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gl srhay *ﬂhet first duty of the phllOBOphy of rehgmn is to prove tHe
ex‘isggnﬁe t_}iﬁﬂ d.'!Theists have, for' ages'long; tried to ‘prove, beyond’ th A
ai B ddﬁbt, the ‘existence of God.” There are 'many- ayatema 4
o, Hllpanghy and many rehgluns, which try-each in its own way-to cnnvmoe .
" thirotitic ' of the™ goundneas of their arguments and attract hn:n to ’opelr
-%uﬁ*ﬁéa tids "and atheists do persist to thrive and thare is'no énd.
to thoir"’b.“rgumenta tuu, ngmnat the' existence of God." heltu -ol-war-___:-_
" between thée Ll:‘u-."-:: ‘continues and is bound to continue t-lll etarn}ty- Tharp b i
* 1Y one argument which is ever handy for' the theist, viz., the ma.]nrityi of
& mankind do believe' in Providence in ‘some ‘form or other, in spite o
“: thé' ron- perceptlblhty of God, and this should be suﬂiclent proof "for Hlp

'w' o Syl oy Pottlihe

LS e'xiatence But the athiest is not moved by this ﬂ.rgument '
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New, let us examine cortain arguments advanced l)y thiests. Thi;
Naiyayikas ‘(the followers of thec Nyaya system of phlloaophy pro-
pounded by ‘Akshapada, more popularly known as Guutama.) say that God'

? can' be proved to exist by Anumana Pramana or inference. They argue that
since every effect must have a cause, the universe which is undoubtedly
in the nature of an effect musf have a cause, too. In other words, the
universe must have been created by a personal creator. And that ‘creator
cannot be an ordinary human or super-human being, but must undoubtedly
be endowed with such qualitics as ‘Omyiscience; Omnipntence a.nd
Ommpreaence This argument, they c¢laim, is flawless' and ]ﬁaves uﬂ
directly at-the door of God. Because the fact, that an effect must ‘have'
. a cause, cannot be denied by any sane person, nor can' it' be'denied ' that
i . the universe is a product, they say, it-should’ have beeu'created at'someé
. time or other. Many thkinkers, who have no faith in any rellgmn, nay..{‘;%’i__;_
' é enmany soréntlats, do feel that *he unwerse, varled nnd ma.mfold a.a'

* "Bn’ mtelhgent, all-wme and all- powerful Master. .
L. 37 - $ihey conukEy G50t : P A i}
Stlll there are other scientists who would explain: all as' the . work™
"thmdi nature. To these, the theistls, reply is that: scientists may
'm;many;;lawa of nature and explain many ‘a phanamqnon, ‘but
| ﬂ : 'ﬂastiomiwld still remain as to. whg_a nature. follows theses ég_wg 80 «
ly,iohimhy .such laws should exmt-a.t‘-ﬁ.l] Soientists can offer- explas

;uptofn certain stage only, beyand thh the questions, how‘and
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why, would remain ~unanswered. ‘Beyond  the phymoa.l plnne there must
be a transcendental ‘plane, which should be the realm of God."Some great
scientists'also have ‘felt this way.' People who“aré alwaya _hankering
aftor bread, or politioal power, might not be able to realise this truth,
but sll :serious, and; deep thinkers .appear to. be melmed,{-ltgﬁaﬂmlt the .
_,.q,xiutence of an, In iaibla creator..of the universe -owing.to .mu;y ~reasons. ;@
This, in ﬂhnrt. is phe line of thmkmg of a rationalistio theist: , 4l 4.0
ﬂ:iE:_l;?”.‘L f:ngg ”ai tiii may aeem. 1ha Veduntum”arg utrongl;' %’ppoigéd.j-.
%J is way nf gatﬁng at. God., ‘Ihey’ hold that Ged un.tgnot nglgﬁmf in- =%
alny wny #tbaoause np mierenue Loan, ?ba final. There . Jwill, be;fno,;and to
% argumentﬂ and lnounter arguments 'The Vedic texts nlnne—npd of  course
ﬁm insplred utteranoaa .of mystics; or saints who have direotly, paraei?ad
God—oan aatalﬂmh Him. Inference, by itself, is: msufﬁcient and incompe-
bent Aga.m it may be affectea with a thousand and ore flaws. Further,
there may be many causes for a single effect. Take for matunoe the case
of a big mansion. It is certainly not constructed by a single person, but
byra. team .of highly talented men. Even the plan of the mansjon need
not,. be conuawed or drawn by a single person. In a similar;way, .it
mlght be' a.rguad that the universe might have come into existence owing
to a numbar of . causes or might have becn created b y many super-human
bamga——many gods—-and not a single God!
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i Agam, the Vedantins affirm, inference mmy lead .us to another
lu.byrmth At least three kinds of causes are necessary to create a thing:
To cite npnpu‘lar example, if a pot is to bo made, there should be mud.
which is called its maferial cause. There should be the potter, who is
oallad its efficient cause. There should be the wheel, the stiok, the knife,
etc.. which are called its instrumental causes. Now, in the case of the
uaiverse, even gmntmg, for argument’s sake, the existence of God as its .
efficient cause, there is the question of the other two causes, the material
“and the instrumental. What did God create the universe with ? What
were, His instruments? And who crentod these? And with what
ma.termls and instruments were they, again, created ? What were the
?-,T:rmhterial and instrumental causes for them ? This will lead us to the
.-,j}ifallacy of infinite ngmh! If, on ‘the other hand we try to avoid thls S
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__acefsmty for tha thml r:.n.ula a.lau can be avoided. This would be ﬂa.tly Er
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“ Further, there is the vexed question, whether God is a person, that
,whather He possesses a body, or not. If the latter is the case | He
i e not have created anything at all, for a bodiless (formless) all
mﬂadlng, static, spirit could do nothing, .If the former ‘s the. ¢ases
: ?"ﬂa created - the body and how ?. If we avoid this trouble.and Epoatulatn
._an uncreated -body to God, the opponent might equally' urge that.the
- universe, too; could be an uncreated product! Again,. where did: Godg"
- reside before or while creating the universe ? If in Heaven, who created’
‘Heaven, and when and how? This quostion also osn De ropeated. over

~ and over. Again, what purpose did God oreate the world for.?. Surely

He could have nothing to gain thereby. Nor ‘can it be seriously pressed
that He did it out of compassion towards the souls, for the souls themselves

- should have come into being only after creation, and again, He ought not
#  to'have made the world so overﬂuwmg with mmery and suﬁenng ! Ci e

“ What I'" the reader might ﬂxclmm in buwﬂdarment i hiwe thu‘-
Vedantins suddenly turned athiests ? Do not the Upanmhads pruulmm.
\in unequivocal terms, that God creates, proteots, and finally, consumes
the universe ! Are the Vedantins themselves not bound to answer, a*very
one of these questions which thev ruthlessly put to the Nalya.ylka.s
;-, Then why pick holes in another’s coat ?”

The Vedantin is ready with his reply He inaists on picking holes
in the Naiyayika’s coat because they exist there. He only wants to show
him that his method of approach is fundamentally wrong and would lead
to absurd conclusions and negative results if carried to its logical end.
The nature of God is transcendental in every way, and inference based
upon certain relationships existing between earthly things can lead us to
conclusions about earthy things only. It is wrong to apply the analogy
of the pot and the potter to the unknown factors of God and His creation
of the world. 1f the analogy is to hold good the relationship between
the universe amd God should be identically the same as that between
the pot and  the potter The potter, it is true, cannot make a pot without
the help of m‘ud water, wheel, stick, knife and other things ; he should alﬂo

possess nsirbhg and able body, must have a residence and a purpose.
Baut, wa*oagn};)t affirm, in the same manner, that the omnicient, omnipotent
I.nd nmmpwsent,gfeutnr of the universe; too, must have all these' factors
nt. We omnot -earry truths which ara appllcahle to ﬁmte nuntraa
experience’ into ‘the aphere of mﬁmty Infarance may he]p us m the_

-n i{ Jfl or the. Vadaa alone uanld be helpful. ,
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- 101" . 1In knowing God, and all about God, the Vedantin malnta‘iﬂa;-’tﬁ
Viédas “are ‘our only guide. The Vedic texts -alsysrefer tol God’s ) greats

~ dualities'and’ His!various kinds of relationship with ‘the- world, but*itheys
emphasise; i at the. 'same time, that every one of ‘His'qualities and [ every "8
kind: ‘of |His rrelationship’ is .exalted and transcendental (Aprdkrudam).. His %
%.I.,kdbw?lad-ge“ﬁ;isi trénScendental, His' power is -transcendental, : His cover=s
’--‘ﬂ-%{prﬂsﬂiﬁ* is transgendental;: His  steadiness. 18 - transcendental; : . His 88
5 -‘ﬁ;'tl‘bng#;ﬁ <ig#tran "'fﬂental, His - brilliance is transcendental, -His beauty: #5§
| iw tradscendental, His love istranscendental, and He possessés an _infini et
- ~nlimbér bfiother: transcendental gaalities. Again, He +is the-only exslted:
3 father;; mother,s teacher; friend, and. every: other conceivable relationl
. Nayysometimes thé;Vedas would speak of Him in unique, and. parodoxical; "2
- terms 'too, which would be .beyond the: the limits of our.:conception. ' They. &
' say, for instancéj:that God is.greater than the greatest.and smaller ,than: %
the smallest (Anoraneeyam mahatomaheeyam), He is unborn, yet He is born
-. (!jafyihiiﬁﬁ’blhndiﬂ jayathe), ‘eto., ete. - By no stretch of imagination or method =
. of''inferénclé ' can’we conceive all these. We will have o simply aocept E%
what'the’ Vedas say and tryto understand Him as such. The. mind of /
: wi] o5
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faith aléne could help us here. - 4
Let us consider this with reference to an example. Supposc a ;

person has never seen or heard of an elephant and it has fallen to our lot
to convince him ‘of the existence of such a strange being. How are we to do

~ this ?' We 'can give him a vivid deseription of the wonderful animal, but our #g
_ ffiéhd:'ﬁhould‘beliwe us and try to make out a mental picture of the animal. -t'é*ﬁ
Bit, if he does not, and requires us to prove its existence to his satis-
faction, is there, on the face of the earth. any method of inference capable . %
of proving the' existence of an elephant? We can make an attempt by {,%
daying; * A fly lis bigger than an ant; a sparrow is bigger than a fly ;a8 "3
dtow is bigder still, .8 goat is still bigger ; this series must have an upper < °
- limit’ ahd ‘the elephant is the largest animal of all But this kind of .
' frgument’ can give him no picture "of the elephant at all. We can’ say 148
' thHat it is'mot a'reptile. nor a bird, nor an aqnatie being ; but it is the &%
-.-.-:-I_.:-_bfi'g"géét land animal ; it possesses a wonderful hand (trunk) hanging from ;&

. 16 oazes to have.a  frue knowledge  of the same, We ean even offer;to _lakgs
f&gogbhia Jplage whero we havo scen an elephant and show.
inimal If] e follows us.'lulﬁ'ut',_'; §f he persists’ in questi how, Bl

ﬁﬁ?‘ﬁ'ﬂn’%ﬁﬁt*nf a single'long hand ‘hanging from tﬂo”ﬁoﬁ, L
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no other animal has stich, or ! presses'us to reconeile: ite-big e
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@2 .that there is a ‘world of dlﬁerence betweon the potter who makes.the_ PQ,E
Saag P
“and God who -creates the world. 'The ‘potter.does need, his ma.tenala and

' ;_:-_requlre them There can be absolutely no comparison between apqttqm-
. and God. The Almighty God can scc without eyes, hear without ears,:

" non- sentient matter and the sentient spirits as part and pa.rm;l of Hlﬁwﬁ

“..throw out the universe into its gross forms, as He could draw them bauk
‘" also and consume them .unto Himseclf with equal ease! The Nmyay;ka %

all "-'" es,. there ‘9 no Wi}’ h}’ whiuh we can pruva to hlm all theae. Ther.o_ t
no method of inference - by which we can prove *he existence of a thing .
whioh Jj“ f"“d”‘mﬁ“t?“}’ different frem all we have scen. Therefore, the =22
Wec antin urges'that, in' the regmn of the unknown, intuition.or revelation
]one should- help us, and that it is wrong tu carry the method of 1nferenca' - 1ag)

9_:!@;- afl‘so ..' R

To ravart tu our example of the potutgr and the pot, the Vﬁ@%ﬂ ipﬂ ] ik
bﬂfolulm that God created the world, but.at the same time.they emphpasiges &

i__f_’ihatruments such as mud, wheel, stick, knife, etc. He must haye BJﬂﬂ:ﬂﬁ ]
to:'work inyand a purpose to serve. But Gody who possosses such ﬂxﬁl'ﬁﬁfl 4

“éharacteristics as Omniscience, Omnipotence and Ommpreeenue upﬂnﬂi-
‘- grasp without hands, move without legs, ete., e¢te. In fact He holds. tha

own self—as His body as it were (yasya alma sareeram, yasya Prithivi mtmm)—and
by the mere fiat of His will (Sankalya) Tle can create, that is, manifest or.

cannot show an earthly creator possessing similar power, nay, not ‘3“".‘3}1_‘%;
an infinitesimal fraction of it, and therefore hizs method of inference
“could be of little help here } | o
Kurathazhwan, the great scholar and disciple of Sri Ramanuja;
~ execlaims (in verse 38 of his Sri Vaikuntha stava) thus :
Kim sadbanab kva pivasan Kimupadadanah

Kasmai phalaya srijateesa idam safuasiham, :
2 . Ithyadyanishthitha Kutharka matharksyaatbah .1
: PR, Tvad vaibhavam Srutivide vidarapratherkyam. ""‘
«With what, sitting .where, from  what, and what for,. ha.s Ha :;,,
ﬁi?:; reaﬂ-d all these ? These are the silly questions asked by crnnktd ﬁ;{
IOgmlann But the Vedantins pay little heed to such bmkermgs. {dr tjle.?« ;;?‘
i know, oh Lord ! that Tby greatness is verily incomprehensible -and‘: j
:‘thht t.ha Srutls "'Vedaa) alone are competent to speak about Thee I _',[‘he :ﬁ
eapemally the Vlsmhtadwaltm, has no Lﬂntempt ﬁlther fn T;;»:"
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ferhnbﬁ,-"ﬁ; f;ar matance m'“i'“:l'etafmmmg tha nature
5 1fe aftar dea.th or ‘its final deatmy, the Vedas alone, ha mamtﬁna -
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'*-'Even tho hthe wurd, 'Veda. y means knowledge. or morahuorr c "
‘8 means of know]edga ,in fact, it is the purpose of the- Vedas to:mp :
B__knnw]edga only about those things which cannot be known or. pmve i_'."

‘?«‘%« othor ‘means, = Viz., aense-perceptmn or inference. (Prathyaksh n -
a_numxthyava yorthas sa kyo na veditum, Vidanti Yath thad vedena fasnia 5
V_edasya Vedatha). The Vedas are the revelations received by the a.nmen
Rishis i (Seers), about the subtle truths of regions which are . '?}-‘ -.
h? ‘ken of ordinary mortals ‘and if we want to acquire. {3 knowled
“about those truths' we should have complete confidence in the Rishis}

whu are their custodians. The Vedic texts (Sabdha) are the trustwurthy :
ords (Aptha Vachanas) of the seers and they are our ‘only maanatoge

E’itha hidden truths of ultimate Reality. Sage Vyasa (Badarayana) S
;_tyu empha.sm on this point in many places in his Brahma Sutras. Sasira '

{ y_omtkwut (1—1-38), Tarkapratisthanadapi (2—1—11), Srutesthu Sabdamonlath-

" vat (9—-1-—-%7), Anavrittissabdat (4—4--22), ete. Such ° texts. emphasise
'_ffthat in the matter of knowing anything about God, or about the true
'_Fa.ture of our own individual selves, or of our final goal in life, or the 48
ways to it, or tha impediments to it, the Vedas and the Vedas alone shouldg Y




