,  Although Advaita Vedanta, one of the most prominent Indian philo-
,.f’"sophical traditions, considers Drstisrsti (seeing as identical with creation)
f\\ .ag one of its main doctrines, there has been no study on this doctrine

\so far. The present study fulfills this need, exploring the development of
this thought through analysis of its classical exegetical tradition. It also
examines the intricate relationship among various monistic philosophical
traditions in India concerning the nature of consciousness. Central to
this doctrine is the idea that consciousness is non-dual seeing itself and
that the very Brahman is conceived as transmigrating, assuming bondage
or liberation, although this seeing in reality is free from transformation.
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i INTRODUCTION

The term Vedanta etymologically refers to the Upanisads, the final sections of the
Vedic literature. With the rise of Indian philosophical discourse, this term has been
applied to the philosophical schools emerging from the exegetical traditions
surrounding the Upanisads. The schools of Vedanta are essentially ejther dualistic or
non-dualistic, analyzing reality as ‘one’ or ‘many.” Advaita, a specific philosophical
approach within the study of Vedanta, postulates that all is Brahman in reality, of the
nature of existence, consciousness, and bliss. Following this doctrine, plurality is
merely an appearance, and what really exists is the self, identical with Brabman alone.
Historical analysis demonstrates early Advaita to be monistic in positing the unity of
all phenomena and asserting the Brahman as the highest principle that can be
recognized only through the Vedic testimony. In subsequent philosophical discourse,
Advaita emerges as the doctrine that rejects duality on logical grounds.

Satkara, an eminent philosopher of the eighth century, was aware of various
exegetes who agreed upon Advaita as the ultimate doctrine, while differing on
phenomepal issues. The school of Safkara rejects any real transformation (parinama)
of the highest principle, introducing vivarta (false appearance) as the theory of
causality. Advaita, however, can be established in multiple ways. While accepting
non-duality of the self and the Brahman at the core, classical Advaita exegetes
differed in their interpretations. Issues include accepting or rejecting the agency of
the self, interpreting phenomenal reality in different ways, explaining the causality of
the world in terms of ignorance (avidyd) or illusion (maya), or considering the
singularity or plurality of the individual self (jiva). For all these reasons, Advaita
emerged as a philosophy with multiple streams. The scope of this text is not to
explore the inner differences among Vedanta philosophies, but rather to closely
- examine one specific model of Advaita Vedanta, the doctrine of drstisrsti, which
i postulates that creation is ‘sesing only’.

It is not possible to understand one specific model, drstisrsti, without addressing
the body of its literature in light of other concurrent doctrines. In fhe process of
identifying drstisrsti in the classical writings, this study bas looked through the lenses
proposed by the classical exegetes themselves. The objective of these volumes, then,
is to make a case that Indian philosophies can be studied as a vibrant tradition with
contrasting models existing even within a single school of thought, as recognized by
the classical writers.

- Duein part to an Orientalist influence, the popular imagination about Hinduism
s been Vedantic, specifically non-dualistic. The contemporary scholarship has only
infrequently addressed internal differences within distinct schools of Indian
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philosophies, resulting in a lack of awareness about the subtle philosophical
differences. The popularity of the non-dualistic model of Vedanta in India and the
West and the treatment by scholars of Advaita and Vedanta as synonymous has
obscured their internal differences. Although the movement of Bhakti Vedanta bas
given one contrasiing picture to the popular imagination, the various schools of
thought that have emerged from the exegetical tradition are little known. This
reductive tendency has over-simplified Indian philosophies, ignoring the inherent
diversity within each school. Reading contradictions within a single school of thought
demonstrates how philosophical systems confront and survive in a changing historical
scenario. This approach opens the possibility of comparing or reconstructing different
streams of thought in a dynamic philosophical paradigm. This investigation of
drstisrsti, the model of Advaita with the least available literature, operates upon this
very assumption.

Contemporary scholarship has not paid much attention to the study of the doctrine
of drstisrsti. This tendency has given rise to the following positions:

1) Prakdéananda founded this doctrine;

2) Drstisrsti is closest to the philosopby of Mandana;

3) This doctrine advocates the world as momentary perception;

4) This docirine aligns with the Yogacara doctrine;

5) Drstisrsti is identical to George Berkeley’s “esse est percipi’.
Although there is partial truth to most of these assumptions, the doctrine of drstisrsti
cannot be confined within any one of these positions. This study, then, intends to
demonstrate the complexity of the concept and its interrelationship with other streams
of Advaita philosophy.

An understanding of, drstisrsi remains impossible without tracing the history of
Advaita in light of tﬁis specific thought, as the Advaita exegetes have not
systematically examined this specific stream of philosophy. Although the term itself
appears relatively late, nuances of this thought emerge much earlier in the
commentarial Titerature and independent treatises. Furthermore, there is no agreement
on the meaning of drstisysti, even among the philosophers who propound this concept.
As a consequence, these complexities make an understanding of drstisyssi extremely
difficult, requiring an examipation of its history, meaning, and philosophy in 2 new
light. The two volumes of this study focus within these parameters: the first volume
examines the history and meaning of drstisrsti, while the second examines the

philosophical argumentation that establish this doctrine.

Divided into ten chapters, the first volume of this study collectively builds an
understanding of the history and meaning of the nature of ‘seeing and appearance’ in
the Advaita context. Grounded upon historical analysis of numerous primary SOUrces,
it sheds new light on these aspects, opening with a brief introduction to the different
philosophical positions contained within Advaita. This study also attempts to find
coherence in the fragmentary and mostly unsystematic evidence supporting drstisrsd
scattered throughout the wide range of Advaita literatare.

INTRODUCTION 17

A Tt.le first .scctlon of @s study bneﬂy treats the different and contrasting models of
vaita. ) ThIS contextualizes the investigation of drszisrsti, bringing core issues to the
front. I-IJstonca] analysis in Section II reveals that the central philosophy of drstisrsti
dates f:onmderably earlier than is commonly accepted. Advaita exegetes expll‘c;it the
Upanisadic passages+in order to establish this concept. However, these treatments are
mostly msys@&c, and drstisrsti as a doctrine is addressed only in later-classical
Advau.ta. ’I'hls' do'ct.rine can be established by both accepting the singularity or
plurality of the individual selves (jiva). However, the present study focuses upon the
model that defends ekajiva, the doctrine in which there exists only a single individual
self. The core passages analyzed here are those that establish a singplarity of the self
on the log1cal‘ ground of the singularity of self-experience. Historical analysis reveals
that the A}dvalta established on the ground of two degrees of reality is congruent with
the docn_me of drstisrsti. This investigation ranges from the writings of Saikara to
Madhugudaga, exploring those scriptures that are most commonly cited in relation to
DS. I'.F‘lStOl‘lf!?l evidence, which is scattered throughout the textual corpus of the
Sanskn’f tadltlor{, has been collected and presented here in chronological order as far
as possx!:le. This arrangement of the fragments in historical order has remained
challenging, as the authorship of several texts is unknown.

Section III of this study investigates the meanings of drstisrsti i
fioes not seem ?ar&CIﬂarly complicated at first glanci. But 5ﬁf$ﬁ$§i§$§f§§
is unQertaken, 1§ becomes a very difficult task indeed to try and establish a particular
meaning fqr this term. Analysis in the third chapter demonstrates how drstisrsti
possesses _d]fferent meanings and how these different understandings serve contrastin
philosophical assumptions, depending upon the context within which it is deployed. ®

) An analy§1s of the meaning of drstisrsti reveals that ‘seeing’ is a complex notion
1nte:pretec¥ In many different ways. This study points out that the earlier
Edj:‘;?x}]ldmg of the term d.r...s_ti is “awareness in itself’, and is widely found in classical

o ter.ature. Comparing the meaning of drsti found in the Advaita Hterature
wit the philosophy of language propounded by Bhartrhari and the Trika Saiva
philosophy allows the identification of ‘consciousness as p.erceived’ in these non-dual
thoughts as the constant nature of ‘seeing,” seeing either itself or perceiving duality
The 'pog.)ular meaning, that drsti is false appearance, is more congruent with the:
a?phcauon of drstisysti in Moksopaya. This variance in meaning grounded upon one
single phrase resu}ts in distinct understandings of drstisrsti that ‘creation is pure and
changeless consciousness alone’ or that ‘creation is ﬁlgmentary, false appearance
on;}ér.m To affirm t].Jat there_ is comsciousness alone, free from duality, is to also
co iy .that there. is no origination. While different philosophers prefer one or
another interpretation, this study simply presents how ‘seeing’ is understood in the
writings of classical Adavaita philosophers.

The tenth chapter integrates the results of the historical and hermeneut i
g"fnd in the second 'through'ninth chapters. This conclusion further demonstr?tzlsyts}::
uid nature of classical Indian philosophy, where terms are loosely interpreted, and
r.hg conce?ts of!.en’overlap and interpenetrate. This complexity, we argue, keeps
philosophical thinking alive, as this study demonstrates that all the models th,at have
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emerged within Advaita represent efforts to resolve one or another problem often
pointed out by their opponents. Furthermore, this study also shows how specific
concepts become dormant and resurface as the philosophical discussion evolves.

Synthesizing the philosophy of drstisrszi becomes a real challenge because there is
no separate and comprehensive treatment upon this topic by classical philosophers.
The second volume of this siudy explores the logical coherence of drsgisrsti. Since
contrasting models emerge even within DS, it is not possible to logically defend all
different models in one study. Therefore, the second volume aims to investigate the
arguments that defend the singularity of the individual self (eka-jiva), following the
premise that the plurality of self-experience cannot be proved.

The second volume defends one specific understanding of drstisrsti, the doctrine of
drstimatra, according to which what essentially exists or what is essentially perceived
is ‘seeing only’. Advaitins argue that ‘consciousness’ is ‘given’ and so is confirmed
by itself in the moment it is cognized, and nothing other than consciousness can be
logically confirmed. The close examination in this study demonstrates that the
concept of the self-aware nature of consciousness is complex; even the very term
‘self-aware’ is interpreted differently by different philosophers and varies widely
among different schools of idealistic thought. The establishment of consciousness as
aware of itself leads to the conclusion that nothing exists that is not known and there
exists only what is cognized. As the philosophers under consideration argue, it is due
to ignorance that one accepts ‘awareness’ as external objects rather than as awareness
itself. However, when logically examined, this ‘ignorance’ cannot be determined
excluding the conscious subject, leading to the conclusion that what exists is
consciousness alone. This self-confirmation of awareness is pivotal to the arguments
that lead to drstisrsti and ekajiva, as Advaitins argue that this self-given awareness in
itself is the self and there is no other self except for this awareness-in-itself. This
establishment of ‘seeing only] follows the classical Advaita argument that negates the
existence of difference. Difference, along these lines, is perceived merely due to
illusion. ~This study categorizes the examples that demonstrate the {llusory nature of
the world, as these illustrations embody the philosophical differences resulting in
contrasting models of Advaita. Since self-awareness is what is immediately
experienced and what is presupposed in all other cognitions, and since the plurality of
this awareness canmot be logically established, all that fundamentally exists is only the
self that is immediately experienced. Liberation and bondage, Advaitins argue, are
imposed due to ignorance, and so the self imagines itself as suffering, though the very
self, awareness in itself, is eternally free from bondage. This singular awareness
identified with the self is the conclusive meaning of ‘seeing’ which, either ‘sees’ its
own true nature free from difference, or ‘appears’ in manifoldness when the true
nature of awareness is not cognized.

This study traces the doctrine of drsfisrsti found in fragments in the Advaita
literature from the time of Saikara. Although there are limitations to historjcal
analysis when the exact time frame of the philosophers remains uncertain, in this case,
reading the development or shift of concepts in chronological order uncovers
previously unkmown nuamces of the thought being studied, highlighting the

INTRODUCTION

19

::I;)ar;s:uf:ﬁ'\;e nature of pl?ﬂosophical debate in classical India. With the demonstrati

a2 single un(;;rstandgzllg of drstisrsti is not possible, this study identifies the meZ:i1
amining philosophical terms in light of histo; cai is i i

the doctrine of drstisrsti demon i tiofons o egaion fto

: : strates that inner contradicti ist withi

single philosophy, bound together by the underlying prem.istemmS o oot vtin e




Chapter 1

Drstisrsti in Light of Different Advaita Docirines

Framing Advaita into Multiple Models

Ample references from the Upanisads support the premise that all that exists is es-
sentially one. Advaita exegetes gronnded their arguments upon these passages to es-
tablish non-dualism of the self, identical with Brahman. Although the commentarial
literature prior o Sanikara has been lost forever, at least ten vibrant schools emerged
from the Upanisadic exegesis, the Advaita of Sankara being one among them.! The
approach to unify all the instractions found in the Vedanta® literature into a single
stream of thought has remained problematic, the writings of Sankara being no excep-
tion. Understanding the problems inherent to textual interpretation is pivotal to the
quest not only to differentiate among the Vedanta traditions, but also to categorize the
school of Advaita in distinct models.

Before entering into the internal differences found within the non-dual school of
Vedanta, it is relevant to address factors that accompany this diversity. Current schol-
arship has credited different Advaita philosophers for their specific treatments upon
the issues that have remained controversial throughout the history of Advaita. The
objective of this study is to demonstrate that the Advaita premise can be equally de-
fended by different functioning models. With this hypothesis in mind, an examipation
of the writings that support one or another of these different arguments should not
overlook the specific models the positions propose. When these distinctions are clear,
in addition to reading different nuances of Advaita philosophy as specific to an indi-
vidual philosopher, this difference can be recognized as inherent to the model the spe-
cific philosopher has in mind. Although the scope of this study is not to categorically
analyze all the differences inherent within Advaita but rather to study one specific
stream of thought, it is nonetheless relevant to address the central issues that give rise

to this diversity.

! Besides the exegeses that predate Sankara, there are at least ten different schools of Vedanta: the
Kevaladvaita of Satkara, Visistadvaita of Ramanuja, Svabhavike-Dvaitadvaita of Nimbarka, Madhva’s
Dvaitavada, the Suddh#dvaita of Vallabha, Bhaskara’s Autpadika Bhedabheda doctrine, Suddhadvaita
of Vispusvamin, Visigte§ivadvaita of Srikantha, Sripati’s Visesadvaita, and Acintyabhedabheda of
Baladeva.

2 The three texis collectively addressed as prasthanatrayt, the Upanisads, the Bhagavadgua, and the
Brakmastira of Badardyana, constimie the core of Vedanta literature and the chailenge of the Masters
was to compose their commentary establishing the congruence of their thought with all the instructions
found in the aforementioned texis.
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The Vedic concept of purusa® developed i i
eV ! S ped into multiple understandings in eard
tAth;anrt;l}; H’Ie::ni:;atbhflzgent_ of thc:h plurality of purusa by the Sam khya ph?losopgilr-sy
of Advaita as the doctrine of Purusa, and the .esnab]jshed c i
: L oc 5 oncep-
I&L{l)al c?lfefe(r;;nzl ‘?:ittween Ag\a/lal.ltada?d Sankhya allows one to assume that the Puruesa
cring . a essentially defends the singularity of the individual i
early notion of cosmic purusa grounds the existence of a single Self. el This

AccAoci\;;itg 1t70hi(l)(l)lseoEilydacoepI thts diverse positions that concern the individual self (iva)
: model, there is a solitary individual self, whereas anoth l
proposes its pl}zrahty. This difference in Advaita understanding concerns ;;1? 0!?:}
fho:asixi?l e)ép;r::;ce, as ;ﬂh Advaita instructions essentially confirm the non~dualit1;' of
any man. The model that advocates a singularity of th iri

self ma ) . e empirical self,
ekajivavada (EJ), is identified as a primary teaching of Advaita by Madhusgd hi
also equates BY with DS, T

t Th:a s?cond fundamental question that generates diversity within Advaita is the in-
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in Visnupurana that support Advaita. This dichotomy between absolute and phe-
nomenal truth comtinues in the subsequent writings, specifically in the
Upadesasahasri of $ankara, and in the writings of Sure§vara. DS, in whichever way
it is interpreted, adopts the two-tiered method of interpreting the truth, distinguishing
it from other scholastic Advaita models. The Advaita epistemology developed under
the school of Vivarana, founded by Prakasatman, originating with Padmapada’s
commentary Paficapadika, as well as the BhamatT school of Vicaspati Misra, advo-
cates three degrees of reality.

In its essence, the central disagreement between the various non-dualistic schools
concerns the question, ‘what is the nature of the empirical world?” Are the entities of
perception, the things of this world as they are commonly perceived, a mere illusion
(maya) or the product of the divine power (maya), or resulting from a divinely derived
power which takes the form of worldly ignorance (avidyd), or are there in fact no en-
Gties as such at all? While these positions might at first glance appear to reflect
nothing more than matters of semantics, they ultimately lead to vastly different under-
standings of both human experience and the supreme reality.

How philosophy’ under the umbrella of Sankara emerged with contrasting doctrines
and how Advaita incorporates different models within one school are questions with
no single answer. Reading Advaita literature reveals that variations within Advaitic
thought can be found as early as the writings of Gandapada. Questions including the
origin of the world are left open-ended, while the issue of interpreting dream and real-
ity is approached differently by Gaudapada and Sankara. However, these differences
do not challenge the unitary identity of the Advaita philosophy.

Other distinctions emerge in the dialogue with different philosophies. As
Gaudapada is historically in dialogue with Buddhist doctrines and Mandana with

7 *philosophical discourse’ is not possible without the category of ‘philosophy’. In addition to usage of
this term, other Western categories such as idealism, sebjectivity, illusionism, hermeneutics, phenome-
nology, and so forth, are not less problematic. Even application of the very term ‘Indology” has not
remained free from challenge. Franco 1997, 156, 165, 306. Speaking about Indian philosophy in Eng-
lish tecminology invites obfuscation, strictly following the footprints of scholars par excellence in this
field. Matilal has demonstrated that translating avidy as ‘ignorance’ or ‘nescience’ is problematic.
Matilal 1985, 319-332, 356-57. Daye has pointed out that “inference’ for anumana and ‘perception’ for
pratyaksa are misleading. Matilal 1984, 231-252. Clearly, §ruti is not exactly “verbal testimony’, as it
frequently refers to Vedic testimony. The use of “Vedic seriptures’ to refer to $ruzi in the meaning of
the Vedas, e.g., Matilal in Ganeri 2002, 278; Potter 1991, 57 is not less annoying, because it does not
explain the traditional transmission of the Vedas coming through ‘hearing’. Ingalls has noticed prob-
lems with the words for existence: se#a and bhava. Ingalls 1951, 53-54. Halbfass has paid much at-
tention on the issues inherent with existence while analyzing these terms. Halbfass 1992, 21-45. 1 have
Dot come across saiya translated as “truly existng’, as Hacker proposed. Halbfass 1995, 139. How-
ever, the rejection of all English equivalents ieads to the impossibility of cross-cultural and trans-
cultural discourse. Several non-Indian terms are wtilized herein, not with a belief that these actually
translate the specific Indian notions, but, acknowledging Quine’s thought that no radical translation is
possible, this usage simply aims for linguistic discourse.
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Mimams3, the points of agreement and conflict in their works consequently give rise
to different Advaita models. The two exegetical traditions of Bhamati and Vivarana,
for example, develop different explanations for the role of Brahman and maya, valry
on procedural issues like accepting the mind or hearing as an immediate cause for
self-realization, and differ on whether or not to accept injunction in hearing the Vedic
test‘tmony.8 The fundamental distinction lies in how the role of action (karma) is ac-
cepted in the process of self-realization.

_ This study establishes that Advaita is accepted with multiple models as early as
Sarikara. Core issues such as the number of Jiva or the degrees of reality are treated
differently by different philosophers. Those emerging immediately after Sarikara
came to varions conclusions concerning the treatment of ignorance (avidyd), its sup-
port, object, and function. The commentaries of Vacaspati Mira and Padmapida with
Prakagatman’s sub-commentary thereon, have established two distinct streams
(prasthiana) of Advaita within the school of Saikara. The issue of how Advaita in-
corporates this diversity within a single school can be explained with illustration of
Sarvajiiatman. He posits that contrasting positions, such as the world as the transfor-
mation of consciousness, or as false appearance (vivarta), or as the experience of only
Brahman in all modes of consciousness, are merely the views valid in different levels
of spiritual awakening. ®

The positions that Brehman itself is the support and object of ignorance, that the
Jjiva is the support of ignorance while Brahman is its object, that there is a single jiva,
or that there are numerous jivas, cannot be reconciled within a single model of A-
dvaita. However, this is not to say that there has been no attempt to synthesize these
different positions.’ Addressing internal variety within different models is a subsequent
development in the history of Advaita. Citsukha, for instance, separately treats the
models of both single and multiple jives in his Tattvapradipika (TP). This tendency
culminates with the Siddhantalesa-sanigraha (SLS) of Appayya Diksita, where Diksita
identifies the different positions on all issues co-existing within Advaita. ’

This brief overview demonstrates that Advaita emobodies contrasting positions and
continues as a single tradition under the umbrella of Safikara. And, to dismiss those
inner differences denies the vibrant complexity of this doctrine. This study focuses
upon the historical development of the doctrine of DS. It is nonetheless essential to
compare DS in light of other Advaita doctrines. This comparison of DS can be initi-
ated in relation to the Ajativada of Gandapiada, as these two models share several as-
pects in common.

3 For systematic analysis of the differences between Vivarapa and Bhamati, see the preface of Stirama
Shastri in Chandrasekharan, 1958.

® See Saiksepasatiraka 2.56-68; 77-93 for the three views the Advaita can be realized.

1 Some Advaita philosophers including Anandagiri and Vidyranya have attempted to unify different
models of Advaita, ignoring subtle differences.
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Ajati and Drstisrsti

The philosophy of Gaudapada has perplexed scholars, although he is one of the
most-studied figures among Advaita philosophers.11 As the ‘illusionism’ (mayavada)
of Gaudapada shares multiple nuances with DS, comparisons can be hastily made with
the intention to identify these two models of Advaita as one. Although the scope here
is not to examine the philosophy of Gandapada in depth, it is nonetheless relevant to
explore some nuances that agree or contradict the doctrine of DS.

In order to establish a history of the DS doctrine, a close examination of relevant
sources is required, including texts that have been utilized by the proponents of DS.2?
This inquiry begins with the Advaita literature that discusses two sirata of reality: pa-
ramdértha and pratibhdsa, exploring their meaning in relation to other terms that ex-
press either something that is absolutely real, or has the appearance of that reality in
other forms. This distinction can be found with other terms, such as satya and asatya,
as Hacker points out (Halbfass 1995, 138-140). However, this stratification does not
address the conflict within later-classical Advaita where writers primarily rely upon
three degrees of reality, adding vyavahdra or ‘convention’ as a separate degree of re-
ality.”® The focus of this study is a particular set of arguments that leads to the

% Gaudapada is one of the most closely examined and highly contested figures among the Advaita
philosophers. For bibliographic reference for works on Gaudapada, see Bouy 2000, 353-386; Potter
1995, 229-233. For systematic treatment on the philosophy of Gandapdda, see Nakamura 2004, 211-
382; King 1995. With regard to the controversy over the fourth chapter of GX, see Bouy 2000.

2 Both Madhusiidana and Appayya claim that EJ and DS are the same concept. The whole DS lit-
erature fits with the BJ concept; however, this is not the only stream that accepts EI. Both the Prazi-
bimba and Abhasa schools have an EJ model, even though there is no unanimity concerning this issue
in Vivarana.

3 In order to deal with the Advaita understanding of reality, it is necessary to point out that Hacker
has projected his own categories in his study of classical Advaita. The second series that Hacker pro-
poses, found in Halbfass 1995, 138-144, consisting of sat-asat-sadasat-anirvacaniya-paficamaprakara,
is misleading, because the arguments of Vimuktitman, upon which this category is based, simply fol-
low the Abhasa model which Hacker calls the “first series’, saz-asar. Instead of categorizing the Ad-
vaita philosophy on the basis of degrees of reality, this study proposes different models inherent to Ad-
vaita thought, as understood by the classical Indian exegetes.

Scholastic Advaita is more systematic about establishing different doctrines within the same school.
Two models of Advaita became well-established in the later scholastic period: Bhamatt and Vivarana.
See Roodurmun 2002. However, the models proposed date back to Gaudapada, as discussed in Bouy
2000; King 1995; and Mandana, found in Sastri 1984; Thrasher 1993.

The Advaita tradition appears to be a system of multiple thoughis: see Comans 2000; Nakamura 1983,
369-514. The division of the Advaita doctrine into two models, one folowing three realities and the
other, following two truths, is explicit in Madhusiidana’s ARR: atha sarvaikye ’pi trividhasattvena sar-
vavyavaharopapatrih ARR p. 19, 112; trividhasattvopagamat sarvavyavaharopapaiih ARR p. 19,1
14; iti bhramamatravisayatvabadhitatvadi-vyavaharikatvanirvacanena sattatraividkyopapaitih. ARR p.
24, 1. 13; wrividhasatvavadimate . . . ARR p. 27, 1. 39; trividhasattvena sarvavyavaharopapattih ARR
20, L. 5. Madhus@dana assigns the doctrine following two truths to the early Vedantin: kevalam
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premise of ‘consciousness only’. The acceptance of real and false as two categories,
therefore, is not fundamental, but rather applied in this Advaita model for didactic
purposes. The aspect of Advaita that advocates the existence of constant ‘awareness
only’ (cinmatra) while categorizing the phenomenal as merely ‘imagined’ (kalpiza)
aligns with the Advaita criticized by the Buddhists in early literature.”* One of the
assumptions of this study is that the early Advaitins categorize reality in two degrees
and the later development of DS relies upon their writings for its establishment.

Some aspects of thought and terminology within the philosophy of Gaudapada can
be compared with the DS doctrine:

1) He utilizes the instruction that adopts two truths, real and false or illu-
sory.”® Scholars have pointed out the close relationship of this concept to
the Buddhist Mahdyana tradition.’®

2) There is no creation. In Gandapdda’s terminology, it is non-origination
(ajéini)."” This concept of ajari appears to be of Mahayanic origin as well.’®

‘With regard to the first point, what is clear from GX is that Gandapada does not
interpret two truths as relative and absolute, but rather as phenomenal and real. The
phenomenal, for Gaudapada, is not real while being relative, but rather illusory, and
therefore false. In other words, that which is illusory has never really occured. How-
ever, the ‘two truths’ in Mahayana teaching are not identical with this usage. Ac-
cording to the Mahayana stance, ‘ultimate’ and ‘relative’ are two perspectives in
which both are real.

Neither is the concept of non-origination in Gaudapada congruent with the
Mahayana doctrine of non-origination. Some scholars have attempted to establish
thesc_: two distinct but apparently confusing concepts to be identical. However, San-

paramarthikatvarp vyavaharikatvam iti ca brahmaprapaficayor dharmadvayam vrddhair vedantibhih
Savamusti-nyayena bodhitam ARR p. 19,143 —p. 20, 1. 1. Madhusfidana compares the conflict in the
doctrine teaching three realities with the doctrine of two truths as a “family quarrel’ (svagotra-kalaha):
paramarthikatvavyavaharikatvalaksanadvividhasattvasvikare trividh vabhyupagamabharigapra-
sanga iti cet, so 'yam svagotrakalaho na tu vyavaharik ivadah ARR p. 21, L 14-15. Anandinu-
bhava, while addressing the world as the play of illusion, compares it with a shell that appears to be
silver or with a dream. This brings him closer to the model of two truths. See NRD p. 226,1. 7.

¥ Nakamura 1983, 249. This discussion brings the philosophies of DS znd Abhasa very close to each
other. “Early Vedanta, as seen by the Buddhists” and identified by Nakamura 1983, 131- 263, resem-
bles DS to a greater extent than the later models following Avaccheda or Pratibimba, as suggested by
Satkara’s school.

3 Rather than- pratibhdsa and paramartha, Gaudapada applies samvrti and paramartha. See GK 4.73-
74;2.1,4; 4.33; 4.57, 58.

16 Nakamura 2004, 256; King 1995, 120-126.
7 GK 3.1-4; 3.7, 3.43; 3.48.
¥ Nakamura 2004, 341-344; King 1995, 126-131.
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gamlal Pandey distinguishes between two usages of the concept of ajati, saying that in
Vedanta, ajati is “at once the negation of creation and assertion of the absolute reality.
In Buddhism, however, it simply denotes the negation of creation”.’® In agreement
with this position, King distinguishes between the concept of Ajasi in Madhyamaka
tradition and Advaita Vedanta:

1) “There is no birth” (Madhyamaka), and
2) “There is an Unborn” (Advaita Vedanta).”’

GK is cited by Madhus@idana as supporting the EJ doctrine.? The author of LC
considers the commentary upon GK as one of the sources for the DS concept.? Al-
though these instances suggest a connection of Gaudapada with the deveoplment of
DS, the authors on DS neither explicitly attribute this concept to Gaudapada nor do
they cite instances from GX in order to establish this concept.

Several other elements of DS-vada are not explicitly present in Gaudapada’s writ-
ings, and this absence is the reason why he cannot be placed at the center of this
thought. Gaudapada does not mention any term like cinmatra or drimaira in his dis-
cussion; instead, he focuses mainly on ‘illusion only’ (mayamatra). Nothing in his
writing suggests that he embraces the notion of a single jiva, or that he is even aware
of this; Gaudapada categorizes consciousness relying upon Mandikya Upanisad (MU)
that accepts the hierarchy of the Absolute, Zvara, and jivas, with the different worlds
imagined by jivas being Gaudapada’s contribution. There is no reference to method,
such as Asparsayoga, in the texts discussing DS. The reason for comparing DS with
Gaudapada’s teaching is the shared metaphor of dream. However, while most of the
idealistic philosophies draw upon this metaphor, they cannot be compared v{ith
Gaudapada’s instructions in their totality. Even when Gaundapada compares waking
with dreaming, the deep sleep consciousness is separate, and the transcendent state is
different from both. The texts discussing DS deal with the same states of conscious-
ness. However, Kausttaki Upanisad (KU) demonstrates that creation is manifested
out of the cognition and life force (prana) of the subject in deep sleep, and this crea-
tion dissolves into prana when the subject goes back to deep sleep.

The contribution of Gaudapada to Advaita is his doctrine of Ajati, the doctrine that
nothing is originated. The doctrine of DS can be identified as a theory of causality.
And, agreeing with the central notion of Gaudapada, the philosophers propounding
DS claim that creation is drs#i only, in whichever way the term drsti is interpreted. If
the term drsti is interpreted as false appearance, this doctrine rejects creation, and if
this term is explained as pure consciousness, than DS confirms creation in terms of
consciousness alone. Both understandings reject creation as such, and in this way, DS

19 pandey 1974, 323. Quoted in King 1995, 128.
P King 1995, 138.
2 GK 1.16 quoted in AS p.540, line 17.

21, in AS 537, line 19.
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tallies with Ajari. While maintaining that all the entities that are perceived are noth-
ing but ignorance (avidya) or illusion (maya), the doctrine of Ajafi advocates that the
very notion of ‘creation’ is ignorance, as creation does not exist in reality.

Ajati explicitly negates creation, whereas DS negates creation in positive terms,
with creation either as non-dual ‘seeing-in-itself’, or as ‘momentary instances of
awareness perceived due to ignorance’. In the concept of DS, what makes the world
perceptible is ignorance, not illusion, although the texts are not always consistent in
making this distinction. However, for Gaudapada, it is illusion or magic that gives
mise of the external world (noteworthily, not the ‘idea’ of the world, but rather, the ex-
ternal world itself).” Gaudapada analyzes dreaming consciousness in order to establish
ajati, showing that false entities appear. However, the usage of “dream’ in the discus-
sion of DS is to demonstrate that all that appears is consciousness only.

Concerning the causality of ignorance, Gaudapada’s doctrine of illusionism has di-
rect impact on the DS concept. However, these models cannot be viewed as identical.
For Gandapada, the world is equated with dream, which is vaitathya or non-factual,
whereas the primary interpretation of DS advocates that what exists is but ‘awareness
only’. Contradictory statements, such as ‘what exists is consciousness only’, or ‘what
is perceived is iflusion only’, cannot be the same. According to Gandapada, whatever
exists is mayamaétra or illusion only, whereas adopting one model of DS, the world is
nothing but pure consciousness. Gaudapada’s approach of establishing non-
origination relies upon the comparison of the world with dream. The establishment of
DS, on the other hand, primarily relies on the analysis of perception with an estab-
lishment that difference cannot be confirmed, and so what is immediately cognized is
‘consciousness only’.

The doctrine of Ajati relies upon the argument that the entities that are experienced
are illusory in nature, comparing the phenomena to dream, magical appearance, or the
illusion of snake in a rope. While Gandapada strongly propounds the illusory nature
of external entities, the plurality of individual selves is not addressed in the same way.
The issue of ‘other minds’ does not receive extensive treatment. Nevertheless, the
position that all that is experienced is illusory can be broadly interpreted as embracing
subjective experience. This leads to the final conclusion that all subjective and objec-
tive experiences are superimposed on a single self. While adopting such an interpre-
tation, the proponents of DS explain the illusory nature of all the modes of experience.
Although this position is commonly found in scholastic Advaita, DS can be defended
following the position that all that appears or all that is within the realm of experience
is in fact awareness itself.

Classical Advaitins differ in their interpretations of world appearance, all of which
relate to the concept of ‘ignorance’. Gaudapada’s understanding of maya is not of
maya as the divine power, but as the illusion of the individual self, constituting enti-
ties that are not really there. The issues of contradiction arising in the commentaries
after Safikara include the nature of mdya, the function and location of ignorance, and

* In particular, see the application of maya found in GK 3.19-30 and 4.61, 62.
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the degrees of reality. The subsequent developments of identifying ignorance and
miyd as one or accepting their difference, distinguishing ignorance into two distinct
categories, or accepting manifold ignorance, all of these address the role and the na-
ture of ignorance which the Advaitins agree to be indeterminable (anirvacaniy@). The
philosophy of Gaundapada, the Abhdsa model, and the doctrine of DS concur in ac-
cepting mdy and ignorance as identical. Arguably, the focus on madya emerges from
ontological questions: to the question “what exists there?’, the reply is ‘it is illusion’,
whereas the shift in focus to ignorance as the cause of world appearance demonstrates
an epistemological twist, changing the inquiry to the nature of experience.

The model of DS considered to be the highest Advaita instruction defends the ex-
istence of immediately experienced awareness only, with drsti as pure awareness.
The challenge for those defending DS, then, is how to interpret commonsense experi-
ence. Advaitins generally tend to explain this as avidya. To reconcile Advaita with
this understanding, maya can be identified as ignorance. Gaudapada appears to say
that what is cognized is “illusion’, with ignorance identical with maya. Furthermore,
Gaudapada focuses upon world phenomena, while proponents of DS address the na-
ture of experience.

Four models of Advaita

The above treatment demonsirates that Advaita is 2 tradition with inherent diver-
sity. This diversity, we propose, results from different arguments the Advaita phi-
losophers advocated while establishing the same thesis. This fluidity within a single
school can be examined through the lenses of the different philosophers. This study,
however, adopts different Advaita models to analyze this diversity. This approach of
reading variations as inherent to specific streams follows the method embraced by
later classical writers such as Appayya or Madhustidana, and suggests the relevance of
separately examining all the different models of Advaita. Within one essay, this is not
possible. The scope of this study, then, is to examine only the doctrine of DS.

DS emerged as one of the conclusions of arguments developed in the process of
establishing non-duality. This being the case, it is not possible to examine DS without
touching upon other issues, nor is it possible to treat all issues that consequently result
inDS. For instance, the role of ignorance (avidyd) in Advaita is treated differently in
various Advaita models; the status of Jiva and Isvara is not commonly shared; the is-
sue surrounding ‘the degrees of reality’ is separately analyzed. Nonetheless, there can
be a comprehensive method: to briefly introduce the contested issues within different
models of Advaita. The following summary relies particularly upon the later classical
doxographies of Madbusfidana (SB 258-263), and Sadananda (ABS 247-271), and the
comprehensive preface of Stiram Sastri.*

2 PP Madras ed., 116-135.
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Abhasavada:
Constituent elements of the Abhdsavada doctrine are:

A. The self conditioned by (upahita), and identical with, ignorance is
Isvara®

B. The 7.ssel_f conditioned by, and identical with, cognition (buddhi) is
Jiva. l?ue to the pluralities of cognition, a solitary consciousness a p-
pears as if different in each subject.

C. Bondage is the @bhasa of pure consciousness. Withdrawal of that is
liberation.”

D. Realization is through the jahat-type of implication (laksand).”® In the
example 01:‘ a Pn'.nce who experiences himself as a hunter, the moment
he stops thinking himself a hunter, he is the prince. The self is the very

Brahman, and so there is nothing else to be confirmed. Realization is
to abandon. what is false.”

Pratibimbavada:™
According to Prakasatman:

A. Ifvara is the image consciousness (bimbacaitanya) conditioned (upa-
hitd) by ignorance™.

* This is Madhusiidana’s position: “ejfianopahita @ima ejianatadatmyapannasvacidabhasavivekad
antarydm sakst jagatkaranam TSvara iti ca kathyate”, m SB, p. 42, Abhyankar el Markandeya Sastri
presents this position as that in which Avidyd rests upon the Brahman and produces the projection of
I§vara; this very Avidya resting upon the self generates the cognition of the mundane world. Sastri
1973, 5. Sastri’s position regarding the empirical self does not tally with Madhusiidana’s.

® This is Madhustidana’s position: buddhyupahita$ ca tattadamyapannasvacidabhasavivekaj jivah
karsd bhokia pramateti ca kathyate | SB, p. 43, Abhyankar ed. Sadinanda states: ata eva ﬁv;)
’ntahkarapdvacchinnatvat tatsambaddham eva | ABS 249. M. Sastri posits that “The division of
Avidya with reference to Brahman, maya with reference to I$vara and Ajfiana with reference to Jiva as

far as the respective cognitive functions at these stages of evolution ate concerned, is accepted but there
are not two or more Avidyas as such.” Sastri 1973, 5.

W o NN . .
This again is Madhustidana’s position. M. Sastri states that “The primordial Avidya is not 2 projection

. of Abhasa of the Supreme. Consequently it is not Arirvacaniya, but only avicaritasiddha.” Sastti

1573, 4.

28 . .
asmims ca pakse tattvamadipade jahallaksanaiva | SB, p. 43, Abhyankar ed.; ... varttikamate. . jahal-
laksanasvikarat | ABS, p. 248.

2 . . .
M .Sastn agrees with the position that Surefvara accepis jahallaksana. However, he adds that ‘primary
sense’ itself is adequate in the strict sense. Sastri 1973.

‘ﬂ'f}:: points, if not mentioned otherwise, follow Madhus@dana’s gloss. Sadinanda merges Abhasa
with the Pratibimba doctrine. He treats some differences as difference within a single

del. .
2485, 13, 19-20. sle model 458

fi g . ;
ajhanopahitam bimbacaitanyam tvarah. . . it vivarapakarak | SB, p. 46, Abhyankar ed.
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B. Jiva is consciousness reflected upon (prasibimbita) the ignorance
which is conditioned by inner sense (antahkarana) and impressions
(va'.szm(z).32

According to Sarvajfidtman:

A. Consciousness teflected upon ignorance is Isvara.

. Consciousness reflected upon cognition is Jwa

. Image consciousness conditioned by ignorance is pure.”

3

0w

The points of agreement:
. Due to a plurality of cognition, there is a plurality of jivas.*
. There is jahada_jahad—t;pe of implication in sentences given as meth-
ods for self-realization.
The locus and the content of ignorance is the same.”
. The primal ignorance is one only.®
. The mind is not a sense organ.w
Ignorance (Avidya) is located in pure consciousness.
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2 hkaranatatsamskarivacchinnajignapratibimbitam caitanyam jiva iti vivarapakarah | SB, p. 46,

Abhyan‘]mr e(.l. Roodurmun presents the position, “Jiva is the reflected image of Brahman in Avidya™.
This mostly tallies with Prekasatman’s position; nonetheless, the modifying phrase ‘conditioned by
inner sense and impressions’ is missing. Roodurmun 2002, 43. Sadananda’s position tallies with Madhu-
sidana’s. ABS: 247.9-10.

B gifdnapratibimbitam caitanyam iSvarah. . . it sanksepasarirakakarah SB,p.46, Abhyaukar edi-
tion.

* buddhipratibimbitam caitanyam jivak. . . iti sarksepasarirakakarah | SB, p. 46, Abhyaniar edition.
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ajfandnupahitam t bimbacaitanyam Suddham ifi savksepasarirakakarah| SB,p. 46, Abhyankar

% anayos ca paksayor buddhibheddj jivanandtvam | SB, p. 47, Abbyankar ed. Saddnanda posits: atra
cantahkaranananaivaj jiv vam | ABS: 247.15.

¥ pratibimbasya ca par hikatvaj jahadajahallaksanaiva ta adipadesu| SB,p.47, Abbyan-

kar ed.
3 See SS 1.319. The subsequent four points (F-I) are discussed by Roodurmun 2002, 43, as well.

¥ For detailed analysis of the plurality of ignorance according to the Bhdmati, and singularity
according to the PPV, see Sriram Sastri on PP, Madras edition, 130-132.

“ Whether ‘mind’ (manas) is & sense organ or not is not simply a metaphysical question; this invites
problems with regard to final realization. The instrument for direct realization of the Brahman, fol-
lowing the Bhamart position, is mind, whereas, following the Vivarana, this is Sabda. Stiram Sastri on
PP Madras edition, 118.
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Avacchedavada:

A. Madhustidana posits that I§vara is the consciousness that has been ob-
jectified by ignorance.*’ Roodurmun elaborates on this position with
Jiva as consciousness limited by ignorance and Ifvara as consciousness
that transcends the limiting adjunct (Roodurmun 2002, 37).

B. Consciousness that is the locus of ignorance is jiva. Since there is plu-
rality in ignorance, there is plurality in jiva.

C. There is difference in the world of each jiva, because this very jiva, be-
ing conditioned by ignorance, is the material cause of the world.®

D. Iivara is imposed to be the cause of the world, because he is the support
of ignorance, the world, and jvas.“

E. The mind is a sense-organ. ¥
F. There are no entities out of the domain of knowledge.*

Drstisrstivada:
Model 1:
A. Isvara is image consciousness conditioned by ignorance.”’
B. Jiva is consciousness reflected upon ignorance.”
Model 2:
A. Pure consciousness not conditioned by ignorance is Isvara.
B. Consciousness conditioned by ignorance is Jiva.*
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! AjRanavisayibhitam caitanyam Ivarah. . . iti vacaspatimisrak | SB, p. 47, Abhyankar ed.

® Ajranasraytbhitam ca jiva iti vacaspatimisrah | asmims ca pakse ajfidinananatvaj jiva-nanatvam |
SB, p. 47, Abhyankar ed. This tallies with Magdana’s position, “nanu kasya-vidyeti, jivanam iti
brimak” BS :10.3.

kar ed. pratifivam viyadadiprapancabhedas ca| ABS p. 251.

* Wvarasya ca saprapaficajvavidyddhisthanatvena karapatvopacarad iti | ayam eva cavaccheda-
vadal | SB, p. 47, Abhyankar ed.

* The points listed above within the Avaccheda model follow Madhusidana. This particular point follows
Roodurmun 2002, 37. Vicaspati has two reasons in accepting ‘mind’ as a sense-organ, 1) internal
feelings, such as pain and pleasure, are immediately known; immediate knowledge is possible only

through perception, and so these must be perceived by mind as a sense-organ; 2) mind would not be
able to cognize its own state if it were not a sense-organ, For discussion, see Indich 1980, 48.

* This is one of the major components of DS. Sadinanda, on the contrary, identifies it as the Avac-
cheda doctrine. ABS 251:17.

47 AJ'.— =

pahitam bimbacaitanyam t$varah | SB, p. 48, Abhyankar ed.

* gjnanapratibimbitam caitanyam jiva | SB, p. 48, Abhyankar ed.
® ajiananupahitam Suddham caitanyam Svarah. . . SB, p. 49, Abhyankar ed.
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Commonalities in models 1 and 2:
C. The very Jiva is material and instrumental cause of the world.™
D. The object of perception is appearance only.*?
E. The error of plurality of jivas is due to the plurality of bodies.”
F. Bondage and liberation are imagined only>*

The model of DS that Madhustidana presents is comparatively closer to the Prati-
bimba model with regard to the first two points that deal with [svarg and Jiva. Con-
cerning the causality of Jive, this doctrine tallies with that of Avaccheda. The explicit
plurality of jfva is a common criterion for both the Pratibimba and Avaccheda models,
although subsequent texts closer to the Pratibimba model often touch upon the con-
cept of the singularity of the individual self. Most nuances within the DS model can
be found in the doctrine of Abhdsa, bridging these two streams of Advaita.

The singularity of self-experience is not limited only to the doctrine of Abhasa;
this concept is addressed by several masters, even those writing in the Vivarana
school.®® Within these parameters, however, there is no possibility for the DS concept
to be embraced by the scholastic philosophy that followed the doctrine of Mandana
and Vacaspati, as there are several coniradictory elements within the docirine of avac-
cheda, as propounded by Mandana and Vicaspati. The most apparent points are: the
avaccheda doctrine accepts a plurality of individual selves, while also accepting the
individual self as a locus of ignorance with Brahman as object of that ignorance; it
accepts three degrees of reality. Neither of these positions tally with the doctrine that
identifies creation with seeing.

The entire discussion rests upon one single issue: how to understand consciousness.
All Advaitins posit that consciousness is self-aware. The advocates of the DS doc-
trine exploit this, concluding that only consciousness can be confirmed. This position
with regard to consciousness is strongly defended by Sriharsa. The very act of con-

N gianopahitam ca jiva iti va mukhyo vedantasiddhanta ekajivavadakhyah | imam eva ca dpstisrs-
tivadam dcaksate | SB, p. 49, Abbyaukar ed.

5 gsmimé ca pakse jiva eva svajianavas jagadupadanam nimitiam ca | SB, p. 49, Abhyankar edition.

2 Jréyam ca sarvam prafitikam | SB, p. 49-50, Abhyankar ed.

3 dehabheddc ca jivabhedabhrantik SB, p. 50, Abhyankar ed

adidardhyad Gtmasaksatkare moksal |

S ekasyaiva ca svakalpitagurusastadyupabrphitast
SB, p. 50, Abhyankar ed.

55 The Vivarana school is named after the “Vivarapa® sub-commentary of Prakaéatman on the
Paficapadika of Padmapada, which was itself 2 commentary on Sankara’s BS-bhdsya on the first five
Siitras of BS. There are several elements of contention between adherents 1o the Vivarana and
Bhamari, the schools named after the sub-commentaries of Padmapada and Vacaspati Mifra. Due to
the dominance of these two schools, Sure§vara’s Abhdsa doctrine was overshadowed, and merged with
the Vivarana school. This process can be traced as early s the Paficapadika; however, Vidyaranya’s
works in later scholastic period completed the process of identification.
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firming so'mething establishes the existence of awareness, and at this point, existence
and consciousness are reciprocal. DS advocates explore the immediate function of
consciousness in its self-revealing aspect. This, however, is not to argue that only the
nqn-dual nafure of awareness-in-itself is what is expressed by the terms denoting con-
sciousness, including the term drsti. The multiple understandings of DS exemplify
the inexhaustible nature of words to reveal new meaning, i

Srstidrsti and Drstisrsti

Later scholastic Advaita developed into two schemna that accomodated its divergent
strands of .th‘oug.ht, The commentaries on the Advaitasiddhi of Madhustidana rely
upon the d1s.t1nc.t10ns made at this juncture, paving the way for subsequent writers en-
gag?d in this dialogue. This categorization was quite widely accepted after Mad-
hu_sudfina. At a mdimentary level, the first model, systidrsti (SD), accepts that entities
exist md_ependent of perception and the awareness of entities rests upon their phe-
nomepaht)", whereas the second model, drstisrsti, is interpreted by those who pr(I))‘ ect
Advaita within these streams as a doctrine that advocates the existence of enﬁﬁesjdc-
pendent upon perceptual awareness. Although this specific definition does not cover
all usages of ]?S throughout the Advaita literature, and the third section of this study
focust?s upon its nuances, this understanding nonetheless demonstrates the latest inter-
pretation of DS in the history of Advaita philosophy.

These two models can be understood as structural frames to fit within them the
vanous' a;gmyents otherwise scattered throughout different exegeses. Although the
early distinction does not explicitly identify the issues that can be schematized within
these two models, later commentators and doxographers highlighted the aspects that
frame SD and DS. Dharmadatta Sara, an early 20" century commentator, exploits
f.:he Advaita literature to synthesize arguments within these two streams. H.is, Synopsis
in the sub-commentary Gidharthatattvaloka upon Madhusidana’s commentary on the
ihagavadgi‘td is most concise and highly systematic. According to Dharmadatta,
m:::s I?dc:[ile;:i :;‘ebet:s:;v (::ontrasnng poles within Advaita philosophy, with central ele-

Central Tenets of Srstidrsti:

1. The SD model éa&ccepts. the world as a transformation of ignorance composed of
thl_'ee'qua]:ltles, considering the desire of God as its instrumental cause and the
principle of the unseen factor (adrsta) as its associate instrumental cause.”’

2. 8D is defined as srstau satyam drstir jiia i
S 7St m drstir jiignam (knowledge, or seeing, i
an [independent] existence of crea.ﬁcm).s8 € e, When there s

%6 . . _ - S z
irigunasyajnéanasya satiGkatayd parind am | GTA, App. 47.

ﬂym & L. .-.Lu"_l' 3o T

krtajfianam karandtmand parinamate | GTA, App. 47,

B oo _ A .
TSI Satydm drstir jfianam systidrstir ity akhyayate | GTA, App. 47.
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3. Even with the absence of knowledge, entities, which are the product of ignorance,
have their phenomenal existence,™

4. Since entities last for several moments, they can be recognized and seen by many
subjects.m

5. There is a third category of truth, the truth of appearance (pratitika) which is pre-
sent, for example, in entities seen in a dream or erroneous perception, like seeing a
snake in a rope.®! The other two are real (paramdrtha) and phenomenal (vyavahar-
ika) truths.

6. If intrinsically formless, mere awareness is accepted, there would not be any differ-
entiation in all objects. In this case, there will not be a causal efficiency and all
actions could start from any object.”

7. Entities are imposed on the non-dual Brahman, of the form of awareness that per-
meates all entities.®

8. SD is more concerned with distinguishing itself from various streams of Buddhist
philosophy. The entities, according to Yogdcara Buddhism, are considered as il-
lusory and are compared with dream entities or false perception. Following SD,
the entities of empirical reality are not parallel to dream entities, and so are not la-
beled as fictitious (ruccha).%*

9. SD accepts the function of direct perception even in the case of erroneous percep-
tion. The argument is that the means of knowledge (pramana) by which percep-
tion has arisen is the contact between senses and their objects. Even though there
is no cognition of the real object through sense-object contact in an erroneous per-
ception, there is nevertheless a cognition of an object. This perceived object may
be generic in form, or it may be an object falsely perceived, as in the case of 2

¥ jranabhavakale ‘pi vyavaeharakalabadhyatayasty eva vyavaharikam satvam sarvesam anddyavid-
yamatradosaprayukianam karyanam | GTA, App. 47.

R ekasyaivanekakalasthayitayi pratyabhijidyamanatvam anekadrastrdréyatvam ca | GTA, App. 47.

S yityam apy asti sattvam pragsikam pratiimarafvitinamavidyaparindmabhatanam svapnaindra-
jalikavastusuktirajaradman | GTA, App. 47.

@ inanamatrabhyupagame tasya svato nirakaratayd vastubhitabhedakadharmasinyataya sarvajia-
natah sarvapravrityadyapatsir ity abhyupeyo visayah | GTA, App. 47.

2,

& sty adiydsikam tadatmyam sarvesam vastinim paramarthasadripe vyapake fiianaimany
advirtye brahmany adhisthane *jidnenadhyasat | GTA, App. 48.

& Sanyaravadimadhyamikamate bhramasya sadadhisthanakasyanablyupagamena satvena pratiya-
manasya dandaghatadisu sarvesv abhavat sarvesam gag waditulyataya tucchatvam | vedanta-
naye ca badhat parvam sarvesam sad ghatah san pata iryadisadadhisthanabhramanmakapratyaya-
sartvena pratiyaméanavad atucchatvam iti viSesah | GTA, App. 49. Madhusﬂda.na defines vyavahar-

ikatva as altkatva, explaining it as fuccha. ARR p. 23,1.3.
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shell perceived as silver. In reality, the shell is not silver. The error is that the
object directly perceived is seen as something else.”

10. Following this model, the perception of an object is the identity of consciousness
in the form of an object.%

Central Tenets of Drstisrsti:

1. It is the doctrine appropriate only for those having an advanced, fully purified
mind.5’

2. Since the entities of dream or erroneous perception appear as long as they are not
sublated, they are different from fuccha. Even the empirical world bears the same
degree of truth %

3. Drstiis appearance (prasizi).”

4. As there is no existence of silver seen in a shell prior to that quality coming into
awareness, and as the origination of the cognition of silver emerges when con-
scious seeing occurs, in the same way entities continue to exist as long as there is
no knowledge of the truth of non-dual Brahman. As long as there is modification
(vrtti) of knowledge, there is no evidence to prove that things exist when they are
not known.”

5. The definition of DS is ‘to be pervaded by self-knowledge’ or ‘to be pervaded by
an absence of ignorance of oneself’.’

6. As an object is originated in the moment it is known, recognition of that object as
well is originated in the moment of recognition.”

7. Destruction and so forth of enfities is conventional knowledge.™

® manmate bhramasthale rojatadeh pratyaksatve 'pi tasya caksusatvanangikarat| . .. caksusedama-
karavrtitadatmyasya rajatakaravrttavadhyasat | GTA, App. 50.

8 visayapratyaksatvam api visayavacchinnacaitanyasya svakaravrttyupahitapramatrcaitanyabhin-
natvam | GTA, App. 51.

& agaras’ cottamadhikarinam prati darsito drstisrstivadah sa canatisuddhantabkaranair durbodhah |
GTA, App. 52.

© pramtite Suktirajatadan svapnaprapafice ca badhit parvam sattaya pratiyamanatvena tucchav-
ilaksane viyadadipraparicinam api tathatvam evocitam | GTA, App. 52.
.. i wtpattyanantaram na drstih pratitih | GTA, App. 52.
0 . . _ R .

Vydvahirikatvena sampratipannanam propaficandm api svasvakarandd wipattau satyam uttara-
kalena drstir api tv advityabrahmajianat svakiravrttaw satydm uipattir ajfidnatadasayam sthitau mang
bhavar| GTA, App. 52.

7 e oo g IR =
evam ca svajfignavyapyatvam sviyajnanabhavavyapyatvam va drstisrstir iti paryavasannam | GTA,

- App. 52.

7 svajranakile ghatavat pratyabhijiignakala aikyasya jananat | GTA, App. 52.
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8. The problem with accepting this theory pertains to whether or not it differs from
Buddhist theories. Dharmadatta replies that this problem is raised due to not
knowing the intention of the texts propounding DS. The fundamental difference
between this doctrine and the Yogdcara concept is that entities, according to
Vedanta, are the transformation of ignorance; ignorance, in turn, has Brahman as
its foundation. What exists is being itself which is identical with awareness in its
true form. It is ignorance to see this reality in the form of the world. And there-
fore, vivarta is to perceive Brahman as the world. This illusion does not fit with
the Madhyamaka illustration of a sky-flower, which is a non-substantial percep-
tion.”* In essence, accepting either Brahman or emptiness as the basis of illusion
distinguishes these two philosophies.

9. Dharmadatta, like Madhus@idana, accepts six entities, including jiva, as begin-
ningless and out of the domain of DS.” These six categories are: jiva, ifvara,
pure consciousness, the difference between jiva and #a, ignorance, and the rela-
tionship of ignorance with consciousness.

10. The domain of DS lies only within the object of sensory perception. Therefgge, in
the context of an impression or that which is unseen (adrsta), there is no DS.

11. Except for the knowledge of Brahman, all other knowledge is erroneons.”

12. The passages mentioning the creation of space, and so on, are equal to the sen-
tences describing the entities of dream.”®

13. The Upanisadic passage given as a source for DS is ‘all the worlds, all the pranas
. . . are manifested out of this very sel”.” This text, as previously addressed,
explains the creation of prana and so on, emerging from the self awakenfad from
deep sleep. Dharmadatta accepts that, while mentioning antyadrsti, Sarvajiiatman

% nasader api prafitikawvavirodhitvat | GTA, App. 53.

™ sadadhisthitavidyaparinamasya sadvivartasydvidydlatasadvivartamatrasya va tasyabhyupagamena
na niradhisthanabhramangikara iti bauddhamarad bahuvisesasya sadbhavat | GTA, App. 53.

™ itvadmanm sapnam anaditvam eva na tawra drstisysiyabhyupagamah | GTA, App. 54.

™ indriyagocara eva b drstisystik | katham anyathd samskaradryadau na drstisrstih | GTA, App. 54.

T brakmajiandtiriktasya sarvajianasya bhramatvasyestarvas . .. drstisrstipakse sarvasya vyavahar-
ikagrianasydpi svapnavibh Iyarvangikarenoktasyapistatvat | GTA, App. 54.

™ atha viyadadingm api praibhasikatve tato vayvadyupadabodhakasruter apramanyam atyantikam syad
iti cen na | svapnarthabodhakavakyaulyatvasyaiva rasyiabhyupagamat | GTA, App. 55.

™ drstisystau ca ‘evam evasmad atmanak sarve pranah sarve loka’ ityadi Srutih suptotthitasya jivat
pranddisrstim pratipadayant pramanam | GTA, App. 55. Dharmadatia borrowed this line from the
DS-chapter on AS.
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had DS in mind.® He cites “avidydyonayo. . .” as further evidence, claiming that
it is found in various texts dealing with DS.%

In summary, Dharmadatta’s understanding of DS contains most of the elements of
Madhustidana’s exposition. Nonetheless, his understanding of drs# is much more
similar to what Vyasatirtha had in mind —a momentary vision collapsing in each in-
stance-—and so his DS explains the fictional nature of existence. Even though the
gloss of Dharmadatta is very short, it reveals to some degree how the Advaitic analy-
sis of origination evolved into two contradictory schools which nevertheless come to
the same conclusion. This merging of apparently divergent philosophical trajecto-
ries— ope centered on perceiving (DS) and the other on the perceived
(SD)—highlights our thesis that the hermeneutic method the Advaita philosophers
adopted concludes with two distinct models as a consequence of the philosophical de-
bate that concerns the issue of what is immediately cognized. Dharmadatta cites the
Kausttaki chapter discussed above and the very familiar verse which confirms that
entities are of the origin of ignorance (avidyayonayo bhavak). With his identification
of drsti as awareness, he clearly connects DS with Abhdsa.

Drstisrsti: A model with models within

As the reader can see, based on this preliminary survey of the ground which this
term and this study set out to cover, it is difficult to demarcate the boundaries of DS as
one single idea, since it incorporates a host of divergent and diverse models, and in
fact does not include other approaches with which it seemns to share a closer sense of
kinship. The obvious solution would be to discard some of the approaches bearing
this name that are only tangentially related. But this would be profoundly destructive
to the historically-driven part of our study. As useful as such an approach would be in
terms of narrowing DS’s semantic field, it is utterly inappropriate in terms of the tra-
dition we are studying to exclude anything of importance which was considered DS
prior to a more modern era. As important a philosopher as Madhusfidana has consid-
ered DS to be applicable to a plurality of models. Thus, in order to accurately repre-
sent the role DS has played in the history of Indian thought, we must also take into
account such schools or risk impinging on the validity of our study.

After locating DS within the context of multiple Advaita thoughts, it becomes neces-
sary to trace the philosophical concept of DS. The term drstisrsti presents an under-
standing of entities as identical to their experience,* compelling Madhusiidana to de-
fine it as “the existence of only what is within the domain of knowledge’ or as “an ab-

® drstisystipaksasyottamata ca samksepa$arivake tattvavedakamanadrstir adhama tattvaksatir madh-
yama, tativapracywtivibhramaksatikart tatrantyadrstir matetyadinokea | GTA, App. 55.

8 evam akaresv amyatrapi | avidydyonayo bhavah sarve ‘mi budbudg ival ksanam udbhitya gacchanti

fRanaikajaladhau layam \| ityady uktam iti | GTA, App. 55. This line is also borrowed from AS.

® pratiimatre evaitat bhati visvam cardcaram VSM 18. Praka$ananda interprets pratiti as pure
consciousness.
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sence of what is not within the domain of knowledge.” This definition of Madhu-
siidana’s, while not explaining the internal meaning of the terms drsti and srsti, nev-
ertheless, elaborates upon the philosophical concept that is under consideration.

The term drstisrsti is generally apalyzed as a karmadharaya-type compound.
Commonly, drsti is understood as seeing and 5757, as creation. Although acceptance
of “creation as identical to seeing’ undergirds the term DS, this is not the only way to
understand the term. Both adding a middle term to the compound, drstisamakala
srstih, which means ‘creation as contepiporaneous to seeing’, and subsequent analysis,
provide a different structure. Some later writers have identified two distinct doctrines
of DS, following these methods of two interpretations.**

A study on DS faces multiple problems, including the very meaning of the term
drstisysti. The term itself does not occur often in Advaita literature, even though the
concept associated with it is identified as one of the major concepts in Vedanta.” By
investigating both the concept and the term itself, this study excavates the history and
development of the philosophy associated with it. A second difficulty facing this
study is that DS was never crystallized into a single philosophical concept. Rather, its
meanings were developed, expanded, critiqued, and refined by a number of Advaita
exegetes between the 8th and 16th centuries CE. Therefore, this study seeks to re-
trieve the multiple meanings of this dynamic, contested term through a systematic
historical, linguistic, and philosophical analysis of the writings of representative
authors dealing with this specific thought. That the term has been interpreted differ-
ently for contesting concepts will be established with this investigation.

Madhusfidana positions DS as the highest of doctrines within Advaita Vedanta. In
his short chapter on DS, he defends four possible meanings of the term.® If these
meanings are carefully examined, it becomes clear that the DS models favored by
Madhustdana and Prakasinanda are not identical.

Tn excavating the concept and meaning of DS, this study examines these miscon-
ceptions. A major setback, however, is that no single text contains all the arguments
of DS, and historical inquiry rests on available fragments from different philosophers.
Further complications result from the multiple and sometimes conflicting arguments
and interpretations of DS.

The Kterature after Madhusiidana analyzes Advaita as the two doctrines of DS and
Srtidrsti (SD), synthesizing the previously existing arguments. These models can be
distinguished by acceptance of either two or three degrees of reality, that is, 1) real
and illusory, or 2) real, conventional, and illusory. Though these models with their

8 pratipannopadhijanyajfidtaikasattvasya va, drastrantaravedyatve sati jhiftaikasanvasya va vivaks-

ftatvat | AS 533-534 in Sastri 1982 edition.

# This seems to have been fashioned after Appayya’s interpretation, and will be discussed in the sec-
tion discussing Appayya, Section 2, Chapter 3, pp. 123-127.

& Madhustdana Sarasvat, in the Siddhantabindu, SB 234, for instance.
% To be discussed in the chapter on Madhusiidana, Section 2, Chapter 5, pages 127-135.
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distinctive terms emerge relatively later, they basi i i
3 , they basically exploit the early philosophical
structure found in the scholastic Advaita literature. y Poope

The issues of what really exists and that of the nature of knowledge coincide with
the study of Drsti, in which what actually exists is only awareness-in-itself. The
model ‘Consciousness only’ widely varies in the Advaita, Trika $aiva, and Yo'gicéra
§ueams of thought. The DS model fundamentally differs from the Yogacara doctrine
in the sense that awareness, which is frequently addressed with various terms common
to both the. Advaita and Yogacara texts, essentially is not the momentary conscious-
ness that differs in each instance of awareness. Neither is this the Dyt that is accept-
able to the Trika-Saivas, because the dyszi applied in Advaitic teacl;iﬁgs does not ad-
vcca,te‘agencyt neither does it accept inherent power that characterizes conscionsness
:‘:e th;rd diecuon of rhi]s;ltext clarifies that the drszi applied in the Advaita doctf:ine:

ars hardly any resemblance to the aca ijflapti i ition 1
poas e hiswﬁzal analyeie Yogacara concept of vijigpti. This position is

The feality concerning the subject of perception under illusion emerges as another
reIate_d issue. Classical Advaita posits that what exists is mere Brahman. However.
e@lmg the nature of the world phenomena has generated multiple understandingss
Contrasting perspectives can be gleaned from the writings of Mandana, Suresvara;
and Padmapada. Mandana accepts the individual subject as the support of igoorance
with Brahman being perceived as the form of the world and the object of illusioni
Sufeévara accepts that what is the subject of ignorance is Brahman itself, which, due
to ignorance, experiences subjecthood, and thereby visualizes its own consciousness
as the w?rld in objective form. The Vivarana school differentiates this illusion in two
strata: with pure consciousness coming to Ifvara-hood due to maya, and with subject
and oal;:liect atsh two forms of consciousness itself. In this bifurcated model, conscious-
ness allows the world phenomena to exi: j i i
e s e word p st, and the subject who is free from ignorance

The philosophy of Mandana Misra is often identified with the DS concept.”’
Ma:;-dana posits that pure awareness is immediately experienced in all modes of per-
ception. He further advocates that the world is the collective projection of the igno-
rajlce of individual selves. However, Mandana advocates the plurality of the selves
(jtva) and accepts jivas as the support of ignorance and Brahman its object. The
model of DS that advocates the beginninglessness of six categories — the individual
§e1f, God, pure consciousness, the distinction between the God and individual self,
ignorance, and the relationship of ignorance with pure consciousness — is compara:
Ftve.I}{ closer to the Advaita advocated by Mandana. The acceptance of the plurality of
individual selves, the distinction between appearance (pratibhdsa) and conventional

¥ “Mandana Mi$ b igh

“Magdan S§ra may be regarded as the originator of the Vedartic doctrine of drstisrstivada,
which was, in lter fimes, 50 forcefully aibuted to PrakaSanands”. Dasgapta 1975, 2: 84. Mandana i
tentatively dated as 700 CE, and regarded by some scholars as a senior contemporary of Sa.ukam. ‘What
seems to be more likely is that Mandapa was a junior contemporary of Saitkara; there are some in-
stances in which Safikara’s influence on Mandana can be traced. For discussion, see Thrasher, 1993
Appendix A. ’ ,
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reality (vyavahara), and the role of ignorance are some of the characteristics that dis-
tinguish Mapdana’s philosophy from the model of DS that can be identified with EJ.

The DS doctrine found in the Advaita school of Sankara has often been compared
with the philosophy of Yogavasistha (YV). This study only addresses the specific no-
ances relating to DS that can be found while reading YV and the Moksopdya MUS).
Most essential is the role of ignorance in projecting world phenomena. MUS and YV
frequently conflate ignorance with maya. Following these texts, to imagine is not to
misrepresent. Imagining, along these lines, is the inherent nature of consciousness
and cannot be separated from it. Furthermore, what is imagined is consciousness
alone and any distinction is found due to ignorance. According to this doctrine, igno-
rance solely means, ‘to know things other than what they are.” Since there is no in-
stance of not-knowing, there is either knowing in the true form of awareness itself, oz

knowing it otherwise.

Following the arguments concerning the subject of experience, ‘seeing as creation’
can be analyzed in two distinct models: one accepting singularity of the subject, and
the other accepting a plurality of subjects. The model with many subjects collectively
sharing a perception of the same entities due to their karma aligns closely with the
philosophy propounded in MUS and YV. This model shares many aspects with the
thought of Mandana. It is not unlikely that both Mandana and the anthor of the MUS
were under the influence of Bhart;prapaﬁca,ss but since no original text of Bhartrpra-
pafica exists, it is difficult to confirm this categorically. In the second model, Brah-
man alone exists, and this Brahman itself imagines both subjecthood and worldly phe-
nomena. This second model posits a mere subject identical to the Brahman who
imagines the world, and resembles the doctrine of Sure§vara. Since a cornerstone of
Sankhya thought is the doctrine of the plurality of jivas, it is very probable that Ad-
vaita Vedanta formulated the doctrine of the singularity of Jiva, or Purusa. If this is
the case, the DS doctrine will indeed be the primary doctrine of the Advaita school.

According to one interpretation of DS, there lies simultaneity of creation and see-
ing. According to this doctrine, multiple subjects of perception originate entities cor-
responding to their respective perception, which are shaped by karma. It is not neces-
sary that they perceive the same object, since the imposition of sameness is due to the
shared karma of different subjects. The present study shows that the doctrine of si-
multaneity (samakala) is refuted by Vimuktatman. That Praka$ananda challenges this
samakala concept indirectly suggests the possibility that Mandana’s position is itself
being refuted. Here, the ‘simultaneity of perception and its object’ is significant,
when multiple minds perceiving the same object is accepted. On the contrary, Mad-
hustidana aligns DS with the EY concept, tying DS to a concept that accepts a singu-
larity of the subject. The carrent study focuses mainly on the EJ doctrine, as the stan-
dard concept of DS is accepted in scholastic Advaita Vedanta. Since issues in both

are similar, they are, time and again, discussed together.

% The philosophy of Bhartrprapatica is significant to the development of Vedanta and thesefore waz-
rants separate treatment. For this study, the most relevant issues will be addressed in both the second
and third sections. He seems to have believed in the satkdryavada doctrine of cansality. For detail, sce
Riiping, 1977, 69-71; Hiriyanna 1972, 6-16.
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In order to establish the historical development of DS, it becomes necessary to
analyze the instances recorded by writers who have explored this thought. In this
Process, }t is not sufficient to explore the term DS alone, since in most cases, the term
as such is hardly applied. It is equally important to understand the meaxﬁ;lg of the
termF that c.:omprisc the compound. The second term, s7sti, may seem straightforward
Srsti can simultaneously be proven to be the action of construction, and the result oi.'
that process, i.e., that which is constructed. Understanding the meaning of drszi, on
the other .hand, is very complex. The term drsti first appears in the Upanisa-cis. ,a.nd
exegetes interpreting those passages have added and altered layers of mea:ning, In
subsequent commentaries, this question ranged far from scriptural issues to vari'ants
propos'ed by individual authors. Conceptual difference can be established as early as
the writings of Saikara and Sure§vara, with the latter quite important to our under-
standing of the meaning of drsti.

However, if, in all instances, DS means ‘construction as mere seeing’, this doctrine
needs another doctrine to define seeing. Can seeing define seeing? If, seeing itself
sufﬁc?s to define seeing, this ‘seeing’ will fall under creation. And, if drs#i is ‘con-
_stmctton’, this will be false, since what is created is considered as the p;:(.):iecﬁon of
ignorance, and therefore false. But if seeing itself is reality, then neither is this a con-
struction, nor will there be bondage in any mode of time.

] Thsr; subsequent understanding of drsz aligns this term with vr7#i (mental modifica-
tion). "I'his Advajta understanding of ‘mental modification’ can be compared with
the Y9g1c concept of akdra (image). Dharmaraja, the Advaita philosopher following
the vaarar%a stream, argues that the mind, through the sense organs, flows out and
transforms itself into the form of the objects of perception. The images this produces
are what are called vrrzis. In Madhusiidana’s understanding, the term drsti refers to
the consciousness conditioned by vr#i. o

The arguments leading to DS rest upon the epistemological issues of the nature and
means of knowledge. Proponents of DS posit that that which is not experienced can-
not be confirmed, because existence or non-existence is determined by experience
alone. Even though all models of Advaita commonly accept that the self is of the na-
ture.of consciousness and is alone the ultimate reality, DS doctrine grounds upon the
the_31s that the self, immediately experienced in subjective cognition, is real, and the
existence of other selves is never immediately cognized. Some contemaporary scholars
correlate the Advaita position on consciousness with a phenomenological stance 0
S'ome compare Advaita, especially the models of DS or Ekajiva, with western solii:-—
sism. This study, however, focuses on analysis of DS on its own historical and phi-
los.ophical ground, The existence of a single cognizing ‘self” recognized as EJ is not a
philosophical problem in Advaita; however, this thesis is not acceptable to all those

8 -

] V_rmx‘s one of the terms common to the school of Yoga, which led Hacker to think that Sankara built
his Advaita w1thm the structure of the Yoga school of thought. Halbfass 1995, 101-134. In using &ka-
7a repeatedly in such instances where Sankara may bave used vr#ti, Surefvara echoes Dharmakirti.

50 M
] S;{ecxﬁcally, JN. Mohenty and Bina Gupta have exploited phenomenological terminology and have
identified Advaita as phenomenology.
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who advocate Advaita doctrine. Proponents of Ekajiva argue that nothing other than
the very self is immediately cognized. However, a plurality of Jivas is given as an
alternative model of DS. If this alternative is regarded as the DS doctrine, this coin-
cides with Mandana’s thought.

This study explores the Advaita arguments that align with the model of DS that is
identical with EJ. A careful study of Advaita texts shows that DS is the conclusive
argument in a chain of logical debate emerging from the non-dualistic ground. Al-
though there is no direct reference to DS-vada in the Upanisads, it is simply inaccu-
rate to declare that there is therefore no such concept. Rather, what is evident and will
be shown is that, in spite of the lack of the term as such, there was a trend to accept a
single self in all that exists. And if this very self is free to construct the world, the ba-
sic tenets of DS already appear in this monistic thought. Moreover, if one can accept
the existence of DS only after the term itself appears in texts, then DS is not even
available in Prakasananda’s VSM, the text generally credited by contemporary and
classical writers as the first text clearly following the DS concept. This would be a
baseless conclusion.

Next, it becomes necessary to establish the structure of the DS argument as it was
developed in the Advaita literature. The subject matter of this study is seeing in itself,
the subjective experience as such, with the inevitable perplexing consequences of the
dichotomy of subject-object relationship. Equally true is that the self, pure conscious-
ness in ifs nature, is peither subject nor object. But to arrive at this understanding, it is
essential to examine how an object of knowledge cannot be logicaily proved. For this,
basic arguments are borrowed from Vimuktatman and Sriharsa. The subsequent task
will be to examine how seeing establishes itself.

Tf argnments regarding what is perceived are strictly followed, then the confirma-
tion of the existence of entities presupposes knowledge of those entities, because they
cannot be proven on their own. Self-awareness, on the other hand, is not dependent
upon external entities for its establishment. ‘When consciousness confirms an object,
this still is a modification of consciousness itself that is found as an external object.
This being the case, nothing other than consciousness in itself is confirmed. A hierar-
chy of consciousness in the form of a plurality of selves, the distinction between Jiva
and [$vara, and the very conception of pure consciousness and the Jiva bound in the
world, all are fundamentally false. Following this doctrine, consciousness does not
gradually evolve in the form of the world. The world appears to be other than con-
sciousness itself as long as the perceiving self suffers from ignorance; once he frees
himself from ignorance, he recognizes the world as nothing but consciousness alone.

- el o e

Chapter 2: Origins
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who advocate Advaita doctrine. Proponents of Ekajiva argue that nothing other than
the very self is immediately cognized. However, a plurality of Jivas is given as an
alternative model of DS. If this alternative is regarded as the DS docirine, this coin-
cides with Mandana’s thonght.

This study explores the Advaita arguments that align with the model of DS that is
identical with EJ. A careful study of Advaita texis shows that DS is the conclusive
argument in a chain of logical debate emerging from the non-dualistic ground. Al-
though there is no direct reference to DS-vada in the Upanisads, it is simply inaccu-
rate to declare that there is therefore no such concept. Rather, what is evident and will
be shown is that, in spite of the lack of the term as such, there was a trend to accept &
single self in all that exists. And if this very self is free to construct the world, the ba-
sic tenets of DS already appear in this monistic thought. Moreover, if one can accept
the existence of DS only after the term itself appears in texts, then DS is not even
available in Prakaéananda’s VSM, the text generally credited by contemporary and
classical writers as the first text clearly following the DS concept. This would be a
baseless conclusion.

Next, it becomes necessary to establish the structure of the DS argument as it was
developed in the Advaita literature. The subject matter of this study is seeing in itself,
the subjective experience as such, with the inevitable perplexing consequences of the
dichotomy of subject-object relationship. Equally true is that the self, pure conscious-
ness in its nature, is neither subject nor object. Butto arrive at this understanding, it is
essential to examine how an object of knowledge cannot be logically proved. For this,
basic argnments are borrowed from Vimuktatman and S$riharsa. The subsequent task
will be to examine how secing establishes itself.

Ff arguments regarding what is perceived are strictly followed, then the confirma-
tion of the existence of entities presupposes knowledge of those entities, because they
cannot be proven on their own. Self-awareness, on the other hand, is not dependent
upon external entities for its establishment. When consciousness confirms an object,
this still is a modification of consciousness itself that is found as an external object.
This being the case, nothing other than consciousness in itself is confirmed. A hierar-
chy of consciousness in the form of a plurality of selves, the distinction between Jiva
and Iévara, and the very conception of pure consciousness and the Jiva bound in the
world, all are fundamentally false. Following this doctrine, consciousness does not
gradually evolve in the form of the world. The world appears to be other than con-
sciousness itself as long as the perceiving self suffers from ignorance; once he frees
himself from ignorance, he recognizes the world as nothing but consciousness alone.
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deep sleep state.* This passage identifies ‘decp sleep’ (susupti) as the state in which
awareness is lost.” However, itis difficult to make a clear distinction between the
models these two Upanisads have applied regarding the ontic nature of consciousness.
CU interprets ‘[he] sleeps’ (svapiti) as “becomes returned to himself®, as suggested by
svmn+api+z‘n+kra.6 BAU posits that ‘dreams provide a greater degree of insight into
the nature of the self when compared to the waking experience. *7 With its references
to creation in the dream state with the self as creator, BAU (4.3.9-10, 13) is significant
in the development of the monistic thought subsequently identified as DS. Later exe-
getes exploit this passage in order to establish that the very empirical self constructs
all entities of perception. This particular interpretation that places the subject as an
architect of phenomenality supports the concept of DS.

The implication of the structure of consciousness as proposed in the aforemen-
tioned passages is significant in the classical writings: Mandkyopanisad (MU) and
Gaudapadakarika (GK) rely upon the analysis of the states of consciousness.® In the
same way, BSu addresses this issue in detail.” Whether or not an empirical self is
endowed with creativity, and whether or not deep sleep is the true nature of con-
sciousness, both premises grounded upon Upanisadic passages are the pivotal points
of this study.

Kausttaki Upanisad

The questions directly concerned with an autopomy of the empirical subject in cre-
ating phenomenality throughout the Upanigadic texts are not in a very systematic or-
der, and often ocour with similar, but not identical, subjective perspectives. Thus, the
whole text cannot be used as a reference for understanding this most radical form of
idealist thought under discussion. Similarly, though Purdpas do not play a vital role

4 o 87-12. PU, Prasna 4 elaborates the concept with regard to the transcendent state, with terms
such as pare deve manasi found in PU 4.2, para atmani in PU 4.7, and param evaksaram pratipadyate
in PU 4.10. The YS asserts nidrd as a modification of consciousness that must cease in order to attain
the Yoga, defining it as the state of mind resting upon the concept of absence: abhivapratyayalambana
vrteir nidra. YS 1.10.

5 U 8.7-12. For further discussion, see King 1993, 61-63.

§ yaraiat purusal svapiti nama satd somya tada sampanno bhavati | svam apio bhavati | tasmad enam
svapirty acaksyate | svam ky apito bhavati| CU 6.8.1.

“When one says here: “The man is sleeping,” son, then, he is united with the existent; into himself (sva)
he has entered (apita). Therefore, people say with reference to him: ‘He is sleeping’ (svapiti), for then
he has entered into himself.” Olivelle 1998, 251.

7 King 1995, 62 within the quote.

§ GK melds the arguments of both the BAU and CU in its interpretation. King 1995, 63. See Bouy
2000 for tracing Upanisadic references that parallel MU and those read by Gaudapada in process of
composing his Karikas.

9 BSH 1.3.4243; 1.4.16-18; 3.2.1-10.
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in phjllosophical discussion, there are some exceptionally determining textual refer-
ences in Visnupurana (VP) that require an analysis in order to understand the DS
doctrine. The instances from the Kausfraki Upanisad (KU) and VP are presented as
textual evidence by the subsequent philosophers on DS, and so DS needs to be ana-
lyzed, not merely from the chapters on DS alone, but also including analysis of the
refert;:nces that the authors on DS have exploited. The perspectives of both these texts
are different: KU discusses deep sleep, while VP has some scattered verses often cited
by the authors writing on DS. All of these verses concern the nature of awareness

constant in all instances. ’

Subsequent philosophers establishing DS cite as evidence the KU passage that oc-
curs at th; conclusion of the dialogue between Ajatasatru and Balakin. Found in a
shg_htl}f different variation in BAU, the passage explains that the world dissolves into
prana in the state of deep sleep and emerges from prana when the subject comes to
the w@g state (KU 4.20 and BAU 2.1.17-20). Vidyaranya and Madhusfidana ac-
f:ept tlnsI 0as the fundamental source when initiating an examination of issues concern-
ing DS. ' Even though this is not the only textual support for DS writers when de-
Tiving this con(l:fpt, the authors, Amarananda, Prakasananda, Madhusiidana, and
Ananta Pandita™ are quite aware of this. Another citation that connects DS with this
passage from the Upanisads is a passage from Candrika (NSC), a commentary of
Jdznottama on Naiskarmyasiddhi (NS} of Sure§vara. This study discusses that Atma-
sukha, a comxllgenmmr on Laghuyogavasistha (LYV), identifies Jiianottama as a fol-
?ower of DS, ™ citing the line where Jianottama quotes the passage from KU. These
instances establish that the tradition following DS connects itself with this ve
Upanisadic passage. i

) A common understanding of the writers already identified with DS is that this no-
tiox} is founded upon KU. In the third chapter of KU, Indra instructs Pratardana on the
tOpl? of prdgza: in deep sleep, everything dissolves into prana and, while awake, eve-
rything mamffasts from prapa (KU 3.2-5). After addressing prana, KU speaks of pure
knowledge with the changed terminology; the term used here is prajfia. This prajfia
enables one to function or think, manifesting throngh all the senses (KU 3.6).

When prajfia ceases, as when it separates from the body, the senses of an individ-
ual are not capable of functioning (KU.3.7). However, praj#a is not identified as the
absg{ute category in this discussion. That position belongs to the subject bearing
prajmi: KU does not explicitly stress prajfia as the partless Absolute, rather, as
somc}hmg that can have parts (KU 3.8). Whether there is a support of this prajﬁ;i as
the highest reality, or this very prajfig is iiself the highest truth, remains an issue not
propetly considered in Advaita prior to Sankara. Whether the Absolute is the wit-

it = : <
Madhusfidana mentions KU 4.20 and BAU 2.1.17-20 in the DS chapter of AS p. 536, L 8; Vidya-
ranya cites KU 4.20 in AP chapter 9.

" . ™ Praka¢ananda on VSM 116, 3-4.

2 e s s
SN 104, 2-4. Anantapandita is a junior contemporary of Madhustidana.
B Vasisthacandrika on Laghuyogavisistha 114.
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nessing consciousness, or mere knowledge cognizing itself, becomes the pivotal issue
that distinguishes post-Safikara Advaita doctrines. Knowledge as the Absolute can be
traced to the early Upanisads. Prajiignam brahma (AiU 3.3) (Brahman is the pure
awareness), a sentence stressing awareness as the nature of Brahman, is acknowledged
as one of the major passages establishing non-duality. The interpretative method used
becomes all the more vital in deciding which form of idealism the doctrine of ‘Prajfia
only’ can defend.

The exact Upanisadic passage cited in nearly all references establishing DS per-
tains to the dissolution of all phenomena into the self in deep sleep, with the projec-
tion of the world out of the self starting from prana, when entering the waking state:

athdsmin prana evaikadhd bhavanti | tad enam vak sarvair namabhil sahdpyeti |
caksuh sarvai ripaih sahapyeti | Srotram sarvaih Sabdaih sahdpyeti { manah sar-
vair dhydnaih sahdpyeti sa yada pratibudhyate yathagner jvalatah sarva diso
visphulitig@ vipratistherann evam evaitasmad ammanah prand yathayatanam
vipratisthante pranebho devé devebhyo lokah |

KU 4.20
Then these become unified in this very prapa. Then speech merges into it, with
all the names; sight merges with all forms; hearing merges with all sounds; [and]
mind merges with all thoughts. When he awakens, as from a blazing fire, sparks
fly off in all divections, so from this self all pranas go forth to their particular
fields; from the prdpas emerge the devas, and from the devas, the worlds. "

Delving into the KU 3.3, 4.20, it becomes clear that the term atman referring to the
self immediately experienced as the subject is applied while explaining the source
from which the world emerges. A compound, prajiigiman, correlates pure knowledge
to prana. This prana, equated with the selves discussed in this context, sustains the
self and is the bodily self (sarfram dtmdanam). In addition, the subsequent discussion
primarily considers the individual subject—not knowledge only——as the source of
creation. Prajfia, the subject in deep sleep, standardized as a doctrine in Mandukya
Upanisad (MU), seems to be a further development of this very prajfiaiman. Deep
sleep, then, having individual subjective experience, or pure knowledge as an essence
in this state, has become one of the issues causing an internal schism in subsequent
scholastic Advaita. As this passage explicitly leads to the subjective notion of crea-
tion, it has remained a pivotial source for the DS concept.

The development of DS from the above KU passage becomes apparent when sub-
sequent texts concerning this passage are analyzed. Atmapurana (AP) focuses on
this passage to demonstrate that creation emerges from the life-force (prana).

% This is the central passage cited by later scholastic Advaitins in support of DS. While translating
this passage, I have utilized Miller 1962, 307; Hume 1921, 334.10I; Radhakrishnan 1953, 791; and

Olivelle, 1998, 361.
5 §ankarananda, 13th century CE, is the author of this text. One Ramakrsna from Punjab of arela-
tively later period (19th c?) has written 2 commentary on it, called Satprasavavydkhya.
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R?a'mgkgslr.éa, a commentator on AP, identifies the concept discussed here as the DS
doctrine,'® using terms such as DS-paksa,"” DS-mata,” or DS™ as synonymous.

While elaborating the concept found in the KU, AP posits that all the senses con-
tract in the individual self together with their objects® while in deep sleep and that
these, while in the waking state, do not originate from somewhere else, but rather
from.the very individual self ?* The problem not dealt with by other authors on DS is:
vyhy is it, then, called ‘generation’ (srsti), if there is no difference in cause and effect?
AP resolves this with the explanation that generation is effected even in identical enti-
ties, for instance, the sparks of burning fire.> KU is one of the earliest references to
this example, further confirming that, while developing the concept of DS, the subse-
quent exegetes did not deem it necessary to alter the traditional example. AP demon-
s:cranes an inherence (samaviyi-karana) of Brahman and the world, using the illustra-
tion of thread and cloth. As the material cause, thread exists both in the absence of
cloth and together with it. Cloth, as effect, does not exist in all the states of the exis-
tence of thread. Shifting from the example to the context of creation, AP elaborates
on causality, based on KU: prana exists even in deep sleep, but the senses and their
objects do not ‘exist in that state. Prana, therefore, is both the cause of the senses and
their 9bjects (AP 2.1.316-317). AP explains that generation is simply a notion of the
perceiver:

Yato ghate *pi naivasti jaro "ham iti dhih kvacit |
kintu taddrastur evaisa rasméad vyartham idam vacah |i
cetand api naivatra jananty utpattimarratah |
vayam jatds tato vyartha jaddjadavibhagadhih |

AP 2.1.327-328
[While being made or when made], a pot has no notion that ‘I am born’. The no-
tion of generation {esa} is merely that of its perceiver. This debate [concerning
generation] is therefore meaningless. Even sentient beings do not know in the
moment of generation {atra}, merely by [the reason of] generation, that ‘we are
generated’. This notion of a division between sentient and insentient is therefore
meanjngless.

1% N -

-+« drstisrstivadam sphuayan.. . . Satprasavavyakhyd in AP 2.1.314; * drstisrstivadin’ Toid, 2.1.326;
drstisystivads uttarayar. . . Ibid, 2.1.327; drstisystivading upadhinam. . . Tbid, 2.1.329; drstisrstivadine
mate, . . Ibid, 2.1.366; drstisystivade pramanam. . . Ibid, 2.1.429,

7 Smprasavavyakkya in AP 2.1.330; 2.1.336.
8 Seprasavavyakhya in AP 2.1.331; 2.1.365 (twice).
¥ Smprasava, in AP 2.1.337; 2.1.352; 2.1.359 (twice); 2.1.363 (twice); 2.1.365; 2.1.431.

2 : - U N
~ ayam hi karanagramah pranopadhau mayisvare | pratyekam @tmavisayaih saha suptau praliyate |
AP2.1307.

2 o , .
. prabodhakile naivaite jayante "nyata eva ki | manah pranatmanas tasmat prapdimaham pratardana |l

AP2.1.309.

z s _- e e .
- « - ime mamarapdni jayante matta eva hi | abhede ’pi janir drsta yathagner jvalatah kapah || AP

2.1.311. This example of sparks and fire is found in KU 4.20.
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because he was a radical Vaispavite,” but becanse the text is the best reference to
support his arguments.” In a brief treatment of DS doctrine, Appayya Diksita cites
E: one verse from VP; SLS 356. Madhusiidana, while propounding the doctrine of a sin-

Gdurbhavo janes carthah sa syad darSanam eva hi gle self in all bodies, refers to VP in order to establish this concept; see ARR 6; and
5 ; adZ:babhﬁi @ savit. etyﬁd.au darSanam witam . the verse that he cites explicitly supports this thesis.? Acceptance of VP as the

The problem then arises: Why is this called generation? AP replies:

AP2.1.330 ] source of the DS concept is also found in an independent section on DS in the Advai-
ing of the verbal root jan is to arise, and that is merely seeing. In exam- 1 tabrahmasiddhi (ABS) of Sadananda.”’ These citations suffice to link DS with the
e mee s the sun “has arisen’ (pradurbabhiva), merely ‘coming into percep- 3 Advaita concept as presented in VP. The charge of Anubhitisvariipa, that “EJ is the
P.les’s"ch as the § oressed 3 doctrine of Salagrama (stone)-worshippers’,% tallies with our findings that VP, a
tion’ (darfana) is expressed. 5 major treatise on Vaisnava theology, is considered to be one of the main sources by
api loke janimyes prasiddhe ye hi dehinam | the philosophers writing on DS.
te 'pi vijianamasrena prasiddhe nanyakaranat \ Ap21352

3 The picture of the Advaita doctrine that emerges from the fragments scattered

1d, generation and cessation, which are common to all who 3 throughout VP indicates that many features found here resemble DS. According to
In the Ph?ofem vi:bﬁsied merely by knowledge, not due to any other reason. VP, the world emanates from, dissolves in, and is sustained in Vispu, and therefore,
possess a body, are ¢

he himself is the world.”® In this text, Visnu is clearly identical with pure awareness.

AP jdentifies creation as ‘merely coming into knowledge’. Sankarananda, in 3 In other words, VP argues that all entities having the appearance of difference are

ThllS_f AP identifies ives the existence of “knowledge only’ from KU: E nonetheless manifestations of awareness.*® Subsequent VP passages discussed in this
composing AP, clearly derives the ) 8 section support the central argument which establishes DS and refutes any difference
visayah sarva evaite svajilnad na prthak kvacit| 3 between what is seen and seeing-in-itself, i.c., the object of knowledge and knowledge
rajjusarpasya vijiianad yatha nanyo sty asau phapt | AP 2.1.485 3 itself. Stated differently, everything originates from, and is sustained by that which is

substrated, and this foundation is the self itself. Awareness, in its original form, is
| free from stain, but due to illusion, it assumes the form of objects.®® To perceive in
k- the state of awareness-in-itself, free from all modifications, is realization, and bond-

‘ A1l these [phenomenal] objects are nowhere separate from one’s own cognif:tfm, a;
L of this [illusory] snake here (asau) [before us] is not different from the cognition o

a snake in & rope. P age, along these lines, is to conceptualize in the form of the world. This fundamental
These examples suffice to establish that, while explicating KU, AP is congruent with

the DS concept. * ‘The benedictory verses address Lozd ViSvanitha, SYPP 1.1; 6.20; 621, Perhaps the author first

The textual references discussed above support 2 premise of this study that KU is E:e‘: :;r‘:;n_nem;irt: :n VP. In bis later age he may have moved to Varapast and may have o

. i defended by

. ; e idea of DS. The specific model ,

traditionally the e'flrhest I“efe'ren ce too;hwhat is known,” which does not stress “pure . * Madhva, an eminent Vaisnava philosopher and proponent of Vedanta dualism, does mot cite V.

these arguments is the ‘existence ; The non-dualistic natuge of the text must have prevented him from relying on it. Historically, VP is

much earlier than Madhva, and even RamZnuja. It may be posited that early Vaisnavism had a monistic
tendency.

awareness’ in all instances.

* yada samastadehegu puman eko vyavasthitah | tada hi ko bhavan ko *ham ity evam viphalam vacap |l
Visnupurana ; VP 2.13.91.

. i tablish DS. M. “ He quotes VP 14.40, 2.12.43, 21391, 2.1622 all § tial order; cl idence th
. _ is another text frequently cited to es ‘ quotes 4.40, 2.12.43, 21391, 2.16. in sequential order; clear evidence that
Th? V?:;fé:g; ?;{iei\:;ﬁln VP while composing his text, Svdmayogapradf{:pm; f Sadananda is wsing VP as a testimony to prove DS.  ABS 256-264.
Arnaranarn ; 3, no '
bodhint (SYPP).? Amarananda also wrote a commentary on VP, Vispuvallab. A ® Ambhisisvaripa on GK. 3.3.

® visnoh sakasad udbhatam jagat tatraiva ca sthitam | sthitisamyamakarté "sau jagato ’sya jagac ca
saqll VP 1.1.31.

] * Jhénasvardpo bhagavan yato ’sav aSesamartir na tu vastubhirah | tato ki sailabdhidharadi-
; bheds janih vijranavijrmbhitani (| VP 2.12.39,
% Chithambaran in SYPP 185-187. Over 40 instances of Amarinanda citing Visrupurdna can be raced. | % g

3 nasvarg, aty irmal arthatah | tam evarthasvarapena bhrantidarsanatah sthitam ||
in SYPP thereon synthe- Jna Twpam ' parama . 7 7
in SYPP. Besides these direct citations, numerous verses in S and the commentary ] VP1.26.

size the passages from VP.
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principle is of the form of mere saz, essentially singular but visible in various forms.
In this mere ‘existence’ (saz), there is no construction of name or genre; it is of the na-
ture of pure awareness that is beyond the empirical self. This passge cc!nﬁrms t.ha{ the
Advaita notion of pure consciousness transcends the dichotomy. of subject a1.1d ob_jer.';c5
and the reaim in which subject and object are cognized is considered t? _lae ﬂlusory._
This all-pervasive self, of the nature of transcendent awareness (parajnam-maya), is
cternally free from name or form.*

These instances point to the influence of Advaita thOllgl‘lt on the authoz of VP, thh
his advocacy of ‘existence only’ identical to ‘consclm}sness only ] (sanmarm;
cinmdtra). According to VP, Bralman is the awareness tl{at is free from dafferesl;ce, o
the nature of mere existence, beyond the senses and perceweq only by t}le self. Th?s
becomes even more explicit when ‘the knowledge beyond d:ffere'nces is stressed in
VP and is verified by the statement that ‘what is regardedt as the-h1ghar Brahman, and
what is regarded as this world is mere awareness: there is go@ng other than awaTef
ness’.3S In another VP passage, “There is no movement [in it]; it is beysm_d names; it
is [known] following comparison; it is an object of self—awarene;ss on1§'w; it is existence
only, free from delimiting factors”.”’ Elsewhere 3is.n VP, Vignu is c0n.51dered as essen-
tially ‘being-in-itself* and sawareness-in-itself’.” Therefore, ther'e is no entity othc?r
than awareness, anywhere, at any time. This Brahman assumes difference and yet is
without difference. There exists no difference in reality; it is only conceptual con-
struction?® Whatever is seen to possess form is of the nature of awareness, C{)mpnsed
of awareness alone. Those who are not yogins perceive the world as distinct from
awareness due to erToneous knowledge.w

2 canmatraripine ‘cintyamahimne paramamane | vyapine naikardpaikasvaripaya namo namah I VP
5.18.48.

B ng santi yatra sarvese namajatyadikalpanah | sanamairamake jiieye jiandtmary aonanak pare || VP
64.37.

% pargjianamayo sadbhir namajatyadibhir vibhik | na yogavan na yukio "bhin naiva parthiva yoksate ll
VP 2.14.30.

» pratyastamitabhedan yai sattagmatram agocaram | vacasam ammasarvedyam 1aj jianam brahmasan-
jaitam il VP 6.7.53.

% jfGnam eva param brahma jianam bandhiya cesyate | jiananmakam idam visvam na jRanad vidyate
param i VP 2.650.

3 pirvyaparam andkkyeyam Vyaptimairam aniipaman | @masambodhavisayarp sattamarram alaksanam |l
VP 1.22.50.

B udbhava evam bhavato mayokto janam yathd satyam asazyam anyat | etatr tu yar samvyava-
harabhiitam, tatrapi cokiam bhuwanasritam te || VP 2.12.45.

3 otad brakma tridh bhedam abhedam api sa prabhub | sarvabhedesv abhedo *sau bhidyate bhinnabud-
dhibhik Il VP 3.3.29.

© yud emd dréyate miram etaj jiandimenas ova | bhrantijfianena pasyanti jagadrizpam ayoginah 1
VP 1.4.39.
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These textnal passages suggest a model of non-dualism in which awareness sees
either itself or perceives the objects outside. A yogin is aware of the very essentia
nature of awareness, whereas an ayogin (not-yogin) does not see awareness itself, but
rather perceives objects. This notion is strikingly similar to the DS concept that advo-
cates two forms of drstis, in which the first is essential awareness, and the other is
awareness modified in the form of ideas confined by objects. According to a passage
found in VP that supports the aforementioned argument, though the entire world is
merely of the nature of knowledge, those who perceive it as of the nature of objects
are ignorant.*’ Yet another passage posits that those with a pure mind who have mastered
knowledge (jianavid) perceive the whole world as awareness itself.*

The issue, whether there is a single self that pervades all the bodies or there are
separate selves in each body, can be traced in VP. In one passage, the text declares
that, whether in one’s own body or in other bodies, there is only one awareness exist-
ing as the true reality, and those perceiving duality perceive that which is not real.®
Difference in the self is imposed like difference in the form of a note of music;** as
the wind in itself has no such difference, 5o is the self. VP posits that there is only
one self, all-pervasive, indestructible, free from birth and change, pure, and above
prakrti.® According to VP, difference is perceived due to external factors, such as
actions that cause transmigration. When the notion of difference in subjective experi-
ence is removed, the self is no longer veiled.¥

When the term ‘self” is used as interchangeable with ‘oneness’, it is not clear
whether VP is addressing the individual or the universal self. In some instances, the
text advocates singularity of the empirical self. Bharata, one liberated sage, while ad-
dressing the issue of the plurality of the self, is presented in VP as stating that, if there
were any self other than his own which is experienced as the self, then one could even
state that the self outside is other than mine and I am another; however, when there is

A inanasvarapam akhilam jagad etad abuddhayah | arthasvaripam pasyanio bhramyante moha-
samplave 1| VP 1.4.40.

“ ye tu jidnavidah Suddhacetasas te 'khilam jagat | jAandatmakam prapasyanti tvadriipam param-
esvara |l VP 1.441.

® tasyarmaparadehesu sato 'py ekamayam hi yat | vijidnam paramartho 'sau dvaitino *tathya-
darsinal I VP 2.14.31.

* This is one of seven sound levels used in Indian musicology.

® venurandhraprabhedena bhedah sadjadisamjfiiah 1 abhedavyapino vayos tahasya para-méamanak |l
VP 2.14.32.

“ ko vyapt samah Suddho nirgimah prakyteh parah | janmavrddhyadirahita atma sarvagato *vyayah |t
VP2.14.29.

47 ekasvargpabhedas ca bahya-karmavrtipraja | devadibhede *padhvaste nasty evavarane hi sap ||
VP 2.14.33.
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a single self, statements such as “Who are you?’, and ‘I am this” are fl.'uiﬂ?s;48 Just as
a single sky (nabhah) appears different due to the col%s 1mPosed upon it by vision,
those having deluded sight perceive the self as sz?paratc. This very a;&)rare)_:e;s (Vq;;ia-
na) attains varied forms, with the difference in mind caused by actions. Thls is ex;spl c-
fly identified as of non-dual nature and is considered as the state of self-realization.

The concept of ‘consciousness only’ (cinmitra) appears fFequenﬂy in VP, with t‘:e
whole world of the form of awareness considered to b? the inherent nature of an o b
ject (arthasvariipa) by an unwise person merged pto the ocean of '111uts}1lon.
Visnupurana postulates that awareness manifests in ('hchotomy:'elther seeing the es:
sential pature of reality (paramarthadrsti) or ‘perceiving something else dpe to e;rg:’
(bhranta-drsti).”® When the self imagines, the world appears and the creation is o e
form of ignorance.* VP compares the illusion of the world tO.b}IbeeS on wateril
This metaphor resonates with Madhus@idana’s writings explalnj:tlg DS, thfl.'e tg
quotes from the Yogavasistha (YV) 5% The yogic slumber (yoganidra) belonging
Visnu causes this great magic by which the self is deluded.

VP identifies Visnu’s ‘power’ as ignorance (avidya),” accep-ting both knovfledgef
and ignorance as ‘awareness only’. This being the case, the entire world consists o
awareness, with nothing beyond it*® When karma is destr?yed apdknoviledge is
free from defects, then only the pure form of the self remains, with no difference

® yada dehesu puman eko vyavasthitah | 1ada hi ko bhavan so * ham ity etad viphalam vacah 1|
VP 2.13.91.

Ssitaniladibhedena yathaikam drSyate nabhah | bhrantadrstibhir Gmapi tathaikah san prthak prihak ||
VP2.16.22.

R vijfianam ekam nijakarmabhedavibhinnacinair bahudhabhyupeyam || VP 2.12.43 cd.

5\ ... tad advaitam aSesatah VP 2.16.18b, .. . zenddvaitaparo "bhavat VP 2.16.19.

2 iidna-svarigpam akhilam jagad etad abuddhayal | artha-svaripam pasyanto bhramyante m ohasam-
plave |l VP 1.4.40.

% paramarthadrsti in VP 2.16.24, and bhrantadysti in 2.16 22.

% abuddhiparvakah sargah pradurbhiitas tamo-mayak )l VP 154cd Theterm tamasis genera.llhy
used to refer to avidya, wanslated here as ignorance. Here, abuddhi is ignorance, becau}se. nb_uddhz _15
accepted as a synonym for Jfiana; that follows Vitsyiyana’s definition: buddhir upalabdhir jianam ity
anarthantaram Nydyasitra 1.1.15.

* sat kr vivrddham saj jalabudbudavat samam | VP 1.2.55a-b.

% The DS chapter in AS accepts Vasistha as one of its sources.

! avidyakarmasamjianyd teya Saktir isyate | VP 6.7.61c-d.
*® jianam eva param brahma jignam bandhdya cesyaie | jidndtmakam idam visvam na jianad
vidyate param \| vidyavidyeti maitreya jiianam evopadharaya| VP 2.6.50-51.
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inentities.” These instances from VP support the specific understanding of DS ac-
cording to which there exists ‘awareness only’ which is free from difference.

The frequent use of jigna and sometimes vijfigna in VP (VP 6.7.29) led Hacker to
conclude that Vijidnavada Buddhism influenced the VP (Hacker, 1960, 341-354),
Hacker was aware that the use of jiana and vijfigna in VP are identical in meaning,
As VP repeatedly uses jigna with the meaning of constant awareness, the conclusion
could be that vijiana and j#idna have the same meaning—vijfiGna here denotes con-
stant awareness, not momentary consciousness that differs in each cogpitive mode.
This stody finds that the application of the terms such as vijfigna or vijfiapti in the A-
dvaita literature differs from the Yogacara understanding of the same term. Sankara’s
use of vijidnamaya to refer to the self that is immediately experienced tallies with the
application of vijfidna in VP, Another finding by Hacker, namely, the recognition of a
relationship between early Advaitins with Vaispavas (Halbfass, 1995, 33-39), nev-
ertheless, tallies with this study’s exploration of later Advaitins such as Amarinanda
and Madhustidana, More relevant to this study is the fact that the philosophers ex-
plaining DS necessarily utilize stanzas from VP, The section on Amarananda will
further strengthen the connection of VP to the Advaitins affiliated with the concept of
DS, particularly those interpreting drs#i as pure awareness.

Dravidacarya: A lost figure

Dravidacarya has nearly vanished from the history of Advaita.®® When Totaka-
carya™ and Anandagiri® mention Dravidacarya, they ascribe a short narrative fo
him: a prince, having been raised by hunters and imagining himself a bunter, loses his
true, princely identity. He regains identity with his princehood immediately after in-
struction by a master. Totaka refers to this story when he refutes the stance that
meditation is essential for self-realization.®® Thig position favors sudden realization as
opposed to sequential realization. Sarikara cites this story when he defends the model

_of Advaita that fits with EJ.

® yada tm Suddham nijarupi sarvam karmaksaye Jhdnam apastadosam | tada hi sankalpatarch
phalani bhavanti no vastusu vastubhedah || VP 2.12.40.

I comnecting Dravidacarya to the Advaita lineage, there is a ritual of Vyasa-worship during the firll
moon of Asadha, in which one of the offerings goes to five masters starting from Dravidacirya, in a

sequence followed by Gaudapada, Govinda Bhagavatpada, $askara Bhagavatpada, Sarikyepapadacirya
(teferring to Sarvajfiatman), and Vivarapcarya (referring to Prakasatman).

o fruﬁsdmsamuddhamzmm 106.

® Anandagiri’s commentary upon BAUBh 2.1.20 identifies the person as Draviddcarya whom Sarikara
refers as the one who knows the tradition. This identification is followed in Subrahmanya $astt’s edi-

" tion of the Varsika of Sure§vara. BAUBhVE 2.1.506.

© This position may have been advocated by Brahmadatta, who predates Sarikara. Brahmadatta may
have adopted the Bhedzbheda doctrine.
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Attributed to Dravidacarya, this story seems to be an intenfqediate version betvt'reen
the Mahabharata’s narrative of Karna and the story of Gadhi in YV._ Several writers
on DS refer to the example of Karna, the prince who imagines ‘hlmself.a hu_ntef.
Karna, the character in Mahabhdrata, is a son of Kunti, and so a prince, Whﬂe l.{adha,
who cares for him, is of the hunters’ caste. Dravidacarya’s conu?bugon_1s ﬂ?e 1mp?e—
mentation of this story as an illustration that sheds light on §ubJecuve illusion, Wﬁih
self-realization and liberation from suffering being 6Ette major amel}dz_nents. Y\i 8
Gadhi amplifies this story with graphic elaboration.”™ In anot1615er similar example,
Rama forgets his lordship, assumes himself a mortal, and suffers.

% Granoff compares the story of a hunter prince to the character Gadhi, placing thf, story oif Gidl-u in
the context of the Vaisnava stories in YV. See Granoff 1989, 189-198. Hanneder points out limitations

of the arguments that Granoff has given, rejecting the position that YV is fundamentally a Vaisnava

text. Hanneder 2005, 120-122.

& Sanikara gives this example in US 18.100.

Chapter 3: The position of Sarikara

Texts dedicated to the doctrine of DS or to philosophers solely relying upon DS are
rare and difficult to find. This being the case, the present study examines traces of
scattered concepts that fit with what the subsequent philosophers and doxographers,
both proponents and opponents of Advaita, have assigned as pertinent concepts of DS.
Therefore, studying Sankara in light of DS is not to claim that Saikara followed the
DS model but only that some of the nuances Sakara has addressed fit with the Ad-
vaite philosophy subsequently identified as DS. The Advaita tradition identifies the
commentary upon GK as one of the sources for DS and also accepts this commentary
as written by Sakaracarya. Scholars are skeptical about the originality of this com-
mentary as being composed by the same person.’ Once again, it is not the scope of
this study to claim what texts were the original writings of Safikara. Instead, the scope
of research herein utilizes texts commonly accepted as composed by Sankara.

A close examination of the commentaries of Sankara reveals that his writings were
not consistent with one specific model of Advaita, whether addressing the notion of
Avidya, EJ, or degrees of reality. Select terminology can be found in one text that
may not appear elsewhere. This has led modern scholars to assume that multiple
Saiikaras existed, and even the tradition of the Sankara lineage fits with this assump-
tion. However, what has been overlooked is that Sankara did not claim to propound a
unique philosophy. He as a commentator must have endeavored to adhere to the main
text, as long as this does not contradict with his central doctrine of Advaita. Utilizing

! Nakamura argues that the commentary upon GK is not composed by the same author who wrote
BSuBh. Nakamura, 2004, 262-265. Although the purpose of this writer is not to establish that these
two texts were composed by the same author, nonetheless, I would like to show how two of his arge-
ments are baseless:

1) Nakamura comes to the conclusion that GKBh is not by the first Saikardcarya, arguing that this text
applies the term advaya, while advaita is the common term in the literatare written by Sagkara. How-
ever, he overlooked US. See the application of advaya in US 8.2; 8.4; 9.3; 10.3; 104, 6, 7, 9, 11-13;
11.7; 13.21; 13.24; 14.15; 14.17; 14.45; 17.80; 18.26.

2) Nakamura’s conclusion takes for granted that the application of vijiidna, vijfiapti, or vi-jRigptimatra is

* not fornd in other writings attributed to $afikara. With regard to this specific issue, scholars persis-

tently overlook GK 4.45, where vijfigna is explained in terms of aja and acela, alongside advaya. The
vijadna acceptable to the Vijianavadin is not some constant, nondual awareness, but rather the in-
stances of cognition that arise simultaneously with the tise of the concept of the subject of cognition.
Furthermore, the use of vijiiana as identical with Brahman is found as ealy as the Upanisad itself, see
BAU3.9.28. In any case, Saskara explains the self as nityavijianariipa in US 13.5, explicitly differen-
tiating it from the application of the term vijiidna found in the Yogacara texts. The use of vijfiaptimatra

" in the Advaita Vedanta literature is forther explored in this study; see Section 2, Chapter 4, the subsec-

tion Sataslok, and Section 3, Chapter 7, on Sure$vara.




this understanding, different answers for the same argument can be found in the com-
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mentaries upon different passages with a difference in terminology, but this fact alone
cannot establish that multiple authors wrote it. The Upadesasahasri (US) is least
contested as belonging to the first Sankara, and the position found in US can be attrib-
uted solely to Saiikara, as this is his independent treatise.

Following the model of Advaita that can be synthesized from US, ‘seeing’ is con-
stant non-dual awareness, the essential nature of the self eternally free from modifica-
tions, self-evident and never sublated.? This very awareness is assumed as bom due to
ignorance, and this origination refers to the modifications of consciousness.® Ac-
cording to the instruction of Sattkara as found in US, the difference appearing in con-
sciousness in the triadic form of cognition, cognizing subject, and the object of cogni-
tion is merely mental.* Although DS as understood in the later scholastic writings
derives from the understanding of drszi in the sense of illusory instances of cognition,
this first understanding of drs# as pure awareness allows for the possibility of under-
standing Advaita as the confirmation of the self as immediately cognized reality. In
this non-dual state, there is no illusion to be dispelled.

The concept of a single jiva can be derived from the instances in US where Sarikara
advocates that all beings, from Brahma to plants, are ‘my body’.” He reconfirms this

when he states that ‘all beings are always illuminated by my awareness aod so all be-
ings are my body’.® Further supporting this argument, Sankara declares that ‘I observe
the modifications of the minds of all beings.”” Although these passages can be inter-
preted as referring to the absolute self, there is nonetheless a possibility of interpreting
from the perspective of a single jiva. This particular concept of a single jiva is con-
gruent with the third type of B doctrine advocated by Appayya that accepts a single
ja in all bodies, free from any particularity.®

Another factor crucial to DS is the non-substantiality of ignorance. If ignorance
were substantial, its product, the world, would also have some degree of substantial-
ity. The concept of a single degree of reality is not congruent with a substantiality of
ignorance. Saiikara’s statement that ‘this world is non-existent, because all is caused
by ig}:torancn-:’,g tallies with the arguments that reject ignorance bearing any degree of
reality. Elsewhere in US, Sarikara explains that the state of deep sleep is the seed of

% See US 2.3 cd; US 12.9-10.
5 US12.1513.6;13.8.

4 Us 13.21-23.

% brahmadhyah sthavaranta ye pranino mama pih smpiah | US 9.4.

§ maccaitanyavabhasyarvat sarvapranidhiyam sadd | pir mama priginah sarve sarvajiiasya vipGpmanah ||
Us96.
7 sarves@m manase vritam avisesena pasyatah | tasya me nirvikarasya visesah syat karhaficana ii 'US 11.3.
# For specifics, see the section on Appayya in chapter 5.

S avidyaprabhavam sarvam asat tasmad idam jagat | 'US 17.20.

THE POSITION OF SANKARA 57

the st?tes of waking and dreaming.” This statement can be compared with the
Upanisadic passage that considers waking and dreaming as streaming out of the deep
sleep state, giving rise to the notion of the externality of the world.

] Th.e objective of analyzing these instances here is not to conclude that DS is found
in §fmkafa’s writings, but rather to demonstrate how traces of this concept are visible
in his writings. In order to strengthen the argument that Sankara’s writings allow for
Interpreting Advaita in terms of DS, further evidence is required.

In San];ara’s 'ooplmentaﬁal writings, two passages clearly support the premise of
two doctrines within the single Advaita philosophy: the BAU-bhgsya (BAUBh) and
Brahmfzszitm—Bhdgya (BSGBh). Although these infrequent citations may not depict
the’ main thesis of Sarikara, nevertheless, his comments therein support the possibility
of interpreting passages in multiple ways.

Historically, the term drsfisrsta first occurs in Sankara’s Prasnopanisad-bhasya
(PUBM), in the sense that ‘entities [are] created by drsti”."! Linking Safikara with the
concepf of DS, Madhustidana, in his chapter on DS, twice mentions that the doctrine
of DS is established in the ‘mine’ (@kara) (AS 534.6 and 537.5), but in both cases he
does not specify which text he meant by the ‘mine of DS thought’. The Guru-
candrikdu(GC) commentary upon AS identifies this ‘mine’ as the commentary of
Saiikara ? In Light of this, if we analyze the phrase ‘rather, to the contrary, DS is fre-
qu‘ently propounded in the gkaras’ (pratyutakaresu bahuso drstisrstir upapaditaiva),
this demonstrates that Madhusiidana aligns DS with Satikara. The prima facie posi-
tion, that contradiction exists between the bhasya on Satra and Vivarana, led Madhu-
sﬁdapa to write the above line.® So even in reply, where this line.occurs, it was
considered appropriate to mention Sankara’s bhasya. However, with regard to the
rhefzfence to Vivarana, Madhusiidana does not explicitly identify the passage to which

e refers.

The issue here is, can the commentary of Sankara be a strong source for establish-
g DS? If so, then can it be assumed that both the Vivarapa and Bhamatt schools de-
viated ffom. saf}kz:a’s original thonght while commenting upon his BSGBh? Another
alternative is, Sankara had different models in mind and he applies these in different
contexts. In support of this second alternative, this study traces instances from

10 _ - -
susuptakhyaimtamo 'jidnamblan svapnaprabodhayok | US 17.25.

g -

Saikara on PU 6.4. Whether PU-bhasya was of Bhagavatpada Sankara, the commentator on BS is
a.n?ther issue. A close examination of style may decide whether or not PU-bhasya was autbored by
Satikara Bhagavatpada. For an overview, see Stephban 2002, 20.

® akaresu samanvayasitra-bhasyadisu  GC, Vol. TT, 318-319; JRananivartyatanyathanupapatti chap-
ter; Samanvaya-siitra refers to BST 1.1.4 (tat tu samanvaya). This Sitra alone makes one adhikarana
(chapter), known as samanvayadhikarana. . ..ata eva srstau Srutitdtparyam abhyupetya vddatva.m
tesam akare uktam advaitabrahmany eva tanatparyac ca, GC Vol. I, 345, )

13

« - Sirabhasyavivaranadigranthena virodha . .. AS 534.4.
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Sankara’s commentaries that parallel with the components identified as those per-
taining to DS.

Dizect evidence at odds with DS can be found in BSuBh, where Safkara shows
the differences between the entities in a dream and those of the waking state, defend-
ing three degrees of reality (BSuBh, 3.2.1-6). Nonetheless, it can be argued that
$ankara is bound as a commentator to not deviate from the original text, when the
original text, in this case, BS, explicitly distinguishes between dreaming and waking
states. In deciding whether or not $ankara accepted a model of Advaita thought that
can be aligned with DS, further compelling evidence is required.

In this light, two passages of Sankara require thorough investigation:
1) Commentary on BAU 2.1.20, which is the concluding sentence of the
dalogue between Ajatasatru and Balakin;** and
2) Some instances in the Arambhanadhikarana chapter of BSUBh on BS
2.1.14-20.

The information that can be gleaned from BSuBh (2.1.14-20)" is relatively small
but still decisive. Here Sankara states that Badardyaga had two doctrines in mind
while composing BSG, and interprets the statement ‘However, as in the world, [crea-
tion is] merely a play’ 6 with the conventional meaning, and the statement ‘there is
non-difference [in cause and effect] according to the passages on origination” and so
forth’®® in the absolute meaning.*® This evidence suffices to establish Saikara’s posi-
tion that identifies two different models of Advaita, whether or not Badarayana com-
posed these Siitras with the same purpose as is identified.

Tn the rambhana chapter on BS, Sankara speaks of “two truths’ (ubhaya-satyatd),
a clear distinction from three degrees of mali‘cy.20 Following the strata of two realities:
Sankara states that singularity is the absolute reality, whereas plurality results from
false knowledge.”* The gencral terms given for these two realities are ‘correct knowl-

4 Although Safikera did ot write a commentary upon KU, the story and the context in which this passage
occurs in KU is also found in BAU 2.1.20.

15 This section is entitled the Arambhanadhikarana chaptet.
$ Iokavat tu lilakaivalyam BST 2.1.33.

1 Yere, the Grambhana passage refers to CU 4 - 6.1.4.

¥ yydananyatvam Grambhanasabdadibhyak BST2.1.14.

S satrakaro ’pi paramarthabhiprayena tadananyatvam ity aha, vyavaharabhiprayena i syal lokavad
iti maha. drasthantyatam brahmanah kathayati BSUBh 2.1.14.

2 por discussion of Hacker’s analysis of degrees of reality in classical Advaita, see Halbfass 1995, 137-152.

2 okatvam evaikam paramarthikam darsayati, mithyajrianavijrmbhitam ca ndndivam, ubhayasatyata-
yam hi... BSiBR2.1.14.
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edge’ (samyagjfiana) and ‘false knowledge’ (mithyajfiana).2 i
tenc? .of the categories of illusory (przitighdsika) and pher)lomell;I:I igimtg: (e Xl;:
vaharika) by assert.mg that, in a dream, what is perceived is identified as percep:i})on
_(pratyak;a), not as its appearance (pratyaksabhdsa). Saikara compares the activities
in the phe.nomenal world that arise prior to self-realization to those in a dream.” This
texm'al ewdence'suﬁi_c.:es to establish that (a) Sadkara interpreted passages differently ac-
cording to varying circumstances, and that (b) the nuances of the model of Advaita
under consideration, DS, can be traced in specific passages of his commentaries.

This is not all that brings Saiikara to the forefront of this analysis. The next issues
he raises are identical with issues relevant to DSE: how can the texts, which in them-
s_elves are not real, give rise to true knowledge? Examples given in tl;is context ques-
tion the ca1._15a1 efﬁcic_sncy of false things: a man bitten by a rope-snake does no(t; die,
End the acl:mfls of mg or drowning are not possible in the water of a mirage.zs'

an.kara. replies with an illustration that the conviction of poison can kill a person
who'beheves he is poisoned even in the case when he is not” He elaboratespon the
relat}onship betw?en dream and waking states: what is seen in dream has effect in the
mwakxé mj{m ;ndl}i‘ these were independfant states, there should be no effect According
i Sar a, the iltusory n‘ature of a mirage mirrors the relationship of the world and
an. To cxplagl this, he uses the term ‘drstanastasvabhava’ (of the pature of

seen anfl co.llapsed), an expression which hews closely to one of the understandings
(;e/ cirps;trskrssué _In ad((i;gor];l to the two Upanisadic llustrations of spider/web, and

, Sankara adds his own exam = ited i
e ple of bubbles and water, < frequently cited in

Saikara elaborates A
pon the BAU passage that resembles KU, accepti
further Bréthmanas explain this very passage:? »feoepring fhat o

23

-« . samyagiianapanody in mithyaia Grakaranatvenanabh =
i asya kasyacin mithydjfianasya samsarakaray ipagamat | BSTBh
® BSERR2.1.14.
4

katham tv asatyena vedantavakyena satyasya brokmdatmatvasya pratipattir upapadyeta? na hi rajju-
sarpena dasto mriyate, napi mrgatrsnikambhasa panavagahanadiprayojanam kriyata iti BSiBh 2.1.14
[~ S JE— labdheh Thid. ) o

% pear .

s BSuBh 2.1.%4. In this sequence he adds one example, that morphemes which are real are understood
y curves and lines: tatha akaradi-satyaksara-pratipattir drsta rekhanrtiksara-pratipatteh  Thid

n - . g ) ‘ -

) &ﬁtk:;a mrgatrsnikodakadingm wsaradibhyo ‘nanyatvam, drstanastasvariipatvat svaripena tv an-
ipakhyatvat, evam adi] ficaja; atis a a

- asya bhogyabhokiradipraparicajatasya brakmavyatirekena-bhava iti drastavyam

2

_ Gd Gtmanah sthvaraian . . ..
3 , jang m jagad idam agnivisphulinigavad vyuccaraty aniSam yasminn

nad " evi
ca praltyate jalabudbudavad yadatmakaii ca vartate ... BAUBh 2.1.20. :

2 o
etasyaiva vakyasya vyakhy@ndya uttaram brahmanadvayam bhavisyati BAUBh 2.1.20.
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sa yathornanabhis tantunoccared yathagneh ksudrd visphuliniga yyuccaranty
evam evasmad dimanah sarve prandh sarve lokah sarve devah sarvani bhitani

yyuccaransi. - - ®

As a spider emanates [of hiraself] by way of [his] thread, as sparks emanate from

five, all the pranas, all the lokas, all the devas, and all beings emanate from the
self in this same way.

§ankara’s comments on this passage decisively reveal that the philosophy he had in

mind while writing his commentary fits with that generally ;dentified as DSE in the
fater classical Advaita teX1s. His commentary for the passage above is:

.. . asmad atmano vijfidnamayasya prak pratibodhdt yat svaripam tasmad ity ar-
thah | sarve prand vagadayah, sarve loka bhiiradayah sarvani karmaphaldni, sarve
devih pr&palakﬁdhig_th&rﬁro *gnyadayah sarvani bhatani brahmadistambapary-
antani pranijatani, sarva eta Gmmana ity asmin patha upddhisamparkajanitapm—
budhyam@naviSesatmanc ity artho vyuccarani |

BAUBh 2.1.20

The meaning [of] ‘from this self’ [is] ‘from the essential nature [of the self] com-
prised of knowledge (vijidnamaya) upon returning to the waking state,” [from
which] emanate all pranas such as speech, all worlds such as bhi, all results of ac-
tioms, all gods such as Agni who are the rulers of the worlds [corresponding to]
pranas, all those having life (pranin), from Brahmi to grass (stamba). Following
the reading “sarva eta ammana® (all these selves), the meaning is ‘all the distinct
selves coming into the waking state [are] caused by contact with limiting factors’.

The commentary explains that the Vijfianamaya is the conscions self in the waking
state, and all manifestation, including the Vijfidnamaya nature, dissolve in deep sleep,
and emerge upon returning to the waking state. Notably, this passage has two recen-
sions: the Kanva and the Madhyandina. The Madhyanding recension allows the in-
dual selves are manifestations of fhe self which is only one

terpretation that all indivi

in deep slleep.31 Tn both cases, manifestation is not from the Brahman which is be-
yond the three states, rather, from that which in deep sleep is One, and is the true na-
ture of the self (or selves) comprised of objective consciousness.

While developing his thesis further in this commentary on BAU 2.1.20, Sankara
raises an issue: Does this passage refer to the self that awakens from sleep when
shaken by someone’s hand, or to the higher Self? The first position makes no distinc-
tion between the selves of empirical experience and the highest esoteric experience.
The self, accepted in this passage as the source and enjoyer of the world, is the one

e
% AU 2.1.20. The Madhyandina yecension adds *sarva €
OliveDie 1998, 499, note 1.20.3.

31 §akara’s inclination towards a Kapve recension and Sur
sion may have caused some divergence in their philosophy. This difference does not need to be explicit
in the text itself; the preferred particular scriptures may suggest this divergeace. Bhartrprapafica com-
posed his commentary on the Mdadhyandina recension; and Sureévara’s relation with Bhartrprapafica

differs in this regard.

1 Gimano’ aftex . . . Sarvan bhiani . .. See

efvara’s choice of 2 Madhyandina Tecen-
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who awakens
senses. but l‘aﬂ:t:e?hiSh?ken by another. There is no other self to control the bod,
ot o Fosting Sadh the immediately experienced self which is eternall ﬁeeyﬁiﬁ
king promises to mg such as hunger or pain. The illustration from BAU my which
son to demonstrate T;nm the Brahman and uses the example of waking a sleepi o
oo 10 ow ic self moves to deep sleep from the waking stateeipmg o
mdreemdiately eanedic ::;bh;h‘h ;hz etth; ks:)lf ulafder consideration is the individualys:l?;;f
der’ b g rs of creation such as s .
eyl et i i e
, explaining the origin of manifestation. Strikin el
o Lo " on. S 1
gflb%‘;:sﬂg aiﬂ;}:;lllve m(:n;sp:l ]r’ather than illusionism. Sarikara’s adgdiyl:zuf:aels :::mm;llzle;
. mterpreted in oth ways. The two disti N
on this subtle difference of how to interpret these metat;;c;r];lo‘iels of DS are grounded

‘While analyzi .
e S e e i et e
slee DUt - es concerning wl i i
gronf;;:iu Wzgstheuéwa .1s wh?.le awake. As noted abovi, tll::t Pilssss:;ze;r;?ndgg
with the passa, e:?iea_lllit dlSC:IJSSlOns of DS. Explicit DS references link this noti
(1200 CE) view of drsts with states of consciousness. This parallels Prekaitman's
presented considers iﬁfisrm (PPV 174-175). The first view that Pmkﬁgﬁtmana;ll :
only ignorance to remai ’Fhe pro_duct of ignorance dissolves in deep sleep allovvi:aas
from deep sleep Acc?:;:l}n semminal form that reates the world when one wakes ug
(aharkara): the aspect fmg fo another opinion, there are two components of I—sensg
issoves in docp s};eepo ;;umd'Of k'nowledge, and the aspect of knowledge that
advocatos dissolution o.fI e view in this sequence, the one identified with DS
10 Lsense experionced tifens'e (aharikara) in deep sleep. Since in deep sleep there i ,
person in deep sleep B,Othe dissolution of ahamkara corresponds to the view of ihlz
in deep sleep. That the sl minds experienced as personal and impersanal do not exist
that there is o subs cﬁs eeping person does not cognize I-sense is sufficient to clai
while except for thf: tave experience from the perspective of the one in dee; léum
does aot et state of superimposition (adhydsa), imperso; y P sleep,

. exist (PPV 174-175). personal self-experience

This issue of what di i
T ssolves in deep sleep a i i
Vidy&ranya’s Anubhitiprakasa (AP) aIs, the ‘t?esfg:z;a:tp‘lf;lfh # directeference 0 DS in
praty_ag_br;ahmtvabodhéﬂham drstisrstim avocata |
.:zz}{tav.a.s_zd yad ajfidnam aharkdralayo "tra ki |
t:név hankarhialz kzzrrmfb{wga]ﬁle syat punar udgatah |
acchinna atméapi kartd bholadpi piarvavar |l AP 9.51-52

[Ajatasatru i . ]
immediate :e;e;t;:i;dazi_ in (frder to [give] knowledge of the Absolute as the
state of] deep s.le Th ra dissolves into that very ignorance which was in [the
ep. That ahankara tises again duri .
of karma. The limi - again during the time of the enjo:
as it was in th ; Self., by that [aharikdra], is the agent, and as we]_1J )fment
. e previous state {parva}. enjoyer,
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This reference further supports a central point of this study that the dissolution of I
sense in deep sleep remains pivotal to DS in scholastic Advaita.

§ankara accepts the individual self as the source

of the world. He explains that there is no higher category of the self described in the
Upanisads as the cause of the world, because the self addressed in this passage is
‘comprised of knowledge’ (vijianamaya).”> This clear position of §ankara suffices to

Tink him with DS-vada. Here, $anlkara forther analyzes several issues that concern the
essential nature of existence. Nonetheless, another problem remains: Does this pas-
sage confirm origination as “seeing only’ or not? This excerpt from KU alone may
not suffice to confirm 2 link with DS; however, it does support the position that the
“creation’ being addressed is personal, emerging from the self that awakens from deep
sleep. If the concept addressed here is that the individual self imagines the external

reality including the dream world, then this concept definitely aligns closely with DS.

In the above-mentioned passage,

According to Sankara, the vijidnamaya mentioned in this passage (BAU 2.1.16-
17 is the empirical subject immediately experienced in the waking state.
Sankara adds that knowability in the form of the self is shown as ‘I” in all the
Upanisads, not as external entities>® His premise that the final goal of Advaita is to
realize the self is an extension of the Upanisadic passage that “one should not desire to
know [the senses such as] speech; rather, one should know the subject of [the sensory

function such as) speaking’ (na vacam vijijAasia vakiaram vidyai).> 1t cannot be
subject other than the empirical self who

argued that there is another subject, a meta-

is not suffering in the world, since this is not experienced.?"’ Questioned whether an
individual can create a world difficult even to imagine, $afkara’s reply cited as evi-
dence in BAUBh is ‘in the same way from this very self’ (evam evasmad atmanak).

2 pg tavat asapsart parah panipesapratibodhitat Sabdadibhujah avasthantaravisisiat wipattisrutel, na
prasasita asanayadivarjitah paro vidyate, kasmar? yasmar brahma jRapayisyami iti pratijiidya suptar
purusam pawipesam bodhayitva, tam sabdadibhokirivavisistam darsa-yiva, tasyaiva svapnadvarena
susuptyakhyam avasthantaram unniya, tasmad eva aimanah susuptyavasthavisisiat agnivisphu-
lingorpandbhidrstaniabhyam. utpattim darsayati Srutih — evam evasmat ityading, na canyo jagadutpat-
rikaranam antarale Sruto "sth vijianamayasyaiva hi prakarapar BAUBhL2.1.20.

3 $ankara compares this BAU passage with KU passage by stating samanaprakarane ca Srutyantare
BAUBA 2.1.20. KU, however, does not use the term ‘vijfignamaya’

kausttakinamadityadipurusan. . -
while discussing this notion, rather uses ‘prajhidtman’. Satikara’s identification of these TWo passages

support the argument that these terms are Synonymous.

% prabuddhasyaiva vijidnamayasya vedisayaan darsayari BAUBh 2.1.20.

¥ sarvavedantesu ca pratyagatmavedyataiva pradarsyate aham iti, na bahirvedyar @ Sabdadivat pra-

darSyate asau brahmeti Tbid.
3 yggadikarapair vyavritasya kartur eva veditavyatam darsayati Tbid. Olivelle translates the pas-
sage na vacam. - . KU 3.8 as “it is not the speech that a man should seek to apprehend; rather, he
should get to know the one who speaks iv’. Olivelle 1998, 333.

hantaram gato 'samsart parah

5 yo jagarite sabdadibhuk vijianamayah sa eva susuptakhyam avast
prasasita anyah syad iti cen na, adrsiaivat BAUBh 2.1.20.
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On this ground, it may be concluded that Saf i

, } t Sasikara, with full aw i i
upon tesz that apply different didactic methods. In this case, hzrienntexpress, :ﬁstsc:’hrenmenung
as meaning that the world emanates from an individual suffering in the s wouid
(BAUBh 2.1.20), aligning with the DS stance. ¢ e word

SaJiskt?lr:. éf:)t;ﬁiduc;s‘ another po§iﬁqn e'wg:sording to which there is another self who
karma- s the world and s not suffering in it.” However, this is not the position of San-
uan;cendent :1 des :g::iclll gcft rethfute 1tligo solve the problem of how the self is both

in the wo ankara first puts forth the vi a

bheda, the doctrine of identity in diffi . iy iy
: erence, propounded by Bh fica.® Saf

kara refutes this concept b i e

X y demonstrating that the single seif

into parts, with one suffering in the world, e eondont A obooton
t d another transcend: jection i

made that scriptures mention i i o e st B

e 1 s parts of the self with the example of fire and
:tphmﬂy mentions that the empirical subject is part of the supere et éaglls):rr:s ' ﬁG
da; a spark is not part of a fire, but fire itself.” Utilizing this ;:xample heref N

udes that the ;]pam;ad_s initially propound identity, then explain crea,tion onc;
::l;f:nmat.gy establish non-difference. Sakara clearly accepts this premise statiné :hit

sentences propounding origination do not i is; d

e oo o an;the z nd not really establish this; rather, they confirm

s ciaf 1:1111:;0 sllt;uciiture of afgumentahon'm this sequence relates to linguistic proce-

wor(is { oot ve meaning of words is accepted as the meaning of a sentence, the

e anngs;x}l, d;fgf ec;n%:mauon cannot be simply dismissed, since a sentence ca.;mot
ent meaning than that suggested by individ is shi

from the ontological status of the oo static spalysls > woankarards. o

self to a linguistic analysis 1 Sat
clude that the meaning of a sentenc i i )
. ¢ cannot contradict ei i i
o; its cox?clusign (upasamhara).”® And according to gtaﬂﬁziz,rtlhi propenmem%se g%dkrgga)
of this discussion only confirm identity, not origination.** Thus, in his ipi.nioea;1 t]‘.leg

) -
yah sarvajiiah. . . evam avirodhah syat BAUBh 2.1.20.

» _
na punar asamsart brahma samsaryammakatvena cintayed agnim iva sitatvenakasam iva mirtimativena |

brahmatmaty ipa i Sa& a
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evkeﬂa_ na s ,._arf"w_ bhavad ekam evadvitiyam, brahmaivedam, @tmaivedam, ityadisrutibhyo yukt
ahan ty dharayitum | BAUBh 2.1.20. 7o T

'nimyaf ca, yenanyas tena samsaritv bandht, ananyas tenaham b
adoda 4 )y m brahmety avadharanarhah

“ mamaivamsap. .. BG 15.7.

2 - S
agner hi visphulingo *gnir evety ekatvapratyayarho drsto loke BAUBA 2.1.20.
i .20.
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asma 7 ayam artho nifciyate atmai i
e e Ty Tyate paramaimaikatvapratyayadradhimne ut-
“
tasmat ekatvapratyayadardhyayaiva sarvavedan isthitilayadi
o i a edantesu utpattisthitilayadikalpang, na tatpratyay akara-
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examples of gold, jewels, iron, or fire-sparks do not propound difference in the form
of creation and so forth.”

While commenting upon BAU 2.1.20, Sankara is relatively close to Gaudapada in
his terminology.* This reference aligns with the central feature of Abhzsa, the model
of the Advaita doctrine that accepts two degrees of reality. This model contradicts the
generally accepted position that adopts three degrees of reality (Halbfass, 1995, 137-
152). Remarkably, the notion of Ajari or non-origination is reinforced by $ankara’s
arguments, where he advocates the negation of origination as the conclusive meaning

o
of even the passages that apparently propound creation.

Further advocating that the very phenomenal self is the creator, Sankara cites the
story of a prince, who, from his childhood, was raised by hunters and had no aware-
ness of his princebood. This prince, following instructions, eventually realizes that he
is a prince (BAU 2.1.20.). In presenting this story, Sankara refutes the view of part
and whole, stressing that there is no partition in the Brahman, bringing him closer to
the model of Advaita subsequently known as EI: even in the state of creation the indi-
visible self does not undergo difference. The assumption of the prince as hunter is
only an appearance (@bhdsa), due to superimposition. As to the question, then what is
experienced, Sankara shows that the purpose of the Upanisads is to remove all mental
constructions.”” Therefore, the common experience that relies upon a subject is due
to the superimposition of name and form, with the self eternally free from modifica-
fion.®® The additional passages quoted by §asikara in this context as the testimony
ate the fundamental instances cited by the subsequent philosophers in order to estab-
Tish Abhasa.”

The next problem raised by Safikara frequently appears in later Advaita as a prima
facie position for the EJ concept: why, then, is difference in the empirical self (j7va)
accepted? In reply, he nses phrases Tike ‘the difference consisting in {self] awareness
is imagined’ (vijfignatmabhedal parikalpyata). The subsequent rejoinder addresses
difference in actions and in instruction: If there is no duality, who could be the master
and the one to be instructed? In the same way, what is the authority of the Upanisads,
since even their authority is challenged when questioning everything other than seli-
awareness immediately experienced.

% aemar suvarnamanilohagnivisphulingady stanid nowattyadibhedapratipadanapardh Toid.

% For example, one can compare the terminology of $atikara such as ucca@vacan bhavan BAU
2.1.14, or the concept of nom-origination (ajati) in the example of a blazing sparks of fire {ag-

nivisphuliriga) in BAU 2.1.20.
41 yasmé sarvakalpandpanayanarthas@raparatvat sarvopanisadam BAU 2.1.20 $astr ed,, 167.

8 tasmat namargpopadhiniming evammany asampsaradharmini sarve vyaveharah Toid.

“ 'The passages include:

1. “adapts its appearance to match that of each’ (ripamripam pratirapo babhiva) KathU 5.5.9; 5.5.10.

Trans. Olivelle 1998, 397.

2. ‘as if reflects, as if pulsates’ (dhyayativa lelayativa) BAU 4.3.7. Olivelle translates this passage as:

‘sometimes e reflects, sometimes he fiutters”. See Olivelle, 1998, 111.
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§an.k‘ara s defense of the singularity of the self appears with minor modification in
T.he writings of subsequent philosophers of the AbAdsa model. All these issues surface
in Mad.hl‘lsﬁdana’s chapters on DS and EJ." Sankara addresses the issue concernin
th'e vahdl.ty of the scriptures, one of the major issues to be reconciled with the EJ docg-
trine, saying that, as long as the scriptures impart correct knowledge they are not in-
valid; and further, they impart correct knowledge of identity with Brahman. The

concluding sentence of this passage reveals the hi izati
Dcding senencs passag s the higher state of realization that resem-

) *As it is said, all tifat exists is Brahman in essence. [The issue here is] whom to
ssn'uct and who Teceives the fruit of instruction, since in the absence of the person to
e instructed, the instruction of identity is meaningless’. Sarnkara defends this, sayin
that sev@ czfl{sal factors are necessary to perform an aciion, whereas the Brai]man 1§
free from limiting factors (upadhi), and so there is neither instruction, nor instructor
The l?st problem addressed is whether the agent becomes meaningless due to thé
meaninglessness of action. Sankara replies that, due to the meaninglessness of

agency, the solitary nature of the self is not cha.llanged.s2

Sankara asserts that, when name and form (n@mari j i
belongs ounly to the limiting factors. Whatevér ism:iréfug'{gtarﬁegﬁﬁgzegé&hiz iﬁeﬁg
form. Emanation and dissolution belong to name and form® and not o the self, sinc
t?e self is different from name and form. Thus, for Satkara, there are two truﬂ;S' .
tm?nt to t'he self and whatever is experienced as other than the self is name and %cf’:u-
This thegls sn.lggests two different interpretations: one with instruction given in the:
i;ama?n? of;l ﬂ;uswn, and. the oﬂ%er, grounded in reality. The EJ doctrine with the world as
m ilsl:m dy at:; (f:]rfe;ithe higher teaching, in which even instruction or the Upanisads

I Sankap was aware of the concept of drstimatra, did he then accept it in an ab-
solui':e }nomsuc sense as constant non-dual awarepess only or in the general non-
dlfallstlc sense of J_llusory modes of perception in which drs# does not refer to the re-
ality? The analysis presented above demonstrates that he favors the position of illu-

% s

In Madhj.lsﬁd'ana s AS, the chapter on Ekajiva immediately follows the chapter on DS; in these
chapters, he identifies DS and EJ as belonging to a single model.
51

. p? mana: ya k_s p: ar : -agmmdpatvam va pramotpadangnutpadananimittam, anyath@ cet
a'mbhadma:r:A a pramanyaprasangat sabdadau prameye | kifi carah? yadi 1avad upanisado brahmaika-

tvapr a i, @ A i
apratipatsipraman kurvanti, katham apramdnam bhaveyuh BAUBh 2.1.20 Sastried., 168.

2
ad uktam - brahmaik 73 desah
vo;adeﬁm ; yasmay up B, yasya copadeSagrahanaphalam, tadabhavad ekat-
am iti- tad api na, anckakarakasa tvat kriyana § : ?
et nrthakyimp_ i api adhya kriyanam kas codyo bhavati, ekasmin

P
1a, F Ao & %, - .
P )padesta, na naphal tasmad dé

T
: b (atles (e

. canarthakyafi codyate - na, svato "bhyupagamavirodhad dtmavadinam Tbid.

. -yﬂm' lingany atmabhedasadhanaya namariipavanty upanyasyanti, tani namaripagatani upidhaya
J;zbmanah .. )_:ad yat parah dtmadharmatvendbhyupagacchati, tasya tasya namarfiparmaka-
yupagamatvas, némaripabhyam catmano ‘nyatvabhyupagamas Tbid.
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sory perception. There are nonetheless some instances in Safikara’s writings, which
may have coniributed to the DS-vada with an interpretation that difference is contem-
poraneous to illusion, like the world of dream before awakening>* Hacker points out
that Sankara uses mayd once with the meaning of ‘non-existent’ (alika) (Halbfass
1995, 79). Congruent with Gaudapada’s statement that maya does not exist,” this
stance prefigures the DS concept and negates any degree of existence of whatever is
not the Absolute.

In another context, Saikara states that the passage explaining the dissolution of
earth and so forth in its material cause represents the conventional perspective. From
the perspective of one who is realized, all these aspects dissolve into the very Brah-
man.% This position, nevertheless, defends DSE, with the solitary pature of aware-
ness as the immediately recognized self.

Scholars have endeavored to solve the issue of positioning Sankara in one specific
model. In her discussion on Avidyd, Solomon poiats out that Sankara teaches two dif-
ferent viewpoints:

$ankardcarya has propounded his philosophy from two points of view—the
higher or supra-empirical (paramarthika) and the lower or the common-
sense or empirical point of view (vyavaharika) (Solomon 1983, 69).
The first viewpoint upholds phenomenality as a conven jonal means to the experience
of truth. The second viewpoint upholds direct instruction of trath (Solomon 1983,
229). This fits with our observation that Sankara utilized a dyadic model of instruc-
tion instead of defending a single method.

This dyadic model of instruction is explicit in subsequent Advaita literature. Fun-
damentally, the problems inherent to it concern
1) the locus and object of ignorance,
2) the method applied or the views built to support liberation, and

3) therole of maya
Excerpts from classical philosophers clarify this issue.

Mandana counters the perspective that the very Brahman is the one that transmi-
grates and liberates, as he posits that the locus of ignorance is the individual selves,
not the Brahman.” As the position that he refutes is explicitly Advaitic, it may be
argued that two conflicting views existed from this time.

% anupamarditabhedapratyayavat purusavisaye praményopapatteh svapnadipratyaya iva prak
prabodha: CUBhIL23.1. Briickner identifies other such occurrences. Briickner 1979, 120.

% 5a ca mayanavidyate GK4.58.

5 s3 khalu vyavahdrapeksa, parthivadyah kaldh pribivyadir eva svaprakytir apiyantiti, itard tu vidvas-
pratipatiyapeksd, krtsnam kalajatam parabrahmavido brahmaiva sampadyata iti tasmad adosah
BSaBh IV.IL15.

5T atha brakmaiva samsarati brahmaiva mucyate, ek ktau sarvamukiip igah BSp. 12, line 4.
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Sarvajfifitman develops three methods, which i indivi ith di
ferent levels of spiritual awareness: , "o pplicable o ladividuals with &t

1) dropa-drsti (the analogical view),

2) vyamisra-drsti (the mixed view), and

3) apavada-drsti (the exceptional view), which i
N 7S , which is also called .
view’ (paripiirna-drsti). SO the ‘complete

1 Slarvztz:]nahpan interprets the ﬁr.st tw.o views as applicable to the lower and higher
evels of asg:ra.nts, whereas the third view belongs to the liberated ones (SS 2.81-83)
For Sarvajnﬁtmz}n, the non-dualistic nature of the self can be realized thro;l h ﬂ:lt.‘:
me’r.hoq advqcaﬁng transformation (paringma), or by following the doctrine 0% fal
pmJe‘ctmn (vivarra); however, both are of the lower category if compared with the ;5
nal thiw, the apavada or paripiirna-drsti (S$ 2.84). The truth is beyond the views i"
parinama or ?ivana ‘(S§ 2.89). According to Sarvajiidtman, the discussion conccrﬁ-
Egtthe plurality or smgulafity of the jivas falls under the second category, the view
ul;;:cepts th!s world as 1.1zvarta N 2.90). His position that even vivarta is not the
ate :i&dvalta perspective matches Abhinanda’s characterization of vivarta as i
struction intended for infants.™® Hacker’s placement of Sarvajfiatman and Prakﬁé];-
nanda under _those. following radical monism (Radikalster Monismus) [Hacker 1953
47 (231)] tallies with the research of this study. '

This categorization has the least to do with th i i
T e reality. Rather, it deals with
Erogches through which the reality is revealed. Sanikara treated this pea;iagcogicat;1 ?s:ﬁ;
w)]rﬁllxétrsoducz.n_g two mstruf:uons ¥el.ying upon ‘phenomenal’ and ‘real’ perspectives
i a.rv.ajmflman exPlamed this in terms of drstis or perspectives. Vidyarapya in:
nces this hierarchy in terms of three categories in which may is cognized: .
1) tuccha (fictitious), accepted by those having Srauta understanding,”

2) anirvacaniya (inexplicable), understood b i
b s od by those who follow yukti

3) vastavt (real),” for those bound within the world.

* Prakagananda quotes this v ithout identifying i

s . h erse without identifying its source. This passage appears for the first time
1 R of Abhinanda: balan prati vivartto "yam brahmapah sakalam jagat | avivarttinam Granda
asthitah krtinah punah (| RC, Nagapasaparibhramsa, 116. ) . -

)
o ;:e ?e Srauta and yauktika do not seem to signify the followers of verbal testimony and the fol-
o mo thi:;son, ) T'hzs verse probably demonstrates two distinct methods, the Srauta method and the
ie o d:dmusgdis alx)nterpr;tanon also fits in a broader sense with Sarvajiatman’s division of different
ove. For further i it i
o analysis of Advaitic methods of liberation, see Roodurmun 2002,

& g g
machamrvacazuya ca vastavi cety asaw tridha | jiieyd mdya tribhir bodhair Srautayaukaika-lavkikaih |

PD 6.130. Prakasananda cites this verse i
D (p. 177 in Candiprasad Sukla editi i
[pada]. Apparently he was confused about the source of this verse. o refeming o g




68 SEEING AND APPEARANCE

The first two are clearly the Advaita perspectives concerning m&yﬁ.ﬂ Thus, for
Vidyaranya, two models within Advaita rest on their respective understanding of the
nature and function of maya.

Prakasananda categorizes mayd under tuccha (fictitious), and this is equated with
objective phenomena in his non-dualistic doctrine. Asserting the fictitiousness of the
world does not confirm any degree of reality; rather, this entirely negates any possi-
bility of reality. For example, when Prakasananda uses atyantasat-samsara with the
meaning “fictitious world’, Hacker conchudes that the writer accepted the illusory na-

ture of the world [Hacker 1953, 50 (234)].

The discussion in the preceding two paragraphs reveals that different Advaita phi-
losophers have adopted different methods in order to interpret the truth and this ten-
dency is visible as early as in the writings of Sankara. In conclusion, Sankara clearly
was aware of several issues pertaining to the doctrine that 1) does not accept three de-
grees of reality, and 2) does not accept a plurality of jivas. On this ground, it can be
concluded that Sankara considers the highest model, later known as DS, as the culni-
nation of Advaita. Following the lines of Sankara’s exegesis that accommodates the
concept subsequently identified as DS, pertinent issues were segmented into two
chapters in Madhustidana’s AS, with the ontological and pedagogical issues under the
section of EJ, and the epistemological jssues in the DS- chapter.

Reading Sankara in light of the subsequent commentarial tradition with conflicting
theological positions reveals that certain epistemological and ontological problems
addressed in the later classical writings are pertinent to the central Advaita categories,
such as that of accepting Avidya, interpreting reality in various degrees, or recognizing
the phenomenal reality of jiva. $afkara’s approach to these issues, as has been
pointed out, was varied and not single-pronged. His independent treatise, the US, is
unmistakably closer to the writings of Gandapada and the Varttika of Sure§vara, with
the philosopby of Abhasa remaining at the core of the exegesis. Remarkably, the
model of Advaita under investigation, namely, the doctrine of DS, is significantly
closer to this model than the Avaccheda or Pratibimba concepts. The next chapter
explores the intricate relationship between the docirines under investigation: the phi-

losophies of Abhasa and DS.

6 Tdayana discusses the possibility of predicating the non-existent. There are two sides: 1) the
non-existent cannot be made the subject of any predication; 2) the non-existent is a possible subject ofa
negative predication. Udayana favors the position that rejects both an affirmative and negative predi-
cation about a non-real entity such as 2 rabbit-horn. See Chakrabarti pp. 302-304, in Matilal 1984.
This position indirectly embraces anirvacaniyatva argument. The Buddhist position here has remained
that the nop-existent is a possible subject of negative predication. This mode of negation comes closer
10 the alfka category, in which something is negated in the absolute sense.

Chapter 4: Abhasa and Drstisrsti

The discussion so far has demonstrated th:
] iscussio ) at the closest Advaita model to
anthiﬁ 1332 tfd./;bﬁaissa. Wh&llela full exploration of the Abhdsa model is not thec:gpp:z:
i f nonetheless relevant to trace the basic com i
f ] . ponents that constitw
the Abhdsa doctrine and find their parallels with DS in order to establish th:ls thbs;:

that DS resembles Abhdsa in its tr i i
lonophy ot Advate its treatment of fundamental issues pertinent to the phi-

. d’:;h; Abwhia'tia tgoc;;rine posi]tjs that what is seen is mere appearance, not different from
, e Brahman being the only existent entity. Wh : i
models following Padmapada and Va i Abhasa is com, ety choser

] wing caspati, Abhasa is comparativel
Gaudapada’s illusionism, even tho i ot i Apnse
d ugh several issues have bee; dified in Abha
The standard form of Abhdsa acce ic bei o it e e
Che ¢ pts the ontic being of a single ji i is di
tinction between DS and Abhasa bein i b inele ontio batne 1
g so marginal that, if that single ontic being i
the very Brahman, the witnessin i i e I
. , g subject, then it can be analyzed under Abha.
whereas if that which imagines the world i i e e ps e
) ‘ is called jiva, then it aligns with DS
3&2 f;:cilsse, thefl.ssueidcionceming phenomenology are more rgelllzvant o éb;[zgst;e
W sues of immediate experience are directly linked wi ize
Abhasa as a different topic in this discussi Y an Hisorical ratber s e
: cussion follows an historical rath
nomenological analysis, since DS never produced i g
3 dependent literature
derstood to be ontologically di N Abhiss. Thod i aoalvore e
: y different from Abhasa. The Abhdsa doctri
empirical world and the absolute reality as tw . oy the s e
tical o degrees of reality, the pheno:
(pratibhasa, a term closer to abhdsa), and that which is the absolutrey (pararljzdrltlhan)lenal

thi?‘;oil;c;ssegh above, Sankara propounded some elementary points congruent with
Do Soe eicomgzzse::ﬁzn;s can all ’?e hslui:asumed under Abhdsa; however, it is only
. octrine of ¢ is model; and these issues requir: :
Eﬁ??3§% $"§me§v$a is concerned, his major wriﬁngs—bothqthe ;Z;Z%rzfﬁ
A a) and the NS—fully support the Abhasa doctrin ile criti
3 ' . e. Whil -
;Z;Ie!gp i:ﬁﬁiva%t;i phllgsophy, its opponents presented the Abhdsa model as a;rtci'::a
‘ X s understanding continued even after th
els in Advaita, and is visible even in th Coinsos of Vedatiadetita
; Ivaitz 1 e texts such as Saradisant of Vedantadesi
which primarily refute the Abhdsa model. Both Vimuktatman and §ﬁharsa31;fenilgjﬁl@{:

main tenets of Sure§vara, suggesting that Abhdsa w:
least prior to Prakasatman and Citsukhicarya. the central Advaita doctrine, at

mtSou;;ts:';rz_,bZ‘iiSmuk_tﬁunan, and Sriharsa are central figures in the history of Advaita,
standiny o Abc;lvfzda. To }mderstand DS in its original form presupposes an under-
g e Abhasa doctrine as propounded and elaborated by these three masters
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When closely analyzed, there remains hardly any independent argument in DS that
has not been explained by these three. To cover in depth the philosophy of each is not
the purpose of the present paper. Therefore, this study analyzes only the central tenets
common to DS, providing sufficient ground to claim either that DS merely modifies
terms from Abhdsa literature or that DS deals with some arguments within the larger
doctrine of Abhasa.

Suref§vara

Sureévara, a direct disciple of Saikara, plays a central role in the development of
the Abhdsa doctrine. Besides the Virttika literature,! Sure§vara’s originality can be
seen in his Naiskarmyasiddhi. The texis attributed to Sureévara adhere to the Abhasa
doctrine.? There had been some confusion as to whether Suresvara and Mandana were
the same person; however, this issue has been resolved and this study concurs with the
research establishing that these two are separate philosophers with visible differences
in their thought. This study centers upon only those select references that will suffice
to establish that Sure$vara’s philosophy covers most of the tenets of DS, to allow the
claim that DS is merely a reflection upon specific issues covered by the ground phi-
losophy of Abhdsa.

An approach shared by Abhasa and DS is the explanation of reality in 2 dyad of
ahsolute reality and conventional reality. Following this instruction, both pratibhasa
and vyavahdra refer to the same degree of reality. Suresvara spells out the dyad of
vyavahdarika and paramarthika (TUBLV4 2.407), where the category of pratibhasa is
absent. Nevertbeless, what is meant by vydvahdarika here is explained in terms of
pratibhisika elsewhere. The most pivotal poiat of DS is the existence of only the ob-
jects of cognition (jRataikasasiva), of the non-existence of that which is not an object
of cognition (ajfiitasartvabhava). Following the definition of Madhusiidana, DS re-
fers to the doctrine that negates the existence of the entities independently out of the
domain of awareness {see chapter 9, pages 188-194). This definition tallies also with
the understanding of Dharmadatta Sarma (chapter 1, pages 33-36), and Appayya
(chapter 5, pages 123-126) as well. Direct evidence that Sureévara supports this spe-
cific concept would allow further investigation along the lines that the philosophy ac-
tually paves the path to the doctrine of DS. SureSvara clearly states that there exists
nothing not-known:

. navast ajfdtam asti hi I
there exists no entity which bas not become known.

! 1 addition to the BAUBhVE, the Varttika on Taittiriyopanisad-Bhagya is also attributed to SureSvara.

2 The commentary Manasollasa on Daksinamartistava, and the varttika ou Pafictkarana are also at-
tributed to Suresvara.

3 RAUBhLVA 1.4.240. 1find it gifficult to accept the wranslation of Jog and Hino in the passage  na vasty

ajiigtam asti i, “the {real) thing is not unknown”. The subsequent verse reads karmalomadi vast. ..
(241), in which the term vasti does not refer to the ‘real thing’, but rather fo 2 fictitious entity.
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rte jRGnam na santy arthd asti jianam rte “pi tan |
NS§2.97

The objects of knowledge do not exist i
> o exist in the absence of knowledg;
there is knowledge even in absence of those [objects]. e lefhonet)

- :;re;;;z;; ;:j?;;tsdnan) indepe{ldent existence of objects free from the knower (j7idzr)
a), even in erroneous perception.’ The triad of '

edge, and known cannot be confirmed vom a et while o 1
., ) separate from awareness 5 whill i

co! ed by itself, independent of an; . This argumest

nfirm A other means of knowled i
further leads to the conclusion that in S e ’s epl e fom e
. : { ures§vara’s epistemology, there i ibili
that there exists any entity that is out of the domain of awarenizs. s o possbily

1heT}i;e riext decisive point in Sure§vara’s position connecting him with DS concerns
oy ﬁo:l g'ene‘ra]l}.l ax,:cepteq definition of drstisrsti as drstir eva srs-tih (creation is
ntical with ‘seeing’), as given by Madhusfidana: o
Vyﬁ%myanuganmu yasmad dvitiye sati vastumi |
drstimdtratmavastutvas kiiryakaranavastunah e

Since vyavriti and gnugama are [possible only] when there is the second entity.

since the entities {in the form of] cause
and effect ‘seeing’ i i
e G, are merely ‘seeing’ in their es-

Congruent with the second i i
 Cong interpretation of drstisrsti where drsti is identl
imagination or erroneous perception, SureSvara expla.inég ) Faft o Jdential t
kartur jadrur ki ya drstih savidyortharthalehint |
tat pratyagatmadrstya tam pratyakhyayasnute "dvayam ||
_— . BAUBhWV3 1.4.1432
perception (drsti), belonging to an agent of action or of knowledge, is enjoy-

ing ({ih) entities rising out of ignorance. Removi i
; ¢ . Removing that i i
[one] attains that non-dual [state;. g thet view by avaxd seeme

4 emm emy -
Bﬁmrﬁmﬁy api na vidyate | meyam vastu tato "jiiénam pratyaksam sapramatrkam | BAU-
4.281. 1 e exception. of the knower and knowled; yab fect d .
: . . ge, a knowable object do i
even in (the case of ignorance), and so ignorance directly perceived includes its hxow:" e
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2 a :4..287. Fy which (means) it is established [that something] is (—i;va) not known, (by that
ery means) it is also instantly established [that something can be] known. And by that very ,[m:;ns it

is] elso [established, that therein lies] a mean!
X f kn 7 i i
e Lo, s of knowledge (manatva). Without consciousness, all the

6 o
BAUBQVZ 14.1415. Another v 3 i
4. . erse supporting thi i i i i
e A A g this concept deals wiih the relationship of igno-

drstimatra athatmyat ka a )

BAWhVim;a:zh;dm‘y:—t karyaﬂmrapc{vasfuna{tl najhiatam kificid apy asti nanapastam tame 'py atahl

o 2.4 kn ince mere seeing is the reality of the entities of the form ofcauseandeffe-ct
othing not known, therefore (atah) [there is] also (api) no ignorance not removed’. ’
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One crucial argument that leads to DS is the assertion of EJ. Although relection of
<other mind’, or empirical self, does not necessarily lead to DS, it is nevertheless one
of the main supporting arguments found in the discussion concerning DS. Further-
more, Madhusfidana identifies DS with EJ. Therefore, in order to establish the rela-
tionship of DS with the thought of Sure§vara, the presence of the EJ con?ept m his
writings can be anticipated. A passage from BAUBKVaZ is noteworthy with this re-
gard:

vibhinnadrastrdrstyaptir ghatader iva nammanah |
na cabhede’sti samvyaptir aikatmyad eva karandt ||

BAUBIVi 2.4.135
While there is the cognition (@p#i) as it were (iva) of a pot and so forth by the seeing
of various perceivers, [this is] not [the case] of the self. Neither is there any perva-
ston (samvyapti) [to establish] the identity [of different selves], due to the very rea-
son that [there is just] one [self].

na ca drasiatmano 'nyo “sti dragtrantaranisedhanat |
na ca drastror dvayor loke drastrdrsyavasangatih | B

BAUBhVa 2.4.136
There exists no perceiver different from the self since a different percetver is ne-
cated. Neither will there be [reciprocity] of two perceivers in the world, since
[one] is the subject of perception and [the other], the object of perception fof
the perceiving subject].

Sure§vara defends the notion that jiva is the cause of the world. This concept is cru-
cial to both the DS and EJ doctrines. Following these doctrines, the causality of the
world rests upon the empirical self, bound in the world. Suresvara, in defense of .the
concept that the individual self is the cause of the world, cites the following

Upanisadic reference:

samsdrino 'py asamarthydj jagajjanmadikarmasu |
jagaddhenavam anydyyam iti cen na Sruter balat |

BAUBhVZ 2.1.442
If the causation of the world pertaining to the transmigrating self is not appropri-
ate because [the transmigrating self] has no power (sgmartiya), for actions of cre-
ating the world and so on, [then the reply is] no, [this is not so,] following the tes-
timony of the Vedas.

aksadyagocaro yadvac chistrad adhyavastyate |
tadvat samsarikaryatvam jagato gamyaiam Sruteh I _

BAUBhIVaE 2.1.443
As on account of the Sasira, [the self is] ascertained as no object of the senses, so
(tadva?) the world should be understood as an effect of the transmigrating [self],
since [this is] the testimony of the Vedas.
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These instances suffice to suggest that in Sure§vara’s understanding the causality of
_the world lies on the empirical self. What defines plurality in varions bodies, follow-
ing EJ, is the inner sense that constitutes difference. This issue is explicitly addressed
by Sure§vara elsewhere (NS 2.47-48).

While discussing the passage KU 4.20, it has been argued that the doctrine of DS
accepts total dissolution in the state of deep sleep. What exists when all external phe-
nomena dissolves is the Brahman alone. So the concept that there is merely the self in
the state of deep sleep brings Suresvara one step closer to the doctrine of DS:

tatha caharahal Sastram para Gmani ceti yat |

Susupte brahmano "nyasya nivakaso *sti dubkhinah I

Fo].Iowing9 the authoritative teaching ($astra) aharah. . * (every day.. )and para
amani. . (in the supreme Self. . ), there is no possibility of an other suffering [self]
than Brahman [to exist] in deep sleep.

paramdmaikavrttitvat kuto jivasya samsrtih |
svapnasaficaravat tasmdj jivasaiicara isyate ||™°

How can there be transmigration of a jiva, since (it is] of only a function (vrei) of
the supreme self? The transmigration (saficara) of the individual self, therefore,
is accepted as similar to (-var) movement (saficara) in a dream.

) The argnments that lead to the position of DS emerge from the analysis of llustra-
tions that demonstrate the experiencing subject having false identity about oneseif.
Central to these examples is the one given by Dravidacarya of a prince raised by a
yunt@t who is not aware of his princehood. Suresvara elaborates upon this illnstration
in detail in BAUBLVAE 2.1.506-17. The sentences explaining creation, according to
Sure§vara, paraliel the hunterhood created by the ignorance of the prince:

mohadhyastatmavyadhatvan mohadhvamsatirekatal |
rajaputratvasampraptau nanyat kificid apeksate ||
yathd tath@yam brahmaiva brahmasambodhamatratal |
buddhindriyasariradav ammatvam pratipedivan ||

7 BAUBRVZ 2.1.452. Liberation in the state of deep sleep is not addressed only in certain Vedantic
texts, it appears also in Nyaya literature. For instance, susuptasya svapnadarsane klesabhavad apavar-
gak NyS 4.1.63.

8CU83.2,833,835.

* PU3.7. The same phrase occurs in the next passage, PU 3.9, with a qualifier, aksara (imperish-
able), for the term para (supreme).

10 Y o —

BAUBLVz 2.1.490. $astri (1990) has changed svapnasaficara to svapnasamsara. The subsequent
verse deals with saficara; based on this, I have favored the original. The phrase, svaprasamsara, is
more common to the later Advaita texts, e.g., PD 6.8,

" BAUBhVE 2.1.516, 517. This is a clear example that Suresvara advocates the notion that this is
the very Brahman that transmigrates, and gets liberation, the view refuted by Mandana ($astf 1984, 12,
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As ‘hunterhood’ is imposed [on the prince] due to ignorance, nothing other than
the removal of ignorance is required to attain ‘princehood’. In the same way, [the
individual self] {ayam} [is] the very Brahman, which, just because of not know-
ing [its] Brahman [natere], assumes selfhood in the intellect, sense organs, the

body and so forth.

Before addressing the issue of causation, it must be discerned whether or not
Suresvara accepts any cause-effect relationship with regard to the world. The
Gandapadiyan Ajativada negates such a possibility.” Inthe context of establishing
DS, the phrase ‘avidyd@yonayol’ (of the origin of ignorance [alone]) is frequently re-
peated. This concept of causation resonates of the Gaudapadiyan notion that origina-
tion is perceived just due to ignorance. There must have been early Advaitins other
than Gaudapada to think that difference is perceived due only to ignorance, as
Mandana’s reference, “avidyopadanabhedavadin®® (those who advocate difference
of the origin of ignorance [alone]), is not from GK. The following verse confirms

Sure§vara’s position on the issue of causality: 1
udbhiitisthitinasah syur jagato ’tah pratiksanam |
avidyamatrahetuvan namisam vidyate kramah 1)

BAUBhVa 2.1.413

As emanation, sustenance, and dissolution of the world would oceur [sirnultane-

ously] in every moment, this would be caused merely by ignorance, and so there

is no sequence [pertaining to] them.

Although the discussion so far clarifies most issues necessary to establish the role of
Sure§vara in propounding DS, this thesis nevertheless cannot be confirmed as long as
Sure$vara is not explicit with regard to the nature of ‘creation’ as something concep-
tual which eventually results with an acceptance of the momentariness of whatever is
perceived. There are some instances to support this argument:

Janisthityapyaya hy ete jagatah syuh pratiksanam |
dhiya janayate kartd karmabhi$ ceti hi Srutih ||

TUBhVE 2.148
Tndeed, these [states of] creation, existence, and dissolution of the world occur
every moment. The Upanisadic testimony is that the agent creates with [an instru-
mentality] of cognition and action. and [impressiont] {Zdi}.

yatha visuddha dkase sahasaivabhramandalam |
bhintva viliyate tadvad atmanthakhilam jegar ||

14). Madhustidana cites a verse elaborating this view: svavidyayd ki para eva sa jivabhavam agaiya
samsarati mucyata etad eva dawvarikam bhavati samsaranam

T Ptk
ar

4 ati I 'c -1
turasya |l ARRp. 43, 1L 35-37.
12 gee King 1995, 87-140 for detailed analysis of Gandapadiyen Ajativada.
B BS p. 10, line 13. See also avidyakriditam eva prapaiicah BS p.20,11.7, 8.
* For Sure§vara’s reflection upon causality elsewhere, see TUBRVE 2.140-42.
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].It;:: as clusters of cloud manifest and dissolve all of a sudden in the ulfz o
. in the self, the world [appears and dissolves] in the same way. pure sk

In . . . .
o ;hss lmizl Sure$vara is explicit that creation of the world is momentary, imagin
o xe ufpggc wt: 2; concepts that correspond to the external entities, T]:ylese u et:’
tons S| .hshthelmkofSure‘évarawithDS when DS is interpre; 3 with
7§7 as momentary instances of cognition,s | T red with

This citati §vara’s i
explicatedt:ioDn ;un::rfrevea]s Sures'vm'g s influence on most concepts subsequently
— Sureévar; ; ar as an application of the term DS-vady or drstisrsti is con-
as not used it. The absence of the term itself in Sure§varas texts

chapter, Sankara certain]

use;; . ti;: . :g rain y knew of two Adv:‘iita models. However, except for the rare

cito oty nd th rt.; a (I:iU]?h 6.4), .there 1s no application of DS to denote the spe-

logioal it e term es1g11at?s 1u later Advaita. This being the case, the t
al position wo?tld be that Adva_um adapted holding multiple views, whet’her 011'111?;1&

these, the coﬂlpoﬂeﬂts ﬂlat constitute DS, SIICh as dlssoll]tlo P
n Of the WOIld m dee
SIEBP! Subjectlﬁ € nature Of l]luslo]l, a.'ﬂ.d]lla as the cause Of the v OIId are [M Ofoun'dly

Vimuktatman

Vi = . . . ( s < .
lmllktatmal‘l § Istastddhl IS) 18 the :ﬁlst text to defEI]d the d???inat?a seem;
) i - ( g

on] y a-ud Eka va COIICEpIS piss detall V ]muktatman COIISIdeIS Ay yayatmal:l as hlS
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1)
Seealso NS 2.69, 2.78, 2.93, 2.5, and 3.30.

16 vy
Vimuktatman can
e bI:datcd7 " ;;Z:,:,:mz:ym and Sarvajfiatman, since he quotes Sure§vara “sad uk-
art 7 . entary, “iti varttikakaraip” s
o > 7.2 o raih” 1S 8.2, autocommentary, whereas
ynatman quotes him “tad ukram Bpasiddhikaraih”, Pafic rakriyd, ’W
o aprakylyd, chapter 5, Kocmarek 1985,
There is serious disagree;
Sreement among scholars wheth jiial
S T Or not Sarvajfidtman was a disci
cehmya’ra,s:z; ﬁKC:::’arek 19‘85, 7-11. ) Kocmarek dates Sarvajfidtman to the second hal: o(? iiipilt:n:
201 39t o s prefnsse 4that Vimuktatman lived in the first half of tenth century (Schmiick
G co_nu'adlct this chronology of Sarvajiatman. However, other schi 'ﬁ
yi or Veezinathan in Kocmarek 1985, 7, disagree, el such s Hir
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master, but little is known about Avyayatman.'® He seems to be philosophically in-
clined towards Sure§vara. Vimuktatman popularized the doctrine of Abhasa in its
more systematic form of ‘seeing only’. He accepted only one reality, calling it anub-
iti, ‘experience’, jdentified with awareness. This anubhiiti is immediately experi-
enced in all modifications of knowledge, there being 10 difference in the cognitive
triad of perceiver, perceiving, and the object of perception. The prominence
Vimuktatman gives to the issues of Abhasa raised by Suresvara contributes to the de-
velopment of DS thought to the extent that his discussion validates the arguments
common to DS. He pays more attention to refuting the difference between what is
seen and seeing itself, and to the denial of the establishment of identity, arguing that
the establishment of identity presupposes the establishment of difference. Sriharsa’s

writings reveal the influence of Vimuktatman with regard to the development of the

Vedanta doctrine of ‘awareness only’ (samvinmdtra) through self-confirmation of
suggested in other

awarepess and through refusal of all the other possible categories
doctrines in order to refute difference, and by refuting the definitions of difference. In
gnificant influence by

tarn, Vimuktatman’s doctrine of dramdtra reflects a s

Sure§vara. Actually, Vimuktatman gave a concise, systematic structure of the doc-
trine that Sureévara propounded, and this structure underpins the voluminous Varttika

literature. Vimuktatman pays significant attention t0 establishing each of the follow-

ing: consciousness as ‘seeing only’, the indeterminable mature of ignorance, and the

solitary nature of self-experience. Vimukeatman makes no direct reference o Pad-
mapada throughout his text, nor does he follow Mandana while refuting difference,
which shows that these contemporary Advaita masters had relatively little influence

on his establishment of anubhiii or ‘immediately experienced awareness alone’.

In developing his theory of error, however, Vimuktatman has also utilized the con-

cept as developed by Mandana. He initiates a discussion about exror in the very first
chapter of IS, immediately after discussing the nature of pure awareness; and this dis-
sed after the Vibhramaviveka

cussion extends to the fifth chapter of the text. Compo
of Mar_lqlana,l9 Istasiddhi is the second in the history of Advaita to address the nature

of error and to analyze aspects of ignorance. This connection demonstrates the im-

portance of a study of the influence of Mandana on Vimukiztman, which is essential

to solving the issues of epistemology in Advaita.

17 For further discussion upon the thought of Vimuktatman, se& P. K. Sundaram 1968, 1980, 1982,
ed in DarSana-sarvasva with

and Schmicker 2001 SudbamSaéckhara identifies the Ekajiva view criticiz
DS. See DarsanasarvasvaP. 467, line 30.
‘.. 5ﬁmatparamahazguapaﬁvrﬁjak&c&ryasya Srimad-

18The colophon in Istasiddhi reads a5
. 7 in support of the notion that

avxayﬁrmabhagavazpﬁjyap&daﬁ;yasya vimu
Avyayatman is the teacher of Vimuktatman.
ausen not only analyzes this text, but also has established

iearmabhagavatah . -

8 gohmithausen 1965. Schmith a correct
reading of the fragments that he had collected.
2 Eyen classical philosophers had difficulties in assigning provenance, particularly the views of Mand-

ana and Vimukigiman. Concerning o igination of phenomengl world, Vivarana presents four opinions
already developed within the Advaita school of §ankara, two of which are similar. The first concept
accepts that individual selves manifest as Brahman in the form of the world, with ignorance ‘belonging
to the individual seives. The appearance of oneness is due to similarity, like the perception of two

ABHASA AND DRSTISRSTI 77

Th = .

label :snzﬁg;:iﬁjel-n ;181011 developed by Suresvara and Mandana are similar en

o looms oF ignora;n ;we\};er, Mandana accepts the plurality of the subjects wl?itﬁh .

jecthood as the suppor’t fo imgno for Su;c_aévara, it is Brahman itself that assumes sztrae
- rance. Jivahood, for S ;o . B

man due to i . L uresvara, originates _

Brahman il:seffni(;rfl;f::oc::tedfm Brahmap, Vimuktitman defend??he pc?:ilttiI:)f rt:t]:t

when it is Brahman itstf]g tha‘: e;g;:rgan c¢, and that the self-experience is not multiple

this issue i ences transmigration. Vimuktitman ;

3 man’s ;;in the last three chapters (6-8) of Istasiddhi.™ These fa(:tsfi ali ;lﬁals Wl-th

1 il p c_Jso-.phy more closely to DS, particularly the model ign Vimuktat-

3 stidana, which is equated with EJ. model suggested by Madhu-

3 Despite Vi Ftman’ )

£ (seeiugpon]y) ﬁui.tjvt};nan s defense of the singularity of subject and of drz-ma

(seeing only) (IS 25 ere _ldenfrlﬁes his model as DS-vada. He rarely uses drsti a_mz

tepeated i the di ). while his favorite term is driimatra, or just drs, him s
y in the discussion dealing with awareness (anubk z%n) Just drs, which occurs

However, there is a long tradition linki i
. r, there | on lnking Vimuktatm: i i
v u;yuali{é\;aral.f% 1;1 I'E}s) é\falyamg_rmsqdin.icommenmry on TP, asaslzg‘l;:lglle]l);}i)ng i~
o aima tilis Opiniotét;;\;arupa, m_hls commentary on IS, offers a full and detagtﬂ:g
s cpltion hit Vimuktitman followed the EJ doctrine.” Clearly, wh
Vi psvaripa refut E; Ziremis?, thefe was the already-established opinit;n thc;
BT doomm olowed B th ubhul:}svarupa adds in his conuments that the model of
csindle T . at the solzttary awareness that aftains jivahood while bei
acceptable; however, if EJ is interpreted differently, then that minergg

moons as perceived by many. In terms of its inh rahman
oons o8 pen erent nature (svariipa), i i
bmgoiooid t?;tv ::Ie;es) zﬁ):her to Mandana. The next view azceptspttiatBBmhmanwitsmemoned o o
remnarooas (vivarkze) he form of the world, like a dream. Here the problem is o dL']e b g
these two positions, Vianb‘],:;;,as ?;g\tfoll‘:}r:—cf'??)eir e e eaonships. gl:el;ngmﬂ;;ifg_
prirdyed s snubhatt I comments that twi i i
cepred, t a:cfep?sh;ﬁ ;h;l :}3? of cognition and veiling only cogﬁﬁgnfmggoiish?: optnion, 1 the po.
Vidytrmgers Vs o the} ing of cognition, since there are no entities tf; conesogﬂgon’ . tbﬁpO—
specﬁve'auzhors e is atlo some extent, but he seems {0 have assigned thssepv;] . cognl'hon-
e oot b uk;nmysm of the text. 'I"he first can be clearly attributed to Ifi:'.: o ile
the Vivarans, Tiomover. meeoons ohe rost of this chapter is simply reproduced by Vid ey o
e co e e Wi,th s cgn.:ing .r'varupapek;ayd ca brahma sarvajagatkaranam (Bralf o it fmm
e case ofall workd with reger to its form), to Vidyaramya’s position reflects a misunderstan e
s by e e agé[mcms_beaus four differentiating terms in the Vivarana, se; ar?;:d o
ettt hsrztzatqnfaram.' At_:cording to Vidyaranya, the last two terfn o ang
:: o e vin Al v ;p:g;ogmvl;ggﬁga;sﬁ;mis:ﬁous Temain problematic az baft;r:i::g
ose who consider - i tolowing ’
ndana’s scl;‘l;s;ferﬂ?iza:;:m as the cause of the world, fo]lowingntgiops?;:yﬁ'mab"zed. o
W attributed to Vimuktatman is generafly considered aza;éd@mb;l?ng .
. is way,

Abhasa is relatively closer to the DS
21 This i s )
is covered in the author’s study on Abhdsa, currently in progress.

2 g o
. ekafivavadibhir apy ayam artho "ngikriyata ity aha - Istasiddhi. N
atvapradipika, Yogindrananda ed., p.592. * i Nayanaprasadint commentary on

7
1S-vi Gtisvar®
vivarana of Anubhitisvarfipacarya. Quoted in Revathy, 1990, pp. 365-366.
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a ‘doctrine imagined for self-satisfaction’ (tu,s;ivdda)."“ This position, instead of Sriharsa as a vaitandika®™ :
refuting the BJ concept, further confirms that two possible models of BJ were known 3 of Advaita as vi,a’-lii‘_ b ﬂi_lai avoids establishing any thesis. Some duali
1o Anubhtisvariipa. It canbe argued that Anubhiitisvartipa is referxing to an caerlier 3 modern scholars ir.x.aaiyr ut in the case of Sriharsa, this title is given];; Slt::a_bel all
commentary upon IS when preserlxting contrasﬁng opinions abo.u"c EJ. Along the.]ine 1 wards categories as ess Oaicler C?ntext. The KhKh embraces a DS~1ikZ classical and
of this argument, Jhanotiama, while commenting upon IS, exphcxtzlsy states that diver- 3 “lacking the establisham entially 1}01: there’; and so, whether Sriharsa’s efafpproach oy
sity is experienced due to ignorance pertaining to @ single Jiva.” In Anu bhﬁ‘tisv%; be setfled. Amons the}:tt of one’s own position’ (WapakSaSthﬁpar;dj‘ c;lrt actually
riipa’s comymentary on MU, he gives a gloss of his own refutation of this view. 3 jalpa and vitanda Eﬁhe three methodologies that Naiyayikas have anyah) necd_s to
Here, be rejects this view as belonging at all to the Vedantas, stating that ‘the doc- b be a discussic;ﬁ 1;nd rtf]:?a places himseif in the first category, Which?mpos‘?d’ vada,
trine of a single self suffering in the world is interpolated by worshippers of Tripurd, ‘ 1978, 205) ertaken only for the purpose of determi i th is considered to
or Salagrama (stone) Who oppose Advaita instruction’ ¥ This criticism links the ori- ) ming the truth (Granoff
in of BT with the Vaisnava tradition. ‘ .
gin 2 E thaf(i)snz:r];l:f nfifriiluarsa’s doctrine, he posits a single thesis: only a 5
Following Vimuktatman, <seeing’ (drg) is awareness, free from modifications, free . means of Va]idaﬁoned’g because this awareness-in-itself is. indip:::ir:n: szemts’ and
¢rom difference, and beyond the triad of cognizer, cognition, and the object of cogni- B essence of self-y alid;a,ﬁ rtharsa fx‘lso uses the self-luminosity of conscli1 Of any other
tion. This drg in its true form is the very self, and this is immediately perceived in all " and Viswkéstman: b on. In this regard, Sriharsa follows the argumen;usness as the
modes of perception. However, perceiving this awareness-in-itself is not sensory, as E of an ‘awareness :) nlofvever’ he does not substantially address the ont IOf‘Stm?gvm
this cognizes even the senses. This is the immediate self-experience, which is soli- = pure ‘consciousness ojxlﬂ-y ,F O;HS:;‘ih;a.rSa, el\lfen self-awareness does not e?dZtgl cf:tls;ffu&;
. way, he is litfle concerned with the issues of boeno
d-

tary. Since this is only what is truly known, only the solitary self is what is immedi- age, liberation, and so forth
3 ’ orth.

ately cognized, free from modifications. With this understanding of ‘drsti’, itis nof an
illusory perception m ch moment but rather it is the con- : The docrine of “awareness only’, as ccepted in i
= . erent Advaita doctrines, ha
, has

anifesting and collapsing in 2
stant awareness-in-itself. cansed A
] wnsdoi?sﬁﬁ :Oal-ll;fgﬁt;n among scholars. The issues concerning the self huminosi
) E philosophies h’ad 1’en:;;;al(t;-vahda‘tion of this principle as applied in giff: nosity ?f
$riharsa™ ] philosophy. Phylli ed a subject of debate, even in the classical rent idealistic
from a mo(iem yh s Granoff, who has studied Sriharsa in the m: period Of-hdmn
Sriharsa’s Khandanakhandakhadya (KhKh) is counted as one of the three major the Kashmiri S'asii’i?eI:I tlz Perspectixie, has argued that Sriharsa is c;)ost systematic way
texts in “the higher path’(nwhz‘i-pr\asz‘Iruim)29 in later Advaita. Due to its logical str}lcu.lre ; ; several arguments supp oargntz ;:?551.‘: Vedanta writers (Granbff 1978, 49) YTf‘ﬁoser 0
and pithy style, this book has remained cryptic, and some bave even considered sent study of the ‘COnsciOus; esss ;;iew", Emd all need to be revised in’ligh;; o t;zepar:
“ doctrine. This doctri Y’ (samvinmatra) or ‘seein e
The ssserton 1 dublous . snce AbRL s e i oo
tOprove, slﬂl : since bhj_uavagupm and S St it e. .
nawar ekah parah ciddhawb upadhisu jvo bhavet | etadrsak that it is Vi arsa_was influenced by Abhinava.gupta_31 Acl §ﬁ.have th © same thesis
anyas tustivada ifi santostavyam | 1S-vivarapd. Quoted inRe- 3 alone’ imuktatman whose thought influenced Srih 0se Investigation reveals
. giVen.:xn the New Catalogus Catalogorwn I, % : ViImJ.k::ia;s 2 thesis that refutes all other categories su ;Ids @ io posit ‘consciousness
260-261. ; differenc?iantgo to great lengths to refute ‘differencig’estah‘nbyfreahsw' Sure§vara and
is the only way to establish Advai » taking for granted that refutin
> ghajvavidyakalpitanekajivabhay :;‘2;‘0 establish identity leads to the Sau;;lnt;icais' Vimuktatman has pointed Outg,
See Shastri 1979, 282. only,a‘;f “:“:)1 Nagagjuna, but in such comparisons e dme.approach of negation
kiR 5 » loctrin ¢ :
ramadyarcanaparaili brama: v Sorsa’s 2. e takel.l into account. The influence of Vi o of ‘consciousness
GK 33. See Shastri 1979, 282 | Tosoph, s thesis and in the structure of his arguments. Vi imuktatman manifests in
catego;r to establish consciousness-only with argum'e tlmufﬁtaman is the first phi-
' es acc ; . nts refuting ; :
eptable to realists. His consciousness-only is * expeiiighzlos;ihwgl
anubhiiti),

- —

% sgrvasya ca jivasya cinmfitralaksa
ayam ekajvavada Istasiddhiletd istal
vathy 1990, 260. This citation relies upon the information

ad ityarthah | Vivarana of JAanottama in IS 6.19.

% Apubbatisvaripa in GK 3.3

A dg'.s.tl'dvayabahi;kﬂas v ayam ekasamsarivadah traipurasalag
vidyaparanmukhair utpreksita ity upeksantyam Anubhitisvarfipa in

283.
% &iharsa is generally

M -pe construction of Laghu-prasthana or ‘short path’, and Maka
popular in Satikara’s monasteries. BS, BG, Upanisads fall under the first, in which Sankara’s com-

mentary is also available; whereas by Mahaprasthana tree texts, KhKh, TP, and AS, are understood oo
vitanda and vaitandika, see
T Granoff 1978, 204-208

This division must bave occurred very much later. The list includes the text of Madhustdana of the
Graaoff 1978, 209, translation note 1.

Jater 16® century. No textual reference is provided for this traditional stance.

dated circa 1125-1180 CE. See Granoff 1978, 1-2.
g-prasthana ot ‘long path,’ is very
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. 3= . 32 . & - . . :
which is the canvas of the world picture: The pl'Oj-CC.t of Sﬂhafs_a in his KhKh is modes. Conscions
apparently to reconfirm the doctrine of anubhifiti or samvit alone, adopting ] conscionsness tha TICSS Never comes to constructi
Vimuktatman’s arguments in order to refute Udayana’s theses. 3 establishi at is misundersto on, although
hing cinmatra od as the world, § gh it is always soli
| , Or drrimat. tiharsa, like V. tary
, awar: > ! ra, d e Vimukidtman
Another concern of the present work is to address the nature of knowledge: i.e., 3 both dein;;s only n what is its true Dzﬁtirzs e;:en objective awareness as exci when
whether objective knowledge is self-validated, or revealed by the witnessing con- refuted in f;nw a.n.d identity in an object and.th his C‘?I.Jclusmn is reached b © USIV'er
sciousness. Significantly, the proponents of the Abhdsa doctrine posit that objective in g~in-itse;tf E‘;tahf.y, ‘What remains unchallen :dc?gnltlon thereof, When diéerrzfuqu
knowledge is revealed by the witnessing consciousness. However, this self-revealing 3 dual nature, V. rstimatra), then there is no rg is ‘awareness’ alone. If thi n‘ce is
nature of objective knowledge has led Granoff to conclude that Sriharsa’s argument is ] ‘awareness o maf?t?apapdita’s assertion that ‘Z;mth??n for doubt to arise in tshi: o
closer to the arguments in the Santrantika-Yogacira school apd with the writings of even though ay 18 ﬂfle Vedanta doctrine which instances of knowledge are on-
Abhinavagupta. The first part of her argument is untenable: namely, that in both sys- cortesponds to t‘;loﬂ;usmn had arisen from class; :JOmes close to drstimatra do céﬁre
G- e Buddhist Yogaca ical times as to whetl e,
gacara doctrine. 0 whether this conce
. pt

tems knowledge is self-revealing in its objective cognition. However, the self-
validating nature of awareness remains difficult to assign to any particular historical
figure, as can be seen through the texts such as the Jyotirbrahmana chapter in the
BAU. Yogacira Buddhists, Prabhakara Mimamsakas, Trika Saivas, and early
Vaisnavas like Vamanadatta, all accept the self-validating nature of awareness, with .
the difference among them being their respective understanding of the nature of -
‘knowledge’ itself. Yogacarins reject the existence of objectless knowledge while ac- e
cepting that knowledge is self-reflexive, as do Prabha-karas, primarily Salikansitha
Miéra. The issue of the creative aspect of awareness (pratibhd) is addressed by Trika
$aivas, mainly by Somananda and Utpala, whose writings influenced the exegesis of
Abhinavagupta. All of these, of course, have similar expressions; but their philosophy
has a great divergence in the minor details, making each idealistic philosophy differ-
ent from the other. Sriharsa does not regard samvit O anubhiti as the constantly pul-
sating, autonomous samvit accepted by the Trikas. It is not the essential nature of
awareness to appear as many, since plurality, in terms of §iiharsa, has never been
cognized. When nothing other than consciousness is confirmed, how can plurality be
proved? All Advaitins agree that plurality is caused by ignorance, while Sribarsa is

the philosophers advocating

explicit in its application to immediate experience. All sU .
Abhdsa agree upon this issue. “Awareness only’, as depicted in this stream of Advaita pounded by Sir:; the Systematic Abhdsa doctrine
philosophy, is the pon-pulsating form of awareness, and the ground of all cognitive canse of this geneLaIa, with some specific problems of consciousness-only” as pro-
o ; .
readdressed, from thegy’ the issue of the influence O?S thf";ﬁkd b:évlmuktatman. Be-

some key conc:
epts i
2 yanubhirir ajamayanantaimanandavigraha | mahad-adijaganmaydcitrabhittiq namémi @m s Sure§vara pre dau}:s ef::‘s’ed from the Advaita of Suregy: tika tradition containg
1.1. This benedictory verse is comparable with the first two Sitras of Pratyabhi-jiahydaya (PH: citih the Trika § aiva it ;‘Jmana.uda’ the first author of SVa.l:a. Hlston(:a_‘[]y speak ng
tradition o Kashmir, suc, aphﬂOSO : 3
. Phlcal treatise
n

svatantra visvasiddhihetu, and svecchayd svabhitiau visvam unmilayati PH1-2.

Most siriking is the metaphor of a canvas for consciousness, asserting this as the foundation of the

t to compare these two authors in order to claim

world, compared with a picture. My argument is 20 \the £
infivence of one over the other, but to demonstrate the similarity of Abhasa in the schools of Trike 3 orm of pot and cloth), and th ¥a, accepts thWledge as ok -
&aiva and Advaita Vedanta. The metaphor of citra is commonly found in Advaita texts; 2 good exanr e o e latter, Abhinavagupta, demi safapfz.tady&ﬂnaka (of
m cognition, (g an ontologically i
Aanad vibhinng gically in-

ple is the Citradipa chapter of Vidyarapya's Pasicada$t. See PD 6.1-6, 6.8-0. This example of painf ! a ¢d, p. 4). B
tng can also be found in LAS: 10402, 416, 432. ‘ _ - But for §

3 There is a traditional conviction that Udayana defeated and umilisted  Srikara, the father of $aharsa,
in logical debate. This led §riharsa to resolve to defeat Udayane. Since Udayana was already dead by
the time of $riharsa, he procesded to categorically refute Udayana’s arguments in his KhKh. Although
there is no historical evidence to support this story, it is nonetheless visible from the writings of

§riharsa that he was categorically refuting the theses of Udayana.

DE naf anda in G
y nature. For example: cittaspandizam, ev:f;amc szzda there i that of mind, rather than
m grahyagrahakavad y T of the
dvayam | GK 4
72

° -
Compare this with several simijar s
expressions,

see
Granoff 1978, 231-233, footnote 103.
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speech’ (upacara), as he rejects diversity in the very first level. Rejection of differ-
ence is the major argument throughout the whole of his text. While it is true that both
accept consciousness-only, for Abhinavagupta, consciousness itself is manifest in all
forms by its own inherent pOWer, whereas for the other, there is no diversity, and since
difference doses not exist, there is no point in searching for its cause. Therefore, if
someone nonetheless perceives difference, it is his ignorance. In accepting such mo-
nism, it is problematic to link Sriharsa with Abhinava, especially since there is an
Abhasa school, propounded by Suregvara and Vimuktatman, whose influence on Sri-

harsa can be traced in several aspects.

mark: Abhinavagupta clearly defines “advaita”

One point certainly warrants a re
as that which establishes oneness in consciousness and its objects, and is therefore be-

yond the access of ail minds.”” Time and again, when drstisrsti is considered as a

paksa (view-point), it is identified as a doctrine for meditative purposes. However,
the teachings of two different doctrines, aiming at different qualifications of seekers,
cannot unite Sriharsa’s thought with Abhinavagupta’s. Historical analysis of the phi-
losophical idea of ‘seeing only’, starting from the materials of the VP and concluding
with the systematic doctrines, especially those of the rise and culmination of Abhasa,
from the US of Sankara, Sure$vara’s texts, to Vimuktitman’s doctrine, shows that,
though scattered, there was one specific stream of thought which is now being studied.
1t has already been explained that §afikara was aware of 1) two different methods for
instructing Advaita, and 2) that ‘consciousness-only’ can be tanght only to the highly
advanced mind. This become explicit when examining both
Amarananda’s and Madhusiidana’s defense of a single category
of the self-aware nature of consciousness throughout the KhKh while dedicating the

rest of the entire text to refutation of the categories of the dualists reconfirms his incli-
ature of awareness.

nation towards the existence of and perception of the singular n

doctrine of Vedanta on the
the refu-

tation of difference (bheda), which has remained one of the central chapters in the
writings of Magdana, Sure$vara, and Vi uktatman.®® More precisely, the refutation

of bheda in Abhinavagupta’s writings is not from the pure ontic perspective, but
rather from the epistemological analysis of cognition and its object. This analysis re-
veals a consequence in accepting difference in the empirical world® These two strata
alone — the non-existence of difference in an absolute sense and the continuation of
difference in the state of ignorance — are the core of the Vedanta doctrine of two re-

Tt is worthwhile to trace the influence of the Abhdsa
Trika doctrine. One of the most striking elements of the doctrine is found in

1 Abhinavagupta’s commentary to the BG 7.11.

#® (audapada accepts difference as located inside - GK 2.4, but the use of bheda in plural, asin antah-
sthanat tu bhedanam . . . GK 2.4 and in bhedanam hi samaivend - GK 2.5, corresponds to entities dis-
finct from each other, rather than «difference’ as such, Gaudapada correlates this bheda with vikalpa,
GK 2.11, or mental construction.

en the concepts of difference as advocated by Sriharsa and Abhi-

3 Granoff draws parallels betwe!
navagupts. See Granoff 1978, 248, footmote 162, This needs to be amalyzed in light of the doctrine of

Sureévara and Vimuktatman.
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alities. These distinction _
3 s can be traced to Adi§
upon V . . ¢ esa, whose P . o
vzisua:dmlmc docm? of Advaita thought and not upon the %:gcmaa:ah{z{am is based
love 'foratziesn::m’ which is not in line with the Trika Saivas; yet, Abiliuon' It bears
changing the Va?s: was so high that he imitated the re'COmL;osiﬁOn of~;1£vagupm 5
Vedzata To snava elements to Saiva elements, thus giving a Trika a s text by
tirely original to mflz':ell:gﬁh?’% the argument that the nuances of A, bhﬁszpai-a:ance to
composed the text of As L Sa§Va doctrine, it can be noted that Abhinav not en-
the terms that had Hlkcddlse'ga to include many of the elements of Abhdsa agl';pta re-
lacked such texts in hi with Vaisnava tradition to Saivite elements. App? changing
ch texts in his own theological radition nts. Apparently, he

Iti . :

tia]_lylls:) ;;o:v];ﬁlzh t:z:cg the .Advam teach.?.ugs based on “Two Realities’ may have ini

e A dmesz;uon tha:t there' is one reality and whatever differgfm‘r;f E-

metiod that e ostrine of anal}ghz:;g existence in two degrees of reality predates th:,

use of Adisesa’s title para;ydlrgha for ?Ei:eesh-i SO_me oty et S, the

vrtisastva,”® show intimacy with the Midhymljpizgﬁg?g'md’ o _Sriharsa’s a
interpreting reality.41

It is not reasonable to a i
. ccept the line traditi -
Advaita that Stiharsa wa . onally maintained by th
sa was a Vaitandika, havi . y the opponents of
mad A 52 , having no thes; 42
weree;o%r:zt eﬁ(_’rt to establish the doctrine ofD ‘awarcnissst(;glr;ye}f }?ecaamuse Siarsa
SCiOHSness-o:l;t[’ m@:, ‘f;hen the wihole of DS-vada shrinks to mel:e vitZde, ;sj f)nly’
. eeing only’ becomes ) con-
showin i e 2 mere name of
? e case. The Vedanta of Abha, €818, How-
form of DS i of Abhasa that subse . .
Vot fS tvts funt?a.menrally the doctrine that there exists ;lélvently survived in th.e
of two realities negates the reality of afl the other ca;egozzr oness alone. This
es.

Mokgopayasastra/Yogavisistha

The position of the Yogavasistha in the hi
o ‘ S e history of Indian phi i
e th}i);et);e ;I;b;;lz}t{it; zl;hoqgh bas?d on Advaita doctrine, ca;h;lg %I;hz,cﬁniﬁzgwg
hase sean poasti hadv:t;?f;/ edanta tradition only much later. The text in its eagrl
F o fooms to have had a erent name: Moksopayasastra, which subsequently b d
gavasistha-Moksopayasastra, popularly Yogav&sistl?a (YS‘I/) %;

* Granoff 1978, 250, line 1.

4
The early Mahaya
yana texts, such as Astasahasrika .
Samadhira ; stasahasrika Prajiiaparamitd, Saddh
by oflri:]l;fily twt:z tr.uths to interpret reality: paramartha and samvrti. Na agaﬂin'wpcuﬁu{ldﬂn'ka, and
11, 3 Chi i a
st o 2 instruction of the Buddha without being aware of " rectiies the pos-
mvrti and paramértha. Madhyamakakarika, XXIV 9 of the distinction between

42
As, for instan
ce, Granoff does. See Granoff 1978, 249, line 19-20, Footnote 162

P
Staje, 2000b. Studies b
3 y Walter Slaje and J. Hanned i
. . er
gone several reconstructions. For dating MUS, see Hanneder 201;10;]1]:5%5’:: Feverl fat he et has nder
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Dated to the first half of tenth century, this text is commonly accepted in the Advaita
tradition as one of the major texts for instruction (Hamneder 2004). Ina much-later
tradition among the Sankara Mathas, YV is considered as a prasthana (path) of
learning Vedanta, complete in jtself. YV appears in the mainstream of Advaita after
the time of Vidyaranya. Recognized as a primary text of direct instruction, YV tallies
with most of the nuances of Abhdsa and DS.. The essential doctrine of YV gives a
unique picture of ‘consciousness-onty™* and among the sub-schools within Advaita, the
model of Abhdsa suggested by Sure§vara and Vimuktatman is comparatively closer to
YV. However, the text does not tally with any specific model in total and so is origi-
nal in its philosophy. For instance, while explaining two degrees of reality, or ac-
cepting the phenomenal world as mere appearance, the text tallies with Abhdasa; yet
when interpreting the plurality of jivas, more closely aligns with the model of Advaita
suggested by Mandana. Nevertheless, texts such as GK, US, Paramarthasara, S, or
the Daksinamirtistotra and the Manasollasa thereon, popular among the ankara-
Muits are conceptually closer to MUS/YV. Later scholastic Advaita texts such as the
Astavakragng and Tripurarahasya-Jnanakhanda are also stylistically and thematically
related to the YV. ‘Consciousness-only’, for YV, is the doctrine of ail doctrines; itis

a meta-doctrine which is the presupposition for whatever doctrine is established
2 (doctrine), it is the first

(Slaje, 1993). Even though YV does not refer to DS as a vad
text to extensively explain DS, including the terminology.

This text gives direct reference {0 drstisrsti several times. The use of drsti or
drstisrsti in YV is analyzed in this study (section 3, chapter 8), which focuses on de-
fining the term drszi. It is not the purpose of this study to read the entire MUS/YV,
but rather to trace the exact passages that illustrate the concept of DS.* Analysis of
the selected references is meant to clarify the issues that concern the doctrine of DS
within the broader perspective of Advaita. This research also aims to explore all pos-

% A few examples from select chapters can demonstrate the frequency in which this concept occurs in

V.
asti cinmatram amalam anansakasarapi yar\ YV Nirvana 2, 138.29.
Santam cinmatrasanmairam brakmaivedam jagadvapup | YV Nirvana 2, 138.34.
vijiaptimatradehas te na tesam janmakarmant\ YV Nirvana 2,142.24.
visuddhajnanadehas te sarvatmanah sada sthitah | YV Nirvana 2, 142.23.
. .. jivanam tatha cinmatraripinam | YV Nirvapa 2, 142.40.
cinmatram ajaram Santam ekam evamalam sthitam | YV Nirvana 2, 14321
ciccamatkaramatre “smin sargabhe bhavaripini | YV Nirvaga 2, 143.30.
citi cerananaibidyam tathd sarga upasthitam | YV Nirvana 2, 143.32.
samviddma svayam citvad deham vetti kham eva khe | YV Nirvana 2, 143.39.
ekam tatha ca cinmatram svaphe laksatma tisthati | YV Nirvapa 2,14421.

cidvyomni svaprasamwittir ya saiva jagad ucyate | YV Nirvdna 2, 144.22.
d atatam | anadimadhyaparyantam tad eva jagad weyake i

cidvyoma samyinmatram yat paramna
YV Nirvana 2, 144.25.
cinmatra eva bhuvanamn tvam aham cimmayam jogat | YV Nirvana 2, 144.27.
cinmatraparam@nuh saf jagadamapy ayam nabhah YV Nirvana 2,144.29.

4 The electronic version of part of the MUS$ made this search possible, thanks 1o J. Hanneder for his

generous effort.
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srstayo drstayo brahmyo nangiamananammakah |

All creations are what Brahma sees, having the nature of mutually constricting
manifoldness.
This point supports the EJ model that accepts Hiranyagarbha as the solitary self
imagining the world.

Another element found in both MUS/YV and the Abhdsa writings is the position
that the foundation of phenomenal appearance is existence (sar) alone. This concept
of sar distinguishes the specific Advaita models under consideration from the Bud-
dhist doctrine of emptiness (§anyard) or the momentary vijiiana as uphold by the
Vijfianavadins. This sat-only is, nonetheless, called a void (vyoman) due to the non-
existence of all that have name and form in this core principle. All conceptualiza-
tions, or sensory perceptions are found in this very ground-awareness:

sarvam sat tac ca nikSinyam na Kificid iva samsthitam |

tatra vyomni VibhGniina nija bhaso riga drstayah || “

All is being [only], entirely empty, there as if almost nothing. In that void [of ex-
istence], these perceptions which appear are subjective manifestations.™

The very popular example of Vasubandhu, where the hair-bundie is perceived, oc-
curs in MUS while interpreting creation by comparing it to false perception which is
inborn with eye-disease:

yatha taimirikaksasya sahaja eva drstayeh |
kesondukadivad bhanii tathemds tatra srstayah 1™
As one having eyes suffering from eye disease, the perceptions [which are] en-
tirely innate appear in the form of a hair-bundie and so on; in the same way these
creations [appear] in that [void] {tatra}.
Significantly, Suresvara also favors this example.52 Amarananda borrows this example
from Sure§vara in order to discuss the DS concept.”

Although MUS repeats time and again the notion that the objective phenomena do
not exist in reality and appear merely due o ignorance, pevertheless, the concept of
creation in MUS is difficult to link with that found in texts that follow the Abhasa

4 MUS$ Nirvana 6.206.10.

® NS Sthiti 43135 The YV [Sthiri 4.31.33] zeads this as: sarvan Santam ca nikSanyam na kificid
iva samsthitam | tatra vyomni vibhantima nij@ bhaso’niga srstayah |l The major difference is the
reading drstaya in MUS, whereas it reads sysfaya in YV. The inteschangeability of drsti and sysfi may
have caused this amendment.

%0 piig bhasal; this understanding remains unproblematic even when read as nijabhasa.

st MUS$ Sthiti 4.31.34. YV reads the second line of this verse as: kesopdrakadivad bhanti tathemas
tarra drstayah || Here, the verse repeats drsti twice, probably not the way it was composed.

52 4§ 2.95. Also compare with N8 3.30.
53 N 3.30 cited in SYPP 3.13.
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model of the Advaita philosop

m 3 ., ;
erely “unfolding’ that which is dormant to awareness-in-itself:

rasdrand
prasdranat pradrSyante srstayo ntargatas citah |

MUS 6.131.87

By the projecti
on of consciousness !
, creations that are inside [of i
of it] come into
ap-

Ppearance.
Following this pers

the ground-consciousn i
ess and is constantly unfoldin: i
g-enfolding on this ve;
1y ground.,

In agreement with the citation above

are like the relationship of parts to the w

ananyz?vaya.vavya'fpﬁr yath@vayavini sthitg |
ananyd srstir abhati tathanavayave Sive ||

As there is a pervasi MUS 6.179.26
same wag c:e:;l Omu[éz?n of the thOIe by [its] parts [which are] not different, in th
2] not different, pervades the indivisible Siva-nature ™ nhe

In both of these ex i
amples discussed above
are not mutually exclusive, neither is it esser’ltigarlofﬁd-

e creation to unfold for reality to be

The dlSCIISSlOII above has p ep
revealed that creation is erception’ or v 1EWin aloﬂe
g -

stance gives an alternative i iranyan i o, s the o
< perspective of Hiran: b e o
perception and the creator. This creation of the e i et o e sgent of

ot e, o ot Jiva is “inside’ or mental, not actually

STSUi(m) pasyati jivo ‘ntah. . . |i

A subject perceives creation within [himself] MUS 6.179.28

Although ion i i
o] t}le creation is actually ‘inside’, it appears as if “out there’:
anyatranyatra tafy&tha drstayo ‘nyas tathaiva khe | ‘
kacanty asarikhyd dirastha mitho drstatmasrstayakh ||
MUS 6.237.49

N . - . 0 1f
ow in the same way, innumerable creations — the peICeptlons of the se; {Za—

sya}, which, in essence, are
' ek #cs, mutually perceived —
the ‘other” in the void, [as if] located at a distance. ™ ppesrhere nd elsewhere [

M. & ’ . - . .
s s
This §iva nature is not to be confused with Siva nature, the divine na as proj d i
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There is nothing except for void where the creation appears. Although the external
world is mentioned in terms of void (kha, vyoman), this is not identical with the
Midhyamika position, as these passages do not reject the foundational existence

lawareness principle.

The following verse confirms the same thesis, that ‘gwareness’ is the foundation of

all that shines forth:
citi carucamarkaram camatkurvanti yat svatal |
svacamatkrtayo ‘niahsthas tad etah srstidystayah |
MUS$ 6.249.61
When the inner self-experience spontancously relishes the c@ru experience
within consciousness, then these [become] the perceptions that are the created

world.

The following verse confirms the same thesis that ‘creation’ is located in the empty

space:
... srstayo nabhasi sthitah |
... creations are located in the empty space (rabhas).

MUS 6.253.1

The self, the foundation of creation, is free from movement, while to have creation
is to have movement. These appearances occurring in the ground-consciousness are
considered to be autonomous {svatah), as addressed above (MUS 6.249.61):

asminn aksobhya evantas tarangh srstidrstayah (g

The perceptions [which] are creations are [like] waves in the very waveless

(aksobhya).
A point to be analyzed here is the use of srsti-drsti, in which the compound occurs in
reverse order; some have compared this with the subsequent SD concept. But in the
instances cited here (4.1.5.9 and 4.1.5.11), it is clear that there is no conceptual differ-

ence between the usage of SD and DS in MUS.

Although the examples analyzed above contain the compound srstidrsti, they do
not use the term drsfisrsti, which is found in the following passage from the YV ver-
sion:

khadridyarvinadisrenyo drstisrstyd punah punak |
saivanyeva vicitreyam avidya parivartate Il

subjectivity, with Prajapati representing the collective mind. But there are also instances that show
acceptance of the EJ type of subjectivity, with creation caused by the empirical mind.

56 MUS 6.209.46. The verse immediately following this compares creation to rain in waicr: sarasy
atirase bhanti cidghanamrtavrsiayah | paramanau paramandv ara samsara ndalam 1 MU$§
6.209.47.

This conforms the first model of DS where everything is ‘consciousness only’. This is significant be-
canse even the previous verse is one of the direct references for DS.
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Significantly, the illustrations are not properly categorized in either YV or the
scholastic Advaita: the hair-bundle that appears in the sky due to the eye disease oc-
curs in the same verse with the exampie of waves and ocean. The only possible ar-
gument that can be given to resolve these examples that can be interpreted in con-
trasting ways is that the YV follows the same dyadic model of instruction as does
Safikara, according to which what exists is 1) the single truth advocating conscious-
ness only in all instances, and 2) two degrees of existence, advocating something as
ultimately real and the other real only in the phenomenal sense.” The distincfion
made between waves and the ocean is a mental construction (vikalpa), as the percep-
tion of waves is not distinct from the perception of the ocean. While
waves and the ocean, both can be simultaneously perceived, this is not the case in the

illusion of snake in a rope. However, the doctrine of ‘consciousness-only’ does not
contradict either of these interpretations.

in perceiving

One of the central characteristics of DS has remained to defend the doctrine of EJ,
Although MUS/YV is comparatively silent with regard to this particular issue, there
are instances where Brahma/Prajapati/Hiranyagarbha is considered to be the meta-
mind that governs all minds (YV Nirvana 6.1.2). Hiranyagarbha as the single self and
others as merely appearance of that solitary jiva identical with Hiranyagarbha is one
of three alternatives of EJ suggested by Appayya. According to some instances found
in the YV, creation is inherent to consciousness, like waves in an ocean, whereas the
scholastic Advaita considers creation merely projected by ignorance. According to
the mode] that accepts the world as latent to consciousness, to experience the modifi-
cation of consciousness is to experience it as essentially inseparable from its substrate,
as properties are inseparable from their substance. As there lies inhere;

nce in heat and
fire, fragrance and a lotus, blackness and collyrium, whiteness and snow, sweetness

and sugarcane, or luminosity and Light, so is the case with the world and conscious-

ness. Just as waves cannot be separated from an ocean, the world cannot be separated
from the absolute consciousness YV 6.1.3).

In general, YV favors ignorance as “fictitious’ (tuccha), rather than “indetermin-
able’ (anirvacaniya). This contributes to the understanding that ignorance is something
which does not bear any degree of reality. In the doctrine of YV — as in the doctrine of
Sarvajfiatman® — consciousness is both the support and object of ignorance. Igno-
rance (qvidyd) is identical with illnsion (maya), and it is fictitious. These common ex-
amples demonstrate that it is only conceptualization that creates distinctions between
waves and water. In the sarge way, the distinction between knowledge and ignorance
is also merely constructed (YV V.1.10). To be unaware of the self is the ignorance
that arises when consciousness manifests in form of an object.

: © Fora discussion of the degrees of reality in MUS, see Hanneder 2003, 130-135.

sf ﬁ.fmyatvavigayatvabhdgim', nirvibhagac

itir eva kevald | piirvasiddhatamaso hi pascimo, nasrayo
bShavati npi gocara 1| $$ 1.319.
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This is not the place to analyze the narratives (@khyanas) in the YV, although the
essential philosophy of the book lies hidden within them.® Our objective is to un-
derstand DS as arficulated in its most original source. In the text, the story of Jivata
illustrates how subjective experience changes simultaneously with the change in
‘physical’ identity. This example demonstrates that creation is contemporaneous with
perception, Jivata identifies himself with Rudra, and while in this state of identifica-
tion, perceives all the minds that he went through at the same moment, while simulta-
neously transcending all those experiences throngh the realization of the self. Placing
himself (Jivata as Rudra) in the meta-mind, he knows in a moment all the minds that
Jivata went through. And because of knowledge of the self, he is aware that none of
these minds have ever appeared, neither have any of those instances ever happemed.66
The narrative of Lavana presents the same picture, although the number of illusory
Tives is less. In this story, Lavana imagines himself as a king who is compelled to be a
candala. This narrative demonstrates the illusion of time whereby, from the perspec-
tive of Lavana, merely two muhizrtas elapse, while from the perspective of the king
into whom Lavana is transformed, a whole lifetime has elapsed (YV 3.104-109). The
experience of other lives both Jivata and Lavana go through is merely an altered state
of consciousness, and those creations are simulianeous to the perception of these phe-

nomenal subjects.

The elucidation of DS in YV hinges on such narratives. Sarikara recollects the nar-
ratives of a king, raised by hunters, who thinks himself a hunter. ‘When later in-
structed by others, the prince regains his identity. This narrative is one of early exam-
ples of the narrative elncidation of DS. Many similar parratives in the YV parallel its
structure. For example, Gadhi finds himself a candala, then finds himself a king, and
finally restores his self-identity with Gadhi.¥” However, what differs in this narrative
is that the jdentity reversals in the narrative were not perceived as an illusion, but
rather as reality in another locale. These narratives give an account of changing sub-
jective identities. While each narrative reveals a new aspect of DS, one can nonethe-
less piece together a unified view of DS which accepts that, while all minds are phe-
nomenally real and free to create whatever they desire, they are collectively tied to the
meta-mind of Prajapati, weaving their separate identities into solitary self-awareness.
This is how the EJ functions from the perspective of YV.

Tt is necessary to compare the DS of YV with the DS presented in the scholastic
Advaita of Saikara and his disciples. The position of Jiva in YV is reciprocal with
“impression’ (vasand), and so Jiva-hood collapses with the destruction of the latent
impression of subjective experience (YV 6.55.39-41). This notion of Jiva allows for a
plurality of Jivas as well. Examples such as waves and the ocean, gold and its trans-

 For scholarly analysis of how the narratives of MUS interpret the philosophy of Advaita, see Han-
neder 2005, 60-96.
% YV Nirvapa 6162-63.

§ YV 5.44-49. One aspect to compare with the examples given by Safikara and YV is that both the
narratives have a hunter as the main character when one’s self-awareness is aitered. Several of the nar-
ratives of YV have the candala to demonstrate one’s subjective awareness in 2 state of llusion.
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sented here fit with Abhdsa in a broader sense, and there is no instance that contradicts
the DS concept throughont its one hundred verses.”

One of the main components in the text linking Abhdsa with DS is the direct usage
of the term drstisrsta, in addition to the frequently used terms related to Abhdsa.
These comparatively early instances do not confirm that the term drstisrsti refers to
‘consciousness-only’ rather than suggesting that these refer to the entities constructed
by drsti. When citing the example of error, $S uses this term, explaining that a mirage
appears due to ignorance of the reflection of sunlight on sand, or a snake appears due
10 ignorance that it is a rope. In the same way, the text confirms, the world appears
due to not knowing the self, and due to this reason the world is drstisrsta. S§ is
more closely aligned with a single subject perceiving a plurality of origination within
itself, due to ignorance of the self.”

Tn order to synthesize the concept of §8, it is essential to analyze the examples
given in its instractions, which can be divided into two groups:
1) those concerning the seif and its illusory appearance, and
2) those concerning the illusory nature of the phenomenal world.

The author of §§ asserts that the self is constantly aware of its innate nature, seeing
in itself. The world manifests in the very self when the self is not properly seen, and
dissolves when self-awareness arises. Terms such as udaya and laya describe this
emergence and dissolution of the world within the ground of self-awareness.” The
example of shell-silver in §$ clarifies the nature of the world in which the perception
of silver corresponds to ignorance of ‘shell’.” The instances addressed above agree
with the thesis that the self with the nature of awareness is the ground of creation,
sustenance, and dissolution of entities.”s Yet other examples that dovetail with the
model of ‘seeing only’ or ‘awareness only’ in all modifications can be found in both
VP and SYPP. The example that identifies all appearances, the mountain, the mon-

7 One can argue that these texts were written before the populazity of the Vivarana and Bhamati traditions
of Advaita exegesis. Sure§vara’s Abhasa doctrine predates those other models, and subsequent Vedanta
either blends all concepts, or favors those sub-schools. The case of Daksipamartistava, assigned to
Sasikara, is the same; it contains a Variika, ‘Manasolldsa’, assigned to Suresvara.

2 3o yo drggocaro 'rtho . . . drstisrstam kiledam 1} $S 81,

B ekas tatrasty asang d daparo 'jidnasindhum pravisto | vismrtyaimasvarap@n s6 vividha-
jagadakiram abhasam aiksar .. . . tam ekam katham api bahudhd kalpayanti svavagbhin 1 S 27.

7 The use of udaya and laya in the sense of the rise and dissolution of world echoes the udaya and
pralaya found in Spandakarika 1.1, corresponding to the unmesa and nimesa.

5 fukiqu raupyan ca raupye "dhikaraman athavé . . . §8 22.

7 jdtam mayy eva sarvam punar api mayi tat samsthitan caiva viSvam, sarvam mayy eva yati pra vila-
yam ifi . .. 8§ 10L.
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vismrtyammasvarfipan sa vividhajagadakiram abhasam aiksat | §§ 27.

® visvam yavad vibhati . . . §§ 62.

8 = P
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§7 PR
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3 . .
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There is another intefpretation of abhdsa suggested in §8, in which abhasa refers to

‘appears as i’ (ivabhati).>

Yet another etymological meaning of the term may be found where dbhdsa is
samantad bhasa, “to shine all around”. Here, the root Vb2 along with the prefix 4
In the sense of the first meaning, whatever appears

means “to appear’ and ‘to shine.’
is false,? and by the second, all that appears is the glory of the self-awareness. To

support this second meaning even the Upanisadic passages such as ‘by the light of the

self (Mupdaka 2.2.10) are exploited.” The self in this context is the illuminator (bhasa-
ka)** who sees the world by the illumination (bhasa) belonging to him.

The relation between Abhdsa and DS is further verified by the occurrence of both
les of shell and silver, or rope and

the term drstisrsta and gbhdsa, as in the examp
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. bhitesticcavacesu pragiphalita ivabhari . . - §§ 52,

...par@ma. .
9 & 53, See Monier-Williams 1995, page 126, for further discussion on the prefixal meaning of 2.
% v kificid bhaty asatyan: . . . mithyabhiitam prafiean bhavati . .. §8 57.

% §§38. Theuse of bhain§§ 27, and 41 fall in this category. This is further supported by verse 90,
which was developed from Mundaka 2.2.10,KU 2.2.15.

% §834,37.
%5 _ .. sviyabhasaniarawmna pasyan samskararapan . . - §§78.
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% yo yo drggocaro
Suldikajranahetuh 1| raupyabhdso mrsaiva sphurati ca kiran
nimesam sukhabhayakrd ato drspisystam kiledamn |l §S8L. .
jalopameyam || $S 82.

mayopadanam erat sahacarilam iva brahmanabhati radvat |
visayibhavam dpnoti yasmt || §§63.

s tasmin pratyakpratite ng kim api

% svidyopadanabhedavadin BS 10.

% This position needs to be studied closely in lght of the )
exist’. These two statements, that ignorance does not exist an

ater discussion that ‘ignorance does not
d fhat the world is of the origin of igao-

ABHASA AND DRSTISRSTI

Nai . ,
aiskarmyasiddhi Candrika (NSC) of Jianottama

Little is known about Ji 101
(LYV), Atmasukha, identi canottama. ~ The commentator of Lag Gsi
oV, M Viaotam s v olloving D5 1 gy
these commentaries fin J ;ﬁﬁmﬁzn?a, ttht]e) ;olrogmentator of NS and IS 'Excm;frs friy
: o DS. o - m
names as belonging to one and the same WriterTo identify these two slightly different

Atmasukha in the co » One passage suffices: ine of
o mInen . > ces: the line cited
Jifnottama’s NSC, 1% tary of LYV, referring to Vijiianottama, is acmalmjy frotr?][

I‘CCOIdmg to Dasgupta, ]naﬂottanla s ild}asl i (BSBh l‘}ak‘z)‘a fOHOFES the EJ
dOCtIme (Dasgupta 15 ‘51 2' 82)' Because ikmlasukha Imks ]Dano ttal) na iltb the 'ES
doctllne, and since EJ and DS are ldentlca.l, it can be ar glled that the allthOIs Of BSBh—

rance, are not contradictory if the world, as such,

world i of the origin of i
gnorance d
. 0es not confirm

i:z 1d?n'ﬁca.l with Brahman. The statement that the
o e origination, but rather negates its ontic being
andir aprayojana cavidya. . , BS 10, |

101 - ~yann B = =
a posits that th
Hiri CFe Were two Inanou:amas, the first bemg the teacher of the father f
of the

e .. .. TV
> )-
second ] nanottama (NS, XXXV m Hinyanna 1980 Jnanottama Il wrote a commentary on NS, and he

s probably the very Jianottam
a who wrote a commen
tary on Istasiddbi. Traditi
- - tionally, Jiianottama

seems to be related to the SrigerT Ii y
o o b e  the Spigers lineage of Saiikara’s disciples, to whi
e aza o_f izic::ﬁa;:?a N1‘11¢:11:Jdt:s Jﬁamitzama and JAdnaghana in (1:2 islf,egi:ai:eb;ol;ng?d‘ B
Hemseiytears _Simhagmgiv_ujfa odhiz'anacz‘t:ya — JiiAnaganalghani?)carya — Iﬁénotta;‘zn‘ug -
Bhimaglryacmma‘vﬁymyab;fa:{a — ISvaratirtha - Narasimbatirtha — Vidyiéankamzz;ya—
Mooy L Madm; mar?:), :.;d S0 forth .Sfmgagiﬁgumparampar&, Government Ori ab;

ruSrsmanils, Supgbas s - Hitlyanna has observed that, on the basis of theeg
e g rt;ma were the master and disciple. See Hiriyanna i s
XXXIV » the two Jfianottamas were the 4% and 6t gcnayraﬁ::smaffes
T

Satkara, ¥ Sas
- If Sadlkara is dated 650 CE,

% . , followin, ;

Jianottama I flourished not Iater than 850 CE. g Shastri, or 700 CE, following Thrasher, then

”? .
Vésisthacandrika on Laghuyogavasistha, 114,
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Ore of is §
e a:a ;be:zlcar pr’oofs for this is NSC 3.7. Here Jfianottama writes that "
i sapaf ™o ‘rthah pralaya iva SusuptavajiiGtasanmarrav.
rye punar udbhavatiti hi vedantasiddhansah, a-ses
Vedanta doctrine stae: ract
e 05131: ::er}f object/thing is characterized by prapavica, the character ich i
thnamse : audofa d , .ma.ms mere saz as experienced in deep sleep like dj ! e
. comes o b o ep dissolution, and then, at
5
Atmasukha writes: ‘kalpi
: ita; i ikiiraje
v . _?,J. :'syﬁa dvaitasya Suktikdrajaader iva
lamacaryavacenas’ Vasisthacandrita 114,
NSC3.7,p.113,1L16-18. ,

namaripétmakaprapar-
m praliyate, tatas cq

5y $ pratibhasematrasarivas 2
ax ipend i
o re_ke{za stiampegzava.s‘tfm‘rlﬁsa{nbhavﬁc cefl vijiignor-
e linking Yignottama with DS. This line corresponds to
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vyakhya and NSC are the same. This Jiianottama (the first) is given the honorific title
‘Bhattaraka’. Itis likely that Jiidnottama 1T was also the autbor of the commentary on
BAUBRVZ (Dasgupta 1975, 2: 48). He is identified as JHiganottama Misra, which may

be his name as a householder. The next Jianottama, who wrote a commentary on BS

must be a third Jianottama, since he is a disciple of Citsukha (Dasgupta 1975, 2: 87)-

Among the writers Who emerged after Vimuktatman, Jfanottama’s position aligns
fairly closely with the Abhasa doctrine, which tallies with the aforementioned histori-

xts for which he wrote commentaries, NS and IS, both propound

cal analysis. The te
the Abhdsa doctrine, and the commentary Vidyasri upon BSGBh follows EJ. This

jdentification of Jianotiama as DS-vadin suggests that the later writers have identified
some Abhasa-vadins as DS-vadins as well. This fact supports the argument that re-

lates Abhasa with DS, To support the external evidence assigning Jiianottama as an
easly writer on DS, it becomes necessary to investigate passages within his own writ-
ings that match Gitations in others’ writings, where they ascribe DS to him. NSC sub-
stantially supports this premise, even though the commentary on IS can be considered

relatively less significant.

Tn NSC, while explicating Suredvara’s position, Jianottama identifies ‘not-
knowing’ (anavabodha), i.e., ignorance, as the cause of ‘mental construction’ (kal-
pand). With this, he acknowledges the concept of the twofoldness of ignorance as
“not knowing® and ‘knowing otherwise’. Whatever appears is kalpand, a product of
ignorance. Dueto this kalpand, the self is not seen, O is seen otherwise.'” Duality,
according to Jiianottama, is mental construction (kalpmui),106 and the self is the fou n-
dation upon which duality is perceived.'” The seif, along these Yines, is awareness-in-
itself free from modifications, which nonetheless supports error in the form of the
ver is jmmediately experienced is the self only. In this

world.[® Consequently, whate
analysis, phenomenal knowledge is equal to phenomenal error in that both are error.

Jaanottama declares the self as the foundation of imagination in the form of the world,
cansed due to ignorance, which, in turn, cannot be defined.® He identifics this

105 sarvasyapi dvaitaprapaficasya svatahsiddhatvar svayamprabhatvad advitiyo dvitiya-Sanyo yo

*yam Gtma 1asya tasmin yo ‘navabodhah svaias siddhataya satatam advaitaripend prakasaprapiat

tatha prakasadarandc chuktikarajatadivad vipaﬁtarﬁpaprakds’a—dars'arﬁc ca taddhetutayd kalpitas
atropadanatva tasmin vid) tasya na nivyttir ity arthah. .. NSC 1.1,p.3.

Since the self-effulgent self is the cause for imagipation {of dualities] Tike that of silver in a conch shell,

as long as [vision] exists, for that duration, [the false perception] will remain.

86, 312-315.

106 oy the discussion on vikalpa and kalpand, see Matilal 19

W samastadvaitakalpanddhisthi bhizatmatativa. . . NSC 1.3,p. 7. <. .. the self, which is the su p-
ponofa]ltheimaginaﬁons of duality. ..~
= dhisthananityaSuddha. . . NSC14,p.7. “the (self), eternal, pure. ..

. sarvaprapafcavibhi st
suppart of all errors in form of prapafca. ..’

108

09, vayam wv amany adhyasrﬁnirvacam‘yﬁjﬁ&nawj_mbhitatayﬁ taddsrayah samsaral

bhyupagaccha n NSC 2.97,p.93.

pratyagﬁrmani parikalpi ity
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twofold ignorance as mental modi
- > modification (vi) .
with the yogic understanding of ignorance. Syilsepa), thereby connecting this concept

The advocates of the doctrines of Abhdsa and DS stress that

cally inde ; .
y independent self except for awareness-in-itself. The existent::roefl;ino ontologi-
§ awareness

is self-evident, and the very moment it is aware of i

:zguzlﬁa:"gz;;::g tl;;ls] is sanm&t.ra/cinmdtra (l?gi;’:gs:f,itlst:lgf;frzeesl: D,
i very aerpee: ; ther than th}s a?solute self, is only mental constru o ltsel.f)’
s ey Awareness s its foundation.™ In Jiianottam a’s understandincuon’ e
oo, aa doctrine ac oz;:;te;;h:]j Eyhenorpznfsl Zvorld as the self only, and ti}sth;??n

a f s - - ’
Ezltuégj:it :vfa;:m;ziatiat is identical with the se]]l;lgg linc:oiud‘i:zgofom]l;ﬁ:izaiﬁ-awm
oon of sopi efg rﬁlc:, are nothing but cognition (buddhi). Due to tha; ;Xter-
o e oF cogpito f’m appear,’a.nd even when these are forms being cognized, o,
beyond chans oot cm cs)gtact with duality.® The eternal nature ofg t(lzlo i
Jipond chan aﬁalysis ho;)dgsn;tll;n, 2 product of ignorance, is mot so. Rem:rks:lli)flls
He ovmbiaps matysis holds the f:xtemal world is a mere transformation of mi X
g et e an I pervadconcomltance of awareness with conceptualizationmm‘i
e eSS, [eXist:s a]l concepts .T.hat arise, [this awareness bein: ’]s:k}l,-
Threness of refutaﬁ,on o8 dl;l;;, of the]_ self.ls the existence of ‘awareness o% ’113
erence 1s epistemological: there are no distizc};.in

- . . We assert that the mentall
ly constructed [phenomenal world] is in the self in itself | [individual self]

(pratyag-atma), use (this i
, . R .
by because (this is) the manifestation of inexpressible ignorance imposed on the absolute
aty abso]

o

- asambhavanaviparitabhavanatmakavi
akaviksepalak .
obstac] . Sep sar bandh.
le of the form of viksepa, of the nature of not reflecting a.t:d et . - NSC 1.67, p. 39. “the
ng otherwise”

11
-« « Sadriipdj jiianasvabhavad atmano _
pratyagarmabhedena pratyagatmavat m;;lymid eva na prihak sattiprafii jodasya sambhavatah | napi
S ir jadajadayor S y : 4 i
kalpita ity arthah NSC 2.45, p. 74, Jagajag abhedayogat | tasmad ahankaradir Gtmani

"“It is not possible for s i
omething insentient to exj
self, which is awan in i . exist and appear separately, as it is i
ond ot H«::ss in 1tse.lf [and] existence in itself (sadriipa). Nor is there Wt. diffemn: from the
o4 st {that which exists] for the individual self - thiog : evidence of sentience
elf, because non-difference cannot be applied [to them]’ gh non-difference from the indi-

12 .
asya dvaitendrajalasydmajhiananirvritatvad atmamé

P-83. “.. . This is the Vedan ; m jagad ity vedantasiddha
. ta doctrine that th : ; siddhaniah NSC 2.68,
vated (nirvr?), due to not knowing’. e world is mere self because the magic of duality is acti-

ns
Kas tarhi ghogadijaanaka
rady rena parinamata i _
itve sati budy A ity ata aha evam ceti | Gtmanah .
dhel parinamitvar yulkam ity arthal NSC 2.70, p. 84 atmanah samastadyaitasamspars-

‘... Then i
what transforms in the form of knowledge of a pot and so forth?

m D Ol ua.hty, 1 7 1o ng-.
from the co: tact of di it sappropnateforthebuddh to be trangformi g

. Since the self is free

. dhiyah pratyayesu smrtiviparya
_ T ¥ iriaviparyasapramanamake. .
Vyapto ndsti... NSC 2.83, p. 87. mananmakesu madiiye kascid api pratyayas caitanyend-

‘.. . In all cognitions of the mi

A e mind (dAh7} such as

th : . memory,

ete is not a single cognition that is not pervaded by ;you:‘mtrary knowledge, and true knowledge,
const ness. . . * ’
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neither is there a plurality of self-awareness.' He stresses that
the triad of cognition, (subject, object, and action of knowing), is merely a product of
ignorance. Since awareness is free from mental modification, it is therefore free from
any difference.]’® Analyzing the example of the snake erroneously perceived in a
rope, Jiiznottama very clearly establishes that this is “knowledge only’, whether in the
form of correct knowledge or in the form of false knowledge. Manifestation in differ-
ent forms, for instance, a rope-snake, is imposed on this very self.!V

stances of awareness,

knower dissolves in Jiianottama’s metaphysics,

with internal and external forms corresponding to the existence of awareness in itself.
According to him, while existence and the appearance of the objects are mutually de-
pendent, true knowledge—knowledge of the self or knowledge in itself—since it is
self-aware—is not dependent upon others for its appearance. The existence of a pot,
for example, cannot be established without a perceiving subject, whereas the witness-
ing self is self-evident, since this is self-reflexive knowledge in itself.1** Adopting
this point, Jiignottama establishes a core definition of DS, later advocated by Madbu-

The dichotomy of knowledge and

us | prativisayam buddhayah svato bhidyante tadvad avagate§ caitanyasyz né bhedo 'sti

cidakararvat sarvasam buddhivrtinam. . . NSC 2.86, p. 88.
«.. . Cogritions differ by themselves in each object; in the same way there is no difference of knowing,
which is awareness, because all modes of cognition are of the form of awareness.”

Ué | pramatyprameyapr itilaksanavibhag ghatitasvabhavasya prmn&pajﬁénmy&jﬁdnamﬁrrmimitta—

vendnadisiddhaimasvabhavatvasambk var, .. 18 107.
<. .. Because the veridical knowledge of the nature of what is comprised by the difference between the

knower, that which is known, and knowledge, [this knowledge] is caused by mere ignorance, and so it

cannot be the self-nature proved from beginningless time. . .’
W7 yatha rajjvak sarp@tmatd rajjvam evadhyasta tadvad amadhinasangpratitikam ajfianam
atmany evadhyastan. . . IS 107.

¢ . As the snakehood of & rope is impo:
appearance of existence being dependent upon the self, is

sed on the very Tope in the same way [that] ignorance, having
imposed in the self. . .”

pratiyante cahankaradayo 'rthas \ tan vindpi
tapratityor nityasapeksarvar | tebhyah
hatadrastaram ghatad ivanumanato vivicad
krste sati prapaficasya svatantryend

US| anan jianam drastd \ tam vind na santina
dragtasti prattyate <@ | tasmad arthanam sat
svayamjyotissvaripan nirapeksasiddhikam ammanam g
viviktam kuryatl tatas ca drsyaprapaficad atmani nis
bhavad amdjianopadanatvena tadasrayatvam arthat siddhyati. . -

DURLE) 4
NSC 2.97,p.93.

«. .. The knowledge of (it} ‘kmows’ [is] the perceiver. [JAigna means knower, due to knowingl. The
entities starting from aharkara do not exist, or are they cognized without the subject {tam}. The per-
ceiver exists and is cognized even without them. Therefore, the existence and cognition of objects are
That is why [one] should separate the self of the form of self-luminosity, estab-
from those objects {tebhyo} by means of inference, like the perceiver of
self is separated from manifestation (praparica) of the
comes established as a ‘given’ (artha). having (-
) ignorance of the self as its material cause,
endent [of the self].

always dependent.
lished independent [of others],
a pot [is separate] from the pot. So when the
nature to be perceived, the manifestation (prapafica) be
tva) the self {rar} as [its] support by means of (-tva-+instr.
because the establishment of manifestation is impossible indep
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sidana in AS as ‘the existence
AS: of only what j * (jhatai 73 ¢
of that which is not known’ (ajﬁdtasai]tdbhd;; )kllllgwn (rtalkasand).or ‘the sbsence

Jianottam i i
ol suggestsa t;zfutt;: ;fbg;;ents raised against the existence of a single self.’® This
o s sat the AB 4 concept was closely aligned with EJ. In the absolute
oy ] gl tine is the doctrine of identity of all selves as only one. The onl
stinguished from the common Advaita perspective is tha't it accept}s,

singularity of the self even i - :
expericnce, en in the empirical sense, advocating the singularity of self-

Following g -
The absolutel S‘;re;g‘;am § precedent, Jiianottama divides drs#i into two: real and fals
The absolutely real drog s slf-mature s s objct whereas false drgri manifests i
lominosity of m?:g;'ob_eg‘)w“?r , this twofold division does not prove the self—u1
witnessing self with jects, for instance, pain, pleasure, and so on. It equates th
forming drsti 1\‘;’1  the first drsti and mental construction with the seccmc;1 s

g drsti. Modification of consciousness is illuminated by the self: Ievea(irint;an ;:
x ai

solute drsti, which is free from i i
151 modifi i ;
and that 1e o thnt existe cation. Pure drsti, therefore, sees itself by itself,

In sum, th
s Sur Th: s;a‘tii i};e:heatﬂlle)t;?;l :itsigzia{‘s align more closely with the Abhasa
& £ : : is criticized as propoundi
upzom ec:;:i:;d_for _propoundmg DS and 3) the fact that %ﬁﬁozii:%gl;n dtezgl
poon D; torther 1 Abhasa and DS. The instances propounding EJ and aspects ef]:l
. e ﬂ:\;‘xt'Lt:Engs of Sure§vara and Vimuktatman further strengthen tsh?e th o Di
] l ] ] .. T - - e

ship of DS and the doc]tjxis.n:,:)t?AEl;Z;Z.ha’;‘;isd ?:I:]n{m 'Iﬂlese o et s 1‘31:111'803-
found in MUS/YV and analyzed in this study. D o s withthe instances

10 This will be addressed in Chapter 5 of this secti
ety o " § section, while discussing the doctrine of DS as pre-

nany sa uzlume.s_l eka eva ced ar 1 tarhi )ugapa'd eva pma.spwmuudduas‘umadu hkha

ragadvyes. anti. franadyas;

" ki Sa;va::;g::ﬁya(gbgan:dyasr?mam prasajyeta, tac canupap m tat katham uktam '‘d;

Wpaﬁwpira;vﬁd o d:z ) z'n- tatrdha - na ca viruddheti | vimddhadham&ném ~arg

. man thﬂmgu samaveso nanupapannak . . . NSC 2.50, p.75. ) ”

I in e bhita (living beings), then there will be

e : a consequence -

B o conzztusgozf ;u:azl]gﬁ contradictory (fac-tors such as) pleasure and pain,egassionozfn:me:g

s The e _g 3 N cam.mt be established. Then why is it said, is [there] one ion
1s, this is not contradictory. It is not impossible to establish that comradictoijt;cg:;n

ties accumulate (samavesa) in a sin,
. . gle property-bear
Ined by ignorance (avidya). er, by the reason that these [properties are] imag-

i) .
drstir dvidha paramarthiky aparama
_ crefir dvidha paramarthik ca | tatra paramarthiks ir & 7
aai;.te | yanya s$abdadyakaranirbhasavati Jarmavingsavati ey Sminal Saripar &y
bhasya. . NSC 2.91, p. 90. C“

... Drgti is of tw : real .

illuminating forms ‘:);Y;" :rst;rd etj-ud-,;l-Ot real, w1t!z the “real’ drsi as the nature of the self, the next dryté

self . ., Tising and extingnishing is that which is to be { . S
elf-form (svaripa)’. e illuminated by drsti of

drstih sa svar@pabhitayd drstyd




Chapter 5
Emergence of the Drstisrsti Doctrine

al Advaita philosophers who wrote either a
or wrote a section on it. These writers in-

ciude Amarananda, Vidyaranya, Praka$ananda, Appayya Diksita, Madhustidana, and

Sadananda. Although there are other Advaita philosophers who mention DS in their

texts, the writers selected demonstrate the philosophical extent of the DS doctrine.
direct textual references, recog-

These authors defend DS as a complete doctrine with
nizing DS as an independent doctrine. Purthermore, this selection relies upon the

treatment on DS that has been identified with EJ.

This chapter examines the later classic
complete text following the DS doctrine,

Amarananda’

anda, along with his auto-commentary

Svammayogapradipa (SYP) of Amaran
1 the construction of Advaita thought, as

Prabodhini (SYPP), has had less influence o
this text has not come to the larger public. There is no significant reference to this

text in scholastic writing; however, the text is significant in understanding DS.

Amarananda’s text, unlike mainstream Advaita texts dealing with logical argnments,
S as a yogic method, making this

focuses on the yogic experience, and presents b

work even more valuable for understanding the pedagogical aspect of Advaita. The
anthor, Amarananda, while composing this text, seems to have been motivated to
make Vedanta accessible in simple language and in particular, to lead his reader to
experience the non-dual nature of the self through certain yogas. As he had more in-
terest in giving methods for liberation, be applied yoga in the context of Vedania.
Since this book carries direct evidence of DS, including its terminology, it becomes
necessary to excavate the philosophical and pedagogical elements underlying the text

! he date of Amarianda cannot be fixed with certainty, although the 13® centry is given by Chi-
dambaram, editor of the text. Even though he has analyzed many factors in fixing his exact date, a fact
Chidambaram was seemingly unaware of is that Amarinanda cites Laksmidhara’s (1466-1539 CE)
Anubhavapaficasika. There is no hint that Amarinanda is aware of Praki$ananda or Madhusiidana.
Although neither Prakasinanda nar Madhusfidana mention each other, a citation is available in AS from
VSM, which helps to establish 2 chronology. The sources analyzed by the editor of SYPP are also re-
markable in that they try to push back the date of Amarananda to the 13th century. But to agree with
this date it needs to be confirmed that the Laksmidhara who wrote Anubhavaparicasika was a different
Laksmidhara, but there is no evidence to support this. Advaitamakaranda, another treatise of
Laksmidhara on Advaita, is quoted by Brahmananda Bharati (dated 1425 CE).
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and establish its relation with other Vedanta texts in a br. ad
oader

th .
e first analysis of DS to bring this text into the dialoene 2 context. To date, this is
gue.

e . - i
xtend from mere ideological debate to being a meth 3

V‘{'hile analyzing Amarananda’
relationship of the particular pass
to 2 single concept, there should
lating this text with DS-EJ,

8 understanding of DS, jt aminy
» 1L 18 necessary to exami
a};ge to t.he con;plete text. Because his text is deve tt:(:
© 10 inconsistency in our understanding whfn:)
re-

(mayavina iva indraig,
(mz ; ajalasrstyadika) (SYP
Jective and is comparablie to the maZgi(C of ::? nfz;gc’:izlnake

Amarananda is not a s
. S precise in his writi -

when assi ; - § writings as Prakagan -
incorporati?flgl %ﬂ edl;;e;pgt;ngg of DS to a particnlar Upanzsizad:;;s SI:I;:hu_Sudana
currence of the term DS: -~ Most important in this context is a part;cslilnacre ol:

atra G e _
@ Sambhavi drstir vedakhyo ‘mugraho nidarsital,

HCI'G the gra .
grace named as Veda is suggested, [which is] sambhavt drsti SYPrR.8

—_

. ijfianabhiksu, for instan
Rents who said that the nop-dualists : d_vana had to face one common criticism fro ce,
times a5 vaitangika. Even Citsukha’ ave 10 thesis of their own, or that these are o PR
different aspects of rather thap refug § approach to give a complete picture of Ad sceptics, and some-
v refuting other doctrines, j vaita, and to reconcile
4 Amarananda holds th > 18 2nother remarkable factor
at . . -
lokin asyjara® ATU 112 &:e;;eedxc passages like sa fksaza from AU 1.1.1 (he saw), “sq ;
port the docirize of DS sEv - d these worlds), and ‘so “kamayata® Tail 2.6 o dW)j sa iman nu
DS, proferred siddhadrmgsren ors oy readings are posibie, Chithambaran © desired), all sup-
73¢is7sti. One of the manuscripts supports a reading s drsrisysri :Ell'npiuna °f
. ST Ok p_ SA
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This term suggests the conceptual intimacy of DS with :»‘.:imbhaw,z—upaya,5 as prac-
ticed by Trika Saivas. Here, ‘Amarinanda takes DS as a paradigm of methodology, 2
view given for practitioners as a way of meditation to achieve l{beration, as is the case

in the Trika tradition. What needs to be considered is the application of “Veda’ for

this sort of grace, which resonates with the Srauta view in Vidyaranya’s terminology,
which accepts illusion as “fictitious’ (tuccha).
da, DS is still not the highest

Most remarkable in this coniext is that, for Amaranan
visnalizing ‘awareness only’

method, since that distinction belongs to the practice of
as the entire world, based on an interpretation of DS that became the central tenet of
Prakaéananda’s and Madhustidana’s etymological analysis of DS. The exact line of

Amarananda is:
svapnaprapar’zcavad drstisrstiny@yena yasya pratiyate tasyaiveti praﬁtyup&dhikab
samsara ity anye . - . JjRanatmano mama jﬁdnafaktivilasimm sarvam ity utamadhir

manyate

SYPP 13.14-18
ew] that the world (sar;nséra)ls is imposed upon appearance,
of DS that [the world is] his to whom it appeass, like the
_ One who has the best wisdom holds that
of knowledge, [which belongs to] me, of

Others [hold the vi
following the maxim
manitestation (prapafica) of dream. . .
the whole world is the play of the power
the nature of knowledge.

found in Prakasananda and
when presenting DS as synonymous with
dream and giving it a more exalted view, he understands that DS is not ‘seeing only’

(drsti-matra) or (drstir eva), but rather ‘simultaneous to perception’ (drg;isamakdla ).
He does not copsider DS as the highest view, but instead presents ‘awareness only’ in
a1l instances as the higher doctrine. This, samakala or Tere drsti, is absolutely the
same issue discussed by Prakaéananda in VSM, where the debate was originally for-

mulated in response to the Buddhist doctrine of momentariness.

This single line contains the central concept of DS as

Madhustidana. Amarananda hints that,

One line in SYPP reads: ‘visvasya viyadader drsyasye drstidrstasya’ (of all the

perceptible objects, beginning with sky, [which] are perceived by seei.ng).7 This line
suffices to demonstrate that Amarananda analyzes the phenomena as originating be-

cause of perception.

5 Compare: guror alokamatrena sparsat sambhasanad api | sadyas safijayate hy ajia pasapaksaye-
kdirint | Quoted in SYPP, p. 8 with akificico B samavesal

Sambhavo'sav udahrtah | Malinfvijayottaratantra 2.23.

intakasyaiva gurund praribodhatal: | jayate ya

§ In this example, Amarananda identifies prapafica with samsara. Matilal translates prapafica &
‘yerbal proliferation’ or *amplification’ or *showing by verbal claboration’. See Matilal 1986, 309-312.
7 gypp2321. The term drsridrsta may be a manuscript error, and the original term might have

been drstisystasya (originated through perception).
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Ihe hlgheSt < &dimta mstruction aCCUrldﬂlg to zmmmda is the pOSItlon t‘hat au

that appears i
§ pure consciousnes
ar . s. en th
pure consciousness. Amarananda statiz. even the phenomenal world is identical with

arss a 7
rsyasya yatha samvidaikatvam sa propancavyavahirakal
e 'pi
SYPP 44.12

. =es . . ical wi . -
AS an ob_]ect of cogniiion is ( tval [) identic with COBSCIOUSHCSS, consciousness

S@} i
{s&} is [there] even at the time of activities {with regard to] creati
on.

S €Iy thl gnJZ 9
IO defend ﬂle ﬂ]e 1S t.hat ev Ilg that 18 CO Ed 18 essenﬂall knOWlGdge alOIle

prakasate cej jadatasya ki syas
Pl e cejﬁia;:?a k& syat_l Jadasya na syat sphuranam yato "tah ||
SYP217 7 yadatma | sphurad yathdjfianam aham tad asmi U

[ku 5 i -
Aiirii)
If owledge nates, could there be insentience for it (as Va); Because [that

which i i W
lS] UACoNSscious cannot ﬂlumina.te this orld is
'y

knowledge. I, the
‘ * essi 5 .
knowledge, ence of it, am this (tad),

tl}erefote, essentially {only]
[which] appears according to

It IS eX.Phclt that this vVer p .- g =
8¢ IS COm); Osed lmder the mfluence Of VE Amon the m
stances available in VF > the verse Amalana]]da cites Whlle OOmmentmg upon S YE

2.17 discloses that i
the philosoph i
y under discussion is de
veloped by readin.
g VP

closely, as the :

s phrase in the verse cited .

phrase found i e cate above (janatmakam visvam i
in VP (fianatmakam idam visvam VP 2.6,50)’-’;1;1 ﬁgﬂg{sm - ) and the

According to Amaran

. anda, pure i

subject of cogniti la, pure consciousness as such a ;

o e, e i o . Ao

sense, cognition due fo the Tt o noWledge due to limitat o nes,

. e limitation of the i tation by the inn

gagement with objects, and . € tner sense durin e
4 the g the moment -

cam be expelled by knomedge? object of knowledge, when limited by i gnoi’:nczf zﬁﬁt

AS dlSCuSSed abo ve Aﬂlalaﬂaﬂda pIese S 18 P
]
nts the View [hat D not the opimion ()f
those ha&mg perfeCt vision. Y et the hlgheI Vision foI hlm 18 the existence Of pure

‘knowledge only’ i i
y’ in all instances. It has b
X een established that DS is
understood with

th 4 tﬂly kIlOchge and constant b:lo“;‘ = In th d
d’lsu as bOth nomen; l dge. fO]lOW]Il‘ g € SeCom

£ Lma[allanda COIIelatES momentar y kno Wledge Wlth DS m the fOIlOWlng example
g
p .

For creation is nothin, SYFP 47.6-7
g but (eva) seeing, like [ . ’
s the creation that is] seen i
in a dream.

svapnadrstasyeva hi drstir eva srstih

+ Sapvido hy ansapkarana o
tadapanodyzvidya .,’. " 'GCChedmajnam_ s, visayagocarintahkarand »
-+ SYPP54.13-14. T JRanatvan,
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Amarananda’s stance that creation is identical with seeing’ is one of the doctrines
of DS that supports contemporaneity of an object and knowledge, not identity. But
wherever discussions concern contemporaneity of cognition and the object of cogni-
tion, this discussion appears only in order to prove that the essential form of external
entities is knowledge alone. This argumentation finally concludes with the interpreta-
tion of DS that identifies seeing and origination, drstir eva srstih, Where seeing, in it-
self, is creation.

There are some instances in which Amarananda continues the early concept of two
types of drsti, in which one is pure drsti, identified by various other terms, and an-
other, the contrary seeing, also denoted by multiple terms. Amarinanda uses
paradrsti (seeing the other), and pratyagdrsti (seeing the self), confirming that the
world, perceived due to ‘seeing the other’, dissolves by seeing the inward self. 10

This aspect can be compared with Sure§vara’s interpretation of seeing in a dichot-
omy of seeing as the essential uninterrupted nature of the self: either there is seeing
the world out or there is seeing the self, which, in other words, is the awareness of
seeing itself. This dyadic nature of seeing can be traced from KaU (KaU 4.1), where
the nature of the senses is described as flowing out, and the seif is seeing inward, rec-
ognized when the flow of the senses streaming out is stopped.

Amarananda forcefully endorses the central assumption of Abhasa doctrine, that
the entire world that is perceived is nothing but mere sar or being alone.'

Significantly, sanmatra-cinmatra, or ‘existence only is per se awareness only’, ap-
pears to be the central tenet of the Abhdsa doctrine. This concept can be traced back
to Audulomin, with citimatra, or awareness alone, as the absolute reality.”?
Amarananda elaborates that consciousness is recognized in various categories:

Consciousness is the lord. The world is of the nature of self-consciousness. Con-
sciousness carries out the actions of the consciousness of the self by way of [its]
powers. Consciousness, although ecror due to difference of results, agents, eic.,
[remains] consciousness. I am that consciousness {sa}. Consciousness itself, [of

the nature of] being and bliss, is the deity.”

% For instance, see the preface to the Hindi edition of VSM and Yogindrananda’s preface to Tativa-
pradipika. This seems to be from the earliest Hindi writings on Veddnta. For another example, see

Svami Nischaladdsa’s chapter on DS.

© yradrstyd drstasya visvasya pratyagdrstyd layal SYPP 47.12.

U arvam dpSyan jagat sanmasram SYPP 116.13.

2 cii tanmatrena tadanmakatvad ity audulomif BS1 4.4.6

8 cid iévarah svatmacid@makam jagat | karoti cic chaktibhir atmacitkriyah \i cit karyakartradibhida
bhramo’pi cit | sa casmi satsaukkyacid eva devata 1l SYPP 4.12.

as .unferstood in the common sense. For the illusory nature
avidyd, maya and related issnes presented from the Advaita persp:

the doctrine of mayd, see Shastr
2 tri 1991, ;
1952, 69-72. et

e e e e s rene
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According to Amarananda,

of o™ the maxim of DS explains self-awareness as the canuse

pratyakcaitanyasyaiva drstisystinydyena jagatah karanatvam.*

POHOW"I.ng the maxim of d’&ﬁ.ﬂsﬁ, the wozld caused o, by
£ i i
> 4 18 Illy the consciousness
Appa.tenﬂy Amara.ﬂanda d()es 1ot ¢ol lsld (~ e but th
) B er DS as a co Pl raitper a
maXIm, Wthh may be one Of many Wlthl'[]. a smgle dOCﬁ iﬂe. Aﬂ]alal— ]a]lda uses this 1
0

explain . R . L
plain non-duality, and in presenting this view, selects avabhasq (appearance) to ex-

plam Worldly Pheﬂomena as Commollly peICeIVed SXIE 2-2 . W hlle explalﬁmg
(
)

he cites BAU (4.3.10), the
AL (4.5.10), the passage that uses syjaz i i
dream entities are the creation of an empixicahlv-z:lglgcmates 1o el o caplentat

With i
s ﬁ_nlct i1'1?3tsg,eezrd to t.he causality of the world, the texts propounding Abhasa ad
o percei;pe?t_au.ons: 1) awareness-in-itself in all modifications of the sel?pft.zw 1(1Z
In instantaneous cognitive mode; 2) th i
A . s e world i

;]a:;e. 'Il'ihe nstances dl‘scussed above defend the first alter;aﬁsz ﬂé:hlijlroiﬁ;:ananf da

applies the second interpretation concerning manifestation of ’the w:rld- *

;n:l&vxdya’vilasimsya sthitlasya jagratpraparicasya SYPP39.4

e gross world in the waking state is created by the fandamental ignorance. 1

avidyaya jagat sarvam
The entire world is [caused] by ignorance.

SYPP 11.12

Creauoﬂ, bemg the result Of lgnOIaDCE, has IemamEd the Celltta.l theme Of DS.
I{OWEVCI', the Way that Amal'anan

da expresses this th
o 3 2 exf eory reveals a trace influ-
the other doctrines of Advaita, in which ignorance manifests in a g;i:cjl?}flgf .

1
SYPP 38.17. In the same context drstisrstinyaya occurs in SYPP 39.7

15
Self-construction in this i
creation of entities is revealed by the &
o .
context of whether pasyantt or drsti is the most correct usagy it becoms eoem o et In the

jective mode of creation is for itself, and the texts carefully us:,il;rane:: R e e it the sl
a.

16
The acceptance of “root i
guorance’ (mizlavidya) indicate
i o : s that the author accepted i

i géi]idya, I:h : .post Vacaspati 1.110de1 of analysis, distinguishing mala or ‘origizil i lgo::;m ::e »
ignorance belonging to each empirical subject’, or “the ignorance undetlyring in'n: a‘“‘?
gnorance
of avidyd, see Phillips 1987, 3-23: for
o ective, see Solomon 1983, 57-99; for
aitkara’s position concerning avidya, sec Ingalls
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degrees. Butin the strict doctrine of Abhdsa, such a hierarchy is not acceptable. This
point suggests that Amarananda was not closely following any of the particular sub-
schools of Advaita in Safkara’s tradition, even though he was strictly adhering to DSs.

Amarananda accepts the singularity of the self, discarding plurality even in the em-
pirical world:

sarvadehesv eka evammety armadvaitam eva yuktam SYPP 27.4-3
Only non-duality of the self is appropriate because there is only one single self in
all the bodies.

This apparently is the most radical form of EJ, the third model according to the
categorization of Appayya. This again is one of the main features of Abhdsa.
Amarananda siresses that, not only in the bodies that are Hving now, but also in the
bodies of past and future, there exists a single self.”” Amarinanda distinguishes
between people having 2 polluted view and those having a pure view, naming them as
malinamati (stained mind) and nirmalamati (stainless mind) respectively. One who
belongs to the first category cannot see the singularity of the self, whereas someone
belonging to the second caiegory is capable of immediately realizing this singular-
ity.}® Another argument applied by Amarznanda to prove the singularity of the self in
all the bodies is that the self is immeasurable, and therefore cannot be distinguished
from one body to another.”® Tn this discussion, the appearance of a plurality of selves
is explained in terms of abhasa, using the root bha (SYPP 1.19). In the course of
these discussions he uses atman in the meaning for which other texts use jiva. Conse-
quenty, this can cause confusion. Since bha (appearance) of entities is not used to
demonstrate false appearance, as all that appears is pure xnowledge, Amarananda
stresses that, what is non-being (asaf) never appears, while whatever appears is mere

being (saf).?

In defense of this solitary self, Amarananda follows Sure§vara’s doctrine that the
self is of the nature of seeing. Since the self, awareness-in-itself is self-revealed, it
does not depend upon apother cogaition for its confirmation. By this very argument,
the self is not an object of the means of knowledge. Since the self is self-revealing, it
cannot be perceived as its counterpositive (pratiyogin) based upon its prior absence.

11 phasabhavisyannindjanmopatanekadehesy eka atma. . . SYPP22.14.

B malinamatibhir anusandhanam duskaram visistadrstanirmalamarayas i kecit pragjonma-
dehadikam anusandadhaty eva || SYPP 22.15-16.

¥ 1ad aparimita 2tma sarvadehesu caikal, SYP 1.18, and the anto-commentary thereon.

M gsadabhinat bhati yat tat sad eva | SYPP 1.20.

2 drgripah, drgripaiayd sa prakasansaranap ksatvic ca pramipanam avisayal | atah svaprakasah
svaprakasacittvac ca svapragabhavasyasraymayd pratiyogitaya graktum ayogyatvad avikytilt . . . SYPP
23.21-24.3.

%

Yacaspai Mifra is credif

.. credited with accepti P
realization, while Prakasa cepting meditation
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When Amarananda in
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major concerns in Vivarana’® However, Advaita ph.ilosophers'tend to mot id:nufy
their sources, particularly the Vivarana and the Vﬁrttlka'ex‘egesm, and it may : a:'-
gued that Amarananda adopts this very tendency that dm:nn%syes the emerging gap
within the school of Advaita. Nonetheless, Amarananda explicitly a.dvoca?cs thefrsm-
gularity of igmorance in the following passage where he clearly deviates from
Viacaspati or Vimuktatman:

ekam caitanyam ekdvidyeti vedantapaksavalambena . . .

SYPP 25.23-26.1

Taking the support of the Vedanta docirine that consciousness is one and igno-
=4

rance is one.

This advances the following points:
1) That maya has been considered identical with avidyd;
2) That the singularity of the equation avidya = maya is accepted;
3) That the term anirvacaniya qualifies mayd, which has been used syn-
onymously with avidya.

However, the position of the twofold nature of ignorance m S_YPP c:g:;gt be Jlnlti:;
olected. In the context of the causation of ignorance, as the pomt_chscuss ove,ests
:mtement ‘milavidyavilasitasya’ (played by the fundamental ignorance), sugg

twofoldness of Avidya.

Texts show Amarinanda’s prime concern as demonstrating mmere knowllledt;gg ;n
whatever is cognized as objects, and establishing that kmow}edge is neYero po. udjff ez
forms. The forms appear as long as igaorax.me lasts; once 1g3norancfe is ?Jom:‘;l g
ence in knowledge also dissolves. There exists no form to d:fferenﬁatt;; ) .ecco g
ference does not exist in reality. This leads to thf_: conclusw‘n that all : b}s ° gn;zthe
in diverse forms is the very solitary awareness, without modification of object an

awareness pertaining to that object.

Amarananda’s writings show him at times to be qui'tc a freethinker. For e:;amp:;
he presents a picture of sac-cid-ananda as corresgondmg to the three st:;edi Ic; ta;n:m
ening, dreaming, and deep sleep. Conscious?f:ss imposed on the trzmscf e e
is the real state in all three states. This position shows how even the fo

imposed on the state of ignorance, which, even though real, is imposed as real in the

state of ignorance, resulting in the conclusion that whatever is perceived is merely

kalpita (imagined).”®

% o qupadhes copadheyabhedan mayavidyarvabhedah SYPP 11.22.

v

a pi a tury) itakalpitacittyam eveti.
% gtmanah kalpitajagardditryavasthabhéhve 'pi tadanugatyd wuriyatvenopacaritaka:p

Following this line, be cites a verse in which he categorizes three states that correspord to the three
.- 3 X

odes of sac-cid-ananda: sarid samastendriyajagare ‘niah | svapne ca ya citpracurd sacitid@ || suptau
T - . ‘
sukhatma sphuradarmamoha | ya wara turyanugarasmi sa cit |l SYPP23.
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Amarananda appears more inclined towards a yoga doctrine and practice that is
purely non-dualistic.”” This application of non-dualism in terms of the methodology
for liberation shapes the pedagogy that can be applied in DS.® Amarananda categorizes
yogins as those who have desire and those who are liberated from desire. Following
the categorization found in SYPP 2.14, the yogins with desire meditate upon divine
aspects associated with properties (saguna), whereas the yogins without desire medi-
tate on the formless nirguna. His last two chapters, Devatavimsikd and Yogavimsika,
reveal the method of meditation, including worship of the divine form.”® He adopts
the eight limbs of Yoga as given by Pataiijali, but offers his own non-dualistic inter-
pretation for each of these, concluding that self-awareness, of the form of having no
ego is samadhi (SYPP 135). Amarananda presents various forms of yoga, such as nis-
kalayoga (SYPP 14.12), mantrayoga (SYPP 144.4), sparsayoga (SYPP 144.17), bha-
vayoga (SYPP 145.3), abhdvayoga (SYPP 146.4), and mahdyoga (SYPP 146.20).
Most of this yogic terminology is Amarananda’s contribution, including the under-
standing of even the common forms of yoga, for which he gives his own interpreta-
tion. The very title of the text, Svammayoga, cleatly reveals its yogic inclination.

Significantly, this discussion reveals that, even for Amarananda, DS is not a dry
intellectual exercise, but rather a method to reveal one’s self-nature. This connects the
two different streams of Advaita accepted by Sankara with the elements of teaching
non-duality based on different models. These varying positions can be traced to texts
that even predate Sankara.

Vidyaranya

Vidyaranya defends EI in Vivarapaprameyasamgraha (VPS),% but does not pay
much attention to DS.*! The case of Anubhittiprakisa (AP), by the same author,

¥ Amarnanda identifies himself as Yogindra. He addresses other masters of his lineage with the
honorific title of Yogindra. This may be due to their inclination towards Yogic methods for self-
realization.

% Elements of yoga are palpably present in SYPP 2.14.

® Like many other non-dualists, Amarfinanda is also spiritually inclined to Visnu. However, he is totally
indifferent to contemporaneous Vaisnava movements. This inclination towards Visgu may have en-
couraged him to write 2 commentary on VP. A Vaisnava theology based on monistic teaching very pos-
sibly flourished until the time of Amarananda. On the other hand, the popularity of Advaita philosophy
may have influenced Vaisnava theologians, and this may be the case with Amarinanda. Neither sce-
nario has been conclusively established.

® sa cayam atma sarvasarivesv eka eva VPS 189; yas tvam mam prati banhamoksavyavastham pre-
chasi sa wvam eka eva sarvakalpanadhisthanabhiita$ cidekarasa @ima tvadanye mukia mucyamana
moksyamalas ca sarve jivas tvadavidyayd svapna iva kalpitdh VPS 243; na ca jivanam anyonyab-
hedabhave "pi jivabrahmanor bhedas syad iti mantavyam VPS 265.

3 He shows his awareness of DS, propounding that the dissolution of the world for one in deep sleep
as mentioned in the texts corresponds to the primary meaning when following DS:
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ia-
differs in the sense that it addresses 25. Vid)iaraa;ya tgke;if;r ffrg;eg tﬁlttﬁge m(; -
locue between Ajatasatru and Balakin® e_xemphﬁes thff oc ﬁ.ons n fhe inh
o AP, attributed to the exposition of KU, Vidyaranya men ke
e Ofth’ to realize the self. This is one of the rare instances where the _clasmcin !
Sﬂf:lden o ite the Upanisads as a source that propounds DS. _The major P?jjs t
PhﬂQSDPth ; iussion of the state in which even I-sense (aham{cqr.a) becgmes g
tved ISV':; a zsm a compares this with a side entrance used for visiting lc!ng. e
::}g‘:leei.thai tbllnaz iéyan expedient path because, while the.prctn;ess uc;fﬁc;:;}i’xﬁt;onz :; e
i % takes time, DS does not require the pi a
?vlzanzn]s?fczt;;a dir;emcgl;v rf\rileals the identity of the empirical self with the Brahman.

As the story of Ajatasatru and Balakin is not under.stood in t:;g sa.n:xeaweag'Il boyr ﬁ
it is necessary to show how Vidyaranya interprets this pass cgan n oroes
mn‘lme'lém'otis,l)s The story proceeds with a sleeping man whom the king o byein
b 1Hchlms:s 1-10t wake up while addressed by his name bl}t.awaans when el ui
H}Tal;.n (:P 9.11-16). The king then teaches him_that the md1.v1dua} is ilj:s C;)uljlscﬁon.
f)ne (cetang), which could not have been prana, given tha6t‘ \;vgh)ﬂe prana
ing, the man was not aware of having been called (AP 9.1 .

idya in thi while sleeping, the senses and thelr ob]f:cts

V;idygwﬁaiizt;sr;at}%saﬁn;?&a gne who sleeps, the world alsp dllssgi\;eszltlc;
m:ina?;s Vidyaranya defines deep sleep in the context of DS ai the d.lsfscl:auma of the
p 14, i Tuding the sense of I-ness.” In other words, the dissolution o o
wore m;;ee (the term used here is supti) and the rise of kam em?rgelsza i enmmes
o 'deq;rs It)iee sleep (AP 9.43-45). When the time of experiencing | rma o 0%
o s sens ( }E’arikdm) emerges; and from that the senses, being theﬁs instrimen of
o I'-sensear‘ilse The world comes again into existence through the rise of the;0 se;lfi :
?ﬁ’e 1916;024233) 'This creation is spoken of as pratitiky, of mere appearance.

drstisrstisamasrayane tu SUptapUrusan prasi sarvalayo mukhya eva setsyati VPS 62.

XU 4.20; BAU 2.1.16-20.

3 AP 9.48-50.

% giadvare svamibhakto hathad rajanam ksate \ drsfsTtyan

AP 9.48cd-49ab. oy "
g :or Upanisadic sentence of reflection to establish identity of the _mdmd_

35 This refers to “tat tvam asi’, a major Upanis wnee Of & e 1y Vacaptt

ual self with the Absohte. The suddhi (it purification) is interpreted m Vi rous ey

Sure$vara, and Padmapada. However, Suddhi is an approach closer to the Vivarar

UT

% ryampadartham Sodhayiva vakyad bodho vilambate 1 tasmad e
oratyaghrabmavabodhartha drsfisrstim avocata || AP 9:49cd-50ab.

ubhityarthi vetty atmanam tathd hathat |}

ihajatasatrur balaker avilambatah ||

1 yisayendriyajaiam yat tat prae praviliyate | AP 9.33ab.
¥ suptabhiprayam @sritya pardtmani jagallayal AP 9.36cd.
B aharkarasya jagato vilayah suptir ucyate | AP 9.39ab.

D eyam pratiki sTstis tasmij jata tatah svayam i AP 9.54cd.
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point confirms that, even in Vidyaranya’s understanding, DS accepts only two degrees
of reality: pratitiki (apparent) and vastavi (real).

Vidyaranya explains in AP that the passages propounding creation are intended
merely to establish the identity of the self with the Brahman in the deep sleep state.*
When Vidyaranya explains that in each moment, there may be origination, sustenance,
and disappearance of the world, since this has mere ignorance as its cause and is
therefore without sequence, it becomes clear that the notion of creation as contempo-
Taneous with perception, or the appearance of concepts in the form of the external
world is the understanding Vidyaranya has while propounding DS.%

One of the major works of Vidyaranya, VPS, remains silent concerning DS. Al-
though Vidyaranya is well aware of this concept, while writing the VPS, he does not
concentrate on this. This fact suggests that, in Vidyaranya’s understanding, DS was
not the fundamental argument to explain the Vivarana view. In other words, if
Vivarapa were the source of DS, Vidyaranya would not miss the opportunity to expli-
cate it since he demonstrates his awareness of this concept elsewhere. There is one
instance in VPS where the term DS occurs. Vidyaranya ’s remark in this context is
noteworthy in that, by following DS, everything dissolves for the sleeping person.®

The next instance in which Vidyaranya provides insight into this concept is his as-
signment of a view to Vimuktatman, according to which there is a single subject who
immediately experiences. The issues here concern the problems inherent in accepting
a single subject of experience. To establish bondage and liberation in the EJ doctrine,
Vidyaranya admits that both bondage and liberation are mental constructions. The
self in its essence is ‘awareness only’. This being the case, bondage as well as libera-
tion, are only mere mental constructions and equal to dream. To solve the possible
argument rejecting the scriptures that mention the liberation of Vamadeva and so on,
Vidyaranya posits that this description serves to inspire one to make an effort to know
the self. He exhibits doubt as to whom bondage and Jiberation belongs, by arguing
that just as a liberated one does not feel that he was ever bound, so an ignorant one
does not know that he is bound. When one is realized through instructions following
the scriptures and masters that each one, according to the experience of each subject,
is the very self, doubt cannot arise. A common element in both Vivarana commen-
tary and the texts following Abhasa model is the rejection of any external means to

be instrumental for self-realization, and Vidyaranya elaborates upon this concept.**

“ yak suptau niscitah svamma tasya brahmarvasiddhaye | jagarsystir varpyate *smat srsyau drstinta
ucyate 1| AP 14.56,

“ udbhatisthitinasah syur jagato *sya pratiksanam 1 avidyamatrahetutvan namisam vidyate krama il
AP 14.60,

“ drstiststisamaSrayane t suptapurusam pros sarvalayo mukhya eva setsyati VPS 1.1 p. 97 of Krsna-
nanda ed.

# sampad is a process of Upanisadic meditation, generally referred as sampat-upasand. The Upanisadic no-
tion of Vidya and Upasana seems to be ways of visualization.
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Drawing upon the testimony of an Upanisadic passage, ‘that which is not reflected

upon by the mind, but which is the instrument for mind to be reflected upon,’
Vidyaranya demonstrates that there is no possibility of meditating upon the self, as the
self is not an object of tmind# This negation of meditation brings this view closer to
the Abhasa doctrine, since in the Avaccheda docirine of Vicaspati, meditation grants
jmmediate realization. Following these arguments, the Very Brahman, which is eter-
nally liberated, is reflected upon as attaining jiva-hood and transmigrating in the world
because of ignorance. That very Brahman liberates itself when it gets self-
1‘ea,1'1za.’cion.“ﬁ Here, the attainment of liberation is also metaphorical, since, if there
were no bondage, how could real liberation occur?

Following the steps of Sankara and Sure§vara, Vidyaranya uses drsti in the sense of

consciousness in itself, though this is less f::equent.47 Concerning DS itself, Vidya-
ranya presents both interpretations of DS: that origination is of virdt, wherein the pet-
ceiver of the world illusion is universal consciousness. And the position where he
perceives the world is that of the individual subject and this very seeing of the world
is what he calls é_rg,ti, ot creation. Following this analysis, what constitntes DS is see-

ing as creation.

e
4 yan manasa na manute yenahur mano maram | Kenopanisad 1.5.
% yupapattis v ekatmavadibhir asmabhir eva kathaficid vaknap Sakyate | tatha hi yas vam mam prati
bandhamoksavyavastham prechasi sa tvam eka eva sarvakalpanadr isthanabhita$ cidekarasa arma
adanye muktd mucyamana moksyaméand$ ca sarve jivas tvadavidyay@ svapna va kalpitah
vamadevadimuktisruti§ ca tvatprarocandya brahmavidy&prafmpsﬁnha l
evam ca sati kasya bandhamoksay ity €5 sandehas tava 13V samsaradasayan moksadasayam va
na jayate \ evam pratyekant tattaipurusadrsiyd sa & evamed gurusastrabhydm bodhite sati na kasyapi sat-
deha udetiti kim auranupapannan | ato "khandaikarasamavade ‘nupapattyabhavat iparend Sastrendima-
tartve bodhite sadya evavidyaratkaryayol svapnavat pravilmayoh sator advitiye brahmani sampadadi-
rﬁpepopﬁszikriy&ydh ko ’vasarah \ ata eva Grutir brahmana upasyawan nisedhati | yan manasa ne
manute yenghur mano maran tad eva brahma vam viddhi nedam yad idam upasata iti | na ca vedyai-
vavad updsyaivam api syad iti man

tavyam | anyad eva tad viditad atho aviditad adhiti Srutya vidyat-
vasydpi nisedht |. . . evom ca sati nityamukian brahmaiva svavi

idyadipraribimbitar sajjivabhavan
apadya samsarati svavidyayd ca vimucyata ity uktam bhavati VPS 362-364.
hasadystis 1 svapne >ndhasyapi dréyate | caksur drstivinase *pi ya drstik
akavartiikasara 1.4.1006; vasanapratyayau drset svapnajagrad-
nasyati i Tbid 1007.
tyeva vibhrantal ignati manavah

4 Main examples: ghatadyab
sa cidatmadrk || Brhadarany
avasthayoh | yaydsau niryadrstih syt G supta cana

€ systya kridaty avibhranta aindrajalikavad virdt \ svapnadrst

B,rhaddrapyakav&mikas&ra 1.5.6; yena yad drsyate tat tu tena srstam svakarmané | drsyasyé

bhrantiripatvad dar§anamt systir ucyate |\ id 7; srstam jagad virdjedam sadaivapasumanusarn i
m il Tbid 8.

martyendpi jagat sTsiarn savirannara-devata

waking state wi

bhmmlgzm::tgth ﬁdreams_ ? SN, p.162. For comp:
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from the Ramacarita of Abhinanda’™ Here,
the instruction of Vivarta is inferior, interpreting
the world with at least two degrees of existence: illusory and absolute. This subordi-
pation of the pedagogical approach of instructing non-duality by relying on two de-
grees of reality confirms the single degree of reality of the Brahman alone.

Prakisananda cites two verses
Prakasananda takes the position that

Prakagananda refutes the position where Mandana considers jiva as the support of
ignorance.”’ He also refutes Vacaspati’s view'® that there are two ignorances.
Prakasananda subsequently defends the EJ doctrine,® and while arguing against the
existence of what is not cognized, he refutes the possibility of the third category of
reality.5 With regard to the instrumentality of self-realization, Prakaéananda advo-
cates that this is through the hearing of the Upanigadic sentences that the self-
reallization arises.5? This position is against what has been advocated by Magdana

and Vacaspati.
stence of only what appears, Praka$ananda

enters into a debate about difference (bhedq), immediately raising core issues of epis-
temology concerning the perception of difference. He finally concludes that what is
self-evident is mere knowledge (ijiignamatra) (VSM 43-54). That Sure§vara also

shes a link of DS with @bhasa. Previ-

paid much attention to the same issue establi
y treated the epistemological issues concerning difference

ously, Sure§vara elaboraiel

and its mon-perception, as well as the self-awareness of comsciousness.
Prakasananda aligns himself with Suresvara even when he is discussing the notions
regarding the scope of the means of lmcwvle,dga.64 Therefore, instead of reading
Prakasananda independently, his treatise VSM demands a closer study in light of the

writings of Sure§vara and Sarvajfidtman.

‘While presenting the topic of the exi

elf is a category shared by all models

Even though the self-revealing nature of the s
of DS. The self-awareness of con-

of Advaita,® it is crucial in the rise of the doctrine

. Praka$ananda cites: balan prati vivarto “yam brahmanah sakalam

5 In additionto ‘avidydyonayo..
6; Cited in VSM 173. For the relation-

jagat | avivartitam dnandam asthitah krtinah sada || RC, 31.11
ship of Ramacarita and LYV, see Hanneder 2005, 45-47.

57 ySM 3-7, and the autocommentary that follows.
8 Dasgupta 1975, 2: 109.

% VSM 8, and autocommentary.

0 yvSM 8-9, and antocommeniary.

81 y7SM 10-14, and autoconumentary.
2 satra vadanti Sravapadyablydsaj 'fnfdbdajﬁdnasamudbhﬁrabh&van&pracayasacivm antahkaranam
eva atmasaksatkare karapam \. . . tan na, agamasyaiva Gtmani aparoksa-jAanajanakatvar | VSM 94-95.

& BAUBhLVE 1.1. 917-985.

6 ySM 63.4-8 and SB 938-941.
& This issue will be addressed separately in the second volume of this study.
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+/bhas in this text occurs while explaining that the pature of consciousness is perpetually
iiluminating.™ Another instance can be found in Prakasananda’s claim thal, whenever
knowledge appears, it appears with an object that it corresponds to.”* In this sequence,
use of the terms pramana and tadabhdsa, ie., pramanabhasa, suggests Sure§vara’s
influence.” 1dentifying the empirical subject, Prakasananda uses caitanydbhasa (the
appearance of consciousness) (VSM 101), a term synonymous o cidabhasa. Sure§-

vara bad already frequently nsed both these terms t0 refer to the appearance of con-
76 Flaborating upon the concept of abhasa, Pra-

scionsness in the form of the subject.
kasananda argues in this sequence that the formless consciouspess can have an ap-
of the sky in water. To interpret reflec-

pearance, citing the example of the reflection

tion, he favors the term abhasa, although pratibimba is more commonly used in such
a context.” These examples further support the argument that Prakasananda
closely read the teXis that follow abhdsa while composing bis VSM, further demon-
strating that the nuances of DS need to be studied in light of the Abhasa school of A-

dvaita thought.

The Philosophy of Prakasananda

Two levels of instruction

There is common agreement among scholars that the text VSM strictly follows DS.
Remarkably, however, there is no use of the term DS-vada, or even the very term DS,
thronghout the whole fexL. Even the commentator Jivananda is silent about DS in his
lengthy copumentary On the text.”> The available terms closest in meaning are
praftimaira (VSM 43.5; 54.4), vijianamatra (VSM 54.6), and drstimdira (VSM

e
= svaymnpmk&s‘aparipﬁmﬁnandawarﬁpem bhasamane pi caitanyama@ram eva bhasate. . . anan-
dasvariipena eva bhasamanatvad it vadamak| VSM 10-11.

™ | savisayasyaiva bhisamanaivar, anyathd nisprakirakam eva bhasett | VSM15.

hdasabhyam eva tadutpadanasambhave visayanapeksanas vsM 51, Sastd
Prakasananda even cites this passage in VSM p. 109, §astii ed.

% Tior the use of cidabhasa, select references from BAUBLVE are: BAUBBVE 4293 ; BAU-BhVa43.
416; BAUBLVE 3.4.105; BAUBhVE 4.3.361; BAUBLVE 43.99; BAUBhVa 4.3.373; BAUBhVE
3.7.37. For the use of caitanyabhisa, select Teferences from BAUBIV3 are: BAUBHVa 4.3.442; BAU-
BhVa 3.8.128; BAUBLVE 4.3.356; BAUBLVE 24.346; BAUBKVE 4.3.358; BAUBHVE 4.3.385.

7 Anandagiri and Vidyaragya both incorporate the Abhasa literature within the Vivarana School.
at & very deep level; Prakasavanda’s treafment of abhasa and prat-
s inclination towaxds the Varttika manifests the affinity of

5 Compare. . . pramanatadib
ed. with BAUBEVa 2.1.552-353.
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bimba s ideptical is 1ot free from this. Hi
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7 There is, however,
srstah san sarvavyavahrtﬂcsamab !
pan'hrzatvatah il Jivananda on VSM, 51.
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teality. For Yogica .




120 SEEING AND APPEARANCE

pratyetavyapratityos ca bhedah pramanikah kutah?
pratinimatram evaitad bhati visvam cardearam Il
jRignajfieyaprabhedena yatha svapnam pratiyate |
vifiianamatram evaitat tathd jagraccaracaram 1l

VSM 18-19
How [could] the difference between appearance and the object of appearance be
valid by means of knowledge? This world, sentient or insentient, manifests as ap-
pearance only. As a dream appears with a distinction [between] knowledge and
{what is] known, this sentient or insentient waking world, in the same way, [is]
merely awareness alone.

It can be argued that, while referring to the world, the terms vijignamdatra or

drstimatra or pratitimatra refer to something that is not real but rather projected due
to ignorance. This being the case, these instances support the meaning of momentary
awareness. However, he comes to a different understanding of vijfianamatra at the
end of the sequence of argnments where he rejects difference. Although the refutation
of difference appears to be projected toward rejecting the difference between cogni-
tion and the object corresponding to that cognition, there is no instance to support that
he allows difference inherent to cognition, or in awareness-in-itself. His strategy is to
reject 1) the difference between object and its knowledge at the phenomenal level,
leading to the thesis that only awareness is what is cognized, that non-dual conscious-
ness-in-itself manifests due to vivarta in multiple forms, and 2) the difference in in-
stances of awareness so that the non-dual awareness remains self-confirmed, while the
phenomenal experience of difference falls under the category of ignorance. The per-
ception of the world, according to Prakasananda, is similar to perceiving cloth, while
thread, the essential nature of the cloth, is compared with the self. His position is to
demonstrate that plurality is the result of ignorance, and when this thesis is proved, he
concludes that being the product of ignorance does not provide any degree of exis-
tence. When he propounds that the world is the product of ignorance, be adopts the
vivarta method of analysis. But soon afterwards, he rejects the vivaria stance, saying
that this method is for naive individuals and that the reality has never appeared other-
wise. This text, then, supports the argument that Prakaéananda accepts only two
truths,™® accepting no distinction between conventional and illusory realities.”! He
clarifies that this assertion of causality refers only to what is perceived due to error
and is not intended to describe the reality. ™

This approach allows the interpretation of terms such as prafi or vijfiapti with the
meanings of both momentary and constant awareness: when referring to the world,

e A Aot Ad b

% sarvasya dvaitasya pratiikasattvam . . . VSM 29; pratitikatve 'pi prapaiicasya bhra
antaravaisamyam asritya yyavaharikasattvabhidhanavirodhat VSM 30.
8 prohmatirikiam krtsnam karyajatam jignam jheyaripam 1at sarvam avidyakam eva | iti pratii-
kam eva sattvam servasya it siddham | VSM 38; avidyakalpitasya jogatah VSM 43.

i atrat iva uktatvat karyakar-

2 gifianam api jagatkaranam Sty vivaksitam, tasya bhr

anavadasye vedartabahirbhistatvat vivartasyaiva vidantatvat | kim jagatah kdrapam iti prste prapta-
praribhanivritimaraprayojanatayd giianam karapam iti abhihitatvac ca| VSM 122-123.
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nents and proponents of Advaita, is the issue of bondage and liberation when accept-
ing the singularity of jiva. However, for Prakasananda, both bondage and liberation
are similar to those states occurring in a dream, which are therefore not phenomenally
real. This, then, does not constitute a problem (VSM 19).

Entities do not exist out of the domain of knowledge.

All the philosophers writing on DS generally agree on the maxim that entities exist
within the domain of knowledge, or that an entity out of the domain of knowledge
does not exist. In his writings, Prakasananda demonstrates awareness of this maxim
when he utilizes it to reject the exisience of external entities.

Prakagananda defends this concept by using the terminology of gjfiatasattva (the
entity of [what is] not-known) (VSM 101). He takes ajfidtasartva as an antonym of
praitika, the entity that is appearing o.nly.s‘s On this ground, he comes to the conclu-
sion that:

Jjagatah pratitisamakalinam eva Savam ucitam

[it is] appropriate [that] the existence of the world is contemporaneous only with

appearance.
The position that rejects the existence of an entity out of the domain of knowledge
needs to be studied in Tight of the philosophy of Prakasananda’s predecessors. He
reaches this conclusion by a series of arguments that refutes difference. All of these
arguments appeax in systematic form in the IS of Vimukitman, while Prakasaanda
simply synthesized these arguments.”’

VSM 43

what is cognized only, or the non-existence of
that which is not cognized, does not jead to a simulianeous relationship between
knowledge and what is known; rather, it leads to the validity of ‘awareness only’,
whereby whatever is known is different from the essential knowledge nature which is
the only reality. These arguments, if closely analyzed, resemble those presented by
Vimuktatman while refuting the sahopalambha doctrine.

The problem with accepting the existence of entities within the domain of knowl-
edge concerns recognition, because in the recognitive mode of awareness, what is re-
quired is the existence of an entity that is previously known, along with the entity be-
ing cognized at the moment of recognition. For this type of awareness to exist, what
is essential is the possibility of an enduring entity even when it is pot knowa.
Prakasananda, however, posits that the recognitive mode of awareness is similar to the
jdentity of erroneous perception by different people seeing a snake in a rope. If
Prakaéananda argues, ten different people see a snake in a Tope at the same moment, is

For Prakasananda, the existence of

% kim ajfatasatvan kim va pratiikam eva | VSM 28; sarvasya dvaitasya pratikasatvan

aparityajya. .. VSM 29.
¥ Compare IS 3-27 and VSM 43-34.
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that the mdayasaksi (the power of illusion) is the material cause, not Brahman. Brah-
man is mentioned as the material cause only in a metaphoric expression, based on the
argument that Brahman is the support of illusion (mﬁyﬁ).90

The first view can be found in SLS in an extended form when the ‘singularity of
jva’ is found when addressing the issue of the number of jivas (SLS 122-127). Here,
the singularity of the self is compared with Karna’s assumption that he was the son of
Radha, since he did not realize that he was in fact the son of Kunti. Whether Kama is
aware of it or pot, what is significant is that he always remains the son of Kunti, This
example is noteworthy even in the sense that this category of illusion does not fit
within the definition of either pratibimba or avaccheda, but instead, it most closely
aligns with Abhdsa and DS. The example given here fits the allegory of the prince
taken care of by a hunter, as narrated by Safikara in BAUBh, which includes the

statement that Brahman itself transmigrates due to ignorance, and is Iiberated by
knowing itself.” Appayya Diksita cites a verse from BAUBhVA to further support
this position. In this verse, jiva is the originator (kalpaka) of all phenomena, including
7évara. Most noteworthy here is the attribution of the doctrine of a single subject (EJ)
to Sure§vara. Krsnananda explains that this single jiva-hood of the very Brahman
may be seen by analyzing BAUBhVa.” The identification of this concept with BA-
UBhVa is important for exploring the origins of DS—since this story of the hunter
and prince is the central example of abhdsa (appearance)-—and provides further evi-

dence for equating this concept with DS.

Appayya presents the following three models of EI:

1) ekasariraikajiva (there exists a single body and a single Jiva);

2) Hiranyagarbha is the single Jiva” When presenting this second model, Hiran-
yagarbha is cefled ‘the reflection of Brahman’ (brahmapratibimba), showing its con-
nection to the pratibimba concept, whereas in order to denote falsity of the infinite,
Jva’s manifestation in form of appearance (jivabhasa) is used (SLS 126).

3) aviSesanekasariraikajivavada (a single Jiva has many bodies without any sig-
nificant difference) (SLS 126-127). The example given here is that of a Yogi who
imagines various bodies by the knowledge of Kayavyiiha. The concluding sentence of
this excerpt identifies this view with the followers of yoga.* Concurring with this

90 siddhantamultavalikrtas te mayasakir evopadanem na Brahma tad etad brahmaparvam ang-
param abahyam, na tasya karyam karapam ca vidyate, ityadiSruteh jagadupad@namays-
dhisthanatvena upacarad upadanam SLS78.

N brabmaiva svavidyayd samsarati, svavidyaya mucyate is the line quoted for evidence in SLS

122.5-6.
2 phasyavarttikaparyalocanayd pratibimbabhavadirahitasya pamabrahmena eva Jjivatve siddhe

satity arthah  SLS-Krsnalankara 123.20-21.
% This fact snggests the Upanisadic base of EJ doctrine is Purusavidhabrahmana. BAU 1.4

% Yogic perception is a wide topic, addressed in several schools of Indian philosophy. Prakisa-
nanda, however, identifies this view with Nyaya. See VSM, p.23.
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VP.!'% Gangadharendra, while summarizing the position presented by Appayya, states mulati - 127
that those who consider the world as a mere form of knowledge are the followers of i Tomin i) O;hﬁm qualities is not meaningless, a5 e .
the Smy#i.)® Even though Appayya and Gangadhara relate this verse to the VP, it is ' not discn © Issue of the revelation of divine plained in the opinion of Audu-
not cited by Prakagananda.'™ Appayya is thus aware of two different interpretations: one _ Audulo, ssed at any length, but the BS Bédmyaiopmes I the state of liberation js
presenting the argument that considers the existence of the world as contemporaneous the .selflilsufé Plll;e.aWarcn?ss is considered the rea] st‘a’;’:"-‘l;oéed Suggests that, following
perception, and the next accepting the testimony of VP on the identity of drsti and - added: an ythirzs I consciousness in itself, Within this > b:crauo,l and that to realize
srsti. However, it is more likely that Appayya had some text other than VP in front of : Andulomin’ g other than consciousness is menta] c, PMgm e category may be
him while writing a compendium on the various models of Advaita Vedanta. ; § position leads to the DS doctrine, onstruction. And this addition to

As we have argued, while explaining DS, Appayya does not follow Satikara’s ] Madhusg
BSuBh with regards to the definition of superimposition, as he considers that defini- : Usddana-Sar asvaty
tion in contradiction with the DS doctrine.'® However, a problem arises concerning Drstisrers
the authority of Sarkara, whether Safikara is always considered to be the final author- ) TPHISISHE: As Presented by Madhusadap
ity within the Advaita tradition or not. An easy solution to offer is that Sankara fol- Madbustdang’ a
lowed a bi-leveled method of instruction, with a lower level for less-advanced seekers & tions of DS v S °XPOS{t10n of DS and EJ is crucial
of self-realization and a higher-level teaching for adepts. This fluidity in didactic ] cludes th mehm {\dValta He adheres to the V, n understanding the ramifica-
methodology further confirms Sure§vara’s independent stamce time and again.'® 4 as a sin © Tarttika literature within The acce, tanlvarana Stream of Advaita that 5.
This remarkable tendency within the Advaita tradition strongly suggests that the A- ; the obs égII: doctrine can also be as early ag Citfukhc? of both Abhasa and Pratibimpy
dvaita lineage was open and dynamic, resulting in the co-existence of variations on a 3 issne befor:::u{)fl’l dthflt the need for congruence Witbj_: :hTatIvap.r adipika, giving rise to
single school of thought. i category. In thlisy(:gi f:;ul'iShed. The approach of Ign?;lcdzl;;s f:]_als also a current

7 X CIC are somy 3 SiﬂtO ﬂ]es

The final point in this analysis of SLS concerns the nature of liberation. According f agiiu;z tlg ;he zl'!ldy ?f DS. He recogmezgglgt; g’safﬁ?aki:uMadhusudana the essel?tl:zlﬂe

to Appayya, the EJ doctrine propounds that the manifestation (prapafica) of the dif- = He synth - an t!]e single-subject doctrine as expl; - T€; tmg all arguments raised
ynthesizes differen ; . Xplicated in Vyasatirtha’s Nyayamytq,

ference between jiva and iSvara, and so forth, which is imagined by one’s own igno- b
rance, dissolves with the rise of knowledge, giving rise to the final state of conscious- .
ness which is not differentiated by any particulars.'” Appayya rejects this concept 3
and instead establishes that I$vara-bhava (lordship) is revealed in liberation. Before .: 20t a follower
concluding his book, Appayya assigns the view of liberation he presented as EJ to .

the view of Audulomin,'® Although no further material is available to establish the

view of Audulomin, it is noteworthy that he is refuted by Badarayana. This can be A
taken as a pivotal point in conceiving of Advaita as a meta-doctrine sufficiently flexi- 4
ble to maintain different doctrines within, in which even the arguments of Kasakrtsna 5
cannot be forgotten (SLS 533-534). Krsnananda justifies this, writing that the accu-

2 sngnasvarapam evahur jagad etad viaksandh | arthasvaripam bhramyantah pasyanty anye kudrstayah i
smrteS ceti siddhantamuleavaly@didarsito drstisrstivadah SLS 355-356.

193 drstir eva hi visSvasya systi ity apard vidhi | jRanasvardpam evaher ity eiat smytiyanikah || Vedantasiddhanta-
siktimafijari 2.45.

104 This fact suggests that Appayya had a text on DS which cites this verse.

% phasyarikadisu radadhyase karapatritayasampadanadiyamo vyarthah  SLS 358.5-6.

1% Fino demonstrates the independent stance of Sure§vara. Hino 1990, 1-7, and 1993, 28-31.

9 ckajvavade radekainandakalpitasya jivesvaravibhagadikrsnabhedaprapaficasya tadvidyodaye vila-
yan nirviSesacaitanyariipenaivavasthanam SLS 512.9-11.

18 Nakamura briefly introduces Audulomin with a notation that the Mahabhasya of Patafjali cites this
philosopher. Nakamura 1983, 382-384.

consciousne.ss (bimba—caitanya) concealed by

ratibimba) in ignorance ig

I fe -
zsya cchawanabhyupagamfd SLS-Krsnalarkarg 533.21-22



|

126 SEEING AND APPEARANCE

VP (}an a(u]ale (ra, w 1ile summarizin ﬂic p(mtlou I)]eSe]lted b Ap A a,Smtcs
g 311 S g
that. those Who Consldef the Woﬂ.d as a4 mere fOl'm. Of kJ:lOWledge are the fOllO WEIS. O.f
the Snﬂ it Even thOugh Appay ya and Gangadhal'a relate this verse to the VI s 1118
vy p 9 y th awarc Of two dlﬁerent mtﬁ!pretallons. one
O 1,d b Ptakaéananda. A pa 2 1s thus
1ot Ci

resenting the aIgllment that COnSlderS the existence Of the Wofld as Contempotaneous
12

i i i d ti and
erception and the next accepting the testimony of VP on the identity of drs
p 2

i f
it is more likely that Appayya had some text other than VP i front o

i ver, 1 p ! A
gﬁl;vlzhlicl,:’ :ait’mv a compendium on the various models of Advaita Vedanta
=4

i ini ayya does not follow Saiikara’s
As we have argued, while explaining DS, Appayy o O o thot dofini

gt ition of superimposition, - ernin.
BSuBh with regards tvt;i Ee ﬂf:ﬁDnS‘ ;:mc_ms However, a problem arises conc thfr-
tom 18 conﬁadlcét.;o-ngkam whether Saikara is always considered to be the final au

F}tl)‘: al'ltﬂliiof ttgeoidvaita tradition or not. An easy solution to offer is that Sankara fol-
ity wi

i i ion, with a lower level for less—a!.'l\{anc?ed s.eeker
- ab;lizv;}:g ?:éh : c}li()gfhlgrs-iu:; t]:aching for adepts. This ﬂfndlty 1;111 dli;:%%
Nl afurthcr confirms Sure§vara’s independent stamce fme an agthe .A-
me_thOdOlOgY le tendency within the Advaita tradition strongly suggests 'th‘at ° A
gmi;el?;lfakgtb;a: ]cl)pen and dynamic, resulting in the co-existence of variations
[vai

single school of thought.

i f liberation. According

int in this analysis of SLS concemns the. nature o o coordine

I,he ﬁnaiptoh?E] docirine propounds that the rc'lamjfes.tauo'n e(;;rspar;z’zg an oo

i ppa{ytween swa and I$vara, and sO forth, whxcl} is imagined by o s

ference ot 1 gvith the rise of knowledge, giving 1ise 1O the final s.tate othi i

o et is i differentiated by any particulars.'” Appayya rejects this snocpt

ad ‘Whldtils I::blishes that Isvara-bhava Qordship) is reve:aled in hberatlog. clore
- mSt‘ea e'S book, Appayya assigns the view of liberation l{e presente: ba]si e

E}SHCI}]?c%fh:udgloor::in 108 A Jthough no further material is ]:v:ﬂa_xbien;—o e;‘t]:i : zan e
it i, it § is refuted by Badarayana. X

osie Augmﬁm’ﬁtigtimg (t)l?figxeraita as a meta-doctrine sufﬁc1enﬁtéy ﬂem;
foaf{en - ?{p;i dii?f:rent doctrines within, in which even the arguments of X akrtsn:

e to main

justi i it the accu-
cammot be forgotten (SLS 533-534). Krsnananda justifies this, writing that the

jAGnasvarupam evahur je, ad etad vilaksanah | arthasvaripan bhmmyamah pasyanty arnye lmdrs‘tayah i
Jag Camiamt 4 t4 T d
{174 rsito drsrzsrsuvadak SLS 355-356.
smrtes ¢

4 o this verse.
104 This fact suggests that Appayya had a text on DS which cites this vel

fikadis i adonadi rthah SLS 358.5-6.
a. adi H9e kiaranatritayasampadanadiyamo vyarinaf
——_— B et ara. Hino 1990, 1-7, and 1993, 28-31.

i f Suresv
% gy nsteates the independent stance o ‘ : .
e nakalpitasya ﬁvea‘vamvibhﬁg&di]q’tsnabhedapmpancasya tadvidyodaye Vi

W7 okajivavade tadekaiia
yan nirvis‘egacaitanyanipe{naiv&vmhénam SLS 512.9—11.. R
108 Nakarmura briefly infroduces Audulomin with a notation that the g
philosopher. Nakamura 1983, 382-384.

ali cites this

EMERGENCE OF THE DRSTISRSTI DOCTRINE 127

mulation of divine qualities is not meaningless, as explained in the opinion of Audu-
lomin." The issue of the revelation of divine properties in the state of liberation is
not discussed at any length, but the BS Badariyana composed suggests that, following
Audulomin, pure awareness is considered the real state of liberation and that to realize
the self is to rest in consciousness in itself. Within this paradigm one category may be
added: anything other than consciousness is mental construction. And this addition to
Audulomin’s position leads to the DS doctrige.

Madhustidana-Sarasvati
Drstisrsti: As Presented by Madhusiidana

Madhustidana’s exposition of DS and EJ is crucial in understanding the ramifica-
tions of DS within Advaita. He adheres to the Vivarana stream of Advaita that in-
cludes the Varttika literature within. The acceptance of both Abkdsa and Pratibimba
as a single doctrine can also be as early as Citsukha’s Tantvapradipika, giving rise to
the observation that the need for congruence within the doctrines was also a current
issue before Vidyaranya flourished. The approach of Anandagiri falls into the same
category. In this context, there are some points that make Madhusiidana the essential
figure in the study of DS. He recognizes DS as EJ, refuting all arguments raised
against DS and the single-subject doctrine as explicated in VyZsatirtha’s Nyayamrta.
He synthesizes different concepts in a single text, while refuting the text of his prede-
cessor. The chapter on pure consciousness as the locus of ignorance in AS sheds
enough light on common issues within DS and Abhdsa, demonstrating that they both
accept pure consciousness as the support and object of ignorance. As Madhnsfidana is

not a follower of the DS-vada in all aspects, only the sections of his texts that shed
light on DS-related issues will be closely examined.

In order to understand the contribution of Madhusiidana to DS, it is essential to ex-
plore what materials can be found in his writings and in the writings of his opponents
including Vyasafirtha, whose text Madbustidana countered. It is additionally valuable
to trace the influence of Madhuslidana’s writings upon his followers.

Excerpts from Siddhantabindu (SB), AS, and Advaitaratnaraksana (ARR) give
insight to his writings. SB highlights some essential factors concerning the position of
DS in the Vedanta mainstream. After giving a gloss on various streams of Advaita,
Madhustidana concludes in the Siddhantabindu that DS is the main Advaita doctrine
(SB 224-237). Prior to reaching this conclusion, he analyzes a number of important
doctrines and opinions, beginning with Sure§vara, and including those of Sar-
vajfidtman, Padmapada, and Vacaspati.

Madhustidana’s final position in this context further strengthens the same twofold
argument on EJ that either 1). Image-consciousness (bimba-caitanya) concealed by
ignorance is Isvara and consciousness as counter-image (pratibimba) in ignorance is

b

yupagamad SLS-Krsnalaikira 533.21-22.
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evab 4 ', ‘ya&w.v.hu;
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Jjiva; or 2). Pure consciousness not concealed (anupahita) by ignorance is Isvara and
the conscionsness concealed by ignorance is jiva. He considers this as the main
Vedanta doctrine called EJ, identical with DS-vada.™"

As presented in this analysis on DS-vada, the very self immediately experienced is
the material and instrumental canse, due to self-ignorance. The external world that is
being perceived is mere appearance (pratitika), and the erroneous conception of dif-
ference in the self is due to difference in bodies. Both bondage and liberation are
imaginations of this very self: the very self imagines himself as bound, strives for lib-
eration, and becomes free from bondage. In truth, the self is eternally free from bond-
age. As bondage is a construction of the self, so also is the process of liberation,
since, in reality, the self is never bound. The Puranic source that explains the libera-
tion of Suka, for example, is merely an eulogium. The term ‘fa’ (that) in the major
scriptural sentence ‘tat tvam asi’*'" presents COnsciousness not concealed by ignorance
through the terms such as endless (ananta), truth (satya), and so on.

The notion of the liberation of a single self as discussed in DSE needs to be viewed
from the perspective of Abhdsa. Now it becomes clear that the doctrine of Abhdsa as
propounded by Madhusfidana accepts a single witness-consciousness in all bodies,
even though awareness manifests itself in each body. This witess consciousness is
identified with Tévara. Saksin is identical to the single Jiva, which Madhustidana pos-
its as the second doctrine of DS. Among the doctrines discussed here, the only one
accepting a plurality of ignorance is the view credited to Vacaspati, DS has many
points of disagreement with these views. The closest concept to DS as presented in
the commentarial literature is that of Sure§vara. It is noteworthy that while presenting
different views, Madhusfidana does not equate DS with the Abhdsa doctrine of
Suregvara, even though he shows awareness of several convergences in these doc-
trines. It cannot be denied that his understanding of drsti influenced the Vivarana

School, and this will become clear when discussing the meaning of DS as understood
by Madhusiidana, who has similar, but not identical, doctrines in his mind while

writing on DS.

ARR is another treatise of Madhustidana which sheds further light on our under-
standing of DS. There is nowhere an unequivocal statement of DS in ARR, for, when
explaining creation of empirical reality, Madhusidana does not follow a single doc-
trine. When he states that the sentences propounding creation are propounding the
illusory nature (ARR 2.18-19), he is not following the Vivarana doctrine that mdya

belongs to I§vara. Therefore, this refers to some category beyond ordinary iltusion,

because, according to this position, ‘consciousness only’ is the highest reality and the
which, according

world is imagined. The object of perception is equated with mayd,

W pukhyo vedantasiddhanta ekajivavadakiyeh | imam  eva drstisrsrivadam acaksate |
Siddhansabindu in Dasasloks 1, Subrahmanya Shastri ed., p. 262.

11 This widely-known citation from ChU occurs as follows: ChU 6.8.7; 6.9.4; 6.10.3; 6.11.3; 6.12.3;
6.13.3; 6.14.3; 6.15.3; 6.16.3.
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later scholastic Advaita®® The incorporation of YV in schotastic Advaita and the appearance
of the model of DS occur almost simmultaneously in history. These facts suggest that
the emergence of two distinct models of Advaita in the later scholastic period is the

result of ongoing internal exegetic exercise as well as the assimilation of other Ad-
vaita streams of thonght.

Influence of Madhusidana

on Advaitasiddhi (AS), Ananta Pandita,

In addition to the commentators who wrote
ate the deep influence of Madhusiidana

Sadananda, and Dharmadatta Sarma demonstr
on their writings. Specificaily, the section discussing DS in the Svanubhiitindtaka of

Ananta Pandita is a close reproduction of Madhu-siidana’s DS <:hapt.er.m0 The extent
to which Ananta Pandita paraphrases AS indicates that he is greatly influenced by
Madhustidana. While addressing DS, he adds very little to the materials previously
established by Madhusfidana. Dharmadatta’s GETT, analyzed in the first chapter of
this study in order to deponstrate the distinction between DS and SD, is a commen-
tary upon. Madhustidana’s writing. Most of the nuances of DS pointed out by Dhar-
madatta utilize the same DS section of AS. These facts suggest that Madhustidana
was considered an anthority since the first half of the 17" century.

the Bodhaikyasiddhi (BoS) of Acyutaraya with
oument that Madhu-sidana’s writings on DS
and EJ are considered as authoritative in the subsequent Advaita literature. Acyuta-
raya describes DS while in the context of propounding the model of EJ that sapports
the singularity of the empirical self (BoS, Ch. 7). Although he recognizes the possi-
bility of having DS even when adopting the doctrine of Vacaspati (BoS 7. 25), his di-
sect citation of AP (BoS 7.23,7.27) and SB (BaS 3.21, 6.10, 7.38) in order to estab-
1ish DS within the parameters of EJ confirms that he is in agreement with Mad-
hustdana regarding the categorization of the streams of Advaita philosophy. While
other exegetes tend to cite KU or VP while establishing DS, Acyutaraya cites

(BoS 7.10). The examples that Acyutaraya cites in BoS

Gaudapada as an authority
are not new to the discussion of DS, and do not expand its literature.

The description of EJ appearing in
a citation from SB further supports the ar;

Madhusiidana and the Dualists

The vitality of Indian philosophy lies in its ability to bind similar concepts into
streams of thought and develop 2 vibrant dialogue with rival schools, appropriating
and transforming the scope of philosophical awareness. This tendency can be found
even when reading specific concepts such as DS. The writings of Vyasatirtha and

19 The position of Vasistha also requires explanation. Explcitly, by the term Vasistha, the text

Yogavdsistha is meant. In their writings, Prakasananda, or Madhusiidana rt
and VidyZragya identifies it as Vasistha-ram@yana.

120 Compare Svanubhitingtaka pp. 16-20 and the DS section in AS.

efer to this text as Vasistha,

accept th i
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Vyasatirtha presents two models of the DS doctrine. The first one is as pro-
pounded by Madhusiidana, who, while criticizing Vyasatirtha, establishes that there
f DS. The second concept accepts

are six beginningless entities beyond the domain o

entirely everything under DS, except for consciousness.’” This second model is
comparatively closer to the Abhasa doctrine. Within the second concept, the possibil-
ity of developing the strata of six beginningless entities’” exists on the basis that
ignorance is accepted as beginningless . This parallels the relation of ignorance with

DUIe CONSCiOusness, having jivahood as 2 precondition to ignorance.
ankara’s docirine is the notion of superimposition
(adhyasd). When DS is accepted, Vyasatirtha points out that the doctrine of superim-
position cannot be accepted, because in order to impose x upon y, two entities are re-
quired. This leads him to declare that, if DS is true, Safkara is false. Except for con-
sciousness free from modifications, there exists nothing else in the doctrine of DS.
So, how can the docirine of superimposition be reconciled with DS?*%® Farther-
more, superimposition is mentioned as that which is caused due to not knowing, and
in the case of DS, there is no entity that is not known." If knowledge has different
objects—such as ‘this® (idam) and ‘silver’ (rizpyam) in the case of “this is silver’,
when the silver is erroneously cognized — one knowledge cannot sublate another and
cause erroneous perc:eption.1 Motreover — following the DS doctrine — even

A fundamental principle in S

4 drganyasya sarvasya drstisrstitve  NA 460-461.

kida | avidyd taccitor yogah sad asmakam anddayah || ‘While
in AS without mentioning its source; Sastri’s edition
above), Jiva, Bvarag, pure consciousness, the differ-
ce with pure consciousness; these

8 iwa o visuddha cit tatha jwesayor b
establishing DS, Madhustudana quotes this verse
of AS, p. 534, L. 2-3. Tollowing this verse (cited
ignorance itself, the union of ignoran
s. This model follows the Vivarana school; otherwise, jfva and #$vara

were not separate from pure conSCiousness (visuddha cif). In the model of & single jiva, the very Jiva
imagines himself as TIsvara, the concept which reduces one separate category. Under this model, there
is no separate category of the creation pertaining o an individual and to that of the Lord. But the model
Madhu-sidana defends follows these six beginningless categories, while Prakasananda or Amarananda

are silent about this concept.

ence between jiva and fsvara,
gix are counted as beginningles

1§ Ag categorized in later scholastic Advaita, two different gefinitions of adhyasa remain prodb-
lematic; the first is tagastha-laksana (indifferent definition), and the second, svariipa-laksanpa (internal
definition). Sukitdamamsasyapi ritpyavad idam ripyam i jRanat prag asattvena samprayogadiheti-
mzyajanyarvarﬂpasyﬁalhydsam;asthalak;a{;asya, satyasya mithyavastusambhedava-bhasarvaripasva-
riipalaksanasya cayogac ca |
{in the example of silver that appears, where there is actually only a shell], there is no ‘idam’ or ‘this’
part, or any silver before having knowledge that ‘this is silver’ [and therefore] even the tagastha-
laksana (modal definition) of adhyasa (superimposition) as ‘caused by three causes like sense-object
contact etc.’, and svaripalaksana (substantial definition) as ‘the appearance of the true object being
conjoined with the false object’ would not fit.  NA 461.

1 iiam rapyam ia jianakale Suktivader abhavenadhyasasya tadajranakaryavadiprakriyavirodhac ca

NA. 462,
8 jdam rapyam ifi jignayor bhinnavisayaivena badhyabadhakabhavanupapattes ca. . . NA

462-463.
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demonstrates his familiarity with Madhusiidana’s Writings,
ontributes any new elements 10 the already-established

Srutisiddhantaprakasa,

although this section hardly ¢
debate. It is nonetheless noteworthy that Vanamalin accepts jllusory appearance, 1n:

cluding erroneous perception within the domain of DS 1% This claim deviates from
the general assumption of the Madhvas that ail that comes to knowledge is real.
Wherever he has not added new material, he follows the same lines of NA. He also
observes that DS leads to the Mahayana doctrine of emptiness by accepting that what
is empirical is equal to dream. He argues that if DS is followed, pure consciousness,
which the scriptures equate with knowledge, equals a dream-creature, and so will be
false.”® The consequence Vyasatirtha had shown in the svarfipalaksanpa of Brahman
was re-established in AS. Namely, when we say ‘this is silver’, there are two parts:
one part is ‘this’, and the other is ‘silver’. In the context of error, the ‘this’ part is the
foundation of the cognition as ‘silver’, and it is the ‘silver’ that is falsely perceived,
not ‘“this’ part. This is the common Nyaya theory of etror accepted even by Bhatta-
Mimamsakas. Vanamalin states that if the part ‘this’ is to be real, then there is also
‘the propetty of being perceived’ (a}r,s‘yatva).l?'6 To accept any object as perceived
constitutes a fallacy, following DS. He further adds that, in the moment when there is
a conception that ‘this is silver,” no shell exists, along the lines of DS (since only ‘that

which is known’ exists). Itis therefore not possible to state that superimposition is
137 1n this type of error, it is not

due to ignorance of that i.e., shellhood, for instance.
likely that, even after correct knowledge, false perception continues. The case with

the perception of two mo0DS OT 2 hair-bundle could be different, in that these objects
persist even after knowing that these are <false’. In such cases, the appearance of the
This is significant in the context of the debate as to whether a realized one continues
to perceivi ssion, perception coD-
eonsly accepts that impressions exi
Xnown, and that there exists only what is known, is contradictory in itself.*®
Vanamalin responds to some arguments of
Madhusidana. Madhustidana’s explicati
BAU 2.1.17), brings the discussion t0 time,
cather than space, with regard to deep
cult, because the passage, while remaining silent about time, continually mentions ‘the
_BAU 2.1.17), so that the

real object comes only after the cause of the generation of false perception ceases.
e the world. The common reply is that, due to impre

tinues. A stance which simultan ist even though not

In the sequence of this discussion,
jon on the passage, “when this [man] was

asleep here’ (yatraisa supto "bhiit . . .
sleep. Vanamilin finds this explanation diffi-

space within the heart’ (. . ya eso ‘ntarhrdaya akasa. .

rhalankara, gl s oz I TR ":!‘kﬂ.

y, -
STLr

among them are: Br iddha uktavalt, Madhv
Sruisiddhantaprakasa, Nyayams dhya, and Srutisiddha pgraha.
dangikaraucityas Srutisiddhaniaprakasa, 11L.9.
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111: 19-20.
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model of Advaita. If what Sadananda means by Avacchedavada is the same doctrine
as that propounded by Mandana and Vacaspati, then all the references he gives to
elaborate the doctrine will turn against himself. In conclusion, ABS has caused a se-
ries of misunderstandings in Vedantic studies by assigning DS-vada to Mandana and
Vacaspati rather than resolving the issues.

In this sequence, it i essential to excavate what is understood by Sadananda as DS.
Sadananda opens the chapter concerning DS in his ABS presenting various positions
accepted by Sankara, and presents an illustration of highest doctrine the example in
which Karga, the son of Kumtf, considers himself to be the son of Radha. While dis-
cussing this example, Sadananda quotes Sure§vara,'® which shows the relationship of
the doctrine of subjective illusion with Sure§vara’s teachings as a commonly Tecog-
nized fact on later scholastic Advaita. Sadananda cites a verse in this very sequence
that accepts the doctrine of vivarta as an instruction only for naifs.*® This verse,
however, was assigned by Prakaéananda to the Sm_rtis.W'

‘While introducing verses from VP, Sadananda relates them to the DS doctrine,
confirming that this Vaisnava text is central to the establishment of this concept."
This same verse is also cited by Appaya Diksita to establish DS (SLS 355). Both
Sadinanda and Appayya consider VP as one of the sources of DS.

On the basis of this evidence, it becomes clear that the Avaccheda doctrine

Sadananda had in mind did not match the one of Mandana and Vacaspati. All the ten-
ets regarding causation, the support and object of ignorance, the number of individual
selves, and the means of liberation differ from the doctrine of Mandana and Vacaspati.
‘While explaining the doctrine of Avaccheda, he cites the verse ‘qvidyayonayo. ..
(ABS 254).1 He cites VSM to explain the existence of merely known entities. '/ In
summary, the doctrine of Avaccheda propounded by Sadananda is much closer to the

Abhasa doctrine of Sure§vara.

2 ginsanok.. BAU, Sambandhabhds yavartika 33-34. In this very sequence Sadananda cites another
verse from BAUBhVE 1.4.1157.

13 palan prati vivarto ‘yam brahmanah sakalam jagat \ avivartitam anandam dasthitah krtinah sada |

ABS 259.
144 M 173. This verse first appears in RC 31.116.

W5 iranasvardpam evahur jagad etad vicaksap@h | arthasvaripam bhramyantah pasyanty anye
kudrstayah || tasman na vijaanam rt sti kificis \ kvacit kadacit dvija vastujatam \l vijig-nam ekam ni-
jakarmabheda-vibhinnacirmir bahudhabhywpeyam \| yada samastadehesu pumin eko vyavasthitah |
tada hi ko bhavan ko ham ity evam viphalam vacal | sitaniladibhedena yathaikam drsyate bhat |
bhrantadrstibhir armapi tathaikal san prhak prthak 1| ABS 262.

6 Fowever, it does ot appear that he was using a primary source while citing this verse, since the
jmmediate discussion relates to VSM, the text in which this verse appears.

rvam drste drstam Srue

W gpmasantaiva dvaitasya satid nanyd yatas watah | Gmmany eva jagat sa
rutam || ABS 255, VSM 56, p. 164.
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III: THE MBANING OF DRSTISRSTI

Chapter 6: Early Sources

The tradition of Vedanta relies upon the Upanisads as the fundamental texts, Vari-
ous interpretations that include dualist and non-dualist thought stream out from the
Upanisadic exegesis. Linguistic analysis plays a vital role in establishing the parame-
ters through which these confrasting understandings emerge. An examination of how
the drstisrsyi is used throughout the history of Advaita philosophy is necessary for un-
derstanding the varied nuances of its subtle meanings. Between the 8* and 16™ centu-
ties, philosophers writing their treatises in the non-dualistic model of Vedanta tradition
developed a wide range of interpretation of this specific term drstisrsti. This diversity
highlights the importance of comprehending this term within the parameters defined by
classical philosophers. A lack of serious attention paid to this concept in contemporary
studies has led to misleading conclusions concerning the history and philosophy of DS.
In an effort to correct these misconceptions, this chapter begins with an exploration of
the history of the terms drsti and drstisrsti in their philosophical context. The focus of
this chapter ranges from the exegesis of drsti as manifest in the writi

ngs of various
commentators upon Upanisadic passages, to the composition of independent texts
elaborating on this notion,

Before beginning to explore in any systematic manner the various interpretations of
drstisrsti, it is important to consider the manner in which specific instances of lan-
guage used within the context of Indian philosophical discourse end up being shaped

" by whatever particnlar theory of language that the text in which they appear happens

to espouse. In essence, the theory of meaning as accepted in the school under discus-
sion needs to be considered when determining the meaning of particular terms in the
given school. Drsti, or rather that to which it refers, is itself not exactly ‘a concept’,
but rather claims to be the pure awareness which supports all concepts. Thus it should
be considered, not as a thing-in-itself, but rather as a device for indicating some other
end, the nature of which it can neither contain nor explicate. At best, DS should be
Seen as 2 structure within language that provides a method for escaping from language
and its limitations in their entirety. The aim of DS, ironically, is to employ DS in a
manner that brings one into an awareness of the actual relationship between the per-
ceiver and the perception, with the recognition that when such an awareness is con-

tained, DS, the vehicle by which it was recovered, is itself recognized as inaccurate
and irrelevant.
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The ‘sceing’ of the self

Classical exegetes often justify their interpretation of specific concepts and techni-
cal terms by tracing the Upanisadic evidence. This necessitates an exploration of the
possible use of the term drsti in the Upanisads. The term drsti occcurs in the follow-
ing passage:

pasyan vai tan na pasyati, na hi dragur drster viparilopo’sti
BAU 4323

‘While seeing, he does not see that, there is no cessation of the seeing of the agent

of perceiving.
This passage plays a central role in the development by classical philosophers of the

concept that awareness is constant seeing in itself and is considered as absolute pure
consciousness. BAU 3.4.2 uses this term again: ‘you cannot see the agent of the act of
seeing’ (na drster drastaram pasyeh). In this instance, drsti is not the Absolute,
higher than the perceiver, but instead has an agent that perceives. This perceiver can
be compared with ‘witnessing awareness’ (saksin), as per the concept frequently
found in post-Sankara Advaita terminology.” In another Upanisadic usage, the term
drsti does not correspond to consciousness in itself, but rather to its modification,
which is considered to be the light within a man. Following this meaning found in the
CU, drsti can be compared with ‘sensation’, and is of the same category as ‘hearing’
(§ruti), in which the act of knowing (i+Vji@) is due to dr;ﬁ.s Among the citations of
drsti found in the Upanisads, the KU passage is the reference most directly equating
drsti with ‘awareness’:

tasyaisaiva drstir etad vijfianam XU 33

This indeed is the seeing of the seif {tasya}, this is awareness.

References found in the Upanisads suggest that the term drs# denotes two types of
seeing, the first, free from mental construction, and the second, of the character of
mental modification. In the first case, drsti is awareness, the essential nature of see-
ing, and in the second meaning, it is the perception or conception seen by an agent of

! This passage deserves to be translated differently from the perspectives of Bhartrprapafica, Saikara
and Sureévare. The problem in revealing this subtle difference in a plain translation is mot new; over
the centuies, commentators of BAU have faced this problem in reconciling this text with their respec-
tive understandings of drsfi.

2 Gupta argues that the concept of the ‘witnessing self” (saksin) is & later development. See Gupta
1998, 19. However, a reference suggests the existence of this concept from the later Upanisadic time:

eko deval sarvabhiitesu gighah, sarvavyapt sarvabhitantarama | karmadhyaksalh sarvab-

hisadnivasal sakst cetd kevalo nirgunas ca ll Svetasvatara 6.11.
In this Upanisadic passage, Szksin is unitary and divine, rather than individual and transmigrating. The
Advaita interpretation of the witnessing self is identical with consciousness, whereas Ramanuja identi-
Bes the self as the possessor of consciousness. BSG 2.3.18.
3 .. yad idam asminn antah puruse fyotif | tasyaisd drstih | CU 3.13.7-8. *This light which [is] within
the purusa, this {is] the seeing of purusa {tasya}.
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is the true nature of the self. The self in Sankhya terminology is purusa, the term
atman being more common to Vedanta schools.”

s terminology, is often connected with drasir (perceiver) or
synonymous with purusa,”’ which is drastr
(perceiver)."! Significantly, ‘seeing’ is equated with the ‘perceiver’, and ‘the
aware’ subject becomes ‘awareness’ itself. The perceiver in its original nature is
dysimatra in its Suddha or “isolated form’, while continuously perceiving ‘mental con-
structions’ (praryaya). In Patafijali’s terminology, this pratyaya can be replaced by

vrei. He never uses terms from the verbal derivation of Vdrs to demonstrate mental
al nature of the seif.

modification, while the terms derived always identify the essenti

Purusa, in Patafijali’
drs (seeing).® Drs, or ‘seeing only’, %is

Seeing as linguistic act

The first palpable impact of BAU 4.3.23 can be traced through the grammarian’s
Classical Sanskrit grammarians ranging from Bhartrhari to
Mandana identify speech (vac) as having three categories: pasyantt, madhyama, and
vaikharf, with pasyanti considered to be the highest.13 To understand how pasyant?
could have been considered as the primordial and absolute word principle, the con-
stanily seeing nature, it is necessary to accept pasyant itself in two forms: ‘unveiled’
([vi)$uddha) and “veiled® (@vri)."* The higher, or unveiled, aspect of pasyantt is beyond
‘empirical use’ (loka—vyawzhcira).15 However, this does not suggest that, in Bhartrhari,

concept of pas‘yanﬁ.u

7 The concept of purusa, incleding the term itself, is not necessarily of Saikhya origin. The Advaitic
notion of purusa appears to have been developed upon the foundation of the Vedic hymn to the cosmic
Purusa (compare Rgveda 10.90, and the Purusavidhabrahmana section in the BAU). This monistic
concept of purusa does not elaborate upon the dualistic notion of Purusa as addressed in the school of
Satikhya. Purusavada may have been an early name for the school of Advaita. For instance, Malla-

vadin, in his Dvadasaranayacakre (specifically part I, pages 202-233), does not criticize the Sankhya
concept in his chapter on Purusa; sather he criticizes the Advaita doctrine.
8 ¥§ 2.6; 2.17; 2.25. Remarkably, the use of these terms is located only in the second chapter of YS.

9 Several writers translate drk 2s ‘subjective consciousness® or ‘subjective power of consciousness,’
even though no subject is inherent in this term. If we follow Patafijali’s analysis that drk is the self,

then it is Dot subjective awareness, but the ‘awareness in itself.’

10 yyasa’s commentary decisively identifies purusa as drk, YS 2.6 as puruso drkSaktif.

Y drased buddhel pratisamveds purusah Vyasabhisyaon YS 2.17.

2 The - niig suffix (sid gauradibhyas ca PS 4.1.41) corresponds to  véc (in feminine gender), whereas

pasyan in the Upanisad corresponds to drastr (in masculine gender).

B | ajer grammarians, such as NageSa, categorize speech into four, adding para to be the highest

Coward 1990, 49-52, 61-63, 154-55; Iyer 1992, 98-180; Sastri 1991, 1-33.

% . gynavisuddhi ca Harivsabha on VAP 1.143.

5 param tu pasyantiripam anapabhramSom asankirmam Iokavyavaharatitem Harivigabha on VaP

1.143.
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1) Drstior drs, demonstrating the Absolute, whose nature is seeing. This is
awareness in itself [hereafter: Di]. The term drszi is found in this meaning in the

Upanisads and also mYS.
2) Two drstis: The first is real and the next is false; the first is free from modifi-

cations and the next undergoes modifications. The first is confined to self-

reflective seeing, and the other is directed ontward. The first is not stained by ig-

norance, whereas the second is the product of ignorance. [hereafter: Dz, and Do}

When dsti or drs occurs in $agikara’s texts in the first meaning, i.e., as D, this re-
fers to self-evident awareness (drs) and is synonymous with the terms denoting the
tary and that which cannot be sublated.” In this specific

consciousness that is soli
usage, drsi (seeing) refers to the constant nature of the self where there is no experi-

ence other than ‘seeing the self’ ® This ever-constant drsi engenders no illusion;
this “seeing’ is experienced immediately and is self-luminous, and is considered as the
nature of the self turned towards itself.” To give an example of seeing as the real
nature of the self, drsi is compared with ‘empty’ space that is one, indestructable, and
all—pervasive.26 This drsi is not a product of illusory appearance ( abhasa), since it is
free from I:rlodiﬁcations.27 According to $ankara, ‘mind’ appears when something
other thn seeing-in-itself appears as if itis ‘secing’ 2 As this ‘secing-i-itself’ is free
from dualities and is beyond the dichotomy of subject and object of perception, drsi
experiences itself by itself only, and this is of the nature of inward experience. This
distinction between inner and outer experience is the origin of cognition as false expe-

rience, which is generally known as experiencing some i g.29 1t is clear from this

context that, when Sankara mentions the drsi that pervades everything, these are
mental constructions pervaded by awareness. This drsi is non-dual in the sense that
there is no division of awareness into the form of subjective and objective awareness.
This ‘seeing’ is aware, as awareness is its inherent nature, and as there is no dichot-
omy, this is aware only of itself. In order to highlight this non-dual character of see-

S does not tally with “hearing’ as the jmmediate

(parisarkhyana) that appears in the third chapter of U
what can be argued is this parisanikhyana is

smeans of realization along the lines of Satikara. However,
not identical with the prasankhydna of Mandana.
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B upalabdhih svayamjyotir drsih pratyak saddkriyah 1} US, Merical part, 18.26 ab.
% gdrsisvardpam gaganapama parary, sakrdvib
yad advayam td eva caham satatam vimukia om 1| US, Metrical part, 10.1
% g dySer avikarivad abhasasyapy avastutal | US, Metrical part, 18.44 2b.
B dréir drSirapena bhar buddhir yada tada | US, Metrical part, 18.83 ab.

B gréir evanubhityeia svenaivanubhavamand | tadabhasatayd janma dhiyo "syarubhavah smytah |
US, Metrical part, 18.205.

hatam tv ajam ekam aksaram \\ alepakar sarvagatan

EARLY SOURCES
ing, Sankara 145
N prefers to us &
VarS, without suffixal me;lfg;ls, % "™ expressing only the meaning of it
. its verbal root.

In order to
sential to understand the subs,

objectless knowl-
factors (kdraka)

originate the hi B with Dz,, is co 33
The lower drsz%h Zr,h?i”" which is everlasﬁng?:ntgnst;)i gzecausal
Sometimes th.e.i(;wer disril's perceived by the higher df‘st' vfron}
; . 15 constantly seen by tﬂé"sleseliﬁe?uﬂed by the term vyzei (moi;lgz agl s ngiation.
. - g’ that beloﬂgs to the self D. ) 353 on Ofm;md)ﬁs Dy,
- - . . These vyezis refer to
y In bhava expresses onl

y the meaning of the
verbal root. (bhdva
eva ki dhatvartha
y

i ther than the ac as
o ¢ \ t of seeing
guistic phﬂosophy, in the context of tir, kart
i r

ad kala (time), fall
4 under the meanin
g of the suffix. In the

sarkhya (numb
case of sup, a suffix er),
* vavadhanag denctes svartha, dravya, linga, sarkya, and karakg,
—“" dki paroksyam lokadrster ang .
rtam || US, Metrical 17394.. anatmana, |

b
Yo vedaluptadrstitvam a
Teinvam atmano . . . .
Al paxt, 12.15. dtmano drstya sy US, Metrical part, 12.13. alupiz v g
B o TSE nityaya  US, Metrical part, 13.6 PLa v amano drstir. .. US, Metcs
Jranavijieyam sv i . ? -
Us, Metrical part, 9.7 isyate | nityam nirvisayam jiz e
) ’ #am na vidyate |

drster Gtmasvars
7ster a arikpaivit pratyaksam brahmg

¥ .
Ya te syan manast vriti; atman,
riis caksuska riparar;
US, Metrical i nasya
part, 13.6, @ dhi I .
o caksur yukta dhiyo vrtir Ya tam nas rma ld it o a2l
- / alupiadrk | US, Metri
Ya m syan manastvrt L
TS . . . nityam eva
evamano drsiya nityaya drsyate tu s | US, M
7 » Metrical part, 13.6.




146 SEEING AND APPEARANCE

both forms of mental modification: appearing as external objects, and referring to
dream, memory, etc.3’ Another instance where vtz is used is in the context of dream to
refer to internal modification. This is not equivalent to the seeing that refers to the self,
but rather falls under the category of D> The difference in this inner modification
is that it is sometimes called vasana (impression).” Do, is the witnessing awareness

(drasir) of an agent of seeing, which is objectless, uninterrupted, and so constant;
while the other, Dy, is interrupted and is 1:u0131en'aa.ry.‘°’0 D, is revealed by itself, and
so is not known by any means of knowledge, whereas Dy is dependent upon a means
of knowledge.” The drsti which is derived by means of knowledge, ie., Do, is equated

with ignorance.”

The doctrine of DS based on two realities resembles the Abhasa doctrine within the
Advaita school of Sankara. The bi-leveled Daays establishes 2 doctrine of two realities,
in which one is higher as well as real and the other lower and false as well. Djis aware-
ness in its very nature, never undergoing any modification. This parallel supports the
comparison of the DS doctrine with the doctrine of Abhisa propounded by Sure§vara.

D is in alignment with the use of drs#i found in BAU 4.3.23, and so demonstrates
the Upanisads to the later writings of

a consistency of meaning from the time of
scholastic Advaitins. Similarly, the notion of Dzews is based upon BAU 3.4.2. The
development of this bi-levelled drszi (D2asp) can be traced to the grammarian’s COLl-
cept of pasyansi, which manifests as “inside and outside’ or ‘real and false’. Tnstead of
using Dz, YS uses pratyaya Ot vriti. Sankara frequently uses both pratyaya or vriti
alongside drsti in the meaning of Dx.® Except when commenting on Badarayana’s Siitra,
Saikara does not use drsti for “viewing® or ‘visualizing’ (Ds).

The above schema of seeing, with rare instances that support the categories in which
drsti has been recognized in the early history of Advaita, becomes relevant and
grounded upon evidence in Sure§vara’s writings. There is no doubt that Sure§vara’s
exegesis relies upon the concept of Abhasa, with his interpretation of drsfi being no

exception. This, along with Suresvara’s critique on Bhartrprapafica’s concept of see-
ing, will be examined in the next chapter.
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 Mayeda is of the opinion that Satkara prefers pratyaya to vyt See Mayeda 1992 62, notes 31-34.
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ately experienced self, constant awareness as its essential nature, and all that is per-
ceived as ‘other’ as appearance alone. Therefore, non-philosophical application of
this term is not under consideration.

For Surefvara, as for Sankara, discussion concerning drsti begins with the same
passage in pasyan vai . . . (BAU 4.3.23). If this passage is understood from
Sure§vara’s perspective, this will mean ‘even though the self is mentioned as not see-
ing, this reference is merely to reject an agency in seeing; but in reality this is con-
stantly seeing, since the seeing inherent to the self does not collapse’. This is one of
the rare Upanisadic passages where the term drsti occurs in the sense of the Absolute.
A closer examination of Sure§vara’s Vartika upon BAU 4.3.23 supports the specific
understanding of DS as constant ‘awareness only’, Tejecting any creation as such.

Sure§vara opens his discussion by presenting the ground of self-luminosity
(svayamjyotistva) of the self (BAUBIVa 4.3.1377-1411). The general understanding
of this passage in Saikara’s school is that the self continually sees at all times and in
all states, including deep sleep, even though there is no sensory activity there.
Sure§vara, when dealing with the question of whether senses are required for seeing,
replies that senses are essential for seeing the factors causaily involved in perception
(karaka), but not in sesing that which is free from any causal factor.” The drszi by
which the perceiver is self-validated as the perceiver cannot perish.* This under-
standing initiates an exploration of the twofold nature of drsti:

1) seeing of the perceiver, and

2) the seeing of objects, as two poles of secing as such.
Following Sarikara, who developed this twofold seeing on the basis of pasyan na
pasyati “does not perceive while seeing”, Sure§vara systematizes his own structure of
twofold ‘seeing’:

1) seeing the phenomena (D2 ), and

2) seeing the seeing itself [Ds,].
Here, it is crucial to note that D; and Dy, are only narrowly separable. However, D'
presents the monistic doctrine of ‘consciousness only’, free from the dichotomy of
real and false. Furthermore, D, is free from the subjective gaze (pramatr-drsti), and
s0 is mot subjective seeing, but seeing as such; whereas Dy, is the subjective seeing or
the pratyagdrsti (inward seeing), which is relative to seeing objects. Dy, is seeing the
self and, as such, is real, while Dz, is seeing something other than the self, and there-
fore is false. In both cases, there is no cessation of secing, whether the self is seeing
its true nature or seeing false entities.

Sure§vara, while commenting upon BAU 4.3.23, explains that the term drs#i, for
instance, refers to knowledge or awareness in itself:

3 ... drastub karakasya samiksane | karanani vyapeksyante na tv akarakaviksape || BAUBhVA
4.3.1415.

* yasmad drastur ki ya drstir yaya drastd prasidhyati | tasya viparilopo "yam hetvabhavan na yujyate |l
BAUBhVa 4.3.1421.

BhVa4.3.1426,
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As a result of the premises that have been established, a new problem arises for
Sure§vara, namely, the explanation of the passage . . . drastur drster. . . (the drsti of a
perceiver) (BAU 4.3.23). The reason is that this drsti is caused by a perceiver, and
whatever is caused, must have its end. Sure§vara replies that this passage does not
mean that the lower drsti is cansed by a perceiver. Sure§vara equates Dy, with drastr,
taking for granted that drszi is an essential characteristic of the perceiver. This leads
him to conclude that the drs#i that perceives a perceiver is the meaning here of drsti,
not that the drsti is caused by a perceiver.”” Anandagiri defines drasir as the
changeless drsti, stating that ‘the agent of perception’ is not the meaning of drastr;
instead, it constitutes the imperishable sesing, not the perishable agent.” The im-
perishable inward seeing called pratyagdysti is that which sees the perceiver and
which was in existence even before the rise of perceiverhood (BAUBhVE 4.3.1433-
1434). Since this inward seeing is even before the rise of subjectivity (pra-mayta),
what is constant is pratyafic, not the subjective awareness, because pratyaic is the
very nature of inward secing in itself.

Suredvara was aware of the problem of the negation of drsti, as indicated in the
passage ‘does not see’. Absence, according to Suregvara, is of the form of bhava, and
by this, he intends to establish that the negation of seeing does not lead to the absence
of seeing as such.** In his statement that ‘non-being is [a form of] being’ (abhavasya
ca bhavarva: BAUBHVA 4.3.1437), the context does not clearly identify in which
sense non-being can be of the form of being (bhava). It is not explicit whether the
statement addresses the substratum of negation as a positive enfity (i.e., negation of x
in the locus y, and y exists), or if pegation presupposes the affirmation of the entity
which is being negated (i.e., negation of x in T presupposes the being of x in T7); how-
ever, the argument seems to be a linguistic one, because abhava contains the element
of bhava. At any rate, negation presupposes something in existence to be negated,
and such an existent presupposes a subject to be validaied as existent. The subject
presupposes drsti in order to be a subject, because if is awareness that confirms the
being and non-being of all existence, including subjectivity itself. This drs#i cannot
perish, since it is what is presupposed in the existence of anything. Another element

2 anu vipratisiddhoktir bhavaiehabhidhiyate | na vinasyati s@ dystir drastus cety ati-szhasam |l
karrkaryabhisambandho drastur drster iftryate | tata§ caparilopo *sydh karyatvan nopapadyare i\ nanu
na lupyata iti vacanan na vilopsyati | naivam yao mitipraptam vaco nasam na varayet |l siddhasya
vyaRjakam manam na tu tatk@rakam yatah | ukser nato *vi-nasitvam drastur drsier ihegyate || naisa
dogo yato drastuh §rutir Gha videsanam | drastur dyster iti tato drastd naiveha karanam I BAUBhVZ
4.3.1428-1432.

S aasthadrstiv evatra drastréabdenocyate na drstikartd, ato drasi sakst na kartety avirodhah.
Sastraprakasika, BAUBhVa 4.3.1432.

% gbhavasyaca bhavarvad bhavasiddhes ca drstital | drstaw nabh@vasaikatah sarvasiddhes tadan-
vayat || BAUBhVE 4.3.1437.

This stance fits with the Prabhakara and Satkhya notion that abhiva is not a separate category. Nara-
yanan 1992, 109.
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Sure§vara rarely uses this term* For Sure§vara, ‘the conception outside’ (paragdhi)
is an antonym to pratyagdrsti (BAUBhVE 4.3.1734), whereas Anandagiri uses ‘gross
view’ (sthizladrsti) as opposite to pratyagdysti™ Both Saikara and Suresvara use the
term pratyaya in the meaning of D>

Exegesis of pafyan na pasyati

In the statement, ‘pasyan na pasyati’, Sure§vara postulates that the negation of per-
ception in the self-nature refers to the actionless self. The foremost point of his exege-
sis is that this negation refers to the negation of all causal factors (kdraka). As the
witnessing nature of the self is understood in the experience ‘I see’, ‘I do not see’ is
witnessed by the self in the same way. For the people who have lost their eyesight,
there is the experience of perception in dream. Sure§vara presumes this as an example
to establish that there is another constant drsti of the self, distinct from the seeing of
the perceiver. This seeing is constant, and is witnessed by mere pratyagdrsti” Here
again, Suresvara’s usage of pratyagdrsti demonstrates ‘seeing in itself’, not subjective
seeing. Because this pratyagdrsti observes even Daa, pratyagdrsti cannot be different
from Dy, which is not just the drsi inherent in the self (pratyag-anman), but specifi-

cally, ‘seeing in itself”. By this very non-transformative, non-instrumental seeing, the
self is regarded as constantly seeing. Furthermore, what needs to be clarified is that
for Sure§vara, there is no self as such, other than ‘seeing in itself’. So, confirmation
of the self and confirmation of seeing are not two separate functions. This constant
seeing, this perceiving of all subjective and objective modifications in all states of

consciousness, is itself the ‘self’.
Suregvara argues that, although the seeing of an object requires causal factors like

an agent, object, and instrument, the seeing of the self requires only the self, since this
type of secing is free from caunsal factors.” The self is seen when the self is seeing

2 Yn this sequence Sureévara once uses kitasthadarsana for the Self in BAUBKV2 4.3.1500 and iita-

sthadrsti in BAUBhVA 4.3.1518. Kawtasthya appears twice in BAUBLVz 4.3.1581.

2 §p, BAUBhVa 4.3.1517.

# BAUBhVE 1.4.1007; NS IV.23.

% pasyamity asya saksitvam pratico gamyate yathd | na pasyamiti capy asya tathaivehatma-saksikam |
utkhatacaksusam capi drstih svapne ‘nublityate | drastrdrstyatirekena niya drstir ato mama || jyotisam
api taj jyotir asmaddhiparimosapat | tamordpam ivabhati bhanur naktamdrsam iva | yata evam ato
drstir nityaivammana isyaram | anityaivasya sarvasya praty-agdrstyekasaksitah || 1ayasadhanaya drs-
tyaparinamasvabhavaya | pasyann. evdyam Gtmaste taddrstes codyahetutah || pasyamis yathadraksir
atmadrstyaiva jagare | na pasyamity api tathé nityadrsiyaiva viksase || BAUBLVE 4.3.1469-1474.
 pasyan kumbhadikam vesm dehanto grihako yathi| drstyd sapbadhyate drasia drasgrroasya tad-
asrayat |\ akarakasvabhavatvan naivam vritam mamdtmanal | @madystiv ato grahya prasyan-
matranurodhint || yathoktarthaprasiddharvad vaisabdo ‘tra prayujyate | tan na pesyati-Sabdena kar-
akatvam nisidhyate || BAUBhV2 4.3.1475-77.
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32 By the term drastavya found in this version, Su-

(this should be known as seeing).
the form of subject, object, and action of percep-

re§vara understands the entity in
tion.>?

the term favored by Saiikara, to express awareness in itself.
This drsi is free from the divisions of seeing and not seeing ** When Surevara dis-
cusses dar§ana (cognition) and adarsana (non-cognition), he posits both of these as
Jower states of awareness, in which the first, i.e., ‘perceiving’ (darsana), is equivalent
to knowing otherwise (anyathdgrahana), or perceiving within the iriad of perceiver,

perception, and object of perception, while the absence of perception (adarsana)
ense, Surefvara’s darsana

identifies ignorance about any particular object. In this s

and adarsana are closer to Gandapada’s svapra and nidra.> According to Ganda-
pada, svapna refers to the state of the subject who is perceiving the entities otherwise,
whereas nidra identifies the subjective state of not knowing the reality. The distinc-

tion between ‘knowing otherwise’ and ‘not knowing’ is clear in this passage.

Sureévara applies drsi,

Sure§vara repeatedly confirms that there is no cessation of awareness. He first de-
fines na pasyati as a prima facie view and pasyan vai as a reply, confirming that there
is no cessation of the seeing of the witness (na hi drastur). According to
Bhartrprapafica, yet to be discussed in this study, this passage is not problematic since
he does not interpret the first, i.e., pasyan vai tan na pasyati, as a confirmation of
‘seeing only’; it is only Suresvara who needs to justify why the text should twice con-
firm non-cessation. According to Suresvara, this twice-repeated negation of cessation
confirms non-cessation in the form of destructions, both ‘with cause remaining’
(sanvaya) and ‘without canse remaining’ (m'ranwzycz).36 ‘With this interpretation, the
first negation negates destruction of the effect only, with the causal form not being

destroyed, wheteas the second negation negates destruction in its causal form as well.
This vnderstanding allows Sure§vara to explain that seeing in itself is constant in all
states, waking, dreaming, and deep sleep. To demonstrate this constant seeing pature,

without mentioning that this is an expo-

2 Qurevara acmally discasses the single term drasravyam,
ing to the variant from

sition on 2 variation; Anandagiri subsequently identifies this passage as belon.
Madhyandina:
pasyann ityadi kapvapatham vyakhydya pasyan vai tad drastavyom ityadimadkyandinapathe
drastavyasabdartham aha | Anandagiri on BAUBHVE 4.3.1490.
% orahmrgrahanagralyam vastu drastavyam ucyate | pramanadrstiyogyawar pramatradyama-
vastunah )| BAUBRV3E 4.3.1490.
* d Gdarsanoktibhyam avibhagatmako drsin | Tbid 4.3.1492.

Qaar.

® gnyathagrhnatah svapno nidrd iattvam gjanatah | GE1.15.
% Gviprakdro vindsaf ca dvirhetikiya nisidhyate \\ niranvayo vindso 'sya na hity ukiy@ nisidhyate )
BAUBLVA 4.3.1496-1497, and pasyann evayam airaste sanvayananvayau dhruval | nasau yasmad
atal siddha amma kigasthadarsanal |\ Tbid, 1500, Here Anandagiri characterizes these TWO Lypes of
destruction as complete annihilation (niravasesa) and destruction of effect only: . . . niravasesanasavat
s@vaSesand$asyapy ayogat. Anandagiri on BAUBRVE 4.3.1497, corresponding to destructions that
include the causal factor, and the destruction of effect withont the causal factor being destroyed.
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{that] is mentioned’.”” The being or non-being of ignorance in the state of sam-
prasada, identical with the blissful experience in deep sleep, is one of the early points
of dispute within Advaita sub-schools. Here, Sureévara suggests that the self is re-
vealed in its reality while in deep sleep. If this premise is without flaw, the model of
DS which accepts the rise and fall of the objective world in the states of entering and
emerging from deep sleep exists in Suresvara’s thesis. As for Suresvara, it is vice or
virtue that give rise to cognition,” and because of this, awareness (drsi) perceives
external objects by the inner sense associated with the instruments of action, such as
the sense of hearing and so forth.* The construction of the triad of perceiver, per-
ceiving, and perceived is due to ignorance and identical in the waking or dream state,
while the triad collapses in the state of deep sleep.”® In deep sleep, this triad unifies
with ignorance, leaving no trace of duality.

In summary, Surevara interprets BAU 4.3.23 as affirming that the self is of the
natare of constant ‘seeing’. He interprets all other modes of perception, such as
hearing or touching, as the very immediate awareness which in itself is the self, be-
yond which nothing exists. This immediate experience is considered to be ‘external’
due to impressions caused by actions, which in tum are caused by ignorance. In real-
ity, since there is no dichotomy of subject and object, there is no act of ‘seeing’ as
such. Thus, by negating agency of the self, Sure§vara argues that the non-dual *see-
ing’, free from causal factors and hence free from modification, is confirmed by itself.

Bhartrprapafica’s position and Sure§vara’s response

Since Bhartrprapafica’s writings are no longer extant, the only way to understand
his thought is through the literature that criticizes his position. Sureévara’s BAUBhVaE
is one of the main sources for establishing the position of Bhartrprapafica. Sure§vara
opens the debate with the staterent that others explain the passage under discussion
differently.*® Sureévara initiates his refutation with the honorific ‘this is the exposi-
tion of the wise,’* apparently showing his respect. H owever, in other instances, such
as ‘this is the exposition of those who flatter themselves as wise,”® he becomes sar-
castic. Anandagiri identifies the opponent being criticized as Bharqprapaﬁca.49

% avidyader abhavokeya. . . Tbid 1520
® buddhyades ca samutpattau dharmady evarra karapam | Tbid 4.3.1529.

“ Sromadikaranopetam yato ‘ntahkarenam drse | bahyarthadarSane heh kautasthyan na tad aksaram 1l
Ibid, 4.3.1527.

 drastrdarSanadysyadibhedo *vidyaprokalpitah | yato *to mohavidhvastau drastrady dtmani neksase il
BAUBhVi 4.3.1512.

“ anye punar imam grantham anyathaiva yathodirat | vydcaksate. .. BAUBnVE 4.3.1537.

4 yyakhyanam etas sudhiyam. .. BAUBhVE 4.3.1566.
* evam papditammanya. BAUBhVE 4.3.1645.

® yad vai tad ityadeh svavyakhyanam ukiva bhariyprapaiicavyakhyanam utth@payati §P on BAU-
BhV3 4.3.1537; bhartrprapaficavydkhyanam upanyasya sthiladhibhir adarapfyatvam darfayan
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ntellect (buddhi), follows the [act of seeing].”
Even when performing another act [of cognition of form and so forth], [the very]
subject (pitrusa) [is] an agent of seeing the fanction (vreti) of mind in the form of
grahya and grahaka, which is an action that has asisen prior to the rise of the ob-
jects of cognition, like a pot. The power of seeing which corresponds to
(anurodhini) form and so forth, is in the subject (purusa); even [in the state of
cognizing objects], the essence (bhava) of action, belonging to the knower (ava-
ganty), is performed by the very conscious self (vijiandtman) dlone. Because that
act of seeing is certainly a property of the subject of seeing (drastr), [it is] con-
stantly present. Here [in deep sleep] there is not even a slight cessation of the
subject of seeing (drastr), {and] the properties are in agreement with the presence
of the property-bearer, like that of fire and bumning. Therefore, since this is so, as
Tong as the self, the subject of seeing, does not collapse, there will be o cessation
of the [act of] seeing by the subject of seeing, as [the act of seeing is] dependent
upon the [subject of seeing] {raz}. Iitbe urged that, due to the destruction of the
property-bearer, there will be also destruction of its property, for instance fire and
heat, this cannot be so, because this subject of seeing has no cessation.

of form and so forth, obtained by i

everal aspects of the lost treatise of Bhartrprapafica. The
depicted in a passive mode, as did §ankara and his suc-
ent nature of agency. This agency is constantly en-
dowed with the act of knowing, and the self, then, is not of the kmowledge nature,
rather of the knowing nature. Here the subject (of awareness) is an agent of knowing,
not the witness, free from agency. For Bhartrprapaiica, a self devoid of knowledge
and action is unimaginable, like fire devoid of light and heat. Following his argu-
ments, the self is not merely drk, tather the potency of drk (drkfakn’).sa

This exposition reveals s
self, in its true nature, is not
cessors; rather, it has an inher

While addressing the position of Bhartrprapafica, Suresvara replies to the question,
“why the self does not collapse?” by saying that to destroy oneself by oneself does not
§it in the case of a single being. What is possible in the case of fire and wood is that
fire can extinguish wood:>* but this is an example in the realm of duality. Seeing and

the self are compared to sun and light, that is, essentially the same.

Bhartrprapafica replies to the question, why does BAU 4.3.23 read “does not see’
(na pasyari) if the case is that the self is constantly seeing?

jAanasyaivatma karta, kin tu tatphalasya samved-

2 Anandagiri categorizes two actions as: nd kevalam
but also an agent of sensation that is the result

anasyapi. The self is not merely the agent of knowledge,

of knowledge {rar}. $Pon BAUBHVE 4.3.1546.

S Thrasher indicates that Mandana was aware of the schools of Vedanta that attribute several Saktis ©

Brabman; Thrasher 1993: 65. The concept discussed in BS 55.23
$akrivada discussed here.

% yenasyasankyate nasas tendsyapravibha
na ca tenaiva tasyaiva vinase upapadyate
BhVz 4.3.1554-1555.

55 adityarasmivad grahya drstiv apy avina$int| BAUBhVa 4.3.1556.

| aikarmyad dvaitavisaye yathagnindhanayos atha |l B
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BAUBhLVz 4.3.1570
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dragtradhing kriyadrstir it ced bhavatocyate |

katham viparilopo *syah kriyatve sati varyate i
BAUBRVE 4.3.1571

If you state that the act of seeing [depends] upon an agent of seeing, [then] if this

is an action, how could cessation of this [action] be prohibited?

abhitadrstikartyive drasttvam drastur isyate |
pradurbhave tathasatyah kriydyas ca kriyamatd \|
BAUBLVE 4.3.1572
which was not [already in existence], [then] the
would be acceptable for a drastr; then, in [the
[in reality] does mot exist would be an

If there is an agency of seeing
being of a perceiver {drastavyo)
case of] the rise of that, the action which

action.

areévara’s objection is that there cannot be an act that will not ulti- 3
eing of drastr is an act, it will collapse as well. To be an .
jes the absence of the specific action before the spe-

cific event. Sure§vara says that it is incongruent to state that two meanings are present

in the statement yad vai, namely, that the first part of the sentence 1s a proposition and
the second part negates this 58" {e understands that it is already known that the self
does not percejve in deep sleep; this passage only confirms that there is no cessation

of the seeing nature. This exegesis admits a single injur.x:’rion.5

In essence, S
mately collapse, and if the se
action, in his understanding, imp

term drasty, the subject (puman) is established
or because it is an entity of the essence of see-
in essence is change-

be an agent of such

Sureévara argues whether, by the
because it performs the act of seeing,
ing. He rejects the first position with the argument that the self

less, and due to its changelessness (kautasthya), the self cannot

action.%

the self is neither an agent of the act of seeing, nor is it the
to be an agent of know-

The result, in this context, is
Sure§vara gives the example of a crystal, which, in

In Sure§vara’s thesis,
enjoyer of the result of that act.
ing something.* To illustrate this,

-
$  na pasyatiti prapiatvan napitrvo "rtho vabodhyate | na
BAUBhLVa 4.3.1559-1578.

% This indicates the ‘manifoldness of assumptions’ (kalpanagaurava), which, in Indian logical sy5-
tem, undermines the argument. This is contradictory to ‘lightess of imagimation’ (kalpamil&ghava),
which is decisive when establishing a theory. Matilal 1968, 5, 83, 130.
drasteri bhapyate | drspyaimakam

pasyatity ato *nitdya pasyann it vidhtyase !l

va kim vasti drastety afrd

hyasiddhau hetiim$ ca prag
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vivaksyate || na tavad drstikartyvan
avocam anekasah |} BAUBLVE 4.3.1580-1581.
6 puddhyupattasya Tapader vifigmrtvam  na catmanah|  bhoktvam apt tasyeha caisanyl-
bhasavarimand 1t BAUBRVzE 4.3.1583. g

BAUBLVz 4.3,1587.

]
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get involved, either
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- Iwata 1997, 15-20, 4142, 180,
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refers to the rejection of origination, which leads

Here, Sure§vara’s rejection of action
cal point of the philosophy of Gaudapada.”

1o the doctrine of non-origination, the fo

Sure§vara proposes twWo further reasons for not ascribing agency to the self:

utpattyadau tv. yac chaktam Sakiimatrammand sthitam |
tad eva hetvapeksam sad wipartyidi prapadyate ||
utpartyadav asakearvar kautasthyad amavastunah |

advitiyatvatas casya notpattyadi prasidiyati Il
BAUBLVE 4.3.1597-98

Only that which is capable of origination, being there in the form of mere potency,
depending on [its] cause, aitains origination and so forth. Because the self in es-
sence is incapable of origination and so forth, because it is changeless, and also
becanse [the self has] 1o other [to be its cansal factor], [therefore] origination [of

the self] and so forth is not established.

the changeless nature of the self to the con-
such as power. He consolidates his inter-
ating that it plays no role in the proc-

Thus Sure§vara leads his arguments on
clusion that the self is devoid of properties,

pretation of the solitade of the self by demonstr
ess of origination. On this ground, SureSvara concludes that drszi (awareness) is
merely an entity (vastu) having only existence, which, due to the fact that it neither
acts nor functions as a causal factor, is defined as eternal "

Sure§vara demonstrates how the negation of mere objects of perception in deep

sleep does not fit:

tamasy avasthito pasyan AgiTAGnatamansi hil
prapadyate vivekena yatha kumbhadiviksane I
na prajfie i 1to yuktam drfyamdrrani.gedhanam i
grahakagmhanagr&hyabh&v&bhfwa‘dy apahnuteh 1|

BAUBLV3 4.3.1608 — 1609

[One] who is in the dark knows the knower, 2 knowledge [of darkness], and
darkness [itself as the object of knowledge] separately, as in the case of per-
ceiving a pot and 50 forth; but this is not [the case] with regard to awarencss [in
the deep sleep] state (prajiia). Therefore, it is not correct to negate only the ob-
ject of perception, because [in deep sleep], the perceiver, the perception, the ob-
ject of perception, being and absence,” and so forth, all are negated.

- —
& GK 4.4-8, 11-13. See King 1995, Chapters 3-4 for a copmparative study on the Abhidharma and Gauda:
padiyan notions of non-origination (gj@ivada).

™ yasry eva drstir arrdto na kriya napit karakam | ta

4.3.160%. )
T Anandegiri finds it difficult to explain bhavabhave. By bhava he understands birth, and by abhiva
he understands destruction . . . bhavabhavau janmandsay’. Sure§vara raust have bad Vaiesika ontol
ogy in mind when explaining in terms of bhava and abhava. But his understanding of sant is not the
Vaisesika one, because this sanmdatra embraces even abhava for Sure§vara.

smad evavinasitvad iti hewr ihoditak |l BAUBLVE
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BAUBLVZ 4.3.1613
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" dragtavyo drsti

> Gaminya gyo 7tho hy anyo “nanyas ca yujyate | BAUBLVE 4.3.1617

.. SaSiraprakasi it kalpanadhisthane vastuto vibhagahine *pi T
apraliasika on BAUBhVA 4.3.1619 gaine pi mahadal

L
dvaitadvaisamakatvar ca p
iR

Grédingm avidyanam mitho

papadyate | BAUBhVz 4.3.1621,
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drastur iti rjantena karqvam abhidhiyate |

dragtd kasyety apeksyayan drster ity abhidhtyate |}

drstir ity api bhavah syt samaptir ya Iriyatmanah |

phalasrito ’sau bhavo "tra drstisabdena bhanyate ||

phalam prakasanant jianan tatkartrivafi ca vastunal |

pratyekam ucyate "raitadvakyesv etesu vastunah I
BAUBhVZ 4.3.1625 — 1627

The [term] drastr expresses agency by the #re-suffix. With reference to the
[grammatical] requirement, the perceiver “of what'? — it is said: ‘of seeing’. The
term drsti is bhava [an abstract noun], which is an accomplishment of [seeing,
that] is itself an action in essence. The term drszi in this passage denotes bhava,
which takes the support of its consequence. The result is an illumination of an
object, which is [itself] knowledge and an agency of knowing {tatkartrtva}. Here,
in the sentences of this [sequence], the comrespondence of each [knowledge and

the means of knowledge to their respective objects] is mentioned.

ent to refute this definition; however, he strengthens
action and reiterates all the terms in

doctrine: “in reality’ (paramarthatah

Sure$vara has no new argum
his view of the false appearance of agency and
this passage that be uses to confirm his Abhasa
in BAUBhVZ 4.3.1628), ‘generated due to ignorance of the self® (pratya-
gajfianajahetuja in BAUBRVE 4.3.1629), ‘giving an appearance’ (-avabhasitva in
BAUBHKVi 4.3.1630), “appears as if* (-vad bhati in BAUBhVE 4.3.1630), and ‘due to
delusion of the self’ (@mamohatah in BAUBhVE 4.3.1630). Concluding this discus-

sion, Sure§vara presents his own definition of drsti:

ekaiveyam ato drstir janmahanadivarjita |

bahurvajanmandsadi yaty avidyotthasarigatel ||
BAUBhKVE 4.3.1631

om generation and destruction and so on. Due to its

Hence drsti is one only, free fr
[drsti] attains plurality, generation, de-

relation (sarigati) arising [from] ignorance,
struction, and so forth.

bahyadrstyadyupadhistha pmxyagdmaikalak,sana‘ 1
drstir drstyadivacyeha vinasadinisedhatah |\

BAUBNVE 4.3.1635
adjuncts (upadhi} such as external per-
ka) in character to the inward self
ch as drst, because the de-

The drsti which is founded upon the limiting
ception, and which [possesses] is identical (e
rmentioned here [in this passage] {ika} by the terms su
struction and so forth [of seeing in itself] are negated.
The first of these two interpretations presents the solitude of drsi alone, accepting
the role of ignorance in perceivin
generation, for example, is mentione
generated is only perception, not the o
comes more explicit in the second instance, where
firmed by negating external perception. As what exi

g duality. Here, what is clear from the context is that
d in an epistemological context. So what is really
bject corresponding to perception. This be-
the inward nature of drsii is con-
sts is ‘seeing only’, the self is of

sU ’
RESVARA’S INTERPRETATION OF DRSTI

the form of ‘awareness only’ (vii 105
makes it clear that these te:m}; sgglffn atraripa)” or Jhaptimarra,™ Th

- . e
momentary consciousness arisin the everlasting nature of awareness and(::z;tthex;

of these terms indi g in each instance of cogniti
ogy in order ¢ cates .that Sure§vara relied on the B %mt}on_ “I‘I_O-netheless, the use
0 explain his philosophy.” uddhist Vijfianavada terminol

The passage BAU 4

N .3.23-31 .

drsti. Thi needs to be int :
- > it o 1 :
smelling (ghrar) tZsetsin ;ogrzolely ;:oncem seeing (drsti); bﬁ?ﬁézﬁm d pted
other faculties 01'Z knowi sayati), touching (Sprs’ar;)“ , i Y 1dentifies
OWin, . 4 , OI CO, e

meaning of these other tg. If the meaning of drsri is “pure ?01:1?28 (ijanan) among

: erms cannot be totally different and © rl;_l;iness , then the

i s to pure con-

sciousness as w
ell. As the functions of ‘seeing’ or “cognizing’ direct
. rectly refer to the

with the doctrine of ‘seeing only’ (drstimatra)
® gnuhis?’discussion of ‘reflecting’ (mati)
o . .30), Sure$vara elaborates upon thy
it consciousness. He states that, altho

same c;atego.ry of ‘seeing’ (drsti) and so forth, th
parately discussed.”® This distinction is noé t o
0 CTt

but rather to tr
eat separately the faculties through which consci
10usness is revealed

This separate tx
eatment upon the i .
the dissoluti ;PO Imer modifications o ; -

on of the hierarchy of conscionsness as © innfeﬁ?nszlousness rather supports
and ‘external’.

In Bhartrprapafica’s opinj perti urnin are diff;
Iprapafica’s opinion, the i
ent, wherea: ’ o et win, Xam;
Bhartyp raPa;:;(;hezflﬂ‘eS‘? properties are identical to ﬁg:f’ dliloe;t b s et
Planation of the passage under discuss.ion W(;)Illd bg tglls eth oy
¢ that the vari-

(BAU 4.3.28) and ‘cognizing’ (vijRati)

¢ separate functioning of the inner sense

®
raisa doso *tra vijfaptimatrary,
s : i ~p _mamampe paramatmani | BAUBhVz 4.3.1633.
i am ato jRaptimatram evabhidhTyate | BAUBhVA 4 3.1634
-« - JRaptimarram sya, ar v .
7 Syad arthas tesam prasiddhitah | BAUBhVA 4.3.1769

7
Sure$vara uses
terms having the sam
‘ i o .. - € meani
samvitsadrigpamétra’ B, AUBhVE4.3.1743, “jis mg,
the constant nature of drsti, , Jiidn

such as ‘semvitimara’ BAUBhVA 4 3. 1741

amdtra’ BAUBhV3 4.
and so are equivalent to drstimatra, -3.1757. All these terms denote

n
ansarbhave *pi drstyadau o ss
— L mativifiignay, . _
grahal || BAUBhVz4.3.1636, or tha | svataniryenapi wdvrtieh siddher bhiyah priha
{1 o g
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ous sense-faculties are distinct from each other, but are identical to the agent of see-
ing”® Sure§vara’s objection further demonstrates that the assessment of such difference

is logically fallacious:

na ca svariipe bhedo 'sti kasyacid vaswnah kvacit 1
svariipac canyato bhedah pram&zzdbhdsagocarah Ih

BAUBLVa 4.3.1648
There is no difference of an entity in jtself in any mode of time. A difference [of
an eatity) from its own and from another [lies] in the realm of fallacious means of

knowledge.

This becomes the focus of the subsequent discussion on ‘difference’ (bheda). Both
Vimuktatman and Sriharsa use the same argumentation that difference in an entity’s
very own essence cannot be proved, and that difference known in relation to other
objects is not confirmed by means of knowledge. Sureévara’s other arguments refut-
ing difference are based on the refutation of difference and identity in the universal
and the particula:.80 The third argument is based upon whether difference is an ab-
sence or separateness (prrhakiva in BAUBLVa 4.3.1662-1677). Vimuktatman subse-
quently gives a complete structure of the arguments based on this logical foundation.”

This discussion leads Sure§vara to finally conclude that there is no difference in

‘experience’ (anubhiiti):

nanubhittih praticiyam abhedad bhedam tksate |

svaripavyatirekic ca napi canatmaniksate |l
BAUBhVE 43.1678
Because there is no difference in itself (pratici) [or in the self nature], awareness
(anubhxzti)82 does not perceive difference. Neither does [awareness] perceive
[difference] in other than itself (anatman), because there is no difference (vyat-
ireka) from its own form [of what is cognized].

Sureévara explains how the experience of difference in the awareness of “form’ or
<sound’ ¢an be discarded:
dharmibuddher na dharmesu buddhibhedah prajayate |

desakaladyabhinnatvad ekdimarvac ca sanmvidah il
BAUBhVA 4.3.1685

B dahanausnyadivad vahner vibhinn@h Syuh parasparam| dragirdrsyadayo dharma bhinnabhin-
nditmand sthitah |} BAUBBVE 4.3.1637.

80 BAUBhVE 4.3.1649-1661. To translate samanya and vifesa as universal and particular is not without
problems. See Halbfass 1992, 114-115. for further elaboration.

8 g 1-25, auto-commentary onlS 1.1,

8 The first verse from IS, where Vimuktitman refutes difference, opens addressing anubhitti, of which |,

difference, or identity in difference, is sefuted. Tt is probable that Vimuktstman has taken this term
from this very passage of Suresvara.

SUR ’
ESVARA'S INTERPRETATION OF DRSTI

From the knowled.
N ) ge of a property-bearer .
regarding [its] propertics, because awan Tesults no difference in the knowledge

time, an eness is : .
d so forth, and because it is of a single natur: ot differentiated from space,

It has already been

‘ noted that, for §

as ‘form’ or ‘sound’ r. ure§vara, separate in

ferentiated by ezroneoa:: ;Z:’cpfgipem&s (dharma or gun a)sgt?;c:;;’iawaregess, such
= , i o ness, being dif-

of two moons (BAUBLV3 4.3?68071;. like 2 rope perceived as snake or the eig dif

Suresvara finds it
- o i .
perceives the self: problematic that the drsti which perceives outward entities al
es also

d _ .,
d::g;z:);adyanus?nzzya' pratyarimohaprasititah |

TSt Tllddhadziathasya pratico darsanar kt;tah Il
How can the self in i BAUBAY:
- —_ ) ' Va4.3.1727
since the drsgt st e (pratyak) in an opposite direction

: sponds to the entiti -
forth, is born of the delusion of the seIf?ni":glliis 10 be perceived

be seen by seeing,
(drasiavya) and so

This passage posits two distinct

quateg this by dividing drsti into

drastun pratici .
PR E Yyar Sak_fatpratyagd Goash
drstyadijanmanasadisaksy abhedatma, ma\:'zi:j:: ,‘I 0

The itness, — for i :
s or 3 on '8.|1A d so
,Wl his ‘mstance, of d[‘:&‘ﬂ and so fOlT.h, of generation, ces; ati 1
forth, — which d.uecﬂy known by itself through inward seeino, (pr :tya drsti sl]
= gars! ) i

the self of the percelver is seif-e Vldell svatah} of a non-dunal ture,
1t} { v }
y nai

This is the ‘seeing-in-itself

. which is i ; .
seeing that belongs to some other 1§ immediately witnessin

witnessing self: ® (o, not he
Svapnaprabodhayor ]
apnaprabe Yadvad drstir asyammanah
lr;{tiadfvz_knyégrdmasdk,fipi savinasvart|] et
i hz_Jvt;eb Pyam tathaiviste ktasthaikatmyalaksang |
= - - - y ?
havau tv avidyader viesah kevalas tv :ha I

BAUBhVz4.3.1753

® Halbfass deals
y with the problems
c i .
Some other terms used for transla oncerning the translation of guna;

" highly misteading. ting guna are ‘attribute’ and “quality’; Halbfass 1992, 113-114.

Halbfass finds the term * qual-

Perception
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changeless self resides also in the
the existence and absence [of ex-

perishable. The same character of the single,
ignorance in [the state of] deep

Prajfa (the self awareness of deep sleep). Both
istence] are merely 2 characteristic (viSesa) of

sleep {iha}.
Sureévara’s criticism reveals that Bhartrprapanca had accepted Sakti under his doc-
trine. The passage below makes it clear that Bhartrprapafica understood the self, of
Brahman, as faktimal (endowed with power), and the phenomenal world as a trans-

formation of this Sakti.
drgddis’aktibhed&n&m cak.sﬁrﬁpc‘zdibhedatah l
vikarakalpanaitena nyayenammany apakra i
karyalingdd dhi Saktindm astivanm karanatvatah |
yato 'vagamyaie nato "karake Sakiir amani \l
Saktifaktimator ailyam tayor bhedan na yuktitah 1
pratipatiui kvacic chakyar prax!

prakrlyanhe 'thavayan

pak._s&siddkir hi pirvasmin bheddn naikyan tathottare Il
atmavidyaiva nah Saktih sarvasakyasya sarjane |
nato ‘nyathd Sakrivadah pramﬁgwn&vasfyate li

asaktait® katham yogyam ayonyaT: hetvasambhavat |
saktayah santi bhityasyas tayor api maian yadi |
tatrapi tulyacodyatvﬁd anavastha prasajyare |l

BAUBLVA 4.3.1780-86
The hypothesis (kalpanﬁ) [with regard to] the transformal jon of different Saktis in
the self according to (-tak) the differentiation of sense-organs and their respective
objects (cakstiriipa) is refuted following this maxim. Since only by the probains
(linga) of effect is the existence of potentia]iu‘es anderstood—in that [they are] the
cause — in the self, therefore, there is 00 potency which is free from causal factors.
The identification of power and that which is endowed with this potency
($aktimant) can neves be andesstood with 1easom, because there is difference in the
meaning of base and suffix, ie., Sakti and matup (10 whom it belongs];™ [and it
is unknown] whether

the suffix maiup is in the meaning of the base (pralti) or it

another [meaning]. In the first case, the thesis cannot be proved, and in the latier,

there is no identity because [there is] difference [between base and suffix]. When
e

8 a0 ‘nyathd Saktivadah pramépenavastyate | BAUBLVE4.3.1784.

Both Sure$vara and Anandagiri identify ihis as a docizine that

bhedﬁbhedavikalpdbhydm Saktivado napavadam arhati.
Sastraprakasika on BAUBEVa43.1774; &mavuy&ririkmfabivﬁdo na... SPoa BAUBLVE 431775
& The text reads asakeaiti, which resulls in the meaning that ‘power is powerless due 10 that whichis
endowed with power’ (Saktih Saktimat@ . - - asakta). E:
s the locative asmif.

ase asya also COVer

PS 5.2.94. Here the genetive ¢
ignorance as Sakt,

8 yadasydstyasmin iti matup
When Sure§vara jdentifies Branman a$ S$akriman, regasding
second understanding, as he accepts the Brahman as the locus of ignorance.

follows Sakti (.fakriva'da). :'

Svayam ’
Vﬁkhyéz&ivr $ruy2 Saktipararvam
b jRanaSaktimatrasyavasthar

he follows even e
& »
o <« muktay Saktimp

: aktimatram avatisthate na Adnam iti
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power in all its N i
: aspects is
Ehat raatteste oy generated, the very ignorance of the self i
is the power
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b
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Tegress.
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p -
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whi assage pasyan na pasyati is bri e notion of Saks
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) owledge’ & & asarathi Migra &7
perceived, hear;dci expeﬁc"“dmg to him, this passage conf Do
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ghrati) and so forth. i of drsti, as h Passage, where
orth, in the meanine e argues that there i
Xe 1S no
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view of Parthasarathi p canin. . :
asarathi, only Sz, g of ‘consciousness only’. Fol
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any conscio 2 or ‘potency’ :
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 JRanasaktyabhiprayam idam ammano

o oroyem idam | 2

kadacid api lupyata ifi. . . JAanasaktyq, - Ilo
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+ Anaya ca Srutya sarvav

= . ijRiana-
! Sastradipik 127-128, Srutayah Saltyabhipraya

- Sastradipina 130.18.




Chapter 8

‘Seeing’ in Sivadrsti and Moksopaya

Somananda and Utpala on Pasyanii

-eSvara e a by bles S() 1 a]](la al[d Uty yala’s Cl'iﬁque
§ Cﬂﬁq‘l of Bhartl‘pr panca eSCH! an:
SUI S

i § is critical of Bhartrprapafica’s argument_that
o Bham'hm}’ Spwﬁc?ny,(:;;;fz‘:)r,a;s;;?ﬁon which resembles t]lnle( a;:)l);zlzoﬁ
the self 18 (a C%VSZﬁier:ﬁia in the commentary of VP hait:z ﬁ}a;;(ge;cm vrsabha, o
Bhartrhari (and Hanives | oy o barhen i
pnd COHCEI{NSIIZ}JIE (pa?g? g—a)e s:;.’gc;:iiilggnﬁnuously (gas‘yantz‘) constn:;lmfotﬁg
guage is the primordial ]i:mFurther there is no perception in the phenome) e
o e e fooé ‘tf laang’lilagé.2 However, for the § alV"J.t.eS, the co;gflzh kg
e I}Ot accompatﬁforiginal concept of Bhartrhan and Hanv;gal;ﬁ.eas o e
¥ am.l— differs ﬁm& is the Absolute and is equated with Bsrahn}an, W] e o e of
itis ot paéyamlli.e it is merely a state of knowledge wh;tgh pres| p;;ri e
i;is' g t]ierjr&::: tlé c’ompare this concept among the Sanskrit gramm 3
esire.

i §yantt as under-
d the Trika Saiva philosophers, it is relevant to discuss pasyanit as
vaitins, and the
stood by Somananda and Utpala.

; i ith the power of action.

ino (G 1d, is associated wif N

— reflecting (@mys) the world, 15 ass use of a predomi
Pasyant.lt, 'vsvgule‘nl far temfved from the supreme Siva nature, beca

However, it 1

nance Of knov mg' j as‘)a]lu 18 desalbed as haVlng the ChataCter Of e:[t‘mnghed

exter nal Peala[lce ?asantapl zydl)abhasa bOllﬂd Wlthul time, havin llts se-
ap] (p a ) g

quen.ce contIaCted lpuzltsami‘n takf aﬂla) smce it is descllbed as S()methmg tha! pOS'

Sesses thc PO wer Df Seqllence even thollgh there is no dlﬁelcnce “lthln [ltse]fl (m lm‘.z

2 5
saty api abhede samdavistakramasaktih pasyantt).

fyanti, , 188-204.
1 For contemporary scholarship on pasyans, see Padoux 1990,

iva jhd; sabdena bhasate |\
ah sabdanugamad rte | anuviddham iva jid@nam sarvam
2 pa so ’sti pratyayo loke yah sa 7
S Gdhanam pasyantt sa pard sthitif |l $§pal

makam jranasaktir ya sadasivary 1 | vaiyakara? b
o . . i criipatayd samanvitd, tathapi pagyani in
. nadarapatayd visvam amrsanti kriyasakuiripaiay sama e
* pasyantt yady api nadargpatay s o diyande v arapast i

’ o - 7 aparc aira | tesam punali 5@ paravasi
da"“"apr”dh;d";mai jAanasakeeh sadasivarapatvat par av,yavam e
- :;]paz;;han’:patve ca kriyasaktir api na parityakid Utpala’s co
mati |

.
5 These are quoted by Utpala in the commentary of $D2.
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According to the grammarians, as understood
self; thus, all bodies share the single pasyan:,

pasyadavastha) is of the character of awareness, which in itself is formless ® Utpala

describes this state as the state of enjoyerhood, free from the character of what is
known, and this is mere awareness (caitanyamatra). This (pasyanti, which is the very
self) sees itself as the entire world. In this way its

action of seeing becomes manifest.’
Free from the subject and object of cognition (gra

hya-grahaka),® and due to impres-
sion (vasand) in the form of ignorance, vdc in itself manifests (vivrt) in the form of
knowable entities.” Entities ( artha) have consciousness (samviz) as their support, for

what is not known cannot exist (asamvidita asanta eva). Knowledge without reflec-

tion is not knowledge at all.’® The beginning of an entity (artha) coming into being is
of the character of awareness (bodha) !

by Somananda, pasyanss is the very
The state of inward seeing (antah-

This passage presents the concept of pasyanti precisely in the same way DS is ex-
plained by later scholastic philosophers, as jiiataikasatta “the existence of known-
only’ or gjfiatasattvabhiva, ‘the non-existence of what is not known.’ The concept
of a single pasyanss as the experience in all the bodies can be compared with the EJ
doctrine of a single self, following the model that proposes Hiranyagarbha,

The problem discussed by Sure§vara while refuting
the passage pasyan na pasyati is also raised by Somananda: pasyanti is a feminine
participle in the present tense.”* The verbal root drsin armanepada giving rise to the
question: What [object does it] see? If the reply is that [it sees] appearances which are
externalized (bahirbhita), then the issue cmerges as to whether or not the seen entities
are real or false. Utpala questions both possibilities:

Even when the false is seen due to beginningless ignorance, this (pasyanti) will be
false. The relation of pasyant is o

t possible even due to ignorance. Ignorance,
since it is indeed accepted as ignorance, is therefore false,

the notion of Bhartrprapafica in

$ st evéatma sarvade Gpakatvena vartate | antahpasyad,

haiva cidrigpatvam aripakam | §D 2.3,

7 Utpala explains . .. yavar pasyanty avantakam as anantam sarvam eva visvam pasyati yena darsana-

kriyartho *syah piiryate  Utpala on $D 2.4.
* sarvagrahyagrahalakaravaritam Utpala on §D 2.5.
*.. . saiva bahir vasanaya loamat | ghatadirapair vyavrita grhyate caksuradina Il §D 2.7,

of Utpala: parate pi bahyarthavasanaya avidyariipaya kramena ghatapatadyakirair vivria
caksuradinam grahyabhavam dpadyate | Utpata on $D 2.7.

In terms
saiva vak

® stz hi sarve "1tha@h samvidi pratistham upayanti,

asamviditd asanta eva i samvic ca vimarsafinya
samvid eva na bhavati | Ibid, 2.20

 bodhamayo ky arthasattaprarambhal Ihid, 2.20,

™ The gender endings Sarr and Sanac are the primary derivatives in the meaning of present tense (lar
lakara). For discussion, consult laah SarrSanacay. .. PS 3.2.124.

B anadyavidyavasad api asatyadar§ane mithyatvam tavad asyah sthitam, avidyayapi sambandho na
tasyd ghatate, avidya hi avidyarvabhyupag,

amid evasatya. Utpala on $D 2.23.
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Somananda tackles the problem regarding the seeing nature as false: if pasyantt is
false, it would contradict the fact that this is Brahman, taking the position of the
grammarian that pasyani is Brahman.** Tt is proper to say that the primordial lan-
guage (pasyanti) creates the external entities first, and sees them afterward. However,
it is a contradiction that something real creates something false.”® The subsequent
problem, raised as an argunment by opponents while refuting DS, addresses the notion
that there exists only what is known. Does pasyaniT create things already known, or
does it know afterwards the things created before? In Somananda’s opinion, it is mot
appropriate to accept that pasyanti creates something unknown."®

Tt also becomes relevant to ascertain whether pasyant? has any telation to igno-
rance. Somananda queries whether ignorance is the property of pasyamit or not. If
ignorance were the property of pasyanti, then it must be polluted. I it were the prop-
erty of something other than this linguistic act of seeing (pasyant?), then it would con-
tradict the doctrine of non-duality.”

Somananda finds the position problematic that payan:T is endowed with igno-
rance. The problems raised here resemble those raised against the Advaita model that
accepts pure consciousness as both the support and object of ignorance. Both Abhasa
and DS models are congruent with this argument. The questions raised are twofold:
first, can ignorance be expressed in terms of existence or non-existence? And second,
is pasyantt capable of seeing ignorance or not? The essence of the problem is: if
pasyant? does not see itself, then it is unconscious. And, if this is the case, pasyanfi
would not perceive any object, since everything is caused by ignorance. If pasyanit
has seen ignorance, then ignorance should be considered as something already
Jmown.'® Furthermore, if ignorance is unknowable, how can one know what is inex-
pressible?”® According to both the grammarians and the Vedanta non-dualists,” the
probans (hetu) of the cognition of difference demonstrate that ignorance cannot be

known by inference.”!

¥ gsatydd yadi pasyanst pasyantt brahma citratz | $D 2.24 ab.

5 pahirbhavan visrjyadau pasca pasyati sitha kim | satya stjaty asatyani viciram abhidniyate | $D
2.24cd-25ab.

6 jiatan syjaty asai 1an V@ neti jidtesv adarSanam || ajfiatesu na systih syad. . . $D 2.25¢4-26ab.

Y avidyasyah svadharmah kim paradharmo *thavi bhaver || svadharmatve *syé malinyam paradharme
*pi kasya @ | parasya $astranistasya. .. Tbid, 2.28cd-29ab.

8 yonvanyatvair avacyé va yady avidyabhidhiyate || pasyantyd laksitasau va na va yadi na laksia |
pasyants jadyam dyati laksitd tarhi laksirg 1| Tbid, 2.30cd-31.

9 gvacyarvena bhavatn tasyé rapam kuto gatam | alaksitasvaripayd avidyavam kasharm sthitam 1
$D232.

B For this, Utpala gives evidence from VP 1.32 and 141, how inference is not acceptable in this
context. Toid, $D 2.33.

2 This is formally directed here against grammarians, but in fact, Bhartrhari and Harjvrsabha remain
unclear regarding the nature of ignorance, in contrast to Sure§vara’s position that ignorance cannot be

- teply of both the grammarians and Sure$vara is the sam

m

SEEING’ IN SIVADRSTI AND MOKSOPAYA

The i Vi
ext series Of ploblems Ialscd aga,mst pa.‘ anti are Slmllat to those raise

against the EJ doctrine: if askin
. : the i i i
bodion. on 1 o Qoctrine: g grammarians, is there a single pasyans in a
P whjt;thdlﬁsz:l;l(i::slz :;cnl; t;o;::? I.f it is just one, then how c:n if g:y ;%ZZ
ething, since there will not be an obi i
object distinc

from the seeing subj i ethin
7 ject? After stating th i i i
for pasyan:r to perceive, then the afogreu&:t Ciones mea i thers i somet s

‘pasyant entioned probl i
e asyant v problem will o
P ea;yn - then]lal:,seafalrsee. From. t'hB gr.ammaria n’s perspective, if p:fyu;ntt?fst :h tan
g, 1 th; e mr;; ;e;;t participle, it has to see something at present which (;r:islltml:t
X oOwever, can there be any difference be E
tween pasyanst and the

see?? It cannot be the case that the
Seeing something that has already be
be a new mode of cognition.”® The
Yanti) for pasyantt to perceive,

en cognized, then this act cannot b i
4 e consider
self cannot be different from this ‘seeing’ (ifla;(-,

This discussi i i

et mmﬁpio;: :;%;Isdnll:%rzttl’e tEature of ignorance is significant in the present con
. e tan’ i 3 !

rate form, yor done s grammarran’s notion of pasyanst comes in elabo-

e, that it is vasana or ‘mental

proved by inference. These differences in

by inf definition ea i ‘
Tty et ity further Jead to the premise that Somananda is si-

. dualism while criticizing the grammarian’s school,
is glossed from SD 2.43-47ab and the commentary by Utpala that follo
ws.

b 2 = & = 7o, = 3o Ao i <

bkaw.wmtam Ry tham e -
artemanam kai pasyanty ar Il aty

2 4 g i & uatgacse s adars

%
This issue is dealt in §D 2.48
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SEEING’ IN SIVADRSTI AND MOKSOPAYA

impression’ that gives rise of the notion of objects outside. Comparatively, ihe 175

pasyantt of grammanans _is clos;r to that of mampaﬁca where the self constf'mtly The previous analysis has d

perceives, which implies its active agency even i the state of not seeing any objects. two levels of reality, th cmonstrated that when an anthor 1 drsti to indi

In conclusion, the concept of pasyant articulated by Somananda and Utpala presup- hierarchy is inteng d . e first level signifies the one true reality s;s TSt to indicate

poses a higher category of consciousness as jts ground, which differs from the posi- higher lovel of ed by the term drgzi, the term then refers to - towever, when no

tion of the grammarians who take pasyant itseif as the supreme state of the self. pure awareness ’ I’S‘;’;s taé;vaYS free from error, and is solitary % ‘;r;ja“;muess. The
: at distinguishes D, L7 S drsti refers to

visualization of Brahman, In instances
| | | accepted, drsti occurs to qualify awareness, 2
Moksopaya / Yogavasistha: The rise of DS as a doctrine mut;;al sty with the karmadha oty
. - & -
mg.™ Bhaskara’s commentary on thi‘:ya _type
Drsti in Moksopaya/Yogavasistha . ios
and Vimuktatman both favor J s B mk,—n "
’ 1 avor d 3 a ). * Sa
The Moksopayasastra (MUS$),” or the subsequent redaction, Yogavdsistha vVv)is many instances of drst in MUS'rfherrggf t af atars. Sk e )there e m::
I8y 0 "awareness-in-itself’. ’

one of the main sources for the concept of drstisysti, including the use of the term it~

self 2 Understanding the meaning and application of drszi in MUS/YV is, therefore, The second type of drszi, the relati ;
significant for the reasons (1) that the model of Advaita this text proposes is some- ' many ramifications: relative seeing, occurs most frequently in MUS with
what different from mainstream Advaita of the Saiikara lineage, and (2) that this is the | Do, wi
text where the term DS explicitly occurs. Furthermore, this understanding supports a samyagdarsana D
comparison of different models of idealistic thought prevalent in classical India. An : Grmadrsti. b . asam ZZa
investigation shows that the text seems to have mainly preferred the second meaning, ‘ parﬁdz’é}i’ anmadrsti yag hzana
‘ as identified below, that there exists a real drsti and a false drsti, but a few examples Vijrz'a‘n. adrsti (No equivalent such as aparadrsti i ef TSI
i lead to a separation of the meaning of this term into four possible sections. However, i saddrs l‘l,sa 2 drssi kL f Olm(l)’
£ the use of the term in its non-philosophical ; Ioth Salya arsti asaddrsss Jhieyadrsti

this inquiry does not inchude instances o
drsyadrsti, arthadrsti

sense.
In this bipolar drsti, th ;
1) Drsti = pure awareness. i t 754, the first is correct, and th
} Drs P‘ ‘ o 3 gie the correct perception of something, but rathe second, false. The correct drszi is
2) Two drstis. One is correct and the other, false. This is comparable to the sam- 1 .ﬁom modifications. This is not ‘se;:in er is the drsti or awareness which s
5 drsti that requires something false. There fi rOenly of the first t;vpe but is the relative

yakdrsti or the correct view, and drstis (imaginations), which are false.

3) Drsti = visualization [Ds]. The visualization under consideration is brah-
madrsg. BS is the first text to use drsti in this meaning, and YV clearly uses
this term in the meaning of brahmadrsti. BAUBLV does not deal with drsti
in this meaning.

4) Drsti = momentary awarcness [D4]. Mental construction is contemporaneous
to this momentary awareness, and there exists no external object to correspond
to this drsri.

5) Drsti = philosophical viewpoints.”

also uses drsfi in the .
) 4 9F meaning of drstant, - .
cussion, see Hammeder 2005, 28, illustration. See Pasanakhyana, MUS 3.2.1-56, For dis.

30
ekaiva kevalam drstir .
m drstir anapayagatab, =1
MUS 6.25.1, gatabhrama | vidyaze sarvavicchrestha sarvasresth Samunnata It
] 3

31
vasizas v asya khorvyads nasadri
X nasadritpam
Shiamll MUS 625147, o enmayam | drstir drsyam ivabhas brafmaivaitar
samam

32

- - idam Santam anabhaiam
MUS 6.300.14, ananyad asad atmani | cii drstay tamasi L
. masi khe cakrakidiva bhati e ||

- -+ Svabhavato ’ syas cid,

1 have consulted the Yoga-

71 ] have utilized MUS as 2 primary source in my discussion. In addition,
vasistha redaction of the text as well.

. = Ster ye unmesenime, ; o _
% Although the term drsfisysti is not found in the MUS version, nevertheless, the usage of drsramasrsh sv“?"‘“’ atal yatnarahitam | asyah atmarve, sa"e_' Jagadrapanubhites tav eray astamayodayau ||
Sthir 33.23 and Bhaskara’s wwnwmmm "4 purashaydl | ciddrsteh cidakhyayah drgeer | MUS
eTEOn, : *arsres 3

or srstidrsti is visible.

B . .
ing of drsi as 2 philosophical viewpoint. Saddhar- anadrsam ving cinmatrajianakhyam drstim ving
lagna drstigahanesu nityam astiti nastizi thatasti o e

a te sthitah | Saddharma 1L Gtba 65. MU$

® A Buddhist influence can be suggested in the mean -
mapundarika uses drsti for sixty-two viewpoints: Vil » Bhiskara on Sthiri 7.11.

nasti | dvasastidrstikrtanisrayrva asantabhavam parigrhy
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The correct seeing is even called parc'rdr;_ti,37 with false entities that are perceived
due to “deformity in perception’ (drsti-vairfipya), described with an example of an
eye-disease that gives rise to false appearance.”® This is bhramadysti,” or erroneous
perception, which gives the idea of the world. Appearance is ‘a gentle touching by
way of seeing’ (dm*ivilehana)."’“ YV declares that what is erroneously perceived
(mithyadrsti) has no existence in any mode of time. The ‘correct view” sees creation
as a mere vibration of awareness, the antonym of which is “incorrect view’ (asamyak-
drsti).® What is false is referred to as drsyadrsti, the view of what is seen. “3 Even
arthadrsti, vsed in a compound, can be analyzed in terms of ‘the entities in the form
of mere conception’ * Dehadrsti, for instance, is of the category of the external,

% Qpposite to samsaradysti is vijfidna-
>, Le., free from constructions.™

which is not of the essential nature of awareness.
drsti, which can also be found with a qualifier, ‘Suddha

% ity asty anto na saddrster asaddrste§ ca vi kvacit | asyas w abhyuditam buddham abud-dham prati

vanagha ... MUS Sthiri 3.15.

5 ye param drstim ayaid dréyasriparadar§inah | na vidyaman
param drstim @yaa viddhi tesam apam iva | ardpalok m Sp
param drstim ayatg viddhi tesam apam iva | spandam aspandanam sarva(mm avedanavasad va 1l
MUS 6.179.14-16; ye param drstim dyatd samsrteh paradarsinah Ina te karma prasamsanti kipam
nadyam pibann iva MUS 6.179.18; atha cidvyomaram praptah param drstim ahamp gatah | Saratsain-
ayasampraptau vyomanirmalaram iva i MUS 6.225.4.

am apy asti tesdm vedanam Gtatam Il ye
! danam sadd | ye

/4

dr§yave drstivairipyad yathd vyomani pifichik@
khe | sphuraty evam jagadriipan andimany eva
syam  MUS

8 dharapy avidyamanaiva sankalpad drsyate tatha |
MUS 6.29.41; timiravriadrstindm yathd keSondukadi
tistharam  MUS 6.166.11; tada tv aham taimirikaksadrsta-kesondukantva jaganty apa.
6.216.61.

% yanvasadriipam akhilam Sinye vetalako yathd | bhramadrstya te sadrizpam ity ahanta jagadgatif ||
MUS 6.46.9.

# ko nu citram nirbhitti cirram ujjvalam utthitam | svaranjanam jagad it sthitam
MUS 6.60.33.

S mithyadssih preksia ca na kaddcana vidyate | mrgarst
MUS 6.99.10.

drstivilehanam |l

ambhasa kena ghatakah paripdritah |l

The third meaning of drsti seems
- . = cTr t
gz:xtli:) Adva.ttf'a, this be'comes the nﬂﬁ-:alt’]:z‘:;z P
o n), winc_:h cu ates in Phalacaitanya
e Absolute is nameless and formiess, it
problem emerges that, if the Absolute c’ o

used by Badarayana,

(consciousness in form of mentl:I ::;18:
(awareness of the form of result). Since
annot be conceptualized, A subsequent

ed, g X ) annot be realized since i

e ot n becomes impossible, Advaita tackles this blom by e

e s‘trata of consciousness, i o oot

e tiﬁcatzons. Consciousness in itself i g . i s i
niries as the single drsti that does

very meanin ) mind in which a Yogi .

ports thie vefy 0}1:1 :ra{zmad,rgn}a The bahwn-hi_COmpofnnd,ﬂl;;des, tbl-SmS?Ems to be the

mode] of drsti as pure i;”Wheu we read ‘pure knowledge’ as dd‘the’”VUw-gil_;;tz, sup-

‘error’ in form of the v ?;el}ess, the world is only the vibration ‘éuahﬁf er.”! Tn this
or o J——

awareness is drgzi, 1s, thus, the vibration of pure awareness anznzfiss' —

o 2 pure

ingDz; Vrvel:;ml;les Do in the general sense
’ e both D,
kind of viewing hi‘;;ﬁgthb are both categorized as ‘v, ewing the world’
more specific, the world 1ts the momentary nature of the world a otld’, the former
appearances, ;11 of whi hls described as a scene-by-scene projecti ;’Pearfmce‘ To be
the mind that perceiVe: thafe non-ultimate, existing only ia tempo 1 of J;ngerma'nent
relativist perspective. In em. However, MUS does not alwa smcliy relationship to
and states ﬂ:lat all . Othel' passages it embodies the y a OPt.ﬂns type of
that appears is Brahman itself. Perspective of ultimate reality

in that neither of them indicates the real see-

-_
¥ atmadpy adr,
ST gdrstaisi samsarabhayadayiny
6.10.28: bratumet: drosorrmm. ayint | drstd sati samagrang J— .
eti drss eva cavmadrstya bhayo "pi ki :k' nam dupkhanam ksayakarint || MU$
g a.

6.52.19. 7
: ° gam eval MUS

2 sarga$ citspandamatratma samyagdrstau vilyate | udeni)y asamyagdrstanma rajjan sarpabhramo
yatha It MUS 6.105.61.

% gréyadrstir tyam bhrantr akasawarumanjarl | cidvy
MUS 6.217.26.

“ kim nama karanam briki sargadau bhittivastunah | abhavad arthadrstinam cid evettham prakasase |
MUS 6.350.17.

% idam cetanam evaham nGham dehadidrstayah | i niscayavan yo *ntar na sa mulyati karhicit. ..

MUS 6.253.32.

efi tatraham amubhitavan |} Swvarno na sthitim y amsuke
? n Yati malava, 7 ath@
‘ $a17 ty amsuke ymhd | eka drssip sthitim yati na migne
‘ 1722, kLl itim ya lane ci
ev MU ) ittake tathg |

50
na bhfitam na bhavisyac ca cinggyami
MUS 6.27.8. wac ca ciuayami kadacana | drsim dlambya Hsthami vartamanam iha
= Grmanak )

51 = 7 AV Rryamsubh vambujam
amlosasitalam ce, i
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hanah | MUS 633411, e | drster evam cidacchayel samvitspandsj jagad

3 b - Jjagaa-

MUS Mumuksu 14.8.
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The drsti in this category, (Da), equals Vbhd, ot Ya+bha, and all examples of Dz, in
which drsi is equated with abhasa can therefore be identified with it. This is the phe-
nomenal appearance, whose substrate is “being’ and ‘awareness’, with awareness as
the only reality.” This meaning is further clarified by Bhaskara’s use of prarii for
drssi®* A comparable term is the ‘shining of seeing * (drstibhisa), which corresponds
» 55 Whatever appears is merely abhdsa in the drsti,

to ‘what appears is through seeing’.
which implies that there are drstis in the substrate of drsti. These are dystis that

merely appear in drsti, with two degrees of seeing:
1) sesing the externals, and

2) seeing the perception of externals.
The inner drsti is considered as real while external manifold appearance is considered
as false.5® The texis compare this drsfi with eye disease and state that it must be re-
moved”” Bhaskara explains that drgfi in this case are the ‘Tays of eyes’ ;> which
form the shape of external objects. The notion of drszi in this sense encompasses all
mental consiructions.” Bhaskara explains that even jiva is a type of conceptualiza-

tion (kaland),m which results in non-duality. MUS stresses that nothing is to be

changed, and that drstis correspond to appearance. Nothing is changed in the essence
of the Absolute, even when there are various appearances. 1 It is mental construction
which gives rise to fear § The entities to be known are drstis, 6 suggesting that there
is one only perceiving subject, and that all perceptions are constructed by the very

B sarvam sat tac ca nihSEnyon na FKificid iva samsthitam | tatra yyomni vibhantima nija bhdse "nga

drstayah || MUS Sthiti 31.33.
5 yarah tatra vyomni cinmamakase | imah purahsphurantyah |
Commentary upon MUS Sthiti 31.53.

drstayah jagadripah pratta-yah. ..

% khe drstibhasam sphuranam yadrsam adrsom jagat | viparyasyaty aviratam abodhal laksyate

sthiram |l MUS 6.302.2.
S aphati mauktikagunah Saradambarantar drstav asatya udito 'py atisatyariipah | bhrantyd yathd
garam samarthal || MUS 6.237.62.

nabhasi visphuratam tatheaisam sankhyam vidhatum iha ko ja
7 yatha waimirikaksasya sahaj@ eva drstayah | kesondukadivad bhanti
Sthiti 31.34

% .. drstayah nerarasmayah keSondukadivat keSakiircadivat \ bhanti sphuranti .
MUS, Sthiti 31.34.

9 . akhilakalanadrstise purah |
tattve ramanam atanam jagatam idam MUS, Mumueksu 12.21.

rathemas tara srstayah  MUS,

. . Bhaskaraon

Samam yantisv antahkaranaghatandsv ahitarasam | dhiya drste

® satah akhilokalanadrstisu samastajvadikalandrapasu drstisu . . . DBhaskaraon MUS, Mundse

12.21.

&L | jhgnam najfignaram eti chdyd nayati tapatam | sad brah
. MUS 66.16.

@  syosarkalpopayatasu bhna
MUS 6.34.82.

... jdtaram jReyadrstindim kars@ram sarvakarmanam | MUS 6.43.10.

ma nasad bhavati vicitrasv api drstisi ..

sambhramadrstisu | palayate 'py asatyasu vetalisv iva balika. ..
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drsti as ‘seeing’ Of anubhiiti as ‘experience’ are expressing awareness in itself in this
usage, revealing that the awareness in itself is what is commonly perceived in phe-
nomenal perceptions. This fits with the aforementioned BAU use of pasyan, which

refers to the absolute awareness.

The problems concerning ‘Pasyan’ (seeing) in MUS

In the Nirvana and Utpatti chapters of MUS, ‘pasyan’ is also used in the specific
sense of ‘seeing in itself’. Since this has been a crucial point in the classical debate of
Bhartrhari, Bhartgprapafica, Sure§vara, and Soméananda regarding ‘seeing’, it is rele-
vant to analyze the understanding of MUS regarding ‘pasyan’ t0 understand the de-
velopment of the concept in its Enguistic, epistemological, and ontological CONtexis.

one liberated while living (jfvanmukta) perceives the phe-
nomenal world in its true (yathdasthita) nature and he is endowed with ‘correct-view’
(.s'amyagdars’amz).76 Following MUS, those persons who are Tiberated are functioning
in the world, they are at peace and dwell in the nature of “light’ (sattva). AS they con-
stantly perceive the Tight of awareness, they do not have any impression (vasand) of
duality or identity. The text metaphorically explains that the liberated ones offer the
entire world as wood to the fire of consciousness although they remain active in the

world.” The metaphor of fire for consciousness and wood for world suggests the inner

sacrifice.”® MUS explains saksin as abhdsa when compared to a “lamp’ and its buro-

ing. As illumination is of the nature of 2 lamp, sO also is the illumination of the world

of the nature of this saksin. For the one who is liberated while Tiving, the world is the
mptiness. The

dance (nrtta) of ‘power’ in the theater located in the city of absolute €
liberated one perceives it as if a ‘witness’.” This exam-

MUS proposes that the

this play and resides within 1

75 The lengthy auto-commentary in the fizst verse of IS, chapter 1, abounds with instances of the use of

anubhitti in this sense.
% samyagdar§anasampanno jivanmuktapadar gatah | yathasthitam idam pasyan karmabhir

badhyate | MUS 6.155.6.
7 sama vyavaharanto pi satvasthah samyatendriyah
vasanah || antarmukhatay@ sarvait cidvahnay trijagat
chitalasayak || MUS 6.2.45-46.

7 Contemplation on ‘consciousness only” is prescribed for those swriving for self-realization as 2 substinte
for external rituals, BG refers to such a practice:

. atmasanty@nayogagnan julvati jii@nadip;

na ni-

| nityam pasyanti cijfyotir na dvaitaikyena
trnam | julvanio *ntar vicestante maghavat

ite 1l BG4.26-27.

Srotradmmdriyany. .
BG identifies this practice as higher than external ritnals (BG 4.33). This practice is referred to as an )
irmer sacrifice in the Trika systen:

sa homas cetanasruca !} Vi-

mahasanyalaye vaknau phitaksavisayadikam | hityate manasa sardham
jaanabhairava 149. Sariram havik\ jidnam annam | Sivasirra 2.8-9.
Kriyah | saty etasmin prakasyante

| suSaktinrttam sampsaram pasyantt

 saksini sphara 4 bhase dhruve dipa va jagaccirmpammparﬁf! il
param&kﬁfanagaran&_ryanm_ldapabhﬁmi;u
6.41.11-12,

saksivat sthitd 11 MUS
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ple further stren .
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terms citta® or jiva.s” The text is not consistent in maintaining ‘cit” as Absclute or
pure awareness, and jiva as the individual subject. When MUS uses cit as ‘that which
perceives duality’, this is citfa or jiva, abandoning a hierarchy of consciousness.® As
in the discussion of pasyant; so here the entities seen are seen within the mind.¥
YV compares the grammarian’s pasyantt with citi in the sense that as all words are in
indivisible form in pasyanst, so are the worlds in consciousness itself (citi) >

Drstisrsti as a compound \
N

MUS/YV is the first and most prominent text to use the compound drstisrsti.
However, because this compound rarely occurs, it is not possible to determine that this
term is used to denote an independent thought. Compounds like d_r;,tc‘z"tmasr.;pf(crea—
tion having the nature of perception)” are synonymous to DS, since the context confirms
this. This example, ‘the origination having the nature of what is seen’, indicates the
momentariness of creation, showing the transitory nature of perception. This com-
pound also demonstrates the closeness with one model of DS that accepts
JAdtaikasatta (existence of only that which is known). The use of drsfisrsti in MUS
confirms the transitory nature of creation.”

% pratyekam uditam cittam svasvabhavodarasthitam | idam istham samarambham jagat pasyed vi-
nasyati || MUS Sthiri 17.17.

& pravrtibhajo ye jivas te wanmatrapadars gatal | tanmétraikataya sargan mithah pasyanti kalpitan |
MUS Sthiti 18.3.

8  sandah pratyekam evantar yatha rasacamatkytim | svadayaty evam esa cit prthak pasyati sam-
sptth. MUS Sthiti 18.38.

®  ontar evakhilam kascit pasyaty avikalam jegar | twatratikalam kalanad unmajjati nimajjati |
sSvapnii svapnantaram tatra tath@ pasyan punalk punah |l mithyavatesu luthitah Sileva Sikharacywta |l
svayam ansah prapasyanti ye jagajjvasambhraman | taih kaifcit tat tathd drSyam asat svapnavad
asritam, MUS Sthiti 18. 54-57.

% srhita yathasyam pasyantyam Sabda ghampatadayah | jaajarah sthitah sargas wathananye mahdcitih |
pasyantyam eva pasyaniimaya bhanti tayaiva ca | yathii $abdas tathd sargds citaiva citi cinmayah |
MUS 6.336.41-42.

“Pagyanit can reflect worldly word forms and can also totally transcend them. Even though it may
come into contact with the sequence and often egocentric word forms of vaikharT and madhyama, it
remains pure, untouched, and spirital in natre. To those who are trapped in ego knots and impure
word usage, pasyan:T may appear to be mixed up and contaminated. But in reality it is not.” Coward
1990, 48.

U anyatranyatra tasyGtha drsiayo 'nyds tathaiva khe| kacanty asarkhya dirasthd mitho drs-
tatmasrstayah |l MUS 6.237.49. *In the void, the creations with the essence of mutually seeing appear
elsewhere; and elsewhere, innumerable are the secings of him {prajapati}’.

the same and as if different, which (in turn) is mere ignorance.’

ctl carucamatidram comatiurvans
MUS 6.249.61. ‘In consciousness ot sl | svaca

L = =
nikata drsyatam Yanti stambhasthah
drstayah || MUS 6.209.46,
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The next compound srszidrsti

. rstidrsti (SD) clearly indi imacinat

in the it l , y indicates the imagina ect ,

. ;prs (;;:ss. ng ;}]ngm:uon.” In tlgs context, creation emerges ﬁ-g;lle i?ssglf ( o dérh;')n

further showing how drssi in MUS is und, svarag),
However, thi: erstood as a self-creatiy

s use of the term SD would be modified by the later exeegeli: T;;:DOD.

yya,

Vitthalesa (the author of .
= e Candrika comme tary
author of GTA). SD, in these Iater sclwla.st:icI;1 apon AS), and Dharmadatta (the

matkrtayo ‘niahsthas tad etah systi

. : g h srstidrstayah ||
. Perc i8] the . & %

[making] the self-show inside’. eptions of form of creations make a wonderful show,

h Salabhafijikak | asming aksobhya evantas tarangah srsti-




Chapter 9

Scholastic Interpretation of Drstisrsti

Drstisrsti in Svatmayogapradipa

isrsti d exegetes have often used it wi
i itations of the term drszisysti are rare and © e
di se]f?n: Lneanings, it is necessary to evaluate thfa instances \yhe:;:j th::mt?rmon; > ci]};
o Amarananda’s Svatmayogapradipa consistently applies s t . . One can
OCOu. the meaning of drstisrsti in SYPP 1.2, where the term drsti 1sd eiv ribed &
gllm_lfe icchaktiripd, ‘of the character of the power of m}csmstructe()da e
pe I;Tg Cll) The first (;ccurrence of DS in SYP reveals fpat itis a.mcth a%::) icable
gify?to t‘he.higher category of aspiran’cs.1 In confirmation of teh_tns1 e;;r;)ii;aas th,at e
term S@mbhavt drsti is presented in this text in .e?(actly the sam g e e
the term. fﬁmbha;;-updya used in the Trika tra.dmon. Agothe.r use
SYP further supports this meaning by enumerating three views:

1) Creation as a play of God, o _
2) Jva, due to ignorance, imagines everything including God, and
3) The world exists only to whom it appeass.

world
According to the first view, God is St'ep‘arat.e ir;a? t]1::: ;Zﬁha?;icﬁzhs;ﬁ(}a:i :ecr vord
i on is , c

by §0V:3 @edozzn?mcﬁesﬁgfoiptﬁ highest view, is that everythinfhisee th:i S;zy a::

]:‘t}l,e]nc);rserlﬁ knowledge of the self, of the We of; nowleﬁge.th::c:; e

sucfessivcly regarded as higher than the previous. Amaranan e.lth ‘gew > he theee

iven in a course of instruction with these three views: the ol e e

ﬁxamples' gn‘Ienthe instruction to Rama that he is himself the lon? Vlgx_xu,. when ”
:;itglgc: rgfllsﬁl;fe]f as only 2 human being. The second view is like the instruction

idha drstir ut-
d; T drstih . . . SYPP 8.7 . . . evamvidha drs!
U drstisrstyasrayanat . .. SYPP 8.6 . .. grra Sambhavt drstil
Gdhikiirivisayd ca jieya. .. SYPP82
tamadhikarivisaya ca jieyé . .. S o ‘ "
atra i 5 7T vadibhavah samsdra iti kecit, jivanam evanadyavidyaya Ja:gad'ffvartz_d
2 ifvaam.vmsyma e patica ¢ drstisrstinydyena yasya pratiyate tosyaiveti pratity-
73 ara i ke | svapnaprapaiicavat drstisrst ¥ . o
kagfhn‘;a; ﬁ;r;?g Zn;e | yad va atmano anyam Wvarah taiparaianiram ca )WZTL- Jaga_c ca nz;lany
a ! 5 ; s ., et g ﬁa—
uIrJathama.dhm | mamaivanadyajianat isvaro jagac ca kalpitam iti madhyamadhih | jRénatmanc mama
?ﬁ&rw;wbi lasit m sarvam ity dhir manyate | SYPP 13.13-18.

% This clearly indicates the influence of YV:

Spandakarika 1.1 and the Spandaniraya of Ksemargja thereon.
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Karna that he is not Radha’s son, but rather of Kunf.* The most exalted view pre-
sented here is similar to Amarananda’s story of the ten fools who cross the river and
count just nine: the tenth, who is counting, forgets to count himself. This illustration

confirms that instructions merely establish what is already there, just like reassuring
the tenth person.” Amarananda states:

drstisystinyayena jagatah karapatvam Janmadyavastharayasrayatve Py avikari-
tvam ca

SYPP 38.17-18
Causation of the world and changelessness, even in being the locus of the three

states of origination and so on, follows the DS maxim.

According to this example, the world is not caused by ignorance but by self-
awareness which persists in all the modes of creation, maintenance, and dissolution.
This meaning is possible if the compound is understood in the first of the meanings of
the term drsti, where this term refers to pure consciousness. This fits with another use
of DS, in which a dream metaphor is given for creation.’ This metaphor does not suf-
fice to demonstrate the falsity of creation, but to show its nature as mere knowledge.
The line “svapnadrsyasyeva hi drstir eva srstil’  (origination is seeing itself, like the
entities to be seen in dream), is a part of the commentary of the following verse:

cidatmabhittau nijacetyacitram | larasai rafijitacintatiilya )|
ya nirmalonmilayati svatantra || nimflayaty apy adrsasmy aham sa i
1 am that stainless, autonomous [awareness] who, with the brush of mind colored

with the fluid of mere appearance, reveals the picture of the objects of seli-

consciousness [found) in the surface of consciousness, and also conceals [this
picture] due to not perceiving.

This verse again aligns Amarananda closely with the Trika $aiva doctrine 8

Sapavyaiavasad evam rajavesadharo harip | ahrigihanasampannal kificijj
cidanandasvariipe ki rame rapvalocane | YV L.1.55-56; renapi sapito visnup sarvajiiatvam tavasti yat |
Kincitkalam hi rat tyaktva tvam ajrant, bhavigyasill YV 1.1.60.

* This example is based on the Mahabharaza st
bundred Kaurava brothers, had no idea that he i
thought himself a son of a charioteer.

ory in which Karna, a hero who fought on the side of
s 2 son of Kunti, the mother of five brothers; rather he

¥ Suresvarz favors this example; see BAUBLVE 1.1.208-211, 1.4.600-604, 4.4.629; NS 3.64, 3.68-
69,4.33-34,

® svapnadrSyasyeva hi drstir eva systik. . SYPP 47.6.7.

7 SYP2.10. Ihave changed adréya to adrsa in the present edition on the basis of anto-commentary.
The auto-commentary explains adrsa as adrsa nimilayati ce tac citram adaréanena tirobhavayati,
drsyasya hy adarSanam eva ca samharah susuptivad ity arthah | There is evep & meter break in reading
adrsyd. The next emendation is sitlyd, which, in the original teading, is kalya. To complete the meta-
Phor of painting, it is essential to have a brush, which could fit with the metaphor of fluid and so forth,
Butif kulya is to be read instead, then the meaning will be . . , through the channel of.

¥ This verse compares favorably to two aphorisms:

citih svatantré visvasiddhihetul and svecchayi
svabhittau visvam unmiayati Pratyabhiffiahrdaya 1-2. For the concept of unmilana and nimilana, see
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In the following sequence, one example matches D2: paradrstya drstasya visvasya
praryagdrsya layah (SYPP 47.12), “Dissolution of the world [occurs] when the view
of the self is perceived by the view of another’.

The conclusive meaning of DS found in SYPP tallies with the understanding of
Ka$miraka Sadananda. When analyzing DS in his AdBS, he compares the world to a
dream, identifying both waking and dreaming states as mental constraction. He aligns
the world with drszi in this sequence, saying that there is no valid means to differenti-
ate the object of perception from drsgi. Continuing with this very exalted use of drsti
as pure consciousness, Sadananda quotes a passage from VP, which confirms that the
world is nothing but consciousness, and it is this awareness-in-itself that is known in

various forms.’

DS as understood by Vyasatirtha

Among the critics of DS, Vyasatirtha is the most systematic, having composed a
complete treatise to refute the doctrine of DS.!° This criticism of DS clarifies how its
opponents understood the doctrine. Vyasatirtha understands DS to indicate the mo-
mentariness of perceived entities. He begins refuting, not the model of DS which ac-
cepts origination as identical to pure awareness, but rather that model which accepts
origination as synchronous to perception. His example demonstrating the doctrine of
DS follows: when Caitra is asleep, he is not aware of bis body and so forth. Maitra’s
understanding that ‘this is Caitra’s body” is illusory. The recognition that ‘this is my
body’ or ‘this is Caitra’ is due to error."

Vyasatirtha argues that there are two ways of understanding DS:

1) There are six entities that do not fall under the discussion of DS, such as jiva,
#$a, and so on; and

2) Everything except for pure consciousness is within the domain of DS.

% ... drstir eva visvasrstih | dréyasya drstibhede manabhavat tad uktam vispupurane — jiidna-svarapam
evahur jagad etad . . . . wasman na vijidnam re ’si kificit . . . vijidnam ekam nijakarmabhedo-
vibhinnacittair bahudhabhyupetam ABS 262.7-13.

10 See the drstisrstibhariga section of NA.

Y yac ca bauddhabhimataksapikarvasiddhyartham witam visvasya drstisystib | caitre supte taddehadi-
kam tam prati nasty eva | jagrato maitrasya tu tadbhrantya bhati | pratyabhijia tu so ’yam dipe
ityadivat bhrantir iti | NA 458-460 in Yogindrénanda’s edition.

To establish the momentariness favorable to the Buddhists, drstisrsti of the world is mentioned. While
Caitra slept, there is no experience of his body, ete., for bim. Due to illusion of [Caitra] {tat}, [the
body of Caitra] appears to Maitra, who is awake. The recognition [that this is that very Caitra] is an
illusion, like ‘this is that very flame’.

Bhrantitve cq ghatader a inn
: Wy ekasm 4 7 i i
N hayader api ksane bhedasyamano i pratiksapam bhedasya ca prasangat |

SCHOLASTIC INTERPRETATION OF DRSTISRSTI

187

E
carance,’ does not mean the same 2as Prakasananda’s

For Vyasat i i
yasatirtha, DS is synonymous with kalpiza (imagined), suggesting that ac

ceptan. . o
ptance of the existence of entities from the perspective of DS leads to the accep

tance of things as mental constructions 4 Thi .
claboraied mainly i the Mg ctions. ™ This fits with one of the meanings of drsti

Vyasatirtha’ i
yasai.zrtha s understanding consequently affects both meanings of drsti, If, by th
. . - e ’ e
- cons v i ation is ever-
¥ liberation is required. However, if drsti signifies momentaryp::fsail:n?;g Iilt0 ;ff;;t
_—h_h_h_h_% £ 0

2
<. dr Aypyrs
e < r:;kanya.wa Sarvasya drstisrstitve attatkaryasya pratitimatrasariy i
Su svargddyartham jyori; adividh al ax]rarw : n ' _‘

m yors er brahmasdisarkars zdividher akas-a
vayvidihetutvokees cayogat | NA, p. 460, in Yogindrananda’s :aditio!: o rvanadndher kas ader
In accepting dyspisrst i
. " ak_’;e 7S] f;f ujvery;fhmg c)fcept the self (drk), because each effect has the form [lit. bod 1 of
jw;aranmm . f;pam ar etiects will not be produced by pazticular causes, and so the injugct; ot
. 51 - ;thr svarga, etc., or the injunctions of hearing, etc., for the realization of Bt::nmon .

Statement o € causation of such as i wouls e
: - sky for air, and so on, would not be established.
innatvena pratitasya ghatapatader abhedp bhinnatvena prati

bheda iti drstahana, . asya ghap i
rstahanadr siakalpanapatic cq | NA, p. 466 in Yogindrinanda’s edit{oi tasya pratiksanam

1 .
* The ending remark .

nenda’s edition, ipirarm jagat (the world is not imagined) . .

« NA, p. 468 in Yogindra-

15 e L
+ - - Pravyabhiffidvirodhac cq, dipadau parimanadibhedakasyeveha badhak Yabhavat,
VG tadabhs .
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not exist in the realized state. And the state of liberation, where there is no stream of
momentary consciousness, would be comparable to the state of insentient objects,

such as a pot.’

According to Vyasatirtha, a subsequent problem emerges when all entities are ‘DS
only’, with illusion not different from reality. This is encountered in the Abhasa-DS
doctrine that accepts two truths. What Vyasatirtha demonstrates is the consequence of
infinite regress: that entities of fllusion are falsely imagined following the maxim of
DS, which in itself is falsely imagined. His objection is that, following the same
maxim of DS, even DS will be false. If the doctrine of DS itself is a false construc-
tion, i.e., DS, then entities will turn out to be everlasting, provided that DS doctrine is

itself momentary. This argument is also applied while refuting the Sautrantika doc-

trine of momentariness, which suggests that Vyasatirtha’s arguments against DS are
based on the undertstanding that drszi implies the meaning of momentary awareness.”’

Madhustdana on the Definition of DS

Madhusiidana paid extensive attention to defining DS.™® He presents ten possible
prima facie definitions of DS, all of which he refutes by taking the position of his op-
ponents. Then Madhus@idana presents his own opinion, in which some of the previ-
ous definitions are defended, whereas others are revised.” It is therefore necessary
to know the ten prima facie definitions in order to understand his conclusive defini-
tion that nonetheless defends multiple interpretations. '

First definition:

drstir eva srstif ‘creation is nothing but (eva) seeing’

5. moksasyapi drganyatvena svapnamoksavad drstisrstimatratvapatac ca, cinmdrasyaiva ghatadi-
drstitve tasya sadd pratityapanyd visistasya tattve vacye tasyapi visistasya drstisystitve 'navasthadi-
prasanigac ca| NA, 463.

7 uktany@yena dosajianadrasirdehendriyidinam abhave bhrantyayogena tesam api drstisystitve 'n-
avasthapatic ca, ghatader iva dystisrstir ity asyapi drstisrstitvena ghatader adrstisrstyapaiac ca | NA
464.

* These alternative interpretations of DS are presented in the Drsrisrsiyupaparti chapter of AS, p.
533 (Sasti ed.).

1 The focus on the definition of particular terms to establish a doctrine is typical of the modem
Nyaya tradifion. In the post-Gange$a Vedanta literature, the influence of technical Nyaya terms and
logical structure is remarkable. Even some Ny3ya masters took Vedanta as the final refuge: this be-
comes apparent in Raghunatha’s time (16™ Century). This, however, is not the case of classical Nyaye,
in which knowing the sixteen categories was the method to achieve nikSreyasa. This diverted the
Nyaya from the means of liberation to the means of logical debate.

SCHOLASTIC INTERPRETATION OF DRSTISRSTI 1
RSTISRS] &9

Objection:

T{rzjtirapld caitanyaripa va drstir abhimats?
pi d_r,s:tzs,r,s_tyzipatti[z | dvitiye sarvads pi

Is drszi understood ag of
S the nature of mental N .
of consei . modifications (vrri
o wons ﬂllohu:?,:s; [gseg]; In the first case, even Brahman t(l:e ogjiolc-:to zh tz: :inal
T © DS. In the second [case there ; ’
will be creation forever, [case 1s] 2 consequence that there

prathame caramavrttivisayabr,
TS ahm
ssty@partip | “ ano

Second definition:
drsiivyatiriksasystyabhavah
[DS is] an absence of creation [different from] Perception.
Objection:
::ai:re{uz STSto mayd drsta ini vailaksapyena vyavahiranupapattep
What is created by Caitra i ’ .
s 1s seen by me’ cannot be established on account of dis-
Third definition:
drstivyatirekena sriyabhavaj
[There is] an absence of the entities of creation except for perceptio;
n.
Objection:
Jidto ghato na Jhi@nam ity anubhavavirodhar

This contradicts the exp

. erience that i
knowing the pot]. % pot is known, but not the knowledge [of

Fourth definition:
drstisamagrijanyatvam
(sit something] generated by the causal complex of drssi?

Objection:

ekasamagriprastarveng ghatader dy,

: .;_tyabhinmtvenﬁnanmmkmdo a
There will be the aforementioned flaw, since the -

from drsyi, as it originated from the same causal comi(]’:x ng 0 o T not sepaate
Fifth definition:

drg.nkwndnak&linasrmﬁ

Creation [ig] simultaneous to perception.
—_—
% The Gu ds same

rucandrikd  (GC) gives the

st €GO, .reason that, whatever i3 made of th
i 50 toidlsungmsh an object and its knowledge, the distineti . i on hasulrednon-
kasamag Yanyatvasyabhedavyapyatayokadosay ; ot G

araniya s&mgn'bheda.sya‘vaf—yakatvﬁt GC 333,
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Objection:
s’Ebdddijﬁénasamak&lotpannagha_r&dau siddhasadhanat, tadvad anyatra-
rethantaratapastes cal
Because there is [a logical fallacy of] ‘proving what is already proved’
(siddhasadhana) in that, for example, a pot created simultaneous to the verbal
knowledge of “pot’, and because this implies (apari) the fault of proving &n uni.n—\
tended thesis (arth@maratd) for another case (anyatra)™

Sixth definition:
d;-._s_tisart&samﬁnasatt&kasr;ﬁh
The existence of creation [is] simultaneous to the existence of perception.

Objection:
ubhayasattve 'py upapatieh siddhasadhanat |

11 be [the fallacy of] ‘proving what is already proved’

There Wi
ssible even in the case of the

(siddhasadhanata), because [creation} will be po
existence of both [knowledge and its content].

Seventh definition:

sadasadvilaksanatvam
Distinct from existent and non-existent.

Objection:
asyaiva mithyatvaripatvena tatsadhandyaiva tadupanyds&nupapaneb |
This (distinction from the existent and non-existent) is in itself of the character of
falsity, and therefore cannot be brought forward to establish itself.?

Eighth definition:
srividhasattvabahirbhittatve saty asadvilaksanatvam
Tt is distinct from the non-existent under the condition of being out of {the domain

of] three degrees of reality.

A pthantarata is one of the nigrahasthana. Yor discussion on this category of ‘fault’ in Indian
logic, see Porter 1993, 189-190. Udayana addresses four types of arthantara: where the irrelevant
statement accords with the speaker’s own schoot of thought, or with the opponent’s, or with both, or
with neither. See, Potter 1993, 359, 362, 409-410.

2 This is one of the fallacies in using definition to establish proof of a probans.
proved, one more interpretation of falsity cannot prove another interpretation of
term cannot be used to establish the term itself.

Since falsity is not
it; a definition of 2

.
-GC defines “out of that” as
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Objection:

trividhasattvamadh; atibhasil

trivid] ye pratibhasikasattvasya; G isrsty

Jgat ba asyapy antarbhavena dystisrstipakse tadvati

Since even illusory existence is inclnded within the three types of existe
uce,

impossibie to establish that it exis i i
1 establis ts outside, with referen: i
dowed with this [illusion], if one adopts the DS view.® % 0 the world that s

itis
en-
Ninth definition:
ajfiatasattvabhaval
Absence of the existence of what is not known,
Objection:
tucchasadharanpyat
Since [in this case, DS will be] equal to the non-existent (fuccha) {like hare-horn).
Tenth definition:
JAataikasattvam
The existence of only what is known.
Objection:

sukhadau siddbhoasadh

nat, tadvad anyatrarthantaric ca

In [an experience] such as

] T pleasure, there will be “provi i
(stddhas. adhana), therefore elsewhere [in extemalporg;:cntgs]wf;: . ﬂ.l'eady PfOVFd’
an unintended thesis (arthantara). S il be proving

Madhustidana’s response

A.fter preSEIlun the a.fOIe-mcntJ.OIled defimtlon.s and hl hh hting the falllts !‘hat ca
=] 1

occur in those definitions, Madhusa
et ose & 3 usiidana defends the following four alternative inter-

D da;aprayu!ctatvanibandhamsya JRataikasattvasya-

2) affiatasartvabhavasya va,

j) pratipannopddhid_rg:tzjanyajﬁa‘faikasattuasya va,

t‘),;dhraaf;ﬁar&w—dyme sati jRdtaikasattvasya va vivaksitarvaz |

— sukhédyamse siddhasadhanam, tadvad anyatrarthantaram va|l
at is meant [by the term DS] is: .

1) The existence of onl
. y known [entities .
of “a defect’ (dosa), or, ] causally connected with the application

devoid of that’: tadbahirbhaves: | tacchinyatvety arthah | GC 333
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2) The absence of the existence of unknown [elhmfnes], or, e s et (i
istence of only known [entities] or%gmated lzy e st

K ?hzl;x;ed by]24 the limiting adjunct (upadhi) ‘known’, or, ‘ »

4) ie existence of only known [entities] provided there is nothing to be cogniz

for another subject. ng what has already been estab-

i establishil ¢
Thus, there will not be [the fallacy of] T Nl thor be proving il

i i i h as pl .
ished (siddhasGdhana) in parts suc  pl -
?jtindid thesis (arthantara) elsewhere [in internal objecis] y

do not apply drsti as seH—awaw.msclo?meﬁ§.
if drsti is defined as pure COnscIOUSHESS: '
rtakatayd ghatadeh sada'tawtvaparflb,_
| vres@v api vrttir eva svasvaripd

It is noteworthy that these instances

caitanyamatrasya drstitve yady api tatsa% i
tathapi vrityupahitacaitanyam eva drstis }
i piadhir it nanavastha

caitanyopadhir iti nanav. ‘ _—

Even though, in accepting drsyi as pure cons'c;;:s e ;qua] sl
will last forever, due to the reason that fit . - e will no b

o ciousness limited by mental modifications (vreti).

means the const

[there will be] a fault that even aA
nonetheless, drsti

i iinaraikasanvasyety arthah | LC
: ipattivifesyadrstijanyavriarat,
2 Tyis understanding follows LC: svapratipatiivisesy
(Sast, ed. p. 533-534).
i i different ways:
3 1 the fizst definition, GC defines doa in three N
1. To have ‘a fault’ (dosa) is to have “otherness’ (dosatvarn 1av N
To have ‘a fault’ is being an object of the concept qualified by the property ualifies emor
2. Tohave

2 4 ),
(bhramatvajat imaddhivisayatvam va doﬁapl q yuk'!at vam

3. GC defines to have fault as: bhramatvavac hinnaj

. dosatvam GC 333-334.
GC explains that the clause ‘dosap \
tion: nibandhanasyety antam anusajy

ran i ides ‘asantva’. paroksavisayasar-

. th definitions, GC proposes ignorance as something that pI‘(;\;14 asa P
; *pi nives) GC 334,

. t;:i}’dsam&padakﬁjﬁﬁnam eva laksanadvaye "pi nivesyam |

gra

ihandhanatva’ is connected even with the second defini-
Keavriter ity arthah | GC

ktaty
U}I‘ =
ate | tasya ca pirvatrevarapt dosaprayu

ing] i imiting adjunct that is per-
adhidrsti i mething] in the imiting a :
N sex atipannopadhidrsti (seeing [so . ! B by e
e e delﬁ?mgli];x}(’}% als,svapraﬁpmﬁvifegyad,r;_ti (seeing [something] that is p:
ceived ) is explaine -
knowledge of the limiting adjunct {sva}) GC334-335 )
is not experienced by the per-
the pleasure of another person ot & :
o pbm is menmtally constructed within oxiese].f as beloniﬁ
khadir na jidyate, kin purusantartyatvena

In the fourth definition, GC explains .
son observing the pleasure of the experxe?cert
10 another person: drstisystipakse purusaniartyasu
L .S

minn eva kalpyata iti bhavah GC 335.
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finite regress, because even in a mode of consciousness, there is the very mode of con-
sciousness that is the limiting adjunct (upadhi) of conscionsness. %

Remarkably, while defining DS, Madhusiidana accepts the existence of ‘entities of
cognition’ (7AZta), but not of cognition (j#iana) alone. Does this lead to the acceptance
of objects distinct from cognition? Madhusiidana solves this problem, explaining vreei
as cognition itself in the form of an object. In other words, what is known is not dis-
tinct from knowledge. Furthermore, while some writers of DS favor the first of ten
possible definitions proposed by Madhustidana, i.e., drstir eva srstih, he accepts the
ninth and tenth definitions with some modification. Each of the four favored defini-
tions supports the argument that DS refers to the concept that there exist only the enti-
ties that are cognized (iAataikasatrva).

It is noteworthy that Madhusiidana does not interpret DS with a single understand-
ing. He is aware that drsti can tefer to both pure consciousness and to consciousness
conditioned by mental modifications, However, it is apparent that he favors the sec-
ond type of drsti. According to this, the meaning of DS will be confined to ‘creation
identical with mental modification’, This understanding tallies with his application of
DS in his commentary on BG:

- - . Svapnendrajaladau pratibhasamatrajivanani Suktirapyadivan na JAdnat
prag ardhvam va sthitani drstisystyabhyupagamar (%
The [bodies perceived] in a dream, or in magic last only contemporaneous to ap-
pearance, but neither before [their] cognition nor after, like silver [cognized in]
shell, because {the maxim of D8] is accepted.
In this context, Madhustidana cites GK 2.6 and applies DS to interpret BG 2.28.2 The
world, following this understanding, is imagined due to ignorance (ajfianakalpita

* ASp.535, Sastied GC explaing the phrase, svasvardpa. . ., insucha way that pleasure, which is
pure, can be the counter-image of consciousness, and so another vreti is not accepted. Even accepting
another vyzi, the mutually dependent vriti is asserted, and so there is no infinite Tegress. Even in ac-
cepting the existence of the seen as consciousness limited by that [entity which is] seen, there will not
be eternity, not ever in regarding the vt of ignorance [that GC accepts}]; the emergence of a [vri such
as a] pot, which is qualified by object-hood qualified by a property, such as visibility.

svacche sukhdday citpratibimbasambhavid vrttyantaranabhyup b, tadabhyupagame ’py paras-
paravisayakavrttidvayasvikaran nanavasthadi | yadi tu tattaddrsyavacchinng cid eva tantaddrsyasatteti
ne  sadatanatvapartir it vibhavyate, tathapy avidyavrityanabhyupagame Py caksusatvadi-
dkarmavis‘i;_tavi;ayatvaw’.s‘z'._s*;asyaiva ghatader utpattir vacya, ghatam pasyamityadyanubhava-
Syanyathanupapatteh | GC 339,

7 BG 2.28, Madhustidana’s Gagharthadipika commentary, Sarma ed., p.84,
28

pearance). Remarkably, he quotes KU 4.20 in this instance, the passage most frequently cited while
discussing DS. He also cites BAUBhKV3 1.4.371, where Sure$vara identifies ignorance as the material
cause of duality, comparing it with magic. See CaturdharT in BG 2.28 in Sarma ed., p.84-85. Both
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ing Y. i is explain i ic
Q i 28). Accordingly, whether crea.tlon 1 P. ne !
M.adhusudina in BG 2. . ) s tb A : ss ed as denltl al
]1 I EIII : Lt et E SI l: 1 t) g

rance instead of referring to pure consciousness.

i i dvaita
This study of contrasting understandings of drsn exemphﬁ;sa:(]))v; t;e E? Y;[:a]ii :
hilosophers addressed different concepts while using terms suih asDS 0L B DS,
: al f also brings the writings of Sure§vara to prominence m e o
?ithy;;s analysis of drs¢i following the {Ibkﬁ.sa ﬂflOde'I;jngZ ;c;l:e;ete :ﬁ‘ofn rsads In ‘l
t of these concepts is visible in he wri 2 1 ety
g:tgle'i‘::eallogi: as they exploit these passages in. order to establish their argum

. . dentified as
Although Advaita cannot be synthesized as one single thought, it can be identifie

iti isads. This study further demonstra;efs
an exegetical tradition grounded upon the Upanisads e spociic

how text and tradition are interlinked, with sub.sequent ﬂlqu,:,its) e e o

Upanisadic passages. The pertinent issue here is the associa e et
on wit o demonstrating the non-dual nature of awareness. .Thxs ide e on of

2011 Wlthhfxﬁzziiataly cognized awareness in itself allows the philosophical investig
rsti as

ing’ is i i ed in the sec-
tion of the Advaita understanding of ‘seeing’. This issue will be addressed in

ond volume of this study.

Nilal 1 d Madk 3 - 1 1 ‘ad: i bhrantibhii
ntha an USTH a are commentng upon the p € rstadrsiapranas; rantibhitesu

bhiitesi’. The commentary of Saikara on BG 2.28.

Chapter 10
Conclusion

This study on drstisyssi brings multiple issues to the surface. First of all, reading
particular schools of Tndian philosophy as possessing diverse models can provide a
distinct framework for finding related and overlapping thoughts within an evolving
historical paradigm. The historical analysis of specific streams of thought can demon-
strate the selective nature of philosophical issnes that emerge and shift during the de-
velopment of the concept itself in relation to the problems and paradoxes highlighted
by opponents of that school. The analysis of the meaning of philosophical terms
shows how exegetical traditions exploit the unending possibility of words to provide
new meanings, so that the terms themselves subordinate the concepts to which they
refer, with their elasticity to signify new meaning.

Investigation into the historical development of DS first identifies the scarcity of
Upanisadic material that can be cited as direct textual evidence. The dream analogy
found in the Kausitaki is the main Upanisadic passage exploited by all writers on DS.
However, this is not to argue that use of the dream metaphor necessarily leads to this
philosophy. With its analysis of dream and other related concepts, the philosophy of
Gaudapéda is very close to the DS doctrine, although subsequent writers infrequently
utilize GK 10 establish their arguments. Gaudapada neither uses drsti nor explicitly
propounds EJ in the process of explaining his thought,

Second, the DS concept emerges from the Abhdsa doctrine. This is to argue that
DS is a core argument within Abhasa, a broader system within Advaita philosophy.
In this context, DS primarily addresses the question of creation, examining whether
what exists is only that which is under the domain of knowledge. The specific treat-
‘ment of DS upon the issues that concem existence is epistemological, analyzing the
nature of immediate perception in order to explain existence. The concept of ‘seeing-
in-itself as creation’ borrows some basic tenets from Gaudapada’s doctrine of non-
origination (ajativada) to explain the nature of existence. It would be misleading,
however, to reduce DS to the Ajar doctrine of Gaudapada,

Most intriguing is the question of the compatibility of Hindu theology with the
doctrine of DS. The role of God and divine intervention, the role of gurs and scrip-
tures in the process of liberation, and the law of karma come into question if DS is
perceived as strictly following EJ. The only way to explain EJ along theological lines
is to accept the Lord as the single self (fiva). Interestingly, some authors on DS, in-
cliding Amarananda and Madhustidana, emerged from the Vaisnavite background,
while Prakasananda composed liturgical texts. Furthermore, the textual evidence
utilized by most writers discussing DS includes stanzas from VP, a text of the
Vaisnava tradition. The conflict in the interpretation of EJ as either the single collec-
tive self or the self that is immediately cognized demonstrates the tension between the
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first position that supports the theological argument of the single collective self identi-
fied with the divinity, and the next understanding that culminates with defending un-

compromising solipsism.

An essential goal of this study has been to historically trace the concept of DS,
finding its nuances in the writings of the classical Advaita philosophers. The evidence
that can align DS with the early philosophers can be seen when comparing the defini-
tion of DS found in the later scholastic writings with the parallel concept in the early.
Advaita literature. Whether ‘constant awareness free from modifications’ or ‘con-

scionsness conditioned by mental modifications” is understood by the term drsti, the

core understanding of DS remains as the doctrine that supports the existence of
awareness only. Regardless of the ways the term drsti is analyzed, the fundamental
understanding of drstimatra remains as ‘awareness only,” with the application of
‘seeing’ synonymous with ‘awareness’. In light of this, the following statements can
be compared:
1). na vastv ajfidatam asti hi
(there exists no entity [which] has not become an object of cognition),
2). pratitimdtram sattvam
(the existence of appearance only), and
3). jiiataikasattva, or gjfidtasartvabhava
(the existence of only that which is known) or (the absence of the existence of
that which is not known),
Corresponding sequentially to Suresvara, Prakasananda, and Madhusiidana, these ex-
pressions hardly differ in their content. These definitions explicitly support the spe-
cific understanding of DS where this doctrine confirms the simultaneity of cognition
and existence. However, when drsti and the related terms such as jfiana or pratiti aie
interpreted as the awareness free from modification, this understanding tallies with DS
as the doctrine of the existence of pure awareness which is never conditioned by

mental modifications.

Between the two models of DS suggested by Appayya, the samakala-model that
accepts simultaneity of perception and the existence of external phenomena posits a
plurality of jivas, with an acceptance of Hiranyagarbha as the meta-subject. With re-
gard to this specific issue, this model is in alignment with the Mandana and Vécaspati
model of Advaita, as well as that of MUS/YV. The model of Hiranya-garbha as the
single Jiva is also congruent with other theological assumptions.

Opponents of Advaita, especially Vyasatirtha, relate DS to a doctrine of momen-
tariness. However, this attempt to align DS with the Sautrantika doctrine results in its
misrepresentation. Actually, Advaita philosophers endeavored to refute both the doc-
trine of momentariness and the doctrine of simultaneous perception (sahopalambha).
The Advaitins tend to divide awareness into two sirata of momentary and constant
awareness, with the first identified as unreal.! The momentary cognition, caused due
to ignorance, is neither self-aware nor of the character of the self. These characteris-
tics do not tally with the momentary awareness proposed by the Sautrantikas.

1 Suresvara utilizes the terms such as ksanapradhvamsini or ksanabhangi - NS 2.69, 78 - in order to identify

the momentary appearance.
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When DS is interpreted with the meaning of drszi as ‘awareness-in-itself’, this
model rejects creation-as-such, rather than confirming it. In other words, the follow-
ing statements, ‘there is no creation but only consciousness’ and ‘creation is con-
sciousness itself,” merely propound the absolute consciousness, rejecting its modifica-
tion. With this understanding, this model can be compared with Gaudapada’s
Ajativada, although Gaudapada did not adopt a direct instruction of “awareness only’,
but rather stressed “illusion only” as the nature of the world. However, his demon-
stration of the illusory nature of entities does not confirm their illusory “existence’, bu’sk
rather negates their independent being. The interpretation of drszi with a dyadic

meaning utilizes the same strategy of teaching from both the perspective of reality as |

well as from the perspective of commonsense experience.

Even though Sankara uses drs#i as both ‘seeing-in-itself’ and ‘appearance’, he pre-
fers the first meaning in his independent text, US. In one model addressed therein,
‘seeing’ or ‘immediate awareness’ is considered the true nature of the self, and this
understanding dismantles the hierarchical structure given by other philosophers to
their definition of consciousness, by which they differentiate between phenomenal

experience and awareness-in-itself.

Suresvara establishes his philosophical doctrine of Abhdsa with a multiplicity of
meanings for the term drsti. In some instances, Sure§vara uses the term drgfi to ex-
press the true nature of the reality, while at other times, this very term demonstrates
momentary awareness. Nonetheless, he confirms that these momentary instances of
awareness are, in Teality, not distinct from the ever-witnessing consciousness. When-
ever Sure§vara uses the terms drsti-matra, or samvinmarra, it is always in the meaning
of ‘awareness only’. On the basis of Sure$vara’s understanding of drsti, DS can be
understood as identifying ‘consciousness only” as the true nature of reality, rather than
addressing the empirical world. A similar semantic expansion occurs with
Vimuktatman’s application of drk as ‘awareness-in-itself’.

Drsti refers to instances of perception as well. This understanding results in drsti
meaning the mere perception of entities, presupposing a triad of subject, object, and
knowledge. Sure§vara frequently explains a dyad of subject and object as ‘simultape-
ously emerging’. Nevertheless, drs#i cannot be confined within this dyadic meaning
alone, as this term is also used for “mental construction’ or ‘fancy’. No Advaita text,
however, utilizes drsti with a meaning of a ‘fancy’ devoid of a substratum.

There is a greater linguistic connection between drsti (seeing) and abhdsa (appear-
ance) than with prasibimba (reflection) or avaccheda (limitation). Derived from the
verbal roots drs and bhds, both, in ‘“terminations of the middle voice’ (Gtmanepada).
express the meaning of ‘shining’ or ‘appearing’, allowing the passive appearance of
entities grounded on the substrate of consciousness. The term bhdsate, ‘appears’,
does not presuppose objects other than the very subject to be an object of ‘shining’ or
‘appearing’. In the same way, the term drsti, when interpreted as ‘false appearance’,
does not accommodate the independent existence of entities separate from the per-

ceiving self.
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fundamental argument of this work has remained to demonstrate that the meaning of
texts has remained fluid in classical Hindn thought, allowing diverse positions even
within a single school.

This study has also demonstrated how classical philosophers have embodied con-
tradiction within their thought, addressing ceriain issues with one specific model in
mind while treating other issues by adopting a different model. This open-ended
thinking, we argue, is the updyic approach in treating philosophical concepts: the
same issue can be understood differently, depending upon the level of an aspirant.
Rather than being ‘the’ approach to determine ontological truth, the concept of DS or
other simjlar Advaita thoughts appear to be different methods applied in order to
transform subjective awareness.

The historical analysis herein has also demonstrated how issues shift within one
school of thought in different periods. One of the arguments of this study has been
that specific concepts found in one school of classical Indian thought can be read in
relation to the criticism the school faced from its opponents. This approach of reading
philosophical positions in light of different streams of thought rather than giving
credit to one independent thinker brings ‘tradition’ to prominence as a mechanism that
allows thoughts to evolve in new forms. Classical arguments that defend solipsism
while establishing ‘seeing only’ as the non-dual nature of immediate self-awareness
demand a separate treatment.
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SEEING AND APPEARANCE

STHANESHWAR TIMALSINA




Although Advaita Vedanta, one of the most prominent Indian philo-
sophical traditions, considers Drstisrsti (seeing as identical with creation)
as one of its main doctrines, there has been no study on this doctrine
so far. The present study fulfills this need, exploring the development of
this thought through analysis of its classical exegetical tradition. It also
examines the intricate relationship among various monistic philosophical
traditions in India concerning the nature of consciousness. Central to
this doctrine is the idea that consciousness is non-dual seeing itself and
that the very Brahman is conceived as transmigrating, assuming bondage
or liberation, although this seeing in reality is free from transformation.
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