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Short Abstract

This thesis seeks to bring to light the major contribution to Advaita Vedanta

of the little-known 13th century teacher of Adwaita, Anubhiitisvariipacarya to
the
with reference to his major works on Advaita, showing this to be far
greater than previously appreciated in the scholastic world.

It explores the particular intervention of Anubhiitisvartipacarya in

debates about the status of avidya, maya, yoga and moksa, helping to chart the
development of doctrines in schools of Advaita Vedanta over time. The specific
issues relevant to the argument are the two major traditions interpreting Adi
Sankara’s Brahma-siitra-bhasya, viz. the Bhamati tradition of Vacaspati Misra
and

the Vivarana tradition of Prakasatma Yati’s Paficapadika Vivaranam with
particular

reference to the status of maya.



The thesis argues that Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s distinctive contribution

lies in

his interpretation of the doctrines of maya/avidya, yoga and moksa, that affirm

the role

of meditative practice on the path to moksa. His views, although largely

following the

Vivarana tradition, differ in some important respects. They effectively

incorporate an

advanced form of Yogic meditation into the practice of Advaita. He thereby

seems to

meet certain socio-historical needs of the community by crafting a theology

suitable

to ascetic and non-ascetic alike. He may also be responding to competing

groups or

purvapaksins in central India in the middle of the 13th century A.D.

The thesis considers the specific concerns of Anubhiitisvartipacarya’s



community at the time, along with an evaluation of methods (sadhana),
asparsa-yoga, the use of Om and the ‘Great sentences’/ mahavakyas like ‘This
Self is Absolute’/ayam atma brahma advocated to help one realise Total Freedom/
moksa.
The thesis argues that for Anubhiitisvartipacarya the texts of revelation are a
distinctive conjunction of Yogic and Aduvaitic ideas, which have
profound implications for Advaitic realisation.

At this point in history they marked a key development in the Advaita
Vedanta teaching which has profound significance right down to the present

day.

Long Abstract

Anubhatisvartipacarya (c.1250 A.D.) the little known Advaitin, teacher of
Anandagiri, has made an important contribution to the understanding of the nature
of maya and yoga, largely missed in the scholarly world because his authorship of

major works are as yet untranslated from the Sanskrit.



The essence of Advaita Vedanta is, what appears as God, the individual souls and
the universe, is in reality non-different from the one absolute reality, Brahman. In the

light of this, the nature of maya and avidya is discussed.

Anubhitisvartipacarya puts forward the view that avidya is beginningless,

indeterminable and positive, and revealed by the ‘witnessing consciousness.’

The focuses of his work is on 1) the nature of avidya and maya;

2) the distinction between the jiva and I$vara;

3) the description of the ‘world” and refutation of Nyaya, Vaisesika and Bhedabheda

theories; and

4) his view on liberation, with particular reference to his works Iststasiddhivivarana,

Prakatarthavivarana etc..

The dissertation considers the history, texts and ideas of this little studied Advaita
Vedanta teacher in context, providing an introduction to his key ideas drawn from
his textual corpus, briefly assessing his distinctive contribution to the Advaita

Vedanta tradition. It explores his particular intervention in broader Advaitic debates



about the status of maya, yoga and moksa, helping to chart the development of

doctrines in schools of Advaita Vedanta.

In Chapter 1 a brief History of Advaita Vedanta up to Anubhtisvartipacarya, with

particular reference to the Bhamati and Vivarana prasthanas is outlined.

This is given in order to place this mid-thirteenth-century theologian in context,

most famous up to now as the initiator of the grammatical tradition of Sarasvata-

prakriya.

It is shown how he has offered comprehensive readings from key scholastic texts of

the Advaita canon ‘purifying’ the Advaita Vedanta tradition from the tendency

towards Visista Advaita and Duvaita, as well as refuting the views of dualist logicians

and followers of Bhedabheda VedantaThe thesis has sought to assess his contribution

to Advaita Vedanta.

Due to the central role of the Manditkya Upanisad and Gaudapada’s karikas in

developing Advaita and the major contribution of Anubhiitisvartipacarya’s Tippanam

on this, it is covered rather more fully.



His Prakatarthavivarana is the first complete commentary on the Brahmasiitrabhasya
of Adi-Sankara from a ‘purely’ or Kevala! Advaita point of view, composed with the

purpose of ‘rescuing’ the tradition from the influence of Vacaspati Misra, whose

1 Advaita Vedanta:

This is a philosophical school within Hinduism that emphasizes the non-dual nature of reality,
meaning that everything is ultimately one, and the individual self (Atman) is identical with the

ultimate reality (Brahman).
Kevala Advaita:

This specific branch of Advaita Vedanta, associated with Adi Sankara, takes the non-dualistic principle
to its extreme, asserting that Brahman alone is real, and the world and individual selves are ultimately
an illusion (maya) in the sense of having only dependent reality like the waves and froth compared

with th ocean substratum as it were.
Key Teachings:

*  Brahman as the sole reality: Kevala( from the root/dhatu kev found in sevana=service to the
One). Advaita posits that Brahman, the ultimate, formless, and attributeless reality, is the
ultimate substratum of pure Consciousness out of which all names and forms arise and to
which they return it is the sat/unchanging ‘ that truly exists, whereas all else is a-sat/un-real/

changing.

*  The world as illusion (maya): The world of names, forms, and experiences is seen as a

temporary and illusory appearance of Brahman, not a separate or real entity.

* The individual Self (Atman) as Brahman: The individual Self, or Atman, is ultimately
identical with Brahman, and the experience of separation is an illusion.

Adi Sankara s Role:

Adi Sankara, one of the most prominent philosophers and theologians, is considered the founder of
the Kevala Advaita school, and his commentaries on the Upanisads, Bhagavad Gita, and Brahmasiitras are

foundational to this tradition.
Other Schools of Vedanta:

While Kevala Advaita is a prominent school, its important to note that other schools of Vedanta, such as
Visistadvaita (qualified non-dualism) and Duwaita (dualism), offer different interpretations of the

relationship between the individual Self and Brahman.



Bhamati, has a tendency to favour a Pirva Mimamsa or Visista-Advaita perspective.
His works Istasiddhi-Vivarana, Pramanamala-Nibandha, Nyayadipavali-Candrika,
Nyayamakaranda-Sangraha, Sisyahitaisini, as well as his Tippanpa on Sri Sankara’s
Gitabhasya and his Tippana on the Mandiikya Upanisad and 215 Karika of Gaudapada,
are detailed interpretative commentaries on most of the major texts of post-Sankara

Vedantic discourse.

Chapter 2 gives a more detailed discussion of the two great traditions of Advaita
Vedanta, that of Vacaspati Misra with his famous Bhamati commentary on the
AdiSankara’s bhasya on the Brahma Siitras and the Vivarana tradition going back to
Padmapada’s and Prakasatma’s Paficapadika. In this we consider the central
importance of the theories of error, avidya/ignorance, the Atman and Brahman,
Jivatman , Isvara  and omniscience and liberation in these two central traditions or
Prasthanas of Advaita during its ‘middle period” with particular reference to the
Istasiddhivivarana, the Prakatarthavivarana and the Tippana on
Mandikyagaudapadiyakarikabhasya, Maya and avidya, are described as the pillars of

Advaita Vedanta, as the very purport of scriptures is actually to give proof of maya.
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In chapter 3 Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s contribution to Advaita on the nature of

Brahman and maya and avidya, is shown to be positive, affirming that Nescience is

indeterminable and revealed by the witnessing consciousness.

Anubhitisvartipacarya further demonstrates that the theory that they are different

does not stand to reason, and gives substantial evidence to show the theory of non-

difference is rooted in the $ruti and reason. Anubhiitisvariipacarya demonstrates

that reasoning is in support of the multiplicity of nescience. The locus and content of

nescience is demonstrated in fact to be Brahman, the one consciousness, pure Bliss

and indivisible. The inert cannot be the locus or object of nescience since by

definition it has no consciousness of its own.

He developed the view in opposition to Vacaspati Miéra’s theory that locus and

content are different. The theory that the locus and the content are the same, like

that of clay and the pot referred to in the Chandogya Upanisad 6.1.4.

In chapter 4 Anubhitisvariipacarya’s view on the World in the light of Advaita

Vedanta is presented. According to Advaita Vedanta, the view that Brahman is non-

dual, only holds good if there were no entity apart from it. The souls which may be

considered other than Brahman were ‘proved’ in this system to be non-different from
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it. “Brahman is truth, the world is non-real; the jiva is not other than the Brahman” is

discussed.

Anubhitisvartipacarya avers in accord with Chandogyopanisad 6.2.1,”this was

Existence alone”, and that the world is indeed ‘unreal’/mithya. So prior to creation

this world, now differentiated into names and forms, remains identical with

Brahman,. ” One only, without a second”, predicates the absence of the world in

Brahman.

The Vivartvada theory is established in his Istasiddhi-vivarana. i) “ non-existence

as the cause” was found to be lacking any reasonable basis; ii) “ non-existence of the

effect in the cause” was proved to be fundamentally flawed; iii)“existence of the

effect in the cause” is divided into two aspects, (a) ‘actual transformation” and (b)

‘apparent not real change’ . While the former was shown to suffer from logical

weaknesses , like a-sat-karya-vada, the theory of ‘apparent not real change’ was

demonstrated to lie at the basis of Upanisadic thought. Further in relation to the

Buddhist view iv.) so called ‘self-cognition’, perception of silver as an external object

simply negates their theory that the object is nothing but a mental cognition.
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Anubhitisvartipacarya refutes the Prabhakara’s Pirvamimamsa Vedanta position

v.) non-apprehension’, by showing it is contradictory to say the action of a sentient

being takes place without cognition of a common substratum.

The theory of the Naiyayikas, vi.) ‘misapprehension’ is simply the view that nacre

which is real appears in the form of silver another real thing, he too refutes. Finally

he refutes viii) “non-duality of the word” by showing it is contradictory for the same

thing to be both the signified and the signifier, the subject as well as the object. Word

can be experienced by sense organs, but Brahman cannot. So he then concludes by

the establishment of ix.)’cognition of indeterminability” establishing the non-duality

of Brahman, because the indeterminable universe does not attain to the status of a

second entity.

In Chapter 5 Anubhiitisvartipacarya’s view on Liberation is presented with total

distinction between activity and knowledge. So realisation of the Self arises from

the words of the Vedas bringing about cessation of nescience.

He explains that one free from merits and demerits living out only his fructified

karma, is known as jivanmukta. The true nature of the Self, i.e. the cessation of
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nescience is Self-knowledge, which is an indeterminable cessation of even the

mental modification which removes nescience.

One Liberated while living, ‘attains to” final Liberation on the fall of the body.

‘Renunciation” is when mind becomes Brahman. This is the “Yoga which is

Contactless, ” and difficult to be comprehended by any Yogi.

The way Advaita debates on the status of maya and the means of overcoming it

are impacted by Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s accounts of maya and yoga, and his general

contribution to Advaita also outlined.

The description of the nature of maya, the distinction between jiva and 75vara, the

refutation of Nyaya and Vaisesika, the refutation of the theory of the Bhedabheda and

his subtle exposition on the nature of yoga and liberation, linking the Advaita Vedanta

and the Yoga Darsana in a radical new way, so relevant to today’s climate, are all

given.

Thus he shows that the nature of maya is associated only with pure consciousness,

is indeterminable, and One. So, the ‘eradication of sin by the sight of ‘setu” ‘may be

an initial help, but more significant is the understanding and practise of a ‘Great
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scriptural sentenses like ‘this Atman/Self is Brahman’mahavakya or meditation with

the help of Om, resulting in realisation of the One.

No real object is destroyed by superficial ‘knowledge’, only by meditation and
repetition of mantra practiced with great diligence, combined with practices laid
down in scriptures, and since ignorance of Brahman is destroyed by knowledge, it is

indeterminable.

Detachment not just cessation of attachment is the means for restraining the
mind, “ practice and non-attachment” to sense objects, by realisation of the harmful
nature of sense object-attachment. As Gita 6.35 confirms, “mind is hard to restrain

and restless; but by practice.. and by indifference it may be restrained”

“Indeterminability is the total impossibility of being ascertained as real and so
there is no non-difference from the probandum,” as Anubhiitisvaripacarya explains.
The chapter explores his claim that the statement of difference from reality and
unreality is to bring out the impossibility of ascertainment in those forms.

Indeterminability is ‘this” (maya) which appears, but cannot stand reasoning and

Maya is subservient to Consciousness, beginningless, indeterminable. He says that
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the reflection of Consciousness in it is I$vara. He becomes omniscient etc. because of
its modifications. So as the Svetasvatara 4.10 says
“"Know maya to be the cause and the supreme Lord to be its controller”.

Our author further says that Consciousness looked upon as reflected in
ignorance is bondage. Since it is accepted that ignorance/a-jfiana is destroyed by
knowledge alone, it is understandable that liberation results on the destruction of
that a-jfiana by knowledge. Just as there is a reflection of colour which is itself devoid
of colour, there can be a reflection here. He proves that space is reflected by
reference to the assumed likeness of each form. As the Brhadaranyaka 2.5.19 says ”
That form of his is for the sake of making Him known”.

Again he quotes from Brahma Siitra Bhasya on 3.2.18 “Just as the luminous sun,
though only one, becomes many by entry (as reflection) in different receptacles of
water, similarly, this effulgent one, the birthless Self, is made to appear as different
in different bodies because of the limiting adjuncts” and in Maha-subhasita-samgraha
Brahmabindu Upanisad 11 “ the Self of all beings,.... appears as one and as many, like
reflections of the moon in water”.

Anubhftisvariipacarya refutes Bhaskara’s objection that the description of jivas

etc. as reflections is not logical. He says that the connection of face with mirror is
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unreal. Face however is real. Further the connection with place (mirror) alone is

denied in the form ‘The face is not here, but is actually mine’. He thus also rejects

the view of Naiyayikas who said that the quality known as ‘knowledge” arises from

contact of Self with mind.

The idea that Self is possessor of that knowledge he refutes. For he says that the Self

is partless, being all pervading. The Self and mind are not capable of mutual contact,

they being changeless.

Furthermore he shows that the relationship of quality and its possessor is itself

untenable, and that the so called ‘six categories” cannot be accepted because there

are other categories, such as potency.

He asserts that it is not reasonable to define quality as something attributeless,

having generality, for a quality does not exist apart from the substance possessing it.

Similarly, he claims that just as all the spaces confined within the various jars are

not darkened when one of the spaces thus confined becomes contaminated by dust,

so also is the case with all individuals in the matter of being affected by happiness.

Moreover he states that the Viisesika view that qualities such as desire are not

located in the Self is not supported by any authority. For the Self is not possessed of

qualities such as desire being eternal and without part, and what is not so, is not
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that, such as the body.  Since the Self is referred to as existing in the form of
individual souls, in the same way as space exists in the form of spaces confined
within jars, so the Self exists in the form of composite things just as space exists in
jars etc. Therefore the Self is free from real internal difference, being subtle, devoid

of parts, all pervading.

In chapter 6 too, Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s outlines his refutation of the
Bhedabheda view that the universe and Brahman are both different and non-different,
so denying variety in Brahman. Moreover he explains that it cannot be said that
diversity other than Brahman and its effect is real, contradicting Bhaskara’s view that
no duality other than Brahman with its effect exists.

In chapter 6 Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s distinctive view is presented, that even in
liberation maya ‘ though the universe which is a manifestation of maya exists, it is
not experienced, just as a form is not experienced by one devoid of sense organs.
Although it is unreal, it can be ‘indestructible’ just as it is ‘beginningless’. So in the
statement of Svetasvatara Upanisad 1.10 ‘there is cessation of all maya in the end’
indicating it is only the cessation of that part of maya which is called avidya, the

cause of all transmigration of the jivas.
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The view that maya continues to exist even in a ‘state of liberation” is related to the
concept of ‘individual’ liberation. Since the universe is unreal in all three periods of
time in the eyes of the liberated person who has reached the state of absolute reality,
the acceptance of the existence of maya for enabling the continuance of the universe
proves unnecessary. As Gaudapada in Manditkya Upanisad Karika 1.17. puts it, “It is
beyond question that the phenomenal world would cease to be if it had any
existence. All this duality that is nothing but Maya, is but non-duality in reality.”

The conclusion of our thesis is that Anubhitisvariipacarya’s most important
contribution connects with his name Anubhiiti (experience) as the final proof
leading to Self realisation. The tradition claims that the final proof of anything
requires the authority for anything is in accord with the statements of Sruti, the
Smrti and the words of the Mahapurusa, and the final ‘proof’ comes through
Anubhiiti (‘profound experience of Oneness) i.e the undoubted consonance of the
inner organ of mind (computer-mind/manas/ power of discerning truth from
untruth/buddhi/ ‘mind’s mother substance’/citta and ahamkara). Hence this is
reflected in the traditional upanisadic stages of sravana, manana, and nididhyasana that
is reflected practically in experience (Anubhiiti) as taught in the

Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.4.4. Thus it paves the way for an Advaita which incorporates
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the wisdom of Yoga with the profound practical wisdom of Advaita Vedanta

culminating in the “asparsa yoga ". This wisdom is practical for the householder and

renunciate alike, as claimed in Gaudapada Karika 3.39 and 4.2 “ a Yoga that is devoid

of touch, which conduces to happiness of all beings and is beneficial”.

Table of Contents

Short

LY g Lo T BV o =1 1 - Lo A 3



20

Chapter 1: Brief History of Advaita Vedanta up to Anubhdtisvarapacarya, with

reference to the Bhamatr and Vivarana Prasthanas. .............cceeeeeeeuveveeencerenennnns 24
COmMMON FEALUIES ........ooiiieeeeri i e e nnnn e e 33
T 1 = 34
L o o £ oL 36
Brahman / 1$vara — Conceptions of the Supreme Reality..........cccceeererrererrererererersenenne 36
Relation Between Brahman and JTva / AtMaN .........ccccevveeevsererssesessesessesessssesssssssssesesns 37
Pre-Sankara AdVaita VEAANTA ..........cceeceureecnsrecssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssens 39
Earliest Advaita-Vedanta — Upanisads and Brahma Sutras..........ccccvvvecninnnenninsiannnns a1
Badarayana's Brahma SULras .......cccccceceminiimsmnnisssssnss s s s ssanne s 42
Between Brahma Siitras and SANKAIa .........cueeeceeeeesseessessessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssens 45
Chapter Three: (48 Slokas) — Advaita Prakarana (Non-duality)167.........ccccccceecerrennnee 68
Chapter Four (100 Slokas) — Alatasanti Prakarana..........ccccccceccrrrcveerrnsccennsssscennnsnns 95
(‘Quenching of the Firebrand’) ........ccccccccciiiiicmninissscer e s sssss s s sssss s s ssss s sssssssssesssnns 95

Writing: Adi Sankara is best known for his systematic commentaries (Bhasyas) on
the Prasthana-trayi, the triple basis of Vedanta, i.e. the Mukhya/Ten principle
Upanisads, the Bhagavad Gita and the Brahma-siitra. Sarikara's magnum opus is
his Brahmasutrabhasya, the fundamental text of Vedanta. Sankara's' Vivarana
(tertiary notes) on the commentary by Vedavyasa on the Yogasutra as well as those
on Apastamba Dharma-siitras are accepted by most scholars as authentic works of
Adi Sankara too, along with his most important original philosophical work, the

UpPadeSasSanastyT. .....cccucerrieerrsseressmerssssesssssesssssssssssssssnsssssnsssssnsssssnssssssesssnnssssnsssssnnsssnnes 136
INFIUCNCE OF SANKAIA ... eveeeeeeeeereeeeeeeseeseesssessesseesssessesssssssnssesassnssssssssssnsssssnssssnssnssnsassnsas 137

Advaita Vedanta sub- prasthanas/’SChoolS’ ..........ccccccmrriirsmmnnnnnrnnsssr e 143



21

Late medieval times — "yogic Advaita" ..........cccccmmiiiiiiiiinmn s ————————— 153

Chapter 2: Vacaspati Misra Bhamatr tradition and the Vivarana Tradition of .175

Padmapada and his Pancapadika.............cccoeeouemmrressssmemmssssssssnmnnssssssssssnssssssssssas 175
Vacaspati MiSra — Bhamati prasthana..........c.cccceeeerrrcersccsrsscsssssssssssssssssssssssssssnesnes 176
Prakasatman (fl. 975 CE) Vivarana Prasthana............cccccciiiiemriisiccensssscesssssssssssssnnes 185
Advaita Theory of Error in Bhamti and Vivarana Prasthanas...........ccccccecccmeennnnnnee. 201
The Jivatma, 1$vara and OMNISCIENCE .....ccuceerrerrerresserseessrsssssesessessssssssssssssssssssssssssnes 208
Bhamati and Vivarana Prasthanas’ Concept of Brahman and Moksa..............c....... 209

Chapter 3: Anubhdtisvarapacarya's Contribution to Advaita on the Nature of

Brahman and maya/avidya with particular reference to his Major Works ....... 217

Brahman as Truth, Knowledge, Infinity, Cause of the World, With and Without

ATIFDULES ... 217
Brahman iS BliSS........ccciimmmiiiiiiiemmnn s s 237
The Brahman is INdiViSible ........cooviiiiie e 238
Historical Background about the Nature of Avidya .........cccccciiniiiismmmmsnnneeeen, 245
The Purport of the Scriptures Giving Proof of Maya..........ccccuremrmnnnsmnnnnnessnsssenens 253
AVidya iS POSItIVe....cceeeeiieie s 276
Ignorance /Avidya is Indeterminable...........coociiiiieiiiiciin i ———— 281

Chapter 4: The World/prapanca with Particular Reference to

ANUDNGLISVAITPACAIY@. .....csssuueeeneeeneennnnnnnssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsnnnsnnnsnsssssssmmmmsmssss 283

4 ia) Within the theory of satkarya-vada, is the theory of vivarta-vada, a theory of
apparent not real change or transfiguration, or the indescribability of the universe. ..

325



22

4 iib) Theories of misapprehension or erroneous cognition/khyati..........cccccevsiunnenn. 341
4 iiic) atma-khyati/ self-cognition ... ————— 343
4. ivd) a-khyati/non-appreRension.........ccccccmrirminniismssnrrsssr s e 344

4. ve) Anyathakhyati/misapprehension/cognition differently, i.e. ,,,,,,,,,,00asserting
that something is not really what it appears to be according to sensual perception...

346

4. vif) Four different forms of the Anyathakhyati/misapprehension theory and their
refutation by Vimuktatman and Anubhutisvarupacarya in the Istasiddhi and the
Istasiddhi-Vivarana .........ccccceeminnmmsinnss s s s e 351

The cognition of an object that has become different’/Anyathabhdtasya vastunah khyati......... 352

4. viig) Anyathakhyati as the cognition that exhibits an object differently/arthasya

anyathakhyapanam............ceemmnmrii s m s s e n s nnn 356

4. viii.h) The third postulation about anyathakhyati, that ‘the cognition itself
becomes something else’’svayam eva jianasya anyathabhava, as the rise of the

cognition of Silver in NACKe. ... ————— 358

4. ix.i) The fourth postulation about anyathakhyati,’the cognition of an object as

another object which is its negation’/ekasya vastunah svabhavavastvantaratmana

khyatis ca., examined in the fifth chapter of Istasiddhi ..........ccccoeeomriecrriccrriccereeen. 360
4. x.j) The theory of a-sat-khyati/ cognition of the non-existent or unreal ............... 362
4. xi.k)Sabdadvaita and its refutation ..........eeceeeecssseescsssesessssesssssessssssssssssssssssssssses 364
4. xii.l) The theory of Anirvacaniyakhyati according to Advaita ..........ccccccerrrrrrnnnees 368
Chapter 5: Liberation (moksa) in Anubhitisvarlipacarya’s...........ccoeeeeeemmeennnns 374
KNOWN WOFIKS ....cueeeeeeeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiisissssssssssssssssssssssnnnnnsssssssmmmmmmsssssssssssssssssssssnnnnnnnnnnnnns 374

8 o Yo 11 o o 374



23

5. i) Adisankara and following him Anubhitisvariipacarya make a total distinction

between activity and knowledge. ... ————— 390

5. ii) The view that realization of the Self /Liberation arises from the words of the

Vedas themselves/Sabdaparoksavadanh. ...........cccceiceciriiiiemnssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssens 402
5 iii) Avidya-nivrttih/ Cessation of nescience/ignorance...........ccccerereiisssmceenressssssnns 414

5 iv) Anubhutisvarupacarya asks the question, What is the nature of cessation of

Lo 1 Lo T = T 415

5. v) One free from accumulated merits and demerits living out only his fructified

karma is Known as jTvanmukia. ........ccceeemrniimmmnnsssrnsss s s 427
5 vi) Theory of the fifth Way ..o ——— 437
5 vii) Being of the nature of the known Self. ... 441
5. viii) Or, the cessation of ignorance is the form of Self-knowledge.. ...................... 442
5. ix) Or, the cessation of ignorance is indeterminable............ccccirirririnicccnnniicennn. 443
5 x) Jivanmukti/Liberated even while living.......ccccceeemiiiinmmnnnnnnnnss e 446
5. xi) Videhamukti/Liberation on the fall of the body..........ccccurrimrrnrrirnniseerneeee 452
5 Xii) ReNUNCIAtioN ......ccuuiiiiiiiiieeiirnriinsssssss s sssssssss s s sssss s s mmmn e s s s s snnnnnnns 454
5. xiii) Asparsa-yoga/Yoga which is Contactless........cccccceecmrriicrrrrcccennescceceeess e 457
Chapter 6: Summary and CONCIUSIONS..........eeeeceerrcmmmmsiriiisssmnnssssssssssnnesssssssssanees 466
Yo o 1= o o | ) G 498
L= 7] o1 Lo e [ -] o ] 1 VR 538
o 1 F= 1V = 4 538
S T=T oo g T F= 1 = 4 546

£ g 1o =Y 554



24

Chapter 1: Brief History of Advaita Vedanta up to

Anubhttisvartipacarya, with reference to the

Bhamati and Vivarana Prasthanas.?

In this thesis, we argue that Anubhiitisvartipacarya, although most famous today

as the initiator of the grammatical tradition of Sarasvataprakriya, needs to be

2 ‘Methods or approaches having much in common’ but not being consciously developed as ‘schools’ cf.
McCrea, L. (2015). Fed by the weight of history: polemic and doxography in sixteenth century Vedanta, South
Asian History and Culture, 6:1, pp.87-101, DOI: 10.1080/19472498.2014.969012
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recognised even more importantly as a great preceptor of Advaita Vedanta largely

forgotten.

His magnum opus, Prakatarthavivarana, has played a key role in restoring the
purity of the Kevala Advaita tradition in the 13th century, by providing the first full
commentary on the Brahma Siitra Bhiasya of Adi Sankara from the largely Vivarana
perspective, yet has remained anonymous until very recent times. This is his most
tamous Advaita work, the first complete commentary on the Brahmasiitrabhasya,
composed with the explicit purpose of rescuing the tradition from the corrosive
influence of ‘Mandanamisra-prstasevi, Anubhitisvartipacarya’s term for Vacaspati

Misra, the composer of the Bhamati.

This contrasts with the only other full commentary, the Bhamati of Vacaspati
Misra, which it is argued falls short of the ‘pure/Kevala Advaita’ tradition of Adi
Sarikara, Padmapada and Prakasatma. His other works give a sense of the
‘programmatic nature of his interpretative project’ for he commentaries on Istasiddhi
of Vimuktatman, the Pramanamala, Nyayadipavali, and Nyayamakaranda of
Anandabodha, Sri Harsa’s Khandanakhandakhadya, as well as Sri Sankara’s

Gitabhasya and the Karika of Gaudapada as well as Sri Sankara’s bhasya on it, i.e.
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most of the major texts of post-Sankara Vedantic discourse, as well as two primary
articulations of the classical tradition.? He has provided the inspiration for later
famous Kevala pure Advaitins, like his student, Anandagiri, and the great Vidyaranya,

tamous author of the seminal Advaita work, the Paficadasi, composed a century later.

A complete list of his other major works gives a sense of both his intellectual

ambition as well as the programmatic nature of his interpretive project. In sets out to
address most of the major texts of post-Sanikara Vedantic discourse, as well as two of

the primary articulations of the classical tradition.

In his Tattvaloka , Anandagiri , writing under his preinitiatory name of
Janardana, identifies Anubhatisvartpacarya as his knowledge preceptor/vidyaguru .
As Upadhyaya 4 conclusively demonstrates in his introduction to this text, there is a

wealth of evidence connecting Anandagiri with King Nrsimhadeva of Kalinga in

3 Schwarz, J., IJHS, (2017). 21 Parabrahman Among the Yogins, p.365

4 Upadhyaya, S. A. 1969. “Introduction.” In T. A. Venkateshvara Dikshitar, ed., Vedanta Tattvaloka of Sri

Janardana , xi—xiii. Bombay: Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan.
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particular and with the Eastern PurT Saitkaracarya Matha in general. This includes
indications that he served as the monastic head, or Sankaricirya of an Advaita
lineage based out of Puri, the so-called eastern Matha. As even the most cursory
reading of his writings makes evident, Anandagiri’ s voluminous writings, which
encompass commentaries on the collected works of the historical Sarikara, some of
his pseudepigrapha, and several independent works on Samkhya and Nyaya,
consistently offer programmatic representations of his teacher’s glosses. There is
also substantial evidence in the writings of the period connecting our author with
many of the key doctrinal innovations of the thirteenth through fourteenth
centuries. Thus, for example, in his recent lectures, Sri Mani Dravida documents the
considerable conceptual and textual debt that the writings of Gauda Jfianottama
owe to Anubhiitisvartipacarya’s commentaries. Indeed, he shows that much of what
has been typically understood as Jfianottama ‘s major contributions to Advaita
discourse are directly borrowed from his predecessor. Gauda Jfianottama was the
teacher of Citsukhacarya, who again has long been associated with a supposed

Advaita matha at Purl.
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To place these important works from the Medieval period of Vedanta in
context, we shall start with an overview of Advaita Vedanta.

Advaita Vedanta (aarcr), also known as Uttara Mimamsa, is one of the six
orthodox (astika P4.2.60 ‘there is God etc’) schools of Vedic philosophy. The word
“Vedanta’ means ‘conclusion of the four Vedas’. Veda (aa) — refers to the four sacred
Vedic texts, the Rguveda, the Yajurveda, the Samaveda and the Atharvaveda and anta
(M) — means ‘End’. Each Veda has four subdivisions — the Sambhita (mantras and
benedictions), the Brahmana (commentaries on rituals, ceremonies and sacrifices),
the Amr_lyakas (‘forest texts for renunciates with a mystical interpretation of rituals,
ceremonies, sacrifices and symbolic-sacrifices’), and the Upanisads (setting at rest
ignorance by revealing the knowledge of the supreme Spirit’” [MW 201]; texts
discussing meditation, philosophy and spiritual knowledge) and encompasses the
ideas that emerged from or were aligned with the profound knowledge which leads
to liberation, the culmination of the highest knowledge, oneness of the true Self,
Atman with the Absolute, Brahman.

Vedanta originally referred to the Upanisads. It is concerned with
the jiianakanda or knowledge section of the Vedas, which is called the Upanisads.

Vedanta developed into many schools, all of which base their ideas on the authority
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of a common group of texts called the Prasthanatrayi, ‘the three
sources’: the Upanisads, the Brahma Siitras and the Bhagavad Gita. The Upanisads,
or Sruti prasthana is considered the Sruti, the "heard" (and repeated) foundation of
Vedanta. The Brahma Siitras, or Nyaya or Yukti prasthana is considered the reason-
based foundation of Vedanta, and the Bhagavadgita, or Smrti prasthana is considered

the Smyrti (remembered tradition) of Vedanta.

Vedanta is one of the six orthodox (astika) schools of Indian Philosophy viz;
Nyaya, Vaisesika, Samkhya, Yoga, Mimamsa and Vedanta. It is also called Uttara
Mimamsa, which means the ‘latter enquiry’ or ‘higher enquiry’ and is often

contrasted with Piirva Mimamsa the ‘former enquiry” or “primary enquiry’.

Pirva Mimamsa deals with the karma-khanda or ritualistic section (the
Samhita and Brahmanas) of the Vedas while Uttara Mimamsa concerns itself with the
fourth and final and eternal aim of human-kind Purusartha®, liberation or moksa
from the unending circle of birth and death, samsara, to realize one’s true nature as

Truth, Consciousness and Bliss, Sat Cit Ananda.

5 Human effort; any one of the four aims of existence (viz kama, the gratification of desire; artha, acquirement

of wealth; dharma, discharge of duty; moksa, final emancipation).
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The main schools of Vedanta are Advaita (non-dualism; that teaches the
absence of duality in existence). This viewpoint questions the boundaries
conventionally imposed between Self and other, mind and body, observer and
observed, and other dichotomies that shape our perception of reality. As a field of
study, nondualism delves into the concept of nonduality and the state of nondual
awareness, encompassing a diverse array of interpretations across traditions, not
limited to a particular cultural or religious context; instead, nondualism emerges as a
central teaching across various traditions, inviting individuals to examine reality
beyond the confines of dualistic thinking, the direct experience of the essential

unity, through meditation on the Great Sentences of the Upanisads, like:

Tat tvam asi (Chandogya V1.8.7) “Thou art That’,

Ayam Atma Brahma (Mandiikya 2.) ‘This Self is Brahman/Absolute’,

Aham brahmasmi (Brhadaranyka 1.x.10) ‘1 am Brahman’

Prajiianam Brahma (Aitareya 111.i.3) ‘Consciousness is Brahman’ as the direct

path to Self-realization, according to Adi Sankara (c.A.D.780-820).
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Bhedabheda or Dvaitadvaita (difference and non-difference) is a tradition of Vedanta,
which teaches that the individual self (jivatman) is both different and non-different

from the ultimate reality known as Brahman, according to Bhaskara

(fl.9th century A.D.)

Visisthadvaita (qualified non-dualism; ‘non-duality with distinctions’) is
a philosophy that recognizes Brahman as the supreme reality while also
acknowledging its multiplicity. This philosophy can be characterized as a form of
qualified monism, attributive monism, or qualified non-dualism. It upholds the
belief that all diversity ultimately stems from a fundamental underlying unity,

according to Ramanuja (d.1137A.D).

Duoaita (dualism) or Tattvavada ‘arguments from a realist viewpoint.” The
Tattvavada (Dwvaita) Vedanta sub-school was founded by the 13th-century
philosopher-saint Madhavacarya¢, (d.1317A.D). He believed in three entities: God
(I$vara), the soul (jivatma) and matter (jada). The Duvaita Vedanta school believes that

God and the individual souls exist as independent realities, and these are distinct, it

6 Stoker, V. (2011). Madhva (1238-1317). Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy.
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being said that Visnu (or Narayana) is independent (svatantra, ‘having the system

within themself’), and souls are dependent (paratantra).

Suddhadvaita (pure non-dualism) is the ‘purely non-dual’ philosophy
propounded by Vallabhacarya (d.1531A.D.), the founding philosopher and guru of
the Vallabha sampradaya (‘tradition of Vallabha’) or Pustimarga (‘The path of grace’), a
Hindu Vaisnava tradition focused on the worship of Krsna. Vallabhacaryas pure form
of philosophy is different from Advaita in that it considers God as distinct from the
soul, and Acintya-Bheda-Abheda (inconceivable difference and non-difference;
acintya means 'inconceivable', bheda translates as difference', and abheda translates as
‘non-difference’). Chaitanya Mahaprabhu (d.1534A.D.) was the founder of Acintya

Bheda Abheda school and Gaudiya Vaisnavism.

This Gaudiya Vaisnava religious tradition employs the term in relation to the
relationship between creation and creator (Krsna, Himself is Lord, Svayam
Bhagavan) between God and his energies. It can be understood as an integration of
the strict Duaita theology of Madhavacarya and the qualified monism (Visisthadvaita)

of Ramanuja.
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Most major Vedanta schools, except Advaita Vedanta, are related to Vaisnavism,
and emphasize devotion (bhakti) to God, as Visnu or a related ‘incarnation’. Advaita
Vedanta, on the other hand, emphasizes Jiiana (knowledge) and Jiana -Yoga over

theistic devotion.

Common Features

Despite their differences, all schools of Vedanta share some common features:

Vedanta is the pursuit of knowledge of the Brahman and the Atman.

. The Upanisads, the Bhagavadgta, and the Brahma Siitras constitute the basis of
Vedanta (known as the Prasthanatraya, the three canonical sources).

. Scripture (the eternal Word, Sruti-Sabda) is the primary source of valid
knowledge (pramana).

+  Brahman-I$vara (God) exists as the unchanging material cause and
instrumental cause of the world. The exception is that Dvaita Vedanta does not

hold Brahman to be the material cause, but only the efficient cause.
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+  The Self (Atman or Jivatman) is the apparent agent of its own acts (karma) and
the recipient of the consequences of these actions, according to Piirva-
Mimamsa.

+  Belief in rebirth (samsara) and the desirability of release from the cycle of
rebirths (moksa).

. Rejection of the three heterodox Philosophies, Nastika Darsanas viz.
Materialist /Carviakas, Buddhism, and Jainism and the conclusions of the
other five Orthodox Vedic Schools of Philosophy, Astika Daréanas viz. Nyaya-
Vaisesika, Sarikhya-Yoga and, to some extent the Pirva-Mimamsa (ritualistic
interpretations of the Veda as Karma khanda, in contrast to the Uttara-
Mimamsa, the Vedanta interpretation of the Veda, the Jiiana (knowledge)

khanda(portion).

Scripture

All schools of Vedanta propound their philosophy by interpreting the Upanisads,
Bhagavadgita and Brahma-siitra texts as Prasthana-trayi, literally, three sources. So, all
the prominent Vedantic teachers, including Adi Sankara, Ramanuja, and Madhva,

wrote commentaries on these three sources. The 555 Brahma Siitras of
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Badarayana serve as a synthesis of the teachings found in the diverse Upanisads, and
while there may have been other similar syntheses in the past, only the Brahma
Siitras have survived to the present day. The Bhagavadgita, with its syncretism of
Sarikhya, Yoga, and Upanisadic thought, has also been a significant influence on

Vedantic thought.

Vedantins generally agree that scripture ($ruti) is the only valid means of
knowing (pramana) regarding spiritual matters (which are beyond perception and

inference)’. This is explained by Ramanuja:

A theory that rests exclusively on human concepts may at some other time or
place be refuted by arguments devised by cleverer people.... The conclusion is
that with regard to supernatural matters, Scripture alone is the epistemic

authority and that reasoning is to be used only in support of Scripture

Sri Bhasya 2.1.12].8

For Advaita Vedanta, upon which this thesis is centred, the works of Adi Sarikara are

central.

7 Bartley, C. (2015). An Introduction to Indian Philosophy Hindu and Buddhist Ideas from Original Sources,
Bloomsbury Academic, p.179.

8 Bartley, C. (2015).
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Metaphysics
Vedantic philosophies discuss three fundamental metaphysical categories and the
relations between the three: 1) Brahman or I$vara, the Ultimate Reality;
2) Atman or Jivatman, the apparently ‘individual self or soul, and

3) Prakrti or Jagat, the ‘empirical world, ever-changing physical universe, body and

matter.9

Brahman / I$vara - Conceptions of the Supreme Reality

Adi Sankara, in his formulation of Advaita, talks of two conceptions of Brahman: The
higher Brahman as undifferentiated Being, ‘free from the three strands of inert
nature or Prakrti viz. purity/sattva, unrestrained activity/rajas /inert dissolving
power/tamas/Nirguna, and a lower Brahman endowed with-qualities/ Sa-quna as the

creator of the universe:

9 Hiriyanna, M. (2008) [1948]. The Essentials of Indian Philosophy (Reprint ed.). Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.
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. Para or Higher Brahman: The undifferentiated, Absolute, Infinite,
Transcendental, Supra-relational Brahman beyond all thought and speech is
defined as para Brahman, free ffrom all distinction or variation/
nirvisesa Brahman, or nirguna Brahman and is the Absolute of metaphysics.

«  Apara or Lower Brahman: The Brahman with qualities defined
as apard Brahman or saguna Brahman. The saguna Brahman is endowed with

attributes and represents the personal God of religion.

Relation Between Brahman and Jiva / Atman

According to Advaita Vedanta, Atman is identical to Brahman and there is no
difference, as quintessentially expressed in the Upanisads in the form of positive
Mahavakyas, Tat tvam asi (Chandogya Upanisad V1.8.7) “Thou art That” ‘Ayam Atma
Brahma’ (Mandiikya Upanisad 2.) 'This Self is Brahman/Absolute’,

Aham brahmasmi’ (Brhadaranyka Upanisad 1.x.10) ‘I am Brahman’ and

‘Prajiianam brahma’ (Aitareya Upanisad I11.i.3) ‘Consciousness is Brahman’,

‘Satyam jiianam anantam brahma’. (Taittiriya Upanisad 11.i.1

‘Brahman is truth, Knowledge, and Infinite’ in later Advaita
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‘Saccidananda’ (Brahma-vidya Upanisad 109)1 “Truth, Consciousness and Bliss’, and
culminating in the most famous highest view of all because the key to the ultimate
moksa or liberation lies in removing ignorance, avidya, that Real/ Sat without a
second (Chandogya Upanisad VI.2.1) beyond words, uncovered or revealed by the
words ‘neti neti’ (Brhadaranyka Upanisad 1.x.10) ‘(The Self) is not this, not this’. All
these Mahavakyas are said to be potent for Self-realization or moksa, when practised
under the famous discipline give in Brhadaranyka Upanisad IL.iv.5.

Sravanam, Listening, Mananam, profound thinking and Nididhydsana, intense
meditation and reflection, so as to become One with That or merge in That, a process

sometimes called Tad-atmya.

10112 Upanisads’ (2004). Volume 2. Dehli: Board of Scholars Parimal Publications, p.23
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Pre-Sankara Advaita Vedanta

It is possible to argue that the Upanisadic Teachers, Udalaka Aruni, Aruna (c.800?B.C.),
teaching before all Greek philosophers including, Heraclitus and Parmenides, states

in the Chandogya VI1.2.1:

In the beginning, my dear, this was pure Being /Sat one, without a

second, (Advitiyam).

Some say that in beginning this was non-being alone, one, with-

out a second; and from that Asat, the Sat was born.11

And Yajiiavalkya in Brhadaranyaka Upanisad IV.iv.22 says:

This Self is That which has been described as 'Not

this, not this.' It is imperceptible, for It is never

1 p.412-3 Chandogya Upanisad, Swami Gambhirananda, Advaita Ashrama, Calcutta (1997)

ChUp 6,2.193d HFRIGHT w:ﬁﬁwﬁa'r@?ﬁw | sad eva somyedam agra asid ekam evadvitiyam.
dgd AlgIHGIGHY w;ﬁ%ao‘ﬁa@?ﬁw | tad dhaika ahur asad evedam agra asid ekam evadvitiyam |
AHGCHTHIMET N &1 AR tasmad asatah saj jayata | |
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perceived; undecaying, for It never decays;

unattached, for It is never attached; unfettered

— It never feels pain, and never suffers injury.

(It is but proper) that the sage is never over-

taken by these two thoughts, I did an evil act

for this,' and T did a good act for this. 'He

conquers both of them. Things done or not

done do not trouble him.’12

These were the first Advaitin teachers who provided the beginnings of the World’s

Metaphysical Philosophy as well as that of Advaita Vedanta.13

12 p.519-10 Brhadaranyaka Upanisad Swami Mahadhavananda Advaita Advaita Ashrama, Calcutta (1975)'sa esa
neti nety atma | agrhyo na hi grhyate | asiryam na hi §iryate | asango na hi sajyate

| asito na vyathate na risyati | vijiataram are kena vijaniyad ity uktanu$asanasi maitreyi | etavad are khalv

amytatvam iti hoktva yajiiavalkyo vijahara. | | BrhUp_4,5.15 | |

13 Scharfstein, B. (1998). A Comparative History of World Philosophy SUNY.
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Earliest Advaita-Vedanta — Upanisads and Brahma Siitras

The Upanisads form the basic texts, of which Vedanta gives an interpretation.’ The
Upanisads do not contain ‘a rigorous philosophical inquiry identifying the doctrines
and formulating the supporting arguments.15 This philosophical inquiry was

performed by the darsanas, the various philosophical schools.16

The question is, did an Advaita tradition exist in the first five hundred years of
the first millenium A.D.? Sankara thinks so, for he refers to his ‘tradition’ sampradaya
and quotes certain old writers, saying that even a wise man in all sciences is a fool if

he has no tradition.l”

14 Deutsch, E. and Dalvi, R. (2004). The Essential Vedanta, World Wisdom, Inc.p.95-96

15 Balasubramanian, R. (2000). "Introduction”. In Chattopadhyana (ed.). History of Science,
Philosophy and Culture in Indian Civilization. Volume II Part 2: Advaita Vedanta. Delhi: Centre for

Studies in Civilizations, p.xxx

16 ibid. xxxi

17 Pandey Sangam Lal. Pre-Sartkara Advaita Philosophy (Allahbad:Darshan Peeth, 19740, pp.91ff
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Badarayanas Brahma Siitras

It is usually said that the Brahma Siitras of Badarayana, also called the Vedanta Siitra’s,
were compiled but there is much unclarity here. Pandey, for example, points out that
it may have been compiled in its present form around 400-450 A.D.,° but ‘the greater
part of the Sitras must have been in existence much earlier than that’?0 and

estimates of the date of Badarayana's lifetime differ between 200 B.C. and 200A.D.

18 ibid. xxxii
19 Nakumara, H. (1950a). p.436
20 Pandey, S.L. (2000). Pre-Sankara Adavaita. In: Chattopadhyana (gen.ed.), History of Science,

Philosophy and Culture in Indian Civilization. Volume II Part 2: Advaita Vedanta, Delhi: Centre for

Studies in Civilizations, p.4.
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The Brahma Siitra, perhaps an interpretation of teachings of the Upanisads,

could be interpreted as written largely from a ‘Bhedabheda-Vedantic view. It was and

is a guidebook for the great teachers of the Vedantic systems’.2! Badarayana was not

the first person to systematise the teachings of the Upanisads,??> since he refers to

seven Vedantic teachers before him. From the way in which Badarayana cites the

views of others, it is obvious that the teachings of the Upanisads must have been

analyzed and interpreted by many before him and that his systematization of them

into 555 siitras arranged in four chapters must have been the latest version.

21 Balasubramanian, R. (2000). p.xxxii

22 Phillips, Stephen, H. (1995). Classical Indian Metaphysics, Columbia University Press, p.332;

Balasubramanian, R. (2000) p. xxxiii
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However, like Badarayana, author of the 555 Brahmasiitras, (dated between
100B.C. and 100A.D.23, whom Aduvaitins call an Advaitin, not surprisingly, would not
be so called by the followers of other schools, like Visista Advaita. He does mention
three previous teachers, Aémarathya, Audulomi and Kasakrtsna, in siitra 1.4.22:
“avasthiter iti Kasakrtsnah?* on the relation between the individual self and the true
Self, the last of whom Sasikara interprets as representing the pure Advaita position,

but since the siitra is one word it has not been difficult to construct the readings.

Further, as evidence of post Brahmasiitras Advaitins, Adi Sankara speaks of
Vrttikaras who wrote commentaries, especially Upavarsa (c.200A.D.), author of a
Sarirakamimamsavrtti a commentary on Brahmasitras whom he refers to as ‘Bhagavin’
in his Brahmasitrasbhasya on II1.3.53 eka atmanah Sarire bhavat: ‘Some deny the
existence of the soul, its existence being dependent on the existence of the body.’25

Olivelle suggests that almost all Sannyasa Upanisads, which belong to the
group of minor Upanisads and are of a later date than the major Upanisads, namely

the first centuries A.D., have a strong Advaita Vedanta emphasis which is evidence for

23 Pandey, S.L., pp.21-27
24 1.4.22 brahma-siitra-bhasya Swami Gambhirananda, Advaita Ashrama, (1996). Calcutta, p.286

25 ibid. p.739
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a flourishing pre-Sankara Advaita.26 Most of the Sannyasa Upanisads present a Yoga
and nondualist AdvaitaVedanta philosophy. This may be, states Patrick Olivelle,
because major Hindu monasteries of the early medieval period (1st millennium
A.D.) belonged to this tradition. Sprockhoff states that before the 3rd-century A.D.,
six of these Sannyasa Upanisads — Aruni, Kundika, Kathashruti, Paramahamsa, Jabala
and Brahma - were composed.”? The Aérama Upanisad is dated to the 3rd-
century?8Adishesha’s Paramarthasara (c.500A.D.) is clearly another of these early

Advaita texts.

Between Brahma Siitras and Sarnkara

According to Nakamura, ‘there must have been an enormous number of other

writings ... in this period, but unfortunately all of them have been scattered or lost

26 ibid. pp.17-18

27 pp. 277-294, 319-377 ... Sprockhoff 1976

28 Qlivelle, P. (1993). The Asrama System: The History and Hermeneutics of a Religious Institution,
Oxford University Press.
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and have not come down to us today’.29 In his commentaries Sanikara mentions 9930
different predecessors of his Sampradaya.®! In the beginning of his commentary on
the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, Sankara salutes the teachers of the Brahmavidya
Sampradaya. Pre-Sankara doctrines and sayings can be traced in the works of the
later schools, which does give insight into the development of early Vedanta

philosophy.32

Nakumara refers to the names of various important early Vedanta thinkers
listed in the Siddhitraya by Yamunacarya (c.1050A.D.), the Vedarthasamgraha of
Ramanuja (c.1050-1157A.D.), and the Yatindramatadipika of Srinivasa-dasa.
Combined together, at least fourteen thinkers are known to have existed between

the composition of the Brahma Siitras and Sanikara’s lifetime.33

29 Nakumara, H. (1950a). p.436

30 Roodurmum, P. S. (2002). Bhamati and Vivarana Schools of Advaita Vedanta: Critical Approach,
Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass Publishers Private Limited

31 Nakumara, H. (1950a). p.678
32 ibid. p.3

33 ibid. p.3
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Not surprisingly, although Sankara is often considered to be the founder of
the Advaita Vedanta school, a comparison of the known teachings of these Vedantins
and Sasikara’s thought shows that many of the characteristics of Sastkara’s thought
‘were advocated by someone before Sankara’.34 Nonetheless, Sankara ‘was the person
who synthesized the Advaita-vada which had previously existed before him’. In this
synthesis, he was the rejuvenator and defender of ancient learning. He was an
unequalled commentator3s and, due to whose efforts and contributions, the Advaita
Vedanta assumed a dominant position within Indian philosophy.3¢ Only two writings
of the period before Saitkaras have survived: the Vikyapadiya (5th century A.D.),
written by Bhatrhari,who Philosophy of the Sabda Brahma , rooted in the Mandiikya
Upanisad on 3Om Pataijali's Mahabhasya, especially Paspasanika, later giving rise to
the four stages of speech, viz. Para Vak/ silent 3Om in the navel, unmoving Sat Cit
Ananda/Truth Consciousness Bliss 3 and the Manditkya-karikas (f1.525?A.D.) Sarikara

speaks also of two more early Aduvaitins, Brahmanandin or Tanka (f1.500?) and

34 ibid. p.679
35 ibid. p.678
36 ibid. p.679

37 Vakyapadiya, P. (1971), Motilal, p.426.
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Dravidacarya (f1.525?A.D.), both commentators on the Chandogya Upanisad.3® Thus,
Advaita Vedanta, existed prior to Adi Sarnkara but found in him its most famous and
greatest expounder.® Of the Vedanta-school before the composition of the Brahma

Siitras (400-450A.D.127), almost nothing is, as we have shown, known.

Gaudapada: Mandiikya-karikas or Gaudapadiyakarikas.

However, what is certain is that the first complete Advaita Philosophical work
is a large part of the 215 &lokas or karikas of Gaudapada (fl.525A.D.?).40 These
constitute a kind of commentary on the Manditkya Upanisad, whose author tradition
identifies as Gaudapada. These karikas are usually called Mandiikya-karikas or

Gaudapadiya-karikas. Since the Buddhist philosopher Bhavaviveka (fl.550?A.D.)

38 ibid. pp.91-93, 199-203

39 Grimes, J. A. (1990). The seven great untenables: Sapta-vidha anupapatti, Banarsidas, M. and
Nakumara, H. (1950a), A History of Early Vedanta Philosophy. Part One (1990 Reprint), Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass Publishers, p.3

128 ibid. p.3

40 MandiikyaGaudapadiya with Sankara Bhasya & Anubhitisvariipacarya Tippanam. (1978). Sanskrit
Education Society, Madras
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quotes one karika verbatim this is supportive of their authorship as fl.525A.D. The
statement by Sastkara (fl.780A.D.) that Gaudapada was his paramaguru and teacher’s
teacher has to be interpreted in a very liberal manner. Despite many interesting
questions about possible Buddhist influences, scholars are generally agreed that the
second book, Vaitathya prakarana and the third books, Advaita prakarana, do
constitute the earliest extended Aduvaita treatise preserved and known.*! Gaudapada
as we have stated, composed the Mandukya Karika, also known as the Gaudapada
Karika and the Agama Sastra. The Manditkya Karika is a concise explanation, in verse
form, of the doctrines in the Mandiikya Upanisad, the shortest but most profound of
the ten principal Upanisads, consisting of just 12 mantras/sentences, of which the

Muktikopanisad says,

‘The only means by which the final emanciaption/ the Kaivalya kind of
Moksa is reached is the Manditkya Upanisad alone, which is enough for the
salvation of all aspirants. If knowledge is not attained thereby, study the Ten

Upanisads....*2

41 Potter, K. (1981). Encyclopedia Of Indian Philosophies, Vol.3., Princeton University Press, p.14

4293, Muktikopanisad. (2004), Vol.2 112 Upanisads, ed.Joshi, K.L, et.al, Delhi: Parimal Publications, p.496-7 Vol

2, ‘iyam kaivalyamuktistu kenopayena siddhyati mandikyamekamevalam mumuksinamvimuktaye
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Hence, Sartkara has composed one of his great bhasyas on the 215 $lokas of the
Karika as well as the 12 mantras of the Upanisad giving them the status of Smrti, like
the Bhasya he composed for the Bhagavdgiti. Likewise, we can see the great
significance of Anubhiitisvariipacarya, providing the first commentary or Tippanam on
Sankara’s bhasya for this seminal $ruti text®3, the first exposition of the teaching of

Advaita Vedanta.

According to Hajime Nakamura, not only was the Gaudapada Karika treasured
in the Adwvaita tradition, but the text was revered and highly respected in
Vidistadvaita and Duvaita Vedanta schools of Hinduism as well.# Gaudapadas text,
adds Nakamura, was treasured but not considered a sruti by Advaita scholars, while
Ramanuja and Madhvacarya of non-Advaita schools considered its first chapter to be a

Sruti.

43 MandukyaGaudapadadiya with Sarikara Bhasya and Anubhitisvariipacarya’s Tippanam ed. Sastri, S.R;
(1978), Madras: Samskrit Education Society.

44 Nakumara, (2004). p.280-281



51

Gaudapada*> relied on Manditkya Upanisad as well as on Brhadaranyaka and
Chandogya Upanisads. The Manditkya Upanisad, was considered to be a $ruti before
the era of Adi Sankara, but not treated as particularly important. In the later post-
Sarikara period, its value became ever more important and regarded as expressing
the essence of the Upanisadic philosophy. The entire Karikia became a key text for the
Advaita school in this later era. Since this text is of central importance to the Advaita
tradition and Anubhiiti has provided the first commentary after Saitkara, we shall

dedicate a whole section to its consideration.

The Gaudapada Karika has 215 Slokas

which are divided into four chapters:

Chapter One (29 $lokas) —Agama Prakarana - The UpanisadicTraditional

Doctrine

(includes 12 mantras of the Mandiikya Upanisad).165

45 ibid.
164 ibid.
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20m being the supreme symbol for Brahman in turn identical with Atman,

the true Self of all living beings.

30m ity etad aksaram idam sarvari tasyopavyakhyanatit bhiitarit bhavad bhavisyad iti
sarvam omkara eva yac canyat trikalatitam tad apy omkara eva’. Manditkya
Upanisad.1.46
1.“The syllable 3> Om is all this. Of this a clear exposition (is started with): All
that is past, present, or future is verily 3. And whatever else is beyond the three
periods of time that is also verily Om.
(Ma.UpTippanam of Anubhttisvartipacarya=Ma.U.T : Prominence—Because Aum is
the first word of the first Upanisad. The purport of the sentence is that 2 Om is the
symbol, the most universal, for all the phenomena of the world. Therefore
prominence is given to 3 Om (Name/Subject/abhidhana).)

2. ‘Sarvam hy etad brahmayam atma brahma so 'yam atma catuspat.

46 Gambhiranada, S. (1998). Volume 2 Eight Upanisads.
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2.All this is surely Brahman. The Self is Brahman. The Self, such as It is, is
possessed of four quarters.”( Waking, Dream, Deep-sleep and ‘the Fourth’/ Turiya
the substratum of the first three)

(Ma.UT :The second Upanisadic mantra is “ All this is, truly, Brahman.” Hence the

emphasis is on ‘All this'—which is the Named/object (abhidheya) signified by 3Om.

“This Self is_ Brahman”. The word this, meaning that which appears divided into
four quarters, is pointed out as the innermost Self, with a gesture (of hand) by the
passage, “This Atman”. ‘By means of the names’ ‘all this’ the Sruti statement ‘All
this is Brahman' causes one to cross the apparant duality between the name3Om

and the named Brahman.

Visva (the waking state), Taijasa (dream state), Prajiia (Susupti or the state of
dreamless sleep) and Turiya which is same as Brahman or Atman. These four

quarters correspond to the three Matrds of 2Om and the A-matra/measureless

silent %0m. AA, IU and HM are the three Matris. The fourth, which is known
as Amatra or without a measure, has no corresponding letter or sound. This

is silence or Atman corresponding to Turiya, the Fourth, unchanging Reality.
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The idea of sound suggests the idea of soundlessness or silence from which sound

may be said to proceed.A reflection of the four states of speech famously first

developed in the Paspasanika of Patafijali’s Mahabhasya#” from Rgveda 1.164.45

catvari vak parimita padani tani vidur brahmana ye manisinah 1.164.45

guha trini nihita nengayanti turiyari vaco manusya vadanti”

45.The four kinds of words form the constituents of speech; the learned

Brahmanas,

who have got control over their mind know them thoroughly; three out of four

stages of speech being closed in caves, do not twinkle; it is the fourth that is

manifest in the talk of men.

and developed further by Bhatrhari in his Vakyapadiya, viz.

47 Patafjali’s Vyakarana-Mahabhasya Paspasanika: S.DJoshi, ] Roodbergen 1958, CASS, University of

Pune.India


https://www.exoticindiaart.com/book/details/patanjali-s-vyakarana-mahabhasya-paspasahnika-old-and-rare-book-hbf547/
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Para Vik, silent unchanging Supreme Speech, 3, Sat Cid Ananda, Turiya, located in

the naval.

Pasyanti Vak, causal realm of speech, ‘in-sight’,associated with the 16 vowels,or
matrika and the whole alphabet in the form of the 14 Siva Siitrani, the AM of 2,

‘heart level of speech’

Madhyama Viik, middle or subtle speech, IU of %, ‘ten fingers breadth between

larynx and heart’,

Vaikhari Vak, physical speech on the tongue, 3TA of 3?)

3. ‘jagaritasthano bahisprajiiah saptanga ekonavimsatimukhah sthiilabhug vaisvanarah

prathamah padah.” | | MandUp_3 | |.
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3.The first quarter is Vaisvanara, whose sphere (of action) is the waking state,

whose consciousness relates to things external, who is possessed of seven limbs

and nineteen mouths, and who enjoys gross things.

4.’svapnasthano ‘ntahprajiiah saptanga ekonavimsatimukhahpraviviktabhuktaijaso

dvitiyah padah.’ | | MandUp _4 | |
4."Taijasa is the second quarter, whose sphere (of activity) is the dream state,
whose consciousness is internal, who is possessed of seven limbs and nineteen

mouths, and who enjoys subtle objects.”

MandUp. 5. yatra supto na kaficana kamar kamayate na kaficana svapnarm pasyati tat
susuptam | susuptasthana ekibhiitah prajianaghana evandamayo hy anandabhuk

cetomukhah prajiias trtiyah padah.
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5.”That state is deep sleep where the sleeper does not desire any enjoyable thing
and does not see any dream. The third quarter is Prajiia who has deep sleep as his
sphere, in whom everything becomes undifferentiated, who is a mass of mere
consciousness, who abounds in bliss, who is surely an enjoyer of bliss, and who is

the doorway to the experience (of the dream and waking states)’.

6'esah sarvesvara esa sarvajiia eso ntaryamy esa yonih sarvasya prabhavapyayau hi
bhatanam. | | MandUp_6 | |

6. “This one is the Lord of all; this one is Omniscient; this one is the inner
Director of all; this one is the Source of all; this one is verily the place of origin

and dissolution of all beings.”

The Self/Atman has three bodily forms: the waking state is the gross body, the dream
state is the subtle body and the deep sleep state is the causal body. Beyond all three
is the fourth, or Turiya which is the eternal consciousness underlying everything
which is pure Truth, Consciousness and Bliss. When awake, the Self experiences the

Visva - the external objects and the visible; when dreaming, it experiences the Taijasa
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— the internal mind objects and what appears in the dreams; when in deep sleep, the

Self experiences Prajiia:

vi$vo hi sthiillabhun nityam taijasah praviviktabhuk /

anandabhuk tatha prajiiastridha bhogam nibodhata // MandUpK_1.3 //

1.3. Visva ever enjoys the gross: Taijasa enjoys the subtle; and similarly

Prajiia enjoys bliss. Know enjoyment to be threefold.

The description of these states of Self is similar to those found in
Brhadaranyakopanisad and other Upanisads. Gaudapada presents the competing
traditional theories about life in vogue, before and in his times, in Karika 1.6 to 9.
Some claim creation is the result of the expansion of the Atman, the Absolute Self, all
pervading, already defined in verse 2 as the Absolute Brahman. While some claim it
is a mere magic show, but others claim the creation is from Gods desire, while still

others claim Kala (time) creates all beings.
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The text states there is the fourth dimension of the Self, which is not a state, since

It is the unchanging Reality out of which the other ‘states” emerge and into which

they merge, called Turiya, described in verse 7 of the Mandiikya Upanisad, which on

its own sums up the whole teaching of Advaita, expressing both vyatireka, the “via

negativa” and anvaya, the ‘via positiva”:

nantahprajfiarit na bahisprajiiari nobhayatahprajiiam na prajiianaghanam na prajiiar

naprajiiam adrstam avyavaharyam agrahyam alaksanam acintyam avyapadeSyam

ekatmapratyayasarar prapaficopasamam santam sivam advaitari caturtham manyante sa

atma sa vijiieyah

7They consider the Fourth/ Turiya to be that which is not conscious of the

internal (subjective) world, nor of the external (objective) world, nor

conscious of both the worlds, nor is it a concrete consciousness, nor usual

worldly consciousness, nor devoid of consciousness; which is unseen,

beyond empirical dealings, beyond the grasp (intangible), devoid of
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qualifications, beyond thinking and beyond description; essentially of the

nature of Consciousness as the Self alone; in which all phenomena cease;

and which is peaceful, auspicious, and non-dual. That is the Self, and that

is to be known.

(Ma.UT :Explained mysteriously as the one Turiya Brahma is known as the real

nature of the distinctions Viéva etc. practically explained as, This Self is

Brahma’(the mahavakya of Mandiikyopanisad 2) is perceptibly in fact the one means

of knowledge’.)

This Fourth ‘state’, Turiya, is the heart of the Mandiikyopanisad itself is not in

reality a state because it is the unchanging substratum of all the three states, waking,

dream and deep sleep. It is the Eternal Consciousness itself. This is the Self in the

Manditkyopanisad and the Gaudapada Karikas referred to in chapters 8.7 through 8.12

of Chandogya Upanisad, which discusses the ‘four states of Consciousness’ as awake,

dream-filled sleep, deep sleep, and beyond deep sleep. The Visva and Tnijasa states of Self
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- explains Gaudapada — can be a source of cause and effect, the Prijiia is the only
cause, while Turiya is the unchanging reality beyond both. It is the waking state and
dream state that lead to awareness, errors and unawareness. The perceived duality of
the world is Maya, when, in reality, there is only non-duality; 32Om.

In Karika 110 Gaudapada states, ‘nivrtteh sarvaduhkhanam isanah prabhur

avyayah /advaitah sarvabhavanam devas turyo vibhuh smrtah’ // MandUp K_1.10 //

10. “The unchanging non-dual One is the ordainer — the Lord - in the matter of
eradicating all sorrows. The effulgent Turiya is held to be the all-pervasive source
of all objects.

The twelth mantra of the Upanisad points to the method to realize

‘This Atman/Self is Brahman’ in practice , by merging with the mantra itself.
amatras caturtho 'vyavaharyah prapaficopasamal $ivo dvaitah |

evam omkara atmaiva samovisaty atmanatmanam ya evam veda | | MandUp_12 | |

12. The partless Om is Turiya — beyond all conventional dealings,

in which all phenomena cease; the auspicious,
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and the non-dual. 320m is thus the Self to be sure. He who knows thus enters the

Self through his self.

(Ma.UT:Through the process of ‘becoming that’/ tadatmya , with the letter 32Om
placed over in its three measures there is perception /experience of inner
consciousness (experienced) as 3Om. By the higher $ruti/Upanisad is stated the
oneness of It with the supreme Brahman.)
Gaudapada explains:

amatro nantamatra$ ca dvaitasyopaSamah Sivah /

ombkaro vidito yena sa munir netaro janah //1.29//

1.29.Agama Karika 29. The 3*Om, without measures and possessed of infinite
dimension, is the auspicious entity where all duality ceases. He by whom 3?Om is

known, is the real sage, and not so is any other man.
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Chapter Two (38 Slokas/ verses) — the Vaitathya-Prakaranam

on Unreality

In the second chapter of Gaudapada Karika, the Vaitathya-Prakaranam on Unreality,

Gaudapada states that Unreal are the dream objects during sleep, because the one

who dreams never actually goes to the places he dreams of, and because whatever

situation he dreams about is something he leaves upon waking up. This is referred

to also in the Brhadiaranyaka Upanisad 1V.3.10: ‘There are no chariots, ... no

pleasures, or delights...” In the same sense, the true reality is covered up for man

even in his waking state, explains Gaudapada Karika 3 of Chapter Two;
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abhava$ ca rathadinam $riiyate nyayapirvakam /

vaitathyam tena vai praptam svapna ahuh prakasitam // MandUpK 2.3.

2.3. Besides, the absence of chariot etc. is heard of in the Upanisad from the

standpoint of logic. They say that falsity arrived at thus (by logic) is reiterated by

the Upanisad in the context of dream:

adavante ca yan nasti vartamane 'pi tat tatha /

vitathaih sadrsah santo "vitatha iva laksitah // MandUpK_2.6 //

6. That which does not exist in the beginning and the end is equally so in the

present (i.e. in the middle). Though they are on the same footing with the unreal,

they are seen as though real.

When we sleep, we feel the external things we dream about are real and the

internal states as unreal, but in the awakened state we realize both are unreal. In the

same way, in our waking state whatever we apprehend to be real and unreal are both
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unreal, covering up the true reality (GK 2.10-15). But this assertion leads to the
obvious question, states Gaudapada, that if both internal and external are not true
reality, who is it that imagines, who apprehends them and who cognizes?
Gaudapada submits his answer as the Atman (the Supreme Self).#8 The GK states
that while we do grasp objects, we perceive, we think, but this does not connote the

nature of reality and unreality, just like our fear of ‘a rope for a serpent in darkness’:

ani$citd yatha rajjur andhakare vikalpita /

sarpadharadibhir bhavais tadvad atma vikalpitah // MandUpK_2.17 //

17. Just as a rope, the nature of which is not known in the dark, is imagined to be
things such as a snake, a water-line, etc., so too is the Self imagined (as various

things).

We construct realities, states Gaudapada, and imagine [ivatman to be various things
such as prana (breath), loka (world), deva (gods), bhokty (enjoyer), bhojya (enjoyables),
sitksma (subtle), sthiila (gross), miirta (material), amiirta (non-material) and so on (GK

2.20-29). This whole section Sankara has not commented on, so it is

48 Potter, K. (1981), p.107-8
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Anubhitisvartipacarya who is the first to provide analysis of it in a characteristically

profound and succinct way.

sitksma iti sitksmavidah sthiila iti ca tadvidah

miirta iti mirtavido ‘miirta iti ca tadvidah // MandUpK_2.23

2.23. Subtlety (is real), say those who know the subtlety, while those familiar with
the gross regard it to be so. (Reality is) possessed of a form, say the worshippers
of god with form, while the worshippers of the formless (hold reality ) to be

formless/a void.

(Ma.UT.1.Knowers —i.e., those who believe (or take) the Atman to be subtle like an
atom. 2.Subtle —This theory is irrational : for, we feel consciousness simultaneously
all over the body. 3. Knowers—A sect of materialists who believe the gross body to be
real. 4 Gross —The gross body cannot be the Ultimate Reality as a dead or sleeping
man, in spite of the body being in existence, is unconscious. Any single limb of the
body is insentient. Therefore even their aggregate cannot constitute the conscious

Reality. 5 Those, etc. —i.e., the Agamikas who believe a person, e.g.,. Siva with a
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trident or Visnu with a disc, to be the UltimateReality. These are also imaginary. 6.
Person—This is also an illusion. 7 Those, etc. —i.e. The Buddhistic ritualists. Void—
The idea that the Ultimate Reality is an absolute void' is also an illusion, as a void
also should have a knower, and so cannot be the substratum of the positive fact of

the empirical! universe.)

We imagine things in our mind, we create things in our mind, we destroy
things in our mind, says Gaudapada; yet all these things are not different from It, the
Atman. All such constructions create dualities in our imagination, are maya. The true

reality, state Karika 2.35, is non-dual and it is Atman:

vitaragabhayakrodhair munibhir vedaparagaih /

nirvikalpo hy ayam drstah prapaicopasamo dvayah // MandUpK 2.35

2.35. This Self that is beyond all imagination, free from the diversity of this
phenomenal world, and non-dual, has been seen by the contemplative people
versed in the Vedas and unafflicted by desire, fear and anger. (Ma.UT.Those who

have mastered and transcended all attachments, all fear and all anger, all dualities,
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know their Self, have realized the non-duality within. According to Karika 2.38, such
wise individuals, do not care about praise from anyone, are beyond all rituals, are

homeless wanderers, for they have realized the truth inside them and outside:)

tattvam adhyatmikam dystva tattvam drstod tu bahyatah /

tattvibhiitas tadaramas tattvad apracyuto bhavet // MandUpK2.3

2.38 Examining the Reality in the context of the individual and in the external
world, one should become identified with Reality, should have his delight in
Reality, and should not deviate from Reality. They ‘remain steadfastly true to

nature’.

Chapter Three: (48 slokas) — Advaita Prakarana (Non-duality)6”

Gaudapada opens this chapter by observing that devotional worship of any form

assumes that the Brahman-Atman is born, Advaita Prakarana:

upasanasrito dharmo jate brahmani vartate /
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pragutpatter ajam sarvam tendasau kyrpanah smytah // MUpK 3.1_

3.1. The aspirant, betaking himself to the devotional exercises, subsists in the

conditioned Brahman. All this was but the birthless Brahman before creation.

Hence, the man (with such a view) is considered of narrow outlook:

ato vaksyamy akarpanyam ajati samatam gatam /

yathd na jayate kificij jayamanam samantatah // MandUpK3.2

3.2. Hence, I shall speak of that (Brahman) which is free from limitation, has no

birth, and is in a state of homogeneity; and listen how nothing whatsoever is born

in any way, though it seems to be born.

He states that the non-dual Brahman-Atman (Self) can give rise to apparent duality

(Jivas, individual souls), while remaining unaffected in the process. To this end, he

gives the analogy of space and jars. Self is like space, and the Jivas are like space in

jars. Just as space is enclosed in a jar, so is the Self manifested as Jivas. When the jar

is destroyed, the space in the jar merges into the universal space, so likewise, in

reality are the Jivas one with the Self. Advaita Prakarana 3.4-5:
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ghatadisu pralinesu ghatakasadayo yatha /

akase sampraliyante tadvaj jiva ihatmani // MandUpK3.4

3.4. Just as the space confined within the jars etc. merge completely on the

disintegration of the jars etc., so do individual souls merge here in this Self.

And:

yathaikasmin ghatakase rajodhiimadibhir yute /

na sarve samprayujyante tadvaj jivah sukhadibhih // MandUpK3.5

3.5. Just as all the spaces confined within the various jars are not darkened when

one of the spaces thus confined becomes contaminated by dust, smoke etc., so

also is the case with all individuals in the matter of being affected by happiness.
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Gaudapada states that the Upanisads such as the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad teach that
ones own Atman (Self) is identical to Atman in all beings and One, and equally

Atman is identical with the Brahman:

rasadayo hi ye kosa vyakhyatas taittiriyake /

tesam atma paro jivah kham yatha samprakasitah /| MandUpK3.11

3.11. It has been amply elucidated (by us) on the analogy of space, that the
individual living being that conforms to the soul of the sheaths, counting from
that constituted by the essence of food, which have been fully dealt with in the

Taittiriya Upanisad, is none other than the supreme Self.

Gaudapada is explaining that the problems which human beings have in the world
(Sariisara) are due to the perception of duality (subject-object duality). He says, the
duality causes Sariisara) (problems in the worldly life) and nonduality (one without a
second) is the freedom. Hence, “Advaita” (nonduality) is the freedom (Moksa) and
duality (Dvaitam) is Sariisara) (Worldly troubles or bondage). According to Sankara’s
commentary “no-mind” can be attained by constant practice of discrimination

between the real and the unreal (repeated discrimination), all based upon reasoning.
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Gaudapada says “Amanibhava” (no-mind) means managing the mind or

spiritualizing the mind. It means when a person realizes the truth about oneself as

the “Existence, consciousness, Bliss” (The Absolute or Brahman) then, in the mind,

there will be no more desiring or reaching out or grasping. When the mind finds

nothing out there to grasp then it becomes a “nongrasping mind” (Agraham) that is

called a “no-mind” state. This “no mind” state is referred to “freedom or liberation”

from worldly suffering according to Advaita Vedanta Philosophy.

This state of complete identity with nondual Brahman, arrived at as a result of

discrimination and negation of phenomena, is the Vedantic conception of Samadhi

(which is quite different from any mystical state described as Samadhi in the Yoga

system).

(Ma.UT
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Duality is (realised as) merely the mind, due to conforming to the disciplined
following the practice of synthesis/anvaya and analysis/vyatireka® , its true state (is
realised). For when the mind functions, duality is present,

whatever state is concentrated upon that is merely /nothing but that

just as whatever state clay is concentrated upon to form pots etc. that is merely /
nothing but that clay, this is the inference.

Due to the impossibility of any absence of the nature of consciousness for the
reality of mind, how is there (the possibility of the process of ) agreement and
contrariety, thus Sankara asks ‘How (does the mind cease to function)?

By virtue of the doubting activity of the mind whose nature is consciousness, this
whole universe is seen falsely to be vibrating.

The s
ense is that due to the impossibility of an absence of (the mind’s) imaginary nature
the process of agreement and contrariety is possible.

While some Upanisads, acknowledges Gaudapada, imply a difference between

the individual soul and the Brahman, those texts discuss the apparent distinction

49 anvaya [ synthesis and vyatireka analysis (positive and negative method). The names and forms are

different and illusory, but the one, underlying essence of Atman is the same in all forms.
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(duality) when one believes in an apparent creation. In reality, states Gaudapada,

there is no creation of souls separate from Brahman, as in truth they are identical:

myllohavisphulingadyaih systir ya coditanyatha /

upayah so 'vataraya nasti bhedah kathaficana // MandUpK3.15

3.15. The creation that has been multifariously set forth with the help of the

examples of earth, gold, sparks etc., is merely by way of generating the idea (of

oneness); but there is no multiplicity in any way.

However, there is no need to confuse passages meant for spiritual instruction.

According to Karikas 3.17-18:

Svasiddhanta- vyavasthasu dvaitino niScita drdham /

parasparam virudhyante tairayam na virudhyate // MandUpK3.17

3.17. The dualists, confirmed believers in the methodologies establishing their

own conclusions, are at loggerheads with one another. But this (non-dual) view

has no conflict with them, for them ...

advaitam paramartho hi dvaitam tadbheda ucyate /

tesam ubhayatha dvaitam tenayam na viruddhyate // MandUpK3.18
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3.18. Non-duality is the highest Reality, since duality is said to be a product of it.

But for them there is duality either way. Therefore, this view (of ours) does not

clash (with theirs).

Gaudapada, admits that dualists disagree with this view, but the ancient texts

admit duality in the context of appearances, while ‘non-duality is indeed the highest

reality’

atmasatyanubodhena na samkalpayate yada

amanastam tada yati grahyabhave tad agraham//MandUpK_3.32 /

3.32. (When following the instruction of scriptures and the teacher), the mind

ceases to think as a consequence of the realization of the Truth that is the Self,

then the mind attains the state of not being the mind; in the absence of things to

be perceived, it becomes a non-perceiver.

Ma.UT The realisation of that truth of the Self through the instructions of scriptures

and teachers is atmasatya-anubodha.

tena samkalpyabhavat na samkalpyte
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When, consequent on this (realisation) which results from the mind’s ceasing to

imagine, there is left nothing to be imagined,

dahyabhave jvalanamivagneh, yada yasmin kale tada tasmin kale’'manastvam

amanobhavarit yati

like the flames of fire ceasing to be in the absence of fuel, then, at that time, it

does attain the state of not being the mind.

grahyabhave tan mano’graham grahanavikalpanavarjitam ityarthah

Owing to the absence of objects to be perceived, the mind becomes devoid of the

illusion/doubt of perception. This is the meaning. (32)

Ma.UT : sarikalpo hi manaso vyavaharikar riipam sa ca sankalpapeksah

For imagination of the mind is its practical/common life form, and that depends on

imagination.

sarvam ca yad asti bhati ca tad atmaivety avagame sati sankalpyabhavat manaso

manastvam na vartate.

And when it is understood that all that exists and manifests/shines that is in fact the

Self, due to absence of anything to be wished for the mind no longer exists as mind.
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tathapi sphurati cet tat atmaiveti Nonetheless if it starts into view that too is in fact the

Self alone.

na vivekadystya mano namas ityaha- ‘amanstvam iti .3.32

From the discriminatory/viveka viewpoint the mind does not (really exist, thus

Gaudapada says ‘the mind attains the state of not being the mind’;

According to Advaita Prakarana Karika 3.33-36:

akalpamajam jiianam jiieyabhinnam pracaksate /

brahma jiieyam ajam nityam ajendjam vibudhyate // MandUpK3.33

3.33. They say that the non-conceptual knowledge, which is birthless, is non-

different from the knowable (Brahman). The knowledge that has Brahman for its

content is birthless and everlasting. The birthless (Self) is known by the birthless

(knowledge) and it follows that...:

nigrhitasya  manaso nirvikalpasya dhimatah /
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pracarah sa tu vijiieyah susupte 'nyo na tatsamah // MandUpK3.34

3.34. The behaviour that the mind has when it is under control, free from

ideation, and full of discrimination, should be particularly noted. The behaviour

of the mind in deep sleep is different and is not similar to that (of the controlled

mind).

Thus, the brilliant exposition, so clearly rooted in experience continues...:

liyate hi susupte tan nigrhitam na liyate /

tad eva nirbhayam brahma jiianalokam samantatah // MandUpK3.35

3.35. For that mind loses itself in deep sleep, but does not lose itself when under
control. The very mind becomes the fearless Brahman, possessed of the light of

Consciousness all around.

(Ma.UT 3.34-35: mumuksuinari jiianaphalam na svargavatparoksam

The fruit of knowledge for those desiring liberation is not like heaven , beyond
the sight/remote
kiri tu trptivat pratyksam,but it is like contentment immediate, before the eyes!

ato jiianaphalasya manonirodhasya pratyaksatvaya niruddhasya mansah kidrsam
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Hence for the immediateness of a restrained mind’s fruit of knowledge;

of what kind is the conduct of such a restrained mind?

jiatavyam etat prasangikam aha — nigrhitasyetyadina

This which is innate/inherent is to be realised, he says,” That behaviour of the

mind which is under restraint,”

antarlinah guptah anekanarthapravrttinari bijabhiita vasanah vidyante yasmin tasya

The sense is the inherent, hidden, become seeds of various evil deeds, existing as

latent impressions, in which

atmasatyanubodha eva hutasanah tena viplustani — dagdhani avidyadini

anarthapravrttibijani yasya tasya- ityarthah.the mind is then under ignorance etc., the

seeds of many vicious deeds are burnt in the fire of the realisation of the Truth

which is the Self. santasarvaklesamalasya svatantra- brahmasvariipena

avasthanalaksanah ityarthah. 3.34-35

The sense is the behaviour of the mind under restraint, whose characteristic is

abiding with Independent nature of Brahman is purged of the effects of all afflictions.

He returns to affirm the essential nature...

ajam anindram asvapnam anamakam aripakam /
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sakrdvibhatam sarvajiiam nopacarah kathaficana // MandUpK3.6

3.36. Brahman is birthless, sleepless, dreamless, nameless, formless, ever

effulgent, everything, and intelligence. (With regard to It) there is not the least

possibility of ceremony.

Potter®Y sums up, ‘An awareness that is without conceptual construction and is

unborn’, and this is identical to the object of that awareness called Brahman. This

awareness is not a metaphor, nor born. Brahman is the Sat, the all-pervading Reality.

Such awareness shines forth without fear, beyond words and thought, is calm:

Asparsayogo vai nama durdarsah sarvayogibhih /

Yogino bibhyati hy asmad abhaye bhayadarsinah// MandUpK3.39

50
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3.39. The Yoga, that is familiarly referred to as ‘contactless’ is difficult to be

comprehended by any one of the Yogis. For those Yogis, who apprehend fear

where there is no fear, are afraid of it.

This inner contactless concentration, Asparsa yoga %! is difficult for most, including

the yogis who see fear in what is fearlessly blissful, but is the highest yoga. Such is

the awareness that comes from Self reflection, understanding, and giving up

attachment to duhkha (pain) and sukha (pleasure), where the mind rests in

indescribable calmness within, explained by Anubhitisvartipacarya in his Tippanam

on 3.42-46 as:

S’ gsparsa-yoga’ twice GK 3.39,4.2 The word ‘sparsa’ is generally used to signify contact of the sense-organs
with the sense-objects. Hence any yoga or super-conscious experience which has no contact of the senses

with the sense-objects may be called as asparsa-yoga.

In this work, this epithet has been especially used to denote the direct experience of the Atman or the Self
which is beyond the ken of all sense-organs and sense-experience. In this experience the lower self and the

consequent ego-sense gets into one leaving unalloyed bliss only. This is the same as ‘jfiana.’

The prospect of dissolution of the ego-sense often frightens the ordinary yogis and spiritual aspirants who

therefore try to avoid it. Those who obtain the greatest happiness, the highest good and the absolute

freedom is enjoyed by him free from all the doubts and misgivings.


http://www.hindupedia.com/en/Yoga
http://www.hindupedia.com/en/Yoga
http://www.hindupedia.com/en/Yoga
http://www.hindupedia.com/en/%25C4%2580tman
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Tesam nirasaya ‘ajam piurnat brahmaivasmi’iti

samprajiiatasamadhiripapratyayapravahakaranena

“For the sake of getting rid of these [that is, the aforementioned sleep, flight of fancy,

desire for happiness, and so forth] by means of the flow of conscious cognition that

has the form of samprajiiatasamadhi,(Yoga Siitra 1.17) is cognized! I am nothing but the

unborn, complete Brahman'.

‘For the sake of getting rid of these [that is, the aforementioned sleep, flight of fancy,

desire for happiness, and so forth] by means of the flow of conscious- cognition that

Gaudapada says with the help of discrimination power (Viveka) one can attain a “no-

mind” state. The “discrimination” or “discerning” is a peculiar method in

nonduality, which is philosophical separation done in Vedanta for the realization of

the truth.p]

The spectacle of the ever-changing world in life is not permanent; it means all

experienced objects are transient. In the midst of this, one can be able to discern the

eternal by discrimination power (Viveka) in understanding and can recognize the
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eternal consciousness, existence, and bliss (Absolute truth or Brahman). Having

separated in understanding that the mind becomes absorbed in the nondual reality.

For everyone, there are three kinds of experiences in life; waking experience,

dream experience, and deep sleep experience. The question is who am I? In all these

experiences, am I the person who is experiencing the waking world? Am I the

person who is experiencing dreams of sleeping? Am I the one who knows

nothingness in the deep sleep?

Mandiikya Upanisad says, ‘you(“1”) are the one consciousness’ in which the arouser

and the waking world appears, in which the dreamer and the dream world appears,

in which deep sleeper and blank state is experienced. This can be understood by

analyzing the dream experience, in dreams when we fall asleep, our minds construct

a world and a person who will experience the world of objects. It is only when a

person wakes up from the world realizes that it was a dream, all of it I saw, all the

places I went to, all the time that passed, all the events that happen, and even myself

in the dream with the body is all is dreamt by the mind. Here, the mind alone

became the subject and the object.
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In the same way, during waking state, consciousness alone appears as the waking
experiencer (subject) and the world of things (object). This “consciousness” is apart
from three states of mind called waking, dreaming, and deep sleep. Hence, it is also
called “fourth” (turiyam) in Mandiikya Upanisad. In reality, “consciousness” is

underlying in all three states.

This separation is called “Atma Anatma Viveka” (discrimination between Self and
nonself). The consciousness is neither born nor die, it is the person who born in
waking world dies while sleeping, the body born grows, age and dies, and things are
created and destroyed. Hence, things in the dreams or the waking world are
noneternal or transient who are subject to birth and death but consciousness is not
subject to birth and death. Atma (Self) is “ Nityam” (eternal) and “Anatma” (nonself)
is “ Anityam” (noneternal). “Atma” (Self) is “ Nirvikara” (unchanging) and “Anatma”
(nonself) is “Savikara” (Changes). The deeper point to be noticed is, waking,
dreaming, and deep sleep states are not different from consciousness, although they
seem to be, as dreamer and dream world cannot exist without the dreamer’s mind.
The “pure consciousness” is the reality and the arouser, dreamer, and deep sleeper

are appearances, just as the person in the dream is an appearance in the mind.
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Hence, “Atma” (self) is “Satyam” (the truth) and “Anatma” is “ Mithya” (illusion or
false).

Sankara in his invocatory verses on commentary to Mandiikya Upanisad says
“Mayasankhyaturiyam.” It means the true self is called “fourth” (turiyam) when you
count from the point of view of “Maya” (illusion or false perception), but truly
speaking pure consciousness is the one in which those three states are appearances. [
Putting all together, if “Anatma” (nonself) is unreal then can we count it?

In general, it is not possible to count the false along with the truth; it means two
things cannot be counted together. It is like, ornaments made of gold like a bracelet,
ring, and bangles are three in number and when we try to add the gold as the fourth
one along with the ornaments then it is a mistake because gold is the one reality and
all other ornaments are appearances of that reality. Hence, one cannot count three
ornaments along with gold because it is the reality of those three
ornaments. Therefore, if one cannot count arouser, dreamer, and deep sleeper and
their universes along with the “turiyam” (the fourth one) then called “Ekam eva
Advitiyam” it means “the one without a second” which is famously known as
“Advaita” (without a second). The consciousness is the “ Advaita” when this is

realized then it leads to “Amanastham Iad ayati” the mind becomes “no mind”
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(without desires). Mind still works, the world can be seen and it can experience the

world and it can do everything but with the knowledge that no separate reality out

there apart from his consciousness which he has to chase or get terrified, so he

attains the fearlessness (enlightenment). The aim of the dualistic statements of the

Sruti (Veda) is to establish ultimately the identity of Jiva and Brahman. The Upanisads

accept the empirical view of the world as it appears and explain it by saying that

Brahman, who is both the material and efficient cause of the universe, created the

world with all its beings and then entered into all as the living self.

This explanation establishes the unity of Brahman and Jiva (individual sense of

being), the apparent difference being ascribed to ignorance. The import of the sruti

(Veda) is this: the nondual Brahman alone exists; it is birth less, causeless, and

changeless. If one sees multiplicity that is also Brahman. The experience of

multiplicity in the nondual Brahman is due to Avidya.

When one is rooted in the knowledge of the Self that I am the truth then he

realizes this entire world is shining forth of the self. The good and the bad is none

other than the self. It means the self is the pure consciousness and the entire world

is an appearance in pure consciousness. The important difference between yogic

approach and Vedantic approach that the first approach seeks to free oneself by
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erasing “Samsara” (worldly suffering) it is like switching off the movie to overcome
horror in the movie, but the latter approach is to recognize what is the world is, like
recognizing the movie as it is but not to imagine the movie as reality and suffer from
its horror. This recognition gives freedom to oneself from worldly suffering. In
dream there is the experience of the separate existence of the perceiver, the object of
perception and the act of perceiving. However, after waking it is known that these
three-fold experiences to be nothing but the mind appearing as above three. The
idea that the dream experiences are different from the mind is due to the ignorance
which exists in the dream state. The mind is the substratum of the dream
experiences. There is no doubt that the mind which is in fact nondual appears as
duality in dream as three things; in same manner that which is nondual Brahman,

appears as duality in the waking state.

Truly speaking, the snake is identical with the rope. In like manner, the mind
which is nondual as Atman appears undoubtedly in dual forms in dreams. Verily in
dream, such objects of perception as elephants, etc., or their perceivers such as eyes,
etc., have no existence independently of consciousness (mind). Similar is the case in

the waking state as well. For (consciousness) mind, which is the highest reality, is
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common to both. Therefore, the mind of a Jiiani (knower of truth) which is
disciplined by discrimination is not so withdrawn from the world, that is to say,
Jiiani does not go back to the seed state of darkness after self-realization. Thus, it is
made the distinction between the mind in deep sleep and that of a Jiianis mind.
When the mind becomes free from ideas of the perceiver and the perceived, the
duality caused by ignorance becomes one with the Supreme and the nondual
Brahman.

So to reiterate, the reason for naming “Asparsa Yoga” (Yoga of No Contact) is that
the Brahman (pure Consciousness or Self) and the world are not enemies; the real
(pure consciousness) and false (appearance of names and forms in the
consciousness) are not enemies. What is the enemy of falsity (believing and
asserting the existence to the names and forms) is the knowledge (realization of true
existence). The only reality in the pots, jars, plates, etc., (made of clay) is the clay. The
names and forms, on account of their changeability and negatability, are unreal.

Similarly, the only reality in this universe is Atman; all other objects which are
mere acts of mind, being changeable and negatable, are unreal. Therefore, the
duality is perceived when the mind acts and it vanishes when the mind ceases to

act; that is to say, when the (activity, i.e. the Vrttis of the) mind is withdrawn unto
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itself by the knowledge got through discrimination, like the disappearance of the
snake in the rope.

Hence, on account of the disappearance of duality; it is established that duality is
unreal or illusory. That which was superimposed upon the rope is identical with the
substratum. Only the idea of the existence of the snake apart from the rope is
illusion. Similarly, all attributes of Atman, such as materiality or immateriality, etc.,
are, in reality, identical with Atman. To concede any separate existence to the
attributes independent of Atman is illusion. Atman, the nondual, changeless and
causeless reality, alone exists. All that exists is Atman. Even that which is imagined as
means for the realization of Atman is not separate from the Atman. Hence,
knowledge of reality is the enemy of falsity, but reality as such is not the enemy of
falsity. Hence, the world here and now, in reality, is Brahman (pure consciousness or
absolute) and in which the world and its objects appears and disappears without any
contradiction. It is because of the “Brahman” (pure consciousness) the world is
appearing and because of its experience of the world is possible. Hence, the
knowledge of the “Brahman” is the end of the “worldly suffering” or transcendence

of all worldly miseries, is known as “Brahma [fiana” (knowledge about the truth).52

52 Reddy Juturi, Ravi Kumar; International Journal of Yoga- Philosphy, Psychology and Parapsychology
March 9, 2022, IP: 106.206.79.150]
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Ma.UT: Anubhiitisvartipacarya on 3.39

, Tippani on the Mandikyakarikas, page 123

yadi paramarthabrahmasvariipavasthanaphalakam idam advaitadarsanam,

If this vision of ‘Non-duality’is the fruit of abiding in the true nature of the highest

truth, Brahman,

kimiti sarvair nadriyate, ity asankya, aha asparsayoga iti...hetugarbhitam visesanam

why is it not revered by all? Thus having doubted, ‘he says;

‘the Yoga of non-contact’thus the qualification contained in the cause.

varnasramadidharmena papadimalena ca sparso na bhavaty asmad iti advaitanubhava

asparsah, sa eva yogah jivasya brahmabhavena yojanam....

By the virtue of the observance of the rules of caste and order
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and by the impurities of sin etc.there is not ‘contact’ from us, thus the experience of

‘non-duality’is non-contact’. That joining of the soul with the experience of

BrahmanYoga alone is Yoga.

Further on 3.39.

Ma.UT: Anubhiitisvartipacarya, Tippani on the Mandiikyakarikas page 123

yoginah karminah Srotriyah brahmanyadi asmakam yasyatiti manvanah alepakavadat

trasyantity arthah |

Though it is devoid of all fear, the Yogis who see fear and who think that it might
cause their own destruction, entertain fear in what is fearless. The idea is that those
men without discrimination who, on account of fear, are won' to see their own

destruction, are afraid of it. (39)

utseka udadher yadovat kusagrenaikabinduna.

manaso nigrahas tadvad bhaved aparikhedatah//MandUpK_3.41 //
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3.41. Just as the ocean can be emptied with the help of the tip of a blade of Kusa
grass that can hold just one drop, so also can the control of the mind be brought

about by the absence of depression.

In place of a god on earth, Anubhiitisvartipacarya presents us with the Brahmanas as
dunces, apt to say such things as “When we close our eyes, we see darkness. When

we open the eyes, we see pots, and so forth. But, we never see Brahman.”

Ma.UT: Anubhiitisvartipacarya, Tippani on the Mandikyakarikas 3.41, page 124:

ksnor nimilane andhakaram pasyamah unmilane ghatadini na kadacid brahma iti matva
yady udvijante tada manonirodho ‘pi tesaim na sambhavati anudvignacittanam tu
janmasahasraih sambhavyate ity aha aparikhedata iti |upayena nigrhniyad viksiptam

kamabhogayoh /suprasannam laye caiva yatha kamo layas tatha // MandUpK_3.42 //

3.42. With the help of that proper process one should bring under discipline the
mind that remains dispersed amidst objects of desire and enjoyment; and one
should bring it under control even when it is in full peace in sleep, for sleep is as

bad as desire.
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At the same time, the interpretive decision to grant a certain amnesty to the
worldview of the wandering Yogin offers our author the rhetorical space for
importing terms and concepts originating in the Yogadarsana of Patafijali into the
discourse of Advaita Vedanta. In brief, Anubhiitisvartipacarya appropriates the
concepts of conceptual samadhi (samprajiiatasamadhi) and nonconceptual samadhi
(asamprajiiatasamadhi) and proceeds to identify their homologies within his system.
Drawing quite explicitly on Sanikara’s definition of upasana as an unbroken mental
concentration that derives its conceptual content from the mahavakyas, he tells us:
“For the sake of getting rid of these [that is, the aforementioned sleep, flight of fancy,
desire for happiness, and so forth] by means of the flow of conscious cognition that
has the form of samprajiiatasamadhi, is cognized ‘I am nothing but the unborn,

complete Brahman’.

cf. Ma. U.T :Anubhiitisvartipacarya, Tippani, page 126: yatra yatra mano dhavati tatra
tatra ksayisnutvadidosanu- sandhanena ca kramena ksaye, kada brahma sampannam

cittam bhavatiti, tadaha yada na liyata iti

As in classical Vedanta, however, and for precisely the same reasons as Sankara,

Anubhitisvartipacarya understands such a linguistically bounded approach as
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incapable of providing the practitioner with the direct experience of Brahman that

culminates in liberation. Again, for both scholars and ordinary human beings, no

matter how disciplined, are fallible creatures with limited capacities for mental

focus. Thought cannot become Brahman, because whenever a practitioner has to

move his body or engage in other activities, the mind strays away from its single-

pointed focus on the cognitive content of the Upanisads and becomes enmeshed in

sense objects that associate it their intrinsic faults. Only through one

pointededness /ekagrata, the totally union of mind and heart with the ‘mahavakya’

like , ‘ayam atma Brahma’ "This Self is Brahman’ does one become one with or merge

with it. This is culmination, the asparsa yoga” of ‘nididhyasana’ prescribed in the

Brhad 2.4.5.

Referred to by Anubhiti on GK 3.47

svastham $antam sanirvanam akathyam sukham utamam.

ajam ajena jiieyena sarvajiiam paricaksate.//MandUpK_3.47 //

47. That highest bliss is located in one’s own Self.
It is quiescent, coexistent with liberation, beyond description and birthless. And
since It is identical with the unborn knowable (Brahman), they call It the

omniscient (Brahman).
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Ma.G.KT yena brahmariipena asamprajiiatasamadhau cittari vyavatisthate tad visinasti.

svastham ityadina atmasatyanubodhena laksyate -prapyate iti tathoktam

(That supreme Bliss having the characteristic of the realisation of the truth that is
one’s own True Self) mind/citta, established in non-cognitive samadhi, having its

very nature as Brahman....

Chapter Four (100 slokas) — Alatasanti Prakarana

(‘Quenching of the Firebrand’)

The last chapter of Gaudapada Karika has a different style to the first three, opening
by expressing reverence for all ‘the greatest of men’, who are like the cosmic space
through their awareness of non-duality, free from self-contradictions and confusion,
and who understand Dharma. Thus:

jAanenakasakalpena dharmanyo gaganopaman /

jiieyabhinnena sambuddhas tam vande dvipadam varam // MandUpK4.1
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4.1. I bow down to the One who is the chief among all persons, who has known

fully the souls resembling (infinite) sky, through his knowledge-space and is

non-different from the object of knowledge.

And:

asparsayogo vai nama sarvasattvasukho hitah /

avivado 'viruddha$ ca deSitas tari namamy aham // MandUpK4.2

4.2. I bow down to that Yoga that is well known as free from relationships, joyful

to all beings, beneficial, free from dispute, non-contradictory, and set forth in the

scriptures.

As has been said, there is no real contact between the “Brahman” and “Samsara;”

hence, no actual enmity is possible. Therefore, “Samsara;” cannot disturb or harm

the “Brahman” (pure consciousness or self) as like all water in the mirage cannot wet

single grain of sand in the desert.
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Hence, the false world cannot harm the real Self because there is no point of

contact between reality and falsity. If two things exist then only there is a question of

contact, but when it only seems to exist then it is not possible to have contact. There

is only one reality that appears as the Self and the world.

(World seen as it is unreal but after realizing the substratum of it, identity of “Self”

and “world” established) like in a classic example of pot and clay, the constituent of

the pot is clay and which is the material cause but after examination of the pot, one

finds the top to bottom inside out it is all clay there is nothing called pot because

every bit of it is clay and no such separate thing as pot. Finally, one realizes, clay

alone is real, the pot is the name and a form with a particular use (“Nama Riipa

Vyavahara”).

It is a change in paradigm and it is a change in understanding and as a result, the

shift takes place internally that there are no two things that exist in reality, like Self

and the world, gold and ornaments, and pot and clay.

Therefore, “Asparsa Yoga” says the Self (Brahman) is “ Asparsa” (no contact) with

the appearance of the world.
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Thus the problem of Samsara (bondage) and liberation (Moksa) is the problem of
duality (Dvaita) and nonduality (Advaita). This is further reduced to “mind” and “no
mind” (Amanibhava, GK 3.31). Because of the movement of the mind, one thinks that
there is a world of duality which leads to bondage and suffering.

As a result, “no-mind” is the key which can be attained. The “Yogi” says by
“Samadhi” (Absolute calmness of the mind) which means shutting down the world;
don't get involved in the world.

Another approach to “no mind” is given by Gaudapada here in Mandiikyakarika
where he says “ Atmasatyanubodhena” by “Viveka” (Discrimination) of the self (Atma)
and not-self (Anatma) means by seeing (realization) that Self is eternal and not-self is
not eternal and by seeing the Self is unchanging and the not-self is changing and by
seeing the Self is real and not-self is appearance finally one can realize that the Self
alone truly exists (Advaita or nonduality) and recognition of this truth one can attain
“no mind” (Amanibhava).

Thus, Advaita (nonduality) guides one to freeing from sense of individual limited
being into limitless as a result transcending from suffering and bondage.
Advaita declares that the entire vastness of time and space is nothing other than

the Self which is infinite consciousness in which the entire universe appears.



99

In Anubhfitisvartipacarya’s commentarial works one finds a subtly executed
reimagining of the nature of Vedantic meditation. While the stance is codified and

more widely disseminated through the writings of his disciple Anandagiri.

Anandagiri’s own commentary on Gaudapada’s Karikas recycles much of the
language of his teacher, transforming the questioning apologetics of the original into
decided doctrine. Indeed, this author has a habit of programmatically transfusing
Anubhitisvartipticarya’s incorporation of samprajiiatasamadhi and
asamprajiiatasamadhi as important Advaita Vedantic terms of art into his
commentarial writings. (See, for example, the conclusion of his commentary on the
Paficikarana, the preface to his Brahamasiitrabhasya, or his Tika on the Bhagavadgita.)
Incidentally, it is worth noting that both Anubhiitisvartipacarya and Anandagiri
precede Vidyaranya, with whom this formulation is often associated, by at least a

century.

Anandagiri’s first work, composed under the guidance of
Anubhitisvariipiicarya, was written under the rule of Nrsimhadeva, the king of

Kalinga, who reigned from 1238-64. Vidyaranya, in contrast, is traditionally held to

have taken sannydsa in 1331 and died in 1386. It finds its most powerful expression in
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our author’s Tippani on Sanikara’s Bhasya on the Mandiukyakarikas of Gaudapada. In
contrast to Sankara, who treats the contactless yoga (asparsayoga) as an integral part
of the Advaita tradition, Anubhtisvartipacarya reads the introduction of this concept
in this fundamental text of Advaita as a defensive response to the challenge of rival
traditions, offering an explanation of what our author perceives as the troubling but
undeniable reality of the relative marginality of the Advaita tradition. As he tells us,
“If it is the case that the Advaita Darsana is that of which the result is the condition of
the true nature of Brahman—the supreme reality—why is it not revered by everyone?

In answering this doubt (Gaudapada) says ‘asparsayoga’.

Gaudapada’s term for the practice, which seems to be attested to in no other

source, is contactless yoga (asparéayoga), and as Sankara explains, it involves a state

of affairs in which “no relation (sambandha) exists..with anything or at any time.” In

other words, it entails a radical program of pratyiahara in which there is complete

withdrawal of the senses from sense objects.

Sankara identifies three stages in this process. First, one needs to continually

recollect that everything is full of suffering, as this serves as the impetus for
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withdrawing from the enjoyment of sense objects. Once this has been accomplished,

the Advaitin then must learn to maintain unbroken mental equanimity, even in the

state of deep sleep. Finally, eschewing even the state of the blissful enjoyment that is

intrinsic to the nature of mental equipoise, the practitioner “becomes” Brahman,

which is to say, abides in a unitary state of being completely divorced from all

external inputs and sensations.

asparsayogo vai nama sarvasattvasukho hitah /

avivado 'viruddhas ca deSitas tam namamy aham // MandUpK_4.2 //

4.2.
I bow down to that Yoga that is well known as free from the touch of

duality, joyful to all beings, beneficial, free from dispute, non-contradictory,

and set forth in the scriptures.

In his construal of the term, Anubhiitisvartipacarya completely suppresses the older

theological intent and methodological significance of the notion of a contactless Yoga

as comprised of a progressive and systematic severing of logical associations with

sense objects. Instead, in his reading, it is the yoga itself that comes to be understood

as “untouched,” in the sense of being unaffected by any external contaminants, such
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as sin or normative conduct. What, one might ask, does this Yoga entail? He tells us,

it consists of nothing but the yoking of the jiva with the nature of Brahman.

He then elides from one of the foundational texts of his tradition an unambiguous
polemic directed against the yogic practitioner. Then he substitutes in its place a
critique of the Brahmana ritualist, who is represented as rather adverse to Advaita
doctrine. Anubhiitisvartipacarya accomplishes this task by connecting the term
yogin with new meaning. As he tells us, “The word yogins means ritual actors—

$rotriyas—people who are thinking, ‘Brahmana-hood goes to us, because of the

doctrine of noncontamination, they are afraid’.

Gaudapada’s’ asparsayoga functions in situ both as a cherished ideal and a

technique for criticising the views of his rivals, who are, once again, yogins.

These two verses (3.39 and 4.2) could prove the key to the view put forward that
from the thirteenth century onward Advaita Vedantins come to reassess their

tradition to make a place for noncanonical yogas.

The passage on 3.39, informed by Sankara’s commentary states: “That which is

called contactless yoga, is perceived with difficulty by all the Yogins. For, the Yogins
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are afraid of it, they see fear in that which has no fear.” These Yogins, Sankara tells

us, who are “devoid of the insight from the Vedanta,” abide in this terrible state
because they are afflicted by a fundamental cognitive misunderstanding. Because
they do not recognize that “the truth of the supreme reality is obtainable only from
the effort to understand the truth of the Self,” they labour under the
misapprehension that the contactless yoga entails the complete destruction of the
Self. Essentially, despite all their pretenses to the contrary, traditional Yogins fail

because they do not gain control over their own minds, a failure that is based upon

wrong notions about the true nature of self-mastery.

In contrast to his opponents, Sarikara understands mental discipline as an
almost purely cognitive process dependent on the proper mastery of learning how to

discriminate between eternal and noneternal things/nityanityavastu viveka.

Whereas the Yogas of both the Patafijalian and Sadanga traditions incorporate into

their practice the forging of deliberate uninterrupted bonds, both with discrete

objects of perception and with a sovereign power, as we have seen, for Sankara
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liberation entails radical disconnection; it is simply a matter of silencing mental

chatter and bodily impulses as they operate at increasingly subtle levels.

Nevertheless, from the thirteenth century onward, numerous theologians at both

the edges and institutional centre of the discourse on Advaita Vedanta endeavor to

enact such a rapprochement.

The substantive reassessment of the Vedantic construal of meditation in the the

writings of the mid- thirteenth-century theologian and institution-builder

Anubhitisvartipacarya, more than a century before Vidyaranya.

Anubhitisvartipacarya seems to have set out to establish a tradition of

interpretation,

with institutional ties to the region around Puri, offering comprehensive readings of

the key scholastic texts of the Advaita canon from a doctrinally and methodologically

unified perspective, with the aim of purifying his tradition and refuting the views of

the dualist logicians and followers of Bhedabheda Vedanta.

Anubhitisvartipacarya envisions an Advaita Vedanta that is explicitly nonsectarian.

Not only does he refuse to identify Brahman with any particular deity in a
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substantive fashion, but in his Tippanam/ sub commentary on Gaudapada’s

Manditkyakarika, he actively holds up for ridicule a range of ritual practice. Indeed,

for Anubhiitisvartipacarya, there is no substantive difference between modes of

religious decorum —such as the bearing of matted locks or the shaving of the head

—and more questionable signs of religious commitment—such as carrying a mala

while marking one’s brow with soil from under a tulasi plant or worshiping the

goddess with ritual offerings of liquor and meat. In each of these cases, human

beings are clinging to equally fruitless systems of signification out of a fear of

annihilation.

In GK 4.11: The Vaidesika points out how the Saritkhyas, holding the view of the pre-

existence of the effect in the cause, talk illogically:

karanam yasya vai karyam karanam tasya jayate /

jayamanari katham ajam bhinnam nityam katharm ca tat // MandUpK4.11

4.11. The cause must undergo birth according to one who holds that the cause

itself is the effect. How can a thing that is birthless take birth, and how can a

thing be eternal when it can be subject to (partial) disintegration?
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They say that the Pradhana is eternal. How can it be eternal if it is bhinnam, split up,
disintegrated (transformed), partially? For a composite thing, a jar for instance,
which is subject to partial disintegration, is not seen to be eternal in this world. This
is the idea. The meaning sought to be imparted is that it involves a contradiction on
their part to say that a thing may be broken up partially and yet be birthless and
eternal.

As Gaudapada, elucidating the same idea, says:

karanad yady ananyatvam atah karyam ajari yadi /

jayamanad dhi vai karyat karanari te katham dhruvam // MandUpK4.12

4.12. If (according to you) the effect be non-different from the cause, then on that
account the effect, too, is birthless. And if that be so, can your cause be still
eternal, it being non-different from its effect which is subject to birth?

Sarikara Bhasya comments that this verse is meant to make the meaning of the
previous one clearer. For if your object be to maintain that the unborn cause is
identical with the effect, then it necessarily follows that the effect also becomes

equally unborn. But it53 is certainly a contradiction to say that a thing is an effect and

53 Jt, etc—For, an effect is that which is born out of a cause.
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at the same time unborn. There is a further difficulty. In the case of identity>* of the

cause and the effect, how can, according to you, the cause, which?5 is non-different

from the born effect, be permanent and immutable? It is not possible to imagine that

a part of a hen is being cooked and that another part is laying eggs! If the identity of

cause and effect be maintained, then it may be asked if the cause be identical with

the effect or if the effect be identical with the cause. In the former case of identity,

the effect becomes unborn and in the latter case the cause becomes something born

and loses its immutable and permanent character.

Gaudapada points out here that there is this further consideration:

ajad vai jayate yasya drstantas tasya nasti vai /

jatac ca jayamanasya na vyavastha prasajyate // MandUpK4.13

4.13. That disputant has certainly no supporting illustration who holds that the

effect is produced out of an unborn cause. If the produced effect is held to be

born out of another born thing, that too, leads to no solution.

54 Identity, etc.—If cause and effect be identical then how can one distinguish between the cause and
the effect?

55 Which is, etc.—If the cause be identical with the born effect, then the cause cannot be called

permanent and immutable, as birth means change.
This view avoids this difficulty by denying any act of birth in the cause. There is only one
existence, viz., Brahman, which is called the cause by ignorant people whose mind is still moving in

the causal plane.
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Having quoted the key dualistic premise of Sankhya darsana, he examines it, and

then asks how and why is cause eternal? The text states that the Saritkhya premise

‘cause is born as its effect” leads to infinite regress, which is not persuasive. The

Gaudapada Karika then expresses the theory of Ajati-vada, viz. The absolute is not

subject to birth, change and death. It is aja, the unborn eternal, so the empirical

world of appearances is considered unreal, and not absolutely existent. Like

Samkhya’s premiss, the text praises and cross examines it, in three ways: first, non-

origination premises make sense when neither the point of origin nor the end of

something is known, but we know the point of origin of any example of something

produced and there Ajativada premise commits the Sadhyasama fallacy of reasoning

by offering examples of what is yet to be proved.

Thirdly, Karikas 4.29-41, state that neither samsara nor mukti has a beginning

nor an end, because if something is born it must have an end, and something that is

unborn has no end. Karikas 4.45-52, state that only vijiana/Consciousness is real,

explaining it with the metaphor of a fire stick before and during the time it burns:

rjuvakradikabhasam alataspanditam yatha /

grahanagrahakabhasam vijiianaspanditam tatha // MandUpK4.47
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4.47. As the movement of a firebrand appears to be straight or crooked, so it is the

vibration of Consciousness that appears to be the knower and the known.

Sankara’s Bhasya comments with supportive clarification from Anubhiiti that:

In order to explain the truth regarding the Ultimate Reality already stated, it
is thus said: As in common experience it is noticed that a fire-brand when
moved, appears straight, crooked, etc., so does Consciousness appear as the
perceiver, the perceived, and the like. What is that which appears as the
perceiver, the perceived, etc.? It is Consciousness set in motion. There is no
motion in Consciousness. It only appears to be moving. This appearance is
due to Avidya or ignorance. No motion is possible in Consciousness which is
ever immovable. It has already been stated that Consciousness is unborn and
immovable.

Karikas 4.53-6 assert again there is no causation, no effects, and states that

everything is impermanent:

evarit na cittaja dharmas cittarin vapi na dharmajam /

evam hetuphalajatiri pravisanti manisinah // MandUpK4.54
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4.54. In this way the external entities are not the products of Consciousness; nor

is Consciousness a product of external entities. Thus, the wise confirm the

birthlessness of cause and effect.

Gaudapada explains the very nature of cause and effect:

yavad dhetuphalavesas tavad dhetuphalodbhavah /

ksine hetuphalavese nasti hetuphalodbhavah // MandUpK4.55

4.55. Cause and effect spring into being so long as there is mental preoccupation

with cause and effect. There is no origination of cause and effect when the

engrossment with cause and effect becomes attenuated.

Nothing is eternal and without origination by nature, however, from the Real

standpoint everything is the birthless Self; state Karikas 4.57-60:

samurtya jayate sarvam $asvatar nasti tena vai /

sadbhavena hy ajam sarvam ucchedas tena nasti vai // MandUpK4.57

4.57. Everything seems to be born because of the empirical outlook, therefore

there is nothing that is eternal. From the standpoint of Reality, everything is the

birthless Self; therefore there is no such thing as annihilation.

Karikas 4.61-81 re-emphasize the premise about impermanence and non-

origination of the changing apparent world. Attachment to unreality causes desire,
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sorrow (duhkha) and fear, while detachment leads to freedom from such states and to

samadhi. It is again being shown what is the nature of the object of vision of the wise:

abhiitabhinivesad dhi sadySe tat pravartate /

vastvabhavam sa budhvaiva nihsangam vinivartate // MandUpK_4.79 //

4.79 Since owing to the belief in the existence of unrealities, Consciousness

engages Itself in things that are equally so (i.e. unreal) , when one has the

realization of the absence of objects, Consciousness becomes unattached and

turns back.

Ma.UT Anubhitisvartipacarya, MandiikyakarikaTippani 171:

asmakam $reyo bhavisyatiti mithyabhinivesamatrat svabhinivesanu- riipe cittam pravartate

—kasyacit jatadharanadau kasyacit keSolluiicchinadau kasyacit tulasimillamaladau,

kasyacit suramamsopaharadibhih Saktyarcanadau ity arthah

In each of these cases, human beings are merely clinging to equally fruitless systems

of signification out of a fear of annihilation. Our author reserves more substantive,
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but nonetheless equally dismissive, philosophical refutations for the purveyors of
different forms of Saiva theology, identifying their value systems with some of the

more obscure piirvapaksas offered by the text.

Anubhiitisvariipacarya associates those who identify themselves with the knowing of

tattva and the knowing of miirta as representing two discrete Saiva traditions. The first, the
knower of tattva, on the basis of their revealed scriptures, understand the universe to be
comprised of the principles of atman, avidya, and Siva. Since the entirety of their worldview
is derived from a single source, our commentator accuses this community of the logical
fallacy of circular reasoning, and then belittles their dualistic tendencies, remarking that

“even Siva, if he is something other than the self, would be inauspicious (asiva).” See

Ma.UT Anubhitisvartipacarya on 2.20.

prana iti pranavido bhiitaniti ca tadvidah /

qund iti gunavidas tattvaniti ca tadvidah // MandUpK_2.20 //

20. The knowers of priana hold prana( to be the cause of the world),while the

knowers of the elements regard the elements ( to be the cause). Qualities (are the
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cause), say the knowers of qualities, whereas the knowers of categories consider

categories (to be so).

Ma.UT: Tippani 65: atma avidya $iva iti samksepatas trini tattvaniti Saivah | tatra, yadi
tavat agamad eva yatsiddhih anyonyasrayam | na canyat tatra pramanam upalabhyate |

§ivo ‘pi atmano ‘nyas cet asivah syat rajjusarpavat |

The followers of Agama, on the other hand, are taken to task for believing that the
supreme reality is embodied and takes the form of the trident-bearing lord. An
embodied entity, our Vedantin infers, must be made up of the elements, and thus like
any other entity available to our experience, would partake of internal
differentiation, which would of course render it distinct from the supreme reality.
The canonical theological claim that Siva deliberately assumes the imagined
semblance of a body (vigrahakalpanam) so that he can play (lila) in the world, as if he
had a body, is treated by Anubhditisvariipacarya as nonsense. Either Siva has a body
that he uses to play in the world, in which case he is distinct from the supreme
reality, or, lacking a body, he is incapable of playing and intervening in the world of

experience. See Anubhfitisvartipacarya, on
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ajam anidram asvapnam prabhatam bhavati svayam /

sakrdvibhato hy evaisa dharma dhatusvabhavatah // MandUpK_4.81 //

4.81. This becomes birthless, sleepless, dreamless, and self-luminous.
For this entity is ever effulgent by Its very nature.
There are three stages of understanding, state Karikas 4.87-89%: Laukika (ordinary,
which cognizes object and subject as real), Suddha- laukika (purified ordinary,
perceiving is considered real but not the objects) and Lokottara (supramundane,
where neither objects nor perceiving are cognized as real).
Now the following text starts to show our own process of arriving at the truth:
savastu sopalambham ca dvayam laukikam isyate /
avastu sopalambham ca Suddham laukikam isyate // MandUpK4.87
4.87. The ordinary (waking) state is admitted to be that duality, coexisting with
things of empirical reality and fit to be experienced. The objectless ordinary
(dream) state is admitted to be without any object and yet as though full of

experience.
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Sankara explains, now the following topic is introduced as an explanation of the
Vedantic method of arriving at truth. The word Savastu in the text implies objects
that are perceived in our empirical experiences. Similarly, the word “Sopalambha’ in
the text implies the idea of one’s coming in contact with such objects. This
constitutes the world of duality, common to all human beings and known as the
waking state, which is characterized by the subject-object relationship and which
alone is the sphere of all our dealings including the Scriptural, etc. The
waking state, thus characterized, is admitted in the Vedanta Scriptures. There is
another state which lacks the experiences (of the waking state) caused by external
sense-organs. But there exists in that state the idea of coming into contact with
objects, though such objects are absent. This is admitted (in the Vedanta) as the
dream state, which is again common to all, and different from and subtler than the

gross state of waking. The following verse gives a fuller explanation:
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avastv anupalambham ca lokottaram iti smytam /

jaanam jiieyam ca vijiieyam sada buddhaih prakirtitam // MandUpK4.88

4.88. There is another state (admitted by the wise) which is free from contact
with (external) objects and free from the idea of coming into contact with
objects. This state is beyond empirical expereince. It is traditionally described by
the wise that the three, Knowledge, knowledge of objects and the knowable or
realizable thing is the Supreme Reality (ultimately knowable in experience).

Suddha-laukika (purified ordinary, perceiving is considered real but not the objects)
and Lokottara (supramundane, where neither objects nor perceiving are cognized as
real). The jiieyam, the object of knowledge, is comprised of all these three states, for
logically there is no object of (knowledge) over and above these, the objects fancied
by all the sophists being verily included in them. Vijiieyam, the object of realization,
the supreme Reality, which is called the Fourth, that is to say the non-dual and
birthless Reality that is the Self. All this, ranging from the ordinary to the realizable
thing, prakirtitam, is declared; sada, for ever; buddhaih, by the wise, by the seers the

ultimate Truth/ summer bonum, by the knowers of Brahman:
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jiiane ca trividhe jiieye kramena vidite svayam /

sarvajiiata hi sarvatra bhavatiha mahadhiyah. MandUpK4.89
4.89. On acquiring knowledge (of the threefold object) and on knowledge of the
objects in succession, the supreme Reality becomes self-revealed, then there
emerges here, for the man of supreme intellect, the state of being All and
enlightened forever.
Karikas 4.90-100 presents an Agrayana (vehicle, ‘stepping in front to defy the
enemy’ MW p.6/2) to knowing. The text states,4.92:57

adibuddhah prakrtyaiva sarve dharmah suniScitah /

yasyaivam bhavati ksantih so ‘mrtatvaya kalpate // MandUpK4.92

4.92. All the souls are, by their very nature, illumined from the very beginning,
and their characteristics are well determined. He, to whom ensues in this way the

freedom from the need for any further acquisition of knowledge, becomes fit for

immortality.

57 4.92 “adibuddhah prakrtyaiva sarve dharmah suniscitah/ yasyaivam bhavati ksantih so 'mrtatvaya kalpate’
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Duality is for the unwise, nonduality and undifferentiated Reality is for the wise

and difficult to realize.

Sankara and Anubhditi aver that according to the view of the ignorant
the destruction of the veil covering the real nature of Atman is not possible. This is a
(tacit) admission by the Vedantist that the (real) nature of the [ivas is covered by a
veil. It is not so. The Jivas are never subject to any veil or bondage imposed
by ignorance. That is to say, they are never free from any bondage (which does not at
all exist). They are pure by nature; illumined and free from the very beginning as it
is said that they are of the nature of eternal purity, knowledge and freedom. If so,
why are Jivas described as capable of knowing (the Ultimate Reality) by teachers who
are competent to know the Truth, i.e., those who are endowed with the power of
discrimination? The reply is that it is like speaking about the sun as shining though
the very nature of the sun is all-light, or speaking about the hill, which is ever free

from any motion, as always standing.

The last Karikas say 4.99-10058:

kramate na hi buddhasya jiianam dharmesu tayinah
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sarve dharmas tatha jiianam naitad buddhena bhasitam // MandUpK4.99
4.99. The knowledge of the enlightened man, who is all-pervasive, does not
extend to objects; all the souls, also, like knowledge (do not reach out to objects).
This view was not expressed by the Buddha.
After realizing that State of non-duality, at the end of the treatise a salutation is
uttered in praise of the knowledge of the supreme Reality:
durdaréam atigambhiram ajam samyam visaradam /
buddhva padam ananatvam namaskurmo yathabalam // MandUpK4.100

4.100. After realizing that State of non-duality which is inscrutable, very

profound, birthless, uniform, and holy, we make our obeisance to It to the best of

our ability.

Sankara explains that:

The knowledge of the wise man, that is to say, of the one who has attained to the

Supreme Reality, is ever unrelated to other® objects or Jivas. This knowledge is

59 Other, etc.—*1t is because objects or Jivas, different from knowledge or Atman, do not exist’. Anubhiitisvariipa
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always centred in or is identical with Jiva (i.e. Atman) like the sun and its light. The
word “Tayin’,of the all-pervading one, who has no interstes like space,” “All-light’, in
the text signifies that which is all-pervasive like Akdsa or, it may mean that which is

adorable or all knowledge.

All entities, i.e., Jivas (beings like so many Atmans) are as unattached as
the Akasa, and ever-un-related to anything else. Knowledge (Jiigna) which has been
compared to Akdsa in the beginning®® of this chapter is non-different from the
knowledge of the wise one who is all-light. Therefore, the Akasa like knowledge of
the wise does not relate itself to any other object. This is also the essence of
the Dharmas /all entities. The essence of all the entities is the essence of Brahman,
and is, like Akaéa, immutable, changeless, free from parts, permanent, one and
without a second, unattached, non-cognizable, unthinkable and beyond hunger and

thirst.

The Sruti also says: ‘“The knowledge (characteristic) of the seer is never lost” (Brhad.

Upa. 4.3.23 na hi drastur drstir viparilopo vidyte). This knowledge regarding the

60Beginning, etc.—Compare the first verse of the fourth chapter.’l bow down to the One who is the chief among all

persons, who has known fully the souls resembling (infinite) sky, through his knowledge-space and is non-different
from the object of knowledge.’
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Ultimate Reality, non-dual and characterized by the absence of perceiver, perception
and the perceived, is not the same as that declared by the Buddha¢!. The view of the
Buddha®?, which rejects the existence of external objects and asserts the existence of
ideas alone, is said to be similar to or very near the truth of non-
dual Atman.How.ever this knowledge of non-duality which is the Ultimate Reality

can be attained through Vedanta alone.

Anubhiitisvariipacarya provides in his Tippanam a most insightful
commentary on this crucial section, as in the above passage he makes these four
clarifications of Sankara’s bhasya, expounding the quintessence of Advaita Vedanta,
which is developed by his pupil Anandagiri and others, especially a century later by

the great sage Vidyaranya.

Aduvaitins particularly have traditionally challenged the Buddhist influence.63
Modern Western Indic scholars generally accept that Gaudapada was influenced by

Buddhism as debaters are wont to be influenced by their opponents and surveys

61 Buddha—The reference is to the views held by the Buddhist idealists.

62 The view, etc.—Metaphysically speaking, Buddhistic philosophy is nearest to Advaita Vedanta in its dialectics.

63 Potter, p.109
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cover multiple contemporary points of view, at least in terms of using terminology
shared by Buddhism and Vedanta to explain his ideas, but add that Gaudapada was a
Vedantin and not a Buddhist, continually being focussed in all his work on the A-

dvaita, Asparsa-Yoga, the One Consciousness, Kevala-Advaita.

It remains significant that Sri Gaudapadacarya Matha is said to have been
founded as early as ¢.740A.D., (also known as Kavale matha, Ponda, Goa), the oldest

matha of the South Indian Sarasvati Brahmanas.

Early medieval period - Mandana Misra and Adi Sankara

So, before we consider two of Sankara’s first four disciples, Padmapada and Suresvara,
let us give a brief overview of Mandana Misra and Sankara himself.

Mandana Misra c. 8th century A.D. was a great scholar of Piirva Mimamsa (karma-

khanda or the philosophy of the ritualist system) and Uttara-Mimamsa (the Jiiana-
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khanda or Advaita Vedanta systems of thought). As a follower of the Pirva-Mimamsa
school of philosophy and disciple of the great Kumarila Bhatta, he focused on the
karma-khanda/ ‘way of action” of the Veda, and was a staunch defender of the holistic
Sphota doctrine of language. Mandana Misra was also a contemporary of Adi

Sarikara, and is said to have become his disciple.

Moreover, he wrote an important work on Advaita, the Brahma Siddhi.®* Being
a follower of the Karma Mimamsa school, he was a ritualist, performed all of the
ritualistic duties prescribed by the Vedas and expanded a philosophical rational basis
for this traditional way of interpreting the Vedas. Although he started life as a
Mimamsaka, he changed his name and he is said to have become a sannyasin and an

Advaitin after he and his wife were defeated by Sankara in debate.65

Mandana Misra has often been identified with Sureévara (f1.800-900A.D.) one
of Sankara’s first great disciples. In fact both, he and Mandana Misra were
contemporaries of Sarikara. Both interpreted Sanikara "on the basis of their personal

convictions."66

64 Kuppuswami Sastri, S. (1984), Brahmasiddhi, by Mandanamisra, with commentary by Sankhapani. 2nd
ed., Delhi, India: Sri Satguru Publications

65 ibid. p.30-31

66 ibid. p.32
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However, according to Kuppuswami Sastri and many others, it is not likely that
Mandana Misra, the author of Brahmasiddhi, is identical to Sureévara in spite of the
fact that the tradition is correct in describing Mandana Misra and Sankara as
contemporaries. His critical edition of the Brahmasiddhi also points out that the
name Mandana Misra is both a title and a first name, which is a possible cause for
the confusion of personalities. The Mandana MiSras brand of Advaita differs in
certain critical details from that of Sankara, whereas Sure§varas thought is very
faithful to that of Sankara.t” Kuppuswami Sastra has pointed out that Sureévara and

Mandana Misra had different views on various doctrinal points:

a) The locus of avidya: according to Mandana Misra, the individual jiva is the
locus of avidyia, whereas Sure$vara teaches that avidya regarding Brahman is
located in Brahman. These two different stances are also reflected in the

opposing positions of the Bhamati Prasthana and the Vivarana Prasthana.

b) Liberation: according to Mandana Misra, the knowledge which arises from

a Mahavakya like tat tvam asi is insufficient for liberation. The direct

67 ibid. p.33
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realization of Brahman is liberating, which can only be attained by

meditation.68

However, according to Sureévara, it is the direct knowledge of the Sruti/
Mahavakya/which always represents ‘Guru’s living eternal voice” which is directly
liberating, while meditation is at best a useful aid. Mandana Misra, who was a
contemporary of Sankara, may have been more influential in the Advaita Vedanta

tradition than is usually acknowledged.®

Some scholars, like Roodurmun, argue that until the 10th century, Adi-Sarikara
was overshadowed by his older contemporary Mandana Miéra. In the first few
centuries after Sankara, it was Mandana Misra who was considered to be the most
important representative of Vedanta. His influence was such that some regard his
work to have ‘set forth a non-Satkaran brand of Advaita”’7 The ‘theory of error’ set
forth in the Brahmasiddhi became the normative Advaita Vedanta theory of error with

its emphasis on anirvacaniya/undiscernability (of Brahman).

68 Sharma, C. (1997). 4 Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy, Motilal Banarsidass, p.261
205 ibid. p.261

69 King, R. (2002). Orientalism and Religion: Post-Colonial Theory, India and ‘The Mystic East’, Routledge, p. 128

70 Roodurmum, p.31-32
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Vacaspati Misra’s Bhamati provides the link between Mandana Misra and
Sanikara, attempting to harmonize Sankaras thought with that of Mandana.
According to Advaita tradition, Sankara reincarnated as Vacaspati Miéra ‘to

popularize the Advaita System through his Bhamati’

Many biographies of Sankara describe how Mandana Misra is said to have
first met Adi Sankara. Since it was customary in the time of Sankara and Mandana
for learned people to debate the relative merits and demerits of the different systems
of Hindu philosophy.

Sanikara, the exponent of Advaita philosophy/Uttara Mimamsa, sought out
Kumarila Bhatta, the leading exponent of Piirva Mimamsa philosophy. However, it is
said at that time, Kumarila Bhatta, was slowly immolating himself as a penance for
his sins! After reading some of Sankaras work and realizing the depth of his
knowledge, he directed Sankara to his greatest disciple, Mandana Miéra, (who was
leading a grhastha/householder’s life), to debate the merits of their respective schools
of thought. While trying to find the house of Mandana, Sankara asked for directions

and was told the following:
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You will find a home at whose gates there are a number of caged
parrots discussing abstract topics like — Do the Vedas have self-
validity or do they depend on some external authority for their
validity? Are karmas capable of yielding their fruits directly, or do
they require the intervention of God to do so? Is the world eternal,
or is it a mere appearance? Where do you find that which was not

pleasant?

According to Vedic ritualistic rules, it is inauspicious to see an ascetic on certain days
and Mandana was angered to see Sankara, an ascetic, on the death anniversary of
his father. Mandana initially hurled insults at Sankara, who calmly replied to every
insult with wordplay. The people in Mandanas house soon realized Sankara’s
brilliance and advised Mandana to offer his respect. Finally, after a verbal duel,

Mandana agreed to offer his respects.

Mandana and Sankara agreed that Mandanas wife Ubhaya Bharati, who is
considered to be an incarnation of the goddess Sarasvati in the folklore of Mithila,
would be the arbiter for the debate, and that the vanquished would become a

disciple of the victor and accept his school of thought. The debate spanned many
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days and ranged over many different subjects within the Vedas, and the arguments
of both competitors were compelling and forceful. Sankara finally emerged
victorious. However, Mandana Misras wife, who was the judge, would not accept an
ascetic as having complete knowledge since he did not have any debate with
Sanikara”! about knowledge of Kamasiitras. Sankara was then given six months to
research "the art of love" and then resume the debate. According to legend, he
entered into the body of a king, who had just died, to learn these sciences. Later,
after obtaining the necessary knowledge, the debate resumed. After a long debate,
Mandana accepted defeat. As agreed, Mandana is supposed to have become a
disciple of Sankara and assumed the name Sureévaracarya, although most scholars

now agree on linguistic grounds, that this could not have been possible.

71 Vidyaranya, M. (1996). Sankara Digvijaya: The Traditional Life of Sri Sankaracharya: Translated by Swami
Tapasyananda, Chennai: Sri Ramakrishna Math; p.81-82
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Adi Sankara (788-820), was born in the 8th century A.D. into a poor Brahmin
family at Kaladi, present day Kerala, India. In his short life of 32 years, during a
period of religious conflict and intolerance, Adi Sankara revived the Advaita
philosophy to its pristine form. he travelled all over India discussing with people
and convincing them that the correct way to Realization is the way of Vedanta; and to
worship is just one means that anyone can take, provided that what you do and
think is the same. It is quite possible to experience the Absolute anywhere, because
the Absolute is all pervading.

His brilliant exposition of Advaita could be summarized in the statement
‘attributed’ to him but probably by a later Sarikara, ‘Brahman is real, the world is
illusion. The Jivatman/the soul is not other than Brahman' (Brahmajiianavalimala

1.20).72

72 Brahmajiianavalimala ‘Song of Supreme Knowledge’l.20 ‘Brahma satyam jagan mithya jivo

brahmaiva naparah,’School of Philosophy, Sydney ( 2010) p.94
177 Nakamura, p.679
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Also known as Sartkara Bhagavatpadacarya and Adi Sarikardcarya, he represents
a turning point in the development of Vedanta. After the apparent growth of the
influence of Buddhism on Vedanta, culminating in the works of Gaudapada, Adi
Sarikara gave what some consider a more specifically Vedantic character to what
some called ‘Buddhistic’ elements in these works, synthesizing and rejuvenating the
doctrine of Advaita. Though Gaudapada’s fourth chapter, ‘The Alatasanti-prakaranam’
uses Buddhist terminology, doctrinally Gaudapadas work is Vedantic, and not

Buddhist.73

So, within those thirty-two years, Sankara wrote a commentary on the
Prasthanatraya, the Brahma Siitra, the Ten Principle Upanisads and the Bhagavad Gita.
Anyone who wanted to propound a philosophy had to explain those three books
and his ideas of how these work in the creation. He wrote commentaries and quite a

number of poems which were sung in the praise of different gods as well.

By his travels around India, he established the teachings of the Vedanta. He

also established a system of worship of God - serving God, pleasing God; God will

73 TRV Murti (2008 [1955]), The Central Philosophy of Buddhism, Routledge, p.116
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then grant the bonus. Using ideas from ancient Indian texts, Sankara systematized
the foundation for Advaita Vedanta in the 8th century A.D., reforming Badarayana’s
Vedanta tradition. His thematic focus extended beyond metaphysics and soteriology,
laying strong emphasis on the Pramanas that, ‘lead to valid knowledge, reasoning
methods that empower one to gain reliable knowledge, i.e. Sabda/Sruti or
Upanisads’ .7+ Sankara only accorded a provisional validity to the knowledge gained
by inquiry into the words of the Sruti (Vedas) and did not see this as the only
Pramana of Brahmajiiana. The affirmations of the Sruti, need to be verified and
confirmed by the knowledge gained through direct experience/anubhava or anubhiiti,

Brhad. 2.5.19; ... This is the Self, the witness of all/ ayam atma brahma sarvanbhiih. 7>

The authority of the Sruti, therefore, is second only to this anubhiiti, the
unitive experience that is Sat Cit Ananda, as this alone is its realization. 7 It would
seem significant that our author’s very name, Anubhiiti-svartipacarya reflects this

assumption, in line with his great master Sankara’s teaching. Mayeda concurs,

74 Brhad. Sarnkara Bhasya 2.1.20, Potter, p.189
75 ¢f. Brhad. 2.5.19. ‘ayam dtma brahma sarvanubhiih...’

76 Rambachan, A. (1991). Accomplishing the Accomplished: Vedas as a Source of Valid Knowledge in Sankara,

University of Hawaii Press, p. xii—xiii
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adding that Sankara maintained the need for objectivity in the process of gaining
knowledge from things (vastu-tantra), and considered subjective opinions (purusa-

tantra) and injunctions in Sruti (codana-tantra) as secondary.”’

Mayeda cites Sankara’s explicit statements emphasizing epistemology or what
is generated by ‘means of valid knowledge’ (pramana-janya) in section 8.133 of
Upadesasahasri; ‘It is only through evidences such as words, inference etc...that all
things become known to those who do not know them’”® and 1.1.4 of Brahmasiitra-
bhasya ‘But that (Brahman is to be known from scripture) because It is connected

(with the Vedanta texts) as their purport.’7

Thus, the Sankara tradition has four means of valid proof, Sruti, smrti (Gita
etc.), mahapurusa (words of realized beings) and as the final authority anubhiiti
intuitive experience (of undoubted consonance with one’s own antah karana/inner-

organ of mind or heart).

77 Mayeda. (2006). pp. 46-47.

78 Upadesasahasrt 1.18.133 ‘Sabdad anumater vapi pramandad va tato 'nyatah/siddhih sarva padarthanam syad

ajiiam prati nanyatha.’

79 Brahmasiitra-bhdasya 1.1.4. ‘Tat tu samanvaydat.’ and Potter, p.124
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Adi Sankara cautioned against ‘cherry-picking’ a phrase or verse out of
context from Vedic literature, and remarked that the Anvaya (theme or purport) of
any treatise can only be correctly understood if one attends to the Samanvayait

Tatparya Linga, that is six characteristics of the text under consideration:

i) what is common in Upakrama (introductory statement) and Upasamhara

(conclusions);

ii) Abhyasa (message repeated);

iii) Apiirvata (unique proposition or novelty);

iv)Phala (fruit or result derived);

v) Arthavada (explained meaning, praised point);
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vi) Yukti (verifiable reasoning).80

While this methodology has roots in the theoretical works of Nyaya, Sankara
applied it with his unique exegetical method called Anvaya-Vyatireka, which states
that for proper understanding, one must ‘accept only meanings that are compatible

with all characteristics” and ‘exclude meanings that are incompatible with any.’8!

This insight into rules of reasoning and hierarchical emphasis on epistemic
steps is ‘doubtlessly the suggestion’ of Sankara in the Brahma Siitra, an insight that
flowers in the works of his first disciple Padmapada.2 Merrell-Wolff states that
Sankara accepts Vedas and Upanisads as a source of knowledge as he develops his
philosophical theses, yet never rests his case on the ancient texts alone, but rather
proves each thesis, point by point using pramanas (epistemology), reason and

experience.83

80 Thibaut, G. (Translator), Brahma Sutras: With Commentary of Sankara, p. 31-33 satra 1.1.4

81Comans, M. (1996). Sankara and the Prasankhyanavada, Journal of Indian Philosophy, Vol. 24, No.1, p.49-71.

82 Phillips, S. (2000). in Perrett, R.W. (Editor), Epistemology: Indian Philosophy, Volume 1, Routledge, pages 224-228
with notes 8, 13 and 63

83 Merrell-Wolff, F. (1995). Transformations in Consciousness: The Metaphysics and
Epistemology, State University of New York Press, pp. 242-260
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Historical Context: Sarikara lived at the time of political instability that followed the
Gupta Dynasty and King Harsha of the 7th century A.D. It was a time of social and
cultural change as the ideas of Buddhism, Jainism, and various traditions within
Hinduism were competing for followers.8% Buddhism in particular may have
influenced Indias spiritual traditions in the first 700 years of the 1st millennium
A.D.85 Sankara and his contemporaries through their understanding of Buddhism
and the ancient Vedic traditions, transformed the extant ideas, particularly reforming
the Vedanta tradition of Hinduism, making it Indias most important tradition for

more than a thousand years.

84 Mahadevan, TMP. (1968). Shankaracharya, National Book Trust, pp.283-285,

85 Potter, K. (1998). Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies: Advaita Vedanta up to Samkara and his pupils, Motilal
Banarsidass, pp. 1-21, 103119
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Writing: Adi Sankara is best known for his systematic
commentaries (Bhasyas) on the Prasthana-trayi, the triple basis
of Vedanta, i.e. the Mukhya/Ten principle Upanisads, the
Bhagavad Gita and the Brahma-siitra. Sankaras magnum opus is
his Brahmasiuitrabhasya, the fundamental text of Vedanta.
Sankaras' Vivarana (tertiary notes) on the commentary by
Vedavyasa on the Yogasiitra as well as those on Apastamba
Dharma-siitras are accepted by most scholars as authentic
works of Adi Sankara too, along with his most important
original philosophical work, the Upadesasahasri.86

Among the Stotra (poetic works), the Daksinamiirti Stotra, Bhajagovinda Stotra,
Dasa-sloki, are also likely to be authentic.8” Of other original Prakaranas (chapters/

treatises), 76 works are attributed to Adi Sankara. Modern-era Indian scholars

86 Isaeva, N.V. (1993). Shankara and Indian Philosophy, SUNY Press, p.93-97

87 ibid. p.93-97
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Belvalkar and Upadhyaya accept five and thirty-nine works, respectively, as
authentic.88

Commentaries on Nrsinha-Purvatipaniya and Svetasvatara Upanisads have
been attributed to Adi Sarikara, but their authenticity is highly doubtful.8 Similarly,
commentaries on several early and later Upanisads attributed to Sankara are not
accepted as authentic by Hacker, and are likely works of later Advaita Vedanta
scholars; these include the bhasyas on Kausitaki Upanisad, Maitri Upanisad, Kaivalya

Upanisad, Paramahamsa Upanisad, and Gopalatapaniya Upanisad.”0

Influence of Sankara

Sankara’s status in the tradition of Advaita Vedanta is unparalleled. He travelled all

over India to help restore the study of the Vedas. His teachings and sampradaya/

88 Pande, G. C. (1994), Life and Thought of Sankaracarya, Motilal Banarsidass Publ, p.113115
89 ibid. p.113

90 Hacker, Paul.’Sankaracarya and Sankarabhagavatpada: Preliminary Remarks Concerning the

Authorship Problem, in Philology and Confrontation: Paul Hacker on Traditional and Modern Vedanta
(Editor: Wilhelm Halbfass) (1995), State University of New York Press.
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tradition form the basis of Smartism, a synthesis of four philosophical strands:
Mimamsa, Advaita, Yoga and theism, even though Sankara himself specifically refutes
Mimamsa, Yoga and theism. The Smarta tradition rejects theistic sectarianism, and it
is notable for the domestic worship of five shrines with five deities, all treated as
equal - éiva, Visnu, Suirya, Ganesa and Sakti. He introduced the Paiicayatana, the
simultaneous worship of five deities — Ganesa, Siirya, Visnu, Siva, and Devi. Sankara
taught that the ultimate reality is impersonal and Nirguna (attributeless) and that
any symbolic god serves the same equivalent purpose. All deities were but different

forms of the one Brahman, the invisible Supreme Being.%!

It would seem that Adi Sankara apparently unified two apparently distinct
philosophical doctrines, namely Atman and Brahman.9? Sankaras influence extended
to reforming Hinduism, founding monasteries, edifying disciples, disputing
opponents, and engaging in philosophic activity that, in the eyes of Indian tradition,

helped revive ‘the orthodox idea of the unity of all beings’ in Vedanta thought.

91 Klostermaier, K. (2007) 4 Survey of Hinduism, Third Edition, State University of New York Press, p.40
92 Ashley, B. M. (2006). The Way toward Wisdom., p.395

93 Isaeva, N. V. (1992). Shankara and Indian Philosophy. State University of New York Press, p.2
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The Mandana Misras brand of Advaita differs in certain critical details from that of
Sankara, whereas Sureévaras thought is very faithful to that of Sankara.%
Kuppuswami Sastra has pointed out that Sure$vara and Mandana Misra had

different views on various doctrinal points:

a) The locus of avidya: according to Mandana Miéra, the individual jiva is the
locus of avidya, whereas Sureévara teaches that avidya regarding Brahman is
located in Brahman. These two different stances are also reflected in the

opposing positions of the Bhamati Prasthana and the Vivarana Prasthana.

b) Liberation: according to Mandana Misra, the knowledge which arises from
t Mahavakyas like tat tvam asi is insufficient for liberation. The direct
realization of Brahman is liberating, which can only be attained by

meditation.%

94 ibid. p.33

95 Sharma, C. (1997). 4 Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy, Motilal Banarsidass, p.261
205 ibid. p.261
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However, according to Sureévara, it is the direct knowledge of the Sruti/
Mahavakya which is directly liberating, while meditation is at best a useful aid.
Mandana Miéra, who was a contemporary of Sankara, may have been more

influential in the Advaita Vedanta tradition than is usually acknowledged.”¢

Some scholars, like Roodurmun, argue that until the 10th century, Adi-Sarikara
was overshadowed by his older contemporary Mandana Miéra. In the first few
centuries after Sankara, it was Mandana Misra who was considered to be the most
important representative of Vedanta. His influence was such that some regard his
work to have ‘set forth a non-Sankaran brand of Advaita”’97 As stated the ‘theory of
error’ set forth in the Brahmasiddhi became the normative Advaita Vedanta theory of
error with its emphasis on anirvacaniya. Vacaspati MiSra’s Bhamati provides the link
between Mandana Misra and Sankara, attempting to harmonize Sanikaras thought
with that of Mandana. As stated, according to Adwvaita tradition, Sankara
reincarnated as Vacaspati MiSra ‘to popularize the Advaita System through his

Bhamati.

96 King, R. (2002). Orientalism and Religion: Post-Colonial Theory, India and ‘The Mystic East’, Routledge, p. 128

97 Roodurmum, p.31-32
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Suresvaracarya (fl.760A.D.) was said to be one of the four main disciples of
Sankara, along with Hastamalaka, Padmapada and Totakacarya, and was the first
head of Smgeri Matha, one of the four Mathas that Sanikara later established. The
‘theory of error’ set forth in the great work on Advaita by Mandana Misra
(fl.690A.D.) (considered by some as one with Sure$varacarya!), Brahmasiddhi, became
the normative Advaita Vedanta theory of error, anirvacaniyata.®® It was Vacaspati
Misra’s (f1.960A.D.) commentary on this work that linked it to Sankaras teaching. His
influential thesis in the Adwvaita tradition has been that errors are opportunities
because they ‘lead to truth’ and fully correct knowledge requires that not only
should one understand the truth but also examine and understand errors as well as
what is not truth.

His attitude toward Sankara was that of a ‘self-confident rival teacher of
Advaita” and his influence was such that some regard the Brahma-siddhi to have ‘set

forth a non-Sankaran brand of Advaita’99 . Mandana Misras brand of Advaita differs

98 Roodurmum, Anirvacaniyata, p.31

99 Roodurmum, p.31
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in certain critical details from that of Sankara, whereas Sureévaras thought is very
faithful to that of Sankara.

According to Saccidanandendra Sarasvati and others, after a close study of
Naiskarmya-siddhi, and Brhadaranyaka Upanisad-bhasya-varttika, (admitted definitely
as works of Sureévara) and the Brahmasiddhi of Mandana Misra they concluded: ‘we
are here in the presence of two separate individuals...” Sharma, like Hiriyanna and
Kuppuswami Sastra has also pointed out that Sure$vara and Mandana Misra had

different views on various doctrinal points outlined above.100

i)According to Mandana Misra, the individual jivatma is the locus of avidya,
whereas Sure$vara contends that avidya regarding Brahman is located in
Brahman. As stateds the two different stances are also reflected in the

opposing positions of the Bhamati prasthana and the Vivarana one.

ii) Moksa/Liberation: according to Mandana Misra, the knowledge which
arises from the mahavakyas (like tat tvam asi) is insufficient for Moksa/

Liberation. Direct realization of Brahman can only be attained by correct

100 Sharma, C. (1997). 4 Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy, Motilal Banarsidass, p.290
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knowledge. This requires that not only should one understand the truth but

also examine and understand and dispel error by knowledge of truth.101

Advaita Vedanta sub- prasthanas/’schools’

Padmapadacarya, (f1.740A.D.) is considered by tradition to be Sankara’s earliest
and most beloved disciple, of whom he was a younger contemporary.

Padmapada, together with Suresvara developed ideas that led to the founding of
the so called Vivarana Prasthana tradition of commentators. The only surviving work
of Padmapada, known to be authentic is the Paficapadika, written in response to
Sarikaras request for a commentary on his own Brahmasiitra-bhisya, and once written
was destroyed by a jealous uncle. The surviving text is supposed to be what Sankara
could recall of the commentary. Certainly, all that survives of the work is an
extended gloss on the first four siitras.

Padmapadacarya’s life exemplifies the Guru-Sisya relationship. For
Padmapadacarya, the Guru is everything and the command of Guru is ultimate.
Once when he was on the opposite bank of a river, Sankara who was on the other

side is said to have called him, and Padmapadacarya, without even thinking that he

101 Sharma, p.291



144

might be drowned in a swollen river, began walking and a lotus appeared on every
step that he would take and hold his feet from drowning - and that is why he came
to be known as Padma-Pada - ‘Lotus - Feet’. His devotion exemplifies the relationship
of Guru and Sisya.

In his Paficapadika, Padmapada develops a complete epistemology on the basis
of Sankaras concept of adhydsa (‘superimposition’ —'the apparent presentation to
consciousness of something as something else)’ .22 In developing, expanding,
analyzing, and criticizing this notion, Padmapada paved the way for a developed

epistemology of Advaita Vedanta.
Also important is Padmapadas ‘critique of difference’; he argued that the

relationship between the jivatman (the empirical self) and the Atman (the

underlying, spiritual Self) was that of reflection to prototype. According to this

102 BSB Introduction ‘aha - ko’yam adhyaso nameti /ucyate smrtiriipah paratra pirvadystavabhasah/tan ke cit
anyatradhyasa iti vadanti/kecit tu yatra yad adhyasah tad vivekagrahananibandhano bhrama iti/ any tu yatra yad
adhyasah tasyaiva viparitadharmatvakalpanam dcaksate iti/ sarvathapi tvanyasyanyadharmavabhasatam na
vyabhicarati/ tatha ca loke’'nubhavah - Suktika hi rajatavad avabhasate, eka$ candrah sadvitiyavad iti’// If it be asked,
‘What is it that is called Superimposition?’- the answer is - "It is awareness, similar in nature to memory, that
arises on a foreign (different) location as a result of some past experience. With regards to this, some say that
it consists in the superimposition of the attributes on one thing on another. But others assert that wherever a
superimposition on anything occurs, there is only a confusion arising from the absence of distinction
between them. Others say that the superimposition of anything on any other substratum consists in

fancying some opposite attribute on that very basis.
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theory of reflection (pratibimba-vada), the jiva is an appearance of Absolute reality

(Brahman/Atman) as reflected in ignorance.

This theory has the effect of moving from the view of Padmapadas
predecessors that the self was to be rejected as not Brahman to the view that
enlightenment brings an understanding that everything is Brahman: ‘Thus the jiva or
face in the mirror' is none other than Atman or the original face.” For Padmapada, as
for Sankara: ‘the ascertainment of the essential Self is not so much a matter of a
mystical' experience occurring in time, but a matter of enquiry consisting of the
careful and concentrated introspection of and reflection upon ones ordinary

experience.’103

Suresvara, also known as SureSvardacarya, (fl. 760A.D.) was as previously
stated one of the four first immediate disciples of Adi Sankara. Sankara is said to
have entrusted to Sureévara his first monastic institution, the Srﬁgeri Sarada Pitham.
Sure$vara was the Advaita tradition’s Varttikakara (commentator), meticulously and
critically examining Sankaras work. In his non-commentatorial work, the

Naiskarmyasiddhi, he presents Advaita philosophy clearly and simply.

103 Comans, M., (2001). ‘Later Vedanta’, in Brian Carr & Indira Mahalingam ed. Companion
Encyclopedia of Asian Philosophy, London: Routledge, p. 213
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Although Mandana Misra has often been identified with Sure$vara,
Kuppuswami Sastri, Potter and other scholars, as we have stated consider it is not
likely that Mandana Misra, the author of Brahmasiddhi, is identical with Sureévara,
but the tradition is correct in describing Mandana Miséra and Sankara as

contemporary.104

After Sankaras death, several subprasthanas developed. Two of them still exist today,
the Bhamati and the Vivarana. Two defunct traditions are the Paficapadika of
Padmapada and Istasiddhi of Vimuktatman (fl 950 A.D.) on which our
Anubhitisvartipacarya produced his brilliant Istasiddhi-vivarana. These were
superseded by Prakasatman’s great work Paficapadika-Vivarana as the Vivarana
tradition or prasthana.l%5 These traditions worked out the logical implications of
various Advaita doctrines. Two of the problems they encountered were the further

interpretations of the concepts of maya and avidya.

Vimuktatman — Ista-Siddhi( c.fl.950 A.D.)

Vimuktatman is one of the most important advaitins of the

104 Kuppuswami Sastra, S. (1984). Brahmasiddhi, by Mandanamisra, with commentary by Sankhapani. 2nd
ed.: Sri Satguru Publications,Dehli, India, pp.30-40.

105 Roodurmum, p.40
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post-Sarikara period. His famous work, the Istasiddhil, is widely

acclaimed as a standard treatise. It is in much the same tradition as

Prakasatman’s Vivarana prasthana. Istasiddhi was developed

turther by Anubhfitisvartipacarya in his Istasiddhi-vivaranaloe,

It is one of the four Siddhi-works, the other three being

Advaitasiddhi, Brahmasiddhi and Naiskarmyasiddhi.

Except that he was a disciple of Avyayatman, nothing more is

known about him. He is said to have written one more work

called Pramana-vrtti-nirnaya which is not yet published.

Madhusudana Sarasvati, at the end of his great

classic Advaita-siddhi, refers to three Siddhi works, viz. Ishta-siddhi,

106 Shastrigal, R.K., Mylapore, 2006
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Naishkarmya-siddhi, and Brahma-siddhi. The Brahma-siddhi of

Mandana may be said to devote itself to the definition (laksana)

and testimony (pramana) of Brahman indicated in the expression,

Naishkarmya-siddhi of Suresvara is interested in showing the how

of Brahman-knowledge, i.e., whether it is by knowledge alone or

by action that release is possible by the qualities of the reflecting

medium. Thus the jiva seems to have acquired the qualities of the

mind which is the reflecting medium. In this sense the reflection

theory is preferable to the limitation theory which does not have

any such feature. Bhamati prefers the limitation theory while
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Vivarana prefers the reflection theory. But neither positively rejects

the other view. This is based on the Bhumika of Polagam Srim

Rama Sastri as explained by Dr Mani Dravid Sastrigal in 2020.

The Ista-siddhi of Vimuktatman engages itself rather in the

question of the why of Brahman-knowledge, enquiring into the

nature and cause of error, that is, the world. In short, ontology,

ethology and epistemology may be said to be the respective

contents of these three Siddhis. When expounding the means of

release at the end of Istasiddhi, Vimuktatman explains that the

intuition into the oneness of Reality alone can remove avidya

completely. For this intuition, $ravana, manana, and nididhyasana
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are the means. Calmness and equanimity are prescribed till

renunciation of all actions takes place. Even sacrifices indirectly

help this process by creating purity of mind. The asambhavana (the

notion of improbability) and viparita-bhavana (the notion of

contrariety) with regard to the real nature of Brahman are removed

by the scripture by means of an explanation of the nature of

Atman beginning with astitva/existence or reality and ending with

freedom from hunger and thirst. The Chandogya Upanisad-197repeats nine times

the declaration: tat-tvam asi ” That(Brahman) thou art (Svetaketu),” dispelling

every time an illusion about Reality.

If $ravana, or hearing, once only without these aforesaid means could bring

107 VI.8.7 etc.Chandogya Upanisad Swami Gambhirananda .Advaita Ashrama, Calcutta, India 1997.
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about intuition, they would be futile. When the mind is sufficiently pure to

receive the final illumination mellowed by these disciplines, then sravana, of the

Vedanta texts results in the intuition removing the specific illusion every time it is

repeated. Here too, Vimuktatman does not see eye to eye with the school of

Mandana which holds that mediate knowledge arising from $ravana, needs to be

transformed into immediacy by repeated meditation. He, on the contrary,

suggests that from sravana itself, intuition takes place, provided it comes at the

top of all spiritual equipment.

As has been stated Anubhiitisvar@ipacarya composed his own commentary

on the Istasiddhi, the Istasiddhi-Vivaranal%8, where Anubhitisvartipacarya,

108 R Krishnamurthi Sastrigal(2006) Istasiddhivivaranam, a critical study, Adi Sankara Advaita Research

Centre, Chennai.
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among other things expounds at length regarding Maya, Jiva, I$vara, Bandha

and Mukti.

The Istasiddhi has been quoted as authority in many subsequent texts.

His school of thought was eventually replaced by Prakasatmans Vivarana school. 10
Prakadatman (c. 1200-1300)!1° wrote the Paficapadika-Vivarana, a commentary on
the Paficapadika by Padmapadacarya! The Vivarana lends its name to the
subsequent school. According to Roodurmum, "[H]is line of thought [...] became the
leitmotif of all subsequent developments in the evolution of the Advaita
tradition."

The Vivarana school takes an epistemological approach. Praka$atman was the
first to propound the theory of milavidya or maya as being of "positive beginningless
nature",12 and sees Brahman as the source of avidya. Critics object that Brahman is
pure consciousness, so it cannot be the source of avidyi.. Another problem is that

contradictory qualities, namely knowledge and ignorance, are attributed to

109 Roodurmum, Pulasth Soobah (2002), Bhamati and Vivarana Schools of Advaita Vedanta: A Critical Approach,
Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass

10 jbid.
1 jbid.

12 jbid.
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Brahman.

Late medieval times - "yogic Advaita"

Sarikara is very well-studied, but "scholars have yet to provide even a rudimentary,
let alone comprehensive account of the history of Advaita Vedanta in the centuries
leading up to the colonial period"3, hence the important contribution of this thesis

on Anubhiitisvartipacarya, c. 1250 A.D. to an understanding this very era.
Sarvajfiatman (10th century) is well-known as the author of the Santksepa-Sariraka
(a concise exposition of Adi Sarikara s Brahmasiitra Bhasya). His other works include

the Pancaprakriya and the Pramana-laksana.

The Istasiddhi has been quoted as authority in many subsequent works. For
example, in the Pramanamala, Anandabodha,(11th century AD) says “The same
thing has been said by the Guru. The effect is not anywhere else than in the cause, if

it is not there, where could it be?”Also in Nyayamakaranda , “Or , the cessation of

nescience is the Self itself.”

13 Allen, Michael S.; Venkatkrishnan, Anand (25 September 2017). "Introduction to Special Issue: New
Directions in the Study of Advaita Vedanta". International Journal of Hindu Studies. 21 (3): 271-
274. d0i:10.1007/s11407-017-9218-9.

14 ibid. p.2 Pramanamala, Nyayadipavali and Nyayamakaranda, Chowkamba Sanskrit
Series,Benares, 1907. “etadevoktam gurubhih ‘nanyatra karanatkaryam na cet tatra kva tad havet iti

“ Pra.m. p.4


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11407-017-9218-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11407-017-9218-9
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Doi_(identifier)
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11407-017-9218-9
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It is significant that Anubhitisvartipacarya has himself composed commentaries on

both of these works by his master, as well as the third ‘Nyaya-dipavali15.116 117

One of the well-known polemical writers of Advaita metaphysics,
Anandabodha (11th cent. A. D.) (also called Anandabodhécérya) and the
special features of these works are:Refutation of the Saiikhyan theory of
multiplicity of selves and the apparent difference of objective entities;
The theory that everything other than Brahman is mithya (false) since it is drsya
(perceived); A new definition of mithyatva (falsity) viz., sadbhin-natvam mithyatvam
(falsity is being different from the real); avidya is positive in the sense that Cessation
of avidya is an entity of a fifth category different from sat (real), asat (unreal), sad-
asat (real-unreal) and anirvacaniya (indefinable).

Dasguptal8 says of Anandabodha, that he “is a great name in the school of
Sanikara Vedanta.”....Anubhdtisvariipacarya (c. 1250 AD.), the teacher of
Anandajfiana (i.e. Anandagiri), also wrote commentaries on all three works. From

this it is clear we have a profound continuity and originality arising from the Guru-

115 jbid.p.2 Pramanamala, Nyayadipavali and Nyayamakaranda, Chowkamba Sanskrit Series, Benares,

16 “Nibandhana’ on Anandabodha’s ‘Pramanamala-'( Brahma Vidya, The Journal of Advaita Sabha,
Kumbakonam,1956; Madras Trien.Cat.R.3268) ‘Sangraha’ on Anandabodha’s
‘Nyayamakaranda’( Adya Library manuscript;Tekkematham, Kochin),

17 ‘Nibandhana’ on Anandabodha’s ‘Pramanamala-( Brahma Vidya, The Journal of Advaita Sabha,
Kumbakonam,1956; Madras Trien.Cat.R.3268) ‘Sangraha’ on Anandabodha’s
‘Nyayamakaranda’( Adya Library manuscript;Tekkematham, Kochin),

18 p116 S.Dasgupta (1975) Vol.2 A History of Indian Philosophy Motilal .Delhi.India.
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parampard of these two, Vimuktatma and Anandabodha, both critical of Mandana-

Misra(750-850) and Vacaspati Misra.

Anubhitisvariipacarya’s next great preceptor it has been said, appears to have
been Sri-Harsha!®®. As mentioned previously the very fact that he pays his obeisance
over four verses to him, more than for any other teacher, speaks volumes for his
deep respect, even adoration of this great Advaitin teacher, whose most profound
work Khandanakhandakhadya’/ Sweets of Refutation, he himself brilliantly comments
upon in his Sisyahitaisinitika’120121, Indeed his is the first complete commentary on
this work, the second being Citsukhacarya’s commentary which however is

incomplete.

Sri Harsa, was a 12th century A.D. great Advaita poet and preceptor, who
discusses various themes, such as pramana/ the means of valid knowledge.
Sriharsas thought was influential for both Nyaya-Vaisesika thinkers and also for

the Advaita Vedanta tradition.Bl

119 R. Thangaswami p.244 “Advaita Vedanta Literature”Madras University.

120 ¢.f. PE.Granoff (1947) Philosophy and Argument in late Vedanta: Sri Harsa’s ‘Khandanakhandakhadya
D.Reidel .Boston.U.S.A.df

121 E.A.Solomon.§isyahitaisinitikd’ on Sri Harsa’s ‘Khandanakhandakhadya’,(1990) Gujarat University


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shriharsha#cite_note-:0-2
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Anubhitisvariipacarya, c. 1250 AD.

According to Karl Potter’s Biblography!?2, Anubhitisvartipacarya, is to be dated

approximately 1270 A.D. This is supported by the evidence of Amalanandal?3, (1247-1347),

in his Vedantakalpataru?*. This commentator on Vacaspati Misra’s( f.940) Bhamati examines

the criticisms of it pointed out by Prakatarthavivarana, and seeks to refute them without

mentioning the name of Anubhiitisvartipacarya. At the end of his Kalpataru, Amalananda

mentions that he wrote under the Yadava King of Devagiri, Krsna, (1248-1259 A.D.) and his

brother Mahadeva. So we may take it that Anubhiitisvartipacarya flourished between the

middle of the 12th Century and the first half of the 13th Century.

As to where Anubhfitisvariipacarya was born and lived, much has to be largely inferred

from odd references. Though we may infer he was born in South Indial?5, perhaps

122 arl Potters bibliography (http:/facultywashington.edu/kpotter/ckeyt/txt3.htm )

123L. Vasudeva Sarma, Preceptors of Advaita 1968 T.Mahadevan. ISBN-13: 9788185208510 Samata

Books, Chennai, India

124 Bhamati, Commentary of Vacaspatimisra on Brahmasiitrabhasya of Sri Sankara, with the

Kalpataru of Amalananda and the Parimala, Nirnaya Press, Bombay,1917.

125 Daksinadesa


http://faculty.washington.edu/kpotter/ckeyt/txt3.htm
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Kumbhakonam,'2¢  because he was a Hayagriva'?’” worshipper, and this is where such

worship is centred in India.

According to Shastri Navala Kishor’s12¢ Bhiimika, Anubhiitisvartipacarya, who was the

original author of Sarasvata-vyakaranam, as well, and some say of the Sarasvata-siitras

themselves, (although it is mainly attributed to Narendracarya (10th century)). He was an

exalted hermit of Varanasi. Moreover he was a monk following the sect of Hayagriva

worship and a disciple of a Sarasvata-sannyasin in Varanasi where he became learned in

Vyakarana, Nyaya and Vedanta.

It may be that from Varanasi he went on to Uttara Prade$a to find Anandabodha (1050 to

1150 A.D.) as his teacher. Anandabodha had Atmavasa and Vimuktatma as his teachers and

seems to have agreed to be the teacher of Anubhitisvariipa. We only know that

“Anandabodha came from Uttara Bharata, i.e. North India, Uttara Pradeéa.”129

126

cf. verse at end of Sisyahitaisini (intro. page 24)

127Hayagriva is a horse-headed avatara of the Lord Visnu in Hinduism. See appendix for more

detail.

128 Shastri Navala Kishor, Bhiimika p.9 v 19 ed. of Candrakirti Muni’s commentary v 19 kartasya

kasyam anubhiitisvaripam asid udasi mahatam varenyam dr.m.joshi p.4 Sarasvati-sanyasi -Haygriva

sect.

129 Potter p. 512 and Thangaswami p. 239.
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He seems to have later gone, perhaps with his teacher Anandabodha to live in the
borders of Gujarat, Kathiawar district, and Dwaraka for advanced study of Nyaya and
Vedanta. Tripathil® says that the fact that Janardana (i.e Anandagiri) was his pupil and that
the study of Sarasvata-Prakriya has prevailed especially in Gujarat from the 13th century
makes it probable that he had a long stay in Gujarat (in Kathiawad), and perhaps in

Dwaraka.

Coming now to Anubhiitisvartipacarya’s disciples, clearly the most important
and influential was Anandagiri.’3! TMTriparthi has dated Anandagiri, 1260-1320,
native of Gujarat who apparently became Dvaraka’s Sarikarapithadhisa, though some
regard him as native of Andhra Pradesh in South India, (his other names being
Janardana, Anandajfiana, Anandajiianagiri, Anandasaila, and Bodhaprthividhara).
This famous commentator on Vedanta says that his work Tattvaloka is a companion
to Prakatarthavivarana, written by his teacher, vidya-quru, Anubhiitisvartipacarya in
the middle of 13th century. (This is also accepted by Dasgupta.) He also refers to him

in several other places (viz.Taittiriyopanisad bhasya-vyakhyaya,p.31; Mundaka-bhasya-

130 T.M.Triparthi( Tarksamgraha of Anandajiiana ,introduction. GOS, 1917 ‘as in ‘Tarkasamgraha’
Janardana as Anandagiri is described as Dvarakadhisa and Dvarakadhipati (p.142).

131 TM Triparthi Tarksamgraha of Anandajnana ,introduction. GOS, 1917
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vyakhyaya p.32; Kenopanisad-bhasya-vyakhyaya p.23; Kathopanisad- bhasya-vyakhyaya
p.122- Anandasram Sanskrit Series.) However his ‘diksa-guru was Suddhananda pupil
of Citsukhacarya(1120-1220 AD). At the end of his commentary (Tarkaviveka) on the
Padarthatattvanirnaya of Anandanubhava or Gangapuri Bhattaraka, Anandagiri says
he wrote it during the rule of Nrsirhdeva of Kalinga (i.e. Orisssa) that is either
Narasimha I (AD 1238-64) or Narasimha II (AD 1278-1306) so he flourished in the

thirteenth century.

At the end of the Tattvaloka, Janardana acknowledges his indebtedness to the
Prakatarthavivarana. A careful study of which S.A.Upadhyaya states, shows that
Janardana has more or less followed the mode of argument adopted by
Anubhitisvartipacarya in his Prakatarthavivarana and even quite often used words
and expressions, found in the latter!32. Although, according to S.A.Upadhyaya!3?, the
traditional list of Doarakapitha-Acaryas does not refer directly to Anandajfiana, nor
to the identification of Visvanubhava and Viévartipa as equal to Sure$vara, as
T.M.TIriparthi claims, so this inference still needs corroborative evidence. From his

specifically paying obeisance to Dvarakadhisa in the Tattvaloka we can infer that he

132 Tnttvaloka, Introduction, S.A.Upadhyaya pp. xxii-xxv Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Delhi. 1969

133 jbid. S.A.Upadhyaya p.xv
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was staying in Kathiawad, Gujarat and perhaps in Dvaraka, as perhaps was his vidya-

guru Anubhitisvartipacarya .

Another pupil of Anubhitisvartipacarya was Narendragari or Narendrapuri. He
was author of a Tippana on I$a Upaninad-Saitkarabhasya and a commentary on
Paficapadika-vivarana as well as some kind of commentary on
Anubhitisvartipacarya’s Sarasvataprakriya since his name is mentioned by
Amrtabharati’s in his commentary on Sarasvata-prakriya. A pupil of Narendragari
was Prajiananda’34 (1300-1400), the author of Tattva-prakasika, (a commentary on the
Tattvaloka), in which he bows to Anubhfitisvartipacarya in the third verse as his

Parama-guru as well as to Narendragari as his gurus’3®. Also Gayapalacarya author of

‘Darpanatika greatly respected by Anubhiitisvarfipacarya, for he calls him Acarya in
connection with BS 2.3.50 abhasa eva ca ‘And (the individual soul) is only reflection

(of the Supreme Soul/Self)’.

In addition we can consider individuals with whom Anubhiitisvartipacarya
disagrees. It is clear that his main opponents within Advaita are those who he sees as
compromising the purity of Adi Sankara’s teaching, which includes especially
Mandana Misra and Vacaspati Misra, by regarding the jiva as the asraya/abode of
avidya/ignorance which would thus be treating the jiva as aneka/many. Similar are

those in his own generation like Suddhananda, and Citsukha who compromise the

134 TM Tripathi’s intro. to Tarkasamgrah GOS 11,1917

135 E.A.Solomon.éisyahituisinitikﬁ’ on Sri Harsa’s ‘Khandanakhandakhadya’,(1990) Gujarat University
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Advaita in the direction of what Adi Sankara calls jiianakarma-samucchaya//combining
knowledge with action” as a means to liberation in opposition to the fundamental
teaching of Adi Sankara that only through knowledge is liberation possible.
Furthermore they are largely wedded to the theory of avacchedavada/ ‘delimitation’
to explain the nature of the soul. On the analogy of the apparent limitation of the
artless ether by a pot, so the artless Absolute is said to be conditioned as it were by
avidya. This contrasts to Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s exposition of the pratbimbavada
theory that the soul is a reflection of the Absolute Brahman even though it is without
shape, because there is no rule that an object like the soul does not have to have a

material shape. Thus he strongly defends the Kevaladvaita of Adi Sankara.

Anubhitisvartipacarya calls Vacaspati MiSra, as we have stated, ‘"Mandana-
prstasevl ['simply obedient servant to the thought of Mandana’ not only in his
magnum opus, ‘Prakatartha-vivarana’136 but also in the éisyahitaisim‘tikc‘z’137because of
Vacaspati Midra’s strong leaning towards the views of Mandana Misra, who was
regarded as harbouring Piirva-mimamsa ritualist views from his earlier life and

supporting jiianakarma-samucchaya/the combination of the way of ritualism with that

136 Prakatartha-vivarana’PK p.789 commentary on BS 3.4.48

137 p. 324 E.A.Solomon.Sisyahitaisinitikﬁ’ on $r1 Harsa’s ‘Khandanakhandakhadya’,(1990) Gujarat University
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of knowledge instead of subscribing to Adi Sankara’s teaching that knowledge alone

liberates.

So Anubhiitisvartipacarya also points out that one of his contemporaries,
Citsukha (1220-1284) who wrote Tattvapradipika with commentary by Pratyksartipa
called Nayanprasadini ascribes ‘Ekajivavada’ to the ‘Istasiddhi’ of Vimuktatman.
According to ‘Ekajivaviada’ the knowledge of Brahman arises to the aspirant who is
the only soul, from the preceptor, the Upanisads and from the worship of God,
although they are only apparently real. The soul whose avidya is removed by the
rise of the knowledge of Brahman remains in its own self-luminous nature which is
liberation. The liberated soul does not remain as a jivanmukta. Since according to
this view there is no other soul excepting the one who has attained the knowledge
of Brahman, the state of jivanmukta is not admitted. Thus according to ‘Ekajivavada’ it
is Brahman that undergoes transmigration and gets liberated. This view according to
Anubhitisvartipacarya has been attributed falsely, to Vimuktatman because it goes

against the Brhadaranyakopanisad 1.4.1013 “Whoever among the divine beings or the

138 Brhadaranyakopanisad 1.4.10 “tad yo yo devanam pratyabudhyata sa eva tad abhavat tatharsinam tatha

manusyanam”.
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sages or men realises Brahman becomes Brahman’, which is declaring the

existence of many souls.

Citsukha also wrote a commentary on Srikharsa’s Khandanakhandakhadya’, and on
Anandabodha’s Nyaya-makaranda and Pramanaratna-malai— and the Brahmasiitra-
Bhasya of Sankara, called Bhasya-Bhavaprakasika, which could suggest a certain
rivalry between them! Citsukha is preceptor of Sukhaprakasa and vidya-guru of
Amalananda and possibly of Anandagiri.13® However, Anubhtitisvariipacarya refers
to him as ‘Traipurasalagrama -updsaka’, i.e. worshipper of Siva and Vispu and a
religionist, so not well inclined to the discipline of Vedantic metaphysical thought.
Amalananda’s (1247-1347) ’§c‘zstradarpana’ which closely follows the Bhamati of
Vacaspati, criticises Anubhiitisvartipacarya, as well as in his Kalpataru on the
Bhamati. Sukhaprakasa was his vidya-guru. A junior contemporary of
Anubhitisvartipacarya, Citsukha was the preceptor of Sukhaprakasa and so the
vidya-paramaguru or grand preceptor of Amalananda. It is also believed that
Suddhananda, the diksa-guru of Anandagiri was Citsukha’s 40pupil. From this it

seems that Amalananda was a junior contemporary of Anubhiitisvariipacarya.

139 §rikantha Sastri Indian Historical Quarterly XIV A Bibliographical Survey p.410

140 pp.245-251 R Thangaswami
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According to Srikantha Sastri, Anandagiri also must have been Sukhaprakasa’s'4!
pupil as well. This perhaps explains why Anubhiitisvartipacarya perhaps felt bitter

about Citsukha and his line of pupils!42.

We shall now systematically consider the nine known works of
Anubhitisvariipacarya in a sequence that may possibly correspond to the order of

their original composition according to Solomon!43.

Thus a possible order and context of Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s works can reasonably

be taken as the following:

(i) “Sangraha’** on Anandabodha’s ‘Nyayamakaranda’, possibly composed in
Gujarat. Among other things it refutes the doctrine of the plurality of selves
maintained by the Vaisesikas, the Samkhyas, the Jainas and the Prabhakara

Mimamsakas.

141 p 410.Indian Historical Quarterly Quarterly XIV “Advaita Vedanta Literature- A Bibliographical Survey”
142 p 41 A.Solomon

143 jbid. E.A.Solomon Introduction.§isyahitaisim‘tikd " on Sri Harsa’s ‘Khandanakhandakhadya’,(1990) Gujarat

University

144 “Sgrgraha’ on Anandabodha’s ‘Nyayamakaranda’in manuscript form in Tekkematham, Kochin, Kerala and

a transcript is available at the Adyar library, Madras
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(ii) “Candrika’%s on Anandabodha’s ‘Nyayadipavali where by inference he proves
the falsity of the world- appearance/maya on the analogy of the illusory silver which

Anubhitisvartipacarya develops further.

(iii) ‘Nibandhana'1% on Anandabodha’s ‘Pramanamald’, proving the Self is of the
nature of pure consciousness using similar arguments to that in his ‘Candrika’ on

Anandabodha’s Nyayadipavali.

(iv) “Istasiddhi-Vivarana’*7where Anubhatisvartpacarya expounds at length
regarding Maya, Jiva, [$vara, Bandha and Mukti. As in his Gaudapadiya-bhasya-tippana’
he refers to some Advaitin writer, (perhaps Citsukha) whom he accuses of not having
seen the ‘Istasiddhi’ of Vimuktatman, teacher of Anandabodha one of his teachers,
and so of wrongly attributing ‘Ekajivavada’ to him. Anubhitisvartipacarya describes

him, as was said previously as an ‘Updsaka’ of Traipura Salgrama averse to

145 Candrikd’ on Anandabodha’s ‘Nyayadipavali’(Deccan College 766 of 1891-95; Madras Des.Cat.
15306.Published in the Annals of oriental research, University of madras, 1954-58

146 ‘Nibandhana’ on Anandabodha’s ‘Pramanamald-Madras Trien.Cat.R.3268. edited with
Anubhiitisvartipacarya’s Nibandhana and Citsukha’s Sambandhokti, AOR 14,1957-58, 54-72 S.Subrahmanya
Sastri . Published first in the Advaita Sabha Series, Kumbakonam, 1956

147 “Istasiddhi-vivarana’ Madras Govt.Oriental MSS, Library, Mad.trien.Cat.-R.No 4384 Dr. R. Krishnamurthi
Sastrigal 2006 Adi Sankara Advaita Research Centre, Chennai, India. which was the basis of the commentary

by Jiianottama, and formerly wrongly treated as the author.


https://www.exoticindiaart.com/book/author/dr+r+krishnamurthi+sastrigal
https://www.exoticindiaart.com/book/author/dr+r+krishnamurthi+sastrigal
https://www.exoticindiaart.com/book/publisher/adi+sankara+advaita+research+centre+chennai
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Brahmavidya. Here too he rebuts the Naiyayakas who had made fun of the Istasiddhi
as a storehouse of Jatyuttaras/higher casts’, counterfeit or sophistical answers or
rejoinders, resembling answers (uttara) because they are stated in the place of correct
answers. However the potency of his arguments against their dualism is never
countered! E.Solomon!$ speculates that Anubhiitisvaripacarya became inclined to
write his commentary on the Istasiddhi after his three commentaries on the works of
his immediate teacher Anandabodha, who was himself pupil of the great Advaitin
Vimuktatman. That in turn may have led him to write his own tippanas on the

bhasyas of Sankara on the Bhagavad Gita, Gaudapadiya-karika and Brahma Siitra.

(v) “Gitabhasya-tippana’*This Tippana on Sankara’s Bhagavadgitabhasya, with the
commentaries of Anandagiri and Bellankonda-Ramaraya-Kavi is brief, explaining
only the textual portions which are difficult, for example in  Ch.2 vv 11ff

Anubhfitisvariipacarya criticises Bhaskara and his theory of Jiiana-karma samuccaya.

148 p.44 E.A.Solomon Introduction. éisyahitaisinitikﬁ " on Sri Harsa’s ‘Khandanakhandakhadya’,(1990) Gujarat

University

19 “ Gitabhasya-Tippana’,MSS Adyar library; Catalogue 1, p138b Sri Daksinamirti Matha 2015 with the

commentaries of Anandagiri and Bellankonda-Ramaraya-Kavi
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(vi) “Gaudapadiya-Sarnkarabhasya-tippana’’, is an extremely important work on
the seminal text of Advaita, where Anubhiitisvartipacarya among other things
criticises ‘Ekajivavada’ and ‘sarva-mukti clarifying his position on the plurality of
Jivas and the untenability of mukti for all when one is released. Equally significant
with ‘Prakatartha- Vivarana’, although to date almost unknown to the scholarly
world, is this Tippanam on the first major text of Advaita Vedanta the Mandiikya-
Gaudapadiya-bhasya.

Especially significant we shall see later are his comments on Asparsa-Yoga/ ‘the Yoga
which is contactless since it has no relation with anything, as in it there is not two” in
Manditkya-Karika 3.39 and 4.1.151, as well of course his commentary on verses 2. 20-28

not commented on at all by Adi-Sankara.

(vii) ‘Prakatartha-Vivarana’l3 on ‘Brahma Siitra éaﬁkarabhﬁsya’.

Anubhiitisvartipacarya’s most famous Advaita work is the first complete

150 ‘Gaudapddz‘ya—ém’zkarabhdsyu-Tippana’, MSS . Two in Tekkematham, Kochin. Ed. S.R. Krishnamurti Sastri
(1978) Sanskrit Education Society, Madras.

17

151 3,39,41 Mandikya-Gaudapadiya Sarikara-bhasya-Tippanam.” sarvasambandhakhyasparéavarjitatoat
Swami .Gambhirananda(2000) Eight Upanisads, Advaita Ashram, Calcutta

152 Pragkatartha-vivarana’ on ’Bmhma—Sﬁtm-éar'zkambhﬁsya’,ed. T.R.Chintamani, Madras University Sanskrit
Series 9, 1939.
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commentary on the Brahmasiitrabhasya composed with the explicit purpose of
rescuing the tradition from the influence of “Mandanamis’ra-prstha-sevi/slavish
follower of Mandana’”,  Anubhitisvariipacarya’s term for Vacaspatimisra, the
composer of the famous Bhamati, the first full commentary on  Brahma Siitra
Sarikarabhasya.

Here Anubhiitisvarfipacarya discusses Maya, Ajiiana, I$vara, plurality of jivas, and
the impossibility of release for all when one attains release, which can be compared
with those in Anubhatisvartipacarya’s ‘Istasiddhi-Vivarana’. He severely criticises
Bhaskara for his bheda-abheda theory and Jiiana-karma samuccaya views as well as
Vacaspati’s views embodied in his famous commentary on the Sarikara bhisya on the
Brahma-sutra, the Bhamati. Amalananda, in his commentary Kalpataru on the Bhamati
rejects Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s criticisms! V.Raghavan!3 describes the Prakatartha-
Vivarana as a vivarana on the Brahma Siitra Saﬁkarubhdsya in the line of the
‘pratibimba-vada’, criticising Vacaspati’s line found in his Bhamati on Brahma Siitra

Sarikarabhasya.

153 V.Raghavan “ Anubhiitisvariipacarya- Author of Prakatarthavivarana, ‘Istasiddhivivarana’, etc. pp.352-368
Annals o the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Vol. XXIII, 1942.
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(viii) ’éisyahitaisini_tikﬁ’lM on Sri Harsa’s( 1075-1175 A.D.) ‘Khandanakhandakhadya’,
which refutes the definitions of the Nyaya system upholding the reality of the
categories of experience. He aimed to show that the world and all worldly
experiences are only phenomenal and unreal, the only reality being the self-
luminous Brahman of the nature of pure Consciousness. Sri Harsa contends that
whatever is known by the pramanas is really indefinable and unreal, having only
relative existence based on empirical modes and conventions.
Anubhiitisvartipacarya’s ‘ Sisyahitaisinitika-Tiki' was probably written while he was in
Gujarat, and is effectively the first full commentary available, because Citsukha’s is

incomplete.

(ix) Sarasvata-Prakriyals5, and according to some also the author of the Sarasvata-
siitras (of the Sarasvata School of Grammar). The fact that this was apparently written
while Anubhiitisvartipacarya was living in Gujarat would partly explain why it was
so popular there from the twelfth century right up to the last century, makes it

probable that he had a long stay in Gujarat (Kathiawad), perhaps in Dwaraka.

154 E.A.Solomon Introduction .éisyahitaisiniﬁkﬁ " on Sri Harsa’s ‘Khandanakhandakhadya’,(1990) Gujarat

University

155 Sarasvata-Prakriyd, Sanatkumar Joshi (2011) Mahiman publishing House, Vadora, India.
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Anubhiitisvartipacarya was author of the Sarasvata-prakriya as well as some say of
the Sarasvata-siitras themselves, often attributed to Narendracarya (10th century).
He was apparently a monk following the sect of Hayagriva worship and a disciple of
some Sarasvata-sannydsin in Varanasi where he became very learned in Vyakarana,
Nyaya and Vedanta. He salutes Hayagriva, his favourite deity, whose blessings he
invokes for all good persons, at the beginning and end of most of his works,
including the Sisyahitaisini, Sarasvata-prakriya, Pramanamald-nibandhana, and the
beginning of Nyayadipavali-Candrika .He pays homage to Sarasvati as well as Laksmi-
Nrsimha.

In the Sarasvata-prakriya there is found a most interesting controversial discussion
on Anubhiitisvartipacarya’s use of the form purmiksu in the court. TM.Tripathil5
explains the word pums, viz. puriksu (locative plural) as an incorrect reading, which
should have been pumsu but takes this form because the word asambhave/regarding
the unborn or birthless Persons’- the plural indicating plurality of respect. The
tradition is that ‘One day Anubhiitisvariipacarya was speaking in the court and in
the course of a debate he uttered puritksu instead of the grammatical form pumsu.

Scholars present asked for an explanation and he gave as his authority the Sarasvata-

156 T. M Tripathi intro.p.x.
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Siitras. He was asked to produce the work. He went home and propitiated goddess
Sarasvati and obtained the grammar from Sarasvati in one night! This tradition is
supported by the fact that there is a special siitra here for the formation of pumitksu in
the sense of Paramatman, the Supreme Self and this form is not found in any other
grammar!?. Next day he removed the doubts of the scholars of the court (by
manifesting his grammar).

In the Sarasvata-Siutras and Prakriya of Anubhitisvariipacarya we find in the
section on hasanta pumlinga $abdas i.e. consonant ending masculine words!>8 this
unique form .

Anubhitisvartipacarya says that in the case of this word Pums k-agama ( augment k)
occurs before the termination to show that plurality is impossible in regard to
‘pums’ that is to say Purusa or Atman. Raghavan says!® if asambhave pumsah kaka san
is a siitra, it would be one of the proofs to show that Anubhiitisvartipacarya himself

composed the siitras also. However the number of the Sarasvata-Siitras in the MSS

157 gsambhave pumsah kaka san 746 note 2 Cau) Caukhamamudritapustakam ‘Paramapuruse..punksu,

laukikesu purusesu pumsu’ [p.293 M.SJoshi Mahiman, Vadodara 2011

158 ‘gsambhave pumsah kak sau. Asambhave’rthe pumsasabdasya kag-agamo bhavati supi pare. kakareh

kitkaryarthah. Akara uccaranarthah. asambhave iti ko'rthah . Vedantaikavedasya paramatmana

bahutvasambhave vicye satt pumsasabdasya kag-agamobhavati sufi pare.'...

159 V. Raghavan says p.358
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and commentaries is not uniform and in Ramasrama’s Siddhanta Candrika, a gloss

directly on the siitras, this siitra is not found. Thus it must be a vaktavya, or varttika,

i.e a supplementary sub-rule introduced by the Prakriyakara of

Anubhiitisvariipacarya and to the composition of the system of Sarasvata Grammar.

In a footnote to this anecdote Mr. Tripathi draws attention to a passage in the

Sarasvata dipika of Satyaprabodha Bhattaraka (1498 AD)which explains the form

puritksu and cites its occurrence in a verse in the Istasiddhi of Vimuktatman. In the

Sarasvata siitras and Prakriya of Anubhitisvartipacaryal®® we find in the section on

Hasantapumlinga Sabdas, bearing out the observation of Satyabodha quoted by T.M.

Tripathil®l.

As to any indication of anything personal about Anubhfitisvartipacarya, we find

in his mangala verses he even expresses his oneness with Brahman. He has anustubh

verses in place of, or in addition to the Marngala verses either at the beginning of at

the end of his work or sections of them. In these he usually makes a statement as to

his being the Supreme Brahman.

160 Prakriya of Anubhiitisvarupacarya p. 153 Purvarddha, Haridas Skt Series,

161 TM. Tripathi. Tarkasarigraha p.X
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He also has a verse which seems to contain allusion to some personal detail about

himself, as someone who had studied the works well, but could not devote

attention to the works for a long time, and so felt distressed for not being able to

comment on them or explain them (vakya-asamarthya) in more detail. It is for such a

person that Anubhatisvartipacarya wrote his glosses for the removal of that samtapa/

distress162!

Anubhitisvartipacarya’s works are mainly to explain difficult portions of texts,

rather than enter into lengthy refutations of other’s views. He alludes at such places

to the refutations of these views by others. If he feels passages are easy to

understand he remarks that such a portion is spastarthah/having obvious meaning’.

If we consider the range of texts which Anubhfitisvartipacarya’s corpus includes it

is I believe not unreasonable to agree with many of Jason Schwarz’s163 insights into

the possibly pivotal role Anubhiitisvariipacarya plays in the early modern history of

Advaita Vedanta. One of the interesting and important things these texts appear to

propose is a meeting of apparently Yogic and Aduvaitic ideas centering on the key role

162 E.Solomon makes a very interesting speculative comment ‘p. 27 Could he be referring to his Guru who

could not find time to devote time to such works, however much he wanted to? Sri Harsa?

163 Schwarz, J. Parabrahman Among the Yogins 21, ITHS pages 345-389(2017)
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of anubhava or anubhiiti/fexperience as perhaps related to the third of the key Advaitic

triad, $ravanam, mananam and nididhyasanam, famously given by Yajfiavalkya in the

Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.4.5 and 4.5.6.164

These works effectively incorporate an advanced form of Yogic meditation into the

practice of Advaita. He thereby seems to meet certain needs of the community by

perhaps expressing a theology suitable to ascetic and non-ascetic alike.

This thesis argues that these texts propose a distinctive merging of Yogic and

Advaitic ideas, which have important implications for Advaitic practice, i.e. subtle

body practices, at this point in history, which mark a key development in the Advaita

Vedanta teaching.

As Jason Schwarz165 puts it “ Anubhiitisvartipacarya seems to have set out to

establish a tradition of interpretation, with institutional ties to the region around

Dwaraka, offering comprehensive readings of the key scholastic texts of Advaita.”

164 Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.4.5 and 4.5.6."atma va are drstavy:$rotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyo Maitreyi”.

Mukti Upanisad 1. “Sravanamanananididhyasani..”

165 Schwarz, J. Parabrahman Among the Yogins IJHS pages 345-389(2017)
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A complete list of his major works which we have just briefly outlined gives one a
sense of a hugely important teacher of AdvaitaVedanta seeking to maintain the purity

of Adi Sankara’s teaching.

Chapter 2: Vacaspati Misra Bhamati tradition and

the Vivarana Tradition of

Padmapada and his Paficapadika

Padmapada (fl.740A.D.) was, as has been stated, possibly Sankara’s earliest and
most revered direct disciple. His Paficapadika is a commentary on the first four siitras

of Sankara’s Brahmasiitrabhdsya. It is not clear whether Padmapada’s work went
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beyond this point, but this is all that has come down to us. He seems to have
diverged from Sankara in his description of avidya, designating prakrti as avidya or

ajiiana.

Vacaspati MiSra — Bhamati prasthana

Vacaspati Misra (fl.960A.D.) wrote so broadly on various branches of Indian
philosophy that later Indian scholars called him ‘one for whom all systems are his
owrn', or in Sanskrit, a sarva-tantra-sva-tantra. Vacaspati MiSra was a prolific scholar
and his writings include bhisyas on key texts of almost every one of the six orthodox
Darsanas of Vedic philosophy with notes on nastika/heterodox traditions Buddhism,
Jainism and Carvikas.1%6 He also wrote one non-commentatorial work, Tattvabindu/

Drop of Truth, focusing on Mimamsa theories of sentence meaning.

Vacaspati Misra is credited with influential commentaries such as

Tattvakaumudi on the Sarikhyakarika, Nyayasucinibandha on the Nyaya-siitras;

166 Larson, G. J. and Bhattacharya, R. S. (1987). The Encyclopedia Indian Philosophies, Volume 4,
Princeton University Press, pp.301-312
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important texts on Advaita Vedanta like Nyayakaniksa (an Advaita work on the science

of reason), Tattva-vaisaradi on the Yoga Siitras and others.167

He also wrote the Brahmatattva-samiksa, a commentary on Mandana Misras
Brahmasiddhi, which provides the link between Mandana Misra and Adi Sankara and
attempts to harmonize Sankaras thought with that of Mandana Misra.

According to Advaita tradition as previously referred to, Sanikara
reincarnated as Vacaspati Misra ‘to popularise the Advaita System through his
Bhamati’ commentary on the most famous work of Sankara, ‘the Brahmasiitrabhasya'.

It is believed that his most famous work ‘Bhamati’ was inspired by his devout
wife. The ‘Bhamati’ tradition is derived from this Bhamati.166The ‘Bhamati’ tradition
takes an ontological approach. It sees the Jiva as the source of avidya. It sees
meditation as the main factor in attaining liberation, while the study of the Vedas

and reflection are additional factors.169

167 Isaeva, N. (1993). Shankara and Indian Philosophy. USA: State University of New York Press, pp.66 and

124

168 Roodurmum, p.39

169 ibid. p.37
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In summary, Vacaspati Misras Bhamati attempts to harmonize Sankara’s
thought with that of Mandana Misra. Following this line of reasoning, later authors
in the Bhamati tradition describe the individual jiva as the locus of avidya, i.e. avidya
is ignorance or false knowledge, but it pertains to the individual, who is subject to it.
Brahman is never subject to avidya, but controls it in its capacity as I$vara. This
tradition describes two functions of avidya - one is its capacity to veil the truth/
avarana-Sakti, and the second is its capacity to project an illusion/ viksepa-sakti. It also
describes avidya in terms of a root avidya (milavidya), which is universal, and is
equivalent to maya, and an individual avidya (tulavidya), which vanishes when
Brahmajiiana arises. Thus, it develops its theses primarily along ontological lines.
However, if the individual jiva is the locus of avidya, and the individual jiva is also a
product of avidya, this would lead to an infinite regress, which the Bhamati avoids by
positing an infinite series of beginningless jivas and avidya-s.

Thangaswamil”® has suggested fifteen main assumptions of the Bhamati

prasthana:

1. Karmas are useful for giving rise to the desire to know the Self;

170 Thangaswami, R (1980). 4 Bibliographical Survey of Advaita Vedanta Literature, p. xvi Intro.
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2. The realization of Brahman arises through the instrument of the mind.

3. There is an injunction in the text ‘Atman should be realized’; (and) for that
purpose it should be heard, reflected and meditated upon’17%;

4. Meditation is the principal factor, and Vedantic study and reflection are its
subsiduary factors;

5. ‘Jiva’” is Consciousness limited by ‘ajiana’ and ‘I$vara’ is Consciousness
transcending the limiting adjuncts/upadhaya;

6. The locus and content of “ajiiana’ are different;

7. The primal agjiiana/nescience is manifold. To maintain the distinction
between bondage and release in the case of souls, Vacaspati MiSra admits a
plurality of ignorances (maya-s) severally related to each and every soul. If one
soul attains the knowledge of Brahman, then maya related to it will be
removed and that soul alone will be liberated. Other individual souls
continue to be conditioned by their respective maya-s and hence they are in

bondage.

171 “4tma va are drastavyah srotavyo mantavya nididhydsitavyo maitreyt’ Brhad 2.4.5 & 4.5.6
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According to Vacaspati Misra, the soul is the substratum of maya.1”2

8. It is only Brahman that is conditioned by the vrtti/modification of mind’

that is the content of the direct knowledge of Brahman.

9. The first factor in the fourfold-aidl”3 is the discrimination between the

Eternal/nitya or Real and the Non-Eternal/a-nitya non-Real, giving up

attachment to enjoyments here and hereafter, the fulfilment of six conditions

such as Sama/tranquility/self-restraint and dama/detachment/restraint of the

organs.

10. The injunctive-text, ‘One’s own recension of the Veda must be

studied/ svadhyayo dhyetavyah’ (based on Taittirya Upanisad 1.11.1)174 has for

its fruit the knowledge of the meaning of the Veda.

172 “Bhamati yasyaiva jivasya vidyd utpanna tasyaivavidya apaniyate, na
jivantarasya.bhinnadhikaranayoh avirodhah. tat kutah samastasamsarocchedaprasangah’, Krishna,
S.A. (Ed.) (1982) Brahma-Sitra-Bhasya (with Bhamati, Kalpataru and Parimala) (1982).
Chawkhamba Sanskrit Series Office, Varanasi, p.398

173 Brahma Siitra Bhasya 111 ‘Prasthanatraya VolVI Matrubhumi Grandhavedhi, Kerala, India(2011)V.Panoli

p-13-4 ‘nityanityastuvivekah,ihamutrarthabhogaviragah,samadamadisadhanasampat, mumuksutvarii ca’

174 ‘Svadhyayo’ dhyetavayah” Paficapadika Vivaranam Of Prakasatma Yati’, Sastri, P.S. (1997).
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11. The world-creation is explained by adopting the theory of ‘tripli-cation’
according to which Being differentiated things by making fire, water and

food triple (Chandogya Upanisad V1.4.1-4).175

12. The omniscience of Brahman is derived from the essential nature of

Brahman;

13. The mind is a sense-organ;

14. " Avidya’ is located in the “Jiva’.

15. The nature of ‘Jiva’ and ‘ISvara’ is explained by the theory of
‘avacchedavada’ and pratibimbavada. These are known as limitation theory and
reflection theory to explain the meaning of the mahavakya ‘tat tvam asi’. The
jivatma/individual soul and the paramatma/ Supreme Soul or Self have totally

opposite characteristics. Doubt as to how there could be identity between

175 “trivrtkarana’ ‘In Chandogya Upanisad, ‘creation is explained as occurring through the process of
triplication, according to which the differentiation of things proceeds according to the involvement of three
‘divinities’ corresponding to the three elements fire, water and food (or earth)’, Potter, K.H. (1981). Advaita
Vedanta Encyclopedia Indian Philosophy, Vol III, Delhi: Motilal, p.88
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them is resolved by these two theories, by pointing out that the space inside a
pot is the same as the total space and a reflection is not different from the

original that is reflected (Brahma Siddhi).17%

Vimuktatman (fl. 950 A.D.) Vimuktatman is one of the important advaitins of
the post-Safikara period. His famous work, the Istasiddhil7, is widely acclaimed as a
standard treatise. It is in much the same tradition as Prakasatman’s Vivarana
prasthana. Istasiddhi was developed further by Anubhitisvartipacarya in his
Istasiddhi-vivarana. (Cf Shastrigal.R.K.Mylapore 2006). It is one of the four Siddhi-
works, the other three being Advaitasiddhi, Brahmasiddhi and Naiskarmyasiddhi.
Except that he was a disciple of Avyayatman, nothing more is known about him. He
is said to have written one more work called Pramana-vrtti-nirnaya, which is not yet

published.

176 “gvaccheda-vada and pratibimbavada’. These are known as limitation theory and reflection theory. These theories are
intended to explain the meaning of the mahavakya ‘tat tvam asi’. The jivatma and the paramatma have totally opposite
characteristics. A doubt therefore arises as to how there could be identity between them. This doubt is resolved by
these two theories, by pointing out that the space inside a pot is the same as the total space and a reflection is not
different from the original that is reflected. In the case of reflection there is the additional feature that the
reflection is affected. Brahmasiddhi 11147 etc. Mandana Midra Sastri S.Kuppuswami (1937). Government Oriental

Library, Madras.

177 Ista Siddhi of Vimuktatman Hiriyanna, A. (1933). India: Oriental Institute of Baroda.
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Madhusudana Sarasvati, at the end of his great classic Advaita-siddhi, refers to

three Siddhi works, viz. Ista-siddhi, Naiskarmya-siddhi, and Brahma-siddhi.

The Brahma-siddhi of Mandana may be said to devote itself to the definition

(laksana) and testimony (pramana) of Brahman indicated in the expression,

The Naiskarmya-siddhi of Sure$vara is interested in showing the how of

Brahman-knowledge, i.e., whether it is by knowledge alone or by action that release

is ‘achieved” by the qualities of the reflecting medium. Thus, the jiva seems to have

acquired the qualities of the mind which is the reflecting medium. In this sense, the

reflection theory is preferable to the limitation theory which does not have any such

feature. Bhamati prefers the limitation theory while Vivarana prefers the reflection

theory. But neither of them positively rejects the other view. This is based on the

Bhumika of Polagam Srim Rama Sastri as explained by Dr. Mani Dravid Sastrigal in

2020.178

178 Sundaram, P.K. (2008). Perceptors of Advaita, Chennai: Somata Books, p.75-83
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The Ista-siddhi of Vimuktatman engages itself rather in the question of the
why of Brahman-knowledge, enquiring into the nature and cause of error, that is, the
world. In short, ontology, ethnology and epistemology may be said to be the

respective contents of these three Siddhis.

When expounding the means of release at the end of Istasiddhi Vimuktatman
explains that the intuition into the oneness of Reality alone can remove avidya
completely. For this intuition, $ravana, manana, and nididhyasana are the means.
Calmness and equanimity are prescribed till renunciation of all actions takes place.
Even sacrifices indirectly help this process by creating purity of mind. The
asambhavana (the notion of improbability) and viparita-bhavana (the notion of
contrariety) with regard to the real nature of Brahman are removed by scripture by
means of an explanation of the nature of Atman beginning with astitva/existence or

reality and ending with freedom from hunger and thirst.

The Chandogya Upanisad'” repeats nine times the declaration: tat tvam asi,

“That (Brahman) thou art (Svetaketu), dispelling every time an illusion about Reality’.

179 See Chandogya Upanisad, V1.8.7- V1.15.3
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If sravana, or hearing once only without these aforesaid means could bring
about intuition, they would be futile. When the mind is sufficiently pure to receive
the final illumination mellowed by these disciplines, then sravana, of the Vedanta
texts results in the intuition removing the specific illusion every time it is repeated.
Here too, Vimuktatman does not see eye to eye with the school of Mandana which
holds that mediate knowledge arising from $ravana, needs to be transformed into
immediacy by repeated meditation. He, on the contrary, suggests that from sravana

itself, intuition takes place, provided it comes at the top of all spiritual equipment.

Prakasatman (fl. 975 CE) Vivarana Prasthana

The name of the Vivarana prasthana is derived from Prakasatmans Paficapadika-
Vivarana, a commentary on the Paficapadika’®® of Padmapadacarya, great pupil of
Sankara, (most of which has been lost). The book was so called because Paficapadika

follows the traditional five steps in expounding a text:

180 Swami Maheshananda Giri’s Introduction to Sri Padmapadacarya’s Pajicapadika with commentaries of Sri
Prakasatmanmuni etc. S$ri Dakishinamurti Math Prakashan, Varanasi (2009) Madras Government library has

a manuscript (R- 3224), which is a commentary on Paficapadika up to the Iksadhikarana of Brahma-siitra.
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i). indicating different words by dissolving external

and internal sandhi,

ii). giving their meaning,

iii). indicating the relational subdivisions of words

iv). syntactical connections of words and,

v). removing doubts that may arise in understanding the meaning of the

work.

The term Paficapadika refers to the whole text, whereas the Vivarana by the great

scholar Prakasatman explains only a portion of the work. However, this part is so

brilliant that the perspective presented has proved more profound and enduring

even than that of the greatness of the Bhamati, and its author, Vacaspati Misra.

From the standpoint of reconciliation within the Advaita traditions of the

Brahma-siddhi and the Naiskarmyasiddhi as well as outside the Advaita traditions viz.
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Sankyha, and Nyaya, Bhamati’s contribution is momentous. However, from the
viewpoint of Sankara’s interpretations, it is not totally faithful.

Prakasatman’s Vivarana was the first to propound the theory of the Divine
power viz. milavidya or maya as being of “positive beginningless nature’ and clearly
indicated that Brahman is the wielder of this power.18! Of course, in so doing, he is

being totally faithful to Adi Sankara’s bhasya on

Gaudapadakarika 1.7182, ‘Others steeped in cogitation about creation consider
origination as an exuberance (of God), while by others it is imagined that creation

is comparable to dream or magic” expounding:

Mandiikyopanisad v.6
esah sarveSvara esa sarvajiia eso ‘mntaryamy esa yonih sarvasya

prabhavapyayau hi bhitanam | | Mandi Up_6

181 jbid. Swami Maheshananda Giri’s Introduction to Paficapadika, p. iii

182 Gaudapada karika “vibhiitim prasavam tv anye manyante systicintakah / svapnamayasariipeti systir anyair
vikalpita // MandUpK_1.7 //
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This one is the Lord of all; this one is the knower of all; this one

is the inner Director of all; this one is the Source of all; this one

is verily the place of origin and dissolution of all beings.

According to Roodurmum, ‘his line of thought [...] became the leitmotif of all

subsequent developments in the evolution of the Advaita tradition.”183

The Vivarana prasthana takes an epistemological approach. It sees Brahman as

the source of avidya. Critics object that Brahman is pure consciousness, so it cant be

the source of avidya.

It gives a clear enunciation that no knowledge occurs without an object. Some

of the main tenets of the Vivarana tradition are as follows:

i) Illusion, an indescribable/anirvacaniya object is produced from the ignorance of

the substratum. The object serves its purpose of producing objective knowledge

and may even give rise to activity. For example, seeing a rope as a snake one

might run away and hurt oneself due to fear.

183 Roodurmum, p.40.
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ii) Karma is responsible for the rise of knowledge of the Self.

iii) Knowledge of Brahman can be attained from the Upanisadic Maha-vakya texts like
tat tvam asi, ayam Atma Brahma, aham Brahmasmi and Prajiianam Brahma, each of

which is potent for Self-realization.

iv) Study/Sravanam, of these texts is the main factor in gaining jiiana, while

reflection/manana and meditation/nididhyasanam are only additional aids.

In summary, The Vivarana tradition concentrates on epistemological approaches
to establishing Advaita. Thus, these authors hold that since there is only the One

Brahman, that Itself is both the locus of avidyi and the object of avidya.

A keen analysis of perception and inference is done, through which the non-
reality of difference is established. In this approach, the later authors share company
with both Padmapada and Sureévara. The one problem which critics have with this

school of thought is that since Brahman is of the nature of pure consciousness, to
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describe Brahman as the locus of avidya would go against the omniscience of
Brahman. It would also attribute contradictory qualities, namely knowledge and
ignorance, to the same Brahman. The Vivarana authors get around this problem by
distinguishing between pure consciousness and valid knowledge (pramana-jiiana).
Pure consciousness is cit, the real essence of Brahman, but valid cognition at the
vyavaharika/worldly practical level presumes avidya. The ultimate substratum of all

cognition, and therefore also of this avidya, is Brahman.

As in expounding the nature of the Bhamati Prasthana, Thangaswami’s!8* gives

fifteen main assumptions of the Vivarana prasthana:

1. Karma is responsible for the rise of the knowledge of the Self;

2.The direct knowledge of Brahman arises from the major texts of the Upanisads;

3.There is no injunction in the Vedic text Atman should be realized’ etc. (Brhad. 2.4.5

& 4.5.6) There is however a restrictive injunction;!85

184 Thangaswami, R. (1980). Intro, A4 Bibliographical Survey of Advaita vedanta Literature, p. xvii

185 3 formal statement saying that Atman alone should be realized ...etc.
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4.Vedantic study is the principal factor, and reflection and meditation are the

subsidiary features (in knowledge);

5. Jiva’ is the reflected image of Brahman in ‘avidya’.

6.The locus/asraya and content/visaya of ‘maya’ or ‘avidya’ is the same, pure

consciousness. It alone is veiled. Prakasatmanl®¢ and Anubhitisvariipacaryals’

express this view, that pure consciousness is the locus of ‘maya’.

7The Primal nescience is one only; Prakasatman admits that maya or ajiiana is one

only.188 Anubhitisvartipacarya too expresses this view.1¥ This view is based on the

Upanisadic texts, ‘one should know then, that prakrti or nature is maya (illusion)

186 PaficapadikaVivarana p.210, ma tavad ajiianam asrayavisayabhedapeksam. kintu ekasminneva vastuni

asrayatvam dvaranafi ceti krtyadvayam sampadayati...”

187 PrakatarthaVivarana (PV), Vol.1 ‘eka tavad anadir anirvacya bhiitaprakrtih cinmatrasambandhini maya., p.3

BSB1.1.1

188 Vivarana ‘atmasrayam atmavisayar ca ajiidnam antarena andtmasu prativisayari

189 PV Vol., ‘Eka tavad anadir anirvacya bhiitaprakrtih cinmatrasambandhini maya’, p.3 BSB 1.1.1 L.22
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and that the Great Lord (Mahesvara) is the mayin (the illusion-maker) (Sveta.llp.

iv.10)190

8. The whole universe is filled with objects which are parts of His being.’

(Svetasvatara Upanisad 4.10)19! and,

“There is one unborn Female (maya, the uncaused substance of the universe)
white, red, and black (representing Sattva, rajas and tamas)...(Mahanarayana
Upanisad 12.5),192 where ‘maya’ and its equivalent ‘aja’ are used in the singular

number.

9. The content of the direct knowledge of Brahman is pure Brahman.
The first factor in the fourfold-aid193 is the discrimination between what is Eternal/

nitya and what is non-Eternal/anitya;

190 Spetasvataralpanisad, ‘mayam tu prakrtitih vidyan mayinani tu mahesvaram / tasydvayavabhitais tu vyaptam

sarvam idam jagat.// 4.10 //

191 jpid.

246 Mahanarayana Upanisad 12.5, ‘ajam ekari lohitasuklakrsnam.”
192 Vimalananda, M. (2010). Ramakrishna math, Calcutta.

193 BSB ‘1 nitya anityavastuviveka, 2 iha amutrarthabhogaviragah, 3 Sama damadi sadhanasampat,

4 mumuksutvar ca.”
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10. The injunctive- text ‘One’s own recension of the Veda must be studied %% has for

its fruit the learning of the Veda by rote not knowledge of the meaning of the Veda!

11.The world-creation is explained on the basis of the theory of quintuplication.195

12 The omniscience of Brahman is based on the modes of “avidya.”

13.The ‘mind’ is not a sense-organ; as the Mundaka 2.2.8 says,

‘When That (Brahman which) is both high and low is seen, the knot of the heart

is untied. All doubts are solved; and all his karma is consumed’1%, thus mind is

removed by knowledge of Brahman.

Anubhitisvartipacarya states it is only ‘avidya’ that is removed by the knowledge

of Brahman and not maya. The objection then would be that if knowledge of Brahman

is a modification of mind and mind is the effect of ‘avidya’, so knowledge of Brahman

194 Gastri, PS. (1997), ‘Svadhyayo’ dhyetavayah’ Panchapadika Vivaranam Of Prakasatma Yati.

195 Paficikaranavarttika or Pranavavarttika Advaita Asrama , Calcutta, (1972). p-560 - 562.
‘trivrtkarana’’attributed to Sankara. ‘In Chandogya Upanisad, creation is explained as occurring through the
process of triplication, according to which the differentiation of things proceeds according to the
involvement of three ‘divinities’ corresponding to to the three elements fire, water and food (or earth)’.
Sanikara’s comment indicates that he is not very particular about this and that the alternative accounts in
terms of quintuplication/paficikarana is equally or more appropriate in explaining certain things, especially
the quintuplicated/paficikrta five elements, earth, water, fire air and ether (5 mahabhiita) p.88, 265, 318, Potter,
K.H. (1981). Vol III Advaita Vedanta, Encyclopedia Indian Philosophy, Motilal, Delhi.

196 Mundaka 2.2.8, ‘Dhidyate hydayagranthischidyante sarvasamsayah ksiyante casya karmani tasmindrste

paravare.
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too is the effect of ‘avidya’. How is it that the effect, knowledge of Brahman, removes
its cause, ‘avidya’?

Anubhitisvartipacarya answers that, just as the fire arising from rubbing one
bamboo against another destroys the bamboos in their entirety and then gets itself
extinguished so the knowledge of Brahman, which is a mental state and thus an

effect of “avidya’ destroys its cause and gets itself destroyed.19”

14. “Avidya’ is located in Pure Consciousness.

15The nature of ‘Jiva’ and ‘I$vara’is explained by the theory of ‘pratibimba-vada’.252
The reflected face is nothing but the original with the state of reflection/
pratibimbatva superimposed upon it. It is this state which is indeterminable and the
reflected image being the same as the original is real. Padmapada’s view of
pratibimba-vada is in stark contrast to the abhasavada according to which the reflected

image as such is indeterminable.

197 IstaSiddhiVivarana p.101 “yatha vinaSyad asraya vinasakriya svasrayawm nasayati, dahasafiyogo’pi

svasryadahahetuh yatha, tatha jiianam svopadanam api nasayati svayarii ca nasyati iti na anavastha ityarthah”.
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Following Padmapada, Prakasatman in the Pasicapadhika-vivarana explains the
nature of God/I§vara and the soul/jivatma as the reflected image of Brahman, the
original bimba in avidya on the analogy of the reflection of a face in a mirror. This is
toreshadowed in the Brahmabindiipanisad, v.12
eka Eva hi bhutatma bhiite vyavasthitah. Ekadha bahudha caiva drsyte jalacandravat.
‘Only One, intuitive of all creatures, is residing in the heart of every creature. As
the reflection of the moon looks differently according to the existence of ponds,

the intuitive in its different forms is perceived’.252

The reflection theory is preferable to the limitation theory because, in the case of
reflection, there is the additional feature that the reflection is affected by the
qualities of the reflecting medium. Thus, the jiva seems to have acquired the
qualities of the mind which is the reflecting medium. In this sense, the reflection
theory is preferable to the limitation theory which does not have any such feature.

Bhamati prefers the limitation theory while Vivarana prefers the reflection theory. But
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neither of them positively rejects the other view.1%  Being, uniform and yet

multiform, it appears like moon in a pond.

Anubhitisvartipacarya while admitting an indeterminable difference between

maya and avidya says that both God and the souls are the reflected images of

Brahman, in the Prakatartha-vivarana, the Ista-siddhi-vivarana %9 and in his Tippanam

on Manditkyagaudhapadiyasankara-bhasya.200

198 Bhumika of Polagam Sri Rama Sastri, as explained by Dr. Mani Dravid Sastrigal, ‘yat punah
darpanajaladisu mukhacandradipratibimbodaharanam, tat ahankartuh anidam amso bimbad iva pratibimbarii na
brahmano vastvantaram, kintu tv eva tat, prthag avabhasaviparyaya svaripatamatram mithya iti darsayitum. V.
p.295 ‘Mukhacitsvariipayosca bimbatmatam pramimimahe mithyaméaparyudasena. na ca mithyamsasya

bandhamoksau kintu svariipasyaiva’ p.104

19 ISV ‘Idam atra rahasyam - cinmatratantra anadir anirvacya mahadadiprakrtih maya. tasyariv citpratibimba
iSvarah. bimbakalpari tu nirvikalparii brahma caitanyalambanam. tasyd eva mayayah pricchinnanantapradedesu
avaranaviksepasaktimatsu ajfianabhidhesu pratibimbitam tad eva caitanyam anantajivavyavaharaspadam bobhaviti.,
p-363

255 PV Vol 1 eka tavad anady anirvacya bhiitaprkrtis cinmatrasambandhini maya.tasyaricit pratibimba iSvarah
tatparinamair eva sarvajfiatvadiman ;

bimbakalpar nirvikalparit brahmakaivalyavalambanam.tasya eva
paricchinnanirvacyanantapradesesvajfianabhidhanesv avaranaviksepadaktimatsu pratibimbitam tad eva caitanyam

anantajivavyavaharaspadam. BSB 1.1.1, pp.3-4

200 Ma.U.K.BhT ‘atreyari prakriya - cinmatratantra anady anirvacyajianesu avaranaviksepasaktimatsu

mayavyastisu pratibimbitam tad eva caitanyam anantajivesvaspadam., p.6
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The section in the Prakatartha-vivarana in which Anubhitisvartipacarya discusses
this is called darpana-tika (Commentary on the Mirror”).201

Anubhiitisvariipacarya explains the distinction between the released souls and
the bound ones. Mayi, known as the primal cause of the world referred to above in

the Brahmabindiipanisad:

‘As the reflection of the moon looks differently and according to the existence of

ponds, the intuitive in its different forms is perceived’.

The statement in Svetasvatarallpanisad 4.10

‘But one should know Nature/ prakrti to be maya ' (‘'mayam tu prakrtim
vidyat’) is one only, gives authority for this view. Mayi possesses only the power of
projection (viksepa Sakti). However, it has indeterminable parts each consisting of the
power of concealment (dvarana $akti) and the power of projection (viksepa Sakti).
These indeterminable parts are called avidya. The reflection of pure consciousness in

maya is God with only viksepa Sakti, so there is no concealment (avarana Sakti) of his

201 PV Abhasa eva ca”...l. 19, ‘Pardcakramire catracaryah darpanatikayam ityuparabhyate. p.660 BSB 2.3.50.
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omniscience, and that in avidya is the soul/jivatma with both power of projection

(viksepa Sakti) of the characteristics of agency, enjoyership etc. and concealment

(avarana $akti) of Brahman/atman.202

Although Sureévara, Sarvajiiatman and Prakasatman consider maya to be

identical to avidya and to possess the power of concealment (avaranasakti), which

implies the non-omniscience of God, Anubhiitisvartipacarya considers maya and

avidya as two aspects of prakrti. The reflected image of Brahman in maya is God, and

since it does not have the guaranasakti it does not conceal the true nature of Brahman

from God, so God is omniscient.

On BSB 2.3.50 ‘And (the individual soul) is but a reflection (of the

Supreme).’/ abhasa eva ca’

202 Mk.Bh.T, ‘krtsnaparinamitvena amsino’vyakrtasya viksepasaktisvadbhave’pi avaranasakty abhavat tadupadhir
tsvarah ‘sarvajiio’ham’ iti prasiddhyati. paricchinnatvena tad amsanam susuptakhyajiiananam
avaranaviksepasaktimatvat tad upadhika jiva ajfiah prasiddhyanti’ p.20 v.3 of Ma.Up.3. ‘jagaritasthano
bahisprajiiah saptanga ekonavimsatimukhah sthiilabhuk vaisvanarah prathamah Padal’. The first quarter is
Vaisvanara whose sphere (of action) is the waking state, whose consciousness relates to things external,

who is possessed of seven limbs and nineteen mouths, and who enjoys gross things.
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Sankara states that the soul is not the same as Brahman; nor is it a different

entity.203 Anubhiitisvartipacarya explains;

the reflected image of a face in a mirror, for example, is not the original

sun; nor is it different from it... The state of reflection is indeterminate as it

is caused by the defect, proximity of the mirror. When the defect is

removed, the state of reflection will be removed and the face will remain as

a mere face (mukhamatram) and not as the reflection of the original face204.

Viewed in this light-the reflected image of Brahman is Brahman with characteristics

such as agency etc., superimposed upon it owing to the defect, avidya. When that is

removed by direct knowledge of Brahman arising from the mahavakya of the

Upanisads, such as tat tvam asi, the characteristics of agency, etc., presented upon

203 BSB 2.3.50, ‘abhdsa eva ca esa jiva parasyatmano jalasiryakadivat pratipattavyah. na sa eva saksat, napi

vastvantaram’.

204 PV, Vol 2,p.659.1.18 on BS 2.3.50. “yatha darpena mukhapratibimbam darpane mukhapratibimbari

darpanadhinatvat pratibimbabhavah svopacarato darpanakrtamucyate, tatra yatha darpanakrtameva alpatvama
ltimasatfvadi bhati, tatha citpratibimbe jive pi yatkificidabrahmsvarapam bhati , tat sarvam avidyakrtam eveti
bandhasidhih. yatha ca pratibimbar bimbam eveti vakyenopadhitat sthatavyavartanena

mukhasvaripaikyam eva laksyate, tatatha ‘tat tvam asi’ ityavidya - tat sthatvavyapohnanena sabahyabhyantaradig
desakalanavacchinnacaitanyam jyotisvariupaikyamev laksyati iti ko pyatravakarah.
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Brahman would be removed and what would exist then is the non-dual Brahman

which is Liberation.205

The Consciousness that serves as the original (bimba-caitanya) is the one in

which the released soul would remain. When a particular soul attains the

knowledge of Brahman, its limiting adjunct, avidya will be removed; and the soul will

remain as the original consciousness. This is liberation. The other avidya-s continue

to exist and the jivatma-s remain in bondage until they attain the knowledge of

Brahman. The latter does not remove maya, whose transformation is the world.

Hence the bound souls experience the objects of the world. The released soul,

however, does not experience the world that exists, like the blind man does not

experience the colour that exists.206

205 PV, “‘yatha darpane mukhapratibimbarii darpanadhinatoat pratibimbabhavah svopacararato darpanakrtam ucyate,
tatra yatha darpanakrtam eva alpatvamalimstvadi bhati, tat sarvam avidyakytam eveti bandhasiddhih. yatha ca
pratibimbam bimbam eveti viakyenopadhitatsthatavyavartanena mukhasvariipaikyam eva laksyate, tatha ‘tat tvam

asi’ ityavidya tatsthatvariipaikyameva laksayati iti ko’pyatravakarah,” p.659, 1.18ff BSB 2.3.50

206 PV Vol.1 ‘Eka tavad anadir anirvacya bhitaprakrtih cinmatrasambandhini maya. tasyar citpratibimba isvarah.
...bimbakalparii tu nirvikalpakarin brahma kaivalyavalambanam. tasya eva paricchinnanirvacyanantapradeSesu
ajfianadidhanesu avaranaviksepasaktimatsu pratibimbitam caitanyam anantajivavyavaharaspadam.... yasya
bimbakalpanirvikalpabrahmatmanubhavah tasya svopadhyajiianabhange tajjantahkaraniapasarane
pramatytvanupapattau  svariipavasthanam muktihsajjaghatiti. yastu mayavivarto mahabhiitah prapaficah sa

vidyamano’pi nirandriyeneva riiparit nanubhobhiiyate’. p.3, BSB 1.1.1 L.22. Mk Bh, p.17.
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Furthermore, Anubhiitisvaripacarya does not recognize maya and avidya as

distinct principles, rather he advocates their identity.

Advaita Theory of Error in Bhamti and Vivarana Prasthanas

The Advaita theory of error is said to be the logical consequence of the failure of
non-Aduvaitic theories to provide an adequate explanation of the phenomenon of

error. These rival theories like that of Bhaskara, interpret such siitras as BSB 2.3.50

‘And (the individual soul) is only a reflection (of the supreme Self) to be
sure’(abhasa eva ca) in the sense that the doctrines of Advaita are false, not aware
of the full implications of pratibimbavada, stating that pratibimba is avastu not

real’.

According to Bhaskara there are only two categories - real and absolute

nothing. Unlike the Advaitins he does not admit a third category, anirvacaniya.

So, if pratibimba is avastu, not real’, then it is an absolute nothing like a hare’s
horn, an absolute nothing not eligible for liberation. So according to Bhaskara the

theory that the soul is the reflected image of Brahman is wrong.
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Anubhitisvartipacarya in accord with the Vivarana prasthana in his

Prakatartha-Vivarana rejects Bhaskara’s objection, identifying his theory of error as

anyathakhyati. According to pratibimbavada the original appears as if present inside

the limiting adjunct. It is not a non-real entity or avastu as Bhaskara thinks. His

criticism is answered in the Vivarana?0” and Anubhiitisvariipacarya records so in

Prakatartha-Vivarana.208

Anubhitisvartipacarya further argues that the grounds on the basis of which

it is said that Brahman cannot undergo reflection are not valid.

In commenting on BSB on BS 3.2.20, ‘Since Brahman has entered into the

limiting adjuncts, it seems to participate in their increase and decrease , The

illustration is apt since the illustration and the thing illustrated have propriety from

this point of view.209

207 Vivarana p. 294

208 PV ‘tatra asaul[bhaskarah] svapararahasyanabhijia iti Socya eva. tatha hi svapakse tavat
tasyanyathakhyativaditvat desantare sad eva mukhariv darpanasamsystari bhati. tatra samsargabhiaso vibhramah
mukhavabhasas tu avibhrama eva. asmakam api nedarii mukham iti svariipabadhabhavat. natra mukham kintu
madiyam eveti de$asamsargamatrabadhaya svariipaikyapratyabhijiagnat ekasmin  ekade$asthe mukhe bhedo

bhinnadesasthatn ca anirvacya bhatiti kutah pratibimbasyopadhisthataya.

209 BS 3.2.20 ‘vrddhihrasabhaktvamantarbhavadubhayasamaiijyadevam
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BSB 3.2.20 ‘Since Brahman is inside limiting adjuncts, it participates, as it

were in their increase and decrease. The illustration (comparisons of the soul to

sun’s reflections etc.) is proper since the two things compared have validity from

that view point’(Brhadaranyakopanisad 1.4.10)210.

He reduces those grounds to, ‘Brahman cannot undergo reflection; because it

has no material and also because its limiting adjunct is not located in a place distant

from it.” Also, he affirms that the grounds on the basis of which it is concluded that

Brahman cannot undergo reflection are false, and the pratibimbavada is free from

defect.2l1

In contrast, Vacaspati Miéra advocates the theory of delimitation or

avacchedavida to explain the nature of the soul/jivatma, and not pratibimbavada on the

grounds that reflections are always possible only in respect of those objects which

210 BSB 3.2.20 ‘Vyddhihrasabhaktvam antarbhavad ubhayasamiijasyad evam.

211 pV. ‘Brahma na pratibimbabhavari gantum arhat amirtatoat...
vicchinnadesasthopadhidhuratvat....iti dravyayoge tavad aprayojakatvam ekari diisanam . riipe canaikantah,
rilpavatah siiryadeh pratibimbabhave riipasyapi pratibimbasyavarjaniyatvat ityasyakase vyabhicarah sphuta
eveti nodbhavitah’, p.773,1.22. BSB 3.2.20
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have material form. Brahman is not so, so there is no possibility of it being reflected

in any medium.212213

The partless Brahman is conditioned as it were by avidya. This conditioned

entity is the soul, the substratum or locus of avidya.

Avidya-s are many, (the nanajivada view), so souls are many according to the

text of Brhadaranyakopanisad,

‘Whosoever amongst the divine beings or the sages or men realises
Brahman becomes Brahman’24, as well as both avacchedavida of Bhamati and
pratibimbavada of Vivarana prasthanas. Brahman that transcends each avidya is the

content and is termed God/I$vara.

Vacaspatimisra like Prakasatman, recognises that mind too serves as the

limiting adjunct/upadhi of the soul. Indeed, Sankara on BSB 3.2.9 states, ‘Every same

212'Bhamati: ‘apavaddhi dravyam atisvacchataya riipavato dravyantarasya tad vivekena grhyamanasyapi chayam
grhmiyat, cidatmatvariipo visayi na visaycchayam udgrahayitum arhatai. yathahuh ‘Sabdagandharasanar ca kidrsi

pratibimbita’ iti’, pp. 7-8

213 *bhasamanasvariipasya avastutvam. paracakramire ca atracaryah darpanatikayam ityuparamyate. p.p. 659-660

1.27 on BSB 2.3.50 abhasa eva ca

214 ‘Brhadaranyakopanisad 1.4.10. ‘tad yo yo devanari pratyabudhyata sa eva tad abhat tatharsinam tatha

manusyanam’.
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soul returns from sleep because of the reason of action, remembrance, scriptural

authority, and injunction” and says,

‘It is Brahman itself that is metaphorically spoken of as jiva due to its

association with the limiting adjunct” BS 3.2.9 215

Mind being the locus of specific manifestation of the soul.

Vacaspatimisra states it should also be held as the limiting adjunct of it. The

avacchedavada adherents then proceed to criticize pratibimbavada on the basis there

could not be a reflection of Brahman since it has no material shape, discounting the

fact that an object may be reflected without material shape, as for example colour or

light.

For Anubhitisvartipacarya, in his Ista-siddhi-vivarana,?’® and others in the

Vivarana prasthana have emphasized the cognition of the expansive ether in water

that is only ‘knee-deep” affirms the reflection of ether therein as of course sound

since this has akasa/ether as its tanmatra/subtle element.

215 BS 3.2.9 ‘sa evade karmanusmyrtisabdavisibhyal'...BSB  “na jivo nama kascit parasmat anyah vidyate , yah

jalabindur iva jalaraseh sato vivicyeta. sadhva tu upadhisaritparkat jiva ityupacaryate iti asakrtprapaficitam.

216 ISV ‘Nabhaso'nekopadhisu yugapad anekapratibimbadarsanat janughne’pi gambhiratayah saksisiddhatoat’. p.363
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So, in this area, we find accord between Vacaspatimisra’s Bhamati and other

advocates of avacchedavada and Prakasatma, Vimuktatman and

Anubhitisvartipacarya with Vivarana prasthana’s pratibimbavadas. Since minds are

many, the reflected images of Brahman, the souls in avidya, are many.

So, there is a crucial harmony in the two prasthanas advocating nandjivada as

opposed to ekajivavada.

Anubhiitisvariipacarya explains how this is not against the spirit of Advaita

because the distinction of many souls that is valid in the realm of phenomenal

existence is only empirically real, the vydvahirika dimension, and in no way

contradicts the identity of the soul with Brahman which is the absolutely real

parmarthika or tatvika dimension.21”

However, it must be said that there remains a major difference in the question

as to whether the soul/jivatman or Brahman is the locus of avidya.

217 ISV ‘na cadvaitavirodhah vyavaharikapramanasiddhivyavasthayah tatvikadvaitavirodhitvabhavat’, p.366
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Bhamati holds the view that the jivatmas are the locus of their respective

avidyas, implying that there are as many avidyas as there are jivatmas, so it is easy to

account for the liberation of one jivatma on the dawn of right-knowledge while the

rest under nescience remain bound.

Vivarana prasthana in contrast, advocates one avidya located in Brahman, and
not in the jivatman. This teaching results in a contradiction at the empirical level,
when Vivarana prasthana has the problem of a plurality of jivatma-s but one avidya.

operating at the level of Brahman, the latter at the level of jivatma-s.

Nonetheless, on examination of these two Bhamati and Vivarana prasthanas, it

becomes clear that in fact they have an enormous amount in common. Both share

the teaching of jiva-Brahman identity as also avidya and its products - the upadhis /

limiting adjuncts such as buddhi, senses, body etc. to be responsible for the apparent

sense of perishability of the jivas. Both believe in the purity and eternality of the
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jivatma-s/selves and in being essentially free from agentship, enjoyership etc, in their
true Saccidananda / ‘Truth Consciousness and Bliss nature, and True knowledge as

the means to Moksa/Liberation.

The apparent disagreement lies in the question of the locus and number of

avidya-s as also the jiva-Brahman-relation. In the end, the seeming plurality of jivatma-

s/selves, whether interpreted as pratibimba/reflection of Brahman

or as avacchedas/limited entities, is but illusory or unreal.18

The Jivatma, I$vara and Omniscience

Anubhitisvartipacarya in his MandiikyagaudapadiyaTippana explains that when
modal avidya is removed by a vrtti, a modification of mind in the form of the object,

the knowledge of the object ensues as a matter of course.?1

218 Roodurmun, P.S. (2010). Delhi: Motilal, pp. 162-163

219Mk.Bh.T'Ghatades cid vivartatvat svadhisthanacittad atmyena sphurane prapte cid avarandjiianapratibandhat
ghatadir na prakasate, ghatadyakarapramanena tasminn ajjfiane’pasarite nantariyakari ghatadisamvedanar bhavati’,

p-35on v.7
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Bhamati and Vivarana Prasthanas” Concept of Brahman and

Moksa

Both agree that Brahman knowledge is of the nature of Ananta-ananda/Absolute Bliss.
It is the cessation of all sorrow, bondage, transmigration and personal desire here or
hereafter.

Both the Bhamati and Vivarana prasthanas hold that Self-realization need not
result in the death of the body. Thus, due to residual impressions/vasani there is
persistence of the body until the exhaustion of prarabdhakarma.

Such a jivanmukta is the man of steady wisdom/sthitaprajiia referred to by
Lord Krsna in the Bhagavad Gita220.

Such a one is in the world but not of it, waiting the fruition of the results of
works/karma already being undertaken/prarabdha-karma. ~ While both traditions
believe Moksa is to be attained through listening/ Sravana,

mental study /manana, and profound meditation to become one/

nididhyasana, in accordance with the $ruti texts Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.4.5 and

220 BG 2.55 ‘prajahati yada kaman sarvan partha manogatanatmany eva atmand tustah sthitaprajiias tadocyate’,
‘The Lord said:55. When a man satisfied in the Self alone by himself, completely casts off all the desires

of the mind, then is he said to be one of steady knowledge’.
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4.5.5,221 Vacaspatimiéra believes Sravana/listening to great Upanisadic texts or
adhyayana/study) and manana are significant in leading to the generation of the
desire to know Brahman.??2 Prakasatman and Anubhitisvartipacarya etc. consider all
three are enjoined on the seeker of true knowledge and hence have the status of
injunctions either as principal or auxiliaries. Thus, the Vivarana considers manana,
and nididhyasana as auxiliaries to the principal $ravana.223

It seeks to establish the precedence of sravana, manana, and nididhyasana for
the apprehension of the purport and inner meaning of the mahavikyas like ‘tat tvam
asi/ ‘Thou art that”, 224 as well as the experiential knowledge, i.e. anubhiiti of the unity
of Atman and Brahman, with the aim to lead to Self-realisation, due to their potency
through their power to dispel avidya directly.22>

In contrast is the view of Bhamati which gives equal credence to the way of
works, ritual/‘karmakhanda’ of the Veda, emphasising purificatory acts or rituals like

nitya-karmas ‘and naimittika-karmas” combined with resorting to the Upanisads of the

221 Brhadaranyaka 2.4.5 and 4.5.5. ‘Atmano va are drastavyah Srotavyo mantavya nididhyasitavyo maitreyi.
222 Mahadevan, T.M.P. p.280

223 jbid. p.290

224 Chandogya Upanisad 6.8.7

225 Mahadevan, T.M.P. p.292
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knowledge path/‘Jiianakhanda’. Along with acts of austerity, charity etc. all are
Brahman. Indeed according to the Bhamati there can be no manana, and nididhyasana
without the mind having been purged through such ‘purificatory’ karmas and
through the atonement for sins by ritual observances of nitya-karmas ‘and naimittika-
karmas’ etc.226 This is in agreement with Adi Sankara who lists these among the
requisites for any contemplation on Brahman or the generation of the desire to
realize the Atman/the true Self.2s!

Prakasatman, on the other hand considers that no rites are ‘required’ prior to
Brahmajijiasa/deliberation on Brahman or even as an aid to Self-realization. However,
nididhyasana through cleansing the antahkarana/inner organ of mind (i.e.
manas,buddhi,citta and aharitkara), then indeed they are indirectly instrumental in the
rise of true knowledge.22”

From this, it becomes clear that the majority of Anubhtisvartipacarya’s

assumptions are in harmony with this Vivarana tradition.
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In conclusion, it should be clear that the basic problem is still that of
reconciling the upanisadic dictum of One changeless Brahman with the evidence of
the senses, which imply a mani-fold universe full of change.

The Bhamati and the Vivarana prasthanas are therefore only varying
approaches towards the same basic problem. There are some other authors who
share both lines of thought. An early example is Amalananda (fl 1255 A.D.), and a
later example is Appayya Diksita (f11585 A.D.), whose Siddhantalesa-sangraha is an
encyclopedic compilation of various views. Appayya points out that the differences
among the authors of the Bhamati and the Vivarana prasthanas are not fundamental
philosophical ones, but rather a result of differing emphases and style of
argumentation.

Taken alone, each prasthana/school has its own logical problems. However,
each is a way of describing a logical philosophical approach to the insight of
Oneness that cuts through all language and logic. Finally, there are authors who
cannot be classified under either school. These typically tend to be the earlier
authors in the post—éaﬁkara advaita tradition. Thus, we have early teachers like
Jiianaghan (fl c.900 A.D.), and slightly later ones like Sarvajfiatman (fl. 1027 A.D.), 5r1

Harsa (fl 1140 A.D.) possibly one of Anubhatisvartipacarya’s (fl 1250 A.D.) teachers
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and Citsukha (fl 1295 A.D.). The last three named striking an independent route and
demolishing all non-duality through examining the premises of the Nyaya logical
system, while most of the others develop on the arguments first seen in Padmapada

and Sureévaras works.

After Adi Sankara, it can be argued, that Advaita flowed in two directions, the
Bhamati School and the Vivarana School.
In the course of time, the Vivarana school seems to have fallen into desuetude
as compared with its rival; and for this, two reasons at least are clearly discernible:
(1)The basic text of the Vivarana school, namely, the Paficapadika, is available only
in the form of a fragment while that of the other ‘Bhamati' is in its complete
form, which covers the Bhisya on all the 555 siitras.
The Paficapadika Vivarana which is unfortunately found limited to just four of
them.
It is not unreasonable to assume that the Bhasyakara’s mind is more fully
brought out in the Bhamati, which deals with all the siitra topics, rather than
in the extant fraction of the Paficapadika, whatever be the relative merits of the

two Vyakhyanas to the average student, for both alike represent Vivarana
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Sariraka’s Advaita.

Unlike Padmapada whose known achievement is only in the field of one
Darsana, Vacaspati the author of Bhamati has to his credit works of recognised
authority in all the six Dardanas. His works in Nyaya, Sarkhya and
Piirvamimamsa have earned him a prestige which naturally magnifies his
stature in the realm of the Vedanta. This is an advantage not matched in the
case of Padmapada. In addition to these two facts, we may also note that some
scholars hold the view that while Vicaspati (Bhamati) scrupulously keeps close
to the letter of the Sastkara Bhasya, while Padmapada’s Paiicapadika tries to
supplement the original with something of his own thought in the process of
clarification and argument.

This impression of Bhamati's greater literal approximation to the original
may be another reason for Vivarana's comparative lack of popularity. On the
other hand, thinkers and writers of no inferior standing mindful of the
doctrinal possibilities of the Sariraka Bhisya have looked upon the Vivarana
Paficapadika literature as an invaluable source of light and guidance. This
should be evident when it is recalled that among the contributors to this

literature is the great Madhava Vidyaranya, author of the Vivarana-
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prameyasangraha as of the more popular Vedanta Paficadasi. However even
more important is the magnum opus of our ‘very little known author
Anubhitisvartipa’s Prakatarthavivarana, the first full commentary on all 555
siitras of the Brahma-siitra-Bhasya of Adi Sarikara from the Vivarana perspective.
The question of the place of the Vivarana school in the history of Advatitc
thought is one that awaits the attention of the researcher. But there is no
doubt that Padmapadas arguments are sound and have a strong appeal. His
painstaking interpretations in the Paficapadika with hair splitting
differentiations will certainly excite the admiration of succeeding generations
with unabated vigour. The hairline subtleties of his writings perhaps can only
be compared with the critical analysis resorted to in the Navya Nyaya school
of later times.

Being a direct disciple of Sarirakacarya Sankaracarya, (788-820A.D?.) Thus,
Padmapadas time can be fixed at 820A.D. and scholars have generally agreed on this
point. Padmapada is reputed to have written two works both of which have
fortunately survived. One of them is the Paficapadika which is a commentary on

the Sankara Bhasya on the first four sutras of the Brahma Siitras.
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The name Paficapadika however suggests that the original commentary was

obviously on five siitras, out of which one was lost subsequently.228 The latter

thereupon dictated to him the Catussiitri portion of the work which he remembered.

That accounts for the incompleteness of the present work if this legend can be

trusted. The second work attributed to Padmapada is the Atmabodhavyakhyana, also

called the Vedantasara. Although he had left us two works, his reputation is based on

the sure foundation of the Paficapadika. According to Das Gupta this Paficapadika is

one of the most important of the Vedanta works known to us.

It was commented upon by Prakasatman (A.D.1200) in his Paficapadikavivarana

and of course by our largely unknown author Anubhitisvartipa’s

Prakatarthavivarana. The Paficapadikavivarana was later further commented upon by

228 In his introduction to the Siddhanta Bindu (G.O.S. No. LX1V) on p. xci, the editor Mr. P. C. Divanji has

recorded an interesting story explaining the circumstances under which part of Padmapada ‘s book was lost.
The legend goes on to say that when Padmapada had finished his task of composing the full text of the
Paficapadika he was seized with a desire to go out on a pilgrimage. Before he could put that idea into
practice, he went to his guru like an obedient disciple for permission to leave. Sankara at first was not willing
to let him go, but as he was insistent, he ultimately gave permission much against his wishes. Padmapada
started on his journey all the time carrying the Paficapadika along with him. On the way to Rame$varam, he
halted at the house of his maternal uncle who was a follower of the Prabhakara School of Mimamsa. To this
uncle, Padmapada showed his Paiicapadika wherein he had refuted Prabhakara and supported the Sanikara
view-points. Thereafter, he left for Ramesévaram leaving all his belongings with his uncle including his new
book Pajicapadika.

In his absence, the uncle thought that if Paficapadika gains publicity and popularity it will injure his
masters’ doctrines which may ultimately go out of currency. Thinking thus he hit upon the trick of
destroying the manuscript by setting fire to his own house. Padmapada informed his master about this

disaster on his return,and bitterly regretted having gone out on pilgrimage against his advice.



217

by Vidyaranya (fl.1350) author of Vivaranaprameyasamgraha, and Akhandananda
(A.D.1350) in his Tattva dipana. Among other writers on Vivarana may be mentioned
the names of Ramananda Sarasvati (f1.1670 A.D.), the author of Vivaranopanyasa, and
in this long line of Vivarana authors, Ramananda is perhaps the last great scholar.
Das Gupta places him in the early part of the 17th century on arguments which

appear to be sound.

Chapter 3: Anubhiitisvariipacaryas Contribution to Advaita on the
Nature of Brahman and maya/avidya with particular reference to his

Major Works

Brahman as Truth, Knowledge, Infinity, Cause of the World,

With and Without Attributes

Anubhitisvartipacarya (c.1250A.D.), makes an important contribution to the
understanding of the nature of Brahman, maya and avidya. He starts by dealing with
the essence of Advaita Vedanta. God, the individual souls and the universe form the
subject matter of many religions and philosophies. They are considered distinct

realities by the schools of Visistadvaita and Duvaita. However, for Advaita Vedanta,
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these three are apparent variations in the reality of a transcendental entity
homogeneous, bliss and non-dual, non-different from the one absolute reality,

Brahman.

Aduvaita is that wherein there is a total absence??® of duality. It, thus, stands for the
non-dual entity, which is the only reality. Thus, the system expounding the nature of

such a reality is also Advaita’.

Maya and its ‘aspect’ avidya the cause of the illusory manifestation of the non-
dual consciousness as God/I$vara, the soul/jtvatman and the world/jagat. Of these,
the world is mithyi/indeterminable as real or as an absolute no-thing. God is a
complex of pure Consciousness and maya, while the soul is a complex of pure
consciousness, avidya and mind. Thus, the essential nature of God and the soul is

pure Consciousness, the former referred to as Brahman while the latter as Atman.

So, it follows that God is always aware of His identity with Brahman, being ever-

released/mukta. Only the soul undergoes transmigration/samsara by falsely

229 ‘ng vidyate dvaitari dvidhabhavah yatra tadadvaitam’ Siddhanta Bindu, p.456, Madhusiidhana-sarasvati.
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identifying itself with the mind. Its true goal is to realize the knowledge of its true

nature as Atman, identical with Brahman., i.e. ‘Self-realization’. It arises from the

study of the major texts of the Upanisads, the Great sentences/maha-vakya like tat

tvam asi/ “Thou art That’. So the Upanisads are the sole means of knowing

Brahman.230

The soul/jivatman is an agent of actions-sacred and secular as the experiencer

of the results of actions. It experiences the three states of waking/jagarita,

dream/svapna and deep sleep/susupta. The soul experiencing the states of waking

and dreaming, in turn, is compared to a large fish that swims alternately to both

banks of a river and is described as such in Brhad 4.3.18231

As a great fish swims alternately to both the banks (of a river),

eastern and western, so does this infinite being move to both these

states, the dream and waking states.

230 “Tarir tu aupanisadarin purusadarii prccchami” Brhad. Up. 3.9.26

231 Brhad. Up. 4.3.18

tad yatha mahamatsya ubhe kiile anusamcarati piirvam caparam ca | evam evayam purusa etav ubhav antiav

anusamcarati svapnantam ca buddhantam ca |
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The same Upanisad describes the likeness between the soul that experiences

the deep sleep state and a hawk or falcon which having become tired after roaming

in the sky, hastens to its nest (Brhad. Up. 4.3.19).232

In the state of deep sleep/susupta-sthana, sense-organs do not function, and

mind provisionally merges in avidya (Manditkya Upanisad v5):

That state is deep sleep where the sleeper does not desire any

enjoyable thing and does not see any dream. The third quarter

is Prajita who has deep sleep as his sphere, in whom

everything becomes undifferentiated, who is a mass of mere

consciousness, who abounds in bliss, who is surely an enjoyer

of bliss, and who is the doorway to the experience (of the

dream and waking states).233

232 Brhad. Up. 4.3.19 ‘tad yatha asminnakase Syeno va suparno va viparipatya Srantah samhatya paksau

samlayayaiva dhriyate evamevayam purusah.

233 Mandip_5 'yatra supto na kaficana kamarm kamayate na kaficana svapnam pasyati tat susuptam |

susuptasthana ekibhiitah prajiianaghana evanandamayo hy anandabhuk cetomukhah prajiias trtiyah padah | |
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The soul remains as pure Consciousness associated with ignorance/avidya. This is
evidenced by the recollection that one has after coming back to the waking state
from a deep sleep in the form, ‘I slept happily and I knew nothing when I was
asleep’, the recollection involving reference to both bliss and ignorance, so that there
must have been the experience of both in the state of deep sleep as described.

As has been stated in the Mandikya Upanisad v5 above, deep sleep is
characterized by the absence of functioning of the instruments of knowledge, viz.
sense-organs and mind. Nonetheless, there is an experience of bliss and ignorance!
This experience must be derived from a principle which according to Sankara and
Anubhiitisvariipa, is to be admitted a Self-luminous Consciousness. It manifests of
Its own accord as bliss in nature, as the Upanisads like Mandiikya declare. It follows
that Consciousness, which is Self-luminous is identical with bliss. Since ignorance
too is manifested, the state of deep sleep is characterized by the presence of pure
Consciousness and avidya. So Chandogya Upanisad 6.8.1.234 states that in the state of

deep sleep the soul remains as Sat, that is Brahman.

234 Cha 6.8.1 ‘sato saumya tada sampanno bhavati’.
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In the state of dream, the sense-organs have ceased to function, it is only the

mind that is active. Soul associated with mind, experiences the dream state. In the

waking-state, soul is associated with mind, sense-organs and the physical body and

experiences the objects of the world. So, it is that the soul experiences these three

states in turn.

From the above it follows that waking, dream and deep sleep states are

variable and hence not real, on the principle that the Real is that which does not

change, sat, whereas the unreal is a-sat, which changes. The characteristics of agency

and experiment are shown not to be real in view of the fact that they are not noticed

in the deep-sleep state. The main reason for their absence is the absence of mind.

Thus, it is that we infer it is the association of mind with the soul which is

responsible for the rise of the above characteristics. So, the relation between soul

and mind cannot be real, because the former is sentient while the latter is

insentient., thus the relation is false. Since this is ‘occasional’ a cause must be

referred to, i.e. avidya. Hence, when avidyi is removed the soul would cease to be a

soul and will remain as pure Consciousness, which is liberation/moksa. This is the

‘fourth-state” or Turiya, which in truth is not a state because It never changes.
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Sanikara and Anubhiitisvariipa explain that this is exactly what Srutis like v.7

of Mandiikya Upanisad declare:235

They consider the Fourth to be that which is not conscious of the internal
(subjective) world, nor of the external (objective) world, nor conscious of
both the worlds, nor is it a concrete consciousness, nor usual worldly
consciousness, nor devoid of consciousness; which is unseen, beyond
empirical dealings, beyond the grasp (intangible), devoid of qualifications,
beyond thinking and beyond description; essentially of the nature of
Consciousness as the Self alone; in which all phenomena cease; and which
is peaceful, auspicious, and non-dual. That is the Self, and that is to be

known.

As the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad puts it: 4.3.7236

235 Mandikya ©.7 ‘nantahprajiiarin  na bahisprajia  nobhayatahprajiiarin  na prajiianaghanarii na prajiiari
naprajiiam adrstam  avyavaharyam  agrahyam  alaksanam  acintyam  avyapadesyam ekatmapratyayasarari

prapaficopasamam Santam Sivam advaitariv caturtham manyante sa atma sa vijiieyah || 7’

236 Brhad. Up. 4.3.7 'katama atmeti - yo 'yam vijianamayah pranesu hrdy antarjyotih purusah |’
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Which is the Self? ... This infinite entity (Purusa) that is identified with the
intellect and is in the midst of the organs, the (Self-effulgent) light within
the heart (intellect). Assuming the likeness (of the intellect), it moves
between the two worlds; it thinks, as it were, and shakes, as it were. Being
identified with dreams, it transcends this world — the forms of death

(ignorance etc.)

This so clearly speaks of the true nature of the soul as Self-luminous Consciousness.

The Chandogya Upanisad 6.8.1 quoted earlier states that the soul remains as
Brahman in the state of deep sleep, and the Brahma Siitra 3.2.112% states, ‘Not even
according to place can Brahman have a twofold characteristic, for everywhere (It
is taught to be without attributes)’.

On which Sankara observes that ‘with the help of Upanisadic texts, the nature of
that Brahman is being ascertained with which the individual soul becomes unified in
sleep when its limiting adjuncts become quiescent’. On this Anubhitisvartipa most
helpfully elaborates in his Prakatartha-vivarana. Here is discussed whether Brahman

is endowed with attributes or not, which is necessitated by the fact that there exist

237 BS 3.2.11 ‘na sthanato'pi parasyobhayalinigam sarvatra hi.
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two different sets of Upanisadic texts, one stating Brahman to be endowed with
attributes and the other as attributeless. The Chandogya text 8.1.5.238 ‘He has ...
unfailing desires, unfailing will’, conveys that Brahman is endowed with attributes.
Likewise, Taittiriya 3.1.1.:2% ‘Crave to know well that from which all of these beings
take birth, that by which they live after being born, that towards which they move
and into which they merge, that is Brahman’, speaking of Brahman with the
characteristic of being the cause of their world.

In contrast, Brhad 3.8.8240: ‘It is neither gross nor minute, neither short nor
long, neither red colour nor oiliness, neither shadow nor darkness, neither air nor
ether, unattached, neither savour nor odour, without eyes or ears, without the
vocal organ or mind etc.,
speaks of Brahman as free from all attributes/nir-guna.

Here, both Sankara and Anubhiitisvariipa reject the prima facie view that this

indicates Brahman intrinsically possesses these two aspects and assert that it is not

238 Chandogya 8.1.5 ‘satyakamah satyasankalpah .

239 Taittiriyopanisad  3.1.1. "Yato va imani  bhiatani  jayante,  yena jatani  jivanti

240 Brhad 3.8.8. ‘asthillam ananv ahrasvam adirgham alohitam asneham acchayam atamo 'vayv — anakasam

asangam arasam agandham acaksuskam asrotram avag amano.
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possible to ascertain that one object intrinsically possesses attributes, yet at the same

time is free from attributes, because an object will not acquire a different nature

even by association with an adjunct/upadhi. Thus, a crystal which is transparent

never becomes non-transparent because of its association with resin etc. So, the

cognition of the crystal as non-transparent is certainly erroneous. In the same way,

as BS 3.2.11241: ‘Not even according to place can Brahman have a twofold

characteristic, for everywhere (It is taught to be without attributes) ... (BSB 3.2.11).

Moreover, adjuncts are conjured up by ignorance. Hence, even if we take up either

of the two characteristics, ‘it is Brahman that is absolutely attributeless and

unchangeable’... and BS 3.2.15 15. ‘And like light, Brahman can (be assumed to)

have different appearances, so that the scriptures may not become purportless’.

(BSB).

Thus, whatsoever is brought about by an adjunct is not the essential

characteristic of a thing, since the adjuncts themselves are conjured up by ignorance.

And we said in the respective contexts that all social and Vedic behaviours crop up

only when the beginningless ignorance is taken for granted. As Anubhutisvariipa

241 BS 'na sthanato 'pi parasyobhayalingam sarvatra hi.’ 3,2.11 BSB
‘upadhnam cavidyapratyupa sthapitatatoat
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states in his PrakatarthaVivarana, of the two sets of Upanisadic texts we have to take

that aspect which is attributeless as the essential nature of Brahman, and this is in

accordance with the Katha Upanisad 3.15242 declaring, ‘Brahman to be free from

sound, touch, form, undecaying, devoid of taste, eternal, devoid of colour, etc.’

The Upanisads, thus, focus on the cosmic/samasti character of Brahman and also on

the individual/vyasti aspect which constitutes the essential nature, which can only

be realised as identical with one’s Self. The other aspect is intended for profound

reflection or meditation /nididhyasanam.243

Taittiriya Upanisad 2.1.1.244 defines the attributeless Brahman, as,

‘Brahman is truth/satyam, knowledge/jiianam, and infinite/anantam’ and

the Brhadaranyaka 3.9.28. affirms: Knowledge/vijiianam, Bliss/anandam, Brahman, (the

supreme goal of the distributor of wealth as well as of him who has realized

Brahman and lives in It)".

242 Katha Up. 3.15 ‘asabdamasparsamariipam avyayar tatha ‘rasar vijfiannityam .

243 BS 1.1.12 ‘anandamayo’bhyasat BSB dviriipam hi brahma padisyate - namariipa vikarabhedopadhi visistam tad
viparitarii ca sarvopadhivarjitam...evam ekdpi brahma apeksitopadhi sambandharii nirastopadhi sambandham ca

upasyante jiieyatvena ca vedantesipdisyate.”

244 'Taittiriya Upanisad 2.1.1 ‘satyarii jianam anantari brahma.
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The words, satyam/truth etc. have the same case endings and are juxtaposed
so that they convey the identity of their senses, which is only possible if they
communicate Brahman as of the nature of reality etc.,, and not of one possessing
reality, as its qualities.

This subtle but fundamental difference by which words communicate
Brahman as of the very nature of a living reality is known as ‘secondary signification’,
and not as an object possessing these qualities known as “primary signification’
through a relation, a quality, an activity or a class-characteristic. The words satyam/
truth etc. cannot convey Brahman through primary signification because Brahman is
free from quality, an activity or a class-characteristic. Brhad 4.3.1:

‘this infinite being is unattached” and 4.4.22 “unattached, for It is never
attached’

which states that Brahman is supra-relational and being such it is unattached,
specifically denying the relation of any factor in the case of Brahman. Hence, the
words of the Upanisad can communicate Brahman through secondary signification
only. For Brahman is the One, Eternal reality, the Essence of the world through which
all finite things exist. The word satyam/truth primarily signifies a blend of Brahman

and empirically real phenomenal elements. Jiiana /knowledge, according to Sankara
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and Anubhtisvartipa is the blend of the mental state/vrtti inspired by the reflection
of consciousness in it and Brahman as pure Consciousness. This blend is known as
knowledge.

Ananda/bliss is the reflection of the bliss form of Consciousness in the mental
state which arises owing to the contact of sense organs with pleasant objects. So, the
word Ananda primarily signifies a blend of the mental state and the reflection of the
bliss form of Consciousness in it. In the same way, space is considered in ordinary
experience to be ananta / without end/infinite so not conditioned by time space and
‘objects’/names and forms. The word ananta primarily conveys the blend of Brahman
and the phenomenal entity - space.

In the texts Taittiriya 2.1.1,

‘Brahman is truth/satyam, knowledge/jiianam, and infinite/anantam’ and
the Brhadaranyaka 3.9.28. affirms, ‘Knowledge/vijiianam, Bliss/anandam
Brahman’, the four words satyam, jiianam, anantam and anandam are juxtaposed with
the same case-endings to convey the identity of their senses, where the primary

senses are complex entities and their identity would require the identity of their
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adjectival parts too,24> being varied there cannot, in fact, be identity one with
another, nor can there be of complex entities which are the primary senses.

Hence, the need to resort to secondary signification. So, words like satyam etc,
do convey Brahman - the substantive by abandoning the adjectival parts through the
function known as jahad-ajahallaksana, the function through which a word retains a
part of its primary sense and abandons another part of it, as “This is That Devadatta’
leaving out their adjectival parts and convey their substantive parts, the person-in-
himself. This is expounded by Sarvajfiatma in his great work Samksepasariraka
adopted by the Advaita tradition to deal with the special nature of ‘maha-vakyas” or
‘eternal sruti’, "Vedic’ utterences , which are potent for Self-realisation and are of a
different order to ordinary sentences. Such sentences ‘tat-tvam-asi /Thou art That’
but are beyond time and space. Hence, the text as a whole conveys one concept,
Brahman. This sense is known as, ‘whole/non-fragmentary meaning’/ akhandartha.

However, if it is objected words like satyam, etc. convey one and the same
sense, namely, Brahman, they are just synonyms, then Anubhiitisvartipa in his

commentary Nibandha on Anandabodha’s Pramanamala?4 answers this objection.

245 Veezhinathan, N. The Sarksepasariraka, Introduction, pp.17-19

246 Nibandha p.106 ‘pravrttinimittabhedam antarena ekasminnarthe vrttih paryayata. Prakrte pravrttinimittabhedan

na paryayata...
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He states ‘that it is true that these words convey one and the same object, yet they do

not become synonyms as their primary meanings, known as pravrttinimitta are

different as they serve as the ground for the use of the words in regard to their

secondary sense. If the words convey the same object through the same ground /

pravrttinimitta then they are synonymous. In the present case, on the contrary the

words communicate Brahman, through different grounds so they are not

synonymous.

A further objection is raised that if all the words are admitted to convey the

same sense, one word should be sufficient and the other superfluous.

Anubhitisvartipa answers this in his Ista-Siddhi-Vivarana?¥’ by stating that ‘each

word has a specific role to play. So, the words satya, jiiana, ananta and ananda give

the knowledge that Brahman is of the nature of reality, consciousness, infinitude and

bliss, and respectively eliminate that Brahman is non-real, insentient, limited and

afflicted, so each serves a unique purpose and is not superfluous.

Another objection raised against the contention that Brahman is secondarily

signified by the words of the Upanisads is that in ordinary experience it is found that

247 Ista-Sidhi-Vivarana p.55 ‘jiignena visesandj jadyvyavrttih anandena visesanat dukhahvyavrttih, satyena visesanat

anrtavyavrttih, anantena visesanat paricchinna vyavrttih.



232

the word Ganges, secondarily signifies the sense of banks, which is known to be its

primary meaning. From this, we may deduce an invariable relation, whichever is

secondarily signified is the primary meaning of a word. Thus, Brahman not being the

primary meaning of any word, cannot be secondarily signified.

This view Anubhitisvariipa strongly rejects. In his Ista-Sidhi-Vivarana he says that

‘just as the criterion for the rise of smoke is fire only and not the tawny colour in it,

similarly the criterion for taking a word in its secondary sense does not lie in the

latter being known as the primary meaning of some other word, rather what is

required is that what must be known is the sense that is to be secondarily signified’.

For Brahman, being Self-luminous, manifests of its own accord. So, there does not

arise any doubt or contrary notion regarding the existence of one’s Self which is

identical with Brahman (Mandiikya Upanisad v 2: ‘“This Self is Brahman’ayam atma

Brahma’). Hence it could be secondarily signified. This view is based on

Samksepasariraka.1.153 248

248 Symksepasariraka.1.153 “ Manantaradhigatata hi na laksanayari kificitkari bhavati pingalatavagneh.

dhtimasya janmani hi pingalatd na hetuh yadyapavasthitavati hetubhuksarire.”
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The criterion for taking a word in its secondary sense does not lie in its
secondary sense being known by other proofs (as related to the primary
sense of the word), just like the tawny colour of fire is not the criterion for
the rise of smoke. Though the tawny colour subsists in fire, yet it is not

instrumental in giving rise to smoke.

Now, it has been already said that the Upanisadic teaching is that the soul is a blend
of pure Consciousness, avidyd and mind. It acquires the characteristics of agency
and experiment due to false identification with mind, whereas God is a blend of
pure Consciousness and maya and He has the characteristic of being the cause of
this universe due to association with maya. The essential nature of God and the soul
remains pure Consciousness, the former being designated Brahman and the latter as
Atman. On this basis it becomes easier to explain the major text/mahavikya.24

The words Tat tvam have the same case ending and are juxtaposed/
samanadhikarana , so they are intended to convey identity of sense. Tat ‘That’,

primarily signifies God/Isvara, who is as stated a complex of pure Consciousness

249 Tat tvam asi (Chandogya Upanisad 6.8.7). Advaita Asrama: Svami Gambhirananda, Calcutta (1997)
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and maya, having the characteristic of being the cause of this universe or world. The
word tvam/ ‘Thou’, primarily signifies the soul/jivatman a complex of pure
Consciousness, avidya and mind, and believes himself to be an agent of actions and
an experiencer of the result of actions. So, there cannot be any identity between the
two in view of the contradictory features present in them. To resolve this, there is a
resort to secondary signification. The word tat/ ‘That’ through the process of jahad-
ajahallaksana leaves out (jahad-) a part of Its primary sense, mayi, and Its
characteristics and conveys (a-jahal-laksana) the other part, pure Consciousness,
which is designated a Brahman. The word tvam/ ‘Thou’ by the same process of jahad-
ajahallaksana leaves out (jahad-) a part of Its primary sense, avidya-mind, and its
characteristics and conveys the other part, pure Consciousness, which is designated
as Atman. The whole sentence, Tat tvam asi, conveys the non-difference/advaita or
identity between the two. The significance of the sentence is the identity of Brahman

and Atman. This is the explanation Anubhiitisvariipa gives in his Nibandha.250

250 Nibandha p.109: ‘Tattvamasi samanadhikaranyena Tattoaripadarthayostavat ekatvam avabhasate . Tac ca
mukhyayoh na sambhavati . tatha hi sabhasamayopadhi jiiananandadd advitiyarin brahma tatpadabhidheyam. ...
tvampadena ca sabhasakaryakatanasamghatopadhisamsarikapratyak caitanyam abhidhiyate ...na ca tayor aikyam
sambhavyate, viruddhadharm akrantatoat ... tasmat mukhyartha parigrahe nuppttyya Sabalapadarthabhyam

....ekasvariipari laksyata ityarthah .
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So, these two words, Tat and tvam communicate a single concept through
secondary signification. However, Anubhitisvartipa in his commentary,
Sarigraha on Anandabodha’s Nyayamakaranda,?s! shows that words can convey a
single concept even without resorting to secondary signification. He gives as an
example, a sitra from Panini’s great Asthadhyayi ‘pratipadikartha-linga-parimana
vacana -matre prathama || PS_2.3.46 | | “‘where the sense is that of the Nominal-stem
-- or of gender only, or measure only or number only, the 1st case-affix is used’.

So, for example, the stem part Rama and the nominative case-termination are not
synonymous, yet they convey together the single entity - the incarnation ‘Rama
existing’. Thus, Panini accepts the import of the words which are not synonymous
with being the only one concept which is akhandartha. See the words of the previous
Sankaracarya of the Northern seat, Jyotirmath, in 1993252;

(The unlimited) is the substratum. It always remains the same and always remains

one. It has no divisions. Therefore it is called akhanda. This is the real state of

consciousness, the primordial state.

251 Sangraha p.144 ‘pratipadikartha -linga-parimanavacana-matre prathameti pratipadikarthah  sanmatram eva

ekarasam vastu tadeva prathamavibhakterapyartha iti paninih smarati sma .

252 'Conversations with Mahararaja Sri Santananda Sarasvati: Volume 4, (2018). School of Philosophy and

Economic Science, London, p.169.
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Hence, there need be no doubt concerning the view that the import of a sentence
could be a single concept. Indeed, this is the very view set forth in the

Samksepasariraka.1.274:253

The venerable Panini holds that the nominative case suffix added to the
nominal stem does not convey any sense other than sense of the stem.
Hence Panini a master of all schools of thought, accepts the import of the
words (which are not even synonymous) to be the unitary object.
So, according to Advaitins the Upanisads speak of Brahman as non-different from the
essential nature of the soul and as of the nature Truth, Consciousness and Bliss/Sat
Cit Ananda, indeed as pure Consciousness, specifically stated in Aitareya Upanisad

3.1.3254 “Consciousness is Brahman’.

253 Samksepasariraka.1.274. ‘Pratipadikanya natiriktavisayan praha bhagavan prathaSabditavibhaktya. Panniratah

sakalatarkasamayajfio vrsti vacasoranatiriktavisayatvam.

254 Aitareya Upanisad 3.1.3 (2001). Consciousness/Prajiianam is Brahma Vol. 2 Eight Upanisads Advaita Ashrama,
Calcutta
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In order to explain the relation to Brahman, the sentient principle of the world
of phenomena/prapaiica the Svetasvatara Upanisad 1.325 introduces the principle of

maya with the sloka:

The sages, absorbed in meditation through one-pointedness of mind,
discovered the creative power, belonging to the Lord Himself and hidden
in its own gunas . That non-dual Lord rules over all those causes - time, the

self and the rest.

This refers to maya’s existence in the Self-luminous Consciousness, Brahman.

Brahman is Bliss

In his introduction to Istasiddhivivaranam 256, Anubhiitisvariipa states that ‘The
doubt about difference arising from the word ‘form” is removed by saying Bliss is

Brahman'’s very nature’. Moreover, since the words Brahman and Bliss are used in

255 'Svetasvatara Upanisad 1.3 te dhyana yoganugata apasyan devatmasaktim svagunair nigiidham / yah karanani
nikhilani tani kalatmayuktany adhitisthaty ekah //'1.3 //Sethumadhavan, T.N. (2011). Published In
Esamskriti.com 1st September, 2011 Shri Ganesh Chaturthi Nagpur

256 Istasiddhivivaranam, p.26 ‘vigrahasabdat praptar bhedasankayam nirasyati-anando ’ syat iti’.
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grammatical apposition/samanadhikarana they have the same purport. So, while Sruti
speaks about, “The supreme Self/Paramatma ’, in statements such as

‘Know Brahman to be Bliss’ in the Taittiriya Upanisad 3.6. these two words,
Brahman and Bliss, are everywhere used in apposition. In this third section, the
Anandavalli, after first referring to Brahman by the word ‘That’ in the sentence,
‘From that, which is this Atma, space was born’,

and using the word Atma, there for Brahman itself, it is shown that Atma, which is
the same as Brahman (Mandiikya v.2 ‘ayam atma brahman’) it has been shown is the
material cause of the universe. Then, by the sentence ‘Know Brahman to be Bliss’,
the identity of the two is expressly declared and by the sentence,
‘From Bliss alone all these beings are born’ Tuittiriya Upanisad 3.6. It is further
shown that Bliss which is the same as Brahman is the material cause of the universe,

so Brahman, Atman and Bliss are one and the same.

The Brahman is Indivisible

Anubiftisvariipa further states that when it is said that Brahman is
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Truth-Consciousness-Bliss/ Sat Cit Ananda, the doubt may arise whether Truth,
Consciousness and Bliss are the attributes of Brahman, because sentences occur
which do describe It as possessing such attributes. This is not so, for Adi Sankara’s

pure or Kevala Advaita’s stand is that Brahman is devoid of attributes/ nirquna.

There, such sentences as ‘Brahman is Truth-Consciousness-Bliss’ being
definitions, are like the sentence “The most resplendent is the Moon’ non-relational
in nature. Thus, although the primary meaning/ vacyartha of the words ‘Brahman is
Truth, knowledge, Infinite’ each indicates the attributes of reality and the like, are
different since their implied meanings/laksyartha are one and the same, the

indivisibility of Brahman is not affected at all.

Anubitisvartipa says in his Ista-siddhi-vivarana,?” ‘Though there is a
difference in their primary meaning, the words, “Truth, knowledge etc.” should be
seen as denoting the same entity by their implied meaning. So, by the description as

‘Consciousness’ insentience is excluded; by the description as ‘Bliss’ sorrow is

257Ista-siddhi-vivarana, p.55 ‘jiianena visesandj jadya-vyavrttih, anandena visesanad duhkha-vyaorttih, satyena
visesanad anrta- vyavrttih, anantena visesanat paricchinna-vyavrttih, evam jadaduh khanrta-paricchinna-vyaovrtteh,
sarvapramanagocaratir yad ekarasarii brahma sambhavitam, tad eva Sabalapadarthanam adhisthanatayd mukhyartha

sambandhi laksayanti siddhimatrena.
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excluded; by the description as ‘Existence’ unreality is excluded; by the description
‘Infinite’ limitation is excluded. Thus, by the exclusion of insentience, sorrow,
unreality and limitation the one homogenous Brahman which is inaccessible to all
means of knowledge is arrived at, which itself is indicated as the substratum of the
multifarious objects by the implied meaning related to the primary meaning

through usage’.

Anubitisvartipa continues,?> ‘it is not only on the strength of the scriptures
that it has to be accepted that the Self/Atma, which is the same as Brahman, is blissful
in nature, but its blissful nature is to be accepted also because liberation, i.e.
remaining established in one’s real Truth-Consciousness-Bliss/Sat Cit Ananda nature,
is well known as the unsurpassed human goal. For everyone desires liberation, in
truth. Everyone wants only happiness. Moreover, since liberation, called ‘remaining
in one’s own true nature is well known as the goal of human life, it must be

concluded that the Self is of the nature of Bliss. Nor should it be thought that

258 [sta-siddhi-vivarana p. 28 Api ca kevlamagmabalena brahmaripasyatmanah sukha riipatvam svikaryam, kintu
moksasya svariipdvasthana riipasya niratisaya purusarthatsvaprasiddhyapi sukha riipatvam vacyam. Sarvo’pi hi jano
moksam arthayate . Sukham eva sarve vafichati iti moksasya svariipavasthanakhyaya purusarthatvaprasiddhyapi ,
atma sukhariip eveti mantavyam. Dukhabhavariipatvsydpi pumarthatvarii bhavatu- iti na Sankaniyam.Iadatve

sukhabhavatvenapurusarthatvasya prasangena , vinkigamana na syat .
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liberation could be a human goal by being merely the absence of sorrow, for then
there will be no conclusive reasoning, liberation not being a human goal, owing to

the absence of happiness’.

Vimuktatman states in the Istasiddhi 25:

‘[E]verything being the product of Brahman’s avidya, and everything being
illumined by his luminosity, He being the creator of all and Himself all

forms, his omniscience is understandable’

So, Anubiitisvartipa in his Istasiddhi-Vivarana 260 replies by raising a doubt ‘as to how
If Brahman is homogeneous, can It be the creator of all, omniscient etc?” He replies
‘That same homogeneous Consciousness is denoted by the word I$vara/God and
is by the modifications of His own limiting adjunct, maya denoted by the words

‘omniscient’ etc.’

259 Istasiddhi p.246 ‘Tasya ca brahmanah tad avidyotthatvat sarvasya, tadbhasa ca bhasyatvat ,

sarvakrttvasarvariipatva sarvajfiatvad yupapattih.

260]stasiddhi-vivarana p.256 ‘nanvekarasarii ced brahma katham sarvakartrtva sarvajiiatvadisambhavah
ityasankhyaha - tasya cetti . Ekarasacittantre mayayam pratibimbitarin ~ tadeva caitanyam iSvarapadavacyam

svopadhi maya parinamaih sarvajiiadisabdavacyam
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Anubhiitisvariipa has dealt with this same subject in his Prakatarthavivarana
261 “The modifications of the internal organ of mind, which is the limiting adjunct of
the Jivatman/soul, catch the reflection of Consciousness and knowership arises for
the Jivatman as a result of this union. Similarly, the modifications of maya, the
limiting adjunct of Brahman, catch the reflection of Consciousness and by the light of
such reflection the universe as it exists in all three periods of time becomes directly

objectified and so there is omniscience for Brahman’. So, it follows:

Just as, for Jivatman, the internal organ is the limiting adjunct for
knowership, maya is the limiting adjunct for knowership for Isvara/God.
Therefore it follows that Brahman with maya as the limiting adjunct can

become omniscient.

So, this view of Anubhitisvartipa’s, that omniscience is due to immediate
experiential knowledge /aparoksa-anubhiiti , resulting from the reflection/pratibimba

in the modifications of maya in contrast to the views of many other later Vedantins

261Prakatarthavivaranam quoted on p.119 of Siddhantalessarnigraha “yasya jivasya svopadhyantahkaranaparinamah
citpratibimba grahinah santiti tat pratibimbataih sphuranaih kalatrayavartino’pi prapaficasya paroksyena akalanat
sarvajiiatvam ; evamr ca yatha jivasya jfiatrtvopadhir antahkaranam evam iSvarasya  maya'pi  jatrtvopadhir

bhavatyeva . Tatha ca brahmani mayopadhikah sarvajiiatvasambhavah it bhavah /
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like Vidyaranya, the authors of the Tattvasuddhi and the Kaumudi, is declared by
Acyutakrsnanandatirtha22 alone to be truly in accord with Adi Sankara’s

tradition.263

This explained by Sankara in BSB p.172 the omniscience of Brahman thus:

For the transmigrating individual subject to ignorance/avidya etc., the rise
of knowledge may be dependent on the body etc, but not for God/I$vara for
whom there is no ignorance to obstruct knowledge ... To those whose grace
alone the adepts in yoga attribute the knowledge of yogis about past and
future events, is it necessary to say that God/Iévara who is eternal and has

eternal knowledge about creation, sustenance and dissolution?

The authority for holding that the omniscience, etc of ISvara is due to the possession

of the power of mayd given in the Brahmasiitrabhdsya is Svetasvatara Upanisad 6.8.26%:

262 Acyuta krsnanandatirtha, ‘mayaorttibhis sarvjfiatvasamarthanam eva bhasyasammatam’.

263 Brahma-Siitra-Bhasya, pl71-2, Api ca avidyadimatah samsarinah Sariradyapeksa jiianotpattih syat, na
jAanapratibandhakaranarahitasya Svarasya ....yat prasadaddhi yoginam api atitanagatavisayam jfianam icchanti

yogasastravidah , kim u vaktavyam, tasya nityasiddhesvarasya systtisthitisamhrtivisayam nityajiianarin bhavatiti

264 Syetasvatara Upanisad :'na tasya karyam karanam ca vidyate na tatsamas cabhyadhikas ca dréyate /pardsya

Saktir vividhaiva $riyate svabhaviki jAanabalakriya ca’ // 6.8 // Sethumadhavan, T.N. (2011). Published In
Esamskriti.com 1st September, 2011 Shri Ganesh Chaturthi Nagpur
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He is without a body or organs; none like unto Him is seen, or better than

He. The Vedas speak of His exalted power, which is innate and capable of

producing diverse effects and also of His omniscience and might.

In the light of this, the nature of maya and avidya is to be discussed. After putting

forward possible objections and seeking to refute them in turn, it is shown how

Anubhitisvartipacarya puts forward the view that avidya is positive, beginningless,

indeterminable and revealed by the witnessing consciousness.

This chapter presents Anubhfitisvartipacarya’s discussion as arising partly out

of his consideration of Vimuktatman’s views, as to whether avidya is only one or

many. The chapter concludes with Anubhiitisvartipacarya’s rather special view at

this time that even after liberation maya exists, after consideration of the alternative

theories of difference and non-difference of Bhaskara and others discussed by him

and sought to be refuted after further consideration of different views about the

locus and content of avidya.
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Historical Background about the Nature of Avidya

There is a millennial-old dispute about the nature of avidyia, which, though
commonly translated as ignorance, has a much wider significance in Advaita Vedanta.
Avidya has not only an epistemological meaning, but an ontological sense which is
the major focus of debate. The topic of avidya has a long history of controversy in the
Advaita Vedanta tradition predating Adi Sankara (c.780-820A.D.) It was Sankara’s
treatment of avidya, however, that triggered centuries of polemics by rival schools

that criticized it, and Advaitins who defended it.

Sanikara’s views on avidyd are also the focus of the current debate among
Vedantins. The question is, how significant is the concept of avidyi as one of the core
tenets of Vedantic thought? Are differences of opinion mere scholastic disputes over
words or modes of expression [which] have but little philosophical significance, as265
Dasgupta maintains? Of what significance is the nature of avidyd in understanding

Sankara and the thought of his later exponents like Anubhitisvarfipacarya?’

265 Das Gupta, Vol.2 p.11
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Sarikara’s commitment is to an inquiry into the nature of Brahman, not avidya.
This he clearly demonstrates on three different occasions where he abruptly
dismisses a line of questioning that is pursuing the locus (asraya) of avidya.

When asked to whom avidya belongs, Sankara replies that it belongs to the one
who is asking the question, ‘If you ask, “Whose then, is this avidya?”, we say, “It is
yours, the one who asks”, or “it belongs to the one who sees it!” Here, one says,
“Whose is this avidya?” For whomever it is seen, it is his alone.” Then Sankara goes
on to say that the question, “Who sees avidya?’ is meaningless because the question
itself assumes that avidya.266

In the Upadesasahasri, the same question is framed slightly differently. It asks
whether the mutual superimposition (adhyaropa ) of the body and the Self on one
another is done by the assemblage of the body, etc, or by the Self? Sankara responds,
'whether it is done by the assemblage of the body;, etc., or it is done by the Self, what
of it? When the student persists and concludes that the superimposition is done by
himself, Sankara cryptically replies, “Then don't do it” He says further in

Upadesasahasri267: ‘ Avidya is the superimposition of the attributes of one thing over

266 Ingalls, D.H.H. (1953). 'Sarikara on the Question ‘Whose is Avidya, Philosophy East and West, no 1, p.69-72

267Brahma-siitra-Bhasya 4.1.3 Swami Gambhirananda p.821 "...tasmadatmetyeva iSvare mano dadhita’ “Hence one

should fix one’s mind on the Self which is God.
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another, just as silver is attributed to mother-of-pearl or just as a stump is taken for a
man or vice versa’ (BSB 1.2.54).268 These answers may be a method of circumventing
the logical difficulties in assigning the locus of avidya either to the individual (jiva) or
Brahman, as Mayeda2® suggests. They may be a way of dealing with the reality of
avidya, as Hacker suggests, observing that these answers, though not philosophically
exact, are pedagogically compelling?”?”. In any event, they underscore Sankara’s
commitment to revealing the nature of Brahman. To that end, they removed avidya,
without investigating its nature, a topic that, in contrast, occupied the attention of

many of his successors. There is good reason for this preoccupation, however.

The concept of avidya is crucial to the Advaita position. Without it, there is no
nonduality (advaita). The perceived duality is sublated as a reality by the knowledge
of an underlying non-dual reality. Understanding the duality as real is an error,

which is a function of ignorance (avidya) of the non-dual reality.

268]agadanzmda, S. (1970). Upadesasahast1i, Sri RamaKrishna Math Madras,
p-36, Avidyadhyaropitam yatra yat tadasat tatra drstam, yatha rajatam Suktikayam, sthanau purusah.’

269Sengagu , M. (1979). A Thousand Teachings, translation with Introduction and notes of the Upadesasahasri of
Saitkara (University of Tokyo Press, Tokyo, p. VII

270 Hacker, P (1995:65-66). ‘Distinctive features of the doctrine and terminology of Sankara: Avidya, Namarupa,

Maya, I$vara’, In Wilhelm Halbfass (ed.), Philology and Confrontation: Paul Hacker on Traditional and Modern
Vedanta, Albany: State University of New York Press, pp.72-100.
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Recognising that the tenability of advaita is dependent upon the establishment of
avidya. Criticisms of avidyia are numerous among the opponents of Advaita Vedanta. If
the concept of avidyi can be dismantled, advaita is untenable. The most well-known,
though not the first, serious critic of avidya was Ramanuja (1017-1137) who opened
the Sribhasya, his commentary on the Brahmasiitra, with a 140-page maha-siddhanta ,
offering seven reasons why avidya as presented by Sankara is untenable

(saptanupapatti )271. This of course underlines how far back this serious dispute goes.

The conflict over the nature of avidya has been primarily between the
Visistadvaitins like Ramanuja or the Madhva duvaitins/dualists?’2 who explain that
the universe is not fundamentally illusory but is instead a real creation of Brahman,
on the one hand, and the Advaitins on the other who see it as fundamentally illusory.
This has continued into the 21st century.

An interesting development has occurred which is the focus of more recent
controversy. Swami Satchidanandendra Saraswati (1880-1975 A.D.) explained that

the universe is not fundamentally illusory but is instead a real creation of Brahman.

271 Vireswarnanda, S. (2003). Brahma Sutras: Sri-Bhasya with Text, English Rendering, Comments According to Sri
Bhasya of Sri Ramanuja, and Index.

272Sarma, D. (2003). An Introduction to Madhva Vedanta. Ashgate World Philosophies Series. Aldershot: Ashgate,
pp. xiii + 159.
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A prolific author and professed Aduvaitin, he criticized the Advaita tradition’s
interpretation of avidyd, not as an opponent of Sankara, but as an adherent. He
advanced the view that all the post-Sankara commentators, apart from Sure§vara
(c.750A.D.), and including by implication Anubhatisvarapacarya have
misinterpreted Sankara’s representation of avidyd. As a result, he maintained, the
current Advaita tradition, exemplified by the Srngeri and Kafichi Sankaracarya

Mathas, is propagating an inaccurate view of Sarikara.

Moreover, one that is incompatible with non-duality (advaita) and with
liberation (moksa)?”3. Swami Satchidanandendra offered his own interpretation of
Sanikara on avidya. He claimed to have found endorsement for this in Gaudapada
(c.6th century A.D., Paramaguru of Sankara). His focus was on the susupta-sthina, the
third or deep sleep state of consciousness, the m of the sacred syllable Om (formed
from a-u-m): a, representing the first or waking state and u representing the second

or dream state and m as the deep sleep or susupta-sthana) to the neglect of Turiya,

273 Satchidanandendra Saraswati, S. (1964). Vedanta-prakriya-pratyabhijna. Holenarsipur: Adhyatma Prakasha
Karyalaya. Translated by AlJ. Alston (1989). The Method of the Vedanta, A Critical Account of the Advaita

Tradition. London, New York: Kegan Paul International.
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the Fourth or Absolute unchanging substratum of all states, ‘the partless Om’27. This
suggests extremely selective reading and ignorance of the central importance of
Sankara’s and Anubhiitisvariipa’s Advaita to the whole of Upanisadic Sruti, whose
quintessence the Manditkya-Gaudapadiyakarika is widely acknowledged to express.
Consequently, he reduced the lineage of authentic Advaiticaryas to Gaudapada,
Sankara, Sureévara, and, implicitly, himself. He urged a return to the study of
Sankara. This study should be without what he considered the contaminating
influences of the post-Sanikara commentators. In his lifetime he appealed to the
Advaita tradition to concur with his position, engaging in a life-long dialogue with
representatives of the Srngeri and Kanchi Sarnkardcarya Mathas, and with traditional
Advaita pandits. These Advaitins, and their contemporary counterparts, reject
Sacchidanandendra’s understanding of avidya, finding it, in turn, inadequate for the
establishment of non-duality (advaita) and liberation (moksa). Through publications

and public debate, they have defended the view of avidya elaborated by the post-

274Gambhirananda, S. p.221. Eight Upanisads. Vol. 2 ‘amatras caturtho'vyavaharyah prapancopasamah Sivo'dvaita
evam omkara atmaiva sawwisaty atmana’tmanam ya evarir veda’l12. ‘The partless Om is the Fourth (Turlya)-
beyond all conventional dealings, the limit of the negation of the phenomenal world, the auspicious, and the

non-dual. Om is thus the Self to be sure. He who knows thus enters the Self through his Self".
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Sankara commentators and argued for its fidelity to Sankara.2’s Among t h e s e
post-Sankara Advaitin commentators, was ~ AnubhiitisvarGpacarya (c.1250A.D.). As
stated, this little known Advaitin was possibly the disciple of Sri Harsa276(fl.1140A.D.)
and Anandabodha?’5(fl.1150A.D.). Anubhiitisvariipacarya who himself was the
teacher of Anandagiri(fl.1300A.D.)?”7 has made an important contribution to the
understanding of the nature of maya and avidya. He starts by dealing with what he
calls the essence of Advaita Vedanta. It is said as was explained that for bathing in the
ocean of this Advaita Vedantasastra three bathing ghats are needed, firstly
Srutiprasthanam, i.e. the ten principal Upanisads, secondly smrtiprasthanam i.e. the
Bhagavadgita, and thirdly sitraprasthanam, i.e. the Brahmasiitra. The essence of this
sastra is that what appears as God, the individual souls and the universe is in reality
non-different from the one absolute reality, Brahman. The cause of these diverse

appearances is maya, also called avidya. The one Brahman is of the nature of

275 Vittala Sastri, S. (1975). Mulavidya-bhasya-vartika -viruddha. Holenarsipur: Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya.

276 Solomon, E. A. (Ed.) (1990) Sisyahitaisini- Anubhitisvariipacarya’s Commentary on Sriharsa’s Khandana-
khanda-khadya, M.] Jadia. Gujarat University Navrangpura, Ahmedabad-38009. Pramanamala, Nyayadipavali, and
Nyayamakaranda, Anubhitisvariipacarya’s Commentary on three key works of Anandabodha, Chowkhamba

Sanskrit Series, Benares, 1907.

277 Revathy, S. (1990). Three Little Known Advaitins: Anubhtisvartipacarya, Advaitavidyacarya, and
Kavitarkika Cakravarti Nrsimhabhattopadhyaya . Madras: University of Madras.
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Existence, Consciousness, Infinitude, Bliss and One without a second. When

Brahman gets associated with maya it gets the name I$vara, jiva and the universe?7s.

He states the scriptural origins of Maya and the Purport of the scriptures giving

proof of maya.

According to later Advaita there are two entities, the seer (drk ) and the seen
(drsyam)?? of them, the seer is conceived of as threefold - Brahman, I$vara and jiva.
The seer is known as twofold — maya ‘magic or illusion” 250 and the universe. Among
all these, Brahman alone is the absolute reality, eternal, pure, of the nature of
Existence, Consciousness and Bliss, all-pervading and non-dual. That alone appears

as I$vara, etc., through maya. Thus, maya is a central pillar of Advaita Vedanta?s!.

278 Anubhiitisvartipacarya (2006) IstaSiddhi-Vivaranam (ISV) Sastrigal RK. a critical study of Ista Siddhi-
Vivaranam a commentary on IstaSiddhi (IS) of Vimuktatman. Chennai. India. Adisankara Advaita Research

Centre.

27 ¢f. Drk-drsya-viveka: Vidyaranya, ‘Inquiry into the nature of the seer and the seen), also called Vakyasudha

(‘Nectar of speech’). This work is sometimes wrongly attributed to Adi Sankara.

280 'maya visvam mati yasyam, mimeti va’, ITn whom the whole (universe) is measured out’.; ma a pa a 24.2 mane
2.53; measure man ju a a 26.1. mane Sabde ca 3.6 measure, sound. Unadi. 549.machasasibhyo yah 4.109. magic,

illusion

281 Anubhiitisvariipacarya (2006). Ista Siddhi-Vivaranam (ISV), p.28
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The Purport of the Scriptures Giving Proof of Maya

The nature of maya, which is also named avidya, is described in the Nasadiyasiikta

Rgveda 10.129.1-3282:

1. Then even non-existence was not there, nor existence,
There was no air then, nor the space beyond it.
What covered it? Where was it? In whose keeping?

Was there then cosmic fluid, in depths unfathomed?

2. Then there was neither death nor immortality
nor was there then the torch of night and day.
The One breathed windlessly and self-sustaining.

There was that One then, and there was no other.

282 RoVeda 10.129.1,2,3 ‘nasad asin no sad asit tadaniri nasid rajo no vyoma paro yat | kim avarivah kuha kasya
$armann ambhah kim asid gahanarii gabhiram || na mrtyur asid amrtari na tarhi na ratrya ahna asit praketah |
anid avatariv svadhaya tad ekarii tasmad dhanyan na parah ki candsa | |tama asit tamasa gialham agre ‘praketari
salilarin sarvam @ idam |tucchyenabhv apihitarh yad asit tapasas tan mahindjayataikam. || RV_10,129.03

Rgvedaed Aufrecht.txt
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3.At first there was only darkness “(mist’)/tamas wrapped in darkness.
All this was only unillumined cosmic water.
That One which came to be, enclosed in nothing,
arose at last, born of the power of knowledge. There was not the non-
existent nor the existent then...Darkness was in the beginning covered by

darkness. 301

Here, after stating the non-existence of the entire universe made up of the elements
during the mahapralaya , some covering which is different from both existent and
non-existent is mentioned and that is indeed maya.

Also, in Taittiriyasamhita (4.6.27.) by the word ‘mist’ according to
Sayanabhasya the indeterminable avidya, is meant. “Being covered by mist, because
of being covered by ignorance, which is like mist, one does not know. Mist is not
absolutely unreal, because it obstructs the vision; nor can it be termed real, since it
cannot have contact with other forms such as wood and stone. So, also, avidya is not
absolutely unreal, because it covers the real nature of I[$vara; nor can it be described

as real, because it ceases on being negated”283,

283 Sayanabhasya on Taittiriyasamhita 4.6.27 us.archive.org, p.2163
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Further in Rgveda 10.129.2284 it is stated, “Then there was neither death nor

immortality...” This too has been taken as perhaps one of the earliest hints at

Aduvaitic teaching. Likewise in RV.10.129.3 tamas is equivalent to mayi and termed

ajiiana is bhavariipa a positive entity, not real’ but not negative, being the material

cause of the world.285 Manu 1.528 famously develops this theme when it says,

‘This (universe) existed in the shape of darkness, unperceived, destitute of

distinctive marks, unattainable by reasoning, unknowable, wholly immersed, as

it were, in deep sleep’.

The earliest reference to the word maya in the Upanisads is the key text at the

end of the Madhu Brahmana in Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.5.19:

284 RV10.129.2 'na mytyur asid amrtam na tarhi.

285 1.129.03 ‘tamah asit tamasa gilham agre apra-ketam salilam sarvam @ idam tucchyena abhu api-hitam yat asit
tapasah tat mahina ajayata | ekam //' RV_10,129.3 //3. In the beginning, pregnant darkness was By dissolving
darkness secretly enfolded. Unformed, unseparate that Fluid was this entire creation. or 1. There was not
the non-existent nor the existent then; there was not the air nor the heaven which is beyond. What did it
contain? Where? In whose protection? Was there water, unfathomable profound? 2.There was not death nor
immortality then. There was not the beacon of night nor of day. That One breathed windless by its own
power. Other than that there was not anything beyond. 3. Darkness was in the beginning hidden by
darkness; indistinguishable, this all was waterThat which, coming into being, was covered with the void,

that One arose through the power of heat’. (A. Macdonell)

286 Manu 1.5 asid idam tamobhiitam aprajiiatam alaksanam apratarkyam avijiieyari prasuptamiva sarvatah’ 5. This
(universe) existed in the shape of Darkness, unperceived, destitute of distinctive marks, unattainable by

reasoning, unknowable, wholly immersed, as it were, in deep sleep.



256

(He) transformed Himself in accordance with each form; that

form of His was for the sake of making Him known.

The Lord on account of Mayas (notions superimposed by
ignorance) is perceived as manifold, for to Him are yoked ten
organs, nay, hundreds of them. He is ten and thousands- many
and infinite. That Brahman is without prior or posterior,
without interior or exterior. This Self, the perceiver of

everything, is Brahman. This is the teaching. 287

In the Taittiriya Upanisad 3.1 after stating the nature of Brahman as non-dual, etc., it
is further stated that It is the creator of the universe. “That from which all these
beings are born...’, and the origin, sustenance and dissolution are in Brahman. In

the Svetasvatara Upanisad 4.10.2 the principle of maya is postulated for attributing

287 Brhadaranyaka 2.5.19 'Ripariv rilparin pratiriipo babhitva tadasya ripam praticaksanaya. Indro mayabhih
pururiipa tyate yukta hyasya harayah Satadasety ayam vai harayoyarit dasa ca sahasrani bahiini canantani ca tadetat

brahmapiirvam anaparam anantaram abahyam ayam atma brahma sarvanubhiir ityanusasanam.

288 'mayam tu prakrtim vidyan mayinam tu maheSvaram /

tasyavayavabhiitais tu vyaptam sarvam idam jagat’ // 4.10 /TN. Sethumadhavan September 2011
tnsethu @rediffmail.com/
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the act of creation to Brahma. It is spoken of as the material cause for the creation of

the universe and as the power of Brahman,

‘Know maya to be prakrti and the supreme Lord as the wielder of maya’.

Maya is referred to in Upanisads as sakti present in the Self-luminous Brahman, the

transformative material cause of the world, which dissolves back into it and

proceeds out of it, so it is absolutely dependent on the Brahman.
Anubhitisvartipacarya shows that Udayana’s criticism that sakti is not a separate

category is not a sound statement?® because it is clearly shown to be so in this

context and elsewhere.

Moreover, in the Svetdsvatara Upanisad 1.32% it is stated ‘by practising
meditation they saw the divine power/Sakti in themselves, concealed by its own
gunas’. This all clearly supports the view that Advaitins hold as to the existence of
maya in the Self-luminous Consciousness - Brahman. The relation between maya and

Brahman cannot be real since Brahman is sentient while maya is jada 2! (insentient).

289 Prakatharthavivarana =PV p. 292/18 pratibandhakabhavasya karanatvanupapatteh
karyabhavabhavavyavasthasiddhaye pratibandhakavyavaharasiddhaye ca Saktir abhyupagantavya.

290 Spetasvatara Upanisad 1.3 te dhyanayoganugati apasyan devatmasaktim svagunair nigiadham”// 1.3 /|

Tyagisananda, Swami, (1949)

291 jada fr. jal avarane 10.10 cover + a-c, p.3.1.134 cold, frigid; stiff, torpid, motionless, apathetic, senseless,

stunned, paralysed.
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Hence, they argue the relation must be false. The cause of this false relation is maya
itself. If we were to admit some other cause, it would be asked whether that cause is
related to Brahman. If not, then it cannot bring about the relation of maya to Brahman.
If related to Brahman then what is the cause for the relation? If some other causes
were admitted, then we have infinite regress.

Thus, maya itself is responsible for its relation to Brahman. Maya in this way
related to Brahman undergoes transformation/ parinama in the form of the world.
Maya and the world have the same level of reality, empirical/vyavaharika, as both are
removable by direct knowledge of Brahman, the Supreme reality/paramarthika. The
Svetasvatara Upanisad 4.10.22 speaks of maya as located in the Brahman and as the
primal cause of the world, referring to material causality in respect of maya. The
same Upanisad as was quoted earlier, 1.3 speaks of ‘the divine power/$akti’, which
Sankara also refers to in the BSB 1.3.30 2%

‘When this universe becomes dissolved, it is dissolved leaving its

potentiality unaffected. It is from that potentiality that the next creation

292Svetasvatara Upanisad 4.10 ‘mayam tu prakrtim vidyat /know Maya to be the primal cause the world’.

Tyagisananda, Swami (1949), Ramakrishna Matha, Madras: India

293BSB 1.3.30 'praliyamanam api cedam jagacchaktyavasesameva praliyate, Saktimillameva ca prabhavati’, “"When

this universe becomes dissolved, it is dissolved leaving its potentiality unaffected. It is from that potentiality

that the next creation proceeds’. 314 ibid. ...itaratha akasmikatvaprasangat
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proceeds’ where he states that the world at the time of dissolution merges in the
Sakti, also called maya and it proceeds from it at the time of creation. If this is not
admitted, then there arises the contingency of the world arising accidentally/
akasmikatva. From this it follows that sakti, is a separate category. This view is totally
opposed to that of the Naiyayikas like Udayana, who reduce $akti, to the category of
an abhava /absence, and whose view Anubhtisvartipacarya refutes by showing sakti,
is a separate category.29* Moreover, the Svetdsvatara Upanisad 4.10. states,

‘know Maya to be the primal or material cause of the world.

Since abhava/non-existence cannot serve as the material cause of any entity
and since Maya is said to be the material cause, Maya is the equivalent of ajiiana or
avidya. It is a positive entity and not an absence of knowledge.

Istasiddhi-vivarana, p.942%> states, @jiana cannot be recognised as absence or
negative, since it is directly experienced, like happiness” and

“Even those who accept a-bhava (negation) do not cognise negation

without cognising the substratum of the negation”;

294 Naiyayusumanjali, p.27 pratibandho visamagri tad hetuh pratibandhakah PV wvol.1 p.292 1.9-10 Istasiddhi=IS

p.66 ‘na hi abhavasrayam apratitya abhavam ...

295 [stasiddhi-vivarana, p.94 ‘ajfianam, na abhavagamyam, aparoksatvat, sukhavat..
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as the snake has rope as its substratum or ornaments the gold, or waves the

ocean. From this too, it is clear that a-vidya is not a mere absence of knowledge it

conveys something positive.

Moreover, Anubhitisvartipacarya refutes the arguments of Naiyayikas that

tamas is a mere absence of light because it possesses unmanifested touch and is a

substance with the power to conceal.2%

Hence, the ground of inference (hetu), namely, non-discernibility by touch is

not present in this view/ paksa, and so the inferential argument presented by the

Naiyayikas suffers from the fallacy, svariipasiddhi .27 In so doing they are treating

tamas as a substance because it possesses a form and such is a valid argument. Tamas

is a positive entity because it has the power to conceal, like a wall.2% The absence of

that to be proved/sadhya of his inferential argument is not ascertained by perception

as claimed by the Naiyayikas. So, the ground of inference is not vitiated by the

fallacy/badha. The inferential argument is sound and tamas is proved to be a positive

296 Istasiddhivivarana=ISV p.363 ...avaranaviksepasaktimatsu...
297 PV 139.16 BS 1.1.2 'tamaso’pyanubhiitasparsatvabhyupagamena hetvasiddheh.

298 PV 138.24 BS 1.1.2 'tamo bhavah,avaranatoat, kudyavad iti prayogah.
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entity?® on the ground that it has the power to conceal. Maya too has the power to

conceal the true nature of the pure Consciousness-Brahman, referred to in RV 1.129.3

as a positive entity.3%0 Since Maya is said to be the material cause, the equivalent of

ajiidna is a positive entity and not the absence of knowledge.

Anubhitisvariipacarya develops this argument further in his

Istasiddhivivarana.'1 There is he says the perceptual experience of ignorance or

ajidna or Maya in the state of deep sleep. Absence of knowledge cannot be the

content of perceptual experience. Hence the contents of perceptual experience, i.e.

ignorance or ajiiana or Maya must be a positive entity, like pleasure. Ajiana or Maya

cannot be viewed as the annihilative non-existence or dhvamsa of knowledge

because dhvamsa is subject to origination and ajiiana is beginningless. For never does

one have the experience that gjfidgna has come into existence at a given point in

time.302

299 PV 139.8,9 BS 1.1.2 ‘anvayavyatirekabhyam tamaso bhavatvavagamat kalatyayapad istatd’ 321 Sveta 4.10 ‘mayam

tu prakrtim vidyat’, 'know Maya to be the primal cause the world'.

300 RV 1.129.3 above
301 ISV p.94 ‘ajfianam na abhavagamyam aparoksatvat sukhavat.

302 ISV p.95 'janimatvajanimatvavailanyabhavat.
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Moreover, as Vimuktatman has said, nor is ajiana only mutual non-existence/

anyonyabhava of knowledge, because mutual non-existence is present in objects of

the world whereas ajiiana or Maya are located in pure Consciousness so as such

ajiiana cannot be viewed as mutual non-existence/anyonyabhava of knowledge.303

Ajfiana is a positive entity, not an antecedent negation of knowledge.304

Anubhitisvartipacarya proves antecedent negation of knowledge cannot be viewed

as ajiiana because it is an abhava like dhvamsa etc3> So, in summary, for

Anubhitisvartipacarya, jiana or Maya is a positive entity, serving as link between

Brahman/pure Consciousness and the world of phenomena, the Sakti of Brahman,

totally dependent for existence and manifestation. Its shadow as it were.

Returning to the sruti evidence on maya, we find in the Kaivalyopanisad 1.12306

it is said

303 IS p.66 ‘itaretarabhavasya visayasrayatodt, ajianasya ca atmaikasrayatoat.
304 Samksespasariraka into. p.70 referring to Advaita Siddhi p.555
305 ISV p.95-96 'jiianaprag abhavah na ajianam, abhavatvat, abhavantaravat.

306 Kaivalyopanisad 1.12  ‘sa eva maya-parimohitatma Sariram asthaya karoti sarvam.stry-anna-panadi vicitra-
bhogais sa eva jagrat parityptim eti’. 'His mind deluded by Maya, he (the Self), identifying with his body,
performs all actions (perceptions, feelings, thoughts). In the waking state it is he who attains fulfilment {or

strives to attain fulfilment} through a variety of objects like women, food, wine & so on’.
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‘that same Self is deluded by maya" and in Maitrayaniyopanisad 4.1.37,
‘Created by maya like magic’. Again, the Bhagavad Gita 5.1538 states ‘Knowledge is
covered by avidya and so living beings are deluded’ and 7.25

‘Being enveloped by my Yoga maya, I am not manifest to all.’

Sarikara explains Yoga means the combination of the three gunas; that itself is
mayad; being enveloped by that yoga maya, ‘I am not manifest to all’. In contrast, the
Bhagavad Gita says 714 “Those who take refuge in Me alone transcend this maya’.

This is explained in the Sarikara bhasya as ‘Me’, the wielder of maya and their
own self; (thus) giving up all rites and duties, they alone cross over this maya, which
deludes all; they become free from the bondage of transmigration. So on the basis of
this and other references, Prakasatman says maya is one only not many.
Anubhitisvartipacarya also argues this. Further support is found in Mahanarayana

Upanisad 12.5

307 Maitrayaniyopanisad 4.2. ‘indrajalam iva mayamayam.

308 Bhagavad Gita 5.15.
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‘There is one unborn Female (Mayad, the uncaused substance of the
universe) red, white and black (representing sattva, rajas and tamas) producing
manifold offspring of the same nature’ 30°

Maya and its equivalent aja are singular. Only that part of Maya, which is
indeterminable whose transformation is the mind by being associated with a
particular soul/jivatman has attained the knowledge of Brahman is removed. Every
other soul will be related to its mind and cause, the part of Maya and thus would
remain bound till it attains the knowledge of Brahman. Thus, by admitting
indeterminable parts of Maya, the distinction between the released souls and bound
ones is maintained. As Mundaka Upanisad 2.4.8 states

‘(When Brahman is realised) the mind is removed/split and all doubts are
dispelled’.

Thus, bondage and release respectively consist in the relation and non-
relation of Maya to the soul.  Mayd, known as the primal cause of the world in
Svetdsvatara 1.3 is one only, but it has indeterminable parts each one consisting of the
power of concealment (dvarana Sakti) and the power of projection (viksepa 3Sakti).

These indeterminable parts are called avidya. The reflected image of pure

309 Mahanarayana Upanisad 12.5 ‘ajam ekam lohitasuklakrsnam.
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Consciousness in Maya is God, and that in avidya is the soul/jiva. As
Anubhitisvartipacarya in the Prakatarthavivarana, Vol 1, BS 1.1.1. pp 3-4310 explains,
that it is the Consciousness that serves as the original reflection (bimbacaitanya),
which is the One in the form of which the released soul would remain. When a
particular soul attains the knowledge of Brahman, its limiting condition, i.e. avidya
will be removed; and the soul will remain as the original consciousness. This is
liberation. The other avidyas continue to exist and the soul remains in bondage till
they attain the knowledge of Brahman. This does not remove Maya whose
transformation is the world. Hence bound jivas experience the objects of the world.
The released jiva however, does not experience the colour that exists.3!

Sankara’s paramaguru Gaudapada in the Mandikyakarika (on which
Anubhtisvarapacarya wrote his Tippanam) refers many times to maya, as in the

Agama Prakarana 1.16. Gaudapada states.

310 Prakatarthavivarana, Vol 1, BS 1.1.1. p.p.3-4

311 PV p.3-4 BS 1.1.1 eka tavad anirvacya bhitaprakrtih cinmatrasambandhini maya. tasyam citpratibimba i$varah.
... bimbakalpam tu nirvikalpakawr brahma kaivalyavalambanam.  tasya eva parichinnanirvacyanantapradeSesu
ajfianabhidhanesu avaranaviksepasakimatsu pratibimbitam  caitanyam anantajivavyavaharaspadam . yasya
bimbakalpanirvikalpabrahmatmanubhavah svopadhyajiianabhange tajjantahkaranapsarane  pramatrtvanupapattau
svariipavasthanam  muktih sajjaghatiti . yas tu mayavivarto mahabhiitah  prapaficah sa vidyamano'pi
nirindriyeneva riipam nanubobhityate”  cf ISV p.364; MK BhT pl7  ‘atreyam prakriya - cinmatratantrd
anadyanirvidcyabhiitaprakytih maya ‘vyakrtadisabdavicya. tasyar pratibimbitam tadeva caitanyar

aropakasvabhavena svopadhina prapitavikarav taya sarvajiiatvadidharmikarii 1Svarasafijiiakari bhavati.”
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‘When the Jiva who is sleeping because of beginningless maya is
awakened...

and then in the Advaita Prakarana, Karika 3.10

‘the aggregates (of bodies and sense organs) are all brought forth by the
maya of the Self, as in dream’.

Further, in 3.19, he states ‘This birthless one (Self) becomes differentiated
through maya; and not in any other way whatsoever’. Anubhitisvar@ipacarya
advocates the identity of Maya and avidya, as two aspects of prakrti. He asks, Is Maya
the material cause of the illusory appearance of shells as silver etc?

In ordinary experience we find that illusory appearances of shell-silver etc are
removed by the direct knowledge of the world that exists like the blind man who
does not experience the shell, etc; hence something other than Mayi must be
admitted as the material cause of the illusory appearances referred to above. It is

‘modal ignorances’ avasthajiiana/tilajiiana/ tilavidya, which are many. When there

arises the mental state in the form of pot by sense-contact, the modal ignorance/

3L2Vimuktatman, Ista-siddhi 1S, Gaekward's oriental Series, No.LXV, 1933, p.63; Prakasatman V p.99; AS ISV p.94
ajiianabhave sukterajiatataya abhdvat pramanajfidnam api suktau na syat. atah pramanapravytyanyathanupapatya

Suktyajiianarin vaktavyam.
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Maya is one according to Prakasatman and Anubhiitisvariipacarya, it is many
according to Vacaspatimi$ra; and all three admit the semblance of ignorance/
non-manifestation of pot prior to the functioning of the sense-organ.

The world is admitted being indeterminable either as real or as an absolute
nothing. It is mithya. However, it does appear and there must be a cause for its
appearance, viz. Maya necessarily of the same order as the effect, i.e. the world. On
this ground, Maya is held to be mithya or indeterminable. Also, if Maya were real
there would be two real entities, Brahman and Maya and so the non-dual character of
Brahman would be contradicted. Since it cannot be characterised as real or as an
absolute nothing, it is viewed as mithya or indeterminable. This maya is also referred
to in the Brahmasiitra 3.2.3%3: ‘But the dream creation is mere maya, because of not
being a complete manifestation’.

Sankara of course frequently refers to maya, especially in the
Brahmasiitrabhasya. For example, on BS 1.4.3. he points out the difference between
the Advaitic view and the Sankhya view. If we admit some previous state as an

independent cause of the universe, we will be accepting the theory of Pradhana as

313Brahmasiitra 3.2.3 ‘mayamatrari tu kartsyenanabhivyaktasvaripatoat.
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the cause. However, this previous state of the universe is held by us to be under the

control of the Supreme Lord and not independent34.

It might be said further that in the state of deep sleep, there was the

experience of ignorance as indicated in the Upanisads; but many might say it is not a

positive entity, only an absence of knowledge. However, Anubhitisvariipacarya

contends that it cannot be because the absence of knowledge will never become the

content of perceptual experience, like ‘I slept happily and knew nothing, when I was

asleep’. There arises the perceptual cognition of the absence of (for example) a pot. It

presupposes the knowledge in the form of the remembrance of the pot which is

negated/pratiyogin. So, if there is no cognition of the pot, there cannot be the

perceptual cognition of the absence of pot. In the same way, if there were to be

perceptual cognition of the negation of knowledge, then there must be the

knowledge of the negatum/pratiyogin which here is knowledge. The content of the

perceptual experience, namely ignorance or avidya or ajiianam or maya must be a

positive entity315,

314 BSB 1.4.3 'yadi vayam svatantrari, kacitpragavasthar jagatah karanatvenabhyupagacchema, prasafijema tada

pradhanakaranavadam. paramesvaradhing tvayam asmabhil pragavastha jagato’bhyupagamyate na svatantra.

315 Sastrigal, ISV, p.94 ajiianam na abhavagamyam aparoksatvat sukhavat.
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Anubhdtisvartapacarya states, maya and the universe are indeterminable/
anirvacaniya because they cannot be categorised as real, unreal or both real and
unreal’316,

Here he is following Anandabodha, his teacher, who in his Nyayamakaranda like
Sankara takes avidya to be virtually the same as maya. Although there is a reference
to miilavidya/root-ignorance this is not a tacit approval of Vacaspati’s view of two
avidyas, for Anubhiitisvariipacarya recognises only one, which is beginningless and
indescribable/anadi-anirvacaniya. It is the cause of both ordinary illusions such as
mistaking a shell for silver and the world illusion/maya.3'”

Following in the line of Sankara, Anubhditisvartipacarya describes Isvara/God
as qualified by maya. The jiva/soul is qualified by maya and its effects, the gross and
subtle bodies. The real nature of Isvara and jiva is Brahman alone. He explains that
since I$vara is aware of his identity with Brahman, he is ever free.

The jiva/ soul, because of identification with the gross body, etc. has forgotten

its real nature and does not know its identity with Brahman, therefore it is a

316 ibid. 1SV p.87 '...Sad-asad vilaksanam...

317 ibid. ISV p.94 ajfianabhave Sukter ajfiatataya abhavat...
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transmigratory being. This of course is simply following the Upanisadic teaching in
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad IV.3.18:

‘As a great fish swims alternately to both the banks (of a river), eastern and
western, so does this infinite being move to both these states. the dream and
waking states” etc.318

When such a jiva realises his identity with Brahman, he is said to be liberated.
Thus, such liberation is only attained when the jiva is rid of avidya, which conceals
his real nature as Brahman. The cessation of avidya takes place only through the
knowledge of the identity of Brahman and the atma, the indwelling self. It is,
therefore, for the realization of such an identity with Brahman and the indwelling
Self that the entire Vedanta is practised. Sankara says in the Adhyasabhasya BSB 1.1.1:

‘In order to eradicate the cause of this evil and to realise the oneness of the
Self, a discussion of the entire Vedanta is begun.’
Udayana (f1.984 CE), the famous Nyayika logician, without admitting sakti as

a separate category admits abhava as the cause of an effect. So just as fire is the cause

318 Brhadaranyaka Upanisad BU 1V.3.18 Madhavacarya ‘Tad yatha mahamatsya ubhekule anusaficarati piirovari
caparart caivamevayam purusa etdv ubhdav antav anusaficarati svapnantarm ca buddhantam ca’. 34 BSB 1.1.1

‘asyanarthahetoh prahanaya atmaikatvavidydapratipattaye sarve vedantd arabhyante.
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of burning, so it is in the absence of a counteracting factor, i.e. a spell, the cause.

Thus, the Naiyayikas do not accept Sakti, as a separate factor.

Anubhitisvartipacarya shows that the ‘spell’ is what causes the obstruction
and is $akti, so Udayana’s criticism of it as not a separate category is not sound.31?
Thus, AnubhiitisvarGpacarya agrees with the Upanisads and Sankara that Maya is
that dakti present in the self-luminous Brahman, totally dependent on it. It is the
transformative material cause of the world which at the time of dissolution merges

back into it and at creation proceeds out of it.320

Maya which Anubhttisvartipacarya also terms ignorance/ajfiana is a positive
entity/bhavariipa, agreeing with one of his teachers Anandabodha. This he shows
does not mean that maya is real, but only that it is not negative. Being the material
cause of the universe, it should be regarded as positive. It is called the sakti of
Brahman32! because it is totally dependent on Brahman for its manifestation and

existence.

319 pV VOL.1 p.292 'Pratibandhakabhavaya karantvanupapatteh....

320 Sveta U. 4.10 ‘mayam tu prakrtim vidyat....

321 Svetasvatara Upanisad 6.8 ".....pardsya aktir vividhaiva ériyate svabhaviki jiianabalakriya...
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In the Nasadiyasitkta Rgveda 10.129.3, it says

‘Prior to creation this entire world was concealed by tamas...” 322

This would seem to refer to maya, into which the universe merges back at the
time of pralaya, as tamas. The Naiyayikas treat tamas not as a positive entity but as
merely the absence of light, not a substance. From their standpoint maya or ajiiana or
avidyd which are compared with tamas will be merely the absence of knowledge not

a positive entity.

Hence, Anubhiitisvariipacarya critically examines the Naiydyika conception of
tamas and proves that it is a positive entity. He does this through the following

argument:

a. Tamas is a substance because it possesses a form, like the cloud.

b. Tamas is a positive entity because it has the power to conceal,
like a wall. A is rejected by the Naiyayikas with the statement:

"Tamas does not have a form because it is not discernible by

322 RV10.129.3 ‘tama asit tamasa gidham agre.
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touch, like the soul...hence the inference fails to establish

possession of form, due to the defect, badha.323

Anubhitisvartipacarya using his skill in dealing with Naiyayikas developed from his
commentaries on Anandabodha, counters by stating that tamas is admitted possessing
ummanifested, i.e. ‘subtle’ touch. Hence the hetu/ground of inference, non-
discernibility by touch is not present in the paksa/alternative and so the argument
suffers from the fallacy svariipasiddhi/ whereby the quality alleged to belong to a
subject is not really proved.3?* The argument that tamas is a positive entity, which
Naiyayikas seek to refute by the perception that it is known that darkness or tamas is
only absence of light and hence not a positive entity itself fails according to
Anubhitisvartipacarya since one could just as well prove, ‘that light is not a positive
entity, only the absence of tamas. Due to the absence of a sadhya/major term of his
argument the ground is not vitiated by the badha/fallacy, the argument is sound and

tamas is proved a positive entity: ‘So tamas being a motivating entity has the power

323 PV vol.l p.139 'Tamo na ripavat sparsahinatvat. ityanumanabadhah ibid...hetvasiddheh.

324 Gubject is not really proved3>2
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to conceal’. Maya too also has the power to conceal the true nature of consciousness

- Brahman, as referred to in Nasadiyasiikta Rgueda 10.129.3.325

If we have knowledge of the negatum, knowledge itself exists and so cannot

be merely the cognition of its negation. Thus, there is the perceptual experience of

ignorance/ajiiana or avidya or Maya in the state of deep sleep. Absence of knowledge

cannot be the content of perceptual experience. Hence the content of perceptual

experience of ignorance/ajiiina or avidya or Mayi must be a motivating entity,

according to Anubhiitisvartipacarya in his Istasiddhivivaranam.526

Anubhitisvartipacarya explains how Maya and ajfiana or avidya cannot be like

the destruction of non-existence or dhvamsa of knowledge because dhvamsa has a

beginning whereas agjiiana is beginningless. This is because one never does have the

experience of gjfidna coming into existence at a particular time.’?” On the other

hand, it cannot be said that agjiiana is only the anyonyabhava/the mutual non-

existence of knowledge, because mutual non-existence is well-known to be present

in objects of the world. Maya or ajiiana in contrast is located in pure consciousness.

325 Rgveda 10.129.3. Ibid.
326 p.94

327 1SV p.96 'janimatvajanimatvavailaksanyabhavat.
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In this respect ajiiana therefore cannot be viewed as the mutual non-existence of

knowledge.328

Ajfiana is not to be considered as the prior negation of knowledge because

knowledge is known to remove ajiidna. On this view, knowledge will be the

destruction of the prior negation of knowledge. Thus, at the rise of knowledge, prior

negation of knowledge, which is held to be ajiiana, will not be present, so there is no

occasion for knowledge as such to remove it.

Thus, it must be considered that ajiiana is a positive entity and not a prior

negation of knowledge. Then Anubhiitisvariipacarya demonstrates that the prag-

abhava/the prior non-existence of knowledge cannot be considered as ajiiana because

like dhvamsa/destruction etc. it is an a-bhava/negation.329

So, in summary, for Anubhiitisvartipacarya and his lineage, Maya or ajiiana, is

a positive entity linking Brahman - pure consciousness and the phenomenal world. It

is called the $akti of Brahman because it is totally dependent on Brahman for its

manifestation and existence.

328 IS p.66 'itaretarabhavasya visayasrayatoat, ajiianasya ca atmaikatoasrayatoat.

3171S p.66 'itaretarabhavasya visayasrayatvat, ajiianasya ca atmaika.
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Avidya is Positive

Sankara’s immediate disciple, Sureévara and others have also explained all the
perceived differences such as I$vara, jiva etc., as well as the distinctions of bondage
and release etc, by enunciating the principle of maya.

Similarly conflicting views of all schools of thought and the variegated
nature of the universe become intelligible (only if avidya is established). Therefore,
Vimuktatman says that the sixth and eighth chapters of Istasiddhi have been devoted
to the subject of avidya and its removal. Here he is stating that the concept of avidya
is very useful for the attainment of the Istasiddhi, viz. ‘the desired goal’, because the
concepts of bondage and liberation are dependent on it.

In the view of Advaitins, this avidya is beginningless and indeterminable.
Anubhitisvartipacarya in in his Istasiddhi-Vivarana33 expresses an objection. “The
word avidya is a compound with the negative nafi=a, meaning “the absence of vidya,
i.e. not vidya. The negative has three meanings, its absence, the opposite of it, and

different from it.

318 tvasraya
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He then answers this objection, ‘Ajiiana cannot be the absence of knowledge.

To cognise absence the means of knowledge (pramana) are either perception,

(pratyaksa) or non-apprehension (anupalabdhi). Ajiiana cannot be known by these

means. Since ajiiana /avidya is removable by a pramana it cannot be known through a

pramana. It cannot be revealed by something antagonistic to it, because of being

removable by it, like darkness.”33! He is saying here that ignorance is experienced by

all through direct perception in the form ‘I am ignorant. He says a-jfiagna cannot be

cognised as absence (or negative) since it is directly experienced, like happiness’332.

One authority for ignorance being removable by knowledge is the Bhagavad

Gita 516 ‘But for those whose ignorance/a-jiidna has been destroyed by

knowledge..."333

Sarvajiiatman (f1.1027), another of Anubhatisvartipacarya’s great predecessors

from the Vivarana tradition, in his Samksepasariraka also says:

Since a-vidya veils the Self, it cannot be non-existent. Even those who are

experts in determining the nature of non-existence do not assert that non-

319 tvat p.84 ... tad dheyatvat tamovat.
3321SV p.94 ... sukhavat

333 B.G. 5.16 Jianena tu tad ajfianari yesari nasitam atmanah
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existent entity can veil anything. Lord Vasudeva also has stated that a-

jiiana is a veil and so we conclude that it is a positive entity.334

Similarly, Prakasatman(fl.975) in the Paficapadikavivaranam establishes clearly the

existence of a-vidya as a positive entity by means of perception, inference and

presumption (arthapatti ). Essentially, ‘In experiences such as: ‘there is no

knowledge in me’, and ‘there is no experience (in me) of absence of knowledge.’335

This is because, if the Self, which is the dharmi (possessor of the attribute)

and the pratiyogi (counterpart or correlate) knowledge, are known, then since

knowledge is present, the experience of the absence of knowledge is not possible.

If it is said that the dharmi and the pratiyogi are both not known, then the

cognition of absence is not possible, since the cognition of absence depends on

the knowledge of the dharmi and the pratiyogi .33¢

In other words, according to Vimuktatman in his Istasiddhi, ‘Even those who

accept a-bhava (negation) do not cognise negation without cognising the substratum

334 Veezhinathan, N. (1985). Samksepasariraka of Sarvajiiatman 1.320. Radhakrishna Institute for

Advanced Philosophy, University of Madras, India.
335 Paficapadikavivaranam. p.89-94

336 ibid. p.89-94 ......abhavajiianasya dharmiprtiyogijianasapeksatoat
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of the negation’ just as the snake has rope as its substratum or ornaments gold, or

waves the ocean. The cognitions such as ‘I am ignorant’, ‘I am deluded’ are

experienced only without the pratiyogi /counter-correlate. From this too, it is clear

that a-vidya is not a mere absence of knowledge it conveys something positive.

Again, Anubhiitisvartipacarya explains in the Istasiddhi-vivaranam , ‘In such

statements as ‘I am ignorant, ‘I am deluded” ignorance is experienced without a

pratiyogi” He then has the opponent saying, ‘since ignorance is destroyed by the

birth of knowledge, it is proper to say that ignorance is the prior non-existence of

knowledge.3%” Anubhttisvartipacarya gives the samadhanam /reply:

It cannot be asserted from the mere fact of the removal of ignorance by

knowledge that ignorance is prior non-existence of knowledge. When a

lamp is lit darkness is destroyed. However from this it cannot be

concluded that this darkness is the prior non-existence of light.

Therefore there is no universal rule that, ‘merely because when one

thing comes into existence another thing is destroyed’.

337 1SV p.66 ... abhavavadino'pi
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The latter is the prior non-existence of the former, ‘Since ignorance is opposed to

knowledge, the destruction of ignorance by the origin of knowledge is perfectly

logical.’338

Anubhitisvariipacarya then states, ‘It cannot be concluded that ignorance

is only absence (of knowledge), merely on the argument that such destruction

is not logically possible otherwise, because its destruction is possible and also

because of ignorance being opposed (to knowledge).’

Though ignorance is removed by knowledge, it is not of the nature of absence

(or negation). Rather it is something which is opposed to knowledge, different

from negation (a-bhava) and indeterminable (a-nirvacaniya). It is expressed by the

word a-jiiana/ignorance, to show that it is other than knowledge. This is like the

word a-dharma, which means something opposed to dharma and of the nature of

sin (papariipa 3. All of which serves to underline the scale of the ignorance/

ajiidgna in the whole of our normal life’! It is as if we were living in darkness

3381SV p.98 ....tannivrttih siipapadyate

339 ibid. .....dharmavirodhi paparipah padarthah kathyate tadvat
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compared to the sage for whom the Self is everywhere and all is reflecting its light

(cf. Gita 2.69)!340

Ignorance /Avidyi is Indeterminable

Anubhiitisvariipacarya says that ignorance is also found to be expressed in a
positive manner by the words maya, mist etc. Vimuktatman, before him in the
Istasiddhi34! says, ‘It is called a-jfiana because of being opposed to knowledge or
being other than knowledge. It is indeterminable (anirvacaniya) and insentient
(jada) and is described by the words maya etc. which do not convey any negation.’
This is the reason Sankara, in the anumanikadhikarana of the BSB (1.4.1) says
that this avidya can be expressed in a number of ways, as unmanifest/avyakta in

some places and space/akasa , indestructible/aksaram and illusion/maya elsewhere

340 B.G. 2.69. 'ya nisa sarvabhiitanarii  tasyar jagarti saftyami yasyarii jagrati bhiitani sa nisa  pasyato muneh.
‘What is night to all beings, therein the self-controlled one is awake. Where all beings are awake, that is the

night of the sage who sees.

3411S p.69 ....mayadisabdaih aparyudasenapi ucyate.
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and that has necessarily to be accepted, that it serves a purpose.342 Just as when

we go every night into deep sleep and come out often refreshed it is a positive

experience because we have temporarily merged in the avyakta, the unmanifest

nature of the Absolute or Brahman!

Although Prakasatman, in the Paficapadikavivaranam,343 establishes the

positive nature of ajiiana, by inference, he wishes also to establish its

indetermanability (anirvacaniyata ). This is precisely what Vimuktatman does in

the Istasiddhi. There he says on the one hand, ‘That a-jiana is indeterminable

(anirvacaniya) and insentient (jada)’. On the other he states the locus of avidya is

the Self, that avidya cannot be said to be either different or non-different from the

Self, nor can it be described as existent or nonexistent . Moreover in 344 BSB 1.4.1,,

‘sd ca avasyabhyupagantavya . arthavati hi sa.’

342 1S p.208......svariipam napyanya anyananyd vd...
343 Paficapadikavivaranam, p.81 ...anirvacaniyatvam eva tesamapi drstam.

344 Tstasiddhi says, ‘ignorance is not the nature of the Self, nor different, nor different-cum non-

different.
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Chapter 4: The World/prapafica with Particular

Reference to Anubhiitisvartipacarya

In the previous chapter, the nature of Brahman and jiva, according to
Anubhitisvartipacarya, was presented. The examination of the perceived universe or
prapafica is now the natural next step.

Many diverse theories clearly exist as to the origin of the universe. According
to Advaita Vedanta, Brahman is non-dual, which nature could only hold good if there
were no entity apart from it. The jivatman/soul, which may be considered other than
Brahman are proved, in this system, to be non-different from it. On the other hand,
the world of duality is given in perception is admitted to be non-real/mithya. All of
which is summed up in the famous dictum attributed to Adisankara345, ‘Brahman is
truth, the world is nonreal/illusory; the jiva is not other than the Brahman’. This

naturally raises the question as to how the world could be taken as mithya?

345 ‘Brahma satyar jagan mithya jivo brahmaiva naparal’, v.20 Brahmajfianavallimala, School of Philosophy, Sydney

(2010)
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In answer, traditional Advaitins, like Anubhiitisvariipacarya would hold that

the sruti text, Chandogyopanisad 6.2.1346

‘O good looking one, in the beginning this was Existence alone, One only,

without a second’,

affirms that the world is indeed mithya. For this text, “in the beginning this

was Existence alone” states that prior to creation, this world, now differentiated into

names and forms, remained identical with Brahman. The ‘complementary’ part of the

text, ‘One only, without a second’, predicates the absence of the world in Brahman, so

conveying that Brahman associated with the world is free from the world.

Similarly, the Sruti text, Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.3.1.347 ‘Brahman has but two

forms- gross and subtle’, says that two factors define Brahman; those which possess

form, mainly earth, water and fire, and those which do not, air and ether, thus

confirming that the world exists in Brahman. However, Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.3.6348

346 Chandogyopanisad 6.2.1, ‘Sad eva somya idam agra asit, ekam evadvitiyam’. Swami Gambhirananda, Advaita

Ashrama, Calcutta (1997)

347 Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.3.1., ‘dve vava brahmano riipe - miirtar caivd miirtan ca, ..” Swami
Madhavananda , Advaita Ashram, (1993), Calcutta.

348 ibid. 2.3.6, ‘athata adeso neti neti’.



285

declares by the words “...Now therefore the description (of Brahman): ‘Not this, not

this”’, the non-existence of the world in Brahman.

So, these sruti texts from the Chandogyopanisad and the Brhadaranyakopanisad

on the one hand affirm the existence of the world in Brahman, precluding it existing

elsewhere and on the other hand later on negate the existence of the world in

Brahman.

By definition, an object is not real if it does not exist in the substratum in

which it ‘appears’. As ‘silver’ is observed to be non-existent in the shell where it

appears, so it is ‘unreal’. Similarly, the world is said to be ‘non-existent” in Brahman,

where it is said to ‘exist’, so it is ‘non-real” or mithya.

Brahman, according to the Upanisads, alone is sat, that which is not sublatable/

badha in the three divisions of time viz. past, present and future3%, whereas the asat

is that which is not capable of being.350 So, Brahman alone is sat and factors like ‘a

hare’s horn’ etc. fall under the category of asat. On the other hand, ‘shell-silver’/

Suktirajata®! is sublated (contradicted, being excluded by a superior proof e.g. ‘it is

349 ibid., ‘kvacid apy upadhau satin pratiyamanatoanadhikaranatoam’.
350 Advaitasiddhi p.16, ‘trikala-abahyatvariipasya [vyatireko nasatvam]’

351 of Upadesasahasri 1.2.55 etc.



286

shell not silver’) by the knowledge of the shell and so it is not sat or real. It is
perceived as existent in the substratum/aspada (e.g. ‘shellness’), i.e. the ‘this-ness’ of
the shell, and so it is not asat or an absolute no-thing. Thus, silver is said to be
mithya. It is anir-vacaniya/indeterminable either as real or as an absolute no-thing or
as both. So too according to the Upanisads the world too is sublated by the direct
knowledge of Brahman. To arrive at this point the following theories have to be
disproved, only to be superseded by the vivaratvada theory, whereby the cause
appears as the effect without itself undergoing any change, on the basis of the sruti,
Taittirtyopanisad 3.13°2,

‘Crave to know that from which all these beings take birth, that by
which they live after being born, that towards which they move and into which
they merge. That is Brahman’ and Svetisvataropanisad 4.10,353

‘Know, then, that prakrti or nature is maya (illusion) and that the Great

Lord (Mahesvara) is the mayin (the illusion-maker). The whole universe is filled

352 Taittiriyopanisad 3.1, ‘yato va imani bhiitani jayante / yena jatani jroanti / yat prayanty abhisamoisanti / tad

353 Svetavataropanisad 4.10, ‘mayam tu prakrtim vidyan mayinam tu mahesvaram / tasyavayavabhiitais tu

vyaptam sarvam idam jagat’ // 4.10 //
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with objects which are parts of His being’. On the basis of these texts, it is admitted
that Brahman appears as the world through maya.

In Advaita Vedanta, post—Adiéar'lkara, the major theories that have to be refuted
before the wvivaratvada theory is established are the following , evaluated by
Vimuktatman in the Istasiddhi, and Anubhtisvartipacarya in Istasiddhi-vivarana and

the Prakatartha-Vivarana respectively, which are now considered in order.

i) Abhavakaranavada of the Buddhists/ ‘The theory of non-existence as the cause’

ii) Asatkaryavada or arambhavada of Nyaya-Vaisesika school/ ‘The theory of the

nonexistence of the effect in the cause’

iii) The Sankhyas Satkaryavada / The theory of the existence of the effect in the

cause’ divided into two aspects

(a) The theory of parinama-vada/ a theory of ‘actual transformation’
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(b)  The theory of vivarta-vada/ a theory of apparent not real change or

transfiguration
iv)  atma-khyati/ self-cognition
V) a-khyati/non-apprehension
vi) anyathd-khyati/ misapprehension, i.e. asserting that something is not

really what it appears to be according to sensual perception

vii) asat-khyati/ cognition of the non-existent or unreal,

viii) $abdadvaita/ non-duality of the Word

iX) anirvacaniya-khyati/ cognition of indeterminability
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i) Abhavakaranavada/ ‘The theory of non-existence as the cause’

This theory has been principally used and fully established in the Buddhist

sampradaya. Essentially, it could be summed up in the metaphor expressed in the

Nyasa siitra of Gautama 4.1.14354, ‘Before a sprout comes up the seed is destroyed’ i.e.

the sprout is seen to originate only after the destruction of the seed. It follows that

one can say that the sprout originates from non-existence’ of the seed. In the same

way, a pot comes into existence only by destroying the ball of clay. It follows,

according to Gautama, ‘From non-existence arises existence, since it does not arise

without destroying” hence the theory is called ‘The theory of non-existence as the

cause’/Abhavakaranavada.

Anubhitisvartipacarya explains in his Istasiddhivivarana3>, ‘Since the birth of

the sprout is not seen to take place without the destruction of these, the non-

existence of the seed is the cause of the sprout” and the Buddhists, Some say, ‘In the

beginning this was non-existence alone, one only without a second. From that non-

existence was born existence; to substantiate their view. Gautama then goes on to

354 Nyasa sutra 4.1.14, ‘abhavad bhavotpattih nanupamydya pradurbhavat...”

355 Istasiddhi-vivarana p.74, ‘bijopamardari vina ankarotpatter adarsanad bijabhavo nikurakaranam’.
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refute the theory as illogical, for though at the time of origin of the sprout the seed
is destroyed the destruction of the seed is not in fact the cause of the sprout. Rather,
the subtle ingredients of the seed, which continue in the sprout, are the real ‘cause’
of the sprout. ‘Since birth (of a sprout) is not possible from destroyed seeds,
otherwise it would mean even dead parents can produce offspring’. As the Brahma-

siitra 2.2.26 356 explains,

‘Not from non-existence, since this is not seen.’

Sarikara 3% then elucidates by saying:

If something can come out of non-existence it would be unnecessary to
resort to specific causes. Then there would be no distinction between non-
existence arising from destruction of a seed etc. and the non-existence of

the horn of a hare, etc. both being equally devoid of existence...

Moreover, if causality of non-existence were to be accepted, then one wanting

sprouts would not collect seeds.

356 Brahma-siitra 2.2.26, ‘nasato’drstatvat’.

nihsvabhavatvavisesad abhavatve kas cid viseso’sti’.
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So Anubhiitisvartipacarya explains in his Istasiddhi-vivarana,3>8 ‘Anyone who wants

sprouts will not collects seeds if seed is not the cause’. So too the Abhavakaranavida

is rejected in $ruti, Chandogyopanisad 6.2.2,3%

‘How indeed could it be so, O dear one ... how could existence (in fact) arise from

non-existence?’:

ii) Asatkaryavada or arambhavada of Nyaya-VaiSesika school “The theory of the

nonexistence of the effect in the cause’

The theory of the non-existence of ‘the effect in the cause”/AsatkEzryavﬁda, is the

main creation theory of the Nuaiyayikas. Essentially, they teach that every effect

comes into existence from its prior non-existence. The effect does not exist in its

cause prior to its origination. It is by the causal operation of the efficient cause, like

the weaver, the effect, namely the cloth which is non-existent prior to its production

comes into existence through the relation known as samavaya or ‘inherence’ over

and above its cause3¢0, the threads. So, cloth and other like effects do not exist at all

358 Istasiddhi-vivarana p.74, ‘bijarii tarhi karanari na bhavatiti ankurarthing bijasaficayo na syat’.
359 Chandogyopanisad 6.1.2, ‘kutas tu khalu somyaivam syat katham asatah saj jayate’.

360 Karikavali /Bhasapariccheda, 23, '...samavayi-karanam dravyasyaiveti vijiieyam.”” by Viévanatha

Nyayaparficanana (1634).
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before their origination in the form of threads etc. In other words, there is an

absence of cloth etc. in the causes such as previously existing threads. That abhava/

‘absence’ is the efficient cause/nimitta-karanam for the origin of cloth. On this basis,

every effect/karya is non-existent/asat before its origination. It only comes into

existence subsequently by an operation of the cause. The threads constitute what is

known as the samavayikarana or the inherent cause. The threads are parts, while the

cloth is the whole and between the parts and the whole. The Nyaya-Vaisesika school

admits the relation previously mentioned as samavaya. In the threads, the cloth is

said to arise through this relation, and so the threads are termed samavayikarana.

This school says only a substance, here ‘threads’, could serve as the inherent cause.

Tantu-sariyoga /Conjunction of the threads also, which is brought about by the

efficient cause is necessary for the rise of the cloth. This tantusarityoga /conjunction is

termed asamavayikarana or non-inherent cause. Conjunction is a ‘quality” whereas

the threads are ‘substance” and between the two there is a relation of samavaya or

‘inherence’. Thus, the conjunction of the threads exists through the relation of

‘inherence’ in the threads, which constitute the samavayikarana of the cloth and by

being present in it. It is the cause of the origination of cloth, technically called the
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a-samavayikarana of an effect.36! Different from the two and yet serving as the

cause is the nimitta-karana or efficient cause.

The Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of causation is termed a-sat-karya-vida because

according to it, the effect is non-existent in its cause prior to its production. It is

called arambhavada because according to this theory, the effect is an arambha/ or a

‘new creation’.

Arising from this basic theory, the Nyaya-Vaisesika school argues that ‘atoms’

which are ‘eternal” and “partless’ constitute the inherent cause of the world. They

claim there are four kinds of atoms: earth, water, fire and air.

At the beginning of creation, there arises, by the will of God, movement in

each atom, atomic in size. Two atoms join to produce a binary compound (dvy-

anuka), which has invisible or atomic size (anutva) and minuteness in length

(hrasvatva). Three such binary compounds produce a triad (try-anuka), which has

visible size (mahatva) and visible length (dirghatva). Four such triads produce ‘form” a

3611bid., ‘qunakarmamatravrttijieyam athapy a-samavayihetukam”’
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(catur-anuka) having greater visible size and length. Thus, the effects - earth, water,

fire and air are produced.362

Anubhitisvartipacarya in his Prakatartha-vivarana after examining these

views of the Nyaya-Vaisesikas shows there is no basis for admitting that the catur-

anuka arises from the group of four triads. He quotes from the Ravanabhisya on the

Vaidesika siitras, which says that the catur-anuka arises from four atoms, and it is the

collection of the latter that is responsible for the rise of visible size in it.363

According to the Nyaya-Vaisesikas the atoms constitute the inherent cause of

the binary compound, while the conjunction of the two atoms constitute the non-

inherent cause. God is the efficient cause. They seek to establish the existence of the

atom on the basis of the threefold inference:

362 Turkasarmgraha-dipika,:Annambhatta. (1976). Progressive Publishers, Calcutta. p.85, ‘i§varasya cikirsavasat
paramanusu kriya jayate.tatah paramanudvayasarityoge sati dvyanukam utpadyate.tribhir eva dvyanukaih tryaukam

utpadyate. evarit catur anukadikramena mahati prthivi, mahatya apah, mahat tejah mahavac ayur utpadyate’.

363 PV p. 491, ‘Ravanapranite bhasye drsyate vyad dvabhyarm doyanukabhyam arabdhe karye vyan mahatvam
utpadyate tv anya pracayah a-samavayikaranam’.— on BS 2.2.11., ‘mahad dirghavad va hrasvaparimandalabhyn’,
‘Rather (the universe may originate from Brahman) even as the great and long (triads etc.) originate from the

short (dyad) or the inexpensive atom’. Swami Gambiranada, (1996). BSB Advaita Ashrama. Calcutta



295

Gradation in limited size ends somewhere; It has the characteristic

of being a gradation; which is like the gradation in great size.364

The inferential argument given by Sridhara (c.991) in his Nyayakandali 365

concludes:

Gradation in great size ends in akdsa or Atman. Similarly, the
gradation in limited size must end in a particular object, the

atom.

Anubhiitisvartipacarya, however argues that in the argument given, hetu/cause is
fallacious. According to logicians, a subject of inference or paksa must be a valid one.
Gradation here is the paksa, which cannot be taken as a quality of size, because size
is itself a quality cannot have another quality. It cannot be viewed as a generic
attribute because a generic attribute being uniform in nature does not admit of

differences such as superiority or inferiority. Gradation, however does possess the

364 ibid. p.515., ‘alpa-parimanataratam yam kvacid virantam, parimanataratamyatodt;
mahatparimanataratamyavat’. On BS 2.2.17 ‘aparigrahac catyantam anapeksa.” This (theory of the atom as the
cause) is to be entirely ignored, since it is not accepted (by the worthy). Swami Gambiranada (1996). BSB

Advaita Ashrama. Calcutta.

365 Nyayakandali, p.79 commentary on the Padarthadharmasamgraha, composed by Sridhara in 991
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latter, so it is not a generic attribute. So, since the paksa could not be proved, the

hetu, which seeks to establish something in it, is associated with3¢ fallacy

asrayasiddhi (PV P.515). The Nyaya-VaiSesikas assert that atoms are the ultimate cause

of the world and are eternal. Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s analysis, shows that neither

the atoms nor their eternal nature can stand logical scrutiny.

He argues that if it is said that ‘gradation’ is a dharma which would end in a

dharmin/one having a dharma or feature, which is the size, which point Advaitins

would accept. However, then the factor wherein ‘gradation” ends is not the atom the

logicians think, but only its size.

So, the above inferential argument does not prove the existence of the

atom.3¢” The Naiyayika logicians seek to prove the existence and eternal nature of the

atom on the basis of mahavidya syllogisms. So, in relation to the sapaksa/instance in

which the major term is found, that to be proved/sadhya is cloth-ness/patatva. Cloth

has a feature/dharma-van, namely cloth-ness. It is different /anya from etat-

366 “fallacy asrayasiddhi PV P515, ‘Tatrasrayasiddhis ca hetuh. tatha hi pramanika eva asraya iti tarkikanam
agrahah.tavakamyam pramanato niviipanam kahate.na tavat tavakamyam gunah. Parimanasya gunantarabhavat. Na

jatih, utkarsadimatvat ” on BS “2.2.17 “aparigrahac catyantam anapeksa’.

367 ibid. p.515 1.12., ‘dharmatove ca tv anya svadharmini parimane visratatvat sadhanam’.
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paramanutva/ ‘the characteristic of being this particular atom, which is present in this

particular atom/etan-nisthadharma and which is different from eternality/nitya-

vyatirikta. Hence, cloth-ness is proved in the sapaksa wherein the logical reason/hetu-

prameyatva for proveableness too exists. In relation to the paksa, nityatva itself is the

sadhya.

Thus, the atom has a feature/dharma-van, eternality/nityatva. It is different/

anya of the atom as the cause) is to be entirely ignored, since it is not accepted (by

the worthy)” from etat-paramanutva which is present in this atom/etan-nisthadharma

and which is different from eternality/nityatva-vyatirikta. Thus, eternality is proved in

the paksa wherein the logical reason hetu-prameyatva too exists.368

The eternal nature of the atoms is proved by a hetu of the anvaya-vyatireki

type: ‘Atoms are eternal; because they are partless substances; like the self’.3% The

hetu is anvaya-vyatireki, thus: whichever is a partless substance, is eternal like the

self. Whichever is not eternal, like the pot, is not a partless substance. Thus, the

eternal nature of the atoms which is proved on the basis of this cause/hetu of the

368bid.1.18, 20-21, ‘paramanur nityatva-vyatiriktaitan nisthadharman yad dharmavan...premeyatoat patavat’.

369 ibid. p.514 1.14-15, ‘nityah paramanavah, niravayavad dravyatoat, atmavat’.
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affirmative and negative/anvaya-vyatireki type, is proved by this mahavidya

syllogism.

Anubhiitisvariipacarya rejects this syllogism, stating that the present hetu,

which seeks to prove the sadhya/ ‘the eternal nature of the atoms’ is a fallacious one

as it can be used to prove the opposite side too, i.e. the virodha/ fallacy.

He explains3”® that the paksa/ ‘the atom has non-eternality/anityatva as its

feature/dharmavan, . It is different/anya from etat-paramanutva/this supreme-atomic-

ness which is present in the supreme atom/paramanu/ present in this atom/etan

nisthadharma . The latter is different from the feature, non-eternality/anityatva. So,

the syllogism aimed at proving ‘the eternal nature of the atoms’ can well prove the

reverse, non-eternality. Hence the mahavidya syllogisms, supposedly free from

fallacies are not, for on the basis of these neither atoms nor their eternal nature can

be proved.

370 ibid. p.515. 1.18, ‘paramanur anityatva-vyatiriktaitan nisthadharmanyadharmavan, prameyatoat, patavat’.



299

Furthermore, the very theory of causation known as asatkaryavada or

arambhavida, is rejected as is clearly stated in the Sarabodhini commentary on the

Sankhyatattvakaumudhi 371,

The effect is existent due to the fact that it can be brought into existence;

however, what does not exist cannot be brought into existence; just like yellow in

blue or a human horn.

The defect of this theory hinges on the well-known fact that the relationship in

the form of a quality/dharma and its possessor/dharmin is possible if only two

entities exist, i.e. the quality and its possessor. Moreover, such a relationship is

clearly understandable if both the entities exist at the same time/ekakale. So, since

according to this Naiyayika theory, the pot does not exist before its origination/

utpatteh piarvam, how could its quality/dharma, nonexistence /asattvam, alone be

present? If one says that non-existence, a quality of the pot, exists even before the

pot comes into existence, we have to admit that the pot would also exist before its

origination, due to the very fact that a quality/dharma cannot exist without its

possessor/dharmin and so that would mean that the effect is not non-existent before

371 Sarabodhini on the Sankhyatattvakaumudhi, p.233, ‘karyam, sat, kavanat kriyamanatvat, yan na sat tan na

kriyamanarii yatha nilam pitari naravisanam va’, quoted by Dr Krishnamurthi Sastrigal in Istasiddhi Vivaranam
p.183.
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its origination. Moreover, there is a further defect in this asatkaryavada, due to the
fact that a person who desires a particular effect follows only a particular cause/
pravrtti-visesa. Such an action is not in harmony with a-satkaryavada. For if it is said
that it does not exist in water, the person who wants a pot could as well take water
(for making a pot!) Or a person who wants oil could take curd!

Furthermore, this theory has been powerfully refuted in the Brahma-siitras by
siitras 2.2.17 where it is stated, and 2.2.11372,

Rather (the universe may originate from Brahman) even as the great and
long (triads, etc.) originate from the short (dyad) or the infinitesimal (atom) and
the following six stitras.

Consequently, it is established in the Prakatarthavivarana by Badarayana,
Sanikara and Anubhitisvarfipacarya that the asatkaryavada, also called arambhavada is

not cogent:

iii) The Sankhyas satkaryavada / “The theory of the existence of the effect in
the cause’ the theory of parinamavada/ a theory of ‘actual transformation’ or

pradhanakaryavada...

372 BS 2.2.11., ‘Mahad dirghavad va hrasvaparimandalabhyam....
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According to the Sankhyas, who advocate satkaryavida, according to which theory an

effect such as a pot exists even before its origination, when it is said that the effect

pre-exists in its cause, what is meant is that it exists in its subtle form and a causal

operation brings about the transformation of what is subtle into a gross form. Thus,

the effect is not a new creation but only a transformation of what is subtle into a

gross form. Hence, this theory is designated not only as satkaryavada but as

parinama-vada.

The Sarnkhyas maintain that the material cause of the world is prakrti, which is

insentient/jada, consisting of the three strands, sattva, rajas and sattva. These stand

respectively for ‘happiness’, ‘misery’ and ’ignorance’. The prakrti has a twofold
P y 19 % y g p

function, one relating to the period of dissolution where the three strands/qunas are

in equilibrium, where it is termed pradhana, when the world remains there in a

subtle form. When the equilibrium is disturbed the gunas come to be related to one

another through primary and subsidiary relations and the second function, creation

unfolds the transformation of subtle into gross form.373

373 Sarabodhini, pp.303-304, quoted by Dr Krishnamurthi Sastrigal in Istasiddhi Vivaranam
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Following Badarayana and Adi Sankara, Anubhitisvariipacarya states that
happiness, etc., which are mental modes, are distinct from the objects as they are
caused by the latter.

Objects of the world are not the same as the mental modes, as Sarnkhyas
maintain.?”* Hence, the assertion that the world is characterized by happiness etc., is
wrong. Thus, the very concept of prakrti is false.

The Sankhyas claim that the prakrti, which is insentient/jada transforms itself
into the form of the world of its own accord. The only other ‘eternal” entity, purusa is
totally distinct from it and supra-relational. So, the prakrti, which is insentient, gets
itself transformed into the form of the world without being guided by any intelligent
being.

On the basis of the following three major inferential arguments,
Anubhitisvartipacarya rejects this view.

Firstly, the world cannot be the creation of an independent insentient entity

because it is of a variegated nature, like a mansion.37>

374 PV p.472 113, ‘sukhadinam antaratoat Sabdadinari ca bahyatvapratiteh sukhady antayo bhavanam asiddha
ityarthah. Kifica Sabdadinam sukhadinimittatvapratiteh nimittanaimittikayos ca bhedasya presidia na Sabdadinam

sukhady atmakatvam iti’.

375 ibid.p.471,1.12f, “vimatarir na svatantracetananirmitam icitrakaryatoat prasadadivat’.
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Secondly, prakrti is not the independent cause of the world because it is

insentient like the lump of clay.376

Thirdly, the world is created by an intelligent being because it consists of

orderly arrangements, like mansions.377

So, in summary, an insentient being, without being guided by an intelligent

being, is not capable of giving rise to an effect of its own accord. As Badarayana

declares in Brahma-siitra 2.2.13%,

‘And that which is inferred (pradhana) is not (the cause) owing to the

impossibility of explaining the design, as also for other reasons.’

Even if we say prakrti is capable of giving rise to the effect by being guided by

an intelligent being, purusa, because it is insentient, like a lump of clay, this is in

contradiction of the Sarnkhya tenet that prakrti is totally independent of purusa.

Moreover, if prakrti is admitted to be dependent on purusa then the situation would

be similar to maya which is dependent on the Brahman and which is admitted by

Advaitins as the transformative material cause of the world. So, the Sankhyas would

376 ibid.1.13f, ‘pradhanari na svatantrari jagatkaranam, kevalacetanatvat, myn-matravat’.
377 ibid.1.14f, ‘idam jagat viSistabuddhimat kartypiroakam, viSistaracanatvat, prasadadivat’.

378 BS 2.2.1, ‘racananupapattes ca nanumanam.” Swami Gambiranada (1996). BSB Advaita Ashrama, Calcutta.
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then be adopting the Advaitins’ line of reasoning, as Gaudapada explains in the

Mandiikya-karika-Alatisatiprakaranam.4.4 | A thing that already exists does not

pass into birth (Samkhya argument); and a thing that does not pre-exist

(Naiyayika argument) cannot pass into birth. These people while disputing thus,

are really non-dualists, and they thus reveal the absence of birth.37

The Sankhya’s theory of causation, which assumes the effect pre-exists in cause

in a subtle form and the causal operation brings about manifestation of what is

subtle into gross form, sat-karya-viada is also shown to be unsound, as similarly the

Naiyaya-Vaisesika doctrine of asat-karya-vada, asking the question whether

manifestation is existent or non-existent.

If it were existent, then it need not be brought into existence, and the causal

operation would become futile. If to overcome this difficulty it is held that

manifestation is non-existent, then the causal operation brings into existence that

which is not existent prior to its production, which is asat-karya-vada.

379 Mandikya-karika-Alatisatiprakaranam.4.4, ‘bhiitam vidyamanam vastu na jayate kificid vidyamanatoad

evatmavad ity evam vadannasadvadi samkhyapaksam pratisedhati saj janma’.
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Thus, if Sankhyas admit this second alternative, they would be subscribing to

asat-karya-vada, which they have rejected! It is only by the operation on the cause

that the effect, such as a pot, is manifested.

So according to this view the cause and effect are not totally different.

Furthermore, this non-difference compatible with difference is accepted, so that

cause and effect are ‘real’. Since the effect cannot be viewed as either identical or

different from the cause, neither can it be viewed as either existent or non-existent

in the cause prior to its production. Hence, as we shall see following Advaitins like

Anubhtisvartapacarya it is a-nirvacaniya/indeterminable.

However, in the dualistic Sarnkhya, as distinct from the non-dualistic form

referred to in chapter two of the Bhagavat Gita,2.163%,

‘Of the unreal no being there is; there is no nonbeing of the real. Of both

these is the truth seen by the seers of the Essence’;

the cause of the entire universe is held to be prakrti, formed of the three

qunas, sattva, rajas and tamas and also known as pradhana. It is that which is said to

380 Bhagavad Gita,2.16, ‘nasato vidyate bhavo na ‘bhavo vidyate sata ubhayor api drsto'ntas tv anayos
tattvadarsibhil’.
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become transformed as the universe in the form of mahat, etc. at the beginning of
creation.

In spite of pradhana being jada/insentient, the performance of this action by it
is said to be understandable, like milk, though being inert is seen apparently acting
to nourish the calf. As the Iévara Krsna's Sankhya-karika 57381expounds,

‘Similar to the action of milk for nourishing the calf is the action of
pradhana. For the liberation of the ignorant Purusa’.

This pradhana-karyavada form of the satkaryavada is discussed and refuted in the
ten siitras of the second chapter of the Brahma-siitra 2.2.1-10382 beginning with
‘Due to the inexplicability of design and other reasons the inferred one is not’.
The essence of these could be summarized as: Well known in the world is the fact
that a sentient being like a potter makes pots etc. by molding things like inert clay.
However, since the Sarnkhya darsana expounded in the Sankhya-karika denies the

existence of a sentient I$vara activating the pradhana, how could the transformation

381 Sankhya-karika 57, ‘vatsavivrddhinimittarin ksirasya yatha pravrttir ajiiasya/ purusavimoksanimittari tatha

pravrttih pradhanasya’.

382 BS 2.2.1, ‘racananupapattes ca nanumanam’.
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of the insentient pradhana by itself into the form of the universe be possible? Hence,
the pradhana-karyavada is untenable .

Anubhitisvartipacarya in his Prakatartha-vivarana on this passage as well as
on Brahmasﬁtra—éunkum-bhc‘zsya and in the Istasiddhi-vivarana3s explain,

‘If pradhana is independent, its existence and apprehension not being
dependent on anything, ‘it” would be the ‘seer’, devoid of the gunas, sattva etc.
and be the self like the Self itself’.

Thus, he establishes that the pradhana-karyavada or theory of pradhana as
cause of the universe is anupapana/illogical.

It is further pointed out in the Bmhma-sﬁtra-éankura-bhc‘zsya and the
Prakatarthavivarana by Anubhatisvarapacarya that the parinama-vada/ a theory of
‘actual transformation” as propounded by Bhaskara removes the defect of attributing
activity etc., to an insentient being.

By including I$vara as a cause, Brahman associated with maya is proposed as
the transformative material cause /parinamy upadana-karyam and a conclusion

proposed that there is a bheda-abheda/ disunion-and-union/dualism and non-dualism

383 Istasiddhi-vivarana, p.371, ‘Pradhanasya svdtantrye sattapratityor nirapeksatvalaksane sati dviriipatvam;

sattvadigunarahityam, atmatvam ca atmavad eva syat’.
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or ‘difference -cum-non-difference’ between Brahman and the jagat/universe and that

the universe is satya/real. Bhaskara states3s4:

This universe is a particular state of Paramatman, so it’s reality /vastutva

being of the nature of existence/sad-atmakatvat. Further being omniscient

[sarvajiiatva/ sarvasaktimatvat/and omnipotent it could be said

that it would transform itself of its own will.

He further states that Brahman possesses a two-fold power, power of enjoyer/

bhoktrsakti and power of enjoyment/bhogyasakti. By unfolding these two, it

differentiates itself as the souls/jivatma and the world respectively without being

affected thereby. This is what is meant by saying that Brahman gets itself transformed

into the forms of the souls/jivatma and the world/universe.

The soul, by being identified with the mind, acquires agency and other

characteristics, which are all ‘real’.385 Such a view, Anubhiitisvariipacarya points out,

384 Bhaskardcarya p.96, commentary on Brahma -siitra, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Depot, Benares, 1903

385 Bhaskara-bhasya, p.85, ‘paramatma svayam atmanan karyatvena parinamayamasa ityarthah. Saktiviksepari
krtavan’. P105, ‘I$vasrasya dve Sakti bhavatah. bhogyasaktih eka bhoktrsaktis ca apara’. PV p.378 L.23, on BS 1.4.26,
‘atmakyteh parinamat’. “(Brahman is the material cause) because of action related to Itself by way of change of
form’. Swami Gambirananda (1996). BSB Advaita Ashrama. Calcutta.
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is not reasonable since the ‘reality’ of the universe is specifically denied by the sruti,

Chandogya 6.4.1,386

‘Transformation has only words as its basis and is name only’,

"Viacarambhanam vikaro namadheyam’.

Furthermore, because it is not possible for a partless-entity to take the form of

an effect in reality, as space being nir-avayava/ without parts cannot vastutah/in

reality take the rounded etc. forms of a pot, etc. Therefore, in the Brahma-siitra 2.1.14

Vyasacarya3®” says,

‘There is non-difference of those cause and effect on account of the texts

about origin etc’.

After first propounding the theory of parinamavida/actual transformation so

as to remove the error of the enjoyed objects/bhogya being identified with the bhoktr/

enjoyer, which would be the result if the prapaiica/universe is accepted as the effect/

karya of Brahman then is established the theory of vivarta-vida/ a theory of apparent

386 Chandogya 6.4.1., 'Vacarambhanari vikaro namadheyam’.

387 Brahma-siitra 2.1.14, ‘tad ananyatvam arambhanasabdabibhyah’.
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not real change or transfiguration, as his real view in the tad-ananyatva-adhikarana3ss
which states that,

‘There is non-difference of those (viz. cause and effect) on account of the
texts about origin, etc.

Bhaskara argues that the world is not a-nirvacaniya as Advaitins think. It is
‘real’ by being the real transformation of Brahman.3

However, Anubhitisvartipacarya records in the Praktartha-vivarana that
Bhaskara contends that the Upanisadic texts convey difference as well as non-
difference between the soul/jivatman and Brahman3%.

Moreover, Bhaskara and his disciple KeSava, earliest known exponents of the
bhedabheda theory, argue that Brahman remains changeless prior to the creation of the
world and not subsequent to it.

Anubhitisvartpacarya, then underlines the inadequacy of the parinamavada /

a theory of ‘actual transformation” by using sruti texts from the Upanisads to show

388 Brahma-siitra 2.1.14, ‘tad-ananyatva-adhikarana’, ‘tad-ananyatvam arambhanasabdadibhyal’.
389 Bhaskara-bhasya p.96, ‘paramatmano’vasthiavisesah prapaco’yam. Ata eva vastutvam sadatmakatoat’.

390 PV p.444 119, ‘yad any abhani bhaskarena ‘pramanasiddhatoat ko'yari virodhah iti”. On BS 2.1.20 “yatha ca
pranadi’. ‘And this (effect non-difference from the cause) is just as in the case of the outgoing breath etc’.
Swami Gambirananda (1996). BSB Advaita Ashrama. Calcutta.
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that both difference and non-difference cannot be accepted as existing in the same

place, as the parinama-vadins argue, because they are opposed to each other. If the

universe were to be taken as ‘real’ /vastvikatva, the following Upanisadic texts would

be contradicted: Brhadaranakopanisad 4.4.20%1,

‘It should be realized in one form only, (for It is unknowable and eternal/

unchanging)’.

Further, it is said in Kathopanisad 4.113%2,

‘There is no plurality whatsoever here.He who sees as though there’s

difference here, goes from death to death’;

and again, in Chandogyopanisad 6.1.4,

‘All transformation has speech as its basis, and it is name only. Earth as

such is the reality’,

i.e. the effect/vikara is non-real as it is referred to by name and the verbal

usage that one is the cause and another is the effect is devoid of any content

391 Brhadaranakopanisad 4.4.20, ‘ekadhaivanudrs kitavyam

etad apramayarii dhruvam’.

392 Kathopanisad 4.11, ‘neha nanasti kificana.
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(whereas Bhaskara and his disciple Ke$ava argue the effect as such is real and not

‘un-real’ as Advaitins argue); Chandogyopanisa 6.2.13%,

‘One only, without a second”

Brhadaranyakopanisad 3.4.23%,

‘Everything other than this is imperishable’.

Anubhitisvartipacarya critically examines Bhaskara and his disciple KeSava’ s

views that Brahman unfolds its power of bhoktrsakti and bhogyasakt

i, thereby ‘becoming ‘the souls and world respectively. He argues that the concept of

Sakti itself does not hold good, for it is not clear whether it is non-real or real. If non-

real, then it is identical with maya admitted by the Advaitins. If it were real, it would

stand logical analysis, but it does not.

Sakti cannot be taken as either identical with Brahman or as different from

Brahman. For when it is said that Brahman has $akti, then Brahman is the dharmi /

possessor of dharma and 3Sakti is the dharma. However, the relation of dharma-dharmi-

bhava cannot apply between two things absolutely distinct, nor between two things

absolutely identical.

393 Chandogyopanisad 6.1.4, ‘vacarambhanari vikaro namadheyariv mrttikety eva satyam”; 6.2.1 “Ekam evadvitiyam’.

394 Brhadaranyakopanisad 3.4.2, ‘ato'nyad artam’.
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One cannot say there is a relation of ‘identity-difference” between Brahman
and $akti, because bheda and abheda are known to be opposed to each other. Just as
the cognition of difference in reflected moons in different vessels filled with water is
sublated/badha by the cognition of identity or oneness of the moons, so it follows
that identity or oneness is opposed to difference. Bheda and abheda being thus
opposed to each other cannot co-exist, so the concept bhedabheda itself is shown to
be invalid.3%

Sakti relates to the sakya /object affected by it which can be neither real nor an
absolute nothing. This is due to fact that the real being existent always cannot be
effected nor can the absolute nothing be effected.3%

The logical consequence is that the sakti of Brahman has to be taken as ‘unreal’
since it cannot reviewed either as identical or as different from Brahman

i.e. it is a-nirvicya, and Sakya/its object cannot be taken as either real or as an

absolute nothing. The non-real sakti of Brahman being only the maya of Advaita.3%7

395 PV p.378 1.23 ff, “yac ca bhaskareabhani Saktiviksepakatvari parimanitoam iti, tatra sa $akti asatya satya va?
Adye mayasaritkhyam. Carama niriipandshisnutoari vacyam. niriipanari na kahate satya ca iti vyaghatat.
Niriipyamane ca natyantabhede abhede va $akti tadvadbhava. bhinnabhinnatvan ca virodhad eva nangarit dharayati.

Candrabhedasya tad ekatvajiianena ... badhadarsanat virodhah sthita eva ...
3% ibid. p.379, ‘Sakyam api tasya sad-sad va na nirpanam sahate’.

397 ibid. p.379, ‘para’sya Saktir iti canirvacyaprapaiica mayaivetyavocat’.
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A further proposition made by Bhaskara that perceptual experience in the

form mydghatal/earthen-pot, points to difference and also non-difference between

the pot and the lump of clay, which Anubhitisvartipacarya proves incorrect. This is

due firstly to bheda and abheda being opposed to each other and not being able to

coexist. Secondly, the experience earthen-pot/myrdghatah proves not difference-

cum-identity between pot and clay, which simply proves that the pot is neither

identical nor different from the lump of clay, nor can it be seen as existent or non-

existent in the cause before its origination.

The pot having no independent existence apart from the clay is a-nirvacaniya,

so the claim that bheda and abheda is based on scriptural means of valid knowledge/

pramana is incorrect.3%

Likewise, the assertion Bhaskara makes that difference-cum-identity between

the soul/jivatman and Brahman is based on the pramana of Upanisads is not cogent.

Nondifference is natural, whereas difference is only adventitious. The Upanisadic

texts conveying non-difference point to identity, the essential nature of Brahman,

398 PV p.444, 1.19, "yad apy abhani bhaskarena ‘pramanasiddhatoat ko'yar virodhah iti. Tatra briimah - satyam, yadi
bhedabhedagrahaka pramanam syat. Na tavad mydaghata iti pratyaksam, tasya ghatasya mrdatmatamatravisayatvena

bhedabhedayor audasinyat’.
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whereas conveying difference merely restates the difference caused by upadhi/

limiting adjuncts.3%°

Moreover, Bhaskara’s disciple KeSava ’s view that Brahman undergoing change

is not in conflict with the $ruti, like for example Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.4.20,

‘It should be realized in one form only, for It is unknowable and eternal/

unchanging’

because it refers to the changeless Brahman before the state of creation, not

subsequent to it. Such an interpretation is refuted by Anubhiitisvariipacarya. The

text speaks of the changeless nature of Brahman without referring to any specific

point of time not ‘before creation’. For those texts speaking of Brahman as the ‘cause

‘of the world implying that It undergoes change refer to Brahman falsely identified

with ‘effects” being projected by maya. This is similar to the metaphor of the shell

free from silver yet appearing to be related to ‘silver” that is non-real.400

Anubhiitisvartipacarya further rejects KeSava’s view that Upanisadic texts

speaking of Brahman as changeless are few and futile and therefore to be rejected,

399 PV p.447 1.23, ‘aupadhikabhedalambana bhedasrutih, svabhavikabhedalambana cabhedasrutir iti na kas cid
virodhal'.

400 ibid. p.378, ‘yac ca kesavena pralepe - virodha eva nasti vikarotpatteh piirvar karanasyavikaritoat tad
abhiprayah Srutaya iti, tad asat, aviSesapravrttayah Sruteh pidaprasangat ... ukteh svatorilpyatve’pi

mithyaripatadatmyavat nirvikarasyapi sada mayopadhikavikaravisayatvat systisrutel’.
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while those speaking of the creation of the world by Brahman are many and fruitful

and therefore to be accepted.

He points out that in that case, the ‘injunctive texts’, which are few in the

karmakanda/ritualistic section of the Veda are to be taken as stultified by the

recommendatory passages because they are many.40!

Moreover, a text that speaks of Brahman is not futile/alpatvam as KeSava states.

For example, in Taittiriyopanisad 2.7402:

For, whenever an aspirant gets fearlessly established in this unperceivable,

bodiless inexpressible/immutable/changeless, and unsupporting Brahman,

he reaches the state of fearlessness. For, whenever the aspirant creates the

slightest difference in It, he is smitten with fear. Nevertheless, that very

Brahman is a terror to the (so-called) learned man who lacks the unitive

outlook.

401 ibid. p.378, 1.10, ‘na tavad alpatvarii bhangakaranam, karkande'pi arthavadadibhyo’lpatvena bhangaprasangat’.

402 Tuittiriyopanisad 2.7, “yada hy evaisa etasminn adrSye natmye nirukte 'nilayane 'bh ayam pratistham vindate /
atha so 'bhayam gato bhavati / yada hy evaisa etasminn udaram antaram kurute / atha tasya bhayam bhavati / tat tv

eva bhayam viduso ‘manvanasya / tadapyesa $loko bhavati’/ (TaittU_2,71)
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That is to say, the one who has realized identity with Brahman which is changeless/a-
niruktam attains the nontransmigratory nature, viz. Sat Cit Ananda/moksa, while the
one who cognizes duality experiences transmigration. Thus, such Upanisadic texts
speaking of creation have for their content the indeterminable/anirvacaniya creation
of the world.

That is confirmed through a pramana, the Upanisadic text, speaking of
Brahman as changeless is confirmed through reason/tarka for ‘if Brahman were
subject to change then it would be composed of parts and therefore non-eternal’.
Hence, the above text is more powerful than texts speaking of the creation of the
world by Brahman, thereby implying that Brahman is subject to change.403

Kes$ava claims that Chandogyopanisad 6.2.1.404;

‘O good looking one, in the beginning this was Existence alone, One only,
without a second. With regard to that some say, ‘In the beginning this was
existence alone, one only, without a second. From that non-existence issued

existence’,

403 PV p.378 1.18, ‘pramananugrahakas tarkah’ iti nyayavido vavadanti. Tad anugrahakatvarii ca balavattoapadanam

eva. Ato vikaritve savayavattvanityatvadiprasangalaksanatarkanugrhitavikaritvasruter eva babhakatvam’.

404 Chandogyopanisad 6.2.1, ‘sad eva saumya idam agra asit ekam evadviktiyam’.
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is referring to the non-dual nature of Brahman prior to the creation but not
subsequent to it. AnubhiitisvarGipacarya proves that this is wrong because this text
from the beginning of the ‘sad-vidya’ section of Chandogyopanisad referring to the
state of dissolution is expounding the non-dual nature of Brahman then and even
after creation of the world remaining non-dual only. This is declared in the

concluding part of the “sad-vidya” section, Chandogyopanisad 6.16.3.405

“That which is this subtle essence, all this has got That as the Self. That is
the Truth. (That is the Self. Thou art That, O Svetaketu. He understood that from
him)’. According to Adi Sankara, this means the entire world given in perception /
idam sarvam is Brahman only/aitad-atmyam and the latter is real. These being in
apposition cannot convey ‘identity’ between the world, which is insentient and
Brahman, which is sentient. The appositional relationship therefore can only be
taken in the sense of badha/sublation. The text then means that Brahman is that
wherein there is absence of the world, so Brahman is non-dual. Thus, in the
beginning of the ‘sad-vidya’ section, referring to the state of dissolution when

Brahman is non-dual as it is in the concluding part of the same section. This serves to

405 Chandogyopanisad 6.16.3, ‘aidtad-atmyam idam sarvam tat satyam’.
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underline the contention of Kes8ava that Brahman is non-dual prior to creation but

not subsequent to it, which is in fact contrary to the Upanisadic teaching.

KeSava further argues that the following Upanisadic text from Kathopanisad

11.1.10 406,

‘He who sees as though there is difference here, goes from death to death,’

does not reject duality, but simply reproves cognition of duality.

Anubhiitisvariipacarya rejects KeSava ‘s argument by saying that if duality were real,

then the reprisal of the cognition of duality would not hold good. Moreover, the

usage of the word iva/ ‘as it were’ in the expression naneva which means ‘duality as it

were” would not hold good, if duality were ‘real’.407

He then bases his continuing arguments on the famous sruti, we have

referred to once already from Chandogyopanisad 6.1.4.408

406 Kathopanisad I1.1, ‘mrtyoh sa mrtum apnoti ya iha naneva pasyati’.
407 PV p.370, 1.21-22, ‘satye bhede tad darsanasyapi nindanupapatteh...iva $abdayogyac ca’.

408 Chandogyopanisad 6.1.4, ‘vacarambhana vikaro namadheyari mrttiketyeva satyam’.



320

‘(“O good looking one, as by knowing a lump of earth, all things made of

earth become known): All transformation has speech as its basis, and it is name

only. Earth as such is the reality’,

which affirms the non-reality of the effects and the reality of the cause. Pot,

the effect is merely referred to, it is not real for it is neither identical with nor

different from the clay, so it is anirvacaniya/not real.

The question then is what is real? Chandogyopanisad says it is clay alone/

myrttiketyeva satyam, as it exists prior to the creation of the pot, at the time of the

existence of the pot and after its destruction. So, the causal factor alone is real and

the effect is non-real or anirvacaniya.

Kesava has retorted by saying the ‘wvacarambhanarir -Sruti’” negates only the

difference between cause and effect. This effect is in fact real’ and not ‘unreal’ as

Advaitins claim.

Anubhitisvartipacarya dismisses KeSava’s objection by first asking what is

meant when it is said that ‘the effect is real?” Does he mean that the reality of the

effect is the same as that of the cause or different from it? If it is the first, then that is
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the Advaitin view. However, if the second then the promises in the Upanisads, which

affirm that by the knowledge of Brahman, the cause, there would arise the

knowledge of the effects, would all be contradicted. Thus, the true import of

the'vacarambhanari-sruti’ is only the non-real nature of the effects.40® There is non-

difference of those (cause and effect) on account of the texts about origin etc.

Anubhitisvartipacarya further argues that contrary to the Bhedabheda view

that as clay is subject to change, so too will Brahman change in the form of the world,

so the world is ‘real’. The point of similarity between clay and Brahman is that both

have the characteristics of being the material cause in regard to their respective

objects.

409 ‘vacarambhanari-$ruti’ is only the non-real nature of the effects.

PV p.416-417 1.23ff... ‘yat punar bhaskarena vyakhyatam ’, ‘vikaro vacyo namadheyarii vicakam ; etad ubhaya vico
vag indriyasyarambhanatrii vag indriyam hy ubhayam alambya vyavaharari pravartayati” iti tad asat,
piirvaparasangateh; pirvabhage hi mydvijiianena mrtkaryavijianam prastutam, tatra hetvakanksayam
myrtsattayaiva tatkaryasya satta prthaksattvam nastityetad eva vaktavyam, na tv akificitkaram vaca
ubhayarambhakatvam; paratrapi mithya virodhyartha bhidhayinam satyasabdam mydy eva prayufi jano amnayo
vikaro pirvatranrtattvam uktam siicayati. Yad api keSavenavadi “vacarambhanan-Srutyad karanat
karyasyatyantikabhedo nisidhyate; svariipena tu karyasya sattvam eva’, ‘iti, tatra svariipena sattvam iti ko'rthah?
kirir kavanasattaiva karyasvariipasatta, kim va sattantaram? Tatradye na vivadah. Dvitiye naikavijfianena

Mam tv anirvacyanan vikaranari

karanasattyaiva sad vyvaharagocaratatvat karanasattaparijfianena sarvsattaparijfianam sidhyatiti’ on BS 2.1.14, ‘tad

anayatvam arambhanasabdadibhyah’. Swami Gambirananda (1996). BSB Advaita Ashrama. Calcutta.
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If Brahman was thought to be subject to change then like clay it too should be

considered insentient. It thus follows that Brahman should be considered the

material cause of the world as clay is the material cause of the pot, etc.#10 On the one

hand, texts like Taittiriyopanisad 3.1.1.411

‘(Bhrgu, the well known son of Varuna, approached his father Varuna with

the formal request, ‘O, revered sir, teach me Brahman’. To him, he (Varuna) said

this: ‘Food, vital force, eye, ear, mind, speech - (these are the aids to knowledge of

Brahman).” To him, he (Varuna) said: ‘Crave to know that from which all these

beings take birth, that by which they live after being born, that towards which

they move and into which they merge. That is Brahman;’

such speaks of Brahman as the material cause of the world, but others

indicate Brahman is ‘supra-relational’ and ‘unattached” e.g Brhadaranyakopanisad

4.3.15.412

‘He is untouched by whatever he sees in that state), for this infinite being/

purusa is unattached’,

410 PV p.424 1.21 “mydadidrstanto’pi ananuatve na parinamitve. anyatha jadyasyapi prasangat”.

411 Tyittiriyopanisad 3.1.1, 'yato va imani bhiitani jayante / yena jatani jivanti / yatprayanty abhisamuvisanti / tad

412 Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.3.15, ‘asargo hy ayarit purusal’.
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and further e.g. Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.4.22.413

It is imperceptible, for It is never ‘perceived; undecaying, for it never
decays;) unattached, for it is never attached’, ‘partless’ and actionless, and again
Svetasvataropanisad 6.19414 says

‘(To Him ), who is without parts, without actions (the highest bridge to
immortality)..,”

so precluding the viewing It as the material cause. To solve this apparent
contradiction between two types of Upanisadic texts, the principle of maya is made
available, as for example in Svetdsvataropanisad 4.10415

‘Know then that maya to be the prakrti/material cause (and the wielder of
maya is the great Lord)’.

Thus, Brahman, though partless, as associated with maya is considered the
‘material cause’ of the world. This apparent ‘contradiction’, where in the
Taittiriyopanisad Brahman is the material cause and in the Svetasvataropanisad it is

maya, is resolved by resort to the two kinds of change, parinama which possesses the

413 jbid. 4.4.22, ‘asango na hi sajjate .
414 Svetasvataropanisad 6.19, ‘niskalam niskriyam’

415 Svetasvataropanisad 4.10, ‘mayan tu prakrtir vidyat'.
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same characteristic as that of the material cause and wvivarta which has the

characteristic that is different from one possessed by the material cause.416

Maya and the world have the characteristic of jadya/insentience, so the world

is the parinama of mayia which is the transformative material cause/

parinamayupadana of the world. Brahman is the substratum of maya, the

transformation of which is the world.

Whatever characteristic that is present in the world is jadya/insentience and in

Brahman, it is citta/ Consciousness. Hence, they each possess different

characteristics/dharmas. So the world is the vivarta of Brahman, which is the

vivartopadana of the world.

This theory explaining how Brahman remains as the substratum without any

change is vivartavada and is the very position Anubhitisvartipacarya emphasizes in

his Bhagavad -gita-bhasyatippanam 417

The parinama-vada/ a theory of ‘actual transformation” could confer reality on

the effect, a view not acceptable to Advaitins, who would only go for the vivartavada/

416 Siddhanta-lesa- sanigraha, p.45-46, ‘karanasalaksanonyathabhavah parinamah, tad vilaksano

vivartah ’.

417 Bhagad-gita-bhasya-tippanam. p.53, ‘mayayas ca parinamatoad upadanatoarin  yonityam . Tad upadher

1Svarasya sopadhivikarasrayatvam eva upadanatvam’. P56, ‘mayadvarakam eva jagad adharatvam’.
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transfiguration, which teaches the appearance of an immutable cause in the form of
an unreal effect.

This is succinctly expressed by Sarvajiiatman (fl. 1027 A.D.) in his famous
Advaita -vedanta classic ‘Saritksepasariraka , (a metrical summary of the teachings of

Adi Sankara’s central teaching in the Brahmasitrabhasya) 2.65-6641;

‘The wise hold that the production of real and varied objects from the one
composite object is ‘transformation’, like the production of plants from the earth;
the appearance of many unreal and varied forms from an immutable object is well
known too, to be transfiguration like different moons appearing due to different

waves'.

4 ia) Within the theory of satkarya-vada, is the theory of vivarta-

vada, a theory of apparent not real change or transfiguration, or

the indescribability of the universe.

418 Veezhinathan, N. Sariiksepasariraka , 2.65-66.
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Vimuktatman (f1.950 CE) in his Istasiddhi and Anubhttisvar@ipacarya, in his
IstasiddhiVivarana, strongly support this vivarta-vada/ theory of apparent not real

change. The former teaches that,

‘What is denoted in the srutis and smrtis by the words maya and avidya is the

material cause of the universe’.

Thus, Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.5.19 #9states,

“The Lord because of maya (notions superimposed by ignorance) is perceived as
having manifold forms (for to Him are yoked ten organs, nay hundreds ... many

and infinite’;

and so too the Svetavataropanisad 4.10 420

‘Know maya to be prakrti and the supreme Lord as the wielder of maya’.

419 Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.5.19, ‘Indro mayabhih pururiipa yate’.

420 Spetasvataropanisad 4.10, ‘mayam tu prakrtiri vidyan mayinarit tu mahesoaram .
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Similarly smrti support is given to the teaching, equating maya to prakrti and

Brahman as the cause in Bhagavad Gita 13.19421

‘Know both prakrti and purusa to be without beginning; know the vikaras/

modifications and the gunas to be born of prakrti’;

and also in Bhagavad Gita 14.4.422

‘O son of Kunti, of the forms born from all the wombs, the great nourisher

(maya) is the womb; I am the father who deposits the seed’.

So just as in the world/vyavaharika-dimension, things created by a magician with

the help of magic, such as elephants, etc. are accepted as illusory or unreal, so too

the illusory nature of the universe is to be accepted. Furthermore, the existence of

the universe is denied in the locus in which it appears. It is established to be illusory

like the nacre-silver.

421 Bhagavad Gita 13.19, ‘prakrtim purugarii caiva viddhy-anadi ubhav api. vikarams$ ca qunams ca viddhi prakrti-

sambhavan .

422 Bhagavad Gita 14.4, ‘sarvayonisu kaunteya miirtayah sambhavanti ya. tasarir brahma mahad yonir aham

bijapradah pita .
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So for example Anubhiitisvariipacarya quotes the sruti text, Kathopanisad 4.11423

‘There is no plurality whatsoever here”

as proof that the existence of the universe is denied in the locus in which it

appears. It is illusory like the nacre-silver. He further teaches, in his Istasiddhi-

Vivarana*?, ‘Since by the denial of the effect in the locus in which it appears, the

effect is known to be illusory, its cause, maya has also to be considered to be

similar’.

Earlier, Vimuktatman clearly was hinting at this when he said in his

Istasiddhi425:

[T]here is no effect different/bhinna or non-different/abhinna or even both

different and nondifferent / bhinnabhinna from Brahman ... so the effect

being merely an expression of maya, like the illusory silver, its denial by

“There is no plurality whatsoever here’ is valid.

423 Kathopanisad 4.11, ‘Neha nanasti kificana’.

424 Istasiddhi-Vivarana p182, ‘pratipannopadhau  karyasya nisedhena  karyasya mithyatvavagamat , tad

upadanabhiita mayapi tadanuriipa grahya’.

425 Istasiddhi p.146, ‘tasmad na bhinnam, abhinnarii bhinnabhinnam va brahmanah karyam samasti.ato maya

vilasitam eva riipyam iva kavyam iti *’Neha nanasti kificana "iti tatah nisedho nyayyah’.
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Anubhitisvartipacarya in his Istasiddhi-Vivarana p.184426 takes the argument
further in his refutation of Bhaskara’s bhedabheda theory of Advaita,

‘For, manifoldness /nandatva is considered as something different from both
Brahman and its effect, then “Bhaskara’s bhedabheda theory, according to which
there is nothing other than the Brahman and its effect will be contradicted’.

Vimuktatman in his Istasiddhi affirms the causeless/imagined indeterminable
nescience of the universe/ jagatah karanam kalpyamanam anirvacaniyam by saying,
‘that the universe is a product of maya is realized from the S3ruti texts,
Svetasvataropanisad 4.10.427

‘maya is to be understood as the material cause’

and Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.5.15428

‘Indra (the all powerful Lord) is seen as having many forms because of his
maya’, and indeed

‘this maya is created by Me’, etc. Hence, it is proved that indeed the

universe is a product of maya’.

426 [stasiddhi-Vivarana p.184, ‘sakaryad brahmanonyannastity advaitarm bhaskarabhimatam.tasya hanih prasajyate’.
427 Svetasvataropanisad 4.10, “mayari tu prakrtim ...

428 Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.5.15, ‘Indro mayabhih.... maya hy esa maya systa.” Tasmat mayanirmita jagad iti
siddham .
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However, such a view appears to contradict the ordinary vyavaharika/worldly

view that in practice, the universe is actually experienced as ‘real’ by pramanas/

means of valid knowledge like perception, which are prior to scripture. In which

case, the question is how can it be described as indeterminable/anirvacaniya?

Moreover, the reality of the pramanas like Sruti/hearing etc. has to be accepted

for imparting the very knowledge of the truth of Advaita. Likewise, just as the guru ,

disciple etc. have to be accepted as real, so the universe should also be accepted as

real.

In answer to such an objection pure/Kevala Advaitins, like

Anubhdtisvartapacarya, argue, firstly, that perceptual knowledge/ pratyaksa cannot

be invariably real, since many perceptions like, ‘the two moons’, ‘nacre-silver” etc.

are found to be unreal. As a result, we can argue that perceptual knowledge tainted

by the possibility of being invalid is in fact weaker than the scriptural knowledge

which is totally free from such a defect. Hence, on the strength of the science of

astronomy, the perception of the moon as a very small object, is rejected as invalid.
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Anubhitisvartipacarya also in his commentary Candrika on the Nyayadipavali
of Anandabodha(fl. 1150)%2 and in his Prakatartha-vivarana rejects the contention of
the non-reality or indeterminability of the world as opposed to perception/pratyaksa
in forms like ‘the pot is real’/ghatah san etc. For he advocates a two-fold distinction of
reality or ‘unsublatedness’ as ‘sublatedness for all time and unsublatedness’ until
there arises the knowledge of Brahman, on the basis of the*0 Brhadaranyakopanisad
2.1.20. text,

‘Its secret name (upanisad) is “The Truth of truth.” The vital force is truth,
and it is the Truth of that’.

The word pranas here is said to stand for the entire world. So, from this text
we gather that ‘the reality or unsublatedness’ in Brahman is ‘superior” while the one

that is in the world is ‘inferior’.

429Candrika, p.35, ‘tatha Srutir api paramasarijiia mydade saryavaharikasatyatanupamardenaiva prathamarn
tavat kumbhadyalikabhavam vivaksati, pascan mrdader api alikapratipadanad advaitasatyatvarin prasadhayitum
ityarthah, p.35, ‘pranadinam sarvivyavaharikam eva satyatvam satyasabdenabhidhiyate .

PV. P416 1.19, ‘agamad bhedasya mithyatvagmat tad grahakanarm pratyaksadinarii dehatma pratyayavad
vyavaharikatvad dehavyatiriktatmgrahakapramanasya avirodhavad advaitagmasyapi avirodha iti bhavah’; on BS
2.1.14, ‘tad anayatvam arambhanasabdadibhyah. ‘There is non-difference of those (cause and effect) on account

of the texts about origin etc.” Swami Gambirananda (1996). BSB Advaita Ashrama. Calcutta.

430 Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.1.20, ‘tasyopanisad satyasya satyam, pranda vai satyari tesam satyam’.
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Here, ‘superiority” and ‘inferiority” are explained as ‘unsublatedness’ eternally

and unsublatedness for the time being, the former pertaining to Brahman and the

latter to the world. Thus, from the text Mundakopanisad 3.3.8%1,

‘As rivers flowing down, become indistinguishable on reaching the sea by

giving up their names and forms, so also the illumined soul (who has realized

Brahman), having become freed from name and form, reaches the self-effulgent

Purusa that is higher than the higher (Maya)’,

which speaks of the sublation of the ‘world” by knowledge of Brahman, it is to

be concluded that unsublatedness in respect of the world is unsublatedness until

there arises knowledge of Brahman. That is to say perception gives us knowledge of

the objects of the world as empirically ‘real’/vyavaharika-satya.#32  However, what

has been called the “wacarambhana-sruti’ of Chandogyopanisad 6.1.4, indicates that

worldly ‘objects” could never have unsublatedness forever, i.e. are not absolutely

431 Mundakopanisad 3.3.8, ‘yatha nadyah syandamanah samudre’ stariv. gacchanti namariipe vihaya; tatha vidvan

namaripad vimuktah parat pararit purusam upaiti divyam’.

432 Empirically ‘real’ foyavaharika-satya.
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real/have ‘paramarthika-satya. Hence, it turns out that there is no conflict between

this “vacarambhana-Sruti” and ‘perception’/pratyaksa.

Bhaskara on the other hand argues that the world is ‘real” and definitely not

‘non-real’, mithya or anirvacaniya. He says it is true that knowledge of silver in a shell

is perceptual knowledge but is fully sublated by one cognising the true nature of the

substratum, that is, the shell. The absence of sublating cognition and the defect

shows that knowledge of the pot etc. is valid, so the pot too is not non-real, as with

every object of the world.433

Anubhiitisvariipacarya counters by saying that the world cannot be viewed as

real because subsequent to its perceptual cognition, there does not occur any

sublating cognition. So, for example, there may be perceptual cognition of the moon

as of limited size, and subsequently no cognition sublating this. This, however, is

never grounds for considering the cognition of limited size to be valid or its content

to be real. However, agama texts do give rise to the knowledge of the moon as of

great size, which sublates the cognition of the moon as of limited size.

433 Bhaskara-Bhasya p.94, ‘katharii va mithyatoam avagatam. Na tavat prataksanumanabhyam. tabhyam hidam

praninam anuvrtteh. atah paramrthika evayarm bhedah tannibandhanasya vyavaharaly’. cf. PV, 428 1.191f.
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Thus, on the basis of this sublating cognition it is assumed that distance
constitutes the defect of perceptual knowledge of the moon as of limited size. So as
long as one experiences phenomenal existence no perceptual cognition sublates that
cognition and yet it is not considered valid or its content real. Hence Bhaskara’s
claim that perceptual cognition of the objects of the world as valid and its content is
real on grounds of there being no subsequent perceptual cognition sublating it, is

incorrect.434

Indeed, srutis like Chandogya 6.1.4435,

‘All transformation has speech as its basis, and it is name only. Earth as

such is the reality/vacarambhanam ’

lead to the cognition that the worldly objects are not real, thus sublating
perception of them and resulting in the removal of the false notion/avidya that ‘the

world is real’. It follows that this false notion, which continues while one is in the

434 PV p.428, 1.20-23, ‘tatra yadi pratyaksabadhabhavat satyatvam abhipretam, tada candrapradesikatvavarna-
dairghyadidehadyatmbhavanam api satyatvaprasangah. Tesam asamsaram anuvrtteh’ on BS 2.1.14, ‘tad anayatvam
arambhanasabdadibhyah.” There is non-difference of those (cause and effect) on account of the texts about

origin etc.” Swami Gambirananda (1996). BSB Advaita Ashrama. Calcutta.

435 Chandogya 6.1., ‘vacarambhanari vikaro namadheyari mrtiketyeva satyam’.
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transmigratory realm, is no way valid and its content that the world is ‘not real’, for it

is non-real only.43

A further important argument Bhaskara puts forward is an inferential proof

that knowledge of Brahman too is ‘unreal’ according to Advaita, so it cannot be a

means to moksa. Knowledge of Brahman too is ‘non-real’; because it has

originated from avidya (which even the upanisads must be, as aspects of name

and form/ ‘nama-riipaiva’ Mundakopanisad  3.2.8); like knowledge of the

world’.437

Anubhitisvartipacarya answers that true it is that knowledge of Brahman as

such is nonreal” simply because it is only a ‘mental state” which arises in response to

hearing the mahavakyani/major texts of the upanisads inspired by the reflection of

Brahman in them. That mental state being a modification of the upadhi/limiting

adjunct mind, is a product of avidyd and so is non-real, and ‘mediate” and thus too

knowledge of Brahman as such is ‘non-real’. However, through (Brhadaranyakopanisad

436 ibid. 1.23ff., ‘atha tatra anumanikasya agamikasya va badhasya vidyamanatvat tata dogasyapi kalpyamanatoad
asatyatd sada siddhaiva avagamyate. Tarhi ihapi agamanumanayor upanyastatvad avidyadosasya ca sambhavitatvat

prag anirjfiatam api mithyatvam avagamyatam’.

437 Bhaskara-Bhasya p.34, ‘brahma-jiianarm mithya jianatoat prapaiicajianavat’, cf PV, p.428
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2.4.5). ‘Listening, reflection and profound meditation on them to unite with

them”438/sravanam, manana and nididhyasanam’

It can be experienced as ‘immediate” and ‘direct’, so its content or substratum

Brahman is real.

The upanisadic texts like,439

‘secret name (upanisad) is “The Truth of truth.” The vital force is truth, and

it is the Truth of that’440

state that Brahman is absolutely real, so the reality of the content of

knowledge of Brahman enables it to be the means to moksa/liberation.

If then Bhaskara was seeking to establish that knowledge of Brahman as such

is non-real’, this is already accepted by Aduvaitins. His argument then suffers from

siddhasadhana/proving of anything already proved or the performance of mystical or

magical rites. On the other hand, if he wishes to claim that the ‘content’ of

438 Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.4.5, Gtma va are drastavyah $rotavyo mantavya nididhyasitavyo...
439 Chandogyopanisad 6.8.7 “Tat satyam’.

440 Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.1.2, ‘tasyopanisad satyasya satyam, prana vai satyar tesam satyam’.
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knowledge is non-real” then his argument is sublated by#4! Anubhiitisvartipacarya,

who rejects the argument of Bhaskara that scripture too is a mithyapadartha, like the

horn of a hare by importantly clarifying the concept of mithyatva/non-reality. Raju-

sarpa/ rope snake is not an absolute ‘nothing’ but a non-real sublated by perceptual

knowledge,

‘This is only rope and not a snake’. Once a trustworthy person/guru instructs

that, then there arises mediate knowledge, ‘it is not a snake’, though the cognition

‘snake” will continue. However, the false notion of its reality will be removed. That

which can be sublated by perceptual knowledge is mithyi/non-real. The horn of a

hare, on the other hand, cannot be sublated by perceptual knowledge, so it is tuccha /

not mithya. Hence, the world and scripture of which it is a part is mithya/non-eternal,

still having practical efficiency existing until there arises knowledge of Brahman.442

441 Upanisadic texts which speak of Brahman as real. 53 PV p.428-9 1.25 ff., ‘yathoktam brahmajiianam api tarhi
mithya syat , avidyaprastiitatvat jiianatvad va prapaficajiianavad iti , tad atiphalgu. Svaripamithyatvasadhane

siddhasadhanatvatvisayamithyatvasadhane ca agamabadhitvat’.

442 ibid.p.429 L1ff., ‘yac ca mithyasabdasya tuccharthakatvam grhitva agamasyabodhakatvadivaganam, tat,
pratyaksabadhe jiiananivartyatvam. Paroksabadhe mayakarye paramarthasatyatvavaidhuryaprakatikaranam. Na ca

tadrsamithyatvavisistasyarthakriyayam kacit ksatih , ghasyevanityatavisistasya ...
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To recap, from the standpoint of absolute reality, the entire world is non-real

or mithya, but prior to the rise of knowledge of Brahman an internal distinction is

made and certain factors are sublated when the knower exists. The dream state and

the erroneous cognition of $ukti -riipya / shell-silver etc., are under this category.

However, the sublating cognition is other than the knowledge of Brahman. These

factors are ‘apparently real’/pratibhasika-satya. Factors other than the above are

sublated along with the ‘knower’ and include objects of the waking state and are

termed ‘empirically real’ /vyavaharika-satya. Knowledge of Brahman is the sublating

cognition.

Anubhitisvartipacarya explains with an analogy. Although milk and wine are

liquid substances, yet the drinking of milk does not cause intoxication, while wine

drinking does because each has a specific characteristic of its own.

In light of this, the drinking of wine in a state of dream does not require a

propitiatory rite as it possesses only ‘apparent reality’, while in a state of waking a

propitiatory rite is needed due to its being ‘empirically real’.443

43 PV p.429 1.8 ff.,, ‘ksirasuradinam dravyadravyatavisese'pi avantaravailaksanyat arthakriyasamarthyabhedavat
svapnajagaritayoh mithyatvaviseso’pi avantaravailaksanyat arthakriyasamarthyavisesopapatteh’ cf also p.424, 115 ff.,

“‘yada svapna eva suktyadi satyam riipyady asatyam ityavantaravibhago na viruddhyate ...
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For the attainment of the knowledge of non-duality the empirical differences

in the form of the scriptures as the authority, the Guru as the instructor, and the

disciple as the receiver of the instruction are essential.

However, it is not necessary that the Guru etc. should be real in the absolute

sense and should never be sublated. True knowledge often arises from what is not

absolutely true. For example, as Anubhtisvartipacarya states in his Istasiddhi-

Vivarana p.232444,

‘the qualities of sound such as length, etc. being superimposed on letters,

the apprehension of the correct meaning is seen as a result, because of the letters

being qualified by length, etc. even though they are illusory (in the absolute

sense)’. According to the Naiyayikas, there cannot be measures such as short and

long for sound, which is a quality, even though sound according the Bhattas#4 is a

substance such measures are not possible because it is all pervasive. Nonetheless

measure appears to exist because of illusion and from that correct knowledge is seen

to arise...”  Though ‘the reflection of a lamp in water is unreal as such, its

444 [stasiddhi-Vivarana p.232, ‘dhvanidharmasya dairghyadeh varnesu samaropitatvena tad dharmataya mithyatve’pi

dairghyadivisistam eva varnanam vyutpannatvat satyabodhakata ista’.

445 Bhattas, followers of Kumarila Bhatta, (f1.700) the great mimamsaka scholar
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capacity to lead to the inference of a lamp existing outside the water is seen in the

world’ 446,

Similarly, the indication of a real result by a dream has been pointed by

Badarayana or Vyasa in Brahma-siitra 3.2.44%7,

‘A dream is also an omen, for so it is known from the Upanisads, and

experts say so’.

Thus, even from what is unreal, real knowledge does arise. Further to this, by

virtue of the statement in the sruti text, Mundakopanisad 3.2.8.448,

‘As rivers flowing down, become indistinguishable on reaching the sea by

giving up their names and forms, so also the illumined soul, having become freed

from name and form, reaches the self-effulgent Purusa that is higher than the

higher (Maya) ‘say that the universe comprised of names and forms is negated by

knowledge, it follows that the universe is mithya (neither real nor unreal)’.

It is said by Vimuktatman in Istasiddhi, p.394%

446 ibid. p.91, ‘jalapantartipradipapratibimbasya visistariipenasatyasyapi jalanantavartidipanumapakata loke drsta’.
447 Brahma-siitra 3.2.4, 'Miicakaéca hi $ruter dcaksate ca tadvidal'.

448 Mundakopanisad 3.2.8, 'yatha nadyah syandamanah samudre’ starin gacchanti namariipe vihaya; tatha vidvan

namaripad vimuktah parat pararit purusam upaiti divyam’.

449 [stasiddhi, p.39, ‘jRanamatrapanodyatvari nanyatha bandhariipyayo’.
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‘The removal of bondage and (illusory) silver by mere knowledge is not
possible otherwise’.
It follows from the universe being mithya (neither real nor unreal) that like
nacre-silver it is also indeterminable as unreal or real.
However, this ‘indeterminability” has first to be established in the case of an
illusion. So first we will set out the different theories and present the refutations
given by Vimuktatman and Anubhitisvartipacarya before establishing the theory of

indeterminability/anirvacaniyatvam.

4 iib) Theories of misapprehension or erroneous cognition/

khyati

These are summarized by Vimuktatman in the Istasiddhi.#* ‘Some consider the

silver that appears in an illusion as ‘real/sat’, others as “‘unreal/asat’

450 Istasiddhi p.218
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and yet other as ‘indeterminable/anirvacaniya. Hence, the need for them to be

examined. The three theories which come under the category ‘cognition of the

existent’/sat khyati are:

i) atma-khyati/ self-cognition,

ii) a-khyati/non-apprehension and

iii.) anyatha-khyati/misapprehension, i.e. asserting that something is not really

what it appears to be according to sensual perception.

The remaining two are

iv.) asat-khyati/cognition of the non-existent or unreal, and



343

Vv.) anirvacaniya-khyati/cognition of the indeterminable.

The first four are to be rejected and the last accepted and established, according
to both Vimuktatman and Anubhiitisvariipacarya in the Istasiddhi and the Istasiddhi-

Vivarana respectively.

4 iiic) atma-khyati/ self-cognition

This is said to be the view of the Buddhists, that ‘Silver does appear as ‘This is
silver’. Vimuktatman in the Istasiddhi*5! states, ‘This silver is real because it is
cognized like any other cognition’. This theory concludes that silver in the form of
internal cognition appears as if outside, and this is the illusion.

However, there is no proof that silver is only in the form of a cognition and
the experience of the illusion as ‘This is silver” is not proof of this. The cognition
appears as existing in front, but with no hint of being internal. Underlining these

views of Istasiddhi is Anandanubhava’s (f1.1190 A.D.) commentary on Vimuktatman

451 ibid. p.40, ‘idar ripyam sat, khyateh, khyatyantaravat’.
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in Nyayaratnadipavali 452 saying, “The perception (of the silver) as an external object

negates the theory that the object is nothing but mental (or inner cognition)’

and Anandabodha (fl.1150 A.D.), pupil of Vimuktatman in his
Nyayamakaranda.#>  In turn, commented on by Anubhiitisvartipacarya in his

Saringraha,

‘Since the appearance of the false external form of the silver has necessarily

to have a substratum, it is not logical’.

4. ivd) a-khyati/non-apprehension

This theory is attributed to the Prabhakaras/followers of the great Mimamsaka guru
Prabhakara (late 6th century A.D.). For them, the Istasiddhi >#says ‘there are two
cognitions in “This is silver” and not only one. Of them, the cognition as ‘this” comes
from the sense organs and it has for its object the ‘this” aspect of the ‘nacra’ in front

of the yes. The cognition of silver is recollection’ smrti. As Anubhiitisvariipacarya

452 Nyayaratnadipavali, p.161, ‘dhiripasadhanari tu bahistoapratitibadhitam’.

453 Nyayamakaranda, p.100, ‘rajatasya asatyaya eva bahyatayah pratibhasasyasrayaniyatvena ayuktam’ 549

Istasiddhi p.42, ‘dve ete dhiyau na ekaiva.tatredam iti aksaja purovasthitasuktidam arsavisayah; riipyadhih smrtilt’.
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points out in his IstasiddhiVivarana*>*, ‘Due to some defect in the mind, the fact that

it is only recollection is obscured and it stands as mere apprehension/

grahanariipaiva’.  As Vimuktatman puts it in his Istasiddhi*>, ‘the two cognitions

‘this” and ‘silver” which are both real give rise to their both being looked upon as

erroneous/anyathartha’, (due to non-discrimination between the two cognitions).

According to the theory of a-khyati, because of the non-apprehension of

difference, the composite consciousness is accepted directly without intervention of

so-called “illusory” knowledge, so even the cognition ‘this is not silver’ negates only

the “idea” of identity. According to this theory, there is no ‘illusion” or erroneous

cognition.

In refutation of a-khyati Anubhtisvartipacarya points out in his Istasiddhi-

Vivarana#¢:

454 Istasiddhi-Vivarana .62, ‘manasadosavasat  pramusitasmaranabhimanatoat grahanaripaiva avatisthate’.
455 Istasiddhi, p.42, ‘tena idarivriipyajiiane yatharthe ayathartha-vyavaharant’

456 Istasiddhi-Vivarana p.152, ‘vidyamanapyakhyatih agnipaingaloat bahir angam, na karyahetuh. Yadi khyatau
satyam api akhyatyabhavaparadhena bedhagrahaparadhena na pravrttih syat tada tatrakhyatih hetutvena kalpyeta;
na tu tatha’ sti. Akhyatau tu satyam api khyatv abhavat susupttau pravrttiv na drsta. atah khyatir eva pravrttihetuly’.
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Even if there is a-khyati (non-apprehension) it is an external factor, like the
reddish brown colour of fire and is not the cause of any effect. For even
when there is cognition, there is no activity because of the absence of
apprehension of difference, it could be said that non-apprehension is the
cause, but that is not true. In deep sleep, even though there is non-
apprehension no activity is seen because of the absence of cognition.

Therefore cognition/khyati alone is the cause of activity.

In this way the theory of a-khyati is proved untenable.

4. ve) Anyathakhyati/misapprehension/cognition differently,

i.e.,,,.,,00asserting that something is not really what it

appears to be according to sensual perception

Anyathakhyati is the Nyaya-Vaisesika’s theory. Before considering this, it will be well

to consider Anubhfitisvartipacarya’s general criticisms of their categories. The school
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holds firstly that whatever is known has real existence, which is totally opposed to

the Advaita view that everything except Brahman is non-real/mithya. Our author

shows that all the categories put forward are faulty, so none can be considered real.

The very purpose of definition, to have knowledge of the object to be defined, does

not stand logical scrutiny, since definition is only a specific characteristic which is

present in the object defined. However, the knowledge of the object that is defined

could be had only when we have knowledge of the definition, so we have the defect

of ‘mutual dependence/parasparasrayapatat.#57  Given that the purpose of definition

is to distinguish the object defined from other objects and the definition of a

substance is possession of quality/gunatvam distinction from non-substance is to be

inferred in the substance.

Anubhitisvartipacarya says further that one cannot have knowledge of a

‘non-substance’ unless one has knowledge of a substance, just as one cannot

recognize untruth unless one knows truth. So, only when the definition of a

substance is known can one have knowledge of a substance and, thus, knowledge of

457pV p.507 11ff, ‘laksanari ca na laksyasvapavagataye, parasparasrayapatat. laksyanisthataya drstasya
laksanatvam, tad baldc ca laksyadystir iti” on BS 2.2.17 ‘aparigrahic catyantam anapeksa’. ‘The theory of atom as

the cause is to be entirely ignored, since it is not accepted by the worthy’.
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non-substance. So, only when there is knowledge of non-substance in this way

arises the function of definition of substance to distinguish it from non-substance.

Thus, the defect of ‘mutual-dependence/parasparasrayapatat is clear.45 He explains

that it is only when the distinction between a quality/quna and substance/dravya is

known can one have the knowledge that substance is the substratum of a quality

and then one can.459

Furthermore, Anubhiitisvariipacarya shows that the very classification by the

Vaisesika school of six categories, substance, quality, action, universal, particularity

and inherence, is defective because sakti has been proved to be a separate category.

Similarly, the list of ‘substances’ as nine is also defective as tamas also has been

proved to be a separate substance.

Further, the ‘qualities” are said to be twenty-four but apart from them there

are qualities like ‘valour” etc. So, if the response is to say this can be included as one

458 ibid. p.507 1.3ff., ‘napi dravyalaksanam adravyavyavrttaye.siddhe dravyalaksane tat pratiyogikadravyasiddhih, tat

siddhai ca tad vyavrttaye dravyalaksanam iti parasparasrayapatat.

459 “Knowledge of the distinction between quality and substance’.... PV p.507 111, ‘qgunavat/quna dravyam iti
vyavahartavyam, gunasrayatvat, na yad evarit na tad evam, yatha vastvantaram iti, tad api pralapamatram. Hetor
asiddhatvat . Siddhe dravyagunavibhage tad dsritatvasiddhih. Tad baldc ca gunatiriktadravyasiddhir iti
itaretarasrayata’. kkkkkk9
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of the twenty four then it is easier to assume that everything can be included under

one principle, sat or Brahman.460

The defect of ‘mutual-dependence/parasparasrayapatat is further demonstrated

in considering the category “universal’/samanya, e.g. pot-ness. However, in order that

it may be known as present in all pots, it requires knowledge of the latter. So, pots

are known as the ‘revealing media’ of ‘pot-ness’.46!

Finally, Anubhiitisvariipacarya argues that one of the key categories of the

Nyaya school, pramana is also not sound. This is defined by Bhaskara as all-knower/

sarvajfia in his Nyayasiitra as ‘the instrument of valid knowledge’.462

Anubhiitisvariipacarya questions the meaning of ‘samyaganubhava’. If it stands

for ‘knowledge of real objects’, one must ask whether that real object’ is known

through a pramana or not. If the first, it could only be when the definition of a

pramana is known that there will result knowledge of the real object through the

460 jbid. p.508 1.4 ff., ‘tamasa$ ca dravyatvam asadhiti na navaiva dravyani.kanad adiparipathitagunatiriktas ca

gunah krauryasauryadaya upalabhyante. antarbhavakalpanayam ca satyaikasmin sa laghiyast’.

461 ibid., ‘siddhe vyaktibhede anugatasiddhih tatsiddhau ca tadvyafijakatvena vyaktisiddhir iti parasparasrayapatat

na samanyasiddhily’.

462 Nyayasiitra, p.10, ‘samyaganubhavasadhanari pramanam’.
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very function of that pramana. Similarly, it is only when knowledge of the real object

occurs that one could have knowledge of pramana as its instrument.

The second alternative also does not hold good because the Nyiya school
accept that it is only on the strength of a pramana an object is properly known.463
Anubhiitisvartipacarya having proved the definitions and categories of the Nyaya-
Vaidesika school to be faulty, it is evident that the real nature of things cannot be
arrived at through such a school. The whole world consisting of name and form
though given in experience and prasiddha is not ultimately valid or pramana-siddha.

Such is the real implication of the vivarta-vada of Advaita.

It is in relation to this that the Brahma-siitra-bhasya 1.1.144 of Adi Sankara
states, ‘But some others say where there is superimposition of one thing on
another, the latter, (the substratum) itself is fancied as having some opposite

attribute’.

463 PV p.562 L11ff, ‘tatra samyaganubhavasabdena kim satyarthapratibhaso vivaksitah...l18.kirir ca satyarthatvam

api pramanat, uta apramanat. Adye parasparasrayah. Doitiye pramanabalenaiva vastusiddhir iti niyamahanily’.

464 Brahma-sitra-bhasya PV p.8, ‘anye tu yatra yad adhyasah tasyaiva viparitadharmakalpanam dcaksate’. 561
Bhamati, p.30, ‘yatra Suktikadau, yasya-majater adhyasah tasyaiva Suktikadeh,

viparitakalpanamrajatatvadharmakalpanam iti yajna’.



351

On this, Vacaspatimisra in his Bhamati#65, says,

‘The meaning is that, in nacre etc. there is superimposition of silver etc.

fancying an opposite attribute, i.e. of ‘silverness’ in the nacre’.

Vimuktatman also mentions it in the Istasiddhi4¢¢ ‘Therefore it has to be

accepted that nacre which is real appears in the form of silver, another real thing’.

4. vif) Four different forms of the Anyathakhyati/
misapprehension theory and their refutation by Vimuktatman
and Anubhtitisvartipacarya in the Istasiddhi and the Istasiddhi-

Vivarana

465 Bhamati, p.30., ‘yatra Suktikadau, yasya-mrajater adhyasah tasyaiva $uktikadeh,
p Y yasy ] Y Y

viparitakalpanamrajatatvadharmakalpanam iti yajna’.

466 [stasiddhi p.46, ‘tasmat Suktih sati, sadantarariipyatmana khyati ityabhyupeyam’.
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The cognition of an object that has become different’/Anyathabhttasya

vastunah khyati

The view that Anyathakhyati/misapprehension/cognition differently, is the
cognition of an object which has become something else and cannot apply to an
actual happening.

Here, the question is: is the becoming of the same object as another object
meant here?

Anubhitisvartipacarya in his Istasiddhi-Vivarana shows that this is not
possible. For being the same object and a different object are opposed to each other
like darkness and light, so cannot happen in the same thing. This is due to the fact
that being ‘that’ and being ‘different’ are contradictory like a pot and its
destruction’.46” If such a possibility were to be accepted, then everything could
always become something else, an absurdity that could in no way be countenanced.

Another alternative explanation of this view is that it means the becoming of

a different object as different. This too clearly does not stand to reason.

467 Istasiddhi-Vivarana, p.235, ‘tathabhavanyathabhavayoh ghatatpradhvamsayor iva virodhat'.
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Or the view that something of one nature becoming of another nature suffers

from the defect of infinite regression. So, just as the second change of form is with

reference to a previous form, so the previous form would be the modification of

another earlier form, which in turn would be the modification of yet another earlier

form ad-infinitum, so that no change is in fact established at all.

So, it has been said both in the Istasiddhi*$ and the Istasiddhi-Vivarana,

‘Neither for a thing of that form nor for what is of another form is there becoming

something else. For one thing cannot become another. So it is mere illusion’.

Thus, the view of the supporters of Anyathakhyati that nacre is cognized as

silver is not cogent. As Vimuktatman*% says,

‘Nacre cannot become something else, nor even attain the nature of

another, viz. silver. So, the apprehension of one as another is, in fact, mere maya/

illusion needs to be accepted’.

468 Jstasiddhi, p.225, ‘tasman nasty anytha bhava:bhavato’bhavato’pi va. Na canyasyanythabhavah mayamatram

asau tatah’.

469 ibid. p.235, ‘nato’nyatha bhavecchuktih nanyaripyatmatar gata. atonyasyanyathakhyatih mayamatram

itisyatam’.
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Anubhiitisvartipacarya’? further says, ‘The taking of another form is

established, as otherwise the meaningfulness of the scriptures which prescribe

karma and jAana/knowledge can’t be upheld’. So, we find in the Sruti text,

Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.1.2.471

‘(The organ of speech ... is the Supreme Brahman ... knowing thus,

meditate upon it ...) becoming a god one attains to the gods’,

and in the smrti text BGita, 8.6472

O son of Kunti, whatever a person thinks of when giving up the body, that

very entity he attains, having always been absorbed in the thought of it’.

Since real transformation into another form is impossible, scriptures cannot

transform an object; they only instruct and do not create. As

Anubhiitisvariipacarya*3 goes on to say, ‘It is clear to even cowherds, even without

scriptures, that they should focus their efforts on the attainment of happiness and

470 [stasiddhi-Vivarana, p.247, ‘jiana-karma-vidhayakasastrarthavattoanyathanupapatya anyathabhavam sadhayati’.
471 Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.1.2, *devo bhiitvd devan apy eti’.

472 BGita, 8.6, “yarir yarit vapi smaran bhavar tyajaty ante kalevaram.tan tam evaipi kaunteya sada

tadbhavabhavitah’.

473 Istasiddhi-Vivarana, p.248, ‘sukhaduhkhapraptipariharau maya sampadaniyau iti Sastrari vinaiva bhyntya

gopalader api siddham’.



355

dispelling misery, because of illusion’. The scripture merely teaches this end can be
achieved by this means/idam anena sadhyam but does not declare them to be real.

The key point is that the attainment of the nature of Brahman is not something
new, only the removal of the wrong notion that it has not been attained, hence the
Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.4.64%,

‘the man who does not desire never transmigrates... Being Brahman Itself,
one attains Brahman’'.

It follows that immutability is not affected by the sense of doership etc.
experienced due to delusion. Hence, Adi Sankara’s statement in the
Adhyasabhasyam,*7>

“... when there is superimposition of one thing on another, the latter is not
touched in the least by the merits and demerits of the thing superimposed’.

Therefore, it is established that this first meaning of Anyathakhyati that the
cognition of an object which has become different or something else cannot apply to

an actual happening is not reasonable.

474 Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.4.6 “Brahmaiva san brahmapyeti”.

45 PV BS 1.1.1. Adhyasabhasyam , ‘tatraivam sati yatra yad adhyasah tat krtena dosena gunena va anumdtrenapi sa

na sambadhyate’.
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4. viig) Anyathakhyati as the cognition that exhibits an object

differently/arthasya anyathakhyapanam.

This view is only meaningful if the transformation of one thing into another can

be established. Vimuktatman476 says,

‘Since cognition/jiiana is in itself without form, the exhibition as another object

has to be attributed to the limiting adjunct in the form of that object’.

So, the impossibility of an object becoming something else has been already
proved, it follows that exhibition/khyapanam of an object differently by the cognition

has to also be rejected as contrary to reason.

The unreasonableness of this view is clearly brought out by the analogy of a

blind man witnessing a dance. Vimuktatman#’7 explains further:

476 [stasiddhi-p.263, ‘jiianasya svato nirakaratvat arthophadhikam evanyathakhyapanarm vacyam'.

477 ibid.p.255, ‘grhyate 'vartamano rtho vartamanadhiyd yadi.avartamanaya buddhya vartaméanagraho na kim. Syac

ced andho 'pi sampasyet purvabuddydadya nartanam.nedadim sdsti cen ma bhiit pirvam tvasid ghato yatha'.
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If an object which is not present is cognized by a present knowledge, why

cannot an object which is present be cognized by a knowledge which is not

present? If it could be, then even a blind person would be able to witness a

present dance by his past vision. If it is said that it, the dance, is not present

now, let it not be; it existed earlier, like a pot.

It is pointed out that even a defect will certainly not reveal a thing which is not

present. This is expressed in Istasiddhi 47

‘through a defective knowledge of an object which is present can arise, but with

a non-existent thing that is not possible’.

The Naiyayikas include ‘similarity” (e.g. of nacre and silver) as a cause of

illusion, but this is roundly rejected by both Vimuktatman and

Anubhitisvartipacarya. Istasiddhi*” states,

‘If illusion arises from a defect, what need to posit the cognition of a similar

object?” So, in the creation of illusions it is pointed out that ‘similarity is not the

478 ibid. p.259, ‘dosdc ca bodhanam satte sattve nasattve yujyate tatah’.

479 Istasiddhi p.281, ‘dosad bhramas cet ki tena sadysarthagrahena te’.
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‘cause” as in ‘the conch is yellow” Istasiddhi-Vivarana*$0 extends the argument to refer

to the central concepts in Advaita of anvaya-vyatireka:

The relationship of cause and effect is indeed determined by the method of
affirmation and negation/ anvaya-vyatireka. Since that is not there in

similarity it is concluded that it is not the cause- e.g ‘the conch is yellow’.

4. viii.h) The third postulation about anyathakhyati, that ‘the

cognition itself becomes something else’/svayam eva jiianasya

anyathabhava, as the rise of the cognition of silver in nacre.

This is categorically rejected by Vimuktatman in the third chapter of Istasiddhi and

Anubhiitisvartipacarya in the Istasiddhi-Vivarana. The cognition of an object as

480 Istasiddhi-Vivarana, p-287, ‘anvayavyativekabhyam hi karyakaranabhavavadharanam.sadysye tad abhavat na

karanam ity upapdadayati - Sankhah pitah’.
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something else has just been rejected while dealing with the second definition, so it

follows that this definition too is untenable;

It is proper that what is spoken of as ‘cognition of silver” has silver as its basis

... If the cognition of silver has arisen from nacre, why could it not be

cognition of nacre itself? Therefore the birth of the cognition of one object in

another is not becoming something else.48!

Other than the illusion, “This is silver’, no cognition is experienced which manifest

the nacre as well as the idea of silver. So, there is no knowledge in the form,

‘cognition of silver appears as if relating to nacre’. Thus, it is established that the

‘third definition’ is also unreasonable.

481 Istasiddhi p.289, ‘evam ripyadhih ityukte tasyar rijpalambantvam eva nyayyam iti katham suktydlambanatd syat.
Tad uktam ‘Suktidhir eva kim na syat rigpyadhih ‘Suktija yadi. Tasmad dhiyo nyathabhava nanyatranyadhiyo janih'.
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4. ix.i) The fourth postulation about anyathakhyati,'the cognition
of an object as another object which is its negation’/ekasya
vastunah svabhavavastvantaratmana khyatis ca., examined in the

fitth chapter of Istasiddhi

Here, Vimuktatman is presenting the doctrine thats2:

In this view nacre which is real appears in the form of another reality, silver....
Negation of an object is nothing but a different object ... So in this particular
torm of anyathakhyati, even when both are existent, the position is, as nacre,
the object of right cognition and it is the object of illusory cognition in the

form of its negation, silver.

Therefore, the fourth definition of anyathakhyati, based on the theory that non-

existence is existence in another form, is unsound.

482 [stasiddhi. P46, ‘asmin pakse Suktih sati sad antarariipyatmanda bhasate....abhavo nama na bhavat prthag
asti.....tatha asmin pakse anyathakhyativisesariipe dvayoh sattve’pi ‘Suktih svatmana samyagjiianasya visayah ’

‘svabhavariipyatmana bhrantijianasya visayah’ iti vyavastha’.
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So, the four alternative definitions of anyathakhyati having been refuted, it is

established that this theory is not viable. Hence, Anubhitisvariipacarya in the

Istasiddhi-Vivarana4s3 explains,

The piece of nacre that is not capable of appearing as silver, does in fact not

appear as that, while the silver which does appear is not something else. Hence, the

statement ‘cognition as something else’ is contradictory like the statement ‘my

mother is a barren woman”’.

Thus, the three theories of sat-khyati, i.e. atma-khyati/ self-cognition, a-khyati/

non-apprehension and anyathakhyati/misapprehension/cognition differently,

previously outlined, having been refuted, so the theory of a-sat-khyati is now to be

considered.

483 Istasiddhi-Vivarana p.293, ‘yat Suktisakalarin ripyatmana khyaty anarhar tat, tad atmana na khyaty eva. Yac ca

rilpyarit bhati tat anyatha na bhavatitasmat “khyatih atha canyatha’ iti gih ‘mata vandhyd mama’ - itivat viruddha’.
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4. xj) The theory of a-sat-khyati/ cognition of the non-existent

or unreal

Vimuktatman states that the object/padartha which appears as ‘this is silver’/idam
riipyam in an illusion is certainly non-existent/tuchariipa. Its non-existent nature is
known from the fact of its being sublated/assimilated into the larger entity/badhena
in the form, “This is not silver’. A knowledge reveals/bodhayet an object/vastu; it does
not destroy it. Vimuktatman¢ further states, ‘Sublation of course does not destroy
an object, since knowledge only reveals the reality’. Anubhtisvartipacarya*?> then

develops the argument further by saying:

‘[TThe doubt about only absence of existence being shown by sublation and
not its non-existence is removed by showing the absence of existence is in fact
nonexistence ... Therefore, it is only non-existent silver that is revealed in an
illusion ... Therefore too it has to be accepted that even in an illusion there is
no cognition of anything other than maya and so the silver is only maya or

indeterminable.

485 [stasiddhi-Vivarana p.198. “...tasmat tuccham eva riipyar bhrantyam bhati ...
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So, the statement, ‘The non-existent does not shine’ is not a self-contradiction due

to the denial of the cognition of anything other than the cognition of the non-

existence of the nature of maya’.

Moreover, a non-existent thing cannot be expressed by a word. The

relationship of ‘signifier’/viacaka and ‘thing signified’/vicya can exist only in respect

of two existent things. When the thing signified does not exist, (like the ‘silver” or the

‘snake’), how can the signifier produce knowledge of it? If it were to be obstinately

asserted that a non-entity can be signified by a word then there would be

abandonment of its very basis. The object would then not be non-existent because it

then becomes capable of being signified (by a word). ‘Non-existent’” having no

existence apart from the word, a relationship of signifier and signified is impossible,

for such a relationship is only possible when both exist.
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4. xi.k)Sabdadvaita and its refutation

Anubhitisvartipacarya in the Istasiddhi-Vivarana%s¢ explained above that, ‘if the
signified and the signifier is non-different there cannot be signifier-signified
relationship’ in response to which the nihilist/$inya-vadi , using the grammarian’s
argument claims that “the word itself is the signified and the signified”. So, the word
‘word” while signifying all words other than itself, signifies itself too. Likewise, the
relationship signifier signified is considered as for one and the same thing, the

s’

sound called “sphota * ‘crowned by them in the place of Brahman in the ‘empire of

non-duality’’/advitiyatvasamrajye % However, in line with Adi Sankara in his

Brahma-sutra-bhasya 1.iii.28,

486 [stasiddhi-Vivarana p.199, ‘abhinne viacye vacyavacakabhavo na sambhavatityuktam tatra

vaiyakaranamatavalambanen Stunyavadi pratyavatisthate atraheti’.

487 Ibid., ‘Sabda eva vakta vacyas ceti manyante Svasaiva vacyatvari vacakatvarii ca $abda-$abdavat -
vyavasthapayanti./sabda:” itidam padam svetarat sarvam Sabdajatari vadat svam api (Sabdasabdam) vadati yatha, tad
vat ekasyaiva viacyavicakabhdvo bhavatu. sphotakhyah sabda eva brahmasthane tair abhisicyate

advitiyatvasamrajye.’
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‘it is selfcontradictory for the same thing to be both the signified and the signifier

since one thing cannot be at the same time the subject as well as the object’.

Their statement that ‘the word itself is Brahman “ as distinguished from the the
Sruti statement “The Word/Pranava Sabda/%0m is Brahman”(Mandiikyopanisad 1)

is not tenable. It is established by experience that the word is not Brahman.

If Brahman is of that nature, then it would not have Brahman-hood at all. It is
indeed for this reason that Brahman is not accepted as non-different from the

universe, as there would be the contingency of its being other than Brahman.

(Then how are the words denoting non-difference justified?) Therefore, the
statements, such as ‘All this is the Atman’ do not teach its non-difference from the
universe, but state only its non-duality, by indicating the superimposed nature of

the universe.
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Moreover, the word can be experienced by the sense organs, but the Brahman is

not accessible to the senses; how can there be non-difference between the two?

Difference alone has to be accepted.

A doubt is raised. In practice, we accept an internal sound which cannot be

experienced by the ear, etc. or known by the intellect. That can be Brahman.

In response, he says that if such a sound is not self-luminous, then since

there is no proof of its existence, its existence would not be established. If such a

sound is claimed to be self-luminous, then it would be the atma itself, since atma

alone is self-luminous. If it is the atma then it cannot be a sound (or word), since the

atma alone is the knower of sounds, and the knower and the known are different.48

The counter argument given is in the form of a quotation from the $ruti

texts, 49 5.2., ‘Satyakama, this very Brahman, that is superior and inferior is

indeed this Om’ and indeed equally powerfully from the Mandiikyopanisad4%0

488 Gastrigal. Anubhutisvarupacarya. (2006) Ista Siddhi-Vivaranam (ISV) Piirvapaksa p.273, ‘atmatve ca tasya

sabdatvarii na syat, atmanah Sabdajiianatvat, jiiajiieyayos ca bhinnatvat’.
489 Prasnopanisad 5.2, ‘etad vai satyakama paraficaparari ca brahma yad orikaraly’.

490 Mandikyopanisad 1 and 2, ‘Om ity etad aksaram idam sarvar tasyopa-vyakhyanari

bhiitarit bhavad bhavisyad iti sarvam oritkdra eva yac canyat trikalatitam tad apyorikara eva’.
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1 and 2:

The syllable 3 is all this. Of this a clear exposition (is started with): All

that is past, present, or future is verily 3> And whatever else is beyond the

three periods of time that is also verily 3. All this is surely Brahman. The

Self is Brahman. The Self, such as It is, is possessed of four quarters.
Here it is clearly stated that the “Word” “Om’ is Brahman. This seems to be being
denied in the rejection of Sphota and the Sabdadvaita standpoint. Both Vimuktatman
and Anubhitisvartipacarya answer this objection by saying that these $rutis and
others are concerned with meditation/upasana on Om as Brahman and are not
claiming to lay down the identity of the word itself and Brahman. Hence it is not
established by these statements that Brahman is of the form of the word/Sabda-
ripatoa.

Thus, having refuted the theory of Sabdadvaita in this way the Istasiddhi%
says in conclusion, ‘Hence the non-duality of the Self alone is established and not

the non-duality of word or non-duality of pot’. Here Anubhiitisvariipacarya in his

491 [stasiddhi. p.176, ‘tasmad atmadovaitam eva siddhyati, na Sabdadvaitam, ghatadvaitari va’
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Istasiddhi-Vivaranam#%? explains that “by the words ‘or non-duality of pot’ it is
brought out that the non-duality of word is in fact impossible, like the non-duality of
pot, by taking the word ‘or” as equivalent to ‘like’.

The outcome of this whole discussion is that all theories of asat-khyati are

unsound or unfit/asamafijasa.

4. xii.l) The theory of Anirvacaniyakhyati according to Advaita

Since for the illusion/bhranti or its negation/badha there is a failure of proof
whether the superimposed thing/aropya exists or does not exist at the place of the
illusion and due to the contradiction of being asserted as both existent and non-
existent, it can only be held that the superimposed thing is different from both the
existent and non-existent and hence indeterminable/ anirvacaniya.

The superimposed thing/aropya is created at that time by ignorance/ajiiana to

which it co-responds and has ignorance, its substratum/adhisthana, as its content.

492 Istasiddhi-Vivaranam, ‘shatadvaitar yatha asambhavati evam Sabdadvaitam asambhavati iti vyakhya

krtam kytd ‘Qhatadvaitarir va’ iti va Sabdasya ivarthatvam svikrtya’.
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This illusion continues until it ceases on the realization of the nature of the

substratum.

Anubhitisvartipacarya in his Istasiddhi-Vivaranam 4% further clarifies, ‘Reason

and unreality/sattva and asattva can be the causes of absence of sublation/badha-

abhava and nonappearance/akhyana respectively, but not of what is different from

both reality and unreality.’

Although Anubhiitisvariipacarya has stated previously%* that ‘like the co-

existence of unreality and reality, the co-existence of difference from both is also not

possible because of contradiction between them’. 49

Such contradiction is just bringing faults/illogical/dosavaha only in a real

object. In an indeterminable/anirvacaniya thing, which is a mere appearance such an

illogicality/anupapatti is a mere ornament!

He goes on to brilliantly explain further the essential nature of

indeterminable/anirvacaniya.4% ‘The use of the words ‘different from’/vailaksanya is

493 [stasiddhi-Vivaranam p.187, ‘sattvasattvayos ca badhabhavakhyanaprayojakatvam, na punar asadvailaksanayol’.
494 ibid. p.71, ‘sad-asattvasamuccayavat vailaksanyasamuccayasyapi virodhad asambhavaly’.

495 ibid., ‘virodhah khalu vastubhiite padarthe dosavahah. Anirvacaniyasya ca pratibhasasiddhatvena

tadrsanupapattih bhiisanam eva bhavati’.

496 ibid. p-72, ‘vailaksanyavacoyuktir api tat tad riipaniriipanasahisnutvaprakatanartha. Na tu

vailaksanyasamuccayasya satyatvartha. anirvacyatvam hi etad eva yat ‘prakasate, tarkari ca na sahata iti’.
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only to bring out the impossibility of its being categorized in a particular manner,
and not to indicate the actual coexistence of the many differences in one thing. What
appears, but cannot stand logical examination/tarkam ca na sahate, is the nature of
(what is called) 'the indeterminable’/anirvacyatva ’.

The natural question this raises is then, if ‘silver’ for example is anirvacaniya
how can it appear as existing?

Anubhtisvartpacarya®’ explains that just as the ‘this-ness of the nacre’/
Sukti-idamta is associated with the appearance/bhana of (illusory) silver, similarly the
reality of the nacre/Sukti-sattd (reality pertaining to pure Consciousness limited by
nacre) becomes associated with the silver because of illusion/bhramat. Or else, the
reality experienced there is accepted as different from empirical reality/vyavaharika-
sattva-vilaksana. So, there is no contradiction/virodha.

Clearly an opponent of the concept of 'the indeterminable’/anirvicyatva,
might well say, ‘Since no word expressing indeterminability of what is
superimposed/aropya is found anywhere in the scriptures or in worldly writings/

vede loke ca, how can indeterminability be declared?’

497 ibid. p.158, “yatha Suktidaritayah ripye bhanam isyate evam eva Suktisattayah (Suktivac
chinnacaitanyanisthayah) evam samsargah riipye bhramad bhavati. athava tatra pratitikam sattvam vyavaharika-

sattva-vilaksanam svikriyate.ato na virodhah’'.
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Anubhitisvartipacarya elsewhere 48 explains,

‘In illusion silver is seen on this/idam iti rajatarii or duality in the moon/candre

dvitva. That being so, those things cannot be denied there itself, since it is seen in a

valid knowledge that whatever is experienced as existing cannot be denied there

itself ... So in statements like ‘this is not silver’/nedar1 rajatam or there are not two

moons/dvau candrau, as well as the sentence Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.4.19,

‘(Through the mind alone (It) is to be realized)there is no diversity here’/

‘Neha nanasti’*®,

‘the negative/nasi does not mean denial, but the meaning is only the

indeterminability of what is seen has been indicated because of the absence of

actual silver, etc. So, in some such place it is indeterminability that is indicated by

the negative ... For by the declaration of the absence of two actual moons, etc. what

is meant is the indeterminability/anirvacyatva of what is seen. Thus, the intended

meaning of the negative is indeterminability’.

498 ibid. 161, ‘idam iti rajatarii va candre dvitvarii va bhrame pratitam.evarm ca tayor visayayoh tatraiva nisedho
nangikarturm paryate. ‘Yo yad bhavajfiana-gocarah sa tatraiva na nisedhyah “iti vyapteh satyajfianesu grhitatvat.tatas
ca tatad ca nedatir rajatarih na dvau candrav’, ityadi vakyesu ‘Neha nanasti’

Ityadau ca nafiah na nisedhakatvam, kim tu svabhavikarajatadyabhavabodhanena pratipannasyanirvacaniyatve
tatparyam, svikriyate.evatir ca etadriasthale nafisabdasya tatrparybalat anirvacyatvarin bodhyate ...
svabhavikacandradvitvadyabhavabodhena pratipannasya anirvacaniyatve tatparyam. Ato nafisabdatatparyat

anirvacyatvaniscayal’.

499 Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.4.19, Kathopanisd 4.1, ‘Neha nanasti kificana’.
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In addition to the above explanation about the place of indeterminability/
anirvacyatva, Vimuktatman establishes in the Istasiddhi that the concept makes
statements concerning birth and destruction of the universe meaningful. For he
says, 500

no origination or destruction either of what is real or what is un-real is
possible and yet the $ruti speaks of origination and destruction of the universe is
declared. Hence the indeterminability of the universe is established as meaningful
from the $ruti and reasoning.

Moreover, there is also support from the smrti, in the Bhagavadgita 2.16,51

‘Of the unreal no being there is; there is no non-being of the real. Of both
of these is the truth seen by the seers of the Essence’.

Finally, this last statement is as it were glossed by the beautiful words of

Totakacarya in his Sruti-sara -samuddharana, 141502,

500 Istasiddhi, p151, ‘sad-asaj janmandasau na, jagaj janmalayau Srutau.ato’nirvacaniyatvari prasiddham

Srutiyuktital’.

501 Bhagavadgita 2.16, ‘Nasato vidyate bhavo nabhavo vidyate satah. Ubhayor api drstontas tv annoys

tattvadarsibhil’.

502 Sryti-sara-samuddharana, 141, “atra na kathaficana janma bhavet tad asattvata eva khapuspam iva. Na

sato’sti bhavah purato’pi bhavat yata atmavad eva sad istam iti’.
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‘There can by no means be a birth for the unreal, because of its being
unreal like a sky-flower. For the real there can be no origination, it being already
(always) existent, because the real is accepted as like the Self alone.’

So, it has been established by Sruti, smyti and Mahapurusas as well as by
yukti /reason that anirvacaniyakhyati is the most suitable theory in respect of an
illusion. By means of this theory, Anubhiitisvartipacarya and other great Advaitins
have firmly established the nonduality of Brahman declared by the Upanisads, the
Bhagavadgita, and the Brahmasiitras, so that the indeterminable universe does not

acquire the status of a second entity.
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Chapter 5: Liberation (moksa) in

Anubhitisvartipacarya’s

Known Works

Introduction

According to Anubhiitisvartipacarya, Brahman when reflected in maya is God and
in avidya is the soul/jivatman. As God is always aware of His identity with pure
consciousness/Cit/ prajianam which is called Brahman His essential nature, is
ever pure, conscious and liberated .'503

It's only the soul/jivatman, which by being overpowered by its limiting adjunct/

upadhi, ignorance/ avidya that falsely identifies itself with the inner organ of mind/

503 ¢f. ‘nitya-suddha-budha-mukta-svabhava’; His true nature is ever/pure/conscious/released’ of frequent

occurrence in BSB of Adi Sankara.
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antahkarana "and undergoes transmigration/ samsara consisting of being an agent/
doer/kartr an enjoyer/bhoktr/ and a knower/jiiatr. These characteristics/laksana,
belonging to the mind are falsely superimposed on the soul/jivatman because of the
mind’s false relation to soul/jivatman,  caused by ignorance/avidya. They are
therefore false, illusory/mithya. On the removal of this false relation, i.e. the removal
of ignorance/avidya its cause, the soul/jivatman ceases to be a soul/jivatman,
remaining as pure consciousness/ Suddha Caitanya which is Atman non-different
from pure Consciousness, the essential nature of God/Brahman. This is liberation/
moksa. As AdiSankara says in his famous bhasya on Brahma Siitra 1.1.4504,
Atman is non-different from Brahman% and to be Brahman is liberation.’

The apparent relation between mind and jivatman, caused by ignorance/avidya
will be removed, say AdiSanikara and Anubhitisvariipacarya by direct knowledge ...

of the identity of the true nature of the soul/jivatman with the true nature of God/

504 BSB 1.1.4 ‘atma ca brahma.. .brahmabhavaéca moksah.’

505 c.f. Mahavakyani, Ayam Atma brahma’Mandikyopanisad 2;Ahambrahmasmi 'Brhadaranyakopanisad.
1.4.10; ‘tat tvam asi ‘Chandogyopanisad

6.8.7 ‘prajiianarir brahma’” Aitareyopanisad 3.4
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Brahman. That knowledge arises so the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. 2.4.55% informs us
from the major texts of the Upanisads,
“for it is the Self that should be heard of $rotavya, reflected upon (and meaning
enquired into and analysed on the basis of reasoning)/ mantavya and profoundly
meditated upon/nididhyasitavya.’

As AdiSankara states in his Introduction to the Brahma Siitra Bhasya 1.1.1
and in turn expounded by Anubhitisvartipacarya’s Prakatarthavivarana.’?’? He

declares,

‘the import of all the Vedantic texts is being enquired into with a view to attain
knowledge of the identity of Atman/atmaikatva and Brahman. This latter is
essential to remove avidya- the cause of the profound error, the false relation of

mind and soul/jivatman.

From which follows the views of all traditional Advaitins, like

Anubhiitisvariipacarya, that knowledge is the sole means to liberation. So, ritualistic

506 Brhadaranyakopanisad. 2.4.5. ‘Gtma va are drastavyah $rotavyo mantavyo.

507 Prakatarthavivarana (PV) p.21 1.1 BSB 1.1.1 ‘asya anarthahetoh prahanaya atmaikatvavidyapratipattaye sarve

vedantah arabhyante.
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action/karma/ does not lead to liberation. If moksa identical with Brahman were to be

considered as resulting from karma it would have had to come under one its four

divisions:

(i)  origination/Utpatti

(i)  attainment/apti

(iii) modification/vikrti

(iv)  ceremonial purification/samskrti, which it so clearly does not.

For that which is originated or modified cannot be eternal like Liberation. Nor is

there any question of it being attained, for It is one’s true Self and is ever attained.

Nor can it be ceremonially purified since moksa is identical with Brahman, which is

Absolute perfection and purity, so cannot be directly brought about by karma.>08

508 PV p.66 1.9 BSB 1.1.4. ‘yasya tu utpadyo moksah, tasya manasari vacikari va karyam apeksata iti yuktam. tatha
vikaryatve ca. tayoh paksayoh moksasya dhruvam anityatvam’. ‘It is but logical that as for the man who regards
liberation as something to be produced, he will have to think that depends on the activity of mind, speech
or body. Similar is the case of thinking of liberation as a modification of something. In both these cases it
(liberation) is certainly transitory’...p.67 .1 ‘na ca apyatvenapi karyapeksa, svatmasvariipatve saty andpyatvat ...
1.4. napi samskaryo moksah, yena vyaparam apeksate. samskaro hi nama samskaryasya gunadhanena va syat
dosapanayanena va. na tavat gunadhanena sambhavati, anadheyatisayabrahmasvariipatvan moksasya. napi

dosapanayanena.’
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However, karma is most useful in regard to the rise of the knowledge of
Brahman, the only means to moksa. Hence Adisankara and Anubhiitisvaripacarya
declare, in Brahma Siitra Bhasya 3.4.26.°0 On the basis of the Brhadaranyaka

Upanisadic text, 4.4.22510;

Brahmanas/Men of spiritual birth desire to have the
knowledge(vividisanti) of Brahman by the study of one’s veda in the
(celibate stage/Brahmacarya) by performance of sacrifice and offering of
gifts in the (house-holder stage/grhastha), as well as by fasting (in which
one limits food as a religious observance) usually in the (hermit stage/
vanaprastha/), it is concluded that knowledge of Brahman does require
performance of karma, like sacrifice etc. So this text expresses the cause,

relation between sacrifices, etc. and the (rise of) knowledge of Brahman.

AdiSankara declares that although the relation of duties to knowledge of Brahman

is not known through any other source except this text, yet it cannot have the direct

509 PV p.964 1.8 BSB 3.4.26. ‘yajiiadinar vidyasadhanabhavari darsayati.

510 Brhad. 4.4.22. ‘tam etarir vedanuvacanena brahmana vividisanti yajiiena, danena,tapasanasanena.
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force of an injunction, we can assume it has the power of an injunction as indicated

in the sitra BSB 3.4.27511:

Nor is liberation something to be purified, presupposing an action.

Purification can be affected by making things more qualitative or by

eliminating adverse effects ... the former does not operate since liberation

is the very nature of Brahman ... eternally pure ... It is impossible that any

action should abide in the Self ... for it is eternal and cannot be purified ...

He who desires to have the knowledge of Brahman should perform

sacrifice, etc.

When sacrifices etc., are performed without desire for their fruits, they lead towards

knowledge of Brahman. So, it is the difference in attitude or emotional ground/

Brhad. 4.4.22. ‘tam etari vedanuvacanena brahmana vividisanti yajiiena, danena tapasanasanena.’ S1ibid.
‘yajiiadinari tattvadaréanasya ca sadhyasadhanabhavasyapiirvatvat, paficamalakaraparigrahena
brahmanubhavakamo yajiiadiny anutisthed iti vidhanat. nityasuddhabrahmasvariipatvan moksasya....tasmat jiianam

ekam muktoa kriyaya gandhamatrasyapyanupravesa iha nopapadyate.
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bhavana that holds the key to the difference in fruits. As Adisankara states with

confirmation from Anubhiitisvartipacarya in Brahma Siitra Bhasya 3.4.27:

In the smrti texts such as the Bhagavad-Gita it is explained that sacrifices,
etc., when performed without desire for their fruits (i.e karma-yoga )

become means to knowledge of Brahman.512

This cleanses one’s heart and leads to an intense desire to have knowledge of
Brahman (vividisa), an ascertainment that everything apart from Brahman is non-
eternal by being an effect. This is known as the power of discrimination between
the eternal and the transient substance in any situation/nityanityvastu-viveka.513
Following Adisankara, this leads to detachment from any desire for the enjoyment

of the fruits of one’s action in the present or in the future’/ihamutrarthabhogaviraga

514
s

512 jbid. ‘smrtis api bhagavadgitadyasu anabhisandhaya phalam anutisthati yajiiadini mumuksor jiianasadhanani

bhavantiti prapaficitam.”

513 PV p.28 1.16 BSB 1.1.1. ‘nityanityavasuviveko nama atmavyatiriktam sarvarii karyatoad anityam nitya atmaiva

krtakrtvabhavad ityadyavadharanam.

514 ibid. 1.17, ‘ihamutrarthabhogavirago  nama
vartamanasarirasthitihetubhiitapratisiddhannapanavyativiktavisayapravrttikaranecchaviruddo

niscalaScetovrttivisesah.”
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a mental state opposed to having more than one needs for bare sustenance of life. In

turn, this leads to samadisampat>5, ‘a perfection of such practices as control of the

mind, control of the senses and organs’, etc. The first two of these (six) are $ama and

dama, respectively, meaning the abandoning of mental functions and of external

senses forbidden in scripture and secularly with a determination that these are not

conducive to spiritual health! The third, uparati involves abandoning even obligatory

duties of scriptural injunctions , i.e. asceticism . The fourth, titiksa, endurance of

opposites, heat and cold etc., not detrimental to one’s life516. The fifth is samadhana®?,

precise mental application to study Vedanta, etc., avoiding excess sleep and

disinclination. Lastly, faith/$raddha in the authority of scripture and the guru’s

teachings. These six are enjoined as means to knowledge of Brahman in

Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.4.23,518

515 jbid. 1.19, ‘Samo nama antahkaranavyaparanari pratisidhanam api laukikanam svadhikaranispattyupayoginari

nisphalatvavadharanapiirvakah  parityagah. damo nama bahiskaranavyaparanam uktalaksananari parityagah.

516 jbid. 1.22, ‘uparatir iti ...sattvasusiddhau nityanam api vidhita eva parityagah. titiksutoar nama

sttosnadidvandvanam svadhikaranirvrttyapeksitajivanavicchedahetuvyatiriktanam sahisnuta.
517 ibid.1.24. p.28-29, ‘samadhana nama vidhitsitasravanadipratikilanidralasyadivirodhenacetaso'vasthanam’

518 Brhadaranyakopanisad. 4.4.23. ‘tasmad evariwit $anto dantah uparatah titiksuh samahito bhiitva atmany eva

atmanam pasyati.
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‘Therefore he who knows it as such becomes self-controlled, calm, withdrawn

into himself, enduring and concentrated and sees the Self in his own self (body)’.

Then arises mumuksutva-desire for liberation, pure consciousness free from avidya

and its effects.519 This desire to realise liberation results in the desire to realise the

knowledge of Brahman, ‘the sole means to liberation. This is the four-fold aid/

sadhana-catustaya to study of Vedanta.

The key question then is whether the merit /punya arising from pursuit of

karma-yoga lasts until the rise of the desire to know Brahman (vividisa ) or until the

knowledge of Brahman itself (vedana )?

Three advaitins uphold the first alternative, SureSvara, Vacaspatimi$ra and

Sarvajfiatman , whereas Prakasatman and Anubhitisvartipacarya hold to the second,

viz. the merit arising from observance of karma-yoga continues until the

knowledge of Brahman itself arises.

The term seek to know/vividisanti occurs in Brhad. 4.4.22520;

519 ibid. 1.1. p.29, ‘cito'jiianatatkaryavacchrdo bandhah tad viyogo moksah tad visayeccha mumuksutoa.

520 Brhad. 4.4.22, ‘tam etar vedanuvacanena brahmana vividisanti yajiiena, danena tapasanasanena.
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The Brahmanas seek to know/vividisanti It through the study of
the Vedas, sacrifices, charity, and austerity consisting in a
dispassionate enjoyment of sense-objects. vividisanti consists of

the root /dhatu vid and desiderative suffix sa/saN pratyaya.

The general rule is that of the two, the sense of the root/dhatu/prakrti and the sense
of the suffix/pratyaya the latter has greater force. Here, according to Suresvara et.al.
the sense of the suffix/pratyaya?! being desire, one’s duties are related to that and
not to its object, knowledge. Whereas the view of Prakasatman and
Anubhatisvarapacarya, (who as we have seen is also a very famous and
distinguished grammarian) is that although in general the sense of the suffix/
pratyaya is of greater force than the sense of the stem/arnga, this does not hold in the
case of the desiderative suffix sa/san pratyaya. * So in worldly usages like He desires
to go on horse’(asvena jigamisati) etc., the means, i.e. the horse is understood only in
relation to the object of desire, the act of going ‘the sense of the arnga/prakrti/stem,

and not the desire itself, which is the sense of the desiderative suffix sa/san pratyaya.

521 Mahabhasya 3.4.67, ‘prakrtipratyayau pratyayartham saha briitah tayos tu pratyayah pradhanyena.’
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Similarly, in the scriptural text referred to above, (Brhad. 4.4.22 Brahmanas/ Men of
spiritual birth desire to have the knowledge (vividisanti) of Brahman by the study of
one’s veda, by performance of sacrifices etc ... is to be directly related to the direct
knowledge of Brahman which is the object of desire and which is the sense of the
stem/anga/prakrti and not to desire itself which is the sense of the desiderative suffix

sa/san pratyaya.'522

Anubhiitisvariipacarya confirms and takes further the above in his Nibandha
on Anandabodha’s Pramanamala, adding that asvena jigamisati communicates that
the horse is the means to the activity of going and not to the attainment of the
village, which is the result of the activity of going. Likewise, the performance of
sacrifices etc., is the means of knowledge of Brahman, which is desired and not to

liberation, which is the result of the knowledge of Brahman.523

522 Siddhanta-lesa-sangraha p.306, ‘asvena jigamisyati...ityadilaukikaprayoge asvadiripasadhanasya ...san
pratyayabhihitecchavisaya eva gamanadau anvayasya vyutpannatvat.. prakytyabhihitayam vidyayam yajiadinam

viniyoga'h.

523 Nibandha p.119, 'tatrapi [ asvena jigamisyati ityatrapi ] ity atrapi laukikaprayoge
asvasyesyamanagamankriyasadhanatvam eva na tu gramapraptisidhanatvam, gamasyaiva tatra nivapeksakaranatvat

tathehapi isyamanajfianasadhanatvam eva yajadinam, na tu moksasadhanata.’
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Anubhitisvartipacarya in his grammar, Sarasvata-vyakarana incorporates a

special setting aside -siitra/apavada which sets aside general utsarga-siitra that the

sense of the pratyaya is primary and the sense of the stem/anga/prakrti is secondary:

gaunah prakrtyarthah anyatra sat.>2

In his commentary/vrtti on this, he states the general utsarga-siitra sense that

the pratyaya is of greater force than the stem/prakrti must be superseded as far as the

desiderative san pratyaya is concerned. This is because in the expression involving

use of desiderative san pratyaya such as one desires to cook with the fuel (kasthena

pipaksati) it is fuel which is the means to the act of cooking which is the sense of the

stem/anga/prakrti and not to the desire for cooking which is the sense of the san

pratyaya.

Anubhitisvartipacarya restates this view in the Prakatarthavivarana BSB

3.4.26.525 Three centuries later, Appayya Diksita succinctly summed up the

distinction between the two views described above in Siddhanta-lesa-sangraha.

524 the sense of the ariga /prakrti/stem is secondary: ‘gqaunah prakrtyarthah anyatra sat’.

, . .4.26, ‘prakrtipratyayau pratyayartham saha brutah sano’tra iti smaranad isyamanataya
525 PV p.965 117 BSB 3.4.26, ‘prakrtipratyayau pratyayarth ha briitah ‘tra iti d isy Y

pradhanydc ca jiianenaiva sambandhah, kasthena pipaksati datrena luliisati itivad ity arthah.
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According to the desire to have the knowledge of Brahman option/
vividisapaksa, merit arising from the performance of karma gives rise to the desire to
have the knowledge of Brahman/vividisa but does not provide opportunity for
Vedantic study, etc., so knowledge of Brahman would not necessarily follow the
performance of karma. In contrast, according to the knowledge option/vedanapaksa,
merit arising from performance of karma does provide opportunity for Vedantic
study, etc. Thus, invariably arises direct knowledge of Brahman. However, in both
views’ karma is only distantly conducive to knowledge of Brahman since it has to be
given up.

Upanisads like Svetasévatara 6.21.526,

‘Svetdsvatara, in proper manner spoke about Brahman, the Supreme, the
pure, to advanced ascetics, what is pleasing to the company of seers’,

affirm that sannyasa must be adopted by those who seek knowledge of
Brahman. Likewise, the Kaivalyopanisad 2 declares,

‘it is neither by progeny nor by wealth but by renunciation alone some

have realized Brahman.’

526 Svetagvatara 6.21, ‘Svetasvataro tha vidvan atyasramibhyah pavitram, provica samyagrsi-sanighajustant’.
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The stage of life where one is devoted to meditation on Brahman is sannyasa.

This is not possible in the case of those who are in one of the first three stages of life

viz. celibate student stage/brahmacarya, householder stage/grhastha or setting off into

the forest stage /vanaprastha, because they have to perform duties relating to their

respective stages. The non-performance of these would entail the sin of omission. In

the case of the ascetic there is no possibility of this as he has renounced all karmas.

Further on in Anubhfitisvariipacarya’s commentary on BSB 3.4.20°2” he quotes

Maitrayanibrahmana as saying an ascetic must carry a bamboo staff, live on alms

collected from those who are not falsely accused or degenerate and renounce his

sacred thread. Further, he quotes a question raised in the Kausitaki brahmana as to

what actually constitutes the sacred thread52 for an ascetic/parivrijaka and states

that meditation upon Brahman/atma-dhyanam is the sacred thread for him.529

The Brhadaranyakopanisad declares that sannyisa is an essential qualification of an

aspirant to pursue Vedantic study, reflection and profound meditation 3.5.1a:

527 BS3.4.20, "vidhir va dharanavat/ rather it is an injunction as in the case of holding the sacrificial fuel) and

not a mere illusion’.

528 PV p.953 117 on BSB,atha parivrad...sarvavarnikah bhaiksacaranam abhisastapatitavarjar ...ekarit vainavar

dandam adadita’

529 PV p.954 1.2, 'kim asya yajiiopavitari...idam evasya yajiiopavitam yad atmadhyanam’
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Having attained mediate knowledge of this very Self/Brahman, the

Brahmanas [persons of spiritual birth renounce the desire for sons, for

wealth and the worlds, lead a mendicant’s life in order to gain direct

knowledge of Brahman 3.5.1b. 530

Therefore the knower of Brahman, having known all about Vedantic study (pandityar

nirvidya), should try to live on that strength, (i.e.mananam/reflection; balyena tisthaset)

which comes of knowledge; having known all about this strength and scholarship,

he becomes meditative (munih) having known all about meditativeness and its

opposite (maunarii ca amaunam ca nirvidya), he becomes a knower of Brahman

(brahmana).

Further in the Brahma Siitra 3.4.47531 it is said,

‘In the case of a partial application of knowledge/paksena by one possessed of

(imperfect) knowledge/tadvatah, (which leads to enlightenment) an injunction is

530 Brhad. 3.5.1,etari1 vai tam atmanari viditva brahmanah putraisanayas ca vittaisanayas ca lokaisanayas ca
vyutthayatha bhiksacaryari caranti......... tasmad bramanah pandityam nirvidya balyena tisthaset | balyam ca
pandityam ca nirvidyatha munih | amaunam ca maunam ca nirvidyatha brahmanah | sa brahmanah kena syad yena

syat tenedréa eva | ato 'nyad artam | tato ha kaholah kausitakeya upararama.’

531 BS 3.4.47, 'sahakaryantaravidhih paksena trtiyari tadvato vidhyadivat.
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implied in another auxiliary (viz.meditativeness)/sahakaryantaravidhih which is the
third/trtiyarii (as much as in the cases of the strength which comes from knowledge

and scholarship:

[O]n account of its uniqueness (of not having been heard elsewhere); this is
like the main injunction (being applicable to the subsidiary acts/vidhyadivat) It
discusses the import of Brhadaranyakopanisad 3.5.1b°32 and states that the
latter prescribes meditation also as a means to knowledge of Brahman in the
case of one who is an ascetic having mediate knowledge of Brahman

[tadvatah].

AdiSankara states that the expression tadvatah has to be taken to mean an acetic
with mediate knowledge, on account of BS 3.5.1a which affirms that asceticism/

sannyasa,

532 tasmat brahmanah pandityarii nirvidya balyena tisthaset balyam ca pandityarii ca nirvidya atha munih

maunarit ca amaunari ca nirvidya atha brahmanah.
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’

an essential condition for attainment of knowledge of Brahman along with
sama and other factors.533 Since all these are stated to be means to knowledge of
Brahman, they are proximate means to the latter.534

The ascetic having the mediate knowledge of Brahman is given the means by

Yajfiavalkya in Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.4.5535 to attain the immediate knowledge,

‘The Self, my dear Maitreyl, should be realized (drastavyah) -should be
heard of ($rotavyah), reflected on (mantavyah) and meditated upon

(nididhyasitavyah).

5. i) Adisankara and following him Anubhitisvartipacarya

make a total distinction between activity and knowledge.

Knowledge of an object depends upon the object and not on the choice of the

person, so cannot be enjoined, whereas actions like sacrifices depend on the will of

533 PVip 988 1.10 BSB 3.4.47 ‘tadvatah vidyavatah sannyasinah. katham ca vidyavatah sannydsina ity avagamyate?

tad adhikarat - atmana viditoa putradyesanabhyo vyutthaya ‘atha bhiksacaryarii caranti’.
534 BSB 3.4.27evariwid iti vidyasafiyogat pratyasamnami vidyasadhanani Samadini’.

535 Brhad 2.4.5 Atma va are drastavyah $rotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyah.
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the person so can be enjoined.53 Thus, should be realized/drastavyah. Here is not
said to be injunctive because knowledge cannot be commanded.

The gerundive/future passive participle/krtya-pratyaya tavya in drastavyah
generally conveys the sense of ‘command’. However, Panini also ordains it in the
‘sense of fitness’ (P.3.3.169, “arhe krtyatrcasca. Pratyayas krtya, trc and Lin occur after a
root/dhatu when the agent is denoted as deserving or fitness injunction¥, it comes
to mean in the context Atman is fit to be realized.” However, since hearing/Sravana,
reflection/manana and profound meditation/nididhyasana are prescribed as means to
knowledge of Brahman in Brhad 2.4.5. are of the nature of mental activities they can
be enjoined according to Sure$vara538, Prakasatman5¥ and Anubhfitisvartipacarya>.

Here we find an important difference from the teaching of Vacaspatimisra in

his Bhamati on the B.S.Bhasya of Adisankara, who considers these three, $ravana,

536 PV p.45 1.4.BSB 1.1.2, ‘kartum akartum anyatha va kartum Sakyarir laukikarir vaidikarm ca karma ... na
vastuyathathyajiianari purusabuddhyapeksam. ki tarhi vastutantram eva’. Vide: p.46 1.17, ‘pratyaksasya karma/

visaya -janyatvat yathavastveva manovyaparah samyagjiianam’.
537 of. Sarasvataprakriya 1.63;2.51
538 Naiskarmyasiddhi 1.88, ‘Niyamah parisankhya va vidhyartho’tra bhavet’.

539 Paficapadika-vivarana p.773.Sravanadayas tu kriyarapatoat samyagdaréanasya dystadystopakaritaya vidheya

7

eoa.

540 pv p.987 122 on BSB 3.4.47  ‘vicarena sakalayauktikasambhavananirase sati

cittagatasambhavananivartanena tattvasaksatkaranaya jfianabhyaso maunatii vidhiyate’.
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manana and nididhyasana as of the nature of knowledge. Since knowledge cannot be
enjoined, these cannot be enjoined, so there is no injunction in respect of sravana etc.
This is a view derived from Mandana Misra with his Ritualistic/Pirvamimamsa

tendencies .

Anubhitisvartipacarya in contrast in his Prakatarthavivarana on the BSBhasya
of Adisankara advocates the position that there is an unprecedented injunction/a-

piirva-vidhi in the text Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.4.5541,

‘The Self, my dear Maitreyi, should be realized, should be heard of,

reflected on and meditated upon’.

He teaches that the texts of Vedantic study. i.e. sravana etc., are the means to
knowledge of Brahman is not known through any means of valid knowledge/
pramana excepting this sabda-pramana or Sruti-text from the Upanisad. It thus gives
knowledge of something unknown and hence is an unprecedented injunction/ a-

purva-vidhi.

Anubhiitisvartipacarya argues that although in ordinary experience/laukika,

we know that study of a text does give rise to mediate knowledge of its subject;

541 Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.4.5, ‘atma va are drastavyah $rotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavya’h.



393

however, what is in fact conveyed by the text ‘It is to be heard’/$rotavyo etc., is the

knowledge of something that is unknown. So, Vedantic studies are means to the

immediate experiential knowledge in the 'now’ to ‘that’. “That” is the Brahman which

is immediate and direct’/saksad aparoksat Brahma., not known through any pramana

accepting this unprecedented injunction/a-piirva-vidhi Sruti-text. This view he says is

that of Adi-Sankara 542 on Brahma-Siitra 3.4.47543;

In the case of meditativeness which leads to enlightenment an injunction

has to be admitted, which is the third, as much as in the cases of the

strength which comes from ‘knowledge’ and scholarship ‘on account of its

uniqueness (of not having been heard elsewhere)’.

He then proceeds to say ‘profound meditation’/nididhyasana, which

conduces to knowledge too must be admitted to have been enjoined like

‘hearing’/$ravana and /manana

542 PV p.987 1.11, Adi-Sankara on BS 3.4.47 ‘vidyasahakarino maunasya balyapandityavad vidhir evasrayitavyah,

apirvatvat.

543 BS 3.4.47 ‘sahakaryantaraviddhih paksena tritiyar tadvato vidhyadivat!
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( balyapandityava ‘strength derived from knowledge and scholarship’).

This Anubhitisvartipacarya>44 explains, ‘is because it is unknown hitherto as an aid

to the direct knowledge of Brahman'.

To summarise the exposition so far: The A-dvaita  tradition expounded by
Adisankara and Anubhitisvartipacarya is that karma-yoga is the remote means to
direct knowledge of Brahman, and $ama, dama etc., sannyasa, sravana, manana and

nididhyasana, are the ‘proximate " means.

We now consider the instrumental cause. For Adisankara, Prakasatman and
following him Anubhitisvartipacarya the major texts of the Upanisads, the
Mahavakyani, like ‘Thou art That (Brahman) tat tvam asi constitute the
instrumental cause of the direct knowledge of Brahman, whereas for Vacaspatimisra

and many others consider mind to be so.

544 PV p.987, L. on BSB, ‘Tat tv asaksat karanaya jianabhyaso maunar vidhiyate.
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Thus, in respect of ‘listening’/Sravana etc.,, Anubhitisvariipa accepts an

unprecedented injunction/apiirvavidhi, whereas according to Vacaspatimisra there is

no injunction at all.

Prakasatman and Anubhitisvartipa consider that the major texts of the

Upanisads are the instrumental cause of knowledge of Brahman, whereas

Vacaspatimiéra considers mind to be so. The latter’s view is based on Upanisadic

texts like, Mundaka Upanisad. 3.1.9 545 , “This subtle self is to be realized by the

mind’, Katha Upanisad 3.1264¢ This is to be realized by the concentrated intellect’,

and Brhadaranyaka Upanisad.4.4.19 546 ‘(The Self) is to be realized by mind only’.

Vacaspatimiséra in Bhamati says Upanisads cannot serve as the instrumental

cause of the direct knowledge of Brahman. It is because, being in the form of words,

they partake of the character of ordinary sentences and could, therefore, give rise

only to mediate knowledge.

Hence, a formal study of the Upanisads would give rise to the mediate

knowledge of Brahman, which is known as $ravana. When the Upanisadic truth is

545 Mundaka Upanisad. 3.1., ‘eso’nur atma cetasa veditavyah. Katha Upanisad. 3.12 ‘drsyate tv agryaya buddhya.

546 Brhadaranyaka Upanisad.4.4.19 “manasaivanudrastavyam.
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analysed on the basis of reasoning , there arises the knowledge that it is true. This

knowledge too is mediate in character and it is termed manana. When the mediate

knowledge arisen  from the Upanisads is confirmed by reasoning and is

continuously maintained with earnestness, then it is known as nididhyasana. This

leaves its traces, and the mind aided by the latter, nididhyasana gives rise to the direct

knowledge of Brahman%. Its immediate knowledge can be had only from an

instrument of immediate knowledge. As has been affirmed according to

Vacaspatimiéra, mind is the instrumental cause of the knowledge of Brahman.

In contrast, Prakasatman, in his Vivarana argues that it is not correct to say

that verbal testimony as such would give rise only to mediate knowledge of the

object.

The mediacy or immediacy of knowledge does not depend upon the

instrument of knowledge but on the object. If the object is immediate, then there

would arise immediate knowledge of that object from sentences too. Here Brahman

547 Bhamati p.57, ‘tasmat nirvicikitsavakyarthabhavanaparipakasahitam antahkarana tvam padarthasyaparoksasya

tat tad upadhyakaranisedhena tatpadarthatam anubhdayati iti yuktam ...
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being identical with one’s own Self is immediate, and so its knowledge too, that

arises from the Upanisad, is immediate.548

Anubhitisvartipa, while affirming theVivarana view outlined above, states

that mediacy and immediacy are not the characteristics of knowledge, which is a

mental state. However, they are the characteristics of the object, while the

knowledge that reveals the object is immediate. This he explains in both his

Istasiddhi-Vivarana and his Mandiikyakarikabhasyatippanam.

Since, obviously, Brahman is the most immediate, so the knowledge which

rises from the major texts of the Upanisads and which is of the nature of a mental

state is also immediate only.54

Thus too, in Manditkyakarikabhasyatippanam®0 on Manditkya 7 and Istasiddhi-

Vivarana, ‘Due to the naturalness of perceptible-consciousness of the Turiya Self

548 Vivarana p.403, 'brahmana eva sarvasarivid upadanatoad brahmakarasabdapramana janyasarivedane’pi tad
abhinnataya va taj janakataya va brahmapi prathamam eva aparoksataya avabhasate Nrsimhadrama (1958) Madras

Government Orienta Seriesm Vol.CLV, Madras.

549 Istasiddhi-Vivarana p.60, ‘bhedabhedasarikapratibandhat jatam apyadvitiyavijianam samsayasiraskam

avatisthate. Nyayais tu pratibandhavidhvamse vakyad eva nirnayah”.

550 Mandikyakarikabhasyatippanam on Mandiikya 7, p.35, ‘turiyasyatmanah svato’paroksasarivit svabhavatvat tad
akaram $abdam api vijiianam aparoksam. Na ca sabdasya paroksajiianajanakatvaniyamah. Paroksyasya

jiianagatasya visayaparoksyopadhikatvat.
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Itself, the form of that being, due to verbal testimony is perceptible.”55! Here, what

is focused on is the Brahman declared in Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 5523.4.1,

‘the Brahman that is immediate and direct.’

Anubhitisvariipa’s views thus expressed are also based on Upanisadic texts

like, Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 3.9.26553,

T ask about that purusa who could be known only from the Upanisads’ and

Chandogya Upanisad 6.7654, “That statement of his he learnt/realized following the

instruction of the preceptor.

From such statements, we learn that Upanisads constitute the instrumental

cause of realising Brahman. Furthermore, the text, Kena Upanisad 1.65%,

551 Istasiddhi-Vivarana p.161 “aparoksavyafijakan jianam aparoksa jiianam. Nanyaj jianagatam kificid aparoksyari
namasti. Brahma tu “yat saksad aparoksat * iti Sruteh aparoksyasvabhavam. Atas tad vyafijakam tat tvam

asyadivakyokttham antahkaranavrttiriipa jiianam aparoksam”.

552 Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 3.4.1, ‘yat saksad aparoksad brahma’.
553 ibid. 3.9.26, ‘tarir tu aupanisadari purusani prechami...

554 Chandogya Upanisad 6.76, ‘tad dhasya vijajiiau.

555 Kena Upanisad 1.6, ‘yan manasa na manute.
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‘(Brahman) is that which is not manifested by mind’, is specific in denying

the instrumentality of mind as cause of the knowledge of Brahman. Moreover, by

virtue of the complement of that mantra, Kena Upanisad 1.65%,

‘Brahman is that which is not manifested by mind’,

it is not only the immature mind but mind in general that is referred to here.

Hence, it denies that mind in general is the cause of knowledge of Brahman, as

followers of Vacaspatimi$ra would contend. This text from the Kena Upanisad

appears to deny the instrumentality of Upanisads in respect of the knowledge of

Brahman too through primary signification/mukhyaovrtti even by speech, thus Kena

Upanisadl.4%7, ‘Brahman is that which is not manifested by speech’, but the words

of the Upanisads do convey Brahman through ‘secondary’ signification.

So, the followers of Vacaspati MiSra must admit the text ‘Brahman is that

which is not manifested by mind.” So, it seems Kena.1.6 denies the instrumentality

of Upanisads in respect of the knowledge of Brahman through “primary signification’/

mukhyavrtti only but not through ‘secondary signification’. Hence, the Upanisadic

texts, which state that Brahman is to be realized by mind, must be taken as conveying

556 ibid. 1.6, ‘yenahur mano matam.’

557 ibid.1.4, 'yad vaca anubhyuditam.
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that mind in general is the cause in respect of the direct knowledge of Brahman
because the latter is only its modification.

Hence, Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.5.3°°%, ‘He sees with the mind’ etc., confirm
this view. It is only the sense of sight that is the instrument of visual perception,
which only arises if the mind is attentive, and not otherwise.

Prakasatman and Anubhitisvartipacarya consider Upanisads to be the
instrumental cause of the direct knowledge of Brahman, as does his direct pupil
Anandagiri, as well as other indirect pupils Vidyaranya and other subsequent great
Advaitins.

In summary, this major tradition of pure/kevala-Advaita says that the merit
arising from karmayoga endures until there arises direct knowledge of Brahman. The
proximate means to this direct knowledge of Brahman that arises from the major
texts of the Upanisads, are the six treasures tranqulity/Sama, self-command/dama etc.,
renunciation/sannyasa  (=uparati), listening/sravana to scripture, reflection/manana

and profound-meditation/nididhyasana and union with that merit arising from

558 Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.5.3, ‘manasa hy eva pasyati.
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karma-yoga directs the mind towards the Self which is identical with Brahman.55?
Sama, dama, etc., check the tendency to act in a way that thwarts one’s spiritual
development.

According to the view that there is a unique injunction/apiirva-vidhi in regard
to $ravana, mafiana and nididhyasana, there arises, from the pursuit of the latter, an
unseen merit which helps the rise of the direct knowledge of Brahman. In addition, it
gives rise to the visible result of removing the false notion/ pramanasambhavana- that
the Upanisads do not teach the non-dual Brahman, and the false notion /
prameyasambhavana- that the Upanisadic truth is contradicted by perception etc.

and so is invalid, and the false notion/ viparitabhavana- that the of ‘I" and
‘mine’ in regard to objects that are different from the Self.5¢0 Thia is because the final
authority after the Upanisads etc. Sruti, the Bhagavad Gita etc. Smyti and words of the
Realized being, is anubhiiti, the personal profound inner experience ‘the undoubting

consonance of the heart and mind” , the dawning of viveka/discriminative

559 PV 1.968, on BSB 3.4.28, ‘sarvannanumatis ca pranatyaye tad darsanat’, ‘All kinds of food are permitted only
when life is in danger; for so it is revealed’. .13, “yajiiadinarii ca .... adystena catmana cittasuddhiri

pratyakpravanatan cotpadya jfiana sadhanatoat

560 PV p.987 on BSB 3.4.46, ‘sahakaryantaravidhih paksena trtiyari tadvato vidhyadivat’., ‘In case of a partial
application of knowledge by one possessed of (imperfect ) knowledge, an injunction is implied in another
auxiliary (viz.meditativeness) which is the third; this is like the main injunction being applied to the
subsidiary acts’... .1.22, ‘vicarena sakalayauktikasambhavananirise sati cittagatasambhavananivartanena

tattvasaksad karandya jfianabhyaso vidhiyate”
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knowledge of sun of reason which never sets within the ‘inner-organ of mind’/
antahkarana, i.e. thinking mind/manas, reason/buddhi, heart-mind/citta, ego/

aharitkara, which is often cauled ‘enlightenment’.

5. ii) The view that realization of the Self /Liberation arises

from the words of the Vedas themselves/sabdaparoksavadah.

The concept that Self can only be known from the Vedas, explained on the
strength of such passages as Brhadarayaka Upanisad 3.9.26561,
T ask you about that Being who can be known only from the Upanisads.”
However, so that Upanisadic statements such as Taittiriya Upanisad

ILiv.1,11.x.1%1,

561 Brhadarayaka Upanisad 3.9.26, ‘tan tu aupanisadar purusarii prechami’so! Taittiriya Upanisad ILiv.1,I1x.1, ‘yato

viaco nivartante’.
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“That from which words turn back’/ yato vico nivartante,

may not be contradicted, it is explained that the Self is taught by the Vedas

only by implication and cannot be expressed through the primary sense of the

words (laksanaya bodhya atma) not by the primary sense of words (abhidhaya tu

agamyah). Anubhtisvartipacarya explains in his Istasiddhi-vivarana, ‘The Vedas have

that (Brahman) as their content, by being the cause of the removal of the

superimposed unmanifestedness’.

Anubhdatisvarapacarya says Immediate knowledge/aparoksa-jianam , is the

knowledge that manifests directly/aparoksyavyaiijakam jiianam. No other knowledge

is indeed direct. This is known from the $ruti, Brhadarayaka Upanisad 3.4.1562 as

‘direct and immediate’.

Therefore, the knowledge in the form of mental modification arising from

such statements as

‘That thou art’, which manifests It, is immediate, like the knowledge arising

from such sentences as ‘I am luminous’.

562 Brhadarayaka Upanisad 3.4.1, ‘yat saksad aparoksat Brahma.
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All of the following Scriptural references to Moksa, which
Anubhiitisvariipacarya quotes support the above. So, in the Svetasvatara Upanisad
6.16563 we hear,

‘He who is the support of both the unmanifested prakrti and the jiva, who
is the Lord of the three gunas and who is the cause of bondage, existence and
Liberation from samsara, is verily the Creator of the universe, the Knower, the
inmost Self of all things and their Source-the omniscient Lord, the Author of
time, the Possessor of virtues, the Knower of everything.’

Again, Mandiikyopanisad Gaudapada Karika Alatasanti Prakarana 4.30,564
‘Moreover, if the world be beginningless, its termination will not be achieved.

And there will be no eternality for Liberation that has a beginning.’

Furthermore, Maitri Upanisad 6.305%> declares:

563 Svetasvatara Upanisad, ‘yo brahmanam vidadhati pirvam yo vai vedams ca prahinoti tasmai / tam ha

devam atmabuddhiprakasam mumuksur vai Saranam aham prapadye’ // 6.18 //

564 Mandikyopanisad Gaudapada Karika Alatasanti Prakarana, ‘anader antavattvam ca samsarasya na

setsyati /Janantatd cadimato moksasya na bhavisyati’. // MandUpK_4.30 //

565 Maitri Upanisad 6.30, ‘Om, $ucau dese $ucih sattvasthah sad adhiyanah sad-vadi sad-dhyayi sad-yaji syad iti.
atah sad brahmani satyabhilasini nirvrtyo'nas tatphalcchinnapiaso nirasah paresv atmavad vigatabhayo
niskamo’ksayyam aparimitam sukham akramya tisthati. paramar vai Sevadher iva parasyoddhdharanarin yan
niskamatvam. Sa hi sarva-kama-mayah puruso’dhyavasaya-sankalpabhimnalingo baddhah. Atas tad-viparito muktah.

Atraika ahur gunah prakrti-bheda-vasad adhyavasayatmabandham upagato'dhyavasayasya dosaksayad dhi moksah.
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30m, One in pure place, himself pure, abiding in goodness, studying the
real, speaking of the real, meditating on the real, sacrificing to the real;
Henceforth absorbed in the Real, Brahman, is he who yearns for the real,
becomes another. He has the reward of having his bonds (fetters) cut,
becomes void of expectation, is freed from fear in regard to others as in
regard to himself, void of desire, he remains having attained imperishable
and immeasurable happiness. Verily freedom from desire is, as it were, the
highest prize from the choicest treasure. For a person who is made up of all
desires, who has the marks of determination, conception and self-love is
bound. He who is opposite to that is liberated... On this point some say
(Sarirkhyas), it is the quality which, through the force of the differentiation
of nature, binds the self with determination (and the like) and from

destruction of the fault of determination (and the like) liberation_results.

Further, the Maitri Upanisad 6.34.8 5% states,

566 Maitri Upanisad 6.34.8, ‘tavan mano niroddhavyam hrdi yavat ksayarii gatam etaj jianarii ca moksari ca

Sesanye grantha-vistaral’.
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‘So long should the mind be restrained in the heart till it reaches its end, that is
knowledge, that is liberation. All else is but extension of the knots that bind us to

the life.’

Likewise, the same Upanisad says 6.34.11,

‘Mind, in truth, is the cause of bondage and liberation for mankind; for bondage

if it is bound to objects; freedom from objects, that is called liberation.”

Furthermore, the Muktikopanisad 2.68°¢7 declares,

‘The bondage of vasana is the [real] bondage, while the destruction of
vasana is salvation. After wholly abandoning the vasanas, give up even the desire
for liberation/salvation’.

Since the tradition treats moksa as not different from the Brahman or Atman, it
is clear the Upanisads which are ‘not of human origin’/Apauruseya, Sruti’ or Vedanta

are full of phrases potent for liberation, like Taittiriya Upanisad 2.15%8,

567 Muktikopanisad 2.68, ‘badho hi vasanabaddho moksa syad vasanaksayah. vasanam samparityajya moksarthitoam

api tyaj’.

568 Taittiriya Upanisad 2.1. ‘Brahmavid apnoti param...’ ibid. 2.7, “yato vaco nivartante’.
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‘The knower of Brahman attains the Supreme...” 2.7,

‘That from which words turn back” and Chandogya Upanisad 7.1.35%,

“The knower of Atman/Self crosses over all sorrow.”

Anubhitisvartipacarya explains in his Istasiddhivivarana, 570 The Vedas have

that (Brahman) as their content by being the cause of the removal of the

superimposed unmanifestedness’.

It is said that though the knowledge arising from such sentences as

Chandogya Upanisad®’2 “Thou art That’ is only verbal , the knowledge is certainly

immediate because its content is immediate. As Anubhitisvartipacarya states in

Istasiddhivivarana,®”! “Even verbal knowledge has an immediate content, since it has

the immediate Self as its object, like the sentence of human origin conveys the self

illuminosity of the Self’. So, the smrti text Gita 72967 states,

‘Whoever resorting to Me striving for liberation from decay and death,

they realize in full that Brahman, the individual Self and all action’;

569 Chandogya Upanisad 71.3, ‘tarati okam atmavid iti...

570 Istasiddhivivarana p.90, ‘agamasya cadhyastaprakasavyavrttihetutvat tadvisayatoam’.

672 Chandogya 6.9.4., ‘tat tvam asi’.

571 Istasiddhivivarana, p.122, ‘Sabdam api jiianam aparoksarthari bhavati, ..yathd atmana svayamprakasata
vyutpadakarin pauruseyarin vakyam’. 67 Gita 729, ‘jaramaranamoksaya mamasritya yatanti ye te brahma tad viduh

krtsnam adhyatmarni karma cakhilam’.
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and again Gita 13.34°7,

‘They who by the eye of wisdom perceive the distinction between the field

and the knower of the field and the dissolution of the Cause of beings - they go to

the Supreme’.

And further, the Gita 18.30°7 says,

‘That which knows action and in action, what ought to be done and what ought

not to be done, fear and absence of fear, bondage and liberation, that intellect is

Sattvic, O Partha’.

Similarly, Badaryana in the Brahma-siitra 2.3.3057* declares,

‘And because the contact between the soul and the intellect persists so long

as the worldly state of the soul continues, there can be no defect, for this is what

is met with in scripture’.

572 Gita 13.34, ‘ksetraksetrajiiayor evam antarari jianacaksusa. bhittaprakrtimoksarii ca ye vidur yanti te param’.

573 Gita 18.30, ‘pravrttiri ca nivrttim ca karyakarye bhayabhaye. bandhariv moksam ca ya vetti buddhih sa partha

sattviki’.

574 Brahma-siitra 2.3.30, ‘yavad atmabhavitvac ca na dosas tad darsanat.
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AdiSankara says in his bhasya on this 575:

As long as this jivatman continues to be in a state of transmigration, as
long as this state of transmigration has not been brought to an end by right
knowledge, so long will its association with the buddhi/discriminative
faculty not cease. The jiva-hood and the transmigratory state of the jiva

will continue as long as this association with buddhi etc. continues.

Anubhitisvartipacarya57 further reiterates, ‘though the knowledge rising from
the sentences such as ‘thou art that/tat tvam asi’ is only verbal, the knowledge is
immediate because its content is immediate. ‘Immediate knowledge/aparoksa-jfiana
is the knowledge that manifests directly. No other knowledge is indeed direct’. That
Brahman is of the nature of ‘immediateness’ as has been said and known from the

Sruti, Brhad 3.4.1577 'direct and immediate’.

575 PV p.629 117, ‘yavad ayam atma samsari bhavati, yavad asya samyagdaréanena samsaritvari na nivartate,
tavad asya buddhya sarityogo na Samyati; yavad eva cayari buddhy-upadhisambandhah, tavad evdsya jivatvam

samsaritvam ca.

576 1SV p.122, “yad api $abdam eva tathapi tasyaparoksarthavisayakatvat aparoksatvam eveti ...sabdam api jiianam

aparoksarthari bhavati, ... yathd atmana svayamprakasatavyutpadakarit pauruseyam vakyam.

577 Brhadaranyaka upanisad 3.4.1, ‘yat saksad aproksad brahma’.
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Therefore, the knowledge in the form of the mental modification arising from
statements such as ‘That thou art’, which manifests it, is immediate. So,
Anubhitisvartipacarya says in Istasiddhivivarana p.1615%, “like the knowledge arising
from sentences such as ‘I am luminous. This is the meaning’.

Earlier it has been said by Anubhitisvartipacarya that Brahman when reflected
in maya is God and in avidya, is the soul. God is always aware of His identity with
pure consciousness, termed Brahman, His essential nature, and so He is ever
released. Only the jiva, which by being overpowered by its limiting adjunct, avidya,
falsely identifies itself with mind and undergoes transmigration, consisting of being

an agent, an enjoyer/experient and a knower.

These characteristics belong to the mind but are falsely superimposed upon
the jiva because of the mind’s false relation to it, whose cause is avidya. These are
false/mithya. When this false relation is removed, the jiva will cease to be a jiva but
would remain as pure consciousness, Atman, non-different from Brahman, the
essential nature of God which is moksa/liberation, as Sri Sankara says in the Brahma-
sitra-bhasya 1.1.4. Tattu Samanvayat 1.1.4 (4)

But that (Brahman is to be known only from the Scriptures and not

independently by any other means is established), because it is the main

578 [stasiddhivivarana p.161, ‘yatha ‘aharii prakasah” ityadivakyajanyajiianam ity arthaly’'.



411

purpose (of all Vedantic texts).

Anubhitisvartipa, while affirming the Vivarana view outlined above, states

that mediacy and immediacy are not the characteristics of knowledge, that is, a

mental state. However, they are the characteristics of the object, while the

knowledge that reveals the object is immediate. This he explains in both his

Istasiddhi-vivarana and Mandukyakarikabhasyatippanam. Since obviously Brahman is

the most immediate, the knowledge which rises from the major texts of the

Upanisads and which is of the nature of a mental state is immediate only. Further,

‘Due to the naturalness of perceptible consciousness of the Turiya Self, It Self, the

form of that being, also due to verbal testimony, It is perceptible.’

Anubhitisvariipa’s views, thus, expressed are based as we said previously on

Upanisadic texts like, Brhad 3.9.2657,

1 ask about that purusa who could be known only from the Upanisadic

statements’ like Chandogya Upanisad 6.7.6’.683

579 Brhad 3.9.26, ‘tarir toaupanisadarit purusarit prcchami’. Chandogya. 6.7.6, ‘tad dhasya vijajiiau.’
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That statement of his he learnt/realized (following the instruction of the

preceptor). From such statements we learn that Upanisads constitute the

instrumental cause of realising Brahman.

Furthermore, the text, Kena Upanisad 1.650,

'(Brahman) is that which is not manifested by mind,’

is specific in denying the instrumentality of mind as cause of the knowledge

of Brahman. Moreover, by virtue of the complement of that mantra Kena 1.651,

'(Brahman) is that which is not manifested by mind,’

is specific in denying the instrumentality of mind as cause of the knowledge

of Brahman. Moreover, by virtue of the complement of that mantra Kena 1.65,

‘that by which they say the mind is encompassed’/ ‘yenahur mano matam.’

Brahman is that which is not manifested by mind, ‘it is evident that this refers to not

580 Kena Upanisad 1.6, ‘yan manasa na manute.
581 Kena 1., ‘yenahur mano matam.

582 Kena 1., ‘yenahur mano matam.’
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only the immature mind but mind in general’. Hence, to reiterate , it denies that

mind in general is the cause of knowledge of Brahman, as followers of Vacaspatimisra

would contend.

This text from the Kena Upanisad denies the instrumentality of Upanisads in

respect of the knowledge of Brahman through primary signification/mukhyavrtti even

by speech, Kena Upanisad 1.4 53,

‘Brahman is that which is not manifested by speech/yad vaca

anabhyuditam’,

‘but the words of the Upanisads do convey Brahman through secondary

signification’.

So, the followers of Vacaspatimi$ra must admit that the text ‘Brahman is that

which is not manifested by mind’, Kena.1.6 denies the instrumentality of Upanisads

in respect of the knowledge of Brahman through primary signification/mukhyavrtti

only but not through secondary signification. Hence, the Upanisadic texts, which

state that Brahman is to be realized by mind, must be taken as conveying that mind

583 Kena Upanisad 1.5, ‘yad vaca'nabhyuditam.
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in general is the cause in respect of the direct knowledge of Brahman because the
latter is only its modification.

Thus, Brhadaranyaka Upanisadl.5.3%4, ‘He sees with the mind’

etc., confirm this view. It is only the sense of sight that is the instrument of

visual perception, which only arises if the mind is attentive, and not otherwise.

5 iii) Avidya-nivrttili/ Cessation of nescience/ignorance

The entire eighth chapter of the Istasiddhi and the Istasiddhi-vivarana is dedicated
to the cessation of ignorance since that is another name for liberation. In other
words, moksa/ liberation has as its form cessation of bondage, which in turn is of the
nature of ignorance, since it is the product of ignorance. Therefore, Sure$vara states
in his Varttika>%,

‘Cessation of ignorance is liberation and that (ignorance) is called bondage’.

This leads to the next major question, Is nivrttih /cessation possible or not?

584 Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.5., ‘manasa hy eva pasyasi’,

585 Suresvara Varttika, ‘vidyastamayo moksah sa ca bandha udahrtah!
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Destruction of ignorance by knowledge is experienced by everyone. All begin
to eat cooked rice only having first ascertained that the thing placed before one is
cooked rice. As Vimuktatman says in the Istasiddhi®%¢ “This has to be accepted by you

also. Indeed, without accepting it you cannot even live, what to say about disputing!’

5 iv) Anubhiitisvariipacarya asks the question, What is the

nature of cessation of ignorance?

Vimuktatma, author of Istasiddhi and inspiration for Anubhiitisvariipacarya, says
that if the cessation of avidya is real and different from the Self, then there would be
a second reality in addition to the self, with the cessation of avidya ... If the
cessation of avidya is unreal, then since an unreal thing cannot be brought into
existence, it cannot be generated by knowledge ... Since reality and unreality are
contradictory, they cannot both exist together ... It is the invariable rule that
everything which is indeterminable is caused by avidya. So, if the cessation of avidya
is accepted as indeterminable, it would follow that avidya, being its cause, also exists.

Moreover, if avidya is indeterminable/anirvicya, its cessation, which is of the nature

586 [stasiddhi p.83, ‘si tvaya'pi hyestavyaiva na hi tam anicchan jivitum api Saknuyah, ki punar vivaditum.
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of its destruction/naéa, cannot be said to be of the same nature, since it is established

by experience that a thing and its destruction are different. If the cessation is

illusory, its counter-correlate/pratiyogin would be real. Since no way other than the

four mentioned above can be stated, cessation of ignorance cannot happen at all

because it is impossible and cannot be explained. There is no point in the existence

of the fifth way in addition to these four. Indeed, this has been said by Vimuktatman

in the Istasiddhi®$’, ‘And no other form of cessation is known,” as according to

Vacaspatimisra, mind is the instrumental cause of the knowledge of Brahman.

In contrast, Prakasatman in his Vivarana argues that it is not correct to say that

verbal testimony as such would give rise only to mediate knowledge of the object.

The mediacy or immediacy of knowledge does not depend upon the instrument of

knowledge but on the object. If the object is immediate, then there would arise

immediate knowledge of that object from sentences too. Here, Brahman being

identical with one’s own self is immediate, and so its knowledge too that arises from

the Upanisad is immediate.

587 Istasiddhi p.83, ‘na canyo nivrttiprakarah prasiddho’sti’.
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Anubhiitisvartipacarya, while affirming the Vivarana view outlined above,

states that mediacy and immediacy are not the characteristics of knowledge, that is a

mental state. However, they are the characteristics of the object, while the

knowledge that reveals the object that is immediate This, he explains in both his

Istasiddhi-Vivarana and his Mandiikyakarikabhasyatippanam.

Since obviously Brahman is the most immediate, the knowledge which rises

from the major texts of the Upanisads and which is of the nature of a mental state is

immediate only.

In the Istasiddhi-Vivarana and in Mandikyakarikabhasyatippanam>88on v.7.

Anubhitisvartipacarya says:

Since the Turiya Self is itself of the nature of immediate Consciousness,

the verbal knowledge in the form of that is also immediate. There is no rule

588 Mandikyakarikabhasyatippanam.p.35 on v.7 ‘turiyasyatmanah svato’paroksasamvit svabhavatvat tad akaram
sabdam api vijianam aparoksam. Na ca $abdasya paroksajiianakatvaniyamah, paroksyasya jiianagatasya

visayaparoksyopadhitvat’.
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that words can give rise to mediate knowledge only; knowledge is mediate

only when it has as its limiting adjunct (or content) a mediate object.

Thus, Prakasatman and Anubhfitisvariipa consider Upanisads to be the instrumental
cause of the direct knowledge of Brahman, as do his direct pupil Anandagiri,
Vidyaranya and subsequent great Advaitins.

In summary, this major Sankara tradition of pure kevala-Advaita says that the
merit arising from karma-yoga endures until there arises direct knowledge of
Brahman. The proximate means to this direct knowledge of Brahman that arises from
the major texts of the Upanisads, are the six treasures sama, dama etc., sannyasa
(=uparati), Sravana, mafiana and nididhyasana.

That merit arising from karma-yoga directs the mind towards the Self, which is
identical with Brahman>%. éama, dama, etc., check the tendency to act in a way that
thwarts one’s spiritual development.

According to the view that there is unique injunction/apiirva-vidhi in regard

to $ravana, mafiana and nididhyasana and there arises, from the pursuit of the latter,

589 PV p.968 on BS 3.4.27 ‘Samadamadyupetah syat tathapi tu tadvidhes tadarigataya tesam avasyanustheyatoat’.
‘(Even though there be no injunction about sacrifices etc.), still one must be endowed with calmness, self-
control and the like, since they are enjoined as subsidiaries of knowledge; and hence have to be practiced as

a matter of course’. ‘ca...adrstena catmana cittasuddhim pratyakpranatam cotpadya janasadhanatvat’.
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an unseen merit which helps the rise of the direct knowledge of Brahman. In

addition, as has previously been stated in another context, it gives rise to the visible

result of removing the false notion /pramanasambhavana that the ‘Upanisads do not

teach the non-dual Brahman’, the false notion prameyisambhavana- that the

Upanisadic truth is contradicted by perception etc., and so is invalid, and the false

notion of viparitabhavana- ‘" and ‘mine” in regard to objects that are different from

the Self.

‘On the contrary they teach that Brahman of realization, which is immediate

and direct. How>0?" observance of sravana etc., is discussed in Brahma-siitra-bhasya.

It is ascertained that the rise of the knowledge in this life itself depends upon the

absence of impediments likely to be caused by fructified demerits. If, however, there

are impediments, then knowledge would arise in the next life.

The Sruti text Aitareya Upanisad 2.5,

590 ¢f. PV p.987 on BSB 3.4.47

591 Aitareya Upanisad 2.5, ‘taduktam rsina - garbe nu sann anvesam avedam ahari devanar janimani visvasatari

ma pura ayasir araksann adhah Syeno javasa niradiyam’. itigarbha evaitacchayano vimadeva evam uvica’ PV on SB
3.4.52
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‘This fact was stated by the seer, ‘Even while lying in the womb, I came to know

of the birth of all the gods. A hundred iron citadels held me down. Then, like a

hawk, I forced my way through by dint of the knowledge of the Self.

The fact that Vamadeva said this while still lying in the mother’s womb, indicates

that Vamadeva had attained the knowledge of Brahman when he was in his mother’s

womb. There is no possibility of Sravana etc., then. It is evident from this that

Vamadeva must have pursued this means in the previous life and knowledge did not

arise then due to impediments.

Anubhtisvartapa holds the view;6%5 (PV BSB 3.4.52) that the above will hold

good only if we admit there is an injunction in respect of sravana, etc. For it is only

then there will arise merit from their observance, and it will endure and give forth

its result, ’lknowledge of Brahman’ in the next life. However, Vacaspatimisra, who

does not accept any injunction in respect of Sravana, etc. cannot acknowledge the

possibility of the rise of knowledge in the next life.

Anubhitisvariipa explains that the direct knowledge of Brahman, by its mere

rise, removes the covering power /dvarana-phase of avidya. The soul, free from

doubt and contrary notion regarding its true nature, perceives the world of objects,

and agency, etc., that are projected by projecting power, the viksepa-phase of avidya
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without being deluded by them, i.e. soul/jivatman is ‘in the world but not of the

world’.

What of the merits and demerits accumulated in previous lives and this life

before the rise of knowledge of Brahman? The answer lies in Chandogya Upanisad

5.24.3%2,

As to that, as the fibre at the tip of a blade of reed becomes completely

burnt when thrown into fire, so all sins of him who, having this knowledge thus,

performs Agnihotra-sacrifice , become completely burnt’,

and also Brhadaranyaka Upanisad>»3 4.4.22, states that,

7

‘He conquers both of them (merit and demerit ). ie. knowledge of
Brahman, derived from the Upanisadic texts, destroys all merits and demerits

acquired prior to its rise.

This is stated, thus, in Brahma Siitra 4.1.135%,

592 Chandogya 5.24.3, ‘tad yathesikatilam agnau protam pradiiyetaivam hasya sarve papmanah pradiiyante ya etad

evam vidvan agnihotram juhoti./
593 Brhad Upanisad 4.4.22, ‘uthe u haivaisa ete tarati, nainam krtakrte tapatah’.

594 BS 4.1.13, ‘tad adhigama uttarapiroaghayor aslesavinasau tad vyapadesat’.
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‘On the realization of That, there occurs the non-attachment and

destruction of the subsequent and previous sins respectively, because it is

declared so.”

In the same way, direct knowledge of Brahman prevents accumulation of fresh

merit or demerit. This is because the knower of truth does not have any sense of

agency in respect of any action he may perform in the future. His realization is in

the form?59:

I am Brahman, free from the characteristic of being an agent or an enjoyer

in the three periods of time- past, present and future; I never was an agent

or enjoyer; nor am I now, nor will I be in the future.

When such is the case, there is no possibility of being rendered impure by any

demerit nor pure by any merit”. Or as Chandogya 4.14.3%¢ teaches,

595 BSB 4.1.13, ‘pirvasiddhakartrtoa bhoktrtva viparitam hi trisu api kalesu akartrtva abhoktrtvasvariipam brahma
aham asmi na itah  pirvam api karta bhokta va aham dsam na idanim na api bhavisyatkala iti brahmavit

avagacchati’ /(Revathy, S trans.)

596 Chandogya 4.1.14, yatha puskarapalasa apo na Slisyanta evam evamoidi papam karma na Slisyata iti’.
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‘As water does not stick to a lotus-leaf, even so sin does not cling to one who

has realized the Self’,

which is what is being discussed in BS 4.1.145%7 “In the very same way there is no

attachment to the other (i.e. of virtue) as well, ‘Liberation must follow as soon as

the body falls.” BS 4.1.15%% and further,

‘only those past (virtues and vices) get destroyed which have not begun to bear

fruit, for death is set as a limit of waiting for liberation.”

Thus, it is ascertained that only merits and demerits accumulated/sarficita are

destroyed and not those fructified /prarabdha , as it has started yielding fruit in the

form of the present body by being present in which the jivatman/soul has attained

knowledge of Brahman. Further Chandogya Upanisad 6.14.25%%, declares,

‘For him (knower of truth) the delay is for that long only, as long as he does

not become freed (from the body). Then he becomes merged (in Existence/

Brahman).

597 BS 4.1.14, ‘itarasyapy evam asamslesah pate tu’.
598 BS 4.1.15, ‘anarabdhakarye eva tu piirve tadavadhel’.

599 Chandogya Upanisad 6.14.2, ‘tasya tavad eva ciram yavan na vimoksye 'tha sampatsya iti’.
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Anubhiitisvariipa follows Sri Sarikara in explaining this text as saying that in
the case of the knower of truth there is a delay in attaining Brahman until the fall of
the body (BSB 4.1.15). From this, it is known that the body continues to exist after
the rise of the dawn of Brahman knowledge. This implies the existence of fructified
karma/merits and demerits. This again is how it is known that knowledge of Brahman
destroys all merits and demerits except the fructified one.600

Anubhiitisvariipa explains how on the basis of an analogy. Just as after sun
rise, the darkness in an inner department is not removed, so even after the ‘dawn’ in
the form of knowledge of Brahman fructified merits and demerits are not removed.
Furthermore, the rise of knowledge of Brahman is said to depend on fructified karma
because knowledge could be attained by a jivatman only when it remains in a body,

obtained only by fructified karma:

600 PV, P1030 on BSB 4.1.15. 1.17, ‘Sarirapatasam ayam eva tad eva sampadyata iti jiianotpattyantaram
sat sampatteh avadhikaranalingat Sarirapatavadhikaranalingat kaficit kalam Sariravasthanam

gamyamanari karmasadbhavari gamayati...”
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As a potter’s wheel or a discharged arrow must be allowed to work itself

out through its effects being experienced, since it cannot be checked in the

middle. Hence one has to wait until its force is exhausted.601

The Upanisads provide evidence that knowledge is not effective in dispelling

fructified karma, for they speak of Uddalaka and other realized souls who continue

to live in the body even after the rise of the knowledge of Brahman.02 So Chandogya

Upanisad 6.14.2 says,

‘For him the delay is for that long only (as long as he has not become freed).’

The sustaining of the body is the fructified karma; and the latter is sustained by the

viksepa-phase of avidya, which is not destroyed by the direct knowledge of Brahman.

Anubhiitisvariipa uses an inferential argument to explain this:

a) Knowledge of Brahman does not annihilate the root -cause of fructified karma.

601 Bhagavad-gita-bhasya-tippanam and in Prakatartha-Vivarana, p.1030. 1.21. (BS 4.1.15), “yatha tamo
nivartanasamarthe savitari udite’pi apavarakapravistam tamah na nivartate, tatha udite’pi jiianadivakare

pravrttaphalarii karma na nivartisyate ...

602 Prakatartha-Vivarana p.1031.1.6. (on BS 4.1.15), ‘anarabdhakarye eva tu piirve tadavadhel’. “Tattvajianasya ca tan
nivartanapatavasiimyatvam uddalakadinari tattvadarsinam eva Sariradharanavisayasrutismytilingaih ... anugrhitat
‘tasya tavad eva ciram’ iti lingad gamyata iti bhavah'. 707 Chandogya Upanisad 6.14.2, ‘tasya tdvad eva ciram yavan

na vimoksye tha sampatsya iti’.
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b) This is because it is the effect of fructified karma; like the experience of happiness

and misery.603

Here, as was stated earlier, the root-cause of fructified karma is the viksepa-phase of
avidyd. Sankara states, This false-ignorance, even when sublated, continues for a
while owing to past tendencies like continuance of the vision of double moons."604

Anubhitisvartipa explains that the word samskara in samskaravasat means ‘that
which reveals’ (samskaroti-vyanakti), ‘the one moon as two’ (dvitiyam candram), and is
the revealing medium, ‘the vessel filled with water’. Although two moons appear ,
this is contradicted by the perceptual knowledge that it is one. However, one
continues to perceive the two moons because of the revealing medium, even though
one has the knowledge that it is false. The appearance of two moons will be
removed by the knowledge of the oneness of the moon at the very time of the

removal of the revealing medium.605

603 PV P1031 1.14. (on BS 4.1.15), ‘Prayogo’pi ‘brahma jiianarm na pravrttaphalakarmabijadahakam ,

Pravrttaphalakarmakaryatvat, bhogavat iti’.
604 BSB 4.1.15, ‘badhitam api tu mithyajiianari dvicandrajianavat samskaravasat karicit kalam anuovartata iti’

605 PV P1031 L16. (on BS 4.1.15), ‘samskaroti vyanakti dvitiyar candram iti samskarah jalapatradih
tadvadat. yatha pramanariipena badhitam api candrabhedajfianari kamicitkalam anuvartate,

jalapatradivigamakalinam eva candraikatvajiianarii nivartakam , tadvad iti vyavastha’.
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Here too it is the viksepa -phase of avidya that is to be referred to by the word
samskara. It projects the characteristic of agency, etc. upon the knower of truth. The
appearance of duality will be removed by the continuing knowledge of Brahman
when removal of the viksepa-phase of avidya takes place on the fructified merits and

demerits being exhausted by experiencing their fruits.

5. v) One free from accumulated merits and demerits living out

only his fructified karma is known as jivanmukta.

As One free from accumulated merits and demerits has once and for all realized the
talsity of the world of objects, he is no longer under its influence. Since he has
realized the truth and is embodied for the time being, he imparts knowledge of
Brahman to (so called) ‘others” who he realizes are in truth a reflection of his own
Self.

When his body falls, the jivanmukta remains as pure Brahman. As Chandogya®06

explains,

606 Chandogya Upanisad 6.14.2, ‘tasya tavad eva ciram yavan na vimoksye 'tha sampatsya iti’.
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‘For him (knower of truth) the delay is for that long only, as long as he does

not become freed (from the body). Then he becomes merged (in Existence/

Brahman).’

Anubhitisvariipa explains the distinction between the liberated soul and the

bound ones by first advocating two aspects of prakrti, maya and avidya. Maya, as has

been discussed, is the transformative material cause of the world. Avidyi is the

limiting adjunct of the jivatman. Since avidya-s are many, the jivatman-s too are many.

If a particular jivatman/soul attains knowledge of Brahman, then the covering/

avarana-phase of avidya is removed first. The viksepa-phase of avidya is removed later

on when the fructified karma of the soul is exhausted. The soul/jivatman will then

remain as Brahman/pure Consciousness. Other souls conditioned by their respective

avidya-s will continue to exist. Maya will not be removed by knowledge of Brahman

as a particular soul realizes. Consequently, the world, the transformation of maya

too, will continue to exist as the field of experience of happiness and misery for

other bound souls.

If maya and the world exist even in the state of liberation, which is identical with

Brahman, one would expect the non-dual character of Brahman to be contradicted.
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However, this is not so, because such a contingency could arise only if there existed

real entities apart from Brahman. Here, maya and the world are non-real, and the

existence of non-real entities will not in any way impair the non-dual character of

Brahman.

Bhaskara in his commentary on Bhagavad Gita 2.13607 on the famous verse,

‘Just as in this body of the embodied (Self) passes into childhood and youth

and old age, so does He pass into another body. There the wise man is not

distressed’,

criticizes the Advaita position. He says if Brahman were admitted to be

attaining the state of souls, then if a particular soul attains liberation, there would be

occasion for all other souls to be instantaneously released.08

This is based on the prevalent view in Advaita that the cause of Brahman

attaining to the state of souls is maya, which is one and which is removed by the

knowledge of Brahman. If one soul attains the latter, then maya, which is one will be

607 Bhagavad Gita 2.13, ‘dehino’smin yatha dehe kaumaram yavvanar jara tatha dehantarapraptir-dhiras-tatra na

muhyati’.

608 Bhaskara Gitabhasya, ‘yesarin punah paramatmaiva saksad anupravistah Sarivesu tad amso jivo nama nastiti

matam, tesam ekasmin mukte sarvamuktiprasangaly’.
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removed. As a consequence, all other souls too, being free from maya will be
released.

However, this criticism by Bhaskara is proved invalid in light of
Anubhiitisvariipa’s clarification of the nature of liberation as described above.

Badarayana in his Brahma Sitra, along with AdiSankara’s bhasya and
Anubhitisvartipa’s Prakatartha-Vivarana explain that it gives three views on the
nature of the liberated state. Jaimini’s view expressed in BS 4.4.560 is that from
references etc. (in the Upanisads), it is evident that the liberated soul) becomes
established in the attributes that Brahman has.

The liberated soul identical with Brahman remains one possessing
omniscience, lordship and other qualities because the Upanisads describe Brahman as
possessing these qualities.

Audulomi’s view®10 in BS 4.4.6, ‘says that the liberated soul becomes established

in consciousness as consciousness itself, that being its true nature’. His authority

609 BS 4.4.5, ‘brahmane jaiminir upanyasadibhyaly’. 5 Jaimini says that from references etc. (in the Upanisads) (it is

evident that the liberated soul) becomes established in the attributes that Brahman has.

610 BS 4.4.6, citi tanmatrena tad atmakatvad ity audulomih . 6. Audulomi says that the liberated soul becomes

established in consciousness as consciousness itself, that being its true nature.
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is Brhad 4.5.13¢11 speaks of Brahman as pure Consciousness only. Qualities like

omniscience, etc. are illusorily superimposed upon Brahman by the upadhi/limiting

adjunct- maya. Texts speaking of Brahman as omniscient refer only to Brahman as

associated with mayi. Omniscience is not the essential nature, whereas

Consciousness is; therefore, the liberated soul identical with Brahman remains as

pure Consciousness.

Badarayana himself says in BrahmaSiitra 4.4.7¢12 ‘even so, there is no

contradiction since the earlier nature exists according to Upanisadic references’.

In other words, pure Consciousness is the nature of Brahman and omniscience, etc.

constitute the nature of God, a complex of Brahman and maya. He who realizes

Brahman/ ‘pure Consciousness’ remains as Consciousness. Who meditates on God

becomes God-like possessing omniscience etc. Thus, Jaimini’s view is the empirical

standpoint, while Audulomi speaks from the transcendental standpoint, according

to the view of Anubhiitisvartipa®. Also, on account of the existence of former

611 Byhad 4.5.13, ‘prajiianaghana eva’.
612 BS 4.4.7 ‘evam apy upanyasat pirvabhavad avirodhari badarayanal’.

613 PV p.1096, 1.8, ‘evam apy upanyasat piarvabhavad avirodhari badarayanal’. 110, ‘caitanyamatrari paramarthikam
svariipam, aisvaryadikarit mayopadhikasya ... ; tatah paramarthabrahmavid caitanyamatrariipena avatisthate.

Sopadhikabrahmavit sopadhikam aisvaryarii prapnoti iti na jaiminyaudulomibhyam api vivaditavyam’.
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qualities admitted owing to references (in Upanisads) and so on, there is no

contradiction (between the two), so thinks Badarayana. That is, He rejects the

contention of Bhaskara that the liberated soul remains as possessing consciousness,

omniscience etc., as its qualities. Bhaskara argues that liberation cannot be equated

with pure Consciousness because to remain as pure consciousness cannot be a

human end. He thus argues that the author of Brahma Siitra admits that moksa is a

state where the soul remains as omniscient, conscious of everything, yet still in a

state of dvaita/duality.

Rather, the state of liberation is characterized by absence of mind, the general

cause of all cognitions and of the sense organs which are instruments of the specific

cognition. This has to be admitted on the basis of Prasnopanisad 6.5614

‘as rivers get absorbed reaching the sea ... so also these sixteen parts of the all

seeing Purusa, that have Purusa as their goal, disappear on reaching the Purusa.

"This speaks of the dissolution of all factors mentioned in the state of liberation.

Thus, in the absence of any means of knowledge in the state of liberation, there

614 Prasnopanisad 6.5, ‘sa yathema nadyah syandamanah samudrayanah samudram prapyastam gacchanti bhidhyete
tasam namarupe samudra ity evam procyate | evam evasya paridrastur imah sodasakalah purusayanah purusam

prapyastam gacchanti bhidhyete casam namarupe purusa ityevam procyate sa eso'kalo'myto bhavati tadesa Slokal’.
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would be no possibility of the liberated soul acquiring any knowledge. As such, a

liberated soul cannot be said to be conscious of everything. However, it does remain

as ‘pure Consciousness’ (PV on BSB 4.4.7).615

Anubhitisvartipa explains that Bhaskara further claims that if liberation is

equated with consciousness, then it will be different from bliss and as such, it

cannot be a human end. Anubhitisvartipa says that Bhaskara’s contention that

consciousness is different from bliss on the ground that when it is manifested at the

time of the experience of misery, bliss is not manifested is not correct. A fair

complexioned body gets itself reflected in an impure mirror, and a fair colour is not

noticed in the body that is reflected, so fair colour is not manifested. On this ground,

we do not say fair colour is not the nature of the body. Hence, it must be admitted

that the essential nature of an object may not be manifested owing to the limiting

adjunct. Here, bliss is the essential nature of consciousness manifested in the mental

states which arise from the contact of sense-organs with pleasant objects. This is

similar to the manifestation of the fair colour in a mirror that is pure. But in the

mental states which arise owing to the contact of sense-organs with unpleasant

615 PV on BSB 4.4.7 P1096 L.17, ‘Kim agantukabodhena sasambodhatvarir kiri v svabhavikena? Adye tat karanari
mana adi vaktavyam; tada ca kalavilayasrutibadhah ...na ca svariipajiianena sarvajiiatvam, tasya svato

visayoparagabhavat’.
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objects, the bliss-aspect is not manifested. This is similar to the non-manifestation of

the fair colour in the body that is reflected in an impure mirror. Hence,

consciousness is identical to bliss. However, bliss is not manifested at the time of the

experience of misery when consciousness manifests. Misery is a mental state that

arises due to contact of the senses with ‘unpleasant objects” so that in that state, the

bliss-nature (sat cit ananda) will be covered over, so the natural bliss reflection will

not be recognized (PV BSB 4.4.7-8).616

Thus, liberation is identical with pure consciousness, bliss in nature, so

Bhaskara’s criticism is not valid. Thus, Bhaskara and Amrtananda, his follower,

rejected the Advaita teaching that knowledge is the sole means of liberation.

Only non-real factors can be removed by knowledge. Poison is not removed

by mere recollection of Garuda but by intense meditation upon Him by uttering the

sacred formula relating to Him. The latter is not knowledge but activity - mental and

vocal. The discernment of defects in the objects does not remove desire. It only gives

rise to detachment which is a mental state that is the opposite of desire. Hence, there

114 PV p.1097 L.6ff., ‘yac canyac cakranda - caitanyamatravasthanam cen moksah tada niranandatvaprasangah , na
hi caitanyam evanandah , duhkham avasthayam api caitanyabhivyakteh, Yasmin vyajyamane yan na vyajyate na tat
tatsvabhavari , yatha nilar na pitasvabhavam iti,.....tasmac caitanyasukhatmakatve babhanupalambhat cid atmanas

ca nirupadhikapritigocaratvenanandatmatasiddher na moksasya niranandanatvaprasangah’.
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is no removal of desire that is real by the discernment of defects. In the same way, it

is not the mere visual perception of the sacred setu/ Rama’s bridge that is admitted to

be removing the sins. On the other hand, it is the observance of several vows

associated with taking bath in the sacred setu that removes sin. Hence, it is activity

and not mere visual perception of setu that leads to the removal of sins.

Hence, knowledge could remove only a non-real entity and not a real one.

Agency etc. are non-real, so they are removed by knowledge of Brahman. On

realization of Brahman, the soul is said to cease to be a soul and remains as Brahman/

liberation.

This brings Anubhitisvartipa back to the concept of the cessation of

ignorance/avidya-nivrtti and the apparent ways. Indeed, the whole of the eighth

chapter of Vimuktatman’s famous work, Istasiddhi is devoted to this simply because

avidyd-nivrtti is in fact liberation/moksa. Hence the great Sure$vacarya 617 concurs in

his Varttika when he says -

‘the cessation of ignorance is liberation and that ignorance is bondage’.

This naturally leads to the question as to what is the nature of this cessation?

Four ways are obvious:

617 Suresvacarya Varttika, ‘avidyastamayoh moksah sa ca bandha udahrtaly’.



436

Firstly it is ‘not-real’/na sattva. For if cessation of avidya is real and different

from the Self, then there would be a second reality in addition to the Self,

with the cessation of nescience. Thus if the rule is accepted that duality is due

to it, the contingency would arise of it also being real. If it is held that

cessation of nescience is of the form of the Self itself, then the Self being ever

existent, the cessation of nescience also of that form would also be ever

existent rendering Scriptures un-necessary!( Istasiddhi p.83)618

Secondly, it is ‘not-unreal either’/napy asattva. If cessation of avidya is un-real,

then since an unreal thing cannot be brought into existence, then it cannot be

generated by knowledge. Moreover, if cessation of avidya is un-real in nature is not

different from the Self, it would be always existent so, knowledge etc. would be

useless. If accepted as different from the Self, it would be a second Self (Istasiddhi

p.83).619

618 IS p.83, ‘yadi avidyanivrttih atmariipaiva svikriyate tarhi atmanah sadatanatvena tadriipaya avidyanivrttir api

sadatanatvaprasangadvara Sastradinari vaiyarthyari bhavet’.

619 ibid. p.84, ‘yady avidyanivrttir asatti sydt tarhi asatah ajantatvena asya jianajanyatvam na syat. Nahi nysrngar

kutas cij jayate ...’
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Third, ‘not both real and unreal’/sad-asattvam api na. Since reality and
unreality are contradictory, they cannot both be together (Istasiddhi ).620

Fourthly, ‘not also indeterminable’/napi anirvacaniyata.

If cessation of avidya is accepted as indeterminable, it follows that ignorance
its cause also exists. Moreover, its cessation, of the nature of destruction, cannot be
of the same nature, as a thing and its destruction are different. If cessation is illusory,

its counter correlate would be real.

5 vi) Theory of the fifth way

Since the cessation of ignorance does not fall within the above four forms, it is
claimed to be impossible. But it is held that a form different from these forms and
known as the fifth is possible. This is called the fifth form because it is different
from the four forms, just as the pure Self, which is beyond the three states, is known

as the fourth (Turiya).621

620 ibid., ‘sattvasattvayoh parasparaviruddhatvat ubhayasamuccayapaksah asmbhavi’.

621 IS p.85, ‘asya ca prakarasya prakaracatutayat bhinnatvena paficamprakaratooktih. yatha avasthatrayatitah

Suddhah atma turiyah kathyate tavat’.
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Clearly, Vimuktatman and Anubhiiti in this whole scheme have been inspired

by Gaudapada’s Karika 4.83622 in Alatasantiprakarana :

By asserting that the Self exists, does not exist, exists and does not exist, or

again does not exist, does not exist, the non-discriminating man does

certainly cover It up through the idea of changeability and unchangeability;,

and non-existence.

Categorization of ignorance as being of this fifth form is well known as the original

idea of the Istasiddhi’s author Vimuktatman:

It is reasonable that the cessation of ignorance is of a nature different from

real, unreal, real-cum-unreal and indeterminable modes, since ignorance is

indeterminable and the said modes have been rejected. The sacrificial offering

should indeed be in accordance with the nature of the yaksa (deity).623

622 Gaudapada’s Karika 4.83, ‘asti nasty asti nastiti nasti nastiti va punah / calasthirobhayabhavair avrnotyeva
balisah //

tasya; uktaprakaranar tvayaiva nirastatoat. Yaksanuriipo hi balily.
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Anubhitisvartipacarya introduces this view in the Istasiddhivivarana. He answers by

adopting the ‘fifth mode which is characterized by difference from the real as well as

the unreal and different from removability by knowledge alone’.624

The cessation of ignorance being well established and it having been decided

that it does not fall within the four modes, another mode has necessarily to be

accepted. The means of valid knowledge known as presumption applies here.

Its capacity to establish a fact is stated thus:

If it (the actual state of affairs) cannot be accounted for otherwise, the

proposition that accounts for the actual state of affairs crushes the objection,

accepting what is not seen; that alone is most powerful.625

Anubhitisvartipacarya further states in Istasiddhivivarana, ‘Even on the view that

the cessation of nescience is of the fifth mode it should be considered only as unreal/

Mithya here’.73! Ignorance is indeterminable because it is removable by knowledge.

Therefore, the secret is that, ‘since by the denial in the scriptures in the form ‘“There

624 ISV p.119, ‘sadasadvailaksanyavacchinnar jianamatrapodyatoavilaksanar paficamaprakaram adaya pariharati’.

625 ibid., ‘anyathanupapattis cet asti vastuprasadhikapinasty adrsivaimatyam sauva sarvabaladhika’ 71 ibid.p.119,

‘avidyanivrtteh paficamaprakaratvapake’pi mithyatvam eva...
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is no difference here’, (Br 4.4.19)62¢ everything other than the Self is understood as

unreal, the cessation of ignorance, even if it is of the fifth mode, is false/mithya.627

The idea is that illusoriness in the sense of incapability of being specifically

determined, or being manifested by Consciousness or being denied by scriptures

does exist there.

Anubhiitisvartipacarya states in Istasiddhi-vivarana, ‘because such a cessation

is not of the nature of ignorance, its illusoriness (mithyatvam) in the sense of being

removable by knowledge or sublatability is not accepted’®2s. It is accepted as an

entity which is not destructible by right knowledge, and hence, even though the

cessation is mithya, it is spoken of as being of the fifth mode.

Even though this theory of the fifth mode is mentioned by Vimuktatman in

Istasiddhi, he is not totally attached to it; it is propounded only as a possible theory

in the first chapter. The theory which is approved by him is stated thus in the eighth

chapter - ‘the known content or the knowledge of the content is the extinction of its

626 Brhad Upanisad 4.4.19, ‘Neha nanasti kifica na’.
627 SV p.119, ‘Srautanisedhena atmatiriktasya avastutvavagamat paficamaprakard’pi nivrttihmithya ...

628 jbid.p.377 * ... avidyatmakatvabhavena jfiananivartyatvariipari mithyatoam athava badhyatvarm nestam.

Samyagjfiananasyatvariiparii ca sattvam istam, atah mithyabhiite’pi nase paficamaprakaratvavaco yuktil'.
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ignorance, so establishing the homogeneity of the Self’.62? The cessation of ignorance

Javidya is the Self itself; then only Atma/Self remains.

5 vii) Being of the nature of the known Self.

Mandana Miéra himself says in his Brahma Siddhi 3.106 ¢30 ‘Non-dual, unchanging
knowledge itself is said to be the removal of ignorance.” Likewise, Suresvara in his
Nuaiskarmyasiddhi 63! says, ‘Just as the snake imagined in a stick ends up as the stick,
the universe ends up without doubt as the eternal Consciousness through the

words (of the mahavakyas)’.

629 IS p. 339, ‘jfiato’rthas taj jiiaptir va tad ajiianahanih’.
630 Brahma Siddhi 3.106, ‘vidyaiva cadvaya $anta tadastamaya ucyate’.

631 Syresvara’s Naiskarmyasiddhi p.268, dandavasananisthah syat dandasarpo yatha tatha.nityavagatanisthah syat

vakyaj jagad asmsayam.’
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5. viii) Or, the cessation of ignorance is the form of Self-

knowledge.

Vimuktatman explains that since, in the world, it is seen that when the nacre, etc.
is known, it is said, ‘my ignorance has been destroyed’, the knowledge of the nacre,
etc. is itself experienced as the removal of the ignorance of nacre. Similarly, here also,
it may be that the ‘knowledge of Brahman is itself the removal of ignorance of
Brahman. That knowledge arises on the rise of the means of valid knowledge in the
form of the mahavakya. ‘Even though knowledge is the very nature (of Brahman), it
becomes the fruit of the connection with the means of valid knowledge’.¢32 On this
view, reaffirmed by Anubhiiti, the question of impermanence of liberation does not

arise at all.

632 IS p., "...Brahmajiaptir eva tad ajfianahanir bhavati.sa ca jiiaptih mahavakyaripapramanodaye sati jayate.

Yadyapi jiiaptih svariipabhiita tathapi pramanasambandhat phalayate’.



443

5. ix) Or, the cessation of ignorance is indeterminable.

This has been established in Nyayamakaranda of Anandabodha, as a sound view.633 It
is for this reason that it has been said, ‘does not an entity which is unreal in nature
perish through an unreal destruction?” This has been elaborated in

Anubhitisvartipacarya’s Istasiddhivivaranam thus:

Do not colours such as blue and yellow, etc. which are seen in a dream or in

magic and are unreal in nature perish through an unreal destruction?

Similarly, the destruction of ignorance, which is unreal, takes place only through an
unreal destruction. This view has also been stated in Anubhtisvartipacary’s
Prakatarthavivarana BS 1.4.6.634,

‘The dawn of knowledge is also by the glory of the limiting adjunct of the Self;

the destruction of ignorance brought about by it is certainly indeterminable’.

633 Nyayamakaranda p.359, ‘ata evoktarin mithyabhavena bhiitarii kirin mithya nasan na nankyati’. 740
Istasiddhivivaranam p.377, ‘mithyasattvena jatam svapnamayadidrstari nilapitadimithyanasat ki na nahati?

Tatraiva ajiianasya mithyabhiitasya mithyanasenaiva naso bhavisyati’.

634 Prakatarthavivarana p.335 BS.1.4.6, ‘trayanam eva caiva upanyasah prasnas ca’, '’And thus there is the
presentation of three things (fire, individual soul and Supreme Self) alone, and the question is also
concerned with them’. L.22, ‘vidyodayo'pyatmanah upadhimahimnaiva.tat krtas ca avidyastamayah anirvicya

7

eoa .
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Posterior non-existence, another name for destruction, does not need a
material cause Anubhiitisvartipacarya states in Prakatarthavivarana BS 2.1.14.635,
‘Since destruction does not have any material cause, the contingency of ignorance
existing does not arise’.

Also, in the Istasiddhivivarana’3 Anubhitisvariipacarya says, ‘Since
destruction is without any material cause, there is also no question of another
ignorance’.

Again, in the Istasiddhivivarana®3¢ it is said:

There is no rule that whatever is unreal is to be included in

ignorance or its effects, since it does not apply in the case of the

connection of ignorance and divisions of jiva, etc.

Therefore, in Istasiddhivivarana, two views have been expressed: indeterminability
by giving prominence to the superimposed object and of the true nature of the Self

by giving prominence to the substratum. After stating that the cessation of what is

635 Prakatarthavivarana p.430 BS 2.1.14., ‘tad anayatvam arambhanasabdadibhyah’ There is nondifference of

those (cause and effect) on account of the texts about origin etc.Istasiddhivivarana, ‘dhvamsasya nirupadanatvat

636 ibid.p.119, ‘na ca mithyabhitasya avidyatatkaryantaratvaniyamah. Avidyasambandhajivavibhagadau vyabhicarat’.
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indeterminable is also indeterminable by giving prominence to the superimposed,
he says that, ‘the destruction of nescience is the Self itself, by giving prominence to
the substratum (i.e the ‘rope’, pure Consciousness, substratum of the ‘snake’
ignorance)’.

In the Manditkyatippanam on Aguma prakarana 1.17 it is said, ‘It is beyond
question that the phenomenal world would cease to be if it had any existence. All
this duality that is nothing but Maya, is but non-duality in reality’¢3

also it is said:

It is well known to disputants that the absence of a thing can be validly
postulated only if the existence of that thing is known by a valid means of
knowledge. Since, according to us, even the cessation of the illusory universe

is not a reality, so there is no contradiction with Aduvaita.

This subject has been explained in two ways in the Istasiddhi thus:

637 Mandiikyatippanam on Agama prakarana 1.17, ‘prapaficanivrtya cet pratibudhyate nivrtte prapaice katham
advaitam ity ucyate.prapafico yadi vidyeta nivarteta na sarmsayah / mayamatram idari dvaitam advaitam
paramarthatal /|’ . p.41 L., ‘pramanakasyaiva abhavah pramanikah prasiddho vadinam. asmakam tu

mithyabhiitaprapaficasya nivrttiv api na vastu iti na advaitavyaghatah’.
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(1) Just as fire, even though born of bamboos, burns the bamboos completely and
itself becomes extinguished, similarly the mental modifications in the form of the

Self, having been destroyed, ignorance itself perishes,

(2) Or, Brahman itself, associated with that mental modification, having burnt

ignorance and its effects, burns the mental modification also, and it alone remains.

Just as fire, after burning the oil, etc. with the help of the wick, does not leave the

wick too, so also the Self alone remains without a secondé38.

5 x) Jivanmukti/Liberated even while living

The Bhagavad Gita says 2.55%, “‘When a man, satisfied in the Self alone by himself,
completely casts off all the desires of the mind, then is he said to be one of steady

knowledge’. Further, it says 2.5640,

638 IS .70, *...tadvad atma eko’vasisyate adovaita iti’.

639 Bhagavad Gita 2.55, ‘prajahati yada kaman sarvan partha manogatan atmany eva atmand tustah sthitaprajiias

tadocyate’.

640 Bhagavad Gita 2.56, ‘duhkhesv anudvigna-manah sukhesu vigata-sprhah | vita-raga-bhaya-krodhah sthita-dhir
munir ucyate | |BhG_2.56 | |’ 74 Mundaka upanisad 6.14.2, ‘brahma veda brahmaiva bhavati’.
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‘He whose heart is not distressed in calamities, from whom all longing for

pleasures has departed, who is free from attachment, fear and wrath, he is called

a sage, a man of steady knowledge’.

According to the Mundaka upanisad 6.14.2,74

‘The knower of Brahman becomes Brahman itself’.

The state of being Brahman is attained simultaneously with the rise of

knowledge. So, how can there be a continuation of prarabdha karma and what is the

need for accepting the state of Jrvanmukti?

The answer is that the karma that has already taken effect has to continue till

it exhausts its effect, like the discharged arrow. So Jivanmukti is proved by the

evidence of the enlightened.

Thus, there is the $ruti, Chandogya Upanisad 6.14.2,641

641 Chandogya Upanisad 6.14.2, ‘tasya tavad eva cirari yavan na vimoksye'tha sampatsye’; ISV,
‘brahmibhavavabhidhanan tu $rutau abrahmatvabhramavyavrttyabhiprayam ...”; Taittiriya Aranyaka 3.12, ‘atha

sampatsye’.
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‘For him the delay is only so long as he is not liberated (from the body) and
then he becomes merged in Existence’.

Moreover, the experience of knowers of Brahman is seen to be the same in the
world.

It has been said in the Istasiddhivivaranam,

‘[tvanmukti is proved by the obstruction of the karma which has already taken effect
and by the experience of the enlightened’. ‘The statement in the $ruti about
attainment of the state of Brahman is intended only to remove the wrong notion that
one is not Brahman51. The $ruti, Taittiriya Aranyaka 3.12752 says,

‘then he becomes merged in Existence’ (Cha. 6.14.2).

In order that $ruti statements remain uncontradicted, this meaning is
understood that attainment, ‘of immortality is only to exclude any cause for future’
bondage. Postulation of Jivanmukti because of the existence of prarabdha karma alone

does not contradict it.

Anubhitisvartipacarya in Istasiddhivivaranam®4? says, ‘The statement about

being liberated even while living is intended only to exclude any cause of further

642 ISV, ‘agamibandhakaranavyavrttyabhiprayam jivito’pi muktatvabhidhanam. Ata eva ‘jioan’ atha muktah iti

aviruddharit padadvayam’; 1S p.77
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bondage. Therefore, the two words living and liberated are not contradictory’.
In fact, such a defect does not exist because the continuance of a trace of ignorance,
which is needed to experience prarabdha karma is postulated in Istasiddhi.
Vimuktatman’54 says, ‘There is no defect in accepting that even for the enlightened
person there is a residuum of ignorance just sufficient to bring about the apparent
enjoyment of the presidium of prarabdha karma’.

Anubhitisvartipacarya says®# in this context, ‘Just as a seed which has lost
the power to sprout because of damage caused within it by worms, can still be
described as a seed, similarly, even though the power of ignorance, (the limiting
adjunct of the jiv), to give rise to a future body has been burnt off, to affirm the
survival of a trace of the ignorance capable of continuing the present body is not
contradictory’.

Elsewhere, Anubhiitisvartipacarya says in the Istasiddhivivaranamoé44:

643 ISV p.p.108, “yatha'ntah kitadustabijasya bhavyankuradijananasaktiprahitavav api
vartamanabijavyavharasampadakatvari tatha agamisariradyarambhariipena dagdhasya jivopadher ajiianasya

vartamanakdaryasampadanariipenavasthanam avidylesah na viruddhyate’.

644 Istasiddhivivaranam p.106, “yatha krtsnatamonivartanasamartho’pi savita aparakapratibandhat tad gatatamo

evarit na nivartayati, tatha praptaphalakarmapratibandhat vidyapi avidyalesarm na badhate. Tat ksayakale tu santatya

vartamana sarva avidyalesam api badhate’.
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Just as the sun which is capable of removing darkness completely does not

remove the trace of darkness inside a room because of being obstructed by

the enclosure, similarly knowledge does not remove a trace of the

ignorance because of obstruction by the karma which has begun to operate.

On the exhaustion of that karma that trace of ignorance which remained is

also destroyed.

Anubhitisvartipacarya further says in his Tippanam on Mandikyakarika in Advaita

Prakaranam 3.37:645

The Self is free of all sense-organs, and is above all internal organs. It is

supremely tranquil, eternal effulgence, divine absorption, immutable, and

fearless ... Though the mind continues to shine because of the trace of

nescience, it remains only in the form of the effulgence of the Self.

645 Advaita Prakaranam 3.37 ‘sarvabhilapavigatah sarvacintasamutthitah /</I> suprasantah sakrjjyotih samadhir
acalo 'bhayah /I p. 121, ‘Tippanam on Mandikyakarika. ‘Avidyalesat Valasad api manah atmaprakasariipenaiva

vyavatisthate
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Jivanmukti is referred to in Katha Upanisad 5.164,

‘Having become liberated (while still living) he is emancipated (i.e. does not take

up his body again)’; and in Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 4.4.76%,

Tust as the lifeless slough of a snake lies cast off in the ant hill ceases to be

considered as ‘I’ (by the snake) the body of the enlightened person is no longer

considered as ‘I’ by him’.

So too in Brahma Siitra 4.1.13648, “On the realization of That (Brahman), there arises

non-clinging and destruction of the subsequent and previous sins respectively,

because it is so declared” and 4.1.1564,

‘of his former actions only those which have not begun to yield results (are

destroyed by knowledge), for death is the limit’

i.e. On the rise of knowledge of Brahman, future sins do not cling. They do not

attach to him and previous sins are destroyed.

646 Katha Upanisad 5.1 ‘vimuktas ca vimucyate // etad vai tat //'.
647 Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 4.4.7, ‘tad yatha ahiniroalayini pratyasta Sayita’.
648 BS 4.1.13, ‘tad adhigama uttarapiirvadhayor aslesavin$au tadvyapadesat’.

649 BS 4.1.15, ‘anarabdhakarye eva tu piirve tad avadhely’.
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Knowledge arises only by reflection on scriptures taught by the guru. As states

Chandogya Upanisad 6.12.2650,

‘One who has a guru attains knowledge’ and the smyti text Bhagavad Gita 4.34%1,
‘Know this by long prostration, by enquiry, by service. Those men of wisdom who

have realized the truth will teach thee wisdom’.

5. xi) Videhamukti/Liberation on the fall of the body

When the body of a Jivanmukti which depends on prarabdha- karma falls , he
immediately attains Videhamukti, which is final liberation, free from any further

embodiment .

‘Having become liberated (while still living) he is emancipated (i.e. does not take

up a body again)’ (Katha 5.1, ‘vimuktasca vimucyate’).

650 Chandogya Upanisad 6.12.2, ‘Acaryavan puruso veda’.

651 BhG 4.34, ‘tad viddhi pranipatena pariprasnena sevaya | upadeksyanti te jianam jiianinas tattva-darsinah’ |
BhG_4.34| |
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This is the view of many Advaitins other than Anubhiitisvartipacarya,®5?2 who

declares the existence of mayid and the universe produced by it thus, “Maya does not

completely cease to exist even in the state of ‘deliverance on the release from the

body/Videhamukti. Only that part of maya, which is the ignorance of the liberated

person, is destroyed by the knowledge of the reality’. Therefore, even after the

liberation of one person, the universe, which is the effect of mayi continues.

However, this universe is not experienced by the Videhamukti, just as a person who

is devoid of the appropriate sense organs cannot experience forms.

Even if the eternality of mayai and the universe is accepted, like their

beginninglessness, there will be no contradiction to non-duality, because they are

illusory (in the sense of mithya). This is said in Istasiddhivivaranam 653, ‘The universe

which is an apparent transformation of maya is not experienced even though it

exists, just as forms are not experienced by a person without the sense organs’.

It is also said in Prakatarthavivarana 54 that,

652 ISV p.364, ‘mayayah videhamuktikale'pi na sampiirnataya niortih.mayapradesariipari muktapurusajianam eva

tattvajiianena nivartate’.
653 ISV p.165, "...nirindriyeneva riipari nanubhiiyate’.

654 PV P4, ‘Yastu mayavivartah mahabhiitadih prapaficah sa vidyamanah ...
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‘the universe consisting of the elements, etc. which is a transformation of
maya is not experienced, though it exists, just as a person without the sense
organs cannot experience forms’.

This view if accepted would answer the objection as to how the universe can
continue to exist if it is destroyed along with its cause by the knowledge of the

liberated person..!

5 xii) Renunciation

Marcaurelle, in ‘Freedom through Inner Renunciation’® says of
Anubhiitisvariipacarya, ‘we find with him the first clear definition of uparati as
physical renunciation within the Vivarana school. Uparati is on attainment of purity
of mind, the abandonment- as per the rules- of even the regular [rites]” No
alternative definition is given by the author. However, in fact, as we see when
discussing ‘Asparsa yoga’, this is not the case. In his commentary on BS 3.4.38
Anubhitisvartipacarya holds the opposite view, namely, that the discipline of
knowledge is also accessible to householders and others who have not taken up

physical renunciation:

655 Marcaurelle (2000). in Freedom through Inner Renunciation. State University of New York, p.178-179
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For [physical] renouncers, the prescription of hearing etc., is obligatory,
because according to sruti, they ensure sin by not doing it. But for others, it
will be optional, because prescription of hearing etc., is with reference to
knowledge [ which is optional for them], and because there is no

prohibition [of hearing etc., in their case].

Marcaurelle, says Anubhiitisvariipa reinstates an inconsistency ... on the one hand,
Self-knowledge was universally accessible irrespective of modes of living and, on the
other hand, physical renunciation as uparati was a sin qua non for the discipline of

knowledge ... such a restrictive interpretation ... he borrowed (?) from Suresvara’

The so called ‘inconsistancy’ that Marcaurelle speaks of is more apparent
than real in view of this understanding expressed very clearly in his discussion of
Gaudapada’s Mandikyakarika. This has been echoed more recently by the

Sanikaracarya of Jyotir- matha Maharaj SriSantananda Sarasvati 1985656;

656 Maharaj Sri Santananda Sarasvati (1985), p.213, vol 3. School of Economic Science, 2018.
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The Vedic tradition mentions nivrtti and pravrtti (e.g. Sankara’s Gita Bhasya).
Nivrtti means renunciation and pravrtti means participation. They are two
ways open to the seeker of liberation. First are those who take to total nivrtti
renunciation. They do not prescribe anything for any particular person, place
or time. Their teachings are general and universal. Acaryas on this way are
Sukadeva, Vamadeva... and very few others ... The second tradition takes to
nivrtti through pravrtti, renunciation through participation. Teachers of this
tradition are Janaka, Vasistha and many more sages who carried on as
householders. Internally, within themselves, they retain total renunciation,
but externally participate in worldly activities (they are ‘in the world but not
of it’) ... On the way of liberation, nivrtti through pravrtti, which Janaka or
Vasistha or (a) School follow ... one has to resort to practical particular
situations in time and place, without forgetting the initial aim of renunciation
(of the fruits) for liberation ... the application of the universal to the

particular.’
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5. xiii) Asparsa-yoga/Yoga which is Contactless

A radical understanding of the nature of Vedantic practice is strongly expressed by
Anubhitisvartipacarya in his Tippana on the Mandukya Karika where Gaudapada
has used the term ‘asparsa-yoga’ twice (3.39 and 4.2). The word sparsa is generally
used to signify contact of the sense-organs with the sense-objects. Hence, any yoga
or super-conscious experience which has no contact of the senses with the sense-
objects may be called asparsayoga. In this work, this epithet has been especially used
to denote the direct experience of the Atman or the Self which is beyond all sense-
organs and sense-experience. In this experience, the lower self and the consequent
ego-sense disappear, leaving unalloyed bliss only. This is the same as jiiana. The
prospect of dissolution of the ego-sense often frightens the ordinary yogis and
spiritual aspirants who therefore try to avoid it. For these obtain the greatest
happiness, the highest good and the absolute freedom, free from all the doubts and
misgivings.

Gaudapada’s Mandiikyakarika 3.39657 states that,

657 Mandikyakarika, 3.39, ‘asparsayoga vai nama durdarsah sarvayogibhih, yogino bibhyati hyasmad abhaye

bhayadarsinal’.
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‘The Yoga, that is familiarly referred to as contactless is difficult to be
comprehended by any one of the Yogis. For those Yogis, who apprehend fear
where there is no fear, are afraid of it’, because the duality of ‘Me” as striving Yogi
and God or Atman remains.

AdiSankara% explains,

‘That which is known as the Yoga without any touch, since it is devoid of any
touch that implies relation with anything, is well known in all the Upanisads. That
which is perceived with difficulty by all the Yogis, i.e. by those Yogis who are devoid
of the knowledge imparted in the Vedanta-texts, is durdarsah/difficult to be seen. The
meaning is that it is attainable only through Self realization which necessitates
(continuous) efforts. Though it is devoid of all fear, the Yogis who see fear and who
think that it might cause their own destruction, entertain fear in what is fearless.

So, the idea is that those men without discrimination who, on account of fear,
are won't to see their own (ego) destruction, are afraid of it”.

However this is in contrast to Sankara, who treats the contactless yoga

(asparsayoga) as an integral part of the scriptural patrimony of the Advaita tradition.

658 MandUpKC_3.39, ‘asparsayogo namayam sarvasambandhakhyasparsavarjitatvadasparsayogo nama vai smaryate
prasiddhamupanisatsu / duhkhena dysyata iti durdarSah sarvairyogibhir

vedantavihitavijiianarahitail sarvayogibhih / atmasatyanubodhayasalabhya evetyarthah /</p> yogino bibhyati ....
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As Jason Schwarz,%% has pointed out, Anubhtisvariipacarya reads the introduction of
this concept in the root text as a defensive response to the challenge of rival
traditions, offering an explanation of what our author perceives as the troubling but
undeniable reality of the relative marginality of the Advaita tradition. As he tells us,

‘It it is the case that the Advaita Darsana is that of which the result is the
condition of the true nature of Brahman—the supreme reality—why is it not revered
by everyone?’

In answering this doubt (Gaudapada) says ‘asparsayoga’. One of the special
contributions  of Anubhitisvartipacarya to the understanding of Liberation in
Advaita is found in his Tippana on Gaudapada’s Manditkyakarika. These are, as
Schwarz’73 puts it, ‘subtly executed but in fact rather radical reimagining of the
nature of Vedantic meditation’. While his teaching stance is widely disseminated
through the writings of his disciple Anandagiri, it finds its most powerful
expression in his Tippana on Sankara's Bhasya on the Mandiikyakarikas of
Gaudapada and the Bhagavad Gita . In contrast to Sankara, who treats the contactless
yoga (‘aspariayoga) as an integral part of the scriptural tradition of Aduvaita,

Anubhtisvariipacarya reads the introduction of this concept in the seminal text of

659 Jason Schwarz, (2017). Parabrahman Among the Yogis. 1THS.
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Advaita as a defensive response to the challenge of rival traditions , offering an
explanation of what our author perceives as the relative marginality of the true
Advaita tradition.

By his interpretation of the term ‘asparsayoga’ , Anubhiitisvartipacarya
changes the significance of the notion of a ‘contactless Yoga” as comprised of a
progressive and systematic severing of logical associations with sense objects.
Instead , in his reading, it is the yoga itself that comes to be understood as
‘untouched ’. The sense is of being unaffected by any external contaminants , such
as sin. What, one might ask, does this Yoga entail? He tells us, it consists of nothing
but the yoking /union of the jiva with the nature of Brahman, expressed
Gaudapada in Manditkyakarikas, 3.46660,

‘then it (the mind) becomes Brahman’.

Having already brought Vedantic Yoga into closer conceptual alignment,
replacing the highly critical view of yogis in Sure$vara in line with wider realities of
13th century discursive realities, he substitutes in its place a critique of the Brahmana

ritualist, who is represented as rather adverse to Advaita doctrine.

660 Mandiikyakarikas, 3.39, ‘nispannari brahma tattada’.
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Anubhitisvartipacarya does this by a fresh interpretation of the word yogin. In

Manditkyakarikas, 3.39,661 “Tippana

the word yogins means ritual actors—srotriyas—people who are thinking,

Brahmana-hood comes to us, because of their doctrine of purity, ... are afraid’.

Anubhiitisvartipacarya commenting on Manditkya Gaudapiya Karika 3.41662

says, ‘By a tireless effort such as that by which the emptying of the ocean, drop by

drop, is aimed at with the help of a KusSa grass, the conquest of the mind will

become possible through absence of dejection’

presents us with the Brahmanas as ignorant, apt to say, “‘When we close our eyes, we

see darkness. When we open the eyes, we see pots, and so forth. But, we never see

Brahman’e63. Thus underlining the pitiable condition of his opponent, he remarks

that as he ponders over his own poor reasoning, ‘the poor Brahmana begins to lose

661 ibid. Tippani p.123, ‘yoginah karminah $rotriyah brahmanyadi asmakam yasyatiti manvanah alepakavadat

trasyantity arthal’.

662 MandikyaGaudapiya Karika 3.41. ‘utseka udadder yadvat kusSagrenaikabinduna. manaso nigrahas tadvad
bhaved aparikhedataly’.

663 MandikyaGaudapiya Karika Tippani p.124, ‘ksnor nimilane andhakaram pasyamah unmilane ghatadini na
kadacid brahma iti matvd yady udvijante tada manonirodho ‘pi tesam na sambhavati anudvignacittanam  tu

janmasahasraih sambhavyate ity aha aparikhedata iti”.
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the capacity to restrain his mind that is essential for liberation and is condemned to

transmigrate for countless lifetimes’.

Anubhitisvartipacarya, by deciding to include elements of the Yogadarsana of
Patafijali into the discourse of Advaita Vedanta, introduces the concepts of
conceptual-samadhi (samprajiiatasamadhi) and nonconceptual- samadhi
(asamprajiiatasamadhi) in his commentary on ManditkyaGaudapiya Karika 3.45,

‘One should not enjoy happiness/pleasure in that state; but one should
become unattached through the use of discrimination. When the mind,
established in steadiness, wants to issue out, one should concentrate it with
diligence’. 3.46., “When the mind does not become lost nor is scattered, when it is
motionless and does not appear in the form of objects, then it becomes Brahman’.

Drawing on Sankara’s definition of upasana as an unbroken mental
concentration that derives its conceptual content from the mahavakyas,
Anubhitisvartipacarya says in his Tippana on vvs. 42-4664, ‘For the sake of getting
rid of these [that is, the aforementioned sleep, flight of fancy, desire for

happiness, and so forth] by means of the flow of semantic cognition that has the

664 Anubhutisvariipacarya says in his Tippani on vv. 42-46 page 126, ‘tesam nirasaya “ajam pirnam brahmaivasmi”

iti samprajiiatasamadhiriipapratyayapravahakarenena...’
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form of samprajiiatasamadhi, it is cognized as ‘I am nothing but the unborn,

limitless Brahman.’

However, like Safikara, Anubhiitisvariipacarya understands such a limited
approach is due to its dualistic assumptions deriving from ego that ‘I am the doer’
incapable of providing the practitioner with the direct experience of Brahman/saksad
aparoksat anubhiiti/ that culminates in liberation. Again, both teachers understand
that thought cannot become Brahman, because whenever a practitioner has to move
his body or engage in other activities , the mind strays away from its single-pointed
focus on the cognitive content of the Upanisads and becomes identified with sense

objects that they associate with their intrinsic faults.

Unlike Sankara, however, Anubhitisvartipacarya locates the solution to this
dilemma, not merely in the radical withdrawal of the senses. Instead of seeking to
understand Brahman, he expresses in his commentary on MandikyaGaudapiya
Karika 3.47665, “That highest bliss is located in one’s own Self. It is quiescent,

existent with liberation, beyond description and birthless. And since it is

665 MandikyaGaudapiya Karika 3.47 ‘svastham Santam sanirvanam akathyam sukham uttamam /ajam ajena

jiieyena sarvajiiam paricaksate //'.
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identical with the unborn knowable (Brahman), they call It the omniscient

(Brahman)’.

On the final verse of the Advaita Prakarana of Gaudapada Karika 3.486¢ he
explains that ‘No individual being, whichsoever , takes birth. It has no source (of

birth). This (Brahman) is that highest Truth where nothing whatsoever takes birth’.

Anubhitisvartipacarya in his Tippana®®’, further states that instead of:

Seeking to understand Brahman, thought merges or assumes the nature
of Brahman, and thereby comes to abide in non-cognized samadhi, in
other words, in [Brahman] in the Atman ... one’s true Self ... When we say
it abides in its own state ... Just as the sweetness of sugarcane in milk ,
and so forth , is discernible only by one’s own perception, in that same

way, because the conceptual objects of a Yogin who is absorbed in non-

666 jbid. 3.48, ‘na kascij jayate jivah sambhavo 'sya na vidyate /etat tad uttamam satyam yatra kificin na jayate’.

667 Anubhiitisvariipacarya in his Tippani on v 48 page 127, ‘piirvagranthesu uktanam manonirodhadinam upayanam
vyavaharikam eva satyatvam mandadhikarivisayatvat, ato nopayasatyatvena advaitavirodhah, paramarthasatyam tu

ajam sarvam iti, taddarsanasyaiva uttamadhikarivisayasya tattvavedanam pramanyam ityaha na kascid iti’.
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conceptual/asamprajiiata-samadhi are entirely non-generalisable —in

other words, the sense is the inexpressible [Brahman].

Anubhitisvartipacarya acknowledges that Yogic texts about Yogic practices then
as now have predominantly focused on what one might call more materialist end,

rather than Liberation or Self Realization.

However, by his introduction of Yogic concepts, he has facilitated a much greater
flexibility in the Vedantic tradition. Moreover, this has been without losing or
compromising the purity of the AdiSankara’s teaching that the sacred syllable
$0m, Upanisadic Mahavakyas or mantras explained by the living Guru, who has
realized them, provide the knowledge which alone dispels the avidya deluding the
jivatman to reveal the true eternal nature. That eternal true nature is said to be
Moksa/Sat Cit ananda/Truth Consciousness and Bliss, Paramatman/the Supreme Self

or Brahman, which becomes real by grace of the living realized teacher.
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Chapter 6: Summary and Conclusions

In this chapter, we shall summarise the aims and content of the first five
chapters of the thesis and put forward some conclusions . In the abstract, we
presented a basic overview, substantiated in the five chapters that have followed.
Anubhtisvartapacarya (c.1250A.D.), the little known Advaitin who was the teacher of
Anandagiri, has been shown to have made an important contribution to the
understanding of the nature of maya and Yoga in Advaita Vedanta, which has so far
been largely forgotten in the modern scholarly world. This is largely because his
authorship of his major works have only recently been recognized, so that even the

most outstanding modern scholar in this area, Karl Potter®, editor of the

668 potter, Karl. (1981). ‘Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies’: Volume III “Advaita Vedanta” and Volume XI “Advaita
Vedanta From 800 to 1200 (2006), Dehli: Motilal, Banarsidass.
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Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, and author of the two key volumes specifically on

Advaita, viz. Volume III Advaita Vedanta (up to 800A.D.) and Volume XI Advaita

Vedanta From 800 to 1200 does not make any serious reference to

Anubhitisvariipacarya even though he comes within the sphere of the volume.

This very fact itself shows the importance and originality of the current thesis

in revealing more about this relatively unknown but important Advaita preceptor of

the Middle Ages in central India, Anubhiitisvartipacarya.

The author started by dealing with what he calls the essence of Advaila

Vedanta. What appears as God, the individual souls and the universe are all in reality

non-different from the one absolute reality, Brahman. In light of this, the nature of

maya and avidya was discussed. After putting forward possible objections and

seeking to refute them in turn, it was shown how Anubhitisvartipacarya put

forward the view that avidya is beginningless, indeterminable and positive.

Furthermore, he showed how it is revealed by the witnessing consciousness.

The five areas focused on in the thesis have been:

1) his description of the nature of avidya and maya,
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2) his distinction between the jiva and I$vara,

3) his description of the ‘world/prapaica’ and refutation of Nyaya and
Vaisesika, theories

4) his refutation of the bhedabheda theory and

5) his views on liberation, including that maya does not completely cease to
exist even in the state videhamukti, but only that part of maya, which is the
nescience of the liberated person, is destroyed by the knowledge of Reality.
Therefore, even after the liberation of one person, the universe, which is the
effect of maya continues. This view was considered with particular reference
to his Iststasiddhivivarana, Prakatarthavivarana and his other works.

6) He finally reaffirmed the central role of Kevala Advaita in Vedanta , integrating
through the concept of Asparsa Yoga aspects of the Yoga Darsana into Advaita

Vedanta.

The thesis has considered the history, texts and ideas of this little studied Advaita
Vedanta teacher, Anubhiitisvariipacarya, inroducing his key ideas drawn from his
textual corpus and has briefly assessed his distinctive contribution to the Aduvaita

Vedanta tradition. It has explored his particular intervention in broader Aduvaitic
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debates about the status of maya, yoga and moksa, helping to chart the development

of doctrines in schools of Advaita Vedanta over time. The specific issues relevant to

the argument were related to what have been called the Bhamati and Vivarana

debates, were dealt with in detail in chapter two.

According to Potter’s  bibliography,®® Anubhiitisvariipacarya is to be dated

approximately 1270A.D. and according to Thangaswamis®”? between 1200 and

1300A.D. This is supported by the evidence that Amalananda¢”!, (1247-1347),

provides in his Vedantakalpataru®”. This commentator on Vacaspati Misra’s (f1.940)

Bhamati examines the criticisms of it pointed out by Prakatarthavivarana and seeks to

refute them without mentioning the name of Anubhitisvartipacarya. At the end of

his Kalpataru, Amalananda mentions that he wrote under the Yadava King of

Devagiri, Krsna, (1248-1259A.D.) and his brother Mahadeva. So, we may take

Anubhitisvartipacarya as having flourished between the middle of the 12th

Century and the first half of the 13th Century.

669 Karl Potters bibliography (http:/facultywashington.edu/kpotter/ckeyt/txt3.htm)

670 Thangaswami, (1980). Advaita Vedanta Bibliography, India: University of Madras, p.244.
671 Vasudeva Sarma, L. (1968). Preceptors of Advaita. T. Mahadevan. Chennai, India: Samata Books.

672 Bhamati, (1940). Commentary of Vicaspatimisra on Brahmasitrabhasya of Sri Saikara, with the Kalpataru of

Amalananda and the Parimala, Bombay: Nirnaya Press.
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In chapter 1, a brief History of Advaita Vedanta up to Anubhiitisvartipacarya,
with particular reference to the Bhamati and Vivarana prasthana®’3 was outlined. This
was given in order to place the ‘mid-thirteenth- century Advaita Preceptor and
institution builder’, Anubhtisvartipacarya, most famous up to now as the initiator
of the grammatical tradition of Sarasvataprakriya but as indicated in the current
thesis even more important as as great post Sankara Preceptor of Kevala Advaita,
inspired by Sri Harsha and himself inspiring Ananda Giri more than a century
before and (indirectly) Vidyaranya. It was shown how he has offered comprehensive
readings of the key scholastic texts of the Advaita canon from a unified perspective
apparently ‘purifying’ the Advaita Vedanta tradition at the time from the tendency
towards Visista Advaita and Duaita. Further he refuted the views of dualist Nayayika
logicians and followers of Bhedabheda Vedanta.®”* As all of his nine original works
were composed in Sanskrit, and none of the eight philosophical works has yet been
translated into English, the thesis has had to rely on readings from these original

texts.

673 ‘methods or approaches having much in common’ but not being consciously developed as ‘schools’ cf.

Lawrence McCrea (2015) Freed by the Weight of History: Polemic and Doxography in Sixteenth Century Vedanta,
South Asian History and Culture, 6:1, 87-101.

674 ¢f. Schwarz, Jason, IJHS (2017). 21: Parabrahman Among the Yogins, p.365
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The thesis has sought to assess his contributions to Advaita Vedanta in context.
In so doing, a brief history of Advaita Vedanta up to Anubhiitisvartipacarya himself
has been provided. His most famous Advaita work, the Prakatarthavivara, was
described as the first complete commentary on the Brahmasiitrabhasya of Adi-
Sanikara and would appear to have been composed with the explicit purpose of
‘rescuing the tradition from the corrosive influence of ‘Mandana Misra “prstasevi’ ,
Anubhitisvartipacarya’s term for Vicaspatimisra. This composer of the Bhamati
tended to take what is later called a Piirva Mimamsa or Visista Advaita perspective,

hence subtly deviating from the pure or Kevala Advaita tradition of Adi Sankara.

His other works give a sense of ‘programmatic nature of his interpretative
project’(Schwarz). For his Istasiddhi-Vivarana is a detailed interpretative commentary
on the Istasiddhi of Vimuktatman, as are his Pramanamala-Nibandha on the
Pramanamala, his Nyayadipavali-Candrika on the Nyayadipavali, and his
Nyayamakaranda-Sangraha on the Nyayamakaranda, all three by Anandabodha. In
addition he provided a detailed interprative commentary on Sri Harsa’s
Khandanakhandakhadya, the Sisyahitaisiz’ . His Tippana on Sri Sankara’s Gitabhasya

has only recently been published and provides insights on key élokas where Sri
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Sankara’s bhisya is not clear. Furthermore he has provided the first full Tippana on Sri
Sankara’s bhiasya on the Mandikya Upanisad, and 215 Karika of Gaudapada,
considered to be the key earliest textual basis of Advaita Vedanta, expounding the
shortest and most profound of the ten principle Upanisads, which the Mukti
Upanisad boldly declares to be the one Upanisad among all the one hundred and
eight it lists as most conducive to liberation. “The Mandikya Upanisad is
enough; if knowledge is not attained from it, then study all the Ten Upanisads.
Attaining knowledge very quickly , you will reach my abode. If desiring Moksa

without the body, read the 108 Upanisads.”

For this reason this was the text most fully dealt with.

Hence, it is true to say his commentarial interpretations have covered most
of the major texts of post-Sankara Vedantic discourse, as well as two primary
articulations of the classical tradition, viz. the Ista-siddhi and the

Khandanakhandakhadya.

In chapter 2 a detailed consideration of the two great traditions or prasthanas

of post Sankara Advaita , viz the Bhamati and the Vivarana , which latter was shown to
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be closer to the Pure or Kevala tradition of Adi Sankara himself as well of course as

that Anubhitisvartipacarya.

In chapter 3, the thesis outlined Anubhitisvartipacarya’s contribution to
Advaita on the nature of maya and avidya, jivatman and I$vara/Brahman with
particular reference to his major works, the Istasiddhivivaranam, the
Prakatarthavivaranam and the Tippana on Manditkyagaudapadiya-karikabhasya , with
supporting quotations from the Sanskrta texts. Maya and avidya, were described as
the pillars of Advaita Vedanta. This was shown to be linked to the view that the very
purport of scriptures is directly to dispel the avarana and the viksepa Sakti power of

avidya or Maya to reveal the Brahman/Atman, the true Self.

Furthermore, Avidya, contrary to the usual superficial view of its meaning,
was shown to be positive. Our author, entirely in harmony with his great
predecessors, Adi Sankara, Padmapada, Prakasatman etc, affirms that Nescience is
indeterminable, and Nescience is revealed by the witnessing consciousness. So, the
real Nature of Maya and avidya is one. The former appears to be like the universal
reflection and the latter like the individual reflection. Anubhfitisvariipacarya further

demonstrated that the theory that they are different does not stand to reason and
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gave substantial evidence to show the theory of non-difference is rooted in the sruti

and reason. For example, he quotes the profound passage from the Brhadaranyaka

Upanisad, 2.5.19675 having the earliest reference to Maya:

He transformed Himself in accordance with each form; that form of His

was for the sake of making Him known. The Lord on account of Maya

(notions superimposed by ignorance) is perceived as manifold, for to Him

are yoked ten organs, nay, hundreds of them. He is ten and thousands-

many and infinite. That Brahman is without prior or posterior, without

interior or exterior. This Self, the perceiver/anubhiith of everything, is

Brahman.

This was as an example of proof or establishment of Maya. Anubhtisvartipacarya

further discussed whether Avidya was one or many and demonstrated that reasoning

is in support of the multiplicity of nescience. Furthermore, the locus and content of

675 Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, 2.5.19, ‘riipamriipam pratiriipo babhiiva tad asya riipam praticaksanaya | indro
mayabhih pururiipa yate yukta hy asya harayah Sata daseti | ayam vai harayo 'yam vai dasa ca sahasrani bahini
canantani ca | tad etad brahmapiiroam anaparam anantaram abahyam | ayam atma brahma sarvanubhiih | ity

anusasanam ||’
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nescience is demonstrated in fact to be Brahman, the one Consciousness, just as the

substratum of the proverbial snake is shown to be nothing but rope. So, the inert

cannot be the locus or object of nescience since by definition it has no consciousness

of its own. He developed the view in opposition to Vacaspati Misra’s theory that

locus and content are different. He established the theory that the locus and the

content are the same, like the clay and the pot referred to famously in the Chandogya

Upanisad 6.1.467, ‘All transformation has speech as its basis, and it is name only.

Earth as such is the reality.’

In the fourth chapter, Anubhatisvartipacarya’s view on the World/prapaiica in

the light of Advaita Vedanta was presented. Whereas, in the previous chapter, the

nature of Brahman and jiva, according to Anubhiitisvaripacarya, was presented. This

showed examination of the perceived universe or prapafica as the natural next issue

to be addressed. Many diverse theories clearly existed as to the origin of the

universe in his time, as now. According to Advaita Vedanta, Brahman is non-dual,

which nature could only hold good if there were no entity apart from it. The

jivatman/souls, which may be considered other than Brahman were ‘proved’, in this

system to be non-different from it. On the other hand, the world of duality given in

676 Chandogya.Upanisad Upanisad 6.1.4, ‘vacarambhanam vikaro nama-dheyam, mrttikety eva satyam.’
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perception was admitted to be non-real/mithya. All of which was summed up in the
famous dictum attributed to Adisankara®”’, ‘Brahman is truth, the world is non-
real/illusory; the jiva is not other than the Brahman.’

This naturally raised the question as to how the world could be taken as
mithya? In answer, traditional Advaitins, like Anubhitisvartipacarya have held that
the sruti text, Chandogyopanisad 6.2.16% ‘O good looking one, in the beginning this
was Existence alone, One only, without a second’, affirms that the world is indeed
mithya. For this text, ‘in the beginning this was Existence alone’ states that prior to
creation, this world, now differentiated into names and forms, remained identical
with Brahman.

The ‘complementary’ part of the text, ‘One only, without a second’,
predicated absence the world in Brahman, so conveying the view that Brahman
associated with the world was free from the world.

In Advaita Vedanta post-AdiSanikara, the major theories that have to be refuted

before the Vivaratvada theory could be established were, according to our author, the

677 *Brahma satyam jagan mithya jivo brahmaiva naparah’ v.20 Brahmajfianavallimala, School of Philosophy, Sydney
(2010)

678 Chandogyopanisad 6.2.1, ‘Sadeva somya idam agra asit, ekam evadvitiyam’. Swami Gambhirananda (1997),

Advaita Ashrama, Calcutta
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following evaluated by Vimuktatman in the Istasiddhi, and Anubhiitisvariipacarya in

his Istasiddhivivarana and his Prakatartha-Vivarana respectively, then taken in order:

i)

iii)

Abhavakaranavada of the Buddhists/ The theory of non-existence as the
cause” was found to be lacking any reasonable basis.

Asatkaryavada or arambhavada of Nyaya-Vaisesika school/ ‘The theory of
the non-existence of the effect in the cause’ was proved to be
fundamentally flawed.

The Sankhya’s Satkaryavada/ ‘The theory of the existence of the effect
in the cause” was divided into two aspects, (a) the theory of parinama-
vada/ a theory of ‘actual transformation” and (b) the theory of vivarta-
vada/ a theory of apparent not real change or transfiguration. While the
former was shown to suffer from similar fundamental logical
weaknesses, like a-sat-karya -vada, the vivarta-vada/ a theory of apparent
not real change was demonstrated to lie at the basis of Upanisadic
Aduvaitic thought. Further in relation to the Buddhist view.

Atma-khyati/ so called ‘self-cognition’, perception of silver for example

as an external object simply negates their theory that the object is



V)

vi)

vii)

478

nothing but a mental or inner cognition. Further,

Anubhitisvariipacarya refuted Mimasaka Prabhakara s position.

a-khyati/ non-apprehension’, by showing it was contradictory to say the

action of a sentient being takes place without cognition of a common

substratum. Even if it is an external feature, like reddish brown colour

of a fire, the theory is untenable because cognition alone is the cause of

activity.

Further, the theory,

anyatha-khyati/ ‘misapprehension’, i.e. asserting that something is not

really what it appears to be according to sensual perception, a theory

of the Naiyayikas, he points out is simply the view that nacre which is

real appears in the form of silver another real thing. He then refuted,

asatkhyati / theory that cognition of the non-existent or unreal, like the

horn of a rabbit by showing that it as being not established its

cognition is far from possible.

Finally, he refutes,
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viii)  Sabdadvaita/ non-duality of the word by showing it is contradictory for
the same thing to be both the signified and the signifier, since one
thing cannot be at the same time the subject as well as the object. A
word, however, fine can be experienced by sense organs, but Brahman
is not accessible to the senses.

So, he then concludes by the establishment of the theory,

ix)  anirvacaniya-khyati/ ‘cognition of indeterminability’, sometimes called
the “fifth way’. By this theory, the non-duality of Brahman, declared by
the scriptures, is firmly established because the indeterminable
universe does not attain the status of a second entity.

In our fifth chapter, Anubhitisvartipacarya’s approach to the way of
Liberation/moksa 6®was presented, showing that Adisankara, and
Anubhitisvartipacarya, make a total distinction between activity and knowledge.
The view he presented was that realization of the Self /Liberation arises from the
words of the Vedas themselves /$abdaparoksavadah bringing about Avidya-nivrttih/

cessation of nescience.

679 moksa moks cu u se avasane asana va 10.191 cast, hurl, fling moksayati ksepah fr. muc mocane ‘er ac'P.3.3.56.
ghaii P3.3.18. vi Liberation Sveta . Up. 6.16 emancipation, liberation, release from; release from worldly

existence or transmigration, final or eternal emancipation Up. Mn. MB;
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Anubhitisvartipacarya then posed the question, What is the nature of

cessation of nescience? To which he retorted that such a one would be free from

accumulated merits and demerits living out only his fructified karma and is known

as jivanmukta.

This Theory of the fifth way was in fact nothing less than, the Being, the true

nature of the known Self. In other words, the cessation of nescience is of the form of

Self-knowledge. Further, that very cessation of nescience is indeterminable,

involving ultimately the cessation of even the mental modifications/yogas cita-vrtti

nirodha (Yoga Siitra 1.2) which removes nescience.

Such an one is Jivanmukti/Liberated even while living, who ‘attains to’

Videhamukti/Liberation on the fall of the body. This, the ultimate ‘Renunciation’, is

when mind become Brahman, as Gaudapada put it in Karika 3.46., “When the mind

does not become lost nor is scattered, when it is motionless and does not appear

in the form of objects, then it becomes Brahman.’

Anubhitisvartipacarya highlighted the extremely subtle formulation given in

the same chapter in verse 3.39, ‘as the Asparsa-yoga/Yoga and also in karika 4.2 of the

fourth Alatasanti prakaranawhich is Contactless.” The Yoga, that is familiarly referred
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to as ‘contactless’ is difficult to comprehend by any one of the Yogis. For those Yogis,

‘who apprehend fear where there is no fear, are afraid of it’.
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In conclusion/ nigamanam, we explored the way that Advaita debates on the

status of maya and the means of overcoming it were impacted by

Anubhitisvartipacarya’ accounts of mayi and yoga, and his general contribution to

Advaita.

Throughout his works, Anubhiitisvariipacarya has dealt with these profound

matters in an original manner, be it the description of the nature of maya/

mayasvaripavarnanam, the distinction between jiva and isvara, the refutation of Nyaya

and VaiSesika , the refutation of the theory of the Bhedabheda/ difference-cum-non-

difference or his subtle exposition on the nature of asparsa yoga and liberation/moksa,

linking the Advaita Vedanta and the Yoga Darsana in a radical new way, so relevant to

today’s climate. He showed that nature maya/mayasvaripavarnanam is associated only

with pure consciousness/caitanyamatrasrita, indeterminable/a-nirvacaniya, and only

one/eka.

So, he explained, for example, that the eradication of sin by the ‘sight’/drsti/'in-

sight” of ‘Setu’/ binding/may be an initial help, but far more significant is the

understanding and practising of a mahdavakya texts ‘aham brahmasmi '/’ 1 am

Brahma Brhad. 1.4.10), ‘'Tat tvam asi’/That (Brahman) thou art'(Chandogya 6.8.7) ,

‘Prajiianam Brahman’/’Consciousness is Brahman'(Aitareya 3.2) and most important of
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all perhaps for Anubhuti ‘Ayam atma brahman’/This Self is

Brahman’(Manditkyopanisad 2). All of which can combine with with the help of
profound reflection or meditation on 3 pranpava/Om etc., following the systematic
process of Sravapam/Listening, Mananam/profound study, and Nididhyasanam/
profound reflection or meditation on these mahavakya texts results in bringing about the
great strength of the injunction towards the anubhiiti/ the experience of Turiya as

one’s Self/the unchanging Reality.

So it is not by ‘mere sight alone’ that such change occurs.

As he said, ‘Ignorance of nacre is indeterminable since it is removed by
knowledge of nacre alone, like nacre-silver” No real object is destroyed by
superficial ‘knowledge’. So, by mere remembrance of ‘Garuda’, poison is not
removed, only by meditation and mantra practiced with great diligence. Just as the
sin of killing a brahmana is eradicated not just by sight of setu’ but by combined
practices laid down in scriptures. So since nescience/ignorance of Brahman/Atman/
prajiiam, or pure consciousness is destroyed by knowledge, it is indeterminable/a-

nirvacaniya .
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Detachment, not just cessation of attachment/ vairagyam ma raganivrtti is the

means for restraining the mind,%80 as Patafijali puts it in Yoga Siitra 1.12,That can be

controlled through abhyasa/practice and wvairagya/non-attachment’(Gita 6.35)

Attachment to sense objects is restrained/controlled through practice and

detachment, i.e. by realization of the harmful nature of sense object-attachment, a

greater detachment (or mental modification) arises. The same teaching, of course, is

given in the Bhagavad Gita 6.35:681

‘Doubtless, O mighty armed, the mind is hard to restrain and restless; but

by practice, O son of Kunti, and by indifference it may be restrained ,” and

‘Indeterminability/a-nirvacaniyatvam is the total impossibility of being ascertained as

real and so there is no non-difference from the probandum/to be proved/major

term/, sadhyam

Anubhiitisvarapacarya explains, ‘The statement of difference /vailaksanya

(from reality and unreality is to bring out the impossibility of ascertainment in

those forms, not to declare the reality of co-existence of differences.

Indeterminability/a-nirvacaniyatvam is ‘this” (maya /magic show), which appears, but

680 Yoga Siitra 112, ‘abhyasavairagyabhyari tannirodhah/ Yoga Sitra 1.12 “abhyasavairagyabhyari tan
nirodhal’.

681 Gita 6.35... ‘abhyasena tu kaunteya vairagyena ca grhyate’; ‘tat tat riipanirpana asahisnutoa-

prakatanartha as real or unreal”; “prakasate takararit ca na kahate’
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cannot stand reasoning. With similar clarity, he established the distinction between
jiva and Svara/ jivesvaravibhagah .

This is the truth. Maya is subservient to Consciousness, beginningless ,
indeterminable and the material cause of mahat etc. The reflection of Consciousness
in it is Iévara. He becomes omniscient etc., because of its modifications . So, the Sruti,
Svetdsvatara 4.10 682 says

‘Know maya to be the cause and the supreme Lord to be its controller”:

The same Consciousnes, when reflected in innumerable finite parts of that maya,
which are called a-jiiana, is spoken of as the innumerable jivas.’

‘Consciousness looked upon as reflected in ajiiana is bondage. Since it is

accepted that a-jiiana is destroyed by knowledge alone, it is understandable

that liberation results on the destruction of that ajiiana by knowledge. %3

He has the objector ask, ‘"How can consciousness, devoid of colour be ‘reflected”?’

He replies, just as there is a reflection of colour which is itself devoid of colour, there

682 Svetasvatara 4.10, ‘mayam tu prakrtim vidyan mayinam tu mahesvaram / tasyavayavabhiitais tu

vyaptam sarvam idam jagat /

683 ISV p.364
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can be a reflection here. In answer then to the question, how can it be proved that
space is reflected? He quotes Sruti Brhad 2.5.19684again,

‘He assumed the likeness of each form. That form of his is for His making Him
known.

Again, he quotes from the Brahma Siitra Bhasya on 3.2.18685,

‘Just as the luminous sun, though only one, becomes many by entry (as reflection)
in different receptacles of water, similarly, this effulgent one, the birthless Self, is
made to appear as different in different bodies because of the limiting adjuncts.’
He further quotes the Brahma Bindu Upanisasad v.11,66

‘The one Self of all beings, dwelling in each living being, appears as one and as
many, like reflections of the moon in water’

and the Brahma Siitra, 3.2.18687,

‘Therefore there is the comparison - like the sun reflected in water, etc.

684 Brhad 2.5.19 “... rilpamriipam pratiriipo babhiiva tad asya riipam praticaksanaya ...

685 Brahma Siitra Bhaasya on 3.2.18, “yatha hy ayar jyotir atma vivasvan app bhinna baludhaikonugacchan.

upadhind kriyate bhedariipah devah ksetres evam atma.

686 ‘Eka Eva tu bhiitatma bhiite bhiite vyavasthitah. ekadha bahudha caiva drsyate jalacandravat. Sanskrit
quote nr. 7457 (Maha-subhashita-samgraha) Brahmabindu upanisad 11

687 Brahma Siitra 3.2.18, ‘ata Eva copama siiryakadivat.
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While commenting on the Brahma Siitra 2.3.509%, he says, and it is certainly a

reflection of the Self, ‘it was stated by Anubhitisvartipacarya in the

Prakatarthavivarana®® by the use of the word ‘certainly’/eva in the Siitra.

‘And it is certainly a reflection of the Self’ it is clear that the revered author

of the siitras indicates his acceptance of the theory of reflection expressed in the

Srutis such as Brhad 2.5.19%0 “He assumed the likeness of each form.’

Here, Bhaskara®! had objected that the description of jivas, etc, as reflections

is not logical ‘since a reflection is accepted to be unreal, how can an inert thing,

which is unreal like a hare’s horn etc. have bondage or release or competency for

performing action?’

Anubhitisvariipacarya refuted this objection®? with the words ‘...let

connection of face with mirror be unreal ... the face however is real” Connection

688 BS 2.3.50 4, ‘bhisa eva ca’.

689 PV P659.1.11, ‘ityevakarari prayufijanah “ripari riipari pratiriipo babhitva” ity adisrutisiddhari

pratibimbapaksam svarahasyam siuitrayamasa bhagavan sitrakarah.
690 Brhad 2.5.19, *.. riipamriipam pratiriipo babhitva tad asya rilpam praticaksanaya ...

091 Bha. Bha. P143, ‘abhasasyavastutvabhyupagamat avastunah $asavisanadiklpasyacetanasya kuto bandho

moksah karmadhikaro va’.

692 PV p.659-660, ‘mukhasya darpanasamsargamatram evastu, mukharit tu sad eveti. ... deasasargamatrasya

badhopalambhat...
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with the place (mirror) alone is denied in the form, ‘The face is not here, but is

actually mine’ ... thus Anubhiitisvartipacarya upholds the reflection theory.

He went on to brilliantly refute the Nyaya and Vaisesika/nyayavaisesika

khadanam arguments, in particular the view of Naiyayikas®? that:

[TThe quality known as ‘knowledge’ arises from contact of Self with mind ...

‘Self is possessor of that knowledge’ is refuted. For he says in the

Prakatarthavivarana,t94

‘The Self is partless, being all pervading ... mind is partless being atomic.

For there cannot be any contact between partless entities, as between two

Selves ... Self and mind are not capable of mutual contact, they being

changeless...”

693 Gtmamanassafiyogat jiianakhyo guno jayate.

694 py p.123, ‘atma hi nir amsah vibhiitatvat ..manas canutvan nir améam. niramsayos ca safiyogo

nopapadyate. Atmadvayavat.....Atma-manasi, na saftyogarhe, niraméatoat, Atmadvayavat.
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Furthermore, he shows in his Istasiddhivivaranam that the very®> ‘Relationship of

quality and its possessor is itself untenable...” For again in the Prakatarthavivarana,t9

he stated:

The assertion that there are only six categories cannot be arrived at by one

who is omniscient...... because there are other categories, such as potency,

similarity.... etc. It is not reasonable to define quality as something

attributeless, having generality and action less ... Moreover a quality does not

exist apart from the substance possessing it.

We found similar arguments too in his Mandikyatippanam on Advaita

Prakarana 3.5818 Just as all the spaces confined within the various jars are not

darkened when one of the spaces thus confined becomes contaminated by dust,

smoke etc., so also is the case with all individuals in the matter of being affected by

happiness etc. Where he says:%7

695 ISV p.124,'qunagunibhavo na siddhyet.

696 PV p.506-508 BS 2.2.17, “sad eva padarthah iti avadharanarm nasarvajena paryate. ..Saktisadrsyadinam
ativiktanam sad bhavena avadharanam asangatvam...api ca guninah prtha guna naivopalabhyante’ 818 “‘yathaikasmin

ghatakase rajodhuimadibhir yute /na sarve samprayujyante tadvaj jivah sukhadibhih “// MandUpK_3.5 //

697 Mand.Ti. p.93 3.5/ L.13, ‘yad yato bhinnam tat tato'nyatrapi bhavati bhati ca. na ca dravyadbhedena
gunadayo bhanti bhavanti va. Ato dravyaparatantryanyathanuppttya na dravyad bhinna qunaday:..”
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[T]hat which is different from a particular thing, also exists and appears in

places other than where the latter is. Qualities etc. do not appear or exist apart

from substances ... so substances are not different from substances.

Moreover, as he further explains in the Prakatarthavivarana,®9

‘Inherence itself is not supported by any authority’. Not only that, but the

Vaisesika view that qualities such as desire are not located in the Self. As he further

explains in his Manditkyatippanam on Advaita Prakarana 3.5.,6%

‘Self is not possessed of qualities such as desire, since it is eternal, without

parts, without activity; what is not so, is not that, such as the body.’

Anubhitisvartipacarya, in his Istasiddhivivaranam”0 uprooted the Tarkika” view that

the jivas is different in each body as he explained that ‘things having the same

characteristics are called one; those having different characteristics are described as

different.

698 PV p.509-12 BS 2.2.17, ‘samavayasyaiva nispramanikatoat.

699 Ma.Ti. p.86 3.2. L1, ‘atma, svagattattvikabhedastinyah, siiksmatvat, niravayavatvat, sarvagatatvit,

akasavat.”

700 ISV P260, ‘Ekalaksanam hyekam ucyate, bhinnalaksanarii ca bhinnam. Sarvasya ca jivasya

cinmatralaksanatvat ekah para ciddhatul upadhisu jivo behavet.
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Since all jivas are characterized by pure consciousness, the one supreme

Consciousness should be the jiva in the limiting adjuncts.’

He further stated in his Mandiikyatippanam on Advaita Prakarana 3.3:

Since the Self is referred to as existing in the form of individual souls in the

same way as space exists in the form of spaces confined within jars, and

since the Self exists in the form of composite things just as space exists in

jars etc., therefore in the matter of birth this is the illustration.

Therefore,”0! “The Self is free from real internal difference, being subtle, devoid of

parts, all pervading, like space.

In the fifth chapter, Anubhtisvartipacarya’s refutation of difference cum-non-

difference/ bhedabhedakhandanam of Bhaskaradaya was outlined So, in his

Istasiddhivivaranam,”2  the view of Bhaskara and others that the universe and

701 Mandikyatippanam on Advaita Prakarana 3.3, ‘atma, svagatatattvikabhedasiimyah, siksmatoat,

niravayatvat, sarvagatatvat, akasavat.

702 1Sy p.183, ‘Neha nanasti kificana’ - ityadisruteh brahmani nanatvanisedhah artha ahuh.tad atra vistarah

vivarane khanditam eva.
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Brahman is both different and nondifferent interpreting the scriptural statement in

Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.4.19 and Kathopanisad 4.11;703

“There is no diversity here’ as denying variety in Brahman was elaborately refuted.

Moreover”%4, ‘It cannot be said that diversity other than Brahman and its effect is real.

For that would contradict Bhaskara’s view that non-duality means there is no duality

other than Brahman with its effect.

Furthermore, our author avers:705

[T]he difference-cum-non-difference /bhedabhed between jiva and

Brahman cannot be established by perception or any other means of valid

knowledge. Due to the fact that Brahman is not an object of perception etc

it is not possible to know difference or non-difference with reference to it.

Thus, the diversity denied in Brahman, which is its material cause, cannot exist

anywhere else.

703 Brhadaranyakopanisad 4.4.19 and Kathopanisad 4.11, ‘Neha nanasti kificana.

704 ISV p.184, ‘brahmatatkaryatiriktari nanatoam vasu iti na vacyam. Sakaryad brahmanonyatoa doaitari

nastityadvaitam.”

705 ISV p.145, ‘evarir nirasyate - jivabrahmanoh bhedabjhedau tavat na pratyaksadipramanaih siddhyatah,
brahmanah pratyaksadyvisayatvena tddhatitayo bhedabhedasya grahitum asakyatvat.!
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In the last section of chapter five, Anubhiitisvartipacarya’s distinctive view is
expressed, for example, that even in liberation maya exists/mokse’pi mayayah satyam
was duly considered in his Istasiddhivivaranam,”¢ with the expression of:

Though the universe which is a manifestation of mayi exists, it is not
experienced, just as a form is not experienced by one devoid of sense organs.

Although it is unreal, it can be ‘indestructible” just as it is ‘beginningless’.

So, in the famous statement in Svetavatara Upaninad 1.1077
‘there is cessation of all maya in the end’,
what is meant is only the cessation of that part of maya which is called avidya and
which is the cause of all transmigration of the jiva, like the village is burnt’.

The view of Anubhiitisvartipacarya that maya continues to exist even in a ‘state
of liberation” is clearly related to the concept of ‘individual’ liberation and can be
appreciated more easily in the context of the Gaudapada’s teaching in the Mandiikya-

Karika .

706 [SV 36- 465/, ‘yastv itaro mayavivartah prapaficah ca vidyamane'pi nirindriyeneva riipar nanubhiiyate.
Mithyatve’pi anaditvavat anucchedasyapi sambhavat .bhityas cante visvamayaaniorttih”; Svetasvatara Upanisad 1.10
“ksaram pradhanam amytaksaram harah ksaratmanav iSate deva ekah / tasyabhidhyanad yojanat tattvabhavad

bhityas cante visvamayanivrttih //1.10 /!

707 Svetasvatara Upaninad 1.10 cante visvamayanivrttil’
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Since the universe is unreal in all three periods of time in the eyes of the
liberated person who has reached the state of absolute reality, the acceptance of the
existence of maya for enabling the continuance of the universe proves unnecessary.

From such a point of view, the universe , as Karika 1.17708 puts it,

‘It is beyond question that the phenomenal world would cease to be if it
had any existence. All this duality that is nothing but Maya, is but non-duality in

reality.’

7

Therefore, the view propounded by Anubhutisvariipacarya that ‘Maya

continues to exist even in the state of liberation ... needs further deliberation ...’

The conclusion of our thesis is that perhaps the most important contribution
connects with his name ‘Anubhiiti’ | ‘experience’ as the final proof leading to Self
realization, after either the Sruti, the Smrti and words of the Mahapurus, or sravana,
and manana, and that practical  profound experience of oneness’Anubhiiti’ /
experience not different to Nididhyasana, as taught in the Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.4.4.
and 2.4.5. as well as 4.5.5.and 4.5.6., paving the way for an Advaita which incorporates

the wisdom of Yoga with the profound practical wisdom of Advaita Vedanta,

708 G.Karika 1.17 'prapafico yadi vidyeta nivarteta na samsayah/ maya matram idam doaitam advaitam

paramarthatah ’
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culminating in the ‘asparsa yoga’ of Manditkya. Karika 3.3979, “The Yoga, prapaiico

yadi vidyeta nivarteta na samSayah — / maya-matram idam dvaitam advaitam

paramarthatah )/ MandUpK_1.17 //  Mandikya Karika 3.39Asparsayogo vai nama

durdarsah sarvayogibhih Yogi bibhyati hy asmad bhaye bhayadarsinah that is familiarly

referred to as ‘contactless’ difficult to be comprehended by any one of the Yogis. For

those Yogis, ‘who apprehend fear where there is no fear, are afraid of it”.

This wisdom is practical for the householder and renunciate alike and 4.2,710

‘I bow down to that Yoga that is devoid of touch (with anything that implies

relationship ), which conduces to happiness of all beings and is beneficial ./

Asparsa-yoga/Yoga, which is Contactless is the most important contribution

connecting with his name ‘Anubhitisvartipacarya’ as the final proof, paving the way

for an Advaita which incorporates the wisdom of Yoga and is practical for both the

householder and renunciate alike.

709 Mandikya. Karika 3.39 Asparsayogo vai nama durdaréah sarvayogibhih
Yogino bibhyati hy asmad abhaye bhayadarsinah//MandUpK_3.39 //

710 aspardayogo vai nama sarvasattvasukho hitah / avivado 'viruddhas ca desitas tam namamy aham //
MandUpK_4.2 )/
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The conclusion of our thesis is that Anubhtisvartipacarya’s most important
contribution connects with his name Anubhiiti (experience) as the final proof leading
to Self realization. The tradition claims that the final proof of anything requires the
authority for anything is in accord with the statements of Sruti, the Smyti, and the
words of the Mahapurusa, and the final proof is Anubhiiti (experience) i.e the
undoubted consonance of the inner organ of mind (antah karana). Hence, this is
reflected in the traditional upanisadic stages of sravana, manana, and nididhyiasana
that is reflected practically in experience (anubhiiti) as taught in the
Brhadaranyakopanisad 2.4.4. Thus, it incorporates the wisdom of Yoga with the
profound practical wisdom of Advaita Vedanta, culminating in ‘asparsa yoga’, which is
non-different from Brahman, the means for which realization is so mysteriously

summed up in the twelfth verse of the Mandiikya Upanisad: "1

“The partless/measureless 3*Om is the Fourth ( Turiya)- beyond all

conventional dealings, the limit of the negation of the phenomenal world, the

/11 Mand.Up.12, ‘amatrad caturtho 'vyavaharyah prapaicopasamah $ivo doaitah |

evam omkara atmaiva samvisaty atmanatmanam ya evam veda.



497

auspicious, and the non-dual $0m. 3Om is thus the Self to be sure. He who

knows thus enters the Self through his Self”.

Anubhiitisvartipacarya, explains in his Tippana.712

It is said that the letter Om through the process of ‘becoming identical in nature’/
tadatmyat, with the letter Om placed over in its three measures there is realization of
inner consciousness as Om ... and the unity of It with the supreme Brahman (is

experienced).

So, by the very acknowledgement and experience of the upanisadic statements

like, Mandiikya.Upanisad.2 ‘Om, ayam atma brahma/ “This Self is Brahman’

one becomes It. This wisdom is practical for the householder and renunciate alike,

as claimed in Gaudapada Karika 3.39 and 4.2

‘a Yoga that is devoid of touch, which conduces to happiness of all beings and is

beneficial.

712 Mand.Up.12 Tippana p.48, ‘Orikarasamvedanarii pratykcaitanyarm  trimatrena Orikarena adhyastena

tadatmyat Omkara ucyate ... tasya parena brahmana aikyam uttarasrutya uchate.”
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Appendix

A literature review of references to Anubhiitisvartipacarya

1. S.K.Belvakar713 ‘Systems of Sanskrit Grammar’ 1915

Belvekar in his book ‘Systems of Sanskrit Grammar’ (1915) describes Anubhttisvartipacarya
as the person credited with the authorship of the “Sarasvata-Prakriya” as an ascetic.
Tradition he says go further and makes him the direct recipient of the revelation of the
Goddess Sarasvati, after whom the school gets its name. However Belvakar disputes this
claim by pointing out that in his text of “Sarasvata-Prakriya”he provides varttikas which
would be incompatible with him being the ‘sitra-kara’( composer of the 700 shtras

themselves).

7135.K.Belvakar ‘Systems of Sanskrit Gramar’ (1915) University of Bombay, Pune.India
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Bertram G. Liyanage?!* (2015) builds on Belvakar’s work. Sarasvata (abbreviated as ‘S’
hereafter) could be placed around 12 - 14 centuries CE. The author of this grammar is
recognised by name ‘Srimat Paramahamsa Parivrajakacarya Anubhitisvripacarya’ with
reference to the colophon of the work. This name itself reveals that he might have been a
wandering ascetic with high reputation. According to Sinhala Encyclopedia, he might
belong to Maskari, Vaisnavite tradition of which the ascetic is supposed to carry a stick. In
the opening verse, the author states that his purpose in compiling these aphorisms is to
make available the grammar of Sarasvati for the improvement of the knowledge of
ordinary people or uneducated people (bala). To fulfil this purpose he has compiled almost
700 rules. However the amount of siitras in printed works varies due to editing. He further
comments that lengthy descriptions are excluded (nativistaram) from the work on this
ground. Therefore his grammar does not include all the possible forms regarding a certain
grammatical point, but most accepted forms or new forms. Some optional formations of
Paninian grammar are simply neglected to give much emphasis on the definite rules. Like
many post-Paninian grammarians he also deliberately precludes the rules for Vedic

grammar.

714Bertram G. Liyanage, Centre for Asian Studies, University of Kelaniya, word-press, 2015.


https://gregoriandoc.wordpress.com/author/bgliyanage/
https://gregoriandoc.wordpress.com/author/bgliyanage/
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The second verse of the work reminds the reader of the famous story of Indra (king of
gods) who was learning grammar from Brhaspati. For the author of “Sarasvata-Prakriya”
grammar, even Indra could not go to the far shore of this ocean of grammar, so then
humanity has an excuse!

As for the myth behind the compiling of this grammar referred to by Belvakar earlier
and also in this chapter. It is said that one day, in a public speech, Anubhiitisvariipacarya
used the word ‘pumksu’. At that time, the scholars from the audience objected to him,
saying that its formation is wrong. He did not admit the objection. Then he was required
to explain its formation and promised to make it clear next day. He went home and
contemplated on goddess Sarasvati. Being pleased with his devotion she gave him 700
rules on Sanskrit grammar and among them there was a sttra ‘asambhave pumsah kak sau’
clarifying the formation of pumksu. This grammar, thereafter, came into being and became
well known. While the passage would definitely encourage the students, on the other
hand, it throws light on the assumption that this grammar would follow the Aindra system
closely. There were two grammatical systems with the same name Aindra; one is prior to

Panini and other being posterior. The author might refer to older system because the later

system has no relation with “Sarasvata-Prakriya”. In fact the older Aindra system remains
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only by name at present, which is an obstacle to reaching a definite conclusion as to

whether it was a gift from goddess Sarasvati!

2. Dasgupta in Volume 2 History of Indian Philosophy , p.116 states
“Anubhtisvartipacarya (late thirteenth century), the teacher of Anandajfiana, also
wrote commentaries on all the three works of Anandabodha”(detailed previously in
this chapter, p.192). “Anandajfiana, also called Anandagiri, was probably a native of
Gujarat and lived in the middle of the thirteenth century. Mr Tripathi”!5 points out in
his introduction to Anandajfiana’s Tarka-sariigraha that Anandajfiana was a spiritual
head of the Dvaraka monastery of Sankara, of which Surveévaracarya was the first
teacher. He was a pupil of two teachers, Anubhiitisvariipacarya and Suddhananda.

Anubhtisvartpacarya wrote five works, viz, (i) a grammatical work called Sarasvata-

71‘[Sln’croduction T.RTriparthi Tarkasangraha Gaekwald Oriental Series , Baroda 1919
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prakriyd, (2) a commentary on Sankaras commentary on Gaudapadas Mandikya-
karikah, (3) a commentary on Anandabodha Yatis Nyaya-makaranda, called Nyaya-
makaranda-samgrha, (4) a commentary, called Candrika, on Anandabodha’s Nyaya-
dipavali, and (5) another commentary, called Nibandha, on Anandabodha’s Pramana-
mala. Nothing is known about his other teacher, Suddhananda. who is different from
the other Suddhananda, the teacher of Svayamprakasa of 17th century”. Das Gupta
mistakenly calls Anubhiitisvariipacarya the teacher of Anandabodha rather than the
disciple, on p.194 ! Later on pp.196-198 Dasgupta gives an account of the ‘Philosophy
of Prakatartha-Vivaranam ’'(what Anubhatisvartipacarya in his colophon defines as
‘prarabhyate vivaranam Prakatartham etat’76 on ‘Brahma Siitra-Bhasya) (A.D. 1200?)
without being able to identify its author. He has since been proved to be
Anubhiitisvariipacarya. Cintamani’l7, comments, “The importance of this work was
first brought to the notice of scholars by Mr Tripathi78. In his introduction to

Anandagiri’s Tarkasangraha he says ‘Though not the first - for the oldest commentary

716 Colophon to Prakatartha-vivaranam ‘prarabhyate vivaranam Prakatartham etat’ This commentary

called Prakatartha is undertaken for the purpose of making clear (the meaning of Sankara’s Bhasya

on the Brahma-sitras).

717 pvi TR.Chintamani ed. Prakatartha-vivarana of Anubhiitisvaripacarya,Vol.1 Parimal Delhi 1939

718 pxiv Tarkasangraha Gaekwald Oriental Series , Baroda 1919
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is the Bhamati of Vacaspatimisra- the Prakatartha-Vivaranam is the first complete
commentary on the Bhasya, written from the point of view of Padmapada and
Prakasatman. Padmapada and Prakasatman wrote only on the first four siitras of the
first pada of the first adhyaya . Vacaspatimisra was a follower of Mandanamisra (and
wrote a commentary on his Brahmasiddhi) and on the philosophical side Mandana
represents a school different from that of Sri Sankara...The followers of Padmapada
and Prakasatman regard Vacaspati, more as a follower of Mandana than of
Sankara.This forms the basis of the sneer in the phrase “vicaspatis tu
Mandanaprstasevi” (quoted earlier) in the Prakatartha-Vivarana (I1I-iv-77)”. Das Gupta
also underlines the importance of this commentary. “ The author does not... reveal
his own name and the references which can be found in other works are all
references to its name as Prakatar or to the author of the Prakatartha (prakatartha-kara)
and not to the authors personal name. This work has been referred to by
Anandajiiana  of the thirteenth century' (Mundaka Up. p. 32; Kena. Up. p, 23;
Anandasrama editions,. 1918 and 1917 CE), and it may well be supposed that the
author of the work lived in the latter half of the twelfth century. He certainly
preceded Ramadvaya, the author of the Vedanta-kaumudi, who not only refers to the

Prakatartha, but has been largely influenced in many of his conceptions bv the
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argument of this work. The author of the latter holds that the indefinable maya in
association with pure consciousness (cin-matra-sambandhini) is the mother of all
existence (bhiita-prakrti). Through the reflection of pure consciousness in maya is
produced Iévara (God), and by a transformation of Him there arises the creator
Brahma, and it is by the reflection of the pure consciousness in the infinite parts of
this Brahma that there arise the infinite number of individual souls through the
veiling and creating functions of the maya. Maya or ajiana is not negation, but a
positive material cause, just as the earth is of the jug”!®. However, being of the nature
of veiling (avaranatvat) and being destructible through right knowledge (prakasa-
heyatvat), it cannot be known as it is: still it may well be regarded as the positive
cause of all illusions”?0. The well- known Vedantic term svaprakasa is defined in the
Prakatartha as illumination without the cognition of its own idea (sva-sariwvinair

apeksena sphuranam). The Self is to be regarded as self- revealing; for without such a

719

ajiiadnam nabhava upadanatvan mydavat. M.S.p.11 None of these references correspond with

T.Chintamani’s edition!

720

avaranatvat prakasa-heyatvat va tamavat svariipena pramanayogatve’py abhava-vyavrtti bhrama-

haranatvadi-dharmavisistasya pramanikatvam na virudhyate M.S.p.12
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supposition the revelation of the self would be inexplicable”2l. Anubhiitisvariipacarya,

the author of the Prakatartha, then criticizes the Kumarila’s view of cognition as being

a subjective act, inferable from the fact of a particular awareness, as also the Nyaya-

VaiSesika and Prabhakara views of knowledge as an illumination of the object

inhering in the subject’?2 and the Bhaskara view of knowledge as merely a particular

kind of activity of the self. He ultimately holds the view that the mind or manas is a

substance with a preponderance of sattva, which has an illuminating nature, and that

it is this manas which, being helped by the moral destiny (adrstadi-sahakrtam), arrives

at the place where the objects stand like a long ray of light and comes in contact with

it, and then as a result thereof, pure consciousness is reflected upon the object, and

this leads to its cognition. Perceptual cognition, thus defined, would be a mental

transformation which can excite the revelation of an object’?> In the case of

inference, however the transformation of manas takes place without any actual touch

with the objects; and there is therefore no direct excitation revealing the object; for

721

atma svaprakasas tato'nyatha nupapad yamanatve sati

prakasamanatvan na ya evam na sa evam yatha kumbhah M.S. 53-54

722

723

.....atma-samavayi visaya-prakasa-jianam M.S. 54

manah parinamah sariwid-vyafijako jianam M.S.p.24
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the manas, being in direct touch with the reason or the liniga, is prevented from being
in contact with the object that is inferred. There is here not an operation by which the
knowledge of the object can be directly revealed, but only such a transformation of
the manas that a rise of the idea about the object may not be obstructed”2*”.
Anubhitisvartipacarya very much points here towards the analysis in Gaudapada’s
Karika 3.35725 ‘“That very mind becomes the fearless Brahman’. As has previously been
stated Anubhitisvaripacarya accepted the distinction between maya and ajfiana as

conditioning I$vara and jiva as an gvarana or viksepa power veiling that Brahman.

724

upalabdha-sambandhartha karena parinatam mano’ndvabhasa-vyavytti-matraphalam, na tu sarivid-

vyafijakam lingadi-samvid-vyavadhanat pratibandhat....M.S. p.54

725 Gaudapada’s Karika 3.35 “tadeva nirbhayari brahma..”
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3. T.R.Chintamani Editor of ‘Prakatarthavivarana’ 1939 Volumes I and I1

In the preface of  ‘Prakatarthavivarana’ 1935 from which we have already quoted,
Chintamani makes some most helpful comments about Anubhfitisvartipacarya’s magnum-

opus, whose authorship of the ‘Prakatarthavivarana’ had not been discovered at that point.

Although the name is not known, he does explain that 726“the expression, Prakatarthakara
Sri Carana , which is used in some Advaitic works in referring to this author, is similar to
expressions like Prakasatma, Sri Carana; Sri Carana is here an honorific affix like
Bhagavatpada,”( for Sri Sankara)....He states the date of the commentary must be later than
Udayana (f1.984) referred to several times, and earlier than Anandagiri(ﬂ.l?)OO) who refers
to this work several times and even confirms he is his vidya guru. Chintamani ascertains
the work is probably written before Ramanuja on the grounds that Ramanuja did not

become famous until mid 12th century.

He further comments on the name Prakatarthakara, conjecturing that the author so
named it in contrast to the Vivarana of Prakasatman, which he says is ‘Giidhartha-Vivarana’
i.e. a commentary on the hidden or mystic sense of Sri Sankara’s bhdsya or rather

Prakasatman’s commentary on that. It has been explained in a language which is ‘terse’;

726

pvi T.R.Chintamani Editor of ‘Prakatarthavivarana of Anubhiitisvariipacarya’ 1939, Parimal

Publications, Delhi ,India
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terse in the sense that it cannot be understood easily. In contrast Anubhfitisvartipacarya
has explained things in a form, which in his opinion is lucid and clear, hence the name
Prakatartha-Vivarana. Most importantly, where the commentaries of Padmapada and
Prakasatman’s Vivarana only dealt with the first four siitras from the Kevaladvaita position
of Adi Sankara, Anubhitisvaripacarya has expounded on all 555 Brahma-siitras with

Sanikara’s bhdsya, so this is hugely significant for the development of Advaita Vedanta.

Chintamani also provides a most helpful summary of the content of the Prakatartha
along with the content of the Sri Sankara’s bhisya. At the beginning of the second volume
of the text he also lists the works and authors referred to in the Prakatarthavivarana,

providing a fully edited text with footnotes and some variant readings.
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4. V. Raghavan’?’, "Anubhiiti Svariipacarya", 1942 ABORI 23, 1942, 352-36

In 1942 V. Raghavan makes a great contribution to our understanding of Anubhti-
Svartiipacarya by for the first time establishing the authorship of the Prakatarthavivarana.

the Istasiddhivivarana etc. as that of Anubhfiti-Svartipacarya.

“In the history of Advaita literature, he has also been known as the preceptor of one
Janardana who wrote the Tattvaloka. Aufrecht 728adds that Anubhiitisvariipacarya wrote a

gloss on Anandabodha’s Pramanamala 729.

727 V. Raghavan, "Anubhuti Svarupacarya", ABORI 23, 1942, 352-36

728 Aufrecht records the reference L, 2869 ( ino ). The following other manuscripts of it are known

now; Madras Trien. Cat. R. 3268; one in Ra4uvailinatham, Cochin ; one in the Mutt at Srigeri ; and

one described in the Trivandrum Curators Catalogue, II, 310 A.

729 CC. L. p. 17a. Tekkematham, Cochin.



510
Mr. T. M. Tripathi, in his introduction to the QOS edition of the Tarkasamgraha, drew our

attention to three more works of Anubhitisvartipacarya the Samgraha’3® on the
Nyayamakaranda of Anandabodha, as well as the Candriki on Anandabodha’s
Nyayadipavali and a gloss73! on the Gaudapadiyabhiasya of Sankara. Dr Raghavan states that
MrTripathi recorded also an interesting anecdote about the origin of the Sarasvata siitras
( p. x ) and considered that Anubhtisvartipacarya wrote both the Sitras and the Prakriya

of the Sarasvata grammar.

He refers to another work?32 called Jiianapatha, which is in fact by Anubhiitisvariipacarya,
of which nothing more is known, which was then identified as the Istasiddhi-Vivarana. He

discovers that Anubhitisvartipacarya wrote a commentary on Sri Harsa’s

730 Deo. Coll. 766 of 1891-95 ; besides the Dec. Coll, manuscript of this work, we know of other

manuscripts : Bikaner Library ; Madras Des. Cat. 15306, wrongly ascribed to Narendrapuri and Tri.

Cur. Cat. 298 ( entered anon)

731 Tekkematham ; besides that we now know of two other Mss., Mad. Trien. Oat. 2911 and Adyar
1

App. iib.

732 the Catalogue of Sanskrit Mss. in the Oudh Province for 1872, p. 24, there is entered a work

called Jianapatha
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KhandanakhandaKhadya called Sisyahitdgini733. “At the beginning or at the end,

Anubhitisvartipacarya salutes Hayagriva in most of the works. The form of the author’s
name occurring in the last verse of this work ‘Anubhavasvariipacarya’ need not make us
hesitate in taking him as one with ‘Anubhitisvartipacarya’.” Prajfiananda, author of the
gloss on the Tattvaloka of Janardana confirms he is the guru of Anandagiri and mentions

him as called Anubhavasvariipa.

Raghavan goes on” Another important work of Anubhitisvartipacarya is his Tippana on
Sankara’s Bhagavadgitabhasya. This is a brief gloss available in four manuscripts.’3*At the
beginning of the gloss on ch. 2, Anubhitisvartipacarya criticises Bhaskara and his Jiana-
karma-samuccaya. In this connection Anubhitisvartipacarya refers to another writer on
Advaita, an Acarya, as having cited Bhaskara’s text and criticised it in detail ; unfortunately,
in none of the manuscripts is the name of that Acarya clear. There are passages which
Anandagiri reproduces from this Gitabhasya Tippana, in his own commentary on the

Gitabhasya.

733In the Big Bhandar at Jesalmere, noticed on p. 26 of the Catalogue of the Mss. in the Jain

Bhandar at Jesalmere by Dalai ( GOS. XXI 1923 ). The commentary is entered here anonymously,

though the concluding verse clearly mentions the author. This seems to be a complete manuscript ;

734 Adyar Library ( Cata- logue I, p. 138b ), another in the Mysore Library ( Cat. L. p. 442 ),

a third in the office of the Curator, Trivandrum ( Des. Cat. II, 324 ), and a fourth in the new

collection of the University, Tri- vandrum.
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Raghavan further says, “An important work of Anubhitisvariipiicarya, which Mr.
Tripathi had already mentioned, is the Gaudapadiya bhasya Tippana’?> which had come to
Mr. Tripathi’s knowledge73¢. It is a perusal of this work which led to the discovery of two
important works of Anubhitisvartipacarya: The Istasiddhivivarana and the Gaudapadiya
bhasya Tippana of Anubhiitisvariipacarya. He points out that in the later on pp. 59-60 of his
above-mentioned gloss on the Gaudapiya bhasya of Sankara, Anubhitisvar@ipacarya
criticises the Ekajivavada and briefly clarifies his view of the relative plurality of Jivas and
ekamuktih, and sarvamuktih, showing the impossibility of release for all, when one gets
released. In this context, Anubhiitisvariipacarya says that he has criticised these views of
ekajiva and sarvamukti in the Istasiddhivivarana. Raghavan goes on to say “it has been
assumed without examination that the commentary is Jfianottama’'s’®”. When he
examined this Istasiddhivivarana’3® he found that its author was identical with the author

of the above-noticed Gaudapiya bhiasya Tippana and that the Istasiddhi-vivarana referred to

735 Gaudapadiya bhasya tippana of which the manuscript in the Tekkematham in the Cochin State

There are two manuscripts in the above Matham, and the Madras and Adyar Libraries, each

contains a manuscript.

736Mad. Trien. Cat. B. Bo. 2911 and Ad. Cat. 1. App. iib.
737 See Des. Cat. of the Palace Lib. No. 599 ; Cur. Lib. No. 268 .

738 Madras ms. R. 4384
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there is the same as this. The matter, for which Anubhftisvartipacarya in his Gaudapiya

bhasya Tippana refers is the Istasiddhi-vivarana. In this manuscript’® of the Istasiddhi-

vivarana we find an elaborate statement by the author of his position regarding Maya, Jiva,

Iévara, Bandha and Mukti.

5. L. Vasudeva Sarma’¥, “Anubhitisvariipa”: Preceptors of Advaita 1968

This chapter helpfully brings together what our previous commentators have said and

goes on to emphasise one of Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s contribution to Advaita lies in his

views regarding avidya which will be discussed in detail in chapter 3 of this thesis. Sharma

739 On. pp. 329-333 ( Mad. Ms. R. 4384 )

740L. Vasudeva Sarma, ‘Anubhutisvarupa 1968 Preceptors of Advaita 153-156. Reprinted TVOS 28.1,

2003, 26-30, Somata Books Chennai, India.



514

sums up Anubhtisvarapacarya’s views (p.154) “In Advaita, the supreme Lord , the

individual soul, and the phenomenal world are but appearances of the transcendental

Reality, Brahman. The principle that accounts for this seeming diversification of Brahman is

avidya or maya”. Although some Advaitins, like Vidyaranya in the Paficadasi, make a

distinction between avidya, the impure-sattva-predominant prakrti and maya, and the

pure-sattva-predominant prakrti, Anubhiitisvartipacarya does not make any such

distinction. He calls the beginningless, indeterminable primal cause of beings which is

present in pure consciousness, mayi. On the other hand the limited innumerable parts of

maya are endowed with the dvarana/concealing and viksepa/revealing powers and are

called ajiana”!. So Anubhitisvartipacarya by referring to ajiiana or avidya as parts of maya

considers them identical. Moreover, Sharma points out that, according to

Anubhitisvartipacarya, Brahman itself is both the locus and content of avidya or maya.

Regarding the nature of the Supreme Lord and the individual soul, Sharma explains

Anubhitisvartipacarya’s view as pratibimba-vada, according to which the soul is the

reflection of consciousness in avidya, and that consciousness which serves as the original

light is the Supreme Lord. Anubhitisvariipacarya states that pure consciousness when

reflected in ajiiana or avidya, a part of maya, is the individual soul. However the

741 T.Chintamani. Prakatartha-vivarana Vol.1. p.3.1.24-25
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consciousness that transcends maya is the Suddhacaitanya/pure-consciousness’.”#2S0 it is
that the ‘parts’” of maya, termed ajiiana are innumerable. So it follows that since the
caitanya/consciousness reflected in ajiiana is what we call the individual soul, and since
there are a plurality of agjiianas, there are ‘as it were” many individual souls, although in

truth they are the one caitanya/consciousness!

Sharma points out that Anubhitisvartipacarya clearly maintains the distinction between

the bound and released souls in the following way:

The ‘individual soul” who has realized Brahman, has his ajiiana which is part of maya
annihilated and thereby he is mukta/released. However although the universe, the
transformation of maya, continues to exist, the released soul is not attached to it, like the
blind man who cannot see colour even though it ‘exists’. Maya could only be annihilated
when its ‘parts” are annihilated, i.e. when all “individual souls” attain to the realization of

the knowledge of Brahman, that is become Brahman.73

42ipid. pa

743 ibid. p4 5
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As to the sadhana/the way to that realisation, Anubhttisvartipacarya expounds the view

that the viddhi/injunction” contained in the Brhadaranyakopanisad 74(I1.iv.5) defines

Nididhyasana as the meditation for the sake of direct vision, “The Self, my dear Maitreyi ,

should be realized — should be heard of, reflected on and meditated upon; by the

realization of the Self, my dear, through hearing, reflection and meditation, all this is

known.”  The Vivarana tradition considers $ravana as the principal cause whereas

Sure$vara treats Sravana and manana to be co-existent. These two culminate in

nididhyasana.” According to Anubhatisvartpacarya this is an apiirva-viddhi/ a unique

injunction. This is the position Apayya Diksita takes in his Siddhantalesa-sangraha as

regards an injunction for the study of Vedanta, reflection and meditation contained in the

Upanisadic text Brhadaranyakopanisad (ILiv.5).Prakasatman, author of the Paficapadhika-

vivarana favours this as a ‘niyama-viddhi‘whereas Vacaspatimi$ra holds there is no

injunction at all. Sharma5 concludes, “by refuting the two schools, Bhedabheda-vada

Bhaskara and the Nyaya-VaiSesika, Anubhiitisvariipacarya rendered a solid service to the

cause of Advaita” .

/44 Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 11.iv.5 atma va are drastavyah Srotayah mantavyo nididhyasitavyo maitreyi

745 p-136 Vasudeva Sarma, ‘Anubhutisvarupa 1968 Preceptors of Advaita” 153-156. Reprinted TVOS

28.1, 2003, 26-30, Somata Books Chennai, India.
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6. S.R.Krishnamurthi Sastri and PV.Sivarama Dikshitar Eds. Mandiikyagaudapadiya

with Sanikara Bhasya and Anubhutisvariipacarya’s Tippanam(1978)

By editing with introduction and notes the first commentary on what Potter calls “the first extant

piece of literature that can be safely classified as exclusively attributed in Advaita tradition to an

author “and is thus arguably the earliest and most important extant work on Advaita, viz.

Mandiikyagaudapadiya with Sankara Bhasya, S.R Krishnamurthi Sastri and PV.Sivarama Dikshitar have

both made a considerable contribution to evaluating the contribution of Anubhiitisvartipacarya to the

history of Advaita Vedanta.

They have made available one of the key works on Advaita with an extensive Tippanam by

Anubhiitisvartipacarya, previously only known as the initiator of the Sarasvataprakriya grammatical
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tradition. As Jason Schwarz puts it “ the mid-thirteenth century theologian and institution builder

Anubhiitisvariipacarya....seems to have set out to establish a tradition of interpretation ..offering

comprehensive readings of the key scholastic texts of the Advaita canon ...from a unified perspective,

with the aim of purifying his tradition and refuting the views of the dualist logicians and the

followers of Bhedabheda Vedanta..an Advaita Vedanta that is explicitly and adamantly nonsectarian.”

Krishnamurthi Sastri and Sivarama Dikshitar thus have made available in a single volume a key work

helping us to appreciate the development of Advaita teaching after the classical period of Sankara and

his immediate disciples, which helps us appreciate key developments in Advaita so evident in the

modern period, especially the profound understanding of the connection between nirvikalpa-samadhi,

dhyana and asparéa-yoga, discussed in the Tippanam on 3.39. as assumed by modern Sarikardcarya’s like

Santananda Sarasvati of Jyotirmath.

Krishnamurthi Sastri and Sivarama Dikshitar assert that one of Anubhitisvartipacarya’s most

important contributions to Aduvaita lies in his views on avidya, which are rooted in the Advaita

teaching, viz. that the seeming diversification of Brahman into the supreme Lord, the individual soul
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and the phenomenal world is due to avidya or maya. He does not make any distinction between maya

and avidyd, unlike some Advaitins like, Bharatatirtha (Vidyaranya). “He holds that the beginningless,

indeterminable primal cause of beings which is present in the pure consciousness is maya”746. The

limited innumerable parts of maya are endowed with a concealing (dvarana) and revealing or

projecting (viksepa) power are called ajiianas. So by referring to ajiiana or avidya as ‘parts’ of maya

Anubhiitisvartipacarya is considering them to be identical.

7 S.Revathy, Three Little Known Advaitins. Madras 1990

In 1990 Dr S.Revathy provided the fullest account so far available on the contribution of

Anubhitisvartipacarya to Advaita, comparing his teachings on Brahman and Maya, Jiva

746 p.Xiii S.R.Krishnamurthi Sastri and PV.Sivarama Dikshitar Eds. Mandikyagaudapadiya with Sankara Bhasya and Anubhdtisvarfipacarya’s

Tippanam(1978)
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and [$vara, the World and Liberation with that of Advaitavidyacarya and Kavitarika
Cakravarti Nrsimha Bhattopadhyaya. Dr.Revathy makes the very important point at the
outset, that although the variety of ways in which the Advaitins discussed may give the
impression of more than one “school” of Advaita, she is of the view that the variations in
the ways they deal with the issues mentioned, do not jeopardise their commitment to the
basic tenets of Advaita which all the writers share. In taking this position she claims to be
simply adopting the approach of Appayya Diksita’s famous Siddhanta-lesa-sanigraha in
which he brilliantly presents a compendium of all the post Sarkara-Advaitins up to his

time.

Dr Revathy’#” reminds us that effectively Anubhiitisvartipacarya became a ‘forgotten
author in the history of Advaita’ in spite of producing eight very important works on
Advaita. His magnum opus itself, the Prakatartha-Vivarana alone of those eight works was
remembered, and even then his real name was lost since he was remembered simply as

Prakatartha-kara.

Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s most famous disciple, Anandagiri, alias Janardana, was the

author of Tattvaloka, which he himself says was directly based on the Prakatartha-

747 p-3 Revathy,S Three Little Known Advaitins. Madras 1990
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Vivarana.”#8 As has previously been remarked Anubhiitisvartipacarya criticizes some of
Vacaspatimisra’s( f1.960) arguments found in his Bhamati, an exposition of Sankara’s bhisya
on the Brahmasiitra. These criticisms Amalananda(fl.1255) seeks to answer in his
commentary, the Kalpataru on the Bhamati without referring to Anubhitisvartipacarya by
name, details of which are provided in a very important article by Prof. M. Hiriyanna7.
The point is that the references were identified as Anubhfitisvartipacarya’s. Likewise later

Appayya Diksita( f1.1550) in his Siddhanta-lesa-sangraha™ makes references to Prakatartha-

748

p-55 Tattvaloka, §ﬁrimkamahdbhdsyuprakatﬁrthanibandhanam , janardano nirtksyemar tattvalokarm

vinimame// iti Srimad anubhiitisvariupacaryasisyena.....Sri mata janardanen vinimite tattvaloke
dvitiyo'dhyayah Tattvaloka of Janardana, the pupil of Anubhiitisvartipacarya,the famous author of
the Sarasvatiprakriya (see above No. 54), is a defence of the Advaita Vedanta against the Nyaya-
Vaisesika system. It consists of 60 sections divided into two Adhyayas. For a MS. of the text, see
Hall, Index, p. 157 and Aufrecht, Leipzig Catalogue,No. 890. Janardana quotes Bhaskara
(Nimbarka)and bases his work on S’ankara’s S’arirabhasya.The commentary called Tattvaprakas'ika.
was composed by the author’s pupil. A MS. of this commentary ( Peterson. Reports, III. p. 208) is
dated Samvat 1432. Both the teacher and the pupil appear to have flourished in the 14th century.

Our MS. is about 300 years old.The Asiatic Society of Mumbai Granth Sanjeevani

749 pp-1-8, M. Hiriyanna:(1945) Gleanings from the Prakatartha, The Journal of the Oriental research,

Vol.15

750

pp-8,68,,119 Siddhanta-lesa-sanigraha with commentary Krsnalankara ; Eds. SKrishnamurti and

N. Veezhinathan, Srimad Appayya Diksitendra Granthavali Prakasanasamiti,Secunderabad, 1973
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Vivarana, as does Ramananda’s!( 17th century), author of the Ratnaprabha ( on Sankara’s

bhasya on the Brahmasiitra), who also had access to the Prakatartha-Vivarana.

As we have already shown, much later Dr V.Raghavan’2 conclusively showed that
Anubhitisvartipacarya was in fact the author of Prakatartha-Vivarana, Istasiddhi-Vivarana

and other works.

Dr. Revathi explains, following T.Chintamani, how Anubhitisvartipacarya in the
Prakatartha-Vivarana systematically refutes the Bhedabheda school of Bhaskara followed by
Kesava, Madhava and Amrtananda, who expounded the pre-Sankara view of Bhedabheda,
parinama, as well holding to the view ‘jiiana-karma-samucchaya * viz. knowledge and action
are joint means to liberation. Likewise Anubhitisvartipacarya refutes the dualism of the
Nyaya-Vai$esika school. So Kularkapandita (an 11th century Naiyayikan) developed a
technique called maha-vidyanumana in his Dasa-sloka-maha-vidya-siitra’>3to undermine the

Parva-Mimamsa arguments for the eternity of sounds and to support the Nyaya-VaiSesika

751 p- 561 Prakatartha-Vivarana, p.660 parakrantar catra darpanatikayam acaryaih ityuprabhyate; p.818

P-V.989 etat sutrabhasyabhavanabhijiiah sannyasasramadharmasravanadau vidhir nastiti vadanti

Ramananda( 17th century), author of the Ratnaprabhi( on Sankara’s bhdsya on the Brahmasiitra,

752\ Raghavan, "Anubhittisvaripicirya”, ABORI 23, 1942, 352-368

753 1920 Dasa-sloka-maha-vidya-siitra published with Maha-vidya-Vidaribana of Bhattavadindra in

Gaekward’s Oriental Series
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view that sounds are non-eternal.’>* Later on the Nyaya-VaiSesika school used special

types of syllogisms to prove the existence and eternal nature of the parmanu instead as the

essential cause of the universe. Clearly all these are in direct opposition to the

fundamental tenets of Advaita, which state that Brahman is the cause of the universe,

being the substratum of maya. Moreover, the universe is mithya and knowledge alone is

the means to liberation/moksa.

754 pp. 118-125 Dasgupta, A History of Indian philosophy, Vol.II
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8. A.Solomon; Ed. ‘Khandanakhandakhadya of Sri Harsa with S'isyahitaisini Tika of

Anubhitisvaraipacarya(1990) Gujarat University, Ahmedabad, India

Dr Solomon has likewise rendered a great service by working with manuscripts of the
critical study, from photocopies of Palm-leaf MSS, preserved in Bhandars of Jsalmer and
Pattan(having only Paricchedas II-IV) publishing it for the first time. Again, although no
mention of the author is given, she has been able to prove him to be
Anubhitisvartipacarya. In addition Dr Solomon has provided a most helpful introduction
giving fresh perspectives on Anubhiitisvariipacarya, not least of which is her hypothesis
as to a chronology for his nine works, as well as supporting evidence for $r7 Harsa himself

being one of his teachers.

It is pointed out by Dr Solomon that one of Anubhitisvartipacarya’s characteristics

portions which are difficult. Moreover his fierce criticism of Bhaskara and others from

Bhedabheda school, as well as so called” Kevaladvaitins like Vacaspatimisra is evident here
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too. As he criticised the views of Ekajiva and Sarva-mukti in the Istasiddhi-Vivarana, so too

here in his SiSyahitazsznz—tikﬁ.

Similar to his views expressed in the Istasiddhi-Vivarana are those here in the
Sisyahitaisini-tika.”"*He expounds at length regarding maya, jiva, Isvara, Bandha and Mukti.
Indeed Anubhiitisvartipacarya refers to some Advaitin, presumably Citsukha previously
mentioned, whom he says has not really seen the Istasiddhi, and as a result has wrongly

attributed Ekajiva-vada to the work, describing the writer as an Upasaka of Traipura

Salagrama, saying he is therefore averse to Brahma-vidya, i.e. not a true Kevaladvaitin.

It may be that Anubhitisvariipacarya however is here referring to Pratyaksasvartipa,
whose only work was his commentary, Nayanaprasadini’>¢ on the Tattvapradipika of
Citsukha(fl.1295) ascribing ekajiva-vada to the Istasiddhi of Vimuktatman, implying that
Citsukha also had this view, even though he has not written a commentary on the
Istasiddhi. Further in the Istasiddhi-Vivarana Anubhitisvariipacarya gives a rebuttal of a
Naiyayika who had made fun of the Istasiddhi as a storehouse of jatyuttaras,(futile

responses based on caste!).

755 ,.329-333 Sisyahitaisini-tika

75 6p.592 ekajivavadibhr apyayam artho'ngikriyatw ityaha Istasiddhiti. Nayanaprasadini , Saddar$ana

Prakarsana, Varanasi, 1974
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9. Roger Marcaurelle’s Freedom through Inner Renunciation: Sankara's Philosophy in

a New Light (SUNY, 1999)

Marcaurelle argues that the only renunciation, which Sankara holds to be indispensable
for the attainment of liberation is an inner renunciation, a “renunciation of doership-
where the object consists of the sense of being the doer of mental and physical actions” (p.
15)757. Moreover, on Marcaurelle’s reading, such inner renunciation is available to all
human beings who are desirous of liberation, regardless of caste, stage of life, or gender.
According to Marcaurelle, this is how Sankara accounts for the attainment of liberation by
certain householders and women in the Hindu scriptures. This contrasts with
conventional interpretations, according to which such attainments must be explained by

physical renunciation undertaken in previous lifetimes.

In his chapter on Post-Sankara Advaita Vedanta Marcaurelle claims that Padmapada’s

Paficapadika provides the basis for the (so-called) "Vivarana school’. However he says that

757 P15 Roger Marcaurelles Freedom through Inner Renunciation: Sankaras Philosophy in a New

Light (SUNY, 1999)
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Padmapada( .740) does not really comment on the six qualities referred to by Sankara in
his Bhasya on BS 1.1.1 , especially the prerequisites uparati (or uparama/quietness) but
merely states the names of the other items”8, nor does Prakasatma’s ( most authorities
f1.975 CE, though according to Marcaurelle mid.13th.c. without supporting evidence!)
Vivarana on the Padmapada’s Pasicapadika comment on its meaning. Moreover, Marcaurelle
claims that ‘the idea of physical renunciation as a sine qua non for Self-knowledge
originated within the Vivarana school outside the commentaries on the Paficapadika. It
seems to have been held first by Anubhitisvariipacarya’”, especially in his
Prakatarthavivarana...that was to exert a major influence in the Vivarana school’. Then he
gives one quote from Prakatarthavivarana’l...apparently supporting his view followed by
another diametrically opposed to such an interpretation’land entirely in line with his
whole emphasis on inner renunciation, especially when interpreting Asparsa-yoga in

Anubhitisvartipacarya’s Tippanam on GaudapadaKarika 3.39”The Yoga, that is familiarly

758 p-440, Padmapada’s Paficapadika,Shri Dakshinamurti Prakashana, Varanasi

759 P178 Roger Marcaurelles Freedom through Inner Renunciation: Sankara's Philosophy in a New

Light (SUNY, 1999)

760 p.28 BS 1.1.1 Prakatarthavivarana, T R.Cintamani 2012 Parimal, Delhi,

761ibid. p.810-811 BS 3.4.38 Prakatarthavivarana, T R.Cintamani 2012 Parimal, Delhi,



528

referred to as ‘contactless’ is difficult to be comprehended by any one of theYogis. For
those Yogis, who apprehend fear where there is no fear, are afraid of it”762! Marcaurelle
then writes of Anandagiri following his master Anubhiitisvariipacarya interpreting
‘uparati’ as (purely) physical renunciation. However this in no way accounts for his
interpretation elsewhere of inner renunciation, as in no way purely physical. For example,
Anandagiri’s affirmation of Sankara’s interpretation of ‘Tena tyaktena’ in Isopanisad 1 as
‘aham eva idam sarvam’/ ‘By that renunciation” means (realising ) ‘I am verily this whole

universe’!73

However taken more generally, if Marcaurelle’s reading of Sankara is correct then recent
movements (i.e. the Ramakrishna Mission, Transcendental Meditation, Siddha Yoga)
which seek to make Vedantic spiritual goals and practices available to a wider public

become legitimized from the conservative centre of the tradition, thus encompassing all

762 GaudapadaKarika 3.39 “asparsayoga vai nama durdarsah sarvayogibhih ,

yogino bibhyati hyasmad abhaye bhayadarsinah”
p123 ’Gaudapﬁdiya—gaﬁkarabhd_syu—tippana’, MSS . Two in Tekkematham, Kochin. Ed.
S.R Krishnamurti Sastri (1978) Sanskrit Education Society, Madras.

763 Ts’opanisad verse l,éaﬁkarabhﬁsya, Panoliv, Vol.ii, Mathrubhumi Publishing, Calcut-1,(2006)
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(such as Western practitioners) seeking inner renunciation and liberation from ignorance

to realise the Absolute, the One Self, Brahman, God.764.

10. Michael Comans, ‘The method of Early Advaita” 2000 Motilal Banarsidass , Delhi

In this fine study of Gaudapada, Sankara, Sureévara and Padmapada, Comans quotes from
Anubhiitisvaraipacarya’s 765 ‘Gaudapadiya-Sarnkarabhasya-tippana’ in his notes 19, 20, 27, 29,
43,59, 63 an 67 in the chapter on Gaudapada on Liberation and the Means to Liberation.
However each time he makes the mistake of thinking that Anandagiri’s interpretation or
exposition of the Karika has influenced his master Anubhtisvartipacarya’s interpretation
or explanation of the text. However the exact reverse is the truth for
Anubhiitisvariipacarya had it seems been Anandagiri's master for many years and the
latter has adopted many of the views, even exact wording of his master on several

occasions, as  S.A.Upadhyaya’ has demonstratrated in his study of Anandagiri's

764Book Review:Freedom Through Inner Renunciation: Sankara's Philosophy in a New Light Roger

Marcaurelle (2001)Jeffery Long, 2001, Journal of Religion

765p.123 ‘Gaudapadiya-Sanikarabhasya-tippana’, S.Subrahmanyashastri (ed.) Upanisadbhasyam Vol.1

Varanasi: Mahesh Research Insitute 1979

766Tattvdloka, Introduction, S.A.Upadhyaya pp. xxii-xxv Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Delhi. 1969
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Tattvaloka. Anandagiri refers either directly to his master Anubhiitisvartipacarya or quite

often he simply calls him Prakatarthavivarana-kara!

11.  Karl Potter Encyclopedia Indian Philosophies Vol. XI Advaita Vedanta From 800 to

1200, Motilal Banarsidass, 2006, Delhi,India.

This most valuable work was written apparently before there was awareness of the
significance of Anubhiitisvariipacarya’s contribution to Advaita Vedanta available to
K.Potter. However in chapter 1977 in spite of his quoting from the extremely important
edition edited by E.Solomon of ‘Khandanakhandakhadya’ of Sri Harsa with 5i$yahitai5ini
Ttka’$no other reference is made to his significance nor even to the extensive introduction

on the importance of Anubhitisvariipacarya in general and this Tika in particular as

767 p-557 Karl Potter Encyclopedia Indian Philosophies Vol XI Advaita Vedanta From 800 to 1200,

Motilal Banarsidass , 2006, Delhi,India.

768 ‘Khandanakhandakhadya’ of Sri Harsa with 5isyahitai5ini Tika of Anubhatisvartapacarya(1990)

Gujarat University, Ahmedabad, India,
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being the first full commentary on Khandanakhandakhadya. Furthermore on page 592 Potter

fails to attribute the Istasiddhi-Vivaranam to Anubhiitisvariipacarya, instead simply using

his much less common name, Anandanubhava, without reference to the contents or

significance of this work, in spite of devoting the whole of chapter 4 to the Ista

Siddhi( ¢.1005) itself by Vimuktatman, whose most important commentator was in fact

Anubhitisvartipacaryal

Finally in the endnotes he refers to N.Veezhinathan”® Anubhiitisvariipacarya’ published

by bulletin of the Institute of Traditional Cultures, 1968 but with no indication of it’s

contents!

769 6.749.9.3 N. Veezhinathan, "Anubhutisvarupacarya--his contribution to Advaita Vedanta", BITC

1968, 191-21 5.749.9.4 N. Veezhinathan, "Anubhutisvarupacarya", TVOS 5, 1978, 379-420
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12.  Ista Siddhi Vivaranam , Critical study Dr.R.K.Sastrigal (Adi Sankara Research

Centre, Chennai, India, 2006

S.N.Sastri has performed a most useful service in translating into English Dr

R.K.Sastrigal’s’”0 thesis on the Ista Siddhi Vivaranam, a work until fairly recently wrongly

attributed to Jiianottma. As we have previously shown V,Raghavan’’! was able to confirm

the view that  JAanottma’s commentary published in1933 was in fact based on

Anubhutisvarupacarya’s Ista Siddhi Vivaranam. In this critical study, as well as providing us

with an edited Sanskrit text of the Ista Siddhi Vivaranam, R. Sastrigal provides information

about Anubhutisvarupacarya himself, and giving some outline of his teaching, with

chapters on Maya and Avidya, Brahman and Jiva, The World and Liberation.

770 Ista Siddhi Vivaranam, Critical study Dr.R.K.Sastrigal (Adi Sankara Research Centre, Chennai,

India, 2006

771 V.Raghavan “Anubhiitisvariipacarya- Author of ‘Prakatarthavivarana’, ‘Istasiddhivivarana’, etc.

pp-352-368 Annals o the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Vol. XXIIIL, 1942.
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13. Milind Sanatkumar Joshi, Anubhutisvarupacarya and His Sarasvataprakriya-a

Mahiman Publishing House, 2011 Vadora, India

Dr M.S. Joshi has also provided an invaluable service by having his PhD,

‘A Critical , Historical and textual Study of Sarasvata School of Sanskrit Grammar'772 published,

helping to explain as it does why Anubhutisvarupacarya’s work survived as a popular

Sanskrit Grammar in Gujarat and beyond for seven hundred years, by providing relatively

easy access to Sanskrit language with much simplification of the Paninian system, largely

for Muslim rulers and non-Brahmins. Part 1 of this work provides a textual analysis of the

Siitra-patha Naredacarya, who is said to have authored the Sarasvata aphorisms after

obtaining the grace of Goddess Sarasvati, as Panini obtained 14 siitras from Mahesvara.

Naredacarya, is believed to have lived in the 10th century and to have been the original

author of the Sarasvata-Vyakarana, comprising 568 siitras. The exposition of his aphorisms

by Anubhutisvarupacarya, who flourished in the 13th century is called the Sarasvata-

772 Milind Sanatkumar Joshi, Anubhutisvarupacarya and His Sarasvataprakriya— Mahiman

Publishing House, 2011 Vadora, India
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prakriya, which has remained as a text- book on grammar till the present day in parts of

India. It is this work which is popularly known as Sarasvata-Vyakaranam and its technical

terms are the currently popular ones.

In providing details of Anubhutisvarupacarya, M.S.Joshi’73 quotes from a source he calls

the Bhiuimika of Shastri Navakshor and verse in Sanskrit from the Subodhika Uttararddha. ‘A

hermit ( mascara i.e. bearing a bamboo cane/maskara) bearing the name ‘Anubhati” as the

first member and ‘svariipa’ as the second(i.e. Anubhutisvarupacarya) has composed an

auspicious( $ubha) text of grammatical operations( prakriya) befitting to the clever

(catrur-rocita).

The controversial discussion about Anubhutisvarupacarya’s use of the form purmiksu

(referred to earlier) was for use in the Varanasi court. This grammatically incorrect usage,

instead of pumsu has another shade of meaning, ‘asambhave’ ‘egarding the Unborn or

birth-less Persons’. The plural usage indicates either plurality or the polite the form of

respect (for the Divine being). The anecdote gives some ground for

Anubhutisvarupacarya’s being a resident of Varanasi. He was apparently a hermit of the

Sarasvati sect of monks, so residing in a hermitage( asrama /matha) of the Sarasvsti

773 ibid. p.98-99
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Sannydsins, not a wandering monk( sadhu). Anubhatisvartipacarya not only salutes

‘Ganapa(pati) “ one of the Varanasi deities but as we have said Hayagriva, suggesting he was

connected with a subset of Sarasvati Sannyasins’.

A final benedictory stanza (antamarngala) prays to Lord Haya-griva for protection, referring

to Haya-griva worship. So, it is possible that Anubhiitisvariipacarya belonged to the group

of Sannyasins whose sect-deity was Hayagriva/having a horse’s head/kneck’.

“ May Goddess Laksmi’s (Kamala’s ) shelter, Lord Griva, whose lotus feet are worshipped

devotedly(fully-sucked) by the honey- bees in the form of gods, demons and men, protect

you( learners and teachers).”

Anubhftisvartipacarya had more than twenty commentators on his work, none radically

altering it, so his original form of grammar is still recognisable today in some parts of

India.
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14. Jason Schwarz JH (2017)21:345-389, Schwarz,Jason; Parabrahman among the

Yogins

Jason Schwarz is the most recent scholar to refer to the works of Anubhiitisvariipacarya,
showing huge appreciation of his importance in the history of Advaita Vedanta. Indeed,
although it is not possible to fully substantiate all the claims he has made for
Anubhitisvariipacarya, the evidence from my on going research accords very much with
his broad vision. Anubhitisvartipacarya provides one of the key links between the early
Advaita of Sri Sankara and his four earliest disciples and the modern age in which we find
the depth of Advaita Vedanta works links closely with the depth of Yoga and its practises
for the same purpose or end of ‘liberation” in the 21st century, which one could say is the

true point of the ‘meeting of East and West’.

Jason Schwarz, as has been referred to earlier, summarizes his view: 774 “We can locate
this substantive reimagining of the Vedantic construal of meditation in the most

incongruous of places: the writings of the mid- thirteenth-century theologian and

774p.365-366 Jason Schwarz JH (2017)21:345-389, Schwarz,Jason; Parabrahman Among the Yogins
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institution-builder Anubhiitisvartipacarya. Perhaps most famous today as the initiator of

the grammatical tradition of the Sarasvataprakriya, more than a century before Vidyaranya,

Anubhitisvartipacarya seems to have set out to establish a tradition of interpretation....

offering comprehensive readings of the key scholastic texts of the Advaita canon from a

doctrinally and methodologically unified hermeneutical perspective, with the aim of

purifying his tradition and refuting the views of the dualist logicians and followers of

Bhedabheda Vedanta....Anubhiitisvariipacarya envisions an Advaita Vedanta that is explicitly

and adamantly non-sectarian. Not only does he refuse to identify Brahman with any

particular deity in a substantive fashion, but in the sub-commentary on Gaudapida’s

Mandiikyakarika, he actively holds up for ridicule a range of ritual practices, constitutive of

the identities of specific religious communities...”

In the rest of this thesis we will explore some of these aspects of the teaching of this

important but still relatively unknown Advaitin.
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