TO WHICH GOD SHALL
WE OFFER OUR OBLATION ?

PROF. ARINDAM CHAKRAVARTI

mhe three Rs of Vedic Tradition : What is in a name ? But, for us, the
Vedic people, the name precedes the creation of a thing. The name of my
paper today is ‘To which God shall we offer our oblation ? ‘which most of
you will recognise to be a rather simple translation of &% e gfersT
fererT /(kasmai devaya havisa vidhema) Words beginning with the letter ‘r’
(& ') appears to be of unique importance for understanding the
philosophical outlook of the Vedic people. Not only is the pinnacle of
sacred knowledge authorlessly recorded in a text called Rgveda but also
the Vedic metaphysics, epistemology and ethics all revolve around three
pivotal words, each of them starting with ‘r. ‘Thus the Vedic metaphysics,
their theory of reality, cosmic causal order and truth is based upon the
concept of rta.

According to the Vedic epistemology, knowledge gained from the words
of a rsi or a seer”of a mantra (mantradrasta) is the highest kind of
knowledge. Neither our own feeble perception nor our logical reasoning
by themselves can reach the vistas of knowledge and wisdom which a
Parasara or a Kutsa, a Dirghatamas or a Grtsamada, a Vi§vamitra or a
Vamadeva opens up to us.

Finally, Vedic ethical thought is founded upon the concept of rna, the three
or more debts with which a human being is born. The question - ‘How
ideally should we live? ' is answered in the Satapatha Brahmana and
Taittiriya Brahmana in terms of how we should pay back the debts to
ancestors, debts to teachers and debts to the gods. You could make a pun
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and say that just as the English used to say that in order to be a literate
person you have to know the three Rs (reading, writing, & arithmetic).
You have to know the three ‘rs’, if you have to know the essence of the
Rgvedic world-view. You have to know not just about the Rgveda but
what is in it which is rfa, rsiand rna. Don 't attach too much importance to
this if you think that there are letters which are equally important like ‘a’,
‘ka{ It doesn ‘t matter. This is just an easy Viskambhaka or prelude to my
talk. It is easy to explain to a modern Indian and, let us face it, a modern
Indian is a westernised Indian. There is no other definition of modernity
for a post-colonial people. It is easy to explain to a modern Indian how
every human child owes an existential debt to his or her ancestors or
parents. But for their procreative and nurturing activities, we would not
have been born or sustained. The West has taught us the individualistic
concepts of our birthrights. Legally, I can claim my father’s property or
part of it, but when it comes to acknowledging our birth-debts, I have
heard western or westernised Indian children shruggingly say, 1 never
asked them to sleep together and bring me into existence; Why should I be
grateful to them? ’ Still it is possible to convince even modern shrugging
Indian youngsters that if life is not a burden but a great opportunity, a
great chance, a lucky opening, then precisely because without my asking
them, my parents gave me this chance, this window of opportunity, I should
be, indeed, indebted and grateful and dutiful towards them and their
forefathers for bringing me into this ‘What a wonderful world! ’ (to quote
Louis Armstrong, the jazz singer).

So it is possible to convey or get across the meaning of the three rnas.
Similarly, it is possible to explain inspite of the epistemological vanity of
modern enlightened people who think that by their own individual
perception, inference and imagination, they can crack all the mysteries of
the universe just because they have invented the Internet, it is still possible
to convince such people that knowledge is impossible without a pre-
supposed background of a tradition. A tradition consists of a line of teachers
who have successively enriched the basic data-bank, the think-tank as
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they say now, which we unthinkingly inherit as we are born in a language,
a culture and a society. Indeed, the burden of debts owed to teachers, rsi-
rnas of English educated Indians is all the heavier. We are indebted to
Plato as well as Parasara, to Kaint as well as to Kutsa, to Galileo as well as
to Grtsamada, to Descartes as well as to Dirghatamasa, to Kepler as well
as to Kanada and we cannot deny either of the rnas. But it is extremely
hard to explain why we are or should think we are indebted to the gods.
Since we think we know the metereology of rainfall and all about soil-
science, the biology of plants, the technology of agricultural products and
the physiology of digestive organs, it sounds utterly nonsensical if we are
told that it is the gods who give us food and help us digest. So we should
then give them back something. Taken literally, AT STHETAAT AT ‘H_.E?r—
Y49 UF d: ' (tairdattan apradayaibhyo yo bhunte-stena eva sah) sounds
nothing but children ’s stories to a scientifically trained modern Indian. He
might pay cultural respect to it but he doesn ‘t really believe in it because
he doesn 't believe that food is given by the gods. And it is not his fault. He
is not being faithless. He is just not being able to understand. Unless you
understand you don 't even know how to disbelieve. The idea of rain-god
or a grain-god, a fertiliser-god or a sun-god can appeal to us as archaic
mythology or poetic metaphor, but it simply does not ring true anymore.
The real reason why the idea of debt to a god is so dim, inaccessible and
obsolete to us is that we don 't know what is god. What kind of creature is
a devata. And that’s what I wanted to discuss today, the concept of a
devata. That’s the main purpose and I admit that it is one of the most
central concepts which has been, sort of, neglected by the neo-Hindu
revivalism which has started, as you know, form the 19th century, the late
19th century, and is continuing even now in both society and politics.

Everybody talks about ISvara, God. But God is one whereas devatas are
many. We have to believe in them otherwise you are not a Vedic person. It
is enough to believe in Brahman, it is not enough to believe just in Saguna
Brahman or I§vara. You have to believe in lokas and devatas and take it
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metaphorically, spiritually but also literally in order to be an heir to the
Vedic tradition. You have to believe that there are gods. My approach to
this pertinent question- ‘What is a Vedic deity? - today will be through a
philosophical analysis of the famous repeated ending line of the nine verses
of the Hiranyagarbha hymn- ST ¢aT 8fanT 99’ (kasmai devdya havisa
vidhema) to which god shall we offer our oblations. 'If am not wrong it is
X.121.1 of Rgveda and I will do it as I am trained to do, word for word,
like a British analytic philosopher. I know the approach sounds Western
but it is actually very Indian. Because to take every word apart as far as
you can go is very Indian. So e T gfemT f499 * (kasmai devaya havisa
vidhema )

KASMAI (F5T)

First, a section on W& /(kasmai). On the face of it, this line looks like an
open question. To which god shall we offer our oblations? Deep
philosophical questions have been as central to the Vedic psyche as deep
mystical answers. The Vedic faith unlike Semitic faith is not a dogmatic
cult. Alittle cultural aside here. Neither the post-Enlightenment modernity
nor the pre-Enlightenment scholastic Christian dark ages have direct
comparative relevance for understanding the ancient Indian traditions. We
have tended to copy the Western historic template (in computer language)
to understand our history as well. So we have to have a golden Vedic
Classical period like the Greeks and then we have the middle dark period
of ritualism, and then we have to have a renaissance and everything. But it
doesn 't work out that way. For one thing, our middle period, if there was
one, is not a period of blind faith. It could never be so because there is no
one faith, there were hundreds of faiths. And there was constant debate
among them. And questioning is not renaissance for us. Questioning has
always been the heart of Vedic religion and I will try to give evidence. The
Vedic culture or cultures, it invites questions and discussions just as much
as it encourages sacrificial rituals. Indeed, in an tell-tale prayer of Rgveda
VIII. 101, the enemy (Satru) is identified as one who does not take delight
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in discussion, who does not take pleasure in asking good questions and
does not make repeated sacrificial offering -

9 7 G99 7 [FRdlad T I HIAE W/

(na yah samprccha na punarhavitave na yah samvadaya ramate)

Mitravaruna, please save us from such enemies who do not question who
do not like discussions, who think YdTldq Eﬁ[ faf3ar: /(etavad iti niscitah)
Save us from those people who think they have known the mystery of the
world and that is that, no more ¥¥J=81 (samprccha) The model of a
knowledge-seeker in the Upanisad is someone who is not ciketa (knower)
but a naciketa (Non Knower). For samprccha enquiry, you need the
pronoun ‘who ’or ‘which ’or ‘what ’and its case-transformations like ‘to
whom’, by whom, ‘for whom’, ‘from whom’, ‘of whom’, ‘in whom,
etc. Itis interesting to note that in some of the spiritually and philosophically
central texts of the Vedic religion, we find use of this questioning pronoun.
Witness Nasadiya-sikta, Rgveda X.1.29 - Yoq smadia: 7 &&7 wHq
%8 '(kim avarivah kuha kasya sarman ‘kuha ‘) is Vedic alternative form
of } FF ' kutra) What was to be concealed? Where? For whose benefit?
These are some of the questions asked in the nasadiya hymn. Again in the
same hymn—a-ﬁ' 3TET 9 & 38 Ya=d (ko addha veda ka iha pravocata) d
JATSITAT §H32T ﬁl’ﬂﬁ: (kuta ajata kuta iyarm visrstih) who knows, who in
this world can tell, where from this multifarious creation came :, f,
Fd:, FH, HI (kah, kim, kutah, kasya, kasmin) - all of these forms are
available right in this one verse which reveals the limits of human
knowledge. At one point, Sankardcarya says in his commentories on the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad that the durvijiayatva, the unknowability by
human intellect of the universe, of the reality behind appearance is the
greatest knowledge that one can have. The truth that the mystery of the
cosmic beginning of time is impenetrable by finite minds and even by
Isuperhuman gods who came after the beginning ‘Arvadeva'. That is the
truth which is preached by, if any truth is preached, by this great document
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called the Nasadiya - sikta. The instrumental case which is left out so we
have got &, fah, Fd:, T and ®IE (kah, kim, kutah, kasya, and kasmin)
in the Nasadiya - sukta itself. The instrumental case which was left out-
by whom ’- FT (kena), becomes so important that an entire Upanisad is
named after it. By who was life given its first momentum? FATd vafa
S 5: 7 & 91oT: Jom: G qF: 7 (kenesitarn patati presitan manah? kena
pranah prathamah praiti yukatah?) and then you have the best more
possible even by the Greek criterion of philosophizing which is
philosophizing about philosophizing, a self-reflectiveness because after
these two lines you have a third line which is asking about itself- At
arafET gefa? (kenesitam vacamimam vadanti?) These words which I am
uttering while asking these questions, who is making me speak these very
words. Prompted by what are these words uttered? [Thus, somebody was
asking me ‘Aren’t you stretching the interpretation of Bhartrhari when
you say ad firear g&ifiy (sarvam mithya bravimi) is actually an anticipation
of the liar paradox? ' My answer was- It is not stretching at all because the
germs of the liar paradox of self-reflexibility of language talking about
itself is already there in the Kena Upanisad. ']

Thus begins the unparalleled testament of human questioning. The only
remaining F (ke) word, ﬁn’l{ (kim) word, who &H (kam) word-we have
covered :(kah), ﬁh‘l{ (kim), %d: (kutah ), % (kasya) Eh‘ﬁfﬁl:[ (kasmin)
and T (kena)-was FH (kasmai), ‘for whom ’, which forms the main
identifying description of the god to whom the Hiranyagarbha sukta 1is
addressed -

T g9y &fauT faey ? (kasmai devdya havisa vidhema?)

feoanmf: waadant sae siTa: afotes sl |
q g gielt et we e gt fod )

hiranyagarbhah samavartatagre bhitasya jatah patireka asit |
sa dadhara prthivim dyamutemam kasmai devaya havisa vidhema ||
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What does kasmai (F¥) mean here? Is the text, the unwaivering
authoritative veda itself unsure as to who is the addressee of this relevant
ritual of offering clarified butter? Unknownness of Parjapatiis, no doubt,
one meaning of this interrogative dative kasmai (m)

31 ferareer stfigiacasucaTd yemudt add |

(atra kimsabdo anirjiatasvarupatvat prajapatau vartate|) says Sayana. But
like Vedic culture itself, Vedic word is seldom exhausted by a single
interpretation. The file of Vedic interpretation is never closed, it is open.
There must exist alternatives. I have heard enthusiastic Sankarites ie
Sankaracarya ‘s followers saying~ There might be doubt in sZyana but there
is no doubt ever in Sankara. Sankara gives a definitive interpretation. ' The
first verse of the first Upanisad, ISopanisad, the first verse, Sankara's
interpretation, please look into it - AT ¢ h&d feag 999 (ma grdhah kasya
svid dhanam) Sankara says - 'Do not covet anybody ‘s wealth. He gives
this interpretation and then says ‘3T9dT (athava) ' or’, do not covet stock
because H&9 f€ag &9 (kasya svid dhanam) who after all is wealth?
Nobody. Totally different interpretation. He does not say which one is
better. Just leaves it open. We don 't need a Jacques Derrida to tell us the
texts are open.

So we have alternatives. &:(kah), can also be derived from HTHIT
(kamayate), desires. There is no creation without the urge to multiply, a
sisrksa, a desire to make or become many. So kasmai (FE) could mean
for the desirous god. *

Now there is a third alternative. Instead of the agnostic f&H (kim) or the
wishful &:(kah), R (kasmai) could have been derived from &%H [k'am], a
word which means ‘bliss’, ‘pleasure ’or ‘happiness! ' This is why 3T (aka)
means the opposite of pleasure ie. pain and where there is no pain, such a
place is called dT% (nakah) which is a synonym of ‘heaven’, svarga. Since
Prajéﬁari, Lord of creatures, the first-born golden womb is blissful in
nature, he is called & (karn). A meaning even deeper than that is alluded
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to by Sayana, in terms of an akhyayika, a kind of Vedic parable. When
Indra, after having killed Vrtra, asks Prajapati- '‘Now, you give me your
glory back. ' Prajapati, almost nervously, is supposed to have replied- f1
give you all my greatness, who or what shall I be? To this Indraresponded
by saying, ‘since you asked who shall I be, you will be called ‘who".’

[It’s uncanny, it’s very uncanny how great spiritual heights, when they
are achieved by people, even without reading the Vedas, what they say,
automatically fall in the same rhythm as the Veda. I don 't think Sri
Aurobindo was thinking about this story or the name & (karm) when he
wrote that beautiful poem which many of us have heard Karan Singhji
recite called ‘who ’. Some of its couplets are still ringing in my ears-

‘Whose is the hand that sends Jupiter spinning into space,
and also spends all its crafts to shape a single curl of a baby ’s hair. ’
Now this poem is called ‘who " and it is about Hiranyagarbha.]

The deeper reason for this is found in a part of Yaska's Nirakta where he
says that the devatas and especially Parjapati are by nature best described
by a pronoun and not by a noun-

ST 9N g Hofqe |er § HIOT 7 &2 |
AT T2ITTEauiHET o qof A1 o ||

(ja $ono ei karnapute sabai mayera mantra bate |
tara paficasad varnamayi varne varne nama dhare 11)

Their Prakrtiis sarvanama. Any name can describe it.
There is a Ramaprasada Bengali Kalisangita where it says-

S fraTd A== AT STadar:, foheg T HTeHT fava®y: Fqad,
YFd: QAT | Ypfad qd-T |

(prakrtisarvanamnyacca naita adevatah, kintu mahanayam atma visvartpah

stiyate, prakarteh sarvanamnyam | prakrtirvai sravanamal)
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FE (kasmai) thus refers to the Lord of all creatures, that Blissful God
called ‘who’, % ' (kam). So, there is uncertainty but there is serenity as
well. It is Prajapati. His name is %’ (ka) A devata is by her very nature,
named by a pronoun, an ‘all-name’, sarvanama. I have nothing more to
say about HE (kasmai).

Now DEVAYA (39)

Where does the word Deva ' come from? Grammarians don 't like Yaska
because he was, really not only creative but playful about derivations.
You give him some phonetic similarity and he will make a derivative out
of it. So he says-

34T a1 9T &9 AT AT, aT PETET wadif ar |

(devo danad va dipanad va dyotanad va dyusr!'}éno bhavatiti va)

So, the interpretations go some what like this. Etymologically, from the
word ‘div’ which can mean ‘effulgence’ or ‘lllumination.’ So it is also
connected to the Latin ‘deus’and divine and derivable according to the
Niruktakara, also, from ‘da’, ‘to give’ and dyauh, the sky or heaven
because they live in heaven. In high heaven, they are devata because they
are the entities to whom you ought to give. They exist just to receive
sacrificial offerings, that ‘s their job from their point of view. Unless there
were devtds, who would we give to? Now, that s a very strange concept.
Whenever you give something to somebody, you make a god out of that.
If you are giving service to your father, you are becoming a pitrdeva. If
you are giving service to your guests, you are becoming an atithideva. So,
anybody who receives gifts and thereby facilitates the slackening of the
grip of the ego on our possessive self is a god. And we are grateful to that
entity because it is giving us an opportunity to make a better life by
loosening our grip on possessions because to possess more is to die more.
There are some extremely deep-rooted concepts in order to understand,
which we have to go into the concept of food, owner of food, giver of
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food, eater of food and who is it, who eats without being eaten. When you
eat, consume something, according to the Vedas, thinking this is my rightful
thing, I have every right to eat this, [ have earned this and nobody can take
it away from me, this is my share, with that hogging kind of grdhnita (this
word comes from ¥ (grdhra) a vulture-like attitude. Then you think you
are eating out actually you are being eaten. Hence, the Mahabharata
derivation, again playful derivation of the word HT&: (marmsah). I think I
eat it but it eats me. But vegetarians have no reason to relax. If they treat
their food as their birthright and not as something that has been gracefully
showered on them forgetting that they have a duty to share and if they eat
alone, sitting in the privacy of their hotel room, breakfast served on bed,
then as a kevaladi, lonely eater, they will be only sinners and will be eaten
by that very breakfast. So, danadva.

But then the most important interpretation is luminous ’, TTAAT, AT
(dyotanat, dipanat) and that is why nowadays, in politics, a devatais called
a luminary. Any luminary is a devata very consonant with the Vedic image.
In some place, the niruktakara says that even a man who is very great and
famous, if he has yasah and if he has a luminousness about him, he can be
called a devata. A devata can become devata just by being luminous. Of
course, luminousness is interpreted in a very wide sense. But then there
are deeper spiritual meanings and anybody who is acquainted with the
work of Srimat Anirmana knows that he gave a spiritual interpretation in
the body, a certain kind of brightness happens, a certain kind of heat
happens when you have the dve$a or the induction by a divine spirit. So
that is the interpretation of luminosity.

But I want to go towards some different interpretation which is notin Yaska
directly but which I find in Abhinavagupta. Notin his Tantric works but in
his commentary to Bhagavadgita and this, I hope, will stir up some
controversy. Since I am someone who HATeT Wd (samvadaya ramate). 1
would like to have a samvada on this. We all know the famous Gita passage
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where the ecological cycle is described that we have to, perform Sacrifice
because we get food from god given rainfall. From that food the first part
we have to give to other people or beings. A very good thing to study
about this is the @HTATIAT (saptannavidyd) in FJEERUIRITHTI
(brhadaranyakopanisat) - seven kinds of food. The first is sadharana. Up
to an ant every living being has right over the first part of my food. That is
why the first part of the food has to be set aside. Now having done that by
means of yajia, towards the gods giving up of dravya, whatever we posses-
ZoIcATT: (dravyatyagah). Having done that, that will promote clouds and
from the clouds will come rain and from rain again food and so on - Td
yafdd Ty Agadadied: (evam pravartitam cakaram nanuvartayatihayah)
This is a cycle and one who doesn 't follow that, his whole life is full of sin,
W@[ﬁ@'ﬂmﬁ orer aref @ Sfedr (aghayurindriyaramo mogham partha sa
jivita) We all know that, but what is the interpretation? Everybody else,
Madhusidan, Sridhara, Sankaracarya, Ramanujacarya, everybody has
interpreted this in terms of the gods and our duty towards gods in terms of
our debts towards gods and so on because it almost says so S13d: (kathatah)

QI WIFFAHA d 34T H1aa=g &: |
qEL ATad=d: A9 T ||

(devan bhavayatanena te deva bhavayantu vah |
parasparam bhavayantah Sreyah paramavapsyatha 1)

Now, if you see the nijanta bha dhatu here, the bhavayanta means
vardhayantah, apyayantah, that we help the devatas to grow. Now that
creates the first suspicion. We thought the devatas are unchangeable, ajara,
amara. How can we help them grow? Do they need nourishment from us?
Are they dependent on us? If we take this passage of the Gita seriously,
they are -We have to. Unless we give offerings, unless we do our duties,
our devatas will get emaciated. They are ﬂﬁﬂi’ﬁ: (havirbhujah) The person
who doesn ‘t give he not only does not nourish his friend but he also does
not nourish the sun- W 8@ 7 AN / (na sakhdyarm na aryamanam).
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This is from the Dana-sikta. So how can you promote the sun. You help
the sun to rise by giving gifts. If you don 't then the seasons go bad.
Unprecedented summers come to a city which is not used to that kind of
thing. The cycle changes, so we help them flourish. What are they?
Abhinavagupta gives a very Abhinava interpretation- ST WT&Edd gfd/
(devan bhavayata iti). We have to remember, the verb is ‘div’. One form

is Divyati which means ‘blaze’, sports 3aT: e gﬁiﬂﬂ?ﬁ: | (devah

kridanasilah indriyavrttayah).

Here gods mean ‘Sense organs’. Or if you have to say the devatas are the
i$varis of karanas- ETUE DE (karnes$varyah), the goddesses presiding over
indriyas. Now this notion of Abhimanini devata or adhisthatri devata is
also important in Tantra. [ dare not say anything about this because there
is at least one, sort of, internationally renowned specialist of Tantra sitting
in the audience who will catch me, so I don ‘t want to talk about it. - 39dr: =
T ET: Fremiiar 3faga™: | aT: Jaar: JavaFded qhawcad Hdd
gyred HHoT qdaq | (devatah = rahasyasastraprasiddhah kridasila
indriyavrttayah | tah devatah avasyakartavyena muktasangatvena krtena
yajiarthyena karmana tarpayata |). You should satisfy the sense organs
because they are gods. What a sacrilegeous thing to say! We are supposed
to control our sense organs. Apparently the Gita is saying that you should

satisfy your sense organs, that is your duty. And that is called sacrifice -
AYTIPIT [T &9 | (yathasambhavan visayan bhaksayatha). If having
fed objects of consumption to the sense organs we can satisfy basically
the indriyas without getting attached, performing our obligatory duties in
a craving-free-manner -

STavEEHdeA Aeasyor gthﬁ'r;\H & | (avadyakartavyena nityakarmana
muktasarnigatvena krtena) then such a life may lead even to final liberation.
It has to be done without asakti. Now that s the hard part. Many people
appeal to tantric ideas and greedily satisfy their sense organs till the end
of their lives and we know how they end. But this non-attached living of a
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full life will give us apavarga and then those indriyas, the sense organs will
give us back as their gifts apavarga. Both abhyudaya and apavarga. At this
point I am not sure I have fully understood what Abhinavgupta is saying
because he is referring to some lofty spiritual matters here. Let me just
read out the text of the commentary on this line - éﬂ'l‘—[ aTa9q 3fd | a4
shreasfiar: sf-Eagaa: Forvaal Saar: WSS | a7 3T ST aiad,
e fareRrT] Warad soael: | T Hear at I ATHT UF WEIETAaae
EHW&L RIEREGY mﬁﬁwl Ty AAdLdH... (devan bhavayata iti |
devah kridanasilah indriyavrttayah karanesvaryo devatah rahasyasastra-
prasiddhah | ta anena karmana tarpayata, yathasambhavam visayan
bhaksayata ityarthah | trptasca satyasta vo yusman atmana eva
svardpamatrocitan apavargan bhavayantu svatmasthitiyogyatvat | evam
anavaratam...)

Now this is the part I am not sure about-

A - FHTHHIYFYIAT (vyutthina - samadhisamayaparamparayam...)

So there i1s a succession of vyutthana and samadhi and vyutthana and
samadhi. As it were, during the time of vyutthana when you are not
samahita, you feel the tendency, the little thirsts that the indriyas have,
the devatas. Who are the devatas? These sense organs. They are having a
little thirst and then when you give them tripti, then there is a little samadhi,
little visrantis, may be a little §anta rasa, a restful trance.
USRS TRy, 3f-5aauor qarcqaTg HTaereror qiEat wra-
gfa stgda qwg 7 | (evamanavaratavyutthanasamadhisamaya-
paramparayam indriyatarpana tadatmasad bhavalaksane paraspara
bhavane sati sighrameva paramarn $reyah)

This ATCHETEHTEAIT (atmasadbhavalaksanena) I will come back to what I
want to say here is that what he is meaning perhaps is this that there is a
moment of intense bliss if you can stay as witness to the process of the
satisfaction of your own sense urges. If you can have that attitude, then
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you will notice that at one point the sense organ is no longer just a graha,
not just a taker and the object, a separate object from it. The light that
shines in the eye is the same as the light that illuminates the visible object.
The object and the sense organ get identified and in that unifying moment
of mutual making, there is an ‘atmasat bhava laksana- m&%ﬁ
eI T Hfer IS8e O 99: (tadatmasadbhavalaksane paraspara bhavane
sati §ighrameva paramam $reyah) and in that unification of the objective
world with the subjective, grasping sense organ, there is an intimation of
that unity, of the paramamsreyah. What is the paramamsreya ?
Abhinavagupta says - QT A9T: TEIT 9 foRTerT SA&10T STaT ST | (paramarn
$reyah paraspara bheda vigalana laksanam brahma prapsyatha). The
melting away of all mutual distinctions & differences is the ultimate good!
Anandamayee Ma used to say - What is Vedanta ? It is bhedanta. He goes
on - T FaatteaHuent graqiafeaasi 37 anf; gearg - e e fE ar aa:
= AATST: ASTH STASTAT AT Y&k &4 U |: etc IFATIAT (& gf-a1or
feug seafea a3 Fafy £39131 39| (na kevalamitthamapavarge
yavatsiddhilabhe 'pi ayam margah ityaha - istan bhogan hi vo devah
dasyante yajiabhavitah tairdattan apradayaibhyo yo bhurnkte stena eva
sah etc. yajiatarpitani hi indriyani sthitam badhnanti yatra kutrapi
dhyeyadau iti) If you are trying to have a citta-vrtti nirodha, you cannot
starve your sense organs. If you starve them, they will revolt and always
be restless. You can hide the restlessness but you can never make them
restful. So you have to give them their due; they are devatas. Fyrafdart f&
3f==nfr (yajiatarpitani hi indriyani) but you have to do it as a yajia, feafa
Feaf-q I & R/ - (sthitim badhnanti yatra kvapi dhiya) Once they are
tarpita, once they are satisfied, once they are pacified, once they get
placated as it were, pleased, some of the gods in the Vedic theogomy are
called apri devata. We all know this - apri devata and why apri ? The
niruktakara says that because if they are prita, if they are pleased, then
they do 3THTEA (apyayana), they make us flourish. They nourish us if
they are pleased. So from 39T (apyayana) and sifa (priti), they are
called apri. This is not grammar, this is nirukta.
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Taus dgeamar afa awr oo wyfadeen samieAT wram: - fawar stEag
gdl: (ataeva tadvyapare sati tesam visayanam smrtisankalpa dhyanadina
bhavah - visaya indriyaireva dattah) If somebody having attained a spiritual
height ungratefully thinks- Oh! those lowly sense organs of mine, they
were just disturbances, now I am frozen in suprasensory samadhi .

Iavgfrad TeEF SN AT dxd (cetascumbita candracidacarano
dhyanamrtam varttate) they are being ungrateful. It is thanks to the indriyas
that they have achieved this state. If the indriyas didn 't help him flourish,
so he is saying, and the ability to concentrate on any object, be it a pratika
like pranavadhvani. How would you have heard the pranava if you didn 't
have hearing ? How would you have read the $astrasif you didn 't have the
eyes?

These very windows, these ‘kha’- okay, they are not antarmukhani, they
are paranci but unless they were there, our citta would not have gone
towards the ultimate ‘kha ‘- unless these little ‘kha-s' were here. So they
are not just duh:- kha and su-kha but also connect to the ultimate ‘kham".
So Abhinavagupta says one who decries, starves and ungratefully denies
the sense organs, he is doing this CEAS IR AP R gq?r, asr fesarom
e fedsheTeATEaT 9T fawen s e, afE Jume s T dae afe
TdAcd STIUd T ST, | (tairdattanapradayaibhyo bhunkte, tesam
visayanam smrtisankalpadhyanadina bhava visaya indriyaireva dattah, yadi

tesameva upabhogaya na diyante tarhi stenatvam cauryameva syat
chadmacaritvat)

And now you can see an interpretation which, I think, the modern mind
would really delight in because it says that any such self-denying,
renouncing, tyagi, is acting in ‘bad faith . Now, then Abhinava quotes the
famous Gita passage- 3t {§ Qe wiedr fqeam=m: @ 3=4¢ | (uktam hi
pirvameva bhagavata mithyacarah sa ucyate). Now tell me one thing
frankly. We have read this passage- one who eats without giving back the
vajiika offerings to the devatas, okay, he is a thief. We have also read the
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passage that just by externally stopping the doors of the indriyas, if
somebody internally keeps thinking about them, he is a fraud a mithyacari.
But did you ever think of connecting these two ? I don 't think we did. At
least I didn ‘t. That was a description of fraudulent nirodha.

T (-2 ATIOT TR T 3TTEd AT |
gyt fanggTenT fireameamt: @ 3=0d 1|

(karmendriyani sarhyamya ya aste manasasmaran |
indriyarthan vimadhatma mithyacarah sa ucyate |l)

But whenever we think of offering, we think of actually denying our self
because our notion of tyagiis a tyaga which hurts. And that ’s all right, it
should hurt in a way. But after a tyaga is fulfilled and after all, there is a
tyaga we do, a subtler tyaga when the god to which we are giving, we
don 't think of them as an external agent who will take our gifts and go
away and Indra will rule in heaven with our food - offerings he will flourish.
If we think of that Indra as my own sense organ, as my own manas, if we
think of that sun to whom we are giving water, flower, offering food on a
particular day of the year or every morning, if we think of that sun as the
presiding deity of my own eyes:

Fy=TEt et § ug gy |
(yascasau aditye sa eva caksusi)

If we think that way then, of course, tyaga doesn 't hurt because it is giving
back.

However, there is a serious risk in our interpretation. There is a way in
which it can be distorted. People might think that we have got a license to
just satisfy our sense organs and just have a good time. Is that yajia? But
remember it has to be done -
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FTEFHAACATHAFEAT Fa. ..

(avaSyakartavyatvenamuktasangatvena krtena.....)
And that ’s the hard part 37aY 77 I (ato ayarm vakyarthah)

He is now doing the summing up (upasarhhara) of this interpretation -

T gEiae fafeq et ar Jwafa a7 s SigeHagimesaar @ 9
TN SATHAT: |

(yah sukhopayam siddhim apavargam va prepsati tena indriya
kautukanivrttimatraphalataya eva bhoga yathopanatam asevya)

One should not refuse bhogas but thinking of them that this is just a fun
for the indriyas who are distinct. Okay, they are having their fun and I am
watching. 35T FIgHHgauEEATIT Ta W FUTIAIY, JTEAT: | (indriya
kautukanivrttimatraphalataya eva bhoga yathopanatam asevyah) But still,
even after this detachment thing added, it is a very radical interpretation
and I submit to you.

I end by saying that this is not just Abhinavagupta ‘sfad, it is not a Kashmiri,
sort of, from the border provinces, an interpretational violence. Why?
Well yajiavalkya was not a Kashmiri. He was a little fond of cows,
especially if they had golden horns and he was also fond of jokes just as
Abhinavagupta was. He makes the otherwise dry Brhadaranyaka Upanisad
humorous by that famous line- THY a7 gfasa™ F4: | MH™T f& 397 (namo

vayarm brahmisthaya kurmah | gokama hi vayam )

This Yajiavalkya was asked by one Vidagdha Sakalya. (This man had a
rather sad ending. Gargiwas only threatened that her head will fall off but
Sakalya’s head actually fell off!) In any case, I don 't want to think of
Sakalya as a Kabandha here but before that when he still had his pomp of
learning -
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YITehed G9=& Shfd &aT: 2 ($akalyah papraccha ‘kati devah ’?)

‘How many gods are there? ' And this is a question that modern Indians
feel very embarrassed about. This polytheism they don ‘'t know how to
really tackle because thanks to all the reformative movements, we have
been very proudly monotheistic and about these devatas we have said,
‘Well, they are just like Christian ’s angels. So don 't worry about that,
they are not our god. ' Actually, the concept of devata and parama devata,
they are continuous and ultimately Yaska %interpretation of devata would
be JTT U Ueh: dd: (prana eva ekah devah) but we will see that this is just
not yaska, this is also Yajaavalkya.

When he was thus asked he said, three thousand and three devatas. S'éka}ya
asks still, 'How many? ’ He said - ‘Three hundred and three.’ Then he
said 'Thirty-three.’ Then he said six. Then he said three. Then he said
two. Then he said one and a half and then he said one. Now what is this
process? The process of reducing. Some kind of a mathematical reduction
of the gods. Yet he has attached special importance on the number thirty-
three. And now if you look at his list of thirty-three devatas, you will see
that Abhinavagupta was right. The devatas are the indriyas and the
environment and nothing besides because first he says eight Vasus, eleven
Rudras, twelve Adityas, one Indra and one prajapati. That makes thirty-
three. That ‘s your shopping-list for devatas.

Okay, what are the Rudras ? Now, later on in Pauranic thought, you have
other descriptions of Rudras. I don't actually want to say this later on
thing I don t like this chronologization. In Puranas, in the imagination of
the bhaktas, eleven Rudras can mean a whole range of things. I will give
you one example, how Siva became the eleventh Rudra. This is a devoted
person ‘s imagination. You cannot but admire the imagination. And a devata
is created right here at this moment of this great bhakti- washed
imagination. And this is no less than Madhustdan Sarasvati. A little boy is
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born in Gokul, a little dark baby and Siva comes to see the boy. The boy
has ten toes, very small, sweet toes. In each toe, there is a nail shining like
mirror. Siva goes to touch the feet of that little boy, sees his own mirror
image in ten of them and as a result becomes the eleventh Rudra. This is
Madhusudan Saraswati, in the beginning invocation §loka of the Bhakti-
Rasayana.

But what are the Rudras according to Yajaavalkya who is a brahmistha.
Rudras are the eleven indriyas - the five karmendriyas, the five
jAanendriyas, and manas. Why are they called Rudras? Rudra means one
of makes you cry. Teafa sfaes: | (rodayati iti rudrah). When these indriyas
leave you, any one of them, they make you cry and then everybody cry
when all of them leave together at death. But if you lose your eye, you cry,
if you lose your hearing, you cry. JaT 3chf-d aa1 Uedf-d (yada utkramanti
tada rodayanti). So this is the Rudras, the eleven organs. Imagine our
procreative organ, or digestive and evacuative organ, the devata, that is
what we are made of. We are not just that but also the eight Vasus. You
would expect them to be some divine being. Well, they are but what do
they preside on ? And Yajnavalkyaidentifies them with what they preside
on - fire, earth, air, middle region, sun, heaven, moon, stars, so are the
asta vasus. And then you have Indra and Prajapati. And Indra can be easily
identified with environmental forces as well because of other reasons.

On the one hand you have elements - earth, water, air, fire which are to be
received, objects. On the other hand, you have the receivers which act
upon them. And at this point I will invoke the philosophical support of an
obscure but great thinker called K.C. Bhattacharya who, in his little read
book called ‘Studies in Vedantism ’, attempts, quite as novel as Abhinava s
interpretation of the concept of the devata. And he says 'The experience
of the object rouses desire in us. Desire again begets experience, restless
whirl of relations. ’ In the aesthetic consciousness, however, such as is
roused in rapt contemplation of upasana, one rises to a universal standpoint

119



from which is witnessed the identity of the sentient elements of the body
with the different aspects of the object which is sensed. The restless
relations, the attractions and repulsions between the body and the object
are then felt to be illusory differentiations of one ‘s unity. The eye and the
visible aspect of thing, for example, contribute a unity and that is called
the sun as god. And he says that the real problem of a philosopher is to
understand why it is then if sun is the indriya, which is the unity of the
visual organ as well as the visible ripa, then why is it that your indriya and
my indriya are different? Is it? And he says that if you look into Sankhya,
then seems as common evolutes of prakrti - we actually share in the
common indriya tattvas. And the differentiation between the tanmatra
aspect of it or the bhuta aspect of it and the grahita aspect of it as a later
product. And even according to vedanta which distinguishes all the indriyas
into separate indriyas, the adhisthatri devata is the same. So there is a
common hearing shared as it were, by all of us in the aspect of which there
is no distinction between the object heard and the hearing sense organ.
This is not in the plane of pure consciousness. Even in the plane of sensory
intake, there is a non-distinction, a non-duality, an identity of the grasped
and the grasper. And even for a flash of a second if one can concentrate
and achieve that unity point of view then one is identified with the divinity
of it.

The last comment. Have we ever reflected why the abstraction operator
T’ (t3) in ‘devata’? 1a tadal ’ (bhave tvatalau) We all know sadhuta is
not a sadhu, vidvattais not a vidvan. There are many vidvans here but one
vidvatta, if there is samanya at all. I mean this is not for a naiyayika. A
naiyayika will call it an upadhi, not a jati and so on. So we take the ‘ta’in
devata seriously. Should we take the ‘ty’in deity and divinity seriously?
Or should we say that this ‘ta’is to stand for collective S-dT (janata) or
simply &1 (svarthe) no pratyaya has ever happened. There is some
difference of meaning and I want to submit that this unity is common. The
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adhisthatri devata of all our different caksusis one and the same siirya and
that is why it is a devata because it is samanya. And it is again, just as for
Abhinava ’s radical interpretation I gave yajiavalkay ’s support, for my
interpretation that the devata is a samanya of all our indriya Saktis, ] want
to adduce the support of no less than Sankaracarya because where he
discusses the issue of vigrahattva of gods, whether gods have bodies or
not, he admits that gods do have bodies as a result they are born and they
die. Now have you ever heard that these devatas die? We want to become
devatas because we want to become immortal. But the Siddhanta is that
the devatas die. Then Sarkara places a problem. He places the problem
that - his first problem was that would the devatas have adhikara of
brahmavidya? Can they go through the rites of passage, the upanayana
and all that and they said no, devatas are not like that although you have
$rutis like Indra did brahmacarya for so long - a9 gE=dq | (vasa
brahmacaryam) Indra was told, and so no. But that is not the main problem.
The main problem is - 15  fafie: Y8<AT ($abde tu virodhah prasjyeta).
If devatas die then Indra $abda will lose its vacya and the nitya sabda-
artha relation will go and that is a big problem - F¥ ? frerer weew e
sl e o weftam afisrsrsemmfy e1fierar 5a<3q | (katham ? nityasya
$abdasya nityena arthena nitye sambandhe praliyamane vaidikasabdana
mapi anityata prasajyeta)

This is Sankara ‘s problem and he answers that by saying the Indra, the
vyakti dies, but indrata dies. This is his interpretation. That indrata lives
and what I want to say in the discussion, I can give you more evidence of
the death and even getting older and feebler of a god. This is from Yukti-
dipika. He discusses this long in pasage that devatah have jara and marana
also.

So it is nothing very covetable in order to be literally a devata but we have
duties towards devatas. The last point is what we can do in the modern
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age where havi tave is gone. We don 't even get havi, how can we do havi
tave ? Forget about that. So what would we tell our children who are busy
playing computer games and watching television serials, how would they
pay back their debts to the gods ? Now, already in the Rgveda someone
like Nema had a doubt that does Indra exist at all ? Who has seen him ?
And Indra had to appear in front of him and devatas periodically appear to
people even now but very rarely. But there are other kinds of Yajias which
are sanctioned. You don 't have to wait till the Gita to know about Jiana-
yajfia or tapo-yajia as opposed to dravya-yajna. I will end with a beautiful
concept in Kausitaki Upanisad which opened my eyes towards how we
can perform yajfas every moment. It is a matter of changing our attitude
from the attitude of individual ’s rights to the attitude of indebtedness, from
the attitude of consumption and feeding myself by the feeding of indriyas
to the attitude of feeding the indriyas because they are devatas. It is my
offering to my own indriyas and I share the adhisthatri devata with you. So
to your indriyas also I have to offer as far as I can. And I cannot offer alone
to my indriyas. I have to share it with others. I cannot be kevaladi with
regard to all the ten indriyas. Not just about eating. I have to be giving and
how is that ? Logically, Kausitaki says we can divide our lives into the
period when we are talking and into the period when we are not talking.
Logically there is no third possibility. Every moment of my life I am either
silent, which is what you are now or talking, which is what I am now. And
I am looking forward to changing the roles. When I am talking, I have to
use my breath, prana, which is one devata, the most important of all. But
that devatais also ready to make itself havih. That devata, prana, becomes
a havih and agnibecomes vak. vak is the devata at whose service my prana
1s being offered when I am talking. When I am not talking, every moment
I am silent, I could have talked. I am not talking, I am offering my vak,
Sarasvatiherself, as an offering to my prana so that I can breathe well. So
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either I am offering vak to prana or I am offering prana to vak without
yajiia. T @ = HTARAET ¥ (339 fa1) [na khalu kacana kalakalasti

me (yajiena vina)]

Questions from the younger students and their answers :

Question 1 : If our sacred duty is to worship our own sense-organs and

Answer :

their illuminating functions like seeing, bearing, talking, eye,
ear and speech etc. - what would someone like Halen Keller

do ? She would have no gods to worship because she had no

eyes, hearing or speech !

Even such a person as long as she has a body would have a
sense of touch, the Indriya called ‘tvak'and its presiding
deity ‘vayu’. Also as long as one feels alive one can inwardly
worship prana - vital force which would be felt in the form
of breathing. There is after all a certain predominance of
touch over other sense organs and prana is the chief of all
the gods since without vital energy all the other senses are
disfunctional!

Question 2 : You have said that as gods the sense organs deserve to be

Answer :

‘satisfied *. But how can we know when to stop ? How to
draw the line between a dutiful pacification of the sense-
deity and a licentious riot of sensuality ?

This border line indeed is hard to draw as it is crucial to
draw ! Scriptural ‘Yegulations ’according to social and ‘stage-
of-life ' (asrama) related norms can help ! But usually if one
is internally watchful one can find out where appetite ends
and gluttony begins. Consecrating and sublimating our
cravings can also put a healthy check on sensory needs.
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‘Yajiaya acaratah karma samagram pravitiyate ’.

But the challenge of moral spiritual life is precisely this : to find a middle
way between ascetcism and hedonism, between overconsumption &
selfdenial because -

T ST J TS I&d T AhT-a4 Hd: !

(na atyasnatah tu yogo ‘sti, na caikantam anasnatah)

Lecture delivered on 1 June 1998 at Jfiana-Pravaha
Centre for Cultural Studies, Varanasi.
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