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ABSTRACT S

- -

The eighth century A.D.t Indian thinker, éAhkara,~ )

i

. » . . oy — ,/
was the greatest exponent of the Advaita Vedanta school (the

, . /.
non-dualistic school of vedanta)., Sankara's philosophical
speculations are to be found in his commentaries on the

prasthinas (the three scriptural sources of the vedanta

dardana, namely the BrahmasTtras, the upanisads and the

Bhagavad-GftEj. §§hkéfa.is not g~systématic thinker.and
his fhought proceeds only by meins df the reasoned exegesis
of.scripture.2 ééhkara advocates, by means of thiS»exegesiS,‘
an‘uncompromised non—dualism. Reality is Brghman, the one
without a second, that which is, sat (being)f’lThis presents
§;hkara with the problem of attempting to account for the
piurality of the exbeiignced worid, that is, the relatio&—
ship of Brahman to qﬁe world.

The aim of this study is to clearly describe this

relationship of this unity (Brahman) to "the world-

f diversity.
7 . . e ‘ - =
Sankara utilizes two concepts, those of'adhvasa and {namarupa,

In thAs thesis

as explanatory terms of tﬁis relatioﬁship.

1§£hkara's dates are normally given-as 788-820 A.D.
See for example, S. Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy (London:
GeorgelAllen and Unwin, 1931), II, Z70. £

"21¢ should be noted that technically the Bhagavad-

ifia
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‘these two concepts will be ahal?séd in order to a;témpt to
explain the relationship of Brahman to the wbrié. Adhvisi
(superimposition) presupposes namaripa (name and form), i
which is dependent ﬁpon'ggg (speech). The 6peration of both

-
these principles as explanations of this relationship are
dependent.upon S%ﬁkara's uﬁﬁérstanding of‘the pature and
funtion of vac. : ‘ B

The question of the relationship of Brahman to the

world of diversity 1is co-extensive with Sﬁﬁkara's philosophi-

cal enterprise and metaphysical quesr\.3

Both traditional and contemporary scholarship have
la;gel& neglected §ahkara's concern with XEE (speech, language),
failing to appreciate, what I cénsider to be, the vital'im—
portance of vic in his Advaita.

In‘terms of methodology, I have aftempted to place the
‘whole study within the context of §;hkara‘s ownagsthodological
distinctions, rathercthan apply é&hkara's categories to

problems outside of his concerns or apply external methodo-

[ / .
logical categories to Sankara's thought.4
i ?

Gita falls into the religio-literary class of smrti (tradi-
tional texts) rather than éruti_(revealed texts).

3See é&ﬁkara's introduction to the Brahmasitras.

4Pages 6-11 of the Introduction to this thesis are
devoted to methodology.
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ABBREVIATIONS -

-~

» Tﬁé‘following abbreviations are used éonsistently
throughout the text: . '
B.s.B: . BrahmasUtrabhasva (Brahma-sﬁtfﬁs with
Sankara's commentary)
B}h.Un. B?hadaranvaka-anni§ad B;hTUp.B.;(bhE§va)
‘Man.Up Miqqﬁkhya Upani§ad;Man.Up.B. (bkasva)
B.G.B Bhagavad-Gita Bhisva _ .
gﬁ.gg. Cﬁﬁnﬁoé&é Upanisad Ch.Up-.B. (Sh§sva)
Mu.Up. Mundaka Ugani§ad
Taitt.Up Taittir;ya Upanisad Taitt.Up.B. (bhasva)

Indian Philosophv, Vol. 2 -- Radhakrishnan
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INTRODUCTION

‘This is intended to be 2 brief consideration of the

fundamental nature of the problem of the felationship of

Brahman and the world in the ‘Advaita VedaZnta of §ahkara

'andcjgg\Centrallty of adhyasa and nama—ruga in the under-'

-~

sta.nd:.ﬁ'Fr of thls relationship. - -
The object of this thesis is to expligéte and’
illucidate the relationship of Brahman to the world, in

. N . -
terms of the question of language in_the Advaita Vedanta

/ w: - - - v -
of Sankara, with a view to answering the questions:

What does Sahkara assert of the world? How are we to under-

stand the role of lahgdaggrwithin the relationship of

!

Brahman and the world? What is the nature of this relation-

ship?

: . ' / . ' ..

The philosophy of Sankara rests upon, and only
proceeds upon tbe'presuppositionl of the existence of

Brahman and the possibility of knowledge of Brahman.2 This

) E. - / . .
knowledge of Brahman is Brahman. Thus for Sankara there is

lThe word "presupposition" here is intended in the
sense of '"'philosophically given" there being no implication
that the authority for this presupposition rests upon this
assertion alone. .

2The use of the genetive case here ("of Brahman')
requires further clarification; from the final Advaitic

il



.. - -

a direct correspondence (and ultimately identity)'between-

"being"” and knowing. To know Brahman is to be Brzhman.

-

Brahman, L .- all-knowing,.absolutely self-
(3 T - 5

sufficient, ever pure, intelligent and free, pure knowledge,

absolute bliss"S

is? moksa (final release) "free from all
modification; eternal, not compoSed bf parts, self-luminous
in.nature”.5 These two terés can be.understbod as synonomous
in terms of  his philosophicgl.methodology in that for §£hkara

- his philosophical enterprise and me ﬁohysicai quest are .

—

. . 6 ‘ . i
identical.  The .word "moksa', however, denotes ''release'',

'

but release from what? That which release\is from is the

world of diversity (bohdage). Given the presupposition

v

standpoint there car be no knowledge "of Brahman'" or ex-
istence "of Brahman'" as the essential nature of Brahman is
knowledge and is existence, but from the provisional view-
point _ of the vedantic enquiry such usage is unavoidable. .
SeeASEikara's commentary on the Brahmasutrasg, translated by
G. Thibaut, The Ved@anta Sutras of Badaravana (New York:
Dover, 1962), 1/1/1. Hereafter cited as B.s.B.

. 3B.s.B., 2/1/6. .
Z
: B 4'I‘he suggestion of identity is clarified in @ootnote
- 6 below. .
S
B.s.B., 1/1/4. .
6

B.s.B., 1/1/4, "'Different from merit and demerict,
different from effect and cause, different from past and
future' (Ka.Up. 1/2/14) moksa, is therefore, the same as



of_the existeﬁce of Brahman7 and fh¢ characterization of

its nature as "partless', ''that wpiéh»is” (sat), there is ’

¢

no necessity .for "the world of diversity" (vyatharé) to' be, -

. & - N . \ . ;
and yet it is our given experience. How are we to .account

<

for -this world? ) N ) k\\

, As Sankara's philosophical-and metaphysical infenfibn
is the removal of all obstacles to the perfect knowledge

. ® b '_ L :
of Brdhman; this entails the 'determination of the precise

J'characteristics of‘this,Brahman”.‘9 The world of "practical-.

Y]

distinctions“;o appears to undermine the given unify of

Brahman. Thus the quéstion of the relationship between the -
non—dual_Bféhman of’éruti and the world of multiplicity.

J ’ ,. <

ek : /
Brahman in Yhe present enquiry'™. If is not that Sankara
te these two terms (Brahman and Moksa), but
rather that, in\terms of his methodology, they bofh fall
on the same side\in connection with the distinction that -
he is drdwing.’ o~

iy

N ) . ) ,.
?I.e., given in" 4ruti. On the 'question of Sankara's
philosophical presuppositions and their relationship to
ruti, see page 12 of this Introduction.

8B.s.B., 1/1/4. .
S .
9B."s.B., 1]1/2, refer to footnote 2, above. This
task, the determination of the characteristics of Brahman,
is advocated by Sankara only in the interests of the
enquiry. -

EIOB.S.B.,‘Iﬁtroduction. )

b



" with a view to understanding the creation of the world by

- " - 5
- * . : -

& fe e g , -
is the fundamental issue for the Advaita Vedanta of

N »

Ce /. -
'S;nkara. This-issue arises solely frOm Sankara's philosophy

and is not an external phllosophlcal issue p051ted in terms

11

of §onkara s thought\ Much of §;nkara s commentary on the

-

s Brahmasutras 1s devoted to E critical examlnatlon of this

‘;relatlonshlpi - The flrstﬂadhzaza (chapter) proved that the

vedanta texts uniformly teach that there is only one cause

. of the world; this is Brahman and ﬁrahman is of the'nature'

of intelligence. The second agdhyaya, first pada (section)

" contains a ;engthy‘discussion on the nature of causation

~

Brahman. Cause and effect, it is maintained, are non- -

_different, 2nd, thus, the creator and the creation are non-

différent. This doctrine entails the argument that al-
though 2all the qualities attributed to Brahman by sSruti

are finally ficticious, .they afe necessary only ‘in order to
; s .

facilitate consideration of how Brahman effects the creation

of the world. This is méde clear in'the third EEda which

considers the question of ‘whether the multitude of forms
which are fhe world, are eternal as is Brahman, or originate
subseqdentiy froQ Brahman. The analysis there which in-

cluﬁes a consideration of the nature of the individual soul

lThlS point is of 1mportance in terms of my own
methodology, see page 6 of this Introductlon
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-

concludes that the soul's origination is merely due to its
illusory connection with the ugé&his;(fhe limitigg adjuncts,
wheih are the world). The third adhgéva, seqond gida, deals

with the problem. of reconciling the Brahman of scgipture

-

(ruti),'? which is "free from all diversity" with the

Brahman which is referred to as “having different forms".

This diversity, it is afgﬁéd,.does not- affect the Self. .. ~¢
within the upadhis. In $ruti the negative Vdefinitioh";? T
of Brahman as '"neti, neti", ‘'not this, not th;s” (Brh.Up..

2/3/6; etc.) negates these upachis (the world of diveréﬁ:y) and
not Brahman. The third pada proviées an account of ho&v
the individual soul, the JEXE: or Brahman limited by the
ugidhis (world); dan ""attain" 99553 by meditation~on
Brahman.;'In his consideration of each of these problems. -
Sankara is drawn back to the question of the relationship
of Brahman, ‘untainted by duality, and the multiplicity of
- g :

our -experiencgd world.

>

al

121 have used the words '"sTuti' and "scripture'" © |
interchangeably in this thesis. With respect to the sruti/.
smrti distinction, however, I have limited the referenge of
the word "scripture" to sruti alone.

13Technically "neti, neti'" is not a definition atall

although it does serve as a type of "dividing-line" between
what can be .asserted apd what must be denied. It should be
noted, however, that Sahkara does regard it as a definition,
see for example, his commentary on Brh.Up. 2/3/6.

147his, is not intended to be a complete list of the
contents of S&ﬁkara's‘commedtary, but only to given an in-
dictation of the centrality of this relationship.

-~
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In the consideration of the question of the rela-

tionship between the non-dual Brahman of §;uti and the

plurality of the experienced wd%ld,‘phat is the basis of

; ) 7
our attempt to understand the philosophy of Sankara, we are

continually drawn back to the consideration of the role and
function of vac (speech) in his thought. In a broad sense

the quest;od of~language or speech refers to a family

of "linguistic" terms such as vagc, <ruti, gabda, and-

nZma-rupa.: The vedanta darsana itself, is the enquiry into”

the'@eaﬁing of ééggi ("that which is heard"; revealed
language), for.the‘reveélgd scriptures are the only source
of '"the origiﬁatioé of knowledge of Brahman" . ° That which
is heard (52533) Eé EEE (speech). This world is vac as
nima:rﬁga (name and form). Language stands as both the
basis of, the world'and of the possibility of knowledge of
Brahman. The question‘éf language is co-extensive with
§;ﬁkara's #h;IOSOphical and metaphysical quest.

rd
Sankara utilizes two concepts to explain the

. felationship of,B}ahman to thehworrd, those of adhyasa

(superimposition) and nama-rupa (name and form). An analysis

of ‘these two concepts is undertaken in this thesis in order

158.s.B., 1/1/4; 2/1/11; 2/1/27; 2/3/1.
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to ans&e; the questions posed above.

. Some interpreteré of é%ﬁkara attempt to understand
his thouéht.in'terms of philosophical/methodoiogical dis-
tinctions imported froh conceptual structures alien -to

- . : : : . . -
Sankara's philosophy. Paul Deussen in his System of Vedanta

and S. Radhakrishnan in his Indian Philosophv understand

the philosophy of §;hkara in terms of the western philo;
sopﬁical\categories of epistemology and metaphysics. I am
not suggesting that these divisions ére not to- be:found in
the vedanta philosophy, but only that the definiti?e
éategories as applied are alien. Both thekse thinkefg'under-
stand the Advaita concept of avidva (ignorance or nescience)
as the "principles of mind expressipgg ;h mselves through

the [Kantian] categories of space, \time and‘cause",l6 and
Deussen implies that §ghkara is merei a non;scientific
Kantian. A full discussion of this issue is beyond the
scope of this work, however, it is of gfeat interest to note
that both these interpreters use the Kantian phenoménal/
noumenal distinction. Both assume that Sankara Advaita

is concerned with a knoﬁledge of tHé noumenal -- a concept

-

(knowledge of the noumenal) that is expressly denied within

16P. Deusseh, System of Vedanta, ps. 52-53.

[\



the Kantian framework and thus seems invalid as a methodo-
logical procedure. A certain amournt of dlstortlon is in-
evitable when distinctions external to a_system are applled
to it.
--’ - - - /.
Other interpreters utilize Sankara's thought to \
address themselves to problems arising from alien philo-

sophical traditions. "E. Deutsch in his Advaita Vedanta

- ~
(A Philosophical Reconstruction) uses Sahkara's thought to

attempt to answer:problems facing western philosophy. 1In

: _ _ . . . ‘ .
order to effect this end he lifts Sankara "somewhat out of
his historical and traditional context”l[ and finds in

' it

Advaita "what is philosophically meaningful to a'westerner”.18

The question of §;uti, S0 critically.important for égﬁkara

is an example.of what is not ”meaningfui for a westerner'.

Sgﬁkara is remqved from his context ”bF a rejection of what
is not still ﬁhi%&sophicglly alive”.lai Although this type

of study of Sﬁﬁkara might prove helpful an terms of thel

western philosophical issues, the very fact that Sahkara's

thought as a whole is not considered, limits its value in

2

17g. Deutsch, Advaita Vedanta (A Philosophical
Reconstruction), p. 3.

181pi4., p. 6.

¥1pian, p. 7.
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-
terms of the study of Sankara's philosophy. leen that the
orientation is touards the understandlno of problems arising

external to. §£nkara s thought some distortion of his thouoht

.

is unav01dable " e

In terms;of"my own methodology, the problem disg-
cussed in this-thesis arises solely from within +the frame-
work of §gﬁkara's philosobhy.20 I will attempt to unoerf
stand §;ﬁkara’s thought within the context of his own
methodologicel_distinctions. In B.suB.,71/1/4 é;hkera makes
a4 distinction between that which is affected by plurelity,
causation and time, and that which is immune from such
effect.zl I haveﬁtermed the former ”cosmolovlcal” and the
latter'"ontologlcal” I use these terms not with the in-
-tention of Buggesting that this western philosophical dis-
tinction is applicable to égmkara's thought, but, rather,

that the.”absolute” distinction that he holds between the

concept clusters, Brahman/itman/Moksa (all of which point to

"the One without a second" -- Sat —- "that which isg"”

—-— Being) on the one hand, and fsvara/Dharma/Samsira/harman/1

Kalga ‘(the ground of multlpllCIty) on the other can best be

indicated by the qualified use of these terms.  The

20See page 35 of this work.

*i 2lsee B.G. Introduction.



N
édjective ”6ntologfcai” refers to that which "is" &hile.
chsmolégical" refers to that which is limited.
: ‘Within terms of the framework of the above dis-

_ ) /.
tinction, adhyasa (superimposition) can be seen as Sahkara's
k <

explanatory principle from the viewpoint of the jiva

(individual soul); that is, in terms of his ontology. ///ﬁﬂHH

. - .
. Sankara's principle of explanation in the ceontext of ‘his

cosmalogy can be.understoo@ as*ﬁima;fﬁéaf(ﬁame and form)
-- presupposed within the adhyasa principle. °

Vic as $ruti is the only source of the knowledge

of Brahman; that is, the knowledge of sat (of the ontological)

' I
can only commence by means of the exegesis of é}uti, Sruti,

LT

Ho&evef, also yields ;nofher f&pe of supersensuous know-
ledge, that of 1dvara ("the-Lord"), of the cosmological.

In order to explain the Qorld of plurality, the'cosmological
must necessarily be assumed. These two realms are separate
from our experienced world of d;yérsity, this world having
arisen entirely from the cosmological. In order for moksa.
to be possible thére-must be a .connection between the world

we find ourselves in, and Brahman.22

228ankara's objection to- SZnkhyan metaphysies is
that, without a point ¢of contact between ontos and cosmos

(duality), moksa is not possible; there is eternal ip-

escapable dualfty.



-

The ontological "1ink" is-the Brahman-Atman identity

("that tﬁau art", Ch.Up., 6/8/7), for Brahman %? the Self
of us allfgg freed from the ugﬁdhis (the'cosmoiégical) fhé
individual soul is Brahman. Thus even the ontological °
connection presﬁpposes the cosmological, in that the “
,individuai soul (limited by adjuncts) can only be explained

in terms of its relationship to Brahman by reference to the

world of plurélity; that is the ontological and cosmological
' ~ 24 )

"shgre" the ground of the jiva,™ A
The dosmoloéicalxiliaﬁz between Brahman and the

world can be understood in terms of the duzl nature of vac.

This world is vac as nama-rupa (name and form); that is,

the world has its origin in vac (language). Thus language
provides the basis for both the world and Knowledge of.
Brahman. Language partakes of both réalms. Language is

both the basis of the upadhis of Brahman and the final

dissolution of these same upadhis.

235 s.B., 1/1/1; 1/1/4; 2/3/7.

24506 section on Adhyasa in this thesis.
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The final section of this Introduction ig devoted
to a brier discﬁssion of“éﬁﬁkarg's pPhilosophical metﬁbd,
in terms of his unquestioned acdeﬁtancé of the‘authority
of éigg; (scripture). 1t might be charged that, ag é{gii
Provides the basis for his Philosophical épeculéfion rather

thanxsense €Xperience or the dictates of reason, §aﬁkara

. . . . 2
Teason. Reason lndependent of authorlty_ls lnconclusive., 6
No thfnker can build z "rational system"” without an
. . > s . / . .
authoritative base. TFor Sankara STUtl providesg Such a

base, -Heaspn-grounded in é}utl 1% a necessary aid in the

~

exegesi f Tipture’ 27
gesis, of scrip ; o

7 // :
.7 N . . .
The authority of Sruti for Sankarg 1s not without
%Salifica on; é}uti is. not oppesed to Sénse-experience or
) D , T

-~

Lo 25For more on this issue refer to §, Mukherjee,
”ééﬁkara on the Relation Between the Vedas ang Reason",
Indian Historical Quarterly, VI (1930), 108~113 ang
K. Satchidananda Murty, Reason and Revelation in Advaita
Vedanta (New York: Columbia University Press, 1956, Part 1.

6In any rational System we can detect the acceptance
of-past~authority -= we call thig "detection" __ history (of
philosophy, of Science, etc.). Sce also, B.s.B., 2/1/11,
"reasoning which disregards holy texts rests Upon individual

7”Enquiry into Brahman, gz disquisition of the

S

i



reason. The autho;ity claimed for scripture is only with
regard to its own subject matter{'(the‘supersensuou#}; :

" that is, éruti is only invoked in‘éﬁseé where the other
means of right knowledge (Eramghas),(perception, inference,
ef@.)'do not appiy. No Eramﬁga can disprove {(sublate) the
knowledge given-by druti wikhin its own spﬁere. The
EramEgas have "absolute" validity within their own domain,
and thus, when £ruti is in Qénflict with other means of H
right knowledgé,.scripture must be re—interbreted in a
secondary sense. Even when one hundred scr&ptural texts

28

¢laim that "fire.is cold" this ‘cannot be accepted as

authoritative, and the word "firé" is understood to refer
to other than the fire we know from experience.

However, éghkara argues vigorously in terms of the

dictates of reason (non-contradiction, etc.),29 using -

reason in "an independent manner with reference to the,

30

vedanta texts', when attacking the positions of other

*

vedinta-texts, to be carried out with the help of con-
formable arguments." B.s.B., 1/1/1.

!
*®Brh.Up., 2/1/20.

T

29My intention here is not to limit the sphere of
reason by the qualification of the acceptance of the prin-
ciple of non-contradiction and pronounce all those who do
not adhere to this principle as a-rational or irrational
(e.g. Jainas) but only that for gﬁﬁkara this is the case.

30g.5.8., 2/1/6. -



schools.31 )

Thus, £he phildsophy of ééﬁkara can hardly be called
blind faith or uncritical in that the. acceptance oﬁkégﬁti
‘F(authorityf'is qualifieé by the limitation gf its validi%y
to its own sphere, and whi{e reason does not compete with
scripturé fdr autho;ity, it does fulfil a necessary function
—— that of "a su?ord;nate éuxilaryuof in;uitio'n”.32
The impdrtance‘of Sahkgka's insistence on the neces-
sity of reason for the ;nterpretat;on‘éf scripture:iies in the
fact that reason is a necessary aid for the understandiﬁg of
the reiationship bgtweén=Brahman and the worléi The in-
telligibility of this reiationship is dependent upon the
reasoned exegesis of scripture (éruti). The comprehension of
the relationship rests upon Sgﬁkara's understanding of the
nature and function of g@g (speech}). The centrality of
adhyZsa and namarvpa as‘the terms of this relationship in -

this context necessitates an examination of these concepts in

order to understand the nature of this relati

SlAs an example of épe-”blind faith" and “"binding"
authority of Sruti compare Sadkara's and Ramanuja's com-

mentaries on the prasthinas (three ''scriptural' sources of
the Vedanta).

328.s.B., 2/1/6 (“intuition" being the "faculty"
of discerning the knowledge to be found in €ruti).



) o CHAPTER ONE
(:jr - 'ANKARA'S TASK: DHILOSOPHICAL AND
' METAPHYSICAL SCOPE AND METHOD
OF THE COMMENTARY ON THE

'~ BRAHMASUTRAS

gﬁﬁkara's philosophical enterprise proceeds from,
the only point from which bhilosophy can proceed; from the

[

conéept of the Real (sart, ”that'which 1s8"), from the

presuppositions of the existence and essential nature of

*

Brahman.,
'Sgﬁkara‘s_stated task is the ". . . freeing of

one's Self from-the wrong notion which is the cause of all

evil and attaining thereby the knowledge of the unity of -

the Self.1 The aim is to realize '"the true nature of

Brahman which can only be known when the appearance of

plurality that obstructs true knowledge is removed”.2 This

apparent plurality is removed by the knowledge of Brahman
"which is‘éonveyed in Vedic passages'.
In order to effect this end, géﬁkara endeavours to

prove that tﬁgi”consistent and uniform”3 Vedic passages

1B.S.B., Introduction.

2B.s.B., 3/2/2; see also 2/3/1.

38.s.B., 3/2/15.
—= 15 (: ,
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i6

indicate that nature of the non-duzl Brahman and teach the
T J b‘-

Brahman-Atman identity.4 This necessitates the,determina-

tion of whether a passage refers to Brahman or éhe COsSmo-
l‘ogical.5 This eptails the reconciiiation of apparent
contradictions in the Vedic texts by ;ejecting primary in -
favour of secondary meanings and thé eﬁplanation-of
proﬁTé@atic sections. In the interests of the removal of
all égétacles to knowledge of Brahman,_ééhkara alsb‘eﬂééges"
in polemical attacks against .the pqsitions held by other
schools with the aim of demonstrating their Jalsity.6

With regard ﬁo-his methodology tw§ related issues
require further elucid&tion. Brahman as '"close" to us as

the Self of everythi‘ng7 must also be understpod as "ever"

*B.s.B., 1/3/25.
“As only Brahman exists (sat) the world must

necessarily be Brahman, but Brahman as the explanation of
the world ~- cosmological (saguna) Brahmanu

6Although, é%hkara‘s philésophical enterprise pro-
ceeds with the utmost. consistency with regard to his
presuppositions (l. Existence of Brahman, 2. "Moksa, and
this entails 3. Brahman-Atman identityy. It should be _3
noted that his thought proceeds only by way of the exegesis
of the Brahmasutras of Badirivana. He is not a systematic
(topical) thinker and the interpretation of his philoscophy
necessitates an awareness of the éontextual connection.

"B.s.B., 1/1/4; 2/1/1.
\

>



beyond. As Brahman is ("'that whichris{) sat. theére can

be nothing beyond or besideS‘Brahman' our undeniably"

' \

_glven world of dlver31ty'must be the Very same” Brahman

S

Our world must be '!seen”8 wrongly, for 1f ”seen
' ) . * ) ‘
correctly it will be "seen" as Brahman. This ”g;ven,

incorrectly—seen" Brahman (the World) must necessarily

17 .

have arisen from Brahman; Ifor, given 'non-dual Brahfman, from

where else can it have'originated? All that is dif-

ferentiated cannot be Brahman, ”oﬁe'without‘a sécond", but

2ll that is dlfferentlated must he an effect and thus must

have an origin, and this orlgln can only be the non-— dual

.

Brahman.g

The non-duality of Brahman is absolute. Brahman

cannot be affected by even the smallest hint of duality.

In light of the philosophical necessity of the world of

plufality being a ‘construction from Brahman, Brahman remains

unaffected by this construction. Brahman is '"ever" beyond

this world untouched by the cosmdiogical.

\.

\

gé;hkara's use of.(empirical)‘vzvahira language
when referring to Brahman will be discussed below.

<

9 -

9It is this loglcal necessity that results in
Sankara's insistance that Brahman is the material cause
of the world and the designation of the_ cosmological as

" -Brahman (saguna).
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§gnkara draws tne sharpest distinction befween the
‘f_ontological and,the.eosmological' When diseussing@the
claim of’ the ulmamsa (ritualistic) systen tnat the sole

' purport of the Vedas is 1n3unct10n to actlon (enqu1:} into
the pature of dharma, duty), he contrasts the fru&ts of
;racfiens; the effects of merit, which_result in "worldly

V ‘ 10 .

'fpossessions and the-like", 1imited by time,'in time

j(cosmologlcal "freedém") w1th’the ontologlcal freedom

- moksa —— Whlch 1s beyond. time, ~not the results of action_

acqulrlng merlt. -Moksa, unlike the eosmdlogica} (dharma,
‘karman, etc:.) is'". . . eternal in the true sense”l} in
‘that it undergeeS‘ne‘changes. It is beyond the "time"

e'lmposed by the kalgas It'is=Brahmén unaffected by the-

-

ereatlon subs1stence qnd dissolution of the world, the
cosmologlcal process l?r ’ |

The same’ ”absolute“ élstlnctlon is held between
,lErama and . Jnana between knowledge as the result of_the

senses the mlnd etc., and knowledge of Brabmam, which

'depends only ‘upon Brahman: Knewledge'of'Brahmén is not

(3

B.s.B., 1/1/4.
B.s.B., 1/1/4.

Ka.Up., 1/2/14; B.s.B., 1/1/4.

-

Y-
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dependent upon the mind. The realization of this knowledge

is not mental ﬁof the mind) but intuij:ionl3 (anuhhaﬁal-
"Bfépman is beéond speech an& mgnd",l4_Brahmam

transends ail differentiétion. Brahman éﬁnnot ﬁg known by
any grémz?a. Percgption canﬁot yieldnknowledg%‘of Brahman
for all pq;geption'implies Brahman as subject.’ Inferepce
cannot give knov&ledge of Bra&n for we cannot infer cause
from just knowledge of the effects; that {f’ we cannot |

Sinfer Brahmaﬁ given the world.

S;uti is the.sole source of the knowledge of .

Brahman. It must be understood, however, that é&&ii itselX
is not this knowledge of Brahman. The word "Brahman" is

S that is, the word itself is part of the con-

only a word;1
struction from Brahman. The concept of Brahman, as absolute,

must be seen as just the rational concept of "absolute'.

.1SB.S.B;, 1/1/3; 2/1/6; 4/1/2; commenting on .
-Brh.Up., 2/4/5, "heard, thought and reflected upon", S;nkara
déscribes the fi nal end of 2ll these mental activities as
intuition. Thus making a distinction between all the-mental
activities and their end. Although, it should be noted
that the® word "anubhava" is sometimes used by Sankara to

refer to empirical knowledge; B.s.B., Introduction.

14 5.B., 1/1/19: 1/1/20.

155 5.B., 1/1/24.
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s : o]
Sruti is but the "origination™ of such knowledg’e.16 S?uti

can but "indicate”l( Brahman. When knowledge of'Brahman_
arises of itself, the Veda (itself but part of the cosmo-

logical) must be disgarded; that is, the Veda is necessar
' ' 18

but only instrumental in the realization of Brahman.

$ruti states that "Brahman transcends both Speech

and Mind”.19

It Qs beyond the cosmological/rational.
§;ﬁkara gxplains that this é}uti (text) must not bé under-

stood as iﬁdicating that Brahman is non-existent, for we )
are gssured of its existence §ia the knowledge conveyed by

.the vegEnté-fexts. Speech gives‘fise to mind, name gives : .
rise to form, to give the conceptual. Sgﬁkara‘s under-

standing of the nature of knowledge, ”knowledge‘cannot be

made or not made upon vedic statements or the mind of

20

man'', leads to the realization that knowledge of Brahman

: _ 2
is perceptual rather than conceptual. L

16 s.B., 2/3/1.

17

B.s.B., 3/2/21.

181pi4. - . -
Ibid N _

19

B.s.B., 1/1/19; 1/1/20.

'\ﬁ) 20p s.B.: 1/1/4. -

lehe veda 1s not conceived but perceivéd: B.s.B.,

2/1/1; 2/1/27; 1/4/28; cf. 1/3/13: Reality (anubhava)
"is spoken of as the object of sight" (safhmyagdarfana). Moksa
is defined as "eternal Self-cognition" (B.s.B.; 1/3/19).




'daisﬁna. - .

21

The term "dardana" (vision) is derived from the ver-
— - .

bal rootdrk (drs)(to see); Reality is fije ”seen“."gnéﬁ:

- ledge of Brahman transcends both the ratiomal and the

-, A
cosmological, is beyond metaphysics and religion as both

presuppose the distinction between the real_and the non-

real or the lesser real. The rational and cosmological

_are conceptual accounts (presupposing difference) of

However, ‘even the idea "Brahman transcends Speech and
s L - - 22
Mind" is expressed 'in languzge. Even the statement ’''the world
is a construction from Brahman" must be expressed by that
construction (language). Language is that which gives
rise to the world &nd yet can "indicate'" Brahman. Reality

) S T -
does not depend upon language but our conceptual (rational)

knowledge of it does, both cosmological and ontological

presuppoese language (the cosmological). How can é}uti,

“which is merely cosmologic, ihdicate beyond itself to

> -

Brahman?

The ‘'cosmological" creation of the world by Brahman

(saguna -- endowed with the necessary qualitieé to effect

22"Brahman” is defined as 'beyond" language, and yet’
ev®n the definition is in language. The negative descrip-
tion "néti, neti" is as far as language can take us within
the sphere of the rational.

r



such a creation) is not a uniform origination: - "Brahman
eternal, unchanging and uniform reveals itself in a
-~
- ) . . 3 . . .
.graduated series of belngs”.2 This series is due %o the

"gradual rise of the excellence of minds" and extends from

blades of grass to saguna Brahman itself.
This concept of "gradation" is also explained by
Sanhara 1n the form of the "doctrlne of the flve sheaths"

(Talttlrlva Upanisad, 2/1—5). The grossest sheath (body)

is that of "food". Mov1ng from the grossest to the most:

subtle, the ne\t sheath is that of "vital airs"; then the

body of ”mlnd”; then "understanding'. The fifth and ”lastﬁ
. T . —
.sheath is the body of "Bliss", this final body is in tréth

‘Ztman itself.Z? | , -

This gradatién is but a reflection-of the grada-
tion of vac (séeech), for the world has its origins in
speech (as does §;uti). Mind {intellect) also_has.its
origins in speech. Human languageqparalléls the bbdy of
"food", in terms of its grossness: "ordinary human state-

ments. are mlxed up with error, untruth and deceit", 25

leading
up to the purlty and unlformlty of the language of the vedas

However, just as the body of "understanding" and the series

235 s™B., 1/1/11.

- -

- 213 s.B., 1/ 11/4/14; 4/1/2; "The Self abides
within a series of sheat $ beginning with the grossest body,
rising until Atman". .

25B.s.B., 2/377.
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~

which preceeds it, are "different” from the Body of "Bliss"
(the body of bliss is not only different in kind but also

different in nature from what preceeds ig), §§uti is

differeﬁt from Brahman. Brahman lies beyond the last member

bf aﬁy Series of gradations.
This p}océss, the gradual‘rising of excellence is

the gradual removal of the obstacles to true knowledge.'

Sruti can take man only as far as the "indication" of

Brahman.

Language is the beginning and end of the cosmo-
iogical -— speech gives rise to the;cosmos, is the cosmos,
and also gives rise to the basis of its dissolution.

"The doctrihe of Sheaths" is a-prime exaﬁple of

what might be called the "vedantic method"” . The beginning

and end of the cosmos is Brahman as  vac -—- saguna Brahman.
The importance of the qualified Brahman is that it leads

men away from the world; that is, saguna Brahman (fgvara

or Lord) is of the utmost importance as the "object" of
devotion or meditation.26 Man is turned away from the
empirical world of diversity towards the unity of Brahman,

creator of the cosmos, only te be turned a "final time" away

265 s.B., 1/1/11: 2/1/14; 3/2/21; 3/2/33.
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fraﬁjx and towards Brahman, sat, moksa. Each of fhe sheaths

is ever more subtle until even'the body of "understanding"

is absorbed into the cosmological. An example of this

vedigtic method, taken from everyday experience, is given
by Sgﬁkaraz7‘if a ﬁan wants to show a boy a certain_staf,
he first shows him the brighteét star in the sky, .then when
-the obstécles are léssened,.and the bby's eyes'are used

to the night sky, he can be directed to that certain star‘

itself. - . -

2'8.s.B., 1/1/8.

G



] CHAPTER TWO

ADHYASA: $ANKARA'S UNDERSTANDING OF THE NATURE
OF THE ONTOLOGICAL LINK BETWEEN -

BRAHMAN .AND THE WORLD'

4

Adhzisa (superimposition) is the most important

-

. 7 . . - - - .
methodological concept of Sankara's Advaita Vedanta. Through

the use of this concept é&hkara resolves the (apparent) contra-
diction between the unity of the scriptural Brahman énd the
diversity of the experiénced‘world.‘ This concept provides
a unique solution to an interpretation of the above. problem
—-- that of unity and diversity. For é;hkara any form of

1

o _ o
dualism falls short of the truth. The ontological link™

between the two realms is to be found in -the Brahman—Ktman

identity. The jzva (embodied soul) is in essence atman,
pure consciousness, but due to the upadhis this identity is
unrealized. ~The questions: ''why must the world of diversity

be rejected?” and: "why does this diversity apﬁear as-the real?"

l’I‘he One cannot in reality become.the many. It can
only appear as the many and the question of How? becomes
of paramount importance.

zsghkara proceeds from §ruti and Brahman, not from
the world.

25



26
are answered by adhgasa To postulate the real as aif-
ferent from our experlenced world (the nunreal’) can never

be philosophlcally satlsfactory in jtself hecause the ques-—

tions: "Why do W€ pelieve this worlds to be real?; OF "why do
- we believe_that we are 1in truth gly a2 Why do we not

- yealize ouT jdentity with’ granman?’ must pe answered.

;3 Ve, caﬁnot deny the existence of consciousness in
tha

one. can say . "I am not'l . 3 ye cannot,doubt the

‘ex1stence of consc&ousness because rmdoubt implies 2

doubter 4 “The objects in & dream do not have the character-

1st;c marks of our glven ”reallty while the content of

the dream is sublated by the waking consclousness, the

consciousness of the dream is real and cannot he sublated.

-Consciousness ié the “substance” of the link petween

Brahman—Atman and Q vER Brahman~Atman ig pure conscious—
ness. lea is the same. ccnsclousness 1imited DYy ugadhls

In his commentary on the Brahmasutras éﬁnkara

~ begins his 1ntroduct10n w1th an analysis of the concept

essential for the understandlng of his philosophy, the

caoncept of adhgﬁéa. Adhgasa, or superlmp031t10n, is defined

B.s.B., 3/1/%

B.s.B., 2/3/7-
B.s.B., 2/1/1%.

e .
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as "the apparent presentatio n, (avébhasa) in the form of
remeﬁberance(smrtirﬁpa), to consciousness of something

previously.observed (pﬁrvgdrstasya avabhasa) in some other

thing”.6 This_condept is Ci?ed as one of the four (possibie)
alternative explanations of the legitimate relationship
bgtween two words standing in the same grammatical case
relationship.? Adhyasa (superimposition), like apavada
(sublation), ekatva (uniﬁy) and viéésa?a (specification)
all necessitate this gramﬁatical case relationship. Thus
given a sifuation where no such/)ase relationship can be
established it "is a mﬁtter not\;equiring any proof
(that the terms-in questiorn) cannot Ee identified", that is,
no relationship, of the nature of the four élternatives
#bove, cén bg{asserted. -

égﬁkara'infrpduces the two terms as vi§aga'[£he
object (of knowledge), the kpown, that which refers (points
to, the notion of ”you” (zusmdt)] and visayin [the subject

(of knowledge), the knower, that which refers to the notion

6B.s.B., Introduction.
7B.‘s.B., 3/3/9 —-- "adhyasa takes place when the idea

of one of two things not being dismissed from the mind, the
idea of the second. thing is superimposed on the first thing
—— SO that together with the superimposed idea the former
idea remains attached to the thing on which the second idea
is superimposed. When e.g. the idea of (the entity)

Brahman superimposes itself upon the idea of name, the latter
idea continues in the mind and is not driven out by the
former™. ) '



of "I (asmat)].8 'The relationship between which is to

be discussed.

Thesé1two concepts are ". . . opposed to each other
as much as darkness and light', they can nevér stand in
the same relationship as one’is dependent upon the other
and hénce'”it'is Wrong"9 to superimpose the vi§aga [non—Se1f
(anatma)] upon .the visayin ["whose Self (EEEE) is dintelli-
gence (Bréhman)] and vice ﬁersa. In spite éf this,_it is

r. . 1R} -~ .- 0
-man's '"'natural procedure (nalsarglka)l - to mutually super-

impose the atma and the anatma, thus ”couﬁling” (mithunikrtva)

the real and the unreal’

Sgﬁkara then proceeds to define adhgiéa as above.
He also cites three definitions alternative to his own and
shows that his definition accords, in-essential detaills,
with the others. Saakara also gives two examples of

. adhjﬁsa from our everyday experience, the shell that appears

8See P. K. Surdaram, "Superimposition', Ved&nta

Kesari (1964), 352-355.

9Radhakrishnan translated as "logically false'.
IP, p. 506. :

: lODeussen, System of Vedianta, p. .53 -~ "innate
disposition'. ’ '
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as silver and the one moon appearing as two. From these
o . ) . ’ B ) .

examples Sankara derives what appear to be the necessary

prevailing conditions for a2z relationship to be, in fact,

a case of adhyasa.. In order for adhyvdEsa to occur it at

first appears that the two things have to be objects

(viséya) and "placed'beforg” thé subject (purovasthita),

that is, presented to the senses. Sﬁﬁkara then asks how
,tﬁe Self, whicﬂ by definition cannot be objectified [for it
iS‘visayiﬁ, subjé%t {of knoﬁledge)], can possibly be in-
volved in a case of adhydsa. He answers that it appears
as the object of the.notion "I". The second, of the
~apparently necessary conditions, 1s rejected bylinvoking
- the exa&ple of colourless "ether” (sky), although this is
not ""placed before" us, at least not according to §ghkar1‘s
understanding of perception,11 the dark blue colour is \\\‘\
superimposed upon 1it. |
Havirg shown that these two objectiohs to .the
relationship between atma and anZtma being terms of adhyisa,.
are in fact groundless, Sahkara then asks if it is not

unreasonable to undfxgtand this logically inexplicable

relationskip as a special case of adhvZsa.

-

11See section on perception, below.
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This mutual adhyasa of self and non-self is ~

L - . . 12 . s e L
-avidva (nescience or ignorance). kﬁls avidva is- the
———————— . -

"basis of all practical distinct%bns”,-thaf is, between
means of knowledge, knowledge and kﬁowing, berween égénts
and enjoyers, both ;n‘ordinary life and in the ngé; fdf all
%hese distinctions presypposela k#ower with a boé;; senses,
etc.. We are bound to‘assume adhgﬁba, for tﬁé\Se%;,wﬁi%h
is "free from all contdct"” {Brahman) cannot become qpi;
presuppésed knower.13 o )

Sankara gives examples of this mutual adhXEsa of
Seif and non-Self which reflect'his understanding of the

graduation in ”being”.lé Extra—personal attributes, such

as the gross body, the sense organs or the interal organ,

—

are superimposed upon the Self. This internal organ etc.

is supefimposed upon the Self, whic£ is, in reality, witnesg
to ;11 the modifications {vrttis) of the inpernél organ,
etc. and vice versa the Self is superimpésed upon the

internal organ, senses etc. Consciousness, just as in a

dream, remains unaffected by this adhyasa.

T n

12B.s.B., 1/3/2 and Introduction.

13That is, without the "feeling" (abhimana) of "IV
in the body there can be no knower. . e &

14The five sheaths, Taitt.Up. (2/1-5), B.s.B.,

1/1/11-12.
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S . L . .
Sankara concludes his Introduction by stating that
this adhy2sa is the root cause of all evil and that_fhe

only z2im of vedi@nta is to free ourselves from ". . . this

%Tong notion and thereby attain kndwledge of the absolute J

unity of the Self". . . s

e . . ) ) s '
Sankara accepts the presupposition of the scriptural

Brahman and its identity with Ztman. He then uses the

concept of adhyasa to explain why we do not realize our-
selves to be the non-dual Brahman. The_consequent need

for moksa becomes the rationale for the whole veddntic

- ~

enquiry. Adhvasa explains why the non-dual Brahman appears

as the world and why we believe the world to be true.

: Adhfﬁsa is the transference ef ‘the propefties,of 8Pe thing.

to another but. the coupling together of things standing
%n‘polar‘opposifion to each otHer counters logic and
results in false adhyasa. Dark and light, Atma and
afatma are superimposed one upbn_the other giving rise to
a‘logiealiy inexplicable reiationship. Copscioue man in
tpe worid is the result of the couplihg of the real and
unreal. This is the ”mystery" of man's existence.

Traditionally the classical schools of Advaita

 Vedanta, have’tﬁderstood this concept of adhydsa ds a

T 15¢ivarana and Bhamat?. -
- <

— :



géneral _thory of ";psychological" error and our experience-of the

world. as "psychic modification”. AdhyZsa was considered to be
an epistemological category dealing with perceptual errors

_of experience; misnerception misconception illusion ‘etc.

- <

‘These Speculatlons often proceeded from the analyses of

< El

Sankara s two examples of adhzasa taken from everyday life.

The 1nev;table "appearance of the two moons”.and the

appearance of the "shell as silver™. 16 ' However, these must

-

be understood only as examples that are c1ted ulthln‘a
partrcular context in order to-attempt to deduce the
necessary conditions for adhyasa to occur. In hlell
Introduction §anhara 's only concern is to postulate a special
'case of false adhzasa (Self and non-Self) and then to prove
.that the relatidonship can be plau51bly terms "adhyasa' aad
that the concept of adhvasa is legltlmately comprehen31ve
enough to 1nclode thlS particular case.

Given this, Saﬁkara Sbviously does not intend
adhiEéa to be udderstood as a_éeneral theory but only as the

ground of the world whose basls can only be explained by

[ P . —
-What might be correctly called adhzaea. Thus, adhyasa isa

——
-

) 16AIso, the "proverbiall snake and the rope.
T . : . -

Fa
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not an error of experience but the basis ‘of all experience.

Adhsta must not be understéod as perceptual error, for ‘

-~

percepﬁionl{ is gependent upon this "first" case of

adhyasa. Adhjﬁsa is a metaphysical concept. The psycho-
logical is‘only possible given the initial metaphysical
adhyasa. ‘ |

Adhzﬁsa siangﬁ-as éﬁﬁkara’siontological:explanation

b

b . Lo - - - ' .
-of the relationship. of Brabman to the world. The spartless,

. non—dual Brahman is rdivided up" into the oEjects‘of know-
ledge and thg kﬁqwers._ The diverse world‘is‘aég;rent and
due to thé mutuallsuperi@position of Brzhman and that

what is not Brahmén.

The ontoiogical'explanation must uti&ize what is
not ontologieal, fhat is, the cosmological,\_l8 for our
given world is diverse. The‘non—Self, that which is notA
consciousness, is presumed fo exist within éaﬁkara’s,
analysis of adhyasa. |

Whﬁt_constitutes the'non—Self, which is coﬁpled
with Brahman, to give‘the world? The “ontologicdl @rgument”

-can only take us as far as the identity'of-the essence

of the‘ji%a {embodied soul) with E%man—Brahman. In order

Y7pranman (the Self) is self-revealing but all
objects are dependently revealed. This dependent revela-
_tiomn "is. perception.

o 18og course, ;P? "ontological argument' is in
language and vac for Sankara is (of the) cosmological.

-
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to "effect" moksa we must return to our world of diversity,

for the basis of bondage, if bondage is transcendable,

.

must be of the® world of-effects, that is, the cosmological.

"The expanse of nEﬁa-fﬁpa is superimposed upon Brahman by

avidya. ndd - - '

18

—-—
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CHAPTEE\%HREEV-
 NAMARTPA (NAME AND FORM): $ANKARA'S
' UNDERSTANDING OF THE NATURE OF
THE COSMOLOGICAL LINK BETWEEN BRAEMAN

AND THE WORLD

I have alre&dy'used‘the word ""cosmological' to

. L.
refer to the aspects of Sankara's thought that have their-
grounding in the world of diversity and not in the pre-

supposition of'the nature of the Real (Brahamn or sat ("being'))

s . ) ! . .
‘as conveyed by sSruti. It is not that Sankara considers

all that is not the partless non-dual Brahman to be of a )
different ontological order from Brahman or on a different

level of "being". Given non-dual Brahman (sat) there

can be no ontological levels.

> /S - T . . - .
- However, Sankara does make a distinction between -

paramartha (highest_truth)'and vyavahara (empirical .""truth")
but this distinction canndt be held to be ontological in

nature. The distinction between undifferentiated '"Being"

" on the one hand and the apparently differentiated on the

other, can be unaerstood as the ontological and the

cosmological because for Sgﬁkara only Brahman "is" and all

B

39
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else, the cosmological,(can be nothing but that-same

-

nigh, 1
M

The cosmological rests upon this diverse world.

All that is diverse must be an effect and all that must be

' 4n effect must have a cause. Thus, man is led to the-

" consideration of _causation. Namarupa is-this cosmological.

o
Sankara explalns rad1ca1 mu1t1p11c1ty by the concept

- of. aruga {name ‘and form) The meaning of this Sanskrit

" .compound will become clear during the ensuing discussion.

e —_ - : C s ,
In Sankara's analysis of damarupa three-distinct levels .can

‘be detected, the third standing as the‘synthesis and

» resolution of the two preceeding levels. [1] The cosmo-

logical, that is, the nature of the diverse, created worid,
crea;;;; and causatlon and Lorshlp [2] The cosmological
necessarlly implicit withiin the context of the ontologlcal
argumentJ the logical conclusion to the adhzasa ”llne of
reasoning’, the relationship of the izig {the embodied-goﬁl)

to the world, and [3] the "relaztionship'" of the cosmological

to the ontological, the relationship of the non-dual

Brahman to the world. Each will be discussed in turn

below.

" cosmos.

1 . .Y .
See conclusion below for discussion on ontos-

I
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1. The Nature 'of the Created World, Creation,

Causation and Lordship, the Cosmological

Idvara (the Lord) or saguna Brahman is the cause of

the cfeation,‘sustenance and dissoluticn Qf'fhe differenti-
ated wo'rld.2 "This activify of the Lorg may be supposed to
be mere sﬁbrt (li;é) ﬁ&oceeding from his own nature without.
referenée to any purpose.”3 This creatéd world is dif- :
. . ferentiated oni& byﬁﬂgmarﬁpa;4 This world of effects is

"evolved exclusiveiyaby.nEmarﬁpaﬂ.s "The divinity thought,

let us evolve nEmarﬁpa;”s' o
What is the cause of this world of effects? Given
the above, how is Brahman the cause? Sarkara argues that

the relationship between any effect and its cause is one

of non-difference. (This theory is known as satkaryavada).

«

He draws upon our ordinary- experience as proof of his

position:

2B.s!B., 1/1/2;-1/1/5. See Ait.Up.B., Introduction,
for equation of saguna Brahman and hiranyagarba.

3B.s.B., 2/1/33.' See N. Smart, Doctrine and Argument
in Indian Philosophy {New York: Humanities Press, 1964),
pp. 101 f£f£. - s e

- —

43.s.8., 1/1/27871/34.

55.s.B., 1/2/22.

— %3 s.B.,.1/1/6.
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such non—dlfference between cause and
effect does happen to be directly perceived
- - . in the case of cloth which is a con-
struction ¢f threads, we do not of course
perceive merely the effect -- the cloth as
such, as apart from the threads themselves
but what we actually and directly see are’
merely the threads only in the condition as ’
warps and woofs.7 -

»_We know that from milk comes curds, from clay come pets
and from gbld come ornaments. This is because the effect
exists in the cause prior to its produetion, "o . . for
had the effect been really non-existent before its product,
there is no reason why curds should not be produced out of
mllk alone or pots from clay . . . all the effects being
equally non-existent, anything might have come out of
anything else”.8 -
However, an effect must be different from ite
cause in‘order for a distinction to be held between the two.
This difference is held by Sankara to be that of vrttl (or
modlflcatlon) but beneath this change we still recognise

the substance as one._10 T . i _

“B.s.B., 2/1/5.

8g. B.s.B., 2/1/8. Safikara criticizes adherents of
other theories as any other relationship between cause and
effect besides non-difference [e.g. (asatkaryavada)-Buddhism,
Mimamsa , anya—Valée51ka] must logically lead to an
anavastha (regressus”ad infunitum).

9See below.

105 s.8., 2/1/8.
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Thus,-damarﬁba, before its evolution as the world
of effects, must not be understood as non-existent but only

as ngharﬁba unevolved, that is to say, before creatieon namarupa

exXisted in the state of potentiality11

12

or in a germinal
‘copdition.

The origination of the world, the "original" 35333
as well as all other ensuiﬁg effepts, is not a real change

13

in substance but only a change in namarupa for "all

effects or vritis are name only, they exist through and

originate from speech (vEc) only, while in reality theré
exists no such thing as modification”'.l4 .
Thus, the plurality of effects originates soley from

16

- 15 _ - .. —
vac, that is to say, namaripa originates from viac. For

Mg s.B., 2/1/17; 2/1/27.

12 s.B., 1/1/5; 1/4/9; 1/4/2; 1/4/14; 1/4/15.

‘lssubstance persists through modification, e.g. milk
and curds -- "in that they take the name of effect'".
B.s.B., 2/1/18.

14B.s.B.,, 1/18; 2/1/14; 1/1/5 —- "we must assume

that the world evolved at the beginning of the creation in
the same way as it is presently seen to develop itself by
namarupa . . . by intelligence".

-

195 s.B., 2/2/11. i

%p. s.B., 2/1/23.
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sgﬁkaré the phrase "having its- origin in 239”: is a
declaration of the unreality of-all effects.17 }//

How are we to understand language (XEE) in this
world.créating_sense? ﬂmvanQWE'&Jre&ﬂvetme apparent contra;

diction between the world originating from Brahman (févara)

and the world arising from the word (ghbda)?
ééﬁkara maintains that the word denotes the species
énd not the individual member of the species, which must'’”’
have an origination. '"The origination of the world_from
the word is not to be understood in the sense that it con-
- stitutes ;té material cause as Brahman does, Eut while
there exists the everlasting word whoseressence ié the
power of denctation in cdnnec;ion with their eternal sense
the accomplishment of such individual things as %re
capable of having these words applied to them is calléﬁ an
origination from the word”.18
. This connection between the word and the thing* that

s . R
it ‘denotes is eternal. Sankara understands the veda (éruti,

vedic words) to be the infallible example of £abda. We know

178.s.B., 2/1/14.

185 s.B., 1/3/28.
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that creation is preceeded by the word from bofh'revelation
(S?uti) and inferénce (smrti) and'glso from ordinary

experience. We must have the word for the completed-

19

product before we can proceed upon any task. These

vedic words became manifest in the mind of the ator,

Prajigati and he suyséquently created things corrésponding,/
to these words. ,The_etérnality of this connectiéglresté
upon the ”sameﬁess of Hamarupa' in each creation (at
pralaya, following the end of each kalpa "when the world
divests itself of nEharﬁha”,zo the letters of the words

21

giving rise to their sense [meanming]

- —¥

B.s.B., 1/3/28.

205 s.B., 1/3/28.

215 ¢.p., 1/3/28. Sankara rejects the sphota
doctrine of the grammarians (a doctrine later accepted by
some schools of Vedanta). The adherents of this doctrine
hold that the word or sentence is an indivisible unity
which is given independently of the component letters of
words. Through the utterance of these component elements
the sphota (unit of meaning or meaning whole) is manifest
and explddes itself into view. This "eternal word" (sphota)
é§.substantial in form and gives rise to all meaning. )
ankara's rejection is based upon the assumption that words
“and the letters, in combination form these words, all
have .the power of denotation, that is, it is the specific
combination of letters and words that give rise to meaning,
and stands in no need of another entity, '. . . there is no
need for the assumption of sphota as there is no separate
cognition/perception of the sphota over and above the per-
ception of the letters" (1/3/28). Also, the ontological
status accorded sphota entails an undermining of the non-
duality of Brahman. °If both are accepted the only solution
is the equation of the two as in (Vacaspati) and this is
certainly not in the spirit of gaﬁkara's Advaita. TFor a
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. world, every thought (concept) having a word to denote it,

The compound "nZmarlpa" is usually translated as
"name and form". In order to understand the imﬁlications
of ééﬁkaré‘s designation of the worid as this namarTpa
if‘ié ﬁecessary to understand his concept of the relation-

ship of thought to language.22 While it might be maintained

. that thought and language are co—extensivé for man in the

for Sankara these two terms cannot be considered to be

» -

equal or identical in nature‘:or functiom. This connection
of concept and word is reflected in the use of such phrases
as 'speech (vac) and mind (manas)". Namar{ipa stands as the

correlate of vac and manas. Sarkara understands perception

(patyaksa) as the vrtti of the mind in accordance with ‘the
rﬁéd\of the object perceived. Given this model é%ﬁkara

makes no distinction between an ¢bj€ct and the "idea" or

v

a more comprehensive analysis of the sphota doctrine, see
paper by K. A. Subramania Iyer, "The Doctrine of Sphora”
McMaster University (reprint 1947), B.133.578 and Datta's
The Six Ways of Knowing (University of Calcutta, 1960),
pPp. 256-5&%_ _For further discussion "on gankara s rejection
of this doctrine, seg _Data, ibid., pp. 259-60 and Dave's
article "Shri Sénkaracarya and S Sphota", Sarada Pitha
Pradlga VI (1966), 198-27. .

22For a summary of this relaticonship in the more
general context of Indian thought refer to J. G. Arapura's
paper, "Language and Phenomena', Canadian Journal of Theclogy,
XVI (1976); 42-53. See also, Murti's article "Some Comments
on the Philosophy of Language in the Indian Context', Journal
of Indian Philosophy (1947), 321-331, and Staal's "Sanskrit
Phikosophy of Language', Current Trends in Linguistics, V
(l967), 499-531. )




‘vrtti or riupa of that object_itself.23 That is, the world

- 1s known only by means of mad's thought or concept: (idea)

of 4t. Naman stands as the name of the riipa (concept, it-

self naman). Both elements of the compound nZman and‘rﬁba
are derivéd:from va (lanouaﬂe)' LlheW1se manas orlglnate
from vEc. The linguistic vac preceeds manas and manas is
both subsequent to and dependent upon vac as one of the

N elements of its ”evolution"z4 (namarupa). Thus,” the
linguistic is prior to and gives rise to the psychological.
The entire expanse of the world is lahguage (Egé) as

dimafﬁpa (name and concept) and man's 'relationship to the

world is linguistic. VZe exists prior to its manifestation

in the mind of Prajipati. Vac exists prior ‘to its organisa-
tion by manas. For every naman there is a ripa, there being
one exception, the ontological. The two names Brahmzan

and Atman which have no rﬁpa and are mere differences in

. 24
name,

238.s.B., 4/1/5.

245.5.B., 4/2/. The priority of the linguistic® _
over the psychological -- ". . . there is no proof

whatsoever for speech originating from mind".
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2. The Cosmological Necessarily Tmplicit

With the Context of the

Ontoleogical Argsument

Although adhyasa is dealt with at length only in
Sahkara's Introduction, the>concept is-implicit in all
subseduent discussions. In the section of this ﬁaper on
adhyasa it was explained that the ontological explanation

of the relationship of Brahman to the world necessitated and

presupposed the existence of the cosmos or what is not atma (anatma).

26

Atman the essence of jiva is one ‘with Brahman®® but due to

the upgahis this identity must remain unrealized. Unlike

nEmarﬁEa.27
The individual soul is to be limited by the various
upadbis, the mind,_28 the internal organ (antahkarana),zg
B §

B.s.B., 1/4/22.

B.s.B., 1/4/22; 2/3/43.

B.s.B., 2/3/17.

B.s.B., 1/3/14; 2/3/43.

B.s.B., 1/3/19.




the body,30 the senses31 and so on, due to the mutual-
édhzisa of the Etman with these adjﬂncts.32 "THe embodied
soul (jfva) realizes its own nature when the expanse of

'nEharﬁba, which avidya superimposes (on Brahman, is dis-

33

solved’. When the individual's ”ﬁEharﬁpa is broken

he becomes immortal",sé that is, when mind, bedy and S0 on,

which are the products of lamarupa, are removed the in-

dividual soul.is Brahman. ”Thus<the‘entire apparent world "

.1s a mere illusion owing to the‘non—digbrimination of the

(Self's) limiting adjuncts -- body etc., which spring
-from namarlpa and form the presentations of avidva -- and
35

do in reality not exist at all". These sense organs,
result in the specific cognition of diversity. When these
obstacles are removed there results the perfect true cognition’

{of) Brahman.

B.s.B., 2/3/47.

B.s.B., 2/1/13.

B.s.B., 2/1/14.

B.s.B., 4/3/14; 1/2/22.

B.s.B., 4/2/22, citing Brh.Up., 6/5.

3%8.s.B., 2/1/23.
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3. - The Ontblogical and the Cosmological

ThlS sectlon stands as the completlon and resolution

of the prev1ous two sections -- the extenfs ‘and 11m1ts of

-

~the relationship between namarupa and Brahman are finally

imposed, =2 line is drawn between the ontologipal,and

coémoloéical, ”excepfing Brahman there is ndthing what—
soever different from.dgmafﬁga”.ss

. In section (1) above the questions of cfeation,
causatiéﬁ And Lordship were discussed. In this section'

§gﬁkara's arguments are followed to their logical con-

clusions. The world was created by saguna Brahman in

accord with'é&? pre-existing word (denotihg only genus)

-

The creafion of individuals denoted by them;S;E“ Was SpOKEn T

of as "the origination of the world” by the word. Given

" non- dual (qualltles nlrcuna) Brahman whdt is the nature

of this saguna Brahman (Iévara) the creatbr?

Saguna Brahman is none .other than Brahman- itself

- apprehended as gqualified by “the upadhis - "owing to the
multiformity of the evolution of_nEhafﬁba”.sT Although it
i : _ o

is inappropriate and illegitimate to ascribe -qualities

(nihafﬁba)'to Brahman, dévoidhof speech and mind (namarupa)

3%p s.B., 4/3/14. ' -7

37p.s.B., 1/1/11.



38 I€vara, in order to

R

this is in fact what takes place.

55e-f§%&ra,‘depends upon  the uﬁEdhis of HEmarﬁpa.39 That

is, all the. qualltles ngcessary to ef fect-creafion‘are‘

-t o ) T

ficticiously a551gned to Brahman, these qualities being - - -

- dependent ﬁpon thg‘"evolﬁtion of_the“germanal principle

called aruga whosé essence 1is avidva" (tHe mutal super-
0 .

-

1mp051t10n of nam uga and Brahman)

The creatoanrom whom namaruga evolves is bhimself con-

-~

41
tinuous with arupa. I4vara is 1nseparable from vac

(sp?ech). qurything but the non-dual Brahman is‘inseparable_
bfrpﬁfﬁianguage). The dlverS1ty of creafxpn its Sustenance..
and its‘dissoiutgpn, ‘mind, body, 1nterna1 ‘organs, the
senses and so on arermére 1anguage: evolviﬁg and evolved
.éccording to the pre—existing\”logic” inherent withigﬂf_pr"

e
vac.

»
385 s.B., 1/2/14.

3% s.B:, 2/1/14 S o

4% ¢ 3., 2/1/14 T
41 < S '
Brahman is sometimes spoken of as being identical
w1té\~hls unevolved namaripa- but. it must not be assumed
that this-is saguna ,Brahman. . See B.s.B., 1/1/5.

-

—
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The modification of-language,. VZE, the entire cosmos
is created/evolved at the beginning of every kalpa and

dissolved, at the end‘of'each kalpa. The cosmods ''goes"

" the way it came, the order of creation is revefsed,%z from -

.vac to %ac: Namaripa abides not in Brahman or- the in-

dividual sdul but is Idvara, in itself, that. is, éﬁc}@biqeg

in vac.

‘then is the pur?ﬁse of the vedic passages that

..
-

- /.
dezal -with saguna Brahman? In the section on Sankagfa's
methédology the "vedantic" method, -- the direction of man's

mind from multiplidity to unity and finally to its very

limits, was mentioned: Saguna Brahman exists to, direct
man away from tHe diversity of effects to ‘the unity of

cause. -Saguna Brazhman has a purpose in terms of devout
44

meditation and devotion.

The ontological status of namarupa is discussed

by §;hkara in a number of different places in his éommentary.

3

425 s.B., 1/1724.

43por if this were not the case at the pralaya

the soul if not partless and if ndt permanent would be
merged in causal substances and moksa would .be thus ™=~
impossible. B.s.B., 1/4/22.

%45 s.B., 1/2/14; 3/2/21; 3/2/23; 4/3/14.

P
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""The term sat ('thatrwhich is') ordinarily denoted that

which is differentiated by nEmafﬁEa, the term asat being -

‘used to denote the same substance previous to its dif-

45

ferentiation.™ "Those things which_are distinguished _

by nEmarupa are in ordinary language called sat." ® Like-

wise the ji%ahood of the jiva is real but in "a figurative

sense oﬁly”.47 .In ordinary language the language of practi-

cal distinctions aznatma 'is referred to as. sat, just as asat

is used to denote namarupa prior to its evolution.

. Sankara is beset with the problem of retaining the

e absolute non-duality of Brahman and of also accounting for
.fhe relationship of that Brahman to ocur given world of

diversity.  This world is vac as namarupa. Sénkara uses

‘the designation vac to denote ”unreality”:48‘ However,

given that this world can in truth'only be non-different

"from Brahman, how can this world of effects be unrea1?%?.

B.s.B., 1/4/15, see also p. 39 above,
B.s.B., 1/1/5; 2/1/17. : .

B.s.B., 1/3/7.

485 .s.B., 2/1/27. °

\
49V3vartav§da, ""that the/ effect is only an apparent

manifestation of its cause', the final cosmological
principle. .




égkkara gttempté to ans&er this'qﬁesfion
using_fhe'cogceﬁt of anirvacaﬁz;as usually .
t:aﬁsiated-as "indefinable™). In‘fhpeé/places in his
héommentafy niﬁéﬁﬁba ié "desc;jbed”jés-anivaCaﬁI&a.SI in o :

two other. plkaces he ‘uses a 51m11ar format (”13/15 not') to

descrlbeyghe reality of 1552 and that of the jiva. 53

When dlscu551ng the obJect of the knowledge of. the

Lord (”hnowledge” belnv part of a tran51t1ve verb) prlof‘

to the création S/nkara §tates,

namarupa . . . which can be defined neither as -
being identical with Brahman nor as differenant 54
from it, evolved but about to be evolved . . . .

- belonging to the Self, as it were, of the ‘ -

: icient Lord, there are namarupa the figments

//g?navidfa,'not to ‘be defined either as sat = L
N i S 55 >
(i.e. Brahman),.nor as different from it. . . . -

- by that element of plurality which is the
fiction of avidya, which is characterized by

concept of anlrvacanlyakhyatl a general theory of error

See Dr. Arapura’'s paper for an account of the differences
between the orlvfnal conception and its later epistemoleogical-
1nterpretat10n (delivered; McMaster University, February

50 This must be dlstlngulshed from the later Advaltlc?

1978). ° .
Sl o 5.,
%%5.5.8., (2/2/3); 1/4/3. | |
53p.s.B., 5/3/30. R ‘ T
54

B.s.B., 1/1/5.

B.s.B., 2/1/14.
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namarupa, which is evolved as well as unmevolved,
which is not to be defined as sat or asat.56

It must be understood that Sankara is not asserting
or denying the reality of the world. Given that only the

non-dual Brahman is sat, his concern is not with the '

i question of whether the world exists or not but with the
nature of ii§ relationship to "that which is". ﬁThus;,it
_ghould be noted that Sankara defines ﬁEhafﬁpa in terms of
Brahman and not vice versa. Qur diverse world (vzce) is
given in_0ur experience but there can be nothing besides
‘thg partless éraﬁman.' This world is in truth Brahman but
due to tﬁ; ugﬁaﬁis superimposed upon Brahman it appears
as multiplicity. '

There are two parallel constructions. MEyva (illusion)

is nimarﬁba,57 "for maya is properly called undeveloped or
38

non—manifested since it cannot be defined as sat or asat".
The jiva, the embodied soul, the illegitimate product

-of atma and anZtma, of Brahman and vac, is "indefinable" in

565 s.B., 2/1/27. 1 '

- S75.5.B., (2/2/3); 1/4/3.

585 s.B., (2/2/3): 1/4/3.
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terms of Brahmén, "it is either neither directly that
(Brahman) nor a .different thihg“.sg
It is mot that the world (vic) is indefinable but

only that, with referenee to Brahman, vac cannot be described.

Given the nature of jgg,‘the cosmological, its reference can
only extend to its own dissolntéen; The removal of all
obetacles_to pure consciousness;'for_this reMOvai‘(diesolue;;
fien) is Brazhman. | |

it should be noted however, that Brahman appears to
be denoted by the mahavikyas (great sayings), ”Eég tvam

asi”,so "Aham Brahma'Asmi”sl and so on. Their meaning is

dependent upon the presupposition of the existence and

nature of Brahman. Given this, their meaning implicitly

presupposes vac and negates the-expanse of namarupa (vac)
-- the final etage in the vedantic method of énhkarei

The necessity of the world being non-different from
Brahman gives rise te the world being understood and §

vivarta (unreal manifestation) of the absolute. Brahman

595 s.B., (2/2/3); 1/4/3.

Ch.Up., 6/8/7; quoted B.s.B., 1/1/4.
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is spoken of as the "revealer of nEmafﬁga”.sz Brahman

i1s the ground of the world's "existence'", '"the entire body B

63

of effects has no existence apart from Brahman". The

complete'reveaiing of vac cannot be accomﬁifshed except

64

by E;Ehman. "Brahman becomes the basis of this entire

65 It is

apparent world with~its modifications, ete."
important to note that while Brahman can be maintained as
the basis of the world" its real and true nature it at the
same time remains unchanged, lifted above the universe”.66
That is, "as the distinctions of nEharﬁEa originate
entirely from zéé (speech, and thus, are unreal) it does
not mitigate againgt.the partiess Brahman”.67

It should be understood tﬁat this designation of

vac as neither sat or asat is not a postulation of onto-

logical levels. The world still arises from speech and

thus is asat but given Brahman as sat, which it (vac) is

-
25.s.8., 1/1/22.
$3p.s.B., 2/1/14. .
64p.s.B., 1/3/42. o 'K
65 |

B.s.B., 2/1/27.°

%65 s.B., 2/1/14.

°’s.s.B., 2/1/14.



not, it cannot be ény other thaﬁ.anirvacaﬂ?&a(indefigable)

when "compared" with Brahman.

54



CHAPTER FOUR

ANALOGY AND METAPHOR-BRAHMAN AND THE WORLD

. : : _
Sankara's philosophical writings abound with
illustrations taken from everyday eXperience which are
"extended" and used to refer to the realtionship of Bfahman_
. , - -
to the world. The snake and the rope; the air and the
jars; sea, ripples, foam and waves; the man and the post in
the dark; the spider and its web:; the reflection of the
sun in the water; and so on all illustrate this relation-

ship of Brahman to vac.

Sankara expdunds the limits of analogy, ". . . when
two things are compared, they are so only wifh reference to
some particular point they have in common . EntirereQualify
of the two can never be demonstrated, indeed if it could be
ldemonstrated there would be an end to that particular rela¥

. . . . . 1
tion which gives rise to the comparison'.

Thus, analogical
relétionships are dependent upon both similarity and dif-
ferencgg .

However, Sgﬁgara warns against the use of analogy

as anything but illustrative when referring to things Beyond

15.s.8., 3/2/21.



the empirical, "analogles of ordinary experience cannot be
. - . . ‘ 2
applied to something learnt from scripture’.
A good example of this point concerns the guestion

2
of apavada (sublation). It is defined as occuring when "an

idea previously attached to some object is recognised as
falsé and driven ou€ by the true (later) idea which springs
up after the f_alse.one”,3 ~— the first idea is s2id to be T
"sublated" by fhe second. Tﬁe waking state is said to_sub—
late the dreaming state. Sghkara uses exémples drawn from
the empirical levél4 of sublafién as analogies for the
"rising” of knowledge culminating in jﬁina.s When a post is
seen in the dark and it is-fthoqght" to be a man, a torch *

6 That is,

can be acquired'agd the post recognised as a post.
the later empirical knowledge sublated the initial know-

- ledge. All empirical knowledge can thus be sublated by

2p.s.B., 4/4/10.

38.s.B., 3/3/9.
4From where élse could examples be drawn.

SSee" p.L2of this work.

5.5.8B., 1/3/19.



~y

"truer” or more complete empirical knowledge. Then, given
the nature Bf Brahman- (in this context, in terms of>the
concept of adhvaéé), only k;owledge of Brahman can be said
to be unsublatable. However, it should not be considered -
that knowledge-of Brahman stands atvthe end of.a series of
apavadas but only as illustféting that empirical knowledge
is incomplefe, ingsubstantial and inconclusive, in terms
of thé knowledge of Brahman. .
.When discussing the quéstion of what happené—fo
dvidyi'when knowledge of Brahman is realized éﬁﬁkara Says,

"the whole process is similar to that by which:an imagined

snake passes over into a rope as soon as the mind of the

beholder has freed itself from its erroneous imagination”.{

We can see that in the case of'empirical apavada the initial
perCeption is not wholly annihilated_but that something 1is
retained from the errcneocus perception and transformed into
the correct perceptio§. However, to insist that jﬁina

must thus necessarily be a2 transformation of gramﬁ fdiis

to recognise the nature of analogy, that is oniy allowing

the analogue to stand as an analbgue.s

. 7 ’ ‘ ) \
. B.s.B., 1/3719. '

: 8 . . £ - . . .
o Sastri accuses Sankara of inconsistency over this

‘issue, see Coliectéd Papers of S. S. Suryanarayvana Sastri
(University ﬁf Madras, 1961), Essay 6.
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~ Given the nature of anal&éy as understoédlby §;ﬁkaré,
it cannot be legitiﬁately assertedtthat there are different
ontological Iévels cofresponding to levels of apavgdé.g
‘Sghkara also uses the éategories of -"figurative
. expressioa” and mefaphor to describe the relationship of
Brahman to the world. Evolved ﬁihafﬁga is figurativély.called
sat and unevolved namarupa is referred to as asat. The JEEE

is similarly called - 'sat,; "Brahman itself is, on accounti of

its connection with fhe uggﬁhis, métaphorically called

individuzl soul‘”.10

; . . .
Although Sankara geoes to great lengths .to .prove

that Brahm®n is the cause of the world,ll'”we must .remember

that the scriptural doctrine of creation does not refer to
the highest reality, it refers only to that which is

characterized by aruEa the figments of avid€§ and it

aims 2t 1nt1mat1ng that Brahman is thé‘Self of everythlng” 12

-

9Usually given'as asat ”barren woman's son'" (neither
sublatable or not) (2/1/187), not sat/asat "the world"
(appearance. sublat&h\?) and sat—Brahman (unsublatable)

105.s.8., 3/2/10.

1 .B., 2/1/14.

125 s.B., 2/1/14.
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Sankara 2lso presents his interpreters with a
"problem b§ insisting upon a ""perceptual realism'.

- This world of practical distinctions must. be under-—

"stood as "real™ (figuratively speaking, see dbove) until
13 -

B moksa is realized. .

The non-existence of external things -cannot . ’ -
be maintained because we are conscious of
external things . . . and that of which we
.are conscious cannot but exist . . . nobody
when perceiving & wall is consciocus of his
perception omnly, but all men are conscious
of walls and posts, etc. as objects of their
perceptions.14 - - .

In order to understand why égékara insists on the '"reality'|
of the external world we must consider his '"'model" of per-
ceptionﬁaﬁd his understanding of the natufe of knowledge.
PrEtvakea (perceptio_n)15 is immediate "knowledge".
The Qipd is in direct contact with the object (vrtti). This
knowledge is immediately ”vaiidd fer §ehkara makes nd‘dis—'

tinction between truth and validity. All cognitions are

‘svaprakiisa (self-luminous). That is, pefceptidn is not’ of

R

the simple "empiricist™ -type but yields pergeptual knowledge.

1835.s.B., 2/1/14; 1/1/4. : -

-

14p s.B., 2/2/28. See also B.s.B. 2/1/14 for reality
of dream obJect in consciousness.

See N. Smart, Doctrine apd Argument in Indian
Phllosophy (New York: Humanities Press, 1964), pp-. 101 ff.
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Thisrmodél Jof, perception muSt be ﬁnderstood only

-as an analogue of pe*cepﬁlon/cognltlon of Brahman, fof

~ v

,jsghkara can\hardly be ascrlblng reality to that whlch is

unreal (vac) that whlch at best can be called flguratlvely
. N -
real. Brahman .cgnnot reta1n~1ts absolute non- duality if -

- v ¢ -

Tit is-held to_be degendent upon anythlng else. .”Action”

is deiined by_gaﬁkari as that which can Qr'cannof be done.

"Knowledce is .not an activity and depends entlrely upon

3

the exlstent . - - and not upon vedic statements or the .

.

mlnd of man. g Brahman, conscipusness*(cit} is "eternal

unchanglng cognition". As there exists nothing beﬁond'or N
pesides Brahman, this cognition is "pure se¢lf cognition".
leen the nature .0of the non- dual Brahman cognition

can be nothlng other than 1mmed1ate (anaroksa) Cognl-

tion in- tﬁshemplrlcal world although Bf the unreal must
1og1cally stllI depend on the vastu (thlnb, 1tse1f) and
. _G ’

not upon the "mlnd of man"'
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CONCLUSION |

R .. K B
, - - -

: T : ff:"\_;t‘o oo " A - '
In this thesis the‘quesfion.o;flanguage has been. .

LY

dlscussed in terms pf the Telatlonshlp-of the non—dual - ~u'a*-

Brahman to the given world. It has been shown that*égnhara - ,];

. - - o

proceeds from the’ presup0051tlon of the ex1stence and nature

of the non—dual Brahman and his p051tnon remalns con51stent

‘Wlthln the contett of thlS bsolute unlty B The sharpest

e ps

dlstlnctlons are drawn betweeg Ythat Wthh 1s" and the-'

oworld . of dners:Lty in wnich ran’ finds hlmself Wlthln the rea.lm -

'-is‘nqx the non—dual Brahman is vac. vac as-n aruga is

of the\cosmologlcal thexre are gradatlons Whlch aﬂlow

§/nkara to, postulate hlS ”vedantlc method"" It was noted4 -
‘ . ° .-
however that sat must always remaln "abonx\and beyond” . .

.the last member of any'cosmologlcal;order,. The cosmologlcal

[
~

N .
canfonly return to itself leav1ng Brahman. ] - N

This world orlglnates from vac (speech).”. . Allnthat‘

the world. ' This world of diversity is name (nZman) and con-

cepfion (rﬁpa)f{_"ﬂs mind (mzhés)‘is‘dependent onIGZb so -

L

43" - S : - E

lThat this is so is best proved by the. example .of

inference which is only possible if the ”word” is recoIlected
subsequent .to- perceptlon.

'\

v
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ripa is debendent upon naman. Thus, namaripa conceptually

. Structures "existence" and renders it 1nte11101b1e meaning-

ful. Our world is revealérﬁ%y language (vac), it 1s through
the word that’ the "object" comes near to us. leen the

priority of the linguistic over the psychologlcal it is

the word which sustains the "thing" in its "being".

The creation of-.the world.is only the modification

- of the "word" (va).' The phenomenality of man is the -

product of vic and his relationship to the world
is linguistic'(fgc), for perception is dependent upon
language. Adhyasa and *'afﬁga' SZakara‘s principles for

e\pllcatlnéighe nature of the relatlonshlp between Brahman
—_—

-

. and the world, both rest upon vac

S

ST - :

S/nhara designates the world as "illusion"“ and

. - .o - 3 . ;
considers its "annihilation"” to be necessary in order for

Brahmajhana to be possible.él At the,same time he

insists that 'no man can actually annihilate this whole

-

existing‘thing”,5 fdr, if that were the case, '"the firsf

?B.s.B., 2/1/22.
. o
B.s.B., 3/2/21.
*B.s.B., 2/1/9; 3/2/21; 2/1/23; 3/2/4..
: _ _ |

., 3/2/21.

-
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-releaggé pefsoﬁ would haveidone'it for once and all";sf

~

in faet, it is

e

and DEES the world would "empty” while

—

lfilled with names and forms. How then are we to understand
L < . .

the "unreality” "of all that is vao2.

The world is- spoken of as being %at in a figurative‘

~fashion. . Given that only the .non-dual Br ary is sat there:

a——————

car be nothing besides or beyond Brahman. Thus it becomes
. —— .

e ' a logical necessity to render the world as anirvacaniya T

. : - (indefinable), és on the one hand it is mot Brahman but

on the other it can%ét be any%@ihg but Brahman: The answer

lies in Sankara's unde tanding of -the bhtologicai—

cosmologicﬁl cé--ectiqn, is the microcosmic gzﬁg and the

macrocosmic wofld.’ | ? v - -

féé the cosmological-abides in itself, it is the
"reflection"” of nothing upon not@ing. The cosmolpgicgl
forms ﬁ completel”hermetically” sealed circle,.ﬁevér
touching Brahman.

X ;_The concept of adhyasa provides us with the

rationale for the whole enguiry; man's separation from

]

s .s.B., 3/2/21.

- o 7See pages 48-90f this thesis.
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'Brahmaﬁ_giving rise to fhe’éged for moksa. The mutual'

-

superlmp051tlon of the Self (Brahman) w1th vac gives rlse ) }

-

.to both the 1'va and the world. As le is neither Brahman
nor- dlfferent from it, so the world. has the same indefinéble
status. In the fourth adhzaza §;nkara dlscusses the-

"mechéﬁics” of the reallzatlon of ;nana- He describes the

dlssolutlon of the nam aruga of the 31vanmuhta This process

"is an exact rarallel of the creation of vac in reverse order;.
—— ! ]

for man and the world are one (vEe). . Boéh are the myéterious

combination of the real and fhe unreal. °The world is not

dissolved at the mukéi of the first man, . for every jzﬁg is

the world. The whole of ﬁgg is dissolved into vac, unreality

into unreality. The-apparent enmeripg into coﬁﬁeétion with

. Brabman does not affect either vac or reality. |

The complete revealing of rmamarupa, is vac

'prought back upon itself, leaving ndthing but Brahman.
“The;e‘is no logical necessity for the,categorfgS of

the ontological and cosmological to be mutually exclusive,

as in §;£kara. In the crudé pantheism of Ramanuja this

%

is certainly not the case. Vac in the Rg Vedas‘is‘a

8See Rg. Veda, '§/41/3-5
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manifestation of the highest reality revealed to worthy

pis can can be seen as the means by which he could

"take hdld" of the whole cosmos. Vac was both ontos

and cosmos. It was through the power of'game to realize
the-essence of tﬁings (reaiity) that zgg, manifest

as 'the revealed word, led to the transceandent. It is
this véry equation of cdsmology and ontology that is‘

: ) - . _ . _
rejected by Sankara. Brahman is sat, all else-is asat;

Brahman is atma, all else is anztma, the logically in-

~

‘explicable fact of t%ﬁ.apparent "being" of asat is the

-mystery of-”existence;;k'
o "I have uséd tﬁe.word-”ontOlogical” throughout in a
'very.specific‘ﬁay —Q_tb refer to sat. The usual under- |
staﬁding of thé’word as denoting the lévels of "being",
postulated by man in order to accoﬁét for his experience,
is not applicable_to the thought of Sahkara. However, I
have used the word a5 he discusses thé nature of "being",
the basis of these discussions being the total demarcation
of sat from j@s'(the coémologicai).
In terms of philosdphy, it is necessary to attempt.
to concéptualize the level of ontos aﬁd this ?equirés the
; .
use of language."Iﬁ this way man, gtanding in the midst
of the cosmos, can see Vac aé the only means to the .
realizafion of Brahman. All 3anguage (ﬁég)‘points beyond‘

itself not as the positing or denial of the reality of

Xy



its_owh;constructién but as asserting. its own limits by

poiﬁtingléo its own dissolution -- aﬁd this is Brahman._

In this_way all words cén be seen as “poiétingﬂ to Brahman.

Sgékara asserts nothing of-the world except its unreality

and this is'inexplicable for it can be nothing but Bfahman.
Man bound within thé closed circle—of the cosmo-

logical (zéé),can only exhaust its possibi ties féf it

'is only his consciousness that can reveal vac. The’

world of nog:self is oniy intelligible due to the subject

of which it can become the object (visaya) due to

superimposition (adhvasa).

L S D
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