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ABSTRACT 

This work consists of (a) a translation of the Sanskrit text 

Advaitamoda and (b) my own supplementary comments to the discussion 

contained in the text. The work is divided into four chapters, 

corresponding to the Inandasrama publication of the text. The Sanskrit 

text has been further divided into sections with the translation 

following directly under each section in double spacing. My comments 

upon the text are in 1.5 spacing and have been placed under the 

translation of the relevant section. 

The first chapter: "the teaching of Advaita" (Advaitamatam) gives a 

detailed overview of the philosophy of the Advaita Vedanta. The second 

chapter: "the teaching of Visi~tadvai ta" (Visi~tadvai tamatam) outlines 

the philosophical view of the Visi~tadvaita Vedanta. At the conclusion 

of the second chapter, the author summarizes what he considers to be 

the fundamental differences between Advaita and Visi~tadvaita. The third 

chapter: "the logical untenability of the Visi~tadvai ta teaching" 

(Visi~tadvaitamatanupapattil).) and chapter four: "the logical tenability 

of Ignorance" (avidyopapattil).) constitute the major part of the text. 

These chapters consist of a detailed reply to Ramanuja's critique of 

Advaita in the Laghusiddhanta and the Mahasiddhanta portions of his 

Sribha~~ 1,1 .1. The procedure followed in these chapters is that the 

author firstly cites the Sribha~~ passage and then takes up that passage 

for discussion. In this manner, the major part of the above sections of 

the Sribha~~ are systematically discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

VASUDEVASASTRI ABHYANKAR (1863-1942) 

vasudeva~astri was born into a family prominent in the field of 

Sanskrit scholarship. His grandfather, Bhaskara~astri Abhyankar (1783-1871 ), 

was a student of Nilaka~tha~astri Thatte of Pune who had studied Sanskrit 

grammar at Yara~asi. Bhaskara~astri founded a school of traditional 

learning (~tha~ala) at his horne at Satara in Mahara~tra, When Yasudeva

~astri was less than two years old his father died and Bhaskara~astri 

became responsible for the welfare of his grandchildren, Living in the 

home of Bhaskara~astri and surrounded by his grandfather's students, by the 

age of seven VisudevaSastrr had memorized such texts as: AmarakoSa, 

Rupavali and the A~tadhyayi of Pa~ini. 1 

After the death of Bhaskara~astri, the education of Vasudeva~astri 

was continued by Rama~astri Godbole, a principal student of Bhaskara~astri, 

Each day, Rama~astri would travel from his own residence at Mahooli, some 

three miles from Satara, to teach at the ~tha~ala in his teacher's home. 

He did not receive a salary for teaching and the ~tha~ala was funded 

through grants. Rama~astri taught at the ~tha~ala from 1871-1906. He 

generally taught about twenty-five students at any time and classes were 

conducted in the mornings from 9 until 11 o'clock and in the afternoons 

from 1 until 4. Vasudeva~astri studied under Rama~astri from the age of 

eight until he was twenty-four. His education was traditional: he primarily 

studied Sanskrit grammar for twelve years beginning with Siddhantakaumudi 

and concluding with portions of the Mahabha~~· The remaining four years 

were devoted to the study of the Taittiriya Saffihita and Brabma~~. Advaita 

Vedanta and works on poetic composition. He received no "secular" 

education and he studied subjects such as mathematics, history and 

geography on his own. His course of study with Rama~astri was as follows: 



8-11 

11-13 

13-14 

14-16 

16-20 

20-23 

23-24 

Principal Studies 

Siddhantakaumudi, Raghuvamsa 

ch.2. Some portions of the 

work of Mii:gha. 

Manorama-sabdaratna 

(karalffinta). 

Sabdakaustubha (ninth 

section). 

Paribha~endusekhara. 

Sabdendusekhara and 

Laghumaff.jii~E_ (important 

chapters). 

Taittiriya-SaiDhita and 

Brahma~ (by heart). 

Advaitasiddhi (Fifth portion). 

ix 

Complementary Studies 

Tarkasangraha with Dipika, 

Muktavali. 

Mathuranathi-pancalak~~~I, 

Gadadhari-svalak~~~~' 

Kuvalayananda, 

Mahabha~~. the ninth 

section and the 

angadhikara. 

KavyaprakaSa, PaficadaSr, 

Vedantaparibha~E., Brahmasiitra

bha~~· Also, teaching other 

students. 

Teaching, writing commentaries: 

"Tattvadarsa" on Paribhasendu-====·--
Sekhara and "GiiC].h8:rthaprak8:Sa" 

on Laghusabdendusekhara. 

After completing his formal studies, Vii:sudevasastri married and, in 

1891, he travelled to Pune to gain employment. He carried with him a letter 

of recommendation from Ramasastri to Justice M.G. Ranade. He began his 

teaching career at a Sanskrit ~thasala founded in 1885 by Vitthalasastri, 

a former student of Bhaskarasastri. He continued to teach at the ~thasala 

until 1942, a career which spanned more than half a century. In 1892, 

upon the recommendation of M.G. Ranade and Namdar Gokhale, he was appointed 

a sastri at Fergusson College when the Sanskrit department was depleted by 

the death of V.S. Apte in that same year. He taught at Fergusson College 

until 1927. His daily routine was to teach at the ~thasala from 7.30 until 
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9,00 am., and at Fergusson College from 11.00 until 2.00 pm. 

vasudevasastri was connected with the Bhandarkar Institute from the time 

of its foundation and he served on its Regulating Council for more than 

two decades, In 1921 he was awarded the title of Mahamahopadhyaya by the 

Imperial Government,2 The publications of Vasudevasastri are listed below: 

1. Tattvadarsa, (1886) Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute. A 

grammatical work. It is a commentary upon Nagojibhatta's 

Paribha~endusekhara based upon notes Abhyankar made while he was 

tutoring the text. 

2. Gugharthaprakasa. (1888) A grammatical work. It is a commentary 

upon Nagojibhatta's Laghusabdendusekhara. It is not available in· 

its complete form. 

3. Brahmasutrasallkarabha~~· (1900) Advaita Vedanta. It is a Marathi 

translation of Sallkara's commentary upon the Brahmasutras. 

4, Samasokti. (1904) Samsk,ta-pathasala, Pune. Visi~tadvaita. A 

brief commentary upon the Sribha~~-catussutri. It paraphrases 

Sudarsanasfrri's Srutaprakasika in a lucid manner. 

5. Prakasa. (1906) Xnandasrama. Visi~tadvaita. A commentary upon the 

Visi~tadvaita text Yatindramatadipika. 

6. Sribha~~-prathamasutra. A commentary, prepared for students, 

upon the first sutra of the sribha~~·. 

7. Visi~tadvaitamata. Samsk,ta-pa}hasala, Pune. An original work 

in Marathi, of approximately thirty pages, explaining the 

teachings of Visi~tadvaita. 

8. Kavyaprakasa of Mammata. (1911) Xnandasrama. Alallkara. This is 

a work of six hundred pages containing an edition of the 

Kavyaprakasa with the commentaries Udyota by Nagojibhatta and 

Pradipa by Govindathakkur. 

9. Sribha~ya-viv,tti. (1914) Bombay Sanskrit Series. Visi~tadvaita. 

This work is in two parts. The first contains an edition of the 

Sribha~~ and the second part contains an explanation of difficult 

portions of the text. 
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10, Patanjalayogasutra~i· (1917) Bombay Sanskrit Series. A large 

work of four hundred and fifty pages bringing together 

commentaries on the Yogasutras by Vyasa, vacaspatimisra and 

Nagojibhatta. For the preparation of this critical edition, 

Abhyankar used eight manuscripts of Vyasa's commentary, five of 

vacaspati's commentary and three manuscripts of Nagoj1's 

commentary, 

11. Advaitamoda. (1918) lnandasrama. Advaita and Visi~tadvaita. In 

this original work, Abhyankar firstly portrays the teachings of 

Advaita and Visi~tadvaita and he then gives a detailed critique 

of the Laghu and Mahasiddhanta portions of the Sribha~~ from 

the standpoint of Advaita. 

12. Kavyaprakasa of Mammata. (1921) lnandasrama. Alankara. An edition 

containing the commentary Sallketa by Ma~ikyacandra. 

13. Sutrantaraparigrahavicara. (1922) lnandasrama. Dharmasastra. 

This work attempts to resolve differences between the followers 

of the ~gveda and followers of the ~~~ayajurveda concerning 

the recitation of certain texts during the performance of yajna. 

14. Darsanallkura. (1924) B.O.R.I. This work is a commentary on 

Saya~a-Madhava's Sarvadarsanasangraha. 

15. Samskarapaddhati. (1924) lnandasrama. A work on dharmasastra, 

dealing with the karmaka~4~· 

16. Nyayakosa. (1928) B.O.R.I. A dictionary of technical terms used 

in Indian philosophical traditions. Abhyankar revised and re

edited this work. 

17. Binduprapata. (1928) B.O.R.I. Advaita. A commentary upon the 

Siddhantabindu of Madhusudanasarasvatr. 

18. Dharmatattvanir~aya. (1929) lnandasrama. Dharmasastra. This work 

deals with topics such as changes in social and religious 

customs which relate to inter-religious marriages, widow 

remarriage etc. 

19. K~qarkodaya. (1931) lnandasrama. Dharmasastra. This work is a 

commentary upon the treatise Ku~iarka which deals with the 
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mathematical proportions of a Vedic altar. 

20. Prabha. (1937) B.O.R.I. Mimamsa. A commentary upon the Mimamsa

nyaya-prakasa of Ipadeva. 

21. Advaitallkura. (1938) Inandasrama. A commentary upon the first 

two chapters of the Bhagavadgita. 

22. Vyakara~a-mahabha~~· (1938 onwards) Deccan Education Society. 

Grammar. A Mara~hi translation, in six volumes, of Patanjali's 

Vyakara~amahabha~~· 

23. Vyakara~a-mahabha~~· (1938) Deccan Education Society. Grammar. 

A Hindi translation of the ninth section of Patanjali's 

Vyakara~amahabha~~· 

24. Kayaparisuddhi. (1939) Inandasrama. Vedanta. A discussion about 

liberation from the "three bodies", i.e. the physical {sthiila), 

subtle (siiksma) and causal (karana) bodies. --·- --·-

ADVAITIMODA 

Abhyankar published five works dealing with the philosophical 

tradition koown as Visi~~advaita. After the publication of one such work, 

Visi~~advaitamata, it is said that: 

••• some of the sastri's friends started saying jokingly 

that his views have changed and he has become a follower 

of Visi~~advaita ••• to clear the misunderstanding that he 

had changed his views to that of Ramanuja, in 1918 he 

wrote Advaitamoda ••• in which he put a very strong case 

in favour of the teachings of Sallkara. After this book, 

the misunderstanding was cleared. 3 

The word "Advaitamoda" can be resolved as a KarmadhaJa, a Bahuvrihi, 

or as a genitive Tatpuru~~ compound. The latter is most likely, in which 

case the word means: "the fragrance of Advaita". The work can be 

conveniently divided into four chapters. The first and second chapters 



xiii 

are useful descriptions of the Advaita and Visi~tadvaita philosophy 

respectively. In the first chapter: "the teaching of Advaita", the author 

has based his exposition largely upon the Vedantaparibha~~ though he has 

also drawn upon a number of sources which I. have tried to identify where 

possible. The second chapter: "the teaching of Visi~tadvaita", closely 

follows the Visi~tadvaita. manual of instruction, Yatindramatadipika, upon 

which the author had written a commentary. At the conclusion of this 

chapter, Abhyankar lists what he considers to be the major differences 

between Advaita and Visi~tadvaita; these are arranged as thirty three 

points. 

Chapter three: "the logical untenability of the Visi~tadvaita 

teaching" and chapter four: "the logical tenability of Ignorance (avidya)" 

constitute the major part of the work, These chapters attempt to refute 

Ramanuja 1 s criticisms of Advai ta as expressed in the "Small Conclusion" 

(Laghusiddhanta) and the "Great Conclusion" (Mahasiddhanta) of the 

Sribha~~ 1.1 .1, Abhyankar's method is to firstly cite a passage from the 

Sribha~~ and then to direct his arguments against statements contained in 

that passage. The text proceeds in a systematic manner and the most 

important parts of the Laghu and Mahasiddhanta are quoted in their due 

order and then discussed. Abhyankar has sometimes paraphrased the Sribha~~ 

text and such occasions have been noted. However when he has done so, there 

has been no compromise with the original meaning. 

As far as I am aware, Advaitamoda is the first Advaita work to 

discuss the Laghu and Mahasiddhanta portions of the Sribha~~ in such a 

detailed manner, Ramaraya Bellallko~~a's Srisallkarasallkarabha~yavimarsa4 is 

a later work (1953) which masterfully discusses Ramanuja's and 

Sudarsanasuri's arguments as presented in Sribha~~ 1 .1.1, and the 

commentary Srutaprakasika, However it does not follow the text of the 

Sribha~~ as closely as Abhyankar does in Advaitamoda. A Visi~tadvaitin's 
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reply to Advaitamoda : Paramarthapraka~ika by u. Viraraghavacarya, was 

published in 1940. I have occasionally consulted the latter text, which 

is of a comparable size to Advaitamoda, in the preparation of this work. 

However the limitations of time and the size of this work have meant that 

the Paramarthapraka~ika could not be utilized to any significant extent 

and I must leave the ana1ysis of the counter arguments to Advaitamoda 

to another student of the subject. 

At this juncture, it is necessary to make some remarks about the 

contents of the first chapter which are, I feel, open to some criticism. 

Firstly, the author has devoted considerable attention to a topic of 

relatively minor importance like the combination of the five elements 

(paffcikara~~) at the expense of more significant matters in Advaita 

teaching such as the analysis of the three states of experience: waking, 

dream and deep sleep, Nor does Abhyankar devote sufficient consideration 

to the discrimination of the real meaning of "I", a topic which is of 

such importance to Advaita that it forms the subject matter of Sallkara's 

celebrated introduction to Brahmasutra 1.1 .1, Secondly, there is an 

inadequate presentation of how the sacred texts, i.e. the Upani~ads, 

operate as the means of knowledge (prama~~) for Brahman, The author does 

not discuss the usage of essential definition (svarupalak~~~~), such as 

Tai. 2.1 .1 ., for ascertaining the nature of Brahman. Nor does he explain 

the use of implication (lak~~~~) in the comprehension of the mahavakya: 

"tat tvam asi" (Ch.6.8,7.). Such omissions can perhaps be accounted for 

by the fact that Abhyankar was trained primarily as a grammarian, by 

teachers who were themselves essentially grammarians and not Advaita 

preceptors, While the study of logic and grammar are certainly helpful 

for understanding all disciplines of knowledge (Ka~adam Pa~iniyam ~ 

sarva~astropakarakam) it does not necessarily mean that other disciplines 

can be fully understood without undergoing instruction from within the 
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methodological framework established by their respective traditions. 

Thirdly, his description of the various views concerning the nature 

of maya (1 .23-25.) cannot be clearly associated with particular Advaita 

authors. Finally, his discussion of the theory of a single individual 

soul (ekajivavada) (1 .29-30.) should be treated with circumspection as it 

contains a factual error and it is given undue emphasis in relation to 

the style of the rest of the chapter, which is a useful compendium of 

Advaita philosophy. 

In chapter one, I have added a fairly extensive commentarial portion 

with the object of supplementing the main text with a more detailed 

portrayal of certain facets of the Advaita teaching. I have drawn upon 

a number of well known Advaita texts but have kept the writings of 

Saflkara as my primary source. The comments to the second chapter again 

attempt to provide a more detailed supplement to certain parts of the 

main text. The comments are principally drawn from the Yatindramatadipika 

and sections of the Sribha~~ and Siddhitraya. In chapters three and four, 

the commentarial portions have a twofold purpose: (a) to explain some of 

the more difficult passages in Abhyankar's writing and (b) to supplement 

the discussion. In order to do the latter I have chiefly drawn upon the 

writing of Ramaraya Bellallko~4a in the Srisankarasallkarabha~yavimarsa~. 

The arguments contained in Ramanuja's Sribha~~ and Abhyankar's 

responses to them form the bulk of the subject matter of Advaitamoda. 

Ramanuja, writing in the twelfth century A.D., and Abhyankar in the 

twentieth century, illustrate the subtlety of argument and depth of 

scholarship which characterize much of the philosophical literature 

composed in Sanskrit. It is hoped that the translation and study of 

Advaitamoda provide a glimpse of the richness which is the Sanskrit 

philosophical tradition. 
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NOTES TO THE INTRODUCTION. 

1. s.v. Sahasrabuddhe and M.D. Sathe, Mahamahopadhyaya Yasudevasastri 
Abhyankar Caritra va Karya, Pune. 1963. p.12. 

2, "Obituary Notice", Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research 
Institute. Vol. XXIV. 1943, 

3, Sahasrabuddhe and Sathe, op-cit,, p.45, 46, 

EDITIONS OF THE PRINCIPAL TEXTS CITED. 

(1) Sallkara, Page and line numbers refer to the editions of Sallkara's 

commentarial works published by Motilal Banarsidass, (a) Ten Principal 

Upanishads with Sallkarabha~~· First edition: Delhi, 1964. Reprinted 

1978. (b) Bhagavadgita with Sallkarabha~. First edition: Poona, 1929. 

Reprinted: Delhi, 1978. (c) Brahmasutra-Sallkarabha~yam. With the 

Commentaries: Bha~yaratnaprabha of Govindananda, Bhamati of Yacaspatirnisra 

and Nyaya-Nircyaya of Inandagiri. First edition: Delhi, 1980. References 

to the Upadesasahasri follow the edition prepared by S. Mayeda, ! 
Thousand Teachings. The Upadesasahasri of Sankara. Tokyo: Uni. of Tokyo 

Press, 1979. 

(2) Other Advaita Texts, References to the Nai~karmyasiddhi follow the 

edition prepared by M, Hiriyanna, The Naiskarmya-Siddhi of Suresvara, 

With the "Candrika" of Jiianottama, Poena: Bhandarkar Oriental Research 

Institute, Fourth Ed. 1980. References to the Vedantaparibha~K follow 

the edition by S,S, Suryanarayana Sastri, Vedantaparibha~~· Madras: 

The Adyar Library and Research Centre, Reprint 1971, References to the 

Vedantasara follow the edition by M. Hiriyanna, Vedanta-Sara (a work 

on Vedanta Philosophy by Sadananda). Poena: Oriental Book Agency, Second 

Ed. 1962. 

(3) Ramanuja. Page and paragraph numbers of the Vedarthasangraha refer 

to the edition by J.A.B. van Buitenen, Ramanu,ja's Vedarthasangraha. Poona: 

Deccan College, 1956. Page and paragraph numbers of the Sribha~~ refer 

to the edition by R,D. Karmarkar, Sribha~ya of Ramanuja. Poona: Uni, of 

Poona, 1959-64, (Three Volumes) 
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NOTES ON THE TRANSLATION. 

(1) Sanskrit authors employ the word "knowledge" (.jnana) in a number of 

different senses. In the translation, the initial letter of the word 

"knowledge" is not capitalized when the word stands for the object of 

knowledge (jnayate iti jnanam), or when it refers to the means whereby 

an object is known (.jnayate anena i!i .jnanam) such as in the case of 

perceptual or inferential knowledge etc. When knowledge is used in the 

sense of cognition (.jnaptir i!i .jnanam), I have capitalized the initial 

letter. Even in regard to cognition, or Knowledge, the Advaitin makes a 

distinction between cognition occurring as a mental function (~ttijnana) 

and awareness per~ (svarupajnana) which is the essence of the 

individual soul and identical with Brahman. Both the latter meanings are 

rendered as "Knowledge" and the distinction between them will be made 

evident through the context. 

(2) When the Advaitin employs the word "ignorance" (avidya / ajnana) to 

denote the power which brings about the appearance of the world, I have 

capitalized the initial letter. 

(3) With regard to the Advaita conception of the self, I have not 

capitalized the initial letter of the word "self" when the word refers 

to the individual soul {,jiva). When the word refers to the "essential 

Self", I have capitalized the first letter. On one or two occasions such 

a distinction has been difficult to maintain since, for the Advaitin, 

the essence of the individual soul is nothing but the supreme Self. 

(4) With regard to the Vi;i~tadvaita conception of the self, I have not 

capitalized the initial letter when the word "self" refers to the 

individual soul • I have capitalized the initial letter when the word 

refers to the Lord i.e. the supreme Self. 

(5) Sanskrit words are cited in their stem (pratipadika) form. However 

the word ttkarman 11 is more familiar in its nominative singular form: "karma11 

and it has been cited in this way. When the word "~" stands for 

"ritual action" it has been translated as such. When it has the moral 

sense of the result produced by previous good or bad actions, I have not 

translated the word and it appears in the text as "karma". 
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The statement: "I did not know anything" demonstrates that the 
"sense of I" is not cognized during sleep, 

During deep sleep the Self remains as the witness of Ignorance. 

In the state of liberation while living, the "sense of I" appears 
and actions continue according to the prarabdha karma, 

(a) Expressions of "!-ness" in the statements of sages are 
because they transact according to the understanding of the 
people. (b) In liberation free from the body (videhamukti), there 
is no appearance of "I-ness". 

Verse no, XV. 

Though the scripture does not have absolute reality, it reveals 
the truth. 

Continuation of the topic, 

Though depending upon unreal difference, the scripture does not 
communicate what is false as being true. 

The method of communication in the Upani~ad texts, 

The scripture removes the false view of difference and then 
negates the difference centred upon itself. 

What is required is only that the instructor is not in error 
concerning the thing to be taught. 

Scripture has no defect concerning what is to be taught. 
Perception has a possible defect. 

The knowledge of the non-dual Brahman is not subsequently 
negated •• 

Criticism of Ramanuja's view that the dream-knowledge is not 
false since it is not negated. 

Continuation of the topic, 

Continuation of the topic, 
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The knowledge of the real from what is unreal can be illustrated 
by the knowledge of a real letter from particular printed lines. 

Criticism of Ramanuja's view that, in the case of the letter and 
a line, the real arises only from what is real. 

Reply to the objection: if the scripture is false, its object, 
i.e. Brahman, would also be false. 

Continuation of the topic. 

Reply to the statement: if the knowledge of fire is false, then 
the fire -which is the object of that false knowledge- is also 
false. 

Continuation of the topic. 

Criticism of Ramanuja's statement: it is incorrect to say that 
the knowledge of the non-dual Brahman is not subsequently negated. 
Because it is negated by the statement: "reality is emptiness". 

Does the sentence: "reality is emptiness" negate itself or not? 
Reply to the first alternative. 

There is no fault even though the scripture operates in itself. 

Reply to the second alternative, i.e. "reality is emptiness" does 
not negate itself. 

Verse no. XVI. 

The meaning of the text: "My dear, this was existence alone in 
the beginning ••• " (Ch.6 .2 .1.). 

The word "existence" in this text means the Self. 

Reply to the Visi~tadvaitins statement: texts which teach 
Brahman as the material cause must be interpreted in a 
figurative sense. 

The contradiction in the Visi~i;advaitins interpretation of: "~ 
dear, this was existence alone" (Ch.6.2.1 .) and "In the beginning, 
this was indeed the Self" (Ai.1 .1 .). 

Difficulties in upholding the view that "existence" and "Self" 
have the meaning that the Self is qualified by a body. 

Difficulties in upholding the view that the words "existence" 
and "Self" refer to the Self without connection to a body. 

Continuation of the topic. 

In the sentence: "By which what is unheard becomes heard ••• " 
(Ch.6.1 .3.), the word "by which" refers to the object i.e. the 
Self. 

Objection that: in the sentence "By which what is unheard 
becomes heard ••• ", is the knowledge to be gained something 
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different from the Self or not? 

Reply to the objection. 

Criticism of Ramanuja's interpretation of " ••• this was existence 
alone ... " (Ch.6,2 ,1.). 

Interpretation of the text according to Advaita. 

Refutation of the view that the word "existence" (sat) refers 
to the subtle primary matter (pradhana). 

Explanation of the text: "The wise behold that which cannot be 
seen ... " (Mu.1.6.). 

Continuation of the topic. 

Explanation of the text: "Brahman is real, Knowledge, limitless" 
(Tai.2.1.1.). 

Continuation of the topic. 

Continuation of the topic: the meaning of the word "real" .. 

Continuation of the topic: the meaning of the word "Knowledge". 

The use of the three words 11 real", "Knowledge" and "limitless" 
in the definition of Brahman. 

Grammatical apposition (samanadhikara~~). 

Verse no. XVII. 

Criticism of Ramanuja's explanation of the word "without a 
second" in Ch.6.2.1. 

The word "through which" (yena) in Ch.6.1.3., must signify only 
a single entity. 

The use of the example of the pot and clay (Ch.6.1 .4.). 

The meaning of the text: "My dear, this was existence alone ... " 
(Ch.6.2.1.). 

Continuation of the topic, 

Continuation of the topic: the meaning of the word "without a 
second" (Ch.6.2.1.). 

The teachings of (a) Emptiness, (b) that there is solely an 
efficient cause, (c) that there are multiple material causes, or 
(d) the cause possesses distinction, cannot establish the 
proposition: "through the knowledge of the one, there is the 
knowledge of everything". 

Summary of the topic concerning the proposition: through the 
knowledge of the one, there is the knowledge of everything. 
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Verse no. XVIII. 

Brahman is in reality free from distinction. 

Critique of Ramanuja 1 s interpretation of the text: " ••• whose 
desire is true, whose resolve is true" (Ch.8.1.5.). 

Continuation of the topic. 

Critique of Ramanuja 1 s interpretation of the text: "He who knows 
the bliss of Brahman" (Tai.2.9.1.). 

Critique of Ramanuja 1 s interpretation of the text: "He attains 
all desires, together with the wise Brahman" (Tai.2.1.1 .). 

Continuation of the topic. 

Interpretation of the text: "For whom [Brahman] is not thought ••• " 
(Ke.2.3.). 

Critique of Ramanuja 1 s interpretation of the text: "From which 
words return ••• " (Tai.2.4.1,), 

Critique of Ramanuja 1 s interpretation of the text: "You cannot 
see the seer of seeing" (BJ;'h.3.4.2.). 

Ramanuja 1 s view is that the sacred texts do not deny real 
diversity, Criticism of this view by means of an explanation 
of what is meant by the word "different" (bhinna). 

Continuation of the topic. Seeing oneness in diversity is 
possible only when there is a single material cause. 

Continuation of the topic with reference to the text: 11He who 
sees diversity, as it were, here ... " (BJ;'h.4,4.19.). 

Critique of Ramanuja 1 s interpretation of the text: "All this is 
indeed Brahman ••• Thus being peaceful, may one contemplate" 
(Ch.3.14,1.), 

Critique of Riimanuj a 1 s interpretation of the text: "For when he 
makes the slightest interval (antara) ... " (Tai.2.7.1.). 

Continuation of the topic. 

Explanation of B.S .3 .2 .11: "There is no twofold characteristic 
for the supreme, even on account of place, because everywhere 
[it is taught otherwise]". 

The purport of the Bhagavadgita is that Brahman is free from 
distinction. 

The purport of the Vi~I)upural)~ is that Brahman is free from 
distinction, 

The falsity of the world is taught in the Vi~.P. 

The Visi~~advaitin position that the etymological derivation of 
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the word "bhagavat" shows that Brahman is an object of speech. 

Criticism of the above view. Distinctions are admitted only in 
the sphere of ordinary relations (vyavahara). 

Discussion of the meaning of the verse: "The nature of 
Knowledge ••• " (Vi~.P. 1.2.6.). 

Explanation of the questions in Vi~.P. 1.1 .9. concerning the 
nature and cause of the world and the explanation of the reply, 
in Vi~.P. 1.1,35., to those questions. 

Ramanuja's interpretation of Vi~.P. 1.1 .9. and 1.1 .35. 

Criticism of Ramanuja's interpretation of the above two verses, 
The word "from what" (yatal].) in Vi~.P. 1.1.9. cannot refer to 
both the efficient and the material cause. 

Continuation of the criticism of Ramanuja's interpretation of 
these verses. 

Critique of Ramanuja's objections to the Advaita interpretation 
of these verses. 

Chapter Four: AVIDYOPAPATTI~ 

4.1. Ramanuja's seven objections to the Advaitins conception of 
Ignorance (avidya). 

4.2. Verse no. XIX. 

4.3. Reply to the first objection concerning the locus of avidya. 

4.4. Reply to the second objection concerning the concealing by 
avidya. 

4.5. Reply to the third objection concerning the nature of avidya. 

4.6. Continuation of the topic. 

4. 7. The statement: "I am ignorant" refers to avidya which is 
something positive in nature (bhavarupa). This is a partial 
reply to the fifth objection concerning a means of proof for 
avidya. 

4.8. The meaning of the negative particle in the statement: "I am 
ignorant" (aham ajnal].). 

4.9. Reply to the fourth objection concerning the indeterminable 
nature of avidya. 

4.10. 

4.11 • 

Brahman as such does not have the experience of avidya. 

Reply to the objection: if unreal error is based upon an unreal 
avidya, there is the possibility of error without a real 
substratum and the result would be Emptiness. 
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Reply to the fifth objection concerning a means of proof for 
avidya. 

Ramanuja's objection to the use of inference as a means of proof 
for avidya, The first interpretation of Ramanuja's objection. 

Reply to the objection. 

The second interpretation of Ramanuja's objection and the reply. 

Th<> applicability of the example in the inference under discussion. 

Riimanuja's nine counter-inferences against the concept of avidya, 

Critique of the nine counter-inferences. 

The destruction of a positive entity can occur through knowledge. 

Reply to the objection: since Knowledge is momentary, upon the 
apprehension of fear there would be the cognition of multiple 
fears-

Continuation of the topic concerning the use of inference in regard 
to avidya, 

Verse no. XX. 

The material cause of the false world can only be false. 

Discussion of the objection: only what is perceived is the object 
of cognition, error and sublation. 

The apprehension of the indeterminable (anirvacan1yakhyati), 

There is no appearance of one thing in another manner, 

Criticism of Ramanuja's mode of refuting the Advaitin. 

Reply to the objection: why does a thing having a~ indeterminable 
reality become an object of the idea and the word "silver" and 
not ,something else? 

Criticism of the apprehension of the real (satkhyati). 

Continuation of the topic. 

Continuation of the topic. 

Criticism of Ramanuja's view that in dream the Lord creates the 
dream objects for each soul, 

Continuation of the topic centred upon the discussion of the sutra: 
"But [the dream creation] is mere maya ... " (B.S.3.2.3.). 

Further criticism of satkhyati. 

Criticism of satkhyati through a discussion of the examples of 
the crystal and the China rose and the yellow conch-shell. 
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Discussion of the examples of the circle caused by the turning 
of a fire-brand and the appearance of a face in a mirror. 

Discussion of the example of the confusion of direction. 

Ramanuja's explanation concerning the sight of a double moon. 

Criticism of Ramanuja's explanation. 

The relation of negated and negating. 

Verse no. XXI. 

The text: "enveloped by the untrue (.!!E;,ta)" (Ch.8.3.2.) is a 
means of proof about avidya being positive in nature. 

The meaning of the word "'ta" in Ka"tha.1.3.1. 

Continuation of the topic. 

The nasadasiya hymn (Tai.Bra.2.8.9.3,4.) is a means of proof about 
avidya whose nature is indeterminable as real or unreal. 

Criticism of Ramanuja's explanation of the nasadasiya hymn. 

Continuation of the topic, with reference to Ramanuja's use of 
the words "sat" and "tyat" (Tai.2.6.1. ). 

Saya~acarya's commentary upon the nasadasiya hymn. 

Continuation of Saya~a's commentary. 

The meaning of the word "maya". 

The nature of maya as described in the Devipura~~. Paffcadasi and 
the ,Yi~~upura~~· 

Explanation of the texts cited in the Sri.B. with reference to 
maya. 

The text: "you are That" (Ch.6.8.7.) is a means of proof about 
an indeterminable avidya. 

Question: does the word "you" refer to Brahman (a) as qualified 
by the individual soul, or (b) as an attribute of the soul? 
Criticism of the first view. 

Criticism of the second view. 

Criticism of Ramanuja's view that all words finally denote the 
supreme Self. 

Continuation of the topic. 

Quotations from the Yayupura~~ and the Devigita. 

The Vi~ .P. text: "The stars are Vi~~u ••• what exists and what does 
not exist" (Vi~.P.2.12.38.). 
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Reply to the objection: identity statements such as "The ·Stars 
are Vi~'fu" refer to the relation of body and the one embodied 
(sarirasariribhava). 

Further criticism of the concept of sarirasaririn. 

Interpretation of words such as "body" occurring in the Viey,P. 

Explanation of the words: 11 •• ,what exists and what does not exist" 
(Vi~.P.2,12,38.), 

Criticism of Ramanuja's interpretation of the words: "what exists", 
"what does not exist". 

Explanation of the Viey.P. verse: "Because the Lord is of the 
nature of Knowledge" (Vi~ .P. 2.12.39,), 

Criticism of Ramanuja's interpretation of the above verse. 

Ramanuja' s interpretation of the Viey .P. verse: "But when 
Knowledge is pure ... " (Vi~.P.2,12.40,) and the critique of that 
interpretation. 

Continuation of the topic. 

Vi~.P.2.12.41 and 42. 

Interpretation of the Vis .P. verse: "Therefore ... other than 
Knowledge there is no coilection of objects whatsoever ••• " (Vi~. 
P.2.12.43.) and the criticism of Ramanuja's interpretation, 

Interpretation of the Vi~.P. verses: "Knowledge is completely 
pure ... " (Vi~.P.2.12.44.) and "I have thus told you what is 
reality ••• " (Vi~.P.2,12.45.), 

Criticism of Ramanuja's interpretation of these verses on the 
grounds that he has connected the subject of some verses with the 
predicate of others. 

Criticism of Ramanuja's statement that these verses do not denote 
Brahman as free from distinction, or maya, or a world super
imposed by maya. 

Further criticism of Ramanuja 1s interpretation of these verses. 

Reply to the sixth objection concerning an agent for the 
cessation of avidya. 

Verse no, XXII. 

Reply to the seventh objection concerning the cessation of avidya. 

Vi~.P.2.6,47 and 48, with the commentary of Sridharasvamin. 

The subject-object distinction occurring in the text: " ••• the Self 
should indeed be seen" (B:rh.2.4.5.) must pertain to a limiting 
adjunct because non-difference is explicitly taught by the text: 
"you are That" (Ch.6.8.7.). 
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The nature of avidya. 

Illustration with reference to the above explanation. 

Avidya is immediately dispelled by knowledge. 

Brief concluding statement. 

xxxix 
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Introductory Communication 

The supremely compassionate Lord, desirous of saving the people 

immersed in the ocean of worldly existence experiencing pleasures and 

sorrows in accordance with their own individual actions, set forth 

various knowledges. For there is the sacred text: "the Lord of all 

knowledges". In regard to those knowledges, each particular knowledge is 

on account of the difference of the subject matter to be taught. Although 

at first glance a contradiction appears to exist among some, nevertheless 

that can be removed because there is a difference among those who are 

qualified [for each knowledge]. And so the praise of a particular 

knowledge is for the engagement of the respective person who is qualified. 

Even the condemnation seen somewhere about a certain [knowledge] is for 

the non-engagement there of a person who is not qualified for that 

[particular knowledge]. Just because of this [condemnation] it should not 

be suspected that a particular knowledge has no validity. This alone is 

the purport of even the condemnation of action: "what is uncreated is 

not [gained] through an action". For this very reason, even though 
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action has been condemned, the Lord taught it to Arjuna having observed 

his qualification: "therefore you must certainly perform action". 

A qualified person is one who has experienced the condition prior 

to that. For example, a person qualified for investiture with the sacred 

thread is one who has undergone the purificatory rite of tonsure. A person 

who is not qualified is of two types: one who has not experienced the 

condition prior to that and one who has experienced that condition [i.e. 

the end result itself]. For example, a person who is not qualified for 

investiture with the sacred thread is one who has not undergone tonsure 

or one whose investiture with the sacred thread has already been done. 

With regard to the second person who is not qualified there, the condem-

nation is specifically employed for the non-engagement there once again. 
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Although the knowledges have been taught as fourteen in the 

Indeed, these knowledges are fourteen: the [six] 

limbs [of the Veda], the four Vedas, the mimamsa 

[divided into two] which is an elaborate system, 

the treatises concerning dharma and the Pura~as 

still, only a twofold grouping is primarily seen. For there is the sacred 

text: "there are two knowledges which should be known, the higher and the 

lower". Having shown there the lower [knowledge] by: "the !Jg-Veda, Yajur-
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Veda" etc., the higher knowledge is shown: "Then there is the higher 

[knowledge], by which that Imperishable is attained". The pre-eminence 

of the higher knowledge is indicated just by the word "higher" (para). 

This higher knowledge is certainly more esteemed than the others because 

it is the means for the highest human goal which is the attainment of 

Brahman. In the MuvJlakopani~ad, having commenced with: "Then there is the 

higher", the result -which is the attainment of Brahman- is taught by: 

" ••• by which that Imperishable is attained" etc. certainly prior to 

showing the nature of the higher knowledge. Because there would especially 

be an engagement towards seeing the nature of something when the greatness 

of the result is already known. 

This sacred text attracts people toward the higher knowledge with 

more affection than even thousands of parents. In the expectation: "and 

what is the mode of procedure there?", Sri Sallkaracarya says sacred texts 

such as: "the one who knows Brahman becomes Brahman indeed", which show 

that liberation is at that very instant following the knowledge of Brahman, 
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remove [the notion] that something else must be done in between [the 

knowledge of Brahman and the gain of liberation]. But Ramanujacarya says 

that devotional meditation has to be performed after knowledge. 

The primary difference between these two teachings is the acceptance 

of the teaching of maya on the one side and, on the other, the non-

acceptance of it. And in this matter, being uncertain as to which of the 

two should be accepted and which of the two should not, as soon as I was 

desirous of knowing the truth, at that very time I was instructed by the 

sacred text: "what is uncreated is not [gained] through an action" flashing 

before the eyes and revealing that: to attain liberation there is no scope 

for even a trace of something to be done. For if the manifest world is 

absolutely real, something would have to necessarily be done in order to 

bring about its cessation. Therefore that [world] is certainly without 

absolute reality. And that is difficult to be stated without the teaching 

of maya. Thus the mind of myself -who was considering that the intended 

meaning of the sacred texts is that the teaching of maya alone is superior 

and who was accompanied by the thought: "how can this error of the people 

be removed?"- engaged in writing Advaitamoda. 

Although the mind turned back a little due to its deficiency in 

being very sharp, it proceeded again with an abundance of enthusiasm due 

to the urging of the venerable Sri Sallkaracarya which was awakened within 

it [the mind]. Having become bound to the faith that the very feet of the 

teacher [Sallkara] and the grace of a true preceptor will provide the 

assistance here, [the mind] placed his feet in this work and even though 

sinking now and then into an ocean difficult to cross, it somehow or other 

reached the further shore mounted upon the raft of faith. 
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This work was accomplished due to the feet of the teacher 

[Sallkara] and they alone can bring about the engagement of the learned 

people here. In whatever manner the author of the Sribha~~. having 

restated the view of the Advaitin, is seen to make an effort in refuting 

that, in that manner, my own effort -which has the removal of that 

[refutation] as its object- is only in accordance with that [refutation]. 

Hence it has happened that a repeated investigation of the very same 

subject has to be done at some places. For this reason, the learned 

people must not regard it as affected by the defect of repetition etc. 

And those whose minds are controlled by clinging [to a certain view] 

cannot smell that fragrance. My wish is that among those [who say]: 

"faults are certainly easily acquired by a human being", some critics 

who are disposed to love only good qualities, though they are impartial, 

will point out the faults. 

vasudevasastri Abhyankar 

Pune, 1840. 

(1918. Christian era.) 
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1.1. Indeed here in the world, people should primarily endeavour only 

to obtain the goals of mankind. Although the human goals are fourfold, 

consisting of religious and social values (dharma), worldly prosperity 

1 

(artha), satisfaction of legitimate desires (kama) and liberation (mok~~, 

nevertheless, among those, liberation alone is the ultimate human goal. 

The other are not, because they do not last. The transience of worldly 

prosperity and of the satisfaction of desires is understood just by 

direct perception. [The result gained from] religious and social values 

is also in the same manner, for there is the sacred text: 

Just as here, the world which is acquired by action 
perishes, in just the same way the other world which 
is acquired by merit perishes (Ch. 8.1.6.). 

However, liberation·is not like that, for it is understood to be eternal 

on account of the sacred text: "he does not return again" (Ch. 8.15.1.). 

In the Bhagavadgita also [liberation is understood to be eternal]: "but 

having reached Me, 0 Kaunteya, there is no further birth" (G. 8.16.). 

comment 

The introduction to Advaitamoda is based upon that of the 

Vedantaparibha~i· 

1. 2. 



1.2 In matters which are not within the scope of sense perception the 

Veda alone is the :means of knowledge. And there [in the Veda], because 

of the elaborate teaching of ritual actions such as sacrifice in the 

Brahma~a section, the understanding of the people would be like this: 

"having performed ritual action such as sacrifice, obtaining the result 

such as heaven is alone the primary human goal". The manifestation of 

the Upani~ads in the sacred text is for the removal of that [false belief]. 

In the Upani~ads, Brahman is revealed by a twofold method according to the 

capacity of people for the knowledge of Brahman: by means of positive 

statements and by means of negative statements. 

comment 

The scope of the Veda is delineated to be the revelation of what 

cannot be ascertained through the operation of an ordinary means of 

knowledge (prama~~· Perception and such perceptually based means of 

knowledge as inference require the relationship between sense data and 

the respective sense organ. According to the orthodox (astika) view 

metaphysical truth falls outside this relation: 

for this entity [i.e. Brahman] is not an object of 
perception since it is without form etc. And since 
it has no inferential mark etc., it is not an object 
of inference, etc. But like dharma, this entity can 
only be attained through the scriptures [i.e. the Veda] 
alone.l 

Thus there are two orders of knowledge: concerning ordinary relations 

(vyavaharika) and metaphysical truth (paramarthika) and two corresponding 

levels of prama~a. 2 The Veda is solely a means of knowledge for "matters 

which are not within the scope of sense perception" 3 

The Advaita analysis of the Veda distinguishes sharply between the 

karmakanda such as the brahmana portion dealing with ritual observances .-
and the jnanakanda, specially the Upanisads, which reveal the nature of . ·- . 
reality, Brahman. In his introduction to the ~g Veda, Saya~a specifies 

that: 
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dharma and Brahman are, respectively, the subject matter 
of the prior and later portions in the Veda ••• the knowledge 
of them both is directly the purpose of the Veda. 4 

To the Advaitin both portions of the Veda are a valid prama~~· They 

differ, however, in that the karmaka~c;!~ is within the world of "becoming" 

(samsara) while the jnanaka~g~ teaches the liberating knowledge of 

Brahman. Sankara held the view that: 

it is reasonable that just as [the scripture] teaches 
the true means such as the agnihotra sacrifice for a 
person desirous of heaven etc., so too it teaches the 
Self in its real nature to the person desiring liberation 
(through texts like) "That is the Self. You are That, 
0 Svetaketu.s 

The perceptually based means of knowledge and Vedic revelation 

each relate to. a separate domain and as a consequence it is held that 

they do not conflict. 6 They do, however, appear to come into contradiction 

because Advaitins consider that the sruti reveals the falsity of perceptual 

plurality: 

there is no diversity whatsoever here [in Brahman]. 
He who sees div7rsity here, as it were, goes from 
death to death. 

The Advaitins then argue that Vedic testimony possesses greater validity 

than perceptual experience. 8 The sruti does not negate the cognition of 

duality (dvaitapratiti) but it sublates (badha) by knowledge the 

assumption of reality which is based upon that cognition. The position 

of the Advaitins is that the perceptually based means of knowledge are, 

and continue to remain, valid within their own sphere of operation though 

that sphere is sublated by knowledge from Vedic revelation: 

the mere validity pertaining to ordinary relations 
is not negated by the scripture dealing with non-duality, 
but their validity as pertaining to reality is negated.9 

Abhyankar mentions a "twofold method" of the Upani>;>ads: the use of 

positive statements (vidhi) and the use of negative statements (ni~edha). 

By the word vidhi, the author refers to various forms of meditation 

(upasana) prescribed in the sacred texts and passages which present 

Brahman as possessing attributes. The subsequent negation of the ultimacy 

of upasana and attributive statements is ni~edha. 10 Sankara considered 

that in the Upani~ads: 
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Brahman is understood to have two aspects - qualified by 
the limiting adjuncts which are different modifications 
of name and form and, contrary to that, being free from 
all limiting adjuncts There are texts by the thousand 
showing that Brahman has two aspects according to the 11 difference between the sphere of knowledge and ignorance. 

4 

Advaitins see in the $ruti a deliberate method of revealing Brahman, 

taking into account the different degrees of understanding on the part 

of the student. Sankara and Mandana both refer to this method 

(adhyaropapavadabhyam nisprapaficam prapaficate, i.e. "[Brahman] free 

from the manifest world is explained by means of superimposition and 

negation") 12 which is the false ascription of attributes (avastvaropal_:t) 

upon Brahman (vastuni) 13 followed by the negation (apavada) of those 

attributes to reveal Brahman as free from all duality. This method can 

be illustrated by the arurtdhatipradarsananyaya14 which describes how the 

tiny star known as Arurtdhati is indicated by firstly pointing out larger, 

nearby stars as Arundhati and then successively negating them until the 

eye is able to apprehend the more subtle form of the real Arundhati. 

In his commentary towards the end of the !~hadara~yaka, Sankara makes a 

significant statement concerning the application of the method of 

adhyaropapavada. While explaining the sentence: "Brahman is indeed free 

from fear. The one who knows in this manner certainly becomes Brahman 

free from fear", he states: 

1. 3. 

The one who knows the Self described above to be Brahman 
which is free from fear, he certainly becomes Brahman 
free from fear. What has been told is the compressed 
meaning of the whole Upanisad. For the correct 
understanding of this very"meaning, the idea of 
origination, maintenance,. diss·olution, etc., and the 
superimposition of action, its factors and results have 
been brought about on the Self. And again, in the 
negation of those, by means of the elimination of the 
superimposed distinctions [by the process of] "not this, 
not this", the truth is communicated,l5 
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1.3. The sacred texts are exceedingly difficuJt to understand because 

the sentence of the sacred text is concise and it is generally bereft of 

sentences supplying a connection. And the language is very ancient. 

And people are successively of mediocre intelligence. Even though the 

faithful were confidently engaged upon the path shown by the sacred 

texts, among other people there was a slackening in enthusiasm for the 

path of knowledge and the path of action. At that juncture, disbelievers 

appeared. Then the sages performed austerities to know the meaning of 

the Veda. Because of the strength of their austerities the sages gained 

the capacity [to comprehend the meaning] and they composed grammatical 

treatises beginning with Aindra,
16 

etymology and the rules concerning 

17 -phonetic changes. Later, in just the same way, Panini composed the 

A~~adhyayi and because of that there arose the knowledge of the 

meaning of words, for the division of words into the stem (prakrti) and 

the terminal affix (pratyaya) was shown in it. And Jaimini composed 

the Dvadasadhyayi18 and because of that there arose the knowledge of 

the meaning of a sentence, for many rvles were c.ontained in it which 
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were useful in determining the meaning of a sentence. A grammarian is 

one who knows the meaning of a word and a Mimamsaka is one who knows 

the meaning of a sentence. Then, when the people gained the knowledge 

of the meaning of the Veda, there l<as an attentive engagement in the 

ritual actions. And successively [the engage~ent in ritual] occupied 

the supreme position. Accordingly, the thought of the people was in 

such a manner: "this Upani~ad portion is not the pinnacle of the sacred 

texts. On the other hand, by teaching that the individual self has an 

imperishable nature and thus by means of generating faith in the other 

worldly happiness such as heaven, it only confirms the ritual portion 

dealing with sacrificial offerings etc. and so it is subsidiary to that." 

The path to liberation shown by the Upani~ads became impassable to people, 

like it was full of thorns. Even the Vedantins came to be looked upon 

with sharp glances of the Mfmamsakas as the disbelievers [were looked 

upon]. It has heen told that: 

when an inquiry into the meaning of sentences is begun, 
the Mimamsakas thwart the understanding of the people 
as they impede the sight of the people with the dust 
in the form of deceptively clever statements. 

At that juncture, it was as though a time of the non manifestation of 

the Upani~ads and once again the firm opinion of the people was 

recognised as: "having performed ritual action such as sacrifice, 

obtaining the result such as heaven is alone the primary human goal." 

1.4. 
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1.4. The revered Badarayana, refuting this common opinion and 

engendering an enthusiasm on the part of the people for the path of 

liberation, composed the Btahmasutras. All the logic,[i.e. syllogistic 

reasoning] taught by Jaimini which was useful [for understanding] the 

meaning of a sentence was certainly accepted by Badaraya~a. But the part 

which comprised this much: the Upani~ad portion is subsidiary to the 

ritual portion, was not accepted by Badaraya~a. Having taught the 

meaning of the Upani~ads only through the methods taught by Jaimini and 

having established that [the meaning of the Upani~ads] to be the portion 

which is the pinnacle of the sacred texts, Badaraya~a made the door to 

liberation free from obstruction. And the path to liberation shown by 

the Upani~ads became free from thorns. 

1. 5. 
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1.5. After a long time had passed in this way, once again a difficult 

7 

time was at hand. The mind of the people was assailed by a lack of faith. 

Only the name remained of the followers of the path of knowledge and the 

path of ritual. Just as before, once again disbelievers, known as 

"materialists" (carvaka), appeared. For they spoke in this manner: "there 

is no one known as an individual soul distinct from the body. There is 

no liberation. There is no other world. Revelation is no means of 

knowledge. There is no one known as the Lord who is the ruler. This 

world arises and perishes out of its own nature." 



-1. 6. 
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1.6. According to the maxim of the turning of the wheel, once again 

in the course of the revolution of time the prevalence of the 

materialist view was reduced to complete disgrace by the followers of 

the path of ritual with assistance obtained from the king of that time. 

Beginning with Ma~~ana Misra, the leaders of the Mimamsakas gained 

eminence in the assembly of the king and fancying themselves to be 

learned, they then regarded even the followers of the path of knowledge 

to be fools as they did the disbelievers [as fools]. Conditions were 

observable everywhere like at the time of the non-manifestation of the 

Upani~ads and like at the time prior to the composition of the sutra. 

],.7. 

1.7. At this--juncture, Lord Siva, desirous of saving the people, 

descended in the form of Sankaracarya and having composed the 

Sarirabhas~ in the form of an exposition of the Brahmasutra, like the 

author of the sutras (Badaraya~a) he made the door to liberation once 

more free from obstruction. This incarnation as Sri Sankaracarya was 

solely for reviving once again the Vedanta scriptures. 

8 



comment 

Abhyankar follows traditional hagiography in portraying Sankara to 
, 19 

be an incarnation of the god Siva. 

1. 8. 

..... . ,......, . ,.... ', ...... 
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1.8. Sri Sankara, whose feet are worthy of veneration 

1. 9. 

1.9. 

throughout the world, composed a commentary on the basis of 

the teaching of m~y~ upon the Upani~ads, the 

Bhagavadgita and the Brahmasutras. He is 

ever pre-eminent. 1. 
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Now, the teaching which has come from Sankara is being portrayed 

for easy understanding. 

In the sacred texts, the statements of freedom from 

qualities always aim at discarding all qualities. 

Expressions of the possession of qualities have a 

figurative meaning because of the superimposition 

of auspicious qualities on the supreme Brahman. 

The sacred texts [teaching] non-duality refer to 

what is the fact. An expression of difference 

relates to limiting adjuncts. Therefore the 
, , 

teaching which has come from Sri Sankara, being in 

harmony with all the sacred texts, is supreme. 2. 

9 
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connnent 

The validity of the Vedas as a means of knowledge is contingent upon 

the pre-supposition of the internal consistency of their teaching. Yet 

there are passages which describe Brahman as possessing qualities (sagu~~), 

while passages also denote Brahman to be free from qualities (nirgu~~). 

Some passages portray Brahman as "other" while" some teach that there is 

"nothing other". If Vedantins are unable to explain these contradictions 

the status of the Vedas as a pta~~ cannot be upheld. Vedantins, however, 

refuse to admit inherent contradiction in the Vedic texts and expend 

immense exegetical effort in demonstrating the mutual concord (samanvaya) 
20 of all passages. 

Sankara recognises a seeming contradiction in the texts and he argues 

that a solution cannot be found by granting sagu~~ and nirgu~~ statements 

equal status: 

the supreme Brahman cannot logically have, of itself, 

both characteristics. Because one and the same thing 

cannot be ascertained as naturally possessed of 

qualification such as form and as the opposite of 

that on account of the contradiction. 21 

Therefore an order of primary (mukhyartha) and secondary, figurative 

(gau~artha) texts must be determined: 

when there is a contradiction, this is the principle 

for a decision between the two alternatives: those 

that have that [formless Brahman] as their object 

are more authoritative than those which do not have 

that [formless Brahman] as their object. 22 

According to Sankara, the purport of the Upani~ads is contained in 

those statements which denote Brahman to be free from quality and 

non-dual. However contrary passages which teach the possession of 

qualities or the distinction between Brahman and the soul are not 

without meaning, since: 

it is not correct to admit some sentences of the Veda 

as having meaning 

status of a means 

and some as meaningless, because 
23 of knowledge is common. 

the 



Rather, the passages which present 

to a limiting adjunct (up&dhi) 24 ; 

Brahman as sagu~~ are with reference 

they are for the purpose of worship 
- - 25 and meditation (upasana) and are subsequently negated by the texts 

teaching non-duality. 26 

If the question is raised as to why nirgu~ statements such as 

"not this, not this" (neti rteti) 27 are more authoritative than sagu':~ 
~ . 

passages, Sankara answers that the nirgu':~ statements negate the 
28 

sagu':~ passages. In order for there to be negation, a relationship 

of prior (purva) and posterior (apara) must exist between the two 

types of texts. A negative statement such as "neti neti" pre-supposes 

the presence of its counter correlate, in this case the sagug~ 

statement, and then only it is able to negate. The nirgu':~ statement 

is more authoritative precisely because it is logically subsequent to 
29 ~ 

the sagu~~ passages. Sankara maintains that texts denoting difference 

(bheda) and qualities can be interpreted as a preparation for teaching 

the ultimate truth whereas the nirguna texts do not lend themselves 

to another meaning. 30 Moreover Sank:~a considers that the texts 

which reveal unity convey a knowledge which is complete in itself 

(nirakank~~ but sagu~~ and bheda statements do not have the capacity 

to put an end to further seeking. 31 

1.10. 
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1.10 Among the means of knowledge beginning with perception, verbal 

testimony is primarily able to reveal Brahman. Then subsequently, in 

conformity with that [verbal testimony] the other means of knowledge 

also begin to reveal that [Brahman]. Verbal testimony such as: "My dear, 

this was existence alone in the beginning, on~ alone, non-dual" 

(Ch. 6.2.1.) very clearly states that reality is one alone and is of 

the nature of the Supreme Self. 

That Supreme Self is of the nature of "Seeing". Although a 

three-fold category of seer, seen and Seeing is undoubtedly experienced 

by everyone from young to old, still, the seer is the locus of Seeing 

and the seen is the object of Seeing. So because both of these, the seer 

and the seen are with regard to Seeing then the ascertainment of their 

essential nature is dependent upon the ascertainment of Seeing. Seeing 

alone is, in actual fact, reality. The seer and the seen, however, are 

certainly superimposed (kalpita). Seeing is Knowledge. That Seeing is 

of two types: without reference to limiting adjuncts and with reference 

to limiting adjuncts. The Seeing without reference to limiting adjuncts 

is Knowledge which is of the nature of pure existence, without locus or 

object. That Seeing which is without reference to limiting adjuncts does 

not depend upon anything in regard to the obtaining of its own nature. 

This [Seeing] is indeed what is expressed by the word Brahman and by 

the word supreme Self. The seeing which has reference to limiting 

adjuncts is with regard to a locus and an object and it is in the 

form of knowledge which is produced by the ordinary means of knowledge 

etc., which have a locus and an object. So it is certainly superimposed 

like the seer and seen. 

And so, as the locus of all superimposed things is the substratum 

of the superimposition, Brahman is therefore the root [cause] of the 

whole world. The definition of Brahman as: Brahman is the root cause 

12 
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of the whole world, is taught in the sacred text: "from which, indeed, 

these beings are born" (Tai.3.1.1.) and in the siitra: "The birth etc. 

of this [world] is from which" (B.S.l.l.2.). 

comment 

Sankara's position on the relation between reasoning and verbal 

testimony is unambiguous. He considers that reason is unable, by itself, 

to reach finality on issues of metaphysics: 

because reasoning which is independent of the Vedas 
depends merely upon the conjecture of people and 

32 lacks conclusiveness, for conjecture has no limit. 

Reasoning should be in accord with what is ascertained to be the 

conclusive teaching of the scriptures and in this role it serves as 

"a subsidiary means" 33 to realization. Although the position of reason 

is solely supportive, its utility should not be disregarded. The Veda 

employs "argumentation and demonstration among its own modes of 

expression and ~ommunication. 1134 Reasoning is used to expose fallacious 
35 argument and to ascertain the purport of scriptural passages. 

Importantly, Advaitins rely on methods of reasoning such as separating 

the variable from the constant (anvayavyatireka; vyabhicara- avyabhicara) 

to ascertain the true nature of the individual self, 

indispensable condition for the understanding of the 

which is an 
- .,. 36 

mahavakya. 

Abhyankar attempts to demonstrate the Advaita conclusion regarding 

the nature of consciousness through a method of reasoning based upon 
37 

such Upani~ad texts as: "there is no loss of the seeing of the seer." 

Proceeding upon the basis of common experience that all cognitive 

activity reveals a seer, the object seen and Seeing or awareness which 

connects the two, he argues that both the seer and seen can only be 

denoted with reference to awareness. Since seer and seen are never 

cognised without relation to awareness they are dependent upon 

awareness: for the determination of their existence is dependent upon 

their being ascertained by means of awareness. Reality is equated with 

awareness because the latter is invariable whereas both the seer and seen 

are inconstant and are, therefore, adventitious. 38 

39 There are two "types" of awareness: the first can be expressed 

by the word Brahman and it forms the essence of the individual. This 

awareness is not the knowledge of "such and such" (id~sam tadrsam) but 



it is awareness as such: identical with the existence and essence of 

the sense of self (svariipacaitartya). It is self-effulgent (svaprakasa) 

in the sense that it does not depend upon another thing for its 

illumination (ananyaprakasya). In relation to mental states this 

awareness is known as sak'l'icaitartya40 and it constitutes the real 

referent of the word "I" (ahampratyaya). Without relation to the 

limiting adjunct of the mind it is mere, unchanging, awareness in 

which both subject and object are superimposed. 

Awareness conditioned by the modes of the mind (sopadhika) 

constitutes the second type. The Vedantaparibha~~ specifies this 

awareness to be of three kinds: as associated with the object (visaya

caitanya), with the means of knowledge (prama~acaitanya) and with the 

14 

- 41 knower (pramat:caitanya). The first is awareness limited by the object 

(gha~adyavacchinnam caitartyam), the second kind is awareness limited by 

the mode of the mind (anta~kara?av:ttyavacchinnam caitanyam) and the 

third is awareness limited by the mind (anta~kara~avacchinnam caitanyam) •
42 

This means pure awareness, conditioned by the mental modes, assumes 

the functions of knower and the means. of knowledge, and it also modifies 

to represent objects in perception. These forms of particularized 

awareness depend upon the limiting adjunct of the mind and hence have 

b . . d d 43 eg1nn1ng an en • 

Abhyankar has argued that the seen objects and the sopadhika seer 

and act of seeing have no reality independent of awareness. Awareness 

constitutes the substratum upon which all else is superimposed. The 

substratum is equivalent to the root cause, in the same manner as a 

rope is the root cause for the superimposition of a snake form. The 

author cites the definition of Brahman (Tai. 3.1.1. B.S.l.l.2.) which 
44 

Advaitins consider to be an incidental definition (tatasthalaksana) -·· .--
and which seems to connect Brahman with causal agency. Abhyankar, 

however, demonstrates that this definition need not imply causal agency 

since it can equally refer to Brahman as the mere substratum of 

superimposition. In this sense it becomes a definition of Brahman as 

cause only in the manner of an apparent transformation (vivarta). 



1.11. 

1.11. With reference to the effect the cause is subtle and pervasive. 

This has been told in the Upadesasahasri (9 .1.) : 

Subtlety and pervasiveness should be understood 
successively from [the series] beginning with smell, 
on account of abandoning each preceding one up until 
the inner Self. 

Here [in the verse] earth is expressed by the word smell: because 

qualities are. not perceived separately with regard to the possessor 

of qualities, therefore only the absence of difference between 
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qualities and their possessor has been accepted in the final conclusion. 

"Up until the inner Self", means extending as far as the Supreme Self. 

"Abandoning" means giving up the form of the effect. Subtlety and 

pervasiveness should be understood by giving up the form of the effect 

in due order as [all] things extending as far as the Supreme Self are 

successively cause with regard to the preceding effects: earth, water, 

fire, etc. 

It should not be said: if the cause is subtle with regard to the 

effect, then because it is of a lesser size how could it pervade the 

effect ? Because although the essential nature of the cause exists in 

the effects it is not clearly evident in its own nature since it is 

hidden in the form of the effect. For this reason subtlety is said 

here but not as a consequence of being of a lesser size. So because 

only what is accompanied by all the modifications is the material cause, 

the cause pervades the effect through being in a greater position 

with regard to the effect. Therefore it is established that earth is 

subtle and pervasive with regard to its effects. Water is subtle and 

pervasive with regard to earth. Because there is the perception of 

sweat in the body and of springs within the rocks of mountains and 

within the earth. And because everywhere on the earth there is the 

perception of taste which is the special quality of water. And because 

there is the experience of the penetration of water everywhere on earth 

without obstruction. 

Fire is subtle and pervasive even with regard to water. Because 

the entry of the sun's rays and of the minute particles of fire is seen 

without splitting the water. And because although fire is able to be 

extinguished by water, the portions which enter into warm water are seen 

to be not extinguished by the water. Indeed there, subtlety alone with 

regard to the water is the reason for the non extinguishing of those 

16 



portions. Air is subtle and pervasive even with regard to fire. 

Because the passage of air is certainly seen when sunbeams are present. 

Space is subtle and pervasive even with regard to that. Because the 

perception is just so. For separation is observed even for a stone and 

without accommodation there is certainly no possibility of separation. 

In this manner subtlety and pervasiveness should be understood [in all 

things] up to the Supreme Being. 

comment 

The author's explanation of this topic is largely derived, in form 

and content, from Ramatirtha's commentary upon this verse in the 

U d ~ -h • 45 pa esasa asrJ.. 

Abhyankar explains that Sankara uses the word "smell" instead of 

earth because qualities are not perceived separately from their locus 

and since smell is the special quality (asadhara~agu~~) of earth it can 

be used to refer to the latter. 

The idea of this passage is that a material cause is more subtle 

and pervasive than its effect, for example clay is more subtle and 

pervasive with respect to all the products derived from it. Based upon 

the description of the origination of matter presented in Tai.2.1.1. 

("From that [Brahman], i.e. from the Self, space was produced. From 

space, air [was produced]. From air, fire. From fire, water. From water, 

earth.") 46 each preceding element is said to be more subtle and pervasive 

than its product. This discussion of subtlety and pervasiveness is 

intended to show the Self to be the most subtle and pervasive since 

everything has originated from it. Ramatirtha sums up the purport more 

clearly than Abhyankar: 

all this [world] is experienced as certainly pervaded 
by existence and manifestation, thus pure existence
awareness is the material cause of everything ••• since 
the entire collection of visible [things] is consumed 
by pure existence-awareness, there is nothing at all 
existing separate from that. 47 
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1.12. Indeed because of pervasiveness the cause is universal with regard 

to the effect. That means it is free from the distinctions belonging to 

the effect. Because the distinctions such as potness and dishness which 

belong to the effects such as a pot and a dish are not seen in clay 

which is the causal state. For this very reason, Brahman, which is 

the root cause of all effects, is free from all distinction. Suppose 

there should be some distinction there [in Brahman], then there should 

be some other root cause even for Brahman which is free from that 

particular distinction. If that also possesses distinction then once 

again there should be another root [cause] of that which is free from 

that particular distinction, so there would be the consequence of an 

infinite regress. For the removal of that [fallacy] the root cause 

must necessarily be said to be free from all distinction and that alone 

is our Brahman. 

connnent 

The relation between the universal (samanya) and the distinction 

(vise~!!) is an important argument which Abhyankar will later use 

against the Visi~~advaitins. 

The author attempts to demonstrate that Brahman must be free from 

all distinctions on account of being the root cause (mulakarana) of .-
everything. He argues that an effect must inhere in its material cause. 

The cause, however, is universal48 in relation to the effect~ which 

means that it must be free from the distinctions of those effects. 
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For if a material cause such as clay intrinsically possessed the 

distinction of a given effect such as potness then it could not also 

take the form of another effect such as a dish. Thus the cause must 

inherently be free from the qualities of its effects. Extrapolating 

from this, Abhyankar argues that the primary cause of the world must 

be devoid of all distinction. Should the mulakarana also possess 

distinction, then such a distinction must inhere in its universal 

which in turn must be free from that distinction. To avoid infinite 

regression, the primary cause should be accepted as free from all 

distinctions. 
~ 49 
Sankara has also made reference to such an argument. 

1.13. 
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<"{~ 

1.13. Indeed because of being free from qualification, no difference 

is possible there [in Brahman] from anything whatsoever of the same 

class, of another class, or residing in [Brahman] itself. Because 

only what possesses qualification is subject to difference. Therefore, 

there is nothing different [from Brahman]: neither a sentient being 

belonging to the same class as Brahman, nor [something] insentient 

belonging to a different class from Brahman, nor an attribute belonging 

to Brahman. In every way Brahman is established as free from 

qualification, without the three-fold difference, pure and non-dual. 

conunent 

The structure of the argument is as follows: (a) the cause is more 

subtle and pervasive than the effect and as Brahman is the primary cause, 

Brahman is the most subtle and pervasive. (b) On account of its 

pervasiveness of the effects the cause is the universal: which means 

it is free from the qualifications inhering in the effects. Therefore 

the primary cause must be free from all qualification. (c) Because the 

primary cause has no distinguishing characteristic it is free from 
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(1) the difference which belongs to members of the same class (sajatiya

bheda), (2) the difference which belongs to members of a different class 

(vijatiyabheda), (3) internal difference (svagatabheda) and hence it 

is non-dual. 

This verse in the Pancadasi vividly portrays the three-fold 

difference: 

For a tree there is difference within itself because 
of the leaves, flowers and fruits etc., There is 
difference within the same class on account of 
another tree. There is difference from another 
class due to rocks etc.5° 

The negative prefix "a" in the word advitiya indicates the 

complete absence of duality. This is a more precise term than "monism" 

because the negative particle eliminates the possibility of 

svagatabheda. 51 

1.14. 

1.14. 
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That alone is Brahman, undivided, free from 

distinction, pure - free from distinction 

and limitless - without a cause or an 

example. (Br.B. 8.9.) 

Thus in the sacred text Brahman is very clearly said to be free from 

qualification on account of the word "free from distinction" (nirvikalpa). 

Furthermore, if Brahman possesses qualification [then] in keeping with 

that qualification Brahman would be able to be taught by a word in the 

manner of being "such and such". If that was the case, the sacred 

text: "from which words return" (Tai.2.9.) and the tradition: 

"not the object of words" (Vi>?. P. 6. 7. 53.) would be contradicted. 
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Moreover the sacred text: "free from quality" (Atma. 1. Cu. 7 .2.) 

negates all qualities universally with regard to Brahman, the 

auspicious as well as those that must be given up. This is correct. 

For if Brahman possesses quality then due to that quality Brahman 

must necessarily possess qualification and therefore that [Brahman] 

could not be the root cause of the world according to the reason 

which was previously mentioned. 

However the sacred texts [denoting] the possession of qualities 

such as: "He is omniscientu (Mu. 1.1.9.), "one whose desire is true, 

one whose resolve is true" (Ch. 8.7.1.) teach qualities which have 

been superimposed. Accepting that there are, in reality, 

qualities in Brahman, but in justifying the sacred text [denoting] 

freedom from qualities in so far as [Brahman] is free from qualities 

that are to be given up, then even the individual soul would be able 

to be expressed by the word "free from quality" since it is free 

from qualities such as form and taste which can be apprehended by 

the external senses. Even the elements such as earth would be able 

to be expressed by the word "free from quality" since they are free 
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from qualities such as pleasure and pain. When that is so, by [using) the 

term "free from quality" nothing additional would be said by the previously 

cited sacred text: "free from quality". So in reality there are certainly 

no qualities in the supreme Brahman, even those that bestow good. 

Furthermore, the qualities which bestow good and which are accepted 

as abiding in the supreme Self are useful for individual souls only in the 

state of being an individual soul. And that state has been superimposed 

by Ignorance. So even the qualities of the supreme Self which are useful 

there are only superimposed. Even the chariot, which is useful in the 

action of going superimposed by the one who resides in the dream state, 

is only superimposed. 

comment 

The mention of "qualities which must be given up" (heyagu';l~) is in 

reference to the view of the Vigistadvaitins who interpret the word 

nirgu':~ to signify the absence of any inauspicious qualities.
52 

Advaitins consider sagu~i: statements such as: He is omniscient 11 to 

refer to Brahman 

limiting adjunct 

possessing 
- - 53 of maya. 

the attribute of omniscience due to the 

As previously mentioned, the nirgu':~ 

statement ultimately sublates its saguna counterpart . . -

good 

On account of the sentence: asserting that the "qualities which bestow 

are useful •.• only in the state of being an individual soul" it 

would be incorrect to assume that Advaitins believe the Lord (i~vara) to be 

a conscious fiction projected for the purpose of worship and of a lesser 

order of reality (pratibhasika) than the worshipper. Rather, the Lord, 

the world and the soul possess an equivalent ontological status in so far 

as they partake of the same vyavaharika reality. 54 This state is negated 

in toto as the creation of Ignorance (avidya) from the paramarthika 

standpoint relating to Brahman, where there is neither a Lord, nor a world 

or a soul. In his example of the dream chariot the author shows that 

objects existing in a particular state possess the same degree of reality 

while from another standpoint they are equally false. 
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Moreover, Knowledge is the essential nature of the supreme Self, 
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not its quality. Because this is in accordance with the sacred texts such 

as: "a mass of consciousness" (B';"h. 2.4.12.), "real Knowledge" (Tai.2.1.), 

"Brahman is consciousness, bliss" (B';"h.3.9.28.). But the mention of 

knowership in the sacred text: "[by what] my dear, [should one know] the 

knower" (B';"h.2.4.14.) is figurative. Because the relation of attribute 

and its possessor, which is based upon difference, is an impossibility 

in the supreme Brahman which is without a second, therefore there is no 

possibility of that [Brahman] being, in reality, the locus of Knowledge. 

In the very same manner, because the relation of cognition and its object 

which is based upon difference is also an impossibility there [in Brahman], 

in reality that [Brahman] is not to be known. 

comment 

The author presents the established conclusion of the Advaitins that 

Brahman is identical with pure Knowledge, or awareness as such. Sankara 

states: "The §ruti says Brahman is pure consciousness, devoid of other 

aspects contrary to this and free from distinction." 5S 

The statement: "in reality, that [Brahman] is not to be known" means 

that Brahman can not become an object of cognition, like a pot, because 

Brahman is the awareness which illumines cognition itself: "that which one 

does not think with the mind, by which, they say, the mind [itself] is 

thought, know that alone to be Brahman. This is not [Brahman] which people 

meditate upon as "this"."56 Suresvara argues against the view57 that the 

Self can become its own object: 



1.17. 

1.17. 

What is seen in a locus by the seer is a quality of 
that [locus] alone but not [of the seer]. Because 
what belongs to the seer, like the consciousness of 
the seer, never becomes the object of perception. 58 
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There is certainly unanimity of thought among almost all in that 

the supreme Self is eternal. However, disbelievers such as the Carvakas 

do not think that there is indeed a supreme Self, even less its eternity. 

Therefore they belong to a different category. Whereas for those who rely 

solely on the sacred texts its eternity is certainly accepted because of 

sacred texts such as: "That great, birthless Self is undecaying, undying, 

59 ' immortal Brahman" (B:rh.4.4.25.) , "eternal among the lasting" (Sv.6.13.). 

Inference also finds scope here: Brahman is eternal. Because [Brahman] 

is the root cause. What is non-eternal is not the root cause, like a pot, 

etc. If the root cause was non-eternal there would be the occurrense of 

the production of an effect without a cause and that is impossible. In 

this way, the reasoning here conforms [to the sacred texts]. 

That eternity is not the eternity of what is subject to 

transformation, like gold. Gold, even though transforming into the form 

of various ornaments, does not perish like the ornaments and thus it is 
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eternal with reference to the ornaments. The supreme Self is not like that. 

Because there is the mention of that [Brahman] being free from change in 

' the sacred texts: "without parts, without action" (Sv.6.19.) etc. so there is 

no possibility of transformation. Rather, Brahman has unchangeable eternity. 

Unchangeable eternity is always existing in one and the same form. 

comment 
- 60 Abhyankar's inference is based upon kevalaVyatirekaVyapti. 

Parinama is the causal explanation where both cause and effect have the 

same degr~e of reality (samasatta) 61 and the cause transforms into the 
- - . .,. .,. - .,. . . 62 

effect (purvavasthapayena-avasthantarapatti~) like gold transforms into 

the form of various ornaments. 

According to Advaita, only what is free from change is absolutely real: 

"a thing is real when it does not change the nature that is ascertained to 

be its own"63 and consequently if Brahman transforms into the world then 

Brahman could not be eternal. Advaitins accept Brahman as the cause of 

the world only in the manner that the world is an apparent transformation 

(vivarta) of Brahman. Vivarta means that the cause and effect have 

different degrees of reality (vi?amasatta) 64 and the cause, without 

undergoing change, appears in the form of the effect (p~rvavasthanapaye' 
- - 65 

vasthantarapatti~). The standard Advaita illustration is the case of 

a rope mistaken for a snake. The snake appearance has no separate 

existence apart from the rope, its material cause. The rope, however, 

has undergone no change to appear as the snake and so they both possess 

a different order of reality. The rope is the vivarta cause and 

Ignorance (avidya) is the transformative cause which accounts for the 

appearance of the snake. Similarly, Brahman is the vivartakara~~ for 

the appearance of the world and avidya is the pari~amikara~~· 

Though the word vivarta belongs to post-Sankara Advaita, Sankara 

clearly considers the world to be only an apparent transformation of 
66 Brahman. 
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1.18. Brahman which is of this nature is without a second. There is 

nothing at all which is connected with Brahman, or not connected with it, 

which is its body, or a part of it, or an attribute of it. Because of the 

conformity with the sacred texts such as: "indeed all this is Brahman" 

(Ch.3.14.1.), "all this is this Self" CB:h.2.4.5-6), "all this [world] has 

This for its self" (Ch.6.8.7.). Even what is well known in this teaching: 

that Brahman is non-dual, agrees with the correct view. Because in reality 

there is no duality in Brahman in any manner whatsoever. For this very 

reason, this is celebrated as the teaching of non-duality. 

1.19. 

1.19. 
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Brahman is of the nature of pure existence. It is only possible 

to say that "it is" but not that it is "such and such". But upon mentioning 

a distinguishing characteristic such as "like this", because of the rule 

that a distinguishing characteristic excludes, then upon the occurrence 

that Brahman has the one that is excluded as its second, there would be 

contradiction with the non-dual texts. 

comment 

On the basis of Upani?ad texts such as: "My dear, this was existence 

alone in the beginning, one alone, without a second", 67 Advaitins consider 

that existence as such is Brahman and "indeed, everything is based upon 

existence, because the idea of existence persists everywhere."68 Existence 

is held to be unsublatable
69 

for both affirmative and negative statements 

occur in reference to "is" which, in itself, is not negated even upon the 

denial of the substantive to which it refers. 

To denote Brahman as "such and such" means that Brahman possesses 

some qualification and a qualification invariably excludes one thing from 

something else: red excludes all that is not red. If Brahman has a 



qualifying factor, then such a qualification excludes Brahman from being 

another thing. 

1. 20. 
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Because Brahman, whose essential nature is Knowledge, is of the 

nature of pure existence, therefore Knowledge is also of the nature of the 

pure existence of that [Brahman]. But pure existence is not an object 

there [in Knowledge]. If [Knowledge] has either a locus or an object like 

ordinary knowledge, because that [Brahman] would not have the nature of 
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existence in general, therefore Knowledge would not be the essential nature 

of Brahman. In that case, there would be contradiction with the texts 

cited previously such as: "a mass of consciousness" (B:;h. 2.4.12.). 

comment 

Brahman is awareness which is identical to pure existence. Sankara 

remarks on this identity in the sutrabh;?~' 

' 

It cannot be said that Brahman only has the characteristic 
of existence and not the characteristic of awareness. 
Because the sacred texts such as: "a mass of consciousness 
only" would be meaningless. How could Brahman which is 
bereft of consciousness be taught as the Self of the 
conscious individual soul? Nor even can it be said that 
Brahman only has the characteristic of awareness and not 
the characteristic of existence. Because the sacred texts 
such as: "[the Self] is to be apprehended as existing" 
would be meaningless. And how could awareness which is 
bereft of existence be accepted? 70 
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1.21. [objection] If Brahman is non-dual, the statement of the learned 

is contradicted: 

For us, there are six which are beginningless: the individual 

soul, the Lord, pure awareness, the distinction between the 

individual soul and the Lord, Ignorance and the association 

of that (Ignorance] and awareness. 

Because duality has been very clearly demonstrated by mentioning the 

beginninglessness of these six here: (1) the individual soul, (2) the 

Lord, (3) Brahman, (4) the distinction between the individual soul and 

the Lord, (5) Ignorance and (6) the connection of Brahman with Ignorance. 

[reply] Existence is threefold: concerning what is absolutely real, 

what is empirically real and what appears real. In regard to those, the 

existence concerning what is absolutely real is only for Brahman, not for 

anything else. For that [Brahman] is not able to be negated at any time. 

The existence concerning what is empirically real is for the whole world 

consisting of the elements and their products. For although that [world] 

is negated in the state of liberation, it cannot be negated in the state 

of ordinary relations. The existence concerning what appears real is that 

of silver etc. which appears upon a pearl-oyster etc., because that is 

negated even in the state of ordinary relations. It exists only at the 

time of its appearance. 

comment 

In Advaita, the definition of truth is linked to unsublatability.
71 

What is real cannot be subject to negation and what is negated cannot be 

fully real. In the case of a pearl-oyster mistaken as silver, the sublation 

of silver results from a closer inspection of the object. The silver exists 

only at the time of its appearance (pratibhasika), whereas the pearl-oyster 

persists in everyday life. 
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The world, however, is not absolutely real since it too is sublated. 

In relation to the enlightened standpoint of the liberated person the world 

ceases to exist as world and is seen to exist as Brahman appearing in the 

form of the world. The world is said to have empirical (vyavaharika) 

reality since its validity persists until liberation. 72 Advaitins confer 

the status of absolute reality (paramarthika) only to Brahman: pure 

awareness, existence, which is never sublated;· This is further explained 

in the verses: 

1.22. 

1. 22. 
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That has been told: 

Objects are considered to have zhree types of existence 

on the basis of the absence of negation [respectively]: 

in the three periods of time, at the time of the knower 

and during the period of [mere] appearance. Brahman's 

existence is considered to be absolute. The existence of 

space etc. is empirical and the existence of the class of 

things such as silver [seen upon a pearl-oyster] is 

considered to relate to what is an appearance. 
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What can be sublated by a common means of knowledge when 

the occasion relates to common life, that existence which 

relates to appearance can be sublated when there is a knower. 

What can be sublated by a scriptual means of knowledge when 

the occasion concerns what is scriptural, that empirical 

existence can be negated together with the knower. 

The statement that Brahman is non-dual should be understood to mean 

the absolute existence. In the verse cited, [beginning with] "the individual 

soul, the Lord" the supreme Brahman is expressed by this: "pure awareness". 

Excluding that [Brahman] the existence of the five such as the individual 

soul does not relate to what is absolutely real but to what is empirically 

real. The enumeration of the six there is because of beginninglessness 

being common. The absolutely real Brahman is beginningless as well as 

endless. That means it cannot be sublated in the three periods of time. 

Although the other five such as the individual soul are beginningless, they 

are not endless. Because although they exist as long as there is the cycle 

of worldly existence, they are destroyed in the state of liberation. Moreover 

among those, there is the destruction of these three totally: the distinction 

between the individual soul and the Lord, Ignorance and the connection of 

Brahman with Ignorance. But it is not in the same manner for the individual 

soul and the Lord. But there is the destruction only of the limiting adjuncts 

which bring about the status of an individual soul and a Lord. Because of 

this [the argument] is set aside that: if the individual soul has [only] 

an empirical existence, then because of the necessary destruction of the 

individual soul in the state of liberation which is beyond the empirical 

state, no one would strive for the attainment of liberation. 

~omment 

Ramanuja advances the same objection: 

If that [non persistence of the individual] was the case, 
then "liberation is only self destruction" would be 
postulated in another manner. 73 
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Abhy~nkar counters this objection by stating that liberation is the removal 

of what is false, not the destruction of a real thing. For the Advaitin, 

individuality has only an empirical reality brought about by the adventitious 

connection of the Self with the limiting adjunct of the subtle body 

(suk~masarira). When the limiting adjunct ceases, the unconditioned self 

remains. 

1. 23. 

1.23. The limiting adjunct which brings about the status of the individual 

soul and the Lord is beginningless Ignorance which is positive in nature, 

composed of three qualities and which cannot be designated as existent 

or non-existent. That Ignorance is twofold due to the distinction of maya 

and avidya. Predominantly pure sattva can be expressed by the word maya 

and predominantly impure sattva can be expressed by the word avidya. The 

Lord is consciousness conditioned by maya. The individual soul is 

consciousness conditioned by avidya. 

comment 
74 This is according to the Vivara~a school of thought. 
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1. 24. Alternatively, Ignorance is essentially just one. But it has a 

twofold power: the power of knowledge and the power of action. The power 

of knowledge is sattva which is not dominated by rajas and tamas, for there 

is the traditional text: "knowledge arises from sattva" (G.l4.17.). That 

[power of knowledge] is the cause of the knowledge relating to words etc. 

The power of action is twofold: the power of concealing and the power 

of projecting. The concealing power is tamas which is not dominated by 

rajas and sattva. That [concealing power] is the cause of the expression 

such as "there is no pot, it is not visible". The projecting power is 

rajas which is not dominated by tamas and sattva. That [projecting power] 

is the cause for the origination of the world beginning with space. Because 

the Lord is the material cause of the world only through the nature of being 

conditioned by Ignorance which possesses the power of projection. The 

sacred text such as "just as a spider emits and withdraws [its thread]" 

(Mu. 1.7.) is the means of knowledge in this matter. Urnanabhi is the -. 
insect which is a spider. The Lord is said to be the creator of the world 

through the nature of being conditioned by Ignorance which possesses the 

power of knowledge. 

According to the view here, Ignorance which predominantly has the 

power of concealing is said to be avidya and Ignorance which predominantly 

has the power of projecting is called maya. The limiting adjunct [which 

brings about] the status of the individual soul and the Lord should be 

understood just as before. 

comment 

Th . . d" h . f d - h p - .. d -~ 75 
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1.25. "f!.f.IT lfl'llfil~~llilq't ':ff~<r9;itlW.H114l·'HT~ qm<rr~ I 

"ffit<-ftq~~ N<:<f~q•<rifr"R: 1 "f~mf'!"G-'f({ ~f~ ~·<f 
"' ~"rf ~ite{ ~"11:~ ;ft<"tl": I 

1.25. Alternatively, the two words maya and avidya are only synonyms 

commonly expressing Ignorance endowed with the twofold power. The 
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distinction between the individual soul and the Lord should be understood 

in this manner: the Lord is the original consciousness conditioned by 

avidya. The individual soul is consciousness which is a reflection and 

which has been reflected in avidya. 

comment 
76 

It has been suggested that this view is Abhyankar's own. The author 

now proceeds to discuss the principal conceptions of the nature of the 

individual soul. 

L
26
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1. 26. Here, this should be understood. Several views are possible with 

regard to the nature of the individual soul and the Lord: the teaching of 

limitation, the teaching of appearance and the teaching of reflection. 

That is [stated] like this: 

It is considered thus: the "limited" is for Vacaspati, 

"appearance" is for [the author of the] Vartikas and for 

the author of the Samk~epasiiriraka there is "reflection". 

Avaccheda means immanence. What has that is limited (avacchinna). For 

example the space immanent in water is said to be limited by water. A thing 

appearing elsewhere because of the connection with something else is 

"appearance". For example redness appears in a crystal because of the 

proximity with a red rose. This [crystal] is indeed said as "conditioned". 

The "reflection" is well known. 

comment 

The theories of "limitation" (avacchedavada), "appearance" (abhasavada) 

and "reflection" (pratibimbavada) constitute attempts to provide a 

systematic explanation of the nature of the soul, the nature of God and 

their relation. 



Each theory is linked to a particular mode of illustration. The 

avacchedavada utilizes the example of space limited by a pot in relation 

to the total space. Vacaspati writes: 

just as the space within a pot is not different from the 
total space, or is as though different as long as the pot 
persists ••• in the same manner the individual soul, 
superimposed through the limiting condition which is a 
distinction in the imposition of beginningless, 
indescribable Ignorance, is not in reality different 
from the supreme Self.77 

The abhasavada is illustrated through the example of a crystal which 

appears to be red due to a red rose. On account of its proximity to the 

crystal, the rose imputes its colour to the crystal and the latter is 

mistaken as red so long as the crystal is not discriminated from the 

appearance of redness. Similarly, Ignorance which is the limiting adjunct 

(like the red rose) of consciousness (represented by the crystal) gains 

identity with the latter. As a result, consciousness gains the status of 

the Lord (like the redness of the crystal) owing to the non-discrimination 

of the appearance from the pure consciousness (like the non-discrimination 
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of the redness from the crystal). In the same way, consciousness conditioned 

by the intellect and becoming identified with it gains the status of an 

individual soul owing to the absence of discrimination between the appearance 

of consciousness in a certain form (like the redness of the crystal) and 

pure consciousness. According to the abhasavada, the appearance of 

consciousness (cidabhasa) is neither identical with pure consciousness nor 

is it different from it. 

Pratibimbavada is linked to the illustration of the sun reflected in 

water, or a face reflected in a mirror. It differs from the abhasavada in 

maintaining that, while the reflection is false, the reflected image is 
78 identical to the original and hence real. Just as the reflection of a 

face in a mirror is false because it is a reflection, while the reflected 

image is as real as the original. Thus the soul, as reflected consciousness, 

is identical to Brahman. The above verse ascribes this view to Sarvajfiatman 

who maintained that consciousness which is reflected in Ignorance becomes 

the Lord and consciousness reflected in the intellect becomes the sou1.
79 

A similar view is advocated by Padmapada and the later Vivarana school of 

thought. The difference between the position of Sarvajfiatman and the 

Padmapada-Vivara~a description will be mentioned below. 

SaUkara did not exclusively propound any of these views. 80 He refers 

to the concept of avaccheda principally to show that a distinction between 

the soul and Brahman is only due to the limiting adjunct. 81 He utilizes 
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the illustration of a reflection when discussing how Brahman appears as 

the individual self82 and in order to demonstrate that the defects affecting 

the reflected image do not pertain to the origina1. 83 He also employs the 

word "abhasa", though often in the sense of a reflection. 84 

1. 27. 

1. 27. According to the view of Vacaspatimisra who holds the "limitation" 

theory, the Lord is consciousness objectified by Ignorance. The individual 

soul is consciousness which is the locus of Ignorance. According to the 

view of the author of the vartikas (Suresvara) who holds the "appearance" 

theory, the Lord is consciousness which is conditioned by Ignorance and 

become one with Ignorance. The individual soul is consciousness conditioned 

by the intellect which is an effect of Ignorance and become one with the 

intellect. Some, however, accepting only the "appearance" theory, say that 

the Lord is consciousness conditioned by collective Ignorance and the 

individual soul is consciousness conditioned by individual Ignorance. They 

say that Ignorance, in its essence, is manifold. 

comment 

In the view of Vacaspati, consciousness which is the object of Ignorance 

is the Lord and consciousness which is the locus of Ignorance is the 

individual soul. For example, in the situation that "I dO- not know the 

pearl-oyster" "I" is the locus of Ignorance and the pearl-oyster is the 

object of Ignorance. In the same manner, "I" is the locus of Ignorance 

(aj5anasraya) and Brahman is the object of Ignorance (ajfianavi~aya). When 

Brahman is not known, then Brahman conditioned by the limiting adjunct of 

Ignorance is the Lord. According to Vacaspati, the Ignorance of the pearl

oyster residing in the individual and having the pearl-oyster for its object 

creates the appearance of silver. Similarly, Ignorance located in the 

individual soul and having Brahman for its object creates the world. Just 
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as the pearl-oyster appears as silver without undergoing transformation, 

in the same manner, Brahman appears in the form of the world (vivartopadana

kara~~). Ignorance is the efficient cause (nimittakara~~ for the 

appearance of the world. 

Vacaspati holds that Ignorance is manifold and resides in each individual 

soul. In this respect, as in other fundamental matters, he follows the view 

of Ma~~anamisra. 85 Vacaspati maintains that each Ignorance is the efficient 

cause for the creation of its own world. Just as a flame is constantly 

different though accepted as single, so too on account of their similarity 

the different worlds experienced by each soul are accepted to be identical. 

In the view of Vacaspati, the individual soul is consciousness conditioned 

by the mind and because Ignorance and minds are manifold there is a 

multiplicity of souls. The Lord is consciousness which has gained omniscience 
86 and omnipotence on account of being conditioned by Ignorance. Because 

the Ignorance located within the soul creates the world, the Lord is referred t 

as the creator by way of courtesy in the sense that the Lord is the 
87 substratum of the individual Ignorance and all worldly phenomena. 

According to Suresvara, the Lord is the appearance of consciousness 

which results from pure consciousness becoming conditioned by and 

identified with Ignorance. Like the redness of the crystal conditioned by 

the rose flower. The individual soul is the appearance of consciousness 

arising from pure consciousness becoming conditioned by and identified 

with the intellect. 88 The last view referred to: "some, however ... " 

conforms to the Vedantasara though Sadananda does not appear to accept 

that Ignorance is actually manifold. 89 

1. 28. 
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1. 28. According to the view of the author of the Sank~epasariraka who holds 

the "reflection" theory, the Lord is consciousness reflected in Ignorance. 

The individual soul is consciousness reflected in the intellect. However, 

the author of the Vivara~~ considers that there is the "appearance" theory 

in regard to the Lord and the "reflection" theory in regard to the individual 

soul. He says the Lord is the original consciousness conditioned by Ignorance. 

The individual soul is consciousness reflected in Ignorance which has been 

limited by the inner organ and its impressions. According to this view of the 

author of the Vivara~~· there is no superimposition of the subject who is a 

reflection. However on the individual soul who is the subject and who is 

certainly not superimposed [but] reflected in Ignorance, there is the 

superimposition of the attribute in the form of being different from Brahman. 

(objection) Then if the subject, which is of the nature of the 

individual soul who is a reflection, is not superimposed, it would be real. 

(reply) It is acceptable. But its reality is only in having the form 

of the original, not in having the form of a reflection. Because the 

reflection is not seen to have a reality separate from the original. Just 

as the pot does not have reality in the form of a pot but only in the 

form of clay. It is like that. 

However Bharatitirtha says that there is indeed superimposition of 

the subject, who is a reflection, in Ignorance. Moreover everything beginning 

with the difference from Brahman is indeed superimposed there [in Ignorance]. 

Thus he says that the nature of the individual soul is false. 

comment 

Sarvajnatman considers the Lord to be consciousness reflected in 
90 Ignorance and the individual soul to be consciousness reflected in the 

intellect. Ignorance associated with the Lord is denoted as maya and in 

relation to the soul it is called avidya. 91 Sarvajnatman maintains that the 

Self, pure awareness, is the locus and the object of Ignorance92 while the 

individual soul is the locus only in the sense that the soul manifests 
93 the Ignorance. 
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Prakasatman is of the view that the Lord is the original consciousness 

conditioned by Ignorance while the individual soul is consciousness reflected 

in Ignorance which is limited by the mind and its impressions. 94 Unlike 

Vacaspati, Prakasatman maintains that Ignorance is single in nature and 

has pure consciousness 

abides in and conceals 

as both its locus and object, just as darkness 
95 the same locus. He argues that it is not 

contradictory for Ignorance to have consciousneJs as its locus because the 
96 

witness consciousness (sak~icaitanya) illumines Ignorance. 

According to the Vivara~~· Ignorance resides in consciousness as 

conditioned by the object. For example when the pearl-oyster is mistaken 

for silver, the Ignorance of the pearl-oyster is located in consciousness 

conditioned by the form of the pearl-oyster (suktyavacchinnacaitanya). 

This Ignorance covers the pearl-oyster and transforms itself into the 

silver. The pearl-oyster appears as silver without itself undergoing 

change (vivartopadanakarana) and it is also the efficient cause for the .-
appearance (nimittakara~~). Ignorance is the material cause for the 

transformation into the form of silver (pari~amyupadanakar.ax:~l. Similarly, 

Brahman is both the efficient cause of the world and the vivarta material 

cause (abhinnanimittopadanakara~~) while Ignorance is the material cause 

which transforms into the form of the world. 

For Padmapada-Vivara~~ the reflected consciousness which is the 

essence of the individual soul is real and non-different from the original 

consciousness. The author 

consciousness reflected in 

of the Vivarana 
97 Ignorance. 

specifies that the soul is 

1. 29. 

1. 29. 
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Here, according to the view of those for whom the individual soul 

is consciousness united with Ignorance - and that [individual soul] is 

"limited", "conditioned" or "reflected" there [in Ignorance] -in their view 
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the individual soul is single even in the state of being an individual soul. 

Because of Ignorance being single. This is the theory of a single individual 

soul. The diversity of happiness and sadness etc. is due to the difference 

of the limiting adjuncts. 

However, according to the view of those for whom the individual soul 

is consciousness united with individual Ignorance or with the intellect 

which is an effect of Ignorance -and that [individual soul] is "limited", 

"conditioned" or "reflected" there [in Ignorance] - in their view there are 

many individual souls. This is the theory of a plurality of individual souls. 

In this matter, according to the view of Vacaspatimisra there is a 

single individual soul. According to the view of the author of the Vartikas, 

the author of the Vivarana and the author of the Sank~epasariraka there 

are a plurality of individual souls. 

conunent 

In the Siddhantabindu, Madhusudana portrays the theory of a single 

individual soul: 

•..•• the individual soul alone is the material and the 
efficient cause of the world on account of its own Ignorance. 
All that is seen exists [only] in cognition. There is the 
delusion of a difference of souls because of the difference 
of bodies. Liberation is for the one [soul] alone, when there 
is the direct apprehension of the Self from the firmness of 
listening, reflecting and contemplation assisted by the 
teacher and the scripture etc. which are [the souls~] own 
superimposition. The hearing of the liberation of Suka etc. 
is only a eulogy.98 

According to this view, there are only two states of existence: the 
- - - 99 ~ absolute (paramartha) and the apparent (pratibhasika). Sankara, however, 

- 100 accepts the practical reality of ordinary relations (vyavahara) and in 

accord with that perspective, it is more natural to admit the transactional 

distinction of a plurality of souls. Sankara's use of the plural 

regard to souls would indicate his acceptance of the common sense 

form in 
. 101 

V18W. 

In Advaitamoda, Vacaspati is said to propound the theory of a single 

individual soul. This does not appear to be correct. Vacaspati, as we have 

seen, considers Ignorance to be manifold. If the reason for propounding a 

single individual is "because of Ignorance being single" then Vacaspati 

cannot uphold the ekajivavada. In the Siddhantabindu, Madhusudana writes 
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that Vacaspati upholds the view of a plurality of souls (ajnanananatvajjfva-
- - 102 

nanatvam). In a later commentarial work upon the Siddhantabindu, 

Abhyankar's explanation of this passage shows that he does not dispute 
- 103 

Madhusudana's statement. Accordingly, the following discussion should 

be viewed with circumspection. 

The theory of a single individual soul is contained in the !~tasiddhi 

of Vimuktatman.
104 

Sarvajfiatman also discusses it favourably in the 

S "k ~- • k 105 an ~epasar1ra a. 

1. 30. 

. 1. 30. 
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Here, this is the reality. The theory of a single individual soul 

is regarded as the definitive view. In reference to the theory of a 

plurality of souls, whose Ignorance was transformed into the form of the 

world ? If it is [the Ignorance] of Devadatta, there would be the absence 

of a world from the standpoint of Yajnadatta. It should not be said that 

numerous Ignorances, having combined, are transformed into the form of the 



world like a cloth made from many threads. [reason) Because when some 

people such as Suka and Vamadeva were liberated, on account of the 

extracting of their respective Ignorances, there would be the diminishing 

of the world: like the diminishing of a cloth when some threads have been 

extracted from the cloth. 

Furthermore, the individual soul is all pervasive. Otherwise, there 

would be no origination of an object to be experienced by Devadatta in 

another place by the merit and demerit of Devadatta. Because a minute 

individual soul lacks pervasiveness in another place, therefore the merit 

and demerit belonging to him will not be present there at the place and 

time of the origination of the effect. 

Furthermore, in a multitude of bodies there can be no recollection 

in another body of the happiness or sadness experienced in one body. 

Many bodies simultaneously supported by only one individual soul, on 

account of his strength of asceticism or capacity in Yoga, are called 

kayavy~ha. That is certainly well known in the Pura~as, etc. 
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Furthermore, in the case of its [the soul's) minuteness, there would 

be the non-cognition of happiness etc. pervading the body. In the case of 

[the soul] being of the size of the body, because the body has undetermined 

dimensions due to such different states as childhood and youth and because 

of the differences between ants, men and elephants etc., therefore the 

individual soul would also have an undetermined dimension and there would 

be non-eternity on account of the defect of undergoing modification. 

Therefore, the all pervasiveffSsof the individual soul is established. 

Also, in the case of the theory of a plurality of individual souls, 

there is the logical impossibility in that case of the diversity of happiness 

and sadness etc. For there is no restricting cause for a certain individual 

soul to have a certain body, a certain action and a certain merit and 

demerit because of the unavoidability of the connection of all the all 

pervasive, all pervading individual souls with all bodies, all actions and 

all merit and demerit. So because of the economy of explanation only the 
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theory of a single individual soul should be accepted. Whereas the diversity 

of happiness and sadness etc. is logically possible due to the difference of 

the limiting adjuncts such as the physical body. So the proponents of the 

theory of a plurality of individual souls: the author of the V~rtikas, the 

author of the Vivara~~ and the author of the Sank~epasaritaka, have been 

refuted. 

1.31. 

.1. 31. Furthermore, the statement of the beginningless nature of the 

individual soul which has been told [in the verse] beginning with "the 

individual soul, the Lord" is contradicted in conforming to the view of the 

author of the V~rtikas in regard to the individual soul who is consciousness 

conditioned by the intellect which is an effect of Ignorance. In the same 

manner, it is contradicted in conforming to the view of the author of the 

Sank~epasariraka in regard to the individual soul who is consciousness 

reflected in the intellect. As the intellect is an effect of Ignorance and 

as it is not beginningless, therefore what is conditioned by that or reflected 

in that has no possibility of being beginningless. Thus [the contradiction] 
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can also be inferred in conforming to the view of the author of the 

Vivarana in the case of the individual soul who is consciousness reflected .-
in Ignorance which has been limited by the inner organ and its impressions. 

The beginningless nature of the individual soul is correct. It has 

been told in the sutra: "but that very [individual soul] •.• " (B.S.3.2.9.) 

that although the individual soul resolves into the supreme Self in the 

state of deep sleep, because there is no destruction of the limiting 

condition which brings about the state of being an individual soul, that 

very [soul] rises up again in the waking state. Similarly, it should 

certainly be said that even upon the dissolution [of the world], prior to 

the state of liberation, there is no destruction of the limiting adjunct 

which brings about the state of an individual soul. Otherwise, just as the 

water in a vessel which is being thrown, without the vessel, into a mass of 

water is unable to be extracted again, so too, because there is no 

possibility of that [same individual soul] rising up again at [the time of] 

creation the liberation of all could be easily attained. 

However, if there is no destruction of the limiting adjunct which 

brings about the state of an individual soul, like the water in a sealed 

vessel though thrown along with the vessel into a mass of water is able to 

be extracted again, so too, the appearance of that same individual once 

again at [the time of] creation is easily attained. This agrees only with 

the beginningless nature of the individual soul. However, if [the individual 

soul) has a beginning, because the limiting adjunct of the individual soul 

is the effect of Ignorance and because there is the destruction of the 

effect of Ignorance at the dissolution [of the world], therefore there is 

no possibility of the continued existence of the limiting adjunct of the 

individual soul. Thus there could be no rule about the appearance of that 

very same [individual soul] once again. 

comment 

Abhyankar's critique of Suresvara's, Sarvajnatman's and Prakasatman's 

views on the nature of the soul can be summarized as follows: the soul 
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cannot be beginningless if it is consciousness conditioned by or reflected 

in the intellect which is an effect of Ignorance. Because it is the product 

of an effect. As a result of this, at the time of cosmic dissolution when 

all the effects of Ignorance perish, the limiting adjuncts will also perish 

and the cessation of the soul will occur. Thus there can be no assurance 

that the same soul will emerge at the commencement of the following cycle. 

This argument is based upon the view that the effects of Ignorance are 

destroyed at the time of cosmic dissolution. However, if the effects merely 

resolve into their cause - Ignorance - in a latent condition, then the 

continued existence of the same soul can be explained. According to this 

view, the subtle body (suk~masarira), of which the intellect is a constituent, 

remains in a subtle form during the period of dissolution. This would appear 

to be the accepted position in Advaita, for the subtle body is considered 

b b . . 1 d . '1 l'b . 106 to e eglnnlng ess an to perslst untl l eratlon. 

Sankara affirms this position, for he states that: 

As long as the soul continues to transmigrate, as long as 
its transmigratory state does not come to an end through 
correct insight, its connection with the intellect does 
not cease ••• In reality, there is no individual soul apart 
from the nature which has been superimposed due to the107 connection with the limiting adjunct of the intellect. 

In Brahmasiitra 2. 3. 31. Sankara replies to an objection of a similar import 

to that put forward by Abhyankar: 

This contact with the intellect certainly exists in a 
state of latency during deep sleep and dissolution and 
again appears during waking and creation ••• Therefore 
this is established: the contact with the limiting 
adjunct such as the intellect continues as long as 
[the individuality] of the Self.l08 

Accordingly, we may conclude that the views of the three authors can be 

upheld. 
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1. 32. Although Vacaspatimisra has only resorted to the theory of a single 

individual soul, nevertheless he has accepted the theory of limitation. 

With regard to that, the reflection theory is certainly superior in the 

case of the individual soul. Because it is observed that individual souls 

have total dependence upon Ignorance. That is logically possible only in 

the case of the theory of reflection. 

Furthermore, just as no person is liberated when one foot is bound 

with an iron chain, even though it is absent on the other foot, similarly, 

in the case of the limitation theory although there is identity with 

Brahman because of the destruction of one Ignorance for the person who 

has been limited by that [Ignorance], there will still be bondage for that 

very [person] because of the portion limited by another Ignorance. However, 

this is not a defect in the case of the reflection theory. Because in the 

original there is not even a touch of the impurities etc. which belong to 

the reflection. 

Furthermore, here in the antaryamibrahma\1_:!: "He who inhabits the 

self, who is within the self ••• who controls the self from within ••• " 

(B':h.3. 7.22.) the location of the controlled and the controller has been 

mentioned as at the very same place and that [location] agrees in the case 

of the reflection theory. Just as space is twofold in the very same 

location in water: space limited by water and space reflected in water, 

similarly, .consciousness is twofold in the limiting adjunct in the form 



-46 

of Ignorance. There [in the limiting adjunct], the consciousness reflecte~ 

is the individual soul who is controlled. Whereas [the consciousness] 

which has been "limited' is the Lord who is the controller. Just as the 

space limited by a pot is not different from the total space, the 

consciousness which has been "limited" should be understood as not different 

from the original. Thus the previously stated view alone remains the 

definitive doctrine: the individual soul is consciousness reflected in 

Ignorance and the Lord is the original consciousness which has been 

conditioned by Ignorance. Pure consciousness, however, is certainly 

unconditioned by Ignorance. 

Moreover, among all these views which have been stated that alone 

is constant: Brahman is non-dual. Because it is not correct that the 

consciousness which is ''limited", "conditionedtt or "reflected" has a 

separate existence in relation to pure consciousness. Duality cannot be 

established in Brahman even by an inert object. Because the entire inert 

world beginning with space is false (i.e. it has no independent 

existence) since its material cause is Ignorance which is a positive 

entity. 

comment 

The view which the author finally favours is that of Prakasatman 

in the Paficapadikavivara~~ (cf. 1.28.). Abhyankar concludes the 

discussion by stating that although there are various opinions concerning 

the nature of the Lord and the soul, the different authors are not in 

dispute with regard to the principal teachings of the Advaita tradition. 

Suresvara has aptly written: 

By whichever [method] people can develop understanding 
of the inner Self, that method should certainly be 

109 known as good and as consistent [with the main teaching]. 

1. 33. 
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This Ignorance cannot be stated as existent or as non-existent, 

it consists of three qualities, it is a positive entity and is removable 

through knowledge. The means of knowledge in this matter is the experience 

"I do not know Brahman" and the sacred texts such as: "[they sa:w] the 

power of the divine Self concealed by its own qualities" (Sv.l.3.), "and 

again at the end there is the cessation of the entire illusionary world" 

(Sv.l.lO.), "the supreme power of this [Lord] is heard of as being indeed 

various" (Sv.6.8.) and also the tradition such as: 

When which [Brahman] is placed in the heart, the 

Yogi, who possesses a Self which cannot be measured, 

crosses maya which is an extensive Ignorance. Salutation 

to that [Brahman] whose nature is Knowledge • 

•• . knowledge is concealed by Ignorance, due to that 

people are deluded. (G.l3.15.) 

But for whom that. Ignorance is destroyed by the 

knowledge of the Self ••• (G.5.16.) 

It should not be objected: how is this Ignorance, which is denoted by the 
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word aji'iana, produced and for what reaaon is its connection with Brahman 

brought into being ? [reason] Because Ignorance and its connection are 

accepted as beginningless. 

If [it is asked]: "what is the nature of the connection?" It is 

said: fire, for example, although directly unable to enter into water 

which is contrary to itself, enters into water in a subtle form by such 

means as a [heated] pot and having removed the coldness belonging to 

that [water] it manifests its own heat there as belonging to it [the 

water]. Similarly, this Ignorance is unable to directly enter, [but] 

having entered there [in Brahman] in its own root form which is more 

subtle and having concealed the essential nature belonging to that 

[Brahman] i.e., being free from object and location and being the 

supreme limit of what is universal, it manifests there its own form 

which is distinguished by the possession of location and object. Because 

the power of Ignorance itself possesses location and object. The object 

there [of Ignorance] is the Lord and the individual soul is the locus. 

This duality and the mutual distinction of both are indeed beginningless. 

comment 

"Ignorance" (ajnana, avidya) is a metaphysical principal to account 

J;or the appearance of the world. If the sacred texts reveal Brahman as 

pure being, pure awareness, actionless and free from all qualities, then 

Brahman cannot do any action to originate a world. The existence of a 

world is, in fact, a logical impossibility. Yet the appearance of a 

world is undeniable. Advaitins attempt to account for such a 

contradiction by maintaining that the Vedas reveal the existence of a 

cosmic power which, though not ultimately real in itself and depending 

upon Brahman, becomes the transforming principal whereby Brahman as 

though appears in the form of the world. 

Ad . h h s , 110 p d -d 111 s ·-~ 112 va~ta aut ors sue as uresvara, a mapa a, , arvaJnatman, 
. , 113 - 'mi' 114 d b • i Ma~?anam~sra and Vacaspat~ sra consi er Ignorance to e a pos~t ve 

entity (bhavarupa) endowed with a creative capacity which is responsible 

for the appearance of the world. However, some authors do not accept 

that Ignorance possesses such a function. Nagesabha~~a argues in the 
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Vaiyakara~asiddhantalaghumafiju~~ that Sankara only uses the term Ignorance 

in the sense of erroneous knowledge (bhrantijfiana) and its impressions. 115 

Thus Ignorance means superimposition (adhyasa) and its effects. More 

recently, Sacchidanandendra Sarasvati and his supporters have brought 

this interpretation into greater prominence. They are also of the opinion 

that the Paficapadika_ is a distortion of Sankara's teaching and, among all 
~ 
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the early post-Gaudapada Advaitins, only Suresvara is faithful to Sankara's 

intent. 116 • 

The central issue is to discover in which sense Sankara uses the term. 

In the introduction to the first Brahmasutra, Sankara states that Ignorance 

is equivalent to superimposition (evam"laksanam adhyasam pandita avidya-iti .-.- -··--117 - - ~ manyante). Throughout the sutrabha~~ Sankara frequently uses such 

expressions as "superimposed through Ignorance" (avidyakalpita) 118 and 
- - 119 "manifested by Ignorance" (avidyapratyupasthapita). These phrases are 

not in themselves conclusive evidence, for they can be interpreted according 

to either perspective. In his other commentarial works Sankara often 

employs the word Ignorance in the sense of a fundamental error which 

conceals120 the truth and thus lies at the basis of worldly life 

characterised by sorrow and delusion. 121 

122 ~ . However, in the commentary upon Brahmasutra 1.4.3. Sankara 

indicates that his conception of Ignorance possesses another dimension. 

The passage deserves close examination. He commences with the statement 

that the Lord requires a "primary power" (bljasakti) for the purpose of 

creation. Such a power, he says, is of the nature of Ignorance 

(avidyatmika hi bljasaktil}) and can be expressed by the word "unmanifest" 

(avyakta). It depends upon the supreme Lord, it possesses wondrous 

powers (mayamayi) and it is a type of sleep: "in which the transmigrating 

1 1 • • h k • h • • 1 II 123 sou s ares eepLng wLt out awa enLng tot eLr essentLa nature .-
~ 

Sankara then specifies that the avyakta is sometimes designated by the 

word "space" (akasa) or by the word "imperishable" (ak~ara) or by the 

word maya and he states that: "that maya is indeed unmanifest, because 

it cannot be ascertained as real or otherwise."124 Thus far Sankara has 

equated the power, whose nature is Ignorance, with the word avyakta and 

declared it to be synonymous with indefinable maya. 

Sankara then states that the sentence "the avyakta is higher than 

the mahat" means the mahat, the cosmic intelligence associated with 

Hira~yagarbha, originates from the avyakta (avyaktaprabhavatvanmahata!J). 

Sankara then gives an alternative explanation whereby if the mahat refers 



to the in_dividual soul the sentence "the ayYakta is higher than the mahat 

is still congruent because the state of becoming an individual soul 

depends u~on the avyakta. For the avyakta is Ignorance and it is only 

through b~ing possessed of Ignorance that all the transactions of the 

individuaJ soul continue (avidya ~ avyaktam. avidyavattvena-eva jlvasya 

sarva9 saDvyavahara~ santato vartate). Finally, SaUkara states that the 

body can ~lso be referred to by the word avyakta since it is the 

modificat~on of the avyakta (tadvikare sarire parikalpyate). 

This passage reveals that, for Sankara, the conception of the avyakta 

possesses a double significance. The first sense, clearly in evidence 

through tbe expression of its nature as Ignorance, refers to a fundamental 

misapprehension of the nature of things which is the basis of the cycle 

of transmigration. Secondly, Sankara mentions that the mahat and the 

physical body are the products of the avyakta. This indicates the 

positive aspect of the avyakta as the transformative cause for the world. 

Although Later Advaitins do not refer to the word avyakta as much as to 

its characteristic of Ignorance or to its synonym maya, nonetheless we 

can see im this passage a legitimate basis for the later specification 

that Ignocance possesses both the power of concealing (avara~asakti) 

and the poower of projecting (vik:;;epasakti). 125 

In dLscussing the locus and the object of Ignorance, Abhyankar 

follows V~caspatimisra. Suresvara, Sarvajnatman and Prakasatman maintain 

that Brah~an is the locus and the object. Sankara does not concern 

himself with the issue. 126 

1.34. 
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1. 34. This [Ignorance] indeed manifests in Brahman, whose nature is 

Knowledge, the possession of a locus and object as belonging to that 

[Brahman]. The Knowledge which appears as possessing locus and object is 

the mahattattva. Beginning with this [mahattattva] everything has a 

beginning and is not beginningless. Thereafte,, though Brahman is one and 

of the nature of Knowledge, it appears as though divided due to the 

relation of attribute and its possessor and subject and object. The 

meaning is that it appears in the form of the knower and the known. In 

regard to that, the knower is the "I-notion". The known is the subtle 

element of sound and so forth. 

All this which appears is a transformation with regard to Ignorance. 

But with regard to Brahman it is only a false appearance. Transformation is 

the gain of another state, preceded by giving up the prior state, by one 

and the same object. Just as milk becomes fit for use as curd having given 

up its fitness for use as milk. False appearance is the appearing in 

another state only without having given up the prior state. Just as a 

substance which actually exists as a rope appears in the form of a snake. 

The subtle elements are said by the word tanmatra. Subtle space is 

the tanmatra of sound. From that [tanmatra of sound] comes the tanmatra 

of touch, i.e., the subtle air. In this manner there is the successive 

origination of the five subtle elements. There is the origination of the 

respective gross element from the respective subtle element. 

comment 

The mahattattva refers to the subtle body of Hira~yagarbha. 127 

Hira~yagarbha is consciousness associated with the sum total of all minds, 

just as the individual soul is consciousness associated with a particular 

mind. 128 It is referred to as the first s-ou1129 and as the "effect-Brahman" 

which is Brahman identified with the entire subtle universe. Cf. Mu.S.l.l.9. 

(karya~ak~~?am brahma hira~yagarbhakhyam jayate). 

The tanmatras are subtle elements originating from the Lord at the 

time of creation. Cf. Tai. 2.1.1. (tasmad vai-etasmad atmana akasag 

sambhutag. akasad vayuh. vayor agnig. agner apag. adbhyag_E!thivi.). 



The five subtle elements are: space, air, fire, water and earth. Their 

respective qualities are sound; sound and touch; sound, touch and form; 

sound, touch, form and taste; sound, touch, form, taste and smell.l30 

Advaita authors, including Sankara, 131 favour the description of the 

creation by means of five elements rather than the three elements 
- 132 mentioned in the Chandogya. 
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1.35. Because Ignorance consists of three qualities, everything which is 

a transformation of that certainly consists of three qualities. Thus the 

five elements also have the three qualities. In regard to that, the sense 

of hearing arises from the portion of space associated with the quality 

of sattva. The sense of touch is from the portion of air associated with 

the quality of sattva. The sense of sight is from the portion of fire 

associated with the quality of sattva. The sense of taste :J:s from the 

portion of water associated with the quality of sattva. The sense of 

• 
smell is from the portion of earth associated with the quality of sattva. 

The internal-organ arises from the combined portions of the f;ive 

elements which are associated with the quality sattva. That [internal-organ] 

is fourfold. It has been told in the Vartika: 

[The internal organ] is fourfold: mind, intellect, 

the ego-sense and recollection, The mind is called 

d . . [ d . d . . l 133 ec1s1on an 1n ec1s1on • The intellect has the 



nature of ascertainment. Likewise, the ego-sense is 

declared to consist of wrong presumption and memory 

is said to have the nature of recollection. 

(Paficikaranavarttika 33,34.)134 
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1.36. Similarly, the organ of speech arises from the portion of space 

associated with the quality of rajas. The hands are from the portion of 

air associated with the quality of rajas. The feet are from the portion 

of fire associated with the quality of rajas. The organ of generation is 

from the portion of water associated with the quality of rajas. The organ 

of excretion is from the portion of earth associated with the quality of 

raj as. 

The life-breath arises from the combined portions of the five 

elements which are associated with the quality of rajas. Moreover, that is 

fivefold because of the difference in function. Frana has a forward motion --·-
and resides at the tip of the nose. Apana has a downward motion and 

resides in the organ of excretion etc. Vyana has motion in all directions 

and resides in the entire body. Udana has an upward motion and resides in 

the throat. Samana brings about the assimilation of such [things] that 

are eaten and drunk and it resides in the entire body. 

conunent 
- -
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The Vedantaparibha~i locates the samana in the navel. 

too, says that it resides in the middle of the body. 135 
The Vedantasara, 



1. 37. 

1.37. 

~ ~R q~~Ui;; ot~<tctlqlq•<~;:fl I "''li.f\1~1<.\'t;;t q:llRf it 
(l{lR1T ai~t lf?.!TRr m~ m~ ~ 1 ~~ lf~fi;-· 

These elements become visible by their fivefold combination. These 
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are the portions of the five beginning with space which are associated with 

the quality tamas. There is a mutual combining of those five. That has 

been told in the Pancadasi: 

Having divided each one into two and again having 

divided the first part into four, they each contain 

five [elements] on account of joining with the second 

portion other than their own. (1.27.) 

This is the meaning: having divided space equally into two, one portion 

of the two should again be divided into four. In the same way each one 

of the four such as air should also be imagined as having five portions. 

Among the five, one portion is one half. The other four are one eighth 

portions. There [in the one eighth portions], there is the combining of 

the four one eighth portions of space in the four half portions of air etc. 

which are distinct from space. Similarly, there is the combining of the 

four one eighth portions belonging to air in the four half portions of 
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space etc. which are distinct from air. In the exact same manner, there is 

also the combining of the one eighth port[ons of fire, water and earth in 

the four half portions which are distinct from their own [element). This is 

the procedure for the fivefold combination. When the gross elements have 

become visible by the fivefold combination, where there is the half portion 

of an element there is the expression by that word [designating that 

element): "this is space", "this is air". That has been told: "but because 

of the preponderance there is the corres:p()nding designation, there is the 

corresponding designation" (B.S.2.4.22.). In regard to this, the origination 

which has been mentioned from the portions of space etc. associated with the 

quality of sattva etc. should be understo~d to be from all those parts which 

are subordinate to the other two and not from one single [part). These 

gross bodies of all beings certainly consist of the modification of the 

elements which have been made fivefold. 

connnent 

The result of the process of pancikara~~ can be shown as follows: 

air B space space space 

I 

fire fire air air air 

I 
water l water water I 

I 
fire fire 

earth l earth 
1 

earth I I earth 
i 

water 

! 
I 

I I 
space air fire water earth 
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1. 38. 

1. 38. The five sheaths which are well known thus: the modification of food, 

the modification of the life-breath, the modification of the mind, the 

modification of intelligence and the modification of bliss, are indeed 

included here [in the topic of the elements]. The sheath which is a 

modification of food is the physical body. The sheath which is a 

modification of the life-breath is the life-breath together with the organs 

of action. The sheath which is a modification of mind is the mind together 

with the organs of knowledge. The sheath which is a modification of 

intelligence is the intellect. The sheath which is a modification of bliss 

is the Ignorance within that [intel·lect] or it is the Self. 

The doership and enjoyership in the individual self only pertains 

to the limiting adjunct. The limiting adjunct of doership can be expressed 

by the word intellect and it is the inner organ which has a modification 

in the form of ascertainment. The limiting adjunct of enjoyership is the 

inner organ which has a modification in the form of happiness etc. 

The subtle body is the combination of seventeen factors: the five 

organs of knowledge, the five organs of action, the five vital-breaths, 

the mind and the intellect. This is the very same as the Siiksmailarira. -·=--'--

comment 

The description of the five sheaths occurs in the Tai.Z.l.l.-2.5.1. 

The physical body (sthulasarira) is equivalent to the annamayakosa. 

The pra~amaya, manomaya and vijnanamaya sheaths are included within the 



subtle body (suk~masarira). The anandamayakosa 

(kara~asarira), which has the nature of primary 

is the causal body 
136 Ignorance. In the 

Vedantasara, Sadananda explains the vijnanamayakosa differently from 

Abhyankar by linking both it and the manomayakosa with the organs of 
137 knowledge. 

According to Advaita, the sense of doership and enjoyership only 

pertain to the limiting adjunct of the inner organ and are falsely imposed 

upon the actionless Self: "Similarly, [one superimposes on the Self) the 

attributes of the internal-organ such as desire, resolve, doubt, 

determination etc. In the same way, having superimposed the "I-thought" 

on the inner-Self who is the witness of its entire activites, conversely, 

one superimposes the inner-Self who is the witness of everything on the 

inner-organ etc."138 Doership and enjoyership are said to be extrinsic to 

the essential nature of the Self because their reality is contradicted 
139 through their cessation in the state of deep sleep. 

Abhyankar gives two meanings. for the ii:rtandamayakosa. Only the first 

is congruent with the view of Sankara who maintains that the anandamaya 

does not refer to the Self but only to the sheath which is a modification 

f bl . 140 
0 1SS. 

1.39. The group of eight consisting of the five organs of knowledge, the 

fourfold inner organ, the five organs of action, the five vital-breaths, 

the five subtle elements, ignorance, desire and action is called the 

purya~~akam. Here, ignorance should be seen as an effect. That [ignorance] 

is the perception of that in what is not that, For example, the perception 

of eternity in heaven etc. which is non eternal, the perception of purity 

in the body, etc. which is impure, the perception of pleasure in [what is 

really) pain and the perception of the Self in the body etc. which is not 
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the Self. Desire (kama) means passion. Action is of three types: 

accumulated (sancita), impending (agami) and what has begun (prarabdha). 

Sancita exists in an unseen form, having not yet given a result. Agami is 

what will happen. Prarabdha is that [action] the result of which is 

currently being experienced. At the time of liberation there is the 

destruction of the sancita due to the knowledge of the truth. As for the 

agami, it certainly does not originate. The destruction of the prarabdha, 

however, is through the experience of the result. 

comment 

1.40. 

The purya~~akam is mentioned in the Sank~epasariraka 3.16 ff. 
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1.40. All the bodies etc. which are a collection of insentient materials, 

are composed of the five elements. The gross body perishes at the time of 

death, but not the subtle body. However, at the time of the cosmic 

dissolution there is the destruction of the subtle body. But there [in 

the state of dissolution] the Ignorance which is the cause of the subtle 

body remains. This is what is called the causal body. In the state of 

liberation there is the destruction of that also due to the knowledge of 

the truth. Although in the "fourth state" there is no wrong presumption 

of a connection to the three types of bodies, nonetheless the conneetion 

to the three bodies certainly cannot be avoided. There is the wrong 

presumption on the part of the causal body in deep sleep. Whereas in dream 

[the wrong presumption] is for the subtle body as well. But in the waking 



state it is for the three types. The "fourth state" is the instant that 

comprises the union between deep sleep and waking. 

comment 

It was previously mentioned that other Advaita authors consider the 

subtle body to persist until liberation, not Just until the cosmic 

dissolution. Cf. comment to 1.31. 
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The "fourth state" (turiyavastha) is often popularly and erroneously 

believed to be a transcendent state separate from the three states of 

waking, dream and deep sleep. The correct understanding is that the turiya 

is the locus of the three states and while it is intrinsically free from 

the state of waking, dream and deep sleep the three states are in no way 

separate from it: "Just as the differences of a snake, a streak of water, 

etc. are superimposed upon a rope etc. [the states of waking, dream and 

sleep) are unreal because they are mutually discrepant, though they are 

without any difference from the witnessing consciousness."141 Abhyankar 

exemplifies this by referring to the turiya as the instant between sleep 

and waking. At the time of waking the mind and the ego-sense reappear 

from their absorption in the pure awareness and at the time of sleep the 

mind and ego-sense resolve and what persists is pure awareness: "The 

witnessing consciousness is real because it is everywhere without 

deviation." 142 

1.41. 

1.41. 

:ot!.J 'J'Il"H!*f'li.l~'lld~U'lFH~f <if f.i~"f ~ ~i;; ... 'ld I ~ 
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[question) What is the distinction between the "fourth state" and 

the state of a person who is liberated while living ? 
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[reply] The essential nature of Knowledge, the pure universal free 

from distinction, remains even in both states. Because the prior mental 

impressions are not destroyed in the "fourth state" that universal nature 

of Knowledge is daily ready for modification, like the physical body in 

the womb. Whereas in the state of a liberated person, because the prior 

mental impressions are mostly destroyed, [the universal nature of Knowledge] 

is ready to relinquish all modifications. Just as the physical body of a 

person who is about to die is ready to relinquish the modifications which 

are the means for all enjoyments. It is like that. 

In the state of a liberated person, the seeing of sense objects 

such as garlands, sandal paste and women is not in the form of the effect 

but in the form of Brahman possessing the power of Ignorance which is the 

cause. Therefore it is not able to produce a mental impression connected 

to that effect. Nor even does it call to mind such a previous mental 

impression. Hence the prior mental impressions ready to perish at that 

time are mostly destroyed. Because the effect does not exist without the 

cause, the person who is endowed with knowledge does not see objects in the 

form of effects. Whereas the bound soul sees [them] in the form of effects. 

1.42. 
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1.42. Therein fin relation to objects] there is only the apprehension 

of the indeterminable everywhere. Because an effect is unable to be stated 

as real or as unreal. Just like the silver appearing upon a pearl-oyster. 

That is certainly not real, because there would be no logical possibility 

of the sublation: "this is not silver". Nor &ven is it unreal, because 

there would be no logical possibility of the cognition: "this is silver". 

Therefore it is said to be indeterminable. When the pearl-oyster is known 

as "this" but not as pearl-oyster then that ignorance of the pearl-oyster 

which is an effect of the primary Ignorance, being assisted by the 

knowledge arising as "this" and aided by the impressions of silver 

recalled by the lustre etc., transforms into the form of silver. 

Just like that, this entire world is not real, because there would 

be no logical possibility of its sublation through the insight of the 

person endowed with knowledge. And because there would be contradiction 

with the sacred texts such as: "there is no diversity whatsoever here" 

(B~h 4.4.19.). Nor even is it unreal, because there would be no logical 

possibility of its cognition. Therefore it is certainly indeterminable. 

That [indeterminable world] is the effect of the basic Ignorance which 

possesses the power of projection by means of the mahattattva, the 

ahankara, space etc. The effect of the basic Ignorance which possesses 

the power of concealing is the ignorance of the pearl-oyster etc. which 

is well known in the world. So the cognition of the indeterminable 

world is indeed the anirvacaniyakhyati. But [the cognition] is not the 

apprehension of the real (satkhyati). What is cognised is not real and 

what is real, Brahman, is not cognised: because that {Brahman] is not an 

object of cognition as it is of the nature of cognition. Therefore the 

apprehension of the real is difficult to be stated. 

Even the apprehension: "this is a sacred treatise" is only an 

apprehension of the indeterminable. For even the sacred treatise is 

indeterminable since it is included in the indeterminable world which is 
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the effect of Ignorance. Because the scripture itself has proclaimed its 

own indeterminable nature thus: " the Vedas are not Vedas" (B!h 4.3.22.). 

comment 

According to Advaita, the ontological status of the world is strictly 

indeterminable (anirvacaniya) as either real or unreal. This position is 

the outcome of applying an uncompromising definition as to what constitutes 
143 real and unreal. For the Advaitin, what is real must be free from change. 

If an object is perceived to be determined by certain characteristics and 

if those characteristics change then the former state of the object cannot 

be fully real since it is sublated by the latter condition. If the latter 

condition undergoes change then its reality is sublated by the new condition. 

Thus the absence of change, or more precisely, non-sublation is the 

determining factor for the definition of reality. 144 The Advaitin adopts 

an equally uncompromising position with regard to what constitutes unreality. 

\Vnat is unreal is totally devoid of an objective content, such as the son 

f h h . b' h 145 o a woman w o as never g~ven ~rt • 

The ontological status of the world cannot be subsumed under either 

of these definitions. For example, if a clay pot is taken as the symbolic 

representation of any physical object, the Advaitin argues that according 

to the above definition its ontological position is indeterminable. The 

pot cannot be called real because it is sublatable through breaking etc. 

Nor is it unreal since there is the empirical presentation of a pot. It 

cannot be both real and unreal simultaneously because that is mutually 

contradictory. Consequently the Advaitin concludes that a pot, or any 

object, cannot be categorically determined as real or as unreal. 

Abhyankar illustrates the anitvacaniyakhyati with the well known 

' f h '1 h 1 146 Th' 1 h ~nstance o t e s~ ver appearing on t e pear -oyster. ~s examp e as 

considerable instructive value for the Advaitin. Firstly, the silver 

appears upon the locus of the pearl-oyster which does not undergo any 

change to appear as silver. Also, when the pearl-oyster is cognized as 

"this is silver", the "this" element refers to the locus which is the 

pearl-oyster and which is not recognized as such because of the concealing 

.power (avaranasakti) of Ignorance. The appearance of the silver is due to 

the projecting power (viksepasakti) of Ignorance which transforms into 

silver due to some ocular defect, assisted by the prior mental impression 

of silver which was called to mind due to the brightness of the shell. 

Finally, the silver which appears cannot be determined as real or as 

unreal. Similarly, the world appears upon Brahman, pure awareness and 
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existence, which undergoes no change in order to appear as the world. Like 

the silver, the phenomenon of the world is a product of the twofold power 

of Ignorance. The avaranasakti is evident in the statement "I do not know 

myself" and its function is to conceal the truth and thus provide the 

opportunity for error. The vik~epasakti brings about the appearance of 

the world which is indeterminable as real or as unreal. 

The author states why the cognition of an object is not the 

apprehension of the real (satkhyati). What is real, Brahtt.an, is not the 

object of a cognition. The nature of Brahman is awareness which is the 

very essence of cognition itself and awareness cannot itself be objectified 

since everything is its object. The Self, according to Advaita, is pure 

subject free from any objectification. 147 

Abhyankar now elaborates on the relation between the scripture as 

anirvacaniya and its function in revealing truth. 

1.43. 

1.43. 
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Although it is like that, it [the scripture] is certainly the cause 

of the knowledge of the truth •. For example, the elephants and horses etc. 

in a dream, though they are themselves unreal due to being superimposed by 

the individual soul, produce a real knowledge and indicate a real auspicious 

or inauspicious result. It is like that. Furthermore, the scripture is the 

cause of the knowledge of the truth only in that it removes Ignorance. The 

scripture is certainly not unreal like a sky-flower. Rather, it only has 

no status of being absolutely real. So even though the scripture is not 

absolutely real, it removes Ignorance because Ignorance too has no absolute 



reality. To this extent t~e scripture possesses validity, even though it 

has no absolute reality. This is the position not only of the scripture 

but of all the means of kmowledge. That has been stated: 

Just as the idea that the body is the Self is approved 

as correct knowledge, so too, this ordinary means of 

knowledge, but only until the Self is ascertained. 

The division is a atmaniscayat. It means "till the ascertainment of the 

Self." 

comment 
~ 

Sankara too uses the analogy of dream to illustrate how a false 
148 phenomenon can give rise to real knowledge. Although the dream is 

sublated by the waking st~te, the knowledge relating to the content of 

the dream is not sublated upon waking and hence it is a real knowledge. 
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On the basis of 

that dream can 

the Chand~gya text 5.2.8. Sankara 
149 portend a real future event. 

argues, like Abhyankar, 

Since Brahman alone is absolutely real the scripture cannot possess 

the same ontological stat~s for then there would be a plurality of 

absolutely real entities, a position unacceptable to the Advaitin. 

However, the scripture is also not unreal like a flower imagined in the 

sky. Therefore, though its position is highly exalted, it has only the 

same empirical reality (VYavaharikasatta) as the rest of the phenomenal 

world. 

The function of the scripture is to reveal the knowledge of the truth. 
~ 

Sankara argues that therevould be no scope for enjoining the knowledge of 

a particular thing if there was no ignorance of that thing. 150 Therefore 

the scope of the scripture lies in revealing the truth through eliminating 

the ignorance relating to it. Once this is accomplished, the efficacy of 

the scripture is complete and when Sankara's opponent suggests that 

scriptural instruction is then meaningless, Sallkara agrees: "certainly, 

let it be meaningless, whem [the truth] is known. "
151 

~ 

The verse quoted abo-ve ("just as ••• ") is cited by Sankara at the 

conclusion of his commentary on B.S. 1.1. 4. .It is also quoted in the 
- - - 152 Vedantaparibhasa. The author has been identified as 

- 153 
Sundarapa!}~ya. 
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1.44. Those means of knowledge are six, due to the difference of 

perception, inference, comparison, verbal testimony, postulation and 

non-cognition. 

When the perception of an object such as a pot is produced through 

the eye etc., at that time the inner-organ, which is in the form of the 

heart [i.e. the locus of thought and feeling] and which is endowed with 

the reflection of consciousness existing within it, without indeed giving 

up its original location it goes out by means of the visual faculty etc. 
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and having gone to the location of the object such as the pot it transforms 

into the form of the respective object. This transformation is said to 

be a mental modification (~ftti). Then, the object such as the pot is 

pervaded by the mental modification and by the reflection of consciousness 

existing within it. The pervasion by the mental modification is said to 

be the capacity of being pervaded by the mental modification. The pervasion 

by the reflection of consciousness within the mental modification is said 

to be the capacity of being pervaded by the result. The reflection of 

consciousness within the mental modification is called by the word 

"result". The consciousness [limited by the] object which is being 
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reflected in that mental modification is not different to the reflection 

of consciousness within that [mental modification]. Because when both 

limiting adjuncts exist at the one location there is no possibility of a 

difference in what is to be limited. Then, for the pot etc. which is 

produced from the tamas [aspect of the five elements] the concealing, 

which is of the nature of tamas, is destroyed by that mental modification. 

The reflection of consciousness within the mental mcdification, manifesting 

when the concealing is destroyed, manifests in the form of the object since 

it is non different from the consciousness [limited by the] object. This is 

indeed said to be perceptual knowledge. It is exactly in the same manner 

even in the case of internal perception such as "I am happy". 

However, in the case of the direct apprehension of the Self which 

is produced from the "great sayings" such as "you are That", because the 

oneness of the individual soul and Brahman is concealed by Ignorance the 

pervasion by the mental modification of the inner-organ having the form 

"I am Brahman", which is produced by the sentence, is required for the 

cessation of that Ignorance. Because oneself certainly has the nature of 

being self evident the pervasion by the reflection of consciousness is 

not required for that purpose. 

comment 

Sankara's works provide the foundation for the later elaboration of 

h d I h d ~ · .. -h .154 d . h t e A vaita theory of perception. n t e Upa esasa asr~ an ~n t e 

Taittir1yopani~adbha~~155 Sankara enunciates the view that perception 

occurs because the mind pervades the sense object by means of the 

respective sense organ and transforms into the shape of the particular 

object. The immediacy of perceptual experience is due to the modification 

of the mind into the form of the object and the illumination of that 

modification by the ever present consciousness. 

This view is further developed in the Vedantapatibhasa. The author, 

Dharmarajadhvarin, specifies that consciousness, though in reality 

undivided, is apparently limited in a threefold manner: in the form of 

the object (vi~ayacaitanya), in the form of the means of knowledge 

(prama~acaitanya) and in the form of the cognizer (pramat!caitanya).
156 
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In response to the question as to what is the defining feature of 

perception, Dharmaraja firstly discusses the defining feature of a 

perceptual cognition and then discusses what is the defining characteristic 

with regard to the perception of an object. The criterion for a perceptual 

cognition is the non-difference of the consciousness limited by a mental 

modification in the form of the object from t~e consciousness limited 

hy the object, given that the object currently exists and is capable of 

being apprehended. 157 This means that for there to be perceptibility with 

respect to a cognition it must have identity with the object of perception. 

For example, in the perception of a pot the internal-organ becomes 

externalized by means of the eye and assumes the form of the pot. This 

mental modification is called a ~rtti. When the mental modification has 

taken on the form of the pot the limiting adjunct of consciousness in the 

form of the pot and the limiting adjunct of consciousness in the form of 

the mental modification occupy the one location and are therefore in 

effect identical. The identity of the two limiting adjuncts is the 

defining feature in respect of a perceptual cognition. 

Dharmaraja considers that the defining characteristic for the 

perception of an object is the absence of the 

existence to the consciousness limited by the 

object having 
. 158 

cogn1zer. 

a separate 

This means 

that when the pot is cognized the mental modification in the form of 

the pot connects the cognizer with the object. Both the pot and the 

cognizer are limiting adjuncts of consciousness which is their common 

substratum. So the existence of the pot is not separate from the 

existence of the cognizer since they share the same substratum. The 

author specifies that the object has no separate existence from 

"consciousness limited by the cognizer" because in the case of inference 

the internal-organ does not have contact with the object and so cannot 

assume the form of the object. Thus the object is not connected with 

the cognizer and although it has no existence apart from consciousness 

which is its substratum, it cannot be said as having no separate 

existence to that of consciousness qualified by the cognizer. Hence 

the latter is the determining factor in respect of the cognition of an 

object. 

Abhyankar incorporates another factor in the explanation of 

perception, the "reflection of consciousness" (cidabhasa) in the mental 

modification. This is discussed in the Paficadasi. 159 The reason for 

the mention of the reflection of consciousness in the mental modification 
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is because the mind is not by nature conscious but is cilHmtined by the 

reflection of consciousness from the Self. The mental modification 

(vrtti) is a subtle material substance which is pervaded by the reflection -·--
of consciousness. The mental modification does not have the capacity to 

illumine the object, rather its illumining capacity is due to the 

reflection of consciousness within it. The mental modification assumes 

the form of the object and removes the concealing ignorance of the object 

while the reflection of consciousness reveals the object. Because the 

reflection of consciousness is what reveals, it is called the phala or 

"result" and its pervasion of the object is called phalavyapti. Apart 

from the distinction between the function of the mental modification and 

the reflection of consciousness, Abhyankar's explanation does not 

substantially differ from that of the Ved;:lntaparibha~~· 

With regard to internal perception, the consciousness limited by the 

emotion of happiness etc. and the consciousness limited by the mental 

modification having that form occupy the one location and are not separate 

from the consciousness limited by the cognizer. So the cognition "I am 
160 

happy" is perceptual knowledge. 

The author now takes up the question of liberating knowledge arising 

from the apprehension of the meaning of certain scriptual statements 

such as the "great sentencett: "you are That". Some Advaita authors, 

notably Mandanamisra and Vacaspatimisra, maintain that verbal testimony 

can produce only mediate (parok~~) knowledge which must be incessantly 

contemplated in order to produce a mental impression which assists the 

· d · d · · d · k 1 d 161 ~s 'k h · m1.n 1n pro uc1.ng 1.mme 1ate now e ge. an ara, -·owever, states 1n 

h U d ~ -h - 162 d • h B. h. . - bh- 163 h h . d. t e pa esasa asr1 an 1n t e ra masutra a~Y:'!. t at t e 1mme 1ate 

(aparoksa) knowledge of the Self as Brahman can arise at the time of 

hearing the Upani~ad texts, provided that the listener is endowed with 
. . 164 

the necessary qualifications such as discrimination and d1spass1on etc. 

In the Brahmas~trabhas~, Sankara states: 

repetition would be meaningless for one who can realize 
the Self as Brahman after hearing "you are That" once 
only. But for one who is unable, repetition is certainly 
proper. 16 5 

~ . 
Like Sankara, his principal disciples who have left substantial writings: 

S 
~ 166 

uresvara, 
- 167 168 Padmapada and To~aka uphold the view that verbal 

testimony can produce immediate knowledge. Abhyankar's expression: 

"the direct apprehension of the Self which is produced from the great 

sayings ••• , " shows that he follows the view of Sankara and his disciples, 



a view which became an important characteristic of the later Vivarana 
169 

school. 
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In the case of perceptual knowledge arising from scriptural statements, 

there is the requirement of the pervasion by a mental modification in the 

manner of the apprehension "I am Brahman" in order to remove Ignorance. 

However, a pervasion by the reflection of consc1ousness is not necessary 

to manifest the object because the Self, which is the content of the 

sentence such as "you are That", is of the nature of pure awareness. 

1. 45. 

1.45. 
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Perception is twofold, on account of the difference of determinate 

(savikalpaka) and indeterminate (nirvikalpaka). Vikalpa means relatedness. 

The knowledge which apprehends relatedness such as "I know the pot" is 

determinate, for there is the apprehension of a knowledge qualified by 

the qualifying attribute in the form of the pot. The knowledge "I am 

Brahman" which is produced by the great sentences such as "you are That" 

is indeterminate. With regard to the totality of causes for perceptual 

knowledge, perception is produced even from a word. In this very same 

knowledge there is certainly the nature of being perceptual and the nature 

of being produced from words on account of the difference of the respective 

causes. 

It should not be said: if perceptual knowledge is produced from a 

word, how can it have an indeterminate nature since the knowledge produced 
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from a word apperehends the relation between the meanings of the words ? 

[reason] There is certainly no rule that everywhere knowledge produced 

from a word only apprehends the relation between the meanings of the words. 

But there is a rule that [verbal knowledge] only relates to the object 

of the speaker's purport. In the case of "you·are That", Brahman, free 

from distinction and relation, is alone the object of the purport of the 

sacred text in agreement with that which precedes: "dear boy [in the 

beginning this was] existence alone" (Ch. 6.2.1.). So it is established 

that this [knowledge produced from the sacred text] is indeterminate. 

connnent 

Determinate (savikalpaka) perception apprehends the relation between 

f ( , ) ( . , ) 170 what is quali ied vise~~ and the qualifying attribute v1se~~~~ . 

With regard to the statement "I know the pot", "I" is qualified by the 

attribute of the pot. All perceptions other than those constituting 

identity judgements come under the category of determinate. 171 

Indeterminate (nirvikalpaka) perception is free from the qualified

qualifying relation. With regard to statements like "this is that 

Devadatta" or the Upanif?ad sentence "you are That", indeterminate 

perception arises from a previous determinate perception and the negation 

of the qualifying attributes brings about the apprehension of identity 

characterizing indeterminate perception. For example, in the statement 

"this is that Devadatta" (so'yam·nevadatta~) "this" refers to Devadatta 

qualified by the present time and place and "that" refers to Devadatta 

qualified by a past time and place. There is the perception of a single 

Devadatta due to the negation of the two sets of attributes relating to 

the different times and places since these do not constitute the essential 

part of the person. Thus the non-relational (aka~~artha) knowledge of { 

identity is brought about by setting aside the non essential features 
172 of the statement. With regard to the scriptural statement "you are 

That", non-relational knowledge of identity arises in the same manner. 

This statement will be explained in detail in the following section 

dealing with verbal testimony. 

In reply to the objection
173 

that verbal testimony cannot be 

non-relational since it apprehends the relation between the meanings of 



the words, Abhyankar states that verbal knowledge does not solely depend 

upon the word meanings. For if that were the case, when a 

"bring me a bat" someone could conceivably bring a flying 

cricketer says 
174 quadruped. 

It is the speaker's intention which determines the meaning. Similarly, 

Abhyankar argues that the intention of the sacred text indicates that 

statements such as "you are That" have only a non-relational sense. 

l. 46. 

~I 

l. 46. Inferential knowledge is between the two, the pervaded and the 

pervader. It is the knowledge of the pervader through what is pervaded. 

For example [the knowledge] of fire through smoke. Or just as this 

visible world is known to be false because it is different from Brahman. 

The particular means for that (inferential knowledge] is inference. 

connnent 
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Inferential knowledge (anumiti) is acquired through inferring the 

presence of what is to be proved (vyapaka, sadhya or major term) by means 

of the observation of the instrument of proof (vyapya, hetu or middle term) 

which is present in the subject (pak~~ or minor term) where the major term 

is to be proved. The necessary condition for inference is the previous 

knowledge of the pervasion (vyapti), or invariable concomitance, between 

the middle and the major term. The standard illustration of an inference 

is: there is fire on the hill. Because there is smoke. Wherever there is 

smoke there is fire, as in a kitchen. 175 Here, fire is to be proved and 

smoke is the means of proof. The hill is the subject where the smoke is 

present. Fire is called the pervader (vyapaka) because what is to be proved 

must exist in all cases when the instrument of proof exists. Hence the 

latter is said to be pervaded (vyapya) by the former. The knowledge of 

invariable concomitance between the pervaded aud the pervader - wherever 

there is smoke there is fire - coupled with the observation of smoke on 

the hill constitutes the means for inferring the presence of fire on the 

hill. 

The Vedantaparibha~~ defines invariable concomitance as the co-existence 

of the major term with the middle term in all the locations where the middle 



term exists.
176 

The knowledge of invariable concomitance can be derived 

by repeated observation or even by a single observation provided there 

is no instance of inconstancy. 177 

Abhyankar's second example of inference: "the visible world •.. " is 

from the Vedantapatibhasa where it is elaborately treated. 178 
.-
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Having seen an ox in a forest and having known the similarity to 

a cow there [in the ox], the similarity to the ox which is known in the 

cow is knowledge based upon comparison. Because the knowledge of 

similarity is only based upon comparison. The particular instrument for 

that [knowledge], which is the knowledge of the similarity to a cow, is 

comparison (upamana). 

72 

This knowledge based upon comparison is not included in perception 

because the cow is not in sense contact. Nor even is it knowledge based 

upon inference. Because the similarity to the cow, which is the reason, 

exists in the ox and the similarity to the ox, which is the thing to be 

proved, exists in the cow. Thus there is no co-existence between the 

reason and what is to be proved. And there is no requirement here of the 

recollection of pervasion etc. 

comment 

Comparison (upamana) is the particular instrument for acquiring 

valid knowledge of similarity. 179 For example, a person who owns a cow is 

travelling through a forest where he sees a wild ox. He thinks "this 

thing is similar to a cow" and then subsequently he thinks "my cow is 

similar to this". The first statement where he perceives the similarity 



of the ox to the cow is a statement of comparison. Because of this 

statement he acquires the resultant knowledge based upon the comparison, 

i.e., "my cow is similar to this". 

Abhyankar maintains that knowledge acquired from comparison is not 

1 b h 
. • . 180 N . • 

perceptua ecause t e cow 1s not 1n sense contact. or 1s 1t a matter 

for inference because the similarity of the ox to the cow is the reason 

(hetu) to infer the similarity of the cow to the ox (sadhya) and the 

locus of the reason is the ox while the locus of what is to be proved is 

73 

the cow. Thus the reason and what is to be proved by it are not co-existent 

which is a criterion necessary to formulate a rule of pervasion (vyapti). 181 

He also argues against inference on the grounds that the cognition "my cow 

is similar to this" does not require the recollection of pervasion in the 

manner: "what corresponds to the similarity belonging to a thing is similar 

to that thing". 182 The use of the word "et cetera" could refer to memory, 

for although the cow is recollected in the judgement "this is similar to a 

cow", the similarity is not recollected and so it is not a case of memory. 

The author of the Vedarttaparibhasa appears to accept the possibility 

that inference could account for this knowledge but he argues that the 

knowledge "my cow is similar to this" can be acquired without the 

formation of an inference and consequently comparison is a separate means 
183 of knowledge. 

1.48. A sentence is a collection of words. The knowledge which is 

produced from that is born of words. The particular instrument for that 

[knowledge] is the word. In regard to that [verbal testimony], the Veda 

has validity because it is composed by the Lord. At the beginning of 

creation the Lord arranged the Veda which has the same sequence as the 

sequence of the Veda existent in the previous creation. 
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The traditions, legendary histories etc. have validity in that they 

are based upon the Veda. But there is no validity for what is opposed 

to the meaning of the Veda. In respect of those [traditions and legendary 

histories] which are not of contradictory meaning to it [i.e. the Veda], 

but when the Veda text serving as their basis is unknown, their validity 

is construed by inferring such a Vedic text. 

When the purport is not logically possible, there is certainly 

validity even in teaching another meaning by implication. Just as there 

is [for the scriptural statement] "you are That" etc. 

comment 

Advaitins believe that the Lord is the revealer of the sacred texts 

and, on that account, they seek to ensure the validity of the texts as 
184 

the source of trans-empirical knowledge. However, the Lord is not 

the author of the content of the Veda. The Lord reveals the eternal 

Vedic knowledge at the beginning of each cycle of creation. 185 The 

Veda has an unbroken continuity in the sense that it is always the same 
186 Veda which is revealed in each cosmic cycle. For the Advaitin, the 

origin of the Vedic knowledge, like the origin of the individual soul, 

the origin of the Lord or the origin of their material cause, maya, 

cannot be ascertained through speculation and for this reason they are 

all said to be beginningless. 

Words can reveal their meaning either through their primary expressive 

power (sakti) or by implication (laksana). 187 The "great sentences" --.-·-
(mahavakya) such as "you are That" (tat tvam asi) are interpreted as 

revealing their meaning through implication. Advaita treatises delineate 

three varieties of implication. 188 The first is exclusive implication 

(jahallak~~~i) which occurs through giving up the express meaning and 

substituting an implied meaning. For example, in the expression "the 

cowherd village is on the Ganges" the express meaning is unintelligible 

and the sentence can only be understood by completely abandoning the 

literal sense in favour of the implied meaning of "on the bank". The 

second type is known as non-exclusive implication (ajahallak~~'.'i). In 

this case there is the cognition of an implied meaning without abandoning 

the primary meaning of the sentence. For instance in the express"ion 
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"protect the curd from the crows" the primary sense is retained and the 

implied meaning of "and anything else" is incorporated. The third type 

is exclusive non-exclusive implication (jahadajahallaksana or bhagatyaga

laksana). Here, a word expressing something qualified gives up one 
--.-~-

portion and refers to the other portion. For example, in the expression 

"this is that Devadatta" the express meaning - the Devadatta qualified 

by a past time and place is identical to the Devadatta qualified by the 

present time and place - is unintelligible without giving up the contra

dictory factors relating to time and place and resorting to the implied 

meaning of Devadatta as the unqualified substantive. 

Later Advaita authors interpret the statement "you are That" by 

means of exclusive non-exclusive implication. 189 Sankara does not use 

this term though his method of interpreting the sentence is in accord 

with the latter type of implication. According to Sankara the word "you" 

in the sentence primarily refers to the ego sense, the self-conscious 

knower, and it is able to imply the true inner Self after there is the 

exclusion of the ego portion which has been erroneously identified with 

the Self. 190 Sankara refers to the method of discriminating the Self 

from the non-Self by the term of "continuity and discontinuity" 

(anvayavyatireka). 191 In Advaita, the method of continuity and 

discontinuity is especially used in the manner of distinguishing a 

constant factor, the Self, from its association with other variable 

conditions such as physical and mental states. This is done by means 

of ascertaining the continued presence (anvaya) of the Self in the 

absence (vyatireka) of the variable conditions. 

this method with reference to the state of deep 

"' Sankara exemplifies 
192 sleep. During sleep 

there is the negation of all objective conditions but there is no negation 

of "Seeing" or awareness as such. What persists through the variable 

states of waking, dream and sleep is awareness, the Self, and what is 

discontinuous, such as knowership, is an extrinsic condition of the Self. 

The discrimination between subject and object is also included 

within the method of continuity and discontinuity. 193 According to 

this mode of reasoning, subject and object are mutually exclusive: the 

subject cannot be objectified nor can the characteristics of the object 

belong to the subject. 194 Through the application of this principle 

the body, senses and mental faculties are successively distinguished 

from the Self because they are objects of the seer, the subject. Even 

the subject, the "I", is said to have an objective portion (idam amsa) 
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and a portion which is the pure subject (sistamsa). 195 The objective -··--
portion is the ego, the self conception of "me", brought about by the 

identification of awareness with the internal organ. The remaining 

portion is the pure subject, awareness, which is the implied meaning of 

the word "you". 196 According to Sankara words cannot directly denote the 

Self since it cannot be objectified. 197 However, following the 

indispensable discrimination of the Self by the method of continuity and 

discontinuity, the Self can be implied 

the ego is not spacially separate from 

through the word 
198 the Self. 

"you" because 

- - 199 The word "That" denotes existence (sat) associated with maya. 

Saitkara states that the verb "are" (asi) conveys the meaning of identity 

between the words "you" and "That". 200 Thus there is a relation of 

qualified and qualifier between the two words and their meanings: the 

express meanings of the words "you" and "That" should be mutually 

relatable. The express meaning of the word "you" is the individual who 

is subject to sorrow and who is immediately present (aparok~~) in 

experience. The word "That" expresses what is free from sorrow and is 

remote (paroksa). On account of their grammatical apposition the express .-
meaning of the two words is brought into opposition. Through the 

implication of their essential identity in the common substratum of 

Being, the word "you" gives up the meaning of sorrow which is contrary 

to the meaning of the word "That" and "That" relinquishes the meaning 

of remoteness contrary to the meaning of the word "you". 201 Thus the 

two words indicate an essential identity on account of their grammatical 

apposition and qualifying each other they signify that the Self is free 

from sorrow and what is denoted by the word "That" is not separate from 

the Self. 

Suresvara's explanation of the sentence in the Naiskarmyasiddhi is --. 
a detailed elaboration of Saitkara's method of instruction. Suresvara, 

like Sankara, is emphatic that the comprehension of the import of the 

sentence is contingent upon understanding the true meaning of the word 
202 "you". For that purpose he too employs the method of continuity and 

discontinuity203 and he argues that the Self can be implied through the 

word "I" after negating the objective portion of the "I" notion.
204 

Suresvara observes that when all the objective relations with the "I" 

have been excluded it may seem as though the Self too has been given 
205 up. Suresvara specifies that the function of discrimination is to 

exclude what is not essential to the nature of the Self while the scope 
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of revelation through the sentence "you are That" is to positively reveal 

the nature of the Self. Thus both discrimination and the mahavakya are 

a necessity for the fruition of understanding. 206 

Suresvara provides a technical analysis of the sentence meaning: 

For the words, their meaning and the inner Self there 
is [resp{tively] grammatical apposition, qualifier -
qualified relation and the connection of what is to 
be indicated and the indication.207 

Firstly, there is grammatical apposition (samanadhikara~~) between the 

word "you" and the word "That". Because of grammatical apposition the 

meaning of the word "you" is qualified (vise~ya) by the meaning of the 

word "That" (visesana) 208 and because of the contradictory attributes --.-·-
the two words cannot denote identity according to their express meanings. 

The word "you" expresses the individual possessing the characteristics 

of limitation and sorrow. The word "That" expresses what is non-dual but 

remote. Because of the grammatical apposition the word "you" is identical 

to "That" and so the contradictory factors must be adventitious. 209 By 

resorting to implication the contradictory characteristics of the two 

words are negated while their essential aspect is retained and in this 

manner the identity of the two is implied in the common substratum of 

B . 210 
e1ng - awareness. 
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"Devadatta who is fat does not eat during the day." Here, the 

eating at night which is postulated for the logical possibility of 

fatness is postulation. This is not understood through inference. 

Because when a person who is fat and who does not eat by day is first 

seen, there is no possibility of pervasion of co-presence and illustration. 
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Although the pervasion is possible: wherever there is the absence of 

eating at night, there is the absence of fatness on account of the 

co-ordinate relation with not eating by day, just as he does not eat by 

day and at night, still, that [pervasion] is not between fatness and 

eating at night, i.e. between the reason and what is to be proved, but 

between their absence. Moreover, the requirement of the recollection 

of pervasion etc. is also not seen here. Thus postulation must certainly 

be established as another means of knowledge. 

comment 

Arthapatti means the postulation (apatti=kalpana) of some fact (artha) 

in order to make an already ascertained fact logically possible.
211 

For 

example, Devadatta is known to be fat but he is also known not to eat 

during the day. The fact of his fatness and not eating in the day becomes 

unintelligible if it is not postulated that he eats during the night. 

Arthapatti rescues a known fact from seeming contradiction through 

postulating the only other fact which can explain it.
212 

Advaitins consider that only instances of pervasion of co-presence 

(anvayavyapti, i.e. "where there is smoke there is fire 11
) constitute a 

l .d . f 213 va l 1n erence. They argue that if the case of arthapatti is 

formulated as an inference there will only be pervasion of co-absence 

(vyatirekavyapti) between the absence of the major term and the absence 

of the middle term. 214 Abhyankar has given an example of this. Advaitins 

maintin that pervasion of co-absence is not a cause for inferential 
215 knowledge. Rather, it is a case of postulation which forms a separate 

means of knowledge. Importantly, Abhyankar mentions that in such instances· 

as "Devadatta is fat ••• " there is no requirement for the recol.lection of 

pervasion and so it is not a matter of inference. 

The Vedantaparibhasa .- delineates a twofold form of postulation, in 
- - ~ .. .:. - . 216 (drstarthapatti) or hear (srutarthapatti). -· .. reference to what is seen 

Advaitins utilize the latter type for the interpretation of the sacred 

texts. For example, the text "the knower of the Self crosses sorrow" 

(Ch. 7.1.3.) would be logically untenable if sorrow were not false, since 

only knowledge is specified as the means for its remova1.
217 

Sankara 

argues by srutarthapatti when he says that the sacred texts would not 

have enjoined the knowledge of the oneness of Brahman if there had been 
218 no superimposition of Ignorance upon Brahman. 
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1.50. So too, non-cognition is also another means of knowledge. If a 

pot were to be here on the ground, then it would be seen just like the 

ground. In this manner the non-existence of a pot etc. is known because 

of the non-cognition of the pot etc .. Here, the sense organ is not the 

particular cause [for the knowledge of non-existence]. Because that is 

absorbed in apprehending the location and because it [the sense organ] 

has no connection with what is non-existent. Moreover, even if the 

knowledge is accepted here as. perceptual there is certainly no confusion 

of the means of knowledge because there is the difference of the means 

of knowledge for that [perceptual knowledge] - which is non-cognition -

from the sense organ. 

comment 
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Non-cognition (anupalabdhi) is the particular means for apprehending 

the non-existence of an object. Abhyankar specifies the criterion for 

non-cognition to be considered as a means of knowledge: "if a pot were 

to be here on the ground, then it would be seen just like the ground." 

This means that only competent non-cognition (yogyarnipalabdhi) i.e., an 
219 

object which is not cognized would have been cognized if it were present, 

is the valid means for the knowledge of non-existence. Competent non

cognition excludes instances where something may or may not be present 

but is unable to be perceived. 

The cognition of the non-existence of a pot on the. ground is 

perceptual because its non-perception and the knowledge of its non

existence are immediately experienced. However, the means for that 

knowledge is not perception because the latter requires contact between 

the sense organ and the sense object. In the case of the non-cognition 
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of a pot the sense of sight only contacts the bare ground. It cannot 

come into contact with a pot which is not present. Therefore, although. 

the knowledge is perceptual the means of knowledge must be separately 

classified, hence non-cognition is treated as a distinct means of 

knowledge. 

1.51. 

"1'\'[:~ li[[(!-
1'11J; 

1.51. The worldly knowledge which is produced in this manner by the 

means of knowledge possesses a location and an object. The internal-organ 

manifests that [knowledge]. Because worldly knowledge is only a 

modification of the internal-organ. For this reason the knowership there 

[in respect of worldly knowledge] is for the internal-organ or for the 

individual soul having that [internal-organ] as its limiting adjunct, 

but not for the pure Self. For that [Self] has no possibility of 

knowership since it has Knowledge as its essential nature. Even the 

knowership appearing in the manner "I know" is not for the Self but it 

is for the sense of "I". The sense of "I", however, is not the Self 

but the I-notion which is included within the transformation of Ignorance. 

The nature of the Self which appears in the I-notion has been superimposed, 

it is not real. In the same manner, the nature of the Self which appears 

in the mind., in the senses, in the vital breath and in the body etc., 

has certainly been superimposed on account of error. Liberation is not 

possible without the removal of such error and the removal of the error 

is only through the knowledge of Brahman. 
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comment 

According to Advaita, consciousness is of two types. The first is 

consciousness in its essential nature, identical with the Self and Brahman 

and manifest in relation to the mind as the unchanging witness of the 
220 presence and absence of all mental states. This consciousness is not 

opposed to Ignorance but illumines both knowledge and Ignorance. The 

second type is consciousness reflected in and qualified by the internal 

organ C~rttivisi~~am caitanyam). 221 This consciousness manifests in two 

forms: in the form of the subject (ahamvrtti) or I-notion (ahankara) 

and in the form of the various mental modifications which are objects 

(idamv;tti) of the I-notion. 222 It is the reflected consciousness which 

is operative in all epistemological activities, whether relating to 

sense objects or to spiritual matters. Because the gain of any knowledge 

requires a knowing subject as the locus of knowledge and also the object 

of knowledge which is revealed to the subject by the appropriate mental 

d .f. . 223 mo 1. 1cat1on. 

Sankara states that the Self, as pure awareness, cannot possess the 

quality of knowership. Nor does the 

. . . 11 k h. 224 1ntr1ns1ca y possess nowers 1p. 

intellect, insentient by nature, 

Knowership is the property of the 

reflection of the Self in the intellect. The reflection of the Self, 

which is the I-notion, acquires the status of a knower on account of 

its identification with the attributes of the intellect. Sankara 

attempts to illustrate the subtle relationship of the Self and its 

reflection in the intellect through the example of a face reflected in 

a mirror. 225 The Self is compared to the face and the intellect to the 

mirror. The reflection of the Self in the intellect is like the 

reflection of the face in the mirror. Just as the reflection conforms 

to the attributes of the mirror, so that a defect in the mirror appears 

upon the reflection also, so too the reflection of the Self naturally 

assumes the attribute of knowership on account of its conformity to the 

intellect. 226 Just as the reflected properties of the mirror may be 

falsely ascribed to the face, similarly the Self is erroneously 

considered to be a knower because it is not distinguished from its 

reflection in the intellect. 227 

From the preceding it is clear that even the sense of being "so 

and so", i.e., the I-notion, is not the essential Self but is included 
228 among the effects of Ignorance because it is the product of the Self 



reflected in the intellect which is an effect of Ignorance. The Self, 

however, is in no sense spacially remote from the I-notion but is its 

locus and so the Self is the subject while the I-notion is its object. 

Thus the "I" is a combination of the I-notion and the Self as such. 

For this reason Sankara, Suresvara and other Advaita author~29 specify 

that the object portion of the "I'! should be (iistinguished through 

discrimination from the remaining portion which is the real Self: 

The learned should abandon the "this'! portion in what 
is called "I" as not the Self. ["I" in the sentence of 
the sacred text] "I am Brahman" must be the remaining 
portion in accordance with the above teaching. 230 

The origin of the mutual superimposition of the Self and the 
231 intellect cannot be traced. The consequential effects of this 

superimposition are the false ascription of the attributes of the body, 

senses and mind upon the Self and the erroneous imputation of Selfhood 

to the body etc. Because this superimposition is said to have Ignorance 

as its fundamental cause, it can only be removed by the liberating 

knowledge of the true nature of the Self. 

The author now proceeds to state the indispensable pre-requisites 

for such knowledge. 

1. 52. tli;l'iJI<isr~ 'ii m"'il'i"li\l'!'~~q~ ll;'f I mliFf'ii~~'Pil~ 
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1.52. The person eligible for the knowledge of Brahman is only such a one 

who is endowed with the fourfold qualifications. Because there is no hope 

of inquiry into Brahman in the absence of the accomplishment of the fourfold 

means and because there is the sure expectation of the inquiry into Brahman 

following that [gain of the fourfold means]. The fourfold qualifications 

are: the discrimination between the permanent and the impermanent, 

dispassion towards the enjoyment of the results [of action] here or 

hereafter, the acquisition of the group of six beginning with control of 

the mind and the desire for liberation. That has been told in the 

Varahopanisad: .-
[Through a life of ethical activity] the fourfold means 

such as dispassion should arise for people. {They are]: 

the discrimination between the permanent and the 

impermanent, dispassion {towards objects of enjoyment] 

here and hereafter, the acquisition of the group of 

six [values] beginning with control of the mind and 

the desire for liberation. One should cultivate that. (Va. 2. 3.) 

The group of six beginning with control of the mind are: the control 

of the mind, control of the sense organs, renunciation, endurance, faith 

and single pointed concentration of the mind. Control of the mind is 

the cessation of the mind from worldly occupations. The control of the 

sense organs is the restraint of the external senses. Renunciation is 

the relinquishment of action. Endurance is bearing the opposites such 

as heat and cold. Faith is the intellect having trust [in the teacher 

and the scripture]. Single pointed concentration of the mind is the 

abiding of the mind through giving up sleepiness, want of energy and 

carelessness. The sacred texts, too, teach that control of the mind etc. 

are the means for the direct apprehension of the Self: 



Therefore, having become calm, self-controlled, withdrawn, 

enduring and possessed of faith a person should see the Self 

232 
indeed in the self [the body]. (B:h.4.4.23.) 

The person who knows is calm, self-controlled, withdrawn, 

enduring, well-behaved and equal [t~ all]. (Sa.5) 

These are the internal means. Whereas action is a means for knowledge 

through purification of the mind and so it is an external means. 

comment 

In the Brahmasutrabha~~ ~ankara states that possession of the 

fourfold qualifications is a necessary pre-condition for the knowledge 

Of Brahman. 233 L Ad · . h" h 1 "d ater vaLta treatLses w LC e ucL ate some aspects 

of the tradition (prakaranagrantha) generally commence with a 
• 234 

description of these fourfold means. 

According to the Advaita conception of liberation, action (karma) 

has an important though limited function. Sankara is emphatic that 

84 

. h d. 1 . b . . b 1· b · 235 H act1on can ave no 1rect ro e 1n r1ng1ng a out 1 erat1on. owever, 

actions in the form of duties, charity, the performance of permanent 

rites such as agnihotra and the practice of austerity, 236 undertaken 

with the correct attitude, are accepted as a means to liberation in 

so far as they prepare the mind to receive the teaching.
237 

The purpose 

of action is to facilitate a proper mental disposition by removing 

the "impurities" (durita) such as desire and aversion (raga, dvesa) which --.-
stand in the way of knowledge. 

1.53. 
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1.53. However, the means which is more internal is the triad consisting 

in hearing, thinking and meditation. For there is the sacred text: 

"My dear, the Self should indeed be seen; it should be heard about, 

thought about and meditated upon" (B~h. 2.4.5.). "Should be seen" means 

it has to be made direct in the manner: "I am Brahman". The means for 

that is hearing etc. which has been told by "it should be heard about" 

etc. Hearing is the ascertainment of the purport of the Vedanta 
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sentences in regard to the non-dual Brahman. Thinking is the consideration 

of what has been heard through reasonings of logical possibility. 

Meditation is establishing a continuous flow of thoughts of the same 

type through setting aside dissimilar thoughts. That has been told: 

The wise say that hearing is determining the 

signification of a word by means of reasoning. 

Thinking is said to be determining the truth of 

the thing by means of reasoning. 

Those who are versed in the Vedas say that 

meditation is where the mind has only pure 

awareness remaining. This internal means 

has thus been told. You should engage in 

that for the knowledge of the Supreme Self. (S.S. 3.344-345.) 

1.54. 
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1.54. In regard to the above, the doubt whether or not the Vedanta 

sentences are the means of knowledge for the non-dual Brahman is removed 
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by hearing. Many doubts are removed by thinking. They are, for example: 

is the world real or unreal? Does the Self consist of bliss or not? 

Is the Self distinct from the body or not? Is the identity of the 

individual soul with the supreme Self possible or not? Is Self-knowledge 

the means of liberation or not? Even if it is the means for liberation, 

is it the means for liberation through being combined with action or 

on its own? Does the Self consist of Knowledge or does it have Knowledge 

as its quality? 

For what is known as "thinking" consists of reasoning. The idea 

of reality in regard to the world is removed by reasoning: if the world 

were real then there would be contradiction with the non-dual texts. 

Reasoning is the means of knowledge about the Self being of the nature 

of bliss: if the Self does not consist of bliss, no one would be engaged 

to attain it. If the body alone is the Self, then because of the 

absence of another birth the consequence would be the destruction of 

what has been done and the arrival of what has not been done. If there 

is difference between the individual soul and Brahman there would be 
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contradiction with the sacred texts such as "you are That" (Ch.6.8.7.). 

If Self-knowledge is not the means for liberation or if it is the means 

for liberation combined with action, the conclusion would be absence of 

validity for the sacred text: "there is no other path for going [beyond 

death]" (Sv. 3.8.). If the Self has Knowledge as its quality, the sacred 

text" "without quality" (Cu. 7.2.) would not agree. Thus such reasonings 

should be properly investigated for oneself. By meditation the error 

such as 11 ! am Ignorant" is removed. 

comment 

In the ~rhadara,yakopani~~d (2.4.5., 4.5.6.) the sage Yajfiavalkya 

teaches that the Self should be seen (dra~!avya), it should be heard 

about (srotavya), thought about (mantavya) and meditated upon 

(nididhyasitavya). 

Abhyankar explains that "should be seen" means the Self is to be 

directly apprehended and the principal means for that are hearing, 

thinking and meditation. 238 According to Sankara the nature of the Self 

must firstly be heard from the sacred texts and the teacher. Then the 

Self must be thought about or reflected upon, i.e., what has been heard 

should be investigated by means of suitable reasoning. Then the Self 

should be meditated upon with certainty. 239 Sankara states that when 

these means become as one, i.e. when there is no separation between what 

has been heard, reflected upon and ascertained to be true to one's 

experience then the knowledge of Brahman is clear. 240 

Sankara accepts the utility of the meditative practices (dhyana, 
- 241 pra,idhana) prescribed in the Yogasutras. However, he parts company 

with the Yoga school by rejecting the view that the practice of ~· 

without the Vedantic revelation, can lead to the ascertainment of the 

truth. Sankara is emphatic that "the knowledge of reality is only from 
242 the Vedanta sentences" and he does 

f V d- • 1" b . 243 o e anta, can gLve L eratLon. 

not accept that yoga, independent 

In regard to the practice of 

meditative absorption (samadhi), which is the aim of~ discipline, 

Sankara considers it a means for the clear ascertainment of the Self 

which is known from the Upani~ads. 244 
However, he does not consider that 

meditative absorption is of itself a sufficient condition for knowledge: 



Even in deep sleep and meditative absorption there 
is the natural gain of non-distinction, however at 
the time of waking [from sleep and absorption], there 
is once again distinction just as before because 
false knowledge has not been removed.2 4 5 

88 

It is a misreading of Sankara to consider that hearing and reflection 

are merely the preliminary stages to meditation. For Sankara accepts that 

the mahavakyas can, in the case of highly qualified aspirants, bring about 

immediate knowledge which requires no further fulfilment. 246 In the 
~ . 

thought of Sankara, hearing the scriptures from a teacher, reflection 

and meditation are all to be repeated as long as required247 and the 

scope of the latter two is essentially to help the ascertainment that 

the meaning of the Vedanta passages is true to experience. 

Padmapada provides a more extensive definition of hearing, 

reflection and meditation. He says hearing is inquiry into the Vedanta 
248 passages for th7 knowledge of the Self. Reflection is the consideration 

of illustrations, reasonings and descriptive statements contained in the 

sacred texts and it is also the consideration of inferences not opposed 

to the meaning of the texts. Meditation is the establishing of the mind 

in the meaning of the Upani~ad passages which have been supplemented 

by reflection. "Seeing" or realization (darsana) means the experience 

of the unity of consciousness which is free from the appearance of all 

worldly phenomena, on account of being established in the meaning of 
249 -the Upani~ad passages. In the view of Padmapada, the role of the 

sacred texts is of primary importance for the knowledge of Brahman 

while reflection and meditation are supportive. 

This question, as to the relative importance of hearing, reflection 

and meditation, is taken up by Padmapada's main commentator Prakasatman 

who seeks to establish that hearing is the principal member (angi) 

and the other two are auxiliaries (an~) of it. Prakasatman contends 

that even if verbal testimony produces only mediate (parok~~ knowledge 

of Brahman which gains immediacy (aparok~ata) on account of assistance 

from reasoning and meditation, still, verbal testimony is primary 

because the scope of the other two is to assist hearing. If it is 

suggested that all three are of equal importance, Prakasatman disagrees 

by arguing that verbal testimony must be the principal cause for the 

knowledge of Brahman since it, as the means of knowledge (pramana), is 

in contiguity ("the Self should be seen, heard about .•• ") with wbat is 

to be known, i.e. the Self (prameya). Again, if it is accepted tbat 
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verbal testimony produces immediate knowledge which, however, remains 

mediate on account of the unprepared nature of the mind, then reflection 

and meditation are the auxiliaries to verbal testimony because they serve 

to assist the result of verbal testimony in so far as they bring about 

establishment in immediate knowledge by removing the obstructions 

existing in the mind. 250 

Prakasatman maintains that immediate knowledge is not possible 

solely from meditation without verbal testimony because it would lack 

validity since meditation is not a means of knowledge. If it is argued 

that the immediate knowledge gained from meditation has the scriptural 

knowledge of the Self and Brahman as its subject matter and acquires 

validity on account of the connection with that, Prakasatman replies 

that the validity of such meditative knowledge is dependent upon 

ascertaining the truth of the subject matter which is itself dependent 

upon another means of knowledge, i.e. verbal testimony. Therefore 

extrinsic validity (parata~ prama?ya) would be accepted in the case of 

verbal testimony while the other means of knowledge are said to be 

intrinsically valid (svata~ prama~~). Prakasatman concludes that 

reflection and meditation assist in bringing about the result of hearing 

and hence they are its auxiliaries. 251 

Vacaspatimisra, however, has a different interpretation regarding 

the relative importance of hearing, reflection and medit~tion. He 

considers that hearing and reflection give rise to meditation which 

causes immediate knowledge after being practised with attention and 

' th ' . f 1 ' 25 2 A d . V ' b 1 w1 out 1nterrupt1on or a ong t1me. ccor 1ng to acaspat1, ver a 
253 

testimony produces only mediate knowledge which gains immediacy 

through a mental modification (~~tti) assisted by the mental impression 

(samskara)'of non-duality acquired by repeated meditation 
- 254 upon the meaning of the Vedanta passages. 

As mentioned previously, Vacaspati adopts certain views of 

Ma?1anamisra. 255 In this matter also he appears to follow Ma?4ana who 

maintains that repeated meditation 

practice for the gain of immediate 

(prasankhyana) 
256 knowledge. 

is a necessary 

Also, Vacaspati links 

hearing, reflection and meditation with the Yoga term samyama which 

incorporates the three stages of concentration (dharana), meditation 

(dhyana) and meditative absorption (samadhi). 257 He :~m.:tes hearing and 

reflection with concentration, meditation upon the meaning of the Vedanta 
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passages (nididhyasana) with ~ meditation (dhyana) and direct 

apprehension of the Self (in the sentence "the Self is to be seen", etc.) 

with meditative absorption.
258 

Along with Vacaspati's use of Yoga 

terminology there would appear to be an acceptance of the soteriological 

dimension embodied in those terms. This suggests a certain conceptual 

eclecticism is operative in Vacaspati's interpretation of the Vedanta 

means to liberation. 

The Vivarana and Bhamati are in agreement regarding the fundamental 

importance of the Upani~ad sentences. They differ, however, concerning 

the role of the Upani~ads in the gaining of liberation. Padmapada and the 

Vivarana maintain that the Upani~ad passages can generate immediate 

knowledge while according to Bhamati the texts produce only mediate 

knowledge. The consequence of this difference is a dissimilarity in 

attitude toward the gain of the knowledge of Brahman. In the view of 

Padmapada and Vivara~~· the function of reflection and meditation is 

negative in so far as their purpose is to remove the obstructions to 

the clear apprehension of the Self which is revealed in the Upani~ads. 

For Bhamati, however, immediate apprehension must be produced through 

the practice of meditation upon the meaning of the texts. 

What has been discussed indicates that the Padmapada-Vivara~~ 

tradition accords more closely with the tenor of Sankara's teaching 

than the method laid down by Vacaspati. 

1.55. 
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1.55. When doubt and error have thus been removed by hearing etc. and 

when there are no other obstacles then the immediate, true and certain 

knowledge arises that "I am Brahman". Other obstacles are of three types 

on account of the distinction of past, future and present [obstacles]. 

An obstacle from the past is the repeated remembering on account of 
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absorption in previously experienced sense objects. This can be prevented: 

in remembering the sense objects one must give up,like husk, the name and 

form belonging there and tak~ like grain, the reality which exists within 

that [name and form]. Here, giving up means not pondering. Taking means 

pondering. 

A future obstacle is the remainder of the action which has begun 

to produce its effect. The remainder of action ceases only after 

experiencing the result. In regard to that, if there is a remainder of 

very strong self-interested action then it is an obstacle to knowledge. 

If there is a remainder of weak self-interested action, even though it 

brings about the general preservation of the body it is not an obstacle 

to knowledge. In the same manner, the remainder of obligatory action, 

whether producing a result or not producing a result, is not an obstacle 

but indeed is favourable to the knowledge of reality by means of the 

cessation of the liking for sinful actions. Even the desire for the 

world of Brahma which arises for someone and which is attendant upon 

particular meritorious actions that procure the world of Brahma is 

certainly a future obstacle. However, the person who goes to the world 

of Brahma is liberated along with Brahma. Though the person who is not 

desirous of that does not wait for such a long time. 



A present obstacle is of many types on account of the distinction 

of attachment to sense objects, fallacious reasoning, dullness of the 

intellect etc. In regard to that, attachment to sense objects can be 

prevented by control of the mind etc. practised repeatedly. Fallacious 

reasonings can be prevented by hearing etc. ~i.e. hearing, reflection 

and meditation] practised repeatedly. Food that has the qualities of 

rajas and tamas must be given up for preventing dullness of the 

intellect. Nevertheless the cessation of those [obstructions] would 

be only by degrees or in another birth. However, even in that birth 

[the cessation] is through the grace of the teacher etc. 

comment 

Hearing, reflection and meditation have been told as the direct 

means for the knowledge of Brahman. Of these three, hearing is the 

principal member since verbal testimony is considered to be a means of 

knowledge. If there is the correct operation of the means of knowledge 

supported by reflection and meditation the immediate knowledge of 

Brahman must occur. If this is not the case, Advaitins postulate the 

existence of obstacles which hinder the realization. Suresvara states 

that such obstructions may either be from the past, the future or the 
259 present. 

In the Upadesasahasri, gankara teaches a form of meditation called 

parisankhyana for the purpose of removing obstructions such as the 
260 influence of the sense objects upon the self. This meditation is 

based upon the distinction between the subject, the Self, and objects, 

i.e. everything else. Its method is to contemplate the Self as 

intrinsically unaffected by sound, touch, form, taste and smell because 

the Self is unable to be objectified by any of them. 

It may be asked in what way parisankhyana meditation differs from 

prasankhyana meditation which Sankara rejects. 261 The aim of 

prasankhyana is to produce Self-knowledge on account of the repeated 

meditation upon the meaning of the Upani~ad passages. Parisankhyana 

meditation, however, has no such aim. It is practised in order to 

clearly appreciate the knowledge which has already been gained through 

hearing but which has not been fully received in understanding and 
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experience. At the conclusion of the comment upon the previous section 

it was mentioned that there is a difference between the production of 

knowledge from meditation and the use of meditation to remove obstructions 

preventing the clear appreciation of what is already known through 

hearing. Parisankhyana meditation exemplifies the latter approach. 

Two commentators upon the Upadesasahasri, Anandagiri and Ramatirtha, 

explain parisankhyana in terms of removing the obstacles to clear 

knowledge. Ramatirtha says: 

.••• if the knowledge on the part of some, though they 
have knowledge, is not steady like a lamp in a 
windless place on account of the strong mental 
impression of difference, then for the firmness 
of their knowledge what is known as parisankhyana 
is about to be explained .•• 2 6~ 

1.56. Thus when there is the absence of any obstacle and when Ignorance 

is removed by the unimpeded direct apprehension in the manner: "I am 

Brahman" then the person desirous of liberation remains as Brahman, 

undivided, of a single nature, existence, awareness and bliss. 

For example, Kar~a, though born into a royal family, was brought 

up ever since birth only in a hunter's family. He considered himself to 

be Radheya due to ignorance characterised by the error brought about by 
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belonging to that [hunting community] and dwelling together etc. and he 

did not experience his nature as the son of Kunti even though existing 

as self-established. Then, deprived of the good fortune resulting from 

being born of Kunti, everywhere he gained many types of sorrow 

characterised by various sorts of curses, disrespect, etc. At one time 

the Lord Sun caused him to recall his own nature by imparting the 

instruction: "Kar~a, you are born of Kunti, you are not R3:dheya". 

On account of that recollection, when there was the cessation of being 

a hunter, being ~dheya etc., which was manufactured by ignorance, he 

gave up the sorrow caused by being a hunter etc. and gained the good 

fortune which resulted from being born of Kunti. 

So too, even Brahman, its own nature being concealed by the 

ignorance which belongs to it and which is established as beginningless, 

has gained the state of an individual soul. And being deprived of the 

self-established experience of the nature of being eternal, unsurpassed 

bliss, [Brahman] transmigrates. That transmigrating Brahman, when at 

some time its Ignorance which was the criterion for the state of being 

an individual soul etc. is removed through the knowledge about itself 

[a knowledge] produced by a teacher and a scripture superimposed through 

its own Ignorance, then it remains in its nature of unsurpassed bliss 

which is eternally established. 

Comment 

Sankara also narrates this story in his commentary on the 

~;hadaragyakopani~ad 2.1.20. (p. 738). 

1. 57. 

\l<ffit I iii~ I 
~'HI(iqr~-

l!f~"'KI~ ~iJlll!R <Ulfr ;;rr;:rrRf iliei~ I 

ml11<'fil"lffi'I1RP.J" '4l'l·t!'ifif ll'itG;m II ( <roo ~I \1 ~ ) ~Rf I 



<fi~fil <rlmllFiim ~iil 1;;:~ ll<r:ll"lTT 1 
~!:!lm<rff-.:rfi\>h<I ~ Gil«•!);m a<!Icr II ( 'iU. 1l: I ~ ~ ) 

~~ RIB'I{Uf iifi'liO~I'I~ "'fUlm I ~{qf~-q~ 'it-· 
fuq ~;r ~,f urro iTifll'il!['<lll: I 
;;fi'<'il'l" ~ !rfi: iiGr4'i >mlit'Gll: II·-( :ammo ~ o ) ~IU I 

1.57. This liberation is even for one who is living. Because there is 

95 

nothing to contradict it. This is indeed liberation while living. It has 

been mentioned in the Varahopani~ad: 

At which time the Yogi knows his own Self to be the 

whole, beginning from that time he would be liberated 

while living. (Vara. 2.42.) 

Similarly, the state of the person who is liberated while living has been 

described in detail in the sacred texts such as: 

The person whose radiance of mind does not rise up 

in happiness or diminish in sorrow. who remains in 

the state he happens to be in, he is said to be 

liberated while living. (Vara. 4.22.) 

And in the Atmopani~ad: 

1.58. 

This person who is the best of the knowers of 

Brahman is directly Siva himself. The best among 

the knowers of Brahman has accomplished his purpose, 

while living he is always liberated. (Atma. 20.) 
263 

aq: 1 
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"'" . ~ . . 
ll'm!:'!l'~'llurr '<! &FfifPi '1\'l q-q: 

~ 9_:ffi: I ~ 'i ~;j)'flfi!:til ~ I 

~r"Rl~ ~l:l'Fi'<i~~<iU '<Iii: 1 ( lfr o ~ I ~ ~ ) 

'<11¥u""--~rSr ~: I il'l'.IT 'ift<t'!l'ffiliQ ~ ~-
;.;IU>W<•"'"" ., " " f " ~ R 

RT~ ijj\'I(Q(ql'f \ll't~ il~,q~-

~Wnifl" '1m 1 ~-"' ... 

1.58. There are five aims of the state of liberation while living: 

the protection of knowledge, austerity, the absence of disagreement, 

the cessation of sorrow and the manifestation of happiness. Protection 

of knowledge is the non-origination once again of doubt and contrary 

views on the part of a person who has gained the immediate apprehension 

of Brahman. In the existence of a doubt, that [protection of knowledge] 

is necessary for preventing the loss which is incurred based on that 

[doubt] because it is said: "the doubting self is ruined" (G.4.40.) and 

' 
that [protection of knowledge] is very easily gained in the state of 

liberation while living. 

Also, in that state there is the concentration of the mind upon a 

single object because of the non-arising of all thoughts. That alone is 

austerity, for there is the statement: "the highest austerity is the 

concentration of the mind and the senses" (Mbh. Sa. 250.4.). The welfare 

of the world is produced by that, for there is the statement: "whatever 
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a great person does, that indeed the other people do" (G.3.21.). 

Also, in the state of not being engaged in contemplation, even 

when a reproach has been made by someone there is no disagreement on 

the part of a person who is liberated while living because there is no 

appearance of a mental modification of that type. That has been told: 

Having known completion in the truth we are 

certainly joyful. We can only grieve for 

others, we do not dispute with those who 

are deluded. 

So too, even while he experiences the result of action which has 

begun to operate, the person liberated while living has complete 

cessation of sorrow since error has been removed and because his mind 

has only the form of the Self. Accordingly, there is the sacred text: 

If a person should know the Self as "I am this", 

then desiring what and for the desire of whom 

~- 264 would he worry about the body ? (Sa. 22.) 

So too, in the state of liberation while living there is the 

manifestation of happiness due to the experience of the perfect bliss 

of Brahman on account of the complete cessation of the concealing 

caused by Ignorance through the practice of the Yoga of knowledge. 

Accordingly there is the sacred text: 

The happiness that must be for a mind which has 

been placed in the Self and whose impurities have 

been dispelled by meditative absorption cannot be 

described through speech. At that time, that 

[happiness] is apprehended for oneself by the 

inner-organ. (Maitri. 6.54.) 



1. 59. ::r:7• tTf'l"':::\: ~ ' "' • ,............ " • ...~ 
""' ""~:l'tll"ftlll~trT '\~R (!~ li'Wjl~: I (!~':!'lh ~11t-

sm;'lW!m ;;fl~ ~P.o a- 1 

mr: '!i~'~~~~ lfr~•i;t g- l\Tq rr~ 11 . 

~w +n+l'lff !!Rn <rrP.a i'fr~'ll l!i~q: u ( !!RP o 11 "- ) . 
;;fl~q~ <'!<wff ~~~ 'li~B'Ttji~ I . 

fet~H~@i'f ~S~'l"~arfit~ 11 ( !l;ffiio ~:;G_ ) ~Rr .I 

~qf.t'l•~t!t-
~ .m <Nr O!l"r+! ..U!lor ~Rr ~'~ll: 1 

a~'l<iMr!cr~~•il ~ ijiH~I:!+l. II ( am+!t o ~ 1 ~ ~ ) ~Rr 1 

!Jifi11'4~~ ~~s~ ~ ~~\lfel: 1 ~~ 
r.,' "' i;<lliihl.~uwWt~q~'411!_ 11('4qf<t¢.lii~i\ 
·~rw: 

r;f~sfq ~~tor~ I (1$_'1fil( 

lil~lr.si\ff.t ijm+n<'!Rrt rr"i'! 1 

etr<ll'it ;;:riHrifr ~C::+rtrrci 'li: 'fii{tqRf II 
. ( fto !Jo G. I ~:; I Ci,\1 ) ~Rr I 

1.59. Then, upon the decease of the body on account of the completion 

of the results of action which had begun to operate, liberation free 

from the body follows. That also has been told in the sacred text: 

They become liberated while living until the 

destruction of the result of action which had 

begun to operate. Then, when the result of action 

which has begun to operate has reached its end in 

the course of time, they attain my liberation 

free from the body. As to that there is no doubt. (Mukti.43.) 

Having given up the state of being liberated 

while living when his body has been overcome 

by time, he enters the state of being liberated free 

from the body like air enters the state of not 

moving. (Mukti. 76.) 

Also in the Atmopani~ad: 
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Just as when a pot is destroyed the space [within 

the pot] itself becomes space alone, in the same 

manner, upon the dissolution of the limiting 

adjunct the knower of Brahman himself becomes 

Brahman alone. (Atma. 1.22.) 

Because the reflection {of the Self] which is based upon Ignorance 

is completely absent in liberation [free from the body] there is not 

even a trace of I-ness there. Because I-ness is a particular 

transformation of Ignorance. In the same manner, the difference 

between the individual soul and Brahman also, which is based upon 

Ignorance, most certainly does not appear there. That has been told: 

When the Ignorance which produces division has 

passed into final destruction, who will make a 

distinction of one's Self from Brahman which 

does not exist [after its destruction]? (Vi~. 6.7.94.) 

1.60. 

1.60. Because liberation is merely remaining in one's own nature, at 

that time there is neither happiness nor sadness. For something else, 

which is the cause of happiness and sadness, does not exist since the 

previously mentioned threefold difference is absent there [in liberation 

265 free from the body] • And because experience is not possible due to 

the destruction of the inner-organ which is the limiting adjunct 

[bringing about] the state of the experiencer. 
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Therefore, liberation, which is characterised as the state of 

being Brahman and which is taught by the sacred text: "the knower of 

Brahman becomes Brahman indeed" (Mu. 3.2.9.) 266 is thus established. 

1.61. 

1.61. ... 0 - -The illustrious Sankaracarya appeared in the year 710 [788 of the 

Christian era] in the era of Salivahana. When he unfolded everywhere 

the teaching of the non-duality of the Self the other views had, for 

the most part, little currency. No one who laid claim to another view 

dared to dispute before the feet of the illustrious teacher which 

possessed great power. In a very short time, having travelled just 

about everywhere accompanied by a group of pupils and having established 

centres of religious life in the four directions he appointed students 

in various places who were proficient in communicating the teaching of 

the non-duality of the Self. And having reached completion in what was 

to be accomplished in his own incarnation, the feet of the teacher 

gained their own nature in the year 742 [820 of the Christian era] in 

the era of Salivahana. 
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However, others say the birth of the illustrious Sankaracarya was 

on the fifth day of the bright half of the month in April-May in the era 

of Yudhisthira measured as 2631. Accordingly, they say the teacher went 

to the nature of light on the day of the full moon in the bright half of 
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the month in October-November in the era of Yudhi~~hira measured as 2663.
267 

Thereafter his group of pupils, even immersed in the deep darkness 

of delusion, through the assistance of the light of knowledge acquired 

by the grace of the teacher's feet, like a light when the sun has set, 

was able to destroy the mass of the darkness of Ignorance which had 

entered the mind of the multitudes of living beings under the influence 

of action. The teaching of the non-duality of the Self grew to have 

unshaken prevalence just about everywhere. This very teaching of the 

non-duality of the Self is celebrated in the world as the teaching of 

maya. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ONE: ADVAITAMATAM. 

1. B.s.s. 2.1.6. p.360, line 7f. 

2. V.P. p.113. 

3. Sarikara is without equivocation with r,egard to the necessity of 
Vedic revelation for the knowledge of reality: 

4. 

B.s.s. 1.1.2. p.50, line 3 and p. 51, line 1; 1.1.3. p.58, line 2; 
1.1.4. p.65, line 2f; 2.1.3. p.354, line 10; 2.1.6. p.360, line 7f; 
2.1.11. p.368, line 7 and p.369, line 6; 2.1.14. p.379, line 6 and 
p.380, line 2f; 2.1 .27. p.400, line 13f; 2.1.31. p.404, line 8; 
2.2.1. p.412, line 6f; 2.3.1. p.499, line 5f; 4.4.8. p.897, line 7. 

B,h.S. intro. p.607, line 9f; 4.4.20. p.928, line 7. 

Mu.S. 1.1.5. p.144, line 25f; 1.1.6. p.145, line 7. 

Mi.S. 4.99. p.256, line 10. 

G.s. 18.66. p.294, line 22f. 

u. 1.1 7. 8. 1 • 1 8. 21 6 ' 21 7. 

vede purvottarakR~qayo~ krame~~ dharmabrahma~I vi~aya~ 
tadubhayajnanam vedasya sak~at prayojanam. 

. .. 

5. B.s.s. 1.1.7. p.111, line 1f. Also, Brh.S. 2.1.20. p.743, line 4f. 

6. B'h .s. 2 .1 • 20. p. 7 43, line 4f; 3. 5.1 • p. 811 , line 1 2f. 

7. B,h. 4.4.19. 

8. u. 1.18.7, 8, 183. Brh. 3.3.1. p.802, line 22f. 

9. vyavaharikaprama~yamatram ••• ~-advaitagamena badhyate, 1£ tattvikam 
~~yam. Advaitasiddhi, quoted in w. Halbfass, Studies in Kumarila 
and $arikara. Reinbek. 1983. p.78, note 118. 

10. Sarikara states that ultimately all differences created by Ignorance 
are to be negated, cf., B.S.S. 1.1 .4. p.79, line 1f. He says that 
the presentation of sagu~~ statements in the sruti are sometimes 
specifically intended for negation while on other occasions they 
are for the purpose of meditation, cf., B.S.S. 3.2.14. p.643, line4f; 
3.2.15. p.643, line 12f; 3.2.21. p.647, line 12f. 

11 • B. S • S. 1 • 1 • 1 2 • p. 11 6 , line 8f. 

12. G.S. 13.13. p.204, line 3. S. Kuppuswami Sastri (ed) Brahmasiddhi by 
Acharya Ma~qanamisra. 2ed ed. Delhi. 1984. p.26, line 22. The V.P. 
also utilizes this method, cf., p.133f. 

13. adhyaropa~ -vastunyavastvaropa~. Cited in Gaurisarikara (ed), Sarva
tantrasiddhantapadarthalak~~~asamgraha~. Kasi. Samvat 2016. p.15. 

14. B.s.s. 1.1.8. p.112, line 10; 1.1.12. p.121, line 6f. 

15. B,h.S. 4.4.25. p.938, line 25f. 
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16. Aindra is the name of a pre-Pa~iniyan grammatical treatise and it 
is also the name of a school of grammar based upon that text. The 
work is not available. Cf., K. V. Abhyankar and J .M. Shukla, !!:_ 
Dictionary of Sanskrit Grammar. Baroda, 1977. p.102. 

17. Pratisakhya are treatises on Vedic grammar dealing specifically with 
euphonic changes based upon sandhi. Originally, each Vedic recension 
possessed such a treatise, ibid., p.267f. 

18. Dvadasadhyayi. The name of the sutra work by Jaimini consisting of 
twelve chapters. 

1 9. S. Tapasyananda (trans) ;:.Sc::a::;Iik~a;:.r.,a::;:d~i.....,_v-"1"7"'"""~"-.:i~~C"-'"'--'-7':;.<:.:= 
Madras. 1978. p.15. N. Veezhinathan 
Anantanandagiri. Madras. 1971. p.7. 

20. Halbfass, op-cit., p.70., considers that in relation to Saiikara: 
"it is ••• impossible to understand his thought in its philosophical 
as well as its historical dimensions without fully recognizing and 
respecting its fundamental commitment to the Vedic revelation". 

21. B.s.s. 3.2.11. p.641 ' line 2f. 

22. B.s.s. 3.2.14. p.643' line 6f. 

23. B.s.s. 3.2.15. p.643' line 13f. 

24. B:rh.S. 3.8.12. p.832, line 13f. 

25. B.s.s. 3.2.12. p.642' line 9· • 3.2.14. p .643' line 12· 
' 

3.2.21. p.647' 
line 13f. 

26. B.s.s. 3.2.12. p.642' line 6f. 

27. B:th .. 2 .. 3 .. 6 .. 

28. B.s.s. 3.2.12. p.642, line 6f. 

29. As an illustration of this point there is the case of the 
"apacchedanyaya" referred to by Jaimini, cf., J.S. 6.5.54., which 
states that where there is a relation of earlier and later the 
earlier is weaker. In Pa~iniya grammar too there is the rule: 
"viprati~edhe param karyam" P.S. 1 .4.2., which means that in the 
case of a conflict of rules of equal applicability the subsequent 
operation is to be performed. These illustrations do not constitute 
a proof on their own, rather they exemplify the logical priority of 
the subsequent over the preceding, 

30. B.s.s. 4. 3.1 4. p.884, line 10. 

31. ibid 

32. B.s.s. 2.1.11. p.366, line 1f. 

33. B.s.s. 2.1.6. p.361 ' line 2. 

34. Halbfass, OP::Cit., p.49. 
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35. In refuting other schools of thought, cf., B.S.S. 2.2.1. p,412, 
line 1f. In determining scriptural purport, the use of reason is 
demonstrated through the importance of the ~~4lingas: the 
beginning (upakrama) and the conclusion (upasaffihara) being in 
harmony, the use of repetition (abhyasa), originality (apurvata), 
the result (phala), the use of eulogy (arthavada) and logical 
demonstration (upapatti), cf., Vs. p.12, line 11. 

36. SaDkara discusses the method of discriminating the invariable Self 
from its limiting conditions in B.S.S. 2.1 .6. p.361, line 2f. 
Advaitins use the method of anvayavyatireka in two ways. The first 
follows the mode of the Naiyayika where anvaya and vyatireka 
establish the invariable concomitance in presence and absence between 
the reason (~)and the thing to be proved (sadhya). Cf., Y. 
Athalye (ed), Tarka-Sangraha of Annambhatt~.Poona. 1974. p.40, 281f. 
The author of the Pancada~1 uses anvay~vyatireka in this manner in 
4.32. The second mode of usage is to distinguish the invariable from 
the variable: X is andY is, X is not andY is. This usage is found 
in Pancadas1 1.37-42. The Advaitins utilize this latter method to 
discriminate the Self from adventitious conditions. In N.S. 2.1 ., 
Suresvara states that the meaning of the word "you" (tvam) must be 
correctly understood in order to comprehend the mahavakya. 

37. B:rh. 4.3.23. 

38. Pr.S. 6.2. p.133, line 15f. Also, N.S. 2.83, 97. 

39. SaDkara uses the word "d:rsi" in the sense of awareness. Cf. , U. 1 .1 0. 
Also, 1.12.vs.6, 7, 9, '10-,-13, 15. 1.13.vs.8, 9, 1,14.vs.44, 49. 
1.15.vs.18. 1.17.vs.29, 35, 39. 1.18.vs.26, 83, 84, 97,202. 

40, "The mental modes which assume different forms are, indeed, pervaded 
at the beginning and end, and also in the middle, by the one 
undifferentiated consciousness which experiences none separate from 
it." R. Balasubramanian (ed, and trans.), The Taittir1yopani~~
bha~ya-vartika of Suresvara. Madras. Rev. ed, 1984. 2.123. Also, 2. 
94' 411 ' 666. 

41. V.P. p.12. I have followed the rendering by Mladhavananda here. S. 
Madhavananda (tran~), Vedanta-Paribha~a. Calcutta. 1942. Rev. 2nd ed. 
1972. p.13. 

42. l12,g. 

43. l12,g., p.8. 

44. ibid., p.115. 

45. D.V. Gokhale (ed.), Sr1 SaDkaracarya's Upadesasabasr1 with the gloss 
Padayojanika by Ramatirtha. Bombay. 1917. p.148f. 

46. Tai. 2. 1 • 1 • 

47. Ramatirtha's gloss, op-cit., p.150. 

48. The concept of "samanya" is a category in the system of Nyaya-Vaise~ika 
where it is divided into higher and lower with reference to its 
extensiveness. The highest samanya is existence (satta). Abhyankar 
utilizes the concept of samanya to the advantage of Advaita. Cf., 
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T. S. p. 5, 89f. 

49. B.s.s. 2.3.9. p.514, line 3f. BJ;h.S. 2.4.9. p.762, line 11f. 

50. P.D. 2.20. 

51. B.s.s. 1.3.1. p.206, line 4f. 

52. R.D. Karmarkar (ed. and trans.), Sribha~ya of Ramanuja. Part One. 
Poona. 1959. Para .50. p.93. 

53. Cf., Xnandagiri on Muq4aka 1,1 .9. S. Subrama~yasastri (ed.), 
Upani~adbha~yam. Vol 1. Varanasi. 1979. p.134. 

54. BJ;h.S. 3.8.12. p.832, line 13f. B.s.s. 2.1.14. p.382, line 2f; 
4.3.9. p.881, line 6f. 

55. B.s.s. 3.2.16. p.643, line 19. Also, B.S.S. 3.2.18. p.644, line 16. 
Ma.S. 3.33. p.222, line 9; 3.35. p.223, line Sf. BJ;h.S. 2.1.20. 
p.739, line Sf. U, 1.18.vs.50, 66. 

56. Ke, 1 .6. p.22. Sankara clearly states that the Self does not become 
known as an object, cf., BJ;h.S. 4,4.6, p.919, line 19f. U. 1 .14,vs. 
17; 1 .15 .vs .39. 

57. This view is put forward by the Bha~~a school of the PUrvamimamsa, 
cf., the Candrika of Jllanottama. M. Hiriyanna (ed.), The Nai~karmya
siddhi of Suresvara with the Candrika of Jllanottama. Poona. 4th ed. 
1980. p.66, line 20. 

58. ibid., 2.25. p.67. 

59. It appears that Abhyankar is following the Madhyandina recension. 

60. sadhyabhavahetvabhavayor vyaptir vyatirekavyapti~ (Nyayabodhini), 
T.S. p,41, line 14. 

61 • V.P. p.37. 

62. Sarvatantra, 0]2-Cit., p.153. 

63. Tai.S. 2.1 • p.283' line 8f. 

64. V.P. p.37. 

65. Sarvatantra, op-cit., p.235. 

66. Sallkara clearly indicates his acceptance of the apparent transformation 
of Brahman into the form of the world. Cf., B.S.S. 2.1 .14. p.380f, 
line 10f; 2.1 .27. p.400, line 6 and p.401, line Sf; 2.1 ,28, p.401f, 
line 15f. 

67. Ch. 6.2.1. Also, Tai.S. 2.1. p.283, line 27f. 

68. G.S. 13.14. p.205, line 1f. 

69. ibid., 2.16, p.14, line 22f. 

70. B.S. S. 3. 2. 21 • p. 646, line 1 Of. 



71. V,P. p.3, 5, 35, Tai.~. 2.1. p.2S3, line Sf. In B.S.~. 3.2.4. 
p,626, line 15, ~allkara mentions sublation as the criterion of 
falsity: vaitathyam badhyamanatvad ityabhipraya~ • 

72. V.P. p.5. B.S.~. 1 ,1,4, p.99, line 3f; 2,1 ,14, p.377, line 6. 

73. ~ri.B.Para,44.p.7S. 
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74, Communication by R. Thangaswami. Also,-cf,, R, Thangaswami, Advaita
Vedanta Literature. A Bibliographical Survey. Madras. 19SO. p.viii, 

75. ibid., p.xii. 

76, Communication by R. Thangaswami. 

77. B.S. (Bhamatr) 3.2.9. p.637, line 26f. 

7S. tattvam iti bimbasthaniyabrahmasvarupata pratibimbasthaniyasya 
jivasya upadi~yate. "The reality, i,e, the nature of Brahman which 
represents the original, is taught for the individual soul who 
represents the reflection." Paflcapadika, Cf., S. Ramasastrr ( ed.), 
Paflcapadika with two commentaries and Paflcapadikavivar~a with two 
commentaries. Madras Govt. Oriental Series CLV. p.127. 

79. P.C. Divanji (ed. and trans.) Siddhantabindu of Madhusudana with the 
commentary of Puru~ottama. Baroda, 1933. p.2S. 

SO. In B.S.~. 3.2.34. p.663, line 10f,, ~ankara employs illustrations 
of both reflection and limitation. 

S1. B.S.~. 1.2.20, p.1S6, line 9f. Also, B.S.~. 2.1.22. p.394, line 17f; 
3.2.34, p.663, line 10f; 3.2.35, p.663, line 17f. 

S2. Ch.~. 6,S,1. p.521, line 25f. 

S3. B.S.S. 2.3,46. p.557, line 10f; 3.2.20, p.645, line 13f. 

S4. B.S.~. 2.3.?0. p.561, line 2f. U. 1.1S,vs.43, 63, S7. 

S5. Ramasastrr, op-cit., p.130. 

S6. B.s. (Bhamati) 1.1 .3. p.57, line 23f., ( ••• anadyavidyopadhanalabdha
sarvasaktijflanasyapi paramatmana~ .•• ). 

S7. S,B, p.29. 

ss. ibid., p.26f. 

S9. The commentary Subodhini states that Ignorance is single. Cf,, 
G.A. Jacob (ed.), Vedantasara of Sadananda with the commentaries of 
M•siffihasarasvati and Ramatirtha. Varanasi. 6th ed. 1975. p.S, line 
26. 

90. However he also accepts that the Lord is the pure consciousness. Cf., 
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- 2.1 • 

-2 .1 • Then after three hundred years plus an additional seven, 

Ramanujacarya appeared in the era measured as 1049 [1127 of the Christian 

era]. Not tolerating the teaching of maya, his activity was towards the 

refutation of the teaching of maya. This was made evident, because having 

delineated in various places the view of the exponents of maya in works 

such as the Sribha~~ which he composed, he certainly showed his 

displeasure there. However the learned should clearly determine to what 

extent his effort was successful. 

Ramanujacarya was born in the village of Bhutapuri in the region 

known as Tricanapalli, of Kantimati and the Draviqa brahma~~ whose 

respected name was Ke~avabhatta and who was born in the lineage of 

Harita.1 The tradition about him is that he was an incarnation of Se~a. 2 

The tree of Vi~i~tadvaita teaching was made into an immediate 

cause throttgh the initial effort produced by the .Y:rtti [i.e. commentary] 

of Baudhayana. It sprouted into the commentary written by Dramiqacarya 

and the vartika composed by Tallkacarya. It blossomed into books such as 
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Siddhitraya prepared by Iamunacarya etc. and it bore fruit through 

the Vedarthasangraha etc. written by Ramanuja. 

In the Vedarthasangraha the meaning of the sacred texts has been 

ascertained by Ramanujacarya according to Vi~i~~advaita. Even so, 

thinking that the view of the people would be: "this teaching of 

Vi~i~~advaita is not in agreement with the author of the Brahmasutra", 

for the refutation of that [view] he composed the treatise Sribha~~ 

which took the form of an explanation of the Brahmasutra. In that 

[treatise] the Brahmasutras were explained according to the teaching of 

Vi~i~~advaita. It is well known that Ramanuja composed other works also, 

beginning with Vedantasara, Vedantadipa, a commentary upon the Gita, 

Nityaradhanavidhi and Srigadya. 

2.2 .. 

2 .. 2 .. Srimat Ramanujacarya, the exponent of Vi~i~~advaita, 

brought about a union of the three systems [Upani~ads, 

Bhagavadg1ta and Brahmasutra] without having recourse 

to maya. 3. 

2.3. 

Now, the teaching of Ramanuja is shown for easy understanding. 

In the sacred text, the statements pertaining to 

freedom from qualities are always meant for 
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discarding qualities that must be given up. The 

expressions relating to the possession of 

qualities have a clear meaning, because they 

communicate that Brahman possesses auspicious 

qualities. The sacred texts dealing with non-

duality refer to what is qualified: An 

expression of difference has its basis in a 

determined form. The view here belonging to 

Ramanuja has been placed upon the entire 

sacred texts. 4. 

comment 

Ramanuja, like Sallkara, considers that the role of the Vedic 

scripture is to reveal truths which cannot be known either through 

perception or perceptually based means of knowledge such as inference,3 

In his commentary upon Brahmasutra 1.1 .3., Ramanuja argues against the 

followers of Nyaya who maintain that the existence of God can be 

demonstrated through inference based upon consideration of the world 

as an effect. 4 In contrast to this, Ramanuja asserts that both the 

existence and nature of God are knowable only through scriptural 

testimony. 5 Reason cannot, of itself, generate conclusive proof in the 

domain of metaphysics6 and its legitimate function is supportive: to 

assist in elucidating scriptural purport and to demonstrate that the 

ascertained purport is alone logically possible. 

Ramanuja recognizes two basic categories of Upani~ad texts: those 

which teach a distinction between the individual soul and Brahman and 

passages which teach their unity.7 This contradiction strikes at the 

root of the validity of the Veda as a means of knowledge and 

consequently the mutual concord {samanvaya) of all the Upani~ad texts 

is a matter of fundamental importance, Ramanuja states that: "when there 

is contradiction between two equally valid texts, their scope must be 

discerned through non-contradiction."8 Ramanuja rejects Sallkara's 

method of interpretation,9 for he considers it ridiculous that the 

sacred texts should firstly teach that all plurality is connected to 

Brahman and then subsequently negate its own teaching.10 Ramanuja 

attempts to bring about the mutual concord of all the Upani~ad texts 

by interpreting them in accordance with passages which denote a 

qualified relation between the self and Brahman, analogous to the 
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relation between body and soul. 

The body-soul relation (sarirasariribhava) is the primary conceptual 

model for Ramanuja's interpretation of the Upani~ads. He relies 

particularly upon the section of the ~'hadara~yaka known as the 

Antaryamibrahma~~: 

He who dwelling in the earth is different from the 

earth ••• whose body is the earth, who being within 

controls the earth ••• He who dwelling in the self 

is different from the self ••• whose body is the 

self, who being within controls the self ••• • 11 

Ramanuja maintains that Brahman is the Self of the whole universe 

comprising all souls and matter and all sentient and insentient things 

arecthe modes of Brahman and constitute His body. Ramanuja defines this 

body-soul relation as: 

.•• the relation between the substratum and the 

dependent entity which is incapable of existing 

separately, the relation of controller and 

controlled and the relation of principal and 

subsidiary. 1 2 

With respect to this position, Ramanuja explains that there is no 

contradiction between passages which teach that Brahman is free from 

qualities (nirg~~) and passages expressing possession of qualities 

(sag~~). 13 He considers that nirg~~ statements mean only that Brahman 

is free from qualities which must be given up (heyag~~)14 and, on the 

basis of the analogy of body and soul, he argues that Brahman is untainted 

by the defects of the souls and matter just as the soul is untouched by 

the defects of the body,15 He holds that sag~~ passages should be 

accepted just as they are,1 6 Texts indicating non-duality are to be 

interpreted in a qualified sense because the individual souls and matter, 

which constitute the body of Brahman, possess the relationship of 

qualifying attributes (vise~~~~) to a substantive (vise~~). 1 7 Just as 

attributes inhere in their substantive and are incapable of being 

established independently of it, in the same manner, the souls and matter 

exist in Brahman as attributes to a substantive and they have no separate 

existence from Brahman. Passages signifying duality can be explained on 

the basis of the inherent distinction between body and soul. The souls 

and matter, as the body of Brahman, are essentially other than Brahman. 18 

When Ramanuja's opponent (purvapak~in) inquires whether Ramanuja 

holds the position of a dualist, non-dualist, or accepts both duality and 

non-duality simultaneously, he replies that all these views are valid 
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since they can all be found in the Veda. 19 Ramanuja then proceeds to 

bring them into mutual concord by showing their correspondence to a 

particular feature of the body-soul model. Non-difference is established 

because Brahman alone exists, having everything as His body. Difference 

is established since the Lord, souls and matter are mutually distinct 

in essence and in attributes. Difference and non-difference is also 

established because Brahman, though one, exists as many in so far as 

He has all things as His attributes, 

Thus we can see that Ramanuja seeks to explain all the Upani~ad 

texts on the basis of the analogy of body and soul, This analogy 

provides the fundamental model for the Visi~tadvaita conception of 

the relationship between the Lord, souls and matter: Brahman alone 

exists (advaita), but Brahman is qualified (visi~tasya) by all sentient 

and insentient things which are dependent upon Brahman and exist in an 

attributive relation to Brahman. 20 According to Ramanuja: 

In explaining identity through the relation of 
self and body, all the sacred texts are properly 
demonstrated. , , , 21 

2. 4. l:lllfCII~ ~ *l~i!l~~;ft ... q{t I ~ ~<{ ~ I Gl~;ffl<l~\-
,'1:rr.:r • ..A-. • .. ~ • ~ ~ 
.,,._,~ I·~ >~Itt~ I{T~mf.fi ~n1 'fl: 

iitf<N ~q_ ~ ~ I $.~~I ~~-
lTT ~'l'€14il: ~~l~"'·il~~~

...mn ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~: I Gft'l~<tlttt•ilttl'll
"'l'n I ~ ~ PIR<t~hgviU~ i.fl<!<tloillfiQI~ 'i "'~S
~<t·iiN~~: I ~~~ ('l'llii~I,.Gfi'IIS::'*j~ ~l!ll..,<tllltkl I ~~ 
~~ 'W~'hft ~ ~ f.Will 'i "l'filftr I iltrr 'i ~-·~; 
~t ~o<t£ ~:o ~: 'll~l"f\IHtfl <t'l'"IM ' ( ~o ~ I \9 I 
~ ) '~ :otWif.r MB'S\I~'l:;f\S"if\:o ~ :otl~"ltil'l•(((l <t'l<tM ' ( ~o ~ 1 
\9 I ~~) ~~~ ~ ~ '11\I'N: !Wt:' (;no ~~ I ~ ) 
'sniT'1'~"1'1NM1Jiiit:' ('io ~I ~ ~ ) ~ I or 'ifP.f "'~~~ :olii{T
fil'll" ~ 'l•((o<tl( I ~ filw:!"<t4M ~ f.mR: 'R1f m+'"l~ 
(~o ~~~~~) ~~' !J'Ifilqij;tqoqq~ ( ~o ~o ~ I ~ I ~) 
~t'l'lPHll•'4~~·tiil ( ~o ~o 11 I 11 I ~ ~ ) ~i~' 

~ ~~~ lllf ~~m:n: (!fro ~I? 1 ~ ) 

~ <fi((l<tf 'if ('l'lltit:::i(qt~f.IA~'<M<t ~ •i1~t'l~'ll<tt"ltfi>.n:i
trw:rr ~4tt::"'l~ I or~~~~ "l'filftr I ;:r <n ~'l 
ffi<('tqi!''"IT ~ I ~*i4'1i"<tr ~q~u~: I !ftllll'.'"~ ~'1t ~ I 

I 
I 

2.4. An object which is established by a means of knowledge is called 
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by the word "real". That reality is threefold, due to the distinction 

of the inert, the individual souls and the Lord. The inert is well known 

to be the entire world composed of the five elements and consisting of 

the physical body etc. That is indeed the means for experience. With 

regard to that (physical body etc.], the individual self is completely 

distinct in essence and in attributes and is the inner controller of 

that [body etc.]. That [individual self] is of three kinds: bound, freed 

and eternal [i.e. eternally freed]. The Lord is the inner controller of 

even the individual soul. This [Lord] is completely distinct with regard 

to the individual soul due to being free from all qualities which must 

be abandoned and on account of being absolutely auspicious. The Lord 

pervades the categories i.e. the individual souls and the inert things 

in all their conditions. Having become the inner controller of the inert 

objects and the individual souls, He is their ruler. Accordingly, there 

are the sacred texts: "He who dwelling in the earth is other than the 

earth ••• who being within controls the earth" (B:rh .3. 7.3.), "He who 

dwelling in the self is other than the self ••• who being within controls 

the self" (B:rh.3.7 .22.), "Narayava exists, having pervaded all that is 

within and without" (M.Na.13.5.), "The Lord of matter and of the souls, 

the Lord of the qualities" (Sv.6.16.). 

It should not be thought that this distinction between the 

individual soul and the Lord is brought about by a limiting adjunct. 

[reason] Because even in the state of liberation, the individual soul, 

who is free from the limiting adjunct consisting of all ignorance, is 

taught as being different with regard to the Lord in the sacred texts: 

"Then the one who knows, having shaken off good and evil and being 

without taint, attains the highest similarity" (Mu.3 .1 .3.), in the 

[Brahma] sutras: "And on account of the designation that it is to be 

approached by the released" (B.S.1 .3.2.) and in the Glta : "Having 
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resorted to this knowledge, they reach an equality of attributes with 

me" ( G.1 4.2.). [Comment upon words in the preceding quotations]: there 

is certainly no "similarity" (samyam) of oneself with oneself. Nor can 

oneself "be approached" (upas:r~) by oneself. "Muktopas:r~" means that 

it is to be approached by the liberated. Which is to say that it is to 

be gained by the liberated. 

2.5. 

2.5. Again, according to another mode, reality is twofold: substance 

and quality. The nature of a substance is being a material cause, or 

being the locus of qualities, or existing in another place with respect 

to its locus, or being the locus of the states of contraction and 

expansion. Substance is sixfold: the Lord, the individual soul, the 

"eternal manifestation", Knowledge, matter and time. 

comment 

With regard to the definition of substance (dravya), the statement 

"existing in another place with respect to its locus" means that a 

substance, unlike a quality, is able to be separated from its locus. 

For example, a book is a substance since it can exist separately from 

its locus such as a table. However the colour of the book cannot be 

separated from the book and hence it is a quality (~~~). 

The expression "according to another mode" refers to the exposition 

of Visi~~advaita as presented in the Yatindramatadipika. 22 Abhyankar 

follows this text closely in his description of the Visi~~advaita 

system. The fundamental schema of Visi~~advaita, as delineated in the 

Yatindramatadipika, is as follows: 
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Everything can be divided, firstly, into a twofold 

category: _means of knowledge and object of knowledge. 

means of knowledge (prama~~) 

1 .perception. 
2.inference. 
3,scripture. I 

object of knowledge (prameya) 

I 
l 

substance {dravya) non-substance (adravya) 

sattva, rajas, tamas, 

inert {~q~) 

1 .matter. 
2.time. 

external (parak) 

1 .nityavibhiiti i 
2.attributive-

consciousness. 

sound, touch, colour, taste, 
smell, conjunction and 
potentiality. 

internal (pratyak) 

1 .the soul. Three classes: bound, freed 
and eternally free. 

2. the Lord .• There are· five manifestations: 
Para, Vyliha, Vibhava, Antaryamin and 
Area. 

Abhyankar now proceeds to explain each of the six substances. 
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2.6. The Lord is the supreme Self, who can be denoted by the word 
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Brahman. He is the supporter of all and the agent of all. The group of 

four substances: the individual soul, the "eternal manifestationn, 

matter and time are the Lord's body. Moreover the group of three: the 

[Lord's] essential nature, Knowledge and body are certainly invariably 

concomitant with the Lord. 

The Lord exists in a fivefold way, due to the distinction of 

Para, VyUha, Vibhava, Antaryamin and Arcavatara. In regard to that 

[fivefold distinction], the Para dwells in Vaik~tha enjoying along with 

Sri and accompanied by the eternally [liberated] souls such as Ananta 

and Garuqa. This [Para] is indeed what is to be gained by the liberated. 

The Para himself, abiding for the purpose of worship in a fourfold 

manner due to the distinction of vasudeva, Sankar~a~a, Pradyumna and 

Aniruddha, is called the Vyliha. The activity of that [Vyliha] is indeed 

creating the world, assistance to the worshipper and protecting the 

transmigrating soul. 

In regard to that [VyUha], vasudeva is replete with the six 

qualities. The six qualities are: Knowledge, potency, strength, lordship, 

valour and splendour. What is called Knowledge is a particular quality 

which is self-effulgent and which illuminates all objects at all times. 

Potency is the state of being the material cause of the world, or the 

capacity for accomplishing the unaccomplished. Strength is the absence 

of fatigue arising out of being the cause of the world, or it is the 

capacity to support all things. Lordship is independent agentship, or 

the capacity to control all souls and inert things. Valour is the 
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absence of a change in essential nature, even though being the material 

cause of the world. Splendour is the absence of dependence upon an 

assistant, or it is the capacity to subdue another. Among Sallkar~a~a, 

Pradyumna and Aniruddha, there is an abundance of Knowledge and strength 

in Sallkar~a~a. There is an abundance of lordship and valour in Pradyumna 

and there is [abundance] of potency and splendour in Aniruddha. 

The Vibhava are the [ten incarnations] such as the fish and the 

tortoise. The Antaryamin abides in the region of the heart of every 

living being and can be contemplated in their own hearts by Yogis. This 

[Antaryamin], though existing with the individual soul, is not tainted 

by the defects belonging to the soul. The Arcavatara accepts for its 

body an object such as an image fashioned by a devotee, it is a 

particular image existing in temples etc., enduring all and depending 

upon the worshipper for baths etc. Among the four commencing with the 

Vyllha, only the Para exists with the possession of his potency at one 

place and the possession of his essential nature elsewhere. This 

"possessionH is the existing in completeness at one place and as a part 

elsewhere. 

comment 

Visi~tadvaita teaching incorporates aspects of the Pancaratra 

tradition. 23 In the body of texts known by that name, the Lord is 

described as manifesting in a fivefold way: (1) as the Supreme (Para) 

possessing a divine form and dwelling with srr, his sakti; (2) as his 

four emanations (Vyllha) i.e. vasudeva, Sallkar~a~a, Pradyumna and 

Aniruddha; (3) in the form of incarnations (Vibhava); (4) as the soul's 

inner controller (Antaryamin) and (5) as incarnate in images used for 
. ( - - ) 24 worsh1p Arcavatara • 

A distinctive feature of the Pancaratra system is its conception 

of a progressive emanation of the Para in the form of tbe Vyliha. The 

Vyllha is none other than the Para and possesses the same six qualities, 

though Sallkar~a~a, Pradyumna 

. l·t· 25 Th P . s1x qua 1 1es. e ara 1s 

and Aniruddha each highlight two of those 

called vasudeva at the time he is about 

to commence the creation of a new cosmic cycle. Saflkar~a~a originates 

from vasudeva and has the twofold function of revealing the scriptures 
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and the destruction of the world, Pradyumna is an emanation from 

Sallkar~a~a and possesses the dual function of revealing spiritual 

practice and also creation, Aniruddha proceeds from Pradyumna and has 

the two functions of bringing about the result of spiritual practice 

and the sustaining of the universe. 26 

The orthodoxy of the Paficaratra system has been vigorously upheld 

by Visi~tadvaita authors. 27 Ramanuja, however, makes only one reference 

to the Pancaratra, in his commentary on Brahmasutra 2,2.39-42 where he 

seeks to prove that its doctrines are not in conflict with the Veda.28 

Abhyankar's explanation of each of the six qualities accords with 

the traditional interpretations given in the ~~mi Tantra and the 

Visi~tadvaita text Tattvatraya, 29 

2.7. 

The attributes which determine the essential nature of the 

supreme Self are existence, Knowledge, bliss, purity etc, These persist 

in all meditations, That means these attributes form the object of 

devotional meditation in all the meditations, When the essential nature 

is determined by the attributes mentioned, attributes such as Knowledge, 

strength etc, are the distinguishing features of that [essential nature], 

Attributes such as excellence of disposition etc. are extensions of the 

attributes such as Knowledge etc. Attributes such as omniscience, 

omnipotence etc, are useful for the creation of the world, Affection, 

excellence of disposition, easiness of attajnrnent etc, are useful for 

providing refuge [to devotees], Worshippers resort to the supreme Self 

only having perceived [the qualities of] affection etc. Attributes such 

as compassion are useful for protecting the devotee,3° 
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comment 

Visiitadvaitins make a twofold distinction with regard to the 

Lord's attributes. Firstly, the attributes which constitute the essential 

nature (svarupa) of the Lord and secondly, all other attributes 

characterizing the nature (svabhava) of the Lord.31 

In Sribha~~ 3.3.13., Ramanuja delineates two categories of 

attributes. The essential nature of Brahman· is derived from the Upani~ad 

texts: "Brahman is real, Knowledge and limitless" (Tai.2.1.) and 

"Brahman is bliss" (Tai.3.6.). Ramanuja considers that these statements 

reveal the essence of Brahman's nature, In addition to these, Ramanuja 

specifies the additional attribute of purity (amalatva) and thus five 

attributes constitute the essential nature. 

According to Ramanuja, the distinction between the two categories 

is made on the basis that the attributes which make up the essential 

nature are inherently connected with the very idea of Brahman. Whereas 

the other attributes are not necessarily inherent to the conception of 

Brahman.32 For this reason, the essential attributes are included in 

all meditations. The other attributes, though in no sense separate from 

Brahman, are only emphasized through certain functions and relations 

such as omniscience with regard to the creation of the world and 

compassion etc. in relation to the devotee. 

2.8. 

2.8. 
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The individual soul is different in each body, the size of an 

atom, self-effulgent and eternal. Its agentship is dependent upon the 

Lord. That [soul] is of three types, due to the distinction of the 

bound, liberated and eternally [freed]. The transmigratory souls, 

beginning from the god Brahma down to a clump of grass, are bound. The 

souls which have relinquished their subtle bodies and dwell in Vaikuvtha 

due to their worship of the supreme Self are liberated. Their 

experience of Brahman is indeed endless, it has no final limit. 
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The group of eight qualities which have disappeared in the bound state 

become manifest in the liberated state. The group of eight qualities 

are the non-material sound, touch, form, taste, smell, potency, 

Knowledge and bliss. The eternally [liberated] souls are Ananta, Garu4a, 

Vi~vaksena etc. 

comment 

In the following verse, Yamunacarya presents six defining 

characteristics of the individual soul: 

The self is different from the body, sense organs, 
mind, vital breath and intellect. It does not 
require another means [for its manifestation]. It 
is eternal, all pervasive, different in each 
body and blissful by nature.33 

(1) The author of the Yatindramatadipika seeks to demonstrate the 

essential distinction of the self from the body etc through the 

discrimination of subject and object, similar to the method employed 

by the Advaitin, He considers that the body cannot be the self because 

the statement such as "my body" reveals a relationship of possessor 

and possessed. In a similar manner, the statement "I see with the eye" 

indicates difference between the subject and object since there is a 

knower, known relation between the self and the attribute of seeing. 

Similarly, the cognition "I know by the mind" denotes a distinction 

between the self and its instrument of knowledge. So too, the 

expression "my vital breath" reveals a relation of subject and object 

through the inherent difference of possessor and possessed. Even the 

statement "I know" distinguishes the self from its attribute, 

awareness. 

(2) Not requiring another means for its manifestation means that 

the soul is by nature self-effulgent, for consciousness is its intrinsic 

attribute.34 The soul is inherently a knowing subject possessing 

agentship. 35 However, as Abhyankar points out, the soul's agentship is 

dependent upon the Lord. This means that the soul exercises free will 

over all actions only because the Lord, who is the inner-controller, 

permits freedom of action to the sou1. 36 

(3) The soul is eternal, for the scriptures reveal that it is 

without birth (aja) and constant (nitya).37 

(4) The soul is all pervasive by means of its attributive 

consciousness (dharmabhiita.jnana). However, in essence the soul is the 

size of an atom (~~~) 38 and it enters into the body of a god, humMl 

being or animal on account of its connection with beginningless karma. 39 
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"(5) Though all souls share the same nature,40 they are different 

in each body. 41 Their uniqueness, however, is so subtle that it cannot 

be expressed and can only be known by the soul itself. 42 

(6) The soul is by nature blissful43 and pure,44 The sorrows of 

transmigratory existence are brought about due to the soul's connection 

with karma. 45 

In addition, Ramanuja specifies another important characteristic 

of the soul i.e. its utter dependence upon the Lord who is the Self of 

the soul, its inner controller and sustainer. 46 

2.9. 

What is known as the "eternal manifestation" (nityavibhiiti) is 

a particular location which is self-effulgent and composed of pure 

sattva. This pure sattva is of the nature of a substance, it is distinct 

from the quality sattva and is the locus of the quality sattva, This 

particular location means it is limited in the lower regions but it is 

without limitation in the higher regions. This is the place of 

enjoyment for the supreme Self, the liberated and the eternally 

[liberated] souls. 

comment 

The "eternal manifestation" (nityavibhiiti) is considered to be a 

special substance (see comment to 2.5.) which is by nature self-effulgent 

(svayamprakasa). Its effulgence, like that of consciousness, is only 

for the sake of someone else i.e. the Lord and the souls, 47 Nityavibhiiti 

is composed of pure sattva (suddhasattva) which means sattva free from 

any contact with rajas or tamas and hence it is bereft of any 

" f t" 48 1.mper ec 1on. 

The Lord utilizes this substance nityavibhiiti in order to provide 

a location, objects and means of enjoyment for Himself, the liberated 

and the eternally liberated souls. 49 His divine form, the bodies of the 

two classes of liberated souls and the celestial abodes such as Vaikw;t~ha 

are all made from nityavibhiiti,50 
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2,10. Knowledge means awareness. That means it illumines the object. 

That [Knowledge] always possesses an object, it is self-effulgent and 

all pervasive. This [Knowledge], while remaining a substance, also has 

the nature of a quality. Because its operation is necessarily as one 

or the other for the individual soul and the Lord. For example the 

effulgence of a light, though it is a substance, is a quality of the 

light. It is like that. 

However the Knowledge which is the essential nature of the 

individual soul and the Lord is different from this. That is solely a 

substance, not a quality. Because the individual soul and the Lord are 

solely substances. In that regard, just as: "a light shines only for 

itself, the effulgence is for itself and for another", so too, the 

Knowledge which is the essential nature of the individual soul and the 

Lord shines only for itself. 

However the Knowledge which is a quality shines for itself and 

for another. The Knowledge which is a quality is always fully manifest 
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'for the Lord and the eternally [liberated] souls and is never concealed. 

Whereas for the bound souls it is partially manifest. But following the 

gain of liberation it becomes entirely manifest, like manhood in the 

state of youth. That [attributive Knowledge] is certainly eternal. But 

an expression such as: "Knowledge has been produced, Knowledge has 

vanished" can be justified by accepting that there is a state of 

contraction and expansion for Knowledge. At the time of perception of 

an object such as a pot, this Knowledge which is located in the 

individual self does out by means of the sense organ and comes into 

immediate contact with the object such as pot. Because this Knowledge, 

even though a quality of the self, is accepted as a substance, the 

motion elsewhere from its own locus and the possession of the activity of 

going out etc. is not contradicted. That has been told by Yamunacarya 

Knowledge can be both a substance aod a quality. 

Because a mental modification exists elsewhere 

than its locus and has conjunction with the locus. 51 

comment 

According to Visi~~advaita, the meaning of the word "I" (ahamartha) 

directly denotes the self which is revealed by the first person in 

statements such as "I know" etc.52 The self has awareness as its 

nature (cidrupa)53 which means that it possesses self-effulgence 

(svayamprakasata).5 4 Ramanuja, following Iamuna, defines self-effulgence 

as: "illuminating solely through its own existence for its own locus" _55 
This means that the self is manifest to itself through its own being 

independent of any factor.5 6 Though the self intrinsically possesses 

consciousness it is not mere consciousness as the Advaitins maintain. 

For Visi~~advaitins, the self is an eternal, self-effulgent, knowing 

subject. 

While the self is always manifest to itself as "I", it is only 

revealed in relation to objects through the presence of its attributive 

consciousness (dharmabhuta.ji'iana). This is an intrinsic attribute of 

self who is its witness. 57 Ramanuja and Yamuna define consciousness 

"the manifesting of an object t.hrough its own existence for its own 

locus 11 .58 This statement differs from the above definition regarding 

the 

as 



the self-effulgent nature of the self because in the latter the self 

only illumines itself for itself. Attributive consciousness, however, 

manifests the object to the self. 

The attributive consciousness is by nature all pervasive when it 
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is unobstructed by the effects of karma. 59 In the case of the Lord, the 

liberated and the eternally liberated souls,it is all pervasive, whereas 

for the bound souls it is in a contracted state. All mental states: 

happiness, sadness, memory etc. are particular modes of attributive 

consciousness. 60 According to Visi~tadvaita, attributive consciousness 

is both a quality and a substance. 61 It is a quality because it 

depends upon the self which is independently existent. 62.Yet it is 

also a substance because it can go beyond its substrate. 63 Ramanuja 

seeks to illustrate this through the example of a light and its quality 

of effulgence. 6.4 The light's effulgence is dependent upon the substance 

light, yet the effulgence is a substance in its own right because it 

can leave its locus in illumining objects and since it possesses the 

quality of colour.6 5 Analogous to this, Ramanuja considers that the 

self, like the light, is self-effulgent and, just as the light manifests 

objects through its effulgence, so too, the attributive consciousness 

manifests objects to the self. 

It may be useful to briefly contrast the fundamental distinction 

between the Advaita and the Visi~tadvaita concept of self. In the view 

of Advaita, 66 the empirical self, denoted by the word "I", is composed 

of two aspects: an objective portion (~~madartha) containing any 

predicative conception of "I" as "such and such11
• The remaining portion 

is the pure subject (anidamamsa), awareness, which is the essential 

Self. In Visi~tadvaita, the conception of the self is just the reverse. 

The inner self is the knower who is directly expressed by the word "I". 

Awareness is external (parak) to the "I" and exists in an attributive 

relation, qualifying the self. Visi~tadvaita does not admit the 

Advaitins pure consciousness. The self is the empirical "I" who 

possesses attributive consciousness as an intrinsic quality. 

The Visi~tadvaita conception of the self will be critically 

examined in the following chapter • 
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2.11. The primary material possesses a group of three qualities in the 

form of sattva, rajas and tamas. It is eternal and consists of twenty

four principles. This [primary material] is designated by the word 

"maya" because it brings about the manifold creation. So too, it is 

designated by the word "avidya" since it obstructs knowledge and by the 

word "ak~ara" because it is eternal. This is indeed the primary material 

for the whole world. 

The twenty-four principles are: prak'~' ~. ahallkara, manas, 

the five organs of knowledge, the five organs of action, the five 

subtle elements and the five gross elements. In respect of the primary 

material composed of the three qualities, the state of being on the 

verge of becoming the effect because of the inequilibrium of the 

qualities, which is dependent upon the will of the Lord, is expressed 

by the word "avyakta". The principle known as mahat is produced from 
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that ayyakta. The principle mahat is a technical name for the genus 

intellect. That [mahat] is threefold: possessed of sattva, rajas and 

tamas. The ahallkara is produced from the principle mahat. This 

[ahallkara] produces the false presumption that the body is the self 

etc. This is also threefold, due to the distinction of possessing sattva, 

rajas and tamas. The eleven organs: the group of six organs of knowledge 

and the group of five organs of action are produced from the ahallkara 

possessed of sattva assisted by the ahallkara possesses of rajas. 

The organs of knowledge are sixfold, due to the distinction of 

mind, the sense of hearing, sight, smell, taste and touch. Among these 

six, the mind is the internal organ. The five beginning with the sense 

of hearing are external organs. In respect of that [i.e. the organs of 

knowledge], the mind is the cause of volition, memory etc. and it is 

the instrumental cause for the activity of the external senses among 

the sense objects. This mind is indeed the cause of bondage when in the 

state of attachment to sense objects like sound etc. But when it 

becomes attached to the object in the form of the self, having 

relinquished the [attachment to] external objects such as sound etc., 

then that very [mind] is the cause for liberation. The five organs 

known as the sense of hearing, sight, smell, taste and touch apprehend 

respectively sound, form, smell, taste and touch. The organ of touch 

and the organ of sight are suitable even in apprehending substances. The 

five great elements beginning with space are, respectively, the supporters 

of the five sense organs known as the ear, skin, eye, tongue and nose. 

The sense organs, having dependence on the body, are like jewels upon 

an ornament. 

The five organs of action are: the organ of speech, hands, feet, 

anus and organ of generation. These respectively produce the effects 

consisting of speaking, taking, walking, evacuation and pleasure. 

The five great elements are known as: space, air, fire, water 
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and earth. These same elements, existing in a subtle state prior [to 

the effect], are called by the word "tanmatra": sound-tanmatra, touch-

tanmatra, form-tanmatra, taste-tanmatra and smell-tanmatra. Like the 

transformation of milk through an embryonic stage prior to the state 

of being curd.67 

comment 

The Visi~}advaita description of prakrti follows the model given 

in the Sallkhyakarika.68 They differ, however, in some respects: 

according to Visi~}advaita, ~tti is the locus of sattva, rajas and 

tamas whereas in Sallkhya they constitute the very substance itself.69 

In Visi~}advaita, prakt!i does not extend into the divine regions which 

are composed of nityavibhuti, pure sattva. Also, for Visi~tadvaitins, 

the evolution of prakrti depends upon the will of the Lord whereas in 

Sallkhya it is an independent principle. 

2.12 •. 
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There is more than one teachin~ about the origination of the 

elements and the tanmatras. In regard.to that, one [view] is that the 

five tanmatras are produced from the ahadkara possessed of tamas and 

the five elements are produced from them [the tanmatras i.e. the subtle 
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elements] in due order. A second [view] is that the sound-tanmatra is 

produced from the ahadkara possessed of tamas • Space originates from 

the sound-tanmatra. Touch-tanmatra is produced from space. Air 

originates from touch-tanmatra. Form-tanmatra is produced from air. 

Fire originates from form-tanmatra. Taste tanmatra is produced from 

fire. Water originates from taste-tanmatra. Smell-tanmatra is produced 

from water. Earth originates from smell-tanmatra. A third [view] is 

that sound-tanmatra is produced from the ahadkara possessed of tamas. 

Both space and touch-tanmatra are produced from sound-tanmatra. 

Similarly, air and form-tanmatra are produced from touch-tanmatra. Fire 

and taste-tanmatra are produced from form-tanmatra, Water and smell-

tanmatra are produced from taste-tanmatra. Earth is produced from 

smell-tanmatra. 

Among the five elements beginning with space, there is a 

preponderance for each one successively of the five qualities beginning 

with sound. So [the quality] sound is in space. Sound and touch are in 

air. Sound, touch and form are in fire. Sound, touch, form and taste 

are in water. Sound, touch, form, taste and smell are in earth. Here, 

there is certainly a distinction of the five qualities beginning with 

sound from the sound etc which are the essential nature of the five 

tanmatras: sound-tanmatra, touch-tanmatra etc. It should not be 

mistaken that there is no distinction because of identity in name. 

What is known as the origination of the effects beginning with 

mahat is only the cause changing into another state, not the 

commencement of a new effect like it is for the Naiyayikas. The 

procedure for the fivefold division and combination of the five great 

elements should be understood as before (see 1.37. and comment). 
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2.13. Time is a particular substance which is inert and all pervasive. 

It is of two types: divided and undivided. The divided time consists 

of nime~~. ka~tha, kala, muhurta etc.and it is non-eterna1. 70 This 

[divided time] is the cause of the designation "simultaneous", 

"quickly" etc. and it is the cause of the designation "past" etc. The 

undivided time, however, is eternal. The Lord, in the supreme location, 

the world of Vaik~tha, brings about the creation etc.while being 

dependent upon time. Because the origination of the class of each 

modification is certainly restricted to a particular time in the manner 

that: "the appearance of flowers is only in the spring." The Lord 

produces all effects only in accordance with the limitation of time 

which He has willed. This alone is the independence of time here [in 

respect of the creation]. Whereas in Vaik~tha, though time exists 

there on account of being all pervasive, it is certainly dependent 

upon the Lord's will and in no way has independence. For there is the 

declaration: "time is certainly not the Lord there." For this reason, 

the Lord at all times creates everything there [in Vaik~tha] 

spontaneously. 
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·2.14. Among these six substances that have been mentioned: the Lord, 

the individual soul, the "eternal manifestation", Knowledge, primary 

matter and time; the group of four beginning with the Lord are not 

inert. The pair: primary matter and time, are inert. The pair: the Lord 

and the individual soul, are said to be "internal". The pair: the 

11 eternal manifestationn and Knowledge, are said to be If external". 

The nature of being internal means illumining for oneself. The nature 

of being external means illumining only for another. 

comment 

This statement summarizes the preceding discussion of substance 

(dravya). The nature of "illumining for oneself" and "illumining only 

for another" has been mentioned in the comment to 2.10., in respect 

of the nature of the self and its attributive consciousness. 

The author now explains the Visi~tadvaita category of non

substance (adravya). 

·2.15. The qualities are tenfold, due to the distinction of sattva, 

rajas, tamas, sound, touch, colour, taste, smell, conjunction and 

potentiality. The group of three qualities: sattva, rajas and tamas, 

are not perceptible to the senses and are to be inferred through their 

respective effects, The quality sattva produces the illumination [of 

objects], happiness, lightness etc, in its locus. That sattva is of 

two types: pure and mixed. Pure [sattva] is untouched by rajas and 
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tamas. It is located in two types of substance: it exists in the world 

of Vaik~tha and in the supreme Lord on account of His connection with 

the world of Vaik~~ha. Mixed [sattva] is in contact with rajas and 

tamas. This is also located in two types of substance: it is located 

in the primary material which is composed of the three qualities and in 

the individual soul on account of its connection with the primary 

matter. The group of three qualities beginning with sattva which have 

just been mentioned are certainly distinct from sattva etc. which 

constitute the essence of the primary matter. The quality rajas produces 

desire, greed and activity etc. in its locus. The quality tamas produces 

delusion, carelessness and inactivity etc. in its locus. The two types 

of qualities: rajas and tamas, exist in the primary matter and in the 

individual soul on account of its connection with that [primary matter]. 

The quality sattva is in the form of correct knowledge, it is 

the cause of happiness etc. and it bestows liberation. The quality rajas 

is in the form of desire etc., it is the cause of attachment to action, 

sorrow etc. and it bestows heaven etc. The quality tamas is in the form 

of ignorance, it is the cause of laziness etc. and it bestows hell.71 

2.16. 

2.16. Sound is able to be apprehended by the faculty of hearing and 

it exists in the five elements. Touch can only be apprehended by the 

sense of touch and it exists in earth, water, fire and air. Colour can 

only be apprehended by the faculty of sight and it exists in earth, 
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water and fire. Taste can be apprehended by the sense of taste and it 

exists in earth and water, Smell can be apprehended by the sense of 

72 smell and it exists only in earth. 

This group of eight: sattva, rajas and tamas and sound, touch 

form, taste and smell is each twofold: as the material cause of the five 

great elements and not as being their material cause, The first can be 

expressed by the word "substance" and is included only among the 

substances. In that regard, sattva, rajas and tamas are indeed the parts 

of the primary material. Whereas the group of five commencing with sound 

is a modification of the primary matter, it is included within the 

twenty-four principles and can be expressed by the word "tanmatra", 

However the last is located in the five great elements and has been 

told here as expressible by the word "quality". 

comment 

Abhyankar makes the additional specification that the eight 

qualities beginning with sattva are not only the qualities of prak,ti 

but are also constitutive of the substance itself, 

2.17. 

2,17, Conjunction is the cause of knowledge as conjoined [i.e, knowledge 

that this or that are conjoined], It is a universal quality existing in 

the six substances, Its condition does not pervade [the whole substance] 

and it is non-eternal. There is certainly conjunction even for all 

pervasive [substances], because there is nothing which invalidates it.73 

comment 

Conjunction {samyoga) is a temporary connection between two 

things which can exist separately, It does not pervade the whole 

substance {avyapyav,tti) which means that the conjunction is only 

between the parts which are in contact, For example a book can be in 

conjunction with the table, but it is only in contact with a part 
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of the table. Nyaya-Vaise~ika does not accept conjunction between all 

pervasive substances, whereas the Visi~tadvaitins accept it.74 

Conjunction is different from the other Nyaya-Vaise~ika category 

of relation called "inherence" (samavaya).75 In the former, the relation 

is between two substances and is temporary (anitya) whereas samavaya 

is an eternal relation (nityasambandha)76 which pervades the whole 

entity. Samavaya exists in these five relations: the product and its 

parts, a quality and its possessor, motion and the possessor of the 

movement, the individual and its class character and particularity and 

an eternal substance.77 Samavaya is eternal in the sense that it 

cannot be produced or destroyed without the production or the destruction 

of the whole entity.78 

·2.18. Potentiality brings about the causality on the part of all 

causes. Potentiality is also a universal quality existing in the six 

substances. This [potentiality] is non-eternal and can be inferred 

through its effect.79 

comment 

Potentiality (sakti) is a principle which brings about causal 

efficacy. The Mimamsakas seek to prove its existence through postulation: 

even though there is no defective nature in the cause, in the presence 

of an obstructing factor it does not produce its effect and this can 

only be explained by assuming that a potentiality exists in all causes.80 

-2.19. 
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[objection] How are there only ten qualities? Because there 

exists the quality known as Knowledge, which is located in the 
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substances in the form of the individual soul and the Lord, and which 

is other than those [ten]. 

[reply] No, because this Knowledge has already been mentioned 

in the enumeration of substances. Since that [Knowledge] is the locus 

of the states of contraction and expansion, therefore its nature as a 

substance has been very clearly demonstrated. There is the apprehension 

as a quality because that [Knowledge], though existing as a substance, 

is located in the individual soul and the Lord and because its nature 

is always dependent upon another. In the same manner, the apprehension 

as a quality should be understood [for light] since light, though it 

is a substance being included within the substance fire, has a nature 

which is always dependent upon another fire other than itself. 

2.20. 
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The group of four: the individual soul, the "eternal manifestation", 

primary matter and time are the body of the Lord. For there is the 

sacred text, such as: "whose body is the self" (B:rh. 3.7.22.), "whose 

body is the earth" (B:rh. 3.7.3.). The one who has a body is the self 

of that body. Indeed the two words "self" and "body" signify the 

possession of a relation like the words master and servant : the 

self's body, the body's self. [The etymology of the word] self (atma) 

is "it goes" (atati) in the sense that "it pervades" (vyapnoti). What 
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is pervaded by a thing is the body of that, Indeed the entire world, 

together with the individual soul, is pervaded by the Lord in the form 

of the inner controller. But there is no other thing which, having 

become the inner controller, pervades that [Lord]. Therefore the Lord 

is called by the word "supreme Self", There is no such supremacy in 

regard to the individual soul, for the Lord is the inner controller 

of the individual soul. The Lord is solely the self and does not exist 

as the body of anyone. Whereas the individual soul is the body of the 

Lord and is the self of the inert matter, The inert matter, however, 

is only a body and does not exist as the self of anyone. 

comment 

As mentioned, the body-soul analogy between the souls, matter and 

the Lord forms the dominant model in Ramanuja's teaching, See comment 

to 2.3, Also, cf. Ramanuja's defence of this model in Sribha~~ 2.1 .9. 

·2 .21 • 

. 2.21 • Even though there is a common designation observed in the world 

on account of the identity of the body and the embodied, in the manner 

that: "I am a man", "I am white 11
, "I am fat" etc., nonetheless, that 

designation is only figurative. Because the self, which has a close 

connection to the body, is in reality different with regard to the body, 

The body of the supreme Self, in the form of the individual 
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soul, belongs to the same class [as the Lord] on account of being 

sentient and in the form of the inert material it belongs to a 

different class on account of being insentient. So a difference is 

established in the supreme Self because of what belongs to the same 

class and because of what belongs to a different class. Accordingly, 

there is the sacred text: "the one God rules over the perishable and 

the self" (Sv.1.1 0.). Here, because the inert matter and the individual 

soul, which can be expressed by the words "perishable" and "self", 

are taught as being controlled and because the supreme Self, who can 

be expressed by the word "God", is taught as their controller, the 

difference of the supreme Self from these two is very clear. The 

author of the sutras has also told the difference between the individual 

soul and the Lord: "But [Brahman] is additional, on account of the 

declaration of difference" (B.S.2.1.22.) etc. 

So too, the group of six qualities: Knowledge, potency, strength, 

lordship, valour and splendour are not included within the essential 

nature of the supreme Self but are located in the supreme Self, thus the 

supreme Self is certainly different from that [group of six qualities] 

also. So a difference is established in the supreme Self from what belongs 

to itself. Accordingly, a threefold difference in the form of difference 

belonging to one's own class, difference belonging to another class and 

difference belonging to oneself is established in the supreme Self. 

2.22. 

" . 'RllfciFJf <r~lFFf 

~0\[f<:'Jil3: ' ' 
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2.22. [objection] According to this manner [of explanation] the sacred 

text: "He desired, 'let me be many, let me be born' 11 (Tai.2.6.1.) is 

contradicted, Because there, the resolve of the supreme Self is seen: 

I will become many. But it is not that having indicated something other 

than Himself, that [other thing] would become many. Also, the absence 

of difference of the world from the supreme Self is established by the 

rule concerning the non-difference of cause and effect. But upon the 

acceptance of the difference which has been mentioned, the contradiction 

with this sacred text is clear, 

[reply] True. The resolve for becoming many: "let me become 

many" is certainly not directly, but by means of the body. Thus that 

resolve refers to the manner of becoming many: for what abides in a 

single form, having as its body the subtle sentient and insentient 

things which are incapable of division into name and form, and [then] 

having as its body the sentient and insentient things which have 

become divided into name and form. Through accepting the purport of the 

sacred text, thus there is no contradiction. 

comment 

According to Vi;i~~advaita, Brahman is eternally qualified by 

individual souls (jiva) and primary matter (prak,ti) which have a 

dependent existence upon Brahman as attributes to a substantive or as 

a body to a self. 

At the time of periodic cosmic dissolution (pralaya) the souls and 

primary matter remain in a subtle, almost undifferentiated condition in 

Brahman. Brahman exists in the state of being the cause (kara~avastha) 

when He is qualified in this manner, At the time of creation, Brahman 

does not transform Himself into the world nor does He undergo any 

essential change. Brahman causes the ever existent primary matter to 

evolve from its subtle condition into the physical world and He causes 

the bound souls to assume appropriate bodies in accordance with their 

karma, Brahman exists in the state of being the effect (karyavastha) 

when qualified by souls and matter in their manifest condition.81 

This view avoids the difficulty inherent in Brahman directly 

becoming the material cause of the world. For if that were the case, 
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Brahman would be subject to change and the unwelcome consequence of 

non-eternity. However the Upani~ad text such as: "let me become many" 

(Tai.2.6.1 .) reveals that Brahman is both the efficient and the 

material cause and the task for Ramanuja is to reconcile the 

immutability of Brahman with the teaching that the efficient and the 

material cause are not distinct. He seeks to do this through the 

explanation that Brahman is the efficient cause when qualified by souls 

and matter in their subtle condition and Brahman is also the material 

cause when qualified by souls and matter in a manifest condition. Thus 

one unchanging Brahman exists in two states, both as cause and as the 

effect or material cause, depending upon whether He is qualified by 

His attributes, souls and matter, in their subtle or gross state. This 

teaching is summarized in the Yatindramatadipika : 

2.23. 

The traditional teaching of the Visi~tadvaita Vedantins 
is that Brahman is the cause [of the world] being 
qualified by the sentient and insentient in their 
subtle state and Brahman is the effect being qualified 
by the sentient and insentient in their gross state. 
Thus the effect is non-different from the cause.82 
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2.23. [objection] Difference is negated in the sacred text: "When he 

makes just the smallest difference in this, then there is fear for him" 

(Tai.2.7.1 .). Because the meaning of that is: he who thinks there is 

even a slight difference in this Brahman, there is fear for him. 

[reply] No. For there is ignorance of the meaning of the 

sacred text. Because there, the word 11 antara 11 expresses an interval. The 

meaning is: there is fear when there is an interval, a break, in the 

worship of Brahman. This meaning has been ascertained due to the 
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augmenting by the saying of the great sage: 

When vasudeva is not contemplated upon for 

a short time, or even for an instant, that 

is a loss, that is a great defect, that is 

error and that is an altered condition. 

comment 

Ramanuja interprets this Taittiriya text in this manner in Sri

bha~~ 1.1 .1. Para.51 .p.99. 

2.24. Non-duality cannot be established even by the sacred text: 

"one alone, without a second" (Ch.6.2.1.). Because there, an efficient 

cause of the world other than Brahman is negated by the word "one". The 

state of multiplicity which belongs to the effect could be imagined in 

Brahman, the cause, in accordance with the effect. The word "alone" 

is for the removal of that [wrong supposition]. A material cause of 

the world other than Brahman is negated by this: "without a second", 

comment 

In Sribha~ 1.1.1. Para.49.p.91., 1 .1.2. Para.86.p.197., and in 

Vedarthasangraha Para,16.p.80., Para.33.p.90., Ramanuja interprets "one 

alone" as referring to the material cause and "without a second" as 

denoting the absence of another efficient cause. 
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2.25. This is the meaning of the sacred text: "there is no diversity 

whatsoever here" (B:.;h.4.4.19.). There is no such thing whatsoever 

which is different from Brahman, for which Brahman is not the cause 

and also the inner controller. But the negation of the world, which 

is the effect of Brahman, is not taught because causality in respect 

of the world has been taught in the sacred text itself. Also, the 

sacred texts: "where there is duality, as it were ••• " (B:.;h.2.4.14.), 

"He who sees diversity, as it were, here ••• " (B:r;h.4.4.19.) etc. are to 

be construed in just the same manner. 

comment 

Ramanuja maintains that throughout all the sacred texts: "no 

word is seen anywhere expressing a negation of the fact that Brahman 

possesses distinction".83 Accordingly, he interprets Brh.4.4.19. as 

denying any diversity which does not have Brahman as its Self.84 

2.26. 

. 2.26. Because this supreme Self is the locus of the causality in 
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respect of the world and of the attributes such as omniscience which 

are applicable for causality, therefore, He certainly possesses 

distinction. Distinctions such as "reality" have been taught even in 

the sacred text: "Brahman is real, Knowledge, limitless" (Tai.2.1.1.). 

To explain. In the sentence "real, Knowledge ••• ", the words beginning 

with "realu are seen to have grammatical apposition, just as here: 

"Devadatta has an umbrella, ear-rings and clothes". Grammatical 

apposition is the use of words, which have different reasons for their 

employment, in respect of one and the same object. So Brahman is 

established as possessing distinction because attributes such as reality, 

which are the reason for the use of the words "real" etc., are not able 

to be denied as belonging to Brahman. This is correct. 

Brahman being the cause of the world is established without any 

contention in sacred texts such as: "from which these beings are born" 

(Tai.3.1.1 .). Accordingly, a special capacity applicable for producing 

the effect in the form of the world must necessarily be acknowledged 

there [in the cause, Brahman]. Because in the world, a potter and a 

weaver etc. who produce the effects such as pots and cloth are seen to 

possess the special capacity applicable for the production of the 

respective effects. So Brahman too is inferred to have a special 

capacity through which He is the material cause of the creation by 

means of a body in the form of the subtle sentient and insentient 

things. And through which [special capacity] He creates for people in 

the state of dream, for a mere instant, objects such as elephants 

which can be experienced only by the respective person and which last 

for a particular time. Thus the supreme Self has been established as 

possessing distinction. 

comment 

Ramanuja cites the following definition of grammatical apposition 

( samanadhikara~)' it is: "the application of words' having different 

reasons for their use, to one and the same object".85 For example in 
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the sentence: "Devadatta (Devadattal;l) has an umbrella ( chatri), ear

rings (k11114all) and clothes {vasasvi)", Devadatta is the one 

substantive qualified by three.words employed adjectivally, each 

denoting a particular distinguishing attribute which is the reason 

for its usage (pravrttinimitta). According to Ramanuja, the function 

of words placed in grammatical apposition is to show that an 

independent substantive exists in a qualified manner, possessing the 

distinguishing features expressed by the other words which share the 

same case relation as the substantive and hence qualify it adjectivally.86 

Ramanuja interprets the sentence: "Brahman is real, Knowledge, 

limitless" (Tai.2,1.1,) in the same manner as the sentence referring 

to Devadatta is to be understood i.e. Brahman is the independent 

substantive who possesses the attributes of reality, Knowledge and 

limitlessness, According to Visi~tadvaita, Brahman must possess the 

above attributes since they are the reason for the usage of the words 
11 real 11 etc. 

Ramanuja considers that the sentence: "Brahman is real, Knowledge, 

limitless" constitutes a definition of Brahman and so serves to 

distinguish Brahman from all other things,87 The word "real" signifies 

that Brahman possesses unconditioned existence and this distinguishes 

Brahman from change, inert matter and the souls which are connected 

with matter, The word "Knowledge" denotes that Brahman has the nature 

of uncontracted awareness. This distinguishes Brahman from the 

liberated souls whose attributive consciousness (dharmabhutajnana) is 

sometimes in a contracted state., The word "limitlessn communicates 

that Brahman is free from any limitation: relating to space, time, or 

b . t 88 
0 J8C S • 

The Advaita interpretation of this passage, together with a more 

detailed discussion of grammatical apposition, will be presented in the 

following chapter. 

As Abhyankar mentions, according to Visi~tadvaita the Lord is the 

creator of dream events: 

in dream, the Lord creates, in accord with the merit 
or demerit of living beings, objects of a special nature 
which can be experienced only by the respective person 
and which last for a certain time,89 
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2.27. That supreme Self certainly possesses qualities, He is not 

free from qualities. Because causality in respect of the world is all 

the more impossible in that which is free from qualities. Some 

qualities are connected with the cognition of the essential nature. 

For instance bliss, existence, etc. which are taught in sacred texts 

such as: "Brahman is bliss" (Tai.3.6.), "Brahman is existence, 

Knowledge, limitless" (Tai.2.1 .) • Because these [qualities] are 

applicable in the very ascertainment of the essential nature of 

Brahman. For what is indeed being distinguished by qualities such as 
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bliss etc. is Brahman, and therefore those [qualities] are included in 

the essential nature of Brahman. For this reason, these are recognised 

at the very time of the cognition of the essential nature of the 

object [i.e. Brahman]. Just as in the world when some person is seen, 

at that very time the qualities of being small, being tall etc. are 

recognised as belonging to that person. Because these are included in 

the essential nature, they persist in all meditations. 

Whereas qualities such as compassion, even though they never 

deviate from the supreme Self, still because they are not included in 
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the essential nature they do not persist in all meditations, However 

they are certainly to be conceived where they are mentioned. Even the 

group of six qualities: Knowledge, potency, strength, lordship, valour 

and splendour are, just like compassion etc., not included in the 

essential nature of Brahman. However they are eternally connected to 

Brahman. At no time does Brahman remain without connection to those 

(qualities] and they do not remain even an instant without connection 

to Brahman. 

Whereas qualities belonging to Brahman such as joy being the 

head90 are not eternally connected to Brahman but are imagined in a 

particular meditation. Those too are to be conceived in that very 

meditation where they are mentioned. Wbere no particular qualities are 

specified in a meditation, the qualities included in the essential 

nature of Brahman are certainly to be conceived in that [meditation] 

as well, Thus in all meditations Brahman is to be found only as 

possessing qualities. 

2.28, 

2 .28. The sacred text: "free from qualities" (Cii.7.2.) is to be 

thought of in connection with the meaning: free from qualities which 

are to be given up. The qualities which are to be given up are sin, 

old age, death, sorrow, hunger, thirst etc. For this reason, those 

[qualities] have been specifically negated in the Chandogya: "free 

from sin, free from old age" (Ch.8.1,5.). And subsequent to that, 

auspicious qualities are told: "whose desire is true, whose resolve is 
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true" (Ch.8.1.5.). Indeed this sacred text: "whose desire is true" 

is contradicted if there is the negation of all qualities. Therefore 

in accordance with that [sacred text], the only meaning which can be 

accepted for the sacred text: "free from qualities" is: free from the 

qualities which are to be given up. 

comment 

See comment to 2.3. 

2.29. 

2-.29. 
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Knowledge is also only a quality of the self. It should not be 

said: if Knowledge is a quality of the self, then there is contradiction 

with the sacred text: "a mass of consciousness" (Bl;"h.2.4.12.). 

[reason] Because there, the Knowledge which is the essential nature 

of the supreme Self is being specified. The Knowledge which is the 

essential nature of the self is accepted by us as being different 

from the Knowledge which is a quality of the self. Consciousness is 

recognized as identical with Brahman in the sacred texts such as: 

11 a mass of consciousnesstt (B:rh.2 .4.12.), "Brahman is consciousness 
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and bliss" (Brh,3.9.28,). The difference of consciousness from Brahman 

is recognized in the sacred texts such as: "by what, my dear, can one 

know the knower?" (B:rh.2.4,14,), "this Being indeed knows". The 

acceptance of two types of Knowledge is certainly more correct for the 

establishment of the two types of sacred texts. The sacred text is 

explained in a twofold manner even in regard to bliss, on account of 

this: "bliss is Brahman" (Tai.3.6,1,) and "the bliss of Brahman" (Tai. 

2,8.4,). This is because bliss is not different from Knowledge. For a 

pleasing state of consciousness is said by the word "bliss", 

The self is not established as a knower according to the view 

of those who do not accept Knowledge which is a quality as being 

different from Knowledge which is the essential nature of the self, 

For knowership means just being the locus of the quality of Knowledge. 

Knowership has certainly been established in the sacred texts, such as: 

"by what, my dear, can one know the knower?" (BJ;h.2,4,14.), "for the 

knower's function of knowing is not lost" (BJ;h.4.3.30,), "this is 

indeed the seer" (Pr.4.9.). It has been told by the author of the 

slitras also: "For this very reason, [the soul] is a knower" (B .s .2 .3 .19.). 

A knower ( .ji'laJ:t) means that "one knows" {janati), which means being the 

locus of Knowledge. 

comment 

When Brahman is defined as "consciousness and bliss" (B:rh.3.9.28.), 

these are not two different attributes, Brahman has consciousness as 

His essence and that consciousness is of the nature of bliss.91 Since 

consciousness is both the essential nature of Brahman and His attribute, 

bliss is also the essence and the attribute of Brahman. See Sribha~~ 

1.1.1. Para,51.p.97. 

The statement that the knower is "the locus of the quality of 

Knowledge" indicates that the self, though a knower by nature, is free 

from change, All modifications are through the knower's attributive 

consciousness. See Sribha~~ 1.1 .1. Para.40.p.69f. 
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2.-30. The supreme Self is certainly an object of knowledge. Because 

there is nothing to invalidate it. The supreme Self being of the nature 

of Knowledge or being a knower is not at variance with being knowable. 

Because the individual self, the "I", who is of the nature of Knowledge 

and a knower, has the experience of being an object of mental 

perception. By observing the signs of motion etc. in. a body, people 

infer an individual soul who is its inner controller. So the nature of 

being an object of inference cannot be avoided. Thus nothing 

invalidating is seen in regard to the supreme Self being an object of 

His own perception and in being the object of perception and inference 

belonging to the liberated souls and those whose liberation is eternally 

accomplished. Moreover, if the supreme Self is not an object of 

knowledge, why would the sacred text have commenced to teach about the 

supreme Self in the Upani~ads? Because there is an even greater 

impossibility of being understood through the scripture. 

2.31 • 
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2.31. It should not be said that if the supreme Self is an object of 

knowledge, there is contradiction with the sacred text: "That which one 

does not think with the mind" (Ke .1 .6.) because there would be the 

necessity of being understood by the mind. [reason] Because there is 

no contradiction on account of the acceptance of the purport of the 

sacred text by supplying [the word] "entirely" in the sacred text: 

"That which i.e. Brahman, one does not think in its entirety with the 

mind". For this reason, the injunction about the knowledge which has 

Brahman as its object: "know that alone to be Brahman" (Ke.1 .6.) is 

correct. 

Also, the statement that Brahman is inconceivable: "This one is 

unmanifest, unthinkable ••• " (G.2.25.), "This one is unmanifest, ageless, 

unthinkable, unborn, changeless" (Vi~.P.6.5.66.) etc. should be 

understood as intending inconceivability in its entirety. 

It should not be said that upon the acceptance that the supreme 

Self is an object of knowledge, there would be the result that the 

supreme Self is inert, on account of the inference: the supreme Self 

is inert. Because of being an object of knowledge, like a pot. [reason] 

Because the reason i.e. being an object of knowledge, is not the 

determining factor. For some favourable logic based upon the relation 

of cause and effect or upon the relation of universal and particular etc. 

is not observed in the formation of the invariable concomitance: 

whatever is an object of knowledge is inert. 

comment 

Passages such as Ke.1 .6. are to be interpreted in the manner that 

Brahman is unable to be comprehended in His entirety by the mind. The 

word "entirely" (sakalyena) is used by Rati.garamanuja in his commentary 

upon this verse in the Kenopani~ad. 92 

The formation of a rule of invariable concomitance requires a 
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~necessary relationship between the factors concerned. For example in the 

case of fire and smoke there is the relation of cause and effect. But 

there is no cause-effect relation between being an object of knowledge 

and being inert, Nor can the reason in the syllogism be established on 

the basis of universal {samanya) and particular {vise~~) as for example 

between the universal "humanity" and the particular of being an 

individual member of the human race, so that one could formulate the 

rule: without the universal there is no particular, 

2.32. 

2.32. 
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That supreme Self is eternally unchangeable. Unchangeable is 

said to be: always existing in the very same form. 

[objection] The established position is that the supreme Self 

is indeed the material cause and the efficient cause of the world. 

The nature of being a material cause is possible only for a substance 

capable of modification like clay etc. Hence if the supreme Self 

possesses modification, how is it unchangeable? 

[reply] No. The supreme Self is not directly the material 

cause of the world, but by means of a body. The subtle body of the 

supreme Self, which can be expressed by the word "primary material" 

{pradhana), transforms into the form of the physical world. So 

therefore the essential nature of the supreme Self, who is the inner 

controller of the body, has no loss of its unchangeable nature even 

though the subtle body of the supreme Self undergoes transformation 

into a physical form. But there is no fault even though the supreme 
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Self who is qualified by a body possesses modification in the manner 

described. 

2.33. 

2.33. The teaching of identity of the individual souls and the inert 

objects with Brahman through sacred texts such as: "you are That" 

(Ch.6.8.7 .) and "all this which is, is this Self" (B.-h.2.4.6.) is only 

figurative, being based upon the relation of a body and its possessor, 

but it is not a fact. A statement of non-duality is to be thought of 

as having the intended meaning: the supreme Self who is qualified by 

a body is one alone. The purport is that there is no such thing 

different from Brahman which is not the body of Brahman. This very 

non-duality of what is qualified (Visi~tadvaita) is called the non-

duality of the possessor of modes. Because the boundless individual 

souls and inert objects are the modes of Brahman and even though they 

are manifold and even though they are different from Brahman, Brahman 

who is the possessor of the modes and qualified by them is one. 

This is the intended meaning of the expression: "the identity 
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of individual souls". The individual souls are, in reality, mutually 

different. However the expression "the identity of individual souls" 

is because even though they are different they belong to the same 

class in having Knowledge as their essential nature. Identity means 

similarity. Just as here: "that and this grain of rice are indeed 

identical", "that herb and this herb are indeed identical" here also 

[in regard to individual souls] the word "identical" has the meaning of 

"similar". This is certainly the purport of even the expression: "the 

non-duality of souls". Because even though the souls are mutually 

different, the mode to which they belong is identical. This is said 

to be the non-duality of the modes. 

The statements which reject the difference among individual 

souls do not reject the real difference belonging to the soul. However 

the difference based upon the difference of bodies has been imposed 

upon the souls and has the form: "this is a man 11 , "this is an animal", 

[the statements rejecting difference] should be understood as rejecting 

that [imposed difference]. 

2-.34. The diversity of happiness and sadness etc. is logically 

possible only because the individual soul is different in each body. 



Moreover, if there is one individual soul, an object experienced by 

Devadatta would be recollected by Yajfiadatta also. If there is no 

recollection [by Yajfiadatta] because of the loss of the mental 

impression, then there should be no recollection for Devadatta also. 

If [it is objected] the mental impression belonging to Devadatta is 

not lost, [it is replied] in the view that there is one individual 

soul it is not possible to say: "the mental impression of one person 

is lost and for another it is not lost". 

Furthermore, if there is one individual soul, the distinction 

that someone is bound, someone is freed, someone is a student and 

someone is a teacher is not established. And the inequality of 

creation with the difference of gods, men, animals etc. is not 
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logically possible. But it is not that the creation is unequal because 

of the difference of karma, because in the view that there is one 

individual soul the rule is not possible that: "this is the karma of 

one person and not of another person"- In the same manner, even the 

difference of internal organs [i.e. minds] is not the determining 

factor for the inequality of happiness and sadness etc., because in 

the view that there is one individual soul even this rule is not 

possible: "this internal organ is only for one person and not for 

another". Moreover, the minuteness of the individual soul will be told. 

So the connection with endless bodies is all the more impossible for 

one minute individual soul. The difference of individual souls is 

proved by inference also: the self of Devadatta is different from the 

self of Yajfiadatta. Because of the absence of recognition of the 

happiness etc. experienced by Yajfiadatta. 

2 • .35. 
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2.35. It was said that the supreme Self has Knowledge as His quality. 

That Knowledge is not of the nature of mere existence. For mere 

existence is mere 11 is-ness". And in the knowledge: nthe pot is 11 etc., 

the "is-ness" of that [pot] is an object just like the pot etc. The 

distinction between subject and object is certainly well known in 

the world. For nobody believes that an object such as a pot is of 

the nature of Knowledge. Accordingly, the difference of Knowledge, 

the subject, from the object in the form of "is-ness" must necessarily 

be accepted. 

comment 

The Advaitin maintains that pure awareness is identical to pure 

existence and constitutes the nature of Brahman. The Visi~~advaitin, 

however, considers that there is neither pure awareness nor pure 

existence.93 Awareness is always in relation to a knowing subject 

and refers to some object. Since "is-ness" too is an object of 

awareness it cannot be identical to awareness. 

2.36. The physical world and the subtle world which is the cause of 

that [physical world] always constitute the body of the supreme 

Self. It has been mentioned that the supreme Self is the material 
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cause of the world, though only by means of a subtle body, not 

directly. Directly, however, the material cause of the world is only 

the subtle world which is the body of the supreme Self and which 

consists of primary matter etc, The primary matter etc. changes only 

because of the connection with what is sentient, in the form of the 

inner controller, not independently. The primary matter is composed 

of the three qualities and even though it can be expressed by the 

words 11 avidyB: 11 and "maya" it is not indeterminable. Because the two 

words ttavidya" and nmayan are not employed in the manner of being 

indeterminable in regard to an object in the form of the primary 

matter, But the reason for their usage was certainly mentioned 

previously (2.11;), Therefore, though the world is a modification of 

the primary matter, this is certainly real and the falsity of the 

world, as being an appearanc·e, should not be imagined. Furthermore, 

because this world which is a modification of primary matter cannot 

be sublated even by the opinion of a person who has knowledge, its 

falsity is no way logically possible. 

2.37. 

2,37, This teaching of modification is understood from the sutra: 

"On account of modification" (B .S .1 ,4.27,) to be the accepted view of 

the author of the Brahmasutra, Because that sutra was composed for the 

removal of the doubt: it is not logically possible that the supreme 

Brahman, who is by nature free from all defects and who consists 
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solely of unsurpassed knowledge and bliss, becomes manifold in the 

form of the manifest world which is the location of endless wrong 

human endeavours and hence the sacred text which makes known the 

resolve to become many: "He desired, 1 let me become many, let me be 

born 1 11 ( Tai.2.6.) is contradicted. The purport of the siitra is that 

Brahman, who has an extremely subtle body in the state of cosmic 

dissolution, resolves: "I shall have as a body the manifest world 

consisting of the material sentient and insentient entities, just as 

before" and He transforms Himself into a material form by means of a 

body. Thus the supreme Self does not have even a whiff of wrong human 

endeavour. 

2 .38. 

2 .38. [objection] If the manifest world is real, the cognition of 

that [world as real] is not an error and there would be no destruction 

of that [cognition] by the knowledge of reality. 

[reply] That is the desirable conclusion. However the knowledge 

of reality is not without use. Since an error that the body is the 

self and the error of independence etc. exists, therefore that 



163 

[knowledge of reality] is necessary for the purpose of removing 

that [error] and for the purpose of the ascertainment of the essential 

nature of the self. To explain. Although the body has connection with 

the self, since it is not the self the cognition of selfhood there 

in the form: HI am a manu, "I am a god 11 is certainly an error. This 

is said to be the error that the body is the self. For the error 

that the body is the self is the cognition of selfhood in the body 

which is not the self. However the cognition of being a body in 

regard to the self which is not the body is not the error that the 

body is the self. Because in regard to the individual self, the nature 

of being the body of the supreme Self certainly exists as a reality. 

Rather, that [i.e. seeing oneself as the body of tbe supreme Self] is 

certainly necessary since it is included in the knowledge of reality. 

For due to that, the error of independence is removed in respect of 

the individual soul. The agentship of various actions on the part of 

the individual soul is certainly dependent upon the supreme Self who 

has entered within that [soul]. 

For the sacred texts and the tradition teach very clearly that 

the supreme Self, after entering within the individual soul, does 

the controlling of that [soul]: "the ruler who has entered within" 

(Tai.X.3.11.2.), "He who dwells in the self" (Brh.3.7.22.), "I am 

seated in the heart of all" (G.15.15.), "Arjuna, the Lord dwells in 

the heart of all beings" (G.18.61 ,,) • This is certainly the accepted 

view of the author of the sutras as well, who composed the sutra: 

"But that [agentship] is from the Highest, on account of the sacred 

text" (B.S.2.3.40.). 

2.39. 
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2.39. Even the modification which continually occurs for inert 

objects such as milk is certainly dependent upon the Lord who is the 
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inner-controller. The modification of the body is twofold, One occurs 

for the living body due to the difference of stages such as childhood 

etc, The other occurs for that same body after death, This 

[modification], though of two types, is certainly dependent upon the 

Lord. Even though the first occurs due to the connection with the 

individual soul, it is not dependent upon the individual soul. Because 

such modification is an object of the Lord's will only due to the 

connection with the individual soul, An individual soul or an inert 

object has no independence at all distinct from the supreme Self. 

When the error that the body is the self and the error of 

independence has been removed by the knowledge of reality a person 

engages in the adoration etc, of the Lord who is independent, not 

otherwise. So only the error that the body is the self etc. is able 

to be removed by the knowledge of reality. But the reality of the 

manifest world is not able to be removed. Because the entire manifest 

world, which is a modification of the primary matter, is real, 
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·2.40. Even the silver which is perceived in a pearl-oyster is 

recognized as certainly real, Because cognition of what is not real 

is impossible. Otherwise, why is it that silver alone is recognized 

in the pearl-oyster and not a pot or a cloth etc,? It is not possible 

that; "silver is recognized on account of similarity". Because the 

similarity of the pearl-oyster to silver would produce the recollection 

of silver by means of recalling to memory the mental impression of 

silver, But it would not produce the perception of silver. 

However the existence of silver in the pearl-oyster is in this 

manner: because all the five elements such as earth exist ev~rywhere 

[i.e. in each other] due to their fivefold combination, therefore 

silver, which is fire, exists partially in earth which is in the form 

of the pearl-oyster, Moreover according to the method which has been 

told: "whatever possesses a part of a substance is similar to i t" 94 the 

existence of itself partially in a thing similar to it is unavoidable. 

The existence even of a snake etc. perceived upon a rope etc. is to 

be understood in just the same manner. However the expression: "the 

cognition of silver etc. in a pearl-oyster etc. is error" is because 

the portion of silver is minute with regard to the portion of pearl-

oyster. But it is not because the silver, even partially, does not 

exist. 
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2.41. Even the redness perceived in a crystal situated close to a 

red flower is certainly real. Just as the real sensation of heat 

belonging to the substance fire which has entered into water appears 

in the water, due to the inherence in what is conjoined, so that: 

"the water is hot", in just the same manner, the real redness existing 

in the lustre of a red flower which is in contact with a crystal 

appears in the crystal so that: "the crystal is red". This does not 

result in the unreality of the object. Though the lustre of the red 

flower is diffused in all directions, because the crystal is a 

transparent substance it is clearly perceived there alone and not 

elsewhere. 

Even the yellow colour perceived in the cognition: "the conch 

shell is yellow" is certainly real. That [yellow colour] belongs to 

the substance bile. [The perception of the yellow conch shell is] 

because the rays of the eyes, which are connected to the substance 

bile located within the eyes of the person seeing, have conjunction 

with the conch shell. 

Even the objects such as elephants and horses etc. seen in 

dream are certainly real, as they are produced by the Lord. Although 

those objects are experienced only by the person who sees them and not 

by others and in that same way are destroyed in an instant, still there 
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is no defect because the Lord, who has inconceivable power, possesses 

the capacity to produce such objects, 

Even the face perceived in a mirror is certainly real, Because 

the rays of the eyes which have struck the mirror are reversed from 

it and are connected with one's own face. Thus there is the 

apprehension,i.e. the cognition, everywhere of an object which is 

certainly real. There is nowhere cognition of the unreal, This is 

indeed designated as: "the apprehension of the real." 

comment 

The Visi~"(;advaita tradition upholds the view that: "all cognition 

is true to its object."95 This means all knowledge is intrinsically 

valid since it always has, as its object, something which really 

exists. Such a position is called: "the apprehension of the real" 

(satkhyati) or "the apprehension of the object as it is" 

(yatharthakhyati).96 

If all cognition is true to its object, the possibility of 

error would seem to be precluded. Ramanuja, however, does not deny 

the fact of perceptual error for he considers that: "the existence 

[of one thing] in another manner must be accepted."9.7 His use of the 

expression "in another manner" (anyatha) suggests that Ramanuja's 

position is in accord with the Naiyayika explanation of error as: 

"the apprehension in another manner" (anyathakhyati). However the 

similarity is only in so far as Ramanuja agrees with the Naiyayikas' 

that one thing, such as a pearl-oyster, can appear in another manner 

in the form of a piece of silver. He accepts anyathakhyati to this 

extent, but he does not consider that the object of error, such as the 

silver, is something illusory. In accordance with satkhyati, Ramanuja 

maintains that all, even erroneous, cognition has a real entity for 

its object. 

On account of the threefold combination of the elements described 

in Chandogya 6.3.3. or the fivefold combination enumerated in 

Taittiriya 2.1. (see text 1.37), each element contains lesser portions 

of the other elements. When a pearl-oyster is seen as silver, the 

perception is true because real silver is perceived. This is because 

minute portions of silver, which are of the nature of the element fire 

or light (tejas), actually exist in the pearl-oyster which is of the 

nature of the element earth. Due to an ocular defect the predominant 

shell portion is not recognised and only the minute silver is seen. 
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Thus there is error in so far as the pearl-oyster is apprehended as 

silver, however the cognition of silver is not illusory since it is 

real silver that is perceived. In the case of the erroneous perception 

of two moons, Ramanuja explains that the visual apparatus of the eye 

becomes divided through such causes as cataract or by pressure of the 

finger upon the eye. One apparatus apprehends the moon in its own 

location. The other moves at a tangent and apprehends a place near the 

moon and also the moon disassociated from its actual location. 

Because there is a real division of the visual apparatus, there is a 

real twofold apprehension and on account of the reality of the two 

apprehensions the double aspect of the object, the moon, is also 

real. 9'8 While there is error because the moon appears double, the 

second moon is not illusory because it is the real moon which is 

being cognized. 

Although Ramanuja accepts that objects appear in a different 

manner, he does not make an ontological distinction between a valid 

and an erroneous cognition.99 The object perceived in each case is 

real. Visi~~advaitins, however, explain that knowledge is valid when 

it is: "in accord with practical life as it really is."
100

Thus while 

all knowledge is true since it has a real object, valid knowledge 

must accord with the ordinary relations of life. 
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-2.42. Because the manifest world is certainly real, therefore the 

scripture too, which is included within that [world] is real. The 

knowledge produced by that [scripture] is called "true knowledge". 

Because otherwise even the knowledge which is produced from an unreal 

scripture is unreal and thus that it [the scripture] is a means for 

liberation would be difficult to demonstrate. For there is no 

satisfaction through sweets which are [merely] hoped for, nor is an 

action such as bathing accomplished with mirage water. 
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2.43. 

2.43. Thus everywhere, the cognition which arises about an existing 

object is produced by the group of three means of knowledge. The group 

of three means of knowledge are: perception, inference and verbal 

testimony. In regard to these, perception is the instrument of valid 

knowledge which causes direct apprehension. Valid knowledge is the 

knowledge which is in accord with practical life as it really is. 

There is the exclusion of inference etc. by distinguishing valid 

[perceptual] knowledge as: "causing direct apprehension" .. Because 

in the case of inference etc., valid knowledge does not cause direct 

apprehension. The sense organ is the instrument of valid knowledge in 

regard to the perceptual knowledge of a pot etc. which is in contact 

with the sense organ. That is indeed the means of knowledge through 

perception. The knowledge produced by that is called "perception". 

It is figurative that Knowledge, which is eternal, can be 

produced by a sense organ. Just as the birth of an eternal soul is 

figurative on account of its connection with a body, so too, the 

production of Knowledge is figurative when its expansion occurs due 

to the connection with a sense object. 

comment 

The definition of valid knowledge (prama) as: "knowledge which 

is in accord with practical life as it really is" can be found in the 

Yatindramatadipika, Para.7.p.5. This is the definition given by 

Vedanta Desika in his work: Nyayaparisuddhi.101 
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2.44. 

2.44. Perception is twofold, due to the distinction between being 

indeterminate and being determinate. The knowledge of an object 

distinguished by its qualities, configuration etc., which occurs 

firstly, is indeterminate. The configuration is the particular 

arrangement of the component parts. For example, when a cow is first 

seen there is the knowledge: "this is a cow". Because here, even 

though there is knowledge of the object cow, distinguished by cowness 

which has the form of a particular arrangement of the component 

parts, the persisting form of cowness is not recognized in the manner 

that: "this cowness is common to another individual cow". Therefore, 

because a determination in the manner of a persisting form is not 

perceived here, it is called "indeterminate". Whereas the knowledge of 

a second (cow] etc. is "determinate". Because there [in determinate 

perception], cowness is known as having a persisting form so that 

[one knows]: nthe cowness which is in this manner is conunon to 

another individual cow". 

However the definition of indeterminate told by the Naiyayikas 
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is not correct: "indeterminate knowledge does not apprehend an 

attribute, substantive, or a relation [between attribute and substantive], 

it is bereft of the connection with name, class etc.". Because such 

a type of knowledge does not exist anywhere. The perception of a mere 

class or a mere individual is not possible, because a class, in the 

form of the configuration, and an individual, are to be known through 

the same causal apparatus. 

The self is united with the mind. The mind is united with the 

sense organ. The sense organ is united with the object. From that, 

there is perceptual knowledge. Perception never takes place without 

the connection between the sense organ and the object. Because, as a 

rule, the sense organs bring about the illumination of attainable 

objects. The connection between the sense organ and the object is 

twofold: conjunction and dependence upon what is conjoined [with the 

sense organ]. In regard to those, the connection between the sense 

organ and an object in regard to the perception of a substance is 

"conjunctionn. Whereas in regard to the perception of qualities etc. 

located in the substance, [the connection] has the form of "dependence 

upon what is conjoined". Because qualities etc. depend upon a 

substance which is conjoined with the sense organ. 

comment 

Ramanuja's explanation of indeterminate (nirvikalpaka) and 

determinate (savikalpaka) perception follows that of the Mimamsa school 

of Prabhakara.102 The first instant when an object is perceived is said 

to.be "indeterminate". At that time, the specific features of the 

object and its generic character are perceived, however the generic 

character is not recognized as common to all other individuals of the 

same class. The perception of another cow at a later time is 

called "determinate" because there is the recognition that the generic 

character i.e. the 11 cowness 11 of the cow perceived firstly, is common 

to all cows. 

Indeterminate perception does not apprehend the mere generic 

character, or as the Naiyayikas and Bhatta Mimamsakas maintain, the 

mere individual (vyakti) possessing specific features and a generic 



character which has not yet been discriminated.103 Prabhakara and 

Ramanuja maintain that all cognition apprehends the individual 

qualified by the relation with the specific features and the generic 

character. 
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According to Ramanuja, the generic character (jati) is nothing 

but the configuration (samsthana) of the object.104 The configuration 

is "the particular arrangement of the component parts". For example 

the generic character of cowness is the configuration common to all 

cows such as having a certain type of dewlap and other common features. 

2.45. 

2.45. Again, according to another mode, perception is twofold: 

ancient and recent. The first occurs for the eternal souls [i.e. the 

eternally liberated souls], the liberated souls and the Lord. Whereas 

the "recent 11 occurs for people such as us who are in dependence upon 

the sense organs. However the "recent" which is not dependent upon the 

sense organs is twofold: self-accomplished and divine. "Self-accomplished" 

is for Yogis, whereas the "divine" is for the Lord's devotees and is 

produced through the grace of the Lord. 

The knowledge produced by a sentence such as: "you are the 

tenth", "you are That" (Ch.6.8.7.) etc. is only verbal knowledge, not 

perception. Because that [knowledge] cannot be produced from 

the cause which has been told, as it is being produced from the 

respective words. 

comment 

Sallkara considers that verbal testimony can produce the immediate 

(aparok~~) knowledge of Brahman free from distinction (see comment to 1. 

48. and 1.53.). Ramanuja disagrees and argues that a sentence cannot 
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denote anything free from distinction since it consists of a number of 

words, each of which conveys a particular meaning. See Sribha~~ 1.1 .1. 

Para.28.p.46. 

2.46. Inferential knowledge is the knowledge of the pervader from the 

knowledge of the pervaded as being pervaded. Inference is the means 

for that [inferential knowledge]. Here [in the inference]: "the hill 

is possessed of fire, because of smoke", because the smoke existing 

on the hill is remembered as being pervaded by fire in the manner: 

"smoke is pervaded by fire", the knowledge of fire which is the 

pervader of that [smoke) arises. That is indeed inferential knowledge. 

The means for that is the knowledge of the invariable concomitance of 

smoke with fire and the knowledge of [smoke) existing in the subject 

[i.e. on the hill]. That is indeed inference. 

When, after the knowledge of the invariable concomitance and the 

attribute [i.e. the existence of smoke) on the subject [the hill], the 
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inferential knowledge arises, no requirement whatsoever is seen for 

the subsumptive reflection of the sign in the form of the knowledge of 

the attribute existing in the subject qualified by invariable concomitance, 

which is accepted by the Naiyayikas in between [(a) the knowledge of 

concomitance and the knowledge of the attribute in the subject and (b) 

inferential knowledge]. Because subsumptive reflection is not the 

determining factor since the sequence relates to the apprehension: firstly 

there is the perception of smoke on the hill, then there is the knowledge 

that smoke is pervaded by fire and subsequently there is inferential 

knowledge. 

Invariable concomitance is the invariable relation in the manner: 

where there is smoke there is fire. That [concomitance] is twofold due to 

the distinction between co-presence and co-absence. Pervasion of co

presence is the invariable concomitance which occurs by the affirmation 

of what is to be proved upon the affirmation of the ground [i.e. the 

reason]. For instance: whatever has smoke has fire. Pervasion of co

absence is the invariable concomitance which occurs by the negation of 

the ground upon the negation of what is to be proved. For instance: 

what has no fire has no smoke. So because two types of invariable con

concomitance exist, smoke is a reason which possesses co-presence and 

co-absence. 

Some types of reason have only co-presence. For instance: Brahman 

can be expressed by a word, because it is a thing, like a pot. Here, 

any illustration of the pervasion of co-absence : what cannot be 

expressed by a word is also not an object, is impossible. 

A reason which has only co-absence is not seen anywhere. Because 

in a case such as: the earth possesses smell on account of being earth, 

there is no possibility of pervasion in co-absence since what is to be 

proved i.e. the possession of smell, is not known anywhere else and so the 

invariable concomitance of its absence is difficult to be apprehended. 
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conmient 

The technicalities of inference are explained in Athalye's Ed, of 

Tarkasailgraha. Also, cf. Kuppuswami Sastri, A Primer of Indian Logic, 

2.47. Inference is of two types due to the distinction of being for 

oneself and being for another person. With regard to those two, the 

Naiyayikas [consider] that a sentence communicating an inference, in 

respect of inference for another person, is endowed with five members: 

the proposition, reason, illustration, application and conclusion. Those 

members can be understood from the books of the logicians. The Mimamsakas 

teach three members: the proposition, reason and illustration, The 

Buddhists teach two members: the illustration and the application. In 

reality, however, there is no rule about the number of members. Because 

people of slow intellect require five members, For people of sharp 

intellect, [the inference] is accomplished by only three members. 

Whereas for people of sharper intellect, by only two members. 

2.48. 
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2.48. Verbal knowledge is knowledge whose meaning is produced from 
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a sentence different from what is uttered by an untrustworthy person. 105 

The means for that [knowledge] is a word having the form of that type 

of sentence. The Veda is not uttered by a trustworthy person since it 

is not composed by the Lord, because it has no personal origin. 

Therefore having not said: uttered by a trustworthy person, it was 

said: different from what is uttered by an untrustworthy person. The 

Veda is not uttered by an untrustworthy person, therefore it is 

certainly a means of knowledge. 

Manusm>ii• Bharata etc. are a means of knowledge on account of 

being different from what is uttered by an untrustworthy person, for 

they are uttered by trustworthy persons such as Manu etc. In regard 

to those texts, the whole Veda is the means of knowledge. Because 

invalidity is known from the defect of the agent or from the validity 

of a sublating knowledge. There is no possibility of a defect on the 

part of the agent because the Veda has no agent as it is eternal. Nor 

is there a sublating knowledge anywhere which is a means of knowledge 

for a meaning which has been taught by the Veda. The traditions etc. 

which teach a meaning contrary to the Veda have no validity in that 

portion. However there is certainly validity in the other portion. 

The scripture known as the Sri Paficaratra has validity in its 

entirety because there is no contradiction to the Veda anywhere. There 

is not even the possibility of a defect of the agent in it, on 

account of the expression: "Naraya!ja himself is the teacher of the 

entire Paficariitra". Hence it has been told in the Varii:hapural).!!-_: 
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In the want of the Veda mantras, those people 

will gain Me who act according to the practice 

communicated by the Pancaratra. 

2.49. 

2.49. The prior part of the Veda teaches about ritual action. The 

latter part teaches about Brahman. The prior section teaches the action 

of worshiping. The latter section teaches about the object of worship. 

In the prior part there is an investigation of action. In regard to 

that, there is a sutra work of Jaimini consisting of twelve chapters. In 

the latter part there is the investigation about Brahman. In regard to 

that, there is a sutra work of Vyasa consisting of four chapters. Both 

investigations being united, there is a single scripture. Because even 

in both places, only dharma is being taught. For dbarma is the supra-

mundane means of liberation. That [dharma] taught by the prior part is 

action etc. which has the nature of something to be accomplished. 

Whereas the dharma taught by the latter part is of the nature of Brahman 

which is already an existing fact [not to be accomplished] • 
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2.50. A sentence is of two types: scriptural and secular. This 

[sentence], of both types, communicates its meaning through a primary 

or secondary denotation. If the purport is not logically possible 

when the meaning is communicated through the primary denotation, then 

106 the secondary denotation must be accepted. For example, the implied 

meaning of the word "Ganges" here: "the cowherd village is on the 

Ganges" is "on the bank". Similarly, the implied meaning of the word 

"That" which denotes Brahman here: "you are That" (Ch.6,8.7.) is in 

h f ' 107 I 1· t. . h l t e sense o 'the body of Brahman". mp 1ca 1on 1s everyw ere on y 

"exclusive implication". In the case of the sentence: "the insects 

are entering, the curd must be protected from the crows", when there 

is the implied meaning of the word insect in the sense of "like an 

insect" and the implied meaning of the word crow in the sense of 

"spoiling of the curd" there is certainly the relinquishment of its 

own meaning in an implied sense. Because even if there is the entry 

of an insect or a crow, which is the literal meaning, there is no 

entry in a manner which is restricted to the literal meaning. 

comment 

Ramanuja employs two principles in interpreting the sentence: 

"you are That" (tat~ asi). The first is according to his conception 

of the meaning of words. The other relates to the rule of grammatical 

apposition (samanadhikara~) (see comment to 2.26.). Ramanuja 

maintains that all words finally denote the supreme Self because He 

has all souls and matter as His body. Just as the word "man" really 

denotes the indwelling soul, so too even the word "I" ultimately 

expresses the supreme Self who is the indweller of the sou1. 108 In the 

sentence: "you are That", the word "That" denotes Brahman who is the 

cause of the world and the possessor of all auspicious qualities. Tbe 

word "you" also expresses Brahman, who has as His body the individual 

soul possessed of a body. 109 Because both the words "you" and "That" 

refer to Brahman, Ramanuja considers that his interpretation 



agrees with the principle whereby grammatical apposition is meant 

to express a single object existing in a twofold manner.11° 
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2.51 • There is the inclusion of the group of three means of knowledge: 

comparison, postulation and non-cognition, in the three which have 

been told. To explain. Some person who does not know about an ox hears 

a statement from a forester that a cow is just like an ox and having 

gone to the forest he remembers the meaning of the statement. When he 

sees an object distinguished' by the similarity to a cow, there arises 

the knowledge of the object distinguished by the similarity to a cow, 

assisted by the recollection of the meaning of that statement. That 

[knowledge] is called comparison. It is included within perception, 

because it is of the nature of recollection. It is included in 

inference, because it depends upon the apprehension of invariable 

concomitance. It is included within verbal testimony, since it is 

produced by a statement. Knowledge which consists of recollection is 

only a variety of perception. 
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2.52. -Postulation is the supposition of a £act which logically 

establishes itself due to a fact being [otherwise] not logically possible. 

For example, if fatness is observed in Davadatta who does not eat by day, 

since thereby fatness is not logically possible, there is the supposition 

of the fact of eating at night which logically establishes itself. This 

[postulation] is included within inference. Because that which makes 

[something else] logically possible i.e. eating at night etc., is seen to 

be indeed the pervader of the fatness etc. which is to be made logically 

possible: "wherever there is fatness co-ordinate with not eating during 

the day, there is eating during the night". Hence it is said: 

There is no unintelligibility for what is not 

controlled [i.e. pervaded]. Nor does a non-

controller [i.e. non-pervader] make [something] 

logically possible (Nya.Ku.3.19.). 

"What is not controlled" (aniyamya) means what is not pervaded. Intellig-

ibili ty means logical possibility. "Unintelligibility" (ayukti) means 

there is no logical possibility. If there is no logical possibility of the 

postulating factor [e.g. fatness] in the absence of the thing to be 

postulated [i.e. eating at night], then that [postulating factor] becomes 

the'postulator for that thing [which is to be postulated i.e. eating at 

night]. But if the postulating factor is not pervaded [i.e. fatness is not 

pervaded by eating at night], then that [postulating factor] certainly has 

no logical impossibility even in the absence of a thing to be postulated. 

Similarly, a "non-controller" (aniyantJZ) i.e. a non-pervader, does not 

make [the postulating factor] logically possible. That is the sense. Thus 

the establishment is only through ivference, because the thing to be made 
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logically possible and what makes [it] logically possible necessarily 

have a pervaded-pervader relation, So postulation should not be admitted 

as separate, 

.2.53 • 

. 2.53. So too, non-cognition is included within perception. Because 

through the means of knowledge known as non-cognition there is everywhere 

the apprehension of only non-existence, not of existence. For example, 

the non-existence of a man in the house is known through the absence of 

cognition of a man in the house, Non-existence, however, is not some 

category different from existence, Rather, it is only the nature of 

another existence, For instance, the non-existence of a man in the house 

is the nature of only the house. "Only the house" means the empty house 

and that is an existent entity cognized only through perception. Similarly, 

the prior non-existence of a pot is only clay and the destruction of the 

pot is only the pieces. The difference of a pot from cloth etc. is only 

the particular arrangement of the component parts, 
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2.5~. The knowledge of seen and unseen objects arising through the 

three means of knowledge which have been mentioned is, in reality, 

located in the individual soul as a quality of the soul. It is not 
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possible to say that this knowledge produced by a means of knowledge is 

[already] referred to by the Knowledge which is the essential nature of 

the soul. Because there is the experience of that knowledge [arising 

from a means of knowledge] as separate from the individual soul in the 

mental perception: ''I know", "knowledge bas arisen in me''. Similarly, 

when the knowledge relating to what is favourable or unfavourable is 

inferred in Davadatta etc. due to the brightness of countenance or by a 

troubled countenance, or by movement in such a manner, then too, the 

knowledge which is to be proved is inferred as indeed separate from the 

subject, Devadatta etc., as it is located in that [subject i.e. Devadatta]. 

Similarly, the vision of the supreme Self etc., which is a particular 

knowledge taught in the sacred texts such as: "my dear, the Self should 

indeed be seen" (B,h.2.4.5.), is taught as certainly separate from the 

individual soul who is the seer. Because the agent certainly does not 

become the action anywhere. 

It should not be said that the individual soul, being only of the 

nature of Knowledge, appears as a locus of Knowledge due to error. 

[reason] Because a sublating knowledge in the manner that: "I am not 

the locus of Knowledge, but only of the nature of Knowledge" is not seen 

at any time. Furthermore, the knowership of the individual soul, which 
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is established by the sacred texts etc., is logically demonstrated 

because Knowledge is certainly separate from the individual soul as it 

is located in that [soul]. For instance there are the sacred texts: 

"then he knows" (Ch.8.12.4.), "the one who knows [Brahman] situated in 

the intellect" (Tai.2.1.1.), "this person indeed knows", "the one who 

sees, does not see death" (Ch.7.26.2.), "Thus indeed ••• for the all 

seeing person" (Pr.6.5. ). There is also the tradition: "He who is 

undeluded knows me thus, the Highest Person" (G.15.19.). The knowership 

of the individual soul is established [by the words]: "for this very 

reason [the soul] is a knower" (B .S .2 .3 .19.) and this is in agreement 

with the essence of the sutras. 

comment 

2.55. 

"2.55. 

See 2.10. and following comment. 
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It should not be said that the Knowledge in the cognition: "I 

know" appears as located in the !-notion, but it is not located in the 

self. [reason] Because the self alone is the meaning of the word "I" 

there [in the sentence: 11 I know"]. To explain. Though the two, the 

I-notion and I-ness, are referred to by the word "I", they are mutually 

distinct. In regard to those two, the I-notion is another name for 

pride and it is a particular modification of the mind. This is 
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certainly to be given up by a person who desires liberation because 

it is contrary to knowledge. This very I-notion has been told here in 

the Gita: "The great elements, the I-notion ••• " (G.13.5.) as being 

included within the field [i.e. the non-self]. 

However "I-ness". is not contrary to knowledge. The word "I", 

which directly denotes this [I-ness], refers to the essential nature 

of the self. This I-ness exists indeed everywhere: in waking, in dream, 

in deep sleep and in liberation. This exists not only just for the 

individual soul, but also for the supreme Self. Because the use of the 

word "I" which shows the essential nature of His own self can be seen 

in the sacred text here: "I, [having entered] these three deities ••• " 

(Ch.6.3.2.), in regard to the resolve of the supreme Self, prior to 

the origination of the world, relating to the origination of the world. 

The use of the word "I" in that manner is seen in the Gita also: "Never 

did I [not exist]" (G.2.12.), "I am [the source and dissolution] of 

the entire [world]" (G.7.6.). So the word 11 I" in the cognition: "I 

know" points out the essential nature of the self. Thus it is 

established that Knowledge is indeed located in the self but it is 

not located in the I-notion. 

2
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2.56. The Knowledge which is a quality of the individual self does 

not pervade only its locus, like colour etc .• Just as the qualities of 

a light [i.e. a lamp flame] such as colour, sensation, number, 

dimension etc. occur only as the essential nature of the light, 

Knowledge does not exist in that manner i.e. only as the essential 

nature of the soul. But just as the lustre of a light, though 

existing with dependence upon the light, pervades the entire house 

which is the location of the light, so too, even though Knowledge 

exists with dependence upon the individual soul it pervades the whole 

body which is the location of the soul. 

It should not be thought that the individual soul itself 

pervades the whole body. [reason] Because that [soul] is of a minute 

size. Accordingly, there is the sacred text: " ••• for [the soul] is 

seen to be even less, merely the point of an awl" (Sv. 5.8.). 

The individual soul is to be known as a part of 

the hundredth part of the point of a hair 

divided a hundredfold. And that [soul] is 

capable of limitlessness. (Sv.5.8.9.) 

Also, the sacred text concerning the departure [of the soul]: "the 

self departs from the eye or the head" (B,h.4.4.2.) agrees for this 

very reason. The author of the sutras has also demonstrated that the 

individual soul is certainly of a minute nature, through sutras such 

as: "On account of [its] departure, moving and returning" (B.S.2.3.20). 

It need not be doubted that if the individual soul is minute, the 

experience of happiness etc. pervading the body is impossible. [reason] 

Because that [experience] is logically possible even through the 

pervasion by the attributive consciousness. 
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~.57. This Knowledge which is a quality of the individual soul has 

a contracted nature in the state of bondage because of karma. It 

becomes expanded in the state of liberation when there is dissolution 

of the bondage characterized by~ by reaching the supreme light. 

Therefore, effort must necessarily be applied for that end [liberation]. 

In regard to that, the sequence has been indicated in this 

manner: at first, subsequent to investiture with the sacred thread, 

there is the undertaking of studying the Veda along with its auxiliaries 

in accordance with the injunction: "one should study one's own 

portion". Then, having understood the meaning of the Veda in a general 

way, he undertakes listening to the PUrvamimamsa for the ascertainment 

of that [meaning]. Then he ascertains: "the nature of action is like 

this and its result is of this type". Having observed there in the 

sacred texts that the result of actions is insignificant and 

transient: "just as here, the world which is acquired by work 

perishes, in just the same way there in the other world, the world 

which is acquired. by merit perishes" (Ch.8.1.6.) etc. So too, having 
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observed in the sacred texts that the result of the knowledge of 

Brahman is not insignificant and is permanent: "the knower of Brahman 

attains the highest" (Tai.2.1.1.), "the one who sees, does not see 

death" (Ch.7.26.2.), "he becomes self-sovereign" {Ch.7.25.2.) etc., 

he undertakes listening to the Uttaramimamsa for the ascertainment of 

that [Brahman]. 

Not only is there no attainment of what is desired i.e. 

liberation, from work which is performed with the intention of a 

result such as heaven, on the contrary, there is the attainment of 

what is not desired i.e. the contraction of Knowledge. Therefore, 

giving up such work, the supreme Person should be worshipped with 

a mind endowed with devotion. [The soul] who is accepted by Him as 

His owo enjoys limitless enjoyments along with Him. 

2.58. This state is not for one who is living. Because as long as 

this body which is acquired by karma exists, the happiness and sadness 

which are to be experienced by it are not to be avoided. And because 

divine enjoyment is not possible through that ordinary body. Moreover 

the sacred text: "there is a delay for him only so long as he is not 

liberated [from the body], then he will attain" (Ch.6.14.2.) excludes 

liberation while living by saying that the liberation of a person who 

possesses knowledge, who remains in the knowledge of the real, depends 

only upon the fall of the body. 
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2.59. After the fall of this body, the liberated soul assumes a 

divine body and he remains experiencing the supreme Self as He is: 

bereft of even a speck of blemish, endowed with boundless happiness, 

consisting of all auspicious qualities together with possessing 

great power and he experiences countless divine enjoyments which are 

willed by the supreme Self and he thinks that: "I am the servant of 

the supreme Self". 

[objection] If the liberated soul is a servant of the supreme 

Self, the happiness of liberation would not be a human goal because 

sorrow cannot be avoided in service. And there is no logical 

possibility of activity on the part of the people for liberation, 

on account of what has been said by the tradition: "service has been 

called the condition of a dog, therefore one should avoid it" (Manu. 

4.6.). 
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[r<eply] That is not so, Because there is not even a trace of 

sorrow when service has been brought about by the love between both 

the one to be served and the servant, Hence it has been told in the 

Paramasaillhita 11 my servants are always free from afflictionn. 

There is no identity of the individual self and the supreme Self 

in liberation. Because there is no possibility of non-difference for two 

[things] which are distinct, The difference between the individual self 

and the supreme Self, while in the state of bondage, has certainly been 

demonstrated before. In the Vi~~upura~~ too, it is said that non

difference is impossible: "because one substance does not become [another] 

substance" (Vi~ .P ,2 .14.27,}. And because difference has been established 

in the state of liberation as well, on account of the sacred text: 

"knowing the self and the Mover to be separate, then being blessed by 

Him, he [the self] attains immortality" (::h,l-.6.), And the state of 

liberation is free from a final limit with regard to time. Because by 

the sacred text: "he does not return again" ( Ch,8 .15 ,1.} it is made 

known that the liberated soul has no further return to worldly existence, 

This very thing has certainly been taught by the Brahmasiitra : "non-

return according to scripture" (B,S.4,4.22.). 
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,2,60. Thus the categories have been taught according to the view of 

Ramanuja. With regard to those, there are categories which appear to 

be different and which are also accepted as different categories by 

the logicians. In reality, they are not different but are included in 

what has already been told. To explain. There is the inclusion of 

earth, water, fire, air, space and mind in the primary matter since 

they have their basis in the primary matter, Darkness, however, is 

not different as it is only earth. There is the inclusion of the 

directions such as east, south etc. in space, because east etc. have 

the nature of being different parts of space distinguished according 

to the connection with the sun, Disjunction is only the absence of 

conjunction. Separateness is also the same. Number, size, fluidity 

and viscidity are the nature of their respective locations. Remoteness 

and proximity, which are brought about by location, are the 

characteristics of location. Remoteness and proximity, which are 

brought about by time, are the characteristics of time. 

Merit is the love of the Lord. Demerit is the absence of such 

love. Love is only a particular type of Knowledge. Intelligence, 

happiness, sadness, desire, aversion, effort and reminiscent impression 

are only particular types of Knowledge, Speed is a particular type of 

action, Elasticity is a particular type of conjunction, There is the 

inclusion of upward motion, downward motion, contraction and expansion 

within motion, And motion is only a particular type of conjunction, 

Weight is a particular type of potency. 

The generic attribute of potness etc. are the particulars of 
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the respective forms. Attributes such as being knowable, spaciousness, 

Lordship, being Devadatta etc. are the characteristics of the locus. 

It was demonstrated previously that non-existence is not [something] 

different, but is only another form of existence (2.53.). So too, 

the inclusion of the means of knowledge as well, such as comparison 

etc., has been mentioned previously (2.51, 52, 53.). 

The qualities of the individual self such as desire, anger etc. 

are only particular states of the attributive consciousness of the 

individual self. But the sacred text: "desire, resolve, doubt, faith, 

lack of faith, steadiness, unsteadiness, shyness, intelligence and 

fear: all these are just the mind" (B,h.1 .5.3.) must be understood as 

figurative because desire etc. necessarily accompany the mind. 

comment 

In this manner, the Visi~tadvaitins subsume the nine substances 

and twenty-four qualities enumerated by Nyaya-Vaise~ika (cf. Athalye's 

edition of Tarka-Samgraha, p.73f.) into their own schema. See comment 

to 2.5. Also, cf. Yatindramatadipika, Para.17 and 18. p.151f. The 

mention of darkness (tamas) is with reference to the Bhatta school of 

Mimamsa which holds that darkness is a substance. 
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The teaching of srr Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya has been 

explained. Now, these two types of teachings are concisely told for 

the ease of understanding the principal conclusions set out here. 

The teaching of the exponents The teaching of the exponents of the 

of non-duality, who follow the non-duality of what has been qualified, 

views derived from Sankara: which belongs to Ramanuja: 

(1) Reality is one alone, it is (1) The Self is one alone, qualified 

the Self. There is nothing by a body consisting of the sentient 

other. and the insentient. But there is 

nothing other than that [Self] and His 

body. 

(2) Anything at all other than "(2) The Self is different from the 

the Self is not real: whether individual souls, who belong to the 

it belongs to the same class same class as Himself on account of 

as the Self, to a different being sentient. The Self is different 

class from the Self or is from the inert primary matter etc. which 

located in the Self. The Self belongs to a different class on account 

is indeed bereft of the of being insentient and the Self is 

threefold difference: internal different from the qualities which 
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division, having something produce what is good and which 

belonging to the same class or belong to Himself. 

something belonging to a different 

class. 

(3) The Self is free from (3) The Self possesses distinction. 

distinction. It cannot be said in Endowed with such distinctions as 

any way that it is "such and omniscience, eternity, pervasiveness 

such" .. etc., it is able to be expressed 

by words such as: "all knowing", 

"eternal", "pervasive" etc. 

(4) For this very reason, that (4) The Self is by nature the locus 

[Self] is free from qualities. of many groups of qualities which 

Even the qualities which produce produce what is good, such as being 

what is good do not exist there free from sin etc. Qualities which 

[in the Self] in reality. are to be given up do not exist 

there [in the Self]. 

'-\ ~q'rsiit TTT ;:r 'Q'.t ~it 1 m;:r~sfit ~ ~H!Jou~: I· 
~'1~~1 ~ ~Hli'l~q: I ~ "i ~~1'11~?1-

il't I 

( 5) A quality, even in the form (5) Though that [Self] is Knowledge 

of Knowledge, does not exist by its very nature, it is the locus of 

there [in the Self]. That [Self] the quality of Knowledge. The 



is itself of the very nature of 

Knowledge. 

(6) For this very reason, 

knowership does not exist there 

[in the Self] in reality. However 

an expression relating to 

knowership is figurative. 
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Knowledge which is a quality is 

indeed different from the Knowledge 

which characterizes the essential 

nature. 

(6) Therefore, in reality there 

is certainly knowership for that 

[Self]. For this very reason, He 

is designated to be a "knower". 

\9 ~<t~i\4N ~ ~ I ~~~-! ~<td4i<l m:<:fffiiR I TT~
<w~<tdli'4 lii\r.'l'·kH'<~ ~-; ~~;;:m~R: "{l;;rnrl&'ll~ mn-

, "' "' . 
~I i'-T~l;""" Q"W~<t~'l*ll :q\~41"1 ~-

i<mJ: I 

(7) That [Self] is also not an (7) That [Self] is certainly also 

object of knowledge. Because an object of knowledge. Since the 

having one's own locus and one's Knowledge which is a quality is 

own object in oneself is different from the Self, therefore 

impossible. it is possible to have the locus of 

that [Knowledge which is a quality] 

and its object in the Self. 

(8) The supreme Self is · (8) The supreme Self is 

unchangeably eternal in its own unchangeably eternal in His own 

nature. And in that very nature it nature. But He is eternal while 



is without a second. 

(9) For this very reason, it is 

said that Brahman is "non-dual". 

(10) Because the supreme Self is 

of the nature of pure existence, 

Knowledge which is non-different 

from that [supreme Self] is also 

only of the·nature of existence. 

It does not have existence as its 

object. 
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undergoing transformation: as 

qualified by a body consisting of 

the sentient and insentient. [The 

supreme Self] is without a second 

only in a manner which is qualified. 

~1<f Q; Of Wfll(m,<fll:_ I ft 
I ~~ f'l • 

: Q lt'liT~ll:_ I ~i!Pffll<TI!..<~'l'ff 

I 
<;'!1'-I"Rl <;!sF£! •<:1t'sf!t · st~~ · 
full) iHlfl1l l('fl~""ll{ I . 

(9) Brahman is non-dual, but it is 

not non-duality of the modes but 

rather non-duality of the possessor 

of the modes. Because even though 

the individual souls and inert 

objects, which are the modes of 

Brahman, are many, Brahman who 

possesses the modes is one. 

(10) That Knowle~ge which is a 

quality is not of the nature of 

pure existence, but has existence 

as its object. 



(11) The supreme Self alone is 

the Lord, having maya as its 

limiting adjunct and [the supreme 

Self] is the individual soul, 

having avidya as its limiting 

adjunct, What is inert exists 

only in appearance and is 

certainly false. Thus reality is 

one alone. 
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(11) The supreme Self is indeed 

the Lord. The class of individual 

souls and the class of inert 

objects, which are His body, are 

certainly different from that 

[Lord]. Thus reality is threefold: 

the sentient, the insentient and 

the Lord, 

9 "' '"' " r:;..:;. ;:-,. "' • '"' \ "\ q{l'li~Q"l!Wfir~q,>j.<j~ q~q;:r: \i<rnfl~~· fll?{ l>flJ-
'1" ~~r ~R<rrorm~~- l!ffill4i lf'lR '"fllciT ~t;~: 1 

~~T I ~~q!IH4t~4t 
~ !iibl1ti~: I 

(12) The power of the supreme (12) The primary matter (pradhana), 

Self, which has three qualities which consists of three qualities 

and can be expressed by the words and which is different in reality 

ajnana etc., though it is non- from the supreme Self, is the 

different from the supreme Self primary material of the world. 

it is as though different. The 

sup!eme Self, conditioned by that 

[power], is the primary material 

of the world. 

Z~ ~~ 'i~llRif'~ · ~m- lf'lFflRT<Q<:f~l><R\1iR<~-. 
mt I ~ fii'IJ~: I ilqT~ 't~Ulll~ I ~lf qr1:vnq-, 

~:I 
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(13) This world appears just in (13) Only the primary matter 

the supreme Self on account of transforms itself into the form of 

Ignorance. This is the teaching the world, on account of the 

of apparent transformation. presence of the Lord who is the 

inner-controller. This is the 

teaching of real transformation. 

(14) This world which is an (14) This world which is a 

apparent transformation of the transformation of primary matter is 

supreme Self and exists only in certainly real. It is not false. 

appearance is certainly false. 

It is not real. 

(15) This world which appears (15) In reality, the world is 

due to the defect of Ignorance recognised as certainly real. Thus 

is inexplicable. Thus there is everywhere there is the apprehension 

the apprehension of the of the real 

inexplicable. 

(16) The objects which appear in (16) In the case of silver upon a 

the case of silver upon a pearl- pearl-oyster and in dream etc. the 

oyster and in dream etc. are objects are recognised as certainly 

certainly inexplicable. real. 
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(17) Even the scripture is indeed (17) Because the scripture is indeed 

unreal, because it is included real, it is the means for the 

within the world. Still, it is knowledge of reality. Because the 

certainly the means for the production of what is real from 

knowledge of reality, like an what is unreal is impossible. 

object belonging to a dream. 

(18) The means of knowledge, (18) The means of knowledge, 

which are the instruments for which are the instruments for 

the knowledge of a thing, are the knowledge of a thing, are 

six: perception, inference, three: perception, inference and 

comparison, verbal testimony, verbal testimony. 

postulation and non-cognition. 

ZQ, lll!T~~ ~<i w m:- lllll'il'll)ttqt4 m;f "1 'f~<f ll;'f . ' ,...,.. . ,....., ,... ""' 
"M'1r 411'1TT'lG4'W!'fi +rlFl I 'lll'fT"m~ I 

(19) Where knowledge arises by (19) The knowledge which arises 

the means of knowledge, the by the means of knowledge is in 

internal-organ manifests the reality located in the individual 

knowledge. soul. 

.~ o 'H%1H! tlifli411qlll?!Ri iift- q~%11::JI ~"flT~H';i;:?Jn q{l11tll-

t:rRmfi{ •mi~ll'l~ 411'1~'!¥-~ ~ ~n'G' WH'l'€'111 

m "' ~ ~m m<rr~ 1 ~~~~'fiT~ ~~ <r~ ll;'f ~
~rtrQ:m"'r'1TN<ii 4\t~d'{ 11 ~~ 1 



(20) Even the individual souls, 

who are non-different from the 

supreme Self, are of the nature 

of Knowledge just like the 

supreme Self but they are not, 

in reality, the locus of 

Knowledge. Knowership, however, 

has the internal-organ as its 

adjunct. 

( 21 ) The sense of "I" which 

appears as the locus of Knowledge 

is not the individual self but 

the I-notion which is a mode of 

the internal-organ. 

(22) The individual soul is 

pervasive . 

. ~~ ~q ~ ~ ~'rotl"
<1~ o<trtfl: I 

"" 

(23) That [individual soul] 

pervades in all the limbs o~ 

the body by its very nature. 
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(20) Even the individual souls, 

who are the body of the supreme 

Self and who are different from 

the supreme Self, have Knowledge 

as their essential nature and 

Knowledge as a quality. Thus they 

have knowership in reality. 

(21) The sense of "I" which is the 

locus of Knowledge is most certainly 

the individual soul. However the 

I-notion, which is different from 

that [sense of "I"], is not the 

locus of Knowledge. 

(22) The individual soul is minute. 

'"' 01001! I 

(23) That [individual soul] 

pervades in all the limbs of 

the body by means of Knowledge. 
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(24) The individual soul, who 

has Brahman as its very nature, 

is thus only one. Whereas the 

multiplicity of souls pertains 

to a limiting adjunct. 
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(24) The individual souls are 

in reality manifold. But the non-

duality of souls is the non-duality 

of the mode. 

~ ~ m~iJ!PHi4~4<1r~ 
" 

I ~ • 
'l\1'\\:r -

1 
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(25) There is the commencement 

of the inquiry into Brahman 

following the accomplishment 

of the fourfold means. 

~ ft lWf~'H:rtmfidf.r"lf.t 
~ ;;r•r<:rftr I 

(26) Verbal testimony also 

produces perceptual knowledge 

in the presence of the totality 

of causes for perception. 

~~ .. "~"'"l,.;ili""if~~'Rln:rt
~ ~ 'l('l"IM•liR~RI: I 

(27) The cessation of ignorance 

is indeed immediate upon the 

direct apprehension of the 

essential nature of the Self 

through the "great statements" 

etc. 

(25) There is the commencement 

of the inquiry into Brahman 

following the knowledge of the 

nature of works. 

(26) The knowledge arising from 

verbal testimony is only mediate, 

never perceptual. 

(27) The supreme Self is pleased 

by the strength of meditation 

which is produced by the "great 

statements" etc. 
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(28) Upon the immediate (28) There is never liberation 

apprehension of the Self which for one who is living. Because 

is beyond pleasure and pain the experience of pleasure and 

there is liberation for one pain is inevitable as long as the 

who is living, even though the earthly body exists. 

earthly body exists. 

~<; ~~ ~\l\~1~ 
ffi~ft~Jfftf~qf~ I 
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(29) When there is 

relinquishment of the body upon 

the destruction of the actions 

which have produced their results, 

there is abiding in one's own 

nature. 

(30) This is liberation free from 

the body. 

(31) In liberation [which is free 

from the body] there is no 

"I-ness". 

~!l~!\.lll'~!ll 'R'!'R'Rf m: trot 
wtt 'll'lm 1 

(29) When there is 

relinquishment of the earthly 

body upon the destruction of the 

actions which have produced their 

results, there is the utmost 

similarity with the supreme Self 

due to the acquisition of a 

divine body. 

i30) This alone is liberation. 

(31) "!-ness" certainly exists 

even in liberation. 



' 
202 

~ ':( ~r ;;fi'f~\l:Pri'rl!~ o:nfm 11 !!'fi'Rfil Gil'l~\;:lufril~s~~ I 

(32) In liberation there is no 

difference between the individual 

soul and Brahman. 

~ ~ ~~lll<rt ., ~ms1'ii 
~:ci o:nrq w;f +Rffi I 

(33) In this state there is no 

pain, not even slightly, nor is 

there pleasure. 

(32) The difference between the 

individual soul and Brahman 

certainly exists even in liberation. 

~lll'R~llT<rf ~:~~<w<Rf· 
fll?i ~~~'fllll'I,'llli'r I 

(33) An abundance of pleasure is 

experienced in this state, 

unconnected with even a trace of 

pain. 
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3 .1. 

3-.1 • The teaching of the exponents of maya and of the exponents of 

Visi~~advaita has been explained. It should not be mistaken that this 

teaching of maya was produced by Sri Sallkaracarya through his own 

imagination as [something] that was indeed quite new. [reason] Because 

Ramanujacarya, though not tolerating the teaching of maya, has accepted 

that this teaching of maya existed even prior to the author of the sutras. 

Accordingly, in the Srlbha~~ (Para.159. p.335.), a prima facie view was 

shown to have been aimed at in the mind by the author of the sutras who 

composed the sutra presenting the established conclusion: "Everywhere, 

because there is taught what is known" (B.S.1 .2.1 .) [by the statement]: 

this individual self, which is itself Brahman as its 

nature is unlimited, exists as a god, animal, human 

being or a plant due to beginningless Ignorance. 

Similarly, in that same place (Sri.B,Para.205.p.473.) a doubt was shown 

to have been admitted by the author of the sutras since it is to be 

removed by this sutra: "On account of difference in deep sleep and 

departing" (B.S.1,3.43.) [the doubt is expressed by the words]: 

there is certainly no other Self which is a different 

entity from the Self within: because of the teaching 
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of identity and because of the negation of duality. 

Because the inner-Self, in its pure state, is 

designated as the "supreme Self", the "supreme 

Brahman" and the "supreme Lord". 

Thus it is established that this teaching of maya existed even prior 

to the author of the sutras. 

3.2. However it should not be supposed that this teaching of maya 

was not accepted by the author of the Brahmasutras. Because there is 

mention of the teaching of maya in the sacred text itself: "one should 

know that the primary matter is maya and that the great Lord is the 

possessor of maya" (Sv•. 4.1 o.). And the :teaching of maya has been 

very clearly mentioned by the author of the sutras in the sutra: 

"maya and the possessor of maya" (B.S.Si.1.1.2.) in the 

Siddhantadarsanam. 1 It should not be said that the real primary matter 

alone can be expressed by the word maya, since it brings about the 

creation of diverse objects. [reason] Because the word maya is well 
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known as having the meaning of "indeterminable", And because of the 

contradiction with the sacred text referred to by the Niranjanabha~~2 : 

"in it [Brahman] the primary matter was indeterminable, possessing the 

qualities red, white and black and having the qualities in equilibrium, 

just like water, silver, a man or a streak etc, upon a desert, a pearl

oyster, a post or a crystal etc.". So because maya is indeterminable [as 

real or unreal], Brahman is established as the material cause of the 

world which [i.e. the material cause] is in the form of a false appearance, 

This teaching of a false appearance has been very clearly told by the 

author of the siitras. Accordingly, there is the siitra: "Possessing real 

transformation and false appearance" (B.S.Si.1 .1 .7.). This is the meaning: 

a material cause is of two types: possessing real transformation and 

possessing a false appearance, In regard to those two, clay etc. possesses 

real transformation in the production of a pot etc. Whereas a pearl-oyster 

etc. possesses a false appearance in the case of silver upon a pearl-

oyster etc. Real transformation is the attainment of another state by 

abandoning the previous state. False appearance is that [attainment of 

another state] without abandoning that [previous state]. 3 So in the 

production of the manifest world, primary matter (pra~ti) possesses real 

transformation whereas the supreme Being (puru~~) possesses false 

appearance, 

-3.3. 
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3.3. The very supreme Being who is the material cause through false 

appearance is designated by the word Brahman. Brahman has the sense of 

"expanding". Expanding means pervading. Because the material cause 

certainly pervades the entire class of effects. But what has been 

stated (Sri. B. Para.2.p.3.): 

Everywhere, the word Brahman [is understood] as being 

connected to the quality of greatness. Where greatness 

has unlimited pre-eminence in essential nature and 

through qualities, that is the primary meaning of 

this [word Brahman]. 

That is not so. Because Brahman who is free from qualities has no 

possibility of the greatness which is brought about by qualities. 

[objection] But we accept that Brahman is indeed the possessor 

of qualities. 

[reply] Greatness is a particular type of transformation. The 

greatness which has unlimited pre-eminence is certainly the supreme 

greatness. That is possible only in the essential nature, but not in 

respect of qualities. Because there is no possibility of greatness in 

qualities. Even the Vaise~ikas certainly do not accept qualities 

within qualities. If [you object] that qualities are possible by means 

of dependence upon qualities also, then [our reply is] that there is 

the termination [of such a regress] only in the greatness belonging 

to the essential nature of that [Brahman]. Thus the statement: "and 

through qualities" does not establish a special meaning. 

It should not be said: because the f@llowers of Ramanuja accept 

Knowledge, though a quality located in Brahman, as a substance, there 
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is the possibility of greatness there [in Knowledge]. [reason] Because 

even so, there is the same situation on account of the incongruity of 

the plural number: "through qualities". [objection] Suppose the 

greatness [in respect of qualities] is only the nature of what is 

worshipped. [reply] No, because such greatness is unknown in the world. 

comment 

Abhyankar argues that the explanation of the word "greatness" 

(~~hattva) refers only to the essential nature and not to qualities, 

because there is no possibility of greatness in qualities. For example, 

the colour blue is a quality but it has no "greatness" of its own. Also, 

the mention of qualities does not establish anything new because 

qualities refer to their locus and when the locus i.e. Brahman is 

established as possessing greatness in its essential nature there is no 

need to mention qualities separately. 

3. 4. 

3 .4. For the etymology of the word Brahman must be stated only in 

accordance with the root £~h the meaning of which is well known in the 

world, because there is the maxim: "a word which can possess a meaning 

that is understood in the world communicates [such a meaning] in the Veda 

also". But a usage that is [only] met with occasionally does not 

establish the intended meaning. 

"Where greatness has unlimited pre-eminence, that is the primary 

meaning of this [word Brahman]" is also incorrect. Because the portion 
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"unlimited pre-eminence" is not included in determining the capacity [of 

the word "greatness"]. Because the reason for the usage of words which 

express qualities is only the respective quality in general. But "pre-

eminence" etc. are not included there [in the reason for the usage of 

the word]. Even though the greatness in elephants and palaces etc. does 

not have pre-eminence like [it has] in space, expressions such as: "the 

great elephant", "the great palace" are accepted by all as only primary, 

not as figurative. Thus it is established that Brahman has the sense of 

"expanding". 

The said Brahman, as the material cause of the false appearance of 

the world, is indeed designated by the word "Self". This [Brahman] alone 

is the one reality. There is nothing other than that [Brahman]. There 

is liberation upon the knowledge of this very Self. 

comment 

Expressions such as: "unlimited pre-eminence 11 are not included in 

the reason for the usage of the word "greatness", because the word 

"greatness" alone has been told and there is no need to add these 

adjectives to it. The etymological meaning is sufficient of itself. 

3.5. 
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3.5. What kind of liberation? That is told: 

Liberation, which is continuance free from a body, 

must take place from the knowledge of the Self. 

That very [liberation] has been called in the 

sacred text by the word "immortal" etc. 5. 
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3.6. All happiness arising in the state of possessing a body is 

21 4 

certainly connected with unhappiness. Even though some, such as the sons 

of kings etc., are seen to enjoy pre-eminent happiness, still, there is 

no such happiness anywhere which is not unconnected with even a trace of 

unhappiness. Even if there is no unhappiness anywhere today, the 

unhappiness brought about by seeing the future state is certainly 

inevitable everywhere, Even in heaven it is just the same. Because 

thinking about the unhappiness produced by the inevitable death of the 

body exists everywhere for those who keep in mind that the body has a 

nature which is decaying day and night. There is no possibility of 

unhappiness, even slightly, in a state where there is no body. Because the 

experience of unhappiness is dependent upon a body. And on account of the 

sacred text: "pleasure and pain do not touch the one who is indeed 

bodiless" (Ch.8.12,1.), 

Even though the sensation of pleasure does not exist in that 

state, still, there is no fault. Because with regard to the happiness 

which is connected to unhappiness, where there is no 
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unhappiness, even slightly, the absence of that type of happiness is 

also to be desired. Because even the absence of nectar is preferable 

with regard to nectar which has been defiled by a drop of poison. The 

bodiless state is established only from the validity of the sacred 

text which has been cited (Ch,8.12.1 .) and so it cannot be disputed 

there [in the text] by a follower of the Mimamsakas or by anyone else. 

This very state is called by the word liberation. Orily one who has 

gained the state of liberation is liberated. Whereas even one who 

enjoys the happiness of heaven is not said to be "liberated". An.d only 

the one who is liberated is referred to by the word immortal in the 

sacred text: "the one who knows That in this manner becomes immortal 

here" (NJ;.Pii.6). Because the one who is liberated is bodiless and only 

the one who is bodiless is immortal. Because death is certain if the 

body exists • 
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3.7. There is a popular statement: "the limit of fear is death". But 

liberation is made known by the sacred text to be the total absence of 

fear: "he certainly becomes the fearless Brahman" (Brh.4.4,25.). There 

is the possibility of fear in some manner if the appearance of a 

connection to a second object exists. Thus .the absence of the cognition 

of a connection to a second object there [in liberation] must necessarily 

be stated, That cognition is twofold: according to his own view on the 

part of one who is liberated and according to the view of others. And 

liberation is twofold: liberation free from the body and liberation while 

living, The absence of the cognition of a connection to a second object is 

threefold: (1} on account of the absence of a second object anywhere, 

(2) even if an object exists somewhere, on account of the absence of a 

connection to it, (3} even if the connection to it exists somewhere, on 

account of the absence of the cognition of that [connection]. Thus there 

are twelve modes due to joining each of the two types of cognition: 

according to his own view and according to the view of others, in a 

fourfold division on account of their having a twofold nature due to the 

distinction between the state of liberation while living and liberation 

free from the body, and then each one [among those four] in a threefold 

manner on account of the threefold absence of the object, the connection 

[to the object] and the cognition [of the connection to the object], With 

regard to those, it is being investigated: are they actually possible or 

are they not? 

Among those, a second object certainly does not exist according 

to the view of the one liberated in the state of liberation free from 

the body. So how can there be a connection to that and how can there 

be the cognition of a connection to it? However according to the view 

of another [one who is not liberated] the absence of a second object 

is utterly impossible, Because it is certainly accepted by all that 

just as transmigratory existence is beginningless so also it is endless. 



217 

Whereas the view that there is liberation of all is not accepted by 

anyone. So even though some such as Suka, vamadeva, etc, are in the state 

of liberation free from the body, because innumerable bound souls still 

exist, a second object necessarily exists according to the view of those 

[bound souls]. Nevertheless, the connection with that second object is 

impossible for one who is liberated free from the body, so how can the 

liberated soul be recognized as having a connection with a second object, 

even according to the view of another bound soul? Just as a face does not 

appear in the form of a reflection when there is no mirror, so too, in 

liberation free from the body there is no appearance of oneself or of 

another in the form of an individual soul which is a really existing 

reflection, because of the absence of a limiting adjunct such as the 

intellect which represents the mirror. Therefore how could there be the 

cognition of a connection to a second object? 

comment 

The "twelve modes" can be represented as follows: 

1 • absence of a 
second object, 

2. absence of a 
connection to a 
second object. 

3. absence of a 
cognition of a 
connection to a 
sec-ond object. 

liberation free from the body -ref. to liberated soul 
and to another. 

liberation while living -ref. to liberated soul and 
to another, 

liberation free from the body -ref. to liberated soul 
and to another. 

liberation while living -ref. to liberated soul 
and to another. 

liberation free from the body -ref. to liberated soul 
and to another. 

liberation while living -ref, to liberated soul 
and to another. 
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3.8. Whereas in the state of liberation while living, the appearance 

of even a liberated soul in the form of an individual soul who is a 

reflection cannot be avoided, because of the existence of a limiting 

adjunct such as the intellect which represents the mirror. A second 

object certainly exists, so the connection to that also cannot indeed 

be avoided. Because one who is liberated while living appears as an 

individual soul even to himself and because the connection to a 

second object exists, even though the cognition of that [connection to 

a second object] also cannot indeed be avoided according to the view 

of the one who is liberated and according to the view of another, 

still, an investigation has to be made as to: "what is the nature of 

that cognition?". 

In regard to that, just as for bound souls an individual soul 

does not appear in the form of a reflection, though existing as a 

reflection in reality, but only in the form of a mere individual soul, 

for one who is liberated while living it is not like that. Just as a 

bird such as a sparrow, though seeing its own reflection in a mirror 
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does not know that "this is a reflection" and goes toward it with the 

idea that there is another sparrow, similarly, a bound soul, though 

himself the nature of a reflection, does not know that "I am a 

reflection" and transacts in the world with the idea that there is 

another self with regard to himself. And in respect of the Self, which 

is the original [i.e. not a reflection], not knowing that "this is 

the original" he worships it or disregards it with the idea that there 

is another Self there [with regard to himself]. 

Just as a man etc., who is superior in knowledge with regard to 

a sparrow etc., sees his own reflection in a mirror and knows "this 

is a reflection" and seeing in the reflection the colour black, white 

etc., and the particular characteristics of the form such as length, 

because the knowledge exists that "this is a reflection" he begins to 

do the investigation: "do the attributes perceived there [in the 

reflection] belong to the original [i.e. the face] or do they belong 

to the mirror?" Similarly, one who is liberated while living, who is 

superior in knowledge with regard to a bound soul, sees himself to 

be a reflection of the supreme Self in the limiting adjunct of the 

intellect etc. and knows "this individual soul is a reflection" and 

seeing in the individual soul who is a reflection: consciousness, 

I-ness, action.and experiences of happiness and unhappiness etc., 

because the knowledge exists that "this individual soul is a reflection" 

he begins to do the investigation: "among consciousness, !-ness, action, 

happiness and unhappiness etc. which are perceived there [in the 

individual soul], what belongs to the supreme Self who is the original 

and what belongs to the limiting adjunct such as the intellect?" 

3.9. 
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3 .9.· In regard to that [investigation], their conformity is to be 

understood in this manner: 

I-ness is from the I-notion, action is due to 

sattva etc., so too, happiness and unhappiness 

are on account of the mind and consciousness 

is from the supreme Self. 

Just as a person, though seeing blackness and crookedness somewhere in 

his own reflection in a mirror, is not troubled, knowing: "the blackness 

and crookedness do not belong to the original [the face] because they 

are absent there, but they belong to the mirror", in the same way, the 

one who is liberated while living is not troubled, perceiving that indeed 

everything else which is different from consciousness persists in the 

individual soul who is a reflection, because the original has the nature 

of pure consciousness free from distinction. 

Just as boys at some time due to ignorance might be mistaken 

thinking that the blackness seen in a reflection, although it persisted 

[only] in the mirror, persisted in the original [the face], and for the 
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removal of that [mistake] an adult person, though not mistaken himself, 

cleans the mirror and the reason for that is: "the boys too, having 

cleaned the mirror in this way, can remove their mistake". In the same 

manner, a liberated person such as Janaka performs the correct action 

without attributing the result [to himself}. This is the reason for it: 

"the other bound souls too, having performed the correct action in this 

way without attributing the result [to themselves] can remove their own 

error through purification of the mind". 

Also, as long as the knowledge of reality is mediate, a person is 

not liberated while living. That [person is liberated while living] only 

when the knowledge is perceptual, Even after the direct apprehension of 

one's own essential nature the reflection cannot indeed be avoided, 

because the limiting adjuncts such as the intellect exist in accordance 

with prior mental impressions up until the time of death due to the 

existence of the karma which has begun to produce its result (prarabdha

karma). Like the blackness in the mirror is in the reflection, the I-

ness belonging to the !-notion also certainly appears. Thus an expression 

preceded by the sense of "I" is seen somewhere even for a person who is 

liberated while living. On account of this, what Ramanuja has said: 

"there is certainly no liberation while living" is rejected. Also because 

the state of liberation while living is taught very clearly by the word 

"here" in the sacred text: "the one who knows That in this manner becomes 

immortal here" (N:r.Pii.1.6.). 

comment 

For Ramanuja's view see Sribha~~ 1.1 .4. Para.105. p.228f. 
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3.10. Now, does one who is liberated perform action or not? If he 

sees something then he acts, if he does not see then he does not act. 

Then does he see or does he not see? The one who is liberated free from 

the body does not see anything at all. That has been told: "but when 

everything has become the Self for this one [the knower of Brahman], 

then what would one see and through what?" (B,h.2.4.14.). Whereas the 

one who is liberated while living certainly does not see anything while 

in meditative absorption but at another time it looks like he is 

seeing. He performs action at that time. 

Action is twofold: with the intellect and without the intellect. 

With the intellect is twofold: for the sake of oneself and for the sake 

of another. For the sake of oneself is also twofold: for the sake of 

the maintenance of the body and for the sake of the attainment of 

what is much more exalted. The first is going about for food etc. 

because of the affliction of hunger. That is possible for one who is 

liberated while living. The second, however, consists of sacrifices 

etc. performed with the aim of heaven etc. That is impossible for one 
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who is liberated while living, due to the fact of being free from 

desire. For the sake of another is twofold: the first consists of the 

service of others etc. The second is performing action with the idea: 

"the people too, seeing the action done by me, will act in the same way". 

This is indeed said to be for the sake of the welfare of the world. 

Though twofold, this is possible for one who is liberated while living. 

Performing action, this [liberated person] looks like he is doing it for 

his own sake, according to some ignorant people. But this is a different 

thing. 

Without the intellect is twofold. Some action is not able to be 

known at the time of the action. For instance the moving etc. of the 

hands and feet during sleep. Some [action], however, is able to be known 

at the time of the action but there is no rule that it is indeed known. 

For instance inhalation and exhalation etc. for just keeping alive. This 

twofold group is also possible for one who is liberated while living. 

Whatever action is possible, all that is only in the state of corning out 

of meditative absorption. That [whatever actions he does] also does not 

become [a means] for bondage in transmigratory existence because there is 

no false presumption that: "I am doing". So the one who is liberated 

while living certainly does not perform action like another bound soul, 

but it is just that "action takes place". Because though it has been done 

by the one liberated while living it is certainly not done, though seen 

it is certainly not seen. 

comment 

The state of "actionlessness" is mentioned in the Gita, cf. 4.18. , 5: 

8, 9, 13., 13.29. An interesting exposition upon liberation while living 

(jivanrnukti) can be found in Pancadasi ch.7. 

3.11. ({~ ~ mm m"'<tllkliild~(;:{ ~ I iliR AA~ 
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3.11. The knowledge of the true nature of the Self is the means for 

such liberation, not anything else. Because there is the sacred text: 

"having known That one alone, he goes beyond death" (Sv.3.8.). Also, 

because in the same passage there is the very clear negation of another 

means of liberation, by this: "there is no other path for going [beyond 

death]" (sv.3.8.). 

3.12. [objection] The conclusion that liberation is only from the 

knowledge of reality is granted. But is that reality, through the 

knowledge of which there is liberation, knowable or not? In the first case, 

if it is knowable, there is duality even in the state of liberation 

because the relation of subject and object exists and so there is just the 

same situation [i.e. duality]. In the last case, the knowledge of reality 

is difficult to demonstrate. 

[reply] Here, some construe in this manner: the word "tattvajnana" 

is not a determinative compound where the first member is in the 

genitive case (~~~~hitatpuru~~), but it is an appositional compound 
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(karmadharaya), in accordance with economy of expression due to the 

maxim: "the chief who is a Ni~ada". 4 So the sense is that Knowledge is 

reality and liberation is from that [Knowledge]. The meaning is that 

Knowledge, which is the nature of reality i.e. the source of everything, 

is in the form of awareness free from distinction and that alone is the 

fundamental nature of all the individual souls. Hence liberation is 

through the attainment of that [Knowledge which is the fundamental nature]. 

[objection] Even if that is the case, there is the relation of the 

attainment and what is to be attained in regard to liberation and so there 

is the occurrence of duality. Moreover, if that [Knowledge] is the 

fundamental nature of individual souls then it is certainly always 

attained, so how is the· attainment of that [Knowledge which is the 

fundamental nature] being described in regard to the state of liberation? 

[reply] No, because the defect, though twofold, does not exist 

because this: "attainment of the fundamental nature" has its final 

conclusion in the meaning: "the non-cognition of what is other than the 

fundamental nature". In reality, however, only the meaning produced by 

the genitive tatpuru~~ firstly occurs to the mind and so there is no 

fault even in the acceptance of that. 

[objection] There is the occurrence of duality, since the relation 

of subject and object exists even in the state of liberation. 

[reply] You are confused. For the existence of the cause at a time 

prior to the effect is a necessity. But at the time of the effect there 

can be no insisting: "that [cause] must either exist or not". Accordingly, 

knowledge which has reality as its object is the cause of liberation and . 

so the existence of that [cause i.e. knowledge having reality as its 

object] prior to the state of liberation is a necessity. Then [subsequent 

to the knowledge of reality], the occurrence of duality is not a defect 

because the appearance of duality is admitted. 
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Then in what manner is the knowledge of reality the cause for 
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liberation? In this manner: liberation means freedom. In regard to the 

determination: that [freedom] is from what?. it is gained only from 

the meaning that because liberation is the opposite of bondage, due to 

which there is bondage, liberation is from that. This bondage is the 

bondage due to transmigratory existence. Transmigratory existence 

comprises this whole world, animate and inanimate. Liberation from that 

[transmigratory existence] has to be demonstrated. Moreover, 

transmigratory existence is based upon action. And so liberation from 

action too, certainly has to be demonstrated. Thus in the expectation: 

"the reality of what must be known for the sake of liberation?", because 

liberation is the opposite of bondage, it has to be demonstrated that 

the reality of transmigratory existence which is the means of bondage 

and the reality of action which is the basis of that [transmigratory 

existence] must be knovn. 

Furthermore, even the popular expression observed in the world: 

"liberation is from the knowledge of the Self", has its basis in the 
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s-acred text: "the one who knows That in this manner becomes immortal 

here" (N{.PU.1.6.). So it also must be definitely demonstrated that 

the reality to be understood by the word "reality" here: "liberation 

is from the knowledge of reality" is only the nature of the Self. 

Therefore it is said that "reality", "truth" and "absolute truth" are 

synonyms. The cause is the reality of the effect and the supreme Self 

alone is the cause of everything. Therefore, that [supreme Self] alone 

is the reality of everything, 

3.14. 

3.1 4. Now, how is the cause the reality of the effect? That is being 

told. It is stated in the sacred text5 : "just as through a single ball 

of clay which is known in reality to consist of clay, all that is 

made of clay such as pots, dishes and pitchers etc. would be known, 

so too, through the one supreme Self which is known, the entire world 

is known". In regard to this, [if it is objected] even. if the knowledge 

of the ball of clay has arisen, there is no knowledge that "this is a 

pot" when the pot is not seen6 , therefore how could the pots and 

dishes etc, be known?, [our reply is] still, this is not a defect. 

Because a pot certainly becomes known through the knowledge of the 

ball of clay. In regard to a pot, the knowledge that "this is a pot" 
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is called "knowledge" (jnana). In regard to the same pot, the knowledge 

that "this is clay" is called "knowledge" ( vijnana). Vijnana means a 

particular knowledge. Though when the knowledge of the pot has arisen 

it is possible to do an action such as fetching water, still, that is 

not vijnana. The particularity in knowledge is the bringing about of 

a particular action by keen observation. But the fetching of water 

etc. is not like that. For instance, when a tree is known, there is 

rest below it. But when that tree is known to be a certain type of 

medicinal plant, a particular action is performed such as the removal 

of sickness. 

comment 

The Advaitin maintains that when the material cause is known, all 

its effects are as good as known. Abhyankar raises the objection that 

even if the material cause is known how can there be knowledge of all 

the unseen effects? He answers this by distinguishing between two 

types of knowledge: jnana or the ordina.ry knowledge such as "this is 

a pot" and vijnana which is a particular knowledge such as the 

apprehension that all the products of clay, seen or unseen, must be 

nothing but clay in a particular form. 

Advaitins generally use the words jnana and vijnana as synonyms, 

however where they occur together as in G1ta 3.41; 6.8 and 7.2, they 

are distinguished in a manner similar to Abhyankar's division.7 

3.1 5. 
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3.15. That which is the principal part of a thing is alone the reality 

in regard to that thing, In regard to a pot, the part which is the 

essence is only the clay. For example, A small bamboo box is made for 

the purpose of safe-keeping jewels etc. and in regard to that, when 

the upper part of the receptacle is removed from the lower part of the 

receptacle the jewel is seen. But the small bamboo box is [just] a 

type of cane. Similarly, the pot is [like] the bamboo box which consists 

of name and form and just as in the case of the cane, when there is 

the separation of name and form the mere clay alone is seen in regard 

to the pot. 8 Therefore, the part which is the essence in regard to the 

pot is only the clay, In the same way, even in regard to clay etc. the 

part which is the essence is indeed the cause of that [clay etc.]. The 

sacred text too, communicates this very thing: "what is within those two 

is Brahman" (Ch.8.14.1.).9 By this [word] "those two" there is the 

recollection of the previously mentioned name and form. 

Although doing an action such as cleansing a vessel with a pot, 

like with clay, is ridiculous to people, still those people are 

certainly ignorant in that matter, Because the principal action is only 

being done with a form of clay, For that is always able to be done, 

whether the pot is destroyed or not destroyed, full or partly full, 

containing holes or without holes, new or old. But not fetching water 

etc. In another case, in regard to the twitching of the eye, doing the 

work of gold, in the form of connecting the gold to the eye, even with 

a golden ring belonging to the finger, is not to be ridiculed. The 

pre-eminent greatness of holy people who look equally on a jewel or 

a clod of earth, a snake or a garland is described in various places 

and that [greatness] is only based upon the knowledge of reality, 

which is their respective cause, Because holy people transact only 



230 

with their vision in the cause of those things. So it is established 

that the cause is the reality of the effect. 

comment 

The illustrations of cleansing the vessel with a clay pot, instead 

of with just clay, and touching the gold-ring to the eye are meant to 

show that because the material cause is the reality of the effect, the 

effect can be utilized for the sake of the ·cause. 

3.16. 

3 .16. [objection] Granted, the reality of the effect is its material 

cause. But by the knowledge of that [reality being the material cause], 

how can there be the destruction of the effect? Because a pot is not 

destroyed by the knowledge of the clay. Accordingly, even upon the 

knowledge of the Self which is the reality of transmigratory existence, 

being the seed of transmigratory existence, how is there logical 

possibility of liberation since transmigratory existence still exists? 

Furthermore, destruction possesses continuation indeed everywhere. 

Because even upon the destruction of a pot etc. i t.s continuation is 
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seen in the form of pieces etc. Even when a log of wood is burnt the 

ashes and charcoal etc. are seen. Through these illustrations it can be 

inferred that even the destruction occurring instantly for a drop of 

water which has fallen on heated iron certainly possesses continuation. 

Hence it has been told: 

the nature of water does not differ in a drop 

of water and in the ocean. Even when a drop is 

evaporated from iron, its continuation is in 

the ocean. 

So liberation is all the more logically untenable because even upon 

the destruction of transmigratory existence its continuation exists 

in the form of its seed. 

[reply] It is not so. Because the destruction of transmigratory 

existence is not in the manner of a separation of the component parts 

like the destruction of a pot etc. It is granted that destruction of 

that type possesses continuation. But the destruction of an object 

existing only in appearance, which takes place through knowledge, is 

certainly without continuation. Because when a snake which exists only 

in appearance is destroyed by the knowledge of the rope, the continuation, 

even slightly, of some part of the snake -whether internal or external, 

in its own form or in another form- is not seen on the rope. This 

destruction is only through the knowledge of reality. Because the reality 

of a snake existing only in appearance is just the rope. Although the 

pot-- is not destroyed by the knowledge of clay, still, destruction has 

certainly almost happened from the knowledge: "this is only the 

existence of clay, the existence of the pot is not different from that". 

Because destruction is only the absence of the cognition of having a 

separate existence. 

3.17. 
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3.17. [objection] Upon the destruction of a pot, continuation is seen 

in the form of clay, so destruction possesses continuation. Similarly, 

upon the destruction of a snake existing only in appearance, 

continuation is seen in the form of rope, so destruction certainly 

possesses continuation there also, 

[reply] Let it be so, Because when the destruction of 

transmigratory existence is accepted as possessing continuation in the 

manner mentioned, although the continuation of that [transmigratory 

existence] exists in the form of the Self, there is no logical 

impossibility whatsoever in regard to liberation. This very point has 

been taught by the sacred text: "all this which is, is this Self" (B:rh. 

2.4.6. ). 

In this way, by the knowledge of reality, when it is understood 

that a mere effect everywhere in transmigratory existence has no separate 

existence with regard to the existence of the cause, the existence of 

Ignorance -which is the primary cause- remains. And so far, the threefold 

fac~or of knower, knowledge and the thing to be known remains. Following 

that, upon the investigation: "what is the reality even with regard to 

that [threefold factor]?", mere Knowledge remains, but not the knower, 

nor an object to be known, nor even Ignorance. This will be demonstrated 

later on. And this very Knowledge: free from distinction, without an 

object and a locus, is the nature of Brahman. This is indeed 

liberation, 
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3.~18. An investigation about Brahman must be undertaken for bringing 

about the knowledge of Brahman which is the means of liberation. If 

it is asked: "who is the qualified person with regard to that 

[investigation]?", it is said: 

The desire to know Brahman is of use, like 

a boat upon the ocean of transmigratory 

existence, only for the one who has gained 

the fourfold means. 6. 

3.19. 

3:19. The fourfold means have been previously explained (1 .52.). The 

word "then" in the sutra: "Then, therefore the desire to know Brahman" 

(B,S,1 .1.1.) has the meaning of "immediate succession". The desire to 

know Brahman, on account of the strength of compatibility of meaning, 

requires a pre-requisite, the word "then" communicates the immediate 

succession to that [pre-requisite]. The pre-requisite is only the 

fourfold means which have been told. Because when that sutra is studied 

as a detached subject, the pre-requisite implied by "immediate 

succession", which is taught by the word "then", is to be ascertained 

only from the strength of the compatibility of meaning. 

comment 

Both Saiikara and Ramanuja interpret the word "then" (atha) in the 
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sense of: "immediate succession" (anantarya).10 Immediate succession 

pre-supposes a prior event, so the siitra: "Then, therefore the desire 

to know Brahman" indicates that the desire to know Brahman will arise 

as a consequence of the gain of a prior condition. Sallkara considers 

the prior condit~on to be the attainment of the fourfold qualifications 

(sadhanacatu~taya), but not the study of the ritual portion of the 

Veda which forms the subject matter of Jaimini's siitras.· These siitras 

elucidate dharma and so have a different subject matter and result 

from the siitras of Badaraya~a which inquire into the nature of Brahman. 11 

Ramii:nuja maintains that the siitra works of Jaimini and Badaraya~a 

constitute a single scripture and just as the Veda is a single sacred 

text possessing two sections, dealing with action and knowledge, so 

too there is one scripture of Vedic analysis (mimamsa) which treats of 

each of these two sections. 12 Accordingly, Ramanuja holds that the 

study of the ritual portion of the Veda, as embodied in the siitras 

of the Piirvamimamsa, must be the pre-requisite to enter into the 

inquiry concerning Brahman. 

3.20. [objection] How is this [siitra] said to be studied as a detached 

subject? Because the prior and later mimamsa, being combined, is a 

single scripture. The author of the Yrtti13 , too, has said that the 

karma and brahmamimamsa constitute a single scripture, by saying: "this 

[treatise] dealing with the embodied soul is connected with the sixteen 

chapters belonging to Jaimini, thus there is establishment of a single 
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scripture" (Sr1.B. Para.3. p.4.). It has been told in the same manner 

in the Sr1bha~~ also. The word lak~~~~ here [in the above quotation]: 

"~E_qasalak~~~~" signifies a chapter. Together with the Sallkar~aka~<l~, 

[the treatise] belonging to Jaimini consists of sixteen chapters. 

The nature of being a single scripture is correct, because 

. 14 
dharma alone is being taught even in both places. Dharma which 

consists of action etc and is of the nature of what is to be accomplished 

is taught in the prior m1mamsa. Whereas in the later mimamsa, the 

dharma is accomplished and is of the nature of Brahman. The particular 

connection of the two [types of dharma] has been explained in the 

Srlbha~~ (Sri.B. Para.4,5. p.5f). That is as follows:
15 

having 

understood at first glance that actions produce results such as heaven, 

because one,';s own portion [of the Veda] has been apprehended according 

to the injunction of study: "one's own portion has to be learnt", a 

person naturally applies himself to hearing to the prior m1mamsa for 

the ascertainment of the particular nature and mode of those [Vedic 

passages]. There [in the Veda], having ascertained that actions have 

an impermanent result and because it is understood at first glance, 

in the passages of the Upani~ads which form a part of one's own 

portion, that the knowledge of Brahman has a result which is permanent, 

he applies himself to hearing the later mimamsa for the ascertainment 

of that [result]. Accordingly, the nature of being a single scripture 

is correct. 
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3.21. [reply] As to this, it is said: the nature of being a single 

scripture is impossible here, Because there is a difference of authors 

of the sutras: Jaimini is the author of the prior mimamsa sutras and 

Badaraya~a is the author of the later mimamsa sutras. Not only is 

there a difference of authors of the sutras, but the subject matter 

to be taught is different. The subject matter to be taught in the 

prior mimamsa is action. Whereas in the later mimamsa it is knowledge. 

And a mutual opposition is seen between these two: action and 

knowledge. Because action is all the more impossible in regard to the 

knowledge of the oneness of the Self. Moreover, the subject matter 

to be taught in the later mimamsa is certainly not accepted by Jaimini. 

Because the view of Jaimini is that the attainment of heaven etc. is 

alone the ultimate human goal. Furthermore, what is the one form which 

persists in the twofold mimamsa and is the determining factor for a 

single scripture? If [you say] it is the nature of being an 

investigation, [our reply] is that grammar, logic etc. should also 

constitute a single scripture, Accordingly, just as there is a 

difference among scriptures such as grammar and logic on account of 

the difference of the subject matter to be taught, so too the 

difference between the prior and later mimamsa is also certainly 

correct. 
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3.22. [objection] Then there is a single scripture because dharma 

alone is being taught even in both places. 

[reply] No, because Brahman does not have the characteristic 

237 

of dharma. However the use of the word dharma in regard to the supreme 

Self, Sr1 ~~~a, here: 

The sages who know the Veda and the people who 

know the Self say that ~~~a is the great Self, 

the eternal dharma {Mbh.A.3.86.22.)16 

is figurative because he is the instigator of dharma. For the 

supposition of another direct meaning is incorrect since there is no 

ample usage. Because a usage that is met with occasionally has logical 

possibility only by implication. Otherwise implication has no scope. 

Furthermore, Brahman having the characteristic of dharma is 

certainly not accepted by the author of the prior m1mamsa sutras. 

Because the definition of dharma taught by Jaimini is: "dharma is a 

thing characterized by a scriptural injunction" (J.S.1 .1.2.) and that 
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is all the more impossible in regard to Brahman. If a single scripture 

would have been agreeable to Jaimini on account of there being [a 

single] investigation of dharma, then because of that difference 

between "accomplished" and "to be accomplished" a definition of 

dharma should have been made which was common to both types of dharma. 

So where a single scripture is not accepted by the very author of the 

scripture, when others make a proclamation there, even many times: 

"the scripture-is. one, the scripture·is one" it does not prove 

anything. Having kept in mind that very meaning of the word dharma 

taught by Jaimini, it is said in the Vivara!)Aprameyasangraha: "if 

there could be an injunction in the Vedanta [ie., Upani~ads], then only 

one investigation about dharma, consisting of sixteen chapters, should 

follow." 

It should not be said that there is a single scripture because 

the name "mimamsa" is just one. [reason] Because although the name 

"grammar" is one, there is a difference between [the grammatical 

treatises] Aindra, Candra etc. On account of this, what has been said 

by the author of the Y:.;-.!1!:.: "this [treatise] dealing with the embodied 

soul is connected with the sixteen chapters belonging to Jaimini, thus 

there is establishment of a single scripture" is rejected. For this 

very reason, the enumeration in the Sastra~~1kasati.kalana agrees with 

the difference between the prior and later m'imamsa: 

They say that the scriptures are only six: of 

Kapila, Ka~ada, Gautama, Patanjali, Vyasa and 

of Jaimini also. 

comment 

Advaitins conclude that the BUrvamimamsa of Jaimini and the 

Uttaramimamsa of Badaraya~a are different scriptures because (1) the 

qualified person (adhikarin) is different in each case. For the 

PUrvamimamsa, the qualified person is one who is desirous of performing 

ritual actions and seeks to attain results"such as heaven. With regard 

to the Uttaramimamsa, the qualified person is free from other desires 

on account of the desire for liberation. (2) There is a difference of 
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subject matter (vi~aya). In the PUrvamimamsa the subject matter is 

dharma which is something to be accomplished and which is characterized 

by the performance of rituals such as Jyoti~toma. In the Uttaramimamsa 

the subject matter is Brahman which is already accomplished and which 

cannot be enjoined, This difference is clearly evident in the first 

siitra of each treatise: "Then, therefore the desire to know dharma" 

and "Then, therefore the desire to know Brahman". (3) There is a 

difference of result (prayojana). With regard to the PUrvamimamsa, 

the result is the knowledge of what is to be done, or the gain of 

heaven etc, through the performance of the rituals. For the 

Uttaramimamsa, however, the result is the knowledge of Brahman which 

is liberation,17 

3.23. 

3.23. 
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The investigation of the particular connection has no result. 

Because connection is not the determining factor for a single 

scripture, What is it then? It supports a single scripture. Because 

when a single scripture has been ascertained through another means of 

knowledge, then if there is the objection: "how can there be a single 

scripture without a connection?", the investigation of the particular 

connection is useful for the removal of that [objection], So when the 

difference of scripture is established, this [siitra]: "Then, therefore 

the desire to know Brahman" (B,S.1 .1.1 .) is established as being 

studied as a detached subject. Accordingly, having perceived that the 

desire to know Brahman will occur subsequent to the pre-requisite 

implied by "immediate succession" which is to be taught by the word 

"then", something conformable to that [desire to know Brahman] is to 

be ascertained only from the strength of compatibility of meaning. 
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3.24. [objection] Why is knowledge of action not taken to be the 

pre-requisite, as it is also understood on account of the strength 

of compatibility of meaning ? 

[reply] This would be so, if liberation could result from 

knowledge combined with action. But that is not the case. For action 

and knowledge have no possibility of combination on account of their 

opposition, Even in the sacred text: "they desire to know through 

sacrifices, charity ••• " (BJ;h.4.4.22.), because of the use of the 

desiderative affix (~) the actions such as sacrifice are recognized 

as the means for the desire of Self-knowledge, not as the means of 

knowledge. There is never a means of liberation which depends upon a 

time subsequent to knowledge. 

But the investigation of the chanting of the Veda etc. in 

respect of the desire to know Brahman is done as something incidental, 

not as primary. The knowledge of action cannot be assumed to be the 

pre-requisite [just] because that [investigation of chanting etc.] is 

in accordance with it [the desire to know Brahman]. Just as in the 

siitra: "Or [the world must originate from Brahman] like the great and 

long ... " (B.S.2.2,11,), the mention of the size such as great and long 

is on account of being an illustration about the origination of an 

effect different from the cause. So the knowledge of the Vaise§ika 



scripture is not assumed to be the pre-requisite because this much 

[big and long triads being produced from minute and short dyads] is 

in accordance with that [the production of an effect different from 

the cause]. It is like that [with regard to the mention of chanting 

etc and the pre-requisite of the knowledge of ritual action]. 

- 3.25. But what has been said (Sr1.B.Para.2.p.2.): 

For the person who has studied the Veda along with 

its auxilaries and along with what is at its head 

[the Upani§ads] and whose desire for liberation has 

arisen due to the knowledge that mere action has a 

result which is trifli.ng and transient, the 

desire for the knowledge of Brahman -the result 

of which is limitless and permanent- is sure to 

follow immediately afterwards. 

241 
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In regard to that, it is said: "immediate succession", which is to be 

taught by the word "then", is ascertained in regard to the desire to 

know Brahman. His [Ramanuja's] statement is meant to show the 

pre-requisite to that [immediate succession]. And in the sutra (B.S. 

1.1 .1 .), the author of the sutras has shown that the thing which will 

occur subsequently is the desire to know Brahman. And because that 

[desire to lmow Brahman] is associated with "immediate succession", 

which is to be taught by the word "then" which is connected to itself 

[i.e. the meaning of "immediate succession"], the postulation of a 

pre-requisite has to be made. And what is the invariable cause of that 

[effect] is alone able to be postulated by that [effect], but not 

what has deviated. The knowledge of ritual action has certainly 

deviated, because the desire to know Brahman is possible even without 

the knowledge of ritual action. And because in the world it is seen 

to be the case. 

Although an invariable rule is made known by the text: 

whose desire for liberation has arisen due to the 

knowledge that mere action has a result which is 

trifling and transient, the desire for the 

knowledge of Brahman -the result of which is 

limitless and permanent- is sure to follow 

immediately afterwards 

nonetheless, that invariable rule is not applicable to the topic. 

Because the desire to know Brahman would be established subsequent to 

such a rule, but such a rule is not established prior to the desire 

to know Brahman. If the author of the sutras would have specified such 

a rule here and because of that [rule] the postulation of the desire 

to know Brahman, which would occur subsequently as it is connected 

with itself [i.e. the rule], could have been made then there would have 

been application for such an invariable rule, but it is not in the 

topic tmder consideration. 
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Furthermore, without the desire for liberation, the knowledge 

of such ritual action does not bring about the desire to know Brahman. 

This has certainly been accepted even by you who have said: "whose 

desire for liberation has arisen due to the knowledge that mere action 

has a result which is trifling and transient". But without the 

knowledge of such ritual action, the desire for liberation certainly 

brings about that [desire to know Brahman]. So by continuity and 

discontinuity, only the desire for liberation is understood to be the 

pre-requisite. And that is certainly included within the fourfold 

means told by us • 

. 3.26. 

3.26. But what has been said (Sr1.B.Para.6.p.7.): 

[objection by Advaitin] Because a sentence supported 

by reasoning is what determines the meaning, a 

meaning, though understood at first glance, is not 

above doubt and error. Therefore an 

investigation of the Vedanta sentences has to be 

done for the ascertainment of that [meaning]. 

[reply] You should see that an investigation of 

dharma, too, has to be undertaken in just the same 

way. 

In regard to that, it is said: although by this example the necessity of 
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an investigation of dharma is arrived at, still, that the investigation 

of dharma has necessarily to be undertaken prior to the investigation 

of the Vedanta sentences is certainly not established. Indeed, when that 

is not established, the postulation of it as the pre-requisite is 

certainly difficult to be achieved. 

Moreover, because of the idea that ritual action has a transient 

result, the investigation of ritual action is not a necessity and 

indifference to it arises for people. Among those, if someone has the 

idea that the knowledge of Brahman has a permanent result, then to 

ascertain that [result] the undertaking of an investigation about Brahman 

is possible even though such a person has not studied the prior mimamsa 

scripture. Therefore it is established that the fourfold means are 

alone the pre-requisite. 

3.27. 

3.27. Following the acquisition of the fourfold means, knowledge arises 

from the "great statements" etc. If the knowledge is merely verbal then 

it does not remove Ignorance. But the perception of the Self arising 

from the "great statements" etc. removes Ignorance. But the mixture of 

what is verbal and what is perceptual, which are two classes pervaded by 

knowledge, does not lead to a defect. Because even though there is the 

mixture in the locus [knowledge] there is no mixture of the attributes 

[perception and verbal testimony]. Even a sentence is certainly the cause 

of perceptual knowledge, just as in the case of "you are the tenth" etc. 

comment 

There is an unstated objection here. Perceptual knowledge reveals 
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an object directly, such as the perception of a book. However verbal 

knowledge produces only indirect knowledge, such as the book is over 

there on the table. If you say that verbal testimony gives direct 

knowledge then there would be confusion of the two means of knowledge. 

Abhyankar answers ·by saying that all varieties of knowledge such 

as perceptual knowledge, verbal testimony, inferential knowledge etc. are 

pervaded (vyapYa) by knowledge which is the pervader (vyapaka). Though 

they all share the common locus (upadheya) of knowledge, there is no 

mixture of the attributes (upadhi)i.e. the varieties of knowledge. Just 

as, for example, individuals retain their separate characteristics 

while sharing the common locus of humanity. So while knowledge is 

common to all types of knowledge, each particular type remains 

separate and thus there is no confusion between perceptual knowledge 

and verbal testimony. 

Advaitins consider that verbal testimony can generate mediate 

or perceptual i.e. direct knowledge depending on whether the thing to 

be denoted is remote (parok~~) or immediate (aparok~~). In the case 

of the statement "heaven exists", verbal testimony can only produce 

mediate knowledge since heaven is something remote. However if the 

thing to be revealed is immediate to experience, then verbal testimony 

can give direct knowledge. In the case of the boy who was seeking the 

tenth member of his group, having forgotten to count himself while he 

was counting the other nine, the statement that: "you are the tenth" 
18. 

should cause direct knowledge. In the same way, Advaitins maintain 

that the "great sentences" of the Upani~ads have the capacity to 

generate immediate knowledge because Brahman is the very essence of 

the individual.19 
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3.28. This very perceptual knowledge of the Self which arises from 

the "great statements" etc. is enjoined by this sacred text: "the Self, 

my dear, should be seen" (B:rh.2.4.5.). "Should be seen" means that it 

should be made directly evident. With regard to the expectation that: 

"should be seen" has been said, but how should it be seen?", listening 

etc. is enjoined as the means for seeing: "it should be heard, thought 

about and meditated upon" (B:rh.2.4.5.). It should not be said: listening 

is the means for verbal knowledge it is not a means for "seeing", so 

how can there be the prescription of listening as the means of 

"seeing"? [reason] Because what you have just said is immediately 

after [what we have shown]: "even a sentence is certainly the cause 

of perceptual knowledge" (3. 27.). On account of this, [the following 
20 

statement in the Sribha~~ , Para.12. p.12] is refuted: 

the knowledge intended to be enjoined by the Vedanta 

sentences for the removal of Ignorance is not merely 

the knowledge of the meaning of the sentences, 

because that is accomplished just from the sentence 

even without an injunction and because there is no 

perception of the removal of Ignorance merely by 

that [knowledge of the meaning]. 

Because an injunction is necessary for the sake of engaging in listening, 

though when the sentence is heard there is no requirement of an 

injunction to inderstand its meaning. However we also certainly accept 

that there is no removal of Ignorance by merely verbal knowledge which 
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is not possessed of immediacy, 

Having raised the doubt: when the mental impression of difference 

has not been dispelled, there is no production of knowledge from the 

"great sentences" etc. which removes Ignorance. What has been said [by 

way of reply] (:'lri.B.Para.12 .p.12.): "because there is no logical 

possibility of the non-production of knowledge when the means [for its 

production] are present" is accepted as the desired conclusion. But when 

knowledge has arisen, there is no rule that liberation free from the body 

takes place immediately. Because the knowledge of difference continues 

to persist until the completion of the experience of the result of action 

which has begun to operate (prarabdhakarma) which is not destroyed even 

by knowledge. Just like the knowledge of a second moon persists if the 

defect of the eye is not eliminated, even upon the ascertainment from 

the statements of competent people etc. that there is a single moon. 

But that knowledge of difference, though remaining, does not lead to 

bondage because its root [i.e. Ignorance] has been cut. 
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3.29. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.12.p.13.): 

It is not possible for ypu to say that the knowledge 

of difference persists because of a beginningless 

mental impression (vasana) even when there is 

knowledge of the meaning of the [Upani~ad] 

sentences~ Because the mental impression, which is 

also the means for the knowledge of difference, 

ceases just by the rise of knowledge since it is 

false. If there is no cessation of that [mental 

impression of difference], which is something false, 

even upon the production of knowledge, then there 

would be no cessation of this mental impression at 

any time because there is no other removing agency. 

That is not correct. The cessation of the mental impression of 

difference is through knowledge and that cessation does not take place 

completely at the same time as knowledge. But there is commencement 

of the cessation at the same time as knowledge, Following that, there 

is no increase of the mental impression of difference nor even does it 

remain as before since it is without a cause.: Rather, wasting away 

gradually, it completely disappears of its own accord. It does not 

require another removing agent which is something different. 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.12.p.13): 

that the knowledge of difference, the effect of the 

mental impression, has its basis removed and then 

still persists is a puerile statement. 

That only seems like a puerile statement. Because just as a tree whose 

root has been cut does not become withered at the very same time as 
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the cutting but the commencement of withering certainly occurs at the 

time of cutting and then, after some time, it becomes completely 

withered and dried and incapable of sprouting again, it is similar 

here [with regard to the removal of the knowledge of difference] 

because there is nothing to negate its acceptance. 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.12.p.13.): 

because the mental impression of difference is 

immeasurable as it has accumulated from 

beginningless time, and because the 

contemplation contrary to it is insignificant, 

there is no logical possibility of its removal 

by this [contemplation]. 

That is questionable. Because even a small lamp brought into some 

underground room etc. instantly removes the darkness even though it 

pervades the underground room and even though it has been present 

there a long time, similarly, there is the possibility of the removal 

of the mental impression of difference. Thus it is established that 

there is cessation of Ignorance on account of the direct apprehension 

of the Self brought about by the "great sentences" etc. 
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3.30. The direct apprehension of the Self brought about by the 
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"great statements" etc. is due to the continuous contemplation of the 

Self. This direct apprehension is taught by words such as: "he 

understands", "having understood" and "should be seen" in the Sacred 

texts such as: "having found out, he understands" (Ch.8.7.1 .), "having 

understood that [Self] he is freed from the jaws of death" (Ka~ha.3. 

15,), "the Self, my dear, should be seen" (BJ;h.2.4.5.). It is the same 

here also: "having known, he should bring about wisdom" (Brh.4.4.21 .). 

Knowledge which brings about the completion of the desire to know the 

Self is said by the word "wisdom". 21 The meaning is: [wisdom] makes 

the direct apprehension of the Self steady. The continuous 

contemplation of the Self which is the means for that [steady knowledge] 

is said by words such as: "you should meditate" etc. in the sacred 

texts such as: "meditate upon the Self as ~n (Mu.2.2.6.), "contemplate 

upon the Self [as your own ] world" (BJ;h.1 .4.15.), "the Self ••• should 

be meditated upon" (BJ;h.2.4.5.). This is indeed told by the sutra also: 

"repetition [is necessary] since [the texts] instruct repeatedly" 

(B.S.4.1 .1 .). Thus the syntactical unity of these sacred texts is 

properly obtained. On account of this, [the statement in the Sribha~~. 

Para.12.p.13.] is refuted: 

the knowledge intended to be enjoined by the Vedanta 

sentences can be expressed by such words as 

nmedi tat ion", "contemplation" etc .. and is certainly 

different from the knowledge of the meaning of the 

sentences. 

Because the knowledge of the meaning of the sentence, which has 

acquired immediacy, was previously mentioned as the means for liberation. 
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The production of direct knowledge through "continuous 

contemplation" is in accord with the views of vacaspatimisra as 

expressed in the Bhamati, see comment to 1 .54. 

3.31 • 

3. 31 . But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.13.p.15.): 

this knowledge intended to be enjoined as the means 

for liberation is understood to be contemplation. 

Because the verbal roots vid and upas are seen in 

the beginning and at the conclusion to be used 

without distinction: "contemplate upon the mind as 

Brahman" (Ch.3.18.1 .), "the one who knows in this 

manner shines and warms with glory, fame and divine 

splendour" (Ch.3.18.3.). Etc. 
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In regard to that, it is said in this manner: it is true that an identity 

of meaning between~ and upas is necessary for the syntactical unity of 

the beginning and the conclusion. But that [identity of meaning] is 

established either because knowledge (vid) has the meaning of 

contemplation or even because contemplation (upas) has the meaning of 

knowledge. Hence for this [proposition]: "knowledge is understood to be 

contemplation", this reason: "because the verbal roots vid and upas are 

seen in the beginning and at the conclusion to be used without 

distinction" is not possible. Furthermore, what is known as contemplation 

is only knowledge which is repeated, not anything else. But in accordance 
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with that [meaning of upasana], we also certainly accept that~ has 

the meaning of knowledge which is repeated. 
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3.32. The continuous contemplation told in the sacred texts by words 

such as: "you should meditate" (Mu.2.2.6.) is said to be "steady 

remembrance". Because meditation, which is the meaning of the verbal 

root dhyai in accordance with the meaning of the root: "dhyai in the 

sense of thinking", is in the form of a continuity of remembrance 

uninterrupted like the flow of oil. What has been said: "steady 

remembrance. Upon the gain of remembrance there is the release of all 

knots" {Ch.7.26.2.) must be thus: steady remembrance is the means for 

the release of all knots through the direct apprehension of the Self 

which is to be produced by itself [i.e. by steady remembrance]. 

Because only the direct apprehension of the Self is heard as the means 

for the release of the knots, by this [statement]: "when that One is 

seen" occurring in the sacred text: 

When that One who is high and low is seen, the 
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knot of the heart is untied, all doubts are 

dispelled and his actions are destroyed (Mu.2.2.8.). 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.14,p.16) is that steady remembrance 

is of the nature of "seeing" in accordance with the sacred text: 

"[the knot of the heart] is untied" (Mu.2,2.8,): 

and that remembrance has the same form as "seeing". 

That is not so, Because when there is no syntactical unity in the manner 

previously mentioned, the supposition that remembrance is of the nature 

of "seeing" is not correct. And what has been said as a support in 

that matter (Sri.B.Para.14.p.16.): 

remembrance is of the nature of "seeing" because 

of the intensity of contemplation. 

That is also not the case. Because "seeing" there [in regard to 

remembrance] has the nature of being a semblance of "seeing". Moreover, 

in regard to. the existence of the means of "seeing", even if the 

"seeing" is real, steady remembrance would be a cause of "seeing" by 

giving assistance to the causes of "seeing", but it is not of the nature 

of "seeing". Furthermore, in regard to the existence of the means of 

seeing, it is a great wonder that verbal knowledge, which is produced 

by the "great sentences" etc. and which is certainly a mode of 

experience, is not accepted as perceptual experience by you who accept 

that remembrance, though different from experience, 22 is a perceptual 

experience. 
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3.33. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.15.p,17.): 



In this manner [the sacred text] distinguishes 

remembrance, which has acquired the status of 

direct perception, as the means of liberation: 

"this Self cannot be gained by exposition, nor 

by intelligence, nor through much hearing. 

Whom this [Self] chooses, by him ·it can be 

gained. This Self reveals its own form to him" 

(Ka~ha.2.23.). 

That is questionable. Because the statement: "[the sacred text] 
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distinguishes remembrance" is inaccurate since there is no mention of 

remembrance in this text. 

3.34. 

-3.34. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.15.p.18.): 

Steady remembrance of this kind is expressed by 

the word devotion. Because the word devotion 

(bhak!1) is a synonym for contemplation 



(upasana). For this very reason, it is expressed by 

the sacred texts and the tradition in this way: 

"Having known Him alone, one passes beyond 

death" (Sv.3.8.), "The one who knows Him in this 

manner becomes immortal here" (Nr.Pii.1 .6.), "there 

is no other path for going [beyond death]" (Sv.3.8.), 

"Not by Vedas, nor by austerity, nor by charity, nor 

by sacrifice can I [be seen]" (G,11.53.), "But by 

undivided devotion, 0 Arjuna destroyer of your 

enemy, I can, in this form, be known and seen in 

reality and entered into" (G.11.54.), "But that 

supreme Person, 0 son of Prtha, can be gained by 

undivided devotion" (G.8.22.). 
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That is not correct. Because "steady remembrance of this kind" means 

remembrance which has acquired the status of direct perception (supra. 

3.33. Sri. B.). But that [remembrance which has acquired the status of 

direct perception] is not devotion. Because there is contradiction 

with the Grta passage which you have just cited: "But by undivided 

devotion". There, devotion is pointed out as the means for knowledge, 

for seeing in reality and entry. But if only remembrance which has 

acquired the status of direct perception is devotion, because that 

[remembrance] is of the nature of "seeing" there is no possibility of 

it being the means for "seeing". Then if [you ask] "what is devotion?", 

[our reply is] understand it to be a mental modification having the 

form of a particular type of love, 

Furthermore, what is the meaning of this: "For this very reason" 

(supra.) which you mentioned? Is it because only steady remembrance is 

expressed by the word devotion, or because only the word devotion is a 

synonym for contemplation? Even both ways, the mention of the sacred 

texts: "Having known Him alone" etc. is not applicable for proving 

them since there is no allusion to devotion in [these] sacred texts. 
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3.35. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.16.p.18,): 

because knowledge -which is in the form of meditation, 

being performed daily, whose excellence is kindled 

through repetition and which continues until death -

is the means for the attainment of Brahman, for the 

production of that [knowledge] all the actions 

relating to the stages of life are to be performed 

as long as one lives. 

In regard to that, it is said: the knowledge which is the means for 

the attainment of Brahman is said to be continued until death, is 

that [continuation] necessary everywhere or occasionally? Not the 
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first, because there is the possibility of the direct apprehension of 

the non-dual Self even prior to death and since, following such 

direct apprehension, difference does not exist in reality according 

to the vision of that person who has such knowledge, therefore the 

knowledge mentioned is not possible. [if you say] Because the limiting 

adjuncts such as body, mind etc. exist even at that time [after the 
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direct apprehension of the Self], the knowledge, having the person 

possessing knowledge as its agent, is possible according to the vision 

of other bound souls. [we reply] No, Because that [knowledge] would 

relate to a time subsequent to the attainment of Brahman and so it is 

not the means for the attainment of Brahman. However in the case of 

the last [alternative], it is certainly the desired conclusion. 

Because obstructions exist for a person there is no direct apprehension 

of the Self in this birth, therefore the repetition of knowledge is 

necessary for him until death in another birth. This has been told: 

"Until the moment of death, because it is seen there also [in the 

scripture]" (B.S.4.1.12.). The meaning is that knowledge [ie., 

meditation] is seen to exist for someone until the time of death or 

even in another birth following that, because the repetition of 

knowledge is necessary until the direct apprehension of the Self just 

as the threshing of grain is necessary until the disappearance of the 

husk •. Alternatively, that sutra does not refer to Self-knowledge but 

is to be understood as referring to another knowledge whose result is 

[worldly] prosperity. 23 Thus the repetition of knowledge until the 

direct apprehension of the Self has been established. 

3.36, After the direct apprehension [of the Self] the [prescribed] 

action has no use whatsoever. Not only is it of no use, but there is 

certainly no possibility of action because difference does not appear 
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to be real at that time. And action which, according to the view of 

the people, is being done for the sake of the welfare of the world 

does not impart anything special to knowledge or to liberation which 

is the result of that [knowledge]. Whereas in the state of the bound 

[souls], action is useful for the production of knowledge through the 

desire for Self-knowledge due to the purification of the mind. This 

has certainly been told by the siitra also: "But Agnihotra etc. are 

certainly for that result, for it is seen to be so [in the Upani§ads]" 

(B.S.4.1.16.). The meaning of that [siitra] is: "certainly for that 

result" means certainly for the result known as knowledge. "For it is 

seen" to be so in the sacred text: "they desire to know through 

sacrifice ••• " (B:r;h.4.4.22.). This is certainly the purport of the 

siitra: "Also on account of co-operativeness" (B.S .3. 4.33.) as well. 

The meaning of that [siitra] is: "And" (.£.!!.) has the sense of "also". 

"Also on account of co-operativeness" to knowledge ie., the obligatory 

actions are to be performed also on account of being means to 

knowledge through purification of the mind. 

3.37. The sevenfold means beginning with discrimination which have been 

mentioned (Sri.B.Para.16.p.19.) are included, according to suitability, 

in the means such as the "fourfold means" accepted by us. There is the 

inclusion of freeness of mind (vimoka), in the form of absence of 

attachment to desires, in control of the mind (sama). There is the 

inclusion of repetition (abhyasa) in meditation (nididhyasana). There 

is the inclusion of non-dejection (anavasada), in the form of an absence 
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of dejection, in single pointed concentration of mind (samadhana). 

Non-exultation (anuddhar~~), in the form of absence of excessive 

satisfaction, is also included in single pointed concentration of mind. 

And because purification of the mind is a means for knowledge, on 

account of that [purification of mind], the postulation of 

discrimination {viveka) in the form of purification of the body which 

is a means for itself [purification of mind] and the postulation of 

ritual action (kriya} in the form of the performance of the five 

great sacrifices etc. and the postulation of virtues (kalya~~) such 

as truth, straightforwardness etc. is certainly feasible. 

3.38. Thus for a person who is possessed of the means, the performance 

of stipulated actions produces the desire for Self-knowledge through 

the purification of the mind. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.17.p.21 .): 

Thus what has been said is that there is the production 

of knowledge only through the performance of actions 

stipulated according to the stages of life, on the part 

of a person who observes the prescribed rules. 

That is not so. Because the performance of [ritual] actions, which is 

based upon the appearance of duality, has no possibility of use in any 

manner whatsoever for the production of knowledge of the oneness of the 

Self which is the means of liberation. According to your view, that of 
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an exponent of Visi~tadvaita, even though action in the form of 

contemplation upon the Self is the means for Self-knowledge, stipulated 

action such as Agnihotra etc. is possible to be a means for Self-

knowledge only through purification of the mind. Thus the statement: 

"there is the production of knowledge only through the performance of 

actions stipulated according to the stages of life" is certainly 

questionable. So even though action is a means for the knowledge of 

the oneness of the Self through purification of the mind, because it 

is not directly the means for that [knowledge], knowledge does not 

have action as a component, even less is [knowledge] combined with 

action. 

3.39. 

3.39. [objection] The combination of knowledge and action is indicated 

by the word "together" (saha) in the sacred text: 

He who knows both knowledge and non-knowledge 

together, having crossed over death through 



non-knowledge, attains the immortal through 

knowledge (Isa .11 • ) • 

Because action is referred to by the word "non-knowledge". 
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[reply] You are mistaken. For there is no word "together" here. 

Because here, the pair of words: "~" and ".h!." is alone correct. 

Because the word yat in: "He who knows [both] these" invariably 

requires the word tat. [if you say] Even in the absence of the word 

"together", the combination is certainly made known by the twofold 

occurrence of the word "and". [we reply] The combination of knowledge 

and action which is made known by the word "together" or by the 

twofold occurrence of the word "and" is only in knowledge. Because there 

is the specification: "He who knows [both] of these". But [the 

combination] of those two is not for producing a result. And even in 

knowledge their combination only occurs for someone by chance. Because 

there is the specification: "He who knows". But there is no rule that: 

knowledge for all people is only through combination. 

The purport of the sacred text is that he who truly knows this 

pair accomplishes their respective effects by this twofold means. In 

regard to those two, [ritual] action is the means of crossing over 

death. Knowledge is the means for the attainment of the immortal. 

Impurities of the mind such as desire etc. are understood by the word 

"death" as they lead to death. This is what has been told: having 

removed the impurities of the mind such as desires etc. throug~. 

[performing] the stipulated action without attachment to the result, 

having purified the mind and become qualified for liberation, he 

gains liberation through knowledge. So this sacred text does not 

prove the combination of knowledge and action. On the contrary, it is 

understood from this passage of the sacred texts that the use of 

action is only for the purification of the mind. 



3.40. 

3.40. [objection] Then for what purpose did Janaka, who possessed 

knowledge, perform action?-

He who had recourse to knowledge, even though 

abiding in theknowledge of Brahman, he 

performed many sacrifices to cross over 

death by non-knowledge (Vi~.P.6.6.12). 

[reply] Janaka's impurities of mind were nearly all previously 

burnt by knowledge. Still, those that remained were like cooled 

charcoal and he performed action such as sacrifice to put an end even 

to those. That is the purport. 24 By this it is made known that such 

impurities of the mind too are impediments. Moreover it is also to be 

understood that undertaking action is possible even for one who 

possesses knowledge: for the steadfastness of his purity of mind or 

for the welfare of the world • 
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3.41. But what has been said (~ri.B.Para.18.p.22f.): 

The discrimination between what is permanent and what 

is impermanent etc. will not be accomplished without 

the study of the mimamsa. Because the nature of [ritual] 

action, its result, its constancy or inconstancy, the 

permanence of the self etc. is difficult to be understood 

without the ascertainment of the particular result, 

means, procedure and qualified person. 

That is not so. Because a person who has heard from his teacher etc. 

about the permanency or the impermanency etc. of a thing and on account 

of trust considers that it is indeed ascertained, has the possibility 

of being endowed with the "fourfold means" even without the ascertainment 

of the nature of action etc. and even without the study of the mimamsa 

written by Jaimini. And because in the world such people are seen to 

have the desire for Self-knowledge. For what does trust not accomplish? 

For example, for a person who has heard from his teacher etc. that: 

Haction such as sacrifice is the means to heaven etc. 11 , even his 

performance of the action is observed by people as done without study 

of the mimamsa on account of his trust there [in the words of the 

teacher]. 
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3.42, [objection] Even upon the accomplishment of the fourfold means 

in the manner mentioned, the fourfold means will not become the means 

for the desire to know Brahman without the study of the mimamsa. 
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Because one who has studied the mimamsa and who understands the things 

which bring about the employment [i.e, the use of a certain thing 

such as a mantra for a certain purpose] i.e, the means of knowledge 

such as direct scriptural statement, inferential signs etc. 25 is able 

to undertake the employment of [the values] such as control of the 

mind etc. in [the sacred texts] such as: "Therefore he who knows 

as such, having become calm, self-controlled, withdrawn, enduring 

and concentrated, should see the Self in the self" (Bth.4.4.23.) for 

the apprehension of the Self. But another person [who has not studied 

the mimamsa] is not able to do that. 

[reply] It is not so. Because direct scriptural statement etc. 

which bring about the employment [of a certain thing for a certain 

purpose] are not taught as something new by Jaimini, But only what is 

established in the world is being referred to. Otherwise, in the case 

of [a statement] such as: "bring the horse", the horse being the 

ancillary of bringing would not be understood even by one who has 

heard this sentence because he has not studied the mimamsa that the 

hoxse is ancillary to bringing since an accusative is stated, Hence 

there would be much confusion. Accordingly, the employment is only 

established by the nature of the signification of the word. So one who is 

proficient [i.e, one who knows the connection of a word and its 

meaning] is able to know that the fourfold means are the means for the 

desire to know, even without study of the mimamsa written by Jaimini. 

On account of this, [the statement in the Sri.B.Para.18.p.23]: 
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That these [the fourfold means] are the means has to 

be determined from their employment, The employment 

[has to be determined] from direct scriptural 

statement, inferential signs etc. and that is 

contained in the third [chapter of the PUrvamimamsa] 

is refuted, 

3.43. 

3o43. [objection] In the same way, could there be knowledge of the Self 

from the teacher etc. even without the study of the later mimamsa ? 

[reply] Certainly. On account of this, the mimamsa of action 

written by Jaimini is not necessarily the pre-requisite with regard to 

the desire for Self-knowledge, It should not be said: how can control of 

the mind etc, be understood as the means for the desire to know? Because 

having referred to Self-knowledge by this: "he who knows as such" in the 

sacred text: "Therefore he who knows as such" (B:rh.4.4.23.), it is 

subsequently said that one should directly apprehend the Self by the 

means such as control of the mind etc, [reason] Because even in the 

statement in the sacred text cited i.e. that control of the mind etc. are 

the means for the direct apprehension of the Self, they are not rejected 

as means for the desire to know. [The statement] "having referred to 
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Self-knowledge" is also not correct, Because the word "as such" (~) 

calls to mind what was previously said, therefore the meaning of this: 

"he who knows as such" is knowing at first glance [i.e. in a general 

way] that the Self is free from the connection to action and its result. 

Furthermore, control of the mind etc., is very clearly mentioned 

as the prior condition to listening [to the teaching], in the sacred 

text: "[to him who approaches properly], whose mind is calm and who is 

possessed of tranquility" (Mu,1.2.13.). For that reason, those 

[fourfold means] are established as the pre-requisite with regard to 

Self-inquiry. Self-inquiry is in the form of listening etc. Control of 

the mind etc. are certainly necessary at the time of listening etc. and 

even after that. But that is another thing. 

3.44. 

3.44. But what has been said (~ri,B.Para.18.p.23.): 26 

The contemplations upon the Udgitha etc, are admitted 

by all to be dependent upon the understanding of the 

nature of [ritual] action, 

That is granted. Still, how is the prior mimamsa written by Jaimini 

necessarily the pre-requisite with regard to Self-inquiry? Because an 

understanding of the nature of [ritual] action, in a general way, is 

possible even without that [PUrvamimamsa]. And because the investigation 

of the Udgitha [i.e, the chanting of the Veda] is incidental it cannot 

determine the pre-requisite, so what has been previously mentioned too 

(3,24.) is not to be forgotten. 
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3.45. 

3.45. The one who has acquired the fourfold means has been shown to be 

qualified for the desire to know Brahman, And by that person, Self-

knowledge is to be accomplished for the attainment of liberation, With 

regard to that, if [you ask]: "what is the nature of the Self?", it is 

told: 

The Self has been taught as being free from 

distinction, maya is said to be its power. 

The individual soul must be a reflection in 

that [maya], the Lord is considered to possess 

a limiting adjunct. 7. 

comment 

The author states the view of the Vivara~~ with regard to the 

nature of the soul and the Lord. See 1.32. and comment, 

3.46: 

3.46. 

Abhyankar now commences the examination of Ramanuja's Mahasiddhanta. 
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The conclusion of the exponents of maya is that the supreme Self 

is free from distinction. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.28.p.45.): 

The exponents of a thing free from distinction are 
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not able to say that "this is the means of knowledge" 

in regard to a thing free from distinction. Because 

all means of knowledge have as their object a thing 

possessing distinction. 

In regard to that, it is said: are the means of knowledge accepted as 

being the object of another means of knowledge or not? In the first 

case, even those other means of knowledge must be said as the object 

of another means of knowledge and so there is an infinite regress. In 

the latter case, the means of knowledge would not have the nature of 

being a means of knowledge since they are not the object of another 

means of knowledge. If that is the case, there would be the failure 

of ordinary relations. 

[objection] Suppose the means of knowledge have no invalidity, 

but are certainly established as the nature of being a means of 

knowledge. And for that purpose there is no requirement of another 

means of knowledge, but like a light is self-luminous, the means of 

knowledge are certainly themselves a means of knowledge. 

[reply] Then why is the supreme Self, who is the support of all 

the means of knowledge, not accepted as having self-validity? 

comment 

Against Ramanuja's objection that there is no means of knowledge 

(perception, inference or verbal testimony) for an entity free from 

distinction, Abhyankar raises the question: does a means of knowledge 

need to be verified by another means of knowledge or is it intrinsically 

valid? If a means of knowledge like perception requires demonstration 

by· another means of proof such as inference, then the validity of the 

inference would also need to be demonstrated by yet another means of 

proof etc. However if a means of knowledge is not demonstrated by 

another means of knowledge then on what grounds can we say that it is 

a means of knowledge? For example if, as Vedantins accept, the visual 

sense organ operating through the material eye is of a subtle nature 

and hence unknown, then how does one know that it exists? It can be 

proved to exist since it is the object of inference: the visual sense 

exists because it illumines an object and whatever illumines an object 



must exist. 

The Visi~~advaitin responds by stating that knowledge should be 

accepted as intrinsically valid and a means of knowledge does not 

require verification from another source of knowledge. The Advaitin 

accepts this, since it is his own position, and argues that if a 

means of knowledge is inherently valid, the existence of Brahman is 

all the more validated since Brahman is by nature self-evident 

(svayamprakasa) awareness without which there could be no operation 

of a means of knowledge. 

This is an initial argument, Strictly speaking it does not answer 

Ramanuja's objection that a means of knowledge does not apprehend 

anything which is free from distinction. Abhyankar now addresses this 

point. 

3.47. Furthermore, the means of knowledge do not reveal the supreme 

Brahman as their object. That has been told in the ~~~upura~: 

The means of knowledge, on the part of those who 

possess the means of knowledge, are not capable 

of the determination of Brahman the abode of all 

power ... (Vi~.P.6.8.57.). 

The meaning of that is: maninam are those who possess the means of 

knowledge, manani are the means of knowledge, ni~~hayai means for 

determination, ~ prabhavanti signifies that they [the means of 
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knowledge] are not capable. But because the means of knowledge have 

gained existence [from Brahman], therefore, while remaining at a 

distance, they indirectly indicate as their own root cause that there 

must be something which is the support of all empirical transactions 

consisting of the means of knowledge and objects of knowledge etc, 

That [i.e. the sacred texts] are certainly ~ot invalid merely because 

of this, Just like a light, which has the capacity to illuminate a 

thing possessing colour, while itself remaining at a distance 

indicates that darkness also has [black] colour, It is similar to that. 

Accordingly, it is said in the sacred text: "beyond darkness" (Sv.3.8.), 

And just as the light of a firefly is unable to illumine the sun, so 

too, even the sun which illumines everything is unable to illumine 

the supreme Brahman. With the same purport as this it is said in the 

sacred text: "light of lights" (B:rh.4.4.16.). 

comment 

Ramanuja argues that all means of knowledge only make known an 

object which possesses distinguishing characteristics. Perception 

reveals its object as possessing the attributes of colour etc. Because 

inference is based upon perceptual data, it too can only give 

knowledge of a thing possessing distinction. Verbal testimony is 

derived from words which can denote either a class concept (jati) such 

as the word "cow", or a quality (1l:!EJ..!!_) like "white or blue", or an 

action (kriya) such as "moving", or a name (sam.jna i.e. as revealing 

a substance, svariipa) like "Devadatta",27 So verbal testimony too is 

incapable of denoting something free from distinction. 

Advaitins accept that words cannot communicate an entity which 

is free from distinction through their primary expressive power 

(sakti). The texts such as: "from which [Brahman] words return ••• " 

(Tai,2.9.) also convey this meaning. However apart from the primary 

expressive power, words can also communicate through a secondary or 

implied signification (lak~~~i). Advaitins consider that Brahman, free 

from distinction, can be directly revealed through certain Upani~ad 

statements which function by way of implication, subsequent to the 

establishment in the texts of the necessary context for the implication 

to be understood, For example the "great sentence": "you are That" 

(Ch.6.8.7.) communicates by means of an implied signification (see 
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comment to 1.48. 

Similarly, the scriptural statement defining the nature of 

Brahman: "Brahman is real, Knowledge and limitless" (satyam jnanam 

anantam brahma .. Tai.2.1.) conveys its meaning through implication. 28 

The words "real" (satyam) and "Knowledge" (.jnanam) are in grammatical 

apposition (samanadhikaraJ:.l.Y!:.) with the word "limitless" (anantam). 

Because of such apposition, the words "real:' and "Knowledge" relinquish 

the limited meanings generally associated with these words while still 

retaining their root sense (satya from~ "to be" and .jnana from jna 

"to know"). So the word "real" in association with the word "limitless" 

cannot signify something finite and hence it implies only the root 

meaning free of all limitations i.e. existence l2!:E. ~ (sanmatra). So 

too the word "Knowledge" directly denotes mental states which are an 

attribute of the intellect, 29but on account of apposition with the 

word "limitless" it gives up this limited meaning and implies only 

the root sense of the verb free from any other ascription, i.e. 

awareness l2!:E.~ (cinmatra). Thus the nature of Brahman is implied, 

but not directly denoted, by the sentence: "satyam jnanam anantam 

brahma.3° 

3.48. The supreme Brahman possesses a power which is non-different from 

itself and it is the locus of that power which is non-different with 

regard to itself. [Brahman] is one, in the form of existence, free from 

qualities and free from distinction and is unable to be stated as "such 
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and such" because its power has not been manifested. At the time of 

creation, that power, which has been manifested depending upon its own 

locus, becomes as though different like bubbles from water. For this 

reason, the individual soul who is reflected in that [power] considers 

the Self to be different from the supreme Self, even though [the supreme 

Self] is himself. In the same manner, he considers the world, which is 

the transformation of such a power, to be different from the supreme 

Self. Brahman, possessing the power which has been manifested, can be 

expressed by the word Lord. On account of the manifested power, this 

Lord is superimposed as possessing quality and distinction. 

[objection] One thinks: why has this [Lord] been superimposed by 

the power? This [Lord] alone must be principal. There is nothing 

different from Him which is free from quality and free from distinction. 

For the accomplishment of the origination, sustenance and dissolution of 

the world is only through Him. 

[reply] No. Because the essential nature of the supreme Self can 

be understood only through the sacred texts and it has to be accepted 

only according to the sacred texts. In the sacred text, at some place 

the freedom from qualities is stated and at some [other] place the 

possession of qualities is stated. The way that has been told is certainly 

more correct for adherence to the two types of sacred texts. 

comment 

See comment to 1.9. 
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3.49. [objection] The purport of the sacred texts [teaching] freedom 

from qualities must be in the absence of qualities which are to be 

abandoned. 

[reply] No. Because the word "quality" which is used in a 

universal and primary sense has no authority to be used in a restricted 

meaning. Moreover, the negation of qualities in the supreme Self is 

taught by the sacred texts [denoting] freedom from qualities. And because 

negation is preceded by attainment, the attainment of qualities in the 

supreme Self has to be stated. That [attainment] is not through perception, 

because the supreme Self is not an object of perception. But it is 

through inference. Having known the supreme Self to be the agent of the 

creation, sustenance and dissolution of the world, due to that reason, 

the inference of qualities such as omniscience which are useful for 

creation etc. is possible there [in the supreme Self]. But there is no 

possibility of an inference there [in the supreme Self], in any manner 

whatsoever, of qualities which are to be abandoned. So because there is 

no attainment of qualities which are to be abandoned, how can the purport 

of the sacred texts [denoting] freedom from qualities be supposed to 

refer to their negation? 

3.50. 

3;50. Furthermore, freedom from distinction is certainly established 

even by inference which is based upon the pervasion: any distinction has 

the nature of the universal. Just as a pot, earthenware dish etc. has the 

nature of clay which is their universal. That has been told by the 

venerable Vyasa: "inference is entirely used up in comprehending the mere 

universal, it has no capacity to ascertain a distinction" (Y.S.B.1.25.). 
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3.51. There is harmony with the sacred text: "from which [Brahman] 

words return along with the mind, having not reached" (Tai.2.4.) only 

because of the acceptance of Brahman as pure and free from distinction. 

Otherwise, because Brahman possesses qualities it is therefore an 

object of speech and because the followers of Ramanuja accept it in 

that manner there would be incongruity with that [text], 

It should not be said that the purport of that sacred text is 

the absence of being an object of speech in totality, for there is the 

absence of being "just so much" since the qualities are innumerable. 

[reason] Because there is the consequence of the loss of self-evidence 

of the word "having not reached". But the explanation: "having not 

reached the limit of qualities" is artificial because of the acceptance 

of the need to supply an ellipsis. And because in the expectation of a 

grammatical object for this [word] "having not reached", there is the 

attainment through contiguity only of what has been specified by the 
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word "which" i.e. "from which" (yataJ.l) since it is the limit for the 

return of speech, 

It should not be said that in the expectation of a grammatical 

object for this [word] "having not reached", there can be the 

postulation only of the supreme Self who is distinguished by all 

qualities and who is specified by the word "which". In regard to that, 

the absence of attainment of the agency of speech is negated in the 

supreme Self who is the substantive and it is negated even in the 

qualities which are the distinguishing attributes of that [supreme Self] 

and it will terminate in the attribute of an attribute i.e, in the 

totality belonging to the qualities. For there is the maxim: when the 

substantive is negated, the positive statement and the negation terminate 

in the distinguishing attribute.31 [reason] Because the supreme Self, as 

distinguished by all qualities, is not relevant to the topic there. And 

because the final explanation through the maxim which was stated is a 

last resort. On account of this, [the explanation]: "from which (yataJ.l) 

means from the bliss of Brahman, there is the return of speech and mind 

having not reached (aprapxa) the limit of that [bliss of Brahman]" is 

refuted. 32 And because the bliss of Brahman is accepted as an object of 

speech by the sacred text itself: "the bliss of Prajapati one hundred 

[times] is one [measure of the] bliss of Brahman" {Tai.2.8.). And 

because human bliss is experienced by individual souls, therefore the 

bliss of Brahman is able to be conceived by the mind by way of 

multiplication hundreds of times higher and higher. But Brahman free 

from qualities cannot be conceived by the mind, for there is no 

experience anywhere in the world of a thing free from qualities. 
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3.52. It should not be said that the sacred text [denoting] the 

return of speech is inconsistent since even Brahman free from 
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distinction, which you accept, is taught by the sacred text: "free 

from qualities" (Cii.7.). [reason] Because the meaning of this: "words 

return" is that words are unable to teach by way of a positive 

statement. But the sacred text: "free from qualities" does not teach 

[that Brahman] is "like this" but it negates qualities entirely. This 

must necessarily be understood. Otherwise the sacred text: "words 

return", itself teaching Brahman in a form while it is not an object 

of speech, would be contradicted like the statement "I am mute". 7. 

3.53. Although it has been said (Sri.B.Para.28.p.45.): 

The tenet relating to their own school, that an 

entity free from distinction is established by 

one's own experience, is also refuted. Because 

there is only the experience of what possesses 

distinction with the self as the witness. 

With regard to that, it is said: 

Universal knowledge is not free from distinction, 

because it is knowledge. Scripture must be the 

means of knowledge for what is free from 

distinction. That [scripture] too is of an 
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ordinary nature.8. 

3.54. We do not deny the experience possessing distinction, which is 

.of an ordinary nature such as "I saw this", as it is included within 

the world which is a modification of the power of the supreme Self. 

But because a distinction has the nature of the universal, it is most 

strange that you deny the experience free from distinction which has 

the nature of being the basis of the experience of an ordinary nature 

possessing distinction. The pervasion is everywhere certainly without 

deviation: any distinction has the nature of the universal. Just as 

a pot, earthenware dish etc. has the nature of clay which is their 

universal. 

Ordinary knowledge is a particular mental modification and its 

special nature is that it possesses a locus, an object and is 

determinate. With regard to that, the universal possesses a locus, 

an object and is indeterminate. With regard to that, the universal is 

without an object and possesses a locus. Because knowledge depends 

firstly upon a location and then upon an object. Even with regard to 

that, the universal is without a locus. And here, knowledge just has 

the nature of being knowledge. [as such]. Even with regard to that, 

the universal is in the form of existence and it is where even 

knowledge as such does not exist. The conclusion based just upon this 
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is that awareness is indeed existence.33 This experience free from 

distinction is well known in the "fourth state". 

comment 

Abhyankar attempts to demonstrate that knowledge (dhi), which is 

a particular mental modification, has its substratum in awareness 

(anubhuti) which is free from distinction (nirvise~~) and of the 

nature of existence (sadrupa). He enumerates five "stages", each of 

greater universality than the preceding. 

(1) ordinary knowledge which possesses a locus (asraya), an object 

(vi~aya) and is of a determinate nature (savikalpaka). For example 

the knowledge relating to Brahman possessing qualities (sag~abrahman) 

possesses a locus i.e. the thinker and an object i.e. Brahman 

with qualities. It is determinate since there is knowledge of the 

relation of attribute and substantive (viSe§~~avise~yabhava). 

(2) With regard to that, the universal possesses a locus and an object 

but is indeterminate. For instance the knowledge relating to Brahman 

free from qualities (nirg~abrahman) possesses a locus i.e. the thinker 

and an object i.e. Brahman. It is indeterminate because Brahman is 

without quality and so there is no attribute-substantive relation. 

(3) The third stage possesses a locus but has no object. In the 

cognition: "I have knowledge" (dhiman) the "I" is the locus but there 

is no object of: 'knowledge. 

(4) The universal with reference to that is just that knowledge as 

such exists. 

(5) Finally, the absolute universal is in the form of self-evident 

existence. Because the mental modification has entirely resolved 

(as in deep sleep) even knowledge as such does not appear. The 

conclusion is that mere awareness which is of the nature of existence 

remains as the substratum of all mental activity. 

With regard to the "fourth state", see comment to 1.40. 
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,( - . ) 34 3,55. What has been said (~rl.B,Para,28.p.45. : 

an experience free from distinction, which is 

distinguished from what possesses distinction 

by some semblance of reasoning, has to be 

distinguished by natural distinctions peculiar 

to itself which are different from existence. 

So the possession of distinction certainly 

remains due to natural distinctions peculiar 

to itself which are different from existence 

and which are the reason for distinguishing. 
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That too is questionable. Because distinguishing means separating. Like 

[separating] an animal from a bird. That [separating] is due to the 

nature of being an animal or due to the absence of wings. For there 

is no royal decree that distinguishing is only through some nature 

which exists. In regard to that [distinguishing of an animal], an 

animal cannot be said to possess distinction due to the absence of 

wings, That [possession of distinction] is due to the nature of being 

an animal. This is another matter, Thus in separating an experience 

free from distinction due to the absence of a distinction, how does 

the possession of distinction occur? When air which has no form is 

distinguished due to the absence of form with regard to fire, water 

and food, even a child does not believe that there is the possession 

of form there [in air] due to the very absence of form. But if the 

possession of a distinction is accepted even due to the absence of 

distinction, then in the occurrence of what is non-existent becoming 
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existent, there would certainly be loss of the essential nature. For 

this reason, the venerable Vyasa has said in the commentary upon the 

Yogasutras: 11 'the puru~_!!: has the attribute of not being born' , the 

mere absence of the attribute of being born is understood. Not an 

attribute connected to the puru~.!!:" (Y.S.1.9.). 

comment 

The purport of the argument is that distinguishing between things 

can be brought about either through the presence of an attribute or 

through the absence of an attribute. Hence a cow can be distinguished 

from a bird due to the absence of having wings. However an entity 

cannot be said to possess a distinction merely on the ground that it 

does ~possess an attribute. 
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·3.56. It should not be said that because awareness free from 

distinction is accepted by the exponents of maya as having the 

distinction of being the material cause, a distinction in the form of 

the distinction of being the material cause cannot be avoided. [reason] 

Because there is the fault of infinite regress: if the distinction of 

being the material cause is a distinction, then once again such a 
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distinction which is the nature of being the material cause is [yet] 

another distinction. And so, like in the view of Ramanuja, although 

Brahman possesses distinction it has to be accepted that the possession 

of distinction is not a distinction in order to avoid the infinite 

regress: if the possession of distinction i.s itself a distinction, the 

possession of such a distinction is [yet] another distinction, in just 

the same way, according to the view of the exponents of maya as well, 

the distinction of being the material cause is accepted as not being 

a distinction. 

If [you say] that the possession of distinction is not a 

distinction, but it is merely the absence of being devoid of distinction, 

[we say] that you must accept that the distinction of being the material 

cause too is merely the absence of not being the substratum of the 

distinctions which appear. Thus the quality of being knowledge is not a 

positive attribute, but it is merely the absence of being inert. 

Similarly, self-luminosity too is merely the absence of being illumined 

by another. Due to this, the establishing of the possession of 

distinction (SrLB.Para.28.p.46.): "because knowledge has the quality 

of being knowledge and the quality of self-luminosity" is refuted. In 

the same way, it is to be understood that the quality of being eternal 

is merely the absence of destruction. The quality of being one is merely 

the absence of a second. The scripture, such as: "free from qualities 11 

(Cii.7.2.), "without taint" (Sv.6.19.) is the means of knowledge for an 

entity free from distinction. 

comment 

The purport of the discussion about the distinction of being the 

material cause, is that if the nature of being the material cause is 

considered to be a distinction, then there should be a cause for that 

distinction and again a cause for that distinction and so there is no 

finality. 
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3.57. But what is being taught by this text (Sri.B.Para.28.p.46.): 

Verbal testimony, especially, has the capacity of 

denoting only an entity possessing distinction. 

Because it functions through words and sentences. 

Now a word is due to the connection of the stem and 

the affix. Since the stem and the affix have a 

difference in meaning, the imparting of a 

qualified meaning on the part of the word itself 

cannot be avoided. And the difference among words 

is based upon the difference of meanings. Because 

a sentence is a collection of words, it denotes a 
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particular combination of the meanings of several 

words and therefore has no capacity for teaching 

about an entity free from distinction. [Hence] 

verbal testimony is not a means of knowledge for 

an entity free from distinction 
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is that an entity which is free from distinction does not have verbal 

testimony as its means of knowledge. That is when a word undertakes 

to teach about something through primary signification, by way of a 

positive statement and from essential definition. Not otherwise. 

To explain. A word is seen to have many ways of teaching a 

meaning. Because a word teaches a meaning at some place by way of a 

positive statement and somewhere [else] by way of negation. So too, 

somewhere by way of an essential definition and somewhere [else] 

through an incidental definition. In the same way, somewhere through 

the primary signification and at some place through implication. 

Although suggestion is another type of signification, still, it 

necessarily gives either of the two: the express meaning or an 

implied meaning, so it does not illustrate anything different. 35 

There [in respect of the usage of words], an entity free from 

distinction cannot be said as: "such and such", so although a word 

is unable to teach an entity free from distinction through a positive 

statement, still, it is certainly able to teach through negation. For 

instance: "free from qualities" (Cii.7.2.), "without taint" (Sv.6.19.), 

"without sound, without touch" (Katha.1 .3.15.) etc. Here [in respect 

of negation], a word communicates Brahman free from distinction 

through secondary signification [i.e. implication]. Because even the 

primary meaning of the words "free from qualities" etc. does not 

exist there [in Brahman] in reality. So too, although a word does not 

teach an entity free from distinction through an essential definition, 

still, it is certainly able to teach through an incidental definition. 

For example: "from which these beings are born" (Tai.3.1 .1.) etc. 



It must be understood that although this incidental definition is for 

Brahman who possesses a limiting adjunct and has distinction, still, 

by means of that [Brahman possessing distinction], it is possible to 

be for [Brahman] free from distinction which is the support of that 

[Brahman possessing distinction]. This [incidental definition] taught 

by the scripture has to be understood according to the ordinary view, 

because even the scripture is of an ordinary nature,36 For the absence 

of absolute existence in regard to the sacred texts is taught by the 

sacred text itself: "the Vedas are no longer Vedas ... " (B'I'h.4,3.22.). 

comment 
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Abhyankar states that Brahman cannot be directly denoted through 

the primary signification of a word (vacyav,tti), for a word primarily 

expresses either a class concept, a quality, an action, or a name 

(see comment 3.4'(.), He also. maintains that a positive statement (vidhi) 

is unable to reveal Brahman, for such a statement would communicate 

by way of a subject-predicate construction denoting the relation of an 

attribute and its possessor. A positive statement has no applicability 

since Brahman is said to be free from attributes. 

Abhyankar also considers that the nature of Brahman cannot be 

revealed through an essential definition, i.e, a definition by means 

of the essential nature (svarupala~~~~). Such a definition requires 

that the essential nature of the thing be offered as the definition 

(svarupam ~ lak~~~~).37 The essential nature can itself be the 

definition if there is an assumed distinction between the defining 

characteristics and the thing to be defined, so once again there is a 

relation of attributes and their possessor. 38 Although this relation is 

only a conceptual formulation for the purpose of the definition, 

Abhyankar presumably classes svarupalak~~~~ along with the previous 

two·modes because of the above reason, 

However the principal view is that the nature of Brahman can be 

revealed through an essential definition. 39 In his commentary upon 

the passage: "Brahman is real, Knowledge and limitless" (Tai.2.1 .), 

~ankara states on six occasions that the passage is intended to 

provide the definition of Brahman. 40 ~ankara considers that such a 

passage reveals the essence of Brahman through the implied meaning of 

the words 41 (see comment to 3,47,}. 

Ramanuja's contention is that verbal testimony cannot be a means of 

knowledge for something free from distinguishing characteristics since it 
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functions through words which possess a distinct meaning and sentences 

which express a particular relation between the different meanings of 

the words, Advaitins reply that even if a sentence does express such 

a relation, there is no rule that the object of the purport of the 

sentence must possess; the distinctions belonging to the various words. 

The purport of a sentence can be different from what is denoted by 

the relation of the words. For instance, if. I express disapproval at 

my friends plan of dining with my enemy by telling him: "go eat poison" 

{vi~am bhullk~~), the intention is not that he should eat poison but 

that he should not eat with such a person. A sentence can also 

express a non-relational meaning. For example: "this is that Devadatta" 

conveys a non-relational sense because the relation denoted by 

"this" referring to the present place and time and the relation 

expressed by "that" referring to a past place and time are both negated 

so that the sentence points to the bare substantive 42 (see comment to 1 .45. 

Thus while a sentence can convey a relational meaning, it need not 

always do so.43 The deciding factor is the p~port. 

3 .58. 

3.58. 

~ '!E<r~ f.rf~~m~;;q'ii~N?IBT ;:r f.rf.l~'l"Hl!R 
~:' ( ~o 11:o ~'\ q'o Z ) ~J!~ Q'if';'la--

,.....,_ • "'\ • • ,......_ ...-..!' 

~l1T"1!1ff~ trlff~ ~F'l~ r 119 if.~ l'fi~ I 
""'\ . " . . '""' ~· 
'lfqtl"P-lfii~Fn;:rr '1F<TP''-!Tflf'fi(lf ~FfO: II ". II 

But what has been said (Sri.B,Para.29.p.47.): 

Perception, which is divided due to the difference 

between indeterminate and determinate, is not a 

means of knowledge for an entity free from distinction, 

In regard to that, it is said: 

Perception which is indeterminate is declared as 

apprehending pure existence. Difference, 

configuration and the generic character cannot 

be mutually of the same nature, 9. 
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<'rl' 
Hl~'l'lilfi.'reJ~'I 

Wlli'!!Tf~1'113: 

3.59. Because the indeterminate [perception] accepted by Ramanuja 

is something constructed by his own imagination it most certainly 

could not be a means of knowledge for an entity free from distinction. 

But in actual fact, indeterminate means free from distinction. A 

distinction is just the particular name, generic character etc., so 

the perception free from that is indeterminate [i.e. free from any 

distinction]. 

For example. Prior to the particular knowledge "this is 

Devadatta", there is the general knowledge with regard to it, i.e, 

"this is a brahma:r;t~"· Prior to that, there is the general knowledge 

with regard to it,i.e, "this is a man". Even before that, there is the 

general knowledge with regard to it, i.e. "this is a tall thing". Even 

before that, [there is the idea] "this is something". There is the 

mention of the word "something" only because somehow or other it has to 

be shown by a word. But not because the knowledge of that [indeterminate 

thing] has the attribute of "somethingness" as its mode. The purport 

of the use of the words "this is something" is just that in the 

initial knowledge no attribute whatsoever appears. Because experience 

is exactly in that manner. This alone is what is known in reality as 

indeterminate. And this is certainly possible to be a means of 



287 
knowledge for an entity free from distinction. 

For perception is exactly in that manner in the fourth state. 

The momentary experience, prior to the distinct knowledge "I and this" 

on the part of the person who has awoken from sleep, in which there is 

no cognition of even the knower or the known separately from 

Knowledge is indeed that ["fourth state"]. 

3.60. 

3.60. 
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But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.29.p.47.): 

Indeterminate [perception] is the apprehension of 

the first object among things belonging to the 

same class. Determinate is said as the 

apprehension of the second object etc. Upon the 

apprehension of the first object, the "cowness" 

et~. is not recognized as a form which persists 

[in other cows]. There is the cognition of it 

persisting only in the case of the apprehension of 

the second object and so on. 

That is not correct. Because the well known cognition free from 

distinction such as "this is something" has no connection with 

concealment. And because there is no means of knowledge for the word 
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"distinction" (vikalpa) in the word "indeterminate" (nirvikalpaka) to 

have the meaning of persisting. 

Furthermore, an expression of the twofold difference of that 

type of perception is correct only through the two words: not having 

[something] persisting and having [something] persisting, but not through 

the words: indeterminate and determinate. Moreover, for a person whose 

mental impression produced by the first cognition [of the object] has 

vanished, its persisting even in the second cognition is not recognized 

and so even the second cognition would be indeterminate. Moreover, upon 

the acceptance of the way of the Vaise~ikas: that there is the 

extraordinary perception of all individual cows through contact with 

the universal characteristic in the very first cognition of a cow etc., 

that [perception] would be determinate. So this is a mere trifle. 

comment 

Advaitins criticize Ramanuja's explanation of indeterminate 

(nirvikalpaka) perception (see text, 2.44.) because his interpretation 

does not coincide with the meaning of the word "indeterminate". When 

a cognition has as its object a distinction such as a name, generic 

character etc. then it is a determinate perception, When it is without 

) 44 such distinction, it is an indeterminate perception (see text, 3.59 •• 

According to Ramanuja, the distinction between indeterminate and 

determinate perception lies in the fact that in the former the generic 

character is not recognized as persisting in other members of the same 

class whereas in the latter perception it is known to persist. However 

in both types of perception there is the cognition of such distinctions 

as name and generic character etc., so that even in indeterminate 

perception there is the apprehension: "this is Devadatta", "this is a 

brahmaiJ..!!." etc, .Advaitins argue that due to the cognition of such 

distinctions, Ramanuja's "indeterminate" perception is only determinate 

perception and the use of the word "indeterminate" to characterize, it 

is incorrect. 45 

The mention of the "way of the Vaise~ikas" i,e, the explanation 

employed by Nyaya-Vaise~ika for the determination of the generic 

character or an invariably concomitant relation (vyapti), is not 

applicable here since the Visi~tadvai tins do not · hold this, view. 46 
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3.61. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.29.p.49.): 

Because perception refers to what possesses 

distinction, inference also refers to what 

possesses distinction because its object is 

qualified by the connection to what has 

been seen through perception etc. 

That too is questionable, Because the universal is established as 

free from distinction when a distinction is inferred to have the nature 

of the universal, due to the existence of the pervasion previously 

mentioned (3. 54): any distinction has the nature of the universal 

Just as the differences such as a pot, earthenware dish etc. have the 

nature of clay which is their universal. 

comment 

The particulars have the nature of their universal, but the 

universal is inherently free from the attributes of the particular. 

While a pot has the nature of the clay, its universal, the latter 

is not inherently connected to the form of a pot. The clay too has 

the nature of its universal, i,e, its material cause such as atoms etc. 

That universal has the nature of its universal and so on until there 

is the termination in the highest universal: pure existence which 

contains all distinctions and yet possesses no distinction. 

3 • 62 • it 2 , '~ ~il'' (I'~'~ qm~~'oo <rm f.l Pl ~ q !lffif 
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3.62. But those who ridicule (Sr1.B.Para.29.p.49.): 

[a person] who says that the very thing is free from 

distinction on account of the natural distinctions 

belonging to the thing does not know the 

contradiction in his own speech. It is like the 

assertion about the barrenness of [one's own] mother. 

They must certainly be asked: this ridicule is about whom? The 

exponents of maya say that an entity is free from distinction merely 

through the absence of not being the substratum of the distinctions 

which are appearing. But not because of some natural distinction. 

It was just mentioned (3,59.) that such a Brahman, free from 

distinction, is apprehended through indeterminate perception in the 

fourth state. Here, there is certainly no appearance of even the 
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knower or the known. But this perception apprehends pure existence. It 

does not have difference as its object. And here, even the difference 

of apprehended and apprehending does not exist, what to speak of 

difference belonging to the object. The statement: "apprehends pure 

existence" is figurative. So too, even the statement: "Brahman, free 

from distinction, is apprehended through indeterminate perception" is 

figurative, This very non-duality is taught by the sacred texts such 

as: "Existence alone ••• " (Ch.6.2.1.), thus there is certainly no 

contradiction between scripture and perception. This Brahman, whose 

nature is awareness free from distinction and which has as though 



acquired another nature associated with the knower and the known 

because its power in the form of beginningless Ignorance is 

manifested, is the indeterminate etc. perception of an ordinary 

nature such as: "that which appears, that is something". But in the 

ordinary perception such as: "this is a po:t1 not a cloth", the 

difference of apprehended and apprehending and the difference between 

the pot and the cloth etc. certainly appears. 

comment 

Advaitins also consider deep sleep to be a perceptual experience 

free from distinction. For upon waking there is the recollection: 
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"I did not know anything" and the cause of such a recollection can be 

inferred to be indeterminate perception since there is no recollection 

without an experience. 47 
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3.6~. [objection by Ramanuja's opponent] 48 Difference is difficult to 

determine since it does not admit [definite] alternatives, To explain: 

in the first place, difference is not the essential nature of the 

object. Because when the nature of the object is apprehended, just as 

there is the expression of its nature, there would be the expression 

of its difference from everything. It should not be said that even when 

the essential nature is apprehended, because the expression "different" 
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depends upon a counter correlate, there is no expression of difference 

at that very time because there is no recollection of that [counter 

correlate]. [reason] Because the requirement of a counter correlate 

is not able to be observed for one who holds that difference is 

nothing but the essential nature. For the essential nature and 

difference are in essence the same. Just as the expression of the 

essential nature does not require a counter correlate, the expression 

of difference too should be just the same. And "pot" and "different" 

should be synonyms like "hand" (hasta) and "hand" (kara). 

Nor even is [difference] an attribute. If it is an attribute, 

its difference from the essential nature has to be necessarily accepted. 

Otherwise it would be the same as the essential nature. In the case 

of difference, there would be difference even for that [first 

difference] which is an attribute of that [first difference] and for 

that [second difference] also. Thus there would be an infinite regress. 

But 49 if there is no supposition of another difference, there could be 

no expression that the initial difference is different from its own 

locus, For there is no possibility of a cause for the expression 

[i.e. that it is different] for itself with regard to itself." 

Furthermore, there is the apprehension of difference when there 

is apprehension of the object qualified by attributes such as generic 

character etc. and there is apprehension of the object qualified by 

attributes such as generic character etc. when there is the apprehension 

of difference. So there is mutual dependence. Thus difference is 

difficult to determine. 

[reply by Advaitin] So be it, 

comment 

The position of the Advaitins, as represented by Ma~qanamisra, 50 

is that perception does not have difference for its object. The object 

of perception is pure existence (sanmatra), Difference, as a reality, 

cannot be proved through any means of knowledge, Conversely, Ramanuja 

maintains that a thing qualified by the generic character is the object 



of perception. The perception of the generic character is the cause 

for a statement of difference about the object itself or something 

else, because the generic character requires a counter correlate. 51 

According to the Advaitin, perception simply reveals the object, 

it has no capacity to differentiate one object from another. A 

perception such as: "this is a pot", "this is a cloth" apprehends 
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mere being defined by the form of pot or cloth. The perceptual objects 

are limiting adjuncts of existence which persists as the reality in 

all cognitions.5 2 The Advaitin contends that a statement about the 

difference of a pot from cloth is not within the scope of a perceptual 

means of knowledge since perception apprehends only the bare object. 

Nor can it be established through another means of knowledge such as 

inference.53 Though difference is something well known in the world 

(lokaprasiddha), the Advaitin maintains that it is not proved through 

a means of knowledge (prama~aprasiddha). 54 

The argument presented in the text to demonstrate the difficulty 

in arriving at the nature of difference can be exemplified by a 

statement like: "the pot is different from the book". Is the difference 

which belongs to the pot identical with the essential nature of the 

pot or is it an attribute of the pot? If it is the essential nature, 

then upon the mention of its nature there would be the mention of 

its difference from everything and the further statement that it is 

"different" would be unnecessary. Also, the essential nature cannot 

be identical with difference because the mention of the essential 

nature i.e. pot, does not require the mention of a counter correlate. 

However the mention of "difference" does require a counter correlate 

for it creates the expectation of something which there is difference 

from. Hence they cannot be identical. 

Nor is difference an attribute of the pot. For if difference (d) 

is an attribute of the essential nature then there must be another 

difference (d1 ), which is an attribute of the first difference, in 

order to distinguish the first difference from the essential nature. 

Otherwise it would be identical to the essential nature. So too, 

another difference (d2), which is an attribute of d1, is necessary 

in order to distinduish d1 from d. To distinguish d2 from d1 another 

difference has to be postulated and so there would be an infinite 

regress (anavastha). 

Finally, the argument is put forward that an attempt to establish 

difference involves the fallacy of mutual dependence (anyonyasraya) 

because difference is established when there is apprehension of the 
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object qualified by its generic character, but without first apprehending 

the difference of a pot from a book it is not possible to know that 

"this has the generic character of a pot". 55 
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3.64. It should not be said that if [difference] is difficult to 

determine, how is the appearance of difference logically possible in 

the manner that: "this is a pot, not cloth" etc.? [reason] Because in 

an appearance there is no requirement for the thing to be absolutely 

real. For there is no logical possibility of the appearance of silver 

upon a pearl-oyster etc. You also have accepted it to be exactly the 

same by saying (Sri.B.Para.47.p.86): "because cognitions invariably-

have an object". Moreover, the difficulty of determining difference 

proves that it is an effect of Ignorance. 

But what has been said with the intention that difference is 

not difficult to determine (Sri.B.Para.30.p.50.): 

Just as awareness and colour etc. are accepted by the 

exponents of maya to be the cause for a 

particular expression elsewhere and the cause 

for an expression even in regard to themselves, 



it is certainly possible for difference as well. 

That is not so. Because there is dissimilarity. Because colour 

produces visibility in a pot which is its locus and it produces 

visibility even in regard to itself. But that very colour, though 

producing the expression "possessing colour" in regard to the pot 
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which is its locus, it does not produce such an expression about itself. 

In the same manner, Knowledge also is the cause for the illumination of 

the pot which is its object and it is the cause for its own 

illumination. But that very Knowledge, though producing the expression 

"possessing Knowledge" in regard to the Self which is its locus, it 

does not produce such an expression about itself. Because the state of 

locus and its possessor, which is dependent upon difference, is 

impossible in oneself, like mounting upon one's own shoulders. Similarly, 

this difference belonging to the pot which has cloth as its counter 

correlate, though producing the expression "different from cloth" in 

regard to the pot which is its locus, it cannot produce the expression 

"different" about itself. What is known as "different" is only what 

possesses difference. 

comment 

The Advaitin has argued that if difference is identical to the 

essential nature there is no need to use the word difference at all. 

If it is an attribute, then an infinite regress would occur. In reply, 

Ramanuja states that there is no fault of infinite regress because just 

as colour reveals its locus as possessing colour and reveals itself, or 

just as awareness reveals its locus as possessing awareness and also 

reveals itself, so too, difference reveals difference and reveals 

itself as well. 

Abhyankar answers that the i1lustration of colour or awareness 

does not establish the point. Colour, for example, reveals its locus 

as possessing colour: "this pot has colour" but it cannot reveal itself 

as having colour. So too, even if difference is able to reveal 

another thing as possessing difference such as a pot, it is not 

able to reveal itself as having difference. 
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3.65 But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.30.p.51.): 

the configuration is itself the generic character. The 

generic character such as cowness etc. is itself 

difference. 

That is questionable. Because the configuration indicates the generic 

character. What is known as "configuration" is the particular 

arrangement Of the component parts. That is certainly not itself the 

generic character. Because there is the experience that the 
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configuration of various types of pots: those which are minute, large, 

have long necks, projecting mouths or broard bellies, is different 

with regard to each individual. It is quite another matter that there 

is a mutual similarity of the configurations due to some attribute. 

Bec~use even though the configuration of two Kar~apa~~ coins has very 

great similarity it is not identical. When one Kar~apa~~ coin is chipped, 

only the form belonging to that is chipped and not [the form] belonging 

to another Kar~apa~~· But the generic character of being a Kar~apa~~ 

coin is just one in all ~~apa~~ coins. 

"The generic-character is itself difference" is also not correct. 

·Because the generic character reveals difference, it is separate with 
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regard to that. Moreover if the generic character is itself difference, 

there is no logical possibility of the usage: "this is a pot, not cloth". 

Because since the generic character of potness is said just by the word 

pot, there is no possibility of the usage of a negative particle 

which again has that meaning [i.e, the generic character]. 

comment 

Ramanuja considers that the configuration (samsthana) i.e.~ the 

distinctive form of the object, constitutes the generic character (jati) 

of the object: for it is only the particular configuration, such as 

the dew lap of a cow, that is seen to inhere in all members of the 

same class. 56 Moreover, Ramanuja equates generic character with the 

determination of difference, because upon the apprehension of the 

generic character such as cowness there is exclusion of all other classes 

like buffaloes etc.57 

In reply, it is argued that the configuration reveals the generic 

character but they are not identical. Though all the members of a 

class partake of a very similar configuration, their respective 

configurations are not identical: the configuration of Devadatta's 

cow does not itself exist in Yajnadatta's cow. The generic character, 

however, is identical.58 

Nor is generic character identical with difference. Rather, it is 

what reveals the difference of members of one class from those of 

another class. If the generic character and difference were identical 

then they should be synonyms and in the expression: "this is a pot, 

not cloth" the use of the negative particle is redundant since it too 

would refer to the generic character. Moreover, when the statement is 

uttered: "there is difference of a pot from a piece of cloth" , nobody 

understands it to mean: "there is the generic character of a pot from 

a piece of cloth". 59 The mention of the configuration such as: "this is 

a wide brimmed pot", or the generic character: "pot" does not require 

the statement of a counter correlate. However the word "difference" 

requires a counter correlate (because of the expectation: "different 

from what?"), so the configuration or the generic character cannot be 

identical to difference. 60 

3.66. 
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3.66. Furthermore, are these three meanings: cowness, difference and 

the cessation of non-difference known to be mutually different 
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respectively? Or are the three just one? Alternatively, are cowness and 

difference one and is the cessation of non-difference separate? Or 

perhaps there is the identity of these two: difference and the 

cessation of non-difference and cowness is separate? Thus there are 

these four alternatives. With regard to those, the first alternative is 

that those who rely upon cognition accept the three meanings to be 

different. The second is that the meaning is just one, on account of 

simplicity. But the cognition is like that due to the natural character 

of words. The third and fourth are for those who follow both cognition 

and simplicity. With regard to those, the third is the view of 

Ramanuja since it is very clearly accepted to be so by his saying 

(Sri.B.Para.JO.p.51. ): 11 cowness etc. is itself difference 11
, and 

(Sri.B.Para.J1 .p.52. ): 11Because there is the cessation of non-difference 

only through the apprehension of difference". But with regard to that, 

the fourth is correct. Because non-difference is the absence of 

difference. The absence of that [non-difference] is the cessation of 

non-difference. The meaning is: the absence of the absence of difference. 

The absence of an absence is certainly well. known to all as the nature 

of being a counter correlate. With regard to that, having given up the 

identity of difference with the cessation of non-difference, which is 
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well known, the identity of cowness with difference is accepted even 

though it is not well known. Thus what is this doctrine of Ramanuja? 

3,67. Furthermore, because the generic character does not require a 

counter correlate and because difference requires a counter correlate the 

difference [between the two] is certainly unavoidable. It should not be 

said that just as the one Devadatta is not seen to require a counter 

correlate if addressed by the word "Devadatta" and he is seen to require 

it if he is addressed by the word "father" etc., it could be just like 

that here [with regard to the oneness of the generic character and 

difference]. [reason] Because there [in the illustration], even though the 

individual is one there is difference of the adjuncts of being Devadatta 

and being a father. But here [in the topic], in one individual pot you 

accept only the non-difference of the adjuncts of potness and difference 

which are the reasons for the usage of the words "pot" and "different". 

Thus the two words "pot" and "different" should be synonyms. Moreover, the 

dependence upon a counter correlate is not able to be observed for one who 

is the exponent of difference being nothing but the generic character. 

Furthermore, if the generic character such as potness is itself 

difference, then in the expectation of a counter correlate for that 

difference, what is the counter correlate? Is it qualified by potness, 

or not qualified by it or both? In the first case, there could be no 



cognition of a difference from cloth. And that is because it is not 

possible to say that: "potness is itself difference" if the counter 

correlate of that [potness] is qualified by potness. For this very 

reason it is not the third. Whereas in the second case there could be 

no cognition of the difference of one pot from another pot. 

comment 

If the generic character of potness is itself difference, and 

difference requires a counter correlate, is the counter correlate 

qualified by potness or not? If it is, then one cannot say that a pot 
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is different from something else because the pot has itself as the 

counter correlate. If the counter correlate is not qualified by potness, 

then one could not say that "this pot is different from that pot" 

because the pot does not have potness as its counter correlate. So the 

generic character and difference cannot be the same. 
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3.68. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.JO.p.50.): 

Moreover, if [perception] apprehends bare existence, the 

cognition referring to what is qualified such as: "the 

pot is", "the cloth is" is contradicted. And if 

difference, characterized by the generic character etc. 



in the form of the configuration of the object and which 

is different from bare existence, is not apprehended by 

perception, why does a person who seeks a horse turn 

away upon seeing a buffalo? If bare existence alone is 

the object in all cognitions, why are all the words which 

are associated with the objects of those cognitions not 

remembered in each particular cognition? Furthermore, 

since the two cognitions, referring to a horse and an 

elephant, have the one object, and since there is no 

distinction because the latter [cognition] apprehends 

what has [already] been apprehended, there would be 

no difference [of the latter cognition] from memory. If 

a distinction is accepted for each cognition, then 

perception is accepted as referring only to what is 

qualified. If all cognitions refer to the one object, 

the result would be the absence of being blind or deaf 

since everything is apprehended by just one cognition. 

Bare existence is not apprehended by the eye. 

Because it apprehends colour, the possessor of the 

colour, and things inherently connected with the same 

object as the colour. Nor by the sense of touch. Because 

its scope is objects possessing tangibility. The sense 

of hearing etc. too do not have bare existence for their 

object. But their objects are only things distinguished 

by the characteristics of sound, taste and smell. 

Therefore nothing is seen here which apprehends bare 

existence. 
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That is worthless. Because it has been told that the perception which 

is not of an ordinary nature apprehends bare existence. But we 

certainly accept that the perception of an ordinary nature refers to 

what is qualified. So why is there so much prolixity for the sake of 
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showing that? 

comment 

The Advaitin does not deny the perceptual distinctions pertaining 

to ordinary relations (vyavaharika), which are brought about by limiting 

adjuncts. What is denied, is the ascription of an absolute status to 

such perceptions,61 

The "perception which is not of an ordinary nature" (alaukika) 

referey to the indeterminate perception of the "fourth state" 

(tur1ya-avastha) (see 3,62,) and to the non-relational knowledge 

acquired from the sacred texts (see 1.45, and comment). 

3.69. 
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3.69. But what has been said (Sr1.B.Para.30.p.51 .): 

If bare existence free from distinction is apprehended 

just by perception, then the scripture, whose object 

is [to reveal] that, would be only a repetition since 

it refers to what is [already] attained. And Brahman, 

which is bare existence, would be an object of 

knowledge, 

In regard to that, it is said: 

Pure existence cannot be an object of knowledge, 

The world does not have an absolute reality, 

Awareness is identical to existence and that 

[awareness] is not manifest by another thing,10. 

3.70. 
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3.70. Pure existence free from distinction [i.e. Brahman] is indeed 

established by indeterminate perception which is not of an ordinary 

nature. But it is not apprehended by ordinary perception whether 

determinate or indeterminate. And such a thing [indeterminate 

perception not of an ordinary nature], which is certainly unknown 
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prior to such a perception of that [Brahman, pure existence free from 

distinction], is made known by the scripture. Thus the scripture does 

not repeat what is already known. According to your view also, the 

supreme Self who is certainly unknown as the inner-controller of all, 

is made known by the scripture such as: "He who abides in the self" 

(S.Bra.14.6.7.30.). Thus the situation is certainly the same. It was 

mentioned previously (3. 62J that the indeterminate perception which 

is not of an ordinary nature is completely free from the relation 

of subject and object of knowledge. Thus Brahman, which is pure 

existence, is not an object of knowledge. 

comment 

The Veda is the means of knowledge about matters which fall outside 

the scope of the perceptually based means of knowledge. 52 If Brahman, 

pure existence free from all distinction, can be revealed by ordinary 

perception then the Veda would only repeat what can be acquired through 

another means of knowledge. The Advaitin could reply that ordinary 

perceptual experience reveals pure existence qualified by adjuncts such 

as a pot etc. But Brahman, free from all distinction, can only be 

apprehended through the non-relational knowledge produced by the 

immediate apprehension of the Upani~ad texts which teach the nature of 

Brahman and its identity with the individual soul. At such a time, 

the apprehending mental mode (ant~ara~av,ttyavacchinnam caitanyam)63 

attempts to assume the form of the object of apprehension i.e. Brahman, 

awareness as such. Since awareness is not an object as everything is its 
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object, the mental mode cannot objectify Brahman. It is said to be 

non-relational or impartite (akhandakara ,) because there is no a o 

knower-known relation but only the knowledge that the object of that 

mental mode is the essence of the knower. 

3. 71 • 

3.71. But what has been said by those who do not tolerate that pots 

etc. have no absolute reality (Sri.B.Para.31.p.52f.): 

For when there is a contradiction between two cognitions, 

there is the relation of sublated and sublating and 

there is certainly the exclusion of what is sublated. 

Here in regard to pots and cloth etc. there is 

certainly no contradiction because there is a difference 

of place and time. If the existence of a thing is 

ascertained at a certain place and time and its non-

existence is ascertained at that [same] place and time, 

because of the contradiction there the stronger 

sublates and there is exclusion of the sublated. 



There is no contradiction if that which is experienced 

as connected with a certain place and time is known to 

be non-existent at another place and time. So how is 

there the relation of sublated and sublating in this 

case? Or how is it said that there is the exclusion 

at one place of what has been excluded somewhere else. 
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But in the case of the rope-snake etc., there is contradiction, 

sublating and exclusion because the cognition of non

existence certainly has connection with that [same] 

place and time. So what is seen at a certain place and 

time being excluded at another place and time is not 

seen to be invariably concomitant with falsity. Thus 

mere exclusion is not the reason for unreality. 

In regard to that, it is said in this manner: although there is a 

difference of view between the followers of Ramanuja and the exponents 

of maya in regard to whether the individual soul and Brahman is 

different or non-different and as to whether Brahman possesses 

distinction or is free from distinction, there is no dispute that the 

category of consciousness does not undergo change in its essential 

nature and that it is eternal. Similarly, [there is no dispute] that 

the category of the inert, consisting of the elements and elementals 

etc., undergoes change in its essential nature and is non-eternal. 

So too, it is also undisputed that the chariots etc. existing in a 

dream and the silver upon a pearl-oyster etc. are certainly inert and 

last for their respective times and can be experienced by the 

respective persons. Thus when there is no dispute about reality, the 

dispute is only in the mere name. That [dispute] is for instance: 

can the three [categories] "consciousness", "the inert things" and 

"chariots etc. existing in a dream" be expressed by the word "not 

absolutely real", or can the three be expressed by the word "absolutely 

real"? Alternatively, can a certain one among the three be expressed by 



the word "absolutely real" and can another be expressed by the word 

"not absolutely real"? 

3. 72. 

3. 72. 
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Among those, the first alternative belongs to the Madhyamikas 

who are the exponents of emptiness. And that [first alternative] is 
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not correct. What now is "not absolutely real"? If [you say] that it is 

different from what is absolutely real, then what is some thing which 

can be expressed by the word "absolutely real"? Because the compound of 

a negative particle with the word "absolutely real" [i.e. ~-paramartha] 

is logically possible when there is some thing which is absolutely 

real. Not otherwise. Moreover in the teaching of emptiness, nothing 

co~ld be seen anywhere by anyone. So the cancellation of all worldly 

transactions follows. And the teaching of random origination does not 

withstand reason. 

The second alternative belongs to the followers of Ramanuja. 

That too is not correct. To elaborate. What now is "absolutely real"? 

If [you say] it is the nature of being imperishable, then there is 

inadequate pervasion of the proposition in regard to pots etc. and 
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chariots etc. existing in a dream which you accept as absolutely real. 

If [you say] that absolutely real consists in being perceived, then 

absolutely real, which has being perceived as another synonym, should 

certainly continue in regard to pots etc, and chariots etc. existing 

in a dream. We do not lose anything. We certainly refer to "being 

perceived" by the word "not absolutely real". Although Brahman also 

is perceived, nevertheless it is only as the nature of cognition and 

that is absolutely real. But what is perceived possessing distinction 

pertains to a limiting adjunct and is not absolutely real, like the 

nature of being an individual soul. For there is the sacred text: 

"it [Brahman] is unknown [as an object] for those who know well" (Ke.2. 

3.). If [you say] that truth is absolute reality, what then is truth? 

If [you say] it is the absence of untruth, then there is mutual 

dependence: truth is dependent upon the knowledge of untruth and 

untruth depends upon the knowledge of truth. 

·3.73. If [you say] that absolutely real is the absence of falsity, 

what is this falsity? If [you say] falsity is just the nature of being 

negated, then in the case of the rope-snake, you yourself have said 

in the text(Sri.B.Para.31.p.52f.Supra,): "But in the case of the rope-

snake etc." that the !mow ledge of the snake is negated. Thus the 
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knowledge of the snake would be false. But in regard to the desired 

conclusion, your very own statement (Sri.B.Para.47 .p.86. ): "the 

knowledge of a snake etc. upon a rope etc. is definitely real, being 

the cause of fear etc." is contradicted. 

Furthermore, in the case of the rope-snake, is the snake which 

is the object [of the cognition] considered to be negated or not? In 

the first case, the "apprehension of the real" which you admit is not 

established there [with regard to the snake]. In the latter case, 

there is the contradiction of the statement (Sri.B.Para.47.p.85.): 

"only the objects [of the cognition] are false". 

Furthermore, according to your view, that of an exponent of the. 

"apprehension of the real". because the snake etc. also exists in the 

case of rope-snake etc. therefore there is no falsity and since falsity 

is not established anywhere the absence of falsity is difficult to be 

stated. Because knowledge of an absence is dependent upon the 

establishment of a counter correlate. Thus it is difficult to say that 

absolutely real is the absence of falsity. 

· 3.74. Furthermore, for you who say (Sri.B.Para.31.p.53.Supra.): "mere 

exclusion is not the reason for unreality", a particular type of 

exclusion is certainly accepted as the reason for unreality. The 
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particular type of exclusion is in the form of an exclusion which 

"certainly has connection with that [same] place and time". And that 

[particular exclusion] is for the rope-snake etc., so how is the 

"apprehension of the real" established? 

Furthermore, the contradiction between the cognition of the rope 

and the cognition of the snake can be said only by means of the object. 

That [contradiction] is not possible. Because according to your view 

cognitions invariably depend merely upon an object, therefore a 

cognition does not necessarily depend upon the existence of that object. 

If [you say] there is contradiction of the two cognitions because of 

the impossibility of [both] existing at a single instant, then there is 

want of a decision between the two alternatives here, i.e. the knowledge 

of the rope is what sublates and the knowledge of the snake is what is 

sublated. 

Furthermore, what is the distinction between the rope-snake etc. 

and a pot etc? The snake upon the rope did not exist previously and 

will not exist later. It is only recognized in between. The pot etc. is 

also exactly the same. The snake upon the rope is subsequently negated: 

"this is not a snake". The pot etc. is also negated: "this is not a pot" 

in the condition of the fragments following its destruction. 

3.75. . ~ 
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· 3.75. [objection] Because of the negation: "this is not a snake" which 
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arises subsequently, even what relates to the time of the cognition 

is negated in the manner: "this snake did not exist even at the time 

of the cognition". The pot is not like that. 

[reply] Since that existence relating to the time of the cognition 

is equivalent to an instant, the absolute reality of a pot etc. cannot 

be ascertained through that [i.e. the momentary existence at the time of 

cognition], But in reality, there is certainly the negation of a pot 

etc •. even at the time relating to its cognition, due to the insight 

through the knowledge of reality. If [you say] that there is no 

negation according to the insight of a bound soul, [we reply] what is 

the use of that? Because even in the case of the rope-snake, the absence 

of negation exists according to the observation of deluded persons. 

Furthermore, is that snake real just by this alone: "there is no 

negation on account of going elsewhere due to fear etc. through the 

observation of the snake upon the rope"? If there is indeed the 

capability of negation there, only because of running elsewhere there 

is no knowledge of the rope as it is and so there is no negation, then 

for a bound soul [i.e, who does not seek to know the truth] there 

knowledge of the supreme Self as it is and therefore there 

negation [of the world which is capable of being negated]. 

equal, 
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3.76. [objection] [You say] that there is the negation of a pot etc. 

due to the insight of a person who knows reality. What is the means of 

knowledge in this matter? 

[reply] Indeed a snake, though relating to the time of cognition, 

becomes the object of the negation arising subsequently. Now the cause 

here is that the snake does not exist as a snake even at the time of 

cognition. Because the existence of the snake is only the existence of 

the rope, not something different. Similarly, the existence of a pot is 

only the existence of the clay, not something else. A twofold existence 

is certainly not recognized. Nor can it be said that the existence of 

the clay is absent at the time of the pot. In the same manner, even the 

existence of the clay etc. is certainly not different than the 

existence of its cause. Thus the negation of a pot etc., even relating 

to the time of the cognition, is certainly correct. 

Furthermore, in the case of the rope-snake, only the snake 

relating to the time of the cognition is negated, but the cognition of 

a snake is not negated. Because you yourself have stated the reality 

of that [cognition] (Sr1.B.Para.47.p.86.). But in regard to a pot etc., 

not only is the pot etc. negated following the knowledge of reality but 

the cognition of a pot etc. is also negated. Because what is known as 

the cognition of a pot is the form of the pot, which is a modification 

of the internal-organ. And that [modification of the internal-organ 

which has the form of a pot] does not exist following the direct 

apprehension of the essential nature of Brahman on account of identity. 

Thus if there is no absolute reality where only the object is negated, 



312 

to a still greater extent there must be no absolute reality where the 

object is negated along with the cognition. 

Furthermore, is there some thing which is not absolutely real 

or not? The first is difficult to be said. Because according to your 

view, existing is concomitant with being absolutely real and therefore 

there is no possibility anywhere of what is not absolutely real. In the 

second case, what more can be done since there is the mention of the 

word "absolutely real" in: "imperishable and absolutely real" (Vi~.P.2. 

1 4.24.) etc. 

comment 

In the case of the cognition of a rope as a snake, Ramanuja 

says that the snake which is the object of the cognition is negated, but 

the knowledge of the cognition of a snake is not negated. Abhyankar 

states that after the knowledge of Brahman, both the object and its 

cognition are negated because there is no longer the cognition of a pot 

etc. as a pot since there is the knowledge of identity i.e. the absence 

of anything having a separate existence apart from Brahman. 

3.77. The third alternative belongs to the exponents of maya. Brahman 

free from distinction is absolutely real and what is other is not 

absolutely real. Because that alone is absolutely real which is not 

negated anywhere at any time. You also have certainly said (Sr1.B.Para.31. 
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p,53.)64 : "existence is absolutely real since it persists, is 

certainly established." There is greatness and the possession of 

unlimited pre-eminence in an object having the form of existence. 

Because there is no negation of existence anywhere at any time. All 

things such as pots etc. are seen to be counter correlates of negation 

in the manner: "the cloth is not a pot", "the pot is not cloth". What 

has no contact with negation, even a fraction, is alone entitled, in 

reality, to the word "absolutely real". Thus everything which is 

perceived to be different from that is certainly not absolutely real. 

Consequently it is established that mere exclusion is indeed the reason 

for unreality. On account of this, [the statement] (Sri.B,Para.31 .p.53): 

"mere exclusion is not the reason for unreality" is refuted. Because 

even by contact with negation the loss of greatness is unavoidable. By 

saying that even what is negated is absolutely real, the very reason for 

the use of the word "absolutely real" is not understood. 

comment 

See comment to 1 .19. and 1 .21. 

3.78. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.31 .p.53.): 

Because awareness and a particular existence have a 

subject-object relation and since the difference is 

established by perception and is not negated, this 

[statement] too: "awareness is identical to 

existence" is refuted. 
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In regard to that, it is said: because awareness and a particular 

existence have a subject-object relation, we certainly accept that 

difference is established by the perception which is of an ordinary 

nature. We do not say that the awareness in the form of ordinary 

perception is identical to existence. Because the perception of an 

ordinary nature contains mental constructions. In the case of the rope-

snake, the snake is not identical to the rope. But the rope is the 

substratum of such a snake. Accordingly, the awareness free from objects, 

which is the substratum of all ordinary awareness which relates to 

objects, is identical to existence. 

3. 79. ff."i-'~fu- 1 
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3. 79. Furthermore, by saying: "because awareness and a particular 

existence have a subject-object relation", is a subject-object relation 

accepted between awareness and universal existence or not? In the first 

case, the mention of the word "particular" in: "a particular existence" 

would be meaningless. In the second case, in the absence of a subject-

object relation between awareness and universal existence and in the 

absence, according to your view, of universal existence having the nature 

of awareness, then universal existence cannot be established through a 

means of knowledge. Because that alone is established by a means of 



31 5 
knowledge which is an object of a means of knowledge or is itself a 

means of knowledge. If .[you say] that universal existence is indeed 

accepted as not being [itself] a means of knowledge, then if such is the 

case the mention of the word "particular" in: "a particular existence" 

is meaningless and there is the same situation as before. 

Furthermore, what is the reason for the absence of a subject-

object relation between awareness and universal existence? Generally, 

every entity possesses the state of being an object of awareness. Even if 

this is so, because universal existence does not possess the state of 

being an object of awareness, therefore a clear minded person must 

accept, even though not wishing to do so, that the reason for that is 

only the non-difference of universal existence with awareness. 

Furthermore, is this awareness, whose object is a particular 

existence, in the form of existence itself or not? In the first case, 

it must be accepted that "awareness is identical to existence". In the 

last case, not existing itself, how could it possess the state of being 

a means of knowledge for a particular existence? 
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-3.80. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.32.p.53.)65, 

although the awareness of the self, the knower, is 

self-luminous at the time of illumining the object, 

there is no rule that it is like that at all times 



for all people, Because the experience of another 

person is an object of knowledge by inference, 

having as its sign [their] rejecting and accepting 

etc. And because even for one's own past experience 

the expression is seen: "I knew". 

That is worthless. The exponents of maya certainly do not say that 

there is a rule as to the self-luminosity of the awareness which 
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possesses an object and is of an ordinary nature. If such was the case, 

this refutation would be correct. Similarly, there is no rule that the 

awareness possessing an object is unable to be experienced. But the 

awareness free from objects, which is the substratum of everything and 

can be expressed by the word Brahman, cannot be illumined by another at 

any time and can never be experienced. On account of this, what has 

been said (Sri.B.Para.32.p.53.): 

because one's own past experiences and the experiences 

belonging to others are able to be experienced, the 

result is that [such experiences] would not be of the 

nature of awareness 

etc. is refuted, 

comment 

Abhyankar states that Ramanuja's argument is irrelevant. The 

Advaitins position is that awareness illumines the prior non-existence, 

presence and subsequent disappearance of all mental states (y,ttijnana). 

Therefore the Advaitin does not contend that mental states consisting 

of cognitions such as "I knew", memory, etc. are not eternal, not 

sel:t'-luminous and are able to be 'experienced. The Advaitin maintains 

that the awareness which illumines mental activity is self-luminous 

and cannot be objectified by the mental modes. If awareness could be 

illumined by another awareness then an infinite regress (anavastha) 

would be unavoidable. There are also difficulties if it is accepted that 

awareness can be experienced. For if awareness is experienced by another 

awareness then an infinite regress would result. If that is sought to 

be avoided by postulating that awareness is experienced by another 

awareness and the second awareness is experienced by the first, then 



there would be mutual dependence (agyonyasraya). I£ awareness knows 

itself, then there is the contradiction o£ the simultaneous relation 
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( - - -t ) 66 H th Ad . t . of subject and object karmakarttbhavavyagha a • ence e va1 1n 

considers that mental states are illumined by awareness, but awareness 

is self-evident and cannot be objectified. 

A remark concerning the aptness o£ Ramanuja's argument is necessary. 

In the Mahapurvapak~~. Ramanuja presented the Advaitins views with 

admirable perspicuity. However in his refutation of the pUrvapak~~. 

Ramanuja does not always confront the position he has described but 

argues, as in the present case, against a position which the Advaitins 

do not seek to dispute.67 Further instances of this will be noted in 

the following pages. 

3.81 • 

~Q ~ ' ( :m'T[o qo ~ \] lfo '<. o ) t<:4~ \l$B<il01~di;H-
e " ...., "' 

"' "" "' "' ~"' C' ,..., ~ "' \' '"lil9\ll'wP1!'3<m!ff Fr:.\.1 <q;:rm I ~~~~·T•Wn'!_l ~~:I 

eri'~1_tl li'H~~449 '1 ~ ~ ~•ictG~Hif'.«Tf~n'?.: I >nits-
"'"''"'. '"'"'"' .>..,...,_. 

:m;l1FRTT'Wll1$11"1't\10St~iid4~ w'l({_ I Q"ll ~'·fliT~~ 

~ '!\d~«'Rl~~ $1Hi'Hf q;:;*\<1'( II ~ o II 

3.81. What has also been said (Sri.B.Para.32.p.54.)68 : 

If awareness is unable to be experienced, the 

non-contradiction to ignorance certainly 

follows, like for a sky-flower etc. 

In regard to that, an invariable concomitance cannot be ascertained 

between the inability to be experienced and non-contradiction to 

ignorance. Because there is no conformable reasoning. And the 

illustration is not correct. The sky-flower, which possesses the 

attribute [of non-contradiction to ignorance], is itself not known so 

the non-contradiction to ignorance etc. which are its attributes are 

far removed. Because non-contradiction to ignorance is only the existence 

at the time o£ ignorance and nothing else. With regard to that [existence 

at the time o£ ignorance], the flower certainly has no existence so how 

does its attribute exist and how~ fortiori is there knowledge o£ it? 
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3.82. What has been said (Sri.B.Para.33.p.55.)69, 

It cannot be said that there is no prior non-existence 

of awareness since there is no apprehender [of the 

prior non-existence]. Because there is the 

apprehension by awareness itself, 

In regard to that, it is said: 

3.83. 

The awareness which is universal is eternal, it is 

one and without an object. There is no appearance 

of "I-ness" in deep sleep and there is certainly 

no transmigration in liberation.11. 

~~ ~~l.WTF~N~I'lf m I otro: I 
~ -· ~ ~ 

~~~fl.TT<!f~~qo1lff11<H~ I f.!\[~1'1'-

<aln'i!~ lffiflir;r: ll!T)~T'U '>1:t'!ii~'l)1!Pt~~'-1'q I 'i fu:<fr:r: I 
M?{ l1fl'T-.:rr"l!ffi1'iil' ~~'TT~!il'ir: mm

+rrt <Jm~'if ~fl.TT<'if~l~1flfFFlft 'iT I '>1f.r ~I!T'lRf! I 01 ~ f~'lT
~~~ q-<t ~: 1 ~· (iJqJ.ql~~;f.<f mr
'1~1J:f'ir: ~rqr-1'1'~~ Fr<Pfr15~ <wrrr~ llm<rr~ 1 '>1'1Nm<~W 
ll11f<rrr'if~m~~'i~ 1 ~rqJ.q1i!l{ffi{IT«~ i! m:'if: m<:rr-~~f{O'if
qrn: I motPM<rr~~n<rr ~l!~~'l)~K~~ I 

318 

3.83. Does universal awareness or a particular awareness apprehend the 

prior non-existence of awareness? Not the first, on account of 

contradiction with the essential nature of universal awareness. Because 

the awareness which apprehends some object is a particular awareness. 

Nor is it the second. Does this particular awareness which apprehends 

prior non-existence apprehend its own prior non-existence or the prior 
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non-existence of universal awareness? The first is the desired 

conclusion, We certainly do not dispute about the impermanence of a 

particular awareness. In the last case, this particular awareness which 

apprehends the prior non-existence of universal awareness can apprehend 

its prior non-existence only having objectified universal awareness. 

Because the knowledge of non-existence depends upon the knowledge of 

the counter correlate. But if universal awareness can be apprehended, 

there is contradiction with its essential nature being universal. 

Because the awareness which is an object of knowledge is a particular 

awareness. 

comment 

With regard to the apprehension of the prior non-existence of 

awareness, the Advaitin can put forward a number of other possible 

alternatives: is the prior non-existence apprehended by oneself or by 

another? Not by oneself, because if one exists it is not possible to 

apprehend one's own non-existence. If one does not exist, there is no 

possibility of apprehension. Nor by another, because awareness is not 

the object of another and it cannot be apprehended by anything other 

than awareness since everything else is insentient.7° 

-3 .84. ~ ~ 
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-3.84. Furthermore, the prior non-existence of universal awareness 

certainly does not exist, so the apprehension of it is far away. This 

is what is said: the awareness which is the substratum of everything, 

without a location, without an object, which can be expressed by the 

word Brahman, is alone universal awareness. It is the supreme limit of 
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what is universal. With regard to which, there is no other universal 

whatsoever. For this very reason, even the threefold difference, 

whether known or unknown, in the form of difference which belongs to 

itself, pertains to its own class or to another class, does not exist 

there [in universal awareness] in reality, Because distinctions create 

difference. A distinction is certainly preceded by the universal, 

whereas the universal is the prior condition for a distinction, Where 

a distinction, even very slightly, does not exist, how could the 

threefold difference have existence there? On account of this, the 

manifold nature of universal awareness has been replied to. 

comment 

Because awareness ~ ~ is without distinguishing characteristics, 

there is no factor to establish that awareness is manifold by nature. 
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- 3.85. The prior non-existence of that universal awareness cannot even 

be ~aid. Because prior non-existence is only for what has been limited 

by time. A limit by time is only for a distinction, not for the 

universal. Because just as a distinction exists brought about by the 

object and the location, so also it is caused by time, Time, in the 

form of a particular entity, certainly does not exist in universal 

awareness, so how can a distinction be caused by time and how~ fortiori 

can there be the prior non-existence of awareness which is based upon 
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that? For in universal awareness there is no heaven, no sky, no earth, 

nor the lower regions, there is no sun, no lightning, nor the moon and 

stars, there is neither darkness nor light, nor air, neither day nor 

night, nor the two twilight times, there is no time, no body, no sense 

organ, no vital breath, no mind, no form, no species, no connection, 

no ocean, no hills, ueither knowership nor object of knowledge, no 

possessor of attributes nor an attribute, nor any distinction whatsoever. 

Nor can that universal awareness be apprehended [as an object] by 

someone, nor does it apprehend something. 
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· 3,86. [objection] In the absence of all distinctions there could not 

even be the expression "universal awareness", because a universal 

requires a particular. 

[reply] This is true. This entity has to be shown by some word 

by those who are explaining. So this expression exists only to this 

extent, but there-·is no obstinacy in that matter. Accordingly, how 

could universal awareness reveal its own prior non-existence, its own 

impermanence,or its own multiplicity etc? And what is unrevealed 

certainly does not exist, since th~re is no means of knowledge for its 

existence. Then [if you say] that universal awareness could not reveal 
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its own permanence, its own oneness and its own self luminosity etc. 

also, [we reply] this is accepted as indeed desirable. But just 

because of this, it must not be at all suspected that universal 

awareness is impermanent etc. The purport of this: "awareness is 

permanent" is only that it is not impermanent. Similarly, the purport 

of this: "awareness is one and self-luminous" should be understood in 

the sense of the absence of multiplicity and the absence of being 

illumined by another. On account of this, [the statement] (Sri.B.Para. 

34,p. 56.): "prior non-existence is established just by non-cognition 

which is fit [to be perceived]" is refuted. And because Ramanuja does 

not accept the means of knowledge known as "non-cognition". Even if 

that [non-cognition] is included within perception, perception has no 

application here because of the absence of an object at the present 

time. 

comment 

Abbyankar puts forward three reasons against Ramanuja's contention 

that the prior non-existence of awareness can be known by the non

cognition of what is fit to be perceived (yogyanupalabdhi) (see comment, 

1 • 50). 

The first argument is of a rather technical nature. Non-cognition 

of what is fit to be perceived is the apprehension of the non-existence 

of an object, such as a pot, due to the knowledge that if the pot were 

present it could be perceived and since it is not perceived it cannot 

be present. The absence of the pot has the existence of the pot as its 

counter correlate (pratiyogin) and the knowledge of the pot's non

existence depends upon whether the counter correlate, i.e. the pot, is 

capAble of being perceived if it were present. So the knowledge of the 

absence of the counter correlate is the reason for the non-cognition of 

the pot. With regard to the prior non-exis.tence of awareness, Abhyankar 

states that the intended meaning of the statement "awareness is 

permanent" is that awareness is not impermanent. To say that awareness 

is permanent means that awareness has permanence as a positive a.ttribute. 

However to say that there is the absence of impermanence in awareness 

does not denote a positive attribute, for the absence of something is 

.not itself a distinction (cf., 3.55.). Hence the absence of an attribute 

cannot serve as a counter correlate, which must necessarily be capable 



of being cognized in order that its non-existence can be stated. 

Abhyankar reasons that the impermanence of awareness cannot be 

proved by non-cognition because the counter correlate is not capable 

of being apprehended. 

A statement as to the absence of a thing directly refers to the 

locus of the absence. For instance when it is said: "there is no pot 
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on the table", the non-existence of the pot refers directly to the 

table, i~e. the locus (anuyogin). Advaitins consider that the statement 

such.as: "there is no attribute of impermanence in awareness" refers 

directly to the locus, i.e. awareness, in the manner that: the absence 

of impermanence is in awareness. 

3.87. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.34.p.56,): 

Furthermore, the perceptual knowledge which proves that 

its object, such as a pot, exists at the time of its 

own existence is not seen to make known the existence of 

that [pot etc.] at_ all times. Thus the existence of the 

pot at a prior and subsequent time is not recognized. 

And the non-cognition of that is because perceptual 

consciousness is cognized as limited by time. If 

.perceptual consciousness, which has pots etc. as its 

object, is itself cognized as not limited by time then 

·the object of perceptlial consciousness such as the pot 

etc. is also recognized as not limited by time and so 



it would be eternal. 

That is worthless. Because there is no negating factor [in regard to 

our stated position] even though the particular modes of awareness 

which possess objects are limited by time. 

Furthermore, you yourself have subsequently taught that 

Knowledge is permanent (Sri.B.Para.40.p.70.)71 : 

In the state of the knower of the field [i.e. the body], 

Knowledge has a contracted nature due to karma on 

account of the state of gradation according to the 

various actions. And that [state of expansion or 

contraction] is regulated by means of the senses. The 

designation as to the rising and setting [of Knowledge] 

occurs having regard to this flow of Knowledge by means 

of the senses. 
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Thus there is contradiction between the earlier and later portions of 

your own work. 

-3.88. 

- 3.88. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.34.p.57.): 

Awareness is not without an object at any time, 

Because such a thing is not known. Indeed, awareness 

is established as self-luminous only because 

apprehension itself has the nature of illumining 

objects. 

That is questionable. Because the rule which is well known in the world 

and which has just been mentioned previously: distinctions are 

certainly preceeded by the universal, cannot be denied. And because 
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the purport as to the meaning of self-luminosity has been told (cf. 3.86.). 

3.89. What has also been said (Sri.B.Para.34.p.57.): 

It cannot be said that in sleep, intoxication and 

swoon, awareness shines forth completely al-one, free 

from all objects. Because [this view] is negated by 

non-cognition which is fit [to be perceived]. If 

awareness is experienced in those states also, there 

should be the recollection of that [awareness] at the 

time of waking. And that is not the case. 

That is incongruous. Because this awareness, which is itself free from 

objects, is not the object of another awareness, there is the non

cognition of it [i.e. awareness]. But not because that [awareness] does 

not exist. Even upon the non-cognition of a demon, which is not an 

object of perception, they do not consider it to be negated by non

cognition which is fit (to be perceived].
72 

For the word "fit" means 

"this can be done". That has been told in the Bha~apariccheda : 



Where it follows that: "if it exists it should be 

experienced", that would be non-cognition fit 

[to be perceived] and that is the cause for the 

knowledge of non-existence. (Bha.P.62.).73 

Because the awareness free from objects is not the object of another 

awareness, therefore there is no applicability [for the statement]: 

"if it exists it should be experienced" • .And this awareness is not 

experienced. Because it is not the object of another awareness. So 

having forcibly imposed on this awareness the nature of being 
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experienced, which the exponents of maya do not accept, how could the 

effecting of recollection at the time of waking: "if awareness is 

experienced in those states also, there should be the recollection of 

that [awareness] at the time of waking" gain congruity? 

3.90. Furthermore, this awareness does not produce a mental impression 

[during sleep] because it is without an object. For awareness produces 

the mental impression of its object in its own locus. No locus 

whatsoever appears for this awareness at that time, nor even an object. 

Therefore how could this [awareness] produce a mental impression? Due 

to this, [the statement] (Sri.B.Para.35.p.57.): "there is a rule that 

non-,recollection proves only the absence of experience" is answered. 

Because the rule about non-recollection is based on the absence of a 

mental impression. Even in regard to cognitions possessing objects there 

is no rule that everything produces a mental impression. Because in 
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regard to the houses, trees, fields and gardens etc. seen by a person 

going unconcernedly on the road, there is no rule seen as to the 

memory of everything. 

3 
·
91

: <r~ ' ~ ~11~~"1'4411q:Jll~: 1 wirf~~lRi m · 
~~ '"' '"' ~ "'~ ~ ~ ' ( ,.!+ ~ 9 ) ~ 1''1">1'<1'!.~1\~((li\'f!t!Hf !R<r.f1~ ~: '-11'1To 1o "\ 19 q'o \ 

• ~"' ,...._ ... ~ 'f" 

~ (Po{ ~ I UIT~R<:>:f ~P:t'Ph"'liu'l"1 ~~~~!*4'11\'!illq-

qir: I ¥ft m~~sfq ct~'h<'iiUI ~-Tll'~'H11'1'{ I 'PiT q.f ~T£ 
·~ ~"'d\-11 ~ m4 lTif ~ ~I ft 

wi\ <rr~+rr"f: 'l ffifu-t~r<t R'l4\"i:l'ti~4WI'4~1\~If!'if-
4JA 'l1fut I ~siit \ltil'!il*4'11\':i.nqq'fu: I • 

~ ("' ~~ ~·' "1?J I ~>.fF~~~ ~~{•("{(11(11\'ll'<~~" ~ ~-
::rm'(~o~o~\9q'O\J h~~l~~fitr\l ~msm I~'!!~ ;;:u~~ 

""' • • "' ~ "\ (' ~ :rr.:n:rB ~ ~ 
'li'll'lq<l«t=m: ~~~~'II(! I (WT '11:,) ·~·it<i'i<iT~<rR-

~ll't ~>:f 'n<l)•dW41qf.f m'1f th:'-~>l<::t"lYi t{'{!Ut!lll \ll'f~IP.fi~
~'"11'1~'l:mlffi~~?iil~~ I m~ll'i ~~r
'1T't ~: ~ m-.m: ~ ~~ 1 flo 'l'"l' r.fiP.l?..~~~ ~
~ ~wl~'li.\1\~'"ffi: uill\'lili!ll~~ ~ ';:r AA
<::"ifu_Gii,' ~~'"111\l(il ~~<f'ft!'!ih~m:TPtotf<t~: I :aw'f 
'lf'il'~~-Wi ~~' ( m>rro ·~o ~ ~ qo Zl9) ~&'mil'l ~
~.~ 1 ~~.,.,.~G>·.n;ljill~ wmir@r. 1 fu:ilr4 m;:rr~<:f~
~~~ ~~ lJ.'{ I !\~4'14'!i\f ~ ~li, I ~-
"" ~ '"'~ "" m 1 ~: fl3\li'I:'JiQ' ~t!:i!l\"'i!'{'-\: Ttr<·-i.<ulct ~ ~l{l{ 

<TI'l'fil!. 1 u)s<i -q'0(§<!~: l 

3.91. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.35.p.57f.): 

Not only is absence of experience on account of the 

rule of non-recollection. Because [absence of 

experience] is established by the very reflection 

of a person who has risen from sleep: "during that 

time I did not know anything". 

That is not correct. For there is the logical possibility of such a 

reflection because the knowledge obtained in sleep does not possess an 

object. Although the negative particle [not, ~] is grammatically 

connected to the meaning of the verbal root "know" (jna), the negation 
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relates to its object. Just like: when Devadatta goes to the forest, 

Devadatta did not go to the village. It is just like that. Moreover, 

just as there is no appearance of an object in the knowledge obtained 

in sleep, there is no appearance of a locus also i.e, the sense of "I". 

For that reason too, there is the logical possibility of such a 

reflection. 

[objection] It is said (Sri.B.Para.35.p.58.)74, 

the non-experience of one object and the non-existence 

of another object cannot possibly be the cause for 

the non-recollection of yet another object which was 

experienced. 

[reply] You are confused. Because awareness is the cause for 

recollection only by producing the mental impression of its object in 

its own locus. So when there is no experience of one object and no 

existence of another object, awareness is certainly incapable of 

producing a mental impression. [Hence] the non-experience of that one 

object and the non-existence of that~other object is indeed the cause 

for non-recollection. When there is no experience of an object and no 

existence of a locus, of what could awareness produce a mental impression 

and where? 

Furthermore, is the absence of the reflection with regard to 

knowledge, which has the form: "I did not know anything", intended to 

prove the absence of experience obtained in sleep, or, is the 

reflection of the absence of knowledge having the form: "I did not know 

anything" meant to prove that [i.e. the absence of experience while 

in sleep]? In the first case, what has already been said (Sri.B.Para. 

34.p.57 .Supra.)75 : "there is no recollection at the time of waking" 

would be said again. So there is incongruity of the text: "Not only ... ", 

In the second case, if there is reflection of the absence of knowledge, 

the absence of knowledge in deep sleep is certainly experienced, 
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Reflection means recollecting. And that is only for what has been 

experienced. If the absence of knowledge is experienced in deep sleep, 

then experience in deep sleep is established. So, on the contrary, you 

[Ramanuja] alone are negated. This is the maxim of "day-break near the 

toll-station11 •
76 

-3.92. 

3.92. 
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Because the awareness which is free from objects has no 

origination, there are no other modifications also.77 Because other 

modifications are not possible if there is no origination since they 

are pervaded by origination. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.35.p.58): 

"because there is deviation in regard to prior non-existence .. " That is 

not so. Because the destruction of prior non-existence is not a 

modification. For a modification is the gain of another state and 

another state is not possible for what is non-existent. 

Furthermore, according to the teaching that the effect exists in 

the cause (satkiiryavada), prior non-existence is certainly difficult 

to be stated: because there is existence in the form of the cause even 

prior to the origination of the effect. How could deviation be there 

[in prior non-existence which is not itself a valid concept]? And the 

teaching that the effect exists in the cause is certainly accepted by 

Ramanuja too. 

comment 

The Advaitin maintains that what has no or1g1n is free from the 

sixfold modifications78 commencing with birth and ending with 
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destruction. Advaitins consider that since the prior non-existence of 

awareness cannot be proved, awareness is free from all modifications 

which depend firstly upon origination. Ramanuja argues against this 

view by saying that even what has no origination, such as prior non

existence, can certainly perish. For the prior non-existence of an 

object, though beginningless, is destroyed at the moment the object 

comes into being. The Advaitin replies that the argument cannot be 

supported by the illustration of prior non-existence because 

modifications are possible only for things which exist. If something 

which does not exist is able to be destroyed, then even the non

existent horns of a rabbit would be able to be destroyed.79 

Ramanuja puts forward another argument. Advaitins hold that unlike 

prior non-existence, Ignorance (avidyii) is something positive in 

nature (bhiivarupa). But they also maintain that Ignorance is 

beginningless yet capable of being destroyed. Therefore the Advaitins 

position that what is free from origin is free from destruction is 

contradicted, Abhyankar now takes up this point. 

3.93. 

-. 
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3.93, But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.35.p.59.) 80 : 

Ignorance, which is accepted by the exponents of maya 

as a positive entity, is certainly unoriginated, it is 

the seat of manifold modifications and it comes to an 

end because of the knowledge of reality, So there is 

inconclusiveness of reasoning in respect of that 

[Ignorance]. 
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That is incongruous. To elaborate: Brahman, which is of the nature of 

universal awareness, is free from distinction. The power of that 

[Brahman] may be expressed by the word "Ignorance" (avidya). And that 

[power] is not different from that [Brahman]. Because difference is 

based upon a distinction. For this reason, that power, having Brahman 

as its nature, is indeed eternal. The Unmanifest etc. is the 

modification of such a power. And that [modification] is based upon 

karma, The defect of mutual dependence cannot be brought about even 

though the modification of such a power and karma have a mutual cause-

effect relation. Because even both of them are a beginningless series 

according to the maxim of the seed and the sprout, Even in regard to 

the origination of both the seed and the sprout, "which is the first to 

originate?" is not determined, Therefore a beginningless series has to 

be accepted since there is no other recourse, 

A beginningless series does not mean the absence of origination. 

But the non-ascertainment of a time of origination. The non-ascertainment 

of a time of origination is twofold: due to the ignorance of it even 

though the time exists somewhere and due to the ignorance of it because 
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of the very absence of the time [of origination] anywhere. The first 

is with regard to the seed and the sprout. The second is with regard 

to the Unmanifest etc. which is the modification of the power of 

Brahman. Because the origination of particular things such as the 

directions, time etc. is only after the origination of the Unmanifest, 

Mahat and Ahankara. 

Even in the state of liberation the power which has Brahman as 

its nature is certainly eternal. The Unmanifest etc., which is the 

modification of that [power], is destroyed. The destruction of Ignorance 

is said in the state of liberation and there [in liberation] the 

Unmanifest etc., which is the modification of that power, is what is 

understood by the word "Ignorance". The destruction of the modification 

beginning with the Unmanifest, which occurs due to the knowledge of 

reality, is in the form of the non-appearance of such modification. 

Non-appearance is because (1) the object itself does not exist anywhere, 

(2) even though the object exists somewhere it does not appear, (3} even 

though the object appears somewhere its appearance is false. Even the 

appearance which occurs as something which is false is certainly non

appearance. The first is just like the non-appearance of the snake 

following the knowledge of the true nature of the rope. The second is 

just like the non-appearance of a pot etc. in deep sleep. The third is 

just like the appearance of one's face in a mirror. In regard to 

liberation while living, the non-appearance of the Unmanifest etc., 

which is the modification of the power of Brahman, is just like the 

appearance of one's face in a mLrror; ·But in liberation free from the 

body, [the non-appearance of the Unmanifest etc.] is like the non

appearance of a pot etc. in deep sleep. 

When the established conclusion exists in this manner, [the 

opponent] brings about a deviation in regard to Ignorance because of 

the invariable-concomitance: "what is unoriginated is without 
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destruction". In respect of that [deviation], is the power of Brahman 

intended by the word "Ignorance" or is the Unmanifest etc., which is 

its modification, intended? In the first case, that [power] has no end. 

In the last case, that [Unmanifest etc.] is not unoriginated. Therefore 

how can deviation make an impression here? 
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· 3.94. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.35.p.59.): 

Though {it was said] (Mahapiirvapak~.!!:_·Para.27.p.42) that 

awareness does not admit division within itself on 

account of having no beginning, that too is not 

logically possible. Because the Self, which is 

certainly without beginning, is differentiated from the 

body, sense organs etc. And because the Self has 

necessarily to be accepted as different from Ignorance 

which is accepted as beginningless. 

All that has been answered (see 3.84.). And by the text (Sri.B.Para.36. 

p.60.): 

Consciousness is the illumining of some object to its 

own locus solely through its own existence. Whereas 

self-luminosity is the nature of illumining for its 

own locus solely through its own existence, Illumining 



[in the previous two definitions] is common to all 

things sentient and insentient in conformity with 

everyday usage. Eternity is existing at all times. 

Oneness is limitation by the number one. 

a difference of essential nature is said for consciousness, self-

luminosity, illumining, eternity and oneness. That [difference of 

essential nature] is in the state of the particulars but not in the 

nature of the universal which is the basis of those [particulars]. 
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The difference among pots, earthenware dishes, lids etc. is certainly 

not able to be shown in the state of clay. 

comment 

Abhyankar's response to both these objections is to restate that 

the awareness pertaining to mental activities, i.e. ~~ttijnana, can 

be seen to possess distinctions. However distinctions exist only in 

relation to a universal. Advaitins maintain that awareness which is 

universal, i.e. awareness which is free from all mental modifications 

such as memory etc., 81 is the unchanging substratum of all particular 

awareness.82 This awareness is not differentiated by anything because 

everything has been superimposed on it. ooo 

With regard to the second quotation, Ramanuja argues that awareness 

must possess distinction since Advaitins themselves say that awareness 

is self-luminous, eternal, one by nature etc. and hence these must 

constitute the attributes of awareness. Apart from the argument of 

the particular in relation to the universal, Advaitins can also respond 

to this objection by affirming Ramanuja's own prima facie view.83 

Advaitins maintain that a thing which is known cannot be an attribute of 

the knower, because it is an object of knowledge,84 Since awareness is 

not the object of another awareness (cf., 3.80.comment) it cannot be 

seen to possess distinguishing features, Any distinguishing attributes 

perceived in awareness are objects of knowledge and not identical to 

awareness. Hence awareness must be free from distinction. What the 

Advaitin means by "eternal" etc. is only that the absence of being 

non-eternal exists in Brahman (cf., 3.86,comment, final para.), 
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3.95. What has been said (Sr1.B.Para.36.p,60,): 

But if the opposite of being inert etc. is not accepted 

as an attribute of awareness -whether of a positive or 

negative kind- as something different from the essential 

nature, then nothing would be said by its negation. 

That is questionable, Because a negative entity is not an attribute, 

An attribute is a form which is subtle with regard to the possessor of 

the attribute and its condition is universal to the possessor of the 

attribute. For this very reason, in the treatise of the Sallkhya the 

origination of the particulars such as space etc, is said to be from 

the tanmatras of sound etc, which are subtle with regard to the 

particulars like space and have a condition which is universal to them. 

And it is generally accepted as such by others. So how is it said that 

an attribute can be of a negative kind? 
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3.96. Furthermore, by the sentence: "there are no knowable attributes, 

such as inertness etc., in awareness" no positive attribute whatsoever 

is enjoined nor a negative one. But attributes such as inertness are 

completely negated. This alone is the meaning of that sentence. 

The difference in meaning between these two sentences is certainly 

well known: "the pot does not exist", "the non-existence of the pot 

exists". The meaning of a sentence is the syntactical connection 

between the meanings of the words. In "the pot does not exist", the 

grammatical connection of the pot is in the sense that "it exists" and 

there is the connection of that [pot existing] with the meaning of the 

negative particle. But in "the non-existence of the pot exists", the 

grammatical connection of the pot is in non-existence and [there is the 

connection] of that [non-existing pot] in the sense that "it exists" 

Thus the difference in the meaning of the sentences is certainly 

unavoidable since the express meaning is in regard to a difference in 

the syntactical connection. 

Implication, however, is only if a contradiction exists. So an 

identity of the meaning of the sentences cannot be suspected here even 

through implication. For this very reason, the respective difference 

for a person: "you do not exist", "your non-existence exists" and the 

respective difference of the sayings: "the pots do not exist", "the 

non-existence of the pots exists" is correct. And it is for this reason 

that the knowers of the meaning of sentences [i.e. Mimamsakas] consider 

a prohibitive statement separately from an injunctive statement. 

comment 

Abhyankar has argued that a negative entity i.e. the non-existence 

of a thing such as a pot upon a table, does not constitute an attribute 

of the locus. Moreover a statement which negates attributes such as: 

"there are no knowable attributes like inertness in awareness" does not 

admit attributes of any kind in awareness, but is only intent upon 

negating their existence. For the negative particle "not" (na) only 

refers to the attributes of inertness etc. and then negates them, but it 



does not affirm their absence, 
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·3.97. Furthermore, it is well known in the school of the grammarians 

that a negative particle which is not in a compound is correct only in 

grammatical connection with an action. Accordingly, they say: 

This eightfold group can be determined as correct only 

[through connection] with an action: at the end of the 

vocative case, the meanings of 11 so many times", the 

grammatical cases expressing an action, the primary 

attribute of similarity, what is derived from the 

governing rule about the connection of the meaning of 

verbal roots. a negative particle which is not in a 

compound, so also the group of two said as the 

locative and the genitive absolute. (Vai.Bhu.Sara.16-17.)85 

So in "the pot does not exist", how is there the cognition of the 

absence of the pot? On account of this, what is said in the Siddhitraya: 

It was previously said: what is known cannot be an 

attribute of Knowledge. Even by this, is anyihing 

estab.lished by you about awareness or not? If it 

is, there would be partiality [toward your own 
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·views] If not, your effort has no result (Sam.Si.Para.37.p.113.) 

. t 'd 86 1s se as1 e. 
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3.98. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.36.p.60.): 

Is awareness established [as existent] or not? If it 

is established, it must possess attributes. If it is 

not, it is bereft of existence like a sky-flower etc. 

If [you say] awareness is itself the proof, [we reply] 

that [the proof] is to be said for whom and in reference 

to what? If that [awareness] is not for someone and in 

reference to something then it is not the proof. 

In regard to that, it is said: the proof which can be spoken of as 

indeed "for someone" and "in reference to something" is a particular 

proof conformable to ordinary relations. And the universal proof, which 

is the basis and the giver of life to all particular proofs, is indeed 

awareness. That [awareness] has no dependence upon a locus. Nor does 

it depend upon determining [an object]. The Self is identical to 

universal awareness. Awareness is not an attribute of the Self. Because 

the relation of attribute and its possessor cannot be said in the state 

of the universal since even a relation of locus and located exists only 
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in the state of the particular. And because distinctions are invariably 

preceded by the universal, the nature of the universal which has been 

told must be necessarily adhered to and certainly cannot be denied. 

That has been previously mentioned (3.50.) and should not be forgotten. 

So what has been said about awareness being an attribute etc. of the 

Self by the text (Sri.B.Para.36.p.61.): "Awareness is that which ••• in 

reference to its locus" etc. should all be understood as accepted in the 

state of the particular but not in the state of the universal • 

3.99. . ,......, ..... (' {"" 

~f'ffHPW<Pf'ln+lf Off~!{~: ~ ~~~q-: I . " ~ ......... ,..... 
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' 3. 99. The Self is indeed awareness which is universal. 

Tbat [Self] is not said to be the sense of "I". 

"I-ness" must be superimposed. In liberation 

there is neither the notion of "I" nor happiness.12. 

3.100. But what has been said (Sr1.B.Para.37.p.62.): 



Something known as awareness, without a locus or an 

object, is not possible because there is the absolute 

non-cognition [of such a thing]. 

J4{) 

That is not so. Because universal awareness, without a locus and an 

object, must be necessarily accepted according to the manner previously 

told (3.84.f.). Moreover, what is this non-cognition which proves the 

non-existence of universal awareness? If [you say] it is the absence of 

perceptual knowledge, [we reply] since there is no perception of the 

individual souls in other bodies, they would be non-existent. But if 

[you say] this is not absolute non-cognition, because there is the 

cognition of an individual soul there [in another body] by an inference 

due to the motion of the body. [reply] Here too [in respect of awareness], 

why does the means of knowledge by inference: "because distinctions are 

invariably preceeded by the universal" not occur to your mind? 

The awareness which is without an object and a locus certainly 

persists in all ordinary cognitions such as "I know". The Knowledge 

which is universal persists. The particular locus and the particular 

object are only superimposed. So even the sense of "I" which appears as 

the locus of Knowledge is only superimposed and hence it is not the 

Self. But the Self is just in the form of consciousness, without a 

locus and an object. [The word] Self (atman) is derived from "it goes" 

{atati) in the sense that "it pervades" (vyapnoti). Because the 

universal pervades the distinctions, just as the clay pervades pots, 

ear.thiniware dishes etc. Therefore that which is universal with regard to 

everything is alone, in reality, the essential nature of the Self. 
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3.101. If [you ask] what is a distinction and what is a universal? [reply] 

It is said: the minute particles (parama~£) are the universal. The dyads 

(~~uka) etc. are the distinctions. The qualities such as colour and 

taste etc. are the universal. The possessor of qualities is the 

distinction. So also the attributes elsewhere are the universal and the 

possessor of attributes is the distinction. What is subtle is universal. 

What is gross is a distinction. An internal object [i.e. a thought] is 

universal and an external object is a distinction. Mere Knowledge 

without form is universal. Knowledge which has form, i.e. which possesses 

a form which has been superimposed, is a distinction. For there is the 

statement: "a distinction is only due to an object, because cognitions 

have no form" (Nya .Ku. 4. 4.). So that which is the uni versa! with regard 

to everything is alone the Self. 

To explain: it is indeed well known that the modifications of clay, 

such as pots, earthenware dishes etc., are the distinctions and clay is 
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the universal. Similarly, the minute particles are the universal with 

regard to clay etc., because they are subtle. Even among minute 

particles the minute particles of water are universal with regard to 

the minute particles of earth, because they are more subtle. And among 

the great elements space is universal because it is absolutely subtle. 

With regard to the great elements like space, their qualities such as 

sound and touch etc. are universal. Because the tanmatras of sound etc. 

are subtle even with regard to space etc. 

In the same manner, with regard to all the possessors of 

attributes their attributes are universal. Even in respect of those five 

great elements and their attributes, the internal objects [i.e. thoughts] 

are universal with regard to external objects. And the internal objects 

are superimposed on the intellect, so they are only particulars of 

Knowledge. With regard to those [particular modes of Knowledge] the 

Knowledge which is universal is what cannot be said as "such and such" 

and that is the Self. It is where even the relation of attribute and 

its possessor certainly does not appear. For this very reason it is said 

that the Self is pure consciousness free from distinction. 

That very [Self] pervades all the attributes belonging to the 

intellect, by means of those it pervades the possessors of the attributes, 

By means of the internal it pervades the external objects. Even among 

those [external objects] it pervades the gross by means of the subtle. 

And even there [in regard to gross objects] it pervades everything such 

as pots etc, by means of clay etc, Because the universal is the [material] 

cause of the distinction, therefore the Self is the [material] cause of 

everything. Hence the definition of that [Self] is established: "the 

birth etc, of this [world] is from which [Brahman]" (B,S.1 .1 ,2.). 

Because the external. object is based upon the internal object and 

because the supposition that the effect belongs to the same class as the 

cause is alone proper, it is correct that the external object, i.e. the 



entire world, is certainly superimposed just as the internal object 

which is the cause [is superimposed], Thus it is proved [that the 

world] is not absolutely real. And it is similarly established that 

the Self is Knowledge which is universal, 

3.1 02. 
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3.102. The particular types of Knowledge [i.e. particular Knowledge], 

which have a locus as their adjunct and an object as their adjunct, are 

all only superimposed and so the locus and the object are only an 

object. In reality, the definition of an object is only: an object is 

established by a particular cognition. This object does not depend upon 

an "I" like the conventional expression "you". But if there is an 

insistence of that ["I", i.e, the need for a subject] then let it be 

said that the "I" is only cognition in general ready for the state of 

the particular. But the "I" relating to conventional expression is 

established by the cognition "I" and the object is established by the 

cognition "you" thus there is no dispute in this matter, 

comment 

The topic now under discussion is whether the word "I" reveals the 

true nature of the Self, as the Visi~tadvaitins consider, or whether it 

only indicates the essential Self as the Advaitins claim, 

According to Advaitins, the word "I" has two meanings: a primary 

(mukhyartha) and a secondary or implied meaning (lak~yartha). The 

primary meaning reveals the knower (pramat~) qualified by the 

superimposition of identity with the intellect, mind, senses and body in 

the manner: "I know", "I hear", "I am happy", "I am fat", "I am thin", 

"I am a man" etc. The implied meaning of the word "I" is the unchanging 

awareness which is the "witness" (!!.~~I) of the presence and absence of 

all mental events, It is only this implied meaning which is expressed in 

' 
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such statements as: "I am Brahman" (B:rh.1.4.10.) 87 (see comment, 1.47., 

1.50.). 

According to the Advaitin, the primary meaning of "I" is objectified 

by the Self and hence, like other objects, it is not the essential Self. 

Abhyankar defines this objective portion of the Self as whatever is 

"established by a particular cognition". With regard to the following 

sentence:"This object (~~madartha) does not depend upon an "I" like 

the conventional expression "you"", the meaning is that the word "you" 

(~~~'literally means "you") does not possess this sense in the 

present context but is used to express the idea that everything other 

than awareness is an object and hence is not the Self. However if, for 

the purpose of argument, one insists that because there is the use of 

the word "you" i.e. ~~mad, there is necessarily the requirement of a 

counter correlate i.e. the relation to an "I", then the author says let 

that counter correlate be only cognition in general prior to any 

particular knowledge i.e. "I have knowledge". 
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3.103. But even the "I" relating to conventional expression is certainly 

possessed of the definition of an object: an object is established by a 

particular cognition. So the statement of the exponents of maya (Sri.B. 

Para.37.p.62.): "the sense of "I" which is established [by the cognition] 

"I know" is only an object, different from pure consciousness" is 

certainly without negation. On account of this, [the statement] (Sri.B. 

Para.37.p.63.): 

The statement that the knower, who is established [by 

the cognition] "I know", is an object is contradicted 
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just like [the saying] "my mother is barren" 

is set aside, Because of the ignorance of the intended meaning which 

has been told [above]. And the sense of "I" relating to conventional 

expression, which is established by the particular cognition "I know", 

is not in reality the Self. Because even though that [sense of "I"] 

pervades its own distinctions, it does not pervade everything since it 

does not pervade its own universal. For this reason, that [sense of "I"] 

is not inner [i.e. innermost] • 

. comment 

Riiinanuja 1 s view is that the sense of "I" is none other than the 

inner-self (Sri.B.Para.37 .p.62.): "If the sense of "!" is not the Self, 

the Self would not be inner, Because the internal is separated from what 

is external by the idea of "I"." Abhyankar's statements about whether the 

sense of "I" is "inner" (pratyak) are with reference to the above verse. 
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3.104. "Inner" (pratyak) is derived from "turns towards" (prati + ancati) 

and means all pervading. The word "inner" is only a synonym for the word 

Self. Although pervasion by the Self exists in all things immovable and 

movable, the pervasion gains the realm of experience in the form of an 

individual soul, who is a reflection of consciousness in the bodies 

beginning from Brahmii: and ending with immovable objects. Therefore the 

individual soul is designated in the world by the word "inner" and by the 

word Self, That soul, on account of proximity to the "I-notion" which 

manifests Knowledge, imagines itself to have acquired "I-ness" and 

considers itself to be the knower, Because of that, the immediate 



cognition "I know" -which is a particular cognition relating to 

conventional expression and which arises through the relation of 

attribute and its possessor-· i·s not contradicted.88 Thus it is 

established: the sense of"!" is certainly not the Self, nor is it 

inner.89 
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3.105. The "!-notion", which is a particular modification of the 

Unmanifest, has also the logical possibility of being the "!-notion" 
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[literally the "!-maker"] for this very reason. Because this "!-notion", 

on account of its proximity, manifests the individual soul as having 

acquired "!-ness" although in reality it has not acquired "!-ness", 

Because the etymology of the word "!-notion" has certainly been shown 

by you alSo (Sri.B.Para.45.p.81.): "having quoted the affix cvi in the 

sense of becoming what was not previously".90 The "!-notion" is a direct 

modification of the mahattattva,91 The mahattattva is the intellect. 

"I-ness" and "this-ness" are distinctions of the intellect. Therefore it 

is correct that this "!-notion" which has acquired "!-ness" quite 

innately, on account of its proximity, makes the individual soul acquire 

"!-ness" even though in reality it has not acquired "I-ness". 
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3.106. If [you say] that in reality the individual soul has acquired 

347 

"I-ness" and in reality the body etc. has not acquired "I-ness". And the 

"I-notion", which is a particular modification of the Unmanifest, makes 

the body etc. acquire "I-ness" on account of the proximity [of the "I-

notion] to the individual soul who has acquired "I-ness". 

[reply] Does the "I-notion", which is a particular modification 

of the Unmanifest, have "I-ness" or not? If it does not, how could that 

particular modification of the Unmanifest exhibit "I-ness" -which does 

not exist in itself and which is located in the individual soul- in the 

body etc? Turmeric [which is yellow] certainly cannot reveal the redness 

-which does not exist in itself and which belongs to a flower of the China 

rose- even in a crystal which is placed near the flower of the China rose. 

If it does, is that "I-ness" innate or the result of a cause? In 

the first case, when there is the logical possibility of "I-ness" in the 

individual soul and in the body etc. just because of that [its innate 

character], what is the point of "I-ness" being located separately in the 

individual soul? There is cumbrousness in the supposition that "I-ness" 

is innate even in both places: in the individual soul and in the "!-notion" 

which is a particular modification of the Unmanifest, Furthermore, if 
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that is the case [i.e. "!-ness" is innate to the soul and the "!-notion"], 

[then one could say that] the "!-ness" being seen in the body etc. on 

account of reasons such as proximity is in reality only located in the 

particular modification of the Unmanifest and is not located in the 

individual soul. Thus there is no determining factor here. But if such 

is the case [that there is no determining factor] , even the individual 

soul would be able to be expressed by the word "!-notion". And that is 

not desired by you also. But if it is desired, because you hold that 

there is the destruction of the "!-notion" in liberation, the result 

would be the destruction of the individual soul. 

If it is the result of a cause, it has to be said that "I-ness" 

is because of the proximity to the individual soul. The particular 

modification of the Unmanifest, qualified by "!-ness" which is the result 

of such a cause, is what exhibits the "I-ness" in the body etc. Does it 

[exhibit the "I-ness"] in proximity to the individual soul who is the 

real locus of "I-ness", or not in proximity to it? In the first case, the 

"I-ness" which is only located in the individual soul can be exhibited 

in the body etc. So what is the use of the superfluous "particular 

modification of the Unmanifest" in the middle? In the last case, how 

would it be able to make clear the "!-ness", which does not exist even 

in itself, in the body etc? And there is no logical possibility of being 

able to be expressed by the word "!-notion" [literally the maker of "I"]. 
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3.107. Furthermore, if there is no proximity to the individual soul 

there is also no continuance of the "I-notion". Because the "I-notion" 

is not seen when the body has deceased. Moreover, even according to this 

view the individual soul would be able to be expressed by the word 

"I-notion". So the defect previously mentioned is just the same. Moreover 

there is no determining factor here that the "!-ness" located in the 

individual soul is recognized in only a certain particular modification 

of the Unmanifest [i.e. the "I-notion] and not in all [the modifications]. 

Therefore, like "this.-ness", "!-ness" too is superimposed just by 

the intellect. So in reality that ["I-ness"] must be accepted as only 

located in a particular modification of the Unmanifest. The "!-notion" 

is indeed the particular modification of the Unmanifest and it is the 

locus of that "I-ness". And that ["!-notion"] alone exhibits "!-ness" 

in the individual soul also, just as in the body etc. This is correct. 

Because the mahattattva is the modification of the Unmanifest and the 

mahattattva is the intellect. "I-ness" and "this-ness" are distinctions 

of the intellect. Therefore it is not correct that there is real "I-ness" 

in the individual self. 

3.1 08. 
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3.108. In the state of liberation there is certainly not even the 

cognition "I know". Because such a cognition is superimposed as it is 

a particular cognition. Moreover, the cognition "I know" has dependence 

upon the relation of attribute and its possessor. But in liberation 

even the relation of attribute and its possessor certainly does not exist. 

For an internal difference is evident in the relation of attribute and 

its possessor. And the rule that difference is pervaded by the 

generation of fear is certainly well known. It is another matter that 

fear is in different degrees: somewhere great, somewhere middling, 

somewhere less, somewhere even less, at some place perceptible and at 

some place imperceptible. But in the case of difference it is difficult 

to be said that even a trace of fear does not exist. Because fear even 

of [one's own] son is seen. Fear of teeth and nails etc. is experienced 

even though they are part of one's own body. And even the fear of one's 

own words is seen, For there is a conviction in the world like: "I do 

not know: what ~ords will come forth from my mouth while I am obstinate 

there? Hence the very going there is not proper." The statement: "fear 

is certainly on account of a second" is for this very reason correct, 

But in the state of liberation, the sacred text: "Janaka, you 

have attained what is free from fear" (B:rh.4.2.4,) shows that even a 

whiff of fear does not exist, Therefore the relation of attribute and 

its possessor cannot be said there [in liberation], For this very reason, 

there is no knower-known relation and subject-object relation there • 
. , . -
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3.109. [objection] According to this way, even the experience of 

happiness would not exist there [in liberation]. Because in the cognition 

of that [happiness] a relation of attribute and its possessor exists 

between awareness and the experiencer, a relation of known and knower 

exists between happiness and the experiencer and a relation of subject 

and object exists between happiness and awareness. 

[reply] This is true. 

[objection] How then does not even a trace of happiness exist 

there? 

[reply] Who says "it is"? If [you say] what is the reason for the 

unsurpassed excellence of the state of liberation? [we reply] Understand 

it to be the total absence of sorrow. But the statement of happiness 

there should be understood as having the intended meaning: happiness is 

used figuratively in the sense of the absence of sorrow, like "upon the 

removal of the burden I have become happy". But the activity for the 

sake of liberation has only the cessation of sorrow as its object. Due 

to this, [the verse] (Sri.B.Para.37.p.62.): 

The person desirous of liberation undertakes listening 

[to the scriptures] etc. [with the idea]: "may I be 

freed from all sorrow, the enjoyer of limitless 

bliss, self-resplendent" 

is set aside. Because as a rule, that type of resolve is not seen for 

a person who desires liberation. But in the insistence that a resolve like 

that is seen somewhere, it has to be thought of in connection with a 

false impression about the limitless bliss there. Because the total 

absence of sorrow is happiness in a figurative sense. 



352 

3.110. 

3.110. [objection] Even so, because there is no persistence of the sense 

of "I" in liberation in the way previously mentioned, how is the resolve: 

"may I be the enjoyer of limitless bliss" logically possible? 

[reply] You are confused. For establishing a resolve such as 

this, the entity cognized as "I" at the time of the resolve is only 

required to be indeed existent at the time of liberation but there is no 

requirement of the cognition as "I" at the time of liberation. There is 

no requirement of cognition itself, how much less as being "I"? So there 

is no fault even though the sense of "I" cognized at the time of the 

resolve does not persist in the state of liberation. 

The resolve is only: "may I be the enjoyer of limitless bliss", 

but not: "at that time, may I think of that sort of Self as enjoying 

limitless bliss". Even in the world, the resolve is seen somewhere prior 

to sleep: "may I experience the happiness of sleep". But even there, at 

the time of deep sleep, the recollection is not seen: "I am now 

experiencing happinessn. So there_ is no persistence of fu e sense of "I" 

in liberation. And because the persistence of the sense of "I" is 

difficult to be demonstrated since the relation of attribute and its 

possessor cannot be stated due to the absence, in any way, of 

difference in liberation according to the way previously mentioned. Thus 



353 

it is established that an undertaking toward liberation is only for the 

total absence of sorrow. 

3.111. Even in the world, the parrots etc. living in cages, although 

eating tasty food at the proper time, desire liberation from the cage 

through the mere fancy that: it will gain some fruit at some time 

in the forest. The effort observed there is solely for the purpose of 

the cessation of the sorrow of bondage. And the state of liberation 

which is of this kind alone conforms to the meaning of the verbal root: 

~! in the sense of releasing. Because liberation means freedom. And 

that [freedom] is in the form of getting away from something. But there 

is no attainment of something else there. 

Furthermore, because bondage and liberation are mutually opposed, 

the meaning of the word liberation must be said only like that: which 

is the nature of being opposed to bondage. And bondage is invariably 

connected with sorrow, so liberation is invariably connected with the 

total absence of sorrow since it is what is contradictory to sorrow. 

Happiness is certainly not contradictory to sorrow. Because happiness 

and sorrow are seen to possess co-existence. For this very reason, the 
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Vaise~ikas made a separate designation of both happiness and sorrow 

as qualities. Otherwise, like darkness is the absence of light, they 

would have conceived happiness to be the absence of sorrow or sorrow 

to be the absence of happiness. And the total absence of sorrow is 

impossible if even a trace of sorrow exists. So it [liberation] alone 

is contradictory to sorrow. Therefore liberation is proved to be the 

total absence of sorrow even from the natural sense [of the word]. 

3.112. 
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3.112. The cessation of sorrow is remaining in one's own nature upon 

relinquishment of the connection to what is agreeable and disagreeable. 

It has been explained in exactly that manner by Ramiinuja too (SrLB.Para. 

82.p.190.). The relinquishment of the connection to what is agreeable 

and disagreeable is because the object itself which has innate duality 
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and which is agreeable or disagreeable does not exist, or because even 

though such an object exists there is no connection to it, or because 

although the connection exists there is no appearance of the connection, 

According to the view of the dualists in that matter, the absence 

of a second object in liberation is difficult to be demonstrated, There 

[in their view], although there is the possibility of fear because of 

the maxim: "fear is certainly on account of a second", the total absence 

of fear in liberation has to be supposed as the blind adherence to one's 

faith on account of only resorting to the sacred text: "Janaka, you have 

attained what is free from fear" (B:rh.4.2.4.). 

However according to the view of the non-dualists, the total 

absence of fear in liberation taught by the sacred texts is made logically 

possible by reasoning alone, Because even the possibility of fear does 

not exist in the absence of a second, So because the absence of a second 

object is in accordance with the sacred text: "Janaka, you have attained 

what is free from fear" how can the supposition of pre-eminent happiness 

in liberation be correct? Because happiness has dependence upon a 

second, 

Furthermore, the exalted pre-eminence of liberation can be said 

as the total absence of sorrow but not likewise as pre-eminent happiness 

as well, Because it is well known in the world that even great happiness 

is overcome by just a little sorrow, Similarly, the overpowering of 

happiness by sorrow which is even of a figurative nature is well known 

in the traditional legends etc. Sorrow which is of a figurative nature 

is the absence of happiness. Prior to the birth of Sri Ramacandra, 

Dasaratha considered even all the splendour of the kingdom etc. to be 

worthless due to such sorrow arising from childlessness even though it 

was figurative. 

If [you say]: where there is no sorrow, even of a figurative 

nature and even a small amount, that alone is pre-eminent happiness, 
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[we reply]: then if that is the case, because ascertaining pre-eminent 

happiness is dependent upon ascertaining the total absence of sorrow, 

when the logical possibility only through the total absence of sorrow 

is agreed upon by both of us what is the use of the supposition about 

pre-eminent happiness being different there [in liberation]? 
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3.113. Thus because even a whiff of duality cannot be said in the state 

of liberation, the persistence of the sense of "I" is impossible there. 

Because cognition as the sense of "I" has dependence upon the relation 

of attribute and its possessor which is based upon difference. So it is 

indeed proved that an undertaking toward liberation does not have 

happiness as its goal but its goal is only the cessation of sorrow. Just 

as f5>r a person who is pie.rc;d in the foot by a thorn there is an 

undertaking for its removal. It is like that. But there is a distinction 

to this extent: the cessation of sorrow is recognized following the 

removal of the thorn. But in liberation even that [cessation of sorrow] 

is not [recognized]. On account of this, [the objection]: 

although the undertaking_ has the cessation of sorrow 

as its goal, because the cessation of sorrow is 
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cognized in liberation the relation of knower and 

known exists at that time. Hence difference is 

difficult to be prevented 

is set aside. 

Furthermore, the cessation of sorrow is certainly not wished for 

as "agreeable". But sorrow is "disagreeable", so it is desired .to 

remove that. You [Ramanuja] too have certainly accepted this when you 

said (Sri.B.Para.82.p.90.): "because sorrow is disagreeable its cessation 

is desired, not because [its cessation] is agreeable." On account of 

this, the illusion conjured up by his own fancy which has been told 

beginning with (Sri.B.Para.37.p.62.): 

If the sense of "I" is not the Self, the Self would not 

be inner ..... 

is set aside. 

3 .11 4. 

3.114. By this text (Sri.B.Para.37.p.63.): 

This [consciousness] has existence and the nature 

of being consciousness etc. just on account of its 

connection to oneself. But upon separation of the 

connection to oneself, consciousness itself is 

not established. Just as there is no establishment 

of the act of cutting etc. in the absence of the 

cutter and the thing to be cut 

what has been said is that Knowledge has the nature of being Knowledge 

and has existence only with reference to the sense of "I" who is the locus. 
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In regard to that, it is said: 

3.115. 
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. 3.115. 

Awareness has no dependence upon a locus. Thus 

the Self does not have knowership. The Self has 

only Knowledge as its essential nature. The 

knower must be the internal-organ.13. 

3.116. It is granted that Knowledge has dependence upon a locus with 

respect to the particular Knowledge concerning ordinary relations. The 

awareness which is universal and which is the basis of all. Knowledge is 

all the more impossible to be dependent upon a locus. It has been 

declared more than once that if the establishment of that is with 

reference to a locus, the result would be the destruction of the nature 

of Knowledge which is universal. 

Furthermore, even in regard to conventional reality, the 

origination of the "great elements" from the tanmB:tras of sound etc. 

subsequent to the beginning of creation and their dependence upon them 
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[the tanmatras) has been told by the SaDkhyas and is accepted by you 

too. With regard to that, how is there the establishment of those 

[tanmatras) without reference to a locus? But if [you say] that sound 

etc. are qualities and Knowledge is not like that. But Knowledge is an 

action like cutting etc. [we reply] If that is so, because action is 

invariably impermanent, Knowledge too would be impermanent and your 

very own conclusion: "the Lord is the locus of eternal Knowledge" would 

be contradicted. 
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-3.117. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.37.p.63.): 

Therefore it is ascertained that the sense of 

"I", who is certainly the knower, is the inner 

Self. 

With regard to that, is the individual self intended to be expressed by 

the word "inner Self", or the Lord, or Brahman which is pure 

consciousness free from distinction? In regard to the first and second, 

there is proving of what is already proved. Because the individual soul 

and the Lord are in proximity to the "!-notion" which is a particular 

modification of the Unmanifest, therefore knowership for both [the 
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individual soul and the Lord] which are the locus of "I-ness" is 

accepted by us as well. Nor is it the third. Because you do not accept 

that. And because that [Brahman] is free from distinction, therefore 

being the locus of "I-ness", being a knower etc. is impossible. Brahman 

is not a knower in its essential nature because knowership etc. is 

superimposed and therefore the nature of being a knower is perishable. 

The sacred text: "by what, my dear, can one know the knower?" (B:rh. 

2 .4.14., 4.5 .15.) says that Brahman has knowership. But what is the 

object of the purport of the sacred text is that the knowership there 

[in Brahman] is only superimposed. Knowledge, even about what is 

qualified by the knowership which is superimposed, is not possible by 

a.ey means. How much less about what is pure, free from knowership etc?·. 

If knowership is real, there would be contradiction with the sacred 

text: "Brahman is Knowledge" (B:rh.3.9.28. ). 

3.118. 
i1~ '<fq~ ~~~ ~~~ ........ Q>1%1lt R'i_'l 

·1ff ~q.:<fWf!' ( ~o '{o \? Z qo ~ \? ) ~ (f"'~<re-'Q>'tlft
~'O~~'l~ '3"~i.fl~1d~4(~-

~r<r~'-l"I~Wf: ~(qftt I ~ ~.;,~1·t'>~Ffi~ ~ 'fliT 
' . ;frrot~ ~~ ~ (flU ~-

"" ,.... ~,. ,..._ 1" c. .._,~~-
'ii.flJi(d!<f 0\ll"i'll~:lll (ll\11t"~'':4'~~~~: ~I (fqr ~~41'<Wi-

' t" """' ~ (;' ~ .. ...... I 

VJI~I'141{ifi'>IHfP"IN'1 ~ ~ ~'>i 
·~I~Tir.li ~ !iq4i;4 ifi~~ ~if.st41~ 't~N4li!> ~I 
~"!Br m~'f ~ ~: 1 ~ 'if q~'R'l~ti W{T"-1<l

lilf<:lt<:4t~t~: 1.
1 

3.118. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.38.p.64,65.): 

Just as one and the same substance fire exists in 

the form of effulgence and what possesses 

effulgence •••• in the same manner, the self has 

only consciousness as its nature and has 

consciousness as its quality. 
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In regard to that, it is said: is the meaning of this "one and the same" 

(1) belonging to the same class or (2) distingusihed by the numeral 

denoting the £act of being one? In the first ease, the meaning would be; 

just as fire, which belongs to a single class as the nature of fire, is 

seen to have both forms: as light and its effulgence, so too Knowledge 

belongs to a single class as the nature of Knowledge and has both forms: 

the self and its quality. If that is so, because both types of Knowledge, 

i.e. the attribute and its possessor, belong to a single class, a locus 

and an object must be stated even for the Knowledge which is the 

possessor of the attribute just like for the Knowledge which is an 

attribute. According to the view of the dualists, though an object can 

somehow be -stated, a ~ocus is certainly dtificrut to be demonstrated. 

Because the locus of Knowledge can only be said to be the self. Thus 

there is self-dependence: Knowledge which is the possessor of the 

attribute is the essential nature of the self and the self is its locus. 

comment 

According to Ramanuja, the nature of the self (see text and comment, 

2.10.) is analogous to a light and its effulgence. Light is a self

luminous substance possessing the quality of effulgence which illumines 

objects. Though the effulgence is a quality of the light, it is also a 

substance since it can exist elsewhere than its locus. The light is 

cofiparable to the substantive consciousness (dharmibhutajnana) of the self 

and its €ffulgence is like the self's attributive consciousness 

(dharmabhutajnana) which is a quality of the self and yet is also a 

substance as it can exist elsewhere than its locus. 

Advaitins consider that this twofold conception of consciousness is 

based upon a false analogy. The substance known as fire (tejas) does not 

exist in the twofold form of effulgence and its possessor. On the contrary, 

fire is solely of the nature of effulgence. Even if effulgence is 

experienced separately from the light of a lamp or the sun etc., the latter 

are never experienced apart from effulgence and it is not possible to 

apprehend a possessor of the effulgence which is different from the 

effulgence.92 Hence Advaitins conclude that light is not other than 

effulgence itself. 

Even if a difference is allowed between light and effulgence, it is 
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further argued that the analogy is inapplicable because fire (tejas) 

possesses the component parts (avayava) of effulgence and its possessor. 

But if consciousness is in the form of the self who has consciousness 

as tis <>ssence. and :its attrib:ute, then the self possesses parts and 

therefore would be subject to change and consequent impermanence.93 

In addition to this, Abhyankar raises a series of arguments against 

the Visi~~advaitins view that consciousness has a twofold nature. 

Firstly, he asks whether Ramanuja's expression "one and the same" (ekam 

~) means that the substantive consciousness and the attributive 

consciousness belong to the same class in being consciousness, or whether 

it means that they are really one. If the former is the case, because 

there is no qualitative difference between the two they should possess 

the same characteristics and just as the attributive consciousness 

requires an object and a locus the substantive consciousness, too, would 

require an object and a locus. If it is said that the substantive 

consciousness, which. is the self, has the self as its locus then there 

is the fallacy of self-dependence. Abhyankar proceeds to put forward 

further arguments to show that the conception of a substantive and an 

attributive consciousness is untenable. 

3.119. 

~ ~ 
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3.119. But if there is a difference between the self who is the locus and 

the self whose essential nature is Knowledge, does the self who is the 

locus have Knowledge as its essential nature or is it inert? In the first 

case, once again there is another locus even for that Knowledge. Thus 

there is an infinite regress. In the last case, there is the loss of your 

own viewpoint. 

But if the Knowledge which is a quality and the Knowledge which 

constitutes the essential nature belong to a different class, there is 

contradiction with the statement: "one and the same". Moreover, upon 
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accepting that the Knowledge which is the essential nature of the self 

and which is the possessor of the attribute is without a locus, due to 

the acceptance that it belongs to a different class, what is the fault 

of the exponents of maya who teach that Knowledge is without a locus 

and free from distinction? 

comment 

If the substantive consciousness, which constitutes the essential 

nature of the self, is qualitatively the same as the attributive 

consciousness, then the former would require a locus like the latter. 

Thus all consciousness requires a locus. To avoid self-dependence, it 

could be said that the substantive consciousness and the self which is its 

locus are distinct. But if the self is not inert then it must have 

consciousness as 2ts nature and consciousness requires a locus, so what 

is -its locus? If another self is postulated as the locus, then it can be 

·asked whether that self has consciousness as its nature or whether it is 

inert. If it has consciousness as its nature then that consciousness 

requires a locus and thus there would be an infinite regress. 

If it is said that the substantive consciousness does not require a 

locus because it is qualitatively different from attributive consciousness, 

then there is the acceptance of the Advaitins position that consciousness 

does not require a locus.9 4 
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Furthermore, by the text (Sri.B.Para.36.p.61.): 

Awareness is the nature of bringing about some object 

to be in accord with conventional expression, solely 

by means of its own existence and in reference to its 

own locus. It is also known as "Knowledge" {.jnana), 

"comprehension" (avagati), "awareness" (saffivid) etc. 

It has an object, it is a particular attribute of the 

self who is the experiencer and it is well known to 

all as ha-ving the sel:f as ii;s wi-tness: "I know the pot", 

"I understand this matter", "I am aware of the pot" 
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what has been established is that Knowledge possesses a locus. All that 

here [in the quotation] would be contradicted for one who accepts that 

the Knowledge which possesses the attribute is without a locus. Moreover 

in accepting that the twofold Knowledge is mutually distinct, the word 

"Knowledge" would have different meanings because there is no reason 

for a single usage [of the word "Knowledge"] persisting in both of those 

[two types which are mutually distinct]. 

Furthermore, the Knowledge which is a quality pertains i;o the nature 

of the Self and is eternal and is not at all different from the possessor 

of the attribute. So when absence of inertness is established for the self 

by that alone, what is the reason that you again accept a Knowledge 

which is the essential nature of the self? If [you say] it is accepted 

because of want of recourse for the logical possibility of the sacred 

text: "Brahman is Knowledge, bliss" (Brh.3.9.28.), [we reply] if the 

sacred text is the resort, then when there is establishment by that alone 

[i.e. the self is proved to be not inert just through the substantive 

consciousness] there is no need of the Knowledge which is a quality. For 
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example, both kinds of expression: "the pot is white", "there is a 

white quality in the pot" are logically possible by just the one quality 

white which is a qualification of the nature of the pot. It is like 

that. Moreover, if the sacred text had intended the word "Knowledge" to 

have a twofold meaning: Knowledge which is .a quality and Knowledge which 

possesses the attribute, then for the ascertainment which is free from 

doubt the very same word "Knowledge" would not be used in both places. 

Therefore the difference, i.e. Knowledge which is an attribute is 

separate and the Knowledge which possesses the attribute is separate, is 

not accepted by the sacred texts. 

But if [you say] that the meaning of this: "one and the same" 

[supra] is "distinguished by the n:umeral denoting the :fact of' being one", 

[we reply] that what transpires is that the relation of attribute and its 

possessor is superimposed there [in awareness]. And then your conclusion, 

i.e, the relation of attribute and its possessor is real, would be 

contradicted. 

3.121. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.38.p.66.): 



The knowers of words and their meanings [grammarians] 

say that the words "awareness" (samvid), "consciousness" 

(anuhhiiti), "Knowledge" (jnana) etc. are words which 

express relationship. In the world or in the Veda, the 

usage of "he knows" etc. is certainly not seen to be 

without an object and without a subject. 

That is trifling. If that was the case, there could be no use of the 
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word "Knowledge" in the sense of Knowledge which is the essential nature 

[i.e. the substantive consciousness]. If [you say that the use of the 

word "Knowledge" in respect of the substantive consciousness is] by 

convention, [xeply] it is exactly the same :for me as -well. It has 

certainly been -told pre-viously tha-t the Self is indeed a-wareness -which is 

free from distinction. 

The usage [i.e. a syllogism] is: awareness is the Self, because 

it is not inert. The reason has only negative concomitance: what is not 

in this manner [i.e. not the Self] then it is not thus [i.e. not not 

inert] like a pot etc. "Not being inert" means having a nature which is 

manifest without being dependent upon another thing. A pot, a light, 

happiness etc. are not by nature manifest. Their manifestation depends 

upon the knower. Even the knowex is not by ..nature manifest. Its 

manifestation is based upon a locus of Knowledge which is superimposed. 

Therefore that [knower] too is not the Self. But the Self is only in the 

form of Knowledge. Whereas the knower, which is superimposed as the locus 

of Knowledge, is only the "!-notion" which manifests Knowledge. On account 

of this, that refutation which was done by conceiving another explanation 

of "not inert" in the text beginning (Sri.B.Para.39.p.67,): 

If [you, the Advaitin, say that "not being inert"] is: 

being manifest resulting from its own existence, [reply] 

if that is so, there is inconclusive reasoning [due to 

over extension] in respect of the light of a lamp etc. 
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has been answered. Thus the cognition which refers to the Self in the 

manner: "I know" is only error. Knowership is certainly false, because 

its appearance is only for the one who has the false presumption that 

the body is the Self.95 

comment 

In the Mahapurvapak~~ {Para.27.p.43.) it is stated that awareness, 

which is self-manifest by nature, is the Self because awareness is not 

inert {aja4~). The meaning is that everything which is other than 

awareness is insentient and so awareness alone can constitute the nature 

of the Self. In the Mahasiddhanta (Para.39.p.67.), Ramanuja inquires as 

to what the Advaitin means by "not inert" and he suggests the following 

definition: being manifest resulting from its own existence. He then 

proceeds to argue that such a de£inition is invalid because there is 

over extension in the case of the ~ight o£ a ~amp, for that too is 

manifest solely on account of its own existence. 

However this definition is not acceptable to the Advai tin. Abb.yankar 

explains that what is meant by "not inert" is: having a nature which is 

manifest without being dependent upon another thing.96 There is no over 

extension in the case of the light of a lamp because its manifestation 

depends upon cognition on the part of the knower. Abhyankar also argues 

that the knower is not the Self because the manifestation of knowership 

i~ dependent upon superimposition.97 
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3.122, Awareness, in reality being without an object and a locus, 
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appears as a knower on account of error just as a pearl-oyster appears 

as silver.98 But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.39.p.67,68,): 

This is not correct. If that was the case, the sense of 

nru, i.e. the experiencer, would be recognized in co-

existence with experience: "I am awareness 11
• Just as 

silver etc. are in the form of the shining substances etc, 

existing bef'ore the eyes. But here, this awareness certainly 

appears as separate and qualif'ies another -thing, -the sense 

of "I", like a staff' qualifies Devadatta. To elabora-te: 

there is the cognition "I experience". Such being the case, 

how can the apprehension "I experience", which manifests 

the sense of "I" as qualified by awareness, be declared to 

depend upon mere awareness which is the qualifying attribute? 

It is like the apprehension "Devadatta has a staff" relates 

to the mere staff, 

That is at first glance. The ef'.fecting of' the cognition: "I am awareness" 

is certainly no-t correct at the time of' error. Because at the time of 

error there is no cognition of the substratum in its essential nature. 

Likewise, it is also incorrect that: "the sense of "I", i.e. the 

experiencer, would be recognized in co-existence with experience." Because 

the sense of "I" who is qualified by experience and who is falsely 

imposed, is recognized as only in co-existence with the substratum, To 

elaborate: in the cognition "I experience" how is it understood by you 

that the cognition of the sense .. of "I", the experiencer, is without 

co-existence with awareness which is the substratum? Because the 

experience which is a qualifying attribute of the sense of "I" in: "I 
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experience" is certainly not the substratum. But the substratum is only 

awareness which is pure existence. The experience which is a qualifying 

attribute of the sense of "I" is a particular modification of the 

Unmanifest and it is certainly included in what is apparent. 

[objection] Just as the cognition of the substratum here: "this 

is silver" is as "this", so too, in what form is the cognition of the 

substratum here [in "I experience"]? 

[reply] Understand that it is in the form of existence. Because 

finally, "is-ness" exists everywhere. And for existence, there is 

cognition only in co-existence. 

comment 

Riimiinuja says -the sense of "I" in the statement "I experience" is 

in co-existence, i.e. apposition (samanadhikar~) with experience. 

Abhyankar states that the sense of "I", which is superimposed, ca:nnot 

be in co-existence with experience but can be co-existent only with 

the substratum of the superimposition. In the case of a statement based 

upon the superimposition of silver upon a pearl-oyster: "this is silver", 

the silver is in co-existence with the substratum "this". The experience 

qualifying the "I" in "I experience" is not the substratum, for it is 

of an apparent nature (pratibhasika). This means that an experience cannot 

be the substratum because it exists only at the time of the knowledge of 

it. For instance after eating one cannot say: ''what I experienced at the 

time of the meal I will experience now." Pratibhasika, whicll is negated 

at th<> time o:f <>veryday life (yyavahara), is of two types: the 

experience of happiness etc. which is real and the experience of silver on 

a pearl-oyster which is unreal. 

Existence is the substratum because "is-ness" persists in all 

cognitions. In __ the case of existence, there is always the cognition of it 

in a relation of ··co..:existence: "the pot is", "the cloth is". 
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3.123. Furthermore, it is all the more impossible to say that there 
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is the cognition of the substratum as Knowledge which is the qualifying 

attribute of the sense of "I". Because the substratum is in the form of 

mere existence free from distinction, therefore it is not suitable to 

become the qualifying attribute of another thing. On account of this, 

what has been said (Sri.B.~ara.40.p.68.) 99: 

Even the awareness Which is accepted as the Self 

would be false.·Becanse ~he cogni~ion [that 

awareness is the Self] is only for one who has 

the false presumption that the body is the Self 

is set aside. Because the falsity of the awareness which is a particular 

modification of the Unmanifest and which is perceived as a qualifying 

attribute of the sense of "I": "I know", is accepted. But not this 

awareness which is the substratum. Because that [awareness] is not 

perceived since it is not cognizable as it exists in the form of mere 

being. For this ve:ry reason, that [awareness] is not sublated by the 

knowledge of reality. What is perceived, whether it is the locus of the 

notion of "this", or the locus of the notion of "I", is an object which 

is capable of sublation. But the cognition itself is not negated. Even 

cognition, which is a particular modification of the Unmanifest and which 

possesses a locus and an object, is certainly capable of sublation. But 

[awareness] which is in-the form of pure existence free from 

distinction is not sublated in any state whatsoever. 

comment 

In the Mahapurvapak~~ (Para.27.p.43.) the Advaitin has argued that 
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knowership is false because it is superimposed upon the Self due to the 

erroneous idea that the body is the Self. In the Mahasiddhanta (Para.40. 

p.68.) Ramanuja contends that if the idea that the Self is a knower is 

false becaus~ it is based upon the erroneous ~esurnption that the body 

is the Self, the idea that awareness is the Self would also be false 

since it arises in the same way as knowership. 

Abhyankar replies that the awareness in the statement "I know" is 

a qualifying attribute of the sense of "I" and is not sought to be 

upheld as absolutely real. But the awareness which is the substratum of 

the mental mode of knowership is not an attribute of the knower and so 

it does not follow that because knowership is false the awareness which 

is the substratum is also false. To argue that awareness is false, 

because the idea that awareness is the Self arises for a person who has 

the erroneous presumption that the body is the Self, is not carxect. 

Because the conviction that: "awareness is the Self" occurs only to one 

who does not .have that erroneous presumption. 100 

Ramanuja further states (Para.40.p.68.) that if -the Advaitin says 

awareness is not false because it is not negated, then knowership is 

not false because it too is not negated. Abhyankar responds by saying 

that any object of knowledge, whether external or internal, is capable 

of being negated. Knowership is negated at the time of deep sleep.1°1 

Awareness, however, cannot be negated because it is not the object of 

another awareness (cf., 3.80. comment.). Only what is the object of 

awareness is capable of being negated. 



3.124. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para,40,p.69.)102 , 

Knowership is not logically possible for the "!-notion" 

which is of the nature of the internal-organ. Because 

like the body, the "!-notion" which is of the nature of 

the internal-organ is associated_with insentiency, it 

has the nature of being a modification of pra~ti, it 

is an object of knowledge, something outward, for the 

sake of others etc. And because the nature of 

knowership is specific to what is sentient. 
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That is not so, Because the ordinary Knowledge relating to pots etc. is 

an action pertaining to the mind, it is a particular mental moii:i:fication 

and it is a transformation of the mind in the form of the respective 

object. Rnawership is the nature of being the locus of the action of 

Knowledge. And that is possible only for the mind, not for the Self. On 

account of this, the inference: "the internal-organ is not the knower, 

because it is insentient, like the body" is refuted. Because [ordinary] 

Knowledge is a particular transformation of the mind, therefore there is 

the possibility of that [Knowledge] only in the mind, And the absence of 

knowership on the part of the Self is established by the inference: "the 

Self is no.t a knower, because it does not undergo transformation." 

.Knowership is not the natuxe of being the locus of the quality of 

Knowledge. In grammar, the agent affix (ir£)103 is said to be in the 

sense of the locus of the verbal root because it directly expresses an 

action. If [you say] that only the action of Knowledge is said by the 

word "quality of Knowledge", [we reply] then it is accepted. Still, that 

[action of Knowledge] is only for the mind which is characterized by 

change, not for the Self which is free from change. Although the mind 

has similarity to a pot etc. due to the many attributes such as 

insentiency, being a modification of pra~ti, being an object of knowledge, 

being outward- ·and .for .the. sake of others etc,, nevertheless, there is no 
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negating factor in the acceptance of its dissimilarity as a knower. For 

example, although the body has similarity to a pot etc. due to those 

very attributes [just mentioned]; there is dissimilarity in being the 

locus of the sense-organs and in being the locus of motion. It is like 

that. 

comment 

In respect of knowership, the Advaitins position (see 1 .51. and 

comment) is that the Self is not in reality a knower. Knowership occurs 

due to the mutual superimposition of the Self and the internal-organ 

(~a9kara~~). The internal-organ possesses a twofold modification: 

the first is a mental modification in the form of the subj<'lct (B.haffli;ti) 

and the other is the transformation into the various cognitions 

(idamv:rtti) which are objects to the knowing subject. The internal-organ 

possessing the modification in the form of the subject is called the 

"T-notion" (ahailkara) and the interna.J.-organ possessing the modification 

in the form of other cognitions is called "mind" (manas).104 The statement 

that "I know" is the result of a mutual superimposition: the "I-notion" 

acquires sentiency on account of the superimposition of the awareness 

which is the Self and the Self becomes referable by the individual sense 

of "I" due to the superimposition of identity with the "I-notion". This 

superimposition is the pre-condition for all ordinary relations 

(vyavahara). Following this fundamental superimposition, an expression 

such as: "I am happy" is due to the mutual superimposition of the Self, 

qualified in the above manner by the "I-notion", with the mind. The 

expression: "I ·,am a man" is due to the mutual superimposition of the Self, 

qualified by thi! "!-notion", with the body. 105 

Ramanuja maintains that knowership is intrinsic to the self. Abhyankar 

replies that knowership cannot be intrinsic, for knowership means "being 

the locus of the action of Knowledgef•. Because cognitions are constantly 

changing in accord with their objects, the locus of these real cognitive 

changes could not be itself free from change, If the Self can undergo any 

transformation then it would not be a permanent entity. 

Ramanuja will now proceed to argue that knowership cannot be identical 

to the "I-notion" because the latter is an object of knowership in the 

same way as the physical body is an object of knowledge. Abhyankar 

responds by saying that a single entity can be both the knower and the 

object of knowledge if it possesses parts. Since the internal-organ 

consists of mental modifications, there is no contradiction in the relation 
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of knower and known with respect to the mental modes. 

3.125. Such an action of Knowledge, which is in the form of a mental 

modification, is certainly divided as it belongs to respective minds 

either because minds in reality are many or because of difference due to 

the distinction of limiting adjuncts. Even belonging to a single mind it 

[the action of Knowledge] is certainly different due to a difference of 

time. Thus the mind which is the agent with respect to one action of 

Knowledge is certainly not contradicted in being the object of another 

action of Knowledge. On account of this [the statement] (Sri.B.Para. 

40.p.69.): "there is no knowership [for the "I-notion"] because of the 

very contradiction of being an object of knowledge" is set aside, Because 

there would be contradiction between knowership and being an object of 

knowledge which are both ascertained in respect of the one action [of 

Knowledge]. But there is no [contradiction for the two] which are both 

ascertained by a different action [of Knowledge]. Otherwise, even according 

to your view the absence of knowership would be difficult to be prevented 

because of the very contradiction that the Self is an object of knowledge. 

3.126. 
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3.126. The "I-notion" can manifest Knowledge which is 

non-eternal and of an ordinary nature, There is 



no "I-ness" in sleep. Even so, the Self is the 

witness there. 14. 
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3.127. That action of Knowledge is certainly non-eternal, because it is 

an action. On account of this, [the statement] (Sri.B.Para.40.p.69.)106 : 

Knowledge is eternal, because it is a natural 

attribute of this eternal self 

is set aside. The expression that "Knowledge is produced", "Knowledge is 

. destroyed" is logically possible only because the action of Knowledge is 

non-eternal. It should not be said that: Knowledge is certainly eternal, 

But the expression "produced" and "destroyed" is figurative, as it is 

based upon the expansion and contraction of Knowledge. The contraction 

and the expansion of Knowledge is due to karma. [reason] Because there 

is no means of knowledge for it to be a figurative expression when the 

logical possibility exists [i.e. for the expression to be understood in 

its primary sense]. Moreover, "contraction and expansion" mean only 

"decrease and increase", so because Knowledge undergoes change it must 

be non-eternal and so there is just the same situation as before. 

Furthermore, according to the above reasoning, the individual soul 

too would be non-eternal. Because you yourself have said [supra] that 
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Knowledge is a natural quality of the self, For the increase and 

decrease of a natural quality is certainly not possible without an 

increase and decrease of the locus. Because in regard to the elements 

which are effects, it is seen that there is an increase of the corporeal 

nature upon an increase of the quality.107 " 
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3.128. This ordinary Knowledge, which is in the form of a particular 

modification of the mind, is certainly included in what has an apparent 

nature, The "I-notion" which manifests only this [ordinary Knowledge], 

manifests it as located in itself [i.e. in the "I-notion"]. Like a mirror 

etc. For this is indeed the nature of the things which bring about a 

manifestation, i.e, the manifesting of what is to be manifested as 

located in themselves. We do not say that the "I-notion" manifests the 

supreme Self which is of the nature of awareness. Because the supreme 

Self is not able to be manifested by the "I-notion". On account of this, 

[the verse] (Sri,B.Para.41.p.71.): 

That the "I-notion", which is insentient by nature, 

manifests the Self which is self-luminous is without 

reason. Like [a statement that] a spent coal 

manifests the sun (S,T.p.35.) 
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is set aside. 

It should not be said that: even the ordinary Knowledge, which is 

in the form of a particular modification of the mind, certainly exhibits 

the nature of being luminous. So how is that [Knowledge] manifest by the 

insentient "I-notion" which is by nature not luminous? [reason] Because 

this is not a rule: "there is certainly no manifesting of what is 

luminous by nature by what is not luminous by nature." The manifestation 

of the sun which is by nature luminous, is seen by means of water etc. 

even though [water etc.] are by nature not luminous. 

3 .-129. '"''~"""'"' ·-- . ;; 'if\ 011'kf·fll1t m;; W-i'U iifm';;r !fml:-
~ . "' "' "'~"~"' ... !fi!Rt'luQ ~ <:'IW:fll~'llT\\"fiR<JT "fil.fi!T-.:ro<n:mrnQ ;n~ll:_ 1 ~ars-

'ltiTN;; R'lllT <m'l11"~1r.f ~'f<:'l ;;rr~o<rf''ifill:lif I ~P-l'-fifU~ffS-c 

~ if>"'R~~~+l\r-a-<ll ll1~W'fi ~J~'filf1llf ~l~~~~-:t.,t10Y~tfll-
oqfula_tn~ 1 ~' ~lflif~(l"lTQ'-l) ~ ~q>if ~<?>T: Bt'lil'f ~~(\"-

"' ) "' ( " ~q<r.+>V:(I" V<f ~~<1'-lttP\"~~TN.<:~'l ;;rr+roq~~' •.;rpno 

~ o 'dl!>'l o c) ~ (l"q I '.fl\(1"~~1:1" R\-:mtrl sfil \T~Il"'ff~<!~Fl:'!'i'ml, I ~'-if 
~ ''IF~1:f'{!T~<n: I ~iXT~<!~'i~ (l"l:1:f 'If!<!'n:'l ~1:1"~ ~'lT~ I 
'3"'\f{J'ti{ll<1fllmi! ~;:lll~~~m '.fl\Q~ Wt"r<li ~~n~~~ -q'ff(f I ~ 

,....... . ~ ,..... 
'1fT 'ff~'llJ: 1 \'f'ID'l 'ff['i'm'lT~[R'f '.fl\~1:1" ~n.rr~~~Wf-

il<TI 

3.129. It should not be said that: even this ordinary Knowledge illumines 

all insentient things. So how is there the manifestation of that 

[Knowledge] by the "I-notion" which is illumined by [Knowledge] itself? 

[reason] Because this too is not a rule: "there is no manifestation of 

itself [e.g. of A] by what is to be illumined by itself [by A]." Because 

the manifestation of the sun's rays, which have entered through some small 

cavity into an inner apartment enveloped in darkness, is seen by the palm 

of the hand which is to be manifested by [the rays] themselves. 

But what [has been said] (~ri.B.Para.41.p.72,~): 

For the rays, which are obstructed in their motion by 

the palm of the hand, become numerous and are perceived 



very clearly of their own accord. Thus the palm of 

the hand does not manifest [the rays] since it is 

the cause for their abundance only. 
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That is not so. Because there is no experience of an abundance of rays 

even though the palm of the hand is held a long time. For rays are 

objects of visual perception. Therefore if their abundance exists, that 

abundance must certainly be visible. But the increasing inability to 

endure [the rays] is because of the excessive penetration of the rays 

into the palm of the hand by means of the subtle perforations [on the 

skin]. Or let there be abundance. Still, [the manifestation of the rays 

by the palm of the hand] is not impaired: the palm of the hand manifests 

the rays only by bringing about an abundance. 

3.130. 

-3.130. But what has been said (SrLB.Para.41.p.72.): 

Of what nature is the manifestation which is brought 

about by the "!-notion" for this Self whose nature is 

awareness? It cannot be origination. Because it is 

accepted that [the Self] is produced by no other 

thing on account of being self-established. Nor is 

there illumination of that [Self whose nature is 

awareness]. Because that [awareness] cannot be 
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experienced by another experience. 

That is not so. Because we do not accept the manifestation of the Self 

whose nature is awareness. And the Knowledge which is a particular 

modification of the mind is certainly able to be experienced by another 

experience. So the manifestation of that [Knowledge which is a particular 

mental modification], in the form of the illumination of that, is 

certainly feasible. 

Just as the sun's rays, though they have entered into an inner 

apartment through some cavity, are not illumined as long as they are 

without a locus; or just as the tanmatra of sound etc. do not manifest 

when they are without a locus but only when possessing a locus; it is the 

same for this Knowledge also which is a particular modification of the 

mind. And just as the palm of the hand, having itself become the locus of 

the sun's rays and itself being manifested by those very rays, reveals 

them; so too, the mind alone in the form of the "I-notion" has become the 

locus of such Knowledge and itself being manifested by that very Knowledge 

it reveals that Knowledge. 

comment 

Abhyankar considers that Ramanuja's objection is invalid because 

the Advaitin does not hold that the Self is manifested by the internal

organ. What Abhyankar states is that the Self, i.e. awareness as such, 

becomes reflected in the internal-organ and it is this reflection· of 

awareness (cidabhasa)108 which illumines the internal-organ and is also 

manifested by the internal-organ in the form of the cognizer (ahamv~tti) 

and the various types of cognition (idamv~tti). 

Ramanuja proceeds to argue· (Para .41 .p. 73.) that because awareness 

is not the object of another experience there is no means to assist the 

experience of that awareness, such as by the removal of any obstructive 

impurity (kalma§~). Abhyankar will reply that the mental modification 

(~tti), although itself a product of the primary Ignorance (mulajnana), 

is able to remove the obstructive impurity consisting of the ignorance 

of the Self. Hence the effecting of the experience of the Self is 

actually the removal of the ignorance of the ever present Self by means 

of an appropriate ~~tti, 
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3.131. This Knowledge which is manifested removes the obstructive 

impurity centred on the knower. This obstructive impurity is not the 
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Ignorance which is a positive entity and which is the basis of the entire 

world. But these [e.g. obstructive impurity etc.] are particulars of 

Ignorance, which are as it were minute particular modifications of that 

very [primary Ignorance] and are parts of it. The ignorance of the rope 

which is the cause for the appearance of the snake, etc. are of this 

nature. Even this knowledge, such as the knowledge of the rope etc. which 

removes a particular ignorance, is only a particular modification of the 

primary Ignorance which is a positive entity. For example, even the 

waking which removes a second dream which is [itself] contained in 

another dream is only included within the first dream. It is like that. 

So just as the waking, although included within the first dream, is 

capable of removing the second dream, so too, the ordinary Knowledge, 

though included within the world of appearance, is in the form of a 

particular modification of the mind i.e. these actual. particular parts of 

Ignorance, and it is certainly capable of removing those. The "!-notion", 

having become the locus, is said to be the manifesting agent of this 

ordinary Knowledge. The nature of manifesting agents is to manifest 
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[things] as located in themselves [i.e. in the manifesting agent]. 

But,what has been said (~ri.B.Para.42.p.74.)109: 

This is not the nature of manifesting agents, 

because it is not seen in the case of a light etc. 

That is not so. Because a light is not the manifesting agent of a pot 

etc., but rather its effulgence. That has been told: "a light shines 

only for itself, the effulgence is for itself and for another."110 

3 · 1 3 2 • q~OTrl't<:{if ~·.fi!'t'-l ~\'f!?.}ifiie<Rfui I <I"! ' <r "l qqOTrfu:-
~~~o'l""''lifi: 1 '3{Tq ~ 'T.TT~:llm'li~~'-~m: ' ( ~1-.rro ~" 

9) • " ,..... "' f ~,:qo ~ \ ~~1'ih ij?JI '11~\Pf!l'{Tij'iiWi~RT ~r>::n-qol:jo-'£1if,~if<::'l-

~: I 181'JOO<::<I m;:rr•-l<lff.:i ~~~'>~"l:m;;~TR I ;;:fl:wn~-
.,..., "'\~·- ('. . "' ,.... 

~\'lrr-r~~~ m¥f "l rr ~ 'i.{l~ijt'ff.l{_ 1 ~ ~ mHI'JT"~"-

ii'-l I 'l~ ' ~'-llif~i{ ~fl;t l{~<rq'-lf\11~: ' ( ~"1..-ro '!" ~<; qo <: ) . . "' ... ~: ... " 
~ Q?J I ~if~'i.{l'ql'-l<f <::~ lff.T~~'-fSQ:{<frllfq-(<fll-

i.fll~~~qd<¥\ll~'l'k.\li'l" fit•Hf~'i.{lil_ I 

3.132. A mirror etc. too manifests a face etc. only as located within 

itself. But what has been said (~ri.B.Para.42.p.74.): 

A mirror etc. is not the manifesting agent of a 

face etc. But it is the cause for the fault in 

the form of the reflection of the ocular light. 

That is not so. Because there is no impairment for [the mirror] being the 

manifesting agent of the face etc. by means of the reflection of the 

ocular light. In the same way, the "I-notion" is the knower because it 

manifests Knowledge through being the locus of Knowledge. The individual 

soul too is the sense of "I" and the knower only on account of proximity 

to the "I-notion", but not in reality. The Self, however, is only pure 

consciousness. But what has been said (~ri.B.Para.42.p.75.): 

In the absence of "I-ness", consciousness is not 

established as being "inner". 

That is not so. Because even though there is no illumining for oneself due 
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to the absence of "!-ness" in consciousness, being "inner" exists in 

the form of the essential nature which illumines without dependence 

upon another thing. 
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3.133. Furthermore, "I-ness" is not the essential nature of the Sel:f. 

Because there is deviation in the case of deep sleep etc. Although 

Knowledge exists in deep sleep, there is no clear appearance because 

Knowledge is without a locus due to the absence of the sense of "I". It 

should not be said that: though the sense of "I" exists in deep sleep 

there is no appearance in a clear manner because it is without an object. 

[reason] Because there is no means of knowledge [to prove its existence in 

deep sleep]. And because an object exists in the form of ignorance. And 

because the sense of "I", which is the locus of Knowledge, does not 

depend upon an object. Because Knowledge depends upon a locus and an 

object but the locus does not directly depend upon an object. Moreover 

how could the locus, which appears prior to the connection with an object 

on account of the experience: Knowledge depends firstly upon a locus and 

then upon an object, have a cognition which depends upon the object? 

It should not be mistaken that: the sense of "I" is established in 
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deep sleep because of the reflection on the part of the person risen 

from sleep: "I slept happily". [reason] Because by this reflection, the 

existence of the individual soul who was cognized as the sense of "I" at 

the time of the reflection can be established at the time of deep sleep. 

But the cognition of that [individual soul]as the sense of "I" cannot 

be established at that time [during deep sleep]. In the statement: "in 

another birth, Sikha~4in practised penance for killing Bh1~ma", the mere 

existence of the one who had been cognized as Sikha~qin in a later birth 

is seen at the time of the performance of penance in the previous birth. 

But at that time he was not "Sikhawin". 
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3. 134, Furthermore, by the reflection: "I did not know anything", even the 

sense of "I" is established as not being an object of cognition at the 

time of deep sleep. Because there is the negation of everything: "not 

anything". But what has been said (SrLB.Para.43.p.76.): 

If the negation "not anything" refers to everything, 
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even the awareness which you accept must be negated. 

That is not so. The negation of even awareness, as something knowable in 

deep sleep, is certainly accepted. For awareness is not experienced in 

deep sleep as the object of a perceptual judgement. Because the negation 

"not anything", which relates to the universality, negates as an object 

of knowledge indeed everything: pots etc., the sense of "I", knowledge 

and ignorance. The meaning is that .nothing whatsoever is an object of 

knowledge in deep sleep. For this very reason, the non-remembrance of 

even the sense of "I" is recognized at that time in the manner: "I did 

not know even ~self". 111 On account of this, the logical possibility 

which Ramanuja somehow or other made for this: "I did not know even 

myself" through the supposition of the meaning {~ri.B.Para.43.p.77.)112 : 

"I did not know [myself] as qualified by caste, stage of life etc.", is 

refuted. Thus intelligent people must decide whether the ridicule made 

by the text (~ri.B.Para.43.p.76.): 

In the knowledge "I did not know anything", having 

reflected that the "I" is the knower, the self, the 

sense of "I", who has continued existence even at the 

time of deep sleep, then upon the negation of that, 

one proves by this very reflection "I did not know 

anything" that the knowledge being denied at that time 

is established and that the knower, the sense of "I", 

who persists is not established. Only a person who is 

beloved of the gods [i.e. a fool] could establish this 

meaning 

is, on the contrary, for the ridicule only of himself [Rarnanuja]. 
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3.135. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.43.p.77.): 

The doctrine of the exponents of maya is that in deep 

sleep the Self remains as the witness of ignorance. To 

be a witness .means just to be a direct knower. Because 

one who does not know is not a witness. In the world 

and in the Veda, only a knower is designated as a 

witness. Not mere Knowledge. The venerable Pa~ini 

teaches that the word "witness" is only in the sense 

of a direct knower: "direct (saksat) in the sense that --·-
the seer is designated" (Pa.Sii.5.2.91.). And this 

witness is only the "I" who is recognized [in the 

cognition]: "I know", so how could the sense of "I" 

not be recognized at that time [during deep sleep]? 

In regard to that, it is said: it is certainly true that: "in deep sleep 

the Self remains as the witness of ignorance". But the nature of being a 

witness there [in deep sleep] does not consist in the remembrance which 

has as its object ignorance in the manner: "this ignorance". But it is only 

in the manner: "I did not know anything" • 
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For in the world, the witness of what is absent is of two types. 

Here [for example]: "there was only a quarrel between Caitra and Maitra, 

nobody was beaten by anybody", Devadatta etc. who remembers the absence 

of beating at the time of the quarrel: "this was merely a quarrel between 

Caitra and Maitra and nobody beat anybody" is the witness of the absence 

of beating. But somewhere, even in the absence of remembrance in this 

way at the time of the quarrel, there was no remembrance of beating at the 

time of the quarrel in the manner that: "this one beat that one". The 

witness is only to this extent. Similarly, in deep sleep, even though 

there is no remembrance in the manner: "this ignorance", there is no 

remembrance of any object at that time in the manner: "this is so and so". 

That [Self] is the witness of ignorance only to this extent in deep sleep. 

Although the primary Ignorance is a positive entity, still, the 

nature of being the witness in the manner which has been told is easy to 

be demonstrated because the particular modification of that Ignorance 

which is situated in deep sleep exists only as possessing the power of 

concealing. Knowership certainly does not exist in deep sleep when there 

is the logical possibility of being the witness of ignorance in this way. 

So cognition as the sense of "I" at that time is certainly very difficult 

to be demonstrated. 

comment 

In Advaita, the rational demonstration of the nature of the Self 

rests upon the cornerstone of the analysis of the state of deep sleep. 

The premise of such reasoning is: only what is not subject to negation is 

absolutely rea1.113 The mode of reasoning is based upon the principle of 

"continuity and discontinuity" (anvayavyatireka) .11 4 In the state of 

waking the individual sense of "I" is manifest, while in dream it is 

partially manifest. During deep sleep, however, the sense of "I" is 

negated because at that time it is unmanifest. On account of negation, the 

sense of "I" cannot be the Self. Yet a continuity of existence during 

deep sleep cannot be denied: for upon waking there is no sense of prior 

non-being but rather there is a natural sense of the continuity of being 

even though self-consciousness did not exist prior to waking. This 
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experience can be explained because the Self, as awareness, remains 

unchanged through the three states of waking, dream and deep sleep. The 

Advaitin argues that in deep sleep the mind resolves along with the sense 

of "I" which is a constituent of the mind. But the Self persists because 

upon waking there is a recollection such as: "at that time, I did not 

know anything". Since a recollection depends upon a previous experience, 

the Advaitin states that the Self exists in deep sleep as the witness of 

the absence of cognition. 

Just as the Self is conditioned by the limiting adjunct of the 

internal-organ during waking and dream, so too, in deep sleep the Self is 

conditioned by the limiting adjunct of Ignorance (ajnanavacchinnacaitanya). 

The Self, conditioned only by Ignorance at the time of sleep, is known as 

Prajna.115 If the Self did not have Ignorance as its adjunct, the state 

of deep sleep would be the same as liberation and there would be no 

return to the waking state.116 

Ramanuja holds that during sleep the individual sense of "I" persists, 

though it is not clearly manifest due to the absence of external objects 

and because it is overpowered by the quality of tamas.117 The Advaitin 

considers that the experience of deep sleep does not support Ramanuja's 

view. Because upon waking there is the apprehension of the total absence 

of knowledge during deep sleep and so there is no means to demonstrate 

that the individual "I" exists at that time in a type of muted condition. 

From reasoning based upon a comparison of the state of deep sleep 

with the states of waking and dream, the Advaitin concludes that the sense 

of "I" is not the Self because it is negated at the time of sleep. The 

awareness which persists through all the three states constitutes the 

actual Self. 
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3.136. In regard to the state of liberation, a cognition as the sense of 

"!" is indeed all the more non-existent in liberation which is free from 

the body. There [in liberation free from the body], the relation of 

knower and known certainly does not exist so how could there be a 

cognition as the sense~of "!"?But in the state of one who is liberated 

while living, even though the sense of "!" appears, nevertheless that 

[sense of "!"] is only according to the vision of another person. But 

according to the vision of that [liberated person] there is no negating 

factor for him [that there is the appearance of the sense of "!"]"like 

there is for a bound person [i.e. the bound person may believe that a 

liberated person should not have the sense of"!"], because there is the 

ascertainment: though this "!-ness" appears in the individual soul, it 

is not innate as it is only based upon the connection with the "!-notion". 

The ordinary relations of those [liberated souls] are as such: the 

ordinary relations with people must be done only according to the vision 

of the people. 

[objection] Ordinary relations are certainly not possible. 

[reply] Do you say there is no possibility of them due to the 

absence of a cause or on account of the absence of a purpose? It is not 

the first. Because the accumulated karma which has begun to operate is 

not destroyed by knowledge, therefore the limiting adjuncts such as the 

intellect exist until death in accordance with previous mental impressions. 

But the absence of a purpose is indeed accepted. Still, the ordinary 

relations are only for the welfare of the world, being solely due to the 

influence of compassion. 
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[objection] Just as the ordinary relations are seen in this 

manner for Janaka etc., they are not seen in that manner for ~uka etc. 

What is the difference? 

[reply] Just as even among bound souls a difference is seen in 

accordance with previous mental impressions: only some show the right 

path to others, some are indifferent and some even show the wrong path, 

so too, even among liberated souls a difference is certainly proper since 

a mental impression is not destroyed until death. And those who show the 

wrong path in the state of bondage are certainly not qualified people for 

the knowledge of the truth •. Thus among those who know i.e. those who are 

liberated while living, there are only two types: some show the right path 

to others and some are indifferent. 

3.137. The sense of "!-ness" such as: "I was Manu" (B:rh.1.4.10., cited in 

~ri.B.Para.45.p.79.) etc. is logically possible for Yamadeva etc. in this 

manner. Just as for children, the ordinary relations of adults with them 

is only through language, in just the same manner, the relations on the 

part of people liberated while living and on the part of the Lord are only 
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according to the way of the world. Thus the conventional expression 

preceeded by "!-ness", which has been taught in the sacred texts: "Indeed, 

I [having entered] these three deities" (Ch.6.3.2.) etc. and in the 

traditions: "Because I transcend the perishable" (G.15.18.) etc., is 

logically possible. 

It was demonstrated previously (3.110.) that a resolve which is 

preceeded by "!-ness" in the state of the person who is desirous of 

liberation does not establish "!-ness" in the state of liberation. On 

account of this, what has been said (Sri.B.Para.44.p.78.)118 : 

If there is no persistence of the sense of "!" in 

liberation, the destruction of the Self would only 

be stated in another manner 

etc., is set aside. 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.44.p.78.): 

The inner-self manifests only as 11 ! 11 even in 

liberation. Because it is luminous to itself. 

That is certainly not possible in liberation free from the body. Because 

the relation of illumined and illumining certainly does not exist due to 

the abandoning of the limiting adjuncts such as the body. If [you say] 

that it is so in liberation while living, [we reply] granted. But even 

there [in the state of liberation while living], that [liberated person] 

does not again enter into the cycle of transmigration because the 

mentioning of "!-ness" is to relate ordinarily with others only according 

to the vision of others. But in liberation free from the body there is no 

appearance of difference in any way. 

3.138. ~TT~!fllPJT~ ;r~ ~TT~ .tfrl:f~'ff1:f'fii,( I - ~ ~ . ~ ~~ 

· atff fl:ffa:Pf ~Hl:ff IU: ~Tf~ t9f fl1;:!f<f1'Ff II , '-\ 'I 

3.138. Brahman has scripture as its means of knowledge. 
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The scripture negates perception. There is a real 

cognition even from what is unreal. The scripture 

operates in itself. 15. 

3.139. Even this very scripture such as: "there is no diversity here 

whatsoever" (BJ;h. 4·:4.19., Ka'(;ha .2. 4.11.) teaches that Brahman is non-dual. 

[objection] If difference is entirely unreal, the scripture which 

has operated accepting difference in the form of the relation between 

what is to be taught and the teaching and in the form of the relation 

between student and teacher etc. must itself belong only to the untrue 

path. 

[reply] Let it be so. 

[objection] If that is the case, how can the scripture be a means 

of knowledge? 

[reply] In this manner. Caitra and Maitra set out to go to Prayaga. 

Caitra went in front and due to an error about the division of the path 

along the way he proceeded along the wrong path which did not go to 



392 

Prayaga and he went far away. Having seen him in the distance, Maitra 

proceeded along that same path and.he was informed by someone familiar 

with the path: "this path does not go to Prayaga". Maitra, in order to 

bring back Caitra to the right path, set out himself by that same path 

even though it was known to be wrong as there was no other recourse and 

going near to Caitra he turns him back from the wrong path. Similarly, 

the scripture, to turn back the bound souls -who had set out to go along 

the wrong path and not only just set out but had gone a great distance-

from the wrong path; in order to teach the souls, it has itself accepted 

difference, though unreal, as there is no other recourse for going near 

to them and having come near to the souls it teaches them. 

comment 

See the statement of SaDkara, at the conclusion of the comment to 1 .2. 

3.140. 

3.140. A teacher of such a kind is rare: one who teaches, having announced 

the faults which belong to himself. But the reason for this can be taught 
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through the knowledge of the fault, i.e. having become indifferent to the 

faults, one would follow all other paths belonging to him, Similarly, 

the scripture has operated to show the true path having accepted 

difference in the form of the relation between what is to be taught and 

the teaching and in the form of the relation between student and teacher 

etc., even though in reality it is unreal, and having announced the fault 

in the form of unreality with respect to itself, by its own mouth: "the 

Vedas are not Vedas" (B~h.4.3,22.), it communicates non-duality. The 

reason there is that a person desirous of liberation follows the path 

belonging to the scripture. But a person who knows the truth certainly 

considers even the scripture as unreal. Otherwise the understanding of 

non-duality would not be firm. Thus the scope of the scripture only 

extends as far as the door to liberation, but not in the state of 

liberation. This is the position of the Veda which is the crest-jewel of 

the means of knowledge, what to talk of the other means of knowledge? 

All means of knowledge have the status of being a means of knowledge only 

extending as far as the door to liberation. 

This non-duality, which is established by the scripture which is 

the means of knowledge, is conformed to by reasoning as well. Because 

distinctions such as pots, earthenware vessels etc, are seen in the world 

to be preceeded by their universal which is clay, Brahman is established 

as free from distinction, the basis of all distinctions. 

Thus the scripture is ascertained as communicating an entity from 

which all distinctions are removed, So on account of that, perception, 

which depends upon all kinds of difference, is negated. Due to this, the 

effecting of mutual dependence (Sri.B.Para.46.p.82.): 

there is the ascertainment that the innate impression 

of difference is a defect when the scripture is 

ascertained as communicating an entity from which all 

distinctions are removed and there is the ascertainment 
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that the scripture communicates an entity from which 

all distinctions are removed when the innate impression 

of difference is ascertained as a defect 

must be understood as incongruous. 

comment 

In the Mahapuxvapa~~ (Para.19.p.30f,), the Advaitin states that the 

reality of the perception of difference is sublated by the non-dual 

statements in the Upani~ad texts, The criterion which is given for the 

relation between sublated and sublating is that while the former can be 

accounted for in another way (sambhavyamananyathasiddhi), the latter 

cannot be accounted for in any other manner. Scripture, which is the 

means of knowledge in non-empirical matters .( cf., comment to 1 ,2.), 

sublates perception because it operates subsequent (~) to perception 

and negates the erroneous conclusion of real duality which is based upon 

perception. Thus perceptual duality can be accounted for in another way 

i,e, as apparent, but the non-dual texts cannot be accounted for in any 

other manner. The Advaitin maintains that the conception that duality is 

real is based upon a "defect" (do~~) called Ignorance which is in the 

form of a beginningless, innate impression of difference. 

Ramanuja responds (Para,46.p.82.) by stating that the Advaitin has 

committed the error of mutual dependence: the innate impression of 

difference can only be established as a defect when the sacred texts have 

been ascertained to teach non-duality and the latter can only be 

ascertained when the innate impression of difference is proved to be a 

defect. 

The Advaitin replies that there is no mutual dependence because while 

the innate impression of difference is established as a defect on the 

basis of the non-dual texts, the latter are ascertained as "communicating 

an entity from which all distinctions are removed" solely through their 

own meaning. The method of reasoning is as follows, It is axiomatic that 

the Veda is a means of knowledge free from error. Because Vedic passages 

such as: "there is no diversity here whatsoever" (B'\h.4.4,19.) teach that 

non-duality is true and duality is false, it is ascertained that this 

duality which is of an apparent nature is produced from some "defect", 

Advaitins consider this defect to be Ignorance assisted by the 

beginningless, innate impression of difference,119 



3.141, But the effecting of the defect (§rr.B.Para.46.p.82f.)120 : 

If perception is of a contrary nature because it is 

based upon the innate impression of difference, the 

scripture would also be to no purpose because it is 

based upon that [innate impression of difference] 
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is not correct, Because the requirement of the validity of the scripture 

only extends as far as the door to liberation. There is no impairment 

even though the scripture is subsequently useless. 

Furthermore, even though the scripture is based upon the innate 

impression of difference, it does not have a contrary nature. What is 

known as a "contrary nature" is making known an object which in reality 

is unreal, as being real. Like the ordinary perception of pots etc. [is 

of a contrary nature]. But the scripture does not make known anything 

whatsoever in that manner. But the innate impression of difference is 

required121 for the sake of the operation of the scripture. Because the 

operation of the f!cripture is impossible without the connection of the . -·· . -_ ~7_:;.,: . -' .~ .. -"'' ·.,.- ... :. 

relation between what is to be taught and the teaching and the connection 

in the form of the relation between student and teacher etc. And because 

the cognition of a connection is based upon the innate impression of 

difference. So even though the scripture requires the innate impression 

of difference as there is no other recourse for its operation, it is not 

of a contrary nature. 
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3.142. It should not be said that: the sacred text: "He who is all 
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knowing" (Mu.1.1 .9.) etc. has a contrary nature because it makes known 

Brahman who possesses qualities and who is not accepted as real. [reason] 

Because the sacred texts which teach about Brahman who possesses 

qualities are ascertained as having their purport only in communicating 

Brahman free from qualities. For there is no possibility of the direct 

apprehension of Brahman free from qualities in a mere instant. According 

to the maxim: "having stood on the untrue path, then one endeavours to 

gain the true", the operation of the sacred texts is firstly in teaching 

ritual action. Then in teaching Brahman who possesses qualities. Then in 

teaching Brahman free from qualities. The sacred text does not have a 

contrary nature just because of teaching ritual action or just because of 

teaching about Brahman who possesses qualities. Because an operation in 

that manner is seen even on the part of the people, for the easy 

comprehension of the listener according to the maxim of the "large 

Arundhat1". 122 Even an exponent of Brahman possessing qualities must 

resort to this very course since there is the sacred text: "he knew food 

to be Brahman" (Tai.3.2.) etc. For nobody accepts food to be Brahman. 

3.1 43. 
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3.143. Thus perception, whose establishment in a different way is made 

possible due to it being based upon a defect, is negated by the scripture 

of non-duality which is not established differently and which is later 

i.e. it applies subsequently. But what [has been said] (Sri.B.Para.46.p. 

83.): 

When [scripture] is known to be based upon a defect, 

the fact that it is later does not prove anything. 

Because when there is fear caused by the knowledge 

of a snake upon a rope, no cessation of fear is seen 

even upon being told: "this is not a snake, do not be 

afraid" by some person who is recognized as: "this one 

is confused". And that the scripture is based upon a 

defect is known at the very time of listening. 

That is not so. Because differences are of many kinds, the scripture is_ 

certainly able to remove all differences other than the difference which 

depends upon itself. But the difference which depends upon the scripture, 

having re-moved the others, ceases instantly just of itself. Because in 

the scripture itself it is said: "the Vedas are not Vedas" (BJ;h.4.3.22.). 

For example the powder of the cleaning nut123, which is tossed into dirty 

water to bring about clarity, goes down of itself along with the dirt. It 

is like that. 

comment 

The Upani~ad texts which have their purport in non-duality are said 

to negate the truth of perceptual duality because they operate subsequent 
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(para) to perception, Texts such as: "there is no diversity here 

whatsoever" (Brh. 4, 4.19.) pre-suppose the existence of duality and 

subsequently negate it. Advaitins consider that the Upani~ad statements 

operate as the final means of knowledge, because when the truth of duality 

is negated, nothing is able to subsequently negate the knowledge of 

oneness revealed by the Upani~ad passages. (See comment to 1 .9.) 

3.144. There is certainly no rule that: the one who shows the path must 

indeed be free from defect in every way, Even a lame man and even a deaf 

man is the guide for a blind man. The dirt contained in the water is 

removed by the powder of the cleaning nut which is itself a particular 

type of dirt. Thus the teacher is required to be free from error 

concerning the matter which is to be taught. But it is not necessary in 

respect of everything. 

Error is seen to be of many kinds. For the causes are numerous, 

such as separation from women etc., the loss of all capital, demonical 

possession, bile etc, In regard to those, the error caused through bile 

does not relate to the object but it relates to the colour belonging to 

that [object]. Because the error that: "the conch-shell is yellow" does 

not relate to the conch-shell but only relates to its yellow colour. So 

the cessation of fear is certainly seen upon being told: "this is not a 

snake, do not be afraid" by some person even though he is recognized as: 

"this one is confused" due to having error caused through bile. Because he 
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3.1 45. 
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3.145. Thus the scripture of non-duality, though dependent upon difference 

for its operating, can be a means of knowledge because it is free from 

defect in respect of the non-duality which is to be taught. Even a trace 

of a defect is not possible for the sacred text: which is established as 

beginningless and which is taught by the supreme Lord at the beginning of 

creation and which is the primary means of knowledge for the words of 

men i,e, the traditions, legendary histories etc. 

But perception has a possible defect. Because it is experienced to 

be so in the case of the snake upon the rope etc. Even Ramanuja must 

accept it in this very manner. Otherwise, how could the sentient souls and 

insentient matter be relied on as being the body of the supreme Self? 

Because it is not experienced to be so through perception, though they 

[Visi§~advaitins] accept it since it is taught by the sacred text. So too, 

although there is no requirement of a defect for the purpose of the 
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cognition of what is unreal -since they accept the "apprehension of the 

real" (satkhyati) everywhere- still, in the case of the cognition of 

the snake upon the rope etc., they certainly say that the absence of the 

cognition of the real rope etc. is based upon a defect. Thus they too 

certainly accept that perception has a possible defect. On account of 

this, what has been said (Sri.B.Para.46.p.83.): 

Moreover, by what means do you know that this 

scripture has no possible defect whereas 

perception has a possible defect? 

etc. is set aside. Because both are equal. That has been told by the 

learned people: 

The defect being the same for both, the 

confutation is also the same for them. 

Upon the examination of such a meaning, 

one [of the two] should not be accused 

[of having defective logic]. 

Thus even though in the final conclusion it is established that non-

duality alone is the reality taught by the scripture which is without 

even a trace of a possible defect concerning what is to be taught, still, 

because the appearance of difference exists extending as far as the door 

to liberation, the ordinary relations pertaining to the means of 

knowledge and the objects of knowledge are certainly not negated until 

·then [liberation]. 
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3.146. Brahman, pure awareness free from distinction, is alone the 

highest reality because the object of the scripture, i.e. Brahman which 

is existence without a second, is not seen to be subsequently negated.1 24 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.46.p.84.): 

That is not correct. Because what is based upon a 

defect is ascertained as not absolutely real, even 

though it is not negated. 

In regard to that, "in what way is the scripture based upon a defect and 

in what manner does it have validity?", all that has been told just 

preceding so it is not mentioned again here. On account of this, the 

syllogisms told in this manner are refuted (Sri.B.Para.46.p.85.): 

(1) The Brahman under dispute is false. Because it is 

the object of knowledge produced for one who is 

possessed of Ignorance. Like the phenomenal world. 

(2) Brahman is false. Because it is the object of false 

knowledge. 12 5 Like the phenomenal world. 

(3) Brahman is false. Because it is the object of 

knowledge produced by an unreal cause. Just like the 

phenomenal world. 

Because the reason is not the criterion [for establishing the proposition]. 

And because there is deviation. For it is seen in the world that there is 

a real cognition even from what is unreal. 

comment 

The reason does not establish the proposition because Advaitins do 

not accept that Brahman free from distinction can be an "object of 

knowledge". They accept that Brahman possessing a limiting adjunct, i.e. 

sag~abrahman, is an object of knowledge and is ultimately false. But 

even there, Brahman only becomes an object of knowledge due to the 



limiting adjunct and so only the adjunct is false, not Brahman who is 

qualified by the adjunct.126 
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3.147. Even though the knowledge of elephants etc. which belongs to a 

dream is unreal, it is the cause for the ascertainment of what is really 

auspicious or inauspicious.127 But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.47.p.85.): 

Because the knowledge belonging to a dream is not 

unreal. For it is only the objects which are false 

there. Because negation is seen for them alone, not 

for the knowledge. 

That is not so. Because the perceptual knowledge of elephants etc. which 

belongs to a dream does not exist in the waking state. Because the person 

who has awoken merely just remembers the dream elephants etc. and the 

perceptual knowledge of elephants etc. which belongs to the dream. But he 

does not experience [the elephants etc.]. 

Even though the knowledge arising in dream only consists of the 
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nature of recollection -because just as recollection in the waking state 

depends upon a mental impression, so also the knowledge which belongs to 

dream- still, that [dream] recollection is different. And the recollection 

arising in the waking state of an object experienced in the waking state 

or of an object which belongs to a dream is different. Although both are 

similar in being recollection, the knowledge which belongs to dream and 

which consists of the nature of recollection is not recognized as 

recollection at that time. But the recollection arising in the waking 

state is recognized as recollection even at the time of the recollection. 

That is the distinction. Thus the knowledge which belongs to a dream is 

certainly unreal because it does not exist in the waking state, And 

because Ramanuja accepts only perceptual knowledge in dream. 

Furthermore, the knowledge which belongs to dream is not the cause 

for the ascertainment of what is auspicious or inauspicious in being of 

the nature of knowledge, but only through being associated with the 

particular object respectively. And that knowledge is not seen in the 

waking state to be associated with the particular object in that manner. 

So [the knowledge belonging to dream] is all the more unreal. Moreover, 

if the knowledge which belongs to a dream is real, then it certainly 

cannot be avoided that there is a real cognition from what is unreal, 

because the production of that [knowledge] is only from the dream 

elephants etc. which are unreal. 

comment 

The context for this discussion is the Advaitins view that the 

scripture is not ultimately real, though it reveals true knowledge. Brahman 

alone .is ultimately real. The scripture has a "relative eternity" 

(pravahanityata) in so far as the Lord reveals the same Veda at the 

beginning of each cycle of creation.128 Although the Veda too is ultimately 

within the operation of maya, Advaitins consider that the Veda reveals 

the true knowledge of Brahman. Thus true knowledge can arise from what is 

unreal, The illustration cited in support of this (~ri.B,Para.47,p.85.) is 

that while the knowledge which arises in dream is false, since it is 
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found to be so upon waking, it can nonetheless give rise to the 

ascertainment of real auspicious or inauspicious future events. 129 Hence 

the real can arise from the unreal. 

To disprove this proposition, Ramanuja seeks to show that the 

illustration of dream does not lend support to the Advaitins views. 

Ramii:nuja maintains that the dream knowledge is not unreal, only the dream 

objects are unreal. Thus the real arises only from the real because the 

ascertainment of a real auspicious or inauspicious event is based upon the 

real dream knowledge. The discussion continues, centred upon the use of 

the illustration of dream • 
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3.148. But what has been said (Sr1.B.Para.47.p.86.): 

[objection by Advaitin] In the absence of the 

elephants etc., how can the cognitions of them 

be real? 

[reply by Rii:manuja] This is not so. Because 

cognitions as a rule merely require a support. 

Indeed only the manifestation of an object is 

required for being a support and the manifestation 

certainly exists on account of the defect. But 

that [object] vhich is negated is determined to 

be unreal. The cognition which is indeed not 

negated is certainly real. 

That is not so. You accept the possession of a support and not the 
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possession of a locus here: "because of the rule of merely requiring a 

support". Because for demonstrating that a cognition possesses a locus 

there is no requirement for the manifestation of an object. Whereas you 

say: "indeed only the manifestation of an object is required for being a 

support". 

Furthermore, by the word "merely" here: "because of the rule of 

merely requiring a support", is the possession of an object excluded or 

not? In the first case, there is contradiction with your own statement 

(Sri.B.Para.34.p.57.): "there is no awareness whatsoever which is without 

an object, on account of its non-apprehension". In the last case, this is 

not a possible answer to the question: "in the absence of the elephants 

etc., how can the cognitions of them be real?". 

comment 

Abhyankar attempts to demonstrate that the explanation of a "support" 

for cognitions is vague and untenable. A "support" (alambana) can mean a 

locus or an objective support. If Ramanuja intends the word in the sense 

of a locus then there is no requirement for a dream object. For example, 

in the cognition: "I experience" there is a locus but no object. So 

Ramanuja uses the word in the sense of an objective support. However 

the use of the word "merely" in the statement: "because of the rule of 

merely requiring a support" must exclude something. Abhyankar seeks to 

show that whatever is excluded involves Ramanuja in contradiction. 
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3.149. But if the possession of a support just means the possession of an 

object, then by the word "merely" here: "because of the rule of merely 

requiring a support" is the possession of a locus excluded or is the 

requirement of a real object excluded? In the first case, there is 

contradiction with the statement (Sri.B.Para.37 .p.62.): "something known 

as awareness which is without a locus or an object is not possible, on 

account of total non-apprehension". In the last case, if a cognition 

possesses an object due to the mere manifestation of the object even 

though the real object does not exist, is that manifestation real or 

unreal? In the first case, a real cognition from an unreal object must be 

accepted. But if the object is not accepted as the cause of the cognition, 

then there should always be the knowledge of a pot etc. even when the pot 

etc. do not exist. Whereas in the last case, a real cognition which is 

the cause for the ascertainment of what is auspicious or inauspicious must 

be accepted from an unreal manifestation. 

Furthermore, the statement (SrLB.Para.47.p.86.): "indeed only the 

manifestation of an object is required for being a support" is not correct. 

Because the cognition is itself the manifestation, it is not something 

different from that. Because there is no apprehension [of the manifestation 

of the object as being different from the cognition]. Moreover, the 

statement (Sri.B.Para.47.p.86.): "but that [object] which is negated is 

determined to be unreal" is not correct according to your view, that of an 

exponent of the "apprehension of the real". 
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3.150. This is another example of a real ascertainment from what is unreal: 

the ascertainment of a real letter [i.e. a sound like "a", "i" etc.] is 

seen to be from a letter which is unreal i.e. which is in the form of a 

line [i.e. the written character]. Although the line is certainly real, 

still, it is not the cause for the cognition of the letter through being 

a line, but only through being of the nature of the letter. But being of 

the nature of a letter is certainly unreal.13° But what has been said 

(Sri.B.Para.47.p.86.): 

[That is not so], because the nature of being a letter, 

which is unreal, cannot be the means [for the apprehension 

of the letter]. Because what is unreal and indefinable 

is not seen to be a means nor is it logically possible 

[to be a means]. 

That is not so. Is there some reason why what is unreal cannot be a means, 

or not? If there is not, what is the point of that mere statement [i.e. 

without logical grounds]? If there is, what is the reason? If [you say] 

the reason is that it is not seen anywhere, [we reply] that is not so. 

Because it is seen here itself [in the case under discussion]. And in 

dream, because the fact that it is seen in that manner has been mentioned 

just previously. The logical impossibility too does not exist, according 

to the maxim: "because when it is seen, it is certainly not logically 

impossible".131 

[objection] How is it ascertained here that a real knowledge is 

produced from what is indeed unreal? 

.[reply] How have you also made the ascertainment that it.is certainly 

not produced from what is unreal? Th&refore the dispute which is under 
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discussion here is only concerning whether it is seen in that manner, 

so the answer: "because what is unreal and indefinable is not seen to be 

a means nor is it logically possible to be a means" is incongruous, Even 

the indefinable horn of a hare etc. is certainly the cause for its 

imagination. 

-3.151. 

3.151. But if it is said (Sri.B.Para.47.p.87.)132, 

Just as there is the convention of using the word 

"Devadatta" etc. in relation to a particular physical 

form, a particular line is the cause for the cognition 

of a particular letter on account of the convention 

that a particular letter which is apprehended by the 

ear [is associated] with a particular line apprehended 

by the eye, So there is a real ascertainment from what 

is indeed real. Because the line and the [phonetic] 
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convention are real. 

Then there is contradiction with the experience of the identity of a 

letter with a particular line, in· the manner: "this is the letter 'k', 

this is the letter 'kh' "• 

Furthermore, that there is a real ascertainment from what is unreal 

cannot be avoided even in the illustration which you have told: "just as 

there is the convention of using the word "Devadatta" etc. in relation to 

a particular physical form". Because the words "Devadatta" etc., though 

they are real in the nature of being a word, they are certainly unreal 

as identified with the respective particular physical form. Only in that 

manner [through the imposition of identity] do they make known the 

respective particular physical form. Otherwise, why is there no 

ascertainment of cloth from the word pot? Even the convention on the part 

of the Lord: "this meaning is to be understood from this word" only has 

the intention of the imposition of identity between the word and the 

meaning. The revered Pa~ini too, who brings about the usage between the 

word and the meaning through grammatical apposition in the sutras dealing 

with technical terms such as: "a, ai aJO.d au are called :!:tddhi" (P.S.1.1,1.), 

intends only the imposition of identity. 

And in the world, an appearance of emotion is seen on the face upon 

pronunciation of words like: kvacit, cinca etc. Even though the face is 

not burnt upon pronunciation of the word "fire", nevertheless there is no 

defect because there is no rule that what has been imposed causes an 

action having an effect. And the exponents of the eternity of sound, who 

consider that there is the ascertainment of an eternal sound from an 

unreal sound which is a particular sound that has been pronunced, certainly 

accept a real ascertainment from what is unreal. 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.47.p.87.): 

The cognition of a real ox is even from the outline 

of an ox, being based upon similarity. 
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That is not so. Having shown the outline of an ox, someone making known 

a real ox teaches: "it is similar to this". And somebody teaches: "this 

is an ox". There is certainly a real ascertainment from what is unreal 

in the second case there. Because the particular outline, qualified by 

identity with the ox, is unreal • 

. 3 .152. 

3.152. Furthermore, having stated this [the Advaitins position] (Sri.B, 

Para, 48. p. 88.): 

The scripture is not unreal like a flower in the sky. 

Because prior to the knowledge of non-duality it should 

be understood as something which exists. Indeed when 

the knowledge of the truth has arisen, the scripture 

[is seen to be] unreal, Then the scripture is not the 

means for the knowledge of Brahman which is pure 

awareness, from which all difference has been removed, 

When it is the means, then it certainly exists and 

there is the knowledge that: "the scripture exists". 

But what has been said [by way of reply] (Sri.B.Para,48,p.88.)133, 

It is not so. Because when the scripture does not 

exist, the knowledge that: "the scripture exists" 

is false. Then because the knowledge produced by 



a scripture which is false is [itself] false, the 

object of that [knowledge] also, i,e. Brahman, is 

false. 
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That is not so. For instance in the text (SrLB.Para.47.p.85.): "for it 

is only the objects which are false in dream. Because negation is seen 

for them alone, not for the knowledge" you yourself have said that even 

though the objects are unreal the knowledge relating to them is real. 

Similarly here, even though the scripture is unreal the knowledge that: 

"the scripture exists" would certainly be real. 
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3.153. Establishing the falsity of Brahman on account of being an object 

of knowledge which is false is also not correct. Because Brahman is not 

the object of any knowledge whatsoever. For Brahman is pure awareness: 

free from location, free from an object and free from distinctions. But 

the scripture, while remaining at a distance, only shows the clear path 

to the essential nature of such a Brahman.1 34 But Brahman is not an 

object of the knowledge produced by it. And the path is the means for the 

removal of Ignorance. Brahman possessing a limiting adjunct is expressed 

by words, which is mediate knowledge. And this means, is such mediate 

knowledge etc. The two things: the scripture and the means shown by that 

[scripture], although false, are certainly able to remove Ignorance. 

Because Ignorance too is false. Just like the removal of a thorn by a 



thorn. It has been indeed previously told (c:f., 3.139-1'40,) that the 

scripture is valid only to this extent • 
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3.154. The mention of the illustration [in the reply: "because the 

knowledge produced by a scripture which is false ... ", cf., 3.152.] (Sri. 

B.Para.48.p,88.): 

because just as the knowledge of fire, which is 

produced by mist [wrongly] apprehended with the 

idea that it is smoke, is false; the fire which 

is the object of that [false knowledge] is also 

false 

is incongruous as well. Because smoke is not the means for the knowledge 

of fire, But the knowledge of smoke [i.e. when it is recognized to be 

smoke then it is a means]. Because it has been told: 

The inferential mark being known is certainly 

not the means for an inference. (Bha.P.67.) 

And the knowledge of the inferential mark is knowledge which has the 

determining of causality as its qualifying attribute. And that knowledge 
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has as its qualifying attribute the quality of smoke which is the 

determining factor of causality in regard to the inferential knowledge of 

fire by means of smoke. And if the knowledge which has the quality of 

smoke as its qualifying attribute has smoke as its content then that 

[knowledge] is certainly real and so there is no dispute in this matter. 

If [the knowledge which has the quality of smoke as its qualifying 

attribute] has mist as its content, even then, you who are an exponent 

of the "apprehension of the real" cannot say: "that [knowledge] is unreal". 

Because according to your view, portions of smoke exist in mist which is 

of a similar nature to smoke. 

Furthermore, you say (Sri.B.Para.47.p.86.): 

The knowledge of a snake etc. upon a rope etc., 

which is produced by a defect in the object and 

in the sense organ etc., is certainly real and 

the cause of fear etc. 

so the knowledge of smoke which is produced even in respect of mist has 

to be said to be certainly real. So if the knowledge of smoke is real, 

how can it be the cause of the unreality of the knowledge of fire? Much 

less can it be the cause for the unreality of fire which is its object. 

comment 

Ramanuja has argued that if the means is false the result must be 

false,i.e. if the inferential mark (linga) is false then what is to be 

proved (sadhya) by means of the inferential mark should also be false. 

Abhyankar responds by saying that the Visi~tadvaitins maintain that 

knowledge is always real. and so they are in the untenable position of 

holding that the means is true but the result can be false. 



~..... .....,....., ,......,...., 
IN1 i{W"lt"liT<I" l~f"i'n!m'«"'"~ I ~:!~;:rr 

" ' ,..... ' ~ ,....., ~ ~ "'~ . 
"J~Tirf(t1f;l~l;rm~ ~ Bl~'!U'f m'H'.ffi~~'RI<t~;{'llliW~~'f <roi-
- f"- ..::::c,-..., ..... • ,....._ " 
"111{ I f'IW'fl~il1Hi«~'l~ '9 l'l'!if'lHWhilll_0~ I i'{q{ '<11HQTFIT~-

~"ld4'·'lfi~'"IM'J:<'Iif,ftfl~ <i il"l_l•<l(l~<l~tl1?l~hHI~~Wfil{ I ~
~~-qyqf(llil_ 1 ({':tT '9 ' ~r.tm~ J'ip:~ m1~<tBniro'lt fil'l..<n
?-!1l:.' ( ~plfo q"o ~~ qo ~ ) ~~fumill'm I 

0 . 

414 

3.155, The unreality of fire is not known through the unreality of the 

knowledge of that. Where a negation is subsequently seen, in the manner: 

"that did not exist even at the time of its cognition", that negated 

object is unreal. Therefore the fire which is negated is ascertained as 

unreal. Thus when some matter has been taught by the teacher etc. and 

there is the cognition on the part of the student etc. in the form of the 

perceptual judgement: "the matter is understood", even when it is not 

understood by the student etc., and later when it is taught again there 

is the subsequent cognition: "now this matter is understood, but not 

previously" : the prior knowledge which is the object of the perceptual 

judgement: "the matter is understood" is unreal even at the time of the 

cognition, because the negation is seen subsequently. 

But the knowledge of the snake, in the case of the snake upon a 

rope etc., is certainly real in its mere essential nature [i.e, as 

knowledge]. But it is unreal as the particularity of the object. In regard 

to the case previously mentioned, even the knowledge in the form of the 

perceptual judgement: "the matter is understood" is just the same [i.e. as 

knowledge it is real until it is negated, though its object is unreal]. 

And so unreality is twofold: knowledge is somewhere unreal in its very 

essential nature [as in the statement: "the matter is understood" when it 

is known to be negated] and somewhere though real in its essential nature 
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it is unreal as the particularity of the object. But because the 

knowledge of fire, which is produced by mist apprehended with the idea 

that it is smoke, is real in its essential nature, unreality has to be 

said only as the particularity of the object. And unreality as the 

particularity of the object is based upon the unreality of the object. So 

the unreality of the knowledge of fire is based upon the unreality of the 

fire. But the unreality of fire is not based upon the unreality of the 

knowledge of fire. Because there would be the occurrence of mutual 

dependence, And so the statement (SrLB.Para.48.p.88. ): "because the 

knowledge of fire is false, the fire which is the object of that is also 

false" is incongruous. 

comment 

There would be mutual dependence since the object is said to be false 

because the knowledge is false. But if it is asked: how do you know the 

knowledge is false? The reply would be: because the object is false, 

.3.156. 1l~ ' m®~~ ~~m~1l ~~; q~~;r;u~rc::'!tf~-.r Rf;{..: 
~~<J:f<'t<rt'* ~ 'WIT~;' ~~'l1tRT\~\'{ '-'CO:S"lf(f{ ' q~l"M'!l'lla:~;i 
"m~1l_ I ~<li'!9 ml'qy~ ~"~ ltBmq 'll'l<:::'!tf~ 1( »t"r~o l{o'-\~ 
qo Z o ) ~~~I~ 'll'fl.i <tl'lt~~ I~~~ l .n~'l-.. ,....... ""~". "'~""" "',..... 
~r l:!T:no<t S! 'ilctll.<?l'f.lli\lt ~T111T"<n<t ;;nm;;;rr l!lwm~q: 1 
ll~.rr ~<!;if<l"f.T ~'l~l~ ll~~ tiT'!~q-a.Ft<f <t~IG9 lfiHuf <!~ I . 
w:flllfllruf 'f <:P·&l'&!"'R14tfi::<llll'Wfl<f m!r <nf.:~ '<i ll<l'TI'ir I ~ 
'f !it'N~.Pi'f 'llT~4l'S'Il\~qr <iT I :;r(ol.S\'it \~~'1~11": 'f!TP.T;<t~tlr '11 I . 
'"' "' .....-4 " • ~"' "' " ~ ~ ~~~~~"' ~;-q~UJT<l:T<tf. 'fl l"l\lJ'lll1lf 'fllllf';<i~ffil''!\lll!Pf'RT-

<t'TUT~ ~ <t~ ~<f 'ffi'ihi ~~ I t:ll~tr.~«<~ l! ~~'I m~ 
<ffl111T~ ~ilia:: I ~~~ 3 <!"!' <!"'i~~~T I Q'~ ~ (l";f .· 

~~T~ ·'I~ ~<iij- <m"lif 'f <f <l'll"if I ~1i11B'!lfu: <iW \lJ'f<ilf 
' ' ' ~~l'Pi'·4~Fi BmJ, I 

3.156. But by way of refuting the view of the exponents of non-duality 

[who say]: because the object of the scripture, i.e. Brahman which is 

existence without a second, is not seen to be negated subsequently, 

Brahman which is pure awareness free from distinction is alone the highest 
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reality; what has been said (Sri.B.Para.48.p.88.): 

The absence of seeing a negation subsequently is 

not established. Because the negation is seen even 

for that [knowledge of Brahman without a second] by 

the sentence: "reality is only emptiness". 

That is not so. This sentence is not unoriginated by mankind. Because it 

is not seen in the sacred texts. In the chapter on the means of knowledge, 

Jaimini has taught that the validity of the statements of a human origin 

is based upon the sacred texts. And so when the sacred text is not shown 

to have this meaning, how can this sentence be a means of knowledge? And 

not being a means of knowledge of itself, it is not able to negate the 

Brahman without a second which is taught by the scripture. 

Furthermore, does the meaning of the word "emptiness" signify 

something existent or non-existent? In the first case too, does it signify 

a particular or a universal? If it is a particular, because all 

particulars -substances and qualities etc.- are preceeded by their 

universal, then how could Brahman which is the supreme limit of all the 

universals be negated by that [particular]? But if it is a universal, that 

is indeed Brahman, so the dispute is in the mere name. But if it signifies 

something non-existent, the mention of the word "reality" there is 

incongruous. Because that alone is reality which can be said as: "it is" 

and which is not negated. If [you say] that emptiness can be said as: 

"it is", [we reply] then it can only be something existent. 
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3.157. Furthermore, is the sentence: "reality is only emptiness" itself 

negated just by itself or not? In the first case, how can Brahman be 

negated by this sentence which has been negated? 

[objection] The mistake of a snake has arisen upon a real rope. 

Then there is the mistake: "this is not a snake, this is a cleavage in the 

earth". Then there was the knowledge: "this is not a cleavage in the earth 

but this is a rope". Just as the snake is negated by the cleavage in the 

earth which is also negated, so too, Brahman can be negated by this 

sentence which is also negated. 

[reply] No. On account of the dissimilarity. Because at the time 

of the negation, what negates is re~uired to be indeed not negated. The 

cleavage in the earth is not negated at the time of the negation of the 

snake and so at that time the snake is able to be negated by the cleavage 

in the earth. In this same way, the scripture such as: "~ly dear, the Self 

should indeed [be seen] " etc., though of a false nature [i.e • having the 

same "apparent" status as all empirical things], is not negated at the 

time of showing the means to the path of the knowledge of reality and so 

it is certainly able to make known the path. But here, the sentence: 

"reality is only emptiness" is itself negated just by itself, so it is 

certainly negated even at the time of the negation of Brahman and hence 

Brahman can in no way be negated by it. 
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3.158. [objection] Even the sentence: "there is no diversity whatsoever 

here" (B~·h.4,4,19., Katha.4.11.) is itself negated just by itself and so 

the manifest world cannot be negated by that. 

[reply] No. This sentence does not negate anything. But it is made 

known that whatever is seen here is not different from the Self. The 

meaning is: everything, having the Self as the substratum, appears only 

in the Self. And so although the sentence: "there is no diversity ... " 

operates in itself, it can have an apparent nature but it is not 

fictitious like the horns of a hare. Therefore that [sentence] is 

certainly able to make known the apparent nature of the manifest world. 

But if [you say] only the apparent nature [of the world] is made 

known by this also: "reality is only emptiness", [we reply] that there 

would be the occurrence of the teaching of maya which you do not accept. 

If [you say] that the fictitious nature [of the world] is what is said, 

[we reply] then even [the statement] itself must be fictitious and so that 

sentence is not able to negate Brahman. 
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3.159. But if the second view [cf., 3.157.] is accepted, i.e. this 

sentence is itself not negated by itself, [we ask] what is the reason for 

the absence of negation? If [you say] self-dependence, [we reply] you 

are confused. Where the operation of a sentence is helpful for the meaning 

of the sentence, the operation of itself [i.e. of the statement] in itself 

is not because of self-dependence. Because the operation [of the statement 

in the statement] only takes place subsequently to the meaning of the 

sentence. And therefore even though the operation of itself [i.e, of the 

statement] has occurred in itself subsequent to the meaning of the 

sentence, how could it be helpful for the meaning of the sentence? 

Because [the operation of the statement in the statement] is affected by 

the defect of self-dependence necessarily prior to the operation of the 

meaning of the sentence. Therefore that [operation] is indeed useless 

there [in the sentence]. 

For this very reason, in grammar, there is no operation of the 

~~udit sutra (P.S.1.1 .69.) in itself. Because the ~~udit sutra is a 

treatise dealing with technical terms. And the operation of a treatise 

dealing with technical terms is only helpful for the meaning of a 

sentence. But where the operation is to make known something else, but is 

no,t helpful for the meaning of the sentence, in that case there is the 

possibility of the use of the operation which occurs subsequent to the 

meaning of the sentence even in itself just as elsewhere. So the operation 

[in itself] is certainly difficult to be avoided. Because like another, 

that too does not differ in being possessed of the distinguishing 
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characteristic of what is to be explained. For this very reason, in 

grammar, the revered Pa9ini made the operation of siitras such as: "for a 

final 's' and for the ·~· of saju§, 'ru' is substituted at the end of a 

word" (P,S.8.2.66.), "a visarga is substituted for 'r' before a hard 

consonant or when there is a pause" (P.S.8.3.15.) and "an affix" (P.S. 

3.1.1.) in itself [i.e. the grammatical rule taught by the siitra is also 

operative in the siitra]. In this very way, the operation of these two 

sentences of the sacred texts: "one's own portion is to be studied", 

"there is no diversity here whatsoever" (B:rh.4,4.19., Ka-t;ha.4.11.) is in 

itself. 

Furthermore, if there is no negation of itself by the sentence: 

"reality is only emptiness", this very sentence which is distinct from 

emptiness is left remaining and so the meaning of the sentence: "reality 

is only emptiness" would be contradicted. 

comment 

This passage, of a rather technical nature, is in response to the 

opponent's statement that the sentence: "reality is only emptiness" does 

not negate itself because the sentence is self-dependent. The sentence is 

thought to be self-dependent because it is both what negates (badhaka) 

and what is negated (badhya) and hence it is both the cause and the effect. 

If the meaning of the sentence is dependent upon the prior operation of 

the sentence in respect of itself, then when the sentence is understood it 

is already an effect. And so if what negates is itself negated, it cannot 

negate since the cause of the effect is included in the effect, 

Abhyankar replies that the sentence is not self-dependent because the 

operation,of the sentence in itself only occurs subsequent to the meaning 

of the sentence being understood. The meaning of the sentence: "reality is 

only emptiness" is firstly known and then one thinks: "this sentence must 

also be included in the meaning" and so the operation of the sentence in 

itself takes place after the meaning is known. Therefore the sentence is 

not self-dependent and so negates itself. 

Ramanuja now shifts the focus of the discussion to the consideration 

of scriptural passages from the prasthanatraya: the Upani§ads, the 

Bhagavadgita and the Brahmasiitras and also from the Vi§l].Upura'i~· Abhyankar 

accordingly takes up the examination of these passages. 
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3.160. But what has been established by the text (:hLB.Para.48.p.89.) 

beginning with: "by the knowledge of one thing ••• ", is that the sacred 

texts such as: ":tt>" dear, existence alone" (Ch.6.2.1.) etc. teach about 

an entity possessing distinction. In regard to that, it is said: 

3.1 61 • 

These sacred texts: ":tt>" dear, existence alone", 

"Then there is the higher" and also "real, 

Knowledge" are not said to have as their aim 

Brahman possessing distinction.16. 
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3.161. ":tt>" dear, this was existence alone in the beginning, one alone, 

without a second" (Ch.6.2.1.) is cited in the Chandogyopani~ad. "Then 

there is the higher [knowledge] by which that Imperishable is attained" 

(Mu.1 .1 • 5.) is cited in the M~qakopani§!!!• "Brahman is real, 

Knowledge, limitless" (Tai,2.1.1.) is cited in the Taittiriyopani§!!!• In 

the sacred text: "existence alone" an entity which is pure "is-ness" is 

said by this [word] "existence" (sat). With regard to which [is-ness], 
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there is no universal whatsoever, Where there is the supreme limit of a 

universal, the essential nature of that [universal] is indeed that 

[is-ness]. For this very reason, [is-ness] cannot be said as "such and 

such", And for this very reason, that [is-ness] is extremely subtle, free 

from distinction and all pervasive. The first [of the sentences cited] 

has the meaning: "this" (idam) refers to the entire visible world, "in 

the beginning" (agre) means prior to origination, "was existence alone" 

(sad evas1t). The state prior to the world is made known by this sacred 

text through the statement: "this was ••• in the beginning". 

~.162. [objection] Is this entity which has acquired the state prior to 

the origination of the world, and which can be expressed by the word 

"existence", the same as the Self or is it something different? In the 

first case, that [Self] alone has this transformation into the form of the 

world and so the Self would be liable to change. In the last case, the 

sameness of meaning with another sacred text making known the state prior 

to the origination of the world is not attained, i.e. with this: "In the 

beginning, this was indeed the Self, one alone" (Ai.1 .1.) and with this: 

"In the beginning, this was indeed Brahman" (B:rh.1.4.10.). Because there 

the word "Self" and the word "Brahman" are mentioned. In accordance with 
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that, here too, only the Self is fit to be understood by the word 

"existenceu. 

[reply] The sacred text teaching very clearly: "In the beginning, 

this was indeed the Self, one alone" (Ai.1.1.) and "In the beginning, 

this was indeed Brahman" (B~h.1 .4.10.) is required to employ the word 

"existence" in the Chandogya only as having the meaning of "Self". So 

there is no dispute. But the Self being liable to change cannot be 

established. Because the Self is taught as being free from change by the 

sacred text: "This great, birthless Self which is undecaying, immortal 

and without fear, is Brahman" (B~h.4.4.25.). And those who rely solely 

on the sacred texts must accept everything only according to the sacred 

texts. 

-3.163. [objection] How could the sacred text then tell a mutually 

contradictory meaning [i,e. that the Self is the material cause and yet is 

without change]? But when a contradiction appears, one of the two is to 

be interpreted as teaching a figurative meaning. The sacred text [teaching] 
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freedom from change cannot be interpreted as having a figurative meaning. 

Because in being liable to change there is the occurrence of the defect 

of non-eternity etc. and hence there would be contradiction with many 

sacred texts such as: "eternal among the eternals" (Sv.6.13.) etc. But in 

accordance with the sacred texts [teaching] freedom from change, the 

sacred texts [teaching] that the Self is the material cause of the world 

must teach a figurative meaning. The purport of the sacred texts which 

teach the nature of the material cause of the world, such as: "from which 

[Brahman] indeed ••• " [Tai.3.1.] etc., is that subtle primary matter 

(pradhana) is directly the material cause of the world and by means of 

that [primary matter] the supreme Self is the material cause of the world. 

It should not be said: what connection does the subtle primary 

matter which is directly the material cause of the world have with the 

supreme Self, due to which the supreme Self is said to be the material 

cause of the world by means of that [primary matter]? [reason] Because it 

is accepted by Ramanuja that there is a connection which consists in the 

relation of body and soul. 135 In the topic under discussion, i.e. 

"existence alone" (Ch.6.2.1 .), the indistinct name and form which is 

directly the material cause of the world only as qualified by a subtle 

body, is said by the word "existence". 

[reply] A material cause is of two types. The material cause which 

undergoes transformation and the material cause which is an apparent 

transformation. 136 If the Self is accepted as being the material cause 

which undergoes transformation, there would be contradiction with the 

sacred texts [teaching] freedom from change, but there is no [such 

contradiction] upon the acceptance of the material cause which is an 

apparent transformation. When there is the logical possibility through 

non-contradiction in this manner, the supposition that one of the two has 

a figurative meaning is not correct. 
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3.164. Furthermore, the loss of the sameness of meaning [referred to in 

3.162.] between the two sacred texts: "In the beginning this was indeed 

the Self, one alone" (Ai.1 .1 .) and "I-V dear, this was existence alone in 

the beginning" (Ch.6.2.1.) which teach the state prior to the world, is 

just like before. Because only the Self within the body is understood by 

the word "Self" and [the Self] qualified by a body is understood by the 

word "existence". Even though the cognition of non-difference between the 

body and the possessor of the body is conventional in the world, still, 

a oneness of meaning between the two words "existence" and "Self" is not 

logically possible. 

To elaborate. The Self [i.e. the supreme Self] is the possessor of 

a body. The sentient [souls] and the insentient [matter] are its body. In 

the view of those who accept the body-soul relation in this manner, what 

is the single meaning for the two words "existence" and "Self"? Is it (a) 

qualified by a body consisting of the sentient and insentient, or (b) 

alone [i.e. without qualification]? If [the single meaning of the two 

words] is "qualified", then a meaning of the word "Self" which is not 

established has to be imagined. Because their [Visi~tadvaitins] view is 

that the word "self" is meaningful in relation to a body. And so just as 

the word "father", which is meaningful in relation to a son, tells the 
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meaning of indeed being distinct from the son, so too, the word "Self" 

must also teach the meaning of indeed being distinct from the body. It 

should not be said that: the connection between the body and the Self 

must be only the relation that exists between part and whole. [reason] 

Because it is not known in that manner in respect of the individual self. 

3 
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3.165. Furthermore, if that which is qualified is considered to be the 

Self, Knowledge must be a quality of a part of the Self and not a quality 

of the whole Self. And that is not a desired conclusion. Because by the 

sutra: "Since [the quality of Knowledge] exists wherever the Self is ••• " 

( )137 B.S.2.3.30. the quality of Knowledge is said to pervade the whole 

Self. 

[objection] By this: "Since [the quality of Knowledge] exists 

wherever the Self is ••• ", just like the Self is eternal, the Knowledge 

which is its quality is made known as being eternal, but not the 

pervasiveness [of that Knowledge]. 

[reply] Even so, if what is qualified is considered to be the Self, 

the occurrence of defects such as being liable to change etc. is 

certainly difficult to be avoided. 

Furthermore, if that which is qualified is considered to be the 

Self, although there is the logical possibility of what you accept, i,e, 
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that the Self has Knowledge as its quality since [Knowledge] is located 

in one part, there is no logical possibility that the Self is of the 

nature of Knowledge, which has been told by the sacred text: "a mass of 

Knowledge" (B:rh.2.4.12.). But you too have certainly accepted that. 

Furthermore, if that which is qualified is considered to be the 

Self, the injunction: ":t-t' dear, the Self should indeed be seen" (B:rh.2.4. 

5.) etc. would be meaningless. Because the perception of the Self has been 

established without effort. But in the meaning of the word "Self" to be: 

"a part of the Self" there would be implication. 
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l.166. But with the desire of removing these defects, if [you say] the 

meaning of the two words "existence" and "Self" is just [the Self] alone 

who is within the body. [reply] There is loss of the proposition. It is 

said in the sacred text [i,e. the purport of Ch.6.1 .3. is told]: through 

the one Self being known, all else becomes known. With regard to that, 

the knowledge of the individual souls and inert objects is not possible 

through the knowledge of the supreme Self. The body [of the supreme Self] 

in the form of the sentient and insentient is certainly not a 

transformation of the supreme Self like a pot from clay. And for this very 
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reason, there is a lack of congruity with the example of the clay etc. 

Furthermore, the supreme Self being the material cause of the 

world, which is taught in the siitra: "[Brahman] is the material cause ••• " 

(B.S.1.4.23.)138 , is not possible if that which is alone [i.e. without 

connection] is considered to be the Self. For a material cause is of two 

types: according to the teaching of "apparent transformation" and 

according to the teaching of "[real] transformation". The first, is a rope 

being the material cause of an apparent snake. The last, is clay being 

the material cause of pots etc. In regard to those, the first is not 

possible for the supreme Self according to the view of Ramanuja. Because 

Ramanuja does not accept the teaching of apparent transformation. Nor even 

is the second [possible]. Because although the body undergoes 

transformation, there is no transformation of the Self alone who is 

within that. But being a material cause, on account of being merely 

internal, is difficult to be said, Because the space which is internal to 

the ball of clay is not the material cause of a pot. So too, nobody 

accepts that the individual soul is the material cause of the physical 

body, which [in fact] has the subtle body as its material cause. 
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3.167. Furthermore, if that which is alone [i.e, without connection] is 

considered to be the Self, there is contradiction with the sacred text: 
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"My dear, this was existence alone in the beginning" (Ch.6.2.1 .) because 

prior to creation the subtle body of the supreme Self, which is the 

material cause of the world, exists as distinct from the supreme Self. 

And there is no logical possibility of the grammatical apposition taught 

by the sacred text: "all this which is, is this Self" (B,h.2.4.6.). 

Because although the visible world recalled by the word "this" is the body 

of the supreme Self, it is not the essential nature of the supreme Self. 

Although the usage is seen: "I am fat", "I am thin" etc. due to the 

grammatical apposition between the body and its possessor, there is no 

identity between the two in reality. Even though the world is in a state 

of indistinct name and form prior to the creation and is extremely subtle, 

it is the body of the supreme Self, and so it is certainly different in 

reality from the supreme Self according to your view. 

It should not be said: there is an implied meaning of the word 

"this" in the sense of "the inner controller of this". Or there is the 

implied meaning of the word "existence" and the word "Self" in the sense 

of "the body of that [inner controller]". And so there is the logical 

possibility of grammatical apposition. [reason] Because there is no 

authority for an implied meaning. And because there is cumbrousness [in 

such an explanation]. 

3.1 68. 
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3.168. Furthermore, the sentence: "existence alone" (Ch.6.2.1 .) is 

mentioned to logically demonstrate the meaning of what had been 
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previously stated: "Through which, what is unheard becomes heard, what 

is not thought becomes thought of, what is unknown becomes known" (Ch.6. 

1 .3.). There [in the above sentence], by this [word] "Through which" 

there is the recollection of the instruction connected with the word 

"that" in the previous sentence: "did you ask for that instruction?". The 

word "instruction" is a functional derivation [i.e. it has the meaning of 

the verbal root] signifying teaching. And it gives the meaning of the 

object, i.e. it signifies the entity -the Self- which is being taught. 

And it is an instrumental derivation signifying the scripture which is 

the means of instruction. Though there is the logical possibility that 

the meaning too is in three parts, it is proper here to accept only the 

derivation which gives the meaning of the object. Because teaching or the 

means for that can produce the knowledge of everything only by producing 

the knowledge of what is to be taught. 

Furthermore, only when the derivation which gives the meaning of 

the object is accepted is the sameness of meaning gained with this 

sentence: "indeed my dear, when the Self is seen, i.e. when it is heard, 

reflected upon and known, all this is known" (B'>h.4.5.6.) which is 

located within another sacred text and which has this [meaning of the 

object] as its purport. Because there, it is very clearly told that the 

knowledge of everything is to be gained from the knowledge of an entity 

in the form of the Self which is being ta.ught. In accordance with that, 
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the sameness of meaning in the manner that: the knowledge of everything 

is to be gained from the knowledge of the Self, is logically possible 

upon accepting that the Self is what is being taught by this [word] 

"Through which" even in the Chandogya sentence: "Through which, what is 

unheard ••• " (Ch.6.1 .3.). Because only upon accepting that the word 

"instruction" gives the meaning of the object is the recollection of the 

entity in the form of the Self which is being taught gained by this 

[word] "Through which". Not otherwise. And for this very reason, the 

MlllJ.qaka sacred text too: "Revered sir, when what is known does all this 

become known?" (Mu.1 .1 .3.) is conformed to. Because there, only the 

object of the knowledge which is the means for the knowledge of everything 

has be en asked: "when what is known?". 

3.169. [objection] Is the entire collection of things said by the words: 

"heard", "thought" and "known", which is the object of the knowledge to 
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be gained, non-different or different from the Self which is the object 

of the knowledge which is the means and which is indicated by the word 

"which" here: "Through which, what is unheard becomes heard" (Ch.6.1 .3.)? 

If it is non-different, nothing whatsoever is taught by this sentence. 

For nothing whatsoever is told when it is said: through the pot being 

known, the pot is known. 

But if it is different, then between two things which are mutually 

distinct, by the knowledge of one the knowledge of the other is difficult. 

For through the pot being known the cloth is not known. The same applies 

to two things which, though mutually connected, are in reality different. 

For when Devadatta is known his son is not known. Or when the [potter's] 

stick is known the pot is not known. 

Even though when the stick is known as the cause of the pot the 

pot becomes known as the effect of the stick, still, that knowledge does 

not make known the essential nature of the thing. The knowledge which 

makes known the essential nature is indeed said by the word "knowledge" 

(vijnana). The knowledge which makes known the essential nature [of a 

thing] is the basis of all knowledge. Because without knowledge of the 

essential nature there is no possibility of knowledge by having a 

connection to another. Even when the stick is known as the cause of the 

pot, the pot which is not known in its essential nature as having a 

conch-shaped neck etc. cannot be known as the effect of the stick even 

though it is seen right before the eyes. And in the sacred text it is 

said: "[what is unknown] becomes known (vijnata)". So too, the verbal 

root vid ["to know"] only signifies the knowledge which makes known the 

essential nature, Because it is seen in that manner in: "The one who is 

omniscient and all knowing" (Mu.1 .1 .9.) and in: "The knower of Brahman 

attains the supreme" (Tai.2.1.) etc. For this very reason, "all this is 

known" (BJ;h.4.5.6.) is said in the ;!!:rhadaral}-yaka sacred text which was 

previously cited [cf., 3.168.]. Thus what is the scope of the sacred text: 
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"Through which, what is unheard •• ," (Ch.6.1 .3.)? Because even the 

twofold alternative in the form of difference or non-difference between 

the object of the knowledge which is the means and the object of the 

knowledge to be gained cannot be stated. 
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3.170. [reply] In this matter, it is said: everything, which is the 

object of the knowledge to be gained and which exists in reality as 

certainly non-different from the Self which is the object of the 

knowledge which is the means, appears as different. Because of the 

existence of the appearance as being different there is no meaninglessness 

like there is for the sentence: through the pot being known, the pot is 

known. The requirement of the meaning of the sentence concerning the 

declaration which was told [i.e, "Through which, what is unheard ••• "] is 

only at the time of the appearance as being different, not after the 

knowledge of reality. 

Nor even is a defect said through the alternative of difference. 

Since all things are in reality non-different from the Self, therefore 

only the knowledge of the Self is the knowledge.which makes known the 
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essential nature of all things such as a pot, cloth etc. Although 

through the knowledge of the Self there is no knowledge of things like 

a pot, cloth etc. in terms of the essential nature of the respective 

object such as having a conch-shaped neck etc., still, there is no 

defect. Because the essential nature of a pot as having a conch-shaped 

neck etc., which appears as reality according to the ordinary view, is 

not real in reality. But only the clay, which is the essential nature 

of the pot, is real. Accordingly, it was said in the example: "the clay 

alone is real" (Ch.6.1 .4.). In accordance with that, in the subject 

matter of the example too it has to be acknowledged that the essential 

nature of every thing appearing now is not real. The reality of even 

the essential nature which is clay is with regard to the pots etc. which 

are its effects. But with regard to [its] cause, [clay] has no reality. 

But the statement: "the clay alone is real" must be understood with 

regard to the effects such as pots etc. in accordance with what is well 

known. 
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3.171 • When that is so, the meaning which was stated: "Through which, 

what is unheard ... " (Ch.6.1.3.), which has been rendered as a statement 

having possibility by the sacred text having shown the examples of the 
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clay etc,, is logically proved by this: "My dear, this was existence 

alone in the beginning" (Ch,6,2.1.). But in the view of Ramanuja who 

teaches in this manner: "the world is real, it is the body of the 

supreme Self and it is different from the supreme Self", even though 

there is the logical possibility of grammatical apposition of the word 

"existence" or the word "this" through implication in the sacred text: 

"existence alone", the meaning which was previously stated ["Through 

which, what is unheard becomes heard ••• "] is not logically proved. 

Because by the knowledge of the Self there is no possibility of the 

production of the knowledge which makes known the essential nature of 

the world. Nor even is there congruity with the examples of the clay 

etc. For the pot is not the body of the clay. 

Although according to the view of the exponents of non-duality 

there is dissimilarity between the example and the subject matter of the 

example in the manner: the world is not a transformation of Brahman. 

Because Brahman is without change. But [the world] is an apparent 

transformation. Pots etc., however, are transformations of clay. 

Nevertheless, there is no impairment. Because the similarity between the 

example and the subject matter of the example is not required in all 

aspects. For if that was so, there could be no example at all about 

anything. Because a similarity in all aspects occurs for itself [A] with 

itself [A] alone, but not with another. But the example is required to 

be similar in that aspect by reason of which one wants to teach it. 
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3.172. But in the topic under consideration, the example is intended to 

be told in this aspect: by the knowled.ge of one thing there is the 

knowledge of everything. And the reason for that is the object of the 

knowledge which is the means is real, whereas the object of the 

knowledge to be gained is certainly unreal. Because the purport of the 

sacred text in that manner is demonstrated very clearly by the sentence 

connected with the word "alone": "the clay alone is real". Thus in order 

to show that: "the knowledge of the real portion belonging to the effect 

is dependent upon the knowledge of the essential nature which is the 

material cause belonging to that [effect]. Just as it is seen in the case 

of clay and pots etc., so too, the knowledge of the real portion of the 

world is dependent upon the knowledge of the material cause of the world"; 

the state prior to the origination of the world is shown by the sacred 

text: "existence alone" for the knowledge of the material cause of the 

world. 

Regarding all the distinctions appearing in the world, the state 

of the universal which is preceded by the removal of those [distinctions] 

is in the form of pure "is-ness", which is the supreme limit of the 

universal, and that is what is said by the word "existence". And that 

alone is Brahman, in the form of pure existence free from distinction. 

And by the word "alone" [in the sentence: "existence alone ••• "] all 

distinctions are removed. Hence this sentence certainly indicates Brahman 

which is pure existence free from distinction. In whatever manner there 

is the origination of the world, in that manner distinctions appear. So 

Brahman possessing distinction is only in relation to a limiting adjunct. 
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The sentences [denoting] the possession of distinction teach that [i.e, 

Brahman possesses distinction in relation to a limiting adjunct]. Thus 

no sacred text whatsoever is contradicted. 

3;173. But some say: the material cause of the world said by the word 

"existence" here: "existence alone" is only the subtle primary matter 

which is in a state of unmanifest name and form. And by the word "alone" 

there is the exclusion of the manifest name and form seen now. [reply] 

That is not so. Because the word "existence" (~) is brought about by 

the affix sat:r [i.e,!!:!] to the verbal root~ ["to be"]. The reason 

for the usage of that [word "existence"] is [to signify] pure "is-ness". 

But not a distinction of that [existence] in the form of unmanifest name 

and form. It should not be said: "in the beginning" (agre) is said in 

the sacred text. The meaning of that is: prior to origination. And at 

that time, because of the mentioning of the word "in the beginning" 

[as having the meaning]: "there was only indistinct name and form", there 

is the understanding of the particular meaning of "unmanifest name and 

form". [reason] Even so, there is no separation of manifest name and form 
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by the word "alone" [supra.]. Because this rule is established by 

etymology: what is separated by the word "alone" is only what has not 

been qualified by the attribute which determines the reason for the 

use of the word connected to itself and that [what is separated] is 

indeed connected by the word "also", Even in the understanding of a 

particular brahma~~ such as Devadatta through the context etc. here: 

"this one alone is a brahma~~", Yajnadatta is certainly not separated 

by the word "alone", Because he too is qualified by the attribute of 

being a briihma~~ which determines the reason for the use of the word 

"briihm§JJ.~"· Similarly, in the topic under discussion, because manifest 

name and form is qualified by "is-ness" which determines the reason for 

the use of the word "existence", how is there exclusion of that [manifest 

name and form] by the word "alone" [in the sentence]: "existence alone"? 

Thus the word "existence" signifies pure "is-ness" and so the sacred 

text: "existence alone" is established as teaching Brahman free from 

distinction. 
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3.174. The sacred text too: "Then there is the higher" (Mu.1.1.5.) only 

teaches that Brahman is free from distinction. "Then there is the higher 

[knowledge) by which that Imperishable is attained." Here, what is to be 

gained by the higher knowledge is said as: "Imperishable". Imperishable 

(ak~~) means it does not perish (~ ~~arati), i.e. it is indestructible. 

Indestructibility is the reason for the use of the word "imperishable". 

The meaning is: the absence of destruction. And so the mention of the 

entity to be gained by the higher knowledge is firstly only by way of a 

negative statement. On account of this, that entity is indicated to be 

free from distinction. 

Then, in the expectation: "of "What nature is that entity?", [the 

sage Allgiras] says: 

The wise behold that which cannot be seen, cannot be 

grasped, which is without a source, without colour, 

without eyes and ears, which has neither hands nor 

feet, which is eternal, all pervasive, omnipresent, 

extremely subtle and which is the source of [all] 

( ) 139 beings Mu.1 .1 .6 •• 

"Cannot be seen" means that it is not within the scope of perception. 

"Cannot be grasped" means that it is not within the scope of inference 

etc., or that it is not within the scope of the organs of action. "Without 

a source" means that it is without a name. "Without colour" means that it 

is free from colour such as blue etc. "Without eyes and ears" means that 

it is without the organs of knowledge. "Having neither hands nor feet" 

means that it is without the organs of action. The organs of knowledge 
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are implied by the words "eyes and ears" and the organs of action are 

implied by the words "hands and feet". So in the first two quarters [of 

the verse] the entity to be gained is taught by way of negative statements. 

The procedure of the sacred text is to allude thus: although the 

description of some entity by way of a positive statement which is done 

in the manner: "such and such" is what makes known the essential nature 

of the object as it is and the description by way of a negative statement 

does not do so and hence only the description by way of a positive 

statement is proper at the beginning, still, in the topic under discussion, 

the description of the entity to be gained by the higher knowledge is 

certainly not possible, in reality, by way of a positive statement. 

In the latter half, even though the description by way of a 

positive statement appears at the outset in the third quarter [of the 

verse]: "eternal", "all pervasive", nevertheless, the final conclusion is 

only in the manner of a negative statement. "Eternal" means free from the 

limitation due to time. "All pervasive" means free from the limitation 

due to location. "Omnipresent" means free from the limitation due to 

objects. On account of this, freedom from the three types of limitation 

has been told. Therefore no attribute whatsoever is made known here by 

way of a positive statement. 
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3.175. [objection] If freedom from distinctions such as the quality of 

being visible etc. is told by: "cannot be seen" etc., then that entity 

cannot indeed exist. 

[reply] He says there: "extremely subtle". The meaning is that 

fictitiousness is not the reason for not being visible etc., but rather 

extreme subtlety [is the reason]. Here too, the final conclusion is only 

in an operation by way of a negative statement. Extreme subtlety is not 

the direct reason for not being visible. But rather the absence of being 

gross is invariably concomitant with not being visible. Because being 

gross is the criterion for visibility. And so the purport of this: 

"extremely subtle" is freedom from being gross. 

[objection] Though the final conclusion is in the operation by 

way of a negative statement here: "eternal, all pervasive", why has the 

operation by way of a positive statement been accepted at the outset? 

[reply] No. Because there is the acceptance of that [a positive 

statement] in order to indicate this: the immediate apprehension of the 

entity free from distinction is through the medium of the knowledge of 

the Lord who possesses distinction. Because that [operation by way of a 

positive statement] is possible with regard to the Lord who possesses a 

limiting adjunct. He [the sage Aligiras] shows this: "which is the source 
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of [all] beings", "The source of [all] beings" means the cause of the 

world, The purport is: what is seen by the wise as possessing distinctions 

such as being the cause of the world etc., that entity, in reality, is 

indeed free from distinction. nThe wiseu means those who are endowed with 

steadiness, Steadiness is the firmness of intellect that: in this manner 

there will be the immediate apprehension of the entity free from 

distinction in due course, Having superimposed the distinction of being 

the cause of the world etc., meditation upon the entity possessing 

distinction is certainly the means for the immediate apprehension which is 

free from distinction, And so there is no contradiction between these two: 

"cannot be seen" and "they behold". Due to superimposition they see the 

entity which, in reality, certainly cannot be seen. But it must not be 

mistaken that: an entity free from distinction certainly does not at all 

exist, [reason] Because there is contradiction with the sacred text: 

"cannot be seen" etc. But the explanation: "the wise behold what cannot be 

seen by the unwise" does not produce admiration in the mind. Because the 

result is the loss of the natural flow of the sentence: "that which 

cannot be seen, cannot be grasped, which is without a source" etc. Thus it 

is established that the entity is free from distinction. 

Even further on, an entity which is certainly free from 

distinction is taught by way of negative statements in the sacred verse: 

There is nothing higher and lower than which, 

there is no one smaller or greater than which (Mu.1 .1 ,7,),140 

Although this sacred verse is not seen in all books, nevertheless it is 

certainly seen in some. And so it is established that the sacred text: 

"Then there is the higher .. ," teaches that Brahman is free from 

distinction, 
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3.176. The sacred text too: "Brahman is real, Knowledge, limitless" 

(Tai.2.1 .1 .) only relates to Brahman free from distinction. The nature 

of being indestructible is the reason for the use of the word "limitless" 

there. The meaning is: the absence of destruction. And it was certainly 

told previously (3.55.) that a thing does not possess distinction 

because of the absence [of an attribute]. There is no cognition of the 

possession of distinction even on account of the word "real" (satya). To 

explain. It was mentioned just previously (3.172.) that the word 

"existence" (~) has pure "is-ness" as its reason for use. Where there 

is the supreme limit of the universal, it refers to such pure existence 

free from distinction. This is correct. Because the sentence: "My dear, 

existence alone" (Ch.6.2.1.) makes known the state prior to the world. 

If the entity which has gained the state prior to the world, which is the 

primary cause of the world, should possess distinction, then it is not 

possible to be the primary cause. Because distinctions are preceded by 

a universal, therefore the primary cause must be necessarily said as 

free from distinction. But the possession of distinction cannot be stated 

by "is-ness". If that was so, its distinction is indicated by ·ohe 

universal, therefore in our view that [universal] alone can be expressed 

by the word "is". Because among the things which indicate [existence], 

this word "is" directly expresses the entity which is the universal of 
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everything. 

comment 

The statement: "among the things which indicate (niriipaka) 

[existence]", refers to expressions like: 11 the pot is", "the cloth is", 

"the pot has existence" etc. In such statements, the pot is the 

substantive (vise~~) while existence is the qualifying attribute 

(vise~~~) which is universal to all the particulars such as pot and 

cloth etc. 

3 .177. 
~~sfif (l~ I ~J<::or~ I ~~til ~l:f'lll. I ('llql.~"' 

il ~ ~ ~ if {! ~l3~11f mm<<tlf. I ~ "!" ~"i{;mq ;t 
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3.177. The word "Brahman" too is exactly the same. "Brahman" has the 

sense of "expanding". Expanding means pervading everything. Because the 

distinctions are pervaded by the universal, not the universal by the 

distinction. And so Brahman does not possess distinction even on account 

of vastness. If vastness is a distinction, the universal which would 

indicate such a distinction could not be pervaded by Brahman who is the 

locus of vastness and thus Brahman has no possibility of pervading 

everything. 

The word "Self" is also the same. Because the etymological 

derivation of the word "Self" is: the Self (atman) means "it goes" (atati) 

in the sense that "it pervades" (vyapnoti). The word "Brahman" and the 

word "Self" are used by the sacred text only with this intention [i.e, 

to denote that they pervade all distinctions and hence are free from 

distinction] in the sentence which makes known the state prior to the 
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world: "This was indeed Brahman" (B'I'h.1.4.10.), "This was indeed the 

Self" (Ai.1.1.). When that is so, having commenced with: "The knower of 

Brahman attains the supreme" (Tai.2.1 .1 .), how could the sacred text: 

"real, Knowledge" (Tai.2.1 .1 .) which is engaged to teach the definition 

of such a Brahman, make known Brahman as possessing attributes? And so 

the purport of the word "real" is only in the sense of: excluded from 

what is unreal. 

·3.178. 

3.178. Furthermore, if the word "real" makes known an entity qualified by 

the attribute of being real, the result would be a contradiction. Indeed, 

because the distinctions are mutually excluded, they are considered to be 

false. Just as a pot, earthenware dish etc. are false with regard to the 

clay which is their universal. And this is established by the sacred text: 

"the clay alone is real" (Ch.6.1 .4.). And so if "being real" is a 

distinction, then Brahman possessing distinction, who is qualified by 

"being real" in that manner, can only be false. Thus the statement: "real, 
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Knowledge" is contradicted. 

Furthermore, if the word "real" makes known an entity possessing 

distinction, then just as a human being is a particular type of living 

being and is separated from another type of living being such as an 

animal etc., so too, it must be told: real is a distinction of what? And 

from which other distinction is it separated? If [you say] "being real" 

is a distinction of existence, [we ask] from what other distinction of 

existence is "real" excluded? For "real" is excluded from what is false. 

But what is false is not another distinction of existence. Because what 

is false does not exist. And so the universal of everything is what can 

be said only as just: "it is" and that alone is real. So "being real", 

which is invariably concomitant with pure "is-ness", is only another 

synonym for "is-ness". Hence just like the word "existence", the word 

"real" too does not make known an entity possessing distinction. You 

[Ramanuja] too have certainly accepted that the two words "is" and "real" 

are synonyms when you said (Sri.B.Para.70.p.159.): "Here, "real" and 

"unreal" (Vi~.P.2.12.45.) is the conclusion of what was begun: "what is" 

and "what is not" (Vi~.P.2.12.38.)". 
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3.179. The word "Knowledge" too does not make known an entity possessing 

distinction. Because that -awareness which is free from object and 

location- was previously demonstrated (3.78,79.) to be of the nature of 

pure existence. Moreover, if the word "Knowledge" makes known an entity 

possessing distinction, is Knowledge itself the distinction or Knowledge

ness [i.e. the class of Knowledge, the .jati] ? In the first case, the 

cognition of the Self qualified by the distinction in the form of 

Knowledge should occur from the word "Knowledge". And that is not possible. 

Because the affix ~t141 is not prescribed in the sense of an agent. But 

the statement of the author of the ,Y!~ayavii:kyad1pikii:1 42 : "the word 

"Knowledge" {.jffana) is .!!.£. [,2,_] ending, among the class of words beginning 

with arsas"143 does not conform to the letter of the sacred text. If that 

was so, the sacred text would specify the word "knower" or the word 

"possessing Knowledge". 

But in the second case [i.e, if the class of Knowledge is the 

distinction], in accepting the word "Knowledge" to mean the Knowledge 

which is a quality (~abhutajnana), the distinction in the form of 

Knowledge-ness is in the Knowledge which is a quality but not in Brahman 

whom you accept as the locus of such Knowledge which is a quality. So the 

cognition of Brahman possessing distinction is not possible from the 

word "Knowledge". But if [you say]: the Knowledge which is the essential 

nature of Brahman (svarupabhutam jnana) is what is understood by the word 

"Knowledge", not [the Knowledge] which is a quality of Brahman. [we reply] 

If that is the case, the word "Knowledge" would certainly be meaningless. 

Because what Ramanuja has intended [by the word "Knowledge"] is (Sri.B. 

)144 Para.86.p.198. : 
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There is a single definition of Brahman consisting of 

the group of three words, having connected: "real, 

Knowledge, limitless". There, the word "Knowledge" 

has the meaning of Knowledge which is always 

uncontracted. On account of that, there is the 

exclusion of the liberated souls. Because prior to 

the state of liberation, the liberated souls have 

only contracted Knowledge. Hence there is the 

exclusion of them. 

But in accepting the word "Knowledge" to mean Knowledge which is the 

essential nature, there cannot be an exclusion of the liberated souls. 

Because even in the state of being bound there is no contraction of the 

Knowledge which is the essential nature. But if the Knowledge which is 

the essential nature is accepted as having contraction and expansion, 

then the self would be liable to change and the result is the defect of 

non-eternity etc. 

comment 

The context of the statement: "the affix ~t is not prescribed in 

the sense of an agent" is that if the word Knowledge (jnana) makes known 

an entity possessing distinction and if the word Knowledge is itself the 

distinction, then the word Knowledge should make known that entity as 

qualified by the distinction in the form of Knowledge, i.e. as possessing 

the attribute of knowership. Abhyankar states that the word. "Knowledge" 

does not denote knowership. The affix lyut (~)145 in the formation of 

the word jnana (jna + ~ = jnana) is used in the sense of the verbal 

root (bhave): "what is known is knowledge" (jnayate ill jnanam) or in the 

sense of the instrument of an action (karav.!!): "knowledge is what is 

known through which" ( jnayate anena i ti jnanam). However the affix is not 

specifically prescribed in the sense of knowership. 

\ 

3.180. 
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3.180, However according to the view of ·the non-dualists, there are three 

definitions in the sentence "real" etc.: Brahman is real, Brahman is 

Knowledge, Brahman is limitless. Although this sentence "real" etc. 

teaches a single meaning through grammatical apposition according to the 

express sense, still, the purport of this sentence is understood as 

teaching a threefold definition. Otherwise, if there is accomplishment 

by one word, the other two would be meaningless. There is certainly 

nothing whatsoever which is real which is distinct from Brahman, nor 

[anything] in the form of Knowledge, nor [anything] imperishable: on 

account of which the group of three words must have meaning. 

[objection] What is the reason for espousing more than one 

definition? 

[reply] Because a definition at some place [i.e. in some instance] 

excludes and at some place it brings about an accurate determination of 

the essential nature. For example, when it is said: "Caitra, bring the 

cow", Devadatta who has heard that and who sees the cow brought by Caitra 

and for this reason knows: "this animal can be expressed by the word 
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'cow' ",could still have the idea of a cow in another animal on account 

of similarity in being a quadruped etc. There, the definition which is 

made: "a cow possesses a dewlap etc , 11 excludes another animal. .And for a 

person who has no knowledge at all of an individual cow, the definition 

is made: "a cow possesses a dewlap etc • 11 for the knowledge that: "this 

animal can be expressed by the word 'cow' "• That [definition in the 

second instance] brings about an accurate determination of the essential 

nature for that person. Even though excluding too brings about an 

accurate determination of the essential nature and the accurate 

determination of the essential nature is what excludes and so this 

twofold difference is not mutually unconnected, nevertheless, the twofold 

purpose in the form of exclusion or conventional expression [i.e. 

definition], which is intended in espousing the definition, is certainly 

mutually free from confusion • .And so where the accurate determination of 

the essential nature is principally intended in espousing a definition, 

even espousing more than one definition is certainly correct. Because 

there is greater facility [in understanding] on account of that. In regard 

to the topic under discussion, Brahman can in no way be comprehended 

through perception since Brahman has no form etc. and so espousing more 

than one definition for the accurate determination of its essential nature 

is certainly meaningful. 

3.181 • 



3.181. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.48.p.89f.): 

Grammatical apposition means the reference [of several 

terms] to a single object with a difference of reason 

for the application [of the several terms to the one 

thing]. A difference of reason for the application of 

the words in the very same object must necessarily be 

admitted because of the primary meaning of the words 

"real", "Knowledge" etc. [as denoting qualities] or 

because of being opposed to what is contrary to those 

particular qualities [i.e. opposed to "unreal" etc.]. 
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That is not so. Because grammatical apposition is without an authority 

in respect of a rule involving the difference of reason for application. 

Establishing Brahman as possessing distinction on account of the 

attributes such as "real" etc. is certainly hard to be stated, because 

the purport of the words "real" etc. has been told just above to be in 

the sense of: "excluded from what is unreal" etc. It was also certainly 

demonstrated previously (3.95., also 3.55.) that because exclusion is in 

the form of absence, in no way is there a possession of distinction due 

to that [exclusion]. 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.48.p.90.): 

The grammarians say that grammatical apposition is 



the reference of words, which have different reasons 

for their application, in the one object.1 46 

That is not so. Because in the Sabdendusekhara, the foremost among 

grammarians, Nagojibha~~a, has very clearly refuted grammatical 
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apposition as involving a difference in the reason for the application 

[of the words]: "Grammatical apposition only produces the knowledge which 

has a single object as the thing to be distinguished, it is not the basis 

for the difference of reason of application [of several terms to the one 

th . ]" 147 1ng • 

The author of the Vyakara~amahabha~~ has given the counter 

illustration: "0 Aghnye, goddess Sarasvati" for this [word]: "expressing 

a common property" in the siitra: "A preceding vocative, when it expresses 

a common property, is not to be considered as if non-existent for the 

purpose of the subsequent vocative which stands in apposition with the 

) 148 former" (P.S.8.1 .73. • Because "Aghnye" etc. are synonyms there is no 

difference of reason for their application and therefore in the way you 

[Ramanuja] said there is no grammatical apposition and so upon the 

occurrence of the deficiency of two members there must be incongruity of 

the commentary relating to the counter illustration. In that place, 

Kaiya~a149 too has accepted grammatical apposition even in the absence of 

a difference of reason for application when he said: "because synonyms 

too have grammatical apposition, a grave accent is the result on account 

of the negation of possessing non-existence". 150 Thus the sacred text: 

"real, Knowledge" is established as teaching an entity which is free from 

distinction. 

comment 

Ramanuja maintains that grammatical apposition (samanadhikara~~) 

requires a difference of reason for the application of each word. 

Abhyankar controverts this view by showing that grammatical apposition 

primarily means the reference of the words to a single locus. 

According to Ramanuja, the words "real", "Knowledge" and "limitless" 
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should be understood in their primary sense as denoting the attributes of 

Brahman.1 51 Advaitins, however, consider that these words define Brahman 

through implication (lak~~~E). Implication is only applicable when the 

express sense is not logically tenable and Advaitins hold that such is 

the case with regard to the words "real", "Knowledge" and "limitless". 

The word "real" primarily signifies something existing, however there-is 

no existing object which is limitless. If it is said that space is both 

real and limitless, space nonetheless does not have the nature of 

Knowledge. The word "Knowledge" primarily signifies mental states and the 

latter have both a beginning and an end and they are limited in terms of 

a division between the knower and the known object. Hence Knowledge is 

neither real nor limitless.152 On account of such contradiction in the 

express meaning, Advaitins maintain that the statement: "Brahman is real, 

Knowledge, limitless" can only be understood through the implied meaning 

of the words. For an explanation of the implied meaning, see the comment 

to 3.47., final paragraph. 

3.1 82. arrn:~~fu "ll<r tr~~ trfucfr<rQ"T'J: n 
..... ~ ""' '"'.f' ...... ,...... . 

<ro:r <ro:rrr'f ~o.p:pJnF+rf~ 'f\+rr~+rro:r u ~ IS n 

3 .1 82. The sacred text [teaching] "without a second" 

certainly does not allow the possession of 

duality, through any attribute whatsoever, in 

the supreme Self who is pure existence. 17. 
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3.183. Because Brahman is indeed free from distinction, it is established 

as being without a second. But if there is the possession of a distinction, 

the sacred text: "without a second" (Ch.6.2.1 .) would be contradicted 

since a distinction, which is a second thing, exists. But what has been 

said (Sri.B.Para.49.p.91.): 

because the word "without a second" aims at 

teaching the union with various powers for 

Brahman, who is the material cause of the 

world, by denying another ruler distinct from 

Himself. 

That is not so. Because this meaning does not conform to the commencement 

[of the topic]. To elaborate. The proposition was introduced: "Through 

which, what is unheard becomes heard, what is not thought becomes thought 

of, what is unknown becomes known" (Ch.6.1 .3.). The meaning there is not: 

some thing which is unheard becomes heard. If that was so, would a 

particularity, a thing, be said by this proposition? Because even though 

there is no possibility of the knowledge of cloth etc. through the 

knowledge of clay, there is the possibility of the knowledge of some things 

such as pots and earthenware dishes etc. Therefore the meaning must be 

said as: all that is unheard becomes heard through which. But things such 

as clay etc. are not like this. Because there is no possibility of the 

knowledge of all things through the knowledge of that • 

. 3.184. 
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3,184, Similarly, the meaning of the word "which" here in the proposition: 

"Through which" is to be understood as some, thing which is one alone, not 

more than one, In accepting more than one, just like before, some thing 

previously unknown could not be said here. Because there is the possibility 

even with regard to clay etc. It is certainly well known that by the 

knowledge of clay, the knowledge arises about its modifications such as 

pots, earthenware dishes etc., and that by the knowledge of thread, the 

knowledge arises about its modifications such as cloth. Therefore nothing 

additional would be said by this proposition. And so the meaning of the 

proposition is established as: through the knowledge of the one thing, 

there is the knowledge of everything. 

There [in the previous sentence], by the word "knowledge" here: 

"through the knowledge of the one thing" and by the word "knowledge" here: 

"there is the knowledge of everything" the knowledge which is certainly 

real is to be understood, not [knowledge] which is common to what is 

unreal. If that was so, because the knowledge which is unreal is based 

upon a defect, there could be no mention of a supramundane meaning in the 

proposition. And because there is conformity with the examples of the 

clay etc. Because when clay is known as composed of cotton there is no 

possibility of the knowledge of a pot as composed of clay, Or when clay 

is known as clay there is no possibility of the knowledge of a pot as a 

piece of cloth. But when clay is known as clay there is the knowledge of 

a pot as clay. And so the very clear mention is seen there by the word 

"real" in the manner: "the clay alone is real". 

comment 

The "knowledge which is certainly real" means the pure awareness 

which persists in all knowledge'and is therefore real. The knowledge 
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"which is common to what is unreal" refers to the knowledge which is 

qualified by an object. Such knowledge is unreal because it is based upon 

the defect of Ignorance (ajnana). Only the knowledge which is the basis 

of all knowledge,i.e. awareness as such, is in agreement with the 

supramundane meaning of the proposition: "through the knowledge of the 

one thing, there is the knowledge of everything"• 

In reference to the examples of clay and cotton, the meaning is that 

unless you know clay you cannot know what is made of clay. When the cause 

is not known as it is, there is no true knowledge of the effects. When 

the cause is correctly known there is no false knowledge regarding the 

effects but only the true knowledge of the effects. 

-3.185. <r'm'it llfu"fir:rr: qHtrrr'"fl~tc'fffi~ ij"~lfr t~Rr-e c 
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·3.185. Although since clay has no absolute reality even the knowledge of 

that [clay] as being clay is only unreal, still, those examples are 

mentioned having recourse to conventional reality in accordance with 

ordinary cognition. Because in the world, reality is recognized in 

different degrees. The knowledge of a pot as a piece of cloth is unreal. 

Because the nature of cloth in regard to a pot is impermanent since it 

only remains as long as there is a defect. With regard to that, the 

knowledge of a pot as a pot is real. Because with regard to the nature of 

the cloth, the nature of the pot continues at a later time. But even such 

a knowledge of a pot as a pot is certainly unreal with regard to the 

knowledge of the pot as the nature of clay. Because with regard to the 

nature of the pot, the nature of the clay continues at a later time. 



457 

For the nature of the clay remains prior to the origination of the pot 

and subsequent to the destruction of the pot, Even the knowledge [of clay] 

as clay would be certainly unreal with regard to the knowledge of the 

nature of its cause. That is another thing. 

-3.186. 

3.186. It was indeed previously mentioned (3.171 .) that having shown 

this proposition to be a statement which has possibility through the 

examples of the clay etc., for the subsequent proving of that [proposition] 

it is said: "1-tr dear, this was existence alone in the beginning, one 

alone, without a second". This is the intended meaning: here, the state 

prior to the world is made known. The material cause is indeed the state 

obtained prior [to the world]. That very [material cause], obtaining 

another state, is the effect. And by the knowledge of the material cause 

the knowledge of the real portion belonging to the effect is easily 

gained (cf., 3.172.). In accordance with the meaning previously stated, 

the single entity understood by the word "which": "Through which", forming 

part of the proposition ["Through which, what is unheard" etc.], is said 

by the word "existence". Similarly, every object, which is what is 

understood by this: "what is unheard becomes heard", is comprehended by 

the word "this". And that which is gross or subtle, near or remote, 

capable of perception etc. or incapable of it, is to be understood as 
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indeed everything [referring to the previous sentence], Otherwise there 

would be the failure of the proposition, because what is not understood 

[by the word "this"] is not said to be the effect of existence here [in 

the sentence: "My dear, this was existence alone ... "] and therefore 

there is no possibility of the knowledge of~ that through the knowledge 

of Brahman, And because without authority there is no proof for a 

restriction [in the meaning]. 

3.187. 

3.187. The word "this" presents the subject here. The word "existence" 

presents the predicate. Because it is connected with the word "alone", 

That has been told; 

The word "that" and the word "alone" (!!!!:.) would 

be the distinctive mark of the predicate. 

The two words "one", "without a second" relate to the predicate. There 

too [in reference to those two words], the subject is only what is 

expressed by the word "this". Not what is expressed by the word "existence". 

Because the predicate, which is conceived as being the subject, is not 
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authoritative. Although being one and being without a second, which are 

enjoined with reference to pointing out the meaning of the word "this", 

resolve only in the meaning of the word "existence" on account of making 

known the identity of the meaning of the word "this" with the meaning of 

the word "existence": "l-IY" dear, this was existence alone", still, 

according to the expressed sense the meaning of the word "existence" is 

not established as the subject there. And "in the beginning" (agre) is 

also connected to the threefold predicate. 

(a) This world was existence alone prior to origination. (b) 

Similarly, this world was one alone prior to origination. (c) So too, 

this world was indeed without a second prior to origination. In the first 

sentence, the teaching of an existent cause is established through the 

refutation of the teaching of Emptiness. And existence is established 

as the material cause on account of the designation through grammatical 

apposition: "this [was] existence". In the second, the teaching of a 

single cause is established through the refutation of the teaching of 

multiple causes. In the third, by this: "without a second" the teaching 

that the cause is free from distinction is established through the 

refutation of the teaching that the cause possesses distinction. Thus the 

cause is established as being free from the threefold differences. 

-3.188. 

- 3.188. It should not be said that: "a second" is only by means of 



·something similar to oneself, but not on account of some attribute 

belonging to oneself. So how is there an exclusion of the difference 

belonging to oneself through the word "without a second"? [reason] 

Because the possession of a second is seen even through something 
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belonging to oneself in: "accompanied by a sword he followed the Pa!f4ava", 

"when my father, together with a bow, bears the brunt of ihe battle, what 

is the occasion for fear?" (Vel}Isam.3.7.) etc. The declaration of the 

exponents of non-duality that: the word "without a second" does not allow 

the possession of a second even due to a quality, is only based upon this. 

The absence of the threefold difference is shown in the Tejobindupani~~ 

also: 

There can be no threefold difference for me: 

there is nothing whatsoever belonging to the 

same class as me, there is no member of 

another class anywhere for me and there is no 

internal [difference] whatsoever for me (Tejo.3.47.). 

3 .189. 
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3.189. There would be failure of the proposition in the teaching of 

Emptiness, in the teaching of only an efficient cause, in the teaching 

of multiple causes and in the teaching of a cause possessing distinction. 

Because the proposition of the knowledge of everything through the 

knowledge of the one is established only when, with regard to the mere 

effect, one without distinction is the material cause. Not otherwise. 

In the teaching of Emptiness, a cause which is a positive entity indeed 

does not exist, so how is there knowledge of the one? The knowledge of 

everything through [knowing] that is far removed. Similarly, if that 

[one to be known] is only the efficient cause, how is there the knowledge 

of everything through that? Because the knowledge of a pot does not arise 

through the knowledge of a [potter's] stick. So too, in the teaching of 

multiple material causes, how is there the knowledge of everything through 

the knowledge of a single cause which is included in such multiple causes? 

Because a pot made with multiple metals such as gold, silver, copper etc. 

cannot be known through the knowledge of the single [metal] gold. Or pots 

made separately with those metals cannot be known through the knowledge 

of the single [metal] gold. 

Similarly, there can be no establishment of the proposition even in 

the teaching that the cause possesses distinction. Because a thing which 

possesses distinction can be said to be "like this" [A] on account of that 

distinction. And because being like this [A] is contrary to being like 

that (B], something else which is like that [B] must be necessarily 

admitted to be a thing. If the thing like that [B] is the cause with 

reference to some effect, the knowledge of the thing like that [B] and its 

effect is hard to be gained through the knowledge of the thing like this 

[A]. So the previously proposed knowledge of everything is not accomplished. 
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By this: "one alone" there is the removal of the difference which 

has another cause as its counter correlate, which belongs to the one 

cause and is included in that and which results through the supposition 

of multiple causes. Whereas by this: "without a second" there is the 

removal of the difference belonging to the cause even though it has a 

counter correla.te which is not active. And that [removal] is even for 

the difference belonging to oneself, in the way that was told. 

comment 

A pot, for example, has many causes such as the pot maker, the 

stick used in fashioning the pot, etc, The statement: "one alone" removes 

the idea of multiple causes. The word: "without a second" removes the 

idea of difference belonging to the cause which is "not active" i.e. 

which does not have anything to do with causality. 

3.190. 

11;>f R~~ um~~Tqll:t("li\Qn~q'f<j'q~ f~rf~'il'~fuilllrrllm'lr?.:
~ <r.l~fl!'1 m~mm;t 11m~rfu~<~' cyq~:;:q'it or.:i '1T (lf{~q('
~~ lll~~';t: ~mi~ ~q~q- 1!;'1 t'i!?.:i:ti~ I Fii 'if ~<1-
flRl ~ • t ~ ~ .., ~ . ...:=.. -'ll 'll~l.l ~· G'fll(f: ~ lt~iTRR FllW~VFIT •HI ~--~-

&qill"'ll~~ ~il*\!~114 ~il'f I ~~'fiT1lf ~~'f~i:tvr :j!Tml:l'f
l:ifq ~ ~~qll'f m;f ~+rf!lifq- 'liD'm\'ilTI'a'~ I Q~l:l' QWf

~Tm~~;f fll~AI~ilill~\-t'a';rf 11~ rr llfu<r.Rt m~<~:qQ'[ 
~ e e 

~t ~ Q~~t.r'WIT ~;r ~'f~ttll'f ~.r u~+riilm 'liD-

~: I \illl?-m:1Jf~'""'l'l~l<i"l \illlT~ ~~ ~~~ w-:f ~+r: 
f?ffir 11'fumfuf~~fil lli!J'l'liPtd ~ mit~!{ II Zl9 II . 

. 3.190, When it is so established, wise people should certainly ascertain 

that if, according to the statement of Ramanuja, the word "without a 

second" aims at teaching the union with various powers, how is the 

knowledge of such powers applicable for the establishment of the 

proposition? Or how could there be the failure of the meaning which was 

proposed if there is ignorance of such powers? 

Furthermore, according to the view of the Visi§tadvaitins who 

think that the whole world consisting of the elements and elementals is 

real, the knowledge of all things is certainly difficult to be gained 
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through the knowledge of the entity expressed by the word "existence". 

And there is incongruity with the example: even when clay is known as 

the nature of clay, the knowledge of a pot as having the nature of 

potness is certainly difficult to be gained. But according to the view 

of the Advaitins who are the exponents of falsity in the manner: "a pot 

is certainly unreal as having the nature of potness", when clay is known 

as the nature of clay, the knowledge of a pot as the nature of clay-

which is real with regard to the nature of a pot- is easily gained and 

so there is congruity with the example. And there is establishment of 

the proposition: through the knowledge of the pure existence which is the 

cause of the world the knowledge of the existence-portion which is the 

reality in the world is easily acquired. So what has been previously 

demonstrated should certainly not be forgotten. 

3.1 91 • 

3.1 91 • 

,....... ....... ~ ...... ....... 

~fCTP!fil~UOfl ~~<r'i'f <rT ~OfT~f.<r: I 

i'fmT illftf~'f~~ ~1~TR11~9 ~'«{"if II ~ <:: II .., 

Statements about qualities are seen in the sacred 

texts, traditions and legendary histories. The 

purport of those [statements referring to qualities] 

is indicated elsewhere in the same sacred texts etc. 18. 

3.192. ~ 'wtR'til" fl ~~'111m Rc<l~~'l~ AA~: ~:' ( '-frqro 
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;'ifl~ \l~~f ~UJRT'IoO'll.'i~l{~iJ;~'II({_' ( ~l"lfo 9;0 q_ o lfo 
Z 11) ~ m~<~J( I 'fiT\Ol~~'fTT'l:rtrif ~~ '1\,imt R~'l I <ril\1Jf

~'11'if q;r 'liR'lit~ I tfRliT'Ii11:111~<{Tfl'r;ft ?J111t: \l~~~'ll~TS'I'if q3( 

'fil1i'lm ~~~ ill~T<ii \l'i;J•it: I trtll "i 'li11ilfm<rf ?;!UJT<rl~~~~SI'if 
<i~ijtTT Rf~~~~'l <iNT"ll~<r 'li~ «~<'llli(<f<f•<IT'l~T3f f<tq{'t({-
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3,192. But what has been said (~ri.B.Para,49.p.91 ,)153 : 

Indeed, if there is the negation of everything 

[by the word "without a second"], [qualities] 

such as eternity etc., which you accept, must 

be negated, 
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That is not so, Because it is the desired conclusion. For the exponents 

of maya do not accept any positive attribute whatsoever in Brahman. 

"Eternity" is only the absence of possessing origination and destruction. 

It was demonstrated previously (3.55.) that there is no possession of 

a distinction due to the absence [of possessing a quality]. 

But what has been said (~ri.B.Para.49.p.91 ,92.): 

The maxim that all the recensions [of the Veda] 

teach the same meaning154 has a contrary result 

for you, Because it is the reason for bringing 

together here [in the sentence "existence alone,,,"] 

qualities such as omniscience etc. which are 

connected with the cause [of the world] in all the 

recensions. 

That is questionable. Brahman, who is accepted as the cause, is in 

reality indeed free from distinction. Even causality is only superimposed 

there [in regard to Brahman]. Because it is our established position that 

even qualities such as omniscience etc., which are applicable for such 

causality, are only superimposed there [in Brahman]. And so how does 

the maxim that all the recensions [of the Veda] teach the same meaning 
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have a contrary result here? Because even in bringing together qualities 

which are superimposed, there is no negation in reality of the nature of 

being free from distinction. On the contrary, according to that maxim, 

Brahman being free from distinction is certainly recognized to be a fact 

everywhere in the sentences [which teach] a cause. 

But what has been said {~ri.B.Para.49.p.92.)155 , 

a statement [teaching] freedom from qualities 

relates to the qualities which are to be given 

up as they pertain to pralo;!!_ [i.e. "nature"]. 

That has indeed been answered before {3.49.). It has also been previously 

stated {3.48.) that the sacred texts beginning with: "The one who is all 

knowing" {Mu.1.1.9.) which are shown {~ri.B.Para.49.p.92.) to teach the 

qualities such as knowership etc. in Brahman, are employed as connected 

with qualities which pertain to a limiting adjunct, Otherwise, there 

would be contradiction with the sacred text: "free from qualities" {Cii.7.). 

3.193. 
~~ ' f.i~Oii.fl't~Hf ~"'FI'll>tf 'l fcrrlit:t~~l:;Jfrmro' 

~<Rr.f ~1l:;\1J!Flfl~«f1f,<i ~H'l'Wl"l ~~~q trl WHlJ!l if.<!'liOb 
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~ I il?l' ~ I 4nlifli11U4~UJ~l'l'i :;!UJ~ ilil'~lliB~~"'I({ I 
~'@11 ~~~lfu:"ll 'l ~~{ af~ ~T'if or ~ I ~
~~or ~r ~lJ!"'H;II'll~~~mltA~~ ~tf~11 I 
fii:; i! ~ll~d4"1ffR"'"'ll~~UJfrnW~~ I ?l"l:IT[q m Tl;"'" R\<W: I 
'li~'li.t4 ~ "'"mllifll'lffi({'lr WI~ Tl;if llftiw~r: I t~~ 
:::t p,;. " " . p,;:, " • " ~ • 
'< t{01i'i'ii'l"llilqla:i.fl~QRI:;!I!Jf.nl4HHllldqli{i.fl~ iii~ Pn'llli{~"l 
~d'\1~ mf*rff ~ ~ , · 



3.193. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.50.p.93.): 

This sacred text (Ch.8,1.5.) certainly distinguishes 

the scope of the statements [teaching] freedom from 

qualities and the statements [teaching] the possession 

of qualities. Having negated the qualities which must 

be given up beginning with "who is free from sin" and 

ending with "who is without thirst", it enjoins 

auspicious qualities for Brahman: "whose desire is 

true", "whos~ resolve is true". So because there is no 

contradiction between the statements [teaching] 

possession of qualities and freedom from qualities, 

it must not even be suspected that one of the two 

depends upon an object which is false. 

That is incongruous. For you accept that the sacred text: 

[This is the Self], who is free from sin, ageless, 

without death, without sorrow, who is without 

hunger and thirst, whose desire is true, whose 

resolve is true (Ch.8,1.5,) 

466 

distinguishes the scope of the statements [teaching] the possession of 

qualities and freedom from qualities. There, the scope of the sacred text 

[teaching] freedom from qualities is shown by the part beginning with 

"who is free from sin" and ending with "who is without thirst". The scope 

of the sacred text [teaching] the possession of qualities is shown by 

the part: "whose desire is true", "whose resolve is true". 

That is not possible. Because sin, old age, death etc. are not 

known anywhere as being a quality. It is also not correct that the scope 

of the sacred text [teaching] the possession of qualities is shown by: 

"whose desire is true" etc. Because the sacred texts [teaching] the 

possession of qualities do not enjoin qualities keeping the general quality 

in the forefront through words such as "possessing qualities", "the 
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possessor of qualities" etc. But [they enjoin qualities] keeping the 

particular quality in the forefront such as knowership, divinity, 

lordship etc. You too have certainly specified those [sacred texts]. In 

"whose desire is true ••• ", only particular qualities are taught such as 

the nature of true desire etc. And so wise people must indeed ascertain: 

how is there a demonstration of an object [of worship] for the sacred 

texts teaching particular qualities through a sacred text which teaches 

other particular qualities? 

comment 

Abhyankar firstly argues that statements such as "who is free from 

sin" etc. cannot denote freedom from qualities since sin, old age, death 

etc. are not accepted as qualities of the Self. 

Abhyankar then argues that the sacred texts denoting qualities do 

not state in a general manner that Brahman "possesses qualities" (sagUIJ..'!:.) 

or is the "possessor of qualities" (g.!!:'}-avan). For if that was so, 

qualities could be connected to such statements in the same way as one 

could say: "think of Mr. X. endowed with these virtues". But the sacred 

texts denote only particular qualities such as "knowership", "divinity" 

etc. If for the purpose of worship, the divinity mentioned in the text: 

"That divinity reflected" (seyam devataik~ata) (Ch.6.3.2.) is connected 

with qualities such as "whose desire is true" (satyakamal}) (Ch.8.1.5.) 

then there are just two sets of statements denoting particular qualities. 

Abhyankar argues that the object of worship is not revealed by merely 

stating the qualities. 

3 .194. tt "~" 4il~"l't(t{t ~~"l•ii't<N ~m-
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3.194. Furthermore, the nature of true desire etc. taught by the sacred 

text: "whose desire is true·, whose resolve is true" are not inherent 

qualities of the Self. Because the sacred text itself clearly tells that 

desire etc, are particular modifications of the mind: 

Desire, resolve, doubt, faith, lack of faith, 

steadiness, lack of steadiness, shame, intelligence 

and fear: all this is only the mind (B~h.1 .5.3.). 

Knowership too is only a particular modification of the mind. Because 

Knowledge [i.e. cognition] is denoted by the word "intelligence". And so 

it is indeed correct that the sacred text: "Desire, resolve ... " certainly 

brings about the non-contradiction between the statements [teaching] 

freedom from qualities and the statements [teaching] the possession of 

qualities. Here, the Knowledge possessing a locus and an object is a 

particular modification of the mind. But the Knowledge without an object 

and a locus is indeed the essential nature of the Self. So on no account 

does the Self possess qualities. Bliss too is only a particularity of 

Knowledge. You also have certainly accepted this when you said (Sri.B, 

Para. 51 .p. 97.): "Because Knowledge which is itself agreeable is said to 

be bliss". And so Brahman does not possess a quality even on account of 

that [bliss]. 

3.1 95. 

-3.195. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.50.p.94.): 

This sacred text: "He who knows the bliss of 

Brahman" (Tai.2.9.1.) tells with great attention 
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that Brahman has limitless auspicious qualities. 

The purport of that [text] is that the attention to the qualities of 

Brahman is made known, because having not said: "He who knows Brahman" 

it is said: "He who knows the bliss of Brahman". But just by this, bliss 

is not established as a real quality of Brahman. When a woman.• s clothes 

are worn by a man, although the spectators are engaged in looking on with 

great attention, he is seen as only relating to a limiting adjunct, 

3.1 96. 
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3.196. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.50.p.94.): 

The statement making known the result of the knowledge 

of Brahman: "He attains all desires, together with the 

wise Brahman" (Tai ,2 .1 .1 • ) tells that the supreme, wise 

Brahman has limitless qualities. [the prose order is] 

vipaScit& bl-ahmal).~ saha sarvS:n k.aman aSnute. "Desires" 

are [the objects] longed for, i.e. the auspicious 

qualities. The meaning is that he attains, together with 

Brahman, all the qualities of that [Brahman]. 

That is questionable. Concerning this, what is this word which directly 

expresses qualities? Or how is there a connection of such qualities with 
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Brahman? The word "desire", however, is not conventionally used in the 

sense of qualities, You too have certainly accepted this by showing the 

etymological connection: "Desires (kam~) are [the objects] longed for 

(kamyante)", When the etymological connection is kept in the forefront, 

the word "desire" does not directly express qualities in the sense of 

qualities. Even in the denotation of qualities in the form of what is 

desirable, qualities certainly cannot be accepted here, Because it is 

possible for objects of enjoyment to be desirable [things] other than 

qualities. For this very reason, [qualities] are not even able to be 

postulated here. Because the universal is postulated through a distinction 

but not distinctions through the universal. Although there is a rule that 

there is no universal without a·distinction, still, it cannot be 

ascertained by the universal that "so and so is indeed the distinction 

there". 

3 .1 97. ~ '<!l'if ff ifllTT if~ 
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'fillll zy<n~m .~ R<rilor Of \T!Pl~ 1 'fiill~<r f'"1~4«1'fii¥:~
+!Tiffi(_ I ~m~ 9;'iflll>r)Qffi ~«T'fiT~~·5:tQC(l'(~li'tsftt' ~: 
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-3.197. How is there the ascertainment that those qualities here indeed 

. belong to Brahman? Because there is no word seen here which ends in the 

sixth case, i,e, "of Brahman" and is connected with [the word] "desires". 
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But the expectation "whose desires?" does not invariably arise, Because 

the word "desire" does not always possess expectancy, Because even in 

such a case where there is the usage of the word "always possesses 

expectancy" in the manner: "he obtains a son", the cessation of the 

expectancy is customary just through the supposition: "only for the 

agent himself". 

Furthermore, the qualities of Brahman certainly cannot be obtained 

by the individual soul. But qualities which are similar to the qualities 

of Brahman, Hence this zeal of Ramanuja for establishing Brahman as 

possessing qualities is certainly out of place. Because the word "desire" 

does not denote a quality. Even in the denotation of a quality, there is 

no expectation due to that. Even in the expectation, there is no 

connection to Brahman. Even in the connection, there is no possibility 

of the attainment of the qualities of Brahman. 

But if [you say] there is the possibility of the attainment of the 

qualities of Brahman through the intended meaning of the identity 

between the individual soul and Brahman, [we reply] you have come to my 

path. Accordingly, the meaning of the sacred text is correct in this 

manner: saha is in the sense of "simultaneously" (yugapad). Sa means 

"he who knows, who is of the nature of Brahman", attains simultaneously 

all desires on account of being the very nature of Brahman. Since 

those particular pleasures which are accepted as being able to be 

experienced in the limiting adjuncts of Hira~agarbha etc. are not 

distinct from the bliss of Brahman, the one who knows -being of the 

nature of Brahman- attains indeed all bliss. Even becoming the nature of 

bliss is only a particular desire [i.e. bliss. kima = ananda, supra,] 

belonging to the state of the person desirous of liberation. And so 

[in the state of liberation] being the nature of Brahman which is 

unbroken bliss is arrived at. 
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3·.198. This is indeed the state of liberation, There is no knower-known 

relation in this state. Because Brahman is not an object of knowledge. 

That has been told: 

For whom it [Brahman] is not thought, for him 

it is thought. For whom it is thought, he does 

not know. It is unknown for those who know and 

it is known for those who do not know (Ke,2.3,), 

The meaning of the sacred text is: "for whom" (yasya) Brahman is "not 

thought" (amatam) i.e. there is the ascertainment: "not an object of 

knowledge", it is correctly understood by that person, But "for whom" 

(yasya) Brahman is "thought" (matam) i,e, accepted as being an object of 

knowledge, "he does not know" (~ !!!!c veda). Because Brahman is certainly 

"unknown" (avi.jnatam) "for those who know" (vi.janatam) in the manner: 

"Brahman is known by us as an object of the knowledge depending upon us", 

Because a subject-object relation is not possible in the non-dual Brahman, 

Brahman is "known" (vi.jnatam) "for those who do not know" (avi.janatam) i,e, 

for those who know: "Brahman is not an object of knowledge". 

However in the state of being a seeker, the assumption of the 
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relation of knower and known certainly exists. And in accordance with 

that, the "knower of Brahman" is told here: "The knower of Brahman attains 

the supreme" (Tai.2.1.1.). Due to this, [the statement] (Sr'i.B.Para.50. 

156 p.95.) : 

if Brahman is not an object of knowledge, there 

could be no teaching that liberation results 

from knowledge: "The knower of Brahman attains 

the supreme" (Tai .2.1 .1.), "The one who knows 

Brahman becomes Brahman indeed" (Mu.3.2.9.) 

is refuted. 

3 .199. 

3.199. But what has been said (Sr'i.B.Para.50.p.95,96.): 

"From which words return, along with the mind, 

having not reached" (Tai.2.4.1.). Through hearing 

that the limitless Brahman, who has immeasurable 

qualities, is incapable of being limited as 



"so much" by speech and mind; [we understand that in 

the Kena text] Brahman is said to be "unknown" 

(avijnatam) and "not thought" (amatam) for those who 

have knowledge of the limitation of Brahman in the 

manner: "Brahman is so much". Bec.ause Brahman is 

without limit. 
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There [in the Kena text], it is certainly true that Brahman is unknown 

for those who have knowledge of the limitation of Brahman. But that is 

not the purport of the sacred text which is under discussion. Because 

there is no authority for this [word]: "for those who know" as having 

the meaning: "for those who have knowledge of the limitation of Brahman 

in the manner: ''so much" ''. 

Even the sacred text: "From which words [return]" does not have 

that as its purport. Because limitlessness of qualities has not been 

specified there in the sacred text as the reason for the return of speech 

and mind. It was indeed previously mentioned (3.51 ,) that in the 

expectation of a grammatical object for this [word]: "having not reached", 

Brahman alone, who is specified by the word "which" and heard as the 

limit ·for the return of speech, is proper to be connected. But not the 

limit: of. qualities etc. which are elliptically supplied. You [Ramanuja] 

too have certainly accepted this way when you said (Sri.B.Para.518. 

p.1007.)157: 

because in the expectation of a locus of separation, 

i,e, "from what do they rise up?" in relation to the 

sacred text: "his pr"';t~ do not rise up" (BJ;h.4,4.6.) 

occurring in the sutra: "If it is said on account of 

the denial, no ... " (B,S.8,2,12,), the self alone, 

which is heard as having connection [with the pra~~], 

is to be understood even e.s the locus of separation 

because it is [more] contiguous than the body which is 
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not heard [i.e. which is not mentioned in the passage]. 

And so because Brahman is just of the nature of Knowledge which is free 

from distinction, the return of speech and mind is from that. 

3.200. 

3.200. Accordingly, the sacred text: "You cannot see the seer of seeing" 

(B,h.3.4.2.) negates a seer distinct from seeing. But the explanation of 

this sacred text (Sri.B.Para.50.p.96.) 158 , 

Having thought that ignorance is the essential nature 

of the knower, [a view] established by fallacious 

reasoning on account of [the knower] being connected 

with the adventitious quality of consciousness, [the 

sacred text tells]: "you must not see the self in that 

manner, but you must see that even the seer has only 

seeing as its nature" 

is contrived. Because being insentient, which is the determining factor 

for the negation ["you cannot see ••• "], has not been specified in the 

sacred text. For the sacred text is suitable in the negation only of the 

nature of being a seer. It has certainly been told previously that the 

expression of knowership: "by what, nzy- dear, can one know the knower?" 

(B,h.2.4.14.) is figurative. 
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Furthermore, if knowership is real according to the view of 

Ramanuja, then the meaning of the sacred text: "[by what], my dear, [can 

one know] the knower?" is certainly not congruous. Because the word 

"what" here does not have as its purpose a question relating to a means. 

Because an answer "by such and such means" .is not subsequently seen. But 

it has the sense of a doubt. Because the means for the knowledge relating 

to knowership only has its purpose in a doubt, through that, even such 

knowledge is doubted. But that is certainly undesirable for Ramanuja. 

Because he accepts that the self is knowable. 

3. 201 • 

. 3.201. There is no scope for even a trace of difference in Brahman who 

is of the nature of Knowledge free from distinction. Because the negation 

of difference is seen in various ways in the sacred texts: 159 "There is 

no diversity whatsoever here. He who sees diversity, as it were, here, 

goes from death to death" (B:rh.4.4.19.), "Because where there is duality, 

as it were, then another sees another ••• but where everything has 

become the Self alone for this [knower of Brahman], then what should one 
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see and through what?" (B~h.4.5.15.) etc. But what has been said {Sri.B. 

Para.51 .p.98.)160, 

Since the entire world is an effect of Brahman and has 

that [Brahman] as its inner ruler and because there is 

oneness on account of [the world] having that [Brahman] 

as its Self, the diversity which is contrary to that 

[oneness] is negated in the sacred texts cited. On the 

other hand, the manifold nature of Brahman which is 

established in the sacred texts and which is preceeded 

by the resolve to become many: "May I be many, may I be 

born" (Ch.6.2.3.) is not negated. 

That is questionable. To explain. The expression "different" is of two 

types: (1) based upon difference which has another [thing] as its counter 

correlate and (2) based upon internal difference. The first is like earth 

is different with regard to water. Here, difference is the reason for the 

use of the word "different". And that [difference] is located in earth 

and has water as its counter correlate. The second is like earth is 

different due to the difference of pots and cloth etc. Here, difference 

is not the reason for the use of the word "different". Because the 

difference which has pot as its counter correlate does not exist in the 

pot and the difference which has cloth as its counter correlate does not 

exist in the cloth, therefore difference does not exist in earth as there 

is the characteristic property of earth-ness. But variety, which is based 

upon internal difference, is the reason for the use of the word 

"different" in this case. And this alone is the reason for the use of the 

word "diversity" too. 

3.202. 
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3.202. Seeing the world in this very manner [as having variety], which is 

well known in the world, is negated by the sacred text repeating: "He 

who sees diversity, as it were, here". Because there is the recollection 

of the whole world [by the word] "here" in the sacred text, just as there 

is by the word "this" in: "All this is indeed Brahman" (Ch.3.14.1 .). The 

negation of the seeing as being diverse amounts to seeing as being one. 

But the sacred text does not have its purport in the negation of mere 

seeing. If that was so, it would say only: "He who sees here goes from 

death to death". 

Moreover seeing the diverse objects as being one is possible only 

when they have a single material cause, And that alone is what is taught 

by the sacred text: "May I be many" (Tai.2.6.1., Ch.6.2.3,). This world, 

although being experienced as diverse, is made known by that sacred text 

in a manner which was unknown: as possessing origination preceded by a 

resolve which has as its agent [one who is] the single material cause. 

On account of this, [the statement] (Sri.B.Para.51.p.98.)161 : 

Having taught that Brahman has diversity, which is 



unknown through all the means of knowledge like 

perception etc. and which is difficult to 

comprehend, then that very [diversity] is being 

negated -this is ridiculous 
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is refuted. And because diversity in the world is known through the means 

of knowledge such as perception etc. 

If [you say]: this diversity is certainly not known through 

perception etc. as belonging to Brahman. [we reply] The purport of the 

sacred texts is to be conceived only in teaching the connection to 

Brahman. And that connection is not negated by the sacred text: "He who 

sees diversity, as it were, here". But only the seeing as being diverse 

is negated, so what is ridiculous here? On the contrary, the sacred text: 

"May I be many", having shown that the world has a single material cause, 

is certainly applicable for seeing oneness which is the object of the 

sacred text: "He who sees diversity, as it were, here". 

-3.203. Furthermore, the negation taught by the sacred text: "He who sees 

diversity, as it were, here" is all the more logically impossible 

according to the view of Ramanuja. Because he accepts the diversity in 
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the world as real. In his view, no sacred text can be connected with the 

intended meaning that there is no diversity in Brahman. Because there 

is no cognition of such a meaning due to the expression "here" in: "He 

who sees diversity, as it were, here". And because he accepts diversity 

on account of the difference of the threefold reality consisting of the 

sentient, the insentient and the Inner-controller, which [difference] 

belongs to Brahman who is qualified by a body consisting of the sentient 

and the insentient, 

But if [you say] that the intended meaning [of the text: "He who 

sees diversity,as it were, here"] is that there is no such object 

whatsoever different from Brahman, for which Brahman is not the cause 

or the Inner-controller, [we reply] There must be implication in the 

word "diversity". Because there is no reason for the usage which was told 

before [supra., ".,,he accepts diversity on account of the difference ... "]. 

For we mentioned just previously that difference is not the reason for 

the use of the word "diversity". Nor is difference the reason for the use 

of even the word "duality". But duality is based upon internal difference, 

It is to be understood that having repeated the seeing etc. which is well 

known in the world as having some agent and some object and which is the 

effect of the duality belonging to such a world, by this: "Because where 

there is duality, as it were, then another sees another" (Brh.4.5-.15.) 

etc., it. is negated by: "But where everything has become the Self alone 

for this [knower of Brahman], then what should one see and through what?" 

(Brh.4.5.15.) etc. 

\ 
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3.204. The attainment of fear has been taught on account of seeing 

diversity: "For when he makes the slightest difference in this [Brahman], 

then he has fear" (Tai.2.7.1 .). And so it is indicated that seeing 

diversity is not desired on the part of a person seeking freedom from 

fear. Thus the purport of that sacred text too is only in the negation 

of seeing diversity. 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.51 .p.98.)162 : 

The recollection of the manifold nature of that 

[Brahman] is taught as the cause of peace: "All 

this is indeed Brahman. The origination, absorption 

and sustenance [of the world] is due to that [Brahman]. 

Thus being peaceful, may one contemplate" (Ch.3.14.1 .). 

That is questionable. To explain. The word "thus" here: "Thus being 

peaceful, may one contemplate", having recalled what was previously said, 

it makes known that [recollection) to be the cause of peace. The pair of 

words "Brahman" and "tajjalan", occurring in the prior portion: "All this 

is indeed Brahman. The origination, absorption and sustenance [of the 

world] is due to that [Brahman] (tajjalan)", denotes the predicate •. With 

reference to all this world [which is the subject], the nature of being 

Brahman and its having origination etc. from that [Brahman) is enjoined 

[as the predicate]. Born from that (tajjam) means it arises from that 



482 

Brahman. Lam means "it resolves".!!:, means "it breathes" in the sense 

that "it lives". The origination of the world is only from Brahman and 

the dissolution is only in Brahman. So too, the activity of the world is 

only through Brahman. When everything is made .known as being Brahman by 

the first positive statement here, in the expectation: "how does 

everything have the nature of being Brahman?", the second positive 

statement: "The origination, absorption and sustenance [of the world] is 

due to that [Brahman]" is begun for demonstrating that. And peace is 

easily acquired upon the recollection that everything is only of the 

nature of Brahman: because there is no desire and aversion due to the 

absence of the recollection of diversity. And so the recollection of 

diversity is certainly not enjoined here. So how could there be the 

instruction that it is the cause of peace? 

-3.205. But the diversity made known by the word "all", which denotes the 

subject, does not present a cause at all.163 On the contrary, upon the 

recollection of diversity, even though peace was existing previously it 

is thwarted due to the possibility of desire and aversion. Perhaps there 

is the possibility of the decrease of aversion upon the recollection of 
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diversity even as consisting of the nature of Brahman. But there would 

certainly be an increase of desire. And so peace is indeed difficult to 

be acquired. 

On account of this, having taken the word "antara" as having the 

meaning of "an interval" in the sacred text: "For when he makes the 

slightest interval in this, then he has fear" (Tai.2.7.1.), the 

establishing of that [meaning] (Sri.B.Para.51 .p.99.) is replied to. 

The word "antara" even having the meaning of "a hole" must be understood 

as refuted in just the same way. Because no one is able to make an 

interval or a hole in Brahman. So his fear is far away. In the 

expectation: "where does he make a difference {antara)?", only "in this" 

-which is mentioned in the sentence itself- can be connected there. But 

not the "stability" in Brahman which is mentioned in the previous 

sentence, And because the word "stability" in the previous sentence: "••• 

he finds stability in this invisible ••• " (Tai.2.7.1 .) does not end in the 

seventh case. But there is certainly trouble in changing it to a seventh 

case ending. And there is no possibility of the connection of this: "in 

this" which belongs to this sentence ["For when he makes the slightest 

difference in this ••• "] to the meaning of the word "stability" which has 

persisted [in the sentence: "For when ••• "] because there is the maxim: 

"Between what has been heard and what is inferred, the connection with 

what is heard is stronger". 
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3.206. It should not be said that: the connection of Brahman as being the 

meaning of the word "this" ["For when he makes the slightest ••• in this"] 

is not possible when the meaning of the word "antara" is heard in the 

sense of nan interval" or "a holen. So there is no scope of that maxim 

here. Because that maxim is applicable only upon the possibility of a 

connection in both places. [reason] Because the connection is possible 

when the meaning of the word "antara" is heard in the sense of "difference". 

For there is no restrictive rule here: "difference cannot be accepted as 

the meaning of the word "antara" here". 

Furthermore, because the word "in this" is in the previous 

sentence also, there would be the connection of the "stability" connected 

with that [previous "in this"] in the latter sentence. So the sacred text 

certainly need not utter the word "in this" again in the latter sentence. 

And so the intended meaning of the sacred text is understood as: the word 

"in this" occurs again only for the purpose of the cessation of "stability". 

3.207. 
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3·.207. This teaching of Brahman free from distinction is certainly 

accepted by the author of the siitras also. That has been told: "There is 

no twofold characteristic for the supreme, even on account of place, 

because everywhere [it is taught otherwise]" (B.S,3.2.11 .). The meaning 

of that is: "place" means a limiting adjunct. The "twofold characteristic" 

(ubhayalingam) i.e. the characteristic of possessing distinction and being 

free from distinction, "for the supreme" (parasya) i.e. Brahman, certainly 

does not inherently exist. But it does not exist "even on account of place" 

[i.e. due to a limiting adjunct] (sthanato•_E). Because "everywhere" 

(sarvatra) in the sacred texts such as: "Soundless ••• " (Ka"tha.1.3.15.) 

etc., Brahman is taught only as having all distinctions set aside. 

It should not be said: then how can there be the declaration of 

the non-dualists that "Brahman is free from distinction"? [reason] An 

expression by words such as 11 free from distinction", "non-dual" etc. is 

for those who ascertain there only that: Brahman, which is indeed utterly 

inexpressible [directly], has to be said somehow. But in reality, 

Brahman cannot be directly expressed by the word "free from distinction" 

or by the word "non-dual" etc, That has been told in the ~~~ti 

This is in relation to the highest truth: there 

is no duality and nor even is there non-duality (Dak~asm.7.46.). 

But the explanation of that siitra (B.S.3.2.11.), (Sri.B.Para.401. 

164 p.810.) : 

Not even a trace of imperfection is possible "for the 

supreme" (parasya) Brahman, "even on account of place" 

(sthanato ',E) such as earth etc. Because "everywhere" 

(sarvatra) the supreme Brahman is told as having this 

"twofold characteristic" {ubhayalingam) of being free 

from defect and possessing qualities. 

That does not bring about admiration in the mind. Because this [siitra] is 
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a statement of negation. What rule is this: "what is to be negated there 

is only what is accepted as being supplied through an ellipsis"? And so 

Brahman is certainly free from all distinctions. It must be understood 

that the distinctions which are recognized in the world are all together 

certainly without absolute reality. 
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·3,208. By way of refuting the view of the exponents of non-duality [who 

consider that]: "pure Knowledge free from distinction is alone the 

absolute reality", a collection of sentences from the Gita beginning with: 

"He who knows me, the great Lord of the worlds, to be unborn and 

beginningless" (G.10.3.) have been cited (Sri.B.Para.52.p.100.) as 

teaching that Brahman possesses distinction. With regard to that, it is 

said: the nature of being unborn is not some attribute which is a positive 

entity. But it is the absence of birth. In the same manner, the nature of 

being beginningless is the absence of having an original cause, And 
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consequently how is the Self established as possessing distinction on 

account of these two negative conditions? 

Although qualities such as being the support of living beings are 

recognized in the sentences such as: "All beings dwell in me" (G.9.4.) 

(Sri.B.Para.52.p.100.) etc., nevertheless they are only based upon 

connection with the primary matter (pra~ti) but they are not actually 

real. For this very reason, freedom from qualities has been very clearly 

told there: "This supreme Self is without change because of being 

beginningless and because of being free from qualities" (G.13.31.). 

Similarly, being the support of all and the enjoyer of qualities here too: 

"Unattached and indeed the supporter of all, free from qualities and the 

enjoyer of qualities" (G.13.14.) are only based upon connection with the 

primary matter. Indeed the sentence in the Gita: "Know that modifications 

and qualities are born of the primary matter" (G.13.19.) distinguishes the 

scope of the sentences [teaching] possession of qualities and the scope of 

the sentences [teaching] freedom from qualities. So in no way can 

qualities be suspected as being innate. 

3.209. i 
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· 3.209. The collection of sentences beginning with: 11 0 sage, He transcends 

the primary matter of all beings, its modifications and defects such as 
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qualities etc • 11 (Vi~ .P .6. 5.83.), which are located in the Y!_~I}upura!}..!!-_, 

have been cited (Sri.B.Para.52.p.101 .) as teaching Brahman possessing 

distinction. Even for that [collection of sentences], no purport is seen 

in teaching Brahman possessing distinction. Because distinctions such as 

th,e nature of transcending beings etc. pertain to a limiting adjunct. 

Because the Self is taught as being free from distinction in the 

Vi'l!}upural};!!:. itself: 

That which is unmanifest, undecaying, inconceivable, 

unborn, changeless, indescribable, formless and which 

does not possess hands and feet etc. (Vi~.P.6.5.66.). 

In which differences have vanished, which is pure 

existence, not an object of words and which can be 

known by oneself -that Knowledge is known as 

Brahman (Vi~.P.6.7.53.). 

3. 21 0. 
"' "' "' 'l[<Fmo:r~qcqt~"'to:r o:r <m<r~ 
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~li'(am ~ u;;Fr~~G"il:fr;;r if~ q<:lfr~s{i!: 11 

(I"To ~o ~ 1 ~&.I ~11 )~m 1 
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3.210. Even the nature of being the source of beings is not an actual 

reality in the Self. Because the world is false. That has been told in 

the Vi~~upura~~ itself: 

The ignorant, seeing this entire world which has 

Knowledge for its essential nature as being of the 

nature of objects, are whirled around in the flood 

of delusion (Vi~.P.1.4.39.). 

Knowledge is indeed the highest reality. The 

dualists see things falsely (Vi~.P.2.14.31.).165 

"He is I and he is you and he is everything. This 

[universe] has the Self as its essential nature. 

Give up the delusion of difference." That excellent 

king, instructed by him [the brabma~~], had the 

understanding of the highest reality and abandoned 

[the view of] difference (Vi~.P.2.16.24.). 

The statement "not a cause" immediately following "the source of beings" 

here: "the source of beings, not a cause" (Vi~.P.6.5 .67 .) is in agreement 

only because the nature of being the source of beings has no actual 

reality in the Self. Thus it is established: Brahman is free from 

distinction and of the nature of pure Knowledge. And that Knowledge has 

certainly been previously stated (3.54.) as being without an object and 

without a locus. Because the Knowledge which possesses an object and a 

locus necessarily possesses distinction. If the Knowledge which possesses 

distinction is the highest reality, because there is the possibility 

that such Knowledge is the highest reality even according to the view of 

those who see duality as real, then the statement containing the reason: 

"The dualists see things falsely" in the previously cited text of the 

Viey~upura~~: "Knowledge is indeed the highest reality. The dualists see 

things falsely" (Vi§.P.2.14.31.) must be incongruous. 
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3.211. [objection] A distinction in the Self, in the manner of being an 

object of speech, is taught in the Vi~~upura~~· For instance (Sri.B. 

Para.52.p.101 ,102.): 

0 Maitreya, the word "Bhagavat" is used to denote 

the pure, highest Brahman, known as the one of 

mighty powers, the cause of all causes (Vi~.P.6.5.72.). 

The letter "bha" is endowed with a twofold meaning: 

"preparer" and "supporter". So too, 0 sage, the 

meaning of the letter "~" is the "leader", "mover" 

and "creator" (Vi~.P.6.5.73.). 
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[The two syllables] "bhaga" indicate the six [qualities] 

in their entirety: sovereignty, heroism, glory, prosperity, 

knowledge and dispassion (Vi~.P.6.5.74.}. 

The meaning of the letter "va" is that beings dwell there 

in the Self of beings, in the entire Self and he [dwells] 

in all beings and hence [the meaning of the letter "va"] 

is "imperishable" (Vi~ .P .6 .5. 75.}. 

The meaning of this [is as follows]166 : teaching the meaning of the 

component parts of the~word "bhagavat", he [the sage Parasara] tells the 

meaning of the letter"~" as "preparer". The word "bha" is established 

in the affix ·~'~11167[being added] to the verbal root bh:r. The twofold 

meaning of that [word "bha"] is: "preparer" and "supporter". "Preparation" 

means arranging the necessary paraphernalia, The "preparer" is said to be 

the one who makes the primary matter etc. capable of the production of 

effects. The "supporter" means the master. He [Parasara] tells the meaning 

of the letter "£!!:." as the "leader". The word "£!!:." is established in the 

affix "q~"[being added] to the verbal root gam which ends in [the causative] 

"IJ.!." .. "Leader" means the one who causes stability .. 11 Mover" means the one 

who brings about the destruction [of the cosmos]. "Creator" means the one 

who brings about the origination [of the cosmos]. The verbal root gam has 

the meanings of origination, sustenance and destruction. 

He tells the meaning of the two syllables which have been united: 

"bhaga" as "sovereignty". The word "entirety" is connected everywhere, 

"Glory" means fame through the possession of qualities. "Prosperity" means 

good fortune, "Dispassion" means indifference. 

He tells the meaning of the letter "va" as "they dwell". The word 

"va" is established in the affix "4.!!." [being added] to the verbal root 

vas(a) in the sense of the location or in the sense of the agent, "In the 

Self of beings" means in the Self of [all] beings. "In the entire Self" 
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means in its entire body. In the addition of the affix "kvipu168 to the 

verbal root tyaj (a) in the sense of 11he gives up the qualities to be 

abandoned", the mere consonant, in the form of the letter ".i", remains 

upon the elision of the portion beginning with ":t." on account of being 

included in the group of words beginning with ~~~odara.169 And that letter 

"t" is the final for the word 11 bhagavat". And so because the supreme Self 

can be directly expressed by the word "bhagavat", the possession of 

distinction must certainly be accepted in reality. 

. ?r.i'J:. I 1 ~ ~' ( f.i"o ~o G. l ". l \97{ ) ~-
" ~ "' l:GW''Hl~d'{'l~ TJ;'f-
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~): ' ( m.uo ~o G, ~ qo ':{ o ) ~'t.n 1 :onfo::_~qi{olllt~~lfil:· 
~?.Yd"IU~ lf:f ~q ~T>.f<:f ~~ ' ( ::fT'lT o ~ o \9 o q o ~ ) ~
;.-';f'f w~ t~f'!~q1;~ q\lf(~: ~m;;rmtr.llf'«1;d'J:.I oqm:Tft~ 
i.fi1;lf£N ~~"f~fll~~i.fiR 'IT'l'tl'lT'IT({_ I 

3.212. [reply] This is certainly not the case. Because there is the 

statement that the word 11 bhagavat 11 has a figurative meaning here: 

0 twice born, the word "bhagavat" is indeed a 

figurative expression used in the worship of 

Brahman even though that [Brahman] is not an 

object of words (Vis.P.6.5.71.) 

/ 
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in the very preceding verse contiguous to this: " ••• the pure, known as 

the one of mighty powers ••• " (Vi~.P.6.5.72.). How did you, while directing 

your sight upon the series [of verses] commencing with: " ••• the pure, 

known as the one of mighty powers ••• ", have feebleness of sight in the 

very preceding verse contiguous to that? It is a great wonder. Hence it 

has to be adhered to that the description of the Self as possessing 

distinction, which is seen in the Pura~~ or elsewhere, is effected only 

having accepted that the distinctions appearing in the Self are according 

to an understanding which pertains to ordinary relations, but it is not 

so in absolute reality. 

Even the colour which is taught in the sacred texts such as: "the 

colour of the sun" (Tai.X.3.11 .) only pertains to ordinary relations. 

Because that is of use only according to an understanding which pertains 

to ordinary relations. Although that [colour] pertains to ordinary 

relations it is certainly possible to be an "auspicious locus" for 

concentration. "Concentration" is fixing the mind at one place in the 

object of meditation through giving up other objects. The object to be 

meditated upon there is said to be an "auspicious locus". On account of 

this, the demonstration that the supreme Self possesses distinction in 

absolute reality, by the text beginning (Sri.B.Para.53.p.106.): 

In this context [Vi~.P.6.7.], having declared~ as 

the sole remedy for worldly existence and having stated 

the component parts of~ up to the withdrawal of the 

senses from external objects (pratyahara), in order to 

mention an "auspicious locus" for the purpose of the 

establishment of concentration, [it is taught] that the 

supreme Brahman, Vi~~u, [has two forms] ••• 

and ending with (Sri.B.Para.53.p.106.): 

the embodied form, which is established by Vedanta 

[passages] such as "the colour of the sun" etc., is 
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said to be the "auspicious locus" 

is set aside, Because there is no negating factor in accepting that even 

what pertains to ordinary relations can be an "auspicious locus", 

.3,213. 

" ,.,.,...;;. . ~ :. ~ . " " . 
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<;ttRn'\ ~~:ffi" 'lflll~ · ll)i~ {'lf~ ~'iT Of ~"l'fu ((t~Tfq ~~ifll<li 
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3,213. Here too: 

[I bow to that Vi~~u] who is, in reality, of the 

nature of Knowledge and who is absolutely pure, 

That [Vi~~u] is indeed determined to be a physical 

entity on account of erroneous vision (Vi~.P.1,2.6.) 

Brahman is in reality of the nature of pure Knowledge and seeing that 

[Brahman) as the nature of a physical entity is said to be error. The 

nature of being a "physical entity" is the nature of being a knower and 
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the nature of what is known. And so the "nature of Knowledge" which 

possesses distinction and has a locus and an object is established as 

something not really existing. 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.54.p.108.): 

Even here [in the passage]: "the nature of Knowledge" 

(Vi~.P.1.2.6.), the entire collection of things different 

from Knowledge is not taught as being false. Because the 

statement is only to this extent: the appearance of the 

Self, who is of the nature of Knowledge, in the form of 

objects such as gods, human beings etc. is erroneous. 

When it is said that the appearance of the pearl-oyster 

as silver is error, the entire collection of silver 

objects in the world is certainly not false. 

That is not so. Because here: "That [Vi~J}.u] is indeed [determined] to be 

a physical entity", there is no possibility of accepting the particular 

meaning "gods, human beings etc." by the word "entity" which has a 

universal application since it is mentioned as contrary to the Knowledge 

which was mentioned in the prior half [of the verse]. 

From the statement: "the rope is determined to be the nature of a 

snake on account of erroneous vision", no body believes that a particular 

snake is real in the manner that: "the white snake is certainly real there, 

only the black snake is indeed false". Although when it is said that the 

appearance of the pearl-oyster as silver is error, the entire collection 

of silver objects in the world is not false, still, some particular silver 

on the pearl-oyster is certainly not real. That the truth or falsity of 

silver elsewhere can be established to any extent by another means of 

knowledge is not the purport of this sentence there [ "the appearance of 

the pearl-oyster as silver is error"]. If like "That [Vi~I).u] is indeed 

[determined] to be a physical entity" it is said: "the pearl-oyster is 
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indeed recognized in the world as silver" then it would certainly be the 

purport there also [in relation to the sentence: "the appearance of the 

pearl-oyster ... " J. And so here 170: when it is said that because the world 

and Brahman are cognized as identical due to grammatical apposition [in 

the scriptures], Brahman, whose nature is Knowledge, having the form of 

an object, is erroneous, then the entire collection of objects is said to 

be false. 
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3.214. Furthermore, the falsity of the world is indeed indicated at the 

very beginning of the Yi~~upura~~ by teaching the identity [of Vi~~u 

with the world] through grammatical apposition: "and he is the world" 

(Vi~.P.1.1 .35.). To explain. A twofold question was put forward by 

Maitreya: "0 Brahman, what does the world consist of, and from what is 

this [world] consisting of the moveable and the inert?" (Vi~.P.1.1.9.). 

The affix maya~ in: "consists of what?" is in the sense of modification.171 

Or it is used in its own sense [i.e. only as conveying the sense of the 

word to which it is connected]. This question is about the material cause 

of the world i.e. "of what is this world a modification?" , or "what is 
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the nature of this world?". And the question: "and from what has this 

world consisting of the moveable and the inert been produced?" relates 

to the efficient cause which is remaining. And for that double question, 

Parasara has given a twofold answer: "That [Vi~l).u] brings about the 

sustenance and destruction of this world, and he is the world" (Vi~.P~1. 

1 .35.). The efficient cause of the world is stated: that supreme Self 

brings about the sustenance and destruction of this world. The material 

cause of the world is stated: and he alone is the world. 

It is established by hundreds of sacred texts that the supreme 

Self is free from change and it is repeated by Parasara in a later verse 

here itself: "[Salutations to Vi~l).u] who is without change, pure ••• " (Vi~. 

P.1 .2.1.). So the Self cannot be accepted as the material cause which 

undergoes transformation, but only as the material cause which is an 

apparent transformation. And so the falsity of the world which is appearing 

is established. 
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·3.215. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.54.p.110.): 

because the efficient and the material cause have been 

asked: "and from what is this [world] consisting of the 

moveable and the inert?", by this: "consists of what?" 

it is asked: what is the nature of the world which is 



the object of creation, sustenance and destruction? 

The answer to that [latter question] is: "and he is 

the world". This identity is brought about by the 

invariable association through being the Self [of 

the world] in the form of its inner ruler. But it is 

not brought about by the oneness of substance between 

the pervaded [world] and the pervading [Vi~~u]. Because 

the grammatical apposition: "and he is the world" is 

the answer to the question: "consists of what?". The 

affix maya"(o in "consists of what?" does not have the 

the sense of modification. Because a separate question 

is meaningless [as the material cause was asked in the 

first question]. Nor even does it have its own meaning 

[i.e. conveying only the sense of the word to which it 

connected] as in the case of pra~amaya [which is taken 

as meaning pra~ only] etc. Because there is no logical 

possibility of the answer: "and he is the world" [for 

the question would only mean "the world is what?"]. 

Indeed then, the answer would be: "Vi~~u alone". 

Therefore maya"(o is in the sense of "abundance" according 

to: "The affix rnaya"(o is used wherever an abundance of a 

thing is to be expressed" (P.S.5.4.21.). And the entire 

world certainly has an abundance of that [Vi~~u] since it 

is the body of that [Vi~~u]. Therefore it is ascertained 

that the grammatical apposition "and he is the world", 

which is the answer to this: "consists of what?", is 

based upon the relation of body and soul between the world 

and Brahrilan. 
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3.216. That is questionable, Because the fifth case "from what" [in the 

sentence: "and from what is this [world] consisting of the moveable and 

the inert"] can be logically demonstrated in the technical term denoting 

the locus of separation [i.e. apadana, the ablative case]172 , "The prime 

cause of the agent of the verb .jan •to be born' is in the ablative case" 

(P.S.1 .4.30.) having accepted that the action of production is elliptically 

supplied. Alternatively, [the fifth case] can be logically demonstrated 

in the technical term of the ablative: "The source of the agent of the 

verb bhu 'to become' is in the ablative case" (P.S.1 .4.31 .) having 

accepted that the action of arising is the "first manifestation". Because 

by that, the technical term of the ablative is enjoined for the locus of 

the "first manifestation". In the first case [with reference to P.S.1 .4.30.], 

the question ["and from what ••• "] can relate only to the material cause. 

Because [the word] "pralg'ti" is used in the siitra. And the word "pralq-ti" 

signifies only the material cause, Otherwise there would be the consequence. 

that: a pot is produced from a [potter.'s] stick, But in the case of "joy 

arises from a son", the fifth case is to be understood upon the elision 

of the affix ~: "having beheld the son". 173 In the Brahmasiitra too: 

"[Brahman is] the material cause (pra!u;ti) as well ... " (B.S.1.4.23.), the 
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word "pralq;ti" is seen to signify only the material cause. You too have 

accepted it there in that very manner. 

But in the second case [with reference to P.S.1.4.31 .], the 

question ["and from what ••• "] can relate only to the efficient cause. 

Because the locus of the "first manifestation" is not the material cause.174 

But no authority is known for bringing about the twofold meaning [i.e. 

"from what" signifies both the efficient and the material cause] by 

resorting to tantra or av:rtti. And so [the statement J: "because the 

efficient and the material cause have been asked: 'and from what is this 

[world] consisting of the moveable and the inert?' " is incongruous. 

comment 

The terms "tantra" and "av:rlli" (repetition) are used in Mimamsa 

texts to denote the performance of auxiliary rituals. For example, if the 

same auxiliary ritual is to be performed for two principal rituals, the 

performance of the auxiliary ritual once only is called tantra.175 The 

repetition of the auxiliary ritual, once for each of the principal rituals, 

is B:vrtti. -·--
Abhyankar states that Ramanuja cannot demonstrate that the word "from 

what" signifies both the efficient and the material cause. Because either 

of the two sutras: 1 .4.30 or 1.4.31. cannot be applied in both senses. Nor 

would it be correct to apply both of the sutras to the one word in order 

to derive the two meanings. 
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3,217. [The statement]: "The affix maya] in 'consists of what?' does not 

have the sense of modification. Because a separate question is meaningless" 

is also incongruous. Because a separate question is logically possible in 

the way that was told (3.214.). [The statement]: "by this: 'consists of 

what?' it is asked: what is the nature of the world ... ?" is incongruous 

as well. The meaning of this: "what is the nature?" is "who is the Self 

of which [world]?". And the word "Self" there is accepted by you as having 

the meaning of being connected with a body, not as having the meaning of 

the essential nature. However the meaning of being "connected with a body" 

is not obtained through the affix maya~. Even if the affix~] is used 

in the sense of "abundance" there is no rule: abundance is only through 

the nature of being the Self. And so because there is no ascertainment 

that: " 'what is the nature?' is alone the meaning of the question", the 

ascertainment of the meaning of the reply on account of its congruity with 

that [meaning of the question] cannot be done. And so [the statement]: "it 

is ascertained that the grammatical apposition 'and he is the world', which 

is the answer to this: 'consists of what?•, is based upon the relation of 

body and soul between the world and Brahman" is incongruous. On account of 

this, having accepted it to be as though established that the grammatical 

apposition in the reply: "and he is the world" is only based upon the 

relation of body and self, the demonstration, in conformity with that 

[above view], that the affix maya] in "consists of what?" is not used in 

its own meaning [as conveying only the sense of the word to which it is 

connected], is refuted. 

Furthermore, even though the affix maya~ conveys its own meaning 

there is no logical impossibility for the answer: "and he is the world", 

Because in the question ["what. does t.he world consist of?"], "world" is the 
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subject and there is no negating factor in specifying that again as the 

subject in the reply. Just as in the question: "what is gold?", [there is 

the reply]: "gold is fire". On the other hand, if the affix maya-(; has only 

the meaning of "abundance", there is no logical possibility of the reply: 

"and he is the world". Because even in the relation of body and the one 

embodied there is no grammatical apposition in reality. 

-3.218. 

3.218. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.54.p.111.): 

if the scripture is accepted as aiming at teaching 

an entity free from distinction, all these questions 

and answers do not agree. And the entire scripture 

which is in the form of an exposition of that [entity 

free from distinction] does not agree. Because if that 

was so, for the single question: "what is the substratum 

o:f the erroneous world?", there should be only a single 
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answer: "pure Knowledge free from distinction". 

That is worthless. Because the cycle of worldly existence is based upon 

a beginningless mental impression, therefore formulating questions again 

and again, successively in a different way, is meaningful for 

accomplishing the steadiness of intellect: "Brahman is real, what is 

other is false" which is for the purpose of the removal of that [mental 

impression]. 

Although it is said (Sri.B.Para.54.p.111.): 

If the grammatical apposition [in the statement "and 

he is the world"] relates to the oneness of substance 

between the world and Brahman, then the nature of 

being the sole resort of auspicious qualities such as 

"having true resolve" etc. and the nature of being 

opposed to everything which should be abandoned would 

be negated. And Brahman would be the abode of everything 

impure. 

That too is not so. Because in regard to what is free from qualities, the 

negation of qualities is acceptable. And on account of resorting to the 

teaching of "apparent transformation" there is no possibility of 

demonstrating [Brahman] to be the abode of everything impure. 

And what has been said (Sri.B.Para.54.p.111.): 

This grammatical apposition has its primary sense 

only in the relation between a self and its body. 

That is also not the case. Because you must necessarily say that there is 

an implied meaning of the word "world" in the sense of "its inner ruler", 

or that there is an implied meaning of this "he" in the sense of "[the 

world] has that [Vi~I}u] as its Self" and therefore there is no primary 

signification. 

But those statements in the sacred texts, sutras and Pura!}aS such 

as: "Two birds ••• " (Mu.J .1 .1.) etc., which are adduced as the means of 
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knowledge for the difference between the individual soul and Brahman 

(Sri.B.Para.57.p.116f,), are engaged only having accepted the difference 

pertaining to ordinary relations in the way that has been told. So no 

contradiction among those [texts] can be suspected. Thus the non-duality 

of Brahman, free from distinction, is established. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE: VISI~t'ADVAITAMATANUPAPATTI. 

1 • The Siddhantadarsanam is a sutra work which attempts to 
reconcile the view of Sallkhya and Vedanta. It is said to have 
been composed by Vyasa, though M. Lal Sandal in his introduction 
to the text dismisses this opinion and suggests that the work 
was composed after the fourteenth century, cf., M. Lal Sandal 
(trans), The Siddhanta Darsanam of Vyasa. The Sacred Books of 
the Hindus. Vol.xxix. Allahabad. 1925. The text with a 
commentary by Visvadevacarya is published in the Inandasrama 
Sanskrit Series. No.134. Poona. 1907. 

2. The name of the commentary upon the Siddhantadarsanam. 

3. This explanation is based upon the commentary to the 
Siddhantadarsanam, 1.1 .7. 

4. According to this maxim, when a compound can be resolved either 
as a karmadharaya or a tatpuru~~ the former takes precedence. 
Cf., P.K. Gode and C.G. Karve (ed) Prin. Vaman Sivaram Apte, 
The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionarv. Revised and enlarged 
ed. 1957. Kyoto. 1978. p.926. Also, G.A. Jacob, A Handful of 
Popular Maxims current in Sanskrit literature. Seconded. 
Reprint. Delhi. 1983. p.80. 

5. cf., B.s.s. 2.1.14. p.373, line 5ff. 

6. Read ad~~t~. The avagraha in the text has been added by the 
translator. 

7. In the Gitabha~~ 6.8, Sallkara distinguishes between jnana and 
vijnana in this manner: "jnana is the thorough knowledge of the 
things told in the scripture. Vijnana is bringing about the 
experience for oneself that what has been known from the 
scripture is 1 indeed in that manner 1 ." 

8. The separation of the pot from the name and form is for the 
purpose of understanding through imagination. According to the 
Advaitin there is, strictly speaking, no pot separate from the 
name and form. 

9. This is in agreement with Sallkara 1 s alternative explanation. Cf., 
Ch.S.8.14.1. p.604, line 4. 

10. B.S.S.1.1.1. p.27, line 1. Sri.B.1.1.1. Para.2. p.2. 

11. B.s.S.1.1.1. p.34, line2. 

12. Ramarayakavi, Sri Sailkarasallkarabha~yavimarsa!).. Guntur. 1953. p.4. 

13. Baudhayana. Cf., Karmarkar. Introduction. p.xx. 

14. This view is put forward in the Srutaprakasika:. u. Vlraraghavacarya 
(ed.) Brahmasutra-Sribha~ya with Srutapraka~iki. Vol.1. Madras. 
1967. p.24. 

15. Abbreviation of the Sri.B. text. 

16. Cited in the Srutaprakasika:, p.24. 
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17. Ramaraya, op-cit., p.4, line 15f. p.6, line 25f. 

18. u. 1.18.174. 

19. ibid.' 1.18.199. 

20. Adaptation of the Sri.B. text to convey the meaning more succinctly. 

21. This statement is based upon Bth.S. 4.4.21. p.928, line 27. 

22. "Remembrance is knowledge which is produced only through a 
mental impression caused by a previous experience." Yati.Para18. 
p.11 . 

23. The latter interpretation is according to Sallkara. B.S.S. 4.1 .12. 
p.844,- line 4. 

24. Cf., gloss upon this verse by Sridharasvamin, 

25. These are enumerated in J.S. 3.3.14. 

26. Slight adaptation of Sri.B. "~~am" has been substituted by 
udgitadyupasananam. 

27. Vedantakalpalatiki, op-cit., p.80. 

28. Tai,S. 2.1. p.285, line 14ff. 

29. ibid., line 14. 

30. ibid., line 14. 

31. The meaning of the maxim is that a positive statement {vidhi) or 
a negation {ni~edha) resolve in the attribute of the substantive 
if they are not applicable to the substantive. For example, a 
positive statement is that "the individual soul is an agent". 
But according to Advaita, the individual soul is consciousness 
qualified by the internal-organ. If it is accepted that 
consciousness, the substantive {vise~~), is without agentship 
then the ascription of agentship must go to the internal-organ 
which is the attribute (vise§~~~). The example of a negation 
could be a person qualified by a walking stick. If the person 
is standing without the stick, then a statement that "the man 
with the stick is not here" the substantive is negated ie., 
the man qualified by the stick. But since the man is there, the 
negation resolves only in the attribute i,e, the stick. 

32. Cf., the commentary of Rangaramanuja. Taittiriya-Aitareya-Chandogya 
Upani§ad Bha§ya by Sri Ranga Ramanuja Muni with the Pari~kira of 
U. Viraraghavacarya. Madras. 1973. p.45. 

33. This statement is made by Ramanuja in the Mahapiirvapa~~· Para.24, 
p.40. 

34. Adaptation of the Sri.B. 

35. Suggestion (vyanjana) is considered to be a separate mode of 
signification in the poetic treatises. The Naiyayikas include it 
within implication {lak§~~). Cf., Vedantakalpalatiki, op-cit.,p.77. 
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36, "the scripture is of an ordinary nature" means that (a) it has no 
absolute reality like Brahman. (b) It employs methods of reasoning 
which are in accord with the modes of reasoning established in the 
world. 

37. V.P. p.114, 

38. ~·· p115. 

39. ibid., p.114. Tai.S. 2.1. 

40, Tai,S. 2.1. p.282, line 10f, line 15; p.283, line 1f, line4f; p.284, 
line 8; p.285, line 18. 

41. ibid., p.285, line 16, 18. 

42. The remarks on "purport" are derived from Ramaraya, op=cit., p.35, 
line 8f. See also, V.P. p.28. 

43. Ramaraya, ibid., p.36, line 17. For a useful examination of these 
and relate~tters see R. Balasubramanian, Some Problems in the 
EpistemologY and Metaphysics of Ramanuja, Madras, 1978. p.19. 

44, Ramaraya, ibid,, p.33, line 4f. 

45. ibid., p.33, line 6f. Balasubramanian, ibid., p.11f. 

46, u. Viraraghavacarya, Paramarthaprakiisikii. Madras. 1940. p.93, line 20. 

47, Ramaraya, or:cit., p.31, line 23f. 

48. This passage occurs in the Mahapurvapak~~ section of the Sri.B., 
Para.23.p.37f. 

49. The portion: "But if there ... with regard to itself" has been added by 
Abhyankar. 

50. Cf,, Balasubramanian, Some Problems, op-cit., p.28. 

51. Ramaraya, op-cit., p.42, line 6f. Sri.B.Para.30.p.50. 

52. Ramaraya, ~., p.43, line 5f. 

53. ibid., p.43, line 23f. 

54. Balasubramanian, Some Problems, or:cit., p.36. 

55. V.S. Abhyankar (ed), Sri 'Bha~ya-Gatus-sutri, with the editor's 1ikii 
Samasokti. Pune. Seconded. 1965. p.66. 

56. Sri.B.Para.30.p.51. Balasubramanian, Some Problems, op-cit., p.37. 

57. Sri.B.Para.31.p.52. 

58. Ramaraya, or:cit., p.45, line 25. 

59. ~., p.45, line 30f. 

60. ibid. , p. 46 , line 3f. 
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61. ibid., p.47, line 14. 

62. Cf., 1.2. and comment, 

63. V.P. p.12. 

64. Slightly adapted. Ramanuja 's use of the word "siddham" refers to 
the acceptance of the purvapak~in's statement in Para.24. p.39. 

65. Slightly adapted to convoy the context of the quotation. 

66. Ramaraya, op-ci t. , p. 68 . line Bf. 

67. Ramaraya also refers to this matter, ibid., p.72, line 7f. 

68. "anubhute!)." has been added for clarity. 

69. "anubhuti" has been added for clarity. 

70. Ramaraya, op-cit., p.71, line 3f. Also, cf., Sri.B.Para.26.p.42. 

71. "karma~m" in the quotation is better read as "karma11a" which is 
found in the Karmarkar ed. and the ed. by VIraraghava~arya, op-cit., 
p. 160. 

72. Cf., V.P. p.99. Also, B. Jhalakikar (ed.), Nyayakosa. Re-edited, 
V.S. Abhyankar. Poona. 1978. p.677, line 13. 

73. The text of this verse cited here and the text of other editions i.e. 
Madhavananda and Roer, are mutually discrepant. 

74. Slightly adapted. 

75. Slightly adapted. 

76. This maxim illustrates the failure to accomplish the desired object 
and the occurrence of what one strenuously tried to avoid: a person 
who seeks to avoid paying the road toll takes another path but 
loses his way in the dark. At day-break he finds himself in the 
vicinity of the toll-gate he had sought to avoid. Cf., Jacob, Maxims, 
or:cit., p.26. Also, Gode and Karve, op-cit., Appendix E. p.60. 

77. The sixfold modifications of an object are: it originates, exists, 
grows, modifies, declines and perishes. Cf., B.s.s. 1.1 .2. p.48, 
line 2. They are quoted from the Nirukta of Yaska. 

78. Cf., Mahapurvapak~~ Para.26f. p.42. 

79. Ramaraya, op=cit., p.77, line 22. 

80. Slightly adapted. 

81. Ramaraya, op-cit., p.77, line 13. 

82. B~h.S, 2.4.9. p.762, line 3; 2.4.13. p.767f, line9f. 

83. Ramaraya, op=cit., p.80, line 22f. 

84. Cf., B.S.S.Adhyasabha~~· p.4f. Also, Sw. Nikhilananda trans, ~K~ 
R;sya-Viveka. MWsore. Fifth ed. 1970. Vs.1f. 
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85. The illustration of: "the pot does not exist", which was previously 
discussed, is mentioned by Ka~4abhatta in his comments to verse 16. 
in the Vaiyakara~abhu~~~asara. 

86. This verse is cited in the Srutaprakasika, Viraraghavacarya (ed.), 
op-cit., p.144, line 4f. 

87. Ramaraya, op=cit., p.84, line 24f. 

88. Ramanuja maintains that the Advaitins view contradicts the knowledge 
of the attribute and its possessor which is immediately evident in 
a cognition such as: "I know". Cf., Sri.B.Para.37.p.62. 

89. Abhyankar has made a word-play upon Ramanuja's verse: "If the sense 
of "I" is not the self, the self would not be inner ••• ". 

90. P.S. 5.4.50. 

91. Cf., 1.34., and comment. 

92. Ramaraya, op-cit., p.90, line 29. 

93. ~., p.91, line 3f. 

94. Balasubramanian, Some Problems., op-cit., p.51. 

95. Cf., Mahapurvapak~~· Para.27.p.43. Ramanuja presents a very accurate 
account of the Advaitins view: "ato ~~'1!!!:!!: ..• ". 

96. Cf., also Ramaraya, op=cit., p.92, line 22f. 

97. Cf., B.s.s. Adhyasabha~~. p.24, line 2f. 

98. This is Ramanuja's purvapak~~· 

99. Slightly adapted. Tadvata is explained as dehatmabhimanavata. 

100. Ramaraya, op-cit., p.95, line 22. 

101. ibid., p.95, line 26. 

102. Slightly adapted. 

103. P.S. 3.1.133. 

104. Ramaraya, op=cit., p.96, line 16f. 

105. ibid., p.96, line 21f. 

106. Slightly adapted. The word atmana4 added for clarity. 

107. Space has the quality of sound. Air has the qualities of sound and 
touch. Fire has the qualities of sound, touch and form. Water has 
has the qualities of sound, touch, form and taste. Earth has the 
qualities of sound, touch, form, taste and smell. 

108. Cf., comment to 1.51. 

109. Adapted. 
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11 0. Cf. , text , 2. 1 0 • 

111. This sentence is Ramanuja's opponent's objection (Sri.B.Para.43.p.76. 
Abhyankar has utilized it as the conclusion of his own argument. 

112. Adapted. 

113. Cf., comment to 1.19. 

114. Cf., comment to 1.10., and fn. 36. in ch.1. 

115. Cf., Mi. vs.5. Also, Ramaraya, op-cit., p.114, line 9f. 

116. Ramaraya, ~., p.114, line 17f. 

117. Sri.B.Para.42.p.75. 

118. Slightly adapted. 

119 • Ramaraya , op=c it. , p. 1 22. , line 11f. 

120. Slightly adapted: "tathai va" changed to "!.~tha". 

121. Read as the passive form: "apek~yate". 

122. Cf., comment to 1. 2. , final para. 

123. Cf., Itmabodha., vs.5. 

124. This sentence is given by Ramanuja as the objection. 

125. Viraraghavacarya (ed.), OJ?=cit •. p.177., reads: ".jnanavi~ayatvat" 
instead of "mithvajnanavi~ayatvat". 

126. Ramaraya, op-cit., p .1 29. , line 24f. 

127. This sentence is based upon Ramanuja's opponentes objection. 

1 28. Cf. , fn. 186 in ch. 1. 

129. cf., B.s.s. 3.2.4. 

130. This sentence is based upon Ramanuja's opponent's objection. 

131. Cf., B~h.s. 4.3.6. p.865., line 15. 

132. Slightly adapted. The first sentence of the quotation is a prima 
facie view. In the following sentence, Ramanuja shows that it is 
in accord with his own position. 

133. Slightly adapted. 

134. Cf., comment to 3.47. 

135. Cf., comment to 2.3. 

136. Cf. , comment to 1.17. 
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137. "And there is no fault, since [the quality of Knowledge] exists 
wherever the Self is, because that is seen" (B.S.2.3.30.). In 
keeping with the topic, the translation of the sutra follows the 
Visi~t;advaita interpretation. 

138. "[Brahman] is the material cause, since this is not in conflict 
with the declaration and the examples" (B.S.1.4.23.). 

139. In the verse cited, the words: "that which is imperishable" (tad 
avyayam) have been omitted. 

140. This mantra has not been located in the texts consulted. 

1 41. P .S. 7 .1.1 • See comment to 3 .• 179. 

142. This text has not been located. 

143. The statement is an attempt to bring the word "jnana" under the 
class of words beginning with arsas. However it does not appear 
in the list supplied by Vasu. Cf., P.S.5.2.127. The meaning of 
that sutra is: "The affix ac (a) is used in the sense of possession 
(matup) after the words •a;;asl etc.". 

144. The text is adapted, 

1 45. p. s. 7.1 • 1 • 

146. In Kaiyyat;a's commentary upon the Mahabha~Y!!-_ (P.s.t.2.42.), 
grammatical apposition is defined as: bhinnaprav~ttinimittapraynktasya 
anekasya sabdasya-ekasminnarthe ~~~~ samanadhikara~yam ucyate. 

147. Nagesabhat;]a, Brhat-sabdendusekhara. Saraswati Bhavana Granthamala. 
Vol.87. pt,1. V~;;nasi. 1960. p.655. 

148. Patanjali, Vyakara~~-mahabha~yam. With the Pradipa of Kaiyyat;a and 
the Uddyota of Nagojibha]t~· Rohatak. 1961. p.352. 
The context is that sutra 8.1.72. states that a preceding vocative 
is treated as though it does not exist so that the following word 
receives the accent it would have taken had the vocative not existed. 
Sutra 8.1 .73. prevents the operation of the previous sutra in the 
case where two vocatives are in grammatical apposition and the second 
qualifies the first. In this situation the second vocative loses its 
accent. Patanjali then gives a counter example: "0 Aghnye, goddess 
Sarasvati" to show that if the vocatives are in grammatical 
apposition but are synonyms, the rule does not apply and the second 
vocative retains its accent. Abhyankar cites this example to show 
that grammatical apposition does not depend upon a difference of 
reason for the application of the words to a· certain thing, for then 
even synonyms would not have grammatical apposition. 

149. Kaiyata is the name of the principal commentator upon the Mahabha~Y!!-.· 

150. Vyakara~~-mahii:bha~Y!!-_, .2£-cit., 8.1.73. p.352. 

151. Sri.B.Para.48.p.89,90. 

152. Ramaraya, op=cit., p.157, line 3f. 
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153. Slightly adapted: "si~iidhayi~ita" is omitted. 

154. "Sarvasak:hyapratyayanyaya", cf., Jacob, Maxims, op-cit., 111.p.143. 

155. Slightly adapted. 

156. Slightly adapted. 

1 57. Slightly adapted: "kasmad utkramanti" has been added. 

158. Slightly adapted. 

159. Ramanuja has cited these texts as his purvapak~~. Sri.B.Para.51 .p.97. 

160. Slightly adapted: "uktasruti~~" has been added. 

161. Abhyankar reads:. "anavagatananatvam". Karmarkar reads: "avagata
nanatvam". Thibaut's translation follows the latter reading while 
the translation by Rangacharya and Aiyangar follows the former 
reading. "Anavagatananatvam" would appear to be more correct in 
view of the subsequent discussion. The edition by vrraraghavacarya 
reads: "anavagatam nanatvam" which would confirm Abhyankar's reading. 

162. Slightly adapted. 

163. "Kurvadrupata" is used in Buddhist thought to designate the cause 
that exists just prior to the effect. For example, because everything 
is momentary in nature, the seed that gives rise to the sprout is 
different at every moment. The seed which exists just before the 
production of the sprout is the "kurvadrupa". Cf., Nyayakosa, op-cit., 
p.238. In the topic it means "not a cause at all". 

164. Adapted, without deviation of the meaning. 

165. The reading in the Vi~ .P. is: "dvai tino' tattvadarsinalf. 

166. This explanation is based upon the Srutaprakii:sika. Cf., VIraraghava
carya, op-cit.' p.123, 124. 

167. P,S.3.2.101. 

168. The affix "kvip" modifies the verbal root while adding no form of 
its own, cf., Abhyankar and Shukla, A Dictionary, op-ci t., p. t35. 

169. P.s.6.3.1D9. 

170. Abhyankar restates Ramanuja's purvapak~~ as his conclusion. Cf., Sri. 
B.Para54.p.108. 

171. P.S.4.3.143. 

172. P.S.1.4.24., 2.3.28. 

173. The fifth case is used in the position of the object when the affix 
~ (~) is elided. For example: prasadam aruhya prek~ate = prasadat 
prek~~· Cf., S.C. Vasu. Siddhanta Kaumudi of BhaHoji D1k~ita. 
Delhi. 1970 [?]. p.358. 
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174. In the sentence: "the Ganga originates from the Himalaya", the word 
11 Him8:laya" is the nfirst manifestation". 

175. Cf., Nyayakosa, op~ci t. , p.319, line2f. 
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4.1 • 

4;1 • All this world, consisting of mountains and oceans etc., is of an 

apparent nature and is certainly false because it is the effect of 

Ignorance. The exponents of Vi~i~~advaita have shown seven types of 

logical fallacy in regard to the teaching of Ignorance: [1] the logical 

fallacy concerning the locus, [2] the logical fallacy of "concealing", 

[3] the logical fallacy concerning its essential nature, [4] the logical 

fallacy of being indeterminable, [5] the logical fallacy concerning a 

means of proof, [6] the logical fallacy of an agent for its cessation and 

[7] the logical fallacy of its cessation. Those [types of logical fallacy] 

can only be pleasing on account of not being investigated, but they are 

incapable of withstanding scrutiny. To explain: 

4.2. 

4,2. Commencing with the "locus", the "concealing" and the 

"essential nature" and likewise being "indeterminable" 

are [all] logically possible for Ignorance which is the 

power of Brahman. 19. 

4. 3. 
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4.3. [ 1] According to the view of the non-dualists, the individual 

soul alone is the locus of Ignorance, Because the individual soul alone 

has the cognition: "I am ignorant". Although the supreme Self has the 

power in the form of Ignorance and so that [supreme Self] too is the 

locus of that [Ignorance], still, that [Ignorance] does not cause any 

effect there [in the supreme Self]. 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.59.p.125.)1 : 

because the state of the individual soul has been 

superimposed by Ignorance, the individual soul cannot 

possibly be the locus of that [Ignorance] since 

[the soul] comes into being at a time subsequent to 

Ignorance. 

That is not so. Because there is no defect of mutual dependence here 

between Ignorance and the individual soul, For instance according to 

your view, the individual soul, who is the body of the supreme Self and 

whose nature is contracted just because of karma, is [nonetheless] the 

locus of karma. For being the locus of karma [i.e. the locus of good and· 

bad unseen results] is impossible for a nature which is uncontracted 

such as a liberated soul, If [you say] there is no defect because [the 

connection between the soul and karma] is beginningless acco.cding to the 
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maxim of the seed and the sprout, [we reply] then it is the same for me 

also. 

According to your view, does the individual soul perform karma 

while having a nature which is [already] contracted or while having a 

nature which is uncontracted? Not the first, because the contraction of 

its nature is produced by karma and therefore there is no possibility of 

the contraction of that [nature] prior to doing karma. Nor the second, 

because there is no possibility of engaging in karma which causes the 

contraction of one's own nature. Indeed, no wise person who is able makes 

a prison house for himself and enters it unless it be under duress. 2 

What has been said (Sri.B.Para.59.p.125.) beginning with: 

Nor even depending upon Brahman, because that [Brahman] 

is of the nature of self-luminous Knowledge and therefore 

is contrary to Ignorance. 

That too is refuted. Because we certainly do not accept that Ignorance 

is dependent upon Brahman. For we do not accept that Brahman, who is 

unmanifest as having gained the state of an individual soul, is the locus 

of Ignorance. 

conunent 

For the Advaitin, the metaphysical principal of Ignorance (avidya) 

is necessary in order to account for the appearance of the phenomenal 

world (see comment to 1 .33.). Ramanuja contends that if avidya has no 

independent existence, which the Advaitin must accept, then it must depend 

upon something else. Ramanuja asks whether the individual soul (jiva), or 

Brahman, is its locus. He argues that both alternatives are untenable. 

The jiva cannot be the locus of avidya since the jiva is itself a product 

of avidya. The effect cannot exist prior to the cause in order to serve 

as the locus for the cause. Moreover, Brahman cannot be the locus of 

avidya because Brahman is of the nature of Knowledge i.e. self-luminous 

awareness, and avidya is what is opposite to knowledge and is considered 

to be sublated by knowledge and hence avidyi cannot have what is contrary 

in nature as its locus. 

In his reply Abhyankar upholds the view espoused by MaiJ.qanamisra and 
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vacaspati that the jiva is the locus of avidy!. 3 He then argues that there 

is no mutual dependence in the manner that the jiva is due to avidya and 

avidya exists because of the jiva, Because neither can be ascertained to 

have a beginning just as in the case of the seed and the sprout. Abhyankar 

points out that the Visi~~advaita criticism of the jiva as the locus of 

avidya does not carry weight because the Visi~~advaitin has the same 

difficulty explaining the connection between karma and the existence of a 

body. There is no possibility of karma without a body, but without karma 

a body is not possible. 4 The Visi~~advaitins seek to avoid this mutual 

dependence through the postulation of a beginningless series. Advaitins 

maintain that the same explanation can be employed in the case of the 

jiva and avidya. 

According to the view of Suresvara and the Vivara~~~ Brahman is the 

locus of avidya. 5 This view is acceptable because Brahman is of itself 

not opposed to avidy!. Brahman, as the witness-consciousness (sak~icaitanya) 

of all mental states, illumines both knowledge: "I know" and ignorance: 

"I do not know" and so because Brahman is not opposed to ignorance there 

is no untenability in Brahman being the locus of avidya,6 

Advaitins distinguish between the consciousness which is the essential 

nature of Brahman (svarupajnana), which is not opposed to avidya, and 

consciousness in the form of a cognition i.e, a mental modification 

(~ttijnana), which is contrary to avidya and hence is required in order 

to remove avidya. Ramanuja argues against this distinction. He says it is 

not correct to distinguish between the cognition: "Brahman is of the nature 

of Knowledge" which is considered to negate avidya and the Knowledge which 

is the essential nature of Brahman. Because both kinds of Knowledge are 

of the same nature i.e. the nature of illumination which is Brahman. If 

a mental modification is opposed to avidya, the consciousness which is the 

nature of Brahman should also be opposed to avidya. 

Ramanuja's objection attempts to blur the important distinction 

between consciousness~~ and the consciousness occurring in a cognition. 

Consciousness~~ merely illumines the presence and absence of all 

particular co.gni tions such as memory etc. Consciousness is opposed to 

neither knowledge nor ignorance since it illumines both. Cognition, 

however, is consciousness in a specific "form" which is conditioned by 

i,he content of the cognition. A valid cognition is opposed to ignorance 

since it is a matter of experience that: "previously I did not know_ this, 

now I know it". A cognition is contrary to ignorance when both ignorance 

and knowledge have the same content (vi~aya).7 Ignorance, like knowledge, 



518 

is about some thing for upon inquiry it can be ascertained that: "I do 

not know this". If ignorance and knowledge have the same content then 

they are brought into opposition and the ignorance of the particular thing 

is sublated by the knowledge of that thing, just as one may say: "I did 

not know the pot, now I know it". So too, the ignorance and the knowledge 

of Brahman have the same content, i.e. Brahman and so the ignorance of 

Brahman can be sublated by a particular cognition arising from the 

appropriate means of knowledge. 

Ramanuja also argues (Sri.B.Para.59.p.126.) that a cognition such as: 

"Brahman is of the nature of Knowledge" would invalidate the Advaitins 

position that Brahman, being experience ~ ~. is not the object of 

another experience. However, what the Advaitin means by the "knowledge of 

Brahman" is that the true nature of Brahman is experienced, but Brahman 

is not experienced as an object. For if Brahman is experienced there 

would be the contradiction between the experiencing agent and the object 

of experience which is none other than the Self.8 Even in nirvikalpaka

samadhi there is no objective experience of Brahman. The wise person 

remains as Brahman alone due to the absence of any experience of duality 

and because of that reason it is said: "he experiences Brahman".9 

4.4. 

-4.4, [2] In order to establish the logical fallacy of "concealing", the 

refutation has been said by dividing the meaning of the word "concealing" 

in the text (Sri.B.Para.60.p.128.): 

What is known as the concealing of light, is the 

obstruction to the origination of light or the 

destruction of existing [light]. 

That is worthless. Because there is no understanding of the real meaning 

of the word "concealing". What is known as the concealing of light, is the 
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non-manifestation of the light which is indeed existing but not the 

destruction of light. For nobody believes that when the light of the sun 

is concealed by clouds the light is destroyed. 

comment 

In Ramanuja's third objection, which will be discussed below, he

seeks to prove that the Advaitin cannot explain the ontological status 

of avidya. Ramanuja asks whether avidya is real (paramartha) or unreal 

(aparamartha). The Advaitin cannot accept the first alternative since it 

would result in duality. Ramanuja then attempts to demonstrate that the 

second alternative too cannot be accepted. Briefly, he argues that the 

Advaitin considers the_unreal world to consist of the three factors of 

seer, seen and seeing. If avidya is unreal then it should be in the form 

of one of these factors. But if avidya is either the seer, the seen, or 

the unreal seeing which is conditioned by the seer and the seen, then it 

too would require a cause to account for it and that too would require a 

cause and so there would be an infinite regress. 

4. 5. 

-4.5. 

. ~ «~1144~ ' f.tfi\qql f.roo.rn «l'lihl~<l'~!l'1ft: 
«1"1 ·~<{\ 'F-1<11~ ~~ <IIFHifilq~q 1(4\11141-

eT~'l!lm\qrnfu: ~l:f;{ N.trif «r~: q~ 
~~\l'm~~,(~o 9:0 

•• ) • "' "'"'f. •:::. .<:, qo .::. ~(<llf}'ffi Q?J '1'1Hil'{ I ~ '!Ttn'4C:I~i'HI'I~ 11"<:1 

"romllT ~II•H"{~q: I 

~r<f ~"ir<+r-TI toril'r ~ :Jorr 'fr <t'~"H 1 

!tlF!l;;r~q ~'fi<IIJ f.w:r:· ~~<m: fu'l: II ( >i!IT-'fo 'J:o ~~~ ) 
• 

~~: I ~~1~4U114 'it ct"@i?li: I ;:r 'it ~fu: ~~ I 'fii: ·-
"' ~w:rt ~I mn: ~'ti'~ ~: m~ I 

[3] What has been said (Sri.B.Para.60.p.128.) for establishing the 

logical fallacy concerning the essential nature, beginning with: 

This awareness, which is self-luminous and without an 

object and a location, on account of a defect [i,e,.avidya] 

located within itself, it experiences itself as having 

endless locations and endless objects, It must be 

discerned here: is this defect which is located in itself 
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[in awareness] absolutely real or not absolutely real? 

That is not pleasing. Because according to our view, that of the maya 

Vedantins, the supreme Self is of the nature of Knowledge. For there is 

the statement: 

Knowledge is certainly not an attribute of the Self, 

nor is it in any way a quality. The Self, who is only 

of the nature of Knowledge, is eternal, all pervading, 

10 
auspicious. (Yoga,v:r). 

And the power of that [Self] is Ignorance which is a positive entity. The 

occurrence of duality should not be suspected, because a power has no 

separate existence with regard to the possessor of the power, And because 

the power is of an apparent nature, it has no existence in reality. 

4.6. 
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4.6. That [power] is indeed the material cause of the world. This very 

[power] is expressed by words such as "pra!g-ti", "mB:yS:", "tamas" etc._ since 

it is a particular type of modification. That has been told in the 

Some call that [power] pra~ti, some call it maya, 

whereas others say it is minute particles (Yoga.v,.). 

The transformation of this very [power] is in the form of the pradhana, 

mahat, ahallkara and the five great elements and it is in the form of their 

respective aggregates. The subtle primary matter (pradhana) is the state 

of equilibrium of the three qualities sattva, rajas and tamas. The 

mahattattva is indeed the intellect, Because the intellect is translucent 

by nature, pure consciousness -which is the essential nature of Knowledge-

reflects there. The Lord is consciousness reflected in the total intellect. 

The individual soul is consciousness reflected in an individual intellect. 

Some say that the Lord is consciousness reflected in Ignorance. 

Although the Knowledge which is the Original is without an object 

and a location, still, the Knowledge which is the reflection -in the form 

of the individual soul and the Lord- appears to possess an object and a 

location on account of the Ignorance which is a positive entity which is 

located in itself [i.e. in the reflection]. Because Ignorance, just by its 

own nature, has something as its object and is located in something. For 

example, because of the dirt [i.e. avidya] on a mirror, the face reflected 

in that appears to be dirty. It is like that. And so the Knowledge which 

is the reflection -in the form of the individual soul and the Lord-

experiences itself as having endless locations and endless objects on 

account of the defect in the form of Ignorance which is located within 

itself [i.e. in the reflection], But not [the Knowledge] which is the 
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Original [i.e. consciousness as such does not "experience itself"]. 

The Ignorance which is a positive entity has no independence in 

regard to its own transformation and in regard to apprehending the 

Original. Nor even does the pure Brahman induce that [Ignorance to undergo 

transformation etc.]. But depending upon the pure Brahman which is its 

locus, it transforms and apprehends the reflection. A mirror, for instance, 

does not apprehend the reflection due to the impulse of the face, but 

naturally. Just because of this, that [mirror] does not have independence, 

Because there is dependence upon proximity to the face. This individual 

soul, who is a reflection of Knowledge, experiences itself as having 

endless locations and endless objects because of the defect in the form 

of Ignorance which is a positive entity and that defect is certainly 

without absolute reality. Just because of this, that [Ignorance] does not 

have dependence upon something else. Just as a light, through illumining 

pots etc., illumines itself too just of its own accord without depending 

upon another light, so too, this defect in the form of Ignorance which is 

a positive entity, depending upon Brahman, it superimposes the world and 

superimposes itself just of its own accord. Therefore there is no infinite 

regress, On account of this, [the statement] (Sri.B.Para.60.p.128.): 

"there must be infinite regress due to the requirement of another primary 

defect" has been answered. 

-4.7. 
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4.7. Although it has been said (~r1.B.Para.62.p.133.) 11 : 

only the prior non-existence of knowledge is 

experienced in the case of "I am ignorant". 

That is not so. Because prior non-existence is invariably cognized only 

as what is limited on account of time. But if [you say]: the cognition 

"I am ignorant" must relate to absolute non-existence, or if temporary 

non-existence is different then it could relate to that, but it does not 

refer to Ignorance which is a positive entity. [we reply] Certainly not. 

Because we do not accept that there is some "non-existence" which has 

absolute reality. But [we accept non-existence] as a reality which pertains 

to ordinary relations. And the reality pertaining to ordinary relations 

is of a fictitious nature and so the unreal construction which is the 

basis is only the Ignorance which is a positive entity. Thus the maxim of 

"day break near the toll-station"12 occurs. Because the Ignorance which 

is a positive entity is alone the basis of the absence of knowledge which 

pertains to ordinary relations. 

Furthermore, according to the system of you, Ramanuja, the cognition 

that "I am ignorant" occurs for a bound soul. Is the knowledge which is 

the meaning of the verbal root jna, which is being denied there, the 

knowledge which is universal or a particular knowledge? Not the first, 

because if there is no denial of a particular knowledge then such a 

cognition .wh±ch is included in the knowledge which is universal exists, 

therefore there is no possibility of the denial of the knowledge which 

is universal. Because without the universal there is no possibility of 

establishing the particular. 
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In the second case, is that [particular] knowledge about the 

essential nature of the supreme Self, or about the qualities of the 

supreme Self, or does it have the supreme Self for its object? It is 

not the first and second. Because if that was the case, there would be 

the cognition in that manner even for a liberated soul and that [type-

of cognition] is not accepted even by you. 

comment 

The sense is that if the knowledge being denied in "I am ignorant" 

refers to the essential nature of the supreme Self or to His qualities, 

then even a liberated soul would have to say "I am ignorant".Because 

although a liberated soul can objectify the Lord he can not completely 

comprehend His essential nature or His endless qualities. Therefore 

the knowledge which is denied is that which relates to the supreme Self. 

_4.8 • 

.4.8. But in the third case, in regard to the knowledge having the 

supreme Self for its object, what has been superimposed -which is 

indicated by the negative particle- can be demonstrated somehow with 

difficulty. Because a liberated soul is one for whom knowledge has arisen 

having as its object the supreme Self as it really is. And a bound soul 
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is one who has the false presumption that such knowledge has arisen 

as it really is, even though it has arisen erroneously, and he 

believes "I am not ignorant". But for whom such knowledge does not exist 

to an even greater degree, he alone believes in that manner ["I am 

ignorant"]. In regard to that [latter case}, in the absence of that very 

knowledge, how is the nature of it being superimposed able to be 

demonstrated? But the superimposition of the nature of knowledge relating 

to the supreme Self upon the knowledge relating to pots etc. is not logical 

because those two are completely distinct. 

But according to our system, since there is no knowledge having the 

supreme Self as its object and since there is no knowledge concerning the 

qualities of the supreme Self, the knowledge concerning the essential 

nature of the supreme Self is alone the meaning of the verbal root jna. 
And that Knowledge [concerning the essential nature of the supreme Self], 

is in reality without location and without an object and so the Knowledge 

which arises for a bound soul and which possesses a location and an object 

is easily said to be just superimposed. Because the possession of a 

location and an object in Knowledge is superimposed due to Ignorance. The 

superimposition of having a location etc., which belongs to Ignorance, 

upon the Knowledge which is a reflection is reasonable, like [the super

imposition] of movement etc. belonging to water -which is the limiting 

adjunct- upon the reflection of the sun. It is well known in the assembly 

of the grammarians that the negative particle indicates what is super

imposed.13 Moreover, in not accepting the Ignorance which is a positive 

entity there would be the occurrence of tautology in the usage: "I am 

ignorant, I do not know anything" because even both of these words 

"ignorant" and "I do not know" have the meaning of the absence of knowledge. 

4. 9. ~~:;:r.f!'i~qj~~i{ I w.{ ~ ~(({ ~fuO<ffi~' 
( ~'lf(o lfo :~~ qo ~ ) ~ q~-



526 

4.9. [4] What has been said (Sri.B.Para.60.p.129.) for establishing the 

logical fallacy of being indeterminable: 

indeed the whole totality of things has to be 

established according to cognition. 

In regard to that, it is said: every colour such as "this is white", "this 

is yellow" has to be established by light. Even the black colour of 

darkness is just the same. Although there is no direct dependence upon 

light for the ascertainment of the colour of darkness, still, because 

[the ascertainment of the colour of darkness] depends upon the absence of 

light, there is certainly a dependence upon light as the counter-correlate 

of its absence. When something exists at some place, where it does not 

exist, there is the counter-correlate of its absence in that place. If 

there is the total absence of the existence of light in the world, just 

as the colour of other objects could not be ascertained so also the 

colour of darkness could not be ascertained, just as it could not be 

ascertained by one who is blind from birth. And so just as the colour of 

darkness, though not an object of light, is able to be established by 

light, similarly, the essential nature of the Ignorance which is a 

positive entity, though not an object of the twofold cognition in the 

form of "existent" or "non-existent", is certainly able to be established 

by the cognition in the manner of being "indeterminable". 

comment 

In regard to the logical fallacy concerning the essential nature of 
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avidya (cf. 4.5. and preceding comment), Ramanuja stated that avidya 

has to be determined as either real or unreal. The Advaitin, however, 

considers that there is a third alternative: avidya is indeterminable as 

real or as unreal. In response to this view, Ramanuja argues that all 

cognitions are in a twofold form: either a thing exists or it does not 

exist. When all cognitions are restricted to the form of existent (sat) 

or non-existent 

cognition of an 

(asat) it is untenable to argue that there can be the 

entity which is distinct from both sat and asat,1 4 -- ---
The Advaitin can respond to Ramanuja's critique by applying an 

uncompromising definition of what constitutes real and unreal. What is 

not cognized at any time is totally unreal, like the horns of a rabbit. 

What is not negated is-real, such as Brahman.15 On the basis of this 

definition, avidya cannot be totally unreal because it is perceived in 

statements such as "I am ignorant". Nor can avidya be real since it is 

sublated by knowledge. Avidya cannot be both real and unreal because it 

is a contradiction to hold that the same entity can be simultaneously 

existent and non-existent. Therefore the ontological status of avidya is 

distinct from what is real and unreal (sadasadvilak~~~~) and hence it is 

said to be indeterminable as either real or unreal. The world too, as the 

effect of the primary avidya, has an indeterminable status (see comment 

to 1 . 42. ) • 

4.10. 

<TGJ'1 f.!~~ ~'&>~&~vl)s~;n~ ~m qp:wn'1".!<r~l't~:~amq 
7Tr.:rn!'rf" .... ...,.p.. ,..... "' (' • ' r-. 111 '1 FM Pll:l<lffi >t 1 1'1 '1T'1".!" <ll'lf\B'ii ~'q<!iG!~ l~!iili~'Pi<rnl'· 

~<l~iflf:l'\¥'4~'1 ~~)~~ 'if m~ ' ( ~flllo ~0 c~ 
qo \9 ) ~<Tn~~ Q"f Of ~H~*!l"''l~ ll:lr:rmf'~~~<lq'TS'f+~· 

~I 

- 4.10. Although the exponents of maya do not accept that, in reality, the 

pure Brahman who is the Original has the experience of Ignorance, it is 

taught as accepted by the exponents of maya and then for the refutation 

of that [view which the Advaitins do not accept] a great net of logic 

has been stated by the text beginning (Sri,B.Para.62.p.133.): 

The experience of Ignorance is not possible for 

Brahman whose sole nature is eternal, free, self-

luminous consciousness~ 
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Nothing whatsoever is said by way of reply there. Because the exponents 

of maya do not accept it to be so. 

4;11. ~-- ~ • .:;. 
'f'l ' ~lq "fl'n:lil~zyl~"\:l'i{'ill"t-11 '""'~UR~'l"' ~~-

Iff~: I ~aJ"lil}H~~lffiliT'<:l{sfq "\:~'~: I qq~ ~~
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4.11. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.63.p.136.): 

Moreover, the exponent of an error being based upon 

an unreal defect has difficulty in proving the 

impossibility of error without a substratum. For there 

is the logical possibility of error even in a substratum 

which has no absolute reality, just as when the defect 

which is the cause of error and the locus of the defect 

[are both unreal]. Therefore everything would only be 

emptiness. 

That is based upon the denial of the discrimination between the nature 

of being not absolutely real and the nature of being fictitious, To 

explain. Indeed the discrimination of the nature of those two is thus: 
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what is unreal and appears to be real is "not absolutely real". What 

does not appear at any time is "fictitious". With regard to those two, 

fictitiousness can possibly be the reason for the emptiness of everything, 

not the nature of being not absolutely real. But by the word 

"therefore" you specified being not absolutely real to be the reason for 

the emptiness of everything. So what is this throwing dust into one's 

eye? 

But if [you. say]: perhaps there cannot be the demonstration of the 

emptiness of everything, but the absolute reality of Brahman accepted by 

the exponents of maya is not established: for there is the possibility of 

error even in a substratum which has no absolute reality. [we reply]: 

Certainly not. Because this defect, which can be expressed by the word 

"Ignorance" which is something positive, is beginningless and depending 

upon Brahman it has superimposed itself by itself alone in the form of 

being the power of that [Brahman]. Depending upon that [Brahman] alone, 

the individual soul has itself [Ignorance] as its locus and being a 

reflection of that [Brahman] in itself [in Ignorance] is superimposed as 

the knower of itself [i.e. the knower of Ignorance, in the manner that: 

"I am ignorant"]. Having depended upon that alone [i.e. being the knower 

of Ignorance] and having superimposed there [in Ignorance] the nature of 

being an object of knowledge, that very [Brahman, who is unknown] is 

superimposed as the object of itself [of Ignorance. In the statement: "I 

am ignorant", ignorance is the object of the .iiva. In the statement: "I 

do not know Brahman", Brahman is the object of that ignorance]. And 

depending upon that alone [Brahman who is the object of Ignorance] and 

having that [Brahman] alone as its basis, [Ignorance] itself transforms 

into the manifest world beginning with space on account of the connection 

[of Ignorance] with that [Brahman]. If Brahman were to be fictitious or 

not absolutely real, then the operation of this defect would depend upon 

what? But if there is no operation, nothing whatsoever could be seen 
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anywhere at any time. And because the world is seen, therefore it has to 

be necessarily accepted that Brahman is neither fictitious nor without 

absolute reality. 

4.12. 

4.12. [5]16 This beginningless Ignorance, which is the defect, is 

established by inference also (Sr1.B.Para.61 .p.131 .)17, 

The knowledge gained by a means of proof, which is 

the subject of dispute, is preceded by another entity 

which is different from the prior non-existence of 

knowledge, which conceals the object of knowledge, 

which is able to be removed by knowledge and which 

exists at the same place as knowledge. 

Because [knowledge] reveals a thing which was not 

revealed before. 

Like the light of a lamp first lit in the midst of 

darkness. 

In regard to [the word] "knowledge" which is mentioned here, because the 

Knowledge which is the essential nature of Brahman is not preceded by 

another entity, for the purpose of the exclusion of that [Knowledge], the 

specification of the subject (pak~.!!:.) was made as: the knowledge gained by 

a means of proof. The SJ>ecification of what is to be proved (sadhya) 

begins with: [preceded by another entity which is different from] the 

prior non-existence of knowledge. The meaning is: the other entity which 
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precedes is different from the prior non-existence of knowledge, conceals 

the object of knowledge, is able to be removed by knowledge and exists 

at the same place as knowledge. 

-4.13. 

4.13. 
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What has been said here in regard to the inference proving the 

Ignorance which is a positive entity (Sri.B.Para.63.p.136f.): 

Because the reason is contradictory since it proves 

another ignorance which is not accepted even in 

regard to Ignorance. 

If this is the intended meaning of that [statement]: the exponents of maya 

have demonstrated the Ignorance which is a positive entity through an 

inference, having introduced as the reason (hetu): revealing a thing which 

was not revealed before. That very reason would prove that the knowledge 

gained by a means of proof, in the form of such an inference, is preceded 

by another ignorance concealing the Ignorance which is a positive entity 

which is the object of that [other ignorance]. Because the Ignorance which 

is a positive entity, which was not revealed previously, is revealed by 

that very inference. The exponents of maya certainly do not accept another 

such ignorance. Because if the Ignorance which is a positive entity is 

concealed by another [ignorance], liberation is indeed established of its 

own accord and so there would be no worldly existence. Therefore the 

reason is contradictory, 
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4.14. Then [if that is the interpretation], it is examined in the 
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following manner. This reason is not contradictory. Because a reason is 

contradictory when it is pervaded by the absence of what is to be proved. 

But the meaning: "it is contradictory according to the view of the 

exponents of maya" is contrived. Moreover, this inference does not reveal 

a thing which was not revealed before. Because the Ignorance which is a 

positive entity is revealed through the direct perception: "I am ignorant". 

Moreover, even though the knowledge gained by a means of proof, which 

establishes the Ignorance which is a positive entity, is demonstrated to 

be preceded by another ignorance concealing the Ignorance which is a 

positive entity, there is no impairment whatsoever. The Ignorance which is 

a positive entity is concealed by another ignorance, but it is not 

destroyed. And in the absence of its destruction, how could liberation be 

established of its own accord? 

It should not be said: if the Ignorance which is a positive entity 

is concealed, because that [Ignorance] is not recognized, how can it be 

the cause of the effect in the form of the manifest world? Because what 

is not recognized and what is not absolutely real is not the cause of an 
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effect. [reason] Because fire etc., though not recognized and not 

absolutely real, is seen to be the cause of effects such as burning etc. 

Its effect too must be without absolute reality, but that is another 

matter. Furthermore, an apparent snake which is indeed not recognized 

[since it does not exist] certainly produces even knowledge which is not 

of an apparent nature. Moreover, even a cause pertaining to ordinary 

relations, though not at all recognized, possesses causality. For example, 

a fire -which is indeed existing though it is not recognized- produces 

burning. And where a tiger etc., which is certainly recognized, produces 

fear, the tiger is not the cause of the fear but rather the knowledge of 

the tiger. But the tiger is figuratively referred to in the world as the 

cause of fear since it produces fear by means of knowledge [of its effects]. 

4.15. 

. 4.1 5. 
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But if this is the intended meaning [of the statement "Because the 

reason is contradictory ••• " , supra ]18 : just as the knowledge gained by a 

means of proof is established as being preceded by another entity due to 

the reason that [knowledge] reveals a thing which was not revealed before, 

so too, because that other entity, though it is Ignorance, reveals an 

object in the form of the manifest world which was not revealed before, 

then in the consequence of it being preceded by another entity, another 

ignorance would be established. And the exponents of maya certainly do not 

accept that. Because if the manifest world is indeed concealed by another 
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ignorance, liberation is established of its own accord. [refutation] Even 

then, just as before, the reason is certainly not contradictory. Moreover, 

the Ignorance which is a positive entity is the material cause of the 

manifest world but it is not the revealer of the manifest world. The clay 

certainly does not reveal the pot. You yourself have said (§ri.B.Par;.63. 

p.137.): "Because everywhere it is Knowledge alone which reveals". 

comment 

The discussion which follows is in response to Ramanuja's objection 

to the example given in the syllogism, i.e. "Like the light of a lamp 

first lit in the midst of darkness". Ramanuja states that it is cognition 

alone which reveals things. The senses only cause the origination of the 

cognition which reveals the object and the light of a lamp merely assists 

the senses through the removal of darkness. Ramanuja maintains that what 

is meant by "revealing" is not a mere removal of something but the accurate 

determination of the object, which can only occur through cognition. 

Abhyankar's statement, while accepting that cognition brings about the 

accurate determination of the object, seeks to establish Ramanuja's 

prima facie view,i.e, the analogy of light with cognition is apt because 

their nature is similar in so far as they both remove what is contrary 

to themselves. 
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Although Knowledge alone reveals because it brings about the 

accurate determination of the object, still, the light is also said to 

reveal as it is the means for optical knowledge. Because that too, like 
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Knowledge, removes what is contrary to itself. For "revealing" is said 

to be the removal of the cause of non-revealing. The light of a lamp was 

specified only with this intended meaning. 

The sense organs, however, produce Knowledge by means of the 

operation consisting of the connection with the sense object. But nof-by 

means of the removal of any thing. So because they do not reveal a thing 

which was not revealed before, there is no impairment even in the absence 

of being preceded by another entity. But [the statement] (~r1.B.Para.64. 

p.137.) such as: 

If the auxiliary factors too are accepted as revealing 

a thing which was not revealed before, then because the 

sense organs are the most helpful [among those factors] 

they would have to be accepted as revealing things which 

were not revealed before. If that is the case, the reason 

["Because of revealing a thing which was not revealed 

before"] is inconclusive because those [sense organs] are 

not preceded by another entity which they can remove, 

That is worthless. Because the exponents of maya do not accept that all 

auxiliary factors reveal, but only those which remove what is contrary to 

revealing. 

4.17. 
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4,17. The demonstration of nine contrary inferences (Sr1.B.Para.64.p,138f.) 

is incongruous. Because he [Ramanuja] has shown the counter syllogisms 

in this manner: 

(1) Ignorance does not have Brahman, which is pure 

Knowledge, as its locus. Because it is Ignorance. 

Like the ignorance of a pearl-oyster etc. For that 

has the knower as its locus. 

(2) Ignorance does not conceal Knowledge. Because 

it is Ignorance. Like the ignorance of a pearl-oyster 

etc. For that conceals the object. 

(3) Ignorance cannot be removed by knowledge. Because 

it does not conceal the object of knowledge [the Advaitin 

says Ignorance conceals Brahman who is not an object of 

knowledge). Whatever Ignorance can be removed by knowledge, 

conceals the object of knowledge. Just as the ignorance 

of a pearl-oyster etc. 

(4) Brahman is not the substrate of Ignorance. Because 

[Brahman] is bereft of knowership, Like a pot etc. 

(5) Brahman does not have Ignorance as its concealing 

factor. Because [Brahman] is not an object of knowledge. 

Whatever has ignorance as its concealing factor is an 

object of knowledge. Like a pearl-oyster etc. 

(6) Brahman does not possess Ignorance which can be 

removed by knowledge. Because [Brahman] is not an 

object of knowledge. Whatever possesses ignorance 

which can be removed by knowledge, is an object of 
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knowledge. Like a pearl-oyster etc. 

(7) The knowledge gained by a means of proof is not 

preceded by an Ignorance different from the prior 

non-existence of knowledge. Because it is knowledge 

gained by a means of proof. Like the knowledge gained 

by a means of proof which demonstrates the Ignorance 

you accept. 

(8) Knowledge does not destroy an object. Because it 

is [only] knowledge when it is bereft of being augmented 

by a particular power. Whatever destroys an object -whether 

it is knowledge or ignorance- is seen to be augmented by 

a particular power. Like the knowledge belonging to the 

Lord and yogins etc. And like [the ignorance] belonging to 

a hammer etc. 

(9) Ignorance which is a positive entity cannot be 

destroyed by knowledge. Because it is something positive. 

Like a pot etc. 
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4.18. Among these counter syllogisms which have been stated, the first 

and the fourth inference are not inimical to us. Because what is to be 

proved there, i,e, Brahman who is pure Knowledge is not the locus of 

Ignorance, is accepted by us also, It was mentioned just previously (4,11) 

that the locus of Ignorance is the individual soul who is a reflection 

and who is superimposed as a knower. 

Thus pure Brahman, although not concealed by Ignorance, still, 

Ignorance, depending upon that very Brahman and being the power of that 

[Brahman] has as though entered into that [Brahman] because of being a 

power and having superimposed in that Brahman the nature of being an object 

of knowledge, and having superimposed the nature of being an object of 

itself [of Ignorance], subsequently that [Brahman] is concealed. Just as 

fire, though able to be extinguished by water, enters into water -even 

though it is contradictory to itself- in a subtle form and having 

superimposed the nature of being an object of itself and having superimposed 

its own quality of heat in that [water], it conceals the coldness belonging 

to that [water]. It is like that. On account of this, the second inference 

and the fifth inference are refuted, 

The reason is not established in the third and the sixth inference, 

Because that [Brahman] is concealed by Ignorance, only having superimposed 

upon Brahman the nature of being an object of knowledge. And in the 

seventh inference, the example is certainly not possible. Because it was 

stated just previously ( 4,14.): "even though the knowledge gained by a 

means of proof, which establishes the Ignorance which is a positive entity, 

is demonstrated to be preceded by another ignorance concealing the 

Ignorance which is a positive entity, there is no impairment whatsoever". 
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In the eighth inference there is proving of what is already 

established. Because we do not accept that the knowledge of Brahman 

destroys a [real] object. Because in our system, even the manifest world 

beginning with space is superimposed and is therefore not a real object. 

Moreover, the reason too is not established. Because being bereft of 

augmentation by a particular power cannot be ascertained in regard to the 

knowledge of Brahman. 

In the ninth inference the reason possesses a limiting condition. 

Because referring to what is absolutely real acts as a limiting 

condition. There is the pervasion of what is to be proved (sadhya) by: 

whatever is not able to be destroyed by knowledge certainly possesses 

absolute reality. There is no rule: whatever is a positive entity certainly 

possesses absolute reality. Because there is deviation in regard to 

Ignorance which is a positive entity and in regard to the manifest world 

beginning with space which is based upon that [Ignorance]. Therefore there 

is no pervasion of the means (sadhana) [i.e. the reason]. 
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-4.19. Furthermore, this reason [in the ninth syllogism] is inconclusive, 

for the destruction of fear, though it is something positive as·i~ is 

produced by the knowledge of the snake, is seen to occur through the 

knowledge "this is a rope". But if [you say]: the destruction of fear is 
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from the destruction of the cause of fear which is the knowledge of the 

snake, but not from the knowledge of the rope. [our reply is] Even then 

[the reason] is certainly inconclusive. Because the destruction of the 

knowledge of the snake, which is something positive, is seen to occur 

through the knowledge of the rope. 

[objection] There is no destruction of the knowledge of the snake 

through the knowledge of the rope, but it occurs spontaneously because it 

is momentary. 

[reply] No. Did the supreme Lord indicate to you that "knowledge is 

momentary"? Rather, knowledge remains as long as there is the presence of 

the cause such as a sense object etc. Because cognition is just in that 

manner. It should not be said: still, the destruction of the knowledge of 

the snake is because of the destruction of the snake, but not because of 

the knowledge of the rope. [reason] Even then the inconclusiveness is just 

the same as before, because the destruction of the snake, which is 

something positive, occurs through the knowledge of the rope. 

4.20. 
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What has been said (Sri.B.Para.65.p.140.): 

If those fears etc. are not momentary, then the result 

would be the perception of multiple fears: because in 

the continuous stream of cognitions which are the cause 

of fear etc., all the cognitions without exception would 

be the cause for the origination of fear etc. 

That is mediocre. Because the one who accepts that fear is not momentary 

should accept that Knowledge too is certainly not momentary. And so 
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because there is no continuous stream of Knowledge, therefore the 

consequence of the perception of multiple fears is far removed. 

4.21. The ridicule made by this text (Sri.B.Para.65.p.140.): 

[Your] skill in syllogisms has been revealed by the 

mention of meaningless qualifications: "preceded by 

another entity which is different from the prior non-

existence of knowledge" 

is, however, out of place. Although these words: "different from the prior 

non-existence of knowledge" and "another" are meaningless when the 

statement is just: "preceded by an entity" which is established only by 

the word "entity" which signifies something positive, still, it is told 

in that manner for the facility of comprehension on the part of the 

listener. Since the Vaise~ikas count even non-existence among the seven 

categories, therefore there is the possibility of confusing even that as 

an entity. 

Furthermore, how is it that [you], who are causing the ridicule of 

another in this manner, did not see at the time of showing the nine 

counter syllogisms that the fourth inference is meaningless since it is 

established by the first inference? There is only a difference in the 

arrangement of the words here: "Ignorance does not have Brahman as its 
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locus" and "Brahman is not the substrate of Ignorance". There is no 

difference at all concerning what is to be proved. It should be 

investigated in this manner by intelligent people: the fifth inference is 

meaningless since it is established by the second, the sixth is 

meaningless since it is established by the third and the ninth is 

meaningless since it is established by the eighth. 
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4.22. Although it has been said (Sri.B.Para.65.p.140.): 

This [view of the Advaitin] too: "the material cause of 

a thing which is false ought to be indeed false", is 

refuted by the reasoning in this section [beginning with 

the siitra]: "No, on account of the dissimilarity" (B.S.2.1.4.). 

In regard to that, it is said: 

The material cause of a false thing is false, The 

world is indeed of an apparent nature. In the case 

of error, there is certainly no possibility of the 

"apprehension of the real" anywhere.20. 

4.23. 
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4•23. The intended meaning of the exponents of maya is that: the material 

cause of the false world is capable only of being false. That [material 

cause] is indeed Ignorance which is a positive entity. If the purport of 

that section would be: "in every way there can only be dissimilarity 

between the cause and the effect", then the Ignorance which is a positive 

entity, and which is something false, cannot possibly be the cause of the 

false world as it has the same characteristic as that [world]. So there 

would be contradiction with that section. 

But the purport of that section is only: "even though there is some 

dissimilarity there is no loss of a cause-effect relation". And so the 

possession of the common characteristics between the cause and the effect 

must certainly be demonstrated as far as possible. The exponents of maya 

made this intention very clear by using the word "it ought": "the material 

cause of a thing which is false ought to be indeed false". Indeed, you 

too have certainly established the possession of common characteristics 

between the cause and the effect by saying: "Brahman is the cause, having 

the subtle sentient beings and insentient matter as its modes, and Brahman 

is indeed the effect, having the gross sentient beings and insentient 

matter as its modes". 
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4.24. Although it has been said (Sri.B,Para.65.p.141 .): 

For only what is perceived is an object of cognition, 

error and sublation. 

The exponents of maya too certainly accept that. That is not a negating 

factor in the acceptance of the world as indeterminable. But having 

completed the remainder of this "only what is perceived" [with the words] 

"as real elsewhere", the meaning is constructed as: "only what is perceived 

as real elsewhere is the object of cognition etc. elsewhere [at another 

place]. Then even though the world, which has been accepted as 

indeterminable, cannot possibly be an object of cognition etc. since 

according to the view of the exponents of maya the world is not perceived 

as real elsewhere, still, it is explained in this manner: the ignorance 

of the pearl-oyster etc. certainly produces the indeterminable silver, 

being assisted by the mental impression of silver. The requirement of a 

cognition being real elsewhere is seen in regard to the origination of 

such a mental impression. It must be so in the case of the ignorance of 

the pearl-oyster etc. But because the primary Ignorance is the power of 

Brahman there is no requirement of any other thing since it acts in 

dependence upon Brahman. Moreover, even a mental impression certainly 

exists since the individual souls are beginningless in the beginningless 

cycle of worldly existence. 

comment 

Abhyankar fills out Ramanuja's rather enigmatic statement: "only what 

is perceived is an object of cognition, error and sublation" by adding the 

phrase: "as real elsewhere". The argument would then mean that the erroneous 

cognition of something, such as silver upon a pearl-oyster, is possible 

only if real silver has been p,reviously experienced. Because of the prior 

experience of real silver there is the production of the mental impression 
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of silver and on account of the mental impression the pearl-oyster can be 

erroneously perceived as silver. But in the case of the world, this is 

not possible. For if the world is superimposed upon Brahman, like silver 

upon the pearl-oyster, the prior experience of a real world would be 

necessary in order to generate the mental impression of a world which 

could be superimposed upon Brahman. But according to the Advaitin, the 

prior experience of a real world is not possible. 

The Advaitin agrees that a prior impression is required, but disputes 

that such an impression must be of something real. According to the 

Advaitin, even a false mental impression is sufficient: if a nightmare 

occurs after seeing a horror movie, the impression of the film is 

required even though the film is itself unreal. 

4.25. 
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-4.25. Although it has been said (Sri.B.Para.65.p.141 .)19, 

because the appearance of one thing in another manner 

cannot be avoided, even in the imagination of the 

\ 

indeterminable silver in the case of the error of silver 

on a pearl-oyster etc. 

That is worthless. Because silver is recognized in the silver on the 

pearl-oyster. Then subsequently the sublation is experienced: "this is not 

silver". And this sublation is not experienced as limited by a certain 

time in the manner: "this is not silver now". But [it is experienced] 
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only in a general way: "this silver did not exist even before". And so 

the sublation certainly exists before. Only it is experienced later. So 

the silver there [on the pearl-oyster] has no reality, even for an instant, 

whether pertaining to absolute reality or to ordinary relations and hence 

it is indeterminable as being real. So too, if it is non-existent like 

the horns of a rabbit it would not be recognized even for an instant. But 

it is recognized. Therefore it is indeterminable as being unreal. On 

account of no other recourse, the silver etc. of this kind must be 

supposed to have a momentary existence of an apparent nature. Otherwise 

how could the pearl-oyster appear in the form of non-existing silver? 

Because there is no possibility of the appearance of the one thing in 

another manner. And this silver is certainly determinable in the manner 

of having an apparent nature. 

comment 

Ramanuja maintains that the appearance of one thing as something 

else has to be accepted. He says (Sr1.B.Para.65.p.141f.) that all the 

different explanations of erroneous cognition must admit that one thing 

appears in another manner: in asatkhyati the non-existent appears as 

existent, in atmakhyati the "self" appears as something external, in 

akhyati some thing, such as "silver", is apprehended as the attribute of 

something else, such as "this". 

The Advaitin considers it is incorrect to hold that one thing appears 

in another manner, such as a pearl-oyster appearing as silver. Because the 

silver does not exist. Nor can it be said that there is the non-appearance 

of what exists. Because the cognition is only "this is silver", but at 

that time there is no cognition in the manner: "I do not have the cognition 

of the pearl-oyster" •. 
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4;26, Although this silver does not appear to have an apparent nature 

at the time of its cognition, still, there is no impairment. Among the 

modes which exist, the·non-appearance of some [modes] is certainly 

accepted by all the exponents of "apprehension" (khyati) without exception. 

Because in regard to the cognition of silver upon the pearl-oyster, 

everyone accepts the non-appearance of the portion which is the pearl-

oyster. This is certainly not the appearance of one thing in another 

manner. Because that appearance is in a form which does not exist. Nor 

is it the non-appearance of what exists. On account of this, [the statement] 

(Sri.B.Para.65.p.141.): 

Indeed this [silver] which is assumed [by you] to be 

indeterminable is not recognized as "indeterminable" 

at that time but only as real silver 

is refuted. Because even though [a thing] does not appear as indeterminable, 

it does not appear in another manner. 

It should not be said: there is the appearance in another manner 

because of the appearance that the silver is real. [reason] Because the 

reality exists in the pearl-oyster. It should not be said: there is the 

appearance in another manner because the reality belonging to the pearl-

oyster, which is unconnected to the silver, appears to be connected to 

the silver. [reason] Because the reality, though belonging to the pearl-

oyster, has been connected to the silver. For the silver is not a 

transformation of Ignorance alone, Nor even of the pearl-oyster alone, 
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But only of the pearl-oyster by means of Ignorance. And the non-cognizance 

of the pearl-oyster as a pearl-oyster is indeed Ignorance. But the 

knowledge of the pearl-oyster as "this" is, rather, certainly the cause 

for the origination of the apparent silver. Thus the mental impression of 

silver belonging to the knower, and so forth, must be known respectively 

to be the causes. 

4.27. 
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4.27. Thus when the origination of the apparent silver has been 

established, [Ramanuja] commencing [with the statement] (Sr1.B.Para.65. 

p. 142.): "the cause of the origination of that [silver] must be told", 

has assumed that the cognition of silver is the cause of that [origination 

of silver] -even though the exponents of maya have not said anywhere that 

[the cognition of silver] is the cause of the origination of silver- and 

so he is led to be the receptacle of his own ridicule through jokes in 

this manner (Sr1.B.Para.65.p.142.): 

[The cognition] originated without an object and 

having produced that [object] makes that its object 

-this is the reasoning of great people. 

In the same way, the answer [given in the Srtbha~~J to that, which is 
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the supposition that the sense organs, their [inherent] 'defects, or 

defective sense organs are the material cause of the apparent silver and 

the refutation of that, are certainly worthless. Because the exponents of 

maya do not accept [such a supposition] to be true. 

But the defects belonging to the sense organs are certainly 

accepted as the efficient cause. And that is logically possible. Because 

the defects belonging to the sense organs have the possibility of being 

connected to the sense object, such as the pearl-oyster etc., by means of 

the visual rays etc. of the sense organs. 

Thus [Ramanuja], having supposed on many occasions what the 

exponents of maya do not accept, there is an elaborate logical refutation 

of that, but in regard to what is accepted, some answer is given in one 

line or in a half of it. So this is a new mode of refutation which is 

seen. 

4.28 • 

. 4.28. Although it has been said (Sri.B.Para.66.p.142.): 

How does this new and indeterminable collection of 

things become an object through the idea and the 

word "silver" etc. and not through the idea and the 

word "pot" etc? [Advaitin]: Because of the similarity 

to the silver etc. [Visi~~advaitin]: Then the cognition 

and the word should be only: "similar to that". 
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That is incongruous. Because there is no application here for the 

knowledge of similarity. But the similarity existing in relation to the 

object awakens the mental impression of silver. And that awakened mental 

impression transforms that ignorance of the pearl-oyster only into the 

form of silver, not into the form of a pot etc. In the sequel to this, 

the maya Vedantins certainly do not accept the net of fallacious reasoning 

beginning (Sri.B.Para.66.p.142.): 

If [you say] that [the similarity] is because of the 

connection with the generic characteristics of silver 

etc., then is that [generic characteristic] real or 

unreal? 

So nothing is said by way of reply there. 

4.29. 

4.29. Ramanuja has accepted in all places the "apprehension of the real" 

(satkhyati) according to the text beginning (Sri.B.Para.66.p.143,): 

The view of those who know the Veda is that all 

knowledge is true. 
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In regard to that, it is being investigated in the following manner. 

The meaning of that [sentence: "R. has accepted in all places the 

'apprehension of the real' ••• "] is: "apprehension" (khyati) means 

cognition. And that [apprehension] is everywhere only of what is real, 

nowhere is it of the unreal. If the meaning of this: "of what is real" is: 

"of what is real, though in a form which is apparent", then we certainly 

accept the "apprehension of the real". But he [Rii:manuja] does not accept 

it in that manner. If the meaning is: "of what is real, in a form which is 

indeed absolutely real", then there could· be no cognition of water in a 

mirage. 

[objection] A portion of water certainly exists in the earth due 

to the threefold combination or due to the fivefold combination. 20 

[reply] True, [but] the nature of water certainly does not exist 

in an object qualified according to the threefold combination. Although 

the nature of water exists in the portion of water belonging to a part of 

that [object], still, it is not able to be known, Because the threefold 

combination is a union which is incapable of separate division, Because 

the elements are not able to be perceived prior to the threefold 

combination as they are extremely subtle, therefore even after the threefold 

combination there is no possibility of the perception of only the water 

which belongs there [in that combination]. 

Furthermore, it does not stand to reason that this portion of water, 

though extremely subtle and though far away, is apprehended, while it is 

not apprehended by those who are nearby. But only those who have faith in 

that view could accept the statement about that (Sr1.B.Para.67.p.147.)21 : 

there is no apprehension of fire and earth on account 

of "he defect of the sense organ and because of some 

unseen factor there is apprehension only of the water. 
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4.30. 

4.30. Furthermore, for the one who has gone near, the cognition arises: 

"this is not water". And in regard to that, there is the cognition of the 

water which [Ramanuja considers] is indeed real, as unreal and so the 

appearance in another manner certainly cannot be avoided. 22 On account of 

this, [the statement]23 , "because a portion of fire exists in the pearl-

oyster due to the threefold combination, there is the cognition of that 

[fire] in the form of silver" is refuted. 

Furthermore, why is that portion of fire known only in the form 

of silver? It could also appear in the form of lightning, the sun etc. 

Because prior to combining, the portion of fire is common to everything: 

lightning, the sun etc. It should not be said: some portions of fire which 

have undergone the threefold combination and have transformed into the 

form of silver appear as combined in the pearl-oyster. [reason] Because 

there is no means of proof for their existence there [in the pearl-oyster]. 

It should not be said: the cognition of silver is itself the means of proof. 

[reason] Because there is mutual dependence: for when that cognition is 

established as having the nature of the "apprehension of the real" the 

existence of the portion of silver in the pearl-oyster is established, and 
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when there is the establishment of the existence of the portion of silver, 

that cognition is established as having the nature of the "apprehension 

of the real". It should not be said: there is the assumption that a portion 

of silver exists in the pearl-oyster because of the experience of the 

similarity to silver. [reason] Because there is the logical possibility 

of similarity in regard to the pearl-oyster since it possesses the quality 

of lustre etc. which is similar to the quality of silver. There is 

certainly no rule brought about by the restriction: portions of a similar 

thing indeed exist in the similar object. 

4. 31 • 

4.31. Furthermore, Devadatta has a confusion of ownership with regard to 

the clothes and ornaments etc. belonging to Caitra, which are similar to 

the clothes and ornaments etc. belonging to Devadatta. In that matter, 

there is certainly no penetration of the parts of the clothes etc. 

belonging to Devadatta in the clothes etc. belonging to Caitra. So how can 

there be the "apprehension of the real" in that instance? Even when the 

clothes etc. belonging to Devadatta have been destroyed, Devadatta, not 

knowing about their destruction, is seen to have confusion of ownership 

when the clothes etc. belonging to another are seen. The knowledge is well 

known from a boy to an old man that even between two exceedingly similar 
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kar~apa~~ coins the parts of one are similar to the parts of the other 

but they are not those very [parts]. And the taking of the PUtika 24 plant 

when there is no Soma is enjoined by the sacred texts because it possesses 

qualities similar to the qualities existing in the Soma, but not because 

of the actual existence of parts of the Soma. The taking of wild rice 

when there is no cultivated rice is also due to the same reason. 25 

Moreover, if in the water of the Ganga, which is similar to milk, 

portions of milk exist, then when milk is given up in some vow even the 

water of the Ganga must be given up. If even pure food is similar to meat 

in form then it must be given up because parts of that [meat] exist in it. 

And the demons would be deathless on account of feeding upon spirituous 

liquor which is similar to the nectar of immortality. Thus there would be 

much confusion. 

4.32. 

-4.32. For the establishment of the "apprehension of the real" in dream, 

what has been said by the text beginning (~r1.B.Para.66.p.145.): 

in dream, the Lord himself creates, in accordance with 

the merit or demerit of living beings, corresponding 

objects capable of being experienced only by the respective 
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person and lasting for various periods of time 

is that the objects such as chariots etc. existing there [in dream] are 

created by the supreme Lord and are certainly real. That is questionable. 

Because fate is the common cause for all things in the world. And so there 

is no such object whatsoever from which happiness or sadness is not 

produced for some living being. Among those objects which the Lord created 

in Devadatta's dream from which happiness or sadness was not produced for 

Devadatta, by whose fate did the Lord produce that object? And many objects 

of an indifferent nature are experienced in dream. And so according to 

the maxim: "even a fool does not engage [in an action] without aiming at 

a result"26, those objects are certainly not created by the supreme Lord 

but rather they are superimposed by the individual soul. And this 

superimposition is a particular type of memory. 

4. 33. 

4.33. The author of the sutras has loudly expressed that the objects 

belonging to dream are merely maya, in the sutra: "But mere maya ••• " (B,S •. 

3.2.3.),27 It is well known that the word "maya" signifies what is 

indeterminable. And the nature of being indeterminable means just lasting 
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for various periods of time when (an object] is capable of being 

experienced only by each respective person. Even though Ramanuja has 

accepted that the objects belonging to dream are capable of being 

experienced only by the respective person and last for various periods of 

time, he has said (Sri.B.Para.68.p.151.): "the word maya is not seen to 

signify what is indeterminable". So what is this dislike toward the word 

"indeterminable"? But there is no suitability with the words of the siitra 

("But mere maya ••• "] in the meaning (Sr'l.B.Para.395 .p.801 f. )28 : " 'mere 

maya' (mayamatram) means producing a wonder. Because the individual soul 

'has a nature which is not entirely manifest' (kartsnyenanabhivyaktasvarii-

patvat) [in the state of worldly existence] and therefore that [soul] has 

no possibility of being the agent of the creation producing a wonder. The 

creation in dream has the supreme Lord alone as its creator". [reason] 

Because it is said: "But mere maya". But it is not said: "But the 

creation of the Lord". 

Furthermore, in the expectation: "what has an nnmanifest nature?11
, 

[the answer] is only gained through the contiguity: what is merely maya 

[i.e. the state of dream, which is the topic], that [has an unmanifest 

nature]. Having given up that, and having supplied the ellipsis "of the 

individual souls", the construction of the meaning as: "because the 

individual souls have a nature which is not entirely manifest" is very 

clearly not accepted by the author of the siitras. Even the silver upon a 

pearl-oyster etc. are capable of being experienced only by the respective 

person and last for various periods of time, just like the objects 

belonging to dream, and hence they are certainly unreal. 

4.34. 
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4.34. Furthermore, the power of the supreme Self, whose inconceivable 

power creates the objects belonging to dream which are capable of being 

experienced only by the respective person and which last for various 

periods of time, can in no way be restricted in regard to the creation 

of silver upon a pearl-oyster etc. So why does Ramanuja not accept that 

the silver upon a pearl-oyster etc. are absolutely real like the objects 

belonging to dream? But there is no contradiction with the sacred texts: 

"For he is the agent" (B:.;h.4.3 .10.), "The one who [is awake] in those who 

are asleep" (Kaijha.2.5.8.) if the objects belonging to dream are super-

imposed by the individual soul. Because the individual souls are not 

different from the supreme Self. Although the objects belonging to dream 

and the silver upon a pearl-oyster etc. are superimposed by the individual 

soul, because the supreme Self is the common cause everywhere, therefore 

he must necessarily be the cause there as well. 

4.35. 

4.35. 
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In the case of a crystal in proximity to a red flower, the redness 

occuring in the cognition: "the crystal is red" is not assumed to be un-

real. Because that [redness] exists in the red flower. For the origination 

of a thing having an apparent nature is only accepted in the case where 

there is no proximity to what is to be superimposed. [refutation] But that 

redness is unreal as having inherence in the crystal and so there is only 
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"the apprehension of the indeterminable". 

It should be understood in the same manner in the cognition: "the 

conch-shell is yellow" if the yellow colour belonging to the substance 

bile exists. But if that is not accepted, even the yellow colour is 

assumed to be unreal. But according to the view of Ramanuja, "the 

apprehension in another manner" cannot be avoided because the redness 

which is not inherently connected to the crystal and the yellow colour 

which is not inherently connected to the conch-shell appear to be 

inherently connected to them. 

comment 

4.36. 

For Ramanuja's explanation of perceptual error, see 2.41. and comment. 
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4;36. Although it has been said (SrLB.Para.67.p.147.)29 for the 

establishment of "the apprehension of the real" in the cognition of a fire-

brand circle: 

the cognition of a circle is logically possible 

because there is no apprehension of the intervals, 

In regard to that, it should be investigated in the following manner. It 

is true that there is no apprehension of intervals in a circle which 

actually exists because the intervals do not exist and though the intervals 
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do exist in a fire-brand circle they are not apprehended because of the 

rapidity of movement. But is the cognition of a circle just the non-

apprehension of the intervals, or is the cognition of a circle something 

other than the non-apprehension of the intervals? Not the first. Because 

the non-apprehension of the intervals is the absence of the cognition of 

intervals and how could that [absence of the cognition of intervals] be in 

the form of the cognition of a circle? For the cognition of a cloth is not 

just the absence of the cognition of a pot. For this very reason, the 

learned people say that the happiness in the absence of sorrow here is 

figurative: "I have become happy upon the removal of my burden". Moreover, 

there is no cognition of a circle in a square even though there is the 

absence of the cognition of intervals. But in the second case, the 

origination of an indeterminable circle has to be accepted because the 

circle in the fire-brand circle does not in reality exist. 

In regard to the cognition of a face in a mirror, even though one's 

own face in the cognition is certainly real, because that [face] which is 

unconnected to the mirror has become connected to it, the origination of 

an indeterminable connection must indeed be accepted to establish the 

cognition. 

4.37. 

4.37. It is the same in the case of the confusion about direction also. 

To explain. The cognition of the different directions such as east etc. 

certainly has, as a rule, dependence everywhere, i.e. the east is with 

regard to a certain thing. For this very reason, the rule is established: 
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"one should eat food while facing the east". Otherwise, because all the 

different directions exist everywhere, there would be incongruity of that 

[rule]. And so what is east is with regard to which [e.g. person A], for 

that [east], when there is the knowledge of it being north with regard to 

that very [person A] -even though the nature of north exists in the east 

[with regard to another person]- because there is the absence of being 

north with regard to that [person A], the new occurrence can only be 

conjectured as indeterminable. On account of this, [the statement] (Sri. 

B.Para.67.p.148.): "the cognition of another direction is certainly true" 

is refuted. 30 

4.38. 

.4.38. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.67.p.148.): 

Even in the case of the knowledge of a double moon etc., two 

sets of means which are mutually independent are the cause for 

the double apprehension of the moon: because there is the 

difference of the sets of means due to the difference of the 

movement of the light of the eye by pressing with the finger, 

or through cataract etc. One set of means apprehends the moon 

qualified by its own location. Whereas the second, moving 

somewhat at a tangent, apprehends the moon separated from its 

own location after apprehending a location near to the moon. 

Therefore, due to the two sets of means, when there is the 

apprehension of the moon qualified by the two locations 

simultaneously there is the particular [cont. next page] 



4.39. 

4.39. 

cognition: "two moons" because there is a difference of 

' 
the form to be apprehended due to the difference in 

apprehending and because there is no apprehension of 

unity. The other location being an attribute of that 

[moon] is due to the uninterrupted apprehension of the 

other location and of the moon which is not apprehended 

in its own location. 
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That is contrary to experience. For example if a cloth placed upon 

a peg on the wall etc. in a house is seen with an eye pressed by a finger, 

not only is that cloth seen as double but even the peg which is its locus 

is seen as double. The wall which is the locus of that [peg], that house 

and the earth which is the locus of that [house] are seen as double. Thus 

there is indeed the experience that the whole world: the space along with 

the clouds and constellations, is seen to be double. And so [the statement 

supra.]: "Whereas the second, moving somewhat at a tangent, apprehends the 

moon separated from its own location after apprehending a location near to 
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the moon" is not possible. There is certainly no apprehension of a 

location near to the moon by the second set of means, so the apprehension 

of the moon separated from its own location is certainly far off the mark. 

So too, [the statement supra,]: "The other location being an attribute of 

the moon is due to the uninterrupted apprehension of the moon which is not 

apprehended in its own location and [the uninterrupted apprehension] of 

the other location" is also not possible. Because even one among these: 

the actually existing moon, the location which is its locus and the 

location near to that [moon], is not apprehended by the second set of 

means. Therefore the whole world which is apprehended by the second set of 

means must certainly be accepted, even by someone not desirous of doing so, 

as indeed indeterminable. 

Hence what the venerable Sri Sallkaracarya has said in respect of 

the siltra: "And because of the logical impossibility in every way" (B.S. 

2.2.32.) while refuting the views of the followers of the Buddha: 

the more this doctrine of the Buddhists is examined 

for its possession of logical tenability, the more 

it indeed breaks down like a well in sandy soil. We 

do not see any logical tenability at all here,31 

That certainly strikes the memory upon the examination of Ramanuja's view 

here, 

-4,40, . Thus there is the logical possibility of the relation of negated 
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and negating since it is correct that: what is indeterminable is to be 

negated and what is other than that is the negating factor. On account of 

this, the supposition somehow or other of the logical possibility of the 

relation of negated and negating (~ri.B.Para.68.p.150.): 

The relation of negated and negating is logically 

possible on account of being an object of the 

experience of everyone and on account of being 

devoid of that 

is set aside. Moreover, it is well known in the world that a thing which 

is the object of the experience of even many ignorant students is negated 

by something which is the object of the experience of even a single 

teacher who knows about the defect. Thus falsity, in the manner of being 

indeterminable, is alone the criterion for what is to be negated. And all 

this which is seen in the world is certainly indeterminable. Because its 

basis is indeterminable Ignorance. 

4. 41 • 

4.41. 

4.42. 
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The sacred texts etc. would, accordingly, be the 

means of knowledge about Ignorance. There [in regard 

to Ignorance], the knowledge of the real substratum 

would remove Ignorance.21. 

• 
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4.42. The Ignorance which is the basis [of the indeterminable world] is 

established by sacred texts such as: "they do not find this world which is 

Brahman, for they are enveloped by the untrue" (Ch.8.3.2.) etc. 

Indeterminable Ignorance is spoken of by the word "untrue" Ct!:!!.:.;ta). But 

what has been said (Sri.B.Para.68.p.150.): 

~~signifies [virtuous] actions. For there is the 

statement: "both drinking the :.;ta" {Katha.1 .3.1.). 

Rta is action which is free from attachment to the ·-
result, which has as its apparel the worship of the 

highest Person and has the attainment of Him as its 

result. Here [in the passage "enveloped by the untrue"], 

~:.;~is action which is different from that [:.;ta], 

which has the cycle of worldly existence as its result 

and which is contrary to the attainment of Brahman. For 

there is the statement: "they do not find this world 

32 which is Brahman, for they are enveloped by the untrue". 

That is not so. Because the word ":rta" is well known as signifying what 

is true. Amarasitiilia, too, says: "true (satyam), real (tathyam), :.;tam" 

(Amara. 1 • 6. 22.). And so ~:rta. means untrue. And that [~taJ is indeed 

this Ignorance which is a positive entity and the cause of the ignorance 

of the world which is Brahman [i.e. the Self]. The distinction containing 

the reason for the absence of knowing is: :"enveloped by the untrue". And 

this Ignorance is not [just] the absence of knowledge. But it is a positive 

entity which is different with regard to the absence of knowledge. 
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Otherwise, the mention of an~ta as the cause for the absence of knowing 

would be incongruous since there is oneness of cause and effect. 

comment 

Ramanuja does not accept ignorance to be something positive, but he 

considers it to be the mere absence of knowledge (aham jnanabhavavan). 

Abhyankar states that if Ignorance is not admitted to be something positive 

in nature then the word "anrta" could not be specified as the reason for -·-
the absence of knowledge: "they do not find ••• , for they are enveloped by 

the untrue (!!:!!;1:.!.!!:)". Because if agJ;ta is itself just the absence of 

knowledge then there is no distinction between the cause -which is the 

absence of knowledge- and the effect which is also the absence of knowledge. 

It would be equivalent to saying that the effect is the cause of the effect. 

4.43. 

- 4.43. Here too: "both drinking the :.;ta", the word ":rta" does not signify 

action. "Both drinking the :rta" means that both are experiencing the 

results of action. Because even though the word :r~ signifies action there, 

it has an implied meaning in the sense of the results of action. The usage 

of the word ":rta", which signifies what is true, is easy to demonstrate in. 

the sense of the results of action. Because the result of action is 

inevitable according to the way which was told: "action does not waste 

away without [the result] being experienced" and therefore lrhat is true, 

in the manner of what will inevitably occur, exists in the result of action. 
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Furthermore, according to your view, does the word ":r~" signify 

a particular action or does it signify action in general? Not the first. 

Because there is contradiction with your own general statement: ":r;ta 

signifies [virtuous] actions". Moreover, in accepting a particular action, 

is it understood to be preceded by attachment to the result or not 

preceded by that? In the first case, there would be incongruity with your 

own conclusion: action which is accompanied by attachment to the result 

and which has the cycle of worldly existence as its result is understood 

,by the word "an:rta" • Because in understanding such a type of action just 

by the word ":r;~", there would be the consequence of understanding 

something contrary to that by the word "an:rta". But in the second case [if 

it is not preceded by attachment to the result], your reason [for showing 

that the word ":r;ta" means action]: "For there is the statement: 'both 

drinking the :rta' " would be incongruous. Because only action preceded by 

attachment to the result is understood there [in regard to the reason] 

since there is the teaching of the experience of the result of action: 

"both drinking the :rta". 

4.44. But if the word ":rta" signifies action in general, then how could 

the understanding of a particular action, which is what you accept by the 
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word "!E;J;'~", be established? For no one believes that a thing which is 

a particular action is from the word "not an action". Because the purport 

of a word used along with a general meaning is understood from the topic 

etc. to be used in a particular meaning. But nothing is seen in that manner 

here. 

But [the statement]: 

Because the capacity of producing a result, i.e, the 

absence of the knowledge of the world which is Brahman, 

exists in an_ action preceded by attachment to the result; 

such an action is taught by the word "!E;J;ta". And for the 

sake of that [knowledge of the world which is Brahman], 

the action which is free from attachment to the result is 

intended to be said by the word "J;ta" 

is altogether incorrect. Because in the case of a word mentioned along 

with a negative particle, the intention of a particular meaning is contrary 

to the derivation. And because it is not seen anywhere. Because the reason 

for the use of a word expressing a counter correlate is just that it 

distinguishes the state of being related to the meaning of a negative 

particle.[i.e. it does not give a qualified meaning]. For this very reason, 

when one pot exists, even though all pots other than that do not exist at 

that place, there is no usage: the pot does not exist. Otherwise, there 

could be the usage of the word "abrii:hmal}.!!:_" in regard to a particular 

brMm1lJ:l..!!:. such as Devadatta etc. Moreover, if by the word "!E;J;ta" there is 

the understanding of an action accompanied by desire, because the person 

who is asleep has no obstruction due to the absence of action and because 

according to your view the sense of "I" is manifest at that time, then 

why does the knowledge of Brahman, who is [the persons] own Self, not 

arise? 
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4.45. The Nasadasiya hymn (Tai.Bra.2.8.9.3.) is also a means of knowledge 

for the Ignorance which is the basis of the world which is indeterminable 

as existent or as non-existent. Because there [in the hymn], Ignorance 

is expressed by the word "darkness" (tamas): "darkness existed". And for 

that [Ignorance] the nature of being indeterminable as either existent or 

non-existent is acquired through the double negation: "non-existence was 

not, nor was there existence". Although by this: "non-existence was not, 

nor was there existence" both existence and non-existence are said to 

have merely a state of non-existence at the time of dissolution, still. at 

that time, it is taught in that very hymn that darkness exists: "darkness 

existed". If that [darkness] exists, there is incongruity of the negation: 

"nor was there existence". If it does not exist, there is incongruity of 

the negation: "non-existence was not". Therefore, as a matter of course, 

that darkness is established as indeterminable as either existent or non-

existent. 
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4.46. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para,68.p.150,51 .): 

Here too [in the text]: "at that time, non-existence 

was not, nor was there existence", the two words 

"existence" and "non-existence" refer to the 

individual sentient and insentient things. Nothing 

is told here·as having a nature which is indeterminable 

as either existent or non-existent. Because this 

sentence aims at teaching that the two entities which 

are the individual sentient and insentient things and 

which are denoted by the words "sat" and "tyat" at the 

time of creation resolve, at the time of absorption, 

into the entity which can be denoted by the word 

"darkness" and which is the collective insentient 

material. 

That is not so. Because there is no means of proof that the two words 

"existence" and "non-existence" refer to the individual sentient and 

insentient things, For the meaning of those two words is well known: 
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existence is what appears as "it is" and non-existence is what is contrary 

to that. 

Furthermore, the disappearance of the individual souls, who are 

the individual sentient entities, in the collective insentient material 

is completely impossible. How do you understand from the description of 

the origination of the individual sentient and insentient entities in the 

sentence [denoting] origination that the statement of disappearance here 

[in the sentence: "at that time, non-existence was not ••• "] is for those 

very two? The statement about origination: "It became sat and ~" (TaL 
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2.6.1 .) certainly does not belong to this topic. Nor even are the words 

the same. Because the two words "sat" and "tyat" were specified in the 

statement about origination. But here the two words are "existence" (!!.!!:1) 

and "non-existence" (as at). 

4.47. 

. 4. 47. Furthermore, the word "tyat" has the same meaning as the word "that" 

(tat). The word "that" indicates a thing which is remote, for there is the 

statement: one should understand "that" as something remote. Moreover 

the word "that" there [having the sense of something remote] is common to 

the world and to the Veda whereas the word "tyat" solely belongs to the 

Veda. And moreover the words "tyat" and "that" also have the nature of 

calling to mind what has preceded. And so a thing which is remote is 

expressed by the word "tyat" here: "[It became] sat and tyat". The meaning 

[of tyat] is "formless". 33 Because generally there is an association 

between being formless and being remote. The word "sat" has the meaning of 

what appears as "it is" and it makes known a thing which has form. For it 

has proximity with the word "tyat" which has the meaning of "formless". 

And because generally there is an association between having form 

and existing. For there can be no doubt about existence in regard to 

something which has form. Thus the words "sat" and "tyat" certainly do 

not have the meaning of individual sentient and insentient things in the 

case of the statement about origination, so the words "sat" and "asat" 



571 

having that meaning in the statement about dissolution, on account of 

conformity with that [previous meaning], is indeed far off the mark. 
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4.48. In that very hymn, the Ignorance which is the basis of the world is 

expressed by this: "That one [Brahman], motionless, breathed due to its 

own nature" and by this: "The world was concealed by falsity". In order 

to make this clear, the meaning rendered by Sri Saya~acarya there is 

included here since it is more correct. 

At that time, non-existence vas not, nor was there 

existence •••• That one, motionless, breathed due to 

its own nature •••• Darkness existed. In the beginning, 



knowledge was hidden by darkness. All this was indeed 

water. The world was concealed by falsity. That [world] 

produced through the greatness of darkness was the One 

(Tai.Bra.2.8.9.3-4.). 

commentary of Saya~acarya 

When the previous creation had dissolved and the following 

creation had not originated, "at that time" (tadanim) even 

the two: "existence" (sat) and "non-existence" (asat) were 
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not. The world which is distinctly cognized as qualified by 

name and form is expressed by the word existence. The non

existent, equivalent to a man's horn etc., is said as non

existence. Both of those "did not exist" (nasit). ( [Abhyankar 1 s 

addition]: The purport of this 'non-existence was not' is that 

even what consists solely of imagination bereft of an 

externally existing nature, such as a rabbit's horn etc., did 

not exist at that time.) But some unmanifest condition existed. 

And that is not existing because it is not clearly evident. 

Nor even is it not existing, since it exists as the producer 

of the world •••• "That" (!!!:,:!) is Brahman, the reality, well 

known in all the Upani~ads •34 "Due to its own nature" (svadhaya) 

means endowed with maya which is the cause of the whole world 

and which depends upon itself [i.e. upon Brahman]. "It breathed" 

(anit) means that it was active. Action here does not mean 

moving, but it is specified as "motionless" (avatam), i.e. 

having the purport of: pure existence. It means free from 

wind, i.e. motionless •••• The primary Ignorance which is the 

material cause for the transformation into the world and which 

can be expressed by the words avidya, maya, sakti etc. is said 

by the word "darkness" ( tamas). Just as darkness conceals 

objects, so too, this also conceals the reality which is 
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Brahman. Hence there is the expression by means of the word 

darkness. Some such darkness "existed" (asit) depending upon 

Brahman and capable of producing the transformation into the 

world. The whole world was "hidden" (l:ili~) "by that 

darkness" (tamasa). Just as a pot is hidden within a ball 

of clay or just as a tree is hidden within a seed. It is like 

that, For this very reason, the "knowledge" (praketam) could 

not be thoroughly understood. Accordingly, it is mentioned 

by Manu: 

This [world] was of the nature of darkness, 

unknown, without characteristics, incomprehensible 

by reason, unperceivable, entirely like deep sleep 

(Manu. 1 • 5 • ) • 

4.49. 

4.49. continuation of Saya~'s commentary 

"Water" (salilam) is the illustration there, Just as 

hailstones which have fallen in the rain remain as 

mere water, so too, "all" (sarvam) the world was "this" 

(idam) darkness, The meaning is that [the world] 

remained in the form of mere darkness. Indeed here, the 

followers of Ka~ada etc., who are the exponents of the 
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prior non-existence of the effect in the cause, say 

that an effect is produced which certainly does not 

exist previously in the cause. However the followers 

of Sallkhya etc., who are the exponents of the prior 

existence of the effect in the cause, say that the 

effect, which is unmanifest, certainly exists 

previously and becomes manifest through the operation 

of the cause. In that matter, only the view of the 

exponents of the prior existence of the effect in the 

cause has been accepted by the sacred text: 'hidden by 

darkness•. Abhu means "world", [its derivation is]: a 

has the sense of 'completely', bhavati 'it becomes' in 

the sense that 'it originates'. That [world] was indeed 

"concealed" (apihitam) "by falsity" (tucchena). The 

primary Ignorance which is the cause of that [world] is 

false because it can be removed by the mere knowledge of 

reality. Concealed by that, means [the world] was covered 

at the time of the dissolution. "Which" (yat) means the 

world which was in such a manner. "That" (tat) world, 

which was unmanifest, "was produced" (a.jayata) i.e. it 

originated, in the form of the manifest world "through the 

greatness" (mahina) "from darkness" (tamasalj) which is of 

the nature of Ignorance and which was mentioned previously. 

That [world], though appearing in the form of the world 

according to the view of ignorant people, is in reality 

"the One" (~) Brahman alone. 
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4.50. This Ignorance, which is the basis of the world and indeterminable 

as either existent or non-existent, is expressed by the word "maya". The 

nature of maya means bringing about the creation of diverse things while 

being unreal. But what-has been said (~ri.B.Para.68.p.151 .): 

For the word "maya" does not everywhere refer to 

what is false. 

Although the word "maya'' does not have the sense of falsity everywhere, in 

accord with the meaning heard for this "everywhere" there [in the ~ri;B.], 

there is no negating factor in it having the meaning of falsity here [in 

regard to the texts cited in the ~ri.B., which will be discussed below]. 

But there is a contradiction with what is well-known if this "everywhere" 

has the meaning of "anywhere". Even boys at the present time use the 

expression: "these are unreal (mayika)", having seen the false things shown 

by a magician. Maya means [something] is formed (miyate) in the sense that 

it is made to appear as though perceptible by it [i.e. by maya]. The affix 

X!.!: [is due to the .!l'Jadi siitra]: "the affix ~ comes after the roots rna, 

.££2. and §as". 35 

-4.51 • 
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4.51. The essential nature of this [maya] has also been told in the forty-

fifth chapter of the Devipura~~: 

Mlaya was declared by him to be like dream and magic 

in that it gives unexpected results and brings about 

wonderful effects in the world. 

The Tapaniyasruti too is a means of knowledge about this. 36 There is also 

the statement of Vidyara~ya : 

This maya is of the nature of darkness (tamas), for 

that has been told in the Tapaniya. The sacred text 

itself has declared empirical experience to be the 

proof there (P.D.6.125.). 

This is indeed the meaning of the word "maya" here as well: 

The thousand mayas of Sambara were destroyed one 

after another by that quickly moving [discus of 

Lord Vi~~u] which is protecting the body of the 

boy (Vi~.P.1.19.20.). 

The meaning is that the thousand mayas dispatched by the demon Sambara 

were destroyed one by one by that quickly moving discus of Vi~~u which is 

protecting the body of Prahlada. A false thing, though it can be negated 

by knowledge, is certainly able to be cut by a weapon. When a rope is 

being cut by some person carrying a weapon -whether he has the idea that 

it is a rope or he has the idea that it is a snake- a deluded person 

standing at a distance knows only that: "a snake has been cut". 
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4. 52. 
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Furthermore, as long as there is no rise of knowledge, the 
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destruction of a false object is seen to be produced by a weapon which is 

false. The piece of wood in a dream is certainly seen in the dream to be 

cut by an axe which [itself] belongs to the dream. On account of this, 

[the statement] (Sri.B.Para.68.p.152.): 

Here also various powers are spoken of: "Indra is 

said to be manifold on account of his mayas" (B:rh. 

2.5.19.). Indeed it is for this very reason that it 

said: "He shines greatly here, [like] Tva~"(o:r" (!f,V .6. 

47.19.). For no one shines who has a false nature 

is set aside. The adorned elephants and horses etc. existing in a dream, 

though false, are experienced by everyone as shining in the dream. The 

word "maya" has only its etymological meaning in: "From this [prakJ;ti] 

the mayin [i.e. the possessor of maya] creates this universe and in that 

[prakJ;ti] another [the soul] is bound by maya" (Sv.4.9.), "When the soul, 

asleep because of beginningless maya, awakes ••• " (Gawj..Ka .1 .16.), "Indra 

is said to be manifold on account of his mayas" (B:rh.2.5.19.), "my maya 

is difficult to transcend" (G.7.14.) etc. No negating factor whatsoever is 

seen there. 
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4. 53. 

4.53. Even the sacred text [revealing] the identity of the individual 

soul and Brahman: "you are That" (Ch.6.8.7.) is a means of knowledge about 

the Ignorance [previously] mentioned. If there is a difference, in reality, 

between the individual soul and Brahman then the identity of those two is 

not possible. Therefore it has to be accepted that the difference is only 

fictitious. Since there is no logical possibility other than that, an 

indeterminable Ignorance is established as producing such knowledge of 

difference. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.68.p.153.): 

But the teaching of oneness is very appropriate 

because even by the word "you" there is only the 

mention of Brahman who has the individual soul as 

His body. 

That is not so .. Because from [the words] "you", 11 I" etc .. there is no 

cognition anywhere of Brahman having each individual soul as His body. 

Furthermore, from [the words] "you", "I" etc. does Brahman appear 
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as what is to be qualified by the individual soul, or as the mode [i.e. 

the attribute] of the individual soul? In the first case, there is no 

logical possibility of the usage: "you are sorrowful" etc. Because Brahman 

does not have even a trace of sorrow. It should not be said: the sorrow 

terminates in the individual soul, who is the attribute, on account of 

the maxim: "when the substantive is negated, the positive statement and 

the negation terminate in the distinguishing attribute". 37 [reason] The 

nature of that maxim is that the idea of the listener firstly comes to 

what is qualified in accordance with that [statement]: "the syntactical 

relation between words is only in what is qualified", and being negated in 

regard to the substantive it terminates in the distinguishing attribute. 

But here in: "you are sorrowful", the idea of the listener does not come 

to the qualified sense even firstly and so there is no operation of that 

maxim in this case. Moreover, [the employment of that maxim] is correct 

in the case of a positive statement and a negation but not in the case of 

a statement. Because such a usage is generally not seen there [in regard 

to a statement], In the same manner, there is incongruity of usage [if 

you say]: "it was said in this manner by you who are sorrowful" etc. and 

so the situation is just the same. Furthermore, there is no logical 

possibility of the use of the second person: "you are That". The usage 

must be: "That is you" just like here: "Brahman is your Self". 

comment 

Visi~"tadvaitins consider that in the sentence "you are That" (~ tvam 

asi) both the words "you" and "That" directly denote Brahman. The word 

"That" refers to Brahman as the omniscient cause of the world. The word 

"you" signifies Brahman, having the individual soul as His body. 38 

Abhyankar asks whether the word "you" refers to Brahman as the 

substantive (vise:a) of the individual soul, or whether it refers to -r. 
Brahman as the mode, i.e. the attribute (vise~~~~) of the soul. In the 

first case, if the word "you" in the sentence "you are That" refers 

directly to Brahman, then a statement such as "you are sorrowful" would 

not be logically possible. For the sorrow too must refer to Brahman. It may 
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be argued that the idea of the listener firstly apprehends the qualified 

meaning, i.e. Brahman having the soul as His body. Because there is no 

logical possibility of the sorrow referring to the substantive, i.e. 

Brahman, then it must only refer to the individual soul who is the 

attribute. Abhyankar replies to this argument by stating that when the 

word "you" is uttered the first apprehension on the part of the listener 

is certainly not in the qualified meaning of Brahman having the soul as 

His body. 

4. 54. 

4.54. In the second case [if Brahman is the attribute of the soul], the 

logical impossibility of grammatical apposition in: "you are That" would 

be just the same as before. But it should not be said: the Self, who is 

the mode [of the individual soul], has grammatical apposition with Brahman. 

[reason] Because potness, which is the mode [i.e. attribute] of a pot, is 

eternal, the usage is certainly not seen anywhere that: "the pot is 

eternal" because it has the intended meaning of that [potness]. 

Furthermore, it is all the more logically impossible that [the 

words]: "you", "I" etc. have a meaning which terminates in the Self. Because 

these two designate pronouns. A word which is a pronoun recalls something. 

Here in: "Svetaketu, you are That", Svetaketu is being recalled by this 

[pronoun] "you". And the one being recalled and being addressed by the 

father is only the individual soul, not its inner-controller. 

comment 

In the second case, Brahman is said to be the attribute of the soul. 

Abhyankar states that if this is so, there is no logical possibility of 

grammatical apposition. In the first case -where Brahman is the substantive 



581 

qualified by the soul- the word "That" (tat) denotes the subject (uddesya) 

and the word "you" (~) denotes the predicate (vidheya). The meaning of 

the sentence is: "That [supreme Self] is you [the supreme Self having the 

soul as His body]". In the second case, Brahman is the attribute of the 

soul and so the word "you" becomes the subject and the word "That" becomes 

the predicate. But in this case the predicate does not convey any 

additional information. For example, one can say: "the pot is blue" since 

the predicate furnishes new information, but it is meaningless to say: 

"the pot is a pot". Similarly, the statement "you are That" is a tautology 

if it is said: "you [the supreme Self having the soul as His body] are 

That [supreme Self]". 

4. 55. 

4.55. Furthermore, like the word "body", the two words "individual soul" 

and "inert matter" are the two determining words among [those] which are 

indicators [of His body]. Otherwise, the usage you accept: "the supreme 

Self has the individual souls as His body", "the supreme Self has the 

inert matter as His body" etc. could not be logically possible. Rather the . 

usage should be: "the individual soul is the supreme Self", "the inert 

matter is the supreme Self". And so "you", "I" etc., mother and father etc., 

Devadatta and Yajnadatta etc. are words expressing particular individual 

souls. So too, earth etc. and pots etc. are words expressing particular 
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inert things. So how would they be able to teach a meaning which extends 

as far as the Self? On account of this, [the view that] the word 

"individual soul" has a meaning which extends as far as the Self in the 

sacred text: "by this individual self" (Ch.6.3.2.) is refuted. But the 

reason which was told for denoting only Brahman by the word "you" (Sri.B. 

Para,68.p.153.): 

[In the text]: "having entered along with this 

individual self, I shall manifest name and form" 

(Ch.6.3.2.) it is said that every object possesses 

name and form only in so far as it terminates in 

the supreme Self 

is not possible. Because it was stated by the sacred text that the 

manifesting of name and form is indeed preceded by the entry of the supreme 

Self. And so they [Visi~tadvaitins] must certainly be asked how, on account 

of this reason, the supreme Self is established as possessing the 

respective names? For just by this [expression]: "ghee is hidden in milk, 

without it, milk does not have the nature of being milk" the word "milk" 

is not able to be called "ghee" which is the "soul" of the milk. 

4, 56. 

4.56. If it is said that the supreme Self is the producer of all things 

and therefore He is also the possessor of the words expressing all things, 

then even a potter, who produces pots, must be the possessor of the word 

"pot". If the supreme Self brings about the convention of all words in 

the manner: "this meaning is to be understood from this word" and on 

account of this the supreme Self would be the possessor of all words, then 
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~vena father etc., who by chance brings about the convention of a word 

such as "J,littha" [some name] for his son etc., must be the possessor 

of such words. Let the matter rest here. 

4.57. <rr:t~oif '<n>i W!A~I"''Ha:: ~ ll;;frqW'-<rn
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'31\'l~'lli!J~ +!lift <lftl1~Fl'li~CI~ II 
~~~"~" 3- "R:r'li'~;;r l;('lr:i +~l';Flilm f9r'i'iw , 
\lOT !l+!l- 'fil>ifqr~qJ{it~'ii ~~~<ffi~'fil{. II 

Uf'l. lTI'l<~r ~'fin'l:o<rr iei~3l:JUJ:IT'J"'':fr 1 
i>!~rui ~11§6 <lWlJ%'qrlot'ln<fa~ 11 

('If. !1:· Zoll I~~ I \lo I llZ I) i\ld 1 

<t<fi ~ ~"'lftm<nlifrt-

,..., r-. ('.. ('""" " 
a~ 'fiH'Ii~: 1\'l:&:f ~ltfi'lll:fla l'l~f II 

~ 

., \'left m '11\'lar m <!l+!<rr<+Tr Jei,)'TCJ: 1 

4.57. This teaching of knowledge about Brahman is found to be very clear 

in the vayupura~: 

[Like] a snake upon a rope, water in a desert and 

blueness in the sky, in the same manner, this unreal 

universe which is superimposed by Ignorance appears 

in which [Brahman]. 

This space is divided only being limited by a pot. 

In the same way, what has the designation of an 

"individual soul" is limited by the limiting 

adjunct of the effect [i.e. the body]. 

The "egg of Brahma", wonderful, without equal, was 

deposited, as it were, in a place in which [Brahman] 
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by maya who is [like] a painter and whose nature 

consists of diverse qualities. (va.P.104, 39,40,41.) 

Also in the Devigita in the Devibhagavata: 

0 Lord of the mountains, I alone existed before. 

There was nothing other than me. At that time, 

the nature of the Self has only the names: 

"consciousness", "awareness", "supreme Brahman" .. 

Of that [supreme Brahman] which is incomprehensible 

by reason, indescribable, without comparison and 

free from sorrow, there is some power which is self-

established and which is well known as "maya". 

That [maya] is not existent, nor is it non-existent, 

nor does it have the nature of both on account of the 

contradiction. It is something distinct from these and 

is at all times something substantial. (De.Gi.1 .2.4.)39 

..... .... r-. " <' " (:::>. t " ,..... r.r ~ ~ 
~''11<111'1 l"'~n<f l<t'":!J'FffFf l~t'f\'lt ti!;~~ I 

il<r: ~~~~ ~ Q,'f ~C{ 'l<!;fui 'l'i'fflffi '9 i'ill!'!<! ( f.f. ~· ~ I ~ ~ I ~c J I 
::::.. -!\. I "' " " . ""' . l<t·~~: 1H4WF'II""!1 '3T5f ~Ql:l~Ffl ~ '1~4\t;tidldJ~-

'"' "'" "' S-4 ~ • ~ 1 ~au1~: ~m .... ~ a;:<r ~~t;t~;:r: «<tl:UI<'t,.. :q ataJ~+q 

;:r ~-q'ftf~a{ ;:ql&m?.:~: 'fil<m'i<t~'lili.i" <n~ 1 ~'il ~
W~~;:r;n;::: fi:r<-"<rm I "11;~ :q ~?ll'i ~~fu<m~ <tl%'11~-. ""\ ,...... "' . ~ ..... 
\U<[ >;<[1\<IUG_I'f( <il"n~llf.£ I 

584 

4.58. Thi~ teaching of Ignorance in relation to Brahman is seen in the 

Vi§~upura~~ in the twelfth chapter of the second part. To elucidate: 

0 best among the twice-born, the stars are Vi§~u, the 

worlds are Vi§~u, the forests are Vi§~U and the 

mountains and the directions, the rivers and the seas. 
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He alone is everything, what exists and what does 

not exist (Vi~.P.2.12.38.). 

The word "Vi~l)-U" signifies the supreme Self. All the stars etc. are said 

here as having identity with the supreme Self •. If the world consisting of 

the stars etc. is absolutely real and in the difference of that [wo~ld] 

from the supreme Self, then identity is not possible. Therefore, the 

world consisting of the stars etc. must be said to be only superimposed. 

And a superimposition has Ignorance as its basis, Thus the teaching 

about Ignorance is established. And so the grammatical apposition: "the 

stars are Vi~l)-u" etc. is only for the purpose of the negation of the stars 

etc. [as having absolute reality]. 

4.59. 
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4.59. [objection] This identity is based upon the relation of body and 

the one embodied. In the sacred text: "whose body is the earth •••• whose 

body is W!iter" (B~h.3.7 .3,4.) and in the Vi~;tupurii"l)-.!J:: "The water is the 

body of Vi'i'l)-U11 (Vi'i'.P.2.12.37.), "all that is His body" (Vi'i'.P.1.22.84.), 

"all that, is indeed the body of Hari" (Vi'i' .P .1.22 .37.) it is said that 

everything such as the earth, water etc. is the body of the supreme Self. 
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-And in the sacred text: "whose body is the self" (S.Brii.14.6.7.30.) it is 

said that the individual soul too is the body of the supreme Self. And in 

the wor.ld, the identity between the body and the one embodied is spoken 

of, as for example: "this individual soul .j.s b_orn, on account of karma, 

as a cow, a horse, a human being or a godn. 

[reply] No. Because even upon accepting that the individual souls 

and inert matter have a connection with the supreme Self consisting of the 

relation of a body and the one embodied, there remains as before the 

incongruity of the usage such as: "the stars are Vi~I).U11 since an identity 

does not exist in reality. Because identity means having the same degree of 

reality. But the usages such as: "this individual soul is born, on account 

of karma, as a cow, a horse, a human being or a god" are based upon the 

superimposition of identity. It should not be said: the identity must be 

superimposed here too: 11 the stars are Vi~!]u". [reason] Because when the 

logical tenability is possible, an acceptance of superimposition is not 

correct. 
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4.60. Furthermore, the relation of a body and the one embodied -on the 

part of the individual souls and inert matter with the supreme Self- does 

not admit of any proof. Because the body is well known in the world as 

the place for the experience of the results born of karma. And the Lord 

cannot possibly have the experiences of the results born of karma; And so 

words such as "body" etc. in: "whose body is the earth" etc. have the 

meaning of the essential nature. Because it is seen that the word "body" 

has the meaning of "essential nature" ,[in expressions like]: "the body of 

the grinding-stone" [i.e. the grinding-stone itself]. For instance the 

words "kaya", "vapu" and "tanu" too [which all denote body] in the 

Vi~I):Upura~: "all that is His body", "The water is the body of Vi'}~U", 

"all that, is indeed the body of Hari" only have the meaning of the 

essential nature. Because the word "form" (miirti), which is well known as 

a synonym: of "essential nature", is seen as having this usage here in the 

,Yi~I):upuraiJ..!!-. itself: "the entire form [of the world is not absolutely real]" 

(Vi~.P.2.12.39.). For this reason, the mention of the word "form" (riipa) 

agrees here in the Vi§~upura~ itself: "the form of the universe, because 

He is unchanging" (Vi~.P.1.2.68.), "That Brahman has two forms [i.e. a 

twofold nature], formful and formless" (Vi~~P.1.22.53.). 

Even the two words "power" (sakti) and "greatness" (vibhiiti) in: 

"The supreme power of Vi~~u has been told" (Vi~.P.6.7.61 .) etc. only have 

the meaning of the particular'essential nature. Otherwise, there could 

be no consistency in meaning with statements in the .Yl~~upuralj.!!-_ such as: . . . 
"the entire form", "the form of the universe" etc. On account of this, 

the etymological interpretation of the meaning of the word "b.ody": a body 

is that which is solely to .be supported, solely to be controlled and which ., . . ·-, 

is solely a part,· -which is the supp.osi tion for the scope of the words 

"form", "power" and "greatness" as having such a meaning- is refuted. 

Because the word "body" is well known in the world only as the place for 

• 
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experience. Thus the Ignorance which is the basis of the superimposition 

of the world is established due to the grammatical apposition: "the stars 

are Vi~:rtu" which has the meaning of negation. 

4.61 • 

' 

- 4.61. Furthermore, having specified some particular things which are well 

known such as the stars etc. by the three sections of the verse, in the 

fourth section it was said: "what exists and what does not exist, all that 

is He alone" with the intended meaning that: what is the need of this 

statement of particulars? "What exists" is recognized as something which 

is an actual entity: the entire class of individual souls, which are 

sentient, and pots etc. which are insentient. "What does not exist" is 

recognized as something which is not an actual entity, i.e. what is not 

recognized as "it exists" such as the horns of a rabbit etc. and a kingdom 
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etc. which is imaginary, a "castle in the air". Although the horns of a 

rabbit etc. certainly do not have an essential nature and so [it could be 

asked]: "how does that [non-existent essential nature] have the supreme 

Self as its essential nature?", still, even though the horns of a rabbit 

etc. do not have an externally existing essential nature, an internal 

essential nature certainly exists which is a mental superimposition. For 

this very reason, because words such as "horns of a rabbit" etc. are 

meaningful, the technical term "word-stem" (pratipadika) 40 is taught in 

grammar. And for this very reason, the counter correlate of the negation 

"the rabbit's horn does not exist" is well known. For the meaning of that 

is: it does not exist as an externally existing essential nature. This is 

what is said: the external thing which is visible in the manner "what 

exists", all that is the supreme Self alone. So what can be said? What 

does not exist means something internal which is to be conceived prior to 

the external thing and which is only superimposed by the intellect, that 

too is He [the supreme Self] alone. On account of th<i.s, the supreme Self 

is said to be endowed with extraordinary greatness. This is indeed what 

is expressed in the sacred text as well: 

Niiraya~a remains, having pervaded everything that is 

internal and external (M.Nii.13.5.). 

Subsequent to the internal conception, if the apparatus which is the 

proper means for those respective things exists, then the external nature 

hav.ing such a form is seen somewhere. Just as in the case of a pot or a 

palace etc. The potter and the carpenter, having firstly considered the 

appearance of the pot and the appearance of the palace in the mind, 

subsequently construct the pot_ and the palace having such an appearance. 

But somewhere no externally existing nature is seen, just as in the case 

of a rabbit's horns etc. And that is another thing. The horns of a rabbit 

etc. , which do not exist as an external nature and which are only 

superimposed by the intellect, have only Ignorance as their basis and so 
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Ignorance is established. 

4.62. 

4.62. Furthermore, the "non-existent" [i.e. the insentient matter] is not 

possible to be the body of the supreme Self. Because the individual souls 

are directly the body of the supreme Self. Whereas the insentient things 

[are the body of the supreme Self] only by means of the individual soul. 

For you yourself have said (Sri.B.Para.73.p.167.): 

Everything [is taught] as being of the nature of an 

entity and being expressible through words only on 

account of the entry of the individual soul who has 

Brahman as its Self: "having entered along with this 

individual self, I shall manifest name and form". 

And your own established conclusion is: consciousness certainly exists even-

in a piece of wood or a clod of earth etc., but it is unmanifest. So 

because the "non-existent" [i.e. the insentient matter] is not the body of 

the individual soul, there is no possibility of it being the body of the 

supreme Self. The "non-existent" is in no way possible to be the body of 
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the individual soul. Because there is no experience [of such a thing], 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.69.p.155.) 41 : 

the sentient portion can be expressed by the word 

11 i t exists" here: "what exists", _bec~use it is 

imperishable, But the insentient portion is 

perishable and so it can be denoted by the word 

"it does not exist"~------ •"'.::. · 

That is not so. Because insentient things such as pots etc., which are 

perceived as something existing, are not expressed anywhere by words such 

as "it does not exist", "untrue" etc. Even though this meaning is 

contradictory to what is well known, Ramanuja has only accepted it for 

bringing about the logical possibility of this verse according to his own 

view that grammatical apposition is based upon the relation of body and 

the one embodied, for he does not accept that grammatical apposition is 

for the purpose of negation, So how can [this meaning] be trustworthy? 

It was mentioned just previously that words such as "body" etc. in: "The 

water is the body of Vi~!].u" (Vi~.P.2.12.37 ,) etc, have the meaning of the 

essential nature, for the logical possibility of oneness of meaning with 

the words "form" (riipa), "form" (miirti), "power" (sakti), "greatness" 

(vibhuti) etc. 

comment 

Ramanuja maintains that the sentient souls and insentient matter are 

the body of the Lord which is mentioned in such verses as: "The water is 

the body of Vi§I].U" (Vi~.P.2.12.37.). Abhyankar's last sentence restates 

the position that words such as "body" are used in the sense of "essential 

nature",i,e, the water etc, are of the nature of Vi§JtU • 

. 4.63. ~iN fi\•~1\~·~~" ~~"~' <r~ ·~~ q~i'\~(il ~fuiqf.tar 
"' ,..... ,f:4.. "' (" t\ 

';£ m'<<ml l"tt il q;{ ~: llC,'~l<l' ~-

~lF!~~·i't ~r:tclr.mf'T~~ g ~<f: I 
am ~ ~<>rioor<Rr~'il<::t"":iff;f\~ f&ir-Tf?i;;rflimrR II 

~ 

( f<to 3o ~ I ~ ~ I ~~ ) 
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4.63. What has been told by this verse: "the stars are Vi~9-u" is that 

everything is the supreme Self alone, That is not established merely by 

a statement, but a reason has to be shown there, Hence he [the sage 

ParaSara] says: 

Because the Lord is of the nature of Knowledge, He 

is all forms but not an object, Therefore you should 

understand that the distinctions of mountains, oceans, 

earth etc. are displayed in Knowledge (Vi~.P.2.12.39.). 

By this [word] "because", it is made known that this is the reason for the 

meaning told in the previous verse ["the stars are Vi~9-u11 ]. [The meaning 

is]: because this Lord (bhagavan) is, in reality, of the nature of 

Knowledge (jnanasvarupa~). All forms (ase§amilrti~) means the entire world 

is His nature in the way that was told: all this is the supreme Self alone, 

but He is not an object (~ ~ vastubhuta~). Everything, having this [Lord] 

as its essential nature, is certainly false as it is displayed in 

Knowledge (vijnanavijtmbhitani). Knowledge (vijnana) means: "diversity is 

known through which [knowledge] 11 and it refers to the Ignorance which is the· 

basis [for the appearance of diversity]. Alternatively42, [everything] is 

displayed (vijtmbhitani)"i,e, superimposed in Knowledge (vijnana) which 

is the substratum, i.e. in Brahman whose nature is Knowledge. An object 

consisting of being a superimposition is an effect of Ignorance and is 
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certainly false. And an object which is false is, in reality, only the 

[nature of the] substratum. So the meaning told in the previous verse: 

everything such as the stars etc. is the supreme Self alone, is established 

The Ignorance which is the basis of the false.objects is firmly established 

here by the statement concerning the falsity of the world: "but not an 

object", "displayed in Knowledge". 

4.64. 

~r 11 ~:;i f<l~Rr u1''fi4'?..:rtr ~RllqrmiU'l'l:. 1 

il<;J It Wr.~'fCiU: 'fi<Jii"l l=f~Rr ;fr '11:11~ <n[i'r;::r: 11 
~ 

( l'io go :"( I n I 1? o ) 

~f4·m~ill{ I R~"it ~a:?..~"'<i{if~ I ~·Wna:~: I WI'· 
. ~,.,_,,,_. ;.---
. ~<:tl~'fl<!"~ ~rs;;.n-(1 ~i!'llSRm I 

4.64. The introduction to the verse "the nature of Knowledge" which was 

told (Sri.B.Para.69.p.156.): 

This [the soul) is of the nature of existence and this 

[inert matter] is of the nature of non-existence. And 

this is the reason for this [inert matter] having the 

nature of non-existence, hence he says: "Because the 

Lord is of the nature of Knowledge" 

is questionable. Because in the previous verse "the stars are Vi§1].U", the 
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predicate is: "He alone is everything", But "what exists and what does 

not exist" is a restatement. The nature of being a restatement is made 

clear through the use of the word "what". The knowers of the meaning of 

sentences [i.e. Mimamsakas] consider that a reason mentioned in a later 

sentence is only for the predicate portion~in the previous sentence, not 

for a portion being restated. Therefore this introduction is incorrect. 

Having accepted what is the reverse i.e. the insentient pots etc., though 

they are recognized as "what exists", are expressed by this "what does 

not exist", this effort too for establishing that -which is the mentioning 

of the reason for a portion being restated- is certainly contrary and so 

[this effort] is quite meaningless. 

For when fate has become contrary, resourcefulness 

is reduced to uselessness (Sisu.9.6.). 

He [Parasara] indeed confirms what was told in the verse "the nature 

of Knowledge", which is that the different things such as mountains etc. 

are displayed by Ignorance: 

But when Knowledge is pure, natural and free from 

defects upon the wasting away of all action, then 

indeed the differences among objects, which are the 

fruits of the tree of conception, do not exist in 

things (Vi~.P.2.12.40.). 

"Pure" (suddham) means devoid of Ignorance. "Natural" (nijariipi) means 

free from the perception of difference. "Defects" (do~~) means attachment 

etc. "Conception" (sadkalpa) means Ignorance, [the derivation is]: 

difference is completely (samantat) conceived (kalpyate) due to this. 

4.65. 
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4.65. But the explanation of this verse [above] (Sri.B.Para.69.p.157.) 43 : 

"~" [in the word "satikalpa] has the sense of uniting. 

The assumption of the individual soul, having united 

with the body, is the conception (satikalpa) that: "I am 

a god", "I am a human being" etc, Karma alone is the 

basis of this [wrong conception]. The differences among 

objects, which are able to be experienced, are for the 

experience of the result of karma and they indeed have 

karma as their basis. Those [differences among objects], 

though existing in reality, do not exist for experience 

upon the cessation of the error that the body is the self. 

That is questionable. Because according to the understanding of one who 

knows [the truth], differences among objects do not exist in reality. 

Moreover, this meaning is not acquired in a natural way from this verse. 

The meaning of the word "conception" (satikalpa) which was told is not 

well known. There is difficulty in supplying the ellipsis: "for experience". 

The nature of being able to be experienced is the determining factor in 

relation to what is to be negated [i.e. "they do not exist for experience"] 

so how can the word "for experience", which indeed principally reveals 

that [what is to be negated], be acquired just by an ellipsis? Otherwise, 

in the case of an injunction ["do such and such"] there would be much 

confusion upon the assumption of a contrary meaning by supplying the 

ellipsis 11 not" .. 

• 
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4,66. But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.69.p.157.)
44

: 

"the differences among objects do not exist", so 

an insentient thing is to be denoted by the word 

"it does not exist" because it is connected with 

states which are occasional. 
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In regard to that, it is said in this manner: it is not recognized anywhere 

in the world that a thing having connection to an occasional state can be 

denoted, at any time, by the word "it does not exist". Moreover, it is 

true that the differences among objects, being occasional, are destructible. 

But intelligent people must certainly discern: how is the occasional nature 

or the destructibility of those [differences] directly expressed or indic-

ated by the statement "though existing, they do not exist for experience"? 

4.67. 
"""r.rrr-::r"' '"\ "' ..... ..... • ~ 
'Ji'l'i'li?ifG'~iiiRIITTT'l ~17.froqq(1:,'11l:l(( ~<1\~1'1 ..g,'h-

~if.l ~~ 'hftfu-
Cf~9~a lq; ~RI-~~<rq,r•ff~<f lifff~'R. 1 · 

<!'Efl"'l"l'f<oi f[;;r <nm ~ <r ff'<f4f ~'! ~fff ~ uWI{, II 

(f-lo go' 1 Z'\. lllZ) 

4·.67. In the [following] two verses he [Parasara] establishes Ignorance 
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once again, by means of demonstrating the unreality of the differences 

among objects even according to the way of experience in the world. The 

essential meaning is expressed by this verse: 

Is there an object anywhere whic~h is without a 

beginning, middle or an end, which has one 

constant nature? 0 twice born, what undergoes a 

change of state does not have that same condition 

once again. So where and why is it real? (Vi~.P.2.12.41.) 

The illustration for the essential meaning told in the previous verse is 

shown by this: 

4.68. 

Earth becomes a pot, from the pot come the 

fragments, the fragments become dust and 

then minute particles. Say, is there an 

object here? [Though] it is beheld [as an 

object] by people whose ascertainment of the 

Self is impeded by their own karma (Vi~.P.2.12.42.), 

,.... ..._,..... Nr"'. t'"". r"-f' 

~Hllf'i! lifi\lFI'adSf~cl l'lif"!<'lif"lf.li~fl"l'!ii;;f ''H!J'ff(fl{_ I 
fi~Fiil<:ii f.'lor'fi4il;::f9fq7ffi'f¥r~"-Tf1'?!q(fl{_ II 

( Ro ~· ~I Z~ I I?~) 

~ 1.il'"l ~Olrn''p:r\lc::r•fit'l: w~q: 1 :a-'Hr~ "":;rm~\lc::f.t .. if'l: 
W~: I il<:.<:.~'lR~f~U'llj:_<t q;q~~ "' ~li.:fr'tiili{_ I ~ ('{~T?I 
fil~l'12~sfut ftf:i(t~ '~~~<ifuft=in 'if~'l'~iJ mn~tl~"<:;i{l-..<f 
•P:rtfu ' ~'{~~ ( ~[ll{o 'to Z o ~ qo ~ o ) (lq$fil{ I 
~flWttS!fflm: I ot ~~~ ~~Tft('{~~..:~fi'R~~: I ~~
VJ'TSI~Til:_ 1 tt "' ~$"~"~: mrft~;'rlf'T:'-«'I'I'ffiSTfia:r;f(l:rsr 
<m~it~ 'fi~fif~q~~rr~qrm"it~n~il":u&a:'~'r"'-H'~'~~"~~~~!l <>rs'l'
~ otffi:il~'l:fq<ro{ ot rn.<mt I 

4.68, Then he concludes that what is other than the supreme Self is false: 
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Therefore, 0 twice born, other than Knowledge there 

is no collection of objects whatsoever, anywhere, at 

any time. Knowledge, which is one, is accepted as 

manifold by those whose minds are divided by the 

variety of their own karma (VilJ.P.2.12.43.). 

In the first half here, the negation of difference [in respect of Knowledge] 

with regard to something belonging to another class is indicated. In the 

latter half, the negation of difference belonging to its own class is 

indicated. And it is made clear that karma alone is the basis for the 

Ignorance which is the cause of the perception of difference. 

But the introduction which was stated (Sr1.B.Para.70.p.158.) 45 for 

this: "Therefore, ••• other than Knowledge there is no [collection of 

objects] whatsoever": 

an inert object, which is different from Knowledge, is 

not able to be expressed solely by the word "it exists". 

That is not correct. Because there is no cognition of such a meaning from 

the verse. This [word in the verse] "is" certainly does not have the 

meaning of "able to be expressed solely by the word 'it exists' ".Because 

there is the consequence of implication. Moreover, although an inert object 

cannot be expressed solely by the word "it exists", it can certainly be 

expressed by the word "it exists" which has a particular time and a 

particular place as its adjunct: "the pot exists here at this time". So 

it is not established that an inert object can be denoted by the word "it 

does not exist". 

4.69. 
~~~1 fip;lfl'!.1Ttsm<riiiR'l'(f 1f.i llfifr ;rillfUT <i~(f: wrmsfit 

.~ "'l~'l~<ii~ 

~r.i ~ f;tij~ ~~li~"'~rllr~R«at!ff~J: 1 
~ ~;fi 'Rli: q'l:~: « 'lll'J~i{r <r ll'cfrS•~/?cr II 

( ~o go ~ 1 ~ ~ I llll ) 
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4.69. All difference, being false, is only superimposed by Ignorance. 

Because even an internal difference does not exist, in reality, in 

Brahman. Hence he [Parasara] says: 

Knowledge is completely pure, free from taint, 

free from sorrow, devoid of contact with all 

[things such as] greed etc, It is one, always 

one and it is that supreme Lord Yasudeva other 

than whom there is nothing (Vi~.P.2.12.44.). 

In the first half here, it is indicated that even the difference caused 

by the relation of attribute and its possessor does not exist, In the 

latter half, the absence of the three types of difference is restated by 

the expression "one". "Always one" means free from [the sixfold 

modifications] such as birth, increase, etc. 46 Through making known the 

falsity of the world by this: "other than whom there is nothing", the 

Ignorance which is the basis of that [false world] is firmly established, 

He sums up what has been said: 

I have thus told you what is reality: Knowledge is 

real, what is other is unreal. And what pertains to 

ordinary relations, on which the world depends, has 

been told to you there also (Vi~.P.2.12.4\i .). 
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Here, the falsity of everything different from Knowledge is made known 

by this: "what is other is unreal". If everything is false, how is there 

scope for ordinary relations? Therefore he says: "this [which pertains to 

ordinary relations]", "And •• ,has been told there also" means that the 

Ignorance which is the primary cause has been told. 

4.70. 

4.70, This is to be understood here: in the verse "the stars [are Vi~J;.lu]", 

the words "stars" etc. denote the subject. The word "Vi~l).u" relates to the 

predicate. Since the stars etc. are of a nature which is visible, their 

identity with the supreme Self is enjoined to make known their falsity. 

For the enjoining of identity is only to make known the falsity of the 

subject in the form of being the determining factor of the state of being 

the subject. Just as here: "what is silver, that is the pearl-oyster". 

And so in the six verses beginning with "the stars", these words: "Vi§J;.lU" 
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(2.12.38.), " ••• the Lord is of the nature of Knowledge" (2.12.39.), "··· 

Knowledge is pure, natural" (2.12.40.), "Knowledge, which is one" (2.12. 

43.), "Knowledge is completely pure ••• It is one, always one and is that 

vasudeva" (2.12,44,), "Knowledge is real" (2.12,45.) make known Brahman 

who is of the nature of Knowledge and who is the predicate in the first 

sentence ["the stars are Viljl!fU ••• "]. 

So too, these words: "the stars, worlds, forests, mountains, the 

directions, rivers, seas, what exists and what does not exist" (2.12.38.), 

" ••• but not an object ••• the distinctions of mountains etc. are displayed 

in Knowledge" (2.12.39.), " ••• the differences among objects, which are the 

fruits of the tree of conception" (2.12.40.), " ••• other than Knowledge 

there is [no] collection of objects" (2.12,43.), " ••• other than whom there 

is nothing" (2.12.44,), " ... what is other is unreal" (2.12.45.) make known 

the false things which are the subject in the first verse. Because the 

comprehension of the meaning in that very manner is derived in a natural 

way from the continuity of the verses. On account of this, [the statement] 

(Sri.B.Para.70.p.159.) 47, 

'the ·~ollclusion: "real", "unreal" occurring in the sixth 

verse "what is reality" is for what was begun: "what 

exists and what does not exist" in the first verse "the 

stars ••• " 

is set aside. Because there is no comprehension of such a meaning in a 

natural way. Because this [word] "real" is connected grammatically with 

this [word] "Knowledge": "Knowledge is real" and because that [word 

"Knowledge"] makes known the predicate in the first verse, therefore there_. 

is no possibility of summing up this: "[what exists and] what does not 

exist" -which is the subject in the first verse- by this [word] "real". 

And so the summation of even both: "what exists and what does not exist" 

is only by this: "what is other is unreal". 
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4. 71 • 

4.71. When it is thus established, the sentence {Sri.B.Para.71 .p.160.): 

Here [in these verses], no word whatsoever is seen 

which is conformable to the supreme Brahman being 

free from distinction, and to an Ignorance having 

that [Brahman] as its locus and which is indeterminable 

as either existent or non-existent, or to the world 

being superimposed due to that [Ignorance] 

is only mere temerity. These words: " ••• the Lord is of the nature of 

Knowledge", " ••• Knowledge is pure, natural and free from defects", 

"Knowledge is completely pure, free from taint, free from sorrow, devoid 

of contact with all [things such as] greed etc. It is one ... " are 

conformable tQ the supreme Brahman being free from distinction. These: 

" ••• displayed in Knowledge", " ••• the fruits of the tree of conception" are 

conformable to Ignorance and to the world being superimposed due to that 

[Ignorance]. And these: " ••• other than Knowledge there is no collection 

of objects ... ", " .. ,other than whom there is nothing", " ... what is other 

is unreal" should be understood as conformable to the world being 

superimposed due to that [Ignorance]. Ignorance is not non-existent because 

it produces an effect in the form of the world. And it is not existent 
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because the world which is its effect is false. Thus Ignorance -which 

is the cause- has the consequence of being indeterminable as either 

existent or non-existent. But that is not said here directly by a word. 

On account of this, [the statement] (Sri.B.Para.71.p.160.): 

And because the words "exists", 'tdoes not exist", 

"real" and "unreal" are incapable of directly 

expressing a thing which is indeterminable as 

either existent or non-existent 

is answered. 

4. 72. 

<f'1 ' ~ "~I~'";r <~W~'i!qr ;:r i!"'\9f.l"f~p;~~Rr 
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4.72. But what has been said (sri.B.Para.71.p.161.): 

And here, with regard to an insentient thing, the 

two words "does not exist" and "unreal" are not used 

to denote fictitiousness or falsity but they refer to 

destructibility. Because only destructibility is 



demonstrated here: "Is there an object ••• ?", "Earth 

becomes a pot", not a thing devoid of proof or which 

can be sublated by knowledge. 
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That is not so. The inert objects are said~ to be in a different state at 

every moment on account of the extent [of the meaning] pertaining to the 

words here: "Is there an object ••• ?", "Earth becomes a pot". And therefore 

even though destructibility is demonstrated, nevertheless their purport 

does not lie in demonstrating that. For there is the statement in the 

same verse there: "Say, is there an object here?". And so what the author 

of the Pura~~ intended to say is recognized as: being in a different state 

at every moment is the reason for making known the absence of an object. 

"Object" (vastu), "real" (satyam) and "truth" (tattvam) are 

synonyms. And so the absence of the nat.ure of being an object [i.e. the 

absence of being a really existing thing] is the absence of reality and 

unreality means being false. And in the beginning: "the stars are Vi~I).u", 

the stars etc. are certainly indicated as unreal in the form of stars etc. 

on account of the statement that the stars and so forth have grammatical 

apposition with the supreme Self. And in the middle [verses], unreality 

is certainly expressed by this: " ••• but not an object", " ••• displayed in 

Knowledge", " ••• the fruits of the tree of conception". And here: "Is there 

an object ••• ?", "Earth becomes a pot", that [unreality] is only confirmed 

by showing the reason which is the nature of being in a different state 

at every moment. And in the conclusion, [unreality] has been very clearly 

told: " ••• other than Knowledge there is no collection of objects whatsoever" 

here [occurring in the verse]: "Therefore ••• no ••• " (2.12.43.),and " ••• other

than whom there is nothing" here [in the verse]: "Knowledge is completely 

pure" (2 .12. 44.). And in ~summing up it is said: "Knowledge is real, what 

is other is unreal" here .[in the verse]: " ••• what is reality" (2.12.45.). 

On account of that, it is said as a matter of course that what is unreal 
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is able to be sublated by knowledge. Therefore, the falsity of inert 

objects is certainly established. Let the matter rest here. 

4. 73. 

4.73. [6] Ignorance is the primary cause of all those false objects. And 

what removes that [Ignorance] is the knowledge of the oneness of the Self 

which is free from distinction, which is the purport of the Vedanta 

statements such as: "you are That" (Ch.6.8.7.), "this Self is Brahman" 

(BJ;h.2.5.19.), "all this which is, is this Self" (B:rh.2.4.6.) etc. 

But what has been said (Sri.B.Para.72.p.163.) 48 : 

there is no cessation of Ignorance from the knowledge 

of Brahman free from distinction. Because of the 

contradiction with numerous passages such as: "I know 

-~-- this great Person, the colour of the sun, beyond -

darkness. The one who knows Him in this manner becomes 

immortal here, there is no other path for going [to 

immortality]" (Tai.A.3 .13 .1.), "All moments were born 

• 
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from that Person who is [like] lightning. No one rules 

over Him, His name is 'great glory'. Those who know Him 

become immortal" (M.Na.1.8,10,11.). 

In regard to that, it is said: having repeated the knowledge of the Self 

possessing qualities, which was previously mentioned, although that 

[knowledge of the Self possessing qualities] was s~ated as the means for 

the attainment of immortality by this: "The one who knows ... in this 

manner" and by this: "Those who know Him", still, that is only indirectly, 

not directly. This was previously demonstrated (3.175.). Moreover, the 

destruction of Ignorance is not at all possible through the knowledge of 

Brahman possessing distinction. Because distinctions have their basis in 

Ignorance. It should be understood that the knowledge of the Self 

possessing distinction is a more essential means for the knowledge of the 

truth. 

comment 

Ramanuja's sixth objection: the logical impossibility of removing 

Ignorance (nivartakanupapatti), seeks to demonstrate that the Advaitin has 

no means to accomplish the removal of Ignorance (avidya). According to the 

Advaitin, liberation is only through knowledge. This liberating knowledge 

is revealed through a special means of knowledge -the Upani~ad texts-

(see comment to 1 .2.) whose purport lies in the knowledge that the Self is 

one and is of the nature of awareness free from all distinctions. 

In this objection, Ramanuja argues that the sacred texts do not reveal 

Brahman to be free from distinction. Texts 'such as: "I know this great 

Person ••• " (Tai.I.3.13.1 .) etc. clearly reveal that Brahman possesses 

distinguishing characteristics. Moreover, Ramanuja maintains that no texts 

teach that Brahman is free from distinction and hence they cannot be the 

means to remove this avidya which the Advaitins themselves have fabricated. 

Abhyankar responds to this objection by resorting to the Advaita 

distinction between a primary and secondary order of texts. For the Advaita 

method of interpretation, see 1 .9. and comment and the comment to 1 .48. For 

the Visi~tadvaita method, see 2.3. and comment and the comment to 2.50. 

Ramanuja's critique and Abhyankar's reply are based upon their 

different exegetical methods, though they both ascribe to the axiomatic 
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belief that the sacred texts do not inherently conflict. The Advaita 

method of interpretation explains statements denoting qualities as 

referring to the Lord, i.e. the Self having maya as its limiting adjunct. 

Advaitins accept statements denying the reality of distinctions as of 

primary importance. The Visi~tadvaitins maintain that statements denoting 

qualities are to be accepted just as they are. However they have 

difficulty explaining statements such as: "free from qualities" (Sv.6.11.). 

for such expressions do not appear to deny only evil qualities but all 

qualities in general. If there is mutual concord (samanvaya) among all the 

sacred texts, then a statement denoting freedom from distinction must be 

taken as the final revelation since it is necessarily subsequent to a 

sentence describing qualities. 

4.74. 

4. 74. 

4.75. 

4.75. 

Therefore the cessation of this Ignorance is also 

not difficult to state. Having known Ignorance as 

it is, one is released from the bond of karma. 22. 

RR~~l!f~~·n'i''lm'i'<t 'l~~~Brr R<ll~~ .. ~ifi{f<~ onf'l"-. e 

'Til"l~~lfl~: I l~'1~~;f ''lTi'irrn<ITVI,'idt ~;:r ~~'I" ~(;~ I 
,...., " . "' . ,....., 

"!I 'I <w~ I <iih'l"m ~ "ffi'lm<TT ~'l"'m-

~;; iWili,. 1 m~i{'l m ~~ ~~ 
"l'Rlil I <!BfT ~ "f ~~ fil'l."l:ITf<f-

.,.(",1" {"rt. "'\ "',.....,....,...... ~ 
<-11!• l'l'l.<f(~{l~~ ~~~ 'l<ll~~'l~I:!T ili~'I!JOU ~~q ~ I 
'QI~'lll'l"'1"1~~ "f ~~if ~:ffi'<!~,<fif 'l"T ;; 'f.1!:Tf'q l:i~~: OOf<l I 
ll~:p:pffi "f d•'l_i!lifiVI 'filloj)s~ ~~ 'fill~~fui: ftr«:n~ I 

[7]. Because the knowledge of Brahman free from distinction removes 

Ignorance, there is certainly the cessation of this [Ignorance] by that 

[knowledge] and so there is no logical fallacy concerning the cessation 

of Ignorance. And the knowledge of Brahman free from distinction is 

possible only when there is the knowledge of Ignorance as it really is. 

And the knowledge of Ignorance as it is, means the knowledge of Ignorance 
• 
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as Ignorance. Only when that [knowledge] exists is that [Ignorance] able 

to be removed, not otherwise, The removal of that [Ignorance] is seeing 

the falsity in pleasure etc. Seeing the falsity means understanding that 

pleasure etc. are particular mental modifications, not qualities of the 

Self. And upon the firmness of such understanding, no activity is possible 

at any time for the sake of pleasure or for the sake of the cessation of 

pain. And upon the absence of activity there is also the absence of karma 

which is based upon that. Thus liberation from the bondage in the form of 

karma is established. 49 

_4. 76. 
~~'!,!1!\!Vt S'~'d'il{ 

amr~'~r<lli!i <n~<'! <r ~ fit.~<ilfill<fi'i. 1 
lf.m: 'lr'turriirs<i ~:~r'l<il1'..1ur: II 
~l'l~'f q{ ~ ~r<f 'F'll'i ~~"''ff I 

~f'lr<ll1.fii!l~ Fr>.l ., ~JFrrla'l'if CJ\'f.. 11 

( !'fo go ~ I G. I \11.9-U ) ~(it I 

Ri!'fit4lll':i'm~~: qJ~Til: ~i!Sll{;jR'<Ittf~r<~i<l<i!HIIll"ill: I 
~ mt m<JTI!~ ~-m"I!N I ~Hl(ll4i mH't 'RI!T~ tl~ ~: 1. 
il\l !'ills~ ~)~m'tl~ %.;-3ll'ii.:athtu~{ttlr l1c!~ ~Rih. 
'Rr~~rr I fil;,;ll~'lilt{t ~U'~ ~'t trTW"' ~<ri{ t ~I 
('f~;roi '9 ~ ('(J'il\~ot"r<i '9 ~'4~<m ~l;jftll'fitlll~ I ~<{ ~>;{ 
. ,......~,.....-~ :+.'"'"'~ .,...... 

~Hitl\'1\111~ ~q I l~l"l."~~Ql ~~SI:t{l'ill'fli l!;.'t I <:~a:'~ T'{t11j-
~ . 

~{11[-

~'fia +!<r'fr~'lr't: ~~~ 1\[ . ._"r R'Uil' ( l'to go ~ran ) ~Ia 1 
• ~. ....."'x - (',. -

l1;.'t '9t~ll't4~'1;j'tlltt'l'.ffi;j~l'<f! I 

4.76. That has been told in the Vi~~upura~~ also: 

Therefore nothing is [of itself] the nature of 

pain and nothing is [of itself] the nature of 

pleasure. This is a modification of the mind 

which is designated as pleasure and pain. 

The supreme Brahman is Knowledge alone and 

Knowledge is required for bondage. This 
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universe consists of Knowledge. There is 

nothing beyond Knowledge. (Vi~.P.2.6.47,48.). 

In the commentary upon that too it is said 50 

"A modification of the mind" means merely a play of 

the mind, like dream or a fancy. What then is real? 

Therefore he says: "Knowledge". The completion of 

the sense is: "Brahman", who is of the nature of 

Knowledge, is alone the highest reality. Then [if you 

say]: for what reason does this [Brahman] have bondage 

and liberation? [It is told]: "Knowledge", which is 

recognized in the form of the !-notion etc. due to 

Ignorance, is certainly "required for bondage". "And" 

Knowledge is certainly required for liberation because 

the removal of that [Ignorance] is through knowledge. 

Ignorance and what is superimposed by that and knowledge 

and what is to be removed through that are Knowledge 

alone. Therefore he says: "consists of Knowledge". 

The meaning is that the entire universe consists of Knowledge. Even the 

distinction which is made between Siva and Vi~~u is only in relation to 

a limiting adjunct. That too has been told in the Vi~~upura~~: 

0 best among the twice born, Sallkara [Siva] is 

the illustrious Sauri [Vi~~u] and Sri [Lak~mi] 

is Gauri [Parvati] (Vi~.P.1 .8.22.). 

Thus the cessation of Ignorance is only through the knowledge of the 

oneness of the Self. 

-4.77. · . . · ~q ' ~~'IT 'IT ~ Wl:f! t 

( ~o ':( I ~ I "\ ) ~ft::~fij:i if,~'fl&il~ "!t'fj{~a:: ~ il?ID'1 

tr "!~~: I ' ~'l'!fu I ( mo ~ I <: I \9 ) ~fu~RtstRt'llfu:
. ~'fin~·~ I ~. "ima:~~T'tll~if4Qllil~<fi ~~ <tt-<~-11{ 1 
~~r ' ~m ' ~ ~~<~~~: stfu~~ ~ q~ • ~ 'IT '>it 



i:;l!a<r:' ~c<r~ iltt: I a"f ~ ~1-..l:l~~<n i::~~ -q:~''t?l~ I aG?r
~~~'l'l~<rT lJ a<rt:qq~ I a~T "f llc<m~: S!T'f<i<rl~'-f<rtrf 'R'IP~: I 
~'~<r~t;r "ft~l~<t ~~;:f R~'Q ~"C<rfum~'[l~ ~~ 1· 

4.77. Although difference between the individual soul and Brahman is 
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recognized due to the distinction between the agent and the object in 

sacred texts such as: "My dear, the Self should indeed be seen" (B:rh.2.4.5.) 

etc., nevertheless, that [difference] pertains to~ limiting adjunct. [That 

must be so] in accordance with the identity taught in the sacred text: "you 

are That" (Ch.6.8.7.).-It should not be said: the identity must pertain to 

a limiting adjunct in accordance with the sacred text just mentioned 

[which denotes] difference. [reason] In the manner in which non-difference 

is taught just by the signification [of the words] here: "you are That", 

difference is not [taught] in the same manner here: "~dear, the Self 

should indeed be seen". Because there [in the latter sentence], only a 

seer-seen relation is told by the express signification. But there is the 

postulation of difference between the two [i.e. the seer and the seen] 

because there is no logical possibility of it being otherwise. And so 

because the sacred text which is explicit has predominance, identity alone 

is the highest truth. And in the knowledge of identity, the knowledge of 

difference ceases just as a matter of course, So there is certainly the 

cessation of Ignorance. 

4.78. 
<rms

f?lm ~m~~s~: llomrr~~~'l~~ ~'Pi ll~ ~ ¥1'-ffif 1 
"' " QR~~lii '!!;~~: S!'l~: I M~~~~ 

r--- ~.,._...=+- ,.... ,...,_ "'~ t'\ .... ,...... 

<Of I 'I'll~ W"' 'W1'1 ll'i\\ <!4 d\d ~S{(il (i.h <-<i <:1 1 'it fiTSN 

1RI!WR! (1ifit~llMWH~tfT"i ~ I m
~:uf.Ntqi\outr~ ~ 'R'IIetr"': Ml':\111~~ I <t~~' 
~ "f-~~ ~'l~ 'Rlffii!TSf ~l"''€:qol(~q~qo( ~-

~ "" <:"•,.....,_,...... ~ ..... 
"l~Rl!if,<!4'11l Q\l:l'l :jTR~ ~~ filfl~ "l (!~ Q\~'11~'1~ 

1fl'i'it"~ f-r'l<r~ "f ll~ -ilrt ~fir I Q<r)~ '4~:ifqt1(\~\'1t~li<tr-
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4.78. Because Ignorance has manifested like bubbles from water at the 

time of creation, it is firstly as though different [from Brahman] of its 

own accord. This entire manifest world is only based upon such a difference. 

For that reason, the individual soul too -who is superimposed by that 

[Ignorance] as its locus and who is reflected in that [Ignorance]-

considers the Self to be different from the supreme Self. And [the soul] 

considers the world, which is the transformation of such Ignorance, to be 

different from the supreme Self. 

Not only to this extent, moreover: through the false conception of 

various states -in the form of Knowledge and in the form of the Self- in 

regard to the supreme Self who is one alone and of the nature of Knowledge, 

[Ignorance] manifests difference by falsely conceiving that very [supreme 

Self] to be an attribute and the subject in the form of Knowledge and, in 

the same manner, by falsely conceiving that very [supreme Self] to be the 

possessor of the attribute and an object in the form of the Self. Even 

though those two, the attribute and its possessor, i.e, Knowledge and the 

Self, exist in reality in a relation of identity, [Ignorance] as though 

separates the two by itself coming between them. And having included the 

possessor of the attribute [i,e, the Self] as its object and having made 

that [Self] its own and having concealed its own false nature in making 

that [Self] its own, it reveals that [Self] in itself [Ignorance] in the 

form of a reflection, Having falsely conceived that individual self who is 

reflected in itself [in Ignorance] as the locus of the Knowledge which is 

an attribute, [Ignorance] itself enters there [in the soul] in the form of 
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an object and by way of a direct modification [i.e, in the manner of the 

mental modification: "I am ignorant"], Because the assumption of the 

nature of being the subject is correct in regard to Knowledge, therefore 

the entry [of Ignorance] there [in the soul] in the form of an object is 

easily accomplished. 

4.79. 

4~79. For example, a swindler enters into the house of some wealthy 

person in such a form as appears dear to him. Then, having become his 

confidant and having made every.thing belonging to him his own, and having 

concealed his own fraudulent nature [while] making all that person's 

wealth his own, he becomes dearer like his [the wealthy person's] second 

heart which is external. So even though the wealthy person has been 

deprived of all his wealth, he does not know himself what is to be done 

about that but on the contrary he appears to consider himself a clever 

person who has accomplished his object through him who is dearer than 

even a son. But without him, he [the wealthy person] himself is not able 

to spend anywhere even a single small coin among all the wealth, even 

though it belongs to him. It is like that, 

4.80, 
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4,80. And in regard to Knowledge, that [Ignorance] which has entered 

in the form of an object and which has Knowledge as its component, firstly 

transforms into the form of the intellect and then into the form of the 

"!-notion" and the "great elements" etc. The individual self, who is 

reflected in Ignorance i.e. in the limiting adjunct of the intellect etc. 

which are the transformations of that [Ignorance], exists in conformity 

with the limiting adjunct which brings about the reflection. That is this 

transmigratory existence. And this is indeed the nature that Ignorance 

has. When a mind, which is free from impurity on account of the 

traditional instruction carried out previously in a thorough manner, is 

taught by a true teacher, it understands this nature of Ignorance as it 

really is and then it is liberated at that very instant. Just as [a 

person] who sees various things in a dream and considering their 

pleasantness or unpleasantness in accordance with the desire or aversion 

for those things, and striving for the attainment of what is desired and 

for the removal of what is unwanted he even begins a Vedic action such as 

sacrifice etc., which has a very venerable intensity, or he begins a 

worldly action such as a battle etc., but if he is awoken suddenly then 

at that very instant -in a single moment- he considers all that to be 

fictitious. It should be understood to be like that. 

4.81 • . q~tfl'it-
•W:i<t·;f;t ~t~f~: ll'a_l~: ~!ll~'n ~~<ft f;mm ~'?.:
\F<iT: I ~'J<q~'q Wi \T'Il~Tf~.\1'11~~ qi.GttJ W'ffiW

. ~~~~~ f.m(ll{!~<r 1 ~ ifil~'Rfil2~f~~: ~~t'l:u 
'i'PIY,~il'll~ ~t~ II ~ ~ ii 
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4.81. Thus because of the connection with Ignorance, the seven types of 

logical fallacy shown by the author of the Sribha~~ must be understood to 

be refuted. In the same manner, even eve~ other web of reasoning 

conjectured by Ramanuja, which is contrary to the oneness of the Self and 

contrary to the natural meaning of the sacred texts etc., has certainly 

for the most part been refuted according to the manner told. And that 

can be investigated personally by intelligent people whose minds do not 

cling anywhere. Thus it is auspicious. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR: AVIDYOPAPATTI. 

1. Adapted. The text of the Sri.B. reads: ~ tavajjivam a~ritya 
avidyaparikalpitatvajjivabhavasya. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Sallkara also cites this analogy. Cf., B~S.s. 2.1.21. p.393, line 16f. 

For MaJ;uJana' s position cf., S. Kuppuswami Sastri (ed) Brahmasiddhi 
by Acharya Ma~4anamisra with commentary by SaDkhapani. Delhi. 2rid 
ed. 1984. Intro .• p,xxviii. Also, R. Balasubramanian. A study of the 
Brahmasiddhi of Ma~4ana Misra. Varanasi. 1983. p.83. 
For Yacaspati's view, cf., B.S. (Bhamati) 1 .4.1. p,297, line 12. Also, 
Rama~astri, op-cit., p.129. 

Ramaraya, op-cit., p.282, line 15f. 

5. For Suresvara's vi~w, cf., N.S. Ch.3, sambandhokti. For the Vivara~~ 
view, cf. , Ramasastri, op-e it. , p. 129. 

6. Ramaraya, op-cit., p.277, line 19. Ramasastri, ibid., p.133. 

7. Ramaraya, ibid., p.278, line 6f. 

8. ibid., p.277, line 26. 

9. ibid., p.277, line 27. 

10. This text has not been located, 

11. Adapted, without deviation of meaning. 

12. See ch.3, fn. 76. 

13. In the Paramalaghumaffju~E, Nagesabha~~a discusses the usage of a 
negative particle indicating what has been superimposed. See the 
Paramalaghumaffju~a of Sri Nagesa Bha~~a with the commentary Jyotsna 
by K. Shukla. Baroda. 1961. p.122f. Also, B. Paffcoli (ed.), 
Vaiyakara~abhu~~~asara of Sri Ka~4~~~a with the commentaries Prabha 
and Darpa~~· Varanasi. 1969. p.346f. 

An example of a negative particle indicating what has been 
superimposed is the compound: "not a Brahma~~" (abrahma~~). This is 
a Tatpuru~~ compound (naff.tatpuru~~) containing the negative particle 
~ and the word briihma~~· In such a compound, the latter member is the 
principal component (cf. Paramalaghu, p.122., Vaiyakara~~· p.346, P. 
S. 2.1.22., note by Vasu.). If the compound meant "different from a 
Briibma~a" (briihma~abhinna), then the negative particle, which has the 
meaning of "different", would be the principal component. For the 
sake of maintaining the primacy of the latter member, the grammarians 
say that the negative particle indicates that the latter member is 
something superimposed. So the compound "abriibmana" refers to 
someone such as a !~atriya etc. who possess the ~~ure of a Briihma~a 
which has been superimposed ,(aropitabriibma~atvavan ~~atriyadir i!i 
bodhal].. ) • 

In the topic under discussion in this section, the third 
alternative is that the statement "I am ignorant" (aham ajnal].) refers 
to knowledge having the supreme Self as its object. As in the above 
example, "ajna" is a negative Tatpuru~~ and so the final member is the 



616 

principal component. The final member, jna, means "one who has 
lmowledge" (jnanavan). The negative particle indicates that the 
final member has the nature of being superimposed and so the meaning 
of the compound is: "one who possesses lmowledge of the supreme Self 
which is superimposed" (aropi taparamii:tmavi~ayakajnanavii:n) • .Abhyankar 
argues that a liberated soul does not say "I am ignorant" and a 
bound soul, who has erroneous lmowledge of the supreme Self, also 
does not think "I am ignorant". But a bound soul who lmows nothing 
of the supreme Self thinks "I am ignorant". The meaning of "ignorant" 
(ajna) is: "one who possesses lmowledge of the supreme Self which is 
superimposed" and such a meaning is not possible because the bound 
soul has no knowledge of the supreme Self, therefore knowledge can 
hardly be shown as superimposed. 

In regard to the following sentence: "But the superimposition 
of the lmowledge relating to the supreme Self ••• " the sense is that 
a bound soul has lmowledge about worldly objects such as pots etc. 
By superimposing the nature of knowledge about the supreme Self upon 
the worldly lmowledge, the statement "I am ignorant" could mean: 
"one who possesses lmowledge qualified by the nature of superimposed 
lmowledge relating to the supreme Self". But that meaning is not 
possible because superimposition is possible where an object is 
qualified by similarity. Since the knowledge of pots etc. and the 
knowledge of the supreme Self are completely distinct, it is not 
possible to say that there is superimposition of knowledge relating 
to the supreme Self upon the knowledge relating to pots etc. 

14. R. Balasubramanian, "RS:manuja as a Critic" in Studies in Riimanu.ia. 
Madras. 1980. p.191f. 

15. Ramaraya, op=cit •. p.287, line 14f. 

16. The topic of "the logical fallacy concerning a means of proof" is 
now being discussed in relation to inference. In 4.7. it was 
introduced with regard to the perceptual cognition "I am ignorant". 

17. This inference is given by Ramanuja as his prima facie argument. 

18. This is Abhyankar's explanation which he had previously given in 
his commentary "Samasokti" on the Sribha~ya-catu]fsiitrl:, op=cit., 
p.158, line 12f. 

19. Adapted. The text reads: anyasyanythavabhasasyavarjanl:yatvat. 

20. For the explanation of the "fivefold combination" see 1 .37. 

21 • Abhyankar has modified the sentence to indicate that ~r~~tavasat 
is to be connected. with am,buna ~ grahaif.!!.!!!• 

22. The sense is that when one ascertains that the water is a mirage 
the cognition arises: "this is not water", i.e. water does not exist 
here (atra jalam ~). Even if it is accepted, as Ramanuja 
maintains, that there is the appearance in another manner (anyatha
avabhasa), the statement: "this is not water" means that the 
cognition of water is being denied and so it is not possible for 
Ramanuja to hold the view of satkhyati that the cognition of the 
water is real. 

23. This appears to be the author's statement describing the 
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25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31 • 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 
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Visi~tadvaitin position rather than a direct quotation. 

A species of plant serving as a substitute for the~ plant in 
rituals. In Sri. B.Para.66.p.144., Ramanuja presents a verse 
(supposedly by Dramiqacarya, the "Bha~yakara") stating that the 
PUtika plant can be substituted for the ~plant because it 
actually contains portions of ~· 

Cf. Sri.B.Para.66.p.144. 

Cf. Jacob, A Handful of Popular Maxims., op=cit., iii. p.96. 

The complete siitra reads: "But [the dream creation is] mere maya, 
because its nature is not a manifestation fully [of the totality 
of attributes found in the waking state]". 

Adapted. The passage does not deviate in meaning from the Sri.B. 
But it has not been indented because it is not a direct quotation. 

Slightly adapted: "tatha" is changed to "cakrapratiti". 

According to Ramanuja, the nature of all the directions exists in 
every direction. What is east for one person is west or north in 
regard to others and all such cognitions are true. Abhyankar accepts 
that a direction is relative to t~e position of the respective 
person, but he seeks to argue that a direction is established with 
regard to something, such as the position of a particular person. 
If that person is considered to be facing east but he thinks east 
is north -even though it may be north with regard to another person
then the person facing east is in error with regard to his direction 
and the object of his error -the nature of being "north"- is 
something indeterminable. It is not absolutely unreal because the 
cognition of "north" exists. It is not real because it is subject to 
sublation by the knowledge that he is facing east. 

The statement: "one should eat food while facing the east" is 
cited by Abhyankar to show that a direction is established with 
reference to something. If a number of people sat facing the east, 
then although they face the east with respect to themselves, in 
relation to their neighbours they are seated to the west, or the 
north or the south and so with regard to other people they are not di
rectly east. For practical purposes it is established that a certain 
person is facing east and therefore everybody else too faces east. 

B.s.s. 2.2.32. p.479, line 4f. 

Read "vindanti" .. in the place of "vindati". 

Cf. \~&;i.S. 2.1.6. p.301, line 7f. 

The Anandasrama edition has the word "ekam" from the Tai.Bra. text, --' after the word "prasiddam". It is omited here. 

S.C. Vasu, Siddhanta Kaumudi, ·op=cit., Vol.2 • .!L~tadi affixes. p.287. 

Cf. !!:rsiffihottaratapaniyopani§ad ch .9. ",. ,sarvatra ~ !!,y asti 
dvaitasiddhir atmaiva ~l:!.£ 1 dvitiyo mayaya !!.Y anyad..l.!!!:, ••• maya£.!!:. 
t - - " amorupa ••• 
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37. See ch.3, fn.31. 

38. Cf. Sri.B.Para.72.p.163f. Also, see text 2.50. and comment. 

39. These quotations have not been located. 

40. According to Pa~ini, a "word stem" or pratipadika is: "what 
possesses meaning but is neither a verbal root nor an affix". P.S. 
1 • 2. 45. Also, cf. Abhyankar and Shukla, A Dictionary of Sanskrit 
Grammar, op-cit., p.275. 

41 • Adapted. 

42. This meaning follows the commentator Sridharasvamin who considers 
Knowledge to be the substratum: "vijnane'dhi~ijhane". Cf. Jivananda
vidyasag~rabhaijtacarya (ed.), Vi~~upura~am with the commentary 
Svaprakasa by Sridharasvamin. Calcutta. 1882. p.307, line 14. 

43. This is a substantial reconstruction of the Sri.B. text without a 
deviation in meaning. Abhyankar's explanation of "sam" in the 
word "sallkalpa" is taken from the Srutaprakiisika, -;;p:cit., pt.2. 
(avidyabhangabhaga) p.46, line 11. 

44. Slightly adapted. 

45. Slightly adapted. 

46. The sixfold modifications are mentioned in the Nirukta of Yaska, 
they are: birth, existence, growth, transformation, decline and 
death. Sallkara refers to them in B.S.S. 1.1 .2. p.48, line 2f. 

47. Slightly adapted. 

48. Slightly adapted. 

49. This explanation appears to be modelled upon Nyayasiitra 1 .1 .2. "Pain 
birth, activity, faults and misapprehension -on the successive 
annihilation of these in the reverse order, there follows release", 
cf. S.C. Vidyabhii~a~a (trans.), The N a a Siitras of Gotama. (The 
Sacred Books of the Hindus. VoL viii. Allahabad. 1913. Reprinted, 
New York. 1974. p.2. 

50. Jivanandavidyasagarabhaijtacarya, op-cit., p.258, line 9f. In the 
edition consulted, Sridhara's commentary differs to some degree from 
Abhyankar's quotation, however the meaning is identical. 
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