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Scheme of Diacritical Marks

The scheme of transliteration used in the present paper is:

AM IS I FEE & T U 3T A3 S (avagraha)

a a i tTuuvr v | ea o au amah'’

FEINY TAFIAAATSSCUAL L ALFAAA
k khgghncch j jhn tthddhnt thddhnpphbbhm

IY{B L ALEE

yrl vsssh

Different authors used different schemes of transliteration in their
books. While quoting Sanskrit text, the above scheme has been used, not that
of the author. However, while quoting English sentences of any author, for the
Sanskrit words and names of texts, the scheme used by the particular author

has been retained.



Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Advaita and Indian Philosophy

Within Indian Philosophy, while there are many schools, Vedanta sits
at the pinnacle and is known as Vedantakesari, the lion called Vedanta. Within
Vedanta, while there are multiple schools, the one expounded by Sankaracarya
is considered very important. George Thibaut, the translator of the
commentaries on Brahmasitras by Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya, states

(1890, xiv, xv):

In the first place, the Sankarabhasya represents the so-called
orthodox side of Brahmanical theology . . . In the second place,
the doctrine advocated by Sankara is, from purely philosophical
point of view and apart from all theological considerations, the
most important and interesting one which has arisen on Indian
soil . . . In the third place, Sankara's bhasya is, as far as we
know, the oldest of extant commentaries . . . The
Samkarabhasya further is the authority most generally deferred
to in India as to the right understanding of the Vedantasutras,
and ever since Sankara's time the majority of the best thinkers

of India have been men belonging to his school.

Within Advaita, it is well known that Sankaracarya’s commentary on
the principal Upanisads, Brahmasiitras and Bhagavadgita constitute the
primary texts with sub-commentaries, glosses and other meta-texts upon them

being widely available. Sankaracarya is referred to only as an exponent of the



philosophy of the Upanisads and not as the “founder” of Advaita Vedanta. He
is also not credited as the first writer / commentator of the Advaita tradition,
whose work is available today. Usually that position is reserved for

Gaudapada, who has composed Karikas on the Mandiikyopanisad®.

However given the remarkable similarities between Sphotavada and
Advaita Vedanta, there might be a case for treating Bhartrhari or Patafijali as
the first exponent of Advaita Vedanta. Sphotavada is first seen in Mahabhasya
of Patafijali. In his introduction to the book, Paspasahnika, he defines Sabda
at two levels. The definition (Vol. 1.17) yenoccaritena
sasnalangiilakakudakhuravisaninam sampratyayo bhavati sa sabdah
corresponds to Sphota and the definition (Vol. 1, 19) atha va
pratitapadarthako loke dhvanih Sabda ityucyate refers to Sabda at the vaikhart
level. In his commentary under the Satra taparastatkalasya (1.1.69), under
Vartika No. 403 siddham tu avasthitah varnah vaktusciraciravacanat vrttayah
visisyante he introduces Sphota by saying (Vol. 1, 563) “sphotah sabdah
dhvanih sabdagunah” and explains (Vol. 1, 564) the concept further in his
commentary on the next Vartika No. 404 bheryaghatavat with an example. He
mentions Sphota at a couple of other places as well and in other places
comments on Sitras in conformity with Sphotavada. Yet, the bulk of the book
is not devoted to establishing Sphotavada. Sphota is discussed in great detail
in Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya®. There are also other books like Sphotasiddhi
which present Sphota, yet, it is the Vakyapadiya which is seen as establishing

Sphotavada.

1 In the view of Advaitins. Others treat some or all of the same karikas as Sruti.

% There are differences of opinion as to what constitutes Vakyapadiya. Without prejudice, for
the sake of this thesis, Vakyapadiya refers to the book with three Kandas - Brahmakanda,
Vakyakanda, and Padakanda (with fourteen samuddesas). This is also referred to as Trikandi.
For instance, see Ashok Aklujkar, 1992.



Traditionally, the thought that Patafijali might have first expounded
Advaita is not encouraged because Sphotavada is amongst the Darsanas
specifically refuted by Sankaracarya, in his commentary under the Siitra
1.3.28. Also in the Sarvadarsanasangraha, Madhava presents Sphotavada as
one of the earlier views, indicating that it is a pizrvapaksa to Advaita®. Against
this dominant view, there is a view amongst teachers of grammar, especially
the philosophy of grammar, that Advaita is what is taught in Sphotavada. Here
an attempt is made to study the two systems and offer a Samanvaya. First,
different views on Bhartrhari are given to show that there is a need for this

Samanvaya.

1.2 Different Views on Bhartrhari

S. Radhakrishnan, celebrated Indian philosopher and former President
of India, describes Bhartrhari as a Buddhist in his book Indian Philosophy
(Vol. 2, 465):

His great philosophical work is Vakyapadiya, which is more or
less Buddhist in its tendencies. I-Tsing relates that Bhartrhari
became several times a Buddhist monk and as often lapsed. His
teachings are not inconsistent with this story. His insistence on
the phenomenality of the world and detachment from things is
strongly Buddhist in tone. . . . The world, with all its

distinctions, is imagined (kalpanikam). Things of the world are

% As is well known, the book presents sixteen schools of thought arranged in such a way that
the latter school refutes the earlier, till the view of Advaita is established as siddhanta. Thus,
first the Carvaka view is presented, which is refuted by Buddhists, whose views are presented
in the next chapter and so on till the Advaita view is presented in the sixteenth chapter.



soulless (nairatmya), though words give them individuality.
Bhartrhari is however, unlike the Buddhists when he posits the
reality of Brahman and views the whole world as a vivarta, or a

phenomenon based upon it.”

However, the Buddhists themselves refer to Bhartrhari as a Vedantin
or a Brahmavadin. Hajime Nakamura in his monumental work “A History of
Early Vedanta Philosophy” (Part 2) consistently refers to Bhartrhari as a
Vedantin (pp 9-25; pp 457-459). Nakamura summed up his views on
Bhartrhari as follows (Part 2, 459):

Thus Bhartrhari was regarded as a Vedantin not only in the
orthodox Brahminical world but also by Buddhists and Jains,
and in addition he himself was a professed orthodox Vedantin.
He is known as a Grammarian, and as we shall see, he was

influenced by Buddhism, but in philosophy he was a Vedantin.

Bhartrhari calls himself* an ekatvadarsin and a trayyantavedin:

prakrtau pravilinesu bhedesvekatvadar$inam |

dravyasattvam prapadyante svasraya eva jatayah || 3.1.43 ||
yatra drasta ca dr§yam ca dar§anam cavikalpitam |

tasyaivarthasya satyatvam $ritastrayyantavédinah || 3.3.72 ||

The commentator Helaraja interprets the word ekatvadarsin in the above

Karika 3.1.43 as advaitin. According to Nakamura (Part 2, p19)°, the Jain

* That is one view; it could be also argued that Bhartrhari is merely presenting the views of
ekatvavadins. This researcher is of the view that based on Bhartrhari’s position on ekatva at
other places, it could be said that the karika presents the siddhantapaksa.



scholar Prabhacandra calls Bhartrhari a $abdabrahmavadin, and the Saiva
Bhatta Narayanakantha describes Bhartrhari as a vivartavadin. There are other
views, but the above sample suffices to show that whereas many works in
Sanskrit quote Bhartrhari, there seems to be no consensus about which school

he belonged to.

Even when Bhartrhari is accepted as a Vedantin, again different views
obtain as to whether he is an Advaitin, Visistadvaitin or a Dvaitin. For

instance, Ashok Aklujkar, in his "The Word is the World", opines (p. 462):

As far as the creation of the world from the language principle
is concerned, what principally sets Bhartrhari apart from the
Vedantins is that he has two versions of this creation. We may
call them a weak version and a strong version. According to the
latter, even the physical things of the world could be said to
come from brahman. If they so come without changing the
nature of brahman, they will have only an illusory or relative
existence. Bhartrhari would be a language monist very much in
the fashion of Samkara's Advaita. If the physical things come
as a real transformation of brahman — a transformation in which
brahman generates physical things, continuing into them
without losing its own nature — Bhartrhari would be close to
Vallabha's Suddha Advaita. . . . Does the weaker version make

Bhartrhari a dualist, since it contains the physical world and the

®> What Nakamura takes as evidence of agreement with a view, is considered as a fairly neutral
position by traditional thinkers. For instance, he writes “in . . . Visista Advaita tradition, in
later times, Bhartrhari is seen as an authority on Vedanta” (Part 2, 457) because
Rangaramanujacarya (A. D. ~16" century) quotes Bhartrhari, with the words “uktam ca
Harina”. However, it is perfectly possible for an Acarya to quote the words of a thinker from
the opponent’s school as long as it is not opposed to siddhanta. So, the views of Nakamura,
when not verified, need to be seen in this light, with a touch of provisionality.



language principle as the two ultimates of his philosophy? Jan
Houben (1995, p. 17 n. 40)° has suggested this as a

consequence of attributing the version to Bhartrhari.

Though modern researchers have these various views about
Bhartrhari’s philosophy, in traditional circles, Bhartrhari is held to be an
Advaitin. Both Helaraja and Punyaraja, the ancient commentators on the
Padakanda hold Bhartrhari to be an Advaitin, as does Raghunatha Sharma, the
twentieth century commentator on the entire Vakyapadiya. To the orthodox
pundits, who learn Vedas, do nityakarma, teach grammar and subscribe to
Sankaracarya’s teachings, Bhartrhari is indeed an Advaitin. Author of the
great doxographical work Sarvadarsanasangraha, Madhavacarya refers to the

sphotavadins as “vedantanipunah” (p309):

tadahurvedantanipunah:
yatha svapnaprapaficO’ yam mayi mayavijrmbhitah |

evam jagratprapafico’pi mayi mayavijrmbhitah ||

1.3 Samanvaya

The word Samanvaya is formed by prefixing the prefixes sam and anu
to the root i (in gatau) and adding the 4yt affix ac in the sense of bhava. It
denotes an order, a connected sequence etc. In the present work, the intended

sense is "mutual connection”. Samanvaya of two schools would show that

® The work referred to is: Houben, Jan E. M. 1995: "Bhartrhari's Perspectivism (2): Bhartrhari
on the Primary Unit of Language." In History and Rationality. The Skovde Papers in the
Hisoriography of Linguistics, pp. 29-62, edited by Klaus D. Dutz and Kjell-Ake Forsgren.
Munster: Nodus.



exposition of a topic by one school complements and supplements the
treatment by the other, with both feeding off each other. Nyaya-Vaisesika,
Sankhya-Yoga, and even Purvamimamsa-Uttaramimamsa are examples of
such a Samanvaya amongst Darsanas. Thus a Samanvaya of the philosophies
of Bhartrhari and Sankaracarya would show how the two are mutually
connected. The connection could be analysed further into the heads of

similarities, differences, and supplements and complements.

1.4 Arrangement of the Thesis and a few Preliminaries

In the following chapters, first a summary of Advaitavedanta is
presented, followed by a resume of Bhartrhari, covering the summary of
Sphotavada. Then in the fourth chapter, the similarities between Advaita and
Sabdadvaita are listed followed by differences in the fifth chapter. In the sixth
chapter, the complements and supplements in each of the schools are

presented, leading to the conclusion, presented in the last chapter.

A few words about certain conventions used in the present thesis are in
order. Firstly, important Sanskrit words are not translated because words like
Sabda are not translatable. Further they are not italicised because these words
are central, and not foreign, to the present thesis. However to set them apart,
they are written with an initial capital letter. Familiarity with the technical
words of Advaita is the basic pre-requisite to understand the Samanvaya
between Sabdadvaita and Advaita. Advaita used without a qualification refers
to the Advaita expounded by Sankaracarya and Vedanta used without a

qualification refers to Advaita. Brahmasitrabhasya, without any further



qualification, refers to the Bhasya by Sankaracarya on the Brahmasiitras.

Sphotavada and Sabdadvaita refer to the System expounded by Bhartrhari.

Almost all Sanskrit sentences quoted are translated. Short Sanskrit
texts are included in the running text. In such cases, usually translation is
enclosed in brackets, or (rarely) incorporated in the main text while
introducing the Sanskrit text quoted. Longer Sanskrit sentences are offset by
an inch from the left margin and the translation is given below the text, again
with an offset of one inch. All translations are by the researcher, except where
attributed. Though some very good translations are available, especially for
Vakyapadiya and Brahmastitrabhasya, the researcher’s own translation was
preferred because general translations have either readability as a major
objective or involve an explanation, whereas the present researcher
exclusively focussed on fidelity in translation, while preferring his own
explanation as a part of his analysis. Also, own translation would indicate the

extent to which the researcher has understood the concepts of the texts.

It may be noted that this thesis includes a summary translation of
Vedantasara (Section 2.2), a nearly complete translation of the Brahmakanda
(Appendix A), a complete translation (with explanation at a few places) of the
Dravyasamuddesa (Section 3.2) and a summary translation of Sabarabhasya in

the Sabdanityatvadhikaranam of Pirvamimamsa (Section 4.8).



Chapter 2: Advaita

2.1 Sources for Summary of Advaita

In traditional circles, Advaita without qualifications refers to the
system expounded by Sankaracarya in his Prasthanatrayi, i.e. commentaries on
Upanisads, Brahmasitras and Bhagavadgita. Tradition also accepts many
Prakarana works (like Upadesasahasri and Vivekaciidamani) and many stotras
(like Bhajagovindam) as written by Sankaracarya’. Western scholars usually
hold the view that there is more than one Sankara and that only some of the
works, traditionally attributed to Sankaracarya, as the works of Sarkara who
authored the Brahmasitrabhasya. For instance, Karl Potter (\Vol. 111, p. 116)

summarizes:

The upshot of the most careful scholarship to date on the works
of Samkara, therefore, is that the following may without
question be accepted as the work of the author of the
Brahmasitrabhasya: the Brhadarapyakopanisadbhasya, the
Taittirryopanisadbhasya and the Upadesasahasri. There seems
no real reason to question the inclusion of
Aitareyopanisadbhasya, the Chandogyopanisadbhasya, the
Mundakopanisadbhasya and the Prasnopanisadbhasya in this

list. Beyond this point, however, is only speculation.

" For instance, in the twenty volumes of "Complete Works of Sankaracarya" printed by Vani
Vilas Press in early twentieth century, sanctioned by Srageri Mutt, twelve volumes are
devoted to Prasthanatrayi, two each to Prakaranagranthas and Stotras, two volumes to
Praparicasaratantra (some consider this a Tantric work) and one volume to commentary on
Visnusahasranama and Sanatsujatiya.



In this thesis while nominally the Prasthanatrayi is taken as the corpus
of Sankaracarya's works, in practice it will be the seen that the works
consulted are both narrower and deeper: narrower because, not all the works
within Prasthanatrayi are consulted and deeper because often the
commentators of Sankaracarya and later scholars in that lineage are consulted.
There is a reason for this — as the adage from Mahabhasyam says:
vyakhyanato visesapratipattih, the special meaning is to be known from the
commentary (under the first Vartika, siddhe sabdarthasambandhe, while

asserting that the word "siddhah" means "Nitya").

Having established the Prasthanatrayt as the source, a summary, then
should be a summary of these works. However that, being too lengthy, is
impractical. Then a short summary, such as the one given by Potter (\Vol. 1lI,
pp. 6 to 8) might be in order. If this is deemed to summarise the points of
interest to the particular summarizer, then the present researcher may give his
own summary. Such an approach would suffer from a sampling bias. Hence a
traditional summary is preferred. The question is whether such a traditional
summary is available. Some say that the Mahapirrvapaksa in Ramanujacarya’s
Sribhasyam is one of the most comprehensive and accurate summaries of
Advaita; yet, M. Hiriyanna (xi) has shown that the Mahapirvapaksa is a
summary of Israsiddhi of Vimuktatman. This gives a clue as to where a
reliable summary of the system, from a sympathiser, may be found. Of all the
Prakaranagranthas, one of the most popular and friendliest is the Vedantasara
of Sadananda Yati. Even though this is a short work, it has been further
summarized by the researcher in the following section. Later, in the third

section, some aspects not covered in Vedantasara are presented.
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2.2 Summary of Vedantasara

In this section the Vedantasara is summarized by the present

researcher. The attempt was to be faithful to the original, even if at the cost of

readability for the purpose was to present the views of a traditional scholar.

For this reason, the translations available were not resorted to. Further, rather

than summarize the entire paragraph in the own words of the researcher, first

sentences or sentence segments from Vedantasara which summarize the

content of a given paragraph were taken and then the select text was

translated. Numbers in parenthesis at the end of each paragraph refer to the

paragraph number in the Nirnaya Sagar edition.

1. Vedanta is that which is taught by the Upanisads and explicated by

Sarirakasiitras (=Brahmasitras) and others (3).

2. Adhikarf, the person eligible to study Vedanta, must have

accomplished the following:

a.

b.

Study of Vedas and Vedangas

Understanding the meaning of Vedas

Cleansing of his Antahkarana, the innermost instrument of
cognition i.e. Citta or intellect, achieved by avoidance of
Kamya Karmas (rites performed to fulfil particular desires) and
Nisiddha (Prohibited) Karmas (rites), performance of Nitya
(obligatory) Karmas (rites), Naimittika (occasioned by a
particular event) Karmas, Prayascitta (Expiatory) Karmas, and
Upasanas (mental activities focussed on Saguna Brahman such
as Sandilyavidya) in this birth or earlier births

Be endowed with the Sadhanacatustaya, the quartet of means

required to realise Brahman, namely

11



I. The ability to discriminate between the Eternal and the
ephemeral

ii. Disinterest in the enjoyment of results of one's deeds, in
this world or the other.

iii. The six qualities of Sama (control of mind), Dama
(control of sense organs), Uparati (cessation of
engagement with worldly matters, or renunciation),
Titiksa (equanimity towards opposing pairs such as
sorrow and joy), Samadhana or Samadhi (steadfastness
of the fixation of mind in Brahman) and Sraddha (faith
— in Guru and Sastra).

Iv. Possessing the desire to be liberated (4)

Subject matter is the identity of Jiva and Brahman and the entity to be

known is the Pure Consciousness (Suddha-caitanyam). (4)

The relation between the Pure Consciousness to be known and the
texts that teach it, namely the Upanisads and other texts, is the relation

between the thing to be known and that which teaches it. (4)

The benefit of studying Vedanta is the removal of nescience
(Ajnanam) about the thing to be known and obtaining the bliss arising

from the knowledge of one's own true form. (4)

The Adhikari, scorched from the fire that the cycle of births and deaths
(Samsara) is, bearing appropriate gifts in his hands, approaches a Guru
well versed in Vedas (Srotriya) who having abandoned all rites is

focussed solely in Brahman (Brahmanistha) and follows that Guru, like

a man whose head is on fire approaches a body of water. (5)

12



10.

11.

12.

The Guru, then with great grace, instructs the seeker through the
method of deliberate attribution (Adhyaropa) and its subsequent

withdrawal (Apavada)®. (5)

Adhyaropa (Superimposition) is the superimposition of that which
does not exist on that which actually exists, the way a snake is

superimposed on a rope. (6)

The entity which exists is Brahman, which is Sat (the really Existing),
Cit (consciousness), Ananada (bliss), Ananta (endless) and Advaya
(without a second). That which does not exist is the entire collection of

insentient things starting with Ajfiana (ignorance or nescience). (6)

Ajiiana is an entity (i.e. not merely an absence of Jiiana), opposed to
Jhana (cognition), made up of the three qualities of Sattva, Rajas and

Tamas, and cannot be described as either existent or non-existent. (6)

This Ajnana is said to be one when it is treated as the collective, and is

considered to be many when it is treated severally. (7)

Caitanya (pure consciousness) which has the collective Ajfiana as its
adjunct (Upadhi) is endowed with the qualities such as omniscience,
lordship over all and control over all, and is called variously as I$vara
(Lord), Jagatkaranam (cause of the world), Antaryami (Soul, the
internal controller) and Avyakta (the unevolved)®. This collective
Ajiiana is called the Karana$arira (the causal body) of I$vara because it
is the cause of everything; Anandamayakos$a (the sheath of bliss)

because it covers, like a sheath, the Caitanya, full of bliss, within and

%sampraddyavia’dm vacanam - adhyaropapavadabhyam nispraparicam praparicyate —
Sankarabhasya on Bhagavadgita 13.14.

® Avyakta meaning unmanifest would be Suddhacaitanyam, i.e. Brahman, but here Avyakta
means "unevolved", the primary principle, and the rest being Vyakta, or evolved from this
primary principle. In Sankhya, Prakrti has this place. Compare: hetumadanityamavyapi
sakriyamanekamasritam lingam, savayavam paratantram vyaktam viparitamavyaktam -
Sankhyakarika, 10)

13



13.

14.

the difference between the adjunct and the object is not understood,;
and Susupti (Dissolution)™® as it is the place of cessation of everything;
and for that reason it is also called place of dissolution of all gross and

subtle bodies. (7)

Caitanya which has the individual Ajfiana as it adjunct (Upadhi) has
qualities like knowing little (Alpajfiatvam) and not being the lord
(Ani$varatvam) is called Prﬁjﬁall, one who knows little, as it
illuminates only one Ajiiana. Prajiia's smallness is on account of the
limited illumination, which is due to the lack of clarity in its adjunct. It
is called the Karanasarira (causal body) of the individual, because it is
the cause of Ahamkara (ego); Anandamayakos$a (the sheath of bliss)
because it covers, like a sheath, the Caitanya, full of bliss, within and
the difference between the adjunct and the object is not understood,;
and Susupti (dreamless sleep) as it is the place of cessation of
everything, i.e. the waking and dream states; and for that reason it is

also called place of dissolution of the gross and subtle body. (7)

There is no difference between the collective and individual Ajiana,
just like there is no difference between trees and a forest, or between a
water body and its waters. Similarly, there is no difference between
I$vara and Prajiia, both being nothing but the Caitanya with these two
kinds of Ajfiana as adjuncts, just like there is no difference between
Akasa, space, delimited by the trees or forest; or Akasa, sky, reflected

in a water body or its waters. (8)

19 Normally Susuptih means "sleep", but in the current context, it is the "great sleep" or
Pralaya (Dissolution) as everything including Akasa etc. is said to dissolve in this state, as
explained in the commentary. Vidvanmanorasijani of Ramatirtha reads: sarva akasadaya
uparamante'sminniti sarvoparamo jiianam. tadrgbhavatsusuptirmahdasusuptih pralaya iti

yavat.

! Prajiiah is explained by the commentator Ramatirtha as prayena ajiiah, "more or less
ignorant".
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15.

16.

17.

The substratum of Ajfiana and the Caitanya associated with Ajiiana (or
which has Ajfiana as an adjunct), that which does not have any adjunct
is called the Fourth State or Turiya. This Suddhacaitanya, Pure
Consciousness, when indistinct from Ajfiana or Caitanya associated
with Ajfiana, just like iron and fire are indistinct in a hot iron ingot, is
the literal meaning (Vacya) of Mahavakyas, and when distinct is the

indicated meaning (Laksya) of Mahavakyas. (9)

This Ajiiana has two Saktis (capacities) called Avaranasakti (the
capacity which covers up Reality) and Viksepasakti (the capacity
which projects concepts). Just like a cloud which, even though small,
obstructs the Sun which is many miles wide from the sight of the
observer as if enveloping it, the Avaranasakti is that capacity which,
even though it is delimited, obstructs the Atman, which is not
delimited by anything, from the thought of the observer as if
enveloping it. Only when Atman is associated with this Avaranasakti,
is it possible for it to have the trifling worldly ideas*? consisting of
agency, enjoyership, joy, sorrow and delusion (moha), just like it
becomes possible for snakeness to occur in rope covered with one's
own Ajfiana (nescience). The Viksepasakti is that capacity of Ajfiana
which projects the world of details such as projection of the sky etc. on
the Atman covered by itself (Ajfiana), just like the Ajfiana related to

the rope projects snake etc. on the rope covered by itself. (10)

Like the two capacities, Caitanya (Consciousness) covered by Ajiiana
becomes the efficient cause (of the world) when It Itself is considered,

and the material cause when its adjunct is considered, just like a spider

2 Tucchasamsarabhavand is the original world. Samsara is the continuous cycle of birth and
death, which belongs to the domain of Ajfiana. As long as one is trapped in this cycle notions
of agency, enjoyership etc. persist. This is considered tuccham, vain, empty or trifling as the
ultimate truth is that the Atman is immutable and is always only the witness (saksi).
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is the efficient cause of its web when it itself is considered and is the

material cause when its body is considered. (11)

18.  Akasa (space) is created from Caitanya associated with Ajfiana with
the Viksepasakti and in which the Tamoguna is dominant*®; from
Akasa, Vayu (air) is created; from Vayu, Agni (fire); from Agni, Ap
(water); and from Ap, Prthivi (earth). Dominance of Tamoguna in the
Cause follows from the predominance of inertness in the effect. Then,
the three Gunas of Sattva, Rajas and Tamas arise in Akasa etc. from
the Guna of the cause. These subtle elements, i.e. Akasa etc., when not
quintupled™* are called Tanmatras. From these, the subtle bodies and

gross bodies are born. (12)

19. The subtle bodies (Stiksmasariras), also called Lingasariras, have
seventeen constituent limbs, namely the five sense-organs (eyes, ears,
nose, tongue and skin), the five organs of action (mouth (all the sub-
systems involved in speech), hands, legs, anus and genitals), the five
airs (Prana, Apana, Vyana, Udana and Samana), Buddhi (intellect) and
Manas (heart). Buddhi is the decisive mode™ of the Antahkarana

(innermost organ)*®. Manas is that mode of the Antahkarana which

13 All matter, Prakri, is held to be a combination of three Gunas, qualities: Sattva, Rajas and
Tamas; all the three may be in equal proportion, or as is more usual, one quality dominates.
Since Ajiiana is a Bhavapadartha (a positive entity, i.e. not merely an absence of Jiiana) it also
consists of three Gunas, and that Ajhana in which the tamoguna is dominant is

 Following the trivrtkarana described in Chandogyopanisad 6.3.2, Advaita holds that all
matter is quintupled, i.e. the gross element of Space is made up of one half of the subtle
element of space and the other half consisting of the other four subtle elements (air, fire, water
and earth) in equal proportions. Similarly, the gross element of air is made up of the subtle
element of air (one half) and the subtle elements of space, fire, water and earth occurring in
equal proportions in the other half. This is called Paficikarana, quintupling.

!> The original word used here is vr#zi. In the Advaitic epistemology, the Citta takes the form
of the thing that is being cognized, thus Cittavrtti is of the form of a pot, when the eyes see a
pot.

18 Buddhi is that mode (Vrtti) of the Antahkarana which firmly asserts that "I am Brahman"
and Manas is the mode, in which doubts such as "Am | Brahman, the pure Consciousness, or
the body" arise, as explained by the commentator, Ramatirtha. Manas is the seat of emotions,
popularly referred to as "heart", and Buddhi corresponds to "head".
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20.

21.

wishes for something and in which doubts arise. Citta (the seat of
remembrance) and Ahamkara (ego) are also a part of Buddhi and
Manas. This Buddhi along with the sense-organs is the
Vijianamayakosa (the sheath of intelligence). This person is said to be
the Jiva, the one who transacts in the world with qualities of agency,
enjoyership, happiness, sorrow, and a sense of "I"ness, and is the one
who enjoys the fruits in this world. Manas along with sense-organs is
the Manomayakosa (the sheath of emotions). The five airs
(pranapaficakam) along with the five organs of action is the
Pranamayakosa (the sheath of vitalitas, or the vital sheath). Amongst
these sheaths, the Vijianamayakosa is of the form of agent and has the
capacity for cognition. Manomayakosa is of the form of instrument and
has the capacity to desire. Pranamayakosa is of the form of work and
has the capacity to act. The three sheaths together are said to be the

Stksmasarira, the subtle body. (13)

Here also, when viewed as one, just like a forest or a water body, the
Stuksmasarira is collectively one, and when viewed severally, like trees

and water, it is manifold. (14)

The Sthiilabhiitas (gross elements) are quintupled®’. From these
quintupled gross elements is created, the Brahmanda (universe)
consisting of the seven worlds of 1) Bhiih, ii) Bhuvah, iii) Svah, iv)
Mahah, v) Janah, vi) Tapah and vii) Satyam, each one progressively
above the preceding, and the seven nether worlds of viii) Atala, ix)
Vitala, x) Sutala, xi) Rasatala, xii) Talatala, xiii) Mahatala, and xiv)
Patala, each progressively beneath the preceding; and within that

universe, the four kinds of gross-bodied creatures and food etc.

7 This is from paragraph 15 in the text of Vedantasara.
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22.

23.

appropriate to these creatures. The four kinds of gross bodies are a)
Jarayuja (born by piercing the placenta), b) Andaja (born from an egg),
c) Svedaja (born from sweat) and d) Udbhijja (born by piercing the
earth and shooting upwards). Jarayujas are born from the Jarayu'®
(placenta, or the ectoderm, the outer skin of an embryo), for instance
humans and mammals. Andajas, like birds and snakes, are born from
eggs. Svedajas like lice and flies are born from sweat*®. Udbhjjas like

trees and creepers are born by piercing the earth. (16)

Here also, the Sthulasarira of all the four-fold creatures is one like a
forest or water body when viewed jointly, and is manifold when

viewed severally like trees or water. (17)

The combination of the worlds of the Sthalasarira, Siksmasarira and
Karanasarira is one Mahaprapaiica, great world, just like a great forest
range is a combination of many forests, and a great lake system is the
combination of many water bodies. Caitanya, Consciousness,
associated with this Mahaprapafica, from Vai$vanara to I$vara, is one
only just like the Akasa delimited by many forests is one, or the Akasa
reflected in many water bodies is one. When the Caitanya is not
differentiated from the Mahaprapafca and the Caitanya associated with
the Mahaprapafica, like iron and fire are not differentiated in a hot
lump of iron, It (Caitanya) is the literal meaning (vacyartha) or primary

sense of the Vedic sentence "sarvam khalvidam brahma" and when it is

'8 Jarayu is etymologically "that which withers away", like the skin shed by a moulting snake.
It could mean placenta or ectoderm. The idea is that these creatures, like mammals, are born
with all organs fully developed.

19 Modern biology has shown that both lice and flies are also born from eggs. Since body
warmth is essential for lice, they may have been held to be born from sweat. The ancient term
was abigenous creatures, referring to life which evolved spontaneously, i.e. from non-organic
sources. One of the earliest sources of this four-fold classification of creatures is found in the
Ayurveda text, Susrutasamhita, Siitrasthana, Chapter 1: tatra caturvidho bhiitagramah
samsvedajajarayujandajodbhijjasamjiiah.
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differentiated, it is the secondary meaning.”® In this way the
superimposition of Avastu (not the Thing, i.e. Mahaprapafica) upon
Vastu (the Thing, i.e. Brahman or Caitanya), called Adhyaropa, is

generally demonstrated. (18)

24.  Apavada (dissolution of error) is the dissolution of Avastu, and the
world projected due to nescience, which is only the apparent
modification of Vastu, and the ascertainment that Vastu, Caitanya,
alone is the Truth which remains, similarly to the dissolution of the
apparent modification of the rope into snake, and the ascertainment
that rope alone is. It is said that "Vikara, modification, is the wrong
knowledge of a thing due to the change in the thing (such as milk
turning to curds), and Vivarta, apparent modification, is the wrong
knowledge of a thing though there is no change in the thing itself (such

as a rope being mistaken for a snake)”. (21)

25.  Now the meaning of the Mahavakya is being described®’. This
sentence, "Tat tvam asi" (that thou art) conveys the undivided meaning
(akhandartha) through three relations, namely having the same
substrate (i.e. the two words — tat and tvam — refer to the same entity),
the relation of qualifier and qualified between the entities denoted by
the two words, and the relation of a Laksya (indicated meaning or

extended meaning) and Laksana (indicator or the word whose extended

20 nsarvam khalvidam brahma" (Chandogyopanisad 3.14.1) means "all of this is Brahman". If

Caitanya and its adjunct, the Mahaprapanca, are considered as one (tadatmyabhava) then the
meaning of the sentence is tenable, and hence it is held to be the primary sense. When the two,
Caitanya and its adjunct, are considered as separate, the question arises as to how everything
can be Brahman. Only Caitanya can be Brahman and the adjunct, Mahaprapafica, needs to be
something other than Caitanya. To resolve this, here the secondary sense of "sarvam" namely
"all that is Real, which persists after nescience is removed" is to be taken.

2! The reason for taking up the discussion is that the sentence "tat tvam asi" (that thou art) and
other such Mahavakyas seem, at first cut, to be absurd or incorrectly framed. For instance,
when we say "Apple is an orange", what are we to understand? If apples and oranges were
different, then their identity, and hence the sentence proposing their identity, is absurd,
because they are different by definition. If they are the same, the sentence is absurd because it
is against the worldly practice of having two distinct words meaning two different entities.
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meaning is the Laksya) between the two words and the Inner Self
(pratyagatman). . . . The relation of having the same substrate is as

follows. In the sentence "that Devadatta is this"?2

the signifier (vacaka)
that - which denotes the Devadatta qualified by that time period — and
the signifier this — which denotes the Devadatta qualified by the
present time period — are related by having their purport (tatparya) in
the same entity, that is both signifiers have the same substrate.
Similarly in the present sentence "tat tvam asi" that signifier tat which
denotes the Caitanya qualified by imperceptibility (paroksatva) etc.
and the signifier tvam which denotes the Caitanya qualified by
immediateness etc. (aparoksatva) are related by having their purport in
the same Caitanya. The relation of qualifier and qualified is now
described. In the example sentence (“that Devadatta is this") the one
denoted by the signifier that — i.e. the Devadatta qualified by that time
period — and the one denoted by the signifier this — i.e. Devadatta
qualified by this time period — are mutually related as qualified and
qualifier because they differentiate Devadatta from other instances of
Devadatta and others as well.?* In the present sentence as well (“tat
tvam asi"), the one denoted by signifier tat — i.e. the Caitanya qualified
by imperceptibility (pakroksatva) etc. — and the one denoted by the
signifier tvam — i.e. the Caitanya qualified by perceptibility

(aparoksatva) — are mutually related as qualified and qualifier because

%2 The Sanskrit sentence is "so'yam devadattah". The sense of the sentence is that this
Devadatta being perceived in front is the same person as was seen earlier: that Devadatta.

2 A Visesana (qualifier) is defined as that which differentiates. Thus the adjective "blue" in
the phrase "blue lotus" differentiates the flower lotus from lotuses of other hues such as white
and red. Now, in the case of Devadatta, let us say that there are n instances of Devadatta: Dy,
D,, D3, ... Dj, Dj, . .. D, (each corresponding to each year of Devadatta's life, say). Let us
further assume that we refer to D; when we say “that Devadatta” and to D; by "this Devadatta”.
Now when we say “that Devadatta is this", we are saying that D; = D;. Here D; is a qualifier of
D; because from the sentence we get that meaning that Dj is the same as D;, and not D, D
etc., or for that matter that D; is not Yajfiadatta, Visnudatta etc. In other words, D; is
differentiating D; from both D, D; etc. and also others like Yajfiadatta and Visnudatta.
Similarly D; is a qualifier of D;, because it differentiates D; from others.
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they differentiate each other from others. The relation of Laksya and
Laksana between the Inner Self and the signifiers tat and tvam is now
explained. In the example sentence, being qualified by that time period
and this time period, are the Amsas (parts) which are contradictory in
the two signifiers that and this, or the entities denoted by them. The
signifiers abandon these Amsas in conflict, and have the relation of
Laksana and Laksya, with the non-contradictory Amsa, namely, the

entity Devadatta.?* This is called Bhagalaksana. (23)

26.  Therefore, the sentence "that Devadatta is this" or its meaning
indicates, by extension, the non-contradictory Amsa of Devadatta
alone, abandoning the Amsa of qualification by that time period and
this time period, as there is a contradiction in part of the sentence-
meaning which equates Devadatta qualified by that time period and
Devadatta qualified by this time period. Similarly, the sentence (“tat
tvam asi"), or its meaning, indicates, by extension, only the non-
contradictory impartite Caitanya®®, abandoning the Amsa of

qualification by imperceptibility and perceptibility, as there is a

2 1n other words, the two signifiers denote the non-contradictory Devadatta (not qualified by
any time period) through the denotation process called Laksana. While various definitions
exist for the denotation process called Laksana, a summary of denotation processes from
Kavyaprakasa may be useful. Poeticians hold that a signifier denotes meaning through three
process of denotation: Main Denotation, Abhidha; Secondary or Extended denotation,
Laksana; and Suggestion, Vyarijana. In Abhidha, a word denotes a meaning directly, as in a
tree or a fruit. In Laksana, the meaning denoted is not direct, but an extended meaning, i.e.
Laksya, as in the sentence "New Delhi ordered a probe”, the signifier New Delhi denotes the
Government of India, and not the city of New Delhi, which is the direct meaning. Mammata,
the author of Kavyaprakasa defines Laksana as that in which a) there is hindrance for the
main denotation process (i.e. New Delhi cannot possibly mean the city), b) but the intended
meaning is related to the main meaning (i.e. Government of India has its seat in New Delhi,
say unlike Mumbai); and c) there must be a purpose in using it or an established general usage
to that effect (it is a common established usage to refer to the Government of a particular
country by the name of its Capital). In Vyaifijana, there is no hindrance to the main meaning,
but the suggested meaning extends way beyond the main meaning. For instance in the famous
poem Stopping by Woods on Snowy Evening by Robert Frost, the line "And miles to go before
I sleep" indicates something far more significant than the distance to the home of the poet.
Advaita proposes an additional process of Denotation of Partial Extension (Bhdagalaksana),
wherein a partially extended meaning is denoted. This is also called Jahadajahallaksana.

% |mpartite Caitanya, Akhandacaitanya, means the Caitanya devoid of any parts, such as the
one qualified by imperceptibility etc., or that qualified by perceptibility.
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27.

28.

contradiction in a part of the sentence-meaning which equates the

Caitanya qualified by imperceptibility and perceptibility. (27)

Now the meaning of the sentence "aham brahma asmi" (I am
Brahman) is being explained. When, after thus making clear the
meaning of the signifiers tat and tvam by way of Adhyaropa and
Apavada, the Acarya has made the student understand the Impartite
meaning?® through the sentence, then, in the Adhikarin (eligible
person) a Cittavrtti made to the assume the form of the Impartite
Brahman arises through the comprehension that "I am the eternal, pure,
intelligent, unbound, true Brahman, the one without an end, without a

second and Supreme Bliss itself. . . . (28)

Since till such a Consciousness, which is the real nature of Self
(svariipacaitanya) is realized, practice of Sravana (listening), Manana
(contemplation), Nididhyasana (firm establishment) and Samadhi is
required, they are also described. Sravana means understanding,
through the six means of ascertaining meaning?®’, the real purport of all
Vedantas, i.e. Upanisadic sentences in the One Brahman, that is
without a second. Manana is constantly meditating about the Brahman,
without a second, which has been heard earlier, using logic appropriate
to Vedantic sentences®. Nididhyasana is the constant stream of
cognition of the Thing without second, i.e. Brahman, due to the

absence of any cognition of anything which is opposed to Brahman.

%8 Impartite meaning (Akhandartha) of the sentence indicates the Impartite Caitanya, as
explained in earlier passages.

2! upakramopasamharavabhaso'pirvata phalam| arthavadopapattt ca lingam
tatparyanirnaye |l (Attributed to Brhatsamhita, which is presently unavailable. The roots of
this can be found in Pirvamimamsa). The six marks for fixing purport are i. Beginning and
ending, ii. Repetition, iii. Uniqueness, iv. Consequence, v. Eulogy and vi. Reasoning.

% In Vedanta, only logic which is sanctioned by Sruti — Srutyanugrhitatarka —is accepted as a
valid means of knowledge. See Section 2.3.4 Only reasoning not opposed to Sruti is a valid
Pramana of this Thesis for a detailed discussion.
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29.

30.

Samadhi (profound meditation) is of two types, Savikalpasamadhi and
Nirvikalpasamadhi. Savikalpasamadhi is the firm establishment of
one's thought processes (cittavrtti), which are of the same form of
Brahman, in Brahman, the One without second, without the
requirement for dissolution of differences such as the knower, known
and knowledge. In that state even in duality, the non-dual Thing
appears, just like mud being the one which appears in an earthen
elephant. In Nirvikalpasamadhi, on account of the dissolution of the
differences such as knower, known and knowledge, the thought
process, which as earlier is as the same form of Brahman, is so firmly
established in Brahman that it is non-different from Brahman. There
only Brahman, the One without a Second, appears due to non-
appearance of the thought process, caused to be of the same form as
Brahman, just like (in salt-water) salt caused to be of the same form as

water does not appear and water alone appears. (30)

The Angas — constituent elements — of (Nirvikalpa) Samadhi are: 1)
Yama (Restraint), ii) Niyama (Observance), iii) Asana (Posture), iv)
Pranayama (Breath regulation), v) Pratyahara (Abstraction), vi)
Dharana (Concentration), vii) Dhyana (Contemplation) and viii)
Samadhi (profound meditation). The last one, i.e. Samadhi, is the

Savikalpasamadhi which has already been described.” (31)

There are four obstructions which occur to the Nirvikalpasamadhi,
namely, 1) Laya (merging of mind in sleep), ii) Viksepa (diversion of
mind to objects other than Brahman), iii) Kasaya (hidden desires) and

iv) Rasasvada (experience of the bliss of Samadhi)®. (32)

 These eight are as listed in the Yogasiitra 2.29, and described in detail in the Yogasiitras
2.30t03.3.

% These four obstacles are mentioned by Gaudapada in Manditkyakarika (3.44 to 3.46)
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31.  When the Citta, mind, which is unobstructed by the above four
obstacles, is steady like the flame of a lamp in a place without air, and
situated only in the Undivided Consciousness, that state is known as
Nirvikalpasamadhi. Now the Jivanmukta is described. Jivanmukta is
the one situated in Brahman (Brahmanistha), the one who is free of all
bonds as his nescience is removed and so are the causes of the
nescience, namely Saficitakarma (accumulated karma, the result of all
one's actions — good or bad — in all previous births), doubt (about
Brahman), reversion (from Brahman) etc. His nescience is removed
because he realized his own form, the Undivided Brahman, by
knowing the Undivided Brahman and by harassing the nescience about

Brahman. (34).

2.3 Few Aspects of Vedanta not covered in Vedantasara

Vedantasara does not cover a few topics, which will be covered here:

I. Nityatva of Sabda — that Sabda is eternal

ii. Sabdaprabhavatvam of Jagat — that Sabda is the source of this
universe

iii. Sruti being the Pramana to know Brahman

iv. Only Srutyanugrhitatarka — reasoning which is not opposed to
Veda — is a valid Pramana

V. Upayatva of Veda — that Veda is an Upaya to know Brahman.
An Upaya, a device, is that which is used to accomplish the
desire object and then later is discarded, like the use of
scaffolding while building something.

Vi. Multiple levels of reality

Vil. Two levels of unreal
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viii.  Ajativada

2.3.1 Sabdanityatva

Following the stance of Plirvamimamsa, Advaita holds Sabda to be
Nitya, eternal or immutable. While this topic is treated in full in the
Sabdanityatvadhikarana of Slokavartika, it is reaffirmed in Brahmasitra 1.2.29
(ata eva nityatvam). The arguments are not substantially different and hence
are not being elaborated here. Within Pirvamimamsa, Sabda, Artha and their
relationship is taken to be autpattika i.e. natural. The concept of Sabdanityatva
is central to achieve an independent status as a Pramana to Veda. Since Sruti
occupies a central place as a Pramana in both Pirvamimamsa and
Uttaramimamsa (See Section 2.3.3 Sruti is the only means to know Brahman
starting on p26 for a detailed discussion), the arguments of Pirvamimamsa

may be taken as acceptable to Advaita as well.

2.3.2 Sabda is the Source of the Universe

That Sabda is the source of the Universe is clearly stated — atah
prabhavat — in Brahmasitra 1.3.28 (Sabda iti cenna, atah prabhavat
pratyaksanumanabhyam). This does not mean that Brahman ceases to be the
Upadanakarana (material cause) and Nimittakarana (efficient cause) of the

world. As Sankaracarya explains in the commentary on the Siitra

na cedam sabdaprabhavatvam brahmaprabhavatvavad
upadanakaranatvabhiprayenocyate. katham tarhi? sthite

vacakatmana nitye $abde nityarthasambandhini
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sabdavyavaharayogyarthavyaktinispattih ‘atah prabhavah’

ityucyate.

This origination [of the world] form Sabda is not spoken of in
the sense of origination from a material case, as is done in the
case of origination [of the world] from Brahman. How, then, [is
it spoken 0f]? Only when the immutable Sabda capable of
expressing a meaning, with an eternal relation to its Artha
exists, would the production of a particular or an individual (i.e.
any given entity), fit to be denoted by the use of a given Sabda,

happen? Hence, it is said to originate from Sabda.

This is later substantiated within the commentary on the same aphorism, on
how Brahman pronounces "bhiih" and creates "bhaih" (earth) and so on.
Elsewhere that Brahman is the material cause of the world is established in
great detail in the Prakrtyadhikaranam (1.4.23 to 1.4.27). In the commentary
on 2.3.13, the discussion is about whether the elements (space etc.) create their
own products by themselves or whether it is Brahman, existing as the soul of
these elements, who produces the effect. On strength of Linga, indicatory

mark, it is established that it is Brahman who creates everything.

It may be noted here that while Brahman is repeatedly asserted as the
source and cause of this world, the exact relation of other “causes” such as
Sabda to Brahman are not mentioned in detail. It may be further noted that this
omission need not imply identify. There are two possibilities, at least. First,
the other causes may be taken as Saktis of Brahman, or they might be taken as

associated with Brahman, for creation to happen.

2.3.3  Sruti is the only means to know Brahman
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Amongst the Pramanas, there is a general order. Pratyaksa is stronger
than Anumana, except in a few cases such as alatacakra (when a firebrand,
I.e. a piece of burning coal or wood, is tied to a thread and rotated, or when
children rotate a burning sparkler during Dipavali, one gets an impression of a
circle of fire, which is not true) and adityagati (the movement of Sun, which
cannot be directly perceived but only inferred by observing the position of Sun
at two different points in time). Only when a particular object is not accessible
to both these Pramanas is Veda taken to be a valid Pramana. This is stated

clearly in Samkhyakarika —

samanyatastu drstadatindriyanam pratitiranumanat |
tasmadapi casiddham paroksamaptagamat siddham || 6 ||
Generally, [an object is known] through Perception.
Knowledge of that which is beyond the sense organs is from

Inference. That which is not obtained from Inference as well is

known through the testimony of a reliable person.

Sabarasvamin while commenting on Pirvamimamsasitra 1.1.5

(autpattikasitram) enunciates a similar position. Specifically he says (37)

Sastra is the means of knowing an entity (Artha) not in contact
[with the sense organs] through the knowledge of Sabda, i.e.

through Verbal Testimony.

In his commentary on the Aitareyabrahmanam, Sayanacarya quotes a

verse (1):
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pratyaksenanumitya va yastiipayo na budhyate!l

enam vindanti vedena tasmadvedasya vedata ll

The “means” [of obtaining knowledge] (Upaya) which is not
understood through Pratyaksa and Anumana, that means is
known through Veda; and hence the Veda-ness (i.e. the

property of providing knowledge) of Veda.

In these discussions, one aspect is not emphasised but is nevertheless
important. Each of the Pramanas has its own sphere of influence, or to put it
more accurately, valid Pramanas do not contradict each other; whenever there
is a seeming contradiction, one Pramana prevails over the others. For instance,
in the Bhasya on Bhagavadgita 18.66 (p560, Vol. 12, Complete Works of

Sankaracarya):

na hi $rutiSatamapi “ $tto'gniraprakaso va ” iti bruvat
pramanyamupaiti. yadi briiyat “ §ito'gniraprakaso va ” iti,
tathapi arthantaram $ruteh vivaksitam kalpyam,

pramanyanyathanupapatteh, na tu pramanantaraviruddham

svavacanaviruddham va.

Not even a hundred Vedic sentences stating “Fire is cold or
dark” would obtain validity. If they do state “Fire is cold or
dark”, even then a different meaning, not contradicting other

Pramanas or the words of the sentence needs to be offered.

The same idea — that each Pramana has its own sphere of application is

to be found in the commentary on 2.1.13:
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yadyapi $rutih pramanam svavisaye bhavati, tathapi
pramanantarena visayapahare'nyapara bhavitumarhati, yatha
mantrarthavadau ; tarko'pi svavisayadanyatrapratisthitah syat,

yatha dharmadharmayoh

Even though Sruti is a Pramana in its own domain, in matters
falling under the sphere of applicability of another Pramana,
Sruti deserves to be interpreted accordingly (i.e. without
contradicting the other Pramana), like in the case of Mantra and
Arthavada®. Similarly Tarka is also not established in topics
other than where it is applicable, for instance in Dharma and

Adharma®2.

Sankaracarya himself states very clearly that Veda is the only means

available to know Brahman, in his commentary on 1.1.2

vakyarthavicaranadhyavasananirvrtta hi brahmavagatih,

nanumanadipramanantaranirvrtta

The realisation of Brahman is achieved only by the
ascertainment of the true meaning of Vedantic sentences, which
itself results from a deliberation on those sentences and not

from other Pramanas such as Inference.

3 pirvamimamsa divides Vedic sentences into four (or five): Vidhi (+Nisedha), Arthavada,
Mantra and Namadheya. Vidhi sentences are the injunctions laid down by Veda. Arthavadas
are corroborative statements, which support Vidhivakyas. Arthavadas are, accordingly, not
interpreted literally but in a secondary or figurative manner. Mantra is a Jiapaka, or that
which reminds. Namadheya is the residual category. Only Vidhivakyas are to be taken
literally, not others. In a sentence like “svargakamo yajeta” (one desirous of heaven ought to
perform a sacrifice), the injunction is that if one wants to attain heaven, a sacrifice ought to be
performed. However in a sentence like “vayurvai ksepistha devata” (Taittiriyasamhita 2.1.1.1)
(Vayu, the wind god, is the fastest), it is not to be taken literally that Vayu is the fastest
amongst gods. Rather, it is interpreted as “Vayu, as a benefactor, is very quick” thereby
supporting the original Vidhivakya exhorting the hearer to perform a sacrifice.

% This is the statement by an opponent, but it is perfectly acceptable to the Siddhantin. This is
a case where an opponent tries to arrive at a conclusion at variance with the view of the
System, while using a rule which is acceptable to Vedanta.
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Another instance is to be found under 2.1.3

tattvajianam tu vedantavakyebhya eva bhavati

Knowledge of the Noumenon (Brahman) is possible only

through the sentences of Vedanta.

Another instance is found in commentary on 2.1.6.

yattiiktam parinispannatvad brahmani pramanantarani
sambhaveyuriti, tadapi manorathamatram; ripadyabhavaddhi
nayamarthah pratyaksasya gocarah; lingadyabhavacca
nanumanadinam ; agamamatrasamadhigamya eva tvayamartho

dharmavat.

Whatever is said about other Pramanas being possible in
knowing Brahman due to Its perfect and complete existence,
that is merely one’s imagination. This entity (Brahman) being
devoid of form etc. is not at all amenable to Perception; not to
Inference etc., due to the absence of Linga (or hetu or sadhana,
which indicates the existence of something to be inferred). This
entity (Brahman) is to be known only through Agama (=Veda)

like Dharma.

Then Sankaracarya goes on to quote a number of Sruti and Smrti
sentences in support. There are other such statements of Sankaracarya to be
found in the commentary on 2.1.27 ($abdamiilam ca $abdapramanakam
brahma nendriyadipramanakam), 2.1.31

(Srutyavagahyamevedamatigambhiram brahma na tarkavagahyam), 2.3.1
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($rutiSca nah pramanamatindriyavijfiotpattau®®), in his commentary on
Bhagavadgita verse 2.18 ($astram tvantyam pramanam) the usage of the
phrase sastrapramanakatvam brahmanah in commentary on 1.1.4, or the
second explanation of the Sttra Sastrayonitvat 1.1.3. In fact the entire exercise
of writing a commentary on Brahmasitras is an assertion of the fact that

Brahman can be known only through Sruti, as explained below.

The structure of Brahmasiutras is that there are 555 Sutras divided into
191 Adhikaranas (according to the text followed by Sankaracarya). Each

Adhikarana deals with five aspects®*:

I. Visaya (the topic which is discussed)

ii. Sams$aya (doubt)

iii. Parvapaksa (the erroneous explanation of the opponent)
iv. Siddhanta (thesis)

V. Sangati (context of discussion)

Most Adhikaranas have one or more Vedic sentences (visayavakyas)
as the topic of discussions. In other words, the entire Brahmasiitras are
devoted to fix the meaning of certain Vedic sentences. This is the reason why
Vedanta is called Uttaramimamsa: it is but a continuation of Piirvamimamsa in
that it is also an exegesis of Veda. In fact Sankaracarya himself states this

unambiguously in the commentary on 1.1.2 — vedantavakyani hi

%% Actually this is the statement of an Ekadesin, i.e. one who knows only part of the complete
true picture and goes on to argue that Akasa cannot be thought of as being created as such a
statement is not heard in the Vedas. However in the present case, we are more concerned with
Sankaracarya not disputing this Ekadesin’s statement about Sruti being the Pramana for
entities like Akasa which are beyond sense-organs.

3 The traditional verse which defines as Adhikarana is:

visayo visayascaiva piirvapaksastathottaram| sangati$ceti paiicangam
sastre'dhikaranam smrtam ||
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sutrairudahrtya vicaryante (here in this work, only sentences from Vedanta
are taken and discussed by the Sutras). Indeed the Brahmasutrabhasya of
Saﬁkare‘lce‘lrya refers to “2,523 quotations, of which 2,060 are derived from the
Upanisads, 150 from other Vedic scriptures, and 313 from non-Vedic
literature” as per the index prepared “not without labour” by Paul Deussen

(29).

If Brahman could be established by reasoning alone, there would be no
need to write such an exegetical text, especially given the number of
Bhedasrutis, which are explained as secondary by Sankaracarya. Even if it be
argued that following the strong preference of his times, Sankaracarya did not
want to alienate his “innovation” from the Vedas (which enjoyed a large
following) and therefore interpreted the Vedas to suit his Siddhanta, a cursory
reading of his Brahmasiitrabhasya, where he repeatedly states that Brahman is
beyond sensory perception and that only such logic as is compatible with Veda
(Srutyanugrhitatarka) is to be employed, would show beyond any doubt that
neither Perception nor Inference is capable of making Brahman known,
according to Sankaracarya. Further we see that both Samkhya and Nyaya also
accept Sruti as a Pramana but do not depend on Sruti to derive their main
entities — Purusa and Pradhana, and I§vara respectively®. Thus though there
was an option to resort to Tarka — rational argument — unrelated to Veda to
establish his thesis, Sankaracarya depended only on Sruti to establish
Brahman. This makes it clear that as far as Advaita is concerned, Veda is the

only Pramana for knowing Brahman.

2.3.4 Only Reasoning not opposed to Sruti is a valid Pramana

% Both use Anumana to prove the existence of their central entities.
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Though Sruti is the only means to know Brahman, Tarka or reasoning

also has a role to play, but only as long as it does not come into conflict with

Sruti. Such a non-contradictory reasoning is called Srutyanugrhitatarka. That

Tarka cannot be used to determine an entity that can be known only through

Sruti is discussed under the Siitra “tarkapratisthanadapyanyathanumeyamiti

cedevamapyavimoksaprasangah™ (2.1.11). In fact, in the next two Sttras as

well, Tarka-based propositions are refuted. At many places Sankaracarya

makes it clear that Tarka has a place in knowing Brahman, that Sruti itself

ordains it, but only as long as it is not opposed to Sruti. A few such statements

are given below:

Siitra Statement Meaning
Therefore, starting with a deliberation
tasmadbrahmajijiasopanyasamu-
on Brahman, exegesis of Vedantic
khena vedantavakyamimamsa
1.1.1 sentences, assisted by reasoning
tadavirodhitarkopakarana
unopposed to them, and with
nih$reyasaprayojana prastiiyate
Liberation as the purpose, is commenced
When there are Vedantic sentences
satsu tu vedantavakyesu jagato
stating the cause of origin etc. of the
janmadikaranavadisu,
world, then for the sake of firmly
tadarthagrahanadardhyaya
establishing their meaning, if reasoning
1.1.2 | anumanamapi
not opposed to those sentences is a
vedantavakyavirodhi pramanam
Pramana, it is not opposed; as such
bhavat, na nivaryate, Srutyaiva ca )
reasoning is accepted by Sruti itself as
sahayatvena tarkasyabhyupetatvat
an aid.
yadapi Sravanavyatirekena Even though it was said that Veda itself,
2.1.6

mananam Vvidadhacchabda eva

while ordaining “reflection” after

33




Sitra Statement Meaning
tarkamapyadartavyam “hearing”, shows that reasoning is also
darsayatityuktam, nanena misena | to be considered, it is not possible for
Suskatarkasyatratmalabhah Suskatarka® to find application through
sambhavati ; Srutyanugrhita eva | this excuse. Only that reasoning which
hyatra tarko'nubhavangatvena is sanctioned by Sruti is here resorted
asriyate. to, as a subsidiary of experience

(realisation of Brahman).

Thus, since the doctrine of atoms being
tadevamasarataratarkasandrbdhat- | the cause is based on comparatively
vadi§varakaranasrutivirnddhat | essenceless reasoning, since it is
vat Srutipravanaisca Sistaih opposed to Sruti sentences stating

2.2.17 | manvadibhih aparigrhitatvad IS$vara to be the cause, since it is not
atyantameva anapeksa asmin accepted by elites such as Manu who are
paramanukaranavade karya devoted to Sruti, it is to be ignored by all
$reyo’rthibhih. those who desire the highest good

(Moksa).

And, reasoning of VaiSesika etc., being
vai$esikaditarkasca srutivirodha )

opposed to Sruti, is proven to be false.
abhast bhavati. ~

2.3.18 Therefore, we ascertain that Atma is that
tasmannityacaitanyasvariipa eva

which has eternal consciousness as its
atmeti niScinumah

nature.

In the first Satra, Jaimini’s view that Dharma (i.e. Karma) and not I$vara is

3.3.40 | the reason for results is stated using reasoning, but in the latter Sitra, it is

3.3.41 | refuted based on statements from Sruti and Smrti and the reasoning that

I$vara acts, i.e. grants results, taking into account the karma of a being.

% Etymologically “dry reasoning”, here it means “reasoning opposed to Sruti”.
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Sitra Statement Meaning

Here, at one stage the Purvapaksin presents the following: “one can perform
Nitya and Naimittika karmas to avoid Pratyavaya®’ and avoid Kamya and
Nisiddha karmas so as to avoid Svarga and Naraka. Then having exhausted
o4 the karma results by experiencing them in the present body, one can get

Moksa after death”. This logic is refuted by the Siddhantin saying that there

is no support of any statement of Sruti to such an effect.

Apart from its use in knowing Brahman, reasoning has an important
place in Advaita, in refuting a null-hypothesis. An example is to be found in
Sutra 2.1.4, where the opponent proposes that Brahman, which is pure
Consciousness (as described by Vedas) cannot be the cause of the insentient
universe — this is refuted by using reasoning. The entire second Pada of the
second Adhyaya uses reasoning to refute Sankhya etc. without resorting to

Sruti.

Another observation may be made here, regarding the role of Anumana
in Advaita. Inference or reasoning®® is used to establish the validity of Smrti.
We come across one such instance in the commentary on 1.2.25. It is not as if
this is a peculiarity of Sankaracarya. Sttrakara himself uses the word
“Anumana” to mean “Smrti” in 1.3.28 ($abda iti cenna, atah prabhavat
pratyaksanumanabhyam). Further, this has a basis in Pirvamimamsa, whose
toolkit is generally appropriated by Vedanta. In the Smrtyadhikaranam of

Parvamimamsa (1.3.1 — 2) and the following five Adhikaranas, Smrti is

37 Pratyavaya is that sin which acrrues if ordained rites are not performed. One analogy would
be that of a debt: one accures sin if one does not repay debt. This is a simplistic presentation
for easy understanding. There are fine differences in how Pratyavaya is explained by
Mimamsakas and Vedantins, consistent with their other positions.

% Sometimes a difference is maintained between Anumana and Tarka, as in when Tarka is
meant as a specific technique of Nyaya; at other times they are used interchangeably. In the
context of the present discussion, interchangeability is intended.
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deduced to be right under certain circumstances by giving the benefit of doubt

to authors of Smrtis™®.

Thus, the proper usage of Tarka in Vedanta is threefold: a) to
understand the meaning of Vedic sentences better, b) to establish the authority
of Smrti statements and c) to refute other views. However, reasoning by itself

is not sufficient to establish or realise Brahman.

2.3.5 Vedais an Upaya to know Brahman

Though Sruti occupies such a central place in the literature on Advaita,
it is only an Upaya, a means which can be discarded after reaching the
destination, like scaffolding used for building a house, or a raft used to cross a
stream. In other words, for one who has attained the destination of Brahman,
the Veda is no longer of any use, and therefore not binding. Upaya is defined*
by Bhartrhari as “upadayapi ye heyastanupayanpracaksate™ (2.38,
Vakyapadiyam), i.c. those devices which, though expressly adopted to serve a

purpose, are fit to be discarded after the purpose is served are called Upayas.

Sankaracarya makes the same point in the Adhydsabhasya, the
introduction to his commentary on the Brahmasiitras, by stating that all
Pramanas and Sastras including Vedas have as their locus a man who is
subject to Avidya — tasmadavidyavadvisayanyeva pratyaksadini pramanani

sastrani ceti. Later, having shown that a learned man is no different from an

% The same benefit of doubt is denied to the authors of Kalpasatras in the next Adhikarana.

*% This verse is quoted by Kaiyata (Mahabhasyam Vol . 3, p141) under 3.1.96
tavyattavyaniyarah in his Pradipa. Nagesa commenting on the verse says that it gives the
Vyutpatti, etymology, of the word Upaya — upadayapi ye heyd iti. upayasabdavyutpattih.
prsodaraditvatsadhuh. Thus the etymology of the word “Upaya” may be taken as upadaya
heyah updya. prsodaraditvatsadhuh..
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animal, he takes the Vedic injunction “brahmano yajeta” (a Brahmana ought to
perform a sacrifice) and argues that it becomes tenable only when attributes
such as Varna (chosen profession), Asrama (stage of life such as student,
householder etc.), Vayah (age) and Avastha (condition) are superimposed on

Atma (which cannot have any of those qualifiers) —

‘brahmano yajeta’ ityadini $astranyatmani

varnasramavayo'vasthadivisesadhyasamasritya pravartante.

Such being the case, what would happen when a person realises
Brahman, realises that Atma cannot have such qualifiers? Such a person would
be beyond the Veda. In the commentary on 4.3.1, Sankaracarya clearly states
that in the state of enlightenment, there is absence of both Pratyaksa etc. and

Veda:

yadapyuktam — adhikaryabhavah pratyaksadivirodhasceti,
tadapyasat, prakprabodhat samsaritvabhyupagamat,
tadvisayatvacca pratyaksadivyavaharasya; ‘yatra tvasya
sarvamatmaivabhattatkena kam pasyet’ (Br. Up. 2.4.14)
ityadina hi prabodhe pratyaksadyabhavam darsayati.
pratyaksadyabhave $ruterapyabhavaprasanga iti cet, na,
istatvat; ‘atra pita'pita bhavati’ (Br. Up. 4.3.22) ityupakramya,
‘veda avedah’ (Br. Up. 4.3.22) iti vacanat isyata eva asmabhih

Sruterapyabhavah prabodhe.

Whatever has been said about the violation of Pratyaksa etc.
and the absence of eligible persons (to practice Vedanta), that is
not so, for the transmigratory state is accepted before

enlightenment, and transactions such as Pratyaksa are valid
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within that state on the strength of the Upanisadic statements
like “But when everything to this knower of Brahman becomes
Atma itself, then what is to be seen by whom?” (Br. Up. 2.4.14)
which show the absence of Pratyaksa in the enlightened state. If
it be said that in the absence of Pratyaksa etc., the contingency
of Vedas also being absent arises, we (Vedantins) say that it is
not a defect; rather, it is agreeable to us. The absence of VVedas
in the state of enlightenment is admitted by us on the strength
of Upanisadic statements like Br. Up. 4.3.22 starting with
“Here, father is no father” and ending with “The Vedas are not

Vedas”.

Even though they are beyond the Veda, the actual practice of
enlightened souls is that they do follow the usual norms. The reason is stated

in Bhagavadgita:

yadyadacarati Sresthastattadevetaro janah |

sa yatpramanam Kurute lokastadanuvartate 113.211|

Ordinary people in society do whatever the best person in
society does. The standard set by the best person is followed by

others.

2.3.6 Multiple levels of Reality

In the commentary on 2.1.4 Sankaracarya clearly defines two levels of
Reality, the Paramarthika and the Vyavaharika. The Noumenon, the Reality
that is, or the Ultimate Reality is the attributeless Brahman which cannot be

described by words, and there is nothing else but Brahman. This is the
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Paramarthika Reality or Paramarthikasatta. As opposed to this, in the
empirical world, Vyavaharikasatta, there is diversity and Brahman conditioned

2 e

by Maya is described as “ruler of all beings”, “protector of all beings” etc.

In fact the world, Pramanas etc. belong to the domain of
Vyavaharikasatta. These are two levels of Reality. So everything which is
Real in Vyavahara, i.e. at the empirical or transactional level, does not exist in
the Paramartha level. Say, A is the father of B. This is true only at the level of
Vyavahara, and cannot be so at the level of Paramartha, for both A and B are
subject to transmigration and would have taken, and would take in future,
many births and they do not share a father and child relationship in those
births. At the Ultimate level, that of Paramartha, the truth is that both A and B
are non-different from Brahman. In this way, it is established that nothing in
the Vyavaharika world, apart from Brahman, is Satyam. From this arises the
position that “this world”, i.e. the world which is being seen, is Mithya. The
sentence “jaganmithya”*" is often translated as “this world is an illusion” and
gives an incorrect picture of the place that the seen world has in
Sankaracarya’s system. This world is very real, as the word “real” is normally
understood in English, as long as one is subject to Avidya. However in
Advaita, “Real” — Satyam — is specifically defined as something that which
was there earlier, which is now there, and which is going to be there in the

future.

In the Mandukyakarika 2.6, Vitatha — the not Real — is defined as that
which is not there in the beginning, end and the middle. In the

Brahmanandavalli of the Taittiriyopanisad, commenting on the famous

* Some say that Sankaracarya himself did not every use the phrase, jaganmithya. That may be
so, but he definitely stated the concept that the world is not Real in the Paramarthika level. For
instances, see the next section on Ajativada.
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“definition” of Brahman — satyam jiianam anantam brahma — Sankaracarya

defines Satyam as:

satyamiti yadriipena yanni$citam tadriipam na vyabhicarati,
tatsatyam. yadriipena yanni$citam tadrtipam vyabhicarati,

tadanrtamityucyate.

Whatever is determined to be of a certain form, that which
never deviates from, that form is Satyam; that which deviates

from that is called Anrtam.

Thus the changeless entity alone is Real. This is the highest Reality;
rest, including the world, is Unreal. This unreality persists as long as the
observer is subject to Avidya. Once Avidya is removed, the Ultimate Real, i.e.
the unconditioned Brahman alone, remains. However, as long as one is subject
to Avidya, which includes practically everybody in the world, the world is

real.

Sometimes three levels of Reality are proposed to make this concept
easier to digest: the highest — Paramarthika level — perceivable only to the
enlightened; the second — Vyavaharika level — perceived by the almost all the
people; and the third — Pratibhasika level — which involves erroneous
perception of mirages etc. In the English language the word “illusion” is
usually understood to refer to the third level; the second level of Reality
described above does not really have a word and it would be best to retain the
word “Vyavaharika”. These three levels are mentioned by Sankaracarya while
commenting on the mantra “satyam canrtam ca satyamabhavat” (Tai. Up. 2.6).
Therein the first term “Satyam” is explained by Sankaracarya as

“Vyavaharavisayam”, in the sense that water is real with reference to a mirage,

40



which is not; the second term “Anrtam” is defined as that opposed to it
(Vyavaharikasatyam — water), i.e. the mirage. The third term “Satyam” is
described as the “Paramarthasatyam”, i.e. Brahma. Thus, it is possible to
represent Reality as having three levels:
Paramarthasatyam — the Ultimate Reality
Vyavaharikasatyam — the Transactional Reality
Anrtam — not real
The last one has been termed as Pratibhasikasatyam by later writers in

Advaita.

2.3.7 Two levels of Unreal

The concept of multiple levels of Reality can also be presented as Real
on one hand and two levels of Unreal on the other hand, as explained by
Sankaracarya in his commentary on the Taittirfyopanisad (asadva idamagra

asit| 2.7 — In the beginning there was Asat, the Unreal):

asaditi vyakrtanamartpavisesaviparitaripam avyakrtam brahma

ucyate; na punaratyantamevasat . na hyasatah sajjanmasti.

By “Asat” is meant the undifferentiated Brahman as opposed to
the entity differentiated by name and form, and not the
Absolutely Unreal (Atyantasat), as the birth of Real cannot be

from the Unreal.

In the above, the word “idam”, i.e. “this” refers to the world, as the
world is seen. If this be taken as real, then the state of the undifferentiated

Brahman which cannot be seen has to be taken as Unreal. The Unreality is
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only relative to the Reality of the seen world. This Unreality is different from

the Absolutely Unreal entities like mirages. Then the three categories are:

Real — Sat: the seen world — jagat
Unreal — Asat: undifferentiated Brahman —
avyakrtabrahma

Absolutely Unreal — entities which do not exist at all like a
mirage

(Atyantasat)

If one considers these only at a superficial level, it will look like a
mere play of words. One might even object that this kind of “creative
interpretation” violates the common convention about what Real is, and what
Unreal is. The answer to such an objection is that since Sabda is at once both
incapable of describing Brahman and yet the only means to know Brahman,
one has to resort to the device of reference frames and show how the same
entity can be both seen as “Real” and “Unreal” depending on one’s point of
view. Further, it will be seen that in the Abhavadhikaranam (2.2.28 — 2.2.32),
Sankaracarya refutes the views of Buddhists (Vijfianavadins) who hold that
the external world does not exist. There again the difference between

Atyantasat and the world becomes clear.

2.3.8 Ajativada

The concept that there is no creation is called Ajativada, usually called
the doctrine or theory of Non-origination. It does not mean, like the
Mimamsakas hold, that the world is beginningless; rather the contention is that

the world does not exist, because it is Unreal. What does not exist is not
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created. It immediately becomes clear that this stance is from the point of view

of Paramartha.

In the Mandikyakarika it is proposed in 2.31 that those well-versed in
Vedanta view this world as a celestial city seen in a dream, i.e. as unreal. The
next Karika (2.32) states that there is neither origination nor cessation [of the
world], neither the bound, nor the seeker; neither the one desirous of
liberation, nor the liberated and that this is the Ultimate Truth. Thereafter this

is repeated in the next two chapters as well (3.27, 38 and 4.57, 58).

This is a good example of how different levels of Reality are applied.
Obviously, if a person is writing and if a person is reading and meaning is
being comprehended, and all this happening in this world, it is downright
foolish to say that this world does not exist. Yet, that is exactly the position of
Advaita. This is reconciled by appreciating that the reality of the transactional
world is at the level of Vyavahara, and the unreality of the same transactional
world is at the level of Paramartha. Those subject to Avidya perceive only
Vyavaharika Reality; such persons have to overcome their perception

depending on Sruti such as

yatra va asya sarvamatmaivabhuttatkena kam jighrettatkena
kam pasyettatkena kam $rnuyattatkena kamabhivadettatkena

kam manvita tatkena kam vijaniyat. (Br. Up. 2.4.14 = 4.5.15)

When everything is Atma to him [the one who has realised
Brahman], then what should one smell through what? What
should one see through what? What should one listen to
through what? Whom should one talk with through what? What

should be understood? What should be known through what?
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2.4 Later Developments in Advaita

As Advaita literature flourished, certain questions not considered by

Sankaracarya were discussed at great length. Of all the topics treated by later

writers, the most important is Avidya and its locus. While for Sankaracarya

Avidya is Anirvacaniya and a Bhavapadartha, other questions are not

entertained. Some said that the individual is the locus of Avidya; others said

that Brahman itself is the locus. Two types of Avidya — Milavidya and

Talavidya were proposed and their role discussed. Consequent to these

differences, other differences in positions arose. These got broadly crystallised

as two schools of Advaita: the Vivarana school and the Bhamat1 school.

Another school, that of Sure$vara, is admitted by some. These are discussed at

length in Potter, Vol. XI (pp 7 to 14); the discussion is summarised below so

that one gets an idea of the kind of differences that exist within Advaita:

No Question Vivarana Sure$vara Bhamati
What is the Brahman is Brahman is not | Brahman is the
1 locus and both the locus something that | content of
content of and content of | can be or cannot | Avidya; Jiva is
Avidya? Avidya be a locus the locus
How many There are many Ignqrance IS not At least one
N - a thing, so the IR
2 Milavidyas are | Jivas but only ; Milavidya for
_.— ... _ | question does _
there? one Miulavidya . each Jiva
not arise
. Delimitation
Reflection .
How can one . Brahman does | model, like
model, like e
3 Brahman cause reflections in a not cause Akasa
many things? : [ imi
y things mirror etc. anything delimited by
pots etc.
4 How many One Milavidya | Question does | Avidya is the
Saktis does a has many Saktis | not arise only Sakti that
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Jiva have? pertaining to a Jiva has
many Jivas
Relation Srutijfiana is the direct (Aparoksa), Srut ynana Is an
. i . indirect means,
between immediate and primary means of
5 o een o R . . .. | asone has to
Srutijfiana and gaining liberation, since through it .
. . meditate after
Moksa one directly cognizes Brahman .
realisation
Jivanmukti
6 (Liberation Possible Not possible
while living)
7 Is Manas a No Does not matter | Yes
sense-organ?
Yes; pur .
€S, pure No; pure Brahman is not a content
. Brahman can be
Can one cognize 2 content of of any awareness; only
8 Nirupadhikabrah L conditioned Brahman can be
: mental activity, :
man in Moksa? . cognized. In deep sleep one does
ex. as in deep not cognize anythin
sleep. g g-
Is srotavayo
9 mantavyo etc. a | Yes No
Vidhi?
10 Karma, Vividisa (li)ar:crjrtljacil\sle to Karma can be conducive to
and Vidyotpada both Vividisa but not to Vidyotpada

In addition to the above, other divisions within Advaita may be

mentioned. Mandanamisra presents one version of Advaita in his

Brahmasiddhi, which reconciles aspects of Pirvamimamsa to Vedanta by

accepting Jianakaramsamuccaya (the position that both Karma (rites) and

Jnana (knowledge) play a role in attainment of Moksa) and also reconciles

Sphotavada to Advaita. Sankaracarya does not accept Jiianakaramsamuccaya

at all and holds that the role of Karmas is in generating Cittasuddhi only and

not in attainment of Moksa. Mandanamisra is held in high esteem and often

followed by Vacaspatimisra, the author of Bhamati. Then there are modern

versions of Advaita, often referred to as Neo-vedanta, which tends to focus

more on the rationality of Advaita.
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Thus, it is seen that within Advaita there are a fair number of
differences, with different versions having differing levels of acceptability and
popularity. This being so, it is important to stress that it is possible to reconcile
these differences. The pedagogy of Advaita is the method of Adhyaropa and
Apavada, wherein a certain aspect is presented as the truth, and later the same
is negated. In fact this technique is found in Sruti itself in Paficako$avidya of
the Taittiriyopanisad and neti neti in Brhadaranyakopanisad (2.3), as it is not
possible to describe the pure unconditioned Brahman. So whatever is not
Brahman is first presented and then rejected. In this way Advaita literature
continues to develop with Acaryas explaining the concepts using newer and

newer examples (say the projection of moving pictures) to modern audience.
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Chapter 3: Advaita of Bhartrhari

3.1 Philosophy of Bhartrhari

Having set out the basic tenets of Advaita, the system of Bhartrhari
will be described in some detail in the present chapter. There are two ways of
doing it — either summarise the Brahmnakanda or present it topic-wise. Both
have their merits because while Brahmakanda lays out the essence of
Sabdadvaita, the topic-wise discussion allows treatment of aspects not directly
mentioned. So while the summary is given as Appendix A, the philosophy of
Bhartrhari is given topic-wise here under the heads frequently used to discuss
philosophy in English. While some Karikas are quoted, translated and
(sometimes discussed) within the main text, often many Karikas are only
referred to. These references are to the Telugu Akademi edition of
Vakyapadiya, which might not be accessible to all. Therefore, all the

Vakyapadiya Karikas referred to in this thesis are given in Appendix B.

3.2 Highest Principle

The highest principle is Brahman identified with Sabda. Brahman is
one, without beginning, without end, has Sabda as Its essence and is
imperishable. The Brahman has many Saktis and is not different from Its
Saktis. Brahman is seen to have various states like birth etc. due to its
Kalasakti. This world is a transformation of Brahman. Veda is a reflection of
Brahman. (1.1 — 1.5). Brahman is Real (Satya), Pure (Visuddha), of the nature

of knowledge alone (Vidyaikapadagama) and in the form of Pranava.
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Brahman is alone (kevala), is the source of Vedas and has Veda as Its body.
(1.9, 1.17) Brahman is beyond difference of forms and actions and is pure
illumination (Prakasa) beyond Vidya and Avidya (1.19). Brahman is described
as Mahasatta, the Jati amongst Jatis and that which is seen as many Jatis when

associated with adjuncts:

sambandhibhedatsattaiva bhidyamana gavadisul
jatirityucyate tasyam sarve sabda vyavasthitah 11 3.1.33 1l
tam pratipadikartham ca dhatvartham ca pracaksate|

sa nitya sa mahanatma tamahustvataladayah 13.1.34 1l

Satta (= Existence = Mahasatta, Parabrahman) itself is being
divided due to the difference in the related [limiting adjuncts]
into cow etc. and is being called as Jati. All the words are
within that Satta (33). That [Satta] is called the meaning of a
pratipadika and dhatu. That is eternal. That is the Great Atman;

and That is what is expressed by the affixes tva, tal etc. (34).

Having shown that the Satta amongst all Jatis is Brahman itself
following the Jativada of Vajapyayana, Bhartrhari then presents Vyadi’s
Dravyavada, which holds that Sabda denotes Dravya, an existing entity. In the
Dravyasamuddesa, Bhartrhari establishes the view that ultimately Brahman is
the entity that is denoted by all Sabdas, as Brahman is the underlying Reality

of all entities. This is a short Samuddesa and is worth being presented in full.

atma vastu svabhavasca $ariram tattvamityapi

dravyamityasya paryayastacca nityamiti smrtam |l 3.2.1 ||
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The words Atma, Vastu, Svabhavah, Sariram and Tattvam
(used in other Systems) are all synonyms for Dravya, which is

said to be eternal.

satyam vastu tadakarairasatyairavadharyate |

asatyopadhibhih sabdaih satyamevabhidhiyate |l 3.2.2 |

The True Entity, i.e. Brahman, is determined by the unreal ones
which have a similar form. Truth (Brahman) alone is being

denoted by Sabdas which have unreal adjuncts.

adhruvena nimittena devadattagrham yatha |

grhitam grhasabdena suddhamevabhidhiyate |l 3.2.3 ||

For instance, [the way to] the house of Devadatta is indicated
by signs [such as crow] which are not stable. The Pure Entity
"house™, i.e. without its adjuncts [crow etc.], is being denoted

by the word "grha".

suvarnadi yatha bhinnam svairakarairapayibhih.
rucakadyabhidhananam suddhamevaiti vacyatam Il 3.2.4 ||
Another instance is that the Pure Entity "gold"”, which is
differentiated by its own changing shapes, obtains denotation

by the words "rucaka™ and others.

akarais$ca vyavacchedatsarvarthyamavarudhyate .

yathaiva caksuradinam samarthyam nadikadibhih Il 3.2.5 ||

The capacity of words to denote all entities is limited as they
are restricted by forms, like the capacity of eyes and others is

limited by hollow tubes. (Normally the eye has a wide field of
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vision; however when we want to focus on a particular object,
or a particular area, a hollow bamboo or such other hollow tube
is kept close to the eye restricting the otherwise wide field of
vision to a narrower field). This answers the following
objection: “If Brahman is what is denoted by all Sabdas, then

every Sabda should denote everything.”

tesvakaresu yah sabdastathabhiitesu vartate .

tattvatmakatvattenapi nityamevabhidhiyate |l 3.2.6 Il

The Eternal (Brahman) only is denoted even by those words
[such as samsthana, sannivesah etc.] which are used in the
sense of those forms which have the adjuncts only as their
nature, because those words also denote concepts which have

Tattva, i.e. Dravya, as their form.

This requires some explanation. This Karika is in answer to the
following objection: “If you say that Sabdas like Rucaka always denotes
Brahman delimited by the shape of Rucaka, then there should ideally have
been a schematic where all Sabdas always denote only Dravya except those
like samsthana and sannivesa, which would denote shape etc. (however in
reality it is not so, so your view is incorrect).” All schools differentiate
Dravyas (entities) and Gunas (attributes), Guna is something that a Dravya
has, like in the sentence the pot is black. Here pot is the Dravya (or Dharmin,
to use the terminology of Mimamsa and Nyaya) and black is the Guna (or
Dharma). Here we see that Sabdas denote both Dravya (the entity pot) and
Guna (the colour black). Against this well-known position, the Siddhantin is
proposing all that Sabdas denote only Dravyas (i.e. Brahman), which is against

Lokavyavahara. The answer of Bhartrhari is that there is no difference
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between Dharma and Dharmin, i.e. Gunas are not different from Dravyas and

so they also refer to Brahman only.

na tattvatattvayorbheda iti viddhebhya agamah .

atattvamiti manyante tattvamevavicaritam |l 3.2.7 ||

The tradition received from elders is that there is no difference
between Tattva and Atattva; the eternal Tattva (Brahman) itself

is thought of as Atattva due to improper consideration.

Helaraja’s explanation of the above Karika is illustrative of the purely
Advaitic manner adopted by the traditional commentators in explaining the
views of Bhartrhari. A small extract of Helaraja’s commentary is reproduced

below:

ayamarthah. naihadvaitanaye satyasatye dve ripe stah,
advaitahaniprasangat. Kintu paramarthikamekamevadvayam
tattvam. taccanadisiddhavidyavilasitasaham pramatrvisayataya
yathatattvamanavabhasamanamityanekavikalpaparighatitakarar

Uipataya vyavaharmavatarati.

This is the meaning: Here, in the view of Advaita, two distinct
entities called Satya and Asatya do not exist, as that would
cause hindrance to non-duality (if Asatya is different from
Satya, then there are at least two entities, not one as Advaita
proposes). In the ultimate view, there is only Noumenon
without the second. That (Brahman) enveloped by the
beginningless Avidya, gives rise to Vyavahara by taking the

various forms corresponding to various entities conceived in
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such a manner as to make the Noumenon indiscernible and by

becoming the object of a knower.

In the next Karika Bhartrhari states that the undifferentiated Brahman

itself obtains differentiation.

vikalpartipam bhajate tattvamevavikalpitam.

na catra kalabhedo'sti kalabhedasca grhyate 1l 3.2.8 I

The undifferentiated Tattva (Brahman) itself obtains
differentiation. There is no difference based on time, in It
(Tattva, i.e. Brahman); and [yet], difference based on time is

cognised.

yatha visayadharmanam jiiane'tyantamasambhavah .
tadatmeva ca tatsiddhamatyantamatadatmakam || 3.2.9 ||
tatha vikarartipanam tattve'tyantamasambhavah .

tadatmeva ca tattattvamatyamntamatadatmakam || 3.2.10 ||

Just like it is impossible for the attributes of an object [being
completely different from Jfiiana, cognition] to take the form of
cognition (cognition is of the form of consciousness, whereas
attributes like white and black are insentient; these two can
never mix), and yet the one (Jiiana) which is completely
different from it (attribute), appears as if it is in its form (9),
similarly, the forms of modifications cannot at all belong to
Tattva, yet that Tattva, which is completely different from
limiting adjuncts like forms, appears as if it has the form of

those limiting adjuncts (10).
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satyamakrtisamhare yadante vyavatisthate .
tannityam $abdavacyam tacchabdattattvam na bhidyate |

3.211 1l

That which remains when all forms are withdrawn is the Truth,
which is eternal, which is the denoted by Sabda and which is

non-different from the nature of Sabda (Brahman).

na tadasti na tannasti na tadekam na tatprthak.

na samsrstam vibhaktam va vikrtam na ca nanyatha | 3.2.12 ||

It (Brahman) neither exists, nor does it not exist; It is neither
One, nor is it different; It is neither co-mingled, nor in a
separated state; neither is it modified, nor is it other than

modified. (This is the Paramarthika level description)

tannasti vidyate tacca tadekam tatprthakprthak.

samsrstam ca vibhaktam ca vikrtam tattadanyatha |1l 3.2.13 ||

It (Brahman) is not and yet, it is known; It is One and yet,
many; It is co-mingled, and yet, in separate forms; It is a
modification and yet, unmodified. (This is the Vyavaharika

level description).
tasya Sabdarthasambandhartipamekasya drsyate .
taddrséyam darsanam drasta darsane ca prayojanam |l 3.2.14 ||

Sabda, Artha (Meaning) and Sabdarthasambandha (the relation
between the two) are being seen as the forms of the That

(Brahman) which is One. That (Brahman) [itself] is the Drsya
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(seen), Darsana (the act of seeing), Drasta (the agent of seeing)

and the purpose of seeing.

vikarapagame satyam suvarnam kundale yatha .

vikarapagame satyam tathahuh prakrtim param |l 3.2.15 ||

Just as gold is the truth that remains in ear-ring etc., when all
modifications are removed; in a similar way, when all
modifications are removed that Truth which remains is said to

the Para Prakrti.

vacya sa sarvasabdanam $abdasca na prthaktatah.

aprthaktve ca sambandhastayornanatmanoriva |l 3.2.16 ||

That (Para Prakrti) is the denotation of all Sabdas; Sabdas
themselves are not different from That. Though those two
(Sabda and Dravya, i.e. Brahman) are non-different, it appears
as if their relation is like the relation between those which are

not identical with each other.

atma parah priyo dvesyo vakta vacyam prayojanam.
viruddhani yathaikasya svapne ripani cetasah |l 3.2.17 ||
ajanmani tatha nitye paurvaparyavivarjite.

tattve janmadirtipatvam viruddhamupalabhyate |l 3.2.18 ||

Just like the one consciousness takes mutually opposed forms
of self and other; dear and hated; speaker and spoken; and
purpose; in a similar way, opposite forms of birth etc. obtain in
the Tattva (Brahman) which is without birth, Eternal, and

devoid of prior and posterior.
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3.3 Individual Soul

Sabda is the consciousness which exists in all living beings and also
outside. Without Sabda, a man is considered as good as a log. This Self is also
called the Great Bull (mahan vrsabhah) with which union is sought (1.126,
1.127). Therefore one who knows the correct form of Sabdas attains

Paramatma and he who knows the way Sabda functions enjoys the immortal

Brahman (1.132).

3.4 Relation between Individual Soul and Brahman

Both Brahman (1.1, 1.18) and Individual Soul (1.126, 1,127) are
described as Sabda. It is the one, kevala, Brahman which manifests as enjoyer,
enjoyed and enjoyment (1.4). Thus, Bhartrhari identifies the Soul completely
with Brahman. That being so, the apparent difference needs to be explained.
The manifoldness of Brahman is said to be due to the different Saktis, but
Brahman is said to be non-different from Its Saktis (1.2). Everything in the
world is described as the modification of Brahman and union with Brahman is
said to be the final goal (1.131). As seen in the first Karika of
Dravyasamuddesa above, Bhartrhari uses Atma as a synonym of Brahman. A

similar synonymous usage is seen in the Sambandhasamuddesa:

ekasmadatmano' nanyau bhavabhavau vikalpitau 11 3.3.60 Il

From the one Atma Bhava (existing entity) and Abhava
(absence or the non-existence of an entity), which are mutually

non-different, are conceived.
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Here, Atma refers to Brahman. The idea is that based on the adjuncts,
Brahman is conceived as, i.e. “seen as” Bhava and Abhava. Helaraja’s

commentary expresses the same point:

tasmadekamevadvayam tattvamatmasabdavacyam vyavahare

vikalpadasayam bhabhavopadhirtipavibhaktam cakasti.

Therefore only the One Noumenon (Tattvam), without the
second, and denoted by the word “Atma”, from the worldly
point of view (Vyavahara point of view) while in the stage of
the seeing imaginary things, shines forth as divided by the

adjuncts of Bhava and Abhava.

Bhartrhari states that the world seen outside is a part, Amsa of the

Noumenon that resides inside:

dyauh ksama vayuradityah sagarah sarito disah |

antahkaranatattvasya bhaga bahiravasthitah Il 3.7.41 1l

Sky, earth, air, sun, oceans, rivers, directions — all these are the
Amsas of the inner Noumenon (Antahkaranatattva) that exists
outside. (In other words, Brahman is what resides inside, and

Brahman is what is seen as the world).

3.5 The World

The World is a transformation of Brahman (1.1). This transformation is

explained as due to various Saktis. This discussion is taken up at two places —
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in the introductory verses (1.1-1.4) and in the eulogy of Sabda (1.118, 1.120
and 1.125) taken up immediately after explaining Sphota and the process of its
manifestation according to different schools. The same is reiterated in
explaining Sruti and Smrti (1.146), where it is said that the Vedic Rsis are a

transformation of the undivided Sabda (avibhagad vivrttah).

In the Sambandhasamuddesa, after discussing Bhava and Abhava at
some length, Bhartrhari shows that both Satkaryavada and Asatkaryavada are
untenable, thus showing that the only explanation for the seen world is that it

is a Vivarta of Brahman.

abhavasyanupakhyatvatkaranam na prasadhakam |

sopakhyasya tu bhavasya karanam kim karisyati ll 3.3.62 Il

Since Abhava is not the subject matter of perception, Cause
cannot beget Effect. (This is a refutation of Asatkaryavada
which holds that Cause and Effect are different and specifically
that Effect does not exist before it is caused”). On the other
hand, when the existing Effect is already being perceived, then
what is the use of the Cause? (Cause is supposed to beget
Effect, but if Effect already exists — as per Satkaryavada — then

no purpose is served by Cause).

The implication®® of the above, when the world is the Effect, is that we

cannot say it did not exist before; we also cannot say that it did not exist.

*2 The implication is not something imagined by the present Researcher. Helaraja in the
Avatarika to the verse expounds this clearly:

tatraitat syat — katham bhavabhavau vikalpitau ityucyate. karanabhedat
satyabhiitau yatha-vabhasam kasmanna bhavata ityasankya
sadasatpaksabhedena karyakaranabhavanupapatti-pratipadanapiirvakam
dvaitadarsanamapodya vivartasrayena advaitanayam svamatena
siddhantayitumupakramate.
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Vivarta, then, provides the answer: the world isa Vivarta of the Ultimate
Principle. A similar implication is found in 3.3.78. This is further clarified,

repeated and established in the next few verses:

na tvavasthantaram kincidekasmatsatyatah sthitam 113.3.63 cd

There is no state other than the one Reality (Satyam), without

the second.

advayecaiva sarvasmin svabhavadekalaksane |

parikalpesu maryada vicitraivopalabhyate 11 3.3.65 I

Even as everything (i.e. the world) is the homogenous One
without the second (i.e. Brahman), the state of manifoldness

obtains in imaginary concepts.

catasro' pi yathavastha nirupakhye prakalpitah |

evam dvaividhyampyetadbhavabhavavyapasrayam||3.3.66 ||

The duality of Bhava and Abhava is imagined [in Brahman] in
the same manner that four states have been imagined in the
formless (=Abhava; Naiyayikas divide Abhava, non-existence,
into four: prior non-existence (Pragabhava), destruction
(Pradhvamsabhava), difference (Anyonyabhava) and absolute

non-existence (Atyantabhava)).

sabdastasmadasatyesu bhedesveva vyavasthitah 13.3.73 cd Il

Here it may be said thus: “Bhava and Abhava are both real entities which
are independently perceived due to difference in Cause. Such being the case,
how could they be labelled as imagined concepts?”” Having anticipated this
objection, [Bhartrhari] sets out to establish Advaita as his thesis (Siddhanta)
by resorting to Vivarta and by establishing the untenability of Cause and
Effect in both Satkaryavada and Asatkaryavada, thus refuting the school of
Duality.
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Therefore (i.e. as Sabda is incapable of capturing the whole of
any entity, namely Brahman) Sabdas denote only the Unreal

differences.

atyadbhutatviyam vrttih yadabhagam yadakramam |

bhavanam pragabhiitanamatmatattvam prakasate 113.3.811l

The nature of entities (Bhavas), which did not exist earlier, but
whose innate essence (Atmatattvam), though devoid of parts or
order, shines forth, is most wondrous. (Entities like pot, which
are unreal, are perceived; in reality, it is Brahman itself which
is perceived in such a manner due to Avidya. This is the

wonder®.).

vikalpotthapitenaiva sarvo bhavena laukikah

mukhyeneva padarthena vyavaharo vidhiyate 1 3.3.82 |l

All the transactions being done by people arise out of
imaginary concepts only and are carried out as if the entities
(denoted by Sabda) are the main ones (i.e. in fact they are not
the main entities, Brahman alone is Real and hence the only

Main Entity).

bhavasaktimatascainam manyante bhavavadinah |

bhavameva kramam prahuh na bhavadaparah kramah 113.3.83 1l

Therefore (since Brahman alone is Real), those who posit

Brahman as the only Reality (Bhavavadinah, here Bhava refers

* 1t is significant that the word Maya has the sense of “wondrous powers”. For instance, in
1.11.7,1.51.5, 1.64.7, 1.144.1, 2.17.5, 3.27.7, 3.34.6, 3.53.8 and 3.60.1 in Rgveda. For other
instances, refer to Prabhu Dutt Shastri’s The Doctrine of Maya.
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to the one existing entity Brahman), hold that all this (worldly
transactions) as the power of Brahman (Bhavasakti). The
temporal order (Krama) seen in entities is also said to be Bhava

only.

tasmacchaktivibhagena nityassadasadatmakah |

eko’ rthah sabdavacyatve bahurtipah prakasate 113.387 Il

Therefore (as there is no Abhava different from Bhava), the
Eternal Entity, when denoted by Sabda, obtaining the form of
Bhava and Abhava due to the division of its Capacities (Saktis)

IS seen as many.

3.6 Vivarta and Parinama

To describe the transformation of Brahman into the world, Bhartrhari
uses both the words "vivartate” (1.1, 1.18, 1.120) and "parinamah™ (1.120). In
later literature, these two words carry different meanings. The definition given
in the Bhasyaratnaprabha (a gloss on Sankara's commentary on the
Brahmasiitras) includes examples (J. L. Shastri, p. 401, in the avatarika to the

Sttra atmani caivam vicitrasca hi, 2.1.28).

purvavasthanasenavasthantaram parinamah yatha dugdhasya
dadhibhavah! purvarGipanupamardenavasthantaram vivartah,

yatha Sukteh rajatabhavah!|

Parinama is the change of state involving the destruction of

earlier state, like the way milk transforms into curds. Vivarta is
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the change of state without the destruction of earlier state, like

the perception of silver in nacre.

The difference is not unimportant, as the example shows. If vivarta is
the change in Brahman, then the World would be mithya, neither absolutely
real, not absolutely unreal, as Sankara's Advaita holds it.* On the other hand,

if the change in Brahman is parinama then we have the system of Ramanuja®.

Thus, though both these words carry different meanings with far-
reaching consequences in the view regarding the reality of the world, it
remains that Bhartrhari uses both the words, in a more or less, similar sense. In

fact, in 1.120 both words are used in the same Karika:

sabdasya pariname' yamityamnayavido viduhl|

chandobhya eva prathamametadvi§vam vyavartatall 1.1.20 ||

The sharp difference in both terms seems to have been acquired after
Sankaracarya®®, but we cannot draw any conclusions about Bhartrhari's views
regarding the reality or otherwise of the world based on these usages. We need

to look at other usages of vivarta to establish the meaning more clearly. The

* For instance, the sentence after the above quotation in the Ratnaprabha is: tatra brahmano
vivartopadanatvam svapnasaksidystantena dradhayan mayavadam sphutayati sitrakarah

atmani ceti [ (Stitrakara explains clearly in the next Sttra that Brahman is the Upadana cause
which undergoes Vivarta to strengthen mayavada through the example of witness of dreams)

*® The change of Brahman is explained, at amongst other places, in the Sribhasya on the Siitra
parinamat, 1.4.27 (numbering as per Ramanujacarya's commentary).

“® In some texts, say J. L. Shastri’s edition (pp 413-414) there is the following description of
Sankhya by Sankaracarya on the Siitra 2.2.1 - yatsukhaduhkhamohdatmakam samanyam
tattrigunam pradhanam myrdvadacetanam cetanasy purusasyartham sadhayitum
svabhavenaiva vicitrena vikaratmand vivartata iti. Since Sankhya is well-known for its
Parinamavada, it is concluded that the words “Vivarta” and “Parinama” mean the same to
Sankaracarya. However in other editions, notably the Vani Vilas Press edition (Vol. 2, p 350)
the word “pravartate” is found, instead of “vivartate”. So the least that one could say is that
the difference between the usages of “Vivarta” and “Parinama” seems to have developed after
Sankaracarya.
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word is used in 1.1 (vivartate' rthabhavena prakriya jagato yatah), which the

Svopajiiavrtti of Harivrsabha makes clear:

ekasya tattvadapracyutasya bhedanukarena
asatyavibhaktanyariipopagrahita vivartah.

svapnavisayapratibhasavat.

Like the apparent appearance of an object of dream, the
perception of the One Unchanging Entity in a different form

with false divisions as if different from it is Vivarta.

This leaves no scope for any doubt as to whether Vivarta or Parinama,
as understood by later readers, is the process of modification meant by
Bhartrhari. The Vrttikara is traditionally taken to be Bhartrhari himself. Other
scholars think that Harivrsabha is different from Bhartrhari. Either way,
everybody agrees that this is the earliest commentary available on

Brahmakanda and it is unambiguously advaitic in nature.

There is another problem to deal with. Vyakarana is useful for all
Sastras and often limits the inquiry to the extent it is related to language. For
instance, in the bhasya on the Satra samarthapadavidhih, 2.1.1, Pataiijali
under the sixth vartika tatra nanakarakannighayusmadasmaddadespratisedhah
says (Vol. 2, p. 335): "yacchabda aha tadasmakam pramanam" — whatever is
expressed by Sabda, that is the truth for us. Commenting on this, Bhartrhari in
his Mahabhasyadipika says: kimasmakam vastugatena vicarena?
arthastvasmakam yah Sabdenabhidiyvate *’ — What purpose of ours is served
by the deliberation on objects? For us, whatever is conveyed by Sabda, that is

the object. Thus one view is that Vaiyakaranas deal only with the world as

*" Quoted by Tandra Patnaik, p. 16.
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revealed by language and that they in fact believe that the world can only be

known to the extent it is revealed by the language.

In addition to the reluctance to add unnecessary material, Vaiyakaranas
tend to be accommodative of other views rather than be polemical. For
instance, Bhartrhari himself says that Vyakarana is the first amongst the
subsidiaries of Veda (1.11) and that it shines in all Vidyas (1.14). Even Nyaya
accepts Vyakaranam as one of the Saktigrahas48. Due to this “perspectivism”,
there is scope for interpretation left open. For instance, Ashok Aklukjar (2001,
pp 461-464) shows how Bhartrhari's views could be construed as being similar

to those of Sankara, Vallabha and Dualists.

It might seem on the face of it that Bhartrhari has not stated his views
on the reality of the world; but there are enough pointers in Vakyapadiya for
us to draw a conclusive picture. First Bhartrhari cannot be a dualist or a
Realist because he states that Kala is one, but looks like it is divided and that
all differences in this world are due to the apparent divisions in Kala. Second
he makes it clear that Brahman is not different from Its Saktis thought it seems
like It is different. Kala is one Sakti. So what we see as the world is a
"projection™ due to the operation of Kala. We get clues to this from his views

on the Prakriya of Sabda on how the unreal leads to the Real.

“® In Nyaya, the thesis is saktam padam, i.e. Pada is the potent, and meaning (Padartha) is
Sakya (that which can be signified) and the relation between Pada and Artha is potency, Sakti.
This relationship is said to be known from eight (Vyakaranam, Upamana, Kosa, Aptavakya,
Vyavahara, remainder of the sentence, explanation of sentence [by commentators], and
proximity to a word whose meaning is known):

Saktigraham vyakaranopamanakosaptavakyat vyavaharatasca |

vakyasya §esadvivrtervadanti samnidhyatah siddhapadasya vrddhah ||
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Thus one would have to say that though the words Vivarta and
Parinama are synonymous for Bhartrhari, their meaning is “apparent

transformation” such as is seen in the rope-snake analogy.

3.7 Creation

From 1.3, the creation process is understood like this: Brahman has
Kalasakti. This is actually one, but parts (kalas) are imposed upon it; the
source of differences in Brahman is the six modifications (janma etc.) which
resort to the Kalasakti of Brahman upon which manifoldness is imposed. The
concept of Time being one and how manifoldness is imposed on it etc. is
discussed in the Kalasamuddesa of the Padakanda where amongst others,
Time is said (3.9.4) to be the Sutradhara of the Lokayantra who pulls the

strings of some and releases others thereby causing differences in the world.

In 1.120, it is reiterated that the seen world is the modification of
Sabda. This is so because objects are cognized as objects due to language and
all thoughts are based on language; so language is what goads people into any
purposeful activity. Thus, if the world is revealed by Speech in the wakeful
state, in the dream state, Speech also becomes the object of all activity as all
cognition is dependent on language. (1.128). The ability of language to
"project™ things is independent of the whether the object exists or not. Thus,
even an object like "circle of fire" (alatacakra) which does not exist at all in
reality, is seen clearly in the mind to Sabda (1.130). Sabda is Nitya and so
even survives pralaya. After pralaya, it is from Sabda that Rsis are born who

see Dharma (Veda) and then codify it for the benefit of others (1.147). This is
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the process of jagatah prakriya that is referred to in 1.1, as emanating from

Brahman whose nature is Sabda.

3.8 Salvation

Salvation is sayujya, union, with the Great Bull which resides in every
being (1.131). Moksa is also spoken of as attaining Paramatman and that state

is described as without end - Brahmamrtam (1.132).

3.9 Means of Salvation

Veda is not only another form of Brahman but it is also the means of
knowing Brahman (1.5). Here, the word used for "means™ is upaya. Upaya is
like scaffolding which is discarded after its use. Once Brahman Itself is known
there is no need for Vedas which are another form of Brahman. Since Smrtis
are not opposed to Vedas and are compiled out of compassion by Rsis,
Vyakarana, considered a Smrti (1.142) is also a means to attain Brahman.
Vyakarana helps in differentiating sadhusabdas from asadhusabdas; use of
sadhusabdas increases Abhyudaya (1.140) once one is Samskrta by Sabda, one
attains Siddhi of Paramatman (1.132). Thus it is said that Vyakarana is the
first step on the ladder to salvation (1.16) and as in fact the royal highway to
salvation. Thus usage of correct Sabdas and reflection upon Sabda to know its

true form are two components that a Sadhaka ought to follow.

Even though Vyakarana is the “royal highway” to Moksa, Bhartrhari is

very clear that in all Sastras only Avidya is described (2.233 ab) — sastresu
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prakriyabhedairavidyaivopavarnyate (Amongst Sastras, Avidya only is
described through different methods). This characterisation applies equally to
the linguistic and philosophical aspects of Vyakarana. At the level of
language, Bhartrhari’s view is that sentence alone is real and that words are
not (1.73) whereas at the philosophical level no Sastra can teach Brahman as

such which is beyond words.

This gives us a clue as to the method to salvation that Bhartrhari is
teaching. On the face of it, notwithstanding the grand claim in 1.16
(moksamananamajihma rajapaddhatih), the actual method of achieving
liberation, s@dhana as it is called traditionally, is not described. Bhartrhari did
mention Sabdayoga (Sabdapiirvena yogena) in 1.20, but what is missing in
rest of Vakyapadiya is what exactly this Sabdayoga is, and how it ought to be
practised one might say. A perspective view of Vakyapadiya without getting

lost in the details might give the answer.

First we have to realise that all of the world is based on Sabda, is an
apparent modification of Sabda and is permeated by Sabda. Then when we
analyse the correct form of Sabda, it is seen that all division within Sabda is
not real. Then what is real? The undivided Sabda, devoid of temporal and
spatial divisions, devoid of adjuncts, in its form of pure consciousness alone
(1.126) is Real. To grasp this, one needs to realize that underlying every word
is Brahman, whether we follow the Jativada of Vajapyayana (explained in
Jatisamuddesa) or the Dravyavada of Vyadi (Dravyasammmudesa); that the
operation of language, whether it be through the concept of Kala (time), Dik
(space), Kriya (action) or Sadhana (the agent, object, instrument etc. of action)
is through the Sakti(s) of Brahman, non-different from Brahman itself. As the
Sadhaka mediates upon the form of Sabda every time that he uses, slowly the

realisation will dawn that all apparent qualifications are imposed and that the
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underlying Noumenon is Brahman. Once Sadhaka realises Brahman all the

apparent qualifications vanish. Bhartrhari states this clearly:

yatra drasta ca drSyam ca darsanam cavikalpitam].

tasyaivarthasya satyatvam $ritastrayyantavedinah 1 3.3.72 I

Those who know Vedanta resort to the Truth of such an Entity
in whom the difference of seer, seen and seeing is not

superimposed.

By teaching the true nature of Sabda and its various apparent
components and categories, and showing them all to be false, Vakyapadiya is
teaching the path to salvation. This focus on Sabda and the effort to see
beyond the apparent divisions, to reach the higher realms of Sabda such as

Madhyama and Pasyanti, and through them Para, is then Sabdayoga.

3.10 Pramanas and their relative importance

For Bhartrhari, Srutipramana is the highest Pramana. If Brahman is the
highest principle, then the means to obtaining Brahman is Sruti (1.5) and
hence the highest of Pramanas. This is in marked contrast to Naiyayikas and
Sankhyas who accept the Pramanya of Sruti but use Anumana to prove I$vara,
and Purusa and Pradhana respectively. Thus, along with Mimamsakas and
other Vedantins, Bhartrhari accords the highest status amongst Pramanas to
Sruti. In the view of those who accept the Pramanya of Sruti, Sruti reveals
those which cannot be known through Pratyaksa and Anumana. Bhartrhari's
stance is consistent with that because he says the Yogipratyaksa of Rsis is also
based on Veda (1.30). Since Smrti is based on Sruti and propounded by Aptas,

Smrti has a place similar to Sruti, in the order of Pramanas. In the discussion
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of Sadhutva of Sabdas, he says the correct form of Sabdas cannot be
determined through Anumana (1.32). Finally, he makes Inference subordinate

to Sabda allowing only Veda-§astra-avirodhi tarka as a Pramana (1.136).

Though it is not stated in so many words in the Brahmakanda,
Pratyaksa is agreeable to Bhartrhari. Pratyaksa is usually seen as a more
powerful testimony than Anumana, though there are well-known exceptions
like Adityagati (Sun's movement is not seen and has to be inferred) and
Alatacakra (the 'circle of fire' which is visible is an illusion). Within Pratyaksa,
he includes Yogipratyaksa and says that it is no different from Pratyaksa

(1.37).

Anumana is said to be the "eyes" to grasp the meaning of a sentence
(1.136). Though inference is criticized in many Karikas, as long as it is not
opposed to Sabdapramana, inference is indeed agreeable to Bhartrhari. Heavy
criticism is directed against suskatarka; though no example is cited by
Bhartrhari himself, arguments like those of the Carvakas who ridicule Vedic

rites* may be taken as examples.

In addition to the above three Pramanas, Upamana and Arthapatti are
also agreeable to Bhartrhari as is Pratyabhijiia, according to the forthcoming
book "Pramanas in Indian Philosophy" by Prof. K. Subrahmanyam. Bhartrhari
also cites Abhyasa, Adrsta, and Yogipratyaksa, which are going to be
discussed in some detail in Section 5.4 Number of Pramanas starting on p171

of this thesis.

* mrtanamapi jantinam $raddham cettrptikaranam | nirvanasya pradipasya snehah sam
vardhayecchikham |l Sarvadarsanasangraha, Chapter 1 || (If Sraddha performed for the dead
causes satisfaction to them, then oil poured in an extinguished lamp should make its flame
brighter) is one example.
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3.11 Epistemology

As discussed above, Sabdapramana occupies the highest place amongst
means of acquiring knowledge. Smrtis derived from Vedas are comparable
sources of knowledge (1.10). He elaborates this by saying that if knowledge
were to be natural, then there would be no need for any Sastra and if it be held
that if Dharma (i.e. one's Punya) is the reason for knowledge, then Veda is the
source of knowing that Dharma (1.135). Bhartrhari while explaining the nature
of Sabda uses knowledge as an analogy: "In knowledge, both the form of
object (such as pot or cloth) and the form of knowledge are seen; similarly in
Sabda, both the form of meaning and that of Sabda are seen (1.50)." From this
we see that Bhartrhari has a view of knowledge where knowledge takes the
form of the object. Further, knowledge is actually one undivided whole, but
seems to be delimited by the object which is being known; thus, pot-
knowledge seems to differ from cloth-knowledge (1.86). The known objects
are Bauddharthas, concepts, and not Bahyarthas (objects outside the mind). In
the Sambandhasamuddesa, it is shown at length (3.3.39 — 3.3.51) that all
Vyavahara is based on Upacarasatta, i.e. the concept of Artha that exists in
one’s mind. The tradition of grammar is that it is only Bauddharthas are what
are revealed by Sabda. Thus, is it possible for us to perfectly understand a
"circle of fire" (alatacakra) though it does not exist in reality (1.130), or
discuss such other non-existent entities like Sasasrnga (hare’s horn), Khapuspa

(sky-flower) etc. Further, knowledge is in the form of Sabda (language):

There is no knowledge in this world which is devoid of contact
with Sabda; all kinds of knowledge shines forth as if permeated

by Sabda. Knowledge does not shine if the Vagrupata (the
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property of having the form of vac, speech) of knowledge goes
away as that Vagrupata is what makes Pratyavamarsa or
Anuvyavasaya (first one knows a pot, and then in the second
instance gets the knowledge "I know a pot" — this knowledge of
the second instance is the Pratyavarmars$a or Anuvyavasaya)

possible. (1.123, 124)

Sphota plays an all important role in communication. First the speaker
has in his mind some object to communicate; at this stage this is in the form of
Sphota, without any order in its Varnas etc. Then he chooses appropriate
Vaikhar1 sounds to illuminate the Sphota. The Vaikhart sound is heard by the
listener and it again triggers the exact object that the speaker had in his mind.

This is explained in 1.47:

In whatever meaning the Madhyama Sabda (=Sphota) is fixed
in the mind before pronunciation, the same sense is expressed
by the VaikharT Sabda produced by speech-organs. (That is

why, the word ghata cannot convey the meaning conveyed by

pata, though Madhyama is one and undivided).

For Bhartrhari, Yogyata and Pratibha also play an important role in
acquisition of knowledge. There is a siddha niyata yogyata, i.e. settled and
regulated capability between the Nadas and Sphota, just like eyes have a
settled and regulated capability to perceive colour and similarly other sense
organs (1.97). The relationship between Sabda and Artha cannot be man-made
and has to be natural (3.3.38). It has been well established that what is
communicated is the Vakyartha, sentential meaning and not meaning of words
or morphemes. Pratibha, said to be a Buddhivisesa, is the form of this

Vakyartha (2.143). Pratibha may be summarised as an inexplicable
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(Anirvacaniya) entity that is born of Abhyasa in earlier Janmas, is present
naturally in all living beings (that is why fish know how to swim and a child

knows how to produce speech) and limits the knowledge of all entities (2.146).

3.12 Theory of Error

Bhartrhari's theory of error has two aspects. The first is concerned with
perception of objects; an object is at first not clear and knowledge of the object
increases with more exposure. For example an object seen from afar is initially
not clear; as one comes nearer one would get a clearer view and finally
perceives the true nature of the object. Similarly the Sphota revealed by the
first Varna of the Vaikhari would be indistinct and the proper form of the

Sphota can be established only after the last varna is pronounced (1.89).

The second aspect is related to the imposition of the attributes of the
manifester (Nada) on the manifested (Sphota) which is explained with the
examples of reflections in different media taking the properties of the media
(1.49), and knowledge taking the form of its object (1.86). Bhartrhari does not
offer any reasoning in Brahmakanda beyond the examples as to how and why
this error occurs. We have to deduce from other parts that this happens due to

Avidya.

One reason could be that the pedagogy of Bhartrhari can easily
accommodate errors and in fact could be seen as a graded arrangement of
truths, each progressive state being truer than the earlier one. Grammar is
called the Padasastra (the word-science) but is based on the premise that Padas

are not real. The only real entity is the Vakyartha and everything else - Varna,
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Pada, individual Vakyas — is only an Upaya — temporary means of achieving
an aim — used to attain the real. Many view Vyakarana as about 4,000 Siitras
teaching how the nearly 2,000 roots could combine with about 400 affixes of 8
types, but Vaiyakaranas would be the first ones to say that the affixes and
roots are not ultimately real and are only Upayas created for the sake of
Laghava — ease of teaching — the correct form of Sabdas. They even admit that
words like ramah, pacati could be analysed differently than using the sup and
tin affixes taught by Panini; the test is only in whether such a different
Vyakarana teaches the correct forms of ramah, pacati etc. This practice of
graded teaching, and using entities which are not true to teach the truth, is not
unique to Vyakarana and does not start with Vyakarana. The Veda itself has
many such devices. Bulk of the Veda consists of "Arthavadas" which are
subordinate to Vidhi and are intended to either praise a Vidhi or censure a
Nisedha. Then they are "Vidya"s like the paricakosavidya found in
Taittirtyopanisad where the student is asked to meditate on Brahman and he
progressively discovers that Anna, Prana, Manas, Vijiana and Ananda are
Brahman. In reality, none of them constitute a complete description of
Brahman but they are pedagogically useful tools. The division of Mahavakya
into Vakyas, Vakyas into Vrttis, Vrttis into words, and words into Prakrti and

Pratyaya are similar "Upayas". In the words of Bhartrhari

upayah siksamananam balanamapalapanah!|
asatye vartmani sthitva tatah satyam samihate Il 2.238 |l
upadayapi ye heyastanupayanpracaksatel

upayanam ca niyamo navasyam avatisthate Il 2.38l

Upayas conceal the truth from those who are being trained. The
student stays for a while in the false path, and from there attains

truth (2.238).
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Those devices which, though expressly adopted to serve a
purpose, are fit to be discarded after the purpose is served are
called upayas. There is no fixed rule with respect to upayas
[since these do not in any way affect the goal]. (That is instead
of X, one could adopt y as an Upaya, as long as the purpose is
served; to take an example from Vyakarana, instead of "su" as
the affix for nominative singular, one could take "ar" or any
other affix and combine it with rules other than those laid down
by Panini, as long as one can derive the forms used by

Sistaloka). 2.38.

Thus, Bhartrhari is not unduly worried about the truth during the stage
of teaching and does not have a particular theory of error such as akhyativada
or anyathakhyativada. In fact he recognizes the fact that pure Knowledge of
the form of consciousness cannot be the content of Sabda in Vyavahara
(2.139, 2.297, 3.3.55,56) and that even Brahmajfianis are like lay men in both
understanding others and communicating their ideas, in that they have to resort

only to Sabda which denotes the Ultimate Reality limited by adjuncts.

3.13 Metaphysics

The metaphysics of Bhartrhari is spread all over the Vakyapadiya and
topics discussed above give a fair view of that. At this place only a summary

of that is appropriate:

e There is one Brahman which is seen as being apparently transformed

into this world due to Its Saktis, mainly Kalasakti.
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The Brahman exists in all beings as their Atman.

Merger with this Atman / Brahman is the highest goal: Moksa.

That is achieved by perfecting Vyakarana.

Usage of correct Sabdas increases Abhyudaya and leads to Moksa.

All purposeful activity is propelled by Sabda and our ability to
perceive and think is limited by Sabda.

Sabda has three aspects that are discussed: Pasyanti, discernible only to
Yogis, Madhyama which is in the Buddhi as one without temporal
divisions, and Vaikhari which is spoken and heard. Madhyama and
VaikharT have a vyangya-vyaijaka (manifested-manifester) relation.
We cognize only the world revealed by Sabda

Objects revealed by Sabda are conceptual, i.e. Bauddharthas.

There are Universals (Jatis); another Jati within Jati (jatau jatih) is also
accepted as Mahasatta pervades all Jatis.

Pratibha, an aspect of intellect, which cannot be explained, has the
form of Arthabodha, is caused by Abhyasa in earlier births and limits
comprehension.

Atman, Vastu, Svabhava, Sarira, Tattvam and Dravya are synonyms
and Nitya; and refer to Brahman.

What exists at the end, that is true, permanent, expressed by Sabda and
non-different form Sabda. That neither is, nor is not; neither one nor
many; neither combined, nor different; neither a modification nor its
own state. This is Sabda, Artha and the relation between the two; it is
the seen, seer and the act of seeing. (3.2.11 - 3.2.14)

Time is the string-puller of the Lokayantra (3.9.4). When a string is
"permitted", objects are born or continue to exist; when a string is
pulled, objects decay or perish.

Like a water-wheel the permanent and undivided time keeps turning

(kalayati) fragments (kalah) (3.9.14).
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3.14 Relation with other Darsanas and Vidyas; Theology and Ethics

Vyakarana is at once a Darsana and a Vedanga. As a Vedanga
Vyakaranam is useful for all other Sastras, as pointed out in p62 of Section 3.6
Vivarta and Parinama and therefore tries to be accommodative. Thus we see
that in almost every section, Bhartrhari explains the operation of various
language principles based on the worldview of Mimamsa, Nyaya, Vaisesika,
Sankhya and different schools of Buddhism. This has been termed as the
“Perspectivism” of Bhartrhari in literature on Bhartrhari. One implication is
that refutation of other views is not done unless it is necessary; when it comes
to establishing the Noumenon, only the view of Vyakarana is stated without

refuting the other views.

Vyakaranadarsana covers the topics covered by other Dar§anas and is
thus a full-fledged Darsana. Since it subscribes to the Pramanya of Vedas, it
has to be qualified as an Astikadar$ana. The strong belief in Vedas, the use of
Vedas to establish Brahman and unity with Brahman being the goal makes it
clear that it propounds Vedanta. The view of all ancient commentators and
related authors — Harivrsabha (if he be taken as someone other than Bhartrhari
himself), Mandanamisra, Punyaraja, Helaraja, Kaiyata — and the
Navyavaiyakaranas — Bhattojidiksita, Kaundabhatta, and Nagesa — is that
Bhartrhari is an Advaitin. Many modern commentators like Pandita
Raghunatha Sarma, Prof. Gaurinath Sastri and Prof. K. Subrahmanyam also
hold the same view. In this tradition, the Devata worshipped varies from
occasion to occasion, be it Agni, Vayu etc. in Vedic rites or Visnu, Siva etc. in

Naimittika Karmas; it can be said confidently that the same is agreeable to
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Bhartrhari as well. For instance, the extensive treatment of Yajfia in the
Jatisamuddes$a shows the earnestness with which Bhartrhari establishes the
framework of Vyakarana to achieve the same object as that of the

Mimamsakas.

It is seen that Vyakarana is completely allied with other Vidyas and
Smrtis and so does not teach theology, ethics etc. which are the proper domain
of other Sastras. Also, ethics are usually common across all Matams in India.
Within the orthodox (Astikadar$anas) systems, the common practice is taken
as a given, and only the frameworks to explain them are different, especially
with reference to Ontology. Whether it be the Sankhyas or Vaisesikas, or the
Mimamsakas and Vedantins, notwithstanding their differences about the
Ultimate Principle, relation between individual soul and this Ultimate
Principle, there is no difference of view about observations of rites, acceptable
behaviour etc. In fact, when it comes to the major unorthodox systems also,
Buddhism and Jainism, the ethics are broadly the same, as are belief in rebirth,
Karma, Dharma etc., though there is difference of view on their exact nature
and mechanism of operation. These three — rebirth, Karma and Dharma —
together constitute the basic frame-work for ethics of religions and beliefs
originated in India; though there is difference in some details, they are on the

whole very similar to each other.

3.15 Summary of Bhartrhari’s Philosophy

The views of Bhartrhari can be summarised thus: Brahman is one,
without beginning, without end, of the nature of Sabda which apparently

transforms into the world through its Saktis without changing Its own form.
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The machine that this world is controlled by the puppeteer called Time. The
Self is the same as Brahman and merger with Brahman is Moksa. Since
Brahman is not differentiated as enjoyer, enjoyed and enjoyment, knowing
Brahman is nothing but attaining Brahman. Veda is the means to know
Brahman. Smrtis are based on Vedas. Vyakarana which teaches the nature of
Sabda, the very essence of Brahman, is the royal highway to salvation. Usage
of Sadhusabdas increases Abhyudaya, hence one should not resort to
Apasabdas even in mundane conversations. A constant meditation on Sabda
reveals that all differences are superimposed, and that the underlying basis is

Brahman alone.
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4. Similarities

4.1 Brahman is the Highest Principle

In both the systems Brahman is the highest principle. This is well
known in the case of Advaita. That this is the situation with respect to
Vyakarana as well is clearly established in Section 3.2 Highest Principle
(p47). Bhartrhari uses many names like Tat, Atma and Bhava as Synonyms of
Brahman, but at every point it is absolutely clear that the Highest Principle

remains Brahman.

Gaurinath Sastri (1959, pp. 8 — 12) first proposes that “the Vedantist
declares that the Supreme Reality in his system is of the nature of bliss” (p8)
and then considers the point whether the highest principle of the Grammarian,
the Eternal Verbum (as Sabdabrahman is translated by Gaurinath Sastri) is of
the nature of bliss. His conclusion is that “there is no definite statement in the
writings of Bhartrhari that would unmistakably warrant the conclusion that he
is conscious of the logical necessity of admitting the identity of consciousness
with bliss” (p8); and that “Helaraja appears to suggest that the Ultimate
Reality is of the nature of bliss while Punyaraja does not appear to think that
the same can be identified with bliss.” (p12). During the discussion, he asserts
that while in Nyaya and Vaisesika, the Supreme Reality is not of the nature of
bliss and that emancipation (Apavarga) in those systems is the attainment of
Ksema, welfare or good; in Sankhya, the Supreme Reality is consciousness,
not bliss (bliss being an effect of Sattva, one of the three Gunas, which are
transcended by the Purusa). Though he states that his preference is to leave the

issue open, the questions raised may as well be considered.
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First the assertion that in Vedanta consciousness has to necessary equal
bliss may be examined. The statement quoted by Gaurinath Sastri is from the
Samksepasarirakam (1.187)%° of Sarvajiiatman which explains how the two
“essential” qualities are tenable. In fact that particular context of
Samksepasarirakam in fact deals with how sentence meaning should be
determined using “Bhagalaksana” or “Jahadajahallaksana” while explaining
sentences like “tattvamasi”. This has been dealt at length in Paragraph 25 of
Section 2.2 Summary of Vedantasara in p19 of this Thesis. The treatment in
Samksepasarirakam is not substantially different. The innovation is that a
similar treatment is extended to sentences like “satyam jiianam anantam
brahma” (Tai. Up. 2.1.1). Actually, Sarvajiiatman lists ten essential characters

of Brahman:

nityah Suddho buddhamuktasvabhavah
satyah stiksmah sanvibhuscadvitiyah|
anandabdhiryah parah so’ hamasmi

pratyagdhaturnatra samsitirasti Il (1.173, Samksepasariraka)

There is no doubt that I am the root “pratyag” (innermost) that
which is qualified as eternal, pure, consciousness, liberated,

true, subtle, existing, all-pervasive, without-a-second, and bliss.

Of the ten qualities, “liberated” may be counted as a quality missing in

Vyakarana-darsana along with “bliss” pointed out by Gaurinath Sastri.

50 — e~ e _ _ _ . e, .
anandatve jiianata jiianatayamanandatvam vidyate nirvisankam |

satyapyevam natirekavakasah piirne tattve jianasaukhyopapatteh Il (1.187, Samksepasariraka)
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This should not be refuted as being the opinion of one of the Acaryas
of Advaita and not Sankaracarya himself, as the particular line of treatment is
well-known in other works of Advaita, including the one summarised in this
Thesis and has its basis in the writings of Sankaracarya himself (say in the
commentary on satyam jianamanantam brahma). Further there are Sruti
statements like anando brahmeti vyajanat (Tai. Up. 3.6.1) and
vijiianamanandam brahma (Br. Up. 3.9.28). Further this topic has been
discussed in the Anandamayadhikarana (1.1.12 — 1.1.17) in the

Brahmasiitrabhasya. So the objection is perfectly valid.

However, this need not be a shortcoming, if Vedanta and Vyakarana
are seen as complementing each other. That is the approach taken in this
thesis. Both Bhartrhari and Sankaracarya are clear that Sabda can never
capture the full glory of Brahman (for details, see Section 4.14 Brahman is
beyond Sabda on p126 below); so, one aspect of Brahman may be treated in
the other Sastra. In fact this is the reason the learned Professor Gaurinath

Sastri left the issue open.

So the possible criticism that Sabdabrahman is not of the nature of
bliss and so is different from Parabrahman need not be considered and the

similarity between the two schools on this count remains unhindered.

4.2 Identity of Brahman and Atma

Again this principle is well known in Advaita as exemplified by the
“Mahavakyas” tattvamasi (Ch. Up. 6.8.7), aham brahmasmi (Br. Up. 1.4.10)

and ayamatma brahma (Ma. Up. 1.2). As shown in Section 3.4 Relation
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between Individual Soul and Brahman (p55), the exact same position obtains

in Sabdadvaita. Further the nature of Atma is Pure Consciousness.

4.3 One Brahman Perceived as Manifold due to Avidya

While the notion of Avidya in Advaita is well known, it has been
disputed by modern scholars that the Avidya of Sankaracarya is substantially
different from Avidya or its equivalents propounded by Bhartrhari. In light of
this opinion, this question would be explored in some detail. First the
description of Avidya by Sankaracarya is presented, followed by that of
Bhartrhari’s. Thereafter the modern views about the difference in the two

concepts would be examined.

4.3.1 Avidya in Advaita

As expounded by Sankaracarya at many places, the One Brahman is
perceived as many due to Avidya. A couple of instances from the

Brahmasiitrabhasya are given below:

sarvajiiasye$varasyatmabhiite ivavidyakalpite namartipe
tattvanyatvabhyamanirvacaniye samsaraprapaficabijabhiite
sarvajiiasye$varasya mayasaktih prakrtiriti ca
srutismrtyorabhilapyete, tabhyamanyah sarvajiia 1§varah.

(2.1.14)
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Name and Form, which are imagined as if they were of the
same as the omniscient I$vara, which cannot be determined as
the same as Brahman or otherwise®", which are the seeds of
every aspect of the empirical world, are found in Sruti and
Smrti mentioned as Mayasakti and Prakrti. The omniscient

I$vara is different from those two.

avidyakalpitena ca namariipalaksanena ripabhedena
vyakrtavyakrtatmakena tattvanyatvabhyamanirvacaniyena
brahma parinamadisarvavyavaharaspadatvam pratipadyate;
paramarthikena ca riipena sarvavyavaharatitamaparinata-
mavatisthate, vacarambhanamatratvaccavidyakalpitasya

namartipabhedasya.

Brahman is seen as being subject to all transactions such as
modifications due to the difference in forms, consisting of
Name and Form, which are imagined due to Avidya, which are
differentiated or undifferentiated, which cannot be determined
to be the same as Brahman or otherwise. [However,] From the
ultimate point of view, Brahman remains unchanged and

beyond all transactions. (2.1.27)

In fact in the beginning of his commentary, in a section known as the
Adhyasabhasya, he clarifies that mutual superimposition of the unreal upon

the Real is what is called Avidya: tametamevamlaksanamadhydasam pandita

* The word used in the original is “tattva-anyatvabhyam anirvacaniye”. Here “tattva” could
be taken as “real” or “Brahman”. The latter is taken to be the meaning based on the view of
commentators. The Bhdsyaratnaprabhd glosses: namariipayori§varatvam vaktumasakyam
jadatvat. napi$varatvad anyatvam kalpitasya prthaksattasphiirtyoh abhavadityarthah. (This is
the sense: Due to the inertness of Name and Form, it is not tenable to posit them as possessing
the qualities of I§vara. Nor is it possible for them not to possess the qualities of I$vara, due to
the absence of any manifest existence other than that of I§vara.)

82



avidyeti manyante. Sankaracarya asserts in the same section that all Sastras —
including Vedanta — operate only as long as there is Adhyasa, i.e. only as long

as Avidya operates.

4.3.2 Avidya according to Bhartrhari

Though Bhartrhari does not use the term “Avidya" very often in the
Karikas®?, the entire Padakanda from the fifth Samuddesa onwards is actually
a description of how this Avidya operates with respect to use of Sabda
(Language) for transactions (Vyavahara). Thus it is not surprising that his
commentator Helaraja uses the term “Avidya” very often, as illustrated earlier
in p51, while explaining 3.27 and on the commentary on 3.9.62 given below.
Further, the Vrtti by Harivrsabha, whom tradition identifies with Bhartrhari,
while explaining the first Karika, quotes sentences and verses which use the

term liberally.

First, the usage by Bhartrhari is shown. In the Vakyakanda, after
explaining the different schemes of divisions of words (Padas) into four and
five, Bhartrhari starts the discussion on whether subsidiary elements in a Pada
are meaningful, ultimately establishing that only the Akhandavakyartha is real.
The question then arises as to why the Science of Grammar teaches various
Pratyayas and the correct form of words. Bhartrhari’s answer is that Pratyayas
etc. are only Upayas and that in a different Grammar different Pratyayas could
be used. In fact the entire Sastra with its division of words into Prakrti and

Pratyaya does not teach the Reality, i.e. the Akhandavakyartha.

°2 He uses it only in two places: 2.233 and 3.9.62. In 1.19 “tamas” is to be understood as
“Avidya “
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sastresu prakriyabhedairavidyaivopavarnyate |

anagamavikalpattu svayam vidyopavartate 1 2.233 1l

In Sastras, Avidya only is described through different methods.
True knowledge without the imaginary constructs of Sastra

shines forth by itself (once Avidya is destroyed).

Clearly this cannot be taken to mean that it pertains to that part of
Grammar which is concerned with derivation of the correct form Sabda, for if
Vidya is to shine by itself (svayam vidyopavartate), there is no point in
teaching the untrue division of the impartite sentence-meaning into words and
word-meanings. What is being done is that from the mundane, a generalisation
is being derived — that Sastras are always anchored in Avidya. This stance is
strikingly similar to the exposition of Sankaracarya in the Adhyasabhasya:
tasmadavidyavadvisayanyeva pratyaksadini pramanani sastrani ceti
(Therefore, all Pramanas and Sastras including Vedas have as their locus a
man who is subject to Avidya). Such a stance inevitably gives rise to the
question as to how this Avidya arises. The answer given by both Acaryas is

similar: it is natural. Bhartrhari says:

svabhava iva canadirmithyabhyaso vyavasthitah 12.235 cd Il

The practice of learning Sastra, which is false, is present as if

by nature.

Sankaracarya says at the end of Adhyasabhasyam:

evamayamanadirananto naisargiko’ dhyasah

mithyapratyayariipah.
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Thus, this Adhyasa, having the form of false knowledge, is

without beginning or end, and is natural.

The second instance of usage of the word “Avidya” by Bhartrhari is
Mmore pertinent to the subject matter at hand. In the Kalasamuddesa, starting
the discussion on different philosophical views about Kala, he clarifies upfront
that views about Kala are valid only in the stage of Avidya, and not after the

dawn of knowledge:

prathamam tadavidyayam yadvidyayam na vidyate 113.9.62 cd |l
That which is not there after the dawn of knowledge is the first

in the stage of Avidya.

Here the commentary of Helaraja is of some interest:

niskramam hi brahmatattvam
vidyamayamakalakalitamavidyavasat kramariipopagrahena
yathayatham vivartata iti kalanuvedhatpadarthanam kramena
pratyavabhaso’nadisiddhajivatmagatah, sarvasya ca
bhedajatasyavidyamayatvat. kalenapi dar§anabhedena yo’
yamrtpravihbhagah, so’ pyavidyavijrmbhitameva.
avirbhutayam tu vidyayam sarvasya

bhedaprapaficasyapagamadayamapyaiti.

The Jivatma who is beginningless, due to permeation by Kala
gets the apparent perception that various entites are possessed
of sequence, on account of the Noumenon Brahman, which is
without sequence, is of the nature of knowledge, and is not

enveloped by Kala, being associated with sequence and
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apparently transforming into various entities, due to Avidya.
This is so since everything which is different constitutes of

Avidya.

Now, the occurrence of the term “Avidya” in the Vrtti on
Brahmakanda is discussed. While commenting on the first Karika, quotes the

following

mirttikriyavivartau avidyasaktipravrttimatram tau vidyatmani
tattvanyatvabhyamanakhyeyau. etaddhi avidyaya avidyatvam.

(Raghunatha Sharma, Vol. 1, p5)>

There are two types of Vivarta — one in which Brahman is
apparently transformed into an object or entity, which is
embodied; the other in which Brahman apparently transforms
into action. This happens due to the general tendency of the
Avidyasakti of Brahman. These two when they occur in the
Atma which is of the nature of knowledge, cannot be said to be

either Brahman or not. This is the nature of Avidya.

Here the similarity of the terms “tattvanyatvabhyamanakhyeyau” used
by Harivrsabha, or Vrsabhadeva as he is called, and the term
“tattvanyatvabhyamanirvacaniyena” used by Sankaracarya in his commentary
on2.1.14 and 2.1.27 as shown above, and in commentary on 1.1.5, is

remarkable®. Later the Vrttikara describes how the Pure Consciousness is

*% pandit Raghunatha Sharma explains the sentence as dividing Vivarta into four, rather than
two. No harm is done to Siddhanta in either view.

> This term is to be found in Buddhist literature — in the second and third Bhavanakrama
works of Kamalas$ila, who flourished a generation before Sankaracarya. These texts are
available at the Digital Buddhist Canon (http://www.dsbcproject.org/node/7892 ). A similar
usage is also found (under Karika 1.64) in the Pramanavarttikavrtti of Dharmakirti.
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enveloped by Avidya in four verses starting with santavidyatmakam
yom'statadu haitadavidyaya (p9) to kalusatvamivapannam bhedariapam

vivartate Il (Raghunatha Sharma, Vol. 1, p10).

In the Vaiyakaranasiddhantalaghumarijiisa, Nagesabhatta discusses
the “mayikatvam” (being constituted of Maya) of this world at length (pp 260
— 322). That particular segment reads like a Vendantic text as Nagesa quotes
various Brahmasiitras, copious segments from the Bhasya of Sankaracarya and
quite extensively from Paramarthasara. On one rare occasion, he

summarizes Bhartrhari (p312):

ata eva “sarvasabdanam brahmaiva vacyam vacakam ca” iti

harina siddhantitam sangacchate. (Laghumarnjiisa, p.312)

Therefore the thesis established by Bhartrhari that Brahma is
both the denoter, and that is which is denoted by all Sabdas is

in concurrence.

This is a powerful summary of Bhartrhari, befitting a scholar of
Nagesa’s status, and bears some explanation. The burden of both
Jatisamuddesa and Dravyasamuddesa is that whether it be accepted that
Sabda denotes Jati or Dravya, it is ultimately Brahman that is denoted. This is
reiterated elsewhere as well. This much is straight forward. Sabda itself is
normally the denoter, then how could Brahman be spoken of as the denoter of

Sabda? This is so, because Sphota is ultimately the Vacaka, the denoter, and

5_5 This book, said to be written by Adisesa, is a manual of Advaita set out in eighty seven
Aryas. In his introduction to the book S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri shows that the author’s time
is between Gaudapada and Abhinavagupta, and is inclined to place him nearer Gaudapada
and I$varakrsna, as their works represent independent expositions of philosophical systems in
verse, sitting between the Siitra period and the period of commentaries. From Nagesa’s
quotations, it seems that he takes Adisesa to be a Grammarian, if not an Avatara of Pataiijali
himself; yet, the book itself is a pure Advaita manual.
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Sphota is Brahman. When Sphota and Sabda are used in the same sentence as
Vacaka and Vacya, they refer to Madhyama and VaikharT respectively.
Madhyama is the denoter because only that VaikharT Sabda which has a
corresponding concept in the listener’s mind is meaningful. Nagesa also
quotes the Vrtti on Brahmakanda (pp. 316-317) as if it were written by

Bhartrhari himself.

Thus it is seen that ancient and modern Grammarians understand and
interpret Avidya (Maya) in a manner consistent with the usage of
Sankaracarya. Further this understanding is grounded in a reasoned
interpretation, and not merely due to the influence of Advaita as is speculated

sometimes.

4.3.3 Differences According to Modern Scholars

According to modern scholars, there is a difference in the Avidya of
Advaita and the Avidya and related concepts of Bhartrhari. Kalasakti carries
out many of the functions in Bhartrhari’s view that Avidya does in
Sankaracarya’s view, and accordingly the comparison is between Kalasakti

and Avidya. According to Gaurinath Sastri (1959, pp. 13-14)

Kalasakti in the system of the grammarian appears to be
different from avidya, the power of the Absolute, in the system
of Sankara. The latter states in unambiguous terms that the
power of the Absolute is false, that is, neither real (sat) nor
unreal (asat). But the grammarian does not say that Kalasakti is
false. It is only the difference between the Eternal VVerbum and

Kalasakti which is declared to be superimposed. And when this
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seeming difference is removed with the dawning of
discriminating knowledge at the time of emancipation,
Kalasakti does not disappear like avidya in the philosophy of
Sankara.

In fact, Gaurinath Sastri makes a much stronger point in summarising

the discussion (p24)

The commentators, however, have read Sankara’s ideas into the
text. They define the relation between the Brahman and the
powers as anirvacaniya, that is to say, logically indefinable as
identity or non-identity, as real or not real. But we have not
been able to light upon a single word in the text of Bhartrhari
that can lend the remotest countenance to such an
interpretation. Bhartrhari has not declared that the Powers of
the Absolute are not real. On the contrary he is unmistakably
positive that the Powers of the Eternal Verbum are eternally

present in the relation of identity.

Further, another difference seen is that where the Kalasakti is seen as
dynamic, that which propels, Avidya of Advaita is seen as passive, that which
conceals. Harold G. Coward and K. Kunjunni Raja in their introductory
chapters to the Fifth Volume of Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies write

(40):

For the Advaitin, the focus is on maya’s obscuring of Brahman;
for Bhartrhari, it is the projective power of driving force of time
that occupies centre stage. While this difference may at first

appear to be merely a question of emphasis, a substantive

89



distinction appears when the ontological status of the
phenomenal projection itself is analysed. While for Advaita the
projected world of maya is neither real nor unreal but
inexplicable (anirvacaniya), the time-driver world of
Bhartrhari, though increasingly impure as it becomes
manifested as worldly phenomena, never loses its direct
ontological identity with Brahman. The relation between the
phenomenal world and Brahman for Bhartrhari is continuous
and does not have the mysterious break of an “all or nothing”
sort that Sankara’s maya doctrine requires. Whereas
superimposition (adhyasa) is a fitting term for Sankara, it does
not seem appropriate to Bhartrhari. The illustrations offered in
the Vakyapadiya are more often associated with images of
Sabda Brahman bursting forth in illumination (sphota), of
pregnancy (the peacock egg producing all the colors of
creation), and of driving force like the pushing —up or lifting-up

action of the waterwheel (kalayati).

They also, as with Gaurinath Sastri, believe that Sankara’s ideas are

read into Bhartrhari’s texts — only this time by modern scholars.

It is probably open to question whether the term avidya meant
the same for Bhartrhari as it came to be defined by Samkara
some centuries later. Modern commentators sometimes
incorrectly apply concepts they have learned from Advaita

Vedanta when interpreting the Vakyapadiya.

Their proposal is that “we may make more progress by staying with the

words of the verses and the clear illustrations offered in the commentary.”
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4.3.4 Resolution of Differences

The caution of these learned scholars about not reading too much of
Advaita into Bhartrhari is well taken. Indeed one must be careful at every
stage against this particular influence. Even so, it seems that an essential

similarity is being missed out.

First the ontological status of the world according to the two Acaryas
may be clarified. Now, it is well understood that “the world is an illusion” is a
wrong portrayal of Sankardcarya’s position. Rather it is not Ultimately Real
like Brahman, nor Ultimately Unreal like hare’s horns. In the fourth Chapter
of Brahmasiitras, three topics deal with the relationship between knowledge
and karma. First in the Tadadhigamadhikarana (4.1.13), it is established that
Brahman-knowledge destroys all “agha”, i.e. Papam or sin — both past and
future; then in the next topic, the ltarasamslesanadhikarana (4.1.14), it is
shown that the opposite, i.e. Punyam (merit) also does not stick to the knower
of Brahman. Finally in the Anarabdhadhikaranam (4.1.15), it is clarified that
non-applicability of Papa and Punya to a knower of Brahman is only with
respect to those which have not yet begun to yield their results. Karma is
divided as Saficita (accumulated), Prarabdha (the starting karma, i.e. at the
beginning of a particular birth) and Agami (future). The Prarabdhakarma is the
starting balance of karma, with which Jiva starts a particular janma. The
Siddhanta of Advaita is that knowledge of Brahman sublates Saficitakarma
and Agamikarma, but not Prarabdhakarma, because it has started to yield
result and will “continue like the potter’s wheel till its momentum is

exhausted”. Thus it is said in the commentary on 4.1.15
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api ca naivatra vivaditavyam — brahmavida kaficitkalam
$ariram dhriyate na va dhriyata iti. katham hi ekasya
svahrdayapratyayam brahmavedanam dehadharanam ca

aparena pratikseptum Sakyeta?

Further, there should be no argument about whether a knower
of Brahman holds on to his body for a while or not. When a
person in his own heart knows Brahman and holds on to the

body, how is it possible for another person to deny that?

Now, if the world were a mere illusion, at a given instance both
knowledge of Brahman and the existence of world cannot be possible for a
given person. Yet, that is precisely what Sankaracarya is saying in the above
text segment. Also, this is not a difficult text segment being “explained away”
or “glossed over”. This is an important position of Advaita, or at least in the
Vivarana school and in the view of Sankaracarya and Sure$varacarya, that
there are Jivanmuktas, the living-liberated. This idea is repeated in
Bhagavadgita as well. Sankaracarya himself says (in his commentary on the
Brahmasitra 4.1.15) that the topic of Sthitaprajiia (2.53 to 2.72) in
Bhagavadgita treats the same topic. In Bhagavadgita 3.20 also, while
explaining lokasangraham evapi sampasyan (having the objective of
preventing the world from taking to evil path), Sankaracarya adds the word
“Prarabdhasamayattah” (being subject to Prarabdhakarma), i.e. even a
Brahmajiani, subject as he is to Prarabdhakarma, needs to perform Karma
with the objective of preventing the world from taking to evil path. In the
fourth Adhyaya, verse 4.20 describes a Brahmajfianin doing Karma without a
sense of agency. The phrase “$ariram kevalam karma” from Bhagavadgita

4.21 is often quoted, with reference to the Karma of a Brahmavid, whose
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limited purpose is to hold the body. In the commentary on Bhagavadgita 5.13,

Sankaracarya writes:

utpannavivekajfianasya sarvakarmasamnyasino'pi gehe iva
dehe eva navadvare pure asanam

prarabdhaphalakarmasamskarasesanuvrttya.

The existence of even the person who has given up all Karmas
and in whom the knowledge of discrimination has risen, is in

the body with nine doors only, as if in a house.

One could similarly quote the commentary on Chandogyopanisat
6.14.2. It can be said that across the Prasthanatrayam the idea that even after
the dawn of knowledge, such a Jfianin continue to do Karma is reiterated.
Thus an important position of Advaita hinges upon the reality of the world,
even from the viewpoint of a Brahmajiani. That is the reason why it is said
that world is not Atyantasat, like a mirage. It is only a mistake of the
illustrations (of rope-snake, dream-world etc.) even though again
Sankaracarya himself clarified that such illustrations are applicable only to a

certain extent.

Just like Sankara’s “illusory world” is not really illusory, Bhartrhari’s
“Real World” is not really real in the ultimate analysis. He repeatedly stresses
that Brahman is One, seen as many. In the ontological scheme which
ultimately has space for “one” only, what is the status of anything else? How
real is the existence of a second entity in such an ontological scheme? Thus,
upon reflection, it would be seen that the apparent differences between

Bhartrhari and Sankara are only a matter of emphasis.
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Regarding the “activeness” of Kalasakti and “passiveness” of Avidya,
as has been noted by the scholars who offered the criticism themselves,
Avidya also has an aspect called the “Viksepasakti” which is indeed very
active. Apart from that the view points of the Acaryas are indeed different.
Where Bhartrhari’s focus is on explaining how Vyavahara happens,
Sankaracarya’s focus is on the steps to be taken to get out of Vyavahara. It is
to explain the worldly transactions involving language, that Bhartrhari, after
establishing Brahman as the Dravya denoted by all the Sabdas in the
Dravyasamuddesa, adds a second chapter on Dravya, called the
Bhityodravyasamuddesa with only three Karikas, merely to state that as far as
the worldly transactions are concerned that which is referred to by a pronoun
is Dravya (3.4.3). On the other hand, Sankaracarya clearly states upfront in the
introduction to his commentary on the Brahmasiitrabhasya that Vedanta aims

to remove the ill-effects of Adhyasa (such as sorrow, rebirth etc.).

evamayamanadirananto naisargiko'dhyaso
mithyapratyayartipah kartrtvabhoktrtvapravartakah
sarvalokapratyaksah . asyanarthahetoh prahanaya

atmaikatvavidyapratipattaye sarve vedanta arabhyante.

In this manner, there is this superimposition, which is without
beginning and end, natural, of the form of false cognition, the
driver of agency and ownership [of actions], and is directly
perceived by all. In order to remove the ill-effects of this, and
for making known the unity of Atma, all Vedantas are being

started.

Thus a difference of approach has to be accepted, but there is no need

to say that there is a significant difference in the systems. The differences in
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approach result in differing emphasis and different categories of illustrations,
but these are surface-level differences and do not imply differences at a deeper

level.

4.4 Vivartavada

It is noteworthy that amongst all systems of Indian thought, only two
schools Advaita and Vyakaranam subscribe to Vivartavada. Others resort to
Parinamavada (that a cause modified into effect propounded by Sankhya etc.),
Arambhavada (the Naiyayika view that cause and effect are different, and
effect emanates from the cause), Stinyavada (Buddhist view that everything in
Stinya) etc. It is true that neither Bhartrhari nor Sankaracarya particularly
differentiate between the two words Parinama and Vivarta, and it is later
scholars who have sharply differentiated the two. However, this does not take
away from the fact that both Acaryas advocate a model, which later came to
be established as Vivarta. The various instances where Bhartrhari propounds
Vivartavada have been given at length in Section 3.6 Vivarta and Parinama
starting on p60. Here the fact that the Vivartavada is restricted to only these

two Darsanas is the point of interest.

4.5 Sruti is the Highest Pramana

While Sruti is accepted as a Pramana by all Astika schools, there is a
difference in the importance given to it. Whereas it is the highest Pramana in
Vyakaranam and the two Mimamsas, for other Astika Dar$anas it is not the

main Pramana, i.e. it is not the Pramana to know the highest principle. Both
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Sankhya and Nyaya establish their highest principles — Purusa and I$vara —
through Anumana. In the Sankhyakarika (1% half of the 8" verse), it is clearly

said

saukshmyattadanupalabdhirnabhavat karyatastadupalabdhih

Prakrti and Purusa are not perceived due to minuteness etc., but
not because they do not exist. They are obtained through their

result.

That is, the existence of Prakrti and Purusa is to be deduced from the existence

of the seen world which is the effect.

In Nyayasiitras 4.1.19 to 4.1.21, the concept of I$vara is discussed, but
purely based on reasoning, not based on Sruti. Later Udayanacarya establishes
the existence of I§vara using Anumana in his book Nydyakusumanjali. There
is an anecdote that when once Udayana visited Puri and could not get Darsana

of the Lord, in a fit of rage, he composed a poem:

aiSvaryamadamatto' si mamavajiiaya vartase |

upasthitesu bauddhesu madadhina tava sthitih Il

Drunk with lordship you dwell without taking note of me; [but
remember], as long as the Buddhists are present, your existence

is dependent on me.

This anecdote is offered here to record the popular perception. Swami
Ravi Tirtha, in the introduction to his English translation of the
Nyayakusumanijali (pp. Xiii, Xiv) tries to reconcile the Nyaya view with the

Vedanta view.
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It is not the real thesis of the author that God comes
legitimately within the scope of logical proof. He recognises
and acknowledges that God has to be realised and experienced
directly. .... When there is a doubt in the mind of man about
God, how can there be worship and contemplation? Perception
and possible inferences on the contrary are obstacles to faith,
and these obstacles can be removed only by reasoning. . ... The
first stage in God-realisation is to hear about God from the
scripture and also from those who know. Then, in order to
develop faith in the validity of such testimony, it is necessary to
apply one’s reasoning faculty to remove the obstacles from the
way. The next stage is to worship and to contemplate upon

God. It is the second stage that is attempted in this work.

While it is very much workable for agnosts in today’s world, at the

time of composition of Kusumaiijali, a thousand years ago, such an attitude

towards Vedas did not obtain, as shown at length in Section 2.3.3 Sruti is the

only means to know Brahman starting with p26. Further a perusal of the

discussion about God in Nyaya literature also shows that Anumana was what

was used to establish the existence of I$vara. A good summary of these

discussions is available (pp. 100 - 111) in the 2" volume of Encyclopedia of

Indian Philosophies. Even so, the contrast with a Vedantin, whose response

would be “God exists because the Veda says so”, is stark.

4.6 Only Srutyanugrhita Tarka is Acceptable
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A corollary of ascribing the highest place to Sruti is that Anumana
would have to be subsidiary to Sruti. While Sankaracarya repeatedly stresses
this point, as shown in Section 2.3.4 Only Reasoning not opposed to Sruti is a

valid Pramana starting with p32, Bhartrhari holds a similar position:

na cagamadrte dharmastarkena vyavatisthate|

rsinamapi yajjianam tadapyagamapirvakam |l 1.30 |l

Dharma cannot be established by reasoning alone without the
help of Scripture. Even the knowledge of Rsis is preceded by
Veda.

Further, he goes on to show why Anumana is fallible in super-natural
matters. This will be discussed in more detail in Section 6.3 Censure of Tarka

starting on p190.

4.7 Sruti is an Upaya

Even though Sruti is the highest Pramana, and there is no other means
of knowing Brahman, Sruti is given the status of an Upaya, a device which has
to be discarded after the desired object is established. The details have already
been presented in Section 2.3.5 Veda is an Upaya to know Brahman (p36) and
Section 3.10 Pramanas and their relative importance (p67) of this thesis.
Bhartrhari says this specifically (1.5) — praptyupayo'nukarasca tasya vedah

(Veda, itself a reflection of Brahman, is the means (upaya) to attain Brahman).

This position is unique to these two schools, because of their particular

stance about the world. The entire empirical world, along with all the
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Pramanas, obtains only as long as Avidya prevails. Bhartrhari is very clear
that in all Sastras only Avidya is described (2.233 ab) — $astresu
prakriyabhedairavidyaivopavarnyate (Amongst Sastras, Avidya only is
described through different methods). Sankaracarya emphasises the same

point in his introduction to the commentary on Brahmasiitras:

sastramavidyavadvisayatvam nativartate (Adhyasbhasyam)

Sastram which operates only till the [dawn of] knowledge of
such an Atma (which is beyond hunger and thrust, birth and
death and differentiation as Brahmana, Ksatriya etc.), cannot
transcend the limit that it is applicable to only those subject to

Avidya.

It bears repetition that though Vedas are not applicable to the
Brahmavid, he continues to operate (till his Prarabdha is exhausted) as per
Sastra for the sake of Lokasangraha (preventing the society from resorting to

an evil path).

4.8 Sabda is Nitya

It is well known that Nyaya does not hold Sabda to be Nitya.
Nyayasiitras (2.2.13 — 59) refute Sabdanityata at length; this is also to be
found in Vaisesikasitras 2.2.21 — 37). While the Sankhyakarika does not
discuss the Nityata or otherwise of Sabda, the Samkhyapravacanasiitras (5.58
—5.60) specifically hold that Sabda is Anitya. The Yogasitras do discuss the

nature of Sabda (3.17) but do not take a specific stance on Sabdanityata.
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The nature of Sabda is taken up in Nirukta — indriyanityam
vacanamaudumbarayanah 1.1 (Sabda persists only as long as it is perceived
by the sense organ) but, according to Durgacarya, the commentator of
Nirukta, Yaska's words can be interpreted in light of both the Nityatva and

Anityatva of Sabda

yadi nityo yadyanityah padacatustvadi sarvamupapadyate eva

(Line 18, p 22, Niruktam, Anandasrama Edition).

Whether it be Nitya or Anitya, everything including the four-

fold division of words is tenable.

Against these views, Mimamsakas, Vedantins and Vaiyakaranas hold
Sabda to be Nitya. Mimamsa has a Sabdanityatadhikaranam devoted to prove
the Nityatva of Sabda and offers the most detailed arguments to prove the
Nityatva of Sabda, which may be summarised here. In Jaimini's Satras, the
objections are put forth in six Satras: 1.1.6 — 1.1.11, which are then countered
in the six Satras (1.1.12 — 1.1.17) that follow them. Those objections and

refutations (based on the commentary of Sabara on the Siitras) are:

Objection to Sabdanityata Refutation of Objection

Sabda is transient because it is
heard only after an effort is made, Whether Sabda is produced or manifest,
from this it is deduced that Sabda is | the fact that it is heard only after an
produced by the effort. Whatever is | effort is made, is common in both cases.
produced is transient because it So, if the Nityatva of Sabda is

does not exist before its production. | established by clear reasons, then the

It also cannot be accepted that there | fact that Sabda is heard only after an

is abhivyakti — manifestation of an | effort is made would be because the
existing entity, because there is no | effort manifests the eternal Sabda.
Pramana for the prior existence of | (1.1.12).

Sabda before the effort to produce
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it is made. (1.1.6)

Sabda does not persist; it perishes
immediately after it is uttered. It
cannot be said that Sabda persists
but is not perceived because no
restrictions to its perception such as
a barrier are to be found. The
possibility that Sabda has not
attained its substratum, Akasa, is
not tenable because Akaga is all-
pervading; further Sabda is not
perceived in the Akasa that exists in

the ear's cavity. (1.1.7)

Here also, if the eternality of Sabda is
clearly established, then it would be
seen when a certain cause is present, the
eternal Sabda is manifest and is
therefore perceived. Sabda is manifest
due to compressions and expansions
(samyogavibhagau) which are
transmitted in air like ripples in a lake.
When the vibration of air particles
reaches the ear, Sabda is manifest;
otherwise, not (1.1.13)%.

It is observed that statements like
"make a sound" and "do not make
noise" are used and are understood.
Therefore, Sabda (=sound) is
something which could be made, or
not, and is hence non-eternal.
(1.1.8)

Once it is established beyond doubt that
Sabda is Nitya, then the meaning of
"make" is the sense of "use". Thus
"make a sound" actually means "use
sound" and so on. Similar usages are
found in statements "make cow dung”
where the sense is "collect cow dung"
(1.1.14).

It is observed that the same Sabda
is uttered and perceived
simultaneously at many places,
which would not be possible if
Sabda is one and eternal. Whatever
is eternal, Sabda in the present
context, has to be only one (only in
the presence of special
circumstances can the Eternal be
many). On the other hand,
something which is manufactured
can be produced many times at
many places. Therefore Sabda is
not eternal (1.1.9).

The simultaneity of perception of Sabda
is like that of the Sun, which though one
is perceived simultaneously at many
places. Now it might be explained that
since Sun is at a great distance, its
location is not perceived and hence the
confusion. Then, it may be noted that a
similar confusion prevails regarding the
location of Sabda. If it be held that the
sense organ of hearing, namely the ear
reaches the place of compression and
expansion®’ and perceives Sabda, then it
could be said that Sabda is perceived at
the place where it is made, and if be
produced in many places, then the
statement that Sabda is heard at many
places is meaningful. However, ear does
not reach out to the place of
compressions and expansions. It is clear
that the organ of hearing is in the ear-
drum. That is, Sabda is heard only in

*® This description is exactly the same as that of modern Physics.

> This is so according to the epistemology of Sankhya (Sankhyapravacanasiitra 5.104).
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the ear, wherever an effort be made to
manifest it. Since the compressions and
expansions of air are not visible, they
are not perceived even when they reach
the ear-drum and this gives rise to the
false notion that Sabda is heard at some
other place, or even many places.
Therefore it is only an illusion that
Sabda occupies many places. Sabda's
substratum is Akasa, which is only one.
Due to this reason as well, Sabda cannot
be in many places. Further, when Sabda
is but one, the multiplicity of places
where Sabda is heard, indicates that the
places are many, not Sabda. Therefore
this also is not a fault (1.1.15).

It is observed that Sabda undergoes
modification, for instance in
dadhyatra, the letter "i" is the base
form, which modified to the letter
"y". Whatever undergoes
modification is transient. Further
the similarity between "y" and "i"
also shows that one is the modified
form of the other (1.1.10).

There is no modification of "i" into "y",
they are different Sabdas. When
something like a mat is made from a
base, such as virana (a type of grass),
then somebody desirous of making a
mat starts by taking up the grass reeds.
It is not seen that somebody desirous of
uttering "y" similarly starts out with "i",
therefore, it cannot be said that "y" is a
modification of "i". Further, similarity
between two objects cannot be the
reason for saying that one is the
modification of the other. One does not
look at a box of curd and understand it
to be a box of kunda (jasmine) flowers.
Therefore this is also not a flaw
(1.1.16).

An increase in the volume of Sabda
is observed when many people utter
it together. If an existing Sabda was
being manifest by utterance, (like
an existing jar being manifest when
light is shone upon it) the increase
in effort would not cause an
increase in the object being

When compressions and expansions
occur with little or no gap, then what is
increased is the nada® not Sabda. There
are no constituent parts in a Sabda, for
we cannot perceive any. Since there are
no parts, there is no question of parts
combining to increase the loudness of
Sabda. When one person utters a Sabda

*% In modern physics, this is called amplitude — i.e. the extent to which the air molecules
vibrate from their mean position. So, in a home theatre amplifier the amplitude of the sound is
increased, while maintaining its frequency and timbre. Frequency determines the Svara,
whereas timbre is that property of sound which helps the human ear to distinguish sounds of
same amplitude and frequency from different sources (say from Vina and Harmonium).
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manifest. Therefore it must be it is soft, when many utter the same

surmised that each speaker Sabda, it is perceived to be loud, and as
produces a part of the Sabda and If it has constituent parts. The

when combines together, it results | continuous expansions and vibrations
in a loud Sabda. (1.1.11) which manifest Sabda are known as

nada. \When many people utter the same
Sabda, the increase is that of nada, not
Sabda (1.1.17).

The arguments seen in the above refutations of objections are what
may be called the negative arguments. They refute the position that Sabda is
Anitya, but they do not establish Sabdanityata. In fact, 1.1.12, 1.1.13 and
1.1.14 base their refutation on the premise that Nityata of Sabda will be clearly
established by some other means. The next three Sutras deal with the physics
of Sabda and take a position that "i" and "y" of dadhi atra and dadhyatra are
altogether different sounds, but no reasons are given for Sabdanityata. The
positive arguments are given in the next six Stitras. Sabarasvamt's commentary

on them is summarised below:

Sabda is Nitya because it is uttered for the sake of conveying
the meaning to another person. If Sabda were to perish
immediately after being uttered, then it would not be possible
for anybody to convey any meaning to other persons and so it
would not be possible to utter the Sabda for the sake of others.
Therefore it follows that Sabda does not perish and by hearing
it many times, meaning is comprehended. If it be argued that
meaning is comprehended due to similarity with other Sabdas
uttered earlier (which conveyed a meaning), the problem would
be that no Sabda would be meaningful as every Sabda would be
new. If it be said that there might be some ancient who has

created an artificial relation between a particular Sabda and its
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meaning, then the same is not possible for reasons stated
earlier®. Further, if similarity with a Sabda uttered earlier were
to be the basis of comprehending meaning, then there is the
danger that one understands mala (garland) when the Sabda
sala (building) is uttered as both the Sabdas are similar. The
relation between mala and sala is not like the relation between
gauh and gdvfﬁo, where the desire was to utter the Sabda gauh.
Moreover, if a Sabda is uttered once, it cannot both convey its
own form and create a relation with its meaning®’. Therefore,

since Sabda is uttered for the sake of others, it is Nitya. (1.1.18)

When the Sabda gauh is uttered knowledge of all cows happens
simultaneously. Therefore Sabda denotes Akrti (class or
universal or genus, also called Jati or Samanya). Now it would
not be possible to create a relation between Sabda and Akrti,
because the creator of such a convention would have to point
out to Akrti of cow, i.e. cowness, but in the body of a cow,
there are many Akrtis (such as earthiness, substanceness, the

property of being existent, tailness and others) so the particular

*® The "earlier" context refers to Sabarabhasya on the autpattikasiitram (1.1.5). There it is
argued that there can be no creator of a convention between Sabda and Artha who first set a
convention going and then wrote the Veda, because if such a person were there, he would be
remembered, as creators of great things like Himalayas are remembered even though builders
of minor things like a wall are forgotten. In the case of Sabdas as well, the creator of
convention is remembered when the Sabda is used — for instance, when the Sabda vrddhih is
used, the creator of the convention (that vrddhih is the name for a, ai, and au) is remembered.
Further even it be admitted that the creator of a convention is forgotten, without a proof, such
a creator cannot be admitted. For instance, a hare's horn is not admitted merely because it is
possible. The proof given by the opponent for the existence of a creator of convention is that if
convention were not invented, then people should understand the meaning of a Sabda when
they hear it first as Sabda is supposed to be inherently meaningful. This objection is rejected
because an alternate plausible explanation for the learning the relationship between Sabda and
Artha is available: that of usage by elders.

® When one intends to utter the Sabda gauh either through incapacity or ignorance the Sabda
gavr is uttered, but the listener infers that gau/ is the Sabda intended to be uttered and
comprehends the meaning. Such is not the case with sala and mala.

%! This is a principle of the Mimamsakas — that one action will have only one result.
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cowness cannot be pointed out®. Now if Sabda is Nitya, when
the Sabda gauh is repeated many times, since it has been heard
earlier, it is recognized as the same Sabda. By repeating the
same Sabda many times and by pointing to different
individuals, with the help of positive and negative
concomitance (anvaya and vyatireka), it would be possible to
determine cowness and thereby the meaning of the Sabda gauh.
Therefore it would be possible to connect a Sabda with a

meaning only if Sabda is Nitya. (1.1.19)

In ordinary usage it is said "gosabda has been uttered eight
times", and not "eight gosabdas were uttered”. This usage
shows that all the eight utterances are recognized as utterance
of the same gosabda. This recognition is possible only if Sabda

is eternal. (1.1.20)

An entity is recognized as Anitya, if one finds the reason for its
destruction, even if the actual process of production of the
particular entity is not seen. For instance, by looking at cloth,
even if one did not look at the weaving process, it would be
possible to know that it is perishable because the cloth would
be understood as arising out of the close proximity of threads
and that if the proximity of the threads is destroyed or the
threads themselves are destroyed, then the cloth ceases to exist.
However in the case of Sabdas no such material causes are

seen, whose destruction would destroy Sabda. (1.1.21).

parthlvadravyasattadllangulatvadlsankaratI vina prayogabhiiyastvam na
syadgotvavadharana 13601l (Sabdanityatadhikaranam, Slokavartlkam) Because of the
admixture of many classes (Jatis) such earthiness, substance-ness, existence, tailed-ness etc.,
without multiple usage [of the word gau/] the cowness of the Artha cannot be established.
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If it be proposed that Sabda is caused by air, or as Siksa puts
it%, Sabda is indeed the air which undergoes such
modifications such as compressions and expansions, then the
Mimamsaka's reply would be that it is not possible for a) no
particle of air is recognized as a constituent of Sabda in the way
that cloth is understood as being made of yarn, b) Sabda is not
perceived by the tactile organ (skin) in the way that air is
perceived, and c) it is not possible to touch the air particles that
make up Sabda. So Sabda cannot be a product of air, and no is

Nitya. (1.1.22)

Finally there is a mark of Nityata seen in the Vedas: vaca
viriipanityaya — by Speech which is eternal. Even though this is
related to some other topic, the sentence does reiterate the

eternality of Sabda. Therefore Sabda is Nitya. (1.1.23)

Thus it is seen that the positive arguments for Sabdanityata are that
Sabda cannot convey a meaning, if it perishes after being uttered; it denotes
Akrti and a convention between Sabda and Akrti cannot be established if each

"performance" of Sabda makes it a new one; in Lokavyavahara Sabdas like

8 3tma buddhya sametyarthan mano yunkte vivaksaya.

manah kayagnimahanti sa prerayati marutam |l 6, Paniniyasiksa |

marutastirasi caranmandram janayati svaram| 7 ab ||

sodirno mirdhnyabhihato vaktramapadya marutah |

varnafijanayate tesam vibhagah paficadha smrtahll 9 ||

The inner mind, having joined Arthas with Buddhi (Grammarians here explain that Artha
is the mental construct and Buddhi is the manovrtti, a mode of the Manas) with a desire to
speak, mind is appointed. Mind propels the fire in the body; that fire drives the air; the air,
in turn, while moving slowly in the chest generates a sound. Such an air being pushed
upwards, having hit the palate, having reached the mouth, generates letters. Their division
is said to be five-fold by scholars. — This is the translation of Prof. K. Subrahmanyam from

his article on Siksa written for the Jijiiasa Foundation and available at
www.ancientwisdom.com
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gauh are recognized to be the same as the Sabda uttered earlier; the
constituents of Sabda are not known; Sabda is not made of air because skin

does not perceive Sabda; and on strength of Vedic texts.

What is clear from the above is that Sabda which is said to be Nitya is
not what is known as “sound” in English. It is something over and above what
is referred to as “sound”. This is an important distinction, which makes the
arguments of Sabdanityatvavadins and other Sabdanityatvavadins against
Sphota completely different. The former, for instance those offered in
Nyayasitras cited above, are based on the deliberate understanding of Sabda
as sound. The latter, chiefly offered by Mimamsakas, most elaborately in the
Sphotavada in Slokavartika, differ completely. There, the chief point is that
Sphota cannot be perceived by sense-organs and imagining such a concept,
there is Gaurava — prolixity — in Sphota, when Varnas are sufficient to explain
the empirical observations. The Grammarians reply is that whereas Sphota as

an entity exists, Varnas do not.

Vedanta completely accepts the Nityatva of Sabdas and the same is

codified by Badarayana in the Brahmasttras

sabda iti cenna; atah prabhavat,

pratyaksanumanabhyam 11 1.3.28 |l

If it be said that it [the stance that Devatas possess a body]
might create a contradiction with respect to [the Nityatva of]
Sabda, it is not so due to the origin of the world from there only
[i.e. from Sabda only], ascertained through supporting

sentences are seen in the Veda and Smrtis.
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It is in the commentary under this Siitra that Sankaracarya refutes

Sphotavada and supports Varnavada in complete alignment with Mimamsa.

As to the Grammarians from the first Vartika siddhe
Sabdarthasambandhe ..., the stance that Sabda is Nitya is very clear and this
underlies the entire Vakyapadiya. As would be seen from the arguments in
Sabarabhasya, the concept of Sabdanityatva is necessary to achieve the

Pramanya of Vedas. Kumarila states this in so many words:

tasmadvedapramanartham nityatvamiha sadhyate 117 cd |l

(Sabdanityatadhikaranam, Slokavartikam)

Therefore, for the sake of establishing the Veda as a valid
means of knowledge (Pramana), Sabda is being proved to be

eternal."

As does Badarayana: ata eva nityatvam1.3.291l (Veda’s Nityatvam
flows from the fact that the entire world consisting of gods (Devatas) etc.

originates from Veda).

Thus it is seen the concepts of Srutipramanya, Sabdanityatva and

Sabdaprabhavatvam are all closely linked with each other.

4.9 Jagat is born from Sabda

The views of the two schools have already been described — that of
Advaita in Section 2.3.2 Sabda is the Source of the Universe, starting on p25,

and that of Vyakarana in Section 3.7 Creation, starting on p64 . While there is
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agreement in both schools that the world is created from Sabda, there is
considerable difference in the mechanism proposed. The most elaborate
description of Creation in Vakyapadiya is found in the Kalasamuddesa with
Kala, a Sakti of Brahman playing an important role. In the Brahmasiitrabhasya
the emphasis is on portraying Brahman as the Creator and everything else is
made subsidiary to Brahman, as described earlier. Even so, this is proposed as

a Similarity between the two DarSanas for two reasons:

In both schools it is accepted that the end is the Truth, means need not
be true (as elaborated in Section 4.16 Akhandavakyartha below, starting from
p129). So it is perfectly plausible that different presentations teach the same
Truth. Within the Brahmasitras, many seemingly contradictory Srutis about
creation (of the world, of primordial elements and Pranas) are reconciled in
the third and fourth Padas of the second Adhyaya. That shows the direction

that the focus should be on the main thrust, and not on specific model stated.

4.10 Levels of Reality

It has been shown earlier in Section 2.3.6 Multiple levels of Reality
starting on p38, and Section 2.3.7 Two levels of Unreal, staring on p41, that in
Advaita there are two or three levels of Reality, or two levels of the Unreal.
All these are of course different ways of slicing the same reality and

presenting it.

In this section, it will be shown that Bhartrhari also uses two levels of
Reality — the Paramarthika and the Vyavaharika. In the Brahmakanda, there

are instances where two seemingly different statements are made about the
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same entity, as illustrated below. In all those cases, it should be noted one state

is the Paramarthika, and the other Vyavaharika.

ekameva yadamnatam bhinnam (1.2)

Brahman is one (at the Paramarthika level), but is said to be

many (at the Vyavaharika level).

ekasya sarvabijasya yasya ceyamanekadha |

bhoktrbhoktavyartipena bhogariipena ca sthitih 1| 1.4 1l

Brahman, though single is the source of the entire universe and

manifests as the enjoyer, enjoyed and enjoyment.

asatascantarale yafichabdanastiti manyate |

pratipatturasaktih sa grahanopaya eva sah Il 1.85 |l

Sphota does not have temporal divisions but appears to have
divisions of length of vowels (hrasva, dirgha and pluta) and of
tempo (druta, madhya and vilambita vrttis) due to the divisions

in Dhvanis, which manifest Sphota.

Some should be understood as presenting the Paramarthika view:

pade na varna vidyante varnesvavayava na ca |

vakyatpadanamatyantam pravibhago na kascana W11.74 1l

Varnas (phonemes) are not seen in a word; nor, subsidiaries in
Varnas. There is no absolute separation of words from the

sentence.
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And those contradicting such views should be taken to be Vyavaharika view,

such as the verse reproduced below:

narthavatta pade varne vakye caivam visisyate |.

abhyasatprakramo'nyastu viruddha iva dr$yate | 2.398 |l

The property of being meaningful is, thus, not different in
word, phoneme or sentence. Due to prolonged usage, other
methods seem to be contradictory. (The sense is that while
impartite sentence-meaning alone is Real in the ultimate view,
from a transactional point of view, used as we are to words
being meaningful, a contradiction between this usage and the
ultimate might be perceived. However there is no contradiction
because what is ultimately one is divided into many in practice

for ease of teaching Sastra.)

Sometimes this needs to be understood, from the commentaries

usually; in other instances, Acarya himself specifies that, like in the following:

etavatsadhanam sadhyam etavaditi kalpana |

sastra eva na vakye'sti vibhagah paramarthatah 113.8.4511

In Sastra, an imaginary division that “this is the Sadhana
(Karaka)” and “this is the Sadhya (Kriya)” is made; however

ultimately there is no such division within a sentence.

Similarly, there are a number of Karikas in Jatisamuddesa (20, 21, 22,
23, 33, 34, 36, 38, 39, 40), the Dravyasamuddesa (2, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14,
16) etc. which require a shifting from one frame of reference to the other. For

instance, see 3.2.12 and 3.2.13 quoted and translated on p53, where one has to
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switch between one reference frame to the other. Another technique of
Bhartrhari, especially in the Padakanda from the fifth Samuddesa onwards is
to first discuss the nature of a particular category, then establish its nature
from the Paramarthika point of view thus ending the first philosophical part,
and then taking up the discussion about usages of that particular aspect. This

will become clear with an example.

The Sadhanasamuddesa, which discusses Karaka (called Sadhana
here) can divided into two sections: Verses 1 — 42 (or 44) in the first section
dealing with how Karaka is a Sakti of Brahman and the second section 44 —
167 dealing with different Karakas (Karma: 45 — 89, Karana — 90 — 100,
Karta: 101 — 124, Hetu: 125 — 128, Sampradana: 129 — 135, Apadana: 136 —
147, Adhikarana: 148 — 155, Sesa: 156 — 162, Sambodhana: 163 — 164,
Conclusion: 165 — 167). At the end of the first section, the Paramarthika view

is presented:

paramarthe tu naikatvam prthaktvadbhinnalaksanam!.
prthaktvaikatvariipena tattvameva prakasate Il 3.7.39 |l

In the ultimate (Paramarthika) view, oneness is not different
from diversity. The Noumenon alone (Brahman) shines forth as

the One and the Manifold.

yatprthaktvamasamdigdham tadekatvanna bhidyate |

yadekatvamasamdigdham tatprthaktvanna bhidyate Il 3.7.40 Il

Diversity that has been ascertained does not differ from
Oneness. Oneness that has been ascertained does not differ
from Diversity. (The idea here is that once one understands the

true nature of Diversity as the manifestation of the One
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Brahman, it is seen as non-different from Brahman. Similarly,
once Brahman is understood as the base of all diversity, it is

seen as non-different from the manifold.)

dyauh ksama vayuradityah sagarah sarito disah |

antahkaranatattvasya bhaga bahiravasthitah Il 3.7.41 Il

Sky, earth, air, sun, oceans, rivers, directions — all these are the
Amsas of the inner Noumenon (Antahkaranatattva) that exist
outside. (In other words, Brahman is what resides inside, and

Brahman is what is seen as the world).

kalavicchedariipena tadevaikamavasthitam 1.

sa hyapurvaparo bhavah kramartipena laksyate I 3.7.42 1l

That One alone is established as delineated by Kala. That
which is devoid of the prior and anterior is seen indeed as

possessed of sequence.

In rest of the Samuddesa, the detailed presentation has to be

understood as the Vyavaharika view. Bhartrhari does not always use the words

— Paramarthika and Vyavaharika — but it becomes clear from the preceding

discussion that throughout Vakyapadiya discussions are presented at two

levels. The only way to reconcile these two planes is through the framework of

two levels of realities.

It is not as if these two are imagined by medieval commentators or

modern scholars under the influence of Advaita. During the time of Bhartrhari

there was a different term called “Samvrtisatya”, popular in Buddhist

literature. It means “relative reality” or the “concealed or false conception”
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and is actually used by Gaudapada in the Alantasantiprakarana (which is full
of Buddhist terminology, not merely relative to later literature, but even
relative to the first three Prakarana in the Mandiikyakarika) in five Karikas:
57, 58, 73, 74 and 87. There Sankaracarya defines Samvrti as samvaranam
samvrtih avidyavisayo laukikavyavaharah (Samvrti is covering up, it is the
worldly transaction subject to Avidya). Thus, it is not surprising that
Bhartrhari used a similar technique. Not merely this technique, there are others

like analogies and pedagogic techniques which are drawn by different schools.

4.11 Idealistic Schools: Bahyartha is Secondary

That Vyakarana believes that Artha is primarily conceptual —
Bauddhartha (the entity which exists in the mind) — is so well known that it is
not contested by those who are familiar with the Arthikabhaga (Philosophical
aspect) of Vyakarana. Still, the distinction between Bahyartha and
Bauddhartha is not given a top priority in Advaita, and it would be useful to
briefly notice the main tenets of the Grammarian’s thinking before introducing

the stance of Advaita.

Artha — the entity which corresponds to a Sabda — may exist or may
not exist (for certain Buddhists, for instance). If it exists, it may be a real,
external object which is called Bahyartha in Sanskrit, or it could be a mental
construct, one’s own imagination, referred to as Bauddhartha. To give an
example, when we use a, sentence such as “the rose is red”, both the entity
“rose” and colour “red” exist. People do not use sentences like “the *oser is
*der” for no object call “oser” or colour called “der” exists. This is the view of

Realists, who hold that a Bahyartha exists and that Sabda denotes such an
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Artha. In the Indian tradition Naiyayikas and Mimamsakas are famous as
Realists. It is to be noted, however, that Mimamsakas believe that Sabda
denotes Jati, called genus or universal or class. Jati might not be tangible, but

it is real nevertheless in the view of Mimamsakas. This is the Jativada.

The usual opposite of Realism in Western Philosophy is Nominalism,
which does not subscribe to the idea that universals or abstracts concepts exist.
They believe that only particular instances, i.e. Vyaktis (individuals) exist in

reality. This is called Vyaktivada.

However in Indian philosophy, at least in the Astikadar$anas, Realists
are pitted against a group called Idealists, who believe that everything in the
world is a mental construct or a modification of mind and so we can “know”
only the mental constructs. In other words, what the mind cannot conceive, the
knower (Pramata) individual cannot know. Often a distinction is made
between the actual reality of the world, and that which can be known by the
individual. So some idealists believe that nothing but the mental construct
exists, while other idealists believe that even if there be a reality beyond
mental construct, only that which can be conceived by the mind is every
known. Usually amongst Indian philosophers, Advaitins are called Idealists;
Grammarians are also Idealists. For an idealist, then, the meaning of Sabda is a

mental construct, Bauddhartha.

The Siddhanta of Mimamsa, Vedanta and Vyakaranam is that Sabda,
Artha and their Relation are all Nitya. Sabdanityatva, as explained above in
Section 4.8 Sabda is Nitya (p99), is tenable if an entity which is different from
“sound’ is accepted as Sabda. However when it comes to establishing Artha as
Nitya, there is a problem. Everyday objects like “pot” cannot be Nitya.

Mimamsa works around this problem by saying that Sabda denotes Jati and
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that Jati is Nitya. However in Vyakaranam since it is accepted that Dravya
could also be denoted by Sabda, a complication arises. Dravyas are perishable;
so, Artha cannot be Nitya. The resolution offered is that the Dravya denoted is
the substratum of everything, namely Brahman. While this is fine, if every
Sabda denotes Brahman, ordinary transactions are not possible. “Bring a cow”
would then be understood as bringing Brahman, take away the horse would be
understood as “take away the horse”. The Grammarian’s resolution to this
problem is that the basis of all, Brahman is limited by an Upadhi, an adjunct,
in daily transactions. Thus the word “cow” denotes Brahman delimited by
“cowness” and so on. Further, this delimited Brahman is a mental construct
and its existence is secondary, Upacarasatta. This is established in the
Sambandhasamuddesa at length from 3.3.39 to 3.3.51. The first Karika setting

out the thesis is given below.

vyapadese padarthanamanya sattaupacariki |

sarvavasthasu sarvesamatmariipasya darsika || 3.3.39 ||

The secondary existence (Aupacariki Satta), which is different
[from the existence of the entity in the real world] is the one
which shows its own form and all the entities (including their
absence) in all states (past, present and future) [when Sabda is

used] in communication.

Further, in other parts of Vakyapadiya, that Bauddhartha is the

meaning of Sabda is reiterated.

atyantamatatha bhiite nimitte Srutyupasrayat |
drSyate’ latacakradau vastvakaranirtipana l11.1301l
Even in cases like Alatacakra (the apparent circle of light

formed by rotating a firebrand tied to a thread) though the
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cause [of perception] is absolutely unreal, by resorting to Sabda
delineation of the form of the entity is seen. (The idea is that
there is no actual circle of fire called Alatacakra, but the
perception of such a circle of fire is clear — it is so because

Sabda denotes Bauddhartha, not Bahyartha).

sadhanavyavaharasca buddhyavasthanibandhanah |
sannasanvarthartpesu bhedo buddhya prakalpyate Il 3.7.3 ||
The use of Karakas (like Karta, Karma etc.) is based on mental
constructs. Whether something exists or not (in the world),

difference in the form of Artha is being imagined by the mind.

In the next two Karikas (3.7..4 and 3.7.5), Bhartrhari shows how the

Paninistitra 2.3.42 paficami vibhakte and the Vartika akhyanat krtastadacaste

under the Sttra 3.1.26 hetumati ca are both not required in the view of

Patanjali as the intended meaning is the Bauddhartha.

In the Vrttisamuddesa, Bhartrhari once again shows that Bauddhartha

is the one preferred by Patafijali by invoking the Mahabhasyam under the

Sutra 1.3.2 upadese’ janunasika it —

angadt kundali ceti dar§ayan bhedahetubhih |
caitramidréamityaha buddhyavasthaparigrahat 113.14.568 |

[In the sentence “angadt kundali — caitra idr§ah” (one with
bracelets on upper arms, and rings in his ears — Caitra is like
this)], while showing Caitra to be with bracelets on upper arms
and with ear-rings, due to the image (of a man with bracelets on
upper arms and ear-rings) that flashes in the mind, the Caitra

who is “like this” is spoken of.

117



In Advaita this topic is not given much importance but there are a
couple of pointers available. In the commentary on the Mandukyakarika 4.26,
Sankaracarya, following the original of Gaudapada, denies the existence of
Bahyartha and says: cittameva hi ghatadyarthavadavabhasate yatha svapne
(Citta — consciousness itself is apparently seen as entities like pot etc., like in
the dream-state). In the Laghumanjiisa (p 247), Nagesa points out that

Viacaspatimisra in the BhamatT agrees with that Sabda denotes Bahyartha.

janmadisiitre vacaspatirapyaha — cetano hi namariipe

bahyam ghatam nispadayati. nirvartyasyapi
ghatasyantahsankalpatmana siddhasya karmakarakatvam
ghatam karotiti. yathahuh — “buddhisiddham tu tadasad” iti.
In the Janmadisiitra of Brahmasiitras (i.e. 1.1.2 janmadyasya
yatah) Vacaspati has said thus: “Consciousness itself draws
name and form in the mind and generates the outside form with
a narrow neck etc. by the name “pot’. In the sentence “[he]
makes a pot”, the pot is yet to be made [and so cannot be the
object, as it does not exist at the time of the sentence being
uttered], but it becomes the object as it exists through the
conception inside. Likewise, it is said — “Whatever is obtained
only in the mind, that is Asat (non-existent)’. (Nyayasitra

2.4.50).”

That this is indeed the situation is to be grasped from purport of
Advaita. Referring back to the discussion on the Nityatva of Artha, while
Advaita follows the school of Kumarila at the transactional level, Jati would

be admitted as that what is denoted by Sabda, but as will be shown in the next
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section, in the ultimate analysis, Advaita does not accept that Jati is Nitya;
Brahman alone is the Eternal. So, if Jati also is not Nitya, there would be
danger to the doctrine of Nityatva of Sabda, Artha and their Sambandha; if this
triad is not Nitya, as shown earlier, there would be violation of the Pramanata
of Vedas. So, it follows that in the ultimate analysis Jati is not what is denoted
by Sabda, and that as indicated in the segments quoted above, it is

Bauddhartha which is denoted.

4.12 In the Paramarthika View, Jati is not real

Vaiyakaranas accept that Sabda denotes Jati or Artha. Under the
saripasitra, in the Mahabhasya there is a Vartika: akrtyabhidhanadvaikam
vibhaktau vajapyayanah (p 90, Vol. 2) which expresses the view of
Vajapyayanah that Sabda denotes Jati (Akrti in this context means Jati). Later
another Vartika (p 94, Vol. 2) reads: dravyabhidanam vyadih expressing the
view of Vyadi that Sabda denotes Dravya. Pataijali opines that Sabda conveys
both and that in a given context, one is primary and the other secondary.
Accordingly Bhartrhari treats both views in Jatisamuddesa and then
Dravyasamuddesa, the final Siddhanta as taught traditionally being that the

eternal Dravya is what is denoted by Sabda.

There is a hint of this in the following Karika from the Jatisamuddesa.

prakrtau pravilinesu bhedesvekatvadarsinam |

dravyasattvam prapadyante svasraya eva jatayah 13.1.43 1l
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In the view of Monists (Ekatvadar$ins), when all differences
merge into the primordial Prakrti, all Jatis resort to themselves
and obtain existence in Dravya (=Brahman). (The idea is that
during Pralaya, when the entire world dissolves into Prakrti,
only Brahman remains and cowness etc. also have to be
thought of existing as Brahman; or to the Jiani, when all
differences are sublated in Brahman, Jati is no longer

applicable).

In Advaita, Jati is admitted to exist only as long as one does not realise
Brahman. In the Chandogyopanisat there are a series of statements showing

the state in which Jati is no longer valid:

apagadagneragnitvam (Chandogyopanisat 6.4.1)
apagadadityadadityatvam (Chandogyopanisat 6.4.2)
apagaccandraccandratvam (Chandogyopanisat 6.4.1)

apagadvidyuto vidyuttvam (Chandogyopanisat 6.4.1)

Firehood of Fire vanishes (6.4.1); Sun-ness vanished from Sun
(2); Moon-ness vanished from Moon (3); lightning-ness

vanished from f lightning (4).

In the commentary on these passages, it is explained in the context of
Trivrtkarana, the idea that everything that is seen consists of three subtle
elements — Subtle Fire, Subtle Water and Subtle Earth. Trivrtkarana is one
model describing how the undifferentiated Brahman is differentiated into
name and form. If one is able to realise that the seen world is a result of this
Trivrtkarana, then both name and form cease to exist, as explained by

Sankaracarya in the commentary on Chandogyopanisat 6.4.1.
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... ripatrayavyatirekena agniriti yanmanyase tvam,
tasyagneragnitvamidanim apagat apagatam.

agnibuddhirapagata agnisabdascetyarthah

Whatever you think of as “Agni” (fire) which is beyond the
three colours (red of Subtle Fire, white of Subtle Water, and
black of Subtle Earth), the Agnitvam (fireness) of that Agni has
vanished. The meaning is that the sense or concept of Agni that
one had before the knowledge of discriminating the three
colours, that sense or concept of Agni has vanished, as has the

Sabda Agni.

This is referred to as a source of support by Sankaracarya in other
instances. While commenting on Chandogyopanisat 2.23.1, the conduct of a
person who has realised Brahman (who does not do rites like Agnihotra)

comes up for discussion and the opponent puts up an objection:

nanu agnyutsadanadosabhak syat parivrajan — ‘viraha va esa
devanam yo'gnimudvasayate’ (Taittirtyasamhita 1.5.2) iti
sruteh

While renunciating, he would become guilty of the sin of

giving up his Fire® on account of the Sruti (Taittiriyasamhita

1.5.2): “He who gives up Agni is the killer of the sons of gods”

%4 A person who is eligible to learn the Veda has the duty of keeping Fire forever aflame in his
house after marriage and of offering oblations twice a day.
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Sankaracarya refutes the above objection by quoting the Sruti

apagadagneragnitvam (Ch. Up. 6.4.1) discussed above.

na, daivotsaditatvat, utsanna eva hi sa ekatvadar$ane jate —
‘apagadagneragnitvam’ (Ch. Up. 6.4.1) iti $ruteh. ato na

dosabhak grhasthah parivrajanniti

No, because the abandonment [of fire] itself is Daivam (fate) —
it becomes given up once realisation of Oneness [of the seen
world, in the form of Brahman] arises, on account of the Sruti
apagadagneragnitvam (Ch. Up. 6.4.1). Therefore when a

householder renunciates, he does not incur any sin.

Therefore, in the Paramarthika view, Jati is not real in either Advaita or

Vyakarana Dar$ana.

4.13 Belief in Pralaya

That Advaita believes in Pralaya is so well known that it hardly
requires any substantiation. Even so, for the sake of consistency, if a few
references are to be known, one need not look beyond the
Janmadyadhikaranam (1.1.2) where the third state is Laya (Dissolution). In
the Devatadhikaranam which will be discussed at some length later, the

concept of Mahapralaya comes up for discussion.

This belief of Advaita in Pralaya is different from that of Mimamsa
which does not admit of Pralaya, or Creation. Sabarasvamin in his

commentary on the fifth Stitra of Pirvamimamsa (called autpattikasiitra)
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refutes the view that there could be a creator of convention between Sabda and
Artha, on the grounds that such a person would be remembered, just like
Panini is remembered for creating the convention between “Vrddhi” and “at,
aic” and the Pingala for creating the convention between ma and the triad of
long vowels (“Mma-gana consists of three gurus according to Chandassastra)®.
This doctrine is further elaborated by Kumarila in the
Sambandhaksepaparihara section of the Slokavartikam from 42cd (p 650) to

113 (p 673). A few lines are quoted below:

sargadau ca kriya nasti tadrkkalo hi nesyate 142 cd |l

As to the action [of creating a convention] at the beginning of

Creation, such a time is not desired (= admitted by us).

samharecchapi caitasya bhavedapratyayat punah| 57ab |

Even if the desire to destroy of this [Creator] be there, then
again [Pralaya is not possible] because of the unreasonabless

[of such a desire].

pralaye’ pi pramanam nah sarvocchedatmake na hil67 abl

Regarding Pralaya of the nature of annihilation of everything,

we find no Pramana.

tasmadadyavadevatra sargapralayakalpanal

samastaksayajanmabhyam na siddhyatyapramanika Il 113 1l

% This is the gist of text in Sabarabhasya starting with apauruseyatvatsambandhasya
siddhamiti (p53) and ending with tasmadapauruseyah sabdasyarthena sambandha iti (p55).
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Therefore, here the theory of Creation and Dissolution
involving birth and death of everything at once is without a
Pramana, and is similar to present day (transactions of
continuous birth and death of various entities one by one, but

not simultaneously).

The above idea is captured in a pithy line “na kadapyanidrsam jagat”
(the world was never unlike what it is now — i.e. there can be no creation or
destruction of all simultaneously) and is quoted as the Mimamsa position, but

this researcher is unable to trace the quote to any source.®®

Advaita cannot agree to such a position and maintains that I$vara is
both the creator and the destroyer, and that I$vara is the one who dispenses the

fruits of Karma, as expounded in the Phaladhikaranam (3.2.38 t0 3.2.41).

Bhartrhari also believes in Pralaya, though he does present the model
of how language works in case one does not believe in Pralaya also. In the
Brahmakanda in the process of establishing Vyakaranasastra as a Smrti, he
explains how Smirtis are based on Sruti; there he explains the process first

following the view of Mimamsakas and then propounds the Siddhanta view.

anadimavyavacchinnam $rutimahurakartrkam|

Sistairnibadhyamana tu na vyavacchidyate smrtih 11.1451

Sruti is said to be without beginning, without a break, and

without an author. Though Smrti is composed by Sistas (from

% There is another nyaya with a similar import — yah kalpah sa kalpapiirvah (every creation is
similar to the earlier creation). This again is quoted often, but the source is untraceable.

124



time to time), (they ensure that) it is without a break (and does

not deviate from Sruti).

avibhagadvivrttanamabhikhya svapnavacchrutau |

bhavatattvam tu vijiaya lingebhyo vihita smrtih 11.146 |l

For those who are the apparent manifestation (Rsis) of the
Undivided (Brahman), knowledge of Sruti is like in a dream
(1.e. without involving sense organs). Smrti has been composed
by them from the indicators in Sruti, after having known the

nature of Veda.

In the above, the first view is following the views of Mimamsakas that
there is no Pralaya. The second one is following the view that there is Srsti and
Pralaya, and hence explains how the first knowledge of Sruti arises. Here a
question might arise as to how we know that the latter is the Siddhanta view.
The answer would be from internal textual evidence. The internal textual
evidence is the usage “avibhagat vivrttanam” (of those who are apparent
manifestations from the Undivided). As shown earlier, Vivarta is the Creation

Model agreeable to Bhartrhari and hence the latter is the thesis.

Then we have the Karika in Jatisamuddesa where language very
similar to the commentary of Sankaracarya on the Chandogyasruti

apagadagneragnitvam (Ch. Up. 6.4.1) is used:

prakrtau pravilinesu bhedesvekatvadarsinam |

dravyasattvam prapadyante svasraya eva jatayah 13.1.43 1l

In the view of Monists (Ekatvadarsins), when all differences

merge into the primordial Prakrti, all Jatis resort to themselves

125



and obtain existence in Dravya (=Brahman). (The idea is that
during Pralaya, when the entire world dissolves into Prakrti,
only Brahman remains and cowness etc. also have to be
thought of existing as Brahman; or to the Jiani, when all
differences are sublated in Brahman, Jati is no longer

applicable).

Thus it is seen that for both Sankaracarya and Bhartrhari, Pralaya is

acceptable — in contrast to the Mimamsakas.

4.14 Brahman is beyond Sabda

The view of Advaita is that Nirgunabrahman is beyond words and
conception by Manas based on Srutis like yato vaco nivartante aprapya
manasa saha (Tai. Up. 2.9.1), neti neti (Br. Up. 2.3.6), yatra nanyat pasyati

nanyatccrnoti nanyadvijanati sa bhioma (Ch. Up. 7.24.1) etc.

Bhartrhari has a similar view — that the unqualified Brahman cannot be

the subject matter of Sabda, that is Brahman cannot be expressed by Sabda.

rsinam dar$anam yacca tattve kificidavasthitam|

na tena vyavaharo’ sti na tacchabdanibandhanam 112.139 Il

The Darsanam (knowledge) of Rsis which is somewhat situated
in the Noumenon, that knowledge is neither conveyed by Sabda
nor is there any transaction (Vyavahara) with it. (In other
words, Rsis might know Brahman permanently or keep lapsing

from that state; either way, no worldly transaction is possible
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with such knowledge and such knowledge cannot be the reason

for the use of Sabda.)

yaccopaghatajam jiianam yacca jianamalaukikam|

na tabhyam vyavaharo’ sti §abda lokanibandhanah 12.297 Il

Worldly transactions are governed by Sabdas and cannot occur
either through the cognizance born of defects in sense organs or
the unworldly ultimate knowledge. (Sabdas can only convey a

limited aspect of the Artha and so is incapable of conveying the

Undivided Whole that Brahman is).

ripanavyapadesabhyam laukike vartmani sthitau |

jiianam pratyabhilapam ca sadrsau balapanditau 113.3.551I

A Pandita (who has realised Brahman) and a lay person are
equal in the Vyavaharika level in conceiving an Artha and
denoting it by Sabda and in understanding the view of others
and cognizing it in the mind and then expressing it with Sabda.
(The idea here is that though the Jiani realises Brahman, he has

to resort to unreal adjuncts while in the plane of Vyavahara).

Based on her study of Bhartrhari, Patnaik reaches a similar conclusion

(p 184):

Ultimately he shows that no language can say anything about
the Reality, be it the linguistic reality or be it the reality of the
phenomenal world. Our sentences are nothing more than the
fragments and bits of meaning-whole. The principle of

language as such, is not sayable, for whatever is sayable is only
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a part of the whole, that our mind selects for practical and
worldly transactions. ... Whatever is sayable is finite and
differentiated manifestation of the one $abda-tattva. (Emphasis

is by Tandra Patnaik).

Thus it is seen that both Bhartrhari and Sankaracarya state that
Brahman is beyond Sabda, even as they maintain that Sabda (in the form of
Sruti) is the only means to know Brahman. This is the reason, that in their
pedagogy, unreal devices are used to make the Reality known, as no truly Real

device is accessible to those who are subject to Avidya.

4.15 Pedagogy: True Reality taught through Untrue Devices

The pedagogy of Advaita is known as the method of Adhyaropa
(proposing something as Brahman) and Apavada (removing it as not
Brahman). This method is seen repeatedly used in the Upanisads — in the
Paficakos$avidya in the Taittirtyopanisad (both Anandavalli and Bhrguvalli), by
neti neti in the fourth Brahmana of the second Adhyaya of
Brhadaranyakopanisad etc. While commenting on Bhagavadgita 13.13,

Sankaracarya quotes:

tatha hi sampradayavidam vacanam —

‘adhyaropapavadabhyam nisprapaficam prapaficyate’ iti.

There is the saying of those who know tradition well — “by
superimposition and subsequent removal, that which is devoid

of manifoldness is described in detail.”
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The idea is that the true Reality is taught through untrue devices,
because there is no other way to teach the indescribable. This is stated

explicitly by Bhartrhari:

upayah siksamananam balanamapalapanah|

asatye vartmani sthitva tatah satyam samthate 12.238 |l

To the lay people, who are being trained, Devices (=Sastras)
are expedient ruses. Having stood in the untrue path, from there

Truth is being obtained.

Vyakaranam holds that sentence alone is real, and that words and
phonemes are unreal (1.73); yet it focuses on the correct forms of words so

much that it is called “padasastram”.

4.16 Akhandavakyartha

As shown in Section 2.2 Summary of Vedantasara, paragraphs 25 and
26, (pp. 19 - 21) of this Thesis, Advaitins hold that in case of Mahavakyas
like tattvamasi the Akhanda-vakyartha, i.e. the impartite sentence meaning
should be understood. In a sentence like tattvamasi the partial meanings are
the meanings of the words tat (that, Brahman), tvam (thou) and asi (art). When
we take partial meanings, there is an apparent contradiction in that Brahman
and thou are apparently different. However in the impartite meaning, the
Noumenon denoted by Brahman and that denoted by thou are not
differentiated; it is one only and that alone (Akhandacaitanya) is the meaning

of the sentence.
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Grammarians hold the exact same view. In the Vakyakanda, there is a
lengthy discussion of the views of the Grammarian and the Mimamsaka,

starting with the statement of the position of Vyakarana and Mimamsa in 2.57:

abhedpiirvaka bhedah kalpita vakyavadibhih |

bhedaptirvanabhedamstu manyante padadar$inah 12.57 Il

Differences (in the form of words) are devised, on the basis of
non-difference (within a sentence), by the sentence-proponents
(i.e. Vaiyakaranas those who propound sentence as the true
entity). On the other hand, the word-proponents (Mimamsakas)
hold the sentence as one, on the basis of its differentiation into

words.

From 2.57 to 2.112, Bhartrhari discusses the various objections of
Mimamsakas and establishes that Sentence alone is real and has one meaning.
Then, he takes up the meaning of the impartite sentence and shows that

Pratibha is the Akhandavakyartha.

vicchedagrahane' rthanam pratibhanyaiva jayate |

vakyartha iti tamahuh padarthairupapaditam 112.143 1l

When meanings (of words) are considered separately,
something other than them called Pratibha arises, which is
made manifest by word-meanings and is called the sentence-

meaning.

The same concept of impartite-meaning is held by the Vaiyakarana to

be the meaning of a compound word, by the name Ekarthibhava.
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arthasya vinivrttatvallugadi na virudhyate |

ekarthibhava evatah samasakhya vidhiyate 113.14.451

As meaning (of individual components of a compound) would
vanish, the elision of sup Pratyayas (in compound formation) is
not a hindrance. Therefore, the meaning of Samasa is ordained

in Ekarthibhava only.

Ekarthibhava is the concept wherein the constituents of a compound
lose their individual meaning and together denote something else altogether.
In the compound rajapurusah (King’s man, a State Official), the two
constituents lose their meaning. As a result a Rajapurusa is different from both
Raja and Purusa; the constituents together denote something new altogether

called the State Official.

Thus we see that in terms of ascertaining the meaning of the most
important Vedic sentences (from an Advaita point of view), Advaita abandons
the Mimamsa method of Varnavada (and the Abhihitanvayavada of Bhattas)
and resorts to Akhandvakyartha. If it sticks to Varnavada, then resort to
Bhagalaksana has to be taken. In Vidhivakyas, Laksana cannot be taken
according to Mimamsa. No doubt, the Mahavakyas are not Vidhivakyas®’, but
still resorting to Laksana (secondary meaning) to explain the main Srutis
weakens the case. Further within Abhihitanvayavada, a new innovation called
Jahadajahallaksana has to be invented. In the method of Sastra, all this is

Gaurava — prolixity; that might be the reason that later Acaryas of Advaita

%7 According to Vedanta, sentences teaching Brahman merely state a fact about what exists
and are not injunctions. In the case of injunctions, it is possible to follow the injunction, not do
anything, or do in a manner different from what is ordained —however such options are not
possible in the case of knowledge. See Sankaracarya’s commentary on 1.1.4 (p 26, Vol. 1):
Jhaanam kartumakartumanyatha va kartumasakyam. kevalam vastutantrameva tat ; na
codanatantram, napi purusatantram
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preferred Akhandavakyartha, while also presenting the Bhagalaksana (or

Jahadajahallaksana).

4.17 Yusmad and Asmad

Sankaracarya begins his Brahmasatrabhasya with the word
yusmadasmadpratyayagocarayoh which is translated by Swami
Gambhirananda (1965, p1) as “which are fit to be the contents of the concepts

299

‘you’ and ‘we’”. Here the intended meaning is that the Sabda “asmad”
indicates the Pratyagatman and the Sabda “yusmad” indicates everything other
than that. This choice of words is discussed at some length in the
commentaries. Date (pp 1 — 2) provides a very good summary of those

discussions in his first footnote:

The word “asmad” conveys undoubtedly the meaning of the
subjective aspect in experience. The word “yusmad” however
presents a difficulty. On the one hand, being a personal
pronoun like “asmad” it also suggests the presence of an
intelligent experiencing subject, and therefore may not be
supposed as necessarily contradicting the impact of the word
“asmad”. On the other hand, it falls outside the scope of the
meaning of the word “asmad” just as truly as any other non-
intelligent thing of the world falls outside it. Any centre of
experience denoted by “yusmad” is not directly cognised as the
“I” 1s cognised. It is therefore on a par with other subjects of
the world. And yet the word “yusmad” is more useful than

“this” or “Idam” in bringing out the absolute contrast in nature
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between the subject and object. “Idam” may be combined with
“asmad” as in “idam aham” (it is I), but the word “yusmad”
cannot be so combined. Apart from this usage of language,
“yusmad” is a word which can be used only while addressing
our fellow beings who fall outside the scope of the “I”” in us,
but also be used in an act of introspection for anything which,
in a way, does not belong to the subjective side, except the pure
self illuminating subject Itself. Thus, one may address (not
metaphorically but literally) in an act of introspection, his own
indriyas, mind, intellect and ahamkara by the same endearing
epithet “thou”. One can mentally dissociate oneself from these
and address them, as if they were one’s own fellow beings. The
mind, the Buddhi etc. are not merely separate from the Atman;
they are, according to Samkara, of the nature of un-atman. The
word “yusmad” therefore is as useful to convey this un-atmic
side of the mental or intellectual life as of the bodies of our
fellow men in social life. The extension of the meaning of the
word “yusmad” to cover the ordinary, inanimate objects of the
world is easy to understand. The world is un-atmic, on the face
of it, and if the word “yusmad” can be used to denote one or
two parts of the world, viz. our fellow beings, and our own
senses, intellect etc. because they are un-atmic, it can
legitimately be used to denote the other part of it, viz. the

inanimate objects on account of the same reason.

As it were a similar sense is expressed in the Purusasamuddesa, the
tenth Samuddesa of Vakyapadiya. There it is stated that “asmad” expresses
Pratyaktva (the nature of the inner-most, i.e. Atman), and “yusmad” expresses

parabhava, the sense of the other (3.10.1). This fits Sankaracarya’s words like
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a glove. It is further stated that Caitanya — real or imaginary — is conveyed by
these two Sabdas only and that third person does not operate in the sentient
part (3.10.2). The remaining part of the Samuddesa explains these concepts in

greater detail using examples occurring at the edge of these concepts.

In this manner it is possible to show that many such minute aspects —
like the careful usage of Sabda — are similar between the two Darsanas. Not
only are these similarities, but also show how one Darsana can be supported
and strengthened by the other. Normally many commentators quote the
Prakriya part of Vyakaranam profusely to support their interpretation, but the
Arthika part, i.e. the philosophical aspect is not much quoted. As shown here
in the case of Advaita, it would be enriching if support from the Arthikabhaga

is also shown.

4.18 Summary

Thus it is seen there are many closely inter-related similarities between
the two Dars$anas, so much so that the following account would be equally

applicable to both systems.

The one Brahman alone is Real, rest of it is not. This Brahman is
apparently manifest (undergoes Vivarta) into the world. The perceived
manifoldness, due to Avidya, is not true. Atma and Brahman are the same, and

that realisation is liberation or salvation.

Sruti is the highest Pramana and Brahman can be known only from

Sruti. Only Tarka not contradictory to Sruti is acceptable as a Pramana. Even
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s0, Sruti is only an Upaya to attain Brahman. Sabda is Nitya and the world is

born from Sabda. There are multiple levels of reality.

Brahman is beyond Sabda and cannot be described determinatively.
Therefore the true Brahman has to be necessarily taught through untrue
devices. Sabda denotes Bauddhartha not Bahyartha. In the ultimate level, Jati
is not real. Sentence denotes the impartite-sentence-meaning. There is a
Pralaya (great dissolution) and hence it is admitted that there is Svarga and a

Creator of the phenomenal world.
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5. Differences

In this Chapter, the main differences between the two Darsanas are
presented, namely the direct criticism of Sphota by Sankaracarya, criticism of
Sabdadvaita by other Acaryas of Advaita, the difference in the doctrine of
Maya of Advaita and of the Saktis of Brahman, the number of Pramanas and
difference in views if Sabda is taken as a Prattka. What are not discussed are
minor differences. For instance, Sankaracarya sets out who the Adhikarin
(person eligible to study the Sastra) is and what his qualifications are which
Bhartrhari does not. Similarly Bhartrhari tries to show that differences in
points of view are because differences in what constitutes Arthavada, thus
trying to show that all Darsanas are similar, whereas Sankaracarya does not
concede anything of that sort, though later Acaryas have arranged other
Dars$anas as a series of stepping stones to reach Advaita. These kinds of
differences do not stand upon deep analysis and only serve to add to the bulk

of the present thesis. So they are avoided.

5.1 Sphotavada vs. Varnavada — criticism in Devatadhikaranam

While the main-stream position is that Sankaracarya has refuted
Sphota in the Devatadhikarana, there is also a view that Sankaracarya is
neutral. Prof. Mulakaluri Srimannarayana Murthy has propounded such a view

(pp. 80) in his book, Bhartrhari, the Grammarian.

The eternality of sabda came up contextually while
commenting on as to how the sabda gave birth to the deities

who are eternal. When the deities are eternal, sabda — their
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source — should also by corollary be eternal. Just as Patafjali
offers all possible solutions, more than one, for a given
problem, Samkara refers here to two theories, namely the
Sphora theory and the varpa theory, both of which advocate
eternality of the sabda. First he gives the Sphora theory
beginning with tasmat sphota eva sabdah. After establishing it,
he turns to the varpa theory with: ‘varna eva tu sabdah’ iti
bhagavan upavarsah. He also compares the two theories and
remarks: varnas ceme kramena Qrhyamanah sphotam
vyafjayanti sa sphoto ‘rtham vyanaktiti gariyast kalpana syat.
Next he ends up his discussion with the concluding remark:

tatas ca nityebhyah devadivyaktinam prabhava ity aviruddham.

The method of argument of Samkara confirms that he was not
particularly in favour of any one of the two theories. The
discussion of the eternality of the sabda is indeed incidental
and whatever be the theory preferred between the two the
position of the Advaitin does not change with regard to the
concept of moksa. As E. R. Sreekrishna Sarma opines,
‘Samkara is not a thinker who would refute or approve a theory
for its own sake, unless it goes against his own position’. Hence
both the theories on sabda-nityatva are acceptable as far as

Samkara is concerned.

An opinion such as this is extremely important in the context of this
thesis, which attempts a Samanvaya of the two schools. The biggest hindrance
to this Samanvaya is the refutation of Sphota by Sankaracarya himself. Now,

if this refutation itself could be shown to be not a refutation, or an
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interpolation, or based on a wrong representation of Sphota then it would be a
great advantage. Accordingly the Devatadhikaranam is examined in this
section, starting with the possibility that it is an interpolation. Then, it is
examined whether it is based on a wrong presentation of Sphota before

examining the view set above — that Sankaracarya is neutral.

5.1.1 Is the Devatadhikaranam an Interpolation?

The question is not altogether without basis. Swami Sivananda (77) in
the synopsis of the third Pada of the first Adhyaya says "the next two
Adhikaranas are of the nature of a digression”, referring to Devatadhikarana
and Apasidradhikarana. In the introduction to the Apasiudradhikarana (106),
his views are clearly stated: "The whole of this Adhikarana about Sudras
together with the preceding one about the Devas appears to be an interpolation
of some later author.” This view, then, relies on internal evidence, or the text
itself to speculate about interpolation. So, it would be useful to place the

particular Adhikarana and the Sitra of interest in proper context.

There are four Adhyayas in the Brahmastitras:

Adhyaya 1 (Samanvayadhyayah) shows that all Vedic
sentences have their purport in Brahman.

Adhyaya 2 (Avirodhadhyayah) which shows that there is no
contradiction between Vedanta and other Sastras.

Adhyaya 3 (Sadhanadhyayah) lays the means to attain

Brahman.

Adhyaya 4 (Phaladhyayah) describes the result of attaining

Brahman.
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The first four Sitras of the first Adhyaya — each of which is an
Adhikarana by itself — set out the basic tenets of Vedanta. The Bhasya on the
fourth Satra — tattu samanvayat — shows that all Vedic sentences teach
Brahman. The rest of the first Adhyaya expands this section by examining
individual sentences. The fifth Adhikarana — Zksatyadhikarapzam — refutes the
arguments of Sankhyas and establishes Brahman as the cause of the universe.
The fourth Pada is related to this Adhikarana in that it examines sentences that
Sankhyas quote to show that Pradhana is the Mukhyakarana and shows that
those sentences also refer to Brahman only. In the remaining part of the first
Pada of the first Adhyaya, words usually used in a different sense, but clearly
denoting Brahman (spastabrahmalingani — anandamayah, hiranpyagarbhat,
akasam, prapnah and jyotik) in the context of their usage are shown by reason
as denoting Brahman. In the second and third Padas, words — again usually
used in a different sense — but whose denotation of Brahman is not very clear

(aspastabrahmalingani) are discussed.

The second Pada has seven Adhikaranas which establish that
manomayar, atta, guham pravistah atapah, aksini purusah, antaryami,
adrsyatvadigunakah and vaisvanarah all refer to Brahman, within the context
of the Vedic sentences in which they are used. What is common to the above

seven is that they refer to the saguna aspect of Brahman.

There are thirteen Adhikaranas in the third Pada of the first Adhyaya:

I. Dyubhvadhikaranam (Sttras 1-7) — dyubhvadyayatanam

brahma — the repository of heaven, earth etc. in yasmindyau/

prthivi cantariksametam manah saha pranaisca sarvaih.
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Vi.

tamevaikam janatha atmanamanya vaco

vimuricathamytasyaisa setusz (Mu. Up. 2.2.4) is Brahman.

Bhiimadhikaranam (Sttras 8-9) — Bhiiman in bhiima tveva

nanyatpasyati nanyacchrnoti nanyadvijanati sa bhiima'tha

yatranyatpasyatyanyacchrnotyanyadvijanati tadalpam (Ch.
Up. 7.23.24) is Brahman.

Aksaradhikaranam (Sttras 10-12) - Aksara in kasminnu
khalvakasa otasca protasceti. sa hovacaitadvai tadaksaram
gargi brahmana abhivadantyasthiilamananu (Br. Up. 3.8.7, 8)

is Brahman.

Tksatikarmavyapadesadhikaranam (Sitra 13) — Purusa denoted
by 6m in punaretam trimatrenomithyetenaivaksarepa param

purusamabhidhyayita (Pra. Up. 5.2.5) is Parabrahman.

Daharadhikaranam (Satras 14-21) — The daharakasa
mentioned in atha yadidamasminbrahmapure daharam
pundarikam vesma

daharo'sminnantarakasastasminyadantastadanvestavyam

ceeen —

Anukrtyadhikaranam (Sttras 22-23) — The one with whose
light the luminous objects are described as shining in na tatra
siryo bhati na candratarakam nema vidyuto bhanti
kuto'yamagnih. tameva bhantamanubhati sarvam tasya bhasa

sarvamidam vibhati’ (Mu. Up. 2.2.10) is Brahman.
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Vii.

viil.

Xi.

Xil.

Xiil.

Pramitadhikaranam (Sttras 24-25) — The
Angusthamatrapurusa in angustamatrah purusah madhya

atmani tisthati (Ka. Up. 2.1.12) is Brahman.

Devatadhikaranam (Sttras 26-33) — Devas also have Adhikara

for Moksa.

Apasadradhikaranam (Sitras 34-38) — Stdras do not have
Adhikara for knowledge through Vedas, but can get
knowledge by listening to Smrti on account of merit accrued

in earlier births.

Kampanadhikaranam (Satra 39) — Prana in everything which
vibrates, as said in yadidam kifica jagatsarvam prana ejati
nissrtam. mahadbhayam vajramudyatam ya

etadviduramytaste bhavanti (Ka. Up. 2.6.2) is Brahman.

Jyotiradhikaranam (Sttra 40) — Jyotis in esa samprasado’
smacchariratsamutthaya param jyotirupasampadya svena

riipenabhinigpadyate (Ch. Up. 8.12.3) is Brahman.

Arthantaratvavyapade$adhikaranam (Sitra 41) — Akasa which
reveals names and forms in akaso vai nama

namaruapayornirvahitd te yadantara tadbrahma tadamytam sa

atma (Ch. Up. 8.14.1) is Brahman.

Susuptyutkrantyadhikaranam (Sutras 42-43) - Vijiianamayah
in katama atmeti yo'vam vijiianamayah pranesu

hrdyantarjyotih purusah (Br. Up. 4.3.7) is Parabrahman.

A perusal of the above thirteen Adhikaranas shows that the eighth and

ninth Adhikaranas, namely the Devatadhikarana and the Apasiidradhikarana
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are different from the rest of the Adhikaranas, which discuss the

Aspastabrahmalinga-words.

However, a closer reading of the text, especially the earlier
Adhikaranas shows that these Adhikaranas are a logical continuation of the
topic being discussed. The first Sttra (24. sabdadeva pramitah) of the
Pramitadhikarana discusses whether the Angusthamatrapurusa refers to
Brahman or not. The problem is like this: “na hi anantayamavistarasya®
paramatmanah angusthaparimanamam upapadyate™ (surely, the possibility of
thumb-sized-ness of Paramatman of infinite proportions does not arise). The
Siddhantin replies that Brahman is to be understood as limited (pramita’)
from the text itself (sabdadeva). The text referred to is the broad context of

Karhopanisad from where the Visayavakyas are taken.

angusthamatrah puruso madhya atmani tisthatil
1$ano bhutabhavyasya na tato vijugupsate 1121 and
angusthamatrah puruso jyotirivadhiimakah!

1$ano bhiitabhavyasya sa evadya sa u svahu13u"

Even if the context of the text dictates that asngusthamatrah purusah is
to be understood as Brahman, the contradiction between infiniteness of
Brahman and the limitedness of the Angusthamatra remains to be resolved,
and hence the next Satra is taught: "hydyapeksaya tu manusyadhikaratvat
n25nu " —the limitedness is from the point of view of Brahman being in the
heart of human beings, since only human beings have the Adhikara to study

Veda. Here, reference is to the first Pada of the sixth Adhyaya of

%8 Gyamo dairghyam, vistaro mahattvamiti bhedah — Bhasyaratnaprabha. The difference
between ayama and vistara [in the compound ananta-ayama-vistara] is that the former is
length and the latter refers to "greatness" [in space, from the context]
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Pirvamimamsa, which discusses the eligibility to perform sacrifices etc. in
thirteen Adhikaranas and fifty two Sitras. The conclusion is that men of the
three Varnas - Brahmanas, Ksatriyas and Vaisyas — are eligible, with women
of the three Varnas having a limited role, and that Devas are not eligible to

perform sacrifices because Gods cannot make over offerings to themselves.

Here, there is a difference between what the Parvamimamsa says, and
what the Vedantin intends. The former deals with Adhikara for performing
sacrifices, whereas Vedanta is concerned with Moksa which cannot be
attained by performing sacrifices®. In fact, Badarayana opines that Devas
also have Adhikara for Moksa. This marks the beginning of the
Devatadhikarana. Therein, after much discussion it is shown that Devas also
have bodies. Sankaracarya at the end of the Devatadhikarana says "tasmat
upapannali mantradibhyah devadinam vigrahavatvadi avagamah” (Therefore,
the understanding from mantras etc. that Devas etc. are embodied etc. is
tenable.). It follows, then, that with reference to Devas, the angusthamatrak
purusa/ is of the dimension of the thumb of Devas. Now, the Parvapaksin
extends this argument and says that just like the eligibility of Devas etc. was
shown to study Vedas, it might be shown that Sadras also have eligibility to
study the Vedas; the next Adhikarana (Apasidradhikaraza) is started to dispel
such a notion, as explicitly stated by Sankaracarya at the beginning of Siitra

1.3.34:

yatha manusyadhikaraniyamamapodya devadinamapi vidyasu

adhikarah uktah tathaiva dvijatyadhikaraniyamapavadena

* 1t may be noted that within the first Pada of the sixth Adhyaya of Piirvamimamsa, the
teacher Badarayana is quoted (in 6.1.8) — approvingly, according to Sabarasvamin — as
opining that Jati is indicated by the word "svargakamah" in "svargakamo yajeta" The
Siddhanta of both the Vedantin and Mimamsaka regarding Adhikara for performing sacrifices
is that man and wife should together perform sacrifices, with the woman having a limited role.
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sudrasyapi adhikarah syat iti etamasankam
nivartayitumidamadhikaranamarabhyate.

This topic is begun to dispel the notion that it could be shown
by denial of only the twice-born to acquire [Vedic] knowledge
that Stdras also have eligibility, just as it was shown that Devas
etc. have eligibility to acquire [Vedic] knowledge by refuting

the eligibility of humans alone™.

Thus, internal evidence does not indicate that the two Adhikaranas in
question are interpolations. If we want to take external evidence, there is
absolutely no scope. All main sub-commentaries on Sankaracarya's Bhasya —
Bhamatt, Nyayaratnaprabha, Nyayanirnaya, Brahmamytavarsini of
Ramakinkara and Dipika of Sankarananda comment on the Adhikaranas;
modern translators — K. M. Banerjea, George Thibaut, Paul Duessen, Swami
Vireswarananda, S. R. Radhakrishnan, V. H. Date, V. M. Apte and Swami
Gambhirananda — have not expressed such an opinion. Further, there is an
Apasidradhikaranam in Pirvamimamsa (the 7" Adhikarana of the first Pada
of the sixth Adhyaya, consisting of Siitras 25 to 38) which supplies the name
and theme of the second of the two topics. Thus, it is clear that the two
Adhikaranas are not interpolations. The implication is that the refutation of

Sphota by Sankaracarya cannot be wished away as an interpolation.

" Here, it might be pertinent to note that the Adhikarana ends with the assertion "yesam punah
purvakrtasam- skaravasat viduradharmavyadhaprabhrtinam jiianotpattistesam na sakyate
phalapraptih pratiseddhum, jianasyaikantikaphalatvat 'sravayeccaturo varnan' iti ca
itihasapurandadhigame caturvarnyasya adhikarasmaranat. vedapiirvakah tu nasti adhikarah
sadrapam iti sthitam .." (However, with respect to those like Vidura and Dharmavyadha in
whom knowledge dawns on account of the Samskara of good deeds done earlier [in previous
births], the attainment of result [i.e., Moksa] cannot be prohibited as there is, but, one result of
Knowledge. Further, the eligibility of all the four Varnas in studying Itihasa and Puranas is
mentioned in statements such as "this [Mahabharata] ought to be read out to all the four
Varnas." However, the position that Stidras do not have eligibility to Knowledge by studying
Vedas remains.)
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5.1.2 Contents of Devatadhikarapam

Having examined the context of the Devatadhikarana, the views on
Sphota expressed within that topic may be better understood by examining the
contents of the Adhikarana more closely. The Satras which constitute the

Adhikarana and their translation by Swami Gambhirananda are given below:

taduparyapi badarayanassambhavat Il 26 |l

Badarayana thinks that beings higher than those (men) (are also

qualified for knowledge), for that is possible.

virodhah karmaniti cennanekapratipatterdarsanat | 27 |l

If it be objected that this (corporeality of the gods) will give rise
to a contradiction (in the matter of gods being associated) in
rites, then we reply: Not so, for in the Vedas are noticed the

assumption of many bodies.

sabda iti cennatah prabhavat pratyaksanumanabhyam |l 28 |l

If it be objected that this contradicts the validity of Vedic
words, then not so, for the universe arises from this, which fact

is proved by direct revelation and inference.

ata eva ca nityatvam 1l 29 |l

And from this very fact follows the eternality (of the Vedas).

samananamariipatvaccavrttavapyavirodho dar§anat smrtesca

n3on
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And there is no contradiction, since similar names and forms
are repeated even in the revolution of the world cycles, as is

known from the Vedas and the Smrti.

madhvadisvasambhavadanadhikaram jaimineh 1 311l

Jaimini asserts (that the gods and others have) no competence
(for knowledge of Brahman), owing to the impossibility of their

competence for Madhu-vidya etc.

jyotisi bhavacca I 32 |l
Because of the occurrence of the words in respect of a sphere of

light.

bhavam tu badarayano'sti hi 11331l

Badarayana upholds the existence of competence (for the gods);

for (the requisite for competence) exists (in them).

In the 26™ Sitra, the eligibility of gods is proposed, because a) it is
possible; b) it is not contradicted by anything in the Sruti; c) the lack of
Upanayana is not a hindrance because Sruti is directly perceived by Devas; d)
since Sruti speaks of their undergoing Brahmacarya; and €) because unlike in
rites, Indra and others do not have to do anything with reference to other Indra
etc. to gain knowledge. The 27" Sitra takes up for discussion the objection
(which follows a position of Pirvamimamsa that Devas cannot have corporeal
bodies) that Indra etc. do not have corporeal bodies as they are not associated
with a rite by virtue of their physical presence (na hindradinam
svarupasamnidhanena karmangabhavo'bhyupagamyate) nor is it possible for
one Indra to be physically present at many rites bodily at once (na ca

sambhavati. bahusu yagesu yugapadekasyendrasya
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svaripasamnidhanatanupapatteh). This is rejected on account of Devas
having the ability to assume many forms. Sruti and Smrti texts are quoted in
support. Another explanation is that even an embodied entity can participate in
many rites just like a single Brahmana is saluted at once by many people
(eko'pi vigrahavanekatra yugapadangabhavam gacchati, yatha

bahubhirnamaskurvanaireko brahmano yugapannamaskriyate.).

Now, the Piirvapaksin changes tracks and objects to the corporeality of
Devas on the ground that there will be conflict with the eternality of Vedas. If
Devas were to be embodied, it implies that they are also subject to birth and
death, that is they are not eternal; yet, since words, their meanings and the
relation between words and meanings is eternal, it implies that Vedas are not
eternal, as the Devas spoken by Vedas are themselves not eternal. The
Vedantin refutes this objection on the ground that the world is created from
Sabda and this is known from Sruti and Smrti. It may be noted here that both
Vaiyakaranas and Mimamsakas accept that the world was born from Sabda —
their difference is only with respect to the nature of Sabda. Since Sabda is
proposed as the cause of the Universe, the nature of Sabda is taken up for
discussion (yadukta’ jagatah sabdaprabhavatvam tadaksipati kimatmakamiti.
— Nyayanirpayah — J. L. Shastri, 253). Here first the view of Vaiyakaranas that
Sabda is of the nature of Sphota is presented and then refuted by quoting the
view of Mimamsakas, as propounded by "Bhagavan Upavarsah" which shows

the Kalpana of Sphota is not required.

The next Siitra (29" one) establishes the eternality of Vedas based on
the fact established in the earlier Siitra — that the Universe (including Devas
etc.) is born from Sabda. Even if it is accepted that Universe is born from
Sabda, there arises a difficulty because everything — including names and

forms — perishes during Pralaya; then, how is it possible to say that Veda is
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beginningless. However, this does not pose a difficulty to the Siddhantin, as
the names and forms in different cycles of the Universe are similar, and there

are statements in Sruti and Smrti with the same purport.

The next two Siitras — 30" and 31 — raise a different set of objections
to the Devas' Adhikara for Brahmavidya. According to Jaimini, it is not
possible for Aditya to have another Aditya to meditate upon (Madhuvidya
requires the Sadhaka to superimpose honey on Sun and meditate) and SO
Aditya does not have competence for Madhuvidya. , and Sun cannot meditate
upon himself. Similarly Vasus, Rudras, Adityas, Maruts and Sadhyas are said
to subsist on the amytam that exists in Aditya. The Upasaka is asked to
meditate on this amytam and know the five types of Devas who subsist on this
amytam. Now, the problem that arises when Vasus etc. are the Upasakas is
this: which other Vasus etc. should they know as enjoyers of this amytam?
(vasvadayastu kanyanyanvasvadinamrtopajivino vijaniyuh). Further, the
opponent continues in Siitra 31, bright bodies in the sky are given names such
as Devas etc. It is not possible for these spheres of light to be connected to a
body with heart etc. or to a desire (to have Moksa) by having Cetana, as the
heavenly bodies are known to be insentient like earth. (na ca jyotirmandalasya
hrdayadina vigrahena cetanatayarthitvadinag va yogo 'vagantum sakyate

mrdadivadacetanatvavagamat.)

In the last Sttra of the Adhikarana, Badarayana responds by saying
that it might not be possible for Aditya, Vasus etc. to practice Madhuvidya,
but there are other means to Brahman for which they are qualified. It is seen
that Brahmanas are not qualified to perform Rajasiiya, but this disqualification
does not take away their qualification for other sacrifices. Regarding the other
objection that words denoting Devas actually denote celestial orbs of light, it

is replied that that it may be so; but it is said clearly in the Veda that these
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words refer to sentient Devas who can assume the form of the particular

celestial body, as well as any other form.

Thus, we see that Devatadhikarana has two parts — the first one
comprising of the first five Stitras where the Parvapaksin says that
corporeality of Devas results in conflict in rites, eternality of Vedas and the
cycle of Destruction and Creation and these objections are refuted on the basis
of reasoning, Sruti and Smrti. In the second part, the Objector resorts to the
impossibility of Devas meditating upon themselves and Jaimini's view of them
being insentient, which are duly refuted by the Vedantin. The main thrust is on
the eligibility of Devas etc. for Brahmavidya, which is established by refuting
the various objections. The same is captured in the verses of

Vaiyasikanydayamala —

nadhikriyante vidyayam devah Kim vadhikarinah!|
videhatvena samarthyahanernaisamadhikriya |l
aviruddharthavadadimantraderdehasattvatah. |

arthitvadesca saulabhyaddevadya adhikarinah |l

Are Devas eligible or not for knowledge [of Brahman]? There
is no eligibility of these as they do not possess a body or the
ability [to acquire knowledge]. Devas are eligible as the
embodiment of Devas spoken of in Arthavada and Mantra texts
are not opposed, as Devas etc. have the desire, and the felicity

[to acquire knowledge].

Within the 28" Siitra, it will be recollected that the opponent objects to
the corporeality of Devas as that would obstruct the Nityatva of Vedas, to

which the Sidhantin replies that the world is created from Sabda. Since Sabda
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is given such a prominent place, the context for discussion of the nature of
Sabda arises. First it is proposed that Sphota is Sabda. In presentation of the
Sphotavada, Sankaracarya gives the reasons why Sphota is said to exist (letters
do not convey a meaning, nor is it possible for all letters to be grasped at once,
as the letters occur in a specific order) and also gives the main features of the
Vaiyakarana's refutation of the Mimamsa and Nyaya views. It cannot be said

that Sphotavada is misrepresented in this section.

The refutation of Sphota also follows the main line of Mimamsa which
holds that just like individual Vyaktis are different but their Jati remains the
same, each individual '‘performance’ of a Varna — as a Linguist might put it —
might be unique, but the Varnajati (such as gatva in the pronunciation of the
letter ga) remains the same. Thus, there is no problem in the position that
Varnas are Nitya. Individual letters uttered in a certain sequence have a
definite denotation and hence the concept of Sphota is an unnecessary

Gaurava.

As has been shown earlier in this thesis, both Mimamsakas and
Vaiyakaranas accept an entity over and above what is normally referred to as
“sound”. The difference is about what this entity is — it is Sphota according to
Grammarians, while Varnas (letters) are sufficient for the Mimamsakas. Thus,
it is seen that it cannot be said that the views of a pseudo-Vaiyakarana are
presented in Devatadhikarana before being refuted. What is refuted is

Sphotavada proper.
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5.1.3 Is the Vedantin Neutral?

Here one possibility arises that Sankaracarya might have merely
presented two views about the nature of Sabda in reply to the question
"kimatmakam punah sabdamabhipretyedam sabdaprabhavatmucyate” (What,
again, is the nature of Sabda keeping which in mind, this concept of creation
of world from Sabda is being spoken of?) without preferring any one. This is
not totally new — in the Sastrayonitvadhikarana (1.1.3), we see that the Sitra
"Sastrayonitvat 11.1.3 11" is interpreted in two ways, without any preference
being shown to any one explanation. In fact, in the immediately preceding
Sitra, i.e. "virodhak karmaniti cennanekapratipatterdarsanat1.3.271" the
last part anekapratipatterdarsanat is interpreted in two ways, without

preference for any interpretation.

There are other reasons to believe that Sankaracarya does not prefer
any of the two views regarding the nature of Sabda. Sphotavada is started by
the sentence "sphotamityaha" ([answering the question about nature of Sabda],
it is said to be Sphota) without any indication that this is the view of a
Parvapaksin. Then, later the Mimamsa view is presented without any
indication that the Mimamsa view is the preferred view of Sankaracarya.
However, the Mimamsa view is introduced with the sentence: "varna eva tu
sabdah" iti bhagavanupavarsah. (According to the venerated Upavarsah,
“Varnas only are Sabdas”). On the face of it, it looks like that there are two
pointers of Sankaracarya's preference — the usage of the word "tu" and the
honorific "bhagavan" applied to Upavarsa. In many Sitras (example “tattu
samanvayat I11.1.41”) "tu" indicates refutation of the earlier view; but here
we need to understand that "tu™ is the sentence of Upavarsa and not
Sankaracarya. Secondly, more significance than what is necessary need not be

read into the honorific because ultimately the main Piirvapaksin in the entire
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Adhikarana is the Mimamsaka'®, not the Vaiyakarana. Thus, the two aspects —
usage of "tu" and "bhagavan" — do not imply that Varnavada is preferred by
Sankaracarya. The decisive factors are the commentators, who inform us that
Sankaracarya prefers Varnavada. We have three’? commentaries on
Sankaracarya's bhasya: Vacaspatimiéra who wrote Bhamati, Govindananda,
the author of Bhasyaratnaprabha, and Anandagiri, who wrote Nyayanirnaya

and all of them indicate that Varnavada is the preferred one.

Bhamatikara introduces (J. L. Shastri, p254, In. 8 in Bhamati) the
section in Sankaracarya's commentary treating Sphota with the remark:
"acaryadesiya aha - sphotamityaheti . (Acaryade$iya says, “it (the nature of
Sabda) is said to be Sphota”). Acaryadesiya is somebody who is somewhat
inferior to an Acarya’®. This does not mean that the views expressed by the
Acaryade$iya are acceptable. This is made amply clear when Vacaspatimisra
introduces (p255, In. 6) the section on Varnavada with the remark: "
tadetaddcaryadesiyamatam svamatamupapadayannapdkaroti — varpa eva tu
Sabda iti” ([Sankaracarya] now refutes the view of Acaryadesiya to establish

his own view — by saying “Varna only is Sabda”).

The Bhasyaratnaprabha introduces (J. L. Shastri, pp.253, 254) the

Sphota section with the sentence: “tatra varpanamanityatvatsphotasya

™ There are many types of Mimamsakas; when it comes to Devas' corporeality both
Prabhakaras and Bhattas hold that Devas are not embodied, but we cannot say that Upavarsa
held a similar view — especially when he is held to have written a Vrtti on both the Mimamsas.
Unfortunately, the work of Upavarsa is not available and so we cannot ascertain his views.

"2 Others are not detailed. Those like Pajicapadika or Paiicapadikavivarana comment only on
the first four Sutras. Others like Brahmamrtavarsini of Ramakinkara and Dipika of
Sankarananda explain the Siitra, and do not explain the Bhasya of Sankaracarya in full.

8 According to the Paninisitra 5.3.67 isadasamdptau kalpabdesyadesivarah, the Taddhita
suffix "desTyar" is used after words which are characterized by zsar asamapti, "a little
incompleteness". Thus Acaryadesiya would be somebody who is almost an acarya. In works
like Mahabhasyam (or for that matter in Sankarabhdasyam), there are three kinds of
participants in — an objector, the Acarya and Acaryadesiya. Inevitably the solution proposed
by Acaryadesiya is less than perfect and would need amendments by the Acarya.
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casattvannajagaddhetutvamityaksepe dvitivapaksam vaiyakarano grhpati -
sphoramiti " (in view of the objection that [Sabda] is not the cause of the
world due to the impermanence of Varnas and the non-existence of Sphota,
the Grammarian picks up the latter [for defence]). The section on Varnavada is
introduced (pp. 255,256) by the remark: "acaryasampradayoktipirvakam
siddhantayati — varpa eveti." ([Acarya] states the Siddhanta as enunciated in
his tradition). So, Ratnaprabhakara is very clear that Sankaracarya is following
the Pirvamimamsa tradition™, following the maxim "vyavahare bhattanayah"
(in Vyavahara, [Advaita follows] the view of the followers of Kumarila
Bhatta). Nyayanirpaya follows the lead of Ratnaprabha and introduces (J. L.

Shastri, pp. 253, 254) the Sphota section thus:

yaduktam jagatah sabdaprabhavatvam tadaksipati —
kimatmakamiti. varnatiriktam $abdamupetya tato va
jagadutpattirista varnebhyo va. nadyah, varnatirikte vacake
sabde manobhavat. netarah, varnanamutpannapradhvamsinam
jagaddhetutvasiddherityarthah. tatra vaiyakarano vaksyamanam

manam matvadyam paksamalambate — sphotamiti.

[The objector] criticizes the birth of the world from Sabda by

asking about the nature [of Sabda]. The birth of world is either

" Vedanta is called Uttara Mimamsa because the techniques of Mimamsa are used to establish
that the main purport of Veda is the teaching of Brahman, rather an exhortation to sacrifice.
For instance, see Johannes Bronkhorst where he says (p36): "It is to be emphasised that
Sankara does not express disagreement with the basic principles of Mimamsa. On the
contrary, he agrees with all of them. He only maintains that in applying these principles the
traditional Mimamsakas overlook something. They are, to be sure, right in thinking that the
Veda should never be in conflict with other means of knowledge. They are also correct in
maintaining that the injunctions, by their very nature, cannot be in conflict with any other
means of knowledge and must therefore be taken literally. He only adds that the same
reasoning applies to the passages that provide information about Brahma, for Brahma, too,
cannot be known by any other means of knowledge. . . . Put differently, traditional Mimamsa
is completely correct but for the fact that its very principles should oblige it to include among
the statements that will have to be taken literally, beside injunctions, also Upanisadic
sentences pertaining to Brahma. Sankara, far from being a critic of Mimamsa, presents
himself here as an even more conscientious applier of Mimamsa principles than the traditional
Mimamsakas themselves."
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desired by a 'Sabda' different from Varnas, or from Varnas
directly. The first cannot be as there is 'manobhava' in Sabda’
different from Varnas; the other view is also not [tenable] as
world-causality of VVarnas which are destroyed after they are

produced does not result.)

Anandagiri introduces the Varnavada section with the statement:
“acaryasampradayoktipiirvakam siddhantamaha — varnda iti" (([Acarya]

states the Siddhanta as enunciated in his tradition).

It is seen that the words of Sankaracarya could be interpreted as either
preferring Varnavada, or being neutral. When there is a doubt, the established
principle is to refer to commentators. In the present case, all of them are
uniform in their view; so, one has to conclude that Sankaracarya prefers

Varnavada.

5.1.4 Summary of Refutation of Sphota by Sainkaracarya

In the previous sections it was seen that

I. The two Adhikaranas dealing with eligibility of Devas and
Stidras for Brahmavidya are not interpolations.

ii. The views of Grammarians are presented faithfully and it
cannot be argued that either a weak argument was presented or

the main points were ignored.

7,5 Or, should it be sabde manabhavat — as there is no 'mana’ - Pramana or proof - in the case of
Sabda which is different from Varnas? The printed text has “manobhavat”.
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iii. On the strength of the remarks of the authors of sub-
commentaries, the possibility that Sankaracarya might be

indifferent to Sphotavada or Varnavada has to be ruled out.

Thus, Sankaracarya's refutation of Sphota cannot be explained away as
an interpolation or misrepresentation. Having said that, one has to appreciate
that it is far more critical for the Mimamsaka to refute Sphota, than it is for the
Advaitin. As Kumarila Bhatta points out in Slokavartika (137, the last karika

of Sphotavada)

varnatiriktah pratisiddhyamanah padesu mandam
phalamadadhatil
karyani vakyavayavasritani satyani kartum krta esa yatnah

113711

The entity other than Varnas (i.e. Sphota) which is being
refuted places very little result in words. In order to make the
rites which are dependent on subsidiaries of a sentence, this
attempt (to refute Sphota) has been made. Here Vakya has to be
understood as Mahavakya and the Avayavas are to be
understood as Avantaravakyas, sentences which constitute the

Mahavakya.

The “avayavas” of (Maha)vakya that Kumarila refers to in the above
Karika are Prayajas etc., which are subsidiary rites of Darsaptirnamasa
sacrifices. There is the main sentence, or arngivakya called
darsapirnamasabhyam svargakamo yajeta (the one desirous of heaven may
perform the sacrifices of Dar§a (new moon) and Piarnamasa (full moon)). This

sentence has expectancy of procedure (technically called
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kathambhavakankaksa), even as it states the result (phala) of performing such
a sacrifice (attainment of heaven). The five sacrifices called Prayajayagas need
to be performed first; these sacrifices are taught by angavakyas (constituent
sentences) such as samidho yajati, taniinapatam yajati and ido yajati, but
these sentences have the expectancy of result (phalakarksa), even as they lay
down the procedure. So, the asgi and the ariga sentences are fused into one
Mahe‘we'lkya76 such as prayajadyangabhyam darsapiirnamasabhyam
svargakamo yajeta (the one desirous of Svara may perform Dar§a and
Parnamasa sacrifices, with the five Prayajas as subsidiaries). When there is
mutual expectancy (ubhayakarnksa) in sentences, with an Angangibhava (the
relationship of subsidiary and the main), a Mahavakya is formed by joining
them. Now in the Mahavakya both the result and the procedure are available.
This is called Prayogavidhi. If only Vakyasphota were true, then these
subsidiary elements will not be satya and hence Sphota has been refuted by

Kumarila. Other than this, there is little purpose.

With respect to Sankaracarya, it is hard to fathom the purpose that
would be served by refutation of Sphota. The Devas whose Adhikara for
Brahmavidya was established in the Devatadhikarana, remain equally eligible
if one resorts to Sphota. Now it may be pointed out that the process of
combining an arngivakya with angavakyas is applicable in Vedanta also as
discussed in the Sarvavedantapratyayadhikaranam (3.4.1to 3.4.4). That is
indeed true. In fact not merely Vedanta, all the Sastras operate through
formation of Mahavakyas, including Vyakaranam as has been discussed at

length in the book Mahavakyavicarah by Prof. K. Subrahmanyam. In fact

® In Mimamsa, Mahavakya refers to combination of sentences which have mutual
expectancy. In Vedanta, the term has become popular as referring to sentences such as
tattvamasi. In the former the mahattvam is that of the sentence, i.e. length, whereas in the
latter the mahattvam is that of the meaning. In the present context, the term Mahavakyam is
used in the sense of “a combination of sentences”. Technically, the Mahavakya is called
discourse in Linguistics.
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Bhartrhari himself anticipated this objection, and of course, he does not wish
that the Siitras of Panini be inapplicable (as they will be if a Mahavakya is not
formed by combining Vidhisttras like 6.1.84 iko yapaci with Paribhasasutras
like 1.1.49 sasti sthane yoga). So he clarified that propounding the reality of

Akhandavakyartha does not mean that the Avantaravakyas are unreal.

avibhakte'pi vakyarthe saktibhedadapoddhrte|

vakyantaravibhagena yathoktam na virudhyate12.881|

Though the sentence-meaning (discourse-meaning) is without
division (into words or constituent sentences), since
Vakyantaras (=Avantaravakyas, constituent sentences) or
words are mentally separated (from the impartite sentence-
meaning) due to the difference in the Sakti, whatever is said (in
Nyayas and sentences such as the present one) is not
contradicted. That is, though the impartite sentence-meaning is
accepted as the Truth, due to difference in Sakti, we are able to
identify the components separately, identify them and then use

it in our Vyavahara.

This construct allows for application of Sastra in Vyavahara, while
denying it in Paramartha. This is the exact position of Sankaracarya. Prayajas
etc. are useful in cleansing the mind of the seeker and making him ready for
Brahmajiana, but after Brahman realisation, the Vedic rites are no longer

applicable.

As shown in the previous chapter there are many similarities between
the two schools and none of them get affected whether Sphota is refuted or

not. Also the place where the refutation happens — the second Adhyaya where
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other Dars$anas are refuted — but in the middle of a discussion regarding words
which denote Brahman is curious to say the least. May be for these reasons, it
is held in tradition77 that the refutation of Sphota has the purpose of
precluding Sparsabrahman, Riipabrahman, Rasabrahman, Gandhabrahman etc.
in addition to the Sabdabrahman, so as not to dilute the concept of nitya,
suddha, buddha, mukta Brahman. The rules regarding Pratikopasana
(meditating upon symbols), presented in Section 5.5 Sabda as Brahman vs.
Brahman as Sabda below (p179) are also relevant. Whatever be the reason,

the fact that Sankaracarya refuted Sphotavada cannot be wished away.

5.2 Criticism of Sabdadvaita by other Advaitins

There are many books written on Advaita over a thousand years, but
refutation of Sphota is to be found in very few works. In one of the important
doxographical works in the Advaita tradition, Sarvadarsanasangraha, there is
no effective criticism of Sphota. Apart from the three glosses on
Brahmasiitrabhasya mentioned earlier, we find criticism of Sphota in two
other texts: the Istasiddhi of Vimuktatman, and Tattvasuddhi of Jianaghana.
The criticism of Sphota in these texts will be presented below, followed by the
treatment in Sarvadarsanasangrah. Finally in the last sub-section, it will be
shown that these criticisms are either not effective, or that they are based on a

wrong interpretation, or that they follow the Mimamsa line of Varnavada.

" This view was expressly stated by Brahmasri Vedamiirtulu Rani Narasimhagastry garu, the
teacher of my teacher Br. Ve. Prof. K. Subrahmanyam garu. In the unbroken tradition of
teaching the philosophy of Vyakaranam, it is maintained that Sankaracarya’s refutation of
Sphota has the limited purpose mentioned in the main text and that there is no fundamental
contradiction between Advaita and Sabdabrahmavada.
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5.2.1 Criticism of Sphota in Istasiddhi

Istasiddhi is an early Prakaranagrantha (written about 1,000 A. D.)
written in verse with an auto-commentary called Vivarana dealing with
theories of error and Maya. Prof. Hiriyanna, in his English introduction to his
edition of the work, shows (p. i) that the work is important throughout the
literature of Advaita and also that of opponents. Ramanujacarya’s
Mahapiirvapaksa in the Sribhasya, for instance, is shown to be based on

Istasiddhi primarily.

Sphotavada is criticised in the context of refutation of Asatkhyati (of
Stinyavadins or Madhyamika Buddhists). In 1.72, the Siddhantin criticises the
Asatkhyativadin by saying that if “Asat” is denoted by the word asat then it
would have an existence different from the word, and the result is that Asat
exists. If Asat is not different from the word asat then there can be no denoter-
denoted relationship. It is in this context that a so-called “Grammarian” is
introduced (with the words: aha ca vaiyakaranah - it is said so by the

Grammarian) who proposes non-difference between Sabda and Artha.

aha sabdah svayam vacya iti $abdo na tattathal

aikye hi vaktrta va syadvacyasya va na tilbhayam 111.73 1l

It is said [by the Grammarian] Sabda itself is the signified, but
nature of Sabda is not such. In one Sabda there may be

signifier-ness, or signified-ness but not both.

Then in the next Karika and its Vivarana the author explains why
Sabda and Artha cannot be same. His point is that if Sabda and Artha are not
different, then every Sabda will denote every Artha and no Vyavahara is

possible. Then he goes back to the refutation of Asatkhyativadin. The
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appropriation of Grammar by the Asatkhyativadin is indeed not appropriate,
but then the imposition of the views of the Asatkhyativadin on the
Grammarian is also not right. For the Asatkhyativadin, nothing exists, but for
the Grammarian, Brahman exists and is the substratum of everything. As if
recognising this, as a digression, the proponent of Sabdabrahman is taken on

directly in 1.75.

sabdabrahmavivartatvadvacyavacakayorbhavet |
sabdatvamiti cenmaivamasabdam brahma hi srutam W11.75,

Istasiddhi ll

[If it be said that] Both the signifier and the signified could be
Sabda due to the Vivarta (apparent manifestation) of
Sabdabrahman, [then it is not so because] Brahma is spoken of

as not being Sabda in Sruti.

There are two points here — first there are Srutis which say that
Brahman is not Sabda and second, by implication, no Srutis exist to show that
Brahman is Sabda. This is a more substantial criticism. While Vimuktatman
goes on to list Srutis which talk of Brahman not being of the nature of Sabda,
there are also Srutis which speak of Brahman as the Sabda but those Srutis are

explained as having their purport elsewhere.

In the Vrtti, Vimuktatman has the opponent taking recourse to
anadinidhanam brahma ... and suggesting that like the Advaitin holds
everything is Atma (atmaiva sarvamitivat, p. 173) similarly in the view of the
Grammarian, everything is Sabda and hence it is both Vacaka (signifier) and
Vacya (signified). Here Vimuktatman challenges the opponent by saying that

there is no Srutipramana for this.
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na ca $abdo brahmeti $rutirasti. yadi namasti tathapi sa
anyapara. na tu §abdasya brahmatvam brahmano va sabdatvam
vadet. . . . "yadvacanabhyuditam yena vagabhyudyate" (Ke.
Up. 1.5) "yacchrotrena na $runoti" (Ke. Up. 1.8)
"asabdamasparsam" (Ka. Up. 1.3.15) “ityaderna $abdo brahma
napi sabdavaditi §rutam. atah sabdo brahmetyanuktam. . . . ato

na $abdadvaitasiddhih.” (Vrtti on 1.75, Istasiddhih, p 174)

There is no Sruti saying that Sabda is Brahman. Even if it is
there, it has a different purport; it neither talks of Brahmanhood
of Sabda or Sabdaness of Brahman. ... From the following
Srutis, neither is Sabda Brahman, nor is Brahman of the nature
of Sabda: “That which is not expressed by speech, but by which
speech arises” (Ke. Up. 1.5), “That which is not heard by the
ears”, “That which is not Sabda, which is not touch” (Ka. Up.

1.3.15) etc. Therefore Sabdadvaita does not result.

Vimuktatman offers a second criticism in the Vrtti on 1.76.

ajnam bodhayata sabdasyapratyaktvat apratyaktaivokta syat. . .
. $abdo brahmetyukte parageva brahma uktamajio manyate na
tu pratyak. atmasabdenanuktatvacca. ato'ham brahmeti dhirna
bhavati, anatma brahmeti va dhirbhavet. tada "aham
brahmasmi" (Br. Up. 1.4.10) ityadi $rutivirodhah. . . . tasmad-
atmadvaitameva sidhyati, na $abdadvaitam ghatadvaitam veti

siddham.. (Vrtti on 1.76, Istasiddhih, pp 175-176)

While teaching a lay person (not a Jianin who realised

Brahman), since Sabda is not the inner-most principle, only that
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which is not the inner-most obtains. When it is said Sabda is
Brahman, the lay person will think that only the external
Brahman is taught, not the inner-most, as the word “Atma” is
not used. Therefore, the thought that “I am Brahman” will not
occur, but the thought “something other than Atma is
Brahman” will occur, which would be against the Sruti “I am
Brahman” (Br. Up. 1.4.10). Therefore only Atmadvaita obtains,

neither Sabdadvaita nor Ghatadvaita (Pot-advaita).

It is true that Sabda when used in Vyavahara is seen as something not
inside but as an external entity, but as ably explained by Bhartrhari it is

perfectly possible to teach that every thing in the world is permeated by Sabda.

Thus it is seen that Vimuktatman’s criticism of Sabdadvaita is two-
fold: one, that there are no Sruti statements stating that Sabda is Brahman
(those that may be proffered by the Vaiyakarana are held to have a different
purport) but there are Srutis to the effect that Brahman is not Sabda. Secondly,
since Sabda denotes only an external entity, a statement such as “Sabda is
Brahman” can denote only an external entity; consequently, it is not capable of
teaching the Pratyagatman, the inner-most dweller. Therefore Sabda cannot be

the Pratyagatman.

5.2.2 Criticism of Sphota in Tattvasuddhi

Tattvasuddhi is a Prakarana work in prose, divided into 46 chapters.
The author Jianaghana is sometimes identified as the fourth generation

disciple of Sankaracarya, who headed the Srngeripitha. If so his date would be
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around 900 A.D. Others hold that he flourished a hundred and hundred and

fifty years later.

The 17" chapter of this work, called Sphotanirakaranam, is devoted to
refutation of Sphota. It closely follows the arguments between Mimamsakas
and Vaiyakaranas, which were presented in a summary fashion in the

Devatadhikaranam by Sankaracarya, and establishes Varnavada.

5.2.3 Sphotavada in Sarvadarsanasangraha

In the Sarvadarsanasangraha, every preceding Darsana is criticized
and refuted by the next Darsana presented. Madhava, the author of
Sarvadarsanasangraha presents material from both the Mahabhasyam and
Vakyapadiyam giving the debate between Sphotavada and Varnavada a lot of
prominence. Later Vivartavada is also presented, after quoting 3.2.15 and
3.2.16 (quoted and translated in p54 of this thesis). Madhava quotes (p 270)
the following Karika (source not traceable, but described as a saying of
Vedantavadanipunah by the author of Sarvadarsanasangraha) as the view of

the Grammarian:

yatha svapna prapafico'yam mayi mayavijrmbhitah|
evam jagratprapaficasca mayi mayavijrmbhitah |l
In the same way that the dream world has unfurled in me

through Maya, the waking-state-world has unfurled in me.

It will be seen that there is no difference at all in the Vivartavada of Advaita or
Sphotavada (or Paninidar$§ana as Madhava identifies it) as presented in the

Sarvadar§anasangraha.
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The curious thing about Sphotavada in the Sarvadarsanasangraha 1S
that it is not criticised at all at any place, except through a refutation of
Vivartavada (on p. 325) as a part of the Sankhyadarsana and establishment of
Sankhya’s Parinamavada. Now, since ultimately Parinamavada stands refuted
by Advaita (the last Darsana), the consequence is that Sphotavada is not

effectively refuted in Sarvadarsanasangraha.

5.2.4 Reconciliation of Differences

Based on the foregoing material it is seen that there are three criticisms
of Sphotavada by Advaitins. The first and the most prominent is the rejection
of Sphotavada and support of Varnavada by Sankaracarya, and other Acaryas
including Jianaghana following him. Secondly Vimuktatman shows that Sruti
says that Brahman is not Sabda. Finally there is the accusation that there are
no supporting Srutis or that they are Anyaparavakyas (having their purport in

something other than the identity of Sabda and Brahman).

Regarding Sankaracarya’s criticism of Sphota and support for
Varnavada, as explained in p155 refutation of Sphota is not central to the
doctrine of Advaita. Secondly the same gaurava which is cited as the reason
for rejecting Sphota occurs in fixing the meaning of Mahavakyas,
necessitating the invention of a new category called Jahadajahallaksana, as
elaborated in Section 4.16 Akhandavakyarthha on p131 of this thesis. These
two reasons suggest that the refutation might have been grounded in practical

matters (such as avoiding confusion etc.) rather than purely in doctrine.
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Now, the Srutis quoted by Vimuktatman as determining Brahman as
not Sabda may be examined. Commenting on the Sruti yadvacanabhyuditam
yena vagabhyudyate (Ke. Up. 1.5) cited by Vimuktatman, Sankaracarya in his
commentary identifies the Vak as a) the speech-organ, which is attached to the
eight places of articulation and which presided over by Agni is the expresser
of letters (jihvamuladisvastasu sthanesu visaktamagneyam
varpanamabhivyanijakam karanam) or b) letters, which are delimited by the
meaning to be conveyed as being so many and used in such and such order
(varnascarthasamketa-paricchinna etavanta evamkramaprayukta iti) or c) the
Sabda which is expressed by letters, and called as “Padam” (evam
tadabhivyangyah sabdah padam vagityucyate). It is seen that in all the three
cases, the Sabda of Vaiyakaranas is not meant. Commenting on this,
Anandagiri identified the third as Padasphota. This identification is debatable
especially in the original context of the Mantra. Setting that debate aside,
when the Vaiyakarana explicitly holds Sabda to be Brahman, his interpretation
of the above Mantra would assign a different meaning to Sabda to be
consistent with his overall system, in the same manner that many Bhedasrutis
are differently explained by the Advaitin. As such this is not a refutation of

Sabda of the Vaiyakarana by Sruti.

Similarly in the second Sruti, yacchrotrena na srunoti (Ke. Up. 1.8),
the Sabda proposed by the Grammarian is not what is heard by ear. What is
heard by the ear is what is known as “sound’, the Sabda of Naiyayika. In fact
even the Sabda that is held to be Nitya by the Advaitin — i.e. Varnajati cannot

be heard by the ear.

In the third Sruti, asabdamasparsam (Ka. Up. 1.3.15) the Sabda is
intended to be the Guna of Akasa, as becomes clear from the Avatarika to the

Mantra written by Sankaracarya himself. Thus, it becomes clear that it is only
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a straw-man that is demolished by Vimuktatman and not the correct view of

the Vaiyakarana.

As to the charge that there are no Srutis in support of the doctrine that

Sabda is Brahman, it is not true. The following Srutis clearly support it.

omiti brahma. Tai. Up. (1.8.1)

The Sabda “Om” is Brahman.

etadvai satyakama param caparam ca brahma yadomkarah
(Pr. Up.5.2)
This Brahman which is Param (ultimate) and Aparam (not

ultimate), Satyakama, is indeed “Om”.

sarve veda yatpadamamananti
tapamsi Sarvani ca yadvadanti |
yadicchanto brahmacaryam caranti

tatte padam sangrahena bravimyomityetat 11.2.15, Ka. Up. Il

That destination which all Vedas teach, that all austerities speak
of, desiring which the life of celibacy and studies is undertaken,

I shall teach you completely that destination called “Om”.

These and such other kinds of statements are no doubt well-known to
Vimuktatman and he precluded them by saying that they are interpreted
differently in the system of Advaita, which is indeed true. In all the above
examples, Sankaracarya treats “Om” as a symbol (Pratika) of Brahman, but
not Brahman itself. However that does not preclude the Vaiyakarana from

offering a different interpretation which is reasonable and consistent on the
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whole and claiming that these statements indeed teach the unity of Sabda and
Brahman. There is nothing in the context of these Srutis which would pose any
difficulty if there were interpreted as teaching Brahman. In the available
literature, to the extent that this researcher has studied and is exposed, these
are not cited as a Sruti support for Sphotavada. Rather, the following Rk is

most often referred to.

catvari §rnga trayo asya pada dve $irse sapta hastaso asya |
tridha baddho vrsabho roraviti maho devo martyam a vivesa ||

(Rgveda 4.58.3)

The great bull that Sabdabrahman is, which has the four kinds
of words (noun, verb, prefix, particle) as horns, three tenses
(past, present, future) as feet, the two types of Sabdas (Nitya
and Karya) as heads, the seven Vibhaktis as hands, which is
bound at three places (chest, neck and head) [places of

articulation] makes a great sound and enters the mortals.

This verse as such is not refuted by Advaitins, again to the extent that
this researcher is exposed, but one can easily see the way in which it could be
done, if so desired. This Rk has been commented variously starting with
Yaskacarya to Dayananda Saraswati, the founder of Arya Samaj, with each
Acarya reading whatever is dearest to him being hinted in the Rk. The
Advaitin would have to simply show these myriad interpretations, and say that
there is a wide-spread difference of view. The other reference to be found
usually is the following verse which occurs both in the Maitryupanisad and the

Mahabharata:

dve brahmani veditavye $abdabrahma param ca yat |
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$abdabrahmani nisnatah param brahmadhigacchati |l

(Maitryupanisat, 6.22 and Mahabharata 12.224.60)"®

Two Brahmans are to be known — Sabdabrahman and
Parabrahman. The one who is deeply versed in Sabdabrahman

attains the Parabrahman.

Again, while the researcher has not come across a refutation of this
verse by an Advaitin, there are two grounds on which this could be rejected.
Maitryupanisad is not something on which Sankaracarya commented or
quoted. So, while a Neo-vedantin might cite this and reject is as Sruti, an
orthodox Vedantin would not normally take recourse to such an option, for
this is a text found in the Maitrayani recension of the Krsnayajurveda; further
this is quoted in a Smrti, i.e. Mahabharata which is often quoted from by
Sankaracarya himself. Thus, he would readily accept Sabdabrahman as the
lower Brahman, for two Brahmans are indeed acceptable to the Advaitin and
make Sabdabrahman the Pratika (symbol) of Parabrahman, based on the
following words of Sankaracarya found in the Karyadhikaranam (commentary

on the Sttra 4.3.24)

Kim dve brahmani paramaparam ceti ? badham dve — ‘etadvai
satyakama param caparam ca brahma yadomkarah’ (Pr. Up.

5.2) ityadidarsanat. (Brahmastitrabhasyam, 4.3.24)

[Opponent asks:] Are there two Brahmans, Para and Apara?
[Siddhantin replies:] Yes, two — based on Sruti sentences such
as “This Brahman which is Param (ultimate) and Aparam (not

ultimate), Satyakama, is indeed “Om” (Pr. Up. 5.2)”.

8 According to the critical edition of Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute
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It may be noted that “Om” is the subject matter of the Sruti quoted
above, giving support to the suggested response of the Advaitin. So, while it is
possible that the Advaitin would not agree with the Vaiyakarana about the
interpretation of Srutis, his argument that Sruti teaches Brahman not to be
Sabda and that there are no Srutis which teach Brahman to be Sabda are based
on his own interpretation and are open to refutation by a different
interpretation. Such a criticism is not conclusive and is more a feature of

polemics.

Thus, it is seen that while the refutation by Sankaracarya of
Sphotavada and support of Varnavada is curious and unusual, the other
objections raised by other Advaitins against Sphota are not conclusive but

merely polemical.

5.3 Maya / Avidya vs. Saktis of Brahman (Kala, Dik, Kriya etc.)

Many authors, including Bishnupada Bhattacharya, Gaurinath Sastri,
Coward and Coward and Raja, have noted the parallel between the concepts of
Maya / Avidya in Advaita on the one hand and the various Saktis of Brahman,
especially the Kalasakti. Where "Sankara has sought the help of maya for
explanation of plurality and other appearances in the world of phenomenon”,
Bishnupada Bhattacharya explains (p. 11), "Bhartrhari has tried to explain it
by having recourse to the concept of sakti or power inherent in
sabdabrahman.” Gaurinath Sastri also compares Kalasakti with Avidya, but

holds that they are different (p 13): “Kalasakti in the system of the
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grammarian appears to be different from avidya, the power of the Absolute, in

the System of Sarnkara.” Coward opines (pp 127-128)

As in Advaita Vedanta, the metaphysical principle of
beginningless ignorance or avidya is held to be the initial cause
of the One manifesting itself as many. . . . it is the power of
time in producing sequence in our experience of the really
unitary word-consciousness that results in the division of the
sphora into word-sentences which makes communication

possible.

Coward and Raja also note (p 39) the similarity and substantiate the

comparison by quoting others:

To one familiar with Advaita Vedanta, the preceding
description of time sounds very similar to Samkara’s notion of
maya in relation to Brahman. This view is certainly held by two
eminent contemporary interpreters of the Vakyapadiya,

Gaurinath Sastri and K. A. Subramania lyer.

Having noted the parallel, the following differences between Maya /
Avidya on the one hand and Saktis on the other hand are discussed, most
elaborately by Gaurinath Sastri, whose thesis is the doctrine of abhasa of the
philosophers of Kashmir, and not Advaita is the closest to the system of

Bhartrhari. The main differences enumerated may be summarised as:

i.  Saktis are positive; Maya is primarily seen as negative (though
the Viksepasakti admitted in Vivarana school is noted by

some).
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ii. Saktis are the same as Brahman, whereas Maya is never
equated with Brahman.

iii. Saktis are real (at least as long as Avidya operates), whereas
Maya is Anirvacaniya.

iv. Kalasakti is described as the Creator in Vakyapadiyva, whereas
only I$vara is said to be the Creator in Advaita.

v. Kalasakti is described as independent (Svatantryasakti) whereas
Maya is never described as independent.

vi. Plurality of Saktis is discussed but not that of Maya.

All these are indeed valid differences in how the creation and operation
of the phenomenal world are described in the two systems. This difference in
the model of the phenomenal world is what has prompted modern scholars like
Bishnupada Bhattacharya and Gaurinath Sastri to opine that while Bhartrhari

teaches Monism, it is different from the system of Sarnkara.

5.4 Number of Pramanas

While Sankaracarya accepts six Pramanas following Kumarilabhatta™,
Bhartrhari accepts more Pramanas, upto ten. The six Pramanas acceptable to

Advaita are:

Pratyaksa: Perception
Anumana: Inference

Upamana: Analogy

7,9 It may be noted here that Piirvamimamsa treats Veda as if it were independent of
Sabdapramana. The nuances are intricate and quite removed from the subject of this thesis,
and so are not being given.
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Sabda: Statement
Arthapatti: Presumption

Anupalabdhi: Absence

These are not listed as such by Sankaracarya in any of the
Prasthanatraya-bhasyas, but are listed by later Acaryas like
Dharmarajadhvarindra, the author of Vedantaparibhasa. Against the above six

Pramanas agreeable to Advaitins, Vaiyakaranas accept ten Pramanas®:

Pratyaksa: Perception

Anumana: Inference

Upamana: Analogy

Sabda: Statement

Agama (=Smrti): Remembrance by authoritative persons,
Sastra

Arthapatti: Presumption

Abhyasah: Practice

Adrstam: Invisibility

Yogipratyaksam: Extra-sensory perception available only
to Yogis

Pratyabhijiiapratyaksam: Perception through recollection

Most of the Pramanas are mentioned in Brahmakanda. The five which

are different from those common with Advaita are discussed below.

8 The ten Pramanas of Vyakaranam in this section, along with the supporting citations, are
based on the forthcoming book of Prof. K. Subrahmanyam: Pramanas in Indian Philosophy.
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5.4.1 Abhyasa

Abhyasa is practice. There are certain skills, of recognising an
underlying entity based on what is seen apparently, which can only be
acquired by great practice. Bhartrhari uses the example of gemology to make

this clear:

paresam asamakhyeyam abhyasadeva jayate |
manirtpyadivijianam tadvidam nanumanikam 11.351l

The knowledge of experts in gems etc. about gems, silver etc.,
which cannot be explained to others, is born of Abhyasa, not

Anumana.

Stripped to its bare essentials, it will look like Anumana, as the knower
has a set of symptoms or Lingas, which he analyses and arrives that which is
to be determined, Sadhya, corresponding to the concept of lingaparamarsa of
Nyaya. At best the difference could be that instead of the knowledge of three
instances of vyapti (concomitance of the linga and sadhya) required in
lingaparamarsa, gemology and such subjects might require more instances of
knowledge of vyapti. Even if the framework as such is not different from that
of Anumana, there is a practical difference that this Anumanaprayoga, if it be
accepted as one, is not available to everyone, and is limited to only those who
dedicate their life to it. In the context of Vyakaranam then, the correct form of
Sabdas can be ascertained only by somebody who dedicates his life to it. The
nearly four thousand Sitras of Astadhyayr, with hundreds of Paribhasas and
dozens of Nyayas guiding their application, make for an exceedingly

complicated pattern of application, with scope for difference in view
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continuing to this day, at least more than two millennia after Panini composed

the Astadhyayt.

Another application of Abhyasa can be found in the theory of error.
According to Bhartrhari, the truth becomes clearer as more information is
available. In explaining how Sphota gradually manifests (1.82 —1.84), he uses
the example of recitation where a particular paragraph becomes clear after

repeating it ten times.

Just as a paragraph or verse is apprehended after only repeating
it ten times, but not after each repetition, Sphota is apprehended
only after all the Dhvanis are uttered in a sentence. Just like
each recitation makes the paragraph or verse clearer, each
Dhvani makes Sphota clearer, though not completely. Each
previous Dhvani sows the seed for Sphota and all these attain
maturity once the last Dhvani is uttered and Sphota becomes

clearly apprehended. (1.82 — 1.84)

5.4.2 Adrsta

Adrsta is etymologically that which is not seen. In normally usage, this
is used as the synonym of “luck” in Indian languages, but it actually refers to
the results of one’s previous actions. In other words Adrsta is the result of
Karma and is more commonly referred to as Punya and Papa. This is also

established as a separate Pramana by Bhartrhari.

pratyaksamanumanam ca vyatikramya vyavasthitahl.

pitrraksahpisacanam karmaja eva siddhayah 111.36 |l
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The powers of Pitrs, Raksasas and Pisacas are born of their

earlier Karmas and are beyond perception or inference.

Pitrs etc. cognise objects which are otherwise not perceived by
ordinary perception, and can know thoughts, intentions etc. which cannot be
inferred without sufficient indicatory marks. These are some of the “Siddhis”
that they have, which can only be explained as the result of deeds done by
them earlier. The enumeration of this Pramana has its purport in supporting

the next one, which is Yogipratyaksa.

5.4.3 Yogipratyaksa

The concept of Yogipratyaksa is that certain Yogins, through
austerities and the result of previous Karma, attain powers to “see” objects,
events etc. which are distant in time and space, and otherwise not accessible to

ordinary people.

avirbhiitaprakasanam anupaplutacetasam |

atitanagatajnanam pratyaksanna visisyate 11.37 1l

The knowledge of past and future of those [Yogis] whose mind
is unafflicted and in whom the light of knowledge has dawned
is not any different from Pratyaksa, the direct perception of

ordinary people.

atindriyanasamvedyan pasyantyarsena caksusa |

ye bhavan vacanam tesam nanumanena badhate Il 1.38 Il

The words of Rsis who see entities that are beyond sense
organs and are unknowable (or those which cannot be
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experienced as a sensation or feeling) are not thwarted by

Inference.

5.4.4 Pratyabhijia

o~ —

Pramana can be taken to be agreeable to Bhartrhari, because it has been
accepted in the tradition of grammar. Panini himself used the word abhijiia to
application of the Paninisttra 5.4.17 samkhyayah kriyabhyavrttiganane
krtvasuc presupposes Pratyabhijiia. The Sttra ordains the use of krtvasuc after
Sankhya when counting the repetition of actions. Example: paricakrtvo
bhunkte (he eats five times). The Jaiminisitra 1.1.20 sankhyabhavat

corresponds to this Paninisitra, as the Bhasya of Sabarasvamin makes it clear.

astakrtvah gosabda uccarita iti vadanti, na “astau gosabda™ iti.
kimatah yadyevam? anena vacanenavagamyate —

pratyabhijanatiti, vayam tavat pratyabhijanimah.

It is said that the word “cow” has been uttered eight times, not
“eight cow-words”. [The objector enquires] so what? From this

usage, it is understood that the same Sabda is recognised.

Further under the Mahe$varasutra 1. ai un and 2. r lk, Kaiyata shows

Mimamsakas in Varnavada. Thus, it follows that the difference between

8 Meaning of the Siitra: The simple future affix /77 occurs when words denoting recollection

would remember, Devadatta, when we lived in Kashmir.
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Vaiyakaranas and Mimamsakas is not based on a difference about whether the
same Varnas (i.e. Varnajatis) are “recognised”, (i.e. Varnajati is admitted to
have a limited reality by Grammarians) but rather it is based on the existence

(or otherwise, according to Mimamsakas) of Sphota.

5.4.5 Significance of Difference in Pramanas

It is seen that Anupalabdhi is acceptable to Advaita but not to
Vyakaranam, but nothing needs to be made out of it. Bhartrhari views that
both Bhava and Abhava have a similar ontological status, in that both are

mental conceptions.

ekasmadatmano' ananyau bhavabhavau vikalpitau I 3.3.60cd

From the one Atma Bhava (existing entity) and Abhava
(absence or the non-existence of an entity), which are mutually

non-different, are conceived.

On the other hand, the Mimamsakas accepting the reality of existence
of entities are forced to consider absence as a separate category resulting in
acceptance of Anupalabdhi. Advaita does follow Mimamsa in matters of
Vyavahara and accepts the applicability of Anupalabdhi in Vyavaharika
matters. However, there is no difference with Grammarians at the Paramartha
level, on account of accepting this Pramana which is restricted to the

Vyavaharika level.

To be sure, it will be seen that some of the additional Pramanas listed

by Bhartrhari are acceptable to Sankaracarya as well. For instance in the
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Devatadhikarana, while establishing Varnavada, Saﬁkarécérya accepts the

perception of Varnas through Pratyabhijiia, recognition or recollection.

Similarly, he accepts Yogipratyaksam at many places. While
commenting on Mandikyakarika 3.47, where realisation of the Self is
described as akathyam (indescribable, comparable to the asamvedyan of
Bhartrhari in 1.38), Sankaracarya describes the ultimate bliss as
tadyogipratyaksameva (that is Yogipratyaksa only, i.e. perceivable only to
Yogins, not others). A similar usage is found in the commentary on the
Brhadaranyakopanisad Mantra 1.2.1, which describes creation starting with
the statement that “there was nothing here in the beginning” (naiveha
kificanagra asit). This occasions a discussion on how something can be
created from nothing. Sankaracarya presents the view that Cause exists for the
Effect to be produced, and also that the Effect exists but is not perceived. In
this context, he cites Yogipratyaksa in support: yoginam catitanagatajiianasya
satyatvat — as the knowledge of Yogis about past and future is true. Once

again the description is strikingly similar to what Bhartrhari says in 1.37.

Smrtis are eminently acceptable to Sankaracarya as evidenced by the
copious quotations from Smrtis and the fact that the Bhagavadgita, a Smrti, is
considered an important text in the system of Advaita. Adrstam, referred to as
Papa and Punya, is without doubt acceptable to Sankaracarya, because his
entire argument for rejection of Jiianakarmasamuccaya is based on the fact
Karmas give rise to Adrstam, and one has to be born again to enjoy / suffer the
consequences — good or bad — of that. However it is customary to show that
six Pramanas are acceptable to Advaita, may be because Kumarila listed six
Pramanas separately, though he does accept Adrsta, Yogipratyaksa and
Pratyabhijfia (the latter two are included under Pratyaksa and the first one is
nothing but Aptirva).
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However there is one Pramana — Abhyasa — for which this researcher
could not find any indication of acceptance within Mimamsa or Vedanta. It is
also not without implication, in that Abhyasa has some significance as far as
the theory of error is concerned. Then, the difference in number of Pramanas
boils down to the fact Abhyasa accepted as a Pramana by Bhartrhari is not
accepted as such by Sankaracarya which has an implication about the theory

of error acceptable.

5.5 Sabda as Brahman vs. Brahman as Sabda

In Brahmasiitras 4.1.4 and 4.1.5, two aspects of Pratikopasana are
treated. Pratika is a symbol. There are many Upasanas of such symbols taught
in the Sruti. A few are discussed in the fourth Pada of the third Adhyaya,
including Sun, Akasa, Agni, food, mind, Prana, Purusa residing in the eye, the
empty space in heart (Daharakasa) and Om. In all these the Upasaka should
not think of himself as non-different from the Pratika, rather he should think of
himself only as non-different from Brahman (4.1.4); further the Pratika can be
viewed as Brahman, but not the other way round (4.15). Thus, one objection to
the description of Sabdatattvam of Brahman is that Brahman cannot be said to
be of the nature of Sabda, but if Sabda is said to Brahman, Advaitins have no
objections. Similarly if Sabda is taken as a Pratika of Brahman, the seeker
should not identify himself with Sabda, rather he should identify himself with

Brahman, according to the Advaitin.

This gives a clue as to why Sankaracarya had to reject Sphotavada:

Holding Brahman to be Sabda goes against the principles of Pratikopasana. If
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Brahman is said to be of the nature of Sabda, others such as Rasa and Gandha
would follow. Not only will this confuse the seeker, it also goes against the

teaching of the Sutrakara.

5.6 Theory of Error

Theories of Error are much discussed in the Indian Philosophy under
the head of epistemology. For example, Sankaracarya in his Adhyasabhasya
refers to four theories, though not by name: i) Anyathakhyati, ii) Atmakhyati,
111) Akhyati and iv) Asatkhyati. To this list, the v) Anirvacaniyakhyati of

Advaita is added and five Khyatis are listed in a traditional verse.

atmakhyatirasatkhyatirakhyatih khyatiranyathal

tatha’nirvacanakhyatirityetat khyatipaficakam |l

Anyathakhyati, the view of Naiyayikas, is knowing the seashell as
silver due to some defect in the eye etc. Here it is held that what obtains is the
remembrance of the earlier knowledge about silver and not that of the seashell
which is actually present. Atmakhyati is the position of Vijiianavadins
(Buddhists) who hold that everything that exists outside is Vijiiana only.
According to them the silver-consciousness and seashell-consciousness are
mixed up, and silver-consciousness obtains in the place of seashell
consciousness. Akhyati is the concept of Mimamsakas who follow
Prabhakara, who hold that knowing the seashell to be silver is considered as
Bhrama (delusion) of the knower in the world, but in reality there is no
erroneous perception. What actually happens is that the seashell is not

cognised due to some defect in factors concerned, and the remembrance of
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silver seen elsewhere obtains due to some similarities. Asatkhyati is the view
of Buddhist Stinyavadins who hold that neither seashell nor silver exist in
reality and so the error is about something which does not exist. The view of
Sankaracarya is called Anirvacaniyakhyati because silver can neither be
accepted nor rejected. If it is there, then it will not be sublate when true
knowledge obtains; if it were not there, it should not have been perceived.
This description also fits the world, which cannot be said to exist or not exist,

for exactly the same reasons.

The theory of error of Bhartrhari is described as a gradual dawning of
the truth. Various views about Bhartrhari’s theory of error are summarised by
Harold G. Coward and K. Kunjunni Raja (pp. 54 — 58), which in turn is based
primarily on the work of Gaurinath Sastry. In the example of how Sphota is
perceived, it is said that with each subsequent Varna, Sphota becomes clearer

till the last Varna makes it burst forth.

First it is accepted that the seashell-silver analogy or the rope-snake
analogy is similar to how the phenomenal world is perceived in the systems of
both Bhartrhari and Sankaracarya. Then it is said that while in the system of
Sarnkaracarya the error is negated in one stroke, in the case of Bhartrhari the
error is gradually removed. As suggested earlier, the applicability of the

Pramana of Abhyasa here is possible.

While this difference in the process and recognition of the stages is
indeed there, it is noteworthy that dawn of knowledge itself is an
instantaneous event with Bhartrhari as well. Sentence meaning is perceived as
Pratibha, intuition. And in all earlier stages, if the question be asked whether
the knower understands it, the answer has to be given in the negative. In fact

this is often experienced by modern students who read Sanskrit works. Often
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times, the meaning of a sentence is not clear; it becomes less unclear as one
spends more time, till at last the sentence meaning dawns upon the student.
Now, if we ask the student when he did not fully comprehend the sentence, as
to whether he understood the meaning or not, the honest answer has to be
“no”; it is true that his error might be less than that of somebody else, but it is
an error nonetheless. Similarly in the case of a person who mistook a rope to
be a snake in the dark, before he realises that it is a rope, he would get some
doubt, surely, say as to why there is no movement. As time passes he gets
more courage and might do something like shining a torch to ascertain the
fact. During these stages, he is still in error, but the error is progressively
reducing. Such a description would be agreeable to both Advaitins and

Vaiyakaranas.

Thus, while the difference in the model is indeed true, it does not affect
the conclusion or applicability of the analogies to the situation of the world. In
Bhartrhari’s case, the process of grasping Sphota upon hearing a sentence
occasioned the description of the intermediate stages, whereas no such
necessity arises in Advaita. However, sometimes the significance of this

difference is overstated. Coward and Raja write (p54)

Whereas the overcoming of error for Samkara takes a negative

form, for Bhartrhari, it is positive.

This is a clear case of over-reach. On the face of it, it does look like the
Sadhaka makes an attempt to reduce his error and it might look positive, but in
reality it is not. The true import of the above statement is that while for
Sankara Avidyanivrtti (removal of Avidya) is required for proper knowledge,
for Bhartrhari proper knowledge when acquired removes the error. However

such a situation does not obtain. There is no text which when studied would
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remove error according to Bhartrhari. In fact he says (2.233) svayam
vidyopavartate (Vidya shines by itself). As shown in Section 4.14 Brahman is
beyond Sabda starting on p126 of this thesis, according to both Sankaracarya
and Bhartrhari, Brahman cannot be described and therefore there is no positive

way of realising Brahman.
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6. Supplements and Complements

6.1 Difference in Emphasis

When one looks at the two systems which teach Brahman, the
difference in the topics covered and the difference in emphasis is noteworthy.
Advaita, also called Mayavada, seems to be denying the reality of the world,
whereas the world seems to be presented as real in the Vakyapadiya. Similarly
while Bhartrhari explains in the greatest detail how language functions,
Sankaracarya focuses a lot of attention on Sadhana. It will be seen that while
this is no more than a difference in emphasis, the topics so covered are very
complementary, completing what is treated very briefly or not at all in the
other Sastra. In this section, a few examples of difference in emphasis are
briefly discussed, showing the way in which many other such differences in
emphasis in the two systems should be understood as being mutually

complementary, rather than as differences.

6.1.1 Mithyatva vs. Reality of Jagat

As discussed earlier in Section 2.3.6 Multiple levels of Reality (p38),
the concept that Jagat is Mithya is applicable only at the Paramarthika level; at
the Vyavaharika level, i.e. to almost everybody in the universe, it is very much
real. Yet it is commonly believed that Sankaracarya taught the world to be an
illusion. Against this, though Bhartrhari holds similar views about the world, it
is held by some that he portrays the world as a real entity. Thus, while holding
essentially similar positions about the ontological fact, two mutually opposed

labels have come to be stuck to them. This comes about due to the difference
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in elaboration. While Bhartrhari is seen as using more “positive” illustrations
such as Kala being the Siitradhara of the Lokayantra (Vakyapadiya, 3.9.4) or
the waterwheel Vakyapadiya (3.9.14), the rope-snake analogy and such others
of Sankaracarya seem to be emphasising the “negative” aspect. This is not
accidental and flows from the aims of the two Acaryas, as stated in p94 of this
thesis. Bhartrhari’s focus is on how transactions occur in the apparent world,
though the Noumenon is the One, who is never subject to change. On the other
hand, Sankaracarya’s objective is to teach how to remove the Avidya which is
the cause of the perceived multiplicity of the world. Once this fact is realised,
then it is seen that the two approaches are complementary to each other, in the

same manner that Srstikrama and Samharakrama are resorted to in Srividy:?t82

6.1.2 Theory of Language

Historically Vedanta adopted the Theory of Language of the Mimamsa
and Sankaracarya continued the tradition. Later developments such as
Navyanyaya have significantly expanded the horizons of Theory of Language,
with a minute analysis of the usage of language now being made available
from a Realistic school. The language of Navyanyaya has been adopted by
later Advaitins as well, as exemplified by the author of Vedantaparibhasa. An
effective rebuttal of the Realistic point of view on how language operates is
not possible by depending on the Mimamsa framework. The fundamentals of
Nyaya and Mimamsa such as a) nissamanyani samanyani (Or jatau na jatih),
which postulate that Samanya or Jati as a concept within which another

Samanya or Jati is not possible, and b) the Nityata of Jati, are not acceptable to

% Though it is labeled as a Tantra in academic circles, most of the Upasakas of Srividya, at
least in South India, are staunch Advaitins often affiliated to traditional maths like the Srigeri
Math or the Kanchi Math. There, in the Kalpa of Sricakrarcana, the worship is offered in the
two orders stated. This is supposed to make it easier for the seeker to understand the mithyatva
of the phenomenal world.
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Vedanta. As seen from the Vacarambhanasruti (Ch. Up. 6.4.1), quoted and
explained on p120 of this thesis, Brahman remains when Jati vanishes

(Brahman is the firehood of fire, and remains when firehood vanishes).

Such being the situation, there is a ready explanation of how language
operates from the Advaita point of view available in the form of Bhartrhari’s
Vakyapadiya and elaborated by Navyavaiyakaranas such as Kaundabhatta and
Nagesabhatta. Today, when many of India’s best and brightest are accessing
the heritage of India through the medium of English, and not through their
mother tongues, the influence of the Western Philosophy of Language cannot
be ignored. Philosophy in the western world has taken a linguistic turn and has
blossomed from Frege and Russell to Wittginstein to Jacques Derrida. In such
a situation, the western reader or any reader exposed to western philosophy
would also have an interest in approaching the philosophy of Advaita from a
linguistic point of view. For such a person, the Mimamsa framework is more a
hindrance than an aid; they would find in Bhartrhari a sure-footed and reliable
guide to approach Advaita. Many of the recent debates in the western world,
between essentialists and existentialists, between analytical and continental
philosophers, between structuralists and post-structuralists etc. have parallels
in the ancient Indian thought. To anchor Advaita in such a situation, it is much
better to resort to the Theory of Language of the Grammarians rather than that
of Plirvamimamsa. In this way, Sabdadvaita aids the understanding of

Advaita.

6.1.3 Sadhana: Path of Liberation

When it comes to the path of liberation, the Sadhana required,

Bhartrhari has given the broad strokes and no more. The commentators
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elaborate the Sabdayoga to a certain extent but not in great detail. The
following two accounts by Gaurinath Sastri capture just about all the details of

Sadhana that one can glean from Vakyapadiya and commentaries on it.

Bhartrhari tells us that the Ultimate Reality is reached through a
process which he calls communion through word (sabdayoga).
According to the grammarian it is the knowledge of
purification of words (sabdasamskara) which may be described
as the attainment of Supreme Soul. Now what is meant by
purification of words and how is it effected? Purification of
words means discarding unchaste words, by which the
grammarian means apabhramsa forms, and adherence to chaste
words. Punyaraja tells us that strict adherence to chaste forms
gradually results in the emergence of a special kind of merit
leading to permanent spiritual advancement. Use of chaste
words enables us to be initiated into a form of determinate
communion, the determinant being in the nature of word. Such
communion ultimately reveals the Absolute, the principle of
beings, which is the matrix of all changes and origin of the
phenomenal world. Punyaraja adds that with this revelation the
devotee attains the summum bonum of human existence. (1959,

pp 9-10)

The spiritual aspirant reaches the Essence of Speech — the pure
luminous Eternal Verbum, which lies beyond the vital plane
(pranavrttim atikrante) by withdrawing his mind from the
external nature (atmani). This entails the dissolution of
temporal sequence of thought-activity (krama-samhara-

yogena). The purification of the Verbum results from this and
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the aspirant enters into it having severed all his ties with the
material objective plane. This leads him to the attainment of the
internal light and he becomes identical with the undying and
undecaying Spirit, the Word-Absolute. Evidently such a
conception of the individual self as being merged with the
World-Soul, of the unification of the individual consciousness
with the Supreme Consciousness is capable of one
interpretation, viz., the individual has essential identity with the
Absolute beyond which and besides which nothing exists.

(1980, p95)

The idea is that as one employs only Sadhusabdas and ponders over
their nature every time one uses them, say along the lines of every verb being
anchored in time, which is without temporal sequence, or that every Subanta
being used is expressing only one of the Saktis and so on, the reality that
Brahman alone is, will dawn. It is easy to see how this kind of constant
meditation is a very powerful tool because it does not demand a place and
time; when it becomes a habit, one meditates on the nature of Brahman every
time one uses a word — in fact every time that one thinks, for thought happens
in language. Bhartrhari could boldly declare Vyakaranam as the ajihma

rajapaddhatih® to salvation because of this immersive nature of Sabdayoga.

Now what if such an immersive meditation is not possible for the

seeker, who for the most part of his life might speak in modern languages? No

& This should not be misunderstood as Bhartrhari saying that other Upasanas are more
difficult. Sentences like these are called Arthavadas (ex. vayurvai ksepistha devata
[Taittirtyasamhita 2.1.1.1] — Vayu is the fastest to bestow gifts). Such sentences should be
understood as praising the subject matter of the context — in this case, Vyakaranam — and
should not be taken as literally true. In the Vedic sentence, the superlative does not mean that
there is a comparison between Vayu and other deities such as Agni, and it was decided that
Vayu is the fastest.
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other technique is available. This is in contrast to the large number of Vidyas
enunciated in Advaita. For instance two sentences teaching Brahman are
incorporated in Sandhyavandanam (worship offered at dawn, noon and dusk)
— asavadityo brahma and omityekaksaram brahma. \Whereas the former may
invoke the Annamayakosa of Taittiriyopanisad corresponding to the law of
conservation of matter-energy®, the latter might very well invoke
Sabdabrahman himself. Many such Upasanas and Vidyas are mentioned in the
Brahmasiitras, Upanisads and Bhagavadgita. Advaita then offers a rich choice
of meditations to suit a seeker’s situation and inclinations, and so

complements the Sabdayoga favoured by Vyakaranam.

6.2 Results of Karma

While Karma is very much accepted by Bhartrhari (usage of
Sadhusabdas gives rise to Abhyudaya), the logically consequent questions are
not raised or answered. Good Karma or bad Karma is done in many births,
which gets accumulated and is called saficitakarma. One enjoys/suffers a part
of that in this birth and while doing so new Karma is accumulated; so one will
have to be reborn to enjoy / suffer the remainder; in this fashion, the incessant
cycle goes on. How is this cycle to be broken? What happens to all the
accumulated Karma at the time of realising unity with Brahman? Is one

supposed to do Karma or not? These questions are discussed and answered at

8 Brahman is defined as the source, sustenance and destination of all creatures (Brahmasiitras
1.1.2). Creatures are born from matter; they grow by consuming matter and finally dissolve
into matter. Even while all this is happening, food comes from conversion of energy into
matter in plants. In all other processes, matter is being converted into energy. For instance
when some work is done, muscles create potential energy by lifting something; these muscles
are moved by cells which burn fuel in the form of sugar by combining it with the oxygen that
blood supplies; the sugar is nothing but food processed to its essential form as fuel by the
digestive system. All machines work on the same concept. Thus it is the Sun who by
supplying the required energy, keeps the whole system running, who is the source, sustenance
and destination of all creatures. Therefore, asau = this seen, Adityah, brahma = is Brahman.
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length in Advaita. One has to continue doing Karmas till one attains
enlightenment, but without desire (Niskamakarma). Jiiana burns all

accumulated Karma, but Prarabdha has to be enjoyed / suffered.

By providing elaborate answers on such important topics, Advaita
complements Vyakaranadar$ana. As much as Advaita needs Vyakarana to
provide a theory of language, Vyakarana needs Advaita to analyse the
common questions and doubts of seekers in a systematic manner within a

well-structured framework.

6.3 Censure of Tarka

While both schools admit only Reasoning which is not opposed to

Sruti, Bhartrhari offers a logical reason why it is so, in the following Karikas.

dharmasya cavyavacchinnah panthano ye vyavasthitah |

na tan lokaprasiddhatvatkascittarkena badhate 11.3111

Nobody can assail through reasoning the paths of Dharma,
established by unbroken tradition as they are well known in the

world.

This becomes clearer if an example is used. Even if a Carvaka argues
forcibly that Veda is a compiled document and an elaborate sham designed for
the livelihood of priests, and that therefore one need not bother about Punya
and Papa, ordinary people do not accept the argument and will continue to
follow the paths of Dharma. The underlying idea here is that all reasoning and

philosophising will have to ultimately find application in terms of acceptance
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and implementation by people. This could be called the Practicability test. All
ancient Indian schools of thought give very high importance to lokavyavahara
and present models to explain it. Thus the practices remain the same, but the

explanations differ.

avasthadesakalanam bhedadbhinnasu $aktisu |

bhavanamanumanena prasiddhiratidurlabha 11.32 1l

When the potencies of substances vary, due to differences in
their state, place and time, it is difficult to determine their
properties. (If such is the situation with worldly objects,
determining the nature of the One beyond the reach of sense-

organs is well nigh impossible.)

nirjiatasakterdravyasya tam tanarthakriyam prati |
visistadravyasambandhe sa $aktih pratibadhyate 11.33 |l
The capacity of a particular substance, well known in causing

certain effects, is obstructed when it is associated with a special

substance.®®

8 While this criticism is directed against the Vaisesika school of Bhartrhari’s time pointing
out that their knowledge of substances is limited, the main thrust that there are infinite
permutations and combinations of various substances possible and that it is not possible to
determine the properties of all of those, remains applicable today. For instance, even in
modern times, one cannot determine which substances are allergic to a particular person,
without actually testing the combination. In other words, even if we can map the DNA of the
person, and even if we can have a fine analysis of a given substance, it is not possible with the
current state of knowledge, to determine if a substance would trigger an allergic reaction in a
person. Such is the state of knowledge even with respect to inert substances. For instance, this
paragraph (p 35) from Jack A. Collins’ Failure of Materials in Mechanical Design: Analysis,
Prediction and Prevention rev. ed. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1993. Print, is typical of
most materials used in the modern world such as steel: “For example, in 1929 Frenkel utlhzed
a simple atomic model to estimate the theoretical yield strength to be ... around 3 x 10° psi for
steel alloys. Observed yield strength values of one or two orders of magnltude less than this
are commonly observed in the laboratory. Other materials exhibit even greater discrepancies,
ranging to five orders of magmtude in some cases. ” In scientific terms 3 x 10° psi is one order
of magnitude less than 3 x 10° psi, and 3 x 10* is two orders of magnitude lesser. Thus the
actual strength of steel etc. is ten times to hundred times lesser than the theoretical strength.
This happens due to impurities in the material and due to its granular nature. This is a modern
example of remarkable change in properties when a particular Dravya comes in contact with
some other Dravya. Even today, our understanding of materials and properties is a work in
progress.
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yatnenanumito'pyarthah kusalairanumatrbhih|
abhiyuktatarairanyairanyathaivopapadyate I 1.34 Il

Even the meaning reasoned with great effort by skilled
logicians, could be shown to be different by those who are even
more skilled. The purport is that if we are to depend on
reasoning to determine what is Dharma, such an interpretation
is not stable because more skilled logicians might establish it to
be different, and therefore, we should not resort to reasoning to

determine Dharma.

Bhartrhari then cites other Pramanas like Abhyasa and Adrsta, which
have been discussed in Section 5.4 Number of Pramanas starting on p171 of

this thesis. Before, closing the topic he again criticizes Anumana:

hastasparsadivandhena visame pathi dhavata |

anumanapradhanena vinipato na durlabhah 11.42 11

Like a blind man running in an uneven path depending on his
sense of touch, ruination is not difficult for somebody who

makes Anumana his primary Pramana.

In addition to the general refutation of Tarka, Bhartrhari has also
explicitly taken a position that if Tarka is made the main Pramana, ruination is
inevitable. While the position of both the schools of Advaita and Sabdadvaita
is similar on this matter, the arguments forwarded in Vakyapadiya are much

stronger and supplement the position of Advaita.
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6.4 Purport of Veda lies in Brahman

Though Vyakaranam bases itself completely on Sruti, when it comes to
showing support for the final theses from Sruti, or even for Brahman, very
little material is available in the Vyakaranam tradition. In addition to the Srutis
quoted in Section 5.2.4 Reconciliation of Differences starting on p164 of this
thesis, the other Srutis quoted in traditional literature are very rare, except for
an extensive discussion on Srutipramana (pp 27 —42) in the third pariccheda
of the Sphotasiddhi of Bharatamisra. On the other hand, in Advaita dozens of
Abhedasrutis propounding Brahman are quoted and discussed firmly
establishing that the purport of Veda is in Brahman. Even though much of the
discussion is based on the Nyayas of Mimamsa, all the interpretations of
Upanisads by Sankaracarya would be acceptable to a Grammarian. Thus
Advaita is invaluable as a complement to Sabdadvaita, when it comes to

establishing Brahman from Sruti.

6.5 Explanation of Kala, Dik etc.

The perceived reality of the world is based on the fact that both time
and space are accepted as real. What if these two were not real? This is what
causes difficulty in understanding Advaita. All notions of Realism are not
possible, if time and directions / space, called Kala and Dik were to be
imaginary. In fact it is difficult to even conceive a situation devoid of time and
space, much less communicate. In fact Bhartrhari says that Vyavahara is not
possible even for a Pandita without using these concepts (see translation of
3.6.19 given below). Yet these concepts are not explained at any great length

in Advaita. It is stated very briefly in the commentary of Sankaracarya on

2.3.7:
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etena dikkalamanahparamanvadinam karyatvam vyakhyatam.

By this it is explained that Dik (direction), Kala (time), Manas

(mind), Paramanu (atom) and others are effects.

This occurs in the last Sttra of the Viyadadhikaranam (2.3.1 — 2.3.7)
where the question of whether Akasa is created or not is taken up (others like
Naiyayikas treat Akasa as Nitya, because it does not have avayavas, and is
hence uncreated). The Adhikaranam presents Sruti statements and arguments
to show that Akasa is indeed a Vivarta of Brahman. One of the arguments is
that it is an effect (Karya), and all effects are by definition created. This
argument is extended to other entities held to be Nitya by other systemists.
The treatment of space in this Adhikarana, when compared to the treatment of
direction in Diksamuddesa shows how each Sastra supplements and

complements the other.

Sarnkaracarya relies on Sruti and acute reasoning to prove that space
was created. In comparison, Bhartrhari examines how Dik, Kala etc. are
essential for Vyavahara and reconciles this apparent reality with the Siddhanta
view that Dik is without differentiation, and is a Sakti of Brahman even as he
shows that neither the Vaisesika view nor the Vijhanavadin view is tenable.
Thus if one wants “proof” in a formal way, Brahmasitrabhasya is a great
resource, whereas to gain an understanding of these concepts, and to know the
method of dealing with these apparent realities like Space and Time while
reconciling them to the ultimate Reality of only Brahman being true,
Vakyapadiya is of great help. Two verses are quoted below, to give a feel of
the approach of Bhartrhari. First, he shows that these concepts are

indispensable in Vyavahara.
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samkaro vyavaharanam prakrteh syadviparyaye |

tasmat tyajanniman dharman® punarevavalambate 113.6.191

There would be confusion in Vyavahara if the opposite of the
natural state is accepted. Therefore, even the one who gives up

these categories like direction and space, resorts to them again.

This is a good example of the so-called “positive bias” of Bhartrhari.
Here, he is actually saying that though direction, space etc. are not true at the
Paramarthika level, they are essential in the plane of Vyavahara, but the choice
of words — prakrteh viparyaye (something other than the natural state of
affairs) — emphasises that Vyavahara is seen as real. However if this “natural
state of affairs” were the true state, i.e. with temporal sequence in Kala and
dimensional difference in Dik, there would be no need for him to explain in
Brahmakanda 1.2 that the One Brahman is said to be many (ekameva
yadamndtam bhinnam) and that though Brahman is not different from Saktis
(aprthaktve’ pi Saktibhyah), It is situated as if different from Saktis
(prthaktveneva vartate). It may also be noted that designation of Vyavahara as
sat is also to be found in Vedanta as shown in Section 2.3.7 Two levels of
Unreal starting on p41 of this thesis. Thus showing the need for Vyavahara,
Bhartrhari presents the Siddhanta that Dik, though one, is supposed to be

many due to the adjuncts.

tasyastu $akteh purvadirbhedo bhavantarasrayah!

bhinna diktena bhedena bhedayaivopakalpate 113.6.201l

8 bhavan is another reading found, for instance in the text commentated by Pandit
Raghunatha Sharma.
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The difference of anterior and posterior in that Sakti (i.e. Dik)
Is based on other objects. By that difference, the differentiated

Dik is being supposed, for the sake of the differentiated world.

Here again the choice of the verb used “upakalpate” (to be suitable for,
to take the form of) is quite different from the terms found in Advaita such as

adhydasa, superimposition, and shows the “positive bias” of Bhartrhari.

In this way, the two schools complement and supplement each other,
with one giving the formal proofs, and the other presenting a detailed model to
help understand fundamentally unsettling notions such as time without
sequence. This is seen clearly in the case of Kala. In the Kalasamuddesa, we
have a most detailed presentation of how Time is not real apart from Brahman,
that it is without sequence etc., and how such an entity is related to Vyavahara.
Even after noting the difference in views about the model, Saktis of Brahman
vs. Maya, elaborated in Section 5.3 Maya / Avidya vs. Saktis of Brahman
(Kala, Dik, Kriya etc.), starting on p169 of this thesis, it cannot be denied that
Vakyapadiya’s treatment of time would be helpful in understanding how the
concept called Kala operates and therefore how the true nature of that concept

as one without sequence could be realised.

6.6 Refutation of views of Opponents

While establishing one’s own Siddhanta, it is required to refute other
Sastras as well. A beginner who reads various views on a particular topic, say
on what exactly Sabda denotes will be convinced with whatever Sastra he

reads. When a different Sastra is read on the same issue, the other view seems
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very convincing. For instance the presentation of the view that Sabda is Nitya
in Mimamsa, and the view of Nyaya that Sabda is Anitya are equally
convincing. Only when the student realises that both systems refer to different
entities by the word Sabda can reconciliation become possible. At other times
such reconciliation would not be possible, say between Buddhist Apoha and
the Jativada of Mimamsa. In such cases it is easy for many to be confused

when presented with concepts from other Sastras.

To avoid this possibility, the key arguments of other Sastras are
presented and refuted in Sastras so that the correct path is shown to the
student. Of course, not all objections could be anticipated and that is how the
body of literature multiplies. As an example, if we see the literature on Apoha,

the development may be depicted as shown below.

There is a controversy about the relative dates of Vacaspati Misra and
Jayanta Bhatta; the date of Dinnaga is difficult to determine exactly and so on.
Even so, the broad chronological arrangement is in line with present
scholarship, and reflects the main point being made about the multiplication of
literature based on formulation-refutation-defence-refutation-rejoinder-
refutation etc. pattern. The dates of Buddhist writers and Udyotakara are from
Dunne (87), and Vacaspati Misra and Jayanta Bhatta from Nakamura (Vol. 1,
p 65). Regarding Kumarila Bhatta, Ganganatha Jha (xliv) and tradition
consider him a senior contemporary of Sankaracarya, but his date is shown

here going by the date of Santaraksita taken from Dunne.
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Buddhist Writers on Apoha Nyaya / Mimamsa Writers

AD

Dignaga formulates Apoha
450

500 Udyotakara criticises Dignaga's view
Bhavaviveka develops a similar theory
550

Dharmakirti (DK) reformulates Apoha 600

650
Devendrabuddhi, comm. of DK
Sakyabuddhi, comm. of DK 700 Kumrila refutes Apoha
Santaraksita (SK) - refutes Kumarila
Kamalasila — comm. of SK 750

800

850 Vacaspati Miéra criticises Santaraksita
Jayanta Bhatta criticises Santaraksita

900

950

Karnakagomin

JAdnasrimitra 1000
Ratnakirti composes Apohasiddhi

Moksakaragupta 1050

1100

It may not be thought that extensive refutation of other schools is an
innovation of Sankaracarya in Advaita, in line with the general practices of the
day because the refutation is that of Siitrakara, Badarayana himself. The fourth
Pada of the first Adhyaya and the first two Padas of the second Adhyaya are
mainly devoted to refutation of other schools, though the opponent makes an

appearance in every Adhikarana. This focus on refutation is usually not seen
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in Vakyapadiya or the Mahabhasya. While we do find refutation of other
views the rule is to accommodate the views of other schools as well, and
refutation is done only when absolutely necessary. The lack of refutation of
other schools, however, could give rise to confusion. In this matter, extensive
material is available in Advaita to remove the confusion of the seeker about
difficult concepts like Vivarta of Brahman, multiple levels of reality and so on.

In this way, Advaita bolsters the arguments of Vyakarana.

6.7 Positive presentation of Advaita

Bhartrhari shows how Advaita can be presented in a “positive” manner
without focussing on the illusory nature of world. While this is not desirable
for proponents of Advaita, as Vairagya (detachment), an important
prerequisite for Moksa would not be generated by such a presentation, a
positive presentation is still useful for beginners because it takes the student
from the seen, real world to the unseeable Real One in a gradual manner. It is
common in both traditional schools and modern universities to introduce
Advaita through a Prakaranagrantha like Vedantasara (summarised in Section
2.2 Summary of Vedantasara starting from p11 of this thesis),
Vedantaparibhasa (suitable for those trained in Nyaya), Upadesasahasri,
Vivekacudamani and Vedantaparicadasi where the Siddhanta is presented
without getting into too many intricacies of refutation of other schools. The

student is expected to study the Sastra in more detail at a later stage.

A similar role may be played by Sphotavada. Introduction to the
philosophy of Grammarians would help the student to intuitively understand

the relative reality of the world and its evolution from the Absolute. This
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increases Sraddha and aids understanding. For a student who approaches
philosophy in middle life or later, this approach is even more appropriate.
Advaita would be more easily internalised by a person who is trained to
understand that this world is a Vivarta of Brahman, that every word denotes
Brahman, that Jati is a superimposition on it and therefore affixes like tva and
tval, that Kala, Dik, Kriya and Karaka are Saktis, that they are seen as many
due to adjuncts, and that Akhandavakyartha is what is real. In this way,

Vakyapadiya complements Advaita in a practical manner.

6.8 Summary

From the foregoing discussion, it is seen that on one hand,
Advaitadar§ana supports Vyakaranadarsana in terms of describing the various
Upasanas, working out the relationship between Karma and Jfiana, in showing
Sruti sentences to support the Siddhanta, in showing that the purport of Veda
is in Brahman and in refutation of views of opponents. On the other hand,
Vyakaranam in turn bolsters Advaita by providing an Idealistic theory of
language, by censure of Tarka, by providing detailed explanations of tricky
concepts like direction and time and by portraying Advaita and the seen world
more “positively”. There are other such aspects (such as the detailed
description of result — phala — that accrues by following various Upasanas, or
the Nyayas useful in deciding the meaning of a sentence) which need to be

seen as mutually complementary and supplementary.

To summarise, where Saﬁkarﬁcﬁrya establishes the DarSana of Advaita
in its full glory, and supplies all the essential elements that the establishment

of a Dars$ana requires, Bhartrhari provides the Linguistic Framework, which is
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so important to show how Advaita is tenable and also provides for an alternate
presentation without the so-called negative aspects, which have become very

prominent in Advaita.
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7. Conclusion

In the preceding chapters, after presenting the systems of Advaita and
Sabdadvaita, the similarities between the systems have been discussed at

length. It was shown that the following are common to both the schools:

e Brahman is the Highest Principle

e Brahman and Atma are identical

e One Brahman is perceived as manifold due to Avidya
e Vivartavada — the world is a Vivarta of Brahman

e Sruti is the Highest Pramana

e Only Srutyanugrhitatarka is acceptable

e Sruti is an Upaya to know Brahman

e Sabda is Nitya

e Jagat is born from Sabda

e There are different levels of Reality

e Bahyartha is secondary

e In the Paramarthika view, Jati is not real

e Srsti, Sthiti and Laya occur in a cycle

e Brahman is beyond Sabda

e Brahman, the True Reality is taught through untrue devices

e Akhandavakyartha alone is real

In the above, some of the positions are disputed by other scholars.
Some say that Avidya is very different for Bhartrhari compared to
Sankaracarya. Others have argued that the Vivartavada is similar to Abhasa of
Kashmiri Saivism, whereas yet others opined that the Vivarta is of the
Prakriya of Jagat, and not Jagat itself and hence has different implications.

Similarly the Sabdaprabhavatvam of Jagat could be said to be quite different
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in Sphotavada and Advaita. That Bahyartha is secondary in Advaita is not
immediately apparent and some prefer Bhagalaksana instead of
Akhandvakyartha. Against these positions it was shown that these should be

seen as similarities, rather than differences.

In terms of differences, it was shown that notwithstanding the attempts
of scholars to deny the refutation of Sphota by Sankaracarya in
Devatadhikaranam, it is a fact that Sankaracarya has roundly rejected Sphota.
It was also shown that this criticism occurs at an unusual place, is not
occasioned by any hindrance caused by Sphota to the Siddhanta, and that
tradition holds that refutation is meant to preclude Rasabrahman,
Gandhabrahman etc. It was further shown that other criticisms of Sphota by
Acaryas of Advaita tradition are based on the Varnavada of Mimamsa (which
is what Sankaracarya does in Devatddhikaranam), or is based on a different
notion of what Sabda is, or that it is ineffective. Further the principles of
Pratikopasana were pointed out and it was shown that while it is acceptable to

the Advaitin to posit Sabda as Brahman, the reverse is not agreeable.

The number of Pramanas agreeable to the two schools was discussed
and it was shown that effectively Abhyasa, agreeable to Bhartrhari, is about
the only difference and that this has implication for the theory of error. The
proposed difference in the theories of error was shown not to be material. As a
result the irreconcilable differences that remain are the refutation of Sphota by

Sankaracarya and the principles of Pratikopasana.

Another major difference noted is the difference between Saktis of
Brahman expounded by Bhartrhari and Maya of Advaita. The differences in
the model of reality are substantial in that Saktis are real, the same as Brahman

and plural, whereas Maya cannot be said to be real (it is indescribable) and
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Sankaracarya does not state anything about the unity or plurality of Avidya.
Similarly where Kalasakti is described as both the “creator” and as

independent, such description would not fit Maya.

A Samanvaya would be offered in this Chapter which will show how
to site these three differences. While it has been shown that Advaita and
Vyakarana are mutually supplementary and complementary in the sixth
chapter, the actual situation is that while Vyakaranam would accept Advaita
without hesitation, the reverse is not true. It is suggested in the section after
Samanvaya that for this to happen, Sabdabrahman should be seen as the
Lower Brahman. The implication that the same would not be acceptable to
Bhartrhari is discussed in the section after that, before closing the thesis with
the proposal that Sphotavada may be seen as the substitute for Bhattanayah,

which also would be the one major area for future research.

7.1 Samanvaya

The so called differences, between Kalasakti and Maya, discussed in
Section 5.3 Maya / Avidya vs. Saktis of Brahman (Kala, Dik, Kriya etc.)
starting on p169 of this thesis, can also be seen as mutually complementary
aspects. Indeed, this is the Samanvaya that is proposed in this thesis. When
every way of teaching Brahman is not real and ultimately only an Upaya, then
obviously there would be differences in different ways of approaching
Brahman. If the Ajativada of Gaudapadacarya is at one extreme, the realistic
model of Bhartrhari would be at the other. Each would be valid and true from

a particular view point. The models might be different but that does not make
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the entity being taught about any different, nor does it mean that the

differences are irreconcilable

Three different ways of reconciliation are possible. Two of them are
noted by Gaurinath Sastri (1959, footnote 57, pp. 13 - 15) based on the
commentary of Punyaraja and the commentary of Helaraja, and the third is a

suggestion of this researcher. The view of Helaraja is:

Helaraja appears to suggest that the grammarian acknowledges
both kalasakti and avidyasakti and that they have different
functions. Thus while kalasakti holds the phenomena in
temporal succession, avidyasakti shuts out the vision of the
Absolute and projects the phenomenon®’. ... But Helaraja

maintains in positive terms that both the powers are false — in

8 Here Gaurinath Sastri quotes (1959, p14) the following sentences of Helaraja (page
numbers have been changed based on Pandit Raghunatha Sharama’s edition of Vakyapadiya
Vol. 3, Part 1):

tatraiva kramabhasanam kalakhyasvatantryaSaktikrtameva (on 3.3.83, p331) (there, the
appearance of temporal sequence is due to the independent Sakti called Kala)

aprakasastu tamo’ vidya (on 3.2.7, p 204) (darkness is Avidya)

sarvasmin paridysyamanabhedajate svabhavat parmartharipat

andadiniyatisaktiniyamiteyam avidyavasanmaryada vyavastha nandariapa drsyate. (on 3.3.65,
p315) (Even though all the seen world with apparent difference is in the ultimate viewpoint —
and not in the view where various Jatis are co-existent — by nature is of one form, i.e.
constituting of Brahman alone, a differentiated existence in the form of Bhava, Abhava etc.
obtains in various conceptions due to Avidya which is governed by the Sakti of the
beginningless entity which is fundamentally and by its own nature inevitably found). Here the
description of Avidya as anddi-niyati-sakti-niyamita indicates that in the view of Helaraja,
Avidya is the Sakti of an entity which is Niyati, i.e. Adrsta. Pandit Raghunatha Sharma
explains this niyati as niyamyate svasrayesu dharmavisesa yaya sa niyatih adystam
svabhavariipa prakrtirva iti kavyaprakasiyamangalapadyavydakhyavasare pradipah,
interpreting niyati as I$vara, rather than as Adrsta or Prakrti might be more appropriate in the
present context.

krame’ pi brahmana bhedavabhasanamavidyakytam . This researcher is unable to decipher
this sentence. Probably it is an error. According to Pandit Raghunatha Sharma, the sentence is
akrame 'pi brahmani bhedavabhasanamavidyakytam (on 3.3.83, p331) (Apparent perception
of difference in the Brahman without temporal sequence is due to Avidya), which is
appropriate for the context.
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fact, he believes that all powers are false ( ... anirvacya eva

bhedabhedabhyam sarvah $aktayah, Op. cit. p. 172)%

The view ascribed to Helaraja above, that “both the powers are false”
is not what results from the text, or the context. The correct translation of the
text is: “all Saktis are indescribable on account of difference and non-
difference.” The context is the Karika (3.6.27) being explained. The first half
of the Karika says that there is no difference in Saktis (na Saktinam tatha
bhedah), as is to be found with the possessors of Saktis, i.e. objects like pot
and cloth (yatha saktimatam sthitih). The idea is that a pot is different from a
cloth, but their capacities are not different from their base. So there is no
difference in Saktis. The second half of the Karika says that “but in the world,
unity or non-difference is not seen in the forms of these Saktis” (na ca
laukikamekatvam tasamatmasu vidyate). It has been shown in the
Sadhanasamuddesa that a pot has many Saktis like that of being an agent, of
being an object, of being an instrument etc. In any given usage only one of
these Saktis is spoken of (such as “the pot is empty”, “bring the pot”, “pour
water with the pot™ ...), so it cannot be said that Saktis are one with the object.
This is the context in which Helaraja says that Saktis cannot be spoken of as
either being different or non-different from the underlying base. In fact
Helaraja mentions this while introducing the Karika by saying saktesca
bhedabhedavicaranarhata ityaha (and since there is the ineligibility of
discussion of Bheda and Abheda of Saktis [from their base], [Acarya
Bhartrhari] says). Gaurinath Sastri also misses out the generalised conclusion

that Helaraja draws from the above discussion. Helaraja writes:

® This is found in p84 of Pandit Raghunatha Sharma’s edition, Vol. 3, Part 2, in the
commentary on 3.6.27.
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ata evavidyasaktirbrahmano bhedam na vidhatte, yena
dvaitapattih (Helaraja’s comm. on 3.6.27, Diksamuddesa, p84

of Pandit Raghunatha Sharma’s ed., Vol. 3, Part 2)

Therefore, the Avidyasakti of Brahman does not render

difference, by which there could be the peril of duality.

From here extension to the concept of Avidya being neither different
nor non-different from Brahman, is but one step. However Gaurinath Sastri
completely misses out on this reasoned conclusion based on the Karika by
Bhartrhari. After continuing the discussion about Bhartrhari’s philosophy and
differentiating it from Sankaracarya, he passes the following remarks (1959,

p24):

... The commentators, however, have read Sankara’s ideas into
the text. They define the relation between the Brahman and the
powers as anirvacya, that is to say, logically indefinable as
identity or non-identity, as real or not real. (As proof he quotes
— in footnote 93 — two sentences, the one quoted immediately
above in this thesis, and the sentence from Punyaraja’s
commentary on 1.4: tattvabhyanyatvabhyam sattvasattvabhyam
canirvacya Saktiripa — present researcher.) But we have not
been able to light upon a single word in the text of Bhartrhari
that can lend the remotest countenance to such an
interpretation. Bhartrhari has not declared that the Powers of
the Absolute are not real. On the contrary he is unmistakably
positive that the Powers of the Eternal Verbum are eternally

real and eternally present in the relation of identity.
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In coming to the above conclusion, the learned Professor, Gaurinath
Sastri, seems to have overlooked two aspects. Firstly, in a Sastragrantha, when
something is not specifically mentioned by the original author, it is the
commentator’s prerogative to explicate. Those commentaries which are useful
(i.e. which give the needed clarifications and nothing else) survive the ravages
of time, others do not. The only reasonable test is that the commentator’s view
must be in consonance with that of the original author. Such an agreement has
been shown in Helaraja’s commentary on 3.6.27 connecting it to the view that
Saktis and Avidya are indescribable. Thus, the denial of even lending of the
“remotest countenance” to this view is unfounded. Secondly, the compound
tattvanyatve does not necessarily mean real and unreal, it could also mean
Brahman and not-Brahman. Further ontological existence and conceptual
existence are not the same. For instance in Advaita, as mentioned in Paragraph
10. (p13) of Section 2.2 Summary of Vedantasara, Ajiiana (=Avidya) is a
Bhavapadartha, i.e. it is not the absence of the counterpositive, Vidya, but is a
positive entity conceptually, though the question of whether it exists or not is
unanswerable (for reasons mentioned in the presentation of the
Anirvacaniyakhyati of Sankaracarya in Section 5.6 Theory of Error starting on

p180 of this thesis).

Even if there is some disagreement, the views of Gaurinath Sastri on
the resolution offered by Helaraja may still be considered. The resolution

offered is that Kalasakti and Avidya are different entities.

The second resolution, by Punyaraja (according to Gaurinath Sastri,

1959, fn 57, pp. 13 — 15) is that both Kalasakti and Avidya are the same:

It is interesting to note that Punyaraja seems to identify

Kalasakti with avidya as in the system of Sankara. It is
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extremely difficult to ascertain the status of Kalasakti and also
of Avidya (or Avidyasakti) in the system of the grammarian and
whether they are identical or different. . . . In the commentary
on the opening verse of the Vakyapadiya, he speaks of avidya
as a power of the Absolute which gives rise to the phenomenal
order of plurality. It is indubitably certain that this phenomenal
plurality has no independent status of its own apart from the
Absolute in and from which it emerges into being. It is asserted
that the Absolute is one, undivided essence but comes to
assume manifold forms by reason of a multiplicity of powers
which are not only inherent in the Absolute but also spoken to
be non-disparate. The disparity is only an appearance. In the
third verse the plurality of powers is definitely asserted to be
bound up with and derived from Kalasakti. Again, in the fourth
verse, the multiform manifestation of the Absolute as enjoyer,
enjoyment and the object of enjoyment — in other words, as
subject, object and cognition — is asserted to be due to
Kalasakti. Thus Kalasati is virtually observed to be the primal
and original power. And avidya also is asserted to be the power
of the Brahman which makes plurality possible. The taciturnity
of Punyaraja regarding the status of these two powers makes it

difficult to ascertain whether the two are identical or different.

The third way of resolution would be to treat the Saktis as being the
Saktis of I¢vara, the Lower Brahman. By implication, it would mean that
Sabdabrahman then has to be equated with the Lower Brahman. These would

be discussed in the next two sections.
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Having thus shown that the differences in models are reconcilable, the
position arising from Pratikopasana that Brahman cannot be seen as Sabda,
and the fact of refutation of Sphota by Sankaracarya remain to be resolved, if a
Samanvaya is to be achieved. The third position suggested above, that
Sabdabrahman be considered as the Lower Brahman, is also effective in
resolving the present differences. This aspect would be discussed in some

detail in the next section.

7.2 Sabdabrahman as Lower Brahman

It is well known that Sankaracarya accepts two Brahmans. In the

commentary on 4.3.14, Sankaracarya accepts two Brahmans and defines them:

Kim dve brahmani paramaparam ceti? badham dve — ‘etadvai
satyakama param caparam ca brahma yadomkarah’ (Pr. Up.
5.2) ityadidarsanat. Kim punah param brahma kimaparamiti,
ucyate — yatra avidyakrtanamariipadivisesapratisedhad
asthuladisabdairbrahmopadisyate, tatparam; tadeva yatra
namariipadivis§esena kenacidvisistam upasanayopadiSyate —
‘manomayah pranasariro bharapah’ (Ch. Up. 3.14.2)

ityadisabdaih, tadaparam.

Parvapaksin: Then, do you accept two Brahmans, the Higher
Brahman and the Lower Brahman?

Siddhantin: Very well, two it is, on account of Srutis like
“Satyakama, this [Brahman], which is Highest and Lower, is

indeed the symbol Om”(Pr. Up. 5.2).
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Opponent: What, then, is the Highest Brahman and what is the
Lower Brahman?

Siddhantin: That Brahman which is taught by prohibition of
qualifications such as name and form caused by Avidya, and
that which is taught by words like asthiilam (not gross), that is
the Highest Brahman. The very same entity with name and
form, when qualified by anything, and taught for the sake of
meditation, like the Brahman taught in the Sruti “that which is
one with Manas, that which has Prana for its body, and

radiance as form” (Ch. Up. 3.14.2) that is the Lower Brahman.

The Lower Brahman called Sagunabrahman or I$vara (personal god) is
usually the focus of various meditations. Apart from the Vidyas taught in
Sastra, the personal god worshipped by normal people is also this I$vara,
variously called Brahma, Visnu, Mahes$vara, Indra, Agni, Vayu and so on. The
Advaitin is not very particular about the name and form used to describe the

Lower Brahman. And, if it be Sabdabrahman there would be no objection.

Still the question might arise as to what the Pramana is for such a
position. One cannot postulate whatever one fancies, in order to reconcile
differences. True, one would need support from Sruti and Smrti, for which one

need not look beyond the following.
dve brahmani veditavye §abdabrahma param ca yat|

$abdabrahmani nisnatah param brahmadhigacchati |l

(Maitryupanisat, 6.22 and Mahabharata 12.224.60)
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Two Brahmans are to be known — Sabdabrahman and
Parabrahman. The one who is deeply versed in Sabdabrahman

attains the Parabrahman.

This could not be stated in plainer language, or more directly. Further,
within Vakyapadiya, Bhartrhari talks only about three levels of Vak —

Pasyanti, Madhyama and VaikharT, but not about Para®®, the highest stage.

vaikharya madhyamayasca pasyantyascaitadadbhutam|
anekatirthabhedayastrayya vacah param padam 111.1431%°
This wondrous Sastra of Vyakarana is the best means to know
Sabda, differentiated at many places and in the forms of

Vaikhari, Madhyama and Pasyanti.

Though it is well known that Vak has four stages, only three stages are
mentioned by Bhartrhari, and the fourth stage Para is omitted. It is said that
this is so because the fourth being the Parabrahman is beyond language and
cannot be described. Thus on the basis of Sruti and Sastra, it is known that
Sabdabrahman corresponds to the Lower Brahman described by Sankaracarya.
It is significant that in the Sruti that Sankaracarya quotes in support of two
Brahmans — Para and Apara — the Pratika used for Brahman is om.
Additionally, Srutis such as those quoted in support of Sabdabrahman in
Section 5.2.4 Reconciliation of Differences starting on p164 , of this thesis are
all interpreted by the Advaitin as referring to the Lower Brahman. Since Sabda

is well known as a Pratika in Sastra, the Upasana of Sabdabrahman — i.e.

8 Strictly speaking, it is not true. From the first verse anadinidhanam onwards the highest
stage, Para is indeed described, according to the tradition of Grammarians. The presentation
here is from an Advaita point of view.

% Numbering is as per the Telugu Akademi edition. In Pandit Raghunatha Sharma’s edition,
the same Karika is 1.142.
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Sabdayoga — would be as per the tenets of Sastra and would find place

amongst other Brahmavidyas like Avasthatrayapariksa or Pafncakosavidya.

Sankaracarya’s refutation of Sphota would then be taken an indication

to know that Sabdabrahman cannot be worshipped as the Highest Brahman.

7.3 Is Sabdabrahman the Lower Brahman for Bhartrhari?

It might be very well from an Advaitin’s point of view to posit
Sabdabrahman as the Lower Brahman, but the question of whether such a
proposition would be agreeable to Bhartrhari needs to be examined. The best
way to do this is to examine the statements available in Vakyapadiya
regarding Brahman and see if they refer to the Lower Brahman or the Highest
Brahman. While some of Bhartrhari’s statements can be taken as referring to
the Lower Brahman, at many instances he refers only to the Highest Brahman.
So the idea of Sabdabrahman as the Lower Brahman would not be acceptable

to Bhartrhari.

However this does not pose a problem to the present context. The
Samanvaya proposed is from an Advaita point of view; i.e. it is being
suggested that Sabdadvaita, as applicable at the level of Lower Brahman, is
agreeable to Advaita. Now, for the Grammarian, there is no denial that
Sabdadvaita also applies at the level of I$vara, upto which point the Advaitins
are in agreement with the Vaiyakarana. When the application is extended to
Parabrahman, the refutation by Sankaracarya will stop Advaitins from
accepting the extension. On the reverse side, there would be no reservations

for the Grammarian. Grammarians recognize that Vyakarana is both a
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Vedanga and a Dar$ana and so are always accommodative of viewpoints of
other schools. As seen in Vakyapadiya at various places, the concepts are
explained according to the positions of different schools — whether they be
dualistic schools or Stinyavada schools; in such a situation the additional
material made available by Advaita would be welcomed with open arms by
the Grammarian. However in terms of Upasana, Sabdayoga would be
recommended as the preferred method, but difference in methods of

meditation was never a reason to say that there is a difference in theses.

Thus we see that if Advaitins accept Sabdabrahman as the Lower
Brahman, there would be no problem to either side. The advantage is that a
most advanced theory of language, completely in sync with Advaita, becomes
available as set out in the next section. Additionally, one more way of
explaining the non-eternality of the apparently real world becomes available,
which is especially useful for those approaching Advaita in a non-traditional

manner.

7.4 Sphotavada as a substitute of Bhattanayah

For nearly a thousand years, the standard position of Advaita was
vyavahare bhattanayah (the system of Kumarilabhatta is to be followed at the
Vyavaharika level). Though there were deviations in different sub-schools,
this generally held true. The phrase was first used by Citsukhacarya in his
Tattvapradipika (p 155) in support of Abhihitanvayavada: vyavahare
bhattanaya ityangikarat (since it has been accepted that the system of
Kumarilabhatta is to be followed at the Vyavaharika level). There he shows

two reasons in support. First is that Sankaracarya himself supports
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Abhihitanvayavada; the second reason is that both Bhattas and Advaitins

accept Laksana in Vakyartha.

Citsukhacarya quotes the following sentence of Sankaracarya from the

Samanvayadhikaranam (1.1.4)

na ca tadgatanam padanam brahmasvartipavisaye niscite
samanvaye' vagamyamane arthantarakalpana yukta,
srutahanyasrutakalpanaprasangat.

[Context: Sankaracarya while explaining the meaning of the
Sttra tattusamanvayat 1.1.4, as “the purport of all Vedic
sentences is Brahman” quotes five sentences in support and
then states:] It is not proper to concoct another meaning when
the words in those sentences are well understood and
established as having their purport in denoting the nature of
Brahman, as it will result in contradiction of what is stated, and

in imagining what has not been stated.

Thus in sentences like “sadeva somya idamagra asit ekamevadvitiyam”
(Ch. Up. 6.2.1) and “brahmaivedamamrtam purastat” (Mu. Up. 2.2.12),
Sankaracarya’s contention is that the word “sat” and “brahma” denote
Brahman. Since the meaning of words is being talked of without their
correlation to the rest of the words in the sentence, Citsukhacarya states that
Sankaracarya accepts Abhihitanvayavada. Similarly, the Bhatta school’s
procedure of first determining the meanings of words and then arriving at the
meaning of sentence as Laksana is followed as seen in the determination of
tattvamasi in paragraphs 25. and 26. on p19 in Section 2.2 Summary of

Vedantasara of this thesis.
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One can imagine a number of reasons for this position of Advaita. First
and foremost is that both Sastras are concerned with fixing the meaning of
Veda; secondly, both take Sabda to be Nitya; thirdly, Sruti is given the highest
importance in both systems; and so on. Yet, this similarity does not hold
throughout; so the nayah was restricted to Vyavahara. This restriction is not a
great constraint because all discussions about Pramanas have to necessarily
happen at the Vyavaharika level. Thus Advaita follows the system of
Mimamsa, especially with reference to theory of language in its discussion,

practically everywhere.

Meanwhile, a number of developments happened within India and
elsewhere after Sankaracarya’s time. Firstly, the growth of Mimamsa Dar$ana
slowed down as Yajfias became rarer and rarer, and even studying the Veda
became less common. At the same time, Nyaya and Vaisesika got fused into
Navyanyaya which blossomed in India during the second millennium after
Christ and developed its own unigue style of precisely signifying various
objects and properties. By the fifteenth century authors of other schools started
using the language of Navyanyaya, for instance, Dharmarajadhvarindra in
Vedantaparibhasa and Kaundabhatta in Bhiisanasara etc. During the same
period Advaita literature also has witnessed a huge amount of productivity
with emergence of two schools and the multiplication of sub-commentaries,
independent treatises, and polemical works. Within Vedanta, many branches
like Visistadvaita, Dvaita and Suddhadvaita evolved. Yet, the position

vyavahare bhattanayah continues

It will be observed that even as opponents of Advaita emerged within
the Vedanta school, their tool kit has also been tremendously developed in

Navyanyaya. This has given rise to some difficulties in refuting newer
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criticisms, especially those based on use of language. The example of the
doctrine of Akhandartha was discussed earlier in Section 4.16
Akhandavakyartha starting on p129 of this thesis showing how Varnavada

became restrictive.

Along with the developments in India, there was tremendous growth in
philosophy in Europe during the Renaissance which developed in
sophistication during the bountiful years of Industrial revolution. Then, in the
twentieth century, Philosophy in the West took a “linguistic turn”. From the
time of Raja Ram Mohan Roy, an increasing number of Indian thinkers began
writing about philosophy in English, in the process trying to engage with new
thoughts emerging in the west. One such example of a deeply learned scholar
dealing with later developments in India and abroad and finding it difficult to
refute the criticisms within the Mimamsa-framework of language is given

below as an illustration.

S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri is a scholar renowned for his translation of
Paramarthasara (of AdiSesa, a very early manual of Advaita on the lines of
Mandiikyakarika and Sankhyakarika), Bhamati (on Catussitri),
Vivaranaprameyasangraha (of Bharatitirtha), Vedantaparibhasa (of
Dharmarajadhvarindra) and Siddhantalesasarngraha (of Appayya Diksita) in
Advaita; Manameyodaya (of Narayanabhatta) in Mimamsa; of Sankhyakarika
and many books on Sivadvaita and Pratyabhijiiadarsanam. Some of the works
he translated are very difficult — like the Vedantaparibhasa due to its use of
Navyanyaya language; and the Siddhantalesasarngraha due to the intricate
differences in different sub-schools of Advaita, that are accessible only to
somebody who devoted a large part of his life to the study of the original texts

so masterfully arranged, summarised and discussed by Appayya Diksita. In
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translating difficult works on Philosophy into English, some very heavy lifting

was done by S11S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri.

He also wrote a short paper Word and Sense where he explores Sabda
and Artha from an Advaita point of view. After briefly reviewing Jativada
(presented here as the theory of Advaitins, not mentioning that it was taken
from Mimamsakas), in opposition to the views of Nyaya, he arrives at the

following position:

The only truly significant word will thus be the Absolute, the
Infinite, Brahman or some other synonym. All other words can
be significant only in a smaller degree or as themselves
ultimately signifying the concrete Real. ... Brahman is sarva-

sabda-vacya. (p426)

Having thus arrived at the position worked out by Bhartrhari (though
he does not mention Bhartrhari or even hint at awareness that such a position
has already been thoroughly established earlier), he notes that this is not
acceptable to the “thoroughgoing absolutist” as Parabrahman is beyond words
and arrives at the position of Advaita: that Sagunabrahman is the primary
denotation (vacya) and the Nirgunabrahman is the secondary denotation

(Laksya). Then he considers the criticism by Vedantadesika®:

avacyamiti vacyam cedbrahma vacyatvamrcchatil

avacyamityavacyam cedbrahma vacyatvamrcchati ll

° The source is not indicated in the original paper, but this is from the book Satadiisant of
Vedantadesika. It occurs at the beginning of the last paragraph in the 45" vada called
Sabdavedyatvanirasavadah, on p213. Translation of the verse is by the researcher as with all
other unattributed translations.
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If Brahman is denoted by the word avacyam (the property of
being incapable of denotation by a word), then It obtains
denotability (on account of being denoted by the word
avacyam). If Brahman is not denoted by the word avacyam
(because It is beyond words), then (the word avacyam does not
apply to Brahman; whatever is not avacyam has to be vacyam

and so) It obtains denotability.

To answer the above criticism S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri offers the

following solution:

... the Advaitin might reply that Brahman is both vacya and
avacya with a difference of sense; it is word-identifiable, but
not word-describable. In so far there is an appearance of the

latter, it is secondary. (pp 429-430)

He also considers the theory of A. H. Gardiner (set out in The Theory
of Proper Names) that the primary function of all language is identification,

with distinction being secondary and arrives at his final position in the paper:

... our views as to the primary and secondary usage of words*
will have to suffer a change; the nirguna would be vacya in the
primary sense; for to that alone does a name properly apply; the
saguna is vacya in the secondary sense. And the adoption of
such a view, if possible, would have the merit of conforming to
the wider implications of the doctrine of akhandartha; for if the

theory of impartite sense is to hold its ground, it must be a

%2 See paragraph 15 of Section 2.2 Summary of Vedantasara.
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view, not of possible sense, but of the only possible sense,
though it is most often hidden from view by our own laziness
or practical indifference. There will be the need to revise
Advaita terminology, but the core of Advaita doctrine will
remain unaffected and will perhaps be strengthened by its
association with modern speculations in Logic and the science

of language. (p430).

If at all a projection of project of revising the terminology of Advaita,
while retaining the core of Advaita doctrine and strengthening it by
association with newer developments, is to be taken up, it is suggested that the
Theory of Language of Vyakarana is an excellent starting point, as discussed
in some detail in Section 6.1.2 Theory of Language, starting on p185 of this

thesis.

In fact the task for future research could be two-fold: develop the
doctrines of Mimamsa beyond what has been done, to verify whether it is a
hindrance or restriction to Advaita or not. This researcher has himself
undertaken one such study, by investigating the doctrine of Sabdanityata in
light of the modification of Sabdas seen in Sandhi (dadhi + atra = dadhyatra,
i = y), compounds (rajiiah purusah rajapurusah, fiah - a) etc. and found
that the resolution offered by Grammar (that all changes are essentially
substitutions and that all substitutions are mental, such as in the Sttra 3.4.86
eruh which ordains that one should mentally replace i in bhavati with u to
obtain the form bhavatu) is much more elegant than that offered by Mimamsa
(dadhi and dadhy are different Padas, and the Stitra 6.1.84 iko yanaci ordains
replacement of words ending in i, with words ending in y when a vowel
follows). Many similar deeper investigations could be carried out. Another set

of projects would be with reference to adoption of the Vyakarana-framework
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and revisiting some major language-based criticism of Advaita by other

Sastras.

The advantage of adopting the theory of language of Vyakarana is that
criticisms of opponents which are based on use of language can be more
effectively countered. It is now recognised in the west that language is not
merely a tool to “do philosophy” but that it informs, influences and shapes
philosophy. In fact the way a language operates is philosophy itself. Then, in
the modern world, Advaita has to address language more fully than is possible
with the Mimamsa framework and a sophisticated theory of language is
readily available in Vakyapadiya, which ought to be adopted by all Advaitins

to better engage with the seekers of the modern, or rather, post-modern world.
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Appendix A: Summary of Brahmakanda

A.1 Karikas 1 — 43: Prolegomenon

This first section deals with the Sambandhacatustaya, which could be further
divided into three sub-sections. The first sub-section gives the Prayojana
(Moksa) and Sambandha (Vyakarana is the means to salvation); the second
sub-section lists the eight topics dealt with in Vyakarana, while the third sub-

section gives the Pramanas used in the Sastra .

A.1.1 Karikas 1 — 22: On Sabdabrahman, Vedas and Vyikarana

A.1.1.1 Karikas 1 — 5: Sabdabrahman

Brahman is without beginning, without end, of the nature of
Sabda, imperishable, manifests into objects and is the source of
this world. Though one, It is depicted as many in the Vedas due to
It being the basis of many powers; though Brahman is non-
different from Its powers, It is seen as being different. Brahman is
seen to have different states due to the six modifications — birth
etc. — which in turn are due to the temporal power (Kalasakti) of
Brahman. Brahman, though single is the source of the entire
universe and manifests as the enjoyer, enjoyed and enjoyment.
Veda, itself a reflection of Brahman, is the means (upaya) to attain
Brahman. The Vedas are seen as many though in reality, it is only

one.
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A.1.1.2 Karikas 6 — 10: Vedas, Smrtis, Darsanas and Vedangas

Though each branch of the Vedas is manifold, they are subordinate
in a single ritual; thus it is seen that Sabdas have a fixed meaning
in the different branches. The various Smrtis with seen and unseen
purposes are based on Vedas. Different schools of the Monists
(ekatvinam), Dualists etc. are formed by resorting to the arthavada
sentences of the Vedas. In Vedas is propounded Brahman, real,
pure, of the nature of knowledge alone, leading to a single goal, in
the form of "Om" and not contradicted by any Vedic sentence.
Veda is the creator of the worlds; its different arigas and upangas
and Vidyas, which are the cause of knowledge and refinement, are

spread by Rsis.

A.1.1.3 Karikas 11 — 13: Five-fold purpose

Vyakarana is the most important of all angas, the nearest to
Brahman (Raksa, Uhah), and the highest tapas (Agamah). It is the
shortest path to attainment of the highest essence (rasa) of Vac that
has become differentiated into sentences, words, phonemes etc.
(Laghu) Obijects like pot, cloth, heaven and liberation are
meaningful to the extent they govern practical and purposeful
activities; Sabdas are the sole guide to these objects. The nature of
such Sabdas cannot be understood without Vyakarana.

(Asandehah)

A.1.1.4 Karikas 14 — 17: Vyakarana leads to Moksa

Vyakarana is the door-way to apavarga (Liberation), a cure for
defects in language, the purest of all Vidyas, and shines as the
basis of all Vidyas. Just like Arthajatis depend on Sabdajatis, all

Vidyas depend on this Vyakarana. It is the first rung on the ladder
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to Siddhi and the straight highway to Liberation. The one who has
perfected Vyakarana and has through that understood the purport
of Vedas (Chandasyah) sees the highest principle — Brahman or
Paravak, which is the source of Vedas, has Veda as its body, and

which is Kevala, alone.

A.1.1.5 Karikas 18 — 22: Brahman is attained by mastering
Vyakarana

Vyakarana is the highest form of the undifferentiated speech;
whose form of pure illumination seems to have manifested in
several forms in this darkness called Vaikhari. Vyakarana teaches
Sphota which is worshipped as being beyond the differences
caused by space and time inVaikhari and which is in the form of
pure illumination beyond the light and darkness that prakrta and
vaikrta Dhvanis are; in which the signs of Prakrtadhvani (like ka,
ga etc.) shine like reflections due to close association, in the same
way that red colour is seen in a crystal due to proximity of a red
gem; in which various letters and Svaras of the four Vedas [seem
to] exist with distinct identities; which is one but is divided into
many by different Prakriyas. By mastering such Vyakarana one

attains Brahman.

A.1.2 Karikas 23 — 29: Introduction to Vyakaranasastra
A.1.2.1 Karika 23: Sabda, Artha and their Relation is Unchanging

The relation between Sabda and Artha has been described as

eternal by Maharsis Panini, Katyayana and Patafijali.
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A.1.2.2 Karikas 24 — 26: Topics treated in Vakyapadiya

The following topics are treated in Vyakarana Sastra: the nature of
Sabda, Artha, the two relationships between Sabda and Artha
(relation of cause and effect and that of yogyata) and the purpose
of the science (knowledge of meaning and Dharma).
Vyakaranasastra has been formulated with the object of identifying

the correct form of Sabdas (as it cannot be known otherwise).

A.1.2.3 Karikas 27 — 29: Vyakarana teaches the correct form of
Sabdas

Sadhusabdas known from Sistas and scriptures are a means of
attaining Dharma (i.e. Moksa), while Apasabdas though capable of
conveying meaning are the opposite (i.e. do not help in attaining
Moksa). Whether Sabdas are eternal or manufactured (and hence
not permanent), their beginning cannot be seen, just like in the

case of living beings.

A.1.3 Karikas 30 — 43: Refutation of Inference as the main means of
knowledge

A.1.3.1 Karikas 30 — 34: Correct form of Sabdas cannot be
inferred

Dharma cannot be established by reasoning alone without the help
of Scripture. Even the knowledge of Rsis is preceded by Veda.**
The unbroken tradition of attaining Dharma (= Moksa) practised
by Sistas and respected by the world cannot be assailed by logic. It

is not easy to determine the properties of substances as they vary

% Some rationalists see Vedas as the collected wisdom of Rishis; the orthodox believe that
Veda is eternal and Rishis only "see" part of the Veda, which already existed.
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with their state, place and time. The property of a substance also
changes when it comes into contact with another specific object
(such as fire losing its ability to burn when in contact with
candrakantasila). 1T Dharma were to be determined by logic, then
the logic of a great intellectual would be trumped by another more
capable one, and the final settled form of Dharma would not be

known.

A.1.3.2 Karikas 35 — 40: Abhyasa, Adrsta, Yogipratyaksa and
Aptavakya

The knowledge of gems, coins etc. comes from practice (abhyasa),
not inference. The powers of Pitrs, Raksasas and Pisacas are due to
their karma in previous births (and cannot be explained by
perception or inference). The knowledge of yogis who can see the
past, present and future is no different from direct perception. The
word of those who perceive what is beyond sense organs through
Rsi's eyes cannot be challenged by inference. For a person who
believes in such sages, the knowledge handed down by tradition is
as good as one's own perception and cannot be proved otherwise
by anybody. In the world, we see that for all humans upto the
Candala, little purpose is served by the Sastra in determining what
IS punya and what is papa (rather, it is known through the words
and behaviour of Sistas). So, aptavakya is even more effective
than agama. (Thus, the science of Vyakarana, handed down in

such a tradition is a Pramana beyond any question).

A.1.3.3 Karikas 41 — 42: Inference is ineffective

One who worships / practices the agama (=Sabda) which exists

without any interruption being self-illuminating, like Caitanya
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(consciousness), is not disturbed by logical arguments. For a
person who depends mainly on inference, meeting with one's own
downfall is not difficult, just like in the case of a blind man

running on an uneven path relying solely on his sense of touch.

A.1.3.4 Karika 43: Scripture alone decides Dharma

Therefore, Sabdanusasana is being started by resorting to the
Apauruseya Veda and Smrti which is based on that. (This science
teaches both sadhusabdas and Sabdabrahman and both cannot be
determined using logic; rather, Sruti and Smrti are the valid means

of knowledge).

A.2 Karikas 44 — 101: Exposition of Sphota, Dhvani and their
relation

In this section, the main body of the chapter, Sphota, Dhvani, the relation
between Sphota and Dhvani, and the types of Dhvani and types of Sphota
(universal and particular) are presented following the position that Sabda is

permanent.

A.2.1 Karikas 44 — 54: Two types of Sabdas and their relationship

There are two kinds of Sabdas; one (Vaikhari) illuminates the other
(Madhyama = Sphota), which is used to convey meaning. Some
ancients hold these to be different; others hold them to be one but
perceived as different. In the same way that the intrinsic fire in arani

(the wooden receptacle in which fire is ignited through friction) ignites
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another fire, the Sabda which resides in one's mind (Madhyama) is the
cause for speech sounds (Vaikhari). In whatever meaning the Madhyama
Sabda is fixed in the mind before pronunciation, the same sense is
expressed by the Vaikhari Sabda produced by speech-organs. (That is
why, the word ghata cannot convey the meaning conveyed by pata,
though Madhyama is one and undivided). Even though Sphota-$abda is
without order, it is seen as if it possesses order (of Aksaras) as Vaikhari
which expresses it is born in a certain sequence, just like a reflection in
water seems to move when the water moves (though the original is not
moving). In knowledge, both the form of object (such as pot or cloth)
and the form of knowledge is seen; similarly in Sabda, both the form of
meaning and that of Sabda are seen. Just like the yolk in an egg develops
into a bird with many parts, similarly Madhyamasabda evolves into the
Vaikharisabda with order of Varnas etc. When a painter draws a form,
first he observes the various parts of the form, then forms a unified view
in which the parts cannot be differentiated and then while drawing the
form, draws each part separately; similarly Sabda exists in the three
states — i.e. having many parts, order etc. when it is first heard by a
person, without any parts or order when it is in the mind of the hearer,
and with parts and order, when it is spoken again by the same person.
The speaker has in his mind the meaning to express, but before speaking
he makes an effort to produce Sabdas (and not Arthas); similarly the
listener's effort also is in grasping Sabdas (and not Arthas, which are
made known by the Sabdas grasped), though finally he is also interested
only in the Artha. Once Sabdas express Artha, they exhaust their
potential and are not perceived because they have become secondary to

the expressed sense.
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A.2.2. Karikas 55 — 57: Two Saktis of Sabda.

Like light, Sabda has two Saktis (capacities) — the ability to be known
(grahyatva) and the ability to make other objects known (grahakatva).
They are seen as different Saktis though they are, but, a single
undifferentiated Sakti of Sabda. The Artha of a Sabda cannot be known
if the association between a Sabda and an object (such as a pot) is not
known (i.e. a word whose association with an object is unknown to the
listener does not convey any sense); Sabdas by their existence alone
cannot illuminate Arthas. (Some objects like fire are operative, i.e. fire
burns, even if a person does not know it.) Therefore when a Sabda not
hitherto known to the listener is uttered, that is in the absence of
knowledge of Sabda, though it is heard clearly by the listener, he still
asks "what did you say?" In other words, Sabda makes both the Artha
and itself known, and it is operative only when both the form of Sabda
and its Artha are known. This is not the case with sense-organs, which
make any existing object known without the need to know the form of

the sense-organs themselves.

A.2.3 Karikas 58 — 67: On svam riipam sabdasya'sabdasamjiia (1.1.68)

Both the Saktis of Sabda — grahyatva and grahyakatva are used in
Vyakarana, as suits the situation. In the Sitra vrddhiradaic( 1.1.1), the
Sanjna "vrddhi" denotes the word "vrddhi" only and has a name-named
(sanjha-safijiii) relationship with the sasijiis a, ai and au. However, in
agnerdhak (4.2.33), the Sabda "agni" is itself the sa7jiia and sadjiii. The
Sabda "agni" in the Siitra is the name (safijfia) and the Sabda "agni" in

the Laksya "agnirdevata asya” is the named (safjii1). This is possible
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because of the differentiation of the two Saktis. The Sabda uttered in a
Sttra is itself not an object of the grammatical operation, but its ability
to convey the other form is not obstructed. Since the Sabda in a Siitra is
used to denote its Artha, that Artha is the main entity and the Sabda used
in the Satra is secondary. So, the affix taught in a Satra is applied to the
Sabda in the example, which is the main entity. A Sabda always conveys
its own form, and so is capable to taking the nominative and genitive

affixes before it is connected to the thing it means.

A.2.4 Karikas 68 — 69: What does a Sabda refer to — Jati or Vyakti?

In svam riipam sabdasya'sabdasamjiia (1.1.68), Sabdavyakti denoted by
Sabdas in Vyakaranasitras is the safijfia and the Sabdatvajati denoted by
Sabdas in examples is the sasjiir, according to some. According to
others, Sabdas in Sitras refer to Jati, whereas Vyaktis are found in

examples.

A.2.5 Karikas 70 — 74: Four views on nature of Sabda

Both among those who hold Sabda to be eternal and manufactured (and
hence not permanent), Sabda is held to be both single (i.e. every
utterance is of the same Sabda) and plural (there are as many Sabdas as
there are utterances). The Mimamsakas hold that Sabda is permanent. In
different words, a varna is always recognised as such; similarly in
different sentences, a given word is always recognised as such; therefore
Sabdas — specifically, Varnas or phonemes — are permanent. Words are

created from phonemes and sentences are created from words — and so,
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both are created and hence not permanent. Grammarians also hold that
Sabda is permanent, but that only the Sentence is Real and that words
and phonemes are artificially created. Just like there are no parts in
phonemes, there are no phonemes in a word, nor words in a sentence.
The observed world is described by different schools by following
different theories; what is the main theory for one school is totally

unacceptable to the other.

A.2.6 Karikas 75 — 77: Sphota is one and undivided

Sphota does not have temporal divisions but appears to have divisions of
length of vowels (hrasva, dirgha and pluta) and of tempo (druta, madhya
and vilambita vrttis) due to the divisions in Dhvanis, which manifest
Sphota. Differences in length of vowels are due to Prakrtadhvanis and
the differences in tempo are due to Vaikrtadhvanis, both of which are

attributed to Sphota.

A.2.7 Karikas 78 — 80: Manifestation of Sphota by Dhvanis

Amongst those who say that Sphota is manifest (abhivyaktivadins),
some hold that the ears get refined by Dhvanis making them ready to
grasp Sphota, like an ointment or concentration prepares the eyes to see
better; others hold that it is Sabda which is refined, like water sprinkled
on earth or oil kept in sunlight which makes it possible to know the
smell of earth or oil; yet others hold that both Sabda and sense-organs
are refined, just like light acts upon both the object and eye making it

possible for the eye to perceive an object in the dark.
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A.2.8 Karikas 81 — 92: The process of manifestation of Sphota

Some hold that Dhvanis are perceived as non-different from Sphota;
others hold that Dhvanis are instrumental in manifesting Sphota but are
not cognized themselves; yet others hold that Dhvanis are independently
cognized before they manifest Sphota. Just as a paragraph or verse is
apprehended after only repeating it ten times, but not after each
repetition, Sphota is apprehended only after all the Dhvanis are uttered
in a sentence. Just like each recitation makes the paragraph or verse
clearer, each Dhvani makes Sphota clearer, though not completely. Each
previous Dhvani sows the seed for Sphota and all these attain maturity
once the last Dhvani is uttered and Sphota becomes clearly apprehended.
Before the undivided Sphota is apprehended, some think that there are
intermediate Sabdas. In reality, these Sabdas do not exist, they are only a
means of conveying the akhanda Sphota, and are cognized to be existing
due to the incapacity of the hearer. Knowledge is a single unit, but is
qualified by what is known as pot-knowledge etc.; similarly, Sphota is
undivided, single and without sequence, but the properties of Dhvani
which manifests Sphota are imposed on Sphota. Knowledge of prior
numbers is required to know later numbers; here the numbers are
different and prior numbers are merely a means of knowing the desired
number — similarly, apparent parts in speech are different from Sphota
but are still instrumental in manifestation of Sphota. The Vyafijakas,
namely phoneme, word and sentence, are entirely different from each
other and function independently but seem to operate together as a unit
because their Saktis are combined. An object is misconstrued (a rope

might be taken to be a snake or a trunk might be taken to be a man)
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when one sees from afar or in darkness and is later properly established
to be the object (rope or trunk); similarly, before a sentence is
manifested fully, the mind functions in such a way as to grasp the units
which reveal the sentence in their different forms and once the sentence
is comprehended, the earlier false knowledge disappears. A fixed
sequence is observed in the transformation of milk into curds and a seed
into a tree; similarly there is a fixed sequence in the perception of
phonemes, words and sentence in the hearer's mind before Sphota is
manifest. This sequence amongst the units of Dhvani is necessary in the
manifestation of sentence-sense whether one holds the undivided part-
less Sphota alone to be real or whether phonemes, words etc. are held to

be real.

A.2.9 Karikas 93 — 94: Jatisphota and Vyaktisphota

Some believe that Sphota is the Sabdatvajati which is suggested by a
number of Varnavyaktis. Others hold that Sphota is one which does not
change and it is this eternal Sphotavyakti that is revealed by Dhvanis,

just like a lamp’'s light reveals, but does not create, objects like pot etc.

A.2.10 Karikas 95 - 101: Objections to manifestation of Sphota answered

If it be argued that revealed objects are non-permanent like the pot, it is
replied that there is no requirement for revealed things be only non-
permanent, as is seen in the non-permanent objects like ghata and pata

revealing the eternal ghatatva, patatva Jatis. One objection to
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manifestation of Sphota is that for manifestation to occur both the
manifester and the manifested need to be physically together, as is the
case with lamp and object (if the object is not near the lamp it would not
be illuminated). It is replied that only embodied objects can occupy
space whereas Sabda and Dhvani are not delimited by space, though
sometimes limitation of Sabda or Dhvani to a particular place is
artificially created (as in the sentence "he is speaking in the room"). It is
seen that a manifested object (vyangya) can be manifested by many
manifesters (vyafjakas), just like an object can be revealed by the light
from a lamp, gem or Sun, but if the relation is that of janya-janaka
(created-creator), then this multiplicity of causes is not possible.
Therefore the relation between Sphota and Nada must be a janya-janaka
relation, not a vyangya-vyafjaka relation. It is answered by showing that
the means of perceiving, such as a sense organ must have a regulated
competence to grasp the perceived, such as an object; same is the case
with Sphota and Nada. Another objection is that differences in the
manifester (such as a light which reveals a pot) should not cause a
difference in the manifested (such as the pot), but it is seen that the
apparent difference in Dhvanis like ghata and pata cause difference in
the manifested Sphota; therefore, the manifester-manifested relation
between Sphota and Dhvani is not tenable. It is answered by pointing out
that the reflected object takes on the properties of the medium such as oil
or water (a face reflected in oil looks dark, that reflected in water seems
clean and so on). Further, it is impossible for large objects like
mountains to be "born™ on the surface of a gem or a mirror which are
much smaller; so, it cannot be that Sphota and Nada have a janya-janaka
relation, but if follows that they have a vyangya-vyafjaka relation.
Therefore though there is no temporal difference in (Sphota in the form

of) phoneme, word and sentence; due to the difference in vowel lengths
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and tempos of Nada, the Vyanjaka, they are imposed on the Sphota, the

vyangya.

A.3 Karikas 102 — 117: Karyasabdavada and production of Sabda

Having expounded Sphota from the view point that Sabda is Nitya, Bhartrhari

discusses Sphota, Dhvani, and the production of Sabda following the position

that Sabda is produced (that is, it is not permanent) and gives three different

views on the production of Sabda.

A.3.1 Karikas 102 — 106, Nature of Sphota, Dhvani and Nada in
Karyasabdavada

Others hold that the sounds first produced by speech organs are Sphota
(these are called Prakrtadhvanis by those who hold Sabda to be eternal),
and the sounds produced thereafter are Dhvanis (called Vaikrtadhvanis,
in the earlier view). Whether the $abda (= Dhvani in this view) be
"small" (= short) or "big" (= long), there is no difference in the time-
measure of Sphota, but the sabdasantana, the sounds subsequently
produced can be pracayatmaka (of the nature of increasing in volume)
or otherwise. In another view, Sabda and Dhvani are born together like
lamp and light; from a long distance, only the light of the lamp is seen,
not the lamp — similarly, from a long distance, only the Dhvanis are
heard, not the Sabda. This difference between Sabda and Dhvani is
clearly seen when a bell is rung; first, Sabda is born and other sounds are
born thereof — those are Dhvanis. The dirgha and pluta sounds are

different from each other and are born when the means of producing
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sound are struck; when the vibration ceases, the Nadas are born which
cause the difference in tempo. Others view this differently and hold that
even before the vibration ceases, Dhvanis are born from Sphota, just like
a flame is born from another flame (even as the "source™ flame burns

and is not extinguished).

A.3.2 Karikas 107 — 117: Different views on the production of Sabdas

The source of Sabdas is differently held to be Vayu (Siksa), Anus
(Jainas) and Jiiana (Patafijali). According to Siksa, air is set into motion
by the desire to speak, and then it strikes the various places of
pronunciation and becomes Sabda. The Vayu becomes different sounds
as its concentrated form falls on the places of pronunciation and splits
into many. According to Jainas, Anus which have all capacities, can
unite and separate, and thus change into shadow, light, darkness and
sound. Paramanus called Sabdas, propelled by the effort of speaker,
collect together, like (water drops collect together to form) clouds,
revealing their innate capacity. According to Patafijali, the inner knower
existing in the subtle form of speech transforms into Sabda in order to
manifest his form. He first becomes the mind, and then enters Vayu in
the form of Tejas and causes the Vayu to travel upwards from stomach.
The Vayu suffused with the properties of the mind transforms with the
help of Tejas into different sounds manifesting the Varnas and merging
into them®. It is observed that air is spread everywhere but is perceived
or "felt" only when a specific cause like a fan manifests it; similarly,

Sabda is always present, but it is not always perceived due to its

% It may be seen that the view of Patafijali is an elaboration of the view given in Siksa and is
not in any way opposed to it.
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subtleness and is manifest only due to a specific cause. It assumes
distinct forms (Varnas etc.) in the different places of pronunciation due

to its inherent capacity found in both Vayu and mind.®

A.4 Karikas 118 — 132: On the greatness of Sabda and Moksa,
liberation

The Sakti which is the cause of this seen world has Sabda as its base, and it is
through the eye of Sabda that the multi-fold lokavyavahara which has Pratibha
(intuition) as its soul is seen. It is due to the same capacity that the various
notes like sadjama and others are differentiated; it is due to this capacity that
objects are differentiated. Those who know Vedas know that this world is a
transformation of Sabda; this world has been transformed first from the Vedas.
In this world, all understanding of what is to be done (itikartavyata) is based
on Sabda, which is known even by babies due to samskara of earlier births.
Without the imagination of this itikartavyata in the form of Sabda
(sabdabhavana), a baby would not be able to perform for the first time, the
complex task of producing speech, which involves intricate movement of
organs, the upward propagation of air and restricting this flow at the
appropriate places of pronunciation. There is no knowledge in this world
which is devoid of contact with Sabda; all kinds of knowledge shines forth as
if permeated by Sabda. Knowledge does not shine if the vagrupata (the
property of having the form of vac, speech) of knowledge goes away as that
vagrupata is what makes pratyavamarsa or anuvyavasaya (first one knows a

pot, and then in the second instance gets the knowledge "I know a pot" — this

% By proposing that Sabda is present everywhere, both Siksa and Vyakarana hold that Sabda
is eternal and the process of generation of Sabda proposed is actually only the process of
manifestation. These theories are clubbed with production theories of those who hold Sabda to
be Anitya under one heading for the sake of comparison.
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knowledge of the second instance is the pratyavarmarsa or anuvyavasaya)
possible. Speech (vac = Sabda) is the basis of all branches of knowledge,
crafts and arts and it is due to its capacity that everything that is produced is
classified. The consciousness of all living beings does not go beyond Speech,
which exists inside and outside of all beings. Speech (or consciousness in the
form of Speech) is what propels all embodied beings into purposeful action;
devoid of such Speech, the unconscious man is seen as if he were a log. Just as
Speech is reason for all activity in wakeful state, it is also the object (in
addition to being the reason) of all activity in dream state. Just like Speech
establishes objects in the form of knowledge, whether one object is shown as
two or two objects are shown as one, it similarly establishes meanings in the
mind. Even an object like "circle of fire" (alatacakra) which does not exist at
all in reality is seen clearly in the mind to Sabda. It is said that Sabda exists

1% with

within the speaker as the Self (Atman); this is called the Great Bul
which union is desired. Therefore one who knows the correct form of Sabdas
attains Paramatma and he who knows the way Sabda functions enjoys the

immortal Brahman.

A.5 Karikas 133 — 147: The Pramanata of Vyakarana

An Agama is never considered to be Apauruseya; Vedas are the seed of all
Agamas and will exist even when all the Agamas perish. Even when all the
Smrtis and their authors perish, Sistaloka does not violate Dharma taught by
Vedas and Smrtis. If knowledge of what is Dharma and what is not were

natural then there would be no purpose served by Sastras; if we say that

% catvari $riga trayo asya pada dve $irse sapta hastaso asya. tridha baddho vrsabho roraviti
maho devo martyam avivesa Il Rgvedah, 4.58.3 ||
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Dharma is the cause of knowledge, then we will have to accept Vedas as the
source of Dharma (otherwise there would be an infinite regress of
performance of Dharma depending upon knowledge of Dharma and that
knowledge itself being dependent on performance of Dharma). The sense of a
Vedic sentence is not immediately apparent; for those who cannot see the
sense of such Vedic sentences, logic not opposed to Vedas is like eyes. Tarka
provides many methods of interpreting Vedic sentences. Logic which is
against Agamas and which does not follow Sabda is not effective in deciding
meaning; thus, human reasoning is nothing but a Sakti of Sabda. Just like ripa
(colour), rasa, gandha and sparsa have a definite effect when they act upon
other substances, sabdas have a definite effect in reversing the effect of poison
etc. Sadhusabdas have a similar capacity in matters of Dharma; therefore those
who are desirous of Abhyudaya ought to utter only sadhusabdas. Everybody
knows unseen results like attainment of heaven only through Vedas; it is
possible to contradict those sentences using logic (but such logic is not
accepted in the world). This Vyakaranasmrti which shows which Sabdas are
sadhu is based on the unbroken tradition of Sistas. This Vyakarana is the most
wonderful and highest station of Speech which is situated at many places
(Kantha, Prana and Budhhi for instance; others cite various "Cakras™ as the
place of various aspects of Sabda) and in the three forms of Vaikhari,
Madhyama and Pasyanti, Sages who know the real nature of things and are
capable of seeing the capacities of Sabda made this Vyakarana by sometimes
splitting words into base and affix and sometimes giving its final form. That
which does not have a beginning, that which does not have an author and that
which is available in an unbroken tradition is called Sruti. Smrtis are compiled
by Sistas and are handed down in an unbroken tradition. For those Rsis who
have transformed from the undivided Sabdabrahman, knowledge of Sruti, like
dreams, is not dependent on their sense organs. Smrtis have been written by

them based on the Vedas. The sciences of Cikitsa (Ayurveda), Laksana
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(Vyakarana) and Adhyatma (Yoga) are the cures for blemishes of body,

speech and intellect.

A.6 Karikas 148 — 156: Discussion of Asadhusabdas

A.6.1 Karikas 148 — 149: Definition of Apabhramsas

When a person devoid of the knowledge of correct Sabdas uses a word

to mean a particular object, in the place of a correct word like gauh, such
a word is called an Apabhramsa. Words like asva and goni are correct in
a different context (asva = na sva, not one's own; goni is a jute bag used

to store rice); therefore, correctness depends on the context.

A.6.2 Karikas 150 — 154: View of Naiyayikas

Apabhramsas used in the place of correct words cause knowledge by
recollecting the correct words; it seems that they identify themselves
completely with the correct forms and make the meaning known.
Apabhramsas are by themselves not expressers of meaning because they
are neither used by Sistas as synonyms of sadhusabdas nor sanctioned by
Vyakarana. When a baby makes indistinct sounds intending to mean a
particular thing, those who know baby-talk recognise the correct word
and understand the meaning. In this way, even when an Apabhramsa is
used in the place of a Sadhusabda, the correct meaning is being
conveyed through the recollection of the correct word. If Apabhramsas

become popular in communities of speakers incapable of pronouncing
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the correct words, then sadhusabdas do not convey meaning in such

communities.

A.6.3 Karikas 155 — 156: View of Grammarians

This divine speech has been corrupted by incompetent speakers (and so
an effort has to be made to use correct form of words), but those who
hold that Sabda is not permanent hold contrary views (that Sabda has a
limited purpose of conveying meaning). If both sadhusabdas and
Apabhramsas are held to be handed down in an unbroken tradition (i.e.
there is no divinity associated with the correct forms of words), if a word
is used in place of the other, the other word's meaning is not conveyed;
(so, words should not be used indiscriminately and the view of

Naiyayikas is not proper).
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Appendix B: Vakyapadiya Karika Referred to in the Thesis

The Karikas of Vakyapadiya that are referred to only by number are
listed here. Those of Dravyasamuddesa (3.2.1 to 3.2.18) are not listed because
they have been reproduced along with translation in Section 3.2 Highest
Principle in pp 48 — 54 of this thesis. Both the text and the numbering are

based on the Telugu Akademi version of Vakyapadiyam.

anadinidhanam brahma $abdatattvam yadaksaram |
vivartate'rthabhavena prakriya jagato yatah [ 1.11|
ekameva yadamnatam bhinnam $aktivyapasrayat |
aprthaktve'pi $aktibhyah prthaktveneva vartate Il 1.2 ||
adhyahitakalam yasya kalasaktimupasritah |

janmadayo vikarah sadbhavabhedasya yonayah |l 1.3 ||
ckasya sarvabijasya yasya ceyamanekadha |
bhoktrbhoktavyariipena bhogariipena ca sthitih Il 1.4 ||
praptyupayo'nukara$ca tasya vedo maharsibhih |
eko'pyanekavartmeva samamnatah prthakprthak [l 1.5 |l
satya viSuddhistatrokta vidyaivekapadagama |

yukta pranavariipena sarvavadavirodhini || 1.9 ||
vidhatustasya lokanamangopanganibandhanah |
vidyabhedah pratayante jiianasamskarahetavah | 1.10 ||
idamadyam padasthanam siddhisopanaparvanam |
iyam sa moksamananamajihma rajapaddhatih || 1.16 ||
atratitaviparyasah kevalamanupasyati |
chandasyaschandasam yonimatma chandomayim tanum [[1.17|
pratyastamitabhedaya yadvaco ripamuttamam |

yadasminneva tamasi jyotih Suddham vivartate || 1.18 [
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vaikrtam samatikranta murtivyaparadarsanam |
vyatityalokatamasi prakasam yamupasate | 1.19 ||
yatra vaco nimittani cihnanivaksarasmrteh |
$abdapiirvena yogena bhasante pratibimbavat || 1.20 ||
na cagamadrte dharmastarkena vyavatisthate |

rsinamapi yajjfianam tadapyagamapiirvakam || 1.30 ||
avasthade$akalanam bhedadbhinnasu $aktisu |
bhavanamanumanena prasiddhiratidurlabha || 1.32 ||
avirbhiitaprakasanamanupaplutacetasam |
atitanagatajfianam pratyaksanna visisyate |l 1.37 ||
vitarkitah pura buddhya kvacidarthe nivesitah |
karanebhyo vivrttena dhvanina so'nugrhyate Il 1.47 ||
pratibimbam yathanyatra sthitam toyakriyavasat |
tatpravrttimivanveti sa dharmah sphotanadayoh Il 1.49 ||
atmariipam yatha jfiane jiieyariipafica dréyate |
artharfipam tatha $abde svariipafica prakasate |l 1.50 ||
pade na varna vidyante varnesvavayava na ca |
vakyatpadanamatyantam praviveko na kascana Il 1.73 ||
yathanuvakah $loko va sodhatvamupagacchati |

avrttya na tu sa granthah pratyavrtti nirtipyate || 1.82 ||
nadairahitabijayamantyena dhvanina saha |
avrttaparipakayam buddhau $abdo'vadharyate | 1.84 ||
bhedanukaro jfianasya vacascopaplavo dhruvah |
kramopasrstariipa vagjfianam jiieyavyapasrayam || 1.86 ||
yathaiva dar$anaih purvairdiiratsantamase'pi va |
anyathakrtya visayamanyathaivadhyavasyati || 1.89 ||
grahanagrahyayoh siddha niyata yogyata yatha |
vyangyavyaiijakabhavena tathaiva sphotanadayoh I 1.97 ||
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Sabdesvevadrita $aktirvi$vasyasya nibandhant |

yannetrah pratibhatmayam bhedariipah pratiyate || 1.118 ||
sadjadibhedah $abdena vyakhyato riipyate yatah |
tasmadarthavidhah sarvah §abdamatrasu nisritah [ 1.119 |
$abdasya parinamo'yamityamnayavido viduh |

chandobhya eva prathamametadvi$vam vyavartata || 1.120 ||
na so'sti pratyayo loke yah $abdanugamadrte |
anuviddhamiva jiidanam sarvam $abdena bhasate | 1.123 ||
vagriipata cenniskramedavabodhasya §asvati |

na prakasah prakaseta sa hi pratyavamarsini || 1.124 ||

sa sarvavidyasilpanam kalanam copabandhani |
tadvasadabhinispannam sarvam vastu vibhajyate || 1.125 ||
saisa samsarinam samjiia bahirantasca vartate |
tanmatramanatikrantam caitanyam sarvajantusu |l 1.126 ||
arthakriyasu vaksarvansamihayati dehinah |

tadutkrantau visafijfio'yam dr$yate kasthakudyavat Il 1.127 ||
pravibhage yatha karta taya karye pravartate |

avibhage tatha saiva karyatvenavatisthate || 1.128 |l
atyantamatathabhiite nimitte Srutyupasrayat |
dréyate'latacakradau vastvakaranirtipana |l 1.130 ||

api prayokturatmanam $abdamantaravasthitam |
prahurmahantam vrsabham yena sayujyamisyate || 1.131 [l
tasmadyah $abdasamskarah sa siddhih paramatmanah |
tasya pravrttitattvajiastadbrahmamrtamasnute || 1.132 ||
jiiane svabhavike narthah §astraih kascana vidyate |

dharmo jiianasya hetuscettasyamnayo nibandhanam || 1.135 ||
vedasastravirodhi ca tarkascaksurapasyatam |

ripamatraddhi vakyarthah kevalannavatisthate || 1.136 ||
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yathaisam tatra samarthyam dharme'pyevam pratiyatam |
sadhiinam sadhubhistasmadvacyamabhyudayarthibhih |[1.140 ||
sadhutvajiianavisaya saisa vyakaranasmrtih |

avicchedena $istanamidam smrtinibandhanam || 1.142 ||
kayavagbuddhivisaya ye malah samavasthitah |

cikitsalaksanadhyatmasastraistesam visuddhayah | 1.147 ||

upadayapi ye heyastanupayanpracaksate |

upayanam ca niyamo navasyam avatisthate [[2.38 |
rstnam dar$anam yacca tattve kificidavasthitam |

na tena vyavaharo' sti na tacchabdanibandhanam [12.139 ]
vicchedagrahane'rthanarm pratibhanyaiva jayate |.
vakyartha iti taimahuh padarthairupapaditam [12.143 |
sak$acchabdena janitam bhavananugamena va |
itikartavyatayam tam na kascidativartate 112.146 ||
§astresu prakriyabhedairavidyaivopavarnyate |
anagamavikalpattu svayam vidyopavartate [|2.233 ||
yaccopaghatajam jianam yacca jiianamalaukikam |

na tabhyam vyavaharo' sti $abda lokanibandhanah [[2.297 ||

bhinna iti paropadhirabhinna iti va punah |

bhavatmasu prapafico'yam samsrstesveva jayate |13.1.20]|
sarvasaktyatmabhiitatvamekasyaiveti nirnaye |
bhavanamatmabhedasya kalpana syadanarthika |[3.1.22]|
tasmaddravyadayah sarvah $aktayo bhinnalaksanah |
samsrstah purusarthasya sadhika na tu kevalah [13.1.23 ||
yathaiva cendriyadinamatmabhiita samagrata |

tatha sambandhisambandhasamsarge'pi pratiyate [|3.1.24 ||
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sambandhibhedatsattaiva bhidyamana gavadisu |
jatirityucyate tasyam sarve $abda vyavasthitah [13.1.33 ||
tam pratipadikartham ca dhatvartham ca pracaksate |

sa nitya sa mahanatma tamahustvataladayah [13.1.34 |
saiva bhavavikaresu sadavasthah prapadyate |

kramena $aktibhih svabhirevam pratyavabhasate [13.1.36 |
tirobhavabhyupagame bhavanam saiva nastita |
labdhakrame tirobhave nasyatiti pratiyate |[3.1.38 |
pirvasmatpracyutd dharmadaprapta cottaram padam |
tadantarale bhedanamasrayajjanma kathyate [13.1.39 1|
asrayah svatmamatra va bhava va vyatirekinah |

svasaktayo va sattaya bhedadar§anahetavah |13.1.40 ||

nitye'nitye'pi vapyarthe purusena kathamcana |
sambandho'krtasambandhaih §abdaih kartum na $akyate 113.3.38 |
vyapade$e padarthanamanya sattaupacariki |

sarvavasthasu sarvesamatmaripasya darsika [13.3.39 ||
sphatikadi yatha dravyam bhinnariipairupasrayaih |
svasaktiyogatsambandham tadriipyeneva gacchati||3.3.40|
tadvacchabdo'pi sattayamasyam plirvam vyavasthitah |
dharmairupaiti sambandhamavirodhivirodhibhih [13.3.411|
evam ca pratisedhyesu pratisedhapraklptaye |
asritestipacarena pratisedhah pravartate |13.3.42 |
atmalabhasya janmakhya sata labhyam ca labhyate |

yadi sajjayate kasmadathasajjayate katham ||3.3.43 ||

sato hi ganturgamanam, sati gamye pravartate |
gantrvaccenna janmartho, na cettadvanna jayate |13.3.44 ||
upacarya tu kartaramabhidhanapravrttaye |

punasca karmabhavena tam kriyam ca tadasrayam [13.3.45|
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athopacarasattaivam vidheyastatra ladayah |

janmana tu virodhitvanmukhya satta na vidyate |[3.3.46 |
atmanamatmana bibhradastiti vyapadiSyate |
antarbhavacca tenasau karmana na sakarmakah I13.3.47 |l
prakca sattabhisambandhanmukhya satta katham bhavet |
asams$ca nasteh karta syadupacarastu piirvavat [13.3.48 |
tasmadbhinnesu dharmesu virodhisvavirodhinim |
virodhikhyapanayaiva $abdaistaistairupasritam |13.3.49 |
abhinnakalamarthesu bhinnakalesvavasthitam |
pravrttihetum sarvesam $abdanam aupacarikim |13.3.50 [l
etam sattam padartho hi na kascidativartate |

sa ca sampratisattayah prthagbhasye nidarsita [13.3.51 |
riipanavyapade$abhyam laukike vartmani sthitau |
jiianam pratyabhilapam ca sadr$au balapanditau |13.3.55 |
sarvarthariipata $suddhirjfianasya nirupasraya |

tato'pyasya param suddhim eke prahurariipikam [13.3.56 I
apade'rthe padanyasah karanasya na vidyate |

atha ca pragasadbhavah karane sati drsyate |13.3.78 |

vastiipalaksanarh yatra sarvanama prayujyate |

dravyarh ityucyate so'rto bhedyatvena vivaksitah [13.4.3||

na $aktTnam tatha bhedo yatha $aktimatam sthitih |

na ca laukikamekatvam tasamatmasu vidyate |13.6.27 |
tamasya lokayantrasya siitradharam pracaksate |
pratibandhabhyanujfiabhyam tena vi§vam vibhajyate 113.9.4||
jalayantrabhramavesasadr§ibhih pravrttibhih |

sa kalah kalayan sarvah kalakhyam labhate vibhuh [13.9.14||

aktyatmadevatapaksairbhinnam kalasya dar$anam |
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prathamam tadavidyayam yadvidyayam na vidyate [13.9.62l

pratyakta parabhavascapyupadhi kartrkarmanoh |
tayoh $rutiviSesena vacakau madhyamottamau [(3.10.11|
sadasadvapi caitanyametabhyameva gamyate |

caitanyabhage prathamah puruso na tu vartate |[3.10.2]|
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Synopsis of
Samanvaya of Advaita of Bhartrhari and Sankara

Thesis submitted by N. Siva Senani under the guidance of Prof. K. Subrahmanyam

Department of Sanskrit Studies, School of Humanities, University of Hyderabad,
Hyderabad.

The present work is the thesis of the researcher submitted for award of the degree
“Doctor of Philosophy”, in which a comparative study of the two schools of Philosophy —
Sabdadvaita of Bhartrhari and Advaita of Sankara are studied and a “Samanvaya”, i.e.
mutual connection between the two schools in the manner that Nyaya and VaiSesika have
is attempted. The procedure followed is to first present the summaries of the two schools,
then discuss the similarities, differences and complementary aspects between the two,

leading to the establishment of “mutual connection”.

First the researcher presents his understanding of the two schools in the second and
third chapter after an introductory chapter dealing with the place of Advaita within Indian
philosophy as one of the most important schools, the different views about Bhartrhari, the
definition of Samanvaya and overall structure of the thesis. In the first chapter, while
various views about Bhartrhari — from being a Buddhist to a Dvaitin — are listed, there is
no attempt made to disprove any of those. It is noted that traditionally, i.e. by

commentators of Vakyapadiya etc., it is held that Bhartrhari is thought of as an Advaitin.

The second chapter about Advaita has two parts. In the first part Advaita is
summarised based on the book Vedantasara. This summary is the English translation of
selected Sanskrit sentences from the book, including a brief presentation of how the
Mahavakyas such as “tattvamasi” are interpreted, using the concept of Bhagalak sana,
where both the words “tat” and “tvam” denote through partial laksana the Parabrahman.
The identity sought to be established is that of this underlying non-contradictory

secondary denotation. In the second part, certain aspects of Advaita not covered in



Vedantasara, viz. Sabdanityata, sabdaprabhavatvam of the world, Sruti accepted as the
only means to know Brahman, Srutyanugrhitatarka, Veda being an Upaya to know
Brahman, multiple levels of reality, two levels of unreal and Ajativada, are presented. It is
shown with proofs from Prasthanatrayi that Sankaracarya accepts Sruti as the only
Pramana to know Brahman; that Veda is an Upaya which can be discarded after obtaining
Brahman; that Advaita believes in both the concepts of Sabdanityatvam and that this
universe was created from Sabda; and that different levels of reality
(paramarthitaksatyam, vyavaharikasatyam, paribhasikasatyam) and the unreal (asat =
something other than the seen world, i.e. Brahman, atyantasat = non-existent entity such
as hare’s horns) are central to Advaita. The Ajativada, a concept which says that there is
no origin of the universe, is shown how different presentations of truth are possible in
Advaita due to the difference in the reference frames used. Finally the later developments
in Advaita along the lines of Vivarana and Bhamati schools is summarised to show the
difference of views within Advaita, so that the differences between Sabdadvaita and

Advaita can be compared to these differences within Advaita.

In the third chapter, a similar summary of the “Advaita of Bhartrhari” is
presented, but in a different structure. Brahmakanda, the first of the three books of
Vakyapadiya contains the details of the Advaita of Bhartrhari. This is summarily translated
and presented as Appendix A, and divided into six main headings and eighteen sub-
headings such that a perusal of the headings and sub-headings itself constitutes a quick
summary. In the main part of the text, the system of Bhartrhari is presented by arranging it
into topics such as Highest Principle, Relation between Individual Soul and Brahman,
Vivarta and Parinama, Epistemology and Metaphysics. This chapter could be summarised
thus: “Brahman is one, without beginning, without end, of the nature of Sabda which
apparently transforms into the world through its Saktis without changing Its own form.
The machine that this world is controlled by the puppeteer called Time. The Self is the
same as Brahman and merger with Brahman is Moksa. Since Brahman is not differentiated

as enjoyer, enjoyed and enjoyment, knowing Brahman is nothing but attaining Brahman.



Veda is the means to know Brahman. Smrtis are based on Vedas. Vyakarana which
teaches the nature of Sabda, the very essence of Brahman, is the royal highway to
salvation. Usage of Sadhusabdas increases Abhyudaya, hence one should not resort to
Apasabdas even in mundane conversations. A constant meditation on Sabda reveals that
all differences are superimposed, and that the underlying basis is Brahman alone.” While
many of these positions are stated in a plain language by Bhartrhari, others need to be
understood from a consideration of the different parts of Vakyapadiya and fixing their
purport. For instance, the exact nature of Vivarta that Bhartrhari proposes is not explicit,
but becomes clear from a consideration of the Sambandhasamuddesa that it is similar to
the one proposed in Advaita. Similarly, the Siddhanta position of Bhartrhari that every
Sabda denotes Dravya, i.e. the unchanging, one eternal Brahman, is to be understood only

from an overall consideration of the text. These are clearly brought out in the third chapter.

In the fourth chapter a number of similarities are discussed. Some aspects shown as
differences, such as Avidya are actually considered as similarities in the present thesis.
Supporting material is provided under the respective sections. Some aspects such as the
levels of Reality for Bhartrhari corresponding to the levels of Reality of Sankaracarya; that
Advaita prefers Bauddhartha to Bahyartha, that both subscribe to Akhandavakyartha,
which are not well-known are included. As a pointer to the many other similarities at a
micro level, the two words yusmad and asmad, occurring in the very first word
(compound) used by Sankaracarya in his Brahmasiitrabhasya are discussed and it is
shown that there is perfect agreement between the two systems. The chapter is
summarised in the last section by giving an outline of a philosophy which is applicable

equally to both schools.

Differences between the two schools are taken up in the fifth chapter. Six

differences are discussed. Firstly the difference between Sphotavada and Varnavada is



taken up, as this becomes the basis on which Sankaracarya refutes Sphota in the
Devatadhikaranam. This refutation is considered at great length, to see if it can be
“explained away” before reaching the conclusion that it cannot be. Secondly, criticism by
other Advaitins is taken up. There it is shown that the criticism by Vimuktatman in
Israsiddhi is based on a wrong interpretation of Sabda as the physical sound. In reality,
Mimamsakas, Advaitins and Vaiyakaranas hold Sabda to be something beyond the
physical sound. For the Grammarians this entity beyond sound is Sphota, whereas
Varnajati suffices for the other two. So the criticism of Vimuktatman is unfounded. While
Jianaghana in his Tattvasuddhi echoes the arguments of the Sankaracarya in the
Devatadhikaranam, it is shown that Madhavacarya in his Sarvasiddhantasangraha does
not effectively criticise Sabdadvaita. Later the differences between Maya / Avidya of
Advaita and the various Saktis of Brahman propounded in Vyakaranam are briefly
presented before discussing the number of Pramanas, Pratikopasana and Theory of Error.
It is shown that Abhyasa, practice, is one additional Pramana accepted by Bhartrhari that
is not accepted in Advaita, and this leads to a slight difference in the theories of error.
Thus, while both should be classified as anirvacaniyakhyati the difference is that the
stages of perception within erroneous knowledge are not discussed in Advaita, whereas
they are also considered in Vyakarana. In the Brahmasiitrabhasya it is said that a pratika,
symbol, like Sabda can be worshipped as Brahman, but the reverse is not allowed, i.e.

Brahman cannot be worshipped as Sabda.

These differences are mostly reconciled in the next chapter on Supplements and
Complements, where some of the so-called differences are shown to be differences in
emphasis. This difference in emphasis flows from the different objectives. It is shown in
the chapter that “where Sankaracarya establishes the Darsana of Advaita in its full glory,
and supplies all the essential elements that the establishment of a Darsana requires,

Bhartrhari provides the Linguistic Framework, which is so important to show how Advaita



is tenable and also provides for an alternate presentation without the so-called negative

aspects, which have become very prominent in Advaita”

In the final chapter, first the differences that could not be reconciled are discussed.
It is accepted that Sphotavada has been rejected by Advaita in favour of Varpavada,
though there is no difference in the central tenets of the two systems; that the rules about
Pratikopasana prohibit an Advaitin from accepting Brahman being described as
Sabdatattvam and that the difference between Maya / Avidya and Saktis persists. All the
three differences are resolved by proposing that Sabdabrahman be accepted as the Lower
Brahman within Advaita. The advantage of such a Samanvaya is that Advaita gets a new
Theory of Language which is necessary. Whereas they have been many developments
related to Theory of Language within India and outside, after Sankaracarya expounded
Advaita, Advaita continues to rely on the Theory of Language supplied by
Piirvamimamsa, a realistic school. Replacing the “Bhattanayah” with “Vaiyakarananayah”
will make it easier for Advaita to deal with the enormous developments in Navyanyaya
within India and in Linguistic Philosophy outside India. An example, citing the writing of
a great scholar of Advaita S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri, is given to show that to deal with all
these developments, “there will be the need to revise Advaita terminology, but the core of
Advaita doctrine will remain unaffected and will perhaps be strengthened by its

association with modern speculations in Logic and the science of language.”

Thus the thesis brings out a reasoned argument for viewing Bhartrhari as an
Advaitin, and shows how the two systems are mutually complementary, while reconciling
the traditional position that Sankaracarya refuted Sphotavada not because of any doctrinal
differences, but to avoid other proposing Sparsabrahman, Rasabrahman etc. Without
attempting to gloss over the refutation of Sphotavada by Sankaracarya, it is shown that it
would be acceptable to Advaita to treat Sabda as a Pratika for Brahman and to accept
Sabdabrahman as the Lower Brahman. Finally, it is argued that to keep up with times,

Advaita needs to replace “Bhattanayah” with “Vaiyakarananayah”.



