PURNAMADAH
PURNAM DAM

SWAM DAYANANDA SARASWATH

Om pUr Namadah pUr Nam daM pUr NAt pUr Narmudacyat e
PUr Nasya pUr NamAdAya pUr NanEvAvashi Syat e

This is an innocuous |ooking verse: one noun, two pronouns, three
verbs and a particle for enphasis. Yet, someone once said: "Let al
t he Upani Sads di sappear fromthe face of the earth - | don’t mnd so
Il ong as this one verse remains.”

Can one small verse be so profound? "O course not. Utter
nonsense! " woul d have been the response of a certain Englishman, who
did not find the verse sensible at all, let alone profound. This
Engl i shman, who was somnet hing of a scholar, asked a pundit to teach
hi m t he Upani Sads. The pundit, agreeing, began the course of study

wi th | SAvAsyQpani Sad, the text traditionally studied first by a new
student. The text begins with the SantipaTa (prayer verse): "Om

pUr Namadah pUr Nam daM." The pundit carefully translated the opening
verse into English:

That is whole; this is whole;

From that whol e this whol e caneg;
From that whol e, this whol e renpved,
What remains i s whole.

The Englishman stopped his study at that point and did not go
further! He said that the Upani Sads are the "prattlings of an
infantile mind."

VWi ch point of viewis correct? |Is this verse something which is
wondrous and profound or is it just "infantile prattlings"?

| dam This

Pur Nam the single noun in the verse, is a beautiful Sanskrit word
whi ch nmeans conmpletely filled - a filledness which (in its Vedic
scriptural sense) is wholeness itself, absolute fullness |acking
not hi ng what soever. Adah, which means 'that’, and idam which neans
"this', are two pronouns each of which, at the sane tine, refers to
t he single noun, pUrNam

PUr Nam adah - conpl eteness is that,
PUr Nam i dam - conpl eteness is this.

Adah, that, is always used to refer to something renote fromthe
speaker in time, place or understanding. Something which is renmote
in the sense of adah is sonething which, at the tinme in question, is
not avail able for direct know edge. Adah, that, refers to a jnEya-
vastu, a thing to be known, a thing which due to some kind of
renoteness is not present for inmedi ate know edge but remains to be
known upon destruction of the renpteness. ldam this, refers to

somet hing not renote but present, here and now, imediately avail able
for perception, something directly known or knowable. Thus it can be



said that adah refers to the unknown, the unknown in the sense of the
not-directly known due to renoteness, and idamrefers to the
i medi ately perceivabl e known.

Traditionally, however, idam has cone to have a nuch broader

meaning. ldamis stretched to stand for anything avail able for
objectification; that is, for any object external to ne which can be
known by me through ny neans of know edge. In this sense, idam

this, indicates all driSya, all seen or known things. Idamcan be so
used because all adah, all things called 'that’ becone 'this’ as soon
as their thatness, their renoteness in tine, place or know edge is
destroyed. It is in this sense that the Santi pAta "pU Namadah" uses
i dam

The first verse of |IshAvAsyOpani Sad, followi ng the Santi pATa nakes
clear that idamis used in the traditional sense of all driSya, al
known or knowabl e t hings:

i dam sarvam yat ki nca jagat yAm j agat
all this, whatsoever, changing in this changing world..

Verse 1,
| SAvAsy(Qpani Sad
G ven this meaning, idam this swallows up all 'that’s’ subject to
becoming "this’; in other words, idam stands for all things capable

of bei ng known as objects. So when the verse says pU Nam i dam
"conpl eteness is this", what is being said is that all that one knows
or is able to know is pUr Nam

This statement is not understandabl e because pU Nam neans
conpl et eness, absolute full ness, wholeness. PurNamis that which is
not away from anything but which is the fullness of everything. |If
pUrNamis total fullness which | eaves nothing out, then 'this’ cannot
be used to describe pU Nam because 'this’ |eaves something out.

VWhat ? The subject. ’'This' |eaves out aham 1, the subject. The
world "this' does not include I. |, the subject, is always |left out
when one says '"this’. [If I amnot included then pUNamis not

whol eness. Therefore, pUrNam i dam appears to be an untenable
statenent because it |eaves out |

Adah, That

VWhat about the other pronoun, adah, that? Wat does adah nean in
context? Does 'that’ have a tenable relationship with pU Nan? Since
idam this, has been used in its traditional sense of all knowable
objects, here or there, presently known or unknown, the only neaning
left for "that’ is to indicate the subject. Ildam this, stands for
everything available for objectification. Wat is not available for
objectification? The objectifier - the subject. The subject, aham
I, is the only thing not available for objectification. So, the rea
nmeani ng of the pronoun adah, that, as used here in contrast to i dam
this, is aham 1.

However, it was said that adah, that, indicates a jnEyavastu,

somet hing to be known; in other words, something not yet directly
known because it is remote fromthe knower in time, place or in terns
of know edge. If that is so, how can adah, that, mean aham [? Am|
renote? | amcertainly not remote in terns of tine or place. | am

al ways here right now But perhaps | nay be renmpte in ternms of



know edge. If in fact | do not know the true nature of nyself |
could be a jnEyavastu, a to-be-known, in terms of know edge. Because
it is only through the revelation of shruti (scripture functioning as
nmeans of know edge) that | can gain knowl edge of ny true nature, it
can be said that in general the truth of ahamis renote in termnms of
know edge - sonething that is yet to be known.

So in context, adah, the pronoun ’'that’, stands for what is neant

when | say, sinmply, "I anf, without ay qualification whatsoever.
"That’ so used as 'I" neans AtmA, the content of truth of the first
person singular, a jnEya-vastu, a to-be-known, in terms of know edge.
VWhen that know edge is gained, | will recognize that |, AtmA, am

identical with limtless Brahman - all pervasive, form ess and
consi dered the cause of the world of fornful objects.

So far, then, the first two lines of the verse read:

PUr Nam adah - compl eteness is |, the subject AtmA, whose truth is
Brahman, formess, |limtl essness, considered creation' s cause;

PUr Nam i dam - conpl eteness is all objects, all things known or
knowabl e, all fornful effects, conprising creation

Pur Nam Conpl et eness

The statenent, "Conpleteness is I, the subject” on its face dos not
seem any nore tenable than the statenment, "Conpleteness is al
objects." Both statements seemto suffer fromthe same kind of

defect. Each | ooks defective because it fails to include the other
Mor eover, each |looks like it could not include the other; and,
pUr Nam conpl et eness, brooks no excl usi on what soever.

| f aham subject, is different fromidam object; if idam object,

is different fromaham subject, if pUNam to be pU Nam cannot be
separate from anything, then the opening |lines of the verse seem not
to be sensible. But this conclusion cones fromfailure to see the two
statenments as a whole fromthe standpoint of pUNam To find sense
in the lines, do not | ook at pUrNam fromthe standpoint of aham I,
and idam this, but |ook at aham and idam fromthe standpoint of
pUrNam The nature of pUrNamis whol eness, conpleteness
[imtlessness. There cannot be pUrNam plus sonething or pU Nam m nus
something. It is not possible to add or to take away from
[imtlessness. The nature of pUrnam being what is, 'that’ pU Nam
nmust include "this’ pUNam ’'this’ pU Nam rmust include 'that’ pU Nam

Therefore, when it is said that aham 1, am pU nam and idam this,
is pUrNam what is really being said is that there is only pUrNam
Aham 1, and idam this, traditionally represent the two basic

categories into one or the other of which everything fits. There is
no third category. So if aham and idam represent everything and
each is pU Nam, then everything is pUrNam Aham | is pU Nam which
i ncludes the world. Ildamthis, is pU Nam which include me. The
seem ng differences of aham and i dam are swal | owed by pUrnam - that
l[imtless full ness which shruti (scripture) calls Brahman

If everything is pU Nam why bother with "that’ and 'this’? Is it
just poetic license to nake a riddle out of sonething which could be
stated sinply? It seenms an unnecessary confusion to say ’'that’
(Which really stands for aham- 1) is pUNamand then to say '"this’



(Which really stands for all the objects in the world) is pU Nam when
one could just describe the fact and say: everything is pU Nam

Pur Nam i s absolute fullness; absolute fullness is linmitlessness

whi ch i s Brahnman.

VWhy not such a direct approach? Because it would not work; it would
only add to confusion, not clear it. Although such sinple statenents
are a true description of the ultimate fact, to comunicate that fact
so that it can be seen as true, something else nmust be taken into
account. \What? Experience. M everyday experience is that aham 1,
ama distinct entity separate and different fromidamjagat, this
worl d of objects which | perceive. M experience is that | see
nysel f as not the sane at all as idam this. Wen | hold a rose in
ny hand and look at it, |, aham amone thing and idam this rose
see, is quite another. In no way is it ny experience that | and the
rose are the sane. W seemquite distinct and separate. Because
shruti tells ne that |, aham and the rose, idam both are linitless
fullness, pUNam | may cone up with sone l[ogic that says,
"Therefore | nust include the rose and the rose nmust include nme’ but
that |ogic does not alter nmy experience of the rose as quite separate
from ne.

Furthernore, it is not ny experience that either | or the rose are,
in any neasure, pUrNam conpleteness - limtless fullness. | seemto
me to be totally apU Nah, unfull, inconplete, inadequate, linited on
all sides by nmy fellow beings, by the el enents of nature, by the

| acks and deficiencies of ny own body and mind. M place and space
are very small; time forever crowds me; sorrow dogs ny path. | can
find no limtless fullness in ne. No nore does there seemto be
l[imtless fullness in this rose even nowwilting in ny hand, pressed
by tinme, relinquishing its space; even in its prine smaller and |ess
sturdy than the sunflowers growing outside nmy window. It is ny
constant experience that |, aham and all | perceive, idam are
ceasel essly nutually limting one anot her

Based on one’s usual experience, it is very difficult to see how
either aham | or idam this can be pU Nam and, even nore difficult
to see how both can be pUrNam

Pur Nam conpl et eness, absolute full ness, nust necessarily be

form ess. PurNam cannot have a form because it has to include
everything. Any kind of form neans sone kind of boundary; any kind
of boundary neans that sonething is left out - sonething is on the
ot her side of the boundary. Absolute conpleteness requires

form essness. Sastra (scripture) reveals that what is limtless and
form ess is Brahman, the cause of creation, the content of aham |I.
Therefore, given the nature of Brahman by shruti, | can see that
pUrNamis another way for shruti to say Brahman. Brahman and pUrnam
have to be identical; there can only be one limtlessness and that
One is fornel ss pU Nam Brahman.

Thus, the verse is telling ne that everything is pU Nam Pur Nam has
to be limtless, form ess Brahman. But when | | ook around ne al

that | see has sone kind of form In fact, | cannot perceive the
formess. The only things | can perceive are those which I can
objectify through one of ny neans of perception. Objectification
requi res some kind of form How then can it be said that idam this,
whi ch stands for all objectifiable things is pUrNam- is fornl ess?

It is easier to accept the statenent that adah, that, which refers



to aham 1, is pU Nam has no form Upon a little inquiry, it
becomes apparent that the nature of adah which stands for the
ultimate subject, I, has to be fornm essness. The ultimte subject
can have no form because to establish formthere woul d have to be
anot her subject, another | to see the form- the other I would then
become the ultimte subject which if it had a formwould require
anot her subject, which woul d require another subject, which would
requi re another subject, endlessly, in a condition called anavastA,
lack of finality. But, this is not the case. Adah does not stand
for a state of anavastA, but for an ultinate being. Sastra reveals
and inquiry confirms that the essential nature of the ultimte
subject, I, is self-lumnous; "I" is self-proving form ess bei ng.

Duality is Fal se
Thus, shruti’s revelation of the form essness of | is confirmed by

inquiry as a logical necessity for the ultimte subject. But neither
the revelation nor the confirmation by |ogic change the contradiction

of experience. Wether aham I, is fornful or form ess, ny
experience remains that | amnot full, conplete, and this world is
different fromne. "The world linmits me and | limt the world, too."
This paricchEda, Iimtation, is the experience of every individual
aham pari chhinnah - | amlimted. Everything else limts nme and
[imt everything else. Therefore, there is a relationship of nutua
l[imtation, between the individual and the world. So, | becone a

pari cchEdaka for other things. ParicchEdaka nmeans that which limts
another. Then again | am paricchinnah, that which is [imted by
others. So | ama limting agent and | ama limted object. | seem
to nyself to be a separate, distinct conscious entity in a world of
many di fferent things and beings.

My experience proclains "differentness" - difference. But there can
be no difference in fullness, pUNam Fullness requires that there
be no second thing. Fullness is not absolute if there is sonething
different fromit. Fullness nmeans nonduality - no second thing.

Di fference means nore than one thing. There nmust be a second thing
for difference. The nature of experience is difference. Difference
is duality : the seer and the seen; the knower and known; the subject
and the subject. Wen there is difference, duality, there is always
[imtation.

VWen | consider nyself paricchinnah, imted, | cannot but struggle
to be free fromny sense of lintation. No human being can accept

the sense of limtation. Everyone struggl es against the concl usion
that one seens to be a linited, inadequate, inconplete nortal being.

Behind all life's struggles is rebellion against this basic
conclusion. Therefore, since | have this experience-based |imtation
- in fact, experience itself is a limtation - | always am seeking a

solution to the problem of being a 'wanting' person.

VWhen | turn to the Upani shads for an answer to ny probl em of

[imtation, shruti tells me that | amthe Iinmtless being who I |ong
to be. But, at the sane tine, shruti recognizes my experience of
difference. In this SantipATa, the two separate pronouns adah and

i dam (toget her conprising everything in creation) are used to

i ndi cate pUNam not for the sake of a riddle, but to recognize the
experience of duality. Adah recognizes |, the subject - | who seens
to be a being separate and distinct fromall else; idamrecognizes
all known and knowabl e obj ects which appear to differ fromne and



fromone another. Thus, shruti says there is nothing but fullness,

t hough full ness appears to be adah, that (I), and idam this
(objects). In this way, shruti acknow edges duality - experiences of
di fference - and then, accounts for it by properly relating
experience to reality. Shruti accounts for duality by negating
experience as nonreal, not as nonexistent.

Thus, to the VedAntin, negation of duality is not a literal

di sm ssal of the experience of duality but is the negation of the
reality of duality. |If one to be pUrNam a literal elimnation of
duality is required, fullness would be an intermttent condition
brought about by a special kind of experience - an experience in

whi ch the subj ect-object thought forms in the mnd resolve in a state
of undi fferentiated consciousness. Such experiences - nivikal pa
samAdhi, special nonents of resolving joy, of even drug born 'trips’ -
are conpelling and enchanting; in themall sense of limtation is
gone. But experience, any experience, is transitory. Even

ni rvi kal pa- samAdhi, the conscious state of mind-resolution, free from
subj ect - obj ect duality, the goal of the practices of yoga, is not

free fromthe force of difference. SamAdhi is bound by tine. It is
an experience. |Its boundary is 'before’ and 'after’; it cones and
goes.

A full ness dependent on experience grants reality to duality. To
enjoy such a fullness one engages in various practices seeking the
rel ease of nirvikal pa-samAdhi, or one courts nonments of great joy.
Courting the experience of nonduality is based on fear of the
experience of duality. Duality is seen as sonething fromwhich one
must escape. But escape by neans of experience is false freedom
You, the Iimted being, and this world which limts you, are always
wai ti ng when the experience is over.

Shruti - praMANa

Shruti is not afraid of experiential duality. The problemis the
conclusion of duality - not experience of duality. The problemlies

in the well-entrenched conclusion: "I amdifferent fromthe world;
the world is different fromne." This conclusion is the core of the
probl em of duality - of sansAra. Shruti not only does not accept
this conclusion but contradicts it by stating that both "I’ and

"this’ are pUrNam Shruti flatly negates the conclusion of duality.

I's shruti’s negation of one’s conclusion that the world and |I are
different, a matter for belief? No. Statenents by shruti in the
upani Sads, negating this conclusion, are a pramANa. A pramANa is a
nmeans for gaining valid know edge of whatever the particul ar pramANa
is empowered to enable one to know. For exanple, eyes are the
pramANa for knowi ng colour; ears are the special instrument for
sound. The statenents in the upani Sads are a pramANa for the

di scovery of the truth of the world, of God and of nyself - for

gai ning valid knowl edge about the nature of Reality. The upani Sad
VAKyAs (statenents of ultimate truth), when unfol ded in accordance
with the sanpradAya (the traditional nethodol ogy of teaching) by a
qualified teacher are the nmeans for directly seeing - knowing - the
nondual truth of oneself. The teacher, using enpirical |ogic and
one’ s own experience as an aid, welds the vAkyAs of the upani Sads as
pramANa to destroy one’s ignorance of oneself.

A teacher would unfold the nmeaning of the vAkya, "pUrNamis that;



pUrNamis this" by relating it to other statements of shruti and by
usi ng reasoni ng and experience to corroborate shruti. It should be
poi nted out that what is here called pU Nam el sewhere shruti defines
as Brahman (satyam jnAnam anantam brahnma - exi stent, conscious,
boundl ess is Brahman - Taittirlya Upani Sad, 11.1.1). That in other
statenents shruti describes Brahman as the material cause of
creation, the upAdAna-kAraNa (yato VA i mAni bhUt Ani j Ayante; yena
jAtAni jlvanti, yatprayantyabhi sanvishanti;. tadbrahneti - Wherefrom
i ndeed these beings are born; whereby, having been born, they live;
that toward which going forth (upon death), they enter;.. That is
Brahman - Taittirlya Upani Sad, I11.1.1.) but that no shruti statenent
directly names Brahman as the efficient cause, the nimtta-kAranNa
however, the inplication [So’ kAmayata bahu sham praj Ayeyeti - He
(Brahman) desired, "Many let nme be; let me be born (as many)." -
Taittirilya Upani Sad, 11.6] is clear and |l ogic requires that
l[imtless Brahman, which is the naterial cause of creation, also nust
be efficient cause. A limtless material cause does not allow any
other to be the efficient cause - the existence of an ’other’ would
contradict the [imtlessness of Brahman

Material and Efficient Cause

So in this verse, shruti’s statement that aham and i dam each is
pUrNam requires that, while appearing different, they be identical
El sewhere shruti identifies Brahman as the material and (by
inmplication) the efficient cause of creation, which makes Brahman
t he conpl ete cause of aham |, and idam this; conversely, aham and
idam are effects of Brahman, shruti’s statenents here and el sewhere
are logically consistent.

For ahamto be idamand for idamto he ahamthey nust have a common
efficient and material cause. Consider an enpirical exanmple, a
single pot referred to both as "that’ and "this’: for "that’ flower
pot which |I bought yesterday in the store to be the sane as 'this’
flower pot now on nmy window sill, there has to be the sanme materi al
subst ance and the same potmaker for both "that’ and "this’. It is
clear that this "twoness’ of 'that’ pot and 'this’ pot is functional
only; the two pronouns refer to the sane thing which came into being
in a single act of creation.

Simlarly, it is clear that if both the seer (ahanm) and the seen
(idam are identical, being the effects of a conmon cause, the cause
necessarily must be not only the material cause but also the
efficient cause, due to the identity of the seem ngly dual effects,
and al so due to the nature of the cause. The cause, being pU Nam
not hi ng can be away fromit. Therefore, if in addition to a materi al
cause, creation requires a nimttakAraNa, an efficient cause, a God,
then God, the creator also is included in pUrNam PurNamis the
upAdAna-ni m tta-kAraNa, the material -efficient-cause of everything:
Cod, senigods, the world, the seer of the world. Nothing is away
from pUr Nam

Is it possible to discover a situation in which two seem ngly
different things are in fact the nondifferent effects of a single,
conmon material and efficient cause? Yes, in a dream CQur ordinary
dream experience provides a good illustration of a simlar situation
In fact, a dream provides a good exanple not only of a single cause
which is both material and efficient, but also of effects which
appear to be different but whose difference resolves in their conmon



cause. In a dream both the dreanis substance and its creator abide
in the dreaner. The dreaner is both the material and efficient cause
of the dream

Furthernore, in a dreamthere is a subject-object relationship in
whi ch the subject and object appear to be quite different and
distinct fromeach other. There is bhEda, difference, in dream The

dreamworld is a world of duality. The dreamaham 1, is not the
sane as the dreamidam this. But this dream bhEda, difference, is
not true - is not real. Wien | dreamthat | amclinmbing a lofty snow
covered mountain, the weary, chilled clinmber, the dream ahamis
nothing but I, the dreaner; the snow capped peak, the rocky trail

the wind that tears at ny back, the dreamidam the dream object,

are nothing but I, the dreamer. Bot h subj ect and object happen to
be I, the dreaner, the material and creative cause of the dream

As in a dream where the creator and the material necessary for the
dream creation happen to be I, the dreamer, so it is in the first
gquarter of the Santi pATa where the nimtta-kAraNa (efficient cause)
and the upAdAna- kAraNa (material cause) of adah (1) and of idam
(this) are pUrNam Brahnman; and even, as |, the dreaner, swallowthe
bhEda, the experienced difference between dream subj ect and dream

obj ect, so too, does |-pU Nam Brahman, linitless fullness, swallow as
unsubstantial - unreal - all experienced difference between aham I,
t he subject and idamjagat, this world of objects.

Creation is MTyA

After saying "pUrNamis that; pUNamis this", shruti having
recogni zed and swal | oned t he experienced difference between ’'that’
and 'this’, for the rest of the sAntipATa deals

PUr NAt pUr Nam udacyate - from conpl et eness, conpl et eness comes forth.

Fromthe grammatical construction and in the context of the analysis
of the quarter, we know the neaning to be:

pUrnAt - from (adah) pUrNam conpleteness, which is limtless
Brahman, the content of ahaml|, the efficient and material cause of
creation;

pUrnam - (idan) pUNam conpl eteness, which is the known and
knowabl e obj ects conprising the world, idamjagat, the effect called
creation;

udacyate - cones forth.

By grammatical construction, shruti indicates that the relationship
is one of material cause and effect: pUrNAt in the ablative case

whi ch shows that (ahan) pUrNamis the prakriti, the material cause;
whereas, (idan) pUrNamis in the nom native case, the subject of
udacyate, a verb with the neaning, 'to be born’, which makes (idan
pUr Nam t he product or effect of whatever is indicated by the ablative
case, nanely, of pUNAt, which is aham pUr Nam Thus, shrut
grammatically sets up a causal relationship of material cause and

ef fect between formess "I’ - pUNamand fornful "this’ - pU Nam

How can ’'this’-pUnam which conprises the world of fornful object
"come forth" from’'Il’'-pU Nam which is fornm ess? (That which is



[imtless nust necessarily be form ess. Shruti in many ways and

pl aces defines Brahman, the content of |, as form ess. Ashabdam
aspar sham ar Upam avyayam t aTa arasam ni t yam agandhavacca yat
"Soundl es, touchless, colourless, inmutable and al so tasteless, tine-
free, odourless is that (which is Brahman).." Katha Upani Sad 1. 3. 15)
Are there after all two pUrNans? Fornless pU Nam and fornful pUrNanf
No. Limtlessness does not allow two pU Nanms. Then did fornmless |-
pUr Nam the cause, undergo a change to beconme fornful this-pU Nam
the effect? Aham pUrNam (1) is both the efficient and material cause
of idamjagat, this world. 1In cause-effect relationship, the

ef ficient cause does not undergo a material change, but for the

mat eri al cause, sone kind of change constitutes the very production
of the effect.

So what happens? Wat kind of change can formess limtless undergo
to produce 'fornful’ limtless? The only kind of change that the
limtless can acconmpdate is the kind of change that gold undergoes
to become a chain: svarNAt svarNam -from gold, gold (cones forth).
VWhen one has form ess gold (an unshaped quantity of gold relatively
formfree conmpared to a chain made fromgold) and fromthat formfree
gold a fornful chain is produced, there is a change that is no rea
change at all. Fromformess, chain-free gold conmes fornful, chain-
shaped gold. |Is there any real change in gold itself? There is
none. SvarNAt svarNam - fromgold, gold. There is no change.

Pur NAt pUrNam - from conpl et eness, conpl eteness. Wat a beauti ful
expression! It explains everything. See how brief but profound
shruti mantrAs are. It is not necessary for shruti to repeat adah
I, and idam this; grammar and context indicate what is cause and
what is effect. But nore than sinple brevity, the beauty of the
expression lies in what is made clear by what is left out! By

| eavi ng out the pronoun idam (by not saying that idamis produced by
pUr Nam but only saying that pU Nam conmes frompU Nam it is nade
clear that pUNamalone is the reality - whatever is referred to as
i dam does not touch pUNam but still udacyate, cones forth, pUr Nam
remai ns untouched, but an appearance cones forth. PurNam dos not
undergo any intrinsic change, but idam cones about; just as gold
undergoing no intrinsic change, a gold chain cones about; or as the
dreaner undergoi ng no change, the dream objects come about.

So what is the relationship of pUNAt pUNan? 1|s it a cause-effect
relationship? It is a peculiar relationship. But then, even within
creation, any material cause-effect relationship is peculiar. Such
rel ati onshi ps are peculiar because one cannot say anything definitive
about any of them No real definitive |line can be drawn between any
material cause and its effect. For exanple, you cannot say this
cloth is an effect which has conme fromthe material cause cotton

Wiy not? Because cloth does not differ fromcotton. The cloth is
cotton. Then what cane about? Coth. Does that nmean that there are
now two things, cotton and cloth? No. Just one thing. Cotton is
there. Cdoth comes. Cotton is still there. Cotton and cloth -
cotton appearing as cloth - are one single nondual reality. That is
all creation is about.

A rope that is mstakenly taken to be a snake is a favourite exanple
used by VedAntins to illustrate many things: ignorance, error

di sm ssal of the unreal through know edge. This exanple, although
useful, can lead to the feeling that it has applicability only for
subj ective projection and not to enpirical creation - not to the
"real’ world. This does not matter because the teacher does not need



"rope-snake’, a subjective illustration, to show the unreality of
creation in the "real’ world. The world - the enpirical world -
itself is good enough: the creation of a clay pot, a gold chain, a
pi ece of cotton cloth, all showthat in enpirical ’'creation’, effects
nondi fferent fromtheir material cause, appear without intrinsic
change occurring in the cause; and in fact, the given cause and

ef fect never being other than one. The effect is but a formof the
cause.

Pur Nam Al one is

VWhat next? Wiat el se dos the verse have to say? The last two
gquarters of the verse are taken together. Here shruti says:

PUr Nasya pUrNam AdAya - taking away pU Nam from pU Nam addi ng
pUrNam t o pUr Nam

PUr Nam eva avashi Syate - pUrNam al one remai ns

AdAya can nean either taking away from or adding to - both meani ngs
are in the verbal root and both meani ngs have rel evance in the verse.
VWhat is being said is whether you take away pU Nam from pU Nam or
whet her you add pUrNamto pUNam all that is there is pU Nam al one.
In context the meaning is: whether you take away (idam pU Nam
(formful object pUrNam) from (adah) pUNam (form ess |, Brahnman

pUr Nan) or whether you add (idan) pUrNamto (adah) pUrNam all that
is there all that ever remains, is pU Nam al one.

If you have a gold chain and take the chain away what remains? CGol d.
If you restore the chain to the gold, what is there? Gold. The
second hal f of the verse is needed to nmake certain that one sees that
pUr Nam under goes no change whatsoever. PurNamis always there,

avail able. Idam the objects of the world, do not have to be
elimnated to reveal pU Nam any nore than the chain has to be nelted
to see gold. What is called chain is no different fromgold. It is
gold now, it was gold before. Fromgold alone this gold has cone.
Take away this gold, gold al one remains.

Simlarly, addition of idam the nane-form appearances which are the
objects conprising creation, to pUNam the formess, linmtless, I,
Brahman, does not nake any addition to pUrNan taking away creation
from pU Nam taking away the names and forms experienced as objects,
does not elimnate anything from pUrNam Not hing need be taken away
to reveal pUNam PurNamis always there, available. Shrut

mentions "adding to" and "taking away front pU Nam not because there
is any need to take anything away from pU Namin order to discover
[imtlessness - to discover that | amthat limtless which I long to
be. Shruti makes the statement to make clear the opposite fact - the
fact that whether anything is added to or elimnated from pU Nam
makes no difference. Wy does it make no difference? Because there
is nothing that can be added to or taken away from absol ute full ness.
Any 'adding to’ or 'taking away from is purely an appearance. There
is no real different thing to add to or take away from anot her
different thing. Al difference - object / object difference;

subject / object difference; formess/fornful difference - is but an
appearance. Difference is m TyA - that which nakes an appearance but
| acks reality. From ne alone came the dreanmer subject and the dream
object. Renove the dreamer and the dreant and | alone remain. The
dreaner subject and the dreamresolve in ne alone. PurNam eva



avashi Syate. PurNam al one remai ns.

In shruti’s light one sees that there is no real bhEda, difference
bet ween drishya and drishya, between object and object. Even at the
enpirical level of reality, inquiry reduces the apparent substance
conpri sing any object to aggregation of sub-atomic particles. Modern
physics, fromits standpoint, confirns |ack of substantiality by
finding lack of 'real’ difference in apparently 'real’ things.
Shruti-based i nquiry (which defines real as what cannot be negated)
reveal s any known or knowabl e object, to be unreal because it is
negatable by tine, limted by space, and, in actuality, only a nane
and formreduci ble to some ot her apparent substance or substances
which in turn are but nanes and forms reduci ble again to other
substances. No known or knowabl e thing reduces to a known or
knowabl e substance i ncapable of further reduction. A knowabl e thing,
anyt hi ng which can be objectified, defies final definition - has no
reality of its own. Things are but names and forns, ever changing
aggregate processes, limted by time and space, dependent for their
apparent reality upon a real substratum formess, limtless, tine-
free Brahman.

Thus, when | pick up fromthe stream bed a shiny, solid stone and
hold it in the palmof ny hand, | can appreciate and enjoy the
apparent difference seen by ne between this smooth, solid object and
the flowing rippling water which had been rushing over it. But at
the sane tine that | enjoy the apparent difference between rock and
water, | can also see and appreciate, with no uncertainty, the fact
of nondifference between these two drishyAs, these two known things
each of which is but a nane and form limted, reducible, negatable
and their differentness - their 'twoness’ - resolving in the single,
nondual reality of pU Nam Brahman

Al t hough | see nondifference between the objects that conprise idam
the things of creation that constitute idamjagat, this world -
find it nore difficult to see the absence of difference between ne

and i dam between |, the seer, and this stone, the seen. |, whose
skin, the sense of touch, divides nme fromthe world, see the stone
outside while | aminside; nmy skinis the wall, nmy senses the w ndows

t hrough which | view outside, and ny m nd the master of the house who
takes stock of what is seen.

This long conditioned conclusion of internality and externality
bet ween the seer and the seen can be a problem But like all false
conclusions, it yields to inquiry.

Idam (this) or drishya (the seen) indicates anything that is known
or knowabl e - anything which is objectifiable. M skinis part of
and the boundary for a given physical body and its functions. This
body is a known thing, drishya, sonething objectifiable. Associated
with this body and its functions is a certain bundle of thoughts,
conpri sing sense perceptions, decisions, judgments, menories, |ikes
and dislikes, and a sense of agency (a sense of, "It is | who amthe
doer, the enjoyer, the knower, the possessor"). Each of these

t houghts is known - is objectifiable, is drishya, a known thing. No
t hought or any collection of thoughts is nonobjectifiable. Thoughts,
i ncluding the pivotal I|-the agent thought, are known things.

Steps by step, inquiry finds no separating gap between |, as seer
and this stone as seen - no place to draw a |ine between seer and
seen. Everything knowabl e by ne through my senses or inferable



t hrough sense data is drishya. Al objects, all events, this body,

m nd, menory, sense of agency and interval neasuring tine as well as
accommodati ng space - all are known or knowable, all are drishya.
Drishya establishes no difference. No real difference can be

est abl i shed between the seer and the seen. The only difference

bet ween known things is the apparent difference of ever changi ng name-
fornms projected upon never changing formess reality of pUr Nam
Brahman. |, as seer, have no greater reality than the stone, as seen
Each of us has for its reality only nondual, form ess Brahman, pUrNam

Thus, the difference between seer and seen have no i ndependent
reality; they are apparent only being negatable by the know edge

gai ned through inquiry into the reality of the experience of
difference. Try to find a line dividing the seer and the seen. It
cannot be found. Every time you find a place where you think the
seer is on one side and the seen on the other, both sides turn out to
be the seen, drishya. The only thing you can see, the only thing you
can objectify is drishya. However, viewed experientially fromthe
poi nt of view of their comon reality |level, subject/object

di fferences seemvery real. The knowl edge aham i dam sarvam "I am
all this". (or, "This stone and | are one") is not a conclusion to be
reached experientially. \When subject and object enjoy the sane
degree of reality, the experienced difference will seemreal. That
experienced difference is not elinm nated as experience but is negated
as nonreal through know edge. Sinple reasoning - logical inquiry -
shakes the reality of difference. Shruti, as pramANa, a neans of
know edge, destroys difference and reveal s Oneness.

A dreamis good exanple of the ’'real ness’ of experienced difference
within its owm level of reality. |If | dreamof a fire which I am
trying to put out by throwing water on it, then that dream water

whi ch puts out the dreamfire is as real as the fire - and the fire
is as real as the water. And |, the dreamfire fighter, amas rea
as the water and the fire. But | amno nore real than the fire or
water. Enjoying the same degree of reality, the fire fighter, the
fire, the water, all seemreal, all seemdifferent, but all resolve

as unreal. Upon waking | find no ashes on ny bedroom fl oor. Dreaner
and dreant have both resolved. Dreamer has no greater reality than
dreant. Both resolve. Nothing is left out. | alone remain PurNam

eva avashi Syat e.

Now t he question can be answered: |Is this verse profound or
prattle? The Englishman was wong. It is not prattle; it is very
profound. This one verse has everything. Nothing is left out.

Subj ect, object, cause, effect, experience and fullness - nothing is
omtted. It is not an ordinary verse. It contains the vision of the
upani Shads - the truth of oneself.

I am Pur Nam

The reality of | is limtless pUnam | as seer of the stone am

but an appearance, no nore real than the stone | see. In reality I
amlinmtlessness al one, one nondual existent boundl ess consci ousness -
pUr Nam  Subj ect and object are nothing but passing projections

superinposed upon |; they neither add to |I nor take anything away
froml. 1, unconnected to any appearance, amthe One unchangi ng,
nonnegat able form ess reality - pUrNam- into which all appearances

resol ve.



I am pUr Nam conpl eteness, a brinful ocean, which nothing disturbs.
Nothing limts ne. | amlinmtless. Waves and breakers appear to
dance upon ny surface but are only forns of nme, briefly manifest.
They do not disturb or limt me. They are ny glory - ny fullness
mani fest in the formof wave and breaker. WAve and breaker may seem
to be many and different but | know them as appearances only; they

i mpose no limtation upon ne - their agitation is but ny fullness

mani fest as agitation; they are nmy glory, which resolves in ne. 1In
me, the brinful ocean, all resolves. |, pUNam conpleteness, alone
remai n.

Omn ShAnti h ShAntih ShAntih





