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FOREWORD

The Sri Abhinava Vidyatheertha Swamigal Scientific
Research Academy was formed as part of the 61st birth-day
celebrations of His Holiness Jagadguru Abhinava Vidyatheertha
Swamigal of Sringeri Sharada Peetany., It was felt that, apart
from the usual celebrations consisting of religious functions and
meetings to express devotion, a more permanent form should be
given to the celebrations consistent with the lofty and transcend-
ental objectives of Saniatana Dharma, the maintenance of which
i1s the raison-d’eire of the great Sharada Pectam. From the
time of Adi Sankara down to the present day, the Pontiffs of the
Sharada Peetam have made significant contributions to the
philosophy of Advaita by personal instruction and written inter-
pretation.  Several of the authoritative texts on the subjects like
Sri Sureswaracharya’s Naishkarmya Siddhi and the Varttikas
and the numerous writings of the great Vidyaranya owe their
existence to the spiritual insight and philosophical expertise of
the saints who have adorned this Peetam.

But the interpretation of nature which is the cardinal
characteristic of Western scientific knowledge has introduced a
new methodology in all types of learning, including the rational
and supra-rational realms of human experience and under-
standing. While during the 19th century, the so-called scientific
outlook was confined to a mechanistic interpretation of an ever
expanding knowledge over the physical world, more recent
research seeks to probe into the workings of the human mind,
which, in turn consists of an examination of the areas of
normal consciousness and of the unexplored boundaries of para-
psychology. The great Sankarabhagavatpada has explored this
aspect of knowledge in a manner which is baffling to the layman
but is a source of understanding to the psychologists. There is
need, therefore, at the present time to reconcile the order of
matter with the order of mind. Isolated resecarch on such
reconciliation has been attempted but no systematic exploration
of these comparatively new areas of study has been undertaken.
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One of the objectives of the Academy is to undertake the
carrying on of systematic research and analysis of the scientific
data and knowledge contained in the relevant ancient literature
including the Vedas, Shastras and other ancient literature in the
light of modern science with a view to determine how far our
ancient knowledge and wisdom is relevant to modern life and in
solving various problems facing humanity.

This aim postulates both study and experimental verification
by modern methods. Prof. Rao’s attempt is in this definite
direction and when completed will throw considerable light on
the problem of consciousness as expounded by Sankara in relation
to the new research on the subject. It is a welcome addition to
the literature on the subject which, far from being a fanciful and
non-scientific terra incognita, has come into its own as a subject
for scientific research.

S. Y. Krishnaswamy




PREFACE

Exploration of Consciousness is now  the game in the town .
Several scientific disciplines (including Psychology, Neurology,
Neurophysiology, Psychopharmacology and Biology) are increas-
ingly interested in the study of consciousness. Especially the
dawn of Existential-Humanistic approach in recent years has
emphasized the importance of subjective awareness : the increas-
ing role that phenomenological outlook has been playing in
modern thinking has focussed attention on a broader reality
including personal consciousness as well as the perspective
thereof. As Edgar Mitchell, the celebrated astronaut, pointed
out, the exploration of inner space has become more relevant
and urgent than that of the outer space, for the wellare of
mankind.

Tn the wake of this academic activity, there has been not
only a willingness but an eagerness to obtain help from what till
now was branded as ‘esoteric’ knowledge. Thomas R. Blackburn
has confessed : “‘Perhaps science has much to learn along this line
from the disciplines as distinct from the content of oriental
religions ”’, It is well known that Indian contribution in this
regard will be most valuable, for there has been in India an
involvement with the dynamics of consciousness for well over five
thousand years, In this long and impressive history, Sarmkara’s
work in the seventh century constitutes a major landmark.

An inquiry has therefore been sponsored by Sri Abhinava
Vidyatirtha Svamigal Scientific Research Academy (SAVSSRA)
to study scientifically and in depth the Advaitic thinking with
regard to consciousness. The investigation has been undertaken
to document and analyze the relevant data, seek out the impli-
cations and relations, and reconstruct the theories so as to be
relevant to modern work that is going on in the field. The study
will also assess the scientific value of such theories, indicate
correspondences, and obtain clues to solve the contemporary
riddles,
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The project, which is primarily psychological in orientation,
has been planned with two objectives in view: to prepare a
Source-Book (a Book of Readings) of all references to conscious-
ness in Advaita literature ranging from Gaudapada in the sixth
century to Appayya-diksita in the sixteenth century; and to
examinc with the aid of scientific methods the relevance and
value of such material to strictly scientific thinking that has gone
on in disciplines like Psychology and Neurology.

The first fascicule that is now being published is in the nature
of a historical survey of source-materials in Advaita ; it attempts
to define not only the points of view that prevail in the field but
to provide the speculative framework of Samkara’s system. It
will also deal with methodological considerations and examine
the relative merits of observation, reasoning, experience and
scriptural testimony (or intuition). The fascicule is intended to
prepare the ground for a proper appreciation of the contribution
made by Advaita towards elucidating the problem of conscious-
ness,

S. K. Ramachandra Rao
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SECTION 1

SOURCES OF SAMKARA’S THOUGHT

I. SAMPRADAYA

Samkara represents a phase of Indian thought that was at
once creative and conservative. It was creative inasmuch as
the implications, involvements and suggestions of traditional
wisdom were drawn out, spelt out and defended with unpre-
cedented clarity, skill and imagination. It was conservative in
the sense that the essential frame-work of tradition which had
by then tended to fall apart was consolidated, utilizing relentless
reason and relying on uncontroverted experience.

Samkara credits correct tradition (sampradaya) with high
value. He rates it higher than erudition : ‘“Although learned in
all branches of knowledge, ‘one who is ignorant of correct
tradition is to be ignored as a fool.”’* Whenever he qﬁotes an
authority approvingly, he prefaces the citation with such state-
ments as ‘“Here, the knowers of correct tradition tell a story,’”?
“Even so, the knower of correct tradition says,”’® ““Here is
what the venerable teacher who knew the correct tradition
concerning the meaning of the Upanishads says,”’ or ‘“‘And
there are the words of the venerable one who knows the correct
tradition.””® And his reason for insisting on the knowledge of
correct tradition as preliminary to teaching as well as realiza-
tion is given as follows : ““Thus thinking (altogether incorrectly),
the mean scholar claims to expound matters concerning the
world and salvation and the meaning of scriptures, but he stifles
himself (in the process). Being ignorant himself, he succeeds
only in confounding others. Because he is alien to the correct
tradition concerning the import of scriptures, he ignores what
has been correctly taught (by the ancients) and causes such



teaching to disappear: and adds out of his own imagination
details not to be found in such teaching.’’®

It is obvious that correct tradition, according to him, is
directly rooted in the Vedic lore. The Veda is for him the
paramount authority, and the highest court of appeal both for
those who would lead a pious normal life and those who aspire
for deliverance. He explains that ‘it is possible that whatever
is not revealed to us was revealed to the wise men of ancient
times .. It is not right that we should compare our own
capacities with the capacities of those who could visualize the
sacred hymns (mantras) and associated passages (brahmanas).””’
And, ‘‘all these men who imagine themselves to be learned
cannot understand the import of scriptural texts even in a
hundred years by regarding highly their own intelligence.”’®

It is therefore that Sarnkara lays down that no one may
independently explore the significance of a scriptural text:
a teacher is always needed to guide a seeker along the right
path. Hence Samkara speaks of ‘guru-sampradaya,’ the
correct tradition as handed down by the teacher. ‘It is only
through the succession of teachers and the continuity of their
teaching that we can understand the highest truth and not by
our own reasoning, intelligence or learning.”’® He frequently
uses the expression ‘‘scripture and the instruction of teachers’
(sastracaryopadesa) as synonymous with correct tradition. He
opens his commentary on Taittiriya-upanishad bowing to the
ancient teachers who expounded the Upanishads with the aid of
grammar, Mimamsa and Nyaya.'®

/

However, what he means by Vedic authority constituting
correct tradition is the ‘Vedanta’ (the ‘Veda-end’) viz, the
Upanishads as both the final phase of the Vedic lore and the
real import towards which the Vedic lore strives. It is interesting
that he employs the expression ‘“Vedanta’ in the plural,
obviously meaning the Upanishads. He identifies himself as
‘one who upholds the Upanishads’ (aupanisada)'' : and he speaks
on behalf of all those who expound the Upanishads.” He defines
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the Upanishads as texts which lead the aspirant close to the
highest reality.'®> He uses the combined expression ‘‘the correct
tradition of the import of the Upanishads.”!* And he insists
that the Upanishads constitute the final purpose and import of
the Vedic lore, and that is why he chose to write commentaries
on the Upanishads, and on two other texts that depend almost
entirely on the Upanishads, the Bhagavad-gita and Badarayana’s
Vedanta-siitra. This complex, according to him, represents the
source-material for correct tradition.

The leit-motif of Vedanta is visualized by Sarmkara as an
urge towards emancipation (moksha), which is the sole purpose of
knowing Brahman. All Vedanta is begun to eradicate the source
of misery,” and that source is the phenomenal involvement due
to nescience. The message of Vedantic texts, therefore, is the
postulation of the unity of Brahman, correct knowledge (the
elimination of nescience) alone constituting the means thereof.'
This Vedantic tradition had been crystallized by Badarayana
(whom damkara addressess as ‘‘the venerable master,”’ bhagavan)
some centuries before Samkara,, in his Vedanta-sulras (or sttras
concerning Upanishads), intended to reconcile the apparent
differences in the Upanishadic texts and to formulate the unitary
theory. And even this sitra-tradition had fallen on evil days
when the great Gauda-pada ( parama-guru of Sarnkara) resuscitated
it for posterity. Thus, Samkara regards Gauda-pada as the
true representative of the correct tradition of Vedanta.17 And
it is this tradition that he himself’ espouses, and undertakes to
expound and defend.

1I. BADARAYANA AND UPAVARSA

It is necessary to have a look at the religious atmosphere in
the country at the time when Sarnkara began his work of reform
and revival. Within the traditional Vedic fold, there was a
prevailing view that rituals alone constituted the royal road to
the highest objective of man., The Purva-mimamsa which held




the field and presented the above view relied on that part of the
Veda which is generally known as ‘karma-kanda’ (or portion
relating to rituals). The authority of the Vedic lore was justified
on the ground that in matters relating to dharma (religious
conduct) and moksha (salvation) the normal transactions cannot
be guides as they are in matters pertaining to wealth and
pleasures.'® The Parva-mimamsa, propounded by such eminent
masters as Jaimini and Kumarila, undertook to interpret the
notion of ‘dharma’ (religious conduct) as the essence of Vedic
lore ; it consisted of prescriptions for rituals of various kinds.
They did not bother to inquire into the significance of Vedic
hymns.'* In fact, they (in particular, Prabhakara and his
camp) went so far as to equate ritualistic prescriptions with the
purport of the Veda.?

Jaimini had to wage a battle against the anti-Vedic and
atheistic Buddhists in the centuries before our era. He was the
author of the Mimamsa-sitra, which sought to codify the Vedic
sanctions of ritualistic behaviour. Sabara in the first century
A.D., wrote a commentary on this work, and this commentary
continued the Mimarnsa tradition for several centuries ; this has
in a stream continued to our own day. But Kumarila’s masterly
exposition of the rationale and presumptions of Mimarnsa around
550 A.D., provided a firm framework for this way of thinking,.
His Sloka-varttika, (on the first ‘pada’ of the first ‘adhyaya’ of
Jaimini’s sitra, in metrical form), Tantra-varttika (on the second
and third ‘padas’ of the same work, in prose) and Tup-fika were
not only in the nature of an able defence of Mimarsa, but were
brilliant writings which influenced generations of thinkers and
writers. It cannot be denied that even Samkara was influenced
by him, despite the different stand that he took.

But Kumarila confesses that the effect of the ascendence of
Mimarsa was indirect encouragement of atheism?'. Jaimini,
in fact, hardly involves God (i$vara) into his scheme, or even
the spiritual ‘never-before’ (apiirva) for that matter, Sabara
describes the non-human origin of the Vedic lore in terms of

4



s*

&,

anonymity or inability to remember the author of the Himalayas
or of the Veda, Kumarila too would rather consider omni-
science and creatorhood of God as unnecessary ideas (vitathas).
It is true that Salikanatha brings in God in a somewhat signi-
ficant way, but it is only as one whose existence has but to be
inferred (anumana-gamya). It is only the later Mimarnsakas like
Apa-deva, Narayana, Laugakshi-Bhaskara that admitted a
merciful God who grants the highest good as reward for actions
done in the spirit of devotion. But this is a later story, and
when Sarmkara lived and wrote, Kumarila’s adrgission of atheism
still held. It is natural, therefore, that Sarmkara felt that the
Mimarsakas who clung closely to the prescriptive and liturgical
aspects of the Veda missed the essential purport thereof, If the
Mimarnsakas were inclined to ignore the Upanishads as insigni-
ficant supplements to the Vedic corpus, Sarnkara held that it
is only the Upanishads that constituted the crowning glory of
Vedic thought ; and the importance attached to the ‘Brahmana’
texts appeared to him inappropriate. This may be regarded as
the recovery of correct tradition.

Although Samkara was principally responsible for this
recovery, two earlier attempts were significant. The first one
was Badarayana’s Vedanta-sutra and the second was Gauda-pada’s
Mandukya-karika. $amkara holds both Badarayana and Gauda-
pada in the highest esteem ; he refers to the former as ‘bhagavan’
(revered master) and to the latter as ‘smrti-kara’ (author of a
traditional text). A cloud of uncertainty hangs round the period
and identity of Badarayana. Dasgupta suggests that he lived
about the second century B.C.2¢ Current tradition identifies
him with Vyasa: Vacaspati-misra, for instance, refers to him
as ‘Vyasa-parasarya.” But Samkara (also Ramanuja, Bhaskara
and Yamuna) refers to him only as Badarayana, and knows his
work as ‘Sariraka-mimamsa’ or ‘Vedanta-mimamsa’. Mimamsa
was regarded as one body of doctrines consisting of 20 sections,
the first sixteen of which (considered as ‘Purva-mimamsa’ or earlier
Mimarsa) were ascribed to Jaimini and the last four (regarded
as ‘Ultara-mimansa’ or later Mimarsa) to Badarayana.
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Badarayana compiled his Sitra (variously called Brahma-
sitra, Vedanta-sutra, Uttara-mimamsa-saira and Sariarka-mimamsa-
suitra, the last among which is preferred by Sarmkara®®) to crystal-
lise the Upanishadic thought and provide the framework for
correct tradition., This work which is in four chapters and
555 aphorisms is neatly arranged in 191 topics (adhikaranas).**
Badarayana commences his work with an inquiry into the nature
of the Absolute Real (érahman), in sharp contradistinction to
Jaimini who formulates the inquiry into ritualistic conduct
(dharma) as his major theme. While the latter concerned himself
with worldly well-being and heavenly rewards as objectives of a
house-holder, the former dealt with final liberation as the goal
of a renunciant.*® The style adopted by him provided the
model for all subsequent philesophical writing : it involves the
statement of an objection or prima facie view ( purva-paksha), an
answer to or a rebuttal of this stand (uttara paksha) and conclusion
(siddhanta). A topic for discussion (adhikarana) is five-limbed :
the formulation of the problem, a reasonable doubt about it,
the prima-facie view, the answer, and conclusion,’® There can
be little doubt that Badarayana represents an important stage in
scientific thinking and writing in India.

There appears to have been an elaborate commentary on
all the twenty sections together by Baudhayana (probably called
Krta-koti) : and later appeared an abridgement of this commen-
tary (vrttz) by Upavarsa. There is a suggestion that Upavarsa
was another name for Baudhayana (as for instance, in Vaijayanti-
nighantu). Whatever the truth of the matter, Samkara is
respectful towards Upavarsa and calls him ‘bhagavan’ as he
does Badardyana himself. This is interesting because Sarnkara
calls even Jaimini and Sabara merely as ‘teachers’ (acarya).”

Upavarsa appears to have lived around 200 A.D., and was
the first to divide the Vedic lore into the ritualistic section
(karma-kanda) and ‘wisdom-section’ (jhana-kanda). And perhaps
his was the first commentary on Badarayapa’s sttras: Samkara
credits him with a Sariraka-siitra-vrili (no longer available). He

6
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was a Vedintin who advocated the employment of the six means
of valid knowledge that Advaita came to adopt in due course.
It was he who began the discussion about self-validation (svatah-
pramanya), and in a sense Advaita epistemology may be said to
have begun with him. He emphasized that the postulation of
‘self’ as distinct both from the body and from mental processes
is unavoidable. He argued that while the self cannot in any
manner be revealed to another person, it cannot in any sense
be denied by oneself. It is affirmed*by introspection, but the
introspective process itself cannot be regarded as self. Upavarsa
was also the pioneer with regard to the characteristic Advaita
method of ‘initial assumption and subsequent withdrawal’
(adhyaropa-apavada). It is unfortunate that his work has been
lost almost beyond recovery : his views can only be guessed from
the scanty references found in Sabara, Sastra-dipika, Sarnkara,
Ramanuja and Yamuna.®

11I. EARLIER ACARYAS

Both Jaimini and Badarayana mention several earlier
masters ; and among the names common to both the lists are

‘Badari, Asmarathya, Karsuajini and Kasakrtsna, Badarayana

mentions three earlier masters (whom Samkara describes as
‘acaryas’) as particularly important: Asmarathya, Audulomi
and Kagakrtsna.,’0 Their views can in outline be reconstructed
from the comments that Sarnkara and Ramanuja have appended.
It is probable that they also wrote sutra-works as Badarayana
later did ; but the character of their works cannot be ascertained.
The context in which Badariyana mentions them invites
reference to the statement occurring in Maitreyi-brahmana of
Brhadaran yaka-upanishad. According to Samkara (and Ramanuja)
this forms part of the sixth adhikarana called ‘Vakyanvaya.’

Aémarathya appears to have held that while the individual
self is not different from the highest Self, there exists a cause-
effect relationship between them: the analogy suggested by
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Bhamati is that of the sparks flying out of fire.® They are
neither the same as the fire, nor are they altogether different
from it, They are at once identical with the fire and not
identical. It can be viewed as a variety of ‘difference-cum-
non-difference’ (bheda-abheda) argument, probably continued
later by Bhartr-prapafica. The individual self emerges from the
highest Self and dissolves in it again, Audulomi (who has been
mentioned thrice by Badarayana®) also held a similar view :
““when it goes out of the body, the individual self assumes the
nature of the highest Self.’’®® Difference or non-difference
between them depends upon the conditions of bondage (or
involvement in the world) or freedom. In the stage of bondage
or phenomenal existence, the Self whith is pure consciousness
gets stained by its association with the physical and mental
factors, But when it is cleansed by means such as intuitive
wisdom and meditation, it becomes identical with the highest
Self on its passing out of bodily existence. It will then resume
its nature of pure consciousness.

Viacaspati introduces the third acarya, viz, Kaisakrtsna,
with the words: ° Having mentioned the views of these two
‘almost-acaryas’ (acarya-desiya), and having been dissatisfied with
them, Badarayana gives the view of the ‘dcarya.’”’s* It must
be noted, however, that Samkara does not refer to the first two
as ‘almost-acaryas’ : he speaks of them also as ‘acaryas’. Never-
theless, Sarkara affirms that thé views of Kasakrtsna are in
accord with scriptural authority, and thus conform to
Badarayapa’s own views.s® Kasakrtsna appears to have held
the view that as the individual self abides in the highest Self,
it is altogether non-different from it : and the assumption of a
different form does not in anyway involve modification of the
essence.”® The apparent difference is ascribed by Vacaspati to
nescience (avidya), although neither the excerpts from Kasakrtsna
himself nor Samkara’s comments thereon are explicit on this

matter. It is possible that Samkara was considerably influenced
by Kasakrtsna,

we

&



The views of the first two dcaryas, supporting the theory of
“difference-cum-non-difference’’ (bheda-abheda) appear to have
found many able exponents in the centuries prior to Samkara.,
And this can be regarded as the philosophical position generally
held by the Puranas, which gained ascendance in popular imagina-
tion during the early centuries after Christ. ~ God was regarded
as immanent in the phenomenai world as well as transcendental
to it. God was looked upon as the creator of the world while
not undergoing any change whatsoever in Himself. Dasgupta
suggests that even Badarayana held this view,% It is, however,
hard to maintain this position. But some important predecessors
of Samkara, like Dramida and Bhartr-prapanca sympathized
with the bheda-abheda viewpoint. And it must be recognised that
this paved the way for full-fledged Advaita to emerge.

There are two other ‘dcaryas’ who seem to have been
important teachers before Badarayana: Badari®® and Karsnajini.*
The views of Badari mentioned by Badarayana refer to the
value of meritorious conduct and to the Absolute qualified by
attributes that is sought by the aspirants. Sarnkara approves of
these views : and Vacaspati describes Badari as ‘the perceiver of
truth’ (tattva-darsi), ‘the knower of what is good’ (sadhu-dari)*® and
‘the revered one’ (bhagavan). It is possible that this teacher set
up good character as more valuable than the ritualistic fulfil-
ments that the Mimarmsakas were insisting upon. Karspajini
brought out the relevance of subliminal inclinations (anusaya) in
the formation of character. Samkara, in the context which
brings up Badari and Karsnajini, says: ‘‘no one whose character

23

is defective is competent to perform rituals,” and quotes from

Kumarila himself: “The scriptures do not sanctify one who is

3341

devoid of character. These views were also held by the

Puranas.

IV. APPROXIMATIONS TO ADVAITA

Among the teachers who preceded Sarikara there were
many whose teachings smacked of Advaita : but they were all

2



either inadequate formulations or inconsistent positions. Yamuna
perhaps gives expression to a tradition current during his days
regarding the line of teachers when he speaks of the writings of
“Acarya Tanka, Bhartr-prapafica, Bhartr-mitra, Bhartr-hari,
Brahma-datta, Sar’nkara, Srivatsa, Bhaskara’’%2, Tanka
(mentioned by Raminuja in Vedartha-samgraha) was perhaps the
same as Atreya, or Brahma-nandin. He is reputed to have
written a Vakye commentary on Chandogya-Upanishad.  About
thirty sentences from it are available; twenty-two of them are
quoted in Visistadvaita works and eight in Advaita works.
Madhustdana-sarasvati explains that the ‘Atreya’ mentioned by
Sarvajiiatman®® is Brahma-nandin, author of Chandogya-vakya.
The reference obviously regards him as an Advaitin, But he is
also claimed by the Visistadvaitins as an advocate of parinama-
vada and bhakti. Sarvajfiatman tells us that he postulated
parinama-vada as a preliminary step to Vivarta-vada.**
Bhartr-prapafica was a more important thinker. Sarkara
refers to him about twenty times*, frequently in his commentary
on Brhadaran yaka-Upanishad. ~Suresvara’s Varttika cn this Upa-
nishad also frequently cites him. But it is only to criticize,
condemn and ridicule that they refer to him. He is reputed to
have written a commentary on Brhadaran yaka-Upanishad, but the
extracts that Ananda-giri included in his gloss on Sarkara’s
bhas va on this Upanishad are all that have survived. He may
have been an exponent of the theory of ‘difference-cum-non-
difference’ (bheda-abheda), held along with the notion that the
Absolute evolves ( parinama) into the phenomenal self, According
to Samkara, he gave the analogy of the tree being one and also
many (in terms of the branches), and of the ocean being one
and many (so far as waves are concerned). In its aspect as a
unity, the wisdom leading to liberation becomes relevant; and
in its aspect of multiplicity, it justifies the common actions and
ritualistic conduct.*®* He, thus, appears to have thought that
Jnana and karma were together necessary to reach the highest
“contrary
to both scriptural authority and reasoning,”’# although it can

goal of life. Sarikara, however, attacks his views as
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be seen that Bhartr-prapaiica inclines towards Advaita as the
ultimate teaching.

Bharty-prapafica was a strong advocate of evolutionary
modification, The phenomenal world has been evolved in a
eight-fold frame-work : the Brahman evolves into the individual
self (jiva) and settles himself as the ‘inner-controller’ (antaryamin);
he also evolves into the unmanifest (avyakta), common principle
(sttra), and the cosmic deity (virat-devata); and finally he
evolves into the species ( jaii ) and particular material objects
(pinda). These eight are regarded as the several conditions
(avasthas) of the Absolute. His analysis of the relationship
between the Absolute, God as the inner controller, and the
phenomenal world is: the Absolute is like the ocean, unstirred,
changeless ; when, however, there is a slight agitation on the
surface of the ocean, a ‘condition of being’ occurs and God as
the inner controller is like this. When the ocean is greatly
agitated and is all waves and ripples, it represents the phenom-
enal self (kshetrajiia) ®

Nothing can be known about Bhartr-mitra, whom Yamuna
mentions, apart from the fact that Kumarila also refers to him,
Bhartr-hari is the celebrated grammarian and philosopher who
propounded the theory of Sabdadvaila (sound as one and absolute).
His influence on Mandana was considerable ; and he has been
quoted by thinkers of such diverse persuasions as Somananda
(“S'ima'f‘s;i), Santa-rakshita ( Tattva-samgraha), Jayanta-bhatta
(Myayamanjari) and Vimuktatman (Ista-siddhi). He was principally
responsible for the essentially grammatical but also philosophical
doctrine of ‘sphota’ (sudden flash of perception).*® There is no
doubt that his great work, Vakya-padiya, formulates a kind of
Advaita, but this has been severely criticized by Samkara and
Suresvara,

Brahma-datta was another important thinker. It is conjec-
tured that there was a commentary on Badarayana’s Vedanta-siitra
from his pen.so Samkara, Suresvara and Vedanita-dedika refer
to his views only to criticize him.* Suresvara’s commentator,

11



Jnanottama describes him as an exponent of the conjoint value
of wisdom and ritualistic conduct in securing the highest end
( jRanakarma-samuccaya-vadin,®*. He appears to have held the
view that the Upanishads contain two kinds of significant state-
ments (vakyas): statements that are intended to generate wisdom
(jniana) and statements that prescribe worship (upasand).  State-
ments like ““That thou art’” (taf tvam ast ) illustrate the first kind ;
“Self is to be seen, etc’’ {aima va are drastayyah) could be an
example of the latter. Brahma-datta considers the latter state-
ments as superior to the former, as their relationship is one of
part-and-whole (anga-angi ). Whatever the depth of wisdom arising
from the Upanishadic statements, final liberation is impossible
of attainment unless perfected by long and continuous meditation
(worship, upasana). This cultivation (bhavanaz) must be life-long,
for it is only after physical death that final liberation (moksha)
can be attained. The fruits of liberation, in other words, can
never be experienced while one is living : it is an adrsta-phala,
One can see that in all these, Samkara differs from him sharply.

There is a more remarkable view that is ascribed to Brahma-
datta,’® The Absolute (brahman) alone is eternal; everything
else is transient, The individual self (jiva) emerges out of the
Absolute as a distinct entity, and is, therefore, subject to birth
and death, i.e., transient. Sarmkara refers to this view in
VSB 3,2,17 as the prima-facie view, and criticizes it. But
Brahma-datta seems to hav= taught a variety of Advaita, involv-
ing the concept of maya ; but the individual self’s emergence
and dissolution vitiated the coherence of this teaching. We are
told that this was the older version of the theory of maya, while
Gauda-pada and Samkara represent the newer version %

Another prominent Vedantin during the pre-Samkara days
was Dravida. Samkara describes him as “‘the knower of scriptural
tradition” (agama-vit)®® and ‘‘knower of correct tradition’
(sampradaya-vit).>® Samkara quotes a solution offered by him in
his bhas ya on Chandog ya-upanishad and calls him an acarya.’” He
is said to have written a commentary on the Chandog ya-vakya by
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Brahma-nandin (Tanka). There is some confusion about his
identity with the Dramidacarya whom Ramaianuja refers to : it is
probable that they were different. Dravida is said to
have prepared a commentary on Brhadaran yaka-Upanishad and a
gloss on Badarayana’s Vedanta-sitra, Neither, however, is now
available, He appears to have been an exponent of the Advaita
point of view, believing that the cosmological passages in the
Upanishadic texts are not independent of the identity passages
(like tat tvam asi), and that the affirmations (efad vai tat) and
negations (neti neti) in the dialectics of Advaita are related by a
common thread, and the identity of the Self being established by
negations. The story concerning the prince who from his birth
was brought up by a hunter, and who therefore thought that he
was indeed the hunter’s son is ascribed to Dravida. The boy
later discovered his true status, when told about it. The import
of the story is that the individual self involved and led astray in
the phenomenal world can recover its true and real identity by
instructions from a teacher.

The last master that we have to consider in this context is
Sundara-pandya. Several karikas from his pen have been cited
by Mandana and Sarnkara, Kumarila and Amalananda. He is
believed to have written a Vartlika on the entire Mimarsa
incorporating the quoted karikas*®. Sarmkara quotes three karikas,"
and Atma-svariipa, the author of the commentary Prabodha-
parisodhini on Padmapada’s Pafizapadika, identifies the source as
Sundara-pandya. These three verses clearly though cryptically
enunciate the monistic position and suggest the idea of sublation
as a result of enlightenment. He has contributed methodological
precision to Advaita, which marks an improvement over
Upavarsa., We have seen that Upavarsa suggested a six-fold
approach to valid knowledge : but Sundara-pandya clubs the
six means together under ‘‘ordinary sources of common know-
ledge’’ and holds that they are not only not useful in revealing the
Self but lose their relevance and validity when the Self has been
realized. He, therefore, commended the method, now well-known
in Advaita: ‘initial assumption and subsequent withdrawal’
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(adhyaropa-apavada)®®, Samkara quotes a line from his karika,

describing it as “‘the words of the knower of correct tradition”” :

“ sreqmRiIgETETeat frgE agsead ! |

““What is in itself not spread out (i.e., lacking in details and
distinctions) can be spread out (i.e., described or explained) by
the (method of initial) assumption and (subsequent) withdrawal.”
It is interesting to note that Mandana also quotes the same line
in his Brahma-siddhi®', in support of the Upanishadic method of
negation. It is a reconciliation of the positive and negative
aspects of Advaita dialectics. Itis unfortunate that neither do we
know more about Sundara-pandya, nor have more of his karikas
survived.

V. GAUDA-PADA AND MANDANA

When we approach the days immediately anterior to
Samkara two figures command our attention : Gauda-pada and
Magpdana-misra. As mentioned earlier, the two masters who
recovered the correct tradition from the mass of Vedic lore
before Sarmkara were Badarayana and Gauda-pada. It is
remarkable that Sarnkara singles out Gauda-pada to credit him
with this achievement®?, He speaks of him as ‘the teacher of his
teacher’ ( parama-guru) and as ‘the most adored among all his
adored ones’ (pupabhipujya). He also describes him as ‘the
knower of correct tradition’,®® and as ‘the knower of correct
tradition concerning the import of the Upanishads’.®* He
accords Gauda-pada’s work the status of a ‘smr#’®, and considers
this work in four sections as the ‘very epitome of the essential
teachings of the Upanishads.’®

Not much that is of historical value is known about Gauda-
pada. According to Ananda-giri, he hailed from the Gauda
country, went up to Badari in the Himalayas, did penance there
in the Nara-Narayana hermitage and obtained enlightenment ;
he realized the Brahman that the Upanishads spoke of. Bala-
krsuananda-sarasvati (author of a Varitika on S&rfmkamfm&n’;s&)
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mentions the banks of the river Hiravati in Kurukshetra (Central
India) as Gauda-pada’s birth-place, and he explains that ‘Gauda’
was the community to which he belonged ; he did penance for
so long that people- forgot his real name and he came to be
known only after his community. Ramabhadra-dikshita, the
author of Patafijali-carita, claims that Gauda-pada was the great
Pataiijali’s pupil. There is also a suggestion that ‘Gauda’ refcrs
to an ancient school of Advaita that was prevalent in the Gauda
country (northern part of Bengal). And many scholars make a
surmise that he was a Buddhist, a point that is hotly debated.
Whatever the veracity of all these conjectures, tradition believes
that there was a break (vicchitti) in the teaching of Advaita after
Suka (son of Parasarya-vyasa, who was a pupil and grandson of
Sakti, the son and disciple of Vasistha), and that Gauda-pada
revived it. This account appears reliable.

Many works are ascribed to Gauda-pada, among them a
commentary on T4vara-krsna’s Samkhya-karika, another on Utfara-
gita, still another on Ni _rsimha-tc‘zhmfya-upanishad, and some Tantrik
works like Sri-vidya-ratna-sitra and Subhagodaya. But the work
that has made him famous is the karika that he prepared on a
short Upanishad, Mandiikya, dealing with the three states of the
phenomenal self. This karika is in four chapters, the first alone
(Agama-prakarana the chapter dealing with scripture) being in the
nature of a commentary to the Upanishad, the other three
(‘Vaitathya’ unreality, ‘Advaits’, unity, and ‘Alata-santi’, extin-
guishing the fire-brand) making an independent treatise. The
purpose of the treatise appears to expound the truth that the
three states of the phenomenal self are unreal and illusory and
that the fourth one, furiya, (which is Gauda-pada’s name for the
Upanishad’s caturtha) alone is real. The first chapter points
out that revelation is the only means for understanding the true
nature of the self ; the second explains the illusory character of
the phenomenal world by employing reason ; the third propounds
the view that what is non-dual (advaim) is not illusory ; and the
fourth is in the nature of a reply to the criticisms hurled at
Advaita. Vidhusekhar Bhattacharya suggests that the four
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chapters were originally composed as independent books and
that Samkara brought them together into a book-form. What-
ever the truth, Samkara held this book in the highest esteem.
In fact, he quotes only from Gauda-pada’s karika and not from
the Mandukya-Upanishad. :

There can be little doubt that Sarmkara’s philosophical
position was greatly influenced by this work. The sources of
Sarkara’s thought can all be traced here. The doctrine of
attributeless Brahman, the identity of the Absolute Self with the
individual self, the idea of maya, the dual aspect of Advaita
methodology (adhyaropa-apavada), grouping of the standpoints
into phenomenal and transcendental, and the notion of trans-
formation (vivarta) as against evolution ( parinama) are presented
here in a nut-shell. Samkara undertook the task of constructing
an elaborate and consistent edifice on this rather slender founda-
tion, He fortified Advaita with philosophical, psychological
and epistemological arguments and provided for it a wide
scriptural base., It is interesting that Gauda-pada nowhere
quotes Badarayana or refers to the Vedanta-sitras. One of
Samkara’s achievements consists in integrating Gauda-pada’s
viewpoint with Badarayana’s general position.

About the time Gauda-pada completed his life’s work, there

appeared on the scene another brilliant master who developed
an Advaita viewpoint at variance with Gauda-pada’s. Sarnkara
perhaps had to combat this rival, and it must have been no
easy matter, for this giant had been endeavouring to reconcile
Mimarsi and Vedanta and thus unify the Vedic tradition.
Mandana (or Mandana-misra) occupies a peculiar position in the
field of Advaita. While Samkara’s own estimate of Mandana’s
work can hardly be reconstructed, Suresvara as the prime
spokesman of Sarnkara’s Advaita, launched a vigorous attack on
Magpdana’s arguments. But in later Advaita, if Suresvara was
followed by Vimuktatman, Sarvajiatman, Prakasatman and
Anandanubhava in this anti-Mandana stand Vacaspati was
followed by Ananda-bodha®’,  Citsukha%®,  Madhustidana-
sarasvati® and Brahmananda’ in his recognition of Mandana

16

T




as an authority in Advaita. Vidyaranya’s Varitike-sara (summary
of Suresvara’s Varitika on Brhadaran yaka) refers to the author of
Brahma-siddhi as a great writer who knew the very secret of the
Vedic lore (veda-rahasya-vit). The post-Samkara development of
Advaita bears the unmistakable influence of Mandana.

Regarding the period in which the great trio (Gauda-pada,
Mandana and Samkara) flourished, we may accept the careful
reckoning by Mahamahopadhyaya S. Kuppuswami Sastri ; 7!

Gauda-pada about 520-620 A.D,
Govinda 5, D60-650 A.D.
Mandana »  B15-695 A.D.
Sarnkara o 632-664 A
Suresvara ,»  620-700 A.D.
Padmapada s 025=705 A D,

Mandana, thus, was a senior contemporary of Samkara
and junior contemporary of Gauda-pada. Mandana was extremely
proficient in Mimarsd, and was considered next only to
Kumarila, his teacher : in the field of Mimarnsa, even such
authorities as Parthasarathi-mi¢ra held Mandana in high regard.
He wrote three works on Mimarmsa, all of which became
important : Mimamsanukramanika, Bhavana-viveka, and Vidhi-viveka,
He was an exponent of the Sphota theory of the grammarians,
and wrote a siddhi-work on the subject.  His epistemological
treatise, Vibhrama-viveka, is an interesting dissertation on the
psychological involvements of perceptual error.

His only Vedantic work is Brahma-siddhi, a remarkable
volume in four books treating of the nature of Absolute, the
structure of reason, scriptural prescriptions, and spiritual
fulfilment. We find him both loyal to, and critical of, Bhartr-
hari and Kumarila. He accepts the Viparita-khyati of Kumarila
although with some reservations) and criticizes the bhedu-abheda
viewpoint of Bhartr-prapafica. What ired Sarkara and Suregvara
against him was his espousal of the cause of Bhartr-hari’s
Sabdadvaita. There were other points on which Sarnkara and
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Suresvara differed from him: multiplicity of nescience, need
for continuing meditation ( prasamkhyana) to eliminate the last
‘shiver’ (kampa) of the projective aspect of nescience, the conjoint
functioning of meditation and ritualistic action, and optional
role of renunciation in securing the highest goal, But it must
be recognized that he valiantly took up the cause of Advaita and
sought to defend it by scriptural, logical, epistemological and
philosophical arguments. And it is not unnatural that Vacaspati
sought to reconcile the standpoint of Samkara with that of
Manpdana : the common points between them are in fact more
numerous than differences. It would be foolhardy to assume that
Sarnkara was ignorant of Brahma-siddhi and that he was not to
an extent influenced by it.

Mandana relies heavily on Brhadaran yaka-, Chandog ya-, and
Mundaka-Upanisads. He cites Bhagavad-gita and Badarayana’s
Vedanta-sutra very sparsely ; and Gauda-pada’s Karika has been
quoted but once. His Brahma-siddhi, incidentally, inaugurated
a series of siddhi works in Advaita : Suresvara’s Naiskarmya-siddhi
(which was probably written as a rejoinder to Brahma-siddhi),
Vimuktatman’s Ista-siddhi, Jianottama’s Frana-siddhi (not available
now, but mentioned in Nayana-prasadini on Citsukha’s Tatlva-
pradipika), Madhustidana’s Advaita-siddhi, Sadananda’s Advaita-
brahma-siddhi, and Gangadharendra’s Svarajya-siddhi. The expres-
sion ‘siddhi’ as the title of the book signifies definitive ascertain-
ment of a particular viewpoint after a critical examination of
related arguments. We will have occasion to discuss the Siddhi
literature again in the next section.

VI. TEXTUAL SOURCES

Sarmkara endeavoured to reconstruct, preserve and propa-
gate the correct tradition in order to help Hinduism survive,
Although he styled his literary works as ‘commentaries’ (bkashyas),
his achievement was original, creative and lasting. He recognized
the value of the Vedic lore and took this corpus as his primary
source. He accepted the division of the Vedic lore into the
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former ritualistic section (kerma-kanda) and the latter wisdom-
section (jrana-kanda) and pinned his faith on the latter division.
He regarded himself as a votary of the Upanishads (aupanishada)
and his main textual source was the Upanishadic complex. Paul
Deussen has assiduously examined his references in the Vedania-
satra-bhashya™ and finds that he has quoted the Upanishadic texts
as many as 2000 times : of them, the references to Chandogya (809)
and Brhadaranyaka (565) come to 1,374,

He also cites as authority the Samhita texts of RgVeda,
Atharva Veda, the ‘Taittiriya’ and the ‘Vajasaneya’ recensions of
Krsna and Sukla Yajurvedas respectively ; he also cites the
‘ Maitrayaniya’ recension of Kysna Yajurveda. Among the
‘Brahmana’ texts, he cites the Aitareya and the Kausitaki portions
of RgVeda, the Satapatha and the Taiitiriya portions of Yajurveda,
the Chandog ya, the Pafica-vimsa, the Sad-vimsa and the Tandya
texts of Sama-Veda, Only two ‘Aranyakas’ are cited by him :
Aitareya from RgVeda and Taittiriya from Yajurveda. Among the
Upanishads, besides those he has commented upon, he quotes
Kaugitaki (RgVeda), Maitrayani and Svetasvatara (Yajurveda) and
Jabala (Atharva Veda).

Although his reliance on Puranas for philosophical ascer-
tainment is meagre, he does quote from a few of them :
Markandeya, Siva, Visnu and Vayu. The quotations however,
are secondary and supportive, unlike the Upanishadic passages.
He has a high regard for the ‘Dharma-$astra’ authorities ; he cites
not only Manu-smrti but Asvalayana and Katyayana-Srauta-sitras,
Apastamba-dharma-siitra and Parasara-grhya-sitras, He is inti-
mately acquainted with Nyaya, Vaisesika, Samkhya (as represented
by Isvara-krsna) and Yoga systems, and quotes from the siitras
belonging to them. He is, of course, conversant with the
Mimarmsa literature, and cites from Sabara’s bhashya on Jaimini,
Kumarila’s works and Prabhakara’s Brhati. His knowledge
of Buddhist schools is considerable and it would appear that
Dharma-kirti was his main source. His acquaintance with the
great logician Dignaga is suggestcd by a reference,™
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Sarnkara’s erudition is awe-inspiring. He was thoroughly
well-informed about the entire range of philosophical systems
and religious cults ; and he was singularly free from ethnocentric
prejudices. In his writings he is found to consider carefully the
merit of whatever system he deals with, weigh the arguments,
and arrive at his own conclusions. He presents scriptural
testimony to those who are inclined to respect it, but employs
logic while dealing with others. No critic, however hostile,
can arraign him for dogmatism. Samkara, although steeped in
orthodox tradition, is surprisingly open-minded, His criticism is
always dignified, his language restrained but forceful, his style
clear (like the waters of Ganga, as Vacaspati describes it™),
and references apt and illuminating. It is not without reason
that tradition regards three commentarial works (bhashya-traya)
as path makers ; Patafijali’s Maha-bhashya on Papini, Sabara’s
Mimamsa-bhashya on Jaimini, and Samkara’s Sariraka-bhashya on
Badarayana. While the impact of the former two was limited,
the third provided the stimulus for an intellectual revolution and
a spiritual renaissance in the country.
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Tegaas: ||

Sarkara’s comments : FPHT QA AYA, ARIAMAT: & IR
Frefiu=rat =43 |l (4, 3, 7)

VS, 3, 1,9 =miEfa amezgmiifa sinifafa: ||

Samhkara comments : AEAEHT DONEaAFII DGR F1w-
fafy sraoifsqnag, | 7 fe #afo awafy derafeds T &
gRAT q@rfad araa srgei deguafa i) (VSB, 3, 1, 10)

Vicaspati draws an unfavourable comparison : TERIGETYEAT &
s A feargazit sfafafkfa fegm 1 (VSB, 4, 3, 7)

VSB, 3, 1, 10 7 f& agr=it@ia: sfuguafaga: =) ‘suaEia a gafa
‘E\TQT:’ zarfg ®gfaya: | The quotation is from Kumirila’s
Sloka-vartika, 3, 1, 10

Siddhi-traya, TAATEAIATH “FFAdERamzaagisiaarguesfs-
frfrafafrarfifFafFa-aqaarfogsaggd 9 493287291 Fooveens

Samksepa-Sariraka, 3, 217

TATFIA deFqgra=yg |
F au@infa 4 F29E97 ||
Madhustadana-Sarasvati’s Sara-samigraha introducing this verse,
says : BIFFATIFAF | A@al-afd gHIFsaq: sasa<) AvaFar
d:agiEnAmaIEn aqaagwy ||

Samksepa-sariraka, 3, 226

99 T g a4

iy foasa fase aftua aean |
a9 g agiE-

Heans afwafy aFmF: ||

Madhusitidana explains :
aitoraars) AggRe e aidig ag-aizaadsfufafaefarcs
quAd Td fqaqae w3ar ghe Ifd agfufadmarea asgefs
war aimmaTE: wAea: aguaiRa: | amq agelenft gaeead
;W AsEr aalsly 2 fFEdad sacd gend wh
FEa=al |l

Buddhakara: QFAMS, 1933-34, p.261; Prof. M. Hiriyanna
collected the references in a paper presented at the Third
Oriental Congress held at Madras in 1924, Cf. M.Hiriyanna :
Indian Philosophical Studies (Kavyalaya, Mysore), Part I,
pp. 70-94.

24



46.

Gl
48.

49,

50.

ol

52,

53,

54.

55.
56.

57.

38.

BUB, 2, 1, 14 T=39%:ca# = | 41 g1SAFa@:, ganagaimagigs
AW | WT FA A AEARMT 8FAT | FUr g s,
‘aEr’ gy AEn | F9r 9 GggRRAr @R, oA algieRar
AAEY | G FAFAEATE: @R | aAcda g
FHAEIH S\FFaRazaagd) §=a: || Cf. also BUB, 3, 8, 12;
501,

BUB, 5, 1, | #fteamfEdE | also Hfaramafaiarng sraasd s=9ar ||

BUB, 3, 8, 12 ¥13 9 ¥f9g9ad | W@ #g@uzmEla@ aasaE
safeTEsr@ svaafeaaaraatdl | smrasafeaasn g3t
414 A FarFagiiqoy | guran owEemn: oRgessfa | gar
ATE[ FEN Wi agfa ||

For details of this doctrine cf. S. K. Ramachandra Rao :
Development of Psychological Thought in India, Kavyalaya,
Mysore, 1962, pp. 157-172.

About Brahmadatta, cf. M. Hiriyanna, (Ed), Naiskarmya-siddhi,
Introduction, p. xxiii; also JOR, Madras, vol. II, 1928,

Suresvara in his Naiskarmya-siddhi, (1. 67, prose section) says :
I @avErgIEEasgg: — JRa3qraaaeE A A
agEd, aud |raEaBeE Gl & afg semaafy geaar
FOT SUEAR &9 WEATTAG FAvamammesty & g
QAT #qd: || The commentator Jaanamrta identifies
the source as Brahmadatta' ( Vidy@-surabhi) ; Vedantadegika,
Sarvarthasiddhi on Tattvamukidkalapa.

Jiianottama : IAFFTANAIEGAAEAENT AEFAIFAIEIFHIT
PUIAFAOE  AAA™  (HgW: FALAEEE] gEe S
qg=AAT: || (Chandrika)

Vedintadesika : T% 739 e, aRawfas a3 ssaarfamg 37
sttarsfy srfafes sifma

In Sruta-prakasika a distinction is drawn between Jjaran-maya-
vadins and saksan-maya-vadins.

MKB, 2, 32 ‘&% g fraaseaq’ swaafei g9 |

BUB, 2, 1, 20 319 7 g¥agqrAfaa: sreqifasi du=eq |

Anandagiri’s gloss identifies the reference with Dravidacarya :

= - - (e

aaEnFnFd a<8w: graikaFaiiagws sy sReradaafine
Cf. for the story Suresvara’s Sambandha-varitika, verses 233-234.

CHB, 3, 10, 4 2pEwh: 9REIC s=: | Anandagiri’s gloss identifies
him as Dravida.

Cf. JOR, Madras, vol. II, p. 156.
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59;

60.
61.
62.

63.
64.
65.
66.
67.

68.
69.
70.
7l

72
5

L

VSB, 1,1, 4 =1fd =g —
At A SAET gARE A |

azaeEdd A9 4§49 9Iq 1ol
g gATCH TR AFTRIGATCHA? |
fe: @eamies qrmdsiRafsa: 1 <l
FeqaEd) TEaHmET Fieaa: |

SfFs agaag gm0 encAfa=ag 1 2l

Vicaspati describes this as ggfagi Mar | It may be noted that a
karikd is a memorial verse which means much although
clothed in slight metre :

FIF g eI F84@ g341 | (Hemacandra).

BGB, 12, 13.

Brahma-siddhi, p. 26

Samkara at the end of MKB ;

g AT agfEssEEdeam s
AETEF FACEARaAAAE T 98 |
FEIGEANHAHEAAGS Yaeal:
Ted oA WRYERY TSR ||

VSB, 1, 4, 14 a1 9 awsarafaal a&fa | (quoting MK, 1, 15)

VSB, 2, 1,9 2¥AIwh 3gradawmgiadfaEuan: | (quoting MK, 1,16)

GHB, 2, 23, 1.

MKB, at the beginning. J&FIHEREAGHFHE 3401 |

Nyaya-makaranda, (css), quotes many times, and in very reverent
expressions: €.g. Hi’lgiﬂﬂEFEﬁ wogAfgsn: (p- 234)

agfufganraraei: (256)

Tattvapradiptka (NSP) p. 140.

Adyaita-siddhi, (NSP, 1917), 3fd awfafgmiawafy &g (p. 316)

Laghu-candrika, (NSP), p. 326.

Based on T. R. Chintamani: ‘‘ Date of Sankaracharya and some
of his predecessors ’, JOR, Madras, vol. 111, 929 Spp. b=
56; cf Brahma-siddhi, Ed. by S. Kuppuswamy Sastri,
Introduction, p. lviii.

Philosophy of the Upanishads, p. 30.

He quotes a karika from Dignaga’s Alambana-pariksha (now lost in
the original but preserved in Tibetan and Chinese transla-

tions) in VSB, 2,2,28  Agdaed g aldeawed | 7
Bhamati Introductory verse, 7 :
srEAFfafAITAnIagd T sERRIA |
Al ha ngsaewd: aEEaf ||

26



(T

=

P

SECTION-1-—

SOURCE-MATLRIAL IN ADVAITA LITERATURE

I. SAMKARA’S WORK

Sarnkara looks upon himself as essentially an interpreter,
a ‘bhashyakara’ (commentator), although many independent
‘prakaranas’ (short tracts) are ascribed to him. His ‘bhashya’
works are all in prose :

(1) On the Upanisads, Ifa, Kena, Katha, Prasna, Mundaka,
Mandukya, Aitareya, Taittiriya, Chandog ya and Brhadaran yaka.

These commentarial works have been annotated by a 13th
century scholar, Ananda-giri (also called Ananda-jfiana).

(2) On Badarayana’s Vedanta-sitras, also known as Sariraka-
mimamsa-bhashya.* This is undoubtedly the magnum opus from
Sammkara’s pen. It is not only elaborate but an original treatise
within the framework supplied by Badarayana. There are
numerous glosses and annotations on this important work of
Sarkara, which will be mentioned later.

(3) On the Bhagavad-gita, which is traditionally a part of
the great epic, Mahabharata, and as such considered as a Smrti.
This commentary also has been annotated by Ananda-giri,
mentioned above.?

The three together constitute what is styled as ‘Prasthana-
traya’ or the three-fold source-texts. Literally ‘prasthana’ means
a setting forth, a march, a departure, ( pra-stha-lyut); but in a
technical sense it is a system or method. The Upanishads are
considered as ‘Siuti-prasthana’ (the scriptural text), the Bhagavad-
gita ‘smrti-prasthana’ (the epic text) and Badarayana’s work
‘stitra-prasthana’ (the aphoristic text) or ‘myaya-prasthane’ (the
explanatory or argumentative text). These are the principal
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source-materials for the Vedantic viewpoint, and these have been
considered as the most authoritative and basic texts. They have
provided the framework within which different Vedantic schools
of thought have developed.

There are many other independent manuals in the nature
of dissertations ( prakaranas) that are ascribed to Sarmkara. Many
among them are matrical in form. But it is impossible to
vouchsafe incontrovertible authenticity to these works. It should
be noted that even the classical Advaita writers have not
regarded these works as authoritative, and have refrained from
quoting from them in serious discussion. An exception, how-
ever, is ‘Upadesasahasri ’,* which has been regarded as a source-
material by no less an eminent author than Suresvara (in his
Naiskarmya-siddhi). This is an immence work in two parts, the
first being in prose, dealing elaborately with the practical
problems of study (§ravana), reflection(manana) and contempla-
tion (nididhyasana), and the second being poetical, in nineteen
sections. There is a fine commentary on this work by Rama-
tirtha called Padayojanika ; and another, an anonymous Bodha-
vidhi. Another work ascribed to Sarmkara, the Dafasloki (the
full title of the work is Cidananda-daiasloki), a short work con-
sisting of not more than ten verses, has merited an elaborate
commentary by Madhustidana Sarasvati (around 1500 A.D.)
known as Siddhanta-bindu, which came to be regarded as an
independent philosophical text and as such evoked a large
number of glosses such as Brahminanda Sarasvati’s Ratnavali,

Narayauna’s Laghutika, Purusottama’s Sandhidana and Plirnananda’s
Tattva-viveka.

Samkara’s main thesis concerns the unitary and abstract
character of Reality (brahman), its all-inclusiveness and imponder-
ability. He rejected the Buddhist idealism which inclined
towards nihilism, and which denied the existence of an absolute
and unchanging reality. Sarmkara recognizes Self (atman) as the
sole reality, self-evident and transcendent; it is of the nature
of pure consciousness. He took as his main stand experience,
and argued that awareness not only suggests the presence of the
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phenomenal world but also a world of subjectivity. Beyond
these, however, is the self-revealed identity of pure-consciousness
viz, the Self. In Samkara’s works, therefore, we find an
elaborate analysis of consciousness. He distinguishes between
pure-consciousness which is immediate (aparoksha), universal,
unchanging and self-luminous (svaprakdsa), and the projected
consciousness which is ego-bound, particular and dynamic,
Basic to Sarnkara’s position is the dichotomy between the trans-
cendental level of reality and the phenomenal (including the
empirically real and the operatively illusory). There are different
levels of reality. Closely connected with it is Sarkara’s theory
of ‘superimposition’ or ‘projection’ (adhyasa): the superimposition
of the objective phenomenal world as well as the subjective world
on the transcendental and really non-participating Self, which
he identifies with pure consciousness. Arising out of this notion
of superimposition is the concept of illusoriness of the presenta-
tional world, or what in modern terminology is called the
‘assumptive world’, the ground for which is the fundamental,
subtle, and natural confusion between the real and the unreal.
In Samkara’s works there is a discussion of the process of projec-
tion. The chief method that he resorts to for ascertaining truth
is that of ‘deliberate ascription and subsequent withdrawal’
(adhyaropa-apavada).

The principal source-material from Sarmkara’s pen has
gathered round it an immense literature ; commentaries, inter-
pretations, and elucidations, as well as summaries.  This
literature which represents intense philosophical activity for
more than seven centuries reveals not only an orderly develop-
ment of thought, but a profound concern for the fundamental
problem of human existence. There is in it a synthesis of
philosophical, psychological, epistemological and axiological
speculations.

I1I. PADMAPADA AND THE VIVARANA SCHOOL

Sarkara’s principal works have been from time to time
interpreted, explained, defended and summarized by several
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eminent thinkers. Their writings are regarded as ‘minor com-
mentaries’ (29akhyana). A minor commentary known as yyakhyana
(or tikd) purports to annotate the original work for the benefit
of the average student, and also present, or defend, a particular
viewpoint with an elaborate argumentative paraphernalia. The
five features of a pyakhyana are : the meaningful separation of
words, contextual elucidation of the meaning of each word,
dissolution of the compound words into their semantic compon-
ents, proper arrangement of sentences, and defence against
objections raised with regard to the original text.

Among the immediate disciples of Samkara, two figure
prominently in philosophical literature : Padmapada and
Suresvara, Padmapada began writing a detailed gloss on
Samkara’s bhashya on five sections of Vedanta-sutra, but the
extant work deals with only the first four aphorisms (in
nine sections called zarpakas). The work, however, is called
Paicapadika.® This is undoubtedly the most important of
the Advaita texts after Samkara. Its greatness consists in
having inaugurated a new line of thinking which was
sustained for several generations. Among the commentaries
inspired by this work, the earliest and the most illuminating
has been the Vivarana (Paicapadika-vivarana) by Prakasatman
(around 1000 A D.)." He was a disciple of Ananyanubhava.
This work can be described as the basic plank of what has been
styled as the ‘ Vivarapa’ point of view. The large number of
glosses and annotations prepared on this work include : Tika-
ratna (Samanvaya-sitra-vivrii) by Anandapurpa (1275-1350) ;
Vivarana-prameya-samgraha by Bharati-tirtha (or Vidyaranya ?
1350) ; Rjuvivarana by Sarvajia-vignu (1350, teacher of the
author of Sarvadariana-samgraha) ;  Tattvadipanam by Akhanda-
nanda (1350) who was a disciple of the famous glossator,
Anandagiri; Bhava-dyotanika ( Vivarana-tatparyadipika ) by the
celebrated Citsukha ;  Vivarana-bhavaprakasika by Nrsimhasrama
(around 1500 A.D.); Vivarana-darpana by Rangarajadhvarin
(1580), fatherof the famous Appayya Diksita; Vivaranojjivini
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of Yajfiesvara of Venginadu (1600); and an anonymous
Varttika.  Besides these works closely following the text of
Vivarana, there are many independent works expounding its
point of view, Important among them are: Myayaraina-
dipavali of Anandanubhava {12th century); Vedanta-kaumudi of
Ramadvaya (1300, which also occasionally assimilates the
Bhamati viewpoint, and which has an anuotation by Sesa-
nrsimha) ;  Tattvasuddhi by Jhanaghana ; and Vivaranopanyasa
(Tatparyasamgraha) by Ramananda Sarasvati.®

However, the work that became as famous as the Vivarana
was Vivarana-prameya-samgraha,’ which, contrary to the suggestion
in the title, is a voluminous work, The authorship ol this work
is rather uncertain, Some ascribe it to Vidyaragya and others
to Bharati-tirtha. Perhaps it is a combined work, as Paficadast
also is reputed to be.

The other commentaries on Paficapadika include Vedanta-
ratna-kosa { Panicapadika-gika) by Nrsimhasrama (1500, also called
Nrsimhasramin, disciple of Jagannathasrama, author of a com-
mentary on Vivarana and several independent treatises like Bheda-
dhikkara™ and Advaitatattva-viveka'') ;  Paficapadika-darpana by
Amalananda ; Tatparya-dyotini by Dharmarajadhvarin (17th
century author of the celebrated Vedanta-paribhasa ;  Pafcapadika-
tika by Anandapiirna, Kanthirava by Vijfianavara, a uyakhya by
Vijfianavasa-yati and a Vivarana by Narendragiri. Most of these
works have receded to the background by the celebrity attained
by the Vivarana and the Samgraha.

Padmapada’s interpretation of Sarnkara furnished the model
on which Prakasatman constructed an elaborate, integrated and
original thought-system, known as the ‘Vivarana-prasthana’, Its
essential orientation is psychological and ontological. It claims to
follow closely Sarmkara’s argument of ‘superimposition’ (adhyasa),
but makes some significant departures. Reality is one, absolute
and is of the nature of pure consciousness. The material basis
for the transactional world of appearance and multiplicity is
nescience (avidya), which is superimposed on the Real. For
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Padmapada, avidya, ajfiana (ignorance), maya (creative power),
prakrti (nature), avyakta (unmanifest), agrahana (non-apprehen-
sion), tamas (darkness), and nidra (sleep) are terms which are
synonymous. They all refer to some inscrutable power, material
in nature, which is located in the Absolute Real (brahman). It is
responsible for the self-hood ( jivatva) which distinguishes each
one of us. This nescience conceals the Real and distorts
consciousness, It makes for the presentational world, which is
essentially unreal, as well as the modes of consciousness such as
the ego, which are also fundamentally unreal. Padmapada
interprets rather uniquely Sarmkara’s expression ‘mithyajnana’ to
mean ‘‘ false (mithya) nescience (ajfiana)’’ : by ‘false’ he under-
stands indeterminateness as well as negation, and by ‘nescience’
a material energy.

The Vivarana school is distinguished by its theory of reflec-
tion (pratibimba-vada), on the model of the face being reflected
in the mirror. This model has been employed in the context
of explaining the relationship between the Absolute Real and
the individual self which represents the phenomenal presentation,
The world flashes forth from the primary nescience (‘avidya) in
the form of the subtle seed of multiplicity, and the Absolute Real
as a witness is reflected in it, as the moon in several stretches of
water, Although the reflecting medium is material and inert,
the reflection (individual self ) is of the nature of conscionsness.
An important aspect of this view is the identity of self as reflec-
tion with the Absolute Real.

Padmapada points out the possibility of one’s being aware
of oneself without the instrumentation of mind. He argues
that consciousness itself is of the nature of illumination: one
lamp does not need another lamp to show it. Mind (antahkarana)
is a function of nescience, as life ( prana)is. Padmapada has
given us an elaborate account of the perpetual process as distinct-
ive of the mind’s function. While mind is an active expression
of nescience, the nescience remains subliminal and inoperative
in deep sleep. Padmapada has made a detailed analysis of
model consciousness in wakefulness, dream and sleep.
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ITT. SURESVARA’S POSITION

Suresvara, another immediate disciple of Sarkara, is
famous as the author of Varttikas, A Varitika is a metrical work
that proposes to inquire into not only what has been explicitly
said, but what has been left unsaid and what has been inad-
equately or improperly said.'? It is not merely an interpretative
work ; it is almost in the nature of an independent work, but
following a line of thought already enunciated and widely
accepted. Suredvara wrote two great Varttikas, one on Sarmkara’s
‘bhashya’® on Brhadaran yaka-upanisad” and another on Tuaittiriya-
upanisad," The former, which is more voluminous, is an
important source material (comprising more than 11,150 verses).
It is preceded by an elaborate inquiry into the relation between
ritualistic action and the liberating wisdom. It is known as the
Sambandha-varitika (called in the colophon, Sambandha-bhashya)'®
and is a brilliant achievement; it consists of 1,136 verses.
The Varttika has several glosses, Sastra-prakasika by Anandagiri
(Ananda-jfiana), MNyaya-kalpalatika by Ananda-purna, Nyaya-
tattva-vivarana and Aran yavyiti-sambandhgkti, The first two have
been summarised by Vidyaranya in his Varttika-sara, which was
later abridged by Mahesa-tirtha in his Laghu-samgraha.

Suresvara also wrote an independent work Naiskarmyasiddhi,
which is justly celebrated as a masterly treatise of the Advaitic
viewpoint, The work which is metrical in form in four chapters
appears to be intended as a criticism of the view expounded by
Mandana in his Brahma-siddhi that wisdom and rituals were
together necessary for liberation. This work has several
commentaries, the earliest being Candrika by Jhanottama. The
other commentaries are Vidya-surabhi of Jianamrta, Vivarana of
Akhilatman, and Sarartha of Ramadatta. A gloss that has
made use of Jfianottama’s work extensively is Citsukha’s Bhava-
tattva-prakasika.  Suresvara was intimately acquainted with
Samkara’s position and was in perfect sympathy with it. He
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argues in this work that the Upanishadic texts provide us with,
not mediate knowledge, but direct intuitive insight into Brahman,
while not abandoning the primary sense of the textual words
( jahallaksana ).

It is understandable and evident that Suresvara closely
follows Sarkara’s line of thinking. Nescience, according to
him, is the non-realization of the one Absolute Real. Like his
contemporary Padmapada, he too regards avidya and maya as
synonymous expressions, As its aspects, he talks of non-
knowledge (ajfiana), wrong-knowledge (mithya-jiana) and doubt
(samsava), The first aspect conceals the Real and the sccond
projects the phenomenal world ; they came to be designated
respectively as avarana and vikshepa in later Advaitic thought.
The first aspect refers to its nature, while the second and third
point out its functions. Nescience is located in the Absolute Real
which is also its object; the individual self cannot be its locus
or object, as it is itself a creature of nescience. The nescience
without its projective aspect can be experienced in deep sleep.
However, nescience itself is a mere presentation, and the Real
is not actually involved init. Itds a matter of appearance only
(abhasa). He does not appear to favour the view (Padmapada’s)
that nescience constitutes the material basis for this appearance.
Suresvara’s main contribution consists in the employment of the
traditional inquiry into the three conditions of the phenomenal
self (waking, dream and sleep) supplementary to inner vision or
intuition. Deep sleep suggested to him the lapse of nescience
for the time being, and hence positive experience of self-hood.
He held that such intuitive wisdom and emancipation are
indistinguishable. Suresvara in his Varttika also inquires exhaus-
tively into the value and limitations of the sources of common
valid knowledge ( pramana). While they are doubtless of value in
so far as the transactional world (which is real until the reali-
sation, avicarita-samsiddha) is concerned, they are of no value
whatever where the Real is concerned, because their value is
confined to the phenomenal appearance,
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IV. VACASPATI AND THE BHAMATI SCHOOL

Vacaspati (around 840 A.D.) exerted very great influence
in systematizing the Advaitic concepts.  This was in part
due to the fact that it is only his commentary among early works
that covers the entire text of Samkara’s VSB. Padmapada’s
work, as we have seen, does not even go through the whole of
the first pada; and Suresvara did not attempt a commentary
on VSB at all. Vicaspati hailed from Mithila and was a con-
temporary of some unidentified king Nrga. He was a student
of Trilocana and Marthiandatilaka-svami. He was an expert
in all six systems of Indian philosophy, and has written treatises
on each one of them. In the field of Vedanta, his Bhamati
on Samkara’s Sariraka-bhashya® and Brahmataitva-samiksa on
Mandanamisra’s Brakma-siddhi are well knogn, although it is only
the former that has come down to us. Bhamati has an important
sub-commentary known as Vedanta-kalpataru by Amalananda
(1217-1260). This in turn has two glosses, Kalpataru-parimala
by Appayya-diksita (around 1550), who was the author of as
many as 400 works, and Abhoga by Lakshminrsirhha (17th
century).”  Of these two, Kalpataru became more popular,
obviously because of the author’s celebrity, and in course of time
there were minor commentaries written on this work, like
Vedantakalpataru-manjar:  (or Parimalartha-samgraha of Taraka-
brahmasrama). The other commentary, Abhoga has attracted
little attention. Although apparently inspired by Parimala, this
work criticizes Parimala often, and follows relatively an indepen-
dent line of thinking. The author was an inhabitant of the
Krispa delta in Andhra-pradesh, and was the son of Konda-
bhatta. Besides Abhoga, he seems to have written another work
called Tarka-pradipa. It has been customary in the South to study
the ‘five books of Vedanta’ (Vedanta-pasica-granths ) . Badarayana’s
Satra, Satnkara’s bhashya, Bhamati, Kalpataru and Parimala.

There are other commentaries on Bhamaiti like Bhamati-tilaka
by Allala-suri (around 1700) ; Rjuprakasika by Akhandananda-
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yati, which is a simple gloss closely following Kalpataru ; Bhamali-
bhavadipika by Acyuta-krsna-tirtha, who also wrote a commentary
on Siddhanta-lefa and Taittiriya-bhashya ;  Bhamati-vyakhya by
Srirangarija ; and an anonymous Bhamatyukti-samgraha.

The crystallization of the Advaita standpoint for popular
edification was undertaken mainly by Viacaspati-misra, Ananda-
giri (about the middle of the 13th century) and Govindananda
(14th century). Anandagiri (Ananda-jiana) was a monastic
pupil of Suddhananda. He probably belonged to Gujarat, and
his earlier name is said to have been Janardana. He is variously
described as having been the pontiff at Dwaraka and Kafici.
He prepared faithful and helpful glosses, most of them called
Tippanas on all the important works of Samkara, and on the
Varttikas of Suresvara. His gloss on Samkara’s VSB, is known
as Nyayanirnaya, and the one on the BGB as Vivecana. He 1s also
reputed to have written Vivrii on Sarkara’s Upadesa-sahasri. An
independent philosophical text called Tattvaloka is also ascribed
to him. He appears to follow in essential details Vacaspati’s
Bhamati. This work was continued in Bhashya-ratnaprabha ascribed
to Govindananda. The real author of this short commentarial
work was Ramananda, who ascribed the contents of the book to
his teacher, Govindananda. This work which is of great help to
the students follows Anandagiri closely. There is a commentary
on this work by Parnananda which continues only as far as the
fourth ‘stitra’ ; another commentary by Acyuta-krspanandatirtha
also closes with the fourth ‘stitra’.  There seems to have been a
prevalent view that the first four ‘sutras’ (Catussiitrt) contained
the essence of the entire work, and that all relevant topics for
discussion occur in them. There are many commentaries and
annotations covering only this portion of Sarmkara’s VSB.
Although Vacaspati wrote his Bhamati on the entire work, it is
more usual to study only the Cafussitri portion thereof.

Vacaspati’s position differs in many details from Suresvara’s
as well as Padmapada’s, and he has adopted Mandana’s views
to a considerable extent (although he differs from him in some
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details, as for instance, with regard to the utility of ritualistic
action after the ‘desire to know Brahman’ arises). It would
appear that he was interested in reconciling the views of
Mandana and Sarkara, as, for instance, with regard to the
status of God (Isvara). That status in Mandana’s thought is
almost insignificant, while Sarnkara affords God a highly relevant
status in his scheme. Viacaspati very ably effects a compromise
on this issue, The Bhamati viewpoint may be considered to be
an attempt to revive the most relevant contributions of Mandana,
taking a stand quite distinct from either Suresvara’s or Padma-
pada’s, and render them more meaningful within the grand
model provided by Sarkara. This is especially significant in
view of the fact that Suresvara set himself severely against
Mandana. Among the notions taken directly from Mandana
and bodily incorporated in Samkara’s brand of Advaita was
that the nescience (which is only an efficient cause of pheno-
mena) has the individual self (jiva) as its locus and object, and
not pure consciousness (or the Absolute Real). Nescience is
both positive and indeterminable ; and it is individualized or
specific to selves.  Vacaspati holds, as Mandana held, that
nescience is diverse in accordance with the plurality of individual
selves. There are as many nesciences as there are individual
selves ; this view is opposed to the Vivarana view that indivi-
dualizations are only modal variations. Both Mandana and
Vacaspati accept two kinds of nescience : Psychological and
Phenomenological. And explaining the relation between the
Absolute Real and the individual self, Vacaspati postulates the
thepry of limitation (avaccheda-vada), on the model of the jar
limiting the space within it from the space alround. One can
see that all this is out of tune with Suresvara’s line of thought.

Further, Vacaspati denies that the scriptural passages can
directly produce intuitive insight (Suresvara’s position); he
emphasizes the need for contemplation (nididhyasana). The value
of ritualistic action is exhausted by the arousal of ‘the desire to
know Brahman’. The content of intuitive wisdom is the Absolute
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as enveloped by mind, which, in Vacaspati’s view, is a sense-
function. Hence he underlines the importance of mind as the
means of atcaining the essential unity of the individual self with
the Absolute Real. The notion of the ‘enveloped Absolute ’
(upahita-brakma) is an interesting one in Vacaspati’s theory. It can
be noticed that the Bhamati viewpoint differs from the Vivarana
viewpoint on all these issues.

V. SARVAJNATMAN

Among the independent treatises purporting to be commen-
taries on Sarnkara’s VSB, Samkshepa-Sariraka® by Sarvajhiatman
holds a pre-eminent position. This is a poetical work of 1240
verses in various metres arranged in four chapters, following
the four topics of the Brakma-sitra, He is generally supposed to
have been a native of Gandhara and a disciple of the great
Suresvara, though ‘Devesvara’ to whom he refers in the work is
not the “Suresvara’ of Naiskarmya-siddhi and Varitika fame, but
a disciple of some Devananda who lived in Trivandrum around
1000 A.D. His name occurs in the Srﬁgeri pontifical list, after
Suresvara, as Nityabodha-ghana He is supposed to have been
for some time the pontiff of Kafici-Kamokot].

This work is at once eminently readable and profound, and
makes many original and bold contributions within the general
Advaitic framework. There are several glosses on it, like
Siddhanta-dipika by Visva-veda which was the earliest ; the
detailed Tattva-bodhini by Nrsimhasrama (the author of a com-
mentary on Pancapadika, already mentioned); Anvayartha-prakasika
by Ramatirtha (around 1600), closely following Visvaveda’s
works ;  Bhavaprakasa by Pragvisnu ; Sara-samgraha by the great
Madhustidana Sarasvati (on the lines of the works of Vidvaveda
and Pragvisnu) ; and Subadhini by Agnicit- -purushottama. There
is also an anonymous (sometimes given as Vedananda’ s) anno-
tation known as Sambandhokti. Sarvajfiatman is said to be the
author of another work, Paiica-prakriya (in five sections), which
was perhaps intended as a summary of Samksepa-sariraka. How-
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ever, the bulk of this work is devoted to the interpretation of the
Mahavakyas.

Sarvajfiatman undertook to enunciate correctly and clearly
all the major issues tackled by Sarnkara, and sought to fix the
exact import of the five fundamental concepts in Advaita—sakshi,
witness ; Ifvara, God ; avidyd, nescience; jiva, the individual
self ; and jagat, the phenomenal world, in proper perspective.
But his general orientation appears to be in favour of an inte-
gration of the approaches of Suresvara and Padmapada. He
argues that the locus of nescience can only be the Absolute Real,
for the individual self is but consequent on nescience. As
regards the nature of ‘witness’, he subscribes (like Suresvara) to
the theory of utter unrelatedness (ajata-vada). And he regards
nescience as unitary, and spells out the view that the individual
self also is one (¢kajiva-vada). However, in order to explain the
relation between God (associated with the projective power of
nescience) and the individual self, he prefers the ‘reflection
theory > of Padmapada to the ‘appearance theory ” of Suresvara,
He confirms Suresvara’s thesis regarding the capacity of the
scriptural texts to produce directly the intuitive knowledge of the
Absolute Real. An important contribution of Sarvajhatman
consists in the distinction he has drawn between ‘support’ (adhara)
and ‘substratum’ (adhishthana). The former, which sustains a
series of phenomenal appearances, is itself not real but wrongly
imagined to discharge that function. The latter, however, 1is
the pure and tranquil ‘witness’, altogether unaffected by the
phenomenal presentations'. Sarvajfiatman’s analysis of phenom-
erl consciousness, explanation of deep sleep as direct experience,
and theory of reciprocity of superimposition ( parasparadhyasa )
are of great value in the scientific apprisal of Vedanta.

V1. SRI-HARSA AND CITSUKHA

An interesting figure in the history of Advaita thought was
Sriharsa (around 1150 A.D.) who was also a great poct (author
of Naishadha-carita). He appears to have hailed {rom Bengal
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and was in the court of the king of Kanouj, probably Jaya-
chandra, His dialectic skill and brilliance of exposition are
illustrated in his voluminous Khandana-khandakadya, (also called
Anirvacaniya-sarvasva  because he establishes the doctrine of
indescribability of phenomenal existence, refuting all possible
arguments against it),” which is primarily a disputational
exercise. He claims to have made this work deliberately difficult
in order to teach a lesson to those who arrogantly imagine
themselves clever and think that they have no use for a teacher.
The treatise is indeed a brain teaser: but there are helpful
commentaries on it by Paramananda, Bhavanatha, Raghunatha-
siromagi and Citsukha., The dialectical approach that he
perfected found an able exponent in Citsukha, whose philosophi-
cal insight was better and whose style of writing was not so
formidable as Sriharsa’s.

Citsukha (c. 1220 A.D.) is an important writer whose
Tallva-pradipika®™ in four chapters (also called Citsukhi) is justly
celebrated as an able defence of Advaita thought. He was a
disciple of Gauda-jiauottama (Satyananda) of uncertain identity
but himself a Vedantic writer. He is said to be the author of
Advaya-siddhi supposedly a defence of the ‘Sabdadvaita’ argument
of Bhartrhari. Citsukha probably hailed from Andhra country
for he was a devotee of Narasimba of Simhacala. He was a
prolific writer; besides the commentary on Sriharsa’s treatise, he
wrote a gloss on Sarmkara’s Satra-Bhashya entitled Bhashyabhava-
prakasika, as well as an index of topics dealt with in the Siitra,
Adhikarana-mafi jari, along with several other works, He wrote
commentaries also on Naishkarmya-siddhi (Suresvara) and Nyaya-
makaranda (Anandabodha), There is an excellent commentary
on Tattvapradipika called Nayana-prasadini by one Pratyagrupa or
Pratyag-bhagavan (c. 1400 A.D.). It can be seen that Citsukha
followed in the main the Vivarana viewpoint,

Sriharsa’s treatise is neatly divided into two parts: a
prologue (bhiimika) and the refutation of logical arguments,
categories and definitions of realistic and dualistic schools,

40



especially the Nyaya. The purpose of the dialectician is to prove
that the phenomenal world is a mere unreal presentation. He
also brings into bold relief the distinction between nihilism and
Advaita. Citsukha has much the same achievement to his credit;
and he contributes greatly to the crystallization of one of the
core-concepts of Advaita, viz, the self-luminosity of the Self,
whose essential nature is consciousness. His Tattva-pradipika is a
brilliant book, and makes numerous positive suggestions towards
understanding the psychological involvements of Advaita,

Of the several standard works on which Citsukha has written
commentaries, Anandabodha’s Nyaya-makaranda®' in thirteen
sections is of particular interest. Anandabgdha wrote two other
works Pramana-mala and Nyaya-dipavali. The common approach
in all these works is defence of Advaita by the employment of
logical categories. Nyaye-makaranda, in particular, directs its
attention towards establishing Advaita as a consistent, broad-
based and positive system ; it seeks to resolve the differences
within the system in addition to combating the attack from
outside, especially from dualistic schools. It follows the
Mimarmsa method of analysis and argument. Interesting is his
attempt to integrate the two kinds of causality (efficient and
material) in transfiguration (vimrta,) ; his comparative consider-
ation of the theory of ‘error’ while supporting the ‘indetermina-
bility’ theory (anirvacaniya) is likewise a fascinating study. He
establishes by reasoning that the phenomenal presentation is
entirely founded on the Absolute Real. The method he has
adopted in Nyaya-dipavelt to ascertain the reality of the pheno-
menal world appears to have provided the model for the
approach ®f Madhustidana-sarasvati in his famous Advaita-siddhi,

VII. THE SIDDHI-WORKS

An interesting complex of Advaitic works can be called
‘Siddhi’ literature, There are six well-known works, whose titles
end with ‘siddhi’, an expression meaning the establishment of a
doctrinal standpoint after investigation and discussion. The model
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perhaps was provided by the celebrated work of Vasubandhu,
Vijiiaptimatrata-siddhi, a Buddhist treatise seeking to establish that
bare consciousness was the sole reality. In the Vedantic field,
the earliest work of this nature was Mandana’s Brahma-siddhi,?
which in due course was followed by nearly twenty ‘siddhi’
works, Mandana himself wrote another ‘siddhi’ work,
‘Sphota-siddhi’ arguing in favour of the Sphota-theory, which
was vigorously attacked by Sarmkara, Mandana was a senior
contemporary of sar'nkara, and an younger contemporary of
Prabhakara, whose Brhat: has been criticized in this work,
Although he sets out to establish scriptural authority, he holds
that scriptural knowledge can only be indirect ; repeated con-
templation (prasamkhyana) holds the key to liberation, He also
formulates the Advaitic standpoint ; he argues that Brahman is
the only reality, and postulates nescience which hides him and
which projects the phenomenal world. This work is in four
chapters, dealing with Brahman, reasoning, instruction and
accomplishment. His chief sources are the Upanisads, Bhagavad-
gita and Badarayana’s Vedanta-siitras. Vacaspati, the commen-
tator on Sarnkara, is said to have written a commentary also on
this work known as Tattva-samiksa (now lost). It is well-known
that Vacaspati has attempted to reconcile the views of Mandana
and Sarnkara. Mandana’s theory of dual avidya as well as his
argument that the individual self (jiva) is the locus and object
of avidya have been adopted by Vacaspati, a position severely
contended by other Advaitins. Citsukha’s Abhipraya-prakasika is
another commentary on this work. The other commentaries
are Bhava-suddhi by Ananda-pirna (Vidyasagara) and Vyakhya
by Sarmkhapani.

The s€cond ‘siddhi’ was the famous Naiskarmya-siddhi®® of
Suresvara, who was a direct disciple of Sarkara. An account
of this work has already been given. It must be mentioned
that Citsukha wrote Bhavataitva-prakasika as a commentary on
this work.

The third was Vimuktatman’s Isfa-siddhi (around 1200
A.D.)* in eight sections, expounding the concept of nescience
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(avz‘a’y&) and discussing the theories of error. It is essentially an
epistemological work and its interest lies in the two-fold view
regarding the nature of the elimintation of nescience (avidya-
nivrtti) that it presents : that it is the ‘fifth’ mode (other than
the four : real, unreal, real and unreal, and unspeakable) which
can be climinated by knowledge; and that it is tantamount
to the knowledge of the Absolute (vidya) or the Pure Self.
Vimuktatman’s student, Anandabodha (author of Nyaya-makaranda)
accepted the former view while Citsukha favoured the latter
view. Elimination of nescience, he argues, is as indescribable
as nescience itself. This work also explains transfiguration
(vivarta) as the coordination of the two kinds of causality : efficient
and material. And the nescience has been regarded in this work
as both subjective and objective (involving all phenomena), thus
controverting Mandana’s view that it is only subjective.
Vimuktatman was a disciple of Avyayatman,

It would appear that for a long time these three siddhis
were the only ones that held the field. So says Madhustidana
Sarasvati (around 1500 A.D.), the author of the fourth ‘siddhi’
work, Advaita-siddhi.”® There is a traditional suggestion that
Mandana’s Brahma-siddhi establishes Brahman as reality (sat),
Suresvara’s Naiskarmya-siddhi establishes Brahman as pure con-
sciousness (cit), Vimuktatman’s Ista-siddhi argues that Brahman is
of the nature of bliss (ananda), and that Madhusuadana’s Advaita-
siddhi, following as the fourth, seeks to formulate Brahman as all
three at once (saccidananda).

However,  Advaita-siddhi is essentially a polemic work,
answv:rin%thc criticisms levelled on Advaita by Vyasatirtha’s
Nyayamrta. This voluminous work enjoyed great popularity
during the centuries that followed, partly because of the celebrity
of the author and partly because the work attempts a grand
synthesis of different viewpoints prevalent in Advaita. It follows
the line indicated by Citsukha.

Madhusudana, perhaps a native of Bengal, was a disciple
of Visvesvara Sarasvati. He was a prolific writer, and more
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than ten works from his pen have been influential in moulding
the thought and argument of subsequent writers. His chief
celebrity rests on his valiant attempt to reconcile devotion (bhakei)
with Advaita, especially in his Bhakti-rasiyana and his gloss on
Sandilya’s Satras. His commentary on Samkara’s Dasa-sloki, is
regarded, as already mentioned, almost as an independent
treatise : Siddhanta-bindu. He also prepared a summary and
explanation of Sarvajfiatman’s Samkshepa-sartraka. A well-known
commentary on Advaita-siddhi has been Laghu-Candrika by
Brahmananda Sarasvati of the Gauda region (the work is
celebrated as Gauda-Brahmanandi ). There is an elaborate gloss
on this commentary by Vitthalesa-upadhyaya. There is also
another commentary (called merely Vyakhya), by Madhusidana’s
own student Balabhadra, There are two other minor commen-
taries, Upanyasa and Tika, on this great work.

Closely following the structure of Advaita-siddhi, but not so
voluminous or original is Sadananda-yati’s Advaita-brahma-siddhi.
Sadananda, whose Vedanta-sara® has been popular as a primer
among students of Advaita-Vedanta, was probably a junior
contemporary of Madhusudana. His ‘siddhi’ is principally a
defence of Advaita against attacks by Vedantins of different
persuasions. Like Madhusudana, Sadananda also sceks to evolve
a compromise between divergent views held in the Advaita field.
An important contribution of Sadananda in this work is the
distinction he draws between the idealism of Yogacara Buddhists
(who deny objective reality altogether) and the idealism of
Sarnkara (who recognises objective reality independent of
subjective processes).

A more recent ‘siddhi’ work is Svarajya-siddhi? by Ganga-
dharendra Sarasvati(around 1826 A.D.). This work is brief and
metrical ; it is essentially a description of the state of liberation.
There is a commentary on this work called Kaivalya-kalpadruma.

VIII. RAMADVAYA AND VIDYARANYA

Two important thinkers who flourished around 1300 A.D.
are Ramadvaya and Vidyaragya. Ramadvaya, who was an
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earlier writer, is the author of Vedanta-kaumud: (with his own
commentary Bhavadipika), an important work in the field of
Advaita.® Dr. S. N. Dasgupta rightly feels that this work is
very much under the influence of the author of Prakatartha, who,
according to this authority, lived in the latter half of the twelfth
century.” Prakaartha or Prakatartha-vivarana,*® whose authorship
is anonymous, is in the nature of a commentary on Samkara’s
VSB. Itis found to criticize Vacaspati frequently. The work
traces the source of the phenomenal world to the association
(sambandha) of indeterminable m@ya with pure consciousness
(cinmatra) ; mescience for him is the material cause, and, as
such, positive. It distinguishes between maya (which influences
God or Ifvara) and ajfiana (which influences the individual self
or jiva). In Ramadvaya’s Vedanta-kaumudi, we find a detailed
treatment of the perceptual process, following the scheme
provided in Prakatartha. This treatment accords with the Vivarana
theory of perception. Ramadvaya’s work reveals an acceptance
of Kumarila’s views regarding self-validation of knowledge and
a rejection of the views found in Vedanta-paribhasa (Dharmaraja)
concerning valid knowledge. His work abounds in epistemologi-
cal and psychological insights.

There is some confusion about the identity of the author
(authors) of two important works on Advaita Vedanta : Vivarana-
prameya-sarthgraha and Pafizadasi.  Tradition has ascribed the
former to Bharati-tirtha and the latter to Vidyaranya ; it also
indicates that Bharati-tirtha was the teacher of Vidyaranya.
There is also a supposition that the two together composed
Paficadasi (the five viveka sections by Bharati-tirtha and the rest
by Vidyaranya), But there is an increasing suspicion that the
two nam® referred to the same person. Whatever the truth,
Samkarananda was the teacher of the author (or authors) of these
two works. Vivarana-prameya-samgraha, as we have seen earlier,
is an independent gloss on Pafzapadika-vivarana and an important
core-text for the Vivarana School. It is obviously a work meant
for scholars ; the style is learned and presentation of topics
rather terse.
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Paficadasi,®* on the other hand has become a popular manual
of Advaita-Vedanta over centuries. A book in fifteen chapters
(as the title indicates), it is written in a lucid style, and the
major topics of Advaita Vedanta are dealt with in a perfectly
edifying manner. While Vivarana-prameya-samgraha is definitely a
partisan exercise, Paficadasi is more broad-based, Although
following Vivarana in the main, it accommodates the views of
other authorities also, especially Sarvajfiatman. It may be
seen that the individual selves are regarded here as appearances
of pure consciousness (cidabhasa), as Suresvara held. The
analysis of ‘witness’ consciousness is not only elaborate but
eclectic. There have been several commentaries and glosses on
this work, widely used among which are those of Ramakrsna
(T atparya-bodhini ) and Niscaladasa (Vrtti-prabhakara). Three
other works, Vaiyasika-nyayamala) Anubhiiti-prakasa and Froanmukti-
viveka ¥ are also generally ascribed to the authorship of the
author(s) of Paficadasi.

IX. RECENT ADVAITA LITERATURE

Besides the standard and widely read commentaries and
glosses on Sarmkara’s V'SB mentioned above, there are others
which are also of considerable importance and interest : Bhava-
prakasika, a short work by Citsukha following Bhamati and
Vivarana ; Brahmasitra-dipika by Sarkarananda (1330), who
was a disciple of Vidyi-tirtha and a teacher of Vidyaranya and
who has written Vritis on all the Upanishads, Gita and the Sitra-
bhashya ; Vidyasr: by Jiianottama who was a disciple of Jfiana-
ghana (around 1000 A.D., this is a commentary only on the
first two padas) ; Brahmavidyabharana,
work by Cidvilasa (Advaitananda Sarasvati, a pontiff at
Kafici) ; Prakriartha-vivarana, a deep study by -Anubhititisvariipa ;
Adhikarana-ratnamala (Vaiyasika-nyayamala) by Madhava (1333
A.D., the author of Veda-bhashya) ; Subodhini by Ramachandra-
yati, a work in easy and lucid style covering only the first four
‘sitras’; Sariraka-nyayaraksamani by Appayya-diksita (around 1572,
this work covers only the first adhyaya of the ‘sutra’ follow-

a careful and insightful
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ing Bhamati) ; Sariraka-mimamsa-bhashya-varttika by Narayana
Sarasvati, a disciple of Govindananda (the author of Ratna-
prabha), which is only a gloss despite the title ; Vedantasutra-
gyakhya (Chando-tika) by Sanmitra-bhava of Mithila (during the
days of the emperor Shahjahan); MNyayamaiijari by Appayya
Diksita (around 1572, a work of 182 verses in different metres) ;
Samkara-padabhiisana-prakasika by Subrahmanyagnicit ; Kutiihalam
by Krspananda Sarasvati (an explanation for the first 24 siitras) ;
Padayojana (Brahmamrtavarsini) by Sadasivendra, a disciple of
Svayamprakasa ; Vedanta-bhas ya-pratipadyani by the great gram-
marian Nagesa-bhatta ; Sutrartha-cintamani (a poetical work)
by Vafichesvara (author of the well-known Mahisa-sataka); and
Advaita-prakasa by Durgaprasada-yati (in nine sections in the
form of a dialogue between a teacher and his pupil). There are
several urtfis among which may be mentioned Sutra-vriti by
Samkarananda, Mitakshara by the great logician Annambhatta
(around 1650, following Bhamati), Tattvaprakasika (Laghu-sitra-
vritt) by Sadasiva-brahmendra (1800), Advaitasitrartha-paddhati
by Krsnavadhuta Pagpdita (a writer of Madhva persuasion who
has given faithful exposition of Advaita and Visistadvaita also),
and the works of Vijiianendra (Vakya-vriti), Ramakimkara,
Brahmananda ( Muktavali), and Subrahmanya-kavi (Ratnavals).
Among recent writers on the Advaitic presentation of Brahma-
sutra the noteworthy arc: Kurangulam Krsna-$astri (Brahma-
sutranugunya-vrtti ),  Venkataraghava-sastri  (Bhashyagambhirya-
nirnayamandana), Raghunatha-sastri (Vedantanyaya-malika), and
Nurani Anantakrsna-$astri (Sariraka-bhashya-tippani).

X. PRAKASANANDA
Prakasananda (early 16th century)enjoys a peculiar position
in the history of Advaitic thought. His Vedanta-siddhanta-

muktavali %

is a bold attempt to push the argument of super-
imposition to an extreme degree. He attacked valiantly the
citadel of traditional Advaita theories and alienated the sympathy
of most of the Sarnkarites. In a bid to formulate the strict theory

of nescience, he brought Advaita dangerously close to the
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subjective idealism of Vijfianavada Buddhists. He held the
strange view (altogether unsupported by Samkara or by other
classical Advaita authors) that things of the world exist only as
long as they are perceived. The world does not exist when not
cognized ; and the object is not independent of our awareness
of it (pratiti). Consciousness, however, is ever-present, and is
the sole reality. He did not accept the usual Advaitic explana-
tion of the phenomenal world as ‘transformation’ (vivarta):
according to him, it was only meant as a ‘ teaching aid for
beginners * (little children, balayyuipaiti prayojanatvat). It is to be
remembered that generally Advaita would accept the theory of
‘modification’ ( parinama) as preliminary to ‘ transformation ’
(vivarta), which alone matters. Prakasananda rejects this position,
Neither the Absolute Real nor nescience can in any sense be
regarded as responsible for the world, which in reality does not
at all exist. Nescience is merely subjective, which disappears
like mist when the sun of realization dawns.

This view is technically known as ‘drsti-srsti’ theory, the
theory that things arise when perceived and disappear when not
perceived. Prakasananda relentlessly controverts the earlier
thinkers in the field of Advaita, especially Sarvajfiatman and
Prakagatman ; and though he cites Suresvara approvingly he
derives his inspiration from Mandana, Dasgupta traces the
influence of Yogavasistha (which reads more like a Vijfianavada
than an Advaitic text) in prakasananda’s work.” There is a
commentary on this work by Nana-diksita, known as Siddhanta-
pradipika, where it is mentioned that the pupils and followers of
Prakasananda filled the entire country. But the fact is that
Prakasananda’s work was generally ignored by subsequent
gencrations of thinkers. Among the few writers that have
bothered to refer to him, Appayya-diksita was perhaps the only
one that is noteworthy. We know very little about Prakasananda,
It is claimed that he was a pupil of Advaitananda, who wrote
Brahmavidyabharana as a commentary on Sarmkara’s Sutra-bhashya,
Besides Siddhanta-muktavali, Prakasananda has written several
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Tantrik manuals : Tantraraja-tika, Manorama, Mahalaksmi-paddhati
and Tara-bhakti-tarangini, It is only the last mentioned work
that has acquired some measure of celebrity.

XI. COMPROMISES

Although different viewpoints have been foisted on the basic
framework of Sarnkara’s Advaita, the essential argument of the
unity of the Absolute Real despite the apparent presentation of
the phenomenal world has persisted. The chief areas of contro-
versy have been mainly psychological, and attempts have been
made to reconcile the differences and evolve compromise pos-
itions. Outstanding among them are Sadananda’s Vedanta-sara,
Dharmaraja-adhvari’s Vedanta-paribhasha® (an excellent epistemo-
logical handbook, dealing with the six means of valid knowledge
accepted in Advaita, and clearly formulating some of the main
ideas of Advaita-Vedanta), Madhustudana’s Advaita-siddhi and
Appayya-diksita’s Siddhanta-lesa sagraha®® (where an account
of divergent views has been given).

It is unfortunate that barring the major source-books, much
of Advaita literature has not as yet appeared in print, Valuable
commentaries, glosses and independent manuals are in hundreds,
but most of them are buried in manuscript collections here and
there. The remarkable feature of many of these commentaries
and manuals is the originality of thinking alongside an incisive
analysis. One will discover that within Advaita there are broad
but not absolute agreements. In this context, their publication
is an urgent need in order to reconstruct the developement of
core-concepts in Advaita.
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SECTION 1IT
METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS
I. SUBJECTIVISM IN INDIAN THOUGHT

Science and philosophy are concerned with explaining and
understanding reality, Explanations involve the determination
of causal relationships, while understanding refers to the role of
reality in the behaviour of individuals," The former claims an
adherence to objectivity, but the latter concedes a subjective
organisation of what Sherrington would cal] ¢ the exteroceptor
field’. The restriction of science to explanation has resulted in
a near crisis in the field of science, especially in the sciences
dealing with human behaviour ; and a heavy subjective bias for
understanding has rendered philosophy rather obsolete in the
modern context. It is being increasingly realized that the world
is neither strictly objective, nor merely subjective. The current
phenomenological expression, ©life-world’ (Lebenswelt),? de-
scribes the proper subject-matter of scientific and philosophical
inquiry adequately. It eliminates the errors of both ‘psychol-
ogism’ and ‘objectivism’, which are both essentially belief-
systems,

It is interesting that Indian thought steers clear of these
difficulties by rejecting the dualistic outlook on man, the outlook
that man has a double nature, that bodily activities and mental
processes belong to two different systems. Both are alike involved
in what, after Husserl, may be described as ‘‘ the constitution of
consciousness ”’. It is this phenomenological implication that
led Indian thought to look with suspicion upon *‘ controlled
parametric procedure’® or the experimental method. Although
its approach was empirical, it remained largely at the descriptive
level. But the keenness of analysis and the maturity of epistemo-
logical thinking that we find here are remarkable.
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That science did not develop in India as conspicuously as
philosophy did may also be ascribed to the same reason. ‘Ehe
phenomenological commitment of the Indian mind prevented it
from the error of ‘objectivism’, which incidentally was the sole
condition for the emergence of positive sciences elsewhere.
Strasser rightly makes a distinction between ‘objectivity’ and
‘objectivism’.> Objectivism is a belief in the independent exist-
ence of the objective world and its impingement on the conscious
subject, wholly determining the latter’s cognitive processes.
Objectivity, on the other hand, emphasizes the role of the
subjective approach in determining the nature of the presented
or perceived world. Indian thought considered objectivity as
important in our endeavour to understand and explain reality.
And in this context it developed an elaborate epistemological
enthusiasm. There was in some quarters of Indian thought a
predilection for ‘subjectivism’, an opposite error. The belief,
illustrated by Vijfiana-vada, Yogacara, and at least one school
of Advaita Vedanta, that the so-called objective world is really
determined only by the psychological processes, has further
vitiated the development of a scientific temperament in India,
While the Indian mind successfully checked ‘objectivism’, it
could not escape the inroad of ‘subjectivism’. This will be
evident from the methodological considerations we are about to
embark upon.

1I. EPISTEMOLOGICAL INQUIRY

Neither philosophy nor science bothers much about the fact
that man knows the world. It is a matter that is taken for
granted ; it is an uncritical assumption, Man’s very being is
inevitably a matter of encounter with reality ; he must be related
with other objects and persons in the external world for having
any sort of life at all. Cognition is inherent in man’s being.
The world around has unavoidable cognitive dimensions. The
complex world that looms large outside him is ¢ simply there, ’
and is ‘revealed’ to him in ordinary perception. But whether
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what we know is correct at all, whether our cognitions are
complete, pragmatic and valid, and how and why errors are
caused would be problems. The chief function of philosophy
and science appears to be to correct the common-sense views
concerning reality, It is natural for the common man to mistake
the exact nature of the surrounding world, to be ignorant of his
own true nature, and to misconstrue the real relations between
himself and the world around him, He frequently ignores that
objects do not merely exist but stimulate in characteristic ways.

He does not devote sufficient thought to the matter, even
granting that he has the necessary intellectual equipment and
ability to do so. Nor is he trained to look upon the objective
events or the subjective processes that occur within himself, in
a critical manner, and with an eye for veracity, The notions
of utility and practical efficiency are what normally guide not
only his behaviour but his cognitions as well, Philosophy seeks
to think deeply and examine critically so as to reveal reality and
confirm its validity ; it seeks also to define the most effective
relation of man with the world. Science has the same objectives.
It is therefore that both philosophy and science have to devote
careful thought to the problem of methodology. For unless the
method is correct, what is known and got cannot be regarded
as valid,

More than mere encounter with the °objective world’
understanding of the ‘lived world’ becomes important in philos-
ophy as well as in science. ~ The world should get into better
focus, so that it is dealt with better. Relevant here is the
distinction that Bertrand Russell made between acquaintance
(with objects etc.) and knowledge (of relations etc.). The
empirical acquaintance of reality may be functional, and of
practical utility, but it cannot by itself guarantee the validity of
what is presented to us. It is necessary that the presentation
must be represented in our understanding by a conceptual
apparatus that is at once appropriate and efficient. It is a matter
of construction, or what is now styled ‘epistemic reduction’.
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Discussions of methodological considerations in Indian
thought (especially in Nyaya, Mimarmsa and Vedanta) point
to a similar conclusion, It is important to remember that Indian
philosophy is both a theoretical structure and a practical dis-
cipline. It not only seeks to help us understand the reality that
we encounter, but attempts to define to our advantage our
commitment to it. It is thus that epistemic reduction is sought
to be achieved. Further, it recognises that reality is relative to
man’s understanding. It had necessarily to make use of logic,
psychology and epistemology heavily, much more significantly
than philosophy has done elsewhere. The puspose of Indian
philosophy is an intellectual reconstruction of the reality that
is encountered, and it provides a methodology by means of which
the immanent principle within the experience (which supports
the encounter) could be discovered. ‘Perceiving’ and ‘measuring’
(verifying) are distinct acts, and the method is an attempt to
check each by the other.

Thus, methodology in Indian philosophy has a set of
encounter-correctives (such as sense-perception, inference,
reasoning and verbal testimony) as well as a set of subjective-
correctives (such as study, reflection and meditation ; $ravana,
manana and nididhyasana.) One can see that the major emphasis
here is on subjectively oriented analysis of the experienced
encounter, on the pragmatic assessment of the °lived world’.
The objective methods and the subjective methods constitute a
continuum, Further, Indian thought has recognised that scrip-
tural authority (sruti) is the point of contact between the two
methods. Methodological considerations in Vedinta naturally
gather round sruti. But, as we shall see, sruti is regarded more
as an intuitional apprisal and a transcendental reflection than
as a merc scriptural testimony. Intuition which connects experi-
ence with explanation is held out as the highest authority,  But
this does not obviate the value of other normal methods like
observation, inference and reason.

Knowledge concerning the world, derived from the usual
empirical methods, may be correct (in the sense of corresponding

56



with facts or facilitating successful activity) or incorrect. Correct
knowledge is doubtless desirable, for it will be effective as well
as satisfying. Incorrect knowledge, on the other hand, may
lead us to failure, or bring distress, However, it is not always
that we can be sure of the correctness of our knowledge ; for
many are the variables that are involved, such as the sensory-
data, psychological intentions and acts. Objective inquiry should
be instituted regarding what constitutes correctness of knowl-
edge, what methods bring about valid and effective knowledge,
and what the possible sources of error are. This inquiry is
fundamental to all systems of Indian philosophy.

III. VALID KNOWLEDGE

Correct or valid knowledge is called in Indian thought
‘prama’ which is defined as ‘awareness of a thing as it really is.*
Contrarily, incorrect or invalid knowledge is called ‘apramia’ or
‘bhrama’ (illusion or misapprehension). Correct knowledge is
further described as that which is free from factors that bring
about misapprehension. And these factors (dosa) are various ;
some are intra-individual such as biliousness (pitta), and some
extra-individual, like insufficient illumination, Indian thought
is concerned with what generates correct knowledge as well as
with what causes incorrect knowledge. And, unlike in the usual
scientific enterprises, there is not that constant or necessary
reference to sensory data. Correctness or otherwise is here more
a matter a phenomenal reality. It comprehends both natural
phenomena and the factual details of °the lived world ’,

The sources of correct knowledge are collectively known as
pramana (the cause of pramg).® It is a method, an empirical
device to ascertain the veracity of a piece of knowledge that has
already been acquired. It is largely a deductive method of
analysis but involves an element of intuition. How do we know
what we know ? And what are the evidences for the correctness
of what we know ? It is the question of a certain pressure
towards ‘truth’, which is both cognitive and effective. The

57



Samkhyan thinkers defined truth as the mode of knowledge
agreeing entirely with the mode of the object; cognitive-
objective correspondence is the criterion of truth, according to
them. There is here a suggestion of objectivism and of a dicho-
tomy between the psychological processes and sensory apprehen-
sion. The Nyaya philosophy, on the other hand, points out that
what is true must be effective ; if we can act on that knowledge
and successfully have our objective attained or desire fulfilled,
then the knowledge is correct, Utility, in other words, is the
criterion of truth, The Mimarmsa and Vedanta would go deeper
into the problem, and spell out novelty and freedom from con-
tradiction as criteria of truth.®

The notion that valid knowledge must be something
which is not already known to us would exclude memory
or recollection which are merely subjective phenomena. It
emphasizes objectivity. = Memory is reactivation of certain
residual impressions already present in our minds as a result
of previous knowledge and is a property of the subject ; and
as such it cannot be regarded as °objective’ in the strict
sense of the term. The content of recollection may, however,
be true ; but it cannot be treated as a process of valid knowl-
edge. Even the thinkers of the Prabhakara school, who accept
memory as valid knowledge, make a distinction between current
experience (anubhava) and recollection (smrti). The other criterion
insists that valid knowledge must be such that it is impossible
for it to be contradicted by other concurrent or subsequent acts
of knowledge. In other words, constancy in time and space is
a necessary feature of valid knowledge. We will have occasion
to revert to the discussion of this aspect later on.

Whatever contributes to such knowledge can be regarded
as a pramana, It is usual to take this expression to signify methods
as ‘instruments’ (karana) of valid knowledge. By ‘instrument’
is meant a cause that is specific or unique regarding its structure
and function (asadharana-karana), and also an operation (vpapara)
of the sense-organs or mind." The concept of pramina as a
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method that we normally employ in order to obtain new and
true information concerning something in the ‘lived world’ has
engaged the Indian mind since very ancient times, It is not so
much a prescriptive concept as a normative one. That is why
the Indian texts that deal with pramana invariably analyse the
usual processes, both sensory and psychological, that are involved
in the obtainment of knowledge, valid or otherwise. Under-
standably, they do not indicate any unusual procedures for
occasioning usual experiences ; they only point out the merits
and limitations of each process. They seek to analyse the value
of each method, its scope and function. The purpose of a
method is only to reveal the facts, and it cannot be said that
facts cease to exist in the absence of a method.® The pramana
does not generate a fact, it is only a means of it being experi-
enced. The factual existence of a thing is not regarded as a
mere function of the method employed, although it is accepted
that objectivity undergoes an epistemic reduction. With due
regard to the areas of the ‘lived world’ the pramanas have their
own limited fields of operation ; their validity is limited to what
they can possibly reveal.? 'This justifies the multiplicity of
methods that we employ to check on our experiences.

Methodological considerations weigh importantly with
Vedanta, Among the Indian systems of thought it was Mimarnsa
that highlighted the importance of valid knowledge and carefully
enunciated the processes by which it was obtained. This was
rather strange because Mimarisa was almost exclusively con-
cerned with the performance of rituals and sacrifices as prescribed
in the Veda, and therefore, only one method, viz, scriptural
testimony, would have sufficed its purpose. As a matter of fact,
it heavily relies on this method alone. But the brilliant thinkers,
Sabara-svamin, Kumarila-bhatta and Prabhakara-misra'
provided an epistemological framework which was remarkable
for its logical rigour and psychological insight, The background
for this enterprise can be seen in the Samkhya system ; but its
acceptance of scriptural testimony was so inadequate and per-
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functory that the Mimarmsa thinkers were provoked to institute
a thorough examination of all the available methods. The word
‘mimarnsa’ signifies *‘ careful examination by the employment of
reason >’, ‘‘ an intensive exercise of the mind >, !

It is well-known that the Indian materialists (Carvakas or
Lokayatas) accepted only one source of valid knowledge, viz,
sense-perception ( pratyaksha) or direct observation.'? They relied
exclusively on the ultimacy of sensory data, and their knowledge
was confined to the world of physical phenomena, They were
strictly empirical in their approach ; they dismissed subjective
experiences beyond sensations as irrelevant for scientific inquiry.
The Vaiseshikas, who were the early physicists of India,”
considered deductive analysis or reasoning (anumana, inference)
as an additional method of acquiring valid knowledge. They not
only set out to explain the nature and characteristics of physical
substances (for which they employed the first method), but
posited a soul (which could only be inferred). The Buddhists
too, although for a different reason, admitted inference as a
valid method. The Samkhyan thinkers, however, conceded
that verbal testimony (Sabda, in an extended sense, scriptural
authority) can also occasion valid knowledge, in addition to
sense-perception and inference. These thinkers were essentially
psychological in their approach and orientation. Being also
atheistic in general outlook, they confined verbal testimony to
the words of an unerring authority (apta-vacana) in matters per-
taining to daily life.

The Nyaya system was essentially Jogistic in its orientation."
And its interest in epistemology was naturally deep and extensive.
It made careful investigation into the sources and content of
valid knowledge. Of the sixteen subjects this system sets out to
examine, pramana (method) and prameya (objectivity) are the
first and second. The Nyaya writers examine several possible
methods or sources of knowledge, and arrive at a four-fold
classification : sense-perception, inference, verbal testimony and
analogy. All other methods could be accommodated in one or
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the other of these four. It is interesting that they regarded anal-
ogy (upamana) as an independent method, while the Vaiseshikas
included it under verbal testimony, which was in turn classified
under inference. Vatsyayana highlighted the association of
verbal behaviour with objective presentations.’® The Nyaya
argument was that the four methods differ from each other with
regard to the major collocations (samagri) that are involved in
the production of valid knowledge.' These collocations includes
physical, physiological and psychological processes. And the
type of experience that they generate also contributes to the dis-
tinctions between the four methods. This in a sense anticipates
the Husserlian conception of ‘regional ontologies’.

Of the two major lines of Mimarhsa thinking, the line
inaugurated by Prabhakara accepts ¢ presumption ’ (arthapatti ) in
addition to the four detailed by the Nyaya system. This method
helps in knowing a thing which is not directly available for
sense-perception, inference, verbal testimony, or comparison,
but which is implied in the knowiedge derived from any of these
four, It had only to be spelt out. The other line, headed by
Kumarila, adds ‘non-apprehension’ (anupalabdhi or abhava) to
the list of five. This method of getting to know the non-existence
of a thing is regarded as an independent source of knowledge,
and as a positive process. Vedanta accepts this latter Mimarsa
position of six methods which are productive of valid knowl-
edge. !

1IV. THE ROLE OF INTUITION

Of the six systems mentioned above, barring Mimarnsa and
Vedanta, the others rely heavily on argumentation ; they are
described as ‘reason-dominant’ (yukti-pradhana). It is not that
Mimarmsa and Vedanta do not employ reason or arguments, but
their ultimate reliance is on scriptural testimony ($ruti-pradhana)
derived from transcendental analysis and intuition. Their
employment of reasoning is subordinate to scriptural authority ;
the purpose of reason here is to interpret scriptural texts,
Although, among the other four systems, Samkhya and Nyaya
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accept verbal testimony as a source of valid knowledge, they do
not accord it the same value as Mimarmsa and Vedanta do;
scriptural authority for them is not very different in quality or
value from the words of a trustworthy person in daily life. It
may be noted that the Vaiseshika system regarded the Vedas as
composed by human beings, albeit superior to us,’® and it is
likely that the Nyaya system held a similar view.  Vitsyayana,
the Nyaya commentator, defined verbal testimony (Sabda) as
originating in a trustworthy person (apta), and mentions that it
does not matter if he is a sage, an aryan, or an outsider (mleccha).
That is to say, reliance on testimony applies to the daily trans-
actions as well as to things beyond our normal apprehension
(which strictly constitute the scope of scriptures). It is true that
the Nyaya thinkers accorded verbal testimony an independent
status (unlike their Vaiseshika-counterparts, who included it
under inference) ; but this was only because the way valid
knowledge was produced in this case was different.

A reaction to this outlook on scriptural testimony can be
found in the Mimarnsa of the Prabhikara persuasion, which would
confine this method to the rauthority to the Vedas, especially
those portions that are prescriptive ( regarding performance
of sacrifices). However, the Mimarsa ascription of authority
to the Vedic texts was rather paradoxical. The Nyaya accept-
ance of Vedic authority involved the belief that the Vedas
were derived from the infallible Isvara (God); but the early
Mimamsa thinkers did not believe in the necessity of postulating
God as a creator or as omniscient. They were impressed only
with the high antiquity of the Vedic record.’® The Veda is for
them in the nature of a revelation to sages of superior equip-
ment. It may be remembered that the Mimarmsa outlook was
essentially empirical and pragmatic,

Kumarila would extend the concept of verbal authority to
include the testimony of all trustworthy persons, contrary to
Prabhakara’s views. It was necessary, therefore, to classify this
source of valid knowledge into two groups: (1) personal
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( pauruseya ) or transactional (laukika), and (2) impersonal
(apauruseya) or scriptural (vaidika). The scriptural authority
contained in the Veda was looked upon as composed of pre-
scriptive texts (vidhayaka-vakyas) or injunctions with regard to
the performance of sacrifices and rites, and passages which were
merely informative (siddharthaka-vakyas) or telling us about what
is already there, The Mimarmsa pragmatism was inclined to
accept the former and practically reject the latter group of
passages. Since the main objective of the Mimarnsa system was
to interpret and elucidate the Vedic passages that dealt with
rituals, the ‘Brihmana’ portion of the Veda was naturally
regarded as having paramount authority,

The Vedanta, on the other hand, tilted in favour of the
authority of ‘informative’ passages of the Veda, viz, the Upa-
nishads, almost to the exclusion of the other group of passages.®
The reason for this preference was that the kind of knowledge
that was sought was available only in these texts. The argument
about the authorship of the Veda became essentially irrelevant
in this context, although discussions about it went on in the
Vedantic manuals.

In any case, for the Mimarhsa as well as the Vedanta
systems, scriptural authority surpassed the authority of the other
five sources of valid knowledge. In the words of Manu, who
echoes the Mimamsa attitude :  “‘ For those who are concerned
with knowing about the canons of conduct (dharma), scripture is
the highest authority.’”?' Tt is, in other words, a self-sufficient
authority ; the other five methods of obtaining correct knowl-
edge can only lead to this authority. Reason here plays a role
that is subordinate to revelation ; reason must be employed only
to interpret revelation. There is no question of getting revelation
confirmed by reason or by observation.

Each of the five methods has its own sphere of functioning ;
each supplements the other, and, altogether, they contribute
to what may be described as empirical knowledge. In practice,
however, there are only three principal methods: sense-
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perception (ohservation ), inference ( deductive reasoning ),
and scriptural authority (intuition). Presumption and non-
apprehension are included under inference,”? And inference
by definition depends on sense-perception. Thus, the only two
independent sources of valid knowledge are observation and
intuition. And obviously their spheres of operation are distinct,
we can almost say, mutually exclusive. The former prevails in
the realm of empirical transactions while the latter guides tran-
scendental attitudes and processes. Sense-perception (and the
other four methods) is the chief method that we normally employ
in matters pertaining to acquisition of wealth, obtainment of
pleasures, and social conduct, Kumarila is definite that the
jurisdiction of scripture does not extend so far, for its only con-
cerns are religious practices and emancipation.”

These methods have been neatly grouped in terms of their
‘ regional ontologies’ into two categories : those that inform us
about the transactional details of the outer world, and those that
let us know about the transcendental reality.? The former tells
us about Becoming in the world, while the latter provides the
knowledge of Being. Sense‘perception (pratyaksha), inference
(anumina), comparison (upamana), ‘presumption’ (arthapatti) and
non-apprehension (anupalabdhu), and verbal testimony of a reliable
person (apta-vakya) are included under the first category ; whereas
scriptural testimony ($abda) alone constitutes the second. The
dichotomy of the methodological categories does not involve any
difference in degrees of validity. The transactional methods
are as valid as the transcendental method ; but their spheres
of operation differ. Effective functioning is relative to the
proper sphere.

All the six methods are equally valid, and there can be no
question of degrees of validity. . However, there is recognition
of dependence and independence among the methods. Inference,
for instance, is dependent upon sense-perception ; and pre-
sumption, on inference. Sense-perception is not dependeat on
any other method ; as also scriptural testimony. And the two
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methods are recognised in Vedanta as primary sources of valid
knowledge, the former as far as the transactional world is con-
cerned, and the latter with regard to the transcendental reality.
The purpose of a method is to define its object clearly and
specifically, to illumine the object, and it does not direct in any
way any action pertaining to it ; that is to say, consideration
of utility here is irrelevant. Utility depends upon the object
and not on the method.® Sense-perception is the guide for
understanding the world while Scripture helps us to appreciate
the significance of reality.

It is important to recognize that Advaita subscribes to
realism at the transactional level. Sarkara is an unrelenting
critic of the Yogacara rejection of objective reality.® He admits
consciousness as the fundamental reality, but concedes that the
phenomenal world of objects and events also has a reality
independent of the conscious processes. It is not a mere insub-
stantial projection of the mind, nor a fleeting reconstruction of
subjective experiences. Sarmkara’s opposition to ‘psychologism’
has often been misunderstood. It is generally imagined that he
dismissed the world as a phantasm, as a mere dream, as an
illusion. Nothing can be farther than the truth. If that indeed
was his stand, he had little reason to combat fiercely the Buddhist
position.  As will be shown later, Sarmkara not only accepted
the phenomenal reality of the world, but even admitted the role
of Godhead (fsvara) in its emergence, subsistence and dissolution.
It is sufficient here for us to note that Sarkara regards the
normal sources of correct knowledge with regard to the world
we live in as valid.?” His scientific temperament is revealed
when he roundly tells us: °‘ Even a hundred scriptural passages
will not become authoritative when they, for instance, announce
that fire is cool or dark ! 7’ ®

But, among the tests of truth, Vedanta rejected practical
efficiency (samartha-pravyttijanakatva, Nyaya and Prabhakara),
correspondence with objective form (sariipya, Kumirila) and co-
herence (san'wiz"df) as absolute or universal., These three have
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limited fields of operation, and the validity of the tests is relative
and conditional, The most reliable test, however, is ‘absence
of contradiction ’ (badharahityam). This does not refer merely
to earlier knowledge being contradicted by later knowledge, but
to the experiences at one plane of reality being contradicted by
those at another plane, If non-contradiction in all three phases
of time (past, present and future) is one aspect of this test, the
impossibility of sublation at another level of reality was the
other, and more important, aspect. The phenomenal world can
be shown by experience as well as argument as subject to such
sublation. The methods that provide us with valid knowledge
about such a world cannot, therefore, be regarded as passing
this test. The Vedanta is positive that when the phenomenal
involvement ceases and when the empirically presented world is
sublated by the transcendental experience, the methods including
scriptural testimony lose their value as well as validity.*®* The
operation and applicability of the methods are confined to the
realm of ‘nescience’ which is responsible for the phenomenal
world.

Viewed from this position, the grouping of the methods
into deductive-analytical (sense-perception, inference, analogy,
presumption and non-apprehension) and intuitive (scriptural
testimony) becomes meaningful. While the former are thoroughly
irrelevant with regard to the condition subsequent to realization,
and are only distantly helpful in bringing about this condition,
the latter not only continues to have some relevance even in this
condition but contributes considerably to its emergence. - Scrip-
tural testimony would survive the other methods, and in this
sense it is called “final or ultimate authority’ (antyam pramanam),
for its merit consists in being founded not on common cognitive
processes but upon the intuitive genius of the sages. While the
Mimarmsi insists on our sole reliance on Scripture in matters
pertaining to religious life, the Vedanta refuses to be so dogmatic,
damkara concedes: ¢ In inquiries concerning religious conduct,
it may be that Scripture is the sole authority. But it cannot be
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S0 in our investigation into reality, Here, Scripture as well as
other sources of knowledge such as phenomenal experience
become valid, according to necessity. For, after all, the purpose
of such investigation is to end in transcendental experience and
to inform us about reality.”*" The Vedanta would recommend
a conjoint approach : scripture ($ruti) and reason (ukti or tarka).

Sarnkara’s appreciation of the value of Scripture has already
been mentioned. ‘‘ Scriptural authority in its own sphere is not
dependent upon any other method, even as the sun’s in the
matter of illumining forms of objects.”” *?* Tt is the highest court
of appeal for him. Other methods may lead up to the highest
wisdom, but the ultimate method is only this.,® The methods
can be grouped into two kinds. The first includes those that are
valid with regard to the details of the phenomenal reality or the
transactional world; and coming under this head are all the
methods barring scriptural testimony. The second, viz, the
scriptural testimony, is designed to make known the absolute,?*
It is derived from intuition and transcendental reflection that
transforms facts into essences, and brings order into what is
desultory and diverse. It lifts our empirical understanding above
the objective world bound by space and time. The distinction
Is owing to the different nature of the ‘regional ontologies’, The
Absolute is not knowable by any means other than the Scripture,

But Sarhkara does not credit Scripture with absolute validity,
for the simple reason that the Scripture is not regarded by him
as ‘eternal’ or as ‘immutable’., The Nyaya system held that the
Veda was the word of God who was omniscient ; hence, accord-
ing to it, the validity of the Veda. The Mimarhsa system which
does not ascribe the production of the Veda to God, neverthe-
less, held that the Veda was ‘eternal’ and free from all defects
inherent in human intellect. For the Vedanta, however, the
Veda is not ‘eternal’, for it obviously originated.’® There can
indeed be nothing ecternal other than the Brahman. The
impersonal composition of the Veda too is accepted in a limited
framework : the Veda is not a product of any normal human
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mind according to its own independent will and fancy. It is not
a subjective fabrication. Citsukha would even contend that the
Vedic passages are of human origin because they are after all
verbal formulations,?® and verbal formulations are obviously
human in origination. But that does not mean that the Veda
can be classed with other literary productions. The source of
Vedic wisdom is intuition, and it is intuition that can guide us
in matters concerning transcendental phenomena, It is also true,
as Vacaspati suggests,®” intuition does not depend on sense-
perception and other methods even in matters of empirical
import.

Sarmkara, however, attached especial importance to Scrip-
ture, and he is careful to uphold its authenticity and authority.*
He is aware that reason has limited value, when employed by
itself. Reason itself can show that reason is unreliable and un-
founded ; it can be mere speculation, unless intuition restrains
it.3 Human intellect has natural limitations and can easily go
astray. But it is impossible to proceed in life without utilizing
reason.'0 Further, however august and paramount the authority
of Scripture, it can provide us only with partial intuitions, for
an ordinary mind can never fathom the full implications of the
Scripture even in a hundred years."" And when the meaning
of the Scripture is not clear, or when there are apparent contra-
dictions among scriptural passages, one must necessarily rely
on reason to understand and appreciate the real and complete
import.# In this sense, reason can aid intuition. But Sarmkara
warns that reason can be futile if it is barren (Suska-tarka), viz,

when it is devoid of intuition. He speaks of the value of reason

43 .

blessed by intuition that becomes an aspect of experience™ ;

otherwise, reason can end up in vain surmises.

The role of reason as an aid to intuition has been elucidated
by Padmapada and his followers. Scripture (transcendental
intuition) can at first provide only indirect knowledge ; reason
will transform this into direct experience, Indirect knowledge

(intellectual appreciation) is prevented from maturing into

68




? s

experience by the ‘sense of the impossible’ (asmbhavana) and the
wrong notions of ego-involvements (viparita-bhavand). Reason
can remove these obstructions.* It is indeed possible for Scrip-
ture to furnish us with complete and effective knowledge, but
due to certain defects inherent in human nature this possibility
is vitiated. Reason is employed to overcome this limitation,
and when the limitation is overcome, Scripture’s capacity to
generate complete knowledge is reassured. Prakasatman points
out that reason not only removes the obstacles in this way, but
helps stabilise the knowledge that intuition brings about.* He
argues that it is not the function of reason to produce transcen-
dental understanding. That is the unique function of Scripture.
But the value of reason is that it can convince one of the possi-
bility of such understanding.*6

Thus Vedanta strikes a neat balance between the group of
methods of deductive reasoning and intuition. Each is employed
as a corrective to the other. The shortcomings of the former
have very well been appreciated, but its relevance to systematiz-
ation of knowledge has also been recognized. The correct
appraisal of the empirical situation is necessary for taking an
intuitive leap into the transcendental existence. And Sarmkara
makes it clear that Scripture based on intuition does not set out
to alter the things as they are ; its business is only to reveal
what lies hidden, Should scriptural passages start saying things
that are contrary to our perceptual experience, they lose their
credibility, No method can be valid when it is contradicted by
other methods. Each method is unique and valid inasmuch as
it makes known what are not made known by other methods.?
Each method has its own well-defined ‘region’ of operation, and
valid methods do not come into conflict with each other. Intui-
tion comes under suspicion when it is contradicted by reason ;
and, likewise one has to take care that reason is upheld by
intuition. Further, Sarmkara points out that transcendental intui-
tion can be adequately communicated only by taking recourse
to empirical methods of understanding.*® Reason and intuition
have thus to be employed as complementary to each other,
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In a very real sense, however, all the methods including
scriptural testimony are relevant only in the phenomenal con-
text, ‘“ This entire business of using a method and knowing an
object, whether it is empirical or scriptural, presupposes the
phenomenal existence of self ”’ ; ““we do admit that even
scriptural testimony ceases to be authentic when this phenomenal
existence has been transcended.”” * A cogent argument has been
advanced. There can be no method such as sense-perception
and inference without dependence on sense-organs ; and sense-
organs cannot exist and function apart from the body enlivened
by consciousness. And unless all these conditions are satisfied,
the self cannot be regarded as a subject (a knower, employing
a method); and unless there be a subject, it is meaningless to
speak of a method, Therefore, all the methods as also Scripture
have only a phenomenal relevance,®
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svamin(about the first century B.C.), who expounded the Mimamsa
position very ably and elaborately. The argument was later
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tika. Later, Udayana (about 899 A.D.) wrote a gloss called
Parisuddhi on Vicaspati’s work and an other independent work
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(Bhasha-pariccheda), Sivaditya (Sapla-padarihi) and Keava-miéra
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system developed by Gangesa-upidhyiya (around 1200 A.D.)
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existence had only to be inferred (anumdnagamya). Niriyana-
bhatta, Apadeva and Laugiksi-bhaskara, however, accepted the
compassionate God who granted the highest reward to actions
done with a feeling of dedication. But it was a moot point with
the Mimarhsakas whether God was the author of the Veda. In
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brahma-siddhi of Sadananda-yati. Nrsimhhasrama’s Bheda-dhikkara
takes an extreme view and denies reality even in the phenomenal
context. This, according to Prof. Hiriyanna, is contrary to
Samkara’s position (cf. VSB 1,1,4) and more in accord with
Mandana’s. Nrsimha$rama’s eagerness was to shew that the
scriptural testimony and common experience are not in conflict
with each other.
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SECTION- IV
THE VEDANTIC PARADIGM

I. WHAT IS A PARADIGM ?

The old world outlook on science is illustrated when Oswald
Kuelpe (1862-1915) identified science with physical science.
Psychology set out to become an image of Physics, the master
model, and therefore, considered mediate experience alone as
its proper subject-matter. It was, however, conceded that con-
scious phenomena were the existential reals as far as Psychology
was concerned. But there was obviously no way of an outsider
directly getting at them ; they could be reached only indirectly,
inferentially, and perhaps with the aid of introspective reports.
The world of uncanny consciousness had obviously to be distin-
guished from the world of observable objects and measurable
events. When, in 1874, Wilhelm Wundt (1832-1933) inaug-
urated the scientific study of consciousness, Psychology for him
was a sort of ‘mental chemistry’ viz, Psychology was an aspect
of Chemistry ! He was impressed by the supposition that the
content of consciousness was sensory. He was, therefore, con-
cerned with sensations as mental ‘elements’, much as details in
Chemistry.

Wolfgang Kohler’s plea that Psychology should deal with
‘direct and immediate experience’ fell on deaf ears, as by then
scientific Psychology had dedicated itself to the task of exploring
the experiences in a person as if they were objective data.
Psychology aspired to outstrip Physics and Chemistry in scientific
rigour. Needless to say, it failed. But the irony of the situation is
that even when Physics and other disciplines found it necessary to
relax the old probabilistic patterns, Psychology stuck to the old
and outmoded model with a persistence that was unwarranted.
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The framework of scientific method that Psychology seeks to
fit itself into, severely limits the scope of introspection, and
it seeks to ecliminate speculation altogether. The framework
emphasized that observation was essentially a search and that
its merit consisted in its public nature (that is to say, worthwhile
observation had to be replicable). Theorizing had to be logical
so that the phenomena observed could be consistently and
satisfactorily accounted for. Even the logical structure of the
formulated theory had to conform to the norm of public reason.
The theorizing activity was effective only in so far as observable
consequences could be predicted within several probabilistic
limits of accuracy. This general framework, tried and honoured
in the physical sciences, was totally borrowed by Psychology,
whose subject-matter, however, did not entirely satisfy the
requirements of this framework.

The famous formulation of Krause (quoted and immortalized
by the eminent physical scientist, Ernst Mach) brings out the
peculiarity of the phenomena sought to be scientifically studied
in Psychology :

¢ The Problem : To carry out the self-inspection of the Ego.

Solution : It is carried out immediately.”

In other words, there is no problem in introspection. It is
direct and immediate experience ; and, for the same reason, its
value for scientific study was limited. Subjective and inarticu-
late introspection which is a normal and familiar process among
human beings was of little practical value for the laboratory=-
oriented Psychologist. To be useful, introspection had to be
‘scientific’ ; that is to say, objective. Immediate experience
had somehow to be projected as mediate experience : thoughts
and feelings had to appear like atoms and geological specimens.
Introspection had to be ‘scientific’, methodical and objective.
Otherwise, it came dangerously close to speculation. And is not
speculation a sworn enemy of science ?

There has, however, been a change in the outlook during
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the past two decades. Here is what an eminent psychologist,
Edwin G. Boring, writes :
“In both Physiology and Psychology there is a strong
and healthy tradition against what is called ‘speculation’

. and naive epistemology holds that science espouses
observation and rejects speculation. Nevertheless, I am
convinced that careful consideration does not support a
strict opposition between observation and speculation,” !

Without a precisely delimited and stable area of study,
psychologists busied themselves with adapting the experimental
methods and models of more or less empirical science ; there
was necessarily a disciplinary drift. There were multiple
hypotheses, made more competitive than compatible. In the
circumstances, it was unavoidable that Psychology should
develop what Edward O. Wilson calls ¢‘ the Advocacy method »’
(Sociobiology, Belknap, Harvard 1977, p. 28), selecting and
arranging the evidence in the most persuasive manner possible,
Each theorist considered it his legitimate duty and scientific
responsibility to defend or rebut, in part or whole, a particular
hypothesis by a planned pattern of observation and experiments.

There has been a tendency of late to resort to what is now
described as ‘sensuous activity’ approach as complementary to
the classical observation-experimental method in Psychology.
A major provocative influence came from the celebrated astro-
naut, who later turned mystical, Dr. Edgar Mitchell. His
involvement in the space-programme suggested to him that
exploration of the outer space was less important than the
understanding of the inner space, for the welfare and progress
of mankind. The motivation, of course, cannot strictly be
called scientific, for a scientist’s major concern must be to reveal
reality and extend man’s understanding.  But Psychology is a
practical discipline as much as a theoretical one, In an address
before the American Psychiatric Association in Dallas in 1972,
he declared : ““Science has reached that point in its growth
where the experimenter could no longer eliminate himself from
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his experiment >, What he meant by science here was scientific
Psychology.

The unavoidable observer-involvement in observation and
the consequent interference with the objectivity and veracity of
what is observed became evident first in the work of Physicists,
and soon became a problem in Physical Science. The workers
in these fields tried methods of minimising this involvement, of
measuring the amount of interference and of constructing proba-
bilistic models, which took into account this involvement and
interference.  Psychology had to tackle this problem from the
earliest days of its scientific carcer. When, however, it realized
that the problem was not solved even by most rigorous experi-
mental conditions in physical sciences, it began to recognize that
such involvement and interference were themselves the subject-
matters of psychological inquiry.

Consequent on this recognition there has been an interest in
the so-called esoteric Psychologies of the Eastern religions,
principally Vedanta, Yoga and Buddhism (especially Zen and
Tibetan methods). Thomas B. Blackburn voices the feelings of
the present-day psychologists when he says: “ Perhaps science
has much to learn along this line from the disciplines as distinct
from the content of Oriental religions”’. He was referring to
the understanding of the modes of human consciousness.

Thomas S. Kuhn popularized the concept of the scientific
? Basically, a paradigm is a pattern,
a model, an exemplar. But as used in science, it is a frame-
work within which explanation as well as understanding of facts
could be neatly fitted. It secks not only to set the boundary of
accepted and permissible inquiry, and thus formulate the scope,
but also to provide a model for the organization of the infor-
mation obtained during the inquiry. A paradigm is thus the basic
requirement to guide an inquiry, to direct the methods and
approaches employed in it, and to integrate the findings of the
several workers in the same field. Therefore, the chief merit of

paradigm in recent years.

a paradigm lies in its being shared by all the members of a
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scientific community. It facilitates joint exploration into a
commonly accepted and neatly delimited field of inquiry. Itis
a technique by means of which scientific efforts could be co-
ordinated, Kuhn refers to the ‘‘blinding function’ of a
paradigm. A paradigm blinds in the sense that the inquirer’s
attention is marrowed down to a specific area of inquiry, and
preserves him from distractions and meanderings. A paradigm
has its own procedures and categories of thought in a specific
pattern. In this sense, a paradigm serves as a road-map for the
inquirer.
II. THE METHOD IN ADVAITA

Vedanta has developed its own paradigms, according to
what G. C. Williams calls ‘the ground-rules’ or doctrines
(Adaptation and Natural Selection, Princeton, 1966), which it
espouses, The influence of the Advocacy Method as well as the
multiple hypothesis has been quite considerable in this field :
and arguments are often reduced to semantic skills and verbal
exercises. Nevertheless, concept-formation has been very much
in evidence. It is curious that development of theory in Vedanta
follows °the postulational-deductive > method of contemporary
celebrity. A Vedantic theory seeks first to identify the para-
meters, then determine and define the relations between them,
and finally constructs a workable model, not only to understand
reality but to accomplish the religious goal as yell. For in
India, theory is a handmaid to Sadkana. A paradigm in this
context defines the traditional hypothesis and provides a work-
able model so as to prevent conceptual drift.

The paradigm adopted by Advaita Vedanta is technically
styled as *‘ (initial) assumption and (subsequent) withdrawal or
rejection >’ (adhyaropa-apavada). Sadananda (around 1500 A.D.),
the author of the well-known Vedanta-sara, describes this as a
‘nyaya’, a scheme, plan or method. Venkata-natha, disciple of
Ramabrahmananda-tirtha (called Abhinava-Sammkaracarya) in
his gloss on Sarmkara’s BGB also calls this a ‘nyaya’ for the sake
of ascertainment of Brahman, who is beyond description and
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imagination,® Raghunitha’s Laukika-nyaya-samgraha lists this as
one of the 334 nyayas.* It is obvious that in later Advaita thought
this paradigm has been accorded the honoured status of an
accepted method. But Sarmkara himself nowhere mentions that
it is a npaya. In fact, the only place where he mentions the
method explicitly is in a citation in his commentary on the
Bhagavad-gitas
““And these are the words of the knower(s) of the right

traditional method of teaching.. ‘By (initial) assumption

and (later) withdrawal or rejection, the undifferentiated-

and-unextended is shown up’. ”’

It is hard to identify the source of this formulation. The
glossator, Ananda-giri merely remarks :
““Here is a concurrence from elders that a knowable,
although unreal, can indeed be helpful in bringing
about knowledge.”

It may be noted that the celebrated elder contemporary
of Sarnkara, Mandana, also cites the same half-verse.® There
has been a suggestion that this statement is from a aritika
(now lost) of Sundara-pandya, an earlier thinker towards
whom Sarnkara’s attitude was reverential. This thinker is said
to have prepared varttikas on both Purva-mimamsa and Uttara-
mimamsa ; and he has been quoted by Kumairila also (an older
contemporary of E";ax'nkara), Sarkara has quoted three verses
towards the close of his commentary on the fourth ‘sitra’ of the
Vedanta-sutras (1-1-4) with a respectful ‘‘ And it is said *’ (api-
cahuk). Vacaspati’s Bhamali on this describes the three verses
as “the inspired utterance of the knower(s) of Brahman ”
(brahmavidam-gatha). But Atma-svariipa, the author of Prabodha-
parisodhini, a gloss on Paficapadika, has occasion to cite the same
verses and mention that they are from Sundara-pandya. And
curiously, these three verses also involve the method that we are
now considering.

It is interesting to note that Sarnkara has called this method
‘traditional’. Of course, his illustrious predecessor Gaudapada,
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has extensively employed this method in his treatment of the
states of consciousness and their parallelism to the units of the
mystic syllable Om (Karika on Mandukya-upanishad ), although
nowhere mentioning it by name. He refers (3,26) to the
method of negation (neti neti, ‘not this, not this’) employed in
Brhadaranyaka-upanishad (2,3,6); and he speaks of the ‘denial’
(apahnava) of ‘erroneous personal constructions’ (vikalpas). In the
field of Vedanta, he appears to have been the earliest known
writer to employ the well-known illustration of the rope in
darkness being mistaken for a snake (2,17). This mistaking,
according to him is an erroneous personal construction (vikalpa),
which is negatived when light is brought,

The earliest traceable reference to this method, however,
is to be found in Saddharma-lankavatara-sutra, a celebrated Buddhist
text of Vijiana-vada persuasion. This important work was
translated into Chinese by Gunpabhadra as early as 443 A.D. ;
it is claimed that Asvaghosha quotes from this work, and there-
fore the work may be assigned to the first century A.D. The
work mentions the method by name (2, 25, 135) but substitutes
‘samaropa’ for adhyaropa ; however, with little change in the
meaning.” But the material to be found there is altogether
insufficient to reconstruct the framefork of the method in the
Vijiana-vada context, Incidentally, we find in this work the
illustration of the whirling fire-band (10, b, 443), which Gauda-

pada also employed (alata).

It may be proper to ascribe the original formulation of
this method to the Upanishadic thinkers by whom the Buddhist
Vijfidna-viada as well as the Advaita Vedanta were influenced
greatly. Samkara inherited this traditional method from Gauda-
pada, who attempted a synthesis of Buddhist and Vedantic view-
points, And, during Gaudapada’s days, the method must have
been so widely used that he did not think it necessary to make
a formal mention of the method. Even Samkara refrains from
such a formal description of the method, which he employs so
consistently and brilliantly, Nor do we find the method being
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mentioned by name by the immediate disciples of Sarmkara like
Suresvara and Padmapada, although they have clearly adopted
the method. It is in the Samkshepa-Sariraka (of Sarvajiiatman,
around 1000 A.D.) that we find an early discussion of the merits
of this method (2, 253).

The expression adhyaropa® is taken to mean ‘superimposition’,
‘wrong imputation’, ‘attribution (ad-tribuere, to assign, to ascribe)
of a false characteristic’, ‘assumption of some nature or feature’,
or ‘supposition’. It is a near equivalent to the Scholastic
‘praedicamentale’ (as distinguished from ‘substance’). It is
essentially a psychological construction, a projection, an assump-
tion only for examination and falsification. It denotes the
empirical framework, constructed by our sense-organs and mind,
which in reality does not exist as such. The other word apavada
means ‘negation’, ‘withdrawal’, ‘denial’, ‘rescission’, ‘elimin-
ation’ of what has been imputed, attributed, assumed or super-
imposed, This is the result of superior knowledge, a knowledge
of things as they are.® It is denial not of the substance itself,
but of the particular attribute that has been constructed or
projected on it. The purpose’ of the denial is not to assert or
confirm the existence of a contrary or opposite attribute, but to
lead gradually to the understanding that the substance as such is
to be distinguished from the same substance as endowed with
attributes, Taranatha’s Vacaspatyam suggests ‘badhakah’ (sublation)
as synonymous with ‘apavadak’. It may be construed as phenom-
enological reduction of an ‘accident’ (in the Scholastic sense,
an attribute which is not an invariable aspect or part of the
essence).

Sadananda defines : ‘* Adhyaropa is to project or assume a
snake in a rope that is in reality not a snake at.all.””'® And
he clarifies that by substance is here meant that which is not
affected in any way by the three-fold time, (past, present and
future), or in other words, which does not undergo any change
whatsoever due to the passage of time. The word refers to the
Brahman, the solely real. Non-substance, on the other hand,
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is the entire phenomenal complex, in which each one of us is
involved. If substance is consciousness, non-substance is the
absence of it; the former is spirit (cetana) while the latter is
inert (jada)." Therefore, the objective of right knowledge must
be the substance devoid of all attribution, because attributions
and assumptions are the chief source of all misery of
phenomenal existence. Although the rope appears like a snake,
it is only a rope; its snake-like appearance was merely a
transformation (wivarta), untrue and short-lived, for when light
is brought the snake-like appearance instantaneously vanishes.
The phenomenal world, likewise, is a transformation of the
Brahman-substance into an extended world of objects in space
and time with the experiencing ego as the vortex. Apavada is
annulling or dissolving this appearance, so that the true nature
of substance is revealed. It is the falsification of false appear-
ances. Even as the ropewhich was always so will appear as it
really is in the presence of light, the Brahman’s real nature will
dawn when ignorance is undone by intuition aided by scriptural
testimony and reason in accordance with it.

The method is justified by the fact that there can be no
other way of apprehending the real nature of Brahman. In fact,
the very habits of our thinking and the modes of our speaking
necessitate the adoption of this method. Tt is not only the
ignorant man-in-the-street that finds this method unavoidable ;
even a sage that knows and wants to teach finds it necessary
and expedient. But the latter knows that the assumptions he
has to make are in essence unrcal ; he does not get deceived
by them.,

Technically this is called ¢ conformity with the sublated ’,
a conventional acceptance of what one knows to be false, a sort
of ‘make-believe’. Sarmnkara refers to the occasional appearance
of the sky as dark or red ; the wise know that the sky is really
neither dark nor red, while the ordinary folk easily believe that
it is so.”? This conventional conformity is involved in the
method adopted by the Advaita masters to teach the highest
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truth. This is the context in which Samkara cites the formu-
lation of this method ascribed to Sundara-pandya :
InifaEd fearegaft eifRaanfomm Jaadad aRee 3=aq |

The import is that the teacher here assumes for the moment
that what really do not exist do indeed exist, and considers such
existence as if it were an attribute of what really exists. Else-
where, he draws our attention to the usual method of teaching
numbers and letters to little children.” The teacher makes
marks on the paper with ink and asks the child to recognize in
them numbers and letters. The child perceives the forms but
learns to sublate them and apperceive the abstract numbers and
letters that they symbolize. Likewise, the scriptures describe
the Absolute as the creator of the phenomenal world and attri-
bute several traits like ‘truth’, ‘knowledge’, ‘infinity’, and ‘bliss’
to this attributeless Absolute, only to lead the inquirer to sublate
them and arrive at the transcendental knowledge.

Advaita examines in this context other methods of knowl-
edge such as observation, inference, analogy, presumption and
testimony, and holds that it is only scriptural testimony (@gama )
that can lead us to this transcendental knowledge. Sarmkara
points out that scripture is not creative in nature but is only
revelatory (jiapaka )", it cannot add to anything that already is,
but is designed to eliminate the veil that normally obscures it.
It is only this method that can give us a glimpse of the tran-
scendental reality : all other methods are valid only in the
phenomenal realm.'® Scriptural knowledge coupled with intuitive
understanding will enable an individual ultimately to reject the
fundamental assumption that engenders in a sequence all cther
assumptions.

This fundamental assumption is known in Vedanta as avidya
or ignorance, It is the natural tendency on the part of all beings
to project an assumptive world and also get involved in it,
When that is there, all other erroneous assumptions gain ground
and bring about phenomenological distress.  Synonyms of
ignorance (avidya) are : superimposition (adhyasa), projection
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or assumption (adhyaropa), inversion (viparyaya), error (viparyasa),
delusion (bhranti), infatuation (moha), mistaken conception
(mithya-pratyaya), darkness (tamas), and wrong apprehension
(anyatha-grahana).  The purpose of Vedanta is to undo this
distress by loosening the hold of the assumptive world. Vedanta
prescribes the method of adhyaropa-apavada, to theoretically
appreciate the distinction between the ‘that’ (fat, the assumptive
world) and the ‘thou’ (fvam, the conscious substance after the
elimination of all assumptions).'® This is a necessary prelude
for practical sadhana.

IIT. PHENOMENOLOGICAL ATTITUDE

Advaita makes a distinction between the transactional
attitude (lokadrsti) and the scriptural attitude (sastradysti).” The
former is regarded as a creature of avidya : the mind mixes up
the real and the assumptive. The latter, on the other hand,
seeks to distinguish between the two, with the help of reason
based on intuition and guided by scriptural testimony. It
provides us with the transcendentally real. If the former binds,
the latter liberates. The 'transactional attitude makes for
involvement (pravyiti), for it abounds in assumptions, while the
scriptural brings about withdrawal (nivrtti), for it seeks to reject
all assumptions. The common ground for both attitudes, however,
is experience (anubhava). Sarkara describes the experiential
content in the transactional context as natural, inborn or
inherent. By contrast, that in the other is cultivated. Experi-
ence at the transactional level is psychological and sensory
(pratyayanubhava ), while experience at the other level is that of
the ‘witness’ (sakshyanubhava). For the latter, Scripture alone is
the authority,'® for the Scripture is concerned with teaching the
method of rejecting all the assumptions of the transactional
attitude.'® Scripture is an aid to move [rom the phenomeno-
logical level to the transcendental level of reality.

In other words, the phenomenological attitude is an illus-
tration of natural adhyaropa while the transcendental is deliberate
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apavada. Advaita distinguishes between the transactional (vpava-
harika) and the projected (pratibhasika) levels in the phenomeno-
logical attitude. The waking stage is an example of the former,
and dream of the latter. In the waking state, there is an
external reality and the individual responds to it; the world
cannot strictly be called an assumption (adkyaropa), and cannot in
the normal sense be sublated altogether (apavada). Dream, on
the other hand, is both projected (or assumed) and sublated.
The initial procedure outlined by Gaudapada is to transform the
waking level to the dream level, by the technique of deliberate
assumption and rejection. This is calculated to facilitate the
final rejection of all assumptions when wisdom matures. The
individual passes from the transactional level to the transcen-
dental level, which passage is the intended outcome in the
scriptural texts.

It is to be noted that scriptural texts themselves speak of
some attributes as applicable to the Absolute, which in reality
and by implication is utterly devoid of all attribution.® The
texts here are said to adopt the common-sense method (or the
transactional method) of deliberate assumption, however, only
to be sublated by reason and deep reflection (manana and nidi-
dhyasana). Advaita, therefore, regards the scriptural passages
that emphasize negation (or denial or sublation) as more
important.?! In fact, when an Upanishad questions *“ Who now
is our atman and who is brakman ? >, Samkara explains : ‘‘ By
the word brahman, the aiman as limited by psychic constructs is
negated ; and by the word arman, the adorability of the brahman
such as that of the Sun, altogether different from the self, is
negated >’ %

Suresvara, following the master closely, argues that the Self
is not the sense of that word nor the import of a sentence, and
that its real nature is ascertained only by the scriptural passages
that negate.”® The MNyaya-tativa-vivarana commenting on this verse
from Sambandha-vartitka, explains: ‘° the true nature of the Self
is determined by negating all senses of words and imports of

87



sentences by such scriptural suggestions as ¢ Not this, Not
thig >

The well-known story of the prince who had been brought
up as a hunter from early childhood has been cited by Sarnkara
as from a ‘knower of tradition’, (who has been identified by
Ananda-giri with Dramidacarya**). He had imagined himself
to be truly a hunter by birth and profession until it was revealed
to him that he was in actuality a prince. He had never been a
hunter, and was always a prince ; but this prince-idea was
absent from him until the moment it arose as a result of revel-
ation. His hunter-hood which was an error, was an assumption,
and it was negated by the prince-idea, which corresponded to
truth,

The paradigm, however, does not lay stress on the mere
act of negation or sublation., It is not to be construed as a
negative procedure. As Sarvajiatman rightly points out,” the
negative method will not lead us to the ascertainment of the true
nature of reality ; it can only bring to our attention the non-
existence of the phenomenal world. This is in fact the purpose
of the paradigm as contained in Sundara-pandya’s statement,
Sarvajiiatman pleads that positive and suggestive statements in
the Scripture (like ‘“I am brahman’’) are more effective than
the negative statements (like ‘Not this, Not this’). What is
important is what remains over when all possible sublations have
been effected; what, in other words, cannot be sublated or
negated. This is otherwise called the method of °residual
reality > (parisesya-nyaya). By eliminating all ascriptions the
natural state is revealed.

An excellent application of this method is to be found in the
Upanishadic treatment of the three conditions of life, viz, waking,
dreaming and sleeping. Gaudapada’s karika on Mandikya-upanishad
takes this up as the main theme, and shows how the method is
employed to arrive at the ‘fourth’ (furiya) condition by sublating
sequentially the other three. It is really not a condition, but is
known so by continuing the conventional usage. The pheno-
menality that obtains in the three conditions is negatived in the
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fourth, which persists when everything else is sublated. By a
residual reasoning, this only is real while the others are mere
assumptions or constructions (vikalpa).

Other illustrations of this method are also derived from the
Upanishads. But the suggestions contained in them are elaborated
by S'arhkara, who also explains the methodological involvement,
Examples are : (1) the assumption that the Absolute is the
‘lord’, thus negating its subordinate position, and the later
formulation that it is in fact everything, thereby denying the
‘lordship’ *6 ;  (2) the assumption that ‘all this’ is the Absolute,
worthy of adoration, and the later formulation that it is not that
but the one spirit that energizes it that is worthy of adoration ?';
(3) the assumption that the Absolute is the cause of the phenom-
enal world, and the subsequent claim that the effect is illusory,
thus denying the causal role of the Absolute® ; (4) the assump-
tion that the Self is the only ‘knowable’ ( jiieya), thus excluding
all other knowables, and the later postulation that the Self is
really the ‘knower’ (jfaty)®; (5) the assumption that the Self
is the ‘knower’, thus denying the preceding assumption, and
later sublating it with the claim that the Self is a mere ‘witness’
(saksi)® ; (6) sublation of this assumption by denying validity
of duality, which obtains only at the phenomenal level®!;
(7) the assumption that the Absolute can be understood only
with the aid of scriptural testimony, thereby denying the utility
of all other normal methods of knowing such as observation and
reason*, and the later formulation that it is impossible to

ascertain the Absolute by verbal or mental processes.

‘The credit for discovering this Upanishadic method and for
defining this Vedantic paradigm must be shared by Gaudapada
and Sarmkara. The elaboration and extensive application of
this method were of course the achievement of Sarmkara. It is
to be noted that it is only Suresvara among Samkara’s early
followers who was fascinated by the potentiality of this method.
His references to this method in his Varttikas as well as in
his Naiskarmya-siddhi are both numerous and highly suggestive.
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It is curious that the later thinkers and writers in the field of
Advaita were rather lukewarm in their appreciation of this most
remarkable paradigm developed in Indian tradition, although
other nyayas have been frequently utilized by them.3

IV. THE MODEL AND METAPHOR

The employment of a nyaya becomes justified when the
matter under consideration is vague and controvertial ¥ ; pre-
sumably when the doubt or problem can hardly be resolved by
any other means. There is a conventional explanation of the
expression ‘nyaya’ used in this context ; that it is ‘an illustration’
(drstanta). It is in this sense that literary works and grammatical
works (principally Patafijali’s Mahabhasya, Bhartrhari’s Vakya-
padiya and Kaiyata’s gloss) often employ the word. But the
earlier and more numerous and more meaningful employment
of nyayas was by the Mimarnsaka writers (like Sabara, Kumarila,
Udayana and Apastaraba). And they regard a myaya as more
forceful than a mere analogy: it formulates in a nut-shell an
entire argument, it epitomizes a whole viewpoint. The merit of
a myaya consists in that it is 'directly derived from common
experience and daily life; and its source frequently is folklore.
It, therefore, admits of ready appreciation. In fact Paficatantra,
Hitopadesa, and Jain and Buddhist fables have provided a con-
siderable number of nyayas.  While, therefore, analogy or
illustration is of course invelved (as in rajju-sarpa and sukti-rajata),
the argument or methodological precision becomes all important
in a ‘nyaya’ like the adhyaropa-apavada or prasajya-pratisedha®®
which is entirely methodological in its import,

The theory formation in Advaita has not only employed the
above paradigm but has utilized as a supplement to it the
descriptive model of the piece of rope appearing as a serpent in
insufficient light (rajju-sarpa). Like the nyaya, this model also
has been drawn from the world of common experience, It illus-
trates an essential analogy with what is sought to be explained,
viz, the theory of transformation (vivarta) with regard to the
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phenomenal world. The rope’s appearance as a serpent is not
a mere illusion. It involves the psychological processes of
transformation and projection, while the physical datum remains
unaltered. The serpent seems to emerge out of the rope during
inadequate illumination, and dissolve into it when light is brought
in, The serpent was never in reality there at all ; it lacks the status
of an objective datum. And the rope as a physical reality was
always there, even while the serpent appeared in its place. The
serpent could not have been presented without this physical
foundation, and therefore it cannot be classed under a total
illusion (altka). It had reality as its ground, but the misappre-
hension was due to its appearance as something other than its
own true nature, The rope was the reality and the snake a
presentation on that basis., The former is an existential datum
while the latter is an experiential detail. The serpent-status is a
super-imposition or an assumption (adhyaropa), and its subsequent
annulment is an illustration of withdrawal (apavada). The model
thus supplements the paradigm,

The model involves some identity of structure between the
common experience illustrated by the model and the phenomenal
actuality to be intuitively understood. The model employs
something already known and something that is popularly
appreciated to drive home a point that is at once abstract
and real. There is, however, no perfect analogy ; and an
argument is not an evidence. The rope-serpent model is not
employed in Advaita as an argument ; its purpose is to illustrate.
Analogy involved in the model is limited, and is not meant to
provide a prototype of what is sought to be explained. It is true
that in many later and minor works on Advaita, this model
or its equivalent, the shell-and-silver (sukii-rajata), takes the
place of the principal argument ; and the discussion carries
the impression that the model has been more important than
what it seeks to represent, It is necessary to abstract from the
model what is called ‘the positive analogy’. The model is obser-
vational, but what it represents is non-observational. The
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notion of °transformation’ (vivarta) is what Bertrand Russell
would call ‘‘ a logical construction ™.

The *‘ rope-serpent ”’ model in Advaita is not what Mary
Hesse calls “‘ a dead metaphor ** %
it facilitates passage from the observable to the actual, from the
factual to the theoretical. It has been of great significance as

It is a real description, and

an aid to theory-formation in Advaita, Sarkara’s merit consists
in the elaborate and consistent interpretations that he provided
for an axiomatic system that the Upanishadic texts contained.
And in so doing, he contributed significantly to the Indian
theory-formation.*
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5. BGB, 13,13 : qur & @wgEfEg] Igaqg— erarumares fasaag
995593 | Ananda-giri comments : =&l Jageg IraEdias
FEETHRAIE .o |
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q95=qd ATEArdd 599 |l
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ik
12
13,

14.
15,

16.

17.
18.
19:
20.

21.
22
23,
24
25,
26.
AT
28.
287
30.

stfg+ 3+ (i aE @) 5 AT+ag (Wi =)

VSB, 3,3, 9.

VS sraiy i 9tieaq FRGHAEAR: | HSATAAINT TG |
I%g afaEA~eEd A4, 21TEg TAAIRaFITSEqE: |

BUB, 2, 1, 20.
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has not seen a wild bovine animal (gavaya) seeks to know what it
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VSB (Adhyasa-bhashya), — ARAAGTamas  smadifa  swomdfa
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BUB, 3,5, 1. Also, VS, i sreiumaiaai awdnasaaanta
fagafa |

BUB, 3, 5, 1

VSB, 2, 1, 6.

VSB, 1, 1,4 & GB, 2, 18.

cle RML 3 008 0300 0. 0019 GHB SP105 177085
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e.g., BU, 3,9, 36 also cf. V8B, 3, 2, 22 ; & SV, 1046.
(AENCL e A

SV, 462,

BUIR RO o0t W alsotell SV 42345284

SS, 253.

T & 6.

KnU, 1, 2-8.

KeU 2 20 80 2.4, - BT Vs BT 256,
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31
32

3
34.

35.

36.

37

38.

MandU, 7 ; MundU, 2, 2, 10.

MuodlU, 102,12, 13; KU, 2,9 VSB, 1,14 &9 1 6
GH, 13 34

B 2.4 147 RalU; 1,3

Such as ‘chaya-pifaci-nyaya’ (Nrsimha-sarasvati’s commentary
on VS8), ‘isyamana-pradhana-nyaya’ (VKP), °¢rekha-gavaya-
nyaya’ (op.cit, and Vacaspati’s Tatparya-tika), ‘baka-bandhana-
nyaya’ (PPV and Tattve-dipana on it), ° prasajya-pratisedha’
(BUV), °jala-kataka-renu-nyaya’ (ep.cit), °vyadha-rajaputra-
nyaya’ (BUB, BUV, and SL), ‘sakha-candra-nyaya’ (TUV and
VPS), ‘kantha-camikara-nyiya’ (VP and Atmataitva-viveka) and
‘tusha-khandana-nyaya’ or °pista-pesana-nyiaya’ (Padmapada
and Suredvara).

This is itself regarded as a ‘nyaya’: °° Samhdigdhe nyayah pra-
vartata iti nyayat...”’ (Jfianottama’s commentary on Suresvara’s
NS, 4, 3).

The latter occurs often in Advaita works, and was first used by
Suredvara in BUV, 3,9, 73, Itisan interesting counterpart of
the paradigm we are here considering. It seeks to evoke an
interest in a specific situation or particular attribute, and after
making sure that the interest has been sustained, that situation
or attribute is negated. Vacaspatyam explains the maxim thus :
gasq safsw 8w ended 3 aEq sfada: | s@earaE | sas fg
gfitreaa 2f =arda sndifvdsag®a v | 39 9 &0 SEiazEh
Y FNAY FeAr oF FARE: wsr Ned 2 @3F 1 (of. Jacob’s col-
lection, 2, p.49-50). For an account of the rope-snake model,
cf. VSB, 1,4,6. 74r Hfaq a-aqa afdai Fifgssy af gama: oar
9T GRAS | § F AR A ar udl:, A A sRwg 2 )
g F agayd AT v @I | WY e T | A g aRgfew
AEINAFIS o Fega: Flafada: @

* Forces and Fields ’, Models and Analogies in Science, Thomas
Nelson, cf. Dudley Shapere : Philosophical Problems of Natural
Science, Macmillan Co., N.Y. 1965.

For the importance of theory-formation in modern science, cf.
Carl Hempel * The Theoretician’s Dilemma*’, in H. Fiegl
et al. (Ed), Minnesola Studies in the Philosophy of Science, Vol. 11,
1958.
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ADDITIONAL SOURCE-MATERIAL ON METHODS

(1) Vedanta-kaumudi quoting Kumirila says (p. 61)
TG — AT, 0T | T° G| -
gaTET @REEmEd |

(The means of knowledge is valid inasmuch as it lets us know a
hitherto unknown matter. This is the very essence of all means of
knowing, mundane or religious.)

(2) @i & a1 srhsfa, AR, |

qrurEsAfusaw a5 AR gaa |
(Suredvara, BUBV, 3,8,113)
(All method is an instrument of revealing objects. But it would
be wrong to say that in the absence of such method the object does not
at all exist, because it is not revealed.)
Ananda-giri explains :

7 f& fawE qefieagd a2 aaagd adfy ga==fafy
f& zEard: |

(In the absence of light, the pot which could have been revealed
by it is hidden in darkness, but it does not cease to exist just because
there is no light )

(3) @RFaERET, fAaatas A |
(Suredvara, SV, 245)
A method is valid only with regard to what can be known by it.
( ¥ g y it.)

4) %ﬂﬂnﬁ q BEUTAIUT A |
(VSB, 3,.1;29)
(It is indeed reasonable to accept the secondary import of script-
ural text in case literal interpretation appears meaningless.)

(5) & =g THERENE Amed S |
(BUB, 2, 1, 20)
T B STAFRIHEAT |
(BUB, 4, 3, 6)
(Inference does not become valid when it goes against what is got
from perception.)
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(6) 7 = =fofaqy: Fafugraegunegd | 4 9 TWsIIUH AW
TEART | (BUB, 1, 4, 10)

(No one can reasonably contradict what is seen ; there can be
nothing unreal in the seen, because of the very fact of being seen.)

(7) 7 & sfaaenEEgsiaae g &= a1 safar | s

greg g Fafdadn @ | ... 7 g el g wg
frerdfag anefe smfEer | (BUB, 1, 4, 10)

(The wisdom concerning the Absolute is nowhere seen to contradict
the nature of what is actually existent, nor to create [any existent
thing] ; it only eliminates ignorance with regard to it............... The
wisdom concerning the Absolute is not capable of creating or elimi-
nating any thing thacreally exists.)

(8) awEagwd gEAegTTesly: affRamvEa seeafaa |
A AT A9 SNUEEEEIfagas SvEEETEE-
qER, 7 g9 aWEEEEgfE s gaEenat | gty aeen-
ARATHATNG IAOES A qEvald | 99 9 FAfai
gATANEEIY a7 S | ... ol B Aeaarer-

b

09, afgeTesas fvas | (VSB, 2,2, 98)
(It stands to reason that those who see an actual object should
refer it to an outside source, and not say that it only appears to be so.
It is an untenable judgement to deny external reality altogether and
make our perceptions deal with merely appearances. For, the criterion
for the presence of an external object rests with the operation of the
means of knowing. Whatever is apprehended by a means of knowing
must indeed exist, and whatever is not so apprehended must be unreal :
............... If objects did not exist actually, it would be impossible
for cognitions to assume the objective forms and objects are in fact

cognized to be existing outside us.)

(9) FaifugEanfy F@ FEasEad Fafae TEd | g
gfd FEfwg ox gzfaasa wafagsma | afeeEh
Gahd AAESd AT T FAGOES | T = G0
~qqafaed saaEE FgwmeErgorEd | af gafigwise-
faerrEE gai= g asse, & af€ ¢ amd ar B
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"“n_‘?!-arr- =

qad FeeadEd, witad &E | FE g gaorses
REET 7, 7 aEmaeAid sREd mEEd | T A
afeNazaTy aRfg 2@Fad | A & argeuds, aegaee
f& aa| (VSB, 3, 2, 21)

(A person may be confronted with an object of knowledge, yet the
knowledge may sometimes arise and sometimes not. Therefore any
one who wishes to let this person know must ouly tell about the object.
And when he is told, his knowledge will arise in accordance with the
nature of the object [subtle or otherwise] and also in proportion to his
capacities of knowing. Then no instruction contrary to the object’s
nature can be convincing. If in case such instruction is believed in,
that would not then be a piece of knowledge but a mere mental act;
it may in fact be an illusion. For knowledge is always occasioned by
the means of knowing and is tied to the object as it is ; and not evena
hundred injunctions can arouse it, nor can a hundred prohibitions pre-
vent its arousal. Knowledge depends on the object and not on the
individual’s fancy.)

(10) gt Faead 7afd ame ; aarsfd genm wgawga-aar a1

F§ T, JEESE, I g SAUSEIE | oa JE
FIAFIATAT AT FJITFAT, | FAS TGAAHT ad | A
NeATgAA | A0 gesarad, | aEEaEEasd, g
NERSEraH | a1 9 ¢ geN A Aaai:’ ¢ AN aM
Mawif: ? (BFaL -, ¢-0) T AfgerarbgfaiTe
WAl | FAeAeArS-aAeRIT a1, geNdsr 7 | 41 g
e smafigfe:, T o SEaar | T gevar | R
2 5 X !
afe ¢ gemtEaaEgasAt FEwEds B | o gEmE-
feraeg AfeeaA, |l (VSB, 1,1, 4)

(Contemplation, being a reflection, is a mental act. But it is
possible to do it one way or an other, or not do it at all, for itis a
matter that depends upon the individual. Not so is knowledge,
because it.is occasioned by the means of knowing. When the means
are valid, they refer to an object that is actually existing ; and the

individual’s preferences are of no significance here. Knowledge thus
is different from contemplation.)
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(11) sfavagufr & gaonf s | (BUB, 2, 1,20)

(The means of knowing are competent only with regard to their
own distinct fields, like the ear (which can apprehend only sounds. )

(12) FraaEFadaiar azBEfEaeRTRoT  FSerasae
I | (SW. Vol. L. p.9)

(The ultimate good is commended to be served by an inquiry into
the Upanishadic texts, helped by reasoning that does not go against
them,)

(13) aaff waueafdEn @a« BEgsses 7@ qEwAERTEE
ZIAIHA, | AT N RIS gt |
FAGIEN TF @A TRISTHAGATAAS || (vsp, 2, 1, 6)

(They argue that scriptures themselves commend reflection in
addition to, and different from, textual study [hearing], and then they
accord an honourable place to reasoning. But, this pretext cannot
help empty reasoning justifying itself. It is only when reasoning is in
perfect accord with scriptural testimony that it can claim a place as a
valid method, even that as auxiliary to experience.)

(14) 999 7 GEaET aHaErgia=d, |

(Even the scriptures accept reason as an aid.)

(15) « sfsrFraE™g g@Eg o ga safradEE, | g
FATAISTAAGT ATEHATIE FAI00, EECEIEEIUEIFGE
FegfingarE seEEe | woed B A g
AL TG @ETENNATHSIIATE Foq& | &g~
AHIAATT AT FG AT Sl Afks T #, qAE
T3, qgAmegar ar, q a1 megdifa | quar erfa
Vel e, A elma’, <SRy gAY |
FfamfataramErda-a: & fweraniar | 7 g aad
Faafed aEhfa a1 fawea | Bgeaeg geRgEARET: |
T TEFAMFEAE JEgsAugd | 5 aff, awgaeain a9
T & woAsfE wEl gensa 36 qeEgE waf |
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T geNsal Ay e | oRak aEgE, Tegae-
ATd | OF JaTegEegmn mAny atgae, | a9 g
AERFAN TGa=, qEIgReFed, | (vsB, 1,1,2)
(In the case of inquiry into religious conduct, scriptural testimony
alone is relevant and valid; but not so with regard to inquiry into
the Absolute. Here scriptural testimony as also intuitional experience
[and other methods] become applicable whenever necessary [or in so
far as they are possible], because such inquiry should culminate in the
realization of the Absolute, an already existing principle, In the
matter of duties, there is not this dependence on intuitional experience,
and scripture would suffice as the valid means; and religious conduct
is dependent upon man for its source. Religious action, also ordinary
behaviour, may be done or not done, and if done it may be done in
one way or another. A man may decide to travel or not to travel, and
if he decides to travel he may go on foot or he may ride on a horse.
Similar is the case with regard to sacrifices. Choice in method is
possible in these matters, and choice depends on individuals [their
needs and fancies]. But knowledge of an existent real does not admit
of such choice ; it depends on the thing itself and not the individual’s
fancies.)

(16) g2 AUTATFISY FAS qehoT geFeEsa, | afead
geSEEEaAER  ofafRar waka | SdeEn
fgmard | a1 & Fhefmsdeamiigaras efmgs-
TEAHTEAFT T | gD @ aalsaaiasa
sfa @ afafas gl swamafige | gewieesand |
... 7 & ufafyaesh o1 arif a9 asgw | caefy &
aRTEl e a0 afigred | Faifd, aRmmaiaiE-
qeAGAA AATAN FSNFHAT GRS EaEFRIAd |
FITHIACTIAT T DHITERIDEIT: | SAfFaAATa-
g aMmAsEar gegenfiaied  wEaaE S
= | gedfEfea FEtrERuseE st
qHOE FFFIEEGEIT FES | ... HIRT TFERER

geufafaa A | od & gEadsaReniy  Foaass:

a9




gfiqeed Ak | @ & gas 9 eneRemmefd qga
yiagsafafa frfaefa awom || (VSB, 2,1,11)

(When matters can be understood only by scriptural testimony,
mere reasoning should not be called iu to contradict them. Reasoning
based only on Fuman ingenuity and not supported by scriptural tradi-
tion can be very inconclusive, for man’s imagination is unrestrained.
Reasonings of a very clever person are seen to be proved erroneous by
persons cleverer than him, and the findings of these cleverer persons
can likewise be thrown out by persons far more clever than them,
It is unwise therefore to rely on reasoning as all-too-well-founded or
decisively conclusive, for there is vast individual difference in the
abilities of people...... . But [there is here a suggestion of a prima facie
view] if it is argued that there can possibly be no reasoning which is
conclusive, it must be noted that even this inconclusiveness of reason-
ing is established by reasoning alone ! TIn fact, if all reasoning were
to be inconclusive, normal transactions in the world would come to
an end. People ordinarily plan their future course of action on the
basis of [reasoning based on] past experiences and present occurrences.
In cases where scriptural texts contradict each other, it is reasoning
that we should resort to in order to figure out the proper import of the
texts and to avoid wrong and superficial conclusions. The inconclu-
sive character of reasoning is in fact the embellishment of reasoning.
Were it not so, the fallacious arguments could never be contradicted
nor the correct ones upheld. There is no sense in saying that a person
must be stupid just because his ancestors were stupid !)

(17) adaaBaeaarmEAARG AT T a9 oEi-
SR ST AT Jadn ;  |Am = ananfor fafa-
gfavgmiegufin | 9 gREaEiain seadE guomfa
sEnfon A ¢ 9399, RFraEgnmivaaEaw gmgar-
909 geoggEgTa: | 9 ifsamagna aeei-
sgAETC avaty | | Sifagmaan e sgagr: gvafd |
T IR ATET 38 FEETEEy | 9 vafrgifena
HAFEEHAT: TATAGIIG | A GAGEEER0 G-
gafacfia | amaRaEkyamgs gegtE gaomf o
7 | paRfrafReE | gur B omee: weaift sendai
gy gfa, TeeRfEd oy IR aa FEda, a9gs
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T 9O ;49T qUSAE JeNAREEYTRET A 57 gAd-
fegedift qeifgar=y, aftagomumigre 4 g
WAl ; O gel ofy sgeqatar: sedAEma: egEd-
F FSAT I qdl fag-a, afThara w=da, o
A qAMER: gENon  gAUTRTsIAER: | TEE =
AERISEAIRTTE: AORIREaTER:, TEMFAEAgT-

waraf] geamn gagfsgasREahe: gaF 2o Adad ||
(VSB, L 1)

(Contingent upon reciprocal superimposition all worldly conduct
and religious action, which in their turn depend upon the means of
knowing and the objects of knowledge, go on ...... . For one on
whose body there is no superimposition of “I’'* and ‘““mine”, neither
the desire to know can be known, nor will there be any scope for the
operation of the means of knowing, There can be no sense-organs
unless there is a body as their support. And no one can function
without a superimposition of the self on the body. In the absence of
all this, the subjective percipience for the self [who is by nature
untainted] is impossible ; and without such a subjective percipience
the talk of means of knowing is meaningless. Therefore, all means
of knowing including scripture presume some one that is subject to
nescience.

This is so with regard to human beings as with regard to the
animals. Their approach and avoidance tendencies are dependent
upon their sensory apprehensions ; human beings and animals alike
employ means of knowing. Although animals lack fine discrimination,
and humans are endowed with it, it does not make a difference as
regards the employment of the means of knowing.)

(18) & @rANT-gH: ®@ET, @IAGFAEG | T SEATSSH:
guuET f@eafd | a| B gwardi saoeantagei-

faga Imdad | A aEEmEE: gl gRmEdan @d-

fagn: %-'-TFWEEFTWF% | STTEHT g EIHTUTH%EHETET(T%HEEHEL

gt skt |) (VSB, 2,3,7)

(The self of no man is adventitious, for it is self-evident. Its
assumption cannot therefore be made dependent upon means of know-
ing; in fact, it is the self that employs these means of knowing such as
perception to ascertain the existence of things not yet known. The

existence of self is thus established even before the means of knowledge
begin to operate.)

101






