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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 Snandasrama 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 Visistadvaita" (
Visi
st
advaitamatam
) outlines
the philosophical view of the Visistadvaita Vedanta, At the conclusion
of the second chapter, the author summarizes what he considers to be
the fundamental differences between Advaita and Visistadvaita. The third
chapter: "the logical untenability of the Visistadvaita teaching"
(
Visi
st
advaitamatanupapatti
h) and chapter four; "the logical tenability
of Ignorance" (
avidyopapatti
h) 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
£rlbhasya
 1 .1 .1 . The procedure followed in these chapters is that the
author firstly cites the 
^ribha
s
ya
 passage and then takes up that passage
for discussion. In this manner, the major part of the above sections of
the 
Saribha
s
ya
 are systematically discussed.
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INTRODUCTION
VXSUDEVASSSTRT ABHYANKAR
 (1863-1942)
Vasudevasastri was born into a family prominent in the field of
Sanskrit scholarship. His grandfather, Bhaskarasastrl Abhyankar (1783-1871),
was a student of Nllakanthasastrl Thatte of Pune who had studied Sanskrit
grammar at Varaijasl. Bhaskarasastrl founded a school of traditional
learning (
pathasala
) at his home at Satara in Maharastra. When Vasudevasastri was less than two years old his father died and Bhaskarasastrl
became responsible for the welfare of his grandchildren. Living in the
home of Bhaskarasastrl and surrounded by his grandfather's students, by the
age of seven Vasudevasastri had memorized such texts as: 
Amarakosa
,
_ _ _ _ _ „ _ 
1
Rupavali
 and the Ast
adhyayi
 of Panini.
After the death of Bhaskarasastrl, the education of Vasudevasastri
was continued by Ramasastrl Godbole, a principal student of Bhaskarasastrl.
Each day, Ramasastrl would travel from his own residence at Mahooli, some
three miles from Satara, to teach at the 
pa
t
hasala
 in his teacher's home.
He did not receive a salary for teaching and the 
pa
t
hasala
 was funded
through grants. Ramasastrl taught at the 
pa
t
hasala
 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. Vasudevasastri studied under Ramasastrl 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 
Mahabhasya
. The remaining four years
were devoted to the study of the 
Taittirlya Samhita
 and 
Brahman
a, 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 Ramasastrl was as follows;
	Age
	Principal Studies
	Complementary Studies

	8-11
	Siddhantakaumudi, Raghuvamsa
ch.2. Some portions of the
work of Magha.
	

	11-13
	Manorama-sabdaratna
	Tarkasangraha with DTpika,

	
	(karakanta).
	Muktavali.

	13-14
	^abdakaustubha (ninth
	MathuranathT-panc alaksanx,

	
	section).
	Gadadhari-svalaksana,

	1 4-16
	Paribhasendusekhara.
	Kuvalayananda,
Mahabhasya, the ninth

	16-20
	^abdendusekhara and
Laghuman.iusa (important
chapters).
	section and the
angadhikara.

	20-23
	TaittirTya-Samhita and
	Kavyaprakasa, Pancadasi,

	
	Brahmapa (by he art).
	Vedantaparibha§a, Brahmasutra'


bha
g
ya
. Also, teaching other
students.
23-24 
Advaitasiddhi
 (Fifth portion). Teaching, writing commentaries
"
Tattvadarsa
" on 
Paribha
s
endu-
sekhara
 and "
Gudharthaprakasa
"
on
 
Laghusabdendusekhara
.
After completing his formal studies, Yasudevasastrl married and, in
1891, he travelled to Pune to gain employment. He carried with him a letter
of recommendation from Ramasastrl to Justice M.G. Ranade. He began his
teaching career at a Sanskrit 
pathasala
 founded in 1885 by Vit^halasastri,
a former student of Bhaskarasastrl. He continued to teach at the 
pathasala
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 
sastrl
 at Pergusson College when the Sanskrit department was depleted by
the death of V.S. Apte in that same year. He taught at Pergusson College
until 1927. His daily routine was to teach at the 
pathasala
 from 7.30 until
9.00 am., and at Fergusson College from 11.00 until 2.00 pm.
Yasudevasastrl 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.^ The publications of Vasudevasastrl are listed below;
1. 
Tattvadarsa
, (1886) Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute. A
grammatical work. It is a commentary upon Nagojibhatta' s
Paribha
g
endusekhara
 based upon notes Abhyankar made while he was
tutoring the text.
2. 
Gudharthaprakasa
. (1888) A grammatical work. It is a commentary
upon Nagojibhatta's 
Laghusabdendusekhara
. It is not available in
its complete form.
3. 
Brahmasutrasankarabhagya
. (1900) Advaita Vedanta. It is a Marathi
translation of Sankara’s commentary upon the 
Brahmasutras
.
4. 
Samasokti
. (1904) Samskrta-pathasala, Pune. Visi^tadvaita. A
brief commentary upon the 
^rlbha
s
ya-catussutrl
. It paraphrases
Sudarsanasuri's 
^rutaprakasika
 in a lucid manner.
5. 
Prakasa
. (1906) Snandasrama. Visistadvaita. A commentary upon the
Visi^tadvaita text 
Yatlndraroatadlpika
.
6. 
^r~bha
s
ya-prathamasutra
. A commentary, prepared for students,
upon the first 
sutra
 of the 
^rlbha
s
ya
.
7* 
Visi
st
advaitamata
. Samskrta-pathasala, Pune. An original work
in Marathi, of approximately thirty pages, explaining the
teachings of Visistadvaita.
8. 
Kavyaprakasa
 of Mammata. (1911 ) Snandasrama. 
Alarikara
. This is
a work of six hundred pages containing an edition of the
Kavyaprakasa
 with the commentaries 
Udyota
 by Nagojibhatta and
Pradlpa
 by Govindathakkur.
9. 
£rlbha
sya
~vivytti
. (1914) Bombay Sanskrit Series. Visistadvaita.
This work is in two parts. The first contains an edition of the
jjrlbhagya
 and the second part contains an explanation of difficult
portions of the text.
10. 
Patanjalayogasutran
i. (1917) Bombay Sanskrit Series, A large
work of four hundred and fifty pages bringing together
commentaries on the 
Yogasutras
 by Vyasa, Vaeaspatimisra and
Nagojibhati^a. For the preparation of this critical edition,
Abhyankar used eight manuscripts of Vyasa's commentary, five of
Vacaspati's commentary and three manuscripts of Nagoji's
commentary.
11. 
Advaitamoda
. (1918) Snandasrama. Advaita and Visistadvaita. In
this original work, Abhyankar firstly portrays the teachings of
Advaita and Visistadvaita and he then gives a detailed critique
of the 
Laghu
 and 
Mahasiddhanta
 portions of the 
fsribha
s
ya
 from
the standpoint of Advaita.
12. 
Kavyaprakasa
 of Maramata. (1921) Snandasrama. 
Alankara
. An edition
containing the commentary 
Sanketa
 by Manikyacandra.
13. 
Sutrantaraparigrahavicara
. (1922) Xnandasrama. 
Dharmasastra
,
This work attempts to resolve differences between the followers
of the 
Rgveda
 and followers of the Krsn
ayajurveda
 concerning
the recitation of certain texts during the performance of 
yajna
.
14. 
Parsanankura
. (1924) B.O.R.I, This work is a commentary on
Sayana-Madhava's 
Sarvadarsanasangraha
.
15. 
Samskarapaddhati
. (1924) Snandasrama. A work on 
dharmasastra
.
dealing with the 
karmakan
da.
16. 
Nyayakosa
. (1928) B.O.R.I. A dictionary of technical terms used
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edited this work,
17. 
Binduprapata
. (1928) B.O.R.I, Advaita. A commentary upon the
Siddhantabindu
 of Madhusudanasarasvati.
18. 
Dharmatattvanirnaya
. (1929) Inandasrama. 
Dharmasastra
. This work
deals with topics such as changes in social and religious
customs which relate to inter-religious marriages, widow
remarriage etc.
19. Kun^
arkodayi
. (1931) Inandasrama. 
Dharmasastra
. This work is a
commentary upon the treatise Kun
darka
 which deals with the
mathematical proportions of a Yedic altar.
20. 
Prabha
. (1937) B.O.R.I. MTmamsa. A commentary upon the 
Mimamsa-
nyaya-prakas a
 of Spadeva.
21 . 
Advaitankura
. (1938) Shandasrama. A commentary upon the first
two chapters of the 
Bhagavadgita
.
22. 
Yvakarana-mahabha
s
ya
. (1938 onwards) Deccan Education Society,
Grammar. A Marathi translation, in six volumes, of Patanjali's
Yyakaranamahabha
s
ya
.
23. 
Yyakarana-mahabha
s
ya
. (1938) Deccan Education Society. Grammar.
A Hindi translation of the ninth section of Patanjali’s
Yyakaranamahabha
s
ya
.
24. 
Kayaparisuddhi
. (1939) Jnandasrama. Vedanta. A discussion about
liberation from the "three bodies", i.e. the physical (
sthula
),
subtle (
suk
s
ma
) and causal (
kara
na) bodies.
ADYAITIMODA
Abhyankar published five works dealing with the philosophical
tradition known as Visigtadvaita. After the publication of one such work,
Visi
g
tadvaitamata
, 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 Visiijtadvaita,. .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 Sankara. After this book,
3
the misunderstanding was cleared.
The word "
Advaitamoda
" can be resolved as a 
Karmadhaiyjya
, a 
BahuvrThi
,
or as a genitive 
Tatpuru
ga 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
are useful descriptions of the Advaita and Visi^advaita philosophy
respectively. In the first chapter: "the teaching of Advaita", the author
has based his exposition largely upon the 
Vedantaparibha
sa though he has
also drawn upon a number of sources which I have tried to identify where
possible. The second chapter: "the teaching of Yisis^advaita" , closely
follows the Yisiftadvaita manual of instruction, 
YatindramatadTpika
, 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 Yisi^tadvaita; these are arranged as thirty three
points.
Chapter three; "the logical untenability of the Visistadvaita
teaching" and chapter four: "the logical tenability of Ignorance (
avidya
)"
constitute the major part of the work. These chapters attempt to refute
Ramanuja's criticisms of Advaita as expressed in the "Small Conclusion"
(
Laghusiddhanta
) and the "Great Conclusion" (
Mahasiddhanta
) of the
^rlbha
s
ya
 
1,1.1.
 Abhyankar's method is to firstly cite a passage from the
^ribha
s
ya
 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 
^rxbha
s
ya
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 
^ribhagya
 in such a
detailed manner. Ramaraya Bellankonda's 
£risankarasankarabha
g
yavimarsah
 is
a later work 
(1953)
 which masterfully discusses Ramanuja's and
Sudarsanasuri's arguments as presented in 
^ribha
s
ya
 
1.1.1.
 and the
commentary 
^rutaprakasika
. However it does not follow the text of the
^rxbha
g
ya
 as closely as Abhyankar does in 
Advaitamoda
. A Visi^tadvaitin's
reply to 
Advaitamoda
 : 
Paramarthaprakasika
 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 
Paramarthaprakasika
 could not be utilized to any significant extent
and I must leave the analysis 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
(
paneTkaran
a) 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 Sankara'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 (
praman
a) for Brahman, The author does
not discuss the usage of essential definition (
svarupalak
gana), such as
Tai. 2.1.1., for ascertaining the nature of Brahman. Nor does he explain
the use of implication (
lak
gana) in the comprehension of the 
mahavalrya
;
"
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 (
Kanadam Paniniyam ca
sarvasastropakarakam
) it does not necessarily mean that other disciplines
can be fully understood without undergoing instruction from within the
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 (
eka.jTvavada
) (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
^aAkara 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 
Yatlndramatadlpika
and sections of the 
.‘arlbha
s
ya
 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 Bellankonda in the 
^risankarasankarabha
s
yavimarsah
.
The arguments contained in Ramanuja's 
^rlbha
s
ya
 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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. Poona:
Deccan College, 1956, Page and paragraph numbers of the 
^ribhasya
 refer
to the edition by R.D, Karmarkar, 
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NOTES ON THE TRANSLATION.
(1 ) Sanskrit authors employ the word “knowledge** (
jSana
) 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 iti jnanam
) such as in the case of
perceptual or inferential knowledge etc. When knowledge is used in the
sense of cognition (
jnaptir iti j nanam
), 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 (v
rttijnana
)
and awareness 
per se
 (
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 (java). 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 Visistadvaita 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 "
karman
" is more familiar in its nominative singular form: "
karma
"
and it has been cited in this way. When the word "
karma
" 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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Inquiry into the nature of Brahman follows upon the investigation
of the nature of ritual action.
There is no liberation while living.
Liberation according to Visi^advaita,
Inclusion of the categories of the Naiyayikas into those accepted
by Visi^advaita.
Summary of the differences between Advaita and Visi^advaita.
Chapter Three: 
YI^ISTjDYAITAMATlMJPAPATTIH
3.1. The teaching of 
maya
 existed prior to the 
Brahmasutra
.
3.2. The author of the 
Brahmasutra
 has accepted the teaching of 
maya
.
3.3. The etymological meaning of the word "Brahman".
3.4. Continuation of the topic.
3.5. Verse no. V.
3.6. The state of liberation.
3.7. Continuation of the topic with reference to "the absence of the
cognition of a connection to a second object".
3.8. Liberation while living.
3.9. Continuation of the topic.
3.10. The action of a liberated person.
3.11. Knowledge of the real nature of the Self is the means to
liberation.
3.12. The meaning of the word "
tattvajnana
".
3.13. The nature of bondage, the nature of action and the nature of the
Self are to be demonstrated for the purpose of liberation.
3.14. The cause is the reality of the effect.
3.15. Continuation of the topic.
3.16. Reply to the objection; even after the destruction of 
samsara
,
it would persist in some way because the destruction of a thing
only means that it continues in another form.
3.17. Continuation of the topic.
3.18. Verse no. VI.
3.19. Inquiry into the pre-requisite implied by the word "Thereafter"
(
atha
) in B.S.1.1 .1 .
3.20. Ramanuja's view.
3.21. Advaitins view that the prior and later 
mimamsa
 are separate
treatises.
3.22. Reply to the objection; there is a single 
mimamsa
 scripture
because 
dharma
 is taught in both treatises.
3.23.
A "connection" does not of itself establish that there is a single
scripture.
3.24. Knowledge of ritual action is not the pre-requisite for inquiry
into the nature of Brahman.
3.25. Continuation of the topic,
3.26. The knowledge of 
dharma
 is not the pre-requisite. The "fourfold
means" (
sadhanacatugtaya
) are the pre-requisite.
3.27. The direct apprehension of the Self removes Ignorance.
3.28. Immediate knowledge can arise from the sacred texts.
3.29. Reply to the objection; the knowledge of difference cannot
logically persist after the knowledge of non-duality has arisen.
3.30. Explanation of scriptural texts cited in ^rl.B., 
Laghusiddhanta
.
3.31 . Reply to the statement; the word "knowledge" is intended to mean
contemplation because "to know" (vid) and "to contemplate" (
upas
)
have been used in the same passage without distinction.
3.32. The meaning of "steady remembrance" (
dhruva
 smrtih).
3.33. Reply to the statement; Katha. 2.23. teaches that "steady
remembrance" is the means to liberation.
3.34. Reply to the statement; "steady remembrance" is a synonymn for
devotion (
bhakti
).
3.35. Ramanuja states that (a) knowledge, i.e. meditation, must be
performed until death in order to attain Brahman, (b) To assist
meditation, action must be performed according to the stage of
life. Reply to (a).
3.36. Reply to (b).
3.37. The "sevenfold means" enumerated by Ramanuja can be included
within the "fourfold means" etc.
3.38. The scope of action as a means for liberation.
3.39. Reply to the objection; there should be a combination of
knowledge and ritual action.
3.40. Reply to the objection as to why Janaka preformed action.
3.41. Reply to the statement; the "fourfold means" will not be acquired
without the study of the 
karmamlmamsa
.
3.42. Continuation of the topic.
3.43. Control of the mind (
saroa
) etc. are the means to Self-knowledge
and they are also the means toward the desire to know.
3.44. Reply to the statement; the texts dealing with chanting (
udgxtha
)
etc., which occur in the Upani§ads, require the study of the
3.45. Verse no. VII.
3.46. Reply to the statement; there is no means of knowledge for an
entity free from distinction.
3.47. Continuation of the topic.
3.48. The nature of 
maya
, the individual soul and the Lord. The supreme
Self is free from qualities.
3.49. The meaning of texts which denote freedom from qualities.
3.50. Freedom from distinction can be arrived at through inference.
3.51. The meaning of the text; "From which words return..." (Tai.2.4.).
3.52. Texts which deny qualities, deny them in their entirety.
3.53. Verse no. VIII.
3.54. A distinction has the nature of its universal.
3.55. An entity does not possess distinction because of the absence of
possessing a quality.
3.56. A distinction does not contain a distinction.
3.57. Reply to the statement; verbal testimony can only reveal an
entity possessing distinction.
3.58. Verse no. IX,
3.59. The nature of indeterminate (
nirvikalpaka
) perception.
3.60. Critique of Ramanuja's explanation of determinate and
indeterminate perception.
3.61. Critique of Ramanuja's statement that inference only denotes
something which possesses distinction.
3.62. Brahman, free from distinction, is apprehended in the "fourth
state" (
turlyavastha
).
3.63. The Advaitins position that difference is difficult to logically
establish.
3.64. Continuation of the topic that difference is difficult to
establish.
3.65. Critique of Ramanuja's statement; configuration is equal to the
generic character and the generic character is identical to
difference.
3.66. The generic character is not identical to difference. Difference
means the cessation of non-difference.
3.67. Generic character and difference are not identical because the
generic character does not require a counter correlate while
difference requires a counter correlate.
3.68. Reply to the objection: the ordinary perception of difference is
contradicted if perception apprehends bare existence.
3.69. Objection that (a) if perception apprehends bare existence, the
scripture would have no scope, (b) Brahman would be an object of
knowledge.
Terse no. X.
3.70. Reply to the above objection.
3.71. Reply to the objection: there is no contradiction between the
existence and non-existence of a thing at a different time and
place and consequently there is no relation of sublating and
sublated.
3.72. Continuation of the reply. Are consciousness, inert objects and
the imagined objects in dream (a) absolutely unreal, (b) absolutely
real, or (c) is one real and another unreal? The first is the
view of the Madhyamika. The second is the view of Ramanuja.
3.73. Continued.
3.74. Continued.
3.75. Reply to the objection: negation certainly exists in the case of
the rope-snake because it is subsequently recognized that the
snake never existed. But the same cannot be said in the case of
a pot etc.
3.76. The manner in which there is negation of the world following the
knowledge of reality.
3.77. The third view (cf., 3.72.) belongs to the Advaitins,
3.78. Reply to the objection; awareness is not identical to existence.
3.79. Continued.
3.80. Reply to the objection; awareness is not always self-luminous,
3.81. Reply to the objection; if awareness cannot be experienced, it
would have the same reality as a sky-flower.
3.82. Objection that ; awareness apprehends the prior non-existence of
awareness.
Terse no. XI.
3.83. Reply to the objection concerning the apprehension of the prior
non-existence of awareness.
3.84. Reply continued. The nature of awareness which is "universal"
(
anubhutis amanya
).
3.85. Continued.
3
.
86
.
3.87.
3
.
88
.
3.89.
3.90.
3.91 .
3.92.
3.93.
3.94.
3.95.
3.96.
3.97.
3.98.
3.99.
3.100.
3.101 .
3
.
102
.
3.103.
3.104.
3.105.
3.106.
3.107.
3.108.
The meaning of; awareness is "eternal", "one", "self-luminous".
Reply to the statement; perceptual consciousness is limited by
time.
Reply to the statement: awareness does not exist without an
object.
There is no "non-perception which is capable [of being perceived]"
(
yogyanupalabdhi
) in respect of awareness.
Refutation of Ramanuja's statement; "the rule as to nonremembrance establishes the absence of experience".
Reply to the objection; the statement "I did not know anything"
proves the absence of pure awareness in deep sleep.
The destruction of prior non-existence is not a modification.
Reply to the objection; it cannot be said that what is
unoriginated is without destruction, because Ignorance has no
origination and can be destroyed.
Author's comment upon Ramanuja's definitions of "perceptual
consciousness", "self-luminosity", "eternity", "oneness".
What does not exist does not constitute an attribute.
Continuation of the topic.
The use of an uncompounded negative particle.
Reply to the objection; awareness can only be proved to exist in
a subject-object relation.
Verse no. XII.
Awareness which is "universal" (
samanya
) is the Self.
Explanation of distinction (
vise
ga) and universal (
samanya
).
The Self is free from all objective elements.
The cognizing subject in the cognition "I know" is also an
objective element.
Continuation of the topic.
The "I-notion" (
ahankara
) manifests "I-ness" in the individual
self.
Criticism of the view that the function of the "I-notion" is to
manifest the "I-ness" which is intrinsic to the soul in the body
etc.
Continuation of the topic.
There is no cognizer; "I know" in liberation free from the body
(videhamukti)
3.109.
3.110.
3.111 .
3
.
112
.
3.113.
3.114.
3.115.
3.116.
3.117.
3.118.
3.119.
3.120.
3.121 .
3.122.
3.123.
3.124.
3.125.
3.126.
3.127.
3.128.
3.129.
The "happiness" in 
videhamukti
 is actually the total absence of
sorrow.
The resolve: "May I enjoy limitless bliss" does not mean that
in 
videhamukti
 there is the cognition as the "sense of I".
The meaning of the word "liberation" (
moks
a).
(a) There is the possibility of fear when a second entity exists.
(b) Liberation is the total absence of sorrow.
There is no knower-known relation in 
videhamukti
.
Objection that: consciousness is only established on account of
its connection to oneself.
Terse no. XIII.
Reply to the above objection (3.114.). Particular awareness
requires a locus, not awareness as a universal.
Knowership is not the essential nature of the Self.
Reply to the statement; the self has consciousness as its nature
and consciousness as its quality.
Continuation of the topic.
Continuation of the topic.
Reply to the objection: the word "consciousness" always expresses
a relation such as between the knower and the known.
Reply to the statement; the "sense of I" is not co-existent with
awareness, but awareness is what qualifies the "sense of I".
The consciousness which is the essential nature is not an object
of cognition.
Reply to the objection; the "I-notion" (
ahankara
) cannot possess
knowership.
The mind is the agent and the object of a cognition with
reference to the different mental modifications.
Terse no. XIT,
(a) The awareness manifested by the "I-notion" is not eternal.
(b) The Self would be non-eternal if the contraction and
expansion of awareness were its intrinsic attributes.
The "I-notion" manifests ordinary awareness as being located in
the "I-notion".
The "I-notion" manifests this ordinary awareness while it is
itself illumined by such awareness.
3.130.
3.131 .
3.132.
3.133.
3.134.
3.135.
3.136.
3.137.
3.138.
3.139.
3.140.
3.141 .
3.142.
3.143.
3.144.
3.145.
3.146.
3.147.
3.148.
3.149.
Refutation of the statement concerning how the Self is
manifested by the "I-notion", because the Advaitin does not
accept that the Self is manifested by the "I-notion”.
The ordinary awareness which is in the form of a mental
modification (vr
tti
), though an effect of Ignorance, is able to
remove the ignorance centred upon the knower.
Reply to the objections; (a) a mirror does not 
manifest
 a face
etc,, (b) in the absence of the "I-notion", consciousness could
not be established as "inner".
"I-ness" is not the Self because it is absent during deep sleep.
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 "I-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.
3.150.
3.151 .
3.152.
3.153.
3.1 54.
3.155.
3.156.
3.157.
3.158.
3.159.
3.160.
3.161 .
3.162.
3.163.
3.164.
3.165.
3.166.
3.167.
3.168.
3.169.
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§j;advaitins statement; texts which teach
Brahman as the material cause must be interpreted in a
figurative sense.
The contradiction in the Visistadvaitins interpretation of; "Ify
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
3.170.
3.171 .
3.172.
3.173.
3.174.
3.175.
3.176.
3.177.
3.178.
3.179.
3.180.
3.181 .
3.182.
3.183.
3.184.
3.185.
3.186.
3.187.
3.188.
3.189.
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 "real" , "Knowledge" and "limitless"
in the definition of Brahman.
Grammatical apposition (
samanadhikaranya
).
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".
3.190.
Summary of the topic concerning the proposition: through the
knowledge of the one, there is the knowledge of everything.
3.191 .
3.192.
3.193.
3.194.
3.195.
3.196.
3.197.
3.198.
3.199.
3.200.
3.201.
3
.
202
.
3.203.
3.204.
3.205.
3.206.
3.207.
3.208.
3.209.
3.210.
3.211
 .
Verse no. XVIII.
Brahman is in reality free from distinction.
Critique of Ramanuja's interpretation of the text; "...whose
desire is true, whose resolve is true" (Ch.8.1.5.).
Continuation of the topic.
Critique of Ramanuja’s interpretation of the text: "He who knows
the bliss of Brahman" (Tai.2.9.1.).
Critique of Ramanuja'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's interpretation of the text: "From which
words return..." (Tai.2.4.1 .).
Critique of Ramanuja's interpretation of the text: "You cannot
see the seer of seeing" (Brh.3.4.2.).
Ramanuja'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; "He who
sees diversity, as it were, here..." (Brh.4.4.19.).
Critique of Ramanuja's interpretation of the text: "All this is
indeed Brahman...Thus being peaceful, may one contemplate"
(Ch.3.1 4.1 .).
Critique of Ramanuja'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 Vis
nupuran
a is that Brahman is free from
distinction.
The falsity of the world is taught in the Vi^.P.
The Visi^tadvaitin position that the etymological derivation of
the word "
bhagavat
" shows that Brahman is an object of speech.
3.212. Criticism of the above view. Distinctions are admitted only in
the sphere of ordinary relations (
vyavahara
),
3.213. Discussion of the meaning of the verse: "The nature of
Knowledge..." (Vig.P, 1,2.6.).
3.214. Explanation of the questions in Viiji.P. 1.1.9. concerning the
nature and cause of the world and the explanation of the reply,
in Vis.P. 1,1,35., to those questions.
3.215. Ramanuja's interpretation of Vi§.P. 1.1.9. and 1,1.35.
3.216. Criticism of Ramanuja's interpretation of the above two verses.
The word "from what" (
yatah
) in Vi§,P. 1.1.9. cannot refer to
both the efficient and the material cause.
3.217. Continuation of the criticism of Ramanuja's interpretation of
these verses.
3.218. Critique of Ramanuja's objections to the Advaita interpretation
of these verses.
Chapter Pour; 
AYIDYOPAPATTIH
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 ajnah
).
4.9. Reply to the fourth objection concerning the indeterminable
nature of 
avidya
.
4.10. Brahman as such does not have the experience of 
avidya
.
4.11. 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.
4.12.
4.13.
4.14.
4.1 5,
4.16.
4.17.
4.18.
4.19.
4.20.
4.21 .
4.22.
4.23.
4.24.
4.25.
4.26.
4.27.
4.28.
4.29.
4.30.
4.31 .
4.32.
4.33.
4.34.
4.35.
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.
The applicability of the example in the inference under discussion.
Ramanuja'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 (
anirvacanr.yakhyati
).
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 an 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.
4.36.
4.37.
4.38.
4.39.
4.40.
4.41 .
4.42.
4.43.
4.44.
4.45.
4.46.
4.47.
4.48.
4.49.
4.50.
4.51 .
4.52.
4.53.
4.54.
4.55.
4.56.
4.57.
4.58.
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 (anrta)" (Ch.8.3.2.) is a
means of proof about 
avidya
 being positive in nature.
The meaning of the word "rta" in Katha.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. ).
Sayanacarya' s commentary upon the 
nasadasiya
 hymn.
Continuation of Sayaija's commentary.
The meaning of the word "
maya
".
The nature of 
maya
 as described in the 
Devipuran
a, 
Pancadasi
 and
the 
Vi
s
nupuran
a.
Explanation of the texts cited in the &rT.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 
Vayupuran
a and the 
Devigita
.
The Vi§.P. text: "The stars are Vi§nu...what exists and what does
not exist" (Viis .P.2.1 2.38. ) .
4.59. Reply to the objection: identity statements such as "The -stars
are Vi§^u" refer to the relation of body and the one embodied
(
sarirasariribhava
)«
4.60. Further criticism of the concept of 
sarirasarlrin
.
Interpretation of words such as "body" occurring in the Vi§.P.
4.61. Explanation of the words; "...what exists and what does not exist"
(Vi§.P.2.12,38.).
4.62. Criticism of Ramanuja’s interpretation of the words; "what exists",
"what does not exist".
4.63. Explanation of the Vi§.P. verse: "Because the Lord is of the
nature of Knowledge" (Vi§.P.2.12.39.).
4.64. Criticism of Ramanuja's interpretation of the above verse.
4.65. Ramanuja's interpretation of the Vi§.P. verse; "But when
Knowledge is pure..." (Vis.P.2,12.40.) and the critique of that
interpretation.
4.66. Continuation of the topic.
4.67. Vi§,P,2.1 2.41 and 42.
4.68. Interpretation of the Vis.P. verse; "Therefore.,.other than
Knowledge there is no collection of objects whatsoever..." (Vis.
P.2.12.43.) and the criticism of Ramanuja's interpretation.
4.69. Interpretation of the Vis.P. verses; "Knowledge is completely
pure..." (Vi§.P.2.12.44.) and "I have thus told you what is
reality..." (Vis.P.2.1 2.45.).
4.70. 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 superimposed by 
maya
.
Further criticism of Ramanuja’s interpretation of these verses.
Reply to the sixth objection concerning an agent for the
cessation of 
avidya
.
4.74. Verse no. XXII.
4.75. Reply to the seventh objection concerning the cessation of 
avidya
.
4.76. Vi§ .P.2,6.47 and 48, with the commentary of ^rldharasvamin.
The subject-object distinction occurring in the text; "...the Self
should indeed be seen" (Brh.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.).
4.71 .
4.72.
4.73.
4.77
4.78. The nature of 
avidya
.
4.79. Illustration with reference to the above explanation.
4.80. 
Avidya
 is immediately dispelled by knowledge.
4.81 .
Brief concluding statement.
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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 acco
un
t 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
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 condemnation is specifically employed for the non-engagement there once again.
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Although the knowledges have been taught as fourteen in the
Vi s
nupura
na :
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 Puranas
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 Rg-Veda, Yajur-
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 Muri
dakopa ni
g 
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.
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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 ^ankaracarya 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,
xliii
remove [the notion] that something else must be done in between [the
knowledge of Brahman and the gain of liberation]. But Ramanujaearya 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 J&rl £>ahkaracarya which was awakened within
it [the mind]. Having become bound to the faith that the very feet of the
teacher [Sankara] 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
[Sankara] and they alone can bring about the engagement of the learned
people here. In whatever manner the author of the 
SrPbha
s
ya
, 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 , 1 840,
(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
(artha
), satisfaction of legitimate desires (
kama
) and liberation (
moks
a),
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
sa,
1
.
2
.
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1.2 In matters which are not within the scope of sense perception the
Veda alone is the :tseans. of knowledge. And there [in the Veda], because
of the elaborate teaching of ritual actions such as sacrifice in the
*
Brahmana 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 Upanisads in the sacred text is for the removal of that [false belief].
In the Upanisads, 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 (
praman
a). 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.
Thus there are two orders of knowledge: concerning ordinary relations
(vyavaharika
) and metaphysical truth (
paramarthika
) and two corresponding
levels of 
praman
a. The Veda is solely a means of knowledge for "matters
which are not within the scope of sense perception".^
The Advaita analysis of the Veda distinguishes sharply between the
karmakanda such as the brahmana portion dealing with ritual observances
---- -- -.—-
and the 
jfianakan
da, specially the Upanisads, which reveal the nature of
reality. Brahman. In his introduction to the Rg Veda, Sayana specifies
that:
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.^
To the Advaitin both portions of the Veda are a valid 
praman
a. They
differ, however, in that the 
karmakan
da is within the world of "becoming"
(samsara
) while the 
jnanakan
da 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.^
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. 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 diversity here, as it were, goes from
death to death.
The Advaitins then argue that Vedic testimony possesses greater validity
8
than perceptual experience. 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 Upanisads: the use of
positive statements (vidhi) and the use of negative statements 
(ni
s
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 
nisedha
.^ Sankara considered
that in the Upanisads:
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 ^
difference between the sphere of knowledge and ignorance.
*
Advaitins see in the 
sruti
 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 ni
s
prapancam prapancate
, i.e. "[Brahman] free
from the manifest world is explained by means of superimposition and
12
 —
negation") which is the false ascription of attributes (
avastvaropah
)
13 _
upon Brahman 
(vastuni)
 followed by the negation (
apavada)
 of those
attributes to reveal Brahman as free from all duality. This method can
be illustrated by the 
aruiidhatipradarsananyaya
"^ which describes how the
tiny star known as 
Arundhati
 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 B
rhadaranyaka,
 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:
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, dissolution, 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.15
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        1.3. The sacred texts are exceedingly difficult 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
,^ etymology and the rules concerning
phonetic changes
.^
 Later, in just the same way, Panini composed the
As
tadhyayi
 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
18
the 
Dvadasadhyayl
 and because of that there arose the knowledge of
the meaning of a sentence, for many rules were contained in it which
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 was an attentive engagement in the
ritual actions. And successively [the engagement in ritual] occupied
the supreme position. Accordingly, the thought of the people was in
such a manner: "this Upanisad 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 Upanisads became impassable to people,
like it was full of thorns. Even the Vedantins came to be looked upon
with sharp glances of the Mimamsakas as the disbelievers [were looked
upon]. It has been 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 Upanisads 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."
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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 
Brahmasutras
. All the logic,[i.e. syllogistic
reasoning]taught by Jaimini which was useful [for understanding] the
meaning of a sentence was certainly accepted by Badarayana. But the part
which comprised this much: the Upanisad portion is subsidiary to the
ritual portion, was not accepted by Badarayana. Having taught the
meaning of the Upanisads only through the methods taught by Jaimini and
having established that [the meaning of the Upanisads] to be the portion
which is the pinnacle of the sacred texts, Badarayana made the door to
liberation free from obstruction. And the path to liberation shown by
the Upanisads became free from thorns.
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    1.5. After a long time had passed in this way, once again a difficult
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 Mandana Miira, 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
Upanisads and like at the time prior to the composition of the 
sutra
.
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    1.7. At this -juncture, Lord Siva, desirous of saving the people,

    >•

    descended in the form of Sahkaracarya and having composed the

    /» —

    Sarlrabhasya
 in the form of an exposition of the 
Brahmasutra
, like the

    author of the 
sutras
 (Badarayana) he made the door to liberation once

    >* 
j
*
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    more free from obstruction. This incarnation as Sri Sahkaracarya was
solely for reviving once again the Vedanta scriptures.

    comment

    Abhyankar follows traditional hagiography in portraying Sankara to

    19

    be an incarnation of the god Siva.

    ^ 
111
 
11
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    1.8. Sri Sankara, whose feet are worthy of veneration

    throughout the world, composed a commentary on the basis of
the teaching of 
maya
 upon the Bpanisads, the
Bhagavadgita
 and the 
Brahmasutras
. He is
ever pre-eminent. 1.
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    1.9. 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.

    comment

    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 
(sagun
a),
while passages also denote Brahman to be free from qualities (
nirgun
a).

    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 
praman
a 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 
sagun
a and 
nirgun
a 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

    21

    that on account of the contradiction.

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

    22

    that [formless Brahman] as their object.

    According to Sankara, the purport of the Upanisads 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 and some as meaningless, because the

    23

    status of a means of knowledge is common.

    Rather, the passages which present Brahman as 
sagun
a are with reference

    24

    to a limiting adjunct 
(upadhi
) ; they are for the purpose of worship
- - 25

    and meditation (
upasana)
 and are subsequently negated by the texts
teaching non-duality.*^

    If the question is raised as to why nirguna statements such as

    27

    "not this, not this" (
neti neti
) are more authoritative than 
sagun
a

    passages, Sankara answers that the nirguna statements negate the
28 *

    sagun
a 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 
sagun
a

    statement, and then only it is able to negate. The 
nirgun
a statement

    is more authoritative precisely because it is logically subsequent to

    29

    the 
sagun
a passages. Sankara maintains that texts denoting difference

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

    the ultimate truth whereas the 
nirgun
a texts do not lend themselves

    30 -

    to another meaning. Moreover Sankara considers that the texts

    which reveal unity convey a knowledge which is complete in itself

    (
nirakahks
a) but 
sagun
a and 
bheda
 statements do not have the capacity

    31

    to put an end to further seeking.
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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, one 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
of the whole world, is taught In the sacred text: "from which, indeed,
these beings are born" (Tai.3.1.1.) and in the 
sutra
: "The birth etc.
of this [world] is from which" (B.S.1.1.2.).
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 ^
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" 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 communication." 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

        
        [image: Picture #7]
        

        to ascertain the true nature of the individual self, which is an
- 31
indispensable condition for the understanding of the 
mahavakya
.
Abhyankar attempts to demonstrate the Advaita conclusion regarding
the nature of consciousness through a method of reasoning based upon
37
such Upanisad 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
38
are inconstant and are, therefore, adventitious.
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" (
Idrsam tadrsam)
 but
it is awareness 
as such
: identical with the existence and essence of
the sense of self 
(svarupacaitanya
). 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
40
awareness is known as 
saksicaitahya
 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 
Vedantaparibhas
a specifies this
awareness to be of three kinds: as associated with the object (
visaya-
caitanya), with the means of knowledge (pramanacaitanya) and with the
- 41
knower (
pramatrcaitanya
). The first is awareness limited by the object
(ghatadyavacchinham caitanyam)
, the second kind is awareness limited by
the mode of the mind (antahkaranavrttyavacchinnam caitanyam) and the
-■ —I 
.
. 
M
#
 
 T
 I— 
 
 
.
 .. *
third is awareness limited by the mind (antahkaranavacchinnam caitanyam).
J
 —— ..i
n
.
M.
 i> 
 
 —
   
 
 
 
 ... 
r.
i
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
beginning and end.^
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.1.1.2.) which
44
Advaitins consider to be an incidental definition 
(ta
t
asthalaksana)
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
superiraposition. In this sense it becomes a definition of Brahman as
cause only in the manner of an apparent transformation (vivarta).
42
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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
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
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
UpadesasahasrI
.
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 
(asadharanagun
a) 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.")^ 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.
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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 out Brahman.
comment
The relation between the universal (
samanya
) and the distinction
(vise
sa) is an important argument which Abhyankar will later use
against the Visistadvaitins,
The author attempts to demonstrate that Brahman must be free from
all distinctions on account of being the root cause (mulakarana) of
.'...t.
ra i
everything. He argues that an effect must inhere in its material cause.
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The cause, however, is universal in relation to the effects, which
means that it must be free from the distinctions of those effects.
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 
mulakaran
a 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
. 
4
distinctions. 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.
comment
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
(1) the difference which belongs to members of the same class (
sajatiya-
bheda)
, (2) the difference which belongs to members of a different class
(
vij atiyabheda
), (3) internal difference (
svagatabheda)
 and hence it
is non-dual.
This verse in the 
PahcadasI
 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.
50
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
.
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1.14. 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" (Vis.P.6.7.53.) would be contradicted.
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        1.15. 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 omniscient" (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
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" (
heyagun
a) is in
reference to the view of the Viiistadvaitins who interpret the word
* * 52
nirgun
a to signify the absence of any inauspicious qualities.
Advaitins consider 
sagun
a statements such as: He is omniscient" to
refer to Brahman possessing the attribute of omniscience due to the
- - 53
limiting adjunct of 
mava
. As previously mentioned, the 
nirgun
a
statement ultimately sublates its 
sagun
a counterpart.
On account of the sentence: asserting that the "qualities which bestow
good ... are useful ... only in the state of being an individual soul" it
would be incorrect to assume that Advaitins believe the Lord (iAvara) 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
- - 54
as they partake of the same 
vyavaharika
 reality. 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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1.16. Moreover, Knowledge is the essential nature of the supreme Self,
not its quality. Because this is in accordance with the sacred texts such
as: "a mass of consciousness" (Brh. 2.4.12.), "real Knowledge" (Tai.2.1.),
"Brahman is consciousness, bliss" (Brh.3.9.28.), But the mention of
knowership in the sacred text: "[by what] my dear, [should one know] the
knower" (Brh.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 
gruti
 says Brahman is pure consciousness, devoid of other
55
aspects contrary to this and free from distinction." 
4
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
57
meditate upon as "this"." Suresvara argues against the view that the
Self can become its own object:
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.
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1.17. 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" (Brh.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 occurrence 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
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
.
Parinaroa
 is the causal explanation where both cause and effect have the
61
same degree of reality (
samasatta
) and the cause transforms into the
effect (
purvavasthapayena-avasthantarapattih
) 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
6 3
be its own" 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
s
amasatta)
^ and the cause, without
undergoing change, appears in the form of the effect 
(purvavasthanapaye*
vasthantarapattih
). 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 
vivartakaran
a for
the appearance of the world and 
avidya
 is the 
parinamikaran
a.
Though the word 
vivarta
 belongs to post-Sankara Advaita, Sankara
clearly considers the world to be only an apparent transformation of
„ . 
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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" (Brh.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.
i
1.19. 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 Upanisad texts such as: "My dear, this was existence
6 7
alone in the beginning, one alone, without a second", Advaitins consider
that existence 
as such
 is Brahman and "indeed, everything is based upon
» 
68
existence, because the idea of existence persists everywhere." Existence
69
is held to be unsublatable 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
.
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1.20. 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
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" (Brh. 2.4.12.).
comment
Brahman is awareness which is identical to pure existence. Sankara
remarks on this identity in the 
sutrabha
s
ya
:
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.^
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 
(pratihhasika)
, whereas the pearl-oyster
persists in everyday life.
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)
72
reality since its validity persists until liberation. 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:
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1.22. That has been told:
Objects are considered to have three 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.
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.
comment
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
Abhyankar 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
(suksmasarira
). When the limiting adjunct ceases, the unconditioned self
remains.
1.23.
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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
This is according to the Vivarana 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 
raj as
 and 
taroas
, for there
is the traditional text: "knowledge arises from 
sattva"
 (G.14.17.). 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
raj as
 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 
roaya
. The limiting adjunct [which
brings about] the status of the individual soul and the Lord should be
understood just as before,
comment

    This is according to the view of Vidyaranya in the 
Pancadasi
.

    I

    1.25.
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    1.25. Alternatively, the two words 
maya
 and 
avidya
 are only synonyms
commonly expressing Ignorance endowed with the twofold power. The

    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.

    1,26
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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 
Samksepasariraka
 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
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 Sarvajnatman
who maintained that consciousness which is reflected in Ignorance becomes
79
the Lord and consciousness reflected in the intellect becomes the soul.
A similar view is advocated by Padmapada and the later Vivarana school of
thought. The difference between the position of Sarvajnatman and the
Padmapada-Vivarana description will be mentioned below.
Sankara did not exclusively propound any of these views. He refers
to the concept of 
avaccheda
 principally to show that a distinction between
81
the soul and Brahman is only due to the limiting adjunct. He utilizes
the illustration of a reflection when discussing how Brahman appears as
82
the individual self and in order to demonstrate that the defects affecting
83
the reflected image do not pertain to the original. He also employs the
— 84
word "abhasa", though often in the sense of a reflection.
1.27.
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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 
yartikas
 (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
(
ajnanasraya
) and Brahman is the object of Ignorance 
(ajhanavisaya
). 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
as the pearl-oyster appears as silver without undergoing transformation,
in the same manner. Brahman appears in the form of the world 
(vivartopadana-
karan
a). Ignorance is the efficient cause (
nimittakaran
a) 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
85 —
of Mandanamisra. 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
8 7
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
88
with the intellect. The last view referred to: "some, however..."
conforms to the 
Vedantasara
 though Sadananda does not appear to accept
89
that Ignorance is actually manifold.
1.28.
i
smi \

    i 
t%
 wriw^s-

  qfq 
m
 1 qq q
1.28. According to the view of the author of the 
Sahksepasariraka
 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 
Vivaran
a 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 Vivarana, 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
Sarvajhitman 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 
roaya
 and in
- 91
relation to the soul it is called 
avidya
. Sarvajnatman maintains that the
92
Self, pure awareness, is the locus and the object of Ignorance while the
individual soul is the locus only in the sense that the soul manifests
93
the Ignorance.
Prakasatman is of the view that the Lord is the original consciousness
conditioned by Ignorance while the individual soul is consciousness reflected
94
in Ignorance which is limited by the mind and its impressions. Unlike
Vacaspati, Prakasatman maintains that Ignorance is single in nature and
has pure consciousness as both its locus and object, just as darkness
95
abides in and conceals the same locus. He argues that it is not
contradictory for Ignorance to have consciousness as its locus because the
witness consciousness (
saksicaitanya
) illumines Ignorance.
According to the 
Vivaran
a, 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 (
vivartopadanakaran
a) and it is also the efficient cause for the
appearance 
(nimittakaran
a). Ignorance is the material cause for the
transformation into the form of silver (
parinamyupadanaklran
a). Similarly,
Brahman is both the efficient cause of the world and the 
vivarta
 material
cause (
abhinnanimittopadanakaran
a) while Ignorance is the material cause
which transforms into the form of the world.
For Padmapada-Vivarana the reflected consciousness which is the
----•
essence of the individual soul is real and non-different from the original
consciousness. The author of the 
Vivaran
a specifies that the soul is
97 ’
consciousness reflected in Ignorance.
1.29. 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
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 Vacaspatimilra there is a
single individual soul. According to the view of the author of the 
Vartikas
,
the author of the 
Vivaran
a and the author of the 
Sanksepasarlraka
 there
are a plurality of individual souls.
comment
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
_ GO .>
absolute (
paramartha)
 and the apparent (
pratibhasika
). Sankara, however,
accepts the practical reality of ordinary relations (
vyavahara
)
100
 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 form in
regard to souls would indicate his acceptance of the common sense view.^^
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
that Vacaspati upholds the view of a plurality of souls (
ajhanananatvaj jiva
nanatvam
). In a later commentarial work upon the 
Slddhantabindu
,
Abhyankar s explanation of this passage shows that he does not dispute
— 103 
r
Madhusudana s statement. Accordingly, the following discussion should
be viewed with circumspection.
The theory of a single individual soul is contained in the Ist
asiddhi
of Vimuktatman. Sarvajnatman also discusses it favourably in the
Sanksepasariraka
.
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-1.30. 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
kayavyuha
. That is certainly well known in the 
Puranas
, etc.
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 pervasiveness of 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
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 
Vartikas
, the
author of the 
Vivaran
a and the author of the Sanks
epasariraka
, have been
refuted.
1.31.
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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 
Vartikas
 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
Sanks
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]
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
. “ 
1
 •
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
r
s and Praka£atman’s
views on the nature of the soul can be summarized as follows: the soul
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 (
suksmasdfxra
), 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
106
to be beginningless and to persist until liberation.
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 the^^
connection with the limiting adjunct of the intellect.
— >•
In 
Brahmasutra
 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.
108
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
na; "He who inhabits the
self, who is within the self ... who controls the self from within ..."
(Brh.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
of Ignorance. There [in the limiting adjunct], the consciousness reflected
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", "conditioned" 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 
Pancapadikavivaran
a (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
known as good and as consistent [with the main teaching].
m
 sTfr ^tT-
t*T5Ti%
frr
: 
“vm
 ^»
( $ l c )
“ 
WS&W
 f^cTcTT ffc qfa&fftct 1
4irfl ?RR l%fR*hf ^rr: ” II
“ sifi^Rija ?rc iN jtrftr ” (rfio ^ i ?^)
' “ fR*7 
3
 S^fR ^TiRsRRR: ” ( *fto *\ I H )
I 
wu *m
 %^r ^
titot rr
 ?r RTOFm^ro-TO
h bto:
 fft 
rh—to?*
 i 
wsr:
 Fn%nTO 
r$>
m^mgqw'isfq 
w* wm
 to
tosrft
 <re 
to^#to
 afr#R 
<$*t*u%tt
^ItKT
 TORR^qR <R RRVT RTWR
TOlTOlk+dyi'R RWPFTOT ROT 
TOSTOiOTTOTOIot
^ ^^§^1% l RfRTOnf 
To
 HOTI RTOl ^ 1 <R \OT 
Irt: |
3TTTOt #TJ I T^*ro%f4?ft ^TOTl^ I
1.33. 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 saw] the
power of the divine Self concealed by its own qualities" (Sv.1.3.), "and
again at the end there is the cessation of the entire illusionary world"
(Sv.1.10.), "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.13.15.)
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
word 
ajnana
, produced and for what reason 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
for 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.
Advaita authors such as Suresvara,^"^ Padmapada,^\ SarvajhStman,
Mandanamisra^^ and Vacaspatimisra'*'^^ consider Ignorance to be a positive
• 
•
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. Nagesabhatta argues in the
Vaiyakaranasiddhantalaghumarijus
a that Sankara only uses the term Ignorance
in the sense of erroneous knowledge (
bhrantijnana)
 and its impressions.'*''*'"*
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 
Pahcapadika
 is a distortion of Sankara's teaching and, among all
_ 
__
the early post-Gaudapada Advaitins, only Suresvara is faithful to Sankara's
116
intent.
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'^lak
sanam 
aclhyasam
 pan
dita avidya-iti
1X7 >* * * * *
manyante)
. Throughout the 
sutrabhasya
 Sankara frequently uses such
“• 118
expressions as "superimposed through Ignorance" 
(avidyakalpita)
 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
120
conceals the truth and thus lies at the basis of worldly life
121
characterised by sorrow and delusion.
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" (
bijasakti
) for the purpose of
creation. Such a power, he says, is of the nature of Ignorance
(avidyatmika
 hi 
bijasaktih
) 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
123
souls are sleeping without awakening to their essential nature".'
*
Sankara then specifies that the 
avyakta
 is sometimes designated by the
word "space" (
akasa
) or by the word "imperishable" (
aksara)
 or by the
word 
maya
 and he states that: "that 
maya
 is indeed unmanifest, because
it cannot be ascertained as real or otherwise . xhus 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
Sankara then states that the sentence the 
avyakta
 is higher than
the 
mahat"
 means the 
mahat
, the cosmic intelligence associated with
Hiranyagarbha, 
originates
 from the 
avyakta (avyaktaprabhavatvan mahatah
).
Sankara then gives an alternative explanation whereby if the mahat refers
to the iiLdividual soul the sentence "the 
avyakta
 is higher than the 
raahat
is still congruent because the state of becoming an individual soul
depends ypon the 
avyakta
. For the 
avyakta
 is Ignorance and it is only
through lining possessed of Ignorance that all the transactions of the
individual soul continue (
avidya hy avyaktam
. 
avidyavattvena-eva jivasya
sarvah samvyavaharah santato vartate)
. Finally, Sankara states that the
body can also be referred to by the word 
avyakta
 since it is the
modification 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 the 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 
roahat
 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 ia this passage a legitimate basis for the later specification
that Ignorance possesses both the power of concealing (
avaranasakti
)
125
and the power of projecting 
(vik
s
epasakti
).
In discussing the locus and the object of Ignorance, Abhyankar
follows Va.caspatimisra. Suresvara, Sarvajnatman and Prakasatman maintain
that Brahman is the locus and the object. Sankara does not concern
126
himself with the issue.
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. Thereafter, 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
127
The 
mahattattva
 refers to the subtle body of Hiranyagarbha.
Hiranyagarbha is consciousness associated with the sum total of all minds,
just as the individual soul is consciousness associated with a particular
128 129
mind. It is referred to as the first soul and as the "effect-Brahman"
*
which is Brahman identified with the entire subtle universe. Cf. Mu.S.1.1.9.
(
karya"~~lak
sa
nam brahma hiranyagarbhakhyam jayate)
 .
The tanmatras are subtle elements originating from the Lord at the
time of creation. Cf. Tai.2.1.1. (
tasmad vai-etasmad atmana akasah
sambhutah. akasad vayuh. vayor agnih. agner apah. adbhyah p
r
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.
130
Advaita authors, including Sankara, 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 is 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
133
decision [and indecision].
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.
134
(Pahcikaranavarttika 33,34.)
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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 
raj as
. Moreover, that is
fivefold because of the difference in function. 
Pran
a 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.
comment
The V
edant
aparibhasa locates the 
samana
 in the navel. The Ved
antasara
,
.’ ’ 135
too, says that it resides in the middle of the body.
1.37.
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1.37. These elements become visible by their fivefold combination. These
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
space etc. which are distinct from air. In the exact same manner, there is
also the combining of the one eighth portions 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 corresponding 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 understood 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.
comment
The result of the process of 
pahcikaran
a can be shown as follows:

        
        [image: Picture #14]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #15]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #16]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #17]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #18]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #19]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #20]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #21]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #22]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #23]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #24]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #25]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #26]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #27]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #28]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #29]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #30]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #31]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #32]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #33]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #34]
        

        
        
        [image: Picture #35]
        

        1.38.
wi: *Rt*rel
\ nmzy.
i i 
wxfch

    *rm: ! 
ir(%5: 
mti nil
 I |f^\%T?m-

    ^rt: I I 
^ki
 wr

    G C

    ff^-

    *w #w: ■ I jj
^
imi
qR
tM
-

  
    Srvmi
 4f#qn^: i 
iirt^r^
wsw
1
# >nw^ 
ni\ &W~

    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 [intellect] 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 suksmasarlra.

    .. 
. .
.
 ' 
—

    comment

    The description of the five sheaths occurs in the Tai.2.1.1.-2.5.1.

    The physical body 
(sthulaiarira)
 i
s
 equivalent to the 
annamayakosa
.

    The 
pranamaya
, 
manomaya
 and 
vijnanaroaya
 sheaths are included within the

    subtle body (
suksmasarlra
). The 
anandamayakosa
 is the causal body

    * 136

    (
karanasarira)
, which has the nature of primary Ignorance. In the

    Vedantasara
, Sadananda explains the 
vijnanamayakosa
 differently from

    Abhyankar by linking both it and the 
manomayakosa
 with the organs of

    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." 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 
ariandamayakosa
. 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
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    of bliss.
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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
s
takam
. Here, ignorance should be seen as an effect. That [ignoranceJ
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
the Self- Desire (
kama
) means passion. Action is of three types:
accumulated (
sahcita
), impending (
agami
) and what has begun (
prarabdha)
.
Sahcita
 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 
sahcita
 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
The 
purya
s
takam
 is mentioned in the 
Sanksepasariraka
 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 connection
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.
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
1 ^ i
without any difference from the witnessing consciousness." 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.
rs »
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1.41. [question] What is the distinction between the "fourth state" and
the state of a person who is liberated while living ?
[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.
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1.42. Therein [in 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 even 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"
(Brh 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 
anirvacaniyakhyatl.
 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
the effect of Ignorance. Because the scripture itself has proclaimed its
own indeterminable nature thus: "... the Vedas are not Vedas" (Brh 4.3.22.).
comment
According to Advaita, the ontological status of the world is strictly
indeterminable 
(anirvacaniya)
 as either real o* 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
144
determining factor for the definition of reality. The Advaitin adopts
an equally uncompromising position with regard to what constitutes unreality.
What is unreal is totally devoid of an objective content, such as the son
145
of a woman who has never given birth.
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 
ahirvacaniyakhyati
 with the well known
146
instance of the silver appearing on the pearl-oyster. This example has
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 
(vik
s
epasakti)
 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
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
s
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. Brahman, 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
147
subject free from any objectification.
Abhyankar now elaborates on the relation between the scripture as
anirvacaniya
 and its function in revealing truth.
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1.43. 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 tfce 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 knowledge. 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 state, the knowledge relating to the content of
the dream is not sublated upon waking and hence it is a real knowledge.
On the basis of the 
Chandagya
 text 
5.2.8.
 Sankara argues, like Abhyankar,
149
that dream can portend a real future event.
Since Brahman alone is absolutely real the scripture cannot possess
the same ontological status 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 there would be no scope for enjoining the knowledge of
a particular thing if there was no ignorance of that 
thing.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, Sankara agrees: "certainly,
let it be meaningless, when [the truth] is known.
The verse quoted above ("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
 - 153
Vedantaparibhas
a. The author has been identified as Sundarapandya.
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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.
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 (v
rtti
). 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
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 modification, 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
^ 154
the Advaita theory of perception. In the 
Upadesasahasri
 and in the
155
Taittiriyopani
s
adbhasya
 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 
Vedantaparibhas
a. The author,
Dharmarajadhvarin, specifies that consciousness, though in reality
undivided, is apparently limited in a threefold manner: in the form of
the object 
(visayacaitanya
), in the form of the means of knowledge
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 the consciousness limited
by the object, given that the object currently exists and is capable of
157
being apprehended. 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 v
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 object having a separate
158
existence to the consciousness limited by the cognizer. 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
159
modification. This is discussed in the Pancadasi. The reason for
the mention of the reflection of consciousness in the mental modification
is because the mind is not by nature conscious but is illumined by the
reflection of consciousness from the Self. The mental modification
(v
rtti
) 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 
Vedantaparibha
sa.
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
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 sentence": "you are That". Some Advaita authors,
notably Mandanamisra and Vacaspatimisra, maintain that verbal testimony
• •
can produce only mediate (
paroks
a) knowledge which must be incessantly
contemplated in order to produce a mental impression which assists the
mind in producing immediate knowledge.
161
Sankara, however, states in
the Upadesasahasri^^ 
an
d in the Brahmashtrabhasya^ ^ that the immediate
■ ■ ■ 
_
 
•
(aparok
sa) knowledge of the Self as Brahman can arise at the time of
hearing the Upanisad texts, provided that the listener is endowed with
the necessary qualifications such as discrimination and dispassion etc.
mm
In the 
Brahmasutrabhasya
, Sankara states:
164
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.
165
Like Sankara, his principal disciples who have left substantial writings:
Suresvara, Padmapada^ ^ and Totaka^^ 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.
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 consciousness 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.
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1.45. Perception is twofold, on account of the difference of determinate
(savikalpaka
) and indeterminate (
hirvikalpaka
). 
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
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.
comment
Determinate (
savikalpaka)
 perception apprehends the relation between
what is qualified (
vise
s
ya
) and the qualifying attribute (
vise
sana) .
With regard to the statement "I know the pot", "I" is qualified by the
attribute of the pot. All perceptions other than those constituting
171
identity judgements come under the category of determinate.
Indeterminate (
nirvikalpaka
) perception is free from the qualified-
qualifying relation. With regard to statements like "this is that
Devadatta" or the Upanisad 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 Devadattah
) "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 (
akandartha
) 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.
173
In reply to the objection 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 cricketer says
"bring me a bat" someone could conceivably bring a flying 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.
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1.46. 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.
comment
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
sa 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
175
smoke there is fire, as in a kitchen. 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 and 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
sa defines invariable concomitance as the co-existence
of the major term with the middle term in all the locations where the middle
1.46.
i
term exists. The knowledge of invariable concomitance can be derived
by repeated observation or even by a single observation provided there
177
is no instance of inconstancy.
Abhyankar’s second example of inference: "the visible world..." is
__ — — 178
from the 
Vedantaparibhas
a where it is elaborately treated.
1.47.
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1.47. 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
).
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
179
valid knowledge of similarity. 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
180
perceptual because the cow is not in sense contact. Nor is it 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
the cow. Thus the reason and what is to be proved by it are not co-existent
— 181
which is a criterion necessary to formulate a rule of pervasion (
vyapti
).
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
182
to that thing". 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 
Vedantaparibha
sa 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
of knowledge
1.48.
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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-
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
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
— 187
power (
sakti
) or by implication (
lak
sana). The "great sentences"
(mahavakya
) such as "you are That" 
(
tat
 tvam asi
) are interpreted as
revealing their meaning through implication. Advaita treatises delineate
188
three varieties of implication. The first is exclusive implication
(jahallak
sana) 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 
(ajahallaks
ana). In
this case there is the cognition of an implied meaning without abandoning
the primary meaning of the sentence. For instance in the expression
"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 ( 
jahadaj ahallaks
ana or 
bhagatyaga
-
laks
ana). 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 contradictory 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.'*'^^ 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
190 '
the Self. Sankara refers to the method of discriminating the Self
from the non-Self by the term of "continuity and discontinuity"
191
(
anvayavyatireka
). 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. Sankara exemplifies
192
this method with reference to the state of deep 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
193
within the method of continuity and discontinuity. According to
this mode of reasoning, subject and object are mutually exclusive: the
subject cannot be objectified nor can the characteristics of the object
194
belong to the subject. 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
)
195
and a portion which is the pure subject (sist
amsa)
. 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" According to Sankara words cannot directly denote the
197
Self since it cannot be objectified. However, following the
indispensable discrimination of the Self by the method of continuity and
discontinuity, the Self can be implied through the word "you" because
198
the ego is not spacially separate from the Self.
- - 199
The word "That" denotes existence 
(sat
) associated with 
maya
.
Sankara states that the verb "are" (
asi
) conveys the meaning of identity
between the words "you" and "That".^^ 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 (
aparoks
a) in
experience. The word "That" expresses what is free from sorrow and is
remote 
(parok
sa). 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
201
of remoteness contrary to the meaning of the word "you". 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 
Nai
s
kartnyasiddhi
 is
a detailed elaboration of Sankara’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
203
discontinuity and he argues that the Self can be implied through the
204
word "I" after negating the objective portion of the "I" notion.
Sureivara 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
of revelation through the sentence "you are That" is to positively reveal
the nature of the Self. Thus both discrimination and the mahavakya are
206
 ~~
a necessity for the fruition of understanding.
Suresvara provides a technical analysis of the sentence meaning:
For the words, their meaning and the inner Self there
is [respectively] grammatical apposition, qualifier -
qualified relation and the connection of what is to
be indicated and the indication.
207
Firstly, there is grammatical apposition (
samanadhikaranya
) between the
word "you" and the word "That". Because of grammatical apposition the
meaning of the word "you" is qualified (
yisesya)
 by the meaning of the
word "That" 
(vises
ana) 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
209
to "That" and so the contradictory factors must be adventitious. 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
-p . 210
Being - awareness.
1.49.
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1.49. "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.
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)
*’ 
211
in order to make an already ascertained fact logically possible. 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
212
postulating the only other fact which can explain it.
Advaitins consider that only instances of pervasion of co-presence
(anvayavyapti
, i.e. "where there is smoke there is fire") constitute a
213 -
valid inference. 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
21A
of the middle term. 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 recollection of
pervasion and so it is not a matter of inference.
The 
Vedantaparibhas
a delineates a twofold form of postulation, in
i> . i . 
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reference to what is seen (drst
arthapatti
) or hear (
srutarthapatti
).
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
217 -*
only knowledge is specified as the means for its removal. 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
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 (
yogyanupalabdhi)
 i.e., an
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 nonexistence 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
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 he separately
classified, hence non-cognition is treated as a distinct means of
knowledge.
1.51.
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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.
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
221
organ (v
rttivisis
t
am caitanyam
). This consciousness manifests in two
forms: in the form of the subject 
(aharovrtti)
 or I-notion 
(ahahkara
)
and in the form of the various mental modifications which are objects
. 
222
(
idamvrtti
) of the I-notion. 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
223
modification.
Sankara states that the Self, as pure awareness, cannot possess the
quality of knowership. Nor does the intellect, insentient by nature,
224
intrinsically possess knowership. 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
225
a mirror. 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. 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
227
reflection in the intellect.
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.
» 229
For this reason Sankara, Suresvara and other Advaita authors specify
that the object portion of the "IV should be distinguished 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.
23u
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.
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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]. (Brh.4.4.23.)
The person who knows is calm, self-controlled, withdrawn,
enduring, well-behaved and equal [to 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
s
ya
 Sankara states that possession of the
fourfold qualifications is a necessary pre-condition for the knowledge
233
of Brahman. Later Advaita treatises which elucidate 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
235
action can have no direct role in bringing about liberation. However,
actions in the form of duties, charity, the performance of permanent
236
rites such as 
agnihotra
 and the practice of austerity, undertaken
with the correct attitude, are accepted as a means to liberation in
237
so far as they prepare the mind to receive the teaching. The purpose
of action is to facilitate a proper mental disposition by removing
the "impurities" (
durita
) such as desire and aversion 
(raga
, 
dves
a) 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" (Brh. 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
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.)
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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
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
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 "I am Ignorant" is removed.
comment
In the Br
hadaranyakopanis
ad (2.4.5., 4.5.6.) the sage Yajnavalkya
teaches that the Self should be seen (
dra
st
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,
238
thinking and meditation. 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
239 - .
should be meditated upon with certainty. 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
240
experience then the knowledge of Brahman is clear.
—
Sankara accepts the utility of the meditative practices (dhyana,
241
pranidhana)
 prescribed in the 
Yogasutras
. However, he parts company
with the Yoga school by rejecting the view that the practice of 
yoga
,
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 not accept that yoga, independent
243
of Vedanta, can give liberation. In regard to the practice of
meditative absorption (
samadhi
), which is the aim of 
yoga
 discipline,
Sankara considers it a means for the clear ascertainment of the Self
244
which is known from the Upanisads. 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.
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
246
immediate knowledge which requires no further fulfilment. In the
thought of Sankara, hearing the scriptures from a teacher, reflection
. 247
and meditation are all to be repeated as long as required 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 the 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 Upanisad 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 Upanisad 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 
(ahgl
)
and the other two are auxiliaries 
(ahga
) of it. Prakasatman contends
that even if verbal testimony produces only mediate (
parok
sa) knowledge
of Brahman which gains immediacy 
(aparoksata)
 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 (
praman
a), is
in contiguity ("the Self should be seen, heard about..."} with what is
to be known, i.e. the Self (
prameya
). Again, if it is accepted that
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
. . , 250
existing m the mind.
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 
(paratah pramanya
) would be accepted in the case of
verbal testimony while the other means of knowledge are said to be
intrinsically valid (
svatah pramanya
). 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 meditation. He
considers that hearing and reflection give rise to meditation which
causes immediate knowledge after being practised with attention and
without interruption for a long time.
252
According to Vacaspati, verbal
253
testimony produces only mediate knowledge which gains immediacy
through a mental modification (vrtti) 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
Mandanamisra.
255
In this matter also he appears to follow Mandana who
maintains that repeated meditation 
(prasahkhyana
) is a necessary
256 —.
practice for the gain of immediate knowledge. Also, Vacaspati links
hearing, reflection and meditation with the Yoga term 
samyama
 which
incorporates the three stages of concentration (dharana), meditation
- - 257
(
dhyana)
 and meditative absorption (
samadhi)
. He equates hearing and
reflection with concentration, meditation upon the meaning of the Vedanta
passages (
nididhyasana)
 with 
yoga
 meditation (
dhyana
) and direct
apprehension of the Self (in the sentence "the Self is to be seen", etc.)
258 —
with meditative absorption. 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 
Vivaran
a and 
Bhamati
 are in agreement regarding the fundamental
importance of the Upanisad sentences. They differ, however, concerning
the role of the Upanisads in the gaining of liberation. Padmapada and the
Vivarana maintain that the Upanisad 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 
Vivaran
a, 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 Upanisads.
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
-Vivaran
a
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
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 take, 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
raj as
 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 
Upadesasahasrx
, Sankara teaches a form of meditation called
parisahkhyana
 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 
parisahkhyana
 meditation differs from
^ 
2
 
61
prasahkhyana
 meditation which Sankara rejects. The aim of
prasahkhyana
 is to produce Self-knowledge on account of the repeated
meditation upon the meaning of the Upanisad passages. 
Parisahkhyana
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
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. 
Parisahkhyana
 meditation exemplifies the latter approach.
Two commentators upon the 
Upadesasahasri
, Anandagiri and Ramatirtha,
explain 
parisahkhyana
 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 
parisahkhyana
is about to be explained
1.56.
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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, Karna, 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
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: "Karna, you are born of Kunti, you are not Radheya".
On account of that recollection, when there was the cessation of being
a hunter, being Radheya 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
B
rhadaranyakopanisad
 2.1.20. (p. 738).
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1.57. This liberation is even for one who is living. Because there is
nothing to contradict it. This is indeed liberation while living. It has
been mentioned in the 
Varahopanisad
:
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
s
ad
:
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,
263
while living he is always liberated. (Atma. 20.)
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3 wrwr 
m
\ mvm
 
” 
(
4r° « i a o)
Ww
 l 
m
<iq: I

        
        [image: Picture #40]
        

        A vAH
 l
r 
mm
 q*4 qq: 
\
I ^ #RT# 5TT^ |
q^Rf^Fcf SR: 1 ( Ifto 3 ! ^ )
r\ 
a • 
0
 <a 
^
 |
RT^FTf f^TRTT ^IhN^Tq^qi-
* W% I 3|^T—
fftRT SRT <Tr5rRST «R #l^Rf qq^ 1
^rr
 qqpqt=q srr%rtq^R| n # i
^TT #^OTT W^RT^TI R Jn^n^f
i 
m
 
r
 ^fq:—
3tfrr
 %i^TRlqK^iOi% qqq: i
fapP3RiR qjfflq ^^3^11 ( WRo ^ I
<tct
 dWTO 
vM\
 ftf-
t^t 
qK^WiT^p^wl^fiqt 
vm
 
i 
m
 
r
 fRt—
^[fefq&cR^q %qq[ |nR%q?qiRR qqj# qqq |
^ wiq Pro qg- 
r
4 q<^cT:wR q^jq || ^i% |
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
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
s t
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.)
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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
s
ad
:
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]? (Vis. 6.7.94.)
1.60.
H spr 
^
 3T I i1rt~
i (g° 3 u 1 ^) 
|t%-
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.
Therefore, liberation, which is characterised as the state of
being Brahman and which is taught by the sacred text: "the knower of
266
Brahman becomes Brahman indeed" (Mu. 3.2.9.) is thus established.
1.61.
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1.61. 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.
However, others say the birth of the illustrious Sahkaracarya 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
the month in October-November in the era of Yudhisthira measured as 2663.
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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Ratnaprabha
 p.55, line 23f., maintains that the Veda is identical
in each cycle. In the 
Bhamati
 p.57, line 18f, Vacaspati presents
the analogy of a dancer who repeats the same dance as the instructor
but does not repeat the identical movements. In this manner, the
Veda is the same but not identical in each cycle.

    187. V.P. p.69.

    188. V.P. p.73. Vs. p.10, line 17f. Also, R.D. Karmarkar (ed. and trans.),
Vedantakalpalatika
. Poona. 1962. p.78f.

    189. Vs. p.10, line 5. P.D. 1.43 . 7.74.

    190. The Self is able to be implied through the word "I" which directly
denotes the ego. Cf., U. 1.18.28, 29, 58. For an explanation of
the discrimination between the Self and the objective attributes
considered to be the Self, cf., B.S.3, (
adhyasabha
s
ya
) p.4, line If.
U. 1 .18.64, 65.

    191 . U. 1 .18.96, 189.

    ■192. 
ibid
., 1 .18.97.

    193. Suresvara refers to the discrimination between subject and object
as "another example of continuity and discontinuity" N.S. 4.26.,
prose portion. Snandagiri and Ramatirtha, commenting upon U. 1.18.
96., illustrate continuity and discontinuity with reference to
subject-object relation.

    194. B.S.3. (
adhyasabha
g
ya
) p.4, line If.

    195. U. 1.6.6.

    196. 
ibid
. , 1.18.94, 101.

    197. 
ibid
., 1.18.24.

    198. 
ibid
, , 1 .18.101 , 110,

    199. The Ch. 6,3.3. : "That [existence] perceived" (
tad aik
g
ata
),
indicates that the pure Existence (
sat
) referred to in 6.3.1, has
the power of creation. For this reason, later Advaitins specifically
interpret the word "That" in the sentence "you are That" as
primarily signifying the Lord, 
cf.,
 V.P. p.74
;
 Vs. p.9, line 9; P.D.

    1 .44. Such an interpretation makes the use of 
jahadajahallak
sapa
more explicit since both the adjuncts i.e.the nature of being an
individual soul and the nature of being the Lord, are given up
through the implication of their identity in awareness. Sankara and

    Suresvara, however, do not appear to specify the word "That" as
expressly signifying the Lord.

    200. U 1.18.194.

    201. 
ibid
. , 1.18.169, 170, 195.

    202. 
ibid
. , 1.18. 90, 180, 193. N.S, 2.1. 4.21.

    203. N.S. 3.28., (prose), 54., (prose), 64., (prose). 4.9., (prose),

    26., (prose).

    204. 
ibid
. . 3.98, 100, 102.

    205. 
ibid
. . 4.9f. Also, 3.5, 113.

    206. 
ibid
., 3.5, 33, 34, 113. 4.18.

    207. ibid., 3.3.

    208. 
ibid
. , 3.26.

    ^09. 
ibid
. , 3.78., (prose), 79.

    210. ibid. , 3.75-80.

    211. V.P. p.90. Dharmaraja alternatively interprets 
arthapatti
 as a
bahuvrxhi
 compound referring to the reason for the postulation, i.e.
fatness.

    212. Datta, 
op-cit
. , p.243.

    213. V.P. p.55.

    214. Datta, 
op-cit
., p.238.

    215. V.P. p.56.

    21 6. 
ibid
. , p.90.

    21
7. 
ibid
. , p.91.

    218. Brh.£>. 1.4.10. p.670, line If.

    219. V.P. p.97f. Datta, 
op-cit
., p.168.

    220. P.D. Ch. 10.

    221. V.P. p.8. See comment to 1.10.

    222. P.D. 6.70, 71. Also, 
^rutisara
, 
op-cit
. , verse 14,

    223. Cf., comment to 1.44.

    224. U 1.18.54. Intellect (
buddhi
) is used here in the same sense as
internal-organ (
antahkaran
a).

    225. 
ibid
., 1.18.43.

    226. 
ibid
,, 1.18.53.

    227. 
ibid
. , 1.18.63, 64.

    228. G. 13.5.

    229. S.3. 1.27, 159. P.D. 7.8.

    230. U. 1.6.6.

    231. B.S.fS. (
adhyasabhas.ya
) p.25, line 3.

    232. The Kanva recension differs from the above. Cf. , Brh, 4.4.23. p.936.

    233. B.S.g. 1.1.1. p.36, line 3f.

    234. Ys. p.1, line 21f. Yiveka., verses 18-27, S. Vimuktananda (trans.)
Aparok
s
anubhuti
. Calcutta. 1977. Verses 3-10.

    235. B.S.S. 1.1.4. p.74, line 2f. Brh.3. 3.1.1. p.798, line 20f. Tai.S.
1.11. p.276, line 4f. G.g. 18.66. p.288, line 25f.

    236. B.S.g. 4.1.18. p.853, line 20f. U. 1.17.22. G.6. 18.5, 6, 7. p.258,
line 5f.

    237. B.S.S. 4.1.18. p.853, line 20f. Tai.g. 1.11. p.278, line If. G.3.
18.5. p.258, line 6f.

    238. Cf., Tai.g. 1.11. p.279, line 14f.

    239. Brh.g. 2.4.5. p.760, line 19f; 4.5.6. p.941, line 22f. Ke.g. 2.1.
p.25, line 14f, Sankara explains the word "
nididhyasana
" as "the
desire to meditate with certainty", B^h.kS. 2,4.4. p.759, line 16.

    240. Brh,3. 2,4.5. p.760, line 20f. When Sankara says: "not otherwise,
by mere hearing" (p.760, line 21.), it must mean hearing which is
unsupported by inquiry, i.e. the discrimination of the Self from
the non-Self through the method of 
anvayavyatireka
 
etcas
 mentioned
in U. 1 .18.96, 176, 178, 179, 180, 189. 8ahkara states in 
B.S.Sj.
4.1.2. p.829, line If, p.830, line 5f. , and in U. 1.18.188, 189.,
that direct knowledge can be gained through hearing the Vedanta
texts.

    241. B.S.g. 1.4.1. p.295, line 10; 3.2.24. p.657, line 15. Mu.6. 3.1.
p.164, line 24f; 3.2. p.166, line 3f.

    242. B.S.d. 2.1.3. p.354, line 10.

    243. B.S.g. 2.1.3. p.353, line 7f. B
¥
h.3. 1.4.7. p.663, line 7f. Ma.S.
3.39. p.224, line 24.

    244. B.S.g. 2.3.39. p.545, line 10. G.£. 2.39. p.27, line 16. In the
Gitabha
s
ya
 (
ibid
., p.27, line 16.), Sankara states that both the
performance of action (
karmayoga
) and the practice of 
samadhi
(
samadhiyoga
) are 
yoga
. Here, Sankara places the practice of
meditation on the same level as 
karmayoga
, i.e. as secondary means
to knowledge.

    245. B.S.g. 2,1.9. p.365, line 5f.

    246. B.S,6. 4.1.2. p.830, line 5f. U. 1.18.174, 188, 199.

    247. B.S.g. 4.1.1. p.826, line 7f; 4.1.2. p.829, line 16f.

    248. Ramasastri, 
op-cit
., p.122, line 28f. Venkatararaiah, 
op-cit
., p.313f.

    249. Ramasastri, 
op-cit
.. p,123, line 4.

    250. 
ibid
., p.125, line If.

    251. ibid., p.125, line 21f.

    252. B.S. (
Bhamati
) 3.4.26. p.801, line 26f.

    253. 
ibid
., 1.1,1, p.31, line 25 (na ca-esa 
sak
g
atkaro
...).

    254. 
ibid
. . 1.1.1, p,32, line 6f. 1.1.4. p.70, line 21f,

    255. See comment to 1.27.

    256. R. Balasubramanian, 
Advaita Vedanta
, Madras. 1976. p.218.

    257. T.S. 3.4.

    258. B.S. (
Bhamati
) 2.3.39. p.545, line 28f.

    259. T.M.P. Mahadevan (ed, and trans.), 
The Sarobandha-Yartika of
Suresvaracarya
. Madras. 1972. p.148, verse 294.

    260. U. 3.3. p.251f.

    261. ibid., 1.18.9-18., is the objection. The reply is from verse 19f.

    262. Grokhale, 
op-cit
. . p.96, line 14f,

    263. This verse could not be located.

    264. This verse could not be located under the given reference. However
it occurs in the Brh., 
cf.,
 Brh. 4.4.12.

    265. See text 
1.13.,
 and comment.

    266. The Mu. text is: 
brahma veda brahmaiva bhavati
 (Mu. 
3.2.9.).

    267. A number of mnemonics have been cited in the text with reference to
Sankara's dates. The first is 
kha
 (space) = 0, 
indu
 (moon) = 1,
haya
 (horse) = 7 on account of the seven horses of the sun. The
second mnemonic is 
pak
ga (half) = a symbolical expression for the
number 2, 
veda
 (the Veda) = 4, r§i. (sage) = 7 which is given as a
traditional number. The third mnemonic is 
sasin
 (moon) 
=.1,
 
agni
(fire) = 3 because of the three types of sacrificial fire, 
rasa
(taste) = 6 on account of the six types of tastes, 
yugma
 (pair) =

    2. The fourth mnemonic contains symbols previously mentioned.
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    -2.1 . Then after three hundred years plus an additional seven,
Ramanujacarya appeared in the era measured as 1049 [112T 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 
^rTbha
sya which he composed, he certainly showed his
displeasure there. However the learned should clearly determine to what

    extent his effort was successful.

    Raraanujacarya was born in the village of Bhutapuri in the region
known as Tricanapalli, of Kantimati and the Dravida 
brahman
a whose
respected name was Kesavabhatta and who was born in the lineage of

    2

    Harita.
1
 The tradition about him is that he was an incarnation of £esa.

    The tree of Visistadvaita teaching was made into an immediate
cause through the initial effort produced by the Vr
tti
 [i.e. commentary]
of Baudhayana. It sprouted into the commentary written by Dramidacarya
and the vartika composed by Tankacarya. It blossomed into books such as

    Siddhitraya
 prepared by Yamunacarya etc. and it bore fruit through
the 
Vedarthasangraha
 etc. written by Ramanuja,

    In the 
Yedarthasangraha
 the meaning of the sacred texts has been
ascertained by Ramanujacarya according to Visistadvaita, Even so,
thinking that the view of the people would be: "this teaching of
Visistadvaita is not in agreement with the author of the 
Brahmasutra
" ,
for the refutation of that [view] he composed the treatise 
^ribha
s
ya
which took the form of an explanation of the 
Brahmasutra
. In that
[treatise] the 
Brahmasutras
 were explained according to the teaching of
Visistadvaita. It is well known that Ramanuja composed other works also,
beginning with 
Vedantasara
, 
VedantadTpa
, a commentary upon the Gita,
Nityaradhanavidhi
 and 
^rlgadya
,

  2
.
2
.
2
.
2
.
2.3.
2
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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
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 nonduality 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 Sankara, considers that the role of the Vedie
scripture is to reveal truths which cannot be known either through
perception or perceptually based means of knowledge such as inference.^
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
5
testimony. Reason cannot, of itself, generate conclusive proof in the
domain of metaphysics^ 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
T
passages which teach their unity. 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."® Ramanuja rejects Sankara's
method of interpretation,^ 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 
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
relation between body and soul.
The body-soul relation (
sarlrasariribhava
) is the primary conceptual
model for Ramanuja's interpretation of the Upanijjads. He relies
particularly upon the section of the B
rhadaranyaka
 known as the
Antaryamibrahman
a;
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
11
self, who being within controls the self... .
Ramanuja maintains that Brahman is the Self of the whole universe
comprising all souls and matter and all sentient and insentient things
are-the 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
• 
12
subsidiary.
With respect to this position, Ramanuja explains that there is no
contradiction between passages which teach that Brahman is free from
qualities (
nirgun
a) and passages expressing possession of qualities
(
sagun
a). He considers that 
nirgun
a statements mean only that Brahman
is free from qualities which must be given up (
heyagun
a)^ ^ 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
 holds that 
sagun
a passages should be
accepted just as they are.^ 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 (
visc
sana) to a substantive 
(
visegya
)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
18
and matter, as the body of Brahman, are essentially other than Brahman.
When Ramanuja's opponent (
purvapak
s
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
since they can all be found in the Veda.^ 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 Upanigad
texts on the basis of the analogy of body and soul, This analogy
provides the fundamental model for the Visi§|advaita conception of
the relationship between the Lord, souls and matter: Brahman alone
exists (advaita), but Brahman is qualified (
visi
g
tasya
) by all sentient
and insentient things which are dependent upon Brahman and exist in an
20
 _ _
attributive relation to Brahman, According to Ramanuja:
In explaining identity through the relation of
self and body, all the sacred texts are properly
demonstrated... .
2.4.
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        2.4.
An object which is established by a means of knowledge is called
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. Vith
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" (Brh.3.7.3.), "He who
dwelling in the self is other than the self...who being within controls
the self" (Brh,3.7.22.) , "Narayana 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" (^v,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 
Gita
 ; "Having
resorted to this knowledge, they reach an equality of attributes with
me" (G.14.2.). [Comment upon words in the preceding quotations]: there
is certainly no "similarity" (
samyam
) of oneself with oneself. Nor can
oneself "be approached" (
upasrpya
) by oneself. "
Muktopasrpya
" means that
it is to be approached by the liberated. ¥hich is to say that it is to
be gained by the liberated.
2.5.
#: to#ti
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 (guna).
The expression "according to another mode" refers to the exposition
of Visistadvaita as presented in the 
TatTndramatadTpika
.^ Abhyankar
follows this text closely in his description of the Visistadvaita
system. The fundamental schema of Visistadvaita, as delineated in the
YatTndramatadTpika
. is as follows:
Everything can be divided, firstly, into a twofold
category: means of knowledge and object of knowledge.
means of knowledge (
praman
a) object of knowledge (
prameya
)
1.perception.
2.inference. {“
3.scripture.
substance (
dravya
) non-substance (
adravya
)
sattva
, 
rajas
. 
tamas
,
* ““ sound, touch, colour, taste,
smell, conjunction and
potentiality.
inert (jada) non-inert (
ajad
a)
1. matter. _
L
 _
2. time. j
external (
parak
)
1
. 
nityavibhuti
;
2. attributive-
consciousness ,
internal (
pratyak
)
1 .the soul. Three classes: bound, freed
and eternally free.
2.the Lord.. There are five manifestations:
Para, Vyuha, 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
Brahman. He is the supporter of all and the agent of all. The group of
four substances: the individual soul, the "eternal manifestation",
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 Vaikuntha enjoying along with
k>rl and accompanied by the eternally [liberated] souls such as Ananta
and Garuda. 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, Sankarsana, Pradyumna and
Aniruddha, is called the Vyuha. The activity of that [Vyuha] 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. Vhat 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
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 Sankarsana,
Pradyumna and Aniruddha, there is an abundance of Knowledge and strength
in Sankarsana. 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
Vyuha, only the Para exists with the possession of his potency at one
place and the possession of his essential nature elsewhere. This
"possession" is the existing in completeness at one place and as a part
elsewhere,
comment
Visistadvaita teaching incorporates aspects of the 
Pancaratra
23
tradition. In the body of texts known by that name, the Lord is
described as manifesting in a fivefold way; (l) as the Supreme (Para)
possessing a divine form and dwelling with ^rl, his 
sakti
; (2) as his
four emanations (Vyuha) i.e. Vasudeva, Sankarsana, 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
worship (Arcavatara)
A distinctive feature of the 
Pancaratra
 system is its conception
of a progressive emanation of the Para in the form of the Vyuha, The
Vyuha is none other than the Para and possesses the same six qualities,
though Sankarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha each highlight two of those
25
six qualities. The Para is called Vasudeva at the time he is about
to commence the creation of a new cosmic cycle. Sankarsana originates
from Vasudeva and has the twofold function of revealing the scriptures
and the destruction of the world. Pradyumna is an emanation from
Sarikar^ana 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
26
and the sustaining of the universe.
The orthodoxy of the 
Pancaratra
 system has been vigorously upheld
by Visistadvaita authors. 
1
 Ramanuja, however, makes only one reference
to the 
Pancaratra
. in his commentary on 
Brahmasutra
 2.2.39-42 where he
OQ
seeks to prove that its doctrines are not in conflict with the Veda.
Abhyankar
1
s explanation of each of the six qualities accords with
the traditional interpretations given in the 
Lak
s
mT Tantra
 and the
/ ^ 
29
Visistadvaita text 
Tattvatraya
.
2.7.
1 s&Sf: *wq tern
w: I
^refqrqTwn qw^Fwreqfci I w 
vmm
sq^*Rj i
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, Vhen 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 attainment 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.
' 
comment
Visistadvaitins 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.^
In 
^rlbhasya
 3.3.13., Ramanuja delineates two categories of
attributes. The essential nature of Brahman
-
is derived from the (Jpanisad
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. Vhereas
the other attributes are not necessarily inherent to the conception of
32
Brahman. 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.
’STNtrPT 
I 
^ 
fMV'Ti
%'l ^ I 
*
 wrrcfa: I
i ^ 
vrfi
 #it
 R^ri: I
2.8. 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 Vaikuntha
due to their worship of the supreme Self are liberated. Their
experience of Brahman is indeed endless, it has no final limit.
127
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, Garuda,
Visvaksena etc.
comment
In the following verse, Xamunacarya 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.^3
(1 ) The author of the 
YatihdramatadTpika
 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.The
 soul is inherently a knowing subject possessing
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agentship. However, as Abhyankar points out, the souls 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 soul.
(3) The soul is eternal, for the scriptures reveal that it is
q 
rj
without birth (
aja
) and constant (
nitya
). '
(4) The soul is all pervasive by means of its attributive
consciousness (
dharmabhuta.jnana
). However, in essence the soul is the
size of an atom (anu) and it enters into the body of a god, human
39
being or animal on account of its connection with beginningless 
karma
.
(5) Though all souls share the same nature,
4
^ they are different
in each body.
44
 Their uniqueness, however, is so subtle that it cannot
42
be expressed and can only be known by the soul itself.
(6) The soul is by nature blissful^ and pure.
44
 The sorrows of
transmigratory existence are brought about due to the soul's connection
with karma,
4
^
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.
4
^
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2.9. What is known as the "eternal manifestation" (
nityavibhuti
) 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" (
nityavibhuti
) 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.
4
^ 
Nityavibhuti
is composed of pure 
sattva
 (
suddhasattva
) which means 
sattva
 free from
any contact with 
rajas
 or 
tamas
 and hence it is bereft of any
48
imperfection.
The Lord utilizes this substance 
nityavibhuti
 in order to provide
a location, objects and means of enjoyment for Himself, the liberated
and the eternally liberated souls.
4
^ His divine form, the bodies of the
two classes of liberated souls and the celestial abodes such as Vaikuptha
are all made from 
nityavibhuti
.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
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 and a quality.
Because a mental modification exists elsewhere
51
than its locus and has conjunction with the locus.
comment
According to Visistadvaita, 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. The self has awareness as its
nature (
cidrupa
)-^ which means that it possesses self-effulgence
(
svayamprakasata
).^ Ramanuja, following Yamuna, 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^ Though the self intrinsically possesses
consciousness it is not mere consciousness as the Advaitins maintain.
For Visistadvaitins, 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 (
dharmabhutajnana
). This is an intrinsic attribute of the
self who is its witness. Ramanuja and Yamuna define consciousness as
"the manifesting of an object through its own existence for its own
This statement differs from the above definition regarding
locus”
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
is unobstructed by the effects of 
karma
. 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. According to Visi^tadvaita, attributive consciousness
is both a quality and a substance. It is a quality because it
depends upon the self which is independently existent. Yet it is
also a substance because it can go beyond its substrate, ' Ramanuja
seeks to illustrate this through the example of a light and its quality
of 
effulgenceThe
 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. 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,^ the empirical self, denoted by the word 
"I",
 is composed
of two aspects; an objective portion (
yu
s
madartha
) containing 
any
predicative conception of "I" as "such and such". The remaining portion
is the pure subject (
anidamamsa
), awareness, which is the essential
Self. In Yisis^advaita, 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 Yisi§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 "
akgara"
 because it is eternal. This is indeed the primary material
for the whole world.

    The twenty-four principles are; 
prak
r
ti
, 
mahat
, 
ahankara
, 
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 
11
 
avyakta
" , The principle known as 
mahat
 is produced from

    that 
avyakta
« The principle 
mahat
 is a technical name for the genus
intellect. That [mahat] is threefold: possessed of 
sattva
, 
rajas
 and
tamas
. The 
ahankara
 is produced from the principle 
mahat
. This
1~ahankara
] produces the false presumption that the body is the self
etc. This is also threefold, due to the distinction of possessing 
sattva
,
raj as
 and 
tamas
. The eleven organs: the group of six organs of knowledge
and the group of five organs of action are produced from the 
ahankara
possessed of 
sattva
 assisted by the 
ahankara
 possesses of 
raj as
.

    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

    and earth. These same elements, existing in a subtle state prior [to
the effect], are called by the word "
tanmatra
11
: sound
-tanmatra
, touch-
tanmatra
, form
-tanmatra
, taste
-tanmatra
 and sme11-tanmatra, Like the
transformation of milk through an embryonic stage prior to the state
of being curd.
comment

    The Visistadvaita description of 
prak
r
ti
 follows the model given

    in the 
Sankhyakarika
. They differ, however, in some respects:

    according to Visistadvaita, 
prakrti
 is the locus of 
sattva
, 
rajas
 and

    69

    tamas
 whereas in Sankhya they constitute the very substance itself.

    In Visistadvaita, 
prakrti
 does not extend into the divine regions which
are composed of 
nityavibhuti
, pure 
sattva
. Also, for Visistadvaitins,
the evolution of 
prakr
ti depends upon the will of the Lord whereas in
Sankhya it is an independent principle.
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2,12. There is more than one teaching about the origination of the
elements and the 
tanmatras
. In regard to that, one [view] is that the
five 
tanmatras
 are produced from the 
ahankara
 possessed of 
tamas
 and
the five elements are produced from them [the 
tanmatras
 
i.e#
 the subtle
elements] in due order. A second [view] is that the sound-tanmatra is
produced from the 
ahankara
 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 so
un
d
-tanmatra
 is produced from the 
ahankara
 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
_ _ _ _ 70
of 
nime
sa, kastha, 
kala
, 
muhurta
 etc. and it is non—eternal, 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 Vaikuntha, 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 Vaikuntha, 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 Vaikuntha]
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
"eternal manifestation" and Knowledge, are said to be "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 Visistadvaita category of nonsubstance (
adravya
).
2.15. 
I
j
l 
m \m
 %i% 1 
rmx
13ft I sw %%
i 
v*m ^
 I
3°n:
l 
mm
 I
3 
^
 I wn-
I ^vffrrxnt 
tftt&wi
•2.15. The qualities are tenfold, due to the distinction of 
sattva
.
raj as
. 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 
fsattva
] is untouched by 
rajas
 and
iamas
. It is located in two types of substance; it exists in the world
of Vaikup^ha and in the supreme Lord on account of His connection with
the world of Vaikuntha. Mixed 
fsattva
] 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
71
of ignorance, it is the cause of laziness 
etc.
 and it bestows hell.
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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,
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
, 
ra.jas
 and 
taroas
 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
, 
raj as
 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 
prakrti
but are also constitutive of the substance itself,
2.17. . _
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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.
7
^
comment
Conjunction (
samyoga
) is a temporary connection between two
things which can exist separately. It does not pervade the whole
substance (
avyapyavrtti
) 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
of the table. Nyaya—Vaise^ika does not accept conjunction, between all
, _ . 74
pervasive substances, whereas the Visistadvaitins accept it.
Conjunction is different from the other Nyaya-Vaisesika category
of relation called "inherence" (
samavaya
). In the former, the relation
is between two substances and is temporary (
anitya
) whereas 
samavaya
is an eternal relation (
nityasambandha
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. 
Samavaya
 is eternal in the sense that it
cannot be produced or destroyed without the production or the destruction
of the whole entity.^®
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
79
through its effect.
comment
Potentiality (
sakti
) is a principle which brings about causal
efficacy. The Mlmamsakas 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
80
only be explained by assuming that a potentiality exists in all causes.
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        - 2.19. [objection] How are there only ten qualities? Because there
exists the quality known as Knowledge, which is located in the
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.
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2.20. 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" (Brh. 
3.7.22,),
 "whose
body is the earth" (Brh. 
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
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 
^rlbhasya
 2.1.9.
■
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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", "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
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" (£v»1.10.). 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.
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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' " (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 Visistadvaita, Brahman is eternally qualified by
individual souls (
jTva
) and primary matter (
prakrti
) 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 (
karanavastha
)
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
)
81
when qualified by souls and matter in their manifest condition.
This view avoids the difficulty inherent in Brahman directly
becoming the material cause of the world. For if that were the case,
Brahman would be subject to change and the unwelcome consequence of
non-eternity. However the Upanisad 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 
YatTndramatadTpika
 ;
The traditional teaching of the Visis^advaita 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,
2.23.
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2,23. [objection] Difference is negated in the sacred text; "Vhen 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 "
antara
" 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
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 
Taittirlya
 text in this manner in 
&rl
-
bhasya
 1 .1 .1 . Para.51 .p.99.
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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 
^ribhasya
 1 .1 .1 . Para.49.p.91 ., 
1.1.2.
 Para.86.p.1 
97.,
 and in
Tedarthasangraha
 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" (Brh.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.2.4.1 
4.),
"He who sees diversity, as it were, here..." (Brh.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". Accordingly, he interprets Brh.4.4.19. as
84
denying any diversity which does not have Brahman as its Self.
2 26 
a
WSfPT 
VWm
 RHROTrm, qOTRtqHtmf
sr 
mkwt
 ^ I itwr 
m
 (
to 
)
# trhrrhi
 Rk; qfiqr%n i 
m
 ft i ssft fossft qr-
OTHH: Hid'd
I*TT H 
3
Rq-
RT^Rt 3WTHRT

        
        [image: Picture #47]
        

        fterfi I I
HHl dT ^TTH iJHTR STRR 
(to
 
3
I?|? )
Ridded | HdT 
^

        
        [image: Picture #48]
        

        r\
 f\ y
I cfHHFTHRdrH-
i 
m ^
 srirnTsft
3
r 
%
 ddfd, qq q sfTdHr
qpftq 
^tr(
 i ^ 
h hthithh:
 qfd^rqR 
rksr 
\
■2.26.
 Because this supreme Self is the locus of the causality in
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 texts "Brahman is real, Knowledge, limitless" (Tai.2.1.1 ,).
To explain. In the sentence "real, Knowledge...", the words beginning
with "real" 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
(
samanadhikaranya
), it is: "the application of words, having different
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reasons for their use, to one and the same object". For example in
the sentence: "Devadatta (
Devadatta
h) has an umbrella (
chatri
), earrings (kun
dalx
) 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 (
pravrttiniroitta
). 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
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 Visistadvaita, Brahman must possess the
above attributes since they are the reason for the usage of the words
"real" 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 
thingsThe
 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 "limitless" communicates
that Brahman is free from any limitation: relating to space, time, or
, . , 
88
objects,
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 Visistadvaita 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
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
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
head^ 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. Where 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.
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        2.28, The sacred text; "free from qualities” (Cu.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
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.
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2.29. 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" (Brh .2.4.1 2 .) .
[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:
"a mass of consciousness" (Brh,2.4,12.) , "Brahman is consciousness
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?" (Brh.2.4,1 4.), "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?" (Brh,2.4,14.), "for the
knower's function of knowing is not lost" (Brh.4.3.30.), "this is
indeed the seer" (Fr.4.9.), It has been told by the author of the
sutras
 also; "For this very reason, [the soul] is a knower" (B.S.2.3.19.).
A knower (
jna
h) means that "one knows" (
janati
), which means being the
locus of Knowledge.
comment
When Brahman is defined as "consciousness and bliss" (B^h.3.9.28.),
these are not two different attributes. Brahman has consciousness as
Q1
His essence and that consciousness is of the nature of bliss.
7
 Since
consciousness is both the essential nature of Brahman and His attribute,
bliss is also the essence and the attribute of Brahman. See 
^ribhagya
1 .1 .1 , Para.51 ,p.9T♦
The statement that the knower is "the locus of ihe 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 
^rlbhasya
 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 Upanisads? 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" (Vis,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 Rangaramanuja in his commentary
92
upon this verse in the 
Kenopani
s
ad
.
The formation of a rule of invariable concomitance requires a
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
sa) 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.
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    2,32. 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

    Self who is qualified by a body possesses modification in the manner
described»
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    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" (Brh.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
s
tSdvaita
) is called the nonduality 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'*. Tlie 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", "this is an animal",
[the statements rejecting difference] should be understood as rejecting
that [imposed difference].
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    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 Yajnadatta also. If there is no
recollection [by Yajnadatta] 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
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 Yajnadatta. Because of the absence of recognition of the
happiness 
etc.
 experienced by Yajnadatta.
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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 "is-ness". And in the knowledge: "the pot is" 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 Visistadvaitin,

    however, considers that there is neither pure awareness nor pure
93

    existence. 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,
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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
161
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 "
avidya
" and "
maya
" it is not indeterminable. Because the two
words "
avidya
" and "
maya
" 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 appearance, 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.
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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
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, 'let me become many, let me be
born' « (Tai.2.6.) is contradicted. The purport of the 
sutra
 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.
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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
[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: "I am a man", "I am a god" 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 the 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.S.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.).
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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
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 everywhere
[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 it"^
4
 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
167
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."
c omme nt
The Visigtadvaita tradition upholds the view that; "all cognition
is true to its 
object.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
)
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."^ 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. Vhen 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.
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
98
real. 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
9&
and an erroneous cognition. 
7
 The object perceived m each case is
real. Visi§tadvaitins, however, explain that knowledge is valid when
,100
it is: "in accord with practical life as it really is.’ Thus while
all knowledge is true since it has a real object, valid knowledge
must accord with the ordinary relations of life.
^qr-
I
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.
2.43.
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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
YatTndraroatadlpika
, Para.7.p.5. This is the definition given by
Vedanta Desika in his work; 
Nyayaparisuddhi
2.44.
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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]; "the cowness which is in this manner is common to
another individual cow".
However the definition of indeterminate told by the Naiyayikas
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. Prom 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
"conjunction". 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 Mlmamsa school
1 OP
of Prabhakara. 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 "cowness" of the cow perceived firstly, is common
to all cows.
Indeterminate perception does not apprehend the mere generic
character, or as the Naiyayikas and Bha-tta 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.
According to Ramanuja, the generic character (
jati
) is nothing
but the configuration (
samsthana
) of the 
object,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
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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" 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
Sankara considers that verbal testimony can produce the immediate
(
aparok
sa) knowledge of Brahman free from distinction (see comment to 1.
48, and 
1.53.).
 Ramanuja disagrees and argues that a sentence cannot
denote anything free from distinction since it consists of a number of
words, each of which conveys a particular meaning. See 
^ribhasya
 1.1 .1 .
Para.28.p.46.
2.46.
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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
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 copresence 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 coabsence 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.
comment
The technicalities of inference are explained in Athalye's Ed, of
Tarkasangraha
. Also, cf. Kuppuswami Sastri, 
A Primer of Indian Logic
.
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    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.
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    2,48. Verbal knowledge is knowledge whose meaning is produced from

    1 05

    a sentence different from what is uttered by an untrustworthy person.

    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.

    Manusmrti
, 
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 
^rx Pancaratra
 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: "Narayana himself is the teacher of the
entire Pancaratra". Hence it has been told in the 
Varahapuran
a:

    In the want of the Veda 
mantras
, those people
will gain Me who act according to the practice
communicated by the 
Pancaratra
.
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    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 
dharma
 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

    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

    107

    the sense of "the body of Brahman". Implication is everywhere only
"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 tvam asi
). The first is according to his conception

    of the meaning of words. The other relates to the rule of grammatical

    apposition (
samanadhikaranya
) (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

    1 Oft

    expresses the supreme Self who is the indweller of the soul. 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. The

    word "you" also expresses Brahman, who has as His body the individual

    109

    soul possessed of a body. 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

    2.51 .

    v-ri^ I I

    : *pr
 *r*n 
*tttot to

    srt
 Rt iirntro-

    vmi wi 'mft
 
<ftt

    1 TOT ^

    ~ ■: 1 totto:
 i

    d 
mm-

    m ^
 TO#f
3
Pi R

    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 Pact 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 noncontroller [i.e. non-pervader] make [something]
logically possible (Nya.Ku.3.19,).

    "Vhat is not controlled" (
aniyamya
) means what is not pervaded. Intelligibility 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" (
aniyantr
) i.e. a non-pervader, does not
make [the postulating factor] logically possible. That is the sense. Thus
the establishment is only through inference, because the thing to be made

    logically possible and what makes [it] logically possible necessarily
have a pervaded-pervader relation. So postulation should not be admitted
as separate.
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    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.

    2.54.
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    2.54-. 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
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 has 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" (Brh.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

    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

    See 2.10, and following comment.

    2.55.
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'2.55. It should not be said that the Knowledge in the cognition: "I
know" appears as located in the I-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: "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
184
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..." (Gr. 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 "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.
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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" ($v.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, (^v.5.8.9.)
Also, the sacred text concerning the departure [of the soul]: "the
self departs from the eye or the head" (Brh.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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2-,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 
karma
 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 Purvamlmamsa 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
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 Uttaramxmamsa 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 own enjoys limitless enjoyments along with Him,
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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.).
[reply] 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
Faramasamhita
 : "my servants are always free from affliction".
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 Vis
nupuran
a too, it is said that nondifference is impossible: "because one substance does not become [another]
substance" (Vis,P.2.1 4.27•). 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" (^v.1-,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 
Brahmasutra
 : "nonreturn 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
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" (Brh.1.5.3.) must be understood as
figurative because desire etc. necessarily accompany the mind.
comment
In this manner, the Visi§j>advaitins subsume the nine substances
and twenty-four qualities enumerated by Nyaya-Vaisesika (cf. Athalye's
edition of 
Tarka-Samgraha
, p.73f.) into their own schema. See comment
to 2.5. Also, cf. 
Yatlndramatadlpika
, 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 ^ri Jsankaracarya and Ramanujacarya has been
explained. Nov, these two types of teachings are concisely told for
the ease of understanding the principal conclusions set out here.
The teaching of the exponents
of non-duality, who follow the
views derived from Sankara:
(1 ) Reality is one alone, it is
the Self. There is nothing
other.
m
 i ^^^mfnTR^T-
I ;
(2) Anything at all other than
the Self is not real: whether
it belongs to the same class
as the Self, to a different
class from the Self or is
located in the Self. The Self
is indeed bereft of the
threefold difference: internal
The teaching of the exponents of the
non-duality of what has been qualified,
which belongs to Ramanuja:
(1) The Self is one alone, qualified
by a body consisting of the sentient
and the insentient. But there is
nothing other than that [Self] and His
body.
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(2) The Self is different from the
individual souls, who belong to the
same class as Himself on account of
being sentient. The Self is different
from the inert primary matter etc. which
belongs to a different class on account
of being insentient and the Self is
different from the qualities which
division, having something produce what is good and which
belonging to the same class or belong to Himself,
something belonging to a different
class .
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(3) The Self is free from
distinction. It cannot be said in
any way that it is "such and
such".
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(3) The Self possesses distinction.
Endowed with such distinctions as
omniscience, eternity, pervasiveness
etc., it is able to be expressed
by words such as: "all knowing",
"eternal", "pervasive" etc.
srfcrl
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(4) For this very reason, that
[Self] is free from qualities.
Even the qualities which produce
what is good do not exist there
[in the Self] in reality.
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(5) A quality, even in the form
of Knowledge, does not exist
there [in the Self]. That [Self]
(4) The Self is by nature the locus
of many groups of qualities which
produce what is good, such as being
free from sin etc. Qualities which
are to be given up do not exist
there [in the Self].
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(5) Though that [Self] is Knowledge
by its very nature, it is the locus of
the quality of Knowledge. The
is itself of the very nature of Knowledge which is a quality is
Knowledge. indeed different from the Knowledge
which characterizes the essential
nature.
5
 ^ ^ fTf^ i j
I j^TcT ^ ^ H RITRR -Wl^T t j
(6) For this very reason,
knowership does not exist there
[in the Self] in reality. However
an expression relating to
knowership is figurative.
(6) Therefore, in reality there
is certainly knowership for that
[Self]. For this very reason, He
is designated to be a "knower".
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(7) That [Self] is also not an
object of knowledge. Because
having one's own locus and one's
own object in oneself is
impossible .
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(8) The supreme Self is
unchangeably eternal in its own
nature. And in that very nature it
(7) That [Self] is certainly also
an object of knowledge. Since the
Knowledge which is a quality is
different from the Self, therefore
it is possible to have the locus of
that [Knowledge which is a quality]
and its object in the Self.
I
(8) The supreme Self is
unchangeably eternal in His own
nature. But He is eternal while
tjnRRr*Ti
3 <ir
is without a second. 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.
(9) For this very reason, it is
said that Brahman is "non-dual".
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(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.
W(m
 ^15^ ^ i
^ I
(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
(10) That Knowledge which is a
quality is not of the nature of
pure existence, but has existence
as its object.
object.
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(11) The supreme Self alone is (ll) The supreme Self is indeed
the Lord, having 
maya
 as its the Lord. The class of individual
limiting adjunct and [the supreme souls and the class of inert
Self] is the individual soul, objects, which are His body, are
having 
avidya
 as its limiting certainly different from that
adjunct. What is inert exists [Lord]. Thus reality is threefold;
only in appearance and is the sentient, the insentient and
certainly false. Thus reality is the Lord.
one alone.
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(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
supreme Self, conditioned by that
[power], is the primary material
of the world,
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(13) This world appears just in
the supreme Self on account of
Ignorance. This is the teaching
of apparent transformation.
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(14) This world which is an
apparent transformation of the
supreme Self and exists only in
appearance is certainly false.
It is not real.
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(15) This world which appears
due to the defect of Ignorance
is inexplicable. Thus there is
the apprehension of the
inexplicable.
(13) Only the primary matter
transforms itself into the form of
the world, on account of the
presence of the Lord who is the
inner-controller. This is the
teaching of real transformation.
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(14) This world which is a
transformation of primary matter is
certainly real. It is not false.
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(15) In reality, the world is
recognised as certainly real. Thus
everywhere there is the apprehension
of the real
^ 
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(16) The objects which appear in
the case of silver upon a pearl-
oyster and in dream etc. are
certainly inexplicable.
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(16) In the case of silver upon a
pearl-oyster and in dream etc. the
objects are recognised as certainly
real.
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(17) Even the scripture is indeed
unreal, because it is included
within the world. Still, it is
certainly the means for the
knowledge of reality, like an
object belonging to a dream.
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(17) Because the scripture is indeed
real, it is the means for the
knowledge of reality. Because the
production of what is real from
what is unreal is impossible.
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        (18) The means of knowledge,
which are the instruments for
the knowledge of a thing, are
six: perception, inference,
comparison, verbal testimony,
postulation and non-cognition.
WTO *FfH 
wht:-
(19) Where knowledge arises by
the means of knowledge, the
internal-organ manifests the
knowledge.
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        (18) The means of knowledge,
which are the instruments for
the knowledge of a thing, are
three: perception, inference and
verbal testimony.
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(19)
 The knowledge which arises
by the means of knowledge is in
reality located in the individual
soul.
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(20) Even the individual souls, (20) Even the individual souls,
who are noh-different from the who are the body of the supreme
supreme Self, are of the nature Self and who are different from
of Knowledge just like the the supreme Self, have Knowledge
supreme Self but they are not, as their essential nature and
in reality, the locus of Knowledge as a quality. Thus they
Knowledge, Knowership, however, have knowership in reality,
has the internal-organ as its
adjunct,
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(21) The sense of "I" which (21) The sense of "I" which is the
appears as the locus of Knowledge locus of Knowledge is most certainly
is not the individual self but the individual soul. However the
the I—notion which is a mode of I—notion, which is different from
the internal-organ. that [sense of 
"I"],
 is not the
locus of Knowledge.
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(22)
 The individual soul is 
(22)
 The individual soul is minute,
pervasive.
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(23)
 That [individual soul] 
(23)
 That [individual soul]
pervades in all the limbs of pervades in all the limbs of
the body by its very nature. 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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(25) There is the commencement
of the inquiry into Brahman
following the accomplishment
of the fourfold means.
(26) Verbal testimony also
produces perceptual knowledge
in the presence of the totality
of causes for perception.
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        (27) The cessation of ignorance
is indeed immediate upon the
direct apprehension of the
essential nature of the Self
through the "great statements"
(24) The individual souls are
in reality manifold. But the non-
duality of souls is the non-duality
of the mode.
I
(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.
etc.
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(28) Upon the immediate
apprehension of the Self which
is beyond pleasure and pain
there is liberation for one
who is living, even though the
earthly body exists.
(28) There is never liberation
for one who is living. Because
the experience of pleasure and
pain is inevitable as long as the
earthly body exists.
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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.
(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.
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        (30) This is liberation free from
the body.
(31 ) In liberation [which is free
from the body] there is no
"I-ness".
^30) This alone is liberation,
(31 ) "I-ness" certainly exists
even in liberation
3
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(32) In liberation there is no (32) The difference between the
difference between the individual individual soul and Brahman
soul and Brahman. certainly exists even in liberation.
^RRf I 
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(33) In this state there is no (33) An abundance of pleasure is
pain, not even slightly, nor is experienced in this state,
there pleasure. unconnected with even a trace of
pain.
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    3-. 1. The teaching of the exponents of 
maya
 and of the exponents of
Visi§tadvaita has been explained. It should not be mistaken that this
teaching of 
maya
 was produced by 3ri ^ahkaracarya 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 
miya
 existed even prior to the author of the 
sutras
.
Accordingly, in the 
^rlbha
g
ya
 (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 (jS$ri. 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

    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.
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    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
" (^v<.4.10.). 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
J 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

    known as having the meaning of "indeterminable". And because of the
contradiction with the sacred text referred to by the 
Niranjanabha
s
ya
 :

    "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 
sutras
. Accordingly, there is the 
sutra
; "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].^ So in the
production of the manifest world, primary matter (
prak
r
ti
) possesses real
transformation whereas the supreme Being (
puru
sa) possesses false
appearance.

    3
'
3
'
 pq P sror% i I

    I it

    I 
m-

    i px4 ^

    ( Wo p 3 q
0
 3 ) ^ } f%rp

    I pr* nr qft^rrqf^h: | ^

  
    I ^331% qr 
g
 
ttph; | 
^

    HWRTU% FfWRtim tr^

    rv C

    mfowKT 
I d 
^ fFT^T

    ?%r^ ww
 g^fdcr

    I 
^
 ffT^iqm %v{ | fe^T |^WI ^TWT-

    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 (£ri. 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 followers of Ramanuja accept
Knowledge, though a quality located in Brahman, as a substance, there

    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"
(b
rhattva
) 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.
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    3.4. For the etymology of the word Brahman must be stated only in
accordance with the root brh 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

    "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 "preeminence" 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.
c omment

    Expressions such as; "unlimited pre-eminence" 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
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
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 Mlmarasakas or by anyone else.
This very state is called by the word liberation. Only 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”. Apd 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" (lbr.Fu.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.
Whereas the view that there is liberation of all is not accepted by
anyone. So even though some such as &uka, 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.
liberation free from the body -ref. to liberated soul
and to another.
liberation while living -ref. to liberated soul and
to another.
2. absence of a
connection to a
second object.
liberation free from the body -ref. to liberated soul
and to another.
liberation while living -ref. to liberated soul
and to another.
3. absence of a
cognition of a
connection to a
second object.
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
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, I-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?"
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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
[on 
iy] 
in the mirror, persisted in the original [the face], and for the
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 I-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" (Nr,Pu.1.6.).
comment
For Ramanuja's view see 
^rlbha
s
ya
 1.1,4. Para,105. p.228f,
3.10. 
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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?" (Byh.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
223
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 coming 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.
c o lament
The state of "aetionlessness" is mentioned in the 
G-Tta
, cf, 4.18., 5
8, 9, 
13., 13.29.
 An interesting exposition upon liberation while living
(
jivanmukti
) can be found in 
Paneadasi
 ch,7.
3,11
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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" 
(kjv.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]" (gv.3.8.).
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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.
[re ply] Here, some construe in this manner: the word "
tattva.jnana"
is not a determinative compound where the first member is in the
genitive case (gag
thTtatpuru
ga), but it is an appositional compound
(
karmadharaya
), in accordance with economy of expression due to the
4
maxim: "the chief who is a Nifada". 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
ga 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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3.13. 
Then in what manner is the knowledge of reality the cause for
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 known.
Furthermore, even the popular expression observed in the world:
"liberation is from the knowledge of the 
Self",
 has its basis in the
sacred text: "the one who knows That in this maimer becomes immortal
here" (Nf .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.
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3.14. Nov, how is the cause the reality of the effect? That is being
told. It is stated in the sacred text : "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 seen^, 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"
is called "knowledge" (
jnana
). In regard to the same pot, the knowledge
that "this is clay" is called "knowledge" (vijnana). 
Vi jnana
 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 
vi.jnana
. 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 ordinary knowledge such as "this is
a pot" and 
vi.jnana
 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 
vi.jnana
 as synonyms,
however where they occur together as in 
Gita
 3.41; 6.8 and 
7.2,
 they
7
are distinguished in a manner similar to Abhyankar's division.
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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
ft
to the pot. 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.)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
vith 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.
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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.
 its continuation is
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 maimer 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.
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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" (Brh.
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
factor 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.
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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

        
        [image: Picture #67]
        

        Both Sankara and Ramanuja interpret the word "then" (
atha
) in the
sense of: "immediate succession" (
anantarya
)J
0
 Immediate succession
pre-supposes a prior event, so the 
sutra
; "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, Sankara considers
the prior condition to be the attainment of the fourfold qualifications
(
sadhanacatu
st
aya
) , but not the study of the ritual portion of the
Veda which forms the subject matter of Jaimini's 
sutras
»•These 
sutras
elucidate 
dharma
 and so have a different subject matter and result
from the 
sutras
 of Badarayapa which inquire into the nature of Brahman.
11
Ramanuja maintains that the 
sutra
 works of Jaimini and Badarayapa
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,
1
 ^ Accordingly, Ramanuja holds that the
study of the ritual portion of the Veda, as embodied in the 
sutras
of ‘the 
Purvamlmamsa
. must be the pre-requisite to enter into the
inquiry concerning Brahman.
. *
3
'
20>
 ^ l
w *
( 
1° R Ro
 ) |
mm?
 iroiWR^ I tart^rw
i 3rrc#usTSff 
3
 
mzj mi
 l 
mv.
#>TT^ ( 
*{o
 3 qo ? ) J73T%: I H ^7-
mm
 i
^ufjRTrf I
3.20. [objection] How is this [
sutra
] said to be studied as a detached -
subject? Because the prior and later 
mimamsa
, being combined, is a
single scripture. The author of the V
rtti
13
. too, has said that the
karma
 and 
brahmamlmamsa
 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
scripture" (£5rT.B. Para.3. p.4.). It has been told in the same manner
in the 
^rlbha
s
ya
 also. The word 
lak
gana here [in the above quotation]:
"go
dasalak
ga
nena
" signifies a chapter. Together with the 
Sankar
s
akan
da.
[the treatise] belonging to Jaimini consists of sixteen chapters.
The nature of being a single scripture is correct, because
1 4
dharma
 alone is being taught even in both places. 
Pharma
 which
consists of action etc and is of the nature of what is to be accomplished
is taught in the prior 
mimamsa
. 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
^rlbha
g
ya
 (iSsrl.B. Para.4,5. p.5f). That is as follows: 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 
mlmamsa
 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 Upanisads 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.
-3.21
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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 
mlmamsa sutras
 and
Badarayana is the author of the later 
mlmamsa 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 
mlmamsa
 is action. Whereas in the later 
mlmamsa
 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 
mlmamsa
 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 
mlmamsa
 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 
mlmamsa
 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
of 
dharma
. However the use of the word 
dharma
 in regard to the supreme
Self, £rl Kr§na, here;
The sages who know the Veda and the. people who
know the Self say that Krsna is the great Self,
the eternal 
dharma
 
(Mbh 
.
5.3
.86.22 . )^
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 
mimamsa 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
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 
Vivaranaprameyasangraha
; "if
there could be an injunction in the Yedanta [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 Vr
tti
; "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 
^astra
sat
kasankalana
 agrees with
the difference between the prior and later 
mimamsa
:
They say that the scriptures are only six: of
Kapila, Kanada, Gautama, Patanjali, Vyasa and
of Jaimini also.
comment
Advaitins conclude that the 
Purvarnimamsa
 of Jaimini and the
Uttararoimamsa
 of Badarayana 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 bo attain results-'such as heaven, kith regard
to the 
UttaramTmamsa
, the qualified person is free from other desires
on account of the desire for liberation. (2) There is a difference of
subject matter (
vi
s
aya
). In the 
PurYamimamsa
 the subject matter is
dharma
 which is something to be accomplished and which is characterized
by the performance of rituals such as 
Jyoti
s
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
sutra
 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.^
3.23.
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3.23. 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 
[sutra
]; "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.
3
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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..." (Brh.4.4.22.), because of the use of the
desiderative affix (
san
) 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
sutra
; "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.
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3.25.
 But what has been said (£>rT,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 trifling and transient, the
desire for the knowledge of Brahman -the result
of which is limitless and permanent- is sure to
follow immediately afterwards.
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 know 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 xmder consideration.
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.
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3.26. But what has been said (^ri.B.Para.b.p.T.):
[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
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.
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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.
c orament
There is an unstated objection here. Perceptual knowledge reveals
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
sa) or immediate (
aparok
sa). 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 Upanisads have the capacity to
generate immediate knowledge because Brahman is the very essence of
the individual. 1 ^
3.28.
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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" (Brh.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" (Brh.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 
onbha
s
ya
 , Para.12. p.12j 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
is not possessed of immediacy.
Haring 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] (^rl.B.Para.l2.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.
3.29.
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        3.29. But what has been said ($rl.B.Para.1 2.p.13.):
It is not possible for you 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 [Upanisad]
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 (j§rT.B.Para.12.p.1 3);
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
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 (^rT.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
"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" (Katha.3.
15.), "the Self, my dear, should be seen" (Brh.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"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 Ora" (Mu.2.2,6.), "contemplate
upon the Self [as your own ] world" (Brh.l .4.1 5 .), "the Self...should
be meditated upon" (Brh.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 
^rxbha
s
ya
,
Para.12-p.13.] is refuted:
the knowledge intended to be enjoined by the Vedanta
sentences can be expressed by such words as
"meditation", "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
c'omment
The production of direct knowledge through "continuous
contemplation" is in accord with the views of Vacaspatimisra as
expressed in the 
BhamatX
, see comment to 1 ,54.
3.31 .
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3.31. But what has been said (jjrl.B.Fara.13.p.1 5.):
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.
In regard to that, it is said in this manner: it is true that an identity
of meaning between 
vid
 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
with that [meaning of 
unis ana]
, we also certainly accept that vid 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
253
knot of the heart is untied, all doubts are
dispelled and his actions are destroyed (Mu.2.2,8.).
But what has been said (&ri.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 (&ri.B.Para.1 4.p.1 6.):
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
22
that remembrance, though different from experience, is a perceptual
experience.
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3.33.
 But what has been said ($rI.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"
(Katha.2.23.).
That is questionable. Because the statement: " [the sacred text]
distinguishes remembrance" is inaccurate since there is no mention of
remembrance in this text.
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 But what has been said (£rl.B.Para.15,p.18,):
Steady remembrance of this kind is expressed by
the word devotion. Because the word devotion
(bhakti) 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" (£v.3.8,), "The one who knows Him in this
manner becomes immortal here" (Nr.Pu.l .6.), "there
is no other path for going [beyond death]" (£v.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" (Or.11.54.), "But that
supreme Person, 0 son of Prtha, can be gained by
undivided devotion" (G.8.22.).
That is not correct. Because "steady remembrance of this kind" means
remembrance which has acquired the status of direct perception (
supra
.
y.33.
 &ri.B,). But that [remembrance which has acquired the status of
direct perception] is not devotion. Because there is contradiction
with the 
Gita
 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.
3.35.
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    3.35. But what has been said (^ri.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
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

    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. Thus the repetition of knowledge until the
direct apprehension of the Self has been established.
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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
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 
sutra
 also: "But 
Agnihotra
 etc. are
certainly for that result, for it is seen to be so [in the Upani§ads]"
(B.S.4.1.1 6.). The meaning of that [
sutra
] 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..." (Brh.4,4.22.). This is certainly the purport of the
sutra
; "Also on account of co-operativeness" (B.S.3.4.33.) as well.
The meaning of that 
[sutra
] is; "And" (ca) 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.
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3.37. The sevenfold means beginning with discrimination which have been
mentioned (JsrT.B.Para .16 .p.1 9.) 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
of dejection, in single pointed concentration of mind (samadhana).
Non-exultation (
anuddhar
ga), 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 (
kalyan
a) such
as truth, straightforwardness etc. is certainly feasible.
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        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 (^ri.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
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.
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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
261
non-knowledge, attains the immortal through
knowledge (Isa.11,).
Because action is referred to by the word "non-knowledge".
[reply] Tou are mistaken. For there is no word "together" here.
Because here, the pair of words; "sa" and "ha" 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. through,,
[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.
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3.40, [objection] Then for what purpose did Janaka, who possessed
knowledge, perform action? -
He who had recourse to knowledge, even though
abiding in the knowledge of Brahman, he
performed many sacrifices to cross over
death by non-knowledge (Vis.P.6.6.1 2),
[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.^ 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.
.3.41 .
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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 
mimaits a
. 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 
mima&sa
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*,
"action such as sacrifice is the means to heaven 
etc.",
 even his
performance of the action is observed by people as done without study
of the 
ml mails a
 on account of his trust there [in the words of the
teacher].
3.42.
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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
.

    Because one who has studied the 
mlmamsa
 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

    23

    such as direct scriptural statement, inferential signs etc. 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" (Brh.4.4.23.) for
the apprehension of the Self. But another person [who has not studied
the 
mlmamsa]
 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 
mlmamsa
 that the
horse 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 
mlmamsa
 written by Jaimini.

    On account of this, [the statement in the ^ri.B.Para.l 8,p,23]:

    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 Purvamlmaihsa]
is refuted.
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    3.43. [objection] In the same way, could there be knowledge of the Self
from the teacher etc. even without the study of the later 
mimaihsa
 ?

    [reply] Certainly. On account of this, the 
mimaihs a
 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" (Brh.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

    Self-knowledge" is also not correct. Because the word "as such" (
evam
)
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.
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3.44. But what has been said (^ri.B.Para.l8,p.23.):^
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 
mimartisa
 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 [Purvamimahsa]. 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.
3.45.
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3.45. The one who has acquired the fourfold means has been shown to he
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 
Vivaran
a with regard to the
nature of the soul and the Lord. See 1.32. and comment.
Abhyankar now commences the examination of Ramanuja’s 
Mahasiddhanta
.
3.46/
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        3.46. The conclusion of the exponents of 
maya
 is that the supreme Self
is free from distinction. But what has been said (3rx.B.Para.28.p.45.):
The exponents of a thing free from distinction are
268
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 Visigtadvaitin 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.
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3,47. Furthermore, the means of knowledge do not reveal the supreme
Brahman as their object. That has been told in the Vis
nupuran
a
;
, 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... (Vis.P.6.
8
.57•).
The meaning of that is; 
maninam
 are those who possess the means of
knowledge, 
manani
 are the means of knowledge, nig
thayai
 means for
determination, 
na prabhavanti
 signifies that they [the means of
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 not 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" 
(k§v,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" (Brh.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 (gupa) like "white or blue", or an
action (
kriya
) such as "moving", or a name (
satnjna
 i.e. as revealing
a substance, 
svarupa
) like 
"Devadatta"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
sana). 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
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.
2
^
The words "real" (
satyam
) and "Knowledge" (
.jnanam
) are in grammatical
apposition (
samanadhikaranya
) 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 as "to be" and ,1
 nana
 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 
per se
 (
sanmatra
). So
too the word "Knowledge" directly denotes mental states which are an
29
attribute of the intellect, but 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 
per se
 (
cinmatra
). Thus the nature of Brahman is implied,
but not directly denoted, by the sentence; "
satyam jnanam anantam
brahma
3.48,
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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
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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 I3.49. [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?
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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" (X.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
word "-which" i.e. "from which" (
yatah
) 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.[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 (
yatah
)
means from the bliss of Brahman, there is the return of speech and mind
having not reached (
aprapya
) the limit of that [bliss of Brahman]" is
32
refuted. 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.
3.52.
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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
distinction, which you accept, is taught by the sacred texts "free
from qualities" (Cu.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.
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3.53. Although it has been said (^ri.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
ordinary nature.8.
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3.54. ¥e 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
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
ga) 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
g
aya
) and is of a determinate nature (
savikalpaka
). For example
the knowledge relating to Brahman possessing qualities (
saguqabrahman
)
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
ga
navise
s
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 (
nirgunabrahman
) 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" (
dhTroan
) 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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It^ij3,55. What has been said (^ri.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.
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
existent, there would certainly be loss of the essential nature. For
this reason, the venerable Vyasa has said in the commentary upon the
Togasutras
; " 'the 
puru
ga 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
ga
1
' (T.S.I.9.).
c omment
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 
not
 possess an attribute.
3.56.
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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 regressj if the distinction of
being the material cause is a distinction, then once again such a
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 
ma.ya
 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 (Sri,B.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”
(Cu,7»2»), "without taint" (^v.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 (&rT.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
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
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
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implied meaning, so it does not illustrate anything different.
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" (Cu.7.2.), "without taint" ($v,6,19.),
"without sound, without touch" (Katha.l .3.1 5.) 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 vhich 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. 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..." (Bph.4,3.22.).
comment
Abhyankar states that Brahman cannot be directly denoted through
the primary signification of a word (
vacyavrtti
), for a word primarily
expresses either a class concept, a quality, an action, or a name
(see comment 3.47.). 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 (
svarupalakg
ana). Such a definition requires
that the essential nature of the thing be offered as the definition
(
svarupam eva lak
sanam). 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
38
relation of attributes and their possessor. Although this relation is
only a conceptual formulation for the purpose of the definition,
Abhyankar presumably classes 
svarupalak
gana along with the previous
two modes because of the above reason,
Bhwever the principal view is that the nature of Brahman can be
39
revealed through an essential definition. In his commentary upon
the passage: "Brahman is real, Knowledge and limitless" (Tai.2.1,),
Sankara states on six occasions that the passage is intended to
provide the definition of Brahman.
40
 Sankara considers that such a
passage reveals the essence of Brahman through the implied meaning of
the words
4
^ (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
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"
(vig
arii bhunk
s
va
), 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
A/y
so that the sentence points to the bare substantive (see comment to 1.45.
Thus while a sentence can convey a relational meaning, it need not
always do so.^ The deciding factor is the purport,
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3.58.
 But what has been said (&ri.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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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 
brahman
a", 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
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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
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3.60. But what has been said (3rI.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"
etc. 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
brahman
a" 
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 Yaise§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§^advaitins do not hold this.view.
3.6i.
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    3.61. But what has been said (^rT.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.
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    3.62. But those who ridicule (^rI.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
knower or the known. But this perception apprehends pure existence. I
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 pot, 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;

    "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.
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    3.63. [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"

    292

    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.

    49

    But 
7
 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 Maiidanamisra,
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

    51

    else, because the generic character requires a counter correlate.

    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
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.'*
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.^ Though difference is something well known in the world
(
lokaprasiddha
), the Advaitin maintains that it is not proved through
a means of knowledge (
pramanaprasiddha
)■^

    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 
(d^},
 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 (d^) , which is an attribute of d^, is necessary
in order to distinduish d
1
 from d. To distinguish d
2
 from d
1
 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

    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

    £T C

    "this has the generic character of a pot". 
D
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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. Tou also have accepted it to be exactly the
same by saying (^ri.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 (3rI.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,
295
it is certainly possible for difference as veil.
That is not so. Because there is dissimilarity. Because colour
produces visibility in a pot vhich 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
vhich 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 vhich 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 illustration 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 (JsrI .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
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.
Because even though the configuration of two 
Kar
s
apan
a coins has very
great similarity it is not identical. When one 
Kar
s
apan
a coin is chipped,
only the form belonging to that is chipped and not [the form] belonging
to another 
Kar
s
apan
a. But the generic character of being a 
Kar
g
apan
a
coin is just one in all 
Kar
s
apan
a coins.

    "The generic character is itself difference" is also not correct.
Because the generic character reveals difference, it is separate with

    297

    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

    r/-

    same class. 
D
 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.

    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,

    ET O

    however, is identical.

    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
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    a piece of cloth". 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,

    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
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. ¥ith regard to those, the third is the view of
Ramanuja since it is very clearly accepted to be so by his saying
(&ri.B.Para,30.p,51 .): "cowness etc, is itself difference", and
(^rI.B.Para.31 ,p.52.): "Because 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
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.
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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
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 (3rT.B.Para.30.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.
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
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
zr-i
such perceptions.
The "perception which is not of an ordinary nature" (alaukika)
refers to the indeterminate perception of the "fourth state"
(
turxya-avastha
) (see 3.62.) and to the non-relational knowledge
acquired from the sacred texts (see 1.45. and comment).
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3.69. But what has been said (^rI.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
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"
(£.Bra.14.6.7.30.). Thus the situation is certainly the same. It was
mentioned previously (3. 62
)
 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.
c omment
The Veda is the means of knowledge about matters which fall outside
£ p
the scope of the perceptually based means of knowledge. 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 Upanigad texts which teach the nature of
Brahman and its identity with the individual soul. At such a time,
the apprehending mental mode (
antahkaranavrttyavacchinnam caitanyam
)^
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
object, the mental mode cannot objectify Brahman. It is said to be
non-relational or impartite (
akhandakara ,
) because there is no a
knover-known relation but only the knowledge that the object of that
mental mode is the essence of the knower.
3.71
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    3.71. But what has been said by those who do not tolerate that pots
etc. have no absolute reality ($rI.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 nonexistence 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
he 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.

    But in the case of the rope-snake etc., there is contradiction,
sublating and exclusion because the cognition of nonexistence 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"?
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    3.72. Among those, the first alternative belongs to the Madhyamikas
who are the exponents of emptiness. And that [first alternative] is
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. a
-paramartha
]
is logically possible when there is some thing which is absolutely
real. Not otherwise. Moreover in the teaching of emptiness, nothing
could 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

    chariots etc. existing in a dream which you accept as absolutely real,
if 
[y 
ou 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.
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    ■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(£>rl.B.Para.31 ,p.52f.Supra.): "But in the 
case
 of the rope-
snake 
etc."
 that the knowledge of the snake is negated. Thus the

    knowledge of the snake would be false. But in regard to the desired
conclusion, your very own statement (^rT.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 (Jsri .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.
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    3.74. Furthermore, for you who say (^ri.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

    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

    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 is no
knowledge of the supreme Self as it is and therefore there is no
negation [of the world which is capable of being negated]. So it is
equal.
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    3.76, [objection] [lou 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] (^ri.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,

    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" (Vis.P.2.
14.24.) 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. Abhyahkar
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.
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    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. Xou also have certainly said (^ri.B.Para.31

    p.53.)^ : "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] (^ri.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.
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    3.78. But what has been said (£>ri.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

    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.
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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

    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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 But what has been said 
(^ri.B.Para.32,p.53.:

    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
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 (^ri.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.
c omment

    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 (vr
ttijnana
).
Therefore the Advaitin does not contend that mental states consisting
of cognitions such as "I knew", memory, etc. are not eternal, not
self-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 (
anyonyasraya
). If awareness knows
itself, then there is the contradiction of the simultaneous relation
of subject and object (
karmakartrbhavavyaghata
). Hence the Advaitin
considers that mental states are illumined by awareness, but awareness
is self-evident and cannot be objectified.

    A remark concerning the aptness of Ramanuja's argument is necessary.
In the 
Mahapurvapak
sa, Ramanuja presented the Advaitins views with
admirable perspicuity. However in his refutation of the 
purvapak
ga,
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
.^
 Further instances of this will be noted in
the following pages.
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    3.81. What has also been said (^rx.B.Para.32.p.54.

    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 of ignorance and nothing else. With regard to that [existence
at the time of ignorance], the flower certainly has no existence so how
does its attribute exist and how a, 
fortiori
 is there knowledge of it?
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    3.82. What has been said (fsrl .B.Para.33.p.55,)^:

    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:

    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 .
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    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

    non-existence of universal awareness? The first is the desired
conclusion. ¥e 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.
c omment

    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

    70

    than awareness since everything else is insentient.
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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

    what is universal. Vith 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. Vhere
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 
as such
 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 "said. 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 a, 
fortiori
can there be the prior non-existence of awareness which is based upon

    that? For in universal awareness there is no heaven, no sky, no earth,

    nor the lover 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 tvo tvilight 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, neither knovership 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.

    -3.86. 
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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 there is no means of knowledge for its
existence. Then [if you say] that universal awareness Could not reveal

    its ovn 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] (l^rT.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

    Abhyankar puts forward three reasons against Ramanuja's contention
that the prior non-existence of awareness can be known by the noncognition 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 nonexistence 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. Vith regard to the prior non-existence 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 attribute.
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
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.
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    3.87. But what has been said (^ri.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 perceptual 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 (HsrT.B.Para .40 ,p .70,)' :

    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.

    Thus there is contradiction between the earlier and later portions of
your own work.
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    - 3.88, But what has been said (^ri,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

    the purport as to the meaning of self-luminosity has been told

    (cf. 3.86.)*
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    3.89. Vhat has also been said (Ssri »B,Para.34,p.57*);

    It cannot be said that in sleep, intoxication and
swoon, awareness shines forth completely alone, 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 noncognition 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]. For the word "fit" means
"this can be done". That has been told in the 
Bha
s
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,)

    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
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?
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    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] (^rl.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

    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 .
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    3.91. But what has been said (^rI.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, na] is grammatically
connected to the meaning of the verbal root "know" (jna), the negation

    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 (^rl.B.Para.35.p.58.)^
4
;

    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 (^rT.B.Para.

    34.p.
57.
Supra
.)T^-: "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.

    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-station"
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    3.92. Because the awareness which is free from objects has no
origination, there are no other modifications 
also.'
 Because other
modifications are not possible if there is no origination since they
are pervaded by origination. But what has been said (^rl.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 (
satkaryavada
), 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 origin is free from the
T8

    sixfold modifications' commencing with birth and ending with

    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 nonexistence, 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—
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    existent horns of a rabbit would be able to be destroyed.

    Ramanuja puts forward another argument. Advaitins hold that unlike
prior non-existence, Ignorance (
avidya
) is something positive in
nature (
bhavarupa
). 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.
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    3,93. But what has been said (3rT.B.Para.35.p.59.

    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],

    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

    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 Uhmanifest,
Mahat
 and 
Aharikara
.

    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 mirror. 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.

    Vhen 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 XJnmanifest 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 (^rl.B.Para.35.p,59.):
Though [it was said] (
Mahapurvapak
ga.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 (^rT.B.Para.36.
p.60.):
Consciousness is the illumining of some object to its
own locus solely through its own existence. Vhereas
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, selfluminosity, 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].
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. vr
tti.jnana
, 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
81
such as memory etc., is the unchanging substratum of all particular
awareness,
82 This awareness is not differentiated by anything because
everything has been superimposed on it. °o°
Vith 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 
pritna facie
 view.
Advaitins maintain that a thing which is known cannot be an attribute of
the knower, because it is an object of knowledge.^ 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
Advai.tin 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 (^ri.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 Sankhya 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. MTmamsakas] 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.
^TTOTHf I W =ST|!—
draper, 
^r4;, 
hwi
 (
^ Frl?r 
93
] %gi%r {
FrWTOTJIFJ fcptalwfcfPU (lo Fo 5
To
 vs) 5^1
3*11 3 35t 3T^73 SKPCPPtfftft: I <FFT
‘ «T %?j Mfl: ^!<
r
ti%' q?JTI3^fe^ I
d^rin Fffter (^Rkw^lsiFr 3 ^r f^r i
^TftcT %cq8jqR: F?R%3 2R: ’ I! ( 
foifo'Jo^ )
3.97. Furthermore, it is veil 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 "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 .1 6-17.
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 anything
established by you about avareness or not? If it
is, there would be partiality [toward your own
■views] If not, your effort has no result (Sam.Si.Para.37.p.113,)
is set aside,
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3.98. But what has been said (^ri,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
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 (3ri.B.Para.36.p,6l .); "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.
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The Self is indeed awareness which is universal.
That [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,
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3.100. But what has been said (^ri.B.Para.37-p.62.):
340
Something known as awareness, without a locus or an
object, is not possible because there is the absolute
non-cognition [of such a thing].
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,
earthenware dishes etc. Therefore that which is universal with regard to
everything is alone, in reality, the essential nature of the Self,
3 101
zw
 Mi: f% 
r wttMiti MM—
• sD
wr:
 l Mir: i »pn: I
*pfT 
rM
 I UTimni Ht: HRTR W Mi: 1 tfWFI
Mr: i rtMtM
 iripi 
itMit
 Mi: 1 
Umv:
 pi
wh-ih
 i 
uprirMt
 ^ nr M Mi:}
I 
mi
 ^ r 
mmi \
 <Nr f?-^it^KT q^r-
im: i ft t 
m
 J^TRPJ <R*tTO?:
l I 
w^, mwm{
 l
^IWWfP£TT%?TT 
mvv
 SR^WM: ^TUTF^ I
^r*i^
 i 
m
 ?i^t: I
mm
 q2RRp#j 
ms$% ^
 i
tpin
 fgj 
jr ?trr^pf 
m
 % 1 
*$rc<i
 ^iHRfrmN
’rfretf <TT^rmt% 
m§
 =r 
ymh it mtm
 i 
m
 wtr^sn 
m
mm
 i 
m
 faftittppns I 
r 
m ^
 sr^^i-
*rak, 
myn vffav, mrnyin ^
 ^ f^rt ^h,
mm ^
 WTIFITO q^'
s
4 R^Ff 
5
WFlf% i RTCFWT ^ FRPR
WJT^fFtFT: Rl^ROR^T^ 
*
 SRqRTRI ^ » (cTo ^ ? I ? I *0
WM W5?{
 I RTFfR^^'{r+;i*f ^ wrt-
mmzmw
4
tw^
mm
^^rifwir^
 ^^ranra: =*-
f^ra?#i g^tarrorfei ^ fetr i 
m ^
nm\
 i
3.101. If [you ask] what is a distinction and what is a universal? [reply]
It is said; the minute particles (
paraman
u) are the universal. The dyads
(
dvyapuka
) 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 universal 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
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.
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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^^advaitins 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
g
yartha
). The
primary meaning reveals the knower (
pramatr
) 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" (
sak
sT) of the presence and absence of
all mental events. It is only this implied meaning which is expressed in
\
O 
rj
such statements as; "I am Brahman" (Brh.1 ,4,10.)°‘ (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". Vith regard to the following
sentence;"This object (
yu
s
madartha
) does not depend upon an "I" like
the conventional expression "you"", the meaning is that the word "you"
(
yusmad
 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. yug
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".
3.103.
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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
 (&rI.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] (^ri.B.
Para,37.p.63.);
The statement that the knower, who is established [by
the cognition] "I know", is an object is contradicted
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
Ramanuja's view is that the sense of "I" is none other than the
inner-Self (&ri.B,Para.37.p.62.): "If the sense of "I" 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 Brahma 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
QQ
attribute and its possessor- is not contradicted.
00
 Thus it is
established: the sense of "I" is certainly not the Self, nor is it
inner.
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3.105. The "I-notion", which is a particular modification of the
Unmanifest, has also the logical possibility of being the "I-notion"
[literally the "I-maker"] for this very reason. Because this "I—notion",
on account of its proximity, manifests the individual soul as having
acquired "I-ness" although in reality it has not acquired "I-ness",
Because the etymology of the word "I-notion" has certainly been shown
by you also (£r:T,B.Para,45.p.81.); "having quoted the affix 
cvi
 in the
sense of becoming what was not previously".^ The "I—notion" is a direct
. . • 91
modification of the 
mahattattva
. The 
mahattattva
 is the intellect.
"I-ness" and "this-ness" are distinctions of the intellect. Therefore it
is correct that this "I-notion" which has acquired "I-ness" quite
innately, on account of its proximity, makes the individual soul acquire
"I-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
"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 "I-notion"
which is a particular modification of the Unmanifest. Furthermore, if
that is the case [i.e. "I-ness" is innate to the soul and the "I-notion"],
[then one could say that] the "I-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 "I-notion", And that is
not desired by you also. But if it is desired, because you hold that
there is the destruction of the "I-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 "I-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 "I—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 "I-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 "I-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", "I—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 "I-notion"
is indeed the particular modification of the Unmanifest and it is the
locus of that "I-ness". And that ["I-notion"] alone exhibits "I-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.
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3.108. In the state of liberation there is certainly not even the
cognition "I know
1
'. 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 words 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^h.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] (3rI.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.
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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] Xou 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 happiness". So there_is no persistence of Ihe 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
it is established that an undertaking toward liberation is only for the
total absence of sorrow.
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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:
muc
l 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
Vaiseijikas 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 Ramanuja too (3ri.B.Para.
82.p.190.). The relinquishment of the connection to what is agreeable
and disagreeable is because the object itself which has innate duality
355
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^h.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 3rl 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,
[we reply]: then if that is the case, because ascertaining pre-eminent
happiness is dependent upon ascertaining the total absence of sorrov,
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 for a person who is pierced 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
357
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 ($rr.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 (&ri.B.Para.37.p.62.):
If the sense of "I" is not the Self, the Self would not
be inner.,,
is set aside.
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    3.114. By this text (3rT,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.

    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.
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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 
tanmatras
 of sound etc.
subsequent to the beginning of creation and their dependence upon them
[the tanmatras] has been, told by the Sankhyas and is accepted by you
too. Vith 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 (^rT.B.Para.37.p.63.):
Therefore it is ascertained that the sense of
"I", who is certainly the knower, is the inner
Self.
Vith 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 "I-notion" which is a particular
modification of the Unmanifest, therefore knowership for both [the
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 knovership 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?" (Brh.
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
any
 
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^h.3.9.28. ).
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3,118. But what has been said (^ri.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.
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 tact of being one? In the first case, 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 he stated, a locus is certainly difficult 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
comparable to the substantive consciousness (
dharmibhutajSana
) of the self
and its effulgence 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.^ Hence Advaitins conclude that light is not other than
effulgence itself.
Even if a difference is allowed between light and effulgence, it is
further argued that the analogy is inapplicable because fire (
te.jas
)
possesses the component parts 
(avayava
) of effulgence and its possessor.
But if consciousness is in the form of the self who has consciousness
as its essence and its attribute, 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§-fcadvaitins view that consciousness has a twofold nature.
Firstly, he asks whether Ramanuja’s expression "one and the same" 
(ekam
eva
) 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.
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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
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 its 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
94
does not require a locus.
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3.420, Furthermore, by the text (^rT.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" (
jnaria
),
"comprehension" (
avagati
). "awareness" (
samvid
) etc.
It has an object, it is a particular attribute of the
self who is the experiencer and it is well known to
aJLl as having the self as its witness; "I know the pot",
"I understand this matter", "I am aware of the pot"
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],
Purthermore, the Knowledge which is a quality pertains to 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
example, both kinds of expression: "the pot is vhite", "there is a
white quality in the pot" are logically possible by just the one quality
vhite 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”
Fsupra
] is "distinguished by the numeral denoting the fact of being one",
[ve 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.
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        3.121. But what has been said (Jsrl.B.Para ,38.p.66„) •
The knowers of words and their meanings [grammarians]
say that the words "awareness” (
samvid
), "consciousness"
(anubhuti
), "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
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, [reply] it is exactly the same for me as well. It has
certainly been told previously that the Self is indeed awareness 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 Kaower. Even the knower is not by nature manifesti. 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 "I-notion" which manifests Knowledge. On account
of this, that refutation which was done by conceiving another explanation
of "not inert" in the text beginning (£jrI.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.
has been answered. Thus the cognition which refers to the Self in the
manner; "I know" is only error. Khowership 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
ga (Para,27.p.43.) it is stated that awareness,
which is self-manifest by nature, is the Self because awareness is not
inert (
a.jad
a). 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 definition is invalid because there is
over extension in the case of the light of a lamp, far that too is
manifest solely on account 
of
 its own existence.
However this definition is not acceptable to the Advaitin. Abhyankar
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
is dependent upon superimposition.97
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3.122, Awareness, in reality being without an object and a locus,
appears as a knower on account of error just as a pearl-oyster appears
98
as silver. But what has been said (s5ri.B.Para.39.p.67 ,68,):
This is not correct. If that was the case, the sense of
"I", i.e, the experiencer, would be recognized in coexistence with experience: "I am awareness". Just as
silver etc. are in the form of the shining substances etc.
existing before the eyes. But here, this awareness certainly
appears as separate and qualifies another thing, the sense
of "I", like a staff qualifies Devadatta. To elaborate:
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 effecting of the cognition: "I am awareness"
is certainly not 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," Becaus
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
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 "X" 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.
c omment
■Ramanuja says Hie sense of "I" in the statement "I experience" is
in co—existence , i.-e. apposition 
(samanadh.ikaraq.ya
) with experience.
Abhyankar states that the sense of "I", which is superimposed, cannot
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
. which is negated
at the time of everyday life 
(vyavahara
). 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
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 (^rJ.B,Pana,40.p..68. )^*

    Even the awareness which is accepted as the Self
would be false. Because the cognition [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 very 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
ga (Para.27.p,43.) the Advaitin has argued that

    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 because it is based upon, the erroneous 'presumption 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 correct.
Because the conviction that: "awareness is the Self" occurs only to one
who does not have that erroneous presumption.^^*

    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.
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.
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    3.124, But what has been said (^ri.B.Para,40,p,69,

    Knowership is not logically possible for the "I-notion"
which is of the nature of the internal—organ. Because
like the body, the "I-notion" which is of the nature of
the internal-organ is associated with insentiency, it
has the nature of being a modification of 
prak
r
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.

    That is not so. Because the ordinary Knowledge relating to pots etc, is
an action pertaining to the mind, it is a particular mental modification
and it is a transformation of the 
mind
 in the form of the respective
object, knowership 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 not a knower, because it does not undergo transformation."

    knowership is not the nature of being the locus of the quality of
Knowledge. In grammar, the agent affix (trc_) 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 
prakrti
 , being an object of knowledge,
being outward-and for the sake of others 
etc.,
 nevertheless, there is no

    373

    negating factor in the acceptance of its dissimilarity as a knover. 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.
c omment

    In respect of knovership, the Advaitins position (see 1 .51 . and
comment) is that the Self is not in reality a knover. Knovership occurs
due to the mutual superimposition of the Self and the internal-organ
(
antahkarap
a). The internal-organ possesses a tvofold modification;
the first is a mental modification in the form of the subject 
(afaamvrtti
)
and the other is the transformation into the various cognitions
(idamvrtti
) vhich are objects to the knowing subject. The internal-organ
possessing the modification in the form of the subject is called the

    f .

    "I-notion" (
ahankara
) and the internal—organ possessing the modification
in the form of other cognitions is called "mind" (
manas
).^^ The statement
that "I knov" is the result of a mutual superimposition; the "I—notion"
acquires sentiency on account of the superimposition of the avareness
vhich is the Self and the Self becomes referable by the individual sense
of "I" due to the superimposition of identity vith the "I-notion". This
superimposition is the pre-condition for all ordinary relations
(
vyavahara
). Folloving 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", vith the mind. The
expression: "I am a man" is due to the mutual superiraposition of the Self,
qualified by the "I—notion", vith the body."* ^

    Ramanuja maintains that knovership is intrinsic to the self. Abhyankar
replies that knovership cannot be intrinsic , for knovership means "being
the locus of the action of Knovledge". Because cognitions are constantly
changing in accord vith 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 vould not be a permanent entity,

    Ramanuja vill nov proceed to argue that knovership cannot be identical
to the "I-notion" because the latter is an object of knovership in the
same vay as the physical body is an object of knovledge. Abhyankar
responds by saying that a single entity can be both the knover and the
object of knovledge if it possesses parts. Since the internal-organ
consists of mental modifications, there is no contradiction in the relation

    of knower and known with respect to the mental modes.
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    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] (^rl.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.
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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] (3ri,B.Para.40,p,69.
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 
fsupra
] that
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 ^.
3.128. ^
^nt^STrPTT I |
mj
‘vTRTIW'T
 3-l!1^57n^Rr i
SZRWRT q (STRIc ^)-
wrft
 i ?r<fr mq:
| ^W^TWqbfifq
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. Fe 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] (£rx,B,Para,41.p,7l,):
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.)
is set aside.
It should not be said that: even the ordinary Khovledge, 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.
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    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] (j3rT,B.Para,4l .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 ovm accord. Thus the palm of
the hand does not manifest [the rays] since it is
the cause for their abundance only.

    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
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    '3.130. But vhat has been said (^ri.B.Para.41 .p.72. );

    Of vhat nature is the manifestation which is brought
about by the "I-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

    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
)^ ^ which illumines the internal—organ and is also
manifested by the internal-organ in the form of the cognizer (
ahamvytti
)
and the various types of cognition (
idamvrtti
).

    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
ga). Abhyankar will reply that the mental modification
(v
rtti
). 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 v
^tti
.

    3.131 .
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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
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 "I-notion”,
having become the locus, is said to be the manifesting agent of this
ordinary Knowledge. The nature of manifesting agents is to manifest

    [things] as located in themselves [i.e. in the manifesting agent].

    But; what has been said (5ri,B.Para.42,p,74.

    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,
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    3.132. A mirror etc. too manifests a face etc. only as located within
itself. But what has been said (3rl.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 (£rl,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

    to the absence of "I-ness" in consciousness, being "inner" exists in
the form of the essential nature which illumines without dependence
upon another thing.

  
    3
*
133
' 1% 
WTRt 
wmw
 ^ I ww. I sw 
wn
T-

    5W 
WWW
 I ^ (wmft-

    r^rr^r 
w- 
mwm
 
tRt
 1 sTfti^imr-
w\\ \ ww^
 i l

    W WW'WW
 HHTT%W*T?i ! f% ^ 
JfR
 ^wr

    w:A
 ;

    wn
 l 
w ^ m

    I 
W^\SWW WWtfW
 TO<ra-

    wwmw wxi xw'<m
 3 <^i^nw5-

    ww
 wr 
mw
t; i%
v
% j 
tWpsht 
www(
 ^rwnw^-

    xmf?rn^^TR wRafa^i 
mww ww

    qpT 
W %
 h^PiT 
ww
 i%wTq^wj; 
1

    3.133. Furthermore, "I-ness" is not the essential nature of the Self.
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

    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, Jsikhandin practised penance for killing Bhi^ma", the mere
existence of the one who had been cognized as ^ikhandin 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 "^ikha^Jin".
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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 (^ri.B.Para.43,p,76.):

    If the negation "not anything" refers to everything,

    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 myself". 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 (5ri,B,Para,43.p.77.) :

    "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 (^rl.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
me aning

    is, on the contrary, for the ridicule only of himself [Ramanuja],
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    3.135. But what has been said (£r!.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 Panini
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.Su.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",

    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.
c omment

    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 real. The mode of reasoning is based upon the principle of
"continuity and discontinuity" (
anvayavyatireka
)J^ 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

    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

    ^ H H C

    Prajna. 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,

    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
.^ ^ 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.

    Prom 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
"I" 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
knover and known certainly does not exist so how could there be a
cognition as the sense of "I"? But in the state of one who is liberated
while living, even though the sense of "I" appears, nevertheless that
[sense of "I"] 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 "I"] like
there is for a bound person [i.e. the bound person may believe that a
liberated person should not have the sense of "I"], because there is the
ascertainment: though this "I-ness" appears in the individual soul, it
is not innate as it is only based upon the connection with the "I-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.

    [objection] Just as the ordinary relations are seen in this
manner for Janaka 
etc,,
 they are not seen in that manner for f3uka 
etc.

    ¥hat is the difference?

    [reply] Just as even among bound souls a difference is seen in
accordance with previous mental impressions: only some shov 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
* ^

    m 
1
 SRT^fqqTrwt » ( 
v\° $
 1 
\ }R)

    * > (jfto i 
\c
 ) ^

    srnmr sw# I *

    51% i ) sqqiK-

    cT^ I 
(
mm'.

    (
'
4
m°
 1° q° 
c
 ) 1 
1
 s ^

  ^ 
1
 (Hvq»
qw*NHT^ i #Fp7r I 
\%
 g ^nq qr: 
m
* 
wt
 ^BTnqigq^ l gR

        
        [image: Picture #98]
        

        smw
 ^^icrwmi 
U
 u
3.137.
 The sense of "I-ness" such as: "I was Manu" (Brh.1 
.4.10.,
 cited in
^n.B.Para.45 
,p,79.) etc.
 is logically possible for Vamadeva 
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
according to the way of the world. Thus the conventional expression
preceeded by "I-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 "I-ness" in the state of the person who is desirous of
liberation does not establish "I-ness" in the state of liberation. On
account of this, what has been said (3r:T.B.Para.44.p,78.
If there is no persistence of the sense of "I" in
liberation, the destruction of the Self would only
be stated in another manner
etc., is set aside.
But what has been said (^rI,B.Para.44.p,78.);
The inner-self manifests only as "I" 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 "I-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.
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3.138.
Brahman has scripture as its means of knowledge
The scripture negates perception. There is a real
cognition even from vhat is unreal. The scripture
operates in itself, 15.
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3.139. Even this very scripture such as: "there is no diversity here
vhatsoever" (B^h.4.4.1 9., Ka-fcha,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
Prayaga and he vent far avay. 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 vrong 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 Sankara, at the conclusion of the comment to 1.2,
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    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

    393

    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" (Brh.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 (^ri.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

    that the scripture communicates an entity from which
all distinctions are removed when the innate impression
of difference is ascertained as a defect
must he understood as incongruous.
comment

    In the 
Mahapurvapakg
a (Fara.1 9.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 (
para
) 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’' (doga) 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" (Brh.4,4,1 9.) 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 
differenced^
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    3.141. But the effecting of the defect (^ri.B.Para.46 .p.82f. )^0.

    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]

    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
1 21

    required for the sake of the operation of the scripture. Because the
operation of the scripture is impossible without the connection of the
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 c ontrary nature.
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    3.142. It should not be said that: the sacred text; "He who is all
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
Arundhati",
1
 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.
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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] (^ri.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 removed the others, ceases instantly just of itself. Because in
the scripture itself it is said: "the Vedas are not Vedas" (B^h.4,3.22.).
For example the powder of the cleaning nut
1
^ , 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
(
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 Upaniijad 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.)
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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
is not mistaken in respect of the object
3.145.
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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
[Visig-^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
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 (^ri.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 nonduality 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].
3.146
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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.
But what has been said (3rl.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 (^rT.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. 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.
saguiiabrahman
, 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
1
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qualified by the adjunct.
-3.147.
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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 inauspiciousJ ^ But what has been said (^ri.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
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. 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 (3rT.B.Para.47.p,85.) is
that while the knowledge which arises in dream is false, since it is
found to be so upon waking, it can nonetheless give rise to the
1 29
ascertainment of real auspicious or inauspicious future events. 
7
 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.
Ramanuja 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 (£ri.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 Ramanuja] 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] which 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
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
(^rx,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
Abhyahkar 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, Abhyahkar seeks to
show that whatever is excluded involves Ramanuja in contradiction.
3.149.
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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 (£ri.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 (3ri.B.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 (&ri,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".
-3.150.
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    3.150. This is another example of a real ascertainment from vhat 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 
unrealBut
 what has been said
(3ri.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

    . 
131

    impossible".

    [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? Therefore the dispute which is under

    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 he a means" is incongruous. Even
the indefinable horn of a hare etc, is certainly the cause for its
imagination.

    -
3.151
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3.151. But if it is said (^ri.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]
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 he 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 Panini 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 and au are called v
rddhi
" (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
, 
cinea
 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 (^ri.B.Para.47.p.87.):
The cognition of a real ox is even from the outline
of an ox, being based upon similarity.
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
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3.152. Furthermore, having stated this [the Advaitins position] (3rI.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] (^rT.B.Para.48.p,88.
33
;
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
411
a scripture vhich is false is [itself] false, the
object of that [knowledge] also, i,e, Brahman, is
false.
That is not so. For instance in the text (£rl.B.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.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 (cf., 3.139-140.) 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.] (^n.
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
has as its qualifying attribute the quality of smoke vhich 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 vhich is
of a similar nature to smoke.
Furthermore, you say (3ri.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 vhich 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^advaitins 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.
-
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        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 maimer:
"that did not exist even at the time of its cognition", that negated
object is unreal. Therefore the fire w
T
hich 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
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 (^ri,B.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,
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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
416
reality; what has been said (^rl.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.
3
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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 required 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: ">ty 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" (E^h.4,4,1 9., Ka^ha.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
a
pudit sutra
 (P.S.1.1.69.) in itself. Because the a
nudit 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
not 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
characteristic of what is to be explained. For this very reason, in
grammar, the revered Paqdni made the operation of 
sutras
 such as; "for a
final 's' and for the of 
sa.ju
s, ’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 
sutra
 is also
operative in the 
sutra
]. 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" (Bph.4.4.1 9., Ka-fcha.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 Upanigads, the
Bhagavadgita
 and the 
Brahmasutras
 and also from the Vig
nupuran
a. Abhyankar
accordingly takes up the examination of these passages.
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3.160. But what has been established by the text (^ri.B,Para.48.p.89.)
beginning with: "by the knowledge of one thing...", is that the sacred
texts such as; "My dear, existence alone" (Ch.6.2.1.) etc. teach about
an entity possessing distinction. In regard to that, it is said:
These sacred texts; "fty 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. "My dear, this was existence alone in the beginning, one alone,
without a second" (Ch.6.2.1.) is cited in the 
Chandogyopani
g
ad
. "Then
there is the higher [knowledge] by which that Imperishable is attained"
(Mu.1.1.5.) is cited in the Mun
flakopani
g
ad
. "Brahman is real,
Knowledge, limitless" (Tai.2.1.1.) is cited in the 
Taittirlyopani
g
ad
. 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].
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 evasit
). The state prior to the world is made known by this sacred
text through the statement; "this was,,.in the beginning".
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3-.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^h.1 .4.10.). Because there
the word "Self" and the word "Brahman" are mentioned. In accordance with
that, here too, only the Self is fit to be understood by the word
"existence".
[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.l.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" (Brh.4,4,25.). And those who rely solely
on the sacred texts must accept everything only according to the sacred
texts.
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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]
424
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" (^v.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,^'’ 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.^^ 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 "Ify 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^^advaitins] 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
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,
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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.,,"
1 37
(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*
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" (Brh.2.4.1 
2.).
 But you too have certainly accepted that.
Furthermore, if that which is qualified is considered to he the
Self, the injunction: "My dear, the Self should indeed be seen" (Brh.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 he;
"a part of the Self" there would he implication.
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3..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
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 
sutra
: "[Brahman] is the material cause..."
(B.S.1,4.23.) , is not possible if that which is alone [i.e# without
connection] is considered to he 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;
"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" (Brh.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].
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3.168. Furthermore, the sentence: "existence alone" (Ch.6.2.1.) is
mentioned to logically demonstrate the meaning of vhat had been
previously stated; "Through vhich, vhat is unheard becomes heard, vhat
is not thought becomes thought of, vhat is unknown becomes knovn" (Ch.6.
1.3.). There [in the above sentence], by this [vord] "Through vhich"
there is the recollection of the instruction connected vith the vord
"that" in the previous sentence: "did you ask for that instruction?". The
vord "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- vhich is being taught.
And it is an instrumental derivation signifying the scripture vhich 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 vhich gives the meaning of the object. Because teaching or the
means for that can produce the knovledge of everything only by producing
the knovledge of vhat is to be taught.
Furthermore, only vhen the derivation which gives the meaning of
the object is accepted is the sameness of meaning gained vith this
sentence: "indeed my dear, vhen the Self is seen, i.e. vhen it is heard,
reflected upon and knovn, all this is known" (Brh.4,5.6.) vhich is
located within another sacred text and vhich has this [meaning of the
object] as its purport. Because there, it is very clearly told that the
knovledge of everything is to be gained from the knovledge of an entity
in the form of the Self vhich is being taught. In accordance vith that,
the sameness of meaning in the manner that: the knowledge of everything
is to he 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
Mupd
aka
 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 been asked: "when what is known?".
3,169.
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    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

    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"
(
vi.jnana
). 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" (B^h.4,5.6.) is said in the B
rhadaranyaka
 sacred text which was

    previously cited 
[cf,, 3,168,].
 Thus what is the scope of the sacred text:

    "Through which, what is unheard,.,
1
' (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.

    3.170.
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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
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.
3,171
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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
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 knowledge 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.

    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.
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    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" (
sat
) is brought about by
the affix 
satr
 [i.e, at] to the verbal root 
asa
 ["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

    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 
brahman
a such as Devadatta through the context etc. here:

    "this one alone is a 
brahma
na", Yajnadatta is certainly not separated
by the word "alone". Because he too is qualified by the attribute of
being a 
brahman
a which determines the reason for the use of the word
"
brahman
a". 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.

    3.174.
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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 he
gained by the higher knowledge is said as: "Imperishable". Imperishable
(akg
ara
) means it does not perish (na kg
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 Angiras] 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]
beings (Mu.1 .1 
.6,).
 
^9

    "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

    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 Angiras] shows this; "which is the source

    of [all] beings
1
'. "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. "The wise" 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,

    / \ 1 40

    there is no one smaller or greater than which (Mu, 1.1.7.).
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.

    . l
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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 isj 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" (
sat
) has pure "is-ness" as its reason for use. Vhere 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 the
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

    everything.

    comment

    The statement* "among the things which indicate (
nirupaka
)
[existence]", refers to expressions like: "the pot is", "the cloth is",
"the pot has existence" etc. In such statements, the pot is the
substantive (
vise
g
ya
) while existence is the qualifying attribute
(
vise
sana) which is universal to all the particulars such as pot and
cloth etc.
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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

    world; "This was indeed Brahman" (Bijh.l .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.
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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
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. Tou
[Ramanuja] too have certainly accepted that the two words "is" and "real"
are synonyms when you said (3rT.B.Para.70.p.159.): "Here, "real" and
"unreal" (Vis.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 he 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 
lyu
t^ 
^
 is not prescribed in the sense of an agent. But
-142
the statement of the author of the 
Vi
g
ayavakyadipika
 
;
 "the word
"Knowledge" (jnana) is 
&c_
 [aj ending, among the class of words beginning
with 
arsas"
 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 (
gunabhuta.jnana
), 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 ,jSana
) 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 ($rx,B,
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 
lyut
 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 
lyuf
 (
ana
)’' ^ in the formation of
the word 
,jfiana
 (
jna
 + 
ana
 - jnana) is used in the sense of the verbal
root (
bhave
); "what is known is knowledge" (
jnayate iti jnanam
) or in the
sense of the instrument of an action (
karag
a): "knowledge is what is
known through which" (
.jnayate anena iti .jnanam
), However the affix is not
specifically prescribed in the sense of knowership,
3
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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] Vhat is the reason for espousing more than one
definition?
[re 
ply] 
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
'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." 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," 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.
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3.181. But what has been said (£rT,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.].
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 (&ri.B.Para.48.p.90.);
The grammarians say that grammatical apposition is
the reference of words, which have different reasons
1 46
for their application, in the one object.
That is not so. Because in the 
jjabdendusekhara
, the foremost among
grammarians, Nagojxbha^a, has very clearly refuted grammatical
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
thing]"J 
^
The author of the 
Tyakaranamahabha
g
ya
 has given the counter
illustration; "0 Aghnye, goddess Sarasvatl" for this [word]; "expressing
a common property" in the 
sutra
; "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
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,
Kaiyata 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".^® Thus the sacred text;
"real, Knowledge" is established as teaching an entity which is free from
distinction.
comment
Ramanuja maintains that grammatical apposition (
samanadhikaranya
)
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"
should be understood in their primary sense as denoting the attributes of
1 51
Brahman. Advaitins, however, consider that these words define Brahman
through implication (
lak
gapa). 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. 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.
3.182. '■N rv *s r*
3.182. 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.
3.183.
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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 (^rT,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.
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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 vord "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
"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.
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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.
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.
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    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: "My 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 wor Id]. 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

    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.
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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" (
eva
) 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
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"; ">fy 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.
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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
belonging to oneself in: "accompanied by a sword he followed the Pandava"
"when my father, together with a bow, bears the brunt of the battle, what
is the occasion for fear?" (VenTsam.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 
Te 
jobinduffa
nissad
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

    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 correlate 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
stick used in fashioning the
the idea of multiple causes,
idea of difference belonging
which does not have anything

    many causes such as the pot maker, the
pot, etc. The statement: "one alone" removes
The word; "without a second" removes the
to the cause which is "not active" i.e.
to do with causality.
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    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 Visiftadvaitins 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

    through the knowledge of the entity expressed hy 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.

    3.191

    3.191

    mi
 men

    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,
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3,192, But what has teen said (£rI.B.Para.49.p.91 .) :
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.
That is not so. Because it is the desired conclusion. For the exponents
of 
mava
 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 meaning^ ^ 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
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 (^rl.B.Para. 49 .p.92 , ;
a statement [teaching] freedom from qualities
relates to the qualities which are to be given
up as they pertain to 
prakrti
 [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 (£rT.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" (Cu.7.)
3.193.
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3.193. But what has heen said (3rl.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", "whose 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.)
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
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 vise people must indeed ascertain:
hov 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" (
sagu
na)
or is the "possessor of qualities" (
gunavan
). 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
g
ata
) (Ch.6,3.2.) is connected
with qualities such as "whose desire is true" (
satyakamah
) (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.
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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 (Brh.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 (£rI.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 [bl iss].
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        ■3.195. But what has been said (^rl.B.Para.50,p.94.);
This sacred text; "He who knows the bliss of
Brahman" (Tai.2.9.1.) tells with great attention
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.
■3.196.
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‘ 3.196, But what has been said (^ri.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]
vipascita brahma
pa 
saha sarvan kaman 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
Brahman? The word "desire", however, is not conventionally used in the
sense of qualities. Xou too have certainly accepted this by showing the
etymological connection: "Desires (
kamah
) 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".
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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".
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 Hirai^yagarbha 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, 
kama
 = 
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" (sa 
na veda
). Because Brahman is certainly
"unknown" (
avijnatam
) "for those who know" (
vijanatam
) 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" (
vijnatam
) "for those who do not know" (
avijanatam
) 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
'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] (Jsri .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.
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        3,199. But what has been said (lari.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". Because Brahman is
without limit.
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 (^rI.B.Para.518,
p.1007.)
1 57
.-
because in the expectation of a locus of separation,
i.e, "from what do they rise up?" in relation to the
sacred text; "his 
pranas
 do not rise up" (Bph.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 
pranas
] ,
is to be understood even as the locus of separation
because it is [more] contiguous than the body which is
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.
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3.200. Accordingly, the sacred text: "You cannot see the seer of seeing"
(Brh.3.4.2.) negates a seer distinct from seeing. But the explanation of
this sacred text (^ri.B.Para.50.p.96.
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 vhat, n^y dear, can one know the knower?"
(B^h,2.4.1 4,) is figurative.
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 knower7'’ 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.
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- 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: "There is
no diversity whatsoever here. He who sees diversity, as it were, here,
goes from death to death" (Brh.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
see and through what?” (Brh.4.5.1 5.) etc. But what has been said (3rI.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: (l) 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 vorld 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] (^rI.B.Para,51 ,p,98. ^ •
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
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
 * f% ^ TRrfwr * q ^
fwTt 
tthtI i 
wm wmm
 %c-
mm
 l 
v
 ^ 
mm
 wrfe%wrr l
TOtrRriqt 
mm
^TThT ^ ™
m 
mu
 1
l ft q
I 
^
 j 
ft mmrnm&r
I
1
 
m
 ft 
mm
 nf^n: wnn» (.f ° v i s I,
•?H) ‘ 
m mm t
 > 
(|«»
•V I s l 
\\
 ) 
^mfcm mfkm
 ^ I
■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
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" (B^h,4.5-.1 5.)
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?"
(Byh.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.
*1 AO
But what has been said (Jirr .B.Para. 51 .p.98,) :
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 "
ta.j.jalan
", occurring in the prior portion: "All this
is indeed Brahman. The origination, absorption and sustenance [of the
world] is due to that [Brahman] (
ta.j.jalan
)
11
, denotes the predicate. Vith
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
Brahman, 
Lam
 means "it resolves". An 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 [Br
ahman
]
11
 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.
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-3.205. But the diversity made known by the word "all", which denotes the
subject, does not present a cause at all. 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
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] (£>ri.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".
3.206.
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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 "an interval" or "a hole". 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 
sutras
 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
1
 
pi
). Because "everywhere"
(
sarvatra
) in the sacred texts such as: 
"Soundless(Katha.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 "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 
Dak
s
asmrti
 :
This is in relation to the highest truth: there
is no duality and nor even is there non—duality (Daksasm.7.46.).
But the explanation of that 
sutra
 
(B.S.3.2.11,),
 (drl,B,Para.401 .
p.810.)
1
 
64
.
Not even a trace of imperfection is possible "for the
supreme" (
parasya
) Brahman, "even on account of place"
(
sthanato
’
pi
) 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 
[sutra
] is
a statement of negation, Yhat 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,
3 • 208« 
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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 
Oita
 beginning with:
"He who knows me, the great Lord of the worlds, to be unborn and
beginningless" (0.10.3.) have been cited (^ri.B.Para.52,p.100.) as
teaching that Brahman possesses distinction. Vith 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
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.)
(^ri,B.Para,52.p
#
100.) etc., nevertheless they are only based upon
connection with the primary matter (
prakrti
) 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.
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- 3.209. The collection of sentences beginning with: "0 sage, He transcends
the primary matter of all beings, its modifications and defects such as
qualities etc." (Vis? .P.6.5 .83») , which are located in the Yis
pupuran
a,
have been cited (^ri.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
Yis
nupurap
a itself;
That which is unmanifest, undecaying, inconceivable,
unborn, changeless, indescribable, formless and which
does not possess hands and feet etc. (Yi§.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.).
3.210.
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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 Vig
nupuran
a 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 (Vig.P.1.4.39.).
Knowledge is indeed the highest reality. The
dualists see things falsely (Vig .P.2.1 4.31 .) ,1^5
"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 
brahman
a], had the
understanding of the highest reality and abandoned
[the view of] difference (Yig.P.2.1 6,24.).
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
Vig
pupura
na; "Knowledge is indeed the highest reality. The dualists see
things falsely" (Yig .P.2 .1 4,31 .) must be incongruous.
3,211
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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 Vig
pupuran
a. For instance (3rT.B.
Para.52.p.1 01 ,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 "
ga
" is the "leader", "mover"
and "creator" (Vi§.P.6.5.73.).
[The tvo 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]1^: teaching the meaning of the
component parts of the word "
bhagavat"
, he [the sage Parasara] tells the
meaning of the letter "
bha
" as "preparer". The word "
bha
" is established
in the affix "<^a" [being added] to the verbal root bhr. 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 
11
 ga" as the "leader". The word "ga" is established in the
affix "da"[being added] to the verbal root 
gam
 which ends in [the causative]
"ni". "Leader" means the one who causes stability. "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 tvo 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 "da" [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"
means in its entire body. In the addition of the affix "
kvip
"^^8 to the
verbal root 
tyaj(a)
 in the sense of "he gives up the qualities to be
abandoned", the mere consonant, in the form of the letter "t" , remains
upon the elision of the portion beginning with "y" on account of being
included in the group of words beginning with prs
odara
.^^ And that letter
"_t" is the final for the word "
bhagavat
" . And so because the supreme Self
can be directly expressed by the word "
bhagavat
11
 , the possession of
distinction must certainly be accepted in reality.
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3,212, [reply] This is certainly not the case. Because there is the
statement that the word "
bhagavat
" 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 ,)
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 he adhered to that the description of the Self as possessing
distinction, which is seen in the 
Puranas
 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.J.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 (tsri.B .Para. 53 .p.106.);
In this context [vis.P.6.7.], having declared 
yoga
 as
the sole remedy for worldly existence and having stated
the component parts of 
yoga
 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, Vig^u, [has two forms]...
and ending with (&ri.B.Para.53.p.1 06.):
the embodied form, which is established by Vedanta
[passages] such as "the colour of the sun" 
etc., is
said to be the "auspicious locus"
is set aside. Because there is no negating factor in accepting that even
vhat pertains to ordinary relations can be an "auspicious locus".
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3.213. Here too;
[l bow to that Vi^nu] who is, in reality, of the
nature of Knowledge and who is absolutely pure.
That [Vi^jju] is indeed determined to be a physical
entity on account of erroneous vision (Vi^.P.I 
.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
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 (^rT.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§nu] 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§nu] is indeed
[determined] to be a physical entity" it is said; "the pearl-oyster is
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..,"]. And so hereto. 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 Vis
nupuran
a by teaching the identity [of Vi^nu
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.I.1.9.).

    The affix 
mayat
 in: "consists of what?" is in the sense of modification J 71
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

    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 [Viijnu] brings about the
sustenance and destruction of this world, and he is the world" (Viij.P.I.
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 Yi^^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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 But what has been said (^ri.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 [Vigpu], Because
the grammatical apposition: "and he is the world" is
the answer to the question: "consists of what?". The
affix 
mayat
 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 
pranamaya
 [which is taken
as meaning 
pran
a 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; "Vignu alone".

    Therefore 
mayat
 is in the sense of "abundance" according
to; "The affix 
mayat
 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 [Vignu] since it
is the body of that [visnu], 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 Brahman.
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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]^^: "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] "
prakrti
" is used in the 
sutra
. And the word "
prakrti
"
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 
lyap
t "having beheld the son".F3 p
n
 the 
Brahmasutra
 too;

    "[Brahman is] the material cause (
prakrti
) as well..." (B.S.1.4.23.), the

    word "
prakrti
" 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.
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    Because the locus of the "first manifestation" is not the material cause.

    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
r
tti
. And so [the statement]: "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
r
tti"
 (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

    1
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    performance of the auxiliary ritual once only is called 
tantra
. ' The
repetition of the auxiliary ritual, once for each of the principal rituals,
is avrtti.

    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.

    3.217. ‘ WTO WH
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    3.217. [The statement]: "The affix 
mayaf
 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 
mayat
. Even if the affix 
mayat
 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?
1
, 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 
mayat
 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 
mayat
 conveys its own meaning
there is no logical impossibility for the answer; "and he is the world".
Because in the question ["what does the world consist 
of?"],
 "world" is the

    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 
mayat
 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.
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    3.218. But what has been said (^rT,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
of the erroneous world?", there should be only a single

    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 (EsrT.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 (£ri.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§^u] as its Self" and therefore there is no primary
signification.

    But those statements in the sacred texts, 
sutras
 and Puranas such
as: "Two birds..." (Mu.3.1.1.) 
etc.,
 which are adduced as the means of
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    knowledge for the difference between the individual soul and Brahman
(^ri.B.Para.57.p.11 
6f«),
 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.

    NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE: 
VlSlST£DVAITAMAT5NUPAPATTI
.

    1 . The 
Siddhantadarsanam
 is a 
sutra
 vork which attempts to

    reconcile the view of Sankhya and Vedanta. It is said to have
been composed by Vyasa, though M. Lai Sandal in. his introduction
to the text dismisses this opinion and suggests that the work
was composed after the fourteenth century, cf., M, Lai 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 Snandasrama
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
ga the former takes precedence,

    Cf. , P.K, Gode and C.G. Karve (ed) 
Prin. Vaman Sivaram Apte
,

    The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary
. Revised and enlarged
ed. 1957. Kyoto. 1978, p.926. Also, G.A. Jacob, 
A Handful of
Popular Maxims current in Sanskrit literature
. Second ed.

    Reprint, Delhi. 1983. p.80.

    5. Cf,, B.S.3. 2.1.14. p.373, line 5ff.

    6. Read adrgte. The 
avagraha
 in the text has been added by the
translator.

    7. In the 
Gitabhasya
 6.8, Sankara distinguishes between 
,jnana
 and
vijnana
 in this manner: "jnana is the thorough knowledge of the
things told in the scripture. 
Vi.jnana
 is bringing about the
experience for oneself that what has been known from the
scripture is 'indeed in that manner'."

    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 Sankara's alternative explanation, Cf.,
Ch.^.8.14,1. p,604, line 4.

    10. B.S.Jd,
 1,1.1. p.27, line 1, Sari.B.I .1 .1 , Para.2. p.2.

    11. B.S.3.1 .1 .1 . p.34, line2,

    12. Ramarayakavi, 
£rl ^ankarasankarabhagyavimarsah
. Guntur, 1953. p,4.

    13. Baudhayana. Cf., Karmarkar. Introduction, p.xx.

    14. This view is put forward in the 
£rutaprakasika
. U, VTraraghavacarya
(ed.) 
Brahmasutra-^rlbhagya withSrutaprakasika
. Vol.1. Madras.
1967. p.24.

    15. Abbreviation of the JsriT.B. text,

    16. Cited in the 
Srutaprakasika
, p.24.

    17.

    Ramaraya, 
op-cit
,, p.4, line 15f. p.6, line 25f.
U. 1 .18.174.

    18.

    19.
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    26.

    27.

    28.

    29.

    30.

    31 .

    32.

    33.

    34.

    ibid
., 1 .18.199.

    Adaptation of the ^ri.B. text to convey the meaning more succinctly.

    This statement is based upon &fh.!SS. 4.4.21. p.928, line 27.

    "Remembrance is knowledge which is produced only through a
mental impression caused by a previous experience.” Tati.Paral8.
p.11 .

    The latter interpretation is according to Sankara. B.S.^. 4.1.12.
p.844,- line 4.

    Cf,, gloss upon this verse by Earxdharasvamin,

    These are enumerated in J.S. 3.3.14.

    Slight adaptation of £rI.B. "tegam" has been substituted by
udgitadyupasananam
.

    Vedantakalpalatika
, 
op-cit
., p,80.

    Tai.Js. 2.1. p.285, line 14ff.

    ibid
., line 14,

    ibid
., line 14,

    The meaning of the maxim is that a positive statement (
vidhi
) or
a negation (
ni
g
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
g
ya
), is without agentship
then the ascription of agentship must go to the internal-organ
which is the attribute (
vise
gapa). 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.

    Cf., the commentary of Rangaramanuja, 
TaittirTya-Aitareya-Chandogya
Upani
g
ad Bha
g
ya by fari Ranga Ramanuja Muni with the Pari
g
kara of
U. VTraraghavacarya
. Madras. 1973. p.45.

    This statement is made by Ramanuja in the 
Mahapurvapaks
a. Para.24,
p.40.

    Adaptation of the ^rl.B.

    Suggestion (
vyanjana
) is considered to be a separate mode of
signification in the poetic treatises. The Naiyayikas include it
within implication (
lak
gapa). 
Cf.,
 
Vedantakalpalatika
, 
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
vhich are in accord vith the modes of reasoning established in the
vorld.

    37. V.P. p.114.

    38. 
ibid
. , pi 15.
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ibid
. , p.114. Tai.3. 2.1.
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ibid
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op—cit
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    43. Ramaraya, 
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    49. The portion: "But if there.,,vith regard to itself" has been added by
Abhyankar.
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.. p.28.

    51. Ramaraya, 
op-cit
., p.42, line 6f. £r”.B.Para.30.p,50.

    52. Ramaraya, 
ibid
., p.43, line 5f.

    53. 
ibid
. , p.43, line 23f.

    54. Balasubramanian, 
Some Problems
, 
op—cit
,, p.36.

    55. V.S. Abhyankar (ed),. 
£ri Bhagya-Catussutrl
, vith the editor's t
ika
Samasokti
. Pune, Second ed. 1965. p.66.

    56. ^ri.B.Para.30,p.51. Balasubramanian, 
Some Problems
. 
op-cit
., p.37,

    57. 3ri,B.Para.31,p.52.

    58. Ramaraya, 
op—cit
., p.45, line 25.

    59. 
ibid
.. p.45, line 30f.

    60. 
ibid
.. p.46, line 3f,

    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 
purvapakgin
1
s statement in Para.24, p.39.

    65. Slightly adapted to convey the context of the quotation.

    66. Ramaraya, 
op-cit
., p,68. line 13f.

    67. Ramaraya also refers to this matter, 
ibid
. , p.72, line 7f.

    68. "
anubhuteh
" has been added for clarity.

    69. "
anubhuti"
 has been added for clarity.

    70. Ramaraya, 
op-cit
., p.71, line 3f. Also, cf., lari'.B.Para.26.p.42.

    71 . "
karmanam"
 in the quotation is better read as "
karmaq
a
11
 which is

    found in the Karmarkar ed. and the ed. by Viraraghavacarya, 
op-cit
.,

    p.160.

    72. Cf., V.P, p.99« Also, B. Jhalaklkar (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
,
op-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.3, 1.1.2. p.48,
line 2, They are quoted from the 
Nirukta
 of Xaska,

    78. Cf., 
Mahapurvapakg
a 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.g. 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. . 
Adhyasabha
sya. p.4f. Also, Sw. Nikhilananda trans,
Rr
sya-Yiveka
. Mysore. Fifth ed. 1970. Vs.lf.

    85. The illustration of; "the pot does not exist", which was previously
discussed, is mentioned by Kaundabhatta in his comments to verse 16.
in the 
Vaiyakaranabhu
ga
nasara
.

    86. This verse is cited in the 
Ssrutaprakasika
, 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., £ri.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. 
ibid
. , p.91, line 3f.

    94. Balasubramanian, 
Some Problems
., 
op-cit
., p,51.

    95. Cf., 
Mahapurvapak
sa. Para.27.p.43. Ramanuja presents a very accurate
account of the Advaitins view: 
"ato manug.yo
'
ham

    96. Cf,, also Ramaraya, 
op-cit
., p.92, line 22f.

    97. Cf,, B.S.3, 
Adhyasabha
g
ya
, p.24, line 2f.

    98. This is Ramanuja's 
purvapak
sa.

    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 
atmanah
 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. Rater 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

    110. Cf., text, 2.10.

    111. This sentence is Ramanuja's opponent's objection (£ri.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,, Ma. vs.5. Also, Ramaraya, 
op-cit
., p.114, line 9f.

    116. Ramaraya, 
ibid
., p.114, line 17f.

    117. £rI.B.Para.42,p,75.

    118. Slightly adapted,

    119. Ramaraya, 
op-cit
., p.122., line Ilf.

    120. Slightly adapted: "
tathaiva"
 changed to "v^
tha
".

    121. Read as the passive form; "
apek
s
yate
".

    122. Cf., comment to 1.2., final para.

    123. Cf., 
Stmabodha
., vs.5.

    124. This sentence is given by Ramanuja as the objection.

    125. Viraraghavacarya (ed.), 
op-cit
. , p.177., reads.- "
jnanavi
s
ayatvat
"
instead of "
mithyajnanavi
g
ayatvat"
,

    126. Ramaraya, 
op-cit
., p.129., line 24f.

    127. This sentence is based upon Ramanuja's opponentls objection.

    128. Cf., fn. 186 in ch.1.

    129. Cf., B.S.3. 3.2.4.

    130. This sentence is based upon Ramanuja's opponent's objection,

    131 . Cf. , B^h.iS. 4,3,6. p.865. , line 1 5.

    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.

    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
Visig^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.

    141. 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 '
arsas
' etc.",

    144. The text is adapted,

    145. P.S.7.1.1.

    146. In Kaiyyata's commentary upon the 
Mahabhasya
 (P.S. 1 .2.42.),
grammatical apposition is defined as: 
bhinnapravyttinimittaprayuktasya
anekasya sabdasya-ekasminnarthe
 vr
ttih samanadhikaranyam ucyate
.

    147. Nagesabhat^a, Brhat
—sabdendusekhara
. Saraswati Bhavana Granthamala.
Vol.87. Pt.1. Varanasi. I960, p.655.

    148. Patanjali, 
Vyakaran
a
-mahabha
g
yam
. 
With the Pradipa of Kaiyyata and
the Uddyota of Nagojibhat
ta. 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
g
ya
.

    150. 
Vyakarap
a
-mahabha
s
y
a, 
op-cit
., 8.1.73. p.352,

    151. ^ri.B.Para.48.p,89,90.

    152. Raraaraya, 
op-cit
.. p.157, line 3f.

    153.

    154.

    155.

    156.
157.
1 58.

    159.

    160.
161 .

    162.

    163.

    164.

    165.

    166.

    167.

    Slightly adapted; "
sigadhayi
g
ita
" is omitted.

    "
Sarvasakhyapratyayanyaya
11
. cf., Jacob, 
Maxims
 , 
op-cit
., 111 . p. 1 4-3.
Slightly adapted.

    Slightly adapted.

    Slightly adapted: "
kasmad utkramanti
" has been added.

    Slightly adapted.

    Ramanuja has cited these texts as his 
purvapak
ga, &rT.B.Para.51,p.97.
Slightly adapted; "
uktasruti
su" has been added.

    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 Viraraghavacarya
reads: "
anavagatam nanatvam"
 which would confirm Abhyankar's reading.

    Slightly adapted.

    "
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".

    Adapted, without deviation of the meaning.

    The reading in the Vis.P. is; "
dvaitino
' 
tattvadarsinat
;.

    This explanation is based upon the 
isrutaprakasika
. Cf., Viraraghavacarya, 
op-cit
., p.123, 124,

    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-cit
. , p.1,35.

    169. P.S.6.3.109.

    170. Abhyankar restates Ramanuja's 
purvapak
ga as his conclusion. 
Cf.,
 ^rT.
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

    lyap
 (ya) is elided. For example; 
prasadam aruhya prek
g
ate
 = 
prasadat
prek
g
ate
. 
Cf., S.C.
 Vasu. 
Siddhanta Kaumudi of Bhattoji Dlk
g
ita
.
Delhi. 1970 
[?]. p.358. ~ ‘ .

    513

    174. In the sentence; "the Ganga originates from the Himalaya", the word
"Himalaya" is the "first manifestation".

    175. Cf., 
Nyayakosa
, op~cit., p.319, line2f.
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,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 Visi§tadvaita have shown seven types of
logical fallacy in regard to the teaching of Ignorance: [l] 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.

    £r^%rr%r*rr arrwj'm^ 
h

    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.
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    4.3. [l] 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 (^ri,B.Para.59.p.1 
25.:

    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 according to the

    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 vise person who is able makes

    2

    a prison house for himself and enters it unless it be under duress.

    What has been said (£$rT.B.Para. 59 .p.1 25 .) 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 ve 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.
comment

    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 
j Tva
 cannot be the locus of 
avidya
 since the 
jlva
 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 
avidya
 cannot have what is contrary
in nature as its locus.

    In his reply Abhyankar upholds the view espoused by Mandanamisra and

    Yacaspati that the 
jTva
 is the locus of 
avidya
.
J
 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 Visig-fcadvaitin 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.^ The Visigtadvaitins 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 
Vivaran
a, Brahman is the
locus of 
avidya
. This view is acceptable because Brahman is of itself
not opposed to 
avidya
. Brahman, as the witness—consciousness (
sak
s
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
.
^

    Advaitins distinguish between the consciousness which is the essential
nature of Brahman (
svarupa,jnana
), which is not opposed to 
avidya
 , and
consciousness in the form of a cognition i.e. a mental modification
(vr
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 
per se
 and the consciousness occurring in a cognition.
Consciousness 
per se
 merely illumines the presence and absence of all
particular co.grdtions 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
the 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
g
aya
)^
 Ignorance, like knowledge,

    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 (3rT.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 
per se
, 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.® 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".^
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*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 (3rl.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
non-manifestation of the light which is indeed existing hut not the
destruction of light. For nobody believes that when the light of the sun
is concealed by clouds the light is destroyed,
c omment
In Ramanuja's third objection, which will be discussed below, he~
seeks to prove that the Advaitin cannot explain the ontological status
°f 
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.
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3
] What has been said (^ri.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
[in avareness] absolutely real or not absolutely real?
That is not pleasing. Because according to our view, that of the 
naay
l
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,
auspicious . (Yoga.vp)J
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 "
prakrti"
, "
roaya
", "
tamas
" etc. since
it is a particular type of modification. That has been told in the
Vasi
§t
asm
rti ;
Some call that [power] 
prakrti
, 3ome call it 
maya
,
whereas others say it is minute particles (Yoga.vr.).
The transformation of this very [power] is in the form of the 
pradhana
,
mahat
, 
aharikara
 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
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 accordTherefore there is no infinite
regress. On account of this, [the statement] ($rx.B.Para,60.p.128,):
"there must be infinite regress due to the requirement of another primary
defect" has been answered.
4.7. ITFPimH -Jo <;<> qo
fVft 
h
 5 tnwfijndirom 
Mt-
*rTOrriR*n^ ^ | 
h
ferih
 U% 
3
 l
m
 sumft i 
i
r
re
reiw
r
 ft I

    i ^ wrf 
trirrhi 
^
 |

    fRqttRR ^T
v
TTR
7
4\n5Ud f%

  
    rRUH {% ^T ^RRT^^^RTlfm^'KRRR-

  ftwrq; i 
h
 WR^fpfr I wft sra gwfe^nrc. 
?wt
 srrftfn: !
I *tt
 3 Bf 
^wpto 1/
4.7. Although it has been said (^rT.B.Para.62.p.133.)^:
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
1 2
"day break near the toll-station" 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 
jha
, 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 which-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.
c omment
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.
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    .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

    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—

    13

    imposed. Moreover, in not accepting the Ignorance which is a positive
entity there would be the occurrence of tautology in the usages "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.
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    4.9. [4] What has been said (^rr.B.Para.60.p.1 29.) 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 he 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

    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, Ramanuj’a 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 (
asat
) it is untenable to argue that there can be the
cognition of an entity which is distinct from both 
sat
 and 
asat
^

    The Advaitin can respond to Ramanuj'a’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.^ 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 (
sadasadvi1ak
gana) 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.

    - 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 
roaya
 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 (&rT.B.Para.62,p,133.):

    The experience of Ignorance is not possible for
Brahman whose sole nature is eternal, 
free,
 self-

    luminous consciousness

    Nothing whatsoever is said by way of reply there. Because the exponents
of 
maya
 do not accept it to be so.

    4.11.
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4.11. But what has been said (^rI.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:
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 
jiva
. 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
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,
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4.12. [5]^ This beginningless Ignorance, which is the defect, is
established by inference also (iarl.B.Para .61 ,p.1 31 .) :
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
ga) was made as: the knowledge gained by
a means of proof. The specification 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
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.
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    4.13, What has been said here in regard to the inference proving the
Ignorance which is a positive entity (3rl.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
following manner. This reason is not contradictory. Because a reason is
contradictory when it is pervaded by the absence of vhat 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
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.
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4.15. But if this is the intended meaning [of the statement "Because the
1 8
reason is contradictory...", 
supra
] ; 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
ignorance, liberation is established of its ovn 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.Para.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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4.16. 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
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 not 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] (^ri.B.Para.64.
p.137.) such as j
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,
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4,17- The demonstration of nine contrary inferences (£rI.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. Bor 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 he 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
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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<F*£^ ^ ^rf^TTFT I 3Ri: WRT^TIWn t4.18, Among these counter syllogisms vhich have been stated, the first
and the fourth inference are not inimical to us. Because vhat 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".
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].
■4.19.
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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 it 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
from the destruction of the cause of fear which is the knowledge of the
snake, hut 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.
**
 R ?) ^imft w^ 
h
wm\-
4.20. Vhat has been said (^rT.B.Para.65.p
.1
 
40,):
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
because there is no continuous stream of Knowledge, therefore the
consequence of the perception of multiple fears is far removed.
4.21 .
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4.21. The ridicule made by this text (^ri.B.Para.65.p.1 40.):
[Tour] skill in syllogisms has been revealed by the
mention of meaningless qualifications: "preceded by
another entity which is different from the prior nonexistence 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
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,
4
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4.22, Although it has been said (^rI.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 
sutra
 ~]; "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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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".
4.24.
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4,24, Although it has been, said (£rl,B.Para.65.p.1 41 .);
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 previously experienced. Because of the prior
experience of real silver there is the production of the mental impression
of silver and on account of the mental impression the pearl-oyster can he
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,
ft i crc: 
i
ferpr ^ T^n?: 
m
 TTr^q-
I
*71^ I K T5Td f?ri-
\
-4.25, Although it has been said (£ri.B.Para,65,p,1 41 ,
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]
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 (3rl.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]
{^rI.B.Para.65.p.1 41 .):
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.
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] (^ri.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 ($rI.B,Para,65.p.1 42,):
[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 
^rrbha
g
ya
] to that, which is
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.
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-4.28. Although it has been said (3rl.B.Para.66.p.1 42,):
How does this new and indeterminable collection of
things become an object through the idea and the
word "silver
11
 etc. and not through the idea and the
word "pot" etc? [Advaitin]: Because of the similarity
to the silver etc. [Visi^tadvaitin]: Then the cognition
and the word should be only: "similar to that".
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 (^rT.B.Para.66.p.1 42.):
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.
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4.29. Ramanuja has accepted in all places the "apprehension of the real"
(
satkhyati
) according to the text beginning (^rl.B.Para,66,p.143,):
The view of those who know the Veda is that all
knowledge is true.
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 [Ramanuja] 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.
[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
21
that view could accept the statement about that (£ri.B,Para.67.p.147.)' ;
there is no apprehension of fire and earth on account
of the defect of the sense organ and because of some
unseen factor there is apprehension only of the water.
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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
22
appearance in another manner certainly cannot be avoided. On account of
this, [the 
statement:
 "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
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 .
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        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
kar
s
apaq
a 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
 ^ 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'
25
when there is no cultivated rice is also due to the same reason.
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.
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-4.32. For the establishment of the "apprehension of the real" in dream,
what has been said by the text beginning (&ri.B.Para,66.p.1 45.):
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
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"^, 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.
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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.;.
 ’ It is well known that the word "
maya
" signifies what is
indeterminable. And the nature of being indeterminable means just lasting
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 (^ri.B.Para.68,p,1 51.): "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 sutra
["But mere 
maya
..]
 in the meaning (^rl.B.Para.395.p.801 f») ; " ’mere
maya
' (
mayamatram
) means producing a wonder. Because the individual soul
'has a nature which is not entirely manifest' (
kartsnyenanabhivyaktasvaru
-
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 unmanifest nature?",
[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 
sutras
. 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" (Brh.4,3.10 ,), "The one who [is awake] in those who
are asleep" (Hatha,2.5.8.) if the objects belonging to dream are superimposed 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.
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4.35. 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 unreal. 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
"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
For Ramanuja's explanation of perceptual error, see 2.41. and comment.
4.36.
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4.-36. Although it has been said (Srx.B.Para.67.p.147.) for the
establishment of "the apprehension of the real" in the cognition of a firebrand 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
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.
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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;
"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] (jSri.
B.Para.67.p.148,): "the cognition of another direction is certainly true"
is refuted,^®
4.38.
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4.38. But what has been said (£ri,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]
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.
4.39.
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4.39. 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
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 fsri fsankaracarya has said in respect of
the 
sutra
; "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, Ve
31
do not see any logical tenability at all here.
That certainly strikes the memory upon the examination of Ramanuja's view
here.
4.40.
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4.40. Thus there is the logical possibility of the relation of negated
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 .
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4,41. 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 vhich 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" (anrta). But
what has been said ($r:L .B.Para.68,p,1 
50.):
Rta
 signifies [virtuous] actions. For there is the
statement; "both drinking the rta
11
 (Katha.1 
.3,1
 
,).
Rta
 is action which is free from attachment to the
result, vhich 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"],
anrta is action which is different from that 
[rta],
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
vhich 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. Amarasimha, 
too,
 says: "true (
satyam
), real (
tathyam
), 
ytam"
(Amara.1 
.6.22.).
 And 
so
 anrta means untrue. And that [ anr
ta.]
’ is indeed
this Ignorance which is a positive entity and the cause of the ignorance
of the world vhich 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.
Otherwise, the mention of anyta 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 "
anr
ta
11
 could not be specified as the reason for
the absence of knowledge: "they do not find..., for they are enveloped by
the untrue (anrta)". Because if anyta 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.
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        4.43. Here too; "both drinking the rta", the word "yta" does not signify
action. "Both drinking the pta" means that both are experiencing the
results of action. Because even though the word p
ta
 signifies action there,
it has an implied meaning in the sense of the results of action. The usage
of the word "yta" , 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 what is true,
in the manner of what will inevitably occur, exists in the result of action
Furthermore, according to your view, does the word "rta
11
 signify
a particular action or does it signify action in general? Not the first.
Because there is contradiction with your own general statement: "
rta
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 "anyta", Because in understanding such a type of action just
by the word "yta", there would be the consequence of understanding
something contrary to that by the word "aucta". But in the second case [if
it is not preceded by attachment to the result], your reason [for showing
that the word "rta" means action]: "For there is the statement: 'both
drinking the yta
1
 " 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 ^ta".
4.44,
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4.44, But if the word "yta" signifies action in general, then how could
the understanding of a particular action, which is what you accept by the
word "an
rta
", 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 "anrta". 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 "rta"
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 pla ce, there is no usage; the pot does not exist. Otherwise, there
could be the usage of the word "
abrahman
a" in regard to a particular
brahmag
a such as Devadatta etc. Moreover, if by the word "anrta" 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?
4.45.
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4.45. The 
Uasadaslya
 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 nonexistent ,
4.46.
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4.46. But vhat has been said (£ri.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;
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 
tyat
" (Tai.
2,6.1,) certainly does not belong to this topic. Nor even are the vords
the same. Because the tvo vords “
sat
" and "
tyat
" were specified in the
statement about origination. But here the tvo vords are "existence" (
sat
)
and "non-existence" (asat),
4.47.
'M'
3
'
1
 ^K'+> I WT^
(
RFI^R^RT
C
( FFTW^frFTftlrT
^ m
 i
PTR, I *fFTt PRTTTn ! R7RRPP
RT TORS I 5^r^T^s?PR''TRT^ ( RPt 
W~
TR i
4.47. Furthermore, the vord "
tyat
" has the same meaning as the vord "that"
(
tat
), The vord "that" indicates a thing vhich is remote, for there is the
statement: one should understand "that" as something remote. Moreover
the vord "that" there [having the sense of something remote] is common to
the vorld and to the Veda vhereas the vord "
tyat
" solely belongs to the
Veda, And moreover the vords "
tyat
" and "that" also have the nature of
calling to mind vhat has preceded. And so a thing vhich is remote is
expressed by the vord "
tyat
" here: "[it became] 
sat
 and 
tyat
". The meaning
[of 
tyat
] is 
"formless"Because
 generally there is an association
betveen being formless and being remote. The vord "
sat"
 has the meaning of
vhat appears as "it is" and it makes knovn a thing vhich has form. For it
has proximity vith the vord "
tyat
" vhich has the meaning of "formless".
And because generally there is an association betveen having form
and existing. For there can be no doubt about existence in regard to
something vhich has form. Thus the vords "
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 vords "
sat
" and "
asat
"
having that meaning in the statement about dissolution, on account of
conformity with that [previous meaning], is indeed far off the mark.
4.48.
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        4.48, In that very hymn, the Ignorance vhich 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 3rl Sayanacarya there is
included here since it is more correct.
text
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 Sayaiiacarya
When the previous creation had dissolved and the following
creation had not originated, "at that time" (
tadanlm
) even
the two: "existence" (
sat
) and "non-existence" (
asat
) were
not. The world which is distinctly cognized as qualified by
name and form is expressed by the word existence. The nonexistent, equivalent to a man's horn 
etc.,
 is said as nonexistence. Both of those "did not exist" (
naslt
). ( [Abhyankar'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" 
(
tat
)
 is Brahman, the reality, well
known in all the 
Upani§ads"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
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
vorld. The whole world was "hidden" (
gudham
) "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 . ) .
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4.49. 
continuation of Sayana'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 Kaijada 
etc.,
 who are the exponents of the
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 Sankhya 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'. 
Sbhu
 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" (
tamasah
) 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" (
ekam
) 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 (3ri.B.Para.68.p.1 51 .):
For the word "
maya
'
1
 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 £srr»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
)
11
, 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
ya
 [is due to the u
nadi sutra
]: "the affix ja comes after the roots ma,
35
cho
 and gas".
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4,51. The essential nature of this 
[maya
1 has also been told in the forty-
fifth chapter of the 
DevTpuran
a:
Maya
 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. There is also
the statement of Vidyaraijya :
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 dambara were destroyed one
after another by that quickly moving [discus of
Lord Vi§nu] which is protecting the body of the
boy (Vis-P.1.1 9.20.).
The meaning is that the thousand 
mayas
 dispatched by the demon isambara
were destroyed one by one by that quickly moving discus of Vi§nu 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. Furthermore, as long as there is no rise of knowledge, the
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] (^rT.B.Para.68.p,152.):
Here also various powers are spoken of: "Indra is
said to be manifold on account of his 
mayas
" (Brh.
2.5.19. ). Indeed it is for this very reason that it
said: "He shines greatly here, [like] Tvastr" (R.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: "Prom this [
prakrti
]
the 
mayin
 [i.e. the possessor of 
maya
] creates this universe and in that
[
prakrti
1
 
another [the soul] is bound by 
maya
" 
(
3
v
.
4
.
9
.), 
"When the soul,
asleep because of beginningless 
maya
, awakes..." (Gaud.Ka.1 .1 
6.),
 "Indra
is said to be manifold on account of his 
mayas"
 (B^h.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. 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 (£rI.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", "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
as what is to be qualified by the individual soul, or as the mode [i.e.
the attributej 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". 
|_
reason
J 
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
Visis^advaitins consider that in the sentence "you are That" (
tat 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
38
"you" signifies Brahman, having the individual soul as His body.
Abhyankar asks whether the word "you" refers to Brahman as the
✓ 
V
substantive (
vise
ga) of the individual soul, or whether it refers to
Brahman as the mode, i.e. the attribute 
(vise
gaga) 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. Por the sorrow too must refer to Brahman, It may
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.

        
        [image: Picture #140]
        

        ft I ft
^ ^ ^ C C.
qjHt I
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; "£>vetaketu, you are That", Ssvetaketu 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
l
qualified by the soul- the word "That" (tat) denotes the subject (
uddes
ga)
and the word "you" (
tvam
) 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.
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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
inert things. So hov would they he 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" (^ri.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 hov, 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.
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    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

    -even a father etc., who by chance brings about the convention of a word
such as "^ittha" [some name] for his son etc., must be the possessor
of such words. Let the matter rest here.
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    4.57. This teaching of knowledge about Brahman is found to be very clear
in the 
Vayupuran
a:

    [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]

    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.Gx.l.2.4.)
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    4.58, This teaching of Ignorance in relation to Brahman is seen in the
Vig
hupuran
a in the twelfth chapter of the second part. To elucidate;

    0 best among the twice-born, the stars are Yigpu, the
worlds are Yignu, the forests are Vig^u and the
mountains and the directions, the rivers and the seas.

    He alone is everything, what exists and what does
not exist (Vis,P,2.12,38.),

    The word "Vi?pu" 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 [world]
from the supreme Self, then identity is not possible. Therefore, the
world consisting of the stars etc. must he 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?nu" etc. is only for the purpose of the negation of the stars
etc. [as having absolute reality].

    4.59.

    1
 to
 smf 
totc:
 ( f. 3 i ^ 1 V-tf )

  TO! tow to:
 (ft. 
3
. 
\
 I U\3) to 
353
:
( ft° 30 
\
 I l ctf ) I ^3: (fto 30 n ^ l
^ TOT l TOT-
A-cron*
.OTT=,sfr. ^<n ^ snroru qrnRimn^iw I
"■51'?; ^ ^RK^Rtn?
|
ITW2[Tr^T
toto
 ^k; 
ottostoi
 qgktTOi qT 
to ^to to i toto*:
TOITOT ^
^WTO ft*^K^lftJlMt*TI TOTO telTO
TO31 TOtstf 
totoT
 qgkr 
to? ^ to totot: TO hi?!
I 
*
 ^ ft^RTOFTiftftri 
touto-
ftro 
toto;
 i ^TO^ngqrTORtqi^TO?TOTF-TOig; 
1
1.59. [objection] This identity is based upon the relation of body a:
the one embodied. In the sacred text: "whose body is the earth... .whose
body is water" (B^h.3.7.3,4.) and in the Vis
pupuran
a: "The water is the
body of Vi§£u" (Vi?.P.2.12,37.), "all that is His body" (Vi?.P.1 .22,84,) ,
"all that, is indeed the body of Hari" (Vi?,P.1 .22.37.) it is said that
everything such as the earth, water etc. is the body of the supreme Self.
-And. in the sacred text; "whose body is the self" (£.Bra .1 4,6.7.30,) it is
said that the individual soul too is the body of the supreme Self. And in
the world, the identity between the body and the one embodied is spoken
of, as for example; "this individual soul is born, on account of 
karma
,
as a cow, a horse, a human being or a god",
[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 Visiiu" 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; "the stars are Visnu". [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 veil knovn in the vorld 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
vords 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
vords "
kaya
", "
vapu
" and "
tanu
" too [which all denote body] in the
Vigp
upuran
a; "all that is His body", "The water is the body of Vignu",
"all that, is indeed the body of Hari" only have the meaning of the
essential nature. Because the word "form" 
(murti
), which is well knovn as
a synonym: of "essential nature", is seen as having this usage here in the
Vis
nupuran
a itself; "the entire form [of the world is not absolutely real]"
(Vig.P.2.12.39.). For this reason, the mention of the word "form" (
rupa
)
agrees here in the Vig
nupuran
a 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" (
vibhuti
) in:
"The supreme power of Visnu 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 Vig
nupurap
a such as:
"the entire form", "the form of the universe" etc. On account of this,
the etymological interpretation of the meaning of the word "body"; a body
is that which is solely to be supported, solely to be controlled and which
is solely a part, -which is the supposition 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
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§nu" which has the meaning of negation.
4,61 .
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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
etc. vhich 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 vhich 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
)^ 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 vhich 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 this, the supreme Self
is said to be endowed with extraordinary greatness. This is indeed what
is expressed in the sacred text as well:
Narayana remains, having pervaded everything that is
internal and external (M.Na.1 
3.5.).
Subsequent to the internal conception, if the apparatus which is the
proper means for those respective things exists, then the external nature
having 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.,
 vhich do not exist as an external nature and which are only
superimposed by the intellect, have only Ignorance as their basis and so
Ignorance is established.
4.62.
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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. Vhereas the insentient things
[are the body of the supreme Self] only by means of the individual soul.
For you yourself have said (^ri.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
the individual soul. Because there is no experience [of such a thing].
But what has been said 
(3ri.B.Para.69.p.155.:
the sentient portion can be expressed by the word
"it exists" here: "what exists", because 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, Eamanuja 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 Yignu" (Tig.P.2.1 
2.37.) etc,
 have the meaning of the
essential nature, for the logical possibility of oneness of meaning with
the words "form" (
rupa
). "form" (
murti
), "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 Yignu" (Tig.P.2.1 
2.37,).
 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 Vigjjn.
4.63. - 
j
crar it n j
-■( go * m I vo
^ I WTT-
^trpiht
 wwftw i ^mgfcf: 77 #| ^m^gTfjCirqissrc-
iprceri?rcft« 
%ftr^f^t
 rfcSfa | 
rr
v
t
%r
 g^jaqiHn 
\ ^m\
 i%rsi%r- |
^ 
?m*\
 I^F^dTR W-
3TR | ^RIRT ^rn%rTOT I fowpjH *Fg ^
^n%riRr 
to^: i
Rfi^'w 
* ^ki
 ^Tmr f^wt^qr
?^lt>9^ |
4,63. What has been told by this verse; "the stars are Vig^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§nu"], [The meaning
is]; because this Lord (
bhagavan
) is, in reality, of the nature of
Knowledge (
jnanasvarupah
). All forms (
ase
g
amurtifr
) 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 (na 
tu vastubhutah
). Everything, having this [Lord]
as its essential nature, is certainly false as it is displayed in
Knowledge (
vijnanavijrmbhitani
). Knowledge (
vijnana
) means; "diversity is
known through which [knowledge]"and it refers to the Ignorance which is the’
basis [for the appearance of diversity]. Alternatively^
2
, [everything] is
displayed (
vi.jrmbhitani
 )' 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.
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4.64. The introduction to the verse "the nature of Knowledge" which was
told ($rx.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§qu", the
predicate is: "He alone is everything". But "vhat exists and vhat does
not exist" is a restatement. The nature of being a restatement is made
clear through the use of the vord "vhat". The knovers 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 vhat is the reverse i.e. the insentient pots etc., though
they are recognized as "vhat exists", are expressed by this "vhat does
not exist" , this effort too for establishing that -vhich is the mentioning
of the reason for a portion being restated- is certainly contrary and so
[this effort] is quite meaningless.
For vheh fate has become contrary, resourcefulness
is reduced to uselessness (^isu.9.6.),
He [Parasara] indeed confirms vhat was told in the verse "the nature
of Khovledge", vhich is that the different things such as mountains etc.
are displayed by Ignorance:
But vhen Knovledge is pure, natural and free from
defects upon the vasting avay of all action, then
indeed the differences among objects, vhich 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" (
nijarupi
) means
free from the perception of difference. "Defects" (do§ah) means attachment
etc. "Conception" (
sahkalpa
) means Ignorance, [the derivation 
is]:
difference is completely (samantat) conceived (kalpyate) due to this.
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        4.65. But the explanation of this verse [above] (^rl.B.Para.69.p.1 57.)^:
"
Sam
" [in the word "
sankalpa
] has the sense of uniting.
The assumption of the individual soul, having united
with the body, is the conception (
sankalpa
) 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" (
sankalpa
) 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 "not".
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4.66. But what has been said. (SrI.B.Para„69.p.157.) :
"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.
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 indicated by the statement "though existing, they do not exist for experience"?
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4’.67. In the [following] two verses he [Parasara] establishes Ignorance
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 which 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? (Yif.P.2.12.41.)
The illustration for the essential meaning told in the previous verse is
shown by this:
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.2.1 2.42.).
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4.68.
Then he Concludes that what is other than the supreme Self is false
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
 (Vig.P.2.1 2.43.).
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 (3r:T.B.Para .70,p.1 58.) ^ 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".
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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 Vasudeva other
than whom there is nothing (Vi§.P.2.1 2,44.).
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
« ■ « ”i • . 46
modifications] such as birth, increase, etc. 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.2.1 2.45 .).
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.
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4.70. This is to be understood here; in the verse "the stars [are Vi^u]"
the words "stars" etc. denote the subject. The word "Yig^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: "Yi^u"
(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 Yi§nu..."].
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.1 59.)
4
^:
the conclusion: "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".
4.71 .
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4.71. Vhen it is thus established, the sentence (&rT.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 to 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
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] (£rI.B.Para.71.p.160.):
And because the words "exists", "does 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.
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4.72. But what has been said (^ri.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 i3
demonstrated here; "Is there an object...?", "Earth
becomes a pot", not a thing devoid of proof or which
can be sublated by knowledge.
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 
Puran
a 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 nature 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§nu",
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
is able to be sublated by knowledge. Therefore, the falsity of inert
objects is certainly established. Let the matter rest here.
4,73.
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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”
(Brh,2.5.19.), "all this which is, is this Self" (Brh.2.4.6.) etc.
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But what has been said (^ri.B.Para.72.p.1 63.) :
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.5.3.13.1.) , "All moments were born
from that Person vho 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 stated 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.
c omment
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 XJpani^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.5.3,1 3.1 .) 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. Por the Advaita
method of interpretation, see 1.9. and comment and the comment to 1.48. Por
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
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" (^v.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.
*
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4.74. 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.
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4.75. [
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
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
49
karma is established.
.4.76.
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4,76. That has been told in the Vis
nupuraq
a. 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
universe consists of Knowledge. There is
nothing beyond Knowledge. (Vis.P.2
.6.47,48.).
In the commentary upon that too it is said
"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 I-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 5iva and Vigpu is only in relation to
a limiting adjunct. That too has been told in the Vig
pupuran
a;
0 best among the twice born, Sankara [l3iva] is
the illustrious ^auri [Vi§nu] and ^ri [Lak§ml]
is GaurT [Parvati] (Vig.P.1 .8.22.),
Thus the cessation of Ignorance is only through the knowledge of the
oneness of the Self.
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4,77. Although difference between the individual soul and Brahman is
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^h.2,4.5.)
etc., nevertheless, that [difference] pertains to a 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: "My 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.
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4.78. Because Ignorance has manifested like hubbies 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
an object and by vay of a direct modification [i.e, in the manner of the
mental modification: "I am ignorant
1
']. 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.
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4.79. Bor 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 everything 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
"I—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.
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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 
^rlbha
g
ya
 must be understood to
be refuted. In the same manner, even every 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.
NOTES TO CHAPTER POUR: AVIDYOPAPATTI.
1 , Adapted, The text of the £rT.B. reads: na, 
tava.i.jrvam asritya
avidyaparikalpitatvaj jlvabhavasya
,
2. Sankara also cites this analogy. Cf. , B.S.l3. 2.1.21. p.393, line 16f.
3. For Mandana's position cf., S. Kuppuswami Sastri (ed) 
Brahmasiddhi
by Acharya Mandanamisra with commentary by ^apkhapani
. Delhi. 2°^
ed. 1984. Intro., p.xxviii. Also, R. Balasubramanian. 
A study of the
Brahmasiddhi of Man
d
ana Misra
. Varanasi. 1983. p.83.
For Vacaspati's view, cf., B.S. (
Bhamatl
) 1.4.1. p.297, line 12. Also,
Ramasastrl, 
op-cit
., p,129.
4. Ramaraya, 
op-cit
., p.282, line 15f.
5. For Suresvara’s view, cf., N.S. Ch.3, 
sambandhokti
. For the 
Vivaran
a
view, cf., Ramasastrl, 
op-cit
., p.129.
6. Ramaraya, 
op-cit
., p.277, line 19. Ramasastrl, 
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 
Paramalaghumanju
ga, Nagesabha^a discusses the usage of a
negative particle indicating what has been superimposed. See the
Paramalaghumanju
s
a of ^rl Nagesa Bhat
f
a with the commentary Jyotsna
by K. Shukla
. Baroda. 1961. p.122f. Also, B. Pancoli (ed.),
Vaiyakaranabhu
gan
asara of ari Kaun
d
abha
tt
a with the commentaries Prabha
and Barpan
a. Varanasi. 1969. p.346f.
An example of a negative particle indicating what has been
superimposed is the compound; "not a 
Brahman
a" (
abrahman
a). This is
a 
Tatpuru
sa compound (
nan
.
tatpuru
ga) containing the negative particle
a. and the word 
brahman
a. In such a compound, the latter member is the
principal component (cf. Paramalaghu, p.122», 
Vaiyakaran
a. p,346, P.
S, 2.1.22., note by Vasu.). If the compound meant "different from a
Brahmana" (
bratimanabhinna
), 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 "
abrahman
a" refers to
someone such as a Kg
atriya
 etc, who possess the nature of a Brahmaqa
which has been superimposed ,(
aropitabrahmapatvavan
 kg
atriyadir iti
bodhah
.).
In the topic under discussion in this section, the third
alternative is that the statement "I am ignorant" (
aham a.jnah
) refers
to knowledge having the supreme Self as its object. As in the above
example, "
a.jna
" is a negative 
Tatpurug
a and so the final member is the
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principal component. The final member, jna, means "one who has
knowledge" (
jSanavan
). 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 knowledge of the supreme Self
which is superimposed" (
airopitaparamatmavigayaka jnanavan
). Abhyankar
argues that a liberated soul does not say "I am ignorant" and a
bound soul, who has erroneous knowledge of the supreme Self, also
does not think "I am ignorant". But a bound soul who knows nothing
of the supreme Self thinks "I am ignorant". The meaning of "ignorant"
(
ajna
) is: "one who possesses knowledge 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 knowledge relating to the supreme Self..." the sense is that
a bound soul has knowledge about worldly objects such as pots etc.
By superimposing the nature of knowledge about the supreme Self upon
the worldly knowledge, the statement "I am ignorant" could mean;
"one who possesses knowledge qualified by the nature of superimposed
knowledge 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, "Ramanuja as a Critic" in 
Studies in Ramanuja
.
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 
^ribha
s
ya-catuhsutri
, 
op—cit
.,
p.158, line 12f.
19. Adapted. The text reads; 
anvasyanythavabhasasyavarjanTyatvat
.
20. For the explanation of the "fivefold combination" see 1.37.
21 . Abhyankar has modified the sentence to indicate that adragt
avasat
is to be connected with am
buna eva grahan
am.
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 asat
). 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
Visi^tadvaitin position rather than a direct quotation.
24. A species of plant serving as a substitute for the 
Soma
 plant in
rituals. In fari. B.Para.66.p.1 44., Ramanuja presents a verse
(supposedly by Draroidacarya, the "
Bha
s
yakara
") stating that the
Putika
 plant can be substituted for the 
Soma
 plant because it
actually contains portions of 
Soma
. ~ -
25. Cf. £r!.B.Para.66.p,1 44,
26. Cf. Jacob, 
A Handful of Popular Maxims
., 
op-cit
., iii. p,96. —
27. The complete 
sutra
 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]".
28. Adapted. The passage does not deviate in meaning from the ^ri.B.
But it has not been indented because it is not a direct quotation.
29. Slightly adapted; "
tatha"
 is changed to "
cakrapratiti
".
30. 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 the 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 directly east. For practical purposes it is established that a certain
person is facing east and therefore everybody else too faces east.
31. B.S.vS. 2.2.32. p.479, line 4f.
32. Read "
vindanti
"-in the place of "
vindati"
.
33. Cf. Tari.g. 2.1.6. p.301 , line 7f.
34. The Inandasrama edition has the word "
ekam
". from the Tai.Bra. text,
after the word "
prasiddam"
. It is omited here.
35. S.C. Vasu, 
Siddhanta Kaumudi
, 
op-cit
,, Vol.2, U
nadi
 affixes, p.287.
36. Cf. Nr
simhottaratapaniyopani
gad ch.9. 
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sarvatra na hy asti
dvaitasiddhir atmaiva siddho ^vitiyo mayaya hy anyad iva
...
maya ca
tamorupa
,.
37. See ch,3, fn.31 ,
38. Cf. Esrl.B.Para ,72.p.1 63f. Also, see text 2.50. and. comment.
39. These quotations have not been located.
40. According to Paqini, a "word stem" on 
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 ^ridharasvamin who considers
Knowledge to be the substratum; "
vi.jnane
 ' 
dhi
g t
hane
". Cf. Jivananda-
vidyasagarabhattacarya (ed.), Yis
nupuranam with the commentary
Svaprakasa by Sridharasvamin
. Calcutta. 1882. p.307, line 14.
43. This is a substantial reconstruction of the &rT.B, text without a
deviation in meaning. Abhyankar's explanation of "
sam
" in the
word "
sankalpa
" is taken from the 
^rutaprakasika
, 
op-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. Sankara refers to them in B.S.3. 1.1.2. p.48, line 2f,
47. Slightly adapted.
48. Slightly adapted.
49. This explanation appears to be modelled upon 
Nyayasutra
 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. Vidyabhusana (trans.), 
The Nyaya Sutras of Gotama
. (
The
Sacred Books of the Hindus
. YoLviii.) Allahabad. 1913. Reprinted,
New York. 1974. p.2.
50. JTvanandavidyasagarabha^tacarya, 
op-cit
., p.258, line 9f. In the
edition consulted, &ridhara's commentary differs to some degree from
Abhyankar's quotation, however the meaning is identical.
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