tmaka, the 
insentient things. K¤À¸a is saying, in effect, ‘I am the very nature, svar£pa, of all of 
them.’ Why? Because of being the cause of all things that are here—sarvasya 
k¡ra¸atv¡t. The so-called sentient and insentient, cetana and acetana, are both nothing 
but the five elements—paµca-bh£tas. All that is here is either the subtle aspect of the 
elements, s£kÀma-bh£tas, or the gross aspect, sth£la -bh£tas. If we analyse this in 
terms of consciousness, from a provisional standpoint, we can say that all of these 
elements are really inert because everything other than the caitanya -¡tm¡ is inert. When 
we divide things into sentient and insentient, what we call insentient is really that which 
has no subtle body, s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra , while the sentient is that which has a subtle body. 
But the concept of inert and conscious is only from a point of view.  

In fact, everything is one consciousness, Brahman . Try to think of an object 
minus consciousness. You cannot. Even if you say that, it is inert, the fact that you are 
seeing it, lighting it up, means that it is not away from ¡tm¡ , consciousness. It is just that 
only the existence aspect, satt¡, of ¡tm¡ is manifest there, while in a conscious or 
sentient object, there is the presence of a subtle body, s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra, and therefore, a 
manifestation of consciousness which expresses itself as a knower, etc. Consciousness, 
caitanya, is present everywhere. There is no question of there being anything that is 
away from caitanya -¡tm¡, which is Brahman, and therefore, áa´kara calls the Lord 
sarv¡tm¡, the ¡tm¡ , the nature of all—because he is the maker as well as the material 
cause of everything. This is looking at the whole thing from the standpoint of cause and 
effect—the effect is non-separate from the cause.  

When one says, ‘I am the self of all,’ ahaÆ sarv¡tm¡, where does this ‘I,’ aham, 
come from? áa´kara says that aham is the one who obtains in all things, sarva -
bh£tastha . Why does he say this? Is not sarv¡tm¡ good enough? No. It is possible to 
construe from sarvatm¡ that ¡tm¡ has modified into the world. Therefore, we have to 
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say that it has not modified; it transcends everything and is also immanent. If we only 
say that, it obtains in all things, sarva -bh£tastha, you may think that if ¡tm¡ is inside 
you, it is not outside, and everything else is separate from you. Therefore, we have to say 
both the statements, ‘ahaÆ sarva-bh£tastha -¡tm¡—I am the very being of all living 
beings’ and ‘ahaÆ sarv¡tm¡—I am in the form of all beings.’ Even though the Lord 
that is consciousness is present in everything, it is only the conscious being who is in the 
buddhi that can be known as the same consciousness, ¡tm¡. The whole creation is 
standing in the same caitanya-¡tm¡ , which means that Ì¿vara  obtains in everything, not 
fractionally, but in full measure. Suppose there is one big lump of something that is 
distributed to everybody. Then everyone will have a bit of it. If it is consciousness, 
everyone will have one spark of some column of consciousness. Does everybody have a 
spark of consciousness within, like the sparks emanating from fire? No. We cannot make 
a spark out of consciousness; it is satya—the only thing here. In your buddhi, there is a 
complete, p£r¸a-saccid¡nanda-¡tm¡ . The same saccid¡nanda-¡tm¡ alone is Ì¿vara , 
and therefore, the Lord who is everything, sarv¡tm¡, is the one who obtains in all 
beings, sarva -bh£tastha. That means ¡tm¡ is sarvabh£tastha —one that is present in 
every being. We understand that ¡tm¡ is bh£tastha, that is, it is immanent inside every 
being, like a thread that passes through every bead in a necklace.  

This has also been shown in the thirteenth chapter where, again using the first 
person, K¤À¸a says, ‘Know Me as the knower of the kÀetra  in all kÀetras—kÀetrajµaÆ 
c¡pi m¡Æ  viddhi sarva-kÀetreÀu  bh¡rata .’ The kÀetra  is the body, mind, senses, and 
the entire world; and the one who knows the kÀetra is the kÀetrajµa-¡tm¡. Therefore, 
when K¤À¸a  says, ‘Understand Me as the kÀetrajµa,’ he is also saying, ‘Understand 
yourself to be the kÀetrajµa, and that kÀetrajµa is Myself.’ Thus, this is a mah¡v¡kya . 
Further, know Me, as the essential nature, svar£pa , of all—sarv¡tm¡, and obtaining in 
all—sarva -bh£tastha, as sama, the same—that which does not undergo any change. 
Being whole, it is complete, it is always the same. And it is also equal. In everybody's 
heart, there is one ¡tm¡, and that ¡tm¡  is whole, p£r¸a. It is not complete in one person, 
and incomplete in another. It is the same fullness in all beings and it does not undergo 
any change. Therefore, Ì¿vara, the Lord, is also that which is not subject to destruction, 
acyuta, free from getting into a womb, and therefore, not born, or subject to death. Who 
is that? That ‘Ì¿vara  is Myself alone,’ says K¤À¸a . 

TAKING REFUGE IN ÌáVARA IS KNOWING THAT THERE IS NOTHING OTHER THAN ÌáVARA  

What does it mean to take refuge in that Ì¿vara  alone? It means to understand, to 
know, that there is nothing other than me,  ¡tm¡ , which is not different in nature from 
Ì¿vara. There is no separation between ¡tm¡  and Ì¿vara . Other than Ì¿vara, there is 
nothing, and that Ì¿vara is non-separate from the ¡tm¡ . We do not say that there is one 
God; we say all that is there is God. I am not other than Ì¿vara, and Ì¿vara is not other 
than me. In other words, tat tvam asi—you are that. The predication here is only for 
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you, tvam, the one who is self-evident. There is confusion only with reference to ‘you’ 
alone; tat has no problem; and if it did, you would not know it. Your problem is solved 
when you understand who you are, what you are; that is, when you understand that you 
are that Brahman  which is Ì¿vara. This is the meaning. To take refuge in the Lord who 
is of the essential nature, svar£pa , of everything, sarv¡tm¡ , the one who is obtaining in 
all, sarva-bh£tastha , the same, sama , not subject to destruction, acyuta, and free from 
birth and death, etc., is to understand that there is nothing other than that Lord. This 
means that you are not separate from the Lord.  

PROBLEMS WITH OTHER EXPLANATIONS OF 'SURRENDER' 

This is the meaning that áa´kara gives here. And it is the only meaning that can 
be defended. With any other meaning, the giving up of all dharma will be a problem. 
Suppose one says that, I should give up all dharma, all good and bad actions, and 
surrender to God. Then, is the surrendering a good action or a bad one? If it is taken as 
good, how can I give up good and bad actions and surrender to God? Surrender is also 
good. It may be a new good action, which is better than all the others, but it is still a 
good action, and therefore, I cannot both surrender and also give up all good actions. It is 
impossible. Perhaps I can give up prohibited action, niÀiddha-karma , and desire-
prompted action, k¡mya-karma, but never all karmas by an act of surrender. 

Further, who is to surrender to whom? I have to surrender. All right, I will give up 
all my good and bad activities. I am neither going to do good to anybody, nor do harm to 
anybody. I give up all the good and bad activities, yet I am left behind. Now if I am 
asked to surrender my ego, how will I do that? Who will do it? The ego has to surrender 
the ego. How is that possible? If the object of surrender is the ego, there should be some 
other entity other than the ego that picks up the ego and places it at the feet of the Lord. 
But then, this ego is not an object for me because the ego is myself. It is not an object 
that I can place at the feet of Bhagav¡n. And another thing, where are those feet? That is 
another problem. Where will I find Bhagav¡n's feet? It is all wishful thinking. That is 
why people do not accomplish much in this kind of thing. Even though it gives them a 
feeling, an attitude, bh¡van¡ of surrender, which is good, finally speaking it does not 
solve the problem.  

Here at the end of the G¢t¡, when K¤À¸a  is going to tell Arjuna the essence of the 
entire teaching, he cannot give him just a simple feeling. This is a mokÀa-¿¡stra . He has 
to talk about what will give mokÀa. Therefore, if you analyse the possible meanings of 
surrender to Bhagav¡n , you will find that no other meaning can be defended except the 
one that is given by áa´kara  here. Giving up all karmas and taking refuge only in 
Ì¿vara are almost one and the same thing. It is something like cutting a log and making 
it into two. They are not two separate things. Is cutting the log one action, and making it 
into two another action? No. There is only one action. Cutting the log itself is dividing 
the log into two. When does making it into two pieces take place? When the action of 
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cutting is completed. In fact cutting is making it into two. Similarly here, giving up of all 
karmas is recognizing Ì¿vara  as the ¡tm¡  and ¡tm¡  as Ì¿vara. This is called jµ¡na -
niÀ¶h¡. Any other meaning will not work nor will it give the promised r esult of freedom 
from all karmas—sarvap¡pebhyo mokÀaÅ. 

WHAT IS RELEASE FROM ALL PËPAS? 

It is very interesting that K¤À¸a has said, ‘I will release you from all p¡pas.’ Does 
it mean that you should give up all dharma , surrender to Bhagav¡n and he will release 
you from all the p¡pas you have done? Does he mean to say, ‘Don't worry, keep killing, 
stealing, committing all sorts of atrocities upon society, create as much havoc as you can, 
and make people miserable, and then I will take care of all your p¡pas. The only thing 
is, you must surrender to Me.’ It is exactly like a godfather talking—not God, the Father.  

To make sure that this verse is not misunderstood in this way, áa´kara explains 
what kind of ‘you’ is released. This is a person who has a clear understanding, ni¿cita -
buddhi, that there is nothing other than Ì¿vara, the cause of everything. Other than that 
cause, there is no effect at all. When you recognize that Ì¿vara  is satyaÆ jµ¡nam 
anantaÆ brahma , and you understand that satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma  only as 
the ¡tm¡ , you will be released. There is no other source of consciousness, jµ¡na, apart 
from ¡tm¡, and therefore, in the definition of Brahman , ¡tm¡  is defined. If ¡tm¡ 
happens to be Brahman and Brahman happens to be the ¡tm¡, the definition of either 
of them should be complete and reveal the identity between them. When you say sat-cit-
¡nanda -¡tm¡ , it is nothing other than satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma. When you 
say satyaÆ jµ¡nam anantaÆ brahma, it is sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡  alone. One definition 
should be as good as the other, because both are identical. Identical is not the word; 
¡tm¡  is Brahman. When ¡tm¡  is predicated as Brahman, the definition of Brahman is 
the definition of ¡tm¡ . If that is understood, naturally, there is nothing other than 
myself—mattaÅ anyat kiµcit n¡sti. The one who has no more vagueness or error about 
this is called ni¿cita-buddhi. You, tv¡, who has this kind of buddhi, I will release, 
mokÀayiÀy¡mi. 

From what? From all p¡pa, sarva-p¡pebhyaÅ . What are the p¡pas? áa´kara 
says that sarva -p¡pa  is that which is in the form of bondage and includes both dharma 
and adharma . Whether we consider it as an action that is in keeping with dharma  or 
adharma, or as a result, that manifests as pu¸ya or p¡pa , it is all the same. From all 
karma, pu¸ya  and p¡pa , Lord K¤À¸a  says, ‘I will release you —ahaÆ  tv¡ 
mokÀayiÀy¡mi.’ 

IF IT IS KNOWLEDGE THAT RELEASES, WHAT IS THE PLACE OF ÌáVARA IN THIS? 

A question can be raised here. If I give up all karmas by knowing that I am 
Ì¿vara, then, who is K¤À¸a , as Ì¿vara, to release me? It is something like the kettle 
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saying, ‘Fill me with water, put me on the stove until the water is boiling, then put in 
some tea bags, hold me in your hand, and then pour my contents into the cup and I will 
give you tea.’ What a great giving is that! One can say to Ì¿vara, ‘Once I know that I am 
Ì¿vara and you are myself, that I am not separate from you and you are not separate 
from me, who are you to release me?’ Release, at this point is purely figurative. We only 
speak of release from the standpoint of the problem that existed due to lack of proper 
understanding. Release is not a new action that Ì¿vara is going to perform. 

áa´kara  takes care of this neatly by saying that the release is by means of 
revealing the nature of one's own self, sv¡tmabh¡va-prak¡s¢kara¸ena. It has to be 
shown that the self is Brahman because that fact is shrouded in ignorance. That 
ignorance is removed by revealing the nature of ¡tm¡ , of oneself, as Ì¿vara . By the 
knowledge that you are Ì¿vara , you are released. There is no action of releasing because 
you are already, have always been and always will be, liberated, nitya -mukta . You 
come to understand and own that, and thereby, release yourself. 

áa´kara  reminds us that the same thing was said earlier by the Lord, ‘Remaining 
as the essential nature, svar£pa, of the self, I will destroy, (the darkness, tamas, of 
ignorance) by the light which is the lamp of knowledge—n¡¿ay¡mi ¡tmabh¡vasthaÅ 
jµ¡nad¢pena  bh¡svat¡ .’1 What is the knowledge? It is the cognition, v¤tti-jµ¡na , that 
brahma aham asmi—I am Brahman . It is only that cognition, which takes place in the 
mind, buddhi, that is opposed to ignorance. The jµ¡na that is consciousness is not 
opposed to ignorance. If it were, there would be no ignorance at all because 
consciousness is always present. This knowledge that is opposed to ignorance, the v¤tti-
jµ¡na and removes the ignorance in the buddhi, does not take place without the 
operation of a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a. Thus, the word ‘lamp,’ d¢pa, is 
significant here. Light has to be brought in because there is darkness in the buddhi in the 
form of ignorance. To dispel the darkness, we require the light of the lamp of 
knowledge. That light is the cognition, v¤tti-jµ¡na, ‘I am Brahman.’ Remaining as the 
¡tm¡ in everybody's heart, ¡tma -bh¡vastha, the Lord destroys ignorance through the 
light of knowledge, which dispels the darkness of ignorance and reveals the very nature 
of the Lord as the nature of the self. Therefore, ‘You should not grieve—m¡ ¿ucaÅ.’ 

THIS áLOKA CAN ALSO INDICATE THE PURSUIT 

This can also be taken as a pursuit. Then it would mean, ‘Give up all the pu¸ya -
p¡pa -karmas and then come to Me as a sanny¡s¢ and seek Me. I will give you the 
knowledge by revealing Myself to you because you are seeking Me. By gaining the 
v¤tti- jµ¡na, you will recognize Me as yourself, and thereby, be totally free from pu¸ya 
and p¡pa .’ Taken this way, it becomes a clear statement indicating sanny¡sa as a 
lifestyle. The previous verse is for karma-yoga, but this is for sanny¡sa . It was made 
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clear that karma  itself does not give mokÀa . Now we understand, neither does 
knowledge. You are already liberated, mukta . Knowledge will release you from 
ignorance, and once ignorance goes, bondage goes. Knowledge only removes the notion 
that you are bound. You are already free, and therefore, do not require karma or 
knowledge, to be free. But if you do not recognize that you are free, you require jµ¡na . 
What is the jµ¡na? Here it is that which is capable of removing the ignorance that is the 
cause of saÆs¡ra . It is only that knowledge that you require, nothing else. This is going 
to be told in this verse, and áa´kara  is going to discuss how neither karma is necessary 
for mokÀa , nor a synthesis of karma  and jµ¡na. Even jµ¡na is not necessary for mokÀa  
because the self is already free. If you do not see that, we are constrained to say that you 
have ignorance and therefore, require knowledge to remove that ignorance.  

ababababab 
 



áËSTROPASAêHËRA-PRAKARAÛA 
(SUMMARY OF THE ENTIRE GÌTËáËSTRA )  

With this, áa´kara 's bh¡Àya  on the verse is over. Now he begins a summary of 
the entire ¿¡stra, opening with a discussion of the appropriate means for mokÀa . Is it 
knowledge, karma, or a synthesis of the two? Three possible contentions are presented 
and discussed here. áa´kara has done this before, and now, at the end of the ¿¡stra, he 
summarises the entire subject matter to make it all very clear.1 

THE MEANS FOR MOKâA  

In this g¢t¡ -¿¡stra , what is really determined as the means for mokÀa?2 This 
question arises because there are doubts about whether pure knowledge is the means for 
mokÀa, or karma alone, such as agnihotra, etc., and other duties enjoined in the ¿¡stra , 
or both of them together. There are those who contend that mere knowledge will not give 
you mokÀa, nor will mere karma , but together, they will produce the desired result. A 
road map alone will not take you to your destination, and mere driving, without the road 
map, will not take you there either. Combining them, you can reach your destination. 
Similarly, for mokÀa , the pursuit of knowledge is necessary along with the pursuit of 
karma. Why is this so? Both knowledge and karma are enjoined in the ¿¡stra. Because 
daily rituals like agnihotra, and daily prayers, etc., are enjoined, they have to be done 
obligatorily along with the pursuit of knowledge. Or, knowledge is necessary 
secondarily, but karma is what produces mokÀa. Or, knowledge alone produces mokÀa. 

THE BASIS FOR DOUBT  

What is the basis for all these doubts? In the thirteenth chapter, it was said, ‘I will 
tell you that which is to be known, knowing which one gains immortality—jµeyaÆ yat 

                                                                 
1 Here in this ¿¡stra-upasaÆh¡ra-prakara¸a, áa´kara sums up the entire g¢t¡-¿¡stra  

raising all possible p£rvapakÀas against the siddh¡nta of ved¡nta-¿¡stra. Therefore, this 
section of the bh¡Àya is very terse with arguments and counter arguments which have been 
explained in detail by Swamiji following the bh¡Àya closely. In order to help the students 
who would like to connect the text with the bh¡Àya, we have given the relevent portions of 
the bh¡Àya as footnote through out this section. In this we have basically followed the 
edition of Gita Press, Gorakhpur. But at places where the reading was better, we have 
followed the edtion of the Sanskrit Education Society, Chennai. — Editor's note. 

2 +Îº¨ÉxÉÂ Ê½þ MÉÒiÉÉ¶ÉÉÛÉä {É®Æú ÊxÉ&¸ÉäªÉºÉºÉÉvÉxÉÆ ÊxÉÊ•ÉiÉÆ , ËEò YÉÉxÉÆ, ËEò Eò¨ÉÇ ´ÉÉ, +É½þÉäÎº´ÉnùÂ =¦ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ <ÊiÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 386 

tat pravakÀy¡mi yad jµ¡tv¡ am¤tam a¿nute.’1 And in this chapter, we have seen, 
‘Thus, knowing Me, in reality, after that, he enters into Me—tato m¡Æ tattvato jµ¡tv¡ 
vi¿ate tadanantaram.’2 There are a number of v¡kyas like this in the G¢t¡ , not just one 
or two. Every chapter has a sentence one can quote to prove that the gain of mokÀa  is 
purely by knowledge—without any karma . This is one set of v¡kyas. Then we have 
another set, like, ‘Your choice is only in karma—karma¸i eva adhik¡raÅ te’3 and ‘Do 
karma alone—kuru  karmaiva.’4 Then again, ‘The one who does actions, resolving 
them in Brahman  and giving up all attachment is not touched by p¡pa, like a lotus leaf 
in water—brahma¸i ¡dh¡ya  karm¡¸i sa´gaÆ tyaktv¡  karoti yaÅ  lipyate na  sa 
p¡pena  padma -patram iv¡mbhas¡ .’5 Elsewhere it is said that even maintenance of the 
body, ¿ar¢ra -y¡tr¡pi, is not possible without karma6 and that ‘no one remains, even for 
a moment, without performing action—na hi ka¿cit kÀa¸am api j¡tu tiÀ¶hati 
akarmak¤t.’7 Further, a person gains mokÀa or siddhi, by doing his own karma , and 
offering it to the Lord, svakarma¸¡ tam abhyarcya siddhiÆ  vindati m¡navaÅ. Thus, 
there are other sentences in the G¢t¡  which show that karma definitely has the status of 
something to be done. 

What do we have now? Karma  is to be done for mokÀa ; knowledge itself will 
give you mokÀa. Once we have two different types of statements like these, naturally 
there will be a doubt. Which will give me mokÀa? Because both karma and knowledge 
are taught by the same ¿¡stra, is a combination of both required for mokÀa ? How is this 
to be construed? Perhaps neither mere knowledge nor mere karma is enough for mokÀa . 
But when they are synthesised, they have the status of being the means for mokÀa. When 
we have these two types of sentences, a doubt like this is definitely possible. 

THE PURPOSE OF ANALYSIS 

All right, let there be a doubt. Perhaps any one of these three possibilities can give 
mokÀa. Why should we bother about it? No. The one who wants mokÀa  cannot leave 
such a doubt unresolved. When there is a doubt about a sentence in the ¿¡stra, we have 
to analyse it and ascertain its meaning. Why? What is the result of this analysis?8 
áa´kara raises the question and says that it is the determination of which among them is 
the best means for mokÀa . ‘Best’ is not really the word here. Among the three options 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 13-12 
2 G¢t¡ – 18-55 
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presented, only one is the means for mokÀa. Is it knowledge, karma , or a combination of 
the two? What do we get by knowing that? Only then can we get mokÀa . Otherwise, we 
will be worried and confused about how we should proceed with our pursuit. Our 
question would be, ‘Should I do a little bit of this and a little of that?’ Some jµ¡na  in the 
morning and some karma in the evening, or on some days karma and on other days 
jµ¡na? Before we embark upon the whole thing, we must know which can serve as the 
means for mokÀa . Otherwise, we will be wasting our time. It is not that we have not 
discussed this before. We have analysed karma, its limitations, etc., over and over. But 
now while summing up, we have to ascertain the meaning of the g¢t¡-¿¡stra.  

GÌTË IS NOT A PEP TALK BUT A MOKâA -áËSTRA  

Some people say it is nothing more than a pep talk to motivate Arjuna to get up 
and fight the battle. In fact, it is a pep talk in the beginning. When K¤À¸a says, ‘In such 
crisis from where has this despair come upon you, O! 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—kutastv¡ ka¿malam idaÆ  viÀame samupasthitam …,’ and says further, ‘O! 
P¡rtha, the vanquisher of enemies, do not yield to unmanliness. This does not befit you. 
Give up this lowly weakness of the heart and get up—klaibyaÆ m¡ sma gamaÅ 
p¡rtha…,’1 it is nothing more than a pep talk. I2 myself told you it is a pep talk. But 
Arjuna was not pepped up. That is the problem. Arjuna says to K¤À¸a, ‘Please teach 
me; I am your disciple. I do not think that the ¿oka, sorrow, I have, will go away. It is the 
same old sorrow invoked in this situation by having to slay Dro¸a and Bh¢Àma . The 
weeping of the soul which now is invoked by this situation I would like to completely 
silence. For that, I know that I should be a disciple and must get ¿reyas, mokÀa . 
Therefore, please teach me.’3 Until this point, the teaching had not begun. It was only a 
pep talk. Previously K¤À¸a answered Arjuna by trying to shame him into acting. Now 
K¤À¸a says, ‘You are grieving for that which does not deserve grief, even though you 
speak words of wisdom. The wise men do not grieve for those who have gone or for 
those who have not yet gone. The non-existent has no existence, and the existent has no 
non-existence. The seers of truth, however, see the truth of both of these.’4 

If you can understand this, there is nothing more to know even in the UpaniÀads. 
Those who know both sat and asat are those who see the truth, tattva-dar¿¢s. Those 
whose mind is committed to that and whose impurities are burnt away by knowledge do 
not have further birth, tad-buddhayaÅ tad-¡tm¡naÅ tanniÀ¶h¡Å tat-par¡ya¸¡Å 
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gacchanti apunar¡v¤ttiÆ  jµ¡na -nirdh£ta -kalmaÀ¡Å.1 How many statements, v¡kyas, 
are there like this! For example, consider, the statement, ‘Know Me to be the knower of 
the beings in all the beings—kÀetrajµaÆ c¡pi m¡Æ viddhi sarva -kÀetreÀu bh¡rata.’2 
That is not pep talk. Why should K¤À¸a talk about kÀetra and kÀetrajµa if he wants to 
give a pep talk? Or, consider the statement, ‘Free from egoism and delusion, those who 
have mastered the fault of attachment, those who are always centred on the self, those 
whose desire is completely gone away, are free from the pairs of opposites such as 
pleasure and suffering, and being not deluded, go to the imperishable abode—nirm¡na -
moh¡Å jitasa´ga-doÀ¡Å adhy¡tma -nity¡Å viniv¤tta-k¡m¡Å dvandvairvimukt¡Å 
sukha-duÅkha-saµjµaiÅ gacchanti am£·h¡Å padam avyayam.’3 This is not a pep 
talk. A pep talk is, ‘Get up and fight! Come on, fight! You will get this. You will get 
that. Do not mope like this. This is not the att itude. Think of your people, think of your 
name and fame.’ If you keep on repeating things like this, then, it is a pep talk—pepping 
up his drooped morale. That is different.  

But here, it is all teaching, all thinking. Where is the pep talk? The issue is whether 
the g¢t¡ -¿¡stra  is saying that knowledge, karma, or a combination of the two is the 
means for mokÀa, because G¢t¡ is a mokÀa-¿¡stra. Arjuna asked for ¿reyas, which is 
mokÀa. And Bhagav¡n  gave it to him. Arjuna himself had this doubt about the means  
for mokÀa . Throughout the G¢t¡ , he keeps asking in different ways, which is better—
knowledge or karma? He asked this question in the third chapter —jy¡yas¢ cet 
karma¸aste…4 And again he asked this question in the fifth chapter—sanny¡saÆ 
karma¸¡Æ K¤À¸a…5 Arjuna still has this doubt even at the eighteenth chapter. Again 
he wants to know, ‘What is the difference between ty¡ga  and sanny¡sa?’6 

áa´kara  thought that since this doubt7 keeps recurring, it has to be analysed and 
clearly resolved here at the end of the G¢t¡. One of these three, karma, knowledge, or a 
combination of the two, should be the means for mokÀa. Or is it a little of this and a little 
of that, like our common approach to things in life? This tendency for synthesis is 
always there. Doing a little bit of everything, integrating it all together is the usual 
approach. áa´kara does not seem to think like that. He is a serious person. He wants to 
know which of these three means is going to work; and he is going to determine it now, 
so that the matter is settled once and for all. It is of the utmost importance for one to 
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ascertain this thoroughly so that there is no doubt about whether karma, or jµ¡na , or 
both, will give mokÀa. This subject matter has to be analysed.  

KNOWLEDGE OF THE SELF ALONE IS THE MEANS FOR MOKâA  

Having said this, áa´kara  now begins the analysis. His opening statement is his 
vision of the truth about this. ‘However, knowledge of the self is the only means for 
mokÀa.’1 This ‘tu—however,’ indicates that the opposing views of karma and the 
combination of karma and knowledge are negated as means for mokÀa. He will discuss 
this use of tu  later in his commentary. Now, at the outset, he states unequivocally that 
knowledge of ¡tm¡ alone is the cause of mokÀa . In fact, knowledge is mokÀa. Without 
knowledge, there is no mokÀa, and therefore, knowledge is considered the means. But it 
is also the end, because after knowledge takes place, nothing further is required for 
mokÀa. If knowledge itself is mokÀa , why do we need to use the word mokÀa , freedom, 
at all? It is because this alone expresses what I am seeking, puruÀ¡rtha. MokÀa is the 
puruÀ¡rtha, not knowledge. I want to be free from sorrow, duÅkha—that is my value. 
The primary value is not for knowledge, but for freedom. Since the means for that is 
knowledge, I pursue knowledge. The result, which is non-duality, kaivalya , alone is the 
ultimate end for this knowledge of ¡tm¡ . How long will the pursuit of this knowledge 
continue? Until I gain the vision of non-duality which is mokÀa. There, the knowledge of 
¡tm¡ culminates. That very knowledge happens to be mokÀa  because without 
knowledge, there is no mokÀa, and when knowledge is there, mokÀa is gained. Thus, the 
knowledge of ¡tm¡ is the means for mokÀa  because it culminates in non-duality, which 
is mokÀa. 

HOW DOES KNOWLEDGE LEAD TO MOKâA ? 

How is this so? How does the knowledge of ¡tm¡ have its culmination in mokÀa? 
áa´kara says that it is by being the remover of all notions of duality. We have to 
understand this well. Self-knowledge has the capacity to negate all notions of duality. 2 
Why? Because the self is non-dual, that is, because the self is Brahman . That Brahman 
is satya , it is jµ¡na , and it is ananta  because nothing is standing separate from it. All 
that is here is one Brahman , and that is ¡tm ¡; there is nothing else. Therefore, once one 
knows the self, there is no notion of difference. Why does áa´kara say this? The 
negation of all notions of duality is mokÀa, the state of being non-dual. If that is mokÀa , 
as long as there is a notion of difference, there is no mokÀa.3  
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Suppose this notion of difference is negated. What will be the situation with 
reference to action? We have seen this in the verse, brahm¡rpa¸aÆ brahma-haviÅ 
brahm¡gnau  brahma¸¡ hutaÆ brahmaiva  tena gantavyaÆ brahma -karma -
sam¡dhin¡. Here, the one who does the action is Brahman, the object of the action is 
Brahman , the instrument of action is Brahman—everything is Brahman. What does it 
mean? Doing takes place, but it is negated. Such action is like a roasted seed, good for 
enjoying, but not for germination—bhog¡ya  na tu prasav¡ya. Similarly, if you are 
looking at the whole thing as Brahman, the agent, kart¡, is mithy¡, the object, karma , 
is mithy¡, the action, kriy¡ , is mithy¡. They all become mithy¡, only when we know 
the satya, which is akart¡, that is, not an agent, and in which everything takes place. 
Knowing that I am that satyaÆ  brahma makes everything else negated, b¡dhita. Then, 
whatever happens is all entertainment.  

The whole time that you cry in the theatre, you know it is  a movie, or a play. You 
may identify with the hero or heroine, and even though you know there are only actors 
standing on the stage or projected on the screen and you know it is all a drama, still, 
because of the identification, you cry. In this country, there is an entertainment tax. If 
you laugh, you pay tax; if you shed tears, you pay tax. Why should you pay to shed 
tears? Because it is entertainment. In drama, this sentiment is called a rasa, and it is a 
rasa only when you know the situation is false. If someone is crying because a loved one 
has passed away, it is not a rasa . There is no aesthetic value if somebody is really in 
sorrow. In real life, we get horrified when somebody is shot, but if we see it in a movie, 
especially if the hero slays the villain, we consider it entertaining. It is the same here. 
Once you know that all this is false, mithy¡, it will still evoke emotions in you, but it 
will not touch you at all. That is called b¡dhita -anuv¤tti. That recognition that 
everything is Brahman  is present; that is, there is this brahma -buddhi with reference to 
everything. The means of doing the action is Brahman, what is done is Brahman; the 
one who does it is Brahman . That is called b¡dhita-anuv¤tti. When we say that 
everything is Bhagav¡n , it is because everything is false, b¡dhita. Only then can 
everything be Bhagav¡n. Otherwise, everything is what it is. A tree is a tree, a horse is a 
horse, and a cow is a cow. You cannot say that all these are ‘one’ unless they are looked 
upon as mithy¡  and something else is ‘one.’ It is like saying that a pitcher, a pot, a lid, a 
cup, and a saucer, are all clay. That is b¡dhita-anuv¤tti. All of them are clay, even 
though you will use a cup for serving coffee, not a lid. You know what to use for what. 
There is purpose, usefulness, even though your vision of all of them is of one clay. That 
is called b¡dhita. Therefore, if all the karmas, and the agent, the instrument, etc., are 
b¡dhita, there is non-duality. 

What kind of karma is necessary, then, for mokÀa? Self-know ledge first negates 
the agent, kart¡, and all the other k¡rakas associated with action. The agent is 
sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡. The body is not separate from sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡, nor is the 
result of the action separate. All that existed before, including the manes, pit¤s, are not 
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separate from sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡ , and neither are those who will be born later. The 
individuals, j¢vas, who are unmanifest, are now sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡ and so are those 
who are in the process of being born somewhere. All of them, their karmas and their 
results, phalas, are not separate from sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡. Now where is karma  in 
this? The knowledge of the self, ¡tma-jµ¡na , just removes the doer-result-action 
division, kart¤-karma-kriy¡ -bheda. When this is gone, where is the question of a 
synthesis of knowledge and action, jµ¡na-karma-samuccaya? The notions of duality, 
which are necessary for performing karma , are negated. You may still do karma, but 
the notion of division, bheda-pratyaya , is negated.  

WHAT IS BHEDAPRATYAYA? 

áa´kara  enumerates the possible divisions that may be involved in an action. In 
any action there is the action itself, kriy¡, the things connected to the action, k¡raka , 
and the result of the action, phala . The action is the basis for all the k¡rakas. If you ask 
who does the action, that gives the first k¡raka, the agent. What does he do? That tells 
us the second k¡raka and if we ask how he does it, that gives us the third. For what 
purpose he does it gives us another, the fourth, and from where he does the action, gives 
us the fifth. Finally, where the action was done gives us the seventh. The sixth 
relationship is not a k¡raka because it is not involved in the action itself. It is a nominal 
connection, and therefore, áa´kara mentions it separately, as the result, phala . When 
all these are seen as separate, it is called bheda-buddhi.  

The one who does the action must be separate from what he does, why and how he 
does it, when and where he does it. The result also is separate. Let us look at this in 
terms of one ritual, the jyotiÀ¶oma. By whom is it performed? The one who is desirous 
of heaven, svarga -k¡mena, not, as in the mantra  we saw, by Brahman, brahma¸¡ . It 
is done by the one who thinks. ‘I am an agent, kart¡ ,’ and wants to achieve the result, 
karma-phala , which is heaven, svarga. This is called bheda-buddhi. If you know that 
you are Brahman  doing this action, there is no problem. You enjoy doing it. Here, 
however, it is done by the one who has the notion that ¡tm¡ is the doer. Then, what is 
offered? The offering in this ritual is ghee, samit, etc. Ghee is not Brahman  there, but 
something separate from the one who offers. Where does he offer the ghee? Into the fire, 
agnau, but Agni is not Brahman  for him; it is other than himself. What is offered, huta , 
the ghee, is different, the ladle, arpa¸a , by which it is offered, is different, and those for 
whom it is offered, Agni, S£rya, and Praj¡pati, are all different entities. None of these 
is looked upon as Brahman. That is called bheda-buddhi. 

IGNORANCE IS THE CAUSE OF THIS BHEDABUDDHI 

What is the reason for this bheda-buddhi? It is only due to ignorance. If all of 
them are one thing alone, Brahman, then ignorance of that Brahman  creates all the 
duality. Due to this ignorance, the self, ¡tm¡, is taken as the agent, kart¡ , and 
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everything else becomes different. This is my action; I am the agent; I will do this action 
for that result. Even if you disown the karma, the law will see that you get the result. It 
is all due to ignorance and ignorance-born notions, which are also called ignorance, 
avidy¡. áa´kara  uses avidy¡  in both senses. When did this ignorance of Brahman 
start? It has no beginning, it is an¡di-k¡la-prav¤tta . However, it does have an end.  

WHAT BRINGS THIS IGNORANCE TO AN END? 

What brings this ignorance of Brahman to an end? The knowledge of the self —
¡tma -jµ¡na. Why? Because it removes the notion of difference, the bheda-buddhi, 
which is nothing but ignorance of non-duality. Knowledge of the self is capable of 
destroying the idea that I am the doer; this is my karma; this is the purpose for which I 
am performing this action, etc. In all these notions, the result is different from the agent 
and the action; the agent is different from the action, and so on. This notion of 
difference, bheda-buddhi, which is called ignorance, avidy¡, is removed by the 
knowledge of ¡tm¡ . What is that knowledge, jµ¡na ? It is the firm knowledge —that I am 
this pure non-dual consciousness alone, I am not an agent, I am free from any action, and 
one for whom there is no result of an action. When I do not enjoy the result, where is the 
question of my doing anything? I am not the enjoyer, nor do I perform action at any 
time. And again there is nothing whatsoever that is separate from me. When there is no 
one else except me, for whose sake or for what sake will I do anything? Which heaven 
will I go to when that heaven is myself? How will I make offerings to Agni and Indra 
when Indra is myself, and Agni is also myself? Other than myself, there is nobody. 

As this kind of knowledge for which the object is ¡tm¡  is born, ignorance, which 
is in the form of a notion of difference, is destroyed. It is this notion of duality that is the 
cause for the pursuit of karma. From this, it is clear that karma cannot be the cause for 
mokÀa. Removal of the notion of difference, bheda-buddhi, is mokÀa, and that bheda-
buddhi will not go unless I remove avidy¡. Once the bheda-buddhi goes, action, etc., is 
not possible. That means that if I do an action, I have this notion of difference, bheda-
buddhi, and as long as this notion exists, ignorance, avidy¡ , is there. As long as avidy¡  
exists, mokÀa cannot be there and I will continue to be a doer, kart¡ , different from 
everybody else, and thus, an individual, j¢va . Therefore, where is the role of action here? 
If we are talking of mokÀa , karma does not have any place at all. In the wake of 
knowledge, the cause of karma, which is the bheda-buddhi, that is born of avidy¡ , 
goes away. When that goes away, action is not there. 

In spite of this, another question is raised. Suppose I perform an action, can it 
remove my notion of difference, bheda-buddhi? No. Action is the product of bheda-
buddhi, and the product cannot remove the cause because it is not opposed to it, 
virodh¢. Karma, therefore, is not opposed to avidy¡ because it is its product, as a clay 
pot is not inimical to the clay because it is a product of the clay. If the pot is inimical to 
clay, when the pot appears, the clay will disappear. Any product, being dependent upon 
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its cause, is mithy¡, and is not inimical to that cause. So too, karma cannot be opposed 
to avidy¡ because avidy¡  is the cause for the very karma. The karma that we do, like 
agnihotra , etc., is not opposed to avidy¡ , being a product of avidy¡, which is the notion 
of difference, bheda-buddhi. What removes the bheda-buddhi? Knowledge of the self, 
¡tma -jµ¡na. It is enough for mokÀa. We do not require anything else. Karma  is not a 
means, s¡dhana, for mokÀa . Karma-yoga , however, is an entirely different thing. It is 
the means, which produces the mind necessary for knowledge. But karma  as such does 
not produce knowledge. 

THE MEANING OF THE WORD 'TU' 

In his opening statement in this part of the bh¡Àya, áa´kara  says, ‘However, self -
knowledge alone has the status of being the cause of mokÀa .’ Now he is going to 
comment on his use of the word, ‘however—tu ,’ here. This word is meant to exclude the 
two other views.1 Initially, áa´kara had presented three possibilities as the means for 
mokÀa—knowledge alone, karma  alone, and the combination of knowledge and karma , 
jµ¡na-karma-samuccaya . By using the word tu—in his statement that knowledge alone 
is the means for mokÀa—he now excludes the other two possibilities. Neither the 
combination of knowledge and karma, nor pure karma will produce mokÀa ; on the 
other hand, tu, pure know ledge is the means for, and is, in fact, mokÀa . Among the three, 
one alone is the means for mokÀa . That, the other two are not, is indicated by tu. How 
they are not, he goes on to explain. 

MOKâA BEING NITYA IS NOT PRODUCED 

MokÀa  is not something that is pr oduced, it is ak¡rya .2 That being so, it is not 
tenable to say that karma  is the means for mokÀa. Why? Something that is outside the 
scope of time, or eternal, nitya , cannot be produced, either by karma  or by knowledge. 
And mokÀa must necessarily be eternal, nitya . If it is not, it is not what we are defining 
as mokÀa. For whom is this mokÀa  that we are talking about? It is for the ¡tm¡, the 
individual. Only if that ¡tm¡  is nitya can there be mokÀa , and in that case, knowledge of 
the nitya-¡tm¡  alone is mokÀa. That is why nitya -mokÀa  is identical with the ¡tm¡ . 
Being nitya, it is not created by karma or anything else, because it is already existent. 
What is eternal, nitya, is not created. 
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IF MOKâA IS UNCAUSED , THEN KNOWLEDGE IS ALSO USELESS—AN OBJECTION  

Now, it has just been said that this uncreated mokÀa cannot be produced either by 
karma or by knowledge. Based on that, a question is raised. If mokÀa cannot be 
produced by knowledge, how is knowledge a means for mokÀa? Is it not also useless?1 If 
knowledge is the means for mokÀa, mokÀa is created by knowledge. But if mokÀa is not 
created, neither knowledge, nor anything else, can be the means for it. All these 
arguments are very close arguments, so please follow them carefully. Since mokÀa  is 
nitya , it is not created either by karma or by knowledge. Once karma is dismissed on 
the basis that mokÀa  is not created, knowledge also has to be dismissed in the same 
fashion. Then, knowledge as a means for mokÀa  is useless and the statement that 
knowledge is the only means for mokÀa has no validity. 

KNOWLEDGE REMOVES IGNORANCE AND LEADS TO MOKâA 

áa´kara  responds. 2 No, we do not say that mokÀa is produced by knowledge. It 
only removes the cause for bondage, ignorance. When ignorance is removed, the visible 
result is mokÀa  and in this way, knowledge seemingly produces mokÀa. Knowledge has 
the status of removing the ignorance, and also has its end in the immediate result of 
mokÀa. It is not a result that is not immediately seen, ad¤À¶a -phala, like heaven. Once 
ignorance is removed by knowledge, there is mokÀa—in fact, mokÀa is in the form of 
this knowledge. Thus, removal of ignorance alone is called mokÀa. This can be 
understood with an illustration. The sun is always in the form of light. But now, though 
seen, it is not properly seen by you because of the clouds. The clouds themselves are 
illumined by the sun alone. But now you see only the clouds and not the sun, that is its 
bright nature is not appreciated. Then a breeze blows and drives away the clouds and 
now the sun shines bright. What has the breeze to do with the sun getting back its 
brightness? Its brightness is not because of the breeze. You cannot say that the breeze 
gave the sun its brightness. At the same time, the breeze does a job of removing the 
clouds covering the brightness of the sun, and enables you to appreciate it. So too 
knowledge also does not produce mokÀa; it only removes the ignorance that is the cause 
for bondage.  

Freedom is always from bondage and here it is the bondage created by ignorance, 
avidy¡. Once knowledge removes the avidy¡, it goes away and what remains is the 
immediate result of mokÀa. The real nature of the self is known right away, not later. 
Previously there was unknowingness, that is, the status of being ignorant. For whom? It 
is ¡tm¡  that is viewed from the standpoint of being ignorant. Ignorance is not the 
property of ¡tm¡, but for the time being, as long as one is ignorant, ignorance is 
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conceived of, kalpita, for ¡tm¡. This ignorance is also opposed, virodh¢, to knowledge. 
And knowledge, v¤tti-jµ¡na, is opposed to ignorance. Once a person has knowledge, 
that knowledge-producing v¤tti, having removed the ignorance, goes away. And, there is 
no longer any possibility of ignorance about the ¡tm¡. Ëtm¡ is already eternally free, 
nitya -mukta. Knowledge does not produce mokÀa; it merely removes the cause for 
bondage. If this is properly understood, we can say that knowledge becomes the means 
for mokÀa . It does not produce mokÀa , because mokÀa is always an existent fact, nitya , 
being the essential nature of ¡tm¡ . But we have to pursue knowledge because, that alone 
removes the avidy¡. That is why we say that mokÀa is by knowledge alone—jµ¡nena 
eva mokÀaÅ. 

WHY NOT BY KARMA? 

Why not by karma? Unlike karma, which will produce a result in time, 
know ledge gives immediate result in the form of removal of ignorance. When ignorance 
is removed, the immediate ‘visible’ result is mokÀa. Once you see a crystal, for example, 
you do not require any logic to prove it is a crystal. Perceptually, it is clear. It is the same 
here. Even faith is not involved in this. It is established by the immediacy of the 
knowledge of the wise, vidvad-anubhav¡t siddhiÅ. We know that there is ignorance 
because of the notion, ‘I am the body—deho'ham.’ As long as that notion is there, there 
is ignorance, and there is bondage and separation. In the vision of the ¿ruti, this 
particular notion about the self is false, and the ¿ruti's function is to falsify this notion. 
This is possible because it is false; if it is not false, you cannot show it to be so. The 
delusion is replaced by knowledge and that knowledge, pram¡ , is born of a means of 
knowledge, which is the ¿ruti. From that we understand that ¡tm¡  is akart¡–not an 
agent, abhokt¡ –not an enjoyer, and asaÆs¡r¢–not subject to a life of becoming. That 
recognition is the opponent, virodh¢, for ignorance, avidy¡ , and by its removal, the 
bondage is removed.  

The ignorance is characterised here by áa´kara  as darkness, tamas. The 
knowledge is that which is capable of removing the darkness of ignorance. It has its end 
in the result of mokÀa, or kaivalya, which is gained right away. 1 The result of jµ¡na is 
gained at the same place where the mistake was committed. Further, mistakes may be 
many, but knowledge and its result are one alone. áa´kara gives an example here. A 
rope may be taken by different people for different things, as a snake, stick, streak of 
water, garland, etc. But for all of them, the rope is the bhramasthala , the seat of 
mistake. When a torch is shone on the rope, all the delusions disappear and everyone 
sees it uniformly only as a rope. Thus, the prad¢pa -prak¡¿a-phala , the result of the 
light emanating from the torch dispelling the darkness, is kaivaly¡vas¡na, ends in the 
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rope alone. So too, even though the mistakes committed about the ¡tm¡ may be many, 
jµ¡na, by removing ajµ¡na, removes all bondages and gives kaivaly¡vas¡na . 

THERE IS NO NEED TO COMBINE KARMA WITH JØËNA 

So far, áa´kara has said that we have to understand that knowledge is enough for 
mokÀa, since mokÀa  is already established, in that it is not different from the self, which 
is always free. MokÀa , therefore, is nothing but the removal of ignorance, which is 
accomplished by knowledge. Since mokÀa is taken care of by the removal of ignorance, 
where is the necessity for karma? There is no necessity for karma at all. Now he 
illustrates with some examples how a combination of knowledge and karma is also not 
necessary. 1 Suppose you want to divide a log of wood into two pieces. What do you do? 
You perform the action of cutting the wood. This action of cutting is meant to produce 
the result of dividing the wood into two. Then, suppose you want to produce fire, 
without a match. What do you do? By the friction created by churning a wooden rod in a 
depression in a block of wood, a spark is produced. That is considered to be pure fire, 
and even today, this is the method used to produce fire for any Vedic ritual. These two 
examples are given to show actions that have a result that is accomplished right now. It 
is seen, d¤À¶a , not something that will manifest later, ad¤À¶a , like pu¸ya. Having a result 
which is going to be accomplished right now, it is going to be seen by you; it is not 
meant to produce a pu¸ya  which you do not see, ad¤À¶a . These actions, like cutting and 
churning, involve an agent and various other factors like the means of doing it, the 
purpose for doing it, etc. The result is the wood being divided into two. Once the action 
is over, the result is also accomplished. Similarly, after the churning is done, the fire is 
seen.  

Not only is no further action necessary, no further action is possible for the same 
result. Also, these karmas have no scope in producing any other result. It is different if 
the result is unseen, ad¤À¶a. Since the result is not visible, we do not know if our action 
has been efficacious or not. For example, on a particular day, the sacred thread is 
removed and a new one is taken. At that time, we are supposed to chant the G¡yatr¢-
mantra 1008 times. Generally, we do another two hundred or so because we know that 
our mind had wandered and we chanted mechanically. To make up for those omissions, 
we add another hundred or two hundred. Why? Because we have no way of knowing 
whether the chanting has been adequate to produce the desired result. But suppose we 
are to produce fire and churn two pieces of wood to achieve that. Once the fire is 
produced, what doubt is there? Where there is an immediate, visible result, d¤À¶a-phala , 
further action is not tenable.  
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In the same way, freedom, the result of jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡, is not something that is to 
be accomplished later, but is seen, that is, it is immediate, because ¡tm¡ is already free. 
Here too, there is a knower, jµ¡t¡, the instrument of knowledge, jµ¡na, and something 
to be known, jµeya, involved in the various things undertaken to know, like ¿rava¸a , 
etc. Now for this activity to know the ¡tm¡ , what is the result? The result is the 
knowledge of the non-dual ¡tm¡  and because of that, no other result is possible, nor is 
any other karma possible once that result is accomplished. Therefore, jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ 
cannot be accomplished by karma. Knowledge is always as true as the object, and for 
that, you require only a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a. Here, because I cannot objectify 
the ¡tm¡ , the knower is exposed to the teaching, and the teaching reveals the nature of 
the knower as Brahman—the ear of the ear, ¿rotrasya ¿rotram, the eye of the eye, 
cakÀuÀa¿cakÀuÅ, the mind of the mind, manaso  manaÅ . You are the very nature of the 
seer, the hearer, the one who is not an agent, and the one who is akart¡ . After receiving 
that knowledge, is there something else I should get, something else that I should do? 
For what purpose? Even in karma we do not do further action once we have the result, 
so how is it possible to think of knowledge followed by some karma to get that 
knowledge? I do ¿rava¸a, etc., in order to gain mokÀa , which is jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡. Once 
that is gained, why should I do karma?  

THOUGH KARMA IS NOT USEFUL IN GAINING MOKâA , IT IS USEFUL FOR GAINING OTHER 
RESULTS—AN OBJECTION 

Accept ing that knowledge and karma cannot be simultaneously combined for 
mokÀa, a p£rvapakÀ¢1, now asks why they cannot be done consecutively, like two 
different types of action. Suppose a man wants to go to heaven. He performs the 
appropriate karma, agnihotra, etc., but at that time, he cannot eat. After the agnihotra , 
he can eat, but the two actions cannot be done simultaneously by the same agent. The 
performance of agnihotra , the ritual, the prayer, is meant for going to heaven, and eating 
is meant for appeasing hunger. One action can be done now and the other later. 
Similarly, why can you not first gain knowledge, then afterwards do karma? Even 
though you cannot do them together, you can always do them consecutively. And also 
the act of eating, bhujikriy¡, is a laukika action and has only d¤À¶a-phala and no 
ad¤À¶a-phala. Whereas agnihotra has the ad¤À¶a-phala  of heaven. A person who wants 
both the results has to do both. In this manner, the same person can accomplish two 
results—the seen result, mokÀa , and later, the unseen result, heaven, svarga. He will get 
both the results. Knowledge will give the immediate result, d¤À¶a -phala, and karma will 
give the unseen result, ad¤À¶a -phala. The same person is not doing two things at the 
same time for the same result, but two different actions at two different times for the 
purpose of getting two different results. Similarly here, why not we accept a combination 
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that jµ¡na  will give mokÀa here in this life and other karmas, like agnihotra, will give 
svarga-pr¡pti later for the same person when done at different times?  

A MOKâËRTHÌ WILL NOT DESIRE FOR ANYTHING ELSE , THEREFORE, KARMA IS USELESS—
áA×KARA'S ANSWER 

Previously it was said that karma and jµ¡na could not be performed by the same 
person because the person who is pursuing ¡tma-jµ¡na  has no desire for the result of 
karma. If it is suggested that both can be done, one after the other, áa´kara negates 
that. It is not possible because when the knowledge, which has the result of mokÀa , is 
gained, a desire for the sake of a given result is not tenable. 1 There is no possibility of 
any other result. This is similar to the ‘gain’ of the tenth man.2 Here too, the knowledge 
alone is the result. If he is the tenth man, and does not recognize it, thinking that there 
are only nine because he has failed to count himself, the knowledge that he is the tenth 
man is the result. This is the discovery of the tenth man. Gaining the tenth man is in the 
form of knowing the tenth man. Because he himself is the tenth man, all he requires is to 
discover, ‘I am the tenth man.’ Knowing that, the tenth man is gained. Similarly, when 
knowledge, which has the result of non -duality is gained, a desire for another result or an 
action, which is a means for that, is not tenable.  

Or, we can put it this way. Any action implies a certain knowledge of what you are 
doing, how it is to be done, and why you are doing it. Without knowledge, no one can 
begin any type of meaningful activity. A Vedic ritual, especially, is dependent upon 
knowledge gained from the Veda. But mere knowledge of the Veda will not give you the 
result. For that, you have to perform the appropriate karma. Only practice, anuÀ¶h¡na , 
which is preceded by knowledge, can produce a result such as heaven or progeny, etc. 
Knowing that the agnihotra  ritual produces the result of heaven and also knowing how 
to do the ritual does not result in going to heaven without the ritual being performed. 
Similarly, knowing that ¡tm¡  is Brahman does not produce mokÀa. It has to be 
followed by the enjoined karma. Then you will get mokÀa . No, this is also not tenable. 
Why? Because, knowledge of ¡tm¡ is the result. It is immediate, d¤À¶a. When you gain 
the knowledge, ‘I am Brahman,’ that is mokÀa, and therefore, there is no necessity to 
perform any subsequent action to attain the result of mokÀa. Whether it is a karma 
enjoined by the Veda or any other karma, he has no desire to perform it. Why?  

INADEQUACY IS THE BASIS FOR ALL DESIRES 

All desires come from the sense of inadequacy, which is centred, on ignorance. 
That is, they are centred on my notion of myself as inadequate. This sense of inadequacy 
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is not centred on my body or on my mind. Even though the sense is appreciated in the 
mind, it does not belong to the mind or anything else, but only to ‘I,’ the doer, kart¡ . 
The notion that I am inadequate is entirely different from an objective evaluation of 
inadequacy. Suppose I want to make a shirt for someone who is very big and I find that I 
do not have enough cloth. Therefore, I say that the cloth is inadequate.  

That is  purely objective. But my sense of my own inadequacy is not exactly like 
my appreciation of the inadequacy of the amount of the cloth I have. It has nothing to do 
with anything objective like my body or my mind. The body does not have the sense of 
inadequacy, nor does the mind. It is not about anything; it is centred on myself, on my 
notion of ‘I.’ Therefore, ‘I am inadequate,’ is the problem. This is negated by the ¿¡stra 
which says that ‘I’ is complete, p£r¸a, it is paraÆ brahma, and therefore, limitless. 
When that is known, where is the sense of inadequacy?  

It is inadequacy that is the basis for all my desires. Thinking that by doing a 
certain thing, I will get a certain result, and thereby, be somebody more acceptable than I 
am now. These kinds of binding desires stem from ignorance of the ¡tm¡ being full, and 
once ¡tm¡  is appreciated as full, they cannot be there. One may have a simple desire to 
do something, just because one is capable of it, as an expression of the Lord's glory, 
vibh£ti, but that has nothing to do with the sense of desire which is born of inadequacy. 
That kind of desire is what is discussed here. It will not be there for the one who has 
gained the knowledge, which has mokÀa as its result. What would he get out of it? There 
cannot be any desire to improve the self, because it is full. áa´kara  gives an example, 
which we also saw in the second chapter. 1  

THERE CANNOT BE ANY DESIRE TO IMPROVE THE SELF , BECAUSE IT IS FULL 

Suppose you pray for rain and the rain comes in such a cascade that it floods 
everything. When every place is filled with water, no one has a desire for a well or a 
pond. In India, we have these survivor's wells, which are dug in the riverbed when the 
river is dry. It is a common thing in the summer. When the rain comes, the river is full of 
water. There is water everywhere; in fact, even the banks are broken. Everywhere it is 
flooded. Now what is the use of that well? When the person who wants water finds water 
everywhere, how will he desire a well or a pond? He has achieved the result of his 
prayer. 2 

Similarly here, when the knowledge gained is that ‘I am paraÆ brahma and 
nothing is apart from that paraÆ brahma,’ it means that all the worlds, including 
brahma -loka , are included in that gain. Even if I were to go to brahma-loka, the gain is 
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limited because then I would not have the advantage of being here. There in brahma -
loka there is no cricket, football, baseball, or tennis. The gain of brahma-loka will 
exclude all the gains that I would have in other worlds. But the gain of Brahman, being 
everything, includes all the fourteen worlds, seven above, and seven below. There cannot 
be a desire for any further gain. After knowledge, what karma would one do to gain 
what? When he is Brahman , what is he going to get? Even as one who is seeking this 
knowledge, a jijµ¡su, he is seeking a freedom that he knows includes dharma, artha 
and k¡ma . All three are included in his desired end, mokÀa.  

Therefore, he is not going to desire any other small thing. He is interested in only 
one thing, and that one thing includes everything. He recognizes that his problem is the 
notion that ‘I am wanting,’ and he addresses that directly. He is not trying to appease this 
wanting fellow. That is what we call saÆs¡ra—and it never ends. Did anybody ever 
solve the problem of appeasement? Never. Appeasement never ends. The more you 
appease your demand, the more it increases. Neither in management will it work, nor in 
life. Appeasement just buys some time. But it will not be long before there is another 
demand. The one who knows he is Brahman, however, has no need of appeasement; he 
is full.  

áa´kara  gives another example here. 1 Suppose there is a person who is engaged 
in an activity to gain a new kingdom. Does he also engage in another activity to gain a 
few acres within that kingdom? The one who is interested in mokÀa  is interested in a 
limitless kingdom, one which has no boundaries whatsoever. This boundary-free 
kingdom called Brahman  is called the empire of the self, ¡tma-s¡mr¡jya. For the one 
who wants to gain this limitless boundless empire of the self, where is the interest in 
gaining heaven or progeny or some security? It is meaningless. When a person is 
interested in mining all the gold in his gold mine, he is not interested in bartering the 
mine for one sovereign. Just as the one who is seeking a kingdom will not have any 
desire for a few acres of land within it, the one who knows or want to know that he is 
Brahman  will not have a desire for anything else, for there is nothing that is not 
Brahman .  

THEREFO RE, ALONE OR COMBINED, KARMA IS NOT A MEANS FOR MOKâA  

Therefore, karma, alone or combined, is not a means for mokÀa.2 Karma  that is 
talked about here refers to the karma enjoined by the Veda. When this is the status of 
vaidika -karma  as a means for mokÀa , what is the status of any other karma as means 
for mokÀa ? Karma of any kind does not have the status of being a means for mokÀa . 

                                                                 
1 xÉ Ê½þ ®úÉVªÉ|ÉÉÊ”É¡ò™ôä Eò¨ÉÇÊhÉ ´ªÉÉ{ÉÞiÉºªÉ IÉäjÉ|ÉÉÊ”É¡ò™ôä ´ªÉÉ{ÉÉ®úÉä{É{ÉÊkÉ& , iÉÊuù¹ÉªÉÆ SÉ +ÌlÉi´É¨ÉÂ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
2 iÉº¨ÉÉnùÂ xÉ Eò¨ÉÇhÉ& +ÎºiÉ ÊxÉ&¸ÉäªÉºÉ-ºÉÉvÉxÉi´É¨ÉÂ* xÉ SÉ YÉÉxÉEò¨ÉÇhÉÉä& ºÉ¨ÉÖÊcÉiÉªÉÉä&* xÉ +Ê{É YÉÉxÉºªÉ Eòè́ É±ªÉ¡ò™ôºªÉ 
Eò¨ÉÇºÉÉ½þÉªªÉÉ{ÉäIÉÉ* +Ê´ÉtÉÊxÉ´ÉiÉÇEòi´ÉäxÉ Ê´É®úÉävÉÉiÉÂ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
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Nor does karma combined with knowledge, jµ¡na. Some people talk of this kind of 
combination—a little bit of knowledge and a little bit of karma  brought together to 
produce mokÀa . They argue giving the following example to support their contention. 
They say that, mere betel leaf will not turn your tongue red; there must be lime and betel 
nut along with the betel leaf. Only then, the red colour will be produced. Similarly, 
neither mere knowledge nor mere karma will produce mokÀa; they must be combined.  

Let us see, what will really happen if one does combine them. The karma will 
produce its result; but that will be ad¤À¶a -phala  and will not fructify in this birth but in 
some other later birth. On the other hand, knowledge gives mokÀa  here and now as 
d¤À¶a -phala . Even if one were to assume that the ad¤À¶a-phala of the  karma will 
produce mokÀa , it will be only in some other later life and not now in this life.  If this is  
so, that is, if you pursue knowledge, you will get mokÀa now in this life itself, and if you 
pursue karma, you will not get mokÀa now, but in a later life, who would be interested 
in that karma? And perhaps, at the most, since he is doing good karma  and has started 
pursuing knowledge, in the next birth he will be pursuing pure knowledge. Lord K¤À¸a 
assures us that he will not come to a bad lot and will pick up the thread and continue in 
the next birth—na  hi kaly¡¸ak¤t ka¿cit durgatiÆ t¡ta  gacchati.1 Further, knowledge, 
which has mokÀa as its result does not require any assistance from karma. It is true that 
mere knowledge of the means for gaining heaven will not give heaven, and karma  also, 
if it is done without the know -how, cannot produce the proper result. Only if the karma 
is backed by knowledge and then practised, the desired result will be gained. But when 
mokÀa is the result, it is not like that. Knowledge does not require the help of karma , 
because knowledge itself is mokÀa. An argument is made that if one person is trying to 
lift something and another person comes and helps, the lifting becomes definitely easier. 
Or, even though mokÀa  is gained by knowledge, perhaps karma will make it easier. We 
negate both these possibilities and say, ‘No, knowledge does not combine with karma at 
all in any manner.’ There is no connection because one is born of a means of knowledge 
and is centred on the object to be known, vastu-tantra , while the other, karma, depends 
entirely upon the will of the person, puruÀa -tantra . Knowledge is going to be as true as 
the object. Where does karma come into the picture? 

AS JØËNA AND KARMA ARE OPPOSED , THEY CANNOT BE COMBINED  

Moreover, knowledge is totally opposed to karma. What does knowledge do? It 
removes ignorance, the very ignorance that is necessary for karma. Once knowledge has 
removed the cause of karma, how are you going to do karma again? Karma  implies a 
doer. What does knowledge do? First it destroys the notion, ‘I am the doer.’ When that is 
gone, who is going to do karma and for what? Only when the sense of agency is 
removed is there mokÀa , and knowledge alone is sufficient for that.  

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 6-40 
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Knowledge is opposed to karma  because it removes ignorance, which is the cause 
of karma. Therefore, knowledge that results in mokÀa  does not require karma . 

WHAT IS THE INDIVIDUAL ROLE OF KARMA AND JØËNA IN ATTAINING 
MOKâA?  

Please understand the point here. We do not say that karma is useless. But we 
only say that karma is not the direct means for mokÀa. When we say that knowledge is 
the means for mokÀa, it is like saying that heat is the means for cooking. Without it, 
there cannot be any cooking. That does not mean that I am saying that you do not need 
fuel. It is just that the fuel does not cook; the heat does. When I say that mokÀa  is 
accomplished by knowledge, I mean it in the same way when I say that cooking is done 
by fire. As you require to gather fuel and other things for cooking, you also need to 
prepare your mind through prayer, attitude, etc., for mokÀa. All that comes in quietly 
here. Nothing is really dismissed. We can include yoga , or any other discipline, even 
diet. They are all aids for the preparation of the mind. And the preparation can be very 
elaborate because of what is at stake here. ‘Only one in thousands even gets interested in 
mokÀa,’ it is said, and among those who get interested, only one among thousands makes 
the effort —manuÀy¡¸¡Æ sahasreÀu  ka¿cit  yatati siddhaye. Of those, who gains 
knowledge? The one who is prepared. And what is the preparation? It is purity of mind, 
antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi. 

Suppose you want to earn one million dollars. It is not an easy thing, even in 
America. But here, what is at stake is to be infinite. For that, you have to give up 
everything, not just one thing. First, you must give up your past, all that happened to 
you, all your depression, and all your problems. Then you have to give up anything you 
have at present. And once you have given up everything, you have to give up the feeling 
that you have given up everything, yena tyajasi tat tyaja . If Brahman is limitless, there 
is no way to gain that; you have to know, ‘I am Brahman.’ What is at stake here is not 
an ordinary thing. And yet, there is nothing at stake here because there is no gambling. 
You are already Brahman. Nothing has to disappear, nothing has to appear. There is 
nothing to be given up and nothing to be reached. All that is required is preparation, 
which is easy once you have ascertained what you really want, puruÀ¡rtha -ni¿caya .  

Giving up of everything is only in the form of giving up of ignorance; ty¡gena eke 
am¤ta tvam ¡na¿uÅ. It is giving up my sense of owning anything, because in owning, 
etc., there is a smallness. That is how the whole past is given up; parentage is given up; 
the concept of male-female is given up; the concept of young and old is given up. The 
concepts of strong and weak, skilled and unskilled, educated and uneducated, being a 
doer, kart¡, or an enjoyer, bhokt¡, are all given up. What is mokÀa? MokÀa  is nothing 
but giving up—all the way it is giving up.  
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Or, it could be acquiring, gaining! Let us put it in the form of acquiring. I am the 
sun, I am the moon, I am space, I am time, I am the earth, I am everything. I am the past, 
I am the present, I am the future—everything that is going to come is myself. Indra is 
myself. Varu¸a  is myself. Ga´g¡  is myself. Yamun¡  is myself. The Mississippi is also 
myself. 

Whether you give up everything or acquire everything, it is all the same. Either 
way it requires preparation. Like fire requires fuel, we require a mind, which ignites 
when the knowledge is unfolded. The fuel should not be wet; it should be dry and to 
keep it dry, we do varieties of things. Everything that we do for this purpose is useful; 
prayer is useful, as is anything that we do to fix up our mind. This is called s¡dhana . 
We are not tired of it and we keep doing whatever that has to be done. That word, 
‘sarva–all’ has to be understood here, because there is a complete negation of karma  in 
this passage. We have to know exactly what is said here—it is responsible learning and 
responsible teaching.  

The vision must be very clear. As I told you before, when I say that by eating three 
times a day you are not going to learn Sanskrit, it does not mean that if you give up 
eating you will learn Sanskrit. When I say that karma  will not give you mokÀa , I mean 
it, because it is not a matter of the result of our karma. It is something that is already 
accomplished—siddha-viÀaya . I have to know that I am Brahman, ahaÆ brahma 
asmi; and that knowledge is mokÀa. It does not mean that I should not do karma, or that 
I should not prepare myself for that. That is not what is said here. And K¤À¸a has already 
talked about karma in the previous verse—manman¡ bhava … There he repeated what 
he had said earlier —whatever you do, please do it as an offering to Me, yat karoÀi... tat 
kuruÀva  madarpa¸am .1 

THE CONTEXT HERE 

Here that jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡ , which is sanny¡sa, is being discussed and that is a 
different topic. Karma  will not help here. We all know that light and darkness are 
opposed to each other. If I am in a place that is totally dark, and I ask someone to bring 
some light, and he brings a burnt-out light bulb, how will it help to illumine that place? 
You have to bring in light. In the same way, knowledge and ignorance are opposed to 
each other. And karma being a product of ignorance, is not opposed to ignorance. 
Therefore, áa´kara  says that, just as darkness cannot remove darkness, karma cannot 
remove ignorance. 2 Therefore, knowledge is the only means for mokÀa. The idea is that 
karma, being a product of ignorance, cannot remove ignorance. And removal of 
ignorance is mokÀa, freedom, because ¡tm¡ is already free.  

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 9-27 
2 xÉ Ê½þ iÉ¨É& iÉ¨ÉºÉÉä ÊxÉ´ÉiÉÇEò¨ÉÂ +iÉ& Eòä́ É™ô¨ÉÂ B´ÉÆ YÉÉxÉÆ ÊxÉ&¸ÉäªÉºÉºÉÉvÉxÉ¨ÉÂ <ÊiÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
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VEDËNTÌ'S STAND 

This is the conclusion of a Ved¡nt¢. Without any help from karma , even in the 
form of up¡sana, meditation, knowledge alone is capable of giving mokÀa. Then why 
do not we call the pursuits of man as dharma , artha , k¡ma , and jµ¡na, instead of 
dharma , artha , k¡ma , and mokÀa ? We do not do so because the value is only for 
mokÀa; not for knowledge. Then how is this mokÀa  connected to knowledge? One is the 
means, the other is the end—there is a s¡dhya -s¡dhana -sambandha . Knowledge is the 
means for mokÀa. What is produced, of course, is in the form of knowledge alone—the 
knowledge that I am Brahman, I am fullness, ¡nanda . At the same time, the end sought 
after is mokÀa. And the means is this knowledge. Therefore, we have to connect that 
mokÀa and knowledge as the end and means. And it is with that understanding that 
áa´kara says here, ‘The only means for mokÀa  is knowledge. It does not require any 
help from karma.’ 

PÍRVAMÌMËêSAKA 'S OBJECTION 
THE BASIS OF HIS OBJECTION 

Here an objection is raised by a karma-k¡¸·¢. In his view, the whole Veda talks 
about karma . In his literature there is a collection of s£tras written by Jaimini, which 
deals with dharma, also called karma . An important s£tra there says that the Veda is 
only meant to enjoin karma, and because of that, statements that do not have that 
meaning, that is, those that are not connected to an injunction, are useless—¡mn¡yasya 
kriy¡rthatv¡t ¡narthakyam atadarth¡n¡m.1 Therefore a statement like ‘¡tm¡  is 
Brahman ,’ is also useless for him because there is no injunction, vidhi, here.  

If we point out that, this kind of statement is a statement of fact, they argue that it 
is not the purpose of the Veda to give statements of fact. Its purpose is to help you avoid 
duÅkha  and to gain sukha, for which it tells you, ‘Do not do this’ or ‘do this.’ The 
whole Veda should be viewed only as ‘do's’ and ‘don'ts.’ It should ask you to do 
something, which is a vidhi, or it should ask you not to do something, which is also a 
vidhi. But it is not going to say ‘Water is H2O,’ because that is not the intention, 
t¡tparya, of the Veda. If ¡tm¡ is Brahman , let it be. How does it help you? Even 
though ¡tm¡  has been Brahman all this time, you still have desires and are busy 
fulfilling them. To say that ¡tm¡  is Brahman  is like saying that the body weighs 150 

                                                                 
1 +É¨ÉíÉªÉºªÉ ÊGòªÉÉlÉÇi´ÉÉnùÂ +ÉxÉlÉÇCªÉ¨ÉÂ +iÉnùlÉÉÇxÉÉÆ iÉº¨ÉÉnùÊxÉiªÉ¨ÉÖSªÉiÉä* V…Ë0 ∫…⁄0 1-2-1** 

This is a Jaimini S£tra of P£rva-m¢m¡Æs¡. This is the first s£tra in the arthav¡da-
adhikara¸a. Here this s£tra itself is a p£rvapakÀa raising an objection that any statement 
of the Veda that is not connected to a vidhi is useless. And in this adhikara¸a Jaimini 
answers this by saying, those that are not connected to a vidhi directly are to be interpreted 
as arthav¡da, praise.  
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pounds. That itself does not give you any result. The statement of fact has to be 
connected to a prescription for it to be useful. The Veda is interested in making you do 
something or avoid something so that you can get some sukha  or avoid duÅkha . This is 
the contention of the M¢m¡Æsaka. Though there are different schools of M¢m¡Æsakas, 
the pr¡bh¡karas and the bh¡ttas, they all maintain that karma gives you mokÀa . 

AS MOKâA IS NITYA , EVEN JØËNA CANNOT PRODUCE IT—AN OBJECTION  

One of these m¢m¡Æsakas does agree that mokÀa  is not produced by karma. He 
accepts that mokÀa is always availa ble, because if it is produced, it will be lost. 
However, even though mokÀa  is already accomplished, still, we have to take care of 
karma. We have varieties of karmas and we have to ensure that they do not perpetuate. 
He is saying here that the state of mokÀa is disturbed by our karma.  

That means they are parallel realities. Even though the ¡tm¡  is eternally liberated, 
right now, it is disturbed because of karma, and the karma  alone produces further birth, 
janma, etc. So, if you take care of karma, you have taken care of mokÀa . Look at this 
argument. According to him, mokÀa  is eternal, nitya . We also say the same thing. But he 
argues that because it is eternal, it cannot be gained by knowledge. If it is gained, then it 
is not eternal, but mokÀa must be eternal, and therefore, it is not available for production 
by knowledge. 

IF KNOWLEDGE IS THE ONLY MEANS FOR MOKâA WHAT IS THE PLACE OF VIHITA-KARMA? 

He also has another problem if mokÀa is gained by knowledge. And that is with 
reference to the daily obligatory karma, nitya -karma , and those that are to be done on 
certain occasions, naimittika-karma. If you get mokÀa by pure knowledge, then the 
result is gained right here, d¤À¶a-phala . In that case, you do not need to do any karma . 
Therefore nitya  and naimittika-karmas need not be done anymore. That he cannot 
accept. Why? If a person does not perform obligatory karma , nitya-karma, he will be 
incurring the fault of omission called pratyav¡ya -doÀa. An omission can cause 
problems. As it is said, a stitch in time saves nine. Suppose, for instance, you do not take 
a shower. Nothing is accomplished, but it can cause problems for you and for others. 
This is the argument of this person who is committed to karma. If you are incurring the 
fault of omission, there is going to be a consequence of that. And you will have to be 
born again to experience that. Therefore, there can be no mokÀa through knowledge 
alone. Therefore, even after gaining the knowledge one has to do nitya and naimittika -
karma. They can never be given up. This is the contention of the M¢m¡Æsaka. 
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 PÍRVAMÌMËêSAKA'S CONTENTION 
NOT DOING VIHITA -KARMA WILL GIVE PRATYAVËYA -DOâA 

The obligatory karmas, vihita-karmas, are enjoined by the ¿ruti. It is legitimate 
for him to bring this up because we are dealing within the realm of the Vaidikas here. 
According to you, he would tell us, the Veda says that ¡tm¡ is Brahman  and knowing 
that is mokÀa . Therefore, knowledge is enough for mokÀa. Being followers of the Veda, 
we have to analyse what the Veda says and do what is enjoined by the Veda. And the 
¿ruti definitely enjoins us to do certain karmas every day, like agnihotra, and others on 
special occasions, like ¿r¡ddha. When they are not done, p¡pa  will be the unseen 
result.1 This is called pratyav¡ya  technically. 2 Since the karmas we are talking about 
are enjoined by the Veda, they have to be done. If you do not do them, you will be 
incurring p¡pa, which will result in a painful experience later. That means you will have 
another birth, and therefore, there is no mokÀa . The mere knowledge, ‘I am Brahman,’ 
is not going to help you. You may think that you will not be reborn until you find 
yourself somewhere else because you did not do your daily enjoined karmas. Thinking 
that you are not the performer of any action, because ¡tm¡  is not an agent, that is, it is 
akart¡, you give up all the enjoined karmas and are free. This is a pipe dream. You will 
end up later in one of those undesirable wombs. This is the M¢m¡Æsaka's contention. 

THEN MOKâA WILL NOT BE POSSIBLE AT ALL—áA×KARA 'S COUNTER-OBJECTION 

áa´kara  answers him. If there is no mokÀa  by knowledge, there cannot be any 
mokÀa by karma either. Once it is acknowledged that mokÀa is eternal, how can it be 
produced by karma? If there is no mokÀa  by knowledge, and there is no mokÀa by 
karma either, there is no possibility of gaining mokÀa at all.3 In this view, the pursuits of 
a human being are only dharma, artha, and k¡ma—there is no mokÀa at all.  

The problem, however, is that this P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka  also has to talk about 
mokÀa. Everybod y, whether he is a Vai¿eÀika , a Naiy¡yika, a S¡´khya, a Buddhist, a 
Muslim, Christian, or anybody else, accepts mokÀa, an ultimate end. Everybody has a 
                                                                 
1 xÉ* ÊxÉiªÉÉEò®úhÉä |ÉiªÉ´ÉÉªÉ|ÉÉ”Éä& Eòè́ É±ªÉºªÉ SÉ ÊxÉiªÉi´ÉÉiÉÂ* ªÉiÉÂ iÉÉ´ÉiÉÂ Eòä́ É™ôYÉÉxÉÉiÉÂ Eòè́ É±ªÉ|ÉÉÊ”É& <iªÉäiÉnùÂ, iÉnùÂ +ºÉiÉÂ* 
ªÉiÉÉä ÊxÉiªÉÉxÉÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇhÉÉÆ ¸ÉÖiªÉÖHòÉxÉÉ¨ÉÂ +Eò®úhÉä |ÉiªÉÉ´ÉÉªÉÉä xÉ®úEòÉÊnù|ÉÉÊ”É™ôIÉhÉ& ºªÉÉiÉÂ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 

2 Pratyav¡ya is the technical term the P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka uses to refer to the p¡pa incurred 
by not doing the vihita-karma (nitya and naimittika-karma). This pratyav¡ya will have to 
be experienced as naraka or a future birth in a lower form of life like that of an animal or 
insect. 
Naraka is nothing but a field of experience where there will be consistent pain for a period 
of time. It is not eternal damnation. And opposed to this is the field of experience called 
heaven , where there is consistent pleasure, sukha, for a given length of time. 

3 xÉxÉÖ B´ÉÆ iÉÌ½þ Eò¨ÉÇ¦ªÉÉä ¨ÉÉäIÉÉä xÉÉÎºiÉ <ÊiÉ +ÊxÉ¨ÉÉæIÉ B´É* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 



Chapter 18 407 

definition of it. And everybody has to talk about it. There is no way to avoid a 
consideration of mokÀa. And if it is eternal, it has just been eliminated by these 
arguments. If mokÀa  is eternal, it cannot be produced. Thus according to him, by karma 
there is no mokÀa , and by knowledge also, there is no mokÀa. Then what will produce 
mokÀa? 

IF YOU REMOVE CAUSES FOR REBIRTH, MOKâA BEING NITYA WILL AUTOMATICALLY TAKE 
PLACE—THE PÍRVAMÌMËêSAKA 'S NEAT PLAN 
BY DOING NITYA-KARMA YOU CAN AVOID PRATYAVËYA  

The M¢m¡Æsaka has an answer for that. His contention is that, being eternal, 
there is no need to create mokÀa.1 Therefore, karma  need not produce mokÀa. Then why 
should we do karma? He has a clean plan for that. This is how you become liberated. 
Now you are bound to saÆs¡ra by karma. We also accept that. You are born again and 
again only because of karma . Therefore, we have to get rid of this karma. How? First of 
all, the daily duties that are enjoined by the Veda have to be done. That will not produce 
any result, but it will avoid any pratyav¡ya-doÀa —the fault of omission, so that one 
type of karma-phala  is partly taken care of.  

BY AVOIDING PROHIBITED KARMAS FUTURE UNDESIRABLE BIRTHS ARE AVOIDED  

Secondly, 2 there is something that is not to be done. All the karmas that the Veda 
prohibits, the pratiÀiddha-karmas, are avoided. In that way, there is no gain of an 
undesirable body. Look at this. You do all the do's, and avoid the results that would be 
produced if you did not do them, and you avoid all the don'ts, avoiding the results, you 
would incur if you did them. In this way, all accumulation of p¡pa-karma is avoided.  

BY AVOIDING KËMYA-KARMAS FUTURE DESIRABLE BIRTHS ARE AVOIDED  

Thirdly,3 he says, do not do the enjoined karmas that are meant to produce pu¸ya , 
the k¡mya -karmas, like iÀ¶¡p£rti. There are varieties of karma enjoined by the Veda to 
produce pu¸ya . By doing them  you are going to gather a lot of pu¸ya. And if you have 
pu¸ya, what will happen? You will have to take another birth to enjoy it. Therefore, 
avoid the k¡mya-karmas, the rituals and other karmas, which are meant to produce 
pu¸ya. In that way, you will avoid obtaining a birth in a desirable body. You do not do 
any prayer, ritual, etc., for the purpose of attaining a desired end, and therefore, you have 
no results of pu¸ya-karma to experience. Having avoided all the karmas that produce 

                                                                 
1 xÉ B¹É nùÉä¹É& , ÊxÉiªÉi´ÉÉiÉÂ ¨ÉÉäIÉºªÉ* ÊxÉiªÉÉxÉÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇhÉÉ¨ÉÂ +xÉÖ¢öÉxÉÉiÉÂ |ÉiªÉ´ÉÉªÉºªÉ +|ÉÉÊ”É&* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
2 |ÉÊiÉÊ¹ÉrùºªÉ SÉ +Eò®úhÉÉnùÂ +ÊxÉŸõ¶É®úÒ®úÉxÉÖ{É{ÉÊkÉ&* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
3 EòÉ¨ªÉÉxÉÉÆ SÉ ´ÉVÉÇxÉÉnùÂ <Ÿõ¶É®úÒ®úÉxÉÖ{É{ÉÊkÉ&* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
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p¡pa s, and also all the karmas that produce pu¸ya , there is no occasion for you to 
assume another body and take another birth.  

Then, if we were to ask him, what about the karma that has already begun, 
pr¡rabdha-karma, because of which this body is here, he has a ready answer.  

THE PRËRABDHA-KARMA IS EXHAUSTED IN THIS LIFE BY UPABHOGA 

For that, he says that, when the karma that has already begun to fructify in 
obtaining the physical body that you have now is exhausted, there will be no further 
birth. 1 Everyday, in every experience, you are experiencing the results of pr¡rabdha -
karma. When the last vestige of the pr¡rabdha -karma  is expended by going through 
the varieties of experiences it has caused, that is, when this physical body has fallen, 
there is no cause for the creation of another body. Why is there no cause? Because there 
is no karma. You have taken care of all of it. All the pr¡rabdha -karma  is exhausted; 
you do all the obligatory, nitya-naimittika -karma, and avoid all the prohibited, 
pratiÀiddha-karma, like telling lies or causing injury, and therefore, p¡pa is not 
incurred; you do not do the karmas that will produce pu¸ya, the k¡mya-karma, and 
therefore, pu¸ya is not gathered. How can you avoid k¡mya -karmas? This is possible 
because you do not have any longing for anything; you want only mokÀa . 

THUS MOKâA IS GAINED WITHOUT ANY EFFORT 

Thus, all karma is taken care of, and karma being the cause of birth, there is 
nothing to precipitate further birth. You simply remain with yourself because karma is 
not there. The self, ¡tm¡, can no longer be bound; it is free from saÆs¡ra . Only if you 
assume a body, there is saÆs¡ra , and there can be no further body because there is no 
cause for it, no karma. The self, ¡tm¡ , is eternal, and you remain as ¡tm¡  alone. There 
is no birth at all for you. That is called mokÀa, and it is accomplished without any effort.2 
It is not produced.  

OBJECTION BY áA×KARA  

WHAT ABOUT THE SAØCITA -KARMAS STANDING IN ONE'S ACCOUNT? 

If that is his argument, we have one or two questions to ask here. Let us accept his 
plan for the time being. Still, he is accepting karma , and in accepting the karma model, 
he should accept it totally. It should be logical. Since he is accepting pr¡rabdha-karma , 
we have to ask when did he get this pr¡rabdha-karma that accounts for this body, and 
is in the process of being unfolded day after day? If he says in his previous life or lives, 
we have to ask how many previous lives he had? Once you accept ‘previous,’ you are in 
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trouble. How did you get the previous life? Because of previous lives. There is no 
beginning for this. There is an infinite number of previous births. If they are infinite, 
how much karma have you collected? An infinite amount. Even if you took a birth only 
once in every kalpa , the karmas would be infinite in number because there are an 
infinite number of kalpas. Are all of the infinite number of karmas going to be 
exhausted in this body? No. Even if it lives one hundred years, it is impossible. If the 
karmas of an individual are infinite, the possibilities of the type of karma are also 
infinite.  

Every individual must have every form of karma necessary to order every type of 
body, from a virus onwards to the various incarnations both on this planet and elsewhere 
also. Here we know certain life forms, the plant life, the animal life, and the human life. 
But there will be other planets where there will be better life forms possible. There may 
be angels living side by side with human beings. They will have their own language and 
various types of wings, and so on. One will be a red-nosed angel, another, a white-nosed 
angel, and another, a blue-eyed angel; one may have golden plumes, another, silver, and 
then again, some angels' toes touch the ground, while some angels' toes do not touch the 
ground at all.  

Thus, infinite possibilities must be there in everybody's infinite saµcita -karma . 
How are you going to exhaust all those karmas in this one miserable birth?1 You cannot. 
Even in a given human body, you do not go through all the experiences that a human 
being is capable of. It is  only a set of experiences you go through. If you are born a 
Chinese in China, or a Russian in Russia, the experiences are different. If you are born in 
one place, then you are not going to have all the experiences of other places. Because 
every individual has infinite karmas, all possible experiences cannot be had in any given 
birth. In this incarnation, one can exhaust only one set of karmas, not more than that. 
The pr¡rabdha-karma that we experience here is not even the tip of the iceberg. 
Therefore, áa´kara  raises this objection here. There is no exhaustion of karma. Why? 
Because it is not possible in this one birth to experience the results of karma that has not 
yet begun to fructify. The karmas that were done in the countless births that had gone 
before should result in the gain of heaven, hell, and many other experiences. Those 
results have not yet begun to fructify, and therefore, cannot be experienced. They remain 
in storage and are yet to manifest. Since it is not possible to experience them, there is no 
possibility of exhaustion of karma. 

The exhaustion of karma  is only accepted provisionally. Later we will drop it, but 
for now, for the sake of argument, we will go with it. We do not accept that doing nitya -
karmas will not produce results, but we go along with that for now. Even if we are able 
to exhaust the pr¡rabdha -karma , what about the karma accumulated in previous births, 
saµcita -karma?  
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This is what happens in an animal's life. A water buffalo does the nitya -karma1 
and does not commit any trans gressions at all. Daily he goes to the pond and he does not 
eat meat, etc., eats only grass! His pr¡rabdha-karma  gets exhausted, and therefore, 
after being a water -buffalo, he will gain mokÀa. We cannot accept this. Why not? 
Because his saµcita-karma  remains. It is the same here. Infinite karmas will be 
standing in your account. How are you going to exhaust them? Even though you tried to 
avoid all new karmas in this birth, still, the old karmas standing in your account have to 
fructify, and for that we do not know how many births you require.  

MOREOVER IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO AVOID KËMYA-KARMAS 

Also, it is impossible not to acquire new karmas. When you are a doer, kart¡, you 
will definitely acquire new karma. How are you going to avoid the r¡ga-dveÀas that 
impel you to do karma? It is a pipe dream. There is no chance for you to get mokÀa , if 
this is your argument. 

PÍRVAMÌMËêSAKA 'S REPLY 
THE DUéKHA SUFFERED BY DOING NITYA-KARMA EXHAUSTS THE SAØCITA -KARMA 

The P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka  has an answer for this. Daily you have to do karma . If 
you do not do it, you will incur sin. When you do it, it does not produce any result, but it 
does produce duÅkha. You have to get up early in the morning. You have to gather all 
the ingredients for the ritual, light the fire, sit before the fire and say all the proper 
prayers and make the proper offerings. It implies a lot of pain, a lot of work. In 
experiencing that pain, it is possible to exhaust all the pain that is the result of the p¡pa -
karmas standing in your account, the saµcita-karma.2 Why not?  

OR DOING NITYA-KARMA IS LIKE DOING PRËYAáCITTA-KARMA  

Or, the P£rva -m¢m¡Æsaka  says that, doing your daily and occasionally enjoined 
karma, nitya-naimittika-karma, is like pr¡ya¿citta-karma, expiatory karma . 
Pr¡ya¿citta-karma is an antidote that is meant to neutralize the results of previous 
wrong actions. We do this all the time. In cooking, if there is too much salt, we add some 
more vegetables or throw in some flour. This is called pr¡ya¿citta-karma. If there is 
any undesirable result, we neutralize it by doing something else. To neutralize the result 
of a wrong action, we do an expiatory action, an action that is meant to neutralize that 
undesirable result. In the Veda we have plenty of pr¡ya¿citta-karmas. In the Christian 
tradition, there is confession and the penance done to neutralize the confessed actions. It 
is also a pr¡ya¿citta-karma . The Veda has pr¡ya¿citta -karma  for all kinds of wrong 
karmas. If you really have ¿raddh¡ about pu¸ya and p¡pa, and you look into this 
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pr¡ya¿citta-karma, you will never do a wrong action. The pr¡ya¿citta-karma is always 
more severe than what you gained by doing the wrong action. Just to avoid the 
pr¡ya¿citta-karma, you have to avoid all these wrong actions. 

Taking it a step further, the P£rva -m¢m¡Æsaka says that, the daily prayers and 
rituals we do, like agnihotra , are like pr¡ya¿citta-karma, which are done as an antidote 
for all our wrong actions. Pr¡ya¿citta -karmas are those that are enjoined by the 
dharma -¿¡stra  to neutralize the negative effects of some negative karma one did. The 
P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka's argument here is like how pr¡ya¿citta neutralizes the negative 
effects of previous karma, doing nitya -karma  will also neutralize the an¡rabdha -
p¡pa -karma  standing in our account. 1 We also say, in the sa´kalpa,2 before a ritual, ‘I 
will do this for the removal of all my accumulated impurities—mama up¡tta -samasta -
durita-kÀay¡rtham aham idaÆ kariÀye.’ We declare this to the Lord, and it also serves 
as an auto-suggestion. In order to eliminate all the p¡pas that I have gathered, I perform 
this karma. This includes old p¡pas that are fructifying in this life because of things that 
were done in other births, and p¡pas that have been done in this birth also. I perform this 
karma to neutralize all of them. The daily prayers that I offer are meant only to exhaust 
all the p¡pas standing in my account. It is not to produce any new result, only to clear 
the old account. 

SUMMARY OF THE PÍRVAMÌMËêSAKA 'S NEAT PLAN 

The whole argument3 of the P£rva -m¢m¡Æsaka is based on the assumption that 
the karma  that I do now will neutralize the result of old karma, or that the old karmas 
get exhausted through the pain that is involved while performing these nitya-karmas. 
Either way you take it, it does not matter for him. The old karmas are eliminated. The 
karma because of which this body has come into being will get exhausted by daily 
experiences. If you have a headache, one p¡pa is gone. Daily experiences of pain and 
pleasure will take care of all the pu¸ya and p¡pa. You need not do anything to exhaust 
this pr¡rabdha -karma . Just keep living, and it will get exhausted. But you have to be 
very careful that you do not do any wrong actions or any action that will produce pu¸ya . 
By not doing any action that will produce an unseen result that has to be experienced at 
some time in the future, and doing actions to neutralize p¡pas that have been 
accumulated in the past, you will get mokÀa, kaivalya, without any effort. The karma 
that brought this body into being gets exhausted just by living, and when the body dies, 
the pr¡rabdha -karma  is completely gone. The old karmas are cancelled by the daily 
and occasional rites, nitya -naimittika-karmas, and no new karmas are gathered 
because no prohibited actions, pr¡ya¿citta-karmas, and no desire-prompted actions, 
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k¡mya-karmas are done. Therefore, there is no possibility of any more births. And this 
is mokÀa. This is the contention of the P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka. 

áA×KARA 'S NEGATION OF THE WHOLE ARGUMENT 
ALL áËSTRA -PRAMËÛAS SAY THAT THERE IS NO WAY FOR MOKâA OTHER THAN JØËNA 

This is all very interesting, but it is not tenable. And there is no basis for it.1 Which 
¿ruti talks like this? Is there any means of knowledge, pram¡¸a , for all this? On the 
contrary, the ¿¡stra says, ‘Having known that, he goes beyond death; there is no other 
way—tam  eva  viditv¡  atim¤tyum eti.’2 Knowing that Brahman  as oneself, 
pratyag¡tm¡ , one goes beyond death, meaning one gets out of this saÆs¡ra. Other than 
knowing this, there is no other path for mokÀa—na anyaÅ panth¡ vidyate ayan¡ya.3 
This has to be said because there will always be people who conclude that there is more 
than one way. The idea that there are four paths is just imagination, as we have seen. In 
fact, some say that there are as many paths for mokÀa as there are human beings. This 
may be true with reference to religions, and the aims of religions too, but not with 
reference to mokÀa. Purification of the mind, antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, which is exactly 
what we are aiming at too, can be accomplished by various means, and so each one can 
follow his or her own particular religious form. Even in the same religion, one person 
will do some of the prayers and rituals, and another will do others. You can always 
choose what is suitable to you.  

For mokÀa, however, this is not the case. What was already unfolded as Brahman , 
earlier in this statement in the puruÀa-s£kta , as all this, idaÆ sarvam, what existed 
before, what will come later and what is now, yad  bh£taÆ yacca  bhavyam,4 has to be 
known as that which obtains in your heart, in your mind, as the ¡tm¡. But it is not the 
¡tm¡  that is enclosed in this body, for, all the heads are its head, all the feet are its feet, 
all the hands, its hands. Knowing that, one crosses death; he gains mokÀa. Why is there 
no other way? Because mokÀa is the opposite of bondage. If bondage is real, you cannot 
remove it, because we define what is real as something that cannot be removed. If the 
¡tm¡  is bound, and the bondage is real. You cannot remove it. If it is unreal, if it does 
not exist, you need not remove it. If you think it exists, then you have to remove it, and 
that removal can only be by knowledge. If you think you are bound, that thinking has to 
go, and it can only go by knowing. Stopping the thinking does not work; that is 
anaesthesia. We have to understand that the thinking is wrong by understanding that 
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¡tm¡  is Brahman. Therefore, the ¿ruti says that there is no other path for this —na 
anyaÅ panth¡ vidyate. Other than vidy¡, knowledge, there is no way for mokÀa .  

Not only does one ¿ruti say this, but many ¿rutis do. It is said that mokÀa  is as 
impossible for one who does not know ¡tm¡, as it is to wrap oneself with ¡k¡¿a like a 
skin around the body.1 How will you do that? It is not possible. Thus quoting this verse 
from the ¿ruti, áa´kara says that, it is just as impossible for the one who does not know 
the ¡tm¡ to gain mokÀa.2 Not knowing the ¡tm¡ , you will only gain sorrow and remain 
in saÆs¡ra. The idea is that you can gain mokÀa  without knowing ¡tm¡  only when you 
can clothe yourself with space. In other words , it is not possible. Knowledge alone 
liberates.  

Not only that, the pur¡¸as and sm¤tis also say, ‘One gains mokÀa by 
knowledge.’ 3 By saying it in two ways, there is no room for misunderstanding. There is 
no mokÀa without knowledge and by knowledge alone mokÀa is gained. If he had said 
just that mokÀa  is gained by knowledge, it may also allow mokÀa to be gained by 
karma. But then he says that by knowledge alone there is mokÀa  and without knowledge 
there is no mokÀa. How can there be any doubt here? 

EVEN ACCEPTING THAT NITYAKARMA REMOVES ALL PËPAS, SAØCITA -PUÛYA CANNOT BE 
NEUTRALIZED 

Still, there is another problem. Accepting for the time being that all the p¡pa -
karma can be exhausted by the pain involved in doing obligatory karmas, nitya -
naimittika -karmas,  only the p¡pa -karma  standing in your account is removed. What 
about the pu¸ya-karma? That is also infinite. Even assuming that the nitya -karma  is an 
antidote for the results of all the wrong actions that were done, which is a big 
assumption, the pu¸ya  will be standing there unaccounted for. Just as there are infinite 
p¡pa  in the saµcita-karma yet to be exhausted, there are also infinite pu¸ya  waiting to 
fructify. They cannot be neutralized by doing nityakarma. If at all nityakarmas can 
neutralize anything they can neutralize only p¡pa  and not pu¸ya . It has to express itself 
and therefore, being not exhausted, will precipitate another birth. You will have to be 
born in Texas in the family of a tycoon. And even that will not take care of all of the 
pu¸ya. This pu¸ya will be expressed; it has to be encashed.  

Even the possibility of neutralizing all the p¡pa -karmas by obligatory, nitya -
karmas was accepted only provisionally. That also is not tenable. For how long can one 
do these karmas? Fifty years, sixty years, seventy years, eighty years? How can that 
neutralize all the p¡pa that has been gathered in an infinite number of births? There is no 
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way of neutralizing all of them with a finite number of actions. The exhaustion of 
pu¸ya, the results of which have not yet begun to fructify, is not possible in this birth 
either. Since they cannot be experienced now, there has to be another birth. Just as the 
exhaustion of previously gathered p¡pa that has not begun to fructify is impossible, so is 
the exhaustion of previously gathered pu¸ya that has not begun to fructify. Their 
exhaustion is not possible without assuming another body, and therefore, mokÀa is not 
possible.1 

EXCEPT THROUGH JØËNA IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO REMOVE RËGADVEâA AND MOHA, THE CAUSES 
OF DHARMA AND ADHARMA 

There is another problem. According to him, I will not do any desire-based action, 
k¡mya-karma, or prohibited karma , pr¡ya¿citta-karma, and do only obligatory 
actions, nitya-naimittika -karma . In other words, I will not do any wrong actions, 
adharma, or meritorious actions, dharma. This is not possible. What is the cause for 
dharma  and adharma ? Why do I do these karmas? I do a wrong karma  because I 
want a given result and I cannot get it by following the right means. If I do, I have to 
wait for twenty-five years, and therefore, I take a short cut, which compromises 
dharma . Or, I hate someone, and therefore I harm him. Both longing, r¡ga , and 
aversion, dveÀa, are the cause for adharma . Then, there are false notions, like 
insecurity, and the problem of giving something more value than it has, ¿obhan¡dhy¡sa . 
The idea that something or the other is going to solve my old problems is delusion, 
moha , and is the basis for r¡ga -dveÀas, which, in turn, are the basis for right and wrong 
actions—in other words, k¡mya -karma and pratiÀiddha-karma. How can they be 
avoided when these r¡ga-dveÀas and moha have not gone? And how will they go?2  

The P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka  says that knowledge is not necessary, karma  is enough. 
But how will delusion, moha, go except by knowing that the self, ¡tm¡, as complete, 
p£r¸a? I cannot negate moha  unless I know what I am. Without knowing ¡tm¡, my 
insecurity will always be there, and therefore, fear will be there, and naturally, because 
of that, r¡ga-dveÀas. Because of them, I will do right and wrong actions. Therefore, this 
idea of not doing k¡mya-karmas or pratiÀiddha -karmas is merely an empty statement. 
I cannot accomplish that without knowing myself to be full, p£r¸a . Then alone can I 
avoid k¡mya -karmas and prohibited karmas. Since the cause for these right and wrong 
actions, dharma-adharma, cannot be removed without self-knowledge, the negation of 
pu¸ya and p¡pa is not possible. Therefore, there is no mokÀa without knowledge. 
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áRUTIS AND SMÎTIS TALK OF PUÛYA AS PHALA FOR NITYAKARMA 

Further, it was said that by doing nitya-karma, no result is produced. That also is 
not true. Those who do those karmas have the result of heaven, svarga. There are 
enough ¿ruti and sm¤ti statements to confirm this. And there is even a rule that 
whenever there is ¿ruti injunction to do a karma and the result is not specifically 
mentioned, that karma  should be understood to result in a better birth—pu¸ya -loka -
phala. The sm¤ti also says that those who are following the var¸a and ¡¿rama -
dharma , doing exactly what is to be done according to their situation in life will also 
gain better lives, pu¸ya-loka. There is no karma  enjoined by the ¿ruti, which does not 
have pu¸ya as its result. The ¿ruti will not ask you to do it if there is no result. It is not 
that if you do not do it there will be a negative result—akara¸e pratyav¡yaÅ. But when 
it is done, it has a positive result called pu¸ya.1  

Though there is no direct fault incurred, it is true that when you do not do your 
daily duties, you may be doing the wrong things. If you do not do the right action, it will 
not take time for you to do the wrong action. Therefore, you have to keep doing what is 
right in order to avoid what is wrong. Otherwise, there is laziness, which is the breeding 
ground for all crimes. Now by avoiding all p¡pa -karmas and doing only nitya -
naimittika -karmas, this person is under the impression that he is not getting any result. 
After death, do you know what will happen? All the devat¡s of those nitya -karmas will 
be ushering him into heaven! He may protest that he wanted mokÀa and not heaven, but 
he will have to go. Because nitya -karma, being a karma, will surely produce a result. 
How can you do a karma  without causing a result? You cannot drop a stone in a pond 
without creating a ripple. You have to enjoy that karma-phala ; there is no way, no other 
way of avoiding it except one. What is that? Knowing that ¡tm¡, the self, is not an 
agent, akart¡ . Then one is free of all karma -phala. 

THE MODEL OF KARMA AND THE ADHYËROPA-APAVËDA METHOD  

By this, the whole model is destroyed. This is called deliberate superimposition 
and negation—adhy¡ropa-apav¡da. You first say that ¡tm¡  is a doer, kart¡ , and 
therefore, gathers a lot of karma, both pu¸ya and p¡pa. He is a saÆs¡r¢ and has to reap 
the result of all these pu¸ya -p¡pas, by taking births in different lokas. Then at the end 
of it you say that in fact, ¡tm¡ was never born, never did anything, never performed any 
action. Knowing that, you are free from all karmas. The fire of knowledge burns all the 
karma to ashes, jµ¡n¡gniÅ  bhasmas¡t kurute. This is possible because they are all 
standing in the name of Mr. so-and-so, the agent, kart¡, and once the kart¡ is gone, 
there is no karma to be accounted for. This is called adhy¡ropa-apav¡da.  
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The model of karma has its own logic, and it is believable. But it is only a model 
and we are not stuck with it. In the end, we dismiss the whole thing—the agency, 
kart¤tva, is dismissed, and thereby, all karma, including the saµcita-karma is gone. All 
karmas are gone. Even the pr¡rabdha-karma is gone because, from the standpoint of 
¡tm¡, there is no pr¡rabdha-karma. From the standpoint of the body, there is 
pr¡rabdha-karma, but ¡tm¡ does not have any body. It is sat-cit-¡nanda -brahma, and 
therefore, has no karma at any time—neither what was accumulated in past lives, 
saµcita -karma  nor what was accumulated in this life, ag¡mi-karma. It is the very basis, 
adhiÀ¶h¡na of all karma , not affected by any karma  at any time. Even doing actions, 
¡tm¡  does not perform any action—kurvan api na karoti. Hearing it does not hear—
¿¤¸van api na  ¿¤¸oti. Seeing it does not see, pa¿yan api na pa¿yati. Ëtm¡  sees 
everything, but can be seen by no one. This is the nature of the ¡tm¡ ; it performs no 
action, and knowing that, is the only way to get rid of karma. 

RESTATEMENT OF THE CONTENTION OF THE PÍRVAPAKâÌ 
NO PHALA IS TOLD IN THE áRUTI FOR NITYAKARMAS, THEY ARE THE RESULT OF PREVIOUS PËPA,  
THEY ARE ALSO ORDAINED FOR THE SAKE OF LIVELIHOOD  

áa´kara  now restates here what was said by the P£rva -m¢m¡Æsaka , the 
karma¶ha  with reference to the nitya-karmas. The P£rva -m¢m¡Æsaka says that there 
is no phala mentioned in the Veda for nitya -karma—a¿rutatv¡t. Because there is lot of 
effort and pain involved in doing the nitya-karmas, they are the result of fructification 
of the previous p¡pa and apart from their own essential nature of being the difficult 
karmas to be performed they have no other phala . And also they are ordained by the 
Veda for the different var¸as as karmas that can be performed for livelihood—
j¢van¡dinimitte ca vidh¡n¡t.1  

It is said in the Veda that one has to perform certain rituals every day. Those are 
called nitya-karmas. For instance, it is said that the following karmas are considered to 
be the nitya -karmas for a br¡hma¸a. They are yajµa and y¡jana adhyayana and 
adhy¡pana, d¡na  and pratigraha. Yajµa is performing rituals, like agnihotra , etc., or 
its modern day equivalents like sandhy¡-vandana , and other forms of worship daily. 
Y¡jana  is making some one else do the rituals that is officiating in a ritual performed by 
someone else. Adhyayana  is studying his own ¿¡kh¡ of the Veda completely along with 
its subsidiaries, and adhy¡pana is teaching the Veda every day. D¡na is giving away in 
charity what ever he has in excess of what he needs for his simple life. He is expected to 
share whatever he has and not hoard things. This is the value of aparigraha. Pratigraha 
is receiving money and other wealth from kings, etc., as dakÀi¸¡ or gifts. Now because 
d¡na  is also a vihita -karma , and aparigraha  is value, usually whenever a large wealth 
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is available to a br¡hma¸a, he will perform a large yajµa  and distribute the wealth as 
dakÀi¸¡. These are the three pairs of nitya-karmas mentioned for a br¡hma¸a.  

Similarly, there are certain duties that are mentioned for all the castes, var¸as. In 
general, we can say that certain duties are to be performed and some of them are prayers 
or are in the form of rituals. These are called nitya-karmas. Then, on certain occasions, 
there are certain karmas, rituals, that are to be performed, and they are called 
naimittika -karmas. Both are enjoined by the Veda. While enjoining these karmas, the 
Veda does not mention any particular result for them. Generally, for every ritual a 
particular result is mentioned. The one who wants heaven must perform a particular 
ritual for that—svarga-k¡maÅ  jyotiÀ¶omena yajeta. Or, the one who wants a son should 
perform a putra-k¡meÀ¶i ritual. But when it comes to the nitya-naimittika -karmas, the 
Veda does not mention any result at all.  

From that, the P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka  extrapolates his stand. Since the result is not 
mentioned for nitya-karmas, they do not produce any result. Then why should anyone 
do them? They are enjoined by the Veda, and therefore, they have got to be performed. 
Now anything that you have got to do, that is mandated, implies pain. That is why 
people are lazy. Getting up and doing things is not easy. Here, every day the br¡hma¸a 
has to get up early in the morning before the sun rises, which itself is a problem, and 
then has to do the karma, which takes about an hour. Therefore, there is pain involved, 
because effort is involved. This is an ingenious presumption made just because the Veda 
does not mention the result for the nitya-karmas.  

Even though these arguments do not have any immediate bearing on our lives, it is 
nice to know exactly the thinking involved, because in the process we develop a 
discipline of thinking. Since the Veda does not mention any result and at the same time 
enjoins these karmas, they must have an unknown result. If you are doing it and there is 
no result except the pain of doing, that pain itself must be a kind of a payment. Some 
past sin is paid off by this kind of karma. An intelligent man, whenever he goes through 
a painful experience, accepts it happily, because some p¡pa is exhausted. Here, the 
results of the nitya-karma, being in the form of pain, are the result of the p¡pa one did 
before. This is not what the ¿¡stra  really says; it is an argument of an opponent.  

We analyse these different points of view just to understand what the ¿¡stra  is 
saying. Just as boxers have a sparring partner, similarly here, we have an opponent just 
to sharpen our understanding. His view is that since this nitya-karma is in the form of 
pain, it is the result of whatever p¡pa  was done before. Now you are experiencing the 
pain of it. But these nitya-karmas have no result other than what is experienced in doing 
them. That is, they have no unseen result, ad¤À¶a-phala. We are not talking about the 
visible result, d¤À¶a-phala , but the unseen pu¸ya that may occur from doing a karma 
enjoined by the Veda. According to him, there is no pu¸ya for a nitya -karma because 
the result is not mentioned by the ¿ruti. 
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Further, there is another reason why there is no other result. These are things that 
are to be done just to live your life. Like breathing. There is no particular result for that 
except living. If you ask me, ‘What do you accomplish by breathing?’ What will I say? I 
will say, ‘Just to live, to have my life, I must breathe.’ There is no result except living.  
When I do not breathe, I do not live. Breathing does not have a special result. A 
discipline of breathing, like pr¡¸¡y¡ma, can result in a cerebral haemorrhage or 
tranquillity, depending on how you do it, but simple breathing does not have any result 
in life. Living implies breathing. Similarly, nitya -karma  is something that is implied in 
living. One has got to do it and there is no way of escaping it, because it is enjoined by 
the ¿ruti. Those who have ¿raddh¡ in the ¿ruti are supposed to perform these karmas; 
they are necessarily done because the person is alive.  

Thus the P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka  says that the nityakarmas do not have any phala ; 
they are the result of the previous p¡pa and also they have been ordained as the karma 
one has to do to just keep the life going according to his var¸a and ¡¿rama. This is his 
argument. 

THE SAØCITAKARMA THAT ARE YET TO FRUCTIFY CANNOT GIVE YOU RESULT IN THIS JANMA 
FURTHER, ALL PËPAS CANNOT GIVE THE SAME TYPE OF PAIN  

Now the counter -argument comes. No, this is not true. Why? áa´kara  gives two 
reasons.1 If the pain that is involved in doing these nitya -karmas is the result of the 
wrong things done before, it is a result which has come to fructify. Therefore, accepting 
that it is a result, the maximum it can be is a result of the pr¡rabdha-karma. It is not the 
result of a karma  that has not yet begun, an¡rabdha-karma-phala . Otherwise, there 
would be no difference between pr¡rabdha -karma  and saµcita-karma. It is not right to 
say that the karma-phalas that have not begun to fructify at the time of death in the life 
in which they were done would begin to fructify in a life which is due to the 
fructification of some other set of pr¡rabdha-karma.2  

We have seen before that there is a type of karma, called saµcita , which is like a 
term deposit that has been accumulated and is standing in an account. Its results have not 
yet begun to fructify and thus, they are called an¡rabdha-karma-phalas. All the 
karmas cannot fructify in one particular incarnation; there is only one set of karmas that 
can be fulfilled in this particular life, with this parentage, with this childhood, and so on. 
Those karmas, which are in the process of getting unfolded we call ¡rabdha-karmas or 
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pr¡rabdha-karmas. Accepting that the pain involved in nitya -karma exhausts p¡pa , it 
cannot be the p¡pa that has not yet manifested. 

Secondly, in nitya-karma you have one type of effort, one type of pain. If that is 
the pain of all the p¡pas, they must also be of only one type. But there are p¡pas of 
many different natures. What about them? Every painful experience is a result of the old 
p¡pa , a durita. If you say that the pain involved in the performance of the nitya -karma 
is the result of old p¡pas, what about the pain involved in disease, and various other 
problems that you face everyday? There are many different types of pain. Suddenly the 
stock goes down. The pain in this has nothing to do with the pain that is involved in the 
daily ritual, etc. Then again, the tenant says he will not leave the house when the 
landlord wants to occupy it. Why does he get this kind of a tenant? There can be a better 
tenant who will leave, but this fellow will not. Why? There is some p¡pa . We have 
varieties of p¡pa. The results are not always the same. Therefore, if you say that all the 
p¡pas are exhausted by the pain of doing nitya -karma, how do you explain the other 
types of pain that you have? It would be wonderful if we only had the type of pain 
involved in doing nitya -karma . I would happily do this nitya -karma  if I wouldn't have 
any other pain at all. 

áa´kara  now takes up the issue of the pain experienced in doing the nitya -karma 
being the result of faults incurred in a previous birth. It was said that the result of the 
p¡pas is the pain which is involved in performing the daily rites, the nitya-karmas. That 
is not tenable. Look at this. Here is a person who has lived his life performing all the 
daily karmas, like agnihotra, and also some actions, which are capable of producing 
pain. He has done some pu¸ya-karma and some p¡pa -karma . At the time of death, 
what are the karmas that will give him the next birth? Not all of them. Only certain 
karmas will give a certain birth. For instance, the agnihotra and other good karmas 
that he did will give him entry to heaven and a body appropriate for that. Now suppose 
he has that body, a deva-¿ar¢ra. What about the p¡pa-karmas that he had done? They 
cannot be experienced in the same body. In one incarnation, the karmas that have not 
yet begun to fructify, the an¡rabdha-karmas, which are standing in his account, cannot 
be enjoyed. They can only be enjoyed in another birth. One set of karmas orders only a 
given physical body. His p¡pas will not fructify in the birth that gives him the body of a 
deva , because that body is meant only for pleasure, not pain. Theref ore, the p¡pas will 
have to remain suspended; they have to wait for their chance to express. It is not 
reasonable, áa´kara  says, that the result of a karma that has not yet begun to manifest 
would be experienced in a birth that has begun because of another set of karmas. 

Otherwise, what will happen? Suppose a person has faithfully performed his duties 
like agnihotra and because of which, he gets a birth for the experience of heavenly 
enjoyment. The karmas he did were supposed to give him pure pleasure, and therefore, 
he has come to heaven. The old p¡pas that he has gathered should not come along with 
him. If all the p¡pas also get exhausted there in the form of pain, where is heaven, 
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svarga? Where is hell, naraka? That will not work even for the P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka , 
because, according to him also, in svarga  there is no result of p¡pa-karma, durita -
phala. But if his proposition is correct, it will not be impossible to experience the results 
of p¡pa -karma  that makes him gain the experience of hell in a birth that results from 
karma, like agnihotra , which produces the result of heaven. But this is not possible. It 
is not possible to experience both heaven and hell at the same time.1 Therefore, when a 
given set of karmas come to fructify, they alone will get exhausted in that given birth 
and not all the unmanifest karmas. The other karmas that cannot be expressed in that 
situation will have to wait for another occasion, another birth.  

Look at the consistency of áa´kara's argument here. Whether he is considering a 
Jaina, a Bauddha, a S¡´khya, a Vai¿eÀika  or a Naiy¡yika, áa´kara  analyses his 
entire vision consistently, and answers it at every level. At one level he dismisses it all as 
mithy¡ , very forgivingly. But within the model of karma  itself, if there is some mistake, 
that has to be pointed out. Wherever there is fallacy, áa´kara argues with intellectual 
enthusiasm. You can see that here. Repeatedly he argues this issue and every argument is 
important.  

There are many different types of pain and many different means of producing 
them. If they are all thought to be purely the results experienced in the practice of nitya -
karmas, then what about other types of pain? 2 There are the opposites like success and 
failure. That is pain. In the morning, you are okay, and in the evening you are not. 
Yesterday was wonderful, but today is not as great, and tomorrow you may be miserable. 
There are daily ups and downs. Then there is the affliction of disease, etc. All these will 
have no cause at all, if all the p¡pas get exhausted in the pain that is involved in 
performing the nitya -karma . It is not reasonable to say that they have no cause. Nor is it 
possible to imagine that only the pain experienced in the practice of the nitya -karmas is 
the result of some previously done wrong action, and not the pain of carrying stones on 
one's head, for example. That is hard labour. Every day a person cuts the stones and 
carries them on his head like a donkey. There is a lot of pain involved and he does not 
want to do the job, but he has to do it. That pain we can say is born of some p¡pa, either 
in this life or in the previous life. How can you say that only the pain of nitya-karma is 
a result of a past p¡pa  and not these other forms of pain?3 Thus we can see that the 
P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka's argument is not valid at all. Therefore, áa´kara says you are 
saying something unconnected even to your own contention here by saying, the pain 
involved in the doing of the nitya-karmas is the result of the p¡pa accumulated in the 
                                                                 
1 +xªÉlÉÉ º´ÉMÉÇ¡ò™ôÉä{É¦ÉÉäMÉÉªÉ +ÊMÉí½þÉäjÉÉÊnùEò¨ÉÉÇ®ú¤vÉä VÉx¨ÉÊxÉ xÉ®úEòEò¨ÉÇ¡ò™ôÉä{É¦ÉÉäMÉÉxÉÖ{É{ÉÊkÉ& xÉ ºªÉÉiÉÂ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0**  
2 iÉºªÉ nùÖÊ®úiÉ -nùÖ&JÉ-Ê´É¶Éä¹É-¡ò™ôi´É-+xÉÖ{É{ÉkÉä& SÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0**  
3 +xÉäEòä¹ÉÖ Ê½þ nùÖÊ®úiÉä¹ÉÖ ºÉ¨¦É´ÉiºÉÖ Ê¦ÉzÉnùÖ&JÉºÉÉvÉxÉ¡ò™ôä¹ÉÖ ÊxÉiªÉEò¨ÉÇ-+xÉÖ¢öÉxÉ-+ÉªÉÉºÉ-nùÖ&JÉ¨ÉÉjÉ¡ò™ôä¹ÉÖ Eò±{ªÉ¨ÉÉxÉä¹ÉÖ  
uùxuù®úÉäMÉÉÊnù¤ÉÉvÉÉÊxÉÊ¨ÉkÉÆ xÉ Ê½þ ¶ÉCªÉiÉä Eò±{ÉÊªÉiÉÖÆ ÊxÉiªÉEò¨ÉÉÇxÉÖ¢öÉxÉ-+ÉªÉÉºÉ-nùÖ&JÉ¨Éä́ É {ÉÚ́ ÉÇEòÞiÉnùÖÊ®úiÉ¡ò™ôÆ xÉ Ê¶É®úºÉÉ 
{ÉÉ¹ÉÉhÉ´É½þxÉÉÊnùnùÖ&JÉÊ¨ÉÊiÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 



Chapter 18 421 

previous janmas. And then áa´kara goes on to explain that. He says, what is accepted 
by everyone is that there can be no neutralization of the karma-phala  that has not begun 
to fructify. That being so, what you are talking about is the exhaustion of those karma-
phala that have begun to fructify in this janma. That means, you have to accept that all 
the pain that one experiences in this life is due to those p¡pa that have begun to fructify. 
Then it is not right to say the pain of doing the nitya-karmas alone are the result of the 
p¡pa  accumulated in the previous janmas. There are many more types of pains 
experienced by one in any one life.  And also then, the Veda would not have the need to 
enjoin nitya-karmas; because they would be helplessly enjoyed by one as the result of 
previous p¡pa.1 Later áa´kara  talks about this further. We shall see that later. 

BOTH PUÛYA AND ANTAéKARAÛAáUDDHI ARE THE RESULTS OF NITYAKARMA 

Now, let us complete the vision here before we proceed. The nitya-karma is not 
enjoined by the ¿¡stra for neutralizing the effects of wrong deeds done in the past, either 
in this life or previously. It does produce a result, pu¸ya, that can lead you to heaven. 
But if the same nitya-karma is done for antaÅ -kara¸a-¿uddhi, it can neutralize the 
results of past wrong actions. Why does the ¿ruti not mention a result? It wants you to 
do the nitya -karma  for the purification of your mind. It is something like taking a 
shower. We need not talk about it saying, ‘You should take a daily shower; it is good for 
you.’ It is a thing to be done. Similar ly, daily prayer is also a thing to be done. Every day 
we pick up enough r¡ga-dveÀas to make it necessary. Daily prayer, etc., takes care of all 
our hurt and anger, and so on. Otherwise, our whole personality develops edges and we 
are not the same simple person we were when we were young and innocent. When you 
are born, you are absolutely innocent. Then you keep growing until the body has grown 
into adulthood and the mind is more and more informed and even highly educated. Then 
you should be a happy person,  a simple, uncomplicated person. But that is not so. We 
develop a personality. Certain things we cannot stand, certain other things alone we can 
accept. Then we develop complexes, and all kinds of notions.  

Why? It is all because of lack of antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. Every day we pick up all 
kinds of impurities and they have to be taken care of. Otherwise, it is something like rain 
water hitting the ground. It is clean water until it reaches the ground. Before it touches 
the ground, you can collect it in a vessel and can live on it. It is absolutely clean. 
Similarly, when a child comes into this world, he or she is clean, absolutely innocent. 
That is why everybody likes babies, whose ever the baby is. Whether it is the baby of 
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ignorant parents from a slum, or the baby of a great scientist, it is the same. Both are 
innocent. The mathematician's baby does not come with calculus inside. Then what 
happens? The child grows. That is fine. He must grow, but not at the cost of innocence, 
not at the cost of purity. Originally, there was no scheming, no manipulating, and no 
complexes. The child was pure and simple and innocent. But then, it faces difficult 
situations, circumstances, and picks up fears, anxieties, and all sorts of problems.  

What can we do about it? As parents, we should build in them a value for prayer 
and prayerful attitudes. Then, when the time comes, they can understand what is prayer, 
and when they pray, they can neutralize all these problems that the mind picks up. That 
is why in the eighth or ninth year, the child is initiated into mantra-japa . As the child 
grows, the prayer is understood better, and thereby, all the r¡ga -dveÀas, fears, etc., are 
neutralized. Just as the body has to be showered daily, the mind also has to be cleaned 
every day. Daily showering is a thing to be done, and similarly daily prayer is a thing to 
be done. Therefore, the ¿¡stra  does not mention the result of daily enjoined karmas. 
That does not mean there is no result. It does produce pu¸ya. But it is also meant for 
neutralizing the duritas. That is why we make the following statement before beginning 
any ritual or prayer. We say, ‘mama-up¡tta-samasta -durita -kÀay¡rtham  ahaÆ idaÆ 
kariÀye—I am doing this action for the sake of exhaustion of the results of all my wrong 
actions.’  

PRAYER CAN REMOVE THE OBSTACLES CAUSED BY OUR PËPAS 

I do not know whether these were gathered by me in this life or in the previous 
ones. But they are fructifying in the form of pain and in the form of impediments to my 
pursuits. Every human body is a mixture, mi¿ra, of pu¸ya and p¡pa. That is why we do 
not win all the time. And we need not win. But daily prayer keeps the durita under 
check. It does not allow new durita to come, and it neutralizes old duritas. Thereby, 
day-to-day my mind is clean and I am ready to face all situations. Because of the prayer, 
what would cost me my neck, costs me only my crown. This is what happened to 
Arjuna. When the n¡g¡stra  was coming to his neck, K¤À¸a pressed the chariot into the 
ground so that the astra missed Arjuna's neck and removed only his crown, because 
Arjuna had surrendered to him. Of course, he did not press it sufficiently so that the 
n¡g¡stra would go above Arjuna's crown, because K¤À¸a  also knows that the prayer's 
efficacy is only that much, only a few inches. What came to his neck went with his 
crown. That is the result of prayer. 

People often say, ‘I prayed, but nothing happened.’ If you had not prayed you 
should see what would have happened! In 1962, eight planets came to Capricorn at the 
same time. Eight planets never gather like this, and astrologers all over the world 
predicted that it was not good for the world. They were waiting for something bad to 
happen. In India, they do not wait. Do you know what they did? They began doing 
rituals in every village, in every temple, to ward off the malefic effect of this 
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configuration of the planets. So many rituals were performed—and nothing happened! 
Afterwards there was a complaint that so much money had been spent and nothing 
happened. But we can also say that because these rituals were done, nothing bad had 
happened. We spent so much money and avoided a calamity. It saved us in India and the 
whole world. It all depends on your way of looking at your effort. 

The idea that not doing something will create p¡pa  is wrong. If not doing 
produces a result, why should I do anything? And which non-doing produces which 
result? Not doing a karma enjoined by the Veda will not produce any result, but by not 
doing it, I will let the duritas take over my life, and therefore, I will have problems. 
Doing the nitya-karmas will avoid all those problems. That is why there is an 
expression like akara¸e pratyav¡yaÅ  in the ¿¡stra, but it is not meant as it has been 
interpreted here by the P£rva -m¢m¡Æsaka. It is meant to keep the mind clean. The 
body can be showered, but the mind cannot be cleansed by water, na v¡ri¸¡ ¿uddhyate 
antar¡tm¡. What detergents will you use to clean your mind? You cannot open your 
skull and spray some detergent! The mind is not a hardware, but pure software. 
Naturally, you have to introduce a programme to remove all the bugs. What are the 
bugs? All our p¡pas in the form of r¡ga -dveÀas. The daily prayers, nitya -karmas, are 
meant for removing them alone. áa´kara  is going to talk about this later. 

IF THE VERY EFFORT OF DOING NITYAKARMA IS THE RESULT OF PËPA, WHY SHOULD VEDA ENJOIN IT? 

And there is another problem. The P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka  says that because the 
nitya -karmas do not have any result, the very effort of doing them is the result. This is 
not true because the ¿¡stra cle arly enjoins that these are to be done. There is a statement 
in the ¿ruti that says that you must do the sandhy¡ -vandana  every day—aharahaÅ 
sandhy¡m up¡s¢ta . Every morning at the rising of the sun, and every evening at the 
setting of the sun, and then, when the sun is right over your head, neither on the right nor 
on the left, at noon, certain prayers are to be done. Similarly, the ¿ruti says that every 
spring, the jyotiÀ¶oma ritual is to be performed—vasante vasante jyotiÀ¶omena yajeta . 
This is what they call a vidhi, what is enjoined by the ¿¡stra . Now, if you say that the 
result of all your wrong karma is merely the effort involved in doing the karma and 
nothing else, all the vidhis become meaningless. If the practice of a nitya -karma  is 
itself a karma-phala , why should the ¿¡stra enjoin you to do it? Why should the ¿¡stra 
ask you to do this karma if this is going to be your result?  

It is something like the body being born. Why was it born? The body was born 
because of karmas. It is not because the ¿¡stra enjoined this body, and therefore, it was 
born. The ¿ruti need not enjoin us to do something unless it has a result in view. The 
very fact that the ¿ruti enjoins me to do the karma shows that it can be done, or it need 
not be done by me. It must have a result. Only then will I be interested in doing that 
karma. But if the pain and effort in doing the karma is the result of all the p¡pas, which 
are fructifying through this body, the vidhi of the ¿¡stra  asking me to do the nitya -
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karmas will become useless. I will exhaust all those p¡pas naturally because they have 
already begun—¡rabdhatv¡t, with the birth of this body. Therefore, the vidhi of the 
¿ruti is not necessary. As you naturally exhaust your p¡pas in the form of disease and so 
on, all duritas will be completely exhausted by you, without your doing anything, 
because, after all, it is the pr¡rabdha-karma-phala  you are talking about. What is 
enjoined by the ¿¡stra is not the result, phala, but actions that are to be done by you.  

There is another fact to be considered here. How are you going to make the 
distinction between ¡rabdha -karma  and an¡rabdha-karma? How can you ever call the 
karma, ¡rabdha-karma, if there is no such thing as an¡rabdha-karma? Only if there 
is something that has not yet begun to fructify, can you call this karma that has begun as 
¡rabdha-karma. And karma that has not begun to fructify, an¡rabdha -karma , cannot 
be exhausted by karma that is now expressing in this life, ¡rabdha-karma, because it 
remains there, unmanifest. 

Thus, going along with his argument, which is not to say that we agree with his 
argument, the vidhi of the ¿¡stra ordaining nitya-karmas is useless if all the duritas 
are exhausted in the pain you go through in living your life. That is why animals are not 
given any vidhis; neither can they follow them. Only a human being can follow a vidhi. 
A vidhi is a rule that is given to you so that you can follow it in order to get some result. 
All these karmas enjoined by the Veda can produce certain results. Moreover, the result 
should be something desirable; only then is it an enjoined karma. There is no vidhi of 
the ¿¡stra , which is useless; it must have a result. If the nitya -karma  is the result of 
some old durita, the ¿¡stra  need not enjoin you to do it at all. You will naturally go 
through that pain. Why should ¿¡stra talk about it? The ¿¡stra  does not say, ‘You 
should get a fever,’ ‘You should get cancer.’ If there is a result according to your karma , 
you will get the result. áruti need not talk about it. The ¿ruti tells you that if you have a 
problem, you can perform this karma and produce some result which can neutralize the 
duritas. It gives us the means, some helping hand so that we can get rid of some of our 
duritas which are giving us problems. 

There are certain karmas that are to be avoided, and the ¿ruti says explicitly what 
they are; one should not do harm, hiÆs¡Æ na kury¡t; one should not eat meat, 
kalaµjaÆ na bhakÀayet; one should not drink alcohol, sur¡Æ na pibet, and so on. 
There are certain karmas like these that are prohibited. Why? It is not just because these 
things are not good for your health. Any informed nutritionist will tell us that. We do not 
require a Veda for it. What ¿ruti has to say is that such actions incur an unseen result, 
ad¤À¶a-phala, a result that is not favourable, p¡pa. The concern of ¿ruti in these 
injunctions is only with results that are not immediately seen, ad¤À¶a -phala. Thus, it 
becomes a means of knowledge for us because we have no other means of knowing 
whether certain actions produce pu¸ya  or p¡pa. Our common sense may confirm what 
is right and wrong, but that is not the point here. Whenever the ¿ruti says that something 
is not to be done, we understand that doing it is going to attract p¡pa. 
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Moreover if the only result of the nitya -karmas ordained by the ¿ruti is the pain 
involved in the effort of doing the nitya-karmas, then it is a d¤À¶a-phala , seen and 
enjoyed immediately, like the pain that is experienced in doing heavy physical exercise 
or running a long distance, etc., which are not ordained by the ¿ruti. It is untenable to 
then imagine that, the pain involved is due to something else, that is, the an¡rabdha -
phalas standing in one's account.1  

NITYAKARMAS ARE SIMILAR TO THE PRËYAáCITTA-KARMA —SAYS THE PÍRVAMÌMËêSAKA  

Now that he has been cornered, the P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka  reverts to his original 
argument. He is holding onto a straw now. In the process of living, however, knowingly 
or unknowingly, we do incur a lot of p¡pa , the results of which can be neutralized by 
expiatory actions, pr¡ya¿citta-karma. To neutralize the p¡pa-karma, the pr¡ya¿citta -
karma is enjoined. While performing the pr¡ya¿citta-karma, there is some pain 
involved because in any karma  there is pain. 

Keeping this in view the P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka  says that, this pain is the result of the 
previous p¡pa. If previously one performed a p¡pa -karma , an antidote, a pr¡ya¿citta -
karma is enjoined to neutralize it. That pain is the result of the p¡pa itself. The result of 
the very p¡pa, which is the cause, nimitta, of the pr¡ya¿citta-karma , is experienced in 
doing the pr¡ya¿citta-karma. And performing the pr¡ya¿citta -karma  neutralizes this 
p¡pa . In the same manner the nitya-karmas neutralize the an¡rabdha-duritas. 

áA×KARA NEGATES 

áa´kara  negates this by saying that it is not right to equate nitya-karmas with 
pr¡ya¿citta-karmas in this manner. Further he says to the P£rva -m¢m¡Æsaka that 
earlier you yourself said that the nitya-karmas, like yajµa, adhyayana, d¡na , etc., have 
been enjoined for keeping the life going, and now you say they are for neutralizing the 
an¡rabdha-duritas.2 

 If that is so, áa´kara  argues, the pain involved in performing nitya-karma would 
also be a result that is caused by the very living that mandates the nitya -karma . In that 
case, it cannot be the result of old p¡pas. That is what he wants to say. And if you say 
the nitya-karmas are like pr¡ya¿citta-karma, then, there is no difference between a 
nitya -karma  and a pr¡ya¿citta-karma in that they both are caused by something. But 
this is not true. The reason for doing the nitya-karma is just living and the reason for 
doing a pr¡ya¿citta-karma is a past p¡pa. Both karmas are enjoined keeping in view a 
certain reason, a precipitating factor. Neither is the result of previous p¡pa.  

                                                                 
1 ËEòSÉ ¸ÉÖiÉºªÉ ÊxÉiªÉºªÉ nùÖ&JÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇhÉ& SÉäiÉÂ ¡ò™ôÆ , ÊxÉiªÉEò¨ÉÉÇxÉÖ¢öÉxÉ-+ÉªÉÉºÉÉnùÂ B´É iÉnùÂ où¶ªÉiÉä ´ªÉÉªÉÉ¨ÉÉÊnù´ÉiÉÂ* iÉnùÂ  
+xªÉºªÉ <ÊiÉ Eò±{ÉxÉÉxÉÖ{É{ÉÊkÉ&* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 

2 VÉÒ´ÉxÉÉÊnùÊxÉÊ¨ÉkÉä SÉ Ê´ ÉvÉÉxÉÉiÉÂ ÊxÉiªÉÉxÉÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇhÉÉ¨ÉÂ* |ÉÉªÉÊ•ÉkÉ´ÉiÉÂ {ÉÚ́ ÉÇEòÞiÉnùÖÊ®úiÉ¡ò™ôi´ÉÉxÉÖ{É{ÉÊkÉ&* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
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PRËYAáCITTA IS A KIND OF NAIMITTIKA-KARMA 

Nobody does the pr¡ya¿citta -karma  unless there is a reason. In fact, a 
pr¡ya¿citta-karma is a kind of a naimittika-karma. For example, it is said that if you 
chant the Rudram you can neutralize the result of stealing gold—yaÅ ¿ata-rudr¢yam1 
adh¢yet svar¸astey¡t p£to bhavati.2 The pr¡ya¿citta-karma is enjoined keeping in 
view a cause, nimitta, of some p¡pa-karma. Now the karma that is enjoined just for 
living becomes like a pr¡ya¿citta -karma. What does a pr¡ya¿citta-karma  do? It 
neutralizes the result of a previous action. Similarly, the nitya-karma that is enjoined 
just for living, j¢van¡di-nimittaÆ vihitaÆ karma, also must have a result, a phala . 
Because it is enjoined by the Veda, you cannot say that it has no result. Nor is it itself the 
result of a previous karma just as the pr¡ya¿citta -karma  is not the result of previous 
karma.3 Both are enjoined for a reason; they have a cause, nimitta. Therefore, they 
should have results. The nitya -karmas are enjoined because one is alive. Just to live 
one's life properly, the Veda says that these karmas are to be done. We cannot say that 
the nitya-karma itself is the product of previous karmas any more than we can say that 
a pr¡ya¿citta-karma  is the result of previous karmas. 

áA×KARA NOW MAKES ANOTHER POINT 
AS THE PERFORMANCE OF KËMYAKARMA IS NO DIFFERENT FROM THAT OF NITYAKARMA, THE PAIN OF 
KËMYAKARMA WILL ALSO BECOME RESULT OF PËPA  

áa´kara  now makes another point. Besides the pr¡ya¿citta-karma, there are two 
other types of karma, as we saw, the nitya -karma  and k¡mya-karma. When either of 
these two karmas is performed, there is pain involved. Agnihotra  is a nitya -karma 
enjoined by the Veda as a nitya-karma for all the three var¸as. Now the same 
agnihotra ritual can also be done as a k¡mya -karma , for a particular result with a 
particular sa´kalpa, intention, by the one who is performing it. Now when he does it as 
a nitya-karma or as a k¡mya-karma, either way, the pain in performing it is the same. 
When that is the case, how can you say that only the pain that is caused by the 
performance of the nitya -karma is the result of previous p¡pas but the pain of the 
k¡mya-karma is not? That should also be the result of previous p¡pa because the pain 
experienced is the same. And if that is so, there will be no result for a k¡mya -karma 
because it was used to exhaust old p¡pas. Then there will be no such thing as k¡mya -
                                                                 
1 áatarudr¢ya: This is a hymn found in the Yajurveda praising the rudra-devat¡s. It is also 

called popularly as Rudram. It gets the name because it is a hymn praising the ¿ata-
rudras. Here the word ¿ata just has the meaning of ‘many,’ and not ‘hundred .’  
¿ataÆ rudr¡n adhik¤tya k¤taÆ ¿ata-rudr¢yam — V¡caspatyam 

2 KaivalyopaniÀad – 2-5 
3 ªÉÎº¨ÉxÉÂ {ÉÉ{ÉEò¨ÉÇÊxÉÊ¨ÉkÉä ªÉnùÂ Ê´ÉÊ½þiÉÆ |ÉÉªÉÊ•ÉkÉÆ xÉ iÉÖ iÉºªÉ {ÉÉ{ÉºªÉ iÉiÉÂ ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ* +lÉ iÉºªÉè́ É {ÉÉ{ÉºªÉ ÊxÉÊ¨ÉkÉºªÉ  
|ÉÉªÉÊ•ÉkÉnùÖ&JÉÆ ¡ò™ôÆ VÉÒ´ÉxÉÉÊnùÊxÉÊ¨ÉkÉ¨ÉÊ{É ÊxÉiªÉEò¨ÉÉÇxÉÖ¢öÉxÉ-+ÉªÉÉºÉnùÖ&JÉÆ VÉÒ´ÉxÉÉÊnùÊxÉÊ¨ÉkÉºªÉ B´É iÉi¡ò™ôÆ |ÉºÉVªÉäiÉ, 
ÊxÉiªÉ|ÉÉªÉÊ•ÉkÉªÉÉä& xÉèÊ¨ÉÊkÉEòi´É-+Ê´É¶Éä¹ÉÉiÉÂ*  
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karma. Since there is no difference between the two types of karma in terms of pain, 
duÅkha , experienced, the pain involved in performing a k¡mya-karma should also be a 
result of the wrong actions done in previous lives.1 

The contention that the practice of nitya -karma  does not produce p¡pa  or pu¸ya , 
but it produces pain, which is the result of previous p¡pa causes another problem. Now 
suppose I do not do any nitya -karma. What will happen? There will be no pain. 
Therefore, you will say that the old p¡pas are still waiting there. But when I perform the 
nitya -karma , the old karma gets exhausted by the very pain of performing the nitya -
karma. Therefore, the experience of pain itself is the result of the nitya -karma. Having 
said that nitya-karma does not produce any result, and at the same time to say that it 
produces the result of pain is a contradiction. 

Then there is a further problem. As we mentioned earlier, the agnihotra can also 
be done as a k¡mya-karma if it is done for heaven, svarga, or any other particular result 
apart from being done as a nitya-karma. What is done in either case is the same thing, 
so the duÅkha involved is the same, whether doing the agnihotra takes you to heaven or 
does not produce anything. The method of doing it does not change and there are no 
other additions or subtractions. There is no difference between the agnihotra as a nitya -
karma and the agnihotra  as a k¡mya -karma , except in the attitude of the one who is 
doing it. Since the karma  is the same, how can you say that one will produce a result 
and the other will not? Even if you are not interested in it, doing a ritual enjoined by the 
Veda will produce pu¸ya . Since you are not interested in that pu¸ya, doing the ritual 
can give you antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, but at the same time, even though you are 
indifferent to it, pu¸ya  will be getting accumulated in your name. It is like your father 
saving money for you. Even though you do not care for it, he goes on piling it up in your 
name. Just because we are not interested in certain things, it does not mean that they do 
not happen. Karma  will produce a result, and there will be pu¸ya for a Vedic karma.  

The point here is that there is no mokÀa by karma. This plan of doing nitya -
karma and avoiding k¡mya and pratiÀiddha-karma so that when the pr¡rabdha -
karma gets exhausted you will naturally get mokÀa, will not work.  

That is why karma-yoga  is not merely doing a particular karma. It is a change of 
attitude. That makes the difference between karma  as a yoga and karma  done for the 
result. If the person doing the karma is a mumukÀu, a seeker who wants mokÀa, he is 
not interested in dharma , artha, or k¡ma, and the karma  that he does is not meant to 
produce those results. Its purpose is to prepare his mind so that he can gain knowledge. 
Now in the performance of the agnihotra as a nitya-karma, there is a certain exertion 
involved. According to the P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka , that exertion is the result of previous 

                                                                 
1 ËEòSÉ +xªÉiÉÂ* ÊxÉiªÉºªÉ EòÉ¨ªÉºªÉ SÉ +ÊMÉí½þÉäjÉÉnùä& +xÉÖ¢öÉxÉ-+ÉªÉÉºÉ-nùÖ&JÉºªÉ iÉÖ±ªÉi´ÉÉnùÂ ÊxÉiªÉÉxÉÖ¢öÉxÉ-+ÉªÉÉºÉnùÖ&JÉ¨Éä́ É  
{ÉÚ́ ÉÇEòÞiÉnùÖÊ®úiÉºªÉ ¡ò™ôÆ xÉ iÉÖ EòÉ¨ªÉÉxÉÖ¢öÉxÉ -+ÉªÉÉºÉnùÖ&JÉ¨ÉÂ <ÊiÉ Ê´É¶Éä¹É& xÉÉÎºiÉ <ÊiÉ iÉnùÊ{É {ÉÚ́ ÉÇEòÞiÉnùÖÊ®úiÉ¡ò™ôÆ |ÉºÉVªÉäiÉ*  
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p¡pa  and gets exhaus ted in the pain experienced in performing the ritual. But what 
happens when you perform the agnihotra  as k¡mya-karma? The same pain is 
experienced because all the actions, mantras, offerings, etc., are the same. If that pain is 
the exhaustion of previous karma  in a nitya-agnihotra , it must be the same for a 
k¡mya-agnihotra because the performance of the two is identical.  

In that case, how is the k¡mya-agnihotra going to produce heaven, svarga, for 
you? When you perform the k¡mya-agnihotra, it is performed exactly like the nitya -
agnihotra , because there is no difference in the karma. The same person performs the 
same actions, the same things are used, the mantras are the same, the things that are 
offered, 1 the things that are necessary like fire, etc., are all the same. If the nitya -
agnihotra  implies all those things, the very same things are implied in performing the 
k¡mya-agnihotra, the desire-prompted karma. Therefore what will happen? Because 
the k¡mya-agnihotra has the same pain as the nitya -agnihotra,  the old p¡pas get 
exhausted as they do for the nitya -agnihotra and there will not be any special result for 
the k¡mya-agnihotra -karma. Unless the pain of the k¡mya-karma can be 
differentiated from that of the nitya -karma, it cannot be said that, that same pain 
exhausts p¡pas in one karma but not in the other. In that case there would be no result 
for the k¡mya-karma. Its result also gets resolved in the form of pain that is involved in 
the performance of it. However, the p£rvapakÀ¢ acknowledges that k¡mya -karma does 
produce a result. That is why he says it should be avoided in his plan for mokÀa.  

If the p£rvapakÀ¢ says now, that this is not true because no result is told in the 
¿ruti for a nitya-karma, whereas there is a result mentioned for a k¡mya-karma,  and 
therefore, the k¡mya-karma does have a result, áa´kara  gives the following answer. 
He says, your argument based on the arth¡patti that, ‘because there is no phala  
mentioned in the ¿¡stra for nitya -karmas and yet they have been ordained by the 
¿¡stra, the pain involved in their performance is due to the duritas accumulated in the 
past janmas,’ is not tenable. 2 

áa´kara  continues the argument further using p£rvapakÀ¢'s own argument3 and 
says, the nitya -karmas have to have some phala  other than the pain of doing them 
because they have been deliberately ordered by the ¿ruti, like the k¡mya -karma . 
Otherwise, there would be a contradiction. 4 

                                                                 
1 Some times the ¡huti,  what is offered, differs in the k¡mya-agnihotra.  
2 iÉlÉÉ SÉ ºÉÊiÉ, ÊxÉiªÉÉxÉÉÆ ¡ò™ô -+¸É´ÉhÉÉiÉÂ iÉÊuùvÉÉxÉ-+xªÉlÉÉ-+xÉÖ{É{ÉkÉä& SÉ ÊxÉiªÉÉxÉÖ¢öÉxÉ-+ÉªÉÉºÉ-nùÖ&JÉÆ {ÉÚ́ ÉÇEòÞiÉnùÖÊ®úiÉ-¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ  
<ÊiÉ +lÉÉÇ{ÉÊkÉEò±{ÉxÉÉ +xÉÖ{É{ÉzÉÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 

3 His argument was because it is ordained deleberately by the ¿ruti, it has to have a phala 
—tad-vidh¡na-anyath¡-anupapatteÅ. 

4 B´ÉÆÊ´ÉvÉÉxÉ-+xªÉlÉÉ -+xÉÖ{É{ÉkÉä& +xÉÖ¢öÉxÉ-+ÉªÉÉºÉ-nùÖ&JÉ´ªÉÊiÉÊ®úHò¡ò™ôi´É-+xÉÖ̈ ÉÉxÉÉiÉÂ SÉ ÊxÉiªÉÉxÉÉ¨ÉÂ* Ê´É®úÉävÉÉiÉÂ SÉ* 
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And after saying that it will be a contradiction, áa´kara elaborates how it would 
be a contradiction. He says to the p£rvapakÀ¢, on one hand you say that when one does 
the nitya-karmas as ordained, one is actually neutralizing the duritas of previous 
karma, that itself is the phala  for the nitya-karmas; and then you also say the nitya -
karmas have no phala . This is a contradiction. 1  

He says further to the p£rvapakÀ¢,2 suppose you say that the k¡mya -karmas like 
agnihotra  have the result of going to heaven, etc., then it would mean that, the k¡mya -
agnihotra  has another result, other than the exhaustion of p¡pa, namely, going to 
heaven. That means, there should be some difference between the pain involved in the 
nitya -karma  and that of the k¡mya -karma . But there is no difference at all. The same 
thing has to be done by the same person in the same way. When there is no difference 
whatsoever in the karma, how will one produce a result, and the other not produce the 
same result? The pain that is born of doing the k¡mya -karma  is not seen at all as being 
different; it is the same. Just because a karma is done with a certain attitude, it does not 
mean the karma will not produce the specified result. If the pain is the visible result, 
d¤À¶a -phala , it is the same for both. The nitya-karma produces duÅkha, pain, and the 
k¡mya-karma also produces duÅkha . If both have the same result, that is, pain, how 
can you say that the k¡mya-karma produces some other result, such as heaven, etc., and 
the nitya-karma does not? 

áËSTRA IS NOT A PRAMËÛA WITH REFERENCE TO SEEN RESULTS, BUT ONLY WITH REFERENCE TO UNSEEN 
RESULTS—VEDËNTÌ 

There is yet another problem here. 3 A number of karmas that we do are laukika -
karmas, that is, they are not enjoined or prohibited by the ¿¡stra . Exercise, for example, 
is not enjoined by the ¿¡stra , nor is it prohibited. It is not like the daily prayers at dawn, 
noon, and dusk, that are enjoined by the ¿¡stra for certain people with statements such 
as, aharahaÅ sandhy¡m up¡s¢ta. It is a thing to be done. But there are a number of 
activities we do which are not enjoined by the ¿¡stra as things to be done or not. What is 
the result of such karmas? They have an immediate result that is visible at the very time 
that the karma is being done. When you exercise, there is the visible result of sweating 
and depletion of energy. It is not going to earn pu¸ya  or p¡pa for you because it is not 
mentioned by the ¿¡stra as a thing to be done or avoided.  

                                                                 
1 Ê´É¯ûrÆù SÉ <nù¨ÉÂ =SªÉiÉä* ÊxÉiªÉEò¨ÉÇÊhÉ +xÉÖ¢öÒªÉ¨ÉÉxÉä +xªÉºªÉ Eò¨ÉÇhÉ& ¡ò™ôÆ ¦ÉÖVªÉiÉä <ÊiÉ +¦ªÉÖ{ÉMÉ¨ªÉ¨ÉÉxÉä, ºÉ B´É  
={É¦ÉÉäMÉ& ÊxÉiªÉºªÉ Eò¨ÉÇhÉ& ¡ò™ô¨ÉÂ <ÊiÉ, ÊxÉiªÉºªÉ Eò¨ÉÇhÉ& ¡ò™ôÉ¦ÉÉ´É& <ÊiÉ SÉ , Ê´É¯ûrù¨ÉÂ =SªÉiÉä* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 

2 ÊEòˆÉ EòÉ¨ªÉ-+ÊMÉí½þÉäjÉÉnùÉè +xÉÖ¢öÒªÉ¨ÉÉxÉä ÊxÉiªÉ¨ÉÊ{É +ÊMÉí½þÉäjÉÉÊnù iÉxjÉähÉè́ É +xÉÖÊ¢öiÉÆ ¦É´ÉÊiÉ <ÊiÉ… xÉ Ê½þ EòÉ¨ªÉÉxÉÖ¢öÉxÉ -  
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From that we understand that a particular karma that is enjoined or prohibited by 
the ¿¡stra  has an unseen result, ad¤À¶a-phala . There alone ¿¡stra  serves as a means of 
knowledge, pram¡¸a. á¡stra is not pram¡¸a with reference to visible results, d¤À¶a -
phala, but to subtle, unseen results, ad¤À¶a -phala. When the ¿¡stra says that one 
`should not eat meat, kalaµjaÆ  na bhakÀayet, it is not on the grounds of health. Though 
it may confirm your common sense, your instinctive values, it has some other purpose. 
By prohibiting it, the ¿¡stra  tells us that doing such an action will produce an unseen 
undesirable result, p¡pa, that will be experienced as an unpleasant situation at some time 
in the future. As a pr ohibited karma  will produce an ad¤À¶a -phala called p¡pa, an 
enjoined karma will produce pu¸ya . Because pu¸ya and p¡pa are not immediately seen 
by you, they are called ad¤À¶a, but they are standing in your account. How do we know? 
Because the ¿¡stra says so. There is no other means of knowledge for it. The result that 
is seen is not the concern or the domain of the ¿¡stra. When this is so, if the pain that is 
involved in k¡mya-karma as well as the nitya-karma is the only result of doing them, 
why should the ¿¡stra enjoin us to do them?  

The ¿¡stra need not tell us how to get an immediate result, and why should it tell 
us to do something that is going to cause pain? In fact, doing a karma enjoined by the 
Veda helps us avoid pain. I do not know anything about an agnihotra -karma  and when 
I look into the ¿¡stra, I find that it tells me that I must do this daily. Why do I do it? 
Because I will get some result. And what is the result? Well, if it is pain, duÅkha , who 
will do it? How can the ¿¡stra enjoin it? The ¿¡stra  does not have to say anything about 
a visible result. If it did, there would be no effort on the part of the ¿¡stra to enjoin a 
karma, which is meant to produce an unseen result, like heaven, etc. If karmas produce 
only visible results, d¤À¶a-phala ,  why should the ¿¡stra engage itself in pointing out 
results like heaven that are unseen results, ad¤À¶a -phala? They will fructify in time, 
either in this life later or in another life. Therefore, the unseen result alone is in the vision 
of the ¿¡stra  when it enjoins a karma.  

IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO IMAGINE THAT SA×KALPA ALONE CHANGES THE RESULT—VEDËNTÌ 

If there is no difference in the nature of the karma, whether it is a nitya -karma  or 
a k¡mya-karma the result should be the same. 1 But the P£rva -m¢m¡Æsaka says that 
there is a special result for k¡mya -karma , which is not there for nitya-agnihotra. If the 
agnihotra  done as k¡mya-karma implies additional rituals, etc., we can say that it has 
some other result because something more is added. But there is nothing else added to 
the agnihotra. Whether it is a k¡mya -agnihotra or a nitya-agnihotra , the method of 
doing it, itikartavyat¡ , does not change. That being so, the special result of heaven for 
the k¡mya-karma can only be due to it being the result that is desired by the one 
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+ƒó-<ÊiÉEòiÉḈ ªÉiÉÉÊnù-+ÉÊvÉCªÉä iÉÖ +ºÉÊiÉ ¡ò™ôEòÉÊ¨Éi´É¨ÉÉjÉähÉ <ÊiÉ xÉ ¶ÉCªÉÆ Eò±{ÉÊªÉiÉÖ̈ ÉÂ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 



Chapter 18 431 

performing the ritual. If the performer is the desirer of some result like heaven, svarga , 
he has the result of heaven.  

But this cannot be a valid argument. It is like saying that if someone drives a car 
just for the sake of driving, he will not proceed anywhere. Whereas the one who drives 
to reach some destination will proceed. Is there any such thing? Suppose one person does 
the ritual for the sake of society and another does it for himself, will the result be 
different? Because both are doing the same karma , the result will be the same. If one 
person goes around his neighbourhood picking up trash because he wants to live in clean 
surroundings and another person does it because he wants his neighbours to be happy, 
the result of the action is the same—the neighbourhood is cleaned up. Just because one 
person is without personal desire, niÀk¡ma, will there be a better result? Will the 
adjacent neighbourhood also be free from garbage? No, he has only cleaned up his own 
neighbourhood. The result is the same, even though the bh¡van¡, the attitude, is 
different. That attitude does not improve the result of the action; it is going to be the 
same. Or suppose one person runs cross-country to get into the Guinness Book of 
Records, and another person, like Terry Fox, 1 does it for the cancer society, will the 
result be different? The result is the same, in the sense, that, both cover the same number 
of miles, even though the first one is a k¡mya-karma and the second one is not. The 
second one is a niÀk¡ma-karma. There is no difference in the karma-phala, the 
difference is only in the attitude. 

THEREFORE, IT IS UNTENABLE TO SAY THAT NITYAKARMA HAS NO PUÛYAPHALA  

Since there is no improvement in the way it is done, there should be no special 
result for the k¡mya-karma ; it should be the same as the result of the nitya -karma . 
When the result is the same, how can you say that only the nitya -karma  produces no 
result whereas, the k¡mya-karma produces heaven? This is not possible for anyone to 
imagine. There must als o be an unseen result, ad¤À¶a-phala , for the nitya-karma. It is a 
karma that is enjoined by the Veda, and when it is done, there must necessarily be 
pu¸ya. Therefore, the original argument that there is no result for the nitya-karma but 
there is fault incurred if it is not done, akara¸e pratyav¡ya -doÀaÅ, is false.2 

NITYAKARMA-ANUâÙHËNA CANNOT REMOVE KARMA TOTALLY AS IT HAS ITS BASIS IN IGNORANCE  

If he acknowledges that there is pu¸ya, there is another problem. Because there is 
pu¸ya for this karma, there has to be another birth, janma, to exhaust it. Also, though 
the karma  may be able to neutralize the duritas that you brought with you and those 
                                                                 
1 Fox, Terry (1958-1981) , Canadian athlete, whose transcontinental run helped raise more  

than $24 million for cancer research. Fox undertook the run , called the Marathon of Hope , 
after losing much of his right leg to bone cancer.  
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that you gathered in this birth, it is not going to exhaust all the karmas standing in your 
account that has not yet begun to fructify, an¡rabdha-karma. Then again, we are not 
sure whether we can neutralize all the duritas simply by doing nitya-karma. We may 
be able to neutralize some and minimise some, but we may not be able to totally 
eliminate all of them. If someone commits a homicide, he is not going to neutralize that 
with a couple of oblations. If he had killed a mosquito it might be good enough, but not 
for something heinous. Every day we gather so many p¡pas just to live our life. Because 
we cannot avoid them, we have to neutralize them, and for that we do daily nitya -
karma. It does produce an unseen result, ad¤À¶a -phala, which may neutralize the p¡pa 
that we collect day to day. Unless it produces a result, it is not going to neutralize 
anything. We have to produce an ad¤À¶a-phala  to neutralize the ad¤À¶a -phala . It has to 
be of the same order of reality. Only the ad¤À¶a-pu¸ya can neutralize the ad¤À¶a-p¡pa . 
And it can neutralize only the pr¡rabdha-papa-karma-phala, not the an¡rabdha -
p¡pa -karma -phala. Therefore, a karma-phala that was produced due to avidy¡ , 
whether it is pu¸ya or p¡pa , can be neutralized only by knowledge and not just doing 
the nitya-karmas.1 

AVIDYË BEING THE CAUSE OF ALL KARMA, JØËNA ALONE DESTROYS IT IN 
ONE STROKE 

Now áa´kara comes back to his original statement. Knowledge is the only cause 
for the destruction of karma, which has its basis in ignorance.  

Every karma produces a result, and karma , as we have seen is three-fold, in terms 
of the means of doing it. It can be physical, k¡yika , oral, v¡cika, or purely mental, 
m¡nasa, though all three imply the use of the mind. When you sing in praise of the 
Lord, two things are involved; the voice as well as the mind. Whereas when you do 
meditation, it becomes purely mental. If we look at karma in terms of these three means 
of doing an action, we have a general format for analysing all forms of prayer. It does 
not matter whose prayer it is. It will be covered by this format. And every form of prayer 
is as valid as another. Whether it is a Muslim's prayer, or a Christian's prayer, or a Jain's 
prayer, or a Parsi's prayer, or the prayer of someone from an African tribe, it is as valid 
as the Vedic prayer, because prayer is prayer. Whether it is a Vedic prayer or any other 
prayer, there will be a result, pu¸ya.  

Now, by whom is this karma done? There is an agent who says, ‘I am the doer.’ 
In the vision of the G¢t¡ , and the UpaniÀads, you are not the doer. You are 
sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡, and you perform no action. In your presence all actions are done. 
The sense organs move about among their respective sense objects; ¡tm¡ does not 
perform any action at all—indriy¡¸i indriy¡rtheÀu vartante, ahaÆ  na kiµcit karma 
karomi. Therefore, to perform an action, you must have the avidy¡ , ignorance leading to 
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the conclusion, ‘I am the doer, kart¡.’ A karma that is done with this notion is born 
only of avidya —whether it is an auspicious, ¿ubha, karma, one that brings pu¸ya, or 
an inauspicious one, a¿ubha , that brings p¡pa, both are based in ignorance, and 
therefore, the cause for their exhaustion is knowledge alone.  

The kart¡ has been gathering a lot of karma in his various accounts due to 
ignorance. One account is a term deposit, called saµcita-karma. The second is a current 
account, the karmas he is currently gathering, the ¡g¡mi-karmas. Of course, there is 
the pr¡rabdha -karma , which is the third. All these are standing in the account of the 
kart¡ as long as the kart¡  is there. How are you going to exhaust them? By doing nitya -
karma or anything else, you are only adding to them. Or, perhaps, if you are doing them 
with the proper attitude, as a yoga  for gaining the right type of mind, as a result of those 
karmas you will gain the right mind and you will come to appreciate the fact, ‘I am not 
the doer, I am akart¡.’ Then, whatever karma has accumulated in your account, old or 
new, is destroyed by knowledge.  

Knowledge, vidy¡, is the cause for their exhaustion in one stroke. Why one 
stroke? You knock off the kingpin, and when you do that, all that is resting on that falls 
apart. It is like the dreamer waking up. All the karmas done by that dreamer, good and 
bad, are cancelled. He cannot demand that someone that he loaned money to in the 
dream has to pay him back. If a person is accused like that, he can only say, ‘If you meet 
me in your dream tonight, I will pay you then.’ This is a meaningless thing. Once a 
person wakes up to the reality of the ¡tm¡ being akart¡ , there is no longer any karma 
standing in his account. This is what we call mokÀa. The avidy¡ is the kingpin. To 
knock that off, you have to bring in knowledge, vidy¡. 

TOTAL SURRENDER IS THE SURRENDER OF EGO 

While some good karmas can neutralize some bad karmas, in order to eliminate 
karmas entirely, a¿eÀataÅ, you have to eliminate the notion of being a kart¡, the 
kingpin. The notion, ‘I am the doer’ will not eliminate itself. People will say, ‘Surrender 
the ego. In kali-yuga , surrender is the easiest.’ In fact, it is just the opposite. In any yuga  
surrender is the most difficult. Why? Surrender itself is a very interesting thin g. To 
whom should I surrender? If someone says, for example, that I should surrender to the 
king, this is an arrangement. I surrender to him, and he gives me protection. It is the 
same with Bhagav¡n. What is that surrender? It is a contract; it is not surrender. I will 
do namask¡ra  to you and you give me this much. This is not an act of surrender. It is 
just another type of contract. Surrender is not that easy. Who is to surrender? Mr. Ego. 
What does he have to surrender? Only himself. He cannot surrender anything else 
because it all belongs to Bhagav¡n. His body belongs to Bhagav¡n because it is part of 
the creation.  
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That is why it is illegal to commit suicide. The father has a claim over his son's 
body, the mother has a claim, the state has a claim, all the bugs have a claim. They are 
all inside, saying, ‘This is our house.’ What claim do you have? Nothing belongs to you, 
and therefore, because you have nothing to surrender, you cannot surrender anything. All 
you have is your notion about yourself, your aha´k¡ra ; that is the only thing you can 
surrender. How are you going to do that? The aha´k¡ra  is the one who goes about 
surrendering everything else. How can he surrender himself? In order to surrender the  
I-notion, aha´k¡ra , there must be another ‘I–aham .’ All I have is the aha´k¡ra . If it is 
a ‘this–idam,’ I can surrender; I can remove the aha´k¡ra  and give it to you. Who is to 
remove it? That is me. Therefore, I cannot surrender anything to anybody.  

That is why we keep on surrendering daily, ‘My body, my wealth, everything 
belongs to you, O! Lord—tan man dhan  sab kuch hai ter¡. Yesterday he said the same 
thing. Yesterday he gave away everything and today also, he does the same! How can he 
give the same thing repeatedly? Suppose you want to borrow some money, say $10,000, 
because your small business is in some trouble. Your friend gives you $10,000, as cash 
in an envelope. You are so very happy. And as you are happily going away, if he said to 
you, ‘Please leave that envelope behind.’ ‘Why?’ you ask. He tells you, ‘I will give it to 
you tomorrow.’ You thought, ‘Okay, when I am getting $10,000, I can come tomorrow; 
it is no problem.’ So, you return the money and go again tomorrow and the same thing 
happens. Then you ask in exasperation, ‘Why do you keep doing this?’ and he tells you, 
‘Because I have decided to give you $10,000 daily!’ How would you feel? This is adding 
insult to injury! 

HOW DOES ONE SURRENDER THE EGO? 

You cannot give the same thing again and again. But we are doing this every day 
to Bhagav¡n . Because he is Bhagav¡n , we can get away doing this! After this also he is 
allowing us to be alive here! I am not asking you to stop doing it, because that prayer has 
a result, which can be very helpful. But it is not surrender. There is only one surrender ,  
and that is the dismissal of the aha´k¡ra . It can be dismissed in only one way, by 
inquiry. It cannot stand inquiry, vic¡raÆ  na sahate, because it is false. Therefore, the 
only way the kart¡ can go is by inquiring into the nature of it. 

There again, ther e is a problem. How can I inquire into the aha´k¡ra? If I go on 
asking the question, ‘Who am I? Who am I? Who am I?’ What answer will I get? The 
answer depends on my conclusion about myself, because I am asking myself. If I think, I 
am an idiot, that is what the answer is going to be. By asking the question, ‘Who am I?’ 
repeatedly, how am I going to get an answer that is anything more than what I already 
know about myself? If I can know something more about myself, it is only about my 
psychology. That is all I can know. And that does not solve the problem. It does help, 
but it does not solve the problem completely.  
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There is no answer to this question unless you have a means of knowledge, 
pram¡¸a. When you inquire into the ved¡nta -¿¡stra, what is the subject matter? Ëtm¡ 
alone. Even though we analyse the karmas like agnihotra, where does it come back to? 
The one who does the karma, the kart¡. Again, it comes back to myself alone. This 
¡tm¡ is the subject matter of the inquiry here. The notion that I am the experiencer of the 
results of action, karma-phala-bhokt¡, or the one who does the karma, the kart¡ , is 
analysed in a hundred different ways. And that sense of doership, kart¤tva , and 
everything centred on it will not go unless I conduct a ¿¡stra-vic¡ra, an inquiry into the 
¿¡stra. Thus, the ¿¡stra  becomes a mirror for me to look at myself, at what I am. 

The aha´k¡ra  does not really do any job here; it only disappears. The mind, 
buddhi, has an erroneous cognition, v¤tti, with reference to ‘I,’ aham . The ¿¡stra 
creates a v¤tti that destroys that erroneous cognition revealing that I am Brahman—
ahaÆ brahm¡smi. This is the v¤tti, which destroys the aha´k¡ra . Thereby, this 
knowledge is the cause for the destruction of all karma, not the practice of nitya -
karma. Nitya-karma is the cause of antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi. It creates the necessary 
atmosphere inside and the proper circumstances outside. It does make sure that I have a 
proper frame of mind and also a conducive situation to pursue this knowledge. That is all 
we require anyway. Then, when the vic¡ra is there, knowledge will be there. That is the 
only way to destroy karma. 

ALL ACTIONS HAVE THEIR CAUSE IN IGNORANCE AND DESIRE 

All types of action, whether scripturally enjoined or secular, have their cause in 
ignorance and desire.1 First, the action implies the doer, kart¡. Without looking at 
myself as a doer, there is no possibility of an action coming into being. We can also say 
that if I do not look upon myself as a kart¡, the action is only ‘as though.’ But we are 
not t alking about that here. We are not talking about the karma of a jµ¡n¢  who does not 
look upon the ¡tm¡ as a doer, and whose action is, therefore, cancelled, b¡dhita. His 
action cannot produce an unseen result; it is like a roasted seed, which cannot sprout. 
This is knowledge, not just an attitude. If you have the attitude that because of Ì¿vara's 
grace you are a doer, kart¡, you become a devotee, bhakta. That attitude will help you 
gain antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi because you can absorb the result of karma  as it com es, 
with the understanding that it is given by Ì¿vara. But that is purely an attitude. The 
knowledge that ¡tm¡  is not a doer, that actionlessness is the nature of ¡tm¡ , is not there. 
If that knowledge is absent, what will you have? Ignorance. When you say,  ‘I am a doer, 
kart¡,’ that is ignorance. Then, naturally, I become a small person. To understand that 
¡tm¡  is not a doer, I have to understand that ¡tm¡  is Brahman . In the appreciation of 
¡tm¡  being Brahman, there is no sense of lack, and therefore, because of his fullness, 
p£r¸atva, there is no desire, k¡ma. If ignorance is there, there will be doership and then, 
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the desire, k¡ma, to achieve small results cannot be avoided. Therefore, ignorance and 
desire, avidy¡ and k¡ma, are the cause for all forms of karma . 

WHOLE GÌTËáËSTRA TALKS OF KARMA AS MEANT FOR AJØËNÌS AND 
JØËNANIâÙHË AS MEANT FOR JØËNÌS 

It has been established by the g¢t¡-¿¡stra so far that the sphere of karma is only 
for the one who has ignorance. One must be ignorant in order to be the kart¡ . Ignorance 
is the basis for performing desire-prompted activities. The sphere for the one who has 
knowledge, however, is a commitment to knowledge, jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡, preceded by 
renunciation of all action, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa.1 áa´kara quotes some verses here to 
remind us of how this has been shown throughout the G¢t¡ . Even karma-yoga is for the 
one, who is ignorant because it is a means, s¡dhana . Whether it is karma  done as a 
yoga with right attitude, or a desire-prompted action, k¡mya -karma , all activity is 
centred on the ignorant. Whereas, for the one who has no ignorance of the ¡tm¡, the 
commitment is to that, or the abiding knowledge of that which leaves nothing to be 
desired,  jµ¡na -niÀ¶h¡. There is an adjective for this jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡ in the bh¡Àya . 
áa´kara says that it is characterised by or preceded by renunciation of all activities. He 
says, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa-p£rvik¡ jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡. What does he mean? It is not that 
you should not do any action at all. Otherwise áa´kara  could not have written this 
commentary. Can Lord K¤À¸a teach without being active? Therefore, this renunciation is 
the renunciation of doership, kart¤tva. How are you going to renounce that? Only in the 
wake of knowledge, jµ¡na.  

There is no other way to give up all activity. We have seen that nobody can remain 
without activity even for a moment—na hi ka¿cit kÀa¸amapi j¡tu  tiÀ¶hati akarmak¤t.2 
Even just living is not possible if there is no activity—¿ar¢ra-y¡tr¡ api ca na 
prasiddhyet akarma¸aÅ.3 Breathing is activity, eating is activity, sitting is activity, 
walking is activity. There is no person who is alive and who does not perform any 
action. But one can totally free oneself from all activities by knowing, ‘I am not a doer.’ 
These are the two things that are well established throughout the G¢t¡ . Karma is for the 
one who does not know ¡tm¡ and an abiding knowledge preceded by a renunciation of 
all action is for the one who knows. áa´kara quotes some segments of a few verses 
from the G¢t¡  where this was already shown. 

He starts with, ‘Both do not know—ubhau tau  na vij¡n¢taÅ.’4 Here áa´kara is 
citing the verse that says that both—the one who looks upon the ¡tm¡  as the one who 
kills, ya enaÆ vetti hant¡ram, that is, as the doer, and the one who looks upon the 
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¡tm¡  as the one who is killed, ya¿cainaÆ manyate hatam, that is, as the enjoyer—do 
not know the ¡tm¡. He starts with the most important fact. The ¡tm¡  is not a doer or an 
enjoyer. Why does K¤À¸a  choose the action of killing to illustrate this? By the analogy 
of prathama-malla -ny¡ya , ‘defeating the champion boxer,’ all other actions are 
automatically covered. For example, if you want to become a heavyweight champion in 
boxing, what should you do? Should you box with the entire humanity? No. You only 
need to defeat the existing heavyweight champion.  

Similarly, here, there are many activities, but the worst one, the one that invokes 
the most hurt and guilt, is killing someone. Therefore, the verse says that both—the one 
who looks upon oneself as one who has destroyed somebody, and the one who looks 
upon oneself as being destroyed—do not know the ¡tm¡. Why? Because, the ¡tm¡  does 
not destroy, na hanti, meaning it does not perform any action; nor does it get destroyed, 
na  hanyate, that is, nor does it become an object of anybody's action. Therefore, ¡tm¡ is 
neither the subject of action nor the object of action. Only if there is anything else can it 
be the subject or object, but there is nothing at all other than ¡tm¡ —¡tmanaÅ anyat 
kimapi n¡sti. The object is the ¡tm¡, the subject is also the ¡tm¡ . Therefore, the 
subject-object distinction is purely mithy¡. What does all this say? That the ¡tm¡  is not 
an agent, and therefore, there is no karma  here. That is knowledge, jµ¡na.  

To support this further, áa´kara quotes, ‘ved¡vin¡¿inaÆ  nityam,’ quoting from 
the following verse: ‘ved¡vin¡¿inaÆ nityaÆ ya enam ajam avyayam, kathaÆ sa 
purusaÅ p¡rtha kaÆ gh¡tayati hanti kam—the one who knows that which is not 
subject to time, and therefore, not subject to destruction, the one who knows that ¡tm¡ 
as himself, how does such a person destroy or cause destruction, whom does he 
destroy?’1 There are two types of action—you do it yourself or you make others do it. 
Either way, you are the prime agent. The ¡tm¡ does neither of these types of action. In 
its sannidhi, in its presence, activities take place. Therefore, ¡tm¡ is akart¡, not a doer. 

Then again, áa´kara quotes, ‘jµ¡na-yogena  s¡´khy¡n¡Æ karmayogena 
yogin¡m—there is the pursuit of knowledge for the renunciate, and the pursuit of karma 
for the karma-yog¢ .’2 This is  the verse in the third chapter in response to Arjuna's 
confusion about whether he should follow karma  or renounce everything for mokÀa. He 
says to K¤À¸a, in effect, ‘You praise jµ¡na  and you also praise karma; I am confused; 
which will give me mokÀa? Why do you confuse me like this? Why don't you say, “This 
is right; do it?”’ 

Lord K¤À¸a  answers that there is a twofold committed lifestyle for mokÀa given 
by him before, ‘loke'smin dvividh¡ niÀ¶h¡  pur¡ prokt¡ may¡  anagha jµ¡na -yogena 
s¡´khy¡n¡Æ karmayogena  yogin¡m.’ One is purely the pursuit of knowledge and the 
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other is the pursuit of knowledge with a life of karma-yoga . Even though there are these 
two lifestyles, áa´kara almost considers a karma-sanny¡s¢ to be a jµ¡n¢  because he 
has given up karma  for the sake of knowledge and that knowledge will make him a 
sarva -karma -sanny¡s¢ in time. Then áa´kara quotes, ‘For those ignorant ones who are 
attached to karma—ajµ¡n¡Æ karma-sa´gin¡m .’1 The rest of the verse says, ‘Do not 
disturb their minds—na buddhi-bhedaÆ  janayet.’ They are doing some good karma; 
do not go and tell them that karma will not give them mokÀa. Do not disturb the attitude 
of such a person, because he will give up the karma. Even though karma does not 
directly produce mokÀa , if a person is committed to karma, it is the only thing he can do 
to accomplish a certain frame of mind that will allow him to gain this knowledge. If you 
criticise karma  to those who do not have discrimination, they will give up karma and 
will neither have the benefit of karma, nor will they have knowledge. On the other hand, 
the one who knows the truth of this karma, tattvavit , knows, ‘I do not perform any 
action at all—naiva  kiµcit karomi iti manyeta ,’2 whether seeing, hearing, talking, or 
doing anything else. It is the sense organs that move about among the sense objects—
indriy¡¸i indriy¡rtheÀu vartante.3 

The one who is a tattvavit, who knows that ¡tm¡  does not perform any action, 
recognizing that only the gu¸as in the form of the senses, mind, etc., move about among 
the gu¸as, is not bound to karma  or its results—tattvavit tu gu¸¡ gu¸eÀu vartante iti 
matv¡ na sajjate.4  

Further, we saw in the 5th chapter, ‘Mentally renouncing all karmas, the one who 
has self-mastery, who indwells the body, remains seated happily in the nine-gated city, 
neither doing nor causing any action to be done—sarva -karm¡¸i manas¡ sannyasya 
¡ste sukhaÆ  va¿¢ navadv¡re pure deh¢ naiva kurvan na  k¡rayan.’5 It is said, that all 
karmas are given up. We understand by the word sarva  that it is not one karma that is  
given up, but all. This is not possible unless one has knowledge, and therefore, the 
renunciation is not physical, but through the mind, manas¡ . Renouncing all karmas by 
knowing that the self is action less, one remains happily seated in the body. He is always 
free from the weariness of karma and the disappointment, etc., of karma-phala . 
Where? In this body itself, not after death. While the person is alive in this physical 
body, he is liberated. Neither doing any action nor causing anyone else to act, naiva 
kurvan na  k¡rayan, he remains always free from action, akart¡.  

The one who knows the truth of ¡tm¡ looks upon oneself as a person who does 
not perform any action at all. The one who knows the truth would think, ‘I do not 
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perform any action at all—naiva  kiµcit karomi iti yukto manyeta tattvavit.’ He does 
not consider that he does even a small bit, kiµcit, of an action, like thinking, for instance. 
He knows this while thinking, not later. That is why the present continuous is used—
while seeing–pa¿yan, hearing–¿¤¸van, touching–sp¤¿an, smelling–jighran, he knows 
that doing all these he performs no action. Then, áa´kara  says that by implication we 
understand that the one who does not know the truth of ¡tm¡  thinks that he does perform 
action. Seeing he becomes a seer; hearing he becomes a hearer; whatever he does he 
becomes the agent of that action. Therefore, he looks upon himself as an action-
conditioned person. 

Further, it was said in the 6th chapter, that for the one who wants to gain this 
knowledge of the self, the mumukÀu, karma becomes the means —¡rurukÀoÅ  muneÅ 
yogaÆ karma k¡ra¸am ucyate. For the one who is an accomplished karma-yog¢ , or 
has gained the knowledge, renunciation of all activity, either relatively or absolutely, 
becomes the means for mokÀa—yog¡r£·hasya tasyaiva  ¿amaÅ k¡ra¸am ucyate.1 
Then áa´kara recalls the 7th chapter where it is said that there are four types of 
devotees. One is the devotee in distress, ¡rta, who implores the Lord to protect him 
when he is in trouble. This in itself is good because he thinks of the Lord at least when 
he is in trouble. Another one, the arth¡rth¢, prays not only when in distress, but also 
when he begins any undertaking. In order to get the results he wants, he first thinks about 
the Lord and then starts his work. This one is better because he appreciates Ì¿vara a little 
more than the first one. He is interested in various pursuits and worships the Lord in the 
form of various deities and then starts his undertaking.  

Then, the third one is a jijµ¡su, the one who wants to know Ì¿vara . He is better 
than the other two because he worships Ì¿vara not for any other end but for knowing 
Ì¿vara. He is a karma-yog¢ or a sanny¡s¢. Whether you pursue only knowledge of 
Ì¿vara or pursue knowledge along with karma , you are a bhakta. All the words that are 
studied, the words of the Veda, are Bhagav¡n's words, and therefore, the jijµ¡su looks 
upon the Veda as a pram¡¸a. This is ¿raddh¡ in the Veda, which is ¿raddh¡  in 
Bhagav¡n alone. Therefore, in the form of the words of Bhagav¡ n, the one who wants 
to know, jijµ¡su, invokes Bhagav¡n. In time, he comes to know what the ¿¡stra  says 
and is called a jµ¡n¢ . All of the first three devotees are good, trayaÅ api ud¡r¡Å , 
because they are devotees, but they are ignorant. The jµ¡n¢ , on the other hand, K¤À¸a 
says, is Myself—jµ¡n¢  tu  atmaiva me matam.  

All of them worship Ì¿vara , seek Ì¿vara. The first two are seeking Ì¿vara's help 
for accomplishing their own ends. The jijµ¡su  is seeking Ì¿vara's help in order to 
understand Ì¿vara . He knows the problem, and therefore, is seeking Ì¿vara directly. He 
is not invoking the grace of Ì¿vara to get one more thing, but is invoking Ì¿vara for the 
knowledge of Ì¿vara . He also is a devotee, but still, he is different from Ì¿vara, because 
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he has yet to understand that Ì¿vara is himself. The jµ¡n¢ , however, is non-separate 
from Ì¿vara. 

Then áa´kara  reminds us in the 9th chapter, of those who use the three Vedas, 
Îgveda, Yajurveda, S¡maveda, while performing rituals, take the soma  as the pras¡da 
of the ritual and having been purified of all wrong-doing become p£tap¡pas; and, 
worshipping by means of the ritual, they pray for heaven—traividy¡  m¡Æ somap¡ 
p£tap¡p¡  yajµairiÀ¶v¡  svargatiÆ pr¡rthayante; evaÆ tray¢dharmam anupapann¡Å 
gat¡gataÆ k¡mak¡m¡ labhante.1 Then what happens? Naturally, their prayers are 
answered and after death, they go to the world, born of pu¸ya , where Indra lives; and in 
that heaven, they enjoy celestial happiness —Then afterwards, having enjoyed the 
heavenly abode, when the pu¸ya  that took them there and kept them there gets 
exhausted, they enter again into the world of mortals, kÀ¢¸e pu¸ye martyalokaÆ 
vi¿anti. This world, or anything equivalent to it where there is disease, decrepitude, old 
age, etc., is called martya-loka. These ignorant peop le, ajµ¡n¢s, who wish for desired 
objects, k¡mak¡m¢s, only come back from where they have gone, gat¡gataÆ  labhante. 
Even though they are following the karma  enjoined by the three Vedas, what do they 
gain at the end? Having gone to some desirable place, they again come back. What is the 
net result? They remain in saÆs¡ra. 

Whereas, look at these others who contemplate upon Ì¿vara as no longer separate 
from themselves, anany¡¿cintayanto m¡m. For those who are always one with Ì¿vara , 
the Lord has said, ‘I take care of all their yoga and kÀema—teÀ¡Æ nity¡bhiyukt¡n¡Æ 
yogakÀemaÆ vah¡mi aham.’2 This being taken care of by Ì¿vara is relative for the 
karma-yog¢s, because they have pras¡da-buddhi, and absolute for the jµ¡n¢s because 
they are complete, p£r¸a . These peop le are nitya-yuktas, constantly inquiring into or 
are one with the ¡tm¡  as it has been explained in this chapter as equivalent to space, 
¡k¡¿akalpa, pure and limitless, free from all pu¸ya and p¡pa, akalmaÀa. Further, he 
says, ‘those who contemplate upon Me, who are seeking me with great love, I give that 
knowledge whereby they gain me—dad¡mi buddhi-yogaÆ taÆ yena  m¡m upay¡nti 
te.’3 That is the whole idea here. They do not go to heaven or any other place; they 
become one with Ì¿vara. From this it is understood that the others, the ignorant ones 
who are committed to fulfilling desires, do not gain Ì¿vara . By knowledge people gain 
Ì¿vara, and not by karma . by karma, they only go to different worlds of experience.  

What about those who are doing only karma that is enjoined by the Veda, and 
therefore, enjoined by Bhagav¡n ? The attitude with which this karma is done is of two 
types. One is that of devotees who are ready to do anything that is enjoined, just because 
it is enjoined. They do this karma for no other reason than that it is enjoined by 
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Bhagav¡n. Nothing is more sacred to them. These are like the people we see in India 
removing the weeds, grass, etc., from the temple yard, sweeping the floor, bringing 
flowers for m¡l¡s, and doing varieties of other things in the temple. Then, there are 
those who do the enjoined karma  in order to please Ì¿vara , bhagavad-¡r¡dhan¡rtham 
aham idaÆ kariÀye. Either you do the karma with the attitude that it is enjoined by 
Bhagav¡n, and therefore, it is to be done, or you do the karma for the sake of 
Bhagav¡n. Both attitudes make the karma bhagavat-karma. Those who do karma 
with these attitudes are karma-yog¢s. Even though they are the most steadfast in their 
karma-yoga  attitude, they are still karm¢s. 

How can you say so when all they are doing is religious prayer, ritual, etc., that is 
enjoined by the Veda? It is because they are ignorant, and therefore, look upon the ¡tm¡ 
as a doer, kart¡. In the third chapter we saw that the person who is ignorant, ajµ¡n¢ , 
looks upon himself as a doer—kart¡ham iti manyate. Even though the sense organs 
move about among their respective sense objects, the one who is deluded, looks upon the 
¡tm¡  as an agent. Still, he has a number of means, s¡dhanas, to help himself, the last of 
which is giving up the results of actions. In the 12th chapter it was said that if you cannot 
pursue that which is not available for words anirde¿ya , that which does not decline, 
akÀara, etc., and cannot resolve your mind steadily in Bhagav¡n, you can still gain 
Bhagav¡n  by abhy¡sa , the practice of contemplation. If you are not able to do even that 
then you can gain success by doing karma for the sake of Bhagav¡n. And if you are not 
able to do even that, then you can at least give up the results of actions, karma-phala -
ty¡ga .1 Why is this the last? It is only from the standpoint of the other things that were 
said. If none of them is possible, this, at least, can be done. Even though this too is a 
karma that connects him to Bhagav¡n , still, he is ignorant, and therefore, a karm¢. 

In the 12th chapter from verse 13, which says, ‘The one who is free from aversion 
to any living being—adveÀ¶¡ sarvabh£t¡n¡m ,’ up to the end of the chapter, a number 
of qualities are mentioned which are the natural expressions of a wise person. These are 
to be cultivated by the one who wants to be wise. They are, friendliness–maitr¢, 
compassion–karu¸¡, absence of ownership–nirmamatva , freedom from egotism–
niraha´k¡ratva. These are natural characteristics only of one who knows the nature of 
the ¡tm¡ . This is because, he alone is free from likes and dislikes.  

Unless one is beyond r¡ga-dveÀas, one cannot be totally free from aversion to any 
living being. These qualities, and others that are discussed up to the end of the 12th 
chapter are the means to be followed by those who are seeking knowledge of the reality, 
vastu. These people are entirely different from the people who are performing karma  as 
a yoga. Then again, in the 13th chapter the means for knowledge, jµ¡na-s¡dhana, was 
given, and there, no mention of any specific karma , like agnihotra, was made. The 
means that were enumerated there were, absence of pride–am¡nitva , absence of 
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pretentiousness–adambhitva, absence of intent to harm –ahiÆs¡, accommodation–
kÀ¡nti, straightforwardness–¡rjava , reverence for the teacher–¡c¡ryop¡sana, purity–
¿auca, being focused–sthairya ,1 mastery over oneself –¡tma-vinigraha, dispassion with 
regard to sense objects –indriy¡rtheÀu  vair¡gya, absence of egotism–anaha´k¡ra, and 
repeatedly and clearly seeing the inherent defect of pain in birth, death, old age, disease–
janma-m¤tyu-jar¡-vy¡dhi-duÅkha -doÀa -anudar¿ana, etc.2  

In the 14th chapter it was said, ‘He does not hate anything undesirable that comes, 
much less does he long for anything desirable that has gone away. He remains seated 
like someone who is indifferent, undisturbed by the gu¸as—na dveÀ¶i samprav¤tt¡ni 
na niv¤tt¡ni k¡´kÀati ud¡s¢navad ¡s¢no gunair yo na vic¡lyate.3’ Note that he is like 
an indifferent person. He is not indifferent, but different—he is free from the dependence 
upon conducive and non-conducive situations to be happy. He is not disturbed at all by 
various internal and external situations.  

Then further, in the I5th chapter, it was said, ‘Those who do not have the delusion 
of being an agent, who have conquered the various concerns with reference to 
attachment, affection, etc., who are totally committed to seeing the nature of the self, 
who are completely free from desires for heaven, etc., who are completely above the 
pairs of opposites like sukha and duÅkha, such people, who are never deluded, go to 
that end from which there is no return—nirm¡namoh¡ jitasa´gadoÀ¡ adhy¡tmanity¡ 
viniv¤ttak¡m¡ dvandvairvimukt¡ sukha-duÅkha -saÆjµaiÅ gacchanti am£·h¡ 
padam avyayaÆ tat.’4 Thus in these three chapters beginning with the 13th chapter, the 
various means for gaining knowledge were given.  

However, these become means only for the seeker and not for a jµ¡n¢ . The three 
types of results of action—desirable, undesirable, or a mixture—are not there for those 
who have renounced all actions. Action, as we saw in the beginning of this chapter, has 
five causal factors—the physical body, the sense organs, the notion of agency, 
instruments of action, and the presiding deities of all these. 5 All these are necessary for 
performing karma and all karmas have been given up by these people —the jµ¡n¢s. 
How did they give up all these karmas? You cannot give up your body and sense 
organs, etc., when you are alive. That being so how can one give up karma? áa´kara 
says that, they have the knowledge of the non-dual nature of ¡tm¡, and therefore, they 
know that they are not the agent of any action. Karma requires these five factors, but 
¡tm¡  is one and everything else, including all these five, is mithy¡ . Therefore, one plus 
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five is still one. The on e who understands that is freed completely from all things 
connected with action, k¡rakas. If he is free from all k¡rakas, he is neither an agent, 
kart¡, nor an object, karma , of any action. The results of action are not for those who 
have this knowledge of the non-dual self, which is absolutely free from action.  

The result of an action can be desirable, undesirable, or a mixture of the two. None 
of them will be there for these people who abide in this knowledge, who, in other words, 
know the truth of Bhagav¡n . These are the real sanny¡s¢s . In gaining the knowledge of 
the nature of Bhagav¡n  they have completely resolved, or taken refuge in the oneness of 
the ¡tm¡ , which is identical with the nature of Bhagav¡n . The threefold result of karma 
is not for them. It is for everybody else. 

Whether he is a person who follows the Veda, a vaidika, or is purely secular, 
laukika , whether he is a believer, ¡stika, or non-believer, n¡stika , religious or non-
religious, whether he is a pa¸·ita  or an illiterate, he is subject to these results of actions. 
Those who are doing good actions will reap desirable results, no doubt, but they are still 
subject to the results of actions. While those who know the nature of the self are not 
subject to the results of actions, all others, being ignorant of this fact, and therefore, 
taking themselves to be agents of action, are subject to the results of those actions. They 
are given to karma because they have not yet come to understand the ¡tm¡. Since they 
have not given up karma  by knowledge, they are subject to the result of karma. Thus, 
we have this division. For those who know the nature of ¡tm¡ , the jµ¡n¢s, there is no 
result of action, karma -phala, unlike for those who do not know, the ajµ¡n¢s .  

Since they have karma-phala , they have got to act in order to get the results they 
desire. Those who know, however, need not do anything. Thus, we have this division of 
action being necessary, kartavya, for the ignorant, and not necessary, akartavya , for the 
wise person spoken of in the G¢t¡ . Bec ause he is free from all actions, the Veda does not 
enjoin any karma  for the one who knows the nature of the self, jµ¡n¢ . The Veda does 
enjoin karma for the ajµ¡n¢ , however, in order to help him gain purity of mind, antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi, or any other result, k¡mya -karma, that he may want. He already thinks 
he is an agent, and the Veda goes along with him, enjoining him to do nitya -naimittika -
karma to get rid of p¡pa and gain antaÅ-kara¸a-¿uddhi, so that he can gain 
knowledge. Thus, the Veda gives us a clean plan to live a meaningful life, one that is 
useful for gaining mokÀa. 

In the vision of the Veda what is meaningful is to gain mokÀa. Just imagine a life 
without any exposure to this ¡tma-jµ¡na. How did you live before this? I also try to 
imagine how I was living without any exposure to this knowledge. It is foolish, 
absolutely foolish, to live a life without any exposure to this teaching. Such a life has no 
meaning whatsoever, because one does not know what one is doing. It is a total 
surrender to some kind of a general idiotic pursuit. Until you begin searching you cannot 
say that anything is useful. When you look back at all these pursuits, it all looks so silly. 
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We simply get along with life finding some small joy in the things we love. Those things 
become Bhagav¡n for us because our ego fuses there. Simple love is the only thing in 
saÆs¡ra that gives it some semblance of meaning. But to live a life without ¡tma-jµ¡na 
is absolutely meaningless. Only when you come to know, do you wonder how you could 
do that. Even though a person may be performing vaidika-karma, etc., it does not mean 
anything if the person does not have any exposure to this teaching. Once he has that 
exposure, karma becomes yoga, and whatever he does becomes meaningful. His life 
gains a direction because there is something to be accomplished.  

 IT IS NOT ESTABLISHED THAT ALL KARMA IS PRECEDED BY IGNORANCE—AN OBJECTION  

It was said that all karma , whether it is enjoined by the Veda, vaidika, or is 
purely secular, laukika , is preceded by avidy¡, ignorance. The point here was to show 
that because all karma is preceded by ignorance, karma is incapable of removing 
ignorance. An objection is now raised. Not all karma is preceded by ignorance. 1 The 
performance of any karma enjoined by the Veda presupposes knowledge of that karma 
gained from the Veda. Without the knowledge of a karma like agnihotra through the 
help of the Veda, there is no way of doing that karma. The Veda gives the knowledge 
that this is the karma and that it is to be done in this par ticular manner. Doing the ritual 
presupposes this knowledge of it, and we have no way of knowing it except through the 
Veda. Therefore, it is looked upon as a pram¡¸a , producing knowledge.  

Thus, a karma  enjoined by the Veda is preceded by knowledge. How can you say 
that a karma enjoined by the Veda is preceded by avidy¡, ignorance? Certain other 
karmas may be preceded by ignorance, but not those enjoined by the Veda. Even apart 
from vaidika -karmas, there are other karmas also that are not preceded by avidy¡ , 
ignorance. If I am running away from a snake, which is not there, that activity is 
preceded by ignorance. But even simple exercise, for instance, is preceded by some 
knowledge such as, ‘If I do this exercise I will reduce the fat on this part of the body.’ 
Cooking also is preceded by knowledge. Wherever there is error we can say that an 
action is preceded by ignorance. But we cannot say this for actions, which are deliberate, 
which are based on empirical knowledge. Therefore, you cannot say that all karmas are 
preceded by avidy¡. 

LIKE THE ONE WHO DOES KARMA KNOWN TO BE PRATIâIDDHA FROM THE áËSTRA IS AN 
AJØËNÌ, SO TOO THE ONE WHO DOES NITYAKARMA —VEDËNTÌ'S ANSWER 

áa´kara  says, ‘No, it is like the killing of a br¡hma¸a ,’ and further clarifies the 
point.2 The ¿¡stra  says that killing a br¡hma¸a is a great p¡pa . If a person, who is 
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harmless, who is religious, who is doing something like teaching in a local school, and 
who is absolutely non-interfering in anything, is killed for no reason, that is considered 
the worst crime, even according to secular law. Both the ¿¡stra and the man-made laws 
concur on this. There are other things, which may be unethical according to the Veda, 
but are legal. For example, even though the law permits it, the Veda says, ‘One should 
not take an intoxicant—sur¡Æ  na pibet.’ It is immoral according to the Veda, which 
means that doing it incurs p¡pa. Nowadays, there is a great public awareness of how 
much harm alcohol does, not only to the drinker, but also to his family. But besides that,  
the Veda tells us, it attracts p¡pa . Killing a br¡hma¸a is a crime according to the law, 
like killing any individual, but on the other hand, according to the ¿¡stra , it is a great 
crime.  

Even though heinous acts like killing a br¡hma¸a  have highly undes irable 
consequences and are prohibited by the ¿¡stra, people keep doing them. Why? To whom 
is the ¿¡stra  addressing its prohibition? For whom is this type of karma  possible? 
á¡stra tells us that it is possible only for the one who has avidy¡. Because he has  
avidy¡, there is the desire to acquire something, r¡ga, or to get rid of something, dveÀa . 
If he does not have these, it is not possible for him to engage in such an activity. He has 
his own inner pressure, and therefore, he does it. Because of his false notions, something 
else becomes more important than what is said by the ¿¡stra . He knows the 
consequences and he knows that the ¿¡stra prohibits it. In spite of his knowledge of the 
¿¡stra, or knowledge passed onto him by those who know the ¿¡stra, he per forms this 
prohibited karma. What does it mean?  

Even though one has knowledge of the Veda, the sense of agency, kart¤tva , does 
not go away, and therefore, desire does not go away. Similarly, suppose the Veda says 
that those who want to gain a given result should do this prescribed karma, I may gather 
knowledge alright, but I do the karma  not because of that knowledge but only because 
of a desire for the result, and that desire is born of ignorance. There are others who have 
the same knowledge but do not do that karma. Even though one has knowledge of the 
means and the end, one may employ the means, or one may not. Thus, knowledge of 
means and ends does not impel one to act. It is only ignorance. What kind of ignorance?  

IT IS IGNORANCE OF ËTMË THAT IS CAUSE OF ACTION IN GENERAL 

When áa´kara says that all action is preceded by ignorance, he is not talking of 
s¡dhana-s¡dhya-ajµ¡na , the ignorance of the means and ends. He means the ignorance 
of the fact that the self, is not an agent of any action, and is complete, p£r¸a, and 
therefore, has nothing to gain by performing any action. Certain actions, the nitya -
naimittika -karmas, are mandated by the ¿¡stra . Who will do them? Just as the 
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prohibited actions are done by those who have ignorance, so too, these karmas are done 
only by the one who has ignorance of the nature of the self. When the ¿¡stra gives not 
only its prohibitions, but also its injunctions, it is keeping in view only the person who is 
ignorant of himself.  

IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO DO NITYAKARMA WITHOUT KNOWING THE ËTMË AS DISTINCT FROM THE 
BODY—PÍRVAPAKâÌ 'S OBJECTION 

Now this person raises another argument based on his understanding of ignorance, 
avidy¡. It is impossible, he argues, for a person to do nitya-naimittika -karma , like 
agnihotra , etc., without knowing that the self is distinct from the body. 1 Why? When 
you perform an enjoined karma, it produces pu¸ya , whereas doing a prohibited karma 
produces p¡pa. Are they visible? No. They are credited to the account of the individual, 
j¢va, who does the karma, to be encashed by him later. Therefore, the one who does 
such karma must necessarily have the knowledge that there is an ¡tm¡ who survives the 
body who is going to reap the unseen results of the actions done here. Unless he has that 
knowledge, how can he perform such a karma? You cannot perform the ¿r¡ddha -
karma for the departed soul, for example, unless you accept a soul that has departed. 
Nor can you perform karmas for entry to heaven, because you know that this body is 
left behind here. Who is going to enter heaven? If you take the body as the ¡tm¡ , you 
cannot do a karma whose result is going to accrue to the one who survives the death of 
the body. Nobody performs karma enjoined by the Veda without knowing that there is 
an ¡tm¡  other than the body. That means he has no ignorance, avidy¡ , but rather, he has 
knowledge, vidy¡ . How can you say that all karma is preceded by ignorance? This is an 
argument raised by the opponent.  

MERELY KNOWING THE ËTMË AS DISTINCT FROM BODY IS NOT TOTAL KNOWLEDGE—
VEDËNTÌ'S ANSWER 

This argument is not valid, because, the knowledge of ¡tm¡, spoken of here is not 
complete. The knowledge that the self is distinct from the body comes under religion, 
and it is common to all religions, including Islam, Christianity, and Buddhism. In fact, it 
is not so much a knowledge as it is a belief. For Ved¡nta, this is only a part of the 
method of teaching, prakriy¡ ; it is not what it wants to convey, t¡tparya. I am not 
teaching Ved¡nta  to tell you that you will be reborn. You were never born. Where is the 
possibility of being reborn? That you think you were born is your problem. So in the 
vision of Ved¡nta , we are not committed to rebirth, but it has to be part of the prakriy¡  
when we are considering the model of karma. We have varieties of prakriy¡s. The 
model of karma along with the concept of rebirth is one of them. But we have no 
commitment there at all.  
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How do you know that you survive death? You can only say that the ¿¡stra says 
so. You cannot know it for certain until after death. And no one can return from death to 
verify this fact for us. Everyone is born totally ignorant of what preceded the birth of that 
body. It will be always the same, and therefore, will remain always a mystery. It can be 
called a belief. We consider it knowledge, because it is revealed by the ¿¡stra, but it is 
knowledge that will always be mediate, nitya -parokÀa-jµ¡na. That knowledge, 
however, is not what we call knowledge of ¡tm¡. Even the person who knows that the 
self survives death thinks, ‘I perform this action, ’ and by that he means, ‘I am an isolated 
individual who is the agent, kart¡, and the enjoyer, bhokt¡ , of the results of action.’ As 
long as he looks at himself purely as a kart¡  and bhokt¡, his knowledge is not complete. 
That knowledge, and the knowledge of means and ends, s¡dhana-s¡dhya, is not real 
knowledge. It is ignorance, because it is opposed to the truth about the nature of the self, 
that the self is neither an agent nor an enjoyer. This is why we say that karma  is 
preceded by avidy¡. 

ANY KARMA IS DUE TO IGNORANCE ALONE—VEDËNTÌ 

áa´kara  negates the p£rvapakÀ¢ and defines ignorance here, and in the process, 
defines karma as that which is in the form of activity, calan¡tmaka . He says that any 
action, which is calan¡tmaka is an¡tmakart¤ka , that is, it is na ¡tmakart¤ka, not done  
by ¡tm¡. That is, it is done by one who has this notion that ‘I am doing this action.’1 
Whatever be the karma—whether it is enjoined by the Veda, ¿rauta-karma, or enjoined 
by sm¤ti, sm¡rta -karma , or it is done as an atonement, pr¡ya¿citta-karma , or it is a 
prohibition, pratiÀiddha-karma, or it is in the form of a mandate, nitya -naimittika -
karma, or it is in the form of an option to fulfil a desire, k¡mya -karma , or it is purely a 
secular action, laukika -karma , or is done physically, k¡yika-karma, orally, v¡cika -
karma, or purely mentally, m¡nasa-karma—it implies some kind of motion. There is 
movement, change, even in breathing, opening and closing the eyelids, and hearing, etc.  

Any mental activity is also motion. There is movement from one thought to 
another; one object is there, then that is gone and another appears. On the part of the doer 
also, there is constant change. Now he is a seer, now a hearer, now a thinker. There is no 
karma without change, and therefore, motion. Now a karma, which is subject to change 
is performed by whom? By an¡tm¡ alone. Is the body ¡tm¡ or an¡tm¡? Even 
according to this person who is arguing, the body is an¡tm¡ . Even though it is the body, 
which is doing the action, and this fellow knows very well that the self is other than the 
body, what does he say? ‘I do—ahaÆ  karomi.’ He does not say, ‘My hand is offering 
the oblation,’ or ‘My body is bathed,’ but rather, ‘I offer the oblation, I bathed.’ He does 
not say that his tongue repeats the mantras, nor does  he expect the tongue to get some 
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results. Who is the karma-phala -bhokt¡? It is the person who thinks that he is going to 
get the results.  

Even though the action is done by the body, the body does not think that it is the 
agent or that it is going to be the one who experiences the results, whereas the person 
says, ‘I do the action. I will enjoy the results.’ There is the ignorance, avidy¡. Even 
though I have a belief that the self is other than the body, I can never avoid identification 
with the physical body, etc., because this is a belief only about the situation after death. 
The appreciation of the ¡tm¡ should be total, otherwise it can only be a simple belief. 
The notion that I am the body, or that I am the agent, kart¡, will be there, because the 
subtle body, s£kÀma-¿ar¢ra, is identified with the body.  

Naturally, whatever happens there happens only to me. That notion of agency will 
not go away simply by a belief that the self is other than the body. The self is not subject 
to any movement, acala , and therefore, where is the agency, kart¤tva. Not even the 
¿¡stra can address this ¡tm¡. The ¿¡stra  can address only an agent of action. Keeping 
that in view it says, ‘Do this.’ Can it address sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡? No. It says that you 
are sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡ who does not perform any action and is free from saÆs¡ra , 
and when it enjoins an action, it is only from the standpoint of the mind which is 
superimposed upon ¡tm¡  and has ¡tm¡ superimposed upon it. Because of this mutual 
superimposition, there is a sense of agency, kart¤tva-buddhi. This is a false notion, and 
therefore, every action is preceded by ignorance.  

THE EXPRESSION 'I DO' IS ONLY GAUÛA, A FIGURATIVE EXPRESSION—PÍRVAPAKâÌ'S 
OBJECTION 

When áa´kara says this, the p£rvapakÀ¢ argues back by saying that when any 
one says, ‘I do,’ it is only a figure of speech. 1 It is like saying, ‘I did 60 miles an hour.’ I 
know I did not do 60 miles an hour; my car did it. Similarly, when I say ‘I do,’ it is only 
figurative. I know I am distinct from the body, and that it is the body that acts, but still I 
say, ‘I do.’ The I-cognition in the body -mind-sense-complex is only figurative, gau¸a ; it 
is not false, mithy¡. When somebody says, ‘I am fat, etc.,’ he knows very well that he is 
not this body, etc., but at the same time he uses these expressions, not in their primary 
sense, but only in a secondary sense. It is not an erroneous notion, mithy¡ -pratyaya , 
like mistaking a rope as a snake. When I say, ‘I do —ahaÆ  karomi,’ it can be an error; 
the body can be taken as ¡tm¡  and ¡tm¡  can be taken as the body. That is an erroneous 
notion. But here it is not error; it is only figurative. This is the argument of the 
p£rvapakÀ¢. 
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áa´kara  rejects this. If that were true, anything born of the body would also be 
figurative. 1 He is going to explain this later. 

THE PÍRVAPAKâÌ ELABORATES HIS STAND 

Now the objector explains his position further. The I-sense in the body, etc., which 
belongs to the self, is figurative, gau¸a , just like in one's own son, which is expressed in 
the Veda as, ‘You are the self that is called the son.’2 Let us understand this word gau¸a 
properly, because translating it as a figure of speech or secondary sense is problematic. 
The word gau¸a means that certain attributes are pointed out. When the father says to 
the son, ‘You are nothing but myself,’ this is definitely a gau¸a  expression. The idea is, 
‘When you are happy, I am happy, and when you are unhappy, I become unhappy.’  

The difference between the father and son is evident, but at the same time, there is 
an expression that indicates that one is the other. That is called a gau¸a expression. 
Because the son is born of him, the son is born in his own image, and more than that, the 
father has such a strong identification with his son that he can say that his son is himself. 
This is an example of a Vedic expression. In common parlance too, we hear things like, 
‘This cow is my life.’ Definitely the one who says this knows that the cow is different 
from himself, and he is different from the cow, but still, because his livelihood is 
dependent on the cow, he says that the cow is his life. This is another gau¸a expression.  

So too, it is argued here, is the expression, ‘I do.’ It is not a false notion, an error, 
because the one who says this knows that ¡tm¡  is other than the body, and he also 
knows that the body is other than the ¡tm¡. In a false notion, mithy¡-pratyaya, the 
attributes of two things are not properly understood, as when the stump of a tree is taken 
for a person. If the person is understood and the stump is understood, one is not going to 
be mistaken for the other. Only if what is there is not known and something else is 
superimposed upon it, is it an error. What is superimposed, ¡ropa, alone is seen, and not 
the basis, adhiÀ¶h¡na, of the superimposition. That is error. But when I say, ‘I perform 
this ritual,’ I know the body and ¡tm¡  are distinct, and therefore, it is not error, mithy¡ -
pratyaya, but gau¸a . So says the p£rvapakÀ¢. 

THE I-COGNITION IN THE BODY IS NOT FIGURATIVE BUT ERRONEOUS—VEDËNTÌ 'S ANSWER 

áa´kara  replies that this is not true, for there is something more to understand 
about a gau¸a expression. What is accomplished by the primary thing is not 
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accomplished by what it is ‘figuratively’ said to be. For instance, even though the father 
says that the son is himself, when the son eats, it is not equal to his eating. But here, even 
though the karma  is done by the body -mind-sense-complex, the notion, ‘I am the agent’ 
is very much there. If it is not, how can he ever perform a karma , like the agnihotra? 
Since he is doing it, definitely there is a sense of agency, kart¤tva -buddhi, imputed to 
the self. Anything done by the body is done by the self. But that is not the case with 
reference to something that is the object of a gau¸a expression. The action that the son 
does is not done by the father. Whereas here, the body does the action, but the notion is, 
‘I do the action.’ This is not gau¸a; it is false, mithy¡. 

áa´kara  explains further. There are two types of comparative expressions. If you 
say a person's courage is like that of a lion, it is a vyakta -upam¡, or a simile. The 
courage of the lion and the courage of this person are identical. There is also a form of 
comparison which is not adequately stated, an elliptical comparison, lupta-upam¡ , or 
metaphor. áa´kara gives a couple of examples of this type of comparison. If you say 
that Devadatta  is a lion, for instance, all the qualities of the lion do not concur with 
those of Devadatta. The lion has four legs, Devadatta has only two; the lion has a 
mane, Devadatta  does not, and so on. But at the same time you say that Devadatta  is a 
lion. What does it mean? In one aspect of the lion there is a certain identity with 
Devadatta  and only that identity is pointed out by this word, ‘lion.’ He has the 
fierceness of the lion,  or the courage of the lion. This is a gau¸a  expression. Even 
though there is a point of similarity, what the lion does, Devadatta  cannot do at all. The 
lion can kill an elephant or a tiger, without a rifle. Will Devadatta  be able to do that? 
No. So too, in the expression, ‘The student is fire,’ the similarity is only in terms of his 
brilliance or skin colour, áa´kara says. He cannot do what fire can do. In other words, 
you cannot boil a kettle of water on his head. The object of the gau¸a  expression cannot 
do exactly what the thing to which it is compared can do.  

On the other hand, when you say, ‘I do,’ you mean it. The ¡tm¡ is taken to be the 
agent. If you do not accept that, what you are saying is what Ved¡nta  says. If you know 
that in spite of the body and mind doing various things you are not doing anything, you 
understand that ¡tm¡ is sat-cit-¡nanda. Only then can you say that ¡tm¡  is akart¡ . If 
that is so, we have nothing further to discuss. But if whatever the body does, ¡tm¡  does, 
and whatever is ¡tm¡, that is the lot of the body, it is a mithy¡  statement,, and not 
gau¸a. A gau¸a  expression, either as an expression of elliptical comparison, or 
metaphor, is only meant to praise or reveal a quality of the thing being compared. It is 
not meant to be used to reveal a thing directly. 1 What is accomplished by a lion can 
never be accomplished by Devadatta , nor can what is accomplished by fire be 
accomplished by the student.2 That is gau¸a . On the other hand, one does experience the 
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undesirable thing, which is accomplished by a false cognition, mithy¡ -pratyaya.1 If a 
person identifies the self with the body, the outcome of that identification is action 
leading to pu¸ya -p¡pa, sukha-duÅkha, r¡ga-dveÀas, and all that is undesirable. In 
other words, it leads to saÆs¡ra.  

Not only that, the one who hears this gau¸a expression knows the object 
described very well. He knows that Devadatta is not a lion and the student is not fire. 2 
There is no mistake, and there is, on the other hand, discrimination, viveka . Where there 
is lack of discrimination, and because of that, the cognition of a given thing in something 
that it is not, in the situation of atasmin tadbuddhiÅ , there is mithy¡ -pratyaya . A 
mithy¡ -pratyaya is born of aviveka , lack of discrimination. This is the difference 
between gau¸a -pratyaya and mithy¡-pratyaya. Knowing that Devadatta  is Devadatta 
and not a lion, yet calling him a lion is gau¸a-pratyaya. Mistaking a tree stump for a 
person is mithy¡-pratyaya, which is born of aviveka . Knowing the difference between 
the two is discrimination, viveka.  

When you say, ‘I am the doer, kart¡ , and the Veda has asked me to perform this 
karma, and therefore, I am doing it,’ even though the action is done by the body-mind-
sense-complex, and that alone is the kart¡, that becomes the ¡tm¡ . Although you 
believe that ¡tm¡  is other than the body, ¡tm¡  is mistaken for the doer, kart¡ . That 
erroneous notion, due to lack of discrimination, is what is called mithy¡ -pratyaya. It is 
gau¸a, a figure of speech, only when there is discrimination between the two objects 
involved. Therefore, it is not true that the I-cognition in the body-mind-sense-complex is 
only figurative, gau¸a. 

Suppose you understand the difference between the two, and still you say, 
‘Devadatta is a lion,’ to point out his similarity to a lion in some respect, that is called 
gau¸a-pratyaya. Here the real lion is mukhya, primary. Devadatta  is the gau¸a , 
figurative lion. And here, it is understood that the gau¸a  lion, Devadatta, cannot do the 
actions of the mukhya lion, the thing to which it is compared, and vice versa. 
Accordingly, áa´kara  says that if the body-mind-sense-complex is only the figurative 
self, while the primary self is distinct from the body, there would be the following 
situation. A karma that is done by the gau¸a-¡tm¡—the body-mind-sense-complex, 
which is figuratively called the self, would not be done by the mukhya-¡tm¡ —the self, 
which is the primary object of the I-cognition. Where there is a gau¸a-pratyaya, the 
difference between the two is evident, and one does not do the actions of the other. What 
is done by the figurative lion, Devadatta , and the figurative fire, the student, is not done 
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by the real lion or the real fire. If the figurative fire, the student, reads a book, no one 
thinks that the fire reads a book. 1 

According to our opponent, the body is only figuratively the self. Therefore, what 
is done by the body is done only by the body, not by the ¡tm¡. But still, he says, ‘I am 
the agent, kart¡,’ because he considers that the ¿ruti is addressing him and asking him 
to do a given action, and therefore, he does the action and hopes to get the result. Thus, 
he has a sense of agency, kart¤tva-buddhi, which is not figurative. If it were, he would 
think that the body alone does the action, not him. But he do es think that he performs the 
action, since he expects to reap the result. Thus, this is not gau¸a -pratyaya , but mithy¡ -
pratyaya. It is very clear that between the body and the self there is a false connection. 
One is mistaken for the other.  

áa´kara  explains this further.2 We saw that what is done by the primary thing is 
not done by the thing to which it is figuratively compared. Even though Devadatta 
possesses some qualities of the lion, everything that lion can do Devadatta  cannot do. 
When we make a statement that Devadatta  is a lion, do we really mean that he does the 
actions of a lion? No, we are only revealing a certain quality of his. Nothing more. We 
only mean that, he has a certain disposition, which can be likened to that of a lion. It 
does not reveal any action on the part of Devadatta  which is equivalent to the action 
done by the lion. Such expressions are purely for the purpose of praising the person. 
Similarly, saying that the student is fire is saying that he is of a tawny colour, like fire. It 
is praise because there was a value for that skin colour in the culture of áa´kara's time.  

And another thing, those who are praised know that they are not the things to 
which they are figuratively compared. Devadatta  knows he is not a lion and the student 
knows very well that he is not fire. That is why they can acknowledge the praise. 
Further, they both know that they do not do the actions of the object of comparison. 
Devadatta  knows that the actions of a lion are not his, as the student knows that the 
actions of fire are not his. He knows, ‘I am not fire, nor do I make the water boil.’ So 
too,3 if the body-mind-sense-complex is the figurative self, gau¸a-¡tm¡, and not the 
primary self, mukhya-¡tm¡ , the understanding that the action of the body, etc., is not 
mine, that is, does not belong to the primary ¡tm¡, would be more appropriate, than the 
understanding, ‘I am the agent; the action is mine.’ He should know that the body-mind-
sense-complex performs the action, and its activity is not his activity. The actions that 
are done by the body-mind-sense-complex belong only to that, not to me, the primary 
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self. This knowledge would be more appropriate than the knowledge, ‘I am the doer; this 
is my action.’ 

Then we have to ask, if you perform no action, then for whom is the result of 
action, karma-phala? It cannot be for you. Further, if you do not do the action, then 
how can ¿¡stra  address you? The ¿¡stra  says, for example, that a certain ritual is to be 
performed by a br¡hma¸a whose hair is not grey, that is, by a k¤À¸a-ke¿aÅ 
br¡hma¸aÅ. There are hundreds of specifications like this based on age, caste–var¸a , 
stage of life–¡¿rama , etc. To whom do they apply? Unless you have the I-sense in the 
body-mind-sense-complex, there is no way that you can consider yourself qualified to do 
these rituals. Only if that identification exists can you say that you are a br¡hma¸a, etc. 
The ¿ruti enjoins a certain action for a br¡hma¸a. Only if you consider yourself a 
br¡hma¸a  will you consider yourself addressed by that injunction. Thus, it is clear that 
considering oneself a br¡hma¸a is not a gau¸a-pratyaya, but a mithy¡-pratyaya . The 
difference becomes very clear. The understanding, ‘I am the agent, kart¡,’ cannot be 
appropriate if the body is only figuratively the self.  

REFUTATION OF NAIYËYIKA-MATA 
ËTMË IS A KARTË FIGURATIVELY ON ACCOUNT OF MEMORY , DESIRE , AND EFFORT—SAYS THE 
NAIYËYIKA  

Another suggestion is put forward by the Naiy¡yikas. They also consider that the 
self is not an agent, and that it only figuratively performs ac tion. The argument put 
forward here is that the self does the action through its own memory, desire, and effort. 
There cannot be a desire for an object, which is unknown to you, and desire is always for 
a known object that is brought from memory. Somewhere I have seen it or heard about 
it, or I experienced it before, and therefore I want it. Thus, desire is based on memory or 
knowledge. Then, of course, effort is required to fulfil the desire. These three are the 
causes for all activities. 1  

Therefore, ¡tm¡  itself does not perform any action. The physical body, mind, 
senses themselves being inert, they themselves cannot perform any action, and therefore, 
there is no doership, kart¤tva, for the body-mind-sense-complex. The self, ¡tm¡, is the 
agent, kart¡ , who performs the action with the help of the body-mind-sense-complex. 
That means he also accepts a self that is distinct from the body, but it is an agent that 
gets things done with the body-mind-sense-complex. The idea is that there is no mithy¡ -
pratyaya. The self, ¡tm¡, the agent, kart¡  uses the body-mind-senses to perform 
various actions. Therefore, there is no false identity, no erroneous notion. This is their 
argument. 
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áA×KARA NEGATES—THEY ARE ALSO DUE TO MITHYË-PRATYAYA ALONE 

áa´kara  says this is not valid, because these three things that were mentioned—
memory, desire and effort—are themselves preceded by a false notion. They are born of 
a mithy¡-pratyaya.1 Memory is born of a mithy¡-pratyaya, as is desire and effort. 
How? A mithy¡-pratyaya to be present has the following requirement—in the body, 
etc., which is not ¡tm¡, you must first have the notion that it is ¡tm¡, that is, there 
should be an ¡tma -buddhi in the body, etc. Because of this, a person looks upon himself 
as incomplete and tries to prove that he is somebody. Being a self-conscious person there 
is a self -judgement that, the self is wanting. Then he wants to get rid of the wanting 
person, but not knowing that, he tries to get rid of his many and varied wants. 

According to his culture and tastes, some things are found desirable, some are 
undesirable. In other words, he has r¡ga  and dveÀa. Once he has the desire, he makes 
effort to experience the desirable object, or avoid the undesirable. Once he has that 
experience, it goes into his memory, his store of knowledge, and becomes the basis for 
further desire, which, in turn, leads to further effort. This goes on. In fact, you can take it 
as beginningless, as áa´kara does here. The memory, etc., is preceded by the 
impression, saÆsk¡ra, produced by the results of actions in the form of desirable and 
undesirable experiences that are caused by a false notion, mithy¡-pratyaya, that the 
body-mind-sense-complex is ¡tm¡ . All of these, therefore, are due to the mithy¡ -
pratyaya, and consequently, you cannot say that ¡tm¡ is a kart¡ and goes about doing 
these various actions with the help of memory, desire, and effort. These themselves are 
born of a mithy¡-pratyaya, and the notion that ¡tm¡  is a kart¡ is also due to mithy¡ -
pratyaya. Therefore, mithy¡ -pratyaya  is the basic factor in creating karma, etc. 

SAêSËRA HAS NO BEGINNING—ONE IS BORN WITH THIS MITHYË-PRATYAYA 

áa´kara  says further that this saÆs¡ra has no beginning. I am born with this 
mithy¡ -pratyaya that the body is ‘I.’ How did I get this mithy¡ -pratyaya ? Because of 
the previous birth, which is also due to mithy¡ -pratyaya. It has no beginning, a fact that 
has to be inferred on the basis of how things are in this birth. The mithy¡-pratyaya 
creates a sense of limitation, and therefore, desire, and therefore, ef fort to fulfil the 
desire. The effort culminates in an experience, because of which there is again memory. 
This goes on. From this we can infer that this is how it has been, and this is how it will 
be in the future also. As long as you think that you are a kart¡, you have mithy¡ -
pratyaya. 

In this birth, there are actions that are proper and improper, dharma and 
adharma, arising from the likes and dislikes, r¡ga -dveÀas. These likes and dislikes are 
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due to identification with the body-mind -sense-complex, and also the experience of the 
results of those actions. It was the same in the previous birth, and in the births that 
preceded that. Thus, a saÆs¡ra  which has no beginning, and which is created by 
ignorance in the past and in the future is inferred. The identification of myself as the 
body-mind-sense-complex is an error, mithy¡ -pratyaya. Because of this, there is 
isolation, separation, smallness, and therefore, r¡ga -dveÀas. In fulfilling those, good and 
bad actions are performed, and in the process I experienc e pleasure and pain, sukha and 
duÅkha . Besides that, there is an unseen result for those actions, which I have to 
experience later, in another birth. This is saÆs¡ra, and it has no beginning. It is born of 
ignorance, which is the erroneous identification with the body, etc. Since it has no 
beginning, and the conditions for it have not been removed, we have to infer that it is 
going to be there later, also. 1 If that is so, when will it come to an end?  

SAêSËRA IS RESOLVED ONLY BY UNFETTERED KNOWLEDGE  

áa´kara  says that the total resolution of saÆs¡ra  is accomplished due to 
renunciation of all action when there is certainty of knowledge, jµ¡na-niÀ¶h¡.2 In 
unfettered knowledge alone the false notion, mithy¡ -pratyaya , of being an agent, kart¡ , 
is given up, and naturally, the renunciation of all action, sarva-karma-sanny¡sa  takes 
place at once. A complete renunciation of all karma is possible only by the knowledge 
that actionlessness is the nature of ¡tm¡ . That is the total resolution of saÆs¡ra. Why 
total? In cer tain states, like sleep, or cosmic dissolution, the j¢va is completely but 
temporarily free from saÆs¡ra . But then, the whole thing will start again when that state 
ends. Thus, it is established that a total dissolution of all saÆs¡ra takes place only when 
there is certainty of the knowledge that ¡tm¡ is not a doer.  

A question can be raised here. How can you say that it is established? Certainty of 
knowledge is one thing, and the resolution of saÆs¡ra  is quite another. By knowing 
something, how are you going to get rid of this saÆs¡ra ? Knowledge itself does not 
solve any problem. I may know all about a medicine that will cure my disease, but that 
knowledge will not cure my disease. Mere knowledge is useless, unless it is followed by 
a course of action. This  is the typical argument of a modern Ved¡nt¢. He will say that 
you only have intellectual knowledge that ¡tm¡  is eternal, but you have to experience 
eternity. The argument here is that saÆs¡ra is something very tangible. We intimately 
experience all these situations, which are not conducive to freedom from saÆs¡ra —that 
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I have a physical body, which is subject to limitation, etc. How will saÆs¡ra go away 
just because I have certainty of knowledge? áa´kara answers this question as follows. 

BECAUSE THE IDENTIFICATION WITH THE BODY IS DUE TO AVIDYË , WHEN AVIDYË IS GONE 
THERE IS NO MORE JANMA 

The identity of the self with the physical body and the body with the self is 
saÆs¡ra. That identification is false and is due to ignorance. Therefore, it is purely in 
the f orm of ignorance and error. When the ignorance is removed, the false identification 
is removed. How do you remove that? By knowledge only. Once that is removed, 
another body cannot come, and therefore, there is no possibility of the perpetuation of 
saÆs¡ra.1 Again one can ask, ‘How am I going to give up my identification with the 
body when I have knowledge of the ¡tm¡ , because knowledge is one thing, and 
identification with the body is another? I may have knowledge, but still I will have 
identification with the body.’  

That is not possible. When you say that you have identification with the body, and 
at the same time you have knowledge, what is that knowledge? If you say that the 
knowledge is that the ¡tm¡ is sat-cit-¡nanda and it is identified with the physical body, 
what do you mean by that? If the ¡tm¡ is mistaken for the physical body, how can you 
say that you know that ¡tm¡ is sat-cit-¡nanda? If you know that ¡tm¡  is 
sat-cit-¡nanda, then, how can you say that it is mistaken for the physical body? You 
may say that it is your experience. Who says you have no experience? That is why I2 am 
always telling you that this experience is a problem. Who says you do not experience the 
body-mind-sense-complex? That experience is not opposed to the knowledge that ¡tm¡ 
is sat-cit-¡nanda . Though this body is not separate from sat-cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡, the sat-
cit-¡nanda-¡tm¡ is not this body. If you say that you understand this very clearly, but 
have the experience of identity, this is not possible.  

His argument is that by knowing that the ¡tm¡ is sat-cit-¡nanda, you are not free 
of the identification with the body. Are you still hungry or not? Are you eating or not? If 
you are, how can you say you are sat-cit-¡nanda, free from all these? You have to give 
up this physical body. How will you give up this physical body? Giving up the physical 
body will take place, whether you like it or not, at the time of death; then you will have 
freedom from saÆs¡ra . Every day you give up the identification with the physical body 
in deep sleep. What kind of mokÀa do you have upon waking?  
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IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO KNOW THE ËTMË AND YET HAVE AN IDENTIFICATION WITH THE BODY 

The point is, the removal of identification with the body is not physical; it is not 
experiential. It is purely cognitive. It is the elimination of a false notion, mithy¡ -
pratyaya, that I am the body. This elimination is purely in the form of knowledge. You 
cannot say that you know the ¡tma-svar£pa, and also say, you have to do something to 
withdraw yourself from, to transcend, the body-mind-sense-complex. It is contradictory 
to say so. Ëtm¡  stands transcended.  

Even when you see something, know some other object, the ¡tm¡ stands 
transcended all the time from all your experiences. Nothing really touches ¡tm¡ . 
Therefore, the removal of the identification with the body is accomplished by knowledge 
because the identification is due to ignorance. The removal is not physical, it is removal 
of mithy¡ -pratyaya  alone. Otherwise, there is no possibility of getting away from this 
body. If you get away from this body, you will identify with another body and travel. 
This will continue forever—until the mithy¡ -pratyaya  falls apart. And like any false 
notion, that will not go unless knowledge takes place, because the false notion is 
ignorance. Therefore, the complete resolution of saÆs¡ra is possible when there is 
certainty of knowledge.  

áa´kara  gives an example to show how it is not possible to say that you know the 
¡tm¡, and yet, have an identification with the body, etc. Knowing that one is other than 
the cows and that the cows are other than oneself, no one has an I-notion in those cows.1 
If two objects are clearly understood as different, one does not take one for the other. No 
one considers that the cow is himself, except in a figurative, gau¸a, sense. Even if you 
say, ‘The cow is my life,’ it is gau¸a , not mithy¡ , because you know that the cow is 
different from you. He gives another example to illustrate how, on the other hand, even 
though two things are different, one can be taken for the other. Not knowing, one can 
have ‘knowledge’ of a person in a tree-stump. So too, due to lack of discrimination, one 
can have the notion that the body-mind-sense-complex is ‘I.’ Knowing the self, however, 
one cannot have this perception, like knowing the stump, you cannot say it is a person. 2  

And further áa´kara  sums up the negation of the gau¸a argument of the 
p£rvapakÀ¢ by saying, the I-notion in the son, that you talked about, by quoting the 
¿ruti, ¡tm¡ vai putra -n¡m¡si, is gau¸a because it is based on the  janya-janaka -
sambandha between the father and the son.3 That is why what is done by the  gau¸a-
¡tm¡ cannot be of any benefit to the mukhya -¡tm¡, that is, the son cannot eat for the 
father. This is like how the gau¸a lion  and the agni, the student who is compared to the 
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lion and agni, cannot do what the real lion and agni can do. 1 Therefore the I-notion in 
the body-mind-sense-complex can only be due to mithy¡-pratyaya and not gau¸a -
pratyaya. That is why you cannot say, ‘I know I am sat-cit-¡nanda, but still, I feel that 
the body is myself.’ 

WHEN A JØËNÌ SAYS, 'I AM A HUMAN BEING,' IT IS FIGURATIVE 

If you know you are sat-cit -¡nanda, you are sat-cit-¡nanda. You can never 
mistake yourself for the body, etc. Even though, a wise person, jµ¡n¢ , sometimes may 
say things like, ‘I am a human being —manuÀyo'ham,’ but that is purely gau¸a . 
Sat-cit-¡nanda is not a human being and when you know both things very well—that is, 
you are sat-cit-¡nanda and that sat-cit -¡nanda is not a human being—and then say 
manuÀyo'ham, it is purely a figure of speech, gau¸a . When a wise person says, ‘I go,’ 
he is not saying that sat-cit-¡nanda  goes. Who is the one who goes? It is the body that 
goes and there is a sublated, b¡dhita , identification. If the nature of the self is 
understood, there is no question of having the I-sense in the body -mind-sense-complex. 

ANOTHER ARGUMENT BY THE PÍRVAMÌMËêSAKA 
ËTMË HAS KARTÎTVA—OTHERWISE áRUTI CANNOT HAVE PRËMËÛYA  

Another objection is raised here by the P£rva -m¢m¡Æsaka . The ¿ruti enjoins 
certain things. If you have a desire to go to heaven, you are enjoined to perform the 
jyotiÀ¶oma2 ritual—jyotiÀ¶omena yajeta svargak¡maÅ. Here, the ¿ruti has the status of 
being a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a, because there is no other way of knowing about 
ad¤À¶a, things that cannot be seen. Its status as a pram¡¸a  is also dependent upon there 
being an agent, kart¡, who can be enjoined to act. If ¡tm¡  is not a kart¡, the ¿ruti will 
not have any status as a means of knowledge at all. If it is not a pram¡¸a in general, it 
cannot be pram¡¸a  for ¡tma-jµ¡na too. It will not be a valid means of knowledge at 
all, because the ¿ruti addresses a kart¡ and if there is no kart¡, the whole statement, 
jyotiÀ¶omena yajeta , and others like that become meaningless. It is like my addressing 
an audience which does not exist. Similarly, if the ¡tm¡ is not a kart¡ and the ¿ruti 
says, jyotiÀ¶omena yajeta , there is nobody to listen.  
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THEREFORE ËTMË GETS KARMAS DONE THROUGH THE BODY, THE GAUÛA ËTMË 

The injunction cannot be for the body, because it is  not the self, it is an¡tm¡, it is 
inert and cannot listen to that, or perform any action. Therefore, the sentence of the ¿ruti 
is directly addressed to the ¡tm¡, which is the kart¡. Otherwise, its status as a pram¡¸a 
is not valid. And again, ¡tm¡ itself does not do an action; it gets the action done through 
the instruments of action, which are what we call the body-mind-sense-complex. 
Therefore, the one who wants to go to heaven, for instance, performs the jyotiÀ¶oma 
ritual by means of the figurative self, the body, etc. Even though they are known to be 
different, there is a connection between the two, in that the body, etc., belongs to the self. 
Therefore, the body becomes figuratively the self, gau¸a-¡tm¡. The primary self, 
mukhya-¡tm¡, gets things done through its instrument, the secondary self, gau¸a-¡tm¡ . 
What is to be done by the ¡tm¡ is done by the body and senses, which are then 
secondarily the self. 

VEDËNTÌ'S REFUTATION 
BODY, ETC., ARE NOT THE FIGURATIVE SELF BUT ARE ERRONEOUSLY CONSIDERED AS SELF —
VEDËNTÌ 

áa´kara  rejects this argument briefly here to reconsider it later. The body, mind, 
and senses are not figuratively the self because they are all created by ignorance, 
avidy¡.1 The I-notion in the body, etc., is not figurative, but false, mithy¡ , and is very 
real as long as one does not know that it is mithy¡. Otherwise nobody would be sad just 
because a figurative self, gau¸a-¡tm¡, is fat or old. These things are problematic 
because the ‘I’ is nothing but the body-mind-sense-complex. Anything that is happening 
to it is happening to me. This is not gau¸a-pratyaya; it is mithy¡-pratyaya. The person 
who is blind, deaf, or mute thinks, ‘I am blind, I am deaf, etc.’ It is all real for that 
person. If the real self, mukhya -¡tm¡ is different, these problems will not be there. 
Thus, the whole thing is a false notion. It is all due to ignorance, avidy¡.  

What the P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka  wants to prove is that one cannot say that ¡tm¡ is 
not an agent, that is, one cannot say that ¡tm¡ is akart¡. If it is akart¡ , he argues, the 
¿ruti will not be a valid means of knowledge, a pram¡¸a, for it addresses an agent, 
kart¡. In order to make the ¿ruti a pram¡¸a , you have to look upon yourself as an agent 
of the actions enjoined by it.  

áa´kara  refutes th is argument as follows. What is done by the body is looked 
upon as done only by you. There is no separation between the doer and the body, 
because both of them are viewed as one and the same. If the ¡tm¡  is entirely 
independent of the body, etc., there will not be this feeling, ‘I perform this action.’ Since 
one has this sense, the body, senses, mind, and ¡tm¡, have all become one and the same, 
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and that is not possible, áa´kara says, unless you have a false notion, mithy¡ -pratyaya , 
about yourself. If you un derstand the difference between the real self, mukhya-¡tm¡ , 
and the secondary self, gau¸a -¡tm¡, you can never feel that you are the agent, kart¡ . 
But that is not the fact. Everyone feels, ‘I am a mortal. I am a human being. I am 
unhappy.’ In this, there is  no doubt. That being so, the body, etc., are not looked upon as 
¡tm¡ in a gau¸a, secondary sense, but in a mukhya , primary sense. 

THE INVOLVEMENT OF ËTMË WITH THE BODY IS ONLY BECAUSE OF IGNORANCE 

How does this happen? By false identification alone. The ¡tm¡ is absolutely 
uninvolved in anything. It is purely in the form of consciousness, and cannot get 
involved with anything, because it does not have any features. Water can join milk, 
because both have certain properties. But if there is one thing with no property at all and 
another thing that has a form, a property, how can both of them join? It is something like 
putting some bolts and rivets on space. How will you do that? Similarly, how can the 
¡tm¡, which is featureless consciousness, get involved with a body which is so tangible? 
This can only happen through a false notion, mithy¡-pratyaya . That will accomplish 
everything. It can turn a rope into a snake; it can even turn the conscious into the inert.  

The ‘I’ having the status of being connected to the body, mind, and senses is all 
because of mithy¡-pratyaya. How do we know?1 When that mithy¡-pratyaya is not 
present, there is no false I-sense in any of these, and when it is present, those notions are 
there.2 In sleep, for instance, there is no false cognition, because there is no cognition at 
all. Even in waking, there is no false notion of being the body, etc., at a moment when 
you are happy. Because in a moment of happiness there is total resolution of the mithy¡ -
pratyaya for the time being and therefore no identification with the body-mind-sense-
complex. Also, when there is knowledge of the self, there is no mistake of this kind. 
Therefore, the jµ¡n¢  does not have an identification with the body-mind-sense-complex. 
Thus, we see that when one is there, the other is there; one is not there, the other is not 
there.3 Therefore, the presence of one accounts for the presence of the other. When there 
is a false notion, mithy¡-pratyaya, of ¡tm¡ , the ¡tm¡  is identified with the body-mind-
sense-complex. And when there is no mithy¡-pratyaya, ¡tm¡ is not identified with the 
body-mind-sense-complex.áa´kara explains it further. When there is ignorance, those 
who have no discrimination are seen to have the I-sense in the body-mind-sense-
complex. It is experienced as notions such as, ‘I am tall I am fair.’ Under the spell of 
ignorance, naturally, there is lack of discrimination. 4 For those who have discrimination, 
however, this problem of false identification with the body is not there, because they 
                                                                 
1 EòlÉÆ iÉÌ½þ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
2 Ê¨ÉlªÉÉ|ÉiªÉªÉäxÉ B´É +ºÉƒóºªÉ +Éi¨ÉxÉ& ºÉƒóiªÉÉ +Éi¨Éi´É¨ÉÂ +É{ÉÉtiÉä* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
3 iÉ‘ùÉ´Éä ¦ÉÉ´ÉÉiÉÂ iÉnù¦ÉÉ´Éä SÉ +¦ÉÉ´ÉÉiÉÂ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** (This is called anvaya-vyatireka.) 
4 +Ê´É´ÉäÊEòxÉÉÆ Ê½þ +YÉÉxÉEòÉ™ôä ¤ÉÉ™ôÉxÉÉÆ où¶ªÉiÉä nùÒPÉÇ& +½þÆ MÉÉè®ú& +½þ¨ÉÂ <ÊiÉ nùä½þÉÊnùºÉ„óÉiÉä +½þÆ|ÉiªÉªÉ&* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
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have the knowledge, ‘I am distinct from the body, mind, etc.’1 Previously, they also had 
the same problem, which is why they became mumukÀus, and began studying the 
¿¡stra. After the study, the I-sense will not be there as it was before. Though it may be 
there, it is not as before, because it is negated, b¡dhita .  

If the self is already known, and still there is an I-sense in the body, mind, etc., that 
is an entirely different thing. The ¡tm¡  cannot be taken as the body -mind-sense-complex 
any longer. There, a figurative I-sense, a gau¸a-pratyaya, is possible. Because both are 
known, the jµ¡n¢  can say, without any error, ‘I am putting on weight.’ He means only 
that the physical body is gaining weight. It is distinctly seen by him, and the fact that 
¡tm¡  is sat-cit-¡nanda is also very clear to him. Therefore, when the jµ¡n¢ says that he 
is getting fat, he means only that the body is getting fat, nothing else. His I-sense is not 
in the body, mind, etc. Therefore, we can say that when this false notion is not there, the 
body-mind-sense-complex is not taken for the ¡tm¡. That identification is created by a 
false notion; it is not figurative, gau¸a .2 

THE COMMON AND UNCOMMON FEATURES ARE CLEAR IN A GAUÛA -PRATYAYA BUT NOT IN 
MITHYË-PRATYAYA  

In a gau¸a-pratyaya, the particular and the general attributes, the difference and 
the similarity, are separately understood. It is very well known, for instance, that 
Devadatta  is a human being, not a lion. When we say that Devadatta  is a lion, we are 
not pointing out a lion, but a human being. You rec ognize Devadatta  as a human being, 
and you also recognize the lion as a lion. At the same time, there is a feature, which is 
common to both, namely, fierceness. In Devadatta  you see a fierceness that is also seen 
in a lion. When I say that he is a lion, you do not go behind him to find out whether he 
has a tail or not, or look for a mane. You look for some other feature that resembles a 
certain quality of the lion. The particular feature of courage or fierceness of the lion is 
found in the person. It is seen in both Devadatta and the lion. Then alone can you say 
that Devadatta  is a lion. When we say that the student is fire, we understand what is fire 
and what is a student.  

There is no confusion there. Both are known very clearly. The distinguishing 
feature, colour that is common to both is also very clear. Similarly, when we say that 
someone is a black sheep, nobody thinks that he is either black or a sheep; we know very 
well that he is a human being. These are all figurative expressions, gau¸a-pratyayas. 
Both—the difference between the two and the feature that is common to both—are very 
clearly known. 3 If these are not clearly known, we cannot say it is a gau¸a-pratyaya, a 
figurative expression; it is, rather, a false notion, mithy¡-pratyaya.  
                                                                 
1 xÉ iÉÖ Ê´É´ÉäÊEòxÉÉ¨ÉÂ +xªÉ& +½þÆ nùä½þÉÊnùºÉ„óÉiÉÉnùÂ <ÊiÉ VÉÉxÉiÉÉÆ iÉiEòÉ™ôä nùä½þÉÊnùºÉ„óÉiÉä +½þÆ|ÉiªÉªÉ& ¦É´ÉÊiÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
2 iÉÎº¨ÉxÉÂ Ê¨ÉlªÉÉ|ÉiªÉªÉÉ¦ÉÉ´Éä [nùä½þÉÊnùºÉ„óÉiÉä +½þÆ|ÉiªÉªÉºªÉ] +¦ÉÉ´ÉÉiÉÂ iÉiEòÞiÉ& B´É , xÉ MÉÉèhÉ&* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
3 {ÉÞlÉMMÉÞÁ¨ÉÉhÉÊ´É¶Éä¹ÉºÉÉ¨ÉÉxªÉªÉÉäÌ½þ ËºÉ½þnùä́ ÉnùkÉªÉÉä& +ÊMÉí̈ ÉÉhÉ´ÉEòªÉÉä& MÉÉèhÉ& |ÉiªÉªÉ& ´ÉÉ ¶É¤ªÉ|ÉªÉÉäMÉ& ´ÉÉ ºªÉÉiÉÂ,  
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If there is no clear understanding of the body and the ¡tm¡  as two distinct things, 
it is an error, mithy¡ -pratyaya . In other words, you must understand the two things as 
two things—an¡tm¡ as an¡tm¡ , and ¡tm¡ as ¡tm¡. We are not talking about the 
ontological status of ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡  here; we are only seeing the distinction between 
the two. If you ask me what the relationship is between ¡tm¡  and the an¡tm¡ , in terms 
of reality, I would say that, they are not two different things, like table and chair. The 
table can be there without chair, and the chair can be there without table. Here, however, 
though ¡tm¡  can be there without an¡tm¡ , the an¡tm¡ does not exist without ¡tm¡ . 
That is the ontological relationship between ¡tm¡ and an¡tm¡. Now, however, we are 
talking purely of the properties of ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡ . If ¡tm¡  is understood and the 
properties of an¡tm¡ are understood to belong to an¡tm¡, there is no problem. Then, if 
one says, ‘I am fat,’ it can be gau¸a, figurative. But if it is not understood, it is a 
mithy¡ -pratya ya, a false notion, like the rope being mistaken for a snake. That is not 
gau¸a, because you are jumping for the snake, not for the rope. p£rvapakÀ¢ 

IF ËTMË IS NOT A KARTË THE áRUTI WILL LOOSE ITS VALIDITY AS A 
PRAMËÛA—PÍRVAPAKâÌ'S OBJECTION 

Now áa´kara considers the argument presented earlier 1 by the P£rva -
m¢m¡Æsaka  that if ¡tm¡  is not an agent, kart¡, the ¿ruti will lose its status as a means 
of knowledge, pram¡¸a, because, in its injunctions, etc., it is addressing a kart¡.2 This 
is a presumption, arth¡patti. How? When the ¿ruti says, ‘If you want this, do this 
action. If you want to avoid pain, do not do this,’ it is addressing someone who does an 
action, a kart¡ . If ¡tm¡ were akart¡ , the ¿ruti would not ask it to do various things. 
Nobody tells a bald-headed person to tie his hair properly, and nobody says to a human 
being, ‘Polish your horn.’ Similarly, the ¿ruti cannot tell me, ‘Do this,’ if I am not a 
kart¡ in the vision of the ¿ruti. So it is presumed that the ¡tm¡ is viewed by the ¿ruti as 
a kart¡. 

áA×KARA 'S ANSWER  
VEDA IS A PRAMËÛA ONLY WITH REFERENCE TO UNSEEN THINGS  

áa´kara  says that this is not true. The ¿ruti has the status of being a means of 
knowledge only with reference to things that cannot be known by any other means of 
knowledge, and are,  therefore, unseen, ad¤À¶a.3 It can serve as a means of knowledge for 

                                                                 
 

xÉ +MÉÞÁ¨ÉÉhÉºÉÉ¨ÉÉxªÉÊ´É¶Éä¹ÉªÉÉä&* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0**  
1 See: Another Argument by the P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka , page: 486 
2 ªÉkÉÖ =HÆò ¸ÉÖÊiÉ|ÉÉ¨ÉÉhªÉÉnùÂ <ÊiÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0**  
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things that cannot be known by perception, etc., like the means and ends, s¡dhana -
s¡dhya , such as the agnihotra ritual and heaven. But it does not have the status of being 
a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a , for things that can be known by perception, etc., for 
its scope is in what is not known by these means. Without any exposure to the ¿ruti, and 
before any exposure to the ¿ruti, do not people have the sense, I am doing, I am seeing, I 
am happy, I am unhappy, etc.? From this it is clear that you do not need ¿ruti to tell you 
whether you are a kart¡ or not. It is very well known to you through your experiences of 
seeing, etc. You need only yourself, not ¿ruti, to determine that you are a doer.  

DEFINITION OF A PRAMËÛA  

A pram¡¸a , means of knowledge, has its access only with reference to things that 
are not known, anadhigata.1 But what is brought to light can be right or wrong, because 
a snake is also brought to light. Thus, we cannot say that anything that a pram¡¸a , as it 
has been so far defined, brings to light is valid, because the same eyes that make me see 
the rope, also make me jump for a snake which is not there. Therefore, we have to add 
one more word to the definition of pram¡¸a . It not only brings to light what was not 
previously known, anadhigata, but what it reveals must be ab¡dhita, not negatable. We 
cannot say that anything that the sense organs or any reasoning bring to light need 
always be valid knowledge, pram¡ , because there can always be an error, bhrama. To 
cover this possibility, we have to say that pram¡¸a  is that which is capable of producing 
knowledge of an object, which is not so far known, and that knowledge cannot be 
negated later. What it reveals cannot be arrived at by perception–pratyakÀa, inference–
anum¡na, presumption–arth¡patti, comparison–upam¡na , or the means for the 
cognition of non-existence–anupalabdhi, and therefore, it is an independent means of 
knowledge.  

WHAT IS REVEALED BY áRUTI IS NEITHER REVEALED NOR NEGATED BY OTHER PRAMËÛAS 

It has to talk about something that cannot be known by any of these means. Then 
again, it cannot be contradicted by any other pram¡¸a, because no other pram¡¸a has 
access to its subject matter. If it can be contradicted, then it is dealing with an object that 
is available for other means of knowledge. When the ¿ruti says that there is a heaven, 
how can we contradict it? We cannot argue that there is no heaven because we do not see 
one. That is why we need the ¿ruti to say that there is one—because we do not see. If we 
could, ¿ruti need not say that. That is why ¿ruti does not tell us that there is Antarctica. 
It knows that we can see that fact by ourselves. Therefore, ¿ruti must talk about 

                                                                 
 

|ÉÉ¨ÉhªÉÆ, xÉ |ÉiªÉIÉÉÊnùÊ´É¹ÉªÉä* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
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‘+YÉÉiÉÉlÉÇYÉÉ{ÉEòÆ |É¨ÉÉhÉ¨ÉÂ’ is another way of defining a pram¡¸a. 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 464 

something, which cannot be otherwise known. It can talk about heaven as an end, 
s¡dhya , and also the means, s¡dhana, for attaining that, the jyotiÀ¶oma. Without the 
¿ruti, we neither know that there is a heaven, nor an jyotiÀ¶oma ritual, nor the 
connection between the two—that one is the end and the other is the means for it.  

'I AM A KARTË ' IS A NATURAL CONCLUSION BORN OF IGNORANCE  
WE DO NOT NEED áRUTI TO REVEAL IT 

The validity of the ¿ruti is only with reference to things like these, not what is 
experienced by perception, etc. Therefore, ¿ruti does not have to establish that you are a 
kart¡. If it has to establish something with reference to ¡tm¡ , then it is the fact that 
¡tm¡ is not a kart¡. It does not have the status of being a means of knowledge, 
pram¡¸a, for things that can be known by perception, etc., because its pr¡m¡¸ya is in 
things that cannot be known by these other means, ad¤À¶a. Therefore, the ¿ruti need not 
come and tell you that you are a kart¡. It is seen, d¤À¶a , by you. It is your own 
experience. Therefore, it is not possible to imagine an I-sense in the body-mind-sense-
complex being secondary. It is caused by a false notion, mithy¡-pratyaya, and cannot be 
imagined to be figurative, gau¸a.1 

IF THE áRUTI WERE TO CONTRADICT OTHER PRAMËÛAS, IT IS NOT ACCEPTABLE  

áa´kara  says here that even if a hundred ¿ruti passages were to say that fire is 
cold and non -luminous, they would not gain the status of being a pram¡¸a .2 They would 
not be valid. Why? No means of knowledge can contradict what can be known by 
another means of knowledge. No ¿ruti can contradict what can be known by perception, 
etc. No scripture in the world can say anything against common sense and be considered 
valid. If it says that God, sitting in heaven, created the world, it is wrong, because it is 
against all logic. Anything illogical has to be taken as illogical and dismissed. Just 
because some authority says it, it does not become valid. Therefore, áa´kara says that 
even if the ¿ruti says that fire is cold, it will not be considered valid. Then he qualifies 
this statement.  

IF WHAT THE áRUTI SAYS SEEMS CONTRADICTORY, WE SHOULD LOOK INTO THE INTENDED 
MEANING 

If such a ¿ruti statement is there, we should look into it to see if the ¿ruti intended 
some other meaning. This is what they call ¿raddh¡. If we find that the ¿ruti is making 
a statement which seems to contradict another pram¡¸a, or what ¿ruti itself has said 
elsewhere, then we look into the ¿ruti again and see whether there is any other meaning 
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in keeping with what it said before, and what it says later. We try to understand what the 
¿ruti says.1 

After all, in many statements even in our day-to-day interactions, we have to go 
behind the sentence to see the intended meaning, because the words themselves are 
sometimes not adequate. People are brief in communicating, or sometimes even 
incapable of communicating because they do not have sufficient words to express 
themselves. There is an intention in everybody's statement, and that intention you have 
to see to get the meaning of the statement. Mere words themselves sometimes do not 
convey, and therefore you have to see the intended meaning. Thus, áa´kara  concludes 
that if there is any such statement in the ¿ruti, you have to look into it again. Why? 
Because if it makes such contradictory statements, then ¿ruti itself cannot be a 
pram¡¸a. The ¿ruti cannot have the status of being the means of knowledge, and, at the 
same time, make contradictory statements. Which statement would we take as true, 
which as not true? No pram¡¸a can contradict another pram¡¸a. This includes ¿ruti; it 
cannot contradict itself.  

For example, in one place the ¿ruti asks you to do karma. Then later, in Ved¡nta , 
it says immortality is gained, ‘Not by karma or progeny or wealth, but by renouncing all 
these—na  karma¸¡  na prajay¡  dhanena  ty¡gena…’ Is there a contradiction? No, 
because it does not say that you will gain mokÀa by karma. There is no contradiction, 
because there are two different topics; one is karma , the other is knowledge, jµ¡na . 
Therefore, we have to understand what the ¿ruti says. And if there is any statement 
which is contradictory to other pram¡¸as, we have to look into the ¿ruti again. We 
cannot accept that it is a means of knowledge for some things and not for others. It is like 
having half an egg for hatching and the other half for an omelette. Similarly, we cannot 
accept half the ¿ruti, or certain portions of the ¿ruti as valid, and other parts as not valid. 
We have to accept it totally. The fact that one is a kart¡  is known to all. áruti need not 
and does not reveal this. It only reveals that which is not known to you.  

ACCEPTANCE OF SELF IGNORANCE DOES NOT MAKE THE áRUTI LOSE ITS 
VALIDITY  
IF THE KARTË IS MITHYË, áRUTI WOULD LOSE ITS VALIDITY—PÍRVAPAKâÌ'S OBJECTION 

Another objection is raised here. Any karma requires a kart¡, without whom 
there can be no karma . Thus, the various rituals that are enjoined by the ¿ruti imply a 
kart¡. If this kart¡  does not exist, because it is created by a false notion, mithy¡ -
pratyaya, then the ¿ruti has no pr¡m¡¸ya . áa´kara  has said that to be a doer, there 
must be a false notion, mithy¡-pratyaya. The ¡tm¡  should be seen as a doer as the body 
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does the action. Even though one sees very clearly the action emanating from the mind, 
sense organs, and organs of action, and is aware that he is using all of them at the same 
time, there is the notion, ‘I perform the action.’ That notion is clearly false, mithy¡ -
pratyaya, because the one who is conscious of all those instruments performing the 
action, does not perform any action. It is like a light saying, ‘I am reading,’ when it 
illumines the book that you are reading. It does not do any action, not even illumining, 
because its nature is light. In that, the objects get illumined.  

Similarly, the nature of ¡tm¡  is consciousness, caitanya , and in that 
consciousness alone the knower, known, and instrument of knowledge, all shine. All of 
them have their being in that consciousness and all of them shine after that 
consciousness. Therefore, it is clear that ¡tm¡  does not perform any action. But then, if 
you take the ¡tm¡ as a doer, kart¡, that kart¡  is false; it is created by an erroneous 
notion. Since the kart¡  is false, the opponent argues here that this amounts to saying that 
the kart¡ is not there. If the kart¡ is not there, then the whole Veda which talks about 
doing various rituals becomes invalid, there is apram¡¸atva  for the Veda because it is 
addressing an ¡tm¡ which is not a kart¡. It is something like asking a person who is 
lame to ride a bike. Similarly here, there is no kart¡ at all, yet the Veda says, ‘Perform 
action.’ Therefore, in order to make the Veda valid, that is, to restore pram¡¸atva  to the 
Veda, you must make the ¡tm¡  a kart¡.1 This is the idea the opponent wants to express. 

IT IS STILL A PRAMËÛA WITH REFERENCE TO BRAHMAVIDYË —VEDËNTÌ'S REPLY 

áa´kara  dismisses this. While it is true that the Veda may not be a pram¡¸a  with 
reference to karma if there is no kart¡ , it is still tenable for it to have the status of being 
a pram¡¸a for the knowledge of Brahman.2 The kart¡  is naturally established, 
svabh¡va -siddha.  No pram¡¸a is necessary for that. Everybody has the sense, ‘I am 
the kart¡.’ Knowing that, the Veda addresses that person, ‘Do this karma; avoid that 
karma,’ and so on. If the person gets a little serious and wants to know something more, 
then the Veda says, ‘You are not the kart¡.’ All the time it says, ‘Do this; do that,’ then 
when I begin to question why I should do all this karma for things I am not interested in, 
because, what I want is mokÀa, it says, ‘Okay, then you have to know yourself as 
akart¡.’ T here, the Veda is definitely a pram¡¸a . When the kart¡ is there, the Veda is a 
pram¡¸a, and even when the kart¡ is not there, it is still a pram¡¸a. 
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IF THE KARMAKËÛÚA IS NOT VALID, THEN THE JØËNAKËÛÚA IS ALSO NOT VALID—
PÍRVAPAKâÌ'S OBJECTION 

Now another ob jection is raised, assuming that the ¿ruti which enjoins karma 
loses its status as a pram¡¸a if the kart¡ is proved to be false. If the ¿ruti that enjoins 
karma is not a means of knowledge, likewise, the ¿ruti that teaches the knowledge of 
Brahman  has no pr¡m¡¸ya . The portion of the Veda dealing with the reality of ¡tm¡ is 
not valid for the one who looks upon himself as a kart¡ . He has no interest in pursuing 
that part of the Veda, the jµ¡na-k¡¸·a. Similarly, the one who looks upon himself as a 
non-doer, akart¡, has no attraction towards the part of the Veda that enjoins action, 
karma-k¡¸·a. Just as the injunctions for karma are not valid for the one who knows 
that he is not a doer, so too, the things that are enjoined for the one who wants to know 
Brahman  are not valid, and hold no interest for the one who is convinced that he is a 
doer.  

When the ¿ruti says that the self is to be seen, listened about, analysed, and 
contemplated upon—¡tm¡ v¡ are draÀ¶avyaÅ, ¿rotavyaÅ  mantavyaÅ 
nididhy¡sitavyaÅ, the person who is committed to being a doer has no interest in this 
pursuit. One cancels the other, like the dream and waking. The waking is cancelled in the 
dream, and the dream is cancelled in the waking. Which ¡tm¡  is more real? The dreamer 
and waker both cancel eac h other. Here too, the jµ¡na-k¡¸·a  is cancelled by the 
karma-k¡¸·a, and the karma-k¡¸·a  is cancelled by the jµ¡na-k¡¸·a . The pursuit of 
karma is possible only when you look upon the ¡tm¡ as a kart¡, and in the pursuit of 
knowledge, you should look upon the ¡tm¡ as akart¡ . Therefore, if the ¿ruti, which 
enjoins karma  is not a pram¡¸a, neither is the ¿ruti which teaches knowledge of 
Brahman .1 When a person understands that what he took to be a snake is really a rope, 
the snake goes away. And again just as the snake goes away, the rope also may go away. 
Where is the guarantee that the rope is real? This is his problem.  

WHILE THE KARMAKËÛÚA CAN BE NEGATED BY THE JØËNAKËÛÚA , THERE IS NOTHING TO 
NEGATE WHAT THE JØËNAKËÛÚA SAYS—VEDËNTÌ'S REPLY 

The snake goes away,  but the knowledge of the rope will not go away if it is satya . 
What is negated is mithy¡ and what is not negated is satya . Similarly, ¡tm¡  being a 
kart¡ is mithy¡, while ¡tm¡ being akart¡ is satya . Both do not enjoy the same status, 
because ¡tm¡ being a kart¡  is not revealed by the ¿¡stra . The kart¡ is addressed by the 
¿¡stra, but the ¿¡stra does not serve as a means of knowledge in establishing that ¡tm¡ 
is a kart¡. Its pr¡m¡¸ya in that context is only in giving some means and ends that are 
not otherwise known to us. You do not require ¿¡stra  to reveal that you are the kart¡ , 
because everybody knows, ‘I am the doer; I am the enjoyer; I am unhappy; I am 

                                                                 
1 Eò¨ÉÇÊ´ÉÊvÉ¸ÉÖÊiÉ´ÉiÉÂ ¥ÉÀÊ´ÉtÉÊ´ÉÊvÉ¸ÉÖiÉä& +|ÉÉ¨ÉÉhªÉ|ÉºÉƒó&* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 468 

saÆs¡r¢,’ etc. Even a dog knows that! When a dog is eating, it does not feel that 
somebody else is eating. When it wants to wag the tail, it does not wag some other tail, 
but only its own. That is called a sense of agency, kart¤tva -buddhi, and every 
individual has it. The ¿¡stra need not reveal that you are a kart¡. 

It does say, however, that any karma you do produces a result that is not seen, 
ad¤À¶a. Thus, the ¿¡stra reveals pu¸ya and p¡pa. Then, the ¿¡stra also reveals that, if 
you do this karma, you will get this result. I do not know what the jyotiÀ¶oma ritual is, 
nor that if I do it I will go to heaven, nor that there is a heaven, nor that I will survive 
death. This is all beyond my perception and inference, and therefore, the ¿¡stra serves as 
a means of knowledge in revealing it, but not in establishing the kart¡ . Finally, the 
¿¡stra reveals that ¡tm¡ is not a kart¡, it does not perform any action; it is Brahman . 
That knowledge negates any sense of agency, kart¤tva , or enjoyership, bhokt¤tva; in 
other words, saÆs¡ritva. It points out the real nature, svar£pa, of the kart¡ , finally, 
negating the sense of doership, kart¤tva-buddhi. 

Now the question is, just as the kart¤tva -buddhi is negated by akart¤tva-buddhi, 
perhaps the akart¤tva-buddhi can also be negated by kart¤tva-buddhi. áa´kara  says, 
‘No, it cannot be negated.’1 Why? Once the kart¤tva -buddhi is negated, and ¡tm¡  is 
discovered to be akart¡, the kart¤tva -buddhi cannot arise in the same place because 
being akart¡  is the truth of ¡tm¡; it is satya, and in the discovery of that, the false 
notion, mithy¡-pratyaya, that ¡tm¡  is a kart¡  goes away. Once it has been removed by 
knowledge, how can that false notion come again? Whenever there is ignorance, it is not 
mandatory that there should be a false cognition, as in sleep, or when something is 
totally unknown. But whenever there is a false cognition, there is  always ignorance. If 
that ignorance has gone, there is no possibility of a false cognition occurring. In the wake 
of knowledge, ignorance goes away, and therefore, a false notion arising from it cannot 
come back. We cannot negate what is real, satya , but only what is false, mithy¡. If the 
real ¡tm¡  can also be negated, then what is satya ? The ¡tm¡ that can be negated 
becomes mithy¡, because only that which is not subject to negation can be called satya. 

áa´kara  explains further. Once you have knowledge that fire is hot and brilliant, 
can it be negated? But suppose you think that fire is always covered by ashes, is that 
true? No, it is a false notion and it can be negated by the knowledge that fire is hot and 
brilliant, a knowledge that cannot subsequently be negated. Similarly, the ideas that the 
sun rises in the eastern sky, or that the earth is flat, are false notions, and though they 
were once held as true, they were later negated. Now, here, can you say that the 
recognition of ¡tm¡  as akart¡  is also subject to negation? There is no way of negating 
the ¡tm¡, because what cannot be negated is the ¡tm¡ that is neither a doer nor an 
enjoyer. Anything that is satya cannot be negated—ab¡dhitaÆ  satyam. The one who 
negates everything is ¡tm¡, and that person is a conscious being who cannot be negated 
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at any time. Anything you are aware of, any object of consciousness you can keep 
negating, but what cannot be negated is the one who negates, who is consciousness. It is 
something like space—you can move anything around in space, but you cannot move 
space around. Therefore, it is not possible to negate the nature of ¡tm¡ .  

The P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka's argument is that if the sense of agency in ¡tm¡ can be 
negated by the ¿ruti that reveals knowledge of Brahman, then that ¿ruti also stands 
negated by the ¿ruti that enjoins karma  for a kart¡. Then, both fail to be means of 
knowledge, pram¡¸a, and therefore, the Veda loses its pr¡m¡¸ya . No, the ¿ruti that 
enjoins karma is negated by the ¿ruti that reveals brahma-vidy¡ , and that is why 
Ved¡nta comes later, and karma comes first. It is like every erroneous perception. Will 
the correct perception come earlier or later? The correcting perception always comes 
later, after the erroneous perception. The perception that ¡tm¡  is a kart¡ is first. 
Everybody has it. Later, the ¿ruti comes and tells us that it is not a kart¡ . That cannot be 
negated by the already negated notion that ¡tm¡  is a kart¡ . Once it has been negated, it 
cannot come and negate the truth.  

Once the snake is negated by pointing out that it is a rope, the snake will not come 
and appear there again. You will not mistake that rope for a snake again. In that example, 
the same mistake may be committed at a different place and time, but here, place and 
time do not come into the picture. When does the ¡tm¡ disappear? How many ¡tm¡s 
have you got? When can you commit the mistake? We cannot say that there is 
inadequate light, because light is ¡tm¡ . How are you going to miss that ¡tm¡? It is not 
memory-based; it does not have a locatio n; it is yourself. It is not dependent upon a time 
because time is mithy¡ , nor does it appear in a particular state, because all the states are 
dependent upon the ¡tm¡. Therefore, once known, when can you again commit a 
mistake about ¡tm¡? It is not possible. Once the false notion, mithy¡ -pratyaya , is 
understood as false, it stands negated, b¡dhita , and the truth remains.  

We have seen that the sentences of the ¿ruti which reveal the reality of ¡tm¡  as 
Brahman , cannot be negated by those ¿ruti sentences that reveal various means for 
various ends which are not otherwise known to us. There is another thing to be noted 
about these two different types of ¿ruti. While the first portion of the ¿ruti reveals 
certain ends and the means that can be employed to gain them, in the second portion, the 
¿ruti itself is the means and the end is the very knowledge gained from the words of the 
¿ruti. The knowledge itself is liberation, the end. Why should anybody study the 
Ved¡nta-¿¡stra? At least in the first portion of the Veda, you understand what is 
desirable and what is not desirable, and how to accomplish the varieties of ends. But why 
should I study the last portion, which is dealing with some reality. We are not interested 
in reality; we are interested in achieving ends. Therefore, I study Ved¡nta  not just to 
know something, but also in order to gain freedom, mokÀa. The value is for mokÀa, and 
here, knowledge itself is that end. What I am seeking happens to be myself, and 
therefore, the knowledge of myself is itself the end here. And there is no other end 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 470 

proposed after the knowledge. By inquiry into Ved¡nta , or any other ¿¡stra, what do 
you get? Only knowledge; because being a pram¡¸a, it is meant only for knowledge.  

The subject matter of Ved¡nta  is the ¡tm¡  and that ¡tm¡ happens to be the satya , 
the truth of everything. When I understand this, I understand that I am the whole, so this 
knowledge itself is an end. It is unlike any other type of knowledge. If at all there is a 
knowledge that we can cite as an example, it is like the knowledge of the tenth man who 
was searching for the tenth man. Himself being the tenth man, he did not count himself 
and when he was told, ‘You are the tenth man,’ he discovered, ‘I am the tenth man.’ 
Here, knowledge is the end because he is seeking himself. When you seek something 
that you already have, knowledge is the end in itself. This particular end unfolded by 
Ved¡nta cannot be negated by the karma-k¡¸·a because the agent, kart¡, himself is 
negated by this knowledge. Therefore, this canno t be further negated.  

The I-notion in the body-mind-sense-complex gets sublated, b¡dhyate. That is 
different from getting destroyed. When something is destroyed, it ceases to exist in that 
form. But when something is sublated, even though it continues to be there in the same 
form, you know that it is not true. The I-notion in the body, etc., is understood as false. 
Unless what is false is understood as false, there is no negation, b¡dha . When what is 
false is understood as false, that is knowledge, jµ¡na. False understood as false is truth. 
The truth is, ‘It is false.’ Or, we can say that the erroneous conclusion or perception that 
‘I’ is the body-mind-sense-complex is negated. How it is negated or sublated? In the 
wake of knowledge of the ¡tm¡. How that is possible? Because one is true, and the other 
is false. Until that knowledge takes place, the false will masquerade as the real, like any 
impostor. Until you call the bluff, he passes for what he pretends to be. Once you inquire 
into who he is, the truth is exposed. Similarly, here, until you call the bluff, this I-notion 
in the body, etc., passes as true. Once you have that knowledge of the ¡tm¡ , it cannot be 
negated further. 

ONCE A CLEAR VISION OF ËTMË IS GAINED , IT CANNOT BE NEGATED BY ANYONE, AT ANY 
TIME, IN ANY WAY 

Who is going to negate it?1 If it has to be negated, there should be another ¡tm¡ . 
Because no other ¡tm¡ is available, it cannot be negated by anyone —kenacit na 
b¡dhyate. Then again, it cannot be negated at any time—kad¡cit na b¡dhyate, because 
it is not dependent upon time. On the other hand, time has its being in this ¡tm¡, which 
is entirely free from time, nitya. How is it going to change at any time? At no time is it 
possible to negate this knowledge of ¡tm¡. Further, it cannot be negated in any way—
kathaµcidapi na b¡dhyate. How are you going to negate it? You require a means of 
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knowledge, pram¡¸a, for that. Inference is not going to negate it; perception is not 
going to negate it, because it is not an object of perception or inference.  

To negate it you must have better knowledge of ¡tm¡ , but the ¿ruti has already 
negated everything. Even the means of knowledge, pram¡¸a, and the thing to be 
known, prameya, stand negated by ¿ruti. Which prav¤tti is going to negate this ¡tm¡? 
There is no means of knowledge to employ to gain better knowledge of the ¡tm¡ so that 
it can be negated. Once I say, ¡tm¡  is pure consciousness, free from any form of 
limitation, not bound by time or space, and having no particular attribute, how are you 
going to negate it? You are aware of an attribute, and what you are aware of you can 
negate.  

Every attribute obtains as an object of consciousness. If, instead of recognizing the 
consciousness as ¡tm¡ , you recognize any one thing that you are conscious of as the 
¡tm¡, like the body, or the mind, or the senses, then it can be negated. Why? Because it 
is an¡tm¡ ; it is available for your sight. Since you can objectify every one of them, they 
are all subject to negation. Then what is left out is that which cannot be negated further. 
Anything that is negatable is in your consciousness, and whatever you negate you hold in 
your mind. That is what you are negating. Therefore, anything that is negated or subject 
to negation is within the scope of consciousness alone. But you cannot negate 
consciousness, because the one who has to negate consciousness is that very 
consciousness. It is something like wanting to see your own birth, or your own parents' 
marriage. How are you going to do that. Similarly, how are you going to negate the 
¡tm¡? Everything else I can negate, but not I, the one who negates. 

Nor can you say, ‘Even though I have knowledge, I have not gained mokÀa .’ The 
knowledge is non-separate from the result, mokÀa . And that result of this knowledge 
cannot be negated because it is not other than the ¡tm¡.1 In terms of result, it cannot be 
negated, because there is no result that improves upon this. It is freedom. If you gain 
freedom from freedom, what do you have? Bondage! Therefore, neither in terms of 
result can it be negated,  because it cannot be bettered, nor in terms of knowledge, 
because there is no means of knowledge for it. The ¿¡stra has the last word when it says 
that you are Brahman. How are you going to improve upon it? Brahman  means 
infinite, limitless—there is nothing other than that. Who is going to improve it? If it is 
anything else, it is only going to be less. 

When you know that fire is uÀ¸aÅ prak¡¿a ca , hot and brilliant, how are you 
going to negate it? It cannot be negated because it is the very nature of fire. Only what is 
not its nature can be negated. If I give any one attribute to ¡tm¡, you can negate that. 
You can contend with it. But, when I say that any attribute that you give to the ¡tm¡ is 
subject to negation, how are you going to negate it? You cannot! Thus, what remains 
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unnegatable at all times is ¡tm¡ alone. You cannot negate this pure consciousness, 
¡tm¡. The ¿ruti that reveals this cannot be negated by any other ¿ruti, which enjoins 
karma.  

EVEN THOUGH THE KARMAKËÛÚA IS NEGATED BY THE JØËNAKËÛÚA , IT HAS ITS OWN SPHERE 
OF VALIDITY 

Further, just because we say that the ¿ruti that teaches brahma-vidy¡ negates the 
¿ruti that enjoins karma, that does not mean that the brahma -vidy¡ portion of the ¿ruti 
has the status of being a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a, while the ¿ruti enjoining 
karma does not.1 The negation is only from the standpoint of understanding that ¡tm¡ is 
not a kart¡. When that is understood, and it is understood that only ¡tm¡ is real and 
everything else, including the ¿ruti, is mithy¡ , the ¿ruti enjoining karma no longer has 
any validity. But just because it is negated by the brahma-vidy¡ -¿ruti, it does not mean 
that it has no validity at all. It is like this. Even in the karmasection, there is a certain 
sequence to be followed in doing karma . For example, first you have to undergo 
upanayana, in order to be qualified for marriage, viv¡ha . And again, the viv¡ha 
qualifies you to do a particular ritual, called the vai¿va -deva , which, in turn, qualifies 
you to perform the agnihotra . The one who per forms the agnihotra  is qualified to 
perform the jyotiÀ¶oma, and the one who has performed the jyotiÀ¶oma is qualified to 
perform the various c¡turm¡sya  rituals, and so on.  

Each one qualifies you to perform the other. And one by one they are given up. 
Once you have done upanayana, for example, you do not have to do it again. That does 
not mean that what was said by the ¿¡stra about the sequence of the rituals is not valid. 
It is just that, some of them need not be repeated. Similarly, all the various karmas that 
you do that are enjoined by the ¿ruti are supposed to make your mind ready for the 
knowledge given at the end in the jµ¡na-k¡¸·a.2 Then lastly, what is the real aim of all 
the karma? As he is doing them, the person also gains antaÅ -kara¸a -¿uddhi, and then 
a desire is born in the mind to know the Ì¿vara that he is worshipping. He begins to 
think, ‘What is this Ì¿vara whom I am worshipping? What is the relationship between 
me and Ì¿vara ? What is the truth of Ì¿vara? What is the truth of myself, the world?’ 
This desire to know is born because of a religious life. In áa´kara's vision the whole 
karma-k¡¸·a is meant only to create an interest in the pursuit towards the self, ¡tm¡ . 

It is in order to create that pursuit of knowledge of the self that all these karmas 
are mentioned. And just because one karma  is negated when you do the second karma , 
the ¿ruti that talks about the first karma does not cease to be a means of knowledge; it is 
as valid as the ¿ruti that talks about the second karma. It is not valid for the one who has 
already done the first karma , but is valid for the one who has not yet done it. Similarly, 
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when the ¿ruti talks about ¡tm¡  being Brahman , and therefore, not a kart¡ , all the 
karma is already negated. When it says that immortality cannot be gained by karma, or 
by progeny, or by wealth, but by renouncing all these—na karma¸¡  na prajay¡ 
dhanena ty¡gena eke am¤tatvam ¡na¿uÅ, it is not contradicting itself. At a particular 
stage it talks about karma , and doing that karma  can lead to renouncing all of it. In that 
sense, it makes you ready. Therefore, a religious life is enjoined for inquiry into 
Ved¡nta. Without a religious life there is no fruitful inquiry into Ved¡nta , because it is 
not simply dry philosophy. Thus, it is in a religious atmosphere alone that Ved¡nta is 
studied.  

Further, when the ¿ruti reveals that everything other than Brahman is mithy¡, the 
karma-k¡¸·a has already become negated, b¡dhita. How can you say that it is mithy¡ , 
and at the same time, a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a? Even though it is mithy¡ , still, 
it is a means, an up¡ya . From the standpoint of what is to be accomplished, it has a 
certain empirical reality, in keeping with the reality of what is to be accomplished. 
Suppose a person is frightened by a snake that he has  seen. His friend comes along and 
realises that he is mistaking a rope for a snake. What does he do? He brings in a 
flashlight, an up¡ya , to reveal the rope. Now the means, the up¡ya , that he used has not 
produced anything, nor has it scared away the snake. It only reveals the truth. In 
revealing the truth, it solves a problem that was based on ignorance.  

If you are Brahman, free from bondage, etc., then where is mokÀa? Finally the 
¿¡stra says that there is no seeker, no desirer of this knowledge, and no liberation. This 
is the truth. If the whole problem is false, mithy¡, the means for solving it is also 
mithy¡ . Still, it enjoys a certain empirical reality, which is fine, because it leads you to 
the reality. áa´kara , keeping in mind that he is talking to a P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka , says 
that it is like arthav¡da—statements of fact that are auxiliary to injunctions. áa´kara 
gives him an example that he can easily understand.  

EVEN THOUGH THE áRUTI IS MITHYË, IT IS STILL VALID BECAUSE WHAT IT REVEALS IS SATYA  

The P£rva-m¢m¡Æsaka's view is that the entire Veda is meant to make you act, 
and not to reveal an existent fact. If there is any statement of fact, that statement, called 
arthav¡da , has to be connected to a main injunction, otherwise it is meaningless—
¡mn¡yasya kriy¡rthatv¡t ¡narthakyam atadarth¡n¡m.1 For example, in the Veda it 
is said that Agni wept tears of silver. What do I gain by knowing this fact? The Veda is 
not literature; it is a scripture, and it has to be meaningful. It is meaningful; because from 
this statement we understand that giving, silver in the ritual is prohibited. If you do, you 
will have reasons to cry. Thus, this statement of fact, arthav¡da, becomes part of the 
description of how the ritual is to be done—itikartavyat¡. Similarly, áa´kara says that 
the entire karma-k¡¸·a can be like an arthav¡da  for the jµ¡na-k¡¸·a. Even though 
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the means is mithy¡, it has some reality because of the reality of the end.1 It is not 
directly a means for jµ¡na, but it does not lose its status of being a pram¡¸a , because it 
is indirectly useful for the main thing.  

IT IS VALID AS IT IS USEFUL, LIKE SECULAR TRANSACTIONS 

Even in secular transactions, we use these sorts of means. If we want a child to 
drink milk, we tell him that his hair will grow if he drinks it. It is true that it is a false 
statement; but it does the job. 2 We say a lot of things just to make the child do things, 
which are good for him. Similarly, even though it is mithy¡, the ¿¡stra  talks about the 
karma-k¡¸·a as though it is a pram¡¸a , in order to make you do what it says, so that 
you will gain antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi and prepare yourself for the knowledge that makes 
you free. We follow a mithy¡ means to achieve a real result. To know Brahman which 
is real, satya, we have many up¡yas, means, that are all mithy¡ . áa´kara connects the 
entire karma-k¡¸·a  to brahma-vidy¡  in this way.  

IT IS VALID FOR THOSE WHO HAVE I-COGNITION IN THE BODY  

Then he gives an alternative argument for the karma-k¡¸·a  being a direct means 
of knowledge, pram¡¸a, even though it is mithy¡ . Suppose someone is not ready for 
mokÀa, then karma and its results are real for him. In that case, the karma-k¡¸·a is a 
direct means for gaining limited ends.3 

Only the knowledge that is generated by the ved¡nta-¿¡stra  is not subject to 
negation, it is ab¡dhitaÆ jµ¡nam, and therefore, fulfils the definition of a means of 
knowledge, pram¡¸a, which we have defined as that which gives rise to knowledge 
which is not subject to negation and which is not gained by other means of knowledge—
ab¡dhita-anadhiga ta-jµ¡na-janakaÆ pram¡¸am . All our other means of knowledge, 
like inference, anum¡na , etc., do not really give rise to a knowledge, which is not 
negated. That way eventually, even the karma-k¡¸·a  is not a pram¡¸a . Though it talks 
about means and ends, s¡dhana -s¡dhya , that we cannot otherwise know about, those 
means and ends are negated by knowledge of Brahman. When it is revealed that 
everything is one alone, non-dual ¡tm¡, they all become negated, b¡dhita. In its own 
sphere, in the empirical world, the karma-k¡¸·a becomes a pram¡¸a giving rise to 
knowledge of means and ends. These can be used for mental purification, antaÅ -
kara¸a -¿uddhi, in order to gain mokÀa, and thereby, the karma-k¡¸·a becomes useful. 
Even though it is not directly involved in giving rise to mokÀa , indirectly it is useful. 
Secondly, it can be considered directly useful, if we confine ourselves to the sphere of 
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ignorance. If one is satisfied with simple security and pleasure, then the karma-k¡¸·a is 
directly a pram¡¸a for gaining those limited ends. 

The ¿ruti statements, that talk about various karmas, are relevant for people who 
have not yet gained self -knowledge. While previously áa´kara argued that they are 
indirectly valid means of knowledge for gaining mokÀa , here he shows how they are 
directly means of knowledge prior to the gain of knowledge of ¡tm¡. It is like 
perception, etc., which are valid means of knowledge for one who is identified with the 
body, etc. Only when the body, mind, senses are identified as the ¡tm¡  do these become 
pram¡¸as. Otherwise, they are all sublated, b¡dhita -pram¡¸as. Even though they 
continue to operate, they have only empirical reality, not absolute reality, once one 
knows the self. Similarly, before the knowledge of the ¡tm¡, the karma-k¡¸·a has 
validity as a direct means of knowledge, like perception, etc. We do not say that the 
karma-k¡¸·a has no validity as a means of knowledge, pram¡¸a, only that it has no 
validity for the person who has gained knowledge of ¡tm¡ . Even within the karma-
k¡¸·a. an injunction is only valid for the person who is qualified to do it. An injunction 
for a married person, has no validity for a brahmac¡r¢. Similarly, for the person who is 
qualified for mokÀa , or for the person who already knows the nature of ¡tm¡, the 
karma-k¡¸·a has no pr¡m¡¸ya, validity. 

ËTMË IS NOT A KARTË EVEN BY ITS MERE PRESENCE 
BECAUSE ALL ACTIONS TAKE PLACE IN ITS PRESENCE, ËTMË BECOMES A KARTË—
PÍRVAPAKâÌ'S OBJECTION 

Now another objection is raised. The objector here accepts that ¡tm¡ performs no 
action, tha t actionlessness is the nature of the ¡tm¡ . He says that even though in itself it 
does not undergo any change in order to do an action, by its mere presence alone the 
body-mind-sense-complex performs action. That is as good as the ¡tm¡  performing the 
actions. 1 There are different types of agency, kart¤tva. Either you yourself do the action, 
or you make another person do it, or by your simple presence, you make another person 
act. Here, he is saying that by its mere presence, ¡tm¡  performs action. That is, the ¡tm¡ 
has agency, kart¤tva, because without its presence, there cannot be an action by the 
body, mind, and senses. This type of agency is primary, mukhya. If that is the case, he 
will have to admit that it cannot be considered secondary, gau¸a. He gives some 
examples of this type of agency.  

Just because of his presence, the king is said to be engaged in the battle when his 
soldiers are fighting, even though he does not fight at all. Even though the king is sitting 
in his own chamber with a glass in his hand, the people say that the king is fighting. He 
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does not fight at all, but because of his presence, all the fighting takes place. 1 Not only 
that, just because of his presence it is said that he is defeated or victorious. He does not 
perform any action, but who gets defeated? The king alone gets defeated. Who has 
gained victory? Again, the king.2 It is the same for the commander-in-chief, the leader of 
the army. He also does not do any fighting. He sits there in the control tower and goes on 
asking the infantry units to go and fight. By his orders, alone he also gets things done, 
while he himself does no fighting at all. But he and the king are the ones who are going 
to get all the praise if there is victory, and who are going to be imprisoned if there is a 
defeat. The results of the action all come to them, even though they perform no action. 3  

Even in Vedic rituals, it is the same. The one who makes the sa´kalpa, ‘I perform 
the karma,’ does not actually do the karma. The officiating priests, the ¤tviks, do all the 
ritualistic activities, while the one who is having the ritual done, the yajam¡na, sits there 
performing no action at all. Even though he performs no action, all the results of the 
ritual go to him.4 Similarly, even though the body, etc., does the action while ¡tm¡  itself 
performs no action, like the yajam¡na, the king, and the general, still the action is 
imputed to the ¡tm¡ and the results also go to ¡tm¡ . Therefore, ¡tm¡ has primary 
agency, mukhya-kart¤tva . And ¡tm¡  alone is subject to the results of action such as 
pu¸ya and p¡pa, which is translated into sukha and duÅkha.5 

Then, he is not totally happy with the examples he has given, because the king is a 
prompter of the action. Even though the king does not directly engage himself in action, 
there is some kind of activity on his part. Therefore, he gives another example. The ¡tm¡ 
is like a magnet which makes the iron filings active in its presence. The magnet sits in 
one place, without undergoing any change and performing no action, and all the iron 
particles line up. Similarly, ¡tm¡ , by its presence makes the mind, senses, and body all 
active. Therefore, though it does not undergo any change, because it causes the activity, 
it is the primary agent, mukhya -kart¡.6 

                                                                 
1 ªÉlÉÉ ®úÉVÉÉ ªÉÖvªÉ¨ÉÉxÉä¹ÉÖ ªÉÉävÉä¹ÉÖ ªÉÖvªÉiÉä <ÊiÉ |ÉÊºÉrÆù, º´ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ +ªÉÖvªÉ¨ÉÉxÉ& +Ê{É, ºÉÊzÉvÉÉxÉÉnùä́ É* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
2 ÊVÉiÉ& {É®úÉÊVÉiÉ& SÉ <ÊiÉ SÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
3 iÉlÉÉ ºÉäxÉÉ{ÉÊiÉ& ´ÉÉSÉÉ B´É Eò®úÉäÊiÉ* ÊGòªÉÉ¡ò™ôºÉ¨¤ÉxvÉ•É ®úÉYÉ& ºÉäxÉÉ{ÉiÉä•É oùŸõ&* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
4 ªÉlÉÉ SÉ @ñÎi´ÉDò¨ÉÇ ªÉVÉ¨ÉÉxÉºªÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
5 iÉlÉÉ nùä½þÉnùÒxÉÉÆ Eò¨ÉÇ +Éi¨ÉEòÞiÉÆ ºªÉÉiÉÂ* iÉi¡ò™ôºªÉ +Éi¨ÉMÉÉÊ¨Éi´ÉÉiÉÂ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
6 ªÉlÉÉ SÉ §ÉÉ¨ÉEòºªÉ ™ôÉä½þ§ÉÉ¨ÉÊªÉiÉÞi´ÉÉnùÂ +´ªÉÉ{ÉÞiÉºªÉ B´É ¨ÉÖJªÉ¨Éä́ É EòiÉÞÇi´ÉÆ iÉlÉÉ SÉ +Éi¨ÉxÉ& <ÊiÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
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TO SAY THAT ËTMË PERFORMS NO ACTION, AND AT THE SAME TIME IS THE PRIMARY AGENT, IS 
A CONTRADICTION —VEDËNTÌ'S REFUTATION 

áa´kara  says that is not true. If ¡tm¡  does not perform any action, and at the 
same time is the primary agent, which is an accessory to action, k¡raka , that is a 
contradiction. 1 

KARTÎTVA IS OF MANY TYPES—PÍRVAPAKâÌ'S EXPLANATION  

The opponent answers that there are different types of agents,2 like the king, who 
while not doing any action himself, causes action to be done. The contradiction comes 
only when the action is done by the king. We both accept that ¡tm¡  does not undergo 
any change, but that does not mean it has no agency, kart¤tva , he argues. Not changing 
does not eliminate doership on the part of the ¡tm¡ , because without changing, doership 
is also possible, as we see in the king. 

THE EXAMPLES THEMSELVES ARE WRONG—áA×KARA'S REPLY 

áa´kara  now points out the problem with this example. It is not true that the king 
performs no action. Kings do enter into battle, as did R¡ma . Similarly, the commanders-
in-chief engage in  fighting. There, they are all primary agents.3 Even if the king does not 
enter into the fight, that does not mean that he does not fight. In fact, he is the one who 
decides to fight, and then gives the orders to fight. Even the commander-in-chief fights 
by giving orders. These are all actions. They have direct doership because they give the 
orders. The king alone is responsible for the fight. It is not the soldiers that make the 
decision to fight, but the king. Then again, he is the one who distributes the salaries for 
all of them. The fighters are not doing a voluntary job. The king gives money to all of 
them to fight and provides them with all the ammunition. He is a primary agent in the 
battle. So too, the experience of the result of the war, victory or defeat, both belong to 
the king, as they do to the commander-in-chief.  

The same is true for the yajam¡na . He is the one who performs the main homa , 
who does the final oblation, etc. By doing that, and by making the sa´kalpa , as well as 
by giving dakÀi¸¡ , he is definitely the primary agent, mukhya -kart¡, in the ritual. 4 Then 
too, the result of the ritual goes only to him. Therefore, these examples have no meaning 
here.  

                                                                 
1 iÉnùÂ +ºÉiÉÂ* +EòÖ́ ÉÇiÉ& EòÉ®úEòi´É-|ÉºÉƒóÉiÉÂ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
2 EòÉ®úEò¨ÉÂ +xÉäEò|ÉEòÉ®ú¨ÉÂ <ÊiÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
3 xÉ* ®úÉVÉ|É¦ÉÞiÉÒxÉÉÆ ¨ÉÖJªÉºªÉÉÊ{É EòiÉÞÇi´ÉºªÉ nù¶ÉÇxÉÉiÉÂ* ®úÉVÉÉ iÉÉ´ÉiÉÂ º´É´ªÉÉ{ÉÉ®úähÉÉÊ{É ªÉÖvªÉiÉä* ªÉÉävÉÉxÉÉÆ ªÉÉävÉÊªÉiÉÞi´Éä vÉxÉnùÉxÉä  
SÉ ¨ÉÖJªÉ¨Éä́ É EòiÉÞÇi´É¨ÉÂ* iÉlÉÉ VÉªÉ{É®úÉVÉªÉ¡ò™ôÉä{É¦ÉÉäMÉä* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 

4 iÉlÉÉ ªÉVÉ¨ÉÉxÉºªÉÉÊ{É |ÉvÉÉxÉiªÉÉMÉä nùÊIÉhÉÉnùÉxÉä SÉ ¨ÉÖJªÉ¨Éä́ É EòiÉÞÇi´É¨ÉÂ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
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THE KARTÎTVA OF THE ACTIONLESS ËTMË CAN ONLY BE FIGURATIVE AND NEVER REAL—
áA×KARA'S REPL Y 

Therefore, if there is doership for the ¡tm¡ , it is not real; it is only secondary, 
gau¸a.1 The mention of doership is only figurative, an upac¡ra, because ¡tm¡ performs 
no action at all, unlike the king. Even when we say that ¡tm¡  performs every action by 
its mere presence, we do not impute any kind of doership to the ¡tm¡ . In fact, this 
argument of all actions occurring in the mere presence of ¡tm¡ is only to prove that 
¡tm¡  performs no action. The fact that its mere presence makes everything active does  
not mean that it performs any action. Mention of agency is purely a figure of speech. On 
the other hand, it is not true that there is no direct doership for the king implying some 
kind of activity. You cannot say that merely by their presence activity oc curs. It is not 
like the magnet making the iron filings move by its mere presence. The magnet performs 
no action at all; it has no doership. Similarly, ¡tm¡ , by its mere presence makes the 
mind, senses, etc., active, but itself performs no action. Any activity that is imputed to 
the ¡tm¡ will become figurative, upac¡ra  or gau¸a . When you say, ‘I see, I hear, I 
do—¡tm¡  pa¿yati, ¡tm¡ ¿¤¸oti, ¡tm¡  karoti,’ it is purely a figure of speech, not real. 2 
Lastly áa´kara  accepts this. 

IF ËTMË IS NOT A KARTË , IT IS NOT A BHOKTË ALSO 

That being so, when the doership is only a figure of speech, then the result is for 
whom? The result is also a figure of speech. The connection to the results of karma, the 
pu¸ya and p¡pa that manifest as sukha and duÅkha, can only be figurative, gau¸a, not 
real, mukhya . Since ¡tm¡ itself performs no action, it is not accountable for the karma 
and is not going to be the recipient of the result of the karma. A figurative doer is not 
going to perform a real karma. Therefore, it is not true that the changeless self is an 
agent and an enjoyer through the activities of the body, mind, and senses.3 To say that 
¡tm¡ is changeless, and at the same time is a doer and an enjoyer is a contradiction. 

                                                                 
1 iÉº¨ÉÉnùÂ +´ªÉÉ{ÉÞiÉºªÉ EòiÉÞÇi´ÉÉä{ÉSÉÉ®ú& ªÉ&, ºÉ& MÉÉèhÉ& <ÊiÉ +´ÉMÉ¨ªÉiÉä* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
2 ªÉÊnù ¨ÉÖJªÉÆ EòiÉÞÇi´ÉÆ º´É´ªÉÉ{ÉÉ®ú™ôIÉhÉÆ xÉ ={É™ô¦ªÉiÉä ®úÉVÉªÉVÉ¨ÉÉxÉ|É¦ÉÞiÉÒxÉÉÆ iÉnùÉ ºÉÊzÉÊvÉ¨ÉÉjÉähÉÉÊ{É EòiÉÞÇi´ÉÆ ¨ÉÖJªÉÆ  
{ÉÊ®úEò±{ªÉäiÉ, ªÉlÉÉ §ÉÉ¨ÉEòºªÉ ™ôÉä½þ§É¨ÉhÉäxÉ* xÉ iÉlÉÉ ®úÉVÉªÉVÉ¨ÉÉxÉÉnùÒxÉÉÆ º´É´ªÉÉ{ÉÉ®ú& xÉ ={É™ô¦ªÉiÉä* iÉº¨ÉÉiÉÂ 
ºÉÊzÉÊvÉ¨ÉÉjÉähÉÉÊ{É EòiÉÞÇi´ÉÆ MÉÉèhÉ¨Éä́ É* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0**  

3 iÉlÉÉ SÉ ºÉÊiÉ iÉi¡ò™ôºÉ¨¤ÉxvÉÉä%Ê{É MÉÉèhÉ& B´É ºªÉÉiÉÂ* xÉ MÉÉèhÉäxÉ ¨ÉÖJªÉÆ EòÉªÉÈ ÊxÉ´ÉÇiªÉÇiÉä* iÉº¨ÉÉnùÂ +ºÉnùÂ B´É BiÉnùÂ MÉÒªÉiÉä  
nùä½þÉnùÒxÉÉÆ ´ªÉÉ{ÉÉ®úähÉ +´ªÉÉ{ÉÞiÉ +Éi¨ÉÉ EòiÉÉÇ ¦ÉÉäHòÉ SÉ ºªÉÉnùÂ <ÊiÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
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BECAUSE SAêSËRA IS DUE TO DELUSION BORN OF IGNORANCE, TOTAL REMOVAL OF 
SAêSËRA IS POSSIBLE THROUGH JØËNA ALONE 
WHEN THE CAUSE IS DELUSION , EVERYTHING IS POSSIBLE 

All the questions have been answered. Now, at the end, áa´kara  says that when 
the cause is delusion, bhr¡nti, everything is possible. The ¡tm¡, even though not a 
kart¡, becomes a kart¡. When the body-mind-sense-complex is mistaken for the ¡tm¡ 
due to ignorance, there is an erroneous notion that ¡tm¡  is the kart¡. It is all possible, 
just like in a dream, or in a magic show, what is not there, appears to be there. It seems 
as though there are many, though there are not many at all; there is only you. It seems as 
though you are a kart¡ , though you are not doing anything at all. Similarly here, ¡tm¡ 
without being the kart¡  appears to be a kart¡, without being an enjoyer, bhokt¡, appears 
to be a bhokt¡ . And in spite of the ¡tm¡  being non-dual, the duality of seer -seen is 
apparent. Everything is possible—without creation, there is creation, without sustenance 
there is sustenance, without dissolution there is dissolution. 1  

THERE IS NO SAêSËRA IN SITUATIONS WHERE THERE IS NO DELUSION 

And again, in situations like deep sleep or sam¡dhi, where there is no continuity 
of the false I-notion, in the body-mind -sense-complex, there is no sense of doership or 
enjoyership. Therefore, this saÆs¡ra, in the form of kart¤tva  and bhokt¤tva, is entirely 
due to bhr¡nti-pratyaya, delusion, alone. And therefore, it is not real. 2 Once there is a 
fundamental mistake, and that is taken into account, afterwards everything is logical.  
Once you look upon the ¡tm¡  as the body-mind-sense-complex, everything is possible. 
Then karma becomes important, there is dharma and adharma , pu¸ya-p¡pa, karma -
yoga, antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, and sanny¡sa —everything becomes meaningful. 

It is this delusion, this mistaken notion of the self as the body, mind, etc., that is 
responsible for all that is undesirable, what we call saÆs¡ra. It begins with the mistaken 
identification of I as the mind. Then there is identification through the subtle body with 
the whole physical body. Now there is the duality of jµ¡t¡–the knower, jµ¡na–the 
means of knowledge, jµeya–object of knowledge, and the duality of j¢va, jagat, and  
Ì¿vara. This is saÆs¡ra. 

And there is the total resolution of saÆs¡ra, implying the resolution of the duality 
of the individual, the world, and God, j¢va -jagat-¢¿vara, in the wake of knowledge. 3 
That total resolution is mokÀa. Thus, it is established that mokÀa is by knowledge. 
Giving up all karmas is purely by knowledge. If you take to this ¡tm¡, giving up all 
                                                                 
1 §ÉÉÎxiÉÊxÉÊ¨ÉkÉÆ iÉÖ ºÉ´ÉÇ̈ ÉÂ ={É{ÉtiÉä* ªÉlÉÉ º´É{Éîä ¨ÉÉªÉÉªÉÉÆ SÉ B´É¨ÉÂ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
2 xÉ SÉ nùä½þÉtÉi¨É-|ÉiªÉªÉ-§ÉÉÎxiÉ -ºÉxiÉÉxÉ- Ê´ÉSUôänùä¹ÉÖ ºÉÖ¹ÉÖÊ”É-ºÉ¨ÉÉvªÉÉÊnù¹ÉÖ EòiÉÞÇi´É-¦ÉÉäHÞòi´ÉÉÊnù-+xÉlÉÇ ={É™ô¦ªÉiÉä*  
iÉº¨ÉÉnùÂ §ÉÉÎxiÉ-|ÉiªÉªÉ- ÊxÉÊ¨ÉkÉ B´É +ªÉÆ ºÉÆºÉÉ®ú§É¨ÉÉä xÉ iÉÖ {É®ú¨ÉÉlÉÇ <ÊiÉ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 

3 ºÉ¨ªÉMnù¶ÉÇxÉÉnùÂ +iªÉxiÉ¨Éä́ É ={É®ú¨É <ÊiÉ ÊºÉrù¨ÉÂ* ¶ÉÉ0 ¶……0** 
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karmas, sarvadharm¡n parityajya , I will release you from all p¡pa and pu¸ya . Who 
is this ‘I’? It is ¡tm¡ , the innermost self, the self of all, the param¡tm¡ . Recognition of 
this ¡tm¡, the real nature of the Lord and the individual, j¢va, is the release. 

In this chapter, the entire g¢t¡-¿¡stra is being summed up. And in the previous two 
verses, it was again briefly summed up. In one verse, karma-yoga  was mentioned, and 
in the other, jµ¡na-karma-sanny¡sa, renunciation of all actions by knowledge—sarva -
dharm¡n parityajya . 

TEACHING SAMPRADËYAVIDHI 

Here, at the end of the ¿¡stra, is a samprad¡ya-vidhi, a rule to be observed by the 
person who teaches the ¿¡stra and knows the tradition of teaching, samprad¡yavit. To 
whom should that person give this teaching? This is told in the next verse. 

<nÆù iÉä xÉÉiÉ{ÉºEòÉªÉ xÉÉ¦ÉHòÉªÉ EònùÉSÉxÉ* 
xÉ SÉÉ¶ÉÖ¸ÉÚ¹É´Éä ´ÉÉSªÉÆ xÉ SÉ ¨ÉÉÆ ªÉÉä%¦ªÉºÉÚªÉÊiÉ**67** 
idaÆ te n¡tapask¡ya n¡bhakt¡ya kad¡cana 
na c¡¿u¿r£Àave v¡cyaÆ na ca m¡Æ yo'bhyas£yati Verse 67 

<nù̈ ÉÂ idam — this ( teaching which has been taught); iÉä te — for you; xÉ ´ÉÉSªÉ¨ÉÂ na 
v¡cyam — is not to be taught; +iÉ{ÉºEòÉªÉ atapask¡ya — to the one who has no religious 
discipline; EònùÉSÉxÉ kad¡cana — ever; xÉ +¦ÉHòÉªÉ na abhakt¡ya  — not to the one who 
has no devotion; xÉ SÉ +¶ÉÖ̧ ÉÚ¹É´Éä na  ca a¿u¿r£Àave — and not to the one who is not 
willing to listen; xÉ SÉ ªÉ& ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ +¦ªÉºÉÚªÉÊiÉ (iÉº¨Éè) na ca  yaÅ m¡m abhyas£yati (tasmai) 
— and not to the one who finds fault (when there is none) with Me  

This (teaching which has been taught) to you is never to be taught to the 
one who has no religious discipline, nor to the one who has no devotion, 
nor to the one who is not willing to listen, nor to the one who finds fault 
with Me (where there is none). 

Alternative: This (teaching given) to you is never to be taught (by you) to 
one who has no religious discipline, nor to one who has no devotion, nor 
to one who is not willing to listen, nor to one who finds fault with Me 
(where there is none). 

This, idam, here refers to the g¢t¡-¿¡stra beginning with, ‘You are grieving for no 
reason—a¿ocy¡n anva¿ocastvam ,’1 and ending with, ‘Do not grieve—m¡  ¿ucaÅ .’ The 
entire g¢t¡-¿¡stra  that has been taught (we have to add the word uktam here),  

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 2-11 
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Bhagav¡n says, ‘to you—te,’ is not to be taught, na v¡cyam, to certain people. By 
saying to whom it is not to be taught, he says, by implication, to whom it is to be given. 
áa´kara adds that it is told, ukta, for your benefit, tava hit¡ya. We also have to add 
tvay¡ , by you, it is not to be taught, na v¡cyam. Althou gh this is addressed to Arjuna, 
we can extend it to include all those who know the ¿¡stra .  

áa´kara  explains that it is ‘for your benefit —tava  hit¡ya,’ because it destroys 
saÆs¡ra. Thus, the G¢t¡ is a mokÀa -¿¡stra , unlike the karma-k¡¸·a, which cannot be 
directly a mokÀa-¿¡stra, though it is connected, because knowledge of Brahman is not 
taught there, as a rule. Even though here and there we can find mantras in it talking 
about the reality of the ¡tm¡  and Ì¿vara, that is not what is directly taught there. What is 
taught there is the various means and ends, s¡dhana-s¡dhya, to fulfil various desires for 
dharma , artha, and k¡ma. The fourth puruÀ¡rtha , mokÀa , is not the value that is kept 
in view, as it is in Ved¡nta . That is why we separate the Veda into the karma-k¡¸·a 
and jµ¡na -k¡¸·a . Whereas, if we look at the Bhagavadg¢t¡ , as early as the second 
chapter, Lord K¤À¸a  has said that all the Vedas have as their subject matter things that 
are characterised by the three gu¸as, traigu¸ya-viÀay¡Å  ved¡Å, and urges Arjuna  to be 
free from the three gu¸as, nistraigu¸yo bhava arjuna . That is mokÀa , going away from 
all the three gu¸as. If you have mokÀa  as the main goal, your mind is set on one thing, 
there is vyavas¡y¡tmik¡-buddhi, and all other goals subserve that main goal and your 
life becomes karma-yoga. Therefore, karma -yoga  is possible only for a person who 
wants mokÀa , a mumukÀu. If one has not discerned that mokÀa is the human goal, there 
is only karma, not karma-yoga, and the ends are going to be manifold. In other words, 
if you do not choose the limitless as the end, the desires will be limitless. Thus, this g¢t¡ -
¿¡stra should only be given to certain people, and not to others.  

TO WHOM SHOULD IT NOT BE GIVEN ? 
TO ONE WHO HAS NO RELIGIOUS DISCIPLINE 

To whom should it not be given? To the person who has no religious discipline, 
atapask¡ya, which would include those who have no intellectual discipline, amedh¡v¢s. 
These are generally said together. Tapas is also considered to be knowledge or the 
pursuit of knowledge. Bh¤gu is told by his father in the Taittir¢yopaniÀad, ‘By tapas, 
may you understand Brahman—tapas¡  brahma vijijµ¡sasva.’ There, tapas is purely 
inquiry. But here we can say that the one who has tapas has a commitment and is ready 
to put forth effort to equip himself for this knowledge. To the one who does not have 
this, atapasak¡ya, it is not to be given. 

TO ONE WHO HAS NO DEVOTION  

Further, this teaching should not be given to the one who has no devotion, 
abhakt¡ya. This devotion should be for both the guru and the Lord. That means 
¿raddh¡ and a certain awareness of Ì¿vara  is necessary for mokÀa. This devotee 
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appreciates the necessity of invoking Ì¿vara's grace for mokÀa. Here, the devotee is 
necessarily the jijµ¡su-bhakta. As he has devotion to Parame¿vara, he also has 
commitment to the teacher and the teaching. From this we understand that even if he has 
a great commitment, tapas, for this knowledge, but has no devotion, this knowledge is 
not to be given to him. 

When should the teaching not be given to such people? Bhagav¡n says, na 
kad¡cana, never, for emphasis. áa´kara says, that it should not be given under any 
condition, that is, not even under duress. If some one knows the ¿¡stra and does not 
follow the samprad¡ya , and if he teaches, the student may not get the benefit of the 
¿¡stra. Therefore, saying this, that is, in laying down the rules on who should be taught, 
he is giving the tradition, samprad¡ya . 

TO ONE WHO HAS NO INTEREST TO LISTEN  

Then again, it should not be told to the one who has no desire to listen, 
a¿u¿r£Àave. Even if such a person goes to the class, his mind will be elsewhere, or he 
will sleep. The one who has a desire to listen, ¿rotum icchuÅ, is a ¿u¿r£Àu . He has a 
great love for listening to the ¿¡stra , and is committed to it. He alone should be taught, 
not the one who is indifferent. And there is a rule for the teacher that he should not teach 
unless this knowledge is specifically asked for—na  ap¤À¶aÅ kasyacit br£y¡t. That 
means, unless a person asks for this knowledge, this knowledge should not be given. 
Even though Bh¤gu was Varu¸a's son, he had to ask for this knowledge, and Varu¸a 
did not give it to him until he asked. Therefore, one must be a ¿u¿r£Àu. That is, one 
should have a love to sit in the class and listen.  

TO ONE WHO FINDS FAULT WITH KÎâÛA 

To whom else should this not be given? It should not be given to one who finds 
fault with the G¢t¡ or K¤À¸a . One may look upon K¤À¸a as arrogant, for instance, 
because he says, ‘mattaÅ parataraÆ n¡nyat kiµcit asti—there is no one other than or 
superior to Me,’ ‘m¡m ekaÆ ¿ara¸aÆ vraja —you should come to Me alone,’ ‘mayi 
avyabhic¡ri¸¢ bhaktiÅ—a devotion to Me that is unswerving,’ ‘manman¡ bhava—be 
one whose mind is in Me,’ ‘madbhakto bhava—be My devotee,’ ‘mady¡j¢ bhava—do 
all rituals for Me,’ ‘m¡Æ namaskuru—salute Me.’  

There are many more expressions like this in the G¢t¡ . If a person uses the first 
person too much, people can think that he is arrogant. But here, K¤À¸a  talks as Ì¿vara , 
and if he is viewed as Ì¿vara , the teaching becomes effective. While anyone who knows 
and teaches the ¿¡stra is a ¿¡stravit, K¤À¸a  is ¿¡strak¤t, being the one who is the author 
and the revealer of the ¿¡stra. If one looks upon the g¢t¡ -¿¡stra as coming straight from 
the Lord, then the ¿raddh¡ is different and it blesses the person. If, on the other hand, 
one finds fault with K¤À¸a , when there is no fault, that is as£y¡—gu¸eÀu doÀa -
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dar¿ana. When Bhagav¡n is the one who has all the virtues in absolute measure, sarva -
gu¸av¡n, to find fault there is seeing a defect where there are only virtues. áa´kara 
says that the person who does find fault, does not know that K¤À¸a  is Ì¿vara . Such a 
person, who has as£y¡ , is not to be taught. Why? Because, with such an attitude, the 
teaching will not be fruitful.  

WHO CAN RECEIVE IT? 

In describing the one to whom this teaching is not to be given, the one to whom it 
is to be given becomes evident. The one, who has religious discipline, devotion, a keen 
desire to listen, and does not find fault with the teacher, is to be taught.  

THE RESULT OF THIS TEACHING 

Now, when one teaches following the tradition, samprad¡ya , what is the result for 
that teacher? 

ªÉ <¨ÉÆ {É®ú¨ÉÆ MÉÖÁÆ ¨É‘ùHäò¹´ÉÊ¦ÉvÉÉºªÉÊiÉ* 
¦ÉËHò ¨ÉÊªÉ {É®úÉÆ EÞòi´ÉÉ ¨ÉÉ¨Éä´Éè¹ªÉiªÉºÉÆ¶ÉªÉ&**68** 
ya imaÆ paramaÆ guhyaÆ madbhakteÀva bhidh¡syati 
bhaktiÆ mayi par¡Æ k¤tv¡ m¡mevaiÀyatyasaÆ¿ayaÅ  Verse 68  

ªÉ& yaÅ — the one who; <¨É¨ÉÂ imam — this (¿¡stra ); {É®ú¨É¨ÉÂ paramam — most exalted; 
MÉÖÁ¨ÉÂ guhyam — secret; ¨É‘ùHäò¹ÉÖ madbhakteÀu  — to My devotees; +Ê¦ÉvÉÉºªÉÊiÉ 
abhidh¡syati — teaches; ¨ÉÊªÉ mayi — to Me; {É®úÉ¨ÉÂ ¦ÉÊHò¨ÉÂ par¡m bhaktim — the 
highest devotion; EÞòi´ÉÉ k¤tv¡  — (and) having offered; ¨ÉÉ¨ÉÂ B´É m¡m eva  — to Me alone; 
B¹ªÉÊiÉ eÀyati — will come; +ºÉÆ¶ÉªÉ& asaÆ¿ayaÅ — there is no doubt 

The one who teaches this most exalted, secret (¿¡stra ) to My devotees, 
having offered the highest devotion to Me, will come to Me alone. There 
is no doubt. 

THE BENEFIT FOR THE TEACHER 

When he says, ‘yaÅ  abhidh¡syati—the one who teaches,’ we understand that this 
applies not only to Arjuna, but to whomsoever one teaches this ¿¡stra . This ¿¡stra  is 
considered the most exalted, parama, because understanding its subject matter will give 
mokÀa. And this teaching, which is in the form of a dialogue between K¤À¸a and 
Arjuna, is most sacred and secret, guhya . Why is it to be kept a secret? It may damage a 
person who does not need it, and is not ready for it. A simple devotee, if he is told that he 
is Bhagav¡n , he may give up his devotion, and may not gain knowledge and be worse 
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off than he was before being exposed to this teaching. Thus, this knowledge must be 
taught only to the person who is ready for it. Therefore, it is a secret.  

More than that, it gives the parama -puruÀ¡rtha  and therefore, being the most 
valuable, it should be given only to the person who has a proper value for it. Otherwise, 
it will not work. Further, it is the most secret because it is not available for other means 
of knowledge, pram¡¸a, like perception. And also, it is the nature of oneself, the very 
seeker who is looking for a solution. His very seeking keeps it hidden, because the 
seeker is the ¡tm¡ that is sought. Even if it is taught, if the person does not have the 
proper qualifications, the teaching will not convey anything, and thus, remains a secret. 
And if a person is oriented towards employing means and achieving ends, the teaching 
will remain a secret, because here, there is no means and no end. There is only knowing 
the self which is so subtle, atis£kÀma, that it is not available for objectification, but is 
revealed through the implied meaning, lakÀy¡rtha, of the words of the ¿¡stra . Thus, it is 
guhya. 

To whom is the teaching given? ‘To My devotees —madbhakteÀu,’ the devotees 
of Parame¿vara. Generally devotees are committed to security and pleasure, artha and 
k¡ma, and take the Lord's help to achieve those ends. But here, the devotees want the 
knowledge of Parame¿vara. They do not want anything less than that. They go to 
Parame¿vara not to get something from Parame¿vara, but to get Parame¿vara. They 
are jijµ¡sus and their only goal is mokÀa  and they are, therefore, jijµ¡su-bhaktas. Such 
persons are fit to be given this knowledge. By saying that these devotees are the ones to 
whom this teaching is given, K¤À¸a is emphasising the importance of bhakti here. Even 
though one has  to have discipline, tapas, and be one who is eager to listen to the ¿¡stra , 
the ¿u¿r£Àu, the importance of Ì¿vara-bhakti is pointed out here. 

ONE WHO TEACHES THE GÌTË IS A GREAT BHAKTA  

Then, K¤À¸a says here that the one who is teaching this knowledge is doing the 
‘highest form of devotion to Me—bhaktiÆ  mayi par¡m.’ When he is teaching, he is 
revealing Bhagav¡n , and that is his service to Bhagav¡n. To do that he has to 
understand Bhagav¡n , and thus he is a jµ¡n¢ , whom Bhagav¡n has equated to 
himself—jµ¡n¢  tu ¡tmaiva. That is parama-bhakti because between the Lord and the 
devotee, there is no longer any difference. When the subject matter of this knowledge is 
Bhagav¡n, and the fact that all that is here is Baghav¡n, the teacher who is teaching this 
knowledge is not separate from Bhagav¡n. Because of his knowledge, the ego is 
resolved, and when he teaches, it is as if s¡kÀ¡t Bhagav¡n  is teaching. Having achieved 
identity with Parame¿vara, he is a jµ¡n¢-bhakta , and by teaching, he continues to serve 
Parame¿vara. 

What happens to him? ‘He reaches Me alone —m¡m eva eÀyati.’ In this life he is 
liberated—he is j¢van-mukta. If he has any problem with niÀ¶h¡ in this knowledge, he 
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gains it by teaching. Since the nature of Ì¿vara and the nature of the j¢va is one, in this 
life itself he has recognized that he is not separate from Parame¿vara. Secondly, he 
reaches Parame¿vara  after death also, because, when the pr¡rabdha -karma  is 
exhausted, there is only Parame¿vara.  

There are many types of devotees, some doing p£j¡ , some doing other rituals, and 
so on. But even though, here, there is no substance, dravya, or fire, among all the 
devotees there is no one who is more dear to K¤À¸a than the one who is teaching this 
knowledge. 

xÉ SÉ iÉº¨ÉÉx¨ÉxÉÖ¹ªÉä¹ÉÖ EòÊ•Éx¨Éä Ê|ÉªÉEÞòkÉ¨É&* 
¦ÉÊ´ÉiÉÉ xÉ SÉ ¨Éä iÉº¨ÉÉnùxªÉ& Ê|ÉªÉiÉ®úÉä ¦ÉÖÊ´É**69** 
na ca tasm¡nmanuÀyeÀu ka¿cinme priyak¤ttamaÅ 
bhavit¡ na ca me tasm¡danyaÅ priyataro bhuvi  Verse 69 

¨ÉxÉÖ¹ªÉä¹ÉÖ manuÀyeÀu — among all men; iÉº¨ÉÉiÉÂ tasm¡t — other than him; ¨Éä Ê|ÉªÉEÞòkÉ¨É& me 
priyak¤ttamaÅ  — one who is the best among those who do what is dear to Me; xÉ EòÊ•ÉiÉÂ 
na ka¿cit  — there is none; SÉ ca — and; iÉº¨ÉÉiÉÂ tasm¡t — other than him; +xªÉ& anyaÅ 
— another; ¨Éä Ê|ÉªÉiÉ®ú& me priyataraÅ — one who is dearer to Me; xÉ ¦ÉÊ´ÉiÉÉ na bhavit¡ 
— there will not be; ¦ÉÖÊ´É bhuvi — on the earth 

And there is no one other than him who is the best among men who do 
what is dear to Me, and there will not be another dearer to Me than him 
on the earth. 

NONE IS, OR WILL BE,  DEARER TO ME THAN THE BHAKTA  WHO IS A JØËNÌ  

Among all devotees, there is no other devotee who is dearer to Bhagav¡n. Why? 
The one who knows Me is Myself—jµ¡n¢ tu atmaiva. The self is the most beloved, its 
nature being limitlessness, ¡nanda, which experientially is happiness. That is  the object 
of anybody's love. The person who knows ¡tm¡  is teaching ¡nanda-svar£pa and he is 
not separate from ¡nanda-svar£pa. Thus, there is no one dearer than the one who 
teaches this knowledge. 

Perhaps now there is no one, but the future generation may  produce a better 
devotee. No. In the future, on this earth, there is no one who is going to be more beloved 
than him. The word ca here can be used to connect the current and the future. Or, it may 
indicate that there never was a bhakta more beloved than t his, that is, neither in the past, 
nor in the present, nor in the future.  

Thus concluding, Bhagav¡n himself says that the one who teaches this knowledge 
is the most beloved to him.  
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Further, the one who studies this, or even just repeats the verses of the G¢t¡  is 
praised here.  

+vªÉä¹ªÉiÉä SÉ ªÉ <¨ÉÆ vÉ¨ªÉÈ ºÉǼ ÉÉnù¨ÉÉ´ÉªÉÉä&* 
YÉÉxÉªÉYÉäxÉ iÉäxÉÉ½þÊ¨ÉŸõ& ºªÉÉÊ¨ÉÊiÉ ¨Éä ¨ÉÊiÉ&**70** 
adhyeÀyate ca ya imaÆ dharmyaÆ saÆv¡dam¡vayoÅ 
jµ¡nayajµena ten¡hamiÀ¶aÅ sy¡miti me matiÅ Verse 70 

SÉ ca — further; ªÉ& yaÅ —the one who; +É´ÉªÉÉä& ¡vayoÅ — of ours; <¨É¨ÉÂ vÉ¨ªÉÇ¨ÉÂ ºÉÆ´ÉÉnù¨ÉÂ 
imam dharmyam  saÆv¡dam — this dialogue that is unopposed to dharma; +vªÉä¹ªÉiÉä 
adhyeÀyate — studies or recites; iÉäxÉ tena — by that; YÉÉxÉªÉYÉäxÉ jµ¡na-yajµena — through 
that ritual in the form of knowledge; +½þ̈ ÉÂ <Ÿõ& ºªÉÉ¨ÉÂ aham iÀ¶aÅ sy¡m — I would be 
worshipped; <ÊiÉ ¨Éä ¨ÉÊiÉ& iti me matiÅ — this is My conclusion  

And the one who studies or recites this dialogue of ours, that is 
unopposed to dharma, through that ritual in the form of knowledge, I 
would be worshipped. This is My conclusion. 

ONE WHO STUDIES THE GÌTË WORSHIPS ME THROUGH JØËNAYAJØA 

In this verse, the one who studies or recites this dialogue wherein the knowledge 
of Brahman , brahma-vidy¡, and karma-yoga are discussed, is praised. The dialogue, 
saÆv¡da, has as its subject matter, dharma, and is therefore, dharmya, unopposed to 
dharma . Here, dharma can be taken relatively, and also absolutely. In a relative sense, 
this discussion deals with dharma as karma -yoga . In the absolute sense, it gives the 
knowledge of Brahman. By the person who studies this dialogue, Bhagav¡n  says here, 
‘I am invoked, I am worshipped.’ How? He is only studying the G¢t¡ ; but then, he is 
worshipping Ì¿vara by the ritual of knowledge, jµ¡na-yajµena  aham iÀ¶aÅ. Any form 
of ritual, yajµa, is worship. Here, it is not a ritual in which materials are offered, dravya -
yajµa , nor one of religious austerities, tapo-yajµa , nor mantra recitation, japa-yajµa , 
but worship through the ritual in the form of knowledge, jµ¡na-yajµa . áa´kara 
mentions four types of rituals here. They are: vidhi-yajµa, a ritual that is enjoined by the 
Veda and involves materials, fire, etc., japa -yajµa, a ritual in the form of oral recitation 
of a mantra , up¡Æ¿u-yajµa , again a ritual in the form of a recitation of a mantra  with 
the difference that it is chanted very softly, barely audible, and finally, m¡nasa -yajµa a 
ritual in the form of a purely mental recitation of a mantra.  

Among these, the mental ritual, m¡nasa -yajµa, is considered to be the most 
efficacious. This is because, when an action is done physically, or orally the mind can be 
elsewhere with the physical or oral action continuing mechanically. On the other hand, 
when the mind alone is doing an action, if the mind goes away, then the action also 
stops. Then, one comes to know that the mind has gone away and can bring the mind 
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back and the action can continue. Here too the study of this dialogue in the G¢t¡ is a 
ritual in the form of knowledge. Naturally, it is purely mental, that is, cognitive, and 
because of that, it is considered most efficacious. áa´kara  adds that even if you do not 
study the G¢t¡, but only recite it, you get a result equivalent to the kind of result you get 
from a mental ritual, up¡sana, that has a deity, devat¡, as its object, viÀaya. That is the 
praise here. 

We can understand here that the one who studies this G¢t¡  is worshipping Ì¿vara , 
and need not worry that he is not doing other forms of worship. This is a general 
problem of a lot of people. People want to ‘do’ bhakti, and they feel that they are not 
doing bhakti, they are only studying. Thus, Ì¿vara himself says here that even when 
they study this, they are performing worship. Even though there is no fire or oblation 
involved, the study of the ¿¡stra also invokes Ì¿vara  because that is the subject matter 
of the entire ¿¡stra. Previously K¤À¸a had said that there are four types of devotees. 
First is the one in distress, ¡rta . The one who takes the help of Bhagav¡n  for his 
accomplishments, arth¡rth¢, is the second. Then, there is the one who wants to know 
Ì¿vara, jijµ¡su . What does he do? He studies the ¿¡stra. He is a devotee, in K¤À¸a's 
own words; this is his form of worship. Finally, there is the one who knows Ì¿vara, the 
jµ¡n¢, the fulfilled devotee who is the dearest to Ì¿vara because he is no longer separate 
from Ì¿vara. Thus, the pursuit of the knowledge of Ì¿vara is also a yajµa. ‘By that ritual 
in the form of knowledge, I would be worshipped. This is My conclusion—jµ¡na -
yajµena  aham iÀ¶aÅ sy¡m iti me matiÅ,’ Lord K¤À¸a  says here, praising the person 
who studies the G¢t¡ . 

At the end of the ¿¡stra, generally the result of listening to that ¿¡stra, the phala -
¿ruti, is told. It is called praise, pra¿aÆs¡, of the ¿¡stra . This is the style of the 
traditional literature. Having praised the person who studies or recites this dialogue, 
Bhagav¡n now praises the result for the one who listens to the g¢t¡ -¿¡stra. 

¸ÉrùÉ´ÉÉxÉxÉºÉÚªÉ•É ¶ÉÞhÉÖªÉÉnùÊ{É ªÉÉä xÉ®ú&* 
ºÉÉä%Ê{É ¨ÉÖHò& ¶ÉÖ¦ÉÉšôÄÉäEòÉxÉÂ |ÉÉ{ÉîÖªÉÉi{ÉÖhªÉEò¨ÉÇhÉÉ¨ÉÂ**71** 
¿raddh¡v¡nanas£ya¿ca ¿¤¸uy¡dapi yo naraÅ 
so'pi muktaÅ ¿ubh¡Ällok¡n pr¡pnuy¡tpu¸yakarma¸¡m   Verse 71 

ªÉ& xÉ®ú& yaÅ naraÅ — the person; ¸ÉrùÉ´ÉÉxÉÂ ¿raddh¡v¡n — who has trust (in this ¿¡stra); 
+xÉºÉÚªÉ& SÉ anas£yaÅ ca — and who does not find fault (w ith this ¿¡stra); ¶ÉÞhÉÖªÉÉiÉÂ +Ê{É 
¿¤¸uy¡t api — even if he would merely listen; ºÉ& +Ê{É ¨ÉÖHò& (ºÉxÉÂ) saÅ  api muktaÅ  (san ) 
— even he, being liberated; {ÉÖhªÉ-Eò¨ÉÇhÉÉ¨ÉÂ pu¸ya -karma¸¡m — of those who do good 
karma; ¶ÉÖ¦ÉÉxÉÂ ™ôÉäEòÉxÉÂ ¿ubh¡n lok¡n  — auspicious worlds; |ÉÉ{ÉîÖªÉÉiÉÂ pr¡pnuy¡t — would 
gain 
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The person who has trust (in this ¿¡stra), and who does not find fault 
with (this ¿¡stra ), even if he merely listens (to the G¢t¡), even he, being 
liberated, would gain the auspicious worlds of those who do good 
karmas. 

BENEFIT OF LISTENING TO THE GÌTË 

The person under discussion here who listens to the G¢t¡ is one who has ¿raddh¡ , 
the ¿raddh¡v¡n, who looks upon K¤À¸a  not as an individual, but as Parame¿vara, the 
Lord. Further, he does not try to find fault with this g¢t¡-¿¡stra—he is anas£ya . Such a 
person, even by listening to this g¢t¡-¿¡stra  becomes freed. From what? It all depends. 
Here Bhagav¡n says that he would go to those auspicious worlds which are born of 
pu¸ya-karma. That means he is freed from p¡pa by simple listening, without even 
understanding the meaning. Here áa´kara  says, ‘What to talk of the one who has the 
knowledge!’ If he has knowledge, he is totally liberated. Even by listening to the G¢t¡ a 
lot of p¡pa gets destroyed for the one who has ¿raddh¡ , because these are the words of 
Bhagav¡n. Thereby, one can gain an auspicious world, ¿ubha-loka. This is one thing. 
Then, suppose he studies the ¿¡stra  and understands the meaning. He will gain mokÀa , 
liberation from saÆs¡ra. 

THE ËCËRYADHARMA THAT BHAGAVËN SHOWS 

Now, as a teacher who wants to know whether Arjuna has understood all that has 
been taught or not, K¤À¸a  asks a question. As a teacher, surely, and again as Ì¿vara too, 
he should know whether Arjuna has understood or not; he should know what is going on 
in his student's mind. Then why does he ask the question to Arjuna? Therefore, 
áa´kara introduces the verse saying that, by asking this question, Bhagav¡n makes a 
point here. Suppose Arjuna has not understood the ¿¡stra, then K¤À¸a wants to indicate 
that he should teach him again. Even though there is nothing more to teach, he can 
follow some other method and then teach the subject matter again. One can always be 
creative and find some other method to make the person understand. That is the intention 
of Bhagav¡n  when he asked this question to Arjuna here. It is the teacher's duty to take 
some other course of action, if the student has not understood. The student must 
necessarily discover that he has found what is to be found, he should feel that he is 
k¤t¡rtha, the one who has achieved what has to be achieved, before the teaching can be 
considered complete.  

Thus, this question is recorded to make the point that if the person does not 
understand, one must teach again using another method. That point is made here. 

EòÊcÉnäùiÉSUØôiÉÆ {ÉÉlÉÇ i´ÉªÉèEòÉOÉähÉ SÉäiÉºÉÉ* 
EòÊcÉnùYÉÉxÉºÉ¨¨ÉÉä½þ& |ÉhÉŸõºiÉä vÉxÉ‰ÉªÉ**72** 
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kaccidetacchrutaÆ p¡rtha tvayaik¡gre¸a cetas¡. 
kaccidajµ¡nasammohaÅ pra¸aÀ¶aste dhanaµjaya Verse 72 

{ÉÉlÉÇ p¡rtha — O! Son of P¤th¡; i´ÉªÉÉ tvay¡ — by you; BEòÉOÉähÉ SÉäiÉºÉÉ ek¡gre¸a cetas¡ 
— with a single pointed mind; EòÊcÉiÉÂ BiÉiÉÂ ¸ÉÖiÉ¨ÉÂ kaccit  etat ¿rutam — I hope this has 
been listened to; iÉä te — your; +YÉÉxÉºÉ¨¨ÉÉä½þ& ajµ¡na-sammohaÅ — delusion that is 
caused by ignor ance; EòÊcÉiÉÂ |ÉhÉŸõ& kaccit pra¸aÀ¶aÅ — is it destroyed; vÉxÉ‰ÉªÉ 
dhanaµjaya  — Arjuna , the victor of wealth 

Has this been ‘listened to’ by you, Arjuna, with a single pointed mind? Is 
your delusion that is caused by ignorance destroyed, Arjuna? 

ARJUNA , DID YOU LISTEN WELL? IS YOUR DELUSION GONE? 

K¤À¸a  asks Arjuna here, calling him P¡rtha , son of P¤th¡ , Kunt¢, who was his 
own beloved aunt, ‘Has this ¿¡stra been listened to by you?’ He wants to know, not only 
if the ¿¡stra  has been listened to, but if it has been listened to properly, that is, with a 
mind which is single pointed, that is attentive, ek¡gre¸a cetas¡. That means, only one 
thing is there at the time of listening. With this qualification, the question, therefore, 
means, ‘Have you understood?’ From  this we understand that attentiveness is a very 
important thing in listening. One has to suspend all ideas and prejudices for the time 
being, and just expose oneself to the teaching as it comes. That is what is important. 
Only what is being taught now is listened to with an attempt to understand, not what was 
listened to before, or what is inside your mind. Those things do not come and cloud the 
listening, creating a problem. That capacity to suspend all one's ideas and just listen to 
what is being taught is called ek¡grat¡. There is only one subject matter in front of the 
mind. Not only that, áa´kara adds, ‘Did you listen without indifference?’  

Then K¤À¸a , addressing Arjuna as Dhanaµjaya , the winner of laurels, asks a 
second question, ‘Is your delusion gone?’ In delusion there is confusion, things are not 
seen as they are—¡tm¡ is not seen as ¡tm¡; an¡tm¡ is not seen as an¡tm¡; between 
them, there is confusion. Wherever there is delusion, there is confusion, and that 
confusion is always due to a mix-up between two things. There are two types of 
delusion. One is at the absolute level, the confusion between ¡tm¡  and an¡tm¡ , and the 
other is a relative confusion, between dharma and adharma . Both are born of 
ignorance, ajµ¡na . K¤À¸a  asks here if this delusion born of ignorance is destroyed. That 
means the whole ¿¡stra is meant to destroy delusion. When he asks if Arjuna listened 
properly, he wants to know if his understanding is such that it has destroyed all the 
delusion. áa´kara says that this delusion is not something we have to create. It is very 
natural, sv¡bh¡vika . This is true even of values. Even though we have an inbuilt 
knowledge of right and wrong, the value of those values has to be assimilated. For that, 
one has to initiate the process of assimilation. It is to eliminate both types of delusion 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 490 

that we make effort to listen to the ¿¡stra . The teacher's effort in teaching is also meant 
to remove the delusion.  

With this question, Lord K¤À¸a's words are over. The beginning was, ‘You are 
aggrieved for no reason—a¿ocy¡n anva¿ocastvam,’1 and at the end of the teaching he 
said, ‘Do not grieve—m¡ ¿ucaÅ.’2 The next few verses summed up the dialogue 
between K¤À¸a  and Arjuna , and end here with the last word spoken by K¤À¸a being, 
Dhanaµjaya, which means the one who wins all wealth. There are different types of 
wealth, and spiritual wealth is also called dhana. Therefore, it is a very auspicious end.  

Now Arjuna answers K¤À¸a's question. Suppose he had said, ‘You praise 
sanny¡sa and then karma-yoga. Tell me which one of these two is best —sanny¡saÆ 
karma¸¡Æ k¤À¸a punar yogaÆ  ca ¿aÆsasi yat ¿reyaÅ  etayorekaÆ tan me br£hi 
suni¿citam.’ Then K¤À¸a has to start all over again. But here, Arjuna answers 
Bhagav¡n’s question very positively, and therefore, the G¢t¡ comes to an end. 

+VÉÖÇxÉ =´ÉÉSÉ* 
xÉŸõÉä ¨ÉÉä½þ& º¨ÉÞÊiÉ™Çô¤vÉÉ i´Éi|ÉºÉÉnùÉx¨ÉªÉÉSªÉÖiÉ* 
ÎºlÉiÉÉä%Îº¨É MÉiÉºÉxnäù½þ& EòÊ®ú¹ªÉä ´ÉSÉxÉÆ iÉ´É**73** 
arjuna uv¡ca  
naÀ¶o mohaÅ sm¤tirlabdh¡ tvatpras¡d¡nmay¡cyuta 
sthito'smi gatasandehaÅ kariÀye vacanaÆ tava Verse 73 

+VÉÖÇxÉ& arjunaÅ — Arjuna ; =´ÉÉSÉ uv¡ca  — said; 
i´Éi|ÉºÉÉnùÉiÉÂ tvatpras¡d¡t — by your grace; ¨ÉÉä½þ& xÉŸõ& mohaÅ naÀ¶aÅ — (my) delusion is 
gone; ¨ÉªÉÉ may¡ — by me; º¨ÉÞÊiÉ& ™ô¤vÉÉ sm¤tiÅ  labdh¡ — recognition (of myself) is 
gained; +SªÉÖiÉ acyuta — O! Acyuta (K¤À¸a); MÉiÉºÉxnäù½þ& gata-sandehaÅ — (as) one from 
whom all doubts have gone; ÎºlÉiÉ& +Îº¨É sthitaÅ asmi — I remain; iÉ´É ´ÉSÉxÉ¨ÉÂ tava 
vacanaÆ — what you say; EòÊ®ú¹ªÉä kariÀye — I will do 

Arjuna said: 
By your grace, (my) delusion is gone; and I have gained recognition (of 
myself.) Acyuta, I remain as one from whom all doubts have gone. I will 
do what you say.  

ACYUTA, MY DELUSION IS GONE, I WILL DO WHAT YOU SAY 

Addressing K¤À¸a as Acyuta , the one who is free from any kind of change, 
Arjuna says, ‘My delusio n is gone. He has gained recognition, sm¤ti, of himself, that is, 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 2-11 
2 G¢t¡ – 18-66 
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knowledge of ¡tm¡.’ How? He has gained this knowledge by the grace of K¤À¸a . ‘By 
your grace—tvatpras¡d¡t,’ he says, which means by the teaching of K¤À¸a. And 
further, he says that he remains as a person from whom all doubts have disappeared, 
gatasandeha . Now he is ready to act according to the words of K¤À¸a . He has no longer 
any sense of doership, and therefore, can do what is to be done just because it is to be 
done.  

K¤À¸a  himself had said, ‘I have nothing at all to accomplish in the three worlds, 
and still, I am engaged in karma—na me p¡rtha asti kartavyaÆ triÀu  lokeÀu kiµcana 
n¡nav¡ptam  av¡ptavyaÆ varte eva  ca karma¸i.’1 Similarly, Arjuna has his own 
pr¡rabdha-karma, and therefore, should act. If he has gained knowledge, then he does 
not lose anything by being active, but is merely fulfilling his pr¡rabdha-karma, and if 
he has not gained the knowledge, then he had better do what is to be done as a yoga , 
because, it is better to get destroyed doing your duty than doing something else—
svadharme nidhanaÆ ¿reyaÅ paradharmo bhay¡vahaÅ. áa´kara here views Arjuna 
as one who has gained this knowledge of ¡tm¡, not just some freedom from confusion 
with reference to dharma  and adharma. Thus, the delus ion that is gone is that which is 
born of the ignorance, which is the cause of all saÆs¡ra . That saÆs¡ra  is very difficult 
to cross, like an ocean. But it has completely gone by the recognition of the self, which is 
completely free from notions, the self that we experience in deep sleep or in a moment of 
joy, etc. The self is always self-evident, and thus, the knowledge is only recognition of 
what is. áa´kara says that the recognition, the gain, is of the truth of ¡tm¡. Because of 
that gain, one is released from all the knots of the heart in the form of ignorance, desire, 
and the action that the desire instigates. Thus, by saying that his delusion is gone, ‘due to 
your grace—tvatpras¡d¡t,’ Arjuna  thanks his teacher. 

THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY OF THE áËSTRA IS TO REMOVE DELUSION 

áa´kara  says that by this question on the part of K¤À¸a, and Arjuna's answer to 
it, it is very clear that the result of the study of the entire ¿¡stra  is the elimination of 
delusion, moha . It is also clear that the removal of saÆs¡ra  takes place when the 
removal of the delusion takes place. Therefore, delusion is the cause for saÆs¡ra, and 
this clearly means that there is no real saÆs¡ra. Thus, ‘You are grieving for what does 
not deserve to be grieved for —a¿ocy¡n  anva¿ocastvam,’ is a very appropriate 
beginning for this conclusion, ‘My delusion is gone—naÀ¶o mohaÅ’ The grief is for no 
reason because it is due to delusion. The destruction of the delusion takes place by 
knowledge, and because of that also, there is both the recognition, sm¤ti, and the gain, 
l¡bha, of the ¡tm¡. This is the result of the study of the ¿¡stra .  

That this knowledge results in total freedom from all the knots of the heart, is also 
shown by the ¿ruti in which N¡rada says, ‘I, the one who does not know the self, am in 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 3-22 



Bhagavadg¢t¡ 492 

sorrow—so'haÆ bhagavaÅ na ¡tmavit  ¿oc¡mi.’1 Even though N¡rada  knows a lot of 
things, including the four Vedas, he is still subject to grief because he does not know the 
¡tm¡. Thus, he requests Sanatkum¡ra  to help him cross this ocean of sorrow —¿okasya 
p¡raÆ t¡rayatu. To N¡rada's request, Sanatkum¡ra  says, ‘You know everything 
except one thing which makes the difference between sorrow and joy, and that is indeed 
¡tm¡  which is limitless, bh£m¡.’ Similarly, it is said elsewhere in the ¿ruti, ‘The knot 
of the heart is resolved. All doubts are destroyed—bhidyate h¤daya-granthiÅ 
chidyante sarva saÆ¿ay¡Å,’2 when the ¡tm¡ is known as Brahman. Then again, in the 
Ì¿¡v¡syopaniÀad there is a statement that says, ‘Where is delusion, where is sorrow for 
the person who sees the oneness of the ¡tm¡—tatra ko mohaÅ kaÅ ¿okaÅ ekatvam 
anupa¿yataÅ.’3 

Now that Arjuna  is free from doubt, he says to K¤À¸a , ‘I will do what you have 
said—tava  vacanaÆ  kariÀye.’ áa´kara says that the meaning of this statement is, ‘By 
your grace I am fulfilled, I am a k¤t¡r¶ha, and there is nothing that remains to be done 
by me.’ In gaining mokÀa , all the puruÀ¡rthas are gained. Then the pursuit of dharma , 
artha  and k¡ma has paid off. Therefore, Arjuna  can say, ‘There is no longer anything 
for me to do.’ Earlier he had thought that, he should go to Rishikesh , but now he finds 
that whatever is to be done, he can do, without any problem. From this we also 
understand that the pursuit of inquiring into the ¿¡stra  continues until the delusion goes. 
Then there is nothing more to do.  

The scene now shifts from the battlefield to the palace. The whole dialogue 
between K¤À¸a  and Arjuna was reported by Saµjaya to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra, the blind king, the 
father of all the hundred Dh¡rtar¡À¶ras, who was hearing from Saµjaya  what was going 
on in the battlefield. The G¢t¡ opens with him asking, ‘What did my people and 
P¡¸·avas do assembled and armed for battle in KurukÀetra, the place of dharma , 
Saµjaya—dharmakÀetre kurukÀetre samavet¡Å  yuyutsavaÅ m¡mak¡Å p¡¸·av¡Å ca 
eva kim  akurvata saµjaya ?’4 Saµjaya 's answer was the whole G¢t¡, first giving the 
context, and then reporting the dialogue between K¤À¸a  and Arjuna, in which he 
confined himself only to what K¤À¸a  said and what Arjuna said.  

                                                                 
1 Ch¡ndogyopaniÀad – 7-1-3 
2 Mu¸·akopaniÀad – 2-2-8 
3 Ìs¡v¡syopaniÀad – 7 
4 G¢t¡ – 1-1 
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SAØJAYA'S PRAISE OF BHAGAVËN'S TEACHING 

Now at the end, Saµjaya  again addresses Dh¤tar¡À¶ra directly.  

ºÉ‰ÉªÉ =´ÉÉSÉ* 
<iªÉ½Æþ ´ÉÉºÉÖnäù´ÉºªÉ {ÉÉlÉÇºªÉ SÉ ¨É½þÉi¨ÉxÉ&* 
ºÉÆ´ÉÉnùÊ¨É¨É¨É¸ÉÉè¹É¨É‘ÖùiÉÆ ®úÉä¨É½þ¹ÉÇhÉ¨ÉÂ**74** 
saµjaya uv¡ca 
ityahaÆ v¡sudevasya p¡rthasya ca mah¡tmanaÅ 
saÆv¡damimama¿rauÀamadbhutaÆ romaharÀa¸am Verse 74 

ºÉ‰ÉªÉ& saµjayaÅ  — Saµjaya ; =´ÉÉSÉ uv¡ca  — said; 
<ÊiÉ iti— in this manner; <¨É¨ÉÂ imam  — this; +‘ÖùiÉ¨ÉÂ adbhutam — wonderful; ®úÉä¨É½þ¹ÉÇhÉ¨ÉÂ 
romaharÀa¸am  — that which makes one's hair stand on end;  ºÉÆ´ÉÉnù¨ÉÂ saÆv¡dam — 
dialogue; ´ÉÉºÉÖnäù´ÉºªÉ (¨É½þÉi¨ÉxÉ&) 1 v¡sudevasya  (mah¡tmanaÅ ) — of K¤À¸a of great mind 
and heart; {ÉÉlÉÇºªÉ SÉ ¨É½þÉi¨ÉxÉ& p¡rthasya ca mah¡tmanaÅ — of Arjuna of great mind 
and heart; +½þ¨ÉÂ +¸ÉÉè¹É¨ÉÂ aham a¿rauÀam — I have heard 

Saµjaya  said: 
In this manner, I have heard this dialogue between K¤À¸a and Arjuna, of 
great mind and heart, which is wonderful and makes one's hair stand on 
end. 

Here Saµjaya  refers to K¤À¸a as V¡sudeva, the one in whom everything has its 
being, v¡su, and the one who is effulgent and all knowing deva . Or, simply, the son of 
Vasudeva . And Arjuna is called p¡rtha , the son of P¤th¡ . The adjective mah¡tm¡ is 
applicable to both K¤À¸a and Arjuna and has the meaning of ‘the one whose mind is 
great.’ Previously Arjuna  was a saÆs¡ri-¡tm¡. Now, because he has said, ‘My delusion 
is gone—naÀ¶o mohaÅ ,’ he is the one whose ¡tm¡  is paraÆ brahma, and therefore, 
Saµjaya says he is mah¡n. Also he has received the teaching directly from Lord K¤À¸a 
and therefore he is a blessed soul. 

This dialogue between the teacher and the student, Saµjaya  says, makes his hair 
stand on end. That is, there is romaharÀa¸a. It is a wonder, adbhuta , something that 
never happened before. It covers all the topics, the entire ved¡nta-¿¡stra, and also yoga . 
Nothing was omitt ed. Thus it is a complete ¿¡stra. Saµjaya  says, ‘idam aham 
a¿rauÀam—I have heard this.’ We already know from the Mah¡bh¡rata  that at the 
outset before the war began Vy¡sa gave Saµjaya the divya -cakÀus to see and know all 

                                                                 
1 It is to be understood that because of the word ‘ca’ the word ‘mah¡tmanaÅ ’ is connected to 

both V¡sudeva and P¡rtha. 
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that took place in the battlefield,  wherever he was. Therefore, Saµjaya  says in the next 
verse, by the grace of Vy¡sa  I could hear this dialogue between Bhagav¡n and Arjuna.  

´ªÉÉºÉ|ÉºÉÉnùÉSUØôiÉ´ÉÉxÉäiÉ?ÖùÁ¨É½Æþ {É®ú¨ÉÂ* 
ªÉÉäMÉÆ ªÉÉäMÉä·É®úÉiEÞò¹hÉÉiºÉÉIÉÉiEòlÉªÉiÉ& º´ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ**75** 
vy¡sapra s¡d¡cchrutav¡netadguhyamahaÆ param 
yogaÆ yoge¿var¡t k¤À¸¡t s¡kÀ¡t kathayataÅ svayam Verse 75 

´ªÉÉºÉ|ÉºÉÉnùÉiÉÂ vy¡sapras¡d¡t — by the grace of Vy¡sa; BiÉiÉÂ MÉÖÁ¨ÉÂ {É®ú¨ÉÂ ªÉÉäMÉ¨ÉÂ etat 
guhyam param yogam  — to this secret and ultimate yoga; ªÉÉäMÉä·É®úÉiÉÂ EòÞ¹hÉÉiÉÂ yoge¿var¡t 
k¤À¸¡t — from K¤À¸a , the Lord of yoga; º´ÉªÉ¨ÉÂ svayam — himself; ºÉÉIÉÉiÉÂ EòlÉªÉiÉ& 
s¡kÀ¡t kathayataÅ — directly teaching; +½þ¨ÉÂ ¸ÉÖiÉ´ÉÉxÉÂ aham ¿rutav¡n — I have listened  

By the grace of Vy¡sa, I have listened to this secret and ultimate yoga  
from K¤À¸a , the Lord of yoga , directly teaching (it) himself. 

BY VYËSA'S GRACE SAØJAYA GOT TO HEAR IT DIRECTLY 

Saµjaya was hearing all this by the grace of Vy¡sa , because Vy¡sa gave him a 
special eye, a divya-cakÀu, with which he could see and hear whatever that happened in 
the battlefield—that is, wherever he was, he would never miss all that happened 
anywhere in the battlefield. Another thing is understood here by implication. With 
ordinary eyes, we can only see what is available for perception. But with a divya-cakÀu 
and a prepared mind, one can see what is beyond the scope of perception. Otherwise how 
could Saµjaya  understand K¤À¸a's message? He could understand that ¡tm¡  is 
Brahman  because of his preparedness. 

What did he hear? He hear d all about yoga. The ¿¡stra that talks about yoga  is 
also called yoga, like how the book whose subject matter is UpaniÀad is also called 
UpaniÀad. This yoga is twofold—jµ¡na-yoga  and karma-yoga. It is called par¡ , 
because it is capable of giving mokÀa. From whom did Saµjaya hear it? áa´kara makes 
the point that it is not passed down, paramparay¡, but comes directly, s¡kÀ¡t, from the 
source itself, Bhagav¡n . Suppose Arjuna heard this teaching, and then he told 
somebody else, and then somebody else told somebody else, and somebody else. That is 
parampar¡. By the time it comes to you, some things could be added and some of them 
dropped, so that, what you get is only an edited form, sometimes a distorted form. But 
here, it is right from the source. Bhagav¡n himself talks about himself. He is the lord of 
all yoga , yoge¿vara, the one who initiated both jµ¡na-yoga and karma-yoga.  

He had himself talked about this earlier in the g¢t¡-¿¡stra, ‘I told this imperishable 
yoga to Vivasv¡n , he told it to Manu  and Manu told it to IkÀv¡ku—imaÆ  vivasvate 
yogaÆ proktav¡n aham avyayaÆ  vivasv¡n manave pr¡ha manurikÀv¡kave 
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abrav¢t.’1 Therefore, he is called yoge¿vara . And also, it is he alone that is to be 
accomplished by the karma-k¡¸·a or jµ¡na-k¡¸·a , as he himself says, ‘I am the one to 
be known by all the Vedas —vedaiÅ ca  sarvaiÅ aham eva  vedyaÅ .’2 He is both the 
initiator of this twofold yoga , and the subject matter of this yoga. 

Saµjaya  heard this, not from the flute-playing, mountain-lifting, butter-eating, 
cowherd, K¤À¸a,  but from K¤À¸a  the teacher—svayaÆ kathayataÅ k¤À¸¡t. K¤À¸a did 
not just say a couple of sentences like ‘You are Brahman. All this is m¡y¡,’ or give 
some advice, but taught exhaustively in seventeen chapters. When Saµjaya  says, 
kathayataÅ, we understand that it is not simple talking, but proper teaching that went on 
there.  

Then Saµjaya  says to Dh¤tar¡À¶ra : 

®úÉVÉxÉÂ ºÉÆº¨ÉÞiªÉ ºÉÆº¨ÉÞiªÉ ºÉÆ´ÉÉnùÊ¨É¨É¨É‘ÖùiÉ¨ÉÂ* 
Eäò¶É´ÉÉVÉÖÇxÉªÉÉä& {ÉÖhªÉÆ ¾þ¹ªÉÉÊ¨É SÉ ¨ÉÖ½Öþ¨ÉÖÇ½Öþ&**76** 
r¡jan saÆsm¤tya saÆsm¤tya saÆv¡damimamadbhutam 
ke¿av¡rjunayoÅ pu¸yaÆ h¤Ày¡mi ca muhurmuhuÅ Verse 76 

®úÉVÉxÉÂ r¡jan — O! King; Eäò¶É´ÉÉVÉÖÇxÉªÉÉä& ke¿av¡rjunayoÅ — between K¤À¸a and Arjuna; 
<¨É¨ÉÂ imam — this; +‘ÖùiÉ¨ÉÂ adbhutam — wondrous; {ÉÖhªÉ¨ÉÂ pu¸yam  — auspicious; 
ºÉǼ ÉÉnù¨ÉÂ saÆv¡dam — dialogue; ºÉÆº¨ÉÞiªÉ ºÉÆº¨ÉÞiªÉ saÆsm¤tya saÆsm¤tya — repeatedly 
recalling; ¨ÉÖ½Öþ& ¨ÉÖ½Öþ& muhuÅ muhuÅ — again and again; ¾þ¹ªÉÉÊ¨É SÉ h¤Ày¡mi ca — I rejoice  

O! King, repeatedly recalling this wondrous, auspicious, dialogue 
between K¤À¸a and Arjuna, I rejoice again and again. 

Here Saµjaya  addresses Dh¤tar¡À¶ra  as a sovereign, r¡jan, O! King. The 
repetition of the word, saÆsm¤tya, remembering, indicates that always, at every 
moment, he remembers all those words of the dialogue again and again. What kind of 
dialogue? One that destroys all p¡pa, all the causes of bondage, because it gives you 
mokÀa. It is, therefore, pu¸ya . Dwelling upon the words of K¤À¸a  and on Arjuna's 
questions, etc., he says, ‘I rejoice—h¤Ày¡mi,’ again and again, muhuÅ muhuÅ. 

Not only that, Saµjaya, further expresses his wonder dwelling on the vi¿var£pa -
dar¿ana that K¤À¸a gave Arjuna . 

iÉcÉ ºÉÆº¨ÉÞiªÉ ºÉÆº¨ÉÞiªÉ °ü{É¨ÉiªÉ‘ÖùiÉÆ ½þ®äú&* 
Ê´Éº¨ÉªÉÉä ¨Éä ¨É½þÉxÉÂ ®úÉVÉxÉÂ ¾þ¹ªÉÉÊ¨É SÉ {ÉÖxÉ& {ÉÖxÉ&**77** 

                                                                 
1 G¢t¡ – 4-1 
2 G¢t¡ – 15-15 
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tacca saÆsm¤tya saÆsm¤tya r£pamatyadbhutaÆ hareÅ  
vismayo me mah¡n r¡jan h¤Ày¡mi ca punaÅ punaÅ  Verse 77 

SÉ ca  — and further; ½þ®äú& hareÅ  — of the Lord, Hari; iÉiÉÂ +iªÉ‘ÖùiÉ¨ÉÂ °ü{É¨ÉÂ tat 
atyadbhutam r£pam — that most wondrous form; ºÉÆº¨ÉÞiªÉ ºÉÆº¨ÉÞiªÉ saÆsm¤tya 
saÆsm¤tya — repeatedly recalling; ¨É½þÉxÉÂ Ê´Éº¨ÉªÉ& ¨Éä mah¡n vismayaÅ me — great 
amazement for me; ®úÉVÉxÉÂ r¡jan  — O! King; {ÉÖxÉ& {ÉÖxÉ& punaÅ punaÅ — again and again; 
¾þ¹ªÉÉÊ¨É SÉ h¤Ày¡mi ca  — and I rejoice 

And further, repeatedly recalling that most wondrous form of the Lord, 
Hari, I have great amazement, O! King, and I rejoice again and again. 

Not only was the dialogue presented here, but also the description of the visual 
form of K¤À¸a as the entire cosmos. In the eleventh chapter, at the request of Arjuna, 
K¤À¸a showed his cosmic form, in which Arjuna could see everything, including time, 
all the elements, Lord Yama and all the devat¡s. And whatever Arjuna saw, Saµjaya 
also saw. In that particular form they could see everything, and Saµjaya  found it the 
most wondrous form  of the Lord—atyadbhutaÆ r£paÆ hareÅ. Recollecting it again 
and again, there was great amazement, mah¡n  vismaya , for him. As the words are 
wonderful, the form is also wonderful, and as he rejoices in remembering the dialogue, 
Saµjaya also rejoices in recollecting the cosmic form of K¤À¸a. 

Saµjaya now sums up by expressing his devotion to Lord K¤À¸a  and his sure 
opinion as to the outcome of the war.  

ªÉjÉ ªÉÉäMÉä·É®ú& EÞò¹hÉÉä ªÉjÉ {ÉÉlÉÉæ vÉxÉÖvÉÇ®ú&* 
iÉjÉ ¸ÉÒÌ´ÉVÉªÉÉä ¦ÉÚÊiÉwÉÖÇ´ÉÉ xÉÒÊiÉ¨ÉÇÊiÉ¨ÉÇ¨É**78** 
yatra yoge¿varaÅ k¤À¸o yatra p¡rtho dhanurdharaÅ 
tatra ¿r¢rvijayo bh£tirdhruv¡ n¢tirmatirmama Verse 78 

ªÉjÉ yatra — wherever; ªÉÉäMÉä·É®ú& EÞò¹hÉ& yoge¿varaÅ k¤À¸aÅ — K¤À¸a, the Lord of yoga ; 

ªÉjÉ yatra — wherever; {ÉÉlÉÇ& vÉxÉÖvÉÇ®ú& p¡rthaÅ dhanurdharaÅ — Arjuna, the one who 
bears the bow; iÉjÉ tatra — there; ¸ÉÒ& ¿r¢Å — wealth; Ê´ÉVÉªÉ& vijayaÅ — victory; ¦ÉÚÊiÉ& 
bh£tiÅ — various riches; wÉÖ́ ÉÉ dhruv¡ — definite;  xÉÒÊiÉ& n¢tiÅ — justice; ¨É¨É ¨ÉÊiÉ& 
mama matiÅ — (this is) my conclusion  

Wherever there is K¤À¸a, the Lord of yoga , wherever there is Arjuna , the 
one who bears the bow, there wealth, victory, various riches, and definite 
justice are present. This is my conclusion. 

Saµjaya  says, ‘Wherever, K¤À¸a is, there is ¿r¢, wealth and vijaya, victory. And 
wherever Arjuna is, there too there is wealth and victory.’ And when he says wherever 
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K¤À¸a is, he means, in whose heart K¤À¸a  is. Arjuna here is called the one who carries a 
bow, dhanurdhara . That is significant here and later we will look into it further. 
Wherever K¤À¸a is, all wealth will be. Nowhere else; because LakÀm¢ is inseparable 
from K¤À¸a. This wealth is not ordinary wealth, but includes all kinds of wealth, 
bh£ti—moral wealth, material wealth, spiritual wealth, etc. They will all be there for the 
one who has K¤À¸a and Arjuna in his heart. It is certain, dhruv¡. There is no failure 
possible. Then again, justice, n¢ti, will also certainly be there. That means there will be 
order, proper government, in terms of dharma. Justice will be there, because K¤À¸a  is 
dharma . It is not K¤À¸a's dharma. K¤À¸a is dharma ! Even though K¤À¸a  is more than 
dharma , dharma is not separate from K¤À¸a. Of course, Saµjaya  didn't want to attract 
the wrath of Dh¤tar¡À¶ra, and therefore, he says, ‘This is my conclusion—matiÅ 
mama.’ Otherwise, Saµjaya  is telling Dh¤tar¡À¶ra  here that if he has some blind hopes 
that Duryodhana  would win, he had better forget it. Wherever there is K¤À¸a and 
Arjuna, there will be wealth, victory, and justice. In this way, Saµjaya concludes the 
whole conversation.  

WHEREVER THERE IS PROPER ATTITUDE AND EFFORT, LORD'S GRACE IS 
ALWAYS THERE 

Let us look now at why Saµjaya  calls Arjuna , dhanurdhara, the one who wields 
the bow. Mere Arjuna will not achieve victory. He must be ready to do what is to be 
done. Only then can there be victory, etc. By calling him dhanurdhara , Saµjaya 
indicates that Arjuna  is a human being who is ready to perform his duty. And it becomes 
yoga when K¤À¸a is recognized. Otherwise, it is simple karma. Where a person 
recognizes Lord K¤À¸a and is ready to do his duty, there will be antaÅ-kara¸a -¿uddhi, 
and then knowledge. Thus, ¿r¢ here can be considered knowledge as well as material 
wealth. Everything will be there for him, because he does not sit and regret. And that is 
because, he knows that the giver of the results of all actions, karma-phala-d¡t¡, is by 
his side. Once you have that daiva on your side, that unknown factor is no longer 
unknown, in the sense that it is not going to spoil the result of your undertaking. The 
unknown factor is controlled by invoking Ì¿vara. Real control is taking Ì¿vara into 
account. If you want to have control without taking Ì¿vara  into account, you are in 
trouble. Not all the variables can be controlled, but if you take the controller on your 
side, you have surrendered, and that attitude makes life simple. Then karma becomes 
yoga, and because of that, there is a grateful acceptance, pras¡da-buddhi, of whatever 
comes. Therefore, there is no failure; there is always victory. 

If we learn from every experienc e, there is no need to draw a line. Generally, we 
draw a line, as though it is all over. An enterprising businessman who incurs some losses 
does not wind up his business. If he has incurred a loss, he tries to find out what 
happened, and keeps going. He knows that it is a process in which sometimes you incur 
loss and sometimes gain. Therefore, he does not draw a line. If you do not draw a line, 
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you are always a winner; draw a line, and you are a loser. In living a successful life, 
there is no necessity to draw a line, because the whole life is a complete life, to be lived 
purposefully, learning at every step. When should you draw the line? Only at the time of 
death. The whole life is a process, and if K¤À¸a is on your side, you are a winner. If not, 
you are not. Even though Duryodhana thought that he called all the shots, as he had 
larger armies, and all the invincible warriors, he lost the war. Without K¤À¸a, even 
Arjuna would have met Lord Yama on the first day itself. Because K¤À¸a was sitting 
there as his driver, he went on to victory. Without that driver, in spite of all his weaponry 
and skills, Arjuna would not even have fought. At the beginning of the fight, he was 
caught between the horns of a dilemma, of having to choose between duty and affection. 
He could not even start. Where is the question of fighting? Because K¤À¸a was there, 
there was victory.  

Certainly there will be justice, n¢ti, and prosperity, bh£ti. Because it is mentioned 
separately, ¿r¢ can also be taken as knowledge, vidy¡. Everything will be there. We can 
understand this to be true individually, and also with reference to a society. Where there 
is n¢ti, each one does his job, and therefore, there is plenty for everybody. In whichever 
period of time or place that K¤À¸a is there, people are ready to do what is to be done. 
Then all these will be there. Thus ends chapter eighteen of the Bhagavadg¢t¡ . With this 
the Bhagavadg¢t¡ itself and áa´kara's  commentary also ends. Now we shall see the 
concluding statements of the bh¡Àya  and the G¢t¡  itself. 

+Éå iÉiºÉÊnùÊiÉ ¸ÉÒ¨É½þÉ¦ÉÉ®úiÉä ¶ÉiÉºÉÉ½þ»ªÉÉÆ ºÉÆÊ½þiÉÉªÉÉÆ ´ÉèªÉÉÊºÉCªÉÉÆ ¦ÉÒ¹¨É{É´ÉÇÊhÉ 
¸ÉÒ¨É‘ùMÉ´É?ùÒiÉÉºÉÚ{ÉÊxÉ¹ÉiºÉÖ ¥ÉÀÊ´ÉtÉªÉÉÆ ªÉÉäMÉ¶ÉÉÛÉä ¸ÉÒEÞò¹hÉÉVÉÖÇxÉºÉÆ´ÉÉnäù 

¨ÉÉäIÉºÉzªÉÉºÉªÉÉäMÉÉä xÉÉ¨ÉÉŸõÉnù¶ÉÉä%vªÉÉªÉ&**18** 
oÆ tatsaditi ¿r¢mah¡bh¡rate ¿atas¡hasry¡Æ saÆhit¡y¡Æ 

vaiy¡siky¡Æ bh¢Àmaparva¸i ¿r¢madbhagavadg¢t¡s£paniÀatsu 
brahmavidy¡y¡Æ yoga¿¡stre ¿r¢k¤À¸¡rjunasaÆv¡de 

mokÀasanny¡sayogo n¡m¡À¶¡da¿o'dhy¡yaÅ  

We conclude with OÆ  tat sat. Om is everything, and that alone is satya. In the 
epic of ten thousand verses written by Vy¡sa, in the Bh¢Àma-parva of the 
Mah¡bh¡rata, in this section called the Bhagavadg¢t¡ , which enjoys the status of an 
UpaniÀad because its subject matter is the knowledge of Brahman , brahma-vidy¡, and 
which is also a yoga-¿¡stra , in the dialogue that took place between ár¢ K¤À¸a and 
Arjuna, is this chapter called mokÀa-sanny¡sa, the renunciation—that is the 
renunciation of all activities by giving up the sense of doership, kart¤tva , in the wake of 
the knowledge that ¡tm¡  is not a doer—that gives freedom. Many things were told in 
this ¿¡stra , but predominantly, renunciation of all actions, sarva -karma-sanny¡sa , was 
pointed out, and thus, the last chapter is rightly called mokÀa-sanny¡sa.  
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<ÊiÉ ¸ÉÒ¨Éi{É®ú¨É½ÆþºÉ-{ÉÊ®úµÉÉVÉEòÉSÉÉªÉÇ-MÉÉäÊ´Éxnù¦ÉMÉ´Éi{ÉÚVªÉ{ÉÉnùÊ¶É¹ªÉ¸ÉÒ¨ÉnùÉSÉÉªÉÇ¶É?ó®ú¦ÉMÉ´ÉiÉ& 
EÞòiÉÉè ¸ÉÒ¦ÉMÉ´É?ùÒiÉÉ¦ÉÉ¹ªÉä ¨ÉÉäIÉºÉzªÉÉºÉªÉÉäMÉÉä xÉÉ¨ÉÉŸõÉnù¶ÉÉä%vªÉÉªÉ&** 

iti ¿r¢matparamahaÆsa -parivr¡jak¡c¡rya-
govindabhagavatp£jyap¡da¿iÀya¿r¢mad¡c¡rya¿a´karabhagavataÅ 

k¤tau ¿r¢bhagavadg¢t¡bh¡Àye mokÀasanny¡sayogo 
n¡m¡À¶¡da¿o'dhy¡yaÅ 

And finally, this chapter was commented upon by the revered teacher ár¢ 
áa´kara, who is the disciple of the parama-haÆsa-sanny¡s¢, ár¢ Govinda-bhagavat-
p¡da . 

ºÉ¨ÉÉÊ”É¨ÉMÉ¨ÉÊnùnÆù MÉÒiÉÉ¶ÉÉÛÉ¨ÉÂ** 
sam¡ptimagamadidaÆ g¢t¡¿¡stram 

Thus ends the g¢t¡ -¿¡stra . 

ababababab 
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Generally, when we complete a book like this, we repeat the first verse, so that we 
start all over again. This is to indicate that it's study is a continuous study, a study of a 
lifetime.  

vÉÞiÉ®úÉŸÅõ =´ÉÉSÉ* 
vÉ¨ÉÇIÉäjÉä EÖò¯ûIÉäjÉä ºÉ¨É´ÉäiÉÉ ªÉÖªÉÖiºÉ´É&* 
¨ÉÉ¨ÉEòÉ& {ÉÉhb÷´ÉÉ•Éè´É ÊEò¨ÉEÖò´ÉÇiÉ ºÉ‰ÉªÉ**1** 
dh¤tar¡À¶ra uv¡ca  
dharmakÀetre kurukÀetre samavet¡ yuyutsavaÅ 
m¡mak¡Å p¡¸·av¡¿caiva kimakurvata saµjaya  Verse 1-1 

 oÆ ¿¡ntiÅ ¿¡ntiÅ ¿¡ntiÅ  

ababababab 
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