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SCOPE AND CONTENTS 
I 
Sankara and Ra:manuja were the two principal interpretors of Vedanta 

who inaugurated its two great traditions, Advaita and Vi~ist"advaita. 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 £ankara 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 

i 0 

of agreement between Sankara and Ramanuja on this relation were considered. 
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ABSTRACT 
I 

Careful study of the commentaries of both Sankara and Ramanuja 

concerning 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 scholar­

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 

I 
generally Sankara and Ramanuja have been understood in terms of their 

doctrinal differences, with special attention to Ram·anuj a' s explicit 

I 
refutation both of Sankara's maya-v:lda and his doctrine of Brahman as 

Nirguna, I have sought out and argued for a common ground between 
i 

them. Sarikara 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 s[dhana and his use of 

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

knowledge in its "secondary sense" :is vrtti-irlana,and (ii) dharma in 

i \" 



its "primary sense" as jrlana-yoga. Ramanuja 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 question 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 
I 

Sankara and Ramanuja. They were respectively designated as the "explicit 

I I 
Sankara", the "implicit sa·nkara",and the explicit Ramanuja" and 

"implicit Ramanuj a". Two major areas of structural convergence were 

discovered between these strands: between the "implicit Ramanuja" and 
I 

the "explicit Sankara"; and between the "explicit Ramanuja" and the 

I ,
"implicit Sankara" The structural convergence between the "implicit 

I 
Ramanuja" and the "expUcit Sankara" threw light on their explicit areas 

of agreement on the nature of dharma which they share as Vecfantins. The 

structural convergence between the "explicit Ramanuja" and the "implicit 

I •
Sankara'' threw light on their explicit areas of agreement, which they 

share as Veaantins, on the nature of Self-knO\dedge. 

Areas of tension between their doctrines and methods were un­

covered. The most striking example of such a tension is illustrated by 

I ~ 
Ramanuj a' s explicit rejection both of Sankara's two 1evcl s of truth and 

of his maya-v:ida, in the context of RYlmanuja' 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. 

\'owe ls a a i i u u r r 1 e ai 0 au 

anusvara rtl 

visarga h 

Consonants 

gutturals k kh g gh n 

palatals c 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 r 1 v 

sibilants s as in "sun" 

s palatal sibilant as in "Russian" 

~ cerebral sibilant as in "shun" 

aspirate h 

Various forms of transliteration occur in keeping with the sources 

cited. As there arc 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 anglici:cd form of 

Sanskrit has been used i.e., plurali:ations of Sanskrit terms by the addition 

of "s" as in "dh:irmas", the addition of suffixes such as "ic" as in "vedic" 

etc., the Sanskrit h.-is not been under 1ined with two exceptions: 1) 1.-hen 

it refers to specific Sanskrit texts in the plural, and 2) when it has been 

underlined in the source cited. Khenever translations have been referred 

to the titles have been cited as published i.e., .\parokshanubhuti . 
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INTRODUCTION 

1. The Problematic of This Work 

The relation between Self-knowledge and dharma, as understood 
I 

by both Sankara 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. Is 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 
I 1 

that Sankara and Ramanuja use to explain the shift from the "level 11 

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 

I
dharma I examine whether Sa1\kara' 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 rejpc!ed 

by Ramanuja, in his dissociatiye use of the Self-body relation (sarira­
efar-lrin) he does employ a methodolo,;ical 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 thrm-I 

light on their explicit positions or 1.;hether 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 Upani~ads which come at the 

end of the Vedas, it also denotes the dars
1

anas ("view-points" or 

"systems" of thought) founded on these texts. This work focuses on 

the two major _dars~nas of Vedanta, Advaita ("non-dualism") and Vis'i$tadvaita 

("qualified non-dualism"). 

(i) 	Advaita 

Gauqapada, the first proponent of Advaita, is reputed to have 
I 

taught Sankara's teacher, Govinda. lie is known for his commentary on 

the Mind~kya-Upanisad, entitled Mandiikya-K5rik5, which he wrote about 

2c£., 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 Philosrhy 6th ed; Vol. I (Cambridge: University Press, 1969), 
pp. 418-20. llcrein after cited as: Dasgupta, A History of Indian 
Philosophy, Vol I. 



- -

3 

3 
780 A.D. 

MaI].q.ana Mi£ra, the author of the Brahma-Siddhi is usually 
4 

I •
understood as preceding Sankara. His concern was to reconcile Advaita 

with many of the claims of Purva-M1marilsa, which was a dartana that 

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

I . - -Sankaracarya is generally considered to be the paradigm 

figure in the Advaita tradition. There is general agreement that he 
5 

I' • 
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-Gl:ta; the Brahma-Sutra (here referred to as 

his Sutra-bha~ya). 

His Sutra-bha~ya is often considered to be more significant 

than his Gita-bhi~ya. This work will accordingly draw heavily on his 

Upanisad-bha~yas, his Sutra-bhasya and his Gita-bh;sya. As shall be 
I 

demonstrated, Sankara's Upani~ad-bhasyas and his Gita-bha~ya throw 

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

Some minor works attributed to him by tradition - the Viveka-cii4amaui 

3Cf., Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy Vol. I, p. 418. 

4 .
It is a matter of disput~ among scholars whether Ma94ana 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. 449. Because 
of the phenomenological method employed in this work, I will be "bracketing" 
this ques;ion. Therefore Ma94ana will be included only insofar as he throws 
light on Sankara's implicit concession to the apparent continuity between 
Self-knowledge and dharma in s5dhana 

1
and insofar as h~ throws light on any 

possible areas of agreement between Sa~kara and Ram~nuja. 
5 
Cf., Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosouhy Vol I, p. 418; 

Radhakrishnan, Indian Philsophy Vol II, p. 447. 

1 



' 


4 

the _U~p_a_d_e_£_a_-~S~a~h=a~s=r=1~, 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 

Surefvara;who is reputed as living in the eighth century A.o., 

wrote many conunentaries on ~ari.kara's texts. His Naiskarmya-Siddhi 

and his 	Sambandha-·:7rtika will be consulted in this work. The Vivarai:ia 

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

Attention will be given to one of their standard texts, Vidyarai:iya's 
7 

Vivaral)a-Prameya-Sa:ri.graha, which was written in the fourteenth century. 
8 

Vacaspati Mi:fra, who lived about 841 A.D., is understood as 
I 9 

developing and systematizing the thought of Mai:gana Misra. These 

post-Sankarite texts will be considered only insofar as they illuminate 
I 

and radicalize points already implicit in Sankara's works. 

(ii) 	vifi~tadvaita 

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. I I, p. 451. His}orians of Indian 
1ilosophy have debated the relationship between Suresvara and Mau4ana 
Sra. Somc_scholars identify Sur0svara and ~lai;itJana mdra, (cf.' ~adhakr~sh~:rn, 
; Brahma-Sutra (London: George Allen anJ. Um:in Ltd., 19u0, p. ~8) whe1 ea::. 

e schol:lrs insist that thev are J.ifforcnt people. (Cf., :.1. lliriyanna, 

resvara and 1-.\al)<Jana ;,\i~fra"·, Journal of the Raval Asiatic Society, 


1 23 and January 192-l.) The latter interpretation is more in ;i.ccordance 
,the findings of this work wherein \la1;(,lana is understood as Tadicali:­
'.:11\kara' s ii11plicit position, \\'hcrcas Surcs{·ara is understood as 
~li:ing 	~a~kara's explicit position. Cf., Chapter Four. 

7
cf., Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy Vol. I, p. 451; The Cultural 

•e 	 of India Vol. III, p. 262. 

8cf., Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. I, p. 418; 
shnan, Indian Philosonhy Vol. II, p. 451. 

Sf., Cultural Heritage of India, Vol. III, p. :65. 
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10 
918 A.O. He was the first major proponent of Vi£igiidvaita. 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 A;rvars saints. 

I . 
As Sankara is the paradigm figure in Advaita,Ramanuja is the 

paradigm figure in Vi£istadvaita. According to tradition Ramanuja 
11 

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

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-bhasya) was in response to £ankara's 

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

J ,. ­
Sa~kara and Ramanuja emerge in his Sri-bhasya. Similarly his Vedarthasa~graha, 

which is considered to be Ramanuja's first work, as well as his Gita-bha~ya, 

I . 
were written in critical response to Sankara. 

I 

Whereas Sankara is able to argue his position best on the basis 

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

Van Buitenen says in this respect: "There is indeed a striking parallelism 

between the Gita's reaction against the monism of the upani~ads and 
12 

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

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

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

I 

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. 

12 - - - ­
Van Buitenen, Ramanuja on the Bhagavad-Gita 2nd ed; (Delhi: 

Motilal Banarsidass, 1968), p. 4. 
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to the general topic of this work; the relation between Self-knowledge and 

dharma in sadhana. The Bhagavad-Gita 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-kno1vledge attained. Arjuna is first 

told to perform his caste duty - to fight. It is disclosed subsequently 

that he essentially had no choice as Kri;;l).a 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 1\lhereby one ceases to see the Self as 

a do-er. The gm;as ("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-bhasva, Gita-bha;;ya and 

Vedarthasamgraha as well as the more esoteric works attributed to him 

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

the major portion of my argument is drawn from his S'ri-bhasya, Gita-bhasya 

and Vedarthasamgraha, 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 Vi~~tadvaitic text, the Yatindramatadipikii, 
13 

by Sr:lnivasadiisa, (c. early seventeenth century), because of its clear 

explication of many implicit distinctions in Riimiinuja's thought 

such as the distinction bcth·een the dharmi-bhlita-jnZina ("substantive 

13
Cf., Dasgupta, r\ History of Indian Philosophy \'ol. III, p. 127; 

Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy Vol. I, p. 670. 
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some of 	the differences in their understanding of these terms. 

I
(i) 	 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, 
17 

religious merit, good works". The translations would cover the provisional 

I' - ­understanding of dharma used by both Sankara and Ramanuja in their common 

incorporation of the major portion of the Purva-M1mamsa definition. As 

we shall see, however, much of their doctrine is a direct criticism of 

many of the implications of the M1mamsaka definition of the term which 

concerns the purport of the Vedas. As shall be shown both ~ari.kara and 

Ramanuja extended their understanding of dharma beyond their provisional 

definition. 
I 

One cannot begin to grasp dharma as understood by Sa~kara and 

Ramanuja before one conprehends how the Purva-Mimamsa understood the 

/ . 
concept. Both Sankara and Ramiinuja address themselves to the M1ma~saka 

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 0f their respective commentaries cente:;..·s 

around the question of whether dharma as defined by the rlirva-Mimimsa is 

a pre-requisite for the inquiry into Brahman of the Vedanta or Uttara-

Mimiimsii. 

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

Clarendon Press, 1960). Herein after cited as: Monier \hlliarns, :\Sanskrit­
English Dictionary. 
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consciousness") and the dharma-bhuta-jn'ana ("attributive consciousness"). 

The followers of Ramanuja have been classified under one of two 

schools: the Vadagalai school (here referred to as the 11 Northern school"), 

and the Tengalai school (here referred to as the "Southern school"). 

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

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

-1 ­
Isa-bhasya 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 Parasara Bhattarya, born c. 1078 A.D., the direct successor 

of Ramanuja. Apart from the relationship to Bhagarya and his birth 
16 

few scholars have set a definite date to Lokacharya's life. Lokacharya 1 s 

Mumukshu:eadi is considered because it radicalizes the implicit emphasis 

in Ramanuja on the discontinuity between Self-knowledge and dharma 

in prapatti, and, therefore, throws light on an area of agreement bet\.1een 

/ . - ­
Sankara and Ramanuja. 

3. General Introduction to Terms and Concepts 

I 
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 

I . 
acceptable to both Sankara and Ramanuja before proceeding to point out 

14
cf., Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy \'ol. III, p. ll9. 

lSP - 1 - . . farasara B1attarya's Sri Vishnu Sahasranama Bashya is very brie ly 
referred to in this woi~ because of its clear articulation of the hid­
denness of the r\ntaryiimin ("Inner Controller"). 

16
cf., Dasgupta, A. History of bdian Philosophy \'ol. III, p. 135; 

Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy, Vol. I, p. 669. 
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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, conunenting 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 
19 

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

author of the B~hati commentary, argues that dharma is the central 

purport of the Vedas, specifically dharmic injunctions, and not statements 

about existing things which thus become subsidiary c£e~a) to the former 

(fesin): "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 £ankara 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. Sankara, in refuting 

the Mimamsi position, states in his Sutra-bhasya: "We have proved so 

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

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

18 - ­
G. Jha, Purva-t·limamsa in Its Sources (Benares: Benares Hindu 

University, 1942), p. 173. Herein after cited as: G. Jha, PGrva­
Mfmi~si in Its Sources. 

19 Ibid., p. 173. 

ZOibid., pp. 173-74. 
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10 

21 
has no relation with action." Ramanuja, in commenting on the same 

sutra from the Brahma-Sutras, 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 

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 dhyana-vidhi (the injunction pertaining to 

meditation), as opposed to £ankara 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 

vi~ama-samuccay~ (the view that karma and jn~na are combined though 

karma is subsiC.iary to jnana), he azrees with ~ankara that ultimately 

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

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 ~ankara and Ramanuja disagree with the 

Mima~sa contention that dharmic injunctions are the purport of the Vedas. 

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

I . 
both Sankara and Ramanuja. 

21 ( 
Sankara, Sutra-bha~ya I .1. ·l, trans. \'. H. Date (Bombay: ~!unshiram 

Manoharlal Pub., 1973) I, p. 32. Herein after cited as: Sutra-bhasya, Date. 

27 - - / - ­
-Ramanuja, Sri-bhasya I.1.4, trans. M. Rangacharya and M.B.V. 

Aiyangar (~ladras: 
" 

Educational 
- -

Publishing Co., 1961) I, p. 253. Herein 
after cited as: Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya. 

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

74 - - I - ­
- Ramanuja, Sri-bhasya I.1.1, trans. G. Thibau~ (Delhi: Motilalal 

Banarsidass, 1971) i, p. 11. Herein after cited as: SrI-bhasya, Thibaut. 
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/ . 
In their provisional understanding of dharma, Sankara and Ramanuja 

incorporate much 	of the Purva-M.lmamsaka definition of dharma in their 

25 
 I . 

uses of the term. This is illustrated in Sankara's definition of 
26 27 

dharma, in his Sutra-bha!?ya, as "virtue", "religious rites", 
28 29 30 

"action to achieve liberation", "virtuous deeds", "obligatory duties". 
I 

In his Sri-bhasya Ramanuja defines dharma in a manner similar to 

31 32
I

Sankara as "ritualistic works", "merit", "duty", "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 

~ankara and Ramanuja demonstrate an extended understanding of the term 
II fl 

dharma which exceeds the notion of dharma as ritual injunction. This 

is clear in their G1ta-bhasyas where the meaning of dharma is extended 

25 van Buitenen comments on this incorporation of M:lmamsaka 
material by both Sankara and Ramanuj a as follows: "For all Vedantins, 
however differently they may ultimately conceive of the relation of 
the two mima~sas, the First Exegesis is propaeudeutic to the second" 
from Ramanuja, Vedarthasamgraha, trans J. A. B. Van Buitenen (Poona: 
Deccan College, 1956), p. 39. Herein after cited as: Vedarthasamgraha, 
Van Buitenen. 

26 - ­
Sutra-bha~ya, Date, I.IV.6. 

27 
Ibid., II.1.1. 

28 
Ibid., II.II.33. 

29 
Ibid., III.LS. 

30Ibid., III.IV.3~. 
311 - ­

Sri-bha~ya, Thibuat, I.1.1. 

32 
Ibid. , I .1 . 4. 

33 /. ~ bh- R h~r1- asya, angac arya, II.1.1. 

http:II.II.33
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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 

(aS'ramadharma). 

I
Sankara tends to be more conservative in his use of dharma 


34 

in his Sutra-bhasya than in his Gita-bha~ya while Ramanuja employs 


an extended definition of dharma both in his Gita-bha~ya and in his 

I - ­In I.IV.6 of his Sri-bha~ya Ramanuja defines dharma as: 
35 

"ameans of attainment" i.e. an upaya (means of realization) . When 

Ramanuja refers to "religious duties" or dharmic acts as "constituting 
36 

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 

34 - ­
r Cf., Sutra-bha~ya Date, I.1.1, pp. 7-8; I.1.4, pp. 18-20;/

Sjlilkara, Gita-bhasya XIV.27. There is more of a discontinuity between 
Sankara's understanding of the Brahma-Sutras and his understanding of the 
Gita than between Ramanuja's understanding of the same texts because of 
Sa:t'lkara 's insistence that sm:rti should always be ~bordinated to fruti. 
Van Bui tenen comments on this distinction bet1veen Sa:t'lkara and Ramanuj a 
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 paramarthafnana and the far more sizeable texts 
in which definite upasanas are set forth describing the absolute in 
anthromorphic terms,,and which consequently are vyavaharika ....Ramiinuja 
w~o does not allow Sankara's distinction between an 'ideal' and a 
'practical' reality,rejects consequently its twofold reflection in 
sruti. To Ramiinuja all srutis are equally authoritative.'' (Vediirthasamgraha, 
Van Buitenen, pp. 57-58.) 

'~ 
351 - ­

Sri-bha~ya, Rangacharya I.IV.6.II, p. 209. 

36 rbid., II.1.1, Vol. II, p. 304. 

http:I.IV.6.II
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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 
37 

object Myself 1,·ho am surpassingly dear." 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 f~om the standpoint of the Lord. This 

extended sense of dharma as worship is confirmed in Ramanuja's methodolo­

/
gical equivalent to Sankara's "transposition strategy" whereby dharmic 

38 
problems are transferred to the "level" of the Lord. 

39 40 
In his Gita-bh~~:l'..9- iankara, 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) 
_, 

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

37Riimanuja, Gita-bha~ya trans. M.R. Sampatkumaran (Madras: Prof. 
M. Rangacharya Memorial Trust, 1969) IX, 3, p. 248. Herein after cited 
as: Ramanuja, Gita-bha~ya. 

38
The "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 ~a~kara's two levels of truth, he offers a methodolo­
gical equivalent in his dissociative usage of the Self-body relation 
(iarira-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/ ~ ­
Sa~kara, G1ta-bha~ya, trans. A. M. Sastri, 6th ed. (~adras: 

V. Venk~teswara SC)s~rulu Tr~s! [d~acri ticals absent]), II, 31. Herein 
after 	cited as: Sankara, Gita-bhasya. 

40 
Ramanuja, G1ta-bha~ya II.31, 37. 
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41 . ,,,_ 
"primary sense" (paramartham) 	 of the term where dharma equals Jnana-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 
43 

unfailing Bliss born of that Devotion." 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 m~y 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". 

I .
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 Ramanuj a used bhakti (devotion) as synonymous \~i th upasana 

41 /
Sankara distinguishes between the penultimate or secondary sense 

of a term (gam:iam) and the ultimate or "primary sense" of a term 
(paramartham) in VI.I and XVIII.66 of his Gita-bhasya. Sec Chapter One 
for a ful 1 discussion of these terms. lie argues in his G1ta-bha~ya XVI II, 66 
that the "secondary sense" is mithyapratyaya (an illusory notion). 
Cf. Chapter One. J 

42
This idea will be fully investigated in Chapter One. 

43 1 
Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIV,27. 

44s;.ankara, Gita-bha~ya IX,2. 

45~.ankara, Gita-bhasra IX.3. 

46
As we shall see in Chapter One, the "secondary sense" of a term 

is often linked with avidya. This is the case/ whenever the"secondary 
sense" involves an element of adhyasa. Cf., S::i.nkara's Gita-bhasya XVIII:66. 

http:XVIII.66
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47 
(meditation) and vedana (knowledge). It is this explicit similarity 

I . - .N­
between Sankara's "primary-sense" (paramartham) of dharma as Jnana-yoga 

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

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 
I 

association is made on the basis that despite the fact that Sankara 

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 jltina-yoga and Self-knowledge. It is with 

respect to this latter understanding that the convergence with Ramanuja 

emerges. 
I 
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.II.40, in their respective commentaries 

on the Brahma-Sutras, both Sankara and Ramanuj a argue against the ~limarnsakas, 

that the Lord and not the principle of apurva 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 

47Cf., £ri:-bhasp. r .1 .1. 

48 I . 11 . . h h . I Fwi investigate t ese t cmes 1n C1aptcr our. 


49 

This is so whether the standpoint of

1 
Brahman is understood as the 

second level of truth (paramarthika) as with Sankara, or as the "level" 
of the Lord as with RJm~nuja. 

http:III.II.40
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I 
Sa11kara 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 only be known from the "level" 
I . 

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 
I 

even though, when speaking of the "secondary sense" of dharma, Sankara 

insists that they are totally discontinuous pursuits; that is, the continuity 
I 

between Self-knowledge and dharma in Sankara refers to the order of 

knowing and not to the order of being. 
50 

Thus both dankara and Ramanuja employ some "transposition strategy" 

whereby dharmic problems are viewed from the level of Brahman, whether 

I 
understood as the paramarthika or as the "level" of the Lord. Sankara 

51 
transposes dharmic problems to the second level of truth (Paramarthika) 

I 
while Ramanuj a, despite his explicit rejection of Sa1\kara' 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 

Nima~saka view of dharma as self-regulating and self-explanatory. 

50
cf., footnote# 38. 

I 

51 
sankara does not actually use the term "transposition strategy". 

This term has been coined to express his strategy of transposing dharmic 
problems to the ParamJrthika. 



17 

Most important, they both agree that only Brahma-vidya can confer moksa, 

not dharma as Jaimini had argued. 

"atman" be applied to both Sankara and Ramanuja: "the soul, principle 

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

Because of its latitude, the following translation of the term 

- ,,,. - -
can 

of life and sensation,·· .self, abstract individual, essence, nature, ... 

the understanding, intellect, mind, the highest personal principle of 
52 

life." 

Despite the surface similarities between Ramanuj a and the ~IJ:mamsakas 
53 

on the nature of the Self the M1mamsaka understanding of the Self 

constituted a common negative standard for both Ramanuja and §ankara. 

In their argument against the Mimimsakas 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 
1 54. . d . . A S . k . 11 .unconscious, active an inactive. s an·ara continua y points out 

these conflicting attributes are the natural consequence of defining 

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

52sir Monier William, A Sanskri-English Dictionary, p. 135. 
Although Ramanuja uses the term "iitman" to refer to both the Lord and 
the individual self, this work will initially focus on the latter in 
order to uncover any possible similari tics with s'ankara. In .'.lccordancc 
with this uncovering of similarities between ~.'.lnkara and Ramiinuja, the 
term "Self" will be capitalized in this work. The justific;:ition for this 
use in reference to Ramanuja is that the individu;:il self in its extended 
sense is comprehended by the term "Self" as capitali:cd. 

53 
Both Ram~nuja an<l the PGrva-Mfma~s;:ikas understand the indivi­

dual self as plur~l, as polari:ed in terms of subject and object and 
as a conscious agent. 

54 _/ ­
Cf., :::>ari.kara's introductory section on adhyasa to his Sutra­

bhiisya. 
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55 56 
cognizer and enjoyer. Sahara, 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 Ke 
57 

cal 1 'Soul ' , Atman. " 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, pGssessing a body to whom the results of acts 
58 

accrue." It was precisely the conception that dharma could make 

a difference to the Self in life here and hereafter that was criticized 
r • 59 

by both Sankara and Ramanuja. 

55 
It is the indepepdent agency_a~cribed to the Self by the ~limamsakas 

that is rejected by both Sankara and Ramanuja, not simply the distinction 
between agent an/d activity. For Ramanuj a knower ship is intrinsic to the 
Self while for Sarikara agency and knowership belong to the Self only by 
ascription. 

56Sabara was one of the first Mima~sakas to write a commentary on 
Jaimini's Nimamsa-SGtras. 

57 - - -. ­G. Jha, Purva-Mimamsa in Its Sources, p. 27. The understanding 
of the Self reflected in this dcfintion is acceptable to both ~a~kara 
and Ramanuja but only with reference to the manifested nature of the Self. 

58
Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy (London: George Allen and Unwin 

Ltd., 1971) I, p. 375. 

59
According to Kumarila adjuncts induce a change in the Self. 

Technicctl1)' the change is called knowledge. Unlike Prabhakara and the 
Nyaya-Vaise;;ikas, 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 R:lmanuja but with this fundamental difference: 
whereas 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 (aja4a). (Cf., Kum~rila, Slokavartika 
st. 74 cited in M. Hiriyanna, Out l~of Indi:rn Philosophy (London: 
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1931), p. 30~. Herein after cited as: 
Hirip.nna, Outlines of Indian Philosophy.) 
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I 
Both Sankara and Ramanuja argue against the Mimiimsakas that 

knowledge is inseparable from the self, not adventitious to it. 

Knowledge is never described as a transitory transformation (parinama) 

in the elf and thus separable from it as Kumarila had argued. Although 

they disagree about the nature of that Self-knowledge, both £ankara and 

Ramanuja argue against the Mimamsaka contention that deep sleep involves 
60 I . 

the absence of Self-knowledge. 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." 

I - ­
Sankara and Ramanuja both hold that knowledge is inseparable from the 

I
self. Sankara 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-jRana) 

constitutes the essential nature (svariipa) of the ~elf. This ''substantive 

consciousness" constitutes the similarity of Selves both to one another 

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

60
Cf., G. Jha, P~rva-Mima~si 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 self in deep sleep as characterized by the latent 
power to know (jffana-s'"akti). (Cf., Hiriyanna, Outlines of Indian 
Philosophy, p. 305.) 

61 / T ­

Sri-bha~ya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 69. 
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says in his Glta-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 
62 

pure state, with My nature." Yet as this passage indicates all Selves 

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

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

occurs fragmentally in samsara but wholly in mok$a. This point is the 

basis for an implicit convergence between Ramanuja and Sankara. 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 £ankara. 

The importance of the doctrine of the "attributive consciousness" 

cannot be over-emphasized for it is this doctrine which is the fulcrum 

I
of one important point of agreement between Sankara and Ramanuja. 

I 

Just as Sankara 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). Ramanuja 

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

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

62
Ramanuja, Git~-bh~$ya IV, 35, p. 138; cf., V,7 and VI, 29-3~. 

Compare Ved~rthasamgraha, Van Buitencn, #79: '' ... any member of the 
order of souls is, when abiding in its proper form, equal to any other 
member, because it has the common form of knowledge as nirvii:ia." 

63 I . 11 . h. . 1 l . Ch Twi examine t is point at engt1 in apter wo. 
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entertainment of the idea of one's own property in regard to a thing which 
64 

is another's and is intended solely for the use of that other." 

His de-evaluation of "abstract Self-knowledge" and his emphasis on 
65 

"concrete Self-knowledge" is based on this insistence. 

The Lord, qua Antaryamin ("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 
66 

Ruler, remains with them". This is stated even more clearly in the 

following: "By the Supreme Self, who abides as his own Self, the 
67 

individual Self has his knm~ledge imparted to him." Thus the distinction 

between the Self and Brahman that Ramanuja argues for never entails 

-1 even the possibility of knowing the Self apart from Brahman (as Isvara) 

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 
68 / . 

(on the one hand) and the Supreme Self (on the other)." Sankara 

-
argues that not only is the knowledge of the Atman inseparable from the 

I 

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

Ramanuja the Self best perceives its inseparability from Brahman from 

64 - -
Ramanuja, Glta-bha~ya III, 12, p. 85. 


65
 
see Chapter Three for a full explanation and development of 

these terms. 

66Ved-
arthasa~graha, Van Buitenen,p. 236. 

67 iri-bh;;;ya, Rangacharya, I.IV.23, Vol. II, p. 274. 

68 - - .
RamanuJa, Gita-bh:lsya XIII, 2, (translation mine). 
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an a-posteriori standpoint, i.e. from the standpoint of liberation 

(mok;;a) . 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 s'ankara (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 ~-posteriori 

standpoint that one can uncover a similar model of mok~a for both 

dankara and Ramanuja. Both agree that the Self-realization in mok~a 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 

(svarfipa) of the Self and consciousness do not change in sa~sara. 

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

I . - ­change. For both Sankara and Ramanuja, Self-realization is not an 

attainment, strictly speaking, but a recovery of its original nature. 

I -
Ramanuja states at the end of his Sri-bha~ya 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." 5arikara, in commenting on the same sutra from the 

Vedanta-Sutras.states that, "The word 'sva' in 'one's 01m form' (svena 

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

69 I have employed the preface ":.is-if" here to indicate that the 
duality is only apparent, and not ultimately real. 

70
For a ful 1 examination of this convergence, see Chapter Th·o. 

71/ r 

Sr1-bha~ya, Rangacharya, IV.IV.I, Vol. III, p. 53~. 
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72 
new, but its real OlvTI form." 

I 
Although Sankara argues that the buddhi is sublated in moksa, he 

admits that samsara is constituted by actual changes in the buddhi 

or vrtti-jrtana which is falsely inferred as pertaining to actual changes 
73 

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

from sarnsara to mok~a refers not to an actual change in the Self but 

to the shift from a contracted dharma-bhuta-j'~na to an expansive dharma­

- A,­
bhuta-j nana. Moksa is thus the recovery of the original all-expansive 

74 
nature of the dharma-bhuta-j'Xana. 

Both s"ankara and Ramanuja argue against the Mimamsakas that 
75 

~is a positive rather than a negative condition. For them mok;;a 

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 S'ankara 

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. 

72 - ­
Sutra-bhasya, Date, IV.IV.I, Vol. I, p. 389. 

73The parallelism here is primarily structural and not doctrinal 
for whereas ?ar1kara argues that the buclJhi, being sublateable, is not 
ultimately real; Ramanuja does not argue that the buddhi is sublateable; 
rather, for Ramanuja, the buddhi persists even in mok~a. 

74 I will fully exa.':line this parallelism in Chapter Four. 

75cf., G. Jha, Piirva-~Imamsi In Its Sources, pp. 36-39. 
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I 

(iii) Differences between Sankara and Riimanuja 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." 

~ankara 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 astranquillityand restraint, and the 
76 

yearning for liberation. £ankara'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 

R~minuja. 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. 
Brah,~a-jffana ends in salvation and eternal bliss, 
while Dharma-jfi'ana enjoins performance of religious 
acts while Brahma-jfrana 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 future time by the performance of some 
religious act ... Whereas the knmvledge about the 
Brahman is the immediate result of the Upani:;;adic 
statement, without requiring any intermediate 
human activity, the knowledge about Dharma is 
dependent not only on the statement from the Brahmarya, 
but on human activity too. 

77 

76 
Cf., Siitra-bhisya I.I.I. 

77 - ­
'Sutra-bha~ya, Date I.I.I, pp. 7-8. 
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Thus Purva-Mimamsa and Uttara-Mlinamsa are regarded 

I . 
by Sankara as two discontinuous disciplines differing in 

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

his Gita-bhasya ~ankara 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 dharma is a sin, - in the case of him who seeks liberation, 

inasmuch as it causes bondage. He is liberated from both (dharma 
79 /. 

and adharma) i.e. he is liberated from Samsara." For Sankara 

dharma becomes appropriate simply for the uninitiated man, and solely 

from the first level of truth (vyavaharika). \\~at is most important 

is the implication that the discontinuity between Purva-Mimamsa and 

Uttara-Mima~sa 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." 
/ 
Sa~kara rejects the view that knowledge and action are equally 

efficacious (j~fina-karma-samuccaya)in leading to liberation, but he 

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

78cf., - bl - 4 )Sutra- 1asya I.l. , pp. 19-20 (Date . 

79s/·k G.,.- ­an·ara, ita-bhasya IV, 21, p. 137. See also IV, 36. 

80 
T. R. V. Murti, "The Two Definitions of Brahman in the :\dvai ta" 

(Amalner: Indian Institute of Philosophy, 1958), p. 142. Herein after 
cited as: T. R. V. ~lurti, "The T1w 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, 
81 

as it often is in his Gita-bhasya, the renunciation of dharrna is 

described as accessory to Atma-vidya: " ... renunciation of all action is 
02 / . 

enjoined on the seeker of Moksha .... "Sankara 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 gu~as. 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" (pararnartharn). The "primary sense" of dharrna 

as jr6.na-yoga is co-extensive with the "secondary sense" (gauIJ.am) of 

Self-knowledge as vrtti-j~na ("modifying consciousness") but not l\'ith 

as - ·""'­Self-knowledge in its "primary sense" svarupa-Jnana ("essential 
84 

consciousness") This qualification is crucial in comparing iankara 

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

81 /
Sankara, Git~-bh~sya II.10. 

82/
Sankara, Gita-bha~ya Introduction, Chapter III, p. 86. 

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

845 - ·<'V- . kvarupa-Jnana or the "primary sense" of Self--nowledge can 
only be described as identical with moksa itself. Vrtti-jl1'tna or the 
"secondary sense" of Self-knowledge is the process that is instrumental 
in l~adi~g. to. th? :eflect~on of svaru~a~jf~na. This. dis~incti~n. \·:hi ch 
was implicit in ::>ankara, is ma<le expl1c1t in Post-Sankar1te wr1t1ngs. Cf., 
S.S. Sastri,Collected Papers of S.S. Sastri (~ladras: University of 
~ladras, 1961), p. 291. For a full examination of this distinction see 
Chapter Four. llerein after cited as: S. S. Sastri, Collected Paners of 
S. S. Sastri. 

http:gauIJ.am
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Ramanuja's interpretation of the word "atha" differs sharply 

/.
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 ~!Imamsa 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 Mimallisa is unlimited and 

permanent; for this reason Brahman is to be known after the knowledge 
85 

of works has previously taken place." 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 
86 

one body of doctrine." Thus the Purva-Mimamsa and the Uttara-Mimarhsa 

are not two discontinuous disciplines as with iankara, but one continuous 

discipline. The continuity is based on his extended definition of 

dharma as worship. According to Riimanuja both are concerned with the 

worship of the Lord, but in different ways: 11 \\~1ereas the purvabhaga 

describes the ritual acts by which God, the Supreme Brahman, is ,,·orshipped 

indirectly in !!is multiple manifestations of the Vedic deities, the 

uttarabhaga describes the way in which God is direct\y Korshipped by 
87 

an immediate knowledge of perfect love." The relation of the PGrva­

Mi:marhsa to the Uttara-Mimarhsa is described in a manner similar to the 

851 
Sri-bha~ya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 5. 

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

87 ­
Vedarthasa~graha, Van Buitcnen, Introduction, p. SS. 
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I ~ I
description of the relation of the body (sarira) to the Self (saririn) 

I 
where the former is an accessory clesa) to the latter (se~in), and as 

I SS 
a part (ams'~) of the whole (amsin). There is no co-relation of dharma 

with avidya, but ivhen dharma is understood as karma Ramanuj a does 

argue that kamya-karma or action generated by desire is discontinuous 

and antagonistic to Atma-vidya. Such actions are 11anrta" or actions 

contrary to the law (:rta): "The word 'anrita; therefore denotes actions 

of a different kind i.e. such as aim at 1wrldly results and thus 
89 

stand in the way of the soul reaching Brahman." It should be noticed 
90 

that in interpreting the term "an:rtapidhanal)." ("hidden by the untrue") 

I . hSankara understands "an{ta" as referring to t e category of maya 

("illusion"). In accordance with his seven-fold objections against 
91 

maya-vada, Ramanuja understands "anrta" not in terms of maya, 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 reaching Brahman." For Ramanuja dharma 

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

- ~ 
to mok~a which primarily entails the purification of the dharma-bhuta-jnana. 

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

88
n1e relation between these two disciplines is outlined in his 

S'rI-bhasya I.I.I. The analogy of the ~arira-{aririn is suggested in this 
excerpt, "The inquiry, into works and ... into Brahman constitute one 
body of doctrine." Sr1-bhasya, Thibaut, I. 1. 1, p. 5. 

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

90~a~kara, Ch~ndogya-bh5~ya trans. Dr. G. Jha (Poona: Oriental Book 
Agency, 1942), \'III,iii,3. l!crein after cited as Sar'ikara, Chandogya-bhasya. 

91Cf.,S1 ~b-r1- hasya I.I.I. 

92 I - ­
Sri-bha$ya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 125. 
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nature (svarupa) of the Self or the essential nature (svarupa) of 

consciousness is changed. It means only that the manifested nature 

(svabhava) of consciousness is changed. 

Although Ramanuja rejects the view which advocates a combi­
93 

nation of knowledge and works>i.e. j~ana-karma-samuccaya, he accepts 

a mitigated form of samuccaya: vi~ama-samuccaya. Dharma can thus be 

understood according to visama-samuccaya as accessory to Atma-vidya. 
( 

In marked contrast to Sankara, Ramanuja insists in his Gita-bha~ya 
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. In Ramanuja's alternate interpreta­

. f I f fT­t1on o the carama-sloka o the Gita, however, there is a suggestion o 

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 siddhopaya, "the eternally established 

means" becomes the ultimate means (upiiya) to moksa. Karma-yoga ("the 

discipline of action"), j'K'iina-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, 

93s . fee in ra, ft. ##62,63. 

94 - - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya II.52. 

95 
The Southern School go even further in arguing that man's 

upayas interfere with the slddhopaya which thus becomes designated 
as the only means. Cf., Lokacharya, i-Iumukshupadi 't 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 Ramanuja in their Concept of the 

Atman and Atma-j'1tana 

S'ankara argues that the Atman and Atma-j'nina are identical. Self-

knowledge is thus not added on to the Self as such; rather, Self-knowledge 
97 

in its "primary sense" (svarupa-jtrana) is identical with mok~a. It 

is a pre-given, not attained through dharma. Self-knowledge in its 

"secondary sense" as vrtti-j~ana 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 £a1\kara and Ramanuj a begins to emerge. R:lm:inuj a 

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

- ...,.. """"" dharma-bhuta-jnJ.na. Dharma in its "primary sense" as jn:ma-yoga 

96 
1 will fully explore this. implicit discontinuity in R~m5nuja 

and its possible co-relation with Sa~kara in Chapter Three. 

97 
see infra ft. 84,p.26on the distinction between Self-knowledge 

in its "primary sense" as svarupa-j\'i'ana and Self-knowledge in its 
"secondary sense" as v~tti-jffana. 

98 I - T

Upadesa-Sahasr1, trans. Swami Jagadananda (Madras: Sri 
Ramakrishna ~hth., 1973), Part One, Chapter Tho, #77, p. -+7. Herein 
after cited as Upadcsa-SahasrI. 

http:dharma-bhuta-jnJ.na
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points to the "secondary sense" of Self-knowledge as vrtti-jnana 

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

I 
position. Self-knowledge in Sa~kara's usual use of the term, in its 

"primary sense" as svarupa-jilana, 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. dnlike Sankara 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" 

- I . 
or the dharma-bh~ta-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 £ri-bh~sya, especially in the Great Siddhanta, Ramanuja 

emphasizes the distinctness between the Self and its attributive con­
99 

sciousness, whereas in his Gita-bhii:;;ya he emphasizes their inseparability. 

The equality bet\veen 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", "i.·hich 

arises from their similarity to one another on account of their being 
100 

solely of the form of knowledge." 
I . 

Sankara and Ramiinuja have different concepts of the "Self-luminosity" 

99Cf.' , . - ­Sr1-hhasva I.1.1, pp. 47-63 (Thibaut); Ramanuja, Gita­
bhasya IV.35. 

100 
R'J::iaimja, Gita-bhasya in, 34, p. 183. 
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I .
of the Self. For Sankara, "Self-lwninosity" 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 
101 

lights as the sun, but is itself not illumined by anything else." 

"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 

illwnined simultaneously is part of his idea of "Self-luminosity". 

Whereas ~ankara 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 safus~ra. 
I 
Sankara 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. :-.lurti observes the fol lowing: "The sv;:irupa-lak:;;ana is a 

non-relational definition. !~re the definiendum and the definition 

coincide. 	 Sat is not a property of Brahman; it is not in Brahman or 
102 

part of it. Similarly 1vith Cit and Ananda." 

1011 	 - - ­
Sankara, Bfhad.-bhisya trans. Swami Nadhavananda (Calcutta: 

Advaita Ashrarna, 1965), IV.III.6, p. 602. llerein after cited as Sankara, 
Brhad.-bhasya. 

102T. R. V. ~lurti, "The Two Definitions of Brahman in the Advaita", 
p. 146. 
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103 
Ramanuja applies the threefold designation of Sat, Cit and Ananda 

to Isvara rather than to the Self, but he modifies the definition. 

r£varaism:derstood not :.:s synonymous with Sat, Cit and Ananda, but as 

being characterized by True Being (Satya)~ Knowledge (Jn'ana) and Bliss 

-
(Ananda) as His "defining attributes" together with amalatva (purity) 

104 
and anantatva (infinity). 

Because Rarnanuja insists that one cannot know the Self wi~hout 

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 
, I 

(~esa) to the Lord(sesin) as ruled (niyamya) by Him (niyantt), and as that _,____ -~·--' 

which is to be grounded (adheya) in Him (~dhira). This is in accordance with his 

definition of the body (~arira) in II.1.9 of his irI-bhasya. Furthernore, 

the Self is referred to as a part (ams~) of the Lord (am/in), as a mode 

(prakara) of the Lord (prakarin), and as an inseparable property 

(vis'e:;;ai:ia) of the Lord (vilesya). The Self functions both as a substance 
I 

and as an inseparable attribute of the Lord. Unlike Satlkara who insists 

that the Self is One, R~minuja argues for One Lord and plural Selves. 
I . 

It should be noted, however, that Sankara admits of a provisional 

plurality rn the sense of plural empirical selves (_jivas) from the first 

level of truth (vyavahirika), but this plurality is later disclosed to 

be a mere product of aviJya. It can never apply to the "primary sense" 

(paramirtham) of the Self. As I pointed out above, according to Ramanuja 

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

103cf., Taittirfya Upani:;;ad II.1.1. 

104cf., ~ri-bhasya III.III.13. 

http:III.III.13
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-
distinct as such from the Self, is part of its essential nature (svarupa). 

I . 
This point is primary in locating the similarities between Sankara 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 Sankara, 

105 
he understands it as having some existence of its own, and as different 

in each body. 

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

(svarupa) as eternal. Unlike iankara, however, he argues that the Atman 

in its manifested nature (svabhava) is a do-er, cognizer and enjoyer. 

The category of the empirical self (jiva) in ~ankara takes on these 

I ­
roles, but Sankara explains this as due to the superimposition (adhyasa) 

of agency etc., upon the non-dual Self while f~om the highest level of 

truth (Paramarthika) the jiva is the Atman. 

4. The Methodology Employed 
I 

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

the radical discontinuity between Self-knowledge and dharma with R~manuja'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 f:ict happened as I read the 
106 I 

primary texts of Ramanuj a and Sarikara together. I did not start off 

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

as the selves as His modes can never be actually separated from Him. 

106 f - - • / T" - - ­T ­, C ., RamanuJa's Sr1-bhasya, G1ta-bhasya, Vedarthasa~graha and 
Sartkara's Sutra-bhiisya, Gita-bha:;;ya and his Upani-?ad-bh.:lsyas. 
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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 

I .
and the "explicit strand" in Sankara, and bet\\'Cen the "explicit strand" 

107 
in Ramanuja and the "implicit strand" in s"ankara. 

My approach is not an exercise in apologetics, endorsing either 

I . - ­Sankara'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 ,'.lal).cfana on da:ri.kara7 or of one specific text on another, 

are investigated only in so far as they throw light on the structural 

convergences that are being 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 \.;ithin 
108 

the structural relations." Thus the followers of R~minuja such as 
(

Ved~nta De~ka and Lokjch~rya and the followers of Sa~kara such as 
I I 

Suresvara and Vacaspati i>lisra who systematized much of the thinking of 

107
Cf., The Introduction for the '~ajar Constructs Used in this 

\York" for the fullest explication of these terms. 

108
van der Leeuw, Religion in Essence and ~anifcstation, 

(Gloucester, '.'-!ass.: Peter Smith, 1967), Vol. II, p. 673. 
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Mary.~ana Mi£ra, are considered only in so far as they clarify the areas 

I .
of structural convergence beh:een Sankara and Ramanuj a themselves. This 

de-eDphasis on historical variables is in accordance with the tradition 

of philosophical phenomenology; specifically, with Edmund Husserl's 
I 109 I 

use of the epoche. Husserl insists that the epoche brackets not only 

our "natural" 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 e'poche 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 v,rhatsoever. 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 
111 

understand." l\!ore 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 it is not purely descriptive in the absolute sense, the 
I 

"expressions" of Sankara and Ramanuja,i.e. their doctrinal a-prioris~ 

109
11usserl defines the /poche 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 l!usscrl, Ideas, trans. \ll.R.B. Gibson (London: 
Collier-Macl\lilLm Ltd.), p. 99. Herein after cited as: Husserl, Ideas. 

llO"The philosophical epoche must be systemati:e<l and universali:cd 
to become philosophical reduction, or what might better be called a 
historical reduction." David Carr, Phenomenology and the Problem of History 
(Evanston: ~orthwestern University Press, 1974), p. 117. 

111
Paul Ricoeur, The Symbolism 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. 

Thus an important part of description is what may be called 'bracketed' 
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 sit~ations. 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, 

I do not claim pure neutrality as such. The central part of this 

investigation focuses on the common "meaning-structures" or areas of 

structural convergence within the distinct ontologies of Ramanuja 

c:ind Sankara. 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 

112
Ninian Smart, The Phenomenon of Religion (London: MacMillan, 

1973), p. 33. Herein after cited as: ~~inian Smart, The Phenomenon of 
Religion. 
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113 
"creative 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 Sankara 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 
_ ; . 116 117 

one" or what I call the "explicit Sankara" and the "explicit Ram:muja", 

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

1969), p. 62. 

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

1969), p. 108. 

115 ·" _ . I .
The structural convergence between Jrtana-yoga in Sankara and 

prapatti in Ramanuja is an example of a "mc:ming-csscnce" common to both. 

116
The "explicit Sankara" is referred to in this thesis as "S 1". 

117
The ''explicit Ramanuja" is referred to in this thesis as "R1". 
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I employ a form of "bracketed expressions" whereby their doctrinal 

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

Sankara's or Ramanuja's position as such. The consideration of the 

"explicit Riimanuja" and the "explicit ~ankara" include not only a 

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

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


/ • J

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

methodology accounts for the explicit discontinuity between Self-knowledge 
118 119 

and dharma and the apparent forms of continuity between the same 

simultaneously, i<Jhile Ramanuj a· 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 
I 

Sankara are usually methodological and not doctrinal. 

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

structures" common to both Ramanuj a and S'ankara such as their common 

structure of sadhana or the structural parallel between jmna-yoga 

and prapatti. These common "meaning-structures" are revealed by a 

methodological examination of the key doctrines used by both thinkers 

11s I 
This is explicated in the "explicit Sai1kara'' or "S1 " 

'119~h. 	 IIl lS is explicated in the "implicit Sarikara" or "S2 
120 h"T lS is explicated in the "explicit Ramiinuj a" or "R 

1 " 
121

This lS explicated in the "implicit Ramiinuj a" 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 
122 

elements, the "second level" addresses itself primarily to methodological 

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

~xamine 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 ~arira-faririn 
as going against any hierarchical model of reality, and his implicit 

use of that doctrine as methodologically equal to ~,ankara' 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 

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

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

I 
of structural convergence between R~m~nuja and Sa~kara. The areas of 

structural convergence do not alter their doctrinal differences, and, 

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

misread as interfering with the "first level". \\11ereas the "first level" 

of this investigation should be classified under "bracketed expression 11 
, 

the "second level 11 should be classified more as "structural description 

122 
The "first level' 1 restricts itself 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 
11implicit strand 11 in both. 

123 
This will be investigated in Chapter Two of this thesis. 



41 

124 
and explanation." The "second level" must proceed from these very 

"bracketed expressions" of the "first level" which are often "suggestive 

of patterns of explanation of a structural kind". 

Th~s 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: 
I 

11The "Explicit Sa:r1kara" ( 11s1 ); The 

f 
11 

(

"Implicit Sankara" ("S2 ); The "Explicit 

11R1Ramanuja" 11 );and, ~he'Implicit 

Ramanuja" ("R,..,") 

As this thesis will concentrate on the relationship bet~een 

these two strands in both £arikara and Ramanuja, the "explicit .i'ankara" 
I 

(11 S( 
11S1

11 
) and the "implicit Sankara" 11

), the "explicit Ramanuja"2 
11R1

11 ( 11R2
11 

( ) and the "implicit Ramanuja" ), it is imperative that the nature 

a~d 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 \vhat is left unsaid or implied in 

I. 
the former, but, also, their minor emphasis. For instance, Sankara's 

125-
reference to dharma as j~ana-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., Ninian Smart's definition of these terms from The Phenomenon 

of Religion, pp. 39-42. 

125 ( . 
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya IX, 2. 
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126 
in which he co-relates dharma with some form of avidya , The "implicit" 

I . - ­
emphasis in both Sankara and Ramanuja is more evident in their Gita-bhasyas 

and minor \\Orks 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 
I 

passage is Ramanuja'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 
I 

dharma. A corresponding example of such a key passage from Sankara is 

his reference, in his Git~-bh~sya, to nirguna-bhakti as equal to j'?ra.na-yoga. 

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

It is critical to note that the methodology of both iankara and 

Ramanuja is "double-facc:d"; that is, it points to both strands simultaneously. 
I 

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 use of the svariipa/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 

126Cf., . - - ­Sankara, Gita-bhasya IV, 21, p. 137. 
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I . 
( 11 S2and provides the transition to the "implicit Sankara" 11 

) and the 

(11R2
11 11 s 11 11R2

11"implicit Ramanuja" ). and will both proceed from those2 

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 £ankara and Ramanuja. The constructs "S " and "R " 1 1 

contain both their explicit doctrinal a-priori's and the methods used 

11 S2
11to implement these doctrinal a-priori's. The constructs and "R2" 

11R1 
11will help to examine the key-doctrines of "S " and methodologically.

1 

In so doing they will uncover some of the possible problem areas in 

11R1 
11 and 11 S1 

11 and illuminate their explicit positions. 11 S2
11 and 11 R2 

11 

will be by no means purely interpretative; rather, the attempt will be 
I 

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 1 " 

The doctrines of the illusoriness of the world (maya-vada) 

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

11 Sdoctrinal ingredients o~ ". The application of maya-vada to dharma
1

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

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

Atma-jnana in its "primary sense" (par:imartham) with Nirgrnp Brahman and 

thus with moksa. 

11 sb. The ~lcthodological Components of " 1 

11s1 
11The methodological components of arc the devices Khich 

specifically ir.tplement these doctrinal a-priori' s. One such exa1:iple is \,·hat 
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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. ia{ikara'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 adhyaropa-apavada is "double-faced" in this 
I . 

11S1 
11 11S2

11sense and thus points to both and 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 "double-faced" aspect of his methodology. 

c. The Doctrinal Components of "S2" 

The "implicit strand" in ~ankara originates, first of all, from 

I 
Sankara's methodology. Because of its "double-faced" nature his methodology 

points to both 11s1" and 11s2" simultaneously. It also arises from the 
I 

areas of doctrinal conflict in Sankara. For instance: if mok~a is a 

pre-given why then is there any need for sadhana and how can Atma-j?lnna 

in its "primary sense" (paramartham) ever be "known" as such? The 

different ways in which 1\tma-jnana and dharma are used by £.nkara to 

answer these doctrinal conflicts will be examined in consideration of this 

problem. Particular attention will be given to the "secondary sense" 

(;:;auryam) of Atma-j i1ana as vrtti-jr"lana and to the "primary sense" 

11 S2
11(paramirtham) of dharma as jnfina-yoga. specificallypoints to the 

application of the doctrines of ;\tma-jnana and dharma to sadhana; that 

is, it points to the confrontation of consciousness with the world. 

The implicit continuity between 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 ,\::::::a-jiiana as vrtti-jnana; the acceptance of the Atma-vidhi 

I 
as a vidhi in some sense; and, the implicit theism in Sankara. The 

I 
basis for this implicit continuity in Sankara is the acceptance of the 

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

d. The ~!ethodological Components of 11S2" 

I . 
Although Sankara's methodology is "double-faced" in that it points 

to both 11S1
11 and "S2", there are devices which specifically make sense 

of the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma. lfuat 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. 

11R1 
11e. The Doctrinal Components of 

Ramanuj a Is presentation of the Self-body relation ciarira-iaririn) 

as endorsing an explicit 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 

11R1
11 

• Ramanuja's model of Jharma as a real means to mok~a and his presenta­
/

tion of Brahman as Sagu~a, as N3riya9a, will be contrasted with Sankara's 

maya-vad:i and iankara's emphasis on Nirguna Brahman. The transition 

from "R1" to "R2" doctrinally, however, is provided by his co-relative 

emphasis on discontinuity in his insistence on the separability of the 

three svar0pas of the Lord, the Selves and matter. 
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f. The Methodological Components of "Ri" 

The methodological components of "R1" involve his integrative use 

of the ;arfra-farfrin by means of such distinctions as am{a/arn£in 

(part/whole), and vis'e;;azia/vifesya (attribute/substance). It also involves 

his integrative use of the svarupa-svabhava distinction in \vhich 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" (samanadhikaral).ya),by his explicit re-
I I

jection of Sa~kara'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 

( 
11 R1 

11 
) to the "implicit str1rnd" ( 11 R2 

11 
) is provided by Ramanuja's 

methodological introduction of the dimensions of one-sidedness and 

irreversabili ty into the £arira-(aririn which insure the farfrin 

.tf ,.
from the defects of the sarira. 

g. The Doctrinal Components of "R'l" 

Ramanuja's insistence on the separability and actual distinctness 

of the three svarupas of the Lord, the Selves and matter is perhaps the 

11most important foundation for what I have designated as 11 R2 • His 

emphasis on the inaccessible and unknmm nature of the svarupa 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-floka 

of the Gita and in his Sar;_i1;agati-Gady;i also contributes to this contrasting 

emphasis on discontinuity. His insistence on the capacity for cons-:ious­
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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 component of 11R2". 

h. The ~lethodological Components of 11R2
11 

The dimensions of one-sidedness and irreversability in the 

I .,. I .,. .
sar1ra-sar1r1n provide the methodological foundation for what I have 

designated as "R2''. His dissociative use of the ~arira-§aririn and 

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

section. Ramanuja's use of the /ar1ra-~r1rin as a methodological 

equivalent to Sankara's two levels of truth, his methodological equivalent 

/.
to avidya, and his methodological equivalent to Sankara's "secondary 

sense" constitute perhaps the most crucial components of "R2''. These 

methodological equivalences to iankara 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

sidedness in the /arira-laririn. 

11R2
11 and "S2" arise from "R1" and "S1". They are distinct but 

11R2 
11inseparable strands. All of the various ways in which and "S2" 

11S1threw light on 11R1
11 and 11 are summarized in the conclusion as a 

11R2
11verification device. Specific attention is given to how and "S')" 

11R1 
11uncovered the inherent problem-areas of and "S1" 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 
I • 

SELF-KNOWLEDGE AND DHARt-!A IN SANKARA: 

A ~IETHODOLOGICAL EXAMINATION 

The predicament of trying to know the unutterable, "attributeless 

Brahman" (Nirgu:r:a 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" Qrn~as), 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" 

(upadhis) of the body, the mind, the senses etc. Though this strategy 

-
starts from this adhyasa, it effects a transcendence of that condition 

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

adhyasa and the conscious use of adhyasa (adhyaropa) employed in 

I • - ­
Sankara's strategy adhy~ropa-apavada is important for this chapter. 

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

1, . ­
Sankara, Gita-bha~ya XIII, 13. 


2 
They are the "food sheath" (ann.:imayakos:i), the "vital 

air sheath" (pral,lamay:ikosa), the "ment:il sheath" (m:rnomay:il-.osa), 
tl}e "intellectual sheath" (vijnanamayakosa) and the "bliss sheath" 
(anandamayakosa). Cf., S~tra-bha~ya I.1.13. 

3 
~ . ,, . ­

Cf., Sankara, Atma-bodha #15, 16, 17; cf. Sankara, Taittiriya­
bhasya II.ii.I. 

-48­
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/
1. 	 An Exposition of Sankara's Primary Strategy: 

Adhyaropa-Apavada 

Sankara outlines his primary strategy as follows: "That 

which is devoid of all duality is described by adhyaropa and apavada, 

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

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

~ 

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 

brahmana of the B~had-ara~yaka Upani~ad there is a dialogue between 

- -	 I
Gargya and Ajatasatru 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 
s 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 

4sankara, Gita-bha:;ya, XIII, 13. 

4aBy "tradition" here is meant the Up:rnisads. 


s ­
B~ha<l-ara~yaka Upani~a<l II.1.2. All Upanisad citations in 

this worK are from lhe Principal Upani~ads trans. ~- Radhakrishnan 
(London: George Allen and Unw1n Ltd., 1953). 

6Brhad.Upanisad 	II.1.3.. . 
7Ibid., Il.1.4. 


8Cf., II.1.14. 
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fourth brahma~a of the same Upani~ad, Yajnavalkya 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 
B~had. Upani~ad, IV.1.4. 

10 
Ibid., IV.1.5. 

11 
Ibid. , IV. 1. 6. 

12 
Cf., IV.5.15. 

13 
Chandogya Upani~ad, VII.1.5. 

14 
Ibid., VI I. 2 .1. 

15 
Ibid., VII.3.1. 

16 
Ibid., VII.4.1. 

17 
Ibid., VII.5.1. 

18 
Ibid., VII.6.1. 

19 Ib1·d., VII.7.1. 
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19a 
understands something else, that is the small (the finite)." 

These three examples from the Upani~ads 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 "negation" (apavada) of the 

initial understanding. These examples ?uggest that the Upani~ads 

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 Sarnyagjnanam that is revealed by one and the same 
20 

method of Adhyaropa-apavada." So it can be argued that the strategy 
,, . 

of adhyaropa-apavada was not originated by Sankara, but had its roots 
21 

in the Upanisads. 

The strategy of adhyaropa-apavada must be distinguished from 
22 

the doctrine of adhyasa as described in the Sutra-bha~ya. 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 f-!ethod of Vedanta. 

21 For further discussion on this point with reference to 
Ramanuja, see Chapter Two, p. ~S. 

22cf., Sutra-bha?ra 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 

" adhyaropa-apavada in Sankara's Gita-bha~ya as a "deliberate super­
25 

imposition and rescission". The word "deliberate" brings out the 

difference between adhyaropa and adhyasa. 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. Sure~vara states this clearly: asatye 

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

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 

Cf., Sankara, Gita-bh;;;ya XII, 13. 


25 

How to Recognize the Method of Vedanta, p. 29. 


26 
The "false" is a translation of mithyIT, defined in Sutn.­

bha~ya I.1.1, I.1.4, I.1.17, II.1.14, II.2.29, IV.1.3. 

27 
Suresvara, Nai?karmyasiddhi trans. S. Raghavachar (University 

of ~lysore, 1965), I II, 10-L Flerc111 after ci tcd as: SureS'vara, Nai~karmyasiddhi, 
r~aghavachar. 
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28 
non-dual Self can be detected in the commandment: "fight then " This 

deliberate superimposition is removed when Kri?l}a 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 

avidya ("ignorance"): 

vij~anasvarupasya avikriyasyaiva vij~atrtva-
upacarat ...... avidyayaropitaio eva kriyakarakadi 
atmani 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 J 

Sa~kara, Giti-bhi~ya, XIII.3, p. 335. 

31 
Or to use an analogy from a ~lahayana Buddhist text, ~he Lotus 

of the True Law, The question becomes: what "toy" will lure us from 
the "burning-house" i.e. samsiira? Spiritual means are classified as 
"toys" in this text, cf., Ch::tpte1:, Three. This understanding of spiritu::tl 
means as"toys" is very close to Sai1k::tra' s understanding of sadhana as 
adhyiiropa-apaviida. Cf., Chapter Four of this thesis; cf., The Lotus of 
the True Law, trans. H. Kern (Dover Publications, New York, 1963) 
I II, pp. 74, 78. 
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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 like, we 
32 

have to tell him that thereby his hair will grow and so on." 
I 

~lost of the time Sankara's methodology is implicit rather than 

explicit. But in these two examples considered here,Gita-bha!?ya 

XIII, 13 and XVIII, 66, he explicitly refers to his methodology. 

In his Gita-bh~~ya XIII, 13 Sa~kara is clearly employing the strategy 

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

on the Self 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 upiidhis-­

the sense organs such as hands, feet and the like which are merely 
34 

superimposed upon it." 

Using this explicit example of adhyaropa-apav~da as a model, 

the following excerpt from Sankara's G1ta-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 

3 2 ~a~kara, Gita-bha~ya, XVIII, 66, p. 514. 

33£ankara , Gita-bhisya XIII, 13, p. 348. 

-34~ankara Gita-bha~ya, XIII, 13, p. 349.
' 

35 Ib1"d., 'XI ) 16 . 
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strategyli.e., "deliberate super-imposition" (adhyaropa)~is being 

used. The subsequent injunction to meditate upon the unmanifest 
36 

Brahman devoid of all upadhis, belongs to the second phase of this 

strategy,i.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. Adhyaropa-apavada also explains the 

progression, in import, from the sagui:a srutis to the nirguzia srutis. 

That is, the sagui:a srutis employ some measure of super-imposition 

(adhyaropa). The nirguzia 5rutis sublate(apavada) these super-imposi­

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

2. The Relation Between Adhyiropa and Adhyisa 

The doctrine of adhyasa is discussed in the introduction to 

the Sutra-bha~ya. There two definitions of adhyasa are given: 

sm:;-tirupal) paratra purvad~:;~a avabhasalJ , "the apparent presentation 

in the form of remembrance, to consciousness of something previously 
39 

observed in some other thing " and an ya tranyaclharmidhyasah ~ 

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

37 
Sutra-bhasva. II I, 34.Cf.' .. II' 

38 

Cf.' Sutra-bhii~ya II' III, 40. 

39 
Sutra-hhasva, 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. 

' .Self-knowledge is not an acquisition, according to Sankara, 

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

Self is Self-luminous (svaya~ jyotis); it is not illuminated or kno\vTI 

by anything but Itself. That is, it is immediately self-evident. 

The second definition of adhyasa 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 

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

their discontinuity. The Self is both the "ground" (a$raya) of avidya 

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

40 
Sfitra-bhJ~ya, Thibaut, p. 5. It may appear as if the question 

of adhy~sa has no parallel with Riimanuja. But one does find parallel 
formulations, as for example in his presentation of abhimana ("miscon­
ception") as the mis-perception of the attribute (viS'e~a1p )as the 
substrate (viie~ya). For a full discussion of this in Ramrrnuja see 
Chapter Two. 

41 
\\'hen the prefix ava precedes the verb \fhl15s its meaning changes 

from "to shine" to "to appear". The derivative avabhiisa then means 
"the appearance". 

42 
This misknowledge is an example of avidy; not aJnana. 

Whereas ~he former should be identified with the projecting power 
(viksenasakti) (cf., ~ankara, Viveka-cfidiima9i #111) of maya; the 
latter should be identified with the veiling power (avrtisakti) (cf., 
Sal'lkara, Viveka-cnc;iiima9i #114) of maya. · 
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~ 

Sankara's usual analogy of the rope/snake for adhyasa the rope is the 

ground (a~raya) 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. 

I 
Sankara 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 
43 

there would have been left nothing of it for us to destroy." 

It is the function of adhyaropa to thrust us beyond this adhyasa. 
/ 

The sagu~a £rutis 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. A<lhy;ropa-Apavida and the Devices of Teaching 

The relation between the conscious use of adhyisa~i.e., a<lhy~rooa 

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

43 - bl - 7Sutra- 1a~ya, Date, III.II.~l, Volume II, p. 141. 

44 - ­
Sutra-bha~ya, Date, II.1.27, Volume I, p. 273. 
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AJhyaropa employs the devices of teaching. That is, the teaching is 

tapered according to the spiritual level of the pupil. The Bhagavad-

Gita begins its discourse from the standpoint of adhyasa, i.e.~ according 

to the empirical condition of the pupil. The final teaching of the 

Gita is withheld until the pupil is ready for it. "Let not a wise 
45 

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

As pointed out previously, the Upani7ads 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

apav~da. It is only when these provisional theses are sublated that 

the real nature of Brahman is disclosed. 
I 

Sankara, in accordance with this method used in the Upanisads, 

employs a similar device of tapering the teaching according to the 

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

from his B:rhad.-bh.:i.c_;ya: "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, III, 26, p. 170. 


46 
Cf., Chin<logya Upani~ad VIII, 7-12, B~ha<l-ara~yaka Upani~ad 

II.1.1, to II.4 .. 
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47 
conformity with our ways of thin~cing." 

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

in his Taittiriya-bha~ya takes the empirical condition (i.e. adhyasa) 

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

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

steps the innermost sheath, the Bliss sheath (anandamayako~a) is1 
uncovered. The five sheaths are subsequently disclosed as ''deliberate 

super-impositions" (adhyaropa) which by a process of progressive 
I 

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 
annarasamay~t 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 

/

Sankara, in accordance with this teaching device, often pre­

sents the reader with two teachings: one for the "enlightened man"., 

the devotion of knowledge (jfi:ana-ni~tha)>and the other for the "unen­

lightened man"> the devotion of works (karma-ni~tha) 7 and a radical 

47 
/ .
Sankara, Brhacl-bha~va I\'.iii.2, p. SY8. 

48 
I • - ­
Sankara, Taittiriya-bha~ya, trans. Swami Gambhirananda from 

EightUpani~ads, Volume One LAdvaita Ashrama, Calcutta, 1972) II. iii. 1, 
p. 308-309. Herein after cited as: ~a~kara, Taittiriya-bhi~ya. 
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49 

discontinuity is set up between them. These two stages of teaching 

so 
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 thatKr~Qa 
51 

/ . 
is the true agent. Arjuna is merely the instrument. Sankara states 

in his rS'a-bha?ya that "the antithesis between knowledge and karma is 
52 

irremovable like a mountain." He argues later in the same bha~ya, 

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

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

ni~tha and karma-ni~tha is argued at greater length in his Gita-bha?ya. 

There he states: "The Lord has made a distinction between Jnana-ni~tha, 

and Karma-ni§~ha 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 Sar'J.kara. This implicit strand will be examined more 
fully in Chapter Four. There it will be shown, by specific attention to 
the "primary sense" (paramartham) of dharma as an jnana-yoga, that ulti­
mately, i.e. from the param1'trthika, that jnana-yoga and karma-yoga both 
fall into the category ef dharma. 

50 

Cf.' Gita, II. 34. 


51 

Cf., Ci_:!:_~, XI. 33. 


52 
~ankara, i~a-bhJ~ya, trans. Swami Gambhirananda from Eight 

Upani;;ads, Vol. I (A<lvai ta Ashrama, Calcutta, 1972) #2. Herein after 
cited as Sankara, I~a-bha?ya. 

53 
I . - I ­

Cf., Sankara, Isa-bha~ya Rl8, p. 28. 
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This results in two distinct criteria so that what is enjoined for the 

one devoted to karma-nis~ha, is reversed for the one devoted to jnana­
55 

nistha. Because of the opposition between jaana-ni~tha and karma­

nistha only one of them can be appropriate for an individual at one 

/

time. Sankara states this in his Glta-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 
56 

can form the duty of an individual at a time." This is perhaps 

/ .
the most important passage where Sankara speaks of the radical discon­

tinuity between karma-nistha and jAana-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 (mok~a). Just as 
I 

knowledge and ignorance cannot be combined, so Sahkara 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 j nana-nistha 

55 
For parallels in Vi£is~advaita, see Chapter Three. In, 

Lokacharya's Mumukshapadi the sins of the initiated, i.e. the praoanna, 
are described as a joy to the Lord. 

56 
§ankara, Git~-bh5~ya Intro<l. to Chapter Five, p. 155. 

57 
I - I - / . ­

Cf., S;inkara, I~a-bhasya #18; Sankara, Katha-bha~ya I.II.4 
and SGtra-bha~ya I.1.1. 

58 
This refers specifically to the superimposition of agency 

upon the Self. 



I 

62 

59 
as entailing sublation (apav~da), 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 jnana-nistha, in what has been designated as the 

/ . 
"explicit strand" in Sankara, is counterbalanced by many passages 

where §a~kara refers to some kind of a continuity; specifically,between 

the "path of works" (karma-yoga) and the "path of knowledge" (jfi.ana-yoga). 

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

/ .
regard, for whereas Sankara insists on a discontinuity between karma­

61 
he argues for some continuity between karma-

yoga and jilana-yoga. Sankara states in his Gita-bha;;ya that: "Deva­

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 
62 

jnana-yoga". The example of Janaka, cited in his Gita-bha;;ya, is 

important in this regard for his actions proceeded not from ignorance, 

but from Self-knowledge. Sp3aking of such men, ~adkara argues that: 

'~hey tried to reach moksa with action i.e., without abandoning action, 

59 
This refers specifically to the sublation of all dharmic 

injunctions in Brahma-vidy~. 

60 I 


Sankara, Gita-bha~ya XVIII, 66, p. 508. 


61 

Cf., iankara, Gi ta-bha$ya II .10. 


62 I 

Sarlkara, Gita-bha~ya III, 4, p. 94. 
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63 
.; . 

with a view to set an example to the world." According to Sankara, 

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

This emphasis on some continuity between karma-yoga and jnana­

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

in Sankara. There, it is evident that both karma-yoga and jnana-yoga 
64 

participate in the structure of adhyaropa-apavada. 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 

I 

its removal. Sankara states, in this regard that: "The man who 

knows the All, the man who knows the Self, should not of himself 
65 

unsettle such men, i.e. he should not disturb their conviction.'' 

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 
~ankara, G1ta-bha~ya III, ~o, p. 105. 

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

65 
~ankara, Glti-bh~~ya III, 29. 

66 I 
Cf., Sankara, G1ta-bha~ya rv, 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 

·" ­Jnana-yoga. 

Whereas the distinction between these "two distinct classes 
68 69 

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

is in the forefront in ~ankara's Isa-bha-?ya and G1ta-bha?ya, it is more 

implicit in his Sutra-bha~ya. The emphasis shifts from the two classes 

of initiates in the i£a-bh;-?ya and the Git;-bh;-?ya, to the two ways of 

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

Brahman), in the Sutra-bhi?ya. A similar discontinuity is set up 

bet1~een "t1w distinct classes of people". In the Sutra-bha-?ya these 

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

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

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

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

67 

1 
_Sankara, Gita-bha~ya IV, 21, p. 137. There are some parallels 

in Visistadvaita, as shall De examined in Chapter Three. Lok~charya 

argues that because dharma"causes bondage" the prapanna must renounce all 
<lharmas and surrender to the Lord as the only means (upaya). 

68 I 


Salikara, Gita-bha~:rn II, 10, p. 25. 


69 

Ibid., II.21, p. 45. 
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70 
as distinguished from the apara h'hich 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 

sagu~a-Brahman to nirgu~a-Brahman is provided by the realization that 

Brahman was never saguzia, but only nirguzia: "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 
71 

that is self-contradictory." 

The "dharmic problems'~ i. e ·:ethical issues; that appear in 
/ 

Sankara'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 (vyavahJrika­

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

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

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 

I
"enlightenned man". Sa~kara states in this regard that: "In the case 

70 
Sutra-bha~ya, Date, I.II.21, Vol. I, p. 103. 

71 , 
Sa~kara, Sutra-bha~ya, trans. Swami Gambhirananda (Advaita 

A.shrama, Calcutta, 1912) III, ii, 11, p. 609. Herein after cited as 
Sutra-bh~sva, Gambhirananda . ., 
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of him who thinks that the Self is the doer of actions, there \•:il 1 

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 classification in ~hat I have designated as the 

I 

"explicit strand" in Sa1i.kara becomes somewhat problematic in what I 

/ r
have designated as the "implicit strand" in Sankara . .) In this "implicit 

strand" of Sankara'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 

I
devices which Sankara 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-apa\·i:lda 

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

721 	 . 
Sankara, Gita-bha~ya II.21, p. 45. 

73cf., pp. 41 to 45. 

74c£. 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 (adhi~thana). 

4. 	 The T\vo Levels of Truth and Their 

Application to Dharmic Problems 

The phenomenal standpoint (vyavaharika-satya) and the ultimate 

standpoint (paramarthika-satya) help to sort out what I have designated 
75 

as "dharmic problems" i. e "· ethical issues. In this excerpt from his 
I 

Gita-bha~ya Sankara considers the question of whether the act of killing 

can, in any sense, be applied to the "enlightcnned man". The problem 

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

an upadhi of the Self, is not tainted, does not repent thus 'I have 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
76 

ing." "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 guI}as which arc functionally responsible for this 

act: "It is by the gul).as ...manifesting themselves as the bo<ly and 

75 
An example of such a "dharmic problem" is the question as 

to whether prirahdha-karma applies to the jivJn-mukta or not. 

76 / 

Sadkara, Gita-bha~ya XVIII, 17, p. 457. 
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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 prak~ti is provisionally described 
79 

in his Gita-bha~ya 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 prak~ti and the sole reality of the 

/

Self are simultaneously revealed. Sankara here states: "They[i. e ., 

those who discriminate between the Self and prak.~·ti] ... perceive the 

non-existence of prak~iti, avicya, avyakta, the material cause of beings,-­
81 

they reach Brahman, the Real, the Supreme Self." 

In his Gita-bha~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/ 
Sankara, Gita-bha~ya XIII, 2, p. 330. 

79 
/ 

Cf., Sankara, Gita-bha~ya XIII, 19. 

80 
Cf., Ibid., XIII, 34. 

81 / 
Sankara, Gita-bha~ya XIII, 34, p. 377. 
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indicated. \\'hen 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 

/ . 
Gita. For example, Sankara 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 
83 

sense of agency which is falsely superimposed upon the Self. The 

ultimate abandonment should be of this form: One must give up giving 

up insofar as giving up also involves the super-imposition (adhyasa) 
84 

of agency. This is what is meant by the term naiskarmya. 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 (apavada) whereby action itself is sublated in Brahman-realiza­

-
tion. This progression is in accordance with the strategy of adhyaropa­

apavada. 
, 
Sa~kara's model of adhyisa is applied to his concept of a 

body in a curious way. Someone in the body is someone who identifies 

82 
/ ­

Cf., Sa~kara, Gita-bhasya IV, 15. 


83 -
Cf., ~a~kara, Gita-bha~ya 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. Sankara accordingly understands 
85 

an "embodied being" as~ "he who identifies himself with the body." 

/ .
By thus viewing the body from two levels of truth Sankara 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 

86 
speaking from in his Gita-bha~ya. 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 
87 

such as "to an ignorant man of the world", or, "to one \\ho realizes 
88 

that all is Brahman". Such key phrases are absent in his Sutra­

bha~ya. He is often intentionally ambiguous about specifying h·hat 

level he is speaking from in his Sutra-bha~ya. For example, the world 
89 / 

is described as if it were Real and as created by Brahman. Sa!lkara 

85 ( 
Sankara, Gita-bha;;ya, XVIII, 11. 

86 
/

Cf., Sankara, Gita-bha;;ya II, 30, V, Introduction, p. 154. 

87 I _ 

Sankara, Gita-hhasya IV, 18. 

88 / 
Sankara, Gita-bha~ya IV, 24, p. 141. 

89 
Cf., Sutra-bhi~ya I.1.3. 
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90 
also insists that parinama-vada 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 sruti itself is sublated in Self-realization when ~ankara 

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-bha~ya he presents a provisional position and the subsequent 

position on a "dharmic problem" successively. This excerpt is an 


example: "Isvara ... is distinct from the j.iva who is limited by upadhis .... 


-
the jiva is nothing else but the highest Atman, when viewed without 

94 
the adjuncts of internal organ, body etc." 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 adhyiropa and the target for 

-
the subsequent apavada. Mlcreas the provisional position which views 

-
the Self as limited by the upadhis is in accordance with the first 

level of truth, the subsequent position is in accordance with the 

90 
Cf., Siitra-bhi~ya II.IV.3. 

91 
Cf., Siitra-bhisya III.II.21. 

92 
Cf., Ibid., II.1.6. 

also 

93 
/ . 
Sankara, Siitra-bha~ya, Date, 

94 /
Sa~kara, Sutra-bha~ya, Date, 

I.II.20. 

IV.1.3, pp. 323-24. 

I.III, 7, Vol. I, p. 121. See 



72 

second level of truth. By presenting both positions successively, 

a 11dharmic problem11 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

satya 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 

(adhi.;;thana) there can be no negation. When one has "reached" the 

paramarthika-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,Ramanuja's doctrine of the Lord as the Inner Controller 
(Antaryiimin) is clearly alluded to in II.III.14 of his Sfitra-bh~sya 
and in his introduction to his Gita-bha$ya. The doctrine ot the Self 
as an aspect or part (arii:fa) of Brahman is alluded to in his Sutra-hhiisva 
II.III.43. The emphasis upon mok$a as the result of continual bhakti 
(~orthern school of Vi~i$t5dvaita) is alluded to in III.II.7. For a 
full investigation of the 

0 

quest1on of bhakti in ~a~kara, refer 
to Chapter Four. There it ,,·ill be pointed out that though devotion to 
the Lord (sagurp-bhakti) has a provisional value, devotion to the Self 
(nirguua-bhakti) functions as a catalyst (karauaJ in initiating Self­
reali:::ation. 

http:II.III.43
http:II.III.14
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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 de;:i.and 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 Sankara's Mur:-~aka-bha~ya 

as. "the Para ca, the higher, the knowledge of the supreme Self; 

apara ca, and the lower, the knowledge of virtue and vice and their means 
97 

and ends." ~ankara 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 

I •known one becomes all-knowing," Sankara states: "The answer requires 

an order of procedure. For the lower knowledge is ignorance which has 

to be eradicated, inasmuch as nothing in reality is known by knm·"ing 

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, "Some Reflections on Advaita Vetlanta as Philosophy", 

unpublished article. 

97~ ­
Sankara, ~·lundaka- blw.sYa I .1. 4. From Eight Upani~ads, Volume 

Two trans. Sw~mi Garn56irahanda (A<lvaita Ashrama, Calcutta, 1973), 
p. 86. Herein after cited as: Sankara, MuQ4aka-bhi~ya 

98,.. -

Sadkara, MuQ1aka-bha~ya I.1.4, p. 86. 
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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 vyivah~rik~ 

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 

Sa. The "Transposition Strategy" 
/

As was noted earlier, Sankara'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 1vhat I have designated as the "explicit Sankara" 

I .
and the "implicit Sankara" at the same time.Although the whole of 
/ 

Sankara's methodology is "double-faced", in this sense, the following 

devices primarily address themselves to this concern. 

\'/hat has been previously 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 	(vvavaharika-satya) by tr:msferring it to the second level of 

truth 	(paramiirthika-satya)." 

For example, in his Sutra-hhii~ya II.III.33 to II.III.39, the 


Self is provisionally described as a do-er in order to agree with the 


http:II.III.39
http:II.III.33
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/ 

dharmfr injunctions laid down by huti, but in II. I II. 40 Sankara 


transfers this problem to the second level. By this device the same 

/

"dharmic problem"is examined from a higher level. Sankara is very 

explicit in admitting this device when he says, "So far from Sutra 33 

to S~tra 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 (satkaryavada) 

is provisionally asserted in II.1.7. of his Sutra-bha$ya but it is 

subsequently re-examined in I I.1.14. of his Sutra-bha$ya. 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 (paramarthika-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" (anirvac::miya). In II. II .10 of his 
/ 

Sutra-bhii~ya, 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). f-rom this second perspective the suffering is 

disclosed as merely apparent: "Brahman being the only reality, there 

can neither be the sufferer and the suffering as two distinct things 

99 
Sutra-bh;~ya, Date, II.III.·iG, Vol. II, p. 4.+. 

100 
Siitra-bha$ya, Date, II.1.14, Vol. I, p. 254. 
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nor any relation between them ... If the puru~a be supposed to suffer as 

it were, simply because he is said to be reflected in the sattv ~' 
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 "~-posteriori" 

standpoint of self-knowledge. From this "a-posteriori" standpoint, 

it can be seen that, the Self is only "imagined to suffer as it \~ere". 

This movement is constituted by the re-perception of tha~'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 
Siitra-bh~~ya, 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 tlwt this movement in reverse cons ti tut es 

an important exception to the general rule. This general rule is 
articulated by T. R. V. ~!urti as follows: "The progression is from the 
appearance to the real, from the false to the true and not vice versa. 
There is no passage from the real to the unreal nor is it needed." from 
"The Two Definitions of Brahman in the Advai ta" (Indian Institute of 
Philosophy, Amalncr, 1958), p. 136. One might say, hoKever, 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. 

http:II.II.10
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its resolution which is provided by the perspective of the second level 

of truth. 

Sutra-bha~ya 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 Sutra-bha~ya I.1.17 the dharmic injunction to meditate and search out 

the Self is re-examined in the light 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 
105 

the Atman is to be searched, or heard, or attained." 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 Gita-bha~ya the Self is described as actionless and 

as free from the gur_i.as which are falsely super-imposed upon the Self. 

/ . ­
In Sankara's Giti-bha~ya 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 XI\'.5: 

104 
S~tra-bha~ya, Gambhirandanda, I.1.4, p. 22. 

105 
S~tra-bhi~ya, 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 chapte:r:­

http:gur_i.as
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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 gu~as 

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 
I 

level of truth. Sankara indicates in his Gita-bhasya that freedom from 

the activity of the gu~as consists in an act of de-personalization 

whereby one no longer perceives them as 1!!Y puppet show (yantraru~ha) 

but as that puppet show.That i~ freedom from the gu~as 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 .• adhyiropa, the latter involves the lapsing back into 

107 
/ . ­
Sankara, Gita-bha~ya, XIV, 5, p. 382. The role of these 

qualifying phrases will De examined more extensively in the section on 
language, in this chapter, section 79. 

108 , 
Cf., Sa~kara, 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.e. 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. 

108 
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an unconscious adhyasa. In such cases of relapsing the" dharmic 

proble~'is not re-examined in the light of Self-knowlege but is described 

I . 
on its own terms. For example, in his Sutra-bha?ya 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.I of the Sutra-bha!?ya 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. Sankara states that, "The object of meditation is 
111 

Brahman alone." The omission of a qualifying phrase like "as it were" 

or "as-if" (iva) indicates that this form of reversibility is an ir_stance 

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 SS of his Glta-bha?ya where the Self is understood as "immutable", 

and as devoid of the adhy~sa of agency. But this adhyasa of agency 

that was negated in verse SS is again re-asserted in verse S6. Because 

the dharmic injunctions described in verse S6 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-bha?ya, Date, I.1.4, Vol. I, p. 17. 

111 
Sutra-bha~ya, Date, I.II.l, Vol. I, p. 79. 
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5. Devices Used to Simultaneously Explain the 

Apparent Continuity in the ~lidst of the 

Explicit Emphasis on Discontinuity 

Sb. "Simultaneous Viewing" 

l\11at I have designated as "simultaneous ·;iewing" 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 Sankara's methodology. That is, it simultaneously 

/
points to Sankara's explicit emphasis on the discontinuity between 


Self-knowledge and dharma with his apparent emphasis on continuity. 


Thereby both strands of ~ankara'sthought,i.e., what I have designated 


I / 

as the "explicit Sankara" and the "implicit Sankara", 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 GI ta-bha:_:;ya: "Though I am the author of this act when 

viewed from the standpoint of Maya, still know thou that I am in reality 
112 

[Param~rthatah] no agent and therefore not subject to sailisara.'' 
/ 

"Simultaneous viewing" is also illustrated when Sankara is addressing 

at the same time the two classes of the eligibles, i.e., the "enlightenned" 

/ . 
and the "unenlightenned" man. Thus in his Siitra-bhi:i?ya Sankara 


discusses the question of samuccaya witl1reference to both classes: 


"Now the Upani~adic passage (Br. 4, 42) which speaks of the going 

together of vidya :rnd karma is applicable to men immersed in sarhsi:in. only, 

112 / 

Sankara, Gita-bha?ya ff, 13, p. 126. 
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113 
and not at all to those who desire to be released." Perhaps the most 

/ 

important example of "simultaneous viewing" in Saflkara can be found in 

his G.lta-bha-?ya II.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 Gita-bha?ya 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 a merely theoretical question, but as a concrete problem h·hich is 

thus connected with the question of dharma: ''If it be thought by Thee 

that knowledge is superior to action, 0 Janardana, why then dost thou, 
115 

0 Kesava, direct me to this terrible action." 

113 
Sutra-bha?ya, Date, III.IV.II, Vol II, p. 277. 

114 / 

Sankara, Gita-bha?ya II, 30, p. 54. 


115 / 

Bhagavad-Gita, trans. A. M. Sastri, III.l, from Sankara, 
Git;-bhi~ya, p. 89. 

http:III.IV.II
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5. Devices Used to Simultaneously Explain the 

Apparent Continuity in the ~lidst 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 Sankara are formed by dividing a category 

into two subdivisions. I~ for instance, Self-knowledge is represented 

as "X" and dharma is represented as "Y", the formulation x1 , x2 and Y1 , 

Y2 representsthe two subdivisions. This procedure can be seen to be 

synonymous with that of splitting up a word into its "secondary" 

116 


(gaur:am) and "primary senses" (paramartham). 


116 
- /

In his Gita-bhasya V, 5 and VI, 1 Sankara uses the term mukhyam 
and paramartham interchangeably to denote the u!t~mat~ or "primary sense" 
of a category. In both V, 5 and VI, 1 of his Gita-bha$ya the term 
gauuam is used to denote the secondary sense of a category in ~he sense 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 (gauQam)~ but ultimately an illusory notion (mithy~µratyaya). 
This dist~np;u1shes Sankara's position from a position like Ramanuja's 
and the ~limamsakas who do not argue that the "secondary sense" of a 
category is ultimately an ill9sory notion (mithy3-prat:·a,"a). In his 
Chiindogya-bha!?ya VI, XVI, 3, Sankara states in this regard: "Al 1 figura­
tive notions are false (unreal).'' Ple~se refer to Chapter Two, for a 
discussion of the differences between Sankara and Ramaruja 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 distinc~ion of word-sense as mukhya and laks;;irya which is elabora­
ted by the Post-§ankarites especially Suresvara in their discussion of 
the maha-viikyas. for a discussion of the latter distinction in Sankara, 
please refer to my exposition of lak!?arya in Surefvara in Chapter Four. 
The term gaur)am has been used to denote the penultimate or "seco,ndary 
sense'' of a category in §ankara, but with due consideration of Sankara's 
later point that the "secondary sense" is ultimately mi thya-pratyaya. 

http:XVIII.66
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11X 11 for instance, represents the "priamry sense" of Self-knowledge
1 

or svarupa-jhana. "X " represents the "secondary sense" of Self­
2 

knowledge as v~tti-j~~na. "Y " represents the "primary sense" of
1 

I ­
dharma or jnana-yoga. "Y " represents the "secondary sense" of dharma

2 
11X2

11as ritual injunctions. The argument, then, is that whereas 

11X 11i.e., vrtti-j~~na~is continuous with "Y1" i.e., j~ana-yoga, i.e.,
1 117 

11Y2 
11svarupa-j~ana.is discontinous with i.e., ritual injunctions. 

/
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 
118 

for an apparent continuity in the midst of the underlying discontinuity 

between Self-knowledge and dharma. 
/ 

Sankara makes sense of the samuccaya suggested in the eleventi1 verse 
119- /

of the Isa-Upani'.?ad by splitting up vidya into its "secondary" and 

117Please refer to Chapter Four for a full investigation of this 
example. This example of the continuity between X7 i.e. vrtti-jnana and 

i.e. j~ana-yoga is ~he most important bridge that ~ankara uses toY1 
explain the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma as 

shall be demonstrated there. 

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 Riimanuja. For 
an investigation of these two strands in Riimanuja, please refer to Chapter 
Three. 

119 - ­"Ile \dlO knows these th·o, vidya and avidya, together, attains 
immortality through vidyi, by crossing over death through avidya." from: 
' . - / ­
Sankara, Isa-bha~ya, 11. 

http:svarupa-j~ana.is
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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 
/

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 vidyii i. e ·; "medi tation on the deities'~ is 

continuous with karma, the "primary sense" of vidya i. e .J "the knowledge 

of the supreme Self" 
) 

is understood as discontinuous with karma. 

The question of whether vidya should be understood in its "primary" 

or "secondary sense" in verse eleven is the most critical issue in his 

/

15a-bha~ya. Accordingly Sahkara presents a postlude devoted to this 

question at the end of this bha~ya. In this postlude, this objection 

is raised against the interpretation of the word vidya in verse eleven 

as the knowledge of the gods: "By the word vidya why should not the 

knowledge of the supreme Self itself be understood; and so also (\Illy 
123 


should not) immortality (be taken in the primary sense)?" 
/ . 

Sankara 

in accordance with the strategy of adhyiiropa-apaviida does not directly 

120/ 
- / - . 1 ?OSa~kara, Isa-bha~ya, 1 , p. - . 

121 
/ -/ ­
Sankara, Isa-bha~ya, 18, p. 29. 

122 - / - / .
In verse 17 of his Isa-bha~ya, Sankara argues that karma 

and vidyil are opposed 1,·i th reference to their: "causes, natures, and 
results." 

123 ,/ . - / ­
Sankara, Isa-bha~ya, 18, p. 27. 
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answer this objection. Rather, he repeats what he had argued earlier, 
124 

i.e.\ that karma and vidya are opposed and thus cannot be combined. 
/ 

This illustrates Sankara'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 (samny~sa) is preferable for the 

"unenlightenned man", and whether either is possible for the "enlightenned 

man" is resolved by the use of "intermediary concepts". 
/ 

Sankara dis­

tinguishes between two senses of the renunciation of action (samnyasa) 

-
in chapters five and six of his Gita-bha~ya to resolve this question. 

Samnyasa in its "secondary sense" (gaur:am) 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. Sadkara 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 
126 

man who has realized the Self." These t1m 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 
I • -I ­

Cf.' Sankara, Isa-bha?ya, 2. 


125 

/ ­

Cf.' Sa11kara, Gita-bha~ya v, Introduction, p. 58 and VI, 
1, p. 183. 

126,.. 
Sa~kara, Gita-bha~ya V, Introduction, p. 158. 

125 
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/ 

Sankara can make sense of the assertion that: "Sankhya and Yoga are 
127 

one " by equating the "primary sense" (paramartham) of samnyasa 

with the "primary sense" of Sankhya and Yoga. The "secondary sense" 

(gaw?-am) of samnyasa is then equated with the "secondary sense" (gau:r:am) 

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 1.;hich is based upon knowledge is regarded by ~le 

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" (gau:r:am) of both the terms 
/ 

samnyasa and yoga, Sankara can make sense of the assertion, in 
130 

Gita IV .1, that a karma-yogin is a samnyasin and a yogin. In speaking 
/ 

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 Yagin." ( ... Samnyasitvam ... yogitvam ca iti gaunam 

127 
Ibid., V, 5, p. 162. 

128 
Ibid. 

129 / 
Sadkara, Gita-bha~ya, V, 5, p. 162. 

130 / 

Cf., Sadkara, Gita-bha~ya, VI, 1, p. 182. 

132/ 
Sa~kara, Gita-bha~ya VI, 1, p. 183. 
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ubhayam; Na puna~ mukhyam Samnyasitvam yogitvam ca abhipretam.... ) 

As both these examples indicate, the "secondary sense" (gaunam) 
133 

of samnyasa is finally an illusory notion (mithya-pratyaya). 

Nevertheless, it functions as a form of adhyaropa which leads by self-

annulment to the "primary sense" (paramartham) 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 vy;:vaharika-satya and the paramarthika-satya. 

As was pointed out earlier, both dharma and Self-knowledge are 
134 

divided into their secondary and primary senses. The "secondary 

sense" (gau~am) of dharma refers to those actions enjoined in sruti, 

especially ritual injunctions. The "primary sense" (paramartham) 

of dharma, unlike the former, is not outside the essence of Atma-j~ana 
/ 

but continuous with it. Thus Sal'lkara says that, "M1at 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 Dharna, i.e.~not opposed to it [dharniadanapetam]." 

133 / . ­
Cf., Sankara, G1ta-bha'.?ya, XVIII .66 for a full Jiscussion of 

gauQa-pratyaya and mithya-pratyaya. Cf. footnote 116. Please refer to 
Chapter Four where thes~ two senses of samny~sa will be applied to the 
question of sJdhana in Sankara. 

134 /
See infra on the "extended sense" of dh;irma in Sankara in the 

Introduction. 

7
135s<·k G' 11-,. I" See infra on the extended senseai; ara, ita- na~)a, .,, -· 

of dharr.ia in Sai\kara in the Introduction. 

http:dharr.ia
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In the next verse of his Gita-bha-?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 jhana-yoga helps 

to explain the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma, 

dharma in its "secondary sense" as ritual injunctions maintains the 

I 
usual emphasis on their discontinuity. Referring to the latter, Sankara 

states that, "For one who seeks liberation [mumuk~u], even dharma 
137 

proves to be a sin [pana]." In accordance with the devices of teaching, 

the "primary sense" of dharma is presented later than the "secondary 
138 

sense" of dharma. 

~ ­
The Self (Atman) and Self-knowledge (Atma-jnana) are similarly 

divided into their "secondary" and "primary senses". Being (Sat), 

Pure Consciousness (Cit), anci Bliss (Ananda) denote the Atman in its 

"primary sense". The "secondary sense" of the Atman is denoted by the 

empirical self (j 1va-atman). Both senses of the Atman are given 

in this example from his Sutra-bha~ya: "The pure Atman too is capable 

of being known as an object, whenever one becomes aware of oneself as 

'I am', as also of the intuitive certainty of the existence of one's 
139 

Self." Whereas the Atman in its "primary sense" (paramiirtham) 

136,. .
Sankara, G1t;-bh~~ya, IX, 3. 


137 / ­
Sankara, Gita-bha?ya, I\', 36. 


138'
!,or a further discussion on these two senses of Jharma, see 
Chapter Four, where it is argued that the conflict betwe~n Self-knowledge 
and dharma is not between Self-knowledge and Jharma as j~;na-yoga, hut 
between Self-knowledge and dharma as ritual injunction. 

139 - ­
Sutra-bha~ya, Date, I.1.1, p. 3. 
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is discontinuous with dharma and ultimately sublates it, the Atman 

in its "secondary sense" (gauryam) is continuous with dharr.a as the 
/ 

apparent cogniz.er, enjoyer etc. Sankara is insistent in describing the 

"secondary sense" of the ,i\.tman as caused by adhyasa. The :Hman as 

the jiva-atman 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" 1vhich is superimposed are equally disclosed as "false" 
140 / 

(mithya). In this regard Sankara states: "The highest Atman 

though one appears to be many on account of the various upadhis of buddhi 

etc; but the knowledge that (am' so and so, which arises falsely on 

account of these upadhis, is destroyed when the upadhis themselves are 
141 

destroyed." 

Self-knowledge (Atma-jnana) is also divided into its "primary" 

and"secondary senses". Self-knowledge in its"primary sense" (paramartham) 

can only be identified with release (mok?a) itself, and thus with 
142 

the "consciousness that is Brahnan" (svarupa-jnana). Self-knowledge 

140 
In this instance the "secondary sense" (gaui;am) involves 

a<lhyasa and is thus an instance of mithy~-pratyaya. This should be 
distinguished from the "secondary sense" (gauryJm) understood as a more 
figurative sense as in the statement "You are my very life, which Jocs 
not involve adhyasa. Cf., Gita-bha?ya XVII I. 66. 

1"11 
St"itra-bhJ~ya, Date, III, II, 34, \'ol. II, p. 156. 

14:2 

Cf., Sankara, Kena-bhi~ya I.4. 
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in its "secondary sense" (gaui;am) refers to "Self-knowledge considered 
143 

as a process, as a function of the internal organ" (vftti-jBana). 

V:i;tti-jBana is then described by ~ankara as a means to svarupa-j~'ana 
not in the literal sense, but in the sense of leading to its reflection. 

Consequently, the purification of the v~tti-j~ana is crucial in 
I 

Sankara's understanding of sadhana. As an "intermediary concept" 

the v:i;tti-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 Sankara are 

. .I' ­thus the "secondary sense" of Self-knowledge as vi;tti-Jnana and the 

1\ ­
"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 v~tti-j~ana and dharrna 
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 \\as first examined from the first level 

of truth (vyavaharika-satya) by transferring it to the second level of 

143 / ' - ­Cf., Sa~kara, Kena-bh~~ya II, 4. See also Upadesa~ahasri 
Part One, Chapter II, ltl08. See infra footnote 84-, p. 26 of the intro­
duction: For an extensive discus~ion of the distinction between 
v:rtti-jnana and svarupa-jfhina in Sarikara, refer to Chapter Four. 

144 
For a development of this co-relation see Chapter Four on .;,_

the section of Jnana-yoga. 
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truth (paramarthika-saty:i). This "tr:msposition strategy" ultimately 
,, 

reinforces the "explicit str:ind" in Sankara. That is, it enables 
/ 

Sa~kara 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 Sankara, especially as we shall see in pointing 

to the implicit theism and in the implicit concession to an Atma-vidhi 
I . / .

in Sankara. The "implicit theism" in Sankara should not be understood 

-
as a methodological lapse i.e~ as a failure to apply the adhyaropa­

apaviida as a strategy and thus as only provisionally important for the 

"uncnlightenncd man." The suspension of the "transposition strategy" 

/ 

not only brings out the "implicit strand" in Sankara, but as ''e shall 
145 

see provides the ground for a dialogue with Ramanuja on these issues. 

/ 

6a. Sa~kara's Presentation of Prarab<lha-Karma as Illustrating a 
\\ i I 

Suspension of the Transposition Strategy 

A contro\·ersial example of such a suspension of the "transposition 

/ . ­
strategy" is Sankar.'.l 1 S approach to the problem of prarah<lha-karma 

(that karma 1-:hich has already begun to bear fruit). Priirabdha-karma 

is described, especially in his Sutra-hh<1~, as continuing even :ifter 

145Please see Chapter Four for an extensive exa~inatign of 
both this implicit theism and this implicit concession to an ,\tma­
vidhi. 
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the realization of Brah."'lan. This is not the case with regard to other 

types of karma.Le.: sa~cita-karma (the accumulated, past karmas) and 

kriyamal)a-karma (future karmas):which are subject to destruction upon 

the realization of Brah~an. Prarabdha-karma is described as continuing 

to exist until death when the body of the released one (jivan-mukta) is 
I 

deceased. When describing the continuance of this karma, Sankara 

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-cudamal).i employs the same arrow image to 

/
describe the prarabdha-karma. Sankara uses this image elsewhere 

148 
also. As this image indicates, the momentum of prarabdha-karrna 

cannot be easily interrupted. 
I .

There are many places where Sankara refers to this problem of 
149 

prarabdha-karma, but as shall be shown the presentation of the problem 
I . 

is not without some ambiguity. Sankara, in both his SGtra-bha~ya 

146 
SGtra-bha~ya, Date, III.III, 32, Vol II, p. 221. 

147 
/ . 

/ Cf., Sankara, Viveka-cw;lama~i 11452. To really grapple h·ith 
whether Sankara wrote the Viveka-cu()arnani would constitute another thesis, 
b!Jt_it ~an be argue~ that the~e possible references in his Slitra-bh~~ya, 
Gita-bhasya, and Chandogva-bhasya to verse 452 of the Viveka-cudam3n1 
---~-·-- . " . / . . 
may perhaps constitute some evidence that Sa~kara was the author of this 
text. 

148 
/ . /

Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya XIII, 23; Sankara, Cbandogya-hha~ya 
VI, XIV.2. 

149 
/ . 

Cf., Sankara, Gita-bha!?ya XIII, 23; Sutra-bha-?ya IV.l.13 to 
I\'.1.19. 

http:I\'.1.19
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and Gita-bha~ya, 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 
/ . 

shifted by Sankara's subsequent qualification that "all acts" refers 
151 

only to sa'i\'cita and kriyamaua-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 is 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. 

I-low then do we reconcile these t1w 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, cita-bhi~ya XIII, 23, p. 363. Cf., Sutra-hha~ya 

IV.1.13. 

151 / 

Cf., Sa~kara, Gita-bha~ya XIII, 23, and S~tra-bha~ya IV.1.15. 
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of karma i.e., sartcita and kriyamaua karma~are actually destroyed
1 

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 Sankara 1 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 karmaJare destroyed by 

Brahman-realization was clearly directed to the "enl:ightenned man" 

and asserted from the second level of truth. The following two passages, 

one from the siitra-bh;~ya and one from the Viveka-cu~im~i 1 confirm this 

classification. So in his Sutra-bha~ya in speaking of pr~rabdha-karma 

/
in relation to the "enlightenned man", Sankara 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 Bra~nan-realization can be understood 

as addressed to the "enlightenned man" and not the "unenlightenned 

man". The fol lowing excerpt from the Viveka-cudiinnni confirms this. . 
possibility even more clearly: "for the sage 1d10 lives in his own self 

as Bralman, the L\Uestion of the existence of prarabdha vmrk is meaning­

less, like the question of a man who has awakened from sleep having 

152 
Sutra-bh:i'.?ya, Date, IV.1.13, Vol. II, p. 339. 
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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 Sankara's application of adhyasa to the concept 

of a body as hitherto discussed: "An embodied being: a body-wearer 
154 

i.e., he who identifies himself with the body." Applying this 

/.
understanding of the body, Sankara 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 Sankara states: " ... it is 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 prirabdha-karma is possible only 

153 / 
Sankara, Vi veka-clly.'.lrnaryi, trans. Swami ~ladhavananda (Advai ta 

Ashrama, Calcutta, 1974) !145~L Herein after cited as: Viveka-cu1.Jiirnal)i 
The Viveka-cugamaryiis a more esoteric work. Thus it makes sense that-the 
teaclung of tlns text on, prarabclha-karma 1~as addressed to the "enlightcnncd 
man". 

154 
/

Sankara, Gita-bha~ya XVIII, 11. 

155 / 

Sankara, Glta-bha'.?ya xn r r, 11. 
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156 

for the man of realization (jivan-mukta) who has abandonned any identi­

fication 1~i th the body. Thus the problem of prarabdha-karma is ul ti­

mately a problem for the spectator and not for the jivan-mukta himself. 

The Viveka-cuqiimani 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. Sa~kara accordingly states in his Gita-bha~ya: 

"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 

belief." Thus a reconciliation can be reached between these two 

conflicting teachings on prarabdha-karma by seeing them in terms of 
/ 

Sankara's adhyaropa-apavada strategy. So the qualification that "all 

156 
Cf., Vcdantaparibha§a, trans. S. S. Sastri (Adyar Library, 

1942), footnote 85, p. 217. The problem only oc~urs when one super­
imposes the stance of the spectator upon the jivan-mukta. One may see 
the relevance of the doctrine of the j i van-mukta 1dien viewed in relation 
to adhyasa. For liberation involves not the removal of a real bod,·, 
but of all those adhyasas, specifically here the adhyasa of the iJody, 
apparently super-imposed upon the Self. That is, sublation pertains to 
an apparent reality, not an actual one. 

157 

Viveka-cu~amaryi #460. 


1581 -

Saiikara, Gita-bha~ya II I, 26. 
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acts" excludes prarabdha-karma tunctions as a form of adhyaroua. 

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?' -it 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-bhii!;iya and his Gita­

bha~ya point implicitly,not explicitly 1 to this subsequent teaching. 

Only the Viveka-cu4ar.tar:ii presents this subsequent teaching explicitly. 

As was stated above, the suspension of the "transposition strategy" 

on this issue in both the Siltra-bha~ya and the Gita-bha~ya 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 prarabdl1a-karma, jivan-mukta and the gu~as operate 

methodologically as one unit, and together furnish a provisional continuity 

159 

Viveka-cucJamal).i #.+63. 


160 
The significance of the suspension of the "transposition 

strategy" will be fully investigated in Chapter Four. 
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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" 
/ 161 

concerns Sankara's treatment in his Sutra-bha?ya of the fal 1 from 

chastity. This "dharmic problem" is not transferred to the second 

level of truth in the Sutra-bha?ya 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 Sankara, 

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 honourable men: "Whatever may be the nature 

of the sin, whether grca_t or small, those who fall from chastity are 

excommunicated by respectable persons, for purposes of sacrifice, study 
163 

and wedding." Sa~kara nowhere subsequently qualifies this assertion. 

161 
Cf. ' Sutra-bhii~ya II I. I\' .41 to II I. IV. 43. 

162 
Cf., Sutra-bha$ya, Date, rrr.Ir . .n, <f2. 

163 
SQtra-bhITsya, Date, III.I\'.~3. 
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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 
I 

critical verse in Sankara's Sutra-bha~ya \\'hi ch refers to the muni 

injunction, or the need for a continual meditation (nididhy~sana) 
164 

on the Self, for both discussions point to the implicit need for 
165 

sidhana in Advaita. Both point to what has been designated as "the 

/
implicit strand" in Sankara. 

/

But if we apply Sankara's "transposition strategy" to this 

problem and re-examine the question of a fall from chastity from the 

second level of truth the following questionsemerge. These questions 
/ 

point to what has been designated as the11 explicit strand"in Sankara. 

If mok~a is a "pre-given", how can any act of dharma or adharma, 

such as a fall from chastity, ultimately affect this pre-given? Thus 

how can any fall from chastity affect this pre-given? If it is admitted 

that the Self is unaffected by such a deed, then qualifications for 
166 

Brahma-vidyii, such as the discrimination (viveka) between the eternal 

and the transient, are on the same footing as the disqualifications 

for Brahma-vidy~, such as a fall from chastity, in the sense that they 

164 
Cf., Sutra-bhff~ya III.IV.47. This verse will be investigated 

at length in Chapter Four in the ~tma-vidhi section. 

165 
The fourth chapter will address itself to the need for 

sadhana in Advaita. 

166 
Cf.' Sutra-bhasva I.1.1 for the four qualifications for 

Br:ihma-vidyii 

http:III.IV.47
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have an equal effect on moksa~ that is, they have no effect: 'ilok~a 

being no effect of an act, no action will be of any avail to a mumuk~u, 
167 

a seeker of mok!'?a." Thus \\·hen 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 (adhy~sa) of the Self with that act. 

The real sin (papa) is the false identification with it, not the sin 

/
itself. Accordingly, Sankara states in his Gita-bhasya: "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 
168 

identify themselves with the aggregate of the body." 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 (yanq-aruqha). 

I
Just as Sa~kara stated, in answer to the question as to whether the 

guzias bind the Self, that: " ... they bind fast as it were [iva] the 
170 

Kshetrajna," ;,o this sin (papa) only binds the Self as it were (i \'a). 

This re-examination of this"dharmic problem"points to the "explicit 
I /

strand" in Sankara, whereas Sankara's actual suspension of the "transposition 

167 / ­
Sankara, Gita-bha~ya III, Introduction, p. 87. 

168 I 

Sankara, Git;-bh;sya V, 19. 

169 / _ 
Sa~kara, Gita-bha~ya XVIII, 61. 

170, 
Sa~kara, Git;-bhisya XIV, 5. 
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strategy" in his Sutra-bhasya on this "dharmic problem "points to the 
/ I 

"implicit strand" in Sankara. Sankara'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 Sankara. For example, in 
,; 

his Chandogya-bha~ya Sankara describes the injunction about Self­
171 

knowledge (Atma-vidhi) as a restrictive injunction (niyama-vidhi). 

I 

Unlike his presentation of the Atma-vidhi in his Sutra-bha~ya, Sankara 

does not subsequently argue in this bha~ya that the Atma-vidhi is only 
172 

a pseudo-vidhi. That is, this dharmic problem is not re-examined 
I 

from a higher standpoint in his Chandogya-bha~ya. Similarly, Sankara 

argues for a real injunction with reference to meditation (dhyana-vidhi) 
173 

in his Taittiriya-bha~ya. He does not qualify this assertion later 

on in this bhii:;;ya; the assertion is nowhere re-classified as a "pseudo­

vidhi" as in the Sutra-bha:;;ya. 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 I 

Cf., Sa~kara, Chandogya-bhisya VIII, vii-i. 

172 

173 
Cf., S:inkara, Taittir1ya-bhii:;;y;i I, XI.4 

174 
Bec;iuse of the special significance of these 

with reference to the question of s5dhana in Adv;iit;i, ;i 
of the:n is reserved for Ch;ipter Four. 

two instances 
full investigation 
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of the "transposition strategy" point to the "implicit strand" in 
/ 

Sari.kara. 
/ 

In accordance with the "explicit strand" in Sankara, if all 

these "dharmic problems" are re-examined from the standpoint of Self-

knowledge (paramarthika-satya) they are revealed, in retrospect, as 

false (mithya). From this standpoint, it becomes clear that the 

-
Self could only be affected "as it were" (iva) by prarabdha-karma, the 

/ 

gu~as, and any fall from chastity. Sankara accordingly states in his 

Git~-bha:;;ya: "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 provisional11 dharmic problerri'that is later sublated 

is ultimately, and from the highest standpoint (paramarthika-satya\ 

to speak in riddles. That is, speaking fron the paramarthika-satya, 

there was never any such"dharmic problem." Gau~apada states this as 

follo1-:s: "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.t: 
/ 

As has been argued regarding Sankara's adhyaropa-apavada 

strategy, it is only the "bridge" that is capable of self-annulment 
177 

that can lead to the Self. It is in this sense that dharma can 

175saiikara, Gita-bha-?ra xnr, 2, p. 322. 

176Gauclapada, Karikiis if 31, from the ~15-QQ.ukyop:mi$ad with G~w1apada' s 
Karik.'.is and Sa1\kara' s Conunentary trans. Swami :--;ikhi tananda (Sri Ramakrishna, 
Ashrama, Mysore, 1968) p. 245. 

177 (Cf., Suresvara's statement quoted in footnote 27 of this ..:haptcr: 
"Through a means that is unreal, the Self 1d1ich can be approached through 
no means whatever is reali:ed." 

http:Karik.'.is
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lead "as it \\'ere" 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-bha~ya is ultimately only the doctrine of the 
/ 

Self. Sankara 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 
178 

of a man who has gone in the east being found in the west." 

The co-existence of the "explicit strand" and the "implicit strand" 

I . 	 /
in Sankara can be demonstrated by viewing Sankara'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 Siidra is equipped for a 
179 

.I • ­

study of the Vedas etc. When viewed as phases of Sankara'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. 

/

7. 	 Sankara's Use of Language to Implement 

His Adhyaropa-Apavada Strategy 

/ .
Language can be vie1\ed as the most important tool Sankara uses 

to implement adhyO:ropa-apavaJa. It functions as that provisional 

ladder set up bet\\·een <lharma and Self-knowledge which by annuling itself 

178 - ­
Sutra-bhasya, Date, I.III.42, Vol. I, p. 180. 

l 7 9Th . - I . b h 	 d/ . e precise nature ot tie co-existence etween t ese two stran s 
rn Sankara hill be one of the central concerns in Chapter Four and the 
Conclusion. 

http:I.III.42
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discloses its ground ladhisthJ.nJ.). Consequently, "Words, even words 

pertaining to Brahman are part of avidya, yet are avidya destroying 
180 

here lies the dialectics." So the dynamic function of the 1,·ords 

pertaining to Brahman causes one's consciousness to move from one level 

of experience.i.e., adhyasa.to 'its sublation (apavada). Strictly speaking 

all language even "Brahman language" shares the fundamental structure 

of adhyasa:, that.rsuper-impositi~n of name and form upon the attribute­

/
less Brahnan. Accordingly Sankara states in his Taittiriya-bha?ya: 

"Anything possessed of attributes can alone be expressed in words, and 

anything possessed of attributes is mutable 1vhereas Brahman is changeless, 
181 

It being the source of all modifications. Hence it is inexpressible." 

Though Brahman can initially only be described negatively, a process 

which culminates in the famous "not-this-not this" (neti neti) negation, 

negation does not pertain to Brahman's nature (svarupa). 

Brahman should equally be described as the Full (Purna) or the plenitude 

of Being. The negation,therefore, does not pertain to the nature of 

Brahman but~rather1to the limiting structure of every ascription. 

I . 
When Sankara is addressing the "unenlightenned man" from the 

p'.1enomenal 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, 

180 or. J. G. Arapura, "Indian Philosophy of Language", unpublished 
paper. 

1811 
Sa~kara, Taittiriya-bh;sya II, vii, i, p. 345. 

I 

182cf., Sa~kara, Gita-bha?ya VI, 13. 
I 

183cf., Sa~kara, Gita-bhasya V, 19. 

http:adhyasa.to
http:ladhisthJ.nJ
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when he is addressing the "enlightenned man" and when referring to the 

prinary 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. Al though Sankara does not argue for t\\'O 
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. 
I 

In this light, one can speak of Sankara as using two "levels" of language. 
/ 

The first "level" of language in Sankara can be designated as that 

language which reinforces adhyasa. The second "level" of language in 

/ .
Sankara, on the contrary, is that language \~hi ch thrusts us a\-.:ay 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 Sankara 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 Sankara 

shall be referred to as the "language of dharma"; the "second level" 
I 

of language in Sankara shall be referred to as the "language of the Self". 
I 

In this section, Sankara's use of these two "levels" of language in 

184 I 


Cf., Sankara, Git;-bh::i!?ya \'I, 13. 


185 I 


Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhisya IV, 18. 


186 I 

For Sankara's refutation of sphota-vida cf., Siitra-hh~sya 
I.3.28. 
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implementing his adhyaropa-apaviida strategy will be examined. 

Thus the first "level" of language will be examined in its 

relation to "deliberate super-imposition" (adhyiiropa) and in accordance 
/ 

h'ith the first phase of Sankara'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-lak~ana), 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, brahmazi.as, 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" 

(vedanta-vakyas) i.e., the "non-relational definitions of Brahman" 
187 

(svarupa-laksana), what has been designated as non-figurative expressions, 

and those statements in~ulcating identity (mah3--viikyas). This "level" 

/ .
of language should be identified with the second phase of Sankara's 

primary strategy, apavida. This is true especially of the mahi-v~kyas 

which by a process of self-elimination (apav~da) point to the Self. 

187 
An exampl~ gf s'!ch a "non-figurative expression" is given in 

1
l\':24 of Sankara's Gita-bha~ya: "To one who rcali::es that all is 
Brahman, there is no action." p. 141. These statements are made 
from the paraI:liirthika-satya. 

http:brahmazi.as
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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-bha~ya 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 
188 

(vastu)." Though both "levels" of language are ultimately sublated 

by Self-realization, this excerpt illustrates hO\-..r 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 param~rthika-satya is methodological, and not doctrinal, for, 

strictly speaking, even the "language of the Self" cannot be located 

on the paramiirthika-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 mah5-vaky~s which function to 

thrust as away from the first level of truth and direct us towards the 

second level of truth. 

1881 . ­
Sankara, Gita-hhasya IV, 18. 

189 
This second "level" of language implements the paramarthika­

satya only in the sense of directing us towards it. 



108 

/ 

?a. A ~!ethodological Examination of the "Qualifying Phrases" Used by Sankara 
/ 

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 Glta-bhasya, he is often 

intentionally ambiguous in this respect in the Sutra-bha;;ya. Consequently, 

there are more instances in the Gita-bha;;ya of "qualifying phrases", 

both figurative and non-figurative. Figurative expressions in the 

Gita-bha~ya such as, "only figuratively" (upacaryate)~go 
191 192 

"as it were" Civa) and "by a figure of speech" (upacarataJ:i 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 example7 when phrases 

such as "in fact" (vastu) or "in reality" (paramarthatal;) are being used, 

the "enlightenned man" is being addressed. But as we shall see, phrases 

190sankara Gita-bha~ya XII I, 2, p. 3~9.
' 

191 ( . 
')}Sankara, Gita-bha;;ya XII I, 14, XIV, s, XIII, 

192smikara Gita-bha~ya XIII, 13.
' 

193 1 

Sankara, Giti-bha~ya IV, 18. 

194sankara, Gita-bh;sya IV, 24. 


195s 
 . 1 k. b d f h dtrict y spea·ing, no statement can e ma e rom t e secon 
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-bha~ya Sankara is not as explicit 

as he is in his Gita-bha$ya in specifying the "level" of language and 

the "level" of truth from which the statement is posited. So in his 
196 

in his argument against the Buddhists, Sankara argues 

for the reality of the external \vorld \vithout 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-bha~ya 
/ 

Sa~kara identifies the level of language and the level of truth by 

qualifying phrases: " ... the Atman is described to be thinking 'as 

if' [i_":'._a] 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" 

196cf., slitra-bha!?ya II. rr. 28. 


197sutra-bha~ya, Date, I.III.42, Vol. r, p. 179. 


http:I.III.42
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-/

(iva) etc. are used extensively in his Isa-bhasya. The following is 

an example: "Tat, That; atyeti, outruns - as it were; dhavatab anyan, all 

other fast moving ones ... viz the mind, speech, the senses etc., which 
198 

are distinct from the Self." His B:rhad-bha~ya 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 Giti-bhi~ya, 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" 

-
(paramartha~a]J.), they offer a clear example of what I have designated 

as "simultaneous viewing" whereby one moves from the first to the second 
I 

level of truth. So, for example,Sankara 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 Upani$ad-bha~yas Sa~kara often uses this device frequently as the 

-/ ­
following excerpt from his Isa-blw.$ya illustrates: "Though in itself 

198sa!'lkara, fsa-bha$ya #4, p. 10. 

199sankara Brhad-bhasva IV.111.7.. _._:__' 
200sankara, Gita-bhii~ya XIII.2. 

20 lsa~kara, Giti-hhisya 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 

\vere" (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 
203 

step beyond it in 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 

202 I · - / ­Sankara, Isa-bha~ya #5. 

203The dialectical role of these figurative expressions res­
sembles Edmund Husserl's understanding of the role of the bracketing 
device called the ~poche. For both the lpoche and an expression such 
as "as it were" (iva), specify the level of the assertion i.e. the 
natural standpoint:(Husserl) or the vyavaha~ika-satya (Sa~kara) and 
thrust one beyond it. Husserl defines the ~poche 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 stateme~t such as "the Self moves as it were" might be said 
to perform a similar function to Husserl's ~poche. 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 light of Self-knowledge. 
/ . 

The following excerpt from Sankara's Gita-bha$ya 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 gu~as. It specifies that this only appears to be the case from 

-the phenomenal standpoint. The empirical reality of the -jiva-atman 

i.e., as affected by the guQas 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 is denied is the character of 
205 

reality as referring to a real spatio-temporal context." 

A distinction should therefore be made between an unidentified 

use of the first "level" of language as in the injunction "Fight, Arjuna" 

204tar'lkara, Gi ta-bhasya XIV, 5. 

205 oebabrata 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 

(Mi thyatve Cpi 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. 

7b. The ~laha-\'akyas 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 Sankara's 
208 209 

adhyaropa-apavada strategy in action. In his Chindogya-bhi~ya 

206That is, their role is not to represent the Self as actually 
moving. 

7Q7 I 
~ Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVIII, 66, p. 514. 

208 f I - - /
C ., Sankara, Chandogya-bha~ya VI, XVI, 3, Sa~kara, Brhad­

bha~ya IV, s, 6 and I. I\'. 7, Sutra-bha~ya IV, I. 1-3 and the Upadcsa::SilhasrT 
Part T~o, Chapter XVIII for a discussion of the mechanics of understanding 
"Tat Tvam as i" 

JQ9 I 

- Sa~kara, Chandogya-bhasya, VI, XVI, 3. 
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/ . 
Sankara expounds the process of understanding the maha-viikya: nta__t_ 

, - ­
t vam asi" in detail. The Upadesa-Sahasri is even more specific in this 

2l0 
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 '"t vam'' 
211 

is understood in its "secondary sense" (gauI)am) so that the individual 

self (jiva-iitman), with all its imperfections, is apparently identified 

/ . 
with Brahman. This corresponds to the first phase of Sankara'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) is cancelled 
214 

when "t vam" is understood in its "primary sense" (paramarthcni). 
/

This corresponds to the second phase of Sankara's strategy i.e. apavada. 

The Upadefa-SahasrI text points out that: "This negation is not one of 
215 

reality, but of a false superimposition only." All the adjuncts 

-
(upadhis) of the "not-Self" which have been falsely super-imposed upon 

210cf., Upadc5a-Sahasri, 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-pratyaya) . 

212cf., iankara, Ch~ndogya-hhi~ya VI, XVI, 3. 

213
Is cancelled, in a manner of speaking, for ultimately only 

the experience of Self-reali:ation can sublate this mis-identification. 

214
The "primary sense" of"tvam" is referred to as the implied 

sense (lak~ana) in the Upadesa-Siihasrl, Part Two, Chapter XVI I I, it 29, 30. 

215 d , -h "':" #Upa esa-Sa asr1, Part T\w, Chapter XVI I I, 23. 
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216 
the Self are "negated" by the words: "not this, not this" (neti neti). 

As the Upade{;r-Sahasri points out, one can only approach the 
217 

unqualified or "primary sense" (paramarthon:) of the Self by first 

negating the numerous qualifications or adjuncts (upadhis) 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 
219 

c 1 inging 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 "tvaTI" in its "primary sense" (pararnartham). 

216Ibid., #25 and lfl9. 


217 

In this text the "primary sense" is referred to as the "implied 

~ - ­sense" (lak~ana) cf., Upadesa-Sahasri, Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #101. 

} 18unades'a-Sahasri, Part Two, Chapter XVI I I, 1196. For an examination 
of Suresvara's understanding of anvaya-vyatireka see Chapter Four. 

219
cf., ~pade[a-SahasrI, Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #105, 106. 

220 /Suresvara, Nai~karmyasiddhi, Chapter Tiw, #10. 

')21 
~ Referred to as the prima facie sense in this text. 
') ') ') 

~-~As noted above the "primary sense" is here referred to as the 
laksana sense. 
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Whereas the former usage of 11t vam" corresponds to the adhyaropa stage 
/ 

of Sankara's strategy, the latter usage of "tvam", because of its 

capacity to sublate the former, corresponds to the apavada stage of 

/

Sankara's strategy. 
/

An important distinction is made in Sankara's Chandogya-bha~ya, 

between a mere metaphorical identity as in the statement, "The Sun is 
223 

11as Brahman" and a literal identity such as "tat tvam asi": 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 '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 ,,·e have discussed above such as: "as it 

were" (iva), or "by a figure of speech" (upacarataQ. 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 Chandogya-bha~ya. 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 mah~-
226 

vakya is important for one still beset by inner obstacles or vasanas, 

~ 'k Ch- d bh­

224 Ib.d ~63 


223
~an ·ara, an ogya- a:;;ya VI, XVI, .3, p . .363. 

__i_. , p. .) . 
77~ 

--~Refer to the discussion on the Atma-vidhi and the karaQa for Self­
reali:ation in Chapter Four for a full investigation of the importance of 
repeating the mahl-v~kya. 

7"6 -- Cf., Viveka-cuJamal)i rr.342. 
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/ 

but 	not for one who is freed from their power. Accordingly Sankara 

states in his Sutra-bha~ya 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 11·ho 
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-bha;;ya 

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." 

I 

7c. 	 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 
I 
Sankara. But ultimately both "levels" of language are disclosed as 

sharing the same structure of sublation (apavada); only the Atman 

/ . 
is left as the unsublated. Accordingly Sankara 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-bha~ya, Date, IV.1.2, Vol. II, p. 319. 

228 	 - I - .
Sutra-b1a~ya, Date, IV.1.2, Vol. II, p. 319. The importance of 

these "successive acts of attention" will be investigated fully in the 
>..tma-vidhi and karar:ia 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 back, become despoiled of their power." Thus even the maha-vakya 

''tat tvam asi" is, strictly speakingi a deliberate super-imposition 

(adhyaropa) upon the unutterable Brahman. Yet its peculiar function 

as a form of adhyaropa is to use adhyasa 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 Sankara should be described as continuous with respect to their 

common participation in adhyasa. Thus, "Brahman talk also turns out 
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" (upacaratah 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 
,. 
Sankara's primary strategy: adhyaropa and apavada. Ultimately both 

phases of adhyaropa-apavadc1, and thus both levels of language, ll'hich 

229sankara, Taittirlya-bhasya rr.rx.1, p. 367. 

23oJ. G. Arapura, "~laya and the Djscourse about Brahman" 
from: Two Truths in Buddhism and \"c<liinta, t-1. Sprung (ed.) (D. Reidel 
Publishing Co., 1973), pp. 109-21. 
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231 

were each identified with one phase of adhy~ropa-apaviida, 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 adhyasa. 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 Sa~kara states in his Nu~daka-

bha~ya that, "The att:iinment of the Highest consists merely in removing 
232 

ignorance and nothing more." 

It follows from this that only the Self is left as the unsublate­

able. Suresvara refers to this as follows: "When a person understands 

'I am Brahman' through the propositions like 'That thou art', his 

sense of 'I' and 'mine' are destroyed and he goes beyond the realm 
233 

of ,,·ords and mind." 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 1'level" of language and the sublation of the second 

"level" by the experience of Self-re:ilization'? Do they occur successively 

231As discussed above the first "level" of language was identified 
h'i th the adhyiiropa ph:iss a1yi the second "level" of language 1.;as identified 
with the apavada phase of Sa~kara's strategy. 

233sure~vara, Naiskarmvasiddhi, Raghavachar, III, 1. 
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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 \vords, 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 e:-..'"Perience 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 ia~kara's Theorv of Knowled0e 

(,\fotilal Banarasidass' 1972)' p. 1G8. rrerein after Cl tc<l as: . LlC\'3.LlJ a' .-, 
An Introduction to Sa~kara's Theory of Knowledge. 

235 . - l . k Tl11 s much we can say, if one can speak from the param.:irt 11 ·a-sa tya. 
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SELF-KNOWLEDGE AND DHARMA H RAMANUJ..\: 


A METHODOLOGICAL EXA:\lINATION 


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 elllbodied" (£ar1ra-s'arfrin). For it is the sarfra-§arfrin 

that functions as the paradigm relation in Ramanuja's system. P. N. 

Srinivasachari describes it as: ''the central idea that serves as the 
2 

fulcrum of the philosophy of Ramanuja." 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 Rar.1anuj a manages to reduce 

all relations to one t)~ical 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. 
') 

~P. N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of Vifi~tadvaita (2nd ed. 
~ladras: 

as: P. 
Adyar Library and Research Centre), p. 225. Herein after cited 

I
N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of Visistadvaita. 
')

-aR. C. Varadachari, 
I 

The ~letaphysics of Sri 
I 

Ramanuja's SrI-Bhasya 
(i',fadras: Everyman's Press, 1928), p. 86. Herein after cited as The 
~!etaphysics of Sri Rarnanuj a' s SrI-Bh:Isya. 

3
Cf., 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-bhilta-j'ihina), which functions like the farira-/aririn. 

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 
4 

ensouling "all this" as the "Inner Controller" (Antaryamin). Accordingly 

Ramanuj a states in his Vedarthas;:imgraha: "Al 1 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 

I • . 
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" (dahariikasa). Matter 

is described as "subsequently" ensoulcd by the Lord by means of llis 
8 

prior ensouling of the Self. 

4 - I 
Cf., Isa Upani~ad ffl. 

5 - I - ­_________,_.;__Vedarthasa1vgraha, Van Buitenen, #22. See also #4 and Sri-bhasva 
I.1.1.3. 

6 - - .
Cf., Sutra-bhasya III.III.39. See also: Sankara, ChanJogya­

bha:;;ya VIII .1.1. 

I - ­7C" Sri-bh~~ya I.3.13; III.3.40.'-.' 

http:III.3.40
http:III.III.39


123 


This all-inclusiveness of the Lord is especially emphasized 

in Rim~nuja's Gita-bha~ya. The Lord is described 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 t110 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 desa) to the Lord and --·­
13 

as totally dependent (niyamya) on Him. Precisely because of this 

all-inclusiveness of the Lord, the journey implied in s~dhana is only 

metaphorical as there is no place where the Lord is not. K. Seshadri 

states in this connection tlnt, "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." 

/ - -
Ramanuja insists in his Sri-bha$ya that it is not enough 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 seeing 

and this character of seeing consists in its possessing the character 

9Raminuja, Gita-bhasya Introduction to VII. 

10 rbid., IX.17. 

lllbid., XI.38. 

12cf., R- - .amanuJa, cit3.-bhasya n, 38. 

13cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhii~ya X, .+2. 
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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 (tar'lra-~arhin) as c1pplied 

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". Ramanuja 

refers to this "ultimate Self-body relation" in this excerpt from his 

/ - ­
Sri-bha$ya: "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 
16 

and soul (existing between them)." The Lord is described as the 

cause of the universe in His essential nature (svarupa) and as modified 

by that universe in His manifested nature (svabh.'.iva). The Lord as 

cause (karana) is thus not essentially different from the Lord as 

effect (karya); 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 puru~a in their subtle phase ... 

and Br~1man has the mode of being of effect when his body is constituted 

14/ - ­
Sri-bha~ya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 15. 

15such an encounter is described in Chapter Eleven of the Gita 
which R:imanuja pays especial attention to in his Glta-bha-?ya. .-\rjuna 
is described in the Gita as being given a "<livinc eye" to sec this all­
inclusiveness of the Lord (cf., Gitii XI, 8). Conunenting on this 
verse from the Gitii, Riimiinuja states: "I give you a divine, that is a 
supernatural ey~hich is the means for seeing ~1e." (Ramanuja, Gita­
bh5:~va XI, 8). 

16/ - -
Sri-hha~ya, Rangacharya, 1.1.1, p. 193. 
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by the sum-total of spiritual and non-spiritual entities in their gross 
17 

phase." ~lost important in relation to this emphasis on continuity, 

Ramanuj a describes the Lord as the inseparable unity (vis'i~ta) that 

binds together qualities (vife~ana) and that which is qualified 

(vife~ya), modes (prakara) and that 1-:hich is modified (prakarin) 

which respectively point to the Lord as effect (kirya) and the Lord as 
,,. 

cause (karana). K. Seshadri refers to this visista as follows: "It 

is this 'plus' which we have called the integrating principle ... \\'hat 

is spoken of as the 'whole' is really the integrating principle that 
18 

makes the sum a 1vhole." 

It is largely due to this inseparable unity (vis'ista), this 

"integrating principle" that the Selves are described as "inseparable 

attributes'' (ap~thak-siddha-vi~e~aQa) of the Lord. Ramanuja paraphrases 

XI II. 2 of the Glta as: "Knov; that ... the kshetn. and the kshetrajna 

by reason of their having primarily the character of ~ly attributes, 
19 20 

co.nnot exist independently of ~le ... " As Kill be discussed later, 

this inseparability between the Selves and the Lord is best perceived 

a-posteriori i.e. from the standpoint of mok~a. 

17 ­\'eJartho.sa0graha, Vo.n Buitenen, 1174. 

18 K. Scslw.dri, "The Conception of i\1hsa in VisishtaJvo.ita," 
\' isishtadvai ta, Philosophy and Religion (i'-laJras: Ro.manuja Research 
Society, 1974), p. 74. 

19 - - . - - -
RamanuJa, Gita-bhasya, XIII, 2. 

~OCf., the conclusion of this Chapter. [t is from thi~ a-posteriori 
standpoint that this area of convergence between Riimanuja and Sankara, i.~. 

their common structure of sii<lhana 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 (k~raoa), one can simultaneously know the 
21 

effect (kirya). In figurative terms one might describe the cause 

as the "soul" of the effect and the effect as the "body" of the cause. 
22 

Because of this ensoulment of the Lord in "all this", it is only 

ultimately possible to know "all this" within the Lord as inseparable 

from Him. Ramanuj a states in this regard that "The assertion that \\"e 

can know all by knowing the One is only tenable in case that 1 all' 
23 

has reality of its own by having the One for its soul." This knowledge 

of a category within the Lord is referred to later by Ved~nta De~tka 
24 

as the "extended sense" (upalaksazia) of that category. 

The basis for the continuity between the ~Ives and dharma 

is the parallelism between ~1at was designated as the '~enultimate 
25 26 

Self-body relation" and the "ultimate Self-body relation". Just 

as the two primary terms in the "penultimate Self-body relation", 

21cf., Vedarthasamgraha #12. 

22cf., isa Upan~sad #1. 

23 - h l . " Vedart asamgra1a, Van Buitenen, nl2. 

24cf., Vedanta Defik.'.1, rfavasyopani!?ad-bha!?ya ill 7, trans. K. C. 
Varadachari (Tirupati: Tirumala-Tirupati Devasthanams Press, 1956). 
llcrcin after cited as: Vedanta. DeS"ika, Isa-hhasya. 

25The "penultimate Self-body relation" as hitherto defined, 
is the relation between the individual Self and its body. 

26Thc "ultimate Self-body relation" as hitherto defined, is 
the relation between the Lord and His th'O "bodies": cit 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" (prak:rti), 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" (prak:rti) i.e. acit is not 

understood as illusory, but as inferior to the Lord's hizher "body" 

(prak:rti) i.e. cit. In both instances, that which is inferior is not 
29 

sublated, but 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 
30 

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 Atman who even when freed can still be characterized 

as once having been subject to karma. Ramanuja states in this regard: 

"That 1vhich is capable of being the seat of ignorance can r.ever acquire 
31 

the character of what is naturally unfit to be the seat thereof." 

27sankar:i insists on distinguishing sat and asat in this manner. 
Cf., Sankara, Git;-bh5:~yJ. II.16. 

28 - - . - - ­Cf., R<imanuJa, Gita-bha!?ya \'II.6. 

2911 Sublated" that is in Sa1ikara • s sense of the term, i.e. 
disclosed as illusory. 

30 - ­
Cf., Ra.manuj a, c.Itii-bha~ya II, 16. 


31' - ­
Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, I.1.1, p. 131. 
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These temporal distinctions bring a dynamism into the farira-£aririn 

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 Sankara's understanding 
33 

of the "secondary sense" as involving an illusory notion (mithyapratyaya). 

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 sarira and the 5ar1rin in both the "penultimate Self-body relation" 

and the "ultimate Self-body relation" are understood as inseparably 

united. The definition of a body (sarira) which Ramanuja uses to cover 

both instances illustrates this inseparability. His definition is as 

follows: "Any substance v;hich a sentient soul is capable of completely 

controlling and supporting for its own purposes, and which stands to 

the soul in an entirely subordinate relation, is the body of that soul." 

So the £arira is grounded (~dheya), ruled (niyamya) and accessory 
; / -

(se$a)to the saririn, which is ground (adhara), ruler (niyant:r) :rn<l 

principal c£esin) to the former. 

3'"> ­
'Vedarthasa~grah~, Van Buitenen, #25. 

33
cf., Vedjrthasa~~raha #25. 

34 / - ­
Sri-bhasya, 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 (svarfipa) 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." 

lb. 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 svarupas of cit (Selves), acit (matter) and 
-/
Isvara (Lord) 

retain their distinctness even when inseparably united within the 

/ - " ­Self-body relation (sarira-saririn). He states this very clearly in his 

Vedarthasamgraha: "There is difference inasmuch as the non-spiritual 

order, the spiritual order and the Lord have categoricallr different 
36 

proper forms and natures and are never confused." Thus the inseparability 

(ap:rthak-siddha) between the Selves and the Lord always co-exists 
37 

with an actual distinction, even in the liberated state (mok~a). 

These two dimensions of separability and inseparability both co-exist 

35 rt is in this predominant emphasis on continuity that Rimiinuja 
distinguishes himself from a more conservative theistic position like 
~ladva' s which emphasizes the <liscontinui ty between the .Selves and the 
Lord, and the Selves and dharma much more explicitly. 

36 - IfVedarthasarngraha, Van Buitenen, ·.ss. 

37c£., ~ri-hha~ya II.1.22, IV, IV.4. 
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within the tarira-~aririn by means of the "maxim of co-ordinate 

equivalence" (samanadhikarai:ya). 

This tension between the dimensions of separability and insepara­

bility when translated into theological terms, is understood in terms of 

the tension bet1veen His inaccessibility and His accessibility. That is, 

the essential nature (svarupa) of the Lord is often described as 
38 

inaccessible, whereas His manifested natu~e (svabhava) as the ''Inner 

Controller" (Antaryamin) is described as most accessible, being the 
39 

essence of the Self. This tension between the inaccessibility 

and accessibility of the Lord is illustrated in Ramanuja's introduction 

to his Giti-bhisya: ''(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 01m 

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 

I 

(sesa) to the Lord and as totally dependent on Ilim, yet it is also 
• 

described as constituting only a "ten-thousandth part of a ten-thousandth 

38cf., Rirninuja, Git;-bh;~ya VII, 26. 

39cf., Ramanuj a, Gi ta-bha'.;iya XII I, 2. The Lord is most accessible 
to the devotee. Rimanuja states in this respect: "Because this man 
holds i'-le to be the highest goal, findin~ it impossible to support himself 
without i'-le therefore it is not possible for Me also to maint;iin >lysclf 
without him. Thus he i.s indeed 0lyself." Gha-bh;~ya VII, 18 . 

.1Q - - . . 1 - _l •RamanuJa, G1ta-)hasya, Introuuction 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 ~elves 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 ernhodied soul: that in spite of its 

being in essence unimp?..ired, uncircumscribable knowledge and bliss, 

it is susceptible to various degrees of contraction and expansion due 
42 / - - 43 

to ignorance in the form of ageless karman." In his Sri-bhasya 

Ramanuja makes an important distinction between "action prompted by 

desire" (kamya-karma) and "desireless action" (ni:?kamya-karma). 

Ramanuja explicitly identifies kamya-karma with avidya. Thus in inter­

preting the phrase "hidden by the untrue" (an:rtapidhanah) from the 

Chandogya Upani!?ad, he interprets an~ta in terms of kamya-karma and not 
44 

in terms of maya as with ~ankara. He states that, "The 1wrd '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 .... " 

Yet ni~k5mya-karma is understood here as one of the means removing 

that avidya. Raminuja refers to these actions as, '' ... actions as aim 

at no worldly end, but 6nly at the propititiatio11 of the highest Person, 

41 Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya x, 42. 

42vcdirthasamgraha, Van Buitcncn, ~87. 

43cf., §rI-bhi~ya I.1.1, p. 125, Thibaut. 

"MCf., Sankar;:i, Ch:indogya-bhiisya, \'III, iii, 2. 

"is/ .,. ­Sri-bhasya, Thib;:iut, 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 
47 

to His "body" not in terms of karma, but in terms of mere "play" (lila). 

The measure of discontinuity between the Selves and dharma is 

caused by the capacity of karma to cause the contraction of the dharma­

bhlita-jrrana. 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 
48 

of its body, god, etc is brought about." Dharma for Ramanuja is 

essentially that process of purifying the dharma-bhuta-jrrana of this karmic 
49 

influence. 

Also the "penultimate Self-body relation" is governed by external 

relations as opposed to the "ultim.:ite Self-body relation" which is 
50 

governed by internal rel.:itions. So the relations within the "ultimate 

46/ - ­
Sri-bhasva, Thibaut, I.1.1, pp.125-26. For further discus.3ion 

of the difference between kamya-k.:irma and ni?kamy.:i-ka,rma in Ramanuja 
see Chapter Three. 

47 - ­
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya, Introduction to Chapter One. 

48vedirthasa~graha, Van Buitcnen, #43. 

49chapter Three will largely be devoted to this question. 

SOK. V. \'aradachari describes this distinction in Ramanuj.:i .:is 
follows: "Absolute relations th.:it .:ire impossible of sundering or varying 
are internal bcc.:iuse immanently ground in their very nature ... The variable 
relations are external relations between the reals." from ~letaphysics of 
/ / - -
Sri Ramanuja's Sri-BMsya, p. 65. 
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Self-body relation" are outside of both karma and the co-relative category 

of temporality; whereas the relations ivithin the "penultimate Self-body 

relation" are subject to both karma and temporality. This is made 

possible by the bi-lateral natu~e 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 S~lf-body relation" is ended only 

in mok~a. 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 lila. 

le. The Contrasting Dimensions in Riimanuja's Explicit Methodology 

The doctrinal tension between the dimensions of separability 

and inseparability, accessibility and inaccessibility in the sar1ra­

sar1rin results in a corresponding tension in Ramanuja's methodology. 

Thus in Ramanuja's integrative usage of the sarira-~aririn devices are 

used to implement his predominant emphasis on continuity. On the 

other hand, in his dissociative usage of the ~arira-saririn devices 

are used to implement his contrasting emphasis on discontinuity. 
I 

Ramanuja's methodology, like Sankara'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 Rimanuja that are parallel to Sankara, 

Ramanuja's methodology can be understood as pointing to both the 

"explicit Ran1anuj a" and the "implicit Riimiinuj a simultaneously. 

51c£., s' - bh- I\" I\1 14Tl- a$ya . . . 
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" - / ­i. 	 Ramanuja's Integrative Usage of the Sarira-Saririn 

Corresponding to Rrunanuja'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") 

svabhava ("manifested nature") distinction is especially important in 

engineering this emphasis. 

Ramanuja often uses the svarupa 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 
, - ­

following excerpt from his Sri-bhasya: "The word Brahman primarily 

denotes Him alone and in a secondary derirvative sense only those things 
52 

\vhich possess some small part of the Lord's qualities." Though 

different qualities are predicated of both the svariipa and the svabhava, 

yet 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" (svarupa), but only 

a change of property. So the svariipa and the svabhava are described as 

forming an organic unit. Raminuja uses this integrative usage of the 

- -	 I

svarupa-svabhava distinction to explicitly combat Sankara's model of the 
53 

"secondary sense" as an "illusory notion" (mithyapratyaya). For the 

svabhava, here equctted with the "secondary sense" for Ramanuja, is not 

52 -
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #26. 

53c£., Sankara, Gi ta-bha~ya XVI II, 66. 
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sublated but integrated into the svariipa, here equated with the "primary 

sense". In this integrative usage, the svabhiiva is understood not as 

./ ­illusory, but as a part (amsa) of the svarupa. 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 
55 

usage of the "extended sense" (upalaksana) of a category. This 

"extended sense" points not only to the svarupa of a category, but to 

the inherence of that svarupa within the Lord. So the "extended 

sense" of a word is ultimately Brahman. Ramanuja states in this regard: 

"All Vedic h'Ords denote their proper meanings but as terminating in 
56 

the Supreme Spirit." But this "extended sense" (upalaksal).a) of a 

category goes further than what has been designated as the parallelism 

between the "penultimate Self-body relation" and the "ultimate Self-

body relatio;J."; it suggests that the "penultimate Self-body relation" 

can only be understood in the context of the "ultimate Self-body 
57 

relation." 

When Ramanuj a uses the "extended sense" (upalak;;.:up) of a category 

5 ~John B. Chethimattam, Consciousness and R2ality (London: 
Geoffrey Chapman, 1971), p. 63. Herein after cited as: Consciousness 
and Reality. 

55 / - I

Cf. , Vedanta Desika, I sa-bhasya, '17. 

56vedirthasa~graha, Van Buitencn, #21. 

571his~has been referred to as Riminuja 1 s methodological 
equivalent to Sa~kara'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 

I 

as a "methodological equivalent to Sankara'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 

I 
inherence within the Lord, equals ''Ramanuja's equivalent to Sankara's 

59 
secondary sense of a category.". Thus the "extended sense" (upalaksaI).a) 

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 Rananuja" and the "implicit Ramanuja" 

simultaneously. It should be noted here that Ramanuja usually uses 

I 

his "methodological equivalents to Sankara's primary and secondary 

senses" when dealing with "dharmic problems" such as specifying hm' 

bondage is real and whether it affects the svarupa 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". 

Perh:ips the most important device he uses to impleI'.1cnt this 

explicit cmph:isis on continuity is the principle of s3Jn5nadhikaranya 

("the co-ordination of several distinct ten:s"). Ramanuj a defines 

58cf., section 2c in this chapter. 

59cf., section :c rn this chapter. 
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the samanadhikaranya as fol lows: u "the abiding of several things in a 

common substrate, means the reference of several terms to one thing, 

there being 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 samanadhikara~ya denotes cases of inseparable 

conjunction bet\ieen t\'lO substances, as for example, the sarira and the 

saririn. This should be 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 samanadhikarauya implements Ramanuja's doctrine of 

inseparability (ap:rthak-siddha) between the Selves and the Lord. 

Riimiinuja states in this respect: "\\'hen a certain entity serves as a 

distinctive feature fo= 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, Rarnanuja can simultaneously argue that 

nothing exists outside of the Lord and yet insure that the svarGpa 

60ved~rthasa~graha, Van Buitencn, ff20. 

61 ­Cf., Vedarthasa~graha 167. 

62 - It dVedarthsa~graha, \'an Bui tenen, . 6S. The term used to enote 
this inseparability between two such terms is p:rthaksiddhyanarha, (incapa­
ble of functioning independently). Cf., Vedirthasa~grah~, Van Buitcncn, 
footnote 103. 
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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 (visi?ta). This 

is illustrated in Ramanuja's interpretation of the maha-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 samanadhikara~ya co-ordinates the svarupa of 

the Lord, represented by tat and His svabhava represented here by tvam, 

so as to preserve both their separability as distinct modes (vaiyadhikaraI)ya) 

and their inseparability within the sarira-saririn. In 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. 

Ramanuj a uses the part/whole (a!Jlfa-a!Jls'in) distinction in accord:mce 

with this integrative usage of the svarupa-svabhava and in accordance 

with his explicit rejection of the "secondary sense" as implying any 

"illusory notion" (mi thyapratyaya). In accordance 1d th this emphasis, 

Ramanuja often describes the <lharma-bhuta-jn:lna as a part (a1hsa) of 
64 -­

the dharmi-bhuta-jn:lna, ,,hat \\ill be designated as"abstract Self­

63vedarthasaJJJgraha, \'an Buitenen, !!2.0. 

64 ! - ­
Sri-bha~ya I.1.1. Great Siddhanta, pp. 47-61 (Thibaut). 
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65 

knowledge" as a part (a!Jlsa) 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 

I •for three major areas of convergence between Ramanuja and Sankara. 

, - .- ­
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 \vhen Ramanuja is dealing 
68 

with a specific ''dharmic problem!' So various "safeguards" are marshalled 

to protect the svarupa of the Lord from the vikaras ("transformations") 

of matter and Selves. Similarly "safeguards" are marshalled to protect 

the svariipa of the Selves from the vik~ras of matter. In these 

instances the dimensions of one-sidedness and irreversability in the 

, :- , 7 .
sar1ra-sar1r1n 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, Git5-bh5sya XII.l. 

66
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bha~ya XVIII, 66, with special reference to 

Ramanuja's first interpretation of this verse. 

67
chapter Three 1.;ill devote itself to a full investigation of 

all the ways in which these categories are used. The areas of convergence 
beh;een Rarnanuja an<l Sa1\kara will be especially noted. 

63The term "safeguard" has been used in this context to designate 
those devices Ramiinuja uses to protect the svarupa from the vik5ras of 
the svabhilva. 
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the "implicit Ramanuja". For the tension betHeen inseparability 

(samanadhikaranya) and separability (vaiyadhikararyya) begins in fact 

with the iarira-~arfrin itself. 

/ - ­
The following excerpt from Ramanuj a' s Sri-bha?ya 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 
69 

well established." 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 

I
described by Ramanuja as totally dependent (se~a) upon the Lord for their 

existence, the Lord is described as dependent on nothing for His existence. 

This irreversabili ty is illustrated in the following excerpt from his 

Gi ta-bhasya: "Hence all beings abide in ~le; that is all beings are in 01e 

who am the Internal Ruler .... But I do not abide in them. That is, I 
70 

am not, hm~ever dependent on them for ~!y 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 svabhava of the Lord is described as controlled, 

supported an<l accessory to !!is svarupa which is described as immune 

from its transformations. Ramanuja states in this respect: "Only 

that part in the Supreme Spirit - modified by prak~·ti - that is constituted 

by prakrti is at all subject to transformations; that part in l!im that 

69, ­
Sri-bh:"isya, Rangacharya, I.1.1, p. 206. 

70 - -Ramanuja, Git~-bhasya IX, 5. 
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is the 	substratum 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 indispensable in enabling Ramanuja to handle various "dharmic problems" 

pertaining to the Self. The following question raised in the Vedirthasa~-

graha 	is an example of such a 1'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 svarupa is not affected by the vikaras 
73-­

of the latter. This approach again suggests that the "penultimate 

Self-body relation" can only be finally 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-jAftna and not to the svarupa of 
74 

the Self. So the ensuing vikaras that result from this contraction 

are described as inhering in the svabhava and not the svarupa of the 

Self. This "safeguard". protects the svarupa of the Self from the 

vikaras of karma. But the .svarupa-svabhilva distinction holds together 

both dimensions of Ramanuja's methodology for, as noted before, the 

71 ­
Vedarthasa~graha, Van Buitenen, ~73. 

72
cf., Vedarthasarngraha #40 to 44. 

73cf., Vedarthasal]lgraha ;;42. 

74cf., 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 L~plements Ramanuja's 

doctrinal emphasis on continuity; 1vhereas, its dissociative usage 

implements the contrasting emphasis on discontinuity in Ramanuja. 

The value of this dissociative usage of the svarupa-svabhava 

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 att:ribu':es, 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 

svarupa-svabhava distinction to this question Ramanuja can argue that 

these "attributes, modes and parts" are existent in the Lord's svabhava 

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 

at ion shows clearly 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 !!is 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 

75( .onsciousness and Reality, p. 77. 

76 ­
Vedarthasa~graha, Van Buitenen, #33. 
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it can be argued that the problems 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 

I 

function similar to their counterparts in Sankara, they 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 

in the ~arira-sarhin 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 

Ramanuj a" simultaneously. It does not restrict itself to a simple 

implementation of Ramanuja's predominant emphasis on the continuity 

between the Selves and the Lord, the Selves and dharma. Rather, 

especially when dealing with "dharmic problems", it must make sense 

of the dimension of dis~ontinuity within these relations. Similarly 
I 

Saftkara's methodology does not restrict itself to merely implementing 

I •
Sankara's doctrinal emphasis on discontinuity. Rather, especially \\·hen 

77This forms the foundation for hhat has been designated as 
- - /

''Ramanuja's methodological equivalent to Saftkara's transposition 
strategy". Its rclevence to prapatti will be fully im·estigatcd in 
Chapter ~hree. 

78 
I.e. the "primary sense" \·ersus the "secondary sense". Cf., 

Chapter One. 
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dealing with "dharmic problems", it must make sense of the apparent 

continuity between the Self and Brahman and the Self and dharma. 
r 

Thus the areas of possible convergence between Ramanuja and S2.nkara 
79 

will be most clearly evident in their dealings with "dharmic problems." 

It should be clearly understood that Ramanuja's methodology 

is not being reduced to his implicit methodology. Such a reduction Kould 

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 Ramanuja" simultaneously. Lengthy consideration has been 

given to the ifivestigation of his implicit methodology in this chapter 

in order to isolate it so as to better examine its possible co-relation wit~ 

Sankara. 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 possible convergences 1vith 
I 
Sankara. 

2. 	 An Examination of the Implicit Structures of Discontinuity 

in Ramanuja that are Parallel to Sa~kara 

Ramanuja's doctrinal emphasis on the distinctness and separability 

of the three svariipas and on the dimensions of one-sidedness and irreversa­

bility in the ~arira-~aririn might be described as the seed for the 

79 
Thus Chapter Three will devote itself to an examination of 

"dh::irmic problems" in Ramanuja anJ Ch::ipter 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 

discontinuity in the sarfra-sar:lrin. They are thus a development out 

of the tension between the dimensions of separability and inseparability 

in the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja. This implicit discontinuity 

in Ramanuja is constituted by his use of the sarira-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 ~!ethodological Parallel to Sankara's 

Two Levels of Truth 

I 
In his Great Siddhanta Ramanuja explicitly rejects Sankara's 

-
"two levels of truth" (vyavaharika-satya, paramarthika-satya} and his 

80 
corresponding doctrine of ~- Van Buitenen refers to this rejection 

as follows: "Ramanuja ... does not allow ~ankara's distinction between 
81 

an 'ideal' and a 'practical' reality." Nevertheless, Ramanuja's 

two 	 usages of the sarira~saririn, that is his dissociative and integrative 
I 

usages can be understood as a methodological parallel to Sankara's 

two levels of truth; that is, Ramanuja's dissociative use of the 
82 

£arira-taririn can be understood as a mcthodologic~l parallel to 

80 ­I 

Cf., Sri-bhasya I.1.1. 


81 -

Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, Introduction, p. 57. 

82 
This refers to the emphasis on the dimensions of one-sidedness 

and irrcversability in the £arira-iaririn. 
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Sankara's phenomenal l~vel of truth (vyavaharika-satya). Ramanuja's 
83-/ ­

integrative use of the ~arira-saririn can be understood as a method­

ological parallel to Sankara's ultimate level of truth (paramarthika­

satya). In the former the "penultimate Self-body relation" is viewed 
84 

as separable from the "ultimate Self-body relation". 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 
85 

in relation to the Lord." So Selves qua sarira, i.e. functioning as 

"bodies" to the Lord, can be understood as methodologically parallel to 

I . 
Sankara's understanding of the Self from the second level of truth. On 

83This refers to the emphasis on the dimensions of reversability 
and inseparability in the iarira-iaririn especially between the Selves 
and the Lord. 

84 
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. 

85~inian Smart, Doctrine and Argument in Indian Philosophy• 
p. 110. The h"Ord "level" here is not meant literally for Ram3.nuja 

explicitly argued against such a distinction. 
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the other hand, Selves qua S'aririn i.e. functioning as "selves" 

in relation to their physical body (deha), can be understood as 

methodologically parallel to ~ankara' s understanding of the Self 

from the phenomenal level of truth. Inferring from his use of the 

categories of the svarupa ("proper form") and the svabhava ("mani­

fested nature"), one may say that Ramanuja explicitly refers to 

the svarupa of consciousness i.e. the dharmi-bhuta-jnana ("sub­

stantive consciousness") as equal to consciousness in the "primary 

sense" and to the svabhava of consciousness i.e. the dharma-bhuta­

jnana ("attributive consciousness") as equal to consciousness in 

the "secondary sense." The dharmi-bhuta-j?rana functions in a manner 

similar to ~ankara's understanding of consciousness from the highest 

level of truth i.e. svarupa-j~~na and the dharma-bhuta-j~ana 

functions in a manner similar to ~ankara's understanding of 

consciousness from the 1011·er level of truth i.e. vrtti-jnana. 

Nevertheless one can see a reversal of the roles of the dharmi­

bhuta-jnana and the dharma-bhuta-j rtana rn 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 Ramanuja's thought 
I 

is methodologically parallel to Sankara's highest level of truth. 

/ 7'
from the standpoint of the Lord consciousness qua sar1ra i.e. the 

dharma-~Jhuta-ji'Gna is implicitly yalued as higher than consciousness 

qua s:nfrin i.e. the dharmi-bhut;,i-jilina. .\s shall be also argued 



148 

the co-relation bet\veen Ramanuj a' s understanding of the dharma­


/

bhiita-j~ina in mok~a and Sadkara's understanding of consciousness 

from the highest level of truth becomes intelligible in light of 

the fact that the dharma-bhuta-jnana appropriates (so to speak) 

- - 86
the roles of the dharmi-bhuta-jnana. The parallels, here suggested 

are not doctrinal but methodological. They refer to a co1mon dual 

I 
use of the Self and consciousness in Sankara 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 t\-;o "levels" are not restricted to consciousness and the 

Selves. Rather the penultimate denotation of any category, 

i.e. its operation 1vi thin the "penultimate Self-body relation" 

I 
is structurally similar to its function from Sa1~kara 's phenomenal 

standpoint. On the other hand the ultimate denotation of any 

category or its "extended sense" (upaL1k.<?a1.1a) i.e. its operation 

within the "ultimate Self-body relation", is structurally similar 

I 
to its function from Sa11k.'.lra' s ul timatc standpoint. For example 

86 
Cf., Ch.'.lptcr Three, section le. 

http:upaL1k.<?a1.1a
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the penultimate reference of a \\'ord is the specific object (padartha) 

denoted, \';hereas 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 Gita-bha~ya: "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 
87 

basis for grammatical equations with the words about them." 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 R~m~nuja with reference to its operation within 
88 

the ";ienultimate 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 01mer" of thcit body 

i.e. 	the individual Self, and the "ultimate 01mer" of that bod;· i.e. 
-

the Lord. In employing the mechanics of the sarira-saririn to language, 

Ramanuj a argues that the Lord is ultimately denoted by all 1vords: 

"Therefore, since all spiritual and non-spiritu:il entities constitute 

87 - -
Ramanuja, Gita-hha?ya X, ~O. 

88c£., Vedarth:isa~graha #17. 
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Brahman's body, Brahman being thus embodied and modified by all is 
89 

denoted by al 1 \\'ords." Thus language illustrates Ramanuja's "double-

decker Self-body relationship". 

These t1,·o "levels" in Ramanuja can best be illustrated by observing 

their value in resolving "dharmic problems". The question of whether 

S~dras are qualified or disqualified for Brahma-vidya is such a 

"dharmic problem", for a conflict emerges between Ramanuja's statement, 
90 

/

in his Sri-bha?ya, that Sudras are disqualified for Brahma-vidya 
91 

with his statement, in his Gita-bha?ya, 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 Sri-bha~ya: "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., yet 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 Su<lra." So equality 

can be asserted as pertains to Selves qua ~arira, with reference to the 

Lord, but not with reference to Selves qua garirin, i.e. in reference 
-- 93 _,_ 

to their specific bodies. Raminuja's initial insistence that Sudras 

89 ­Vedarthasar11graha, Van Buitenen, "19. 

90
cf., §rI-bha~ya I.II.33. 

91 
Cf., Hamanuja, cit5:-bh.'.'i:;;ya IX, 29. 

92 / - ­
Sri-bha~ya, Rangacharya, II.III.47. 

93
Cf., ~rf-bhisya I.III.32. 

http:I.III.32
http:II.III.47
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are disqualified for Brahma-vidya might thus be viewed as a methodological 

parallel, to ~a~kara'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 sarilsara. Ramanuja clearly implies this dis­

/ - ­
tinction in this excerpt from his Sri-bha?ya: "As the knowing Self is 

eternal, knowledge which is an essential quality of the Self is also 

eternal. .. Knowledge (the quality) 1'11ich is in itself unlimited, is 

capable of contraction and expansion in the so called kshetragna-condition 
9-1­

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 

Vedarthasal]1graha: "It is a matter of common kn01vledge that only class 

and property are modifications of a substance ... So it is improper to 

contend that a pad:Irtha capable of independent function is merely, an 
95 

attributive 'such', a modification of the Lord." Ramanuja answers this
• 

objection by means of the mechanics of the s~manadhikaranya. For it is 

the task of the s~m5n:I<lhikaraoya to co-ordinate the dimensions of separability 

94 / - ­
Sri-bha?'·a, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 63. 

95\· d- +h I Van Buitcnen, ~67.car~ asa9gra1a, 
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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 faature 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-sarlrin. According to the 

mechanics of the samanadhikara:r:iya 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 svarupa of the Lord, distinct from 

all Selves, while "tvam" refers to the same Lord but in His manifested 

state (svabhava). 

Although for Riimanuj a the penultimate denotation of a \Wrd is 

prior in the order of discovery, in the order of being its ultimate 

denotation is prior, because the Lord as the Inner Controller (Antarv;min) 
- - /

is "al 1 this". In this respect, Ramanuj a and Sankara can both be under­

/

stood as both using a two-level model of language. However, Sa~kara 
97 

argues that thou~h all words refer ultimately to Brahman, they do so 

only negatively. That is, they point to Bralunan via negativa, but they 

do not describe Brahman. 

In Raminuja's understanding of analogical language a parallel 

96vedjrthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #68. 

97 h. d - - d dT is can be compare to Ramanuja's insistence th:it the"exten e 
sense" (upalaks:i:r:ia) of every h·ord 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 (~msa) 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 
98 

Spirit." 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 

'~acrocosm''. 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 
99 

wrong analogy for this parallelism. The world is not a part (arnsa) 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 svarupa of the world 

and the svariipa of the Lord are co-ordinated within the samanadhikaraQya 

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
Van Buitenen, Ve<larthasa~graha, Introduction, p. 65. 

99 ,. ­
Cf., Sri-bhasya III.II.26. 

http:III.II.26
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category in Riimanuja though methodologically parallel to Sankara's 


two levels of truth, is not yet a methodological equivalent. \fuen 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, 


(arn5a-am~'in) a subordinate and its principal (sesa-s'~~in). This illustrates 

Ramanuja's integrative usage of the sar1ra-saririn co-existing with its 

dissociative usage. For the forms of implicit discontinuity in Ramanuja 

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 Ramanuja co-exists with his dissociative emphasis, for insofar 

as the Self acts as a body (sarira) 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 sarira, 

but independent relatively speaking, qua saririn. Ramiinuja 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, enj oyer ... and object of h·orship (therein) 

are made over to 01e ... Only to ~le therefore, who am the supreme ohner 

lOOCf., Ved~rthasa~graha ~89. 

lOlThis independence 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. 
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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 mok~a. As shall be demonstrated 
103 

later it is Ramanuja's implicit emphasis on prapatti that is closest 

to Sankara's emphasis on the discontinuity bet1"een Sel £-knowledge and 

dharma. In this examination of Ramanuja's usage of the sar1ra-sar1rin 

t • 
as a methodological parallel to Sankara'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 

I • 

common to Ramanuja, is conspicuously lacking in Sankara, especially 

in what has been designated as the "explicit Sankara". 

But when Ramanuja uses the distinction bet1veen the penultimate 

and the ulti::.ate designation of a category in a strictly dissociative 

manner, i.e. when he describes a real opposition between them, then a 

I •
methodological equivalent to Sankara's t\\-o levels of truth is disclosed 

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 separability is by no means integrated into the "ultimate 

Self-body relation''. As shall be argued, it constitutes Riim~nuja's 

I 

methodological equivalent to ~ankara's concept of avidya and Saftkara's 

concept of a "secondary sense". 

102 - - .
RamanuJa, Git~-bh~sya IX.2. 

103cf., l I .C1apter T1ree on prapatt1. 
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2b. 
- -

Ramanuja and Adhyaropa-Apavada 

Before investigating Ramanuja's methodological equi~=.:ent to 

I -

Sankara's concept of avidya, it is necessary to discuss the ::ssible 

source of the doctrine of avidya in the Upani;;ads in order ::: :3..y a 
104 

foundation for the discussion. It has already been establ:5~ei 
/ 

that the strategy of adhyiiropa-apaviida was not unique to S=-::'-::=.:::-a 

but had its roots in the Upani?ads themselves. In his use ::= adhyaropa­

apavada Sankara was thus not originating a new strategy as 3·..:::-i but 
105 

merely conforming to the tradition. For this reason, t!":e -_-:Janisads 

do not constitute a systematic \'hole so much doctrinally as =-ethodolo­
106 

gically. 

These two points are crucial in understanding Ramar::.:~=.'s approach 

to the question of adhyaropa-apavada, for if it is acceptec :~at 

adhyaropa-apaviida was a method employed in the Upani?ads, :~e:-: it ·.muld 

follow that Riimiinuj a in his interpretation of the Upani:;;ads ·,::.ild have to 

deal with it, if only to refute it. It could be argued that :.i:::ianuja's 

use of the £arira-taririn as a methodological parallel to S=-~~ara's t\\o 

levels of truth \vas precisely his response to this dimensic:-: ::1 the 

Upani;;ads. 

The doctrine of avi<ly~ and the doctrine of maya shc:.::i be understood 

as the basis for this method of adl1yiropa-apavida. ~lthou;~ :~e doctrine 

of maya is never explicitly formulated in the Upani;;ads, :::~:.:'.: as 1ve find 

104cf., Chapter One, Section One. 


105

Cf., Chapter One, p . .+9. "Tcithahi sar.mradi:·a-';idS::' -.·:lcanam" ("This 

is the saying of the knO\.;ers of tradition"). 

106 
Cf., Chapter One, p. 51. 
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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 

I •
material that may have easily led Sankara to elaborate a theory of ~~ya 


107 

out of it." 


Specific reference is made to the term "maya" in the PraS'na 
,,, 

Upanisad at I.16 and the Svetasvatara Upanisad at I.10. Images of 
108 109 llO lll 

a "net", a "veil", a "false covering, " "blindness," the 
ll2 113 

"knot of ignorance" and an "as if duality" all suggest the idea of 

mava, though they do not refer to it as a specific doctrine. The passage 

from the B~had. Upani~ad, "yatra hi dvaitam-iva bhavati ("as-if 

ll4 


there was a duality"), should be especially noted. R. D. R ·na. 


107R. D. R.nade, A Constructive Survey of Upanishadic Philosophy 
(Bombay: Bharatiya Vidy!J- Bhavan, 1968), p. 165. l!erein after cited as: 
R. 	 D. Ranade, A Constructive Survey of Upanishadic Philosophy. 

108 / - , 
Svetasvatara Upani~ad III.l. 


109-/ . ff
Isa Upani~ad . 15. 


110 -
Chandogya Upani~ad VIII.3.1. 


111 Katha Upani~ad I.2.5. 


112 
 d k U . d II 1 10 Mur;i.a·a pani:;;a . . . 

113Brhad. Upani~ad II.4.14. 

114 Ibid., Il.IV.14. 

http:Il.IV.14
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in commenting on this passage says: "A famous passage from the Brihadaranyaka ... 

which 	speaks of 'as-if there was a duality', implying thereby that there 

is really no duality, signifies the identification of ~laya with a 
114a 

semblance, an as-it-were, an appearance." What has been designated 

as "Ramanuj a' s methodological equivalent to Sa1'lkara' s concept of a\·idya" 

might be simply understood as Ramanuja's response to this implicit 

doctrine of avidya in the Upanisads. 
/ 

Thus even without any reference to Sankara, it is clear that 

Ramanuja would have had to deal with both the method of adhyaropa­

apavada and the implicit doctrine of avidya already present in the 

Upani~ads. 

2c. The Foundation for the Implicit Discontinuity in Ramanuja's 
,. 

Methodological Equivalent to Sankara's Concept of Avidya 

i. 	 Preamble 

As was previously pointed out, the bi-lateral nature of conscious­

ness 	and the Selves i.e. their capacity to function 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-lateral nature of consciousness and the Selves become 

a problem which necessitates sa<lhana? What is the relationship between 

the relative independence of the Selves qua s'aririn and their ultimate 

/ ­
dependence on the Lord qu;i sarira? Is the problem necessitating s3.dhana 

not caused by the false understanding of the "penultimate Self-body 

114aRanade, A Constructive Survey of Upanishadic Philosophy, 
pp. 165-66. 
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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 £aririn 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 

/ ~ feternal modes of the Lord, i.e. qua sar1ra, the Selves can never in act 

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 absolute 

independence is that problem which necessitates sidhana. This mis­

apprehension shall be designated as the "as-if separability" bet\\"een 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" bet1\·een the 

Selves and the Lord 1-:hich constitutes that problem. It is 1.,rhen the Selves 

falsely perceive themselves, as though absolutely separable from the 

Lord that the problem of avidyi begins. On the other hand, Ramanuja 

argues that knohing tl1is actual distinction bet\\"een the Selves and the 

Lord is not a problem 1\·hich necessitates sa<lh::rna, but rather part of 
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116 
the very app2.:;.·atus of sadhana. In this section, the "as-if separability" 

between the Selves and the Lord i.;ill be nore closely examined. ~lost 

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 Avidya 

I 
Ramanuja's methodological equivalent to Sankara'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" (amsa) as-if it were the "whole" (ams'in), 

the "attribute" (vise~ar:ia) as-if it i,·ere the "substance" (vise~ya), 

and the "body" ($'adra) as-if it were the "Self" (sadrin). (ii) ~lore 

specifically, it is the presumption of an "illusory" independence involYed 

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 iwlependent of the "ultimate 

Self-body relation". Such a presumption involves an apparent violation 

of the doctrine of inseparability (aptthak-siddha) and of the maxim of 

"co-ordinate predication" (samanndhikarar:ya). It should be noted that 

the first half of this definition is closer to the "explicit Rarnanuja", 

-
whereas; the second half is closer to the "implicit Ramanuja"; thus the 

, 
second half is structurally closer to Sahkara. Both parts of this 

definition involve the implicit representation of avidya in Ramanuja 

as a "semblance" in the language of an ''as it h·ere" as an "a.ppear:::_i1ce". 

116cf., \'eJartha.sa.mgraha c;~11. 
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-

This implicit representation of avidya as a "semblance" co-exists in 

I -
Ramanuj a \\ith his explicit denunciation of Sankara's concept of avidya 

as neither real nor unreal (anirvacaniya), and his explicit endorsement 
117 

of avidya as a real concrete condition caused by the real '~ower of 

karma" (karma-bhiivana). In this section I will denonstrate how Ramanuja 

endorses a methodological equivalent to ~ankara's concept of avidya 

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 avidya as a "semblance", is closer to the "explicit 

Ramanuja" and thus closer to his explicit doctrine of abhimana ("the 
118 

misconception of the Self as the body"). It points to the operation 

of avidy~ within the penultimate Self-body Relation. The usual 

I •
doctrinaldifferences between Sankara and Ramanuja emerge if one compares 

I 
Ramanuj <i's doctrine of :ibhimana with Sari.l:ara' s doctrine of adh:<:lsa. 

I 

\'lhereas Sankara's model of adhyasa involves a relation bet\1een the Real 

(Sat) and the false (mithya), Ramiinuja's model of :ibhimana involves a 

• • Irelation bet\,·een two "reals": the "part" and the "whole" (arnsa-amsin); 

the "attr ibutc" and the "substance" (viS'e;;a11a-viS'e;;ya) etc. i\everthe less, 

even this r.1odcl of abhirn.'.ina im·olvcs an clement of falsity 11·ith respect 

• Ito the relation bct1vcen these reals. That is, the "part" (a1nsa) only 

• ' masqueracl es as the 11 \\'110le" (amsin) by means of a "semblance", an "as-it 

117cf., grI-bh;~ya, Great Siddhiinta, p. 145 (Thibaut). 

118cf., Vediirthasamgraha #4. 
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• I
were", as ultimately the "part" (3.JT'~) could never be the "whole" 

(aw~in). So the first half of this definition of "avidya" in Ramanuja, 

refers to the apparent separation of the "part" (ams"a) from the "whole" 

(am~in), the "attribute" (vi~e!?azia) from the "substance" (visesya), the "body" 

(sarira) from the Self (saririn) in samsara. This "as-if separability" bet>-;een the:o 

three sets of terms should be contrasted with their actual inseparability. 

That is, the part '"as ah:ays inseparable from the whole, the attribute 
119 

from the substance, the body from the Self. 

The second half of this definition of '"avidyan in Ramanuja 

I • 
is structurally closer to Sankara. The component of an "as-if" or a 

"semblance" is even more clearly disclosed and is thus closer to the 

"implicit Ramanuj a". It refers to 1»hat can be termed as a "parallel 

abhimiina" 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" beh·een the 

Selves and the Lord should not be confused with an "as-if distinction" 

for the svariipas of the Self and the Lord always remain distinct. 

This "as-if separability" and "actual inseparability" between the Selves 

t 

and the Lord in Ramanuj a is structurally similar to Sa1i.kara' s understanding 

119 
Van Buitcncn refers to two terms for this inseparability: 

pTthaksthitipravTttyanarha ''incapable of subsisting and working inde­
pendently" and "prthaksiJdhy;rnarha" "incapable of functioning indcpen<lcntly 
and :ippl ies them to the sarira and the .saririn in both the "pcnul tim;:itc 
Self-body relation" and the "ul timatc Self-body relation". Cf., 

Vc<l5rthasamgraha, \'an Bui tcnen, footnote ill OS, pp. 195-96. 
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of avidya as entailing an"as-if duality'between the Self and Brahman 

and contrasting 1-:ith their "actual non-duality". Whereas the first 

-
half of the definition of "avidya" 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 Ramanuja's commentaries: !he "apparent transfer of properties 

involved in falsely reading ... , the body as-if the Self" is usually 

explicitly referred to by Ramiinuja as the lack of discrimination 

(viveka) bet.-;een the characteristic attributes of the Self and those of 
120 

I 

the body. The body is mis-read as the controlling (se~in), supporting 
121 

(adhara) and ruling (niyant~) factor instead of the Self. 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 structure of man, etc., subsist, is held to be 
122 

independent and they who are bound to samsara think that the body is the 'I'." 

120cf., Rfunanuj a' s four syllogisms on the differences bet1,·ccn the 
boJy and the Self in his Gita-bhii~ya II.18. 

121cf., definition of ~arira-saririn in his Sri-bha~ya II.1.9. 

122 d- h } .Ve art asa~gra1a, Van Bu1tenen, #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" (samanadhikararyya) in 

the Self-body (£ar1ra-far1rin) relationship points to their inseparability: 

"But the cognition by a grammatical equation is explained by the body 

being really incapable of existing separate from him (the knower of the 
123 

body) .... " Thus in Ramanuja, "the misconception of the body as the 

Self" (abhimana) and especially the misconception of the body as-if 

absolutely independent of the Self involves the implicit representation 

of avidya 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. Ramanuja refers to this apparent transfer as, 

"The embodied souls, being engrossed by Nescience in the form of good and 

evil works do not recognize their essential nat:.ire, 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 

svarupa 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 (se-?in is graphically 

portrayed in his Gita-bhasya as an act of theft: '"Theft' means, 

123 - - .
RamanuJa, Gita-bhasya XIII.1. 

7124 s/ bh- Th"b t I 1 1 88.ri- asE, i au , . . , p. 

125 ­
Cf., Vedarthasa~graha ##41-48. 
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indeed, the entertainment of the idea of one's own property in regard 

to a thing 1d1ich 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-bha-?ya: "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 Ramanuj2.'s Gita-bhasya, contrary to what is said in 

, - ­
his Sri-bhasya and his Vedarthasaipgraha, 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 Sankara. 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 Sankara, especially 

I 

the "explicit Sankara", who pointed to the tension and discontinuity 
128 

between metaphysics and ethics or religion. Secondly, Ramanuja 

uses theological language in this context, to stress the conative and 

not the cognitive side of avidya. Therefore R~minuja explicitly 

126 - - .
RamanuJa, Gita-bh~~ya III.12. 

12 7R::;ma-nuJ·a, G"'"t- bl - VII 15 1'1 · b d t ti""'" 1 a- 1a~ya . . ns can e comp::irc o 1e 
following verse from the 1'lah.:tbharata 1142;35: "Ile 1~ho understands 
differently (i.e. as independent) the soul which exists in a different 
h'ay (i.e. as utterly dependent on God) what sin rcJIJains,_uncommitted by that 
thi~f 1.;ho steals a1~ay the soul." from RJmanuj a, Gi ta-bhasya footnote 
#121, p. 85. 

128
K. C. Varadachari refers to this integrative dimension in 

Ram:lnuj a as fol 10\vs: "For him the same logical Absolute, the demand of 
the intellect, is the moral Governor and the religious God or Personality 

/ .,. - - ,,; ... ­
anrl rhe Mystics Lover." from, ~fetaphysics of Sn Ramanuj a' s Sri-Bha:;;ya. 
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emphasises the willful rejection of the Lord as more primary than a.ny 

possible 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 ~a~kara 

co-exist with that area of structural convergence, nO\'l being investigated 

between the "as-if separability" between the Selves and the Lord in 

Ramanuj a and the "as-if duality" between the Self and Brahman in Sa1\kara. 

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": "While the agency of the indi\·i­

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 nature of things as they are has not been made knmm." (Evafo vastutab 

paramatma-anumi~i-purvake jivatmanal; kartrtve sati, tatra, karmani 

-
kevalam-atmanameva kartaran1 yal:i pasyati sa durmatih viparitJ.-matih 

akrtabudditvat ani~panna-yathiivasthita-vastu-bu<ldhitvat nJ. pasyati na 
- --- --·. -r.29 - - -­

yath;vasthi ta1i1 kartara;:1 pas;·ati.) Preciselr because of this theological 

129 - - ­
R~aanuja Gita-bhj~ya XVIII, 16. (Double lines represent 

heavier typescript in the edition which ;:i_rc RJ~JnujJ.'s words.) 
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130 
language, one is liable to miss the implicit parallelism between 

I 
Sankara and Rcimanuja 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 
134 

I 
"attributive consciousness" (dharma-bhuta-jnana). Sankara is somewhat 

135 
more ambiguous on this question of the locus of avidya. Yet despite 

the obvious doctrinal differences between ~aftkara and Ramanuja on the 

nature and locus of avidya, both have to argue with respect to this model 

of avidya Eieing discussed, i.e. the "as-if separability" in Ramanuj a 

( .
and the "as-if duality" in Sankara, 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" (papa). Whereas RamanujJ. 
argued that the omission of obligatory karmas (vidhis) and the performance 
o~ ~orb~dden karmas (ni~edha karma) 1.;as "sin" (papa) (cf., Ramanuj a, 
Gita-bha~ya III.16), ~artkara insisted that the omission of obligatory 
karmas was not "sin" (papa) and that the 1d10le question of "sin" 1vas 
ultimately applicable only to the "unenlightenned man" (cf., Sankara, 
Gfta-bha~ya III.Introduction, p. 87 and Brhad-bhiisya IV.V.16). But this 
parallelism between ~an~ara and Ramanuja should not be nis-read as a 
doctrinal co-relation but rather as a methodological and structural co­
relation. 

132 ' -Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitencn, #143. 

133
Vedarthasa1pgraha, Van Buitenen, iil.+3. 

134The locus of avidy~ is clearly specified in a later Visi~t;Jvaitic 
work: Yatindra.Jnatadipika \'I I. 13: 11:.!isapprehension, error ... are but parti­
cular modes of the attributive consciousness.. " trans. Sr1nivasadasa 

135 I • 

The ar.1bivalence in Sankara as to h·hether Brahman or the Atman
I 

was the locus of avid:-·a caused the later split in the Post-Saftkari tes. 
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136 
order of kn01dng, but not with reference to the order of being. 

I 
As shal 1 be argued subsequently, this implicit conve_rgence between Sankara 

and Ramanuja on the nature of avidya is best perceived from an a-posteriori 

standpoint, i.e. from the standpoint of mok~a. From this a-posteriori 

standpoint, ~an:C.ara argues that Brahman never appeared as the world. 

Similarly from this a-posteriori standpoint, Ramanuja argues that the 

Selves qua ~arira, were never actually separated from the Lord but 
137 

only apparently. 

In the Vedarthasa~graha 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 
138 

means suffering." Ramanuja's answer to this objection is critical 

to his model of avidya. 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." Rilmanuja, as distinct from 

/
Sat'tkara, explicitly emphasizes the conative side of avi<lya over its 

cognitive side. In this passage, he points to the necessity for re-centering 

136
The epistemological reality of avidya is indicated by ~ankara in 

his reference to avidva as: "the false apprehension of the attributes 
of one thing one another". (Sutra-bha!?ya, Date, I.1.1, p. 3). 

137
a.rt 1asairigra ""cf., \'ed- 1 ha. tt._Q. 


138 ­\'edarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #143. 


139I'·. d 
 #143._0_1_.' 
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one's whole life on the Lord. This invo 1ves not only a re-perception of one's 1ife, 

but a voluntary, active re-organization of one's loyalties. Rehouncing 

this false sense of separability therefore 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. fl Consequently, any 

exclusive dependence on one's own will-power is denounced: "In the case 

of him whose mind is not dedicated to ~1e and who is engaged in control ling 

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 (adhara) are categorically 
142 

denounced as "wholly lost" and "destitute of reason." 

/ . 
iii. Ramanuja's Methodological Equivalent to Sankara's Secondary Sense 

Ramanuja explicitly rejects ta~kara's definition of the ''secondary 
143 

sense" as implying an "illusory notion" (mithyapratyaya) and as based 
144 

on false attribution, because Ramiinuja's explicit integrative ~sage 

of the svarupa-svabhava distinction and the sarira-5aririn distinction 

rules out any such notion of a "secondary sense". However in Ramanuja's 

dissociative use of these distinctions R5manujaoffcrs a methodological 

140 - - - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bha~ya XVIII.4. 

141 Ibid., II.66. 

142 - - . -;- - ­
Rarnanu3a, Gita-bha~ya III.32. 

143
Cf., Sa~kara, Giti-bhi~ya XVIII, 66. 

144 
C:f. , Sai1kara, Chindogya- bha~:·a VI, XV I, 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 

(_ap:rthak-siddha) and of the "extended sense" (upalak~ar.ia) 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 
145 

souls ... are born to bring about destruction to the world." So the "·orld 

per se is not negated as illusory but only its false independence. 

Ramanuja 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 unreality 

of the \\hole (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 its "secondary sense". This is referred 
147 

to as the "deluding praki;ti" in his Glta-bha~ya. The "secondary 

sense" of a word is thus the ignorance of its "extended sense" (upalak~al).a) 

as pointing ultimately to the Lord. On this R;iinanuj a says: "Laymen, 

145 - - ,,
Ramanuja, Gita-bha'.?ya XVI, 8. Cf., Sri-bhi~ya I.III.7. 

146,. - ­
Sri-hhasya, Rangacharya, I.1.1, p. 123. 

147 - - . ­
Ramanu3a, Gita-bha~ya IX, 12. 

http:upalak~ar.ia
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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" \1'hereby 

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 Ra~anuja explicitly distinguishes his position 

from Sankara's by his explicit rejection of a "secondary sense" as 

implying an "illusory notion" (mithyiipratyaya) and by his integrative 

use of the svariipa-svabh~va distinction as equal to the primary and 
150 

secondary senses respectively. Thus the "secondary sense", here 

equated.with the svabhJva is not sublated, as with ~a~kara's understanding, 

but integrated into the "primary sense"' here equated \1'i th the svarupa. 

This integration is often understood in terms of the unity of the "part" 

. ( . /

(amsa) and the "1~hole" (ainsin). Yet even this designation of the 

"secondary" and "primary senses" in Ramanuj a operates in a dissociati \·e 

148
\'e<l:lrthsa111graha, \'cm Buitcnen, tt21. 

149,,- - . - ­
~amanuJa, Gita-bha~ya XVIII.73. 

lSOCf., Vediirthasa~graha #26. 

http:XVIII.73
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manner, as the "transformations" (vikaras) of the svabhava, and their 

susceptibility to karma and temporality is 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 nirgu~a-srutis does not 

pertain to the plural forms of the Lord, but, rather, to the illusion 

of their iiidependent plurality, or their as-if separability from the 

Lord. To support this claim, Ramanuja quotes this passage from the 

Brhad. Upani~ad: "He who knoKs al 1 things to be apart from Him, him h'i 11 
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 1~·orld in its "primary sense", i.e. as inseparable from 

the Lord constitutes bliss. R:im:inuja distinguishes these two senses 

of the world as follows: "Hence the experience of the world, as (a. thing) 

151c£., srI-bha~ya I.1.1, p. 206 (Thibaut). 

152This is the case despite Ram:inuja's explicit rejection of 
Sankara's model of sublation. P. ~. Srinivasachari refers to this 
explicit rejection as follOi·:s: "Sublation (in R:im:inuj a) is a state 
of self-transcendence anJ not a process of negating negation'' from 
P. N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of \1isis~iidvaita, p. -+67. 

153 - - .RamanuJa, Gita-bhasya XIII, 3, p. 366. From the B~had. 
UDani~ad II . ..i. 6. 
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distinct from the Bralunan, 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 

154 


the Brahman ... becomes bliss (or happiness) altogether." Vie1-:ing the 


1vorld as-if separable from the Lord, and as inseparable from the Lord, 

I 

simultaneously, is structurally parallel to Sankara'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 §ankara also does 

not negate the category of the 1·mrld per ~but only its masquerading 

as Brahman. " Brahman is real, though theEven for Sankara, the world as 

1vorld considered as-if different from Bralunan is illusory. (cf., Sankara, 
/ 

BJ;'had-bha~ya I.IV.7). T. R. V. :-.lurti refers to this realism in Sankara 

as follows: "Brahman is not one real and the world another beside it. 

154a 


Brahman is the reality of the world its very essence". 


{

Yet, despite 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, Riirniinuja 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 .... - ­
Sri-bha~ya, Rangacharya, I.III.7. 


154a

T. R. \'. ~!urti, "The T1'0 Definitions of Brahman in the Ad\·aita", 

p. 136; cf., Chapter Four for full investigation of the implicit realism 
in San~ara. 
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ivhen ROJllanuj a is referring to the svabhava as the "secondary sense" 

and to the svarupa as the "pri:-.1ary sense" and especially when he uses 

these terms in an integrative manner. This is not the case 1·;i th 

I 

Ramanuja's methodological equivalent to Sankara's secondary sense 

whereby a category is conceived as-if absolutely separable from the Lord 

and with his use of the "extended sense" (upalaksana) as his ::iethodological 

I . 
equivalent to Sankara'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. 

- I •
This area of agreement between Ramanuja and Sankara can be illustrated 

with :~eference to their interpretations of the maha-vakya, 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 methodologically. 

Both treat tvam first in terms of an as-if separation from tat, 1.;hether 

defined as an as-if duality (~a~kara) or as an as-if separability 

(Ramanuja), and, secondly in terms of its actual non-separation from tat, 

1<Jhether defined as an actual non-duality (Sa1;kara) or as an actual 

inseparability (Ramanuja). 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 tv.:im. In the follo1ving excerpt 

15.:J - - .Ra::lanu]a argues that tat and tv~un point to t1w distinct but 
inseparables, r.1odes of the Lord, (cf.' vCJKrthasamgraha ~20). Sankara 
argues that t:.it and t\':J.m point to :m identity, and not merel;.· an 
insep:irabi li'c.::' betheen tlle Self and Brahman' (cf.' Sankar:i.' c~;nt.lo>.:;ya­
bhil:;:-·a n, \rI . .3). 
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from the Vedarthasa.J]1graha, Ramanuja presents these two senses of tvam 

simultaneously. This can be understood as another structural parallel 

I . 
to 	Sankara's "simultaneous viewing": "You that \-Jere previously held 

to be no more than the operator of a certain body, are in reality a 
156 

modification of the Supreme Spirit." 

iv. Ramanuja's Use of the Extended Sense As His nethodological Equivalent 

to 	Sankara's Primary Sense 

Before exploring the implicit area of agreement between Ramanuja 

I •
and Sankara in their use of the "primary sense", it is necessary to 

point to their doctrinal differences on this issue. Ramanuja rejects 
( 	 . 
Sankara's understanding of the "primary sense" as applied to the definition 

of 	Brahman (satyam jnanam anantam brahma). iankara, in understanding 

this definition, argues that the adjectives "bear a predominatingly 
157 

defining sense and not a qualifying sense." These adjectives, 

~ . 
according to Sankara, should be described as attributive only in a 

secondary and negative sense i.e., as negating any specifications 
/ . 

pertaining to Brahman that operate within thought and language. Sankara 

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. Sankara can therefore be 

156vedarthasa~graha, Van Buitenen, #20. 

15..., (1 sankara, Taittiriya-bha~ya II.1.1. 

153 ~ankara, Taittiriya-bh~~ya II.1.1. 
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understood as emphasizing "difference 11159 (vyavrtti) or 

the diffirentiating function of the implied sense (lak~a~a). 

Ramanuja, on the other hand, emphasizes agreement and not difference 

or contrariety (anvaya) or what is.designated as the designating function of 

160 N­

lak-?ai:ia. Ramanuja therefore interprets satyam j::lanam 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 
161 

attribute, but it is not mere knowledge itself." The terms "satyam", 

''jnanam" and "anantam" are not negated but integrated with the Lord by 

means of the samanadhikara:r:iya. Even in those nirgu:r:ia- S'rutis which 

emphasize "difference" (vyavrtti), Ramanuja does not argue 

for a Brahman immune from all qualities, but only a Brahman irmnune from 

all evil qualities. Ramanuja 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 nirgm:ia­

, . 
srutis, for Ramanuja, <lo 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 insists that these nirgui:ia-srutis, \\·hich point to 

the inaccessibility of the svarGpa of the Lord, can not be separated 

from the saguzi.a-frutis, which point to the svabhava of the Lord and 

the inseparability of matter and Selves, qua £arira, with the Lord. 

159
c£., UpadeS'a-Sahasri Part Th·o, Chapter XVII I, #96. 

160 
Cf., Ramanuj a, Vedarthas:ungrahs. rr:!.S. 

161 ­
\'edart~asamgraha, Van Buitenen, #24. 

162\. d- he art asal'.',~:·aha, Van 3ui tcnen, 

http:sense.He
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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 samanadhikaraQya, 

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 

nirgu~a-srutis are explained by R~~anuja in terms of the mechanics of 

the Self-body relation, and not by any assertion of pure identity as such. 

I 

Thus Ramanujs argues, as opposed to Sankara, 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 Ramanuja 

refers to the inherence of its essential nature (svarupa) within the Lord, 

but this inherence co-exists with an actual distinctness, for the svaruna 

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 is an 

implicit area of agreement beh;een them in their use of the "primary 

sense". This agreement in the midst of difference indicates yet 
16..+ 

another area of tension, be:-cween doctrine and method in both Sankara 

163
The inseparability of these two modes of the Lord is best 

disclosed in the Antaryamin texts. Though Ramanuja provisionally 
sets up the sagu1,ia-srutis as superior to the nirgui).a-srutis the real 
hierachy pertains_ t~ th~ Antaryamin texts ver.sus the nirgui;a- srutis. 
(Cf., RJ.manuj a, Gi ta-bhasya XII I, :2). for the Antaryamin tens point to 
the co-ordination of the dimensions of separability and inseparability 
beti\·een the Scl ves and the Lord. Ra.raanuj a' s emphasis of these texts 
illustrates his perennial concern to co-ordinate separability and 
inseparability, discontinuity and continuity in the sarira-saririn. 

164rhe tension bcti»ecn Sa1'lkara 's doctrines and r.iethods 1,·ill be 
investigated in Chapter Four. 



178 

and Ramanuj a. Both Sankara and Ramanuj a use the "primary sense" of a 

category to indicate its inseparable union with Brahman, whether defined 

in terms of an identity (Sankara), 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 mok~a. 

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 
166 

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 Ramanuja is giving a simple description of a category, 
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" 

(upalak~aIJ.a) as its "primary sense". It is this "extended sense" that 

refers to the inseparability of that category with the Lord and offers 

I 

a methodological equivalent to Sankara's "primary sense". But Raminuja'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 \vi thin the Lord. Ramanuj a refers to the "extended 

sense" of all words in this excerpt form the Vedarthasal]1graha: ".\11 

words ... actually denote the entire composite entity: the body, the 

/ - ­
Sutra-bhasya IV.IV.2, Sri-bhasya IV.IV.2. 

Vedarthasa~graha #85. 

167cf., ~r~-~hasya 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 Person, 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" (samanadhikarar:iya). 

Riimanuja describes the experience of the primary sense of 

~elves, or their actual inseparability f~om 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 ~!y being 

exceedingly dear to them, they are unable to find sustenance for their 

souls even for the atomic fr~ction 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 i-.:i thin 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 

168 -
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #17. 

169 - - . -RamanuJa, Gita-bha~ya IX.14. See also VIII, 15 and XI, SS. 

170
cf., Ramiinuja, Gita-bha'.;)ya 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 c::irries 
the connotations of a merely secondary sense of knowledge: ''Bhakti is not 
the intuitive apprehension of God, but t!1e contuitive comprehension within 
Goel .... " (John C. Plott,,\ Philosonhy of Devotion [Delhi: 0!otihal 
Banarsidass, 1974J, p. 118.) llcrein after cited as: John Plott, .\ 
Philosophy of Devotion. 

171
c£., Ramanuja, cita-hhasya XVIII, 66. In this connection 

Rar.ianuja sa:;s: "Calamities occur in the case of the worship of the 
parts." (SrI-bhasya, Rangacharya, II.III.SS.) 

http:II.III.SS


180 

realization, any separability from the Lord is disclosed to be only an 

apparent or as-if separability. 

3. The Condition for "Avidya" According to Ramanuja 

The condition for "avidyii" is variously identified by Ramanuja 
17la 172 

as karma, the "displeasure of the Lord", and as~' understood 
173 

as "play" cn1a). Though Ramanuj a explicitly insists that maya
174 -­

should be understood as 11la 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 

- - I • maya in Sankara, 11·hose role it is to further a mis-apprehension of 

Brahman. Rar;ianuja refers to this function of maya as follows: "Its 

function is to hide the essential n::i..ture of the Lord and to create the 

state of mind that its mm essential nature is enjoyable. H.:~nce, the 

entire universe, deluded by the maya (or the prak:rtil belonging to the 

Lord, does not understand the Lord to be of the nature of bliss unbounded 
175 

in excellence." Karma as ~ is 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 karr.1a, 11·hich causes the contraction of the 

17la
Cf., Raminuja, Gita-bha~ya XVIII, 73. 

177 - - T - ­-Ramanuja, Gita-bha~ya IV.I~. 

173 - - - - ­
R.:i:nanuja, Gita-bhasy.:i \'II.14. 

17.i 
IbiJ. 

17 5~, - - . ­.,.ir;ianuJa, Gita-bhasya \"II.l~. 
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176 
<lharma-bhuta-jnana. This contraction obscures the perception of 

their inseparability from the Lord which, as Rimanuja 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 agnana in the form of an 
178 

eternal stream of karman .... " R~m~nuja, 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 11·el 1-knoim verse from the Vedanta-

Sutras: nThere is no partiality or mercilessness (in Him), because it 
179 

(i.e. creation) is dependent (on karma) .... " This emphasis clearly 

indicates Ramanuja's conative emphasis and thus his intention to describe 

avidya as traceable to nian'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., Vcdarthasa~graha #5, ~79. See also Sri-bha~ya I.1.1, 
pp. 88-89 (Thibaut). 

177vedarthasa~graha, Van Buitenen, ;;77. 


178 / - ­
Sri-bha~ya, Thibaut, I.1.1, pp. 145-47. 

17q - - / T ­

'Vedanta-Sutras II.1..34 quoted in Sri-bha!?ya, Ran;;acharya, II.III.18. 

http: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 pa:·rer of karma: "He dwells, causing all embodied 

creatures, mounted on the machine ... to act according to the guryas 
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 'cause' of "avidya" in the order of 

discovery, the prior 'cause' in t~e order of being can only be the Lord. 

- - / - ­
So Ramanuja argues in his Sri-bhasya that" "This power is nothing 

183 
other than the displeasure of the Supreme Person." Throu~h this 

displeasure of the Lord, the true nature of the Self is conce;tl ed. 

Ultimately the Lord becomes responsible not only for the liberation of 

180
cf., Vedarthasa~graha #71. 


181

Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bh;~ya VII.14. 

182 - - . - .
RamanuJa, Gita-bhasya XVIII.61. This understanding of kar~a 

as a ~akti of the Lord introduces a tension between this s'akti and the 
Lord's svarupa. Despite Ramanuj a' s explicit rejection of~bheJ<lbheda 
doctrine, this option ultimately leads to a similar approach to evil. 
Though Rfunanuja is explicitly criticising the bhcdilbheda position, 
in the following passage, it could be interpreted as ap-plicable to his 
m,n position: "You say that one and the same Lord possesses all sorts 
of perfections in one part of llir.lself, and all sorts of imperfections in 
another part of Himself." (\'ed:irthasaljlgraha, Van Buitenen, ir59.) 

133/7 - 1· ­Sr1-bhasya, Ran;acharya, I~.1.1~. 

http:XVIII.61
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the Self, but also for its bondage. Ramanuja states that•: •.through the 

resolve of the Supreme Person, the natural fonn of the individual self 

is obscured. Indeed the Supreme Person causes the concealment of the 
184 

natural auspicious form of that (individual self)." The Lord is 

described, by Rarnanuja, 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 
185 

him to the downward path and \vhich are hostile to His attainment." 

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? Ramanuj a \vould 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" 
I . 

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 sadh::rna, in Riimanuj a, can be formulated as follows: 

If the Lord is already all-inclusive, and inseparable from all Selves, 

than why is there any need for sadhana? The Lord is ultimately responsible 

for this "as-if separability" precisely because this all-inclusiveness 

of the Lord and His inseparability from al 1 Selves is veiled in so.ir1saro.. 

184 / - ­
Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, III.II.4. 

185 / - ­
Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, II.III.41. 

http:II.III.41


184 


It is this veil that produces the illusion of separability between 

the Selves and the Lord and necessitates s~dhana. For as hitherto 

/ 7discussed the Selves, qua sanra, 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 
186 

samsara. Bondage only pert2ins to the svabhava of consciousness, 

whose original all-expansive nature becomes contracted in sams~ra. 

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 this inseparability between the Selves and the 

Lord constitutes the problem of sadhana. The source of this veil is 

the Lord Himself 111ho is simultaneously revealed and hidden, accessible 

and inaccessible. Many of the references to the Antaryamin in Riimiinuja 

illustrate this ambivalence, as in the following excerpt: "~!en have no 

knowledge of Him, 1vho having entered into thcmsel ves, 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 linconscious abiding in the Antary~min, akin to sleep, and 

a conscious abiding in the Antaryiimin. Riimiinujn states in this respect that, 

They move day after day over the <lahrakasa, which is 
always existent as the Internal Self (of all beings) 
and 1d1ich forms the highest object of human pursuit ... 
Just as those 111ho do not know the hidden go Iden 

186cf., Srl-bhasya IV. IV. 2. 

187vediirthasa1pgraha, \'an Buitenen, !t76. 
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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 it the case here) 

.... This very sa.'Jle constant movement (of the 

individual selves) over the (hidden) daharakasa, 

which is existent as the Internal Self (of all 

beings) ... goes to show that daharakasa is the 

Highest Brahman. Accordingly ... it is 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 Antar;:amin ,"...just as those ''ho do not 

know the hidden golden treasure and the place wherein it is hidden, 

191 


although they may be always moving thereon." 


A follower of R;m;nuja, Sri Parasara Bhattarya, in his Sri 

Visl1nu Sahasranama Bashya text, illustrates this hiddenness of the Lord 

with reference to the names of Vigrn. In his commentary on the thirty-first 

188; - ­
Sri-bha~ya, Rangachary.:i, I. II I.14. 


18 9 d - l l \' . II I 0 r
Ve art1asamgra1a, 'an Bu1tenen, . .). 

,, _ _ 190srI-bh;~ya, Rangacharya, I. IV. I. Cf., passa~e quoted before 
Sri-bhasya III.II.4, "The Lord causes the concealment of the natural 
auspicious form of that individual self ... through llis resolve .... 

191-' - ­Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, I.III.16. 

http:I.III.16
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name of Vi~r:iu: 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 bm-;els of the earth." ~lost 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 Kay of the Vedas.'" 

This deliberate hiddenness of the Lord, in Ramanuja can be compared 

to the device in Sankara 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 S~dhana 


- - .
(

in Ramanuja and Sankara 

Though the differences in their ontologies remain, a parallel 

structure of s5dhana emerges in both Riminuja and §a~kara; that is, 

the art of seeking (i.e. sidhana) and finding (i.e. moksa) can be described 

as identical, in their structure. For both Riminuja and ~a~kara the 

art of "seeking" starts with a similar problem. The problem according 

to Ramanuja is: If the Lord is already all-inclusive and inseparable 

192sri rarasara Bhattarya, Sri Vishnu Sahasranama Bash;·a 
trans. Prof. L. Venkatarathn~un .\:aidu (Tirupati: TirumaL1 Tirupati 
Devas.thanams, l 9G5), p. 53. Herein after cited as: Sri Vishnu Sahasranama 
Bashya; cf., ;;543 on the name: "Gah:rnah" ("unfathomable"). 

193 	 I .Sri \·ishnu Sahasranama Bas wa ii791. 
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from all Selves, then ll'hy is there any need for sadhana? The problem 

I 
according to Sankara is: If mok$a is a pre-given, if the Self is already 

Brahman than h'hy is there any need for sadhana? According to both, 

from the standpoint of "finding" (i.e. mok!$a), 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 
19~­

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 1vith 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 .~tman from the Lord equals its spiritual "death". 

It is from the a-posteriori standpoint, or the standpoint of 

I 

moksa, that the area of convergence between Ramanuja and Sa~kara emerges 

~ost clearl;·. This convergence pertains to the parallel structure of 

I 

sadhana; specifically to the transition from an "as-if duality" (Sa1\kara) 

19~cf., S~tra-hh~sya Introduction to 1.1.1. 

195
cf., Sri-bhJ.sya I\'. I\'. 2, 3. 
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I 
or "as-if separability" (Ramanuja) to an "actual non-duality" (Sankara) 

or ''actual inseparability" (Ramiinuja). This area of convergence co­
- - I 

exists with very real doctrinal differences in Ramanuja and Sankara. 

So, for instance, Ramanuja insists, contrary to ~arikara, that this 

"actual inseparability" never amounts to an identity with Brahman for 

the distinctness of the Selves and Brahman persists even in mok~a. 

The following observation by John Chethimattam perhaps best 

concludes this chapter: "There is no doubt that Riimiinuja's metaphysics 

is more valuable for what it suggests than for what it actually 
196 

states." 

196( .onsc1ousness and Reality, p. 79. 



CHA.PTER I I I 

SELF -K:.JOWLEDGE Ai''1D DHARMi\ IN R;\,\L.\NUJA: 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-j'i1'tina; (2) the "t1.;o truths" in Ramanuja or con­

crete Self-knowledge versus abstract Self-knowledge; and, (3) Ramanuja's 

I
methodologic;;i.l equivalent to Sankara's 11 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-bhuta-jnana 

la. Ramanuja's Explicit Intentions with Reference to These Doctrines: 

The "Explicit Ramanuja" 

Ramanuja distinguishes bet1,·een two functions of the attribu­

tive consciousness (dharma-bhuta-jn-'cina): 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 
I 

purpose of this distinction was clearly to repudiate Sankara's 


model of consciousness as undifferentia tcd, that "One 1vi thout a second", 


identical with the Atman. In sharp contrast, Ramiinuja argues that: 


" ... all conscious.ness. implies difference: all states of conscious.ness 

la 

have for their ob.j ect something that is marked by s.ome difference .... " 

This dual structure of consciousness is illustrated in Riimiinuja's doctrine 

of 11 Self -luminosity" (svayalJl _jyotis). Self-luminosity, for Ramiinuja, 

means that consciousness points simultaneously to the Self, its substrate, 

1
Cf., SrinivasaJasa, Yatindramatadipiki Chapter VII, #8, d9. 

la' ­Sri-bhasva, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 39. 
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and to objects. Accordingly the subject-side of consciousness 

(dharmi-bhuta-:_jh"ana) and the object-side of consciousness (dharma­
2 

bhuta-j~na) are described, by Ramanuja, as \~orking together in sarhsara, 

though they coalesce functionally in mok?a. Ramanuj a defines Self-

luminosity as follows: "The essential nature of consciousness ... consists 

therein that it shines forth, or manifests itself, through its own being 

to its O\m substrate ... or(to give another definition) that it is instru­
3 

mental in proving its mm object by its own being." The second half 

of this definition is extended. in the Vedarthasamgraha as follows: 

"We say that kno\-Jledge is self-evident or self-realized by virtue of its 
4 

mm nature, viz. the nature of realizing or proving something else." 

I 
In sharp distinction from this, Sankara 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. Sankara 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 
I . 
Sankara's insistence that "Pure Consciousness" (cit) is identical \<Jith the 

Self, Self-luminosity consists in the fact that only the Self can 

illuminate Itself. On tl1e other hand Ramanuja insists that consciousness 

and the Self are not identical, consciousness is Self-luminous not in the 

2 I - ­
Cf., Sri-bhasya I.1.1, Great Siddh5nta. 

31 - ­
Sri-bha~ya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 48. 

4ved~rthasamgraha Van Buitenen, ~28. 

5 ' ..Sankara, Brhad-bh5sya 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 R~m~nuja, always points beyond itself 

II 

by virtue of its mm nature viz. the nature of realizing or proving 
6 

something else." The dual structure of consciousness is illustrated 

by Ramanuja's etymology of the word '"jnana": "The rootETia 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 "jnana" 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 "jnfina" as follows: "The word 

j~ana conveys the abstract notion of the verb ~%, 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 

knowing it becomes changeful .... 

attributed to 
9 

" 

It. For as the agent of 

6
Vedarthasamgraha Van Buitenen, #28. This emphasis is structurally 

parallel to Edmund Husserl's insistence on the "intentionality" of conscious­
ness which he defines as follows: 11 Ii belongs as a general feature to the 
essence of every actual cogito to be a consciousness of something." 
E. Husserl, Ideas, p. 108. 

7 ­VedarthasaJ)Jgraha Van Buitenen, #28. 

8Yet though this contrast is ~xtreme in the "ex~licit ~a:ri.kara", 
there is evidence for some continuity between svarupa-jnana and v:i;tti-jltina 
~n the order of discovery though not in the order of being, in the "implicit 
Sankara". Cf., Chapter Four. 

91
Sankara, Taittiriya-bhasya II.1.1, p. 292. 
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I . 

Whereas Sankara argues that consciousness as Cit has only an 

apparent relationship with the gu12as ("constituents") based on adhyasa, 

Riimanuja argues that consciousness has a real relation with the gu9as 

I
which is only suspended in mok~a. Accordingly Sadkara argues that it 

is only by disengaging oneself from a false identification 1vith the 

~u~as that one can transcend them. Ramanuja, on the other hand, argues 

that this disengagement from the guzias is only first possible by using 

one of the gu9as: 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 
10 

and release." The use of sattva in ~ankara on the other hand is more 

cognitive than conative; that is, sattva is that which coincides with 

the function of the sak~i' ("the witness"). Sattva for ~ankara is thus 

not pure will but pure consciousness. ~adkara describes the relation 

between the Self and the gu~as 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 gu22_as as continuous because of his insistence on the continuity 

between Self-knowledge and dharma. This continuity between the Self 
11 

and the sattva gu9a, according to Riimiinuja, is only suspended in moksa. 

So the relation between the Self an<l the guryas, even for Riimjnuja, is 

ultimately discontinuous. In this sense Riimiinuja can be understood as 

I 
agreeing 11i th Sa11kara. Ramiinuj a' s insistence on using one of the gur}as 

10vedarthasai]lgraha Van Bui tenen, ·'1'94. 

11
cf., ~ri-hh~~ya IV.1.14. 
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12 

(i.e. 	sattva) to transcend the _gu_l).as can likewise be understood as 


/

similar to 	Sankara's insistence that we must use a thorn to remove a 

I . 

thorn. Both of them are arguing that one has to use prak:rti ("matter"), 

whether understood as illusory (Sankara) or as a modal reality (Ramanuja) 

to disengage the Self from prak:rti, whether this disengagement is 

/
understood 	as merely apparent (Sankara), or as real (Ramanuja). A 

similar paradigm emerges in Ramanuja's understanding of prapatti 
12a 

when one uses the will to transcend the will. Accordingly Ramanuja 

argues that the final disengagement from the gu~as 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 

Ramiinuja argues that dharma is not so much sublated as transmuted into 

"service" (kail}lkarya_) to the Lord. Thus by serving the Lord, one 

transcends the gui;i.as. He states that, " ... seeking refuge with the Lord 
13 

is the only means for the transcendence over the gunas .... " 

Ramanuj a' s deeper purpose in this dual model of consciousness 

was to insist on a mode of knoidng concretely and personally and not 

simply in the abstract. For according to Ramanuj a, Brahman is the 

Supreme Person, .\1~1rayana, who must be known concretely. So the dual 

12
c£., Ramanuja, cita-bhasya xrv.1s. 


12
aThis ;tructural parallel co-exists with a very real theological 
difference for Sa~kara insists that Brahman is ultimately ~irgw1a and 
not Saguna. 

13 - - . - - -RamanuJa, Gita-bhasya XIV.27. See also IX, 31, XIV, ~6. 

http:gui;i.as
http:gu_l).as
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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. 1114 

However, Ramanuja 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 

15
in a supremely unitary manner, as one's very "Self" 

Ramanuj a' s purpose in his doctrine of dharma should not be 

I 
reduced to a merely negative one i.e., his purpose to refute Sankara'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), Brahm:.m 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 

14c .onsc1ousness and Reality, p. 59. 

15
Thus R.:imanuja states; "Thus he is indeed ~!yself''. G.lta-bhasya 

VII, 18. 
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another. Tiwt 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 the "unenlightenned" man. Rather, the Lord is simul­

taneously the source of Being (Sat), the author and sustainer of dharma, 

and the "means" (upaya) to mok~a. Accordingly, Ramanuj a describes 

16
dharma as created by the Lord, and as a real means of overcoming 

17
karma. The Lord as the "Ruler" (:hyantr) provides the ontological 

ground for ethics that is clearly absent in Advai ta. 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" (kailJlkarya) to the Lord. 

Ramanuj a 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 

18
truth." Accordingly, ethics and metaphysics are not separated in 

Ramanuj a but posi tionned on a continuum. From this Rarnanuj a describes 

the Lord as the "Supreme Value" (Param) as follows: "The sages who know 

the Vedas and those men who know about the Self declare the great­

19
minded Krishna to be the eternal dharma." 

Ramanuj a' s purpose in his doctrine of the Scl f as a "part" 

(arr1~a), a "mode" (prakara) and as an inseparable "attribute" (Yifo~ai;ia) 

16
c£., Ramanuja, clta-bha~ya, Introduction. 

17
cf., Riim~nuja, Glta-bhasya II.9-11. 

18 / - - - ,
The ~!et:mhysics of Sn Ramanuja's Srl-BhZ1sya, p. 9G. 

19 - - -
Ramanuja, Glta-hhasya X, 13. 



196 


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" (J.prthak-siddha) between the Selves and the Lord 

co-existing \\Tith their actual distinctness. Tirns Ramanuja's doctrine 

of the Self balances the two extremes of "inseparability" (samanadhikaranya) 

and "separability" (vaiyadhikaraI)ya). Ramanuja can argue that the Selves 

are simultaneously continuous and discontinuous 1vi th 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" (kart3.), the svabhava of the Self, 

because of its contact with karma via the dharma-bhuta-jnana can be 

described as a "do-er" (kart a). 

" - / ­lb. The Sarira-Saririn As a Paradigm for the Relation between the Self 

and Dharma and the Self and the Dharma-bhuta-jnana 

The relation between the Self and dharma in Ramanuja is functionally 

reducible to the relation beth·een - "'"" the Self and the <lharma-bhuta-jn:ma. 

Dharma is the means of overcoming karma an<l the karma that must be overcome 

resides in the dharma-bhuta-jrtana in the form of vikaras ("transformations"). 

Therefore <lharma, according to Ramanuj a, is essentially the process of 

- ,.,,_
purifying the dharma-bhuta-jnana of this karmic influence. Ram:lnuja 

quotes from the fol lowing passage from the \'isr.1u-Pur0na in his GI ta-bh:i~ya: 

"The mind alone is the cause of honcbge and emancipation. TI1e mind \vhich 

is attached to sense-obj ccts makes for bondage, an<l the mind devoid of 

' k f . . 20(attach ment to) sense-obJects ma ·es or emancipation." Even in 

20 - - .
Ra~anuJa, Gita-bhasra VI.6. Cf., Vi~ou rurana 7, 28. 
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karma-yoga the important element is not the act itself, but seeing the 

21
Lord as the ultimate agent. Tiwrefore 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 De~ika tends 

to ernphasi ze this understanding of dharrna. One Vi~iHadvai tin commenting 

" _,, ­
on Desika' s Isa-bha:;;ya verse fifteen, makes this observation: "Here 

dharma means th·o things: the first is the ethical 'ought' or the irnperati ve 

of duty of beholding Brahman; the second is the liberation of the 

dharma-bhuta-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 

of the individual's consciousness. 1122 

The relation between the Self and the dharma-bhuta-ji'Gna in 

both its aspects as dependent and independent is functionally reducible 

to the relation between the Self and its boJy, in that the Jharmet-bhuta­

j'~ana, in accordance with Ramanuj a' s definition of a "body", 
23

is used 

as "supported" (adhcya)' "ruled" (niyamya) .:md "accessory" cs"e:a) 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-jnana as inseparable yet distinct. Ile uses the image of a lamp 

21
cf., ~rI-bhasva II.III.33, II.III.40. Sec also Ram~nuja, 

Gita-bha~ya XVIIl,16. 

2! - I -I ­
-ve<lanta Desika, Isa-bhasya, footnote ill, p. 35. 


'3 / - ­
... Cf., Sri-bhasya II.1.9: "Anv substance 1d1ich a sentient soul 

is capable of completing controlling and supporting for its own purposes, 
and which stcinds to the soul in an entirely subordinate relation, is 
the body of thcit soul," p. 424 (Thibaut). 

http:II.III.40
http:II.III.33
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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. 

. 1124The Se lf t h us cannot be mere consciousness. M. Hiriyanna commenting 

on this image in Ramanuja describes the dharma-bhuta-ji'i'ana: "But 

1vhat it thus manifests is never for itself but always for another. That 

is, it can only show, but cannot know .... jnana is like a lamp which can 

reveal the presence of a jar (say) as well as its own, but cannot see 

25either, its revelation of things being always for another." 

The relation between the Self and the dharma-bhuta-jnana is 

functionally reducible to the £arira-s'aririn because the mechanics of 

the S'arira-saririn 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, 

,I' ­
and discontinuity and continuity in the paradigm relation of the sarira­

' 7 .saririn are likewise transferred to these other relations. 

Just as the Selves are capable of a bi-lateral existence qua 

I' -=- I -=- .
sarira and qua saririn, so consciousness is likewise capable of a 

bi-lateral existence qua ~arira and qua ~aririn, Consciousness qua 

I .,- . 26
saririn operates as a substantive for the 

. ~ 7 

processes of contraction and expansion. Consciousness qua sarira 

operates as the inseparable attribute of the 

24" - ­Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, I. 1.1, p. 60. 

2S · · I d. 1 h. S cl. ('Ii-1. I!iriyanna, n ian P1ilosop ical tu 1es , ysore: Kavyal aya 
Pub . , 19S7) , p . 5 4 . 

26cf., Srinivasadasa, Yatindramatad!pika, Chpater VII, 119. 
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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" Sel £-body relationship. Ramanuj a refers to these two functions 

,. - ­
of consciousness in his Sri-bhasya as follo1.;s: "For to be a knm:er is 

to be the substrate of the quality of knowledge, and as the kno11·ing Self 

is eternal, know ledge 1vhi ch is an essential quality of the Self is also 

eternal .... Knmdedge (the quality) which is in itself unlimited, is 

capable of contraction and expansion ...• In the so called kshetragna­

con di ti on of the Self, knowledge is ,owing to the influence of work 

26a
(karman), of a contracted nature .... " TI1e distinction between these 

two functions of consciousness is made very explicit in a later Visi!?tadvaitic 

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 .... TI1e definition of substance is 

1127thus: substance is that which is the abode of states. 

Having established that the Self and the dharma-bhata-j~ana 

in its two functions as an attribute and as a substantive operates 

in a manner similar to the Self and its bo<ly, it now becomes necessary 

to refer to a more basic distinction within the structure of conscious­

ness in R~m~nuja, namely; tl1e distinction between substantive conscious­

ness i.e. the dharmi-bhata-j~~na and attributive consciousness i.e. 

26a"' - ­
Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, I.I.I, p. 63. 


27 - - - - - ­Srini\·asa<lasa, Yatindr.'.lmatadipika, Chapter VII, ## 8-9. 
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27a 
the dharma-.bhuta-jnana. Inferring from Ramanuj a' s use of the categories 

of the svarupa and the svabhava one can specify the dharmi-bhuta-jnana 

as the svarupa of consciousness and the dharma-bhuta-j~ana 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-jrtana acting with the dharma-bhuta-jnana. The dharmi-bhuta-jnana 

is, in fact, synon)1TIOUs with Self-knowledge, whereas the dharma-bhuta-jnana 

is what must be purified in sadhana. As shall be argued, the relationship 

bet1veen substantive consciousness and attrihutive consciousness manifests the 

tension already present in the ~arira-iaririn relation between the dimensions of 

27a 
Cf., previous discussion, section 2a, Chapter Two. 

27b 
All the commentators on Ramanuja usually focus on the 

two functions of the dharma-bhuta-inana rather than the dharmi-bhuta 
j~~na which they only refer to in ~assing. The distinction between 
the dharmi-bhuta-jnana and the dharma-bhuta-jn::lna is not employed 
by them with the same amount of significance as it will be treated 
h~r~. Yet th:y; distinction is significant 1dwn one is comparing 
Ramanuj a and Sankara on the nature of consciousness. (Cf., L C. 
Varadachari, Sri Rarnanuja's Theory of Knowledge, pp. 23.f-35; 
N. S. Anantharangach.:Ir, The Philosophy of Sa<lh:rna in Vi si st::l<lvai t::i. 
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 

. t h . . · . . h28 
wh a t is permanen versus w at is trans1 tory, in a s1m1lar manner t ese 

two functions of consciousness are distinguished in temporal terms. 

29Therefore Ramanuj a argues that the svarupa of consciousness is eternal, 

whereas the svabhava of consciousness because it includes transitory 

30contents like joy and grief, is transitory in that sense. Because 

the relationship beti-:een the Self and dharma in functionally reducible 

- "V­
to the relation between the Self and the dharma-bhuta-jnana, dharma 

is not treated as illusory, but as a real process. In this h·ay the 

relation between these t1vo functions of consciousness manifests the 

explicit forms of continuity present in the ~arJ:ra-saririn. 

The relation bet1-Jeen these two fW1ctions of consciousness also 

manifests the contrasting emphasis on discontinuity in the ~arira-~aririn 

so that the ill1arrni-bhiita-jrrana is protected from the vikaras of the 

- ~- 31
dharma-bhuta-jnana by a number of "safeguards". TI1cse "safeguards" 

28
cf., Ramanuj a, Glt~1-bhasya I I.16. 


29 - - .

RamanUJ a says in this respect: "f\:nowlc<lge which is an eternal 

quality of the Self is also eternal" (Sri-bha:;;ya, Thibault, I.1.1, p. 63). 

30 r~amanuj a says in this respect: " ... consciousness, not di ffcri ng 
herein from joy, grief, and the lj kc, pcrsis ts for some t imc and then comes" - ­to an end." (Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, I.l.l, p. 56. 

31 , ­
" _ Cf., Chapter T1.;o, "Ramanuja's Dissociative Usage of the Sarira-
Saririn." lc(ii). 
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establish a measure of irreversability and discontinuity in this relation­

ship. 111is relation also m:mifests some of the implicit forms of 

discontinuity in the ~arira-taririn. As was argued in the previous 

chapter, Ramanuj a often uses these two functions of consciousness in 
I 

a manner structurally parallel to Sankara'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 qua ~aririn 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 sarira-saririn 

and 	these two functions of consciousness wi 11 be ex::imined in greater 

detail in the next section. 

le. 	 The Relation Between the Self and the Dharma-bhuta-j~ana: A 

J\lethodological ExJ.mination 

Some critics h::ive interpreted Ramanuj::i's understanding of the 

capacity of Selves and consciousness to function both ::is attributes 

and as substances as the dcni::il of the very idea of substance. C. Sh::irmJ. 

states in this regard that, "111e very definition of 'subst::ince' is th::it 

it has an independent existence. Rarnanuj a undermines this <lcfini tion 

when he says th::it independence docs not constitute the essence of substance, 
~,., 

that 	a thing mar be dependent and yet be a substance.".:>~ Ramanuj::i 

32
C. Sharma, /I.. Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy (Delhi: 

Motil al Banarsidass, 1960), p. 367. 
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" - ­answers this anticipated objection in his Sri-bha~ya 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 

arid an object, as in the analogy of "one 1vho wears the earring" 

(kun<falin) or in the analogy of "one who has the stick" (daJ}~in) 

illustrates the former whereas the ~ar1ra-~ar1rin relationship can 

only be the latter. The "body" (far1ra) cannot exist without the 

"Self'' (~ar1rin), whereas the "earring" (kupqala) or the "stick" C?anda) 

can exist without the Self. Substances which only occasionally function 

for one another are indicated by a suffix added to the root (i.e. 

dai:i<;lin or kun<falin), whereas substances which are incapable of existing 

independently can only be indicated by grammatical equations i.e. 

samanadhikaral).ya. Ramanuj a 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 

. 1 . 1133grarnrnat1ca equations. In a similar manner he states in the 

Vedarthasamgraha that, "\I/hen 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 

of it. 1134constitutes a mode Therefore the bi-lateral existence of the 

331' - ­
Sri-bhasya, Rangacharya, I.1.1, p. 196. 

34 ­
\'edarthasamgrah:i, Van Bui ten en, #68. 

http:samanadhikaral).ya
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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 1.;hat 

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. Ramanuja says that, "With reference to this various 

flow of knowledge as due to the senses, it is spoken of as rising and 
35 

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. RJmJnuja 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 s.ame reality. Designating the svarupa of con­
- ,.,,_ 

1101
11scious.ness i.e. the dharmi-bhuta-jnana as , the svarupa of the Self as 

"Sf1", the syaW1iiya of consciousness i.e. the dharma-bhuta-i~:lna as "0," and 

the svabhiva of the Self as "Sf2" their relationship can be outlined as 

.35 
~ri'-bhaO?ya, Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 63. 



205 
35a 

follows: Both "Sf " and "0 " point to an essential discontinuity1 1 

with karma, whereas "Sf2 
11 and "D2" point to a manifested continuity with 

karma. Because "Sf1" and "Sf7" "D " and "07" are not separate cate£ories - ' 1 - ~ 

but two modes of the same category, Riimiinuja can argue for a simultaneous 
36 

continuity and discontinuity of the Self with karma. Because the 

relation between the Self and dharma is functionally reducible in 

Ramanuja to the relation bet1veen the Self and the dharma-1huta-jnana, 

i.e. 11 02
11 that relation can be understood as follows: "Sf1

11 is essentially 

1102 
11discontinuous with , because of its immunity from all vikaras residing 

11 1102
11 

•in "02", whereas "Sf2 is continuous with The Self is both continuous 

11 11with dharma via "Sf2 and discontinuous 1vith dharma via "Sf Because1 • 

the relation beth·een Self-knowledge and dharma is functionally reducible 

to the relation bet1ieen the dharmi-bhuta-j~ana (i.e. 1101
11 

) and the 
,. 

1102
11dharma-bhuta-j nana i.e. , their re la ti on can be understood as fol 101\·s: 

"01" is both discontinuous with "D,.," because of its immunity from 

1102
11vikaras, and continuous with as modes of the same category. Just :is 

the far1ra-{aririn is handled in both an integr:itive and a dissociative 

manner, so the relation between these two functions of consciousness 

11 01
11 11 02

11i.e. and is handled in both an integrative and a dissoc­

1101
11iative manner. The relation beth·een and "Dz" is handled in an 

11 01
11integrative manner inasmuch as and "Dz" are not two categories 

but two modes of the same category i.e. con~ciousness. Therefore 

~C" 

.).Ja"Sfi" and 11 01" arc synonymous in the sens.e that they denote the 
same rQality even though tl1ey have different connotations. The synonymy 
bet1(een "Sfi" and "Di" is not to be understood as. a cas.e of s,imply tautology. 

36This should not be confused with the Bhedabheda position hhich 
asserts both continuity and discontinuity simultaneously and in the 
"prim;:iry sense". Cf., \"cdarthasa:;igraha ;;53_;t6l. 



206 
110 11 110 2

11the distinction between and does not involve a change of essential
1 

nature so much as a change in mode. Explicitly, 110 2
11 is handled as 

. ,. 
a "part" (arnsa)of "01" as one can gather from Ramanuja's treatment of svabhava 

as the a~~a of svariipa. Yet even explicitly some irreversability is 

11 0 11 11 0 11set up between and because of the numerous "safeguards"
1 2 

11 0used to protect 11 from the effects of karma. This enables Ramanuja
1 

11 0to argue that "O " is eternal, whereas 11 is transitory, in the sense
1 2
 

37 11
11 0that its contents are transitory. is immune from karma, whereas
1 

38
"O" is susceptible to karma. 

2 


However, implicitly, as argued earlier, the relation between 


11 0 11 11 0 11Self-knowledge and dharma, i.e. acting with , is
1 2 

handled like a "two-tiered" Self-body relationship that 

is structurally parallel to s'ankara' s model of consciousness from the 

two levels of truth. According to this usage, "O " is structurally
1 

parallel to consciousness from the "highest level of truth" i.e. svarupa­

.... - . / 
11 0 113nana in S:ui.kara, and is structurally parallel to consciousness

2 
, 3Sa 

from the "lower level of truth" i. c. vrtti-j'i'iana in SaJ\kara. This 

dual usage of consciousness in Ramanuj a helps to sort out "dharmic 

problems", such as the question of whether moksa is a pre-given or :m 

acquisition. Even for J{amanuja, moksa is a pre-given, in the sense thrit 

"0" ct"Sf1"d no t I in. samsrira. 'I k mere 1 man1·f- t s tlc·rian o c1angc . PO ·sa y cs 1
1 


39
existent con di ti on, and yet rnoksa is an acquisition in that it entails 

37 / - ­
Cf., Sri-bhasra 111ibaut, I .1.1, p. 63. 


38

cf., Vedarthasamgraha #43. 


33

aRcfer to Chapter Four for a full im·estigation of vrtti-jn':ina- ,.,._ ,. 

:rnd svarupa- jnana in Sa1\kara. 

39
cf., grI-bhasya IV.IV.2. 
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11 0 11an actual purification of •
2 

This is structurally similar to s'ankara' s insistence that 

svarupa-j nan a never undergoes any change. Only vrtti-jnana undergoes 

a real purification in samsara. Vrtti-jnana must be purified to reflect 

-~-svarupa-J nan a. In a similar manner Ramanuja argues that "D " must
2 

be purified to "reflect' 11 0 11 
• Bondage pertains to manifested consciousness, 

but the of consciousness, i.e. the svarupa-jnana 

1 

i.e. the vrtti- jnana (Sankara) or the dharma-bhi:ita- jnana ( 11 0 ", Ramanuj a)
2

- ""­never to essence 

/
(Sankara) or the dharmi-bhuta-ji'iana ( 11 0 ", Ramanuj a).

1

Yet this structural parallel, co-exists with very real doctrinal 

/
differences. So, for instance, Sankara argues that vrtti-jnana can only 

- .""+1­
refl ect svarupa- Jn an a ; it can never have any actual relationship with 

svarupa-jnana but only an apparent relationship. On the contrary Ramanuja 

11 0 11argues in effect that the dharma-bhuta-jnana (i.e. ) not only reflects
2
 

the dharmi-bhuta-jnana (i.e. "D "); but also constitutes that self-same

1

category in another mode. For this reason s'ar1kara argues that the 

vrtti-j~ana is sublate<l in moksa, which is for him equal to svarup.:i-jn°J.n.:i, 

whereas Ramanuj a explicitly argues that the <lharrna-bhuta-jnana i.e. "D')" 

is not sublate<l in moksa but is changed from a contracted condition to 

an all-expansive condition. Because even the reflection of svarupa­

j~ana in vrtti-jWana is not real but only apparent, according to 

/
Sankara, one cannot speak of any "real" purification of consciousness 

in Sankara such as is found in niim:inuj a, for vrtti- jnana according to 

Sa1\kara is ul tirnately only an up~1dhi, falsely super-imposed upon 

- .ltl- .io
svarupa-Jnana. In this sense bondage is real boci1 with reference to 

40cf., Sutra-bh:isya II.III.32. 

http:II.III.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 

" 41for Sankara. 

- ,.,,_
The contraction of the dharma-bhuta-jnana, 1102

11 obscures 
42 

the svarupa of the Self , "Sf1" , but this obscuration never entails 

any 	change in "Sf1". One's perception of "Sf1 
11 changes in samsara, 

but 	"Sf1 
11 itself does not change. Similarly the contraction of 1102

11 

1101 
11obscures 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." 

1101 
11 110 11Because Ramanuja argues that and are not separate2 

categories but two modes of the same category, the dual dimensions of 

separability and inseparability in the ~arira-£ar~rin are simultaneously 

maintained in this relationship. The real question is: \d1en does this 

separation of consciousness into "D " and "D " become a problem which1 2 

necessitates sadhana? It is because of the contraction of "D,.," that 

41 

Cf., Chapter Two, section.~-

42 
Cf., Ved~rthasamgraha #~3. 

43,. 
Sri-bhasya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 63. 
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abhimana ("the mis conception of the Se 1f as the body") occurs. Ramanuj a 

says in this respect that, "Owing to that contraction the identifcation 

of the soul 1vi th the proper form of its body, god etc., is brought 

about. 1144 Varadachari attributes "avidya" in Ramanuj a to a lack of 

11 0 11 11 0 11communication between and , especially to the mis-perception
1 2 

11 0 11 11 0 11of as and vice-versa, thus involving an apparent transfer of
1 2 

properties. He says, 

Thus we find that the true source of the illusion 
called atma-deha-bhrama consists not in the veiling 
by primeval adhy~sa, 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-1.Jhuta-jnana, which does not even 
apprehend its aoutva, or kartrtva attributes but only 
its pratyaktva, selfness, and ekatva, oneness, and 
anukulatva, which makes it impossible for it to kno1v 
that these attributes are exclusively its own rather 
than of the body it tenants, and (ii) the dharma­
bhuta-j~ana 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 anukulatva and jnC"ttrtva 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 between "O " and "O " causes
1 2 

the mis-perception (abhirnana) of the Self as the body, and the nns­

perception of the Self as absolutely independent of the Lord. 

11 0 11 plays a some1d1at ambiguous role in RarnZmuja' s thought as
2 

44 ­
Vedarthasa~graha, Van Buitencn, #43. 

45 " C \" d I . S . R . ' J\.. • ara ac lari, ri amanuJ a s 'D1eory of Knowledge (Tirupati: 
Tirupati Oevasthanams Press, 1956), p. 235. llcrein after ci tcd as: 
Sri Rarnanuj a' s Theory of Knowledge. 
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/

it both reinforces "avidya" and helps to remove "avidya11 

• Sankara 


argues, in a similar manner, that bondage and liberation refer to the 


. ./W- d I S 1 f 46 Likewise Ramanuj a ar(Tues that "0 "
vrtti-Jnana an not to t1e e . 
b 1 


is unable to kn01v itself in relation to other Selves and the Lord 1.;ithout 


11 0 11the reflexive action of • Varadachari says in this regard: "Thus
2
 

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. 1147 Without "O " 
2 

11 0 11 can only know itself in isolation and not in relation to other
1
 

Selves and the Lord. Ramanuja refers to "D
1

II as, 11 
••• the shining forth 


. "f b . . 1 . b '48
or being rnani est y its own existence mere y to its own su strate.' 

11 0 11Though all Selves, according to Ramanuja, are equal because of , this
1 

fact is only known via "02". Similarly, Sai1kara argues that svarupa-jnana 

''n d • • .N- k • 1f - .IV- 49ee s'·vrtti-Jnana to 'nOH itse as svarupa-Jnana. Ramanuja refers to this 

equality of all Selves by virtue of 11 0 11 in many places in his Gita-bha~ya:
1 

" •.. between you and other beings there is equality 1~hen dissociated from 


the prakriti, on account of (your self and all other selves) being 


so 
so lcly of the form of knowledge." This "kno1vledgc" refers here 

./ 
46cf., Chapter Four for a full discussion of this point in 

Sai1kara. 

47sri Ramanuia's Theory of h:noidc<lgc, p. 234-3S. 

481 - ­
Sri-bh:rsya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. SS. 


49
cf., Chapter Four on jnana-yog:.i. 

so - ­
Ramm1uja, Glt~-bhasya IV.3S. 
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to 11 0 11 as it is later specified in his GI ta-bha~ya as "being solely
1 

51
of the form of uncontracted kno1v ledge •... ," and as being free from 

52
karma. But the perception of this equality can only occur via 

11 0 11 11 0 11when it has regained its natural all-expansive condition.
2 2 

II . .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 di vine eye 

(or attributive intelligence), enjoys all the qualities which are in 

53
the world which is the Brahman.' " 

54Though they function together, one can distinguish between 

the roles of "D " and "O " in samsara. "O " in samsara refers to Self-
l 2 1 

knowledge in isolation from a knmvledge of other Selves and the Lord 

or abstract Self-know ledge. "0 " becomes obscured in sa1i1sara but does
1 

not alter its nature. "0 " in sa1ilsara refers to Sel f-kno1dedge that is
2 

continuous with a knowledge of other Scl ves and the Lord or relational 

Self-knowledge that becomes contracted because of the influence of karma. 

This separation of roles leads to a lack of communication between 

11 11 0 11"D and in sainsara. Perhaps this separation of roles even constitutes
1 2 

samsara for Ramanuja and the restoration of their unity constitutes 

moksa. 

51 
rbid., VI, 31. 

52cf., Rarnanuja, cita-bha:?ya VI.34. 

53,.,. - -­
Sr1-bhasya, Rangacharya, IV.IV.16, I.III.IS. See also Ramanuja, 

Gita-hhasya xr.s. 
54c · i · b J · · · i 1onsciousness revea s its su strate an ODJects sirnu tancous y. 

http:I.III.IS
http:IV.IV.16
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11 D 11Ramanuj a explicitly argues thJ.t the contraction of in
2 

. f I 55 samsara causes the obscuration 	o 1 0 ". But the separation of the
1

11 0 11 11 0 11roles of and in sari1sara makes this claim problematic. Shri
1 2 

; - ... 
Shastri articulates this problematic in his Satabhu~a1;n: "Since contraction 

of dharmabhuta-jnana cannot bring about a corresponding contraction of 

the dharmibhuta-jTrana, something else besides karma has got to be 

accepted with a view to explaining the obscuration of the dharmibhuta­

jnana. 1156 But this "other cause" is precisely the self-concealment of 

11 0 11the Lord which is ultimately responsible for the obscuration of •
1 

56q.
For as hitherto pointed out, K.arma 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 naturJ.l 

auspicious form of that (individual self) ... through His resolve. 115 7 
Yet 

in the order of discovery Ramanuj a emphasizes a con ati ve e.:-..-pl a.nation 

for avidya; that is, man's 'aisobediencd' or his willful separation from 

- 58 
the Lord is emphasi:::c<l in explaining avidya. On the 

/ 

contrary, Sai1kara emphasizes a 	 cognitive explanation for avidya. 

11 11TI10ugh the roles of 11 0
1 

and 11 0
2 

arc separated in saiiisara, 

11 D 11they converge functionally in moksa wherein appropriates the natural
2 

SS ­
Ve<larthasarngraha Van Bui tencn, "43. "Oi-·ing to that contraction the 

identification of the soul with the proper form of its body, god etc., is brought 
about." 

56
:\nima Sen Gupta, A Cri tictl Study of the Philosophy of Ram<:muj :i 

(Varanasi: Chmvkhamba Sanskrit Series Office), p. 123. Shri Shastri 
is here quoted by A. S. Gupta. 

SGaCf.' l 	 .C1apter Ti-o, section c. 


5 7,, ­
Sri-bh:l:;;:"a Rangaclwrya II I. II . .f 


58 - - - ­
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bh:lsya X\'III.53. 

http:X\'III.53
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11 D 11 11 D 11purity of and goes further than inthat it perceives itself
1 1 

relationally and not in isolation. In this sense "D " becomes responsible,
2 

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 knmm 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 

. I d" . . I ,,59the follm-:ing form: I I am Brah man, w1t1out any iv1s1on Ramanuja 

/ 
does not interpret moksa as identity as with Sankara, but rather as a 

form of lived inseparability. Therefore the bi-1 ateral existence of 

Selves i.e. their capacity to function both as substances and as attributes, 

ceases in mok~ a when they function only as attributes inseparable from 

the Lord yet without being identical with the Lord. 

110 11Though Ramanuja refers to as consciousness in the "primary
1 

6sense" and "D " as consciousness in the "secondary sense" in sainsara, °Cas
2 

one can infer from his usage of svarGpa and svabhiva) their roles are reversed 

11 0 2 
11in moksa wherein becomes equated with consciousness in the "primary 

61 
sense" and "Di" 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 sv:ibhava of consciousness_-.:.in 

the latter instance the "primary sense" and "secondary sense" refer to the 

59 ~ - ­
Sri-bha;;ya Thibaut, IV. IV .4. 


60 ; - ­
Cf., Sri-bha~ya I.1.1, p. 72 ('I11ibaut). As Ramanuj a is not 

dealing with any "dharmic problem" here he simply refers to the_svarGpa 
of consciousness i.e. "D " as its "primary sense" and the svabhava of 
consciousness i. c. "D,.," ~s its "secondary sense". 

61c£., Sr1-bhasya I\'.I\'.16 and I.III.18. 

http:I.III.18
http:I\'.I\'.16
http:consciousness_-.:.in
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"extended sense" (upaL1k~ana) of consciousness as inseparable from the 

Lord versus the as-if separability of consciousness from the Lord. 

TI1e latter use of the "primary and secondary sense" equals Ramanuj a' s 

/ 
methodological equivalents to Sankara's "primary" and "secondary 


senses". 62 "D " which is the abstract knmvledge of the Self becomes 

l 

co-related with Self-knowledge in its "secondary sense" i.e. as-if 

11 0 11separable from the Lord. which is relational Self-knowledge
2 

becomes co-related with Self-knowledge in its "primary sense" i.e. as 

inseparable from the Lord. TI1is change in thesignificance of the roles of 

"01" and "D2" in moksa entails the implicit evaluation of 1102
11 over 110 1

11 

110 11which reverses the explicit evaluation of "DI" over in sarhsara. The2 

imm:-inity of "D1" from the effects of karma and temporality is the basis for 

the evaluation of "01" over "02'' in sari1siira. The implicit co-relation of 

"D " with Self-knowledge in its "extended sense" as inseparable from the
2 

Lord and continuous with all Se 1ves is the basis for the evaluation of 

11 0 11 11 0over " in moksa. TI1is is so because abstract Self-knowledge,
2 1 

11 0 11which is here implicitly identified with , no longer operates in
1 

moksa, but only relational Self-kno1vledge. In this sense "0 " may be
2 

described as appropriating the functions of "D " in moksa. For these
1 

11 0 11reasons Ramanuj a refers to in moksa as the "di vine eye": ..• "that
2 

same (self), hhen he has shaken off the body and the senses, hhich ~He 

dependent upon karma, enjoys all desires through the divine, i.e., the 

.1 d b h .1 • cl ,,63spiritual 1y natura 1 k·now 1e dge uenote y t e woru, min .•.. 

7
62 cf., Cl T . (... cl . )1::ipter h·o, section ~ iii ::m iv . 


63~ - ­
Sri-bhasva Rangachan-a, I. III.18. Cf., RZ1manuia, G!ta-bhasyaI •, , 

XI.Sand Sri-bhnsya IV.I\".16, 

http:IV.I\".16
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11 0 11From this it may be said that is theologically and epistemolo­
2 

11 0 11gically more significant that for Ramanuja. It is epistemologically
1 

11 0 11more signific::mt than , which establishes the equality of all
1 

Selves \vi th the Lord, for that equality can only be perceived via 

11 0 11 0 11"D " without is not even able to perceive its o\\1n unique2 " • 1 2 

qualities. It is theologically more significant because it holds 

together both ends of the spectrum of sadhana in Ramanuj a i. e, the 

"as-if separabili ty"between the Selves and the Lord and their "actual 

11 0 11inseparability." That is, it is because of , specifically because
2 

of its contraction, that the false sense of separability in saihsara 

11 0 11occurs. Yet it is also because of , specifically when it regains
2 

its natural expansiveness, that this mis-perception is overcome in 

moksa and the Self perceives its actual inseparability from the Lord. 

11 0 11Therefore, in this sense, can be understood as reinforcing
2 

both the mis-perception of an "as-if separability" in samsara an<l the 

perception of the "actual inseparability" between the Selves and the Lord 

in moksa. Therefore all illusions are referred to it, yet it is implicitly 

11 0 11described as more important than in moksa.
1 

11 0 11This capacity of to reinforce both the mis-perception of
2 

an "as-if separability" in saiiisar:i an<l the perception of the ":ictual 

inseparabilitr" bct11'een the Selves an<l the Lor<l in moksa is functionally 

- ,,
parallel to the role of aviJya in Sai1kara. That is avidya can he unJcr­

stood as reinforcing both the mis-perception of the ":is-if duality" in 

saii1sara, and the perception of the "actual non-duality" bet\\'een the Self 

and Brahman in rnok~a: just as avi,fra is described as projecting that 

false sense of duality in sailisara, so it is also described as a means 
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for leading one beyond it in his adhyaropa-apavada strategy. It might 

11 D 11be said 	that Ramanuja used to perform the functions that avidya
2 

played in Advaita: "For the opponents had not only to refute the 

avidya doctrine; they also had to solve the theoretical problems h·hich 

the Advaitins solved by means of that doctrine. 1164 

But as hitherto pointed out, the implicit convergence between 

/,
Sankara 	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 

d tl - f . "D" d t 

change in sali1sara; rather their self-same condition which was obscured 

in safusara is manifested in moksa. Ramanuja states in this regard: 

"111at special condition into which the soul passes on having, •.. approached 

the highest light is a manifestation of its own true nature, not an 

65 

o f tl1e Self' "Sf1", an w svarupa o consciousness, 
1 

, o no 

origination of a new character." j\Jost important, it is disclosed 

11 D2
11from this standpoint that the s vabhava of consciousness, , does not 

so much acquire a new condition of all-expansiveness in moksa as regain 

its original all-expansiveness. Al though in the order of discovery one 

11 0 11first encounters a contracted in sarhsar:i it is later disclosed in
2 

66 
moksa as being naturally all-expansive in the order of being. 

64J. i'l. Cashore,"HJm:inuja's Objections to the Maya-\';1<la" 
(unpublished 	paper) . 

65~ - ­::.ri-bhasya Thibaut, IV.IV.I. 

66 c£., footnote 1, p. 35 from Vedanta Dc~ika's IS:t-bhasya: 

" ... beholding Brahm:in is the natural quality of the individual's conscious­

ness." 
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This is structurally parallel to efankara who argues that though moksa 

is a pre-given, one first encounters adhyasa in the order of discovery. 

TI1e fol lowing excerpt from Ramanuj a suggests that because the Self is 

essentially consciousness, the original all-expansiveness of "D
7 

" 

in moksa is a matter of manifestation rather than acquisition: "When 

therefore at the moment of release those essential qualities assert 

themselves, the case is one of manifestation of what already exists, 

. . . ,,6 7 
not one o f or1g1nat1on. 

/
In this sense, both Ramanuja and Sankara argue that moksa 

does not entail the acquisition of a new nature but the manifestation 

of one's original nature. Thus even for Ramanuj a the language of "accom­

plishment" cannot apply to moksa: "TI1at essential nature no doubt is 

something eternally accomplished, but as in the Samsara state it is 

obscured by Nesciencc in the form of Karman; the text refers to the 

cessation of such obscuration as 'accomplishment'. 1168 

Most in~ortant, liberated consciousness means consciousness 

inhering in the Lord as inseparable from Him and from the point of vie1v 

of the Lord there is no distinction between saiilsara and mok.:;a. TI1is 

distinction only emerges from our point of vie1v 1vhen we view ourselves 

as-if separate from the Lord. 

Tirns 	 <lespi te the very real doctrinal differences bcth·cen 

/
Ramanuj a and Sa1'lk:na on the nature of Self-knowledge, an area of convergence 

emerges between them on this qucs tion. ,\ccording to both Ramanuj a 

67; - ­
Sri-bhasya 111ib:rnt, IV. IV. 3. 

68; - ­
S r i - b has ya 111 i b au t , I \' . ff . 2 . 



218 

/ 	 - --­and Sankara, the essential nature of consciousness i.e. svarupa-Jnana 

/,
for Sankara or 	the <lharmi-bhuta-jnana 11 0

1 
11 , for Ramanuja does not 

change in samsara: only the manifested nature of consciousness' 

/ 

i.e. vrtti- jnana for Sankara, or the dharma-bhiita-jnana "0
7 
", for 


Ramanuj a changes in samsara. But whereas for Ramanuj a the manifested 


nature of consciousness is integral to the essential nature of conscious­
,, 

ness the manifested nature of consciousness for Sankara is ultimately 


only a false super-imposition projected upon the essential nature of 


consciousness 1vhich alone remains unsublated in moksa. 


2. 	 The "Two ':'ruths" in Ramanuja: Concrete Self-Knowledge 


Versus Abstract Self-knowledge 


Preamble 

The implicit evaluation of "D " over "D " that has been investigated
2 1 

in the previous section, was largely based on the corresponding evalua­

tion of concrete Self-knowledge over abstract Self-kno1dedgc. This 

distinction between concrete Self-knowledge over abstract Self-knowledge 

is Ramanuj a' s equivalent to the "two truths" enumerated in the l\luni;Iaka 

Upani~ad I .1. 4. Ramanuj a refers to these "two truths" as fol lows: 

"'Two sciences have to be kno1m 1 by him who is desirous of attaining the 

Brahman. 111e meaning is that there are t1vo accepted kinds of knowledge 

which rel ate to the Br;ihman, and may respectively be characteri ::cd as 

direct and indirect. Of these, the indirect form(of knowledge) is obtained 

by me;ins of the scriptures; the direct form (of knowle<lgc)is obtained by 

1169 means of the process of mental concentration known as yoga. RamZinuja 

69 / - ­
Sri-bhasy;i Rangach;:irya, I.II.23. 
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/
is here caricaturizing the "explicit strand" in Sankara, represented by 

Sures"vara and the Vivarana school, where it is argued that travaJ;a 

("hearing" i.e. of ~ruti) was the only karaoa ("catalyst") capable of 

70eliciting Self-realization. But in the "implicit strand" in Sankara, 

represented by the Bhamati school, an analogous distinction is made 

between a direct knowledge of the Self versus an indirect or general 

71knowledge of the Self. 

This distinction is Ramanuj a bet\veeryan 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 Sel £-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 Ramanuj a: "Bhakti is not the intuitive apprehension 

72
of God, but the contui tive comprehension within God (as Love Himself)." 

One might reduce these "two truths" in Ramanuj a to the difference between 

two prepositions - "of" and "within". 

According to Ramanuja concrete Self-knowledge is intuitive, not 

merely intellectual knowledge. Ramanuj a says that, "Such remembrance 

· o£ t he same charactcr Cform) as seeing· c·intu1· · ti onJ.... 11 
73 reasonis 	 For this 

70 cf., gankara, Gita-bhasya XIII.12. 


71 , ­
Cf., Sa~kara, 1Gita-bhasya III.41. For a full discussion of 

these two positions in Sa6kara on this issue, see Chapter Four, 3b. 

72.Tohn C. Plott, A Philosophy of Devotion,p. 118. 

73"' - ­Sri-bhasra Thibaut, I.1.1, pp. 14-15. 
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Ramanuja argues against jrtana-yoga as a self-sufficient path and advocates 

74the combination of jnana-yoga and karma-yoga. 111is combination 

(i.e. visama-samuccaya of jnana-yoga and karma-yoga must mature into 

bhakti ("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 

• . d f 1 1 . d . II 
75rememorization staggere to a state o extreme y uc1 perception. 

A5 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 Ramanuj a 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 because the Supreme Person (Purusottama) must be knmm 

concretely, not abstractly. 

Ramanuja's eA~licit intention in this evaluation of concrete 

74 cr., Ramanuja, cita-bhasya III, 26, IV.24. By the term 
"combination", sarnuccara in the usual sense of sama-samucca:-·a is not meant. 
But Ramanuja argues for a mitigated form of samucca,a i.e. v1;;ama­
samuccaya in his insis tcnce that karma though not an equal to jn:-tna 
can function as its auxiliary. 

75 -
\'edorthasamgraha Van Bui tenen, ltl41. 

/ - -
See also Sri-bhasya 

I. 1.1. 
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Se !£-knowledge over abstract Self-knowledge was to emphasize the importance 

/ - ­
of the will. In contrast to Sankara, Ramanuja concentrates on the conative 

76aspect of both avidya, i.e. in man's wi 11 ful autonomy, and 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 wi 11, that is who makes the mind fit for medi tati on by making 

it turn away from the objects of the senses ...• he experiences the self 

as it is in reality. 1177 Therefore Ramanuja insists 78that 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 

be put an end to by knowledge." 79 - - . . h k" h 1 . 80RamanuJa is ere attac lng t e c aim 

that moksa can be attained by ~abda-jnana alone. P. N. Srinivasachari 

in interpreting this conative emphasis in Ramanuj a remarks; "He who 

has specialized in the philosophy of action, the krtsnavit, knows that 

jnana or akarma is an activity and that karma presupposes jnana. 

. . . 1. d d R . . 1181Conation lS rationa ise an eason ls conat1ve. This con ati ve 

76 ­Cf., Vedarthasal]lgraha #143, Ramanuj a there refers to avidya 
as "the wishful misconception of independence ... ," 

77 - - . -
RamanuJa, Gita-bha~ya XVIII, 53. 

78c£., Sri-bha~ya, Great Sid<lhanta, objection seven. 

79" - ­Sri-bha;;ya 'Thibaut, I.I.I, p. 145. 

80Th · 1 · · · d · th " I · · d" f s~ ·kis c aim is cvi cnt ln e exp ic1t stran o an·ara, 
represented by Suresvara and the Vivarana school. See, Chapter four for 
a full discussion of sabda-jnana in Sa11kara and the Post-Sa.i'l.kari tes. 

81 r. ;.J. Srini vasachari, 'The Ethical Philosophy of the Glta 
(Madras: Sri Ramakrishna Math., 1971), p. 64. 
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emphasis leads Ramanuj a to argue. that Self-knowledge cum dharma is 

/
greater than mere abstract Self-knowledge. Unlike Sankara, Ramanuja 

insists on treating the relation bet1,·een Self-knowledge and dharma 

as continuous. Therefore a knowledge of the distinction between the 

Self and the prakrti (viveka-j~ana) is regarded as the basis and ground 

for dharma. Ramanuj a says accordingly: " ... the talk about what is 

righteous and 1.;hat is unrighteous ... is the result of a knowledge 

82
of the self as distinct from the body.". Co-relatively dharma 

83
is regarded as the means for Self-realization. 

Whereas ~a:ri.kara describes the will as an adjunct (upadhi} superim­

posed upon pure consciousness (cit), Ramanuj a describes the will as part 

of the svabhava though not the svarupa 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 

' .,. ~ .,. . 83at he sar1ra-sar1r1n, Because of the tarira-~aririn between the Selves 

and the Lord, the will is finally understood as a mode of the Lord. This 

is the metaphysical basis in Ramanuj a for arguing that man's own 1\!ill 

is ultimately impotent in affecting moksa. Therefore it is only h·hen 

the natural will functions as inseparable from the divine will that 

freedom cm be realized. Ramanuja docs not cater to the common sense 

82 - - - - -
Ramanuj a, Gi ta-bhasya I I. ll. 

83
cf., \'cdarthasamgraha 1f3. 

83
acf., trI-bhasya II.II.9. 
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view that freedom means being subject only to oneself. Rather he argues 

that freedom consists in being "subservient to Another. 1184 \\'hereas 

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 mm efforts. 

This evaluation of concrete Self-kno1vledge over abstract Self-

knowledge can be also understood in terms of Ramanuj a' 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 

to stand before it can claim truth. 1186 

Ramanuja's evaluation of concrete Self-knowledge over abstract 

Self-knowledge never entails the abandonment of the upani~adic dictim 

- - /
that only Brahma-vidya confers moksa. Rather, Ramanuja like Sahkara 

insists that only Brahma-vidya confers moksa, but they differ in their 

conception of that Brahma-vi<lya. Ramanuj a says, "We admit that release 

consists only in the cessation of Nescience, an<l that this cessation 

results entirely from the knowledge of Brahman. But a distinction 

87t d regar ing tJ h . · 1 IIhas l1ere o be ma e d . 1e nature o f tis knoh c d ge .... 

Ramanuj a insists that only tlnt concrete knowledge of Brahman 1vhich 

culminates in bhakti (bhakti-rup.'.l-pannam ji"\an:irn) can eradicate avi<lya. 

84 -
Vedarthasamgraha Van Buitencn, #143. 

85c£., Ramanuja, cita-bhasva III.9. 

86
Metaphysics of ~ri RJmanuja's fri-bhaiya, pp. 95-96. 

87" - ­
Sri-bhasya TI1ibaut, I.1.1, p. 11. 
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Though Ramanuj a argues that only Brahm.'.1-vidya confers mok~a, karma-yoga 

is accepted as an auxiliary to Brahma-vidya. Vedanta Deli'ka refers to 

this mitigated form of samuccaya ("combination", i.e. of jnana and karma) 

in Ramanuj a as " ... the organic relation between action and knowledge as 

38
subsidiary and main, (and) the crossing over death through knowledge alone." 

Ramanuj a insists that whereas kamya-karma (action performed with 

desire) reinforces avidya, ni~kamya-karma (action performed without desire) 

is continous with the process of removing that avidya. Rall!anuj a says 

that, " ... enjoying the ri ta (Ka. Up. I II, 1) - denotes such actions 

as aim at no 1vorldly 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 

1189worldly results and thus stand in the irny of the soul reaching Brahman .... 

Therefore the evaluation of concrete Self-knowledge over abstract Self-

knowledge never entails the glo1·ification of mere karma as such, i.e. 

kamya-karma. 

2b. The Relationship Bet1veen These "Two Truths" and their Corresponding 

Moksa States 

Whereas the Northern and Southern school of Vi~istadv:ii t;:i 

located the problematic discussed above in the friction between the two 

88 - , - , ­
Vedanta Desika, Isa-bha::;ya !tll. Ramanuja therefore does not 

argue that hirma and j\1\'3.na are equzilly cffic::icious in leading to 
moks::i i.e. sarna-samucc:iva-vad::i but rather that karma is :i useful 
auxiliary to jn;Jna i. c, visama-sarnucca\'a-vada. 

39 " .,. ­Sn-bhasya TI1ibaut, I.1.1, p. 125. 

http:j\1\'3.na
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90
moksa states kaivalya ("the isolated state of the Self'') or Self-

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 

kai val ya ~ se, but it is in the form of a friction between tKo senses 

of kaivalya, i.e. kaivalya tmderstood as a relational form of Self­

91
knowledge continuous 1\'ith a knowledge of other Selves and the Lord 

9" 
versus kaivalya understood as a non-relational form of Self-knowledge. ~ 

Whereas the former sense of kai valya, like the bra11ma-bhuta ("become 

93
Brahman") state, is a natural part (amsa) and means to sayujya, the 

latter sense of kaivalya as an isolated state of the Self is not continuous 

with sayiijya but to a large extent opposed to it. Co-relatively the 

former sense of kai valya is closer to what has been designated in Ramanuj a 

as "Self-knowledge in the primary sense," i.e. as inseparable from the 

Lord, whereas the latter sense of kaivalya is closer to what has been 

designated as "Sel f-kno1declge in the secondary sense," i.e. as-if 

separable from the Lord. The Northern school of Vi tis tadvai ta emph<Jsi zes 

the former, relational sense of kai valya and thus describe it as an 

accessory to sayujya. In this regard Vedanta Oe~ika observes that, 

" ... the reali :at ion of the self without any separate results of its 

90TI10ugh 1vhethcr kai val ya is a mok~a state or its preparation 
is another issue that 11·ill be discussed below. 

91 Cr., Ramanuja, Git~-bhasya VIII.13. 

g 
2

Cf. , Sri - h ha'.? ya I . I I " 12 . 


93

cf., Bhagavad-Gita VI, 27. 
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own makes it an essential pre-requisite of God-realization. 1194 The 

Southern school of Vi~istadvaita favour the latter non-relational sense 

of kaivalya, and, thus describe it as both discontinuous and opposed 

95 
to sayujya. 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. 1196 

It might be said that Ramanuj a' s use of kai valya in these tKo 

97 
senses, i.e. as both relationa1 and as non-relational as that "state 

98 . l . II . . f" h b b ho f pure iso ation , JUsti ies t e su sequent controversy et\·1een t e 

two schools on the status of kaivalya. Like the Northern school 

Ramanuj a often refers to kai valya and sayujya, especially in his Gi ta-bha~ya, 

according to a means/end schema. The following excerpt from his Gita-bha~ya 

is such an example: "He h·ho has realized the state of the brahman, that 

is, he to whom the es sen ti al nature of the self has become manifest as 

cons is ting of infinite knowledge and as having the sole character of being 

94 - ,
Vedanta Desika, Tatparyachandrika from Ramanuj a, Gi ta-bhasya 

III, footnote #99. 

95
The Southern school argue that kaivalya acts as an obstacle 

towards obtaining sayujya: "Being a soul-state r-ising to Divine planes 
or God-state is shut off. "(point eighteen) from "The Astadasa-bhedas 
or the Eighteen Points of Doctrinal Differences between the Tcngalais 
(Southerners) and the Vadagalais (Northerners) of the Visistadvai ta 
Vaisnava School, South Indi~', in Asiatic Society of Great Britain 
(July 1910), p. 1103, by Govindacarya N.R.A.S. Herein after cited as: 
The Astadasa-bhedas . .. 

96
A Philosophy of Devotion, pp. 267-68. 

97
cf., Ramanuja, cita-bhasya VIII.28. 

98"" .,. ­
Sri-bhasya TI1ibaut, I. II.12, p. 271. 
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absolutely dependent on and subservient to Me .••. he attains eminent 

devotl. on for ~.Je. 1199 K · l · d t d b t · . a1va ya is un ers oo a ave as a prepara ion 

for sayujya. Yet like the Southern school Ramanuj a also treats kai val ya 

,, - - 100
and mok~a as discontinuous, especially in the Sri-bhasya. As pointed 

out above, Ramanuja argues that there is no abstract Self-knowledge in 

moksa because the svariipa of the Self can only be perceived relationally 

in mok~a 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" 

. lOOa
is opposed to sayuJya. 

This ambiguity in Ramanuja is also illustrated in his use of the 

"" - - ­term "mok:;;a". In the Sri- bhasya the term refers only to sayuj ya and 

01 
not to kaivalya! whereas in his Gita-bl1;sya the term refers to both 

102 . d k . lsayu3ya an a1va ya. This ambiguity in Ramanuj a 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, Ramiinuj a located the problematic 

more in the means to these moksa states than in kaivalya and 

sayujya per se. TI1e real friction is between a kaivalya attained 

99 - - .
RamanuJa, Gita-bha~ya XVIII, 54. See also VIII, 13. 

100 ~ - ­
Cf. Sri-bhasya I.II.12. 


lOOaibid. 


101
 
cf., S'ri-bh~sya I.II.12" 

102 - - - - ~ 
Cf. Ramanuja, Gita-bha~ya VIII.22. Yet Vedanta Desika, 

emphasizing the ~orthern school, argues that kai valya is " ... here cal led 
moksa by courtesy"; cf., footnote 271, Chapter VI from Ramanuj a, G! ta­
bi1asya. 
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through one's efforts alone via an exclusive path of jnana-yoga or 

abstract Self-knowledge and a kai val ya .:i.ttained ultimately through the 

Lord's grace vi.:i. a bhakti-yoga prefaced by jnana-yoga and karma-yoga 

or concrete Sel £-knowledge. Though Ramanuj a admits the former as a 

103 I. b. l" 1 1 d . . .possi i ity, le c car y a vises against it. In fact he refers to 

the "tragic fate" of those attempting kai valya through their own efforts 

alone: "In the case of him whose mind is not dedicated to ;\le and who is 

engaged in controlling the senses through ids own exertion, the right 

disposition about the pure self is never established. ,,io4 But Ramanuj a 

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) 

. h "105is t e means .... Consequently, Ramanuj a points to the supreme 

kaivalya as bestowed by the Lord Himself: "The Supreme Person pleased 

by sacrifices and such other works besto11·s on him the undisturbed 

of the self. 11106 
Vl.si·on A d.ing t tile d 1 s t ds · R-amanuJ a ·' sccor o ua ran in ­

methodology these "two truths" are used both in an integrative manner, 

according to a means/end schema and in a dissociative m311ner in which 

concrete Self-knowledge is described as opposed to abstract Self-

knowledge. 

103cf., Ramanuja, cita-bhosya XIII.I. 

104 - - . -
RamanuJa, Gita-bhasva II.66. 

105 - - . -
RamanuJa, Gita-bhasya XIII, Introduction, p. 353. 

l06 IbiJ,, III.9. 
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2c. The Relationship Between the "Two Truths" According to a Means/End 

Schema 

Though Ramanuj a argues that the abstract knowledge of the sacred 

107texts cannot remove the concrete condition of bondage, he does 

acknowledge that an abstract kno1dedge of the texts is a necessary 

pre-requisite for concrete Self-knowledge. Accordingly he says, "And 

what is required for the acquisition of that (loving devotion) is knowledge 

. t "108born o f t he scrip ures ..•. Co-relatively though Ramanuja repeatedly 

109advises against the practice of jnana-yoga as a self-sufficient path, 

he does admit that kaivalya can be attained by this arduous route if 

llO
it is preceded by karma-yoga. Ramanuja enacts a curious Advaitic 

device in reverse by arguing that jnana-yoga is provisionally efficacious 

for the "unenlightenned man" unti 1 the emergence of bhakti-yoga. 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). 111 ll 

In his Gita-bhasya Ramanuja usually treats kaivalya as a relational 

form of Self-knowledge continuous with a knowledge of other Selves 

and the Lord. Because of this he usually refers to kai val ya as the means 

to sayujya, its part (a1i1b~ and subsidiary (£°e;a) to sayujya. He states 

107cf., §rI-bh;sya I.1.1, Great Siddh:inta. 


108/ - ­
Sri-bha~ya Rangacharya, I. II. 23. Sec also Ramanuj a, G1t:i­

bha~ya II.38,39. 

109c£., Ramanuja, Git:i-bhasya III.25, rv.2~. 
110cf., Ram:inuja, cita-bhasya II. 72. 

111 - - . T - -RamanuJa, Gita-bhasya XII.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 

11112Brahman enjoined in(the words), 'after knoiving God 1 • This means/end 

schema between kai valya and sayujya is even more apparent when kai valya 

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. 11113 

Vedanta Oe(ika is even more explicit in arguing for a means/end schema 

between kai valya and sayujya. He says that, " ..• the realization of the 

self without any separate results of its own makes it an essential 

pre-requisite of God-realization. 11114 

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 " and(sesa) to concrete Self-knowledge--.­
the corresponding moksa state of sayujya. This subordination is clearly 

illustrated in R3.m3.nuja's interpretation of the dahan.-vidya described 

in the Chandogya Upani'.?ad. ·n1ere he argues that Prajapati 's teaching on 

the Self should be clearly subordinated to the teaching on the dahara­

vidya, for the Self-knmde<lge included in devotion to the Lord is 

112 - - - - ­
lbmanuJ a, Gi ta-bhasya II I, Introduction. 


113 - - . - - -

RamanuJa, Gita-bhasya VII.14. 


114 - /.

\'ed:rnta Desika, Tatparyach:rndrika quoted in R:°i1n:inuja, Clt3.­

bhasya II I, footnote 1199. 
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115
evaluated as higher than any mere abstract Self-knowledge. 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

tated, as it were, in the vision of God. 11116 Ramanuja argues in many 

places in his Gita-bhasya that a kaivalya bestowed by the Lord is ~igher 

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 

d . . f b . 1 d I. ,,117t Irnreto an d t h e con i t1on o My e1ng extreme y ear to nm etc. 

The Self-knowledge bestowed by the Lord is closer to what has been 

designated in Ramanuj a as "Self-knowledge in the primary sense" i.e. 

as inseparable from the Lord. As the next section will argue the ful 1 

implication of this co-relation of concrete Self-knowledge with 

"Sel £-knowledge in the primary sense" is the irnplici t co-relation of 

abstract Self-knowledge with "Self-knoi</ledge in the secondary sense", 

i. e, as-if separable from the Lord. 

2d. The Relationship Between the "Two Truths" as r-.Ianifesting an Implicit 

Discontinuity 

The problematic considered here is located more in the friction 

115c£., ~rI-bhasya I.III.19. 


116 - - ­
S, S. R<ighavachar, Sri Rama1,rnja on the Upanishads (Madras: 

Rangacharya ;.1emorial Trust, 1972), p. 60. 

117-- -- -
Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya \'III.1-l. See also III.9 and X.10. 

http:I.III.19
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between concrete Self-knowledge and abstract Self-knowledge considered 

by Ramanuj a as means to the states of kai valya and sayujya themselves. 

So the term 11 kai valya11 in Ramanuj a does not have the pcj orative connota­

tion that it acquires in the Southern school. O. Lacombe says in this 

respect: "On remarque que le texte de Cri Ni vasa comporte a l 'endroi t 

de la deliverance par isolement une nuance prejorative dont Ramanoudja 

118
semble se garder. 11 The pejorative connotation in Ramanuj a becomes 

linked with the means of abstract Sel £-knowledge or the exercise of 

jnana-yoga in isolation. Accordingly Ramanuj a says that, 11 
••• one who 

undertakes jnana-yoga in any other way (i.e. without doing karma-yoga) 

. h . "119is a ypocri te. 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. Ramanuj a observes that "In the case of him... "·ho 

is engaged in controlling the sense through his own exertion, the right 

120
disposition about the pure self is never established11 This failure to• 

surrender to the Lord's will reflects a false sense of the Self as one's 

own "property". Ramanuj a says that such ones are accordingly "fools 

..•who have perverted knowledge; they consider the self which, ... finds its 

121
sole delight in dependence on the Lord ... as their property." The 

perils of a mere abstr;:ict knowledge of the Lord are denounced in this 

11801ivier Lacombe, L'Absolu Selon Le Vedanta (Paris: Librairie 
Orientaliste Paul Geuthner, 1966), footnote #1, p. 372. 

119 - - .R;:imanuJa, Gita-bh~~ya IJI.S. 


120

rbid., II.66. 


121 - - . -

Ramanup, Gita-bh;:isy;:i VII.IS" 
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122 

passage: "The worst of men are those who are incapable of being devoted 

a 1th t'ia is k in to them11t o 'Il' e, ough my es sen 1 nat ure · ·nown · genera1 terms • 

In the above passage Ramanuj a 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 jrtana-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 jnana which 

grows into up as an a ("meditation") and then into bhakti ("devotion") 

favours a relational form of Sel £-knowledge which ultimately matures 

into a direct vision of the Lord and of the Self as inseparable from 

Him. Ramanuj a says that, "Such remembrance has been declared to be of 

the character of 'seeing', and this character of seeing consists in 

p­
its possessing the character of inunediate presentation (pratyakshata')." -.'.> 

Ramanuj a' s predecessor, Yamuna, is categorical in his assertion that, 

" he 1 o f k . d attaining. . ![" . devotion.. 124
11.•. t on y means nowing an im is >.bstract 

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 integrated \~i th concrete Self-knmvledge in moksa. The 

former, according to Ramanuja, is absent in moksa. The Self only knows 

itself from within the Lord, as inseparable from l!im in moksa, i.e. 

according to "Sc lf-knmvledge in the primary sense." Ramanuj a des crib cs 

122
Ibid., VII.15. 


1')3" - ­
- Sri-bha;;ya Thibaut, I. 1. 1, p. 15. 

124
Yamuna, Gi t5:rthasaii.graha #5, quoted from Ramanuj a, G1 ta-bhasya, 

p. 540. 
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this Self-knowledge in mok~a 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 

H. 11125
depen dent upon im. As pointed out above this is largely because 

11 0 11of the appropriation of the functions of i.e. non-relational
1 

Self-knowledge by "D,.," i.e. relational Self-knowledge, in mok~a. The 

highest devotees are described as those who cannot see the Self except 

in the Lord. TI1erefore Ramanuj a says, "Because this man holds ~le to 

be the highest goal, finding it impossible to support himself \,·i thout 

Me, therefore it is not possible for Me also to maintain Myself without 

him. Thus he is indeed ~lyself. 11126 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" 1-.ri thin 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. c. parabhakti ("bhakti as 

a means"). John Plott argues that it can be described as higher than 

. lf 127he k state itse . 111is understanding of paramabhakti leads tot mo·sa 

an understanding of moksa not as a resting place but as the journey itself. 

As mentioned above, 1dlCreas the Northern and Southern schools 

of Vi~ista<lvaita located the problematic in the two moksa states of 

l '"'5,.. - ­
- Sri-bhasya Rangacharya, IV.IV.20. 

126
cf., Ramanuj a, Saranagati Ga<lya #2. 

127 - - . -
RamanuJa, G1ta-bhasya fll.18. 

http:IV.IV.20
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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 

l~nderstood 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" (astadasa-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 

11128of his nature with reference to God. For the Self, according to 

129
Ramanuja, must be perceived within the Lord, or "contuited" with Him. 

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. 

A ing y, ·aiva ya is escr1 e y tlem etcrna y its oivn maccord . 1 k . 1 . d . b d b I as '' ... 1 b . king.· .,l 3 o 

Precisely because of this reliance on one's own efforts the following 

11131
penalty is imposed: "Rising to Divine-planes or Gou-state is shut off. 

128s. Dasgupta, A llistory of Indian Philosophy Vol. III (Cambridge: 
University Press, 1968), p. 93. llerein after cited as S. Dasgupta, A History 
of Indian Phi losopb_y Vol. I II. 

129cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bha$ya XII.11. 

130 -~ 


A~tadasa-bhcdas #18. 

131Ibi<l. 
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Lokacharya refers to kai valya 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

1 . . ) 11132 rea isation ..•. The Northern school co-relate kaivalya with avidya 

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 is to knm.; oneself as a part of God and so long 

- - 133 as this state is not attained one is under the influence of~·" 

Thus they depict kaivalya as an incomplete mode of Self-reali:ation. 

The Northern and Southern schools merely radicalize the latent 

discontinuity in Ramanuj a bet\\'een these "two truths" and shift the 

emphasis from the means, i.e. concrete Self-knmde<lge versus abstract 

Self-knowledge to the mok~a states of kaivalya and sayujya. TI1e latent 

discontinuity in RamZmuj a between these "two truths" becomes even 

more evident in the bhakti-prapatti contraversy which shall now be examined. 
I 

3. 	 Ramanuja's ~lethodological Equivalent to Sar'lkara's 


"Transposition Strategy" 


Preamble 


The relationship between Se lf-knowle<lge and dharma in R:imanuj a 


13 7 - ­
-Loksacharya, ~lumukshupadi Uladras: The Educational Publishing 

Co., 1962), #289. Ilerein after cited as: Loksachiirya, ~·lumukshupacli. 

13 3s 	 \ 1D \ f 	. f I d. Pl . I h 1 I I I ( C b . cl. asgupta, , llstory o n ian 11 osop y o . am n ge: 
University Press, 1968), p. 383. 
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can only be resolved ultimately within the Lord Himself. TI1is equals 

/ 
Ramanuja's methodological equivalent to Sankara's "transposition 

strategy." This must not be mis-read as a doctrinal equivalent but as 

a methodological equivalent. 

Just as .(ankara 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 Ram~nuja first examines a particular 

"dharmic problem" from the "level" of the "penultimate Self-body relation" 

and then transfers it to the "ultimate Self-body rel a tion". Accordingly, 

the "transposition strategy" in Ramanuj a 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 Ramnnuja 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" (upaya) and "the end" 

134 13s- di d . f . 1 . h dh . 1 f( upeya) o f sa lana, an in act equiva ent wit arrna i tse . 

Co-relatively this "transposition strategy" in Ramanuja means that the 

yoga practiced by the Self is ultimately the Lord's. Ramanuja refers 

to this as, " ... having Me for support, depending solely on ~le: practising 

II 136Ht'•Y yoga..•. Whereas the distinction between bondage and liberation 

is real from the "level" of the Self, it is no longer applicable from 

134
cf., gri-bhasya lII.2.34. 

135
cf., Ramanuj a, Glta-bhasp. IV. 7. 

136 - - . - - -
RamanuJa, Gita-bha~ya VII.I. 

http:lII.2.34
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the "level" 	of the Lord, as there was never a time when the Self qua sarira 

137 
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

. bl 1 . 138varia e re ations. Theref'ore the "transposition strategy" in Ramanuj a 

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 

11139to moks a 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-bhuta-jnana over the 

dharmi-bhuta-jnana in moksa and (2) in his implicit evaluation of concrete 

Self-knowledge over Qbstract 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 Ramanuj a 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 from the Lord, to the "primary sense" 

of a category, i.e. as inseparable from the Lord; and from the 

137
cf., Ramanuja, GTta-bhasya xrrr.2. 

138cf., C d h . h . . .K. . Vara ac ar1, Metap ysics of Sri RamanuJa's Sri 

Bhashya, p. 66. 

139 - -
Lokacharya, 	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 s'arira-S'aririn as a methodolo­

/
gical equivalent to Sankara's t\vo levels of truth and also in his 

insistence that the Selves qua S'arira can never in fact be separated 

from the Lord. only apparently. Therefore the seeds of the "transposition 

strategy" in Ramanuj a emerge as a general conclusion from the issues 

considered in the last two chapters of this work. As prapatti 1~ill 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 Desika' s position on prapatti in which prapatti is understood 

as a branch of bhakti or its pre-requisite 1vill be examined in order to 

bring out the full implications of the "explicit strand" in Ramanuj a. 

(3c) Lokacharya's position on prapatti will be examined in order to 

bring out the full implications of the "implicit strand" in Ramanuj a 

and to outline the cnsuiflg area of convergence bct1veen RZ1manuj a and 

/ 

Sankara. 

3a. Instances of the "Transposition Strategy" in RamZmuj a 

\'ihat Has designated as the "pcnul timate Sel £-body relation" 

can only be finally un<lerstood within the "ultimate Self-bodr relation". 

Co-relatively, any "<lharmic problem" encountered 1·athin the former can 

only be finally resolved \\·i thin the latter because the Lord, qua 

Antaryamin, is not only the essence of cit and aci t as their "extended 
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sense" (upalak~ana), 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 

140
and purvsa." For this reason the relation between the Self and dharma 

is finally reduced to the relation between the "Lord as cause" (karal).a 

- 141
Brahman) and the "Lord as effect" (karya-Brahman). Al though 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 

H. ,,142
im. 11rnt act of taking refuge with the Lord translates this truth 

into action. 111erefore, for example, release from the gUIJ.as ("constituents") 

is only possible by resorting to the Lord. Ramanuj a 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 

143 
guryas, is impossible without resorting to the Lord." 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 

refuge with the Lord. 
144 · ·n1e famous carama-sloka in his Gl:ta-bha~ya 

is perhaps the best example of this and it is best known for its 

140 -Vedarthasarngraha Van Bui tenen, lt73. 

141 c£.' ~rI-bhasya II.III.18. 

142" - -
Sri-bha~ya Rangacharya, III.II.34. 

143 -
\'edarthasamgraha Van Bui tenen, /!81. 

144 - - ·Ramal1UJ a, ,.,. - bl -Gita­ las ya \I I ..,' I.-· R .amanuJ a says: " .. l . . t us 
obscuration can be removed by taking refuge \\·ith the Lord .... " 
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145
implicit reference to prapatti ("surrender") • There arc many such 

- - - 146references to the need for taking refuge with the Lord in his Gi ta-bhasya. 

Co-relatively there are many references especially in his G1ta-bhasya 

to the grace of the Lord as alone conferring success in one's sadhana, 

i.e. 	"!\Ian attains perfection which consists in the attainment of Myself 

14 7
through my grace." TI1e Lord is described as electing those whom 

He wishes to save in the "election-vakya" of the Katha Upani;;ad and 

- - / - - 148the MUJ}cjaka Upani~ad which are quoted by Ramanuja in his Sri-bhasya. 

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 l\le) ... I give with love that same mental condition (of 

bhakti) .•. by which they attain to !\le. 11149 It is stated in the SaraQagati­

,,
Gadya that all dharmic means are bestowed by the Lord as follows: 

you will also by My Grace obtain Para Bhakti, Para Gnanc:_, and Parama 

Bhakti and be favoured with the direct vision of Me .••. 11150 Accordingly, 

any kai val ya att::iined by one's Olin efforts is considered very inferior 

145
cf., Ramanuja, GI ta-bhasya xvrrr. 66. 

14611 n10se who take refuge with !\le alone ••• cross over this 
maya of !\line" (Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VII.14). See also Ramanuja, 
Glta-bhasya VII.16, XV, 4 & 5; sec also XV.5: "For those who take 
refuge with Me, all activities become easy to do and cul min ate in 
success excl usi vcly through ~ly grace." 

147 - - . - - -
RamanuJa, Gita-bhasya XVIII.46. 

148
cf., sr1-bha~ya III.II.34. 

149 - - . - - -RamanuJa, Gita-bhasya III.9. 

150
saranaagati-Gadya trans. S. S. ,.\charya (Madras: Visishtadvai ta 

Pracharini Sabha, 1970), rrlo. 

http:III.II.34
http:XVIII.46
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151 
to a kaivalya bestowed by the Lord. 

For the reasons stated above any "dharmic problem" although first 

encountered within the "penultimate Self-body relation" is only finally 

resolved 1vi thin the "ultimate Self-body relation". For instance, the 

lack of communication between the two functions of consciousness in 

safusara 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 

,,152Person .•.• So the Lord is described as responsible for any success 

153 154
in yoga, which then becomes known as the Lord's Yoga. 

3b. Prapatti Vie1-:ed as an Individual Instance of This "Transposition 

Strategy" 

Pr:ipatti might be defined as that cognition of one's helpless­

ness and total dependence on the Lord 1d1ich leads to the act of total 

resignation and surrender to the Lord. It can al so be equated 1vi th the 

act of "seeking refuge" (sararyagati) with the Lord. l 54 a 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 

151 - - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bha~ya IlI.9. TI1is de-emphasis on the value 

of man's efforts in s;'idhan:i is r:idicalizcd in Lokacharya; cf., section 3c. 

15 7 ­
-vedarthasamgrah:i Van Buitcnen, 1191. 

153Cf., Ramanuja, er ta-bhasra VI.39. 


154Cf.' 
 Ramanuja, c1ta-bha~ra VI I. 1. 

154aCf., f- - . . - - . , G7 ­previous re erences to saraDagati in RamanuJa s ita­
bha~ya. 
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act of seeking refuge with the Lord. Srinivasachari describes prapatti 

as the "religious conclusion" of the f arira-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 

- 155upaya." To truly realize that one is grounded (adheya) ruled 

(niyamya) and accessory "' to the Lord one must totally surrender(se~a) 

to Hirn. 

Ramanuja most clearly alludes to prapatti in his interpretation 

of the well known cararna-S'loka of the GI ta: "sarvadharrnan parit yajya 

rnarnekam f arar;arn vraj a: aharn tva sarvapare bhyo mok;;ayisyarni ma sucaJ:i" 

("Completing renouncing al 1 dharrnas, 	 seek Me alone as refuge. I wil 1 

. 155arelease you from all sins. Do not grieve." The "explicit strand" 

and the "irnplici t strand" in Rarnanuj a are both represented in his two 

varying explanations of this cararna-sloka. In accordance with the 

"explicit strand" Ramanuj a first of all argues that "sarvadharman" 

should not be literally understood as the renunciation of dharrnas 

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 De~ika' s interpretation of the cararna-s loka. 

But the emphasis on the ultimate efficacy of the Lord's grace, \vhich 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 

155As quoted in John C. Plott, A Philosophy of Devotion, p. 211. 

155 acf.' Bhagavad-Gita XVIII.66. 

http:XVIII.66
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156
in the way of the attainment of Myself." 

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. 111erefore Ramanuj a here 

argues that "sarvadharman" should be understood literally as the renunci­

ati on of the dharmas thems elves. 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 

succeed in starting bhakti-yoga ...• 11157 Yet the fact that this teaching 

158 on prapat ti is identified in the next verse as an esoteric teaching 

favours Lokacharya' s interpretation. For it suggests a possible 

explanation of Ramanuja' s reserved treatment of prapatti in the carama­

sloka. 

According to this explanation Ramanuj a can be understood as 

reserving his full teaching on prapatti as an exclusive path eliminating 

bhakti for those esoteric texts such as the Sara1;agati-Gadya and the 

Gadya-Trayam 1~hi ch were addressed to the "enl ightcnned man". K. Seshadri 

concludes on this issue that, 11 TI1e sastras prescribe bhakti almost as 

a concession to human 1veakness. Their aim is to make m~rn sec that 

ultimately the Lord llimsel f is the best saclhana. 11159 The Yatindrarnatadipika 

156 - - .
RamanuJa, Gita-bha~ya XVIII.66. 

157 - - . - - ­
Ramanu1a, Gita-bha.·;;ra X\'III.66. 

15811) 1 . J • , X\'II I. 67: "This most secret sastra has been taught 
to you by i'-le." 

w ~159 K. Seshadri, 111e Substance of Ramanuj a' s Sri-Ghaslwam 'L:\11 ah ab ad: 
.Journ:il of Indi:m f!istorv, \'ol. .\.\\'II llercin o.fter cited o.s: 'me Substa.1cc 
of R3.m2.nuj a' s Sri Bhashyam:' 

http:X\'III.66
http:XVIII.66
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text specifies prapatti as an esoteric teaching: "This (doctrine of) 

prapatti has to be knm·m 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 for the enlightenment 

6of the beginners. ,,1 0 Ramanuj a can thus be understood as reserving his 

full treatment of prapatti in works such as the Sarauagati-Gadya and 

161 
the Gadya-Trayam and giving us a reserved treatment of prapatti in his 

Sri-bh~ya and his Glta-bhasya because of the nature of his audience. 
162 

As has been observed, the G1ta text itself tapers its teaching according 

to the spiritual "level" of the pupil. Thus the allusion to prapatti 

in the carama-tloka of the Gita comes rightly at the end of that text. 

Just as ~ankara 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 methodological parallel not a doctrinal parallel 

/
for whereas Sa11kara insisted on j~Eina-yoga for the "enlightenned man", 

Rarnanuj a, according to this interpretation, alluded to prapatti for 

the "enlightenned man". 

Just as prapatti is here understood as an individual inst:mcc of 

a more general tendency in Rarn3.nuj a, i.e. the "transposition strategy", 

160 - - -Yatindrarnatadipika Chapter VII, 1123. 

1611bere is some contravcrsy as to whether these two texts were 
actually written by Rarnanuja or not. But I sec no reason to disbelieve 
the tradition on this issue and sec these texts as written by Rarnanuja. 

162Cf., 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-;loka should be W1derstood as reinforcing the implicit 

references 	to prapatti al ready present elsewhere in his GI ta-bha~ya 
/ - ­

and in his Sri-bhasya. The references to the need for "taking refuge" 

164 . h t he L 	 d ( - . ) 163being e 1 d b y H' d t he 1 .1n t or saranagat1 . ecte im an u timate 

165f 1-1· . 1. . 1 . 	 .e ff . o is grace 1rap icit y point to prapatt1. But areicacy 	 there 

,, - ­
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. Ramanuj a des cribes the Lord as both the "means" and the 

"end" (upaya-upeya) of sadhana in III.2.34 as follows: " ... it is 

appropriate for the Supreme Person, who is the object of attainment, 

H. lf h f . . H. "166to b e imse t e means o attaining 1m. 111e implication is 

clearly that all self-initiated means are ultimately powerless. 

Ramanuj a therefore says in the same verse that, " .•• none else can be 

the means of attaining Him than He Himself. 11167 He argues in III.2.37 

that moksa is ul timatcly 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 R~m~nuja with the realization of the actual 

inseparability between the Self an<l the Lord. Prapatti is thus understood 

163cf., Footnote #143 to 146. 

164cf., Footnote #148. 

165cf., Footnote #147 

166S/ - I J - 1r1-J1a~ya, Rangac1arya, III.2.34. 

167 rbid 

168sri-bh:lsya, Rangacharya, III.2.37. 

http:III.2.37
http:III.2.34
http:III.2.37
http:III.2.34
http:III.2.37
http:III.2.34
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as the practical expression of the "ultimate Self-body 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 look up to the Lord 
169 

Himself as the best means." In this sense prapatti is not an act, strictly 

speaking, but simply the recognition that we are already the Lord's. 

Yamuna, 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 Sara~agati-Gadya and the Gadya-Trayam give substantial 

evidence for understanding prapatti as an exclusive path. An antithesis 

is set up between the "mechanics" of sadhana and prapatti in verse 

twelve of the Sara~agati-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 
~,.,,_l 

pointed out above Lokacharya identifies kaiv:ilya as "the great evil". 

Thus prapatti points to an antithesis between what can be achieved 

II 	 ••169
K. Seshadri, The Substance of Ram_anuj a' s Sri Bhashyam, 

p. 	 1640. 

170v­1amuna, Stotra-Ratna, quoted in: John Plott, A Philosophy of 
Devotion, p. 155. 

17 1R~nanuja, Saranaagati-Gadya trans. Sri Srutaprakaasika Acharya 
Gbdras: Visishtadvaita Pracharini Sabha, 1970), #12. 

172Lokacharp, ~lumukshupadi #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 Ramanuja 

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 De~ika 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 i tern. Whereas Vedanta De~ika insists that prapatti is not 

merely a cognitive act but also a conative act, Lokacharya insists 

that it is essentially a cognitive act. Vedanta De~ika, here radicali:ing 

the "explicit strand", in Riimanuja, insinuates that Lokacharya's 

cognitive emphasis leads one to the Advaitic stance that mok~a 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 atrnansamarpanam'. 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. Ile 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 Ramiinuj a, specifically 

the implicit discontinuity between Self-knowledge and dharma, and in 

f . 
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" beth·een 

the Selves and the Lor~never an actual separability. This statement 

of Lokacharya has nevertheless been anticipated in the parallel structure 

of sadhana in Sankara and Ramanuja whereby sarhsara is understood as 

based on a "semblance'~ an as-if separability between oneself and Brahman. 

Khether or not the relation between Self-knowledge and dharrna 

173ved;lnta De~ika, Srimad Rahasyatrayas.ara (Kumbakonam: Literary 
Press, Salem, 1956), p. 267. Herein after cited as: Srimad Rahasyatrayasara. 

174Lokacharya, ~·lumukshupadi # 94. 

l 7-laCf., Cl T 1 .1apter wo, cone usion. 
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in Ramiinuja is understood as a continuity or as a discontinuity depends 

larzely on whether one emphasizes the Northern school or the Southern 

school of interpretation. lfuereas 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 Sadkara's view of sadhana, whereas the former is structurally 

/ . 
dissimilar to Sankara. 

Vedanta De~ika, 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. Prapatt~ is classified as a means (upaya), requiring 

the ac~ive exertion of the devotee. Vedanta Detika 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 (sara9agati) 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 

De~ika argues that the Lord is ultimately responsible for conferring 

moksa, he argues that this grace is dependent on the merit of the 

devot~e. He says that, "Iswara however, makes up llis mind to protect 

175cf., Srimad Rahasyatrayasara, Chapter 8. 

176s . d ,7.rima Rahasyatrayasara, p. _,. 

177cf., L k- h- '! k h d" ,._19o ·ac arya, i'umu ·s upa 1 :r~ • 
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- -the jiva only after Jllaking him adopt some means or upaya for winning 
178 

His protection .... " So unlike Lokichirya'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 inperatives 
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 necessarily done once only as 

Lokacharya maintains; rather he argues that it must be performed again 
183 

in the instance of any off3nce. DeS"ika maintains that prapatti 

should not he defined merely as the cognition of one's inseparability 

from the Lord, as Lokacharya 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 thi~~ regard:" ...the surrender of one's self ... 
185 

is declared as a vidhi or injunction." Whereas perceiving that the 

178 . d Rh 30Sr1rna a asyatrayasara, p. . 

179cf., Lo:~acharya, Mumukshupadi 11207. 

180
cf., A~tadJia-bheda ffl. 

181 - - .1·Cf., Lokacharya, ~lumukshupaui 11221. 

18 2 f ., · Ra1asyatrayasara,l Cl1aptcr 1,...C Sr1111ad ~. 

183
cf., Aitadff~a-bhcJas #1~. 

184
c£., Lokacharya, ;.rumukshupadi it94. 

185srirnad Rahasyatrayasara, p. 264. 
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186 

Lord is the only upaya alone qualifies one for prapatti according to 

Lokacharya, oes'ika argues that one becomes qualified for prapatti 

negatively i.e. by a sense of one's inability to perform other upayas. 

But prapatti does not involve a transcendence of dharma and certainly 
187 

not its elimination as suggested by Lokacharya. 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. Des'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 Ramanuja. Lokacharya 

interprets sadhana 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, 

.111­reveals the implicit convergence between prapatti and Jnana-yoga. 

Lokacharya' s interpretation of the carama-s'loka of the Gita 

is closest to Ramanuja's second interpretation of the same. Lokacharya 

interprets "sarva-dharman" literally as the renunciation of the dharmas 

186cf., Astad5~a-bhedas #10. 

187
Cf., Lokacharya, ,\!umukshupa<li ti 207. 

188cf., Lokachiirya, ,\lumukshupadi #216. 

189cf., Srimad Rahasyatrayasara, Chapter 25. 
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190 
themselves i.e. karma-yoga, jnana-yoga and bhakti-yoga instead of the 

figurative sense chosen by oetika 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 emph~sis is structurally 

..
similar to Sankara's explicit insistence on the discontinuity between 

193 
Self-knowledge and such dharmas. According to Lokacharya, prapatti 

transcends the means/end schema of sadhana altogether in that it 

cannot be described as a means (upaya), as the Lord is accepted as the 

only means. For this reason Lokacharya describes prapatti as essentially 

a cognitive act; srecifically, 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 
194 

lie all virtuous actions." The relation between Self-knowledge and 

dharma according to Lok~ch~rya is resolved only when one cogni:es the 

Lord as equivalent with dharma and as inseparable from us. He says: 

190 
Cf., Lokacharya, ~umuksht~adi #199. 

191cf., Srima. d R I t Cl1ap t ­a1asya rayasara er '5 . 

192 - - d 4/07Lokacharya, ~lwnukshupa i tr - • 

193 ! • -, - T - ­Cf., Sankara, Isa-bhasya I.2, and Gita-bha~ya II.10. 

194 - - d. ., 1Lokacharya, ~lumukshupa i '' 9<+. 
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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 poherless 

in realizing moksa, but, according to Lok~ch~rya it is actually deteri­

mental. As has been shown, Lokacharya uses two sense of 11dharma": 

(I) "dharma" in the sense of man's efforts i.e. dharmas; and (2) "dharma" 

/ . 
as equal to the Lord. This can be compared to Sankara's two senses 

196 
of "dharma" as ritual injunction and jnana-yoga. The former sense of 

"dharma" in both cases is discontinuous with Self-knowledge, whereas 

the latter sense of "dharma" in both cases is continuous with Self-

knowledge. True Self-knowledge according to Lok~ch~rya occurs when we 

consent to the Lord as the "eternally established means" (siddhopaya). 

Although in this case prapatti is doctrinally dissimilar to 

j~ana-yoga in ~a~kara, it does have a structural similarity. The same 

inversion of values occurs on the "second level" whether described as 

standing within the Lord or as speaking from the "second level" of truth 

" .according to Sankara. The "transposition strategy" is thus fully 

en:icted in Lokiicharya. Lok:lchiirya describes one's sins from this "level'' 
197 

as "objects of enjoyment 11 to the Lord. De~ika objected that this would 

encourage the practice of such sins. Lok~ch~rya's ans~er to this objection 

195 k- l - l d. " 8 #"?"lLo·ac1arya, 01umuksrnp:i i rt21 ; .... 1.. • 

196c£., Ch:iptcr One. 

1971 k- I - 'I k ' '. ''16o · ac lary:i, , u:-:m · snup:icn it~ • 
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is that this realization should not encourage sins so much as discourage 

spiritual pride. Sampatkuman refers to this argument in Lokacharya 

as follm.,rs: "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." Mok~a, according to both 
/

Lokacharya and Sankara, involves a change in the order of discovery and 

not a change in the order of being. In both cases mok~a is not the result 
/

of man's efforts but whereas Sankara describes it as identical with the 

real nature of the Self, Lokacharya describes it as a gift received 

through consenting to the Lord as the "eternally established means" 

(siddhopiya). 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 

Lokiicharya helps to crystallize the areas of structural convergence 
; 

between Ramanuja and Sa~kara, especially the structural convergence 

between prapatti and jnana-yoga. The parallel structure of siidhana 

I' 
in Ramanuj a and Sankara that was discussed in Chapter T\l'O can now be 

even more sharply delineated. 

198~.f. R. Sampatkumaran, "Lokacharya on Prapatti", unpublished article. 



CHAPTER IV 


SELF-KNO\\"LEDGE A.ND DHARMA IN SA>IKARA: A DOCTRINAL INVESTIGATIO>; 

Preamble 

In this chapter the t\vO strands in Sankara i.e., the "explicit 

strand", which emphasizes the discontinuity bet11·een Sel £-knowledge and 

dharma, and the "implicit strand" which emphasizes the apparent continuity, 

will be examined more closely. Special attention will be given to their 

relationship in Sankara's understanding of s;dhana. Chapter One 

provided the methodological foundation for this examination of the 

I.
"explicit strand" and the "ir.1plicit strand" in Sankara. Sankara's 

doctrines will now be examined so as to isolate the problematic areas 

where the relation between these two strands is concentrated. The 

I 

fol101dng doctrines in Sankara will therefore be investigated: mok;;a 

("liberation"); Atma-jnana ("Self-knowledge"); the Atrna-vidhi ("the 

injunction pertaining to the Self"); the karal}a ("catalyst") for Self-

realization; bhakti ("devotion"); and rnaya-vada ("the doctrine of falsity"). 

These doctrines will be discussed under the general topic of sadhana 

in Advaita Ved;nta. The major purpose of this chapter will be to 
I 

establish a co-relation bet1>een the "implicit strand" in Sankara and 

the "explicit strand" in R:lmiinuj:i. This co-rel:ition h·ill not disregard 

I 
the real doctrinal differences between the two as in Sa~kara's insistence, 

contrary to Ramiinuja, that Brahman is Nirguna ("attributeless") and not 

Saguna ("with attributes 11 
) and in his insistence that the world is 

ultimately nithya ("false"). It will hol1·ever, indicate the areas of 

-256­
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convergence that exist in the middle of such doctrinal differences. 
I 

Two major areas in Sadkara's thought provide the foundation for 

these areas of convergence: (1) the mitigation of his doctrine of 

Nirgu~a Brahnan in his insistence that although Brahman is Nirgu~a and 

not SaguDa, this fact can only be known via Saguna Brahman; and, 

(2) the possible mitigation of his doctrine of maya in his insistence 

that the world as Brahman although not the world as nama-rupa ("name 

and form"), is real. Both areas indicate that the implicit continuity 
I 

between Self-knowledge and dharma in the "implicit strand" in Sankara 

pertains to the order of discovery and not to the order of being. 
1 

As hitherto pointed out, the two most important "intermediary 
I 

concepts" used by Sankara to explain this apparent continuity are the 
2 

"secondary sense" of Self-knowledge as vrtti-jf'{ana and the "primary 
3 

sense" of dharma as jtriana-yoga. The discontinuity however remains 

in the order of being as the "primary sense" of Self-knowledge as 

svarupa-jR'ana 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. 

7 I 

WCf.' Sankara, Kena-bhasya II .4. 

3 ,.,...,
Cf.' Sa1\kara, cita-bhasya IX.2, 3· XIV, ~I •' 
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1. The Paradox of Sadhana in Advaita Vedanta 

Before examining the emphasis on the apparent continuity in 

sadhana between Self-knowlecge and dharma in the "implicit strand" 

in ~ankara, it is necessary to preface this discussion by an examination 

- / .
of sadhana in the "explicit strand" in Sankara. In the "explicit 

strand" in ~ankara 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. 
{ 

Sankara defines liberation (mok;;a) as identical with the Atman 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. Mok-?a is nothing but Brahman or the ~tman, which is already 
4 

present in all". ~ankara argues that just as heat is the nature of 

fire, so mok;;a 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 

Upade£~sahasri 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 Self, one's own real nature, is 

never destroyed. For it is uncaused and cannot be accepted or rejected 

by oneself (or by others) while other things (e.g., states etc.) 

4 - ­Sutr.'.1-bk1_<;iy.'.1 Date, I.1.4, p. ::?4. 

5c£., Sankara, Brh.'.1d.-bh5sp. IV.IV.6, p. 7.21. 
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6 
are caused". 

I . 
Sankara 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, 
7 

a thing to be created, transformed, achieved, or purified .... " Yet 

although dharma is incapable of altering our nature, which is identical 

with mok~a, it is important in making that nature known. 

It might be asked, however, if we are in fact already liberated 
8 

than why is there any need for sadhana? If the Self cannot slay or be 

slain does this imply merely a transcendence of ethics or a rejection 

of ethics? In reply it might be said that Sankara's insistence on the 

need for sidhana was a concession to that implicit strand of continuity 

in his system. Because of this concession a dialogue between ~a~kara 

and Ramanuja becomes possible. Sankara argues that despite the fact 

that we are already liberated, sadhana is necessary to evoke that 
t' 

fact and make it fully known. Sankara illustrates the role of sadhana 
9 

by the following parable. A prince is abandonned by his parents and 

brought up by fowlers. As a consequence he believes himself to be a 

fowler until one day he nects a stranger who discloses his true identity 

to him. Just as in this parable the prince undergoes no change in his 

6 ,, - -
Upadesa-Sahasri, Part Two, Chapter X\'I, 1139 to 41, p. 169. 

7sankara, rs'a-hha~ya Introduction, P· 3. 


8

A similar problem emerges in Ramanuja though it is expressed 

differently as follows: If the Lord is already all-inclusive and in­
separable ~rom us then why is there any need for sidhana? Cf., Chapter 
Two, section four. 

9 I . 
Cf., Sankara, Brhad.-bh~sya II.l.20, p. 304. 
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actual identity but only an awakening to that fact, so s~dhana is 

precisely the awakening to our true nature. This parable illustrates 

the role of the Guru, here represented by the stranger who confronts 

I . 
us with this "ne\\·s". According to Sankara, therefore, the distinction 

between samsara and moksa pertains to the order of knowing and not to 

the order of being. Gaudapa, Sankara'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 Upadesa-Sahasri text as follows: "The ideas such as bondage, 
11 

liberation etc. are likewise superimposed on the Self." 

f • 

Sankara does not describe the Self as p~ssessing 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 I 

but it can never divest itself of its natural property.'' Saftkara 

argues. that sadhana involves the purification of the buddhi though 

never of the Self. Such a purification allows for the clearest reflection 

of the Self in the buddhi. This is stated in the Upaclcsa-Sahasri: 

"When the mind becomes purified like a mirror, kno111ledge is revealed in 

10caudapacla, Karikas II.3:2, trans. Sh·ami :..'ikhililnanda (,\Jysorcn: 
Sri Ramakrishna Ashrama, 1968), p. 117. Herein after cited as: 
Gaudapa, Karikas. 

11 d / - -: ' 156Upa esa ...Sahasr1, Chapter X\', .... g, p. . 

12 1 -Saftkara, Brhad.-bha~ya IV.III.7, p. 628. 
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it. Care should, therefore be taken to purify the mind by Yama, Niyama, 
13 

/ . 
sacrifices and religious austerities." Sankara therefore argues that 

if bondage pertains to the buddhi and not to the Sel£ liberation is 

possible as no one can part with his own nature. For 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 sa~sira and mok~a 

pertains to the buddhi and not to the Self, as expressed in the Upadesa-

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, 
I 

according to Sankara, is simply its ignorance. 

This is structurally similar to Ramanuja's insistence that 

bondage pertains to the buddhi i.e. the dharma-bhiita-j~~na but never to 
I 

the "essential nature" (svarupa) of the Self. According to both Sankara 

and Ramanuja the buddhi must be purified so as to better reflect the 

svarupa 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 sir.iply "forgotten". This is declared 

-
in the Atma-bodha: "When that (nescicncc) is <lcs.trored, it becomes 

13 ~ - ­
_ _ Upadesa-Sahasri Ch~p~er ~VII, ff22, p. 186. Cf., Viveka­

cudamani Ir571 and Sat1kara, Gita-bhasya VI, 7. 

14cf., Sutra-hhasya II.III.32. 

15The structure of ignorance and the structure of forgetting 
are here the same. 

http:II.III.32
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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." 

§ankara argues that the Self cannot be subjected to changes of 

state sue~ 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 I • 

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 objected how then can one make sense of renunciation? 

Doesn't renunciation imply that something other than the Self must 
I 

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-Upani;;ad: 

21 / 

I •

"Do not covet, for i;·hose is weal th"..) Sankara says: "All this has 

16­
Atma-bo<lha trans. T. M. P. Mahadevan (Madras: Akhila Bharata 

Sankara Seva Samiti, 1964), 1144. I!erein after cited as: At111a-bodha. 

17 -
Vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, ffl41, p. 296. 

18 -Gaudapa, - -Karikas II.6. 

19cf., Sankara, Gita-bh~ya XIII.2. 

20sari.kar3., Gita-bh5sra xrrr, 2, p. 328. 
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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 
I . 
Sankara quotes the following passage in his Gita-bha~ya: "Having 

given up both truth and un-truth, give up that by which you give them 
23 

Up• II This is also clearly stated in the Aparokshanubuti as follows: 

"The abandonment of the illusory unive:·se by realizing it all as the 
24 

all conscious Atman is the real renunciation." 
25 

This sense of renunciation 1~as earlier identifed as samnyasa 

in its "primary sense" which involves the abandonment of the very 

I
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. \l!hereas samnyasa in its "secondary sense" is appropriate only 
27 

for the "unenlightenned man", samnvas<J. in its "primary sense" is 
28 

appropriate only for the "enlightenned man". It might be said therefore 

that samnyasa in its "primary sense", as the renunciation of the very 

22 I - I . ­
Sankara, Isa-bhasya #1, pp. 5-6. 


231 .
Sankara, Gita-bhiisya III, Introduction, p. 86. 


24 

Aparokshiinubuti, trans. S1,·ami Vimuktananda (Calcutta: Advai ta 

Ashrama, 1966), fflOG. 

25
Cf., Chapter One, Sc. 


26 I

Sankara refers to these two senses of renunciation in several 

places in his Gitii-b.hisya: in the introduction to chapter three and 
five, and in the eighteenth chapter. (Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhiisya XVII I.12). 

27 
Cf., ~ankara, Gitii-bhiisy<J., Introduction, Chapter 5. 

28 I .
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bha~ya, 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 adhyaropa-apav~da strategy ~owever, 

I •
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 
29 

get beyond them." S~dhana in Advaita can therefore be understood 

as a practical application of adhy~ropa-apav~da, 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 Sankara should therefore be understood as an application 

of may~-vada to practical life. In this regard Hiriyanna states that, 

"The conception of maya thus forms the pivotal point of Advaita, on 
~.., 

.)_ 

its theoretical as well as on its practical side." Sadhana deals with 

29
K.C. Bhattacharya, "The Advaita and its Spiritual Significance" 

from The Cultural Heritage of India Vol. III (2nd ed.; Calcutta: 
Ramakrishna i>lission, Institute of Culture, 1969), p. 251. 

30
section 1139 1,·ill demonstrate how jnana-yoga in ~ankara can be 

understood as a form of adhyaropa-apavada . 

.31 
Cf., Chapter One, footnote #31. 

32 
~-1. lliriyanna, "The Ethics of Advaita" from Popular Essays in 

In~ian Philosophy (~ysore: Kavyalaya Pub., 1952), p. 83. 
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33 

the individual aspects of maya as registered in the manas ("mind") 

or antah-karana ("ego-sense") which project the illusion of the personality. 
/ 
Sankara states in his l\Iai;dukya-bhiisya that, " ... the imagination of 


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? ~aii.kara 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 ~ankara, consists in seeing 

that we have never been separated from Brahman, here equivalent with 

perfection. This is stated in the Upadesa-Sahasri: "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 Sankara perfection does not consist in changing our nature but in 
35 

uncovering it. Thus &a~kara argues in his Brhad.-bh~sya that liberation 

is possible because death has never been a part of man's nature. 

Strictly speaking this impli=s that the Self is equally be:•ond 

both a-dharma and dharma. The familiar image of the Gitci indicates that 
36 /

the Self can never he the slayer or the slain. Sa~kara echoes this 

33 / - - ­
Sankara, ~landukhya-bhasya II.17 from Gaugapada, K3rikis, p. 104. 

34 .I - -
UpadesapSahasri Chapter XV, Jl. 

35
cf., Sankara, Brhad.-bh~sya IV.III.IS. 

36
Cf., Bhagavad-Giti II.19. 

http:IV.III.IS
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thought in his Brhad.-bhasya 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-bha$ya: "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 
38 

both according to the Vedic authority and logic.'' 

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 
I 

classification in Sa~kara 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-bhii~ya 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 s~atcs in his Gita-bhasya that, "He whose 

37 / 
Sankara, Brhad. -bh3.sya IV. I II. 22, p. 667. 

38
sankara, Ka\h~-bhii'.?ya I.II.9 from Eight Upani$ads Vol. I, 

with the commentary of ~ar'lkara, trans. Swami GJ.mblurananda (C;ilcutta: 
Advaita Ashrama, 1972), pp. 144-45. Herein after cited as: ~ankara, 
Ka\ha-hh5$ya. See also Sutra-bhii'.?ya I.1.4. 

39cf., Chapter One, section three. 
40,,


Sankara, Taittiriya-bhii~ya II.IX.I. 
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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 

by the fruit of a-dharma .... " In answer to a subsequent objection, 
I 
Sankara 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 tha"':_)"This objection cannot stand; for the statement can be 

explained by distinguishing the two standpoints of worldly conception 
42 / . 

and absolute truth." This excerpt illustrates Sankara's use of the 

devices of teaching whereby one modifies one's teaching in accordance 

/
with the spiritual level of the pupil. According to Sankara the 

possibility of mis-interpretation occurs when one ignores the warning 

of the Gita: "Let not a 1vise man split the soul of witless men attached 

to work," and when the teaching reserved for the "enlightenned man" is 

transmitted to the "unenlightenned man". 1~1wreas 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 be said that 

/ . 
Sankara is insistent that a transcendence of ethics does not imply their 

rejection in the sense of advocating immoral behaviour. Ile maintains that, 

"The expression, '!!01vsoever he may behave' ,is intended for a tribute to 

41 i . 

Sankar:.i, Git:l-bh:lsya XVI II, 17. 

42, . 
Sankara, Gita-bhasya XVI II, 17. 

43 - -Bhagavad-Gita III.26. 
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this state of a knower of Brahman, and does not mean reckless behaviour." 

He states even more explicitly in the Sutra-bha~ya: "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." ~ankara argues co-relatively that though one 

cannot make any distinction between a teacher and a pupil in mok~a, 

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 Upani~ads 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 
46 

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 Sankara's and Ramanuja's understanding of the ''enlightenned 

/
man", whether understood as the jniina-yogin (Sankara) or as the prapanna 

(Ramanuja). Parallel abuses can therefore be discovered in the transcendence 

of ethics implied in prapatti, especially as understood by LokachITrya, 

44 ~ 
Sa~kara, Brhad.-bh~sya III.V.l, p. 491. 

45 - bh- D I 18Sutra- a~ya ate, II. II .'-t • 

46 I
Sankara, Brhad.-bh~~ya II.1.20, p. 318. 
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. ,.,_
and in Jnana-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 
47 

one's sins are no longer obstacles but nectar to the Lord, De~ika 

11mis-reads this as implying that the ••• prapanna should necessarily 
48 

conrrnit sin." This issue between Lokacharya and De{ika can be resolved 

by distinguishing between criteria applicable only to the ''enlightenned 

man" and criteria applicable to the "unenlightenned man". Lokacharya's 
49 

teaching to the prapanna is addressed to the "enlightenned man" 

and is intended not to encourage immorality but to initiate a total 

I'
surrender to the Lord as the only means (upaya). Similarly Sankara'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.-~hasya and the Sutra-bhasya cited earlier. 
so 

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 

E_rapatti and the "machinery" of dharma. As also indicated previously it 

47 
Cf., Lokiichi.irya, Mumuh:shupadi 11216. 

48vedanta De~ika, Srimad Rahasyatrayasara Chapter 25, p. 319. 

49Here the term "enlightenncd man" refers to the candidate 
who is ready for prapatti. 

49a
Cf., infra footnotes #44, 1145. 

50clnpter Three, section 3. 
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is a convergence th~t exists in the midst of sharp doctrinal differences. 

The subsequent sections of this chapter will examine the "implicit strand" 

in §ankara 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 

I 
strand" in Sankara and the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja. Because 

Oes'ika radicalizes this "explicit strand" in Ramanuja, the "implicit 
/

strand" in Sankara is structurally closer to Desika than to Lokacharya. 

, . 
So for example one point to be argued in this chapter is that Sankara's 

implicit concession to the reality of the Atma-vidhi ("the injunction 

pertaining to the Self") is structurally closer to De.<tika'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 exarr.L:-iation of the 

/

"implicit strand" in Sankara in order to uncover any possible areas of 

/ - - I . 
convergence between Sankara and Ramanuja, Sankara's system will never 

be reduced to this "implicit strand". Rather, the areas of structural 

" as co-existingconvergence between Sankara and Ramanuja will be disclosed 

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 ~ind 

/ . 
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 notl1ing whatsoever, for the attainment 

of its fruit (i.e. Final Release), but so far as its own generation 

is concerned, it does so need (the performance of religious actions).'$l 

(utpanna hi vidya phalasiddhim prati na kimcidanyadapeksate utpattim 

prati tvapek~ate) 
,. . 
Sankara argues that dharma is an accessory means to Self-

realization in the sense that it leads to the "purification of the mind" 

/
(sattva-suddhi) 1.;hich must precede Self-realization. Sankara therefore 

sets up a means/end schema "once-removed" between dharmic means and 

/
Self-realization but, Sankara never means by this that dharmic means 

ever "produce" mok;;a as such l\'hich 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 Upade!a-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 \\hich is subject to change." Ramanuja argues in a similar 

manner that the svariipa of the Self never changes in sarhsiira; only the 
54 

- - " dharma-bhuta-jnilna undergoes change. In his Chandogya-bhasya Sankara 

uses the same image of the buddhi as the "divine eye" that has been 

51 - ­
Sutra-bhasya Apte, I II. IV. 26. 

52
cf., Sutra-hhasya Date, III.IV.27, p.·:292. 

53upade£a~Sahasr1 XIII, Jl4. 

54cf., Chapter Three, section le. 

http:III.IV.27
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SS ,.
already encountered in Ramanuja's Gita-bhasya. Sankara there states: 

"The mind is the divine eye of the Self - 'divine' i.e. not ordinary, 
S6 

that which is entirely different in character from all other organs .... " 

Just as Ramanuja argues that though the svarupa of the Self never changes, 

that fact can only be known via a purified, all-expansive buddhi, 
I 
Sankara argues that the purified buddhi is instrumental in the reflection 

S7 
/

of the unchanging Self. Conversely both Sankara and Rarnanuja argue 
S8 

that the Self is not reflected in a buddhi which is full of impurities. 

In his Chandogya-bhasya Sankara 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 
S9 

/ .
Memory, - ... follows freedom from all ties .... '' Sankara's description 

helps to explain the possibility of "progressive liberation" (krama­
60 

mukti) and gradual illumination even within Sankara's explicit insistence 

SS I 
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bha~ya XI.8 and Sri-bhasya IV.IV.16; cf., 

Chapter Three, le. 

56 / 
Sa~kara, Ch5ndogya-bha~ya VIII.Xii.5, p. 483. 

I - ­57Cf.' Upadesa-Sahasri Part One, Chapter 2, #8. 

I 
S8 

Cf.' Sri-bhasya I.1.1, p. 63 (Th~baut); Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya 
VI. 6; Sankara, Katha-bhasya I.III.12; and Sankara, Gitff-bhff~ya II.69. 

59 ~ankara, Chandogya-bha~ya VII, x.xvi, 2; cf., Sankara, Gita­
bha~ya v.26, v.12. 

GOCf., SUtra-bhff~ya IV.III.10. 

http:IV.III.10
http:I.III.12
http:IV.IV.16
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that mok~a 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. Sankara argues that krama-mukti is only mok~a "as-it-1\ere" 

as mok~a can only be equivalent with the Self and can never be the result 

of any actual process as such. 
, 

Although both Sankara 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 Sankara describes 

the buddhi as an upadhi which is ultimately sublated in Self-realization, 

Rama.-nuj a only describes the vikaras of the buddhi as sub lated in moksa. 

The buddhi itself is not sublated. So this structural parallel co-exists 

with sharp doctrinal differences. 

Another structural parallel between S'ankara and Ramanuja 

/ . 
emerges when Sankara describes the Lord, here experienced as the Guru as 

responsible for the purification of the mind. Sankara 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 sruti cannot initiate Self-reali::ation 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 a.s deta.chr.ient." This is structura.lly similar 
63 

to Ramanuja's insistence that only the Lord ultimately removes our impurities, 

61 Sar\kara, Glti-bhasya X, 1111, p. 265. 

62.t
:::ian.kara, Murydaka-bha~ya I.1.5. Cf., Upade{a~S;hasri Part One, 

Chapter one and Gurvastakam. 

63 - - - - ­
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya XV.S. 
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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"). 

/
Sankara makes an important differentiation within this causal 

sequence "once removed" between "external means" such as ritual action 

and "internal means" such as moral qualities and the practice of sravai:ia 
65 

/ . 
rnanana 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 perfo~med 

as niskamya-karma C"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 a=t only for the purification of the mind 
66 

Csattva)." 

2b. The Question of Samuccaya 

The critical question that follows from the above discussion is 

ivhether or not this causal sequence "once removed" between dharmic means 

and Self-realizo.tion entails s:-tmuccava i.e. the "combin:ition of k:irma and 

64
\\'hereas the Sak!?i can be dcscri bed o.s an impartial witness, the 

Antaryarnin is not irnpo.rtial in this sense, for it can be described, as 
controlling the Self from within. Also because of Rjm~nujo.'s model of Bro.hman 
as Sagur:ia, the r\ntary:lmin is assimilated under the category of Brahman, 
whereas because of S'ankara's model of Brahman as Nirguno., the Sak;;1 is not 
assii:2_ilated under the category of Brahman but ranged mi9_-i;ay bet11·een the ji\·a 
and Isvara. This identification of the Lord 1.;ith the Saksi' is most explicit 
in Suresvara. 

65 
Cf., Siitra-bh~sya III.IV.27, IV.1.18. 

66"' . 	 I
Sankara, Gita-bhasya V.11. Cf., Sankara, BJ;had.-bha~ya IV.\'.15, 

p. 793: "The injunctions about rites arc operative only until one is con­
fronted with those about Se 1f-knoidcdge. '' 

http:IV.\'.15
http:III.IV.27
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, 
j?rana." With respect to this question, Sankara argues that the following 

forms of karma are provisionally efficacious prior to the awakenning of 

Self-knowledge: '' ... works combined with knowledge will bring about 

mok~a .... 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 Sankara this provisional 

efficacy of karma never entials that Atma-jnana as svarupa-jnana can ever 

be dependent on anything but itself. He says: " ... it is not ~easonable 

that the knowledge of Brahman which repels all ideas of distinction of 

deeds, doers, and results, should have d3pendence on any attributive 
68 

constituent, or any relation with any helpful accessory .... " 

It might yet be asked, if karma and jnana cannot be combined 
, 

si.raultaneously can they be combined successively? Sankara argues in his 

Gita-bha~ya and i~a-bha~ya that jrrana-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. Suresvara refers to this as krama-samuccaya("sequential 

combination") but Surcsvara never infers from this that Atma-jnana as 

svarupa-j~ana can ever be combined with karma. Rather, he devotes most of 

his Sambandha-Viirtika to refuting the three classical options of samucca:? 

vada: i.e. the sarnuccaya where jnana is principal and karma is subsidiary; 

. '4/­
the samuccaya 1~here karma is principal and ;n:rna is subsidiary; and the samt11.:caya 

67 - ­Sutra-bhasya Date, IV.1.16. 

68-' 
Sa~kara, Kena-bh5~ya IV.7. 

69 ./ ~ - - / ,
Cf., Sankara, G1ta-bhasya II.10, pp. 24-25 and Sankara, Isa­

bha~ya #2. 
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70 

'"here both are equal. Suresvara argues that admitting any one of the 

above forms of samuccaya would imply that statements about Brahman could 

be subsidiary to dharmic injunctions. 
71 

Yet ~Iai::~ana MiS'ra, who might be said to belong to the same "family" 
, 

of Advaita as Sankara, specifically admits to a form of samuccaya-vada: 

that karma can combine Kith Self-knowledge in the "secondary sense" as 

Jhyana-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 

connaissance)est un auxiliare d'une activit~ de cette sorte, car, une 

fois le Brahman connu de fa~on droite par la Parole, on d6sire agir pour 
72 

se le rendre directment pr6sent." Vacaspati Misra argues for the same 

kind of ~muccaya in his B'.1.amati text. He says that, " ... rites are remote 

auxiliaries in respect of the generation of knowledge, through the 

70
cf., Suresvara, Sambandha-Vartika #356b - #357a; 36Sb - 366a. 

71
Though Mandana ~liSra 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. M.:iryc;lana 
is here being considered because he radicalizes the "implicit strand" 
in Advaita whicl1 is later developed and modified by Vacaspati Mi~ra. 
Because of the phenomenological method employed in this thesis, historic.:il 
variables., such as the question of whether Mar:islana preceded Sa1\kara or 
was his. contemporary 111ill be braceted and any )Jossible structural 
connections between the "implicit strand" in Sa1~kara and ManJan.:i .:ind 
Vacaspati Mi.:5.ra 1\i 11 be focussed on. 

72 
~!andana Mi5ra, Brahma-Siddhi trans. into French. ~!. BiarJeau 

(Paris: Pubiications. de L 1 Ecole Francaise D'Extreme Orient, \'o 1. LXXVI, 
~969), p. 343. Herein after cited as: ~la1.i1::rna, Brahma-Siddhi. 

http:Mi.:5.ra
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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 

5adhana 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 Mazidana but not 
,I .

of Sankara. He says: " ... it may be safely said that both Samkara and 

Suresvara are definitely against the type of jnanakarmasamuccaya 
75 

i-.rhich }.!azigana advocates." Yet it might be said that a close examination 
, 

of the "implicit strand" in Sankara should lead one to qualify the above 

assertion. For instance, the so called "actions" of the fivan-mukta 

never entail that Atma-jnana 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 samucCa)2_1 mentioned 

earlier, whereas i-fal).~ana explicitly affirms the samuccaya \~here jniina 

is principal and karma is subsidiary, implicitly §ankara admits to what 

may be termed a samuccay_::i- "once-removed" by his acceptance of krama­

samuccaya which might be described as a "provisional" visama-samuccay~. 

,.. - ­
Like Sankara, Ramanuja explicitly rejects the classical 

73vacaspati ~li.Sra, Bh.irnad: CatussutrI trans. S.S. Sastri 
(Madras Adyar: Theosophical Publishing House, 19.3.3), p. 85. l!erein 
after cited as: Vacaspati, BhamatI. 

74cf., S. S. Sastri, Collected Papers of S. S. Sastri (~ladras: 
University of ~!auras Publications, 1961), p. ~91. llcrern after cited as: 
Collected Papers of S. S. Sastri. 

75 
K. Sastri, Introduction, Brahma-Siddhi (~ladras: Governr.ient 

Press, 1937), p. XXXV. llerein after cited as: K. Sastri, Introduction, 
Brahma-Siddhi. 

76 /
Cf., S.::uikara, Gha-bha~ya I\'.19, IV.24, V.7. 
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form of samuccaya advocated by Marygana and Vacaspati MiS'ra whereby karma 

is accepted as an auxiliary to jnana. The acceptance of vi~ama-samucc~ya, 

/ - ­however, does not alter the claim made by both Sankara and Ramanuja 

that only Brahma-vidya can yield mok~a. 

Therefore it can be demonstrated that a parallelism exists 

between this implicit emphasis in Sankara on krama-samuccaya or what was 

termed a "provisional visama-samuccaya"and Ramanuja's acceptance of 

vi!?ama-samuccaya that is made most explicit in Desika's position. 

/

Because the "implicit strand" in Sankara is structurally parallel to 

the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja, the acceptance of vi?ama-samuccar_a 

in the thought of Mandana and Vacaspati Mi£ra, who radicalize this 

"implicit strand" in Sankara is structurally equal to Desika' 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 
/ 

Sankara should be understood especially in the "implicit strand" as 

arguing that this "karma" is an accessory to Atma-jnana in the sense of 

being instrumental in its reflection. Ma:r:1ana, who is here understood 

I . 
as radicalizing this "implicit strand" in Sankara, concludes that without 

such asamuccaya Self-knowledge could not arise in fact. Ile says in 

this respect: "Pour ceux gui croient gue le rite et la connaissance sont 

sans aucune relation parcc qu'ils sont mutucllement contradictoires, 

du fait gue le rite a pour domaine la dualite et la connaissancc la 

non-dualite, il scnsuit quc pour eLLx la connaissance du non-Juel ne 

peut mgme pas surgir, puisqu'il y aurait contradiction entre la division 

en moyen de connaissancc, (connaissancc et objet de connaissance)et l'acces 
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au non-duel. Mais en fait il n'y a pas contradiction, car le moyen et 

le but ne sont pas simultanes: toute division disparait precise'ment 
82 

clans l'acces au non-duel." It is precisely Ramanuja's contention, 

as is especially evident in the 11explicit strand" of his thought, 

that without dhyana-abhyasa no knowledge of the Self or of the Lord is 

possible. This understanding of c!hyana-abhyasa as a form of 11karma 11 

83 
shall be considered in greater detail in a subsequent section. 

- - - ,,.
In his Gita-bha~ya Sadkara may be said to suggest the later 

synthetic view of the Bhamati school which is referred to by S. S. 

Sastri as: 11 
••• the attitude of synthesis exalting neither karma nor 

84 
its renunciation but seeking a via media." The following excerpt 

.I' - - ­from Sa~kara's Gita-bha~ya suggests this synthetic view. He says: 

11For, performance of action is a means of attaining freedom from action. 11 

85 
(naiskarmya-upiyatvit karm~rambhasya). 

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 Self and the Lord and for 

the perception of the actual inseparability between the Self and the 

Lord, so §a~kara argues t'.1at bondage and liberation refer to the buddhi 
86 

and not to the Self. In his introduction to the Siitra-bh~~ya he 

82
Mary9ana, Braluna-Siddhi pp. 181-82. 

83c£., Chapter Four, section 3a. 

84
S. S. Sastri, Collected Papers of S. S. Sastri, p. 291. 

85,, . - - ­
Sankara, Gita-bhasya III.4. 

86cf., Sankara, Gi:ta-bhasya I I. 21. 
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states co-relatively that adhyasa is only possible because of the 

I . 
reflection of the Self in the buddhi. Therefore, according to Sankara, 

the Self only app3ars as a do-er because of the super-imposition of the 
87 

buddhi upon the Self. 

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" (Sankara) or as-if separability 

(Ramanuja)and of the perception of the "actual nonduality" (Sankara) 

or the "actual inseparability" (Ramanuja) between the Self and Brahman. 

Despite Ramanuja's conative emphasis he quotes from this critical passage 

from the Vi;;I}u-Purana in his Gita-bhasya: "The mind alone is the cause 
88 

of bondage and liberation." The following statement from the Viveka­

cudiimani mirrors it exactly: "i·lan 's bondage is caused by the mind, 
89 

and liberation too is caused by that alone." 

Despite the insistence of the Vivararya school that the last 
90 

cognition preceding Self-realization is not really a v~tti ("a mental 
/

psychosis"), there is much evidence in Sankara to support the claim of 
91 ,. 

the Bh~mati school that the last cognition is in fact a vrtti. Sankara 

says that, '' ... the Self is imagined to be enlightenned, merely because 

of avidya associating Hirn with that intellectual perception - ~hich is 

87
Cf., sutra-bhasya I I. II I. 40. 

88 - - . -
Ramanup, Gita-bhasya VI.6. 

89v . k -d - . 'Iive a-cu amal)l 1172. 

90
cf., \'j vo.raI}apra.mcyasangraha I. I I. 

91cf., V~caspati, Bh5matI, p. 78. 
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92 
unreal - 1.,rhich takes the form of discrimination between the Self and the 

not-Self, while in reality the Self has undergone no change whatever." 


The following passage from the Viveka-cu<;la:rr.ani 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 

I - -
Upadesa-Sahasri text: "It is to the intellect and not to the Self 1\·hich 

94 
is immutable, that the knowledge, 'I am Brahman' belongs." 

Because it is argued in the Bha~ati school that the last cogni­

tion preceding Self-realization is a vrtti, it is therefore concluded 

that the karai:ia ("catalyst") for Self-realization is in fact the purified 

buddhi. 
/ 

Sa~kara supports this conclusion in his Git~-bh~sya 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, cons ti tut es the sense by h"hich 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-cu<;lamal).i: "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 

9?/
-sa~kara, Gfta-bhisya II.~l. 

9.3 - ­Vi vek;1-cuc;lamaryi ,7427. 

94 I - 1 5rUpadesa-Sahasr1 Part II, XVIII, nl 9. 

95, . 
Sankara, Gita-bha~ya II.~l. p. 46. 
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96 

is transferred to the sun. 11 Similarly, as has been previously noted, 

Ramanuja argues that bondage and liberation refer to the dharma-bhuta­

.N-
Jnana, either as contracted or as all-expansive, and not to the svarupa 

of the Self which never undergoes any change . 

./
3. The t.li tigation of Nirgul).a Brahman in Sankara's Thought 

Preamble 
97 

In the following two principal sections the "implicit strand" 

I •
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 Desika's position. As pointed out previously these 
, 

areas of structural convergence between Saftkara and Ramanuja co-exist 

with sharp doctrinal differences, the two most prominent of which 
,, 

are Sankara's insistence that Brahman is ~irguIJ.a versus Ramanuja's 

" insistence that Brahman is Saguna, and Sankara's maya-vada versus 

Ramanuja's insistence that the world is real. It must be noted that 
, 
Sankara's emphasis on Nirguna Brahman is mitigated somewhat by his 

argument that though Brahman is Nirgul).a and not Sagul).a, this can only 

be known by resorting tq Saguna Brahman. The following three areas 

will be investigated under section three wherein the mitigation of his 

emphasis on Brahman as Nirguna occurs: j~ana-yoga considered as adhyaropa­

apavffda; the Atma-vidhi and the karana for Self-realization; and, the 

,, " - ­implicit theism in Sankara. Also Saii.1-..ara' s doctrine of maya will be 

disclo~ed in section four as mitigated somewhat by his realistic 

96\'. k -d- . "5.., 1 ive·a-cu.amani ~ / . 

97cf., section 3 and section 4. 
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epistemology and his insistence against the Buddhists that Nirgurya Brahman 

should not entail any endorsement of ~unyata-vada. The considerations 

in sections three and four are inteded to verify not only the "implicit 

I' 

strand" in Sankara but also the areas of structural convergence between 
,,, 

this "implicit strand" in Sankara and the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja. 

3a. Jnana-Yoga as Adhyaropa-Apavada 

3a (i). Dhyana-Abhy~sa and Viveka-j~ana 

" .The critical issue in this"implicit strand" of Sankara 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 svarupa-jnana and the "secondary sense" 
98 

of Self-knowledge as vrtti-j~ana. Whereas Self-kno~ledge as svarupa­

.'Y­
)nana can only be described as identical with moksa itself, Self-

knowledge as vrtti-j~5na is that process which is instrumental in 

leading to the reflection of svarGpa-j~ana. S. S. Sastri distinguishes 

between sva.rupa-jnana and vrtti-fhana as follows: "Jnana in the sense 

of svarfipa-jfiana, the consciousness that is Brahman is identical with 

release; it is not a means to release, heing indeed the substrate of 

. . . "'­avidya. M1at is claimed to be instrumental is vrtti-Jnana, 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." 

98cf., Introduction, footnote #84, Chapter One, Sc. 


99 

S.S. Sastri, Collected Paoers of S.S. Sastri, p. 239. For a full 

description of this distinction in the Post-Sa~karitcs cf., Ved~ntaparibh5s5 
Chapter One, ~#3-22. 
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.,...­
Although this distinction between svarupa-Jnana and v:rtti-jnana 

is conunon to both the Bhamati and the Vivarana schools of Advaita, 

their use of this distinction differs. So for instance, the VivaraQa 

school makes a qualitative distinction within vrtti-jnana between 

dhy~na and viveka-j~1na that is absent in the Bhimati school. Co-

relatively the VivaraQa school argues that a discontinuity exists 

between viveka-jTrana which is described as objective and referring to 

what is, and ritual action iihich 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 dhy~na 

and viveka-j~iina referred to by the VivaraQa school, 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 VivaraQa school only tacitly admitted that 

N ~ j,
viveka-jniina was a form of v:i;-tti-jniina, but to the contrary Sankara 

101 
insists in his Gitii-bh~sya that the very act of viveka is a v:i;-tti. 

Similarly, one can only see that one is not the five sheaths (kosas) 

from the standpoint of one of the five sheaths, namely, the "intellectual 
102 

sheath" (vijrtanamayakosa). Also the VivaraQa school refuse to accept 

the Akhanda-v:i;tti ("the last v:i;tti preceding Self-reali:ation") as a 

v:i;tti, unlike the Bhainati school, because they argue no v:i;tti can 

lOOS S S . C d r f S S S . --,-9. . astri, ol lecte apers o . . astri, p. ~:iL. 

101
cf., Sankara, G:ltii-hhii::;ya II.21, p. 44. 

102
cf., \'iveka-c-:i<;Iiimaryi F210, Atma-bodha #16, 17. 
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sublate avidyi. The Vivaraua school is however forced in effect to 

- ,,,,­
subdivide svariipa-j~ina into two categories: svarupa-jnana as the 

103 
Akha:ry.ga-vrtti and svarupa-j~ana as mok~a itself. S. S. Sastri, in 

representing the Bhamati position, criticizes the Vivara:ry.a school on 

their dual usage of svarupa-jnana and insists that svarupa-jnana 
104 

can only be identical with moksa itself. 

The viability of this distinction between vrtti-jnana and svarupa­

•IW- ~ • ,

Jnana in Sankara's own thinking will now be examined. Sankara's under­

standing of jnana-yoga and Atma-jnana will then be examined in the 

/
light of this distinction. Sankara's implicit concession to Atma­

jnana as a mental process, i.e. as a form of vrtti-jnana in his under­

standing of Atma-j';'i.ana in the "secondary sense" (gauryam)will be closely 

examined in order to uncover any possible areas of structural convergence 

with Rfunanuja. 
, 105 
Sankara argues in his Kena-bha~ya that if .~tma-jnana is 

restricted to its "primary sense" (paramartham) as equal with mok~a 

itself, Atma-jnana would then be reduced to an impossibility. Just 

- ..,- - ..V­
as fire cannot burn itself, so Atma-jnana as svarupa-jnana would never 

know itself as svarupa-jnuna without vrtti-jnJna. This impasse is 

r - Tdescribed in the follmving passage from the Upadesa-Sahasn: "The 

intellect has no consciousness and the Self no action. The word 

103cf., Vivara~apramcyasangraha I.ii. Cf., subsection (ii) 
in this section on the Akharyqj-vrtti .­

104c£., S.S. Sastri, Collected Papers of S. S. Sastri, p. 239. 
105 ./ _ 


Cf., SaI'lkara, Kena-bhasya I.3. 
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106 

'knows' can therefore reasonably be applied to neither of them.'' 


/ ­
A similar paradox is expressed in Sankara's Ken:t-bha~ya as follows: 

"Brahman is in fact unknown to vijanatam, to the people who know - that 

is to say, to those who have fully realised. Brahman is vijl\'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. V{tti-jnana and knowledge itself i.e. svarupa-j1'a.na. The Upadesa­

Sahasr1 differentiates between these two senses of knowledge. Knowledge 

as v:rtti-jnana is identified in this text as follows: "The word, 

'knowle2ge', in the sense of the instrument of the action of knowing, 

108 


is applied to the intellect .... " Knowledge as svarupa-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-jnana and svarupa-jnana: "(It is 

a result in a secondary sense:) though changeless and eternal, It is 

noticed in the presence of mental modifications called sense-perception 
lll 

etc. as they are instrumental in making it manifest." Therefore 

106 ,; - -Upadesa-Sahasri Part Two, Chapter XVII I, #54. 

107/
Sankara, Ken:i-hha:o;;ya I I. .3. 

108 
Upade sa-SahasrI Part T\.;o' Chapter XVII I, #56. 

l 09 , - -Upadesa-Sahasri Part T\.;O' Chapter XVII I, #66. 

110 / - -
UEaJesa-Sahasri Part One, #108. 

111 / - -
UEadesa~Sahasri Part One, nos. 

http:svarupa-j1'a.na
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vrtti-jn'ana is instrumental to svarupa-jnana in the sense of leading to 

its reflection, although this never entails any actual samuccaya betKeen 

r 
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 Atma-jnana in the "secondary sense" as vrtti-jnana functions as a 

means to the reflection of Atma-jnana in the "primary sense" as svarupa­

. ,.,_ , 
Jnana. Sankara describes the v:rtti-jnana in his Aitareya-bha~ya as 

113 , 
" ... bearing witness to the witnessing Brahman." Accordingly Sankara 

understands the phrase from the Gita, " ... you yourself know your Self 
114 

th::-ough the self", in terms of this key epistemic function of the 

vrtti-jnana. He says: " ... the Self is truly knmm when it is knO\m 
115 

along with each state of consciousness." 

-,,Just as Brahman "needs" Isvara to know Himself as Brahman, so 

svarupa-jnana "needs,, vrtti-jnana to know itself as svarupa-jnana. 

V:rtti-jnana functions as an "intermediary category" to bridge the impasse 

between Atma-jnana in the "primary sense" as svarupa-jnana 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 :::!iscovery. While the vrtti-jniina 

112,
Sankara, Kena-bhisya I I. 4, p. 63. 


113,.

Sankara, Aitareya-bhisya from Eight Upani~ads Vol. II, trans. 

Swami Gambhirananda (Calcutta: Advaita Ashrama, 1973), p. 69. Herein , ­
after cited as: Sankara, Aitareya-bha~ya. 

114 - - ,, .
Gita X.15 referred to in: Sankara, Kena-bha~ya II,4. 

115 I .Sankara, Kena-hhasya II. 4. 



288 

plays an indispensable epistemic role in reflecting the svarupa-jnana, 

it is ultimately sublated in Self-realization. 
; 

Because the "implicit strand" in Sankara is structurally 

parallel to the "explicit strand" in Ramanuj a as radicalized in De(ika}s 

; . 
position, Sankara's implicit emphasis on Self knowledge as a mental 

process is closer to Vedanta Desika's conception of Self-knowledge 
116 

than to Lok~charya's conception. 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-jnana, 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-

Sahasrf where it is stated that, "The unreality of the reflection is 
117 

known from the scriptures and reasoning." 

/
Sankara's insistence on the unreality of this reflection lays 

the basis for a consideration of jnana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada. 

116J d . f l . l . . L k - h - l du ging ram us emp las1s on prapatt1 o ·ac arya wou argue 

that the highest form of Self-knowledge emanating from prapatti is 

not an act and therefore strictly speaking prapatti is not an up.'iya. 

!le says: "Even the prapatti that is done out of mental confusion i.;i th 

the idea that it is the means, is equivalent with sin." (cf., Lokach.'irya, 

Mumukshupadi #262). Vedanta DP~ika on the contrary insists that Self-


knowledge involves a mental process, specifically; nididhyasana as 
continual upasana 1.;hich mus.t be practiced unceasingly until dars'ana. 
Whereas Lokacharya would argue that the Self-knowledge emerging out of 
prapatti transcends the possibility of an injunction, Desika insists as 
shall he denonstrated later, on an .\tna-v idhi which he applies not only 
to nididhyasana as continual up:Isana but also to darS'ana. (Cf., Srinivasa, 
Chari ..'\.Clvaita and Vi~i:?tadvaita [Bombay: Asia Publishing House, 1961], 
Chapter 8. 

117 / - -
Upadesa~Sahasri Part Ti.;o, Chapter :\\"III, ri43. 
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Jnana-yoga can be accordingly described as the "means of no means" 

whereby cognition is used to transcend cognition. This is structurally 

parallel to Ramanuj a' s description of prapatti whereby the will is used 

,, - ­to transcend the will. According to both Sankara and Ramanuja moksa 

is not the result of man's will or the effect of any dharmic means. 

Thus A. G. \farrier says that, "Grace is just this experience of the 
118 

uncaused or eternal variety of Self-realization." 

Adhyaropa-apavada ("super-imposition-negation") has first been 
119

I' 
encountered as Sankara's primary strategy. It is here being applied 

120 
to sadhana, specifically to j~ana-yoga. As pointed out previously 

a radical discontinuity exists between karma-nistha ("the devotion of 
121 

works") and jnana-nistha ("the devotion of knowledge"), according to 

I 
Sankara, but some continuity exists between karma-yoga ("the path of 

122 
works") and jniina-yoga ("the path of knowledge"). For both karma-

yoga and jnana-yoga according to Sankara participate in the structure 

of adhyaropa-apavada. Sankara identifies jnana-yoga understood here 

as dhyana-abhyasa, with adhyaropa in the following passage from his 

B:rhad.-bha;;ya: "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 

118 
A. G. Krishna \\'arrier, Concept of ~lukti in Ad\·ai ta \'edanta 

(Madras: University of Madras Pub., 1961), p. 467. 

119 f c . ' Chapter One. 


120Cf.' Chapter One, section 3. 


,121 
Cf.' Sankara, G1ta-bhasya II.10, p. 24. 


122 , 

Cf.' Sankara, G1ta-bha;;ya III.4, p. 9-L 


123 I' - • • • 1 46Sankara, B~had.-bha$ya I.111. , p. . 
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I 
his Aitareya-bha~ya where Sankara re-interprets the passage from the 

Isa Upanisad: "Crossing over death through avidya, one attains im­
124 

mortality through vidya", in accordance with this conception of 

/
jnana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada. Sankara states: "From such Vedic 

texts as, 'Crave to know Brahman through concentration' (Tai. I I I. ii), 

it follows that concent~ation 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) Upani?ad 

says, 'Crossing over death through avidya, one attains immortality 
125 

through vidya' ." The following excerpt from his Giti-bhasya suggests 

that perhaps the whole of sadhana partakes of adhyaropa-apavada: 

"Though the means is mithya or illusory, still it is true, because the 
126 /

end is true .... " This coincides with Sa~kara's insistence in his 

Gita-bha~ya that even viveka-jnana 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 jnana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada indicates the point 

124 I~a Upani~ad #11. 

125'
Sankara, Aitareya-hhi~ya Part One, Chapter 1, Introduction, p. 19. 

126 I 
Sa~kara Gita-bh5sya XVIII, #66. 

127 I •
S:mkara, Gita-bha:;;ya II.21, p. 44. 
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made earlier, that any "bridge" between Atma-ji'l'ana as svarupa-jnana and 

dharma refers to the order of discovery and not to the order of being. 

Thus Suresvara states in his Nai.;;karmyasiddhi 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 jnana-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 
129 

impurities suspended in water)." 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 Akhal).cj.a-v:rtti which leads to mok;;a by annuling itself. 

As shall be demonstrated, the conception of jnana-yoga as a<lhyaropa-apavada 

is best verified by the role of this v:rtti. 

~lal).cj.ana uses the same image of the cleaning-nut encountered 

in the Atma-bodha to illustrate this conception of j~ana-yoga as adhyaropa­
131 

apaviida. Ile uses th'O other i;:1a,ges to illustrate the same point. 

The mos.t graphic of thes.e is the image of the poison that neutrali:::es 

another poison b_v neutralizing itself. lie says: "Il est bien ~vident 

128 
suresvara, ::aiskar;;iyasidJlli III, 10.+. 

i:29­
Atma-bodha #5, p. 10. 

130cf., :\tma-bod\a it.+2. 

LllCf., ~Iai:icJana, Brahma-Si<lJhi, Chapter One, 1112, p. 156. 
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que les efforts r~pet~s d'audition, de m~ditation et de concentration 

relatifs au Brahman qui est au-dela des differences s'opposent a la 

croyance a la difference, quoiqu'ils relevent de l'inconnaissance, tout 

comme le lait fait dig~rer le lait en me'me temps qu'il est digere par 

. ,..
1u1-meme, ou comme un poison neutralise un autre poison tout en se neutralisant 

132 
lui-me-me." 

He then interprets the eleventh verse of the i~a Upani~ad 

N - ­in terms of this conception of jnana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada. Like 

~ankara,MaD4ana insists that it is impossible to make access to svarupa-jnana 

• .N­without the intermediary of vrtti-Jnana, He says: " ... car on ne peut 

conna~tre la non-diff~rence sans (faire appel -~) la difference: l'access 

a la connaissance de la (non-difference) en effect aurait pour moyen 
133 

les diff~rences.'' MaD4ana makes an explicit distinction, however, that 

/ ­
is only implicitly present in Sankara between two kinds of avidyas: 

134 
non-apprehension (agrahaDa) and mis-apprehension (anyathiigraharya) 

in order to argue for jnana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada. He therefore 

-
argues that the first form of avidya manifested in jnana-yoga is responsible 

for sublating the second form of avidya and for transforming a mediate 

knowledge of the Self derived from sravana into immediate knowledge. Ile 

says: " ... cet effort re"pcte de concentration sur l'atman ... gui s'oppose 

~ la croyance aux differences et qui la fait cesser; en faisant dispara~tre 

cette croyancc alL" differences dans sa generali te, il dispara1\ aussi 

13~
i'-bry\lana, Brahma-Siddhi Cha.pter One, lt13, pp. 156-57. 

133c£., :-lar_i~ana, 3raluna-Siddhi, Chapter Two, #41, p. 195. 

134cf., :-.Iary<;lana, Bralm.a-Si<ldhi, Chapter Three, #171, p. 330. 
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135 
de lui-m~e." Ma:r;ic:Jana 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 avidya. 
137 

Vimuktaman also argues in the last chapter of his Istasiddhi that that 

\xhich sublates avidya must als.o he avidya. D. C. Bhattacharya in his 

article on the Post-Sankarites" summarizes Vimuktaman's argument in the 

last chapter of the Istasiddhi as follo\\'S: "The destruction of the false 

entity must also be false. Everything other than Brahman is false and 
138 

indeterminable." 
139 

Vacaspati Mi~ra argues like Mal)slana that .A.tma-jnana can only 

"arise" via adhyaropa-apavada. He says in his Bhamati 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 

135 
Mai;sl<:ma, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, # 12, p. 156. The phrase: "cet 

effort repete de concentration sur l'atman"which can be translated as: 
"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 ~~i:i~ana is referring to nididhyisana and not to manana. 

136 
Cf., MaQc]ana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One, ff7. 


137 

, Vimuktffman is the celebrated author of the I~tasiddhi. fie 

is a Post-Sa~karite who also radicali:es many of the points in the 
"implicit strand" in Saiikara. For his views on Ananda cf., section 3c. 

138
D. C. Bhattach:irya, "Post-Saii.kara Advaita" in Cultural Heritage 

of India Vol. III, cJ. H. Bhattacharya (CalcuttJ.: RamakrishJ. ~lission, 1969), 
p. 269. 

139 - " fVacaspati Misra is the celebrated author o the Bhamati text. 
lie carried on many of Ma1:icJana's vich·s, such as. the h;o kinds of avidya 
but rejected :iny of MarycJ:ina' s views that \·:ere too close to the ~lrmamsaka 
standpoint such as Ma0~an:i's :icceptancc of :i real dhyina-vidhi. 

l 40\.- . Bl - - 8 9acaspati, 1am:it1, pp. - . 
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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-jnana and not afterwards. 

Atma-jiana in the "primary sense" as svarupa-jrliina is incapable 

of generating this origination so it must resort to Atma-jnana in the 

"secondary sense" as v-:rtti-j1lana. T. R. V. Murti refers to this aspect 

of svarupa-j~ana 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 

svarupa-j~ana should never be misrepresented as an effect, though its 

reflection, namely theAkhan~a-vttti can be understood as an effect. 

This emphasis on jnana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada is, as has 
/

been shmm most prominent in the "implicit strand" in Sa~kara as radicalized 

in the Bhamati school which views jnana-yoga more in terms of dhyana­

abhyasa ("the habit of meditation") than in terms of viveka-jnana 

("the knowledge of discrimination"). As shall be demonstrated, however, 

even the conception of j~ana-yoga as viveka-j?i'ana that is prominent in 

the "explicit strand" of Sankara and therefore radicalized in the 

Vivara~a school, can be understood in terms of adhyaropa-apavada. 

To argue that j~ana-yoga is adhyaropa-apavada is simply to apply 

/' . - ....- - ,.,­
Sankara's, insistence that any "bridge" between Atma-j nana as svarupa-jnana 

141 

Cf., Sutra-bh;$ya IV.1.16. 


142T. R. V. Murti, Ajn'5na (London: Luzac and Co., 1933), p. 164. 
Herein after cited as: T. R. \'. ~lurti, Ajnana. 

143,- . h- - 13\acaspat1, B amat1, p. ~ . 
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and dharma refers to the order of discovery and not to the order of 
I 

being. Such an understanding of jnana-yoga is true to Sankara's explicit 

insistence on the actual discontinuity between Atma-jnana and dharma, 

while providing an explanation for their apparent continuity in the order 

of discovery. Conceiving of jnana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada therefore 

does justice to both the "explicit strand" and the "implicit strand" 

in ~ailkara simultaneously. The apparent continuity between Atma-jnana 

and dharma is explained but it is not misrepresented as a real continuity 

in the order of being. The vrtti-jnana, 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-jnana that must 

be purified in sadhana so as to better reflect the svarupa-jffana 

which remains unaltered. But although the v:rtti-jn'ana 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 \vith the buddhi. Co-relatively 

from this standpoint, any "bridge" between Atma-jnana and dharma 

is disclosed as having functioned only via the merit of adhyaropa-apavada, 

thereby leaving only the Self as the unsublated. 

,/' .
In radicali:ing the"explicit strand" in Sankara, the Vivararya 

schoo 1 represent j nilna-yoga as viveka- jiGna ("the knowledge of <liscrirnina­

tion") rather than <lhyana-abhyasa ("the habit of meditation") 1'11ich is the 

predominant emphasis of the Bhamati school. Inst2ad of representing 

jmna-yoga as either viveka-jmna or as <lhyana-abhyasa in accordance 

i-·ith either the Vivara:rya 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 adhyiiropa-apavada. J~iina-yoga as dhyana-abhyasa 

would then point to the adhyaropa phase and jniina-yoga as viveka-jniina 
/ 

\wuld then point to the apaviida phase. Sankara refers to dhyiina-abhyiisa 

as a super-imposition upon the attributeless Brahman in the following 

passage from his Brhad.-bha~ya: '~11 Vedic means consisting of meditation 

and rites, which depend on several factors such as the agent and 

culminate in identity with Hira~yagarbha, 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 karaoas 

- - ,,;' . 
("catalysts") for Self-reali:ation. In his Sutra-bhasya Sankara 

""'­describes vivel:a-jnana as that process of un-covering the Self via 

the progressive elimination of fa.lse 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, prai:ia etc. are shown in succession in order 

that people of ordinary intelligence may gradually eliminate the false 

atmans, and posit the innermost Ktman consisting of ananJa as the only 
145 

reality." This passage indicates how viveka-j~;na can be understood 

as implementing the apavada phase of adhyaropa-apavii<la. As a<lhy:lropa 

144 / .
S;inkar;i, B:i;had. -bhasya I. I\'. 7, p. 110. 

HS - bl - I l l'°'Sutra- 1a~ya Da tc, . . _. 
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must precede apavada so dhyana-abhyasa and viveka-jnana should be 

understood as functioning successively yet inseparably. Together they 

are capable of leading to that final intuition, the AkhaI).9a-v~tti 

which culminates in mok~a. 

The discipline of viveka-jnana illustrates how the Self can best 

be approached via negativa i.e., by a successive process of elimination. 
I 
Sankara says in this respect that, "The method of realizing its real 

nature would be to discard one after another the parts, super-imposed 
146 

on it, by successive acts of attention." The process of elimination 

referred to above, should not be understood in the literal sense but 

rather in the figurative sense i.e. one "negates" 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 
147 

discipline is enumerated in the Upadesa-S~hasri. 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. \\'hereas 

sagurya-&,yanaC:•meditation on the conditionned" i.e. sagurya Brahman) 

could not produce this discrimination (viveka) between the Self and the 

not-Self, nirguna-dhyana ("meditation on the unconditionned" i.e. 

nirgurya Brahman) is capable of producing this effect. Accordingly 

viveka-j~ana and ~irguna-<lhyana are described as inseparably united in 

146 - - , "kSutra-bha:?ya Date, IV.1.2, p. 319. See also San-ara, 
Chandogya-bh~~ya VII.i.3, p. 370. 

147 , - ­Cf., Upadesa-Sahasri Part One, Chapter One, lflO to #18. 
See also the Vakyavrtti #12 to #18. 

148cf., Aparokshanubhuti ;; 100. 



298 

149 
the Viveb1-cudamar:ii. Yet even sagurya-dhyana though incapable of 

"producing" viveka-jrtana as such can be related to viveka-jnana as 

adhyiropa is related to apav5da i.e. as the two phases of ~a~kara's 

primary strategy. Accordingly Sankara insists on connecting viveka-jnana 

with the antecedent projections upon the Self in his B:;-had.-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 \Wrds of Sankara one will be made to 
151 

" ... understand by degrees." 

3a (ii). The Akhal).~a-v:i;tti: Its Different Interpretations 

The Akha.Qqa-v:i;-tti 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 svarupa-jnana but only by 

vrtti-j rt;na. I-le says that-> "The cessation of Nescience etc., however, 

should be known to come from the effect of contemplation, vi:., intuition, 

149
cf., Viveka-cw.lamani it 280 to 1t::;ss. The Vivaral).a insistence 

on the opposition bet\vcen Jhyana ;ind viveka-j n5na (cf., Vi var:.u;aprameyasangra:1a 
II .XXV) is because they usually use dhyITna in its "secondary sense" 
i.e. 	as saguna-Jhyana ;n<l not in its "primarr sense" i.e. as nirguna-dhy:lna 

150 / . ~ - ­
Sankara, Brhad.-bh;lsya IV.IY.25. See also Sankara, Gita-bhi~ya 

~----!.___ 
XIII.13. 

151 / .
Sankara, Aitareya-hhi~ya II.1.1, p. 5~. 

http:IV.IY.25
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152 

1.;hich 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 Maryqana compares this action 

of the Akhal)qa-vrtti to the poison that neutralizes another poison 
154 

by neutralizing itself. Svariipa-jt~na being inactive cannot generate the 

intuition of Brahman. It can do so only by uniting itself with the 
155 

Akhanqa-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-bite can lead to death through fear. Vaca spati 

employs his doctrine of the t1w kinds of avidya to clarify the role of 

the Akhal)qa-vrtti when he argues that avidy5 as non-apprehension 

152 - .Vacaspati, Bhamati ,p. 108. 

153 - . - -Vacaspati, Bhamati, pp. 231-32. 

154
cf., footnote 132. 

155 ("f" . d . 11" d" t)'' ... i it were not unite to inte igence as an a JUnc , 
of the psychosis of the internal organ, itself non-intelligent, self­
illumination would be unintelligible, in the absence of the reflection 
of intelligence, and hence it could not intuite.'' (V5caspati, Bh~matf, 
pp. 78- 79.) 

156 
;-.1ai:i<f:rna, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, !113. 

157
cf., i-lar:<fana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, 47. 
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(agrahaDa) is capable of sublating avidya as mis-apprehension (anyathagrahana). 

S. S. Sastri in summari:ing their positions on this says: " ... a delusion 
159 

may be dispelled by a delusion but not by any delusion." Therefore 

the Bhamati school employ an implicit value-distinction between the 

AkhaDqa-vrtti and other v~ttis because the AkhaD9a-vrtti unlike other 

vrttis is an irreversible vrtti and has Brahman for its content. Yet 

unlike the Vivaral}a school they never classify the Akhal).c;la-vrtti 

as svarfipa-j~~na, 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 AkhaDqa-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." 

TI1e Vivaral)a school on the contrary reject this understanding of 

the Akhanda-vrtti as enacting adhyaropa-apavada. Their argument is 

that only vidya can sublate avidya; ~"".-~dya is incapable of sublating 

158The Akharyqa-vrtti, according to the Bhiimati school participates 
in avidy~ 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. 193. 

160s. s. Sastri, Footnote 47 rn \'acaspati, Bhiimati, p. 260. 

161 ­Cf., Atma-bodha #42. 

162
S. S. Sastri, Footnote 139 in Vacaspati, Bh;matI, pp. 296-97. 
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163 
itself. This is stated in the Vivarai;iaprameyasafigraha: "Sublation 

is the removal of nescience, together h'ith its own product present 
164 

or past by true knowledge .... " They justify this position by arguing 

that the sublater must be of a higher order of reality than the sublated. 

For this reason they classify the Akhanda-vrtti under svar~pa-j~~na, 

rather than under v~tti-jnana as in the Vivarai;iaprameyasangraha: 

"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 Akha9~a-vrtti is a v~tti in name only. 
l~ 

But, as noted previously, in order to argue this point the 

Vivarai;ia school is forced in effect to subdivide svarupa-jnana into 

- ...... -	 - .AJ­
two categories: svarupa-Jnana as the Akha9~a-v~tti, and svarupa-Jnana 

as mok$a itself. The former use of svarupa-jnana is methodologically 

parallel to the Bhamati use of vrtti-jnana as an "intermediary category". 

- N-Whi le insisting on the explicit discontinuity between svarupa-jnana and 

dharma, the Vivarai:a school must find an "intermediary category" to 

provisionally bridge the gap between the two in order to make sense of 

the apparent continuity in sadhana. This mediating function is performed 

by the AkhaI}Qa-vrtti. Although the Vivaral}a school <loes not clJ.ssify the 

I
Suresvara, S::i1'.1ban<lha-Vartika # 18, p. 10. 

164 .
V1 v::iranaprameyasa!'lgraha trans. S. S. Sastri (>ladras: Sri 

Vidya Press, 19.+l) HXVII, p. 83. Herein after cite<l as: Vivaranapramerasangr.:ihc; 

165vivaranaprameyasa~graha. T. R. V. ~urti quotes Anandabodh~c~rra 
as follows: "'The cessation of the 1wrld-illusion brought about by the 
Akhan<la \'rt ti is i<lentical h"i th Drahr:ial~ood is in<listinguishable fror.1 it . . . 	 ' 
(Brahma 	 svaruDa). "' T.R.\". >lurti, Ajn5na, p. 224. 

166
Cf., section 3a (i). 
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Akhanda-vrtti under vrtti-jnana, they describe it as the direct effect 
167 

of the travaI).a-vidhi ("the injunction pertaining to hearing") . This 

use of the Akhal)qa-vrtti enables the Vivara9a school to make sense of 

the apparent continuity between Atma-jn'ana and dharrna in sadhana, 

while insisting on their explicit discontinuity in the order of being. 

It also enables them to argue that svariipa-j~ana as the Akha9tj.a-vrtti 

/ .N­
iS originated through sravana, yet svarupa-Jnana as rnok~a itself can 

never be originated. It is because of this dual use of svarupa-j~ana 

that the Vivara9a school rejects the idea of j~na-yoga as adhyaropa­
168 

apavada. Accordingly Surefvara insists that only Atma-jnana 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)." 

- .II/­In response to their dual use of svarupa-Jnana it might however, 

be objected: How can svariipa-j~ana be described as an effect and still 

- N-
be svarupa-jnana? The Bhamati school critici:e the ambiguous use of 

-svarupa-J·"'-nana by the Vivara9a school in this instance and insist that 

- .N­SVarupa-JDaDa can only be equivalent with mok;;a and not with any mental 

state as such, however pure. Such states should be classified under 
N-

Vrt ti-j nana. As ~landetna and Vacaspati point out any "generation" 

167
Cf., Vi\·aretl).apr;:uncyasangraha First Van.1aka, #IV. 

168cf., Surefvara, SambanJha-Vartib. if247, #248, 1'895. 

169s ' s ·b di \' - · k 'f 't P 'I h duresvara, am an 1a- arti ·a trans. . 1'. . , a a evan 
(~ladr9s; University of 0!adras, 1972) it18, p. 10. llerein after cited as: 
Suresvara, Sari1ban<lha-·vartika. 
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of Atma-jrtana as such refers to v~tti-jnana and not to svarupa-jhana. 

In the words of Ma9tj.ana: "La connaissance ne se produit pas sans l'incon­
170 I 

naissance." This is in accordance with Sankara's insistence that the 

state of illumination belongs to the buddhi and not to the Self which 

~as never been in bondage and never becomes enlightenned as such. To 

11quote again that critical passage from his Gita-bha~ya: ••• 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 the 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 vrtti-jnana and not svarupa-jnana. 

Understanding j~ana-yoga as adhyaropa-apavada does justice to 

I . 
both the "explicit strand" and the "implicit st:~and" in Sankara simul­

taneously; that is it explains the apparent continuity between Atma-jnana 

and d~arma 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 ~ankara and Ramanuja on jnana-yoga emerges but 

not with reference to the latter. This is so because Ramanuja insists 

contrary to Sankara that Atma-j%ina and dharma have a real relationship 

in the or<ler of being. 

170 
Na9tj.ana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, #13, p. 157. 

171, 
Sankara, Gita-bhasya 11.2, p. 44. 
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3b. The Atma-vidhi and the Karana for Self-Realization 

I •
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 karal).a ("catalyst") for Self-realization 

in ~ankara's thought is to be found in his implicit evaluation of concrete 

I
Self-knowledge over abstract Self-knowledge. Sankara 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 jrhina as the karal).a 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. 
_ _ I I 

Ramanuja often represents Sankara as arguing that only sravana 

i.e. without manana and nididhy~sana, 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 

I
caricature of Sankara's total position and evident only in the "explicit 

strand" and not in the "implicit strand" of ~ankara. For ~ai\kara 

argues against a mere abstract Self-knowledge especially in his Glta-hhasya 

172
Ramanuja, especially in the "explicit strand", understands this 

distinction bet\-;een concrete Self-knowled~e and abstract Self-knowledge 
in terms of the priority of bhakti over j~na. Cf., Chapter Three, 
section 2. 

173 I _ 
Sri-bha~ya Thibaut, I.1.1, p. 12. 
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I 
and Upanisad-bhasyas. In his Taittirfya-bha~ya 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 1vel 1 known as different from mere study." 

This evaluation of concrete Self-knowledge over abstract Self-knowledge 

is madeevenmore explicitly in this passage from the Viveka-cudamani: 

"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 ~rava9a alone, is made in the following passage 

I - ­
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." 
I 

In his Siitra-bhisya Sa~kara 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, 

- I .
in critical discussion the Atma-vidhi Sankara that, '' ... whata on says 

is required here is not the general but the specific knowledge of Brahman 
177 

which alone can remove ignorance." The most important reference 

to this di~tinction in the Sutra-bhi~ya is the following verse, referred 

to often by the Bhimati school: "It is not that the Scriptures 3.lone 

174 I 
Sa~kara, Taittiriya-bh5~ya I.xi.4. 

175viveka-cG~imaQi #364. See also #270. 

176 / - -Upadesa-Sahasri Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #15. 

177 - bh- ~Sutra- asya Date, IV.1.2, p. 311. 
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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 

178 


in the realization of Brahma .... " In commenting on this verse in 


his Bhamat:l Vacaspati remarks: "Not bare knowledge is desired; rather 

it is the knowledge, which as bringing about realisation or intuition 
179 

culminates in realisation .... " The above excerpts indicate that the 

direct experience of the Self (anubhava) though not a pramarya ("means to 

knowledge") is the goal of the pramaryas. Oevaraja makes this point when 

he says that, "The work of the pram~as is done as soon as they have 

brought about a Jirect self-vision on the part of the embodied soul. 

The pramaJ;as fulfil 1 themselves by generating a knowledge h·hich involves 
180 

their negation or annulment." This emp~asis on anubhava highlights 

I ­
the experiential basis of Sankara's Vedanta and implies the condemnation 

of a mere abstract, Self knowledge. 

~ankara employs this distinction between a direct Self-knowledge 

and an indirect Self-knowledge in his Git~-bh~~ya as in the folloll'ing 

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 
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between a direct and an indirect Self-knowledge is also understood in 

this bha::;ya, in terms of the distinction between knowledge and yoga. 

fankara 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 mm 

direct perception, by concentration (one-pointedness) through the 
182 

subjugation of the senses." This emphasis on yogic Self-knowledge 

over a mere abstract Self-knowledge can also be found in his Katha­
183 184 ,

bha$ya and Kena-bha::;ya. Sa~kara expresses this distinction in his 

Brhad.-bha-?ya 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

/
knowledge. In commenting on I. IV. 7 of the BrhaQ. Upani;;ad Sankara says 

that,"l'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 ori3inal injunction. Since meditation on 

the Self is alreauy kn0\'11 as a possible alternative, they can only be 

18' /
~Sa1'1kara, Gitil-bh5sya X\'I, 1. 

183 ,,
Cf., Sankara, Katha-bha-?ya I.ii.12, I.ii.23, I.ii.24. 

I184Cf.' Sa~kara, Kena-hhisya IV.8. See also S~tra-bhi~ya I.IV.5. 

( • 1 ­185Cf.' San~ara, Brhad-bha$ya I.IV.7, pp. 134-35; IV.IV.21. 

http:IV.IV.21
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186 
restrictive. 11 

/
Both Sankara and Ramanuja agree that samsara does not alter the 

proper nature (svarupa) of the Self and they both employ the same 
187 

upani~adic image of the 1'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 

alKays moving thereon, do not yet come by it, just so (is it the case 
187a ,, 188 

here)." Sankara employs this image in his Chandogya-bha.;;ya. 

But most important \vith reference to the issue being discussed, the 

Viveka-cu4ama~i 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 ~laya 

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 11 excavate" and evoke this 11buried treasure". 
,
Sankara docs not restrict himself to an understanding of this 

186 ...
Sankara, B:rha<l.-bha.;;ya I.IV.7, pp. 134-35. 

187
Cf., Ckindogya Upani!?a<l \'I I I. iii. 3. 

187a1 - _ 
Sri-bha~ya, Rangacharya, I.III.14, p. 130. 

188cf., Sankara, Chandogya-bhasya VII I. iii. 3. 

18 9\' · k -cl - • U Cc_ivc -a - cu ama I) i " n _-, . 

http:I.III.14
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distinction bet\veen concrete Self-knm'<'ledge and abstract Self-knowledge 


solely in terms of the priority of bhakti or jrt~na; rather he widens 


this distinction to include the more general difference between a 


direct and an indirect Self-kno\vledge. Even if one limits this investi­

gation to the former, more restricted understanding of this distinction, 

, 

areas of agreement still emerge between Sankara and Ramanuja. 

Accordingly, areas of agreement can be un-covered between their 


understanding of the experience of bhakti and the experience of j~ana, 


understood here as dhyana-abhyasa, despite their doctrinal differences 

190 


on the nature of bhakti and j~ana. A distinction should first be 

, 

made between Sankara's understanding of bhakti and dhyana in their 


"secondary sense" i.e. as sagu9a ...bhakti and sagm;a·dhyana, and his 


understanding of bhakti and dhyana in their "primary sense" i.e. as 


/ . 
nirguna-bhakti and nirguna•dhyana. Sankara most often uses bhakti 

and dhyana in their "secondary sense", i.e. as saguna- bhakti and sagur:ia­
191 

dhyana, in his Sutra-bh;sya. Moreover it is in his Sutra-bhasya 
192 

that he links saguna-bhakti and sagury.a-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 

190 I 
An example of such a doctrinal difference would be Sankara's 

insistence that the focus of bhakti is ultimately nirguna contrasted with 
Riimanuj a' s insistence that thefocus of bhakti is sagm:ia: 

191cf., Sutra-bhj~ya III.III.I to 65, IV.1.3. 

192 - - / .
Cf., Sutra-hhasya I.1.4, p. 22 (Date). Cf., Sankara, Chiindogya­

bhasya VI.xvi.3. "In such p-assagcs as 'the Sun is as Brahman' (should be 
looked or meditated upon as Brahman) the intervention of the term as 
makes it impossible for it to provide the idea that the Sun is actually 
Brahman itself .... ", p. 363. 
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understanding of sagu9a-bhakti and sagu~a-dhyana 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 

/ .
such a hypothetical knO\~ledge. Yet when Sankara uses bhakti and 


195 

dhyana without implying bhavana, the possibility of a co-relation 


/ 
emerges betheen 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•bha:.::ti and nirguna-dhyana. As shall be demonstrated 

despite their obvious doctrinal differences on the nature of the 
198 

Focus i.e. whether nirguna (Sankara)" or saguna (Ramanuja), the process 

I
of nirguna-bhakti in Sankara and para-bhakti in Ramanuja might be described 

as phenomenologically the same. 

I - ­Both Sankara and Ramanuja emphasize the necessity for a repetition 

193 . " -: ­In Rangacharya's translation of the Sr1-bha~xa bhavana is 
referred to as that "hostile mental conception". Cf., Sri-bhas\·a 
Rangacharya, I.1.1, p. 15. 

l 94c f. , " - - c h )Sri-bha~ya I.1.1, pp. 14-15 Rangac arya . 

195 " - - - ­Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhiisya XII.3.4. The emphasis on bhavana 
in his Sutra-hh:l~ya is often absent in his Upani~ad-bha~yas. See for 
e.xample~anbra, Katha-bhasya I.ii.24, Taittiriya-bhasya I.x.l. 
Bhavana is not emphasized in his Git~-bhJ~ya even in !1is presentation of 
saguIJ.a-dhyana and sagur:ia-bhakti. Cf., Gita-bhii~ya VII. l, XII. 2. 

196 / ­
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bhasya VII.17, IX.22. 

197cf., section 3c: "The Implicit Theism in Advaita Vedinta". 

198
Yet even this doctrinal difference admits of an implicit 

parallel as Ramanuja enjoins one to meditate upon the Antaryamin. ~ot 
as different from oneself but as the essence of oneself. Cf., :rri-bh.l~ya 
IV.1.3. This point will be developed in the next section. 
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of dhyana or bhakti in the sense of nididhyas.ana (_"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". 

I' 
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-bha!?ya. 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 meditati~g 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-prajna 

is specified as that man who engages in an unceasing attention to the 
204 

Self. Although ~ankara usually uses dhyana as implying bhavana 

in his Sutra-bhasya, when he uses dhyana in its. "primary sense" i.e. 

199 f , - - - ­C ., Sri-bha~ya I.1.1, IV.1.8 and Sutra-bhasya IV.1.2. 

200 ~ 
Cf., previous discussion on this image in ~ankara and Ramanuja. 

201, ­
Sri-bha~ya, Rangacharya I.l.~,_p. 17. As pointed out in 

Chapter Three bhakti is. often used by Ramanuja as a synonym for dhyana 
or upasana all of v-:hich denote this continual, unhroken attention. 

202,
Sa~kara, Giti-bhi~ya XIII.24. 

203 ~a6kara, Gita-bhasya XII.3. See also XVIII.52. 

204 f ' ­c ., Sa6kara, Gita-bha~ya II, 54-55. 

http:XVIII.52
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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 'upasana' 

the unbroken stream of the consciousness of an object, we say of a 

woman that she is thinking of her husband \.,:ho 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 noving its 
206 

limbs." This unwavering attention to the Self is compared to the 

" ...unflickering flame of a lamp in a windless place" in his Pras'na­
207 208 

bhasya and to the " ... continuous flow of only one kind of thought" 

in the Aparokshanubhuti. 

All these images convey the necessity for a continual attention 

' to the Self which Sankara specifies in his Glta-bha!?ya as " ... the 
209 

proximate means to right knowledge." Only this concrete Self­
,,

knowledge can remove the effect of past vasanas. Sa~kara refers to 

these vasanas as the very root of samsara, here depicted as a tree 
210 

with its roots upwards in his Gita-bha!?ya. Accordingly both Naoc)anaand 

205 
Cf., S~tra-bha~ya IV.1.3. 

206 - ­
/ Sutra-bhasya, Date, IV.1.8. The same images are used in the 
SivanandalaharI text to denote this constant attention. Cf., #61 and #77. 

2071
Sankara, Prasna-bh;~ya VI.l from Eight Upani~ads Vol. II, trans. 

Swami Gambhirananda (Calcutta: i\<lvaita Ashrama, 1973). llerein after cited 
/ . , ­

as: Sankara, Prasna-bha~ya. 

208Aparoksl1anubhuti trans. Swami Vimuktananda (Calcutta: ~dvaita 
Ashr.:.i.ma, 1966) lfl05. llerein after cited as: Aparokshanubhuti. 

209, .
Sankara, Gita-bh5!?ya VI. Introduction, p. 179. 

2101. ,, ­
,Sanb.ra, Gita-bhasya XV.2. See also S.:.i.nkara, B1·h:id.-bha~ya IV.IV.3, 

p. 709. Sankara implicitly refers to these v~san5s in his Sutra-bhasy:i IV.1.2. 
The \'iveka-cuc,!am:i1:ii refers to them more explicitly in verses ~27.+, 275 :i,nd 342. 
:I:il)c)ana and Vacaspati 0!isra, in radicali::ing this "implicit strand" in Sankara 
explicitly refer to these vasan~s. 

http:Ashr.:.i.ma
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Vacaspati ~lisra justify the necessity for a concrete Self-knowledge 

over a merely abstract Self-knowledge because of its capacity to remove 

" I\ d . d ,,, /t hese vasanas. .\Iandana states: ... meme quan une vision e la realite 

~ ' a un 	moyen e connaissance droite, on est d'aviss'est produite grace 	 d 

qu'une 	repetition de cette Vision de la realit~ Sert ~ SUrmonter OU 

detruire la disposition plus ferme produite par la repe'tition de vues 
211 

fausses depuis to:.tte eternite'. II V~caspati MiSra argues that only 

concrete Self-knmdedge in the form of an immediate experience of the Self 

can remove these vasanas. 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 Ma~~ana and Vacaspati ~1i£ra, insisted that only 
213 

a concrete Self-knowledge could remove these vasanas. This insistence 

was the 	root of his rejection of bhO:vana in I.1.1 of his Sri-bhasya. 
I 

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 Sankara and Ramanuja on this issue. 

This emphasis on concrete Self-knowledge though accented 
, 

in the 	"implicit strand" in Sankara is not absent in the "explicit 
, 

strand" 	in Sankara which is radicalized in the Vivarana school. 

211 i.b.1)~ana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One, it 35. ~1al)Qana argues that 
though a general knowledge of the Self comes from ~ravana its certainty 
comes only from the vision of the Self produced by this concrete Sclf­
kno1dedge. Cf., i'-lary~ana, Braluna-SidJhi, Chapter Three, !14, #5, p. 244. 

212 - . BJ - 77 See also p. 45 and p. 82.\'acaspat1, 15:mat1, p. , . 

')13 	 , .,. - )
~ Cf., 	Sr1-bha~ya I.1.1, p. 15 (Rangacharya . 
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Both Surefvara and the Vivarazia school point to the necessity for an 

"immediate knowledge of the Self" (anubhava). Unlike Mandana and 

Vacaspati ~lisra, hO\vever, they do not argue that sravarp gives only 

mediate knowledge, and co-relatively that dhy~na-abhyilsa is necessary 
214 

to transform this mediate knowledge into immediate knowledge. 

Instead of emphasizing dhyana-abhyiisa as leading to this direct experience 
,,

of the Self i.e. anubhava, Suresvara and the Vivarava school emphasize 

anvaya-vyatireka ("the method of agreement and difference") by which the 

lak!?a~a ("implied") sense of S'abda is elicited as leading to this 
215 

experience. Suresvara says in this respect in his Sailibandha-Vartika 

that, "When thus the word-senses have been known from the words through 

the empirical means of knowledge, \;·ho can prevent the super-sensuous 
216 

sentence-sense from the sentence in the Veda?" What is referred to 
217 

in the Upadesa- Siihasri as the "implied sense" (laksana) of ''u.t." 

and "tvam", elicited through anvaya-vyatireka is described as responsible 

for the direct sense of ~abda rather than dhyana-abhyiisa. 

SureS'vara and the Vivarar:a school also employ the category of 

the Saksi ("Witness-Self") as an "intermediary category" in a manner 

similar to the Bhamati use of dhyilna-abhyasa to perform this mediating 

function between ~ravaI).a and anubhava. Suresvara refers to the SaksI 

as incapable of giving us a merely mediate kno1vledge. He says: "The 

214 I -Surcsvara, S<unhcrndha-\'artika #845 to !!847. 

215
cf., Sures'vara,Naisk::lrmya-S:iddhi II.10, III.6,.5 a12d II~.78. 

(Anvaya-vyatireka is explicitly referred to in the Upadesa-Sahasr1 
Part Two, Chapter XVIII, #96.) 

216 ,. . - k "S6~Suresvara, Sambandha-Varti ·a ~ ~. 

217cf., Upade£a-SahasrI Part Two, Chapter XVIII, ~101. 
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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?" SureS"vara is implying in this 

passage that a direct experience of the Self is already available 'Jia 

the Saksi; there is thus no need to appeal to dhyana-abhyasa for this 

direct experience. 

Despite their explicit insistence on the discontinuity bet~een 

Self-knowledge and dharma, Suresvara and the Vivarar.ia school still have 

to make sense of their apparent continuity in sadhana. 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 

laksaIJa sense of sabda and the mediating function of the Sak;;i 

and the Akhar:i-<fa-v:i;tti. The need for a direct experience of the Self 

is emphasized by both the Bhamati and the Vivarar:i-a; the difference 

pertains only to their understanding of what "causes" this direct 

experience of the Self, i.e. whether dhyana-abhyasa or anvaya-vyatireka. 

-
3b (ii) The Atma-Vidhi 

The Atma-vidhi ("the injunction pertaining to the Self") addresses 

itself to the myriad interpretations of the following verse from the 

B:rhad. Upani~ad: "The Self, my dear ~laitreyi, should be reali::.ed, 
219 

should be heard of, reflected on and meditated upon." The dispute 

between Sankara and the J\liJnan1sakas . concerning the status of the Atma-vidhi 

is centered around the following questions: Does this passage from the 

218 sures'vara, Samb:rndha-Vartika 1793. Sec also # 796. 

219 
Brhad. Upanisad II.IV.V. 

http:reali::.ed
http:Vivarar.ia
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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 samuccaya;and is the purport of the Vedas such a vidhi, especially 

a dhyiina-vidhi? 

The question of the karal).a ("catalyst") for Self-realization 

pertains to the relationship between the actual components of the 

A.tma-vidhi i.e. S"ravm:ia ("hearing" i.e. of sabda) manana ("reflection"), 
; 

and nididhyasana ("steady meditation"). The Post-Sankarites debated 

this issue in terms of the fol lowing questions: Should s'ravana 

manana and nididhyasana be understood according to a hierachy; would 

such a hierachy imply that only one of the thYee 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-j~ana? 

Using these questions as guidelines I will first deal with the 

doctrine of the Atma-vidhi and then with the doctrine of the karaQa 

for Self-realization in order to clarify the relationship between 

, - - "" 
Sa~kara and the Mirnamsakas and Sa~kara and R:lmanuja on these issues. 

, . 
Before presenting Sankara's position on these issues it is 

necessary to outline the position of his main opponents: the Purva­
220 


Mirna~sakas and the niyoga-vidins. The Piirva-Mimamsakas argued that 


220The category Uttara-~limamsa includes both Vedanta and the 
nivoga-vadins as its alternate interpretations. To avoid ambiguity the 
niyoga-vauins will not be referred to as Uttara-Mimamsa but simply as the 
·".niyoga-v:ldins". 
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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 

~rthavadas ("explanatory devices"). The !liyoga-va_dins. on the 

other hand, argued that the purport of the Vedas was not a ritual 
223 

injunction but an injunction to meditate (dhyana•vidhi) upon Brahman. 
224 

Though Mai:i9ana 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. 
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, he insists that only Brahman can be the purport 

221 
Cf., Kumarila, Shlokavartika II, 7. 

222 Brahmadatta, the precursor of MaQ~ana should be included in 
this category. Rangacharya in his translation of the srI-bha~ya refers 
to them as the "Dhyananiyogavadins'.' Cf., Sr:l-bhasya Rangacharya, Vol I 
p. 261, footnote 314. 

223
cf., SrI-bha:;;ya I. l. 4. 

224cf., Mai;~ana, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, #12, #23, #33. 

225 Ibid., Chapter Three, #83, lt154. 

226 " ­Cf., Sri-bha~ya I.1.1. 

227 / - - ­
Cf., Sri-bha~ya I.1.4; Vcdarthasa~graha #120. Van Buitenen 

suggests t:ut Ram~nuja did not hm~ever, exclude this possibility. In 
referring to this implicit emphasis in Ramanuja he says: "Ile does not 
exclude the view that after all, these arthavadas may find their signifi­
cance and purpose in vidhi, but he is obliged to refute the extreme views 
of the Prabhakaras who are not less radical in upholding the autonomy of the 
Purvamimamsii as ~ankara is in maintaining the Self-sufficiency of 
Uttaramirn~Jilsa." (Sri-bhasya V:m Bui tcnen, Introduction, p. 55.) This 
implicit emphasis is suggested in Ramanuja's analysis of language in 
the Vedarthasartigraha. 
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of the Vedas not a vidhi. He states in this respect: '' ... Brahman, who 

is the highest object of hwnan pursuit and whose very nature is unsurpassed 

bliss, forms the purport (of the scriptures) by constituting the thing 
228 

that is to be denoted (by them) .... " Yet Ramanuja 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 
229 

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-~!imarnsakas: as an apurva­

vidhi ("originative injunction"); a niyama-vidhi ("restrictive injunction") 

or as a parisalilkhya-vidhi ("exclusive injunction"). To avoid the pitfalls 
230 

of arguing that the Self is subsidiary to an injunction, Ramanuja 

does not apply the dhyana-vidhi to the svarupa of the Self, 1d1ich remains 

unchanged, but, rather, to the buddhi which becomes free of vikaras 

("transformations") by means of this vidhi. Ramanuja 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." 

Ved;nta Desika, in radicalizing the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja 

278 / - ­- Sri-bha~ya, Rangacharya, I.1.4, p. 289. 


229 
 ,.. -- bl - I 1 1 Cf., Sri- la;;ya ... 

23 0 ! . f 11 . d b 'I ,i . h. B l S. ddh.T lese pit a s are examine y ,, ary ....ana in is ra lma- i 1 

in Chapter Three, ## 74-83. 

231 ~ '" bh- R . l 1 4 2~4Sri- a~ya, angacnarya, .. , p. / . 
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insists on a real Atma-vidhi and applies the Atma-vidhi specifically to 

nididhyasana understood as dhyana~abhyasa. ~lanana and (ravana are 

thereby reduced to mere re-statements (anuvada). Srinivasa Chari 

swnmarizes oet'ika' s position as fol lows: "Sraval).a is not the content 

of an injunction because it springs up from one's O\~TI 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 £raval).a springs up from one's own desire and hence it need 

/not be enjoined. Thus both sravai:ia 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 

li.tma-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-vidhi, which is applicable to vrtti-jitlna 

though never to svarupa:.jn.'lna, is structurally parallel to the "explicit 

/ ~ 
strand" in Ramanuja as radicalized in Desika's position. Yet Sankara's 

234 
explicit insistence that the Xtma-vidhi is only a pseudo-vidhi is 

232 
S.M. Srinivasa Chari, A<lvaita an<l Vis'ist;dvaita (Bombay: 

Asia Publishing House, 1961), p. 166. Herein after cited as Srinivasa 
Chari , Advaita and Vilistadvaita. 

233 • - d- "k- Cl 'T - ­Sr1n1vasadasa, Yatindramata ip1 ·a 1aptcr VII, F26. 

·r4
~~Cf., Siitra-bh~sya 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 ~tma-vidhi as it is understood in the 
,, 

"explicit strand" in Sankara 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.-bha~ya 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 

(svayal)l-jyotis) of the .~tman, which functions as the a-priori for all 

our knowledge. lie 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 

Siitra-bha~ya he argues that the Atman cannot be 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. Ile says that, 

-
"The various imperative statements such as 'The Atman should be seen, 

meditated upon etc.' become as inoperative as the edge of a ra:or when 

235 / .
Sankara, Brhad.-hhasya I.IV.7, p. 12~. 

236 / •
Sankara, Br~ad.-bha~ya III.IV.2, p. 470. 
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it is applied to a stone, because the Brahman ... is not something which 
237 

can be acquired or rejected." Furthermore, he argues that just as 

no injunction can make fire cold, so no injunction can alter our nature 
238 

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-bha$ya: "There is indeed no need of an injunction impelling 

one to devote oneself to one's Atman, for the very reason that Atman 

is one's own 
240 

very Self." Appayya Dik!?ita 
241 

concurs with this under­

-
standing of the Atma-vidhi, for he argues that it is not an apurva-vidhi, 

2-i2 
a niyama-vid:-d 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 
./

Brahman are subsidiary to an injunction; rather, Sankara emphatically 

rejects this argument as illustrated in the following excerpt from his 

237 - bl - 4 '75Sutra- 1asya, Date, I. 1 . , p. - . 

238 ~ 


Cf., Sa11kara, Rr;had.-bh;I~ya I\'.iii.7, p. 628. 

? 39 d , -1 - ffil- Cf., Upa esa-Sa1asr1 Chapter XVI, rr39- 41. 


240, - - ­
Sankara, Gita-bh:isya II .69. 


241 - ,;

Appayya Diksita is a Post-Sankarite affiliated 1-Jith the 

Bhamati school. His text Si Jdhantalesa-sa1\graha is a compendium of al 1 
the different interpretations of Sankara amongst his fol 101,·ers. 

2..i 2cf., Appayya oik~ita, Siddh;ntale£asa~graha Chapter One, ~15. 
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Sutra-bhasya: " ... the objection that Bralunan 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-Mimamsa 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, \\'here ~ankara 

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-bha~ya contains another 

such instance. There he argues for a dhyana-vidhi and justifies this 

argument by appealing tci the need for a concrete Self-knowledge and not 

merely an abstract Self-knowledge. Ile 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 
Siitra-bhi~ya, Date, I.1.4, p. 31. 

244 / . - ­
Sankara, Chandogya-bhasya 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 kno1m (in life) to be different from the ~nowledge 
245 

" acquired through hearing." In this bhasya Sankara does not subsequently 

reduce this dhyana-vidhi to a provisional thesis only. 

of a "

One might ask: Are the instances cited above simply 
, 

slip-up" in Sankara's application of adhyaropa-apavada 

an 

or 

example 

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 it suggests 

another variation of the suspension of the "transposition strategy." 

The most striking instance of the above can be found in his Brhad.-bha~ya. 

In I.4.7 of this bh~~ya he initially describes the ~tma-vidhi as a 

pscudo-vidhi, yet further on in the same verse he identifies it as a 

niyama-vi<lhi. He says: "'(The aspirant after Brahman) kno\\·ing about 

245 " 
Sanbra, Taittiriya-bha~ya I.xi.4. See also III.ii.i where 

concentration on Brahn1:rn is enj oineJ 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 kno1m as a possible alternative, they 
246 

can only be restrictive." This instance suggests that whereas no 

Atma-vidhi can ever apply to Atma-jnana in the "primary sense" i.e. 

svarupa-jffana, it can apply to ,;\tma-jfiana in the "secondary sense" 

i.e. vrtti-jrtana. The critical factor is therefore where the vidhi 

is applied. 

~!a~qana makes a significant contribution on this point. He 

differentiates between three means of access to Brahman: ~ruti 

itself; s'ruti followed by manana and dhyana; and the direct experience 
247 

of Brahman i.e. anubhava. 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 

qui s'appligue au troisieme (stade) d'acces a la connaissance, du fait 

gu'il est relic' (au premier) en tant gu'il a pour domaine l'eveil ~ 

la connaissance de la realite. I En effect, (l'injonction) qui a pour 

domaine le second (stade) d'acccs a la connaissance n'a pas pour domaine 

l 'cveil a la connaissancc de la rcalite' mais elle a plutch pour domaine 
248 

la rep6tition (de la connaissance acquise par la parole)." 


therefore argues that anubhava is not enjoined, but the process which is 


246/
Sankara, Brhad.-bhasya I.IV.7, pp. 134-35. 

247
cf., ;.1ary4ana, Brahfl1a-Sid<lhi Chapter Three, #74. 

248 ,1 h . ddh. ~aryyana, Bra ma-Si i Chapter Three, #100, p. 292. 
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instrumental to its arising i.e. dhyana-abhyasa is so enjoined. 

MaD4ana's designation of these three means of access to Brahman and 

his insistence that the ~tma-vidhi applies only to the second means of 

-
access helps to clarify some of the issues concerning the Atma-vidhi. 

/

In a similar manner, Sarikara 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 fo 11 owing 

excerpt from his Sutra-bhasya sho'Jld 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 ~~ni 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'.'' 

- - - "' Accordingly, in his Gita-bhasya Sankara describes a n1uni as " .... one 
251 

who is given to contemplation (manana) ." This mauna injunction 

constitutes yet more valuable evidence for the reality of tl1e Atma-vidhi 

/ . 
in the "implicit Sankara", and because it occurs in the Sutra-bhasya 

it is especially important. It is cited by Appayya Dik-?ita in his 

249 - ­Sutra-bhasya, Ga.mbhirananda, I I I. I\'. 26, p. 783. 

250 - ­
Sutra-bha-?ya, .\pte, III.I\'.27, pp. 767-68. 

r1"' 
;:i Sankara, Gi:ta-bha~ya v. 28. 

http:III.I\'.27
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252 
Siddhantaletasangraha as evidence for a possible apurva-vidhi. 

The necessity for manana and dhyana is again referred to in IV.1.2 of 
,, . 
Sankara's Sutra-bhasya where repetition of the maha-vakya is prescribed 

for one who cannot realize Brahman through travana alone because of the 

influence of past karma. 

,, . "' Although Suresvara interprets Sankara as arguing that only sravana 
253 

/
is enjoined, there are many instances in Sankara's texts where he 

insists that £ravana manana and nididhyasana are all enjoined, not just 

"' - ,,sravaDa. In his Brhad.-bhasya Sankara 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 

by hearing alone." P. C. Divanji argues that Suresvara's extreme 

view that only sravana is competent in ensuring realization, is not shared 
, 255 

by any other Post-Sa~karite. 

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? 
, 
Sa~kara refers to this vidhi in the following passage from his Brhad.­

bhasya: "As part of this knowledge of Brahman, the sruti wishes to 

252
cf., Appayya oi\?ita, Siddhantalesa~graha Chapter One, #121. 

S. S. Sastri comments on the above citation as follows: "Mauna is taken 
to be enjoined, in spite of the absence of an injunctive word, ~ecaus~ 

Sankara, Brha<l.-bha~ya II.IV.5. See also II.V.Intro uction. 

it is novel and non-established otherwise.", footnote #9, Siddhantalesangraha. 

253cf., Sure4'vara, Sambandha-Vartika #805. 

254 ~ . d . 

255cf., P. C. Oivanji, "The Practical Side of the Advaita 
Doctrine" in Review of Philosophy and Religion 5.2 (193-l), pp. 162-72. 
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enjoin renunciation." He insists that this vidhi to renounce the 

world should not be understood as a mere eulogy (arthavada) but, rather, 

it should be taken literally. He says that, '~s 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 111orld of the Self, cannot be a eulogy." 
258 

The VivaraQa school classify this vidhi as a niyama-vidhi. 
259 

As MaQ<;iana pointed out, the Atma-vidhi should never be applied 

to Atma-jniina in the "primar:y sense" i.e. to svarupa-jnana, but only 

to J\.tma-jnana in the "secondary sense" i.e. to vrtti-jnana. Therefore 

it can be mis-read as a "pseudo-vidhi" if it is understood as applying 

to svarupa-j~ana, but, not if it is understood as applying to vrtti-j~iina. 

The above distinction helps to clarify what is often termed the "directive 

- /'

import" of the Atma-vidhi. Sankara refers to this "directive import" 

in the following excerpt from his Sutra-bhasya: "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 ~tma-vidhi is aimed at 

256,.. .
Sankara, Brhad.-bh5sya II.IV.I. See also II.IV.5. 

257 / . ­Sankara, B~had.-bhasya IV.IV.22, p. 760. See also III.IV.I. 

258cf., V. P. Upadhyaya, Lights on Ved~nta (Varanasi: Chawkhamba 
Sanskrit Series, 1959), p. 208. 

259cf . d. . 'I d B hm S"ddh. Cl t ­. , previous iscuss1on on 11 ai:i.ana; ra a- i i 12.p er :J, 

260 - - 2 ~6Sutra-bhasya, Date, I.1.4, 5-~ . 

http:IV.IV.22
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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 
,,,. . 

the tortoise, to withdraw our senses from the external world. Sankara 
262 

compares this h'i thdraival to " ... reversing the current of a river . ... " 

He says in his Katha-bha~ya: "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 
263 

of the Self .... " This passage indicates that the Atrna-vidhi is not 

an exhortation to act or to acquire what is not acquired; but, to desist 
264 

from objectification which is the very root of adhy~sa. 

This "directive" import, this call inwards is co-.related in his 

Chandogya-bha!?ya with the insistence that the Atma-vidhi is a niyarna-vidhi. 

That is, it is a call to perceive the Self in one way i.e., as the 

indwelling Witness (pratyagiitman) and not in another way i.e., as 

identified with any of the five sheaths, superimposed upon the Self. 

" .Sankara says: "The two expressions 'should be sought to be kn01m' and 

'should be sought to be understood' contain restrictive, - not originative ­

, - ­261 h' . dT is is state in the Upadcsa-Sahasri as follows: I therefore 
have neither distraction nor a profound concentration. Both of them 
belong to the mind which is subject to change." Upadcsa~SiihasrI 
Chapter XIII, #14. 

262" .Sankara, Katha-bhasya II.I.I. 

263,..
Sankara, Katha-bhil!?ya II.i.l to II .i.2, pp. 171-72. 

264This process of \\i thdrawal is described in great detail in 
his Git:i-bhasya especially in chapters six and eight. Consequently 
nidi~sana considered as dlwana should be combined with the Atrnasamvarna­
Yo;a of the Gita though not 1»ith the Yoga of Patanjali. , 
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injunctions; the sense being that 'It is to he sought to be kno\'111, ­

and sought to be understood, - in this particular manner' .... When 

hitherto the Self has been known through the qualities of the Body, the 

sense-organs etc., - if and when its 0\'111 real form causes to be under­

stood, - it leads to the perceptible result in the form of the disap­

peara~ce of the preceding wrong notion; for this reason the injunction 
265 

in question should be taken to be a restrictive one ... " 

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 Riminuja's understanding of prapatti as a mode of negative willing, 

or, alternately expressed using the will to transcend the wil 1. Just 
/ 

as no injunction can make fire cold, Sankara 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 vi<lhi can be applied to the svarlipa 

of the Self but only to the buddhi as the dharma-bhGta-j~ana. Ramanuja 

also describes the Atma-vidhi as sui gcneris, though in a different 

sense as leading to the worship of the Supreme Person. 

265' .Sankara, Chandogya-bha~ya VIII, vii.2. 
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,
There is also much evidence amongst the Post-Sankarites for a 

consideration of the ~tma-vidhi as a vidhi in some sense. 

Sure~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 parisamkhya-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 S'raval).a, not to manana and nididhyasana, 

and yet he classifies the vidhi to renounce the world as a '~roxirnate 

268 
auxiliary" to the .i\tma-vidhi. 

The Vivarana school is more explicit in specifying the relationship 

between §ravana, manana and nididhyisana. A hierarchy is established 

whereby ~ravana is specified as the principal means and rnanana and 

nididhyisana are specified as remote auxiliaries to the former. This 

is stated in the VivaraQa-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.'' 
::no 

/ ­
Furthermore, sraval)a as the study of" ... one's own section of the Veda", 

is enjoined as a niyarna-vidhi. 

266 ,,
Suresvara, Naiskarmyasiddhi, Raghavachar, I.88. 

267
Cf., Suresvara, Sali1bandha-Vartika #805. 

268c£., Suresvara, Sarhbandha-V5:rtika # 214. 

269'v,. I I 
rr 
ulivarauaprameyasangra1a , • 

270 rbid., I, !!l. 
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~Iai:~ana' s understanding of the Atma-vidhi is very similar to 

Ramanuja's understanding, for he explicitly applies the vidhi to 

nididhvasana ll'hich is understood as dhyana-abhyasa and not as viveka­

jNana. He says that, " ... ce qui est enjoint, ce n'est pas la reflexion 

sur la realite de l'atman qui est au-del~ de toutes les particularit~s 

et dont le fruit est l'identification ~ lui, mais pluttt, c'est la 

concentration r~pet~e sur (l'atman) fait de penste extrins~quement 

delimit~e par les noms et les formes et dont les souffles sont le 

corps, etc., (concentration), qui a pour fruit la souverainete puis 
271 

Erogressivement la vision directe." Both Maw;lana and Ramanuj a 
272 

apply the vidhi to nididhyasana and not to ~ 
srava~a and manana. 

273 
Ramanuja says: "Therefore, it is dhyana alone that is enjoined." 

274 
Neither Ma~c;Iana nor Ramanuja conclude in the manner of the niyoga-vidin 

that this dhyana-vidhi is the only purport of the Veda thereby rendering 
275 

all statements about Brahman subsidiary to it. Maryc;Iana never applies 

the vidhi to the direct vision of the Self (dars"ana), but only to the 

271 MaQc;lana, 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: dhy:ina­
abhyITsa indicates that nidi<lhy~sana and not manana is enjoined. 

272cf., f.lar:~ana, Br~hma-Siddhi I.33, III.74, 154; ~ri-bhasya 
I.I.I, I.1.4. 

273 / 
Sri-bh~~ya, Rangacharya, I.1.1, p. 16. 

274cf., infra footnote #227. 

275cf., NaQ~ana, Brahma-Siddhi III.74, pp. 241-43 and III, 
#83, p. 253. 
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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 A:tma-vidhi to a "pseudo-vidhi", in a manner similar 

/ 

to the "explicit strand" in Sankara. 

Vedanta Desika's position however, is structurally closer to 

the "implicit strand" in 
; 

Sankara as radicalized in Mandana and Vacaspati 

Misra. Desika applies the vidhi to nididhyasana, understood as dhyana, 

and sravana and manana are thereby reduced to mere re-statements 

(apavada) . To cite again S. M. Srinivasa Chari : " ... both fravana 

and manana are mere restatements (anuv~da) and they only subserve 

contemplation. As for nididhyasana, it is to be enjoined as it is not 
278 

already accomplished." Whereas Mai:i<;lana argues that the vidhi 

can never be applied to darsana but only to the means leading to its 

arising, De;ika argues that darsana itself is enjoined, though he under­
279 

stands darsana as a" ... specific form of dhyana characteri:ed by vividness." 
, 

On this issue the "implicit strand" in Sankara is nevertheless closer 

276c£., ~~~1ana, Brahma-Siddhi III, 154. 

277 
Cf., section 3b(i). 

278s. M. Srinivasa Chari , Advaita and Vi~i~~~dvaita, p. 167. 

279 Ibid., p. 167. 



333 


to Vacaspati ~!isra than to Mai:i1ana, for Vacaspati Misra, like Sankara, 

explicitly rejects a dhyana-vidhi yet specifies dhyana-abhyasa 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 

inj :mction .... " Yet Vacaspati Misra argues for a S'raval)a-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-bha$ya that dhyana 

is the kara~a for Self-realization. He accordingly refers to dhyana­
283 

abhyasa in his Gha-bha$ya as" ... the proximate means to right knowledge .... " 

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 
Sa~kara argues especially in his Gita-bha~ya, that dhyana­

28 
°v,ica.spati Misra, Bhimati, p. 93. See also pp. 172, 200, 203, 

204, 231. 

281 
Ibid., p. 91 


282 
 - . . d di - .di . b f . . l Vacaspati reJecte a wana-vi n e~ause o its peri ous 
affinity with the niyoga-viidin . He also like Sal'lkara, rejected sphota­
vada which was expffiltly affirmed by Mandana. 

283/
Sal'lkara, Giti-bhi$ya V,26. 

284cf., footnote #283. 
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abhyasa which must follow 	sraval).a, is the karal).a for Self-realization. 

, . ­
This implicit emphasis in 	Sankara is shared by both Ma:r:i~ana and Vacaspati 

,
~liS'ra. In his ~luJJ.4aka-bha$ya 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 karal).a as dhyana-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 karal).a independently 

of S'raval)a; for no break-away from saJttsara is possible without sraval)a. 

The Bhamati school identify the ~araJJ.a even more specifically 
287 

as the purified manas aided by dhyana-abhyasa, and there is much evidence 

/
for this view in Sankara's 	commentaries such as the following excerpt 

,.. 
from Sankara'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. Glta-bha;;ya also reinforces this point: "The mind, refined 

285,
Sankara, Mury.c;laka-bh5~ya I I.ii. 3. 


286 -- . Ii
Aparokshanubhut1 ·123. 

287cf., Vacaspati Ni£ra,BhamatI, pp. 95, 97; Appayya Dik~ita, 
SiddhantaleS'asangraha, Chapter Three, #4.2, p. 363. 

288/ . - 19Sankara, B:rha<l. -bha~ya I\'. IV. . 


289

Cf ., f ootnote ~··95 . 



335 

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.'' 

I •
Sankara presents the buddhi as responsible for the possibility of both 

bondage and liberation. Also there is much evidence, especially in 

the "implicit strand" of Sankara for the argument that only a concrete 

Self-knowledge as opposed to an abstract Self-knowledge can function as 
292 

the kara~a for Self-realization. 
293 

Although, in a few instances, 
I •
Sankara suggests that 

/ 
sravana 

Ialone is the karana, he usually emphasizes the inseparability of sravaDa, 
294 

manana, and nididhyasana all of which function together as the kara~a. 
295 

Once again, the critical passage from his Brhad.-bha$ya makes this 

point: "Thus only is It realised - when these means, viz. hearing, 

reflection and meditation, have been gone through. \~1en these three 

are combined, then only true realisation of the unity of Brahman is 
296 

accomplished not othenvise - by hearing alone." Accordingly, in his 
_ _ 297 I 

Sutra-bha~ya, Sankara emphasizes the necessity for a repetition of 

290, . - ­
Sankara, Gita-bhasya II.21, p. 46. 


291

Cf., section !t2c: The Ambiguous Role of the Buddhi. 

292cf., section 3b (i): ~a~kara's Implicit Evaluation of Concrete 
Self-knowledge Oyer Abstract Self-knowledge. 

293 / · '" - b -
1
ftl2 B I d bl - I I\' 7Cf., Sankara, G1 ta- has ya XII I, ; r 1a . - 1a$ya . . , 

pp. 130-31; Taittiriya-bha~ya 11.1.1, p. 289. 

294 By "together" I do not mean simultaneously. 


295

Cf., footnote ff25~. 


296 ~ankara, Brhad.-bh~~ya II.IV.5. 


297cf., S~tra-bh~~ya IV.1.1 to IV.1.5. 
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sravaua, manana and nididhyasana, not just fravana alone, for the man 

;' 

still affected by past karma. Sankara therefore does not emphasize the 

hierarchy, evident in the Post-Sankarites, between s'ravarya, manana 

and nididyasana. Co-relatively, that he tends to stress a plurality of 

causes is evident in this excerpt from his Taittiriya-bha;;ya: "There 

is surely no such rule that knowledge arises from the rr.ere elrnination 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." 

/ .
Because of the dual strands in Sankara, there is evidence for 

understanding nididhyasana both as viveka-jnana and as dhyana-abhyasa; 

yet when its repetition is incalculated nididhyasana is usually understood 
299-

as dhyana-abhyasa. In his Gita-bha.;;ya Sankara explicitly indicates 
300 

dhyana-abhyasa as the" ... proximate means to right knowledge." 

Instead of viewing nididhyasana either as viveka-jll'ana or as dhyana-abhyasa 

a more constructive approach is to perceive their inseparability as two 
301

/ 

phases of Sa~kara's primary strategy, adhyaropa-apavada. Dhyana-abhyasa 

should then be identif{ed with the adhyaropa phase and viveka-jn'ana 

\'lith the apavada phase. 
/

Much of the debate amongst the Post-Sa~karites on the kar~Qa, 

298 I ­
Sankara, Taittirfva-bhasya I.xi.4. 

299cf., infra footnote ##202, 203, 204, 205, 206. 

300,.( "k;:,an ·ara, Gha-bha;;ya VI, Introduction. 

301Cf., . _ (')section .)a i . 
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is concerned with the question of whether or not the kara:ry.a must 

be a pramal)a. Accordingly, Sures'vara and the Vivarana school justify 

their choice of srava:ry.a as the karal).a by insisting that only a prama:ry.a 
302 

can initiate Self-realization. Sure£vara says in this respect that, 

"Other than the texts which clearly expound the true nature of reality 
303 

as the one Self, what pramaDa can accomplish that task?" 

-
Yet ~landana and Vacaspati represent dhyana-abhyasa not as a 
30.4 

prama:ry.a; but, rather, as a "means of realisation" following fabda­

prama:ry.a which is necessary in rendering that knowledge immediate and 
305 

direct. That is precisely Ramanuja's position. Like Mal)<;lana and 

Vacaspati, Ramanuja argues that only such a "means of realisation" 
306 

can overcome the effect of past vasanas. 

Whereas Sure(vara and the Vivarana school argue that the Self 
307 . 

is ultimately its 01111 karai;ia, Mandana and the Bhamati school argue 
308 

that the karai:ia cannot be absolutely Real because it pertains to v~tti-j~ana. 

As Mandana stated so succinctly: "La connaissance ne se produit pas.. 

302cf., H" I ti . . -7 d "XX\' 4 7•vivara1:iaprameyasangra 1a X.'<Xli. c, p. :> an ·'' , p. - . 

303 I 'b dh - "k l/~70Suresvara, Sam an a-Varti ·a ,_ . 

304 , . . . f 1 . . . . tl t . .Surcsvara' s criticism o t 1c1r position gives one rn impression. 
Cf., Sure£vara, Sambandha-Vartika #712. 

305cf. ~landana, Brahma-SidJhi Chapter One, #lt34,35; Chrrpter 
Three, ##76, ll6; and Chapter four; \'acaspati, Bhamatl, pp. 108, 239. 

306 /
Cf., Sri-bhiisya I.1.1, pp. 15-17 (Rangacharya). 


307cf., Sure£vara, Sa~bandha-Virtika 11#247-248. 


308Yct Brahman is admitted as its substrate. 
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309 

/sans l'inconnaissance." Yet though Suresvara and the Vivararya school 

argue that the Self is ultimately its own karai;ia, they still have to 

make sense of the experience of illumination. To do so, they argue 

that the experience of illumination is occassionned by £ruti but not 

dependent on it; that is, after its arising Atma-jnana no longer depends 

on sruti. Any dependency between A.tma-jnana and 5ruti is penultimate 

and not ultimate. 

Because of the dual strands in Ramanuja, radicalized in the Northern 

and Southern schools of Vi~i~tadvaita, one can isolate two positions in 

Ramanuja on the karana issue. In the "explicit strand" of Ramanuja, 

as radicalized in Desika's position, the kararya is clearly identified 

as bhakti ("devotion"), which according to Ramanuja is synonymous with 
310 

upasana ("meditation") and vedana ("knowledge"). This emphasis is 

/
structurally parallel to the "implicit strand" in Sankara in which 

3ll,,
dhyana or upasana folloh·ing srava1p is identified as the kararya. 

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 pers?ective, dharmic 

309
Maryqan:i, Brahma-Siddhi Chapter One, ft 13. Cf., previous 

discussion on the distinction between vrtti-jnana and svan1pa-j~:lna 
section 3a(i) 

310c£., £ri-bh:Isya I.1.1. 

..)ll I , ,
Cf., Sankara, Git:I-bh:I~ya \'I, Introduction. Cf., previous 

discussion on this issue in section 3b(ii). 

31' / ­
~Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bh:lsya X\'III.66; Sri-bha~ya III.2.34 and 

III.2.37; cf., Chapter Three, section 3b. 

http:III.2.37
http:III.2.34
http:X\'III.66
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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 Sankara, as radicalized 

in the Vivarai:ia school, where the Self is identified as its own kararya. 

Unlike Lokacharya, though, the Vivaral)a school argues that the experience 

of illumination is occasionned by (ruti, but not dependent on it. 

They do not conclude that [ruti is illusory but merely provisionally 

efficacious. 
/

Because of the dual strands in Sankara, there is evidence both 
314 

" as and for consideringfor considering sravai:ia alone the kararya 
315- - /nididhyasana as dhyana-abhyasa following sravarya as the karal)a. 

It is this latter emphasis that is closest to Ramanuja. To complete 

this investigation of the implicit co-relation between dhyana-abhyasa 
~ 

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 nirgur:ia-dhy~na 
/

and nirgur:ia-bhakti in Sankara. 

3c. The Implicit Theism in Advaita Vedanta 

/ . 
The implicit co-relation between Ramanuja and Sankara in their 

common use of dhviina-abhviisa as that concrete and not merely abstract 
316 

Self-knowledge will now be expanded and applied to the question of bhakti. 

313cf., k- I - k h d' #207Lo ac wrra, ~lwnu -s upa i • Cf., Chapter Three, 
section 3b. 

314 / - /
Cf., Saiikp-a, Gita-bha$ya XIII,_lt12; Sankara, B-y;had.-bhasya 

I.IV.7, pp. 130-31; Sankara, Taittiriya-bha:;;ya II.1.1. 

315cf., fi.nkara, Gitii-bhasya VI.Introduction. 

316 


Cf., infra, section 3b(i). 
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/ . 
Before examining the possible areas of convergence between Sankara and 

Ramanuja on the question of bhakti, it is necessary to delineate their 

doctrinal differences which co-exist with these very areas of conver­

gence with reference to bhakti. 
317 

/
As indicated previously, Sa~kara's co-relation of sagu9a-bhakti 

and sagm:ia~dhyana with bhavana ("make believe") is directly opposed 

to Ramanuja's understanding of bhakti which excludes any such "as-if" 
318 

"·element. The co-relation of saguna-bhakti with bhavana in Sankara 

is based on his insistence that Brahman is ultimately Nirgu9a and not 

Sagu9a. Accordingly, one is enjoined to mediate on Brahman only "as-if" 

it were Sagu9a. This is illustrated in the following excerpt from his 

Sutra-bha~ya 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 sagu9a-vidyas described in III.III.l to III.III.66 

of his Sutra-bhasya imply some element of bhavana. In his Chiindogya­
,, 

bhasya Sankara sharply d·istinguishes the meditation on the maha-vakya, "tat 

tvam asf'from any sagu9a-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 between sagu9a-bhakti and nirgu9a­
bhakti and the co-relation of saguua-bhakti with bT1avana in sa-tlkara section 3b (i). 

318cf., Srl-bha~ya I.1.1, p. 15 (Rangacharya). See infra footnote ifl93. 

319 - ­Sutra-bhasya, Date, I.1.25. 

http:III.III.66
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things. In such passages as 'the Sun is~ Brahman', the intervention 

of the term 'as' makes it impossible for it to provide the idea that 
320 

'the Sun is actually Brahman itself' .... " 

Sures'vara and the VivaraI).a school emphasize bhakti and dhyana 

in their "secondary sense" (gauI).am) as entailing bhavana, and de­

emphasize bhakti and dhyana in their "primary sense" (paramartham) 

as nirgm:ia-bhakti and nirguI).a-dhyana. Accordingly they interpret 
,.,_ 320a 

nididhyasana more as viveka-jnana than as dhyana-abhyasa. 

MaJJ.dana 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-Brahman equation to a figurative 

equation. He says: "Quand on re'p~te en effect, cela donne plus d'impor­

tance a l'objet comme par example si l'on dit 'Ahtelle est l voir, ah! 
321 

elle est a voir'; cela ne l'affaiblit pas, loin de le rendre m~taphorique.' 

Similarly, he insists that this repetition of dhyina as nididhyisana 
322 

does not constitute an attachment. 

Because of Riimanuja's decisive rejection of anr bhakti that 
323 ,, 

entails bhavana, any possible convergence between Sa~kara and 

320/ .
Sankara, Chindogya-bhi~ya VI.xvi.3. 

320
acf., Sure;vara, Sarhbandha-Vartika !1438b-lt439a. 

321 
~1ary9ana, Brahma-.Siddhi, Chapter One, #6. 

322Ma.I)c;!ana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One, #3, p. 144. 

323cf., infra, footnote #193. 

http:gauI).am
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I 

Ramanuja 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 bhavani. An area of convergence exists between 

/
Sankara's understanding of nirguDa-bhakti and Ramanuja's understanding 

of para-bhakti ("supreme devotionrr) or that constant remembrance of the 

Lord. This convergence exists despite their doctrinal differences 

pertaining to the Focus of bhakti i.e. whether SaguDa (Ramanuja) or 
I 

NirguQa (Sankara),and pertaining to the way in which unity with the 

,,. . 
Focus is expressed i.e. whether as identity (Sankara) or as a lived 

inseparability (Ramanuja). As shall be demonstrated, the eAJJerience 

of nirguDa-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 "extecided sense" cupalak~aoa) of the Self. He says in his Sri­

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 01m body, so the highest Brahman is the Self of the individual 

soul - this is the proper form of meditation. - 1~11y? - Because the 

great Devotees of olden times ackn01dedged this to be the true nature of 

meditation; compare the text 'Then I am indeed thou, holy divinity, 

324 • 
and thou art me.' "(tvam vJ.--ahamasrni bh5gavo <levate; aham \'ai tvamasi). 

3741 - ­
- Sri-bha~ya, Thibaut, I\'.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 oil 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 Sankara's nirguDa-bhakti and Ramanuja's 

para-bhakti. 

Ramanuja1 s para-bhakti will first be exauir.ed in relation to 

/ - - ­dhyana .. abhyasa. In his Sri-bhasya Ramanuja uses the term "bhakti" 

("devotion") as synonymous with the terms "upasana" ("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." 

325Ramanuja still maintains that the distinction bet1veen the 
svarupa of the Lord and the svarupa of the devotee co-exists with their 
inseparability. 

326 
Cf., section 3b(i). 

327cf., infra footnotes ##201, 202, 203. 

328 / :- ­Cf., Sr1-bhasya I.I.I, pp. II-I5 (Thibaut). The terms 
"upasana" and "dhyana" both denote meditation. 

329vedarthasamgraha, Van Buitenen, #141. 

330 -
Vedarthasailigraha, Raghavachar, #252. 

http:exauir.ed
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(bhaktis'ca jnana-vise:;;a eva-iti sarvam-upapann3ll1), for it indicates 

his insistence that bhakti is by no means exhuasted by its affective 
331 

dimension. Accordingly, the Yadndramatadipika text refers to both 
332 

bhakti and prapatti as " ... particular modes of consciousness". 

In radicalizing the "explicit strand" in Ramanuja, Vedanta 

De~ika distinguishes between s~m~nya-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. DeS'ika insists 

that it is only the latter that can function as the karaDa for Self-

realization. He says: "Bhakti-yoga 1\hich has been thus prescribed 
334 

as the means of obtaining moksha has been called para-bhakti." 

Ramanuja 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 /-sastras, to see Me directly according to the truth and to enter into 
335 336 

Me fully." The man of "exclusive devotion" is designated by Ramanuja 

331J. Sinha in his book The Philosophy of Ramanuja (Calcutta: 
Sinha Pub. House, 1972) accuses Ramanuja here of contusing cognitions and 
feelings which he argue~ should remain distinct categories. (Cf., Philosophy 
of Riimiinuja, 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. 

332 - - - -
Srinivasadasa, Yatindrillllatad1pika, Chapter VII, #16. 

333
Cf., Vedinta De~ika, Srimad Rahasyatrayasara, Chapter Nine. 

For more discussion on this distinction cf., N. S. Anantharangachar, The 
Philsophy of Sadhana in Vi£i:;;t5:dvaita, p. 188; John Plott, A Philosop~ 
of Devotion, p. 584-36, 605; Prof. ~!. Rangacharya, The Hindu Philosophy 
of Conduct (Madras: Educational Pub. Co., 1966), Vol. III, p. 335 and 
~aran5:gati Gadya, #15. 

334 - /.Vedanta Dcs1ka, Srirnad Rahasyatrayasara, Chapter ~inc, p. 107. 

335 - - T - -Ramanuja, G1ta-bhasya XI, 54. See Saranagati-Gadya #15 for an 
explicit reference to para-bhakti. 

336 
Riioiinuja) Gitii-bhii~ya 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 

weal th"' all of which should be classified under samanya-bh;:i_kti. 

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 kara~a for Self-realization. 

Ved~nta De~ika's understanding of para-bhakti is structurally 

similar to the understanding of nirguI).a-bhakti in the "implicit strand" 

/ . 
of Sankara for para-bhakti and nirguI).a-bhakti are designated in both 

cases as that mental process, that karaQa which is enjoined to be 
338 

performed unceasingly until mok~a is realized. Desika, in marked 

contrast to Lokachirya, describes prapatti as a real up~ya and as 
339 

enjoined. 

Lokicharya, 1~ho is structurally closer to the "explicit strand'' in 

337 - - . - - -RamanuJa, Gita-bha~ya VIII.IS. 

338 - /
Cf., Vedanta Desika, Srimad Rahasvatrayasara, Chapter Eight, 

pp. 107-108; ~a~kara, Gita-bh~~ya XVIII, ff52; ~aQtjana, Erahma-Si<l<lhi 
Chapter One, #12. 

339c£., Vedinta De~ika, Srimad Rahasyatrayasara Chapter Twenty­
Four, p . 26.+ . 
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"Sankara, does not focus on para-bhakti as the enjoined karana but 

rather, on prapa.t·::i. Lokacharya, unlike DeS'ika, 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. 

TIIB special concern of this chapter, however, is the co-relation 

between the "explicit strand" of Ramanuja, as radicalized in Desika's 

/ . 
position and the "implicit strand" of Sankara as radicalized in ~!al)qana 

and the Bhamati school. It is within this "explicit strand" of Ramanuja 

that the area of convergence between para-bhakti and nirguna-bhakti 

" Having demonstrated that dhyana,abhyasain Sankara becomes apparent. 

is phenomenologically equal to para-bhakti in this "explicit strand" 

of Ramanuja, it will now be demonstrated that this para-bhakti is 

phenomenologically equal to nirguna-bhakti in the "implicit strand" 

" of Sankara. 

Just as Ramanuja sets up a hierarchy of different levels of 
341 

/
bhakti so Sankara sets up a co-relative hierarchy of different kinds 

of bhakti based on the basic division between sagul)a-bhakti and nirguna­

" " - ­bhakti. The Hymn to Lord Siva (Sivanandalahari) sets up a hierarchy 

even within sagul)a-bhakti. Its understanding of bhakti is especially 

important in relation to R5m~nuja because saguna-bhakti is not described 

Cf., Chapter Three. 

341 
Cf., Ramanuja, Gita-bhasya VII, 16, 17. 
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as necessarily entailing bhavana. 


/ . 
Yet Sankara usually identifies nididhycisana with nirguzia­

bhakti and not sagur:a-bhakti because of his insistence that Brahman 

is ultimately NirguQa and not Sagur:ia. He also usually represents 

saguzia-bhakti, especially in his Sutra-bha~ya, as entailing some bhavana. 

/

For both of these reasons the area of convergence between Sankara and 

Ramanuja on the nature of bhakti must be located between Ramanuja's 
/

Eara-bhakti and Sankara's nirguna-bhakti and not between Ramanuja's 
/ . 

para-bhakti and Sankara's sagui:ia-bhakti, despite their respective 

doctrinal differences on the nature of the Focus. 

The nirgui:ia-bhakta (''the devotee to the Self") ls identified 

/ . ­
in Sankara's Gita-bhasya as that fourth devotee, that "wise man", 111ho 

is dear to the Lord precisely because he perceives his own identity 
/

with Him. Sankara says that, "The wise man strives to reach Me, firm 

in the faith that he himself is the Lord Vasudeva and lS no other 
343 

than He." The nirguna-bhakta is further identified in his Git:i-bhasya 

342The five types of saguzia-bhakti described in the Sivanand:ila­
hari range from that bhakti prompted by need alone to that form 
of bhakti d1ere the devotee fully experiences his inseparability from the 
Lord in the sayujya-mok!?a state. The last three types of sagui;a-bhakti 
described, therein, are close to Rirninuja's para-bhakti because bhakti 
is understood like dhyana-abhyasa as a continual uninterrupted process, 
as illustrated in the following verse: "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. ~13.hadevan, 
Madras: Ganesh and Co., 1970, it77). In the fourth trpe of saguqa-bhakti 
the devotee is represented as preferring Jeath to any sep:iration ~rom the 
Lord (Ibid., !161). In the fifth type of sagul)a-bhakti th~ very separate­
ness of the bh:ikta and the Bhagavan is removed by the -sayujya-mok:;;a 
state. Cf., Sri \'idya Sankara Bharati S\·:ami, "Sankara on Bhakti", Vedanta 
Kesari, June 1958, pp. 93-96. 

343<" .
Sankara, Gita-hhasya \'II.18. See \'II.16 to \'II.18. 
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with the man possessing sthitaprajn'a ("steady knowledge"). He is 

described as " ... resorting to the highest devotion which consists in 
34S 

the kno1dedge of the Supreme Reality." The nirgurya-bhakta and the 

man of "steady knowledge" (sthitaprajna) are then identified with those 
346 

munis ("sages") 1-:ho are constantly contemplating the Self. These 

equations indicate that nirguQa-bhakti is essentially nididhy~sana 

or that uninterrupted continual process of contemplating the Self. 
/ 

Accordingly, Sankara says in his Gita-bha;;ya: " ... the wise man ... is 

ever steadfast, and devoted to the One, [i.e. the Self] finding no other 
347 

object of worship." 

The Viveka-cuc;lamaryi refers to nirguua-bhakti as "The seeking 
348 

after one's real nature .... " and co-relatively as " ... the inquiry 
349 

into the truth of one's Olm Self .... " It is identified, in this 

text, with concrete Self-knowledge which is opposed to a merely abstract 
3SO 

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 foll011ing excerpt: "The man who is attached to the 

344 / • T - ­

Cf., Sa~kara, Gita-bha~ya II.S4, II.SS and IX.22 and XII.14. 

34S / T - ­

Sa~kara, Gita-bha~ya XII.20. 

346 / - - ' f l d . f7'Cf., Sa~kara, G1ta-bha~ya V,28. For a urt1er iscussion o 
these mun is cf., Sutra--bhasva II I. IV .4 7. 

347 / .
Sankara, Git~-bh5sya VII.17. See also XVIII, 52, S5. 

348 - ­
Vivcka-~ucJarnaI)i !t31. 

349 rbid., #32. 


350

Cf., \'i\·eka-clidamal)i #361, ii62, il6S; cf., footnote ==1-;'5, 

section 3b(i). 
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Real becomes Real, through his one-pointed devotion." It is argued 

that though we arc already the Self, this fact, must be "excavated" 
352 

and invoked through ~his "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, jnana-bhakti or 
354 

nididhyasana-bhakti by the Post-Sankarites, 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-bha;;ya as one of the four pre-requisites for Brahma-vidya, 

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 nirguQa-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 nirguDa-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 B:i;-had. Upani;;ad: "Assuredly it is from a second that 

35lv. 	 k -d- . i135sive ·a-cu.amaDi . . 


352 {" k -rl- • "65
\ive·a-cuvamaQl n • 

353 Ibid., 11361. 

354cf., A. P. Misra, The Development and Place of Bhakti in 
Sankara 	Vedanta, i\llahabaJ, University of ..\llahabaJ, 1967. 

355cf., Saiikara, Giti-bha::_;ya XIII, 10, X\'III, 55. 

356cf., Sutra-bha~ya I.l.l; See also Sankara, Kat:ha-bhil-?Y.'.l I.ii.6. 

357cf., \'edinta-S}ra-Sa~graha i26. 
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fear arises". It might then be asked: Can the highest form of 

/ .
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 t~at one is 

totally dependent on the Lord who is qua Antaryamin the very being of 

oneself. He says: "On account of My being exceedingly dear to them, 

they are unable to find sustenance for their souls even for the atomic 
360 

fraction of a second without singing My praises .... " According to 

Ramanuj a, therefore, the highest form of bhakti can only occur, \\·hen 

one perceives oneself as inseparable from the Lord, not when one perceives 
361 , 

oneself as separate from the Lord. Sankara argues that the highest 

form of bhakti begins with the realization that one is not only inseparable 
362 

from the Lord, but identical with Him. Despite their doctrinal 

differences on the nature of the focus i.e. whether Saguua (R~m:lnuja) 

/ 

or Nirguna (Sankara), and on the nature of one's relation with the focus 
, 

i.e. whether a lived inseparability (Ramanuja) or an identity (Sankara) 

both of them agree that the highest bhakti can never co-exist with fear 
363 

or with any sense of separability between oneself and the Lord . 

.358 
Brhad. Upanisa<l I.4.2 . 


.35g ,, - - ­
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bha~ya VII.16-18 . 


.360 - - - - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bha~ya IX.14. 


361
cf., Ramanuja, Giti-bh:l'.;)ya rII.16, 17. 


362 ,, . - - ­
Cf., Sankara, Gita-bha~ya VII, 17, 18. 

363It is argued in the Bhakti-Sutras of :\.irada that the highest bhakti 
erases the very distinction between the Lord and the devotee. Verse fourty­
one states: "Because there is no distinction between Him zmd His man." 

(;,;arada, Bhakti-Sutras trans.::. Sinha, Delhi: Oriental Pub.) it4l. 
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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 beings are dear for the sake of the Self. Verily not for the 
364 


sake of all is all dear but all is dear for the sake of the Self~ 


I • 
Sankara comments on this verse as follows: 	 "Therefore our love for other 

objects is secondary, since they contribute 	to the pleasure of the self; 
365 

/ .
and our love for the self alone is primary". In Sankara's thought, 

nirguna-bhakti and not sagu~a-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. 

,, 
Sankara'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 Pancadiis1 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." MaQ4ana develops this argument at length 

in his Brahma--Siddhi. He says, "L'atman :i la beatitude pour nature pour 

364 d . d I I 4 5B:i;ha . Upam_~a . . . 

365,, . 	 , - ­
Sankara, Brhad.-bhasya II.4.5, p. 357. The Upadesa-Sahasri 

presents a similar argument: "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, 1151). 

366 	 ,, - ­
Cf., Ramanuja, Glta-bha~va VII, Introduction; Sri-bhasya I.1.4, 

I I I.4. 46. 

36
\idvaranva PanchadJS'.i trans. I!. P. Shastri (London: Shanti 

Sadan, 1956), I.s_'' 
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368 
cette autre raison encore qu'il est l'objet de l'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. 

~la~1ana insists that this desire or yearning for the Self never constitutes 

another attachment, just as the fear produced by the vision of samsara 
369 

/. 
never constitutes a real aversion. As Sankara points out repeatedly, 

Bliss can never co-exist with fear, caused by the thought of a "second", 

/' . 
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 nirguzia-bhakti can only be identical with \\'hat 

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 

368~1ai:~ana, Brahma-Siddhi Ch2-pter One, #5. 

369
Cf., !'·la~~~ma, Braffi.la-Siddhi Chapter One, #3. 

370 / . - - /'Sankara, Taittiriya-bha~ya II.VIII.S. Sa1ikara corrunents on II. 
VII.I of the Taittiriya Upani.;;a<l as follows: 11 (1\'hen the aspirant gets 
this fearlcs.s stability in Brahman) atha, then: since he does not see 
then diversity that is.,the creation of ignorance and is the cause of 
fear, therefore, sal.i, he; ah ha yam gatah bhavati, becomes established in 
fearlessness. \\hen he becomes established in his true nature, then he 
does not see anything else, docs 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-bhasya 
II.vii.I, 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 Sankara's thought. This will be followed by an examination of Ananda 

and Anandamaya in Ramanuja in order to delineate their doctrinal differences 

on this topic and uncover any possible areas of convergence. 

/ .
Sankara 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 (adhi~thana). He says 

that, "People's happiness is caused by that very entity for \\·hose 

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 
371 

because of their ignorance." Sankara insists on the immanence of 

Ananda in all our experiences of joy. He says: " ... this ananda 

permeates them all. ~nanda is supreme Bra~nan; for it is Brahman which 

manifests Itself in various mental modifications, evoked by past good 
372 

deeds .... " Sar1kara" nevertheless acknowledges a hierarchy of different 

kinds of joy centered around the distinction in the Ka~ha-Upani~ad 
373 

/ .
between the preferable (sreyab) and the merely pleasing (preyah): 

this hierarchy therefore implies the affirmation of the preferable 

(S'reyaJ:l) over the merely pl2asing (preyab ) . The preferable (freyal_1) 

is described in the GitCi as that id1ich, " ... at first seems like poison 

3 7l-" . k T . . :- bl - I I \'I I 1 - ' ' ~an ·ara, a1tt1r1ya- la0ya . . , p. J'+-t. 

372 ~ . - - ,,
Sankara, Tai ttiri;·a-bha"ya I I.\' .1, p. 3_3. 

373
cf., Katha-Upani~ad I.II.I. 
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374 
but in time transmutes itself into what seems to be ambrosia .... " 

and the merely pleasing (preyal).) 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 be asked: Is the distinction between freyah and preyah 

/.
according to Sankara a distinction in the order of being or only in 

the order of discovery; can there in fact be 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 Sankara is giving up the very idea that anything other than 

" . ­the Self e.xists. Sankara accordingly states in his Brhad.-bha~ya: 

"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 (prcval).) and the preferable (~reya~) in §a~kara's 

thought ultimately refers to the order of discoverr and not to the order 

of being, as there cannot be two "orders" of joy. In the experience of 

374 - ­Bhagavad-Gita Chapter 18, #37. 

375 Ibid., Chapter 18, it38. 

376 / 
Sa~kara, Brhad.-bh~sya IV.IV.6, p. 719. 
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joy t\W "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 upadhis which are falsely super-imposed upon Ananda. Empirical 

joys therefore are not ultimately different from Ananda in the order 

of being; the difference pertains only to the order of discovery. 

This means that Ananda is known together with the upadhis in the former 

but without the upadhis 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-Kno1vledge and all-Bliss and their extcrnality is an illusion. 

There arc therefore, no two orders of joy, the transcendental and the 
378 

empirical." 

In the order of discovery, however, empirical joys and the 

experience of 13.lissfullness play an important epistemic role for, 

377One can only renounce what masquerades as Ananda, never Xnanda Itself. 

378 p. K. Sundaram, "Reality is Joy: Vimuktatman' s Conception", 
.Journal of ;,1adras Univcrsi ty \'ol. 27, 1955, pp. --IS---19. 
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-
although Brahman is ultimately Ananda and not Anandamaya, this fact 

379 
can only be known via Anandamaya. Co-relatively, as argued earlier, 

,.,_
although Brahman is svarupa-j:1'3:na and not vrtti-jnana, this fact can 

N- /
on l y be known via v:rtti-.jnana. Therefore Sankara argues that Bliss 

(.~nanda) only knows Itself as Bliss via the experience of Bliss-fullness 

(Anandamaya). He says in his Taittiriya-bha~ya: " ... through the 

comprehension of the blissful self 1·:hich 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 
. 380 

the support of all modifications and which is devoid of all modifications.'' 

Further on in the same bhi~ya 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 tb.at Ananda is cognised; rather, f\nanda 

is reflected in .<\n:i.ndamaya and indicated alongside it, in the same manner 

as svarupa-jn3:na is indicated and intuited alongside vrtti-jn~na. 

Sankara says in this respect: " ... the Self is truly kno1m 1,·hen It is 

known along with each state of conscinusncss. '' ~ore precisely, as 

379 
Cf., section 3a(i). 

380/ . - ­
Sankara, Taittiriva-bha~ya II.VI.I, p. 337. 

381 1bid., II.viii.l-4, pp. 350-51. 

382 / .
Sankar;i, Kena-bh:iO?ya II..i, p. 66. 



357 

the excerpts from his Taittiriya-bhasya indicate, Anandamaya "indicates" 

Ananda via adhyaropa-apavada. 

Contrary to £ankara, Ramanuja argues that the Lord is both 
383 -

Ananda and Anand~~aya: Ananda in His svarupa; and .i\nandamaya 
384 

in His svabhava. Ramanuja interprets Anandamaya not as a modification 
385 386 

of Ananda, as with S'ankara's interpretation, but as its abundance. 

Because Ramanuja argues that the svarupa and the svabhava are inseparably 

-
related as two modes of the same substance, Ananda and Anandamaya 

/ . 
are understood as inseparably united. Sankara, on the contrary, argued 

that Brahman is ultimately Ananda and not Anandamaya. Despite these 

doctrinal differences, an area of convergence bet\~een them is disclosed 

~ . 
by Sankara'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 svarupa of the Lord as Xnanda is ultimately unknown. He says in his 

Gita-bhasya: "I [i.e. the Lord] know , that is, I understand all 

beings - those that hav~ passed away, those that are in existence at 

present and those that will come into e~xistcnce in future. But ~le, 

383cf., sri-bha-?va III.III.13; \!ediirthasamgraha 1184. 


384cf., ~ri-bhisya I.1.14. 


385c£., SGtra-bhis'~ I.1.19. 


386cf., ~ri-hh~sya I.1.14. 


http:III.III.13
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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 1vith 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 

supreme bliss'." 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 
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 
391 

place of the heart". 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 

38 7 - - · G. bl - \1 I I ?6 I . I b . d I R- - . ' RamanuJa, ita- la~ya ·- . t m1g1t e sa1 t1at amanuJa s 
emphasis on ,..the sv~irupa of the Lord as ul tima tely unkno1vable is structur;:illy 
similar to Sankara's emphasis on Brahman as Nirgw;a. 

388 / .Sankara, Brhad.-bhiisy:i I\'.iii.33. 

389cf., Sri-bhasya I.1.13. 

390c£., ~rI-hhasya I.III.I~. 

391
 

Ibid. 


392-' - ­Sri-bhasya, Thibaut, IV.l, 3. 

http:I\'.iii.33
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in his Gita-bhasya as incapable of sus.taining himself without that 

393 


Bliss. Although everyone is totally dependent on that Bliss, only 


the para-bhakta perceives that fact. In this sense Ramanuj a can be 

/
understood as agreeing with Sankara that the Bliss of Brahman does not 

so much entail a renunciation of desires as their fulfillment: true asceticism, 

according to Ramanuja, is being deprived of the Lord, not sense-pleasures. 
/

Therefore both Sar1kara and Ramanuja agree that only the preferable 

/
(sreya~) is ultimately pleasing (preyat) . 

/
These areas of convergence between Sa~kara and R~m~nuja indicate 

/ . 
that the total spectrum of bhakti in Sankara'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 nididhy~sana or dhy~na-abhy~sa which is specified 
394 

in his Git;-bh~~ya as the karana for Self-realization, and as the 

395 / 


"objective content" of the Atma-vidhi. Sar1kara co-relatively 


identifies the highest devotee i.e. nirguQa-bhakta with that man possessing 

steady kn owl edge (sthi tapraj ~aj and those munis who are constantlr 

396 


contemplating the Self. All this goes further than any merely 


provisional concession to bhakti as applicable only to the "unenlightenncd 

man". That process of constantly contemplating the Self 1d1ich is 

393cf., R- -.. ,. ll IX lll' X ··~,amanuJa, G1ta-11a$ya ,, .. '+, ,, ,;..,--+. 

394cf., sankar;i, cita-bhasya \'I.Introduction. 

395cf., section 3b(ii). 

396
cf., footnotes 344-346. 
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appropriate only for the "enlightenned man" can be equally termed 

nirguna-bhakti or j~~na-ni~th~. 
I 

As these equations indicate, the implicit theism in Sankara 

is justified because of its indispersable epistemic role in the order 

of discovery. Al though Brahman is .~nanda and not Anandamaya, that 

fact can only be known via Anandamaya. Although Brahman is ultimately 

~irguna and not Saguna, that fact can only be un-veiled via SaguDa 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 
I 

Lord. Sankara, accordingly describes maya as " ... belonging to and being 

under the control of the Isvara ... ~laya 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-bha!?ya: " ... it is only knowledge 

learnt from the Teacher.that becomes best, - acquires its highest 
400 

character .... " He states even more decisivel~' in his Gita-bha~ya 

that, " ... knowledge alone 1dlich is imparted hy those 1'110 have realised 

397, ­
Sankara, Giti-bha~ya Introduction, pp. 3-4. 

398
cf., Sankara, G1ta-bha!?ra x.11. 

399cf., 1Jpadesa-Sahasri Part One, Chapter One, '!#3-6. 
400 ,, - ­

Sa~kara, Chandogya-bhasya IV.IX.3. 



361 

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 before them." iankara 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 Chandogra-bhasya according to the following 

parable: A man is 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. Sankara 

concludes this parable by citing this critical sentence from the above 

verse: "That person kno111s who has a teacher". It is accordingly 

suggested in the first chapter of the Upade~a-Sihasri that the Lord as 
404 

the Guru is the ultimate karaoa 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-cuqamaryi just after the 

discussion on nirguna-bhakti: one might infer from this that nirgurya­

bhakti only becomes possible by first surrendering to the Lord as the 
405 

Guru. Accordingly the man seeking nirguna-bhakti is therein enjoined 

4 ol ( "k G. t l l - 1\1 -4 Cf S/ .k K th bh- I .. 8Sa11 ·ara, i a-) 1a$ya . .:i' • • , an ·ara, a a- a$ya . i1. 

and the Hymn to Guru: Gurva~takam. 

40 7 / - ­
-Sankara, Gita-bh.:.i~ya I\'.34. 

403 /
Cf., Sankara, Ch3:n<logya-bh3~ya VI.xiv.2. 


404 , - ­
Cf., Upadesa-Sahasri Chapter One, ~3. 

405 
Cf., Vivcka-cu~amani #b34-39. 
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406 

to " ... approach a \'lise preceptor, who confers. emancipation from bondage." 

/

In this sense, i.e. as devotion to the Guru, Sankara can be understood 

as arguing that sazu~a-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 Vai~:r;iavite model of the Lord. 
/

T. M. P. Mahadevan expresses this universal appeal in Sa~kara's under­

standing of bhakti as follows: "Advai ta 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 ~litigation of ~laya-Vada 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 j~ana-yoga as adhyaropa-apav~da, 

(2) in his implicit concession to an Atma-vidhi and in his co-relative 

admission that dhyana-abhyasa is the karana for Self-reali:::ation 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 Sa1\kaL1 

and Rimanuja. The las.t section of this chapter 1~ill examine the possible 
/ . 

mitigat~on or the realistic interpretation of Sankara's second major doctrine 
408 

of miiya-viida. In order to achieve this objective, the explicit and 

406 - ­Viveka-cudamaryi, 

407
1. M. P. ~lahadevan, "Eka-i3hakti" unpublished paper. 

408 
It is important to distinguish between a realistic interpreta­

tion of ::iaya·-vada and an actual mitigation of m:lya-vada. 



363 

I' • 
implicit forms of realism in Sankara's thought will be examined. The 

purpose of such an examination is to explore one more critical dimension 

/

of the "implicit Satlkara", namely his implicit realism, in order to 
/ . 

un-cover any more possible areas of convergence between Sankara and 

Ramanuja. 

/
Before investigating the implicit realism in Sa~kara's ontology 

I' • 
it is necessary to delineate the explicit realism in Sankara's epistemology 

in that the latter may be described as the foundation for the former. 

/
Therefore section 4a will examine the explicit realism in Sankara's 

/ . 
epistemology which is most evident in the "explicit strand" of Sankara. 

Section 4b will examine the implicit realsim in Sankara's ontology in 

his understanding of sadhana which is most evident in the "implicit 

/ . 
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 iJealistic stance of the Yogacara Buddhists 
409 / . 

who maintain that consciousness creates the object knoim. Sankara 

and Ramanuja argue to the contrary, that consciousness never creates the 

object known, which exists independent of the kno11·er:>but only reveals 

it. They nevertheless both argue :for the importance of the purification 

of consciousness, for a consciousness obscurred by desires and past 

409 / ­
Cf., Sutra-bhil~ya II.II.28; Sri-bhasyil II.II.27. The realism 

in Sankara's 'Jl)i stemology is. the. fou12_dation _for the implicit reillism in his 
ontology for Sil~kara argues in l11s Sutra-bha~ya II.II.28 that the externill 
world should not be reduced to an illusion in the Buddhist sense of 
;unyata ("emptiness") for Brilhman is the Ground (adhi~thiina) of the 
external world. Cf., section ~b. 

1 

http:II.II.28
http:II.II.27
http:II.II.28
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/.
samskaras cannot clearly reveal the object known. Sankara accordingly, 

argues that the purification of the buddhi effected through dhyana-abhyasa 
410 

finally leads to the AkhaQ4a-vttti, 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 Ramanuja clearly insists on the 

importance of this mental purification in removing the vikaras of the 

- ""- ~ dharma-bhuta-jnana, but, unlike Sankara, he tends to view this purification 

process as pertaining more to the will than to the intellect. Though 

/ . ­
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 ~is such a mental purification. They both argue that only 

Brahman is the purport of the ~' who can never be dependent on any 
413 

action, even a mental action. 
,, 

Both Sankara and Ramanuja argue co-relatively that the essential 

nature of the Self and the essential nature of Self-knowledge, whether 
/

understood as without attributes (Sankara) or as with attributes 

(Ramanuja), is not created by such a mental purification,but reflected 

,, - ­
in it. Sankara says in his Sutra-bha~ya: "Knowledge is not dependent 

on the mind of man or the Vedic instructions. It depends on the thing 
41-l 

/ .
itself and is made available by pramanas." In Sankara, however, the 

410cf., sections 3a(i) and 3a(ii). 

411
cf., £a1ikara, Gita-bh:lsya II.21. 

412c£., section 2a. 

413
cf., siitra-bhasya I .14; sri-bhasya I .1. 4. 

414 / 
Siitra-bha~ya, Date, I.1.4, p. 25. Sankara says earlier in his 

Sutra-bha:;;ya: " ... the knowledge of Brahman depends entirely on Brahman alone, 
inasmuch as it is already an acco~plished fact.'' (Siitra-bhasya, Date, I.1.3, p. 13: 
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distinction between Self-.knowledge in its "primary sense" i.e. svarupa­

.w­
jnana, and Self-knowledge in its "secondary sense" i.e. v:rtti-jnana, 

is crucial here for whereas svarupa-jnana can only be identical with 

moksa, and is thus beyond all relations, v:rtii-jnana is what must be 
415 

purified in sarilsara. This independence of svarupa-jrtana from the 

/. 416 

knowing process in Sankara'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 
417 

irrespective of the fact of its being known." 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. Surelvara 

and the Vivararya school focus on this independence of svariipa-j~iina 

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. 

Suresvara states in his Sarhbandha-Vartika: "Nor is the perception 

of the real brought about anywhere by resolution; for even where there 

415
For a discussion on the distinction between svarupa-j~ana and 

v:rtti-j'nana in Sankara, cf., footnote 1184, Introduction, Chapter One, section 
Sc, Chapter Four section 3a(i). 

416
c£., T.R.V. M:.irti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhism (London: 

George Allen and Umdn Ltd., 1960), p. 315. Herein after cited as: T.ILV. 
Murti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhis.m and cf., A.K. Chatterji, The 
Yogaciira Idealism (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1963), p. 243. 
Herein after cited as: A.K. Chatterji, The Yogiiciira Idealism. 

417 
A. K. Chatterjee, The Yogacara Idealism, p. 243. 

418 

Cf., S~tra-bhi~ya I.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 

tion (bhavana) .... " 

on p
420 

ractice (abhyasa); nor is it expectant of medita-

Yet Ma:r:iqana and the Bhamati school never infer that svarupa­

- ."V­j~ana is dependent upon v:rtti-jnana, but only that svarupa-Jnana 
421 

is reflected in vrtti-jnana, after it has attained a state of purity, 

i.e. 	sattva-suddhi. This emphasis is merely a radicalization of the 
/. /·

"implicit strand" in 	Sankara for Sankara argues in many of his Upani$ad­

bha$yas and in his Gita-bha$ya that svarupa-jnana cannot know itself 
422 

as svarupa-j';;ana without v:rtti-jnana. 

In a similar manner Ramanuja argues that the essential nature 

of Self-kno1vledge, i.e. the dharmi-bhuta-jrtana, cannot know itself 

without the dharma-bhuta-jnana, which must undergo a purification in 
, 

order to reflect the former. Whereas Sadkara argues that vrtti-j~ana 

.,.,­
is ultimately a false super-imposition upon svarupa-Jnana, Ramanuja 

argues that the dharmi-bhuta-jTI"ana and the dharma-bh::ita-fnana are 
423 

inseparable as two modes of the self-same category. Despite these 

doctrinal differences, however, an area of convergence between them on 

41~ ~ Suresvara, Sambandha-Vartika ff385b. 


420 / ­
Suresvo.ra, So.mbandho.-Vartika ff438b., cf., Ibi<l., lt828. 

421
for a discussion of the different uses of svarupa-j~~nc:. an<l 

vrtti-jn'ana in the Bhilrnati and \'ivaro.I}a schools, cf., section 3a(i). 

4 2 2 . d . . - .;v- d . ...... ­
/ . Cf., previous iscuss1on on svarupa-Jnana an vrtti-Jnana in 
Sankara. in section 3a(i). 

4 ,~ 
~~Cf., previous discussion, Chapter Three, section le. 

http:Suresvo.ra


367 

this issue can be uncovered. Both 0f them argue that the essential nature of 

Self-knowledge and Self-knowledge considered as a process arc ultimately united, 
I' 

but whereas Sankara conceives of their unity in terms of identity and 

an absence of difference, Ramanuja conceives of their unity in terms of 

inseparability. Ramanuja accordingly argues against any undifferentiated 

consciousness and insists that there is no consciousness devoid of 
424 ,, . 

objects. Sankara, on the o~her hand, argues that the ultimate 

unity between svarupa-j~ana and vrtti-jnana does not admit of any 

difference for svarupa-jnana and vrtti-jnana should not be understood 

as two different realities as such; rather, svarupa-jnana is the reality 

or the ground (adhisthana) of vrtti-jnana which is its appearance. 

' ,, - ­
This is stated in the Upadesa-Sahasri as follows: '~he knowledge produced 

by an evidence does not differ in its essential nature whether one 

calls it transitory or eternal. Knowledge (though) produced by an 
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 b~ a subsequent turn 
' 426 427 

outwards when the Self is. seen as "all this". As argued earlier, 

424c£ t. -:- bl ­. , ~r1-. ia~ya I.1.1, p. 52 (Thibaut) . 

4 25 I - ,.._ #Upadesa-Sahasr1 Part One, Chapter Two, 103. 
426 , ,, . - ,,

Cf., Sankara, Brhad.-bha~ya I.IV.7; Sankara, Isa-bh~~ya #1. 

427
Cf., section 3a(i). 
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dhyana-abhyasa and viveka-jhana should not he 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 
428 , . 

and the outer." 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 (adhi~thana). 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 
429 

tending to grant a moral holiday and encouraging a premature quietism". 

He argues that this re-perception of the world as grounded in Brahman 

/ . 
in Sankara's thought should result in a deeper social commitment. 

It might be objected that this social dimension of sadhana is emphasized 
430 , . 

more by Ramanuja than by Sankara. The ultimate justification 
, 

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 

Ibid., p. 171. 

430 


K. Seshadri refers to the real ism in Riimiinuj a: " ... which 
recognizes the ultimacy and intrinsic worth of Jnoral values, providing 
for a concrete and humanistic approach to moral prohlems .... " (K. Seshadri, 
"Ritual, Ethics and Mysticism in Visishtadvaita" Visishtadvaita, Philosophy 
and Religion (Madras: Ramanuja Research Society, 1974), p. 143.) 
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modified parivama-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 
432 

as Brahman is real. 

/ .
The implicit reelism in Sankara's ontology can be described as 

an application of the explicit realism in his epistemology. N. K. 
/

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. 
/ 

Sa~kara avoids the two extremes of the materialists, who argue 

that the world as it appears is real, and the Yogac~ra idealists, who 

reduce the world to a mere product of consciousness and therefore to the 
434 

status of ~unyata ("emptiness"). 

(ankara offers h:o correctives for the above positions: 

-
maya-vada for the materialists and the doctrine of Brahman as Ananda 

for the ~finyat; doctrine of the Yogac;rins. It might be asked: What 

is the relationship between the doctrine of Brahman as Ananda and 
I 

maya-vada? It can be said in reply that Sankara's emphasis on Brahman 

431 
Kokileswar Sastri might he critici:ed in this regard as he 

/

misinterprets the implicit realism in Sankara's ontology as actually 
entailing an implicit pari9~ma-v5da. Cf., K. Sastri, '~l~yi in Sari.kara­
Vedanta: Its Obj ectivrty" Poona Ohental Series 37, 1939: II, 327-42. 

432 - - - . ..,Cf., Sutra-bha~)a II.II.-8. 

433 /
N. K. Devaraja, An I21troduction to Sankara's Theory of Kno1dedge, p. 105. 

434cf., SGtra-bhi~ya II.II.28 to II.II.32. For the concept of 
S'unyata, cf., A.K. Chatterjee, The Yogacara Idealism, p. 29. 

http:II.II.32
http:II.II.28
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as Ananda prevents one from mis-reading his maya-vada as equal to sunyata­
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 Nirgurya 

BraTh~an is not equal to ~unyata-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 is 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~thana) that the world as it appears is denied, but not the 
437 

world as Brahman. The negation implicit in the "neti-neti" ascription 

lies not in Brahman's nature, which should be described as the Full 

(Purna) and Supre~e Bliss (Ananda), but rather in the limiting structure 

of every ascription. Viewing Brahman as Ananda and co-relatively viewing 

the world as Brahman and not as nama-rGpa, therefore, helps to prevent 

/ . 
any mis-interpretation of Nirguna Brahm:m as equal to s'Cinyatii. Sankara 

accordingly states in his G1ta-bhasya that, "When it is said that Brahman 

the Knowable is not accessible to the word or thought of 'sat' (existent), 

/ 

435rhis mis-interpretation led to the controversial claim that 
Sankara was a "crypto-Buddhist 11 

• For a discussion of this claim cf., 
~inian Smart, Doctrine and Argument in Indian Philosophy, p. 99. 

436sGtra-bhii~ya, Date, III.II.22, p. 145. 

437cf., Siitra-bh~sya II.III.6. 

http:III.II.22
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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 
4.38 

the senses ... as Isvara or the Lord of the universe." 

Mai;igana 	devotes much argument in his Brahma-Siddhi to refuting 

/- ­any misinterpretation of NirguDa Brahman as sunyata. He begins this 

work with the insistence that mok~a 	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, Maryc;lana insists, contra the Buddhists, that 
440 

the intense longing for release does not constitute another attachment. 
, 

This implicit realism in Sankara's ontology implies a realistic 

interpretation of maya-vada. J. G. Arapura says: "Strange as it may 

sound, miiyavada implies a very strong affirmation of the reality of 

the world. In this respect it ;;oes exactly as far as empiricism \\·ould 

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 realitr of the \Wrld. He 

says in his Chindogya-bhasya: "In fact, all modifications - Name and Form 

438 ISankara, Gita-hha~ya XIII, 1112, pp. 	347-48. 

439
Mandana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One, 111. The French trans 1ation: 

"le plaisir" f~r ,\nanda is some1<hat misleading here for Ananda shoul<l 
never he confused wi tl1 sense-pleasures as such. 

440
cf., ~!al).c;lana, Brahma-Siddhi, Chapter One, ##3,4. 

441 	 - ­
J. G. Arapura, "~·!aya and the Discourse about B~·ahman" from 

Tho Truths in Buddhism and Vedanta, ~- Sprung (ed.) (Dordrecht: Reidel 
Pub. Co., 1073), p. 111. 
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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 Brhad.-bha~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." 

I •
According to Sankara, without this equation of the ·~ndifferentiated 

universe" and the Self, knowledge \vould not be possible. In his 

/ ­
Isa-bha~ya he argues that because the Self.is "all this", when the Self 

isknmm, "all this" becomesknown He states in a similar manner in 

his Chandogya-bha~ya that, "You think that the knowledge of one thing 

cannot make another thing kno1m. This would be quite true, if the product 

(effect) were something entirely different from the cause. As a matter 
444 

of fact, however, the effect is not entirely different from its cause.'' 

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 {ankara 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 / 

Self exists. Sankara says in his rta-bhisya: "'All this is but 

the Self', so that all this belongs to the Self, and the Self is all. 
446 

Therefore do not have any hankering for things that arc unreal." 

442;Sankara, Chandogya-bhasya VI.iii.3. 

443 /" .Sankara, B~had. -bha~ya I. IV. 7, p. 112. 

444 / . - ­
Sankara, Chandogya-bha~ya VI.i.6. 

445
cf., section 1, 3c. 

446 / - / ­
Sa~kara, Isa-bha~ya ;1. 
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/ 
Sa~kara is arguing, in effect, that the world is but another 

way of knowing Brahman; that is, knowing Brahman via the up~dhis. 

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) is Real" can be understood as 

"the world \d1en known as Brahman is Real." 
,. . 

An area of convergence exists between Sankara and Ramanuja 

in their conception of the inseparability of the world from Brahman, 

but the convergence co-exists with very real doctrinal differences. 

R~m~nuja 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 moJe of the Lord, 
449 

./ 
as a part of His svabhava. Sankara, on the other hand, can not allow 

for an actual distinctness betKeen the 1wrld and Brahman for such an 

admission would threaten his central premise, i.e. that Brahman is the 

only Real. He explicitly argues that the 1vorld ~~ nama-rupa ("name and 

form") is illusory (mithya) yet identical with Brahman as its 

L - ­
appearance. In this way, both Sankara and Ramanuja 

argue that the world is inseparable from Brahman but, whereas R3.m3.nuja 

conceives of this unity as a lived inseparability co-existing with 

/
difference, Sankara conceives of this unity as an identity, without 

447cf., S~tra-bhi~ya II.III.6. 

448cf., Vedirthasamgraha ff85. 

449cf., ~rf-bhi~ya II.III.IS. 
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450 451 
difference. As argued earlier, according to Ramanuja "the primary 

sense" of the world or its "extended sense" (upalaksa:oa) is its 

inherence within the Lord, its inseparability from Him, whereas its 

"secondary sense" involves any "as-if separability" between the \\'Orld 
/

and Brahman. Whereas Sa:ri.kara argues that the world in its "secondary 

sense" involves an illusory notion (mithyapratyaya) caused by avidya, 

Riminuja insists that the experience of the world in its ''secondary 

sense" is "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 Sankara 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. ~~rti refers to this inequality 
,/

between the world and Brahman in Sankara'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 Sankara, 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. 

450cf., Sutra-bha~ya II.III.6; Sankara, B-rhad.-bhiisya r.rv.7. 
451cf., Chapter Two, section #2c. 
452 

T. R. \'. Murti, "The T1-;o Definitions of Brahman in the Advaita". 
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Such a separation is only apparent. Ramiinuja states in his Gita-bhasya: 

"(They say that the universe is) unreal. That is, they do not say that 

this universe, by reason of its being the effect of the Brahman ... 

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 
453 

foundation." According to Ramanuj a, 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 

aprthaksiddha ("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 

/ /
Sankara, for understanding Sankara's insistence on the non-duality 

between the world and Brahman in terms that would be structurally 

parallel to Rarnanuja's conception of this relation, i.e. in terms of 

their inseparability. Co-relatively there is much evidence in this 

/
"implicit strand" for understanding Sankara Is doctrine of maya-\'ada 

in terms that would be structurally parallel to Ramanuja, i.e. in terms 

of an as-if separability bet1..:een the world and Brahman. 

The former contention, i.e. that the actual non-duality betKccn 

the v.orl<l and Bralunan can be understood as their inseparability h'ill now 
/ 

be verified with reference to Sankara's conunentaries. Ramanuj a' s 

453 - - - / - -
Ramanuja, Gita-bhaz;ya X\'I, #8; cf., Sri-bh.:i~ya I.III.7; 

cf., Chapter T1;0, 2c(iii). 
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I 

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 

Gi ta-bhasya: "There is no being without Me; for anything into \vhich 

have not entered would be without Self and would be void. lfuerefore, 
456 

everything is of :>!y nature, i.e., I am the essence of everything." 

Similarly as Ramanuja argues that the world cannot exist apart from the 
457 / 

Lord, so Sankara argues that the world is non-existent apart from 

Brahman. He says in his Brhad.-bhasya 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 Chindogya-bhisya 
/.
Sankara describes all beings as rooted in Brahman, as residing in Him 

459 
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 
I 

articulates this emphasis in Sankara as follows: "The world is a 

self-expression of Brahman and is therefore non-different from it, has 

454
Cf., Vedarthasamgraha 11!14, 6, 17. 

455cf., Vedarthasariigraha #77. 


456~ . - - ­::iankara, Gita-bhasya X, il39. 


457 / - ­
Cf., Sri-bha~ya I.III.?. 


458,, .

Sankara, Brhad. -bhas:·a I I. IV. 11, p. .364. 

459 / - ­,, Cf., Sankara, Chandogya-bhasya \'l.viii.4, p . .334; cf., 
Sa~kara, Katha-bh5sya II.III.12. 

http:II.III.12
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460 
/ . 

no real existence apart from Brahman". Sankara's insistence on t\c 

inseparability between the world and Brahman is not only argued within 

/ . - ­
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"). 

,, . 
The area of convergence between Sankara and Ramanuja on this issue, 

/
therefore does not confine itself to Sankara's provisional concession 

461 
to the reality of the world from the first level of truth; rather 

the implicit realism in Sa~kara's ontology co-exists with his maya-vada. 

It is precisely this realistic strand in maya-vada that prevents one 

from mis-interpreting it as ~unyata. 

/ .
The contention referred to earlier, i.e. that Sankara's conception 

of the as-if duality between the world and Brahman can be understood 

in terms parallel to Ramanuja's conception of an as-if separability, 

-
will now be verified. Accordingly, in this passage from his Taittiriya­

- /
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 Mu9c,laka-hhii!;iya: ·"There is no such thing as the universe ;ipart 
463 

from Puru;;a." Later on in the same bha;;ya he says: "That which 

46 °Kokileswar Sastri, "A Contradiction Reconciled in Samkara­
Vedanta", Calcutta Oriental .Journ:il Volume 3, 1936, p. 85. Herein 

-Sankara, Taittiriya-bh:!;;:·a III.X.5-6. 

after ci tcd as: L Sastri, '',\ Contradiction Reconciled in Samkara­
Veclant:i". 

461 
such a convergence would he rather trivial and predictable. 

46' / . 

"1-63 /
Sankara, ~lul)qaka-bha;;ya II. 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 
464 

from It." This as-.if separability between the world and Brahman is 

referred to most clearly in the Viveka-cii~amaQi: ''Therefore the universe 

does not exist apart from the Supreme Self; and the perception of its 
465 

separateness is false like the qualities (of blueness etc. in the sky)." 

-
K. Sastri goes so far as to equate maya-vada with this as-if separability 

\,·hen he states that, " ... the world appears as something separate and 

/
independent .... Such a view must be unreal, false, according to Sa~kara. 

/ 

It is only in this sense alone that S~kara 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, 
466 

and independently of Brahman." Such an equation is more evident in 

/ . /
the "implicit strand" of Sankara than in the "explicit strand". Sankara 

explicitly rejects any variation of pari~ama-vada, such as one finds in 

Ramanuja, and, co-relatively, any belief in an actual distinction 

bet\\reen 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 Sankara's 

insistence that the world by itself is illusory, but real as Brahman. 

464 rbid., II.ii.i. Cf., also ~a~kara, Brhad.-bhisya II.IV.12 
where the jiya ls described as incapable of existing apart from Bralunan. 

465\'' k -d-. · u;-~lVe ·a-.cu. amar;.1 ., -.)::>. 


466
K. Sastri, ":\ Contradiction Reconciled in Samkara-Ve<l5nta", 
p. 87. 
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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 
I 

"implicit strand" in Sankara, argues for the latter alternative. He 

says: "Maya is sublateable by Brahman only because it is of the very 
467 

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 
468 

ascendancy over and transforming the part." 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 B~had.-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."' 

Therefore Sankara does not reduce the world to an illusion in the sense 

1- ­of sunyata; rather, the world as undifferentiated is. disclosed as equal 

" .to Brahman. The implicit realism in Sankara amounts to a realistic 
;' 

interpretation of maya-vada in the "explicit strand" of Sankara and to 
, 

a possible JUitigation of maya-vada in the "implicit strand" of Sankara. 

467s. S. Sastri, "On the Nature of Sublation", Collected Papers 
of S. S. Sastri, p. 196. 

468 
Ibid., p. 192. 


469 

P. N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of Vitistadvaita, P. 467. 

470£' .k 
~an·ara, Brhad-bha~ya II.IV.12, p. 369. 
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~lost important it discloses an area of convergence with Ramanuj a. 
,. 

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 maya-vada, a realistic interpreta­

tion of maya-vada results in a corresponding realism in sadhana. 

This was illustrated, for example, in the implicit emphasis in §ankara 

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 

I • 	 /
Sankara" uncovered several areas of convergence between Sankara and 

Ramanuja. It should not be forgotten, however, that these areas of 
/ . 

convergence investigated in this chapter between the "implicit Sankara" 

and the "explicit Ramanuja" co-exist with very real doctrinal differences. 



Conclusion 

(i) General Conclusions 

The best way to outline the conclusions of this work is by the 

following diagram. 

I I , 
11s 11 11 S 11here represents the "explicit Sankara", the "implicit Sankara",

1 2 
11 R 11 11 R 11 - - 1the "explicit Ramanuja" and the "implicit Ramanuja". This

1 2 

diagram indicates that a structural convergence was disclosed between 

"S " and "R " desianated as "l" in this diaaram, and between "S " and
2 1 ' 0 0 1 

11 R 11 , designated as "2" in this diagram. Yet a structural convergence2 
11 S 11is not equal to a doctrinal convergence for though is parallel to2 

"R " and "S " is parallel to "R " "S " is not equal to "R " and "S " l' 1 2' 2 1 1 

is not equal to "R ".2

Chapter One provided the methoclologic:il foundation for "S2" and 

in so doing prepared the way for the convergence between 11 S2" and "R ",1

designated as"l"in this diagram. The methodological foundation for 

I 
11 S 11 was constituted by all those devices in Sahkara which explained2 

the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma sucl1 as his 

use of "intermediary categories"as for example his concept of jnTina­

yoga as equal to the "primary sense" (paramarthall)) of dharma and his 

1cf. Introduction for a definition and explanation of these terms. 
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concept of the "secondary sense" (gaui:iam) of Atma-jnana as vrtti-jrlana. 

Chapter Two provided the methodological foundation for the con­

11 R 11 11vergence between and "S or "2". It was there argued that the
2 1 

dimensions of one-sidedness and irreversability in the f arira-faririn 

provide the seed for Ramanuj a' s dissociative use of the £arira-~ar1rin 

I .
which was disclosed as being methodological equivalent to Sankara's 

two levels of truth. Co-relatively the mis-perception of the Self, 

I . 
qua sarira, as independent of the Lord was disclosed as being a 

I 
methodological equivalent to Sankara's concept of avidya. 

Chapter Three examined the key doctrines in Ramanuja pertaining 

to the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma and uncovered the 

I ~ 
following areas of structural convergence with Sankara: 

i) the parallel between the role of the dharma-bhuta-jnana in 
/ 

Ramanuj a and the role of the vrtti-fnana in Sankara; 

ii) the discontinuity between the "two truths" in Ramanuj a i.e., 

concrete Self-knowledge versus abstract Self-knowledge as a parallel 

I .
in reverse to the "two truths" in Sankara, and 

iii) the structural convergence between prapatti in Ramanuja and 

r_,- I 
Jnana-yoga in Sa~kara. ·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 

11 R1d1ere the convergence between "S," and " becomes cl carer; specificll ly,
1 

in the mitigation of his doctrine of Nirguna Brahman and in the possible 

mitigation or realistic understanding of m"iiya-vada. The former 1\·as pro­

/.. "" 
vided by Sankara's implicit underst~inding of jnana-yoga as a mental 

process, by his implicit concession to an Atma-vidhi, and by his implicit 

."'- I , ..­
theism. \\.hen describing J nana-:>oga Sankara, unlike Ramanuj a, 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. Ramanuja therefore argues that the dharmi-bhuta-fnana, 

11 0 11i.e. 0 , is already inseparable from the Lord, but that that fact
1 

110 11can only be knmm via the dharma-bhuta-jnana i. e. 1 ; similarly,2 

§ankara argues that the _:;va:::-upa-fnana is already equal to mok?a, 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 
I , 
Sankara's understandir:gof nirguna-dhyana as nididhyasana and Ramanuja's 

understanding of dhyana or upasana as nididhyasana: the process is 

phenomenologically the same in both, only the focus of this process is 
I 

explicitly different, i.e., Saguna for Rarnanuja or :\'irguna for Sankara. 

Both nirguna-dhyana and unasana refer to a concrete Self-knowledge as 

opposed to an abstract Self-knJwledge which is classified as a karana 

for Self-realization. The above convergence laid the basis for the 
I . 

implicit theism in Sankara and for the ensuing area of agreement between 
I . 
Sa~kara and Ram~nuja on the nature of bhakti. The following area of 

agreement was disclosed with reference to the possible mitigation of 
I 

maya-vada in Sankara. ·Just as Ramanuj a argued that the world as in­

separable from the Lord was real but not in itself when considered 

I r 

separate from the Lord, so Sankara argued that the world as Brahman 

was real, but not the world as nama-rupa. 
I 

·n1e fact that Post-Sai:karitcs 1,·ere preoccupied 1\i th a refutation 

of difference (bheda nir-akar~Q_a_) and not h·ith qualified non-dualism 

I 
(Visi~,tadvaita) is significant for it suggests that these areas of con­

/ . 
vergence bet1>een Sankara and Ram~nuja 1,·ere ackno1dedgcd by them. 
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Perhaps this is the reason that they did not engage in a dialectical 

refutation of Ramanuja. Did they perceive Ramanuja,then, as already 

having "one foot in the door"? These areas of convergence between 

I . 
Sankara and Ramanuj a were more evident in their Giti-bhasyas 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. 
I r 

The question of sadhana for both Sankara and Ramanuj a begins 

with a problem. The problem of sadhana for Ramanuja can perhaps be 

summed up by this question: If the Lord is already all-inclusive 

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 sa~s~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 
I 

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 

- I . - ­in sadhana for both Sankara and Ramanuj a involves the purification of 

the buddhi and not the acquisition of anything new in the state of 

being. Even Ramanuj a argues that the sv:uupa of the Self and the 

svarupa of consciousness remain unchanged in samsara, moksa simply 

discloses their pre-existent condition. 

I •
The greatest similarity bet1\een 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. Sams[ra for both involves therefore a semblance of disunity 

with Brahman, described as an "as-if separability" in Ramanuja and an 

I ~ 
"as-if duality" in Sankara; 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 
I 

non-duality" in Sankara. 

(ii) A Critical Examination of These Conclusions 

a. How "S " Illumines "S " ---2 1­

I ~ 
This diagram indicates that the "implicit Sankara" i.e., 11 S 11 ,originates2 

I r 

out of the "explicit" Sankara i.e.'o'SJ'.'. The transition from "S "to "S " 
I 1 2 

is provided most of all by Sa~kara's methodology which points simultaneously 

11 S1
11 11 S 11to both and • His two levels of truth, his "transposition strategy"2 

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 

11 S 11 11 S 11 11 S 11categories" refer more to than • The transition from to2 1 1 
I \ 

11 S 11 doctrinally is provided by Sankara's understanding of jn5na-yoga as2 

equal to the ''primary sense" (paramartham) of dharma, by his specification 

of nirguna-bhakti or dhyana-abhyasa as the kar~rna for Self-realization, 
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and by his implicit concession to the Atma-vidhi. It should be asked: 

I ' 
11 S 11How then does i.e., the implicit Sankara, throw light on "S " i.e.,

2 1 
I c I 

the "explicit Sankara" specifically on Sankara's explicit emphasis on 

Brahman as Nirguna and on his maya-vada? 

11 S 11The implicit realism examined in prevents one from mis­
2 

- - - f I - - I 'k .reading maya-vada as equal to the theory o sunyata. San'ara argues in 

this implicit strand that the world as Brahman is real although not as nama­

11S2
11rupa. points to the application of maya-vada to sadhana and shoKS that the 

whole of sadhana can be considered a form of adhyaropa-apavada. VieKing sadhana 
I 

in this manner does justice to Sankara's explicit emphasis on the discontin­

ui ty between Se lf-kno1vl edge and dharma and, therefore, points to "S " and
1 

11 S 11"S " simultaneously. also uncovers the three areas 1d1ere the emphasis
2 2
 

.... 

on Brahman as ~irguga is mitigated. While describing jn~na-yoga in tl1is 

I , 
implicit strand, Sankara argues that though Brahman is Nirgupa and not 

Saguna, it is necessary to resort to Brahman as Saguna to kno\\r this fact 

He argues correlatively that though Brahman is Ananda, and not Annndama:>·a, 

one can only know this fact via Anandamaya. These t1,·o points indicate 
/ 

that the continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma in Sa~kara refers 

to the order of discovery and not to the order of being. While describing 
I 

the Atma-vidhi in this implicit strand, Sa~kara argues that although no 

injunction can be applied to Atma-f~ana in the "primary sense" as s\'aruna­

j'iiana, an injunction can be applied to Atma-fibna in the "secondary sense" 

as vrtti-jnana for vrtti-jnana purified by dhyana-abhyasa is capable of 

- ·'""­"reflecting" svarupa-Jnana. Such a vidhi does not affect :-lirguna Brahman 

but only one's kno1dedge of Nirgw;ia Brahm:rn. The vidhi, therefore, is 
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not applied to the Self as such but only to the buddhi. The implicit 
/ 

11 S 11theism examined in indicates that though the focus of Sankara's2 

concept of nirgupa-bhakti is explicitly different from the focus of 

Ramanuja's concept of dhyana or upasana, the process referred to in 

both is phenomenologically the same. 

(b) How "R " ---2 Illumines "R " 
1­

s 


This diagram indicates that the "implicit Ramanuja". i.e., "R 11 ,originates2 

out of the "explicit Ramanuja" i.e., 11 R 11 

1 • 

The transition from "R " to "R " is provided most of all by
1 2 

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 discontinuity. llis methodology is bilateral, like 
I 

11 R 11 11 R 11Sankara's, and points simultaneously to and
1 2

• 

11 R 11 11R 11The transition from to doctrinally is provided by1 2
 

Ramanuj a' s insistence on the distinctness of the three svarupas of the 


Lord, the Selves and matter even within moksa. A tension is thus introduced 

such Ramanuj a' s methodological cquival ent to Sankara's concept of aviJ;·3 

between the emphasis on inseparability and the emphasis on separability 

\,·ithin the ~arira-~aririn. Even the more interpretati\·e elements of "R..., 11 

I , -
as 
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originate from this original tension between inseparability and separa­

/ - I ­
bility in the sarira-saririn. 

The examination of dharma in "R " throws light on the relationship
2 

between Ramanuja's initial definition of dharma as "ritual injunction" 

and his "extended sense" of dharma as 1mrship. 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 Khere 

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" bet1\'een the Selves and 

11 R 11the Lord in also illumines the doctrine of aprthaksiddha ("inseparabilit::")2 
11 R 11in , especially in its application to sadhana. It might then be asked:

1 

Does san1sara ever constitute an actual separability bet1,·een the Selves qua 
, 
sarira and the Lord; docs it therefore constitute a modification of 

aprthaksiddha? The reply can only be in the negative for the Sel\·cs as 

eternal modes of the Lord can never be separated from the Lord, and any 

separability must therefore be only apparent. As the examination in "R,.," 

indicates, the inseparability between the Selves and the Lord is best dis­

closed from an a-nostcriori standpoint, i.e. from the standpoint of moksa, 

where any separability is disclosed as only apparent. This implicit strand 

in Rar.ianuj a also illumines the doctrinal tension between his doctrine of 

aorthaksiddha and his emphasis on the actual distinctness of the three 
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should not be misread as entailing any absolute separability 

11 R 11between the Selves and the Lord. Therefore un-packs the full
2 

11 R 11implications of the initial tension in between the dimensions of
1 

/ ~ / ..,. .
separability and inseparability of the sarira-saririn. 

The methological examination of the categories of the dharma­

11 11 0 11bhuta-jnana,"0 , and the dharmi-bhuta-jnana, , in "Rz" points out1 1 

that the"nerve"of the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma is 

11 0contained in the relation between ··o " and ". It is only when one
1 2

11 0 11 11 0 11understands how Ramanuja handles the relation between and1 2 

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 

11 R 11dharma as only a continuity, as the examination in indic;:ites for,2 

even explicitly: Ramanuja points to a contrasting emphasis on discontinuity 

in his insistence on the distinctness of the three svarupas. The dimen­

/ - I ­
sions of one-sidedness and irreversability of the sarira-saririn 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 \\'as uncovered beti-·een his explicit 
I , 

rejection of S.:rnkara's two levels of truth .:rnd his <lissocicitivc use of 

I I 
the sarira-saririn as a methodological equivalent. A similar friction 

I 
was uncovered beth·een his explicit rejection of Sankara's "secondary 

sense" and his use of a methodologiccil equivcilent. Ramanuja 11as not 

reduced to this implicit strand, but.rather, this implicit stranJ was 
I 

isolated simply in order to facilitate :.rny comparisons h'ith Sar;kara 

and to better represent the full spectrum of R·.:mianuja's position. 
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should not be misread as entailing any absolute separability 

11 R2
11between the Selves and the Lord. Therefore un-packs the full 

11 R 11implications of the initial tension in between the dimensions of
1 

/ "'" I .,. .
separability and inseparability of t he sar1ra-sar1r1n. 

The methodological examination of the categories of the dharma­

11bhuta-jnana, 11 0 , and the dharmi-bhuta-jnana, "D " in "R2" points out
2 1 ' 

that the"nerve"of the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma is 

contained in the relation between !•o " and "D ". It is only when one
1 2

understands how Ramanuja handles the relation between "D " and "D " 
1 2 

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 11 R2" indicates for, 

even explicitlY: Ramanuja points to a contrasting emphasis on discontinuity 

in his insistence on the distinctness of the three svarupas. The dimen­

sions of one-sidedness and irreversability of the {arira-~aririn 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 
I , 

rejection of Sankara's two levels of truth and his dissociative use of 

I - I
the sarira-saririn as a methodological equivalent. A similar friction 

I 
was uncovered between his explicit rejection of Sa~kara's ''secondary 

sense" and his use of a methodological equivalent. Ramanuja was not 

reduced to this implicit strand, but,rather, this implicit strand was 
I 

isolated simply in order to facilitate any comparisons with Sankara 

and to better represent the full spectrum of Kamanuja's position. 
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(ii) (c) How the Areas of Implicit Convergence Between Sa~kara and 

Ramanuja Illumine Their Explicit Areas of Agreement 

s 
1 

,
"-.­---. 

I ,
The common model of Self-knowledge and dharma shared explicitly by Sankara 

2
anc\ Ramanuj a 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 
I 

between Sankara and Ramanuj a, i.e., to what they share as Vedantins in contrast 

with the Mimamsakas, the areas of implicit convergence pointed to the internal simi­

larities between the twGJ thinkers. It was discovered that the parallel beth·een 

"Sz" and "R " developed the fullest implications of their common model of1 

Self-knowledge. Co-relatively, it was discovered that the parallel between 

11 S1
11 and "Rz" developed the fullest implications of their common model of 

dharma. 

2
Cf. Introduction: "A Common Model of Se1f-knowledge for ~ankara 

and Ramanuj a" and, ''A Common ~!odel of Dharma for Sankara and Ramanuj a", 
for a detailed account of these explicit areas of agreement. 
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11 S 11(ii) (c 1 ) I-low the Parallel Between and "Rz" Illumines Their Common

1 

Model of Dharma 

The point that dharma can only be "known" from the standpoint of 
I 

Brahman h·hich is common to both Sankara and Ramanuj a was developed in 

11 S 11 11 R 11its fullest implications in this parallel between and where the
1 2 

structural similarity between prapatti and jrtana-yoga was examined. The 

examination of prapatti in this implicit strand in Ramanuja disclosed 

that dharma can only be "kno1m" and resolved from the standpoint of the 

Lord. From this standpoint, man's own efforts~ isolation are revealed 

as ultimately impotent and the Lord is disclosed as the "eternally 

established means (siddhonava). The narall el bet\veen "S " and "R " • 1 2 

indicated that there is a shift in both ~ankaraand Ramanuja from the 

''level" of dharma, 1-;hich symbolizes man's own efforts, to the "level" of 

Brahman, understood either as the Lord (Ramanuja) or as the non-dual Self 
I 

(Sa~kara). This shift was translated into methodological terms in that 

/ . 
a "transposition strategy" is enacted by both Sankara and Ramanuja 1,·hereb:· 

dharmic concerns are transposed to the level of Brahman. This "transposition 

strategy" can be understood as an application of a point shared by both 

I , 
Sankara and Ramanuj a which is that dharma can only be "kno1m" from the stand­

/ 
point of Brahman. \•;hat is specific in Sankara's formulation of this point 

is his insistence that Jlw.rma can only be "known" from the standpoint of its 

sublation. R::imanuja's version of this point is that <lharm.'.l c.'.ln onlr be kno1m 

within the Lord. The ultimate justification for this "transposition strategy" 

is their common belief as \'e<lantins that only Brahma-vid:v·a, and not dharma, 

c3.n ultim3.tcly result in moks.2_. Dharmic action accordingly plays a dialectical 

I , 
role for both Sankar;i anJ Ramanuj~1 like in the analogy of using a thorn to 
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remove a thorn. Ramanuj a, for exampl ei refers to the need for using the >»ill 
I 

to transcend the will; similarly, Sahkara refers to the need for using 

cognition to transcend cognition. 

11 RHow the Parallel Between ''S " and " Illumines Their Common
2 1 

~~del of Self-knowledge 
I,.
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 1<1as investigated in the 
I , 

11 S 11parallel between 11 and 11 R where according to both Sankara and Ramanuja 2 1 

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 samsara and mok?,a 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. 

~ankara and Ramanuja both argue that knowledge in its essential 

nature is not separate from the Self. This point of agreement between them 

11 S2was also developed in this parallel bet».reen 11 and 11 R 11 It was there
1 

• 

pointed out that knowledge understood as part of the Self in its fundamental 

nature is never separate from the Self and never in fact changes. This 

sense of knowledge as unchanging is represented by the categor}· of the 

~- -dharmi-bhuta-j nana in Ramanuj a and by the category of s\·arupa-jilana in 
I 
Sankara. 

The second sense of knowledge as a mental process, represented by 

the category of the dharma-bhuta-i~:ina in Ramanuja and by the category of 
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I 
the vrtti-j~~na in Sahkara, is understood by both as instrumental in the 

''reflection" of the essential nature of kno1\lledge and of the Self. Both 
I 
Sankara and Ramanuja argue that though the essential nature of kno1dedge 

and of the Self remain unchanged in sainsiira, 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 dhyana or 

- - I ­upasana in Ramanuja and by nirguna-bhakti in Sankara. Despite their 

doctrinal differences on the nature of the focus, the process can be 

I .. - ­
understood as phenomenologically the same. Yet Sankara, unlike Ramanuja, 

argues that this sense of knowledge as a mental process is ultimately 

sublateable. 
I 
sa'nkara and Ramanuj a bo~h argue that the Self can only be kno1m 

from the standpoint of Brahman. This point of agreement was also developed 

within this parallel between "S " and "R " The role of the Lord in2 1 . 

revealing the true nature of the Self was highlighted within this area 

I. - - ­of convergence between Sankara and Ramanuja. Ramanuja argues that the 

highest bhakti, para-bh::rkti, cannot arise if one perceives the Self as 

separable from the Lord; rather, it can only arise if one perceives the 

Lord, qua Antarymnin, as the essence of the Self. In a similar manner, 
I 
Sa~kara argues th.:1t 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., 1d1ethcr understood 

as a lived inseparability (Ramanuja) or as identity (£ankara), both agree 

that tl1e highest bhakti cannot proceed from any perception of separability 
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between the Self and the Lord. 

I 
Sankara and Ramanuj a both argue contrary to the /llimamsakas, 

that moksa is not a negative but a positive condition; it points not 

to the absence of Bliss and knowledge but to their presence. This point 

11 S 11of agreement was likewise developed within this parallel between 2 
I 

11R 11and Accordingly it was argued in the "implicit strand" of Sankara
1

• 

that this sense of moksa as Bliss is i~mwient in all empirical joys as 

their cause (adhisth~na). 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 t\vO "orders" of 

joy as such. From this it may be said that mok~a 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 R"Zimanuja 

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 bet\\·een 

Self-knowledge and dharma real or illusory'?".) T~1is 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 

3cf. Introduction: "The Pro bl Ci~atic of This l\'ork". 
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I 
for dharma in Vedinta? Because of the dual strands in Sa~kara and 

11 S 11 11 S 11 11R 11Ramanuja, (i.e. and , and "R ") this question is handled
1 2 1 2

I 
somewhat differently in each respective strand. When outlining Sahkara's 

and Ramanuja's positionson this question, I will accordingly first consider 

it as it is argued ,,·ithin their "explicit strands" and then re-consider it 

within their "implicit strands". 
I 
Sankara takes an uncompromising position on this question in the 

"explicit strand". It is argued there that dharma is not only an appendage 

to Self-kno1vledge which is justifiable only for the "unenlightened man" 
I .. 

from the first level of truth, but that it is ultimately illusory. Sankara 

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 1\'ith 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 

I , 
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. 
I 
Sankara argues in the "implicit strand" that although there is no 

continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma in the order of being, tl1cre 

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-kno1dedge in its "secondary sense" as vrtti-in:ina, 
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and dharma in its "primary sense" as jnana-yoga. Dharma as jnana-yoga 


is an organic part of Self-knowledge as vrtti-j'rtana although not of Self­


knowledge as svarupa-jilana. Dharma as jnana-yoga is nevertheless instr-


I <

umental in the "reflection114 of svarupa-j'iiana. In this sense Sankara can 
I 

argue for an onto logical ground for dharma. Furthermore, Sa'nkara concedes 

that even the initial sense of dharma as ritual injunction is provisionally 

efficacious in leading to the purification of the mind (sattva-suddhi). 
I 

The problematic of sadhana in Sankara 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 evol<e 

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-jnana), and Self-realization is described as a goal of 

dharma. Most important, the "extended sense" of <lharma as worship is almost 

synonymous with Self-knowledge, according to Ramanuja, for one cannot know 

the Self without knowing it as inseparable from the Lord qua Antaryamin. 

Therefore the ontological ground for dharma in Ramanuja is ultimately pro­

vided by the Lord as the Antaryamin i.·ho abides in the Self and controls 

it as the ultimate agent. Ramanuja's insistence on the organic relation 

4
The reflection of svarupa-j?lana in vrtti-jn~na is ultimately disclosed 

as illusory and is sublated in Self-realizatlon. 
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between dharrna and Self-knowledge is manifested in his contention that 

Purva-:>firnarnsa and Uttara->fimamsa form one continuous discipline. 

:.ievertheless a measure of discontinuity was i_ntroduced into this 

relation between Self-knowledge and dharrna in the "implicit strand" of 

Rarnanuja. Specificallyithe perspective of prapatti pointed to a tension 

betKeen dharrna understood as man's own isolated efforts or upavas, and 

Self-knowledge understood as kn01,·ing the Self as inseparable from the Lord. 

It was argued there that true Self-knowledge comes from renouncing man's 

own upayas and subrni tting to the Lord as the only upaya i.e. as the 

siddhopiya. True Self-knowledge arises from Self-surrender and not from 

Self-effort. This sense of dharma as man's upayas was implicitly co-

related \,·ith 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 upaya. Accordingly the Lord as the ultimate 

agent, as the means (upaya) and end (upeya) of sadhana is described as 

seeking the Self even more than the Self is seeking Hirn. 

Although a discontinuity between dharrna, understood as man's upayas, 

and Self-knowledge was disclosed in this "implicit strand", a continuity 

was disclosed between dharrna, understood as the Lord, who is the means and 

end of sadhana, the siddhopaya, and Self-kno1dedge. According to R::imanuja 

true Self-knowled~e only arises when one perceives the Lord as the ultimate 

agent. 

5The other general question that \,-as raised in this 1·:ork, "\\'hat 

I •. ­
doctrines and methods do Sankara and R~nanuja use to explain the shift from 

the "level" of Sclf-kno1dc<lgc to Jharma and back again", h-as examined at 

::i 
Cf., Introduction: "The Probler.i.atic of This \fork". 
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great length. Chapters One and Two focussed on the methods used res­

pectively by ~ankara and Ram-:1nuja to explain this "shift" while Chapter 

Three and Chapter Four focussed on the doctrines used respectively by 
I 

Ramanuja and Sankara to explain this "shift". 

(iv) 	 Anshers to Soecific Questions Raised In The Introduction 

A number of specific questions regarding the nature of the 

I , ­
relationship between Self-knowledge and dharma in Sankara and Ramanuja 

6. d . h d .were raise in t e Intro uction . 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 

I - ­
Sankara 	and Ramanuja did not simply implement their doctrin~la-priori's 

as expounded in their "explicit strand". Rather, the methodology of 
I 

both Sankara and Ramanuja was disclosed as bi-lateral, i.e., it was dis­

closed as pointing sir.iul taneously to the "explicit strand" and the 

"implicit strand". For instance, Ram3."nuja's methodology did not simply 

explain his predominant emphasis on the continuity between Self-knowledge 

and dharma, it also explained his contrasting emphasis on their discon­

/ ,.
tinuity. Similarly, Sankara'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 sadhana. It was also discovered that the application of 

their methodologies to the "implicit strand" 1,as most evident h·hen they 
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were dealing with "dharmic problems" as, for example~in the problem of 

whether the svarupa inherits the defects of the svabhava in the s'arira­

~aririn? So, for instance, when Ramanuja is giving a simple description 

of a category, in accordance with his explicit methodology, he refers to 

its svarupa as its "primary sense", and to its svabhava as its "secondary 

sense". When, however, he 

is dealing with "dharmic problems", such as specifying how bondage is 

real and whether it affects the svarupa of the Self, he usually uses his 
I 

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 
I 

the fact that moksa is a pre-given, Sankara 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" (paramartham) 

of dharma as jnana-yoga and the "secondary sense" (gaunam) of Self­

knowledge as vrtti-j;-una, 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 metho<l pertains to Ramanuja's explicit rejection 
i ~ I 

of Sankara's two levels of truth and his dissociative use of the sarira­
/ 
saririn as a methological equivalent. Co-relatively,Ramanuja's explicit 

rejection of the doctrine of avidya 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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I 
c

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 
I 

between Sankara 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

~- Abhuta-jnana and the dharma-bhuta-jnana in Ramanuja uncovered the "nerve" 

7
of the relation between Self-knowledge and dharma in Ramanuja; 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 ~ankara; that between 

"'­the structure of prapatti in Ramanuja and the structure of jnana-yoga 
I 

in Sankara. A similar dialectical structure was observed in both prapatti 

·" - While prapatti points to the negative use of the 1dlland Jnana-yoga. to 

(\­

transcend the will, jnana-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. 
I 

A methodological analysis of the doctrines used by Sankara to 

explain the apparent continuity between Self-knowledge and dharma in 

sadhana was helpful in uncovering the significance of his "intermediary 

categories", especially the fol lowing t1w such "intermediary categories": 

."­
Jnana-yoga as equal to the "primary sense" of dharma, and 

7 
11 R 11Cf., Conclusion: ''Bow "R" Illumines

2 1
• 
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vrt t i-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 continuity 

"­exists between dharma as jnana-yoga and Self-knowledge in its ''secondary 

sense" as v~tti-jiliina. Both of these "intermediary categories" played 

I " 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. 

11 
7

It has already been demonstrated how "R illumines "R " how
2 1 ' 

11 11 R 11 5 11"S " illumines ' 1S1 and how the convergences beth·een " and and
2 1 2 

11 R 11 11sand ·• illumine the explicit, minimal areas of agreement beth·een2 1
I , I • 
Sankara and Ramanuj a. It is concluded that Rarrta:nuj a and Sankara can not 

11 R 11 11simply be reduced to their "explicit strands" i.e. 1 and "S Such1 1 • 

a reduction constitutes an over-simplification, and in some senses a 

distortion, of both Ramanuj a and ~ankara. The "implicit strands" i. e ·~ 
11R 11 and 11 S 2

11~are necessary to avoid this over-simplification and possible
2 

distort ion so as to better represent the ful 1 spectrum of both Ramanuj a 

and ~~nkara. For purposes of comparison between them, it is also necessary 
I 

to refer to the "expl ici t strand" and the "implicit strand" in both Sa.nkara 

and Ramanuja. 
I .. 

To fully represent Ramanuja's and Sankara's position on the 

relationship between Self-knowledge and dharma it is not sufficient to 

8
Cf., Section (ii) Conclusion. 
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simply focus on their Brahma-Sutra-bha~yas. It is necessary for one to 

stand within the full corpus of their writings, especially when the 

relationship betKeen Self-knowledge and dharma is applied to the question 

of sadhana. 
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