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Introduction

Since ancient times the human individual has tried to explore both the
external world and its own internal nature. The concept of the individual
self is crucial to all major philosophical systems of classical India. A
number of systems uphold the thesis that lack of knowledge lies at the root
of all miseries. The individual self undergoes various kinds of painful
experience mainly because of two reasons. First, it does not know itself
and second, it does not know the world in which it is situated. Almost all
the major Indian systems, save the Carvaka School, maintain that it is

possible for an individual to overcome pain by self-knowledge.

Most Indian systems are pragmatic because they think that all rational
pursuits have a practical end. The end to be achieved by a rational inquiry
may be of two types — cessation of sufferings and achievement of bliss. A
number of Indian systems aspire to achieve the first end only. They are
called ‘abhavamoksavadins’ because they consider liberation to be the
highest end of human life and define liberation as the cessation of all
sufferings. Of the orthodox systems, the Nyaya, Vaisesika, Sarnkhya, Yoga
and the Mimarmsa schools fall under this group. As opposed to these

systems, all branches of the Vedanta school believe that on attaining



liberation the individual self does not merely get rid of all sufferings but
also attains bliss. Since liberation is defined in these systems in terms of
both cessation of all sufferings and attainment of bliss, these systems are
called ‘anandamoksavadins’. One point is common between the abhava-
moksavadins and the anandamoksavadins. All these systems subscribe to
the thesis that liberation cannot be attained without self-knowledge. Since
self-knowledge is a necessary condition of liberation in all these systems,
the concept of self plays a very important role in all philosophical systems

of ancient India.

Five main conceptions of the individual self were prevalent in ancient

India.

1. The individual is nothing but the conscious body
(caitanyavisistadeha) and consciousness is an epiphenomenon of the four
material elements. This view is endorsed by the Carvaka philosophers.

2. The individual is not an enduring entity. Rather it is a stream of
conscious mental states (cittasantati). This view is admitted by the
Yogacara school of Buddhism.

3. The individual self is a substance. This substance is a substratum in

which internal states such as cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, volition etc.



reside. The individual self however is different from the body. The
individual self lasts forever, but the body perishes. This conception of the
individual self is to be found in the Nyaya and the Mimamsa systems of
Indian philosophy.

4. Several schools of the Vedanta system consider the individual self to
be a part or component of Brahman. Brahman is the eternal absolute
conscious principle and the individual selves are parts of the eternal all-
pervasive consciousness. The Dvaita Vedanta system of Madhvacarya and
Visistadvaita Vedanta of Ramanujacarya fall under this school. These
schools regard the individual as atomic (anuparimanavisista) and do not
admit the individual as identical with Brahman.

5. The fifth conception of individual is found in the Advaita Vedanta
system and the individual self is identical with pure absolute
consciousness. The Advaita Vedantins believe that the individual, in
reality, is identical with pure, absolute consciousness. The Samkhya-Yoga
concept of the individual self is similar to the Advaita conception of self
with one important difference. The Sarkhya-Yoga philosophers, too,
consider the individual as pure consciousness. For them, the individual

selves are eternal and all pervasive (vibhu parimana) but the Sarmkhya-



Yoga systems admit many conscious selves. So the Samkhya-Yoga
philosophers are not monists like the Advaita Vedantins.

In the present dissertation, | propose to review the debate between the
Madhva and the Advaita schools regarding the nature of the individual self.
The dissertation will mainly concentrate upon the issue: “Is the individual
self absolutely identical with Brahman or is a part of the Brahman?”

Of these systems, the Advaita School faces a problem at the very outset.
The individual self never appears in ordinary consciousness as the eternal
all pervasive pure consciousness. Besides, the Advaitins admit a single
conscious principle but in ordinary experience we encounter many
conscious individuals. So the main contention of the Advaita Vedantin is
refuted by one’s own immediate experience. So the question arises why do
the Advaita Vedantins adopt the position that goes against all ordinary
experience?

To answer this question the Advaitins adopts a threefold strategy. First,
they show that the entire corpus of the Vedas establish the identity between
the individual self and Brahman. Second, the Advaita Vedantins claim that
all cognitions which present the individual as different from Brahman are
erroneous. The Advaita Vedantins admit that the individual in its embodied

condition appears as different from Brahman, because no one appears in



his own experience as eternal, pure consciousness and pure bliss. Rather
the individual appears in his own experience as finite and possessing
various internal states such as pleasure, pain, volition, cognition etc. The
Advaita Vedantins demonstrate that all these cognitions are falsified when
a person attains liberation. Third, the Advaita Vedantins show that no
apparent difference is real.

The introduction will contain a brief analysis of the major points of debate
between the Advaita and Madhva philosophers regarding the nature of the

individual self.

In chapter one | shall try to establish the nature of the individual self on the
basis of Brahmasiitra of Maharsi Vyasa and Sankarabhdsya on the
Brahmasutra. The entire Brahmasutra and the entire commentary of
Sankara are directly or indirectly concerned with the Sariraka or the
embodied self. Needless to say, it is not possible to discuss all the
adhikararnas where the nature of the individual self has been discussed
within the limited span of a Ph. D. thesis. So, in this chapter | have
concentrated only on those adhikarazas where Maharsi Vyasa and Sankara
have established the identity between individual self and Brahman. | have

also discussed those adhikararas which establish some major thesis about



the nature of the individual self. Roughly, 1 shall consider the
Vakyanvayadhikarana, the Arambhanadhikarana, the
Caracaravyapasrayadhikarana and  the  Atmadhikarana of  the

Brahmasiitra.

Chapter two will be devoted to considering the reasons by which the
Advaita Vedantins consider all experience of difference to be false. This
chapter will also review the Advaita account of the ‘I’-perceptions, that is,

perceptions of the form “I am happy”, “I am sorry” etc. on the basis of the

commentary Bhamati of Vacaspati Misra.

In chapter three I shall discuss the nature of the individual self on the basis
of Paiicapadika of Padmapadacarya and Vivarapa of Prakasatmayati.
Padmapadacarya and Prakasatmayati have discussed the nature of
individual self and have also analysed the I-cognitions while commenting
on the following statement of Sankara’s commentary, “kathas punak

pratyagatmani avisaye adhyasah Visayataddharmmanam iti?

In the fourth chapter I shall give an exposition of the Madhva position. In
this chapter I shall consider the main arguments by which the Madhva

philosophers establish the difference between the individual and Brahman.



Chapter five will be devoted to refuting the arguments by which the
Madhva Vedantins establish the difference between the jiva and Brahman
on the basis of Advaitasiddhi of Acarya Madhusiidana Sarasvati and its

commentaries.

In the concluding chapter | shall make an assessment of the Advaita and

Madhva arguments.

The proposed dissertation will be based entirely on original Sanskrit texts.
The exposition of the Madhva theses will be based mainly on Nyayamrta
of Acarya Vyasatirtha and the commentaries of the Nyayamrta. The
exposition of the Advaita view will also be based on original Advaita text.
Such as the Brahmasiitra of Maharsi Vyasa, Sankara’s commentary on the
Brahmasitra,  Paricapadika of Padmapadacarya, Vivaraga of
Prakasatmayati, Advaitadipika of Nrsimhasrama, Pratyaktattvapradipika

of Citsukhacarya and Advaitasiddhi of Madhustidana Sarasvati.



CHAPTER ONE

Identity Between the Self and Brahman: The Views of Vyasa and

Sankara

It has been mentioned in the introduction that the main objective of this thesis is to
ascertain the nature of the individual self from the Advaita and the Madhva
perspectives. It is also stated in the introduction that in this thesis | shall focus
upon the debate between the Madhva and the Advaita philosophers regarding the

nature of the individual self.

The first question that any investigator/researcher in classical Indian philosophy
has to face is this. The views of both these systems on the nature of the Individual
self are quite well known. So, one might easily wonder: Is there any new fact left
in this field that can be uncovered by fresh research? Or is it at all possible to
establish any new relationship in this area by a present day researcher? The
answers to these questions are far from obvious. It is common knowledge to all
that these two systems developed as a result of two different interpretation of the
same Brahmasitra. The most curious point is that both Sankaracrya and
Madhvacarya commented on the same scriptures and the same aphorisms, but

arrived at diametrically opposed conclusions regarding the nature of the absolute



reality, the individual self and the world in which the individuals find themselves
situated. Very few studies have been undertaken that trace the development of
these opposing theories on the basis of original texts. Here | propose to undertake a
study where | shall compare the views of both these systems regarding the nature
of the individual self and | shall also trace the development of these views on the

basis of original Sanskrit text.

The entire Advaita philosophy of Acarya Sankara aims at establishing a single
ultimate reality which is called Brahman. This thesis, however, is contradicted by
our ordinary experience. In our experience sentient organisms, human or non-
human, appear as different from one another. No two individuals are alike. The
world in which these individuals are placed also appears as different from them. So
how can the Advaitins uphold the thesis that there is only a single reality in the

universe?

The entire Brahmasitra and Sankara’s commentary on them try to solve this
problem in their own way. Sankara’s solution to this problem is quite simple. As a
matter of fact Sankara himself has summarized his entire philosophy in three

statements:

1. Brahman alone is real.

2. The individual selves are essentially identical with Brahman.
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3. The world is not ultimately real.
Needless to say, these three theses are very closely interconnected with one another
and they also entail one another. In my thesis | shall mainly concentrate on the
second aforementioned thesis and I shall try to show following Sankara that the
individual selves are identical with Brahman. In a sense the entire commentary of
Sankara directly or indirectly is connected with this problem; because Sankara’s
commentary is known as Sarairaka Bhasya where the term ‘Sariraka’ is derived
from the term ‘sarira’. The body is considered as ugly because it suffers from
various kinds of disease and death. To indicate this ugliness the suffix ‘ka’ is added
to the term ‘sarira’. So the entire term ‘sariraka’ means pure consciousness that

appears in a body where the body undergoes change, deformation and death.

As has been mentioned earlier one of the three main contentions of the Advaita
Vedantin is that the individual self is identical with Brahman. The entire
Brahmasiitra and the entire commentary of Sankara are directly or indirectly
concerned with the Sariraka or the embodied self. Needless to say it is not possible
to discuss all the adhikararzas where the nature of the individual self has been
discussed within the limited span of a Ph. D. thesis. So, in this chapter | shall
concentrate only on those adhikararas where Maharsi Vyasa and Sankara have

established the identity between the individual self and Brahman. | shall also
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discuss those adhikarapas which establish some major theses about the nature of

the individual self.

The main objective of the first chapter of Brahmansiitra is to show that the entire
Vedas converge to establish a single reality which is Brahman. In the
Vakyanvayadhikarana® of the first chapter of Brahmasiitra Maharsi Vyasa and
Acarya Sankara have shown that the individual self (jiva) is identical with the

single reality that is Brahman.

Every adhikarana of the Brahmasiitra aims at explaining some statement of the
scriptures. The vakyanvayadhikarana is mainly corcerned with the famous
statement of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, “atma vai are drastavyah srotavyo

2, The interpretation of this scriptural statement gives

mantavyo nididhyasitavyo
rise to number of problems. This statement is interpreted by the classical Indian
philosophical stream. These controversies revolve round the correct interpretation
of ‘atman’ as occurring in this scriptural statement. The other schools of Vedanta
have interpreted this term as referring to the bound and embodied individual. On
the contrary, the Advaita Vedantins do not subscribe to this interpretation. They

believe that this scriptural statement establishes the essential identity between the

individual self and Brahman.
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The first aphorism of this adhikarara is “vakyanvayat™®. Every aphorism resolves
a particular doubt where one alternative represents the view of the opponent while
the author alternative represents the view of the other of the aphorism. The doubt
which is resolved by this aphorism is: Does the term ‘atman’ in the statement

‘atma vai are’ stands for the individual self or for the divine self?

The meaning of any term in a scriptural statement can be determined only by
referring to the context (prakarana) in which the statement occurs. In this case, the
opponents argue that there are several statements in the fourth chapter of the
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad which indicate that the term ‘atman’ refers to the
enjoying self. In the same Brahmana of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad called
Maitreyt Brahmana where the aforementioned statement occurs it is also said “na
vai are patyuh kamdaya patih priyo bhavatyatmanastu kamdaya patih priyo
bhavati”*. In this statement it is said that one’s husband is not dear to oneself
because one loves one’s own self. The main problem which constitutes the subject
matter of vakyanvayadhikaranam is: What exactly is the meaning of the term
‘atman’ in the scriptural statement “dtmda vai are drastavyah”. Does it signify the
individual self (jivatman) or does it signify the absolute reality namely Brahman.
The opponents contend that in this scriptural statement the term ‘atman’ signifies

the individual self. The argument which the opponents offer in favour of this
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contention may be briefly stated as follows. The statement “atma vai are
drasravyah” belongs to a context (prakarana) where the term ‘atma’ or ‘atman’
occurs in many other statements. The meaning of the term ‘atman’ in that
particular scriptural context can be ascertained only by looking at those other
occurrences of the same term. One of these other statements is “na vai are patyu’
kamaya patih priyah bhavati atmanastu kamaya patih priyah bhavati”. This
statement talks about what is dear to the self and why is it so. Now, something can
be dear to an entity only if that something affords pleasure to that entity. So that
entity must be something which is capable of enjoying pleasure and pain. Hence
the term ‘atman’ in all these statements refers to the enjoying self. Though the
individual self or jivatrman can be looked upon as an enjoyer, the highest self
(paramatman) or Brahmacaitanya cannot be regarded as the enjoyer of pleasure
and pain. So, the term ‘atman’ in this context cannot refer to Brahman but must
refer to jivatman. The Advaita Vedantins on the other hand believe that the term
‘atman’ 1n this context stands for Brahman. In fact, the Advaitins think that the
scriptures in this context first present the individual self and then establish the
identity between the individual self and Brahman. Thus, if the opponent’s
interpretation of the Maitreyr Brahmana is accepted then the Maitreyr Brahmana
should be taken as not propounding the ultimate reality. On this interpretation the

Maitreyr Brahmana only talks about the individual self where a particular way of
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meditation is laid down in which the ascetic meditates upon the individual self in

order to realize its true nature.

Acarya Sankara in his commentary on the aphorism “vakyanvaydt” expresses this
controversy regarding the interpretation of Maitreyi Brahmana through the
drastavyasrotavyadiriipena upadisyate, ahosvit paramatma iti”®. This means what
exactly is the point of issue in Maitreyi Brahmana; Does this chapter indicate that

e —

are...” or does this statement refer to the absolute self (paramatma)?

Acarcya Sankara also states very clearly the main argument in favour of the
opponent’s position ‘“vijianatmopadesah . kasmat? upakramasamarthyat.
patijayaputravittadikam hi bhogyabhiitam Sarvam jagat atmarthataya priyam
bhavati iti priyasamsiicitam bhoktaram atmanam upakramya anantaram idam
atmanah darsanddyupadisyamanam kasya anyasya atmanah syat? madhye api
‘idam mahatbhrtam anantam aparam vijianaghanah eva, etebhyah bhitebhyah
samutthdya tani eva anuvinasyati, na pretya sanmyna asti’ (Brhadaranyaka

Upanisad 2/4/12) iti prakrtasya eva mahatah bhitasya drastavyasya bhiitebhyah

e — comn —

comn =
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cemn —

darsayati. tasmat ‘atmavijianena sarvvavijianavacanam’  bhoktrarthatvit
bhogyajatasya, aupdcarikam drasfavyam iti”®. The opponents of the Advaitins
maintain that “atma vai are...” this scriptural statement talks of the individual self.
But one might ask: Why do the opponents of the Advaitins think that the term
‘atman’ in this statement refers to the individual self? The opponents would say
that the meaning of any term in a scriptural statement can be determined only by
applying the tatparyagrahakalingas or the marks which determine the sense of a
scriptural statement. The Purvamimamsaka and the Vedantins admit six marks on
the basis of which one may ascertain the significance of a scriptural statement.
These six marks are: upakramaupasamharayoraikyam, abhyasah, upapattik,

arthavadah, phalam and apirvata.

These marks are: (1) the unity between the beginning and the end of a context, (2)
repetition, (3) argument, (4) arthavada, (5) statement of the result or effect of a
prescribed action and (6) novelty. In this case the opponents have employed the
first mark namely, the unity between the beginning and the end of a particular
context. At the beginning of the Maitreyt Brahmana, it is stated that the world
consisting of various enjoyable entities such as the husband, the wife, one’s own

children, various objects possessed by the individual such as one’s own house etc.
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are dear to the individual. The scriptural statement referred to by the opponents is
“na vai are....”. The term ‘priya’ in this scriptural statement must refer to the self
who is the enjoyer because something cannot be dear to an individual unless the
individual considers it to be a source of pleasure. Hence the individual that is
spoken about in the aforementioned scriptural statement must be capable of
enjoying pleasure and pain. Now pure consciousness or Brahman cannot enjoy
pleasure and pain. Hence the term ‘atrman’ in the above statement must refer to the
jivatman. In the middle part of this Maitreyr Brahamana “idam mahatbhytam
anantam aparam vijianghanah eva, etebhyah bhiitebhyah samutthdaya tani eva
anuvinasyati, na pretya sanyjna asti’ it is stated that when the five elements and
their effects body, mind etc. are created, the self also appears as created. Just as
sunlight reflected in a mirror appears as having a beginning and an end, only the
individual self can have a beginning and an end. Brahman or the ultimate reality
cannot have any beginning and an end. So it seems that the middle part of the
Brahmana is also talking of the individual self. At the end of the context is
the knower. Now pure consciousness is neither the knower nor the agent nor is it
the enjoyer. So here the scriptures are referring to the individual. Thus the

opponents have shown that the Maitreyr Brahmana is talking of the individual self
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at the beginning, in the middle and the end. So the meaning of the term ‘atman’ in

the statement ‘arma vai are’ must be the individual self.

The opponents however, would have to face an objection at this point. One might
object that if the term ‘atman’ is taken to mean the individual self then the
opponents would not be able to explain the statement, ‘atmavijianena
sarvavijiianam’’. This statement clearly says that if the self is known, everything
will be known. The individual self on the opponents’ view is not identical with
other selves and the objects around the self. Hence no one can acquire the
knowledge of everything simply by knowing the individual self. In response to this
objection the opponents would say that everything that surrounds the individual
self is meant for the individual’s enjoyment (bhogyo). The opponents argue that if
one knows the enjoyer then one is also able to acquire knowledge of the entities to
be enjoyed. So the opponents conclude that the statement “arma vai are

drassvyah”, is talking of the individual self.

To refute this thesis of the opponents Maharsi Vyasa says ‘vakyanvayat’ and to
explain this aphorism Acarcya Sankara says “evam prdpte brimah —
paramatmopadesah eva ayam. kasmat? vakyanvayat. vakyam hi idam

298

paurvvaparyyena aveksyamanam paramatmanam prati anvitavayavam laksyate,

Here Acarcya Sankara clearly states that this statement is about the paramatman or
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the absolute self. The opponents would immediately ask: On what grounds do the
Advaitins establish this thesis? Or what are the reasons in favour of this
interpretation of the Maitreyi Brahmana? In answer to this question Acarcya
Sankara says that if one closely studies the sequence of statements that constitutes
this Brahmana one would surely arrive at this conclusion. At the beginning of this
Brahmana, Yanjfiavalkya says to Maitreyl, “amytatvasya tu nasa ’sti vittena’®. This
means that amytatva or liberation cannot be attained by riches. MaitreyT then asks
her husband that what shall | do that which will liberate me? Sir, please tell me that
which you know. Yajfiavalkya then teaches armavijiiana to Maitreyi. Thus self
knowledge (atmavijiana) is imparted to Maitreyl as a means to liberation. Now
liberation can be attained only through the final immediate awareness of Brahman.
Since atmavijiiana is considered here to be a means to liberation, atman in this
context must mean Brahman. Furthermore, Acarya Sankara argues that if the term
‘atman’ means the individual selves then no straight forward explanation can be
given of the statement, ‘atrmavijianena sarvavijianam’. 1f the term ‘atman’ in this
statement stands for Brahman then only this statement would be meaningful. For,
Brahman is the material cause of the entire universe. Since the effect on the
Advaita view is not different from its material cause, one can know the effect if
one knows the material cause. The statement ‘armavijiianena sarvavijianam’

cannot also be taken in a secondary sense, because the scriptures immediately say
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that “brahma tar: paradat yo anyatratmano brahma veda.”* This statement means
one who looks upon the world as different from Brahman is defeated by the world
in the sense that he fails to gain the highest end (parama purusartha). In this
statement, the scriptures have refuted the thesis that the world is different from the
self. Thus this statement of the Brihadaranyaka Upanisad establishes the identity
between the arman and everything else. Now the entire world can be identical with
its own material cause namely Brahman. So the term ‘atman’ in the statement
‘atma vai are’ means Brahman. The scriptures also states that this entire world
appears out of atman. The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad also describe the ‘ekayana
prakriya’ where the scriptures show that the dissolution of the entire universe is
atman. This clearly shows that the term ‘atman’ here refers to Brahman and not to

the individual self.

Maharsi Vadarayana here mentions three other interpretations of the Maitreyi
Brahmana by three earlier Vedantins who are A$marathya, Audulomi and
Kadakrtsna. The view of A$marathya is mentioned in the aphorism 1.4.20,
Brahmana aims to establish the thesis that if the arman is known, everything will

be known. That the Maitreyt Brahmana aims at establishing this thesis is known

oo —
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As$marathya’s view the term ‘priya’ in the statement “na vai are patyuas kamaya
patiz priyah bhavati, atmanastu kamaya patih priyakh bhavati” refers to the
different from Brahman then the Maitreyt Brahmana will not be able to establish
the thesis that everything is known if the atman is known. Aémarathya thinks that
the statement “atma vai are...” is preparing the ground for establishing the main
thesis of Maitreyt Brahmana. This statement cannot be explained unless the
conscious individual self is supposed to be identical with the absolute self in some
way. Unless there is some sort of identity between the individual self and Brahman
everything cannot be known merely by knowing the self (atman). A$marathya
thinks that there is neither absolute identity nor absolute difference between the
individual self and Brahman. The relation between the two is identity in difference.
Brahman is the cause of the individual self. An effect cannot be absolutely
identical with the cause. For instance the pot is not absolutely identical with the
clay out of which it is produced; for then the clay could have been used to bring
water or to store water. The effect cannot also be absolutely different from its
cause. For if the pot were absolutely different from the clay, there would be no
explanation of the very common experience “it is the clay which transforms itself
in the form of a pot”. So, ASmarathya is of the opinion that the relation between

the cause and the effect is neither absolute identity nor absolute difference but it is
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a relation of identity-in-difference (bhedabheda). The individual self and the
Brahman, too, are related by this relation of identity-indifference. The Maitreyr
Brahmana starts by highlighting this identity in order to arrive at the thesis that
everything is known if arman is known. This identity-in-difference between the
individual self and Brahman is a contemporaneous identity because both of them

co-exist at the same time.

Maharsi Vyasa in the next aphorism that is  “utkramisyata
evarimbhavadityaudulomif™? mentions the view of another ancient Vedantin
namely Audulomi. Like A$marathya, Audulomi too, maintained that the relation
between Brahman and the individual self is identity-in-difference. The difference
between ASmarathya’s view and Audulomi’s view is that while ASmarathya thinks
that the relation between the two is one of simultaneous identity-in-difference,
Audulomi thinks that the relation is of non-contemporaneous and non-
simultaneous identity-in-difference. On Audulomi’s view, one thing cannot be both
identical with and different from same thing at the same time. For instance, it
cannot be said that a pot is both identical with the clay out of which it is produced
and is also different from the same clay. For this reason, Audulomi says that
although the relation between a pot and its material cause clay is one of identity-in-

difference, the identity and the difference do not obtain simultaneously. When the
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pot exists as a pot it is obviously not absolutely identical with its own material
cause, because the function which can be performed by a pot cannot be performed
by the clay. On the other hand when the pot again is converted into clay after its
own destruction the pot becomes identical with the clay. In the case of the
individual self and Brahman too, the individual self appears as different from
Brahman when it exists in this world as the individual. But when it becomes free
from all its defects and vices by performing yoga and meditation, the individual
self is liberated from the mind-body complex which binds the self and becomes
identical with the absolute self or the paramatman. So, in the Maitreyr Brahmana,
the term ‘priya’ in the statement ‘na vai are..” stands for the individual self but on
Audulomi’s view the individual self is prior state of the absolute self; because the
individual self will become Brahman when it attains liberation. So the Maitreyi
Brahmana is not actually discussing the nature of the individual self but it actually
IS trying to establish the thesis that the individual self will become identical with
the absolute self when it is liberated. When the identity between the individual self
and Brahman is established one will be knowable to everything just by knowing
the self. It has already been mentioned that the main objective of Maitreyt
Brahmana is to establish the thesis that one knows everything when one knows the
self (atmavijiianea sarvavijiianam). On Audulomi’s hypothesis there will be no

difficulty in establishing this main thesis because when the individual self will
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become identical with Brahman at the time of liberation it will also become
identical with everything. As a result one will be able to know everything if one
knows the individual self. There are scriptural statements too in favour of
Audulomi’s hypothesis: “yatha nadyah syandamanah samudre’stam gacchanti
namaripe vihaya. tatha vidvannamarapdadvimuktah parat param purusamupaiti

divyam”?®3,

Maharsi Vyasa and Acarya Sankara do not admit the views of either Asmarathya
or Audulomi. The main reason because of which Vyasa and Sankara think that
As$marthya’s and Audulomi’s interpretations of the Maitreyl Brahmana are not
correct is as follows. If the individual were really different from Brahman and if
the individual were a real mind-body complex — bearing the relation of identity-in-
difference, the individual could not become absolutely identical with Brahman,
because two absolutely different things cannot become identical with one another

at any point of their existence.

Kasakrtsna thinks that the ultimate self or Brahman exists as the individual self. If
the individual self were different from Brahman then it would not be possible to
account for those statements which directly and unequivocally talk of the identity

between the individual self and Brahman. For instance, the following statement of
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Chandogya Upanisad clearly says that it is the ultimate self which reveals itself as

the individual self, “anena jivendtmand nupravisya namaripe vyakaravanpi™,

The opponents might argue that the statement can be explained even if the
individual is taken to be an effect (karya) of the highest reality. For them one can
say that the highest reality transforms itself in the form of the individual self and

then reveals itself to various names and forms.

Kasakrtsna refutes this contention by pointing out that although we come across a
number of scriptural statements that talk of the creation of the universe, nowhere in
the scriptures we come across any statement that talks of the creation of the

individual self as an effect of Brahman is not supported by the scriptures.

Maharsi Vyasa and Acarya Sankara think that Kasakrtsna’s view regarding the
relationship between the individual self and Brahman is supported by the
scriptures.  “tatra  kasakrtsniyam — matam  Srutyanusari  iti  gamyate,

e —

amytatvam avakalpate®®

Maharsi Vyasa says that through the mahavakya ‘tattvamasi’ the Chandogya
Upanisad propose to establish the identity of the Jiva and Brahman. Thus the

statement ‘tattvamasi’ is of the nature of enunciation which is corroborated by the
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further statement that liberation is attained through the knowledge of arman,
“tarati $okamatmavit™®. If the individual self were not absolutely identical with
Brahman then liberation could not be attained merely by the knowledge of the

individual self.

The opponents might argue that if the individual selves were considered to be the
effect of the ultimate self then also the individual would be identical with
Brahman. For, all satkaryavadins believe that an effect is not different from its
own material cause. To refute this suggestion Maharsi Vyasa and Sankara observe
that if the individual self were an effect of Brahman then it would have been
destroyed along with all other effects at the time of dissolution. Consequently the
knowledge of the individual self would not produce liberation; because in order to
attain liberation one needs to know the ultimate reality and one cannot surely know
the material cause of the entire universe merely by knowing one of its effects.
Unless the highest reality is known, liberation would be impossible. As a result,
liberation could not be attained by the knowledge of the individual self. As a result

all scriptural statements that talk of liberation must be considered as futile.

Besides if following Asmarathya and Audulomi the individual self is taken as both
identical with and different from Brahman then this identity and difference would

be both as real as Brahman. Now if the difference between jiva and Brahman is
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taken as ultimately real then the difference cannot be destroyed by the knowledge

of the identity between the individual self and Brahman.

For, knowledge can destroy only a false entity. It has no power to destroy
something that is ultimately real. Besides, following Kasakrtsna, Maharsi Vyasa
and Acarya Sankara point out that if difference were ultimately real, that difference
would have persisted in liberation too. So, if one admits simultaneous identity and
difference between the individual self and Brahman, the then scriptural statement

such as “brahmaveda brahmaiva bhavati’’*’” would become erroneous.

On the other hand if we accept Audulomi’s view and suppose that the jiva exists in
this world as different from Brahman but on attaining liberation becomes identical
with Brahman, then, we shall have to assume that whatever was different from
Brahman becomes identical with Brahman. But if the individual is really different
from Brahman then the question will be; does the individual remain different from
Brahman even in liberation or is this difference destroyed at the time of liberation.
The first alternative is not acceptable because if the individual is really different
from Brahman then the difference cannot be destroyed at the time of liberation too.
On the other hand if difference between the jiva and Brahman is destroyed during
liberation then the individual too will be destroyed and it cannot be said that the

individuals become identical with Brahman. So, on the view of Kasakrtsna the
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Maitreytr Brahmana actually talks of the absolute self. So, although the Maitreyr
Brahmana starts with the statements such as “na vai are patyuh kamaya patih
priyah bhavati” and the term ‘priya’ indicates the individual self. Vyasa and
Sankara think that the scripture indicate the individual self only to establish the
identity between the individual self and Brahman. It is on the assumption of this
identity alone the Maitreyr Brahmana will be able to attain its ultimate reality
namely it will be able to establish the thesis that one knows everything if one

knows the ultimate reality.
Section 2

In the preceding section we have seen that the ancient Vedantins debated over the
nature of the relationship between the individual self and Brahman. Asmarathya
envisaged this relationship as identity-in-difference where the individual self is
considered to be both identical with and different from Brahman at the same time.
Audulomi, however, maintained that two things cannot be both identical with one
another and different from one another at the same time. So, he proposed a relation
of non-contemporaneous identity-and-difference between the individual self and
Brahman. The individual self is different from Brahman when it exists as an
individual in this world; but when the individual self is liberated it becomes

identical with Brahman. Kasakrtsna of these three ancient Vedantins alone
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maintained that the individual self is absolutely identical with Brahman. We have
also seen that Maharsi Vyasa and Sankara have admitted the view of Kasakrtsna
and have considered the individual self as not different from Brahman. The
Advaita Vedanta system propounded by Maharsi Vyasa and Acarya Sankara
consider Brahman to be the sole non-dual reality and everything other than
Brahman is not considered as ultimately real. The Advaitins, however, would not
be able to establish the thesis that Brahman alone is ultimately real without
showing that the world is not as real as Brahman. This thesis is established in the
Arambhanadhikarana of the second chapter of the Brahmasiitra. Although this
adhikarara is not directly concerned with the relationship between the individual
self and Brahman, the thesis that Brahman alone is ultimately real cannot be
established without considering this adhikarara. So, in this section I shall give a
brief account of the arguments presented in this adhikaraza by which Vyasa and

Sankara establish Brahman as the single non-dual reality.

The first aphorism of the Arambhanadhikarana IS
“tadananyatvamarambhanasabdadibhyah”*® The main objective of this
adhikararna is to show that the apparent identity and difference between the world

and Brahman is not ultimately real.
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The opponents of the Advaitins have argued that the world emerges from
Brahman. Now, an effect appears as both identical with and different from its own
material cause. For instance, the waves appearing in a sea are both identical with
sea and different from the sea. Considered as sea water a wave is identical with the
sea; but considered as a particular wave, it is different from the sea. The opponents
of the Advaitins think that there is nothing irrational in consider an effect as both
different from and identical with its own material cause. So, the opponents
consider the apparent identity and difference between an effect and its cause as

ultimately real.

Maharsi Vyasa and Acarya Sankara do not consider this identity to be ultimately
real. For them, the effect, in reality, is not different from its own material cause. To
establish this identity Maharsi Vyasa says, the effect is not different from Brahman
as it is stated in the scriptural statement, “vacarambhanam vikaro namadheyam

mrttiketyeva satyam.”®

The Advaita thesis that the jiva is identical with Brahman is contradicted by our
ordinary experience because in our ordinary experience the individual self does not
appear as Brahman. On the contrary, in our ordinary experience the individual self
appears as limited in a particular space and at a particular time. We feel that we

exist here and not elsewhere and it also appears to us that we exist for a specific
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period of time. Thus in order to establish the identity between the individual self

and Brahman, the Advaitins need to show that
1. The ordinary experience of the self as limited in space and time is false.

2. The Advaitins also must offer positive arguments in order to show that the

individual self is eternal all-pervasive and auto-luminous in nature.

Acarya Sankara establishes the falsity of ordinary experience in the introductory
part of his commentary known as adhyasabhasya. The eternal all-pervasive and
auto-luminous nature of the self is established in the following adhikararas of the

Brahmasiitra and Sankarabhdsya.

The adhyasabhasya will not be discussed in detail here; because in the next two
chapters the purport of the ahyasabhasya will be discussed in great detail, first
following Vacaspati Misra’s Bhamar and then following Pasicapadika and

Vivarana.
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Section 3

After establishing the identity of the individual self and Brahman in the
Vakyanvayddhikarana of the first chapter of Sarirakabhdsya, Acarya Sankara
establishes the nature of the individual self. The various properties of the

individual self are established in the second chapter of the Sarirakabhasya.

In the cardcaravyapasrayadhikarana®®, Maharsi Vyasa and Acarya Sankara
establish that the individual self does not come into existence or go out of
existence. In other words the individual self is not born at a particular point of

time. Nor does its existence terminate at some other point of time.

This adhikaraza aims at resolving the following statement of doubt:
“jivanityatvasastrasya jivotpattinasanimittakajatestyadisastrena virodhak asti, na
va”?!, That is: there are many statements in the scriptures which state that the
individual self does not die; for instance the statement “na jiva mriyate”?*. There
are also statements in the scriptures to the effect that certain Vedic rites such as
jatesti sraddha are to be performed when an individual is born or is dead. The
scriptural statements clearly indicate that an individual is born at some point of
time and it also expires at some point of time. Prima facie the first set of scriptural
statement contradicts the second set of statements. This adhikarara of the

Brahmasiitra and the Sankarabhasya aims at resolving this contradiction.
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The Advaita Vedantins resolve this contradiction by maintaining that the scriptural
statement that talk about the birth and death of the individual are to be taken in a

secondary sense.

The opponents might argue why do the Advaita Vedantins propose to interpret the
statements which talk of the birth and death of the individual are to be taken in a
secondary sense whereas statements such as “na jiva mriyate” are to be taken

literally.

Acarya Sankara answers this objection that “na jivasya utpattipralayau stah,
sastraphalasamvandhopapatteh.”® Acarya Sankara points out that many
statements of the scriptures motivate an individual to perform actions the results of
which cannot be obtained in this life. There is no doubt about the fact that the body
of an individual ceases to exist at some point of time. But if the existence of the
individual self also terminates with the destruction of the body, then no individual
can reap the benefit of actions performed in this life or some other life. But most of
the Vedic rites are supposed to produce merits and demerits that give results after
the destruction of the body. Now if the individual self does not continue to exist
after death then there would be no point in performing actions which are unable to
produce results in this life. Since most of the karmakanda of the Vedas prescribed

actions that do not produce effect in this life, statements which talk of the eternal
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character of the individual self must be taken literally. Consequently the statements
which talk of the birth and death of the individual are to be taken in a secondary

sense.

The opponents might ask: What is the locus of birth and death if the individual
self is not the locus of birth death, or to put it differently, to whom birth and death

may be ascribed primarily?

The answer to this question is given in the aphorism, “caracaravyapasrayastu
sydttadvyapadeso bhaktastadbhavabhavitvat’®. This aphorism means that birth
and death belong to various bodies — mobile and immobile. Various kinds of
bodies come into existence from the five basic elements and when these bodies die
they get dissolved into these elements. The birth and death of a body is secondarily

ascribed to that individual self which has a special relation with that body.

So, the birth of an individual is nothing but coming into a specific relation with
body. When this relation is severed with the destruction of the body, death is
ascribed to the individual self. Maharsi Vyasa and Acarya Sankara show that there

IS no other sense in which we can talk of the birth or the death of an individual self.

In the next adhikarana named armadhikarana, Maharsi Vyasa and Acarya

Sankara showed the eternal character of the individual self. Each adhikarara of the
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Brahma Siitra aims at resolving a particular doubt. The doubt which is resolved in
this adhikaragpa is “atma utpadyate nava” that is this adhikarara dispels the doubt
whether the individual self is generated or not. The opponents here argue that there
are many scriptural statements where it is stated that the individual self is
generated from Brahman just as the sparks of fire are generated from fire. The
scriptural statements are as follows — “tat srstva tadevanupravisat’® and
“vatha’gneh Kksudrah visphulingah vyuccarantyevamevatasmadatmanah sarve

prdndh”%

These scriptural statement clearly indicate that the individual self is generated from
Brahman. The statement of Tuaittiriya Upanisad mentioned earlier gives a slightly
different account of the genesis of the individual self. It says that Brahman first
creates the material universe and the effects constituting the universe, such as the
bodies of living organisms and then enters into those effects. Thus an individual
comes into being when the body, the mind and the sense organs of an individual
are created and Brahman or pure consciousness enters into physical body and the

mind of the individual.

The opponents do not merely quote scriptural statements in favour of their position
but they also have independent arguments. The opponents do not base their thesis

on scriptural statements alone but they also offer independent arguments to prove
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their thesis. They have argued that an individual self acquires merits and demerits
as consequences of their right and wrong action. The merits and demerits of one
individual cannot be the same as the merits and demerits of another individual.
Since the individual self is qualified by merits and demerits it cannot be identical

with Brahman which is devoid of all properties.

The arguments of the opponents may be expressed the form of the following

inferences.

1. “jivah Brahmanah bhinnah viruddhadharmavattvat, sammatavat.

2. jivah karyapadarthah Brahmanah vibhaktatvat, ghatavat™’

The opponents offered an anukiila tarka in support of these two inferences.

“parasmdt atmanah bhinnatve’pi jivah yadi tasya karyam na syat, tarhi ekavijiiane

sarvavijiianapratijiiapi na syat”.*

In the first inference the opponents are arguing that the individual self is different
from Brahman because, the individual self and Brahman possess incompatible
properties. The second says that the individual self is an effect because it appears
as the individual self when it is dissociated from Brahman. This second inference
gives a concise form to the argument which is expressed the scriptural statement

“vathda sudiptat pavakadvisphulingah sahasrasah  prabhavante  saripah
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tatha’ksardadvividhah somya bhavah prajayante tatra caivapiyanti”®. This
statement of the Murdaka Upanisad says that just as thousands of sparks emanate
from a blazing fire, so the thousands of individuals arise out of one unchangeable
Brahman. This Upanisadic statement very clearly says that there is a plurality of
individual self and all individual selves are created out of Brahman. The tarka
mentioned above is employed to strengthen both these inferences. In this tarka the
opponents argue that if the individual self were not the effect of Brahman in spite
of being different from Brahman then the scriptures cannot say that everything will
be known if Brahman is known. Here the opponents are saying that the first
inference mentioned earlier clearly shows that the individual self is different from
Brahman,; for the same properties cannot be ascribed to both. The scriptures state
that Brahman is eternal and all-pervasive while the individual self appears as non-
eternal and confined to a particular space. So it cannot be doubted that the
individual self is different from Brahman. But, even though the individual self
possesses properties that are different from those possessed by Brahman, the
individual self cannot be entirely different from Brahman because the individual
self is created out of Brahman. The tarka mentioned earlier says that if the
individual self were not even an effect of Brahman then the scriptures would not
be able to establish the thesis that everything is known when the absolute is known.

But we have earlier seen that the Maitreyt Brahmana of the Brhadaranyaka
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Upanisad very clearly aims at this thesis. Now the opponents have shown that it
cannot be denied that the individual self and Brahman possess very different
properties. Now there are only two conclusions which can be drawn on the basis of
this undeniable fact first; the individual self is entirely different from Brahman or
secondly; the individual self is an effect of Brahman. If we accept the first
conclusion then the scriptural statement that propounded the thesis that everything
Is known when Brahman is known, could have been false. So the only conclusion
which follows that the many different individual selves are effects of Brahman and
it emerges out of Brahman just as sparks emerge out of blazing fire. With the help
of these two inferences and the tarka along with the supporting scriptures the
opponents prove that the individual selves are many in number and they are created

out of Brahman.

Acarya Sankara starts countering the opponents’ thesis from the statement “atra
ucyate na asya pravibhagah svatah asti, ‘ekah devah sarvabhitesu gidhah
sarvavyapi sarvabhitantaratma’ (Svetasvatara Upanisad 6/11) iti Sruteh”®.
Acarya Sankara here quotes this statement of Svetasvatara Upanisad in order to
show that the individual self is never dissociated from Brahman. Now if the
individual self is never dissociated from Brahman then the probans of the second

inference mentioned earlier by the opponents will be vitiated by the fallacy called
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svarupasiddhi. The opponents’ inference purports to show that the individual self
Is an effect because it emerges through a process of dissociation from Brahman.
Just as a pot get dissociated from its own material cause (clay) when it is
generated. Acarya Sankara here observes that the individual self is never
dissociated from Brahman and the example of a pot is also not proper because
Brahman is present in the pot also and so the pot also is not dissociated from the
all-pervasive Brahman. The Advaita Vedantins can also deploy an anukiila tarka
in favour of their own contention. The tarka is “jivah yadi utpattiman syat, tada
‘sah val esah mahanajah atma’ (Brhadaranyak Upanisad-4/4/25) iti sastram
anarthakam syat; jivasya utpattimattve vinasitvavasyambhavat krtandasadidoso pi
syar”™. That means if the individual self were produced from Brahman then the
following scriptural statement “sak vai esah mahanajah atma’** would become
false. Besides if the individual self had a beginning then it could be destroyed also.
But if the self could be destroyed then the law of karma would become ineffective;
for in that case the individual would not have to enjoy the results of its own

actions.

The opponents might further argue that the Advaita Vedantins admit that the five
subtle elements are effects because they appear out of Brahman. The scriptural

statements which talk of the appearance of the five subtle elements are taken
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literally by the Advaita Vedantins. In this contention, one may refer to the
statement of the Taittiriyva Upanisad, “tasmadva etasmadatmana akasah
sambhiitah. akasadvayuh®, where it is stated that the five subtle elements appear
in a particular fixed order out of Brahman. Now the opponents argue that the
Advaita Vedantins take this statement in its literal sense and maintain that the
subtle elements are the appearances of Brahman. But the Advaita Vedantins refuse
to take similar statements such as “yatha sudiptat pabakadvisphulingah sahasrasah
prabhavante sarupah tatha’ksaradvividhah somya bhavah prajayante tatra
caivapiyanti”’, this statement in their literal sense. But the Advaita Vedantins do

not explain why one statement is taken literally while another is not.

Acarya Sankara addresses this objection too in the statement
“buddhyddyupdadhinimittam tu asya pravibhagapratibhanam akdasasya iva
ghatadisamvandhanimittam. tathdca Sastram — ‘Sah vai ayam atma brahma
vijianamayah manomaya/ pranamaya caksurmayah srotramayah’
(Brhadaranyaka Upanisad-4/4/5)"%* Acarya Sankara here argues that in the
absence of any counteractive condition (vadhaka) the abovementioned scriptural
statement can establish that a particular entity appears out of Brahman. In the case
of the statement of the Tuaittirtya Upanisad which describes the emerges of the five

subtle elements out of Brahman, there is no counteractive condition which may
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prevents us from taking the statement literally but in the case of the statements
which talk of the appearance of the individual self out of Brahman, there is a
counteractive condition owing to which the statement cannot be taken literally. Just
as the adjective strina applies to a man who is always under the influence of his
wife so also the individual self comes under the influence of the mind
(antakkarara) the mind along with the body and the sense organs which are
superimposed on the individual self. As a result the mental states pertaining to the
antazkarapa or the mind are superimposed on the individual self. It is because of
this superimposition the self appears as (vijianamaya) or full of consciousness.
Now anta/karana etc. are effects of avidya and when the individual self appears as
non-eternal the apparent birth and death of the individual self are not its real
properties. All these properties in reality belong to the mind and the mind imposes
these properties on Brahman. Thus birth, death and change belong to the mind,
body and the sense organs and the self is free from the vicissitudes of birth and
death. The opponents might argue that the Advaitins want to counter the thesis that
the self is an effect of Brahman. But in order to disprove this thesis they are taken
resort to some thesis which contradicts their own position. They are saying that the
individual self is vijianamaya but the suffix ‘mayay’ is usually employed to denote

an effect. So if the individual self is said to be ‘vijianamaya’ then it must be
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treated as an effect of the mind. But this contradicts the Advaita thesis that the

individual self is not an effect.

To refute this objection, Acarya Sankara points out that here the suffix ‘mayay’ is
not employed to denote an effect. This suffix here signifies abundance. There is
abundance of mental states and as a result of the superimposition of the mind and
its states on the self, the self also seems to have an abundance of mental states.
Thus the suffix does not indicate the individual self as an effect. Rather the
apparent non-eternal character of the individual self is due to the superimposition

of the non-eternal mind on the self.

From the above considerations it follows that the apparent non-eternal character of
the individual self is not a real property of the self. Rather, it is a property of the

mind which is superimposed on the self.

Earlier the opponents quoted several scriptural statements which indicate that the
individual self is generated out of the absolute self. The Advaitins maintain that
these scriptural statements, too, are to be taken in a secondary sense in which they
would mean that the individual self appears to have a beginning in time; because
various effects of avidya, namely, the mind, the body and the sense organs are
superimposed on the individual self and these effects of avidya have a beginning in

time.
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As a matter of fact the Advaita Vedantins are trying to establish the thesis that the
individual self is identical with Brahman. This thesis is established primarily on
the basis of scriptural statements and the final immediate realization of the
liberated person. Needless to say, the lay person does not have any access to any of
these two sources of knowledge. Though the common man may read the scriptures,
he may be unable to ascertain the correct meaning of the scriptural statements. So,
the independent reasons are to be given to refute the opponents’ position. The
Advaitins also need to show that the scriptural statements, which the opponents
have cited in favour of their own positions, have not been correctly interpreted by
the opponents. Each adhikarara of the Brahmasutra purports to resolve a
controversy regarding the interpretation of one or more specific scriptural
statements. So, throughout the Brahmasira, Maharsi Vyasa has tried to refute the
opponents’ interpretation of the scriptures. This adhikaraza, too, is not an
exception to this general strategy. Here also the author of the Brahmasutra has
shown that the scriptural statements that the opponents have cited to establish their
own position do not straight-forwardly support their position. On the contrary, the
Advaita Vedantins have shown that alternative interpretations can be given to these
scriptural statements and they can be treated as talking of the genesis of the various
qualifiers, such as the body, the mind etc. of the individual self. So, the opponents’

interpretation of the scriptural statements is not their only interpretations. The
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Advaitins have also argued to the effect that the opponents’ interpretation is also
not the correct one. The author of the Brahmasitra ends this adhikarara by
quoting a number of scriptural statements which expressly state that the individual
self is eternal. The author of the Brahmasitra has quoted the following scriptural
statement in support of the Advaita position, “na va are’ham moham
bravimyavinasi va are’yamatma’anucchittidharma matrda’samsargah tu asya
bhavati.”®* The Advaitins’ argument is this, the statement which expressly states
that the self is eternal cannot be given any other explanation. But the statements
quoted by the opponents admit of alternative interpretations. So, the statements that
establish the eternal character of the self must be taken literally while the scriptures
talking of the genesis of the self are to be taken in a secondary sense as talking of
the non-eternal character of the various qualifiers of the individual self. The
Advaitins have also employed various techniques of interpretation, such as one or
more of the six tatparyagrahaka lingas to show that their own interpretation of the
scriptures is the correct one. The armadhikarana, thus, refutes the opponents’
thesis that the individual self is non-eternal and by so doing it takes one more step

towards establishing the identity between the individual self and Brahman.
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Section 4

In the 3" section of this chapter we have establish the eternal and auto-luminous
character of the individual self following the cardcaravyapasrayadhikarana,
atmadhikarana and jhadhikarana of the Brahmasutra. The eternal and auto-
luminous characters of the individual self determine the essence of the self. In the
adhikarana which immediately follows jfiadhikaranza, Vyasa and Sankara have
establish the ubiquitous character of the individual self refuting the various other
hypotheses about the nature of the individual self. This adhikarara is called
utkrantigatiadhikarana. This adhikarapa deals with the extension of the individual
self. The Advaita Vedantins maintain that the two characters that being eternal and
auto-luminous constitute the essence of the individual selves. For this reason these
two characters are described as the “antaranga svaripa” of the individual self.
This thesis follows from two other theses admitted by the Advaita Vedantins: 1.
the individual self is identical with Brahman 2. Brahman is defined interms of pure
being (satta), pure consciousness (cit) and pure bliss (ananda). If Brahman is auto-
luminous, pure consciousness and if the individual self is identical with Brahman
then needless to say, the individual self is also auto-luminous. The connection
between the eternal character of the individual self and the svarialaksanai of the

Brahman is not so obvious. The essence of Brahman is described in the laksana
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vakya of the Tuaittiriya Upanisad which says “satyam jianam anantam
Brahman.”® In this statement Brahman is called ‘anantam’ because it is not
limited by any object. Since Brahman is not limited in time and since the
individual self is identical with Brahman, the individual self too cannot be limited

in time. So, the individual self is eternal.
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CHAPTER TWO

Vacaspati Misra on the Nature of the Individual Self

It has been established in the last chapter of my thesis that the ahamartha or the
subject of I-cognitions of the form ‘I am happy’, ‘I know this pot’ etc. is neither
pure consciousness nor the mind. This ‘I’ or ahamartha is actually a mixture of
pure consciousness and the mind which is a material object. It is generated by the
superimposition of the mind and its attributes on consciousness. Though the
subject of I-cognition is a result of superimposition, yet it is this subject of I-

cognition which appears as the individual self.

Vacaspati Misra, the author of Bhamatt discussed the nature of ahamartha in detail
while commenting on the Sariraka Bhasya of Acarya Sankara. In the present
chapter the nature of the ‘I’ or the individual ego will be analysed on the basis of
Bhamatr and its sub-commentaries Vedanta Kalpataru of Amalananda and the

Kalpataru Parimala of Appaya Diksita.

Acarya Sankara at the beginning of his adhydsabhasya considered the objection
that the superimposition between the self and the not-self is not logically tenable.
Vacaspati Misra also at the beginning of his commentary Bhamati considered a

similar objection. In this objection the opponents have said that the self or
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Brahman cannot be an object of inquiry because it is self evident (asandigdha) and
redundant (aprayojaniya). According to the opponents, the self or Brahman is
directly apprehended and also any inquiry about Brahman is redundant. That
which is directly apprehended and that which does not serve any purpose cannot be
the object of any philosophical inquiry. To introduce this objection Vacaspati
Misra said, ‘atha yadasandigdhaprayojanarm: ca na tatpreksavatpratipitsagocarah;
yvatha: samanaskendriyasannikystah sphitalokamadhyavartighatah kararadanta

va’l. This statement indicates two inferences advanced by the opponents —

1. vimatar brahma na vicaryam asandigdhatvat,

samanaskendriyasannikrstah sphitalokamadhyavartighatavat.
2. vimatam brahma na vicaryam

aprayojanatvat, karatadantavat.

Brahman is the locus (paksa) of both these inferences and avicaryatva is the
probandum of both these inferences. Asandigdhatva is the hetu of the first
inference. The example of the first inference is such a pot which is located in a
place that is adequately lit. The significance of the first inference is that if an object
or a thing is beyond reasonable doubt then no man will engage in any inquiry in
order to investigate the nature of that thing, for instance, a pot which is in contact
with the sense organ of a person who is not inattentive. This pot can never be the

object of any doubt and so this pot can never be the object of any inquiry. So in
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this example, the vyapti or the invariable concomitance ‘whatever is beyond doubt
is not the object of inquiry’ may be grasped. If Brahman is beyond reasonable
doubt then it can be inferred that Brahman cannot be the object of any inquiry. So,

no rational being can engage in any investigation regarding the nature of Brahman.

In the second inference, the opponents of the Advaitins establish the thesis that
Brahman cannot be the object of inquiry by another probans namely redundancy.
The significance of the second inference is that if a thing is absolutely redundant
then nobody will intend to investigate the nature of the object. For example, to
know the teeth of a crow is redundant for a human being. Therefore, no human
being engages in an investigation regarding the nature of the teeth of a crow.

Similarly, Brahman cannot be the object of inquiry since it is absolutely redundant.

The opponents of the Advaita Vedantins, however, have to face an objection at this
point. It may be objected against the opponents that the two inferences by which
the opponents establish their thesis that Brahman cannot be the object of
philosophical inquiry are themselves fallacious. For, the probans of the first
inference is asandigdhatva and the probans of the second inference is
aprayojanatva. But none of these probanses is established in the locus (paksa) of
the inference before the employment of these inferences. If the probans of an

inference is not established in the paksa of the inference before the employment of
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that inference, then the inference is vitiated by the fallacy called ‘svariapdasiddha’
and such an inference cannot establish the thesis that Brahman cannot be the object

of philosophical inquiry.

In answer to this objection, the opponents of the Advaita Vedantins have tried to
establish the probans, asandigdhatva or being beyond reasonable doubt and
aprayojanatva or redundancy in Brahman. The opponents have discussed
elaborately the nature of the I-cognitions in connection with establishing the
probans of asandigdhatva. We shall, now, discuss the opponents’ analysis of the
first probans and in this connection we shall also discuss the nature of the I-
cognitions. One might ask: Why do the opponents think that Brahman is
asandigdha or beyond reasonable doubt? They could answer this question by
pointing out that the Advaitins themselves identify Brahman with the individual
self and every individual, however small or insignificant it may be, is aware of its
own self. But why do the opponents think that every individual possesses

knowledge of its own self?

In answer to this objection, the opponents of the Advaita Vedantins have shown
that every organism can apprehend its own self immediately through the I-
cognitions. Thus, on the opponents’ view, what is revealed as ‘I’ in the I-

cognitions is nothing but the individual self or the jivatman. So, the opponents
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identify the individual self with the ahamartha or the object of the I-cognitions.
Now in the Mardukyopanisat it is said that the individual self is identical with
Brahman. The statement of the AMandukyopanisat which the opponents are
referring to is “ayamatma brahma. If Brahman is identical with d@man and if
atman is revealed in the I-cognitions then Brahman also is revealed in the I-
cognitions. So, every sentient organism is directly aware of Brahman. Even
nobody have any doubt of the form ‘I exist or not” and nobody have an illusion of
the form ‘I do not exist’. If a thing is the object of direct apprehension and the
thing is never the object of doubt then the thing is regarded as asandigdha. As the
individual self is asandigdha and as the individual self is identical with Brahman
then Brahman also will be asandigdha or beyond reasonable doubt. For this
reason, the opponents say that Brahman is beyond reasonable doubt. So the

probans of the first inference is not vitiated by the fallacy of svarapasiddha.

An objection was raised against the second inference of the opponents of the
Advaita Vedantins. It may be objected that the second inference is also vitiated by
the fallacy of svarupasiddha since the probans, aprayojanatva or redundancy is not
established in the locus (paksa) of the inference before the employment of this
inference. One might argue that liberation is the ultimate goal prescribed by the

scriptures. According to the scriptures, liberation may be generated only by self-
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knowledge. On the contrary, lack of self-knowledge is the cause of bondage. The
opponents say that every individual possesses the knowledge of his own self.
Every individual apprehends directly its own self through the I-cognitions because
the self reveals itself in the I-cognitions. Nobody can admit any other valid self-
knowledge except the I-cognitions. As all sentient beings can apprehended their
own selves in the I-cognitions, it has to be admitted that every sentient being has
knowledge of its own self. But as empirical life and bondage co-exist with self-
knowledge then empirical life and bondage cannot be brought to an end by self-
knowledge. So there is no need to have self-knowledge because self-knowledge
cannot remove bondage. For this reason, the probans of the second inference

cannot be considered as a sadhyasama hetu or an unproven probans.’

To support these inferences the opponents have applied an anukiila tarka which is
a kind of counterfactual reasoning. If an inconclusive doubt arises against the
probans of an inference then a favourable counterfactual reasoning may be applied
to remove the doubt. If no anukiila tarka can be employed to remove the doubt
then the probans will not be able to establish the probandum. A subject that is the
object of philosophical or scientific inquiry is either a subject that is not beyond

doubt or is useful for human beings in some way or other. Thus, two invariable
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concomitances can be established in the instance of Ayurveda. These two vyapti-s

are.

1. “yatra yatra vicaryatvam tatra tatra sandigdhatvam”.

2. “yatra yatra vicaryatvam tatra tatra saprayajanatvam”.

In both these invariable concomitances, ‘vicaryatva’ or being the object of
philosophical inquiry is the probans. In the first vyapti ‘being the object of doubt’
Is the probandum and in the second vyapti ‘being necessary for human beings’ is
the probandum. The opponents argue that the absence of both these sadhya-s can

be observed in the individual self. So, the self cannot be the object of inquiry.”

After citing the above anukiila tarka in favour of the probanses of the
abovementioned inferences the opponents consider another objection. It may be
objected that the ahamartha or the object of I-cognitions such as ‘I am slim’, ‘I am
fair’ etc. appears as the locus of properties of the mind, the body and the sense
organs. For example, in the cognition ‘I am fair’ the ego appears as the locus of an
attribute of the body. In the cognition ‘I am blind” ahamartha is apprehended as
the locus of an attribute of the visual sense organ. In the apprehension ‘I am
happy’, ‘I am sorry’ etc. ahamartha is apprehended as the locus of attributes of the
mind. Now, since in the I-cognitions the ahamartha is revealed as the locus of the

attributes of body, senses and mind cannot be identified with the self. Those who
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raise this objection argue that in the above mentioned cognitions the ego appears as
the locus of the attributes of the body, senses and the mind. Each of these
appearances is expressed in the form of a samanadhikaranya vyapadesa. The
definition of samanadhikaranya vyapadesa 1is ‘bhinnapravrttinimittanam
savdanamekasminnarthe pravrttih samanadhikaranya vyapadesa’. According to
this definition if two different words standing for different things are applied to the
same object, then that statement is called a samanadhikaranya vyapadesa. For
example, in the statement ‘this flower is blue’, the term ‘blue’ means the blue
colour and the term ‘flower’ means the genus of the flower. But here both the
terms have been applied to mean the same object. Just as the statement ‘this flower
is blue’ means ‘that which is blue is identical with a flower’, the I-cognitions also
indicate that there exists a relation of identity between the ahamartha and the
body, the senses and the mind. So, it cannot be accepted that the individual self is

directly apprehended in the I-cognitions.®

In answer to this objection, the opponents would say that the ahamartha which is
revealed in the perceptions ‘I am happy’, ‘I am sorry’ is not identical with the
body, the sense organs and the mind. Though ahamartha is related by
samanadhikaranya vyapadesa with the attributes of the body, the sense organs and

the mind yet the ahamartha is different from the body, the sense organs and the
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mind. To establish this difference between them the opponents have applied

another inference-

vimatah ahamartha’ sariradibhyah bhidyate,

vyavartamanesU anuvrttamanatvat, yatha kusumebhyah sitram.

The significance of this inference is that the ahamartha is different from the body,
the sense organs and the mind; because though the bodies change in different times
the ahamartha does not change. For example, in a garland different flowers are
held together by a single thread. Similarly the ahamartha is apprehended as
identical during the entire period of a person’s life even though his body undergoes
radical changes during his lifetime. A question here will arise against the
opponents: What is the proof of the fact that the ahamartha remains identical, even

though the body changes?

In answer to this question the opponents would say that it will be proved by a kind
of recognition which is of the form “yo’ham valye pitaravanvabhavam sa eva
sthavire pranaptrnanubhavami”. In this cognition, an individual perceives that |
who had perceived earlier my father and grandfather, am now perceiving my
children and grandchildren. But in the long period from childhood to old age the

body of an individual undergoes a lot of change. The body of the child is entirely
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different from the body of an aged person. The sense organs also can be destroyed
or their abilities might decrease as a person becomes old. But in spite of these
changes the ahamartha is apprehended as the same. So it is proved that though the
body changes the ahamartha remains identical. Thus just as the thread which holds
the flowers is different from the flowers, the ahamartha also must be different

from the body, the mind and the sense organs.®

Again another objection may be raised against the opponents that though there is a
lot of difference between the body of the child and the adult body then it cannot be
said that the bodies are entirely different from each other because it is not
established till now that the bodies change entirely over a certain period of times.
So, the abovementioned recognition cannot conclusively establish that the

ahamartha remains identical even though the body changes.’

To refute this objection, the opponents have introduced two other examples in
which it can be shown that the object of I-cognition can be apprehended directly
though the bodies are quite different from each other. One can enjoy divine
happiness in his dream due to his good action. But according to the Indian
philosophers nobody can enjoy divine happiness while he is in his human body.
That means in order to enjoy divine happiness it is necessary to have a divine

body. The question here may be raised: How is it possible for a human being to
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enjoy divine happiness through human body during dream-experience? In reply,
the opponents would say that a divine body is generated during the state of dream
and the divine happiness may be enjoyed through this divine body. When the
person wakes up from dream, the divine body is destroyed and the individual again
enjoys human pleasure and pain through his human body. The divine body does
not persist when a person wakes up from dream. That is why on waking up from
dream, the subject realizes, “naham deva, manusya eva”. But in spite of the
difference between the bodies, the individual apprehends that ‘I who dreamt the
divine pleasure am now enjoying empirical pleasure and pain’. So, the object of the
I-cognition appears as identical though the empirical body is different from the
dreaming body. So, the object of I-cognition cannot be identical with the body. It
must be something different from the body and this different thing is the individual

self.

The opponents have given another example to establish the difference between the
body and the object of I-cognition. An ascetic may have different bodies at the
same time in order to enjoy the fruits of the past action which have begun to give
results. The bodies which are constructed by their power of meditation are called
kayavyitha. For example, an ascetic may enjoy the pleasure and pain of a tiger by

constructing a tiger body. There is no doubt that his human body is extremely
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different from his tiger body. But in spite of this difference he can apprehend that
‘I who have enjoyed the pleasure and pain of a tiger am now enjoying the pleasure
and pain of a human being through a human body. But in such apprehension, the
object of I-cognition is not different though the bodies are different. So, the object

of I-cognition is different from the body.

After establishing the difference between the object of the I-cognitions and the
body, the opponents have established the difference between the object of the I-
cognitions and the sense organs. A thing which has been perceived by the visual
sense organ may also be perceived by the tactile sense organ even if the visual
sense organ has been destroyed and then the apprehension may occur
‘yo ’hamadraksam sa evaitarhi sprsami’. There is no doubt that in this
apprehension these two sense organs are different from each other. As the object of
I-cognition appears as an identical thing, the object of I-cognition is different from

the sense organs.

After that the opponents have established that the object of I-cognition is different
from the buddhi or the intellect and the mind. The intellect and the mind appear as
an instrumental cause in the apprehension of an individual; but the object of I-

cognition is always apprehended as the subject. The instrumental cause cannot be
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identical with the subject or the agent. So, the object of I-cognition must be a

different thing from the intellect and the mind.®

One might ask the opponents that if the object of I-cognition is different from the
body, the mind and the sense organs then why does the object of I-cognition appear
as a locus of the attributes of the body, the mind and the sense organs in the

cognitions of the form ‘I am fair’, ‘I am happy’, ‘I am blind’ etc.?°

The opponents might say in reply to this question that in all these cases terms such
as ‘happy’, ‘blind’ etc. are used in their secondary senses. For example, in the
apprehension ‘maricah krosanti’ or ‘the stage is roaring’, the term ‘stage’ is used in
a secondary sense for the persons who are seated on the stage. Secondary
applications depend upon the difference and also upon the knowledge of that
difference. It is known to all that a stage cannot make a lot of noise. Even he who
applies the verb ‘krosanti’ to qualify ‘maricah’ knows the real meanings of the
terms. Similarly the adjective blind is employed to qualify ‘aham’ only in a
secondary sense even though the adjective does not really apply to aham.
According to the opponents also, the primary meanings of the term ‘aham’ is really
the self and not the body or sense organs. All I-cognitions are clear and distinct
apprehensions. So, the self appears clearly and directly in the I-cognitions. The

opponents have also mentioned that the I-cognitions are very clear apprehensions
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which are also called sphuratara anubhavas. The question that would naturally
arise is: What is a sphuzatara anubhava? In reply to this question the Advaitins
say that an anubhava can be of four types — abhijiia, abhivadana, upadana and
arthakriya. The first determinate perception which is generated by the contact of
sense organs with their objects is called abhijiia. The sentence which manifests the
apprehension is called abhivadana. The action generated by the determinate
cognition is called upadana. Here the term ‘upddana’ is inclusive of ‘hana’. That
1S ‘upadana’ means any activity of the agent which is generated by the determinate
cognition. As a result of the action of the agent an external object also is used in a
particular way. That is, the action of the agent leads to same action of an agent. For
instance on having a determinate cognition of a pot, the knower may proceed to
bring the pot in order to use it for bringing or storing of water. Now the agent’s
action of bringing the pot is called upadana whereas the pot’s use for the purposes
of bringing or storing water is called ‘arthakriya’. Of these four usages abhijiia is
regarded as a non-explicit usage or asphusavyavahara, because such apprehensions
can also be generated in dreamless sleep. According to the Advaita Vedantins, the
mind dissolves in avidya in the state of dreamless sleep. So, on their view, an
apprehension which is produced in the absence of mind is called a non-explicit
apprehension. On the contrary, the apprehension which is produced by the

presence of mind is called an explicit apprehension or a sphuratara anubhava.
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Explicit apprehensions are usually generated in the empirical state. Nobody can
deny the apprehension which is generated in the empirical state and which is not
contradicted during the waking state. The I-cognitions are generated in the
empirical state and are not contradicted as long as the individual remains in the
empirical state. For this reason, the objects of I-cognitions must be admitted as
real. The opponents have established earlier by means of a recognition that the
object of an I-cognition I is different from the body, the mind and the sense organs.
So, the object of an I-cognition which appears in the I-cognition in the empirical
state is nothing but the self. So, there is no need to investigate into the nature of the
self. So, the view of the Advaitins regarding the nature of the individual self is

absolutely wrong.*

Another objection may be raised against the opponents of the Advaita Vedantins
that the actual nature of self which is beyond hunger and thirst has been established
in many Vedas and Upanisads. On the contrary, the object of I-cognitions which is
subject to hunger and thirst appears in the I-cognition is not called the self.* To
establish the opponents’ position Vacaspati Misra says, ‘“‘nacahamiti
sarvajaninasphutataranubhavasamarthita atma dehendriyadivyatiriktah Sakya

upanisadam  sahasrairapyanyathayitum,  anubhavavirodhat.  nahyagamah
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sahasramapi ghatam patayitumisate. tasmadanubhavavirodhddupacaritartha

evopanisad iti yuktamutpasyam’*2.

The significance of the opponents’ position is that since the self is established by a
clear and distinct empirical perception as a different thing from the body, the mind
and the sense organs no scripture can establish the self as anything else. Because
when an uncontradicted perception is contradicted by $riti the perception will be
stronger than the $riti.

To determine the relative strength and weakness of the perception and the
scriptures the Mimamsakas have employed the savakasa-niravakasa nyaya.
According to this nyaya, a rule or a law which is applicable to more things is
regarded as a savakasa rule and that which is applicable to a lesser number of
things is called a niravakasa rule. When a contradiction occurs between a savakasa
and a niravakasa rule, then the niravakasa rule will be stronger than the savakasa
rule. Because, in such cases if the savakasa rule is considered as stronger than the
niravakasa rule then since the scope of the niravakasa rule is less than that of the
savakasa rule, the niravakasa rule will have no applicability at all. But if the
niravakasa rule 1s supposed to have no applicability at all, then it will become
invalid. Consequently the validity of the entire scriptures would be subject to

doubt. For this reason, if any contradiction arises between a savakasa and a
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niravakasa rule the niravakasa rule will be considered as stronger than the
savakdasa rule. In this case, the opponents have shown by applying the savakasa-
niravakasa nyaya that if the srati is contradicted by a veridical perception then the
perception will be stronger because in case of any conflict between a perceptual
cognition and a scriptural statement, the perceptual cognition will have to be
regarded as a niravakasa pramana and the scriptural statement will have to be
regarded as a savakasa pramana.

Perception, inference and other ordinary sources of knowledge can establish their
objects in only one way. But the scriptures can be interpreted in more than one
ways. So perception etc. is a niravakasa pramana in comparison to sriti which is a
savakasa pramana. So if any contradiction occurs between perception and sriti,
perception is to be taken as stronger than sriti. The scriptural statement, in such
cases, will have to be interpreted in some other way. The opponents also admit
that there exists a contradiction between the I-cognitions and the scriptural
statements by which the eternal, indeterminate, transcendental self is established.
To solve this contradiction the opponents say that these sritis are to be interpreted
in a secondary sense. To present the opponents’ position, Vacaspati Misra says that
if a thing is established as a pot by perception then thousands of scriptural
statements cannot establish it as a piece of cloth or as something else. On the

contrary, there may be various interpretations of the scriptural statements which
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talk about a transcendental self. So, according to the opponents these scriptural
statements should be taken in a secondary sense. So, the apparent contradiction
between the I-cognitions and the scriptural statements that talk of a transcendent
self can be resolved in this manner. Thus, on the opponents view, what is revealed
as ‘I’ in the I-cognitions is nothing but arman or the individual self. So there is no
need to discuss the Advaita theory for determining the nature of the individual self.
To refute this objection of the opponents, the Advaitins say that though an
uncontradicted perception may be considered as stronger than the sriti, an illusory
perception cannot be so. Since the I-cognitions are illusory there is no logical basis
for imagining a secondary sense of the scriptural statements in order to resolve the
apparent contradiction between the scriptures and the I-cognitions. The Advaitins
may be asked: Why do they think that the I-cognitions are illusory perceptions?
They may reply that the I-cognitions are not contradicted during our empirical
lives, but they are contradicted at the time of liberation. On attaining liberation, the
embodied ascetic realizes that ‘I am Brahman’ or ‘aham brahmasmi’. In this
apprehension a jivanmukta yogi realizes that his self is identical with the
transcendental self. Thus on the Advaita view, the I-cognitions being illusory
perceptions do not reveal the real nature of the individual self. These I-cognitions

arise owing to the superimposition of the self on the not self.
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The opponents may further argue against the Advaita Vadantins that the
superimposition of the self on the not self is not logically tenable. Acarya Sankara
said against the opponents that though the superimposition is not logically tenable,
it is directly apprehended by all sentient beings and therefore the superimposition
between the self and the not self cannot be refuted. In support of this view of
Sankaracarya, Vacaspati Misra said that the true nature of the self is not revealed at
all in the I-cognitions. The object of the I-cognitions is produced by the
superimposition of the self on the not self and this object or ahamkara is a fake
entity (mithya padartha). The true nature of the self has been propounded in sruti,
smrti, itihasa, purana etc.'* The opponents said that the scriptures have to be
interpreted in a secondary sense; because a scriptural statement is savakasa in
comparison to an I-cognition. To oppose this argument Vacaspati Misra said that
the schools who obey the authority of Vedas, in particular, the two Mimarhsa
systems refer to six marks to determine the significance of sruti. These marks are-
upakramopasamharayorikyam, abhyasah, upapattih, arthavadah, phalam,

apurvata.

Vacaspati Misra has shown by employing abovementioned first mark that the true
nature of the self has been propounded at the beginning and at the end of many

scriptural statements.
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At the end of every section from the eighth to the sixteenth of sixth chapter of
Chandogyoponisad Rsi Aruni told his son, Svetaketu that ‘tattvamasi Svetaketu!”
In the beginning, in the middle and also in the end of this context of
Chandogyoponisad the statement ‘tattvamasi’ has been mentioned repeatedly. So,
the first mark namely the unity between the beginning and the end of a chapter
applies to this statement. Again this statement is mentioned and repeated at the
beginning and at the end of this context. So the second mark repetition also is
present in the statement “tattvamasi”. Actually all these six marks are present in
this statement. Now a statement in which all these marks are present cannot be
explained in a secondary sense. It must be taken in its literal sense. Vacaspati
Misra said that whenever a particular statement is mentioned repeatedly in a text
then the text clearly intends to highlight that statement. For example, if one says
indicating a woman ‘aho darsaniya’, ‘aho darsaniya’ then the repetition indicates
that the speaker wants to highlight the fact that she is good looking.** The
knowledge of the transcendental self has been repeatedly advised in the beginning,
in the middle and in the end of this prakaraza of the Chandogya Upanisad and
also has been mentioned several times in the Aruni-Svetaketu episode of the sixth
chapter of Chandogya Upanisad. From these repetitions it is quite clear that the
scriptures are talking about the transcendental self and since the scriptures are

talking repeatedly of the transcendental self this must be the significance of the
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sruti. S0, this mahavakya cannot be taken in a secondary sense. Vacaspati Misra
wants to convey that repetition always indicates the importance of a particular
subject matter.”® So, a particular scriptural statement which is mentioned
repeatedly in the scriptures cannot be taken in a secondary sense and the I-
cognitions which contradict the scriptures are to be considered as illusory. For this
reason, the author of Bhamati asked the opponents to mention the reasons because

of which the I-cognitions are treated as veridical by the opponents.*®

The opponents again raised another objection that whenever there is a
contradiction between the I-cognition and the sruti, the I-cognition must be
stronger, because the perception is the first among all the pramana-s and no
mediate pramana can perform its function without depending on perception.
Because perception is employed before the other pramana-s and the other
pramana-s cannot establish their objects before perception establishes its own
object. So, the other pramana-s are dependent on perception. Actually the
opponents here have employed the ‘upajivya-upajivaka nyaya’ and the
‘upasanjatavirodhi-anupasanjatavirodhi nyaya’ which are admitted by the
Mimamsaka philosophers. In accordance with this nyaya, if a contradiction occurs
between two rules the upajivya rule will be stronger than the upajivaka rule. Since

the upajivaka is dependent on the upajivya, the upajivaka cannot contradict the
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upajivya rule. Similarly the rule which is stipulated at first is called the
anupasanjatavirodhi and its subsequent rule is called the upasarijatavirodhi. If a
contradiction occurs between the anupasanjatavirodhi and the upasanjatavirodhi
rule then the anupasasnjatavirodhi will be stronger because the
anupasanjatavirodhi 1S generated before the genesis of its opponent. For this
reason, the validity of an anupasanjatavirodhi cannot be damaged by the
upasanjatavirodhi rule. Since the anupasanjatavirodhi rule comes into existence
prior to the wupasanjatavirodhi rule, the later cannot establish its own object.
Between the perception and the sruti, perception is anupasarijatavirodhi and for
this reason, sruti cannot establish its object if there is a perception that contradicts
the sruti. So, the opponents argue that because of the conflict between the I-
cognitions and the sruti and since the I-cognitions are anupasanjatavirodhi, the
sruti cannot establish the transcendent self which is beyond the purview of all

perceptions.’

To refute this objection the author of Bhamati says that the sruti is beyond all
doubt and suspicion and so its validity does not depend upon any other pramana.
For this reason, sruti is regarded as the self-evident proof to establish such objects
as Dharma, Brahman etc. As the sruti is an independent pramana to establish the

transcendental nature of the self or Brahman, the evidence of perception, inference
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etc. cannot contradict the sruti. Dharma, Brahman etc. are not objects of ordinary
pramana-s. As these are cognizable only by the sruti, sruti cannot depend upon
any other pramana to produce valid knowledge of Dharma, Brahman etc. It may

be said in brief, sruti is able to establish its object independently.*®

The opponents might further object that although the scriptures do not depend on
any other pramana for establishing its own objects, the scriptures have to depend
upon perfections for the genesis of the verbal cognition. Unless the hearer
perceives a word or a sentence one cannot have any verbal cognition. That is why
it is usually said that unless perception establishes its own objects no other
pramana Will be able to establish its own object. Thus no one can deny that the
scriptures have to depend on perceptions for establishing the objects of the
scriptures. Hence, if there is any contradiction between perception and the
scriptures, the scriptures must be treated the weaker pramana and perception will
have to be treated as a stronger pramanpa. In case of any contradiction between a
veridical perception and the scriptures, the scriptures will be unable to give rise to
a veridical cognition. So, the Advaitins’ contention that perception cannot
contradict the scripture is not tenable. Since the scriptures must depend on
perception for the genesis of verbal cognition, perception can contradict the

scriptures.
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In reply to this objection that the Advaitins point out that they agree with the
opponents’ contention that the scriptures have to depend on perception for the
genesis of verbal cognition. But there cannot be any opposition between the
perception and scriptures regarding Dharma and Brahman. For, the validity of
perception and the validity of scriptures are not of the same type. The Advaita
Vedantins admit only empirical validity of the other pramana-s. But the scriptures
do not merely have empirical validity (samvyavaharika pramanya). But the kind of
validity (pramanya) possessed by the scriptures called tattvavedaka pramanya.
Here the question will arise that: What exactly is the difference between the
tattvavedaka pramanya and samvyavaharika pramanya? In this question, the
Advaitins would reply that the ordinary pramana-s are falsified at the time of the
final immediate apprehension of Brahman. If instrument of knowledge is falsified
at the time of final immediate apprehension of Brahman then that pramana will
have empirical validity. On the other hand the scriptures are not contradicted even
when a yogin attains the final immediate apprehension of Brahman. Precisely for
this reason, the validity of scriptures called tattvavedaka pramanya. Since the
scripture does not have any samvyavaharika pramanya or empirical validity, there
cannot be any opposition between perception and scriptures. As perception never
claims to generate knowledge about Dharma and Brahman, the scriptures never

depend on perception for the genesis of knowledge of Dharma and Brahman.
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Dharma and Brahman are not the object of perception. So, the validity
(tattvavedaka pramanya) which the scriptures possess regarding these objects is
depending upon perception. Vacaspati Misra has also established that scriptural
evidence does not depend upon perception to produce valid knowledge of Dharma,
Brahman etc. According to the Advaitins, the empirical validity of perception is
not destroyed by scriptural evidence. That means, during the empirical state if a
thing is established by any uncontradicted perception then no scriptural evidence
cannot destroy its empirical validity. The Advaitins also admit that any scriptural
evidence cannot establish a pot as a cloth. But scriptural evidence may contradict
the transcendental validity of an ordinary instrument of knowledge, such as
perception, inference etc. The Advaitins also admit that the I-cognitions are not
contradicted in the empirical state. So they also admit that the way in which an
individual apprehends himself in ordinary life is a valid cognition in the empirical
state. But this apprehension has no transcendental validity. The transcendental
validity of such I-cognitions is opposed by the sruti. Since perception does not
have any transcendental validity, ordinary instruments of knowledge such as
perception cannot oppose the transcendental validity of sruti. So the opponents can
never establish the thesis that perception is stronger than the scriptural statements

with regard to such objects as Brahman, dharma etc. 2
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The opponents have also raised the fallacy of wupajivyavirodha against the
Advaitins. The scriptures have to depend upon perception for establishing their
own object. That is why perception is called upajivya of sruti. For this reason, the
Advaitins must admit that perception is the basis of sruti. So, the opponents argue
that since perception is the basis or foundation of all other epistemic instruments
including the scriptures, the scriptures cannot establish anything in opposition to
perception. The nature of the individual self established in the scriptures is
contradicted by the I-cognition which is a variety of uncontradicted perception.
Since the scriptural statements that establish the transcendental nature of the
individual self are contradicted by perceptual evidence, the opponents claim that

these scriptural statements should be interpreted in a secondary sense.

The author of Bhamati has refuted this objection in the statement,
“nacananyaparam vakyam svartha upacaritartha yuktam”?'. That is, an
independent scriptural statement can establish its own object without depending on
any other pramana. Since an independent scriptural statement does not depend for
its validity on other pramana-s, such an independent scriptural statement can never
be taken in a secondary sense. Savarsvamin has also said in his commentary on the
Mimamsa aphorisms that a Vedic injunction can never be taken in a secondary

sense. Similarly, the Advaita Vedantins maintain that independent scriptural
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statements can establish their own objects without depending on any other
pramana. The statements which talk about the identity of jiva and Brahman or the
statements which talk about the transcendental nature of the individual self are to
be regarded as independent scriptural statements; because the subject matter of
these statements cannot be known by any other pramana. For this reason, all these
statements are called anadhigatarthajiiapaka vakya, that is statements which
impart knowledge about otherwise unknown objects. Since the scriptural
statements which talk about the transcendental nature of the individual self are
anadhigatarthajniapaka vakya-s, and are, therefore, independent scriptural

statements, they cannot be interpreted in a secondary sense.

The Advaitins have employed the apacchedanyaya admitted in the Mimamsa
philosophy to refute the abovementioned argument of the opponents. The
apacchedanydaya enunciated in the Mimamsa aphorism 6.5.54. After performing
the jyotistoma yaga, the priests who perform this Vedic rite have to go out of the
place where the rite is performed by holding the kaccha of one another. In this
connection, it needs to be mentioned that the unsewn cloth worn by a classical
Indian male is called a dhoti and the end of this cloth is called kaccha. If any of the
priests becomes disconnected from the other, then a penance or prayascitta has to

be performed. If the udgata, who is one of the priests, become disconnected, then
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the jyotistoma yaga will have to be performed again as an adaksina yaga, that is as
a rite in which no daksinza or fee is given to the priests. On the other hand, if the
pratiharta becomes dissociated then the same yaga i.e. jyotistoma yaga will have
to be performed as a sarvasvadaksina yaga, i.e. as a rite in which everything
possesses by the yajamana be given to the priests as their daksina. Now, the
question arises is this: If first the udgata and then the pratiharta become
disconnected then which rite is to be performed? Should the yajamana then
perform the jyotistoma yaga as an adaksinayaga or as a sarvasvadaksinayaja? It is
to be noted that the two penances prescribed in these two cases are mutually
conflicting; hence both the penances cannot be performed together by the
yajamana. Needless to say, the yajamana cannot perform the same yaga both as an
adaksinayaga and as a sarvasvadaksinayaja at the same time. To solve this
apparent contradiction between two scriptural injunctions, the Mimarmsa aphorism
states that a later injunction is always stronger than an earlier injunction. Likewise
a pramana 1s not necessarily stronger than other pramana-s because it is employed
or applied prior to the application or employment of the other pramana. Thus,
perception may be employed prior to the employment of other pramana-s such as
sruti; but this kind of temporal priority does not entail that perception is always
stronger than scriptural statements. Temporal precedence does not necessarily

entail logical priority. Just as the later Vedic injunction is stronger than the earlier
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Vedic injunction, so also in case of an ordinary perception, the later perception is
usually stronger than an earlier perception. Otherwise an erroneous cognition could
not be falsified by a subsequently arising corrective cognition. So, perception may
be employed or perception may become operative before the scriptural statements.
But that does not imply that perception is necessarily stronger than scriptural
statements. In particular, the scriptural statements which talk about dharma,
Brahman, atman etc. do not in any way depend upon perception or any other
ordinary pramana. So, they cannot be contradicted by any perception. So, the
opponents cannot employ the wupasanjatavirodhi-anupasarjatavirodhinyaya and
argue that perception is anupasarnjatavirodhi, because perception becomes
operative when the conflicting scriptural statements that oppose perception have
not come into operation. The example of the erroneous and the corrective
cognition clearly indicate that even a cognition which is generated after the genesis
of its opposing cognition; and is, therefore, upasanjatavirodhi may be stronger
than the anupasanjataviridhi. The Advaitins do not oppose the opponents’ claim
that perception is anupasaijatavirodhi. But that does not make perception
necessarily stronger than the scriptural statements which are upasanjatavirodhi or
which come into operation later. On the contrary by employing apocchedanyaya
the Advaitins show that here the scriptural statements will be stronger than the I-

cognitions and it is because of the opposition of the scriptural statements the I-
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cognitions will not be able to establish their own object. Thus the I-cognitions
cannot prevent the scriptural statements from establishing the transcendental nature
of the individual self. It is to be noted here the opponents have employed the
upasanjatavirodhi-anupasanjatavirodhi nyaya to show that perception is stronger
than sruti, whereas the Advaitins have employed the apacchedanyaaya to show
that sruti is stronger than perception. Thus, the opposing systems have utilized the

Mimamsanyayas to serve their own purposes.

In this way the author of Bhamati shows that the I-cognitions are unable to reveal
the true nature of the individual self. Since the I-cognitions are erroneous,
whatever is revealed by them as the self is actually a result of superimposition
between the self and the not-self. The true nature of the self can be established

only by scriptural statement.
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CHAPTER THREE

Padmapadacarya and Prakasatmayati on the Nature of the Individual Self

In the two preceding chapters we have discussed the nature of the individual self
following the Brahmasiitra, Sankara’s commentary on the Brahmasitra and
Vacaspati’s commentary Bhamati on Sankara’s commentary. It is clearly
propounded by all these writers that the individual self is in reality identical with
Brahman or arman. The entire Vedas converge to establish a single thesis, namely
the identity of the individual self with Brahman. The Vedas uphold the thesis that
the Brahman is pure being, pure consciousness and pure bliss, where being is
defined in terms of the property abadhitatva. An entity is abadhita if it is not
falsifiable at any point of time. An entity may be considered as abadhita if it does
not possess the property badhitatva and badhitatva is defined by the Advaita
Vedantins as “svaprakarakapratitivisesyanisthatraikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam
badhitatvam™. This means that a falsifiable property is one which appears as the
qualifier of a qualificand in some cognition, but in reality the qualificand does not
possess that property. The Advaita Vedantins have argued in great detail that
consciousness or knowledge is never falsified at any point of time. Whatever is
falsified at any point of time by any corrective cognition is the object of

consciousness. These arguments vindicate the Upanisadic thesis that consciousness



77

alone is ultimately real (paramarthika sat). The opponents might object that the
objects around us, our own body, the mind and the sense organs are not falsified
during our waking period or even during the entire lifetime of an individual. So,
why do the Advaitins not regard these empirical objects as ultimately real? The
Advaita Vedantins would retort that even though these empirical objects are not
falsified during the waking period of a bound individual, yet the world experience
of a subject and the objects of such experience are falsified if the subject attains
liberation. When a subject attains liberation, the subject immediately realizes that
he is identical with Brahman. So, the world-experience of the subject, his
experience of his body, mind and the senses are not ultimately real. The liberated
person’s experience thus lends support to the Upanisadic thesis that the subject is

in reality identical with Brahman.

The opponents, however, argue that the individual self appears as different from
Brahman in I-cognitions of the form “I am happy”, “I am blind”, “I am lean”, “I
am fair” etc. These I-cognitions are never contradicted during the life time of a
subject. So, the opponents argue that the veracity of these I-cognitions cannot be
denied. In the preceding chapter it has been shown following Vacaspati Misra that
all these I-cognitions are erroneous cognitions. These erroneous cognitions result

from the superimposition of the not-self on the self. Since these I-cognitions are
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non-veridical, they cannot be posed as contrary evidence against the Upanisadic
statements which point towards the identity of the individual self and Brahman.
Vacaspati Misra, in his commentary Bhamati, vindicated the Upanigsdic thesis, by
analysing the nature of the I-cognitions. The author of Bhamatr discussed the
nature of the I-cognitions while commenting on the introductory part of
adhyasabhasya where some objections are raised against the Adaitins regarding

the possibility of superimposition between the self and the not-self.

But Padmapadacarya and Prakasatmayati have discussed the nature of the
individual while commenting upon a different part of adhyasabhasya.
Padmapadacarya has analysed the nature of the I-cognitions in that part of his
commentary which is known as the ‘aharikaratika’’. Padmapadacarya and
Prakasatmayati have discussed the nature of the individual and have also analyzed
the I-cognitions while commenting on the following statement of Sarnkara’s
commentary, “kathar punak  pratyagatmani avisaye adhyasah
Visayataddharmanam iti?’* Here Acarya Sankara anticipates an objection against
the Advaita thesis of superimposition between the self and the not-self. The
opponents are objecting that the self cannot be the substratum of superimposition,

because the self never appears as the object (visaya) in any cognition. The self is
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the subject (visayr) of all cognitions and does not appear as the object in any

cognition.

It might be asked: Why cannot an entity be the substratum of superimposition if it

is not the object of any cognition?

The opponents of the Advaitins would answer this question by pointing out that in
all ordinary instances of erroneous cognition, the substratum of superimposition is
an entity which can be the object of cognition. For instance, in case of the rope-
snake illusion, the rope is ordinarily supposed to be the substratum of
superimposition. But the rope can be the object of perception. The same is true of
any other perceptual illusion, say shell-silver illusion. The opponents might further
argue that in ordinary illusion the substratum of illusion must first come into
contact with one of the sense organs of the subject. In an erroneous situation this
sense-object contact leads to an incomplete perception where owing to some defect
of the sense organ or of the object or of the mind or antakkarana of the subject
only the general features of the substratum are perceived by the subject, but the
specific features of the substratum are not perceived. For instance, in case of the
rope-snake illusion, the subject’s visual sense comes into contact with a rope and
the subject perceives the rope as something which is long, curved and has a dark

colour. These perceived general features of the substratum are similar to the



80

features of some previously seen object, in this case, a snake. Due to this
resemblance, the memory traces of the snake are aroused and the subject sees a
snake in place of a rope. From this it can safely be concluded that no illusion is
possible unless the general features of an entity are not perceived. If even the broad
general features of an entity are not perceived, how can that entity become the
substratum of any superimposition? The Advaita Vedantins themselves uphold the
thesis that the self cannot be the object of any cognition. There is no dearth of
scriptural statements which indicate that the self cannot be the object of either the
sense organs or speech or the mind. For instance, the scriptural statement “yato
vdco nivarttante aprapya manasa saha™ figuratively states that speech and the
mind return from the self without being able to touch it. Since sense-object contact
with the self is not at all possible and since the self cannot be the object of even
any mediate cognition, it cannot be the substratum of superimposition. No subject
cannot even have a very general apprehension of the self, and unless something is
apprehended at least generally, it cannot feature as the substratum in any erroneous

cognition.

It might be objected against the opponents of the Advaitins that the
abovementioned scriptural statement can be interpreted in many different ways.

Have the Advaitins anywhere stated that the self cannot be the object of any
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cognition? In reply to this question the opponents of the Advaitins would clearly
point out that the very first statement of adhyasabhasya clearly states that the self
cannot be the object of any cognition, “yusmadasmatpratyayagocarayohk
visayavisayinoh tamahprakdasavadviruddhasvabhavayoh
itaretarabhavanupapattau siddhayam taddharmanamapi sutaram
itaretarabhavanupapattih. ityatah asmatpratyayagocare Vvisayini cidatmake
yusmatpratyayagocarasya Visayasya taddharmanam ca adhyasah, tadviparyayena
visayinah taddharmanam ca Visaye adhyasah mithyeti bhavitus yuktazi”*. In this
very first statement of his commentary Acarya Sankara states very clearly and
explicitly that the self (atrman) is the visayin, that is, the subject and its essence is
viruddha or opposed to visaya or the object of a cognition. The term ‘visaya’ as
used in the abovementioned statement refers to everything other than arman; for
everything other than arman appears as the object of a cognition. In fact, Acarya
Sankara also offers reasons in the abovementioned statement to support his thesis
that the self or the visayt is essentially opposed (viruddhasvabhava) to the not-self
or the visaya. The reason why the self cannot be considered as an object (visaya) is
that the self and the not-self are always revealed by two different kinds of
awareness, namely asmatpratyaya and yusmatpratyaya. The term ‘asmat’ is the
Sanskrit equivalent of the term ‘I’ whereas the term ‘yusmat’ is the Sanskrit

equivalent of the English pronoun ‘you’. Ordinarily the pronoun ‘yusmat’ is used
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in Sanskrit to refer to any sentient or conscious being that is situated in front of the
subject. One might wonder here: Why does Acarya Sankara think that everything
other than self is revealed by you-awareness (yusmatpratyaya). Usually an object
which is other than one’s ownself appears in cognitions of the form “this is so-and-
so” or “it is so-and-so”. Cognitions of this form are usually called ‘idampratyaya’
in Sanskrit. But the curious point is Acarya Sankara does not say that everything
other than the self is the object of idampratyaya. On the contrary, he says that
everything that falls under the category of not-self is the object of yusmatpratyaya.
The reason behind Sankara’s statement is related to the etymological meaning of
the term ‘yusmat’. The pronoun ‘yusmat’ is derived from the root ‘sifi’ which
means to bind something or someone. The Advaitins maintain that pure
consciousness in itself is not bound by any limit or demarcation. It does not
possess any property or attribute. Consequently it cannot be differentiated from
other things by means of its properties or attributes. But although pure
consciousness does not have any limit or boundary, objective consciousness or
consciousness of an object is always delimited or demarcated by the object which
appears in consciousness. For this reason, the awareness of a pot is not the same as
the awareness of a piece of cloth. These two cognitions do not differ qua cognition,
but their objects differentiate them not only from one another but from all other

cognitions. On the basis of such considerations the Advaita Vedantins uphold the
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thesis that pure consciousness is bound by objects. In the term ‘yusmatpratyaya’,
the term ‘yusmat’ stands for anything that appears as an object to a subject. So, the
term ‘yusmatpratyaya’ in this context really means objective awareneSs or the
awareness of an object. By the use of the word ‘yusmat® Acarya Sankara implies
that there is a fundamental difference between the ways in which the subject and
the object are revealed. The subject is never revealed as the object of an awareness
whereas the object is never revealed as the knower or the subject. Since, the
knower or the subject is never revealed as the object of an awareness, it cannot
feature as the substratum in any erroneous cognition; because whatever appears as
the substratum of an error always features as the object of some cognition where
the general features of that entity are known, but the specific features are not
revealed owing to various kinds of circumstantial factors. In fact one can easily
establish the invariable concomitance “whatever is the substratum of
superimposition is the object of some cognition” in any familiar instance of
perceptual illusion, say the rope-snake illusion or the shell-silver illusion. Since the
self is characterized by the absence of the probandum of this invariable
concomitance, the self must also be characterized by the absence of the probans,
namely the absence of the property ‘being the substratum of superimposition’.
While commenting on the abovementioned statement of Acarya Sankara,

Padmapadacarya writes in his Paricapadika, “sa (adhyasah) ceha na sambhavati
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katham? vyathah sarvo hi puro’vasthite visaye visayantaramadhyasyati.
yusmatpratyayapetasya ca pratyagatmano 'visayatvam bravisi. nahyavisaye
adhyaso drstapirvah sambhavi va. ucyate — na tavadayamekantenavisayah,

asmatpratyayavisayatvat™.

Ce A —

commentary Tatparyarthadyotini, “avisayatvasya tvaya
abhyupagatatvadvisayatvakalpanam  siddhantaviruddhascetyarthah.  atasmin
tadbuddhirityanena laksanavakyena vastuta aropyaikyahinasyadhisthanasya
aropyabuddhyalambanatvamucyate, ato laksanavakyavirodhdcca avisaye adhydso
na sambhatityaha - sambhavi veti”®. What statement of Tatparydrthadyotini means
is as follows. Any superimposition may be defined as “atasmin tadbuddhi/” or as
the imposition of one thing on another. This definition of superimposition clearly
indicates that whatever is the substratum of a superimposition must be different
from that which is superimposed on that substratum. This implies that the
substratum is also the object of some awareness. For, unless the substratum is the
object of same awareness, the difference between the substratum and the
superimposed can be known. Now, if the substratum of a superimposition has to be
the object of some awareness, the self, which is not the object of any awareness,

cannot be the substratum of any superimposition.
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While commenting on this part of Paricapadika, Prakasatmayati writes in his
Pariicapadikavivarana, “adhyasyamanena samanendriyavijiianavisayatva-
mevadhisthanasya  drstam, tha  tadabhavat  na  adhyasasambhavah
ityaksepagrantharthah . Prakasatmayati here argues that in case of a normal or
ordinary perceptual illusion, the substratum of the illusion can be perceived by the
same sense organ of the subject by which the superimposed objet is perceived. For
instance, the rope which is ordinarily taken to be the substratum of the rope-snake
illusion, is perceptible by the visual sense organ of the subject and the snake which
Is superimposed on this rope is also perceived by the same sense organ. So, the
substratum of an illusion must be capable of being perceived by the same sense
organ by which the superimposed entity is perceived. But this rule does not apply
to the superimposition between the self and the not-self; for, on the Advaitins’ own
view, the self cannot be perceived by the same sense organs by which things other

than the self are perceived.

Acarya Sankara himself has addressed this objection in his commentary on the
Brahmasitra Where he writes, “na tavadayamekantenavisayah

asmatpratyayavisayatvar™®. In this statement Sankara observes that it is not true

that the self is never revealed; for, the self is revealed through I-cognitions.
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But, then, the opponents would ask: If the self is not the object of any cognition,
how can it be the object of I-cognitions? The opponents would argue that the
Advaitins themselves have said that whatever is the object of a cognition is usually
revealed by an idamakarapratyaya or by a cognition of the form “this is so-and-
so”. But the self is not revealed by an idamakarapratiti or a cognition of the form
“this is so-and-so”. Besides, the Advaitins themselves claim that the self is the
subject of all cognitions. Since subjecthood (visayitva) and objecthood (visayatva)
are incompatible or contrary properties, on the Advaita view, they cannot reside in
the same locus. So, the self cannot be the object of asmatpratyaya or an I-

cognition. Padmapadacariya, himself has raised this objection in his Paricapadika,

“nanu Visayinascidatmanah kathari Visayabhavah paragbhavena
idantasamullekhyo hi visayo nama bhavati. tadvaiparityena
pratyagripenanidamprakaso visayr. tat kathamekasya niramsasya

viruddamsadvayasannivesah?® To explain this statement of Pafcapadika,
Prakasatmayati writes, “ekasyam pratyaksadarsanakriyayamekasyaiva kartrsthane
tadaiva tadviparitakarmakdarakasthane cavasthanamanupapannamiti bhavah.
Rendered into English, this means, the self being the subject of all cognitions, must
be different from all objects of cognitions. The reason why the subject must be
different from the object is stated very clearly in the abovementioned statement of

Vivarapa. The karta or the agent of an action can never be the same as the patient
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or the karmakaraka of the same action. Agency or kartrtva is usually identified by
the classical Indian philosophers with the property svasamavetakriyajanya-
phalasalitva, whereas the karmakaraka of an action is defined by the classical
Indian philosophers in terms of the property parasamavetakriyajanya phalasalitva.
That is, both the agent (karta) and the patient (karma) are the loci of the result of
the action; but the difference between the agent and the patient is that the agent is
the locus of the result of an action which has been performed by the agent himself
whereas the patient or the karmakaraka is the seat or the locus of the result of an
action which is performed by someone else. From this it is quite clear that
agenthood and patienthood are two incompatible properties and so these two
properties cannot reside in the same locus. So, the self cannot be both the subject
and the object of any cognition, such as asmatpratyaya. The Advaitins cannot also
maintain that one part or aspect of the self is the subject of an asmatpratyaya,
whereas another part is the object of the same asmatpratyaya; because the self is
devoid of all parts or aspects. So, how could Acarya Sankara write, “na
tavadayamekantenavisayah, asmatpratyayavisayatvat”. The self on the Advaitins’

own view cannot be the object of asmatpratyaya.

To dispel all such objections Padmapadacarya mentions the real purport of the

abovementioned statement of Acarya Sankara, “atrocyate
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asmatpratyayatvabhimatah aharmkarah™**. This means, on the Advaita view, pure
consciousness (suddhacaitanya) is not regarded as the object of asmatpratyaya. In
fact, whatever is revealed in asmatpratyaya is a conglomerate of two entities one
of which is ultimately real (paramarthasat), whereas the other is not
(vyavaharikasat). These two entities are the self and the not-self and the
conglomerate of the self and the not-self which appears as the ‘I’ in an
asmatpratyaya or I-cognition is called ahamkara or ahamartha by the Advaita
Vedantins. Both Padmapadacarya and Prakasatmayati have shown there iS a
duality involved in the nature of this ‘I’ which in Advaita Vedanta is also identified
with the empirical self or jivacaitanya. To refute the abovementioned objection
Padmapadacarya states very clearly, “atrocyate asmatpratyayatvabhimatah
ahamkarah”. From this statement of Pasicapadika it is very clear that pure
consciousness is not the object of asmatpratyaya; but only aharmikara or the
empirical ‘I’ is the object of asmatpratyaya or I-cognitions. Commenting on this
statement of Pasicapadika Atmasvariipa writes in his Probodaparisodhini,
“sarvato viprasrtasya savityprakasasyakase visesabhivyaktinimittadarpanadivad-
atmacaitanyasya  savikalpakataya — abhivyaktinimittam bhasvaradravyam
atmnyabhedendadhyastam antazkaranamasmatpratyayasabdena vivaksitam,
natmakarmakam jiianamityaha — asmatpratyayeti. tatrabhivyaktatvadahamkaradi-

sambhinnataya avabhasarhata asyatmanah. atastayoritaretaradhyasah
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sambhavatityarthah™*?. Atmasvariipa here introduces an analogy to explain the
manifestation of pure consciousness. Atmasvariipa observes that even though
sunlight is ubiquitous or all-pervasive, it requires a reflector such as a mirror for its
clear and distinct manifestation in a specific location. Similarly, even though pure
conscious is all pervasive, it requires a transparent substance (bhasvaradravya)
such as the mind (antakkarara) for being manifested in the form of a determinate
cognition. The objectives ‘svaccha’, ‘bhasvara’ etc. are applied to antaskarapa in
a very technical sense. The mind is called ‘transparent’ (svacchal/bhdasvara)
because it can capture the reflection of pure consciousness. Like all other evolutes
of the ultimate material cause (upadanakarana) avidya, antahkarapa, too, is
constituted of three gupas viz. sattva, rajas and tamas. But the antazkarana has a
predominance of the attribute sattva in it. This antakkaranra is superimposed on
pure consciousness by the relation of identity and this superimposed antaZzkarara
Is the object of the I-cognitions. Thus pure consciousness is not the object of
asmatpratyaya. Consciousness becomes the object of the I-cognitions only when it
gets mixed up with antakzkarara. Thus what appears as ‘I’ in the I-cognitions
(asmatpratyaya) is a superimposed entity and every superimposed entity has a dual
character inbuilt in it. For instance, in a shell-silver illusion although the presented
object is, in reality, a shell it appears as a piece of silver in the erroneous cognition,

“idam ripyam” or “this is silver”. Whatever appears as ‘this’ in this erroneous
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cognition is at the same time identical with and different from a shell. The entity
which appears as ‘this’ in the abovementioned erroneous cognition is, in reality, a
shell. So, it is identical with a shell. But it does not appear as a shell in this
erroneous cognition. So, it also differs from a shell. In fact, it is a shell which
appears as silver. The object of every erroneous cognition has this kind of duality
inbuilt in it. Applying this analogy to the case of I-cognitions, Atmasvariipa writes
that whatever appears as ‘I’ in any I-cognition also has a dual character. These I-
cognitions take place when the mind (antakkarara) which is not-self (anatma) is
superimposed on the self. Since the mind (antazkarara) which appears in the I-
cognitions is superimposed on the self, it does not appear as the not-self or as an
Inanimate entity in these I-cognitions. Similarly, consciousness too does not reveal
its pure auto-luminous (svaprakasa) being in the I-cognitions; because, in such I-
cognitions the mind is superimposed on consciousness. Owing to this
superimposition, the real character of both the self and the not-self are not revealed
in the I-cognitions. Thus, the ‘I’ which is revealed in the I-cognitions is conscious
or sentient like the self, but it appears as an object of I-cognitions like any other

not-self.

Padmapadacarya, then, makes a very strong claim. He says that this dual character

of the ‘I’ is not merely an esoteric doctrine of the Advaita Vedantins, but this dual
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character is apprehended by the witness-consciousness (saksicaitanya) of all
organisms, “sa cedamanidariripavastugarbhah sarvalokasaksikah™3. That is,
every individual is capable of immediately apprehending this dual character of the
empirical ‘I’. The empirical consciousness appears to every individual as both
blissful and miserable, as possessing accidental and transitory characteristics and
also as the unchanging seer of these fleeting transitory characteristics.
Prakasatmayati’s commentary on Padmapadacarya’s statement ‘“atracyate —
asmatpratyayatvabhimato 'hamkarah” is not substantially different from
Atmasvartipa’s commentary on the same statement. Prakasamayati writes, “tatra
sarvato viprasrtasya savitrprakasasyakase visesabhivyaktinimittadarpanadivat
atmacaitanyasya savikalpakataya sphutikaranavyavaharanimittam bhasvara-
dravyamatmanyadhyastamantahkaragamasmatpratyaya ityaha —
asmatpratyayatvabhimato harmkara iti"**. Prakasatmayati observes in the same
vein as Atmasvariipa that the manifestation of pure consciousness may be
understood by invoking the analogy of light, which is the only auto-luminous or
self-manifesting entity that a subject comes across in his ordinary everyday life.
Although sunlight is all-pervasive, it has to depend for its specific manifestation on
things like a mirror. Similarly, although pure consciousness exists everywhere, it
has to depend on a mind which is a transparent entity for being manifested in the

form of a determinate cognition. Prakasamayati’s commentary on the
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abovementioned statement of Padmapadacarya is more explicit than
Atmasvarlipa’s commentary in one very important respect. Both Atmasvariipa and
Prakasatmayati mention that pure consciousness like light is all pervasive; but for
their specific manifestations both light and pure consciousness have to depend on
something else. But Atmasvariipa does not make it very clear what exactly is the
meaning of ‘visesabhivyakti’ or specific manifestation in case of pure
consciousness. Prakasamayati, however, explains the meaning of ‘visesabhivyakti’
very clearly in the sentence fragment, “atmacaitanyasya savikalpakataya
sphutikaranavyavaharanimittam bhasvaradravyamatmanyadhyastam-
antaikaranamasmatpratyaya ityaha — asmatpratyayatrabhimato hamkara iti”®.
Prakasatmayati introduces the concept of ‘sphutikaranavyavahara’ or
‘sphutataravyavahara’ to explain the notion of specific manifestation of pure
consciousness. On Prakasamayati’s view vyavahara or usage is of four types —
abhijiia, abhivadana, upadana and arthakriya.'® Of these four kinds of uses only
the last three, that is, abhivadana, upadana and arthakriya are
sphutataravyavahara or explicit usages whereas abhijna is asphutavyavahara or
non-explicit use. Abhijiia is the first awareness of an entity. Abhijiia may occur in
dreamless sleep also when on the Advaita view the sleeping subject is aware of his

own witness-consciousness (saksicaitanya), the blissful nature of the witness-

consciousness and avidya or ajiiana which is superimposed on consciousness. But
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the Advaitins maintain that dreamless sleep occurs only when the mind gets
dissolved in avidya. So, abhiajria which may occur during dreamless sleep does
not depend on the mind. Thus, the sphutataravyavahara-s are those uses which
cannot take place unless the mind is operative. By the term ‘visesabhivyakti’ of
consciousness the Advaitins mean the sphutataravyavahara-s which depend for
their occurrence on the mind. Although pure consciousness is present always and
everywhere, these explicit uses take place only when the mind is superimposed on
pure consciousness. The asmatpratyaya-s or the ‘I’ cognitions also are
sphutataravyavahara-s which cannot take place without the intervention of the
mind. Thus, pure consciousness is not the object of asmatpratyaya. Only the mind
superimposed on pure consciousness is the object of asmatpratyaya. So, the
Advaita thesis does not involve any contradiction and though pure consciousness
cannot be the object of any cognition, when the mind is superimposed on pure
consciousness, the complex entity comprising consciousness and the mind can be

the object of the asmatpratyaya-s or the I-cognitions.

Following Padmapadacarya Prakasatmayati has highlighted the dual character of
the empirical self and like Padmapadacarya Prakasatmayati has also explicitly
stated that this dual character of the empirical ego is not merely established on the

basis of the scriptures or the liberated person’s experience, but is immediately
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apprehended by every sentient organism. Prakasatmayati writes, “ayo dahatiti
dagdhrtvavisistasyagnerayasasca dvairapyavabhasavat ahamupalabhe
ityupalabdhrtvavisistasyatmanah antahkaranasya castyeva dvairiipyavabhdasah™'.
Just as in an erroneous experience, “The iron ball burns” the red hot iron ball
appears as possessing the property of fire and fire appears as possessing the shape
and size of the iron ball, so also in all cognitions of the form, “I am happy”, “I am
sad”, an exchange (vinimaya) takes place between the essences of the self and the
not-self. In all such cognitions the self appears as possessing the attributes of the
mind, body, and the sense organs such as pleasure, pain, cognition, desire, hatred
and so on, although in reality the self is devoid of all attributes. All these properties
are either properties of the mind, or of the body or of the sense organs and they
appear in the I-cognitions as properties of the self owing to the superimposition of
the mind, the body and the sense organs on the self. In like manner, the mind and
the body appear as conscious in these cognitions, although none of them is actually
conscious. In fact this exchange of properties is the characteristic feature of any
superimposition. It is this exchange of features which is responsible for the dual
character of the empirical self. The most important point which Padmapadacarya
and Prakasatmayati are making here is that this dual character is immediately
apprehended by any ordinary individual; because any ordinary individual realizes

both the miserable and blissful nature of the individual self. *
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One might object that there is no ground behind the Advaitins’ contention that
every sentient organism realizes the dual character of the individual self. For,
though an ordinary bound individual is aware of his own sufferings and miseries,
yet he is seldom aware of his inner blissful core. It is to be noted that one who
raises this objection grants it for the time being that the self is pure being, pure
consciousness and pure bliss. But even if one grants the blissful nature of the
individual self, can it be really said that any ordinary individual is aware of this

real nature.

The answer to this objection can be found in Citsukhacarya’s commentary
Tatparyadipika of Paricapadika-Vivarana. Anyone who tries to go beyond this
suffering clearly realizes that the self is not essentially bound or miserable and it is
very much possible for the self to transcend all these worldly miseries and be
transported and be transported into an existence of an altogether different kind.
Unless one realizes that this worldly existence is not final or ultimate, one would
not undertake the extremely difficult journey that leads to liberation. The ascetic’s
utmost endeavour for salvation clearly indicates that the ascetic has a glimpse of

his inner self much before he is able to shake off his worldly shackles.®

An ascetic’s pursuit for salvation establishes the Advaita thesis that every sentient

organism realizes at the core of his heart that suffering and misery are not his
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normal state and so he always tries to overcome sufferings. If the bound individual
believed that bondage and the miseries resulting from bondage are his normal state
of existence then he would have remained satisfied with his own bondage. But the
fact that every sentient being, however small or insignificant he or she may be,
always tries to overcome bondage and suffering clearly indicate that every
individual realizes that suffering is not his essence. Essentially he is nothing but

pure bliss.

The opponents might further argue that even if it is granted that the self is
essentially pure bliss, yet it is not true that a conscious beings are aware of the dual
character of their empirical selves. For, if all of us were aware of this duality, they
would not have identified themselves with this empirical 1. They would have
realized that their selves are not identical with this empirical ego which is an
outcome of superimposition between the self and the other. So, the Advaitins’
contention that every sentient being is aware of the dual character of their own

empirical selves is not acceptable.

Padmapadacarya has anticipated and addressed such objections in the statement,
“avahitacetastaya nipurataramabhiviksya ripakapariksakavat.”?® This means that
If one minutely examines the I-cognitions then only one realizes that in all these I-

cognitions the empirical self appears both as the cognizer and also as the seat or



97

locus of cognition. So, the dual character of the I is revealed to anyone who

undertakes the trouble of minutely scrutinizing these I-cognitions.

The opponents might further argue that as a matter of fact no duality is involved in
the nature of the empirical self. The opponents observe that this apparent duality
arises out of a grammatical feature of the Sanskrit language. In Sanskrit both
transitive roots such as ‘jiia’ and intransitive roots such as ‘bhi’ with the prefix
‘anu’ attached to it are used to express the same act of cognizing. Whenever a
transitive root is used to express the act of cognition, the empirical | appears as the
cognizer or the agent of this act whereas the use of an intransitive root such as
‘anu-bhii’ makes the same empirical self appears as the seat or locus of the act of
cognizing. Thus, the opponents would argue that only a contingent feature of the
Sanskrit language is responsible for this apparent duality in the nature of the

empirical 1. Hence no duality is really involved in the nature of the empirical self.

c A~ —

Vijianatma has answered this objection too in his commentary
Tatparyarthadyotini on Paricapadika. He observes that Padmapadacarya himself
has indicated the answer to this objection by the term ‘nipupataramabhibiksya’.
Pure consciousness is not really the seer; but it is only the principle of seeing or
manifesting in its purest form. Thus, pure consciousness is not dependent upon any

object for its own auto-luminous character. But whenever pure consciousness is
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revealed through an awareness of an object such as a veridical cognition
(pramiticaitanya) it appears as transitive or as directed towards the same object.
Thus, although pure consciousness itself is intransitive, it appears as transitive
whenever it is manifested through a veridical cognition of a particular object. Our
knowledge of the specific objects such as the knowledge of a pot (ghatajiiana), or
the knowledge of a piece of cloth (patajiiana) are called vretijiiana in the Advaita
system; because such objective knowledge arises only when the mind
(antaZkarana) transforms itself in the form of an object and pure consciousness is
reflected in that transformation of the mind. As a matter of fact whenever a sense
organ of the cognizer comes into contact with an object, the mind of the knower
goes out through the sensory outlet and reaches the object. On reaching the object
the mind assumes the form of the object. This transformation of the mind in the
form of an object is called an antakkararavrtti by the Advaita Vedantins. After
assuming the form of the object, the vrtti destroys the avidya which has so far
covered that aspect of consciousness on which the object is superimposed. In this
connection, it needs to be mentioned that antazkarapavrtti being an evolute of
avidya 1s insentient (jada) and so by itself it does not have the ability to destroy
ajiiana or avidya. Consciousness alone has the power to destroy the veil of avidya.
However, pure consciousness does not have the potency or ability to destroy

avidya. If pure consciousness would have been able to destroy avidya, then avidya
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could not be superimposed on pure consciousness from time immemorial. In fact,
on the Advaita view, pure consciousness as witness-consciousness reveals avidya
and that which reveals or establishes an entity cannot be its destroyer. But even
though pure consciousness cannot destroy avidya, consciousness reflected in an
anta/zkarapavrtti has the power to destroy it, just as sunlight by itself cannot burn a
piece of paper but sunlight reflected in a convex lens has the power to burn the
same. When the avidya covering the consciousness delimited by the object is
destroyed by consciousness reflected in the antazkararavrtti, the consciousness
delimited by the object (visayavacchinnacaitanya) is revealed and along with the
Visayavacchinnacaitanya, the visaya or the object superimposed on the
consciousness delimited by the object is also revealed. The consciousness
delimited by the object as manifested by consciousness reflected in an
antakzkarapavrtti is called pramiticaitanya or a veridical cognition by the
Advaitins. This pramiticaitanya is transitive or directed towards an object,
although pure consciousness is not. Thus, on the Advaita view even though pure
consciousness is not transitive or intentional, pramiticaitanya or the veridical
cognition through which pure consciousness manifests itself is intentional or
transitive. Now, an I-cognition reveals both consciousness and its manifest form,
namely vrttijiana or pramiticaitanya. So, in an I-cognition consciousness is

revealed as both transitive and intransitive. Thus, the empirical self which is
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revealed through these I-cognitions has this kind of duality inbuilt in it. So, the
opponent’s argument that the apparent duality in the nature of the empirical self is
only due to a contingent feature of the Sanskrit language is not a valid argument.
The duality involved in the nature of the empirical self is real and not merely

apparent.?

Padmapadacarya, then, addresses another objection against the Advaitins’ thesis
that the empirical self involves a duality inasmuch as it is an admixture of two
different entities, one of which is ultimately real, while the other is not.?
Padmapadacarya anticipates this objection in the statement, “nanu kimatra
vaditavyam, asambhinnedasiriipa eva ahamityanubhavah™?®. The opponents of the
Advaitins are here arguing that the empirical self cannot be regarded as an
admixture of the self and the not-self and which arises owing to the
superimposition of the not-self on the self. For in cognitions of the form
“ahamidamanubhavami” the empirical self apprehends itself as different from
‘idam’ or the object which appears before the conscious subject. So, the empirical
self can very well distinguish itself from the objects of knowledge, that is, from the
not self. So there cannot be any doubt about the fact that the empirical self
apprehends itself as the subject of cognitions and not as the object towards which

consciousness is directed. Thus, there is not sufficient ground behind the
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Advaitins’ contention that every sentient creature realizes the dual character of the
empirical self and hence can immediately realize that the empirical self is an
admixture of the self and the not-self. In fact, Padmapadacarya, here, is referring to
an objection raised by the Prabhakara Mimamsakas against the Advaita Vedantins.
The Prabhakara Mimarnsakas maintain that the individual self (jivatman) is
revealed as the ‘I’ in all cognitions of the form ‘I am aware of so-and-so’; but in no
such cognition it is revealed as the object. On the contrary, in all I-cognitions the
empirical | reveals itself as the subject. So, there is no ground behind the
Advaitins’ thesis that the empirical I is an outcome of superimposition between

‘aham’ and ‘idam’, between the self and the not-self.

The Sarkhya, the Yoga, the Nyaya and the Vaisesika systems might argue against
the Prabhakara thesis that there are plenty of considerations which indicate that the
individual self (jivatman) can be the object of cognitions. The Samkhya
philosophers identify the jivarman with purusacaitanya. Purusacaitanya, on the
Sarmkhya view, is not perceptible, but its existence is established by means of
inference. But if the existence of purusacaitanya can be established on the basis of
inference, then purusacaitanya can be the object of inferential cognition. The
Nyaya and the Vaisesika philosophers, on the contrary, believe that the self is

perceptible when the self is the locus of perceptible specific qualities such as
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cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and volition. But although the self is
perceptible when it is the substratum of these perceptible specific qualities, the self
as distinct from the body, the mind and the sense organs can be known only
through inference. But if the self as distinct from the body etc. can be known only
through inference, then the self can be the object of inferential cognition. So, all
these systems maintain that the self can be the object of cognitions on various
occasions. Thus, all these systems are not prepared to accept the Prabhakara thesis
that the self reveals itself through I-cognitions only as the subject of those

cognitions.?*

In response to these various views regarding the nature of the empirical self which
is manifested through the I-cognitions, the Advaitins would say that the empirical
self is not known through inferential cognition alone. Padmapadacarya states this
answer in the statement, “pramatrpramitayastavadaparoksah”®. That is, what is
revealed as ‘I’ through cognitions of the form “I am so-and-so” is none other than
the knower (pramatrcaitanya). This pramatrcaitanya is regarded as the empirical
self by the Advaita Vedantins. The pramatrcaitanya is apprehended immediately
just like the cognition and the object of cognitions in all cognitions of the form

“ahamidamanubhavami’®®.
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One might raise the question: Is the pramatrcaitanya revealed as the object of I-
cognitions? Or, as the Prabhakara Mtmamsakas contend, the knower is revealed as
the subject of all cognitions? The Nyaya - Vaisesika philosophers would say that in
a second order perception (anuvyavasaya) three entities are revealed at the same
time, but all these three entities are revealed as objects. So, the Advaita Vedanntins

cannot say that the pramatrcaitanya is not revealed as the object of cognitions.

Padmapadacarya addresses this objection in the following statement, “prameyar
karmatvenaparoksam. pramatyrpramiti punaraparokse eva kevalam, na karmataya.
pramitiranubhava/ svayamprakasah pramapaphalam. tadbalena itaratra
prakasate. pramanam tu pramatyvyaparah phalalingo nityanumeyah tatra
ahamidam janamiti pramaturjiianavyaparah karmavisayah, natmavisayah. atma tu
Visayanubhavadeva — nimittadahamiti ~ phale  visaye  canusandhivate.”®’
Padmapadacarya here observes that the object of cognitions alone is revealed as
the karmakaraka of the cognition. But neither the cognition nor the cognizer are
revealed as the object of the cognition. If the cognizer and the cognition were
established in the same way in which the object of the cognition is established,
then the cognizer and the cognition would have required an entirely different

cognition to establish them, just as the object requires a cognition other than itself

to establish its own existence. But unlike the object, the cognition and the cognizer
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are revealed by the same cognition through which the object is revealed. Thus, the
cognition reveals itself and the cognizer through the same cognition which reveals
the object. Thus, all other entities in the world have to depend on a cognition which
is different from itself for establishing its own existence. But a cognition does not
have to depend on another cognition for revealing itself. So, the Advaitins argue

that a cognition unlike the object, is not revealed as the object of a cognition.

The Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers would argue that there is no fundamental
difference between the manifestation of a cognition and the manifestation of an
object. For a cognition requires a second-order perception for its own revelation.
Thus, the Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers regard a cognition too as jiianantaravedya
or capable of being revealed onlyby a different cognition. So, the Advaitins and the
Prabhakara thesis that a cognition reveals itself and so it is not revealed in the same
way as the object of a cognition is not unquestionable. In fact several major
philosophical systems of classical India do not subscribe to the auto-luminosity

theory (svaprakasatvavada) of cognitions.?

The Advaita Vedantins, however, have raised several objections against the hetero-
luminosity theory uphold by the Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers. The Prabhakara
Mimamskas have raised the charge of infinite regress against the Nyaya-Vaisesika

philosophers. They have argued that if a veridical cognition requires a second-
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order perception for its own revelation, then an infinite number of cognitions

would have to be postulated.

Gangesa, however, has answered this objection once for all in the chapter entitled
‘anuvyavasayavada’ of the Pratyaksakhanda of his Tattvacintamani where he
writes, “vitteravasyavedyatvabhavenanavasthavigamat.”*® This means that on the
Nyaya view a cognition is always revealed by a different cognition; but a cognition
Is not necessarily revealed. A cognition can very well have an unknown existence
like tables and chairs. So, the second-order perception which reveals the first
determinate cognition (vyavasayajiiana) need not always be revealed and, hence,
does not necessarily require a third-order perception for its own manifestation. So,
the charge of infinite regress cannot be brought against the Nyaya-Vaisesika

systems.

This answer, however, is not accepted by the Advaita Vedantins who point out that
iIf a cognition may remain unknown even to the subject, then the subject can be in
doubt about his or her own cognitions and is never mistaken about his or her own
cognitions. One may lie about whether one knows something or not. But one
knows in his or her own mind whether one knows something or not. If a person
knows something then one never has a doubt of the form “Do I know this or not”.

And if one knows something then one does not have an erroneous cognition of the
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form “I do not know this thing”. So, the Advaitins argue that the hetero-luminosity
theory of cognitions is not supported by our experience. It is entirely counter-

intuitive and hence, cannot capture the real nature of cognitions.

One might argue that apart from the two alternatives mentioned above there can be
a third alternative as well. The Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers subscribe to the
alternative that a cognition is always revealed by another cognition, but a cognition
is not necessarily revealed. The second of these two theses enables the Nyaya-
Vaisesika philosophers to avoid the charge of infinite regress. But these two theses
jointly imply that a cognition can have an unknown existence. It may exist in an
unknown manner. The Prabhakara Mimamsakas and the Advaita Vedantins, on the
contrary, subscribe to the auto-luminosity theory and so, on their view, a cognition
reveals itself as long as it exists. The Advaitins have mentioned several undesirable
consequences which follow from the thesis that cognitions can exist in an unknown
manner. But, besides these two alternatives, there can also be a third alternative.
One might say, that whenever an instrument of veridical cognition is employed two
cognitions are produced at the same time — the first is a veridical cognition and the
second is a higher-order cognition about that veridical cognition. Thus, a cognition
will always be revealed by another cognition, and yet there will not be any

possibility of the cognition’s existing in an unknown manner. But this third
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alternative presupposes that the same instrument of cognition is capable of
producing two cognitions. This presupposition is absolutely unwarranted, because
nobody has ever seen an instrument of cognition that simultaneously gives rise to
two cognitions at the same time. Thus, there are only two possible alternatives —
first, the Nyaya alternative according to which a cognition is always revealed by
another alternative and second the Advaita and the Prabhakara alternative
according to which a cognition is auto-luminous. Of these two alternatives, the
Nyaya one has to admit that a cognition may exist without being known even by
the cognizer. But it has already been shown that this thesis leads to several
undesirable consequences. So, the cognition and the cognizer unlike the cognized
object cannot be manifested by another cognition. This is why Padmapadcarya
writes, “pramatrpramiti punaraparokse eva kevalam, na karmataya.” That is, the
cognizer and the cognition are always revealed immediately, they are never known

as the object or karmakaraka of some other cognition.*

But if both the cognizer and the cognition are not revealed by another cognition,

then how are they revealed?

In answer to this question Padmapadacarya has made it very clear that of these two
entities, only the cognition is auto-luminous, but the cognizer is not. The Advaita

Vedantins clearly realize that there is no point in admitting two entirely different
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auto-luminous entities. For this reason the Advaitins believe that only the cognition
Is auto-luminous, but the cognizer is not. It is the veridical cognition which reveals

the cognizer.®*

One might further ask: Why do the Advaita Vedantins maintain that the cognition
Is auto-luminous but the cognizer is not? What would be the harm if the cognizer is

considered as auto-luminous and the cognition is considered as hetero-luminous?

Atmasvariipa has answered this question in his commentary Prabodhaparisodhini
on Pancapadika, ‘“nanu ubhayoh svayamprakasatvayogat —anyatarasya
svaprakasatve pradhanyadatmaiva svaprakasa ityatraha — pramitiriti. pramites

1%, Atmasvariipa here

asvaprakasatve visvasyaivanavabhasaprasangadityartha
observes that if the veridical cognition were not auto-luminous, then nothing in the
world would have been manifested. In that case, the entire universe would have
been immersed in darkness. This undesirable consequence is called
(jagadandhyaprasanga) in Sanskrit. Nothing in the universe, save a veridical
cognition, can establish its own existence. The existence of everything else is
established depending upon a veridical cognition. So, if a veridical cognition
cannot reveal its own existence then the veridical cognition will not be able to

establish its own existence. And if the existence of the veridical cognition itself is

not established, then how can the veridical cognition establish the existence of all
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other things in the universe? The cognizer, too, cannot establish his or her own
existence. The cognizer’s existence also is established by the veridical cognition.
The veridical cognition is the result of the application of an instrument of
cognition. The cognizer or the empirical self is not the object of this veridical
cognition. Still the cognizer also is revealed by the veridical cognition. In this
connection, it needs to be mentioned that the employment of the instrument of
cognition is inferred on the basis of the result of the pramanavyapara. On the
Advaita view, whenever an object is revealed by a pramiticaitanya a
transformation occurs in the mind of the individual which is called an
antazkarapavrtti. Consciousness delimited by this antazkarapavrtti is called
pramanacaitanya in the Advaita philosophy. When this
anta/zkarapavrttyavacchinnacaitanya destroys the cover of avidya and reveals the
consciousness delimited by an object (visayavacchinacaitanya) the veridical
cognition or the pramiticaitanya is produced. On the basis of this resultant
pramiticaitanya it is inferred that in the mind of the cognizer an anta/zkararavrtti
of this form was produced and that antazkararavrtti destroyed the avidya which so

far covered that aspect of consciousness on which the object was superimposed.

The opponents might further argue that if the Adaita thesis ware valid, then the

cognizer or the pramatrcaitanya could never be revealed. The Advaita Vedantins
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have said that the pramatrcaitanya is not auto-luminous. So, it cannot establish its
own existence. Again, it is said that the pramatrcaitanya cannot be the object of
pramatrcaitanya. Thus, the pramatrcaitanya cannot also be revealed by the

pramiticaitanya. Therefore, the question arises: How is the cognizer revealed?

Padmapadacarya addresses this objection in the statement, “arma tu
Visayanubhavadeva — nimittddahamiti ~ phale  visaye  canusandhiyate”.
Padmapadacarya makes it very clear that the empirical self or the cognizer is
known through the visayanubhava or the veridical cognition. But unlike the object
of the veridical cognition, it is not revealed as the object of this cognition. Rather,
it is revealed as the locus (@sraya) of the veridical cognition (pramiticaitanya or

visayanubhava). The term ‘mimittat’ in the abovementioned statement of

Paiicapadika means as the locus of the cognition.®

The opponents of the Advaitins would, here, object that if the empirical self
(ahamartha) is regarded as the seat or locus of the veridical cognition, then there
would be no difference between atman and the empirical self (ahamartha). For
most of the major philosophical systems of classical India, such as the Nyaya,
Vaisesika, Prabhakara Mimamsa and the Bhatta Mimamsa systems, admit that the
self (atman) is the seat or locus of veridical cognitions. Now, if ahamartha is said

to be the seat of veridical cognitions, then there will be no difference between
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atman and ahamartha. But since atman cannot be the object of any cognition,
ahamartha, too, cannot be the object of any cognition. Then, it would not be
possible for the Advaita Vedantins to say that ahamartha is both idarmriapa and
anidamripa and a duality is built within the nature of ahamartha. For, in that case,
ahamartha can only be the subject of all cognitions. It has already been mentioned
by the Prabhakara Mimamsakas who subscribe to the thesis that atman is the seat

or locus of all cognitions and ahamartha is not different from atman.*

Prakasatmayati answers this question in the following statement of Paricapadika-
Vivarana, “ayo dahatiti daghdrtvavisistasyagnerayasasca dvairiupyavabhasavat
ahamupalabhe ityupalabdhrtvavisistasyatmanah — antahkarapasya — castyeva

dvairippyavabhasah” 3

In the abovementioned statement of Vivarana, which has been mentioned earlier
also, it is stated very clearly that all I-cognitions are results of superimposition
between the self and the not-self just as the cognition “the iron-ball burns” is a
result of superimposition between iron and fire. As a matter of fact iron is not the
locus of the power to burn. The power or the capacity to burn actually resides in
fire. But due to this superimposition the iron ball appears as the seat or locus of

fire. Similarly, ahasikara or the empirical self is an admixture of pure
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consciousness and the mind (antakkarna). Of these two entities, the mind is
insentient (jada) because it is an evolute of avidya which also is insentient. But
although the mind is insentient, yet ahankara appears as the seat of cognitions in
all I-cognitions. Prakasatmayati points out that since the mind is superimposed on
consciousness, it appears as the seat or locus of cognition in the I-cognitions. This
explains why ahamkara appears as the locus of cognitions and so appears as
anidamrapa or different from the objects of cognitions. Yet it is in reality an

insentient entity and so is idarmripa or belongs to the category of the not-self.

The opponents might argue that whatever is revealed in the universe, is revealed
as the object of some cognition. So, the Advaitins cannot say that ahamikara
appears in I-cognitions only as the nimitta or asraya of visayanubhavah or
veridical cognitions. Padmapadacarya himself anticipates this objection in the
statement, “nanu nayam Visayanubhavanimittah ahamullekhak, kim tu anya eva
atmatravisayah ahamiti pratyayah” 3" Prakasatmayati, too, mentions this argument
of the opponents, “nanu yadavabhdsate tat jianakarmatayaivavabhasate iti
visayesu niyamat atmapyavabhasate cet karmatayaiva nasrayamatratayd iti
codayati nanu nayam Visayanubhavanimittah iti.”*® Nrsisimhasrama in his
commentary Vivaranabhavaprakasika on Vivarapa says that the opponents are

actually employing an inference to refute the Advaita thesis that ahamkara or the
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empirical self reveals itself as the subject of I-cognitions. The form of the inference
iS — atma samvidvisayah sarvidanyatvat ghatavat.®® It may be recalled that on the
Advaita view a cognition is auto-luminous but the cognizer is not. But If
something is different from a cognition and is revealed by a cognition which is
other than itself, then it must be the object of some cognition, like a pot. It is to be
noted here that the opponents consider the cognizer (pramata) identical with the
self. So, the opponents have mentioned atman or the self as the paksa of the

abovementioned inference.

To refute this argument of the opponents the Advaitins would point out that if the
self is considered as identical with the cognizer and the cognizer is said to be the
object of I-cognitions, then the self or the pramata would have to be regarded as
both the subject and the object of I-cognitions; because none other than the self or
the pramata is the cognizer of the I-cognitions. But the kartrkaraka and the
karmakaraka of the same act of cognition cannot be the same thing. For, kartrtva
or agency of an action is usually identified with the property
svasamavetakriyajanyaphalasalitva and karmatva or objecthood of an action is
identified with the property parasamavetakriyajanyaphalasalitva. This means that
both the agent and the object of an action are the loci of the result of the action. But

the difference between these two is that the action inheres in the agent and not in
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the object of the action. From the above characterization of the karta and the
karma of an action, it is quite clear that agenthood (kartrtva) and objethood are two
incompatible properties, and hence cannot reside in the same locus. Thus the
kartrkaraka and the karmakaraka of an action can never be the same object. So,

the self cannot be both the subject and the object of the I-cognitions.

The opponents might retort that there is actually no contradiction involved in their
view. In the I-cognitions, the opponents would argue, the self or arman is revealed
in two ways. It is revealed both as a substance and as the knower. When it is
revealed as a substance, it is revealed as the object of the I-cognition, and when it
Is revealed as the knower, it is rvealed as the subject. Thus, although, on the
opponents’ view, the same artman appears both as the subject and as the object in
the I-cognitions. But the same aspect of arman does not appear both as the subject
and as the object. The self as qualified by the property dravyatva appears as the
object and the same self as qualified by the property jiatrtva appears as the
subject. The same entity as qualified by two different properties can perform two
different functions. Here, also the same self as qualified by two different properties
appears both as the subject and as the object in the I-cognitions. Thus, no
contradiction is involved in the view of those philosophers who admit that the self

appears both as the subject and as the object of I-cognitions.*
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To refute this argument of the opponents the Advaitins would point out that these
opponents themselves maintain that the self or arman does not have any part and it
does not get transformed into any other form. If it possessed parts, the opponents
could have said that one part of it appears as the subject and the other part appears

as the object in the I-cognitions.*

On the Nyaya, Vaisesika and the Bhatta Mimamsa views, the self cannot transform
itself into some other form. If the self had the ability to transform itself, then it
could have assumed the form of some not-self. But since the self cannot transform
itself into any other form, all these systems will have to admit that the same atman,
which is simple, indivisible and unchangeable appears both as the subject and the
object of all I-cognitions. But then the charge of karmakartyvirodha can obviously
be raised against all these views. In this connection, it needs to be mentioned that
although the Nyaya, Vaisesika and the Bhatta Mimamsa system admit that the self
is revealed as the object in the I-cognitions, the Prabhakara Mimamsakas do not
say that. So, even though the charge of karmakartyvirodha can be raised against
the Nyaya, Vaisesika and the Bhatta Mimamsa systems, this objection cannot be
raised against the Prabhakara Mimamsa system; for, the Prabhakara Mimamsa
school subscribes to the thesis that only the object of a cognition appears as the

karmakaraka of the cognition. The cognition itself is auto-luminous (svaprakasa)
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and it is this auto-luminous cognition which reveals both the cognizing self and the
cognized object. The cognizing self is revealed as the locus or the seat of the
cognition and the cognized entity is revealed as the object or the karmakaraka of
the cognitive act. So, the charge of kartrkarmavirodha cannot be raised against the
Prabhakara Mimarmsa view. On the Prabhakara view, however, the self (atman) is
identical with what reveals itself as ‘I’ in the I-cognitions. The self being identical
with ahamartha, on this view, the self is not auto-luminous. Only the cognition is
auto-luminous and the self is revealed Dby cognitions of the form

“ahamidamanubhavami”.

The Advaita view, however, is different from the Prabhakara Mimamsa view in
one very important respect. On the Advaita view the self is not the same as that
which appears as ‘I’ in cognitions of the form “I am so-and-so” and “I apprehend
s0- and-so” for the Advaita Vedantins the self is pure being, pure consciousness
and pure bliss. The self being pure consciousness, it alone is auto-luminous and
everything else is revealed by this self-revealing pure consciousness. Pure
consciousness being the only conscious principle, cannot be revealed by any other
principle. So, the self is auto-luminous. The empirical I, on the other hand, is an
outcome of the superimposition of various entities other than the self on the self.

The empirical 1, being an admixture of the self and the not-self, is auto-luminous.
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But who reveals the empirical | or the pramatrcaitanya?

If it is admitted that pramatrcaitanya reveals itself, then the pramatrcaitanya
would have to be regarded as both the subject and the object of the same cognitive
episode. But it has already been pointed out while refuting the Nyaya, Vaisesika
and the Bhatta Mimamsa views that this alternative is vitiated by the defect
kartrkarmavirodha. Now, if a second pramatrcaitanya is admitted for the
revelation of the first pramatrcaitanya, then an infinite number of
pramatrcaitanya-s would have to be admitted and an infinite regress would be the
only possible outcome. To avoid all these undesirable consequences, the Advaita
Vedantins admit a witness-consciousness (saksicaitanya) which reveals the
pramata and its properties. In ordinary parlance the word ‘saksi’ stands for an
impartial immediate seer. The Advaitins, too, mean an udasina-aparaksa-drasta by
the word ‘saksin’ it is a conscious principle that immediately reveals anything that
Is presented to it but it is not affected by anything that appears before it. Although
the Advaita Vedantins differ among themselves regarding the exact nature of the
empirical self (jivacaitanya), God (iSvaracaitanya) and the witness-consciousness
(saksicaitanya), the Vivarapa view is that pure consciousness which permeates in

and through jivacaitanya and isvaracaitanya is saksicaitanya. This saksin is
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different from the ahamartha and although ahamartha can be the object of

cognitions, the saksin is the ultimate subject of all cognitions.

The Advaitins have argued at length to show that the self is not the same as the
empirical 1. For this purpose the Advaitins have given arguments to establish their
thesis that the self is auto-luminous. The pramatrcaitanya or the ahamartha is not
auto-luminous. Of two entities, if one is auto-luminous, and the other is not, then
those two entities cannot obviously be identical. Thus, in order to show that the
empirical self is different from the self, the Advaitins have argued in favour of the
thesis that the self is auto-luminous. In this connection, Padmapadacarya has posed
the following question to the Prabhakara Mimamsakas. If the self (atman) is not
svayamprakasa, but cognition or anubhava is svayamprakasa, then what exactly
can be said about the nature of atman. Padmapadacarya observes that only three
alternatives are possible here. First, the self can be considered as auto-luminous
pure consciousness and the cognition can be admitted as an unconscious luminous
entity like light (jadaprakasa). On the second alternative both the self and the
cognition can be admitted as conscious luminous principles (caitanyaprakasa). On
the third alternative, the cognition (anubhava) may be taken as a conscious
luminous principle whereas the self may be considered as an unconscious luminous

principle.
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To refute the first alternative Padmapadacarya says that if a cognition were
considered as an unconscious luminous principle, then nothing in the universe
would have been revealed; for everything in the universe is revealed by same
cognition or other. But if nothing in the universe could be revealed, then
everything would be immersed in complete darkness. As a matter of fact, the
universe is not immersed in complete darkness (jagadandhyaprasanga). so, the
cognition cannot be considered as insentient or unconscious. Besides, on this
alternative, the self is taken to be a conscious luminous principle. But,
Padmapadacarya would ask the Prabhakara Mimarmsakas: If the self is auto-
luminous and conscious, then why would it require a cognition different from itself

to reveal it? Thus, the first alternative does not stand the test of reason.

To refute the second alternative, Padmapadacarya says that if the self itself is a
conscious luminous principle, then there would be no need to admit another
luminous principle namely the cognition pramiticaitanya or visayanubhava. One
conscious luminous principle cannot require another conscious luminous principle
for its own revelation and there is no need to admit two different conscious
luminous principles. Besides, if cognition is conscious and auto-luminous, then
why is one person’s cognition not revealed to another? Furthermore, if two

conscious principles are admitted, then none of them would be dependent on the
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other. But admitting two independent self-conscious auto-luminous principles,

none of which is related to the other, is absolutely redundant.

The third alternative is actually admitted by the Prabhakara Mimamsa system. On
this alterative, the cognition is conscious and auto-luminous (svaprakasa) but the
self is an unconscious entity which is revealed by the cognition as its seat or locus
(adhara). To refute this alternative the Advaita Vedantins would argue that if the
self is unconscious and not auto-luminous and if it cannot even be the object of a
cognition, then how is it immediately revealed like a cognition? If an entity can
reveal itself immediately without being the object of a cognition, then it must be an
auto-luminous conscious entity. This argument of the Advaita Vedantins can be
expressed in the form of the following inference — atma citprakasah

samvitkarmatamantarenaparoksatvat samvidvat.

Now, the Advaitins would say that if the self is admitted as a conscious auto-
luminous principle, then there would be no need for admitting another conscious
auto-luminous principle. So, the Advaitins admit the self as the only conscious
auto-luminous principle in the universe. It is this auto-luminous pure conscious
itself which appears to us as visayanubhava or pramiticaitanya when it is delimited
by an object and is manifested by an antakkaranavrtti. The vrtti merely removes

the veil of avidya which covers consciousness. So, a veridical cognition
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(pramiticaitanya) is  identified by the Advaita Vedantins  with
antaZzkarapavrttyabhivyaktavisayavacchinnacaitanya. What appears as ‘I’ in the I-
cognitions is not pure consciousness. It can be the object of cognitions and it is a
mixture of two different things. So, it involves a duality within its own nature.
Thus, the conclusion which the Advaitins reach is the self is an auto-luminous
conscious principle and it is different from the empirical self which is not auto-

luminous.*?

The Advaitins have taken recourse to many other considerations to establish the
difference between pure consciousness and the empirical self. One such
consideration is dreamless sleep. In dreamless sleep the witness-consciousness
which is identical with pure consciousness is revealed but the empirical self is not
revealed. The individual is not aware of its individuality during dreamless sleep. In
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad it is stated, “tad yatha priyaya striyasamparisvakto na
bahyam  kificana veda  nantaram  evamevayampurusah  prajiienatmand
samparisvakto na bahyam kificana veda nantaram.”® That is, in dreamless sleep
the individual gets identified with divine consciousness which is referred to by the
word (prajria); but even though the witness-conscious becomes identical with the
divine consciousness it does not realize this identity during dreamless sleep. But

the opponents might ask the Advaita Vedantins: Why do the Advaitins think that
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the empirical self is not revealed during dreamless sleep? As a matter of fact when
a person wakes up from dreamless sleep, he realizes that so long | have slept
blissfully and was not aware of anything. This awareness of a person who wakes
up from dreamless sleep wusually assumes the form ‘“etavantam kalam
sukhamahamasvapsam na kificidahamavedisam”. The Advaitins explain this
awareness as a recollection. But a recollection cannot take place without a prior
apprehension. In the recollection the subject who recollects is the empirical self
(ahamartha). Then why do the Advaitins uphold the thesis that ahamartha was not
revealed during dreamless sleep? On the contrary, it appears that it is the
ahamartha which apprehends certain things during dreamless sleep and then

recollects those entities on waking up from dreamless sleep.

The Advaita Vedantins would answer this objection by pointing out that this
recollective awareness of a person who wakes up from dreamless sleep can be
explained even if one admits the difference between the self and ahamartha. On
the Advaita view, it is the witness-consciousness which reveals itself, avidya and
its own essential bliss during dreamless sleep. On waking up, the mind is
superimposed on the witness-consciousness and so in the recollection, the

ahamartha appears as the one who recollects itself, its own bliss and avidya.
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The opponents might further object that the entity which appears and the entity
which recollects must be identical. But the Advaita thesis violates this principle;
for on the Advaita view the witness-consciousness is the one who apprehends

whereas the empirical self is the one who recollect.

Prakasatmayati answers this objection in the statement,
“ajiianasukhasaksicaitanyakaramajnanavisistatmasrayameva sambhavyate,
nantahkaranasrayamiti”**. This means, both the apprehension and the recollection
resides in pure consciousness qualified by avidya (avidyopahitacaitanya) and not
in consciousness qualified by antakkarapza (antaZzkaranzopahitacaitanya). For,
recollection, being a non-veridical cognition, is not a transformation of the mind.
The Advaita Vedantins call it a transformation of ajiiana or avidya. So, on the
Advaita view, too, the anubhava and the smrti reside in the same locus and so it
cannot be objected that the cause and the effect are not located in the same locus.
But ahamartha does not apprehend the abovementioned three entities, then how

can it recollect them after waking up?

To answer this question the Advaitins reveal their real intention according to which
it is the witness-consciousness which performs both functions — apprehension and
recollection, but since the mind gets superimposed on the witness-consciousness, it

appears as the ahamartha to the awakened person. The Advaitins have thus
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anticipated and addressed many other objections and have established the

difference between the self and ahamartha.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Questioning the Difference Between the Self (4tman) and the Empirical 1: A
Few Objections by the Madhva Philosophers Against The Advaita Conception

of the Individual Self

It has been established in the previous chapter following Paricapadika,
Paricapadikavivarana and the commentaries of these two seminal works that what
appears as ‘I’ in all cognitions of the form “I am so-and-so” is not the self (atman).
Rather, this ahamartha or | is a superimposed entity resulting from the
superimposition of the not self on the self. | have already mentioned that the
Advaitins differ among themselves regarding the exact nature of jiva, svara and
saksicaitanya. The Vivaranza school considers consciousness reflected in avidya
(avidyaprativimbitacaitanya) as jivacaitanya, vimbacaitanya or consciousness that
Is being reflected as God and pure consciousness that permeate both the created
and the divine self as the witness-consciousness (saksicaitanya). Sarvajiiatmamuni,
the author of the commentary Saviksepasariraka on Sankara’s commentary on the
Brahmasutra, however, adheres to a different conception of jiva, isvara and saksin.
Sarvajiiatmamuni considers consciousness qualified by avidya

(avidyopahitacaitanya) as wsvaracaitanya, consciousness qualified by antakzkarara
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(antakkaranopahitacaitanya) as jivacaitanya and antaikarapopalaksitacaitanya as

the witness consciousness or saksicaitanya.

Keeping all these finer distinctions in mind | shall mention some objections
mentioned by the Madhva philosophers against the Advaita conception of the
individual self in this chapter. All these objections will be presented in this chapter
following the Madhva text Nyayamrta of Vyasatirtha and its commentaries

Ramacarya.

It has already been mentioned in the previous chapter that the Advaita Vedantins
use an argument from dreamless sleep in order to establish the distinction between
atman and ahamartha. The Advaitins have argued that the self cannot be the same
as that appears as ‘I’ in the cognitions of the form “I am so-and-so”; because
ahamartha does not appear during dreamless sleep but pure consciousness
manifests itself even during dreamless sleep. This argument of the Advaita

Vedantins may be stated in the form of an inference —

vimatah ahankarah anatma atmaprakase pi aprakasat.

Vyasatirtha objects that the probans (hetu) of the abovementioned inference is

Vitiated by the fallacy svarapasiddhi; because the Advaitins have not been so far
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able to establish that during dreamless sleep only pure consciousness is revealed
and the ahamartha is not revealed. Vyasatirtha also anticipates the Advaita
response to this objection. He argues on behalf of the Advaita Vedantins — “yadi ca
susuptavahahamarthas prakaseta, tarhi smaryeta hyastana ivahamkarah,
anubhiiteh  smarapaniyamdabhave’pi  smaryamanatmamatratvaditi,””.  The
Advaitins might retort that if ahamartha too revealed itself during dreamless sleep,
then on waking up the subject would have remembered this ahamartha as

belonging to yesterday, that is as the ‘I’ of yesterday, and not as the ‘I’ of today.

One might reply on behalf of the opponents of the Advaitins that the temporal
feature is obliterated from this recollection. It is not necessary that whatever is
apprehended will also be remembered although the converse is admitted by
everybody. That is, whatever is recollected must be apprehended in some earlier
cognition. So, even if the empirical self (ahamartha) were apprehended during
dreamless sleep, the temporal feature might not be remembered and the ahamartha
would be remembered as only ahamartha and not as the ahamartha that existed

yesterday.

To counter this kind of response the Advaitins might say that only the self is
remembered. So, it must be concluded that only the self has been apprehended

during dreamless sleep.
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Against this argument of the Advaita Vedantins, Vyasatirtha would ask: How
would the Advaitins establish that the arman reveals itself during dreamless sleep,
but the ahamartha does not? Vyasatirtha expresses this argument in the statement,
“tatra na tavat svaprakasatvasvaprakasatvabhyam SUsuptavatmahamarthayoh
prakasaprakasau. ahamartha/ svaprakasatmanya
ityasyadyapyasiddhya nyonyasrayat™®. The Advaitins cannot say that atman
reveals itself during dreamless sleep but the ahamartha does not, because atman is
auto-luminous but the ahamartha is not; because arguments of this sort would be
of help to the Advaita Vedantins only if the Advaitins can establish the distinction
between arman and ahamartha before employing this sort of argument. The
purport of Vyasatirtha’s argument is as follows. Most of the opponents of the
Advaitins maintain that the self is identical with that which reveals itself as ‘I’ in
the I-cognitions. Now, if the self is identical with the ahamartha, then if the self is
manifested during dreamless sleep, then the ahamartha also is manifested, and if
the self is remembered on waking up from dreamless sleep, then the ahamartha,
too, is remembered in the waking state. So, if the Advaitins try to establish the
distinction between the self and the ahamartha on the basis of the self’s
appearance and the ahamartha’s non-appearance in dreamless sleep, then their
argument would be circular. For, unless the distinction between the self and the

ahamartha is established earlier, it cannot be said that of these two entities one has
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appeared during dreamless sleep, but the other has not. Thus the Advaitins’ thesis
that the self appears in dreamless sleep, but ahamartha does not depends upon the
distinction between the self and the ahamartha, while the Advaitins are trying to
establish the distinction between these two entities on the basis of the thesis that
the self appears but the ahamartha does not appear in dreamless sleep. So, the

entire argument moves in a circle.

Vyasatirtha, then, argues that the Advaitins cannot establish the distinction
between the self and the ahamartha on the basis of what is remembered and what
is not remembered during dreamless sleep. Vyasatirtha writes, “napi
paramarsaparamarsabhyam, ahamasvapsam na

kificidahamavedisamityahamarthasyaiva paramarsat™

. Vyasatirtha here argues
that ahamartha is remembered in the recollection which a person has on waking up
from dreamless sleep. If ahamartha did not appear in dreamless sleep, then it
would not have appeared in this recollection. The fact that ahamartha appears in
this recollection proves that ahamartha also appears in dreamless sleep.
Furthermore, Vyasatirtha says that in this recollection only ahamartha is

remembered and pure consciousness or the self does not appear in this recollection

as distinct from ahamartha.
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Prakasatmayati has answered this objection in Pasicapadikavivarana and | have

mentioned his answer in the earlier chapter.

Prakasatmayati has stated very clearly that whatever appears as ahamartha in the I-
cognitions is the outcome of superimposition between the self and antazkarana.
On the Advaita view, the self reveals itself during dreamless sleep but the self
which reveals itself during dreamless sleep is not unqualified indeterminate pure
consciousness (nirgura nirupadhika suddhacaitanya), but this consciousness is
qualified by ajiiana (ajiianopahitacaitanya). But why do the Advaita Vedantins
subscribe to the thesis that the consciousness which is revealed during dreamless
sleep is not pure indeterminate unqualified consciousness (nirupadhika
suddhacaitanya) but consciousness as qualified by ajiiana or avidya? The reason
why the Advaita Vedantins subscribe to this thesis may be briefly stated as
follows. Susupti or dreamless sleep is one kind of dissolution or pralaya.
Antazkarapa, which is an evolutes of avidya gets dissolved in material cause, i.e.
avidya, during the state of dreamless sleep. For this reason, susupti is called
‘dainandinapralaya’ or the state of dissolution which happens everyday in an
individual’s life. But although antazkarapa gets dissolved in avidya during
dreamless sleep, avidya is not destroyed during this state. It has already been

mentioned in the last chapter that the individual self becomes identical, with divine
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consciousness (isvaracaitanya) during the state of dreamless sleep. But even
though the individual self becomes identical with isvaracaitanya during this state,
yet the individual does not realize this identity owing to the veil of avidya. This has
been stated very clearly in the following statement of Chandogya Upanisad, “tad
yvatha’pi  hirpyanidhim  nihitamaksetrajia ~ uparyupari  sancaranto, na
vindeyurevamevemah sarvah praja aharahargacchantya etam brahmalokam na
vindantyanrtena hi pratyiidhah™. \f avidya also were destroyed during dreamless
sleep then the individual would have attained liberation during dreamless sleep.
But, as a matter of fact, an individual is not liberated when he falls into dreamless
sleep. That the person is not liberated is owing to the cover of avidya which
prevents the individual from realizing that he has become identical with God in his
dreamless sleep. Since ajiiana or avidya is present in dreamless sleep,
consciousness qualified by avidya apprehends itself, that is saksicaitanya, the
intrinsic blissful nature of the saksin and avidya during dreamless sleep. On
waking up from dreamless sleep, the same consciousness as qualified by avidya
(ajfianopahitacaitanya) recollects the abovementioned three entities which have
been apprehended during dreamless sleep. So, on the Advaita view, there is no
difference between the subject who apprehends during dreamless sleep and the

subject who recollects on waking up from dreamless sleep.
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Vyasatirtha, here raises another objection against the Advaita Vedantins,
“asvapsamityatrapi uttamapurusaprayogayogyahamarthasyaiva sphuranat. uktam
ca Vvivarane'pi ‘antahkarapavisista evatmani pratyabhijiianam briimo, na
niskalarike, tasya moksavasthayinah Sastraikasamadhigamyatvadi’ti™®. That is, if
the consciousness which appears during dreamless sleep is not pure consciousness,
then it can be the object of I-cognitions. The author of Nyayamrta, here has quoted
Vivarara, too, where it has been said that it is the consciousness qualified by the
mind which has the paramarsa in the waking state of the individual. So, the
Advaita Vedantins cannot say that the ahamartha does not exist during dreamless
sleep and does not apprehend the saksin, the intrinsic bliss of the saksin and avidya

during dreamless sleep.

Vyasatirtha further objects that if the ahamartha were not remembered on waking
up from dreamless sleep, then the individual would not have been sure about who
has been asleep so long and who wakes up from dreamless sleep. As a result the
individual could have doubts of the form, “Was it I or someone else who was
asleep so long?” But no one has doubts of this form after waking up from

dreamless sleep.

The answer to these objections have been given in Vivaraza and also mentioned in

the last chapter. The answer is, although ahamartha appears in the recollection that
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an individual has on waking up from dreamless sleep, yet this ahamartha is not
recollected. During dreamless sleep the witness-consciousness apprehends itself,
its own intrinsic bliss and avidya and it is the witness-consciousness who
remembers these three things in the waking state. Then why the ahamartha is
mentioned in the statement “etavantam kalam Ssukhamahamasvapsam na
kificidahamavedisam” through which the awakened individual expresses his
recollection? The answer to this question is also mentioned in the last chapter. As
soon as the person wakes up from dreamless sleep, the mind (antakzkarara) is
superimposed on the witness-consciousness. This is why the witness-consciousness
appears as ‘I’ in the statement through which the individual expresses his own

recollection.

Vyasatirtha then raises another very important objection against the Vivarapa
school. Vyasatirtha argues, “nanu paramrsyamandtmana evam pratyaktvdattatha
niscaya iti cet, pratyaktvam na tavat cinnirbhasyapratidvandvi cittvam
anyatvapratidvandvi svatvam va cidasvapiditi va svayamasvapiditi  va

"0, Vyasatirtha here points out if the

paramarsapatenahamiti paramarsayogat
ahamartha were not apprehended during dreamless sleep and only the witness-
consciousness were apprehended during this state, then after waking up from

dreamless sleep only the witness consciousness should have been remembered. But



134

If the witness consciousness alone had been remembered, then the form of the
recollection which the subject has on waking up would have been quite different.
The Advaitins maintain that it is the saksicaitanya who apprehends whatever is
apprehended during dreamless sleep and it is the same witness-consciousness who
remembers these entities on waking up. But why does Acarya Vyasatirtha say that
iIf the witness consciousness featured both in the apprehension and in the
recollection, then the form of the recollection should have been quite different? To
understand this comment of Vyasatirtha we need to recall what exactly do the
Advaita Vedantins mean by the term saksicaitanya? It has already been mentioned
in the last chapter that the witness consciousness is an impartial and detached
immediate seer (udasina-aparoksa-drasta). It is stated in the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad, “yat saksadaparoksad brahma”’ which means Brahmacaitanya alone is
the immediate seer and the witness consciousness. Commenting on this statement
of the Brhadaranyaka  Upanisad  Sure$varacarya  writes in  his

Brhadaranyakabhasyavarttika,-
“vadi va drastari prapte saksaditi visesanat/
tatprasanganivrttyarthamaparaksaditiryatell

drastrdarsanadysyarthapraptavadyavisesanat!
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lokavat tannisedharthamaparoksaditiryate”l/

In these two verses of Brhadaranyakabhdasyavarttika Sure$varacarya states very
clearly that saksicaitanya is not the seer or the drasta in the ordinary conventional
sense of that term. For, there is always a difference between the seer on the one
hand and the seen and the act of seeing on the other. Now, if the witness-
consciousness is identified with the seer, then the saksin will be distinct from the
seen and the act of seeing. But if Brahman is called the saksin and since the
Brahman is beyond all differences (bhedarahita), the saksin should not be
identified with the seer. On the Advaita view saksin is pure consciousness or pure
luminosity (drsisvaripa) and is thus more immediate than the seer. The
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad points towards this greater immediacy by employing the
epithet ‘aparoksat’ to characterize Brahman. Keeping all these theories and
distinctions in mind, Vyasatirtha argues in the abovementioned statement of
Nyayamrta that if the witness-consciousness were apprehended during dreamless
sleep and recollected on waking up from sleep, then instead of the ahamartha, the
witness-consciousness would have appeared in the recollection. This witness
conscious is different from whatever appears before consciousness and it is also
the intrinsic essence of the individual. Thus the awakened person’s recollection

would have assumed the form ‘cidsvapit’ or ‘svayamasvapit’. That is, on waking
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up, the individual would have recollections of the form ‘so long consciousness was
asleep’ or ‘so long the self was asleep’. But an individual never has recollections of

these forms when he wakes up from dreamless sleep.

To show that the self cannot appear in the awakened person’s recollection,
Vyasatirtha further observes, “ghatadih svasmad bhinno netyadipratityatmaniva
ghatadavapi svatvasya sattvacca™®. The author of Nyayamrta, here, argues that the
ahamartha appears in that recollection as different from all other things in the
universe, say a pot or a piece of cloth. But on the Advaita view, the things
constituting the universe are not really different from atman or Brahman. All these
things are evolutes of avidya and avidya along with its evolutes are superimposed
on Brahman, and all these evolutes appear as real to a bound individual
(baddhajiva) only because the reality or the pure being of Brahman are
superimposed on them. Since the subject of this recollection appears as distinct
from everything else in the universe, it cannot be pratyakcaitanya, and must be
identical with ahamartha. Thus what is remembered after dreamless sleep is
ahamartha. So, the Advaitins cannot say that the ahamartha is not apprehended

during dreamless sleep.

One might argue in favour of the Advaitins that nothing save pratyakcaitanya or

pure consciousness can appear in the recollection that occurs on waking up from
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dreamless sleep. For, pratyaktva may be defined as paragvyavrttatva, that is being
different from everything else. Whatever appears during dreamless sleep and in
the recollection that takes place in the waking state manifests itself as different
from yusmadartha or the objects of consciousness. So it must be different from

parak or the other and must be the same as pratyakcaitanya or pure consciousness.

To refute such arguments in favour of the Advaita Vedantins Vyasatirtha writes,
“napi  yusmadartharipaparagvyavrttatvam, ahamarthasyaiva tadvyavitteh’,
Vyasatirtha, here, says that pratyaktva cannot be identified by the Advaita
Vedantins with Yusmartharapaparagvyavrttatva, that is being different from the
objects of cognitions which appear as the other to the individual self; because,
ahamartha, too, never appears in a yusmatpratya or you-cognition. It always
appears only in I-cognitions. So, if the Advaita Vedantins define pratyaktva in this
manner, then pratyaktva would be distinct from the other and it would be present
in ahamartha too. In that case, the Advaita Vedantins would not be able to say that

the ahamartha or the empirical self does not reveal itself during dreamless sleep.

Besides, Vyasatirtha argues quoting Vivarara that on the Advaita view pratyaktva
cannot be identical with paragvyavrttatva, “vivarane ‘atmanah sarvatmakatvanna
paragvyavrttirahamupardagadeva vyavrtyavabhdasah’, ityuktes.

tasmadahamarthatvameva pratyaktvar vacyamiti ghattakugiprabhatavrttantah”™.
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The purport of the abovementioned statement is as follows. Prakasatmayati, states
very clearly that the self or atmacaitanya is non-dual or advitiya because it is the
essence of everything. Nothing is different from arman or Brahman. It appears as
distinct from all other things owing to the superimposition of the mind or
ahamartha on armacaitanya. So, if pratyaktva is the same as paragvyavrttatva,
then ahamartha would be responsible for pratyaktva. Thus, pratyaktva would have
to be identified with ahamarthatva. But the Vivarana school has started this
discussion about pratyaktva in order to establish the difference between
pratyakcaitanya and ahamartha. But the discussion has led them to the identity of
the pratyakcaitanya with ahamartha. Here Vyasatirtha has referred to a
laukikanyaya called ghagrakutiprabhatnyaya in order to show the absurdity of the
Advaita position. A person who wanders around all night to evade customs duty on
the bank of a river and ends up in sleeping and waking up before the tax offic or
toll plaza situated on the bank of the river actually defeats his own purpose. The
Advaita Vedantins also have defeated their own purpose by identifying pratyaktva
with paragvyavrttatva. They should have remembered that atman or Brahman on
their view is beyond all differences. All difference that appears in the universe is
owing to the superimposition of avidya and its evolutes on the atmacainaya. Thus,
the main trend of Vyasatirtha’s argument is to reduce the Advaita philosophy to a

bundle of contradictions and absurdities.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Madhusiidana Sarasvati on the Conception of the Individual Self:

In the previous chapter | have mentioned a few objections against the Advaita
conception of the individual self. | have also mentioned the main objections raised
by Vyasatirtha against the Advaita thesis the self is different from what appears as
| in the I-cognitions. In his seminal work Advaitasiddhi Madhustidana Sarasvati
refuted the Madhva text Nyayamrta statement by statement. In this final chapter |
shall reduce the Madhva objections mentioned in the last chapter following

Advaitasiddhi and its commentaries.

The nature of the individual self is discussed in the prakarapa entitled
‘athahamarthanatmatvopapattih® of the first chapter of Advaitasiddhi.
Madhustidana  Sarasvati starts this prakaraza with the statement,
“tatascahamkaradisrstih™. In this statement the term ‘tatak’ means from avidyd.
That is, ahamkara or that which appears as ‘I’ in the I-cognitions arises out of

avidya.

The opponents of the Advaitins would immediately object that ahamkara or the

empirical self cannot be an effect of avidya because it is identical with the self
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(@tman). Madhustidana states this objection in the statement, “nanu ahamartha

atmaiva, tasya kathamavidydtahSrs;ih”z.

In reply to this objection the Advaita Vedantins would say that ahamartha or the
empirical | cannot be identical with the self (atman), because during dreamless
sleep the self manifests itself but aharzkara is not manifested. | have mentioned
earlier that this argument of the Advaita Vedantins can be expressed in the form of

an inference - vimatak ahamkarah anatma atmaprakas’epyaprakasat.

The Madhva philosophers have argued against this inference that the probans
(hetu) of this inference is svarapasiddha; because the Advaita Vedantins have not
been so far able to establish their thesis that ahasikara is not revealed during
dreamless sleep. To refute this charge of svariapasiddhi the Advaita Vedantins
have offered an anukiilatarka in favour of the aforementioned inference. The
Advaitins would argue that if aharmkara were revealed in dreamless sleep, then it
would have been recollected after dreamless sleep as yesterday’s I and not as
today’s I. The Advaitins would add that though whatever is apprehended need not
necessarily be remembered, yet only the self and nothing but the self appears in the

recollection of the person who wakes up from dreamless sleep.

The opponents would argue that the probans of the aforementioned inference is not

yet established in the paksa of that inference and the anukiilatarka offered by the
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Advaita Vedantins actually serves the opponents’ purpose. So, the anukiilatarka is
actually an istapatti for the opponents. Madhustidana mentions this argument of
the opponents in the following statement, “hetorasiddhef, tarke istapatteh, na
hyadyapi svaprakdasatmanyatvamahamarthe siddhamasti.
atmanyatvendaprakdasatvasiadhane tena ca tadanyatvasadhane anyonyasrayah™.
The opponents are here arguing that the probans of the Advaitins’ inference is not
yet established the anukiilatarka also fails to serve the Advaitins’ purpose. For, the
opponents argue, the Advaitins are trying to establish the distinction between the
self and ahamartha on the basis of their thesis that the self reveals itself during
dreamless sleep but the ahamartha is not revealed. But how can the Advaitins be
so sure about the fact that the ahamartha is not revealed during dreamless sleep
and only atmacaitanya is revealed during dreamless sleep. For the other major
philosophical systems of classical India, the ahamartha is identical with arman. So,
if the atman is revealed during dreamless sleep, then the ahamartha would also be
revealed. So, the Advaitins cannot establish their thesis that the ahamartha is not
revealed during dreamless sleep unless they first establish the distinction between
the self and ahamartha and they would not be able to establish this distinction
unless they first establish the thesis that ahamartha is not revealed during
dreamless sleep. So, the Advaitins’ argument is clearly circular. I have mentioned

this objection raised by the author of Nyayamrta in the last chapter. Furthermore,
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the Madhva philosophers would argue that the Advaitins cannot say that the
ahamartha does not appear in the recollection which takes place after dreamless
sleep; because the Advaitins themselves say that the form of the recollection is,
“etavantam kalam sukhamahamasvapsam, na Kificidahamavedisam.” So, the
Advaitins themselves admit that the ahamartha appears in the recollection which
occurs after dreamless sleep. Madhusiidana mentions this objection also in the
following statement, “na cahamarthasyaparamarsah, sukhamahamasvapsam na

kificidavedisamiti tasyaiva paramarsaditi cet.”*

Madhusiidana Sarasvati starts refuting all these objections in the statement, “na;
ahamkarastavadicchadivisista eva Qrhyate ityavayoh Samam. susuptau ca
necchadaya iti kathar tada’hamarthanubhavah.® Madhusiidana here observes
that both the Madhva and the Advaita systems uphold the thesis that ahamartha is
always known as the locus of the internal states such as cognition, pleasure, pain,
desire, aversion, volition. Ahamkara is never apprehended by anybody as devoid of
all these mental states. Whenever a person apprehends ahamartha at least one of
the abovementioned internal states must be present in ahamartha. None of these
states, however, is present during dreamless sleep. So, how can the Madhva
Vedantins say that the ahamartha is apprehended during dreamless sleep?

Madhustidana admits that it is true that the ahamartha appears in the recollection
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which takes place after dreamless sleep; but he explains that this appearance is due
to the perception of ahamartha in the waking state. Thus, the ahamartha which
appears in the expression of the recollection is actually perceived and not

remembered.

The Madhva philosophers might argue that although ahamartha is usually
apprehended as the locus of cognition, pleasure, pain etc. yet it cannot be said that
the ahamartha cannot be apprehended without these internal states. It is true that
these internal states do not exist during dreamless sleep. But ahamartha is

apprehended during this state even without these mental states.

Madhustidana addresses this objection in the statement, “na ca - icchadigunavisista
evahamartho grhyata ityatra na nak sampratipattiriti — vacyam. gunigrahapasya
7 riipadi hino 'pi ghatah pratheta.”® Madhusiidana
in this statement says that the apprehension of a qualified substance is always
pervaded by the apprehension of the qualifiers. For, unless one has knowledge of
the qualifiers one cannot apprehend a substance as qualified by these qualifiers.
Thus, in case of the awareness of any qualified substance one can establish the
vyapti, “yatra yatra gunpavisistagrahapgam tatra tatra guzagrahazam”. Now, if this

vyapti is accepted, then if the absence of the vyapaka of this vyapti is perceived in

an instance, then it may safely be concluded that the vyapya, too, is absent in that
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instance. In dreamless sleep the vyapaka ‘apprehension of the qualifiers’ is not
present; because no one is aware of cognition, pleasure, pain etc. during dreamless
sleep. So, the vyapya, viz. ‘apprehension of the qualified substance’ cannot also be
present during dreamless sleep. Hence, ahamartha cannot be present and
apprehended during dreamless sleep. But atmacaitanya or the self is not a qualified
substance. The self, on the Advaita view, is devoid of all properties. So, the
aforementioned invariable rule (vyapti) does not apply to the self. Thus, even
though the ahamartha cannot be apprehended during dreamless sleep, the self or
atmacaitanya can be apprehended during that state. The charge of circularity
which Vyasatirtha brought up against the Advaita view is also quite baseless. For,
on the Advaita view, the distinction between arman and ahamartha is established
on the basis of the thesis that the ahamartha is not apprehended during dreamless
sleep, but this thesis is not established on the basis of the distinction between the
self and ahamartha. So, no circularity is involved in the Advaita position. To
express these arguments Madhusiidana says, ‘“evamca Qunagrahane katham
gunigrahanam? tatha ca nirguna evatma grhyata iti svikartavyam. anubhavabhave
tathdacajnanasrayatvena  susuptavanubhiiyamanadatmano'hamkaro — bhinnah.
evamevatmanytve siddhe asvaprakasatvasadhane nanyonyasrayah.”’” In the
abovementioned statement it is very clearly stated that the Advaitins base their

argument on the wvyapti, “yatra yatra gunavisistagrahapam tatra tatra
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gunagrahazam?” Now, the internal qualities such as cognition, pleasure, pain etc.
are not apprehended during dreamless sleep. From this premise it follows that the
substance qualified by this internal qualities, too, is not apprehended during
dreamless sleep. So, arman alone is apprehended during dreamless sleep. Ajiiana is
not destroyed during dreamless sleep; for it ajriana were destroyed, then the
sleeping person would have been liberated. Thus, atman is apprehended during
dreamless sleep as the locus of gjriana. So, ahamartha is different from atman.
Since, it is different from arman it is not auto-luminous (asvaprakasa). Therefore,

the Advaita chain of reasoning does not involved any circularity.

Madhustidana admits that ahamartha appears in the recollection which occurs after
dreamless sleep; but that is because ahamartha is superimposed on atmancaitanya

during the waking state.

Vyasatirtha also raised the objection that if arman alone is recollected and
ahamartha is not recollected, then the form of the recollection should have been,
“cidasvapit’, ‘“‘svayamsvapit” or “kevalacaitanyamasvapit’. But actually the
recollection which occurs during dreamless sleep does not assume these forms. So,
it must be admitted that ahamartha is not apprehended but is recollected on waking

up from dreamless sleep.
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Madhusiidana addresses this objection in the statement, “ataeva cidasvapit
SVayamasvapiditi paramarsakaratapattirnirasta,
tatkalanubhiitantahkarapnasamsarge — ahamityakaropapatteh™.  Madhusiidana
remarks that the Advaitins can easily explain the fact that ahamartha appears in the
recollection which takes place after dreamless sleep. It has already been mentioned
that on the Advaita view the mind gets superimposed on atmacaitanya as soon as
the sleeping individual comes out of dreamless sleep. It needs to be mentioned here
that the mind gets dissolved in its upadana karana avidya only during dreamless
sleep. Antakkarana arises out of avidya as soon as the individual passes into the
state of dream from the state of dreamless sleep. Thus, the mind is present both in
the dreaming and in the waking state. So, as soon as the state of dreamless sleep
ends and the state of dream begins ahamartha gets imposed on the self. This is
precisely the reason why in both these states, i.e. in the state of dream and in the
waking state, the self appears as ‘I’. Thus, although it is the self which is
remembered after waking up from dreamless sleep, the self appears as ‘I’ in this
recollection. Madhustidana, here, also remarks that, on the Advaita view, the self
being identical with pure consciousness cannot be the object of any recognition
that covers a span of time. For instance, the self by itself does not feature in
recognitions of the form “so ’ham”, but consciousness qualified by the mind is the

object of such recognitions. Madhusiidana Sarasvati here quotes Vivarana,
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“yattuktam vivarane — antakkaranavisista evatmani pratyabhijiianam briimah, na
niskalasikacaitanye, tasya moksavasthayinah Sastraikasamadhigamyatvat.”® In this
statement of Vivarara it is stated quite clearly that consciousness qualified by the
mind is the object of any recollection, and pure consciousness cannot be the object
of any recollection; because pure consciousness devoid of all qualifiers and
delimitors (nirupadhika anavacchinna suddhacaitanya) can exist only in the state
of liberation. Prior to that state consciousness is always qualified by some updadhi.
Consciousness devoid of all qualifiers can be known through the scriptures alone
(sastraikasamadhigamya) and cannot be known through perception, recognition or

any other ordinary means of knowledge.

The Madhva philosophers might object that if pure consciousness that is not
qualified by the mind (antakkaraza) cannot exist before liberation, such
consciousness cannot exist even in the state of dreamless sleep. Thus, in dreamless
sleep also consciousness must be qualified by the mind. This contradicts the
Advaita thesis that ahamartha is not present during dreamless sleep and if
ahamartha exists also in the state of dreamless sleep then the Advaitins would not
be able to establish the distinction between the self (afrman) and ahamartha.
Madhusitidana refutes this objection in the following line of Advaitasiddhi, “tadatra

na virodhdaya. moksavasthayinah Sastraikasamadhigamyatvaditi  hetitktya na
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niskalanka iti upddhimatravirahini pratyabhijiananisedhena cantahkarapasya
upadhimatraparatvat.”’®® Madhusiidana observes that although on the Advaita
view, the witness-consciousness which is not qualified by the mind cannot be the
object of recognition (pratyabhijiia), it can be revealed through abhijiia or the
witness perception (saksipratyaksa) that occurs during dreamless sleep. In fact
Prakasatmayati in his Paficapadika-vivarapa has admitted four kinds of vyavahara
— abhijiia, abhivadana, upadana and arthakriya.** Of these the last three cannot
take place unless the mind is superimposed on atmacaitanya but the first kind of
vyavahara which is nothing but the first immediate apprehension of an object can
take place in dreamless sleep without the intervention of the mind. Furthermore, it
needs to be remembered that though, on the Advaita view, consciousness is not
qualified by the mind during dreamless sleep, it is qualified by ajiiana and it is this
consciousness qualified by ajiiana which is revealed during dreamless sleep. So,
Madhustidana also admits that consciousness devoid of all qualifiers does not exist
prior to liberation. But there is no contradiction between the statement of Vivarara
and the final solution offered by Madhusiidana; for, the term ‘antafkarapa’
occurring in the abovementioned statement of Vivaraza stands for all qualifiers of
atmanyacaitanya. Since, in dreamless sleep, too, consciousness is qualified by the

qualifier (upadhi) ajiiana, no inconsistency is involved in the Advaita theory.
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Vyasatirtha further objected that if the ahamartha is not recollected, then the
individual on waking up from dreamless sleep could have doubts of the form
“etavantam kalam supto’hamanyo va”. That is, “Is it I who has been asleep so long

or is it someone else?” — doubts of this form would occur after dreamless sleep.

Madhustidana Sarasvati answers this objection in the statement, “naca -
yvadyahamartho na paramrsyeta, tarhi ‘etavantam kalam supto’hamanyo ve’ti
samsayah syat, na tvahameveti niscaya iti - vacyam,
susuptikalanubhiitatmaikyadhydasaditi grhana.”*? The significance of this statement
Is that if we have definitive knowledge regarding an object then doubt does not
occur regarding that object. On waking up from dreamless sleep, the individual
recollects the witness-consciousness that has been apprehended during dreamless
sleep but mistakenly perceives it as ahamartha. The awareness which the subject
has on waking up is a definitive awareness. This definitive awareness prevents the
occurrence of any doubt or error. Madhustidana Sarasvati has addressed many
other objections raised by the Madhva philosophers in order to show that the
Vivarapa conception of the individual self is free from all inconsistencies. The
individual, in reality, is identical with pure consciousness, but in all states except
dreamless sleep the mind is superimposed on consciousness and so consciousness

appears as aham or ‘I’ in all apprehensions and recollections that occur during
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dream and in the waking state. The Madhva philosophers have tried to reduce the
Advaita theory to a bundle of contradiction; but Madhustidana Sarasvati shows
how all these objections can be answered if one keeps in mind the superimposition

between the self and the not-self.
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Conclusion

‘Who am I’ — this question has perplexed philosophers of all countries and
civilizations since ancient times. Most of the major systems of classical Indian
philosophy identify this | with the self or atrman and believe that the atman is
distinct from the body, the sense organs and the mind. The self or the atrman is the
enduring principle which remains unchanged even though the body, the mind and
the sense organs may change beyond recognition. The Nyaya, Vaisesika, the
Mimamsakas and the Madhva Vedantins view the self as identical with ‘I’. So, for
all these systems there is no difference between arman and ahamartha. All these
systems view the atman as the knower (pramata), doer (karta) and the enjoyer
(bhokta) of the fruits of actions. The reason why all these systems admit a self as
distinct from the body, the mind and the sense organs is stated very succinctly by
Vacaspati Misra in his commentary Bhamati while he states the view of the
opponents of the Advaitins. He first refers to the general rule that whatever
remains unchanged when other things change must be different from those other
things just as a thread of a garland which runs through different flowers is distinct
from the flowers. Then, the opponents argue that the self remains unchanged
although all other things constituting the mind-body complex of the individual

change or even may be destroyed. The opponents of the Advaitins have also tried
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to answer the question: How do we know that the self remains unchanged even
though all other things associated with the self change? They have drawn our
attention to the fact that everyone has recognitions of the form “I who have
perceived my grandfather in my childhood is now perceiving my great grandson.”
Such recognitions cover a long period of time and neither the body, nor the mind,
nor the sense-organs remain the same over this long period of time. All who
identify the self with ‘I’ would maintain that if an enduring self is not admitted
apart from the body, mind and the sense organs memory and recognition cannot be

explained.

The Advaita Vedantins, however, differ sharply from all these philosophers and
subscribe to an entirely different conception of the individual self. They base their
principal thesis, viz. the jiva is identical with Brahman mainly on the scriptures
and the liberated person’s experience. In the Upanisads it is repeatedly stated that
the arman is identical with the all pervasive and eternal Brahman. We may refer
here to the mahavakya of Mandikyopanisad, “ayamatmabrahma™. The scriptures
also state very clearly that when a person attains liberation which can be attained
by an ascetic before death (jivanmukti) he realizes that he is identical with pure
consciousness and everything else is not ultimately real. In other words, everything

save consciousness, namely the world and its components, the body, the mind and
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the sense organs are falsified at the time of liberation. The Advaita Vedantins have
argued in detail to show that whenever an experience or a cognition is falsified, it
is falsified because of its object. The object of an erroneous cognition is neither
real nor unreal. It is mithya or anirvacaniya. It needs to be mentioned that in the
Advaita system the terms ‘sat’ and ‘asat’ are used very technically where ‘sat’
means abadhitatva or not falsified and ‘asat’ means aparoksavabhdasavisayatva or
not being the object of an immediate apprehension. Since, everything else save
consciousness get falsified at the time of liberation, nothing save consciousness is
ultimately real. This self is nirgura, i.e. devoid of all properties, but what appears
as | in all I-cognitions is the repository of cognitions, pleasure, pain etc. So, the
Advaita Vedantis are very clear of one point — the self cannot be identical with 1.
This thesis primarily aims at establishing this doctrine namely distinction between

atman and ahamartha.

Sankaracarya, for the first time establishes very clearly the erroneous character of
all 1-cognitions. In various other adhikaranas of Sankarabhdsya the nature of the
self is discussed in great detail. | have discussed some of these adhikaraznas in the

first chapter of my thesis.

The second chapter is devoted to establishing the same thesis, namely, the

distinction between ahamartha and the self following the Bhamari tradition.
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The third chapter establishes the same thesis from the perspective of Vivaraza
school. Padmapadacarya and Prakasatmayati offer a very clear important argument
to establish the doctrine that the empirical self is not identical with the real self.
They point towards a particular state which occurs daily in the life-cycle of an
individual-susuptic and they argue to show that the empirical self gets dissolved in
this state or dreamless sleep, but pure consciousness exists and remains operative,
that is performs the function of revealing whatever is presented before it, even

during the state of dreamless sleep.

The fourth chapter is entirely devoted to the objections raised by the Vyasatirtha
against the Advaita conception of jiva and the fifth chapter is devoted to resolving

these objections following Madhustidana Sarasvati.

The entire Advaita philosophy tries to establish a different conception of the
human being and a different goal of human life. Since the human being is identical
with pure consciousness, everything else, even its own body and the mind and the
pleasures and pains pertaining to the body and the mind are not essential to its own
nature. Essentially the jiva is pure being, pure consciousness and pure bliss. For
this reason an ascetic who does not have any worldly possession can a lead a
blissful existence, whereas a rich person’s life is full of woe and suffering. This

intrinsic bliss cannot be explained unless it is admitted that pure consciousness and
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pure bliss constitute the being of an individual. The Advaita conception of the
individual points to an entirely different goal of human life where the goal is
nothing but to realize this inner bliss and to lead a blissful existence which cannot
be defined in terms of worldly happiness. A person who has attained this kind of
bliss is also urged to work for the liberation of other individuals around him who

are immersed in the cover of avidya and have no idea of this infinite bliss.
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Chapter two

1. Brahmasiitra Sankara Bhahya with the Commentaries Bhamati of Vacaspati
Misra, Kalpataru of Amalananda, Parimal of Appay Diksit, edited by
Anantakrisfia SastrT, Coukhamva Sanskrit Series Office, Varansi, 1982, p.5

2. Mandukya Upanisad- 2

3. Bhamati (Coukhamva), p.5, “ ‘vrhattvadvrmhanatvadvatmoiva brahmeti
giyate’, sa cayamakitpangebhya a ca devarsibhyah
pranbhrnmatrasyedamkaraspadebhyo  dehendriyamanovuddhivisayebhyo
vivekena ‘aham’ ityasandigdhaviparyastaparoksanubhavasiddha iti na

4. Bhamatt (Coukhamva), p.3, “tathdacedam brahmeti
vyapakaviruddhopalavdhih ™.

5. Bhamati (Coukhamva), pp.5-6, “aham Krsah sthilogcchamityadi-
dehadharmasamanadhikaranyadarsnaddehalmbno 'aymahamkara  iti  —
sampratam”’.

6. Bhamati  (Coukhamva), p.6, ‘“tadalambantve hi  yoham  valye
pitaravanvabhavam sa eva Sthavire pranaptrnanubhavamiti
pratisandhanam na bhavet. nahi valasthavirayoh sriryorsti mandagapi

pratybhijianaganadho yenaikatvamadhyavasiyet. tasmad yesu
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vyavartamanesu yadanuvartate tattebhyo bhinnam yatha
kusumebhyasiitram”.

7. Bhamatt (Coukhamva), p.6, “tathdaca valadisariresu vyavartamanesvapi
parasparamahamkaraspadamanuvartamanam tebhyo bhidyate”.

8. Bhamati (Coukhamva), p.6, “sapnante divyam Sarirbhedamasthaya

taducitanbhoganbhunjana eva pratibuddho manusyasariramatmanam

pasyan naham devo manusya eveti devasarire
badhyamane’apyahamaspadamabadhyamanam Sariradbhinnam
pratipadyate. apica yogavyaghrah sarirabhede ’api

atmanamabhinnamanubhavatiti  nahamkaralambanam  dehah. ataeva
nendriyanyapasyalambanam,;  indraybhede’api  yo’'ahamadraksam  sa
vivekah sthaviyaneva. buddhimanasosca karanayorahamiti
kartypratibhasaprakhyanalambanatvayogah”.

9. Bhamati (Coukhamva), p.6, “krso’ahamandho’ahamityadayasca prayoga
asatyapyarope katharicit”.

10.Bhamati (Coukhamva), p.6, ‘“manicah krosantityadivadaupacarika iti
yuktamutpasyamabh. tasmadidamkaraspadebhyo

dehendriyamanobuddhivisayebhyo vyavrittah,



161

ceen

aprayojanatvacca”.

11.Bhamati (Coukhamva), p.6, “samsaranivrttirapavarga iha prayojanam
vivaksitam. samsarascatmayathatmyananubhavanimitta
atmayathdatmyajiianena  nivartaniyah. sa cedayamanadiranadinatmya-
yathatmyajianena  sahanuvartate  kuto’asya  nivittih,  avirodhat.
kutascatmyayathatmyanubhavah,
nahyahamityanubhavadanyadatmayathdatmyajiianamasti”.

12.Bhamati (Coukhamva), p.6

13.Bhamati  (Coukhamva), p.8, “idamatrakutam - bhavedetadevam
yadyahamityanubhave dtmatattvam prakdaset, natvetadasti. tathahi -
samastopadhyanavacchinnanantanandacaitanyaikarasamuddasinamekamadv
itiyamatmatattvam Srutismrtiitihasapuranesu giyate”.

14.Bhamati (Coukhamva), p.S, ‘“etani upakramaparamarsopasamharaih
kriyasamabhiharenedrgatmatattvamabhidadhati  tatparani santi Sakyani
sakrendpyupacaritarthani kartum”.

15.Bhamati (Coukhamva), p.8, “abhyase hi bhiyastvamarthasya bhavati;

»

yathaho darsaniyaho darsaniyeti, na nyinatvam, pragevopacaritatvamiti”.
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16.Bhamati  (Coukhamva),  pp.8-9, “ahamanubhavastu  pradesika-
manekavidhasokaduhkhadipraparicopaplutamatmanamdadarsayan
kathamatmatattvagocarah Katham vanupalavah”.

17.Bhamatr (Coukhamva), p.9, “Jyesthapramanapratyksavirodhad-
anndayasyaiva tadapeksasyapramanyamupacaritarthatvam ceti — yuktam”.

18.Bhamati (Coukhamva), p.9, “tasyapouruseyataya
nirastasamastadosasarnkasya, vodhakataya svatahsiddhapramanabhavasya,
svakarye pramitou anapeksatvat”.

19.Bhamati (Coukhamva), p-9, “pramitavanapeksatve apyutpattou
pratyaksapeksatvat tadvirodhadanutpattilaksanamapramanyamiti”.

20.Bhamati  (Coukhamva), p.9, “cet na, utpdadakapratidvandvitvat,
nahyagamajiianam samvyavaharikam prataksasy pramanyamupahanti; yena
karanabhavat na bhavet api tu tattikam. naca tat tasya utpadakam”.

21.Bhamati (Coukhamva), p.10.
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Chapter three
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8.

9.

Paricapadika of Padmapadacariya, Pravodhaparisodhini of Atmasvaripa,

Tatparyarthadyotinti  of  Vijianatma, Vivarazra of Prakasatmayati,

Tatparyadipika of Citsukhacarya, Vivaranabhavaprakasika of Nrsimhasram,

edited by S. Sriram Sastri and S. R. Krsfiamirti, Government Oriental

Manuscripts Library, Madras, 1958, pp.84-100
Brahmasiitra-Sankarabhasya with the Commentaries Bhamatt of Vacaspati

Misra, Kalpataru of Amalananda, Parimal of Appay Diksit, edited by

Anantakrisiia Sastri, Coukhamba Sanskrit Series Office, Varansi, 1982, p.6
Taitziriya Upanisad -2.4

Brahmasiitra-Sankarabhasya (Coukhamba), p.6

Paricapadika (Madras), pp.83-84

Tatparyarthadyotint,( Madras), p.84

Vivarapa (Madras), p.230

Brahmasiitra-Sankarabhasya (Coukhamba), p.6

Paricapadika (Madras), pp.84-85

10. Vivarapa (Madras), p.230

11. Paricapadika (Madras), pp.85-86

12.Pravodhaparisodhini (Madras), pp.85-86
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13. Paricapadika (Madras), p.86

14. Vivarapa (Madras), p.230

15.Vivarana (Madras), p.230

16. Vivarana (Madras), p.62

17. Vivarapa (Madras), p.230

18. Vivarana (Madras), p.231-235, “duhkhipremaspadariipena
parinamitadagamapadrastyripena ahankaravisayadisanusyiita
caitanyarupena ahamiti ca vyavrttaripena ca  sarvalokasaksikam
dvairapyamityaha - sarvalokasaksikah iti”.

19. Tatparyadipika (Madras), p.231, “vadaiva duhkht tadaiva tatpariharaya
sadhananusthanadarsanat tadaiva premdaspadatvamastityarthah”.

20. Paricapadika (Madras), p.86

21. Tatparyarthadyotini,( Madras), p.86-87, “ahamjanamiti kriyakartrripena,
anubhavamityanubhavasrayripena ca dvairiapyam drsyata ityavahitacetstya
viksanam  kartavyamitydha avhitacetastayeti. atra dhatubheda eva
narthabheda ityasankya, janatyarthah Sakarmakakriyanubhava iti nipunarm
viksanarm kartavyamityaha - nipuxzamiti.
ubhayadhatvrthayosasakarmakatvam-evetyasankya, yatha gamanakriyayah
svatas  sakarmakatvam  tatphalatvar prapteh  samyogalaksanayah

sakarmakatvapratibhanam tadvajjanatidhatvarthasya svatah
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sakarmakatvam tadvyangyatvena tatphalarupatvadatmasvariapacaitanya-
laksananubhavasya sakarmakatva-pratibhanam na tu svatahs sakarmakateti
nipupataram viksapam kartavyamityaha - nipupataramiti .

22. Pravodhaparisodhint (Madras), p.87, ‘“atra visayasamvidasraya atama,
tara ‘aham idamanubhavami’ iti samvidasrayataya
pratiyamanatvenahankarasya  atmatvena  agrahyatvannedamamsohastiti
prabhakarovakti — nanu Kimatreti”.

23. Paricapadika (Madras), p.87

24. Pravodhaparisodhini (Madras), p.87, “yatha sautrantikamate visayasya
nityanumeyatvam, tatha asmatpakse nityanumeyatvadatmanah
kathamgrahyatvamiti samkhyanaiyayikavaisesikascodayanti — kathamiti”,

25. Pariicapadika (Madras), p.87

26. Pravodhaparisodhint  (Madras), p.87, “pramitivadaparoksanubhava-
virodhat na nityanumeyatvam tayoriti pariharati - pramatrprameyeti’.

27. Paricapadika (Madras), pp.87-88

28. Gangesopadhyaya, Tattacintamani, Rahasyatika by Mathuranatha
Tarkavagisa, edited by Kamakhyanatha Tarkavagi$a, Oriental Book Center,
Delhi, 1990, p.798,

29. Tattacintamani (Delhi), p.798

30. Paricapadika (Madras), p.88
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31. Pravodhaparisodhint (Madras), p.88, “nanu ubhayo#
svayamprakasatvayogaat anyatarasya svaprakasatve pradhanyadatmaiva
svprakasa ityatraha — pramitiriti”.

32. Pravodhaparisodhint (Madras), p.88

33. Paiicapadika (Madras), pp.88-89,

34. Pravodhaparisodhint (Madras), p.88, “vadyatmanah svaprakasatvam
visayatvar ca nasti, tarhi apratitireva praptetyasankam vyudasyan
agrahytvamdha — atamd tviti. nimittadityatra tadasrayatayeti Sesah”.

35. Paricapadika  (Madras), p.87,  “nanu  kimatra  vaditavyam,
asambhinnedamripa eva ahamityanubhavah”™

36. Vivarara (Madras), p-230

37. Paricapadika (Madras), p.89

38. Vivarara (Madras), p.244

39. Vivaranabhavaprakasika (Madras), p.243

40. Panicapadika (Madras), p.89, “nanu nayam Visayanubhavanimittah
ahamullekhah, Kim tu anya eva atmamatra visayah ahamiti pratyayah.
tasminasca dravyariupatvenanatmanah prametvam jhatrtvena
pramatrtvamiti pramatrprameyanirbhasaripatvadahampratyasya

grahyagrahakaripa atmd. tasmadidamanidamripah’.
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41. Paiicapadika (Madras), p.89-90, “naitadyuktam - anamsatvadaprinam-
itvaccatmanh. prameyasy cedamripataya paragriupatvadanatmatvatvat.
tasmat niladijianaphalamanubhavah svayamprakasamano
grahyamidantayd grahakam ca anidantaya avabhdasayati grahanam ca
anumapayatiti yuktam”.

42. Paiicapadika (Madras), pp. 90-91, “ucyate - tatredam bhavan prastavyah
kimatra caitanyaprakasah anubhavo jadaprakasah? uta sah api
caitanyaprakasah? athava sa eva caitanyaprakasa atma jaraprakasah? iti.
tatra na tavat prathamah Kalpah - jadasvarape pramanaphale
visvasyanavabhasaprasangat. maivam — pramatd cetanah tadvalena
pradipeneva visamidantaya atmanam canidantya cedayate iti na
visvasyanavabhasaprasangah. tanna - svayam caitanyasvabhavah api san
Visayapramanendcetanenananugrhitah prakasate naitat sadhulaksate. Kim
Ca pramanaphalena cet pradipeneva visayamdtmanam ca cetayate tada
cedayatikriyanavasthaprasangal.
dvitiyekalpe datmapi svayameva prakdseta, kimiti visayanubhavamapekseta.
atha caitanyasvabhavatveh api atma svayamprakasah, visese heturvacyah.
nahi caitanyasvabhavah san svayam paroksa anytas aparoksa iti yujyate.

Kimw ca samatvannetaretarapeksatam prakasane predipayoriva. trtiyehapi
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kalpe anicchatohapyatmaiva citiprakdsa apadyate, na
tadatiriktatathavidhaphalasadbhave pramanamasti”.
(pravodhaparisodhini, Madras, pp.90-91, “tatratma citsvabhavo 'nubhavo
jadaprakasa iti pakso na sadhurityaha na tavaditi. caitanymeva
jadanubhavavaladatmanam Vvisayam cavabhasayatiti sankate — maivamiti.
citprakasa atma atmiyvaprakasane jadamapeksata iti viruddhamityatraha —
pradipeneveti. Kim caitanyasya visayasamvandhaheturanubhavo vedantinam
vuddhiparinamavadisyate va? iti vikalpya, adyah syadeveti matva, dvitiyam
pratyaha — tatreti. andhamapeksya caksusman pasyati itivat viruddham.
pradipa’pi caitanyasya visayasamvandhahetau vuddhipariname apeksate na
prakasanem ityrthah. cetayatikriyapi kim jadasvarupa? svaprakasa va?
antye anubhavasyaiva sa svaprakasata kim na syaditi matva adye tasyasca
jadatvat kriyantaram vaktavyamiti anavasthetyaha — Kificeti.
ubhayacaitanyapaksam  dusayati —  dvitiyehapiti  citgupamapi
purusantarasya  svayamprakasam Samvedanam na  purusantarasya
svayamprakasam, tatha atma citgupah api na svayamprakasa iti sankate —
tatheti. anubhavo’pi tarhi svayamprakaso na syat, avyvadhananneti cet
atmanyapi tattulyamityarthah. etadvyanakti — na hiti. dosantaramaha
kiniceti. atma jado’anubhavah svayamprakasah tadasrayatvendatmanah

siddhiriti  paksarsm  dusayati - trtiyehapiti.  atma  citprakasah



169

samvitkarmatamantarenaparoksatvat samvidvadityaha — anicchato piti.
atmanah  Ssvayamprakasatve  tadadhinatvena  jagadvabhasasiddheh
tadatiriktasvayamprakasavastu  kalpakabhavanna siddhatityaha - na
tadatirikteti.

43. Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, 4/3/21

44. Vivarapa (Madras), p. 266
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