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SCOPE AND CONTENTS
gaﬁkara and Ra@mdnuja were the two principal interpretors of Vedanta
who inaugurated its two great traditions, Advaita and Viéig;ﬁdvaita. They
have been investigated here with reference to their understanding of the
relation between Self-knowledge and dharma. Although the full corpus of
their writings have been consulted, special attention has been given to
their understanding of this relation with reference to spiritual discipline

- /.
(sadhana) as expounded in their Gita-bhasyas. The doctrines of Sankara and

Ramanuja and also the methods used by both to explain this relation have
been investigated. Areas of tension between doctrine and method were
demarcated. Both the areas of doctrinal difference and the implicit areas

t

l © e o - . . .
of agreement between Sankara and Ramanuja on this relation were considered.
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ABSTRACT

Careful study of the commentaries of both Sanhkara and Ramanuja
éoncerning the relationship between Self-knowledge and dharma confirmed
the usual doctrinal differences between them which have been the focal
point of scholarship on Vedanta but as well it also uncovered areas of
structural convergence co-existing with the former. Accordingly this
investigation proceeded on two levels: the first level was concerned
with those differences in their ontologies; the second level was con-
cerned with the '"meaning-structures' common to both. Previous schelar-
ship on Vedanta has not made reference to these areas of structural
convergence. The objective of this work has been to verify how these
areas of structural convergence throw light on their respective ex-
plicit positions.

The following are the major findings of this work: Whereas
generally éahkara and Ramanuja have been understood in terms of their
doctrinal differences, with special attention to Ramanuja's explicit
refutation both of éahkara's maya-vada and his doctrine of Brahman as
Nirguna, 1 have sought out and argued for a common ground between
them. éaﬁkara is usually understood as arguing for a radical dis-
continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma. I have demonstrated
his implicit concession to their continuity in sdadhana and his use of

two key categories to explain this apparent continuity: (i) Self-

knowledge in its '"secondary sense' as vrtti-jnana,and (ii) dharma in

iv



its '"primary sense' as jndna-voga. REmAnuja is usually understood as
arguing for a continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma. I have \
shown his implicit emphasis on their discontinuity which is especially
evident when dealing with the questian of prapatti where a discontinuity
is set up between dharma, understood as man's own isolated efforts and
Self-knowledge, understood as Self-surrender, which is the surrender to
the Lord as the "eternally established means™.

Two distinct but inseparable strands were discovered in both
éaﬁkara and Ramanuja. They were respectively designated as the "explicit
géhkara”, the “implicit gdhkara”,and the explicit Ramanuja" and
"implicit Ramanuja''. Two major areas of structural convergence were
discovered between these strands: between the '"implicit R&@manuja' and
the "explicit éghkara”j and between the '"explicit Ramanuja" and the
"implicit éaﬁkara”. The structural convergence between the "implicit
Rimanuja' and the "explicit gahkara” threw light on their explicit areas
of agreement on the nature of dharma which they share as Vedantins. The
structural convergence between the 'explicit Ramanuja'' and the "implicit
Sankara" threw light on their explicit areas of agreement, which they
share as Vedantins, on the nature of Self-knowledge.

Areas of tension between their doctrines and methods were un-
covered. The most striking example of such a tension is illustrated by
Ramdnuja's explicit rejection both of éaﬁkara's two levels of truth and

of his maya-vada, in the context of Rimdnuja's use of methodological

equivalents.
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A Note on the Sanskrit Transliteration

Of the various forms of transliterating Sanskrit I have used

the scheme as set out in Radhakrishnan's Principle Upanisads.

Vowels a a 1 1 u u T T 1 e ai o au
anusvara m

visarga h
Consonants

gutturals k kh g gh n
palatals ¢ ch j jh n
cerebrals t th d dh n
dentals t th d dh n
labials p ph b bh m
semi-vowels y T 1 v
sibilants s as in '"'sun"

s palatal sibilant as in "Russian'

s cerebral sibilant as in '"shun'
aspirate h

Various forms of transliteration occur in keeping with the sources

cited. As there are no capitals in Sanskrit, I have allowed English usage
to dictate. Whenever a Sanskrit term begins a sentence or refers to a
proper name, I have used a capital letter. Whenever an anglicized form of
Sanskrit has becen used i.e., pluralizations of Sanskrit terms by the addition
of "s" as in "dharmas', the addition of suffixes such as "ic' as 1in "vedic"
etc., the Sanskrit has not been underlined with two exceptions: 1) when
it refers to specific Sanskrit texts in the plural, and 2) when it has been

underlined in the source cited. Whenever translations have been referred

to the titles have been cited as published 1i.e., Aparokshanubhuti
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INTRODUCTION

1. The Problematic of This Work

The relation between Self-knowledge and dharma, as understood
by both éaﬁkara and Ramanuja, is the general topic of this work. The
central issue within this general topic involves the question of whether
or not the relationship between Self-knowledge and dharma is real or
illusory. 1Is dharma a mere appendage to Self-knowledge or an organic
part of it? Is there an ontological ground for dharma in Vedanta?

Special consideration is given to the doctrines and methods
that éaﬁkara and Ramanuja use to explain the shift from the ”1eve1”l
of Self-knowledge to dharma and back again. Whether or not there is
ever a tension between their doctrines and their methods is a central
concern which necessitates an examination of whether the way in which a
doctrine is used conflicts with the way in which it is explicitly
defined. I investigate whether their methods simply execute their
explicit doctrines or whether they illustrate some problem areas in
their doctrines that are not emphasized in scholarship on Vedanta.

In the enquiry into the relation between Self-knowledge and
dharma I examine whether éaﬂkara's emphasis on this relation can be

characterized simply as a radical discontinuity and whether Ramanuja's

emphasis on this relation can be characterized simply as a continuity.

1
_ _ Though strictly speaking the language of '"levels" is rejgcted
Zy Ramanuja, in his dissociative use of the Self-body relation (sarira-
aririn) he does employ a methodolozical equivalent. Cf., Chapter Two.
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This approach draws the investigation into the very core of their
respective positions and in so doing reveals that there are areas of
doctrinal and methodological similarity between them on this relation.
Finally I examine whether these areas of agreement between them throw
light on their explicit positions or whether they merely distort those

positions.

2. The Historical Context and the Texts Used

Although the focus of this work is philosophical rather than his-
torical, a general historical introduction and a note on the use of
texts is offered here to provide a context for the argument.

The. term 'Vedanta' means the "culmination or end of the Vedas'".
Although the term is used to refer to the Upanisads which come at the
end of the Vedas, it also denotes the daréénas ("view-points" or
"systems' of thought) founded on these texts. This work focuses on
the two major darsénas of Vedanta, Advaita ('"non-dualism') and Vigkstédvaita

(""qualified non-dualism'').

(i) Advaita
Gaudapada, the first proponent of Advaita, is reputed to have
2

/
taught Sarkara's teacher, Govinda. lle is known for his commentary on

the Mandukya-Upanisad, entitled Mandukva-Karika, which he wrote about

2Cf., Radhakrishran, Indian Philosophy 9th ed; Vol. II (London: George
Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1971), pp. 452-53. Herein after cited as:
Radhakrishran, Indian Philosophy Vol. II; S. Dasgupta, A History of
Indian Philosphy 6th ed; Vol. I (Cambridge: University Press, 1969),
pp. 418-20. Herein after cited as: Dasgupta, A History of Indian

Philosophy, Vol I.




3
780 A.D.
Mandana Migfa, the author of the Brahma-Siddhi is usually
4
/.
understood as preceding Sankara. His concern was to reconcile Advaita

with many of the claims of Purva-Mimamsa, which was a darsana that

focussed on the problem of dharma, or thekarma-khanda of the Vedas.

L. - - . .
Sankaracarya is generally considered to be the paradigm
figure in the Advaita tradition. There is general agreement that he
5 4
lived from 788 to 820 A.D. The full corpus of Sankara's writings

. . . . { .
will be consulted, but his major works are emphasized. Sankara wrote

commentaries on the three central texts of Vedanta (prasthana-traya):

the Upanisads; the Bhagavad-Gita; the Brahma-Sutra (here referred to as

his Sutra-bhisya).

His Sﬁtra—bh5$ya is often considered to be more significant

than his Gita-bhasya. This work will accordingly draw heavily on his

Upani§ad-bh§§yas, his Sutra-bhasya and his Giti—bhésya. As shall be

/ - =
demonstrated, Sankara's Upanisad-bhasyas and his Gita-bhasya throw

additional light on many of the issues referred to in his Sutra-bhasya.

Some minor works attributed to him by tradition - the Viveka-cudamani

-

OCf., Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy Vol. I, p. 418.

y It is a matter of dispute among scholars whether Mandana preceded
Sankara or was a contemporary of Sankara. Cf., The Cultural Heritage of
India, ed. H. Bhattacharyya, 2nd ed; Vol III (Calcutta: Ramakrishna
Mission, 1969), p. 255. Herein after cited as: The Cultural Heritage of
India Vol III; Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy Vol. I, p. 4d9. Because

of the phenomenological method employed in this work, I will be '"bracketing"
this question. Therefore Mandana will be included only insofar as he throws
light on Sankara's implicit concession to the apparent continuity between
Self-knowledge and dharma in sddhana and insofar as he throws light on any
possible areas of agreement between Sankara and Ramdnuja.

5
Cf., Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophv Vol I, p. 418;
Radhakrishnan, Indian Philsophy Vol II, p. 447.




(- - -
the Upadesa-Sahasri, the Atma-bodha, and the Aparokshanubhuti - will also

be consulted. These minor works will be consulted only insofar as they
throw light on crucial issues that are the concern of this work, but

my argument, in the main, rests on evidence from the prasthana-traya.

/ . 6
Suresvara,who is reputed as living in the eighth century A.D.,

wrote many commentaries on éaﬁkara's texts. His Naiskarmya-Siddhi

and his Sambandha-.lurtika will be consulted in this work. The Vivaranpa

school which developed many of Suresvara's ideas will also be considered.

Attention will be given to one of their standard texts, Vidyiranya‘s
7

Vivarana-Prameya-Sangraha, which was written in the fourteenth century.
8
- s ne . .
Vacaspati Misra, who lived about 841 A.D., is understood as
9

developing and systematizing the thought of Mandana MisTa. These

post—éﬁﬁkarite texts will be considered only insofar as they illuminate

/
and radicalize points already implicit in Sankara's works.

(ii) vidistadvaita

Yamuna, who is reputed to be Ramanuja's teacher, lived about

.

6Cf., Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy Vol. I, pp. 418-19;
adhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy Vol. II, p. 451. Hi%;orians of Indian
1ilosophy have debated the relatignship between Suresvara and Mandana
Some _scholars identify Surdsvara and Mandana Mifra (cf., Radhakrishnan,
3 Brahma-Sutra (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1960, p. 28) whereas
e scholars insist that they are different people. (Cf., M. liriyanna,
resvara and Mandana Misra', Journal of the Royal Asiatic Socicty,

1 23 and January 1924.) The latter interpretation is more in accordance
,the findings of this work wherein Mandana is understood as radicaliz-
‘ankara's implicit position, wherecas Suresfara is understood as

1lizing Saikara's explicit position. Cf., Chapter TFour.

$ra.

7Cf., Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy Vol. I, p. 451; The Cultural
‘¢ of India Vol. III, p. 262.

8Cf., Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. I, p. 118;
shnan, Indian Philosophy Vol. II, p. 451.

Cf., Cultural Heritage of India, Vol. III, p. 265.




10
/oo . .
918 A.D, He was the first major proponent of Visistadvaita. Of his

several major works the most important is the Siddhi-traya. He sought

to reconcile the teachings of Vedanta with the wisdom of the K;vérs saints.
/. - -
As Sankara is the paradigm figure in Advaita,Ramanuja is the
paradigm figure in Vifigyédvaita. According to tradition Ramanuja
11

was born between 1017 and 1027 A.D. He wrote commentaries on the

- - s
Brahma-Sutra and the Bhagavad-Gita, but unlike Sankara he did not write

separate commentaries on the Upanisads. His commentary on the Brahma-
Sutra (here referred to as his §ri-bhésya) was in response to Sankara's

Sutra-bhasya; therefore, many of the marked doctrinal differences between

7 - - . =
é;nkara and Ramdnuja emerge in his Sri-bhasya. Similarly his Vedarthasamgraha,

which is considered to be Ramanuja's first work, as well as his Gita—bhésya,
/.
were written in critical response to Sankara.
Whereas Sankara is able to argue his position best on the basis

of the Upanisads, Ramanuja is most comfortable with the Bhagavad-Gitd.

Van Buitenen says in this respect: '"There is indeed a striking parallelism
between the Gita's reaction against the monism of the upanisads and
12

Visistadvaita's reaction against the monism of Advaita." Despite this

disparity in their approach to the Bhagavad-Gita, the Gita-bhasyas

- - - . . . . .
of both Sankara and Ramanuja will be given special consideration because

/ - -
it is there that Sankara and Ramanuja specifically address themselves

10 . .
Cf., Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy Vol. I, p. 668; Dasgupta,

A History of Indian Philosophy Vol. III, p. 97,

11Cf., Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy, Vol II, p. 665; Dasgupta,
A History of Indian Philosophy Vol III, p. 100.

2 - - . -
Van Buitenen, Ramanuja on the Bhagavad-Gita 2nd ed; (Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass, 1968), p. 4.




to the general topic of this work; the relation between Self-knowledge and

dharma in sadhana. The Bhagavad—Gfté itself is the best locus for

articulating this relation for two fundamental reasons: 1) One way

of interpreting the Gita is that the teaching of dharma is tapered
according to the degree of Self-knowledge attained. Arjuna is first
told to perform his caste duty - to fight. It is disclosed subsequently
that he essentially had no choice as Krispa was the real agent. Arjuna
had to reach a certain level of Self-knowledge before he was ready for
the radical re-definition of dharma in chapter eleven. 2) A paradoxical
freedom from dharma is described whereby one ceases to see the Self as

a do-er. The gupas ("qualities'" or ''constituents'), not the Self, are
described as responsible for dharma and one achieves freedom from their
activity by an act of de-personalization, i.e. by ceasing to identify

with them.

I will refer to Ramanuja's major works: his Sri—bhi;va, Gité-bha$ya and

Vedarthasamgraha as well as the more esoteric works attributed to him

by tradition such as the Saranagati-Gadya and the Gadya-Trayam. Although

[ e - - - -
the major portion of my argument is drawn from his Sri-bhasya, Gita-bhasya

and Vedérthasamgraha, the minor works throw light on the issue of prapatti

("'surrender') which is often only implicitly stated in the major works.

. - . - . =
Reference is also made to the later Visistadvaitic text, the Yatindramatadipika,
13
by Srinivasadasa, (c. early seventeenth century), because of its clear

explication of many implicit distinctions in Ramanuja's thought

such as the distinction between the dharmi-bhiuta-jNana ("substantive

13
Cf., Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy Vol. III, p. 127;

Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy Vol. I, p. 670.




some of the differences in their understanding of these terms.

¢ - - .
(1) A Common Model of Dharma for Sankara and Ramanuja

Although some translations of the term "dharma' are extensive,
they are not totally exhaustive. For example, Monier-Williams lists
the following meanings of 'dharma': "That which is established or firm,
steadfast decree, statue, ordinance, law; usage, practice, customary
observance or prescribed conduct, duty; right, justice; virtue, morality,
religious merit, good works”%7 The translations would cover the provisional
understanding of dharma used by both Satikara and Ramanuja in their common
incorporation of the major portion of the Purva-Mimamsa definition. As
we shall see, however, much of their doctrine is a direct criticism of
many of the implications of the Mimamsaka definition of the term which
concerns the purport of the Vedas. As shall be shown both gaﬁkara and
Ramanuja extended their understanding of dharma beyond their provisional
definition.

One cannot begin to grasp dharma as understood by S;ﬁkara and
Ramanuja before one comprehends how the Purva-Mimamsd understood the
concept. Both ééﬁkara and Ramanuja address themselves to the Mimamsaka

understanding of dharma at the commencement of their respective

commentaries on the Brahma-Sutras. Most of the discussion on the word

"atha' in the first verse of their respective commentaries centexs

around the question of whether dharma as defined by the Purva-Mimamsa is
a4 pre-requisite for the inquiry into Brahman of the Vedanta or Uttara-

MImamnsa. /

17
Monier-Williams, A Sanskrit-English Dictionary (Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1960). Herein after cited as: Monier Williams, A Sanskrit-
English Dictionary.




- - « = . . .
consciousness'") and the dharma-bhuta-jnana ("attributive consciousness'!).

The followers of Ramanuja have been classified under one of two
schools: the Vadagalai school (here referred to as the "Northern school'),
and the Tengalai school (here referred to as the "Southern school').

The foremost proponent of the Northern school is Vedanta Degaka who
14

was born about 1268 A.D. Special attention has been given to his

iéa—bhésya and his Srimad Rahasyatrayasara because of their concern with

the relation of Self-knowledge and dharma with reference to sadhana.

The foremost proponent of the Southern school is Lokacharya who
15
succeeded Pardsara Bhattarya, born c. 1078 A.D., the direct successor

of Ramanuja. Apart from the relationship to Bhattdrya and his birth
16
few scholars have set a definite date to Lokacharya's life. Lokacharya's

Mumukshupadi is considered because it radicalizes the implicit emphasis

in Réménuja on the discontinuity between Self-knowledge and dharma
in prapatti, and, therefore, throws light on an area of agreement between

7. - -
Sankara and Ramanuja.

3. General Introduction to Terms and Concepts

/ - -
Self-knowledge and dharma as understood by Sankara and Ramanuja
are the two primary concepts examined in this thesis. In this subsection,
I will provide a provisional definition of both terms that would be

/. - o . . .
acceptable to both Sankara and Ramanuja before proceeding to point out

14Cf., Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy Vol. III, p. 119.

Parasara Bhattarya's Sri Vishnu Sahasranama Bashya is very briefly
referred to in this work because of its clear articulation of the hid-
denness of the Antaryamin ("'Inner Controller').

l6Cf., Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophyv Vol. III, p. 135;
Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy, Vol. I, p. 669.




Jaimini, the author of the definitive Mimamsa Sutra, defines

dharma as follows: "That which is indicated by the Vedic Injunction as
18

conducive to welfare." Kumarila, commenting on this text, expands this

definition: 'Dharma...does not stand for the merit that is obtained

by the doing of good deed, by right conduct; it is used in the much

wider sense of what should be done, i.e., Duty."19 Prabhakara, the

author of the BrhatT commentary, argues that dharma is the central

purport of the Vedas, specifically dharmic injunctions, and not statements
about existing things which thus become subsidiary (ééié) to the former
(éégig): "The meaning of only these Vedic texts has to be investigated
which are injunctive; because it is only the Sentence laying down

20
something to be done that is really directly expressive." The last

point is critical for both ééﬁkara and Ramanuja reverse this position
and argue that the purport of the Vedas is not to point to dharmic
injunctions, but, rather, to point to statements about existing things,
specifically, to statements about Brahman as the sole Reality. They
disagree with one another on whether the inquiry into dharma is a neces-
sary and natural part of the inquiry into Brahman. gaﬁkara, in refuting

the MImamsa position, states in his Sutra-bhasya: 'We have proved so

far that the only aim and the motive of the Vedanta-passages is to make

us aware of the fact that Brahman is the Self of everything, that it

186. Jha, Purva-Mimamsa in Its Sources (Benares: Benares Hindu
University, 1942), p. 175. Herein after cited as: G. Jha, Purva-
Mimamsa in Its Sources.

Y1pid., p. 173.

201pid., pp. 173-74.
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21
has no relation with action." Ramanuja, in commenting on the same
b o

sitra from the Brahma-SGtras, states that, '"His (i.e. Brahma's) consti-

tuting the true purport of the scripture is (the same as His being) the
highest object of human pursuit; because the Brahman who is the highest

22
object of human pursuit is alone intended to be denoted (by the sastras)."

Though Ramanuja explicitly admits a real Atma-vidhi (the injunction pertain-

ing to Self-knowledge) as dhvana-vidhi (the injunction pertaining to

meditation), as opposed to éaﬁkara who explicitly opposes such a dhyana-
23

vidhi, he never argues that the purport of the Vedas as such is this

vidhi. Similarly, despite Ramanuja's more explicit endorsement of

visama-samuccaya (the view that karma and jndna are combined though

karma is subsidiary to jnana), he azrees with éaﬁkara that ultimately

only Brahma-vidya confers moksa. In his small Siddhanta Riamdnuja

states: 'We admit that release consists only in the cessation of

Nescience, and that this cessation results entirely from the knowledge
24
£ - - . .
of Brahman." Thus both Sankara and Ramanuja disagree with the

Mimamsa contention that dharmic injunctions are the purport of the Vedas.
i

On these issues, the Mimamsa constitute a common negative standard for

/. - -
both Sankara and Ramanuja.

21,
Sankara, Sutra-bhasya I.1.4, trans. V. H. Date (Bombay: Munshiram
Manoharlal Pub., 1973) I, p. 32. Herein after cited as: Sutra-bhasya, Date.

22 - - /= -
Ramanuja, Sri-bhasva I1.1.4, trans. M. Rangacharya and M.B.V.
Aiyangar (Madras:’ Educational Publishing Co., 1961) I, p. 253. Herein
after cited as: Sri-bhasva, Rangacharya.

23Although as we shall see its possibility implicitly is a
problematic for Sankara, especially for the "implicit strand' in Sankara.

24 - - . - - .
“4Ramanuja, Sri-bhasva I.1.1, trans. G. Thlbaug (Delhi: Motilalal
Banarsidass, 1971) i, p. 11. lHerein after cited as: Sri-bhasya, Thibaut.
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/. - -
In their provisional understanding of dharma, Sankara and Ramanuja

incorporate much of the Purva-Mimamsaka definition of dharma in their

25 . -
uses of the term. This is illustrated in ééﬁkara's definition of
26 27
dharma, in his Sutra-bhasya, as 'virtue', "religious rites",
28 29 30
"action to achieve liberation, "virtuous deeds", "obligatory duties'".

/
In his Sri-bhasya Ramanuja defines dharma in a manner similar to
/ 31 32
Santkara as "ritualistic works'", '"merit'', "duty', f'religious merit",

33

"religious duties''.

Their use and interpretation of the term dharma often differed
not only from the Purva-Mimamsakas, but also from each other. Both
§aﬁkara and Ramanuja demonstrate an extended understanding of the term

i {1
dharma which exceeds the notion of dharma as ritual injunction. This

is clear in their Gita-bhasyas where the meaning of dharma is extended

5Van Buitenen comments on this incorporation of Mimamsaka
material by both Sarkara and Ramanuja as follows: 'For all Vedantins,
however differently they may ultimately conceive of the relation of
the two mImamsds, the First Exegesis is propaeudeutic to the second"
from Ramanuja, Vedérthasamgraha, trans J. A. B. Van Buitenen (Poona:
Deccan College, 1956), p. 39. Herein after cited as: Vedarthasamgraha,
Van Buitenen.

26 - -
Sutra-~bhasya, Date, I.IV.6.

27 1hid., 11.1.1.
28 1pid., TI.11.33.

ol
“91bid., I111.1.5.

301bid., II1.IV.34.
314 = - .
Sri-bhasya, Thibuat, I.1.1.

32 1bid., 1.1.4.

éséfi—bhisya, Rangacharya, II.1.1.
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beyond the simple meaning of ritual injunction to include the larger
concept of the duty proper to one's caste (svadharma) and stage of life

(zéramadharma) .

Sankara tends to be more conservative in his use of dharma
34
in his Sutra-bhasya than in his Gita-bhasya while Ramanuja employs

an extended definition of dharma both in his Gité—bhé§ya and in his

éri—bhésya. In I1.IV.6 of his éri-bhésya Ramanuja defines dharma as:
"ameans of attainment”osi.e. an Egézg_(means Bf realization). When
Ramanuja refers to '"religious duties'" or dharmic acts as '"constituting

6
the worship of the Supreme Person' ’ he is defining dharma as a religious

act. This extended sense of dharma as worship is even clearer in his

3 - -
4Cf., Sutra-bhasya Date, 1.1.1, pp. 7-8; I.1.4, pp. 18-20;

g nkara, Gita-bhasya XIV.27. There is more of a discontinuity between
ézﬁkara's understanding of the Brahma-Sltras and his understanding of the
Gita than between Ramanuja's understanding of the same texts because of
génkara's insistence that smrti should always be supbordinated to §}uti.
VanBuitenen comments on this distinction between Sankara and Ramanuja

as follows: 'One of the most striking features of Sankara's exegetical
method is the distinction that he introduces between the pure Vedanta
texts, which set forth the paramarthajnina and the far more sizeable texts
in which definite upasanas are set forth describing the absolute in
anthromorphic terms and which consequently are vyavahdrika....Ramanuja
wno does not allow Sankara's distinction between an 'ideal' and a
'practical' reality,rejects consequently its twofold reflection in

P

sruti. To Ramanuja all srutis are equally authoritative.'" (Vedarthasamgraha,
Van Buitenen, pp. 57-58.)
35

[ < -
Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya I.IV.6.1I, p. 209.

501pid., 1I.1.1, Vol. II, p. 304.
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Gita-bhasya where he refers to bhakti as: "This dharma...which is of
the form of being surpassingly dear on account of its having for its
object Myself who am surpassingly dear."37 Whereas the provisional
understanding of dharma as 'obligatory duties' or '"duty' tends to treat
dharma as self-explanatory,i.e. as intelligible without reference to
Brahman, this extended sense of dharma as worship tends to treat
dharma as comprehensible only from the standpoint of the Lord. This
extended sense of dharma as worship is confirmed in Ramanuja's methodolo-
gical equivalent to ééﬁkara’s "transposition strategy' whereby dharmic
problems are transferred to the ''level' of the Lord.38
39 40

In his Gita-bhasya ééﬁkara, like Ramanuja, extends the

meaning of the term dharma from its restricted sense of "ritual injunction',

to the more generalized sense of the duty proper to one's caste (svadharma)

; -7 . . .
and stage of life (asramadharma). He extends the meaning to include his

-

°7R£ménuja, Gita-bhasya trans. M.R. Sampatkumaran (Madras: Prof.
M. Rangacharya Memorial Trust, 1969) IX, 3, p. 248. Herein after cited
as: Ramanuja, Gita-bhasva.

38The "transposition strategy' should be defined as the re-
examination of a dharmic problem that was first examined from the first level
of truth(vyavaharika) by transferring it to the second level of truth
(paramarthika). As shall be shown in Chapter Two, despite Ramanuja's
explicit rejection of Sankara's two levels of truth, he offers a methodolo-
gical equivalent in his dissociative usage of the Self-body relation
(§arira-saririn). Similarly, Ramanuja offers a methodological equivalent
to Sankara's "transposition strategy' in the transference of a dharmic
problem to the "level'" of the Lord, as illustrated in his understanding
of prapatti (Self-surrender).

39 .. - -
éﬁﬁkara, Gita-bhasya, trans. A. M. Sastri, 6th ed. (Madras:
V. Venkateswara Sgstrulu Trust [d;acriticals absent]), II,31. Herein
after cited as: ankara, Gita-bhasva.

40 - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya II.31, 37.



14

41
"primary sense'' (paramartham) of the term where dharma equals jfana-yoga
42
("the discipline of knowledge") . This is illustrated in two passages

in his Gita-bhasva. In XIV:27, he refers to the "Dharma of Jnana-Yoga

or wisdom devotion' which focuses on the Lord who is the "Eternal Dharma',
"the abode of Eternal Dharma of Wisdom-Devotion, and the abode of the
unfailing Bliss born of that Devotion.”43 In IX:2, he includes this
"primary-sense' of dharma as part of Atma-vidya. He says: '"What is

possessed of many a desirable quality may be opposed to Dharma; but not

so is the knowledge of Atman opposed to Dharma; on the other hand it is

44
not separable from Dharma, i.e. not opposed to it." (dharmadanapetam)
Even more pointedly, in IX,3, he simply refers to '"...this Dharma viz

45

knowledge of the Self'.
It is in Sankara's "primary sense' of this term, i.e. to dharma
_ 46
as jnana-yoga, and not in his ''secondary sense" of the term that

the similarity with Ramanuja's extended sense of dharma as worship

emerges for Rdmanuja used bhakti (devotion) as synonymous with upasana

Sankara distinguishes between the penultimate or secondary sense
of a term (gaunam) and the ultimate or '"primary sense'" of a term
(paramartham) in VI.1 and XVIII.GG6 of his Gita-bhasya. See Chapter One

for a full discussion of these terms. lle argues in his Gita-bhasya XVIIT,66
that the "secondary sense' is mithyapratyaya (an illusory notion).
Cf. Chapter One. v

20 . . . . .
4 This idea will be fully investigated in Chapter One.

43¢ cen s
Sankara, Gitd-bhasya XIV,27.

4 . -, = -
4§;nkara, Gita-bhasya IX,Z2.

45 /. - - -
Sénkara, Gita-bhasya IX.3.
46 . -
As we shall see in Chapter One, the ''secondary sense' of a term
is often linked with avidyva. This is the case, whenever the''secondary
sense' involves an element of adhyisa. Cf., Sankara's Gita-bhasya XVIII:66.

—— e
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47
(meditation) and vedana (knowledge). It is this explicit similarity

/o, - nd—
between Sankara's 'primary-sense' (paramartham) of dharma as jflana-yoga

and Ramanuja's use of the term "bhakti' that provides the basis for

/
what I have designated as the "implicit theism' in Sankara and for
48
/ —
Sankara's implicit emphasis on the reality of the Atma-vidhi.  This

association is made on the basis that despite the fact that é;ﬁkara
argues against a real continuity between dharma in its "secondary sense"
and Self-knowledge, he does admit of a real continuity between dharma
in its "primary sense" as jfana-yoga and Self-knowledge. It is with
respect to this latter understanding that the convergence with Ramanuja
emerges.

/

Sankara and Ramanuja argue against the ritualistic emphasis of
the Purva-Mimamsakas, specifically against the conception of dharma
as an autonomous, self-regulating principle requiring no supervision
(i.e. from a Lord) and explainable solely in terms of apurva (''the

unseen force of karma'). Thus in III.11.40, in their respective commentaries

on the Brahma-Sutras, both Sankara and Ramanuja argue against the MImamsakas,

that the Lord and not the principle of aplirva is responsible for the fruits
of action.

Just as they both argue that dharma is not autonomous and self-
regulating, they both argue that dharma is not self-explanatory. It can

49
only be ultimately "known! from the standpoint of Brahman. From this

/ /
0., Sri-bhisya I.1.1.

48 . . . .
I will investigate these themes in Chapter Four.
49 . . i . )
This is so whether the standpoint of, Brahman is understood as the
second level of truth (paramarthika) as with Sankara, or as the '"level"
of the Lord as with Raminuja.
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/

Sankara argues against the Mimamsakas that we can only finally "know"

dharma from the standpoint of its sublation in Brahma-vidya. He maintains

a continuity in the order of discovery between both senses of dharma
and Self-knowledge through his contention that dharma can be'known''only

a-posteriori, i.e. from the standpoint of Brahma-vidya. Although

Ramanuja does not use the language of sublation, he similarly argues that
dharma is not self-explanatory; it can onlnge known from the '"level"
of the Lord. Thus with reference to the order of knowing, both Sankara
and Ramanuja use dharma and Brahman as joint concepts. This is the case
even though, when speaking of the ''secondary sense'" of dharma, ééﬁkara
insists that they are totally discontinuous pursuits; that is, the continuity
between Self-knowledge and dharma in éaﬁkara refers to the order of
knowing and not to the order of being.

50

Thus both éﬁﬁkara and Ramanuja employ some 'transposition strategy"

whereby dharmic problems are viewed from the level of Brahman, whether
understood as the paramarthika or as the ''level" of the Lord. égﬁkara
transposess1 dharmic problems to the second level of truth (Paramarthika)
while Ramanuja, despite his explicit rejection of Saiikara's two levels
of truth, presents a methodological equivalent in his transference of

dharmic problems to the 'level” of the Lord. This is especially illustrated

in his second interpretation of the carama-sloka of the Gita. Their

common employment of a 'transposition strategy' distinguishes them from the

Mimamsaka view of dharma as self-regulating and self-explanatory.

5OCf., footnote # 38,

/
/

Sankara does not actually use the term 'transposition strategy".
This term has been coined to express his strategy of transposing dharmic
problems to the Paramdrthika.
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Most important, they both agree that only Brahma-vidya can confer moksa,

not dharma as Jaimini had argued.

(ii) A Common Model of Self-knowledge for Both éaﬁkara and Ramanuja

Because of its latitude, the following translation of the term

_ rd - - . -
"atman' can be applied to both Sankara and Ramanuja: 'the soul, principle

of 1ife and sensation,...self, abstract individual, essence, nature,.

the understanding, intellect, mind, the highest personal principle of
life."52

Despite the surface similarities between Ramanuja and the Mimamsakas

53

on the nature of the Self the Mimamsaka understanding of the Self
constituted a common negative standard for both Ramanuja and ééﬁkara.
In their argument against the Mimamsakas both maintained that the essential
or proper form (svarupa) of the Self must be of a homogenous nature,
i.e. it cannot simultaneously be changing and un-changing, conscious and
unconscious, active and inactive. As ééﬁkara continuallysgoints out

these conflicting attributes are the natural consequence of defining

the essential nature (svarupa) of the Self as an independent do-er,

2Sir Monier William, A Sanskri-English Dictionary, p. 135.
Although Ramanuja uses thc term "atman' to refer to both the Lord and
the individual self, this work will initially focus on the latter in
order to uncover any possible similarities with gaﬁkara. In accordance
with this uncovering of similarities between dankara and Ramanuja, the
term "Self" will be capitalized in this work. The justification for this
use in reference to Ramanuja is that the individual self in its extended
sense is comprehended by the term "Sclf' as capitalized.

Both Ramanuja and the Purva-Mimamsakas understand the indivi-
dual self as plurai, as polarized in terms of subject and object and
as a conscious agent.

54 -
Cf., éﬁﬁkara's introductory section on adhyasa to his Sutra-

bhasya.
P ]
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55 56
cognizer and enjoyer. Sabara, the Mimamsaka, defined the Self

as follows: "The Act of Cognizing presupposes an Agent who does that
act; and an Agent must be an Entity distinct from the Act itself. And
it is this Agent of the act of Cognizing, Desiring and the like which we
call 'Soul', @tman.”57 Radhakrishnan argues that the Mimamsaka
understanding of the Self was in consequence of the attempt to reconcile
the Self with the claims of dharma: '"For the sake of the integrity of
dharma, it is obliged to affirm the reality of the soul and regard it

as a permanent being, psessessing a body to whom the results of acts
accrue.”58 It was precisely the conception that dharma could make

a difference to the Self in life here and hereafter that was criticized

[ . 59
by both Sankara and Ramanuja.

It is the indepepdent agency ascribed to the Self by the Mimamsakas
that is rejected by both Sankara and Ramanuja, not simply the distinction
between agent and activity. For Ramanuja knowership is intrinsic to the
Self while for Sankara agency and knowership belong to the Self only by
ascription.

6, . - -, .
Sabara was one of the first Mimamsakas to write a commentary on
Jaimini's MImahsa-Sutras.

>76. Jha, Purva-Mimamsa in Its Sources, p. 27. The understanding
of the Self reflected in this defintion is acceptable to both $ankara
and Ramanuja but only with reference to the manifested nature of the Self.

SRadhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy (London: George Allen and Unwin
Ltd., 1971} I, p. 375.

9According to Kumarila adjuncts induce a change in the Self.
Technically the change is called knowledge. Unlike Prabhakara and the
Nyaya-Vaisesikas, Kumarila argues that the Self "suffers' change but
only in the sense that modal changes are possible in the Self. This
position is similar to Ramanuja but with this fundamental difference:
whercas Kumarila describes the Self in its fundamental nature as inert
and non-sentient (jada), Ramanuja describes the Self both in its svarupa
and in its svabhava as conscious (ajada). (Cf., Kumarila, Slokavirtika
st. 74 cited in M. Hiriyanna, Outlines of Indian Philosophy (London:
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1951), p. 302. lHlerein after cited as:
Hiriyanna, Outlines of Indian Philosophy.)
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Both ééﬁkara and Ramanuja argue against the MImamsakas that
knowledge is inseparable from the self, not adventitious to it.
Knowledge is never described as a transitory transformation (parindma)
in the elf and thus separable from it as Kumarila had argued. Although
they disagree about the nature of that Self-knowledge, both ééﬁkara and
Ramanuja argue against the Mimamsaka contention that deep sleep involves
the absence of Self-knowledge.60 Sankara insists that because the self
is of the very nature of Pure Consciousness it is present as such in
deep sleep although obscured by ignorance, whereas Ramanuja argues that

the knowledge presented in deep sleep is both determinate and indistinct.

Accordingly, Ramanuja states in his Great Siddhanta that, "The object of

the word 'I'.:.is that 'I' which consists of a uniform flow of Self-

61
consciousness which persists in sleep, also, but is then not quite distinct."
éaﬁkara and Ramanuja both hold that knowledge is inseparable from the
self. éaﬁkara is more radical than Ramanuja in that he insists on their
identity. Ramanuja, although not insisting on a literal identity,

argues that they both denote the same reality. He insists that knowledge

understood here as the 'substantive consciousness' (dharmi-bhuta-jfiana)

constitutes the essential nature (svarupa) of the Self. This '"substantive

consciousness' constitutes the similarity of Selves both to one another

and to the Lord, and constitutes their essential inseparability. Ramanuja

60 - - e
Cf., G. Jha, Purva-Mimamsa in Its Sources, p. 35. It is

interesting to observe that while both schools of Purva Mimamsa
subscribe to the theory that Self-knowledge is absent in deep sleep,
Kumarila regards the sgzlf in deep sleep as characterized by the latent

power to know (jffana-sakti). (Cf., Hiriyanna, Outlines of Indian
Philosophy, p. 305.)
61 /

Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 69.
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says in his Gita-bhasya: 'Between you and other beings there is equality
...on account of (your self and all other selves) being solely of the
form of knowledge...Then you will see all beings without exception in

Me, because of the similarity of the thing, the self, everywhere in its
pure state, with My nature.”62 Yet as this passage indicates all Selves

only perceive this similarity to one another and to the Lord via

the "attributive consciousness' (dharma-bhuta-jfana). This perception

occurs fragmentally in samsara but wholly in moksa. This point is the
basis for an implicit convergence between Ramanuja and éénkara. The
convergence specifically involves the parallel between the actual
inseparability between the Selves and the Lord for Ramanuja, and the
63
actual non-difference between the Self and Brahman for éaﬁkara.
The importance of the doctrine of the "attributive consciousness!'
cannot be over-emphasized for it is this doctrine which is the fulcrum
of one important point of agreement between éaﬂkara and Ramanuja.

Just as éaﬁkara and Ramanuja agree that dharma can only be
ultimately"known' from the standpoint of Brahman, they also agree that
the Self cannot be '"known'' apart from Brahman, whether understood as
Nirguna (without attributes) or as Saguna (with attributes). Raminuja

employs the image of '"theft" to describe those who attempt to know

themselves separately from the Lord: '"'Theft', means, indeed the

62R5ménuja, Gita-bhasva IV, 35, p. 138; cf., V,7 and VI, 29-34.
Compare Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #79: '...any member of the
order of souls 1s, when abiding in its proper form, equal to any other
member, because it has the common form of knowledge as nirvana."

~

b . . . . .
I will examine this point at length in Chapter Two.
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entertainment of the idea of one's own property in regard to a thing which
is another's and is intended solely for the use of that other.”64

His de-evaluation of '"abstract Self-knowledge'" and his emphasis on
"concrete Self-knowledge" ° is based on this insistence.

The Lord, qua Antarydmin ("Inner controller'), constitutes the
essence of the Self and is central to the extended definition of the Self
according to Ramanuja: 'Men...have no knowledge of Him who having
entered into themselves as their inner soul by being their immanent
Ruler, remains with them”.66 This is stated even more clearly in the
following: "By the Supreme Self, who abides as his own Self, the
individual Self has his knowledge imparted to him.”67 Thus the distinction
between the Self and Brahman that Ramanuja argues for never entails
even the possibility of knowing the Self apart from Brahman (as fgvara)
or of the Self as existing in absolute separation from Brahman; rather,
the Self is described as an eternal mode of the Lord, as His body:

"The relation of body and soul exists at all times between cit-acit
(on the one hand) and the Supreme Self (on the other).”68 Sankara
argues that not only is the knowledge of the ézmgg_inseparable from the

/
knowledge of Brahman, but the two are synonymous. For Sankara and

Ramanuja the Self best perceives its inseparability from Brahman from

4_._ - - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya III, 12, p. 85.

5
See Chapter Three for a full cxplanation and development of
these terms.

6 .. .
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen,p. 236.

67¢:1 bhasya, Rangacharya, I.IV.23, Vol. 11, p. 274.

68R£m5nuja, Gita-bhisya XIII, 2, (translation mine).
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an a-posteriori standpoint, i.e. from the standpoint of liberation

(moksa). Thus the Self in moksa, even for Ramanuja, realizes that,
in fact, it was never separated from the Lord. The separation was
only apparent.

It is from this standpoint that the implicit convergence between

69
what has been designated as the "as-if duality' in éaﬁkara (between
the Self and Brahman) and the "as-if separability' in Ramanuja, (between
70

the Self and the Lord) becomes clearer. Again, it is from this a-posteriori

standpoint that one can uncover a similar model of moksa for both

ééﬁkara and Ramanuja. Both agree that the Self-realization in moksa is

not an attainment in the strict sense of the term. That is, it never
entails taking on a new nature. For Ramanuja the essential nature

(svarlipa) of the Self and consciousness do not change in samhsara.

Only the manifested nature (svabhava) of the Self and consciousness

change. For both éaﬁkara and Ramanuja, Self-realization is not an
attainment, strictly speaking, but a recovery of its original nature.
Rimianuja states at the end of his é;i-bhisya that, "That particular
condition which this individual self reaches...consists of the manifestation
of his own essential nature, but it does not consist of the production

71
of a new form." Sankara, in commenting on the same sutra from the

Vedanta-Sltras,states that, "The word 'sva' in 'one's own form' (svena

repena) clearly shows that the form in which the soul manifests is not

91 nave employed the preface "as-if'" here to indicate that the

duality is only apparent, and not ultimately real.

For a full examination of this convergence, see Chapter Two.

71/ . -
Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, IV.IV.1, Vol. TII, p. 534.
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72
new, but its real own form."

Although Sankara argues that the buddhi is sublated in moksa, he
admits that samsara is constituted by actual changes in the buddhi
or vrtti-jﬁéna which is falsely inferred as pertaining to actual changes
73

in the Self. This i1s similar to Ramanuja's insistence that the transition

from samsara to moksa refers not to an actual change in the Self but

to the shift from a contracted dharma—bhﬁta—jﬁﬁna to an expansive dharma-

bhﬁta-jﬁana. Moksa is thus the recovery of the original all-expansive
74
nature of the dharma—bhﬁta-jﬁ@na.

Both é;ﬁkara and Ramanuja argue against the Mimamsakas that
75

moksa is a positive rather than a negative condition. For them moksa
involves the fullness of both bliss and knowledge not the absence of
bliss and knowledge as the Mimamsakas contend.

These explicit points of doctrinal agreement between ééﬁkara
and Ramanuja on both the nature of dharma and Self-knowledge are the basis
for the implicit areas of convergence between them. By means of a
methodological examination of the key doctrines used one sees a development

of many of the implications of the explicit points of doctrinal agreement

in these implicit areas of convergence.

72sitra-bhisya, Date, IV.IV.1, Vol. I, p. 389,

3The parallelism here is primarily structural and not doctrinal
for whereas Sankara argues that the buddhi, being sublateable, is not
ultimately real; Ramanuja does not argue that the buddhi is sublateable;
rather, for Ramanuja, the buddhi persists even in moksa.

74 will fully examine this parallelism in Chapter Four.

75Cf., G. Jha, Purva-Mimamsa In Its Sources, pp. 36-39.
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(1iii) Differences between Sankara and Ramdnuja on the Concept of Dharma

Their different interpretations of the word "atha" (''then"),

the first word of the Brahma-SUtras, is perhaps the best and most

condensed summary of their differences on dharma. The first sentence

of the sutra states, "Then therefore the inquiry into Brahman."

éaﬁkara is very insistent in arguing that "atha' does not refer to the
knowledge of dharma as a necessary pre-requisite for the inquiry into
Brahman; rather, "atha' refers to the following antecedent conditions:

the discrimination between the transitory and the eternal; non-attachment;

the possession of virtues such astranquillity and restraint, and the
76
yearning for liberation. ééﬁkara’s reasons for rejecting the knowledge

of dharma as a necessary pre-requisite to Brahman knowledge provide
the basis for critically distinguishing his position from that of
Ramanuja. In the following excerpt he outlines his reasons:

Knowledge of Religious duty and that of Brahman are
not so related to each other that the study of the
one will prepare a person to study the other.
They differ in subject-matter and in results.
Brahma-jfana ends in salvation and eternal bliss,
while Dharma-jffina enjoins performance of religious
acts while Brahma-jfana does not...Brahman being
eternal and an ever-accomplished fact, the knowledge
of it is not something which will accrue at some
future time as the result of human effort. The
fruit of Dharma, on the other hand, is to be
accomplished at some future time by the performance
of some futurc time by the performance of some
religious act...Whereas the knowledge about the
Brahman is the immediate result of the Upanisadic
statement, without requiring any intermediate
human activity, the knowledge about Dharma is _
dependent not only on the statement from the Brahmana,
but on human activity too.

77

76 - -
Cf., Sutra-bhasya I.1.1.

7 .- -
7‘Sutra—bha$ya, Date I.1.1, pp. 7-8.
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Thus Purva-Mimamsa and Uttara-Mimamsa are regarded

/ . - - . - -
by Sankara as two discontinuous disciplines differing in

78
their respective aims, pre-requisites and results. In h

his Gita-bhasya éaﬁkara goes even further and explicitly

links dharma with ignorance (avidya). Dharma is described as

actually causing bondage: '"He from whom all desires have
departed...incurs no sin which will produce evil effects.

Even dhgrma“is_a sin, - in the case of him who seeks liberation, -
inasmuch as it causes bondage. He is liberated from both (dharma

and adharma) i.e. he is liberated from Samsara.”79 For é;ﬁkara
dharma becomes appropriate simply for the uninitiated man, and solely
from the first level of truth (vyavaharika). What is most important
is the implication that the discontinuity between Purva-Mimamsa and

Uttara-Mimamsa on dharma and Self-knowledge is based on the discontinuity

between avidya/vidya, and on the non-relational nature of Self-knowledge.

As T. R. V., Murti notes on this point: 'To say that relation is of

the nature of the relation between the false and the real is to say
80

that all relations are false."

/7
Sankara rejects the view that knowledge and action are equally

efficacious (jNdna-karma-samuccaya)in leading to liberation, but he

/
does allow for what Suresvara terms ''sequential combination'" (krama-samuccava)

78Cf., Sutra-bhasyva I1.1.4, pp. 19-20 (Date).

79, . - -
Sankara, Gita-bhasva IV, 21, p. 137. Sece also IV, 36.
80
T. R. V. Murti, "The Two Definitions of Brahman in the Advaita"
(Amalner: Indian Institute of Philosophy, 1958), p. 142. Herein after
cited as: T. R. V., Murti, "The Two Definitions of Brahman in the
Advaita."
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in the sense of giving a provisional value to dharma prior to the
"arising" of Self-knowledge. When dharma is used in the sense of karma,
8
as it often is in his Gita-bhasya, : the renunciation of dharma is
described as accessory to Atma-vidya: "...renunciation of all action is
R
enjoined on the seeker of Moksha.??.”é%ﬁkara qualifies this somewhat
by stating that the renunciation of karma involves primarily the
renunciation of the idea of agency as pertaining to the Self rather than
the act as such. This'renunciation involves an act of 'de-personalization"
whereby one perceives it not as 'my act' but as '"that act'". Such an
act is not performed by the Self but by the gunas. Certainly the most
important qualification of his explicit insistence on the discontinuity
between dharma and Self-knowledge pertains to his use of dharma in
83
its "primary sense' (paramartham). The "primary sense' of dharma
as jﬁﬁna—yoga is co-extensive with the ''secondary sense' (gaunam) of
Self-knowledge as vrtti—jﬁzna ("modifying consciousness') but not with
Self-knowledge in its ''primary sense' as svaripa-j¥ina ("essential

84
consciousness'') This qualification is crucial in comparing g%ﬁkara

with Ramanuja on the relation of dharma and Self-knowledge.

814, s = -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya I1I.10,

82« o= -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya Introduction, Chapter III, p. 86.

83Cf., footnotes 41 to 45, p. 14,

4Svarﬁpa—jﬂ3na or the "primary sense' of Self-knowledge can
only be described as identical with moksa itself. Vrtti-jﬁﬁna or the
"secondary sense' of Self-knowledge is the process that is instrumental
in leading to the reflection of svarﬁpa-jﬁﬁna. This distinction which
was implicit in Sankara, is made explicit in Post-Sankarite writings. Cf.,
S. S. Sastri,Collected Papers of S. S. Sastri (Madras: University of
Madras, 1961), p. 291. For a full examination of this distinction see
Chapter Four. Herein after cited as: S. S. Sastri, Collected Papers of
S. S. Sastri.
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Ramanuja's interpretation of the word 'atha" differs sharply

7. . )
from Sankara's view for he does understand "atha' as referring to the

inquiry into dharma as the necessary antecedent for the inquiry into
Brahman. Therefore, he states that, 'Since the fruit of works known
through the earlier part of the Mimamsa is limited and non-permanent
and since the fruit of the knowledge of Brahman which knowledge is to
be reached through the latter part of the Mimamsa is unlimited and
permanent; for this reason Brahman is to be known after the knowledge
of works has previously taken place.”85 The inquiry into dharma
is described as accessory to the inquiry into Atma-vidya and not as
equivalent to it. They are nevertheless inseparably united according
to Ramanuja, and can be compared to two parts of the same body. He
says that, "The inquiry into works and that into Brahman constitute
one body of doctrine.”g6 Thus the Purva-Mimamsa and the Uttara-Mimamsa
are not two discontinuous disciplines as with Sénkara, but one continuous
discipline. The continuity is based on his extended definition of
dharma as worship. According to Ramanuja both are concerned with the
worship of the Lord, but in different ways: ‘'Whereas the purvabhaga
describes the ritual acts by which God, the Supreme Brahman, is worshipped
indirectly in His multiple manifestations of the Vedic deities, the
uttarabhaga describes the way in which God is dircct\y worshipped by

87

an immediate knowledge of perfect love." The relation of the Purva-

Mimamsa to the Uttara-Mimamsa is described in a manner similar to the

57 - -
Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, 1.1.1, p. 5.

86 = . -
Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 5.

7., - .
Vedarthasapgraha, Van Buitenen, Introduction, p. 55.
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/- /o
description of the relation of the body (sarira) to the Self (saririn)

/
where the former is an accessory (gésa) to the latter (sesin), and as
, 88
a part (amda) of the whole(aﬁé&n). There is no co-relation of dharma

but when dharma is understood as karma Ramanuja does

3

with avidva
argue that kamya-karma or action generated by desire is discontinuous
and antagonistic to Rtma—vidyé. Such actions are 'anyta' or actions
contrary to the law (yta): "The word 'anrita’ therefore denotes actions
of a different kind i.e. such as aim at worldly results and thus

stand in the way of the soul reaching Brahman.”89 It should be noticed

90
that in interpreting the term "anrtapidhanah" (""hidden by the untrue'’)

L. . - =
Sankara understands '"anrta' as referring to the category of maya

("illusion"). In accordance with his seven-fold objections against
91
mayI-vada, Ramanuja understands "anrta' not in terms of madya, but as

"actions of a different kind, i.e. such as aim at worldly results and thus
92
stand in the way of the soul rcaching Brahman."  For Ramanuja dharma

is not linked with avidyi, but, rather, it is admitted as a real means

to moksa which primarily entails the purification of the dharma—bhﬁta—jﬁana.

This emphasis on sadhana as a real process does not mean that the essential

_ 8The relation between thesc two disciplines is outlined in his
é}i—bhésya I.1.1. The analogy of the sarira-$aririn is suggested in this
excerpt, "The inquiry. into works and...into Brahman constitute one
body of doctrine." Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 5.

897 - - .
Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 125.

90¢ - -
éankara, Chandogya-bhiasya trans. Dr. G. Jha (Poona: Oriental Book
Agency, 1942), VIII,iii,5. llercin after cited as éaﬁkara, Chandogya-bhisyva.

91

/ _
Cf., Sri-bhasya I.1.1.

92/

Sri-bhasyva, Thibaut, 1.1.1, p. 125.
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nature (svariupa) of the Self or the essential nature (svarupa) of
consclousness is changed. It means only that the manifested nature
(svabhava) of consciousness is changed.

Although Ramanuja rejects the view which advocates a combi-

93
. . SAsT
nation of knowledge and works,i.e. jnana-karma-samuccaya, he accepts

a mitigated form of samuccaya: visama-samuccaya. Dharma can thus be

understood according tovisama-samuccaya @S accessory to Atma-vidya.

In marked contrast to Sankara, Ramanuja insists in his Gita-bhdsya
94
that Self-realization is the goal of dharma. Dharma is described

co-relatively as based on Self-knowledge, specifically the knowledge of
the Self as distinct from the body. 1In R;ménuja's alternate interpreta-

. / -, - . .
tion of the carama-sloka of the Gita, however, there is a suggestion of

discontinuity between dharma and Atma-vidya in the implicit reference to

prapatti ("'surrender'). In this instance the renunciation of dharmas

as upayas should be taken literally, not just in the implied sense of
renouncing the sense of agency and attachment to the fruits of action, etc.
The designation of the Lord as the siddhogéya, ""the eternally established

means' becomes the ultimate means (upaya) to moksa. Karma-yoga (''the

discipline of action'), jﬁﬁna-yoga (""the discipline of knowledge') and bhakti-

yoga {(''the discipline of devotion'") thus become subordinated to the
95
siddhopaya. Prapatti entails a new Self-knowledge; specifically,

3 .

See infra, ft. ##62,63.

Ramanuja, Gita-bhasva I1.52.

5

The Southern School go even further in arguing that man's

upayas interfere with the siddhopidya which thus becomes designated
as the only means. Cf., Lokacharya, Mumukshupadi %207,
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the awareness that we have always been the Lord's and that it is only

by surrendering ourselves to the Lord that Self-realization occurs.

This emphasis involves a criticism of any Self-realization achieved
96

by one's own efforts.

‘.
(iv) Differences Between Sankara and Ram3nuja in their Concept of the

Atman and Atma-jfana

/. . . .
Sankara argues that the Atman and Atma-jDdna are identical. Self-

knowledge is thus not added on to the Self as such; rather, Self-knowledge
97
in its "primary sense" (svarﬁpa—jﬁﬁna) is identical with moksa. It

is a pre-given, not attained through dharma. Self-knowledge in its
"secondary sense' as vrtti—fﬁéna should be distinguished from the Self
as such for it is by the purification of the former that the Atman
can be reflected and thus "known': ' Amodification of the intellect
called an action ends in a result which in itself is the reflection of
Knowledge, the Self. It is for this reason that this modification is

98
called knowledge in a secondary sense." It is here that the convergence

between the thought of éﬁnkara and Ramanuja begins to emerge. Ramanuja

argues that the Self can only be known through the purification of the

- AT . . . . A
dharma-bhuta-jnana. Dharma in its "primary sense' as jnana-yoga

I will fully explore this  implicit discontinuity in Ramanuja
and its possible co-relation with Sankara in Chapter Three.

97 . . .
See infra ft. 84,p.26on the distinction between Self-knowledge
in its "primary sense" as svaripa-jNana and Self-knowledge in its
"'secondary sense'' as vrtti-j¥ana.

9

8 / - - .

Upadesa-Sahasri, trans. Swami Jagadananda (Madras: Sri
Ramakrishna Math., 1975), Part One, Chapter Two, #77, p. 47. Herein
after cited as Upadesa=Sahasri.
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points to the ''secondary sense' of Self-knowledge as vrtti-jfhana

and in this sense admits of a continuity that is similar to Ramanuja's
/

position. Self-knowledge in Sarikara's usual use of the term, in its

"primary sense' as svaridpa-jnana, is totally discontinuous with dharma

because it is equated with moksa.

Ramanuja does not treat the Self and Self-knowledge as synonymous.
He argues that they are distinct yet inseparable,. 6;1ike é;nkara who
understands the Self as Pure Consciousness (Cit) only, Ramanuja under-
stands consciousness not as synonymous with the Self, but, rather, as the
inseparable attribute of the Self. This is the "attributive consciousness'

- ~ . . g /.
or the dharma-bhuta-jnana. In his Great Siddhanta he attacks Sankara's

model of the Self as pure, non-dual consciousness (Cit). Ramanuja
insists that consciousness always possesses a dual structure because of
its very intentionality, i.e. because it always points to something beyond

itself. In his éri-bhésya, especially in the Great Siddhanta, Ramanuja

emphasizes the distinctness between the Self and its attributive con-
99

sciousness, whereas in his Gita-bhasya he emphasizes their inseparability.
The equality between the Selves and their similarity to the Lord is

based on the fact that the Self is essentially of the nature of conscious-
ness. Ramanuja therefore refers to that '"vision of equality'", 'which
arises from their similarity to one another on account of their being

100
solely of the form of knowledge."

/. - -
Sankara and Ramanuja have different concepts of the "Self-luminosity"

¢ ; - -
9)Cf., Sri-bhasva T.1.1, pp. 47-63 (Thibaut); Ramanuja, Gita-
bhasya 1V.35.
100
R¥manuja, Gita-bhasya VI, 34, p. 183.
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of the Self. For éaﬁkara, "Self-luminosity'" refers to the capacity of

the Self to intuit itself as the pure subject, not as any object of
knowledge. He says, "By the word 'self' is meant that light which is
different from one's body and organs and illumines them like such external
lights as the sun, but is itself not illumined by anything else.”lo1
"Self-luminosity" for Ramanuja refers to the reflexive action of conscious-
ness back into its substratum, the Self, in the midst of cognizing an
object. Consciousness is understood both as referring to the Self,

which is its substratum, and to objects. That these two are always
illumined simultaneously is part of his idea of "Self-luminosity'"'.

Whereas éaﬁkara argues that Pure Consciousness (Cit) is incapable
of change, Ramanuja argues that the manifested nature (svabhava) of
consciousness, although not its essential nature (svarupa) is subject
to change. Specifically, this change is its contraction in samsara.

éaﬁkara speaks of the Self as Being (Sat), Pure Consciousness
(Cit) and Bliss (Ananda). This should not be understood as a definition
in the usual sense, which points to qualities or differentia of a specific

kind. Rather than being qualities of the Self as such, these designations

are but three ways of denoting the self-same Atman. On this point

T. R. V. Murti observes the following: "The svarupa-laksana is a
non-relational definition. lNere the definiendum and the definition
coincide. Sat is not a property of Brahman; it is not in Brahman or

102
part of it. Similarly with Cit and Ananda."

101/ - - - -
Sankara, Brhad.-bhasya trans. Swami Madhavananda (Calcutta:

Advaita Ashrama, 1965), IV.IIL.6, p. 602. Herein after cited as Sankara,
Brhad.-bhasva.

102

T. R, V., Murti, "The Two Definitions of Brahman in the Advaita',
p. ld6.
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Ramanuja applies the threefold designation of Sat, Cit and Ananda

to fg§ara rather than to the Self, but he modifies the definition.

Eévaraisunderstoodrun:ussynonymous with Sat, Cit and Ananda, but as
being characterized by True Being (Satya), Knowledge (gﬁégg) and Bliss
(Ananda) as His "defining attributes' together with amalatva (purity)
and anantatva (infinity).lo4

Because Ramanuja insists that one cannot know the Self without
relation to the Lord, it is necessary to clarify his definition of the
Self in its relation to the Lord. The Self is understood as an accessory
(ééig) to the Lord(ééEEE) as ruled (niyamya) by Him (niyantT}, and as that
which is to be grounded (adheya) in Him (adhara). This is in accordance with his
definition of the body (éarira) in I1.1.9 of his §}i—bhésya. Furthernore,
the Self is referred to as a part (ggéé) of the Lord (3@5&2}, as a mode
(prakdra) of the Lord (prakarin), and as an inseparable property
(vigesana) of the Lord (vi§ésya). The Self functions both as a substance
and as an inseparable attribute of the Lord. Unlike Sankara who insists
that the Self is One, Ramanuja argues for One Lord and plural Selves.
It should be noted, however, that éaﬁkara admits of a provisional
plurality in the sense of plural empirical selves (jivas) from the first
level of truth (vyavaharika), but this plurality is later disclosed to
be a mere product of avidya. It can never apply to the "primary sense'
(paramirtham) of the Self. As I pointed out above, according to Ramanuja

the Atman is essentially of the form of consciousness, which although

1OSCf,, Taittiriya Upanisad IT1.1.1.

10%ce . Sri-bhasya T11.T1I.13.
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distinct as such from the Self, is part of its essential nature (svarﬁpa).
This point is primary in locating the similarities between é;ﬁkara and
Ramanuja on the question of Self-knowledge in that knowledge is not
separable from the Self.

Ramanuja understands the Self not as Pure, non-dual Bliss
(Ananda), but as Anandamaya (of the nature of bliss). Unlike é;ﬁkara,
he understands it as having some existence of its own,105 and as different

in each bedy.

a . . .
Like Sankara, however, he describes its essential nature

(svarupa) as eternal. Unlike égﬁkara, however, he argues that the Atman
in its manifested nature (svabhava) is a do-er, cognizer and enjoyer.
The category of the empirical self (iizg) in éaﬁkara takes on these
roles, but éankara explains this as due to the superimposition (adhyasa)
of agency etc., upon the non-dual Self while from the highest level of

truth (Paramarthika) the jiva is the Atman.

4. The Methodology Employed
/

I initially set out simply to contrast Sankara's emphasis on

the radical discontinuity betwcen Self-knowledge and dharma with Ramanuja's
emphasis on the continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma by an
examination of the key doctrines and methods of both for this relation.
My initial plan was disrupted by what in fact happened as I read the

106 /
primary texts of Ramanuja and Sankara together. I did not start off

105 X
The independence referred to here is not an absolute one,

as the selves as His modes can never be actually separated from Him.
106 - - é/' - = = -

K Cf., Ramanuja's Sri-bhasya, Gita-bhasya, Vedarthasamgraha and

Sankara's Sutra-bhasya, Giti-bhasya and his Upanisad-bhasyas.
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with a doctrinal bias and super-impose it on the material; rather, the
material itself naturally revealed these areas of convergence; specifically,
the areas of convergence between the "implicit strand' in Ramanuja
and the "explicit strand" in éaﬁkara, and between the "explicit strand"
107
in Ramanuja and the "implicit strand" in Satikara.

My approach is not an exercise in apologetics, endorsing either
égﬁkara's or Ramanuja's doctrinal a-priori's as such. The areas of
structural convergence considered do not undercut the distinctiveness
of those doctrinal a-priori's; rather, I examine the precise ways in
which these areas of convergence co-exist with very real doctrinal
differences.

The methodology used here is also not intended as a study in
the "history of religions". Historical variables such as the possible
influence of Mandana on Sgﬁkara,or of one specific text on another,
are investigated only in so far as they throw light on the structural
convergences that are peing investigated. The methodology used here
is an application of Vander Leeuw's phenomenological method. He states
that, '"'Structural connections' are never factual relationships nor
causal connections. They do not of course, exclude the latter, but
neither do they enunciate anything about them; they are valid only within

108

the structural rclations." Thus the followers of Ramdanuja such as
Vedanta Dedika and Lokdcharya and the followers of éaﬁkara such as

/ - / . . )
Suresvara and Vacaspati Misra who systematized much of the thinking of

107
Cf., The Introduction for the '"™Major Constructs Used in this

Work'" for the fullest explication of these terms.
108, .. . . .
Van der Leeuw, Religion in Essence and Manifestation,
(Gloucester, Mass.: Peter Smith, 1967), Vol. II, p. 673,
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Mandana Migra, are considered only in so far as they clarify the areas
of structural convergence between éaﬁkara and Ramanuja themselves. This
de-emphasis on historical variables is in accordance with the tradition
of philosophical phenomenology; specifically, with Edmund Husserl's
109 /

use of the epoche. Husserl insists that the epoche brackets not only
our 'matural' attitudes, but also the historical conditioning of these

110
attitudes, This is often referred to as the "historical reduction'.
In this work the application of the é%oche involves the bracketing of
causal or historical connections.

I do not mean to imply by this that this approach is an exercise
in "pure description'" in the sense of being totally devoid of any pre-
suppositions whatsoever. Such a claim would wrongly disregard the
"hermeutic circle' described aptly by Paul Ricoeur as follows: '"We
must understand in order to believe, but we must believe in order to

1
understand.”1 ' More simply, because of the very intentional nature of
consciousness (i.e., the fact that consciousness always intends something
beyond itself) every intentional act of consciousness is an interpretative

act. Because 1t is not purely descriptive in the absolute sense, the

/
"expressions'' of éaﬁkara and Ramanuja,i.e. their doctrinal a-prioris,

Ogﬂusserl defines the ééoche as follows: '"We put out of
action the general thesis which belongs to the essence of the natural
standpoint, we place in brackets whatever it includes respecting the

nature of Being." Edmund tlusserl, Ideas, trans. W.R.B. Gibson (London:
Collier-MacMillan Ltd.), p. 99. Hercin after cited as: Husserl, Ideas.
110

"The philosophical epoche must be systematized and universalized
to become philosophical reduction, or what might better be called a

historical reduction." David Carr, Phenomenology and the Problem of History
(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1974), p. 117.
111

Paul Ricoeur, The Svmbolism of Evil, trans. E. Buchanan
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1967), p. 351.
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are included in a bracketed form. Part of this investigation is devoted
to a presentation of these ''expressions' in bracketed form, in keeping
with Ninian Smart's contention that, '""Religious phenomenology requires

not merely the oratio obliqua of beliefs that, but a bracketing of all

that is being presented. This presentation, however, within brackets,
uses many of the elements of Expression, not just doctrinal statements.

s

Thus an important part of description is what may be called 'tracketed’
112

Expression''. An example might serve to clarify this point: A
purely descriptive account of a man praying could not be distinguished
in itself from a descriptive account of a man who has just been shot in
the knees and has thus fallen into a kneeling position. But by including
the intention of the believer in a bracketed form,i.e. his intention to
direct his prayer at an intended Focus, a personal Lord, one can distinguish
between the two situations. Bracketed expressions thereby increase the
intelligibility of a descriptive account.

I do in fact use a methodology that is phenomenological in the
sense of being descriptive and non-judgmental although, as stated earlier,
1 do not claim pure ncutrality as such. The central part of this
investigation focuses on the common 'meaning-structures'' or areas of
structural convergence within the distinct ontologies of R&m;nuja
and éaﬁkara. These structural co-relations include factual or causal

connections only in so far as they throw light on the structural co-relations.

For this reason this methodology should be distinguished from Eliade's

-
ll“Ninian Smart, The Phenomenon of Religion (London: MacMillan,

1973), p. 33. Herein after cited as: Ninlan Smart, The Phenomenon of
Religion.
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113
"ecreative hermeutics'  which sought to first describe these factual and

causal connections in their own right, before proceeding to develop
the possible "meaning-structures'. The methodology employed here is
closer to the traditional definition of the phenomenological method by
E. Husserl. D. Sinha outlines this method as follows: '"Phenomenology
poses primarily a methodological program. It involves a line of analysis
more than a system of truths regarding the nature and categories of
reality. It strives to be thoroughly non committal so far as metaphysical
questions are concerned. As a mode of analysis of experience which is
neither to be psychological nor natural - scientific, phenomenology seeks
114 '
to proceed with reference to meaning-essences." The ''meaning-essences"
common to both éaﬁkara and Ramanuja, i.e. the areas of structural con-
vergence such as their common structure of sadhana that exist within their
very distinct ontologies, forms the central part of this investigation.
This investigation proceeds on two levels: the first is
concerned with the points of difference in their ontologies, while the
115
second level is concerned with the ''meaning-essences'" common to both.
In my consideration of their different ontologies in ‘''level

) /. 116 L 117
one' or what I call the '"explicit Sankara"  and the "explicit Ramanuja'',

113
M. Lliade, The Quest (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

1969), p. 62.

114
D. Sinha, Studies in Phenomenology (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff,

1969), p. 108.
15

- /.
The structural convergence between jnana-yvoga in Sankara and
prapatti in Ramanuja is an example of a 'meaning-ecssence' common to both.

116 A . - . . .
The "explicit Sankara'" is referred to in this thesis as ”Sl”.

117 . . o . . . .
The "explicit Ramanuja' is referred to in this thesis as ”Rl”.



I employ a form of "bracketed
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expressions'" whereby their doctrinal

a-priori's are discussed but not endorsed; that is, I do not argue for

/

Sarikara's or Ramanuja's

position as such. The consideration of the

"explicit Ramanuja' and the "explicit barikara" include not only a

bracketed expression of their explicit doctrinal a-priori's, but also

the explicit strategies used to execute these doctrinal a-priori's.

/

The methodology of Ramanuja and Sankara is 'double-faced". ééﬁkara's

methodology accounts for the explicit discontinuity between Self-knowledge

118

119

and dharma  and the apparent forms of continuity between the same

simultaneously, while Ramanuja’s methodology accounts for both the

120

explicit emphasis on continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma

121

and the implicit emphasis on a discontinuity between the same simultan-

eously. For this reason, the transition to the ''second level' of this

investigation is provided naturally by their methodologies for in this

""'second level"
/

the '"meaning-structures' common to both Ramanuja and

Sankara are usually methodological and not doctrinal.

The "second level" of this investigation focuses on the '"meaning-

structures' common to both Ramanuja and é&ﬂkara such as their common

structure of sadhana or the structural parallel between jnana-yoga

and prapatti.

These common "meaning-structures'" are revealed by a

methodological examination of the key doctrines used by both thinkers

118
This

19mhis
120
This

121
This

is

is

is

is

explicated
explicated
explicated

explicated

in the

in the

in the

in the

/
"explicit Sankara" or "S5t
"implicit Sankara' or "S,".
"explicit Ramanuja' or ”Rl”.

"implicit Ramanuja' or "R,".
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to delineate the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma, which

can only occur after a thorough examination of their methodologies.

While the '"first level' of this investigation does not exclude methodological
2

elements}zzhe "second level" addresses itself primarily to methodological

concerns. In the methodological examination of their key doctrines, I

examine the various ways in which these doctrines are actually used and,

in so doing, un-cover some of the areas of tension between their doctrines

and their methods. This can best be illustrated by the tension between

Ramanuja's description of the Self-body relation, the éarira-géririn

as going against any hierarchical model of reality, and his implicit

use of that doctrine as methodologically equal to é;ﬁkara's two levels of
123

truth, ’ Although interpretative elements are included in the 'second

level'" of this investigation, they do not constitute an abandonment

of the phenomenological method in that Ramanuja is never reduced to

Sankara or vice versa. The distinctness of their ontologies is also not

questionned; rather, the distinctness co-exists with the very areas

of structural convergence between Ramanuja and éaﬁkara. The areas of

structural convergence do not alter their doctrinal differences, and,

therefore, the "second Ievel" of this investigation should not be

misread as interfering with the "first level'. Whereas the "first level"

of this investigation should be classified under '"bracketed expression',

the "second level" should be classified more as '"structural description

122
The "first level' restricts itsclf to an explication of that
part of the methodology used to execute their doctrinal a-priori's. It
does not include that part of the methodology which is applicable to the
"implicit strand” in both.
123
This will be investigated in Chapter Two of this thesis.
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124
and explanation." The "second level' must proceed from these very

"braclketed expressions' of the "first level' which are often 'suggestive
of patterns of explanation of a structural kind".

Thuas the areas of structural convergence should not be mis-read
as doctrinal convergences nor as disregarding the uniqueness of each

system.

5. An Identification of the Major Constructs:

/
The "Explicit Sankara" ("S,'"); The

‘(
"Implicit Sankara'" ("S,"); The "Explicit

Ramanuja' ("R;'");and, Theé'lmplicit

Ramanuja' {"R,")

As this thesis will concentrate on the relationship between
these two strands in both Sankara and Ramanuja, the "explicit égﬁkara”
(”51”) and the "implicit Séﬁkara” (”SZ”), the "explicit Ramanuja'

("Ry') and the "implicit Ramanuja' ('R,"), it is imperative that the nature
and basis of these distinctions be clarified before proceeding further.

By the term "explicit'", I mean not only what they manifestly say,
but, also, their usual emphasis as evidenced in their doctrinal a-priori's.
By the term "implicit', I mean not only what 1is left unsaid or implied in
the former, but, also, their minor emphasis. For instance, Sankara's

125
reference to dharma as jnana-yoga in his Gita-bhasya  is "implicit'" in

the sense that it is not to be understood in light of his usual emphasis

124
Cf., Ninlan Smart's definition of these terms from The Phenomenon

of Religion, pp. 39-42.

25 . - - -
1 Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasva IX,2,

s

3
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126
in which he co-relates dharma with some form of avidya , The "implicit"

{ . = e . N . . T -
emphasis in both Sankara and Ramanuja is more evident in their Gita-bhasyas

and minor works than in their commentaries on the Brahma-Sutras. Specific

attention will be given to some of the differences between their definitions
and uses of these terms in these respective texts,

By the term "implicit" I also mean to refer to that which is a
development out of their '"explicit' emphasis, including that which is
left un-said in the latter. This "implicit" emphasis originates from
certain key passages in their texts where their usual emphasis on this
relation is substantially qualified. A good example of such a key

/
passage is Ramdanuja's second interpretation of the carama-sloka where

the implicit reference to prapatti entails a substantial qualification of
Ramanuja's usual emphasis on the continuity between Self-knowledge and
dharma. A corresponding example of such a key passage from Sankara is

his reference, in his Gita-bhasya, to nirguna-bhakti as equal to jMana-yoga.

This qualifies the usual de-emphasis on theism in Advaita Vedanta.

It is critical to note that the methodology of both égﬁkara and
Ramanuja is 'double-faccd"; that is, it points to both strands simultanecously.
/
For example, Sankara's devices seek to explain not only his usual emphasis

on discontinuity, but, also, the apparent continuity. In the same manner,

Ramanuja's usc of the svarupa/svabhava distinction not only explains his

usual emphasis on continuity, but, also, it points to the implicit
emphasis on discontinuity because of its dimensions of one-sidedness

and irreversability. The methodology points to both strands simultaneously

126 ! . T, -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya IV, 21, p. 137,
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and provides the transition to the "implicit égﬁkara” (”82”) and the
"implicit Ramanuja' ("R,"). ”SZ” and "R," will both proceed from those
key passages in the writings of both which articulate their implicit
emphasis, from the areas of possible conflict in their doctrines, and
from a methodological examination of the key doctrines used to establish
this relation in both éﬁﬁkara and Ramanuja. The constructs ”Sl” and ”Rl”
contain both their explicit doctrinal a-priori's and the methods used
to implement these doctrinal a-priorifs. The constructs "S," and "Rp"
will help to examine the key-doctrines of ”Sl" and "Ry'" methodologically.
In so doing they will uncover some of the possible problem areas in
"R," and "'S;" and illuminate their explicit positions. "S,'" and "R,"
will be by no means purely interpretative; rather, the attempt will be

/

to point to the full spectrum of Sankara’s and Ramanuja's positions

on the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma.

a. Doctrinal Components of "S,"

The doctrines of the illusoriness of the world (miyalvida)

and the attributeless nature of Brahman (Nirguna Brahman) are the central

doctrinal ingredients of S, The application of maya-vada to dharma

and specifically to sadhana is also included in this classification.
/
Sarikara's insistence in this "explicit strand'" on the total discontinuity

between Self-knowledge and dharma is based on the identification of

5 -\ . . - - . .
Atma-jnana in its '"'primary sense" (paramartham) with Nirguna Brahman and

thus with moksa.

b. The Methodological Components of "S,"

The methodological components of 'S;" are the devices which

specifically implement these doctrinal a-priori's. One such example is what
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I have designated as ''the transposition strategy" which is the transposing
of a particular dharmic problem to the second level of truth for its
re-examination. éaﬁkara's devices, however, do not, as such, simply
implement this emphasis on a radical discontinuity, but they also make
sense of the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma.

Even his primary strategy of adhydropa-apavdda is 'double-faced" in this

L.
sense and thus points to both "S;" and "S,'". Sankara's two levels
of truth and what I have designated as "simultaneous viewing',which is
his consideration of a problem from two levels simultaneously, illustrate

this "douhle-faced'" aspect of his methodology.

c. The Doctrinal Components of ''S,"

The "implicit strand" in éankara originates, first of all, from
/
Sankara's methodology. Because of its "double-faced'" nature his methodology
points to both "S;" and "S, simultaneously. It also arises from the

4
areas of doctrinal conflict in Sankara. For instance: 1if moksa is a

pre-given why then is there any need for sadhana and how can Atma-jnana
in its '"primary sense" (Earamﬁrtham) ever be "known' as such? The

different ways in which Atma-jnana and dharma are used by égﬁkara to

answer these doctrinal conflicts will be examined in consideration of this
problem. Particular attention will be given to the '"'secondary sense"

(gaunam) of Atma-jnana as vrtti-jnina and to the '"primary sense"
2 J T J p Y

(paramartham) of dharma as jnina-yoga. ""S,'" specificallypoints to the

application of the doctrines of Atma-jnana and dharma to sidhana; that

is, it points to the confrontation of consciousness with the world.
The implicit continuity betwecen Self-knowledge and dharma in this

"implicit strand" is manifested in these areas: the provisional efficacy
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of dharmic injunctions prior to the origination of Atma-jnana; the

"primary sense' of dharma as jnana-yoga as continuous with the "secondary

sense' of Atma-jnana as vrtti-jnana; the acceptance of the Atma-vidhi

{ .
as a vidhi in some sense; and, the implicit theism in Sankara. The
/
basis for this implicit continuity in Sankara is the acceptance of the

reality of the world as Brahman, although not as nama-rupa (''mame and form'").

d. The Methodological Components of "S,"

Although égﬁkara's methodology is "double-faced'" in that it points
to both "Sy " and "Sy", there are devices which specifically make sense
of the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma. What will
be designated as his "intermediary categories' which are those concepts
that function as bridges between the two main categories of Self-knowledge
and dharma, and his successive use of the two standpoints of truth in
which a provisional thesis is presented and subsequently sublated

are two such devices.

e. The Doctrinal Components of "R,"

- / -
Ramanuja's presentation of the Self-body relation (é&rira-éaririn)

as endorsing an explicif continuity between the Selves and the Lord and
the Selves and dharma by means of the doctrine of inseparability

(aprthaksiddha) is perhaps the most important doctrinal component of

"Ry". Ramanuja's model of dharma as a real means to moksa and his presenta-

/
tion of Brahman as Saguna, as Nirdyana, will be contrasted with Sankara's

- - - //' * . - 3 -
maya-vada and Sankara's emphasis on Nirguna Brahman. The transition

from "Ry" to "R," doctrinally, however, is provided by his co-relative
emphasis on discontinuity in his insistence on the separability of the

three svarupas of the Lord, the Selves and matter.
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f. The Methodological Components of "R;"

The methodological components of '"Ry" involve his integrative use

i - .o . . ya
of the sarlra—gérlrln by means of such distinctions as anéa/andin

./ ./ . .
(part/whole), and visesana/visesya (attribute/substance). It also involves

his integrative use of the svarupa-svabhava distinction in which the

svabhava is understood not as false (mithya), but as the manifested
nature of the same svarupa. Ramanuja's explicit emphasis on the continuity
between Self-knowledge and dharma is further reinforced by his use of the

maxim of "co-ordinate equivalence" (samanadhikaranya) by his explicit re-

. . / /
jection of Sankara's two levels of truth,and by his rejection of Sankara's
understanding of the '"'secondary sense'" as implying an "illusory notion"

(mithyapratyaya). The transition from the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja
yapratyay P

(”Rl”) to the "implicit strand" [”Rz”) is provided by Ramanuja's
methodological introduction of the dimensions of one-sidedness and

. - . /= [ = . . . /e
irreversability into the sarira-Saririn which insure the saririn

£o-
from the defects of the sarira.

g. The Doctrinal Components of 'R,"

Ramanuja's insistence on the separability and actual distinctness
of the three svarﬁpas of the Lord, the Selves and matter is perhaps the
most important foundation for what I have designated as '"R,". His
emphasis on the inaccessible and unknown nature of the svarﬁEa of the
Lord is also important in establishing an element of discontinuity
between the Selves and the Lord. His implicit doctrine of prapatti

. . . . /.
{("surrender") contained in his interpretation of the carama-sloka

of the Gitd and in his Saranagati-Gadya also contributes to this contrasting

emphasis on discontinuity. His insistence on the capacity for conscious-
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ness and the Selves to be both dependent and independent likewise contributes
to this contrasting emphasis on discontinuity. Finally, Ramanuja's
acknowledgement of the friction between a mere abstract Self-knowledge
and a concrete Self-knowledge, which is his version of the 'two truths",

is another doctrinal ¢omponent of "Ry,

h. The Methodological Components of 'R,"

The dimensions of one-sidedness and irreversability in the

/= -
sarira-baririn provide the methodological foundation for what I have

. . - . . /4 s T .
designated as '"Rp'. His dissociative use of the sarira-faririn and

the co-relative svarupa-svabhava distinction are also included in this

section. Ramanuja's use of the farira-saririn as a methodological

equivalent to éaﬁkara's two levels of truth, his methodological equivalent
to avidyé, and his methodological equivalent to ééﬁkara’s "secondary
sense' constitute perhaps the most crucial components of "Ry'". These
methodological equivalences to ééﬁkara must be understood in the light

of Ramanuja's explicit insistence on the separability and distinctness

of the three svarupas and the dimensions of irreversability and one-

. . /or é/ - .
sidedness in the sarira-saririn.

"Ry and '"'Sy" arise from "R1" and ”81”' They are distinct but
inseparable strands. All of the various ways in which "R," and "Sp"
threw light on "R;'" and "Sy" are summarized in the conclusion as a
verification device. Specific attention is given to how 'Rp'" and '"S,"
uncovered the inherent problem-areas of '"R;" and "S;'" in pointing to
some of the frictions between doctrine and method. So, for instance,
the ways in which a doctrine has been used will be contrasted with its

explicit presentation.



CHAPTER I
‘.
SELF-KNOWLEDGE AND DHARMA IN SANKARA:

A METHODOLOGICAL EXAMINATION

The predicament of trying to know the unutterable, '"attributeless

Brahman'" (Nirguna Brahman) necessitates a strategy which is different

1
from the everyday sense of knowing: that of "super-imposition-negation",

(adhyaropa-apavada). For example, Sankara initially describes the Self

2

as identified with the five '"sheaths" (koéas), but subsequently argues
3

that the Self is utterly distinct from these five sheaths. This

example illustrates how this strategy starts from our empirical condition,
i.e., our "unconscious identification" (adhyasa) with the "adjuncts"”
(upédhis) of the body, the mind, the senses etc. Though this strategy
starts from this adhyisa, it effects a transcendence of that condition

by '"'super-imposition-negation'. The distinction between this unconscious

adhyésa and the conscious use of adhyisa (adhyiropa) employed in

/ . = - - - -
Sankara's strategy adhyaropa-apavada is important for this chapter.

For it is only the latter that can remove the former.

1 - - -

éaﬁkara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 13.

2

They are the "food sheath'" (annamayakosa), the "vital

air sheath' (prapamayakosa), the '"mental sheath'" (manomayako$a),
the "intellectual sheath' (vijhanamayako$a) and the "bliss sheath"
(anandamayakosa). Cf., Sutra-bhasya I.1.13.

3 , - ) -
_ Cf., Saﬁkara, Atma-bodha #15, 16, 17; cf. Saﬁkara, Taittiriva-
bhasva IT.ii.l.

~48-



1. An Exposition of $ankara's Primary Strategy:

Adhyéropa—Apavéda

Sarikara outlines his primary strategy as follows: ''That
which is devoid of all duality is described by adhyéropa and apavida,
At S —

i.e. by super-imposition and negation, by attribution and denial."

His preface to this passage is significant: Tathahi sampradaya-vidam

s £ .
vacanam ("This is the saying of the knowers of tradition'"). Sankara

admits by this statement that he is not the originator of this strategy,

4a
but. rather, conforming to the tradition. The roots of adhyaropa-

apavada can be uncovered in the Upanisads themselves. In the second

brghmaqa of the Byhad-graqyaka Upanisad there is a dialogue between

Gérgya and Ajétaéatru on the nature of Brahman. Gargya is first
instructed to mediate on Brahman as endowed with "form" (rupa).

For example Brahman is spoken of as 'the person who is yonder in the

5 6
sun", 'the person who is yonder in the moon'", as ''the person who is
7
yonder in lightning," etc. These statements offer only a provisional
8
understanding of Brahman for they are subsequently negated. In the

49

/ - - -
4Safikara, Gita-bhasya, XITI, 13.
4aBy "tradition' here is meant the Upanisads.

SByhad—araanka Upanisad II.1.2. All Upanisad citations in
this worK are from The Principal Upanisads trans. $ Radhakrishnan
(London: George AlTen and Unwin Ltd., 1953).

6thad.Upani§ad I1.1.3.

"Ibid., 11.1.4.

8cf., 11.1.14.
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fourth brihmana of the same Upanisad, Yéjﬁavalkya is instructed in a
similar manner. That is, he is first asked to meditate on Brahman as
9 10 11
"the eye', as ''the ear", as ""the mind", etc. These provisional
12

understandings of Brahman are subsequently negated as in the previous
example. In the Chandogya Upanisad, Narada is first instructed to

. 13 14 15, . 16 17
meditate on Brahman as '"name', 'speech', 'mind",  "will', ''thought",

18 19

"contemplation', 'understanding', etc. These provisional understandings
of Brahman are negated in the following verse: ''Where one sees nothing

else, hears nothing else, understands nothing else, that is the

infinite. But where one sees something else, hears something else,

9
Brhad. Upanigsad, IV.1.4.

10
Ibid., IV.1.5.

11
Ibid., IV.1.6.

12
Cf., IV.5.15.

13
Chandogya Upanisad, VII.1.5.

14
Ibid., VII.2.1.

15
Ibid., VII.

93]
—

16
Ibid., vII.4.1.

17
Ibid., VII.5.1.

18
Ibid., VII.G.1.

~J
—

1gIbid., VII.
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19a
understands something else, that is the small (the finite)."

These three examples from the Upanisads can be understood according

to the two phases of the adhyaropa-apavada strategy. The initial

understandings of Brahman, in each example, all contain an element

of super-imposition (adhyaropa). The final understanding of Brahman
accepted, in each case, involves the ''megation" (apavadda) of the
initial understanding. These examples suggest that the Upanisads

do not constitute a systematic whole so much doctrinally as methodolo-
gically. S. S. Saraswati, in his book on the vedantic method makes
that conclusion: "The Vedanta of the Upanishads...is not a rational
system as has been already admitted....the Vedanta philosophy is systematic
inasmuch as it brings everything under one and the same idea, that of
Paramartha or Reality and inasmuch as all truths are comprehended by
the one grand truth Samyagjninam that is revealed by one and the same

20
method of Adhyardpa-apavada.' So it can be argued that the strategy

of adhyaropa-apavida was not originated by Sankara, but had its roots
21
in the Upanisads.

The strategy of adhyiropa—apavéda must be distinguished from
_ - 22
the doctrine of adhyasa as described in the Sutra-bhasya. As pointed

19a
Ibid.,VII.24.1.

_ 20 Swami Satchidanandendra Saraswati, How to Recognize the Method
of Vedanta (Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya, 1964), p. 27. Herein after cited
as: How to Recognize the Method of Vedanta.

o 2lgor further discussion on this point with reference to
Ramanuja, see Chapter Two, p. 45,

22cf ., Sutra-bhasya Introduction to I.1.1.
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out earlier adhyasa is an unconscious condition, whereas adhyaropa is

the conscious use of adhyasa. Adhyaropa-apavada is the means whereby

23
adhyasa is transcended. S. S. Saraswati translates the phrase
24
7 . - = - .
adhyaropa-apavada in Sankara's Gita-bhasya as a 'deliberate super-
25
imposition and rescission'. The word 'deliberate' brings out the

difference between adhvaropa and adhvasa. That is, adhyaropa is a
"deliberate' superimposition, whereas adhyasa is an unconscious super-
imposition.

Adhyaropa-apavada indicates that we can only arrive at the

26
Real by negating the 'false'". We can only understand the Self by a

deliberate intellectual detour. Suredvara states this clearly: asatve

vartmani sthitva nirupayam upeyate ("'Through a means that is unreal,

27
the Self which can be approached through no means whatever is realized.')

Only the means that is capable of self-annulment can lead us to the

Self, i.e., adhyaropa-apavada.

The deliberate super-imposition (adhyaropa) of agency upon the

23
_ Cf., Chapter Four for an examination of sadhana as adhyaropa-
apavada.
24 . o
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya XII, 13.
25 i
How to Recognize the Method of Vedanta, p. 29.
26

_ The "false" is a translation of mithya, defined in Sutra-
bhasya I1.1.1, 1.1.4, I.1.17, II.1.14, 1I1.2.29, IV.1.3.

27
Suresvara, Naiskarmyasiddhi trans. S. Raghavachar (University
¢ N - - -
of Mysore, 1965), III, 10+. Hercin after cited as: Suresvara, Naiskarmvasiddhi,
Naghavachar.
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28
non-dual Self can be detected in the commandment: '"fight then '. This

deliberate superimposition is removed when Krigspa declares to Arjuna:
29
"Yours it is to be the mere occasion'. Sankara argues, on this
passage, that any imputation of agency to the non-dual Self involves
avidyva ('"ignorance'):
N - o . LA
vijnanasvarupasya avikriyasyaiva vijnatrtva-

upacarat...... avidyayaropitailh eva kriyakarakadi
dtmani upacaryate ‘

It is only by a figure of speech that the Self, the
immutable consciousness is spoken of as the cognizer
....... The Self has in Himself no concern with
action or with its accessories or with its results,
that they are imputed to the Self by avidya and
that they are therefore said to belong to the
Self only by a figure of speech.
30
31
So the question becomes, what form of avidya will remove avidya, or

what '"'thorn' will remove that thorn.

28 - -
The Bhagavad-Gita, II, 18.

29 _ _
Gita, Zaehner, XI, 33,

30
Sankara, Gita-bhasya, XIII.3, p. 335.

31

Or to use an analogy from a Mahayana Buddhist text, The Lotus
of the True Law, The question becomes: what '"toy'" will lure us from
the "burning-house" i.e. sahsara? Spiritual means are classified as
"toys'" in this text, cf., Chapter Three. This understanding of spiritual
means as''toys' is very close to Sankara's understanding of sadhana as
adhyaropa-apavada. Cf., Chapter Four of this thesis; cf., The Lotus of
the True Law, trans. H. Kern (Dover Publications, New York, 1963)
111, pp. 74, 78.




Dharma is that form of avidya which by a process of self-
annulment, helps to uncover the Self: "Though the means is mithya
or illusory, still it is true...And even in ordinary affairs, when
we have to induce a child or a lunatic to drink milk or the 1like, we
have to tell him that thereby his hair will grow and so on.”32

Most of the time éaﬁkara's methodology is implicit rather than
explicit. But in these two examples considered here)Giti—bhégya
XIII, 13 and XVIII, 66, he explicitly refers to his methodology.
In his Gité-bhé§ya XITI, 13 Sankara is clearly employing the strategy

of adhyaropa-apavada. The super-imposition of the adjuncts (upadhis)

on the Seif is first established: 'The existence of Kshetrajna is

indicated by the upadhis of the sense-organs of all living beings....

33
'It has hands and feet everywhere'." This superimposition (adhyaropa)
is subsequently cancelled: 'The purpose of this verse is to prevent

the supposition that the Knowable is really possessed of the ugédhis—-
the sense organs such as hands, feet and the like which are merely
34

superimposed upon it."

Using this explicit example of adhyaropaiggavﬁda as a model,

the following excerpt from Sankara's Gita-bhasya can be classified

in the following way: When the Lord is referred to as having "multi-
35
dinous arms, stomachs, mouths and eyes', the first phase of this

54

328ankara, Gita-bhasya, XVIII, 66, p. 514.
/. - -

33Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 13, p. 348,
[ - - -

34Sankara, Gita-bhasya, XIII, 13, p. 349.

351bid., XI, 16.




strategy,i.e., ''deliberate super-imposition' (adhyaropa),is being
used. The subsequent injunction to meditate upon the unmanifest

36
Brahman devoid of all upddhis, belongs to the second phase of this

strategy,il.e. sublation (apavada). Similarly, any misrepresentation

of the immutable Self as a doer belongs to the first phase,i.e.,

37
adhyaropa, and the subsequent sublation of this agency belongs to the
38
second phase,i.e. apavada. Adhyardpa—apavada also explains the

. . . 4 . - .
progression, in import, from the saguna srutis to the nirguna drutis.
. 7 . . . .

That is, the saguna srutis employ some measure of super-imposition

(adhyaropa). The nirguna Srutis sublate(apavada) these super-imposi-

tions by means of such phrases as: 'mot this, not this'" (neti, neti).

2. The Relation Between Adhyaropa and Adhyasa

The doctrine of adhyasa is discussed in the introduction to

the Sutra-bhasya. There two definitions of adhydsa are given:

. - - - " .
smrtirupah paratra purvadrsta avabhasal) | 'the apparent presentation

in the form of remembrance, to consciousness of something previously
39
observed in some other thing " and  anvatranyadharmadhyasah _

55

36
Ibid., XII, 1. and XIII, 13.

37
Cf., Sutra-bhasya II, III, 34.

38
Cf., Sutra-bhasya II, III, 40.

39
Sﬁtra—bh§§xg) Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 4.
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""the apparent presentation of the attributes of one thing, in another
40
thing." When viewed from the second level of truth (paramarthika),
41
adhyasa is disclosed as an apparent (avabhasa) and not a Real process.

Brahman never appeared as the world. The first definition of adhyasa
42
indicates that the Self is not unknown but misknown.
4 .
Self-knowledge is not an acquisition, according to Sankara,

but, rather, a pre-given. This is another way of saying that the

Self is Self-luminous (svayam jyotis); it is not illuminated or known

by anything but Itself. That is, it is immediately self-evident.
The second definition of adhvasa illustrates that it works

in both directions (itara-itara-adhyasa). The Self is superimposed

on the not-Self and the not-Self is superimposed on the Self. This

reversability in adhyasa, provides the basis for some continuity between
K4

the Self and dharma in the midst of Sankara's explicit emphasis on

their discontinuity. The Self is both the ''ground" (3érava) of avidva

and the cause of its sublation (nivarttaka). In the imagery of

40
Sttra-bhasya, Thibaut, p. 5. It may appear as if the question
of adhyasa has no parallel with Ramanuja. But one does find parallel
formulations, as for example in his presentation of gbhimana ("miscon-
ception") as the mis-perception of the attribute (visesana )as the
substrate (visesya). For a full discussion of this In Ramanuja see
Chapter Two.

41
When the prefix ava precedes the verb\/ghis its meaning changes
from '"to shine'" to '"to appear'". The derivative avabhasa then means

'""the appearance'.

42
This misknowledge is an example of avidya not ajfiina.
Whereas the former should be identified with the projecting power
(vikscggéakti) (cf., éankara, Viveka~cudamani #111) of maya; the
latter should be identified with the veiling power (avrtifakti) (cf.,
Sankara, Viveka-cadamani #114) of mava. -




57

Sankara's usual analogy of the rope/snake for adhydsa the rope is the
ground (28raya) of the snake appearance. Perceiving the snake appearance
as the rope is the cause of its sublation. Though one may distinguish
between the sublation of the 'false' (mithya) and the realization of

the Self in the order of discovery, there is no such distinction

in the order of being.

Adhyasa can only be seen as adhyasa from the standpoint of its
sublation. So the external world can only be understood from the
standpoint of Self-realization i.e., from the standpoint of its sublation.
éankara argues that sublation could destroy something only something
that was masquerading as the Real (Sat), not the Real itself: '"Are
we up to destroy an actual existing world or a fictious one? If the
former we are asked to do the impossible....And if it could be done the
first person who got his release would have done it once for all, and
there would have been left nothing of it for us to destroy.”4J

It is the function of adhyaropa to thrust us beyond this adhyasa.
The saguna drutis according to Sankara perform this role: "Even
The Sruti passages which refer to the transformation of Brahman have
the only aim of directing us beyond the fact of creation or transforma-

_ 44
tion to the knowledge of Brahman as being the Atman of all."

3. Adhyaropa-Apavada and the Devices of Teaching

The relation between the conscious use of adhyasa.i.e., adhydropa

and adhyasa.as our empirical condition should now be considered.

#3siitra-bhisya, Date, II1.11.21, Volume 1I, p. 141,

44Sﬁtra-bh5§ya, Date, I11.1.27, Volume I, p. 273.
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Adhyéropa employs the devices of teaching. That is, the teaching is
tapered according to the spiritual level of the pupil. The Bhagavad-
gizé_begins its discourse from the standpoint of adhyasa, i.e., according
to the empirical condition of the pupil. The final teaching of the
Qifé_is withheld until the pupil is ready for it. '"'Let not a wise

man split the soul of witless men attached to work."45

As pointed out previously, the Upanisads themselves can be

understood as employing the adhyaropa-apavada strategy. Accordingly,

their teachings on Brahman take into consideration the empirical
condition of the pupil,i.e.. one's participation in adhyasa. This is
46

illustrated in two examples from the Upanisads, where Brahman is
defined progressively, according to this strategy. In both examples,
Brahman is initially defined, at the beginning, in terms that are only
provisionally true. This is in accordance with the strategy of adhyaropa-
apavada. It is only when these provisional theses are sublated that
the real nature of Brahman is disclosed.

é;ﬁkara, in accordance with this method used in the Upanisads,
employs a similar device of tapering the teaching according to the

spiritual level of the pﬁpil. One notes this in the following excerpt

from his Brhad-bhasya: "It may be that the sruti itself teaches us

through the garb of a story by setting forth a mode of reasoning in

45
Gita, Zaehner, I1II, 26, p. 170.

46
Cf., Chandogya Upanisad VIII, 7-12, Byhad-éragyaka Upanisad
I1.1.1, to I1.4757
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47
conformity with our ways of thinking."

Similarly, Sankara's description of the five sheaths (kosas)

in his Taittiriya-bhasya takes the empirical condition (i.e. adhyisa)

of the pupil into account. Accordingly, the description begins with the

outmost sheath, the food sheath (annamayako$a). By a series of gradual

steps the innermost sheath, the Bliss sheath (anandamayakoéa))is

uncovered., The five sheaths are subsequently disclosed as ''deliberate
super-impositions' (adhydropa) which by a process of progressive

4
elimination point to the non-dual Self. Sankara states:

Brahman is the inmost of all the selves
beginning from the physical sheath and end-
ing with the blissful one. The scripture
starts with the text tasmat va etasmat
annarasamayat etc., with a view to revealing
through knowledge, that Brahman as the
indwelling Self by following a process of
eliminating the five sheaths, just as rice
is extracted from the grain called kodrava
that has many husks.

48

7
Sankara, in accordance with this tcaching device, often pre-
sents the reader with two tecachings: one for the 'enlightened man'",

the devotion of knowledge (jﬁina~nisthé))and the other for the '"unen-

lightened man", the devotion of works (karma-nistha),and a radical

47
Sankara, Brhad-bhasya IV.iii.2, p. 598.

48
éaﬁkara, Taittiriva-bhasva, trans. Swami Gambhirananda from
Eight Upanisads, Volume One (Advaita Ashrama, Calcutta, 1972) II. iii. 1,

p. 308-309. Herein after cited as: éaﬁkara, Taittiriya-bhasya.
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49
discontinuity is set up between them. These two stages of teaching
50
are evident in the Gita itself. When Arjuna is first commanded to fight,

this is in accordance with his present stage of ignorance. Later,

when that ignorance has been overcome, it is disclosed thatKrsna
51
. 7.
is the true agent. Arjuna is merely the instrument. Sankara states

in his T§a-bhé§ya that "the antithesis between knowledge and karma is
l 52
irremovablie like a mountain." He argues later in the same bhasya,

that they are opposed with reference to their "causes, natures and
53

results'". This same emphasis on the discontinuity between jnana-

nistha and karma-nisthd is argued at greater length in his Gita-bhasya.

There he states: ''The Lord has made a distinction between Jfiana-nistha,

and Karma-nisthd between the devotion of knowledge and the devotion
54

of workds, as based respectively upon two distinct standpoints."

49 ,

This radical discontinuity in Sankara between these two teachings,
is counterbalanced by the emphasis on their apparent continuity in the
"implicit strand" in Sankara. This implicit strand will be examined more
fully in Chapter Four. There it will be shown, by specific attention to
the "primary sense'' (paramdrtham) of dharma as an jhana-yoga, that ulti-
mately, i.e. from the paramdrthika, that jnana-yoga and karma-yoga both
fall into the category of dharma.

50 o
Cf., Gita, II1.3d.

51 o
Cf., Gita, XI. 33.

52
éankara, Iéa—bhﬁsya, trans. Swaml Gambhirananda from Eight
Upanisads, Vol. I (Advaita Ashrama, Calcutta, 1972) #2. Herein after
cited as Sankara, Téa—bhagya.
53 y _, _
Cf., sankara, Isa-bhasya #18, p. 28.

54<0ak Tta-bhisy >
Sankara, Gita-bhasya II, 10, p. 24,



This results in two distinct criteria so that what is enjoined for the

one devoted to karma-nistha, is reversed for the one devoted to jfana-
55
nistha. Because of the opposition between jnana-nistha and karma-

nistha only one of them can be appropriate for an individual at one
time. Sadkara states this in his Gita-bhasya: "Thus arguing Arjuna
thinks that an ignorant man may either perform action or renounce it.
But owing to the mutual opposition of the two paths...only one of them
can form the duty of an individual at a time.”56 This is perhaps

7 . . .
the most important passage where Sankara speaks of the radical discon-

tinuity between karma-nistha and jflana-nistha. These two ways are

sharply opposed both in kind and in effect, with one leading to worldly
57
prosperity, and the other leading to liberation (moksa). Just as

/
knowledge and ignorance cannot be combined, so Santkara argues that

these two paths, being respectively based on ignorance and knowledge,

are autonomous and discontinuous. The progression is thus from karma-
58

nistha, as grounded in superimposition (adhyasa), to jnana-nistha

—_— ———

61

55
_ For parallels in Viéistédvaita, see Chapter Three. In,
Lokacharya's Mumukshapadi the sins of the initiated, i.e. the prapanna,
are described as a joy to the Lord.

56
§ankara, Gita-bhasya Introd. to Chapter Five, p. 155.

57

' / - ) . -
Cf., Sankara, Isa-bhasya #2, #18; éankara, Katha-bhasya 1.I11.4

and Sutra-bhasya I.1.1.

58
This refers specifically to the superimposition of agency
upon the Self.
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59
as entailing sublation (apavada), by the self-annulment of the former.
Sankara states: '"Knowledge alone can cause total destruction of good
60

or evil deeds caused by avidya."
However this emphasis on a radical discontinuity between

karma-nistha and jflana-nistha, in what has been designated as the

"explicit strand'" in éaﬁkara, is counterbalanced by many passages
where Sankara refers to some kind of a continuity; specifically, between
the '"'path of works' (karma-yoga) and the '"path of knowledge" (jﬁina—xoga!.

The distinction between karma-nistha and karma-yoga is critical in this

74 M - . - - -
regard, for whereas Sankara insists on a discontinuity between karma-
61
nistha and jnana-nistha, he argues for some continuity between karma-

yoga and jﬁéna—yoga. Sankara states in his Gita—bhﬁsya that: '"Devo-
tion to action is the means of attaining freedom from activity i.e.,
devotion to knowledge...Karma-yoga is declared to be a means to

2
jﬁéna-yoga”.6h The example of Janaka, cited in his Gita-bhasya, is
important in this regard for his actions proceeded not from ignorance,

but from Self-knowledge. Speaking of such men, éaﬁkara argues that:

"They tried to reach moksa with action i.e., without abandoning action,

59
This refers specifically to the sublation of all dharmic
injunctions in Brahma-vidya.

60, _ . -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 66, p. 508,

61 . o _
Ct., éankara, Gita-bhagya I11.10.

62
/ - - -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya IIT, 4, p. 94.
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63
with a view to set an example to the world." According to éaﬁkara,

such action is an example of karma-yoga, not karma-nistha.

This emphasis on some continuity between karma-yoga and jhana-

yoga is more evident in what I have designated as the "implicit strand"

in Sarkara. There, it is evident that both karma-yoga and jﬁéna-yoga
64

participate in the structure of adhyéropa-apavéda. Also, the

"actions" of the jivan-mukta and the co-relative question of prarabdha-
karma attest to this strand of continuity.

The strategy of tapering the teaching according to the spiritual
level of the pupil often results in another device. This is the
device of withholding the final teaching until the pupil is ready
for it and affirming him in his ignorance until the time is ripe for
its removal. éankara states, in this regard that: ''The man who
knows the All, the man who knows the Self, should not of himself
unsettle such men, i.e. he should not disturb their conviction.”65
For only the man who has renounced all desires is ready to receive
this teaching. Accordingly, whereas the ignorant man is enjoined

66
to fight, the man of knowledge is enjoined to renounce all actions:

63
éankara, Gité—bhé;ya 111, 20, p. 105.

64
Cf., Chapter Four for a full investigation of this point.

65
éankara, Gita-bhasya III, 29.

66 Y, L _
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya IV, 15.
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"Even dharma is a sin, in the case of him who seeks liberation inasmuch
67
as it causes bondage." But whether or not this renunciation of action
pertains to the actions themselves, or to the sense of agency, as
evidenced in the case of Janaka, is a critical point. For as we shall
see, the latter allows for some continuity between karma-yoga and
AT
jnana-yoga.
Whereas the distinction between these 'two distinct classes
63 69

of people", specifically the "enlightenned" and ''the unenlightenned",

is in the forefront in Sanikara's T$a-bhasya and Gita-bhasya, it is more

implicit in his Sutra-bhasya. The emphasis shifts from the two classes

of initiates in the iéa—bhégya and the Gité-bhasya, to the two ways of

viewing Brahman i.e.,with (saguna) or without attributes (nirguna

Brahman), in the Sutra-bhasya. A similar discontinuity is set up

between ''two distinct classes of people'. In the Sutra-bhasya these

two classes refer respectively to those who focus on saguna Brahman and

those who focus on nirguna Brahman. Yet Sankara argues that the former

can be spoken of as a means to the latter: "It is therefore known as

para-vidyd, due to which the immutable being or the Brahman is known

67
_ééﬁkara, Gita-bhasya IV, 21, p. 137. Therc are some parallels
in Visistadvaita, as shall De examined in Chapter Three. Lokdcharya
argues that because dharma''causes bondage' the prapanna must renounce all
dharmas and surrender to the Lord as the only means (updya).

68 , o )
Sankara, Gita-bhasya II, 10, p. 25.

69
Ibid., II1.21, p. 45.
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70
as distinguished from the apara which is only a preliminary to the para."

According to the strategy of adhyaropa-apavada, the means must annul

itself to '"lead" to the end. Thus the "passage', so to speak, from

saguna-Brahman to nirguna-Brahman is provided by the realization that

Brahman was never saguna, but only nirguna: 'The supreme Brahman,
considered in Itself, cannot logically have both the characteristics,
for it cannot be admitted that the very same thing is naturally possessed
of attributes like form etc., and that it is also without these; for
that is self—contradictory.”71

The "dharmic problems'/i.e.,ethical issues, that appear in
éankara's texts can often be sorted out by means of the following
dual classification: the class addressed i.e., '""the unenlightenned
man" or the "enlightenned man'; and the corresponding standpoint from
which it is stated; respectively,the phenomenal standpoint (vyavahdrika=

satya) for the "unenlightenned man" and the ultimate standpoint

(paramarthika-satya) for the "enlightenned man'". So what would be
P )

valid for the first class from the phenomenal standpoint would by
no means be valid for the second class from the ultimate standpoint.
For example ritual injunctions apply to the "unenlightenned man",
whereas the renunciation of these ritual injunctions apply to the

. { ., . .
"enlightenned man''. Sankara states in this regard that: "In the case

70
Sutra-bhasya, Date, [.II.21, Vol. I, p. 103,

71 _ _
Sankara, Sutra-bhasya, trans. Swami Gambhirananda (Advaita
Ashrama, Calcutta, T972) ITI, 11, 11, p. 609. Hercin after cited as
Sutra-bhasya, Gambhirananda.
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of him who thinks that the Self is the doer of actions, there will

necessarily arise the idea that he has this or that thing to do.

A man who possesses this sort of knowledge is qualified for actions,

and on him actions are enjoined. Such a man is unenlightened...The

enlightenned man who has seen the immutable Self and the man who is
72

eager for emancipation have only to renounce all works."

Yet this dual classificéfion in what I have designated as the
"explicit strand" in Sankara becomes somewhat problematic in what 1
have designated as the "implicit strand" in éaﬁkara.731n this "implicit
strand'" of éaﬁkara's thought it becomes clear that karma-yoga and

74
jfiana-yoga participate in the same structure of adhyaropa-apavada.

In this sense, and from the ultimate standpoint, only the jivan-mukta

is the "enlightenned man'. For even the distinctions between the

phenomenal and the ultimate standpoints, the "enlightenned" and the

"unenlightenned" man are devised from the 'phenomenal level'" of truth.
Provisionally, these distinctions are useful methodological

devices which éaﬁkara uses extensively. They are especially useful in sort-

ing out ethical issues or '"'dharmic problems'". The phenomenal stand-

point (vyavaharika—satya) and the ultimate standpoint (paramarthika=

satya) are the logical means used to implement the adhyaropa-apavada

/ .
strategy. The device that Sankara employs is to set up a provisional

+

72
'y - - -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya II.21, p. 45.

73ct., pp. 41 to 4s.

4. - ~ . . . .
7 Cf. Chapter Four for a full investigation of this point.
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thesis which functions as a form of adhyaropa from the first level
of truth. The provisional thesis is subsequently sublated (apavada)
from the second level of truth. The transition from one to the other
is provided by the self-annulment of the former which discloses its

ground (adhisthana).

4, The Two Levels of Truth and Their

Application to Dharmic Problems

The phenomenal standpoint (vydvahdrika—satya) and the ultimate

standpoint (paramdrthika-satya) help to sort out what I have designated
75
as '"dharmic problems'" i.e., ethical issues. In this excerpt from his

Gita-bhasya éaﬁkara considers the question of whether the act of killing
can, in any sense, be applied to the '"enlightenned man'. The problem

is viewed from both levels of truth: '"He whose buddhi, which is

an uEthi of the Self, is not tainted, does not repent thus 'Ihave done
this: thereby I shall go to hell'. He is wise: he sees rightly:

though he kills all these living creatures he commits no act of kill-
ing.”76 "Seeing rightly' implies an act of de-personalization.

Instead of my killing it becomes that killing. The Self was never a

doer. It is the gunas which are functionally responsible for this

act: "It is by the gunas...manifesting themselves as the body and

75
An example of such a 'dharmic problem" is the question as
to whether prarabdha-karma applies to the jivin-mukta or not.

76
/ - - -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 17, p. 457.



the senses, that all our actions, conducive to temporal and spiritual
77
ends are done." Just as Brahman is forever unaffected by the maya

falsely attributed to Him, so the Self is not affected by the karma
that is provisionally attributed to it through ignorance: "The Real

Entity is not affected by the defect (samsara) attributed to him
78
through ignorance of that Real Entity." In accordance with the

phenomenal level of truth, the prakrti is provisionally described
79
in his Gita-bhasya as the cause of samsara. In accordance with the

ultimate level of truth, this provisional thesis is subsequently
80
sublated and the falsity of the prakrti and the sole reality of the

Self are simultaneously revealed. Sankara here states: "Theyl[i.e.,
those who discriminate between the Self and prakrti] ...perceive the

68

non-existence of prakriti, avidya, avyakta, the material cause of beings,--

81
they reach Brahman, the Real, the Supreme Self."

In his Giti-bh5§ya, the level of truth is normally specified
by the class of people he is addressing i.e., the "enlightenned" or

the '"unenlightenned man'. When he is addressing the "unenlightenned"

man, the phenomenal level of truth (vyavaharika-satya) is thereby

77
Ibid., III, 27, p. 108.
78

a - - -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 2, p. 330.

79 , - - -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 19.

80
Cf., Ibid., XITI, 34.

81,
Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 34, p. 377.
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indicated. When he is addressing the '"enlightenned man', the ultimate
82
level of truth (paramarthika—satya) is indicated. For the two levels

of truth help to sort out the "dharmic problems' encountered in the
§i3é3 For example, éaﬁkara distinguishes between two kinds of abandon-
ment of action in accordance with the two levels of truth. The aban-
donment of action from the first level of truth consists in the
abandonment of the fruit of one's actions. The abandonment of action
from the second level of truth consists in the abandonment of the very
sense of agency which is falsely superimposed upon the Self.83 The
ultimate abandonment should be of this form: One must give up giving
up insofar as giving up also involves the super-imposition (adhyvasa)
of agency. This is what is meant by the term naiskarmya.84 The
progression is from an initial adhyasa of agency, implied even in

the abandonment of the fruits of one's actions, to a subsequent sub-
lation (aEavéda) whereby action itself is sublated in Brahman-realiza-
tion. This progression is in accordance with the strategy of adhyéroga—
apavada.

Sankara's model of adhyasa is applied to his concept of a

body in a curious way. Someone in the body is somecone who identifies

82
Ccft., éahkara, Gita-bhasva IV, 15.

83
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 9.

84
This discussion on the two forms of abandonment will be
developed further in Chapter Four.
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with his body, but someone no longer in the body is someone who no
longer makes this identification. §aﬁkara accordingly understands
an "embodied being'" as, '"he who identifies himself with the body."85
By thus viewing the body from two levels of truth ankara can make
sense of such paradoxes as the 'body'" of the jivan-mukta. Because the
jivan-mukta no longer identifies with his body, the question of his
body is only a problem from the level of the spectator.

Sankara is usually explicit about indicating what level he is
speaking from in his Gité-bh5§ya.86 This he does by specifying
what class i,e., the unenlightenned or the enlightenned man, he is
addressing. Accordingly, he often prefaces an argument by phrases
such as '"to an ignorant man of the world”,87 or, '"to one who realizes
that all is Brahman”.88 Such key phrases are absent in his Sutra-
bh5§ya. He is often intentionally ambiguous about specifying what
level he is speaking from in his Sutra-bhasya. For example, the world

89
is described as if it were Real and as created by Brahman. Sankara

85, o _
Sankara, Gita-bhasya, XVIII, 11.

86 - - -
Ct., éankara, Gita-bhagya II, 30, V, Introduction, p. 154.

87, o _
Sankara, Gita-bhasva IV, 18.

88,
Sankara, Gita-bhasya IV, 24, p. 141,

39 _ _
Cf., Sutra-bhasya I.1.3.
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90
also insists that parinama-vgda be taken literally and not figuratively.

This functions as a 'deliberate super-imposition". The provisional
91
thesis is sublated much later. Similarly Sruti is first described
92 ‘

as if it were the only source of Self-knowledge, but later it is

disclosed that éruti itself is sublated inSelf-realization when Sankara

says that: "In the non-dual condition of knowledge it is no objection to
93

say that Sruti also ceases to be operative.' At other places in the

Sutra-bhasya he presents a provisional position and the subsequent

position on a "dharmic problem'" successively. This excerpt is an

example: 'I$vara...is distinct from the iixg_who is limited by ugédhis....
the iixg_is nothing else but the highest éﬁﬂiﬁ; when viewed without

the adjuncts of internal organ, body etc.”94 Just as the sky does

not become blue because of our constant habit of super-imposing blue

upon it, so the Self is unaffected by these upadhis. Their function

is to reinforce the first phase of the strategy i.e.,adhyaropa, by
providing the content for the provisional adhyaropa and the target for

the subsequent aEaVAda. Whereas the provisional position which views

the Self as limited by the upédhis is in accordance with the first

level of truth, the subsequent position is in accordance with the

90
Cf., Sutra-bhasya II.IV.3.

91
Cf., Sutra-bhasya III.II.21.

92
Cf., Ibid., II.1.6.

93
Sankara, Sutra-bhisya, Date, IV.1.3, pp. 323-24.

947 ., - -
Sankara, Sutra-bhasya, Date, I.III, 7, Vol. I, p. 121. Sce

also I.11.20.
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second level of truth. By presenting both positions successively,

a "dharmic problem'" is viewed initially from the first level of truth
95

and then from the second level of truth.

Any discussion about the ontological reference of the paramarthika-

satva becomes very problematic when it is realized that the paramarthika-

satya involves the sublation of both language and thought, because to

speak of the paramarthika—satya is strictly speaking to falsify it.

Therefore one can only refer to the paramarthika-—satya negatively, but

this does not thereby imply a negative content. The very distinction
between the two levels of truth is made from the first level of truth.
Even this distinction is sublated in Brahman-realization for Brahman
cannot be specified by any level or attribution, being unutterable
(neti neti). However, this denial does not apply to Brahman, but to
any false attribution of Brahman. Without Brahman as the ground
(adhisthana) there can be no negation. When one has ''reached" the

paramérthika—satya, the very distinction between the vyavaharika-satya

and the paramarthika-satya is no longer applicable. K. Sivaramam states

95

It is important to note that Sankara would incorporate many
theistic doctrines from the phenomenal level of truth, but later he
subordinates their value from the ultimate level of truth. So, for
example, Ramdnuja's doctrine of the Lord as the Inner Controller
(Antaryamin) is clearly alluded to in II.III.14 of his SuUtra-bhisya
and in his introduction to his Gita-bhasya. The doctrine of the Sclf
as an aspect or part (ams$a) of Brahman 1s alluded to in his SGtra-bhasva
IT.I11.43. The emphasis upon moksa as the result of continual bhakti
(Northern school of Viéis@ﬁdvaltai 1s alluded to in III.II.7. For a
full investigation of the question of bhakti in $ankara, refer
to Chapter Four. There it will be pointed out that though devotion to
the Lord (saguna-bhakti) has a provisional valuve, devotion to the Self

{(nirguna-bhakti) functions as a catalyst (karana) in initiating Self-
realization.
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in this regard: "There is a demand in this awareness of the distinction

of orders or levels to rise above this distinction to realize complete

transcendence...This demand of course will remain always a demand and

cannot be satisfied in 'thinking', being not a case of conscious

awareness. It is lapsing into awareness itself. It is to this pure

Experience present in all experiencing beyond even the duality of being
96

and non-being that Vedanta refers by the name of Brahman."

The two truths are explicitly specified in Satikara's Mup@aka-bhé§ya

as, ''the Para ca, the higher, the knowledge of the supreme Self;

agaré ca, and the lower, the knowledge of virtue and vice and their means
and ends.”97 éaﬂkara himself argues, here, that these two truths

should be primarily distinguished in a methodological sense. Thus in
reply to the objector's question: ''What is that which having been

known one becomes all-knowing," éaﬁkara states: ''The answer requires

an order of procedure. For the lower knowledge 1s ignorance which has

to be eradicated, inasmuch as nothing in reality is known by knowing

the objects of ignorance, and the rule is that the conclusion should

98
be stated after refuting the faulty standpoints." So the progression

96
K. Sivararam, "Somc Reflections on Advaita Vedanta as Philosophy",
unpublished article.

97,
Sarikara, Mundaka-bhasya I.1.4. From Eight Upanigads, Volume
Two trans. Swami Gambhirahanda (Advaita Ashrama, Calcutta, 1973),

p. 86. Herein after cited as: Sankara, Mundaka-bhasva

98

rd

Sankara, Mun@aka—bh&§ya I.1.4, p. 86.




74

from the first level of truth to the second level of truth is by means

of adhyaropa-apavada. These two levels of truth should not be under-

stood as two realities. Rather, they involve the self-same Reality

viewed either with or without its illusory adjuncts. Thus the vyavaharikae-

satya is thus not one more reality over and against the paramarthika-

satya.

5. Devices Used to Simultaneously Explain the

Apparent Continuity in the Midst of the

Explicit Emphasis on Discontinuity

5a. The "Transposition Strategy"

As was noted earlier, éaﬁkara's methodology is '"double-faced'.
That is, it accounts simultaneously for the explicit discontinuity
between Self-knowledge and dharma and the apparent forms of continuity.
Thus it points to what I have designated as the "explicit Sankara"
and the "implicit éaﬁkara” at the same time.Although the whole of
éaﬁkara's methodology is '"'double-faced'", in this sense, the following
devices primarily address themselves to this concern.

What has been pfeviously designated as the '"transposition
strategy" is such a device. It was defined as, ''the re-examination of
a "dharmic problem'" that was first examined from the first level of

truth (vxﬁvahirika-satya) by transferring it to the second level of

truth (paramarthika-satya)."

For example, in his Sutra-bhagya II.IIT.33 to IL.III.39, the

Self is provisionally described as a do-er in order to agree with the


http:II.III.39
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dharmic injunctions laid down by éﬁEEi) but in II.III.40 éaﬁkara
transfers this problem to the second level. By this device the same
"dharmic problem''is examined from a higher level. ééﬁkara is very
explicit in admitting this device when he says, "So far from Sutra 33
to Sutra 39, it has been proved that the jiva is the doer. The Sutrakara
will now point out that the doing or the authorship of actions is not

99

natural with the jiva but is due to its limiting adjuncts.” Similarly,

the theory that the effect is non-different from the cause (satkéryavéda)

is provisionally asserted in II.1.7. of his Sutra-bhasya but it is

subsequently re-examined in II.1.14. of his Sutra-bhasya. The '"trans-

position strategy" is indicated in the latter passage by the phrase,
100
"to explain the same". When this question of creation is transposed

to the higher level of truth (paramérthika—satya), it is disclosed

that the names and forms that were provisionally described as real
are, in fact, mere products of avidya. They are neither real nor

unreal, but are "indescribable" (anirvacaniya). In II.II.10 of his

- -_— 4 . - - - - -
Sutra-bhasya, Sankara argues for a provisional distinction between

the sufferer and his suffering. Further on in the same verse he
transposes the question of suffering to the higher level of truth

(paramarthika=satya). TFrom this sccond perspective the suffering is

disclosed as mercly apparent: 'Brahman being the only reality, there

can neither be the sufferer and the suffering as two distinct things

99
Sutra-bhasya, Date, II.II1.40, Vol. II, p. 44.

100
Sutra-bhasya, Date, I1.1.14, Vol. I, p. 254.
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nor any relation between them...If the purusa be supposed to suffer as
it were, simply because he is said to be reflected in the sattva,

101
we have no objection to his being so imagined to suffer as it were."
The result of this transposition strategy is that this'dharmic problem'
is seen finally as a quasi-problem., The Self is only '"imagined to
suffer as it were'. This passage is also an example of '"reversability',

102
that is,of 'reversing" the usual irreversible relation between the
103

Self and dharma and moving from the second level of truth to the first.
An actual movement as such is not implied by this strategy. Rather,what
is implied is a re-examination of a”dharmic''problem from the "a-posteriori"
standpoint of self-knowledge. From this '"a-posteriori' standpoint,
it can be seen that, the Self is only ''imagined to suffer as it were",.
This movement is constituted by the re-perception of that"dharmic

problem' from the second level of truth. What was problematic from the

perspective of the first level of truth, is perceived now in terms of

101
Sutra-bhasya, Date, II.II.10, Vol. I, p. 297.

102
The verb '"reversing'' here is used not literally, but in a
manner of speaking.

103
It might be argued that this movement in reverse constitutes
an important exccption to the general rule. This general rule is

articulated by T. R. V. Murti as follows: '"The progression is from the
appearance to the rcal, from the false to the true and not vice versa.
There is no passage from the real to the unrcal nor is it needed."™ from

"The Two Definitions of Brahmanin the Advaita' (Indian Institute of
Philosophy, Amalner, 1958), p. 136. One might say, however, that this
doesn't constitute an exception in the literal sense. The reversing,
in this case refers to the order of knowing, not the order of being.
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its resolution which is provided by the perspective of the second level
of truth.

Stitra-bhasya I.1.4 provides another example of this kind of

reversability. There it is disclosed that the Self is a pre-given and
104

is thus not, "a factor in any injunction about meditation'. In

the Sttra-bhasya I1.1.17 the dharmic injunction to meditate and search out

the Self is re-examined in the iight of this previous insight: '"Yet

in common experience owing to ignorance, the Atman is identified with
the non-atman like body, senses etc., and so it is possible to say that
the Atman is to be searched, or heard, or attained.”lo5 It is significant
that qualifying phrases like "yet in common experience' and '"so it is
possible to say' are used here for they specify the level referred to.
i.e. the phenomenal standpoint, and they lead us beyond that level.

In XIII, 31 of his Gité—bh5$ya the Self is described as actionless and
as free from the gunas which are falsely super-imposed upon the Self.
In Sankara's Gita-bhasya XIV.5 the shift is made from the perspective
of the second to the first level of truth. The qualifying phrase

"iva' (as it were) here specifies the level implied and the employment

106
of what in effect amounts to a deliberate fiction. Consider XIV.5:

104
Sutra-bhasya, Gambhirandanda, I.1.4, p. 22.

105
Sutra-bhasya, Date, I.1.17, Vol. I, p. 48.

106
The methodological value of such phrases as "iva'" will
be fully investigated in the last section of this chapter.
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"(Objection): It has been said that the embodied one is not tainted

(xiii, 31). How then, on the contrary, is it said here that the gunas

bind him? (Answer): We have met this objection by adding 'as it were',
107
'they bind him as it were.'" The phrase "as it were'" (iva) here

operates as a lever which thrusts us away from the first to the second
/ . - - - - - - -

level of truth. Sankara indicates in his Gita-bhasya that freedom from

the activity of the gunas consists in an act of de-personalization

108
whereby one no longer perceives them as my puppet show (yantrarudha)

but as that puppet show.That is, freedom from the gunas is precisely to
be free from any identification with them.

This reversability, illustrated here, in perspective from the
second to the first level of truth should be sharply distinguished from
those examples of a mere ''relapsing' into the first level of truth.
Whereas the former involves the conscious employment and extension of

109
adhyasa, i.e.,adhyéropa, the latter involves the lapsing back into

107 |
Sankara, Gita-bhasya, XIV, 5, p. 382. The role of these
qualifying phrases wilT De examined more extensively in the section on
language, in this chapter, section 79.

108
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya 18, 61. See also XIV, 24.

109

The former was an example of what was designated earlier as
the "transposition strategy in reverse'--i.c. the"dharmic problem'in
this instance, is re-examined in the light of Self-knowledge. The latter,
being an instance of a mere relapsing back into the first level of
truth, is an instance where this ''transposition strategy'" is suspended.
For the full significance of the suspension of the "transposition
strategy', see Chapter Four.
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an unconscious adhyasa. In such cases of relapsing the''dharmic
problem'is not re-examined in the light of Self-knowlege but is described

- - /
on its own terms. For example, in his Sutra-bhasya I.1.4 Sankara

insists that Brahman cannot be an object of meditation for 'mediation
110
implies the duality of the meditator and the object of meditation."

But in I.II.1 of the Sutra-bhasya this 'as-if" duality between the

meditator and the object of meditation is again re-asserted, but not

in the light of the previous insight. That is, the duality between

the mediator and Brahman is not presented as an as-if (iva) duality but
as a real duality. §éﬁkara states that, "The object of meditation is
Brahman alone.”111 The omission of a qualifying phrase like '"as it were"
or "as-if" (iva) indicates that this form of reversibility is an irstance
of what I have designated as a mere '"relapsing' into the first level of
truth. Another example of this kind of '"relapsing'" can be found in
XVIII 55 of his Gita-bhasya where the Self is understood as "immutable",
and as devoid of the adhyasa of agency. But this adhyésa of agency

that was negated in verse 55 is again re-asserted in verse 56. Becausec
the dharmic injunctions described in verse 56 are not examined in the

light of the previous verse, this is not an instance of what I designated

earlier as ''the transposition strategy in reverse'.

110 _ -
Sutra-bhasya, Date, I.1.4, Vol. I, p. 17.

111 _
Sutra-bhasya, Date, 1.1I.1, Vol. I, p. 79.
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S. Devices Used to Simultaneously Explain the

Apparent Continuity in the Midst of the

Explicit Emphasis on Discontinuity

Sb. "Simultaneous Viewing"

What I have designated as ''simultaneous ~viewing' is the exami-
nation of a '"dharmic problem'" from both the first and the second level
of truth simultaneously. This device clearly illustrates the "double-
faced" nature of éaﬁkara's methodology. That is, it simultaneously
points to éﬁﬁkara's explicit emphasis on the discontinuity between
Self-knowledge and dharma with his apparent emphasis on continuity.
Thereby both strands of éaﬁkara'sthought,i.ew what I have designated
as the "explicit éaﬁkara” and the "implicit éaﬁkaraw are referred to.

For example, the creation of the four castes is described from
both the first and the second level of truth, simultaneously, in this
excerpt from his Gita-bhasya: "Though I am the author of this act when
viewed from the standpoint of Maya, still know thou that I am in reality

112
[Paramarthatah] no agent and therefore not subject to samsara."

7
"Simultaneous viewing' is also illustrated when Sankara is addressing
at the same time the two classes of the eligibles, i.e., the "enlightenned"

- - TN
and the '"unenlightenned' man. Thus in his Sutra-bhasya Sankara

discusses the question of samuccava with reference to both classes:
"Now the Upanisadic passage (Br. 4, 42) which spcaks of the going

together of vidya and karma is applicable to men immersed in samsara only,

112, ..
Sankara, Gita-bhasya IV, 13, p. 126.
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3

and not at all to those who desire to be released.”ll Perhaps the most
important example of ''simultaneous viewing' in éankara can be found in
his Gita-bhasya I1.30 to 31, where Arjuna is commanded to fight.
Arguments posed from both the first level of truth and the second level
of truth are marshalled simultaneously to convince the skeptical Arjuna.
He is commanded to fight, because it is his svadharma as a warrior,
while at the same time, he is commanded not to be anxious about the
possible outcome because the Self cannot be killed: "Though the body
of any creature whatever is killed, the Self cannot be killed....From
the standpoint of absolute truth there is no occasion for grief and

114
attachment." One example from his Gité—bhégya is especially important
as the problematic relation between Self-knowledge and dharma is
there presented in a concentrated form. Self-knowledge is expressed
not as amerely theoretical question, but as a concrete problem which is
thus connected with the question of dharma: "If it be thought by Thee
that knowledge is superior to action, O Janardana, why then dost thou,

115
0 Kesava, direct me to this terrible action."

113 _ _
Sutra-bhasya, Date, III.IV.II, Vol II, p. 277.

114 . _
éaﬁkara, Gita-bhasya II, 30, p. 54.

115 o i} .
Bhagavad-Gita, trans. A, M. Sastri, III.1, from Sankara,

Gita-bhasya, p. 89.
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5. Devices Used to Simultaneously Explain the

Apparent Continuity in the Midst of the

Explicit Emphasis on Discontinuity

Sc. "Intermediary Concepts"

"Intermediary Concepts' are those concepts that function as
bridges between the two main categories: Self-knowledge and dharma.
They can function as bridges because of their bi-lateral nature, i.e..
their simultaneous reference to Self-knowledge and dharma. The
"intermediary concepts' in éaﬁkara are formed by dividing a category
into two subdivisions. If, for instance, Self-knowledge is represented
as "X'"" and dharma is represented as "Y', the formulation Xl, X5 and Yl’
Y, representsthe two subdivisions. This procedure can be seen to be
synonymous with that of splitting up a word into its '"'secondary"

116
(gaunam) and 'primary senses' (paramartham).
gaur p Ratddd

116

In his Gita-bhasya V, 5 and VI, 1 §aﬁkara uses the term mukhyanm
and paramartham interchangeably to denote the ultimate or "primary sense"
of a category. In both V, 5 and VI, 1 of his Gita-bhasva the term
gaunam is used to denote the secondary sense of a category in the sensc of
the merely figurative or penultimate sense. But in XVIII.66 Sankara
argues that the ''secondary sense'" of a category is not just its figura-
tive sense (5aunam), but ultimately an illusory notion (mithye -plat\a\a)
This dlstlanIEEEE'Sankara s position from a position like Ramanuja's
and the Mimidmsakas who do not arguc that the '"secondary sense' of a
category is ultimately an illysory notion (mithyd-pratyvayva). In his
Chandogya-bhasya VI, XVI, 3, Sankara states in this regard: "All figura-
Tive notions are false (unreal)." Please refer to Chapter Two, for a
discussion of the differences between Sankara and RIm@dmuja on this concept
of a "secondary sense'. This distinction between the penultimate and the
ultimate sense of a term should be distinguished from the more technical
semantic distinction of word-sense as mukhva and laksgna which is elabora-
ted by the Post-Sankarites especially Suredvara in their discussion of
the maha-vakyas. For a discussion of the latter distinction in §aﬁkara,
please refer to my exposition of laksana in Suresvara in Chapter Four.
The term gaunam has been used to denote the penultimate or '"secondary
sense'' of a category in Sankara but with due consideration of Sankara's
later point that the ''secondary sense'" is ultimately mithya-pratvava.
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X" for instance, represents the "priamry sense" of Self-knowledge

or svarupa-jnana. ”XZ” represents the '"secondary sense' of Self-

knowledge as vrtti-jnana. ”Yl” represents the 'primary sense' of

NG
dharma or jnana-yoga. '"Y," represents the '"secondary sense" of dharma

as ritual injunctions. The argument, then, 1is that whereas ”XZ”

i.e., vrtti-jnana is continuous with ”Yl” i.e., jnana-yoga, ”Xl” i.e.,
» 117
svarupa-jnana .is discontinous with "Y," i.e., ritual injunctions.

/z
As this example illustrates, these devices enable Sankara to make sense

of the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma in sadhana,

while arguing for the ultimate discontinuity between Self-knowledge and
dharma, In so doing, they ultimately function like safeguards which
keep the Self ultimately immune from the effects of dharma and allow
for an apparent continuity in the midst of the underlying discontinuity118
between Self-knowledge and dharma.

éaﬁkara makes sense of the samuccaya suggested in the eleventh verse

_ 119
of the Iéa—Upanisad by splitting up vidya into its 'secondary' and

17p1ease refer to Chapter Four for a full investigation of this
example. Thls example of the continuity between X, i.e. vrtti- jnana and
Yy i.e. Jnana yoga is the most important bridge that $ankaTa uses to
explain the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma as
shall be demonstrated thcre.

118This "implicit strand" of continuity existing side by side with
the "explicit strand" of discontinuity in Sankara is structurally parallel
to Ramanuja but in the reverse. That is, an explicit strand of continuity
co-exists with an "implicit strand' of discontinuity in Ramanuja. For
an investigation of these two strands in Ramanuja, please refer to Chapter
Three.
119”{0 who knows these two, vidyi and avidyi, together, attains
1mmortallty through vidya, by crossing over death through avidya." from:
Sankara, Isa bhasya 1.
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"primary sense'. He understands the '"'secondary sense" of vidya there
120
as '"meditation on the deities'. The "primary sense'' of vidya he
121
understands as, ''the knowledge of the supreme Self'. The advantage

/s
of this distinction is that Sankara can make sense of the kind of

samuccaya suggested in the eleventh verse, while maintaining his usual
122
emphasis on the opposition between karma and vidya. So whereas

the ''secondary sense" of vidya i.e., "meditation on the deities", is
continuous with karma, the "primary sense" of vidya i.e., ""the knowledge

of the supreme Self" is understood as discontinuous with karma.
p J

The question of whether Xigzé_should be understood in its '"primary"

or ''secondary sense' in verse eleven is the most critical issue in his
féa—bh5§ya. Accordingly Saikara presents a postlude devoted to this
question at the end of this bhadsya. In this postlude, this objection
is raised against the interpretation of the word Xigzé_in verse eleven
as the knowledge of the gods: "By the word Xigzé_why should not the
knowledge of the supreme Self itself be understood; and so also (why

~
should not) immortality (be taken in the primary sense)?”lho Sankara

in accordance with the strategy of adhyaropa-apavada does not directly

120, _
Sankara, Isa-bhasya, 11, p. 20.

121
éankara, Tga—bha§ya, 18, p. 29.

122
-, - 7 .

In verse 17 of his Isa-bhasya, Sankara argues that karma
and vidya are opposed with reférence to their: ''causes, natures, and
results."

123

4

Sankara, iéa—bh£§ya, 18, p. 27.
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answer this objection. Rather, he repeats what he had argued ecarlier,
124

i.e., that karma and vidya are opposed and thus cannot be combined.

This illustrates éaﬁkara's reluctance to make his methodology explicit
for the higher teaching is to be disclosed only when the pupil is
ready for it.

The co-relative questions of whether the path of action (karma-
yoga) or the renunciation of action (samnygsa) is preferable for the
"unenlightenned man', and whether either is possible for the "enlightenned
man' is resolved by the use of "intermediary concepts'. Safikara dis-
tinguishes between two senses of the renunciation of action (samnvasa) 1
in chapters five and six of his Gité—bhésya to resolve this question.
Samnyasa in its "secondary sense' (gaunam) consists in the renunciation
of the fruits of actions, but not the renunciation of the sense of
agency. Samnyasa in its "primary sense' (paramartham) consists in the
renunciation of the sense of agency. éaﬁkara refers to them as follows:
"This samnyasa which consists in renouncing a few actions only while
yet there is an idea of agency, is different from the one already spoken
of, from the renunciation of all actions--which is resorted to by the

2
man who has realized the Self.”h6 These two senses of samnyasa

help to make sense of the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge

and dharma while arguing for an actual discontinuity. For example,

124 , -
Cf., Sankara, Isa-bhasya, 2.

125
/ - - -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya V, Introduction, p. 58 and VI,
1, p. 183. T
126,

Sankara, Gité—bhésya Vv, Introduction, p. 158.
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Sarikara can make sense of the assertion that: "Sankhya and Yoga are
127
one "  hy equating the 'primary sense' (paramartham) of samnyasa

with the '"primary sense' of Sankhya and Yoga. The '"secondary sense"
(gaunam) of samnyasa is then equated with the '"secondary sense' (gaunam)

of Yoga and used to explain the assertion .that 'Sankhya and Yoga are
128
one." The excerpt pertaining to this question is here quoted in

full: "That Samnyasa which is based upon knowledge is regarded by MMe
as Sankhya, and Sankhya is the true (paramartha) Yoga. It is only by

a figure that the Yoga through Vedic rites is called Yoga or Samnyasa,
129
inasmuch as it conduces to that true Yoga or Samnyasa."

By using the ''secondary senses" (gaunam) of both the terms

rd
samnyasa and yoga, Sankara can make sense of the assertion, in
_ 130
Gita IV.1,that akarma-vogin is a samnyasin and a yogin. In speaking

s
of the karma-yogin Sankara states: "It is intended to represent a

devotee to action as a Samnyasin and a Yogin in a secondary sense of

the two terms....It is not, on the other hand, meant that he is in reality
132
a Samnyasin and a Yogin." (...Samnyasitvam...yogitvam ca iti gaunam
127
Ibid., V, 5, p. 162,
128
Ibid.
129 ,

Santkara, Gita—bh5§ya, V, 5, p. 162,
/- - - -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya, VI, 1, p. 182.

7 - - -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya VI, 1, p. 183,
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ubhayam; Na punah mukhyam Samnyasitvam yogitvam ca abhipretam....)

As both these examples indicate, the '"secondary sense' (gaunam)

133

of samnydsa is finally an illusory notion (mithya-pratyaya).

Nevertheless, it functions as a form of adhvaropa which leads by self-
annulment to the '"primary sense" (paramdrtham) of samnyasa. These
examples also illustrate that what I have designated as "intermediary
concepts' are most often used to understand what I have designated as
"dharmic problems'. They enable one to look at the same ''dharmic

problem'" from the vyavahirika—satya and the paramarthika-satva.

As was pointed out earlier, both dharma and Self-knowledge are
134

divided into their secondary and primary senses. The ''secondary
sense' (gaunam) of dharma refers to those actions enjoined in é{g}ij
especially ritual injunctions. The 'primary sense' (paramdartham)
of dharma, unlike the former, is not outside the essence of Rtma-jﬁéna
but continuous with it. Thus gankara says that, "What is possessed of
many a desireable quality may be opposed to Dharma' but not so is the
knowledge of Atman opposed to Dharma; on the other hand it is not

135
separable from Dharma, i.e..not opposed to it [dharmdadanapetam]."

led I - - -
1°3Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya, XVIII.66 for a full discussion of

gauna-pratyaya and mithyﬁ—pratyaxa. Cf. footnote 116, Plecase refer to
Chapter Four where these two senses of samnyasa will be applied to the
question of sddhana in Sankara.

134
/
See infra on the "extended sense! of dharma in Sankara in the
Introduction.
1357 . T = - , ..
Sankara, Gita-bhasya, IX, 2. See infra on the extended sense
of dharma in Sankara in the Introduction.
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In the next verse of his GEt;~bh;$ya he simply refers to this '"primary

sense" (paramartham) of dharma as,'"This Dharma...viz, knowledge of the
136
Self." Whereas dharma in its 'primary sense'" as jﬁana—yoga helps

to explain the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma,
dharma in its ''secondary sense'" as ritual injunctions maintains the
/
usual emphasis on their discontinuity. Referring to the latter, Sankara
states that, "For one who seeks liberation [mumuksu], even dharma
137
proves to be a sin [papa]." In accordance with the devices of teaching,
the "primary sense'" of dharma is presented later than the 'secondary
138
sense' of dharma.
- - A - .
The Self (Atman) and Self-knowledge (Atma-jnana) are similarly
divided into their ''secondary' and "primary senses''. Being (Sat),
Pure Consciousness (Cit), and Bliss (Ananda) denote the Atman in its
"primary sense'. The ''secondary sense' of the Atman is denoted by the

empirical self (jiva-atman). Both senses of the Atman are given

in this example from his Sutra-bhasya: 'The pure Atman too is capable

of being known as an object, whenever one becomes aware of oneself as

'T am', as also of the intuitive certainty of the existence of one's

139 )
Self. " Whereas the Atman in its "primary sense' (paramartham)

1305ankara, Gita-bhasya, IX, 3.

157 gankara, Gita-bhasya, IV, 36.
138, . -
For a further discussion on these two senses of dharma, see
Chapter Four, where it is argued that the conflict between Self-knowledge
and dharma is not between Self-knowledge and dharma as jnana-yoga, but
between Self-knowledge and dharma as ritual injunction,

1‘)QSGtra-bhisya, Date, I.1.1, p. 3.
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is discontinuous with dharma and ultimately sublates it, the Atman
in its "secondary sense'" (gaunam) is continuous with dharma as the
Ve

apparent cognizer, enjoyer etc. Sankara is insistent in describing the

"secondary sense' of the Atman as caused by adhydsa. The Atman as

the iixg—%EEiE_can only truly be understood from the standpoint of its
sublation. From this standpoint it is disclosed that the 'not-self"
merely appeared to be super-imposed upon the Self because of the
illusory '"adjuncts" (upadhis). Both the "superimposition' (adhyasa)
and the 'not-Self" which is superimposed are equally disclosed as 'false"
(mithyé).140 In this regard éaﬁkara states: '"'The highest Atman
though one appears to be many on account of the various upédhis of buddhi
etc; but the knowledge that I am so and so, which arises falsely on
account of these upadhis, is destroyed when the upadhis themselves are
destroyed.”141

Self-knowledge (Atma—jﬁéna) is also divided into its "primary"
and''secondary senses''. Self-knowledge in its"primary sense' (paramértham)
can only be identified with release (moksa) itself, and thus with

142
the 'consciousness that is Brahman' (svarupa-jhana). Self-knowledge

140
In this instance the ''secondary sense' (gaunam) involves
adhvasa and is thus an instance of mithya-pratvava.  This should be
distinguished from the "secondary sense' (gaunam) understood as a more
figurative sense as in the statement '"You are my very life, which does
not involve adhyasa. Cf., Gita-bhasya XVITI. 66.

141
Sttra-bhdsya, Date, III, II, 34, Vol. II, p. 156.

142 , .
Cf., Sankara, Kena-bhasya I1.4.
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in its "secondary sense' (gaunam) refers to "Self-knowledge considered
- N 143
as a process, as a function of the internal organ" (vgtti-jnana).

- /. - A
Vrtti-jnana is then described by Sankara as a means to svarupa-jnana

not in the literal sense, but in the sense of leading to its reflection.
Consequently, the purification of the vgtti—jﬁ;na is crucial in
égﬁkara's understanding of sadhana. As an "intermediary concept"
the Vvrtti-jnana plays a key methodological role in explaining the apparent
continuity in sadhana between Self-knowledge and dharma.

Two of the most important '"intermediary concepts' in ééﬁkara are

. A=
thus the '"secondary sense' of Self-knowledge as vrtti-jnana and the

. A= .
"primary sense' of dharma as jnana-yoga, in-as-much-as the apparent

continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma is sadhana is explained

by the continuity between Self-knowledge as vytti—jﬁéna and dharma
144 [
as jnana-yoga.

6. The Suspension of the '"Transposition Strategy"

The "transposition strategy was defined as the re-examination
of a "dharmic problem' that was first examined from the first level

of truth (vyavaharika-satya) by transferring it to the second level of

143 ,
Cf., Sankara, Kena-bhasva II, 4. See also Upadegh—sahasri
Part One, Chapter II, #108. Sce¢ inira footnote 84., p. 26 ot the intro-
duction. For an extensive discus;ion of the distinction between
vrtti-jiidna and svarupa-jnana in Saikara, refer to Chapter Four.

144
For a development of this co-relation see Chapter Four on

. cAN—
the section of jnana-yoga.
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truth (paramérthika-satya). This '"transposition strategy' ultimately

7
reinforces the '"explicit strand'" in Sankara. That is, it enables

éahkara to argue for the actual discontinuity between Self-knowledge
and dharma after a provisional concession to the apparent continuity
between Self-knowledge and dharma. But there are a number of problematic
instances where this strategy is suspended. In such instances a
"dharmic problem'" is only viewed from the first level of truth and is
not transferred to the second level of truth. This suspension of the
transposition strategy is of special significance in disclosing the
"implicit strand' in éaﬁkara, especially as we shall see in pointing
to the implicit theism and in the implicit concession to an Atma-vidhi
in gaﬁkara. The "implicit theism'' in Sankara should not be understood
as a methodological lapse i.e., as a failure to apply the adhyéropa-
apavada as a strategy and thus as only provisionally important for the
"unenlightenned man.' The suspension of the 'transposition strategy"
not only brings out the "implicit strand" in éaﬁkara, but as we shall

_ 145
see provides the ground for a dialogue with Ramanuja on these issues.

7 -
6a. Sankara's Presentation of Prarabdha-Karma as Illustrating a

AN ‘t
Suspension of the Transposition Strategy

A controversial example of such a suspension of the 'transposition

z . -
strategy' 1s Sankara's approach to the problem of prarabdha-karma

(that karma which has alrcady begun to bear fruit). Prarabdha-karma

is described, especially in his Sutra-bhasya, as continuing even after

145 , . . . -
Please see Chapter Four for an extensive exanination of

both this implicit theism and this implicit concession to an Atma-
vidhi.
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the realization of Brahman. This is not the case with regard to other

types of karma.i.e. saficita~karma (the accumulated, past karmas) and

kriyamana=-karma (future karmas).which are subject to destruction upon

the realization of Brahman. Prarabdha-karma is described as continuing

to exist until death when the body of the released one (jivan-mukta) is
deceased. When describing the continuance of this karma, gaﬁkara

compares it to the momentum of an arrow: 'But so far as the prarabdha
is concerned, it continues to exist till death, just as an arrow which

leaves the bow continues to move so long as its initial motion is not

146
exhausted.” The Viveka-cudamani employs the same arrow image to
147
describe the prarabdha-karma. Sankara uses this image elsewhere
148
also. As this image indicates, the momentum of prarabdha-karma

cannot be easily interrupted.

-
There are many places where Sankara refers to this problem of
149
prarabdha-karma, but as shall be shown the presentation of the problem

is not without some ambiguity. Sankara, in both his Sutra-bhasya

146
Sutra-bhasya, Date, III.III, 32, Vol II, p. 221.

147
Cf., Sankara, Viveka-cudamani #452., To really grapple with
whether Sankara wrote the VIveKka-cudamani would constitute another thesis,
but it can be argued that these possible references in his Sutra-bhasya,
Gita-bhasya, and Chandogya-bhasya to verse 452 of the Viveka-cudamani
may perhaps constitute some evidence that Sankara was the author of this
text.

148
;o - - - ’ - -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 23; Sankara, Chandogya-bhasya
VI, XIV.2,
149

s - - - - -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 23; Sutra-bhasya IV.1.13 to

IV.1.19.
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and Gita-bhasya, argues that all acts without qualification are destroyed
by the realization of the Atman: He says, "Consumption of all acts
150

has been taught here." This assertion is clearly made from the ultimate

standpoint (paramarthika satya). But the level of discussion is quickly

s .
shifted by Sankara's subsequent qualification that '"all acts' refers
151
only to saffcita and kriyamana-karma and not to prarabdha-karma.

/
Sankara justifies his qualification by arguing that prarabdha-karma

has already begun to yield its fruit, like the arrow already projected
by the bow. For this reason it is not finally destroyed until its
energy is spent. This causes the '"sloughing off" of the body.

The qualification here examined that "all acts' does not refer

to prarabdha-karma is an example of a suspension of the 'transposition

strategy'. That is, the problem of prarabdha-karma is not transferred

to the second level of truth. On the contrary, this qualification that

"all acts" does not refer to prarabdha-karma 1is an example of a lapsing

back into the first level of truth. The question of prarabdha-karma

in both his Sutra-bhasya and his Gita-bhasya is not re-examined in

the light of Self-knowledge, but asserted on its own terms.
How then do we reconcile these two conflicting statements
i.e., that "all acts" i.e., all three modes of karma are destroyed by

Brahman-realization, and the subsequent statement that only two modes

150, ] _
Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 23, p. 363. Cf., Sutra-bhasya

IV.1.135.

151 , I
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 23, and Sutra-bhasya IV.1.15.
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of karmaii.e.,saﬁﬁita and kriyaména karma_are actually destroyed

by Brahman-realization?

One way of reconciling these two statements is to classify
each of them according to the level of assertion, i.e. the first or
the second level of truth, from which it was posited, and the class of
eligibles,i.e., the "unenlightenned" or the "enlightenned" man, to which
it was addressed. It seemsclear that ééﬁkara‘s qualification that

"all acts'" excludes prarabdha-karma is directed to the 'unenlightenned

man', and asserted from the first level of truth. His prior assertion,
i.e., that "all acts', all three forms of karma are destroyed by
Brahman-realization was clearly directed to the "enlkightenned man'"

and asserted from the second level of truth. The following two passages,

one from the Sutra-bhasya and one from the Viveka-cﬁdﬁmagi,confirm this

classification. So in his Sﬁtra—bh§§ya in speaking of prarabdha-karma

/
in relation to the "enlightenned man'', Sattkara states: '"In the case of
him who has realized the Atman, actions and the fruits thereof are as
152
good as being destroyed." That is, the assertion that "all acts"
irrespectively are destroyed by Brahman-realization can be understood

as addressed to the '"enlightenned man" and not the "unenlightenned

man'. The following excerpt from the Viveka-cudamni confirms this

possibility even more clearly: “TFor the sage who lives in his own self
as Brahman, the question of the existence of prarabdha work is meaning-

less, like the question of a man who has awakened from sleep having

152
Sutra-bhasva, Date, IV.1.13, Vol. II, p.

(2]
(2]
Nel




95

153
any connection with the objects seen in the dream-state."

In the above excerpt, the phrase "devoid of identification with

the limiting adjuncts' indicates that prarabdha-karma still exists

for one who identifies with his body, but not for the man who is no
longer under the delusion of that adhyasa. This understanding is
further confirmed by éaﬁkara's application of adhyasa to the concept
of a body as hitherto discussed: '"An embodied being: a body-wearer
i.e., he who identifies himself with the body."154 Applying this
understanding of the body, éﬁﬁkara argues that precisely because of
this identification with the body, the ''unenlightenned man'' is not
equipped to leave all of his actions behind. The "enlightenned man",
on the contrary, is equipped to do this because of his transcendence
of this identification. Accordingly éaﬁkara states: '"...it 1is not
possible for an ignorant man to abandon actions completely....The
abandonment of all actions is possible for him alone who realizing the
Supreme Reality is not a 'body-wearer' i.e., does not regard the body as

155
the Self." Indeed, the overcoming of prarabdha-karma is possible only

153,
Sankara, Viveka-cadamani, trans. Swami Madhavananda (Advaita
Ashrama, Calcutta, 19747 #I5T. tlercin after cited as: Viveka-cudamani
The Viveka-cudamaniis a morce esoteric work. Thus it makes sense that the
teaching of this text on, prarabdha-karma was addressed to the "enlightenned
man''.

154 o _
Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 11.

155, o
Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 11.
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for the man of realization (jiv;n—mukta) who has abandonned any identi-

fication with the body. Thus the problem of prarabdha-karma is ulti-

156
mately a problem for the spectator and not for the jivan-mukta himself.

The Viveka-cudamani accordingly states: ''Prarabdha work can be maintained

only so long as one lives identified with the body. But no one admits
that the man of realization ever identifies himself with the body.

157
Hence prarabdha work should be rejected in his case."

One way of reconciling these two apparently conflicting teachings

on prarabdha-karma is to understand them in terms of the dialectics of

teaching. In this light the final teaching on prarabdha-karma i.e.

that it is a sublateable form of adhyasa, is withheld until the initiate
is ready for it. éaﬁkara accordingly states in his Gita-bhasya:
"An ignorant man who is attached to action believes 'I should do this
action and enjoy its result.' No wise man should unsettle that firm

158

belicf." Thus a reconciliation can be reached between these two

conflicting teachings on prarabdha-karma by seeing them in terms of

’
Sankara's adhyaropa-apavidda strategy. So the qualification that '"all

156

Ctf., Vcdénggparibhﬁgi, trans. S. S. Sastri (Adyar Library,
1942), footnote 85, p. 217. The problem only occurs when one super-
imposes the stance of the spectator upon the jivan-mukta. One may see
the relevance of the doctrine of the jivan-mukta when viewed in relation
to adhyasa, For liberation involves not the removalof arecal body,
but of all those adhyasas, specifically here the adhyasa of the body,
apparently super-imposcd upon the Self. That is, sublation pertains to
an apparent reality, not an actual one.

157 - -
Viveka-cudamani #460.

158, o _
Sankara, Gita-bhasya III, 26.
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acts'" excludes prarabdha-karma tunctions as a form of adhydropa.

Co-relatively, the subsequent teaching that "all acts'" includes

prarabdha-karma functions as a form of apavada. The following excerpt

from the Viveka-cudamani confirms this interpretation: "'If the effects

of ignorance are destroyed with their root by knowledge, then how does

the body live?' -1it is to convince those fools who entertain a doubt

like this, that the Srutis, from a relative standpoint, hypothesize

Prarabdha work, but not for proving the reality of the body etc. of the
159

man of realization."

As regards this discussion on the suspension of the 'transposition

strategy', it is significant that both the Sutra-bhasya and his Gita-

bhasya point implicitly, not explicitly, to this subsequent teaching.

Only theViveka-cudamani presents this subsequent teaching explicitly.

As was stated above, the suspension of the ''transposition strategy"

on this issue 1in both the SiGtra-bhdsya and the GIta-bhasya points

/
to the "implicit strand' in Sankara. Specifically, it points to the
implicit importance of sadhana in Advaita including such things as the
_ 160
implicit concession to a Atma-vidhi.

In concluding this section, it should be noted that the three

categories of Ezﬁrabdha—karma, jivan-mukta and the gunas operate

methodologically as one unit, and together furnish a provisional continuity

159 L
Viveka-cudamani #463.

160
The significance of the suspension of the "transposition
strategy' will be fully investigated in Chapter Four.



98

between the Self and dharma. This initial continuity is later disclosed,

from the ultimate standpoint, as based upon adhyasa.

/
6b. Sankara's Presentation of the Question of a Fall from Chastity as

Illustrating the Suspension of the "Transposition Strategy."

A classic example of a suspension of the '"'transposition strategy"
v _ 16l
concerns Sankara's treatment in his Sutra-bhasya  of the fall from

chastity. This '"'dharmic problem" is not transferred to the second

level of truth in the Sutra-bhasya or in any of his other texts.

This should not be understood as a methodological lapse i.e., as a

failure to apply the adhyaropa-apavada strategy. Rather its positive

significance lies in pointing to the "implicit strand" in éaﬁkara,
and thus demonstrates the implicit concession to sadhana in Advaita.

This dharmic problem is posited from the first level of truth
and is clearly addressed to the '"unenlightenned man'". Therefore the
brahmacarin who has fallen from chastity is enjoined to perform the

162

expiation rites. In the next verse, there is an injunction to ex-
communicate such people from honourablc men: '"Whatever may be the nature
of the sin, whether great or small, those who fall from chastity are
excommunicated by respectable persons, for purposes of sacrifice, study

165
and wedding." éﬁnkara nowhere subsequently qualifies this assertion.

161
Cf., Sutra-bhdasya IIT.IV.41 to III.IV.43.

162
Cf., Sutra-bhasya, Date, III.IV.41, 42.

163
Sttra-bhidsya, Date, ITI.IV.43.
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Thus, this instance, even more than the issue over prarabdha-karma,

illustrates a suspension of the "transposition strategy.'" It is signi-

ficant that this discussion on the fall from chastity precedes the

/
critical verse in Sankara's Sutra-bhasya which refers to the muni

injunction, or the need for a continual meditation (nididhyisana)
164
on the Self, for both discussions point to the implicit need for
165
sadhana in Advaita. Both point to what has been designated as ''the

implicit strand" in ééﬁkara.

But if we apply ééﬁkara's "transposition strategy' to this
problem and re-examine the question of a fall from chastity from the
second level of truth the following questions emerge. These questions
point to what has been designated as the'explicit strand”in ggﬁkara.

If moksa is a ''pre-given", how can any act of dharma or adharma,

such as a fall from chastity, ultimatcly affect this pre-given? Thus
how can any fall from chastity affect this pre-given? If it is admitted
that the Self 1s unaffected by such a deed, then qualifications for

166
Brahma-vidya, such as the discrimination (viveka) between the eternal

and the transient, are on the same footing as the disqualifications

for Brahma-vidya, such as a fall from chastity, in the sense that they

164
Cf., Sutra-bhasya III.IV.47, This verse will be investigated
at length in Chapter Four in the Atma-vidhi section.

165
_ The fourth chapter will address itself to the nced for
sadhana in Advaita.

166

Cf., Sutra-bhasya I.1.1 for the four qualifications for
Brahma-vidya
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have an equal effect on moksas that is, they have no effect: 'Moksa

being no effect of an act, no action will be of any avail to a mumuksu,
167
a seeker of moksa." Thus when this'dharmic problem'is transferred

to the second level of truth, it becomes clear that no fall from chastity
can actually affect the self. The real problem is not the act itself,
but the false identification (adhyﬁsa) of the Self with that act.

The real sin (EEEEJ is the false identification with it, not the sin
itself. Accordingly, ééﬁkara states in his Gita-bhasva: ‘'Wherefore

they (the sages) rest in Brahman only. Not in the slightest can
blemishes of body affect them, since they have no egotism and do not
identify themselves with the aggregate of the body."168 Freedom in

such an action involves an act of de-personalization whereby one sees

it as that action and not as my action; as that puppet-show, to use the
169

graphic example of the Gita  and not as my puppet-show (yantrarudha).

Z .
Just as Sankara stated, in answer to the question as to whether the

gunas bind the Self, that: '...they bind fast as it were [iva] the
170
Kshetrajna," 50 this sin (pdpa) only binds the Self as it were (iva).

This re-examination of this''dharmic problem'’points to the "explicit

/ /
strand'" in Sankara, whereas Sankara's actual suspension of the '"transposition

167 , o ~
Sankara, Gita-bhasya III, Introduction, p. 87.

168,

Sankara, Gita-bhasya V, 19.

169, o _
Sankara, Gita-bhasyva XVIII, 061.

170 7
Sankara, Gita-bhasva XIV, 5.
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strategy" in his Sutra-bhasya on this'dharmic problem'points to the

"implicit strand" in éaﬁkara. éaﬁkara's treatment of this '"dharmic
problem" in both strands has been described so as to give a comprehensive
account.,

Numerous other examples could be cited as instances of the
suspension of the ''transposition strategy' in éaﬁkara. For eiample, in

his Chandogya-bhasva Saikara describes the injunction about Self-

_ 171
knowledge (Atma-vidhi) as a restrictive injunction {(niyama=vidhi).

- /
Unlike his presentation of the Atma-vidhi in his Sutra-bhasya, Sankara

does not subsequently argue in this bhasya that the Atma-vidhi is only
172
a pseudo-vidhi. That is, this dharmic problem is not re-examined
/
from a higher standpoint in his Chandogya-bhasya. Similarly, Sarikara

argues for a real injunction with reference to meditation (dhyana-vidhi)
_ _ 173
in his Taittiriva-bhasya. He does not qualify this assertion later

on in this bhasya; the assertion is nowherc re-classified as a '"pseudo-

vidhi" as in the Sutra-bhasya. Both instances are cases where the
"transposition strategy' is suspended. Their special significance
lies in the fact that they point to the implicit concession to the

174
need for sadhana in Advaita. All such instances of a suspension

171 ;
Cf., Sankara, Chandogya-bhasya VIII, vii-i.

172 i i
Cf., Sutra-bhasva 1.1.4
173 ;
Cf., Sankara, Taittirlva-bhasva I, XI.4
174

Because of the special significance of these two instances
with reference to the question of sddhana in Advaita, a full investigation
of them is reserved for Chapter Four.
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of the '"transposition strategy' point to the "implicit strand' in
’
Sarnkara.
. . . / - .
In accordance with the “explicit strand" in Sankara, if all

these "dharmic problems' are re-examined from the standpoint of Self-

knowledge (paramérthika—satya) they are revealed, in retrospect, as

false (mithyza). From this standpoint, it becomes clear that the

Self could only be affected '"as it were' (iva) by prérabdha—karma, the

/
gunas, and any fall from chastity. Sankara accordingly states in his
Gztg-bﬁésya: "Nowhere in our experience have we found anything improved
175
or spoiled by a quality being falsely atributed to it through avidya."

So to speak of a provisional’'dharmic problem'that is later sublated

is ultimately, and from the highest standpoint (paramirthika-satyaL

to speak in riddles. That is, speaking from the paramarthika—satya,

there was never any such'dharmic problem." Gaudapdda states this as

follows: "That which is non-existent at the beginning and in the end

is necessarily so (non-existent) in the middle. The objects we see
176

are illusions; still they are regarded as-if real.V

Ve
As has been argued regarding Sankara's adhyaropa-apavada

strategy, it is only thé "bridge" that is capable of self-annulment
177
that can lead to the Secif. It is in this sense that dharma can

/ - - -
175gankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 2, p. 322.

176G@u@ap§da, Karikas #31, from the Miapdukyopanisad with Gaugapdda's

Karikas and Sankara's Commentary trans. Swami Nikhitananda (Sri Ramakrishna,
Ashrama, Mysore, 1968) p. 245.

177

Cf., Surefvara's statement quoted in footnote 27 of this chapter:

"Through a means that is unrcal, the Self which can be approached through
no means whatever is realized."
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lead "as it were' to Self-knowledge. That which only seemed to exist
is used to disclose that which is ever existant. In the light of this,

the teaching of the Sutra-bhasya is ultimately only the doctrine of the

Self. gaﬁkara accordingly states in this text: "And if both in the
beginning and the end of the chapter, the aim of Sruti is to describe
the nature of the highest Atman, then to say that in the intermediate
portion of the same, the jivatman is described is to allow the possibility
of a man who has gone in the east being found in the west.”l78

The co-existence of the ''explicit strand" and the '"implicit strand"

. L. . . .
in Sankara can be demonstrated by viewing éénkara's teaching from

the paramarthika~satya that all "dharmic problems' are ultimately false

(mithya) together with his conservative teaching on such questions as the
penalties for a fall from chastity, or whether a §é§£§_is equipped for a
study of the Mgg§§retc.l79 When viewed as phases of éaﬁkara's adhyaropa-
apavada strategy, these two teachings can be reconciled. That is the former
teaching should be identified with the sublation phase (apavada), while

the latter teaching should be identified with the deliberate super-

imposition (adhyaropa) phase.

/4
7. Sankara's Use of Language to Implement

His Adhyaropa-Apavada Strategy

- . / M
Language can be viewed as the most important tool Sankara uses

to implement adhyaropa-apavada. It functions as that provisional

ladder set up between dharma and Self-Knowledge which by annuling itself

78 - -
Sutra-bhasva, Date, I.III.42, Vol. I, p. 180.

. l’OThe precise nature of the co-existence between these two strands

in Sankara will be one of the central concerns in Chapter Four and the
Conclusion.
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discloses its ground (adhisthana). Consequently, "Words, even words
pertaining to Brahman are part of gyidyé, yet are avidya destroving

180
here lies the dialectics." So the dynamic function of the words
pertaining to Brahman causes one's consciocusness to move from one level
of experience-i.e.?adhyésa,to‘its sublation (apavada). Strictly speaking
all language even "Brahman language' shares the fundamental structure

of adhyasa, that. super-imposition of name and form upon the attribute-

/ - -
less Brahnan. Accordingly Sankara states in his Taittiriya-bhasya:

"Anything possessed of attributes can alone be expressed in words, and
anything possessed of attributes is mutable whereas Brahman is changeless,
It being the source of all modifications. Hence it is inexpressible.”181
Though Brahman can initially only be described negatively, a process
which culminates in the famous 'mot-this-not this" (neti neti) negation,
negation does not pertain to Brahman's nature (svaripa).
Brahman should equally be described as the Full (Purpa) or the plenitude
of Being. The negation, therefore, does not pertain to the nature of
Brahman but,rather, to the limiting structure of every ascription.

When éaﬁkara is addressing the "unenlightenned man' from the
piienomenal level of truth and when referring to the '"secondary or
penultimate" sense of the Self, figurative expressions such as 'as it

182 183
were' (iva), ‘'though to the ignorant', are used. On the other hand,

180Dr. J. G. Arapura, '"Indian Philosophy of Language', unpublished

paper.

181/ _ -
Sankara, Taittiriya-bhasya II, vii, i, p. 345.

182 4 ED
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasva VI, 13.

- / - - -
lSJCf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya V, 19.
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when he is addressing the "enlightenned man' and when referring to the

primary or ultimate sense of the Self from the highest level of truth,

184
non-figurative expressions such as 'as a matter of fact', and "in
185 ;-
reality" (vastu) are used. Although Sankara does not argue for two

186
levels of language in the sense of the sphota-vadin, he uses language

differently when addressing the enlightenned or the unenlightenned man,
when speaking from the phenomenal or the ultimate level of truth, and
when referring to the Self either in its secondary or primary sense.
In this light, one can speak of éaﬁkara as using two '"levels' of language.
The first '"level" of language in gankara can be designated as that
language which reinforces adhyasa. The second '"level' of language in
éaﬁkara, on the contrary, is that language which thrusts us away from
adhyasa and is thus instrumental in leading to Self-realization. It
is the special immediacy of the Self in the latter that makes that effect
possible. Thus it is nowhere argued by éankara that this second '"level"
of language can bring about this effect autonomously i.e., without the
Self. In this discussion the first '"level' of language in éaﬁkara
shall be referred to as the ''language of dharma'; the '"second level"

/

of language in Sankara shall be refcrred to as the '"language of the Self'.

/
In this section, Sankara's use of these two "levels'" of language in

184 , -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya VI, 13.

185 , o
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhisva IV, 18.

186 Y
For Sankara's retutation of sphota-vada cf., Sutra-bhasya
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implementing his adhyiropa—apavida strategy will be examined.

Thus the first '"level' of language will be examined in its
relation to '"deliberate super-imposition'" (adhyvaropa) and in accordance
with the first phase of Satikara's primary strategy. The second '"level"
of language will be examined in its co-relative role of sublating
(apavada) such super-impositions.

The first '"level'" of language or the '"language of dharma",
as here defined, would include not only dharmic injunctions (vidhis)
but also the first class of declarative statements (vedanta-vakyas) i.e.

the accidental definitions of Brahman (tatastha-laksana), for the

statements "fight, Arjuna'" and 'Brahman is the creator of the world"
share the same structure and perform the same function which is that of
deliberate super-imposition (adhyaropa). The first "level™ of language
would include mantras, brahmanas, arthavadas (statements of eulogy).

The second '"level'" of language or the '"language of the Self",
as herein defined, includes the second class of '"declarative statements"
(yedinta—vikyas) i.e.,the "non-relational definitions of Brahman'"

187
(svarupa=laksana), what has been designated as non-figurative expressions,

and those statements inculcating  identity (maha-vakyas). This "level"
7

of language should be identified with the second phase of Sankara's

primary strategy, apavada. This is true especially of the maha-vakyas

which by a procecss of self-elimination (apavada) point to the Self.

187
, An example of sgch a '"mon-figurative expression' is given in
IV:24 of Sankara's Gita-bhasva: '"To one who realizes that all 1is
Brahman, there is no action.' p. 141. These statements are made
from the paramarthika=satyva.
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Statements made from this second 'level'" of language are capable of
sublating statements made from the first '"'level" of language. This is
best illustrated in cases of ''simultaneous viewing'" where a statement
made from the first ''level' of language is immediately cancelled by
a subsequent statement made from the second '"level' of language. The

following excerpt from his Gita-bhasya is such an example: 'Inaction

can be seen in action and action in inaction, since both inaction
(nivritti) and action {(pravritti) presuppose an agent. In fact all
our experience of such things as action and agent is possible only’
in a state of avidya, only when we have not yet attained to the Real
(vastu).”188 Though both '"levels'" of language are ultimately sublated
by Self-realization, this excerpt illustrates how the first "level"
of language implements the vyavaharika=-satya and, co-relatively, how

189
the second "level' of language implements the paramarthika=—satya.

But this co-relation between that language which points to the Self and

the paramarthika—satya is methodological, and not doctrinal, for,

strictly speaking, even the ''language of the Self' cannot be located

on the paramarthika-satya. Rather, it should be placed mid-way between

the two levels of truth. This mid-way position will be studied shortly
by a methodological examination of the mah3-vakyas which function to
thrust as away from the first level of truth and direct us towards the

second level of truth.

/o, - - -
8Sankara, Gita-bhasva IV, 18.

189
This second '"level" of language implements the paramarthika-
satva only in the sense of directing us towards it.
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Ve
7a. A Methodological Examination of the "Qualifying Phrases' Used by Sankara

7/
It is interesting to note that whereas Sankara often clearly
specifies the "level" of language and the corresponding level of
truth from which he is speaking in the Gita-bhasya, he is often

intentionally ambiguous in this respect in the Sutra-bhasya. Consequently,

there are more instances in the Gité—bhésya of "qualifying phrases',
both figurative and non-figurative. Figurative expressions in the

-, - " . . " 190
Gita-bhisya such as, only figuratively" (upacaryate)’,

191 192
"as it were' (iva)and''by a figure of speech'" (upacaratah ucyate’

indicate that the statement is being made both from the first level

of truth and with reference to the first '"level" of language. Co-

193
relatively non-figurative expressions such as, '"in fact' (vastu),and
_ 194
"in reality'" (paramarthatah) indicate that the statement is being made

195
both from the standpoint of the second ''level! of truth and with

reference to the second '"level' of language. These qualifying phrases
also help to indicate what class of eligibles i.e., the "unenlightenned'" or
the "enlightenned" man, is being addressed. For example, when phrases

such as "in fact" (vastu) or '"in reality' (paramarthatal) are being used,

the "enlightenned man' is being addrcssed. But as we shall see, phrases

1905,nkara, Gita-bhiasya XIII, 2, p. 329,

lgléaﬁkara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 14, XIV, 5, XIII, 22.

1928:11’11\':11‘&, Gita-bhasva XIII, 13.

193éankara, Gita-bhasya IV, 18.
194éaﬁkara, Gité—bhisya v, 24.

195Strictly speaking, no statement can be made from the second

level of truth.
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such as "as it were' (iva) and "by a figure of speech" (upacaratah ucyate)

play a more dialectical role in causing the '"unenlightenned" man to
confront his own ignorance for the very act of specifying a statement
as being made from the first level of truth by an expression like '"as
it were" (iva), thrusts one beyond that statement. Such statements
should be distinguished from instances of statements where the first
"level' of truth and the first '"level'" of language are being used,
but without being specified or identified as such. The statement:
"fight, Arjuna" is such an example.

As noted above, in the Sutra-bhasya Sankara is not as explicit

as he is in his Gita-bhasya in specifying the '"level'" of language and

the "level" of truth from which the statement is posited. So in his
196 .
Sutra-bhasya, in his argument against the Buddhists, Sankara argues

for the reality of the external world without specifying the "level"
of language, the '"level! of truth,or the class addressed. But this

device is in accordance with his primary strategy adhyaropa-apavada,

which entails setting up a deliberate super-imposition, here identified
as satkaryavada, and then later sublating it with the revised thesis

of vivarta-vada. But in the following excerpt from his Sutra-bhasya

Saikara identifies the level of language and the level of truth by
qualifying phrases: '"...the Atman is described to be thinking 'as
if' [iva] or moving 'as if' [iva], when as a matter of fact the Atman

197
neither thinks nor moves." Qualifying phrases such as '"as it were"

196c¢ | sitra-bhasya I1.11.28.

197sitra-bhisya, Date, I.TII1.42, Vol. I, p. 179.
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(iva) etc. are used extensively in his féa-bhésya. The following is

an example: ''Tat, That; atyveti, outruns - as it were; dhdavatah anyan, all

other fast moving ones...viz the mind, speech, the senses etc., which
198
are distinct from the Self." His Brhad-bhasya contains many

more examples of the use of such qualifying phrases, such as "It
thinks as it were (iva)...The Self assumes the likeness of the latter
199

and seems to think, just as light looks coloured." These expressions
are most numerous in his Gita-bhasya, i.e., "It is only by a figure of
speech (upacaryate) that the Self...is spoken of (upacaryate) as the

200
cognizer."

It was mentioned above that when expressions such as '"as if"',

"as it were' (iva), and "by a figure of speech'" (upacaratah ucyate)

are followed by expressions such as '"in fact'" (vastu), and '"in reality"

(paramérthatah), they offer a clear example of what I have designated

as "simultaneous viewing'" whereby one moves from the first to the second
level of truth. So, for example7éaﬁkara states in his Gita-bhasya

that, '"He is spoken of as (upacaryate) the Sat or the A-sat....In

reality (paramartha-vastu),the Imperishable whom the Veda-knowers speak

201
of, transcends the Sat and the A-sat and He is Thyself and none else."

In his Upanisad-bhasyas Sankara often uses this device frequently as the

following excerpt from his féa—bhisya illustrates: "Though in itself

198éankara, Isa-bhasya #4, p. 10.

1998a1kara, Brhad-bhasya IV.111.7.
2008, 5kara, Gita-bhisya XIII.2.

201§aﬁkara, Gita-bhasva XI, 37.
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202
(svatah) It is motionless, It seems to (iva) move." This device

makes it possible to view a '"dharmic problem" simultaneously from the
two standpoints of truth.
The dialectical role of figurative expressions such as '"as it

were' (iva), and '"by a figure of speech' (upacaratah ucyate) was mentioned

earlier. Let me turn now to a further consideration of that point.
These figurative expressions both specify the level from which
the assertion is made i.e. the phenomenal standpoint, and initiate the
step beyond itzosin that, again, the very act of specifying an assertion
as being made from the phenomenal level of truth thrusts one beyond this

level. This can be compared to the difference discussed above between

the consciousness of adhyasa as adhyasa or its conscious use i.e.,

adhyaropa, and adhyasa as an unconscious condition. That is an expression
such as "The Self moves as it were'" indicates the conscious use of

adhyasa i.e. adhyaropa. So these figurative expressions in thus

zozé;ﬁkara, i}é—bhésya #5. 1
203 . . . . .

The dialectical role of these figurative expressions res-
sembles Edmund Husserl's understanding of the role of the bracketing
device called the égoche. For both the ééoche and an expression such
as '"as it were'" (iva), specify the level of the assertion i.e. the
natural standpoint (Husserl) or the vydvaharika—satya ($ankara) and
thrust one beyond it. Husserl defines the époche as follows: 'Instead
now of remaining at this standpoint, we propose to alter it radically...
We do not abandon the thesis we have adopted, we make no change in our
conviction...And yet the thesis undergoes a modification...we set it
as it were 'out of action', we disconnect it, bracet it' from Edmund
Husserl, Ideas, p. 96. So a phrase such as 'as it were" (iva
in a statement such as "the Self moves as it were'' might be said
to perform a similar function to Husserl's époche. That is‘the claim
that the Self can'move'is bracketed and specified as belonging to the
phenomenal standpoint. So a provisional reality is ascribed to the
assertion, but not an absolute reality.
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indicating that a "dharmic problem'" is being viewed from the phenomenal
standpoint help to enact what I designated above as 'the transposition
Strategy in reverse. That is, the "dharmic problem'" is re-examined

in the 1light of Self-knowledge.

The following excerpt from éaﬁkara's Git;—bhészg_cited earlier
clearly illustrates how such a qualifying phrase helps to enact ''the
transposition strategy in reverse':

(Objection):--It has been said that the embodied

one is not tainted (xiii.31). How then, on the

contrary, is it said here that the gunas bind him?

(Answer) :--We have met this objection by adding

'as it were' (iva) they bind him'as it were' (iva).

204

In this instance the phrase: 'as it were" (iva) is clearly
suspending the reality of the claim that the Self is actually affected
by the gupas. It specifies that this only appears to be the case from
the phenomenal standpoint. The empirical reality of the jfva-itman
i.e., as affected by the gunas is being provisionally accepted from the
phenomenal level of truth, here, in order to make sense of this passage.
But the phrase "as it were" (iva) indicates that this assertion cannot
be made, finally, from the second level of truth. D. Sinha comments
on this aspect of Advaita as follows: 'The content qua content is
never denied in the Advaita view; what 1is denied is the character of

i
rcality as referring to a real spatio-temporal context.”—OS

A distinction should thercfore be made between an unidentified

use of the first '"level' of language as in the injunction "Fight, Arjuna"

/ - - -
204Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIV, 5.

-
“OSDebabrata Sinha, The Idealist Standpoint (Visva-Bharati,
Santiniketan, 1965), p. 107.
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and in its identified use as in the statement: ''The Self moves as it

were (iva).'" Only the latter helps to enact the 'transposition strategy
206

in reverse". Such figurative expressions function like a means that

can lead to its end only by self-annulment: '"Though the means is

mithya or illusory, still it is true, because the end is true."
207
(Mithyatve ‘pi upayasya upeyasatyataya satyatvameva syat.) Therefore

their role is not so much representative as methodological. Such figura-
tive expressions function like signposts in indicating that the statement
is made only from the phenomenal standpoint. In so doing, they function
as bridges or as points of transition between what has been designated
as an unidentified use of the first 'level' of language and the second

/

""level" of language in Sankara.

/s
7b. The Maha-Vakyas Viewed as a Compressed Miniature of Sankara's

Primary Strategy

By examining the dynamics of the maha-vakyas i.e., in the transition

from an understanding of tat and tvam in their "secondary senses' to

an understanding of them in their "primary senses', one can see Saﬁkara‘s
_ _ 208 209
adhyaropa-apavada strategy in action. In his Chandogya-bhasya

206That is, their role is not to reprcsent the Self as actually

moving.

207§aﬁkara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 06, p. 514.
208 4 - - a
Cf., Sankara, Chandogva-bhasya VI, XVI, 3, Sankara, Brhad-
bhasya IV, 5, 6 and I.IV.7, Satra-bhisya 1V, [.1-3 and the Upade%a=Sahasri
Part Two, Chapter XVIII for a discussion of the mechanics of understanding
"Tat Twam asi"

2097 - -
“Ogsaﬁkara, Chandogya-bhasya, VI, XVI, 3.
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7 . -
Sankara expounds the process of understanding the mah3-vakya: ''tat

tvam asi' in detail. The Upadeéa—Séhasri is even more specific in this
210
regard and devotes a whole chapter to this question.

The first step in the process of understanding 'tat tvam asi"

involves a deliberate super-imposition (adhyaropa) whereby "tvam”

is understood in its ''secondary sense" (gaunam)ZIISo that the individual
self (jiva—étman), with all its imperfections,is apparently identified
with Brahman. This corresponds to the first phase of éaﬁkara's strategy

i.e., adhyaropa. This mis-identification would apparently entail the

problem of Brahman inheriting such karmic properties of the individual

212
self as its capacity for suffering. This mis-identification in which
213
"tvam'' is understood in its ''secondary sense' (gaunam) 1is cancelled

214
when "tvam" is understood in its 'primary sense' (paramartham).

/ -
This corresponds to the second phase of Sankara's strategy i.e. apavada.
The Upadeéa-Sihaer text points out that: "This negation is not one of

215
reality, but of a false superimposition only." All the adjuncts

(upidhis) of the "not-Self'" which have been falsely super-imposed upon

21OCf., UEadeéa—Séhaer, Part Two, Chapter XVIII.

211
See footnote 116 on the '"secondary sense''. There it is pointed

out that the the '"secondary sense' is ultimately and illusory notion
(mithya-pratyayva).

212

/ - _
Cf., Sankara, Chandogya-bhasya VI, XVI, 3,

213 . . .
Is cancelled, in a manner of speaking, for ultimately only

the experience of Self-realization can sublate this mis-identification.

The '"primary sense' of'tvam" is referred to as the implied
sense (laksana) in the Upade$a=Sihasri, Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #29,30.

2 , - -
“lSUpadesa—Sahasrl, Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #23.
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216
the Self are 'megated” by the words: 'mot this, not this'" (neti neti).

As the Upadegé—Sahésrz.points out, one can only approach the
217
unqualified or ''primary sense" (paramarthem) of the Self by first

negating the numerous qualifications or adjuncts (upidhis) that have
been falsely super-imposed upon the Self. This process is referred

to as the method of '"agreement and difference'" (anvaya-vyatireka):

"Agreement and contrariety with regard to words and with regard to their

meanings are the only means by which the meaning implied by the word
218
'I' may be ascertained."

It is interesting to note that the emphasis is on removing the

false super-impositions (adhyasa) clinging to "tvam'" and not those
2

clinging to "tat'", + Accordingly, Suresvara states: "If a person does
not understand the import of the proposition 'That thou art' when it is
imparted to him, it is because he has not grasped the meaning of

220
"Thou'." The initial and apparent contradiction between''tat"
and "tvam'" and the subsequent disclosure of their identity is principally
based on the transition from the use of "tvam™ in its '"secondary sense"

221 222
(gaunam) to the use of "tvam'" in its "primary sense' (paramartham).

21670id., #25 and #19.

217
In this text the "primary_scnse'" is referred to as the "implied

sense'" (laksana) cf., Ugggegé—Sahaer, Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #101.

2 — - oy . .
“18Upade§a-8ahasr1, Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #96. For an examination
of Suresvara's understanding of anvaya-vyatireka see Chapter Four.

219

Cf., ppade§é~85hasrz, Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #105, 106.

220 ’ . . . ,
Suresvara, Naiskarmyvasiddhi, Chapter Two, #10,

94
“21Referred to as the prima facle sense in this text.

770
As noted above the ''primary sense' is here referred to as the

laksana sense.
. -
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Whereas the former usage of "tvam" corresponds to the adhyaropa stage
of éankara's strategy, the latter usage of "tvam', because of its
capacity to sublate the former, corresponds to the apavada stage of
éﬁﬁkara's strategy.

/s - -
An important distinction is made in Sankara's Chandogya-bhasya,

between a mere metaphorical identity as in the statement, "The Sun is
223
as Brahman" and a literal identity such as '"tat tvam asi': "In such

passages as 'the Sun i1s as Brahman'...the intervention of the term
'as' makes it impossible for it to provide the idea that 'the Sun is

actually Brahman itself...while in the case of the assertion in question

'"That thou art'...the 'Thou' is absolutely and entirely the same as
224

Being, the Self." The function of the term "as' here is the same

as the figurative expressions we have discussed above such as: 'as it

were' (iva), or "by a figure of speech" (upacaratah ucyate): it specifies

the level of the assertion and in so doing thrusts one beyond that level.
/ - . . - -
In considering how Sankara's strategy is implemented it is

interesting to note that the phrase ''tat tvam asi" is repeated thirteen

times in his Ch@ndogya-bhdsya. The object of this repetition is to

enact the adhyaropa-apavada strategy and take it to its culmination.
225
As shall be discussed in detail below, the repetition of the maha-
226

vakya is important for one still beset by inner obstacles or vasanis,

223

AN

pl

Sankara, Chandogya-~bhasya VI, XVI, 3, p. 363.

5
2241bid., p. 363.
225, - . . = . .
“““Refer to the discussion on the Atma-vidhi and the karana for Self-
realization in Chapter Four for a full investigation of the importance of
repeating the mahd-vakva.

22 . -, . -
““6Cf., Viveka-cudamani 7342.
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/
but not for one who is freed from their power. Accordingly Sankara

states in his Sutra-bhasya that, "Repetition is useless for him who can

realize that Brahman is the soul of all after hearing the $ruti sentence

'Thou art that' once only; but we affirm that it is useful to him who
227

cannot have this experience at once." In the latter instance,

the sublation (apavada) of all those adhyasas clinging to ''tvam"

would involve a series of steps rather than one irreversible step as

/ - -
in the former instance. Accordingly Sankara states in his Sutra-bhasya

that, "The method of realizing its real nature would be to discard one
after another the parts super-imposed on it by successive acts of

228
attention."

/
7¢c. How the Two ''Levels" of Language in Sankara Participate in the

Same Structure of Adhyasa

The '"language of the Self'" or what was designated as the '"second
level" of language was provisionally spoken of as sublating the '"language
of dharma' or what was designated as the "first level' of language in
éaﬁkara. But ultimately both "levels'" of language are disclosed as
sharing the same structure of sublation (apavada); only the 55@32
is left as the unsublated. Accordingly éaﬁkara states in his Taittiriya-
bhasya that, "Though words are applied by their users even with regard

to the unconditionned and non-dual Brahman, expecting to express It

227

Sutra-hhasya, Date, IV.1.2, Vol. II, p. 319.

2 -
Z“SSﬁtra—bha$ya, Date, IV.1.2, Vol. II, p. 319. The importance of

these '"'successive acts of attention' will be investigated fully in the
Atma-vidhi and karana section of Chapter Four.
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because of Its similarity with other substances still those words

aprapya, without reaching, without expressing (that Brahman); nivartante,
229 _

turn hack, become despoiled of their power." Thus even the maha-vakya

"tat tvam asi'" is, strictly speaking,a deliberate super-imposition

(adhyaropa) upon the unutterable Brahman. Yet its peculiar function
as a form of adhyaropa 1is to use adhydsa to remove adhyasa. Despite
their different functions i.e., as reinforcing adhyasa or as thrusting
one away from adhyasa by means of adhyasa, these two '"levels'" of language
in $ankara should be described as continuous with respect to their
common participation in adhy;sa. Thus, "Brahman talk also turns out
o 230
to be maya-talk." In this sense, they share a common structure.
Even this functional discontinuity between these two "levels"
of language is mitigated when the first "level' of language operates

together with figurative expressions such as 'as it were" (iva) or

"by a figure of speech'" (upacdratah ucyate). For when the first "level"

of language is used without these figurative expressions, it is closer
to adhyasa, but when it is used with these figurative expressions it
implements adhyaropa. For this reason, it can function as a bridge
between these two 'levels'" of language and between the two phases of

I's
Sankara's primary strategy: adhyaropa and apavada. Ultimately both

phases of adhydropa-apavada, and thus both levels of language, which

/ - -
229Sankara, Taittiriya-bhasya II.IX.1, p. 367.

2305, . Arapura, 'Maya and the Discourse about Brahman"
from: Two Truths in Buddhism and Vedanta, M. Sprung (ed.) (D. Reidel
Publishing Co., 1973), pp. 109-21.
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231
were each identified with one phase of adhyaropa-apavada, should be

understood as working together.

The first '"level' of language was referred to above as the
"language of dharma' while the second ''level' of language was referred
to as the "language of the Self" or as the language which points to the

Self via negativa. Ultimately both '"levels'" of language are disclosed

as situated on the level of dharma with respect to their common partici-

pation in adhy;sa. Thus the relationship between language and the Self

might be represented by this formula: dharma by a process of self-

annulment leads to the Self. Accordingly ééﬁkara states in his Mundaka-

bhiasyva that, '"The attainment of the Highest consists merely in removing
32

ignorance and nothing more.”zo_

It follows from this that only the Self is left as the unsublate-
able. Suredvara refers to this as follows: 'When a person understands
'T am Brahman' through the propositions like 'That thou art', his
sense of 'I' and 'mine' are destroyed and he goes beyond the realm
of words and mind.”233 This leads to a problematic question: Are
there one or two sublations i.e. the sublation of the first '"level' of

language by the second "'level' of language and the sublation of the second

"level"™ by the experience of Self-realization? Do they occur successively

. . . . -

231As discussed above the first "level™ of language was identified
with the adhyaropa phase and the second 'level' of language was identificd
with the apavada phase of Sankara's strategy.

2324 -
Sankara, Mundaka-bhasva I.1.5.

33suyredvara, NaisKkarmyvasiddhi, Raghavachar, TII, 1.




120

or simultaneously? This last question is a mis-question as sublation
should not be understood in a temporal sense. N. K. Devaraja comments
on this as follows: 'Sublation, in other words, is not a temporal
relation, it is simply the perception that the sublating experience
is qualitatively higher than the one which is sublated. To put it more
radically, badha or sublation is the perception that the object of the
sublated experience appeared only falsely without having had a real

234
existence." Thus the second 'level' of language can only be provision-

235
ally described as unsublateable from the vyavaharika—satya. Ultimately

there is only one sublation whereby the whole of avidya is sublated

by Self-realization.

234 . . £ .
N. K. Devaraja, An Introduction to Sankara's Theory of Knowledge
(Motilal Banarasidass, 1972), p. 168. llerein after cited ast  Devaradja,
An Introduction to Sankara's Theory of Knowledge.

23 - .
kJSThis much we can say, if one can speak from the paramarthika-satya.




CHAPTER II
SELF-KNOWLEDGE AND DHARMA IN RAMANUJA:

A METHODOLOGICAL EXAMINATION

Ramanuja's understanding of the relation between Self-knowledge

and dharma must be viewed with reference to the relation of 'the body
1
and that which is embodied" (darira-<aririn). For it is the éarira-8aririn

that functions as the paradigm relation in Ramanuja's system. P. N.
Srinivasachari describes it as: ''the central idea that serves as the
fulcrum of the philosophy of Réménuja.”z Not only is it the ''central
idea' in Ramanuja's system, but its mechanics are applied to all the
primary relations in this system. K. C. Varadachari writes of this
application as follows: ''The definition which he gives for what a

body constitutes is extended to every one of the other important rela-
tions, viz. whole-part, substance-mode...Thus Ramanuja manages to reduce
all relations to one typical and unitary relation or conception of

2a 3
soul-body." Also, as will be established later, the relation between

1 .
The '"body'" and the "embodied'" are defined in terms of each
other. Through the body we define the Self.

2

& .. . . . /. - .

P. N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of Visistadvaita (2nd ed.
Madras: Adyvar Library and Research Céntre), p. 225. lerein after cited
as: P. N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of Visistadvaita.

2 _ _ . /'_ _

“4R. C. Varadachari, The Metaphvsics of Sri Ramanuia's Sri-Bhasya
(Madras: Everyman's Press, 1928), p. 86. Herein after cited as The
Metaphysics of $ri Raminuja's éri-BhigXa.

JCf., Chapter Three.
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the Self and dharma in Ramanuja's system is functionally equivalent
to the relation between the Self and its "attributive consciousness'

(dharma-bhiita-jMana), which functions like the §érira—§éririn.

1. The "Explicit Strand" in Ramanuja

la. Doctrines Implying a Continuity Between the Selves and the Lord,

The Selves and Dharma

Ramanuja usually depicts the relation between the Selves and
the Lord and the Selves and dharma as a continuum. The all-inclusiveness
of the Lord in both Selves (cit) and matter (acit), is the basis for
his characteristic emphasis on continuity. The Lord is described as
ensouling "all this”4 as the "Inner Controller'" (Antaryamin). Accordingly
Réménuja states in his Vedarthasamgraha: "All has reality of itself

5
in so far as it is ensouled by Brahman and not otherwise."  This

"ensoulment' of the Lord in "all this" is not merely metaphorical
/ 6
as Sankara maintains. Rather, Ramanuja maintains that this "ensoulment"

involves a literal immanence of the Lord as the "Inner Controller"
7
(Antaryamin) in the '"secret place of the heart" (daharaka$a). Matter

is described as '"'subsequently' ensouled by the Lord by means of lis
8
prior ecnsouling of the Self.

4 -/ .
Cf., Isa Upanisad #1.

- /. -
SVedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #22. Sce also #4 and Sri-bhasva

6Cf. Sutra-bhasya IIT.II1.39. See also: Sankara, Ch;ndogya—
bhasya VIIT.1.l1.

-

ce., $ri-bhisya 1.3.13; I11.3.40.

Vedarthasamgraha 717.

*
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This all-inclusiveness of the Lord is especially emphasized

in Ramanuja's Gzta—bhasya. The Lord is descrihed there as having
9 10
"become everything', 'acting as father, mother, creator and grandfather',
11
and as the '"highest support of the universe'. The Lord is identified
with the two primary terms of sat and asat not in the sense of a
monistic identity, but in the sense of constituting their essential
12

nature and their ultimate denotation. Because of this "ensoulment',

. . . . /
the entire creation is described as accessory ($esa) to the Lord and

13
as totally dependent (niyamya) on Him. Precisely because of this
all-inclusiveness of the Lord, the journey implied in sadhana is only
metaphorical as there is no place where the Lord is not. K. Seshadri
states in this connection that, ''The Supreme Being...sustains and supports
all existence, and apart from that nothing has any value or substance.
That is the origin of all creation and marks its goal and consummation
as well."
- - N - . - . /'.' - . .

Ramanuja insists in his Sri-bhasya that it is not cnough to
know this "all-inclusiveness'" of the Lord abstractly. Rather one must
know it concretely as a mode of ''seeing' or "immediate presentation':

"Such remembrance has been declared to be of the character of sceing

and this charactcr of secing consists in its possessing the character

9Rﬁm5nuja, Gita—bhasya Introduction to VII.

10rhiq., 1x.17.

H1piq,, x1.38.

Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XI, 38.

12

lJCf., Riménuja, Gita—bhisya X, 42,
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14
of immediate presentation." The language of encounter is most appro-
15
priate for articulating this vision.

The justification for this central claim of all-inclusiveness

is to be found in the Self-body relation (farira-%aririn) as applied

to the Lord. This will be hereafter designated as the "ultimate
Self-body relation' and distinguished from its everyday sense which
will be designated as the '"penultimate Self-body relation'. Ramanuia
refers to this "ultimate Self-body relation'" in this excerpt from his
gr{-bhésya: "Hence it is concluded that the whole totality of beings
which is made up of the intelligent and the non-intelligent things is
identical with the Brahman, only because of the relation of the body
and soul (existing between them).”16 The Lord is described as the
cause of the universe in His essential nature (svarﬁpa) and as modified
by that universe in His manifested nature (svabhava). The Lord as
cause (karana) is thus not essentially different from the Lord as
effect (Eézzg); the change pertains only to the mode. Accordingly,
Ramanuja states: ''Thus Brahman has the mode of being of cause when his

body is constituted by prakrti and purusa in their subtle phase...

and Brahman has the mode of being of effect when his body is constituted

/7 - -
14Sri-bha$ya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 15,

b
155uch an cencounter is described in Chapter Eleven of the Gita
which Ramanuja pays especial attention to in his Gita-bhasya. Arjuna
is described in the Gita as being given a '"divine eye' to sce this all-
inclusiveness of the Lord (cf., Gita XI, 8). Commenting on this

verse from the Gita, Ramanuja states: "I give you a divine, that is a
supernatural eve, which is the means for secing Me.'" (Ramdnuja, Gita-
bhasya XI, 8).

167 - -

Sri-bhasyva, Rangacharya, I.1.1, p. 193.



125

by the sum-total of spiritual and non-spiritual entities in their gross
phase.”l7 Most important in relation to this emphasis on continuity,
Ramanuja describes the Lord as the inseparable unity (vi§3$ta) that
binds together qualities (vigésana) and that which is qualified
(vié%sya), modes (prakara) and that which is modified (prakirin)
which respectively point to the Lord as effect (Eézxgj and the Lord as
cause (karana). X. Seshadri refers to this vigista as follows: "It
is this 'plus' which we have called the integrating principle...What
is spoken of as the 'whole' is really the integrating principle that
makes the sum a whole.”18

It is largely due to this inseparable unity (viggsta), this

"integrating principle" that the Selves are described as '"inseparable

attributes" (aprthak-siddha-visesana) of the Lord. Ramanuja paraphrases

XIII.2 of the Gita as: ''Know that...the kshetra and the kshetrajNa

by reason of their having primarily the character of My attributes,
19 20
cannot exist independently of Me..." As will be discussed later,

this inseparability between the Selves and the Lord is best perceived

a-posteriori i.e. from the standpoint of moksa.

17Ved5rthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #74.

18K. Seshadri, "The Conception of Améa in Visishtadvaita,"
Visishtadvaita, Philosophy and Religion (Madras: Ramanuja Research
Society, 1974), p. 74.

19Réménuja, Gita-bhasva, XIIT, 2.

"
“OCf,, the conclusion of this Chapter. [t is from thig a-posteriori

standpoint that this area of convergence between Ramanuja and Sankara, 1.e.
their common structure of sadhana is uncovered.
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The epistemological implications of this doctrine of the oneness
of the Lord as cause and the Lord as effect is
that by knowing the cause (karana), one can simultaneously know the

2
effect (EEEXE)'—I In figurative terms one might describe the cause
as the '"soul'" of the effect and the effect as the '"body" of the cause.
2

Because of this ensoulment of the Lord in "all this“,zuit is only
ultimately possible to know "all this' within the Lord as inseparable
from Him. Ramanuja states in this regard that "The assertion that we
can know all by knowing the One is only tenable in case that 'all'
has reality of its own by having the One for its soul.”23 This knowledge
of a category within the Lord is referred to later by Vedanta Defika
as the '"extended sense'" {upalaksana) of that category.24

The bhasis for the continuity between the Selves and dharma
is the parallelism between what was designated as the 'penultimate

2

Self-body relation”hsand the "ultimate Self-body relation”.z6 Just

as the two primary terms in the "penultimate Self-body relation",

21Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #12.

22ct., Isa Upanisad #1.

23 - .
JVedarthasarpgraha, Van Buitenen, #12,

- /. -/ . - .
24Cf., Vedanta Desika, Isdvasyopanisad-bhasya #17, trans. K. C.
Varadachari (Tirupati: Tirumala—T%;upat} Devasthanams Press, 19506).
Herein after cited as: Vedanta Desika, Isu-bhisva.

o
“SThe "penultimate Self-body reclation' as hitherto defined,
is the relation between the individual Self and its body.

2 . . . . . .
“GThe "ultimate Sclf-body relation' as hitherto defined, 1is
the relation between the Lord and His two "bodies'": c¢it and acit.
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i.e. sat and asat are not distinguished in terms of the Real and the
27
false; so also the two primary terms in the "ultimate Self-body
28
relation'" i.e. His lower and His higher '"body'" (prakrti), are not

distinguished in this manner; rather, the distinction in both cases

is qualitative. Thus asat is not understood as illusory, but as inferior

to sat. Similarly the Lord's lower ''body" (prakrti) i.e. acit is not

understood as illusory, but as inferior to the Lord's higsher 'body"

(prakrti) i.e. cit. In both instances, that which is inferior is not

sublated,ngut relegated to a lower ''rung' of the ladder. This

hierarchical model of the Real might be described as a common element

in any theistic system. Even as the two primary terms in the '"penultimate
3

Self-body relation" are temporarily distinguished, ’ so the Selves

and the Lord in the "ultimate Self-body relation' are distinguished

in a quasi~temporal manner in terms of a never/once distinction. That

is, the Lord is described as never having had any contact with karma

as opposed to the éEEEE‘WhO even when freed can still be characterized

as once having been subject to karma. Ramanuja states in this regard:

"That which is capable of being the seat of ignorance can never acquire

. 31
the character of what is naturally unfit to be the seat thereof."

5
“7§aﬁkaya_insist5 on distinguishing sat and asat in this manner.
Ct., éaﬁkara, Gita-bhasya II.16.
28Cf., Rimanuja, Gita-bhasva VII.6.

/
29”Sublated" that i1s in Sankara's sense of the term, i.e.
disclosed as illusory.

*0ce., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya 11, 16.

3le = - -
Sri-bhasyva, Rangacharva, I.1.1, p. 131.
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. . . . . . / T /T
These temporal distinctions bring a dynamism into the sarira-saririn

relationship. Most important, they allow for an identity-in-difference

where a difference in time co-exists with a substantial identity.

This is illustrated in Ramanuja's following interpretation of the

statement: '"This is that Devadatta': ''The declaration of the identity

of a person involved in two actions, past and present, contains no

contradiction, for the contradiction in his presence in two different
32

places is solved by the difference in time." By means of this

temporal distinction Ramanuja explicitly avoids Safkara's understanding
33

of the "secondary sense' as involving an illusory notion (mithvapratyayva).
But the parallelism in both the 'penultimate Self-body relation' and
the "ultimate Self-body relation'" is especially constituted by the

dimension of inseparability (aprthak-siddha) in both relations; that is,

the darira and the &aririn in both the '"penultimate Self-body relation'
and the "ultimate Self-body relation' are understood as inseparably
united. The definition of a body ($arira) which Ramanuja uses to cover
both instances illustrates this inseparability. His definition is as
follows: '"Any substance which a sentient soul is capable of completely
controlling and supporting for its own purposes, and which stands to

the soul in an entirely subordinatc relation, is the body of that soul.”34
So the farira is grounded (adheya), ruled (niyamya) and accessory

(éggg)to the §ar{rln, which is ground (adhara), ruler {nivantr) and

.. /.
principal (sesin) to the former.

94 -
S‘Vedarthasamgraha, Van Bultenen, #25.

Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #25.

342 7 .- .
Sri-bhasva, Thibaut, II.1.9.
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This parallelism between the ''penultimate Self-body relation"
and the "ultimate Self-body relation'" is also constituted by the fact
that both the essential nature (svarupa) of the Self and the essential
nature (svariipa) of the Lord are characterized as uncontracted knowledge.
Rananuja accordingly states: ''When one sees the self thus...that the

self is made up of unlimited knowledge, then he attains to My state."

1b. Doctrines Implying a Contrasting Discontinuity Between the Selves

and the Lord, and the Selves and Dharma

35
Ramanuja's predominant emphasis on continuity is mitigated

by those doctrines that imply some discontinuity between the Selves

and the Lord, and the Selves and dharma. For example, Ramanuja maintains
that the three svarfpas of cit (Selves), acit (matter) and fgvara (Lord)
retain their distinctness even when inseparably united within the

/= T . . . .
Self-body relation (sarlra—gérlrln). He states this very clearly in his

Vedarthasamgraha: "There is difference inasmuch as the non-spiritual

order, the spiritual order and the Lord have categorically different
36
proper forms and natures and are never confused." Thus the inseparability

(aprthak-siddha) between the Selves and the Lord always co-exists
) 37
with an actual distinction, even in the liberated state (moksa).

These two dimensions of scparability and inseparability both co-exist

3SIt is in this predominant emphasis on continuity that Ramanuja
distinguishes himself from a more conservative theistic position like
Madva's which emphasizes the discontinuity betwcen the Selves and the
Lord, and the Selves and dharma much more explicitly.

-~

J6Ved5rthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #85.

37

/ - -
Cf., Sri-bhasya II.1.22, IV, IV.d.
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sy s I /T . . . .
within the g$arira-saririn by means of the "maxim of co-ordinate

equivalence'" (samidndadhikaranya).

This tension between the dimensions of separability and insepara-
bility when translated into theological terms, is understood in terms of
the tension between His inaccessibility and His accessibility. That is,
the essential nature (svaripa) of the Lord is often described as
inaccessible,sgwhereas His manifested nature (svabhava) as the "Inner
Controller" (Antaryamin) is described as most accessible, being the
essence of the Self.39 This tension between the inaccessibility
and accessibility of the Lord is illustrated in Ramanuja's introduction
to his Gita-bhasya: ''(He), after having created the entire universe...,

while remaining in His own form, was inaccessible through meditation,

worship, and other such (devotional) acts,...being the vast ocean of
boundless mercy, affability, affection and generosity, He made His own

form in conformity with the nature of the configuration of each one of
the several species of beings, without giving up His own essential
40
nature...."
Also, though the entire creation is described as accessory

/
{sesa) to the Lord and as totally dependent on Him, yet it is also

described as constituting only a '"ten-thousandth part of a ten-thousandth

58Cf., Rimanuja, Gita-bhasya VII, 26.
39Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XITI, 2. The Lord is most accessible
to the devotee. Ramanuja states in this respect: 'Because this man

holds Me to be the highest goal, finding it impossible to support himself
without Me thercforc it is not possible for Me also to maintain Myself
without him. Thus he is indeed Myself." Gita-bhasva VII, 18.

40R5m5nuja, Gita-bhasva, Introduction I, p. 3.
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41
part" of His power.

The susceptibility of the Selves to karma also introduces some
discontinuity between the Selves and the Lord and the Selves and dharma.
Ramanuja states in this respect: ''The natural properties of the order
of bhoktr or subject, i.e., the embhodied soul: that in spite of its
being in essence unimpzired, uncircumscribable knowledge and bliss,
it is susceptible to various degrees of contraction and expansion due

42 Y 43
to ignorance in the form of ageless karman." In his Sri-bhasya

Réménuja makes an important distinction between '"action prompted by

desire" (kamya-karma) and ''desireless action' (niskamya-karma).

Ramanuja explicitly identifies kamva-karma with avidya. Thus in inter-

preting the phrase 'hidden by the untrue'" (anrtapidhanah) from the

Chandogya Upanisad, he interprets anrta in terms of k@mya-karma and not
44
in terms of maya as with arkara. He states that, '"The word 'anrita'

therefore denotes actions of a different kind, i.e. such as aim at
45
worldly results and thus stand in the way of the soul reaching Brahman...."

Yet niskimya-karma is understood here as one of the means removing

that avidya. Ramanuja refers to these actions as, '...actions as aim

at no worldly end, but only at the propititiation of the highest Person,

4lpamanuja, Gita-bhasya X, 42.

42Ved5rthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #87,

43

cf., &ri-bhasya I.1.1, p. 125, Thibaut.

J'd'Cf., éankara, Chandogyva-bhasva, VIIT, iii, 2.

15601 bhasya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 125.
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46
and thus enable the devotee to reach him."

This susceptibility of the Selves to karma contributes to the
breakdown in the parallelism between the 'penultimate Self-body'" and
the "ultimate Self-body relation" in samsara. For in contrast to the
relation of the Self to its body, the Lord is described as relating

4

to His "body" not in terms of karma, but in terms of mere 'play" (lziéj,7

The measure of discontinuity between the Selves and dharma is
caused by the capacity of karma to cause the contraction of the dharma-
bhiita-jn4na. Ramanuja states that ''the illumination of knowledge...
is contracted by karman that takes on the form of ignorance. Owing to
that contraction the identification of the soul with the proper form
of its body, god, etc is brought about.”48 Dharma for Réminuja is
essentially that process of purifying the dharma-bhuta-jitana of this karmic

49
influence.

Also the "penultimate Self-body relation'" is governed by external

relations as opposed to the "ultimate Self-body relation' which is
50
governed by internal relations. So the relations within the "ultimate

6/ = - . . -
Sri-bhasva, Thibaut, I.1.1, pp.125-20. For further discussion
of the difference between Kamya-karma and niskidmya-karma in Ramanuja

see Chapter Thrce.

47

Cf., Ramanuja, Gita—bhasya, Introduction to Chapter One.

48Vedirthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #43.

49Chapter Three will largely be devoted to this question.
50, . . . . . . . - =
K. V. Varadachari describes this distinction 1n Ramanuja as
follows: '"Absolute relations that are impossible of sundering or varyving
are internal because immanently ground in their very nature...The variable
relations are external relations between the reals." from Metaphysics of
Sri Ramanuja's Sri-Bhasva, p. 65.




133

Self-body relation'" are outside of both karma and the co-relative category
of temporality; whereas the relations within the '"penultimate Self-body
relation' are subject to both karma and temporality. This is made
possible by the bi-lateral nature of the Selves and consciousness which
can function simultaneously as substances or as attributes, as Selves
or as bodies.

This break-down in the parallelism between the "penultimate
Self-body relation' and the '"ultimate Szlf-body relation' is ended only
in moksa. Then the freed Self is no longer subject to karma but rather

51
creates its own body like the Lord according to the principle of 17la.

lc. The Contrasting Dimensions in Ramanuja's Explicit Methodology

The doctrinal tension between the dimensions of separability
and inseparability, accessibility and inaccessibility in the $arira-
Saririn results in a corresponding tension in Ramanuja's methodology.

Thus in Ramanuja's integrative usage of the Sarira-faririn devices are
g

used to implement his predominant emphasis on continuity. On the

other hand, in his dissociative usage of the $Sarira-$aririn devices

are used to implement his contrasting emphasis on discontinuity.
Ramanuja's methodology, like éaﬁkara's is bi-lateral in that it explains
not only his predominant emphasis on continuity, but also his contrasting
emphasis on discontinuity. Because the latter is the foundation for the
implicit forms of discontinuity in Ramanuja that are parallel to Sarkara,
Raminuja's methodology can be understood as pointing to both the

"explicit Ramanuja' and the "implicit Ramanuja simultaneously.

>lef., Sri-bhasya IV.IV.14.
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- - e = 7 - -
i. Ramanuja's Integrative Usage of the Sarira-Saririn

Corresponding to Ramanuja's doctrinal emphasis on the all-
inclusiveness of the Lord and on the continuity between the Selves and
dharma there are a number of devices which specifically implement this

emphasis. Ramanuja's integrative usage of the Sarira-Saririn, especially

his integrative usage of the svarupa (''the proper or essential form'')
svabhdva ('manifested nature') distinction is especially important in
engineering this emphasis.

Ramanuja often uses the svaripa and svabhava as respectively

equivalent to his understanding of what I have designated as the

"primary sense' and the "secondary sense'. This is illustrated in the
LT oL .
following excerpt from his Sri-bhasya: '"The word Brahman primarily

denotes Him alone and in a secondary derirvative sense only those things
which possess some small part of the Lord's qualities.”52 Though
different qualities are predicated of both the svarupa and the svabhava,
yvet they are by no means two categories but two modes of the same
category. Thus the '"manifested mode" (svabhava) does not involve a
change of essential nature from the "proper form" (svarapa), but only

a change of property. So the svarupa and the svabhiva are described as
forming an organic unit. Ramanuja uses this integrative usage of the
svarupa-svabhava distinction to explicitly combat Sankara's model of the

53
"'secondary sense' as an "illusory notion' (mithvapratyava). For the

svabhava, herc equated with the 'secondary sensc' for Ramanuja, is not

5
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #26.

53

Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 66.
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sublated but integrated into the svarupa, hcre equated with the 'primary
sense'. In this integrative usage, the svabhava is understood not as
illusory, but as a part (g@éé) of the svarﬁga. John Chethinattam,
in referring to this distinction in Ramanuja remarks: 'Svabhava
also signifies the essential form, but in the process of being and

54
becoming."

This integrative emphasis is also illustrated in Ramanuja's
usage of the "extended sense' (upalaksana)ssof a category. This
"extended sense' points not only to the svarupa of a category, but to
the inherence of that svartpa within the Lord. So the '"extended
sense' of a word is ultimately Brahman. Ramanuja states in this regard:
"All Vedic words denote their proper meanings but as terminating in

56
the Supreme Spirit." But this "extended sense'" (upalaksana}) of a
category goes further than what has been designated as the parallelism
between the "penultimate Self-body relation' and the '"ultimate Self-
body relaticn'; it suggests that the '"penultimate Self-body relation'
can only be understood in the context of the '"ultimate Self-body
57

relation."

When Riminuja uses the "extended sense'" (upalaksana) of a category

54John B. Chethimattam, Conscicusness and Reality (London:
Geoffrey Chapman, 1971), p. 63. Herein after cited as: Consciousness
and Reality.

55

Cf., Vedanta Desika, Isa-bhasya, *17.

56Vcd§rthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #21,

57This(has been referred to as Ramanuja's methodological
equivalent to Sankara's transposition strategy (cf., Introduction and
Chapter Three.
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as its "primary sense', instead of merely indicating the 'proper form"
{svarupa) of a category, he is employing what will be later designated
as a 'methodological equivalent to éaﬁkara's primary sense of a

58
category". This is the actual inseparability of any category within
the Lord. Co-relatively any consideration of a category which ignores
its actual inseparability from the Lord, or its '"extended sense"
(upalaksana) and considers that category as-if separable from its
inherence within the Lord, equals "Ramanuja's equivalent to éaﬁkara's
secondary sense of a category.”.59 Thus the '"extended sense' (upalaksana)
of a category plays somewhat of an ambiguous role as it emphasizes the
all-inclusiveness and continuity of the Lord with the Selves, and yet
provides the foundation for understanding the dimension of discontinuity
within that same relation. In so doing it points to what has been
designated as the "explicit Ramanuja" and the "implicit Ramanuja"
simultaneously. It should be noted here that Ramanuja usually uses
his "methodological equivalents to Sankara's primary and secondary
senses' when dealing with "dharmic problems'' such as specifying how
bondage is real and whether it affects the svarﬁpa of the Self. On
the other hand, when giving a simple description of a category in these
two senses, Ramanuja simply refers to the svarupa as its "primary sense",
and to the svabhava as its "secondary sense'.

Perhaps the most important device he uses to implement this

explicit emphasis on continuity is the principle of samd3nddhikaranva

("the co-ordination of several distinct terms'). Ramdanuja defines

58Cf., section 2¢ in this chapter.

59Cf., section 2¢ in this chapter.
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the siménédhikaraqya as follows: " ..the abiding of several things in a

common substrate, means the reference of several terms to one thing,
there heing a difference of reason for the application of several
60

words to one thing." But most important with reference to his explicit

emphasis on continuity, the samanadhikaranva denotes cases of inseparable

conjunction between two substances, as for example, the Sarira and the
Saririn. This should he distinguished from cases of separable conjunction
where two substances which are independent of one another occasionally
function for one another. This instance is illustrated in . phrases

61

such as '"one who has the stick'" or '"one who wears the earring'.

For this reason, the samanadhikaranya implements Ramanuja's doctrine of

inseparability (aprthak-siddha) between the Selves and the Lord.

Ramanuja states in this respect: 'When a certain entity serves as a
distinctive feature for a certain substance, then we can properly

say, by means of a samanadhikaranya construction co-ordinating that

entity with that substance, that it has no function apart from that
62
substance...."

By means of this device, Ramanuja can simultaneously argue that

nothing exists outside of the Lord and yet insure that the svaripa

60Vedirthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #20.

61Cf., Vedarthasampgraha #67.

el
6“Vedirthsamgraha, Van Buitenen, #63. The term uscd to denote
this inseparability between two such terms is prthaksiddhyanarha, (incapa-
hle of functioning independently). Cf., Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen,
footnote 108.
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of the Lord remains immune from all "transformations' (vikaras). So
it is argued that the svarupa of the Lord is not subject to the vikaras
of His svabhava, though both denote the same object (viéigta). This

is illustrated in Ramanuja's interpretation of the mahd-vakya, Tat tvam asi:

"The word tat refers to Brahman as the One who is the cause of the world,

the abode of all perfections, the immaculate and untransmutable One;
whereas tvam refers to that same Brahman under the aspect of inner
Ruler of the individual soul...So it is said that the words tat and tvam

63
both apply to the same Brahman but under different aspects." As this

excerpt illustrates, the samanadhikaranya co-ordinates the svaripa of

the Lord, represented by tat and His svabhava represented here by tvam,

so as to preserve both their separability as distinct modes (vaiyvadhikaranva)

and their inseparability within the Sarira-Saririn. 1In this sense it

does not merely implement Ramanuja's predominant emphasis on continuity;
it also implements his contrasting emphasis on discontinuity. Thus it
illustrates the already existent tension between the dimensions of

separability and inseparability within the Sarira-Saririn.

- - . / /. . . . .
Ramanuja uses the part/whole (amsa-amsin) distinction in accordance

with this integrative usage of the svarupa-svabhava and in accordance

with his explicit rcjection of the '"sccondary sense' as implying any

"illusory notion" (mithyapratyaya). In accordance with this emphasis,

Ramanuja often describes the dharma-bhGta-jfidna as a part (amfa) of
64
the dharmi-bhuta-jnana, what will be designated as"abstract Self-

6‘)\’edérthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #20.

64§r{_bh55y3 I1.1.1. Great Siddhanta, pp. 47-61 (Thibaut).
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65
knowledge'" as a part (amsa) of''concrete Self-knowledge" ~ and bhakti
66 67
as part of prapatti. But as Chapter Three will demonstrate, this

is by no means the only way he handles these distinctions. Rather,
his dissociative usage of these distinctions provides the foundation

- -— - - 4 .
for three major areas of convergence between Ramanuja and Sankara.

- = . . .. /T LT .
ii. Ramanuja's Dissociative Usage of the Sarira-Saririn

In an explicit way Ramanuja uses devices which make sense of
the apparent discontinuity between the Selves and the Lord, and the
Selves and dharma. This is especially the case when Ramanuja is dealing
with a specific'dharmic problem!' So various ”safeguards”68 are marshalled
to protect the svarupa of the Lord from the vikaras ('‘transformations')
of matter and Selves. Similarly 'safeguards' are marshalled to protect
the svarupa of the Selves from the vikaras of matter. In these

instances the dimensions of one-sidedness and irreversability in the

Sarira-Saririn become more apparent. It should be noted that these

dimensions of irreversability and one-sidedness form the foundation of
his implicit methodology, just as Ramanuja's emphasis on the actual

distinctness of the three svarupas forms the doctrinal foundation of

65 - - - -
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XII.1.

66 . .
o Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 66, with special reference to
Ramanuja's first interprctation ot this verse.

7 . . . . .

Chapter Three will devote itself to a full investigation of
all the ways in which these categories are used. The areas of convergence
hetween Ramanuja and Sankara will be especially noted.

8 . . . .

The term "safeguard'" has been used in this context to designate
those devices Ramanuja uses to protect the svarupa from the vikaras of
the svabhava.
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the "implicit Rémanuja”. For the tension between inseparability

(samanadhikaranya) and separability (vaiyadhikaranya) begins in fact

with the Sarira-$aririn itself.

The following excerpt from Ramanuja's éri—bhagya is an example
of such a '"safeguard'" as applied to the Lord: 'Although the Highest
Brahman enters into the production of an effect, there being no transforma-
tion of His own nature, the immodifiability (of the Highest Brahman) is
well established.”69 The '"proper nature'" (svarupa) of the Lord is thus
protected from the 'transformations' (vikaras) pertaining to His
"manifested nature" (svabhava). Although the modes of the Lord are
described by Ramanuja as totally dependent (égig) upon the Lord for their

existence, the Lord is described as dependent on nothing for His existence.

This irreversability is illustrated in the following excerpt from his

Gita-bhasya: '"Hence all beings abide in Me; that is all beings are in Me
who am the Internal Ruler....But I do not abide in them. That is, I

70
am not, however dependent on them for My existence." His dissociative

usage of the svarupa-svabhava distinction implements this irreversability.

So it is argued that '"all beings" abide in the Lord's svabhava but not

in His svarupa. The svﬁbhﬁva of the Lord is described as controlled,
supported and accessory to His svarupa which is described as immune

from its transformations. Ramanuja states in this respect: '"Only

that part in the Supreme Spirit - modified by prakrti - that is constituted

by prakrti is at all subject to transformations; that part in Him that

9. - -
6 Sri-bhasyva, Rangacharya, I.1.1, p. 2006.

ORim&nuja, Gita-bhasya IX, 5.
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71
is the subhstratum of this modification is not subject to them."

A parallel "safeguard" protects the svarupa of the Self from the
vikaras, due to karma, pertaining to its svabhava. This "safeguard"
is indispensahle in enabling Raminuja to handle various "dharmic problems"

pertaining to the Self. The following question raised in the Vedarthasan-

graha is an example of such a'“dharmic problem® Doesn't the '"mis-

identification of the Self as its body" (abhimana) cause the obscuration
72

of its proper form (svarupa)? Ramanuja first approaches this question

by a dissociative usage of the svarupa-svabhava distinction as applied

to the Lord. So it is argued that the svabhava of the Lord is modified

by both cit and acit but that His svar&pa is not affected by the vikaras
73
of the latter. This approach again suggests that the "penultimate

Self-body relation' can only be firally understood within the "ultimate

Self-body relation.'" Ramanuja then applies the svarupa-svabhava

distinction to the Self and argues that the contraction of knowledge

in samsara pertains to the dharma-bhuta-jfiina and not to the svarlipa of
74
the Self. So the ensuing vikaras that result from this contraction

are described as inhering in the svabhava and not the svartpa of the
Self. This '"safeguard' protects the svarupa of the Self from the

vikdras of karma. But the svarGpa-svabhiva distinction holds together

both dimensions of Ramanuja's methodology for, as noted bhefore, the

1 - . -
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #73,

72

Cf., Vedarthasapgraha #40 to 44.

73Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #42.

Tdcs., Vedarthasamgraha #43.
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svarupa and svabhava are not two different categories but two modes of

the same category. Thus its integrative usage implements Ramanuja's
doctrinal emphasis on continuity; whereas, its dissociative usage
implements the contrasting emphasis on discontinuity in Ramanuja.

The value of this dissociative usage of the svarﬁpa—svabhéva

distinction and of other ''safeguards' can be illustrated with reference
to the problematic question of pantheism. John Chethimattam articulates
the question as follows: 'Since these attribuzes, modes and parts are
said to be eternally existent in Brahman, the accusation of pantheism

75

or panentheism seems rather difficult to avoid." In applying the

svariipa-svabhava distinction to this question Ramanuja can argue that

these '"attributes, modes and parts' are existent in the Lord's svabhéva’

not His svarupa. Secondly he can argue that these two states of the Lord
should be temporally distinguished. This is illustrated in the following
statement from his Vedarthasamgraha: "The existence of a time-~differenti-

76
ation showsclearly that Brahman is the cause and the world his effect."

Thirdly Ramanuja's distinction between modes and qualities allows him
to predicate different qualities for the Lord than for lis modes.
Fourthly, his distinction between internal and external relations is
perhaps the most relevant "safeguard" for this question. For he can
argue that though cit and acit are governed by external and variable
relations within the '"penultimate Self-body relation'; yet, these same
categories when operating within the 'ultimate Self-body Relation' are

governed by internal and invariable relations. For this reason

-
/

5 .
Consciousness and Reality, p. 77.

76

Vedﬁrthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #33.
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it can be argued that the probhlems occuring in the 'penultimate Self-
body relation' can only be finally resolved within the "ultimate Self-
77
body relation."
The "safeguards' in Ramanuja that have been examined perform a
78
/
function similar to their countcrparts in Sankara, theyv keep the essential

nature of the Self, whether understood as identical with Brahman or as

a "part" of the Lord, immune from the effects of karma.

This tension between the dimensions of separability and inseparabi-
lity, irreversability and reversability, discontinuity and continuity

. /7 T . . - . -
in the Sarira-Saririn provides the foundation for those implicit forms

of discontinuity in the "implicit Ramanuja'. The "implicit Ramanuja"
radicalizes the already existent emphasis on separability, irreversability
and discontinuity. In this sense, Ramanuja's methodology is bi-lateral

in that it points to both the "explicit Ramanuja" and the "implicit
Ramanuja' simultaneously. It does not restrict itself to a simple
implementation of Riménuja's predominant emphasis on the continuity
between the Selves and the Lord, the Selves and dharma. Rather,
especlally when dealing with "dharmic problems', it must make sense

of the dimension of discontinuity within these relations. Similarly
éaﬁkara's methodology does naot restrict itself to merely implementing

[ . . . . _ .
Sankara's doctrinal emphasis on discontinuity. Rather, especially when

77This forms the foundation for what has been designated as
"Ramanuja's methodological equivalent to Sankara's transposition

strategy'. Its relevence to prapatti will be fully investigated in
Chapter Thrce.
78 . .
I.e. the "primary sensc' versus the '"secondary scnse'. Cf.,

Chapter One.
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dealing with "dharmic problems", it must make sense of the apparent

continuity hetween the Self and Brahman and the Self and dharma.

Thus the areas of possible convergence hetween Ramdnuja and éaﬁkara

will be most clearly evident in their dealings with ''dharmic problems.”/9
It should be clearly understood that Ramanuja's methodology

is not being reduced to his implicit methodology. Such a reduction would

display an ignorance of the bi-lateral nature of Ramanuja's methodology,

specifically its capacity to point to both the 'explicit Ramanuja" and

the "implicit Réménuja" simulsaneously. Lengthy consideration has been

given to the investigation of his implicit methodology in this chapter

in order to isolate it so as to better examine its possible co-relation with

Satikara. In the succeeding chapter Ramanuja's key doctrines such as

his doctrine of the attributive consciousness, concrete versus abstract

Self-knowledge and prapatti will be examined according to both their

integrative and dissociative uses. More consideration will be given

to the latter simply to better isolate any poésible convergences with

/
Sankara.

2. An Examination of the Implicit Structures of Discontinuity

in Raminuja that are Parallel to Sankara

Ramanuja's doctrinal emphasis on the distinctness and separability
of the three svarupas and on the dimensions of one-sidedness and irreversa-

bility in the Sarira-Saririn might be described as the seed for the

79
Thus Chapter Three will devote itself to an examination of
"dharmic problems' in Ramanuja and Chapter Four will devote itself to

an examination of '"dharmic problems'" in Sankara.
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implicit structures of discontinuity in Ramanuja that are parallel to
Sankara. These implicit structures of discontinuity merely radicalize
the already existent emphasis on separability, irreversability and

. . . . - / re .
discontinuity in the Sarira-Saririn. They are thus a development out

of the tension between the dimensions of separability and inseparability
in the "explicit strand" in Ramdnuja. This implicit discontinuity

in Ramanuja is constituted by his use of the $arira-saririn as a methodo-

logical parallel to Sankara's two levels of truth and by his methodologi-
cal equivalent to Sankara's concept of avidya which is the foundation

for the former.

2a. The Sarira-Saririn Used as a Methodological Parallel to Sankara's

Two Levels of Truth

- - .
In his Great Siddhanta Ramanuja explicitly rejects Sankara's

"two levels of truth" (vyévahérika—satya, paramérthika-satya) and his
80
corresponding doctrine of mava. Van Buitenen refers to this rejection

I a . )
as follows: '"Ramanuja...does not allow Sankara's distinction between
81 L
an 'ideal' and a 'practical' reality." Nevertheless, Ramanuja's

’ < / T . . . - - - - -
two usages of the sarira-saririn, that is his dissociative and integrative

/
usages can be understood as a methodological parallel to Sankara's

two levels of truth; that is, Rimﬁnuja's dissociative use of the
82
Sarira-faririn can be understood as a methodological parallel to

8Q - -
Ct., éri—bhasya I.1.1.

| . . -
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, Introduction, p. 57.

5
This refers to the emphasis on the dimensions of one-sidedness

- P . ’ - , - .
and irreversability in the sarira-saririn.
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Sankara's phenomenal lzvel of truth (vyavaharika-satya). Ramanuja's
, 83
integrative use of the sarira-saririn can be understood as a method-

ological parallel to Sankara's ultimate level of truth (paramarthika-

EEEXEJ' In the former the "penultimate Self-body relation' is viewed
as separahle from the "ultimate Self-body relation”.84 In the latter
the "penultimate Self-body relation' is understood as ultimately in-
separable from the 'ultimate Self-body relation''. The bilateral nature
of consciousness and the Selves, i.e. their capacity to function both
as attributes or as substances,as '"bodies' in relation to the Lord or as
independent ''Selves'" makes these two ''levels'" possible.

Ninian Smart discusses these two ''levels'" in Ramanuja as follows:
"He [Ramanuja] evolved a (so to say) 'two-decker' self-body relationship.
Just as human selves animate human bodies, so God is the self underlying
these selves. In brief, selves are God's body too. They can thus be
considered on two levels--as spirits in relation to bodies, as body
in relation to the Lord.”85 So Selves qua Sarira, i.e. functioning as
""bodies' to the Lord, can be understood as methodologically parallel to

/.
Sankara's understanding of the Self from the second level of truth. On

8°This refers to the emphasis on the dimensions of reversability
and inseparability in the Sarira-Saririn especially between the Selves
and the Lord.

A distinction should be made between a relative and an absolute
separability. The Selves can never be separated from the Lord in the
absolute sense, but only relatively. This distinction will be developed
later.

S . . . .

Ninian Smart, Doctrine and Argument in Indian Philosophyvs
p. 110. The word "level™ here is not meant literally for Riamianuja
explicitly argued against such a distinction.




the other hand, Selves qua faririn i.e. functioning as "selves"

in relation to their physical body (deha), can be understood as
methodologically parallel to éaﬁkara’s understanding of the Self
from the phenomenal level of truth. Inferring from his use of the
categories of the svarﬁpa ("proper form'") and the svabhava (''mani-
fested nature"), one may say that Ramanuja explicitly refers to

the svarupa of consciousness i.e. the dharmi-bhita-jfana (''sub-

stantive consciousness') as equal to consciousness in the '"primary

sense' and to the svabhdava of consciousness i.e. the dharma-bhuta-

. Aw— . . . . .
jnana ("attributive consciousness'') as equal to consciousness in

the "secondary sense." The dharmi-bhuta-j¥ana functions in a manner
Y

similar to éaﬁkara's understanding of consciousness from the highest

level of truth i.e. svarupa-jhana and the dharma-bhuta-jNana

functions in a manner similar to éaﬁkara's understanding of
consciousness from the lower level of truth i.e. vrtti-jnana.
Nevertheless one can see a reversal of the roles of the dharmi-

bhita-jhana and the dharma-bhita-jfana in moksa where all things

are understood from the 'standpoint of the Lord. As shall be argued
in Chapter Three the standpoint of the Lord in Rémanuja's thought
is methodologically parallel to é;ﬁkara's highest level of truth.
From the standpoint of the Lord consciousness qua Sarira i.e. the

dharma-bhota-jfana is implicitly valued as higher than consciousness

qua faririn i.e. the dharmi-bhiita-jRana. As shall be also argued

147
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the co-relation between Ramanuja's understanding of the dharma-

- - / .
bhuta-jfiana in moksa and Sankara's understanding of consciousness

from the highest level of truth becomes intelligible in light of

the fact that the dharma-bhuta-jMana appropriates (so to speak)

- - 36
the roles of the dharmi-bhuta-jffana. The parallels, here suggested

are not doctrinal but methodological. They refer to a common dual
use of the Self and consciousness in éaﬁkara and Ramanuja, but
by no means to a doctrinal agreement.

Although the bi-lateral nature of consciousness and the
Selves in Ramanuja makes these two "levels' in Ramanuja possible,
these two '"levels'" are not restricted to consciousness and the
Selves. Rather the penultimate denotation of any category,
i.e. its operation within the '"penultimate Self-body relation"
is structurally similar to its function from Sankara's phenomenal
standpoint. On the other hand the ultimate denotation of any
category or its 'extended sense' (upalaksana) i.e. its operation
within the "ultimate Self-body relation', is structurally similar

i /
to its function from Sankara's ultimatc standpoint. For example

86
Cf., Chapter Three, section lc.
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the penultimate reference of a word is the specific object (padartha)
denoted, whereas its ultimate denotation or "extended sense' (upalaksana)
is to the Lord as the Inner Controller (Antaryamin) of "all this'".
Ramanuja refers to the penultimate and ultimate denotation of words in
this excerpt from his Gité—bhégya: "For, the Lord being the Self,
all words find their final meaning in Him alone. In the same way
in which words like 'god', 'man', 'bird', 'tree' etc., referring to
bodies find their final meaning in the respective selves of these,
similarly the Lord being the Self of each one of them is itself the
basis for grammatical equations with the words about them.”87 So words
can be spoken of as possessing a bi-lateral nature in the sense of
pointing simultaneously to specific objects (padarthas) and to the Lord.
This is first argued by Ramanuja with reference to its operation within
8
the '"penultimate Self-body relation.” ’ There a word denotes both a
specific body and the owner of that body, the individual Self. A
distinction is then made between the "penultimate owner' of that body

i.e. the individual Self, and the '"ultimate owner' of that body i.e.

the Lord. 1In employing the mechanics of the Sarira-saririn to language,

Ramanuja argues that the Lord is ultimately denoted by all words:

"Thercfore, since all spiritual and non-spiritual entities constitute

7 - - . O -
Ramanuja, Gita-bhasyva X, 20.

88Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #17.
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Brahman's body, Brahman being thus emhodied and modified by all is
denoted hy all words.”89 Thus language illustrates Ramanuja's "double-
decker Self-body relationship™.

These two "levels'" in Ramanuja can best be illustrated by observing

their value in resolving '"dharmic problems'. The question of whether

Sudras are qualified or disqualified for Brahma-vidya is such a

"dharmic problem", for a conflict emerges between Ramanuja's statement,
90
;- - - -
in his Sri-bhasyva, that Sudras are disqualified for Brahma-vidya
_ _ 91
with his statement, in his Gita-bhasya, that all men regardless of

caste are qualified for Brahma-vidya. Such a '"dharmic problem' can be

sorted out by means of this dual usage of the Sarira-saririn. Ramanuja's

attempt to resolve this '"dharmic problem'" is illustrated in this excerpt
from his éri—bhésya: "Although all the individual selves have the same
nature through each of them being a part of the Brahman, through
(each of them) being a knower etc., vet permission and prohibition (to
study and to avoid the study of the Veda etc.) are based upon the relation-
ship with pure and impure bodies which consist of (those of) the

92
Brahmin, the Kshattriya, the Vaisya, and the Sudra."” So equality
can be asserted as pertains to Selves ggg_garira, with reference to the
Lord, but not with reference to Selves ggg_éar{rin, i.e. in reference

93
/o
to their specific bodies. Ramanuja's initial insistence that Sudras

9Ved5rthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #19.

90

C£., Sri-bhasva I1.11.33.
91 S ,
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya IX, 29.
92, - -

Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, II.III.47.

93ce.. éri-bhasya 1.111.32.


http:I.III.32
http:II.III.47

151

are disqualified for Brahma-vidya might thus be viewed as a methodological

parallel, to Sankara's suspension of the transposition strategy. For
in this instance the "dharmic problem" is only viewed with reference
to the penultimate "standpoint', not the ultimate '"standpoint' i.e.

from within the Lord.

Similarly, the question as to whether consciousness is changing
or unchanging can be answered by distinguishing between subtantive con-
sciousness which remains unchanged in samsara and attributive conscious-
ness which changes in samsara. Ramanuja clearly implies this dis-
tinction in this excerpt from his éri—bhisya: "As the knowing Self is
eternal, knowledge which is an essential quality of the Self is also
eternal...Knowledge (the quality) which is in itself unlimited, is
capable of contraction and expansion in the so called kshetragna-condition

91
of the Self...."
It might be objected: How can a category function simultaneously

as a substance and as an attribute? Such an objection is raised in the

Vedarthasampgraha: "It is a matter of common knowledge that only class

and property are modifications of a substance...So it is improper to
contend that a padirtha capable of independent function is merely, an
95

attributive 'such', a modification of the Lord." Ramanuja answers this
14

objection by means of the mechanics of the samanadhikaranya. For it is

the task of the samdnadhikaranya to co-ordinate the dimensions of separability

94, - - )
Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 63.

S5¢ 4= . . -
9 Vedarthasangraha, Van Buitenen, -67.
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and inseparability, independence and dependence between the Sarira and
the Saririn. Ramanuja says in this respect that, "When a certain entity
serves as a distinctive fzature for a certain substance then we can

properly say, by means of a samanadhikaranya construction co-ordinating

that entity with that substance, that it has no function apart from

96
that substance and therefore constitutes a mode of it." Applied to
language, this means that a word can denote a specific object (padartha)

and the Lord simultaneously only because the specific object denoted is

an inseparable '"part'" of the Lord qua Sarira-Saririn. According to the

mechanics of the samanadhikaranya not only do all words denote the Lord,

but they all denote Him differently. For example, in the maha-vakya:

tat tvam asi, '"tat'" refers to the svarlpa of the Lord, distinct from

all Selves, while "tvam' refers to the same Lord but in His manifested
state (svabhava).

Although for Ramanuja the penultimate denotation of a word is
prior in the order of discovery, in the order of being its ultimate
denotation is prior, because the Lord as the Inner Controller (Antarvamin)
is "all this". In this respect, Rémanuja and gaﬁkara can both be under-
stood as both using a two-level model of language. However, éaﬁkara

97

argues that though all words refer ultimately to Brahman, they do so

only negatively. That is, they point to Brahman via negativa, but they

do not describe Brahman.

In Ramanuja's understanding of analogical language a parallel

6 - . . .
Veddrthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #08.

97 ., . - - L
This can be compared to Ramanuja's insistence that the''extended

sense' (upalaksana) of every word is the Lord.
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is established between these two levels of language. Consequently,

the penultimate reference of a word is described as an inseparable

part (g@éé) of its ultimate or "extended reference!. Van Buitenen refers
to this as follows: "All words which describe the body ultimately

refer to the soul, and all words which describe the soul ultimately
refer to God...The part itself implies the whole compositum of matter
animated by individual souls that are internally guided by the Supreme
Spirit.”98 The ''penultimate Self-body relation' may be referred to as
the "microcosm'" and the '"ultimate Self-body relation' may be referred

to as the "macrocosm'. Analogical language in Ramanuja can be thus
spoken of as establishing parallels between the 'microcosm'" and the
"macrocosm'. This parallelism indicates that the world, considered as
the "microcosm', contains clues to the Lord's nature which is considered
as the '"macrocosm'.

Ramanuja makes an important distinction between a right and a
wrong analogy for this parallelism.99 The world is not a part (amsa) of
the Lord in the sense in which the coils of a snake are a part of that
snake, as the essential nature of the Lord would then be implicated in

the transformations of the world. Rather, both the svaripa of the world

and the svarupa of the Lord are co-ordinated within the samanadhikaranya

without losing their actual distinctness.
In summarizing this past section, it can be concluded that the

distinction between the penultimate and the ultimate designation of a

98 3 _
Van Buitenen, Vedarthasamgraha, Introduction, p. 65.

4 -
Cf., Sri-bhasya III.II.26.


http:III.II.26

154

category in Ramanuja though methodologically parallel to Sankara's

twvo levels of truth, 1s not yet a methodological equivalent. When the
penultimate designation of a category is described as parallel to its
ultimate designation, as in the case of analogical language, the former

is integrated with the latter in the manner of a part and its whole,
(aﬁéa-aﬁéin) a subordinate and its principal ($esa-S2sin). This illustrates

- - - - . I = T . . - - .
Ramanuja's integrative usage of the Sarira-Saririn co-existing with its

dissociative usage. For the forms of implicit discontinuity in Rémanuja
co-exist with his explicit and predominant emphasis on continuity.
For example, the Self as the penultimate agent can be understood as
100

accessory to the Lord as the ultimate agent. But this integrative
emphasis in Riménuja co-exists with his dissociative emphasis, for insofar
as the Self acts as a body (§ar{ra) to the Lord, it can be described as
controlled and accessory to Him, but, insofar, as the Self acts as an

, - 101
independent centre (saririn) in its own right, it can be described
as a free agent. So the Self should be described as dependent qua §arira,
but independent relatively speaking, qua Saririn, Ramanuja insists
that the emphasis on the Lord as the ultimate agent must be not merely
understood but acted on as part of one's sadhana. So one is enjoined to:
", ..do all actions, secular as well as religious in such a way that the

roles of being the do-er, enjoyer...and object of worship (therein)

are made over to Me...Only to Me therefore, who am the supreme owner

lOOCf., Vedarthasamgraha #89.

1OlThis indepcndence referred to here is a relative independence
only for as His eternal mode the Self can only be understood as finally
dependent on the Lord.



and supreme agent, offer everything, yourself as an agent, enjoyer and
102
worshipper...." This approach is radicalized in prapatti where the
emphasis is not merely on the Lord as the ultimate agent but as the
only agent, the only means (upaya) to moksa. As shall be demonstrated
103
later it is Ramanuja's implicit emphasis on prapatti that is closest

to Sankara's emphasis on the discontinuity between Self-knowledge and

« . < - - - ’, - T .
dharma. In this examination of Ramidnuja's usage of the Sarira-Saririn

as a methodological parallel to dankara's two levels of truth,a
methodological parallel has been discovered as co-existing with a real
distinction between them. This integrative emphasis, that is so
common to Ramanuja, is conspicuously lacking in éaﬁkara, especially
in what has been designated as the 'explicit Sarikara'.

But when Ramdnuja uses the distinction between the penultimate
and the ultizate designation of a category in a strictly dissociative
manner, i.e. when he describes a real opposition between them, then a

[ . .
methodological equivalent to Sankara's two levels of truth is disclosed
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and not merely a methodological parallel. The opposition is constituted

by the misconception involved in understanding the 'penultimate Self-body

relation'" as-if independent of the '"ultimate Self-body relation'.

This as-if scparability is by no means integrated into the '"ultimate
Self-body relation'. As shall be argued, it constitutes Ramanuja's
methodological equivalent to Sarikara's concept of avidxa and Safihara's

concept of a '"secondary sense'.

02 - - . T, - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bhasva IX.2.

103 .
OJCf., Chapter Three on prapatti.
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2b. Ramanuja and Adhyéropa-Apavéda

Before investigating Ramanuja's methodological equivzlent to
4 - - .
Satitkara's concept of avidya, it is necessary to discuss the -:zssible

source of the doctrine of avidya in the Upanisadsin order <: .zv a

104
foundation for the discussion. It has already been establizrzz
/
that the strategy of adhyaropa-apavada was not unique to Szi:zra

but had its roots in the Upanisads themselves. In his use :Z adhyaropa-

apavada Sarikara was thus not originating a new strategy as su:zn but
105
merely conforming to the tradition. For this reason, the "opanisads
——— e

do not constitute a systematic whole so much doctrinally as ==thodolo-
106

gically.
These two points are crucial in understanding Ramanu-z's approach

to the question of adhyaropa-apavada, for if it is accepted :hat

adhyaropa-apavada was a method employed in the Upanisads, thsn it would

follow that Ramanuja in his interpretation of the Upanisads ~wculd have to
deal with it, if only to refute it. It could be argued that ZZmanuja's

oy s T . L.
use of the sarira-sSaririn as a methodological parallel to Sziikara's two

levels of truth was precisely his response to this dimensicz in the
Upanisads.

The doctrine of avidva and the doctrine of mava sheuld be understood

as the basis for this method of adhyaropa-apavada. Althouzn the doctrine
of maya is never explicitly formulated in the Upanisads, such as we find
104 .
0 Cf., Chapter One, Section One.
105

Cf., Chapter Onc,p.49. "Tathiahi sampradava-vidz® -acanam' ("'This
is the saving of the knowers of tradition").

106
Cf., Chapter One, p. 31.
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it in Sankara, it is implicitly present in the Upanisads. R. P. R nade
argues this point: ''We thus see from an examination of the various
passages in the Upanishads that even though the word Maya may not have been
used for many times in the Upanishads, still the conception that underlies
Maya is already present there and even though we do not find there the
full-fledged doctrine of illusion in its philosophical aspects as in
Gaudapada and later writers, still we do find in the Upanishads all the
/A - -
material that may have easily led Sankara to elaborate a theory of Maya
107

out of it."

Specific reference is made to the term "maya" in the Praéna

/

Upanisad at 1.16 and the Svetdsvatara Upanisad at I.10. Images of

108 109 110 111
a '"met", a "veil", a "false covering," "blindness," the

112 113
"knot of ignorance" and an "as if duality" all suggest the idea of

maya, though they do not refer to it as a specific doctrine. The passage

from the Brhad. Upanisad, "yatra hi dvaitam-iva bhavati ("as-if
114

there was a duality'), should be especially noted. R. D. R na.

1O7R. D. R.nade, A Constructive Survey of Upanishadic Philosophy

(Bombay: Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, 1908), p. 165. Herein after cited as:
R. D. Ranade, A Constructive Survey of Upanishadic Philosophy.

087 -7 .
Svetasvatara Upanisad III.1.

logféa Upanisad #15.

110Ch5ndogya Upanisad VIII.3.1.

11

lKatha Upanigad I.2.5.

112 .
Mundaka Upanisad ITI.1.10.

llzﬁyhad. Upanisad II1.4.14%,

Wdypia,, 11.1v.14.


http:Il.IV.14

158

in commenting on this passage says: "A famous passage from the Brihaddranyaka...

which speaks of 'as-if there was a duality', implying thereby that there
is really no duality, signifies the identification of Mayd with a
114a
semblance, an as-it-were, an appearance." What has been designated
as "Ramanuja's methodological equivalent to Sankara's concept of avidya"
might be simply understood as Ramanuja's response to this implicit
doctrine of avidya in the Upanisads.
7/
Thus even without any reference to Sankara, it is clear that

Ramanuja would have had to deal with both the method of adhvaropa-

apavada and the implicit doctrine of avidya already present in the

Upanisads.

2c. The Foundation for the Implicit Discontinuity in Ramanuja's

Methodological Equivalent to Safikara's Concept of Avidya

i. Preamble
As was previously pointed out, the bi-lateral nature of conscious-

ness and the Selves 1.e. their capacity to fggction both as attributes
or as substances, makes these two ''levels' in Ramanuja possible.
Consequently, this section is introduced by the following questions:
When does this bi-latcral nature of consciousness and the Selves become
a problem which necessitates sadhana? What is the relationship between
the relative independence of the Selves qua Saririn and their ultimate
dependence on the Lord qua Sarira? Is the problem necessitating sadhana

not caused by the falsc understanding of the "penultimate Self-body

114a
pp. 165-66.

Ranade, A Constructive Survey of Upanishadic Philosophy,
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relation' as though it were independent of the '"ultimate Self-body
relation"? Is it not caused by a mis-apprehension of the relative
separability of the Selves qua §ar§£££ as an absolute independence?

Though Ramanuja argues that the Selves qua Saririn possess a
relative independence within the '"penultimate Self-body relation,"
he never argues that this amounts to an absolute independence, for as
eternal modes of the Lord, i.e. qua $arira, the Selves can never in fact
be separated from the Lord. In this respect Ramanuja says that, "The
relation of body and soul exists at all times between the intelligent
thing and the non-intelligent thing (on the one hand) and the Supreme

115
Self (on the other)."

The mis-apprehension of this relative independence as an absclute
independence is that problem which necessitates sadhana. This mis-
apprehension shall be designated as the 'as-if separability' between the
Selves and the Lord. It should not be forgotten that Ramanuja insists
on an actual distinction between the Selves and the Lord as co-existing
with their inseparability, even in moksa. Yet this distinction
between the Selves and the Lord does not constitute the problem which
necessitates sadhana. Rather it is the "as-if separability' between the
Selves and the Lord which constitutes that problem. It is when the Selves
falsely perceive themselves, as though absolutely separable from the
Lord that the problem of avidya begins. On the other hand, Ramanuja

argues that knowing this actual distinction between the Selves and the

Lord is not a problem which nccessitates sadhana, but rather part of

15 - - . T, - - .
1 DRamanuja, Gita-bhasva XITI, 2.
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1106
the very appzaratus of sadhana. In this section, the "as-if separability"

between the Selves and the Lord will be more closely examined. Most
important, this '"as-if separability' should not be confused with any
"as-if distinction'. For the actual inseparability between the Selves

and the Lord always co-exists with their actual distinction.

ii. A Definition of Ramanuja's Methodological Equivalent to Avidyva

Ramanuja's methodological equivalent to éﬁnkara's concept
of avidya is defined here in two parts: (i) "Avidya' for Ramanuja
is both the apparent transfer of properties involved in falsely
understanding the "part" (Eéég) as-if it were the "whole" (g@éig),
the "attribute" (yi§e§ana) as-if it were the ''substance (viéesyaL
and the 'body" (arira) as-if it were the "Self" (Saririn). (ii) More
specifically, it is the presumption of an "illusory' independence involved
in falsely understanding the Selves and matter as-if they were absolutely
independent of the Lord or alternately expressed, the 'penultimate
Self-body relation'" as-if it were absolutely independent of the 'ultimate
Self-body relation'. Such a presumption involves an apparent violation

of the doctrine of inseparability (aprthak-siddha) and of the maxim of

"co-ordinate predication'" (samanadhikaranya). It should be noted that

the first half of this definition is closer to the "explicit Ramanuja',
whereas; the second half 1s closer to the "implicit Ramanuja”; thus the
second half is structurally closer to éahkara. Both parts of this
definition involve the implicit representation of avidy5 in Ramanuja

as a ''semblance'" in the language of an "as it were' as an "appearznce'.

116Cf., Vedarthasamgrahn 91,
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This implicit representation of avidya as a ''semblance” co-exists in
- - . / L -
Ramanuja with his explicit denunciation of Sankara's concept of avidya

as neither real nor unreal (anirvacaniya), and his explicit endorsement

117
of avidva as a real concrete condition caused hy the real '"power of
karma' (karma-bhavana). In this section I will demonstrate how Ramanuja

endorses a methodological equivalent to éaﬁkara's concept of avidyva

despite his explicit, doctrinal attack against such a doctrine. In

so doing, an area of tension between doctrine and method in Ramanuja
will be investigated.

The first half of this definition of avidya, though implicitly
representing avidy; as a '"semblance', is closer to the '"explicit
Ramanuja' and thus closer to his explicit doctrine of abhimdna (''the

11
misconception of the Self as the body'). ° It points to the operation
of avidya within the penultimate Self-body Relation. The usual
doctrinaldifferences between éaﬁkara and R;m;nuja emerge if one compares
Ramanuja's doctrine of abhimdna with éaﬁkara's doctrine of adhvasa.
Fhereas Sankara's model of adhydsa involves a relation between the Real
L§é§) and the false (mithva), Ramanuja's model of abhimana involves a

. . P
relation between two '"reals': the 'part' and the 'whole' (amsa-amsin);

. .’ . 7
the "attribute" and the "substance' (visesana-visesya) etc. Nevertheless,

even this model of abhimana involves an element of falsity with respect
. . . 7
to the relation between these rcals. That is, the 'part! (amsa) only

¢ . .
masquerades as the 'whole" (amsin) by means of a "semblance', an "as-it

lLCf., éri—bhisya, Great Siddhanta, p. 145 (Thibaut).

Wéce Vedarthasamgraha #4.
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were'", as ultimately the "part" (gfjé) could never be the '"whole"

(amsin). So the first half of this definition of "avidyd" in Ramanuja,
refers to the apparent separation of the ''part" (gffé) from the 'whole"
(gééig), the "attribute" (vi§e§ana) from the "substance" (videsya), the "body"

(§arira) from the Self (§aririn) in samsara. This "as-if separability' between

three sets of terms should be contrasted with their actual inseparability.
That is, the part was always inseparable from the whole, the attribute
119

from the substance, the body from the Self.

The second half of this definition of "avidya" in Ramanuja
i1s structurally closer ta $ankara. The component of an "as-if'" or a
"semblance" is even more clearly disclosed and is thus closer to the
"implicit Ramanuja'. It refers to what can be termed as a 'parallel
abhimana’ cperating within the "ultimate Self-body relation'. The
mis~apprehension of the Selves as-if absolutely separable from the Lord
should be contrasted with their "actual inseparability" as eternal modes
of the Lord. As previously argued this "as-if separability' between the
Selves and the Lord should not be confused with an "as-if distinction"
for the svarupas of the Self and the Lord always remain distinct.

This "as-if separability" and '"actual inscparability' between the Selves

- - - . . ‘ -
and the Lord in Ramanuja is structurally similar to Sankara's understanding

119
Van Buitecnen refers to two terms for this inseparability:

prthaksthitipravrttyanarha '"incapable of subsisting and working inde-
pendently" and "prthaksiddhyanarha" "incapable of functioning independently
and applies them to the Sarira and the Saririn in both the "penultimate
Self-body relation" and the '"ultimatc Self-body relation'". Cf.,

Yedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, footnote #108, pp. 195-96.
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of avidya as entailing an"as-if duality''between the Self and Brahman
and contrasting with their "actual non-duality'. Whereas the first
half of the definition of ”avidyi” involves a relation between two reals;
the second half of the definition of "avidya' involves a relation between
a real condition i.e. the actual inseparability between the Selves and
the Lord and an apparent or "illusory" condition i.e. the as-if separability
between the Selves and the Lord. This definition is verified with
reference to Ramdnuja's commentaries: The '"apparent transfer of properties
involved in falsely reading..., the body as-if the Self" is usually
explicitly referred to by Ramanuja as the lack of discrimination
(viveka) between the characteristic attributes of the Self and those of

2
the body.l ’ The body is mis-read as the controlling (éggig), supporting
(adhara) and ruling (niyant®) factor instead of the Self.121 An "as-if"
component can be detected here when the body is mis-read as-if independent
of the Self. Ramanuja refers to this mis-conception as follows: 'This
attitude reveals the misconceived identification of body and soul by
those who have not learnt that the soul is essentially different from the
body. For the body, which as a matter of fact is a mass in which qualities
such as the generic structurc of man, etc., subsist, is held to be

122
independent and they who are bound to samsara think that the body is the 'I'."

12OCf., Ramanuja's four syllogisms on the differences between the
body and the Self in his Gita-bhasya I1.18,

T s T . . £z -
121Cf., definition of Sarira-Saririn in his Sri-bhasya II1.1.9,

22 - .
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #143,
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But though the body is actually distinct from the Self, it is simultaneously
inseparable from the Self. As Ramanuja points out in his Gita-bhasya, the

very usage of the "maxim of co-ordinate predication' (samanadhikaranya) in

the Self-hody ($arira-Saririn) relationship points to their inseparability:

"But the cognition by a grammatical equation is explained by the body
being really incapable of eﬁisting separate from him (the knower of the
body)....”lzg Thus in Riamanuja, '"the misconception of the body as the
Self" (abhimdna) and especially the misconception of the body as-if
absolutely independent of the Self involves the implicit representation
of avidy; as a "'semblance', an '"as-it were'. The misconception of

the body as the Self involves only an apparent transfer of properties

from the body to the Self. Raménuja refers to this apparent transfer

[$5)
)
-

"The embodied souls, being engrossed by Nescience in the form of good and

evil works do not recognize their essential nature, which is knowledge,
124

but view themselves as having the character of material things."

By means of his dissociative usage of the svarupa-svabhava distinction,

Ramanuja argues that no such transfer actually takes place as the
125
svarﬁEa of the Self remains unaffected.
An analogous misconception of a transfer of properties occurs
within the "ultimate Self-body relation'. The misconception of the Self

as independent of the Lord and as its own master (§e$in is graphically

portrayed in his Gita-bhdsya as an act of theft: ''Theft' means,

123 - - . ST T ,
Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XIII.1.

124,‘7 by . Q
Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 88.

125 -
Cf., Vedarthasamgraha ##41-48.
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indeed, the entertainment of the idea of one's own property in regard
to a thing which is another's and is intended solely for the use of that
126
other." This same image of '"theft'" is referred to later on in his
Gita-hhasya: '"Fools are those who have perverted knowledge: they consider
127

the self...as their property."

It is interesting to note that this '"presumption of an illusory

independence’ in Réménuja's Gité—bhésya, contrary to what is said in

his §ri—bhésya and his Vedarthasamgraha, is translated into theological

language and equated with "sin' (papa). His use of such language to
depict this "illusory independence' distinguishes his position from that
of éaﬁkara. Ramanuja strives first of all, to depict the Real (Satya)
as an object of worship as opposed to an abstract conception of the Real
achieved by cancelling the false. He strives to integrate the realm of
ethics, religion and metaphysics, in opposition to éaﬁkara, especially
the '"explicit éaﬁkara”, who pointed to the tension and discontinuity

128 L
between metaphysics and ethics or religion. Secondly, Ramanuja

uses theological language 1n this context, to stress the conative and

not the cognitive side of avidyé. Therefore Ramidnuja explicitly

126,- - . s, - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bhdsva III1.12.

127 amanuja, Gita-bhasya VII.15. This can be compared to the
following verse from the Mahabharata #42;35: "le who understands
differently (i.e. as independent) the soul which exists in a different
way (i.e. as utterly dependent on God) what sin remains,_uncommitted by that

thizf who steals away the scul." from Ramdnuja, Gita-bhasya footnote
#4121, p. 85.
128

K. C. Varadachari refers to this integrative dimension in
Ramanuja as follows: 'For him the same logical Absolute, the demand of
the intellect, is the moral Governor and the religious God or Personality
and the Mystics Lover.'" from, Metaphysics of Sri Ramanuja's Sri-Bhasya.
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emphasises the willful rejection of the Lord as more primary than any

possihle veiling caused by the Lord Himself. Ramanuja points explicitly

to the primacy of spiritual pride in bondage, not the primacy of ignorance.

But though our willful rejection of the Lord caused by spiritual pride

is more primary in the order of discovery, the Lord's veiling of Himself,

which causes this ignorance, is more primary in the order of being.

All these explicit doctrinal differences between Ramanuja and Sarikara

co-exist with that area of structural convergence, now being investigated

hetween the "as-if separability' between the Selves and the Lord in

Riménuja and the "as-if duality'" between the Self and Brahman in $ankara.
So in the Gita-bhasya Ramanuja employs theological language to

depict this mis-conception of separability between the Selves and the

Lord. He describes that man who sees the Self as-if absolutely independent

of the Lord as 'wicked' and ''Perverse': tWhile the agency of the indivi-

dual Self requires the previous assent of the Supreme Self, he who sees

in regard to it, that is in respect of work, the individual self alone

and none else as the agent, that man of a wicked mind, that is of a

perverse mind does not see the agent as he really is, because of his

having an undisciplined understanding, that is an understanding to which

the naturc of things as they are has not been made known.'" (Evam vastutah

paramatma-anumiti-purvake jivatmanal) kartrtve sati, tatra, karmani

kevalam-atmianameva kartaram vah pa$yati,sa durmatih viparita-matih

- - . 1 - . s - I -
akrtabudditvat anispanna-yathdvasthita-vastu-buddhitvat na pasyati na
Ea— phom— e — i TS -129 ~ ST T T -

yathavasthitan kartarah pasyati.) Precisely because of thistheological

129 - - . -, = - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bhdsva XVIII, 16. (pouble lines represent
heavier typescript in the edition which are Ramdnuja's words.)
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130
language, one is liable to miss the implicit parallelism  hetween

‘ I /.

Sankara and Ramanuja in their treatment of avidya. For Sankara does

not usually employ theological language to depict the dilemma of avidya.
What has been designated as this ''as-if separability' between

the Selves and the Lord is referred to variously by Ramanuja as: ''the
132 133
wishful misconception of independence,"  or "erroneous cognition'.

Ramanuja clearly specifies the locus of that misconception as the
B B 134
"attributive consciousness'" (dharma-bhuta-jfana). Sankara is somewhat
135
more ambiguous on this question of the locus of avidya. Yet despite

the obvious doctrinal differences between Sankara and Ramanuja on the
nature and locus of avidya, both have to argue with respect to this model
of avidya being discussed, i.e. the "as-if separability' in Ramanuja

and the "as-if duality'" in éaﬁkara, that avidya is real as pertains to the

130One is also liable to miss this parallelism because of their
doctrinal differences on the question of '"sin'" (pdpa). Whereas Ramdnuja
argued that the omission of obligatory karmas (vidhis) and the performance
of forbidden karmas (nisedha karma) was ''sin' (pdpa) (cf., Ramanuja,
Gita-bhasya III.16), Sankara insisted that the omission of obligatory
karmas was not ''sin'" (pdpa)and that the whole question of "sin' was
ultimately applicable only to the "unenlightenned man" (cf., §énkara,
Gita-bhasya III.Introduction, p. 87 and Brhad-bhasya IV.V.16). But this
parallelism between Sankara and Raminuja should not be mis-read as a
doctrinal co-relation but rather as a methodological and structural co-
relation.

132

Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #143.

133 . .
Veddarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #1453,
134The locus of avidya is clearly specified in a later Visistadvaitic
work: Yatindramatadipika VII.13: ‘'Misapprchension, error...are but parti-
cular modes of the attributive consciousness.'" trans. Srinivasadasa
135

/.
The ambivalence in Sankara as to whether Brahman/or the Atman
was the locus of avidva caused the later split in the Post-Sankarites.
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136
order of knowing, but not with reference to the order of being.

/
As shall be argued subsequently, this implicit convergence between Sankara

and Ramanuja on the nature of avidya is best perceived from an a-posteriori

standpoint, i.e. from the standpoint of moksa. From this a-posteriori

standpaint, Sanxara argues that Brahman never appeared as the world.

Similarly from this a-posteriori standpoint, Ramanuja argues that the

Selves qua Sarira, were never actually separated from the Lord but
137
only apparently.

In the Vedarthasamgraha a practical objection is raised to this

actual inseparability between the Selves and the Lord, experienced

as one's absolute dependence on the Lord: '"But all spiritual beings have

one great wish: to be completely independent; compared with that, dependence
means suffering.”138 Ramanuja's answer to this objection is critical

to his model of avidy;. He argues that whereas any subservience to anyone

or anything other than the Lord constitutes avidya and causes suffering,

subservience to the Lord Himself constitutes bliss and is the Self's

"proper nature' or "proper form'" (svarupa): '"The proper form of the soul...
139
is that it is subservient to Another." Ramanuja, as distinct from

/ -
Sankara, explicitly emphasizes the conative side of avidya over its

cognitive side. In this passage, he points to the necessity for re-centering

136 . . . o s 4 :
The epistemological reality of avidyd is indicated by Sankara in
his reference to avidyd as: ''the false apprehension of the attributes
of one thing one another'". (Siitra-bhisya, Date, I.1.1, p. 3).
137

Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #20.

-

138, - . -
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #143.

159054, #1453,
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one's whole life on the Lord.This involves not onlya re-perception of one's life,
but a voluntary, active re-organization of one's loyalties. Rernouncing

this false sense of separabilitytherefore involves both a re-perception and an
act of surrender to the Lord as the ultimate agent. Ramanuja says that,

"Tvaga as relating to agency is the giving up of the agency of oneself
140
by attributing the agency to the Lord of all."” Consequently, any

exclusive dependence on one's own will-power is denounced: '"In the case
of him whose mind is not dedicated to Me and who is engaged in controlling

the sensesthrough his own exertion, the right disposition about the
141
pure self is never established." Those who still cling to that "as-if

separability" by failing to ascribe all agency to the Lord and by

failing to see the Lord as their only support (ddhdara) are categorically
142
denounced as '"wholly lost" and "destitute of reason."

1ii. Réminuja's Methodological Equivalent to Sarikara's Secondary Sense
Ramanuja explicitly rejects éaﬁkara's definition of the '"secondary
sense' as implying an "illusory notion" (mithyépratyaya)l43and as based
144
on false attribution, because Ramanuja's explicit integrative usage

of the svarupa-svabhava distinction and the $arira-$aririn distinction

rules out any such notion of a '"secondary sense'. However in Ramanuja's

dissociative use of these distinctions Ramanuja offers a methodological

0 - - - - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XVIII.4.

141 yid., 11.66.

Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya II1.32.

143 . - - -
JCf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 66.

144 - -
Cf., Sankara, Chandogya-bhasva VI, XVI, 3.
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equivalent of a 'secondary sense''. This should be defined as the
description of any category as-if it were separable from the Lord. This
involves the apparent violation both of the law of inseparability

(aprthak-siddha) and of the "extended sense' (upalaksana) of a category.

For example, the experience of the world as-if separate from the
Lord equals the world in its "secondary sense'’’ for Ramanuja. Those who
perceive the world in this manner are described by Ramanuja as '"'lost
souls': "They say that the universe is unreal. That is, they do not
say that this universe...has the Brahman for its Self. (They say) that
it is without any foundation. That is, they do not say that it has the
Brahman for its foundation....Following this view, these men of lost
souls...are born to bring about destruction to the world.”145 So the world
per se is not negated as illusory but only its false independence.
Riménuja says in respect to this that, ''the statement--'Thou alone art
the only Reality, etc.' (V.P. 1.4.38) does not also speak of the unrcality

of the whole (world), but (speaks only of) the unreality of that thing

the existence of which is (held to be) independent of that (viz., the

146
Brahman...." Similarly '"matter" (prakrti) viewed as-if independent
of the Lord equals matter in 1ts '"secondary sense'". This is referred
o _ 147
to as the "deluding prakyti" in his Gita-bhasya. The '"secondary

sense' of a word is thus the ignorance of its "extended sense'" (upalaksana)

as pointing ultimately to the Lord. On this Ramanuja says: 'Laymen,

145 - - | S - N
Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XVI, 8. Cf., éri~bhﬁ$ya I.III.7.

64 - -
14 Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, I1.1.1, p. 123.

147R5m5nuja, Gita-bhésya IX, 12.
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who have not received the instruction of the Vedanta...think that the
full meaning of all words is completely exhausted by the various

148
padarthas they denote." Thus the penultimate denotation of a word
is considered as-if independent of its ultimate denotation or its
""extended sense''.

So the ''secondary sense'" of any category for Ramanuja involves
the application of his methodological equivalent to "avidya' whereby
that category is perceived as-if separable from the Lord. Ramanuja
refers to this mis-conception as,"..the delusion which consists in
looking on the sum of things--made up of the animate and inanimate, and
on account of being the body of the Supreme Person, having Him for its

149
self--as not having Him for its Self."”
As argued previously Ramanuja explicitly distinguishes his position

from Sanikara's by his explicit rejection of a ''secondary sense' as

implying an "illusory notion' (mithyapratvaya) and by his integrative

use of the svarupa-svabhava distinction as equal to the primary and
150
secondary senses respectively. Thus the '"secondary sense', here

equated .with the svabhiva is not sublated, as with éaﬁkara's understanding,
but integrated into the "primary sense'', here equated with the svarﬁpa.
This integration is often understood in terms of the unity of the 'part"
(g@éﬁ) and the "'whole'" (gﬁélgj. Yet even this designation of the

"secondary'' and 'primary senses' in Ramanuja operates in a dissociative

148 _ .
Vedarthsamgraha, Van Buitenen, %21,

dRaminuja, Gita-bhasva XVIII.73.

150, . -
Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #20.
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manner, as the "transformations" (vikaras) of the svabhava, and their

susceptibility to karma and temporality 1s not integrated into the
151

svarupa.

But the 'secondary sense''of the category here designated i.e.
it's as-if separability from the Lord" is never integrated into its
"actual inseparability from the Lord", here designated as the "primary

152
sense'. The former must be not merely transcended but sublated.
He argues that the negation of plurality in the nirguna-srutis does not
pertain to the plural forms of the Lord, but, rather, to the illusion
of their independent plurality, or their as-if separability from the
Lord. To support this claim, Ramanuja quotes this passage from the
Brhad. Upanisad: "He who knows all things to be apart from Him, him will

153
all things abandon." As this excerpt indicates, viewing the world

as-if independent of the Lord must be not merely transcended but negated
in that the experience of the world in its ''secondary sense', i.e. as-if
independent of the Lord, constitutes suffering. On the other hand, the
experience of the world in its 'primary sense', i.e. as inseparable from
the Lord constitutes bliss. Ramanuja distinguishes these two senses

of the world as follows: 'Hence the experience of the world, as (a thing)

151ce | Sri-bhisya I.1.1, p. 206 (Thibaut).
152 .. . . - - . . .

. This is the case despite Ramanuja's explicit rejection of
Safikara's model of sublation. P. N. Srinivasachari refers to this
explicit rejection as follows: '"Sublation (in Ramanuja) is a state
of self-transcendence and not a process of negating negation' from
P. N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of Vifistadvaita, p. 467.

153 ananuja, Gita-bhasva XITI, 3, p. 366. From the Brhad.

Upanisad 1I.4.6.
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distinct from the Brahman, as being limited in happiness, and as consisting

of pain, is due to karma. Consequently, to him who is freed from the

ignorance (avidya)...that same world, falling within the experience of

the Brahman...becomes bliss (or happiness) altogether.”154 Viewing the

world as-if separable from the Lord, and as inseparable from the Lord,

simultaneously, is structurally parallel to Sarikara's "simultaneous

viewing'. For Ramanuja, the experience of the world as-if separate

from Brahman is not integrated with the latter, though the category of

the world is so integrated. But it might be said that Sankara also does

not negate the category of the world per se but only its masquerading

as Brahman. Even for éaﬁkara, the world as Brahman is real, though the

world considered as-if different from Brahman is illusory. (cf., éankara,

Brhad-bhasya I.IV.7). T. R. V. Murti refers to this realism in éaﬁkara

as folleows: '"Brahman is not one real and the world another beside it.
154a

Brahman is the reality of the world its very essence'.

Yet, despité this implicit area of agreement Sankara is usually
represented as depicting the relationship between the ''secondary sense!
and the 'primary sense'" as dissociative. That is, one arrives at the
"primary sense' only by the self-annulment of the 'secondary sense'.

On the other hand, Ramanuja is usually understood as depicting this
relationship as integrative.

One arrives at the ''primary sense' not by negating the '"'secondary

sense' but by integrating it with the "primary sense'. This is the case

154 - _ -
Srl-bha§ya, Rangacharya, I.III.7.
154a , . L. . .
T. R. V. Murti, "The Two Definitions of Brahman in the Advaita",
p. 1365 cf., Chapter Four for full investigation of the implicit realism
in Sankara.
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when Ramanuja is referring to the svabhava as the "secondary sense'
and to the svartupa as the '"primary sense' and especially when he uses
these terms in an integrative manner. This is not the case with
Riménuja's methodological equivalent to Sankara's secondary sense
wherehy a category is conceived as-if absolutely separable from the Lord
and with his use of the "extended sense'" (upalaksana) as his methodological
equivalent to éaﬁkara's primary sense, whereby a category is experienced
as inseparable from the Lord. No as-if separability can be integrated
with an actual inseparability just as no as-if duality can be integrated

with an actual non-duality. More simply, the false can never be integrated

with the Real. In this sense, both treat this relationship as dissociative.
- - . /. .
This area of agreement between Ramanuja and Sankara can be illustrated

with reference to their interpretations of the maha-vakva, tat tvam asi:

despite the very real doctrinal differences between them in their inter-
155
pretation of tat tvam asi, there is an area of agreement nethodologically.

Both treat tvam first in terms of an as-if separation from tat, whether
defined as an as-if duality (éaﬁkara) or as an as-if separability
(Riménuja), and, secondly in terms of its actual non-separation from tat,
whether defined as an actual non-duality (éaﬁkara) or as an actual
inseparability (Riménuja). The former in both cases, should be designated
as the '"secondary sense' of tvam. The latter in both cases, should be

designated as the "primary sense'" of tvam. In the following excerpt

lagRiménuja argues that tat and tvam point to two distinct but
inseparables, modes of the Lord, (cf., Vedarthasamgraha #20). Sankara
argues that tat and tvam point to an identity, and nat merely an
inseparability, between the Self and Brahman, (cf., Sankara, Chandogya-

bhasva VI, \WI.3).
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from the Vedarthasapgraha, Ramanuja presents these two senses of tvam

m———

simultaneously. This can be understood as another structural parallel
/£ . .. -

to Sankara's '"simultaneous viewing': ''You that were previously held

to be no more than the operator of a certain body, are in reality a

156
modification of the Supreme Spirit."

iv. Réménuja‘s Use of the Extended Sense As His Methodological Equivalent

to Sankara's Primary Sesnse

Before exploring the implicit area of agreement between Ramanuja
and éaﬁkara in their use of the '"primary sense'', it is necessary to
peint to their doctrinal differences on this issue. Réménuja rejects
éaﬁkara's understanding of the ''primary sense' as applied to the definition

of Brahman (satyam jfanam anantam brahma). é%ﬁkara, in understanding

this definition, argues that the adjectives 'bear a predominatingly
157
defining sense and not a qualifying sense." These adjectives,

according to éaﬁkara, should be described as attributive only in a
secondary and negative sense i.e., as nsgating any specifications
pertaining to Brahman that operate within thought and language. éaﬁkara
states that "Brahman is indescribeable...unlike the construction of the
expression, 'a blue lotus', Brahman is not to be construed as the import

158 -
of any sentence." Thus the terms '"sat'" "cit" and '"ananda'" connote

Brahman, but they do not denote Brahman. $aikara can therefore be

6, .- .
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #20.

157¢0ikara, Taittiriya-bhasya I1.1.1.

lSSSaﬂkara, Taittiriva-bhasya II.1.1.
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.. s 159 - .
understood as emphasizing difference (vvavrtti) or
the diffirentiating function of the implied sense (laksana).
Ramanuja, on the other hand, emphasizes agreement and not difference

or contrariety (anvaya) or what is 'designated as the designating function of

laksana%6OR§m§nuja therefore interprets satyvam j4anam anantam brahma

in an attributive sense and not merely a definitive sense.He states that
"Brahman's proper form is designated by knowledge as its defining
attribute, but it is not mere knowledge itself.”161 The terms '"'satvam",

"jnanam" and "anantam" are not negated but integrated with the Lord by

- = = . . N Vd . .
means of the samanadhikaranya. Even in those nirguna=-srutis which

emphasize "difference' (vyavrtti), Ramanuja does not argue
for a Brahman immune from all qualities, but only a Brahman immune from
all evil qualities. Réménuja states in this respect that, "Even when
they tell that Brahman is the opposite of everything else they do not

162
prove that Brahman is a non-diffirentiated entity." These nirguna-

§rutis, for Rém;nuja, do not point to an attributeless Brahman. Rather
they operate as a '"safeguard'" in that the essential nature (svarupa) of
the Lord is therein described as immune from any transformations
(vikaras). Ramanuja inéists that these nirguna—§rutis, which point to
the inaccessibility of the svarupa of the Lord, can not be separated
from the saguqa-érutis, which point to the svabhava of the Lord and

the inseparability of matter and Selves, qua $arira, with the Lord.

159 - -
Cf., Upadeda-SahasrT Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #96.

160 - - -
Cf., Ramanuja, Vedarthasamgraha #25.

161, - r . u
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #24,

162, . . o
Vedarthasangraha, Van 3Buitenen, #23.
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The svarupa and the svabhava of the Lord arc not different categories,
163
but two modes of the same category. Also, by means of the samanadhikaranya,

Ramanuja can argue that the Lord is denoted by all beings as their

"Inner Controller" (Antaryamin), but that the svarupa of the Lord

remains distinct from the svarupa of matter and Selves. Thus the

nirguna-srutis are explained by Ramanuja in terms of the mechanics of

the Self-body relation, and not by any assertion of pure identity as such.

Thus Ramanujz argues, as opposed to éankara, that the "primary sense"

of a category does not point to a state of undiffirentiated identity

with Brahman. Rather, the 'primary sense' of a category for Réménuja

refers to the inherence of its essential nature (svarﬁpa) within the Lord,

but this inherence co-exists with an actual distinctness, for the svarﬁoa

of that category never becomes merged with the svarupa of the Lord.
Despite these doctrinal differences between Ramanuja and

Sankara regarding their definition of the '"primary sense', there 1is an

implicit area of agreement between them in their use of the '"primary

sense'., This agreement in the midst of difference indicates yet

164
another area of tension, bciween doctrine and method in both éaﬁkara

163The inseparability of these two modes of the Lord is best

discloscd in the Antaryamin texts. Though Ramanuja provisionally
sets up the saguna-srutis as superior to the nirgupa-$rutis the real
hierachy pertains to the Antarydmin texts versus the nirguga-Srutis.

(Cf£., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XIII,2). Tor the Antaryamin texts point to

the co-ordination of the dimensions of separability and inseparability
between the Selyes and the Lord. Ramdnuja's emphasis of these texts
illustrates his perennial concern to co-ordinate separability and
inseparability, discontinuity and continuity in the $arira-Saririn.

164

The tension between Sankara's doctrines and methods will be
investigated in Chapter Four.
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and Ramanuja. Both Sarikara and Ramanuja use the ''primary sense’ of a
category tao indicate its inseparable union with Brahman, whether defined
in terms of an identity (éaﬁkara), or in terms of an inseparability
(Ramanuja). Both argue that this inseparable union with Brahman is

165
only perceived a-posteriori, i.e. from the standpoint of moksa.

From this standpoint it becomes disclosed that the Self was only apparently
separated from Brahman. Yet for Ramanuja this inseparable union of the
Selves with Brahman never entails a loss of their distinctness, for the

1
svarupa of the Self and the svarupa of Brahman never become merged. %
Consequently this area of agreement co-exists with a very real doctrinal
difference.

When Réménuja is giving a simple description of a category,
B 167

he simply refers to the svarupa as its '‘primary sense", but when he
is dealing with "dharmic problems', he refers to its '"extended sense"
(upalaksana) as its '"'primary sense'. It 1s this "extended sense' that
refers to the inseparability of that category with the Lord and offers
a methodological equivalent to Sanikara's "'psrimary sense'. But Ramanuja's
two uses of the "primary sense' are by no means contradictory, but rather,
they overlap, as the "extended sense" points to the inherence of the

svarupa of that category within the Lord. Ramanuja refers to the "extended

sense' of all words in this excerpt form the Vedarthasamgraha: "All

words...actually denote the entire composite entity: the body, the

165Cf., Sttra-hhasya IV.IV.2, Sri-bhasva IV.IV.2.

l66Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #85.

167c¢ . &ri-bhasya I.1.1, p. 4 (Thibaut).
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individual soul represented by it, and finally the inner Ruler of that
168

soul, the Supreme Psrson, in whom that entity terminates." Thus the

"primary sense’', according to this usage, refers to that relational

complex or that ''composite entity" of which that category is a part,

according to the principle of ''co-ordinate predication' (samanadhikaranya).

Ramdnuja describes the experience of the primary sense of
Selves, or their actual inseparability from the Lord in religious terms.
It is the experience of being unable to sustain oneself even for a moment
without the Lord. He says in this respect: '"On account of My being
exceedingly dear to them, theyv are unable to find sustenance for their
souls even for the atomic fraction of a moment without singing My
praises, putting forth endeavours (to serve Me) and bowing(to Me)

169

in reverence." This experience of helplessness is not a negative
experience. Rather, it is the realization that one cannot finally see

170
the Self except within the Lord qua Antaryamin. Only this realization

of one's total dependence and inseparability from the Lord can lead to
171
that act of surrender (prapatti). From the standpoint of this

Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #17.

69R5m§nuja, Gita-bhasya IX.14. Sece also VIII, 15 and XI, 55.
170Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XVIII,54. John Plott uses the term
"contuition' to describe that process of seeing the Self in the Lord, as
inseparable from Him and contrasts it with mere intuition which carries
the connotations of a merely secondary sense of knowledge: ''Bhakti is not
the intuitive apprehension of God, but the contuitive comprehension within
God...." (John C. Plott, A Philosophy of Devotion [Delhi: Motihal
Banarsidass, 1974], p. 118.). Herein after cited as: John Plott, A
Philosophy of Devotion. -

171

o Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasva XVIII, 66. In this connection
Ramanuja says: 'Calamities occur in the case of the worship of the
parts." (Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, II.III.55.)
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realization, any separability from the Lord is disclosed to be only an

apparent Or as-if separability.

3. The Condition for "Avidyia' According to Ramanuja

The condition for 'avidya' is variously identified by Ramanuia

171a 172
as karma, the '"displeasure of the Lord", and as mdva, understood
173
as "play'" (1ila). Though Ramanuja explicitly insists that mayva

174
should be understood as 1ila and not as an illusion, nevertheless

maya is understood as reinforcing this "as-if-separability'. In this
sense it can be understood as structurally similar to the role of

maya in éaﬁkara, whose role it is to further a mis-apprehension of
Brahman. Ramanuja refers to this function of Eéxé.as follows: "Its
function is to hide the essential nzture of the Lord and to create the
state of mind that its own essential nature is enjoyable. Hence, the
entire universe, deluded by the maya (or the prakrti) belonging to the
Lord, does not understand the Lord to be of the nature of bliss unbounded

175
in excellence." Karma as mdva 1s described as creating an opposition

between the "penultimate Self-body relation' and the 'ultimate Self-body
relation". This occurs when the Selves falsely identify with prakrti,

because of the effect of karma, which causes the contraction of the

171a

Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasva XVIII, 73.

172 pamanuja, Gita-bhisva IV.14.

175 _ . I -
ORamanuja, Gita-bhasya VII.1d.
174
bid.
175

namanuja, Gita-bhasva VII.14.
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176
dharma-bhita-jnina. This contraction obscures the perception of

their inseparability from the Lord which, as Ramanuja states is:
"apprehensible only by contemplation in a state of extremely lucid
177
perception.” So bondage is explicitly described as a real and concrete
condition caused by an equally real and concrete cause, karma. Ramanuja
says in this respect: ''Bondage is something real, it cannot be put an
end to by knowledge...Bondage springs from aghZna in the form of an
178

eternal stream of karman...." Ramanuja, in accordance with his
conative emphasis explicitly argues that this bondage is primarily
due to man's willful disobedience. In this sense, bondage pertains
more to the will than the intellect. Karma can thus be understood as
co-operating with man's willful disobedience.

Ramanuja explicitly absolves the Lord of any responsibility
for this"avidya" by delegating the responsibility to karma. He argues
this by appealing to the following well-known verse from the Vedanta-
Sutras: "There is no partiality or mercilessness (in Him), because it

179

{(i.e. creation) is dependent (on karma}...." This emphasis clearly
indicates Ramanuija's conative emphasis and thus his intention to describe
avidva as traceable to man's will-ful disobedience. Thus, in relation

to the Lord, karma plays the role of a '"safeguard". Karma should be

understood as a separable part of the Lord as opposed to an inseparable

176Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #5, #79. Sce also ér{~bh5$ya I.1.1,
pp. 88-89 (Thibaut).

17

7Ved§rthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #77.
178

Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, I.1.1, pp. 145-17.
1'7

9 - - .o -
"“Vedanta-Sitras I1.1.34 quoted in Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, II.III.

18.
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part. It has an indispensable role in taking on the responsibility for

evil, while absolving the Lord of it.
180

Ramanuja alternates between describing karma as autonomous
thus absolving the Lord of any responsiblity for evil, and describing karma
as a power (sakti) of the Lord, as dependent on Him for its support and

181
as acting solely through His permission. In his Gita-bhasya the Lord

is described as controlling Selves, in the manner of a puppet show,

by means of this power of karma: 'He dwells, causing all embodied

creatures, mounted on the machine...to act according to the gunas
182
by means of the maya...which is His own."

But it might be objected that karma has to be traced back to

the Lord who is ultimately responsible for its existence. Though
karma can be described as the prior 'tausd’ of "avidya' in the order of

discovery, the prior 'tausd'in tae order of being can only be the Lord.

- - S - -

So Ramanuja argues in his Sri-bhasya that' "This power is nothing
183

other than the displeasure of the Supreme Person." Through this

displeasure of the Lord, the true nature of the Self is concealed.

Ultimately the Lord becomes responsible not only for the liberation of

lSOCf., Vedarthasamgraha #71,

181 - - - - -
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VII.14.

182R5m5nuja, Gita-bhasya XVIII.61. This understanding of karma
as a 4akti of the Lord introduces a tension between this $akti and the
Lord's svariipa. Despite Ramanuja's explicit rejection of the bheddbheda
doctrine, this option ultimately lecads to a similar approach to evil.
Though Ramdanuja 1s explicitly criticising the bhcd&bhegg__pOSition,

in the following passage, it could be interpreted as applicable to his
own position: '"You say that one and the same Lord possesses all sorts
of perfections in one part of llimself, and all sorts of imperfections in

another part of Himself.'" (Vedirthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #59.)

4 bt ’ ~
Sri-bhasva, Rangacharva, IV.1.13.
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the Self, but also for its bhondage. Ramanuja states that’.through the
resolve of the Supreme Person, the natural form of the individual self
is ohscured. Indeed the Supreme Person causes the concezlment of the
natural auspicious form of that (individual self).”184 The Lord is
described, by Ramanuja, as not only giving His consent or permission to
"avidya', but as actually helping it along: 'He who has decidedly
placed himself in a position exceedingly hostile to Him...him He disfavours
and He produces in him a taste for actions which are the means of leading
him to the downward path and which are hostile to His attainment."185
Can we not accuse the Lord here of deceiving man by His concealment?
Is the Lord's veiling of Himself not more primary than man's disobedience
in this example? Ramanuja would explicitly deny this and argue that the
Lord is simply described here as rewarding the righteous and punishing
the demonic in accordance with their karma. But implicitly this
emphasis on the Lord as the ultimate cause of this "as-if separability"

/

leads him to a position that is structurally similar to Sankara's

adhyaropa-apavada, despite his explicit intention of doing the very

opposite.

The paradox of sadhana, in Ramanuja, can be formulated as follows:
If the Lord is alrcady all-inclusive, and inscparable from all Selves,
than why is therc any need for sadhana? The Lord is ultimately responsible
for this '"as-1f separability' precisely because this all-inclusiveness

of the Lord and His inseparability from all Selves is veiled in samsara.

1847 - -
Sri-bhasya, Rangacharva, IIL.II.4.

1857 - -
Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, II1.III.41.
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It is this veil that produces the illusion of separability between
the Selves and the Lord and necessitates sadhana. For as hitherto
discussed the Selves, qua Sarira, can only apparently be
separated from the Lord. Bondage never pertains to the svarupa of the
Self and the svarupa of consciousness which remain unchanged even in
o 186 _

samsara. Bondage only pertzins to the svabhava of consciousness,
whose original all-expansive nature becomes contracted in samsara.
In this sense, then, bondage can be described as real even for Ramanuja
with reference to the order of discovery, but not with reference to the
order of being, for the svarupa of the Selves remain unchanged and
inseparable from the Lord, even in samsara.

The veiling of thils inseparability between the Selves and the
Lord constitutes the problem of sadhana. The source of this veil is
the Lord Himself who is simultaneously revealed and hidden, accessible
and inaccessible. Many of the references to the Antarvamin in Ramanuja
1llustrate this ambivalence, as in the following excerpt: 'Men have no
knowledge of Him, who having entered into themselves, as their inner

187
soul by being their immannent Ruler remains with them." The distinction

between bondage and liberation can be described as the distinction
between an unconscious abiding in the Antaryamin, akin to sleep, and

a conscious abiding in the Antaryamin. Ramanuja states in this respect that,

They move day after day over the dahrakada, which is
always existent as the Internal Selt (of all beings)
and which forms the highest object of human pursuit...
Just as those who do not know the hidden golden

‘-
186ce, | Sri_phasva IV.1V.2.
187

i
-
(@

Veddarthasampgraha, Van Buitenen,
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treasure and the place wherein it is (hidden),
although they may be always moving thereon, do
not yet come by it, just so (is 1t the case here)
....This very same constant movement (of the
individual selves) over the (hidden) dahardkisa,
which is existent as the Internal Self (of all
beings)...goes to show that daharakasa is the
Highest Brahman. Accordingly...it 1s seen
declared that the Highest Brahman who exists as
the Internal Self (of all beings) is not realised
by the beings who are controlled by Him and abide
in Him."

188

Ramanuja describes the Lord as permeating "all this'" yet without mani-
festing Himself: '"By me, of the imperceptible form, is all this
permeated. All things have their being in me and I do not have my
189
being in them."
, - -
The Sri-bhasya describes this hiddenness of the Lord as deliberate:

190
"The Lord is hidden in all beings and does not reveal Himself." So

the actual inseparability of the Selves with the Lord is not perceivedby those
who unconsciously abide in Him qua Antaryamin,'...just as those who do not
know the hidden golden treasure and the place wherein it is hidden,
although they may be always moving thereon."191
A follower of Ramanuja, Sri Parasara Bhattarya, in his Sri

Vishnu Sahasranama Bashya text, illustrates this hiddenness of the Lord

with reference to the names of Visnu. In his commentary on the thirty-first

188§ri—bh5$ya, Rangacharya, I.III.14.

189, - . _ e
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #105.

lgogri—bhisya, Rangacharya, I.IV.1. Cf., passage quoted before

$ri-bhisya TI1.I1L1.4, "The Lord causes the concealment of the natural
auspicious form of that individual self...through lis resolve....

lgléri-bhisya, Rangacharya, I.II11.16.
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name of Vispu: Sambhavah he states: 'He shows Himself to His devotees

in His taste to embrace them, though He is ordinarily hidden like the
192
treasure in the bowels of the earth." Most important the Lord is

described in this commentary as deliberately concealing Himself from

His non-devotees: '"He spreads fully the web of Samsaara with threads
of desire for sinful acts...'By my magic wand of illusion, I made them
193

give up the way of the Vedas.'"

This deliberate hiddenness of the Lord, in Ramanuja can be compared
to the device in éaﬁkara of withholding the final teaching until the
pupil is ready for it.

So though karma should be described as the prior cause of this
"avidya' in the order of discovery, the prior cause of this "avidya"

in the order of being can only be the Lord.

4. Conclusion: The Parallel Structure of Sadhana

- - 4 .
in Ramanuja and Sankara

Though the differences in their ontologies remain, a parallel
structure of sadhana emerges in both Ramanuja and éaﬁkara; that is,
the art of seeking (i.e. sadhana) and finding (i.e. moksa) can be described
as identical, in their structure. For both Ramanuja and faikara the
art of "sceking'" starts with a similar problem. The problem according

to Réminuja is: If the Lord is already all-inclusive and inseparable

2
19“Sri Parasara Bhattarya, Sri Vishnu Sahasranama Bashva

trans. Prof. L. Venkatarathnam Naidu (Tirupati: Tirumala Tirupati

Devasthanams, 19063), p. 53. Herein after cited as: Sri Vishnu Sahasranama
Bashya; cf., %548 on the name: "Gahanah'" ("unfathomable').
193

Sri Vishnu Sahasranama Bashva #791.
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from all Selves, then why is there any need for sadhana? The problem
according to éaﬁkara is: If moksa is a pre-given, if the Self is already
Brahman than why is there any need for sadhana? According to both,
from the standpoint of "finding' (i.e. moksa), it is disclosed that the
inseparable union of the Self with Brahman was somehow veiled in
samsara, for from the standpoint of "finding" (i.e. moksa) it is possible
to re-perceive the nature of one's "seeking'" (sadhana) as based on a
"semblance', an as-if separability between oneself and Brahman.

Sankara argues that we do not start existentially with a criterion
of the Real and then apply it to the false. Rather, it is only as we

154

negate the false masquerading as the Real that we perceive the Real. >

Ramanuja argues, in a similar manner, that the actual inseparability

of the Selves with the Lord is only perceived a-posteriori, for it is

only after the obscuration of karma has been removed that the Lord is

195
disclosed as having been most primary, all-inclusive and ever-immediate.

Just as the body is incapable of existing without the empirical Self, so

the Atman is incapable of existing without the Lord. To separate the

body from the empirical Self equals death for the former. Similarly to
separate the Atman from the Lord equals its spiritual "death'.

It is from the a-posteriori standpoint, or the standpoint of

- - ) /
moksa, that the area of convergence between Ramanuja and Sankara emerges
most clearly. This convergence pertains to the parallel structure of

- - . - - /
sadhana; specifically to the transition from an "as-if duality' (Sankara)

194Cf., Sutra~bhasya Introduction to 1.1.1.

195, &ricbhisva IV.IV.2, 5.




188

or "as-if separability" (Ramanuja) to an '"actual non-duality" (éaﬁkara)
or '"actual inseparability"” (Ramanuja). This area of convergence co-
exists with very real doctrinal differences in Ramanuja and éaﬁkara.
So, for instance, Ramanuja insists, contrary to éankara, that this
"actual inseparability"” never amounts to an identity with Brahman for

the distinctness of the Selves and Brahman persists even in moksa,

The following observation by John Chethimattam perhaps best
concludes this chapter: 'There is no doubt that Ramanuja's metaphysics
is more valuable for what it suggests than for what it actually

196
states."”

196 . .
Consciousness and Reality, p. 79.




CHAPTER III

SELF-~KNOWLEDGE AND DHARMA IN RAMANUJA: A DOCTRINAL INVESTIGATION

The relationship between Self-knowledge and dharma in Ramanuja
is highlighted in three problematic areas: (1) the relation between the

Self and the dharma-bhuta-jfana; (2) the ''two truths' in Ramanuja or con-

crete Self-knowledge versus abstract Self-knowledge; and, (3) Ramanuja's
methodological equivalent to éankara's “transposition strategy' or how the
relation between Self-knowledge and dharma can only be resolved within

the Lord Himself. These three areas will be examined in this chapter.

1. The Relation Between the Self and the Dharma-bhiita-jndna

la. Ramanuja's Explicit Intentions with Reference to These Doctrines:

The "Explicit Ramanuja'

Ramanuja distinguishes between two functions of the attribu-

tive consciousness (dharma—bhﬁta-jﬁﬁna): its function as an attri-

bute in relation to the Self; and its function as a substantive
1.
in relation to the processes of contraction and expansion. The
/

purpose of this distinction was clearly to repudiate Sankara's
model of consciousness as undifferentiated, that "One without a second',
identical with the Atman. In sharp contrast, Raminuja argucs that:
'""...all consciousness implies difference: all states of consciousness

la
have for their ohject something that is marked hy some difference...."

This dual structure of consciousness is illustrated in Ramanuja's doctrine

of "Self -luminosity" (svavam jvotis). Self-luminosity, for Ramanuja,

means that consciousness points simultaneously to the Self, its substrate,

1 - - - ) )
Cf., Srinivasadasa, Yatindramatadipika Chapter VII, #8, #9.

la’/

%Sri-bhasva, Thibaut, 1.1.1, p. 39.
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and to ohjects. Accordingly the subject-side of consciousness

(dharmi-bhuta-jMana) and the object-side of consciousness (dharma-
) 2
bhﬁta—jﬁﬁna)are described, by Ramanuja, as working together in samsara,

though they coalesce functionally in moksa. Ramanuja defines 3elf-
luminosity as follows: 'The essential nature of consciousness...consists
therein that it shines forth, or manifests itself, through its own being

to its own substrate...or(to give another definition) that it is instru-

S
mental in proving its own object by its own being."  The second half

of this definition is extended in the Vedérthasamgraha as follows:

"We say that knowledge is self-evident or self-realized by virtue of its
own nature, viz. the nature of realizing or proving something else.”4

In sharp distinction from this, éaﬁkara argues that '"Pure Conscious-
ness' (cit), which is identical with the Self, is Self-luminous in the
sense that only the Self, can illuminate Itself. éaﬁkara states in this
regard: 'By the word 'self' is meant that light which is different from
one's body and organs, and illumines them like such external lights as

5

the sun, but is itself not illumined by anything else." Because of
éaﬁkara's insistence that '"Pure Consciousness' (cit) is identical with the
Self, Self-luminosity consists in the fact that only the Self can

illuminate Itself. On the other hand Riminuja insists that consciousness

and the Self are not identical, consclousness is Self-luminous not in the

2 - - -
Cf., Sri-bhasya I.l.1, Great Siddhanta.

Jéri—bhisya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 48.

- . . :
Vedarthasamgraha Van Buitenen, #28.

i . -
SSankara, Brhad-bhasva IV.III.6.
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sense of being luminous to itself, but in the sense of being luminous
to the Self as its substrate,

Consciousness, according to Ramanuja, always points beyond itself

by virtue o% its own nature viz. the nature of realizing or proving

something else."” The dual structure of consciousness is illustrated
by Ram3 L] MI Tt " !-: :
y Ramanuja's etymology of the word "jmana': The root.4jTa in the sense

of 'to be conscious of' tells us that it has an object and a subject

and that it is a specific action with a specific nature which distinguishes
7
it from other actions. The affix tells us that it has gender, number etc."

/
Sankara's etymology of the word "jffina" is in marked contrast to this,

and indicates the non-relational nature of '"Pure Consciousness' (cit)

’
and its opposition to the dualistic structure of cognition which becomes

8

subsumed under adhyasa. He defines "jf&na' as follows: "The word
N o . NG .
jnana conveys the abstract notion of the verb @ﬁﬁg to know); and being
an attribute of Brahman along with truth and infinitude, it does not
indicate the agent of knowing. If Brahman be the agent of knowing, truth
and infinitude cannot justly be attributed to It. For as the agent of

9
knowing it becomes changeful...."

6Vedérthasamgraha Van Buitenen, #28. This emphasis is structurally
parallel to Edmund Husserl's insistence on the "intentionality'" of conscious-
ness which he defines as follows: "It belongs as a general feature to the
essence of every actual cogito to be a consciousness of something."

E. Husserl, Ideas, p. 108.

D

7Ved§rthasamgraha Van Buitenen, #28.

8Yet though this contrast is extreme in the "explicit éaﬁkara”,
there is evidence for some continuity between svaripa-jnana and vrtti-j¥ana
gn the order of discovery though not in the order of being, in the "implicit
Sankara'". Cf., Chapter Four.

{ - -
9Saﬁkara, Taittiriya-bhasya II.1.1, p. 292,
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Whereas éﬁﬁkara argues that consciousness as Cit has only an
apparent relationship with the gunas (''constituents") based on adhyasa,
Ramdnuja argues that consciousness has a real relation with the gunas
which is only suspended in moksa. Accordingly éaﬁkara argues that it
is only by disengaging oneself from a false identification with the
gunas that one can transcend them. Ramanuja, on the other hand, argues
that this disengagement from the gunas is only first possible by using
one of the gunas: sattva which is described as predisposing the mind
towards dharma. Ramanuja states accordingly: '"The cognitive faculty
is sattvika when it knows...duty and non-duty, fear and safety, bondage
and release.”lo The use of sattva in éankara on the other hand is more
cognitive than conative; that is, sattva is that which coincides with
the function of the saksT ("the witness"). Sattva for gaﬁkara is thus
not pure will but pure consciousness. Sarikara describes the relation
between the Self and the gunas as discontinuous, precisely because of his
insistence on the discontinuity between Self-knowledge and dharma.
Ramanuja, on the other hand, describes the relation between the Self and
the gunas as continuous because of his insistence on the continuity
between Self-knowledge and dharma. This continuity between the Self

11
and the sattva guna, according to Ramanuja, is only suspended in moksa.

So the relation between the Self and the gunas, even for Ramanuja, is
ultimately discontinuous. In this sense Ramanuja can be understood as

! i . .
agreeing with Sankara. Ramanuja's insistence on using one of the gunas

lOVedﬁrthasamgraha Van Bultenen, %94,

Heg

3

!
Sri-bhasya IV.1.14.
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12
(i.e. sattva) to transcend the gunas can likewise be understood as

similar to §;ﬁkara's insistence that we must use a thorn to remove a
thorn. Both of them are arguing that one has to use prakrti ('"matter'),
whether understood as illusory (éaﬁkara) or as a modal reality (Ramanuja)
to disengage the Self from prakrti, whether this disengagement is
understood as merely apparent (éﬁnkara), or as real (Ramanuja). A
similar paradigm emerges in Ramanuja's understanding of prapatti

12
when one uses the will to transcend the will. : Accordingly Ramanuja
argues that the final disengagement from the gunas is only possible
within the Lord. In a similar manner he argues that the relation

between Self-knowledge and dharma is only ultimately resolved within the

Lord. From the standpoint of prapatti, dharma is no longer experienced

as imposed from without. It is received from within. Therefore
Ramanuja argues that dharma is not so much sublated as transmuted into
"service" (kaimkarya) to the Lord. Thus by serving the Lord, one
transcends the gunas. He states that, '"...seeking refuge with the Lord
13

is the only means for the transcendence over the gunas...."

Ramanuja's deeper purpose in this dual model of consciousness
was to insist on a mode of knowing concretely and personally and not

simply in the abstract. For according to Ramanuja, Brahman is the

Supreme Person, Narayana, who must be known concretely. So the dual

12Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XIV.18,

12a., . . . .
This ptructural parallel co-exists with a very real theological

difference for Sankara insists that Brahman is ultimately Nirguna and

not Saguna.

~

13R5minuja, Gita-bhasya XIV.27. See also IX, 31, XIV, 26.
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structure of consciousness into its function as an attribute and as a sub-
stantive provides for this structure of encounter between the Selves
and the Lord. John Chethimattan refers to this emphasis in Ramanuja:
"Thus perfect knowledge for Ramanuja is not objectless (anubhava)
as for Sankara, but the encounter between an integrated subject and the
integrated field of objects, the meeting between the individual soul
which propoerly disposes itself and concentrates all its faculties and
the world of reality of which Brahman is the unifying focal point.”14

However, Réménuja does not argue that our knowledge of the Lord
is exhausted in a person to person relationship, which always implies
difference: the Lord as the "Inner Controller'" (Antaryamin) is known
in a supremely unitary manner, as one's very ”Self”.15

Ramanuja's purpose in his doctrine of dharma should not be
reduced to a merely negative one i.e., his purpose to refute éaﬁkara's
model of dharma as rooted in adhyasa and as a concern only for the
"unenlightenned" man. This requires that the positive intentions in
his doctrine of dharma should be examined more closely. Ramanuja's
purpose in synthesizing ethics, religion and metaphysics must be taken
into account. He insists that these three aspects of the Real i.e.,
Brahman as the "Refuge' or "Ground" (Adhara), Brahman as the "Ruler"
(Niyantr) and Brahman as the "Lord" (Bhagavat) and source of

"Bliss" (Ananda) are inseparably united because of the capacity of the

Lord to be all three, but he also adds that they are not reducible to one

14Consciousness and Reality, p. 59.

15
VII, 18,

Thus Ramanuja states:; 'Thus he is indeed Myself", Gita-bhasya
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another. That is, it is not the case that one aspect is normative, e.g.
Brahman as Adhara , and that the other two aspects of Brahman are provisional
understandings for tine "unenlightenned" man. Rather, the Lord is simul-
taneously the source of Being (Sat), the author and sustainer of dharma,

and the "means" (upaya) to moksa. Accordingly, Ramanuja describes

dharma as created by the Lord,16and as a real means of overcoming
karma.17 The Lord as the "Ruler'" (Niyantr) provides the ontological
ground for ethics that is clearly absent in Advaita. Because the Real

is understood as the '"Supreme Person'" (Purusottama) whom one must

approach concretely rather than abstractly, dharma becomes transmuted
into a mode of "service" (kaimkarya) to the Lord.

Ramanuja refuses to separate questions of truth from questions
of value. Varadachari refers to this emphasis in Ramanuja as follows:
"Value is the fire-test that truth has to stand before it can claim

w18 . . . .
truth. Accordingly, ethics and metaphysics are not separated in
Ramanuja but positionncd on a continuum. From this Ramanuja describes
the Lord as the '"Supreme Value'" (Param) as follows: '"The sages who know
the Vedas and those men who know about the Sclf declarc the great-

. - ) 19
minded Krishna to be thec eternal dharma.
Ramanuja's purpose in his doctrine of the Sclf as a '"part"

/ - - - N
(ahsa), a '"mode" (prakara) and as an inseparable "attributc' (vifesana)

16Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya, Introduction,

17Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya II,9-11,

/o - - A
18Thc Metaphysics of Srl Ramanuja's Sri-Bhasya, p. 96.

Ramanuja, Gita-bhasva X, 13.
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of the Lord is not merely to reinforce the usual theological differences
between the Lord and the Selves, but it is to point to the relation of

"inseparability" (aprthak-siddha) between the Selves and the Lord

co-existing with their actual distinctness. Thus Ramanuja's doctrine

of the Self balances the two extremes of "inseparability" (saménédhikaramya)

and "separability'" (vaiyadhikaranya). Ramanuja can argue that the Selves

are simultaneously continuous and discontinuous with karma by distinguish-
ing between the "essential nature" (svarupa) of the Self and its
'"'manifested nature' (svabhava). Whereas the svarupa of the Self can
never be described as a "do-er" (Egzﬁé), the svabhava of the Self,

because of its contact with karma via the dharma-bhuta-jTana can be

described as a '"'do-er" (karta).

T s
1b. The Sarira-Saririn As a Paradigm for the Relation between the Self

and Dharma and the Self and the Dharma-bhlta-jnana

The relation between the Self and dharma in Ramanuja is functionally

reducible to the relation between the Self and the dharma-bhuta-jNana.

Dharma is the means of overcoming karma and the karma that must be overcome

resides in the dharma-bhuta-jlana in the form of vikaras ("transformations™).

Therefore dharma, according to Ramanuja, is essentially the process of

- .N. ~ 0 - . - - .
purifying the dharma-bhuta-jnana of this karmic influcnce. Ramanuja

quotes from the following passage from the Visnu-Purana in his Gita—bhﬁsya:

"The mind alone is the causc of bondage and emancipation. The mind which
is attached to sense-objccts makes for bondage, and the mind devoid of

. . . 20 .
(attachment to) sense-objects makes for cmancipation." Even in

2 - - - -
‘ORamanuja, Gita-bhasya VI.6. Cf., Visau Purapa 7, 28,
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karma-yoga the important element is not the act itself, but seeing the

Lord as the ultimate agent.z1 Therefore the full spectrum of dharma

in Ramanuja may be represented by the two poles of consciousness-in-

bondage and consciousness-in-the-liberated state. Vedanta Defika tends

to emphasize this understanding of dharma. One Vigiggédvaitin commenting

on DeSika's Tga—bhégya verse fifteen, makes this observation: 'Here

dharma means two things: the first is the ethical 'ought' or the imperative
of duty of beholding Brahman; the second is the liberation of the

dharma-bhita-jNana, the functional consciousness of the individual which

due to karma and desires etc., has undergone constriction and limitation....

The second meaning affirms that beholding Brahman is the natural quality
U . 22

of the individual's consciousness."

The relation between the Self and the dharma-bhuta-jfana in

both its aspects as dependent and independent is functionally reducible

to the relation between the Self and its body, in that the dharma-bhuta-

- . . - - I 23.
jnana, in accordance with Ramanuja's definition of a '"body",""is used

as "supported" (adhcya), "ruled" {niyamya) and '"accessory" (§ésa) to
the Self. Just as Ramanuja describes the Self and its body as inseparable
yet distinct, in the same way he describes the Self and the dharma-

bhuta-jfana as inseparable yet distinct. He uses the image of a lamp

/ - - - -
21Cf., Sri-bhasya II.IIT.33, II.III.40. &Sec also Ramunuja,
Gita-bhasya XVII1,10.

22\ edanta Desika, Tfa-bhasya, footnote #1, p. 35.

23 .. £ .= = . .

Cf,, Sri-bhasya II.1.9: "Any substance which a sentient soul
is capable of completing controlling and supporting for its own purposes,
and which stands to the soul in an entirely subordinate relation, is

the body of that soul,'" p. 424 (Thibaut).
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and its luminosity to describe their relationship: '...where there is

light it must belong to something, as shown by the light of a lamp.

nld

The Self thus cannot be mere consciousness, M. Hiriyanna commenting

on this image in Ramanuja describes the dharma-bhUta-jnana: "But

what it thus manifests is never for itself but always for another. That

is, it can only show, but cannot know....jﬁana is like a lamp which can

reveal the presence of a jar (say) as well as its own, but cannot see

either, its revelation of things being always for another.”25

The relation between the Self and the dharma-bhuta-jfiana is

. . / - # - . .
functionally reducible to the Sarira-saririn because the mechanics of

the $arira-faririn relation are extended to all other important relations

in Ramanuja's system such as substance-attribute, cause-effect etc.
The tension between the dimensions of separability and inseparability,
and discontinuity and continuity in the paradigm relation of the €arira-
/o= . S . .
saririn are likewise transferred to these other relations,

Just as the Selves are capable of a bi-lateral existence qua
’T ,T'. . T N
sarira and qua saririn, so consciousness is likewise capablc of a

. . 4 = 4 T . .
bi-lateral existence qua sarira and qua saririn, Consciousness qua

¢ = . 26 .

saririn operates as a substantive for the
. . - Ld -

processes of contraction and expansion. Consclousness qua sarira

operates as the inseparable attribute of the

24¢ < - .
Sri~bhasya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 60.
5
hSM. Hiriyanna, Indian Philosophical Studies (Mysore: Kavyalaya
Pub,, 1957), p. 54,

26Cf., Srinivasadasa, Yatindramatadipika, Chpater VII, #9.
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Self, Because of the bi-lateral nature of consciousness and the Selves,
the relation between the Self and consciousness can operate as a '"two-
tiered" Self-body relationship. Ramanuja refers to these two functions
of consciousness in his §ri—bh55ya as follows: "For to be a knower is
to be the substrate of the quality of knowledge, and as the knowing Self
is eternal, knowledge which is an essential quality of the Self is also
eternal....Knowledge (the quality) which is in itself unlimited, is
capable of contraction and expansion....In the so called kshetragna-
condition of the Self, knowledge is,owing to the influence of work

.”26a The distinction between these

(karman), of a contracted nature...
two functions of consciousness is made very explicit in a later Visistadvaitic

work, the Yatindramatadipika: ''Consciousness is of the nature of attribute,

because of the characterization of the definition as 'whichever, by nature,
is dependent on something, that (dependent thing) is the attribute (of

a substance).' Since consciousness possesses states like contraction and
expansion, it becomes also a substance....The definition of substance is
w27

thus: substance is that which is the abode of states.

Having established that the Self and the dharma-bhﬂta—jﬁéna

in its two functions as an attribute and as a substantive operates

in a manner similar to the Self and its body, it now becomes necessary
to refer to a more basic distinction within the structure of conscious-
ness in Ramanuja, namely; the distinction between substantive conscious-

- . -— .~— . - . -
ness 1i.e. the dharmi-bhiita-jnana and attributive consciousness 1.e.

26af - ~ .
6aSri-bhasya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 63.

27 ks . - - - - . -~ i
Srinivasadasa, Yatindramatadipika, Chapter VII, ## 8-9.
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27a -
the dharma-bhita-jnana. Inferring from Ramanuja's use of the categories

of the svartpa and the svabhava one can specify the dharmi-bhuta-jfana

as the svarupa of consciousness and the dharma-bhuta-jfana as the
27b
svabhava of consciousness,

Finally, the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma in

Ramanuja is functionally reducible to the relation between the dharmi-

bhuta-jnana acting with the dharma-bhiita-jfana. The dharmi-bhita-jfiana

is, in fact, synonymous with Self-knowledge, whereas the dharma-bhuta-jhana

is what must be purified in sadhana. As shall be argued, the relationship
between substantive consciousness and attributive consciousness manifests the

. . v e v T . . . .
tension already present in the Sarira-Saririn relation between the dimensions of

27a
Cf., previous discussion, section Z2a, Chapter Two.

27b

All the commentators on Ramanuja usually focus on the
two functions of the dharma-bhiita-jNana rather than the dharmi-bhita
jnana which they only refer to in passing. The distinction between
the dharmi-bhita-jfana and the dharma-bhita-jlNdna is not employed
by them with the same amount of significance as it will be treated
here. Yet this distinction is significant when one is comparing
Ramanuja and Sankara on the nature of consciousness. (Cf., K. C.
Varadachari, Sri Ramanuja’s Theory of Knowledge, pp. 234-35;
N. S. Anantharangachar, The Philosophy ot Sidhana in Visistadvaita
pp. 22-23; for a discussion of this distinction.)
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separability and inseparability, discontinuity and continuity, etc. Just

as the Self and the body are not distinguished in metaphysically contrasting
terms such as the Real and the false, but, rather, in temporal terms as

what is permanent versus what is transitory,zsin a similar manner these

two functions of consciousness are distinguished in temporal terms.
Therefore Ramanuja argues that the svarupa of consciousness is eternal,29
whereas the svabhava of consciousness because it includes transitory
contents like joy and grief, is transitory in that sense.so Because

the relationship between the Self and dharma in functionally reducible

to the relation between the Self and the dharma-bhita-jnana, dharma

is not treated as illusory, but as a real process. In this way the
relation between these two functions of consciousness manifests the

. . . . . / ol ’ T .
explicit forms of continuity present in the sarira-sSaririn.

The relation between these two functions of consciousness also

. . . . . . . / - T
manifests the contrasting emphasis on discontinuity in the Sarira-$aririn

so that the dharmi-bhuta-jNana is protected from the vikaras of the

Ied

dharma-bhuta-jfiana by a mumber of ”safoguards”.al These "safeguards"

28Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya I1I.16.

gRamanUJa says in this respect: ''Knowledge which is an eternal
quality of the Self is also cternal” (Srl bhdbzl Thibault, I.1.1, p. 063).

ORémanuja says in this respect: '"...consciousness, not differing
herein from joy, grict, and the like, persists for some time and then comes
to an end." (511 bhasz Thibaut, I.l.l, pP. S56.

le Chapter Two, "Ramanuja's Dissociative Usage of the Sarira-

barlrln " lc(11]
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establish a measure of irreversability and discontinuity in this relation-
ship. This relation also manifests some of the implicit forms of

. . . . / T LT . .
discontinuity in the Sarira-Saririn. As was argued in the previous

chapter, Ramanuja often uses these two functions of consciousness in

a manner structurally parallel to gaﬁkara's two levels of truth. Such

a use helps to sort out '"dharmic problems". The question of whether con-
sciousness is changing or unchanging can be sorted out by differentiating
between consciousness gggéaririn,which never changes and consciousness
qua $arira which does change because of the transitory character of

its contents. This relation also manifests Ramanuja's methodological

equivalent to avidya whenever consciousness is used as-if absolutely

separable from the Lord. These parallels between the $arira-saririn

and these two functions of consciousness will be examined in greater

detail in the next section.

lc. The Relation Between the Self and the Dharma—bhﬁta—jﬁﬁna: A

Methodological Examination

Some critics have interpreted Ramanuja's understanding of the
capacity of Selves and consciousness to function both as attributes
and as substances as the denial of the very idea of substance. C. Sharma
states in this regard that, "The very definition of 'substance' is that
it has an independent existence. Ramanuja undermines this definition

when he says that independence docs not constitute the essence of substance,

2

that a thing may be dcpendent and yet be a substance.'” Ramanuja

°2C. Sharma, A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy (Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass, 1960), p. 367.
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answers this anticipated objection in his éri—bhésza by making a distinction
between two substances which are independent of one another and only
occasionally function for one another, and two substances which are
incapable of existing independently. The relationship between oneself

and an object, as in the analogy of '"one who wears the earring"

(kundalin) or in the analogy of ''one who has the stick" (dapdin)

. / = / T . - -
illustrates the former whereas the sarira-Saririn relationship can

only be the latter. The '"body" (garira) cannot exist without the
"Self" (garirin), whereas the '"earring'" (kundala) or the "stick" (danda)
can exist without the Self. Substances which only occasionally function
for one another are indicated by a suffix added to the root (i.e.

dandin or kundalin), whereas substances which are incapable of existing

independently can only be indicated by grammatical equations 1i.e.

samanadhikaranya. Ramanuja states in this regard: ''Such is not the

case with substances which are incapable of existing in a condition in
which they may be separately perceived. The attributive character of
those (substances) is to be conclusively made out only by means of
grammatical equations.”33 In a similar manner he states in the

Vedarthasamgraha that, "When a certain entity serves as a distinctive

feature for a certain substance, then we can properly say, by means of

a samanadhikaranya construction coordinating that entity with that sub-

stance that it has no function apart from that substance and therefore

] ) 4 . .
constitutes a mode of 1t.”3 Therefore the bi-lateral existence of the

e -
33Sri—bhasya, Rangacharya, I1.1.1, p. 196,

s

34Ved5rthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #6068,
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Selves and consciousness never entails an absolute independence from the
Lord, but only a relative independence for as His eternal modes they can
never be separated from the Lord, just as the body cannot be separated from
the empirical Self without perishing. Therefore any perception of an abso-
lute separability must ultimately be of the nature of a ''semblance'" or what
has been designated as '"Ramanuja's methodological equivalent to avidya'.

The bi-lateral nature of consciousness is by no means merely
an extension of the bi-lateral nature of Selves; rather the former makes
the latter possible. R&manuja says that, '"With reference to this various
flow of knowledge as due to the senses, it is spoken of as rising and

3

setting and the Self possesses the quality of an agent." ; It is due to the
bi-lateral nature of consciousness that the Self can be spoken of as an
agent in its svabhava, while immune from action in its svarupa.

Most important, the bi-lateral nature of consciousness and the

Selves illustrates the perennial tension in Ramanuja's system between the

emphasis on "separability" (vaiyadhikaranya) and "inseparability" (saman-

adhikaranya), and discontinuity and continuity. Raminuja divides both
consciousness and the Selves into their essential nature (svarupa and their
manifested nature (svabhava). It should not be forgotten that the svarupa
of the Self and the svarupa of consciousness are synonymous in the sense
that they both denote the same reality. Designating the svarupa of con-

- - 3 s -~_ - ~
sciousness i.e. the dharmi-bhuta-jnana as "D;'", the svarupa of the Self as

"Sf1", the syabhhdya of consciousness i.e. the dharma-bhuta-jnana as '"D," and

the svabhaya of the Self as "Sfy" their relationship can be outlined as

35
érf—bh5$ya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 03.
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follows: Both "Sf;" and "D;'" point to an essential discontinuity

with karma, whereas ”sz” and "D," point to a manifested continuity with
karma. Because "Sf;' and "Sf,'", "D;'" and "Dp'" are not separate categories
but two modes of the same category, Ramanuja can argue for a simultaneous
continuity and discontinuity of the Self with 5§£E§336 Because the

relation between the Self and dharma is functionally reducible in

Ramanuja to the relation between the Self and the dharma-Lhita-jnana,

i.e. "D, that relation can be understood as follows: "Sf;" is essentially

discontinuous with '"D,", because of its immunity from all vikaras residing

in "Dp", whereas "Sf," 1s continuous with "D,". The Self is both continuous
with dharma via "Sf," and discontinuous with dharma via ”Sfl”' Because

the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma is functionally reducible

to the relation between the dharmi—bhﬁta—jgﬁna (i.e. ”Dl”) and the

dharma-bhﬁta-jﬁéna i.e. '"D,", their relation can be understood as follows:

"Di" is both discontinuous with '"D»'" because of its immunity from
vikaras, and continuous with "Dy'" as modes of the same category. Just as

/- T . . . . . . .
the Sarlra—éarlrln is handled in both an integrative and a dissociative

manner, so the relation between these two functions of consciousness
i.e. "Dy" and "D," is handled in both an integrative and a dissoc-

iative manner. The relation between '"D;" and '"D," is handled in an
integrative manner inasmuch as "o and "D,'" are not two categories

but two modes of the same category i.e. consciousness. Therefore

T
JJJ”Sfl” and "D;" are synonymous in the sense that they denote the
same reality even though they hayve different connotations. The synonymy

between "Sfy" and '"Dy" is naot to be understood as a case of simply tautology.

30, . . . .
This should not be confused with the Bhedabheda position which
asserts both continuity and discontinuity simultaneously and in the
"primary sense'. Cf., Vedarthasapgraha #538-#61.
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the distinction between ”Dl” and '"D," does not involve a change of essential

nature so much as a change in mode. Explicitly, "Do'" is handled as
) 4 ~ el — -
a "'part'" (amsa)of ”Dl” as one can gather from Ramanuja's treatment of svabhava

L4 - - . - - . .
as the am$a of svarupa. Yet even explicitly some irreversability is

set up between ”Dl” and "DZ” because of the numerous '"safeguards"

used to protect "D," from the effects of karma. This enables Ramanuja
to argue that ”Dl” is eternal, whereas ”DZ” is transitory, in the sense
that its contents are transitory.37 ”Dl" is immune from karma, whereas

”DZ” is susceptible to karma.38

However, implicitly, as argued earlier, the relation between
Self-knowledge and dharma, i.e. ”Dl" acting with ”DZ”, is
handled like a ""two-tiered" Self-body relationship that
is structurally parallel to g%ﬁkara's model of consciousness from the
two levels of truth. According to this usage, "Dl” is structurally
parallel to consciousness from the 'highest level of truth' i.e. svarupa-
iﬁéﬂﬂ in é%ﬁkara, and ”DZ" is structurally parallel to consciousness
from the "lower level of truth" i.e. vrtti-jfana in éaﬁkara,ssa This
dual usage of consciousness in Ramanuja helps to sort out “dharmic

problems'", such as the question of whether moksa is a pre-given or uan

acquisition. [Lven for Kamanuja, moksa is a pre-given, in the sense that

"D," and"'Sf;" do not change in saiisara. Moksa mercly manifests their

. s 39 . C . . . .
existent condition,  and yet moksa is an acquisition in that 1t entalls
Bt

37 4 - - . .
Cf., Sri-bhasya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 63.

38Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #43,

38a . - . . . N
Refer to Chapter Four for a full investigation of vrtti-jnana

- - . 3
and svarupa-jnana in Sankara,

39

. - -
Cf., Sri-bhasya IV,IV.2.
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an actual purification of "D,".
This is structurally similar to égﬁkara's insistence that

- .- . LA
svarupa—jnana never undergoes any change. Only Vrttl—Jnana undergoes

a real purification in samsara. Vrtti-jfana must be purified to reflect

- .- . . - - « "
svarupa-jnana. In a similar manner Ramanuja argues that DZ” must

be purified to'%eflecf'”Dl”. Bondage pertains to manifested consciousness,

. . « A2 , - . - - - .
i.e. the vrtti-jnana (Sankara) or the dharma-bhuta-jNana ("D7”, Ramanuja)

. . - A=
but never to the essence of consciousness, i.e. the svarupa-jnana

/ - - - -
(Sankara) or the dharmi-bhGta-jNana (”Dl”, Ramanuja).

Yet this structural parallel, co-exists with very real doctrinal
. . 4 . A
differences. So, for instance, Sankara argues that vrtti-jnana can only

reflect svarupa-jhana ; it can never have any actual relationship with

svarupa-jfana but only an apparent relationship, On the contrary Ramanuja

argues in effect that the dharma-bhuta-jfana (i.e. 'D,') not only reflects

the dharmi-bhuta-jNana (i.e. ”Dl”); but also constitutes that self-same

category in another mode. Tor this rcason Sankara argues that the

P e - . - - . = ~—
vrtti-jnana is sublated in moksa, which is for him equal to svarupa-jnana,
—_—, B —————

whereas Ramanuja explicitly argues that the dharma-bhuta-jhana i.e. "D

is not sublated in moksa but is changed from a contracted condition to
an all-expansive condition. Because even the reflection of svarupa-

.- - . RO . .
jniana in vrtti-jnana is not real but only apparent, according to

4 .

Sankara, one cannot spcak of any 'real" purification of consciousness
. { . . . - - . ~ . L~ - .

in Sankara such as is found in Ramanuja, for vrtti-jnana according to
§ahkara is ultimately only an upadhi, falsely super-imposed upon

- ~= 10 . . . .
svarupa—Jﬁana. In this sense bondage is real both with reference to

4OCf., Sutra-bhasya I1.II1.32.
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the order of discovery and with reference to the order of being

for Ramanuja, but real only with reference to the order of discovery

/. 41
for Sankara.

The contraction of the dharma-bhuta-jfana, "D," obscures
42
the svarupa of the Self, ”Sfl", but this obscuration never entails

any change in ”Sfl”. One's perception of "Sf;" changes in samsara,
but ”Sf1” itself does not change. Similarly the contraction of 'D,"
obscures “Dl” but never changes its nature. Ramanuja says, '"...as
the knowing Self is eternal, knowledge which is an essential quality
43
of the Self is also eternal."
Because Réménuja argues that ”Dl” and '"D,'" are not separate

categories but two modes of the same category, the dual dimensions of

PR - O . L T . T . .
separability and inseparability in the Sarira-saririn are simultaneously

maintained in this relationship. The real question is: when does this
separation of consciousness into ”Dl” and ”D2” become a problem which

necessitates sadhana? It is because of the contraction of 'D," that

41
Cf., Chapter Two, section 4,

42
Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #13.

43, ;
Sri-bhasya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 63.
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abhimana (''the misconception of the Self as the body'") occurs. Ramanuja
says in this respect that, "Owing to that contraction the identifcation
of the soul with the proper form of its body, god etc., is brought
about."*®  Varadachari attributes "avidya'" in Ramanuja to a lack of
communication between ”Dl" and "D2”, especially to the mis-perception

of ”Dl” as ”D2” and vice-versa, thus involving an apparent transfer of
properties. He says,

Thus we find that the true source of the illusion

called atma-deha-bhrama consists not in the veiling

by primeval adhydsa, or ignorance, not yet a beginning-
less karma, but in the two-fold limitation of the soul;
(i) the privateness and exclusiveness and self-enjoying
nature of the dharmi-bhuta-jiana, which does not even
apprehend its anputva, or kartrtva attributes but only
its pratyaktva, selfness, and ekatva, oneness, and
anukulatva, which makes it impossible for it to know
that these attributes are exclusively its own rather
than of the body it tenants, and (ii) the dharma-

bhuta- jfana which due to limitation due to beginning-
less karma and its consequent avidya, does not apprehend
this specific exclusivenss of these attributes
pratyaktva, ekatva and anuklatva and jhatrtva and others
of the self, and thus causes the delusion or illusion
that the body is the self or soul.45

Therefore a lack of communication betwcen ”Dl" and "D,'" causes
the mis-perception (abhimana) of the Self as the body, and the mis-
perception of the Self as absolutely independent of the Lord.

"D " plays a somewhat ambiguous role in Ramanuja's thought as
;" play g j g

44, - : =
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #4353,

45,
K.

C. Varadachari, Sri Ramanuja's Theory of Knowledge (Tirupati:
Tirupati Devasthanams Press, 1956), p. 235. llerein after cited as:
Sri Ramanuja's Theory of Knowledge.
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it both reinforces "avidya'" and helps to remove "avidya'. éﬁﬁkara
argues, in a similar manner, that bondage and liberation refer to the
vrtti-jhana and not to the self. %0 Likewise Ramanuja argues that "D
is unable to know itself in relation to other Selves and the Lord without

the reflexive action of ”DZ”. Varadachari says in this regard: '"Thus

it is that dharma-bhuta-jnana helps not only the understanding of the

objects outside the individual, the perception of the body and its
states, but finally it acts reflexively in so far as it reveals to the
soul its own qualities as specially related to it.”47 Without ”Dz”
”Dl” can only know itself in isolation and not in relation to other
Selves and the Lord. Ramanuja refers to "D, as, "...the shining forth
or being manifest by its own existence merely to its own substrate."

Though all Selves, according to Ramanuja, are equal because of ”Dl”, this

/ _ -
fact is only known via "D,'". Similarly, Sankara argues that svarupa—jﬁana

"meeds'vrtti-jnana to know itself as 5varﬁpa—jﬁ§na.49 Ramanuja refers to this

equality of all Selves by virtue of "D," in many places in his Gita-bhagya:
",..between you and other beings there is equality when dissociated from
the prakriti, on account of (your self and all other selves) being

solely of the form of knowled’e.“so This "knowledge'" refers here
8 8

v 46Cf., Chapter Four tftor a full discussion of this point in

Sankara.

47Sri Ramanuja's Theory of Knowledge, p. 234-35.

484 - - .
Sri-bhasya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 55.

49Cf., Chapter Four on jnana-voga,

ORamanuja, Gita-bhasya IV.35.
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to "D, as it is later specified in his Gita-bhasya as 'being solely

of the form of uncontracted knowledge....,”s1 and as being free from

karma.52 But the perception of this equality can only occur via
”DZ” when it has regained its natural all-expansive condition, ”Dz”
in the moksa state is referred to as, 'the divine eye'": '...omniscience
is affirmed with reference to the released soul: 'Indeed, this above-
mentioned person perceiving with his mind, namely, the divine eye
(or attributive intelligence), enjoys all the qualities which are in
the world which is the Brahman.'”s3

Though they function together,54one can distinguish between
the roles of "D;'" and "D, in samsara. "D," in samsara refers to Self-
knowledge in isolation from a knowledge of other Selves and the Lord
or abstract Self-knowledge. ”Dl” becomes obscurcd in samsara but does
not alter its nature. ”DZ” in samsara refers to Self-knowledge that is

continuous with a knowledge of other Seclves and the Lord or relational

Self-knowledge that becomes contracted becausc of the influence of karma.

This separation of roles leads to a lack of communication between
”Dl” and "D," in samsara. Perhaps this separation of roles cven constitutes

samsara for Ramanuja and the restoration of their unity constitutes

moksa.
—

>lipid., vi, 31.

SZCf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VI.34.

. _ o
o _SJ§IELBB§iX§3 Rangacharya, IV.IV.16, I.II1.18. See also Ramanuja,
Gita-bhasya XI.S,

4 . . y ;
Consciousness reveals its substrate and objects simultancously.
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Ramanuja explicitly argues that the contraction of '"D,)" in
LIS z "np o 55 :
safmsara causes the obscuration of Dl . But the separation of the
roles of ”Dl” and ”Dz” in safisara makes this claim problematic. Shri

rd - .
Shastri articulates this problematic in his SatabhusanI: "Since contraction

of dharmabhuta-jfana cannot bring about a corresponding contraction of

the dharmibhita-jhana, something else besides karma has got to be

accepted with a view to explaining the obscuration of the dharmibhuta-
iﬁégg,”56 But this "other cause' is precisely the self-concealment of
the Lord which is ultimately responsible for the obscuration of "Dl”.
For as hitherto pointed oué?xggzgg can be described as the prior cause of
avidya in the order of discovery, but the prior cause of avidya in the
order of being can only be the Lord. Accordingly Ramanuja states:
"Indeed, the Supreme Person causes the concealment of the natural
auspicious form of that(individual self)...through His resolve.”57 Yet
in the order of discovery Ramanuja emphasizes a conative explanation
for avidya; that is, man's 'disobediencé’or his willful separation from
the Lord is emphasized in explaining avidyé.58 On the
contrary, gahkara emphasizes a cognitive explanation for avidya.
Though the roles of ”Dl” and ”DZ” arc scparated in samsara,

they converge functionally in moksa wherein "D," appropriates the natural
o bty S 2

5 -

Vedarthasamgraha Van Buitenen, #43., "Owing to that contraction the
identification of the soul with the proper form of its body, god etc., is brought
about."

6Anima Sen Gupta, A Critical Study of the Philosophy of Ramanuja
(Varanasi: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Office), p. 123. Shri Shastri
is here quoted by A, S. Gupta.

5
6aCf., Chapter Two, section c.

7L - -
Sri-bhasva Rangacharva II1I.I1I.4.

58

5

Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XVIII.53.
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purity of ”Dl” and goes further than ”Dl” inthat it perceives itself
relationally and not in isolation. In this sense ”D2” becomes responsible,
functionally speaking, for the Self-knowledge in moksa which is presented
as relational Self-knowledge rather than Self-knowledge in isolation.
In moksa the Self is only known in its "primary sense' as inseparable
from the Lord. Ramanuja here refers to this Self-knowledge in moksa:
"The consciousness of the released soul therefore expresses itself in
the following form: 'I am Brahman, without any division'.”59 Réménuja
does not interpret moksa as identity as with gaﬁkara, but rather as a
form of lived inseparability. Therefore the bi-lateral existence of
Selves i.e., their capacity to function both as substances and as attributes,
ceases in moksa when they function only as attributes inseparable from
the Lord yet without being identical with the Lord.

Though Ramanuja rcfers to ”Dl” as consciousness in the "primary
sense' and ”D2” as consciousness in the ''secondary sense' in samsara,6o(a5

one can infer from his usage of svarupa and svabhava) their roles are reversed

in moksa wherein "D,'" becomes equated with consciousness in the ''primary
bt dad 2
61
sense' and '"D;'" becomes equal with consciousness in the ''secondary sense'.

Although in the former instance the "primary sense' and ''secondary sense'

of consciousness simply refer to the svarupa and svabhava of consciousness.in

the latter instance the 'primary sense'" and ''secondary sense' refer to the

594 = 1o . .
Sri-bhasya Thibaut,IV.IV.4.

60ce., §ri-bhasya 1.1.1, p. 72 (Thibaut). As Ramanuja is not
dealing with any "dharmic problem™ here he simply refers to the svarupa
of consciousness i.e. "D.'" as its "primary sense¢" and the svabhava of
consciousness i.e. "D, as its '"sccondary sense',

61.. 2= - R
Cf., Sri-bhasya IV.IV.16 and I.III.1S8,


http:I.III.18
http:I\'.I\'.16
http:consciousness_-.:.in

214

"extended sense'" (upalaksana) of consciousness as inseparable from the
Lord versus the as-if separability of consciousness from the Lord.
The latter use of the "primary and secondary sense' equals Ramanuja's

Ve
methodological equivalents to Sanhkara's "primary" and "secondary

senses”.62 ”Dl” which is the abstract knowledge of the Self becomes
co-related with Self-knowledge in its "secondary sense' i,e. as-if
separable from the Lord. ”DZ” which is relational Self-knowledge

becomes co-related with Self-knowledge in its "primary sense' i,e. as
inseparable from the Lord. This change in thesignificance of the roles of
”Dl” and '"Dp' in Egﬁgg_entails the implicit evaluation of "Dy over 'Dy"
which reverses the explicit evaluation of '"Dj" over "D, in samsara. The
immgnity of '"D{" from the effects of karma and temporality is the basis for
the evaluation of '"D;'" over 'D," in samsara. The implicit co-relation of
”D2" with Self-knowledge in its "extended sense'" as inseparable from the
Lord and continuous with all Selves is the basis for the evaluation of
"D2" over “D1” in moksa. This is so because abstract Self-Knowledge,
which is here implicitly identified with ”Dl”, no longer operates in
moksa, but only relational Sclf-knowledge. In this sense ”D2” may be
described as appropriating the functions of ”Dl” in moksa. For these
reasons Ramanuja rcfers to ”Dz” in moksa as the 'divine eye': ..."that
same (self), when he has shaken off the body and the senses, which are
dependent upon karma, enjoys all desires through the divine, i.e., the

spiritually natural knowledge denoted by the word, mind....”6J

62Cf., Chapter Two, section 2 (iii and iv).
34 - - - - - - -
6eri-bha§ya Rangacharya, I.III.18. Cf,, Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya
XI.8 and Sri-bhlsyva IV.IV.10.
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From this it may be said that "DZ” is theologically and epistcmolo-
gically morc significant that "D " for Ramanuja. It is epistemologically
more significant than ”Dl”, which establishes the equality of all
Selves with the Lord, for that equality can only be perceived via
”D2”. ”Dl” without ”DZ” is not even able to perceive its own unique
qualities. It is theologically more significant because it holds
together both ends of the spectrum of sadhana in Ramanuja i.e. the
"as-if separability''between the Selves and the Lord and their '"actual
inseparability." That is, it is because of ”DZ”, specifically because
of its contraction, that the false sense of separability in samsara
occurs. Yet it is also because of "DZ”, specifically when it regains
its natural expansiveness, that this mis-perception is overcome in
moksa and the Self perceives its actual inseparability from the Lord.
Therefore, in this sense, ”DZ” can be understood as reinforcing
both the mis-perception of an 'as-if separability" in sahsara and the
perception of the "actual inseparability' between the Selves and the Lord
in moksa. Thercfore all illusions are referred to it, yet it is implicitly
described as more important than ”Dl” in moksa.

This capacity of ”DZ“ to recinforce both the mis-perception of
an "as-if separability" in sahsara and the perception of the "actual
inseparability' between the Sclves and the Lord in moksa is functionally
parallel to the role of avidya in gahkara. That is avidva can be under-
stood as reinforcing both the mis-perception of the "as-if duality” in
samsara, and the perception of the "actual non-duality" between the Self
and Brahman in moksa: just as avidya is described as projecting that

false sense of duality in samsara, so it is also described as a means
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for leading one beyond it in his adhyaropa-apavada strategy. It might

be said that Ramanuja used "D," to perform the functions that avidya
played in Advaita: '"For the opponents had not only to refute the
avidya doctrine; they also had to solve the theoretical problems which
the Advaitins solved by means of that doctrine."64

But as hitherto pointed out, the implicit convergence between
éaﬁkara and Ramanuja on the question of Self-knowledge emerges most

clearly from the a-posteriori standpoint i.e. from the standpoint of

moksa. From this standpoint, it is disclosed that both the svarupa

of the Self,"Sfy", and the svarﬁga of consciousness, ”Dl”, do not
change in samsara; rather their self-same condition which was obscured
in safsara is manifested in moksa. Ramanuja states in this regard:
"That special condition into which the soul passes on having,...approached
the highest light is a manifestation of its own true nature, not an
origination of a new character.”65 Most important, it is disclosed
from this standpoint that the svabhava of consciousness, ”DZ”, does not
so much acquire a new condition of all-expansiveness in moksa as regain
its original all-expansiveness., Although in the order of discovery onc
first encounters a contracted "D," in samsara it is later disclosed in

66
moksa as being naturally all-expansive in the order of being.

6 - - ) ) - - -
4J. M. Cashore,"Ramanuja's Objections to the Maya-Vada"

(unpublished paper).
6S§ri—bh55ya Thibaut, IV.IV.1.

66Cf., footnote 1, p. 35 from Vedanta Defika's T§a-bhasya:

.. .beholding Brahman is the natural quality of the individual's consclious-
ness."
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This is structurally parallel to ggﬁkara who argues that though moksa
is a pre-given, one first cncounters adhyasa in the order of discovery.
The following excerpt from Ramanuja suggests that because the Self is
essentially consciousness, the original all-expansiveness of '"D,"
in moksa is a matter of manifestation rather than acquisition: '"When
B
therefore at the moment of release those essential qualities assert
themselves, the case is one of manifestation of what already exists,
.. . 07
not one of origination.
. - - /

In this sense, both Ramanuja and Satkara argue that moksa
does not entail the acquisition of a new nature but the manifestation
of one's original nature. Thus even for Ramanuja the language of ''accom-
plishment' cannot apply to moksa: 'That essential natureno doubt is
something eternally accomplished, but as in the Samsara state it is
obscured by Nescience in the form of Karman; the text refers to the
. . . . . , n08
cessation of such obscuration as 'accomplishment!.

Most important, liberatcd consciousness means consciousness
inhering in the Lord as inseparable from Him and from the point of view
of the Lord there is no distinction between sahsara and moksa. This
distinction only ecmerges from our point of view when we view ourselves
as-if separate from the Lord.

Thus despite the very rcal doctrinal differences between

- - Vs -

Ramanuja and Safkara on the nature of Self-knowledge, an area of convergence

emerges between them on this question. According to both Ramanuja

677 < - . . -
Sri-bhasya Thibaut, IV,IV.3.

/_ -—
SSri-bhasya Thibaut, IV,IV.2.
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/ - -
and Sankara, the essential nature of consciousness i.e. svarupa-jnana

7 - o - -
for Saikara or the dharmi-bhuta-jnana ”Dl”, for Ramanuja does not

change in sahsara: only the manifested nature of consciousness,

~ - Z . - -
i.e. vrtti-jhana for Sarnkara, or the dharma-bhita-jNana "D,", for

Ramanuja changes in samsara. But whereas for Ramanuja the manifested

nature of consciousness is integral to the essential nature of conscious-
- 3 , - -

ness the manifested nature of consciousness for Sattkara is ultimately

only a false super-imposition projected upon the essential nature of

consciousness which alone remains unsublated in moksa.

2. The "Two Truths'" in Ramanuja: Concrete Self-Knowledge

Versus Abstract Self-knowledge

Preamble

The implicit evaluation of ”DZ” over “Dl” that has been investigated
in the previous section, was largely based on the corresponding evalua-
tion of concrete Self-knowledge over abstract Self-knowledge. This
distinction between concrete Self-knowledge over abstract Sclf-knowledge
is Ramanuja's equivalent to the '"two truths' enumerated in the Mundaka
Upanisad 1.1.4. Ramanuja refers to these ''two truths'" as follows:

"'Two sciences have to be known'! by him who is desirous of attaining the
Braghman. The meaning is that there are two accepted kinds of knowledge
which relate to the Brahman, and may respectively be characterized as
direct and indirect. Of these, the indirect form{of knowledge) is obtained
by means of the scriptures; the direct form {of knowledge)is obtained by

. 69 - -
means of the process of mental concentration known as yoga." Ramanuja

69§r1~bh55ya Rangacharya, I,I11.23.
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is here caricaturizing the "explicit strand" in géﬁkara, represented by
Surefvara and the Vivarana school, where it is argued that £ravana
{(""hearing" i.e. of éEEEE) was the only karapa ('catalyst'") capable of
eliciting Self-realization.70 But in the "implicit strand'" in ggﬁkara,
represented by the Bhamatl school, an analogous distinction is made
between a direct knowledge of the Self versus an indirect or general
knowledge of the Self.71

This distinction is Ramanuja betweeqﬁn indirect or abstract Self-
knowledge and a direct or concrete Self-knowledge is ultimately related
to the distinction between Self-knowledge in the '"secondary sense'

i.e. as-if separable from the Lord and Self-knowledge in the "primary
sense'" i,e. as inseparable from the Lord.

John Plott uses the terms 'contuition’” and 'intuition'' to describe
this distinction in Ramanuja: ''Bhakti is not the intuitive apprehension
of God, but the contuitive comprehension within God (as Love Himself).”72
One might reduce these '"two truths'" in Ramanuja to the difference between
two prepositions - '"of" and "within'",

According to Ramanuja concrete Self-knowledge is intuitive, not

merely intellectual knowledge. Ramanuja says that, '"'Such remembrance

-

73

is of the same character (form) as seeing (intuition)...." For this reason

70Cf

.

§aﬁkara, Gita-bhasya XIIT.12,

71Cf., §aﬁkara,/Git5-bh55ya 111.41. Tor a full discussion of
these two positions in Sankara on this issue, see Chapter Four, 3b.

72John C. Plott, A Philosophy of Devotion,p. 118.

Sri-bhasya Thibaut, I.1.1, pp. 14-15.
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Ramanuja argues against jﬁana-yoga as a self-sufficient path and advocates
the combination of jfiana-yoga and karma-yoga.74 This combination

- . SN -
(i.e. visama-samuccaya of jnana-yoga and karma-yoga must mature into

bhdakti ("devotion"), for according to Ramanuja, bhakti is that form of
concrete Self-Knowledge enjoined to eradicate "avidya'. He says,
'""...the means of attaining Brahman is a superior bhakti in the form of
rememorization staggered to a state of extremely lucid perception.”75
As shall be demonstrated later, the highest form of concrete Self-
knowledge is perhaps prapatti (''surrender"), for in the act of surrender
to the Lord one discovers who one is.

Whether or not these '"two truths'" in Ramanuja should be under-
stood as continuous or as discontinuous will be the special concern of

this section.

2a. Ramanuja's Explicit Intentions in Evaluating Concrete Self-knowledge

Over Abstract Self-knowledge

Ramanuja argues that it is only through an encounter with the
Lord, and not through any abstract knowledge of Him, that we come to

know ourselves becausc the Supreme Person (Purusottama) must be known

concretely, not abstractly.

Ramanuja's cxplicit intention in this cvaluation of concrete

74Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya III, 26, IV.24. By the ternm

"combination', samuccayain the usual scnse of sama-samuccava 1s not meant.
But Ramanuja argues for a mitigated form of samuccayal.e. visama-

- . . . e — —_— N
samucaya in his insistence that Karma though not an equal to jnana
can function as its auxiliary.

75 - ) s - -
Vedarthasamgraha Van Buitenen, #141, Sce also Sri-bhasya

I.1.1.
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Self-knowledge over abstract Self-knowledge was to emphasize the importance
/ - -
of the will, 1In contrast to Sankara, Ramanuja concentrates on the conative
aspect of both avidya, i.e. in man's willful autonomy,76and its removal,
i.e. in man's capacity to control the senses and the mind by the will.
In regard to the latter Ramanuja states that, "He....who controls the
mind by the will, that is who makes the mind fit for meditation by making
it turn away from the objects of the senses....he experiences the self
AU . w?7 -~ - 78

as it is in reality. Therefore Ramanuja insists’ that because
bondage is concrete, it can only be removed by a concrete cause, i.e.
concrete Self-knowledge: '"...as bondage is something real, it cannot

. w79 = - L. . . 80
be put an end to by knowledge. Ramanuja is here attacking the claim
that moksa can be attained by §abda—jﬁ5na alone, P. N, Srinivasachari
in interpreting this conative emphasis in Ramanuja remarks: ''He who

has specialized in the philosophy of action, the krtsnavit, knows that

jhana or akarma is an activity and that karma presupposes jhana.

) . . ) . . 81 . .
Conation 1is rationalised and Reason 1s conative." This conative

76Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #143, Ramanuja there refers to avidya

as "the wishful misconception of independence...."

77Ram5nuja, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 53,

, - -
78Cf., Sri-bhasya, Great Siddhanta, objecction seven.

792 - - -
Sri-bhasya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 145,

80, . L . . . 7,
This c¢laim is evident in the "explicit strand" of Sankara,
represented by Suregvgra and the Vivarana school. See, anpter Four for
a full discussion of Sabda-jnana in Sankara and the Post-Sankarites.

81P. N. Srinivasachari, The Ethical Philosophy of the Gita
(Madras: Sri Ramakrishna Math., 1971), p. 64,
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emphasis leads Ramanuja to argue that Self-knowledge cum dharma is
greater than mere abstract Self-knowledge. Unlike §;ﬁkara, Ramanuja
insists on treating the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma
as continuous. Therefore a knowledge of the distinction between the

Self and the prakpti (viveka-jfana) is regarded as the basis and ground

for dharma. Ramanuja says accordingly: '"...the talk about what is
righteous and what is unrighteous...is the result of a knowledge

of the self as distinct from the body.”.82 Co-relatively dharma

is regarded as the means for Self-realization.83
Whereas gaﬁkara describes the will as an adjunct (upadhi} superim—.
posed upon pure consciousness (cit), Ramanuja describes the will as part
of the svabhava though not the svarﬁga of the Self. Yet unlike
Samkhya where it is argued that the will is simply part of prakrti
("matter') and opposed to the nature of the purusa ("spirit'), the will
functions in Ramanuja's system like the "body" for the svarupa of the
Self. In this manner the strict dualism of Samkhya is mitigated by

-

/7 - Vd - . 83& - T .
the sarira-saririn. Because of the farira-faririn between the Selves

and the Lord, the will is finally understood as a mode of the Lord. This
is the metaphysical basis in Ramanuja for arguing that man's own will

is ultimately impotent in affecting moksa. Therefore it is only when

the natural will functions as inseparable from the divine will that

frecedom can be recalized. Ramanuja does not cater to the common sense

zRaminuja, Gita-bhasya IT.11.

83Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #3.

i d l_ -
8330 &ri-bhasya 11.11.9.
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view that freedom means being subject only to oneself, Rather he argues
. . . . 84

that freedom consists in being "subservient to Another." Whereas
being coerced in subservience to another constitutes bondage, to surrender
to the Lord constitutes Bliss. For this reason the Self-realization
conferred by the Lord is implicitly evaluated above any Self-realization

. 85
attained through one's own efforts.

This evaluation of concrete Self-knowledge over abstract Self-
knowledge can be also understood in terms of Ramanuja's explicit intention
to treat ontology and ethics as inseparable, K. C. Varadachari observes
that, '"Value is the corrective to Truth...the fire-test that truth has
. . .86
to stand before it can claim truth.

Ramanuja's evaluation of concrete Self-knowledge over abstract

Self-knowledge never entails the abandonment of the upanisadic dictim

- - - . a
that only Brahma-vidya confers moksa. Rather, Ramanuja like Sanhkara

insists that only Brahma-vidya confers moksa, but they differ in their

conception of that Brahma-vidya., Ramanuja says, "We admit that release

consists only in the cessation of Nescience, and that this cessation
results entirely from the knowledge of Brahman., But a distinction

. - - 8

has here to be made rcgarding the nature of this knowledge...." 7

Ramanuja insists that only that concretc knowledge of Brahman which

culminates in bhakti (bhakti=rupd-pannam jNanam) can cradicate avidya.

84Ved5rthasamgraha Van Buitencn, #143,

85

Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya ITI,9,

! / -
86Metgghysics of Sri Ramanuja's Sri-bhagya, pp. 95-96.

874 - . - .
Sri-bhasya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 1I.
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Though Ramanuja argues that only Brahma-vidya confers moksa, karma-yoga

is accepted as an auxiliary to Brahma-vidya. Vedanta Degfka refers to

this mitigated form of samuccaya (“combination", i.,e. of jfana and karma)

in Ramanuja as '"...the organic relation between action and knowledge as

subsidiary and main, (and) the crossing over death through knowledge alone.”88

Ramanuja insists that whereas kamya-karma (action performed with

desire) reinforces avidya, niskamya-karma (action performed without desire)

is continous with the process of removing that avidya. Ramanuja says

that, "...enjoying the rita (Ka. Up. III, 1) - denotes such actions

as aim at no worldly end, but only at the propitiation of the highest
Person, and thus enable the devotee to reach him. The word 'anrita'
therefore denotes actions of a different kind, i.e. such as aim at

worldly results and thus stand in the way of the soul reaching Brahman...."
Therefore the evaluation of concrete Self-knowledge over abstract Self-

knowledge never entails the glorification of mere karma as such, i.e.

kamya-karma.

2b. The Relationship Between These '""Two Truths' and their Corresponding

Moksa States

Whereas the Northexn and Southern school of Vigiggﬁdvaita

located the problematic discussed above in the friction between the two

88\ cdinta DeSika, Ifa-bhasya #11. Ramanuja therefore does not

arguc that karma and j¥ana are cqually efficacious in leading to
moksa i.e. sama-samuccavavada but rather that karma is a useful
auxiliary to jnana i.e, visama-samuccava-vada.

89

7 -
Sri-bhasya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 125,

39


http:j\1\'3.na

225

moksa states kaivalyago ('"the isolated state of the Self') or Sclf-
realization and sayujya (''co-union with the Lord"), or God-realization,
Ramanuja himself located the problematic more in the means to those
moksa states, i.e. in abstract Self-knowledge or concrete Self-knowledge.

Therefore the opposition in Ramanuja is not in the form of sayujya versus

kaivalya per se, but it is in the form of a friction between two senses

of kaivalya, i.e. kaivalya understood as a relational form of Self-

knowledge continuous with a knowledge of other Selves and the Lord91

-
versus kaivalya understood as a non-relational form of Self—knowledge.g“

Whereas the former sense of kaivalya, like the brahma-bhuta ("become

-

Brahman') state,go is a natural part (g@ég) and means to sayﬁjya, the
latter sense of kaivalya as an isolated state of the Self is not continuous
with sayujya but to a large extent opposed to it. Co-relatively the
former sense of kaivalya is closer to what has been designated in Ramanuja
as "Self-knowledge in the primary sense," i.c. as inseparable from the
Lord, whereas the latter sense of kaivalya is closer to what has been
designated as '"Self-knowledge in the secondary sense,'" i.e. as-if

separable from the Lord. The Northern school of Vifistadvaita emphasizes

the former, relational sense of kaivalya and thus describe it as an
- . . - L -
accessory to sayujyva. In this regard Vedanta DcSika observes that,

"...the realization of the self without any secparate results of its

9 . . . .
OThough whether kaivalya is a moksa state or its preparation

is another issuc that will be discussed below.

91Cr., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasva VIII.13.

’ _ -
92ce., Sri-bhisya I.11.12.

93 - -
°Cf., Bhagavad-Gita VI, 27.
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own makes it an essential pre-requisite of God—realization.”94 The

.. - . .
Southern school of Visistadvaita favour the latter non-relational sense

of kaivalya, and, thus describe it as both discontinuous and opposed

to sayﬁjya.gs John Plott in representing the Southern school on this

issue, goes so far as to interpret it as,",..a 'dead end'...like Dante's

limbo - a place for 'philosophers' who never suffer, but who never

experience glory either.”96
It might be said that Ramanuja's use of kaivalya in these two

senses, i.e. as both relationa197 and as non-relational as that ''state

of pure isolation”,98 justifies the subsequent controversy between the

two schools on the status of kaivalya. Like the Northern school

Ramanuja often refers to kaivalya and sayujya, especially in his Gita-bhagya,

according to a means/end schema. The following excerpt from his Gita-bhasya

is such an example: "He who has realized the state of the brahman, that

is, he to whom the essential nature of the self has become manifest as

consisting of infinite knowledge and as having the sole character of being

yedanta Defika, Tatparyachandrika from Ramanuja, Gita-bhasva
III, footnote #99.

SThe Southern school argue that kaivalya acts as an obstacle
towards obtaining sayujya: 'Being a soul-state rising to Divine planes
or God-state is shut off.''(point cightcen) from '""The Astadasa-bhedas
or the Eighteen Points of Doctrinal Differences between the Tengalais
(Southerners) and the Vadagalais (Northerners) of the Visistadvaita
Vaisnava School, South India', in Asiatic Society of Great Britain
(July 1910}, p. 1103, by Govindacarya M.R.A.S. Herein after cited as:
The Astdddsa-bhedas.

" 96

A Philosophy of Devotion, pp. 267-68,

97Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasva VIII.2S.

982 - - .
Sri-bhasyva Thibaut, [.II.12, p. 271.
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absolutely dependent on and subservient to Me....he attains eminent
devotion for Me.”gg Kaivalya is understood above as a preparation

for sayujya. Yet like the Southern school Ramanuja also treats kaivalya
and moksa as discontinuous, especially in the éri—bhésya.loo As pointed
out above, Ramanuja argues that there is no abstract Self-knowledge in
moksa because the svarﬁga of the Self can only be perceived relationally

. . - .- . - = .
in moksa via the dharma-bhuta-jnana. For this reason Ramanuja argues

that the non-relational sense of kaivalya i.e. as "a state of pure isolation"
. - . 100a
is opposed to sayujya.
This ambiguity in Ramanuja is also illustrated in his use of the
s - -
term '"moksa'". In the Sri-bhasya the term refers only to savujya and

. 101 . . - - -
not to kaivalya, whereas in his Gita-bhasya the term refers to both

sayujya and kaivalya.lo2 This ambiguity in Ramanuja as to whether

kaivalya is a moksa state or its preparation led to the subsequent
discussion betwen the Northern and Southern schools on whether kaivalya
is destructible or indestructible.

Yet, as mentioned above, Ramanuja located the problematic
more in the means to these moksa states than in kaivalya and

sayﬁjya per se., The rcal friction is betwecn a kaivalya attained

99R5manuja, Gita-bhasya XVIIT, 54. Sce also VIII, 13,

100ce  &ibhasya 1.11.12.

1
9031414,

7 - -
101Cf., Sri-bhasva [.I1I,12,
102 - - - - - - ‘o
Cf. Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VIII.22, Yet Vedanta DeSika,
emphasizing the Northern school, argues that kaivalya is "...here called
moksa by courtesy'; cf., footnote 271, Chapter VI from Ramanuja, Gita-
bhasya.
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through one's efforts alone via an exclusive path of jfana-yoga or
abstract Self-knowledge and a kaivalya attained ultimately through the

Lord's grace via a bhakti-yoga prefaced by §ﬁéna~yoga and karma-yoga

or concrete Self-knowledge. Though Ramanuja admits the former as a

105 he clearly advises against it. In fact he refers to

possibility,
the "tragic fate'" of those attempting kaivalya through their own efforts
alone: "In the case of him whose mind is not dedicated to Me and who is
engaged in controlling the senses through nis own exertion, the right

104 But Ramanuja

disposition about the pure self is never established."”
emphasizes a kaivalya attained via concrete Self-knowledge. He says
that, "...for those who long merely for the state of self-sufficient
isolation (kaivalya) of the self, the discipline of devotion (bhakti-yoga)

105 - - . X
w10 Consequently, Ramanuja points to the supreme

is the means....
kaivalya as bestowed by the Lord Himself: 'The Supreme Person pleased
by sacrifices and such other works bestows on him the undisturbed

. 1106 . . ~ =L,
vision of the self, According to the dual strands in Ramanuja's
methodology these ''two truths'" are used both in an integrative manner,
according to a means/end schema and in a dissociative manner in which

concrete Self-knowledge is described as opposed to abstract Self-

knowledge.

1OJCf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XIII,1,

4R5m5nuja, Gita-bhasya I1.66.
sRamanuja, Gita-bhasya XITI, Introduction, p. 353.

10654, 111.9.
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2¢c. The Relationship Between the "Two Truths' According to a Means/End

Schema

Though Ramanuja argues that the abstract knowledge of the sacred

107

texts cannot remove the concrete condition of bondage, he does

acknowledge that an abstract knowledge of the texts is a necessary
pre-requisite for concrete Self-knowledge. Accordingly he says, "And
wnat is required for the acquisition of that (loving devotion) is knowledge

108 Co-relatively though Ramanuja repeatedly

09

born of the scriptures..,
advises against the practice of jlana-yoga as a self-sufficient path,1
he does admit that kaivalya can be attained by this arduous route if
it is preceded by karma—Xoga.llo Ramanuja enacts a curious Advaitic
device in reverse by arguing that jNana-yoga is provisionally efficacious
for the '"unenlightenned man" until the emergence of bhakti-voga. He
says that, "...the discipline intended for the realisation of the self
is good for one who is incapable of the practice of loving devotion
(to the Lord)." 1!

In his GIita-bhasya Ramanuja usually treats kaivalya as a relational
form of Sclf-knowledge continuous with a knowledge of other Selves

and the Lord. Because of this he usually refers to kaivalya as the means

to sayujya, its part (améab and subsidiary ($esa) to sayujya. He states

1O7Cf., éri—bhﬁsya I.1.1, Great Siddhanta.

/ - - - - - -
- lOSSri—bha§ya Rangacharya, 1.11.23, Sec also Ramanuja, Gita-
bhasya I1.38,39.

109

Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya ITI.25, IV.24,

BO0ce  piminuja, Gita-bhasya I1.72.

W pamanuja, Giti-bhasya XI1.12.
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that the "...knowledge of the individual soul is laid down as essential
by (the words), 'through knowledge derived from yogic self-concentration',
on account of (its) being accessory to the knowledge of the Supreme

112

Brahman enjoined in(the words), 'after knowing God'." This means/end

schema between kaivalya and sayujya is even more apparent when kaivalya

is described as bestowed by the Lord as in the following: "To them who
wish to be constantly united (to Me) and who worship Me, I give with
love that particular mental condition by which they attain to Me.”llJ

Vedanta Defika is even more explicit in arguing for a means/end schema

between kaivalya and sayujya. He says that, '"...the realization of the

self without any separate results of its own makes it an essential
. s e . . o114
pre-requisite of God-realization.
This means/end schema between the 'two truths' already implies
a measure of discontinuity for they are not admitted as equal alternatives.
Rather abstract Self-knowledge and the corresponding moksa state of
kaivalya is clearly subordinated (§ésa) to concrete Self-knowledge and

the corresponding moksa state of sayujya. This subordination is clearly

illustrated in Ramanuja's interpretation of the dahara-vidya described

in the Chandogya Upanisad. There he argues that Prajapati's teaching on

the Sclf should be clecarly subordinated to the tcaching on the dahara-

vidya, for the Self-knowledge included in devotion to the Lord is

zRimEnuJa, Gita-bhasya III, Introduction,
13- - . - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VII, 14,

114 - i - . . - - s,
1 Vedanta Deglka, Tatparyachandrika quoted in Ramanuja, Gita-

bhasya III, footnote #99.
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evaluated as higher than any mere abstract Self—knowledge.l15 S. S.

Raghavachar, in his commentary on this passage in Ramanuja, makes this
observation: "Self-attainment is not an autonomous process; it occurs
as a part of the experience of the Supreme., Self-liberation is precipi-

116

tated, as it were, in the vision of God." Ramanuja argues in many

places in his Gita-bhasya that a kaivalya bestowed by the Lord is higher

than any kaivalya attained through one's own efforts. He says:

"Unable to put up with his separation (from Myself), I Myself want him.
The meaning is that I Myself give him that progress in his worship
which is required for attaining Me, the destruction of all obstacles
thereto and the condition of My being extremely dear to him etc.”117
The Self-knowledge bestowed by the Lord is closer to what has been
designated in Ramanuja as "'Self-knowledge in the primary sense" i.e.

as inseparable from the Lord., As the next section will argue the full
implication of this co-relation of concrete Self-knowledge with
"Self-knowledge in the primary sense'' is the implicit co-relation of

abstract Self-knowledge with "Self-knowledge in the secondary sense',

i.e, as-if separable from the Lord.

2d. The Relationship Between the "Two Truths' as Manifesting an Implicit

Discontinuity

The problematic considered here is located more in the friction

WSce & i-bhasya I.111.19.

1165. S. Raghavachar, Sri Ramanuja on the Upanishads (Madras:

Rangacharya Memorial Trust, 1972), p. 60.

117

Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VIII.14, Sece also III.9 and X.10.
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between concrete Self-knowledge and abstract Self-knowledge considered
by Ramanuja as means to the states of kaivalya and sayujya themselves.
So the term 'kaivalya'" in Ramanuja does not have the pcjorative connota-
tion that it acquires in the Southern school. 0. Lacombe says in this

respect: '"On remarque que le texte de Cri Nivasa comporte a l'endroit

de la deliverance par isolement une nuance prejorative dont Ramanoudja

118 . . . . - - .
semble se garder." 1 The pejorative connotation in Ramanuja becomes

linked with the means of abstract Self-knowledge or the exercise of
jhana-yoga in isolation. Accordingly Ramanuja says that, '"...one who
undertakes jhana-yoga in any other way (i.e. without doing karma-yoga)

is a hypocrite.”119 When the natural will fails to surrender to the Lord's
will, with which it is essentially '"one', it only increases that false
sense of separability, Ramanuja observes that "In the case of him...who

is engaged in controlling the sense through his own exertion, the right

disposition about the pure self 1s never established'". This failure to

surrender to the Lord's will reflects a false sense of the Self as one's

own '"property'. Ramanuja says that such ones are accordingly "Fools

...who have perverted knowledge; they consider the self which,...finds 1ts
21

sole delight in dependence on the Lord...as their property.”l“ The

perils of a mere abstract knowledge of the Lord are denounced in this

ll8olivier Lacombe, L'Absolu Selon Le Vedanta (Paris: Librairic
Orientaliste Paul Geuthner, 1966), footnote #1, p. 372,

9R5m5nuja, Gita-bhasya TTI.S,

1201414., 11.66.

ZlRamanuja, Gita-bhasya VII.1S.
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passage: ''The worst of men are those who are incapable of being devoted
to Me, although my essential nature is known in general terms to them”.122
In the above passage Ramanuja has gone beyond his customary use of
abstract knowledge as a subsidiary part of concrete knowledge and has
implicitly identified it with that which interferes with a concrete
knowledge of the Lord. The practice of jNana-yoga in isolation

often favours a non-relational form of Self-knowledge which can further
a false sense of separability from the Lord; whereas that jfiana which
grows into upasana ("'meditation") and then into bhakti ("devotion")
favours a relational form of Self-knowledge which ultimately matures
into a direct vision of the Lord and of the Self as inseparable from
Him. Ramanuja says that, '"Such remembrance has been declared to be of
the character of 'seeing', and this character of seeing consists in

its possessing the character of immediate presentation (pratyakshatéj.”lz3
Ramanuja's predecessor, Yamuna, is categorical in his assertion that,

2
nl24 Abstract

"...the only means of knowing and attaining lim is devotion,
knowledge of the Lord is not presented in the above passage as integrated
with a concrete knowledge of the Lord. Co-relatively abstract Self-
knowledge is not intcgrated with concrete Self-knowledge in moksa. The
former, according to Ramanuja, is absent in moksa. The Self only knows

itself from within the Lord, as inscparable from llim in moksa, i,c.

according to "'Self-knowledge in the primary sense.' Ramanuja describes

1221pid., VII.15.

123

gri—bhﬁsya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 15.

2 -« - - , - - . - - -
“4Y3muna, Gitarthasangraha #5, quoted from Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya,
p. 540,
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this Self-knowledge in EBEEE as follows: '",.,.their condition as such
(i.e., as belonging to the self's essential nature) is dependent upon
the Supreme Person; and that it (i.e., the essential nature of the self
as manifest in the state of final release) continues eternally is
dependent upon Him.”125 As pointed out above this is largely because
of the appropriation of the functions of ”D1" i.e. non-relational
Self-knowledge by ”D2” 1.e. relational Self-knowledge, in moksa. The
highest devotees are described as those who cannot see the Self except
in the Lord. Therefore Ramanuja says, "Because this man holds Me to

be the highest goal, finding it impossible to support himself without
Me, therefore it is not possible for Me also to maintain Myself without

2
him. Thus he is indeed Byself."l“6

It follows from this that the
highest knowledge for Ramanuja must consist in seeing all things within

the Lord and as inseparable from Him. To use John Plott's terminology,

the Self must be '"contuited" within the Lord. This higher form of

bhakti is often interpreted as the end itself i.e. paramabhakti, ("bhakti

as the end") rather than the means to it i.e, parabhakti ("bhaktil as

a means''), John Plott argues that it can be described as higher than
2 -
the moksa state itself.l“7 This understanding of paramabhakti lcads to

an understanding of moksa not as a resting place but as the journey itself.
As mentioned above, whercas the Northern and Southern schools

of Viéistadvaita located the problematic in the two moksa states of
S ¢ p :

1252 - ., -
Sri-bhasya Rangacharya, IV.IV,20,

126Cf., Ramanuja, Saranagati Gadya #2.

127 - - . .- = .
Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VII.18,
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kaivalya and sayujya, Ramanuja located the problematic in the form of a
friction between the two senses of kaivalya i.e. as a relational form

of Self-knowledge or a non-relational form of Self-knowledge. Therefore
kaivalya acquires a pejorative connotation in Ramanuja only when it is
ynderstood as a non-relational form of Self-knowledge. The doctrinal
differences between the two schools on the status of kaivalya should

be understood in terms of these two senses of kaivalya in Ramanuja.
Accordingly, Dasgupta in his summary of '"'the eighteen points of doctrinal

difference" (astadifa-bhedas) between the two schools argues that

kaivalya, because of its non-relational nature, is not yet a complete
form of Self-knowledge: '"...he who has merely this Self-apperception
(i.e. kaivalya) cannot attain immortality through that means only;

for this self-apperception does not necessarily mean a true revelation

of his nature with reference to God.”128 For the Self, according to

Ramanuja, must be perceived within the Lord, or "contuited" with Him.lz9
Both the Northern and the Southern schools co-relate kaivalya

with some form of avidya. The Southern school co-relate kaivalya and

spiritual pride or relying on one's own efforts rather than the Lord.

Accordingly, kaivalya is described by them as "... eternal by its own muking.”lgo

Precisely because of this rcliance on one's own efforts thc following

- . 131
penalty is imposed: '"Rising to Divine-planes or God-state is shut off."

’7 .

1“88. Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy Vol. ITI (Cambridge:
University Press, 1968), p. 93. Herein after cited as S. Dasgupta, A History
of Indian Philosophy Vol. III.

129Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XIT.11.
130

Astaddsa-bhedas #18,

1311bid.




236

Lokacharya refers to kaivalya even more categorically as '"the great evil".
He says that, '"He saves (one) completely from the great evil, (i.e.,

that state of emancipation known as kaivalya mukti in which the soul is

satisfied with the enjoyment of its bliss without caring for God-

.”132 The Northern school co-relate kaivalya with avidya

realisation)...
because avidya contains some elements of karma which must be removed
before the vision of the Lord becomes possible. Dasgupta describes

their position on this issue:; "It has to be admitted that in the state

of kaivalya there is an association of materiality (acit-samsarga), since

the karma in its entirety is not destroyed in this case; for to know

one's proper essence 1s to know oneself as a part of God and so long

-~

] . . . . - - .13
as this state is not attained one is under the influence of mava." >

Thus they depict kaivalya as an incomplete mode of Self-realization.
The Northern and Southern schools merely radicalize the latent

discontinuity in Ramanuja between these '"two truths'" and shift the

emphasis from the means, i.e, concrete Self-knowledge versus abstract

Self-knowledge to the moksa states of kaivalya and sayujya. The latent

discontinuity in Ramanuja between these '"two truths" becomes even

more evident in the bhakti-prapatti contraversy which shall now be examined.

3. Ramanuja's Methodological Equivalent to Sankara's

"Transposition Strategy"

Preamble
The relationship between Self-knowledge and dharma in Ramanuja

132 = s . . g

> Loksacharya, Mumukshupadi (Madras: The Educational Publishing
Co., 1962), #289. ilerein after cited as: Loksachdrya, Mumukshupadi.

133

S. Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy Vol, III (Cambridge:
University Press, 1968), p. 383.
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can only be resolved ultimately within the Lord Himself., This equals
Ramanuja's methodological equivalent to §;hkara's "transposition
strategy.'" This must not be mis-read as a doctrinal equivalent but as
a methodological equivalent.

Just as §;ﬁkara first examines a particular "dharmic problem"
from the first level of truth and then re-examines it by transferring
it to the second level of truth, so Ramanuja first examines a particular
"dharmic problem'" from the '"level" of the "penultimate Self-body relation"
and then transfers it to the "ultimate Self-body relation'". Accordingly,
the "transposition strategy' in Ramanuja might be defined as the
transference of any relation first understood from the
""level" of the "penultimate Self-body relation'' to the "level' of the
Lord or the "ultimate Self-body relation.'" The implication of this
device for Ramanuja is that the relation between Self-knowledge and
dharma is only finally resolved within the Lord. In the act of prapatti
(""surrender') the Lord is disclosed as ''the means" (EREXE) and "'the end"
134 135

(upeya) of sadhana, and in fact equivalent with dharma itself.

Co-relatively this "transposition strategy' in Ramanuja means that the

yoga practiced by the Sclf is ultimately the Lord's. Ramanuja refers

to this as, '"...having Me for support, depending solely on Me: practising
6

My yo a....”13 Whercas the distinction between bondage and liberation
y g g

is real from the '"level" of the Self, it is no longer applicable from

134Cf., §ri—bh55ya 111.2.34,

1‘)SCf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya IV.7.

6R5m5nuja, Gita-bhasya VII.1.
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the "level" of the Lord, as there was never a time when the Self qua Sarira

. 137 s i " .
was not His. For whereas the sarira and the saririn in the ''penultimate
Self-body relation" are governed by external relations, when they are operating
within the 'ultimate Self-body relation' they are governed by internal, in-

. . 138 - . - = .
variable relations. Therefore the '"transposition strategy' in Ramanuja
often involves an inversion of the values operating within the "penultimate
Self-body relation'. Accordingly Lokacharya argues that from the '"level"
of the "ultimate Self-body relation' one's sins no longer function as obstacles

- 1 3 3 ”139
to moksa but as "... objects of enjoyment to the Lord.
The seeds for this 'transposition strategy' in Ramanuja can be found

in the resolutions to the first two problematics considered in this chapter

i.e. (1) in his implicit evaluation of the dharma—bhﬁfa—jngha over the

dharmi-bhuta-jnana in moksa and (2) in his implicit evaluation of concrete

Self-knowledge over abstract Self-knowledge. Both resolutions point to the
necessity for transcending what has been designated as ''Self-knowledge in
the secondary sense', i.e., as-if separable from the Lord, and they point
to the necessity for what has been designated as "Self-knowledge in the
primary sense', i.e. as inseparable from the Lord. The 'transposition
strategy' in Ramanuja is also anticipated by the transition from the pen-
ultimate to the ultimate sense of a category, from the 'secondary sense'

of a category, i.e. as-if separable frém the Lord, to the '"primary sense"

of a category, i.e. as inseparable from the Lord; and from the

.

137Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XIII.Z2.

-~ -

lJSCf., K. C. Varadachari, Metaphysics of Sri Ramanuja's Sri

Bhashya, p. 66.

139L0k5bh5fya, Mumukshupadi #216.
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"penultimate Self-body relation'" to the 'ultimate Self-body relation'.

It is also anticipated by his use of the $arira-Saririn as a methodolo-

gical equivalent to g%ﬂkara's two levels of truth and also in his
insistence that the Selves qua Sarira can never in fact be separated
from the Lord.only apparently. Therefore the seeds of the ''transpositicn
strategy'" in Ramanuja emerge as a general conclusion from the issues
considered in the last two chapters of this work. As prapatti will be
considered as an individual instance of this '"transposition strategy',
it will not be presented as a mere isolated issue in Ramanuja.

The discussion to follow is organized in three subsections:
(3a) Consideration will be given to various examples of the ''transposi-
tion strategy” in Ramanuja's primary texts. (3b) Prapatti will then
be considered as an individual instance of the "transposition strategy'.
Vedanta Defika's position on prapatti in which prapatti is understood
as a branch of bhaktl or its pre-requisite will be examined in order to
bring out the full implications of the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja.
(3¢) Lokacharya's position on prapatti will be examined in order to
bring out the full implications of the "implicit strand" in Ramanuja
and to outline the ensuing area of convergence between Ramanuja and

7/
Sankara.

3a. Instanccs of the '"Transposition Strategy' in Ramanuja

What was designated as the "penultimate Self-body relation'
can only be finally understood within the "ultimate Selt-body relation'.
Co-relatively, any '"'dharmic problem'" encountered within the former can
only be finally resolved within the latter because the Lord, qua

Antaryamin, is not only the essence of cit and acit as their "extended
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sense" (upalakgana), but also the essence of the transformations
(vikaras) occurring within them. Accordingly, Ramanuja says that,
"...the Lord is also the soul of the transformations of both prakrti

1140 . .
and purusa. For this reason the relation between the Self and dharma
is finally reduced to the relation between the "Lord as cause'" (karana

Brahman) and the '"'Lord as effect" (kérya—Brahman).l4l Although karma

is relegated to a separable as opposed to an inseparable part of the
Lord, dharma is finally identified with the Lord Himself. Ramanuja
says in this regard that, "...it is appropriate for the Supreme Person,
who is the object of attainment, to be Himself the means of attaining

Him.”142

That act of taking refuge with the Lord translates this truth

into action. Therefore, for example, release from the gunas (''constituents')
is only possible by resorting to the Lord. Ramanuja says that, '"...

release of the above soul from the samsara in the form of its natural
conjunction with prakrti, which is due to karman and consists in various
gunas, is impossible without resorting to the Lord.”143 Co-relatively,

the obscuration which produces the mis-perception of an "as-if separability"
between the Selves and the Lord can only be removed by the act of taking

44

refuge with the Lord. *** " The famous carama-§loka in his Gita-bhasya

is perhaps the best cxample of this and it is best known for its

140Ved5rthusamgrnha Van Buitenen, #73.

Y4ep | Sri-bhasya I1.111.18.

1422 - - -
Sri-bhasya Rangacharya, I[II,II.34,

143 r - s i
Vedarthasamgraha Van Builtenen, #81.

44 - - - ~ - - .
1 4RamanuJa, Gita-bhasva VIII.,2, Ramanuja sayvs: '...this
obscuration can be removed by taking refuge with the Lord...."
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45

implicit reference to _prapatti (”surrender").l There are many such

references to the need for taking refuge with the Lord in his Gité-bhﬁsya.l46
Co-relatively there are many references especially in his Gita-bhasya

to the grace of the Lord as alone conferring success in one's sadhana,
i.e. "Man attains perfection which consists in the attainment of Myself

147

through my grace." The Lord is described as electing those whom

He wishes to save in the "election-vakya'" of the Katha Upanisad and

the Mupdaka Upanisad which are quoted by Ramanuja in his éri—bhésya.l48

For the reasons stated above the Lord is depicted as the bestower
of bhakti-yoga as in the following terms: "To those who are constantly
united (with Me)...I give with love that same mental condition (of
bhakti)...by which they attain to Me.”149 It is stated in the Saranagati-

Gadya that all dharmic means are bestowed by the Lord as follows:

you will also by My Grace obtain Para Bhakti, Para Gnana, and Parama

4150

Bhakti and be favoured with the direct vision of Me... Accordingly,

any kaivalya attained by one's own efforts is considered very inferior

145c¢ . Raminuja, GIta-bhasya XVITI.G6G6.

146”Those who take refuge with Me alone...cross over this
maya of Mine" (Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VII.14). Sce also Ramanuja,
Gita-bhasya VII.16, XV, 4 § 5; sec also XV.5: !'"For those who take
refuge with Me, all actlvities become easy to do and culminate in
success exclusively through My grace."

147R5m5nuja, Gita-bhasya XVIII.46.

148, Sri-bhagya 1T1.11.34.

Jrng]mﬁnuja, Gita-bhasya ITI.9,

SOSaranaugati—Gudya trans. S. S. Acharya (Madras: Visishtadvaita
Pracharini Sabha, 1970), #lo.
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to a kaivalya bestowed by the Lord.151

For the reasons stated above any "dharmic problem" although first
encountered within the "penultimate Self-body relation" is only finally
resolved within the "ultimate Self-body relation'". For instance, the
lack of communication between the two functions of consciousness in
samsara is only finally resolved within the Lord when consciousness
operates as inseparable from Him. Ramanuja says that, '...the darkness
concealing his innermost self is dispelled by the grace of the Supreme

n152

Person... So the Lord is described as responsible for any success

in yoga,ls3 which then becomes known as the Lord's Yoga.154

3b. Prapatti Viewed as an Individual Instance of This "Transposition

Strategy"

Prapatti might be defined as that cognition of one's helpless-
ness and total dependence on the Lord which leads to the act of total
resignation and surrender to the Lord, It can also be equated with the

" > S = e . 154a .
act of '"'seeking refuge" (saranagati) with the Lord, Prapatti
can be viewed as an individual instance of this '"'transposition strategy'.

The realization that the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma

is only ultimately resolved within the Lord is here translated into the

lSle—lmz_muja, Giti—bh5$ya I1I.9. This dec-emphasis on the value
of man's efforts in sadhana is radicalized in Lokacharya; cf., section 3c.

2. -
IS'Vedarthasqmgraha Van Buitenen, #91.

1:’SCf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VI.39.

154Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasva VII.1,
154& - ~ - . . - - . 1 - -
Cf., previous references to saranagati in Ramanuja's Gita-
bhasya.
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act of seeking refuge with the Lord. Srinivasachari describes prapatti

. . . / - 4 iy . -
as the "religious conclusion'" of the sarira-saririn: '...prapatti

is the religious conclusion of the philosophy of the sarira-sariri
relation and it affirms that the saririn is Himself the upeya and the
upéya."155 To truly realize that one is grounded (adheya) ruled

(niyamya) and accessory (§é$a) to the Lord one must totally surrender

to Him,
Ramanuja most clearly alludes to prapatti in his interpretation
of the well known carama-Sloka of the Gita: 'sarvadharman parityajya

- o / P . - - . T . - 1"
mamekam Sarapah vraja: aham tva sarvapapebhyo moksayisyami ma sucah

("Completing renouncing all dharmas, seek Me alone as refuge. I will
release you from all sins. Do not grieve.”155a The "explicit strand"

and the "implicit strand" in Ramanuja are both represented in his two

varying explanations of this carama-$loka. In accordance with the

"explicit strand" Ramanuja first of all argues that "sarvadharman'

should not be literally understood as the renunciation of dharmas
themselves, but, rather, as the threefold renunciation of the sense
of agency, possessiveness and the desire for fruits. This explanation
favours the view of sadhana as a continuum, an organic whole which is

in agreement with Vedanta DeSika's interpretation of the carama-$loka.

But the emphasis on the ultimate efficacy of the Lord's grace, which is
so stressed by Lokacharya, is also stressed in his first interpretation

in the following lines: "I will release you from all sins which stand

ISbAs quoted in John C, Plott, A Philosophy of Devotion, p. 211.

15580¢  Bhagavad-Gita XVIIL.G6.
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in the way of the attainment of h&self.”156

- - - . - v -
Ramanuja's second interpretation of the carama-sloka is closer

to the "implicit strand" and, therefore, closer to Lokacharya's
understanding of sadhana as a discontinuity involving a sudden leap and
a break with the '"mechanics' of sadhana. Therefore Ramanuja here

argues that "sarvadharman'" should be understood literally as the renunci-

ation of the dharmas themselves. Unlike Lokacharya's interpretation,
prapatti is understood not as eliminating the need for bhakti but
as completing it. So Arjuna is enjoined to surrender "...in order to

.”157 Yet the fact that this teaching

succeed in starting bhakti-voga...
on prapatti is identified in the next verselssas an esoteric teaching
favours Lokacharya's interprctation. For it suggests a possible
explanation of Ramanuja's reserved trecatment of prapatti in the carama-
Sloka.

According to this cxplanation Ramanuja can be understood as

reserving his full teaching on prapatti as an exclusive path eliminating

bhakti for those esoteric texts such as the Sarapagati-Gadya and the

Gadya-Trayam which were addressed to the "enlightenned man". K. Seshadri

concludes on this issuec that, ""The sastras prescribe bhakti almost as

a concession to human weakness. Their aim is to make man see that

ultimately the Lord limself is the best sudhana.”ls9 The Yatfndramatadfgjkﬁ
6R5manuja, Gita-bhasya XVIII.66,
7R5manuja, Gita-bhasya XVIII.66.
13SIbid., XVITI.67: "This most secret sastra has been taught
to you by Me."
159 g - - “
K. Seshadri, The Substance of Ramanuja's Sri-Bhashvamc Allahabad:
Journal of Indian History, Voi, XXVII ., lerein after cited as: ﬁhe Substance

SIS o ‘7
of Ramcnuja's Sri Bhashyam.
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text specifies prapatti as an esoteric teaching: '"This (doctrine of)
prapatti has to be known from the mouth of the preceptor and esoteric
works in the traditional manner; hence this theme of discourse is closed
without further elucidation as this work is written fér the enlightenment

160

of the beginners." Ramanuja can thus be understood as reserving his

full treatment of prapatti in works such as the Saranagati-Gadya and

161
the Gadya-Trayam and giving us a reserved treatment of prapatti in his

éri—bhagya and his Gita-bhasya because of the nature of his audience.l62

As has been observed, the Gita text itself tapers its teaching according
to the spiritual "level" of the pupil. Thus the allusion to prapatti

in the carama-§loka of the Gita comes rightly at the end of that text.

Just as §ﬁﬁkara tapers his teaching according to whether he is addressing
the "unenlightenned man" or the ''enlightenned man' so Ramanuja can be
thus understood as tapering his teaching according to the nature of his
audience. This is a mecthodological parallel not a doctrinal parallel
for whereas Safikara insisted on jNana-yoga for the "enlightenned man',
Ramanuja, according to this interpretation, alluded to prapatti for
the "enlightenned man',

Just as prapatti is here understood as an individual instance of

a more general tendency in Ramanuja, i.c. the ""transposition strategy',

l60YatIndramatadipik5 Chapter VIT, #23,

161There is some contraversy as to whether these two texts were
actually written by Ramanuja or not. But I sce no reason to disbelicve
the tradition on this issuc and sec these texts as written by Ramanuja.

’) .
l6“Cf., A Philosophy of Devotion: '"...the initiation into

prapatti remained with him a secret doctrine, not to be divulged to
all-and-sundry," pp. 206-207.
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’ . . . -
so the carama-sloka should be understood as reinforcing the implicit

references to prapatti already present elsewhere in his Gita-bhagya
/-
and in his Sri-bhasya. The references to the need for '"taking refuge"

164

with the Lord (Saranﬁgati)l6°being elected by Him ~ "and the ultimate

efficacy of His gracelGSimplicitly point to prapatti. But there are
/. -
two key passages in the Sri-bhasya: III.2.34 and III.2,37 which can

be understood as equally important as the carama-§loka for the question

of prapatti. Ramanuja describes the Lord as both the '"means" and the

"end" (upaya-upeya) of sadhana in II1.2.34 as follows: '"...it is

appropriate for the Supreme Person, who is the object of attainment,
. . . ,166 .

to be Himself the means of attaining Him. The implication is

clearly that all self-initiated means are ultimately powerless,

Ramanuja therefore says in the same verse that, '".,.none else can be

the means of attaining Him than He Himself.”167 He argues in III.2,37

that moksa is ultimately a gift of the Lord and not the result of our

own efforts: He says, '"'...the result known as salvation which consists
168

in attaining Him - is given by that same Supreme Person." K. Seshadri

links these two passages in Ramanuja with the realization of the actual

inseparability between the Self and the Lord. Prapatti is thus understood

163¢£. . Footnote #143 to 146.

164Cf., Footnote #148.

165c¢  Footnote #147

166

1o
(93]
o+

v
Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, III.

167 1hi4 .

~J

(3]

-~
1688ri~bh55ya, Rangacharya, III.Z,
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as the practical expression of the '"ultimate Self-hody relation'.
Seshadri says that, "The body does not take any initiative or make any
attempts of its own to realize an end. Even so, the jivatman being the
sareera of the Paramatman ought to do nothing but loék up to the Lord
Himself as the best means.”l69 In this sense prapatti is not an act, strictly
speaking, but simply the recognition that we are already the Lord's.
Yamund, Ramanuja's predecessor, says in a similar manner: ''How can I
give myself to you as my Lord who own me and whatever is reputed as

170
mine?"

The Saranagati-Gadya and the Gadya-Trayam give substantial

evidence for understanding prapatti as an exclusive path. An antithesis
is set up between the "mechanics' of sddhana and prapatti in verse

twelve of the Sarandgati-Gadya in that one is enjoined to give up not

only desires and wealth but the very state of kaivalya: '"Renouncing
my father, mother, wife, children, relatives, friends, even my Teacher,

precious stones, wealth and goods,...all desires, and actions relating
171
to them, as well as Kaivalya, I prostrate at Thine feet...." As
172

pointed out above Lokachdrya identifies kaivalya as ''the great evil''.

Thus prapatti points to an antithesis between what can be achieved

1] - . e
169K, Seshadri, The Substance of Ramanuja's Sri Bhashyam,
p. 1640.

170Yimuna, Stotra-Ratna, quoted in: John Plott, A Philosophy of
Devotion, p. 155.

171Rim5nuja, Saranaagati-Gadya trans. Sri Srutaprakaasika Acharya
(Madras: Visishtadvaita Pracharini Sabha, 1970), #12.

1721 okacharya, Mumukshupadi #289.
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through self-effort and what can only be received through the grace
of the Lord.

There is evidence for understanding prapatti as an exclusive
path not only in these specific textual references from Ramdnuja
but also in what was designated as the 'transposition strategy' in

Ramanuja of which prapatti is an individual instance.

3c. The Bhakti-Prapatti Contraversy

This contraversy between the Northern and Southern schools
on the question of prapatti is best summed up in the question: In
what sense is prapatti an act? A distinction should first be made
between physical or gross acts performed by the body such as eating,
sleeping etc., and mental acts performed by faculties other than the
body. Conative and cognitive acts are both mental acts but they are
not equivalent. Both Vedanta DeSika and Lokacharya define prapatti
as a "mental act' which may include a physical expression, such as the
act of prostrating oneself before an image of the Lord, but it is not
a necessary item. Whereas Vedanta Defika insists that prapatti is not
merely a cognitive act but also a conative act, Lokachirya insists
that it is essentially a cognitive act. Vedanta Defika, here radicalizing
the "explicit strand", in Ramanuja, insinuates that Lokdcharva's

cognitive emphasis leads one to the Advaitic stance that moksa can be

attained by an act of cognition alone. He says: "They ask 'When this
is so, is there an action (besides the thought of the relationship)

enjoined called atmansamarpanam'. This question does not deserve any

consideration, just like the dictim (of the Advaitins) that, by the
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173
mere knowledge of the text of the sruti, moksa can be attained.”

This conative emphasis leads Desika to argue that the Lord's grace is
not independent, but, rather, dependent on the merit of the devotee.

Therefore in a certain sense the devotee is depicted as '"earning"

moksa.
Lokacharya argues in sharp contrast that prapatti is essentially
a cognitive act. He says: 'When this knowledge (of dependence,...

on the Lord) springs up, the individual soul has done all duties.
When it does not spring up, all sins have been committed. In this
174

thought lie all virtuous actions." Lokacharya is here radicalizing
the fullest implications of the '"implicit strand" in Ramanuja, specifically
the implicit discontinuity between Self-knowledge and dharma, and in

/. - .
so doing he outlines an area of convergence between Sankara and Ramanuja.
The statement by Lokacharya emphasizes the recognition of the "primary
sense' of the Self as inseparable from the Lord and the ensuing
recognition that samsara involves only an "as-if separability' between
the Selves and the Lord never an actual separability. This statement
of Lokacharya has nevertheless been anticipated in the parallel structure

- . L. - L ==
of sadhana in Sankara and Ramanuja whereby samsara is understood as
173a

based on a ''semblance', an as-if separability between oneself and Brahman.

Whether or not the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma

17°Vedﬁnta De§ika, Srimad Rahasyvatrayasara (Kumbakonam: Literary
Press, Salem, 195G), p. 267. Herein after cited as: Srimad Rahasyatrayasara.

174Lok£chirya, Mumukshupadi #94.

1NaCf., Chapter Two, conclusion.
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in Ramanuja is understood as a continuity or as a discontinuity depends
larcely on whether one emphasizes the Northern school or the Southern
school of interpretation. Whereas the Northern school represents
sadhana as accumulative and continuous, the Southern school represents
sadhana as a sudden irreversible leap. The latter is structurally
similar to §aﬁkara's view of sadhana, whereas the former is structurally
dissimilar to Sankara.

Vedanta Defika, the foremost proponent of the Northern school,
radicalizes the "explicit strand' in Ramanuja. He therefore understands
sadhana as a continuity, an organic whole, which is accumulative and
dynamic. Accordingly, prapatti is not described as breaking up the
continuum of sadhana but as reinforcing it. It is not described as
opposed to bhakti but as its limb (anga) or its pre-requisite, or

175
completion. Prapatti is classified as a means (upaya), requiring
the active exertion of the devotee. Vedanta Defika says in this respect:
"...in order to secure His help, we have yet to accomplish or adopt

a means (sadhya upaya), which is self-surrender (saragégati) to the

176
Lord." This is in sharp contrast to Lokacharya's position who insists
177
that not prapatti but the Lord is the only means. Even though

Defika argues that the Lord is ultimately responsihle for conferring
moksa, he argues that this grace is dependent on the merit of the

devot=ze. e says that, "Iswara however, makes up Illis mind to protect

175Cf., Srimad Rahasyatrayasara, Chapter 8.

6. .
Srimad Rahasyatrayasara, p. 27.

177

Cf., Lokacharva, Mumukshupadi #219.




the jiva only after making him adopt some means or upaya for winning
178
His protection...." So unlike Lokacharya's interpretation where an
179
antithesis is set up between man's efforts and the Lord's grace,
180
Desika insists that the Lord's grace is co-operative and thus operates

in conjunction with the devotees merit. Co-relatively the act of

prapatti does not allow one to totally transcend dharmic inmperatives
181
as with Lokacharya. De€ika insists that the prapanna like the bhakti-
182
yogin should continue to perform the prescribed rites and duties.

Desika also argues that prapatti is not niecessarily done once only as

Lokacharya maintains; rather he argues that it must be performed again
183
in the instance of any offznce. Desika maintains that prapatti

should not he defined merely as the cognition of one's inseparability
from the Lord, as Lokéchérya argues - Rather, it should also be defined as

an act of will, specifically, that total resignation of one's will to
184
the Lord. He says in this regard!",..the surrender of one's self...
185
is declared as a vidhi or injunction." Whereas perceiving that the

8
Srimad Rahasyatrayasara, p. 30.

179Cf., Lokachdrya, Mumukshupadi #207.

180 - ‘
Cf., Agtadisa-bheda #1.

181 - -
Cf.,Lokacharya, Mumukshupadi #22

182 . -
Cf., Srimad Rahasvatrayasara, Chapter 15.

183 .
Cf., Astaddsa-bhedas #14.

184

Cf., Lokacharya, Mumukshupadi #94.

l8SSrimad Rahasyatrayasara, p. 264.
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Lord is the only upaya alone qualifies one for prapatti according to
Lokacharya, Deika argues that one becomes qualified for prapatti
negatively i.e. by a sense of one's inability to perform other upéyas.186
But prapatti does not involve a transcendence of dharma and certainly
not its elimination as suggested by Lokéchirya.187 From this it follows
that the mechanics of the 'transposition strategy" do not operate in
Desika to the degree which they operate in Lokacharya. Therefore the
values defined within the 'penultimate Self-body relation'' are not
inverted within the '"ultimate Self-body relation' as with Lokacharya's
188

interpretation, so that a-dharma can function as dharma. De¢ika

argues that if this were true one's very sins would become pre-requisites
189

of prapatti.

Whereas Desika radicalizes the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja,
Lokacharya radicalizes the "implicit strand" in Réménuja. Lokacharya
interprets sddhana as a discontinuity, as involving a sudden irreversible
leap away from the 'mechanics'" of dharma. This understanding of sadhana
is structurally equivalent to Sankara's understanding and therefore,
reveals the implicit convergence between prapatti and j¥ana-yoga.

Lokacharya's interpretation of the carama-§loka of the Gita

is closest to Ramanuja's second interpretation of the same. Lok;chirya

interprets "sarva-dharman' literally as the renunciation of the dharmas

186Cf., Astaddsa-bhedas #10.

187 - - .
Cf., Lokacharya, Mumukshupadi #207.

188Cf., Lokacharva, Mumukshupadi #216.

189¢cf. | Srimad Rahasyatrayasara, Chapter 25.
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190
themselves i.e. karma-yoga, jnana-yoga and bhakti-yoga instead of the

- . s - .
figurative sense chosen by Desika as the renunciation of the sense of
191
agency, possessiveness, and a yearning for fruits. = Accordingly,

Lokacharya sets up a radical discontinuity between the "mechanics"

of sadhana and prapatti ''the means of no means'. In fact, dharmas are

described as detrimental to that acceptance of the Lord as the only means,
He says that, "They are not merely not the means, but they also stand

192
in the way(of realisation)...." This emphasis is structurally
similar to Sarkara's explicit insistence on the discontinuity between
Self-knowledge and such dharmas.lgo According to Lokacharya, prapatti
transcends the means/end schema of sadhana altogether in that it
cannot be described as a means (Egézgj, as the Lord is accepted as the
only means. For this reason Lokacharya describes prapatti as essentially
a cognitive act; specifically, the realization that the Lord is the only
means. Thus Lokacharya says, ''When this knowledge (of dependence...
on the Lord) springs up, the individual soul has done all duties.
When it does not spring up, all sins have been committed. In this thought
lie all virtuous actions.”lg4 The relation between Self-knowledge and

dharma according to Lokacharya is resolved only when one cognizes the

Lord as equivalent with dharma and as inscparable from us. He says:

190 - .
Cf., Lokacharya, Mumukshupadi #199.

191Cf., Srimad Rahasvatrayasara Chapter 25.

192Lok5ch5rya, Mumukshupadi #207.

193Cf., éaﬁkara, I¢a-bhasva 1.2, and Gita-bhasya II.10.

194Lok5ch£rya, Mumukshupadi #94.
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"What is meant is that He Himself is the direct dharma....The other
means are means done with one's own efforts....They are themselves
non-sentient, powerless..,.But the means {stated above, namely the Lord)
does not need any external help, because it stands opposed to all
195
these other means." The '"mechanics" of dharma is not only powerless
in realizing moksa, but, according to Lokacharya it is actually deteri-
mental. As has been shown, Lokacharya uses two sense of "dharma':
(1) "dharma" in the sense of man's efforts i.e. dharmas; and (2) "dharma"
as equal to the Lord. This can be compared to gaﬁkara's two senses
196

of "dharma'" as ritual injunction and jﬁéna—yoga. The former sense of
"dharma" in both cases is discontinuous with Self-knowledge, whereas
the latter sense of "dharma' in both cases 1is continuous with Self-
knowledge. True Self-knowledge according to Lokacharya occurs when we
consent to the Lord as the 'eternally established means" (siddhopE}a).

Although in this case prapatti is doctrinally dissimilar to
jﬁina—yog&_in gaﬁkara, it does have a structural similarity. The same
inversion of values occurs on the ''sccond level' whether described as
standing within the Lord or as speaking from the "second level' of truth
according to éaﬁkara. The "transposition strategy' is thus fully
enzcted in Lokacharya. Lokdchdrya describes one's sins from this ''level

197

as '"objects of enjoyment'"  to the Lord. De§ika objected that this would

encourage the practice of such sins. Lokacharya's answer to this objection

19

~

-
“Lokidcharya, Mumukshupadi #218; #221.

l%Cf., Chapter One.

197, |~ 1= ; Vi
Lokacharya, Mumukshupadi #216.
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is that this realization should not encourage sins so much as discourage
spiritual pride. Sampatkuman refers to this argument in Lokachdrya
as follows: "It is not intended to encourage transgressions. It does
not call on men to sin so that they may qualify for being saved. On
198

the other hand, it encourages humility." Moksa, according to both
Lokacharya and §éﬁkara, involves a change in the order of discovery and
not a change in the order of being. In both cases moksa is not the result
of man's efforts but whereas ééﬁkara describes it as identical with the
real nature of the Self, Lokachdrya describes it as a gift received
through consenting to the Lord as the '"eternally established means"
(siddhopaya). According to Lokacharya we are already the Lord's and
prapatti is but the cognitive realization of this fact.

In his radicalization of the "implicit strand'" in Ramanuja
Lokachdryva helps to crystallize the areas of structural convergence
between Ramanuja and éénkara, especially the structural convergence

between prapatti and jﬁana-yoga. The parallel structure of sadhana

- . Z . .
in Ramanuja and Sankara that was discussed in Chapter Two can now be

even more sharply delineated.

198 - = . . .
9 M. R. Sampatkumaran, ''Lokachdrya on Prapatti', unpublished article.



CHAPTER IV

SELF-KNOWLEDGE AND DHARMA IN éANKARA: A DOCTRINAL INVESTIGATION

Preanmble

In this chapter the two strands in égﬁkara i.e., the "explicit
strand", which emphasizes the discontinuity between Self-knowledge and
dharma, and the "implicit strand" which emphasizes the apparent continuity,
will be examined more closely. Special attention will be given to thzir
relationship in Sankara's understanding of sadhana. Chapter One
provided the methodological foundation for this examination of the
""fexplicit strand' and the "implicit strand" in Sankara. ééﬁkara's
doctrines will now be examined so as to isolate the problematic areas
where the relation between these two strands is concentrated. The

/ . . - -
following doctrines in Sankara will therefore be investigated: moksa

("liberation'); ;tma—jﬁﬁna ("Self-knowledge'); the Atma-vidhi ("the
injunction pertaining to the Self'"); the karana ("catalyst'") for Self-
realization; bhakti ("devotion'); and mava-vada (''the doctrine of falsity').
These doctrines will be discussed under the general topic of sadhana

in Advaita Vedanta. The major purpose of this chapter will be to
establish a co-relation between the "implicit strand" in éghkara and

the "explicit strand” in Ramanuja., This co-relation will not disregard
the recal doctrinal differences between the two as in éaﬁkara‘s insistence,
contrary to Ramanuja, that Brahman is Nirguna ("attributeless') and not
Saguna ("'with attributes') and in his insistence that the world is

ultimately mithya ("false'"). It will however, indicate the arcas of

-256-
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convergence that exist in the middle of such doctrinal differences.
/
Two major areas in Sankara's thought provide the foundation for

these areas of convergence: (1) the mitigation of his doctrine of

Nirguna Brahman in his insistence that although Brahman is Nirguna and

not Saguna, this fact can only be known via Saguna Brahman; and,

(2) the possible mitigation of his doctrine of EEXE in his insistence
that the world as Brahman although not the world as nama-rupa ('nmame
and form'"), is real. Both areas indicate that the implicit continuity
between Self-knowledge and dharma in the '"implicit strand" in gaﬁkara
pertains to the order of discovery and not to the order of being.

1

As hitherto pointed out, the two most important "intermediary

/
concepts'' used by Sahkara to explain this apparent continuity are the

2
"secondary sense" of Self-knowledge as vrtti-jflana and the "primary
3
A - N . . .
sense" of dharma as jnana-yoga. The discontinulty however remains

in the order of being as the "primary sense' of Self-knowledge as

- .o . - .
svarupa-jnana has no relationship with the "secondary sense" of dharma

as ritual injunction. Accordingly this chapter will focus on the key
role of these two "intermediary concepts' in explaining the apparent
continuity in the order of knowing but without losing sight of the

discontinuity in the order of being.

1Cf., Chapter One, Sc.

2ct., Sankara, Kena-bhasya II.4.

]
~J
.

5c£., Sankara, Gita-bhasya IX.2, 3; XIV,
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1. The Paradox of Sadhana in Advaita Vedanta

Before examining the emphasis on the apparent continuity in
sadhana between Self-knowledge and dharma in the "implicit strand"
in éaﬁkara, it is necessary to preface this discussion by an examination
of sadhana in the "explicit strand" in gaﬁkara. In the "explicit
strand" in éaﬁkara sadhana might be described as that process of
"becoming' what we are, or, alternately expressed, the process involved
in invoking that fact, specifically, that we are already liberated.
éaﬁkara defines liberation (moksa) as identical with the 53&32 itself
and not as something acquired through purification, effort etc. He
says: '"To consider moksa as a thing to be produced like a jar, or
brought into being by a modification in the original condition like
curds from milk, or reached as if it is a place of journey, is to consider
it as short-lived and as dependent on some action of body, mind or
speech. Moksa is nothing but Brahman or the Atman, which is already

4
present in all', éaﬁkara argues that just as heat is the nature of
fire, so moksa is the nature of the Self. Just as no action can make
5

fire cold, so no action can affect the Self. This is stated in the

UpadeéarSéhasrz as follows: "Liberation becomes artificial and therefore

transitory according to the philosopher who holds that it is a change
of one state into another....But the Seclf, one's own real nature, is
never destroyed. For it is uncaused and cuannot he accepted or rejected

by oneself (or hy others) while other things (e.g., states etc.)

4Sﬁtra—bh§§ya Date, I.1.4, p. 24,

SCf., éﬁnkara, Brhad.-bhasya IV.IV.6, p. 721.
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6
are caused'".

éaﬁkara therefore never describes dharma as '"producing' or
"causing'" moksa which is forever unaffected by moral progress. He
says that, "...neither is the Self in its real nature, as defined,

a thing to he created, transformed, achieved, or purified....”7 Yet
although dharma is incapable of altering our nature, which is identical
with moksa, it is important in making that nature known.

It might be asked, however, if we are in fact already liberated
than why i1s there any need for sédhana?8 If the Self cannot slay or be
slain dces this imply merely a transcendence of ethics or a rejection
of ethics? 1In reply it might be said that Sankara's insistence on the
need for sadhana was a concession to that implicit strand of continuity
in his system. Because of this concession a dialogue between éaﬁkara
and Ramanuja becomes possible. Sarikara argues that despite the fact
that we are already liberated, sadhana is necessary to evoke that
fact and make it fully known. éﬁﬁkara illustrates the role of sadhana
by the following parable.9 A prince is abandonned by his parents and
brought up by fowlers. As a consequence he helieves himself to be a

fowler until one day he mects a stranger who discloses his true identity

to him. Just as in this parable the prince undergoes no change in his

6Upade§d*55hasrf, Part Two, Chapter XVI, #39 to 41, p. 169.

/. - - . -
7Sankara, Isa-bhasya Introduction, p. 3.

8A similar prohlem emerges in Ramanuja though it is expressed
differently as follows: If the Lord is already all-inclusive and in-
separahle from us then why 1is there any need for sadhana? Cf., Chapter
Two, section four.

/. - -
9Cf., Sankara, Brhad.-bhasva I[I.1.20, p. 304.
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actual identity but only an awakening to that fact, so sadhana is
precisely the awakening to our true nature. This parable illustrates
the role of the Guru, here represented by the stranger who confronts
us with this "news'. According to éaﬁkara, therefore, the distinction

between samsdra and moksa pertains to the order of knowing and not to

the order of being. Gaudapi, éaﬁkara's predecessor, states this
categorically as follows: "There is no dissolution, no birth, none in

bondage, none aspiring for wisdom, no seeker of liberation and none
10
liberated. This is the absolute truth." This paradox is stated in

the Upade$a-Sahasri text as follows: "The ideas such as bondage,
11
liberation etc. are likewise superimposed on the Self."

éaﬁkara does not describe the Self as posssessing freedom but
as being equivalent with freedom itself. His argument is that, ultimately,
liberation is only possible if one is already liberated for if bondage
is a real condition and part of our nature, liberation will never be
possible. He says that, "A thing becomes pure by getting rid of the
impurities that are connected with it, as in the case of a mirror etc.,

12,

but it can never divest itself of its natural property." Sankara
argues that sadhana invélves the purification of the buddhi though

neyer of the Self. Such a purification allows for the clearest reflection

of the Self in the buddhi. This is stated in the Upadc§é—55hasr{:

"When the mind becomes purified like a mirror, knowledge is revealed in

lOGaudapida, Karikas II1.32, trans. Swami Nikhilananda (Mysoren:
Sri Ramakrishna Ashrama, 1968), p. 117. Herein after cited as:
Gaudapa, Karikis.

1 - -
Upade§a~Sahasri, Chapter XV, 19, p. 156,

12éaﬁkara, Brhad.-bhasya IV.III.7, p. 628.
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it. Care should, therefore be taken to purify the mind by Yama, Niyama,
sacrifices and religious austerities.”l3 éaﬁkara therefore argues that

if bondage pertains to the buddhi and not to the Self, liberation is
possible as no one can part with his own nature. Fo? the buddhi

is not ultimately 'part" of that nature i.e. the Self for it is sublateable
and subsequently disclosed as an adjunct (upadhi) falsely super-imposed

14
upon the Self. The very distinction between samsara and moksa

pertains to the buddhi and not to the Self, as expressed in the Upadea-—
Sahasri: 'All men misconceive themselves to be ignorant or pure accord-
ing as they identify themselves with the mental modification, 'I am
ignorant' or 'I am pure'. It is for this reason that they continue to
be in transmigratory existence.' The non-attainment'" of the Self,
according to gaﬁkara, is simply its ignorance.

This is structurally similar to Réménuja's insistence that

bondage pertains to the buddhi i.e. the dharma-bhlUta-jnana but never to

/
the '"essential nature' (svarupa) of the Self. According to both Sankara

and Ramanuja the buddhi must be purified so as to better reflect the
svarﬁga of the Self which remains changeless. Similarly, moksa is

understood by both as the recovery of that svarupa of the Self which

15
had never been lost, but simply "forgotten'. This is declared
in the Atma-bodha: ''When that (nescience) is destroyed, it becomes

} lzupadega-sihasri Chapter XVII, #22, p. 186. Cf., Viveka-
cudimani #571 and %afikara, Gita-bhasva VI, 7.

14

Cf., Sutra-bhasva II.ITI.32.

15The structure of ignorance and the structure of forgetting
are here the same.
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16
manifest, as if attained, like the ornament round one's neck."

Ramanuja describes that recovery as a '"...form of rememorization staggered
17
to a state of extremely lucid perception."
éaﬁkara argues that the Self cannot be subjected to changes of

state such. as bondage and liberation and still be eternal in that

whatever is '"...non-existent at the beginning and in the end is neces-
18
sarily so in the middle." Such changes of state are not real states

of the Self but only ascriptions for they can be neither simultaneous
19
nor successive. Sankara concludes that '"...samsara is only based
on avidya and exists only for the ignorant man who sees the world as
20
it appears to him."
It might be ohjected how then can one make sense of renunciation?
Doesn't renunciation imply that something other than the Self must
!
exist to renounce? Sankara argues, contrary to this, that renunciation
is the abandonment of the very idea that anything but the Self exists.

Since only the Self exists there is nothing to covet and consequently

. . =/ .
nothing to renounce. In commenting on the verse from the Isa-Upanisad:
21

/

Sankara says: ''All this has

"Do not covet, for whose is wealth”>

16Atma—bodha trans. T. M. P. Mahadevan (Madras: Akhila Bharata

Sankara Seva Samiti, 1964), #44. Herein after cited as: Atma-bodha.

7 -
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #141, p. 296.

lsGaudaﬁE, Karikas I11.6.

Yce., sankara, GIta-bhisya XIII.2.

20¢apkara, Gitd-bhasya XIII, 2, p. 328,

=
21Cf., Isa Upanisad #1.
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been renounced through this thought of the 'Lord', 'All this is but the

Self', so that all this belongs to the Self, and the Self is all.
22

Therefore do not have any hankering for things that are unreal."

One must therefore ultimately give up giving up. In this regard

/. .- -
Sankara quotes the following passage in his Gita-bhasya: '"Having

given up both truth and un-truth, give up that by which you give them
23
up." This is also clearly stated in the Aparokshanubuti as follows:

"The abandonment of the illusory universe by realizing it all as the
_ 24
all conscious Atman is the real renunciation."
25
This sense of renunciation was earlier identifed as samnyasa

in its "primary sense' which involves the abandonment of the very
- [ . . . .
adhyasa of agency, but Sankara also refers to renunciation i.e.

samnyasa in its '"secondary sense" as the abandonment of the fruits of
26
action. Whereas samnyasa in its ''secondary sense' is appropriate only
27
for the '"unenlightenned man', samnyvasg in its "primary sense" is
28
appropriate only for the "enlightenned man'. It might be said thercfore

that samnydsa in its "primary sense', as the renunciation of the very

220 . T/ = ,
Sankara, Ifa—bhasya #l, pp. 5-6.

23/ . - - -
JSankara, Gita-bhasya III, Introduction, p. 86.
24

Aparokshanubuti, trans. Swami Vimuktananda (Calcutta: Advaita
Ashrama, 1966), #106.

25
Cf., Chapter One, 5c.

/ . .

Sankara refers to these two senses of renunciation in several
places in his Gita-hhasya: in the introduction to chapter three and
five, and in the eighteenth chapter. (Cf., Sﬁﬁkara, Gita-bhasya XVIII.12).

27 . .- _
Cf., éankara, Gita-~-bhasya, Introduction, Chapter 5.
o
2 /. - - -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya, Introduction, Chapter 3.
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adhyasa of agency, is not an '"act' at all but the realization that there
is nothing to covet and nothing to renounce because the Self is 'all
this''.

In accordance with his adhyvaropa-apavada strategy however,

Sankara enjoins the '"secondary sense' of samnyasa i.e. the renunciation
of the fruits of action, for the 'unenlightnned man'. One can perhaps
infer from this that the world must be given a provisional status in
order to justify the ethic of renouncing it. K. C. Bhattacharya

states this paradox as follows: "The object has thus to be accepted

in order to be effectively denied. One has to be a realist to outgrow
realism...accepting the conditions of the spiritual game in order to
get beyond them.”29 Sadhana in Advaita can therefore be understood

as a practical application of adhyaropa-apavada, i.e. using the false

30
to remove the false. Using the imagery from the Buddhist text:

The Lotus of the True Law it can be said that all spiritual means are
31

ultimately 'toys" to lure us from the "burning-house' i.e. samsara.

Sadhana in éﬁﬁkara should therefore be understood as an application
of maya-vada to practical life. In this regard Hiriyanna states that,
"The conception of maya thus forms the pivotal point of Advaita, on

32
its theoretical as well as on its practical side.” Sadhana deals with

29 . . . C
K.C. Bhattacharyva, "The Advaita and its Spiritual Significance"

from The Cultural Heritage of India Vol. III (2nd ed.; Calcutta:
Ramakrishna Mission, Institute of Culture, 1969), p. 251.

N - . a2 . .
Section #39 will demonstrate how jnana-yoga in Sankara can be
understood as a form of adhyaropa-apavada.

31
Cf., Chapter One, footnote #31.

M. Hiriyanna, "The Ethics of Advaita' from Popular Essays in
Indian Philosophy (Mysore: Kavyvalava Pub., 1952}, p. 85.
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the individual aspects of méyi as registered in the manas ("mind'")
or antah-karana (''ego-sense') which project the illusion of the personality.

/
Sankara states in his Mandukyva-bhasya that, '"...the imagination of

- 33
Jiva (the Jiva-idea) is the source of all (other) imaginations (ideas)."

The personality according to this bhasya, is ultimately a product of
the Lord's imagination.

One could object: Why purify the personality if the personality
ultimately does not exist? éaﬁkara makes sense of this paradox:
purification does not consist in perfecting the adjuncts of the personality
but in de-identifying with them. No perfection is possible on the level
of the personality which sets up false divisions between itself and
others. Rather, perfection according to éaﬁkara, consists in seeing
that we have never been separated from Brahman, here equivalent with

perfection. This is stated in the Upadega—Séhasri: "As one cannot

become another one should not consider Brahman to be different from oneself.
34
For if one becomes another one is sure to be destroyed." According

to ééﬁkara perfection does naot consist in changing our nature but in
35
uncovering it. Thus éahkara argues in his Brhad.-bhasya that liberation

is possihle because death has never becn a part of man's nature.
Strictly speaking this implizs that the Self is equally bevond
both a-dharma and dharma. The familiar image of the Gita indicates that

36,
the Self can never be the slayer or the slain. Sankara echoes this

e

Oséankara, Mandukhya-bhasya II1.17 from Gaudapada, Karikas, p. 104.

4 - -
Upadeda-Sahasri Chapter XV, #1.

35

Cf., Sankara, Brhad.-bhasva IV.III.15.

-

6 ~ -
"°Cf., Bhagavad-Gita I1.19.
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thought in his Byhad.-bhgsya where he says: '"Not only is the man

beyond his relation to his good actions, but he is also untouched by
37
his terribly evil actions." In a similar manner he states in his

Katha-bhasya: '"Therefore the worldly existence, consisting of virtue

and vice relates merely to the ignorant man, it does not belong to the
knower of Brahman, because for him virtue and vice are inappropriate
both according to the Vedic authority and logic:.”s’8

One might ask: does this imply merely a transcendence of ethics
or a rejection of ethics? Is sadhana thereby rendered superfluous and
applicable only to the '"unenlightenned man"? In answering such questions
it is helpful to refer to what was referred to previously as the dual
classification in gaﬁkara which specifies the class addressed, i.e. the
"unenlightenned man' or the "enlightenned man' and the corresponding
standpoint from which a statement is made, i.e. the phenomenal standpoint

39

and the ultimate standpoint. Sankara clearly indicates that this
transcendence of ethics is not applicable to the "unenlightenned man",
but only to the "enlightenned man'. He states therefore in his
Taittiriya-bhasya that, "These two - omission of the good and commission

) 40
of the bad - do not torment this one, as they do the ignorant man."

In a similar manner he states in his Gita-bhasya that, 'He whose

7 _
37 fkara, Brhad.-bhisya IV.II1.22, p. 667.

Sgéaﬁkara, Kathg-bhasya I.11.9 from Eight Upanisads Vol. I,
with the commentary of Sahnkara, trans. Swami Gambhirananda (Calcutta:
Advaita Ashrama, 1972), pp. 144-45. Herein after cited as: §uﬁkara,
Katha~-hhisya. Sce also Sutra-bhasyva I.1.4.

39Cf., Chapter One, scction three.

40 » - -
Sankara, Taittiriya-bhasyva IT.IX.1.
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antahkarana (buddhi), which is an upadhi of the Self, is not tainted,
does not repent thus: 'I have done this: thereby I shall go to
naraka (hell)'. He is wise: he sees rightly: though he kills all
these living creatures, he commits no act of killing, nor is he bound

41
hy the fruit of a-dharma...." In answer to a subsequent objection,

ééﬁkara argues that such a statement can only be mis-interpreted from
the phenomenal level of truth and not from the ultimate level of truth.
He states that,'This objection cannot stand; for the statement can be
explained by distinguishing the two standpoints of worldly conception

2 A
and absolute truth.”4 This excerpt illustrates éaﬁkara's use of the
devices of teaching whereby one modifies one's teaching in accordance
with the spiritual level of the pupil. According to égﬁkara the
possibility of mis-interpretation occurs when one ignores the warning
of the GIita: ''Let not a wise man split the soul of witless men attached

45
to work," and when the teaching reserved for the "enlightenned man" is

transmitted to the ''unenlightenned man'. Whereas a jivan-mukta ("liberated
soul') is incapable of misapplying such a teaching, an ignorant man is
most capable of mis-applying it.

In answer to the previous question it should he said that
éaﬁkara is insistent that a transcendence of ethics does not imply their
rejection in the sense of advocating immoral hehaviour. IHe maintains that,

"The expression, 'Howsoever he may hehave',is intended for a tribute to

41. . - - -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 17.

424 . - - -
éankara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 17.

43 phagavad-Gita I11.26.
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44
this state of a knower of Brahman, and does not mean reckless behaviour.'

He states even more explicitly in the Stutra-bhdasya: '‘Can we now suppose

that a man who has realized the Atman may behave in any way he likes,
without the sense of obligation? No, we cannot...how can one who has
realized the Atman and is absolutely free from the sense of egoism or
attachment to the body and sense be said to behave under the influence

45
of likes and dislikes." ééﬁkara argues co-relatively that though one
cannot make any distinction between a teacher and a pupil in moksa,
prior to that realization teaching is necessary. He says: '"When the
transcendent Brahman is realized as the only existence, there is neither
instruction nor the instructor nor the result of receiving the instruction
and therefore the Upanisads are useless - it is a position we readily
admit. But if you urge that (even before Brahman is realized) instruction
is useless...we reply, no, for it will contradict the assumption of all

4
believers in the self." ° This excerpt indicates how mis-interpretation
occurs whenever one mis-applies criteria appropriate only for the 'en-
lightenned man'' to the "unenlightenned man''. Yet a mis-interpretation
and consequently a mis-application of this transcendence of ethics is
possible in both §aﬁkaré's and Réménuja’s understanding of the "enlightenned
man', whether understood as the jfiana-yogin (é;ﬁkara) or as the prapanna

(Ramanuja). Parallel abuses can thercfore be discovered in the transcendence

of ethics implied in prapatti, especially as understood by Lokachirya,

’
44Saﬁkara, Brhad.-hhasya III.V.1, p. 491.

4SSﬁtra-bh5$ya Date, II.III.48.

/
46Saﬁkara, Brhad.-bhasya I1.1.20, p. 318.
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and in jfana-yoga. For example, the prapanna can be mis-interpreted
by the Northern school as someone who has disregarded his dharma.
Whereas Lokacharya argues that the transcendence of ethics implied in
prapatti and the resulting shift to the '"level" of the Lord means that
one's sins are no longer obstacles but nectar to the Lord,47De§ika
mis-reads this as implying that the "...prapanna should necessarily
commit sin.”48 This issue between Lokacharya and Deéika can be resolved
by distinguishing between criteria applicable only to the "enlightenned
man'" and criteria applicable to the 'unenlightenned man'. Lokacharya's
teaching to the prapanna is addressed to the '"enlightenned man”49
and is intended not to encourage immorality but to initiate a total
surrender to the Lord as the only means (ggézﬁ). Similarly éaﬁkara’s
teaching about moksa as a pre-given, which is equally beyond dharma
and a-dharma is not intended to encourage immorality as indicated in

_ 49a
the excerpts from his Brhad.-bhasya and the Sutra-bhasya cited earlier.

50
As indicated previously, a structural convergence emerges

/ . - - -
between this "explicit strand' in Sankara, which stresses the discontinuity
between Self-knowledge and dharma, and the "implicit strand" in Ramanuja,
as radicalized in Lokacharya, which stresses the discontinuity between

prapatti and the 'machinery' of dharma. As also indicated previously it

47
Cf., Lokdcharya, Mumukshupadi #2160.

48Ved:§nta De§ika, Srimad Rahasyatrayasara Chapter 25, p. 319.

9 . .
Here the term "enlightenncd man'' refers to the candidate
who is ready for prapatti.

9a
+ Cf., infra footnotes #44, #45,

SOChapter Three, section 3.
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is a convergence that exists in the midst of sharp doctrinal differences.
The subsequent sections of this chapter will examine the "implicit strand"
in é%ﬁkara which emphasizes the apparent continuity between Self-

knowledge and dharma in sadhana., The ultimate purpose of this examination

will be to uncover possible areas of convergence between the "implicit
strand'" in é;ﬁkara and the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja. Because
Defika radicalizes this "explicit strand" in Ramanuja, the "implicit
strand" in ééﬁkara is structurally closer to Desika than to Lokacharya.
So for example one point to be argued in this chapter is that Sarkara's
implicit concession to the reality of the Atma-vidhi ("the injunction
pertaining to the Self') is structurally closer to Defika's insistence
on the reality of the Atma-vidhi than to Lokacharya's apparent omission
of any such emphasis.

Although this chapter will focus on an examination of the
"implicit strand" in éﬁﬁkara in order to uncover any possible areas of
convergence between éaﬁkara and Réminuja, éﬁﬁkara's system will never
be reduced to this "implicit strand'". Rather, the areas of structural
convergence between Saikara and Ramanuja will be disclosed as co-existing
within very sharp doctrinal differences between the "explicit strand"

/ . . . - - - -
in Sankara and the '"explicit strand" in Ramanuja.

/
2. The Foundation for the Implicit Continuity in Sankara's System

2a. The Purification of the Mind

/ . - . . - .

Sankara mitigates his explicit emphasis on the radical discontinuity
between Self-knowledge and dharma by his insistence that dharma is
provisionally efficacious in leading to the origination of Self-knowledge,

although not to its fruit. He says: '...knowledge (of the Self)
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when once it is generated, needs nothing whatsoever, for the attainment
of its fruit (i.e. Final Release), but so far as its own generation
Hsl

is concerned, it does so need (the performance of religious actions).

(utpanna hi vidya phalasiddhiﬁ pratina kimcidanyadapeksate utpattin

prati tvapeksate)

/ . -
Sankara argues that dharma is an accessory means to Self-
realization in the sense that it leads to the '"purification of the mind"

v
(sattva-suddhi) which must precede Self-realization. Sankara therefore

sets up a means/end schema '"once-removed' between dharmic means and

. - / 0 . .
Self-realization but, Sankara never means by this that dharmic means
ever '"produce" moksa as such which can only be the "fruit', as-it were,

52
- /
of Brahma-vidya. According to Sankara, the Self remains forever

unaffected by the changes of the buddhi which alone can be affected

by these dharmic means. The Upadeda-Sahasri text in describing the

Self and the buddhi states that, "I, [i.e. the Self] therefore, have

neither distraction nor a profound concentration. Both of them belong
53
to the mind which is subject to change." Ramanuja argues in a similar

manner that the svaripa of the Self never changes in samsara; only the
54
- - - - /
dharma-bhiita-jfiana undergoes change. In his Chandogya-bhasya Sankara

uses the same image of the buddhi as the '"divine eye'" that has bcen

51 - -
Sutra-bhasya Apte, IIL.IV.26.

52 - -
Cf., Sutra-bhasya Date, ITL.IV.27, p. 292,

>Supadeda~Sahasri XIIT, #14.

54Cf., Chapter Three, section lc.
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55
- - - - - /
already encountered in Ramanuja's Gita-bhasya. Sankara there states:
"The mind is the divine eye of the Self - 'divine' i.e. not ordinary,

56
that which is entirely different in character from all other organs...."

Just as Ramanuja argues that though the svarﬁpa of the Self never changes,
that fact can only be known via a purified, all-expansive buddhi,

éaﬂkara argues that the purified buddhi is instrumental in the reflection
of the unchanging Self.57 Conversely both ééﬁkara and Ramanuja argue
that the Self is not reflected in a buddhi which is full of impurities.58

In his Chandogya-bhasya $ankara describes this causal sequence

"once-removed" between dharmic means and Self-realization as follows:
"When this 'purity of the objection cognition' has come about, there

follows purity of the inner nature, i.e. freedom of impurities...when

this purity of the inner nature has come about, the Memory of the Self,

the Infinite, becomes strong - uninterrupted...On the Strengthening of
59
Memory, - ...follows freedom from all ties...." Sankara's description

helps to explain the possibility of '"progressive liberation" (Krama-
60
7 . . . .
mukti) and gradual illumination even within Sankara's explicit insistence

55 / —
Cf., Ramanuja, GIitd-bhasya XI.8 and Sri-bhasya IV.IV.16; cf.,

Chapter Three, lc.

SGéﬁnkara, Chandogya-bhasya VIII.Xii.5, p. 483.
57

Cf., Upade$a-Sahasri Part One, Chapter 2, #8.

P S8Cf., érf-bhﬁsya [.1.1, p. 63 (Thibaut); Ramanuja, Gité-bh;sya
VI.6; Sankara, Katha-bhasya I.I11.12; and Sankara, Gitd-bhdsya II.69.

2

- _ . ., S
59§aﬁkara, Chandogya-bhasya VII, xxvi, 2; cf., Sankara, Gita-
bhasya V.26, V.12,

60

Cf., Sttra-bhasya IV.III.1Q.
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that moksa is a pre-given. But this concession to an implicit continuity
is only provisional and refers to the order of discovery and not to the
order of being. éaﬁkara argues that krama-mukti is only moksa "as-it-were'
as moksa can only be equivalent with the Self and can never be the result
of any actual process as such.

Although both éankara and Ramanuja describe bondage as applicable
to the buddhi and not to the essential nature (svarupa) of the Self,
they conceive of the buddhi differently. Whereas ééﬁkara describes
the buddhi as an upadhi which is ultimately sublated in Self-realization,
Ramanuja only describes the vikaras of the buddhi as sublated in moksa.
The buddhi itself is not sublated. So this structural parallel co-exists
with sharp doctrinal differences.

Another structural parallel between ankara and Ramanuja
emerges when éaﬁkara describes the Lord, here experienced as the Guru as
responsible for the purification of the mind. $ankara says: '"Out of

mere compassion: out of mercy, anxious as to how they may attain bliss.

61
I dwell in their antah-karana...and destroy the darkness of ignorance...."

He argues that $ruti cannot initiate Self-realization without the mediation

of the Guru. He says in this respect that, '"The knowledge of Brahman...

is not possible without some other effort consisting in approaching the
62
teacher and so on, as well as detachment." This is structurally similar
63
to Ramanuja's insistence that only the Lord ultimately removes our impurities,

®l&ankara, GItd-bhisya X, #11, p. 265.

62 - -
éﬁnkara, Mundaka-bhasya I.1.5. Cf., Upadefa-Sahasri Part One,
Chapter one and Gurvastakam.

3 - - - - -
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XV.5.
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but whereas Ramanuja emphasizes the Lord as the Antaryamin (''Inner Controller'')
64
Sankara emphasizes the Lord as the SaksI ("The Witness Consciousness').

Ve
Sankara makes an important differentiation within this causal

sequence ''once removed' hetween '"external means' such as ritual action
and "internal means' such as moral qualities and the practice of éravana

65
manana and nididhyasana. Sankara gives priority to the "internal

causes' although he describes the "external causes'" as helpful in
removing any obstacles that may stand in the way of the purification

of the mind (sattva-suddhi), but this is so only if they are performed

as nigkﬁmya‘karma (""desireless action') and not as kamya-karma (''action

prompted by desire'). He says that, "...Yogins are those who are
devoted to works, free from egotism in all their acts, without attachment
for their results. They act only for the purification of the mind

66
(sattva)."

2b. The Question of Samuccaya

The critical question that follows from the above discussion is
whether or not this causal sequence '‘once removed'" between dharmic means

and Self-realization entalls samuccava i.e. the 'combination of karma and

64Whereas the SaksT can be described as an impartial witness, the
Antaryamin is not impartial in this sense, for it can be described, as
controlling the Self from within. Also because of Rdmanuja's model of Brahman
as Saguna, the Antaryamin is assimilated under the category of Brahman,
whereas because of Sankara's model of Brahman as Nirguna, the SaksT is not
assimilated under the category of Brahman but ranged mid-way between the jiva
and ISvara. This identification of the Lord with the SaksT is most explicit
in Suresyara.

63 - -
Cf., Sutra-bhasya TII.IV.27, IV.1.18.
662 .os - ‘. -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya V.11. Cf., Sankara, Brhad.-bhasyva IV.V.15,
p. 793: "The injunctions about rites arc operative only until one is con-

fronted with those about Self-knowledge."
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jMana." With respect to this question, Sankara argues that the following

forms of karma are provisionally efficacious prior to the awakenning of

Self-knowledge: ''...works comhined with knowledge will bring about

moksa....This is true however with reference to the works which precede

the origination of knowledge, and not with reference to those which follow
67

the realization of Brahman...." According to Sarkara this provisional

efficacy of karma never entials that Atma-jfidna as svarupa-jf¥ana can ever

be dependent on anything but itself., He says: '"...it is not reasonable
that the knowledge of Brahman which repels all ideas of distinction of
deeds, doers, and results, should have dzpendence on any attributive

68

constituent, or any relation with any helpful accessory...."

It might yet be asked, if karma and jfana cannot be combined

£
simultaneously can they be combined successively? Sankara argues in his

Gita-bhasya and ISa-bhasya that jhana-yoga and karma-yoga cannot be combined

in one and the same person at the same time. He argues that that same

person can combine these two paths successively when he is illuminated
69
by the Lord. Surebvara refers to this as krama-samuccaya(''sequential

combination') but Surc&vara never infers from this that Atma-jNana as

svarﬁpa—jﬁéna can ever be combined with karma. Rather, he devotes most of

his Sambandha-Vartika to refuting the three classical options of samucca¥a

= . .~ . . . i . iqs .
vada: 1i.e. the samuccayva where jhana is principal and karma is subsidiary;

. . . A . [ R
the samuccava where karma is principal and jnana is subsidiary; and the samuccayva

7 Sitra-bhisya Date, IV.1.16.

68§aﬁk3ra, Kena-bhasva IV.7.
69

7 Zr
_ f., gaﬁkara, Gita-bhasva II.10, pp. 24-25 and Sankara, IsSa-
bhasya #2.
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70
where both are equal. Suredvara argues that admitting any one of the

above forms of samuccaya would imply that statements about Brahman could
be suhsidiary to dharmic injunctions.
71

Yet Mandana Mi§}a, who might be sald to belong to the same "family"

V4
of Advaita as Sankara, specifically admits to a form of samuccaya-vida:

that karma can combine with Self-knowledge in the "secondary sense' as

¢hyana-abhyasa (""the habit of meditation') and help speed up the origination

of Self-knowledge. He never concludes, however, that statements about
Brahman are thereby rendered subsidiary to dharmic injunctions. He there-

fore states at the conclusion of his Brahma-Siddhi:"...(le moyen de

- . . - . Ve
connaissance)est un auxiliare d'une activité de cette sorte, car, une

fois le Brahman connu de fagon droite par la Parole, on désire agir pour

72
. 7/ .= . .
se le rendre directment présent." Vacaspati Miéra argues for the same
kind of samuccaya in his Bhamati text. He says that, "...rites are remote

auxiliaries in respect of the generation of knowledge, through the

70Cf., Suredvara, Sambandha-Vartika #356b - #357a; 365b - 366a.

Thouﬂh landana Miéra and Sankara do not strictly speaking belong
to the same line of development within the tradition of Advaita they
both may be said to belong to the same "family of Advaita. Mandana
is here being considecred because he radicalizes the "implicit strand"
in Advaita which is later developed and modified by Vacaspati Midra.
Because of the phcnomenological method employed in this thesis, historical
variables, such as the question of whether Mandana preceded §éﬁkara or
was his contemporary will be braceted and an),p0551ble structural
connections hetween the "implicit strand" in Sankara and Mandana and
Vacaspati MiSra will he focussed on.

2

Mandana Migra, Brahma-Siddhi trans. into French. M. Biardeau
(Paris: Publlcatlons dc L'Ecole Francaise D'Extreme Orient, Vol. LXXVI
1969), p. 343. Herein after cited as: Mandana, Brahma- Slddhi.
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73
purification of sattva, i.e., the intellect." S. S. Sastri concludes

from this, in accordance with the general stance of the Gita, that
sadhana should not involve the complete renunciation of karma but a

74
renunciation in karma, but in his introduction to the Brahma-Siddhi

K. Sastri argues that this form ofsamuccaya is true of Mandana but not
/. ’

of Sankara. He says: '"...it may be safely said that both Samkara and

Suredvara are definitely against the type of jfanakarmasamuccaya

75
which Mandana advocates.™ Yet it might be said that a close examination

4
of the "implicit strand" in Sankara should lead one to qualify the above

assertion. For instance, the so called "actions' of the jIvan-mukta

never entail that Atma-jfidna is subsidiary to them i.e., they are never

necessary actions, yet even conceding to their existence from the first
76

level of truth raises the question of samuccaya. Although Sankara

explicitly rejects the three classical options of samuccaya mentioned

. - . . . AL~
earlier, whereas Mandana explicitly affirms the samuccaya where jnana

/. .
is principal and karma is subsidiary, implicitly Sankara admits to what
may be termed a samuccaya '"once-removed'" by his acceptance of krama-

samuccayad which might be described as a "provisional’ visama-samucaya.

Like Sankara, Ramanuja explicitly rejects the classical

3. - © g g - T - T .

7 Vacaspati Midra, Bhamati: Catussutri trans. S. S. Sastri
(Madras Adyar: Theosophical Publishing House, 1933), p. 85. lHerein
after cited as: Vacaspati, Bhamatl.

74Cf., S. S. Sastri, Collected Papers of S. S. Sastri (Madras:

University of Madras Publications, 1961), p. 291. llerein after cited as:
Collected Papers of S. S. Sastri.
75

K. Sastri, Introduction, Brahma-Siddhi (Madras: Government
Press, 1937), p. XXXV. UHerein after cited as: K. Sastri, Introduction,
Brahma-Siddhi.

76

7 - - -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya IV.19, IV.24, V.7.
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form of samuccaya advocated by Mandana and Vacaspati Miéra whereby karma

is accepted as an auxiliary to jfiana. The acceptance of visama-samuccaya,

/ - -
however, does not alter the claim made by both Sankara and Ramanuja

that only Brahma—vidy£ can yield moksa.

Therefore it can be demonstrated that a parallelism exists

between this implicit emphasis in §éﬁkara on krama-samuccaya or what was

termed a "provisional visama-samuccayva''and Ramanuja's acceptance of

visama-samuccaya that is made most explicit in Deéika's position.

/
Because the "implicit strand’ in Sankara is structurally parallel to

the "explicit strand'" in Ramanuja, the acceptance of visama-samuccaya

in the thought of Mandana and Vacaspati Midra, who radicalize this

- 3 - . 4 - - 3 -
"implicit strand" in Sankara is structurally equal to Defika's position
which is a radicalization of the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja.

Furthermore, if meditation on the Self i.e. dhyana-abhvasa

(""the habit of meditation') is accepted as a form of "karma'" then

ld

Sankara should be understood especially in the "implicit strand" as
arguing that this "karma" is an accessory to Atma-jfana in the sense of
being instrumental in its reflection. Mandana, who is here understood

/
as radicalizing this "implicit strand" in Sankara, concludes that without
g p

such asamuccaya Self-knowledge could not arise in fact. He sayvs in
this respect: '"Pour ceux qui croient que le rite et la connaissance sont

sans aucune relation parce qu'ils sont mutuellement contradictoires,

du fait que le rite a pour domaine la dualité et la connaissance la

- v . . .
non-dualite, il sensuit que pour eux la connaissance du non-duel ne

A, . . . . . - - - .
peut mEme pas surgir, pulsqu'il v aurait contradiction entre la division

en moyen de connaissance, (connaissance et objet de connaissancelet 1'accés
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au non-duel. Mais en fait il n'y a pas contradiction, car le moyen et

- 7 . . . - S . -
le but ne sont pas simultanés: toute division disparait précisément
82
» . . - - . .
dans 1'acces au non-duel." It is precisely Ramanuja's contention,

as is especially evident in the "explicit strand'" of his thought,

that without dhyana-abhyasa no knowledge of the Self or of the Lord is

possible. This understanding of chyana-abhyasa as a form of "karma"
83
shall be considered in greater detail in a subsequent section.

In his Gita-bhasya Sankara may be said to suggest the later
synthetic view of the Bhamati school which is referred to by S. S.
Sastri as: '"...the attitude of synthesis exalting neither karma nor
its renunciation but seeking a via media.”84 The following excerpt
from Sankara's Gita-bhasya suggests this synthetic view. He says:
"For, performance of action is a means of attaining freedom from action."

85
(naiskarmya-upayatvat karmidrambhasva).

2c. The Ambiguous Role of the Buddhi

Just as Ramanuja argues that the buddhi is responsible both for
the false sense of separability between the Sclf and the Lord and for
the perception of the actual inseparability between the Self and the
Lord, so Sankara argues that bondage and liberation refer to the buddhi

86
and not to the Self. In his introduction to the Sutra-bhasva he

82 . .
Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi pp. 181-SZ.

83Cf., Chapter Four, section 3a.
84 )

S. S. Sastri, Collected Papers of S. S. Sastri, p. 291.
857 -

Sankara, Gita-bhasya II1.4,

86 4 i - "
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasva IL.Z1.
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states co-relatively that adhydsa is only possible because of the
reflection of the Self in the buddhi. Therefore, according to Sankara,
the Self only app=ars as a do-er because of the super-imposition of the
buddhi upon the Self.87

The buddhi in both Sankara and Ramanuja holds both ends of the
spectrum of sadhana together i.e. it is the cause both  of the mis-
perception of an "as-if duality" (éaﬂkara) or as-if separability
(Réminuja)and of the perception of the 'actual nonduality" (éaﬁkara)

or the 'actual inseparability'" (Ramanuja) between the Self and Brahman.

Despite Ramanuja's conative emphasis he quotes from this critical passage

from the Vis$nu-Purana in his Gita-bhasya: "The mind alone is the cause
88
of bondage and liberation." The following statement from the Viveka-
cuddmani mirrors it exactly: '™Man's bondage is caused by the mind,
89

and liberation too is caused by that alone."

Despite the insistence of the Vivarana school that the last

90
cognition preceding Self-realization is not really a vrtti {(""a mental
Y .
psychosis'), there is much evidence in Sankara to support the claim of
91
.

the Bhaimati school that the last cognition is in fact a vrtti. Sankara

says that, '...the Self is imagined to be enlightenned, mercly because

of avidya associating Him with that intellectual perception - which is

87Cf., Sutra-bhasya I1.111.40,

SRaménuja, Gita-bhasya VI.6.

9 — -
Viveka-cudamani #172.
90

Cf., Vivaranaprameyasangraha I.II.

91Cf., Vacaspati, BhamatI, p. 78.
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unreal - which takes the form of discrimination between the Self and the
92
not-Self, while in reality the Self has undergone no change whatever."

The following passage from the Viveka-cudamani supports this view:

"That kind of mental function which cognizes only the identity of the

Self and Brahman, purified of all adjuncts, which is free from duality...
93
is called illumination." This is stated even more explicitly in the

Upade§a~55hasrf text: "It is to the intellect and not to the Self which
94
is immutable, that the knowledge, 'I am Brahman' belongs."

Because it is argued in the Bhamati school that the last cogni-
tion preceding Self-realization is a vrtti, it is therefore concluded
that the karana ('catalyst') for Self-realization is in fact the purified
buddhi. Sankara supports this conclusion in his Gita-bhasya where he
says that, "The mind, refined by Sama and Dama - i.e. by the subjugation
of the body, the mind and the senses - and equipped with the teachings
of the Scripture and the teacher, constitutes the sense by which the

95

Self may be seen." The process leading to the purification of the

mind (sattva-suddhi) is disclosed as the very pivot of sadhana in

Advaita for the Self never becomes purified in sadhana. Sadhana

purifies only the buddhi as stated in the Viveka-cudamani: ''Bondage

and Liberation are attributes of the buddhi which ignorant people falsely

superimpose on the Reality, as the covering of the eyes by a cloud

92z . -, = -
Sankara, Gita-bhisya II.21.

QJViveka—cﬁdimani #427.

9

Ypadeda-Sihasri Part 1, XVIIIL, #1509,

957 . R -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya II.21, p. 46.
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96
is transferred to the sun." Similarly, as has been previously noted,

Ramanuja argues that bondage and liberation refer to the dharma-bhuta-

.- . . -
jnana, either as contracted or as all-expansive, and not to the svarupa

of the Self which never undergoes any change.

7/
3. The Mitigation of Nirguna Brahman in Sankara's Thought

Preamble
97
In the following two principal sections the "implicit strand"
y Y
of continuity in Sankara will be examined in order to uncover any
possible areas of convergence with the 'explicit strand" in Ramanuja,
as radicalized in Defika's position. As pointed out previously these
4 - - .

areas of structural convergence between Sankara and Ramanuja co-exist

with sharp doctrinal differences, the two most prominent of which

/ . - - . . - - .
are Sankara's insistence that Brahman is Nirgupna versus Ramanuja's

7 - - -
insistence that Brahman is Saguna, and Sankara's maya-vada versus
————

Ramanuja's insistence that the world is real. It must be noted that

4 * - - . - - .
Sankara's emphasis on Nirguna Brahman is mitigated somewhat by his

argument that though Brahman is Nirguna and not Saguna, this can only

be known by resorting to Saguna Brahman. The following three areas

will be investigated under section three wherein the mitigation of his
emphasis on Brahman as Nirguna occurs: jfiana-yoga considered as adhyaropa-

apavada; the Atma-vidhi and the karana for Self-realization; and, the

4 4 . - - .
implicit theism in Sankara. Also Sankara's doctrine of maya will be

disclosed in section four as mitigated somewhat by his realistic

6Viveka-cﬁd5mani #571.

97 . . .
/Cf., section 3 and section 4.
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epistemology and his insistence against the Buddhists that Nirguna Brahman

should not entail any endorsement of Sunyati-vada. The considerations

in sections three and four are inteded to verify not only the "implicit
7
strand'" in Sankara but also the areas of structural convergence between

I - -
this "implicit strand'" in Sankara and the '"explicit strand'" in Ramanuja.

3a. Jnana-Yoga as Adhyaropa-Apavada

3a (i). Dhyana-Abhydsa and Viveka-jfhana

The critical issue in this"implicit strand" of éaﬁkara is whether
Self-knowledge can be said to involve a mental action and therefore,
whether it is in any sense a process. This question presupposes
the distinction referred to earlier in Sankara between the "primary
sense' of Self-knowledge as svarﬁpa—jﬁéna and the "secondary sense"

98
of Self-knowledge as vrtti—jﬁina. Whereas Self-knowledge as svarupa-

jhana can only be described as identical with moksa itself, Self-
knowledge as vrtti-jnina is that process which is instrumental in

leading to the reflection of svarupa-jhana. S. S. Sastri distinguishes

o R . A = ~— .
between svarupa-jnana and vyttl—Jﬁana as follows: '"Jnana in the sense

of svarupa-jfiana, the consciousness that is Brahman is identical with

release; it is not a means to release, heing indeed the substrate of
avidya. What is claimed to be instrumental is vrtti-jfdna, a particular
cognitive psychosis intuiting the impartite and arrived at by study of
the Vedanta, reflection and profound contemplation. It is a function

99
of the internal organ."

9SCf., Introduction, footnote #84, Chapter One, 5c.

99
S.S. Sastri, Collected Papers of S.S. Sastri, p. 239. For a full
description of this distinction in the Post-Sanmharites cf., Veddntaparibhisa
Chapter One, ##3-22.
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Although this distinction between svarupa-jfana and vrtti-jihana

is common to both the Bhamati and the Vivarana schools of Advaita,
their use of this distinction differs. So for instance, the Vivarana
school makes a qualitative distinction within vrtti-jhana between

dhyana and viveka-jNana that is absent in the Bhamati school. Co-

relatively the Vivarana school argues that a discontinuity exists

N o = . . . . . .
between viveka-jnana which is described as objective and referring to

what is, and ritual action which is described as referring to what is
about to come into being and is thus dependent on the will of the agent.
S. S. Sastri criticizes the qualitative distinction between dhyana

and Viveka-jﬁéna referred to by the Vivarana schoecl, as follows:

"The distinction is by no means absolute, being only one of degree.

This is masked by the assumption that contemplation can be of the
100
unreal, while cognition cannot be''. S. S. Sastri seems to imply

by this quote that the Vivarana school only tacitly admitted that
. A= NPV /£ -
v1veka-3%ana was a form of vrtti-jnana, but to the contrary Sankara

101
insists in his GIta-bhasya that the very act of viveka is a vrtti.

Similarly, one can only see that one is not the five sheaths (ko$as)

from the standpoint of one of the five sheaths, namely, the "intellectual
102
sheath" (vijNanamayako$a). Also the Vivarana school refuse to accept

the Akhanda-vrtti (''the last vrtti preceding Self-realization') as a

vrtti, unlike the Bhamati school, hbecause they argue no yrtti can

1005. S. Sastri, Collected Papers of S. S. Sastri, p. 239.
101

7 - - -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasyva [I.21, p. 4.

i - _
102ce | Viveka- ciidimani #210, Atma-bodha #16, 17.
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sublate avidyé. The Vivarana school is however forced in effect to

subdivide svarupa-jffana into two categories: svarupa-jNana as the
103
Akhanda-vrtti and svarupa-jiana as moksa itself. S. S. Sastri, in

representing the Bhamati position, criticizes the Vivarana school on

their dual usage of svariipa-jhana and insists that svaripa-jfana
104
can only be identical with moksa itself.

The viability of this distinction between vrtti-jfiana and svarupa-
~_ - / . > - . - 4
jnana in Sankara's own thinking will now be examined. Sankara's under-

standing of jfdna-yoga and Atma-jNina will then be examined in the

7 -
light of this distinction. Sankara's implicit concession to Atma-

jfiana as a mental process, i.e. as a form of vrtti-jfiana in his under-
standing of Atma—jﬁéna in the "secondary sense'" (gaunam)will be closely
examined in order to uncover any possible areas of structural convergence
with Ramanuja.

, 105 3

Sankara argues in his Kena-bhisya that if Atma-jﬁana is
restricted to its "primary sense' (paramartham) as equal with moksa

itself, Atma-jNana would then be reduced to an impossibility. Just

. . < AT - R on
as fire cannot burn itself, so Atma-jnana as svarupa-jnana would never

know itself as svarﬁpa—jﬁﬁna without vrtti-jfana. This impasse is

described in the following passage from the Upadcéa—Sﬁhasri: "The

intellect has no consciousness and the Self no action. The word

1OSCf., Vivaranapramcyasangraha I.ii. Cf., subsection (ii)
in this section on the Axhanpda-vrtti.
104 , . -
Cf., S.S. Sastri, Collected Papers of S. S. Sastri, p. 239.
105 Z -
Cf., Sankara, Kena-bhasya 1.3.
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106
'knows' can therefore reasonably be applied to neither of them."

Vd -
A similar paradox is expressed in Sankara's Kena-bhasya as follows:
"Brahman is in fact unknown to vijanatdm, to the people who know - that
is to say, to those who have fully realised. Brahman is vij¥atam,
known; avijanatam, to those who do not know, to those who have not got
107
full realisation...." Sankara's solution amounts to this: the way

out of this impasse is to distinguish between the action of knowing

i.e. vrtti-j¥ina and knowledge itself i.e. svartpa-jN¥ana. The Upade$a-

Sahasri differentiates between these two senses of knowledge. Knowledge
as vrtti-jhana is identified in this text as follows: "The word,
'knowledge', in the sense of the instrument of the action of knowing,

108
is applied to the intellect...." Knowledge as svardpa-jnana is

identified as follows: ''Being eternal, Knowledge which is of the nature

of the Self...is never created by the intellect by Itself or by anything

109
else." The following objection is raised in this text: 'How then
110
is knowledge a result?" The answer given in this text is crucial
for this distinction between vrtti-jﬁina and svarupa-~jfiana: "(It is

a result in a secondary sense:) though changeless and eternal, It is

noticed in the presence of mental modifications called sense-perception
111

etc. as they are instrumental in making it manifest." Therefore

6 - -

10 Upade§d—8ahasri Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #54.
7 -

10 éankara, Egpa-bhasya I1.5.

108

Upade$a-Sahasri Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #56.

109Upade§a-$5hasrf Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #66.

0 - T
1 Upadega—Sahasrl Part One, #108.

111 p - -
Upadesa-Sahasri Part One, #108.
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vrtti-jﬁﬁna is instrumental to svarupa-jHiana in the sense of leading to

its reflection, although this never entails any actual samuccaya between
7
the two. Sankara says that, "...the Self is indicated by the cognitions
themselves, in the midst of cognitions, as non-different from them.
112
There is no other door to Its awareness." Therefore the purification
of Xtma-jfiana in the '"secondary sense' as vrtti-jfidna functions as a
means to the reflection of Atma-jfidna in the ''primary sense' as svarupa-
- 4 . v A . . . -
jffana. Sankara describes the vrtti-jfNina in his Aitareya-bhisyva as

113
'...bearing witness to the witnessing Brahman." Accordingly Sarkara

1

understands the phrase from the Gita, '"...you yourself know your Self
114
through the self', in terms of this key epistemic function of the

vrtti-jfana. He says: '"...the Self is truly known when it is known
115
along with each state of consciousness."

Just as Brahman "needs' ISvara to know Himself as Brahman, so

svarﬁpa-jﬁéna "needs" vrtti-jfidna to know itself as svarupa-jhana.

Vrtti-jnina functions as an "intermediary category' to bridge the impasse

Y A . . - A=
between Atma-jNdna in the "primary sense' as svarupa-jhana and dharma.

It allows Sankara to simultaneously argue for an actual discontinuity
between Self-knowledge and dharma in the order of being and an apparent

continuity between them in the order of discovery. While the vrtti-jfana

112§ankara, Kena-bhasya II1.4, p. 63.

113 -
§aﬁkara, Aitareya-bhasya from Eight Upanisads Vol. II, trans.
Swami Gambhirénan@a (Calcutta: Advaita Ashrama, 1973}, p. 69. Herein
after cited as: Sankara, Aitareya-bhasya.

Gita X.15 referred to in: Sankara, Kena-bhasya I1,4.

llséaﬁkara, Kena-bhasya I1.4.
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plays an indispensable epistemic role in reflecting the svartpa-jfiana,

it is ultimately sublated in Self-realization.

Because the "implicit strand'" in éankara is structurally
parallel to the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja as radicalized in Deikas
position, éaﬁkara’s implicit emphasis on Self knowledge as a mental
process is closer to Vedanta Deéikz‘s conception of Self-knowledge
than to Lokacharya's conception.11 Yet this structural parallel
co-exists with a real doctrinal difference for Sankara argues, unlike
Ramanuja that Self-knowledge considered as a mental process, i.e.
vrtti-jfidna, is ultimately sublated in Self-realization. Sankara argues
therefore that the Self was never, in fact, related to the buddhi.

The relationship is apparent. The reflection of the Self in the buddhi
is consequently disclosed to be illusory. This is argued in the UpadeSa-
Sahasri where it is stated that, "The unreality of the reflection is

117
known from the scriptures and rcasoning."

4 - « -
Sankara's insistence on the unreality of this reflection lays

the basis for a consideration of jﬁﬁna—yoga as adhyaropa-apavada.

l16Judging from his emphasis on prapatti Lokacharya would argue

that the highest form of Sclf-knowledge cmanating from prapatti is

not an act and therefore strictly spcaking prapatti is not an updya.

He says: "Even the prapatti that is done out of mental confusion with
the idea that it is the means, is equivalent with sin." (cf., Lokdcharya,
Mumukshupadi #262). Vedanta De§ika on the contrary insists that Self-
“knowledge involves a mental process, specifically; nididhydsana as
continual upasana which must he practiced unceasingly until darfana.
Whereas Lokacharya would argue that the Self-knowledge emerging out of
prapatti transcends the possibility of an injunction, Dedika insists as
shall he demonstrated later, on an Atma-vidhi which he applies not only
to nididhyésana as continual updsana but also to dar&ana. (Cf., Srinivasa,
Chari Advaita and Vi§istadvaita |Bomhay: Asia Publishing House, 1961],
Chapter 8.

117

Upadeéarsihasri Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #43.




Jiana-yoga can be accordingly described as the "means of no means"
whereby cognition is used to transcend cognition. This is structurally
parallel to Ramanuja's description of prapatti whereby the will is used
to transcend the will. According to both Sarnkara and Ramanuja moksa
is not the result of man's will or the effect of any dharmic means.
Thus A. G. Warrier says that, "Grace is just this experience of the
uncaused or eternal variety of Self—realization.”118

Adhyaropa-apavada ('super-imposition-negation') has first been

, 119

encountered as Sankara's primary strategy. It is here being applied

120
to sddhana, specifically to jfldna-yoga. As pointed out previously

a radical discontinuity exists between karma-nistha ("the devotion of
121
works') and jflana-nistha (''the devotion of knowledge”), according to

/

Sankara, but some continuity exists between karma-yoga (''the path of
122

works') and jiana-yoga ('"the path of knowledge"). For both karma-

g - 4 - . - .
yoga and jfiana-yoga according to Sankara participate in the structure

of adhyaropa-apavada. Sankara identifies jidna-yoga understood here

as dhyana-abhyvasa, with adhydropa in the following passage from his

Brhad.-bhasya: 'The scriptures enjoin meditation on the name etc. as

Brahman for one who clearly knows that these things are different from
123
Brahman." The most striking passage supporting this view occurs in

289

118
A. G. Krishna Warrier, Concept of Mukti in Advaita Vedanta

(Madras: University of Madras Pub., 1901), p. 407.

119Cf., Chapter One.

Cf., Chapter One, section 3.
cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya I1I.10, p. 24.

Cf., Sankara, Giti-bhasva III.4, p. 94,

b
[\

3

Sankara, Brhad.-bhisya 1.iii.l, p. 46.
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his Aitareya-bhdsya where Sankara re-interprets the passage from the

I%a Upanisad: ''Crossing over death through avidya, onc attains im-
124
mortality through vidya', in accordance with this conception of

» A - - / .
jNana-yoga as adhydropa-apavada. Sankara states: '"From such Vedic

texts as, 'Crave to know Brahman through concentration' (Tai. III.ii),
it follows that concentration etc. that are conducive to the rise of
knowledge, as well as activities like service of the teacher, are called
avidya (nescience), since they are the products of nescience.
Producing vidya (knowledge)through them, one transcends death that is
the same as desire....In order to reveal this idea the (Isa) Upanisad
says, 'Crossing over death through avidya, one attains immortality

125
through Xigléf.” The following excerpt from his Gita-bhasya suggests

that perhaps the whole of sadhana partakes of adhydropa-apavida:

"Though the means is mithya or illusory, still it is true, because the
126 J
end is true...." This coincides with Sankara's insistence in his

Giti-bhasya that even viveka-jfiana is ultimately mithya. He says there
that, "...the Self is imagined to be enlightenned, merely because of
avidya associating Him with that intellectual perception - which is
unreal - which takes the form of discrimination between the Self and
127

the not-Self, while in reality the Self has undergone no change whatever."

This conception of jﬁgna—yoga as adhvaropa-apavada indicates the point

12414y Upanisad #11.
125

éaﬁkara, Aitareva-bhasya Part One, Chapter 1, Introduction, p. 19.

126, . . - _
Sankara, Gita-bhasva XVIII, #066.

127

Y N - - -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya 1I1.21, p. 44.
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made earlier, that any 'bridge' between Atma-jfidna as svarlpa-jTana and

dharma refers to the order of discovery and not to the order of being.

Thus Suresvara states in his Naiskarmyasiddhi that, "Through a means that

is unreal, the Self which can be approached through no means whatever is
128
realized."

The Atma-bodha employs the following image of the cleaning

nut to describe jﬁéna—yoga understood here as dhyana-abhyasa, as adhyaropa-

apavada: '"The soul rendered dirty by ignorance, knowledge purifies
through the practice of knowledge and itself subsides like the powder
of the cleaning-nut (precipitating itself after precipitating other
2
impurities suspended in water).”l~9 Further on in the same text meditation
is compared to the fire-sticks that must themselves be consumed in order
130

to start the fire. These images are most appropriate in describing the

function of the Akhanda-yrtti which leads to moksa by annuling itself.

As shall be demonstrated, the conception of jNana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada

is best verified by the role of this vrtti.

Mandana uses the same image of the cleaning-nut encountered

in the Atma-bodha to illustrate this conception of jNana-yoga as adhyaropa-

131
aBavﬁda. lHe uses two other imgges to illustrate the same point.

The most graphic of these is the image of the polson that neutralizes

. PR - . o,
another poison by ncutralizing itself. He says: "Il cst bien évident

-
1”88ure§vara, Naiskarmyasiddhi TIT, 104.

1297
Atma-bodha #5, p. 10.

1300, Rtma-bodia #42.

1Jle., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One, #12, p. 156.




292

que les efforts répétés d'audition, de méditation et de concentration

relatifs au Brahman qui est au-deld des différences s'opposent a la

croyance a la différence, quoiqu'ils rel®vent de 1'inconnaissance, tout

comme le lait fait digérer le lait en méme temps qu'il est digére par

lui-méme, ou comme un poison neutralise un autre poison tout en se neutralisant

132
- A "
1ui-meme.

He then interprets the eleventh verse of the Iéa Upanisad

in terms of this conception of jfana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada. Like

gaﬁkara,Mandana insists that it is impossible to make access to svarupa-jfiana

without the intermediary of vrtti-jfiana. He says: '...car on ne peut

A . /. . . N
connattre la non-différence sans (faire appel 'd) la différence: 1'acce€ss

a la connaissance de la (non-différence) en effect aurait pour moyen
133
. e - . . . .
les différences." Mandana makes an explicit distinction, however, that

is only implicitly present in Sankara between two kinds of avidyas:
134

non-apprehension (agrahana) and mis-apprehension (anyathagrahana)

in order to argue for jTana-voga as adhyaropa-apavada. He therefore

argues that the first form of avidyé manifested in jNana-yoga is responsible
for sublating the second form of avidya and for transforming a mediate
knowledge of the Self derived from §ravana into immediate knowledge. lle

says: '"...cet effort répété de concentration sur 1'dtman...qui s'oppose

LY . ~ . R . . N
a la croyance aux diffeérences et qui la fait cesser; cn faisant disparaitre

. L s s . . Fal .
cette croyance aux différences dans sa genéralité, il disparalt aussi

32 . 4§12
! Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, #13, pp. 156-57.

133Cf., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter Two, #41, p. 195.

U54c¢ . Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter Three, #171, p. 330.
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135
de 1lui-méme." Mandana also uses the example of the imaginary snake-

bite which though unreal can lead to a real effect namely, death by fright,

) 136
to explain how one form of avidya can sublate another form of avidva.
137
Vimuktaman also argues in the last chapter of his Istasiddhi that that

which sublates ayvidya must also he avidya. D. C. Bhattacharya in his
article on the Post—éankarites summarizes Vimuktaman's argument in the
last chapter of the Istasiddhi as follows: *"'The destruction of the false
entity must also be false. Everything other than Brahman is false and
indeterminable.”138

139

Vacaspati Mifra argues like Mandana that Atma-jhana can only

"arise' via adhyaropa-apavada. He says in his BhamatT text that, '.

true knowledge is seen to arise from means of knowledge which are empirically

140
though not absolutely valid." This argument is in agreement with

3SMandana Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, #12, p. 156. The phrase: ‘'cet
effort répété de concentratlon sur l'atman”whlch can be translated as: T
"this repeated effort of concentration on the Self" is somewhat of a mis-
leading translation for it suggests that manana rather than nididhyasana
is being referred to here. But the Sanskrit phrase used here ""dhyana-abhyasa"
indicates that Mandana is referring to nididhyasana and not to manana.

136
Cf., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One, #7.

137
Vimuktiaman is the celebrated author of the Istasiddhi. He
is a Post-Sankarite who also radicalizes many of the p01nts in the

"implicit strand' in Sankara. For his views on Ananda cf., section 3c.
138

D. C. Bhattacharya, "Post-Sankara Advaita'" in Cultural Heritage
of India Vol. IIT, ed. H. Bhattacharya (Calcutta: Ramakrisha Mission, 1909),
p. 209.

139

Vacaspati Midra is the celebrated author of the Bhamati text.
lHe carried on many of Mandana's views, such as the two kinds of avidya
but rejected any of Mandana's viewsthat were too close to the MImdmsaka
standpoint such as Mandana's acceptance of a real dhyana-vidhi.

14 O\ﬂgdspatl BhamatI, pp. 8-9.
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/
Sankara's insistence that "external means' such as rituals and "internal
means' such as the practice of meditation, are efficacious up to the

141

origination of Atma-jfana and not afterwards.

T P Snd . . = ¥ oo . .
Atma-jRana in the '"primary sense' as svarupa-jhana is incapable

of generating this origination so it must resort to Atma-jflana in the
"secondary sense' as vrtti-jfNana. T. R. V. Murti refers to this aspect

of svarfipa-jAana in pointing out that, "Spirit never generates anything

142
nor is itself generated." Vacaspati argues in a similar manner
when he says: 'Nor can the immutable, eternal, intelligent Self, which
143
is incapable of transformation, be active of itself." Therefore

svarﬁpa-jﬁéna should never be misrepresented as an effect, though its

reflection, namely theAkhanda-vytti can be understood as an effect.

This emphasis on jhiana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada is, as has

s
been shown most prominent in the "implicit strand" in Sankara as radicalized
in the Bhamati school which views jfiana-yoga more in terms of dhyana—

abhyasa ("the habit of meditation") than in terms of viveka—jﬁana

("the knowledge of discrimination'). As shall be demonstrated, however,

- AL~ . « - . . -
even the conception of jnana-yoga as viveka-j¥ina that is prominent in

.. Z . . .
the "explicit strand" of Sankara and therefore radicalized in the

Vivarana school, can be understood in terms of adhyaropa-apavada.

To argue that jﬁEna-yoga is adhyaropa-apavada is simply to apply

7 . . . r P - A
Sankara's insistence that any "bridge' hetween Atma-jnhana as svarupa-jnana

141 - -
Cf., Sutra-hhasya IV.1.16.

14270 Ry, Murti, Ajfidna (London: Luzac and Co., 1933), p. 164.
Herein after cited as: T. R. V. Murti, Ajnana,

143V5caspati, Bhamati, p. 48.
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and dharma refers to the order of discovery and not to the order of

/
being. Such an understanding of jflana-yoga is true to Sankara's explicit
insistence on the actual discontinuity between Atma-jHana and dharma,

while providing an explanation for their apparent continuity in the order

of discovery. Conceiving of jhana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada therefore

does justice to both the "explicit strand" and the "implicit strand"

in Sankara simultaneously. The apparent continuity between Atma-jfiana
and dharma is explained but it is not misrepresented as a real continuity
in the order of being. The vrtti-jfana, as has been demonstrated, plays
an indispensable role as an "intermediary category' in explaining this
continuity in the order of discovery for it is the vrtti-jflana that must

be purified in sadhana so as to better reflect the svardpa-jfiina

which remains unaltered. But although the vrtti-jiana has a provisional
function in leading to the origination of that final intuition preceding
Self-realization, it is ultimately sublated in the latter. From this

a-posteriori standpoint the Self is disclosed as having had only an

apparent and not a real relationship with the buddhi. Co-relatively

from this standpoint, any "bridge' between Atma-jifana and dharma

is disclosed as having functioned only via the merit of adhyaropa-apavada,

thereby leaving only the Self as the unsublated.
Z . .
In radicalizing the”explicit strand” in Sankara, the Vivarana

. - - IS N - . -
school represent Jﬁdna—yoga as viveka-jnana ("the knowledge of discrimina-

tion") rather than dhyana-abhyasa (''the habit of meditation") which is the

predominant emphasis of the Bhamati school. Instezad of representing

. D . . .~ - - .
jnana-yoga as either viveka-inana or as dhyana-abhyasa in accordance

with either the Vivarana or the Bhamati emphasis respectively, a more

constructive approach might be to perceive them as two distinct but
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inseparable phases of adhyaropa-apavada. JHana-yoga as dhyana-abhyasa

would then point to the adhyaropa phase and jiana-yoga as viveka-jffina

s -_ -_
would then point to the apavada phase. Sankara refers to dhyana-abhyasa

as a super-imposition upon the attributeless Brahman in the following

passage from his Brhad.-bhasya: '"All Vedic means consisting of meditation

and rites, which depend on several factors such as the agent and

culminate in identity with Hiranyagarbha, a result achieved through effort,
144

are but co-extensive with this manifested relative universe."

Therefore the very act of meditating upon the Self implies the super-

imposition of the buddhi upon the Self, but it is a super-imposition

with a soteriological value, as has been demonstrated, as the purified

buddhi is able to reflect the unchanging Self. Because of this unique

epistemic role, the purified buddhi functions as one of the karanas

{(""catalysts') for Self-realization. In his Sﬁtra-bhégya éaﬁkara

- - CM . -
describes viveka-jnana as that process of un-covering the Self via

the progressive elimination of false selves: 'Just as the very small
star of Arundhati is shown last of all, after having first shown the
bigger ones in the neighbourhood as aids to the eyesight, even so the
un-atmans made up of food, prana etc. are shown in succession in order
that people of ordinary intelligence may gradually eliminate the false
atmans, and posit the innermost Atman consisting of ananda as the only

145
. . . . . AT
reality."” This passage indicates how viveka-jnana can be understood

as implementing the apayada phase of adhyaropa-apavada. As adhyaropa

144 ~ . -
Sankara, Brhad.-bhasya I.IV.7, p. 110.

1455&tra~bh§sya Date, I1.1.12.
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must precede apavada so dhyana-abhyasa and viveka-jfana should be

understood as functioning successively yet inseparably. Together they

are capable of leading to that final intuition, the Akhanda-vrtti

which culminates in moksa.

The discipline of viveka-jnina illustrates how the Self can best

be approached via negativa i.e., by a successive process of elimination.

/

Sankara says in this respect that, 'The method of realizing its real

nature would be to discard one after another the parts, super-imposed

on it, by successive acts of attention.”146 The process of elimination
referred to above, should not be understood in the literal sense but
rather in the figurative sense i.e. one 'megates' the adjuncts of the
Self by no longer identifying with them. For example the body is no
longer perceived as my body but as that body. The spiritual use of this

B _ 147
discipline is enumerated in the Upadesa-Sahasri. In the Aparokshanubhuti

text continual meditation (dhyana-abhyasa) on the Self is described as
148
the means that is capable of producing that viveka-jnana. Whereas

saguna-dhyana (meditation on the conditionned" i.e. saguna Brahman)

could not produce this discrimination (viveka) between the Self and the

not-Self, nirguna-dhyana ("meditation on the unconditionned'" i.e.

nirguna Brahman) is capable of producing this effect. Accordingly

viveka-jflana and nirguna-dhyana are described as inseparably united in

146Sﬁtra-bh£$ya Date, IV.1.2, p. 319. See also Sankara,

Chandogya-bhasya VII.i.3, p. 370.

147Cf., Upadeéa—sahasri Part One, Chapter One, #10 to #18.
See also the Vakyavrtti #12 to #18.

148

Cf., Aparokshanubhuti #100.
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149
the Viveka-cudamani. Yet even saguna-dhyana though incapable of

. - A . - '~
"producing' viveka-jnana as such can be related to viveka-jfiana as

- . - . / .
adhyaropa is related to apavada i.e. as the two phases of Sankara's

primary strategy. Accordingly Sankara insists on connecting viveka-jhana

with the antecedent projections upon the Self in his Brhad.-bhasya

in terms of adhyaropa-apavada. He says: "It is to bring home this

purport [i.e. that the Self is Brahman] that the ideas of projection,

maintenance, dissolution etc., as well as those of action and its

factors and results were superimposed on the Self. Again by their

negation - by the elimination of the super-imposed attributes through a
150

process of 'Not this, not this' - the truth has been known."

Dhyana and viveka should be therefore understood as two phases of the

same strategy so that in the words of Sanikara one will be made to
151
", ..understand by degrees."

3a {ii). The Akhanda-vrtti: Its Different Interpretations

The Akhanda-vrtti according to the Bhamati school, is that category

which best enacts the adhyaropa-apavada strategy. Vacaspati argues that

the sublation of avidya_cannot be effected by svarﬁgg;jﬁana but only by

. v . .
vrtti-jnana. He says that,"The cessation of Nescience etc., however,

should he known to come from the effect of contemplation, viz., intuition,

149Cf., Viveka-cudamani #280 to #288. The Vivarana insistence

on the opposition between dhyina and viveka-jnana (cf., Vivaranaprameyasangrana
IT1.XXV) is hecause they usually use dhyana in its ''secondary sense'
i.e. as saguna-dhyina and not in its 'primary sense' i.e. as nirguna-dhyana

4 b - -
Oéﬁﬁkara, Brhad.-bhasya IV.IV.25. GSee also Sankara, Gita-bhasyva

XIII.15.

V4
1Saﬁkara, Aitareva-bhdsya II1.1.1, p. 51,
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152
which is a variety of psychosis of the internal organ." Further on

in the same text he describes the Akhanda-vrtti as sublating avidya

by sublating itself: '...the intuition of Brahman is a particular
psychosis of the internal organ, generated in the mind as aided by the
impressions produced by hearing, reflection etc.,....And this, while
rooting out the perception of the stupendous magical presentation of
the entire universe, roots itself out as well, not being distinct

153
from that universe...." As noted before Mandana compares this action
of the Akhanda-vrtti to the poison that neutralizes another poison

154
- . . - A - . . .
by neutralizing itself. Svarupa-jnana being inactive cannot generate the

intuition of Brahman. It can do so only by uniting itself with the

155
Akhanda-vrtti as an adjunct. As Mandana stated in his Brahma-Siddhi:
156
"...la connaissance ne se produit pas sans l'inconnaissance." A

vrtti though ultimately illusory, can lead to a real effect, just as
157
an imaginary snake-hite can lead to death through fear. Vacaspati

employs his doctrine of the two kinds of avidyi to clarify the role of

the Akhanda-vrtti when he argues that avidva as non-apprehension

152V5caspati, Bﬁ&mat{,p. 108.
“Vacaspati, Bhamati, pp. 231-32.

154Cf., Footnote 132.

155”...(if it were not united to intelligence as an adjunct),
of the psychosis of the internal organ, itself non-intelligent, self-
illumination would be unintelligible, in the absence of the retlection

of intelligence, and hence it could not intuite." (Vdcaspati, Bhamati,
pp. 78-79.)
156

Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, #13.

13/Cf., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, #7.
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158
(agrahana) is capable of sublating avidya as mis-apprehension (anyathagrahana).

S. S. Sastri in summarizing their positions on this says: '"...a delusion
159

may bhe dispelled by a delusion but not by any delusion.” Therefore

the Bhamati school employ an implicit value-distinction between the

Akhanda-vrtti and other vrttis because the Akhanda-vrtti unlike other

vrttis is an irreversible vytti and has Brahman for its content. Yet

unlike the Vivarana school they never classify the Akhanda-vrtti

as svarﬁpa-jﬁéna, rather in the words of S. S. Sastri they hold that,

", ..even the final cognition is other than the knowledge which is the
self; it only helps to reveal the latter, through removing the obscuration
caused by Nescience; hence that cognition may be spoken of as 'knowledge'

160
only derivatively or secondarily." The Akhanda-vrtti removes this

"obscuration'" via its own self-annulment, like the fire-sticks that
161
must be burned to start the fire. As S. S. Sastri states: '"...it

has yet the capacity to destroy its generatrix and itself at the same
162
time,"

The Vivarana school on the contrary reject this understanding of

the Akhanda-vrtti as enacting adhyiropa-apavada. Their argument is

that only vidya can subiate avidya; gyigyiwis incapable of sublating

158The Akhanda-vrtti, according to the Bhamati school participates
in avidya as non-apprehension in so far as it partakes of the form of
difference. Cf., footnote 134.

159 . .
S. S. Sastri, "On the Nature of Sublation" in Collected

_Papers of S. S. Sastri, P. 195.
160

S. S. Sastri, Footnote 47 in Vacaspati, Bhimati, p. 260.

161Cf., Atma-bodha #42.

162
S. S. Sastri, Footnote 139 in Vacaspati, Bhamati, pp. 296-97.
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163
itself. This is stated in the Vivaranaprameyasafigraha: 'Sublation

is the removal of nescience, together with its own product present

164
or past by true knowledge...." They justify this position by arguing
that the sublater must he of a higher order of reality than the sublated.

For this reason they classify the Akhanda-vrtti under svarupa-jffana,

rather than under vrtti-jfidna as in the Vivaranaprameyasangraha:

"The manifestation of intelligence which occurs on that (occasion),

which is self-established and beneficient, that alone is Brahman-
165
knowledge; that alone is the destroyer of nescience." They therefore

argue that the AKhanda-vrtti is a vrtti in name only.
166
But, as noted previously, in order to argue this point the

Vivarana school is forced in effect to subdivide svarilipa-jfiana into

two categories: svarﬁpa—jﬁéna as the Akhanda-vrtti, and svar@pa—jﬁéna

as moksa itself. The former use of svaripa-jhana is methodologically

parallel to the Bhamati use of vrtti—jﬁéna as an "'intermediary category'.

While insisting on the explicit discontinuity between svarupa-jhana and

dharma, the Vivarana school must find an "intermediary category' to
provisionally bridge the gap between the two in order to make sense of
the apparent continuity in sddhana. This mediating function is performed

by the Akhanda-vytti. Although the Vivarana school does not classify the

/ s M
163Cf., Suresvara, Sambandha-Vartika 18, p. 10.

164Vivaranaprameyasangraha trans. S. S. Sastri (Madras: Sri

Vidya Press, 1911) #LXVII, p. 83. lHerein after cited as: Vivaranaprameyasangraha

l65Viyaranaprameyasaﬂgraha. T. R. V. Murti quotes Anandabodhacarya

as follows: '"!'The cessation of the world-illusion brought about by the
Akhanda Vrtti is identical with Brahmahlood, is indistinguishable from it
(Brahma svarupa).''" T R.V. Murti, Ajnina, p. 224.

166 _ .
Ct

., section 3a (1).



302

Akhanda-vrtti under vrtti-jhana, they describe it as the direct effect
167
of the é%avana—vidhi (""the injunction pertaining to hearing"). This

use of the Akhanda-vrtti enables the Vivarana school to make sense of

the apparent continuity between Atma-jNana and dharma in sadhana,

while insisting on their explicit discontinuity in the order of being.

It also enables them to argue that svarupa-jfana as the Akhanda-vrtti

. . / - L= .
is originated through sravana, yet svarupa—Jﬁana as moksa itself can

never be originated. It is because of this dual use of svartpa-jiiana

that the Vivarana school rejects the idea of jﬁéna-yoga as adhyaropa-
168
- . / .. . A
apavada. Accordingly Suresvara insists that only Atma-jfana can

sublate avidya. He says in his Sambandha-Vartika that, "Knowledge of

the true nature of the inner self alone is the destroyer of the ignorance
regarding the inner self. And it requires nothing other than its own
169

generation to destroy the darkness (of ignorance)."

. - LA . N
In response to their dual use of svarupa-jnana it might however,

be objected: How can svarGpa-jfiana be described as an effect and still

be svarﬁpa-jﬁ&na? The Bhamati school criticize the ambiguous use of

svarﬁpa-jﬁina by the Vivarana school in this instance and insist that

svarﬁpa—jﬁéna can only be equivalent with moksa and not with any mental

state as such, however pure. Such states should be classified under

vrtti-jnana. As Mandana and Vacaspati point out any ''generation"
ye-en ol 1q

l67Cf., Vivaranaprameyasangraha First Varnaka, #1IV.
168 / . [N - 1. “ o) u

Cf., Suresvara, Sambandha-Vartika #247, #248, #895.
169

Suregbara, Sambandha-Vartika trans. T. M. P. Mahadevan
{Madrps: University of Madras, 1972) 18, p. 10. lHerein after cited as:
Sure§€ara, Sambandha-Vartika.
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of Atma-jNana as such refers to vrtti-jfiana and not to svarupa-jhana.

In the words of Mandana: 'La connaissance ne se produit pas sans l'incon-
170 /
naissance." This is in accordance with Sankara's insistence that the

state of illumination belongs to the buddhi and not to the Self which

has never been in bondage and never becomes enlightenned as such. To

quote again that critical passage from his Gita-bhdsya: "...the Self

is imagined to be enlightenned merely because of avidya associating

Him with that intellectual perception-which is unreal - which takes the

form of discrimination between the Self and ghe not-Self, while in reality
171

the Self has undergone no change whatever." This passage supports

the contention of the Bhamati school that the Akhanda-vrtti should be

classified under Vytti—jﬁéna and not svarupa—jﬁéna.

Understanding jMana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada does justice to

both the "explicit strand" and the '"implicit strand' in éaﬁkara simul-
taneously; that is it explains the apparent continuity between Atma-jnana
and dharma in the order of discovery while maintaining their discontinuity
in the order of being. It is with reference to the former that the area
of convergence between éaﬁkara and Ramianuja on jNana-yoga emerges but

not with reference to the latter. This is so because Ramanuja insists

contrarv to éankara that Atma-jYana and dharma have a real relationship

in the order of being.

170
Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, #13, p. 157.

171, L _
Sankara, Gita-bhasya 11.2, p. 44.
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3b. The Atma-vidhi and the Karana for Self-Realization

’ .
3b (i) Sankara's Implicit Evaluation of Concrete Self-Knowledge over

Abstract Self-Knowledge

The basis for this discussion on the Atma-vidhi (“the injunction
pertaining to the Self') and the karana ("catalyst'") for Self-realization
in dankara's thought is to be found in his implicit evaluation of concrete
Self-knowledge over abstract Self-knowledge. éankara makes a distinction
that is analogous to Ramanuja's distinction between a concrete Self-
knowledge versus an abstract Self-knowledge although he does not restrict
his understanding of this distinction to the technical issue on the

172
priority of bhakti or jfana as the karana for Self-realization.

He widens this distinction between concrete Self-knowledge and abstract

Self-knowledge so as to include the general distinction between a direct

and specific Self-knowledge and an indirect and general Self-knowledge,

and the even more fundamental distinction between knowledge and experience.
Ramanuja often represents ééﬁkara as arguing that only {ravana

i.e. without manana and nididhyasana, can bring release. This knowledge

is then referred to by Ramanuja as '"...merely the knowledge of the
173
sense of sentences...." As shall be demonstrated, however, this is a
14 . . ..
caricature of Sankara's total position and evident only in the "explicit

strand” and not in the "implicit strand" of §aﬁkara. For gankara

argues against a mere abstract Self-knowledge especially in his Gita-bhasya

1/2R§m§nuja, especially in the "explicit strand', understands this
distinction hetween concrete Self—knowledg; and abstract Self-knawledge
in terms of the priority of bhakti over jnina. Cf., Chapter Three,
section 2.
1732 _
Sri-bhasya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 12.



305

- - - 7.
and Upanisad-bhasyas. In his Taittiriya-bhasya Sankara says that,

", ..there is such a thing as meditation which is different from what
is acquired by merely hearing the Vedas....And this meditation has

174
emancipation as its result and is well known as different from mere study."”

This evaluation of concrete Self-knowledge over abstract Self-knowledge

is made even more explicitly in this passage from the Viveka—cﬁdémaqi:

"Reflection should be considered a hundred times superior to hearing,

175
and meditation a hundred thousand times superior even to reflection...."
The denunciation of abstract Self-knowledge in the sense often used by

= = . . . / . . .
Ramanuja himself i.e. as Sravana alone, is made in the following passage

/ = - . .
from the Upadesa=Sahasri: 'No one is seen freed from the distress

(of this transmigratory existence) simply by understanding the meaning
176
of the sentence."

In his Sutra-bhasva gaﬁkara employs the wider sense of this distinction
referred to previously as the distinction between a direct and specific
Self-knowledge over an indirect and general Self-knowledge. There,
in a critical discussion on the Atma-vidhi éaﬁkara says that, '...what
is required here is not the general but the specific knowledge of Brahman

177

which alone can rcmove ignorance." The most important reference

to this distinction in the Sﬁtra-bh§$ya is the following verse, referred

to often hy the Bhamati school: "It is not that the Scripturcs alone
174 2 -
Sankara, Taittiriya-bhasva I.xi.d.
175Viyeka—cﬁd5mani #364. See also #27Q.
176

7/ - -
Upadesa~Sahasri Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #15.

-

Y775t ra-bhisya Date, IV.1.2, p. 317.
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are the means of the right knowledge of Brahma, as is the case about the
right knowledge of religious duty, but the Scriptures, as also intuitional
experience, so far as is possible, constitute the authoritative or valid
means of right knowledge, because the knowledge of Brahma culminates
in the realization of Brahma....”l78 In commenting on this verse in
his Bhamati Vacaspati remarks: ''Not bare knowledge is desired; rather
it is the knowledge, which as bringing about realisation or intuition
culminates in realisation....”179 The above excerpts indicate that the
direct experience of the Self (anubhava) though not a pramapna ('means to
knowledge') is the goal of the pramanas. Devaraja makes this point when
he says that, "The work of the pram%pas is done as soon as they have
brought about a Jdirect self-vision on the part of the embodied soul.
The pramanas fulfill themselves by generating a knowledge which involves
18

their negation or annulment." ’ This emphasis on anubhava highlights
the experiential basis of éaﬁkara’s Vedanta and implies the condemnation
of a mere abstract, Sclf knowledge.

éaﬁkara employs this distinction between a direct Self-knowledge
and an indirect Self-knowledge in his GIita-bhasya as in the following
excerpt: "Jnana is the knowledge of the Self and other things acquired
from the sastra (scripture) and from a teacher (acharya). Vi-jnana

181
is the personal experience of the things so taught." This distinction

17855t ra-hhisya Apte, 1.1.2, p. 11.

9V5caspati, Bhamati, p. 107.

/
1SODevaraja, An Introduction to Sankara's Theory of Knowledge, p. 67.

181, . - -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya III.41.
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between a direct and an indirect Self-knowledge is also understood in
this bhasya, in terms of the distinction between knowledge and yoga.
é;ﬁkara refers to this latter distinction as follows: ''Knowledge
consists in understanding the nature of things, such as the Self, as
taught in the Scripture (sastra) and by the Teacher (Acharya). Yoga
consists in making what has been this learnt an object of one's own
direct perception, by concentration (one-pointedness) through the
subjugation of the senses.”182 This emphasis on yogic Self-knowledge
over a mere abstract Self-knowledge can also be found in his Katha-

183 184
bhasya and Kena-bhasya. §aﬁkara expresses this distinction in his

Brhad.-bhasva in terms of the difference between an intuitive Self-
185

knowledge and a merely intellectual Self-knowledge. In fact he

justifies his consideration of the Atma-vidhi as a niyama-vidhi

("restrictive injunction') in this bhasya by using this very distinction
between an intuitive Self-knowledge and a merely intellectual Self-

7/
knowledge. In commenting on I.IV.7 of the Brhad Upanisad Sankara savs

that,'" ('The aspirant after Brahman) knowing about this alone should
attain intuitive knowledge', convey the necessity of meditation in

addition to knowing the meaning of the Vedic dicta. It is true, but
they do not constitute an orizinal injunction. Since meditation on

the Self is already known as a possible alternative, they can only be

827 - -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVI, 1.

183 y . .
cf., Sankara, Katha-bhisya [.ii.12, I.ii.23, I.ii.24.

, P B _
l84Cf., Sankara, Kena-bhasva IV.8. See also Sutra-bhidsva [.IV.5.

1SSCf., §Aﬁkara, Brhad-bhasya I.IV.7, pp. 134-35; IV.IV.21.
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186
restrictive."

Both éaﬁkara and Ramanuja agree that samsdra does not alter the
proper nature (svardpa) of the Self and they both employ the same
upanisadic image187of the "buried treasure'" to describe how this fact
is nevertheless hidden from the "unenlightenned man." Ramanuja states
in this respect that, '"Just as those, who do not know the hidden golden
treasure and the place wherein it is (hidden), although they may be
always moving thereon, do not yet come by it, just so (is it the case

187a , _ _ 188
here)." Sankara employs this image in his Chandogya-bhasya.

But most important with reference to the issue being discussed, the

Viveka-cudamani employs this image to argue for the necessity of a

concrete Self-knowledge. It states: '"As a treasure hidden underground

requires (for its extraction) competent instruction, excavation...and

(finally) grasping, but never comes out by being (merely) called out

by name, so the transparent Truth of the Self, which is hidden by Maya

and its effects, is to be attained through the instructions of a knower

of Brahman, followed by reflection, meditation and so forth, but not
189

through perverted arguments." This passage indicates that only

concrete Self-knowledge can "excavate' and cvoke this "buried treasure'.

4 - -
Sankara does not restrict himself to an understanding of this

186 - ey =
éankara, Brhad.-bhasya I.IV.7, pp. 134-35.

187Cf., Chindogya Upanisad VIIT.11i.3.

187a7 - - .
Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, I.III.14, p. 130.

7 - - R
188Cf., Sankara, Chandogya-bhasya VITI.i1i.3.

189Viveka-c&d£mani #6S.
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distinction hetween concrete Self-knowledge and abstract Self-knowledge

solely in terms of the priority of bhakti or jﬁgna; rather he widens

this distinction to include the more general difference between a

direct and an indirect Self-knowledge. Even if one limits this investi-

gation to the former, more restricted understanding of this distinction,

areas of agreement still emerge between éﬁﬁkara and Rdmanuja.
Accordingly, areas of agreement can be un-covered between their

understanding of the experience of bhakti and the experience of 1§é23,

understood here as dhyana-abhyasa, despite their doctrinal differences

190
on the nature of bhakti and jfana. A distinction should first be

I4 -
made between Sankara's understanding of bhakti and dhyana in their

''secondary sense' i.e. as saguna-bhakti and saguna-dhyana, and his

understanding of bhakti and dhyana in their '"primary sense' i.e. as

. . - 7. ]
nirguna-bhakti and nirguna-dhyana. Sankara most often uses bhakti

and dhyana in their "secondary sense', i.e. as saguna-bhakti and saguna-
_ _ _ 191 B _
dhyana, in his Sutra-bhasya. Moreover it 1s in his Sutra-bhasva

that he links saguna-bhakti and sagupa-dhyana with bhavana (''make believe').

Such a co-relation implies that bhakti and dhyana participate in an
"as-if" structure as illustrated for example in the phrase: Meditate on

. . . £ .
Brahman as-if fire. Certainly no co-relation exists between Sankara's

199 /
An example of such a doctrinal difference would be Sankara's

insistence that the focus of bhakti is ultimately nirguna contrasted with
Ramanuja's insistence that the focus of bhakti is saguna.

1910 Sitra-bhisya ITI.III.1 to 65, IV.1.3.

2 - - i -
lghcf., Sutra-bhasya [.1.4, p. 22 (Date). Cf., éankara, Chindogva-

bhasva VI.xvi.3.  "In such passages as 'the Sun is as Brahman'(should be
looked or meditated upon as Brahman) the intervention of the term as
makes 1t impossible for it to provide the idea that the Sun is actually
Brahman itself....", p. 363.

192
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understanding of sagupa-bhakti and saguna-dhydna as implying bhavana
193
and Ramanuja's understanding of bhakti. Accordingly Ramanuja

never enjoins one to meditate on the Lord as-if the Antaryamin, for

he argues that vasanas ("innate impressions'") can never be removed by
194
/7 .
such a hypothetical knowledge. Yet when Sankara uses bhakti and
195
dhyana without implying bhavana, the possibility of a co-relation

/ . -_— —_ - - . . - -
emerges between Sankara and Ramanuja on this issue. This is especially
¢ . . - . . .

the case when Sankara uses bhakti and dhyana in their 'primary sense'

196 197
i.e. as nirguna-bhakti and nirguna-dhyana. As shall be demonstrated

despite their obvious doctrinal differences on the nature of the
, o 198
Focus i.e. whether nirguna (Sankara) or saguna (Ramanuja), the process

V4 .. - . .
of nirguna-bhakti in Sankara and para-bhakti in Ramanuja might be described

as phenomenologically the same.

4 - - . . f
Both Sankara and Ramanuja emphasize the necessity for a repetition

3 /7 - - -
19‘)In Rangacharya's translation of the Sri-bhasya bhavana is

referred to as that '"hostile mental conception'. Cf., Sri-bhasyva,
Rangacharya, 1.1.1, p. 15.

194

cf., Sri-bhiasya I.1.1, pp. 14-15 (Rangacharya).
195Cf., §aﬁkara, Gita-bhdsya XII.3.4. The emphasis on bhavana
in his Sdtra-bhisya is often abscent in his Upanisad-bhdsyas. See for
example: Sankara, Katha-bhasya I1.1i.24, Talttiriya-bhasya I.x.l.
Bhavana is not emphasized in his Gitd-bhdsya even in his presentation of
saguna~dhyana and saguna-bhakti. Cf., Gita-bhasya VII.1, XII.2.

196 s o _ )

Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya VIL.17, IX.22Z.
197Cf., section 3c: "The Implicit Theism in Advaita Vedanta'.
198

Yet even this doctrinal difference admits of an implicit
parallel as Ramanuja enjoins one to meditate upon the Antaryamin not
as different from oneself but as the essence of oneself. Cf., Sri-bhasya
IV.1.3. This point will be developed in the next scction.



311

of dhyana or bhakti in the sense of nididhyasana (''steady meditation')
199
for the "enlightenned man'. Only a concrete Self-knowledge in the

form of continual dhyana or continual bhakti can '"excavate' that 'hidden
200
treasure".

/
Both Sankara and Ramanuja employ the image of flowing oil to

convey this continual, unbroken attention (i.e. nididhyasana). Ramanuja

says in this respect: '"...dhyana (or meditation) is of the form of a

succession of memories (or remembrances), which is unbroken like a

201
stream of oil." Sankara refers to dhyana in a similar manner in
his Gita-bhasya. He says: '"Dhyana is a continuous and unbroken thought
202
like a line of flowing oil." He refers to upasana (''contemplation'')

in this text by means of the same image as in the following excerpt:
"Contemplation (Upasana) consists in approaching the object of worship
by way of meditating it according to the Teaching (sastra) and dwelling
for a long time steadily in the current of the same thought (continuous)

203
like a thread of descending oil." In this text the sthita-prajfia

is specified as that man who engages in an unceasing attention to the

204
Self. Although $arikara usually uses dhyana as implying bhavana

in his Sﬁtra-bhgsya, when he uses dhyana in its '"primary sense' i.e.

199Cf., $ri-bhasya I.1.1, IV.1.8 and Sdtra-bhasya IV.1.2.

200 . : C. . . e
Cf., previous discussion on this image in Saiikara and Ramanuja.

ZOléff—bhisya, Rangacharya I.1.1, p. 17. As pointed out in
Chapter Three bhakti is often used by Ramanuja as a synonym for dhydna
or upasana all of which denote this continual, unhroken attention.

4 - - -
ZOZSahkara, Gita-bhasya XIII.24.

/ - - -
2038ankara, GIita-bhasya XII.3. See also XVIII.S52.

¢ S -
204Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasyva II, 54-55.
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-_ /.
as nirguna-dhyana or nididhyasana, the area of agreement between Sankara
205,
and Ramanuja on this issue becomes clearer. Sankara refers to dhyana

as follows: '"...the word 'dhyana' also indicates like the word 'updsana!'
the unbroken stream of the consciousness of an object, we say of a
woman that she is thinking of her husband who has gone on a journey,
with a fixity of attention, or of a crane that it is looking for its
prey with a steady look, unbroken attention and without nmoving its

206
limbs." This unwavering attention to the Self is compared to the
"...unflickering flame of a lamp in a windless place" in his Prana-

207 208

bhasya and to the "...continuous flow of cnly one kind of thought"

in the Aparokshanubhuti.

All these images convey the necessity for a continual attention

14 - = -
to the Self which Sankara specifies in his Gita-bhasya as '...the
209
proximate means to right knowledge." Only this concrete Self-

- - Ve
knowledge can remove the effect of past vasanas. Sankara refers to
these vasanas as the very root of samsdra, here depicted as a tree

210
with its roots upwards in his Gita-bhasya. Accordingly both Mandanaand

205 - -
Cf., Sutra-bhasya IV.1.3.

Sutra-bhasya, Date, IV.1.8. The same images are used in the
Slvanandalaharl text to denote this constant attention. Cf., #61 and #77.

207 7

Swami Gambhlrdnanda (Calcutta: Advaita Ashrama, 1973). Herein after cited
as: Sankara Pragna-bhasya.

2O8Aparokshﬁnubhuti trans. Swami Vimuktananda (Calcutta: Advaita
Ashrama, 1966) #105. llerein after cited as: Aparokshanubhuti.

209 ¢

$ankara, Giti-bhisya VI. Introduction, p. 179.

210, - - - -
, Sankara, Gita-bhasva XV.2. See also éaﬁkara, Brhad.-bhasva IV.

p. 709. Sankara 1mp1icitl) reters to these vasanas in his Sutra-bhasva IV.
The Viveka-ctdamani refers to them more explicitly in verses 7274, 275 and 342.

Sankara, Prafna- bhisya VI.1 from Cight Upanisads Vol. II, trans.

V.
1.2

92}

5

Mandana and Vacaspati Midra, in radicalizing this "implicit strqnd” in Sankara

explicitly refer to these vasanas.
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Vicaspati Miéra justify the necessity for a concrete Self-knowledge
over a merely abstract Self-knowledge because of its capacity to remove

= g A . . ’ e
these vasanas. Mandana states: "...meme quand une vision de la realité

. A N . . .
s'est produite grace a un moyen de connaissance droite, on est d'avis

' P S N Z .. 7 o
qu'une repetition de cette vision de la réalite sert a surmonter ou

d€truire la disposition plus ferme produite par la répétition de vues
211
fausses depuis toute Eternité." Vacaspati Miéra argues that only

concrete Self-knowledge in the form of an immediate experience of the Self
can remove these yésanés. He says: "Error, which is of the nature of
immediate experience, can be removed only by true knowledge of the nature
212

of immediate experience, not by a mediate presentation...."

Ramanuja, like Mandana and Vacaspati Miéra, insisted that only

213
a concrete Gelf-knowledge could remove these vasanas. This insistence
- - / - -

was the root of his rejection of bhavana in I.1.1 of his Sri-bhasya.

/.
Ramanuja is there attacking the "explicit strand" in Sankara radicalized

in the Vivarana school in which dhyana and bhakti are co-related with

bhavana. But as has been demonstrated an area of agreement exists

between the "implicit strand" in ééﬁkara and Ramanuja on this issue.
This emphasis on concrete Self-knowledge though  accented

in the "implicit strand" in Saikara is not absent in the "explicit

’ . . N - - - y .
strand'' in Sankara which is radicalized in the Vivarana school.

leMaQQana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One, #35. Mandana argues that
though a general knowledge of the Self comes from fravana its certainty
comes only from the vision of the Self produced by this concrete Self-
knowledge. Cf., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter Three, #4, #5, p. 244,

512
“1kV5caspati, Bhamati, p. 77. See also p. 45 and p. 82.

2L5ce éri-bhﬁ$ya I.1.1, p. 15 (Rangacharya).
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Both Sureé&ara and the Vivarana school point to the necessity for an
"immediate knowledge of the Self' (anubhava). Unlike Mandana and
Vacaspati Midra, however, they do not argue that §}ayaua gives only
mediate knowledge, and co-relatively that dhyana-abhyasa is necessary

214
to transform this mediate knowledge into immediate knowledge.

Instead of emphasizing dhyana-abhyasa as leading to this direct experience

of the Self i.e. anubhava, Suredvara and the Vivarana school emphasize

anvaya-vyatireka ('the method of agreement and difference') by which the

laksapa ("implied'") sense of Sabda is elicited as leading to this
215
experience. Suredvara says in this respect in his Sambandha-Vartika

that, "When thus the word-senses have been known from the words through

the empirical means of knowledge, who can prevent the super-sensuous
216
sentence-sense from the sentence in the Veda?" What is referred to
217
: Qs T : : " - 1" T
in the Upadesa-Sahasri as the "implied sense'" (laksana) of '"tat'

and ''tvam", elicited throughanvava-vyvatireka is described as responsible

for the direct sense of $abda rather than dhyana-abhyasa.

Sureévara and the Vivarana school also employ the category of
the SaksT ("Witness-Self') as an '"intermediary category' in a manner

similar to thec Bhamati use of dhydna-abhydsa to perform this mediating

. ’ z — -
function between Sravana and anubhava. Surcsvara refers to the Saksl

as incapable of giving us a merely mediate knowledge. He says: 'The

21! hd - . s
“14Sure§vara, Sambandha-Vartika #845 to #847.
215

Cf., Suredvara,Naiskarmya-Siddhi 11.10, IIT.65 and III.78.
(Anvaya-vyatireka is explicitly referred to in the Upadesa-Sihasri
Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #96.)

’7 -
“lGSureé¥ara, Sambandha-Vartika #863.

217

Cf.

Upade$a-Sihasri Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #101.

3
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witness-self, the reality, by which even the mediate (objects) are

made to appear as if immediate and as-if the self - in respect of that
218

how can there be mediate knowledge?" Sure$vara is implying in this

passage that a direct experience of the Self is already available via

the Saksi; there is thus no need to appeal to dhyana-abhvasa for this

direct experience.

Despite their explicit insistence on the discontinuity between
Self-knowledge and dharma, Sureévara and the Vivarana school still have
to make sense of their apparent continuity in sdadhana. As has been
demonstrated, they make sense of this continuity in sadhana by appealing

to the function of the anvaya-vyatireka method in eliciting the

laksana sense of £abda and the mediating function of the SaksT

and the Akhanda-vrtti. The need for a direct experience of the Self

is emphasized by both the Bhamati and the Vivarana; the difference
pertains only to their understanding of what 'causes' this direct

experience of the Self, i.e. whether dhyana-abhvasa or anvaya-vvatireka.

3b (ii) The Atma-Vidhi

The Atma-vidhi (""the injunction pertaining to the Self') addresscs
itself to the myriad interpretations of the following verse from the
Brhad. Upanigsad: "The Self, my dear Maitreyi, should be realized,

219
should be heard of, reflected on and meditated upon." The dispute

between Sankara and the Mimamsakas ~concerning the status of the Atma-vidhi

is centered around the following questions: Does this passage from the

2185ure§§ara, Sambandha-Vartika #793. See also #796.

219
Brhad. Upanisad II.IV.V.
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Brhad. Upanisad point to a real vidhi ("injunction") or a "pseudo-

vidhi'; if it is a real vidhi should it be classified as an originative

injunction (apurva-vidhi), a restrictive injunction (niyama-vidhi)

or an exclusive injunction (parisamkhya-vidhi); would this vidhi

imply samuccayaj;and is the purport of the Vedas such a vidhi, especially

a dhyana-vidhi?

The question of the karana ('"catalyst') for Self-realization
pertains to the relationship between the actual components of the

Atma-vidhi i.e. £ravana ("hearing" i.e. of dabda) manana ("reflection'),

and nididhyasana ("steady meditation'"). The Post-Sankarites debated

this issue in terms of the following questions: Should $§ravana
—

manana and nididhyasana be understood according to a hierachy; would

such a hierachy imply that only one of the three is enjoined and that
the other two are mere auxiliaries; or is this hierachy misleading -

are they not inseparably united and enjoined together; should nididhyasana

be understood as dhyana or as viveka-jnana?

Using these questions as guidelines I will first deal with the
doctrine of the Atma-vidhi and then with the doctrine of the karana
for Self-realization in order to clarify the relationship between
Sankara and the Mimamsakas and éﬁnkara and Ramanuja on these issues.

Before presenting Sankara's position on these issues it 1is
necessary to outline the position of his main opponents: the Plrva-

220
Mimamsakas and the niyoga-vadins. The Plrva-Mimamsakas argued that

2 - -, - -
2“OThe category Uttara-Mimamsa includes both Vedanta and the

nivoga-vadins as its alternate interpretations. To avoid ambiguity the
niyoga-vauins will not be refsrred to as Uttara-Mimamsa but simply as the
"niyoga-vdadins'.
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the only purport of the Vedas was to incalcate ritual injunctions

thereby reducing all statements about Brahman to the status of mere
221 222
arthavadas ("explanatory devices"). The piyoga—véﬁins. on the

other hand, argued that the purport of the Vedas was not a ritual
_ 2253
injunction but an injunction to meditate (dhyana=vidhi) upon Brahman.
224
Though Mandana accepts a dhyana-vidhi, he should not be classified

as a niyoga-vadin because he does not conclude that the purport of the

Vedas is such a dhyana-vidhi to which all statements about Brahman
225

must be subsidiary.
o _ 226
Ramanuja accepts a dhyana-vidhi, but he does not argue, in

the manner of the niyoga-vadin , that statements about Brahman are sub-
227
sidiary to it, rather, hes insists that only Brahman can be the purport

221 -
Cf., Kumarila, Shlokavartika II, 7.

222Brahmadatta, the precursor of Mandana should be included in
this category. Rangacharya in his translation of the S}I-bhisya refers
to them as the '"Dhyananiyogavadins' Cf., §}f—bh§sya Rangacharya, Vol I
p. 261, footnote 314.

223

cf., $ri-bhisya I.1.4.

224Cf., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, #12, #23, #33.

225Ibid., Chapter Three, #83, #154.

226 / - _
Cf., Sri-bhasya I.1.1.

227Cf., éri—bha$ya I.1.4; Vedarthasamgraha #120. Van Buitenen
suggests that Ramanuja did not however, exclude this possibility. In
referring to this implicit emphasis in Ramanuja he says: 'lle does not
exclude the view that after all, these arthavadas may find their signifi-
cance and purpose in yidhi, but he is obliged to refute the extreme views
of the Prabhakaras who are not less radical in upholding the autonomy of the
Purvamimiamsa as ankara is in maintaining the Self-sufficiency of
Uttaramimamsa.' (Sri-bhasya Van Buitenen, Introduction, p. 55.) This
implicit emphasis is suggested in Ramanuja's analysis of language in
the Vedarthasamgraha.
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of the Vedas not a vidhi. He states in this respect: '...Brahman, who

is the highest object of human pursuit and whose very nature is unsurpassed
bliss, forms the purport (of the scriptures) by constituting the thing
22

that is to be denoted (by them)...." ° Yet Réminuja suggests that all
ritual injunctions are subsidiary to the injunction to meditate upon
Brahman, in the sense that all vidhis must culminate in the worship of

2
Brahman. * Ramanuja does not conclude that the Atma-vidhi is a "pseudo-
vidhi''; but at the same time he doesn't reduce it to the status of a
ritual injunction. Ultimately it stands in a class all by itself.
Accordingly he does not classify the Atma-vidhi under the following three

categories of injunctions argued by the Purva-Mimamsakas: as an apurva-

vidhi ("originative injunction'); a niyama-vidhi ("'restrictive injunction')

or as a parisamkhya-vidhi ("exclusive injunction'). To avoid the pitfalls
230
of arguing that the Self is subsidiary to an injunction, Ramanuja

does not apply the dhydna-vidhi to the svarupa of the Self, which remains

unchanged, but, rather, to the buddhi which becomes free of vikaras
("transformations") by means of this vidhi. Riménuja states that,

",..the mind becomes pure by means of the injunction relating to meditation
and...the mind (so) purified gives rise to the direct knowledge of the

231
Brahman."

Vedanta Dedika, in radicalizing the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja

228§ri-bhﬁsza, Rangacharya, I.1.4, p. 289.

229Cf., grf—bhésya I.1.1.

23OThese pitfalls are examined by Mandana in his Brahma-Siddhi

in Chapter Three, ## 74-83.

231¢ = - ; -
Sri-bhasva, Rangacharya, 1.1.4, p. 274.



319

insists on a real Atma-vidhi and applies the Atma-vidhi specifically to

nididhyasana understood as dhyana~abhyasa. Manana and §}avana are

thereby reduced to mere re-statements (anuvada). Srinivasa Chari

. /. .- .
summarizes Desika's position as follows: "§ravana is not the content
of an injunction because it springs up from one's own natural pragmatic
desire....Whatever is thus heard about is to be kept in mind without
confusion of ideas; for this purpose he proceeds to reflect on it.
This too like $éravana springs up from one's own desire and hence it need

- 7
not be enjoined. Thus both Sravana and manana are mere restatements

(anuvada) and they only subserve contemplation. As for nididhyasana,
232
it is to be enjoined as it is not already accomplished." The

YatIndramatadipika text collaborates the above interpretation of the

Atma-vidhi in the following verse: ''Since 'hearing' is thus established,

it becomes the anuvada (i.e. reference to what is already mentioned

or known. (Likewise) 'reflection is also an anuvada, since it confirms

what one as heard. Therefore all the Vedanta texts) enjoin 'meditation’
233 ,

only...." As shall be demonstrated, Sankara's implicit insistence

on the reality of the Atma-yidhi, which is applicable to vrtti-jifana

though never to syarfipa-jnana, is structurally parallel to the "explicit

. - = . . . /. .- .
strand" in Ramanuja as radicalized in Desika's position. Yet Sankara's
234
explicit insistence that the Atma-vidhi is only a pseudo-vidhi  is

232 -
S.M. Srinivasa Chari , Advaita and Vigiggadvaita (Bombay :
Asia Publishing tlouse, 1961), p. 166. Herein after cited as Srinivasa
Chari , Advaita and Vi§i§§5dvaita.

23

°Srinivasadasa, Yatindramatadipikd Chapter VII, #26.

234 - -
2 Cf., Sutra-bhasya I.1.4.
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structurally parallel to the "implicit strand" in Ramanuja as radicalized
in Lokacharya's position. Lokacharya, judging from his emphasis on
prapatti, does not stress any Atma-vidhi.

I will first present the Atma-vidhi as it is understood in the
"explicit strand" in éaﬁkara before examining the same issue in the
"implicit strand" of Sankara. Sankara explicitly reduces the Atma-vidhi
to the status of a "pseudo-vidhi'" after initially describing it as a

niyama-vidhi in accordance with his adhyaropa-apavada strategy.

The following excerpt from his Brhad.-bhasya makes this clear: '"'The

Self alone is to be meditated upon' - this is not an original injunction

(but a restrictive one), for meditation on the Self is known as a

possible alternative. In fact, neither injunction is necessary on
235,

this point, for this meditation is inevitable...." Sankara argues

that "this meditation is inevitable'' because of the Self-luminosity

(svayam-jvotis) of the Atman, which functions as the a-priori for all

our knowledge. He says that, '"...the vision that belongs to the self

is like the heat and light of fire; being the very essence of the
236
witness, it has neither beginning nor end." Secondly, in his

Sutra-bhasya he argues that the Atman cannot he connected with any

vidhi as such, for the Atman is not so much acquired or rejected as

realized like the forgotten necklace around one's neck. Ille says that,
"The various imperative statements such as 'The Atman should be seen,

meditated upon etc.' become as inoperative as the edge of a razor when

2357 . - -
Sankara, Brhad.-bhasva I.IV.7, p. 125.

2367 . . - .
Sankara, Braad.-bhasya IIL.IV.2, p. 470,
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it is applied to a stone, because the Brahman...is not something which
237
can he acquired or rejected." Furthermore, he argues that just as

no injunction can make fire cold, so no injunction can alter our nature
238 )
23
which is already synonymous with moksa. If our nature were subject
239
- . . - - . # -
to an injunction liberation would never be possible. Sankara states

in his Gita-bhasya: "There is indeed no need of an injunction impelling

one to devote oneself to one's Atman, for the very reason that Atman
240 241
is one's own very Self.' Appayya Diksita concurs with this under-

standing of the Atma-vidhi, for he argues that it is not an apurva-vidhi,
_ 212
a niyama-vidii or a parisamkhya-vidhi, but only an "apparent'" vidhi.

The above passages seem to exclude any possibility of understanding
the Atma-vidhi as a real vidhi in any sense. Yet a more detailed
”
examination of all of Sankara's texts on this question uncovers a quali-

fication of this radical position and a suggestion that the Atma-vidhi

is a vidhi in some sense; possibly a niyama-vidhi. This qualification

never entails, however, the niyoga-vadin argument that statements about

7/
Brahman are subsidiary to an injunction; rather, Sankara emphatically

rejects this argument as illustrated in the following excerpt from his

237 - -
J7Sutra-bha§ya, Date, I.1.4, p. 25.

238

Cf., Satkara, Brhad.-bhasya IV.iii.7, p. 628.

239 7 - - o o
Cf., Upadesa-Sahasri Chapter XVI, #39-#41.

4Q ¢ T = =

Sankara, Gita-bhasya II.69.
241 - . “ . :
Appayya Diksita is a Post-Sankarite affiliated with the
Bhamati school. His text Siddhantale$a-sangraha is a compendium of all
the different interpretations of Sankara amongst his followers.

AL

5 - -
24“Cf., Appayvya Diksita, Siddhantalegasaﬁgraha Chapter One, #15.
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Sutra-bhasya: "...the objection that Brahman does not constitute an

independent topic of inquiry but a subsidiary one to Dharma-jnana

is not true....Had Brahman been subservient to the process of meditation,
243
it would have been incorporated in Purva-Mimams$a alone."

/
In accordance with his adhyaropa-apavada strategy, Sankara's

predominant tactic is to provisionally establish the Atma-vidhi as a

niyama-vidhi from the first level of truth but subsequently to argue,

by transposing the question to the second level, that it is in fact
only a pseudo-vidhi. Yet there are a number of instances where this
"transposition strategy' does not take place; that is, where ééﬁkara

describes the Atma-vidhi as a niyama-vidhi without any subsequent quali-

fication. Such an instance is found in his Chandogya-bhasya where he

identifies the Atma-vidhi as a niyama-vidhi: "The two expressions

'should be sought to be known' and 'should be sought to be understood’
contain restrictive, - not originative injunctions; the sense being that
"It is to be sought to be known, - and sought to be understood, - in

244
this particular manner...." His Taittiriya-bhasya contains another

such instance. There he argues for a dhyana-vidhi and justifies this

argument by appealing to the nced for a concrete Self-knowledge and not
merely an abstract Seclf-knowledge. lle states that, "...there is such

a thing as meditation which is different from what is acquired by merely
hearing the Vedas. For one becomes competent to undertake karmas

from a mere knowledge got through hearing, and he need not have to

243 _
Sutra-bhasya, Date, 1.1.4, p. 31.

244 ¢ . - = s
Sankara, Chandogya-thasya VIII,vii,l.
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wait for meditation; whereas meditation is enjoined apart from such Vedic

study. And this meditation has emancipation as its result and is well

known as different (from mere study). Moreover, after having said,

'(The Self) is to be heard of', other efforts are enjoined by saying,

"It is to be thought of and meditated on'’ (Br. II.IV.5); and deliberation

and meditation are well known (in life) to be different from the knowledge
245

- /
acquired through hearing." In this bhasya Sankara does not subsequently

reduce this dhvana-vidhi to a provisional thesis only.

One might ask: Are the instances cited above simply an example

of a "slip-up'" in Sankara's application of adhyaropa-apavada or do they

have a deeper significance? In response to such a question, it can be
’
argued that these instances both verify and illustrate Sankara's
implicit concession to an Atma-vidhi in the "implicit strand" of his
thought.
- - / . .
There are also instance in Sankara's texts where he first argues
that the Atma-vidhi is only a pseudo-vidhi, but then qualifies this

radical position by subsequently describing it as niyama-vidhi. If

he had reversed the order it would simply be an application of his

adhyaropa-apavada strategy, but, in this particular sequence 1t suggests

another variation of the suspension of the 'transposition strategy."

The most striking instance of the above can be found in his Brhad.-bhasya.

In 1.4.7 of this hhasya he initially describes the Atma-vidhi as a
pseudo-vidhi, yet further on in the same verse he identifies it as a

niyama-vidhi. He says: '"'(The aspirant after Brahman) knowing about

245 ¢ . - - . .
Sankara, Taittiriya-bhasya I.xi.d4. See also III1.ii.1 where
concentration on Brahman is enjoined as the 'best discipline.
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this alone should attain intuitive knowledge,' convey the necessity of

meditation in addition to knowing the meaning of the Vedic dicta. It

is true, but they do not constitute an original injunction. Since

meditation on the Self is already known as a possible alternative, they
246

can only be restrictive." This instance suggests that whereas no

Atma-vidhi can ever apply to Atma-jffana in the "primary sense' i.e.

svarupa-jffana, it can apply to Atma-jfana in the "secondary sense"

i.e. vrtti-jnana. The critical factor is therefore where the vidhi

is applied.

Mandana makes a significant contribution on this point. He
differentiates between three means of access to Brahman: S$ruti
itself; éégﬁi_followed by manana and dhydna; and the direct experience
of Brahman i.e. anubhava.z47 He explicitly applies the Atma-vidhi

to the second means of access, especially to dhyana and not to the

first and third means of access. He says: '...on rejette l'injonction

« . . N . -
qui s'applique au troisieme (stade) d'accés d la connaissance, du fait

qu'il est relié'(au premier) en tant qu'il a pour domaine 1'¢veil &

la connaissance de la réalité.' En effect, (1'injonction) qui a pour
A qu b

domaine le second (stade) d'accés d la connaissance n'a pas pour domaine

Ve . -~ . I . 7 - .
1'éveil a la connaissance de la réalité' mais elle a plutdt pour domaine
248
la répétition (de la connaissance acquise par la parole)." Mandana

therefore argues that anubhava is not enjoined, but the process which is

246, . - aq =
Sankara, Brhad.-bhasya I1.I1V.7, pp. 134-35.

2
"47Cf., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter Three, #74.

5
"48Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter Threce, #100, p. 292,
p p
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instrumental to its arising i.e. dhyana-abhyasa is so enjoined.

Mandana's designation of these three means of access to Brahman and
his insistence that the Atma-vidhi applies only to the second means of
access helps to clarify some of the issues concerning the Atma-vidhi.

7, . . - -
In a similar manner, Sankara argues in his Sutra-bhasya that the

arising of anubhava is dependent on other factors, but not anubhava,

itself. He says: '"...once knowledge has emerged, it does not depend

on any other factor for producing its (own) result (viz liberation);
249

but it does depend on others for its own emergence." The following

excerpt from his Sﬁtra—bhégza should be understood in light of the above

distinction, for the injunction to cultivate the state of a muni

does not apply to anubhava but to the modus operandi leading to anubhava,

especially to manana and dhyana: 'There is an injunction with regard
to some other thing which is an auxiliary (in the acquisition of knowledge)
...the state of a Muni as characterized by a preponderance of knowledge

is enjoined here, as the third thing, with reference to (the other two

250
states of) strength (which comes from) knowledge and 'scholarship'."
. . . T, - 4 . .
Accordingly, in his Gita-bhasya Sankara describes a muni as "....onec
251
who is given to contemplation (manana)." This mauna injunction

constitutes yet more valuable evidence for the reality of the Atma-vidhi

’ . . - - -
in the "implicit Sankara', and because it occurs in the Sutra-bhasva

it is especially important. It is cited by Appayya Dik$ita in his

24gsﬁtra—bhi§ya, Gambhirananda, IIT.IV,26, p. 783.

250 - -
OSutra—bhasya, Apte, III.IV.27, pp. 767-68.

3 rd
2518, fkara, Giti-bhasya V.28,
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252
Siddhantalefasangraha as evidence for a possible apurva-vidhi.

The necessity for manana and dhyana is again referred to in IV.1.2 of

s . - - . . - - . .
Sankara's Sutra-bhasya where repetition of the maha-vakya is prescribed

for one who cannot realize Brahman through <ravana alone because of the
influence of past karma.
7 ., .
Although Sureévara interprets Sankara as arguing that only &ravana
253

- - . . . / .
is enjoined, there are many instances in Sankara's texts where he

insists that §ravaqa‘manana and nididhyasana are all emjoined, not just

§}avana. In his Brhad.-bhasya §aﬁkara says in this respect: "Thus only

is It realised - when these means, viz. hearing, reflection and meditation,
have been gone through. When these three are combined, then only true
realisation of the unity of Brahman is accomplished, not otherwise -
254
. . .. 4
by hearing alone." P. C. Divanji argues that Suresvara's extreme
view that only $ravana is competent in ensuring realization, is not shared
P 255
by any other Post-Sankarite.
It might be asked: If the Atma-vidhi is a "pseudo-vidhi"
than why is it associated with a real vidhi to renounce the world?

éankara refers to this vidhi in the following passage from his Brhad.-

bhasya: 'As part of this knowledge of Brahman, the sruti wishes to

2 - -
kSZCf., Appayya Diksita, Siddhantalegangraha Chapter One, #121.

S. S. Sastri comments on the ahove citation as follows: ''Mauna is taken
to be enjoined, in spite of the absence of an injunctive word, ?ecausg
it is novel and non-estahlished otherwise.!", footnote #9, Siddhantalesangraha.

253Cf., Surefvara, Sambandha-Vartika #805.

254§;ﬁkara, Brhad.-bhasya II.IV.5. See also II.V.Introduction.

255¢e. . p. C. Divanji, "The Practical Side of the Advaita
Doctrine' in Review of Philosophy and Religion 5.2 (1934), pp. 162-72.
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256

enjoin renunciation." He insists that this vidhi to renounce the

world should not be understood as a mere eulogy (arthaviada) but, rather,
it should be taken literally. He says that, "As the study of the Vedas
and other such acts, which have been enjoined as means to the Realisation
of the Self are to be taken literally, and not as eulogies, so also

the renunciation of home, which has been mentionned along with them as

257
a means to the attainment of the world of the Self, cannot be a eulogy."
258
The Vivarana school classify this vidhi as a niyama-vidhi.
259

As Mandana pointed out, the Atma-vidhi should never be applied

to Atma-jnNana in the "primary sense' i.e. to syarGipa-jhana, hut only

to Atma-jfana in the ''secondary sense' i.e. to yrtti-jfiana. Therefore
it can be mis-read as a '"pseudo-vidhi' if it is understood as applying

- v N . . A
to svarupa-jnana, but, not if it is understood as applying to vrtti-jifana.

The above distinction helps to clarify what is often termed the 'directive
" 4 b 3 - - -
import'" of the Atma-vidhi. Sankara refers to this "directive import"

in the following excerpt from his Sﬁtra—bh5§ya: "The only purpose

served by these imperative statements is that they enable us to turn
our back against our common objects of like and dislike, as also against
our activity which is directed in achieving them and to enable us to

260
direct our eye on the Atman itself." The Atma-vidhi is aimed at

256, . -
Sankara, Brhad.-bhasya II.IV.1. See also II.IV.S5.

257¢ ikara, Brhad.-bhisya IV.IV.22, p. 760. See also III.IV.1.

258Cf., V. P. Upadhyaya, Lights on Vedanta (Varanasi: Chawkhamba
Sanskrit Series, 1959), p. 208.

259Cf., previous discussion on Mandana; Brahma-Siddhi Chapter 3, #114.

26OSGtra—bh5§ya, Date, I.1.4, 25-26.
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261
purifying the buddhi, not the Self, and in reversing its tendency

for objectification. Therefore it is a call to turn inwards and, like
a
the tortoise, to withdraw our senses from the external world. Sankara
262

compares this withdrawal to "...reversing the current of a river...."

He says in his Katha-bhasya: '"For it is not possible for the same person

to be engaged in the thought of sense-objects and to have the vision

of the Self as well....the natural tendency to perceive outwardly the
things that are not the Self is the cause of the obstruction of the vision
of the Self....”263 This passage indicates that the Atma-vidhi is not

an exhortation to act or to acquire what 1s not acquired; but, to desist
from objectification which is the very root of adhya‘lsa.264

This 'directive'" import, this call inwards is co-related in his

Chandogya-bhasya with the insistence that the Atma-vidhi is a niyama-vidhi.

That is, it is a call to perceive the Self in one way i.e., as the

indwelling Witness (pratyagatman) and not in another way i.e., as

identified with any of the five sheaths, superimposed upon the Self.
Safikara says: '"The two expressions 'should be sought to be known' and

'should be sought to be understood' contain restrictive, - not originative -

261This is stated in the Upade§a—85hasri as follows: I therefore

have neither distraction nor a profound concentration. Both of them

belong to the mind which is subject to change." Upadc$a~Sahasri
Chapter XIII, #14.
2627

Sankara, Katha-bhasya II.1.1.

637 . .
Sankara, Katha-bhasya II.i.1 to II.i.2, pp. 171-72.
264This process of withdrawal is described in great detail in
his Gitd-bhasya especially in chapters six and eight. Consequently
nididhyasana considered as dhydna should be combigpd with the Atmasahyama=
Yoza of the Gita though not with the Yoga of Patanjali.
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injunctions; the sense heing that 'It is to bhe sought to be known, -
and sought to be understood, - in this particular manner'....When
hitherto the Self has been known through the qualitigs of the Body, the
sense-organs etc., - if and when its own real form causes to be under-
stood, - it leads to the perceptible result in the form of the disap-
pearance of the preceding wrong notion; for this reason the injunction
in question should be taken to be a restrictive one...”265

The Atma-vidhi should ultimately be classified sui generis,
for the three kinds of vidhis enumerated by the Purva-Mimamsakas
are more appropriate for "actions' in the conventional sense of the term.
The Atma-vidhi should be classified as 'action" not in the conventional
sense but in the paradoxical sense of spiritual action which consists in
the removal of any sense of not having realized freedom (moksa).

The above understanding of the Atma-vidhi is structurally similar
to Ramanuja's understanding of prapatti as a mode of negative willing,
or, alternately expressed using the will to transcend the will. Just
as no injunction can make fire cold, éﬁnkara argues that no injunction
can alter our nature which is already synonymous with moksa. Yet an
injunction can invoke that fact and draw our attention to it. Consequently,
such an injunction should be applied to the buddhi and not to the Self.
Similarly, Ramanuja agrees that no vidhi can be applied to the svarupa

of the Self hut only to the buddhi as the dharma-bhuta-jNana. Rim&nuja

also describes the Atma-vidhi as sui generis, though in a different

sense as leading to the worship of the Supreme Person.

2657 .. - - , ..
Sankara, Chandogya-bhasya VIII, vii.Z.
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7 . .
There is also much evidence amongst the Post-Sankarites for a
consideration of the Atma-vidhi as a vidhi in some sense.
Sureé@ara insists that the Atma-vidhi can never be classified as

an apurva-vidhi; but, if it is classified as a vidhi, he argues that

it can only be a Egrisamkhyé-vidhi. He says that, "The injunction of

exclusive specification between two alternatives or choice among many

alternatives may be the case here. We meditate upon the higher Self
266
by the exclusion of the perception of the non-Self." Suresvara
267
applies the injunction to §}avana, not to manana and nididhyasana,

and yet he classifies the vidhi to renounce the world as a ''proximate
_ 268
auxiliary'" to the Atma-vidhi.

The Viyarana school is more explicit in specifying the relationship

between éravaqa, manana and nididhyasana. A hierarchy is established

/ . o L
whereby Sravana is specified as the principal means and manana and

nididhyasana are specified as remote auxiliaries to the former. This

is stated in the Vivarana-prameyasangraha as follows: '...there is

enjoined...'hearing' as the principal (means), along with its subsidiaries,
269

reflection and meditation, which are auxiliaries in achieving the fruit."
270

Furthermore, §ravana as the study of '...one's own section of the Veda",

is enjoined as a niyama-vidhi.

266
Sureévara, Naiskarmyasiddhi, Raghavachar, I1.88.

267 - .
Cf., Suredvara, Sambandha-Vartika #805.

268Cf., Suredvara, Sambandha-Virtika #214,

269,,.
9V1varanaprameyasangraha I, #1.

2
2701pid., 1, *®1.
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Mandana's understanding of the Atma-vidhi is very similar to

Ramanuja's understanding, for he explicitly applies the vidhi to

nididhyasana which is understood as dhyana-abhyisa and not as viveka-

jiana. He says that, "...ce qul est enjoint, ce n'est pas la réflexion

sur la réalitf de 1'atman qui est au-deld de toutes les particularités

et dont le fruit est 1l'identification & lui, mais plutaf, c'est la

concentration répétée sur (l'atman) fait de pensfe extrins@quement

dé1initée par les noms et les formes et dont les souffles sont le

corps, etc., (concentration), qui a pour fruit la souveraineté puis
271
progressivement la vision directe." Both Mandana and Ramanuja
272
apply the vidhi to nididhydsana and not to §iavana and manana.

273
Raminuja says: '"'Therefore, it is dhyana alone that is enjoined."
274 i
Neither Mandana nor Ramanuja  conclude in the manner of the niyoga-vadin

that this dhyana-vidhi is the only purport of the Veda thereby rendering
275
all statements about Brahman subsidiary to it. Mandana never applies

the vidhi to the direct vision of the Self (dar§éna), but only to the

271Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi Chpater Three, #154. See infra footnote
#135 and Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, ##11, 12, 23, 33, 36; Chapter Three,
##74, 75,76, 136, 154. As I noted earlier (cf., footnote #135) the
French translation of this passage might suggest that manana and not
nididhyasana is being referred to. But the Sanskrit phrase: dhyadna—
abhydsa indicates that nididhyasana and not manana is enjoined.

s - -
272Cf., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi I.33, II1.74, 154; Sri-bhasya
1.1.1, 1.1.4.
273 7

Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, I.1.1, p. l6.

274Cf., infra footnote #227.

275Cf.

#83, p. 253.

Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi II1.74, pp. 241-43 and III,

3
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276
means producing that vision. Both Mandana and Ramanuja also insist

on the necessity for a concrete Self-knowledge over a merely abstract
277

Self-knowledge.

The question of the status of the Atma-vidhi in Lokacharya
is a problematic one, as there is no direct mention of it in Lokacharya's
texts. Yet judging from his understanding of prapatti as breaking
with the '"machinery' of dharma, it would appear as if Lokacharya
would reduce the Atma-vidhi to a "pseudo-vidhi', in a manner similar
to the "explicit strand" in Sankara.

Vedanta Deéika's position however, is structurally closer to

7 -
the "implicit strand'" in Sankara as radicalized in Mandan2 and Vacaspati

Midra. DeSika applies the vidhi to nididhyasana, understood as dhydna,

and $ravana and manana are thereby reduced to mere re-statements

(apavada). To cite again S. M. Srinivasa Chari : "...both &§ravana
and manana are mere restatements (anuvada) and they only subserve
contemplation. As for nididhyasana, it is to be enjoined as it is not

278
already accomplished." Whereas Mandana argues that the vidhi

can never be applied to darSana but only to the means leading to its
- /. . s . . ..
arising, Desika argues that darsana itself is enjoined, though he under-
279

stands darSana as a "...specific form of dhyana characterized by vividness."

- 4 - .
On this issue the "implicit strand" in Sankara is nevertheless closer

276Cf., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi III, 154.
277 ,

Cf., section 3b(i).
278

S. M. Srinivasa Chari , Advaita and Vifistadvaita, p. 167.

3

2791bid., p. 167,
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- 4
to Vdcaspati Misra than to Mandana, for Vacaspati Mi§ra, like Sankara,

explicitly rejects a dhyd@na-vidhi yet specifies dhyana~abhydsa as the

karana ('"'catalyst'") for Self-realization. He says that, '"...contemplation
...being established, through observation of co-presence and co-absence,

to be the cause of excellence in knowledge, cannot be the object of an
280
injunction...." Yet Vacaspati Misra argues for a $ravana-vidhi
281
that of learning one's own section of the Vedas.
, 282
Like Vacaspati Misra, Sankara does not explicitly argue for a

dhyana-vidhi, except for a few isolated instances as in his Taittiriya-

bhasya, but he does argue, especially in his Gita-bhasya that dhyana
is the karana for Self-realization. He accordingly refers to dhyana-

—_— — hax
abhyasa in his Gita-bhasya as '"...the proximate means to right knowledge....”_so
As shall be demonstrated in the section on karana, although the Atma-vidhi
and the karana are different doctrinal issues, methodologically they

perform similar functions. Dhyana is in both cases argued as indispensable

in effecting Self-realization.

3b (iii) The Karana for Self-Realization

284
/. : . T oo -
Sankara argues especially in his Gita-bhasya, that dhyana-

o)

280Vétaspati Misra, Bhamati, p. 93. See also pp. 172, 200, 203,
204, 231.

Blrgia,, p. @

2 - s . .
Vacaspati rejected a dhyana-vidhi because of its perilous

affinity with the niyoga-vadin . He also like Sankara, rejected sphota-
vada which was explicitly affirmed by Mandana.
283

Sankara, Gita-bhasyva V,26.

284Cf., footnote #283.
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abhyasa which must follow §favana, is the karana for Self-realization.
7 . . - .
This implicit emphasis in Sankara is shared by both Mandana and Vacaspati

Miéra. In his Mundaka-bhasya Sankara compares this dhyana-abhyasa

to an arrow. He says: '"...with the mind absorbed in the bhava or

bhavana, thought of that Brahman; viddhi hit...that very target that is
285
the Immutable...." Even more explicitly, the Aparokshanubhuti

identifies the karana as dhvana-abhyasa as in the following verse:

"Remaining independent of everything as a result of the unassailable
thought, 'I am verily Brahman,' is well known by the word Dhyana
286

(meditation), and is productive of supreme bliss." Yet Sankara

never argues that dhyana-abhyasa can function as the karana independently

P4 - . . .
of Sravana; for no break-away from samsara is possible without Sravana.

The Bhamati school identify the karana even more specifically
287
as the purified manas aided by dhyana-abhyasa, and there is much evidence

. A S - .
for this view in Sankara's commentaries such as the following excerpt

L4
from Sarikara's Brhad.-bhasya, "The means of the realisation of that

Brahman is being described. Through the mind alone, purified by the

knowledge of the supreme Truth, and in accordance with the instructions

288
of the teacher, (It) is to be realized." This decisive passage
289
from his Gita-bhasya also reinforces this point: "The mind, refined

285éankara, Mundaka-bhasya IT.ii.3.

286Aparoksh5hubhuti #1235,

_ 287Cf., Vacaspati Miéra,Bhamati, pp. 95, 97; Appayya Diksita,
Siddhantalegésahgraha, Chapter Three, #4.2, p. 363.

288

§aﬁkara, Brhad.-bhasyva IV.IV.19.

289

Cf., footnote #95.

3
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by Sama and Dama - i.e., by the subjugation of the body, the mind and

the senses - and equipped with the teachings of the Scripture and
290
the teacher, constitutes the sense by which the Self may be seen."

ankara presents the buddhi as responsible for the possibility of both
bondage and liberation. Also there is much evidence, especially in
the "implicit strand" of éaﬁkara for the argument that only a concrete

Self-knowledge as opposed to an abstract Self-knowledge can function as
292
the karana for Self-realization.
- 293 ,
Although, in a few instances, Sankara suggests that sravana

alone is the karana, he usually emphasizes the inseparability of §ravana,
294

manana, and nididhyasana all of which function together as the karana.
295

Once again, the critical passage from his Brhad.-bhasya makes this

point: '"Thus only is It realised - when these means, viz. hearing,
reflection and meditation, have been gone through. When these three

are combined, then only true realisation of the unity of Brahman is
296
accomplished not otherwise - by hearing alone." Accordingly, in his
_ _ 297,
Sutra-bhasya, Sankara emphasizes the necessity for a repetition of

290§aﬁkara, Gita-bhasya II.21, p. 4G.

291
Cf., section #2c: The Ambiguous Role of the Buddhi.

292Cf., section 3b (1): éaﬁkara's Implicit Evaluation of Concrete

Self-knowledge Oyer Abstract Self-knowledge.
293

/ - - - -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, #12; Brhad.-bhasva I.IV.7,
pp. 130-31; Taittiriya-bhasya I1.1.1, p. 289.

294

By '"together'" I do not mean simultaneously.

295 -
Cf., footnote #254,

/ -
296Saﬁkara, Brhad.-bhasya IT.IV.5.
297

Cf., Sutra-bhasya IV.1.1 to IV.1.5.
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. " - . 14
$ravapa, manana and nididhyasana, not just Sravana alone, for the man
——————t

still affected by past karma. Sankara therefore does not emphasize the

. . . 4 . /
hierarchy, evident in the Post-Sankarites, between Sravana, manana

and nididyasana. Co-relatively, that he tends to stress a plurality of

causes is evident in this excerpt from his Taittiriya-bhasya: 'There

is surely no such rule that knowledge arises from the mere elmination of

the obstructions alone, and not from the grace of God or the practice

of austerity, meditation etc., for non-injury, celibacy, etc., are aids

to enlightenment; and hearing, thinking and meditating are the direct
298

causes of it."

/ M - .
Because of the dual strands in Sankara, there is evidence for

understanding nididhyasana both as viveka—jﬁina and as dhyana-abhyvasa;

yet when its repetition is incalculated nididhyasana is usually understood
299

- - X - - - 7 . .. .

as dhyana-abhyasa, In his Gita-bhasya Sankara explicitly indicates
300

dhyana-abhyasa as the "...proximate means to right knowledge."

. . - . - . . A - =
Instead of viewing nididhyasana either as viveka-jnana or as dhyana-abhyasa

a more constructive approach is to perceive their inseparability as two
, 301
phases of Sankara's primary strategy, adhyaropa-apavada. Dhvana-abhyvasa

should then be identified with the adhyaropa phase and viveka-jflana

with the apavada phase.

s/
Much of the dehate amongst the Post-Sankarites on the karana,

298 7 . LT = .
Sankara, Taittiriya-bhasya I.xi.4.

299

Cf., infra footnote ##202, 203, 204, 205, 206.

>

0g . T oggs .
Sankara, Gita-bhasya VI, Introduction.

SOle., section 3a(i).
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is concerned with the question of whether or not the karana must
be a pramana. Accordingly, Suredvara and the Vivarana school justify
their choice of $ravana as the karana by insisting that only a pramana

302
can initiate Self-realization. Suresvara says in this respect that,

"Other than the texts which clearly expound the true nature of reality
303
as the one Self, what pramana can accomplish that task?"

Yet Mandana and Vicaspati represent dhyana-abhyasa not as a
304
pramana; but, rather, as a "means of realisation" following Sabda-

pramana which is necessary in rendering that knowledge immediate and
305
direct. That is precisely Ramanuja's position. Like Mandana and

Vacaspati, Ramanuja argues that only such a '"means of realisation"
306
can overcome the effect of past vasanas.

Whereas Surefvara and the Vivarana school argue that the Seif
307
is ultimately its own karana, Mandana and the Bhamati school argue

that the karana cannot be absolutely Real because it pertains to vrtti-jfana.

As Mandana stated so succinctly: '"'La connaissance ne se produit pas

3Osz., Vivaranaprameyasangraha fixxxii.c, p. 37 and XXXV, p. 42.

3OSSures’vara, Sambandha-Vartika #720.

304
Cf., Suregvara, Sambandha-Vartika #712.

3OSCf., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, ##34,55; Chapter
Three, ##76, 116; and Chapter Four; Vacaspati, Bhamati, pp. 108, 239.

300

£o- -
Cf., Sri-bhasya I.1.1, pp. 15-17 (Rangacharya).

JQ7Cf., Sureévara, Sambandha-Vartika ##247-248.

3OSYet Brahman is admitted as its suhstrate.

Suresvara's criticism of their position gives one that impression.
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309 ,
sans 1l'inconnaissance.'"  Yet though Suresvara and the Vivarana school

argue that the Self is ultimately its own karapa, they still have to
make sense of the experience of illumination. To do so, they argue

that the experience of illumination is occassionned by é{ggi but not
dependent on it; that is, after its arising Atma-jfana no longer depends
on §ruti. Any dependency between Atma-jfiana and Sruti is penultimate
and not ultimate.

Because of the dual strands in Ramanuja, radicalized in the Northern
and Southern schools of Viéistédvaita, one can isolate two positions in
Ramanuja on the karana issue. In the "explicit strand" of Ramanuja,
as radicalized in Desika's position, the karana is clearly identified
as bhakti (''devotion'), which according to Ramdnuja is synonymous with
upasana ("meditation') and vedana (”knowledge”).élo This emphasis 1is
structurally parallel to the "implicit strand" in é;ﬁkara in which

311
dhyana or upisana following $ravana is identified as the karana.

In the "implicit strand" of Ramanuja, however, where prapatti is

312
emphasized, the Lord is identified as the ultimate karana, the
siddhopaya ("'eternally established means''), and from this perspective

dharmic means are disclosed as only provisionally efficacious. In

his Mumukshupadi, Lokacharya argues that from this perspective, dharmic

-

9 ; . - .
Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, #13. Cf., previous
. N . T ~ . A — Al
discussion on the distinction between vrtti-jndna and svardpa-juaina
section 3a(i)

[rd / -

JlOCf., Sri-hhdasya I.1.1.

311 4 - - - , . .
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya VI, Introduction. Cf., previous

discussion on this issue in section 3b(ii).
312 - . - - _ /< - -
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhdsva XVIII.66; Sri-bhdasya ITI.2.34 and

111.2.37; cf., Chapter Three, scction 3b.

b
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313
means are not merely provisional but illusory, and stand in the way of

realization. This emphasis on the Lord as the ultimate karana is
structurally parallel to the '"explicit strand" of ééﬁkara, as radicalized
in the Vivarana school, where the Self is identified as its own karana.
Unlike Lokacharya, though, the Vivarana school argues that the experience
of illumination is occasionned hy ééEEi) but not dependent on it.

They do not conclude that &ruti is illusory but merely provisionally

efficacious.

/7
Because of the dual strands in Sankara, there is evidence both
314
for considering $ravana alone as the karana and for considering
315
nididhyasana as dhyana-abhyasa following §ravana as the karanpa.

It is this latter emphasis that is closest to Ramanuja. To complete

this investigation of the implicit co-relation between dhyana-abhyasa

T4
in Sankara and bhakti in Ramanuja, it will be necessary in the next
/
section to fully explore the question of bhakti in Sankara. Special

attention will be given to the equivalence between nirguna-dhyana

/
and nirguna-bhakti in Sankara.

3c. The Implicit Theism in Advaita Vedanta

- - . 7 . . .
The implicit co-relation between Ramanuja and Sankara in their

common use of dhyana-abhyasa as that concrete and not merely abstract
) 316
Self-knowledge will now be expanded and applied to the question of bhakti.

1 .
3 3Cf., Lokachdrya, Mumukshupadi #207. Cf., Chapter Three,
section 3b.
314 7 o= , < -
Cf., Sankgra, Gita-bhasya XIII, #12; Sankara, Brhad.-bhasya
[.IV.7, pp. 130-31; Sankara, Taittiriya-bhasya II.1.1.

315

v . - - .
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya VI.Introduction,

316 _
Cf., infra, section 3b{i).
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Before examining the possible areas of convergence between ankara and
Ramanuja on the question of bhakti, it is necessary to delineate their
doctrinel differences which co-exist with these very areas of conver-
gence with reference to bhakti.

317
/
As indicated previously, Sankara's co-relation of saguna-bhakti

and saguna~dhy£na with bhavana (''make believe') is directly opposed

to Ramanuja's understanding of bhakti which excludes any such "as-if"
318

- - . 7 .
element. The co-relation of saguna-bhakti with bhavana in Sankara

is based on his insistence that Brahman is ultimately Nirguna and not
Saguna. Accordingly, one is enjoined to mediate on Brahman only '"as-if"
it were Saguna. This is illustrated in the following excerpt from his

Sutra-bhdsyva where he says: 'To speak of Brahman as if it occupies a

particular region like heaven is useful for meditation. Though truly

speaking, there are no regions in Brahman, yet on account of upadhis

and for the purpose of devotion, one is advised to meditate on it, as
319

if it exists only in the sun, the eye and the heart." This passage

indicates that all the §aguna-vidyis described in IIT.III.1 to ITI.III.66

of his Sitra-bhasya imply some element of bhavana. In his Chandogya-

/ . . - -
bhasya Sankara sharply distinguishes the meditation on themaha-vakva, ''tat

tvam asi' from any saguna-vidyas which imply only a figurative and not

literal identity. He says that, "...this assertion [i.e. tat tvam asi]

is entirely different in character of those relating to the Sun and other

317Cf., infra on the distinction hetween saguna-hhakti and nirguna-

hhakti and the co-relatian of sagupa-bhakti with bhavana in Saitkara section 3b(i).

318

7 -
Cf., Sri-bhasva I.1.1, p. 15 (Rangacharya). See infra footnote 7193.

JlgSﬁtra—bhisya, Date, I.1.25.
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things. In such passages as 'the Sun is as Brahman', the intervention

of the term 'as' makes it impossible for it to provide the idea that
320
"the Sun is actually Brahman itself'...."

Suredvara and the Vivarana school emphasize bhakti and dhyana

in their '"secondary sense' (gaunam) as entailing bhavana, and de-
emphasize bhakti and dhyana in their "primary sense' (paramartham)
as nirguna-bhakti and nirguna-dhyana. Accordingly they interpret

320a
nididhyisana more as viveka-jnana than as dhyana-abhyasa.

Mandana and the Bhamati school, on the other hand, emphasize

bhakti and dhyana in their "primary sense'" and de-emphasize bhakti and

dhyana in their '"'secondary sense' as entailing bhavana. Accordingly
Mandana insists that the injunction pertaining to the repetition of

dhyana does not reduce the Atman-RBrahman equation to a figurative

equation. He says: '"Quand on répété en effect, cela donne plus d'impor-

tance a 1'objet comme par example si 1'on dit 'Ahlelle est & voir, ah!

elle est 4 voir'; cela ne 1'affaiblit pas, loin de le rendre méfaphorique.

Similarly, he insists that this repetition of dhyana as nididhyasana
322

does not constitute an attachment.

Because of Ramanuja's decisive rejection of any bhakti that
323 ,
entails bhavana, any possihle convergence between Sankara and

e
S

3Zoéaﬁkara, Chandogya-bhasya VI.xvi.3.

320a

Ccf., Sureévara, Sambandha-Vartika #438b-#439a.

76.

B3

ZlMapqana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One,

5
32“Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One, #3, p. 144,

323Cf., infra, footnote #193.

2

1
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Réménuja on the question of bhakti becomes apparent only when examining

/
Sankara's understanding of bhakti in its'primary sense' or nirguna-bhakti

which excludes any such bhavana. An area of convergence exists between

/ - - - . -_ g - -
Sankara's understanding of nirguna-bhakti and Ramanuja's understanding

of para-bhakti ("supreme devotion") or that constant remembrance of the
Lord. This convergence exists despite their doctrinal differences
pertaining to the Focus of bhakti i.e. whether Saguna (Ramanuja) or
Nirguna (éankara),and pertaining to the way in which unity with the
Focus is expressed i.e. whether as identity (éﬁﬁkara) or as a lived
inseparability (Ramanuja). As shall be demonstrated, the experience

of nirguna-bhakti and the experience of para-bhakti is phenomenologically

the same.
An implicit convergence exists even within these doctrinal
differences on the basis of the fact that Ramanuja stresses the need

for a continual bhakti which focusses on the Lord qua Antaryamin

not as different from oneself but as inseparable from oneself, and equal
to the "extended sense' (upalaksana) of the Self. He says in his géi;
bhasya that "Brahman is rather to be meditated upon as being the Self
of the meditating Devotee. As the meditating individual is the Self of
its own body, so the highest Brahman is the Self of the individual

soul - this is the proper form of meditation. - Why? - Because the

great Pevotees of olden times acknowledged this to be the true nature of
meditation; compare the text 'Then I am indeed thou, holy divinity,

324,  _
and thou art me.''"(tvam va-ahamasmi bhigavo devate; ahah vail tvamasi).

5244

Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, IV.1.3, p. 717.
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Certainly Ramanuja's never enjoins one to meditate on the Antaryamin
325
as-if He were oneself, i.e. as entailing bhavana.
326
As indicated previously, dhyana-abhyasa is phenomenologically

/
the same in both Sankara and Ramanuja. Its repetition as a continuous
327
flow of attention is compared in both to the flow of 0il and co-related

in both to a concrete Self-knowledge as opposed to a merely abstract

Self-knowledge. It will now be argued that this dhyana-abhyasa is

phenomenologically equal to éénkara's nirguna-bhakti and R3manuja's

Eara—bhakti.
Ramanuja’s para-bhakti will first be examined in relation to

dhyana~abhyasa. In his érf—bhésya Ramanuja uses the term 'bhakti"

(""devotion') as synonymous with the terms '"updsana'" (''meditation'),

328
"'vedana" ("knowledge'), and ''dhyana" ("meditation"). All these terms
when understood as referring to a continuous, uninterrupted process

denote Ramanuja's understanding of nididhyasana as dhyana-abhyasa.

Thus Ramanuja states in his Vedarthasamgraha: '"The word bhakti has the

sense of a kind of love, and this love again that of a certain kind of
329
knowledge." It is significant that he concludes the Vedarthasamgraha

330
with the words: '"Bhakti therefore is only a special form of knowledge."

ZSRiméhuja still maintains that the distinction between the
svarupa of the Lord and the svarupa of the devotee co-exists with their
inseparahility.

326
Cf., section 3b(i).

327Cf., infra footnotes ##201, 202, 2Q3.

/ - -
328c¢ ., Sri-bhasya I.1.1, pp. 11-15 (Thibaut). The terms
"upasana' and "dhvana'' both denote meditation.

329Vedarthasarhgraha, Van Buitenen, #141.

0. .-
Vedarthasahgraha, Raghavachar, #252.
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./ A e [ . . .
(bhaktiéca jhina-videsa eva-iti sarvam=-upapdnnam) , for it indicates

his insistence that bhakti is by no means exhuasted by its affective
331
dimension. Accordingly, the Yatindramatadipika text refers to both
332

bhakti and prapatti as "...particular modes of consciousness'.

In radicalizing the '"explicit strand" in Ramanuja, Vedanta

Deéika distinguishes between sZminya-bhakti or that general form

of bhakti which is the pre-requisite for sadhana, and para-bhakti
333
or that unceasing exclusive attention to the Lord. Defika insists

that it is only the latter that can function as the karana for Self-
realization. He says: "Bhakti-yoga which has been thus prescribed

334
as the means of obtaining moksha has been called para-bhakti."
Réménuja states in a similar manner in his Gita-bhasya that, ''But through
exclusive devotion, it is possible to know Me accurately by means of
the géstras, to see Me directly according to the truth and to enter into

335 536
Me fully." The man of "exclusive devotion" is designated by Ramanuja

331J. Sinha in his book The Philosophy of Ramdnuja (Calcutta:
Sinha Pub. House, 1972) accuses Ramidnuja here of confusing cognitions and
feelings which he argues should remain distinct categories. (Cf., Philosophy
of Ramanuja, p. 210). But what Sinha described as a weak point in Ramanuja
is precisely his strong point. For bhakti is both a cognition and a feeling.

~
4

27 .~ - T . -
7 Srinivasadasa, Yatindramatadipika, Chapter VII, #16.
333

Cf., Vedanta Deéika, Srimad Rahasyatrayasara, Chapter Nine.
For more discussion on this distinction cf., N. S. Anantharangachar, The
Philsophy of Sadhana in Vi§i$t5dvaita, p. 188; John Plott, A Philosophy
of Devotion, p. 584-86, 0605; Prof. M. Rangacharya, The Hindu FPhilosophy
of Conduct (Madras: Educational Pub. Co., 1966), Vol. III, p. 335 and

H®

Saranagati Gadya, #15.

-

034Ved5nta Deéﬁka, Sripad Rahasyatrayasara, Chapter Nine, p. 107.

35

93]

Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XI, 54. See Saranagati-Gadya #15 for an
explicit reference to para-bhaxti,

30
Rﬁminujas Gita-bhasya VII, 16.

[}
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as the fourth kind of bhakta (’'devotee!") and distinguished from the other
three Kinds of bhaktas: ''the man in affliction'; '"the man who wishes
to procure knowledge''; and '"the man who is desireous of acquiring

wealth'', all of which should be classified under samanya-bhakti,

Whereas the first three kinds of bhaktas, mentioned above, perceive the
Lord as in some sense separable from them, the para-bhakta perceives the
Lord as inseparable from himself which is experienced as the incapacity
to sustain himself without the Lord. Ramanuja says: ''Because, possessing
knowledge of My nature as it really is; unable to obtain sustenance and

support for themselves without Me on account of My being excessively

dear to them....these great souls...attain Me as the highest object
337
of attainment." Therefore only para-bhakti and not samanya-bhakti

can function as the karana for Self-realization.
Vedanta Deéika's understanding of para-bhakti i1s structurally

similar to the understanding of nirguna-bhakti in the "implicit strand"

7 .
of Sankara for para-bhakti and nirguna-bhakti are designated in both

cases as that mental process, that karana which is enjoined to be
338
performed unceasingly until moksa is realized. Desika, in marked
contrast to Lokachidrya, describes prapatti as a real upava and as
339

enjoined.

Lokacharya, who is structurally closer to the "explicit strand” in

7 - - - - -

Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VIII.I15.
338 - .
° Cf., Vedanta Deéika, Srimad Rahasyatrayasara, Chapter Eight,
pp. 1Q7-108; Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, #52; Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi
Chapter One, #12.

JJ9Cf., Vedanta Degika, Srimad Rahasyatrayasara Chapter Twenty-

Four, p. 264.
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éaﬁkara, does not focus on para-bhakti as the enjoined karana but
rather, on prapatti. Lokacharya, unlike Deéika, never describes
prapatti as a real upaya or as enjoined; rather, he describes prapatti
340

as the acceptance of the Lord as the only upaya.

The special concern of this chapter, however, is the co-relation
between the "explicit strand' of Ramanuja, as radicalized in De$ika's
position and the "implicit strand' of ééﬁkara as radicalized in Mandana

and the Bhamati school. It is within this '"explicit strand' of Rimanuja

that the area of convergence between para-bhakti and nirguna-bhakti

/ - -
in Sankara becomes apparent. Having demonstrated that dhyana-abhyasa

is phenomenologically equal to para-bhakti in this '"explicit strand"
of Ramdnuja, it will now be demonstrated that this para-bhakti is

phenomenologically equal to nirguna-bhakti in the "implicit strand"

of éankara.

Just as Ramanuja sets up a hierarchy of different levels of
341 P
bhakti so Sankara sets up a co-relative hierarchy of different kinds

of bhakti based on the basic division between saguna-bhakti and nirguna-

4 - -
bhakti. The Hymn to Lord Siva (Sivanandalahari) sets up a hierarchy

even within saguna'bhakfi. Its understanding of bhakti is especially

important in relation to Ramanuja because saguna-bhakti is not described

340
Cf., Chapter Three.

341 o _
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VII, 16, 17.
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3472
as necessarily entailing bhavana.

7. -
Yet Sankara usually identifies nididhyasana with nirguna-

bhakti and not saguna-bhakti because of his insistence that Brahman

is ultimately Nirgupa and not Saguna. He also usually represents

saguna-bhakti, especially in his Sutra-bhasya, as entailing some bhivana.

For both of these reasons the area of convergence between ééﬁkara and
Ramanuja on the nature of bhakti must be located between Ramanuja's

. 4 . - - - -
para-bhakti and Sankara's nirguna-bhakti and not between Ramanuja's

.
para-bhakti and Sankara's saguna-bhakti, despite their respective

doctrinal differences on the nature of the Focus.

The nirguna-bhakta ("'the devotee to the Self") is identified

in ééﬁkara's Gité—bhisya as that fourth devotee, that "wise man'', who
is dear to the Lord precisely because he perceives his own identity
with Him. éﬁﬁkara says that, "The wise man strives to reach Me, firm
in the faith that he himself is the Lord Vasudeva and is no other

343
than He." The nirguna-bhakta is further identified in his Gita-bhasya

_ 342The five types of saguna-bhakti described in the givénandala-
hari range from that bhakti prompted by need © alone to that form
of bhakti where the devotee fully experiences his inseparability from the
Lord in the sayﬁjya-moksa state. The last three types of saguna-bhakti
descrihed, thercin, are close to Ramanuja's para-bhakti because bhakti
is understood like dhyana-abhyasa as a continual uninterrupted process,

as illustrated in the followling versc: "Like a woman separated from her
husband, the mind that is attached to the lotus-feet constantly remembers,
in order to grow firm....'" (SivanandalaharT, trans. T.M.P. Mahadevan,

Madras: Ganesh and Co., 197Q, #77). In the fourth type of saguna-hhakti
the devotee is represented as preferring death to any separation from the
Lord (Ibid., #61). In the fifth type of saguna-bhakti the very separate-
ness of the bhakta and the Bh@gavan is removed by the savujya-moksa
state. Cf., Sri Vidya Sankara Bharati Swami, ''Safkara on Bhakti", Vedanta
Kesari, June 1958, pp. 93-96.

~

343¢ T.T T .
Sankara, Gita-bhasya VII.18. See VII.16 to VII.18.
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344
with the man possessing sthitaprajﬁE (""steady knowledge'). He 1s
described as "...resorting to the highest devotion which consists in

345
the knowledge of the Supreme Reality." The nirguna-bhakta and the

man of "steady knowledge" (sthitaprajna) are then identified with those
346
munis ('"'sages') who are constantly contemplating the Self. These

equations indicate that nirguna-bhakti is essentially nididhydsana

or that uninterrupted continual process of contemplating the Self.
I
Accordingly, Sankara says in his Gita-bhasya: '...the wise man...is

ever steadfast, and devoted to the One, [i.e. the Self] finding no other
347
object of worship."

The Viveka-cudamani refers to nirguna-bhakti as "The seeking
548
after one's real nature...." and co-relatively as "...the inquiry
349
into the truth of one's own Self...." It is identified, in this

text, with concrete Self-knowledge which is opposed to a merely abstract
350
Self-knowledge. It is argued in this text that it is not enough

to know the Self abstractly, one must be devoted to the Self. This is

illustrated in the following excerpt: 'The man who is attached to the

344 . - -
Cf., gaﬂkara, Gita-bhasva II.54, II.55 and IX.22 and XII.14d.

345§ankara, Gita-bhasya XIT.20.

346 < - - - . .
4 Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya V,28. For a further discussion of
T TR

these munis cf., Stra-bhasya III.IV.47.

<1 O
3474 fkara, GTti-bhasya VII.17. See also XVITI, 52, 55.
348 o

Viveka-cudamani #31.

3491hid. , #32.
35

a e . e
Cf., Viveka-cudamanpi %361, #62, #65; cf., footnote =175,
section 3h(1).
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351
Real becomes Real, through his onec-pointed devotion.' It is argued

that though we are already the Self, this fact, must be "excavated"
352
and invoked through this 'one-pointed devotion', which is compared
353
to the refining process involved in the making of gold. Only this

process which is variously termed nirguna-bhakti, jﬁéna—bhakti or
_ 354
nididhyasana-bhakti by the Post-éaﬁkarites, can function as the karana

for Self-realization; it is phenomenologically equal to Ramanuja's
355
para-bhakti. The yearning for the Self, which Sankara specifies in
_ _ _ 356
his Sutra-bhasya as one of the four pre-requisites for Brahma-vidva,

must mature into a yearning so intense that it can only be compared to
357
the yearning of a man for water when his clothes are aflame.

The following objections might he raised to this position:

Isn't nirguna-bhakti a contradiction in terms; doesn't bhakti pre-

suppose the duality of the worshipper and the worshipped? It can

be said in reply that nirguna-bhakti is not a contradiction in terms

but the highest form of bhakti, for duality ultimately constitutes a
source of fear and not of devotion. This is indicated in the following

excerpt from the Brhad. Upanisad: "Assuredly it is from a second that

351Viveka—cﬁdimani #358.

2 — .
> Viveka-cudamani #65.

3531hid., #361.

354Cf., A. P. Misra, The Development and Place of Bhakti in
ankara Vedanta , Allahabad, University ot Allahabad, 1967.

Ay

92}

355 - P :
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 10, XVIII, 55.

- - - Id - ..
056Cf., Sutra-bhasya 1.1.1; Sece also Sankara, Katha-bhasva I.11.6.

337¢cf .| Vedinta-Sira-Sangraha #26.

*a
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fear arises". It might then be asked: Can the highest form of

7z .
bhakti co-exist with fear? Sankara argues that though the lower
forms of bhakti co-exist with fear, the highest form of bhakti cannot
359
so co-exist with fear. Even Ramanuja argues that true bhakti does

not begin in fear, but, rather, in love; in the awareness that one 1is

totally dependent on the Lord who is qua Antaryamin the very being of

oneself. He says: 'On account of My being exceedingly dear to then,
they are unable to find sustenance for their souls even for the atomic
360

fraction of a second without singing My praises...." According to
Ramanuja, therefore, the highest form of bhakti can only occur, when
one perceives oneself as inseparable from the Lord, not when one perceiveé
oneself as separate from the Lord.361 éﬁﬁkara argues that the highest
form of bhakti begins with the realization that one is not only inseparable

2
from the Lord, but identical with Him.36h Despite their doctrinal
differences on the nature of the focus i.e. whether Saguna (Ramanuja)
or Nirguna (gaﬁkara), and on the nature of one's relation with the focus
i.e. whether a lived inseparability (Ramanuja) or an identity (éaﬁkara) -
both of them agree that the highest bhakti can never co-exist witb fear
or with any sense of separability between oneself and the Lord.JGJ

8 .
Brhad. Upanisad I.4.2.
359

cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya VII.16-18.

ORiminuja, Giti—bhisya IX.14.

Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VII.16, 17.
7. - - -
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya VII, 17, 18.

It is argued in the Bhakti~Sutras of Niarada that the highest bhakti
erases the very distinction between the Lord and the devotee. Verse fourty-
one states: ""Because there 1s no distinction between Him and His man."

(Nirada, Bhakti-~Sutras trans. N. Sinha, Delhi: Oriental Pub.) #41.
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/
The justification for Sankara's understanding of nirguna-bhakti

is found in this verse from the Brhad. Upanisad: 'Verily, not for the

sake of the gods are the gods dear but the gods are dear for the sake

of the Self. Verily, not for the sake of the beings-are the beings dear

but the heings are dear for the sake of the Self. Verily not for the

sake of all is all dear but all is dear for the sake of the Self'.’364

ééﬁkara comments on this verse as follows: "Thereforeoyr love for other

objects 1s secondary, since they contribute to the pleasure of the self;
365 P

and our love for the self alone is primary". In Sankara's thought,

nirguna-bhakti and not saguna-bhakti is primary whereas the reverse is

the case in Ramanuja's thought. Accordingly, in his interpretation of
this verse, Ramanuja argues that '"all beings" are dear only in relation to

366
the Lord.

§aﬁkara's argument that one's love for the Self alone is primary
because it is identical with Bliss (Ananda) itself is supported by this
verse from the Pancadasi text: "This ever-abiding consciousness is
the Self (Atman). It is the object of greatest love. It is therefore
367

of the nature of bliss." Mandana develops this argument at length

in his Brahma-Siddhi. He says, "L'atman d la beatitude pour nature pour

364ijhad. Upanisad I1.4.5.

365§aﬁkara, Brhad.-bhasya II1.4.5, p. 357. The Upadesa-Sahasri
presents a similar aréument: "One desirous of attaining Truth should
withdraw into the Self the Love that he has for external persons or
things. For this love, secondary to that for the Self is evanescent
and entails pain' (cf., Chapter XVII, #51).

366
111.4.46.

- - _ . - -
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VII, Introduction; Sri-hhasya I.1.4,

bd

J67Vidy5rar}ya Pafichadd$T trans. H. P. Shastri (London: Shanti

Sadan, 1956}, 1.8.
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368
cette autre raison encore qu'il est 1'objet de 1l'amour supreme''.

He argues that desire should be in agreement with what is inherently
desreable, not with what causes pain; the Self being identical with
Bliss itself is therefore the most appropriate ''object'" of desire.
Mandana insists that this desire or yearning for the Self never constitutes
another attachment, just as the fear produced by the vision of samsara
369 P
never constitutes a real aversion. As Sankara points out repeatedly,
Bliss can never co-exist with fear, caused by the thought of a '"'second",
7 .
because Bliss can only be identical with fearlessness. Sankara says:
"For if the man of enlightenment sees nothing as different from his own
Self, then the statement, 'He gets established in that state of fearless-
ness', becomes appropriate, since (for him) nothing exists as a separate
370

entity which can cause fear."

Sankara argues that precisely because there is no ''second' to

fear, there is co-relatively no ''second" to desire. Therefore the

"object" of devotion in nirguna-bhakti can only be identical with what

one is: the non-dual Self. It might then be asked: Does this imply

the renunciation of other joys or their fulfillment; does the Atman

368Map@ana, Brahma-Siddhi Chzopter One, #5.

6 . . -
3 9Cf., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter Onc, #3.

- i _ _ ;o
J/Oéénkara, Taittiriya-bhasya II.VIII.5. Sankara comments on II,

VII.1 of the TaittirIya Upanisad as follows: '"(When the aspirant gets
this fearless stability in Brahman) atha, then: since he does not sce
then diversity that is the creation of lgnarance and is the cause of
fear, thercfore, sah, he; abhayam gatah bhavati, becomes established in
fearlessness. When he hecomes estahlished in his true nature, then he
does not see anvthing else, does not hear anything else, does not know
anything else. Someone gets afraid of someone else, but it is not _
logical that the Self should be afraid of the Self.'" (Taittiriya-bhasyva
I1.vii.1, p. 345.)
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as Ananda imply a discontinuity or a continuity with other joys? Using
these questions as guidelines the topic of Ananda will now be examined
in éaﬁkara’s thought. This will be followed by an examination of Ananda
and Anandamava in Ramanuja in order to delineate their doctrinal differences
on this topic and uncover any possible areas of convergence.

§ankara suggests a form of continuity between ordinary forms of

joy and Ananda in his Taittiriya-bhasya where Ananda is described as

causing ordinary joys as their very ground (adhisthana). He says
that, "People's happiness is caused by that very entity for whose
purpose there are such activities of the body and senses as exhaling
etc.,...this one - this Supreme Self - ...enlivens - people, in accord-
ance with their merit. The idea is this: That very Self, which is
Bliss by nature, is thought of as limited and diversified by people
because of their ignorance."37l §ankara insists on the immanence of
Ananda in all our experiences of joy. He says: '"...this ananda
permeates them all. Ananda is supreme Brahman; for it is Brahman which
manifests Itself in various mental modifications, evoked by past good
2

deeds....”37h Sankara nevertheless acknowledges a hierarchy of different
kinds of joy centered around the distinction in the Katha-Upanisad

373
between the preferable (§feyah) and the merely pleasing (preyah):

this hicrarchy thereforc implies the affirmation of the preferable
(grcyah) over the merely pleasing (preyah ). The preferable ($reyah)

is descrihed in the GIta as that which, "...at first scems like paison

3714 fikara, Taittiriva-bhasya IT.VIL.1, p. 344.
372

§aﬁkara, Taittiriyva-bhasya II.V.1, p. 323.

373 .
Cf., Katha-Upanisad I.II.1.




354

374
but in time transmutes itself into what seems to be ambrosia...."

and the merely pleasing (preyah) is described as that which!'...at first
seems like ambrosia arising when the senses meet the objects of sense,
375

but in time transmutes itself into what seems to be poison...."

It might he asked: 1Is the distinction between §reyab and preyah

according to é%ﬁkara a distinction in the order of being or only in

the order of discovery; can there in fact bhe two '"orders' of joy: It
can be argued in response that because the Self alone is,being identical
with Joy Itself, i.e. Ananda, than the very thought of a ''second" to
desire or to renounce can only constitute ignorance. True renunciation
according to éaﬁkara is giving up the very idea that anything other than

/7 . -
the Self exists. Sankara accordingly states in his Brhad.-bhasva:

"For a thing that is known as other than oneself may become an object
of desire. But such a thing does not exist for the knower of Brahman,
the objects of whose desire have all been attained. He to whom all
objects of desire, being but the Self, are already attained, is alone
free from desires, is without desires, and does not desire any more;
hence he attains liberation. For he to whom everything is the Self,
376
has nothing else to desire." This passage indicates that the distinction
between the pleasing (prgvah) and the preferable (§reyah) in Sankara's
thought ultimately refers to the order of discovery and not to the order

of being, as there cannot he two "orders' of joy. In the experience of

374Bhagavad—Gft5 Chapter 18, #37.

375Ibid., Chapter 18, #38,

376 ~ . _
Sankara, Brhad.-bhasya IV.IV.6, p. 719.
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joy two '"ingredients'" as such can be isolated: the joy that is identical
with Brahman; and the fugitive, transitory quality in the experience.
377
It is the latter that must be renounced, not the former. Yet the
transitory quality in the experience of joy is due to the presence of
the ugédhis which are falsely super-imposed upon Ananda. Empirical
joys therefore are not ultimately different from Ananda in the order
of being; the Jdifference pertains only to the order of discovery.
This means that Ananda is known together with the upadhis in the former
but without the ppadhis in the latter. P. K. Sundaram states this as
follows: "As distinctions like birth and death, smallness and greatness,
purity and impurity, knowledge and error are super-imposed on what is
essentially one Pure Consciousness...even so the degrees of pleasure
are imagined in one changeless eternal joy....Things of the world
possess value, not in their own right, but because they are dear to
the Self. Even the ardours and ecstasies of physical love have their
ultimate reference in Atman. No Joy belongs to the empirical 'me’.
It is to delude oneself to think that pleasure is derived from an external
source by an external means and is experienced by the mind. The Self
is all-Knowledge and all-Bliss and their externality is an illusion.
There are therefore, no two orders of joy, the transcendental and the
378

empirical."

In the order of discovery, however, cmpirical joys and the

experience of Blissfullness play an important epistemic role for,

377 T <
One can only renounce what masquerades as Ananda, never Ananda Itself.

378P. K. Sundaram, '"Reality is Joy: Vimuktatman's Conception",

Journal of Madras University Vol. 27, 1955, pp. 48-49,
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although Brahman is ultimately Ananda and not Ahandamaya, this fact
379
can only be known via Anandamaya. Co-relatively, as argued earlier,

although Brahman is svarupa-jnana and not vrtti-jhana, this fact can

. . A 7. .
only be known via vrtti-jnana. Therefore Sankara argues that Bliss

(Ananda) only knows Itself as Bliss via the experience of Bliss-fullness

(Anandamaya). He says in his Taittiriya-bhasya: "...through the

comprehension of the blissful self which acts as a pointer(to the Bliss

Brahman), one has to realise, within this very cavity of the heart,

that Self as the culmination of the growth of bliss, which is Brahman

(conceived of) as the stabilising tail (of the blissful self), which is

the support of all modifications and which is devoid of all modifications.”oso

Further on in the same bhasya he states this point even more clearly:

"The bliss, thus attained, is being instanced here as an approach to

the Bliss that is Brahman; for through this familiar bliss can be approached

the Bliss that is comprehended by an intellect, free from objective

thought. Even worldly bliss is a particle of the Bliss that is Brahman
..”381 This does not mean that ;nanda is cognised; rather, Ananda

is reflected in Anandamaya and indicated alongside it, in the same manner

- LA . . N . . . . e
as svarupa-jnana is indicated and intuited alongside vrtti-jiana.

< . . . - .
Sankara says in this respect: '"...the Self is truly known when It is
382
known along with each state of consciousness." More precisely, as
379

Cf., section 3a(i).

/ ks - -~
3SOSaﬁkara, Taittiriva-bhasya II.VI.1, p. 337.

-

38114id., IT.viii.1-4, pp. 550-51.

3827 , -
Sankara, Kena-bhasyva II.4, p. 66.
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the excerpts from his Taittiriya-bhasya indicate, Anandamaya "indicates"

Ananda via adhyaropa-apavada.

Contrary to ééﬁkara, Ramanuja argues that the Lord is both
] 383
Ananda and Anandamaya: Ananda in His svarupa; and Anandamaya
384
in His svabhava. Riménuja interprets Knandamaya not as a modification
e 385 386
of Ananda, as with,éénkara's interpretation, but as its abundance.

Because Ramanuja argues that the svardpa and the svabhiva are inseparably

related as two modes of the same substance, Ananda and Anandamaya

are understood as inseparably united. ééﬁkara, on the contrary, argued
that Brahman is ultimately Ananda and not Anandamaya. Despite these
doctrinal differences, an area of convergence between them is disclosed
by ééﬁkara's acknowledgement of the importance of Anandamaya in the

order of discovery, for though Brahman is ultimately Ananda and not

Anandamaya, this fact can only be known via Anandamaya. In the order of

discovery, the experience of Anandamaya is indispensable according to both
Ramanuja and Sankara in pointing to Ananda. Even Ramanuja argues that

the svarﬁpa of the Lord as Ananda is ultimately unknown. He says in his
Gita-bhasya: "I [i.e. the Lord] know , that is, I understand all

beings - those that have passed away, those that are in existence at

present and those that will come into existence in future. But Me,

383c¢  &ri-bhasya I1I1.111.13; Vedarthasamgraha #84.
J84Cf., érf-bhisya I1.1.14.
385¢t., siitra-bhasva 1.1.19.

4 -
Cf., Sri-bhasya I.1.14.
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387 .
no one knows." Contrary to Ramanuja, Sankara argues that the experience
of Bliss can only be the experience of one's identity with that Bliss
for, in that experience there cannot be even a ''second'" as such who
experiences the Bliss, but only Bliss itself. He says in this respect:
"'That in which one sees something,...knows something, is puny,' mortal,
secondary joy. But this is the opposite of that; hence 'this is its
388 o _
supreme hliss'." Ramanuja, on the contrary, argues that Ananda

389
is not identical with the Self but pertains to the Lord alone.

Despite these doctrinal differences a possible convergence emerges
L 390
when one examines Ramanuja's description of the dahara-vidya, where

the devotee is therein enjoined to meditate not on his separability

from the Lord's Bliss, but on His inseparability from that Bliss.

Such Bliss is described as that '"hidden treasure' immanent in the ''secret
place of the heart”.391 Ramanuja states that, "Brahman is rather to be

meditated upon as being the Self of the meditating Devotee. As the

meditating individual soul is the Self of its own body, so the highest

Brahman is the Self of the individual soul....'Then I am indeed thou,
392
holy divinity, and thou art me.'" The para-bhakta is described accordingly
387

Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VII.26. It might be said that Ramanuja's
emphasis on the svartpa of the Lord as ultimately unknowable is structurally
similar to Sankara's emphasis on Brahman as Nirgupa.

3887 . - S s am
Sarikara, Brhad.-bhasya IV.111.33.

389ce  $ri-bhasya 1.1.13.

3900 &ri_bhasya 1.11T.14.
391

M iyia,

3924

Sri-bhasva, Thibaut, IV.1, 3.
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in his Gita-bhasya as incapahle of sustaining himself without that
395 A
Bliss. Although everyone is totally dependent on that Bliss, only

the para-bhakta perceives that fact. In this sense Ramanuja can be

understood as agreeing with ééﬁkara that the Bliss of Brahman does not
so much entail a renunciation of desires as their fulfillment: true asceticism,
according to Riminuja, is being deprived of the Lord, not sense-pleasures.
Therefore both §€nkara and Ramanuja agree that only the preferable
(greyah) is ultimately pleasing (preyah).

These areas of convergence between ééﬁkara and Ramanuja indicate
that the total spectrum of bhakti in éﬁﬁkara's thought can not be reduced
to something that is only provisionally efficacious for the '"unenlightenned
man' and from the first level of truth. Rather, the highest bhakti

/
i.e. nirguna-bhakti, is identified in the "implicit strand" of Sankara

with the process of nididhyasana or dhydna-abhydsa which is specified

394
in his Gita-bhasya as the karana for Self-realization, and as the
_ 395,
"objective content” of the Atma-vidhi. Sankara co-relatively

identifies the highest devotee i.e. nirguna-bhakta with that man possessing

steady knowledge (sthitaprajgﬁﬁ and those munis who are constantly
396
contemplating the Self. All this goes further than any merely

provisional concession ta hhakti as applicable only to the "unenlightenned

man'. That process of constantly contemplating the Self which is

Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya IX, #14, X, #34.

394 {' T by r 3
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasva VI.Introduction.

395Cf., section 3h(ii).

396

Cf., footnotes 314-346.
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appropriate only for the "enlightenned man'' can be equally termed

. - AN . -
nirguna-bhakti or jnana-nigthi.

/
As these equations indicate, the implicit theism in Sankara

is justified because of its indispersable epistemic role in the order
of discovery. Although Brahman is Ananda and not Anandamaya, that

fact can only be known via Anandamaya. Although Brahman is ultimately

Nirguna and not Saguna, that fact can only be un-veiled via Saguna Brahman,

for it is only the Lord who can reveal what one truly is. Co-relatively

the acceptance of sadhana as adhyaropa-apavada in Advaita should not

entail any devaluation of the Lord; rather adhyaropa-apavada is not a

mechanical process but an organic process which is supervised by the

/
Lord. Sankara, accordingly describes maya as '...belonging to and being

under the control of the Isvara...Maya does not exist or act independently
397

of Brahman, the Isvara." Sankara also describes the Lord as dwelling

in the mind of the devotee and leading him to purity of mind (sattva-

398
suddhi). Most important, only the Lord as the Guru (''teacher')
399

can disclose the meaning of the maha-vakya: tat tvam asi. Sankara
accordingly states in his Chandogya-bhdsya: '...it is only knowledge
learnt from the Teacher that becomes hest, - acquires its highest

400a . -
character...." He states even more decisively in his Gita-bhasya
that, '"...knowledge alone which is imparted by those who have realised

7s I ,
Sankara, Gita-bhasya Introduction, pp. 3-4.

/. .- - ]
398Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya X.11.

399Cf., Upadega-Sahasrf Part One, Chapter One, ##3-0.

100 , | _ _
Sankara, Chandogva-bhasya IV.IX.3.
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401
the truth - and no other knowledge - can prove effective." Prapatti
is implicitly referred to here as one is enjoined to "...humbly prostrate
402
thyself hefore them." é%ﬁkara argues that it is only the man who has

surrendered to the Lord, as the Guru, who can hope to be released, or,

more precisely, discover that he has always been released. The role of
- - 403
the Guru is described in his Chandogya-bhasya  according to the following

parable: A man 1s carried away from his country by robbers. He is

left in a desolate forest with his eyes bound so that he has no sense of
direction. He is later helped by a stranger who removes his bandages
and gives him instructions for returning home. In this parable the
stranger represents the Guru and the robbers represent the forces of
karma which tear a man away from his real home, the Self. §éhkara
concludes this parable by citing this critical sentence from the above
verse: ''That person knows who has a teacher'. It is accordingly
suggested in the first chapter of the Upade$a-Sahasri that the Lord as

404
the Guru is the ultimate karana for Self-realization. In this

connection, it is significant that the necessity for a surrender to the

Lord as the Guru is discussed in the Viveka-cudamani just after the

discussion on nirguna-bhakti: one might infer from this that nirguna-

bhakti only becomes possihle by first surrendering to the Lord as the
4Q5
Guru. Accordingly the man seeking nirguna-bhakti is therein ecnjoined

7/ - - 7 . -
4OlSahkara, Gita-bhagya IV.34. Cf., Sankara, Katha-bhagya I.11.8

and the Hymn to Guru: Gurvastakam.

4027 . . - -
Sankara, Gita-bhasya IV.34.
403 s _ _ )
Cf., Sankara, Chandogya-bhasya VI.xiv.Z2.
104 - - 4
Cf., Upadesa-Sahasri Chapter One, #3.
405 - -
Cf., Viveka-cudamani #%31-39.
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406
to "...approach a wise preceptor, who confers emancipation from hondage."

e
In this sense, i.e. as devotion to the Guru, Sankara can be understood

as arguing that sagzuna-bhakti can lead to nirguna-bhakti. Sankara

however, might be said to offer a more universal model of bhakti

than Ramanuja who tends to emphasize the Vaispavite model of the Lord.
T. M. P. Mahadevan expresses this universal appeal in Sankara's under-
standing of bhakti as follows: "Advaita teaches not only the non-

duality of Brahman (Brahmadvaita) but also the non-duality of the

Deity (Devata-'dvaita). A devotee is free to choose whatever form of
407
the Deity that pleases him."

4, A Possible Mitigation of Méy;—Véda or Its Realistic Perspective

Preamble:

The last three subsections have examined the three areas where
, . - . . -
Sankara's emphasis on Brahman as Nirguna has been somewhat mitigated;

namely, (1) in his understanding of jfana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada,

(2) in his implicit concession to an Atma-vidhi and in his co-relative

admission that dhyana-abhyasa is the karana for Self-realization and

(3) in his implicit theism. As this chapter has uncovered these areas
. /

/. .
in the "implicit Sankara, it has also revealed areas of convergence between Saikara
and Ramanuja. The last section of this chapter will examine the possible
4 M . -
mitigation or the realistic interpretation of Sankara's second major doctrine

408
of maya-vada. In order to achieve this chjective, the explicit and

0q, . - = . -
Viveka-cudamani, #32.

407

T. M. P. Mahadevan, "Eka-hakti" unpublished paper.

408 . . s . e
It is important to distinguish hetween a realistic interpreta-

tion of maya-vada and an actual mitigation of maya-vada.
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implicit forms of realism in ééﬁkara's thought will be examined. The
purpose of such an examination is to explore one more critical dimension
of the "implicit éankara”, namely his implicit realism, in order to
un-cover any more possible areas of convergence between éaﬁkara and
Ramanuja.

Before investigating the implicit realism in éaﬁkara's ontology
it is necessary to delineate the explicit realism in éﬁﬁkara's epistemology
in that the latter may be described as the foundation for the former.
Therefore section 4a will examine the explicit realism in éaﬁkara's
epistemology which is most evident in the "explicit strand" of §aﬁkara.
Section 4b will examine the implicit realsim in arikara's ontology in
his understanding of sadhana which is most evident in the "implicit

7 .
strand! of Sankara.

/
4a. The Explicit Realism in Sankara's Epistemology

/. - - . . . .
Both Sankara and Ramanuja can be described as realists in that
they both argue against the idealistic stance of the Yogacara Buddhists
409,
who maintain that consciousness creates the object known, Sankara
and Ramanuja argue to the contrary, that consciousness never creates the
object known, which exists independent of the knowerybut only reveals

it. They nevertheless both argue for the importance of the purification

of consciousness, for a consciousness ohscurred hy desires and past

409
Cf., Sutra-bhasya II.I1I.28; éri—bhaizg IT.11.27. The realism

in Sankara's epistemalogy 1s the foundation for the implicit realism in his
ontology for égﬁkara argues in his Satra-bhasya II.II.28 that the external
world should not be reduced to an illusion in the Buddhist sense of

§ﬁhyat5 ("emptiness') for Brahman is the Ground (adhisthana) of the
external world. Cf., section 4b. T
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. . 7 . .
samskaras cannot clearly reveal the object known. Sankara accordingly,

argues that the purification of the buddhi effected through dhyana-abhyasa
41Q
finally leads to the Akhanda-vrtti, and that the very distinction

between bondage and liberation pertains to that process and not to the
411 412
Self as such. As argued earlier Ramadnuja clearly insists on the

importance of this mental purification in removing the vikdras of the

- o - . 4 - - - . .
dharma-bhuta-jnana, but, unlike Sankara, he tends to view this purification

process as pertaining more to the will than to the intellect. Though
7 . - . . . - .
Sankara and Ramanuja argue for the importance of this mental purification,

they do not conclude in the manner of the niyoga-vadin that the purport

of the Vedas is such a mental purification. They both argue that only
Brahman is the purport of the Vedas, who can never be dependent on any
413

action, even a mental action.

4 -— - - -

Both Sankara and Ramanuja argue co-relatively that the essential
nature of the Self and the essential nature of Self-knowledge, whether
4 . - -

understood as without attributes (Sankara) or as with attributes

(Ramanuja), is not created by such a mental purification,but reflected

/ - - - - - r .
in it. Sankara says in his Sutra-bhasya: '"Knowledge is not dependent

on the mind of man or the Vedic instructions. It depends on the thing
414
itself and is made available by pramanas." In Sankara, however, the

41OCf., sections 3a(i) and 3a(ii).

411 7 . - - 5
Ct., Sankara, Gita-bhasya II.21.

112 . .
! Cf., section 2a.

413 - - /- -
Cf., Sutra-bhasya I1.14; Sri-bhasya I.1.4.

414 , '
Sutra-bhasya, Date, I.1.4, p. 25. Sankara says earlier in his

Sutra-bhasya: '...the knowledge of Brahman depends entirely on Brahman alone,
inasmuch as it is already an accomplished fact.'" (Sutra-bhasya, Date, I1.1.3, p.

15’
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distinction hetween Self-knowledge in its "primary sense" i.e. svarupa-
o = . . - . A —
Jnana, and Self-knowledge in its ''secondary sense' i.e. vrtti-jXana,

. . -~ . B - . .
1s crucial here for whereas svarupa-jnana can only be identical with

moksa, and is thus beyond all relations, vrtii-jfdna is what must be
415

purified in samsara. This independence of svaripa-j¥ana from the

416

knowing process in ééﬁkara's thought has been compared by scholars
to the independence of the object known from the knowing process.
A. K. Chatterjee says in this respect that, "The real is what is
independent of the knowing act. Knowledge does not create or in any
way distort its content. Its function is just to reveal the object
existing in its own right. The content known asserts its own existence
irrespective of the fact of its being known."4l7 This analogy, however,
though helpful, can also be misleading as svarupa-jNana can only be

418
the Pure Subject and never an cbject of knowledge as such. Suredvara

- . . - V-
and the Vivarana school focus on this independence of svarupa-jnana

from the knowing process to combat the kind of emphasis on dhyana-abhyasa

and on any volitional effort such as one finds in the Bhamati school.

Suredvara states in his Sambandha-Vartika: "Nor is the perception

of the real brought about anywhere by resolution; for even where there

15 . . .. . - v
4 For a discussion on the distinction between svarupa-jnana and
vrtti-jﬁana in Sankara, cf., footnote #84, Introduction, Chapter Une, secction
5S¢, Chapter Four section 3a(i).

416Cf., T.R.V. Murti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhism (London:
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1960), p. 315. Herecin after cited as: T.R.V.
Murti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhism and cf., A.K. Chatterji, The
Yogacara Idealism (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1963), p. 243.
lizrein after cited as: A.K. Chatterji, The Yogacara Idealism.
17
) A. K. Chatterjee, The Yogacara Idealism, p. 243.

418
Cf., Sltra-bhisva 1.1.4, I.1.5.
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419
is absence (of resolution) there is perception...." Further on in

the same text he states in a similar manner: 'Nor is knowledge of the
one self dependent on practice (abhyasa); nor is it expectant of medita-
420
tion (bhavana)...."
Yet Mandana and the Bhamati school never infer that svaripa-
iﬁéﬂi is dependent upon vrtti—jﬁéna, but only that svarﬁpa—jﬁéna

421
is reflected in vrtti-jﬁéna, after it has attained a state of purity,

i.e. sattva-suddhi. This emphasis is merely a radicalization of the

/7 . a
"implicit strand" in Sankara for Sankara argues in many of his Upanisad-

bhasyas and in his G{té—bhégya that svarupa-jhana cannot know itself
_ o _ 422
as svarupa-jnana without vrtti-jfana.

In a similar manner Ramanuja argues that the essential nature

of Self-knowledge, i.e. the dharmi-bhuta-j¥ana, cannot know itself

without the dharma-bhita-jNana, which must undergo a purification in

Ve ~—
order to reflect the former. Whereas Sankara argues that vrtti-jnana

is ultimately a false super-imposition upon svarupa-jhana, Ramanuja

argues that the dharmi—bhﬁta—jﬁina and the dharma-bhuata-jNana are
423
inseparable as two modes of the self-same category. Despite these

doctrinal differences, however, an area of convergence between them on

4198ure§§ara, Samhandha-Vartika #385h,

42 . - . - .
OSureébara, Sambandha-Vartika #438b., cf., Ibid., #828.

421 . . . - P
v For a discussion of the different uses of svarupa-jfcnz and
yrtti-jhana in the Bhamati and Vivarana schools, cf., section 3a(i).

422

. - . - S . N = .
P Cf., previous discussion on svarupa-jnana and vrtti-jnana in
Sankara in section 3a({i).

423

Cf., previous discussion, Chapter Three, section lc.
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this issue can he uncovered. Both onf them argue that the essential nature of
Self-knowledge and Self-knowledge considered as a process arc ultimately united,
but whereas éaﬁkara conceives of their unity in terms of identity and
an absence of difference, Ramanuja conceives of their unity in terms of
inseparability. Rdmidnuja accordingly argues against any undifferentiated
consciousness and insists that there is no consciousness devoid of

424

objects. Sankara, on the other hand, argues that the ultimate

. - AT . g .
unity between svarupa-jnana and vrtti-jnana does not admit of any

difference for svarupa-jnana and vrtti-jRana should not be understood

as two different realities as such; rather, svarupa-jiiana is the reality

or the ground (adhisthana) of vrtti-jhana which is its appearance.
’

This is stated in the Upadeéé—Séhasri as follows: '"The knowledge produced

by an evidence does not differ in its essential nature whether one
calls it transitory or eternal. Knowledge (though) produced by zan

425
evidence is nothing but knowledge." Similarly, as the next section

will argue, maya is not one more reality besides Brahman, Brahman is the

reality of maya.

/
4b. The Implicit Realism in Sankara's Ontology

Sankara argues that the Self is disclosed by a turn inwards

via the discipline of dhyana~abhyasa, -and also by a suhsequent turn
) 426 427

outwards when the Self is seen as "all this'". As argued earlier,

.

424Cf., ér{mbhi§ya I.1.1, p. 52 (Thibaut}.
425Upade§a-sihasrf Part One, Chapter Two, #103.
426 . - ’ ., -7 -
Cf., Sankara, Brhad.-bhasya I.IV.7; Sankara, Isa-bhasya #1.
427

Cf., section 3a(i).
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dhyana~abhyasa and viveka-jﬁina should not be represented as exclusive

alternatives, but, rather, as two phases of the same process. Similarly,
the Self must not only be discovered as the reality of the jiva, but

also as the reality of the world. D. M. Datta states this as follows:
"The inward search for the reality in man and the inner realization are
therefore logically incomplete without the outward search and realization
that the same Brahman is the Atman, the Reality underlying the inner

and the outer.”428 Sankara never understands the world as a separate
reality from the Self; rather, the world is understood as the manifestation
of the Self which is its very Ground (adhisthana). Datta accordingly
reduces any exclusive emphasis on a '"turn inwards'" at the expense of a
""turn outwards'" to a mere '... intellectual sport ... a kind of solipsism
tending to grant a moral holiday and encouraging a premature quietism”.429
He argues that this re-perception of the world as grounded in Brahman

in éaﬁkara's thought should result in a deeper social commitment.

It might be objected that this social dimension of sadhana is emphasized
more by Réminuja430 than by Sankara. The ultimate justification

4 .
for this is that the implicit realism in Sankara's ontology never

amounted to an acceptance of creation such as one finds in Ramanuja's

428
D. M. Datta, "Inward and Outward Advaita Vedanta'" Philosophical
Quarterly (Vol. 30, 1957), p. 168.
429
Ihid., p. 171.
430 . . - = .
K. Seshadri refers to the realism in Ramanuja: '"...which
recognizes the ultimacy and intrinsic worth of moral values, providing
for a concrete and humanistic approach to moral problems...." (K. Seshadri,

"Ritual, Ethics and Mysticism in Visishtadvaita' Visishtadvaita, Philosophy
and Religion (Madras: Ramanuja Research Society, 1974), p. 143.)
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modified parinima-vada ("the doctrine that the effect is an actual
431,
transformation of the cause"). Sankara nevertheless, clearly rejects

the idealism of the Yogacara school of Buddhism and argues that the world
452
as Brahman is real.
4 - .

The implicit rezlism in Sankara's ontology can be described as

an application of the explicit realism in his epistemology. N. K.
/7
Devaraja says in this respect that, "The upshot of Sankara's analysis
of experience or knowledge is that it invariably has an objective
433

reference." Therefore this section and the previous section are
inseparably related.

Id

Sankara avoids the two extremes of the materialists, who argue
that the world as it appears is real, and the Yogacdra idealists, who
reduce the world to a mere product of consciousness and therefore to the

, _ 434

status of stnyata ("emptiness').

/. . .

Sankara offers two correctives for the above positions:
méyé—vida for the materialists and the doctrine of Brahman as Ananda
for the §Gnyaté doctrine of the Yogacérins. It might be asked: What

is the relationship between the doctrine of Brahman as Ananda and

maya-vada? It can be said in reply that Sankara's emphasis on Brahman

431 . — e . . .
Kokileswar Sastri might be criticized in this regard as he

misinterprets the implicit realism in Sankara's ontology as actually
entailing an implicit parindma-vada. Cf., K. Sastri, '"Maya in Sankara-
Vedanta: Its Objectivity' Poona Oriental Series 37, 1939: I, 327-42.

432 - = \
Cf., Sutra-bhasyva II.II.Z2S.

435 . . . 7 o - o 05
N. K. Devaraja, An Introduction to Sankara's Theory of Knowledge, p. 105.

#34ce., Satra-bhasya I1.11.28 to I1.I1.32. For the concept of

/- - . . P ;
sunyata, cf., A.X. Chatterjee, The Yogdcidra Idealism, p. 29.

bl
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as Ananda prevents one from mis-reading his maya-vada as equal to $Gnyata-
435 )

vada, and that his maya-vada prevents one from mis-reading Ananda

as a mere quality or as something to be attained as such. Co-relatively

his emphasis on Brahman as Ananda implies that his doctrine of Nirguna

. m - - ‘., . .
Brahman is not equal to sunvata-vada. Sankara says in this respect

that, "...the denial of something unreal is possible only with reference
to something real. It is with reference to a real rope that the unreal
snake on it 1s denied. This means that after eliminating that which is
unreal there remains something which is real. But if we deny both
Brahman and its two forms, there will be a total void; and in the absence
of any entity left as real the very possibility of denying even an unreal
436
thing will not be there.” It is with reference to Brahman as the
Ground (adhi§§h5na) that the world as it appears is denied, but not the
world as Brahman.4o7 The negation implicit in the 'meti-neti" ascription
lies not in Brahman's nature, which should be described as the Full
(EEEEE) and Supreme Bliss (Rnanda), but rather in the limiting structure
of every ascription. Viewing Brahman as Ananda and co-relatively viewlng

the world as Brahman and not as nama-rupa, therefore, helps to prevent

. - '
any mis-interpretation of Nirguna Brahman as equal to dinyatda. Sankara

accordingly states in his Gita-bhdsya that, "When it is said that Brahman

the Knowable is not accessible to the word or thought of 'sat' (existent),

435This mis-interpretation led to the controversial claim that
V4 . - - . . ~
Sankara was a 'crypto-Buddhist'. For a discussion of this claim cf.,
Ninian Smart, Doctrine and Argument in Indian Philosophy, p. 99.

436

Sutra-bhasya, Date, III.II1.22, p. 145,

4J7Cf., Sutra-bhasyva IT.III1.6.
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one may perhaps suppose It to be 'asat' or none-existent. To prevent
this supposition the Lord proceeds to declare Its existence as, manifested
through the upadhis, through the sense of all living beings....Brahman
exists as the Inner Self (Pratyak}, as the source of all activity of

438
the senses...as Isvara or the Lord of the universe."

Mandana devotes much argument in his Brahma-Siddhi to refuting

.. . . /- = . .
any misinterpretation of Nirguna Brahman as sunyata. He begins this

work with the insistence that moksa should not be understood merely

negatively as the cessation of pain, but positively as Ananda. He

says: '"'...'la beatitude'...n'est pas seulement la cessation de la
439
douleur." Co-relatively, Mandana insists, contra the Buddhists, that

440
the intense longing for release does not constitute another attachment.

14

This implicit realism in Sankara's ontology implies a realistic
interpretation of maya-vada. J. G. Arapura says: 'Strange as it may
sound, mayavada implies a very strong affirmation of the reality of
the world. In this respect it goes exactly as far as empiricism would
want to go. No empiricism ever ascribes absolute reality to the world

441

in any case." Sankara insists that Brahman and the world are not two

opposing realities; rather, Brahman is the reality of the world. He

says in his Chandogya-bhasya: "In fact, all modifications - Name and Form

. -
4388ankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, #12, pp. 347-48,

9 .

Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One, #1. The French translation:
"le plaisir" for Ananda 1s somewhat misleading here for Ananda should
never he confused with sense-pleasurecs as such.

440
C

s

f., Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One, ##3,4.

3

441 - = .
J. G. Arapura, '"Mayva and the Discourse about Brahman'" from

Two Truths in Buddhism and Vedanta, M. Sprung (ed.) (Dordrecht: Reidel
Pub. Co., 1973), p. 11l.
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are real in so far as they are of the nature of 'Being!, - in themselves,
442
they are all unreal...." He therefore argues in his Byhad.-bh5$ya

that the world as undifferentiated is equal to the Self. He says:
"...the Supreme Self was meant as being identical with the undifferentiated
443
universe."
/ .

According to Sankara, without this equation of the ''undifferentiated
universe' and the Self, knowledge would not be possible. In his
I§a—bh5$ya he argues that because the Selfis '"all this", when the Self

isknown , "all this" becomesknown , He states in a similar manner in

his Chandogya-bhasya that, '"You think that the knowledge of one thing

cannot make another thing known. This would be quite true, if the product
{effect) were something entirely different from the cause. As a matter
of fact, however, the effect is not entirely different from its cause.”444
He argues in this bhasya that just as all modifications of clay are in
reality nothing but clay, so "all this' is ultimately equal to Brahman.

In Sankara the implication of this equation for the question of
renunciation is decisive: because the Self is "all this", renunciation is
ultimately the abandonment of the very idea that anything other than the

445 . _, _ o
Scelf exists. Sankara says in his Isa-bhasya: '''All this is but
the Self', so that all this belongs to the Self, and the Self is all.

446
Therefore do not haye any hankering for things that arc unreal."

442§aﬁkara, Chandogya-bhasya VI.iii.3.

443

§aﬁkara, Brhad.-bhasya 1.IV.7, p. 112.

444 7 . - - T
Sankara, Chandogya-bhasya VI.1i.6.

445Cf., section 1, 3c.

446 7 - -
! Sankara, I§é—bha§ya #1.
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%
Sankara is arguing, in effect, that the world is but another

way of knowing Brahman; that is, knowing Brahman via the upadhis.
In this sense Brahman can be referred to as dual in the order of knowing,
but as non-dual in the order of being. Therefore the statement ''the

447
world, as Brahman (brahmatvena satyam) 1is Real' can be understood as

"the world when known as Brahman is Real."
.

An area of convergence exists between Sankara and Raminuja
in their conception of the inseparability of the world from Brahman,
but the convergence co-exists with very real doctrinal differences.
Ramanuja argues that the inseparability of the world and Brahman co-

448
exists with a real distinctness for, their svarupas are never confused.
He does not describe the world as illusory, but as a real mode of the Lord,
449

as a part of His svabhéava, Sankara, on the other hand, can not allow
for an actual distinctness between the world and Brahman for such an
admission would threaten his central premise, i.c. that Brahman is the
only Real. He explicitly argues that the world 3§_n5ma-rﬁpa (""mame and
form") is illusory (mithva) yet identical with Brahman as its
appearance. In this way, both é;ﬁkara and Ramanuja
argue that the world is inscparable from Brahman but, whereas Ramanuja

conceives of this unity as a lived inseparability co-existing with

/ . . - .
difference, Sankara conceives of this unity as an identity, without

447Cf., Sutra-bhasya II.III.6.

448cf,, Vedarthasamgraha #85.

s
449Cf., Sri-bhasya II.IIT.18.
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45Q 451
difference. As argued earlier, according to Ramanuja 'the primary

sense' of the world or its '"extended sense' (upalaksapa) is its
inherence within the Lord, its inseparability from Him, whereas its
"secondary sense'" involves any '"as-if separability'" between the world
and Brahman. Whereas ééﬁkara argues that the world in its ''secondary

sense' involves an illusory notion (mithyapratyaya) caused by avidyé,

Ramanuja insists that the experience of the world in its '"secondary
sense' 1s ''caused" by karma. Both nevertheless agree that the world is
occassioned by something extraneous and that an inequality exists
between these two inseparable terms i.e. the world and Brahman.
According to both éaﬁkara and Ramanuja the relation between the world
and Brahman is irreversible and one-sided for Brahman must not inherit
the defects of the world. T. R. V. Murti refers to this inequality
between the world and Brahman in §aﬂkara's thought as follows: '"One
term, the higher, is not exhausted in the relationship, it has a trans-
cendent or non-implicatory existence which is its intrinsic nature.
The other term however, is entirely exhausted within the relation and
452

has no non-relative existence."

Although Ramanuja articulates this false perception of separability
between these two terms differently from éaﬁkara, i.e. in terms of an

"as-if separability" rather than in terms of an "as-if duality', both

agree that the world per se cannot be actually separated from Brahman.

5 - - 7 . -
4JOCf., Sutra-bhasya II.II1.6; Sankara, Brhad.-bhasya I.IV.7.

451Cf., Chapter Two, section #2c.

452 . .
T. R. V. Murti, "The Two Definitions of Brahman in the Advaita'.
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Such a separation is only apparent. Ramanuja states in his G{té—bhégya:

"(They say that the universe is) unreal. That is, they do not say that

this universs, by reason of its being the effect of the Brahman...

has the Brahman for its Self. (They say) that it is without any

foundation. ghat is, they do not say that it has the Brahman for its
453

foundation.” According to Ramanuja, the distinctness of the world

from Brahman is never what constitutes the problem necessitating

sadhana, but perceiving it as-if it were separable from the Lord as

His mode and acting willfully in accordance with that misperception.

Even though Ramanuja explicitly denies maya-vada, his doctrine of

apythaksiddha ("inseparability") between the Lord and His modes implies

that any perception of an absolute separability between the Lord and the
world as His mode can have no ontological status.

There is much evidence, especially in the '"implicit strand! of
ééﬁkara, for understanding éﬁﬁkara‘s insistence on the non-duality
between the world and Brahman in terms that would be structurally
parallel to Ramanuja's conception of this relation, i.e. in terms of
their inseparability. Co-relatively there is much evidence in this
"implicit strand" for understanding arikara's doctrine of maya-vada
in terms that would be structurally parallel to Ramanuja, i.e. in terms
of an as-if separability between the world and Brahman.

The former contention, i.e. that the actual non-duality between
the world and Brahman can be understood as their inseparability will now

rd
be verified with reference to Sankara's commentaries. Ramanuja's

= o B , _
45°Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XVI, #8; cf., Sri-bhasva I.II1.7;

cf., Chapter Two, 2c(ii1).
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assertion that the world is inseparable from Brahman qua the Antaryamin
454
who ensouls '"all this'" as its Inner Controller, and ultimately as
455 -
its inmost essence, is mirrored in the following passage from Sankara's

Giti—bhésya: "There is no being without Me; for anything into which I

have not entered would be without Self and would be void. Wherefore,

everything is of My nature, i.e.,I am the essence of everything."456

Similarly as Ramanuja argues that the world cannot exist apart from the
457 ,

Loxrd, so Sankara argues that the world is non-existent apart from

Brahman. He says in his Byhad.—bhigya that, "Just as bubbles, foam,

etc. are non-existent apart from water, so name, form and action,

which are the effects of Pure Intelligence and dissolve in It are
458
non-existent apart from It." Similarly, in his Chandogya-bhasva

ééﬁkara describes all beings as rooted in Brahman, as residing in Him

45
and as finally resting in Him. ’ Yet Sankara never implies that this
reduces Brahman to the manifoldness of nama-rupa; rather, he argues that
the world as Brahman is Real but not the world as nama-rupa. K. Sastri

articulates this emphasis in Sankara as follows: ''The world is a

self-expression of Brahman and is therefore non-different from it, has

45 - . ,
54Cf., Vedarthasamgraha ##4, 6, 17,

455Cf., Vedarthasamgraha #77.

456, . - - -
> éankara, Gita-bhasya X, #39.

457 7 -
Cf., Sri-bhasya I.III.7.

4587 . - -
Sankara, Brhad.-bhasyva II.IV.11, p. 364,

5 ¢ - -
P 439Cf., Sankara, Chandogva-bhasya VI.viii.d, p. 334; cf.,
Sankara, Katha-bhasya IT.ITL.12.
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s A i
no real existence apart from Brahman'. Sankara's insistence on the

inseparability between the world and Brahman is not only argued within

£ - . s . = = .
Sankara's provisional thesis of satkaryavada (''the doctrine that the

effect pre-exists cause') but also within his subsequent thesis of

vivarta-vada (''the doctrine that the effect is a mere appearance").

I - - - - . .
The area of convergence between Sankara and Rdmanuja on this issue,

7/
therefore does not confine itself to Sankara's provisional concession
461
to the reality of the world from the first level of truth; rather

377

the implicit realism in §ankara's ontology co-exists with his maya-vada.

It is precisely this realistic strand in maya-vada that prevents one

. - - - L m -
from mis-interpreting it as sunyvata.

. . £ .
The contention referred to earlier, i.e. that Sankara's conception

of the as-if duality between the world and Brahman can he undarstood

in terms parallel to Ramanuja's conception of an as-if separability,

will now be verified. Accordingly, in this passage from his Taittir{ya—

- , 3 - -
bhasya Sankara describes the world as incapable of existing apart

from Brahman: '"...it exists because of Brahman...it is reduced to a
462
non-entity apart from Brahman...."  He states in a similar manner

in his Mundaka-hhasya: ""There is no such thing as the universe apart
163
from Purusga." Later on in the same bhasya he says: 'That which

4601<okileswar Sastri, "A Contradiction Reconciled in Samkara-
Vedanta", Calcutta Oriental Journal Volume 3, 193G, p. 85. Herein
after cited as: K. Sastri, "A Contradiction Reconciled in Samkara-
Vedanta",

461 ..
Such a convergence would be rather trivial and predictable.

4627 . c s -
Sankara, Taittiriya-bhasva III.X.5-6,

463 _
Goéénkara, Mundaka-bhasya I1.i.10.
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comprises the sat and the asat is what has become your Self; for the
sat, formed, gross, and the asat, formless, subtle, do not exist apart
T 464 o

from It." This as-if separability between the world and Brahman is

referred to most clearly in the Viveka-cudamani: '"Therefore the universe

does not exist apart from the Supreme Self; and the perception of its
separateness is false like the qualities (of blueness etc. in the sky).”465
K. Sastri goes so far as to equate méyi—véda with this as-if separability
when he states that, '"...the world appears as something separate and
independent....Such a view must be unreal, false, according to éé@kara.

It is only in this sense alone that éﬁmkara has called the world of the
plurality unreal, false...what is denied is not the existence of the
plurality as finite mode of the infinite, but their existence apart from,
and independently of Brahman.”466 Such an equation is more evident in

a 4
the "implicit strand" of Sankara than in the "explicit strand'. Sankara

explicitly rejects any variation of parindma-vada, such as one finds in

Ramanuja, and, co-relatively, any belief in an actual distinction
between the world and Brahman. They both argue nevertheless that the
world can never exist apart from Brahman. Ramanuja's insistence on the
reality of the world does not imply its separate reality but, only its
reality as a mode of the Lord. This is structurally similar to $arikara's

insistence that the world by itself is illusory, but real as Brahman.

4641054, 11.ii.i. Cf., also Saikara, Brhad.-bhasya II.TV.12
where the jIva is descrihed as incapable of existing apart from Brahman.

46 . ~1 . el o
5V1veka-cudaman1 #235.

466K. Sastri, "A Contradiction Reconciled in Samkara-Vedanta',

87.

o]
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It might then be asked: does sublation negate the world in toto

or only the world as undifferentiated? S. S. Sastri, in representing the

/
"implicit strand" in Sankara, argues for the latter alternative. He

says: 'Maya is subiz;eable by Brahman only because it is of the very
nature of Brahman." He interprets sublation not as the negation of
the category in toto, but as the negation of its as-if separability from
Brahman. He says that, '"Once again we see but the whole exercising its
ascendancy over and transforming the part.”468 This view of sublation
is very close to Ramanuja's conception which P. N. Srinivasachari
summarizes as follows: '"Sublation is a state of self-transcendence and
469

not a process of negating negation.” Sankara speaks of the sublation

of the world in a similar sense in his Brhad.-bhasya: the world as

differentiated is sublated but not the world as undifferentiated.
He says: 'When that separate existence has entered and been merged
in its cause, in other words, when the differences created by ignorance
470
are gone, the universe becomes one without a second, 'the great Reality.'"
/7 . . . .
Therefore Sankara does not reduce the world to an illusion in the sense
/o~ - . . . .
of sunyata; rather, the warld as undifferentiated is disclosed as equal
L[4
to Brahman. The implicit realism in Sankara amounts to a realistic

7
interpretation of maya-vdda in the "explicit strand'" of Sankara and to

’
a possible mitigation of maya-vada in the "implicit strand'" of Sarkara.

4678. S. Sastri, "On the Nature of Sublation', Collected Papers
of §. S. Sastri, p. 196.

4681014, p. 102,

469 -
P. N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of Vifistidvaita, P. 467.

4708, fkara, Brhad-bhasya I1.IV.12, p. 369.
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Most important it discloses an area of convergence with Ramanuja.

/! - -
Both Sankara and Ramanuja agree that the world can only be apparently
but not actually separated from Brahman.

As this chapter has illustrated, because sadhana in Advaita

is really the practical application of miyé—véda, a realistic interpreta-
tion of maya-vada results in a corresponding realism in sadhana.
This was illustrated, for example, in the implicit emphasis in Sankara

on dhyana-abhyasa as the karana for Self-realization, in his implicit

concession to an Atma-vidhi and in his implicit theism. The areas

that have been investigated in tis chapter pertaining to the "implicit
§aﬁkara” uncovered several areas of convergence between ééﬁkara and
Réménuja. It should not be forgotten, however, that these areas of
convergence investigated in this chapter between the "implicit ééﬁkara”

and the "explicit Ramanuja' co-exist with very real doctrinal differences.



Conclusion

(1) General Conclusions

The best way to outline the conclusions of this work is by the

following diagram.

/
”Sl” here represents the "explicit Sankara', ”SZ” the "implicit Sankara',

”Rl” the "explicit Ramanuja'" and ”R2” the "implicit Rgmihuja”.l This
diagram indicates that a structural convergence was disclosed between
”Sz" and ”Rl”, designated as '"1'" in this diagram, and between ”Sl” and
”RZ”, designated as "2'" in this diagram. Yet a structural convergence
is not equal to a doctrinal convergence for though ”82" is parallel to
”Rl”, and ”Sl” is parallel to ”R2”, "Sz” is not equal to ”Rl” and ”Sl”
is not equal to ”R2”.

Chapter One provided the methodological foundation for ”Sz” and
in so doing prepared the way for the convergence between ”SZ” and ”Rl”,
designated as''l"in this diagram. The methodological foundation for
”SZ” was constituted by all those devices in éahkara which explained
the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma such as his
use of ''intermediary categories'as for example his concept of jhana-

voga as equal to the "primary sense" (paramartham) of dharma and his

1 . C e .
Cf. Introduction for a definition and explanation of these terms.

~381-
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concept of the 'secondary sense' (gaunam) of Atma-jinana as vrtti-jinana.

Chapter Two provided the methodological foundation for the con-
vergence between "R," and “Sl” or "2". It was there argued that the

- - . . PR . / - / - .
dimensions of one-sidedness and irreversability in the sarira-Saririn

. - -, . . . /- /.-.
provide the seed for Ramanuja's dissociative use of the sarira-saririn

which was disclosed as being methodological equivalent to gahkara's
two levels of truth. Co-relatively the mis-perception of the Self,
ggg_garzra, as independent of the Lord was disclosed as being a
methodological equivalent to ééhkara's concept of avidya.

Chapter Three examined the key doctrines in Ram@anuja pertaining
to the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma and uncovered the
following areas of structural convergence with éaﬁkara:

i) the parallel between the role of the dharma-bhiita-jnana in

/
Ramanuja and the role of the Vrtti—fﬁﬁha in Sankara;

ii) the discontinuity between the "two truths' in Ramanuja i.e.,
concrete Self-knowledge versus abstract Self-knowledge as a parallel
in reverse to the "two truths' in Sankara, and
iii) the structural convergence between prapatti in Ram3nuja and
r~ . / .
jnana-yoga in Sankara. - These three areas of structural convergence
are designated as'2"in this diagram.
[
Chapter Four focussed on the two main areas in Sankara's thought

where the convergence between "S_'" and ”Rl” becomes clearer; specifically,

in the mitigation of his doctrine of Nirguna Brahman and in the possible

mitigation or realistic understanding of mava-vada. The former was pro-
/. ~

vided by Sankara's implicit understanding of jnana-voga as a mental

process, by his implicit concession to an Atma-vidhi, and by his implicit

~ / <
theism. When describing jnana-voga Sankara, unlike Ramanuja, describes
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the buddhi as sublateable, but they both refer to the ambiguous role
of the buddhi in providing the possibility both for bondage and for

liberation. R#mAnuja therefore argues that the dharmi-bhuta-jnhana,

i.e.,”Dl”, is already inseparable from the Lord, but that that fact

can only be known via the dharma-bhuta-jnana i.e.,"D,"; similarly,

Sankara argues that the §varﬁpa-j%5na is already equal to moksa, but

\— .
that that fact can only be known via the vrtti-jnana. In the examin-

ation of the Atma-vidhi an area of convergence was disclosed between

/.
Sankara's understanding of nirguna-dhyana as nididhyasana and Ramanuja's

understanding of dhyvana or updsana as nididhyasana: the process 1is

phenomenologically the same in both, only the focus of this process is

4
explicitly different, i.e., Saguna for Ramanuja or Nirguna for Sankara.

Both nirguna-dhy@na and upasana refer to a concrete Self-knowledge as

opposed to an abstract Self-knowledge which is classified as a karana
for Self-realization. The above convergence laid the basis for the

/.
implicit theism in Sankara and for the ensuing area of agreement between

/.
Sankara and Ramanuja on the nature of bhakti. The following area of

agreement was disclosed with reference to the possible mitigation of
/

mayi-vada _in Sankara. "Just as Ramanuja argued that the world as in-
separable from the Lord was real but not in itself when considered
separate from the Lord, so égﬁkara argued that the world as Brahman
was real, but not the world as nﬁma—rﬁga.

The fact that Post-éaﬁkaritcs were preoccupied with a refutation
of difference (bheda nirakaranaj and not with qualified non-dualism
(Visistddvaita) is significant for it suggests that these areas of con-

/ . Ld -
vergence between Sankara and Ramanuja were acknowledged by them.



Perhaps this is the reason that they did not engage in a dialectical
refutation of Rdmanuja. Did they perceive Rdamanuja,then, as already
having '"'one foot in the door"?  These areas of convergence between

/

Sankara and Ram#nuja were more evident in their Gfti—bhisyas than in

their Brahma-SUtra-bhasyas for the problem of sadhana was addressed

more specifically in the former. Although their ontologies remain
distinct and irreducible, their structures of sadhana display a re-
markable similarity.

The question of sadhana for both éaﬂkara and Ramanuja begins
with a probiem. The problem of sidhana for Ramanuja can perhaps be

summed up by this question: If the Lord is already all-inclusive

384

and inseparable with all Selves, then why is there any need for sadhana?

Ramanuja argues that because the all-inclusiveness of the Lord is veiled

from us in sams@ra due to the Lord's Self concealment and to our willful

disobedience, sadhana is necessary to remove this veil. The problem of

/ .
sadhana for Sankara can perhaps be summed up by this question: If

/

moksa is a pre-given, than why is there any need for sadhana? Sankara

argues that sadhana is necessary to evoke that fact and make it known
so that the pre-given reality also becomes a lived truth. The seeking

- /- -
in sadhana for both Sankara and Ramanuja involves the purification of

the buddhi and not the acquisition of anything new in the state of
being. Even Ramdnuja argues that the svarﬁga of the Self and the

svarupa of consciousness remain unchanged in samsara; moksa simply

discloses their pre-existent condition.
. . - / 4 — —
The greatest similarity between Sankara and Ramanuja emerges

from the a-posteriori perspective, i.e.. from the standpoint of moksa.

It is from this perspective that the Self realizes, even in Ramanuja's
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understanding, that it was never in fact separated from Brahman, only

apparently. Sams3ra for both involves therefore a semblance of disunity

with Brahman, described as an "as-if separability" in Ramanuja and an

"as-if duality" in éaﬁkara; moksa for both involves the removal of that

semblance of disunity and the disclosure of one's unity with Brahman,

described as ''their actual inseparability" in Ramanuja and their "actual
/

non-duality" in Sankara.

ii) A Critical Examination of These Conclusions

a. How ”SZ” Illumines "511

s, R
v
Sy ],

This diagram indicates that the "implicit Sankara" i.e.,”Sz”,originates

out of the "explicit" éaﬁkara i.e.N S The transition from 'Sy to M,

is provided most of all by Sankara's methodology which points simultaneously
to both ”Sl“ and ”52”. His two levels of truth, his ''transposition strategy"
and his "simultaneous viewing' not only explain his explicit emphasis on the
discontinuity between Self-knowledge and dharma, but also explains their
apparent continuity. Also, specific devices such as his "intermediary
categories' refer more to ”52” than ”Sl”. The transition from ”Sl” to

”52” doctrinally is provided by gahkara's understanding of jﬁﬁna-voga as
equal to the "primary sense' (paramartham) of dharma, by his specification

of nirguna-bhakti or dhyana-abhvasa as the karana for Self-realization,




386
and by his implicit concession to the Atma-vidhi. It should be asked:
How then does ”Sz” i.e., the implicit éahkara,throw light on ”Sl” i.e.,
the "explicit Sankara" specifically on é;hkara's explicit emphasis on
Brahman as Nirguna and on his mdyva-vada? |
The implicit realism examined in ”82” prevents‘fne from mis-

. S /o . .
reading maya-vada as equal to the theory of sunyata. Sankara argues in

this implicit strand that the world as Brahman is real although not as nama-

rupa. "S,!" points to the application of mayi-vada to sadhana and shows that the

whole of sadhana can be considered a form of adhy3ropa-apavdda. Viewing sadhana

/
in this manner does justice to Sahkara's explicit emphasis on the discontin-

uity between Self-knowledge and dharma and, therefore, points to ”Sl” and

”52” simultaneously. ”Sz” also uncovers the three areas where the emphasis
on Brahman as Nirguna is mitigated. While describing j%ﬁna—yoga in this
implicit strand, Sankara argues that though Brahman is Nirguna and not
Sagupa, it 1is necessary to resort to Brahman as Saguna to know this fact .
He argues correlatively that though Brahman is Kﬁanda, and not Anandamava,
one can only know this fact Xig_xnandamaya. These two points indicate

that the continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma in é;hkara refers

to the order of discovery and not to the order of being. While describing
the Atma-vidhi in this implicit strand, éaﬁkara argues that although no
injunction can be applied to Ktma-jaina in the "primary sense' as svaripa-

."_ - - . - “~ » . i
jnina, an injunction can be applied to Atma-jhana in the "secondary sense"

as vrtti—jﬁﬁna for vrtti-jnina purified by dhy@na-abhyasa is capable of

- .’\'_ . - .
"reflecting'" svarupa-jnana. Such a vidhi does not affect Nirguna Brahman

but only one's knowledge of Nirguna Brahman. The vidhi, therefore, 1is




387
not applied to the Self as such but only to the buddhi. The implicit
/

theism examined in ”52” indicates that though the focus of Sankara's

concept of nirgupa-bhakti is explicitly different from the focus of

Ramdnuja's concept of dhyana or upasana, the process referred to in

both is phenomenologically the same.

(b) How ”RZ” I1lumines ”Rli

1

| '
V N
Sy 2

This diagram indicates that the "implicit Ramanuja”‘i.e.,”Rz”,originates
out of the "explicit Ramanuja" i.e.,”Rl”.

The transition from ”R1” to ”RZ” is provided most of all by
Ramanuja's methodology which explains not only his explicit emphasis on
the continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma but also his contrasting
emphasis on their discogtinuity. His methodology is bilateral, like
gaﬁkara's,and points simultancously to ”R1” and ”RZ”.

The transition from ”Rl” to ”RZ” doctrinally is provided by
Rimanuja's insistence on the distinctness of the three svarupas of the
Lord, the Selves and matter even within moksa. A tension is thus introduced

between the emphasis on inseparability and the emphasis on separability

s ;L= s T . . -
within the sarira-saririn. Even the morc interpretative elements of '"R,"

~

- . /. -
such as Ramanuja's methodological equivalent to Sankara's concept of avidva
g ! I av s
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originate from this original tension between inseparability and separa-

. . /= /-
bility in the sarira-saririn.

The examination of dharma in ”Rz” throws light on the relationship
between REmanuja's initial definition of dharma as '"ritual injunction"
and his "extended sense' of dharma as worship. It emphasizes the friction
between the emphasis on the Lord as the ultimate Agent and the emphasis on
man as the penultimate agent. This friction culminates in prapatti where
the Lord is disclosed as the "eternal means' (siddhopaya) and man's self-
efforts, in isolation, are viewed as obstructions to this ''eternal means'.
From the perspective of prapatti, the initial definition of dharma is
disclosed as containing an element of avidya; specifically, the notion
that man and not the Lord is the do-er. Prapatti illustrates that the
relationship between Self-knowledge and dharma can only be finally resolved
within the Lord Himself.

The examination of the '"as-if separability'" between the Selves and

the Lord in ”RZ” also illumines the doctrine of aprthaksiddha ("'inseparability'')

in ”Rl”, especially in its application to sadhana. It might then be asked:
Does safsara ever constitute an actual separability between the Selves qua
’ -—

sarira and the Lord; does it therefore constitute a modification of

aprthaksiddha? The reply can only be in the negative for the Selves as

eternal modes of the Lord can never be separated from the Lord, and any
separability must thercfore be only apparent. As the examination in "'R,"
indicates, the inseparability between the Selves and the Lord is best dis-

closed from an a-posteriori standpoint,i.e. from the standpoint of moksa,

where any separability is disclosed as only apparent. This implicit strand
in Ramanuja also illumines the doctrinal tension between his doctrine of

aprthaksiddha and his emphasis on the actual distinctness of the three




svarupas. It indicates that the distinctness of the three svarupas 389

should not be misread as entailing any absolute separability
between the Selves and the Lord. Therefore ”Rz” un-packs the full
implications of the initial tension in ”RIH between the dimensions of

s . o AN
separability and inseparability of the sarira-saririn.

The methological examination of the categories of the dharma-

bhuta—jﬁénaﬁ”Dz", and the dharmi-bhuta-jnana, ”Dl”, in ”Rz” points out
that the'nerve''of the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma is
contained in the relation between ”Dl” and ”DZ”. It is only when one
understands how Ramanuja handles the relation between ”Dl” and I‘DZ”

that one can understand how he handles the relation between Self-
knowledge and dharma. It constitutes an over-simplification to describe
Ramanuja's explicit emphasis on the relation between Self-knowledge and
dharma as only a continuity, as the examination in ”Rz” indicates for,
even explicitly, Ramanuja points to a contrasting emphasis on discontinuity
in his insistence on the distinctness of the three svarupas. The dimen-

. . . o /-
sions of one-sidedness and irreversability of the sarira-éarlrin also

contribute to this discontinuity. By examining this implicit strand in
Ramanuja, many of the problem-areas in Ramanuja's methodology were dis-
closed, especially the arecas of friction between his methodology and his

doctrines. For instance, a friction was uncovered between his explicit

/.
rejection of Sankara's two levels of truth and his dissociative use of
/- = . . - o
the sarira-saririn as a methodological equivalent. A similar friction

/
was uncovered between his explicit rejection of Sankara's ''secondary

sense'" and his use of a methodological cquivalent. Ramanuja was not
reduced to this implicit strand, but,rather, this implicit strand was
isolated simply in order to facilitate anv comparisons with Sankara

and to better represent the full spectrum of Rdmanuja's position.
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should not be misread as entailing any absolute separability
between the Selves and the Lord. Therefore ”RZ” un-packs the full
implications of the initial tension in ”Rl” between the dimensions of

L /- [/ oz .
separability and inseparability of the sarira-sarilrin.

The methodological examination of the categories of the dharma-

bhuta-j%énaﬂ”Dz”, and the dharmi-bhuta-jnana, ”Dl”, in ”RZ” points out

that the'nerve''of the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma is
contained in the relation between ”Dl” and ”D2”. It is only when one
understands how Ramanuja handles the relation between ”Dl” and ”D2”

that one can understand how he handles the relation between Self-
knowledge and dharma. It constitutes an over-simplification to describe
Ramanuja's explicit emphasis on the relation between Self-knowledge and
dharma as only a continuity, as the examination in ”Rz” indicates for,
even explicitly, Ramanuja points to a contrasting emphasis on discontinuity
in his insistence on the distinctness of the three svarupas. The dimen-

. . . o /- - .
sions of one-sidedness and irreversability of the sarlra—éarlrln also

contribute to this discontinuity. By examining this implicit strand in
Ramanuja, many of the problem-areas in Ramanuja's methodology were dis-
closed, especially the areas of friction between his methodology and his

doctrines. For instance, a friction was uncovered between his explicit
- / <
rejection of Sankara's two levels of truth and his dissociative use of

- VA
the sarira-saririn as a methodological equivalent. A similar friction

was uncovered between his explicit rejection of gahkara's ""'secondary
sense'" and his use of a methodological equivalent. Ramanuja was not
reduced to this implicit strand, but,rather, this implicit strand was
isolated simply in order to facilitate any comparisons with Sankara

and to better represent the full spectrum of Ramanuja's position.
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/
(i1) (¢} How the Areas of Implicit Convergence Between Sankara and

Ramanuja Illumine Their Explicit Areas of Agreement

The common model of Self-knowledge and dharma shared explicitly by é;ﬁkara
and\REmEhujaz in opposition to the Mimamsakas is here referred to as their

explicit areas of agreement. It is designated by ''3" in this diagram.

Whereas these explicit areas of agreement pointed to a minimal agreement

between éaﬁkara and Ramanuja, i.e., to what they share as Veddntins in contrast

with the Mimamsakas, the areas of implicit convergence pointed to the internal simi-
larities between the twoe thinkers. It was discovered that the parallel between

”SZ” and ”Rl” developed the fullest implications of their common model of
Self-knowledge. Co-relatively, it was discovered that the parallel between

”Sl” and ”RZ” developed the fullest implications of their common model of

dharma.

/
2Cf. Introduction: "A Common Model of Seéf—knowledge for Sankara

and Ramanuja'" and, "A Common Model of Dharma for Sankara and Ramanuja',
for a detailed account of these explicit areas of agreement.
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(11i) (c;) How the Parallel Between '"S ' and ”RZ” I1lumines Their Common

Model of Dharma

The point that dharma can only be "known" from the standpoint of
Brahman which is common to both Sankara and Rimanuja was developed in
its fullest implications in this parallel between ”Sl” and ”Rz” where the
structural similarity between prapatti and jM@na-yoga was examined. The
examination of prapatti in this implicit strand in Ramanuja disclosed
that dharma can only be "Known'' and resolved from the standpoint of the
Lord. From this standpoint, man's own efforts in isolation are revealed
as ultimately impotent and the Lord is disclosed as the 'eternally
established means (siddhopava). The parallel between ”Sl” and ”Rz”
indicated that there is a shift in both éaﬁkaraand Ramanuja from the
"level" of dharma, which symbolizes man's own efforts, to the '"level" of
Brahman, understood either as the Lord (Ramanuja) or as the non-dual Self
(éghkara). This shift was translated into methodological terms in that
a "transposition strategy' is enacted by both gaﬁkara and Ramanuja whereby
dharmic concerns are transposed to the level of Brahman. This "transposition
strategy” can be understood as an application of a point shared by both

/. -
Sankara and Ramanuja which is that dharma can only be "known' from the stand-

. /

point of Brahman. What is specific in Sankara's formulation of this point

is his insistence that dharma can only be '"known'" from the standpoint of its
sublation. Ramanuja's version of this point is that dharma can only be known

within the Lord. The ultimate justification for this ''transposition strategy"

is their common belief as Vedantins that only Brahma-vidva, and not dharma,

can ultimately result in moksa. Dharmic action accordingly plays a dialectical

role for both Sankara and Ramanuia like in the analogy of using a thorn to

e
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remove a thorn. Ramanuja, for example,refers to the need for using the will
to transcend the willy similarly, Sankara refers to the need for using

cognition to transcend cognition.

(ii)(cz) How the Parallel Between "S," and ”Rl” I1lumines Their Common

Model of Self-knowledge

Sankara and Ramanuja both argue that the Self in its essential
nature is not a do-er, cognizer etc., but that it remains unchanged by
the effects of samsara. This point of agreement was investigated in the
parallel between ”SZ” and ”Rl” where according to both éaﬁkara and Ramanuja
the buddhi and not the Self in its fundamental nature is described as
undergoing change. It is through the mis-identification of the Self as the
buddhi that the mis-apprehension of the Self as a doer, cognizer etc. occurs.

The distinction between samsira and moksa refers to the buddhi and not to

the Self: even the experience of illumination refers only to the buddhi and
not to the Self which remains unchanged in its fundamental nature.

gahkara and Ramanuja both argue that knowledge in its essential
nature is not separate from the Self. This point of agreement between then
was also developed in this parallel between ”SZ” and ”Rl”. It was there
pointed out that knowledge understood as part of the Self in its fundamental
nature is never separatc from the Self and never in fact changes. This
sense of knowledge as unchanging is represented by the category of the

s N - . —_ - . - . .
dharmi-bhuta-jnana in Ramanuja and by the category of svarupa-jnana in

/
Sahkara.
The second sense of knowledge as a mental process, represented by

the category of the dharma-bhuta-jnina in Rimdnuja and by the category of
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N /
the vytti-indna in Sankara, is understood by both as instrumental in the

"reflection' of the essential nature of knowledge and of the Self. Both
éaﬁkara and Ramanuja argue that though the essential nature of knowledge
and of the Self remain unchanged in samsdra, that fact can only be known
via knowledge as a mental process. Furthermore, both argue that this
mental process must refer to a concrete Self-knowledge and not merely an
abstract Self-knowledge in order to function as a karana for Self-

realization. This concrete Self-knowledge is represented by dhvana or

upasana in Ramanuja and by nirguna-bhakti in Sankara. Despite their

doctrinal differences on the nature of the focus, the process can be
understood as phenomenologically the same. Yet gaﬁkara, unlike Ramanuja,
argues that this sense of knowledge as a mental process is ultimately
sublateable.

Sankara and Ramanuja both argue that the Self can only be known
from the standpoint of Brahman. This point of agrcement was also developed
within this parallel between ”82” and ”Rl”. The role of the Lord in
revealing the true nature of the Self was highlighted within this area

/ - -
of convergence between Sankara and Ramanuja. Ramanuja argues that the

highest bhakti, para-bhakti, cannot arise if one¢ perceives the Self as

separable from the Lord; rather, it can only arise 1f one perccives the

Lord, qua Antaryamin, as the essence of the Self. 1In a similar manner,

Sankara argues that the highest bhakti, nirguna-bhakti, can only arise if

one perceives the Self as identical with the Lord. Despite their doctrinal
differences on the nature of that union with Brahman, i.e., whether understood
as a lived inseparability (Rzmghuja) or as identity (é;ﬁkara), both agree
that the hi

hest bhakti cannot proceed from any perception of separability

O
o
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between the Self and the Lord.

éaﬁkara and Ramanuja both argue contrary to the Mzmahsakas,
that moksa is not a negative but a positive condition; it points not
to the absence of Bliss and knowledge but to their pfesence. This point
of agreement was likewise developed within this parallel between ”52”
and ”Rl”. Accordingly it was argued in the "implicit strand' of éahkara
that this sense of moksa as Bliss is immwnent in all empirical joys as
their cause (adhisthana). It was argued that empirical joys though
differing from Bliss in the order of discovery are not different from
Bliss in the order of being. There are therefore not two "orders" of
joy as such. From this it may be said that moksa does not entail the
renunciation of empirical joys in their essence: what is renounced is
only the fugitive, transitory quality in the experience which is due
to the presence of the upadhis.

It is similarly argued in the "explicit strand" of Ramanuja
that the union of the Self with the Lord's Bliss in moksa should not be
understood as a negative but as a positive condition for true
asceticism is being deprived of the Lord not of sense-pleasures. The
highest devotee is accordingly described as incapable of sustaining
himself without the Lord's Bliss. Although everyone is totally dependent
on that Bliss, only the highest devotee perceives that fact.

(iii) Answers to The General Questions Raised in the Introduction

The major question in this work was: "Is the relation between
Self-knowledge and dharma real or illusor_\".’”J This same question can be
alternately expressed as follows: Is dharma a mere appendage to Self-

knowledge or an organic part of it? Or, is there an ontological ground

°Cf. 1Introduction: "The Problematic of This Work'.
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/
for dharma in Vedanta? Because of the dual strands in Sankara and

Ramanuja, (i.e. "S," and "S,", "Ry and ”R2”) this question is handled

1
somewhat differently in each respective strand. When outlining éahkara’s
and Ramanuja's positionson this question, I will accordingly first consider
it as it is argued within their "explicit strands" and then re-consider it
within their "implicit strands'.

éaﬁkara takes an uncompromising position on this question in the
"explicit strand". It is argued there that dharma is not only an appendage
to Self-knowledge which is justifiable only for the '"unenlightened man"
from the first level of truth, but that it is ultimately illusory. gaﬁkara
justifies this position by arguing that dharma is an offshoot of avidya;
specifically, it is the false super-imposition of agency and change upon
the non-dual, non-relational Self. Because the false can have no organic
relation with the Real (Sat) but only an illusory relation, dharma can
only have an illusory relation with Self-knowledge. From this it can be
argued that Self-knowledge in its ultimate sense is forever unaffected by
moral progress. Sankara asks in effect: Why purify the personality if
the personality ultimately does not exist?  He argues, however, that this
should not be misread as a rejection of dharma but as the transcendence
of dharma.

/ .

Sankara argues in the "implicit strand” that although there is no
continuity between Sclf-knowledge and dharma in the order of being, there
is a continuity between them in the order of discovery. This continuity

in the order of discovery is explained by means of two "intermediary

categories'; namely, Self-knowledge in its "secondary sense' as vrtti-inana,
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. . . N e~
and dharma in its "primary sense' as jndna-yoga. Dharma as jnana-yoga

is an organic part of Self-knowledge as vrtti-jndna although not of Self-

. - o T A . -
knowledge as svarupa-jnana. Dharma as jnana-yoga is nevertheless instr-

. . 4 - . /.
umental in the ''reflection' of svarupa-jn@na. TIn this sense Sankara can

/
argue for an ontological ground for dharma. Furthermore,Sankara concedes

that even the initial sense of dharma as ritual injunction is provisionally

efficacious in leading to the purification of the mind (sattva-suddhi).

The problematic of s@adhana in ééhkara is fully explored in this
”implicit strand". This problematic is perhaps best articulated by the
following question: If moksa is a pre-given, why is there any need for
sadhana? In reply it can be said, sadhana is necessary in order to evoKe
that pre-given state and make it fully known.

Ramanuja insists on a real relationship between Self-knowledge and
dharma especially in the "explicit strand'. It was argued there that
dharma is an organic part of Self-knowledge and not merely an appendage
to it. Dharma is described accordingly as based on Self-knowledge-
specifically, the knowledge of the Self as different from the body, the

mind etc., (viveka-indna), and Self-realization is described as a goal of

dharma. Most important, the 'extended sense' of dharma as worship is almost
synonymous with Self-knowledge, according to Ramdnuja, for one cannot know

the Self without knowing it as inseparable from the Lord qua Antarvamin.

Therefore the ontological ground for dharma in Raminuja is ultimately pro-
vided by the Lord as the Antaryamin who abides in the Self and controls

it as the ultimate agent. Ramanuja's insistence on the organic relation

3 ) - o= . s
The reflection of svarupa-jfana in vrtti-jflana is ultimately disclosed
as illusory and is sublated in Self-realization.
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between dharma and Self-knowledge is manifested in his contention that
Purva-Mimamsa and Uttara-Mimamsa form one continuous discipline.
Nevertheless a measure of discontinuity was introduced into this
relation between Self-knowledge and dharma in the "implicit strand" of
Ramanuja. Specifically,the perspective of prapatti pointed to a tension
between dharma understood as man's own isolated efforts or upavas, and
Self-knowledge understood as knowing the Self as inseparable from the Lord.
It was argued there that true Self-knowledge comes from renouncing man's
own upayas and submitting to the Lord asthe only upaya i.e. as the
siddhopaya. True Self-knowledge arises from Self-surrender and not from
Self-effort. This sense of dharma as man's upayas was implicitly co-
related with some sense of avidya as the false sense that man is an in-
dependent agent. It is described as actually interfering with the reali-
zation of the Lord as the only EEEZE: Accordingly the Lord as the ultimate

agent, as the means (ugaya) and end (upeya) of sadhana is described as

seeking the Self even more than the Self is seeking Him.

Although a discontinuity between dharma, understood as man's upayas,
and Self-knowledge was disclosed in this "implicit strand'", a continuity
was disclosed between dharma, understood as the Lord, who is the means and
end of sadhana, the siddhopaya, and Sclf-knowledge. According to Ramanuja
true Self-knowledge only arises when one perceives the Lord as the ultimate
agent.

The other general question that was raised in this work,s "What

/.. - - .
doctrines and methods do Sankara and Ramanuja use to explain the shift from

the "level" of Self-knowledge to dharma and back again'', was examined at

ol . . ~ . .
Cf., Introduction: '"The Problematic of This Work'".
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great length. Chapters One and Two focussed on the methods used res-
/. - . . . .
pectively by Sahkara and Ramanuja to explain this '"'shift' while Chapter
Three and Chapter Four focussed on the doctrines used respectively by
/ :

Ramanuja and Sankara to explain this ''shift'.

(iv) Answers to Specific Questions Raised In The Introduction

A number of specific questions regarding the nature of the
relationship between Self-knowledge and dharma in gahkara and Ramanuja
were raised in the Introduction6. Although these questions were answered
in detail in the four chapters of this work it might be helpful to the
reader to summarize these answers.

With reference to the question of the possible tension between
doctrines and methods, it was discovered that the methodologies of
éaﬁkara and Ramanuja did not simply implement their doctrinala-priori's
as expounded in their "explicit strand'. Rather, the methodology of
both gaﬁkara and Ramanuja was disclosed as bi-lateral, i.e., it was dis-
closed as pointing simultancously to the "explicit strand" and the
"implicit strand". For instance,Ramanuja's methodology did not simply
explain his predominant emphasis on the continuity between Self-knowledge
and dharma, it also cxplained his contrasting emphasis on their discon-
tinuity. Similarly, gaﬁkara's methodology did not simply explain his
predominant emphasis on the discontinuity between Self-knowledge and
dharma, it also explained his contrasting emphasis on their apparent

continuity in §§dhana. It was also discovered that the application of

their methodologies to the "implicit strand"” was most evident when they

6Ibid.
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were dealing with "dharmic problems" as, for example,in the problem of
whether the svarlipa inherits the defects of the svabhava in the fgrira-
éarf}in? So, for instance, when Ramanuja is giving a simple description
of a category, in accordance with his explicit methodology, he refers to
its svarlpa as its '"primary sense', and to its svabhava as its '"secondary
;ense”, When, however, he
is dealing with '"dharmic problems'", such as specifying how bondage is
real and whether it affects the svarlUpa of the Self, he usually uses his
methodological equivalents to Sankara's "primary and secondary senses'
which is in accordance with his implicit methodology. Similarly, when
dealing with the problematic question of why sadhana is necessary despite
the fact that moksa is a pre-given, gaﬁkara resorts to those devices in

his implicit methodology which make sense of the apparent continuity

between Self-knowledge and dharma in sadhana. Two such devices are his

"intermediary categories'’, especially the '"primary sense" (Earamirtham)

of dharma as jnana-yoga and the "secondary sense' (gaunam) of Self-

knowledge as vrtti—jﬁﬁna, and his successive use of the two standpoints
of truth.

For all of these reasons a tension was introduced between their
doctrines and methods. The most striking example of such a tension
between doctrine and method pertains to Ramanuja's explicit rejection
of ééﬁkara's two levels of truth and his dissociative use of the sarira-
gafzrin as a methological equivalent. Co-relatively, Ramanuja's explicit
rejection of the doctrine of avidfa and his use of a methodological

equivalent provide an adequate example of such a tension between doctrine

and method. Similarly,a tension between doctrine and method is illustrated
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/
by Sankara's explicit rejection of any continuity between Self-knowledge

and dharma and his use of "intermediary categories' to explain their
apparent continuity in sadhana.

It was also discovered that the problem areas in this relation
between %ahkara and Ramanuja could be best uncovered by a methodological
examination of the key doctrines used by both for this relation. For

instance,a methodological examination of the categories of the dharmi-

N AL . —— .
bhuta-jnana and the dharma-bhuta-jnana in Ramdanuja uncovered the 'merve"

of the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma in Rémﬁnuja;7 in fact,
the latter is methodologically equal to the former. When one knows how
Ramanuja handles this relation, then one knows how he handles the relation
between Self-knowledge and dharma. A methodological analysis of prapatti
pointed to the most important area of convergence between the "implicit
strand" in Ramanuja and the "explicit strand'" in gaﬁkara; that between
the structure of prapatti in Ramanuja and the structure of j%ﬁna-yoga
in éahkara. A similar dialectical structure was observed in both prapatti
and fﬁiha-yoga. While prapatti points to the negative use of the will to
transcend the will, jﬁaha—yoga points to the negative use of cognition to
transcend cognition. The argument follows the same structure in both
cases: one must use a thorn to remove a thorn.

A methodological analysis of the doctrines used by éaﬁkara to
explain the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma in
§5dhan§_was helpful in uncovering the significance of his "intermediary

categories', especially the following two such "intermediary categories':

A .
jnana-yoga as equal to the '"primary sense' of dharma, and

-

/Cf., Conclusion: "How "R,'" Illumines ”Rl”.
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vrtti-jnana as equal to Self-knowledge in its '"secondary sense'.

Whereas a radical discontinuity exists between dharma as ritual injunction

. . - ~ . . .
and Self-knowledge in its "primary sense' as svarupa-jnana, a continulty

LN . .
exists between dharma as jnana-yoga and Self-knowledge in its ''secondary

sense'' as vrtti-jnana. Both of these '"intermediary categories' played
a key role in sorting out '"dharmic problems" in Sankara. A methodological

analysis of his doctrine of nirguna-bhakti uncovered a structural con-

vergence with Ramanuja's doctrine of para-bhakti, despite their doctrinal
differences on the nature of the focus.

It has already been demonstrated how ”Rz” illumines ”Rl”,7 how
”SZ” illumines ”Sl” and how the convergences between ”Rl” and ”82” and
”RZ” and ”Sl'l illumine the explicit, minimal areas of agreement between
Sankara and R&manuja. It is concluded that Ramanuja and é;ﬁkara can not
simply be reduced to their "explicit strands" i.e.,”Rl” and ”Sl”. Such
a reduction constitutes an over-simplification, and in some senses a
distortion, of both Ramanuja and Sankara. The "implicit strands" i.e.,
”Rz” and ”SZ”,are necessary to avoid this over-simplification and possible
distortion so as to better represent the full spectrum of both Ramanuja
and ééﬁkara. For purposes of comparison between them, it is also necessary
to refer to the '"explicit strand' and the "implicit strand" in both gahkara
and Ramanuja.

/

To fully represent Ramanuja's and Sankara's position on the

relationship between Self-knowledge and dharma it is not sufficient to

8Cf., Section (ii) Conclusion.
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simply focus on their Brahma-Sutra-bhasyas. It is necessary for one to

stand within the full corpus of their writings, especially when the

relationship between Self-knowledge and dharma is applied to the question

of sadhana.
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