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INTRODUCTION

According to Indian tradition there are six basic sys-
tems of Hindu philosophy: Nyaya, Vai§e§ika, Yoga, Samkhya,
Mimamsa and Vedanta. These six systems or daréana-sl(literally,
"views") all developed from the ideas of the Vedas and
Upanigads, which they accept as supreme scriptural authority.
Most surveys of Indian philosophy present variously organized
summaries of these six “orthodox" schocls, along with separate
treatments of the Buddhist and Jain philosophies. No account
of the philosophical systems of India may be considered com-
plete, however, without a discussion of the Pratyabhijna branch
of Kashmir Saivism.

Saivism is the general term for all those schools which
are based on the scriptural authority of the éaiva Igama-s,
rather than the Vedas and Upanigads. ZAgama (Sanskrit gam +
2, to come) means that which has "come lown" from preceptor to
student through the ages. These Saiva scriptures generally
consist of dialogues between Siva and his consort Parvati,
personifications of Supreme Being and Supreme Power.2 Little
is known of the historical development of these works, or of
their relationship with the earliest forms of Saiva worship,
which has been dated (on the basis of very scanty evidence, one
might add) as far back as the pre-Aryan Indus Valley civiliza=-
tion (ca. 2500 B.C.). "Amongst the many revelations that

1
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Mohenjo-daro and Harappa have had in store for us, none is per-

haps more remarkable than the discovery that éaivism takes its
3

place as the rost ancient living faith in the world." .

Kashmir has long een a center of Saiva beliefs. Accord-

ing to the Nilamata Pur@pa (ca. 6~7th cent. A.D.), there existed

in Kashmir "from the dawn of history" a polytheistic religion.
which included the worship of aboriginal deities such as birds
and serpants and ghosts, the liégg of §iva, various Vedic and
Purdnic deities, and even of the Buddha as an incarnation of
Vignu. It is certain that Buddhism was well established in
Kashmir by the time of Adoka (272-232 B.C.), if not earlier.
Saiva worship probably antedated the entrance of Buddhism, and
Hinduism of a Saiva character co-existed with Buddhism as the
dominant religions of Kashmir through the following thousand
years.

The eighth and ninth centuries of the Christian era wit-
nessed a religious upheaval in Kashmir, which resulted in the
waning of Buddhism and the emergence (or, as §aivas believe,
the "re-emergence") of Saivism as the predominant religion of
the area. Kashmir at that time represented the meeting ground
of a wide variety of religious currents then flourishing in India.
Drawing upon the prevailing ideas of Buddhists, Vaiyakaranas
(Grammarians), Naiyayikas (Logicians), Sifikhyas and Vedantins,
as well as its own Egama heritage, a éaiVﬂ philosophy of pure

monism was developed in the valley of Kashmir.
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Kashmir éaivism is distinguished by its pure monism--its
belief in éiva as the one sole principle of reality--from the
duadlistic and the dualistic-cum-non-dualistic outlooks of other
éaiva systems. According to Saiva tradition, the teachings or’
éé_s__t_rjl_-s which issued from the divine mouths of the Deity origin-
ally consisted of 6l systems, representing as many different as-
pects of thought. Most of these Sistras disappeared with the
growing influence of the present Kali age. Then §iva, taking
pity on the spiritual darkness of the world, appeared on Kail3sa
Mountain and commanded the sage Durvd@sas to spread in the world
again the knowledge of these teachings. Durvisas created by
the power of his mind three sons to teach men the Saiva doctrine
in its three aspects of diversity, diversity-in-unity and univy.

l. The doctrine of diversity (bheda) or duality (dvaita)

teaches that there are many principles which consti-
tute the essence of all things. This doctrine is
today associated with the Saiva Siddhinta system,
which is prevalent in South India., S$aiva Siddhnta
believes in three eternally distinct categories:

the individial soul (pasu), the world (pEfa) and the
Lord (pati). The Seanskrit terms for these categories
are derived from the allegory of a beast, its fetters
and its owner.

2. The doctrine of diversity~in-unity (bhed@bheda) or

dualism~cum-non-dualism (dvaitadvaita) teaches a

diversity of principles from one point of view, and
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a non-diversity from another. The Vira éaiva school
maintains this doctrine, and it contends that §iva
and §akti are respectively and separately sat end
cit: the stalic and the dynamic, the transcendent
and the immanent, the impersonal and personal aspects
of reality.

3. The doctrine of unity (abheda) or non-du..iism
(advaita) represents the philosophy of Kashmir éaivism,
which expounds the essential identity of all that
appears as many.

Within Kashmir Saivism, the Pratyabhijfid branch may be
regarded as the philosophy proper of the school., Other Kashmir
Saiva writings deal extensively with yogic and tantric method-
ology and present the monistic §aiva position as doctrines of
faith with little concern for philosophical reasonings.
Pratyabbijna philosophy provides constructive arguments in
support of the school's beliefs and critical refutations of
other systems, both vedic and non-vedic.

The Pratyabhijna branch of Kaéhnir Saivism is named after
the school's theory of "recognition®" of the Self. Though the
term had been used earlier by Buddhists,7 the Kashmir éaiva idea

of pratyabhijnd is presented for the first time by Somi3nanda and

his disciple, Utpala (ca. 9th cent. A.D.). Somdnanda's Siva-
drgti marks the beginnings of speculative philosophy in Kashmir

Saivism. In it he defines pratyabhijfia as the realizaticn of
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the immanence of Supreme Reality (éiva) in this world consisting
of multiple objects, centient and insentient. This realization
ovceurs by means of the perception and direct experierce (m)A
of one of reality's aspects and the simultaneous remembrance
(smarana) of its other aspec’os.8 The process of recognition is
illustrated by a charming analogy:

Suppose that the passion of love is aroused in a young lady
by mere hearing of the excellences of a hero and that she--
intensely desiring day and night to sees him and with her
heart completely out of control--sends messengers, writes
love-letters, and has her already slim body made slimmer
still by pangs of separation. Now the hero unexpectedly
turns up in response to her entreaties and stands before her.
But she is not able to zpprehend clearly his distinctive
great qualities and consequently to her he is nothing more
than an ordinary man. . « .

But when she distinctly cognizes those excellences in him,
through a word from the messenger or recognition of a char-
acteristic, her heart immediately blooms fully like a wonder-
ful bud. And in consequence of repeated enjoyment of union,
she experiences the rest of the heart in other forms also.?

/
In a like manner, all the characteristics of Siva are

16
previously cognized (anubhuta-pirvah) in their totality by our

Supreme Self. They remain hidden from awareness owing to the
veiling power of the individual self. Thus the system holds
that the means to realization of reality is not knowledge of
the unknown, but recognition of that which is already known--
namely, that "I am Siva, the omnipotent and omniscient Lord.n s
Somananda amd Utpala believe Self-recognition to be the

means and the end to attainment of perfection. They approach

this spiritual goal as one which des not require any of the
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ritudls of yogic practices or the Egamas. Utpala describes the
z

system as "a new and easy pa’c.h.":L In contrast to the various

methods (updya=-s) prescribed in the ancient éaiva texts,

13
Pratyabhijhg is anupdya-marga--a path which needs no performances

of any kind.

Unfortunately, very few of the writings of these earliest
two Pratyabhijfiavadins are extant. Tody the system is mainly
known through the works of their famous disciple, Abhinava
Gupta (ca. 950-1015 A.,D.). Abhinava'ls extensive treatises on
Pratyabhijng philosophy far outnumber his works on poeticse.
Nevertheless, Abhinava's pre-eminent position in the field of
poetics has long been acknoiledged, while his contributicns to
speculative philosophy have ... as yet been fully appreciated.

Pratyabhijnd has come to £he attention of modern scholars
only in comparatively recent times. Bilhler, in reporting on
his search for Sanskrit manuscripts in 1877, provided the im-
petus for Pratyabhijfi study with his discovery of a numter of
manuscripts belonging to the school.m The first Western trans-
lation of a Pratyabhijna text did not appear until 1905, with

- .15
Barnett's presentation of Abhinava's Paramarthasara. In the

same year the editing of Kashmir Saiva literature was begun by
the Kashmir Research Department in érinagar, and almost 100

volumes of the Kashmir Series of Texts and Studies have simce

been published. This includes almost all the major Pratyabhijna

works for which satisfactory manuscripts are available, and a



great many of these texts are now found in translatiom.
PratyabhijAa scholarship, though, is still at a very early
stage of development. Not only have publiched Pratyabhijna
texts been only partially translated, but those texts and trans -
lations have, for the most part, been ignored by students of
Indian philosophy.

Too often previous studies have treated Pratyabhijna
merely in the general context of Kashmir Saivism as a whole 3
they have failed to distinguish the metaphysics of Pratyabhi jha
from the religious doctrines and yogic methodology common to
all of Kashmir Saivism. Any separation of Pratyabhijha philo-
sophy from the yogic and tantric thoughts which form the back-
ground and basis of Kashmir monism is, to a certain extent,
artificial—all Pratyabhijni teachers discuss at great length
the yogic and tantric methods to realization of Self. However,
such a separation is necessary if we are to obtain an assess-
ment of Pratyabhijni as an integral system of speculative
philosophy which may be compared to ’phe better-known Indian
systems of thought.

By far the most famous Indian system is Safkara's non-
dualistic (advaita) school of Vedanta. Although there is an
oft-cited maxim among students of Indian thought that Indian
philosophy and religion are inseparable, in discussing éaﬁkara's
theories scholars have quite clearly dissociated his metaphysics

and epistemology from the yogic and devotional material found
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in his writings. Slankara's philosophy has been subject to

intensive scrutiny over the past 100 years, by Indians and
Westerners alike. It has been universally acclaimed as the
quintessence of philosophical Hinduism and as the highest form
of Indian Idealism. TFratyabhijhi, by way of contrast, has
been dismissed in most accounts of Indim philosophy‘as a
"popular,” "theistic® or "minar religious™ system.

Since Advaita Vedanta has become the standard of philo-
sophical Hinduism to which all other systems are to be com-
pared, it is not surprising that Buhler did in fact compare
Pratyabhijni to Advaita Ved3nta in the first presentation of
the Kashmiri school to the Western world. Buhler noted in his
report that the Pratyabhijiia system "appears to be pure idedl -
ism and an application of S,aﬁkaré'.carya's principles to the Saiva

pbilosophy.“la

Later scholars have followed Bihler'!s lead and
have described Pratyabhijiz as Mapproaching Sahkara's idealism,"l9
"greatly influenced by é’a.r'lkara's Vedantic doctrines ,“m‘, and
"definitely influenced by $ahkara ,noL

There are a number of basic premises common to both
Pratyabhijna and Advaita Vedinta, including:

1. The Supreme as undivided consciousness, there being

no separate material cause of the world.
2. Identity of limited self (jiva) and Supreme Self

(atman), not jiva as a part of or dependent upon

atman.



3. Bondage being the jiva's non-recognition of his own
true nature, and knowledge (jnana) being the path to
liberation rather than devotion (bhakti).

At the same time, there is one major point of difference
whereby scholars have distinguished the tw systems. Pratyabhijna,
it is said, contends that the wrld is a real extension of the
freedom (svatantrya) of éiva-consciousness. This 1s contrasted
with the Advaita VedZnta notion that the world is an illusory
manifestation (vivarta) which is superimposed upon the qualiti-
less Brahman,

This latber point represents a significant area of dis-
agreement between the two schools., The unreality or mere pheno-
menality of the manifest world is perhaps the most character-
istic notion of Advaita Vedanta (and one which has often been
improperly applied to Indien philosophy as a whole). If
Pratyabhi jid agrees with Sahkara as to the existence of one un-
differentiated principle of consciousness, how can it disagree
with Safikara as to the illusory nature of the manifest world?
Or, if Pratyabhijnd truly professes non-duality, then how can
the world of diverse objects and subject-object differentiation
be considered real? Pratyabhijﬁé studies have contented them-
selves with listing points of similarity such as the above, along
with this one major point of difference between the two schools,
without explaining how such an alignment of views is pcssible.

/ »
Furthermore, that Sankara's “influence" may be used as an explana-
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tion of similarities between the two schools 1s a hypothesis as
yet unproven; it is based only on the earlier date of éa.ﬁkara
(he is generally thought to have lived at about the eighth cen-
tury A.D., or aout a century before Somananda), the greater
fame of the Vedanta system, and on a very doubtful legend of
Safikara himself having traveled to Kashmir.. )

I began the research for this dissertation with a view
towards a general analysis of Pratyabhijha philosophy and a sub-
sequent comparison with Advaita Vedanta. Surprisingly, the
assumed homogeneity of the Pratyabnijna system was sharply
brought into question by Abhinava's numerous divergences from
the theories of his predecessors, Somananda and Utpala. These
divergences are serious enough to cast doubt upon the value of
any generalizations which treat Pratvabhijnia as a single school.
What is required is a specification of Pratyabhijia research
into consideration of differences among members of the school.

Modem scholars now acknowledge the fact that Advaita
Vedanta is not a monolithic system but consists of a fascinating
variety of important and individualistic philoso;>hers.23 Such
disparate Advaita Vedintins as Vacaspati Misra, Praka$itman and
Sures’vara, all base their view.;; on the authority and writings
of Sahkara, Abhinava's dominant status in Pratyabhijha
parallels Safikara's position in Advaita Vedanta. The scope and
complexity of Pratyabhijfni as developed by Abhinava makes it,

like Safkara's Advaita, liable to a wide variety of interpreta-
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tions. Had there been a more actiw succession of philosophers
to approach Abhinava's work critically, then there probably
would have arisen within Pratyabhijna the same diversity of
views found in Advaita Vedanta.
Previms studies of Pratyabhijﬂi have failed to recognize
the complexity of the system. Accepting Abhinava's ostensible
role as faithful commentator on his predecessor!s works, differ~
ences of opinion within the Kashmiri school have been generally
ignored and always minimized. Abhinava adopts a number of
theories which are prominent also in the philosophy of éaﬁkara:
reflectionism, superimpositimn, distinction between levels of
reality, and sublation. There has been no attempt made to iso-
late these theories common to both Abhinava and Safikara. Conse-
quently, there has been no discussion of the problems generated
by this material of Abhinava's—-namely, that it conflicts with:
1. positions taken in the earlier works of Somananda
and Utpala,

2. other portions of Abhinaval's own works; and

3. the generally accepted synopsis of the school as
"realistic," rather than illusionistic in the
manner of Sankara's Vedanta.

Part I of this study (chapters 1,2) will begin by survey-—
ing Kashmir Saiva literature and identifying Pratyabhijnals
place within that literature. It then introduces some of the

precepts and terminology of Pratyabhijna, including the system's
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categories of manifestation (_’c_@l‘g_rg-s). To a large extent the
school does adopt the common language of Indian philosophy; it
retains, though, much terminology which is unique to Kashmir
éaivism and which often proves an obstacle in comparing Prat-
yabhijfia to other Indian systems of thought.

Part II (chapters 3-5) will be directed to an exposition
of differences between Som3nanda and Utpala's views and those
of Abhinava. Since most of our understanding of Somananda's
single extant work, S’ivad£§ti, is based upon Utpala'ls commen-
tary onit, no effort will be made to distinguish between the
views of these two Pratyabhijnhividins. Thus, Abhinava will be
contrasted with Utpala alone, even when Sivadrgti is being con=-
sidered. Although other divergences between Abhinava and
Utpala could be shown, the particular areas of contrast selected
all deal with instances where Abhinava adopts an Advaita
Vedanta~like stance that is nowhere found in the Pratyabhijia
treatises which preceded him. Utpala and Abhinava will be seen
to conflict on such basic questions as whether the world is a
real manifestation or illusory superimpositicn, whether there
is but the one reality of éiva-consciousness or distinct levels
of reality.

The implications of Abhinava's departure from the philo-
sophical tradition of his predecessors will be explored in Part
III (chgpters 6-9). Any assessment of Abhinava which does not

vake into account his illusionistic theories is clearly invalid.
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At the same time, Abhinava himself clearly dissociates his

philosophy from that of Advaita Vedanta. Differences between
Abhinava and Utpala will be approached in terms of a develop=-
ment from the Samkhya theory that the effect is a real trans-

formation of the cause (paripamavidda) to the Veddnta theory

that the effect is merely an illusory manifestation of an un=-
changing cause (vivartavada). The far more significant differ-
ences between Abhinava and Saftkara will be seen to stem from
the former's reluctance to describe Supreme Consciousness as
"completely pure and unqualified"--a notion which is central to
Advaita Vedanta philosophy.

With respect to his use of the metaphysics and epistemo-
logy of illusionism, Abhinava appears to be in accord with
Safikara. Abhinava remains within the Kashmir Saiva traditim,
though, insofar as he relates the world-process to, and identi-
fies the world-process with Supreme Conscicusness. It is this
unique synthesis of Kashmir éaiva beliefs concerning the equal
reality of everything and Advaita Vedanta techniques demon-
strating the mere conditional reality of the world which makes
Abhinavals philosophy so intriguing and, very often, so puzzling.

Reserved for the appendix are these items:

A. A chart of the Kashmir éaiva categories of manifesta~

tion.,

B. Text and translation excerpts from Somananda's _é_i_\_r_q-

drati with Utpala's commentary on it.
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C. An examination of a possible instance of Vedanta his-
torical influence upon Pratyabhijnia. Abhinava's

Paramarthasara is based on an earlier treatise of

the same name by Adi Sesa. Other Pratyabhijhd studies
have interpreted Adi éega's text as espousing

Sarikhya dualism which Abhinava rewrites to suit the
non-dualism of Pratyabhijha. Adi §e§a's work, though,
is more properly seen as an early Vedanta text and

as a case of pre-éaﬁkara Vedanta influence upon
Abhinava.

Studies such as the present one are necessarily prelimi-
nary to other equally important ones. For example: A particu-
larly fertile, and as yet unexplored, field for research is the
interaction of Buddhism and Pratyabhijfiz. Study of Pratyabhijna's
Kgama sources is needed in order to achieve a better understand-
ing of the non-Vedic currents of thought which may well have
provided the inspiration for many of the ideas of the Upanisads
and Buddhism. It might aiso be shown that many modern philo-
sophers , in proclaiming the contemporary relevance of Advaita
Vedanta philosophy, have re-interpreted Sahkara's position along
lines remarkably similar to Abhinava's. It is hoped that the
present study, by clarifying some of the misapprehensims which
have clouded previous Pratyabhijfia scholarship, may serve as a

starting point for research of these and other problems.



PART T

CHAFTER I

BACKGROUND

Kashnmir Saivism a Trika

Kashmir Saivism is known outside Kashmir as trika
(literally, "three-fold"), a name for which various explana-
tions are offered. The name is often derived from the division
of Kashmir éaiva literature into three broad categories:

Agama, Spanda and Pratyabhij'ﬁé.l

Since the .Zgamas are thought to be eternally existent,
there can be no origin to them, but only their appearance or
di sappearance at the divine will., In accordance with the Indiah
penchant for attributing great antiquity to a system, there
exist a great many enumerations of the T&gamas' transmi ssion
through long successions of preceptors. éaiva tradition holds
that the Zgamas once consisted of 900,000 verses, all of which
were known only to Siva., The greater part of this 'Kgama lore
was lost as it was handed down from one divine being to another,
and then from one generation of human seers to the next. Kashmir
§aivites usudlly refer to sixty-four texts, all of which are
called tantra-s, as the small portion of the original scriptural

)]

heritage allotted to owr present age, the Kali-yuga.

15
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Most of these sixty-four Tantras are known to us today
only through references in later Kashmir éaiva texts. The few
éaiva Tantra texts which are extant seem to be incomplete and
of fairly late composition (ca. 4-8th centuries A.D.). These
Tantras are primarily expositions of éaiva mythology and theo-
logy. They also deal with yogic and ritualistic matters,
waich are couched in the "mysterious language" (sandhf or

sandhya-bhiasa) of tantraism--"a whole system of elaborately

worked~-out ciphers, which the incommunicability of yogico-

3 With res-

tantric experiences does not suffice to explain.”
I d

pect to their metaphysics, these Saiva scriptures are, for the

most part, dualistic or pluralistic. Certain ones of monist

I
tendencies are especially venerated in Kashnir Spivism: the

Svacchanda, Rudrayamala, Vijhanabhairava and M3linivijaya

Tantras. These same Tantras, though, are shared by all Saiva
schools and have been adopted to serve the purposes of éaix.ra
Siddhanta and Vira Saivism as well.

The Sivasiitra-s are by far the most important figama of
Kashmir S/aivism. Though their historical appearance may be
definitely linked to the time of Vasugupta, the earliest known
teacher of Kashmir Saivism (ca. early 9th cent. A.D.), they
we nevertheless regarded as Kgama, since their authorship is
ascﬁbed to Siva Himself. In one version of the story, the
Stitra~-s were revealed to Vasugupta in a dream. In another ver-

d
sion, Vasugupta is told by Siva to climb the Mahadeva mountain
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in Kashmir, where the §_1'_I_’_u_1;a;-s were found engraved on a rock in
01d Testament-fashion.h Whatever their inspiration may have
been, the Sutra-s mark the beginning of the resurgence of éaivisn
in Kashmir.

Both in language and inten® the Sivasitra-s repreéent a
continuation of the Agama tradition. The work is primarily
meant to be a guideline to practices (sidhana-s) which wili en-
able ihe aspirant (s3adhaka) to achieve enlightenment, and its
seventy-nine short aphorisms are organized accarding to the
different methods (ER-éXE‘S) of yogic concentrai;j.on.5 In its un-
comproinisingly monistic stance, however, the Sutra-s depart
from the dualist doctrines of the earlier 'Zgamas. Although the
§_ﬁ_§_13-s do not contain a metaphysical system as suwch, they em-
phasize that the Supreme Self is unitary consciousnessé--the
single principle which presupposes and constitutes all knowledge
and experience.

The second divisim of Kashmir S:aiva literature, Spanda,
begins with Kallata, the pupil of Vasugupta and author of the

Spandakarika-s. The Kirikd-s are named after the Kashmir theory

that the freedom (svatantrya) of unitary consciousness constantly
creates and dissolves, reveals and conceals itself through pulsa-

tion (spanda) or vibration (ghlirnana). The Spandakiriki-s form

a commentary on Vasugupta's §5.vasﬁtra-s and elaborate upon the
doctrines contained therein, without giving metaphysical argu-

ments in their support.
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The Spandakarika-s explain spada as being the essential

nature of éiva, as the indestructible principle whereby the des-
tructible world of objects is brought into play.7 The universe
is described in the form of mantra-s, which emanate from reality
and become the means through vhich yoga practitioners achieve
realization of the spanda principle .8 The work outlines pro-
gressive stages of the yogin's progress towards enlightenment
and his attainment of various powers (siddhi-s) which stand in

the way of superior meditation. The Spandakirika-s end with

praise of the power of the guru and with a description of the
bliss attending those who reach the supreme state of spanda.
Just as in the éivasﬁtra-s, many of the doctrines of the
Karikd-s are concealed from the non-initiate, the language it-
self being a mental exercise, an integrel part of the sadhana.
At the same time that the Pratyabhijiid branch of Kashmir
Saivism was being developed by Somdnanda, Utpala and Abhinsva,
other Kashmir Saivites continued the Spanda tradition of Kallata.

All later Spanda texts are commentaries on the Spandakarika-s,

and they elaborate upon the yogic and tantric methods of Kallata's
work. Major Spanda commentaries, dating from the 9th to 11lth

centuries A.D., include: The Vivrti by Ramakantha, the Pradipika
by Utpala Vaispava (different than Somananda's disciple, Utpala),

and Ksemardja's Spandasandoha and Spandanirnaya.
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Pratyabhijha Authors and Texts

The Pratyabhijna division of Kashmir Saiva literature
begins with the S’ivadgs‘bi of Somananda, who is called Kashmir
éaivism's "originator of reasoning.“9 Somananda lived at
approximately the same time as Kallata (the end of the 9tn cent.
A.D.) and may also have been a pupil of Vasugupta. Somananda
himself traces his ancestry back to Durvasas, the sage who was
chosen by Siva to be the propagator of Saiva doctrines.

Somananda provides logical arguments in support of the
metaphysical suppositions of Kashmir monism; in doing so, he
distinctly refers to and criticizes other schools of thought,
such as Samkhya, Vedanta, the Grammarians and Buddhism. In
§ivadr§ti the obscure symto lism of the K-gamas is replaced by the
devices of metaphysics. Knowledge is espoused as a goal which
is realizable outside the framework of mystical yogic practices
and which is transmittible outside the traditional student-pre-
ceptor relationship. KAgama and Spanda literature are limited
in their metaphysics to a few simple monistic pronouncements,
which serve as a prelude to discussions of the experiential as-
pects of éiva-consciousness. While the arguments of Somananda'ls
work very often seem unclear, its language is philosophical,
rather than mystical, and its orientation is more speculative
than experiential.,

éivadz:sti was commented upon by Utpala, Som@nandais

direct disciple. Unfortunately, Utpala's commentary has come
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down to us only in the form of a single manuscript, which does
not go beyond the first half of the fourth chapter. Without
the help of a commentary, the reading of SD's last three chapters
is an extremely difficult undertzking.

Utpala reformulated the contents of S’ivadr,‘qt;i's 307 verses

into the 190 verses of his Isvara-pratyabhijha-karika-s, after

which the system became known outside Kashmir. IPK is usually
regarded as the main treatise of the PratyabhijAa system.
Utpala's shorter and more lucid work met with much greater suc-
cess than did Somananda's éivadrsti, at least insofar as we can
judge on the basis of the greater number of IFK manuscripis
found throughout India.lo Utpala is also the anthor of a brief
commentary on his own IPK and of three short treatises called
Siddnitrayi. In his works he systemizes the arguments of
Somdananda and, in the process, demonstrates much more philoso-
phicall acumen in his refutation of other schools of thought.
Apart from some devotional hymns ascribed to them, these
are the only extant works of Somananda and Utpala. Even these
provide a unigue and outstanding contribution to Indian philo-
sophy. But it is doubtful that the Pratyabhijhia system would
have been known to the world were it not for Abhinava Gupta.
Abhinava is separated from Somananda by one master,
Laksmana Gupta, none of whose works are extant. Abhinava gives
the dates of composition for many of his works, which show that

the period of his literary activity extended from about 990-1015
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A.D. All Sanskrit scholars are familiar with Abhinava's works
on poetics; very few know that he was as great a philosopher as
a literary critic, and that in Kashmiri traditicn he is regarded
more as a saint than a philosopher. A multitude of Kashmiri
legends attests to Abhinava's lengthy periods of asceticism, his
perfection of various yogic practices and his miraculous powers;
even Abhinaval's immediate disciples looked upon him as éiva in-
11
carnate, K. C. Pandey has gathered together many of these
legends, often presenting them as historical fact, in his mammoth
(101L-page) tribute to Abhinava's genius. In a manner not a-
typical of either Pandey's work or the legends, he summarizes
the 1ife of Abhinava as follows:
He tried innumerable experiments personally to ascertain
the truth of what he had heard about spiritual matters,
and unchallengeable is, therefore, the correctness and pre-
cision of his conclusions. Great was his spiritual power
and his contemporaries had occasions to see its greatness
in deeds. Clear was his head, powerful his memory, marvel-
ous his intellectual capacity, wonderful his command over
the language, shrewd his eye to see the real nature of a
thing from different angles of vision . . . and gloricus was
the last scene of his earthly existence when like Tennyson's
legendary King Arthur, he parted from his followers never to
be seen again.l2
Pandey lists no less than forty-four known works of
1
Abhinava, 3 of which these are the ones most important to

Pratyabhijhd philosophy: Isvara-pratyabhijfa-vimarsini and

Isvara-pratyabhijid-vivrti-vimardini (IPV) and (IPVV)--Two com-

mentaries on Utpala's ISvara-pratyabhijha-kiriki-s. IPV, the

shorter of the *wo (laghvi vimarsini.), has been translated 2long
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with Utpala's Karika-s by Pandey. These treatises are Abhinavat's
best-known philosophical works, and they present a comprehensive
treatment of Pratyabhijfii.

Tantraloka (TA)—A vast compendium of Saiva thought , con=-
sisting of thirty-seven long chapters which have been pub lished
in twelve volumes by KSTS. Both ritualistic and philosophic
matters are discussed, and there is an exhaustive treatment of
Egamic materials,

Tantrasara (TS)--A small prose summary of TA, translated
into Italian by Gnoli.

Par amarthasara (PS)~-This 100-verse work is based on Adi

§es,a's text of the same name (see the Appendix) and has been
translated into English by Barnett and into French by Silburn.

Malini-vijaya-varttika (MV)--An exposition of parts of

the Malini-vijaya-tantra. Only a portion of this treatise has .

been found, and the available portion contains a refutation of
varias theories of the Naiyayikas.

Par&trirﬁs’iké-vivaraz;xa (PTV)-—-A commentary on the Paratrim$ika,

which is part of the Rudrayamala-tantra. It presents the éaiva

conception of the Grammarian school., 4 shorter commentary or
vrtti (PTVV) which summarizes the longer one has heen translated
by Gnoli.

Bhagavadgl tartha-sangraha (BGS)--This is not a verse~by-

verse commentary, but a discussion of the subject matter of the

Gité, whose Kashmiri rescension differs not greatly from the

1
standard text. L
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The specific contributions of Abhinava to Pratyabhijnd
philosophy—the material introduced by him which is origincl and
not merely a clarification or amplification of Somananda and
Utpala's views~-will be discussed below in Part II (chapters
3-5)« The system may be said to have completed its development
under Abhinava, since later teachers of the school made little
in the way of original contributions to Pratyabhijna thought,
devoting themselves mainly to exegeses of Abhinava's vast corpus
of works.

Ksemaraja, the pupil of Abhinava, wrote some commentaries

interpreting the Spandakariki-s from a Pratyabhijna viewpoint.

He is also the author of Pratyabhijid-hrdayam (PH), a summary of

Kashmir éaivism which has been translated by both Xurt Leidecker
and Jaideva Singh. PH is a very readable and concise work,
with rost of the text consisting of Ksemaraja's prose commentary
on his own verses, and it is often cited in Pratyabhijfid studies.
However, Kgemaraja does not discuss the arguments supporting
Pratyabhijna theories, and the work is dedicated to "those un-
developed minds who have not made great effort in difficult
logic tex‘c.s"l5 and hence are unable to study the works of Utpala
and Abhinava in the original,

Among other post-Abhinava Pratyabhijnavadins there is

Yogarija, who came next after Ksemaraja and who wrote a commen-

tary on Paramirthasdra; Jayaratha (ca. 1200 A.D.), author of the

Viveka commentary on Tantriloka; and Bhaskara, eighteenth-cen-
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tury author of the Bhaskari commentary on iéﬁara-pratyabhijﬁi—

vimaréini, which is an invaluable aid in understanding Abhinava's
16
difficult text.
Here is a summary of major Pratyabhijﬁi authors and

texts:

Name Date Work s

Somananda ca. end 9th cent. A.D. éivaggsti (sD)

Utpala ca. end of 9th, beginning of 10th cent. A.D.
Is$vara-pratyabhijia-
karika-s (IPK)
Vrtti on IFK (IPKV)
comm. on SD
Siddhitrayi

Abhinava Gupta ca. 960~1015 A.D. Iévara-pratyabhijna-
vimarsinl and lsvara-
pratyabhijna-vivrti -
vimarsini (IPV and
TPVV, two comms. on IPK)

Tantraloka (TA) and its
summary, Tantrasira (TS)

N

Paramdrthasara (PS)

Paratrimgika-vivarapa
TPTIV) and its vritl
(PTVV)

Malinivijaya-varttika

Qo)

Bhagavadgitartha-
samgraha (BGS)

Ksemaraja pupil of Abhinava Pratyabhijna-hrdayam (PH)

Yogaraja pupil of Ksemaraja Comm. on PS
Jayaratha ca. 12th cent. A.D. Comm, on TA

Bhaskara ca. 18th cent. A.D. Comm, on IFPV
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Pratyabhijna Studies

The first important study relating to Pratyabhijna is

J. C. Chatterji's Kashmir éaiv:i.sm (191}4). Chatterji presents

the main doctrines of the non-dualistic system of Kashmir,
uyithout ," he admits, "entering into an exposition of the reason-
ings which can be adduced in their support."l7 Most of the book
consists of a discussion of the thirty-six categories of world
manifestatims (tattva-s). Although these categories form an
important part of Kashmir §aivism's f\gama heritage and will be
discussed in the next chapter, they play only a minor role in
the philosophical speculations unique to the Pratyabhijna
branch. Chatterji acknowledges that Pratyabhijda and Spanda

are separate branches of Kashmir éeu'.vism.18 But since he avoids
a presentation of the arguments of Pratyabhijﬁé in his work,

it is not of direct concern to the issues of this dissertation.

K. C. Pandey's Abhinava Gupta (1936) has already been

mentioned above. The work contains the most complete listing
£
and summary available of Kashmir Saiva texts and an extensive
analysis of other §aiva systems as compared to Kashmir §aivism.
Throughout the book, Pandey makes no philosophical distinction
between the works of Sominanda, Utpala and Abhinava and those
of Kashmir éaivism as a whole:
It is, therefore, not possible for us to attribute the
authorship of any particular theory to Abhinava as we can
do to Kant or Hegel. This, however, does not mean that
he did not contribute anything to the Realistic Idealism
of Kashmir. The fact, on the contrary, is that the philo-

sophical system of Kashmir, with Abhinava's contribution to
it left out of consideration, loses most of its importance.
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Although Pandey's historical and philosophical analyses must be
approached with a critical eye, he does provide an abundance of
valuable background material-—particularly in reference to the
inflvence of Agama doctrires on the formulation of Pratyabhi jna
theories,

For ocur purposes here, by far the most important :

Pratyabhijfia study to date is The Doctrine of Recognition by

R. K. Kaw (1967). It is an attempt at a comprehensive survey of
the philosoplhdcal content of Pratyabhijfia apart from the theolo-
gical doctrires of the school. Kaw traces the origins of
Pratyabhijfid theories to the Vedic hymns, the Upanisads and the
Buddhist weces. Althaugh he clearly distinguishes Pratyabhijna
from the Agama and Spanda branches of the school; Kaw is of
little assistance in delineating differences between Abhinava
and Utpala. Abhinava, says Kaw, "faithfully follows the orig'mal‘
doctrines of Uipala throughout and did not attempt to add any new
theery of his own."20
Kaw compares Pratyabhijni with other Indian and Western

philosophical systems. Most frequently it is Advaita Vedanta
which catches his attention. The two systems are not fundamen-
tally different, according to Kaw, but the "concrete monism" of
Pratyabhijhi is primarily realistic and thus opposed-to the
illusicnism of Safkara's "absolute idealism':

World objects as manifestations or Zbhdsarsin the Pratysbhijna

system are real in nature, whereas those in Sankara's system
are fictitious and illusive (dreamlike) and hence unreal,2l
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Specialists in the study of VedZnta would doubtless ob-
Ject that Kaw's assessment of the school is simplistice
The incompleteness and inadequacies of Kaw's work as it bears
on the issues discussed below will be seen in Part III. Suffice
it to note that his comparisons of Pratyabhijfiz and Advaita
Vedanta are based on seriocus misrepresentations of both systems.

I am contending that generalizations concerning Prat-
yabhijna leave much to be desired. Before documenting this, I
have some generalizatibns of my own to present in the next chap-
ter. Basic precepts and terminology common to all Pratyabhi jra
works will be introduced, and some relevant concepts of Indian
philosophy will be presented as a context in which to & proach

Pratyabhijna thearies.
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CHAPTER II

PRESUPPOSITIONS OF PRATYABHIJ N

The Supreme

éiVa, Paramaéiva, Paramesvara and Maheslvara are only a
few of the names denoting the Supreme in Pratyabhijna. These
terms are used interchangeably, and éiva, like the Brahman of
Vedanta, is a non-sectarian designation of the principle of
consciousness. Unfortunately for Pratyabhijna, the name §iva,
with its masculine associations, is linked to the dualist
notions of theology and mythology. As the name will be often
used below, it must be remembered that in Pratyabhijna S’iva
refers to the principle of supreme consciousness, and not to a
male deity. In accordance with tradition, we will sometimes
retain the masculine pronoun in referring to the Supreme. That
Supreme Principle is better indicated, though, by a neuter "it,"
and Pratyabhijnavadins often use such impersonal designations
as éi:}_r_g_‘g,lr_a_rﬂ,(“s’ivaness”),m, (the Self) , or caitanyam,
(conscicusness).

éiva is specifically referred to in his transcendent as-

pect as "the formless all-surpassing" (nirékr;ti-vis’vott'irga)l

2
or "the unsurpassed" (anuttara), consisting of the absolute

- 3
unity of consciousness alone (cidriipamatra). Anuttara, although

discussed at great length Yy other éaiVa systems, is given

ccant attention by Pratyabhijhavadins. Since the transcendent

28
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is beyond all worldly relations and concepts, it is inexplicable:
"here, all talk of object ceases . . . all words fail.,"5

Most of Pratyabbhijrid's discussion of the Supreme is
directed to its immanent aspect as the all-forming Self of the

6 i
world (sarvakrti visévamaya). The world-Self, viévamaya, is in

7
turn defined as prak@favimarfa. By Erakés’a (literally, "light")

is meant the self-luninous shining of éiva-consciousness, come
pared to a mirror which shines independent of any external
sources.8 Vimarda (from the root mrs: to touch, feel) is used
in a wide range of contexts; it encompasses the freedom
(svatentrya) and power (gakti) which constitute the distinctive
capacity of the Self to know itself and to control that which it
contains within., According to Pratyabhijha, these two proper-
ties of consciousness are inevitably conjoined, vimarsa being
the very nature of the shining out of Erakés’a.9

VimarSa is said to be "independence“lo and "resting with-
in onese]_f'."11 At the same time, it is also said to be "freedom
with respect to withdrawing in and spreading out,"12 tfreedon
in joining, separating and rejoining"lB-namely, “not resting
within oneself alone like an inert object."lh’ This paradoxical
power of the Supreme to both rest within itself and yet not
rest within itself will be taken up at later points below; it
is the basis of PratysbhijAd's comtention that wnitary Siva-
consciousness gives rise to the world of multiplicity i thout
resorting to a separate material cause and without any change in

its essential nature.
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The potentiality of conscicus expressicn, represented by

vimaréa, becomes actualized in world-manifestations and world-
experience. Kashmir Saivism classifies the manifestations
(@bhasa-c) of Siva into thirty-six tattva-s, which are the funda -
mental categories in the evolution of éiVa—consciousness. The
highest or subtlest of these is givatattva; the lowest or gross-
est is the earth., This doctrine of tattvas is, of course, not
unique to Kashmir éaivism, as it incorporates the twenty-five
categories of Samkhya. Other $aiva systems, with only slight

alterations, also enumerate the same thirty-six categories.

Perfect-Imperfect

Agama texts begin with two separate categories, sivataitva
and §aktitattva, emphasizing éiva's dual natwre of knowledge and

_ -\ 1 - -
action (jhana and kriyd). Jiana is mere consciousness (cinmatra)--

.

. - - .
the passive consciousness of prakasa. Xriya is the means whereby

§iva sppears as the countless manifestations of the light of con-
sciousness; it is the active consciousness of vimaréa.:L7 Utpala
and Abhinava present these two categories as a single category,
é_\_r_e}w, in which Saktitattva is also included. Utpala sep-
arates §ivatattva, which is ever-present, from the other cate-
gories that come into being only during world meufu'.i‘es1't,ation.18
Abhinava even more clearly associates $ivatattva with the trans-

cendent by saying that it is really not a manifestatim, even

1
though traditionally taught to be so. ¢
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The next tattva, logically, but not temporally subse-

20
quent, is sadddiva. This first manifestation of the internal
' 21
aspect of Self as "I" is called "perfect I-ness," or paratdhanta,

to distinguish it from the personal ego (ahamkara) of the

limited self. Sad3divatattva is the state of self-realization

as being or force, the beginning of the will (icchi) which pre-
cedes knowledge and activity. The experience "I..am-this" (aham-

jdah-vimarsa) predominates as the Self closes within (nime§o

L 22
Intah). The world of experience, even as pure ideatim, is
2
unclear (asEhuta) 3 at this stage, like the extremely dim outline
of a picture in the artist's mind.

Knowledge prevails in ivaratattva, which is the fourth

4
category in Kashmir Saivism and the second principle of actual
manifestation. The Self here makes a survey of, and identifica=-
tion with, that which constitutes the state of experience. §iva .

unfolds out (bahir-unmesa), and the experience is of "thigs-is-I"

L4

(A ye 2 . 3 - .
(idam-ahaf-vimarda) = with the "this" being the more dominant

element. Both the experiencer and experienced are clear

L
(sEhuta) in isIVaratattva, but they are mot distinct from one

another., The "this" is not yet distinguished as separate from
the “I.,n

The subsequent experience of sadvidyatattiva, also called

Suddhavidyatattva, is of "I am I-~this is this" (sham-aham-

idam~-idafi-vimaréa). The two sides of experience are equally

weighted like the two pans of an evenly held balance. The "this"
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is distinguished from the "IM in sadvidya, but both still refer

to the same thing (samanadhikara), and the experience is of

27
diversity in unity (bhedabhedavimarsa). In the lower cate-

gories the "I" quite distinctly refers to the limited subject
and the "this" to the limited object.

The three tattvas of sadaSiva, Idvara and sadvidya to-

gether form the stages of ideal universal experience. Because
there is in them no limitation with respect to the powers of

/
Siva-conscicusnessy Chatterji refers to these three categries

by their E.gama title as "The Pure aad Perfect Order® (éuddhédhvan).

Utpala and Abhinava, though, do not regard these tattvas as
either pure or perfect.

The very gppearance of "IM in sadiSiva constitutes the
initial manifestation of imperfection. An "I," perfect though
it may be, is experienced as such only by way of contrast with
that which is non-I or non-Seli‘.29 The differentiation of cone
sclousness in sadés’iva, etc., foreshadows the further differen-

tiations and limitations of the lower (aEara) order of tattvas

30 .
which follow.™ Siva~-conscicusness must be recognized in its
fullest and highest (para) sense as an all~inclusive unity.

Thus, Utpala says of these tattvas:

In the two categories /sadisiva and iSvara/ the objects are
not only in the state of mpcriectlon, because they shine
as not-Self: but they are also in the state of perfection
because they are covered by I-consciousness, i.e., because
they shine as identical with the self. Fer, the Sadvidy3,
whlch is common to the categories of the Sadasiva and the
ISvara, is the “perfect-imperfect state.n3l

-IPK 3.1.5, trans. Pandey

28
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The lLower Order

The thirty-one remd ning §aiva categories make up the im-

’ — - 2
pure path (asuddhadhvan)or path of maya (mayadhvan).3 The first

tattva of this impure path is maya itself--"that which obscures,
33

obstructs, conceals and deludes." Along with its five sheaths
(kancuka-s), each of which is a separate category, maya narrows
the powers of the Supreme Self to the limited or contracted
(samkucita) powers of the lower order. The experiencers of the
maya-world have no true knowledge of Self and are conscious only
of diversity. Limited selves are each differentiated from every-
thing else3h by the collective action of maya's five sheaths:

1. kala—limited authorship and efficacy,

~ . —

2. vidya--limited knowledge,

e

3. raga--desire, incompleteness,

L. kala--limitation of time, .

5. niyati-—-limitation of space and causality.

The first effects of maya and its sheaths appear in the
categories of purusa and prakxyti. These two tattvas respectively
encompass all the subjective and objective experiences of the

maya-world. They are limited (in efficacy, knowledge, etc.)

representations of the "I" and "this" of sadvidyatattva, and

they are mutually exclusive in a sense that was impossible in
spaceless and timeless sadvidya. The subjective aspect of world
experience, purugsa, develops as: intellect, ego, mind, the

five powers of ~onse-perception and the five capacities of action.
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The objective aspect, prakyti, appears as the five subtle ele-
ments, and then the five gross ones.

Purusa and prakrti, together with these twenty~tlires
other categories; form the total twenty-five tattvas of the
Samkhya system. The twenty-three categories, beginning with in-
telligence and ending with earth, are not ornly common to both
Szmkhya and Kashmir Saivism, but are defined by the two schools
in essentially the same manner,

Samkhya, however, begins its evolutionary scheme with the
radical opposition of puruga and prakrti as universal spirit and
universal cansal agent, between which no real union is ever
possible. In comtrast, Kashmir Saivism views puruga and prakrti,
not as universals, but as the constantly produced streams of
subject and object whose intermeshed matrices form the loci of
individual subjective and objective expericnces.

Many summaries of Pratyabhijh@ discuss the school almost
exclusively within the framework of the categories of manifesta-
tion. But the tattva system is part of Pratysbhijhia's Agama
heritage, and it is not of central importance to the arguments
of school. Very little of Pratyabhijha's discussion of world
manifestation and the resulting limitations of consciousness
makes use of the terminology of the tattvas. Utpala, for example,
mentions them only briefly in IPK36 at the very end of the work

in a chapter (@gamadhikira) which is rather like an appendix

of Kgama lore.
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In both Agama and Spanda literature, the tattvas are com-
prehensively analyzed as descriptions of the descending macrocosm
and ascending microcosm. The same route taken by the.Supreme
in its assumption of multiplicity and limitation is taken in ti’le
opposite direction by the aspirant in his ascent to realization
of Self. In practice, yogic and tantric methods probably pro-
vided the first descriptions of these states of experience, which
were then ascribed in reverse order to the manifestation of the
Supreme. The close associations of this step~ladder theory of
consciousness with yogic methodology37may be one reason why the
tattvas play a much less impcertant role in the metaphysical
reasoning of Pratyabhijhid than in the practical theology of

Agara and Spanda.

Bondage

There is amther possible reason for Pratyabhijhals rela- °
tively minimal use of the tattva scheme--namely, the difficulty
of explaining how the j-i'va attains release (_rrp_l{ggj from the
bondage (bandha) of maya, when maya is an ontological category
of the Supreme. If it is assumed that the tattvas represent
real limitationc of power braaght about by the will of the
Supreme, then the jiva becomes tightly swathed in the sheaths
of absolute maya and very much bound in the form of jiva-hood.
So much so, in fact, that the jiva himself can do little to

alter his condition of bondage.
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This appears to be the assumption of Ksemaraja in

Pratyabhijhahrdayam, a treatise which is devoted mainly to an

expositin of the tattvas and to a corresponding summary of éaiva
yoga. In trying to show that the jiva is identical with the
Supreme, Ksemardja sagys of world-limitations
Contraction also, on close consideration, consists of con-
sciousness only, since it is manifested only as of the
nature of consciousness. Otherwise (i.e., in the absence
of its being manifested, and it can be manifested only
when it is of the nature of consciousness), it becomes mere
nothing.38 - FH, p. L5, trans. J. Singh

Ksemaraja seems to argue not only for the identity of
limited and Supreme Self, but also the identity of tondage and
the Supreme. But if the limitations themselves are real mani-
festations of éiva-consciousness and bondage is a real product
of Siva's evolution, then the jzva's delusions with respect to
his limitations are not at all of hig own making. This presents
serious problems to Pratyabhijna as a metaphysical system which
does not regard yogic- and tantric practices or God's grace as
necessary prerequisites to realization.

Utpala and Abhinava generally avoid the problems incumbent
upon treating nescience as an ontological category. They both
regerd the limitations of the jiva as the result of subjective
ignorance, i.e., a false judgment or misapprehension on the part
of the jiva. Utpala declares liberation and bondage and the
d fference between the two to be merely a matter of understand-

ing—1liberation being the realization of the non-rultiplicity of

Vs
Siva and bondage being a lack of any such realization. DMokga
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and bandha, he says, are not really contradictory.39 Abhinava
similarly says that bondage is a state of mind or matter of view-
point which is brought atout by dualistic perception. The cause
of wrld-bondage is man's imagining himself to be bound.ho
Pratyabhijha's conception of bondage as a false judgment
on the part of the ji:.va very naturally raises the question--in
what sense is the jiva‘s perception of the world as differentiated
into isolated subjects and objects actually false? The Samkhya
school presumes the radical opposition of a mutually exclusive
absolute subject and absolute object. Samkhya thus finds it
difficult to explain the basic unity of ow everydsy experiences,
viz., the possibility of even fictitious interaction between
limited subjects and objects. In contrast, Pratyabhijfha begins
with 'the radical unity of éiva-—consciousness. Pratyabhijfna must
then show the essential relatedness of limited subject to
limited object and, in turn, the relatedness of the entire mani-
fest world of multiplicity to the unitary absolute of conscious-

ness.

Cause and Effect

In trying to explain how, given the unmity of S,iva, a
variety of manifestations arises,b'l Abhinava says that niyati,
the causal law that an effect has as its cause something of its
own nature, does not apply to world creation, which is not

limited to time and space, universal and particular:
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Siva's great artistry {mahékalﬂ is such that he paints
the world-picture on no surface /abhittau/. . . like a
yogin, without any material cause, the Conscious Self
shines forth as the collection of objects through His Will
[icchi/ alme.
- IPV II, p. 150, trans.
Pandey

1

éaﬁkara, when forced to discuss world creation (as he

so often is in the Brahma-sutra-bhasya), agrees that it is

beyond ordinary causal law. Satikara also uses the example of
creation through special yogic power, contending that it is
not a rule (gﬁ_é__n_t_g) that what is seen to be a particular capa-
bility (samarthya) in one being is found in all.hz He further
adds his own supporting evidence as well:

e« « « Just as a crane conceives without insemination, or

just as an assemblage of lotuses proceeds from one lake

to another without any extraneous means of movement.,

- BSB 2.1.25, trans. Apte.

The purpose of Abhinavals and Sahkara's remarks is to
show that consciousness itself is capable of world manifesta-
tion, without need of a separate material cause. The conzept
of spontaneous creative activity, or effect as a natural out=-
growth of cause, is also found in Samkhya's treatment of the
evolution of prakrti, which is both causal agent and material

canse in one, Pratyabhi ji& clearly shares Samkhya and Advaita

Vedanta's classification as satkaryaviada—the view that the

effect (karya) pre-exists in the camse and that the cause of
itself is sufficient for production of the effect, without ary

need for a multiplicity of conditims or a causal aggregate.
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Asatkaryavada, the theory that the effect is not pre-~

existent in the cause, is held by the Nyaya school among others.
If the effect is not distinct from the cause, ask the Naiydyikas,
then how may we distinguish the two as cause and effect?
Furthermre, each specific effect is seen to have a specific

set of causes necessary for its production. Naiyayikas illus=-
trate this with the example of a cloth: To make cloth, cne
first needs threads (the "inherence-cause") and contact between
the threads (the "non-inherence cause'). A number of instrumen-
tal causes are also required--including general instrumental
causes, such as time and space, and the specific ones, such as

a spinning wheel and weaver. Asatkaryavada tends to multiply

the number of conditions and entities entering into a causal
relation. On the other hand, the general tendency of

satkaryavida is to unify the ultimate stuff in the universe.

Samkhya's particular version of satk3ryavada is called

parinamavada~--the theory that the effect is an actual trans-

formation (parinama) of the cause. The example most often given

to illustrate parinamavada is the transformation of milk into

curds. Milk, according to Samkhya, is the cause of curds, which
is the effect. ILiquid milk is merely transformed into solid
curds, and it is the same material which appears in the two
different states. The effect is not only already pre-existent
in the cause, but the effect is made of the very same stuff as

the cause.
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Advaita Vedanta's differing version of satkaryavada is

named vivartavada. According to Advaita, effects are not trans-
formatims of causes, but are illusory appearances (vivarta=-s).
The familiar metaphor used by Sahkara is that of the rope and
the snake. When misperceived, a rope may appear to a viewer as
a snake. The rope does not really became a snake, of course,
and the snake is only a transitory superimposition (adhyasa).
When the rope is correctly perceived as such, it serves to deny
or sublate (bidhitum) the snake. Similarly, éaﬁkara contend.s,
the appearances of the maya-world are o be distinguished from
the reality of the underlying substratum ol Brahman.

Kaw refers ‘o Pratyabhijna's theory of manifestation as
BbhaEsavida. Kaw says that zbhdsavada "maintains the parinzia

theory with some modific a‘oion."Llh He further says, "Parinamavada

is systematically rejected by the Pratyabhijnd school, while
vivartavida is accepted in a slightly altered form.“hs The
first difficulty in determining which of the two models,

parinama or vivarta, most closely approximates the position of

PratyabhijAa lies in the assumption of the existence of a single
Pratyabhijfa position. In the writings of Utpala, world mani-
festation is sometimes presented in the parinama manner as éiva
transforming Himself into the maya-world. In the writings of
Abhinava, the mayd-world of appearances is distinguished from
reality (3bhdsa from anabhdsa) in very vivartavada-like terms.

After having exemined the specifics of Utapala's and Abhinafra‘s
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differing theories of manifestation, we will return to the prob-

lem of classifying them with respect to parindmavada and

vivartavada.
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PART II
CALPTER IIT

ABHINAVA'S RiFLeECTIMISH

Utpala: Water, Water Everywhere

Somananda and Utpala, in §ivadr§t" and commentary, devote
most of their efforts to demonstrating that the manifest world
is identical with the unitary Supreme. This basic theme of SD

can be traced back to such Upanisad sayings as atma eva idan

sarvam, "the Self is everything" (literally, "all of this").l
Perhaps even more famous, though, are the Upanisad sayings which
atiest to the Self's being "none of this" (neti neti).  The
latter sentiments have no place in SD which begins with the pre-
mise that Siva is everything and argues that everything is
really &‘:iva and equally real:

All objects, from Paramadiva to a pot, because of their

identity with perfect consciousness, are indistinguishably

of the nature of Siva.3 -SD 1.48 comm.

Utpala provides various metaphors to describe the mani-
festation of the differentiated everyday-world: the yogin and
his creations, gold being formed into different ornaments or
utensils, and water appearing as either still or turbu‘lent. In
each of these cases, Utpala contends, there is no modification
(vikara) in the essential nature of the cause or substratum.
When the yogin creates, he neither divides nor changes himself.
Gold never changes and is no different whether fashioned into

a spitoon or a crown. Water is also never divided or destroyed,

12
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being the same water whether still or in waves. According to
Utpala, éiva brings about the manifest world in a similar
manner, without being destroyed or divided and without any
change in his egsential na"cure.6 ,

Nothing could appear if it were devoid of power (adakta),
says Utpala, and everything which appears is identical with the
light of consciousness and experienced through the power of con-
sciousness. Vimarda is not only the chief power of the Supreme
Self, but it is the freedom of vimaréa which constitutes the
sentiency (caitanyam) comon to all selves .7

Utpala contrasts the active nature of éiva-consciousness
(prakasavimaréa) with the Vedanta view that consciousness is

- , 8
totally passive or, in Pratyabhijna terms, prakasa alone.

Freedom is the very natuwre of the lights of consciousnesse.

For, otherwise, though reflection of the external objects

be falling upon it, yet it could be no better than insen-

tient crystal, etc.? = IPK 1.5.11, trans. Pandey
The crystal to which Utpala refers is part of the familiar Indian
metaphor that poses a pure, colorless crystal which t&es on the
color of juxtaposed objects, e.g., appears as if red when placed
in front of a red flower. A related metaphor is that of the
moon reflected in a pool of water. The moon's reflection appears
to move when a stone is thrown in the pool, but the moon itself
remains unaffected. In both cases there is the appearance of a

reflection whose nature (red and moving, respectively) differs

from the nature of the real object (colorless and unmoving).
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Sahkara uses reflectionist metaphors such as these to illustrate
his distinction between the reality of the gqualitiless sub-
stratum, Brahman, and the appearance of diversification and
multiplicity in the everyday-world. The implications of Safikara's
use of these metaphors and their relationship with vivartavada -
will be seen below.

In chapter six of SD (which has mno commentary) a long list
of erroneous theories is presented without refutatim. Included
in the 1list are the views of the "foolish" Vedantins who believe
that Brahman projects itself as a reflection in creation, or
that the world is an illusion (bhranti) and not real (na

- 11
satyaribatva). Utpala clearly believes that the Supreme in no

way manifests itself as a reflection =d that the world is very
much real.
The conscious Self does not increase by means such as reflec=-
tions. Nor is the manifestation of its nature an illusion.l2-
- SD 1017, comme
Utpala objects to reflectionist theories on the grounds

that they fail to take into account the active aspect of con=

sciousness--namely, svatantrya or vimarfa. He also claims that

any comparison of the manifest world to a reflection is tanta-
mount to declaring the world to be unreal or iliusory. In refut-
ing a prima facie view that the Supreme becomes divided by its
connection with many bodies like reflections in a crystal,

Utpala replies that those reflectims are unreal (asatya).

13
That vhich is unreal, he adds, has no form and serves no purpose.
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Abhinava: Mirror Images

Abhinava, like Utpala, never diverges from the non-dual-
ism basic to Pratyabhijha's theory of the unitary reality of
Siva-consciousness. Unexpectedly, though, Abhinava explains
world manifestations (@bh@sa-s) by means of the very same reflec-
tionist theories which Utpala categorically rejects. Abhinava
not only treats §iva's manifestations as reflections, but he
further distinguishes the Supreme as the substratum of reflec-
tions from the reflections themselves.

Even though Sivatattva is a unity, its absolute freedom 1)
shows itself as a multiplicity of form, like reflectims.
~IPV II, p. 191, trans. Pandey

Different reflectionist metaphors are found in Abhinava's

works. In Paramarthasdra the appearance of diversity in the

world is compared to reilections in a pure crystal:
As the limpid crystal assumes the semblance of divers colors,
so likewise the Lord assumes the semblance of gods, men, '
cattle and trees. ~-PS 6, trans. Barnett
Utpala, as has alrealy been seen, associates the crystal with
the Vedanta view of passive consciousness and denounces cfystal-
reflections as being unreal and useless.
Another example of reflectionism in PS is that of the moon
shining in water:
As in moving water, the moon's image moves and in still
water is still, so it is with the Self, the Great Lord, in

series of bodies, organs and worlds.
~- PS 7, trans. Barnett
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The appearance of the moon's reflection moving in the water is,
of course, far different from water's appearing as moving when
turbulent. Utpala compares the Self to water as the reality of
the world of waves. Water is used in Abhinava's remarks above
as a passive medium of reflection, like the crystale.

Abhinava's favorite reflectionist metaphor is that of
the clear mirror which assumes various forms in reflecting diff-
erent objects:

When reflected in a mirror, the various objects of a town
or villsge are free of distinctions; yet they also appear
as distinct from e another and from the mirror as well.
In the same way, this universe which procedes from the
absolutely pure consciousness of Bhairava @nother name
for Siva/, even though void of distinction, appears as
mutually distinct objects and also as distinct from that
consciousness.l - PS 12-13

The confusing proliferation of distinctions which
Abhinava includes in his mirror-analogy contrasts sharply with
the simple unity of Utpala's "water is water." To understand
the analogy one must imagine a mirror in which various objects
are reflected. In his lengthy IFV presentation of reflection-
ism, Abhinava gives a mountain and an elephant as examples of
objects reflected. Consequently, one must imagine a very large

mirror, which takes the forms of mountains and elephants with-

out its own nature being affected (akhandita-svabhava):

The mirrorness Zdarganat§7 of the mirror, even when it
appe ars in various forms is not concealed, because even
then there is the thought, "this mirror is clear. . . .
It is due only to the glory of purity that there is the
mixing up with various abhasa-s and still there is one-
ness . —=IPV II, p. 177-8, trans. Pandey.
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Abhinava thus claims that there is both the oneness
(ekatd) of unbroken mirrorness and the diversity (sambheda) of
mountain-mani festations and elephant-manifestations in the same
thing, the mirror, at the same time. This aspect of Abhinava's(
mirror analogy, the relati muship between the mirror amd its re-
flections, is similar in form to the crystal metaphor presented
earlier. In the juxtaposition of the crystal and the flower,
though, the inherent colorlessness of the crystal (comparable
to a qualitiless substratum) is contrasted with its gppearance
as red, If Abhinava's analogy is based on the ever-present
unity of mirrorness, then it doesn't depend on any “glory of

purity" (nirmalata-mahatmya). In fact, mirrorness is less likely

to be concealed if there is the thought, "this is a dirty
mirror ," simultaneous with the appearance of the mirror as var-
ious forms.

The second distinction found in PS 12-13 is between the
real (vastu) mountain and its reflection. The mountain-abhasa
we perceive in the mirror cannot be the mountain itself, since
the mountain does not leave its place and enter the mirror.
And since both the reflected and the reflection may be scen at
once when the mirror is placed near the mountain, we are not
perceiving the mountain itself as the object of perception
through the rays of the eyes being tumed back from the mirror
to the mountain. ’fhe relationship between mountain and moun=-
tain-reflection is the same as that found in the metaphor of

the moon and its reflection in the water. In both cases we
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perceive multiplicity (object and object-—rei‘lection) when there
is only one real object.

The third and final distinction incorporated into
Abhinava's mirror-analogy is the appearance of objects as mutually

distinct, one from another (anyonyam vibhaktam), e.g., mountains

as different from elephants. According to Abhinava, our perceiv-
ing various different objects in one single perception is another
example of the relationship between unity and multiplicity. How-
ever, Abhinava fails to explain how the mirror amalogy serves to
demonstrate the uwnitary aspect of the relationship between moun=-
tain and elephant. Even though the mountain-reflection and the
elephant-reflection are substantially similar, both being reflec-
tions and reflections in the same mirror, one perceives them as
dif.i‘érent from each other as reflections in a mirror Jjust as in
the everyday-world., A limitationist metaphor (i.e.; space circum-
seribed by mountain-spaces and elephant-spaces) would serve )
Abhinava's purposes better in demonstrating the actual unity of
apparently distinct objects.

Abhinava summarizes the meaning of his reflectimist dis-

tinctions in Tantrasara. In chapter four of TS he declares the

whole world (bhavajita) to be mere reflection (pratibimbamatra)

and defines thibimba as follows:

Pratibimba is defined as that which appears as multiplicity, de-
pendent on(literally, mixing with) another, and devoid of
power.l "_‘TS, po 10
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The rest of the passage gives as examples of pratibimba, not
only the reflection of a face in a mirror, but all sensory exper-
iences--including flavor in the taste-buds, smell in the nose,
and the feel of love-making in the organ of pleasure. All these,
says Abhinava, are not independent (&a_ @_@l_a_); they are attri-
butes (_g_uig_-s) which cease to exist in the absence of the sub-
stance or thing (gupin) that provides the impetus for the causal
chzin to which they belong.17

Utpala contended that nothing could appear if it were
devoid of power ( is’_gk_’gg). Abhinava here claims that the entire
manifest world is powerless and thus "merely" a reflection. In
his remarks above Abhinava does not specifically eguate, as does
Utpala, powerlessness with unreality. He does, however, distin-
guish‘ the reality of supreme power as the substratum of reflec-
tions from the powerlessness of the manifest reflections them-
selves.

That Abhinava's reflectionism leads to a world-view very
much di fferent from Utpala's may be seen in IPK 1.7.1L and
Abhinava's commentary on it.

Thus, experience shows that all transactions, whether pure

or impure, depend on the omnipresent Lord, in whom all the

objective manifestations, so very different from one an-

other, are reflected.l8 --IPK 1.7.1L, trans. Pandey
Pandey interprets Utpala's kdrikd along the lines of Abhinava's
comment ary. Actually, Utpala's verse makes no mention of reflec-
tion, but it says instead that the experiences of the everyday-

world are embedded or inlaid (khacita) in the Supreme. The purity
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or impurity of objective experience refers back to the previous
xariki-s' (IPK 1.7.11-13) discussion of empirical error and illu-

sion. Utpala's verse would be better translated as follows:
Everyday-reality, whether pure or impure, is experienced in
the Lord, in whom is embedded all the diverse manifestations
of objectivity.

Reflectionism only enters with Abhinava's commentary, which
reads:

Practic el life is experienced as resting on the omnipresent
Lord, who is beyond temporal and spacial limitations and who
is affected /uparskta/, without undergoing a change in his
essential nature, by objects, such as blue and pleasure,
etc., which are extremely different from one another, i.e.,
whose very life is diversity, because they are the creations
of Maya, and which are very much like shadows /pratibimbakal-
i and, therefore, have mo existence independently of

Hima - IPV I, p. 313, trans. Pandey

Abhinava's reflectionist theories demonstrate a lack of
any .real c hange in the substratum much more clearly than Utpala's
water and gold illustrations. The colorless crystal and the
relatively stationary moon in the sky can be easily distin-
guished as different from their respective sppearances as red
and moving in the water. Such a distinction is indeed part of
our everyday-experience.

In some ways, €., @S HQO, water does always remain
water; otherwise we would be even unable to recognize it as
water in its various changing states. In no obvious manner,
though, can water be construed as distinct from the various forms
vhich it assumes;. and Utpala makes no attempt to do so. Utpala's

claim that water remains unchanged is not based on any separation
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of water as such from waves as such; it is based on the all-
inclusiveness of the unity of water which is consistently and
constantly present even amidst the changes of waves.

While Utpala and Abhinava each view the Supreme as being
both immanent and transcendent, the former would emphasize the
immanence of the Supreme, and the latter its transcendence.
Abhinava never implies that the world is "outside" éiva; his
reflectionist metephors stress the reflecticn's dependerce on
that which is reflected. At the same time, though, Abhinava is
suggesting that éiva, as the substratum of reflections, is
something more than, something other than the mamifest world.
After further differences between the two Pratyabhijhavidins
are presented, Utpala's notion of the all -inclusiveness of
reality--i.e., everything real and equally real--will be even
more directly contrasted with Abhinava's distinctions between

reality and eppearance.



CHAPTER IV

SUPERIMPCSITION

Utpala: Direct Identity

Utpala never treats limited consciousness as anything
other than supreme consciousness which is seen from a different
viewpoint. The limited perceiver who perceives everything from
the viewpoint of multiplicity, i.e., objects as if they were
separate from supreme consciousness and from each other, is cb-
viously not perceiving the world as Utpala thinks it really is.
He characterizes the limited perceptions of the everyday-world
as determinate (vikalpa), and thus different from the indeter-
minate (avikalga) nature of supreme consciousness:

The universal I-consciousness, though it is the very light
of consciousness snd is embodied in the transcendental
speech, is not determinacy, because determinacy is certain-
ty, which implies two.l -~ IPK 1.6.1, trans. Pandey

In saying that everyday-perceptions are "certain" or
ndefinite” (nidcaya), Utpala is not referring to the credibility
of those perceptins. If that were the case, then the Supreme
would be uncertain or indefinite in the sense of open to doubt.
The certainty to which Utpala alludes is the clarity or precise-
ne352 found when one thing is distinguished from another. All
det erminate perceptions, says Utpala, are based on differentia-
tion (agohana), as when one distinguishes that which is a Jar

from that which is not a jar, or a cloth. No such distinctions

are possible with respect to supreme consciousness, though,

52
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since Erakééa is indeterminate and incapable of being contrasted
with something not of its own nature (agrakééa).
There is the possibility of appearance (at the same place)
of both jar and not-jar, which are essentially different
from each other. But there is nothing which has similarity
with the light of consciousness and which, though diff erent
from it, yet shines. = IPK 1.6.2, trans. Pandey
The appearance of a variety of limited objects is ex~-

plained by Utpala as due to the Supreme's powers of knowledge

p 3
(jfznadakti) and differentiation (apohanasakti).  The power of

knowledge functions in making objects manifest externally in
the form of perceptions which, in their real nature, exist with-
in the Self. From the Self, limited objects of perception are

projected outward in a concrete form. The power of differen-~

tiation is the power of the Self by which one object iss manifested

as different from any other object, e.g., a Jar from a
mon-jar. This process of differentiation through negation is a
necessary prerequisite to all vikalpa perceptions:
The certainty about "this" that the subject, in whom both
nthis®" and "not-this" shine, feels, because he rejects
[apohanat7 not-this, is spoken of as the determinate cogni-
ficn "this is & jar". . . Determinacy owes its being to the
awareness of another thing which is of opposite nature.h
IPK 106-3"5, tI‘anS. Pandey
As already noted, Utpala denies that differentiation and
determinacy apply to the Supreme Self. Just as the unity of
water is unaffected by its appearance as waves, he contends that
the Supreme ever remains avikalpa despite the determinacy of the

everyday-world. And just as waves are nothing but water, Utpala

also argues that all worldly perceptions are but manifestations
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of the will of supreme consciousness and are essentially identi-
cal with supreme consciousness:
And thus consciousness of the object, i.e., the consciocus=~
ness which shines affected by a succession of variety of
objects, is nothing but the great Lord, the Subject, who is
essentially the eternal and unchanging light of consclous-
ness. -~ IPK 1l.7.1l, trans. Pandey
Like Utpala, Safikara also declares the world to be
vikalpa. éaﬁkara, though, uses the word as an expression of the
illusory nature of the woxld. In Advaita Vedanta differentiation
is regarded as resulting from superimposition (adhyasa,
adhyéroga), vhich is ¥Ythe unreal assumption about the attributes
of one thing as being the attributes of some other thing," "the
notion of 'that' in something 't'Jot-’t;hat.“'5 In the famiiiar
example of the rope and the snake, the attributes of the snake
are superimposed upsn the rope, the result being that the rope
is thought to be capable of moving, biting, etc. According to
éaﬁkara, there is a similar reciprocal superimposition of the
qualities of the manifest world or non-self (diversity, change,
etc.) onto the Supreme Self, and also of the qualities of the
Supreme Self (unity, eternality, etc.) onto the non-self,
The rope, the one real thing, is imagined {kalgita7 to
be such unreal things as 2 snake, a streak of water,
etc. . . Similarly, the Self is imagined to be such multi-
farious unreal things as breath, etc., which do not exist.
- MKB 2.33, trans. Gambhirananda
Utpala repeatedly attacks the Veddnta position that

diversificatim is an illusion and that the diverse objects of

/
the world are unreal. Siva is found in the form of multiplicity
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through his willpower, he says, and even that multiplicity is
/
of the nature of Siva.

Paramasiva is of the nature of diversity and is not separate
from the diverse things of the world. Because it is his
nature to establish himself as the diverse things of the
world, this world, even in all its diversity, is real.

- 8D 1.L49 comm.

In chapter three of SD the theory that the wrld is a
real form (klrpta) of 8iva is contrasted with the Vedanta theory
that tke world is imsginary (kalpand):

Something is imaginary, in the realm of fancy, when it
is thought to be of a certain form and actually isn't of
any such form. Since Siva himself /siksat/ is actually
all of this world and, in reality, all of this world is
Siva, then there can be nothing imaginary about this world.
- SD 3.83 comm.
In support of his remarks above Utpala returns to his gold-
metaphor. Declaring the world to be illusory, he argues, is the
same as saying that gold is real only when melted in a crucible
10
ad is imaginery when in the form of various ornamentse.

If this were indeed Sankara's position--gold being real
and gold rings unreal--then it would deserve the abrupt refuta-
tion accorded it by Utpala. However, Safkara uses the gold-

metaphor in a very different manner:

A rucaka (a kind of golden utensil) and a svastika (another
kind of golden utensil) are not the self of each other (are
not identical); they are identical only as gold. . . . It
is only after the nature of the diverse effects such as
name, etc., qua effects is destroyed, that it is possible
to accept them as being of the nature of Brahman.

- BSB L.l.1h, trans. Apte

7 0
Sankara's theory of superimposition is clearly opposed to

Utpala's position. Utpala seems to believe that various gold
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ornaments are identical as such; at least he never denies the
reality of their respectively distinct forms. The manifesta-
tions of the everyday-world are identical with supreme conscious=-
ness, he claims, even in their distinctive forms as mutually iso=-
lated subjects and objects .11 Although Utpala asserts that deter-
minacy is not applicable to supreme consciousness, the objects
of determinate perception are themselves regarded as identical
with the Supreme. If everything in the world shines (prakisate)
through the light of consciousness, arguwes Utpala, then the
nature of the everyday-world cannot be contrary to the nature of
the Supreme--there is no perceiving "that" in something "not-that."
Although never made explicit, there is an implicit super-~
impositim of sorts found in Utpala's theories. It is based on
the Talse attribution of the determinate nature of the everyday-
wrld to the indeterminate Supreme--as in thinking that water
becomes divided when waves appear. The waves in Utpala's meta-
phor are identical with water, even though differentiated and
changing. But if one were to fail to perceive the continuity
and unity of water and were to attribute the changing nature of
waves to unchanging water, then this would constitute an errcn-
eous attribution. This is the viewpoint of multiplicity

12
(bhedapratiti) which Utpala equates with bondage and which is

somewhat analogous to the superimposition of non-Self on Self.
Utpala thus both defends the unitary Supreme against

charges that it is affected by the diversity of the everyday-
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world and, at the same time, defends the everyday-worid against
theories which declare it to be illusory. In other words, he
refutes the ultimacy of differentiations made within the frame-
work of limited perceptions, but he supports the ultimate real-
ity of those differentiated perceptions, which are identical
with the Supreme. It is unclear vhether Utpala contends that
we perceive the world from the viewpoint of multiplicity because
we are tound, or whether bondage is the result of such a view-
point. Whichever may be the case, the remedy propounded by him
is direct and simple: release is merely the viewpoint of non-

diff erentiation (abhedapratiti).

Abhinava: Imagined Multiplicity

While Utpala vigorously attacks Vedanta theories that
the diversity of the world is imaginary or unreal, Abhinava des=~
cribes the determinate world in those very terms. "The Self 2
remains non-dual ," says Abhinava, "even when imzgined (parikalpita)
to be endowed with pcwer."13 In commenting on IPK 1l.3.7,

Abhinava explains that the power of differentiation, apohana$akti,

is that which cases one thing to be manifest as separate from
another, such as one consciousness from another or one object of
knowledge from another. This is in accord with Utpala's theor-
jies, but Abhinava's further remarks concerning the power of
differentiation are not,

Division is not really possible, and thus it is called "mere
appearance" /avabhisamztram/, 14 - IPV I, p. 110.
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Since there is no real possibility of division, the appear-

ance of diversity (or the masking of unity) is declared by
Abhinava to be illusory:
And the caise of obscuration of that pure consciousness is -
that power which is called maya. It is the freedom to bring
about the obscuration of unity, which is of the nature of
illusion /ohranti/. - IPV I, p. 249, trans. Pandey
If the diversity of the world is an illusicn, then the
multiple subjects and objects of the everyday-world camot be
identical with the Supreme in any direct sense. Utpala allowed
no alternatives in evaluating the perceptions of the manifest
world, arguing that whatever appears must be of the nature of
rakada, since there is nothing similar to Qrak'a'sfa amd yet
differemt from it. Abhinava, at obvious variance with Utpala,
contends that the limited manifestations of the maya-world are
neither identical with nor different from the light of supreme
consciousness:
The object of cognition is not outside the light of sub-
ject, otherwise it would not be manifest. But this object
also is to be admitted as separate from the light. For
otherwise, how can it be called the object? . . . If they
Jobjects/ be non-different fram the true light, how can
the mutual differences among them be possible?
- IPV I, p. 148, trans. Pandey
Utpzla explains dif ferentiation within the light of con-
sciousness by means of the Supreme's power of differentiation
which sets the stage for determinate perceptions. Abhinava adds

a new step in the formulation of determinate percepticns. With-

in the limited sphere of the m3ya-world, Abhinava argues, ihere
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is the possitbility of perceiving many different objects at any
given time or place. One perceives, for example, sense-im-
pressiams of a jar on the floor. By the superimposition
(sam@ropa) and subsequent negation (nig eddha) of the possibility
of non-jar, there results the determinate cognition, "this is a
jare®
Therefore, there being the possibility of appearance of both
jar and cloth (at the place where jar is present) there is
room for superimposition. When there is superimposition of
a thing of a different nature (on jar) then alone there is
room for the power of differentiation to function in refut-
ing what is superimposed. Therefore the ascertainment "this
is a jar" has the distinctive feature of determinacy, which
depends upon the operation of differentiation.
- IPV I, p. 239, trans. Pandey.
Abhinava's use of superimposition is unprecedented in the writ-
ings of Utpala, where neither sam'éroga nor any of its Sanskrit
equivalents is found. Although the superimposition of jar and
non=-jar differs from the Vedanta example of rope and snake, it
also is an illusory sup erimposition. For if division is not
really possible and if determinateness is illusory, then swper-
imposition is the error which results in illusion. As will be
seen immediately below, Abhinava dlso discusses superimposi-
tion in a more specifically Advaita Vedanta mamer.
Utpala contended that bondage lay in adopting the view-
point of multiplicity and failing to realize the unity of éiva-
consciousness. In alluding to the illusory nature of mulii-

plicity, Abhinava dlso is confirming the unitary reality of the

Supreme. In Abhinava's scheme, however, the erroneousness of the
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miya-world does not consist only of the viewpoint of multi-
plicity; there is also a false unification of Self and non=-
self, vhereby the limited self thinks itself identical with
that which is non-self:

And the obscuration of the real nature of counsciousnzce cen-
sists in wrongly considering body, etc., which are still of
the nature of object and, therefore, different from the sub-
ject, to be the subject without any reason for it.

- IPV I, p. 249, trans. Pandey, p. 90

The power of miy3d reveals itself when the not-self, such
as the intellect and body, are identified with the 3elf . . .
How are these things not-sel f?
All of these are in reality essentially conscilousness alone,
but they are manifested as non-consciousness through maya . . .
the identification is made, they are assumed to be identi-
cal with the principle of consciousness, even while they
are inert and limited by the five kancukas ﬁ:he sheaths of
ma&ya/. . . Thus the experiencer /pramity/ himself becomes
as the meya, the limited object of perception.

- IFV II, pp. 20L~207, trans. Pandey

Abhinava is expounding superimposition in the explicitly
Advaita Vedanta manner as the notion of something "that®" in
"not-that." Furthermore, Abhinava supports both aspects of
Safikara's reciprocal superimposition and distinguishes two differ-
ent types of errors. The first type is the superimposition of

non-self on Self—taking that which is really consciousness and

cognizing it as different from the Self, as limited and inert.

The second superimposition is of Self on non-self--falsely

identifying those limited objects as identical with the Self.
Utpala at least tacitly concurs with the notion of superimposi-
tion of non-self on Self, since his theories center upon our

perceiving diversity where there is really only unity of Self.,
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But the superimposition of Self on non-self ccnstitutes a defile-
ment of a different sort, i.e., 2 false identification rather
than a false distinction, which is not acknowledged by Utpala.
The jiva's perception of Self as identical with the bodily
adjuncts and limited objects of the everyday-world demands a |
remedy akin to distinguishing Self from non-self, realizing the
differences between Self as atman and limited objects as anatman.
From the viewpoint of world manifestation, this is a secondary
manifestation; from the perspective of the sadhaka or aspirant,
this is the first error that must be overcome. Abhinava makes

this point eminently clear in Paramirthasara:

It is blindness when there arises the error that modes of
being, which are non-different from the Self as Shining
Consciousness, are thought to be non-self,l
- PS 30, trans. Bamett
This describes the first kind of superimposition, non-self on
16
Self. Similar statememts are often made by Utpala. But
Abhinava further says:
It is darkness from darkness, a great pustule upon a boil,
when that which is not the Self, such as body and breath,
is imagined to be the Self.l?
- PS 31, trans. Barnett
This is the second type of superimposition, Self on nori-self,
where the limited subject identifies with the limited object of
perception. Abhinava doesn't hesitate to refer to these limited
manifesta tions as anatman, as sufficiently different from the

Self so that any identification with them in their limited forms

would be erroneous. Utpala ignores this secondary superimposi-
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tion even in his treatment of everyday-perception, and he always
supports the identity of limited manifestations and the Suprenme.
Abhinava agrees that the ultimate identity of both limited sub-
Jject aad limited object is supreme consciousness, but he pre- ‘
sents the first step of realizing the Seif in very Vedianta-~like
tems as one of distinction, not unification:

Having first overthrown the semblance /avabhana/ of Self=-

hood in what is not-self, the Supreme Siva shatters the

delusion /bhranti/ that sees not-self in Self,

~ PS 39, trans. Barnett
Thus, while there is no explicit exposition of superim-

position im the writings of Utpala, a distinctly
Advaita Vedanta presentation of the topic is found in Abhinava's
works. Utpala contends that the diverse marmifestations of the
world are directly identical with the light of supreme conscious-
ness .' Abhinava argues that they cannot be completely or directly
identical with the Supreme because of their determinatenes:.
Finally, Utpala implicitly acknowledges only the superimposition
of non-self on Self, viz., the false differentiation of Self
and non-self., Abhinava discusses two types of superimpositions--
which respectively entail not only the false dif ferentiation of

Self and non-self, but also the false identification of Self

with non-self,



CHAPTER V

LEVELS CF REALITY AND SUBLATION

Utpala's Refutation of Sublation

We have already seen that Utpala extends the reality of
the Supreme even to the limited manifestations of multiplicity.
Everything, from Paramadiva to a pot, is equally possessed of
full comsciousness (piirpa cit). All distinctions and gradaticns
of readlity, says Utpala, are caused by §'_r_algd_l§1_§_--a word which
may be translated ¥faith" or "belief® or, as does Gnoli,

"human opinion.,":L What are the distinctlons to which Utpala is
referring? In a gensral sense they are all the various wsys in
which the label "reality" is affixed to some percentions and
denigd to others--the distinctions between real-world and dream~
world, real water and m'irage, etc. Utpala also specifically
refers to the distinctions between rezlity and appearance found
in Sahkara's theories.

According to éaﬁkara, reality is divided into three
levels: paramartha--highest reality, vyavahara--everyday-real -
ity, and pratibhasa--illusion. The highest reality is the abso~
lute unity of Brahman alone. Conditional reality or appearance
consists of everyday;reality, which is ordinary perceptions of
objects such as pots, and illusion, which is hallucination and
erroneous sense-perception and the like. These three categories

of experience are all existent, sat, in contrast with those

63
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things which are unreal, asat, and which can never be objects
of experience, €.Zey hare-horns and sons of barren women.

Within the realm of the existent, illusion is sublatable

by everyday -reality, ad everyday-reality, in turn, is sublat-
able by Brahman., Sublation (bddha) is the counter-process of

superimposition. For example, the superimposed snake is said

to be sublated when it is revealed to be nothing other than a

rope. The process of sublation involves:

1. contradiction: the incompatibility of two cogni=-
tions, "this is a snzke" and "this is a rope."

2. denial: rejection of the cognition, "this is a
snake "

3. revaluation: replacement of the old cognition "this
is a snake™ with the new one, "this is not a snake
but 1s a rope.®

In the same way that the snake is sublated by the rope, the

whole real-unreal course of everydgy-life (sarva-satyanrtavyava-

hira), says Safikara, is sublated by the knowledge of Br‘ahman.2
Of course, Utpala has little tolerance for any ordering
of reality into levels. He deals with the Advaita Vedanta dis-
tinction between reality and appearance in chapter four of
éivadrsti. Although the arguments of the chapter are applicable
to and directed against a variety of schools, their main thrust
is toward a refutation of the Védanta theory of sublation. In

attacking the notion of badha, it is not the revaluative aspect
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of sublation to which Utpala objects; he himself contends that
our percepti ans of the everyday-world are constantly c hanging
and urges us to revaluate our perceptions by replacing the view-
point of diversity with the viewpoint of non-diversity. It is
the contradiction and denial aspects of sublation which clash {
with Utpala's theory of the all-inclusiveness of reality, since
Utpala wishes to avoid any rejection of the everyday world as
unreal,

Barlier Kashmir Saiva works, both Agana and Spanda, make

no direct mention of the paramirtha-vyavahara-pratibhasa divi-

sions of reality. Utpala accepts these divisions for the sake
of argument only to declare them meaningless in distinguishing
reality from non-reality or greater reality from lesser reality.
Bverything is endowed with power, begins Utpala im his commen=-
tary on chapter four of SD, and everything is of the form of
consciousness (cidripatd), real (vastu) and a form of Siva
(Sivartpatva)., Even inert objects, such as rocks or trees, are
manifestations of consciousness (cidvyakti) and shine as the

indivisible light of consciousness (prakisibheda); thus they

are not only real, sat, but of the highest reality (paramartha-
sat), as well.

At this point in the text an objector intervenes and asks:
If everything is equally and undeniably real, how may one dis-
tinguish between proper (samyak) and false (mithya) knowledge?

Would not the perception of a pot and the perception of a rope-



snake be indistinguishably real if everything were of the nature
of S’iva?

Utpala replies that the distinctions made between illu-
sion and reality are not themselves based on reality but on the
functiorming of the everydsgy-world, whose uncertain and unstable
nature precludes its acting as a criterion of reality. As proof
of the uncertain nature of the everyday-world, three examples
are provided. Utpala cites the case of a king who passes off
false coins in his border territories. The coins are false,
i.e., not made of gold, yet becaase of the king's sanction they
serve in everyday-affairs as real money and are regarded as
such.

The conditional nature of the everyday-world is also
demonstrat ed by the effects of poison, which will kill one person
bubt cause no harm to another who is protected by the hymn of
Garuda, the mythical bird who is the destroyer of snakes.6 The

everyday ~vwor 1d consists of mere pleasure (Zhladamatraka); if

one is thirsty, one's thirst may be quenched by dream-water as
well as real water, the effects of both being a satisfaction

which is proven by one's own consciousness.7 Each of the above
examples is very different in nature, but they all are used by
Utpala to demonstrate the arbitrariness of distinctions between
everyday-reality and illusion. They also lead to an even more
serious objection than that previously presented. For if this

world is of the highest reality and, at the same time, of such
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ucertain nature, reality itself is reduced to being Just as
uncertain as the everyday--world.8 In otle r words, if everything
is of equal reality, then illusion may be of the highest real-
ity, but the highest reality can be no more real than rope-sna¥es.

Utpala answers this objection at great length. All mani-
festations of consciousness, including shell-silver and hare-
horns, represent the undeniable reality of Siva. The everyday =
world is real, he says, because it is a manifestation of con=-
sciousness, not because of its conventional designation as
treal" or because it is capable of sublating illusion.9 Utpalats
arguments against sublation are summarized in the:appendix; they
revolve around the undeniable reality of all experience ard his
contention that "an object which is experienced does not became
otherwise. nl0

Bveryday-real and illusory obJjects d not contradict
either the highest reality or each other; there is simply the
percention of objects in different forms at different times,
With regard to the illusory shell-gilver,there is the percep=-
tion of a precious metal, silver, which is followed by percep-
tion of a piece of shell. There has been a change in determinate
perceptions (vikalga—s), one perception replacing another, but
there is no contradiction between the two perceptions. Nor is
any denial of the earlier perception of silver possible at the
time of the later perception of shell., For example, one per-

ceives a pot at cne moment and a piece of cloth at a later
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moment, yet we don't say that the cloth serves to deny the pot.

Milk changes into curds, but there is no contradiction in the

process and milk is not sublated by curds. Different manifes-

tations occur at different times, and there is no possibility

of a later manifestation denying or contradicting an earlier
11

one.,

Utpala thus arrives at the audacious conclusion that
"everything is real, nothing is i‘alse,"12 that the reality of
the everydagy-world is no less than tlie reality of éiva and no
more than the reality of shell-silver. It would seem that
Utpalats defense of the unsublatable reality of all world-ex-
perience actually ignores the experience of sublation. Iden-
tifying world-manifestations with the indivisible light of con-
sciousness in itself serves to supersede, if not sublate, the
uncertainty and conflict of the everyday-world. But Utpala
reasons, quite correctly, that if a distinction is allowed be=-
tween the reality of the everyday-world and the reality of an
illusion, there are even stronger grounds for distinguishing the
highest reality of Siva from the appearance of the limited world
as a whole. His position with respect to sublation and levels
of reality is necessarily extreme, for allowing reality to be
anything but undivided and all-pervasive is a most extreme error

from the viewpoint of the equal reality of everything.
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Abhinavals Distinction Between levels of Reality

Utpala draws no distinction at all between the reality
of objects as such and the reality of their underlying substratum.
This distinction between levels of reality is the basis of the
Advaita Ved3nta premise that all experience is real until shown
to be otherwise. The lesson of the rope sublating the snake is
not that the m&ya-world is fictitious or non-existant. Although
Safikara does sometimes declare world-manifestations to be un-
real, he often and more precisely refers to everyday-reality
end illusion as conditicnally real--that is, real only until the
conditions necessary for sublation are obtained:
Prior to the attainment of knowledge of Brahman, all worldly
experiences are real [Eommenta r: because they are not
sublateg', just as dream experiences prior to awakening.13
- BSB 2.1.1L
Abhinava formulates the same distinction between the
experience of the object as such as the sublating experience of -
reality. The multiplicity of the object-world, he says, is mot
of the highest rea]ity;lh the conditional existence of an ob-
ject directly correlates with its being experienced as non-sub-

lated:

As long as a thing is experienced as non-sublated, to that
extent, it exists.ld - IFV I, p. Ll.

There is even no need for a commentator's interjection of "be-
cause they are not sublated" (badhabhavat), as in the BSB cita-

tion dbow, to qualify the reality of everyday-objects.
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In another IPV passage Abhinava seems to apply the term
Earam'értha to world manifestations in a manner quite compatible
with the views of Utpala; at least the interpretation rendered
by Pandey gives that impression: |

In this world whatever enters into consciousness is a mere
manifestation of the Self, the Ultimate Reality to be
defined later. Amongst the manifest, the causal relation,
such as exists between the means and the end and so on,
is dlso real, because all this is a fact of consciousness,
and the reality of what enters into consciousness camnot
be denied.l® - IPV I, p. 9, trans. Pandey
Pandey has "transcreated," rather than translated this passage
to a point, if not beyond recognitim, well beyond the bounds of
good judgment. The above does serve as a fair summary of
Utpala's position. But it falls far short of being either an
accurate representation of Abhinava's views in general or of
this IPV passage in particular,

To begin, the translation conflicts with other of
Abhinavals statements to the effect that the objects of the
everyday-wrld are not of the highest reality and are mot, as
such, identical with the Supreme. Pandey's translation iniplies
that the causally related objects of the manifest world are
themselves of the highest reality. This sharply opposes the im-
plications of M"as long as a thing is experienced as sublated. . . "
--namely, that the objects are merely conditionally real and sub-
ject to later sublation. Rather than assume that the relation-

ships of the world are regarded as mere manifestation, prathamatra,

in the first line, and then as the highest reality, paramartha,
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in the second line, a far less strained interpretation might make
use of the natural opposition of the two terms.

In the very next lines of IPV Abhinava refers to the in-
numer able divisions of the mani fest world--sentient and insen-
tient, creator ard created, knower and known--as the forms of

ordinary life (lokavyavzharartpa) which are to be established eas

of the nature of m':iyaT.17 Abhinava obviously regards something's
being of the natwe of maya as very different from being of the
highest reality. M. R. Shastriy the editor of the text, com-
ments on this section of IPV by saying, "Otherwise, if every-
thing were of the highest reality of prak'és’a, there could be no
division of 'this cause! and 'this efi‘ec’c.'"18
T would then re-translate the second line of the original
IPV passage to emphasize Abhinava's belief that the mere "show-
objects" are not real as such, but are based on the reality of
rakida, which serves as the substratum of all manifestations:
. « . But even those objects of the manifest world which
partake of causal relation, such as ends and neans, have as
their basis the wndeniable light of conscilousness, and, in
that sense, as prakaSa, they are of the highest reality.
The reason for examining this passage in detail is to

show that a close reading of Abhinava reveals his separation of

vyavahara and paramdrtha into two distinct levels of reality:

maya-mani festations and the real background of Erakés’c . Although
this does not provide a satisfactory explanation of the nature

of the relationship between the two levels, it focuses upon them
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as dependancy-related in the manner of Vedanta superimgosition
and sublation, and not identity-related as in the theories of
Utpala. The Supreme in Abhinava's scheme does not become the
manifest world in any real sense, but is instead the substratum
of worl d~-manifestations. "The immanence of the Lord," says
19
Abhinava, "is through his sustaining world-reflections.® Alsc,
it must be remembered that Abhinava not only asserts that the
manifestations of the world are mere reflections, but he further
specifies that those reflections are not identical with the
Self, and he often calls them illusory:
For all that /The manifest world/ being essentially a
manifestation of m&yd, the principle of obscuration, and,
therefore, unilluminative like darkness, cenmt be a
mems to knowledge of the pure light, which is beyond maya,
and therefore is the opposite of manifestation.
- JPV II, p. Ty trans. Pandey
Aithough there is no snake in the rope, it causes a terror
ending in death. Truly the great power of illusion camnot
be easily pierced.
Similarly, dharma, adharma, heaven,hell, birth, death,
pleasure, sorrow, caste and stages of life--even though non=

existant in the Self, appear because of the power of illu-
sion.20 - Ps 28-29

The above lines from Paramdrthasdra are remarkably simi-~

lar, both in metaphar and intent, to passages in the writings of
éar'lkara.Zl This is the only instance I have been able to find
where Abhinave uses the rope-snake analogy. Although the analogy
fits admirebly into many of his remarks, it was perhaps too ob=-
viously linked with Vedanta thought for use by a éaivite, which

me&k es even its single appearance here all the more extraordinary.
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As shown in Appendix C , much of Abhinava's Paramartha-
s3ra is but a rewording or even literal borrowing from Adi §e§a's
earlier text of the same name. Abhinava doesn't even change
"Brahman" to "§iva" in the following verses, which stand as a
clear expression of the distinction tetween the absolute reality
of the Supreme and the illusoriness of world appearances:

This is Brahman, the supreme, pure, still, undifferentiated,
equal, complete, deathless, real, that is merged in the
Pover of Essential Light.

On the other hand, the object of desire or knowledge or

action, which is not experienced as Essential Light, is
only a sky-flower. - PS li3-Lli, trans. Barnett

Abhinavats Theory of Errar

Abhinava's distinctions between levels of reality and his
usé of sublation are found in the exposition of his theory of
error. This discussion of error takes place as a commentery on
Utpala's Kzrikd 2.3.13. The shell-silver example is already
familiar, and the perception of two moons refers to sensory
errcr caused by double-vision:

Even when there is ccnsciousness of silver at the sight of
mother-cf-pearl, there is no silver in the mother -of -pearl,
because there is no agreement (between the itwo cognitions)
in respect of their spatial limitation. In the case of
utyo moons!" also, it is a particular poig}xt 5 in the heavenly
vault that shines differently /anyathd/.22
-IFK 2,3.13, trans. Pandey
The word anyathd means "elsewhere," as well as ngjifferently."
Considering the karika's reference to spatial limitation

(upZdhideda), error becomes a matter of the false juxtaposition

of the elements of a cognition which may be independently real—
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€.8es "silveriness" and "shell," It seems that Utpala is sup-

porting the Naiyayika theory of error (anyathakhyati), which
23

4

contends that errors are of misplacement and mistiming.

In S,ivadgggi Utpala supported no particular thecry of
error and, in fat, attacked the very noticn of erroneous per-
ception. He contended there that judgments of the sort, "this
is shell in spacex" made at timez, cannot serve to deny the
velidity of the earlier jJjudgment, "this is silwver in spacex"
made at timel. Inconsistent as this karikd seems to be with
SD, Abhinava's comuentary o it goes even further, in that
Abhinava ultimately demies even the independent reality of the
elements of erroneous cognition.

Abhinava refers to his theory of error (bhriantitattva)

as error of incompleteness or imperfection (aptrnckhydti). He

lists as alternative theories concerning the natwe of error,
without mentioning who held them or how they differ fram his

own: the asatkhyati of the Buddhists, viparitakhyati of

Bhatta Mimafsd, and anirvicaniyakhydti of Advaita Vedznta.

Although obviously aware that anyathdkhyati represents the

Nyaya theory of error, Abhinava doesn't acknowledge the use of
anyatha in the kariki. He perhgps didn't want to admit that
Utpala was presenting the Logicians! view of error, or he may
have intended to emphasize the difference tetween it znd his

own theory of aplirnakhyati.
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The mechanics of apilirpakhyati refer back to an earlier

IPV discussion of subject and objec:t.25 The empirical world is
there described as an objective wave of @bhasa~s which is
joined to individuzl subject waves in a degree and manner corres-
ponding to the taste, purpose and intellectual capacity of the
subject. Accordingly, because of greed or near-sightedness or
whatever, someone walking down the beach cognizes silver where
there is only shell,

That space /desa/ which is the limiting cordition /upadhi/

of "here is silver" is (later found to be) the shell-space

which shines withthe lustre of silver.

- IFV II, p. 11k, trans. Pandey

At the time of perception there is no error about the various
separate ahbasa-s, such as "this®" or “silven" or even the con-
nection between them, since they are directly experienced as
vimarfa. Erronecousness arises only with the later v:i.maréa,
"this is not silver—hard, heavy, etc.," which sublates (bZghate) «
the earlier one.

From Abhinava's brief exposition on error, it seems that

the limited percelver could never avoid error of an apilirnakhvati

sort. Perfect (E_@g_rg._) knowledge, not possibly subject to later
contradiction or amendment, would demand omniscience on the

part of the perceiver--namely, his perceiving all the properties
of any object at the same time, In the text a like-minded ob-
Jector intervenes:

Objector: But knowledge of the shell is adlso incomplete.
Then is all the world an illusion?
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Abhinava: Horray! Your eyes are finally opening. All of

the miyd-world is an illusion, and this lower %llusion is

1ike a dream in a dream, a pustule on a boil.?2

- IPV II, p. 116
The incontestable finality of the above needs little com-

ment. Abhinava's response is indisputably that of an Advaita
Vedantin. Whereas Utpala declared vyavehara and pratibhasa to
be indistinguishably real, Abhinava here says that they are dis-

tinet and sublatable levels of illusory appearances



Part III
VEDANTA AND PRAT YABHIJNA

Chapter VI

Having examined the basic differences in the theories of
Utpala and Abhinava, we will now proceed to a brief critique of
some general evaluations of PratyabhijfZ made by others. As
already noted, the issues of Part II of this dissertation have
not been taken into consideration in previous assessments of

Pratyabhi jha's position relative to other schools of philosophy.

Illusionist Vedanta and Resalist Pratyabhijnd

The theories of Pratyabhijni as a whole have leen var-
iously called a form of "realistic id ealism,"1 "monistic ideal =
ism,"'2 tidealistic mon:i.s:m"3 and "concrete monism.,"h While
Pratyabhijna is surely monistic and, by any reasmable defini-
tion of the word, also idealistic, the supposed realistic
nature of Pratysbhijna's tleories warrants closer consideration.
Without entering into a discussion of the Western philosophical
systems associated with the term, it will be readily agreed that
Pratyabhijfia is "idealistic," since it defines reality as spirit-
ual and the world as a form of consciousness. There being no
separate material cause to the world according to Utpala and
Abhinava, their philosophies are also "monistic"~-that is, believ-
ing in one supreme principle alone and without a second (advaita).

77
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However, the "realism" of Pratyabhijiid, if it may be called so
at all, is quite different from the realism of dialist Sahkhya,
which is based on the modification of material energy or
prakrti, and also from the atomistic theory of realism held by
pluralist Nydya-Vaisesika. _ 5

Pandey contrasts what he considers to be Pratyabhijha's
synthesis of realism and idealism, i.e. n"realistic ideglism,"
to the "pure idealistic monism of Advalta Vedanta which declares
the warld to be mere :'L]Zl.usion."5 Using different terms to the
same effect, Kaw distinguishes Pratyabhijfia's "concrete mon-
ism" from the "absolute idealism™ of Safikara:

Sahkaracarya's view with regard to the existence of object

is quite contrary to that of the Pratyabhijng system. Ac-
cording to his system the only reality is subject and the
existence of the object is fictitious. This view supposes

the subject and object to be opposed to each other as are
darkness and light. . . « The approach of Pratyabhijfia
philosophers to the problem of object (non-ego) is realis-
tic. 1In their view the world with all animate and inanimate -
objects is real.

Kaw's remarks may be shown to misconstrue the positions
of both Ved3nta and Pratyabhijhi. His contention of a basic
Giff erence between the fictitious object-world of Safkara and
the realism of Pratyabhijfid completely ignores the illusionistic

stream of Abhinava’s thinking. Kaw also sericusly oversimplifies

the illusionism of Sahksra and the realism of Utpala.

Safkara: Subject-Object

éaﬁkara's position with respect to the redlity of objects



79

is itself a synthesis of realistic ard idealistic views. Kaw's
assessment of Safikara is possibly justified if one limits one=

self to the passages in the Mandikyakarika@bhisya which ciphati-

cally assert the falsity of objective experience. "Objectivity
(dréyatva) ," Safikara there contends, "is indistinguishably false
in both the dream and waking states."

This is diametrically opposed to passages in the Brahmasut-
rabhasya vhere éaﬁkara states that external objects camnot be
non-existent because they are perceived (upalabdha), and that
which is perceived canmot be non-existent. He refutes a sub-

jectivist (vijh@navadin) argument that objects, although perceived

as if external (bahirvat), are still unreal:
Why say 'as if!' external? No one says that Vishpumitra
appears 'as if' the son of a barren womn.
- BSB 2.2.28, trans. Apte
Sahkara continues in this most thoroughly realist vein, arguing
that objects of the waking state cannot be the same as dream-
objects because they are dissimilar, dif ferent in tleir essen-
tial natures (vaidharmya):
The actual distinction between remembrance or memory
{smrtﬂ in a dream and perception or experience (ugalabdhﬂ
in a waking condition which is of the nature of separation
from or contact with a thing is directly experienced by a
person himself, when he says, for instance, "I remember nmy
dear son but am not able to see him. But I do wish tose
him.“ - BSB 2.20 29, tI‘anS. Apte
The above analogy and others of a similar realist type

(sich as real water quenching thirst versus a mirage) are put to

harsh abttack in MKB. The negative dialectic of Safkara's



B

80

ajativada (literally, the theory that "nothing is born!) opposes
subject-object differentiation even within an idealistic frame=-
work. The arguments used by the subjective idealists

(vijhsmavadin-s) to deny the reality of external cbjects (MKB

11,25-27) meet with Safikara's approval, but the subjective ideal-
ists' own position is in twurn refuted:
We also approve the view of the subjective ideazlists that
consciousness appears as a jar even though there is no such
jar etc., therefore it also stands to reason that conscious-
ness appears to be born even though there is no such thing
as birth. . . therefore those idealists who see the birth
of consciousness as momentariness, sorrow, non-self, etc.,
(are claiming to) see by means of that very cit, that which
is of the nature of cit and cannot be seen. They see the
tracks of birds in the sky itself and are thus even more
audacious than the other dualists.
~ MKB L.28, trans. Gambhirananda
Although these remarks ostensibly concur with Kawts description
of the object as "fictitious" in Vedanta, they represent an
attack upon the ultimate reality of perceiving subject as well
as perceiving object. From the highest standpoint, mental states'
or ideas have to be as unreal as any other constituent of the
world, Neither the extermal object (bahirdrsya) or object of
consciousness (cidgy‘.sfya)--in fact, no object (drsya) or Vseeing"
at all’ in any ordinary sense--is ulbtimately real.
The differences between idealists and realists, however,
are based precisely on that which we see in the everyday-world.
< o
As has already been shown, Sankara does recognize and cdeal with

the limitation and differentiation of the mayd-world, allowing

that it is conditionally real until sublated by the knowledge
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of Brahman. His idealism should not be considered "subjective",
like that of the Buddhist VijManavidin in the East or Hshop Brkeley
in the West, since it is the limitation of subject-cbject dual-
ity which is to be denmied and transcended by the highest realitj.

Kaw'!s misleading interpretation of Safikara is similar to

a statement by Radhakrishnan, who says, wSafikara declares that
subject and object are opposed like light and darkness."8
Radhakrishnan, though, also states:

Safikara approaches the problem [o'f everyday experiencg7

from the subjective and objective sides which do not ulti-

mately diverge. . . . In ordinary usage we regard mental

states as subjective and physical states as objective. But

from the metaphysical point of view both orders of phenomena,
ment dl and material, are equally objective.?

Utpala and Abhinava: Subject-Cbject

. The “realistic approach to cbject™ which Kaw ascribes to
Pratyabhijfid is not even found in the theories of Utpala, who
also contends that the subjective and ob jective sides of exper-
ience do not diverge. Utpala denies any subject-object differ-
ence, and not clearly or merely in the sense of ultimate iden=-
tity, contending that both orders of phenomena are equally sub-
jective. Without drawing any distinction between everyday-
reality and highest reality, he tries to show a necessary iden=-
tity of jiva-self and object, i.e., perceiver and pot, and of
both, in turn, with supreme consciousness. If the pot were
really material or redlly externzl, he argues, then it could not
be experienced in consciousness--that is, not be experienced at

a11.%0
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Much like Safkara in MKB, Utpala denies the reality, or
rather the metephysical significance, of the distinction between
dream and waking states. Also similar to ajativé‘da is the
manner in which Utpala examines everyday-distinctions (the distinc=
tions which are at the core of any traditional realist position)
from the viewpoint of non-differentiatiomm. Shells, shell=silver
and hare-horns are all said to be equally representative of
vvavahira, which, because of its uncertsinty and incouclusive-
ness, provides no grounds for determining reality or even estab-
1ighing metaphysical priorities.

In explaining the reduction of a manifestatio of con-~
scicusness (cidabhisa) to the state of inertness (j2dya), Utpala
defines that inertness in terms of the object's dependence on
the perceiver or experient (pramatr).

;Tacjabhﬁténém pratisthi jivadadrayd.
The being of the Insentient depends entirely on the Sentient.,
~ IPX 1,1.L4, transl. Pandey
A problem arises in trying to establish vhether jiv_aﬁg means:
1. g’_‘i_\_r_g, the limited perceiver of the mayd-world, or 2. Para-
masiva or supreme consciousness, as Pandey's capital ized "Sen-

tient" seems to imply. The two alternatives may be illustrated

as follows:

1. SUPREME 2e SUR ZME
Jiva — Object Jiva &= Object

The first scheme illustrates subjective idealism, which

/
does nct even represent Sankara's position, much less Utpala's
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or Abhinava's. Despite a certain amount of ambiguity in the
writings of Utpala, he and Abhinava and Sahkara dll subscribe
10 the second scheme. In Abhinuzva'ls case, this is clearly seeﬁ
in his IPV discussion of subject and object.

Abhinava describes the cosmic thought process as a
journey. The experience of the Supreme (pardmar$a) is the final
resting point of the journey, the culminating point which alone
is of the highest reality. Limited subjects and objects and
perceptions (n1n ia'xd plue"® ad "I see blue") are only middle
points in the journey, which both begins and ends in the "Per=-
fect I" (parzhantd) of Parames'vara.ll Unlike Utpala, Abhinava
clearly distinguishes the transcendent nIt of the Supreme from
the limited "IM of the everyday-world. Both of them, though,
oppose any ultimate distinction between subject and object. In
neith.er Pratyabhijfid nor Vedanta are the objects of the every-
day-world to be interpreted as projections of the limited jiva-

self.

Safkara: World Experience

Sahkara's explanation of world-experience is not based
on any opposition of subject and object, but instead on the
distinction between the highest reality of Brezhman and the condi=-
tional reality of world appearances. The jiva is the product
of limiting conditions (upadhi-s) which are brought sbout by

ignorance (avidya). In some instaces the Brzhmasutra-s on
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which Safikara comments present the jiva as being differemt from

2 .,
the atman. Sankara dismisses any such notions and says:

The difference between the embodied jiva and the Inner
Controller /antaryimin/ is not real /ma pdramarthika/ but
due to the limiting conditions of cause and effect estab=-
lished tlrough ignorance. - BSB 1.2.,20, trans. Apte

An analogy is given of the "two-fold carpenter® (taksob-
hayathd) who is unhappy when he uses tools at work but becomes
happy and at ease when he leaves his tools and work behind to go
home. The jiva similarly possesses a two-fold nature:

The jiva-self becomes an agent only as it requires organs-
of-sense such as the mind, etc., for all its activities,
but is not an agent so far as itself is concerned /atmand
akartr/. -~ BSB 2.3.L40, trans. Apte

The Jimited nature (aputva) of the jiva arises from his
taking on the essence of the (ualities of the limiting conditions,
and the Self thus becomes non-pervasive and non-omniscient. The
jiva's limitedness, though, is only in a figurative or secondary
sense, since "in the highest reality, the jiva is all-pervasive

13

and infinite." And even as the limitedness of the jiva must

not be tzken literally, so also with jiva-atman unity. In Advaita

Vedanta the identity of limited self and supreme Self cannot be

obtained to the degree that the jiva is a product of superimposi-

tion; &tman is not identical with jiva as jiva.lh
Safikara sometimes identifies &tman and jiva in the very

same terms as Brahman and world, treating the jiva just as he does

the illusory world., The two-fold nature of the world-experient,

who is both limited and unlimited and both jiva and atmen, parallels
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the nature of objective experience which is neither entirely

real nor entirely unreal and is indescribable (anirvacaniya) as

either real or unreal:

It should be understood that this jiva-self is merely a
false appearance, i.e., reflection of the Highest Self,
similar to the reflection of the sun in water. It is
neither the Highest Self actually /na sa eva saksat/, nor
is it quite a different entity altogether.

~ BSB 2.3.50, trans. Gambhirananda

Sahkara's remarks above may be c ontrasted with Utpalats
view that the manifest world is actually and directly E‘:iva Him-

self (saksat Siva eva sarvam). They do not, however, substan=-

tiate Kaw's contention tnat there is no place for "practical life®
in Safikara's system of Vedinta. Kaw interprets Safkarals refer-
ences to the m3ya-world as false and illusory to mean that the
world~illusion disgppears in a cloud of sublation like an ele=-
phant which suddenly vanishes in a magician's disappe:zring act:

While in Advaita the mani festations ar e unreal appearances
caused by error, those in Pratyabhijia are real facts of
experience. The experiences of the former constitute the
very nature of Siva and do not cease after being 'recog-
nized,' whereas, in the latter, these are wrong perceptions
or illusion (bhranti) and must therefore cease after the
knowledge of The real background is achieved.l6

.-

We will later return to the distinction between realizing
the world is illusory, i.e. realizing that the snake is really
a rope, and recognizing the world to really be éiva.17 But even
in MKB, which contains Safikara's most radical ajativada theories,
every illusion is said to be based on reality. The snake has the
rope as its grounding in reality, and all the illusions of the

world find their substratum in the non-dual, non-changing Brahman.
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Even when the illusion is destroyed, the non-illusory sube
stratum continues to exist by the very fact of its being
non-illusory. No illusion can be perceived that is without
a substratum, - MKB 2.32-33, trans. Ganbhirananda

It is unclear exactly why Kaw believes that the world is
any less a "fact of experience® for éaﬁkara than for the Saivites.
Tt will be remembered that Safikara denied that objects are exper-
ienced "as if" external and said that external objects are not
non-existent bec aise they are directly experienced. The snake
is seen as a snake, with all its fright-causing potential; it is
not experienced "as if" a snake or as the illusory superimposi-
tion of a snake .18

The Advaita principle of the self-validity of all know-
ledge (svatah-praminyavada) presumes that all knowledze is intrin-

19

sicelly valid and true. All worldly experiences, even dreams,
20
are real on their own level until shown to be otherwise. Utpala

. 21 «
also says that knowledge is self-proven (jhanam svatah-siddham) ;

but in Utpala's case, though, knowledge is unsublatable and
proven to be ultimately real. Safikara does regard all worldly
knowledge as sublatable, and he seeks its sublation. However,
Sahkara dees not at all mean to say that the world, even if false,

is experienced as false by the limited subject.

Abhinava and Utpala: World Experience

Despite Kaw's oversimplification of Sankara's illusion-
ism, the Advaitin'!s distinction between reality and appearance is

firmly opposed to Utpalal's doctrine that everyihing is equally
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real. Surprisingly enough, Kaw'!s distinction between illusion-
igm and realism roughly approximates the differences between
Abhinava and Utpala, rather than Vedanta and Pratyabhijﬁ§.

like Sahkara, Abhinava uses reflectionist metaphors to
describe the relationship between the Supreme and world manifes-
tations. He also presents theories of superimposition and subla=-
tion. Abhinava's remarks concerning limited objects being not
& fferent from nor the same as prakdga may be seen & an anirva-
_g_a;rliy_e_t formulation similar to S’aflkara's. That Abhinava distin-
guishes reality from appearace cannot be dubted; one need only
note his references to the world as illusory and to empirical
error as "a pustule on a boil." Abhinava, in fact, is as likely
ac Safhkara tote interpreted as supposing the everyday-world to
be fictitious.

As already noted, if Utpala is a realist 2t 411, he is a
very strange sort of one. His conclusion is indeed that every-
thing is real, yet his approach to the object-world is anything
but realistic. In his approach to the wrld, though, Utpala
tolerates no mention of illusion and squashes all distinctions
between reality and appearance. His arguments are directed
against Vedinta, but they are equally & pliceable to the theories
of Abhinavae

Anticipating Xaw, Utpala oversimplifies, if not misin-
terprets, the position of Advaita Vedanta when attacking the

views of the Brahmavédins.22 Thus the differences between

s
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Utpala's brand of redlism and ALbhinavals and Sahkara's illusion-
ism may not be so completely irreconcilable as might be gatheréd
by the length and vehemence of Utpala's arguments against illusion-
ism. But the similarities between passages of Abhinava's works

and the theories of éahkara are certainly striking, as are the

corresponding points of divergence between Abhinava and Utpala.



CHAPTER VII

IS ABHINAVA A CRYPTO-VEJANTIN?

From the material presented thus far, it might easily be
assumed that Abhinava's sympathies lie wholeheartedly with
Advaita Vedanta and that his theories represent an attempt to
reconstrue Utpala's position in a Vedantin light. The question
of Abhinava's being a crypto-Vedantin--i.e., a Pratyabhijhivadin
in name only--is a serious one. An affirmative answer to the
question wuld deny Abhinava credit for any significant degree
of originality in his thinking; it would also place Abhinavals
philosophy in complete opposition to the Pratyathijha tradition
to which he belongs.

But in order for Abhinava to be regarded as a crypto-
Vedantin, it must be shown that he accepts the Vedanta view of
supreme consciousness as completely unqualified, and not Jjust
the Vedinta view of the world as illusory. Abhinava does not do
fhate There are many statements by Abhinava which are typically
Kashmir Saivite and in complete agreement with the theories of
Utpala, that show significant differences between his philosophy
and that of Safkara. And in dscussing the causal relationship
between supreme consciocusness and manifestation, Abhinava even

directly refutes the philosophy of Safkara.

89
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Abhinava's Arguments Against Vedanta

In IPK 2.Lh.19 Utpala denies that the Samkhya prakrpti can

be a causal agent. In his commentary, Abhinava defines the agent
of an act of transformation (parin&ma) as "characterized by free=-
dom to assume multifarious changes which are constantly taking
platce,,":L and thus being differentiated (p_l’ir_l_l_'l_a_) through the differ-
ent forms which arise and non-differentiated (abhinna) through the
oneness of its nature. The prakrti of Samkhya cannot be a
causal agent, because it is inert, a unitary substance, an objec-
tive thing indicated as "this" and an object of kmowledge.

But both unity and difference are found in that which does

not fall to the state of being the object of knowledge, but,

which, because it is of the nature of light of conscious=-

ness, has only one essential characteristic, namely, "Cit,"

and which is pure [é'vaccham"/ o2 = IFV II, p. 177, transe.

Pandey

The word svaccham means "clear! as well as "pure," and

this passage serves as an introductim to a discourse on re=- «
flectionism. It is dif ficult to understand how the (ne is mani-
fested as many if not by entering the object-state, and Abhinava's
subsequent analogy involves such objects as mirrors and moun-
tains. Moreover, the confusion inherent in possessing contradic-
tory natures, such as diversity and non-diversity, is not resolved
at 211 by ascribing them to a sentient subject rather than an in-

ert object., The unitary Supreme, without any change in its own

nature (akhanditasvabhiva) is said to be the cause of the world

of multiplicity which is ever non-different fram its own nature
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(sada svatmaripa). Abhinava recognizes the difficulty in con-

e r———r— e e e e

ceiving of sich a proposition, and he explains that the free-
dan of Mahesvara is such that He indeed "does that which is
| very difficult to do."3

Although the cause of world manifestations must be sen-
| tient and not inert, Abhinava adds that not just any definition
of consciougness will meet the specifications of causality. éiva
can be possessed of diverse characteristics {blue and yellow)

and even comtradictory ones (blue and not-blue), but the

Vedantin's Brahman has no definable characteristics whatsoever,

It is the purity (Suddhatva) of Brahman--its lack of freedom-~to
which Abhinava objects in his depreciatory references to tle

Vedantin theory of consciousness.

If it were pure and unqualified Znirv:i.s'es_g] consciousness

then it could not be the cause of determinate shining be=-

cause it is the same in regard to yellow, etce.

Cit without svatant:yam, though, like the conscicusness

/vijfina/ called Branman, is incapable of entering into

multiple forms. - IPV II, p. 180, trans. Pandey

It would seem that Abhinava himself is trying to do "that

which is very difficult" in proposing that the Supreme is the
causal agent of the object world and, at the same time, that the
Supreme never zbandons tle oneness of its reality. éahkara can
very appropriately object, "One half the hen is cooked while
the other half is laying eggs.")‘L The Advaitin agrees that

Brahman is incapable of manifesting itself as multiple fom.s.

But any such propensity on the part of the Supreme is wholly
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unacceptable to éar'xkara, since Brahman is to be realized as uni-
tary consciousness, and not as object or multiplicity.

Tn the Brahmasftrabhisya an objector takes a stand similar

to that of Abhinava above. In his response to this objection
dafikara refuses to attribute warld-manifestations to the power
of the Supreme, and he explains them as die to the ignorance of

the limited selves:

Objector: BRrshman is equipped with various powers and
propensities for creating effects /anekadaktipravytiiyuktan/,
so that its oneness and manifoldness are both necessarily
and equally true . . . just as the sea as sea is one, yet

considered in its aspect as foam, waves, etc., it is manifold.

§afikara: The unity of Brehman is the only one and the
highest truth . . . its (so-called) manifoldness is merely
the display of false-ignorance /mithyajfianavijrmbhitan/.
For if both were to be true, how could a person observed to
be involved in phenomenal worldly existence be said to bank
on falsehood? - BSB 2.1.1L, trans. Apte

Safikara is asking, then, in what sense is the jiva deluded, ig=-
norant of his being Ftman? If the maya-world is itself a mani-
festation of the power of the Supreme, then how does the jiva
realize the unitary reality of the Transcendent Supreme, or vhat
purpose would he have in even striving to do so0?

The argument may be c ontinued by presenting the only
section in IPV which contains a lengthy confrontation between
Abhinava and Safkara. Abhinava's remarks are not prompted by
anything said by Utpala, since the kdrika makes no mention of

Vedantins.
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Brshmavadin: The sentient cidripa Self is really one,

and all this multiplicitys 1 due to the trouble of Maya

or Avidya.

Abhinava: Then you cannot explain 'to whom does this

Avidya belong?' It canmot be the ch aracteristic of the

Brahman, beczuse He is simply pure cnsciousness /vidyaika-

rﬁEa7, and in reality Zvastutah7 there is no limited soul,

etC.s to whom this may belong. =~ IPV I, pe 179, trans. Pandey
The question is a difficull one for an Advaitin to answer and
poses one of the basic problems about Advaita theory. In the
text the Brahmavidin is given no chance to reply. If pressed
to provide a brief answer, one might sgy that mayz "belongs® to
Brahman in terms of ontological dependency; Safikara's refusal
to allow the maya-world any independent reality implies its de-
pendence upon Brahman. Avidya, as an epistemological concept

or false judgment, belongs to the jiva~—~although not "in reality,"

if that means in the highest reality (param3rthikam).

But little of Safikara's philosophy can be understood if
limited to the categories of real and unrcal, i.e., Brahman and
hare-homs. Utpala ignores this in attacking the Vedantins for
their declaring the world unreal. Abhinava, though, also con=-

L e . — - . .
siders Sahkarals anirvacaniya fomulation, i.e., the world not

being describable as either real or unreal:

If you /The Brahmavadin/ say that Avidya is inexplicable

[anirvacya/, we cannot understend to whom is it so? If

you say that the idea present in your mind when you sa&y

it is indescribable is that it camnot be explained with

reasons; I wuld say, what can be the reasoning which dis=

regards our expericnce and what strange improbability (of

existence) can there be of one that is shining {bhésanasyah
- IPV II, p. 180, trans. Pandey
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Tt is well worth noting that in Advaita Vedinta it is Brahman=-
consci.ousness that "shines" as self-manifest, and the object=-
world merely “appears"; the root bhds may be used in both ways.
This is a distinction which Abhinava himself draws in calling
_ 7

the world "mere manifestation' (@bhasamatra), yet Abhinava here
defends the undeniable reality of world-experience in a manner
quite similar to that of Utpala.

If you say that the Brahman is Sat and shines indeterminately

as a unity, that this multiplicity is due only to the act

of determination /vikalpa/, then to whom does the act of

determination belong? If you s&y, "to the Brahman," then

He becomes associated with Avidy3 (and ceases to be omni-

scient). For there is in reality no other (to whom Avidya

may belong). - IPV II, p. 180, trans. Pandey
The same question again, though one wonders how Abhinava persists
at it. For if there be any ignorance in the world at all - and
there certainly is according to Abhinava, then that ignorance
is of necessity most intimately associated with Siva. But un-
like Safkara, Abhinava lays no claim to the Supreme's being abso-
lutely ungualified.

Abhinava concludes his arguments against Vedinta by say-

ing that the appearance of consciousness as multiplicity is only

possible if there is freedom characterized by capacity for action

(kartytvalaxsana svitantrya). Utpala also contrasted the active

’
nature of Siva-consciousress (prakzSa-vimarfa) to the passive

nature of Brahman-consciousness, prakaga devoid of vimarsa.
Ksemardja's sumrary of the dif ference between Vedanta and

Pratyabhijfia cen then apply to both Utpila and Abbinava:
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The word svatantra denotes supreme power as of the essence
of cansciousris and distinguishes it as different from
Vedanta.9 had PH, po 38

Sahkara: Unqualified Brahman

Slar‘-]kara denies that any qualities (visesa-s) at all may
be attributed to the qualitiless (nirviéesa) Brahmen. The crea=
tive aspects of Brahman are regarded in Advaita Vedanta as
accidental (tatasthﬁ) properties which are distinct from the
essential (svarlipa) definition of the Supreme .10 The most come
mon definition of Brahman is being-consciousness-bliss (ia_j_-g_j;@_-
ananda).

Sat represents the ontological principle, the unsublatable
existential substratum of all subjects and objects. Pure sube
jectivity of awareness, the pure witness aspect of consciousness,
is denoted by cite. éakaara equates being and consciousness and
says that there is no mutual exclusion of one from the other.

Brshman is to be realized as one who exists /asti iti ups; -
labdhazy_g_7. « « Brahman cannot be only Being and not Cone-

sciocusness, though, for how_could He then be taught to be
the Self of the conscious jiva? = BSB 3.2.21; trans. Apte

But Brahmen must not be thought of as an agent (kartr) imvolved
in the activities of the everyday-world. Even the jiva, in his
true nature as atman, is not an agent.ll In Safikera's view,

ascribing agency to consciousness is equatable with contending

that the Supreme is subject to the dvality and limitations of

the ever yday-world.
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Ananda, bliss, is the third member of the sat-cit-ananda

triade The fullness of Brehman's bliss in Advaita is the inner-
directed and self-contained repose of _s’_Ez_r)__t_:i;,anever overflowing
and always resting within the Self. Even if @nanda is to be
viewed as something positive, not mere absence of sorrow, Safikara

warns against its being confused with the specific characteristic

of happiness (sukhalakgana-visega), which is only imagined ori

1L

the qualitiless (nirvisesa) Self. Sankara also says that the
Brahmen which is of the nature of bliss must be a lower-order
Brohman, since qualification (visesa) implies modification
(vikdra), and Meven the tiniest bit of qualification should not
be resorted ‘c,o."l5

A1l positive characterizations of Brahman ultimately
serve only to affirm qualities which are deniels of their oppo-
si’(:eso16 The best Advaita characterization of the Supreme is
that it is not-this, not-this (neti, g_eio_i_).l? This via negatiw
safeguards the Brahman from the limitations inherent in predica-
timm; it also establishes the Braohman's essential unrelatadness

18

to any other form of experience.

Avhinavas Attributes of éiva—Consciousness

Abhinava describes éiva—consciousness such that mueh more
than a tiny bit of qualification seems to adhere to tie Highest
Self. While Safikara specifically denies that the Self is a

. 19
substence with attributes (pa dravyam dharmi),  Abhinava ana-




97

lyzes the relationship between unity and plurality in those
very terms.
IPK 1.5.12 begins with the statcment that tle Self is con-

sciousness (Ztma ata eva caitanyam).  Abhinava explains that

csitanya stands for a word which indicates the attributes of the

Self (dharma-vicaka-upalakgana) and that the Self is a substance

possessed of attributes (dharmisvabh'éva—dravya). Dravya 1is

defined as "that, resting in which, all objects shine."

Don't be angry, but . . . because the primary nature of the
Self is vimarda . o . the Self is the primary substance,
the substance, the substratum, resting in which al the
categories, elements, beings and worlds shine.
- IFV I, p. 201,
trans. Pandey

Abhinava quite properly cautions us against becoming angrye. For

what he is saying is that everything in the wrld is an attribute

of the Self, and that sy word at all may be used to indicate
the natwre of the Self.

En__a_p_d_g is said by Abhinava to be the chief form ( mukhyamn
5‘_‘1:1_2:-_13)21 of the Supreme--not merely a lower order form of con-
scicusness. Just as he does with vimarSa, Abhinava defines
ananda as both:

1. the absolute unity, changelessngss and self-containment

of the Supreme (svatmavis’rénti)Qz, and 93
5. freedom ad supreme power (paremaidvarya)

Abhinava makes many statcments based on this assumption of free-
dom of consciousness which are quite in accord with the theories

of Utpala. For example:
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Siva's freedom is that he assumes plurality from the state
of unity, and from plurality resumes his unitary state.
There is no doubt about it that the Self, which is omni=-
potent, manifests itself. It is free in its manifestation,
therefore there is no form in which it does not manifest
itself, - IPV I, p. 36, trans. Pandey
Abhinava's remarks may be construed as an eleboration uron
the notion that the Self is the substratum of alle. This is not
opposed to the theories of éaﬁkara, who believes that everything
is grounded on the underlying reality of Brahman. However,
itbhinava also seems to0 be saying that the world is a real attri-
bute or mode of the Supreme and that multiplicity of mani festa-

tion is part of the essential nature of the Supreme--not super-

imposed through ignorance.

Mayz as the Power of the Supreme

P. T. Raju makes an interesting, although misleading, ob=-
servation concerning the power of the Supreme in Pratyabhijna and
Veddnta. It seems that Raju thinks the answer to the question
of Abhinava's being a crypto-Vedantin is yes. For in a reference
to Sahkara's influence on non-vedic schools of thought, Raju says:

The followers of the Kashmir school of Saivism such as
Vasugupta, and Abhinava Gupta, who were definitely influ-
enced by Sankara, acceptec his nm-dualism intact, with
the proviso that miyd, as the incomprehensible power of
Brahman, was real. ,6And now and then, for argument?s sake,
they even admitted Sankara's position, thereby implying
that this kind of formulation is of secondary importance
when we accept the fact that miyi is a Sakti of ultimate
reality and is identical with it.ok
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The paragraph is not easy to understand, and there are
several problems with it. Unfortunately, Raju provides no sub-
stantiation of his remarks and mentims Kashmir S/aivism only
briefly in passing.

First, there is the assumptlon that Vasugupta was in-
fluenced by éahkara. This is probably unprovzble, since the
éivasﬁtra—s of Vasugupta are presented as religious revelation
and emphasize practical meth odology rather than metaphysical
speculation. Even if we ignore the mention of Vasugupta; we
find a more formidable problem in Raju's contention that differ-
ences between Abhinava and §ahkara revolve around a real power--
illusory power proviso. Finally, it is not at all obvious that,
as Raju seeamns to be saying, Abhinava and éa'nkara share the pre-
mise of maya being the power of the Supreme.25

Sankara uses the word maya in a variety of contexts-~
not merely in the sense of the jllusoriness of the phenomenal
world. He uses the word to indicate:

1. The power or natire of the Supreme--The manifest

26
world is non-independent (avyatirikta) and non~diff erent
27 7 a
(anznya) = fran Brahman. To the extent that Sankara addresses
himself at all to questions of world carsality, his non-dualism

28
and adherence to satkdryavada allow for no cause other than

Brahman.

2. The illusory, dream-like quality of the world--This

is to di stinguish the reality of Brahman from the unreality
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29
(asatyatva) of world manifestations. The inviolable purity of

the Supreme is free of any contamination by the limitations of
the miya-world. Referring to the 1llusory nature of the world
serves to contrast the sublatable world of sppearance and the
unsublatable reality of Brahman.

3. The inexplicability of the relationship between the

Supreme and the world——S8afkara demonstrates that the very ques-

tion of the relati mship between Brahman and the world is illegi-
timate and impossible of answer.Bo A relationship implies two
distinct things to be related. From the bird's eye view of
Brahman-cmsciousnesss the question of the nature of tle world
and its relationship to Brzhman does not even arise. The ques-
tion only arises from the womm's eye view of limited conscious=
ness, where there is no pure Bfahman vhich requires to be re-
lated to the world.

The notion of the Supreme being endowed with power (égl_(_'}g_)
is essentially incompatible with the via negativa of Advaita.
The first two of the above formulations (the power of the Suprere
and the illusory world) are primarily used in a negative manner
by Satikara respectively to demonstrate that the world is neither

completely unreal nor completely real. The third formulation,

m3y3 as anirvacaniya,incorporates the other two and is brought

into greatest prominence by Safkara. The inexplicableness of
world phencmena is of overriding importance, since it means
that all attempts at explaining the world or its relationship

with Brahman are unsatisfactory.
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Each of these three meanings of m3ya is found in the
theories of Abhinava. He uses the illusory nature of the world
in much the same manner as Safikara does to demonstrate the dis-
tinctions between levels of reality, between reality and appear-
ance. As has already been noted, Abhinava's description of the
manifest world as being neither identical to nor different from

4 - P4 . . -
supreme consciousness 1s comparable to Sankara's anirvacaniya

i‘ormulation.31 However, Abhinava's use of supreme power as an
ultimate and satisfying explanaticn of world manifestations dis~-
tinguishes his positic from Sshkarals.

According to éaﬁkara, the maya-vorld and its relationship '
to the Supreme is indescribable. Abhinava would agree that
world manifestations c anrot be explained logically. But
Abhinav a does not agree that the questicn of the relationship
between Supreme and world is unansweralle. He answers all such
questions by referring 1o the power of the Suprerz. In saying
that "éiva does that which is very difficult to do," Abhinava
acknowledges the paradoxical nature of éiva-consciousness, which
both rests within itself and does not rest within itself; at
the same time, he is also affirming the essential relatebility
and relatedness of éiva and the maya-world.

This point may be clarified by examining a passage of
IPV which includes elements of both Utpala's and Sahkara's

theories:
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Vimarda, free consciousness, is all-powerful, identifies

itself with others, denies itself, merges both into one,

and denies both which have been merged into one.32

- IPV I p. 205, trans. Pandey

Abhinava is here describing various levels of consciousness,
from the limited self to Supreme Self. In Abhinava's conception
of the Supreme, unity and multiplicity are not merged into one
another, nor do they stand apart from one another. "Identifies
itself with others" and "denies itself" respectively represent
the superimposition of Self on non-self and non-s<1f on Self.
"Merging both into one" corresponds to Utpala's emphasis upon
the unity of subject and object in their identity as non-differ-
entiated Erakééa. But Abhinava also adds that the unity of con-
sciousness inwlves a subordination (nyagbhava)of the apparently
distinct elements of the manifest world; like Saikara, he por-
trays the reality of a unity which transcends the mere appearance
of multiplicity.

On the other hand, all the above verbs--tidentifies,"
"denies," “merges"--denote processes which apply to the active
subjectivity of consciousness. According to §ahkara, the
Supreme "is" (is to be realized as existent) but does not do
anything. VimarSa; the activity of consciousness, is the means
whereby Abhinava associates unity with the objects of the maya-
world as they figure in consciousness joined together as one.

Returning now to Raju's assessment of Abhinava and
Sefikara, we find that it is at least partially correct: it is

true that the illusoriness or reality of supreme power is
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secondary to the more basic question of whether the world-pro-
cess can be at all regarded as part of the essential nature of
the Supreme. But Raju contends that differences between
Abhinava and Safikara can be easily resolved, by accepting
one minor condition--narely, the proviso that m3ya, as the
incomprehensible power of Brshmen, is real. Raju thus erron-
eously assumes that Abhinava and Sankara are in agreement as to
nthe fact that maya is a Sakti of ultimate reality."

Actually, the difference between illusory power and real
power should be used to differentiate Abhinava's position from
Utpala's, not from Safkara's. That Abhinava's philosophy

differs from Utpala's--of that there can bte no doubt. Equally

certain is the fact that Abhinava is not "a Vedantin in disguise,"

subverting his predecessor's views. Central to both Utpala's
and Abhinavats philosophy is the idea of power being part of the
essential nature of the Supreme and also being the explanation
of the relationship between the Supreme and the world. Such a
notion is at most peripheral, and often antithetical to the
theories of Safikara. Abhinava ascribés to conscicusness a free=-
dom of action which, as Ksemaraja says, "distinguishes 1t as
different from Vedanta," and which, as we have seen, is a dis-

tinction of major importance between Abhinava and Sahkara.



CHAPTER VIII
PARINAMA AND VIVARTA

By presenting Abhinava's arguments against Vedanta,
we have distinguished his positim as different from Safkara's
as well as Utpala's. In doing so, we have also found two diver-
gent trends within Abhinava's philosophy: the first following
the precedents of Pratyabhij‘ﬁ'é tradition with respect to the
world being of the nature of supreme consciousness; the second
following the via negativa of Advaita Vedinta in denying the
wltimste reality of world menifestations. One might sinply stop
at this point, cencluding that Abhinave joins the views of
Utpala and Safkara, forming a new combination of Pratyabhijiid
and Vedinta. But that would not help to explain the corbination
of theories which Abhinava has seized upon, or to make any sense
of his philosophy as a whole.

There is what hes been called "a tendency to compromise™
among Indian thinkers. Indian philosophers often find no diffi-
culty in @sorbing extraneous material into their own system.
However, we have been seeing that Abhinava's philosophy makes
1ittle scnse if it is viewed as merely a combination of
Pratysbhijha and Vedinta elements, or as the philosophy of
Utpala to which are attached certain of S,aflkara's theories.
Abhinaval's position is best understood by considering it as part
of the development of Pratyabhijna philosophy cut of the basic

0L
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tenets of Kashmir éaiva monisn~—a development that will be des-
cribed below in terms of a shift from a parinéma to a vivarta
theory of causaticn.

There are two sources which, although historically far
removed from each other and from Abhinava, provide interesting
perspectives of Abhinava's positicn vis-a-vis Utpala and éa‘flkara.
First we will turn to the Paficadafi of Vidydranya, a fourteenth
century Vedantin. PaficadaSi is relevant to the issues at hand
because, allowing for differences in terminolcgy, one can extract
from the treatise theories quite in accord with the views of
Utpala or gaﬁkara. Also, Vidyarcpya outlines a compromise between

parinamavada and vivartavada which suggests that Abhinava's illu-

sionism is not completely incampatible with the theories of
Utpala.

The relationship between parinamavada and vivartavada will

g

then be further explored by referring to the Grammarian philosophy
of Bhartrhari (ca. 650 A.D.) and, more specifically, to Gaurinath
Shastri's contemporary analysis of Bhartrhari®s philosophy.
Shastri assesses Bhartrhari's philosophy as being dominated by

the very same difficulty as Utpala's--namely, a unitary and trans-
cendent Supreme which transfoms itself into an equally real mani-
fest wrld., In his attempt to deal with the problem, Shastri
demonstrat es that in any non-dualistic system there is a logical
tendency to distinguish between levels of reality. Shastri re-
interprets Bhartrhari in a vivertavada manner much as Abhinava

does with Utpala.
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Vidy8rapva: A Combination of Utpala's and §aﬁkara's Views

. = 2
The Paficadasi of Vidyaranya is a general manual of
Advaita Vedanta, whose position in the school is comparable to

that of Pratyabhijfithrdayam in Kashmir Saivism. Just as

Pratyabhijighrdayam summarizes .E.gama as well as Pratyabhijhd

theories, Paficadasl is a general compendium of Advaita Vedinta,
based not only on the writings of Safikara, which are them-
selves liable to a wide variety of interpretations, but on a
broad spectrum of Upanigadic philosophies also. Without any
attempt at resclving the apparent incompatibility of the two
viewpoints, Vidyaranya juxtaposes:
1, descriptions of m3ya as the creative force of
Brahman, the world as a modification of Brahman, and
2. remarks more proper to an Advaita Vedmtin on the
superimposition and illusion of the maya-world,
along with repeated references to the wnqualified
Brahman as pure witnessing consciousness (_s__'éggp_).
An example of tle first tendency is Vidyaranya's lengthy
exposition on the mature of bliss (@nanda) as the creative
tendency of Brahaman, as the idea, "Let me be and mot cease to
be."3 The world is said to be not different from bliss, and
Vidydranya describes the all-embracing projection of Brahman's
bliss in terms similar to the vimaréa of Pratyabhijfia:
All beings are born of bliss amd live by it, and are

finally reabsorbed into it, there is therefore no doubt
that Brahman is bliss. = PD 11,13, trans. H. P. Shastri
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Vidydranya also extols the wondrous power of miyd, which mani-
fests the phenomenal world without in any way affecting the
real nature of the Supreme:

How powerful may3 is. As fluidity is the nature of water,

heat of fire and hardness of stone, so the making of the

impossible possible is the nature of m3yd.5

- PD 6,1344-135, trans. H. P. Shastri
Vidyaranya, much more so than éaﬁkara, clearly contends

that miyd, whatever its ontological status, "belongs" to Brahman.

This may be seen in his use of the terms Saktimin end gakti, the

6 - —
powerful and the power. Through His maya (svamé'yaz, a), says
Vidyaranya, the Supreme Self becomes the world, entering into it
- 1
as jiva. And among his numerous citations from the Upanisads,

Vidyaranya even quotes the §vet§§vatara, which is notably

theistic and dedicated to Siva:
This miyd, which rests unmarifest in the immutable Brahman,
subsequently undergoes many modifications. Maya is prakrti,
ard the Supreme Lord is the ruler of maya.” .
On the other hand, Vidyaranya draws upon the writings of

Z e o . . . - . . -
Sahkara in describing mayasakti and its products as anirvacaniya--

9
neither identical to nor different from Brahman, neither exis-
10

tent nor non-existent.
From the viewpoint of the ignorant, miya is assumed to
exist, for the illumined it is insignificant, and empirical
reason establishes its indefinability.

Reflectionist metaphors (e.g., a face in a mirror, the sun in

water) are used to illustrate the differentiation of the Self

into cidibh3sa, which is the limited manifestation of m&ya. The
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cidibhisa is said to be a changing and vanishing detail in the

11
magi.c show of the wrld.

The Witness Zsék.s:in7 itself is unchangingz, and one comes
to realize the unreality of cidabhasa anc its separateness
from the Suprere. - PD 7.218, trans. H. P. Shastri
The unchanging nature of Brahman is used to demonstrate
that the association cf Brahman with the world is unreal. Brahman
is said to be associationless (asafgacidvapuh) and incapable of

12
agency, because it is beyond time, space and causatione In

surprising contrast to his descriptions of m3ya as wondrous
power, Vidyaranya sharply distinguishes the purity of Brahman-
consciousness from the agency of the manifest world:
b courtesan suffering from a certein dir=e is ashamed to
demonstrate her charms to a lcver who is acquainted with
her candition. Similarly cidabha@sa is ashamed to consider
himself as the agent.
- PD 7.238, trans. H. P. Shastri
It is dif ficult to reconcile the divergent patterns of
thought which are introduced in Paficadafi. Withim the
writings of dafikara one can relegate his discussions of maya as
the power of the Supreme tw the level of a practical or popular
truth, rather than the highest reality. In PaficadaSi no such
approach is possible, and the two streams of thought outlined
dove are randemly interspersed. Vidyaranya adopts positions
which parallel those of both Utpala and Sahikara, but he never
manages to imtegrate effectively his theories into a cohesive

and consistent philosophy. Abhinava, four centuries earlier than

Vidyaranya, did manaze to d so. For Abhinava did more than
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just include and adopt Vedanta theories; he recconciled and syn-

cretized them with Utpala's philosophy.

Parinama and Vivarta

In his discussion of causation, Vidyaranya defines

vivarta as the appearance of a different state (avasthﬁntarabh@grg),
like the rope-shake or a magic-show created by a magician. This
is contrasted to parinama, where one thing is actually trans-
formed (parinamita) into anotler, e.g., milk into curds, clay

into pot and gold into ring.l Vidyaranya goes On, however, to

use the clay analogy to demonstrate vivarta:

The pot is produced from clay by a §akti . . . the pot is
not different from the clay because it has no separate
<istence . . . is not identical with the clay because it
does not exist when the clay is in a lump.

Products such as the pot, though visible, are everchanging
. . . subject to destruction . . . merely names . . . Lhe
imowledge of the substratum, clay ZS?. Brahmag], destroys
the idea of the reality of the pot Jor world/, but not its
appearace [ébhésanaﬁ

The appearance of the pot is illusary /vivartatvam/ be=-
cause there is no abandonment of the nature of the clay.

Unlike mill irretrievably transformed into curds, which
is only parindma, Vidyaranya claims that the gold-ring and clay =~

pot are illustratiwve of both parinama and vivarta, since the sub-

stratum is never changed and magy be retrieved by smashing the pot
1

or melting the ring. > But the dissolution of the effect back

into its cause also applies to the universal destruction (Eralaya)

of the Safikhya prakrti; it is indicative of the impermanence of
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the world and not the unaffectedness of the substratum. éahkara,
in fact, uses the gold-to-ring transformation as an example of
mutatd on (E@).lé

If the non-abandonment of the substratum were the only
criterion for admission to the school of vivartavada, Utpalats
philosophy would certainly qualify. Utpala never even que stions,
let alone abandons, the unity of §iva-cons ciousness., However,
these analogies of clay and gold are truly illustrative of
vivartavada only to the extent that the pot and the ring are re-
garded as "merely names"17--a point which remains highly doubt-

ful in the case of Utpala.

Vidydranya's classification of Yboth parinama and vivarta"

neverthecless provides a convenient category in which to place
Utpala's theory of causation. Such a placement can be but part-

ly justified by his not clearly espousing either paripamevada

or vivartavida. It is also supported by the fact that §ivadr§ti
and the IP Karik3-s are preceded in Kashmir Saivism by the
parinama-like tattva theory of evolution and are followed by a
theory of causation very much &kin to vivartavada in the writ-
ings of Abhinava.

As noted ea rlier,18 the tattva system represents a pari-
pama view of world evolution and plays a major role in the éaiva
Kgamas vhere the process of creation is so important. However,

the categories of manifestation are more suited to a dualistic

system such as $aiva Siddhanta than to the monism of Kashmir
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éaivism. If the Supreme itself actually evolves into the mani~
fest world, then its independence and perfection are severely
compromised., In Saiva Siddhanta, for example, it is said that
§iva uses éEEEE as a material cause and maya as an instrumes:tal
cause; the result is that, although individual souls and the
material world are pervaded by §iva, there is only inseparability
and not oneness (ekatva).

Utpala insists upon absolute oneness and rejects not
only differences between dtman aad jiva, but all other grada-
tions of reality as well, Because of this, he denies the separate
redlity of ewry category of cosmic activity and makes only per-
functory uce of the tattva system. Utpala nonetheless specifi-
cally refers to the process of world manifestation as a trans-
formation of supreme consciousness, i.e., the Supreme actually
assumes the form of multiplicity in giving rise to the maya-
world.

Paramesvara fashims by Himself His own self in the form
of diverse objects.l9 = SD L.L47 com,

Multipliecity is the action which follows temporal sequence
of the One Self., Thus the Self becomes a causal agent
through the process of transformation (pariqamattgz§).20

- IFK 2.4.18

An objector in SD asks if the parinama formulation means
that $iva's oneness is non-existent vhen He is manifested as
multiplicity. Utpala replies that éiva's oneness ever remains,
just as a hand remains a hand whether clenched in a fist or seen

as outstretchzd fingers; there is no destruction (vinﬁéa) of
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the cause in the process of producing an effect, only non-mani -~

festation (enabhivyakti) of the substratum.

The objector then asks if manifestations of éiva‘s onz =
ness at one time and non-manifestation at aother is not a sericus
fanlt, indicating a rather fickle nature on the part of tre
Supreme. Utpala replies that nua-mani festation of the unchang-
ing @bstratm is simply due to the incapability of our senses

(indriydsamarthya), which hides from us the fact that éiva ever

remains in his essence as He really is.22 Utpala seems to be
saying that the pariname view of causality is itself based on the
inadequacy of our senscs. The changing names and foms of the
mamifest world are perceived--that is, misperceived--such as to
lead us to the misapprehension that causality involves a change
in natwe and that S,iva is Himself subject to the changes of

the everyday-world,

Utpala does not depend, as does Abhinava, on the illusori-
ness of world manifestations for his defense of the non-modifica-
tion of the Sumreme., He does, however, deviate from parinma in
his stress upon the non-modification bf the cause and in his
treatment of causality as subjective, with manifestation being
the external projection of what is internal. Utpala encounters
many difficulties in explaining his theories on the basis of
objective analogies, such as gold or clay. He then reverts to
the example of yogic creation, which is more of a scale model

than an analogy. Although Utpala approaches world manifestation
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as a real process.of externalization and concretization, yogic
creation is not so very different in form and intent from the
familiar Vedanta example of the magician and his magic show.
In both cases the yogin or magician is sufficient unto himself
for manifestation and does not change in the process of manifes-
tation.

Kaw's confusing classification of Pratyabhijha's theory
of manifestation has already been mentioned.23 Kaw not only

says that Pratyabhijha "maintains parinimavada with some modi-

fication" and Maccepts vivartavada in a slightly altered form,"
but he also declares that "the two theories are not much differ-
ent."zh It is hard to avoid ihe conclusion that Abhinava'ls view
of the world-process, viz., illusory superimposition and subla-
tion, is remarkably similar to Safikara's. Abhinava's cons:stent
use of reflectionist metaphors alone suggests the attachment of
a vivarta label to his views. It is Utpala who maintains paripa-
mavada with some modification. Those modi fications constitute

a step away from the parinima background of the Agamas and, to
some extent, even anticipate the vivartavada of Abhinava. One
need not, as does Kaw, ignore the differences between parinama-
vida and vivartavada. The corresponding differences between the
positions of Utpala and Abhinava may be seen as part of the
development of Kashmir S’aivism as a whole, rather than viewed in

terms of conflict.
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The p_g_r‘inéma aspects of Utpala's theories are perhaps
only vestiges of Agama dualism, incompatible with Vasugupta's
introduction of absolute monism into Kashmir Saivism. Bub

the development from parinamavada to vivartavada is not merely

a historical pattern--not merely the way Pratyabhijna happened
to be expounded under the successive dominance of Somananda,
Utpala and Abhinava. There is a logical pattern to the develop-
ment given the presuppositions of absolute monism.

From the viewpoint of Utpala, the obvicus defect of a

vivarta formulation is that it declares the wor ld-product illu-

sory. However, a vivarta formulation, much more so than any
parinsma theory of causation, supports Utpala's contention that
unitary consciousness is the sole cause of the world and ulti-
mately identical with the warld without ever ceasing to be uni-
tary in nature. The paradoxical power of Siva to both rest
within Himself and not rest within Himself demands a philosophy
which distinguishes between levels of reality. The basic diffi-
culty in Utpala's system lies in the tension between the reality
of a real unitary Supreme and an equdl ly real multiplicity. The
difficelty stems from Utpala's attempt to explain the apsolute
monism of Pratyabhijhi by means of the treal world"--parinama

metaphors of duel istic and theistic Agamas .

Abhinava's answer to this difficulty, as seen in his diver-

gences from the theries of Utpala, is & reasonable and naturel
response. The same sort of response may be seen in Gaurinath

Shastril's analysis of Bhartr;hari's Grammarian philosophy.
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Bhartrhari: A Logical Development

Bhartyhari was the famous logician and grammarian whe
preceeded §ahkara and whose influence is seen in bdth Lovaita
Vedinba and Pratysbhijid. Bhartphari's doctrines are based on
the ancient theory that the world evolves from speech (vak).
The idea goes back to the mythology of the Vedas, where the
Goddess Vak is said to be the ultimate creator of the universe,
and the idea is later developed metaphysically in the Paninian
school of grammar. In the Grammarian system as expounded by
Bhartrhari, we find a manism in which the reality of Brahman as

the Absolute Word ($abdabrahman) is the basis of all world

phenomena. The universe is said to be of the nature of speech
(vagatmaka), and the successive stages in the ma;ifestation of
the universe are seen as:
gas'yanti--i‘ormless and undifferentiated consciousness,
spaceless and timelese internal knowledge;
madhyam3 --subtle sounds, idealized speech;
vaikhari--expressed speech, articulated by the various
organs of speech-—tﬁroa’o, larynx, €vCo
Although most later Grammarians inter preted Bhartrhari's
philosophy along the lines of Advaita Vedinta, there is a great
deal of philosophical ambiguity in Bhartx;hari's own writingse.
In some instances Bhart;‘hari does say taat the world with all
its distinctions is imaginary and unreal. Elsewhere, though ,

he seems to say that the world is very real, and that the world-
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process=-vize, paéyant-i, madhyama ad vailhari--acts under the

control of Sabdabrahrin. His stages of evolution for speech

imply a real transformation of the Absolute Word into the mani-
fest world. But Bhartrhari uses the terms paripdma and viv arte
interchangeably in his discussion of causatim. All later Gram-
marims describe speech as divided into four stages, with
Supreme Speech (Ear'avék) being the first and transcendent stage.
It is unclear, though, whether Bhartrhari himself advocated a
three-fold or four-fold division of speech.25

Most of the second chapter of S’ivadzst_i is devoted to a
discussion of the Grammarien system. Sominanda critieives the
conception of Eaéyant"i as the ultimate metaphysical principle.
PagyantI (from the root drs, "to see") implies duglity and dis-
tincticn, says Somdnanda, vhich must be absent from the trans-
cendent Supreme.26 From the Sziva point of view, Eaéyant"i is
nothing more than the power of knowledge (j¥gnadakti), which
characterizes the sadadiva category. Somananda criticizes the
associstion of the highest aspect of speech with the physical
body to account for the rise of articulate sound.27 He also
objects to the contentim thab vaikhari is unreal or indes-
scribable .28 Soménanda and Utpala'ls lengthy arguments in chap -
ter two of SD and commentary need not be gone into in detail.
The prima facie position attributed to the Grammarians is at

best only a partially accurate portrayal of Bhartrheri's own

VicWs,.



\
\

117

A1) of SD's criticism of Bhartghari does not lead to a

rejection of tke Grammarian positiocn, but instead to a reform-

lation of the Grammurian doctrines in terms accepteble to the

7
Saivites.

Somananda and Utpala persuade their imaginary Gram-

marian opponent to admit that:

1.

2.

3.

paSyantl implies both diversity and non-diversity,BO
Eaéyant’i sees or manifests itself as different forms
in the manifest war 1d,31

all the relations of the manifest world--subject-
object, action and time, etc.--depend on the Self and
have no independent reality,

the phenomenal world is Jr‘eal,33

and mst importantly, pard vak is to be conceived of
as the highest form of speech, to which may be attri-
buted the powers of will, knowledge and action in

subtle forms before it is materidlized in the mani-

fest world., 3h

" At this point the Grammarian view is said to be in accord with

7
Saiva doctrires. And in all the works of Utpala and Abhinava

the same accord is resached. Although speech is treated as but

one of the principal elements of manifestation, para vak becomes

identified with, and synonomous with Paramadiva. Pard vik's three-

ceos e . / = - . el P . .
fold division into pasyanti, madhyama and vaikhari is icentified

d
with Siva's powers of will, knowledge and actian.
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Pratyabhij‘ﬁii‘s acceptance of the Gramrarian system ac-
tually involves not much more than an adoption of Grammarian
terminology, to which Pratyabhiji& concepts ov ¢ attached in var-
{ous manners by the different Pratyabhijiavadins. Even Sahkara
accepted the Grammerian viewpoint—emphasizing, of course, its
vivartavada theories. "The theory according to which the world
originates from the Absolute Word," says §a"1kara, "is unobjec-
tionable . "

Becaise of the associations of the Grammarian system with
the tw schools, Gaurinath Shastri's analysis of Bhartrhari's
philosophy37 contains extensive comparisons with both Pratyabhi Fa
and Advaita Veddnta. Shastri compares Bhartrhari to Safikara in
the same tems which could be used to describe the differences
between Abhirava and Safikara:

So far as the world-process is concerned, Bhartyhari's posi-
tion seems to be analogous to that of Sankara, though the
two philosophers may not be.in agreement with regard to the
nature of the Ultimate Reality.3

Shastri contends that the views attributed to the Gram-
marians in the second chapter of SD were not really Bhartrhari's
own views. Shastri, of course, does not take into account
di fferences between Utpala and Abhinava in concluding that the
Pratyabhijna and Grammarian schemes are "rather identical."39

. N « -
Conparing Parama$iva's power of vimarfa to pagyanti as the pover

of Supreme Speech, he says that in toth cases the powers are
{3 L - O
"identical in essence"'h to the Supreme. Shastri goes on, how-

ever, to distinguish the two systems by saying that Paramasiva
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and vimarga stand in the relation of the substantive and its
attribute, with the latter to be looked upon as subordinate to
the former,

Thus Xiggzég_cannot be viewed as an irdependent and self-
sufficient principle in the same way in which it is con=-
ceived in the system of the Gramrmarian. It must, however,
28 admitte% ?hat t@e difference in t@e cEgFeptions of the
wo systems is logicdl rather than real.

It is true that neither Utpala nor Abhinava ever con=-
siders supreme power as independent or self-sufficient. Utpala
relates the Supreme to the world in terms of an identification
which is complete and unambiguous, as in his analogies of the
same water and the same gold being seen in various forms.
Abhinava's vivarta analogies emphasize the dependence of the
reflection on the object reflected; his discussion of the Self
as the substance whose attributes are denoted by the world
also implies a dependence relationship, which involves neithsr
complete identity nor complete separateness.

For both Pratyabhijhi and the Grammarians, Shastri posits
"essential identity" as the relationship obtaining between the
Subreme and the world-process. Exactly what sort of a relation-
ship is this? This principle of essential identity is used by
Shastri to describe three very different types of relations:
Utpala's complete identity, Abhinava's subordination of an attri-
bute, and Bhartyhari's self-~subsistence of an independent prin-

ciple,
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Shastri dismisses these differences as “logical rather
than realM--a phrase which he also resorts to in his compariscn
of Bhartrhari and Safikara. The Grammarian-Vedantin comparison,
though, disregards the very distinction drawn by Shastri himself
with respect to the greater independence of supreme power in
Bhartrhari's system.

Tn Safikara's VedEnta the unity is sbsolute and unqualified,
and the plurelity of powers is a mere appearance which has
no ultimacy. . «

In Bhartrhari's philosophy the plurality of powers has no
independent being apart from the Atsolute Word and each
member of the plurality partakes of the Word as the powers
are inherent in and identical with the Absolute. . . .
Bhartyhari has not declared that the powers of the Absolute
are not real., On the contrary, he is unmistakably positive
that the powers of the Sabdabrahman are eternally present
in the relation of identity.lo>

Insisting upon the unqualified monism of Bhartyhari's
philosophy, Shastri brings us to the very contradictim found
in evzluating Utpala's philosopl;y as a paripama system—the
reality of a manifold evolution which opposes the reality of the
purely unitary principle of the Absolute. In Shastri's attempt
to0 resolve this contradiction, it can be seen that vivartavida

is the necessary culmination of paripamaviada viewed from a

moni.st position.

The antinomy does not exist because the $abdabrzhman and

the powers are not opposed to one another but are not
different at all., They are identical in essence. In fact,
the conception of the two is only the outcome of our logical
activity when the logical mind secks to relate It and the
World Order.l
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He /Bhartrhari/ emphatically denies the ontological differ-
ence of powers. The pluralism of the powers is not a mete-
physical pluralism, it is conjured into existence by the
necessity of the laws of logical interpretation. So meta-
physically the Sabdzbrahman is strictly a monistic principle
and the pluralism is only /my emphasi_s} a logical construc-
tion serving as the prius of the phenomenal activity.

The "only" which I have underlined sbove is equivalent to

the matra which Abhinava adds to the word @hasa in describing

s o

the wrld as '"mere manifestation' (ébh'é.sam'é‘bra).ho Shastri's ex-
plaining away of the contradiction may also be understood in terms

of a shift from Earig’éma to vivarta, with the two not being

opposed to one another and the former leading the way to the
1atter.h7

The change from real to illusory product is clearly seen
in Shastri's arguments. He first takes Bhartrhari's position
literally with respect to iireal powers,* but he later describes
the multiplicity of the world as nconjured into existence™ and
ot a metaphysical pluralism." Shastri's intent seems to be
that of a proper Advaitin (and Abhinava as well), who turns to
the e istemological as a corrective to the metaphysical. Mere
logical activity is synonomous with mere pheromenal activity,
which is only a euphemism for ontological unreality—i.e. "logical
rather than real."

To summarize, the very same antinomy which Shastri attempts
to resolve with respect to Bhartrhari is also present in Utpala's
philosophy: a real unitary Supreme and an equally real world

of differentiation. In defending the @bsolute menism
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of Bhartg‘hari's theories, Shastri interprets the Grammarian view-
point as being multi-leveled. He distinguishes the reality of
the Cne from the appesrance of the many by explaining that the
plurality of the manifest world is not metaphysical, but is
merely a logical construction.

Abhinava provides a similar interpretation of Utpala's
philosophy, which also results in a reduction in the reality of
the manifest. If the difficulty common to Bhartrhari and
Utpala is deemed a serious one, then Abhinava's divergence from
Utpala's position may be viewed as an acknowledgment of the in-
herent validity of Advaita Vedinta theories in defending absolute
monism. That is, Utpala's position may be seen as defective and

in need of the remedy of Advaita epistemology and vivartavada.

However, any such evaluation of the differences between Utpala
and Abhinava must be qualified by the vivarta elements in
Utpala's writings and also by Abhinava's traditional Saiva re-

gard for the world as an extension of supirtme consclousness.



CHA TER IX

CONCLUSICNS

One of the major purposes of this study has been to docu~
ment and analyze the points of divergence in the philosophies
of Utpala, Abhinava end Sahkara. We still may speak of
NPratyabhijig philosophy® or of Pratyabhijfid and Advaita Vedanta
as "non-dualistic systems," ut we should do so only with a full
awareness of the limitations of such categorizations. In the
most general terms, Utpala and Abhinava and Sahkara all believe
in the existence of cne supreme principle of consciousness vhidh
constitutes the basis of the interacticn of spiritual and mater-
jal worlds as a phenomenal duality. However, any such summary
of Pratyabhijfia and Advaita Vedanta obscures the most vital and
interesting aspects of the three philosophers! individual
theories.,

The differences tetween Utpala and Sahkara are clear-cut
and unambiguous. It is Abhinava's philosophy that, as the meet=
ing-ground between the theories of U’dpala and éaﬁkara, provides
us with the greatest difficulties in understanding. According-
1y, Abhinava's philosophy will be taken as the focal point of
this concluding chapter, which first reviews Abhinava's position

relative to Utpala, and then to Safkara.

123
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Utpala and Abhinava

A summary of the premises shared by Utpala and Abhinava
can be very lengthy and detailed. Particularly with respect to
the aims and purposes of their philosophies, the large common
ground which exists between Utpala and Abhinava may be outlined
as follows:

. . . -7 . - N
1. Siva is defined as prekdsavimarse, He is described

as alwgys resting within Himself--in negative terms
as ncndual, timeless aund unchenging. In positive
terms the experiential aspect of §iva-casciousness
expresses itself through Siva's freedom, His omni-
potence and His all -pervasiveness.,

2. The manifestation of the limited and differentiated
world is an expression of the power of the Supreme,
due to Siva's nature as vimarsa. It is not necessary
to admit the reality of an external world independent
of supreme consciocusness. It is also incorrect to
say that the external world is the product of another
entity in assoaciation with the Supreme (e.g., Brahman
and m3ya), for it is through the spontaneity of ulti-
mate consciousness that the illumination of all ob-
Jjects is made possible,

3. ILimited selves are identical with--not merely a part
of, or insgeparable from~—§iva, a fact which is not

recognized because of the limitations of the everyday-~
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world. This rejects the theistic notion that the
jiva is ultimately different from the Supreme.

L. &iva's non-dual nature is not modified by the appeaf-
ance of multiplicity and change. This establishes
the permenency of the Self. The non-dual and no-
changing aspect of §ivals nature remains true in
spite of points 2 and 3.

One might well ask, if Utpala and Abhinava's philosophies
agree to such a large extent after all, then what of the differ-
ences shown between the two of them? The answer is that Utpala
and Abhinava use different reasonings in support of these same
doctrines and place different orders of priority upon them. By
reviewing those points which Utpala and Abhinava each expend
greatest effort in supporting and in defending fram refutation,
the differing priorities of their respective concerns can be
dete mined.

Utpsla does not entirely ignore the negative aspect of

the Supreme (svatmavidrinti), but most of his theories are

directed to establishing the active freedom of §iva-conscious-
ness. In a number of different ways Utpala attempts to demon-
strate how the subj:ct-object experiences of the everyday-world
can only be understood in terms of a direct and complete identi-
fication with the experience of supreme consciousness. He shows
that there can be no reality independent of the Supreme by appeal-

ing to the oneness of all reality. He demonstrates that there is
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no contradiction betuween §iva-consciousness and world experience
because of the impossibility of even considering any experience
as apart from §iva-conscicusness or as something which may be
denied by §iva-consciousness. Utpala's concern for the tolal
affirmation of Sivats identity with the manifest world is, of
course, diametrically opposed to the via negativa of Advaita
Vedanta.

A contradiction arises, however, in Utpala's defense of

the reality of the manifest world as experienced (yathanubhuta),

which is contrary to his disregard for the distinctions inherent
in its being diversely manifested and directly experienced as
diversity. The confusion possibly stems from a muddling of
epistemological viewpoints, The real-false distinction of the
.shell and silver may be invalid, or perhazps only inconsequential,
from the standpoint of ultimate reality. But all discussion of
vyavaharika reality must necessarily be held on the level of
vyavah? -i--which is something that Utpala refuses to do.
Although Utpala declares all experience to be undeniably
real, he provides no explanation for the experience of denial it-
self, The transitory quality of shell-silver's reality is read-
ily discernible in the everyday-world. In his arguments Utpala
fails to furnish us with any means of distinguishing the way in
which the highest reality of §iva differs from the reality cof even
shell~silver or hare-horns, let alone how it differs from the

reality of the everyday-world. In his avoidance of all negation
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and denial, Utpala also succeeds in avoiding the question of
the nature of the jiva's ignorance in the maya-world. If water
is nothing but wai.r, then what would prompt the jiva-selves
to steer a different course, or any course at all, in their
navigation of the maya-world?

Abhinava proposes a less direct identity between supreme
and limited conscicusness, thus lending greater credence to the
negative aspects of the Supreme and to the supposed non-modifi-
cation of the Supreme. He places greater priority upon the ncn-
dral, non-changing nature of éiva-consciousness as being trans-~
cendent, making the Supreme ‘ohé substratum of manifest exper-
ience rather than directly identifiable with it. Abhinava con-
tends that , from the true point of view, the Supreme does not
actual 1y become the world, He affirms the engagement of supreme
consciousncss in creating and maintaining the world only in the
sense that the world is experienced as external and that we all
experience ourselvies as leading separate existences, i.e., not
in any ultimate sense. In his rejection of the notion of a
"real world," or at least Utpala's notion that everything is
equally real, Abhinava actually shows a greater regard for every-
day-reality than does Utpala. Although he denies its ultimate
reality, Abhinava does accept the conditional reality of the
egveryday-world in terms of the very duality and rultiplicity wita

which it is experienced.
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Since Pratyabhijnd is presented as a path of knowledge,
the distinction between freedom and bondage must be expressed
in terms of a distinction between knowledge and ignoran:e.

Utpals simply states that freedom is the viewpoint of non-diver-
sity and btondage is the viewpoint of diversity--insisting at the
sane time that the two are not contradictory or opposed to each
other. Abhinava distinguishes freedom and bondage as reality

and sppearance, respectively: reality being the undeniable truth
of Siva-consciousness which supersedes, upon recognition, the
illusion superimposed by ignorance. Abhinava's distinction be-
tween reality and appearance seems justifiable. If we do not
allos the experiences of the everyday-world a level on which they
may be evaluated as distinct from the experience of the Supreme,
then there is no point at all to considering world-experience.

It must be remembered, though, that Utpala was also famil=-
iar with Vedinta illusionism and sublation. It is not through
any error of omission, bubt obviously a matter of choice, that
Utpala fails to distinguish clearly between the experience.of
Siva-consciousness and world experience as such. His choice is
understandable in cerms of the greater priority which he places
upon the identity of the world-process and world-products with
éiva-consciousness; lesser priority is placed upon the non-modi-
fication of the Supreme. Also, Utpala thus manages to maintuin

a ccnsiderable portion of the traditional éaiva belief (even
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though it be the theistic tradition of the Kgamas) that the
world is a real transformation of éiva-consciousness.

A variety of explanations may be offered for Abhinava's
departure from Kashmir $aiva tradition in general as well as
from the irmediate precedent of Utpala: an inherent defect in
Utpala's reasonings; the difficulty of defending Utpala's posi-
tion against Vedanta attack; a more thorough understanding of
Vedinta philosophy which led Abhinava to realize that aspects
of it could be utilized to serve Pratyabhijna purposss; or an
acceptance of Vedantin epistemology and theory of causation as
necessary tools in justifying a philosophy of absolute non-
dualism. Abhinava does bring the Pratyabhijna position closer
to 8ahkara's with his greater emphasis upon the non-modification
of the Supreme, which is a central concern of Advaita Vedantas

the shift from parindmavada to vivartavada involves a corres-

ponding shift in priorities as well. It is important to note,
though, that the most likely explanations of the divergences
from Utpal a's position do not entail Abhirava's acceptance of

Safikara's philosophy as a whole.

/
Abhinava and Sankara

The differences between Abhinava and Sahkara are more
significant than the differences between Abhinava and Utpala,
since they stem from a more fundamental disagreement concermng

the nature of the Supreme. Pratyabhijfid and Vedanta both make
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use of the Samkhya tabttva system in describing the mental and
physical processes of the miya-world. Abhinava's acceptance
of Vedanta vivertavida md elements of Vedanta epistemology is,
for the most part, similarly limited to everydagy-~reality.

To Safkara, that the pure Self is unattached to any kina
of impurity is the ultimate truth, a matter to which no excep-
tion can be taken. Veddnta's most pursuasive argument against
either Utpala or Abhinava's position corncerns the non-modifica-
tion of the Supreme. Abhinava's claim that the Supreme is
affected but not modified, even though supported by Abhinava'ls
vivartavada, does not meet Safkara's demands that even the
tiniest bit of qualification should not be resorted to. It is
this same claim of éafnkara‘s, viz., the complete dissociation
of Brahman from the qualities of the everyday-world, which forms
the basis of Abhinava's attack upon him. Abhinava's arguments
against dankara did not center around the illusoriness of the
world, but instead on the Ved2ntin tendency to view maya as
something other than Brahman (not Being, but dependent on Being)
and the impossibility of doing so if Brahman is the reality.

Sahkara's insistence upon an wnqualified Supreme leads
to tw major possible interpretations of the manifest world,
These interpretations are not entirely mutually exclusive, but
they may be looked upon as alternatives:

l. ajativadda--which, in a Buddhist fashion, declares the

world to be unreal; never really created, no less

unreal than dreams or hare-horns.
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2. anirvacaniyavia~--which says that the world is some-

how and to some extent existent, but we cannot ex-

.plain how or how much, nor can we explain the relaticn-
ship between the world and Brahman other than to say
hat they are neither the same nor different.

Ajativada and anirvacaniyavada are best evaluwated by means of

Plato's dictum that:

If then amid the many opinions about the gods and the gener-

ation of the universe we are not able in every respect to

render all ow ideas consistent with each other and precisely

accurate, we need not be surprised . . . on thesec subjects

we should be satisfied with a likely story and demand nothing

more, L

The similarity of ajitivadals equal unreality of every-

thing to Utpalals equal reality of everything was previously
noted. The same criticism applies to both; they are explanations
of phenomenal duality which do not sufficiently take into account
the experiences of the phenomenal world. One can <stablish an
internally consistermt philosophy by declaring everything indis-
tinguishably real or indistinguishably unreal, tut in neither
case is the result a very likely story.

The alternative explanatim of the manifest world's

relationship to the cualitiless Supreme is the anirvacaniya

formulation, which is morc representative of Safikara's views. .
The likelihood, i.e., probably validity, of such an approach is
great. Supreme knowledge (paravidya) does not completely amnul

lower knowledge (:ffgaravidyé), nor is the latter identiczl with
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or a part of the fomer. The two knowledges do not relate to
each other as in the obviously limited rope-snake znalogy,
which éaﬁkara uses only as a popular example. The rope and the
snake are essentially commensurable knowledges of the same
order. The limited perceiver is able to relate the two w each
other and assimilate them in a logical manner, e.g., the per-
ception of the rope replaces the perception of the snake. It
does seem likely that the widely disparate levels of reality
and appearance (formless-formed, unitary-multiple, etc.) do not
relate to each other in any such reasonable fashion or in any
explainable manner at all. It also seems appropriate that the
logical inexplicability of the world should entail an ontolo-
gical inexplicability as well, i.e., neither being nor non-
being. On the other hand, being presented with the inexplica-
bility of world phecnomena is not a very satisfying answer to
questions concernirnz the nature of the world, and it represents,
in effect, a refusal to tell any story at all.

Abhinava's philosophy incorporates a great deal of

4 « . . - . .
Sankara's anirvacanivavida, but Abhinava's tleories allow us to

say a great deal more about the world and its relationship with
the Supreme than Safikara's. From the Vedintin viewpoint the
price Abhinava pays for this is a less satisfying picture of tre
Supreme in terms of "pureness"™ of consciousness. Although he
does declare the world illusary, Abhinavals use of superimposi-

tion and sublation is not totally incompatible with Utpeala's
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position. Abhinava never leads us to believe that the world is
to be dismissed as a cosmic illusion which has somehow arisen
to afflict us--this being the interpretation which some later
Advaitins give to the theories of Sahkara.

§ahkara himself uses sublation in two ways, usually depend=~
ing on whether he is discussing the sublation of the maya-world
or of the jiva-self:

Whereas the world is "false" (mithyd) according to Advaita,
in that it may completcly disappear from consciousness when
subrated, the self (jiva) is only misperceived, the self is
really Branman. In other words, the self is not so much

denied by Brahman as its real nature (as not-different from
Brahman) is revcaled when Brahman is realized.3

These two di fferent apprcaches to sublation can be used to dis=-
tinguish Abhinava's denial of the world from Sahkarats, and
also to demonstrate the axiologicdl differences between the two
philosoplers.

Both kinds of denidls may be illustrated by the rope-
snake analogy:

In the first instance, "whereas the world is false,"

there is the failure to distinguish between the snake as illu-

sion and the rope as reality. Here, the prime example of via
negativa, the greater emphasis is placed upon the two orders
of being as distinctly different kinds of things, belonging to
levels between which relations cannot be established,

In the second case, where "the self is only misperceived,"

there is a failure to recognize that the perception of the snake

is totally dependent upon the recal rope as its substratum of
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existence., Thz precise nature of such total dependcnce is un-
clear, but the implication is that total dependence = not inde=-
pendent = not different. The result, after realization, is
that the snake is revealed to be the rope.

This second type of sublation predominates in the writings
of Ablinava, especially in the way in which it has been re=~
phrased, as "recogniticn." Abhinava tends to treat both jiva
and world as cases of misperception; perceiver and potﬁare both
revealed as Siva when éiva is realized, Of neceséity, a great-
er value is posited to the perception of reality than to appear-
ance--to water rather than to waves, to consciousness rather
than to objects of conscimusness. In Abhinava's philosophy,
though, the reality of the underlying import of the phenomenal
world is approached as an affirmation as well as a negation,

The realizabtion of Reality does not detract from, or impover-
ish life, but is, really, another way of seeing it.

Contemporary thinkers vho are sympathetic to the monistic
idealism of Advaita Vedanta find it difficult to relegate the
world in which they live to the status of complete ignorance or
illusicn; they try to reconcile the results of Safikara's
Advaita with an active interest in the practical world.” Even
Radhakrishnan, who is a follower of Safikara, tends to regard
maya as an element of the Absolute. Rachakrishnan contends
that the Absolute can be reached positively, and not merely
negatively as many orthodox Advaitins claim. In an attemot to

answer the questicn, "If the Absolute is to inciude the world,
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how is this inclusion to be understcod?", Radhakri shnan seizes
upon those passages in Safikara's writings which, e says, de-
pict a positive relation between the world and Brahrnan.6 The
mainstream of Advaita Vedinta, though, runs counter to the con-
cerns of contemporary Indian philosophers for conservation of
world values.,

Abhinava's system offers a possible solution to this
difficulty. The manifest world, according to Abhinava, is non-
existent in the highest reality as the forms perceived by the
limited selves. The world is, however, of greater value and

gignificance to Abhinava, be ause it exists in a supremely syn-

thesized form as a reflection of the experience of the Absolute.
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TATHA YATRA SAD Iy EUAQ FRATITIS TAD AGAT KATHAN/

YAT SAT TAT PARAMARTHD HI FARAMARTHAS TATAH gIURU// b
SARVAEHRVESU CIBUYAKTEK STRITAIVA FARAMARTHATA/

éaktam vastv ;avety'uktah, vastu ca san ucyate. Yac ca sét,
tan ndsad iti sa eva paramarthab, Yasmdc ca paramartnas
tatalh sativat paramarthatvac chivég. Nan. katham paramartha-
matratvena éivag, jadgc 'pi katham na paramarthah? Tan na.
Jagasya sattaiva katham cidvysktim vind siguhd. Sphwurao-
rupata hi  sattd. Sphurasdrupsta ca prakasamanatd. Tatas

ce jagata t3van nasti. Prakasamanstd hi preKkadachecan. Fia-
kééaé cgnapahnavaﬁiyag sarvapratis j@rﬁpag paramarthabu Sarwe-
sam ca gha&BmEnEﬁ prakasartpatayd viéégEDrEvéd gkaprakasatmard
tata evaikafivatvam. Etad'zézarapratyabhijﬁéyiﬁ vistarltain,
MITHYRINANAYTKALPVARAK SATTUAN CIDUYAKTISARTATA// 7

VIDYATE TAT TAD ATRAFI gIUATVQM KENA VARYATE/

ITI CED E§U SATYATUAM STHITAM EVA CIDUDGAMAT// 8

TATHA STUUDAYAD EVA BHEDOD MITHYEDIMAH KATHAM/

UYAVAHARAYA SATYATVAM NA CA VA UYAVARARAGHM// 9

Mithya jnanavikalpanlyanain rajatasarbéuinéﬁ ghatGoinam iva
Ciuvyaktigaktaté prakadandnatd nama vigyate, tac eva sattvaf
paramarthatvam ate 'pi tac chivatvam. pnivaryam ca etac ig-
yata eva esu satyatva& cinabhlvyakteh, tena tend rupena 5iVasya
ETrasara 'yaé yatah. Ehapajﬁénanajatajﬁénayoé ca ovaycr api
satyatve samyagmithyotvebhedas tarhi katham, Vyavaharaya
vyavaghararrayojano 'sau. Na Cd aprarughatvat vyavaharasat=

yatvam v satyatvam bhiavatis
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TATHA CA DESE KUACANA REJAINA JAVATE YATHR/

UYAYAHRRAS TU 0767 ATR ETAIR AUYAVAHARAGAIR// 10

BEAYARTATE TATHEERDTAIR ANYATRAPI TATHARYATHA/

RS jdjhayd kGtaoinarair api vyavahadro 'sty evd. Tathanyatrapl
icchInatrat yatldsofketal vastu anapekg:yaive k8lavyevasthd-
rembriativyavaharat).

UYAVAHARASYA SATYATVE SARVATRASATYATAIVA TE// L1

GRATYATUE TASYA Hﬂh[b SYAT FRHQE 'EBHYUFAGATE KILA/

Yadi punar aprarughasya vyavaharasydsatyasyapl satyategyate,
tao evaﬁjatiyatayélsarvam igam jagat satyam syat, asdatyatd
Laramdrthaf vyavaharavad ity artnab. Tasya Jevatah parahal=
thatal) satyatve saty ayaﬁ uGsc vydvahgrasaugédsatyctgtmakag
sydt tava. Evafi ca sarvabatyat@avadepakge 'bhyuulte §astru-
oite nanih syat.

TASYAFT KIG STVAVARTIY KATHAM UKTA HY ASHTYATA// 12
UYAVAHARATAYAIVASTI SATVATUAM kA NIBARDHANAT/

Tasy3pi vyavaharasya ki cicuogamdt sivavaptin givarﬁpatEE-
yote andyEsagatasya Sivatety arthal. Evam cet katham oSyd
vyavahardsyapy asstyatcktd, satya evayam gvam satl syéq ity
artnah. Satyam, kim tu vyavaharatsyaivepy asya vyavaharasya
satyatvaﬁ, na tu nibenchénat nibanohanatvat praruchstvad ity
arthag.

(13-14)... Tasya ca tathalvastu divatvernavasthitinp, kend vi-
nivaritd ciuudgemat éivatvalak@aqaycgét. Vikalpesya vyava-
hGrosya satyetvasatyatvaepakgahheoe prok nimittam uktofi yat
prokdidamaneasya satydtve, satyatvan evd. Livaebhedakhydtinag-
yatvat satyotvam 1ti evuem Ca sarvatraiva nd viﬁmdrdqzyum.

MITHYLTUAM KRIYATE KAGVYA KIM KALE YATRA TAL BHAULCT/



KALA EVA SA NA BRAVED ITI CEN NAIVA KUTRA CIT// 15

ARALE JARRRAR KIF CID BADHYATE VB JANIKRIYA/

MRTUA “Rval KRIVE YATA GATAVARM KIM FRABRUHYATE// L6

bacheke ca pranine sati nedai rajotam necaf rajatam Suktika,
- iti nigedhanigthatayad pratitau mithyétva& syat. Tena
Cdchak gna pramanena mithyStvaim kdryam. Tat kasya kriyate,
tatra kim yasmin k3le taorajatatd bhavet. Sa kala eva ng
bhovatiti mithy3tvam ity sbhyupagoemal. Tan na. RNelva ny
akEle kaldbh3ive kasya cij janenem ndma ki cit k&larenitayal
kriyayd ayogac ity arthep. Janikriya v3 yaci badhyate, tan
na. Rajat3oikarysm krtvd kriyd samoptd. Tdasya asatyan ko
bEcharthaly svayam eva tasyd abhavat. Iod@nim ce bdchavisayd-
syachavat ko bachaf).

v oo WARLERUTU 'WYATHE GRAVET// 17

M@ hi snubhlte vigaye ‘nanubhlto yekten... Tasmad yavat el
bhavah vikalpane sarvetha rajatScipratitau na kif tin nisuodh-
um fakyate - iti na kad cio bactarthan... Sarvatha yatha yat
pratibhZtam, tathaiva tat, nanyatha kartum gakydtu iti satyam
Eva na kim cid mithyatvam.

TRVATH UYAVARARD VA YAD ATMARLADAMATRAKAN// 2U
ARTHAKRIYAGAMARTHATUAM ETAD EYASYAVAS TAVAM/

fthavd yaeo Shl3cemotrakai, tavataiva vydvahiaral. LEtau eva
CAnl3cak3ritvam arthasye arthakriyakdritve svasemvedenacioch-
dtvena, bhrantatvao vestavdsvapnajelasyd pandoyartiokriya
brrantapl syat, trsnavittyd tu trptin SvdsamveUdnesicang na
visafvacati. 63pi cGhl3oikd arthekriya kGtacef) svepnojelader
vE syat, tac api satyam vyavahEryuﬁ ceti vyevanore 'pl  no

uZdndstnitiq.
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6. WHEN SOMETHING IS CLEARLY UNDERSTUCD TU oE EXISTEWNT, HOW

MAY 1T LE ROR=-EXISTERT?  THAT WHICH IS EXISTENT IS Tnt
HIGHEST REALITY, AND THUS éIVﬂ. ThHE HIGHEST REALITY IS
FOCURDL AS THE MARIFESTATIGN UF LOANSCIGUSNESS IN ALL THINGS.
Whatever is engcwed with power is real, and that which is
real is existent. That which is existent is not nen-existent
and is tne highest reality. Because of its existence as the
highest reality, it is giva.

(Ubjection :) Is éiva the cnly highest redlity ang an inert
object not of the highest 1eality?

(Answer :) No. How mdy the being of an inert coject be shown
without the manirestation of conscivusness? fanitestation
alune is peing. WManirestaticn is the shining of the lignht
of ccnsciousness. An ipert object is non-existent to the ex
tent that it coes not shime forth. There is no olifrerentio-
tion of the light ot cunscicusness in manitestaticn. Tre
light ot conscicusness is not to be ogenied, because it is
the basis of all ang the nighest reclity. becduse thereare
no oistinctions as to inhe nature of the light cf all objects
such gas put, etc., there is d uneneés gt light ang  thus d
pneness of éiva in them @il. This is elappbratec upon  in

ISvarapratyabhi jiia.

Note: "The cbject that is mace manitest 1s not girferent
trem light., fFor what is nct light connot be saiu tc exist."
- IPK 1.5.3, trans. Panoey
7-9. (EVEN) ILLUSDRY FALSE FERCLFTIONS ARE REAL AND EMFOWERED
R
WITh THE “ANIFESTATION GF CLRSCIDUSKNESS.,  THEIR SIVARL L5 mY
NOT BE DiLIUD. REALTIY IS5 ESTABLISHED IN ThHEM THRLUGH THE

ARISING LF LCUNSCICUSKESS WHICH IS éIUH.
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(DOBJECTILN :) THEN hOW CAN TRERL ©E ANY SUCH DILTINCTIONS RS

CFALSE" (LR "TRGE™)?

(ANSWER :) REALITY IS NOT A MATTER OF EVLKYDAY-REALLTY UR
USAGE.

There is the shining forth of monifested conscicusness 1in
iliusory false-percepticns, such as the rope-snoke OT shell-
silver, just as in the rercepticns of pots <nag other chjects
(of everyoay-reality). Therefore, they are Teal, of the
highest reality, and of the nature of iva. Their reality
4% manit est consciousness 1s unueniable, since éiva Extenus
Himselt as these various forms.

(Gbjection :) It both the knuwleuge ot pot and the knowledge
of shell-silver are real, how may there be any gistinction
between false ang RIGRET krowleodge?

(Answer :) This (distinctiun) is a matter of everytay-usais.
gecause uf its uncertainties, however, gverycay-reality 1s
nout truly real.

Note: In saying that "everyoay-reslity is net real", Utpaiao
is not contenging that the gveTycay-wcrlo is itself illusoury
or talse, but rather that any gistinctions of reality ano
illusion based wn the experiences of the everyday-wcrlo dre
talse, i.e., invalid criteria ot reality. ggmangnoa next
provioes an example of the vagaries Gf the croinary world
which is attesteg to togay Dy wul Own use of paper money.
10. THUS, A KING'S RULE IN A COCUNTRY IS SOMETIMES SUCH ThiT
FUCKYDAY-LIFE IS CARRIED UN WITH FALSE (I.E., NOT GOLD OR
SILVER) CGING. AND SUCH IT IS5 GIMILARLY ELSCWHERE IN THE
EVERYDAY=-WERLD.

by the king's command, thie everyogay-worlo tuncticns evenwith
talse cuins. Gimilarly, in other mativrs also, the evéIyUay—
worlog ot time, situastion, impetus, etc., rroceeds aCcLnYGIng
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to the will (of the.king), ignoring the reality of the matter.
11. (GBIELTION :) YUUR RISTAKL ARISES IN TARIRG ThE PUSITIDN
THAT CUERYTHING IS REAL. FOR IF EVEN THE ILLUSIGRS OF  THE
WURLD ARE RCAL, THEN EVERYTHING IS URREAL.

It that which is unieal in the uncertain everyoay-worlo (e.q.,
rope-snoke or snell-silver) 1s also taken to be real - then,
by the same classitication, all this werld woule be real, but
ultimately unreal, just as (the illusions of ) the everyuay-
wecrla.

It the worlc is ultimately real, then your mistake is in coun-
sicering reality to be similer to the gverycay-wurla., This
is your errcr in accepting the position of everything being
real.

12. (UBJECTION CCNTIRUED :) IF THAT (EVERYDAY-WORLD) ALSO
CONSISTS OF éIUA, HUW MAY IT BE CALLED UNKEAL?

(ANSWER :) ITS REALITY IS THRCUGH ITs EVERYDAY USAGE, NOGT
THROUGH DENIAL.

If that everyidy-wurld is cbtainec to bDe éiva through the
arising of consciousness, then its being of the nature of
éiva is gasily arrived at. If this is suo, then how may the
gveryoay-worlo be called unreal? It is, ang shoulobe, (n-
derstoud as) Treal.

(Answer :) True. HBut the reality of the everylay-uwCrld 1is
through its everyddy usage, not because it is certain  or
because it serves to geny (illusion).

Note: The meaning of Slekass 11 ang 12 is vifficulit to un-
derstand because the wolo Xiﬂﬁiﬁéﬁﬁ is bLeing used tu Tep-
rusent both cruinary pot-percepticns and iliusory purcep=

tichns ot rope-snekes.  The objector dOpfealb to be arguing
thot: l.it put-percep tions ano illusiuns are egually
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real, then the worlo is recuced to the level cof illucion, @ng
2. if the worlg, with all its uncertainty, is of the highest
reslity, then Siva is reduced to being ot the nature of that
uncertain world. Utpala answers that the everyday-worid is
inoeed recl in terms of everyogay-functioning, but that its
uncertainty precludes its acting as an agent ot sublaticn.

The discrepency in the text between the na abhagyd in Soma-
nanca's line lba anc the 3phdgya of Utpala's commentary is

probably the result of @ manuscript error. Trat portion of
the text will be admitted. The last part of Utpala's com-

mentary on Slokas 13 and l4 repeats the argumsnt that all

manirestations are real; it is tolloweo by & series of ob-

jections which attempt tc cefine the cenciticns unger wnich
an object may be cenieag and, thus, chuwn to be tfalse.

13-14, ... That which is & form of éiva, being characterizec
as éivaness by the arising of consciousness, @y not be
genied. With respect to the (erronecus) view that theevery-
pay-wcrla is real and illusion is unresl, it was earlier
explained that reality is ncthing other than manitestaticn.
Becduse of the non-differentiation of censclousness, reality
is everyuwhere; this must not be fergotten.

15-16. (OBJECTION :) SOMETHING IS FALSE IF IT DGES NOT EXIST
AT THAT TIME IN WHICH IT WOULD BE (THGUGHT TG EXIST).
(ANSWER :) WITHOUT TIME, KREITHER THE CAUSATION RNOR THE ACT
GF CAUSATIUN MAY BE DENIED. WHAT ACT, HAVING BROUGHT RBCUT
I1TS RESULT AND COUME TO A CONCLULSION, MAY BE DENIED?
(Objection :) When there is a genying source of authority
(knuwleoge ot the shell), ang it is shown through cenial that
"this is not silver", "this is rnot silver, but is shell",
then there is talseness. Falseness is the result of  that
oenying source of authority. What 1s shown to be talse? If
the silver cues not exist at that time when it is thuught to
exist, then the silver is @ccepted to be talse,

(Answer :) No. Without time, there is no causaticon, Decduse
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thire can be no wotion without time.
(Ghjection :) It iz the act of caueation thatl is oenied.
(Answer :) No. An action which brings abcut an effect, such
as silver, is completea. What 1s the meanino of the oenial
of that (ection) which is unreal, itself being non-existent?
And now (at the moment of perception of the shell) what
genial can there be since the cbject of genial is non-existet?
Note : The discussion continues with a great ceal of repiti-
tion. The Saivite argument is essentially basec c©n the
premise that the present perception of shell is unrslatea
to the previous perception of silver. The perception of
silver peing followeo by the perception pf shell oces not
constitute a denial of the former, Utpala says, since even
a "prouper" perception, such as of a pot, may be oisplaced
by a subseguent perception of shell.
17-18. ... THAT WHICH IS EXPERIENCED OCES NCT BELGME LTHER-
WISE.
An pbject which is experienced does not become non-experienced
... To the extent that there arises the illusory manl festation
ot silver, nothing may geny that perception of silver, and,
thus, there is no object of denial... Everything is as it
appears and cannot be made otheruwise. Everything is real;
nothing is false.
Note: To remind us that appearance is reality, and reality
is nothing more than appearance, Somananda repeats the. false
coins-analcgy in lines 19 and 20a. Lines 20b and 2la further
attack the wse of vyavan@ra as a stanteid of reality, i.e.,
the attributing of a greater reality to the gveryuay-wourld
than tou illusion.
20-21. ... THE EVERYDAY-WORLD IS MERELY SELF-PLEASING CAUSAL
EFFICACY, AND THAT IS THE TRUTH CF THE MATTER.
... Mere pleasure is the extent of the everyuasy-worlao. The

pleasure-causing nature of the pveryday-wsrla is proven by

cne's own wwareness of the causal efticacy of an object. Even
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the act of cdrinking may be illusory. Either grean-wgter or
real water may be ¢runk, yet the satistaction which results
(in either case) is proven by one's Own 3Qwareness of satis-
taction and is irrefutaple. The hleaSUFB caused by false
coins or dream-water, etc., is also reality of an everyday
suTt. Thus, there are no grounus for oenial in the every-

gay-world,
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APPENDIX C:; PARAMARTHASARA

L. D. Barnett!s translation of Paramarthasira in 1910

was the first Western presentation of a Kashmir Saiva téxb. In
the same year PS was edited and published in the Kashmir Series
of Texts and Studies (no. 7, 1910) along with a commentary by
Yogardja, who was a student of Kgemardja and probably of
Abhinava himself as well .2:- Til1liene Silburn's French translation
of PS appeared in 19573 and is much improved over Barnett'!s,
benefiting not only from his earlier effort but also from the
other Kashmir §aiva studies of the intervening period.

In hs introduction to PS Barnett noted the similarity of
the work with another text of the same name, wiose author is
variously known as Adi Sega or Adhara .h Barnett thought that
Kdi Sesa's work was the later of the two and was based on
Abhinava's text. dJ. C. Chatterji, however, demonstrated that
the peverse is true and that the Kdi Sega text preceded Abhinavals.
Chatterji shows that the Adi §e§a treatise is quoted in a Spanda
text authored by Utpala Vaisnava--who must not be confused with
the Pratyabhijhavadin Utpala, but who also lived earlier. than
Abhinava. Pamdey6 agrees with Chat terji and adds as evidence an-
other line from Adi Sesa's treatise which is cited as scriptural
authority (§ruti) by Abhinava in his commentary on the Gita.

The opening lines of Abhinava's PS clearly state that

Abhinava bases his work on the kEriki-s which were recited
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by the sage Adhdra in response to questions by his pupil.
There can be little doubt that the text which was and is still

known outside Kashmir as Paramfrthasdra is the work upon which

Abhinava based his treatise. To distinguish it from Abhinavals

Paramirthasira, Adi Sesa's work will be referred to below as

8
the Adharakiriki-s (AK), the name by which it became known in

Kashmir.

Previous Kashmir Saiva studies have devoted hardly any
attention at all to the philosophical principles of AK or to
the significance of Abhinava's basing PS on Adi §e§a's earlier
wark., Pandey, for example, suggests a very simple and logical
relationship between the two treatises. AK is a Samkhya text,
he says, from vhich Abhinava uses the material vhich dees not
conflict with Kashmir éaivism, and to which Abhinava adds raw
verses of his own which contain ideas peculiar to Kashmir
Saivism.

Both Chatterji and Silburn note that AK is representative
of theistic Samkhya. According to Silburn,lo AK describes the
principles of a Samkhya philosophy vhich is "colored by Vaisna=-
vism," and consequently closer to the philosophy of the

Mahabharata than that of the Safkhyakdriki-s. . She contends

that, apart from adopting a number of AK's eighty-five verses to
the 105-verse PS, most of the Saiva text belongs to Abhinava

himself, She szys nothing else about AK and devotes most of her
lengthy introduction to a discussion of tantraism and the Saiva

tattvas.
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Chatterji places greater emphasis on the importance of
the philosophy of AX. The very fact that Abhinava chose to re=-
write AK along Kashmir Saiva lines, he says, indicates the popu~
larity of thelstic Sailkhya during that period. He also suggests
that theistic Samkhya was a ma2jor suurce upon which Kashmir
Saivism drew in the formulation of its philosophy. Chatterji
concludes by saying, "A comparison of the two texts would prove,
to my mind, interesting, and I propose to make it on another
occasion."l‘-L It is wnfortunate that, as far as I can ascertain,
Chatterji never pullished such a comparison.

It is dlso unfortunate that Kaw, who concerns himeself
more with an malysis of the philosophy proper of Pratyabhij‘ﬁé
than other Kashmir Saiva scholars, does not mention AK. In
his comparison of Pratyabhijiid and Vedanta, Kaw mekes a great
many gener alizations concerning the “common Upanigadic background"
of the tw systems. All the major principles of Pratyabhijha,
he says, may be traced back to the Up.am'.§ads.12

t in searching for a point of influence or a phildsophi-
cal background to Pratyabhijhid philosophy, Kaw ignores the more
immediate and specific reference point of AK.

Abhinava's use of Adi ées;a's text as a basis for one of
his works is a very striking peculiarity. The only other non-

Saiva text which Abhinava uses is the Bhagavad Gita. His commen~

- - / .
tary on the Gita is understandable, though, since Kashmir Saivites

accept the work as scriptural authority. But if AK is a Samkhya
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treatise, why would Abhinava attempt to accommodate it to
Pratyabhijna? Both he and Utpala treat the Sifkhya position

not at all sympathetically; i fact, they refute it at great
length. The answers which are so summarily provided by Chatterji,
Pandey and Silburn areutterly unsatisfactory. It is not at all
true that AK is a dualist work which Abhinava rewrites along

moni st lines. Adi éega's treatise does not ascribe to the prin-
ciples associated with dualist Samkhya, and tle philosophy of
Abhinava's PS is not so very different from the theories cf the

earlier work.

AKX as a Vedanta Text

Just ag Kashmir §aiva scholars have ignored the reflecticn-
ism, superimposition and sublation which are so prominent in PS,
they have similarly ignor ed the Vedinta aspects of Adi éega's
treztise. By way of contrast, I\L';thadevan:L3 treats AK as an early
Vedanta text. Although Mahadevan does not examine 4K in the
context of a possible Vedanta influence upon Abhinava; he does
suggest that Adi §e§a's work may be the scurce of some of the

ideas found in Gaudapada's Mandikyakirikia-s (MK).

Mahadevan notes a number of significant points of resem-
. 2 1
blance between Adi Sesa's treatise and MK :

1. The Self is described in four states: viéva, taijasa,

prajia, and tuwya. The first three are equated with
waking, dream and sleep, respectively. The fourth

and transcendental state of turya is alme unconditicn-
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ally real. (&K 31 and MK 1.11)
2. Maya is the illusory power of the Lord, whereby He

seems to appear as the endle: . forms of the manifest

world. (AK30,32,33,56 and MK 1.9, 2.12, 2.19.)

0
.

In the highest reality there is neitler creation nor
destruction, neither bondage nor release. (&K 69
and MK 2.32.)

i, One who has realized the truth is beyond karma,
ritual and ethical ctandards. He may do as he pleases
in the world, wandering about like a madman or a fool.
(4K 76-79 and MK 2.36-37.)

5. The truth of the highest reality of the Supreme con-
flicts with no system of thought. Although different
schools conflict with one another, they each proclaim
the Self of all. (&K 65 and MK 3.17, L.5.)

Besides these doctrinal similarities, Mahadevan further
notes that many of the key terms and phraces are the same in
both AK and MK, and both make use of the rope-snake, shell--silver
and other analogies. Although Adi §e§a's work does bear doctrinal
and terminological affinities to MK, Mahadevan concludes only
that AK is an early Advaita work which is pre-Safikara and shich
uses the languasge of Safkhya., It is impossible, he says, to
determine for certain whether AK preceded MK or not.15

S. S. Suryanarayan Sastrirecognizes essentially the same

16
textual similarities betwes AK and MK as does Mahadevan. Sastri
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definitely asserts that AK influenced Gaudapdda's Karilz-s.

Sastri further contends that similaritiecs between AK and the

Bhizavata Purdga prove that the latter borrowed from Kdi éega_'s

17
work. Sastri concludes that AKX is an "early manual of Advaita
Vedinta"—representing a transition from Safikhya to Advaita
Vedinta ad datable to a period before Advaita Vedanta was

fully formulated. Sastri assigns both the Mandikyakdrikd-~s

and the Bhagavata to the sixth century. "It is clear," he

says, "that the Param@rthasara forms one of the basic texts for

the GaudapZda's Kariki-s and for the §ribhigawta and may be
assigned to the fourth century A.D."l8
We should not forget, of course, that the relationship be=

tween LK and MK is none too certain. It is possible that MK is

the earlier of the two texts, or that both borrowed from an even

earlier work. The relatimship between AK and the Bhagavata is
even less certain, based almost exclusively on supposed doc-
trinal, rather than textual, similari’ta‘.es.]s Actually, the
dates of the @—s and the Bhigavata are themseclves sub.ject
to a great deal of controversy. Scholars date Gaudapada to as
early as the fifth, and as late as the ninth century .20 The
Bhicavata, even though of a more unified composition than most
other Purdnas, has also been ascribed to anywhere from the fifth

21
to the ninth centuries, Thus, Sastrils dating of AK to the

fourth century should be regarded as mere conjecturee.
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For our purposes, the possibility of a relationship be-
tween AK and Gaudapada's Kariki-s or the Bhagavata is less impor-
tant than the mure general and also more certain fact that the
Samkhya material of AK is colored by Advalta Vedanta theories
as well as Vaisnavism. The AK verses extracted by Mahadevan are
only those which most closely parallel the wording of MK, and

the full measure of AK's Vedinta philosophy will be seen below.

Pandey's Compariscen of AK and PS

Pandey acknowledges that the wording of AK is not very
diff erent from that of PS. At the same time, he contends that
the Shfkhya theories of AK can be easily distinguished from the
rashmir Saiva philosophy of PS.

They /Edi Sesa's Kariki-s/ gave in brief the most essentidl
principles of the Safikhya philosophy and tanght that the
final emancipation could be obtained by discrimination be-
tween Prakrti and Puruga. The original with a few omis-
sions and al teraticns was adopted to serve as a medium of
teaching the most essential principles of Trika.22

Pandey documents his statement with the following comparison of
23
AK and PS
1, When there is no difference of principles between AX
and Kashmir S'aivism, Abhinava reproduces the language of the

original without any alteration. For instance:

Punydya tirthasevi niraydya évapacasadananidhanagatih/
punyapunyakalafikasparéabhive tu kih tena//

Visiting holy placcs makes for merit, meeting one's death
in an outcast's hovel leads to hell; but what signifies
this when there is neither merit nor demerit?

- AK82, PS 8L, trans. Bamett
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2. As an example of Abhinava's altering AK to suit
Kashmir éaivism, Pandey provides the following §lokas:

Nanavidhavarpinidh varnam dhatte yathZmalah sphatikah,
tadvad upddher gupabhavitasya bhavam vibhur dhatte.

As the pure crystal assumes the color of various colored
objects, so likewise the Lord assumes the state of the
limiting condition brought about by the tendencies of
Prekyti. - AKX 16,

Nanzvidhavarpinam ripafh dnatte yath@malal sphatikap,
suramzanusapafupadapariipatvai tadvad i§o 'pi.

As the pure crystal assumes the form of various colored
objects, so likewise the ILord assumes the form of gods,
men, beasts and plants. - PS 6.2L
"Here the difference of principle," sgys Pandey, "will be appar-
ent to anyone familiar with the ideas of the two systems.t® He

explains that Samkhyas believe limitation to be the result of

the nearness of purusa to prakrti, while the two have separate

independent existences, Kashmir éaivites, on the other hand,
believes that limitation results from the free will of the
Supreme, independent of which nothing exists. According to
Pandey, Abhinava retains much of the original language in his
adaptation because of te ideathat the limitation is only apparent,
since the Supreme is unaffectea by these varying conditions, is
common to toth Samkhya and Kashmir Saivism.
3. As an example of an AKX sloks which Abhinave alto-

gether omits, Pandey cites the following verse:

Yadvad acetanam api sannikatasthe bhramake

bhramati loham,
tadvat karapasamiha$ cestati cidadhisthite dehe,
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Just as iron, though insentient, moves when rear a magnet,

similarly, the body as a collection of organs becomes active

when controlled by intelligence.

- AK 12,

This éloka, says Pandey, "deals with the effect of the mere
presence of puruga in bringing about activity in the insentient
senses . . . a matter in which the two systems /Samkhya and
Kashmir Saivisr/ fundamentally differo"

There are indeed, as Pandey says, only three basic means
of dealing with AK's verses at Abhinava's disposal: inclusion,
alteration, or deletion, However, the example which Pandey pro=-
vides of inclusion (AXK82, PS 8L) is actually a very insignificant
one. Almost any Indian school of thought, except for Mimamsa
followers who believe in the ultimate validity of actions amd
ritual, would concur with it.

In the exanple of alteration (AK 16, PS 6) the first
lines of the two Slokas convey no important difference in mean-
ing; both employ the reflectionist metaphor of a colarless
crystal. It is true that Abhinava avoids the terms upadhi. and
guna in the second line of his verse. He does use the term
upidhi elsewhere in PS, though, in very S&fkhya-like circum-
stances to describe, in the wrds of Barnett,"a gem . . . become
darkened from the box which is the surrounding medium"zsand
"Congciousness « « « released from the surrounding medium of tlhe
bqu."zé The difference in principles between the two verses is
not at all apparent, and Pandey's reference to "the free will of

the Supreme! has nothing to do with the passive reflectionismof

a crystal.
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Pandey is more correct in his amalysis of AK 12, which
Abhinava rejects because of a difference in viewpoints. The
main import of the verse is to contrast the agenciless Self
with the actions of the mZya-world. This conflicts with
Abhinava's view that all actions ultimately reside in the Self,
and that supreme consciousness is the substratum of all worldly
actions. But the notion that the Self remains agenciless, even
though identical with the embodied jiva, is found in Advaita

Vedénta27

and not Jjust Samkya; it is also, as will be seen,
found to some extent in Abhinava's PS as well,

The PS &lokas waich cannot be traced to AK can be partly
accounted for by such mabterial as Abhinava's lengthy descrip=-
tion of the tattva system. For instance, Abhinava refers to

the tattvas not found in the Sankhya system:

S:ivas'aktisadés'ivatém Jévaravidyamayin ca tattvadadam,
saktinam paficanam vibhaktabhdvena bhisayati.

He manifests the categories of éiva, Sakti, Sadadiva,

Isvara and Vidya as the diverse conditions of his five

powers . - PS 1.
And there are such $lokas as PS 19-22, which list the categories
from puruga to earth common to both Safikhya and Kashmir éaivism.
These verses simply contain a more detailed version of a single
verse in AKX (sloka 20); they are not important philosophically.
The same is true of the numerous §lokas in PS which are merely
elaborations wupon the theme that a man of knowledge is beyond

merit and demerit. Abhinava's philosophical deviations from AK

are much less frequent than the textuwal, and they will be cire=~
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fully noted below,
Before proceding to a further comparison of AK and PS,
the different strains of thought which have been attributed to
Adi §e§a's treatise—namely, Sarkhya, Vais;n'avism end Vedinta=--

will be separately examined,

Safikhya in AK

In verses 2-7 of AK a disciple appivaches the preceptor
Adi S'ega and asks a series of questions concerning the crossing
of the ocean of safis@ra. Who is it, the student asks, who wanders
thraugh beginningless sams3ra, and what is his relationship with
it? If the jiva is bound, like a silkworm in a cocoon, by the
products of his actions, then how may he achicve release? How is
it that he who discriminates between purusa and the tendencies
(_51_1_1;139-6) of prakrti is free of bondage? All these other questions
are subsumed under the student's final request, which is simply:

"Tell me of puruga and &rgkrti."”

The student has asked, in the dualist manner of Safkhya,

for an accounting of puruga and prakrti as two separate and differ=-

ent things. In his answer, which takes up the remainder of the
text, Adi. §e§a deccribes knowledge as being the discrimination of

0
purusa and }Lrakx;tiB with its _gggg-s.B 1

It is through association with the limiting conditions
s 32
(upadhi-s) of prakrti that purusa appears as if it were bound.

All the categories acting in the creation, destruction and main-
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tenance of the world are merely the effects of prakrti which must
33
be rejected. The guna-s of prakrti bring about creatian, but
the canscious Self is nowhere touched by the creations of prakrti.
e
Prakytivikdrair aparamrstah parah purusal).
The Supreme Purusa is unaffected by the modifications of

Erakrvlo ad .A-I{ 39.

Valsnavism in LK

The parts of AK noted above, if read out of context, would
together form a cuite respectable summary of Sarmkhya theories.
Elsewhere in AX, however, the Supreme and the world are placed in
a very diff erent Vaispava context. In neither Safkhya nor AK is

prakrti ever referred to as purusa's prakrti. Adi §e§a often,

though, refers to the Supreme as Viggu and to the world-process
as Visnu's pover of mayd. Visnu is then depicted as both the agent
and material caucse of wrld menifestation.
AX opens with an invocation to Visnu:
Param parasyah prekrter anadim ekamm n1v1stam bahudha guhasu,
sarvdlayan sarvacaracarasthaf tvam eva visnum §aranafm pra-
padye.
In you, the beginningless Supreme who is beyond prakrti,
the One who dwells as many in the depths (of the maya-world),
the substratum of all who is found in all that is moving or
still, in You, Visnu, I take refuge. ~ AX 1.
The ideas found in this verse are taken up at later points
in the text. S§loka nine, for instance, describes Vignpu as "He by
wem the world is brought forth through His Brakrti."Bh The

Supreme is sald to be all-pervasive (sarvagatam), as well as non-
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35 .
dual (advayam). A11 the categories of the world are the modi-

ficatims (vikptayah) and different conditions (avasthabhedal,
36

- o L -
avasthivideszi ) of the Supreme.

Pranddyanantabhedair dtmanaf samvitatya jalam iva,
samharati vasudevah svavibhiitykridamana iva.

Like a spider with its web, through His power Vasudeva en=-

velops Himself with, and withdraws Himself from the endless

different forms of the world, as if in gport. - AK 30.

The Lord deludes Himself, says Adi §e§a, through the

appearance of duality which is brought about by his own nigya
(svamﬁyava).37 Using a variety of metaphors, AK describes how
the non-dual Supreme appears as a multiplicity. ILike the ane
body with its many parts, like the lump of clay which takes
various shapes, like the sparks which arise from a piece of
metal--"the world which is non-dual appears as if dual."38 Adi
Slega even uses the water-analogy favored by Utpala in depict-
ing world-manifestations as the very nature (svabhava) of
Vignu:

Himaphenabudbuda iva jalasya dhume yatha vahnelh,
tadvat svabhavabhiuta n@yaisd kirtita visnpoh.

Iike the ice, foam and bubtles of water, like the smoke of
a fire, so ma@ya is said to be the nature of Vignu. - AK 56.

The Vaisnava elements of AK are not, as Silburn suggests,
very close to the theism of the Mal@bhirata., Adi S’ega stresses
the oneness of the Supreme Self and limited self, not merely
their inseparability. Turthermore, AK is exclusively devoted to

the path of knowledge (jhanamarpa); Adi S,e.ga shows no inclination,
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and sometimes even disdain, for the paths of devotion or action.

Vedanta in AK

In those passages which contain Samkhya terminology, it
is prakrti that causes the creation of the world, and not the
Self.39 In other passages Visnu Himself is the cause of the
worl d's creation, maintenance and destruction. ° Both these
statements must be taken as lower-order truths, since Adi §e§a
further explains in the mamer of Advaita Vedénta that all
worldly causation is not real, but merely illusory.

Apart fran the general references to the Supreme as non-
dual, which are found throughout AK, the first inkling of speci-
fically Advaita Vedanta theories occurs in §loka nine. The
world is there said to te "as if real, but unreal® (satyam iva

jagad asatyam). In verses 21-22 Adi §e§a distinguishes between

th e highest reality and the maya-world by introducing a host of
illusionistic metaphors:

Dharmadharmau sukhadul]khal'alpana svarganarakavdsa$ ca,
utpattmldha“aVargasrama na santiha paramarthe.
Mrgatrsnayam udakan duktau rajatam bhujafdgamo rajjvam,
taimirikacandrayugavad bhrantaf nikhilah jagadriipam.

Merit and demerit, pleasure and pain, heaven and hell,
birth and death, caste and station in life~--ncne of these
exist in the highest reality.

Like the water of a mirage, like the rope-snake or shell-
silver, like the moon seen through double vision, all the
world is an illusicn. - AK 21-22

The origins of the world-illusion are explained by means
of vivartavida analogies. In verse 23 Adi Sesa presents the re-

flectionist analogy of the sun which gppears in different bodies
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of water. Verses 2Li~25 introduce a limitationist analogy:
space, which is all-pervasive, is only apparently divided by
the delineation of separate objects such as jars and Jar-
spaces. Adi §e§a later repeats the rope-snake analogy twice,
and he also brings forth the limitationist analogy once again.
The illusory supcrimposition of the rope on the snake is cém-—
pared to the illusory superimposition of the Self on the non-
selfs

Rajjvim ndsti bhujafigah sarpabhayan bhavati hetuna kena,
tadvad dvaitavikalpabhrantir avidyd na satyam idam.
Etat tad andhakdraf yad andtmany dtmata bhrantyz,

na vidanti v3sudevah sarvatmanan nara mudhzh.

What cause is there to fear the snake, for the snuke does
not exist in the rope? Similarly, the illusion of dual-
istic perception is ignorance, and not real.

Tt is blindness that the Self (is perceived) in the non-
gelf through illusion. Deluded fools do not know Visudeva,
the Self of all. - AK 28-29

The Supreme Self is said to be devoid of the qualities of world-
manifestationy creation and destruction no more reside in the
Self than the snake in the rope:

Rajjvam bhu,jaﬁga}}etulg prabhavavin'és'au yatha na stal,
jagadutpattivindsau na ca karapgam asti tadvad iha.
Jenmavinidana-gamandgama~malasambhandhavarjito nityam,

3kdSa iva ghatddisu sarvatmd sarvadopotah.

Just as the rope is not the cause of the snake's origim-
tion and destruction, (the Self) is not the cause of this
world's originavion and destruction.

Just as space (pervades) jars, the ever-present Self of all
is eternal and free of any relatimship with the defilement
of birth and destruction or coming and going. =~ AK 50-51,

- /
Finally, in verse 69, Adi Sega leaves no doubt in our minds that

he belicves the Supreme to be the unconditional reality, vhich
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is wnqualified by the unreal phenor .21 world.

K§ayavz;ddhivadhyagh’étakabandhanax;mkgair vivarjitah nityam,
- Lid
paramar'l;hatattvam etad yad ato 'nyat tad anrtam sarvam.

The highest reality is eternal, free of increase and de-

crzase, free of bondage and freedom, neither the slayer nor

the slain; all else is Talse, - AK 69

The parallels between doctrine and terminology in AK are
clearly evident. When Adi éega uses the terms puruga and prakpti,
he adopts a dualist viewpoint, distinguishing between the action-
less Self and the world-process as if they were separate and in=
dependent realities. When he refers to Visnu, it is as the
single reality which evolves the world through His nature as maya.
When he adopts a Vedanta viewpoint (usually in reference to the
highest reality), Adi §e§a digsociates  the unqualified Suprere
from the world-process, and he explains the unaffectness of the
Supreme by means of the illusory nature of the world and a
M@% theory of czusation.
These streams of thought are, of course, interrelated.

For instance, descriptions of the unaffectness of the Self and
of the actionless nature of consciousness fit into the frame-
work of either Safkhya dualism or Advaita Vedénta absolute
monism. And the world, even when it is said to be brought sbart
through the nature of Vigpu, may still be regarded as illusory:

Asatyam idam visnor mayatmakam jagadripam.

The wrld, which is of the nature of Visnu's maya, is unreal.
- AK 7}4.
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Because of its repsated and consistent references to the
unitary nature of reality, AK cannot at all be considered repre-
sentative of dualist S&ikhya. While the philosophy of AK may
be called a form of Vaisnava Samkhya, the treatise also antici-
pates the reasonings amd abs:lutism of Safikara's Vedahta.
Abhinava‘'s similar affinity for Vedanta theories may be a reascn
for his using AK as a basis for his PS., It is surely the explana=-
tion of Abhinava's being able to adapt a supposedly Satkhya
treatise to Kashmir éaivism while changing so little of the

original text.

Differences in Terminology beiween AK and PS

Abhinava never refers to the Supreme as Visnu, Vasudeva
or Narayaga; as might be expected, he substitutes §iva,
Maheévara, Bhairava and Sambhu instead. Adi §e§a usually refers
to the world-process as maya and never uses the term _é__al_c_’g_]';, even
when explicitly describing the power of the Supreme. No less
than twelve of PS's verses make reference to $iva's gf_al_c__tj:.

In IPV Abhinava restricts the use of Brahman to the
Vedanta system, which is there called brahmavéda.h:L Brahman,
though, is accepted and used by Abhinava in PS as a non-sectar-
ian designation of the Supreme.h Abhinava's use of Brshman
results in some peculiar phrases. Adi S/eqa states that "he who
regards everything as Brahman becomes of the nature of Brahman™

(4K 59). Abhinava changes this to read:
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S/ivamayatattvam abhiyateee » sarvam brahmavalokayatal.
He who regards everything as Bralman becanes of the nature
of Siva. - PS 52,
Dhyayatal param brahma . . . Sivatvam abhyeti, P
He who meditates on the Supreme Brahman becomes Siva,
- PS 10k,
The most notable difference in terminology between AKX and
PS is Abhinava's avoidance of the Samkhya terms: purusa,
prakrti, and guna. Although Abhinava does mention puruga and
prakrti as the intermediate categories of the Saiva tattva Sys=-
tem,h3 he avoids AK references to them as independent realities,
One exception to this is Sloka 36 of PS vhich is identical to

AK 35 save for Abhinava's substitution of “the modifications of

miyan (mdyavikrtibhih) for Adi Sesa's "the modifications of

prakrti" (prakrtivikdrail):

Jaladharadhiimarajobhir malinikriyato yath3a na gaganatalam,
tadvan mayavikrtibhir aparamrstah parah purusah.

Just as the surface of the sky is not soiled by clouds,
smoke or dust, so the Supreme Purusa is unaffected by the

.

modifications of maya. - PS 36.
In this gloka Abhinava not only uses puruga to designate the
Supreme, but he also declares it to be aparamrsta, non-affected.
Since Earé'mars’a is used in Pratyabhijna as a synonym for vimars’a,
this is tantamount to saying that the Supreme is avimarsa, non-
experiencing. As already shown, however, Abhinava employs in
PS many reflectionist metaphors which depict non-modified supreme

con sciousness as devoid of action or experience.
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Ve
AX Vaignavism and PS Saivism

Abhinava does incorporate a great deal of AK's Vaignava
material into PS. Abhinava begins P with an invocation which,
differing only slightly from Adi E‘:ega's, also proclaims the
similianeous transcendance and immanence of the Supreme in the
maya-world:

Param parastham gahanad anadim ekah nivistam bahudha guhaou,
sarvilayam sarvacaracarastham tvam eva § ambhuif sarax;xam pra-
padye.

In You, the begimingless Supreme who is beyond the abyss,
the one who dwells as many in the depchs Ef the m§ya-wor1£17,
the substratum of all vwho is found in all that is moving or
still, in You, $ambhu, I take refuge. =~ PS l.

— ”
Only two alterations are made from Adi Sesa's origimal verse:

b.mxbhu instead of Vignu, and paraf parastham gahanzd instead of

parahn parasyan prakrteh. The term gahana, with which Abhinava

replaces prakrti, is uscd by Adi éega himself in two later verses
as synonomous with illusion and maya.

As des Adi §e§a in AK 30, Abhinava describes the Supreme
as Himself weaving and becaming woven into the web of mzya:

Atmanan vestayate citram jalena jalakara iva « « e
iti bandhamoxcsacntram kriddi prat anoti parama$ivaly.

Iike a spider with its web, He cloaks himself in various
forms « . . thus Parama$iva carries out His manifold sport
of bondage and fresdom, - PS5 32-33.

However, only some of Adi Sesa s other metaphors relating to

Vispu's manifesting the world are included in PS, and not without

alterations.
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Rasap}far;itas’zzr \ari.kigud_akha.v}dﬁdyé yathekgnrasa eva,
tadvad avasthabhedah sarve paramitmenaly Sambhoh.
VijMdnantaryamipranavirdddehajatipindéntal,
vyavahiram3atram etat paramdrthena tu nz2 santy eva.

As syrup, molasses, jaggery, sugar-balls, candy, etc., are
all alike juice of the sugar-cane, so the divers conditions
[of the m3ya-world/ are all of Sambhu, the supreme Self,
Comprehension, inward controller, breath, cosmic body,
generic existence, individual; these are nothing but the
experiences of everyday-reality, which do not exist in the
highest reality. - PS 26-27.
These two verses each begin identically with AK Slokas 26 and
27, but they have quite different meanings. Adi éega s5ays
that the "syrup, etc." are modifications (vikgtayah) of the
sugar-cane, just as the diverse conditions of the maya-world

are the many forms of the supreme Self (parmndtmany eva

bahuripah). Kdi §e§a al so states that "comprehension, etc.!
are the different conditions of the Self in the everyday-world

(vyavshards . . . Atmany ete avasthavisesdh). Abhinava aveids

the terms vikrtayah and bahuriipgh, and also the implication
that the diversity of the everyday-world represents actual modi-
fications of the Supreme. Abhinava borrows the phrase, "non-

existent in the highest reality" (param3rthena na santi), from

AX 21 where Adi §e§a used it in conjunction with a string of

illusionistic metaphors. By transposing the phrase to the

parinama metaphor of the sugar-cane, Abhinava provides a transi-

tion to the next verses in both texts (AK 28, PS 28), which

contain almost identical renderings of the rope-snake amalogy.
The other parinima examples of AK are not amended by

Abhinava, but completely omitted instead., Adi §e§a‘s references
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to the modifications of clay (vikadrajatani, AK L6) and to the

various forms of water (4K 56) are nowhere found in PS. The
same is true of Adi ées;a's metenhor of the body and its parts
(AK L6) and the sparks which arise from heated metd (4K 56).
Despite Abhinava's obvious avoidance of any suggestion that the
Supreme is actually modified in world manifestation, he does
include one parindma metaphor in PS which is not found in AK:

Rasandkundalakatakam bhedatydgena drSyate yathd hema,
tadvad bhedatyigo sanmatran sarvam abhati.

Just as a girdle, ring or bracelet are all seen as gold
when one abandons the differentiation (of names aad forms),
g0 all the world gppears as pure being, when one abandons
differentiation. - PS L2.
The gold-analogy is a favorite of Utpala's, but Abhinavz here
presents it with a different emphasis than does Utpala. The

various gold ornaments, sgys Abhinava, may be regarded as gold

L6
only upon sbandonment of multiplicity (bhedatyZgena). This

implies the necessity for a denial or sublation of the m&ya-
world, or, at least, a disregard for the mere names and forms

of the world.

Vedanta and PS

Almost all the Veddnta material in AK is utilized by
Abhinava, and in some cases it is even expanded upon. Most of
the verses in PS which expound Vedanta theories have already
been presented in chapters L-6 above. BExamples of Abhinava's
reflectionism, his superimposition, his distinction between

levels of reality and sublation, are all found in PS.
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PS §lokas 6, 7, 12 and 13117 describe reflecticnist meta-
phors. Verses 6 and 7, which are identical to AK 16 and 17,
contain the analogies of the crystal and of the moon in the water.
PS 12 and 13, which are not found in Adi §es_a's text, contain
Abhinava's own analogy of the village which is reflected in the
water,

Abhinava's discussion of reciprocal superimposition (PS
30, 31, 39)h8 is also essentially his own. Adi §e§a, in AK 29,
described only one kind of "blindnzss" or illusion: the percep=-
tion of non-self where there is reatiy only Self, Abhinava out-
lines a scheme of reciprocal superimposition (non-self on Self
and Self on non-self), which he refers to in Sloka 4O as "the

pair of illusions® (vibhrumayugalam).

L

In PS L3-lk ? Abhinava distinguishes the reality of Brahman

from the sky-flower world of appearances; these verses are closely

related to AK 69, which stated that "the highest reality is

recal . . . all else is false,! Abhinava's rope-snake analogy

(PS 28-29)50 is almost identical to Adi Sesa's verses 28 and 21,

However, while Adi éega refers to the rope-snzke three times,

this is the only instance of its use in Abhinava's treatise.
Abhinava also uses Adi éega‘s space-analogies, which demon-

strate the non-affectedness of the Self. In P3 36, which was

noted earlier as identical to AK 35, it is stated that the Supreme

is as unaffected by the modifications of maya as the surface of

the sky by dirt or smoke. Abhinava continues in this vein in the
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next two verses as well, which closely follow Adi Sesa S verses
36 and 3k, respectively:
Ekasmin ghatagagane rajasa vyapte bhavanti nanyani,
malinani tadvad ete leah sukhaduhkhabhedajusgah.
Sante $anta ivayan hrste hrsjo vimohavati midhah,
tattvagane sati bhagavan na punah paramarthatalj sa tatha.
When one jar-space is filled with dust, others remain un-
soiied. It is the same with the jivas which are subject
to the differentiation of pleasure and sorrow.
It is as if the Iord were peaceful when the collection of
categpries are peaceful, happy when they are happy, deluded
when they are deluded. But in the highest reality, He is
not so. - PS 37,38
Abhinava is saying that the limitations of the m@ya-world are
51
illusory and do not pertain to the Supreme in any real sense.
Abhinava is also repeating his opposition to the modification
of the Supreme, which was seen in his amendment or rejection of

AX's parinama metaphors.

Conc lusionsg

The verses in AK which have been isolated and presented
as Vaignava in nature portray a position quite compatible :dith
Utpala's; they use parinama metephors to describe the Supreme
manifesting Himself as the world through His own nature. When
the illusionism and the distinctions placed between reality and
egppearance in AK are cmsidered alongside AK's numerous refer-
ences to the world being a product of supreme power, they closely
parallel the philosophy of Abhinava.,

It is difficult to drawv any but the most tentative of his-

torical conclusions o the basis of AK. The work is of uncertain
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date and does not correspond to any familiar stage of development
of either Vaisnavism or Vedinta. Furthermore, many of AK's
eighty-five §lokas have not even been touched upon here because
they express views cormmon to almost all Indian schools of thought.
By comparison, Abhinava's PS is a much more coherent work; it is
better organized and free of AK's ambiguous Samkhya terminology.

Since Abhinava demonstrates a familiarity with the theories
of §ahkara, it cannot be said that Adi §e§a's treatise itself
inspired Abhinava's deviations fram the position of Utpala. One
can, though, look upon AK as either a post-Upanisadic link be-
tween Abhinava and Advaita Vedanta or as a direct source of pre-
Safikara Advaita influence upon Abhinava. The former course
seems preferable, since the historical relationship between AK
and Advaita Vedanta tradition is none too certain.

A comparison of AK and PS clearly shows that the Vedanta
theories of Abhinava are not incidental to his philosophy. Nor
are they placed there for argument's sake, since both AK and PS
are presented as expositions of the highest truth, with no inter-
jections of counter-arguments., Having examined the Vedanta
theories in some of Abhinava's other works, it is mol surprising
" that, given a choice of AK material to either include or omit in
PS, Abhinava chose to emphasize the vivartavada and illusionism

- 4
of Adi S=sat's treatise.

4
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Introcuction Notes

l. In desling with Indian philosophy, it is difficult to
avolc the use of Sanskrit terms. As much as possible, I
have tried to contine the Sanskrit appearing in this work
to tre notes and appencixes. In order to avoid excessive
underlinings, socme Sanskrit wcrds used very rfrequently -
such as &@tman, jiva, mdyd and tattva - will be unoerlined
only at their tirst appearances ang then will appear with-
cut either uncerlining or capitalization.

’
2. In tne bdlva Agamas, Siva presents ductrlnes in response

to the guestions of Parvati, the pupil. Sakta scriptures
are calieo nigama-s. In accoroance with the Zakta school's
greater emphasis upon the female principle of Divine Power
(saktl) the geities' roles are reversed in the nigama-s,
with Siva being the guesticner and Pdrvatl the preceptor.

3. 5ir John Marshall, Mohenjo-daroc and the Incus Valley
Civilization, 3 vols. (London, 1931), I, p.5h.

L, The Nilamata Purépa is probably the oldest extent work
rron Kashmir. Lachaichar Kalla in The Birthplace of kali-
dasa (Delhi; Delhi Univ., 1926) contends tnhat the tenets
ot Kashmir Saiva philcsophy may be traced back toc sections
of the N lamsta, such as vv.1l243-1256 of the appenuix, which
meetgne
describe Siva as the only supreme reality who creates the
wcrlo by his willpower (1ccha). These verses are not, how-
ever, in acccerd with the generdl spirit of the work and are
probably laster aduitions. The picture which the Nlldmata
gives is cf a simple cult of blva and Uw3 which is far re-
moved from the monistic form of Salv;sm which appeared in
9th century Kashmir. See Ved Kumari, The Nilamata Purdpa:
A Cultiurai ang Literary Study (érlnagar' Jammu and Kashmir
Acaoemy of Art, 1Y968), pp.228-233,

5. K, C. Pandey, Abhinava Gupta: An Historical ano Philo-
sophical Study, Chowkhambha Skt. Studies Vol.I, Znu ed.
(Varanasi, 1563), pp.l4B-151,

’
bo TA I, p,§5, cited J. .. Chatterji, Kashmir Saivism,

KSTS hNo.2 (Srimagar, 1914, 1962), p.5. The same legend
is refterred toc in SD 7.7-9,.

7. According to them the sp801flc feature of conceptual
knowleoge (Pali sanna, Skt, aam}na) is the recoqnlzlng
(paCfaDhlﬁnd, prarvabhljnd) by megns of a sign (dbhlﬁﬂuneﬂd,
athijfisnena)., Sc S5. N. Das Gupta, History of Ingian Fni -
lcsppny, 5 vols. (Camuridge: Cambrioge Univ., Lzde- 1555),

I, p.o8. .
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8. 50 4,116-120,
9., IPV I, p.20.

10, IPV II, pp.274-275, trans. Pancey. Lacchmidhar Kalla,
Ope. Cit., contenuu thdt the similarity between this allegory
and Kdliddsa's Lakuntalam inpicates thot Kaliodsa was a
folluwer orf Pratyabnijhd philoscphy. He fails to show, how-
ever, that any specitic mention is made of Pratyabhi jnd or
Prdtyanhljha philoscphy in K&liddsa's works, see R, K. Kauw,
The Doctrine of Recognition: Pratyabhi ifid philosophy, Vishe
vesharand Institute Series NoouD (Hoshiagpur, 1967), pp.k43-49.

11, IPV I, p.17.

12. Sughata ega navamargah - IPK 4.1.3.

13. Tato 'pi paramam jASnam updyadivivarjitam. - TA I, p.l66.
14, G. Blihler, "Detailed Report of a Tour in Search of 5an-

skrit Manuscripts Made in Kashmir, Rajaputana and Central
Asia," in Journal of the Bombay Branch of the Royal Hsiatic

Society, Extra Number, 1877.

15. L. D. Barnett, The Paramarthasara cof Abhinava Gupta," in
The Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Gt. Britain
(London, 191U), ppe.7U7=747,

16, Ueddnta traoiticn holds that Bankdrd himself was a prac-
ticing blelte, and hundreus of devotional hymns are attri-
buted to him., Even Scnkdrd s phiicscphical works contain a
great many scriptural interjections which stano gul te apart
from tne general tone of his metaphysical writings. See
BSB 2.1.25, citea infra, p.38.

17. This is tnhe case even in the two most widely known crit-
ical histcries of Ingian philoscphy: Das Gupta's HiSLDry

of Indian Philcsophy, ops cit., and Se Radhakrisnnan's
Incian Philosophy, 2 vols. (Lonoon, 1952, 1953). Das Gupta
provides only an occassional passing reference to Runinavde
Raahakrlbhnan sanpwiches his briet trmdrment ot the Pratya-
bnljnd system (II, pp.731-734) between E3ktaism and Maohva
dualism in his chapter on "balva, Sakrd and Valgnava Theism,

18. Buhler, p.78

19, 5. N. Das Gupta, Indian Idealism (Cambrioge: Campbrioge
Univ., 1933, 1962), p.l193.

20, Kaw, p.l0.
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2l. Panuey, Abninava Gupta, p.5l.

22. Pandey presents the legend as fact in Abhinava Gupta,
Pp.86-90. , Kaw, pp.b-1ll, shows that there is nu real evi-
gence of Sahkara's ever Raving visiteo Kashmir,

23. See Karl Potter, Presuppositions ot Incia's Fhiloscphies
(Englewood Clift's, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1563), pp.Y9b-1u2.
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Cn.1l Nutqi

1. There "are also other oerivations of the name
Irika; see Chatterji, p.l, and Panoey, Achinave Gupta, p.l170.
These two works, qalong with Kaw, PE.239-273, may be referred
tu tor a more detailed discussiuvn of the Agama ano Spanca
brancnes thdan itnat which follows.

2. See TA, Ah.36, vv.381-388, cited Pangey, Abhinava Gupta,
P.l3G,

3. Mircea Eliade, Yona: Immortality and Freedum, 2nd ed.,
Bollingen Series LVI (Frinceton: Princeton Univ. Fress, 1969),
0.254,

4, Chatterji, pr.8-9.

5. These upEMa—s are three in number: 1. Egavopéyd wnere

external things such as japa anc thg bouy-centers are used
85 @ means to seltf- Tna]lZdLlUH 2. Sdktopaya - where the
mental activities of meuviteiion are more important; ano

J.UEmbhavopaya ~ where willpower predominates without con-
Centraticn on a particular ubject. Abhinava oiscusses these
tnree methoos at great length in TA, calling them Igspec-
tively the updya-s of action (Prlyd) knowledge (Jﬂqﬁd) and
will (iccha). Pratyabhijfd philcsophy, in contrast Lo these,
is ssid tu be free of practices of any kino (anupayn) ano
tc be a way of reasuning (tarka). See TA I, pp.23L=235.

- . . " z. -
6. The very first line of the SivasOtra-s abruptly resds:
atmd caltanyam,

7. See Spancakadarika-s 2.3-5.

8. See Spangakbrika 2.10,

S, Taerkasya kartd - TA I, p.10.

lu. K. Gnoli, "givadgsti by Som@nanca: Chap.l", in East anu
best, Vol.VIII (Rome, 1957), Intruo., p.lb.

1l. 5ee TA comm., Ah.8, vv.136-157, citeo Fanoey, Abhinava
Gupte, p.l7.

12. Fandey, Abhinava Gupta, pp.25-26.

13, Icicv., pp.27-26.

14, See F. Otto Schrader, kashmir Rescension ot the bhegdvad-
cita (Stutgart: V. W. Konlamness, 1928),
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15, FH, p.34. All PH citations will be tgken from the text
of Jaiceve Singh's Prutyaohi jA3hivayam: Semskrita Text with
Engilish Translaticn sno Notes (Veranasi: Motilal bono.ulces,
1963).

16, Bnaskars is the mest interesting ot the later Fratyabni j-
Ravioins. Fowever, he interprets Abhinava in the light cr
all the Auveita Vewudnta developmenis of the intervening eignt
centuries. This makes it dirficult to utilize Bnésgara's
comentary in ascgrtaining Abhinava's positicn vis-a-vis
either Utpala or Sankara.

17. Chatterji, p.6.
i8. Chatterji, pp.7-17.

19. Fanoey, Abhinava Gupta, p.291.

20, Kauw, p.62.

21. Kaw, p.334.
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Ch.2 hotes

l. 7TA I, p.l05. Hnless otherwise nuted, ali translaticons
are my pwn., x

2. IFK 4,1.,5,
3. Ibiu.

L., See Pandey, Hbhindva Gupta, pp.635-653.

5. IPV I, p.264.
6. TA I, p.l05. GSee also PH, p.S56.

7. Ibid.

6. PH, p.35.

Y. Svabhavikam avdbhasya - IPV I, p.lY6.
lD.Ananyamukhaprekqitvam - IPV I, p.1596.

11, 5v5tmavi§r5ntilak§agam - IPV I, p.198.

i2. Antarbahigkaranasvatantryam -~ IPV I, p.198.
13.Saﬁyojanaviyojunanusaﬁdhénﬁairﬁpaﬁ svatantryam

- IPV I, poZUZn
14, Svatmamatraydm eva jagavad avidrantatvam - IPV I, p.202e,

15. Appendix R contains a chart of the tattvas. Fur a very
cocnplete oliscussion of the Saiva categories, see LChatterji,
rp.43-85,

16, See PH, p.29. Gince PH is a general summary of Kashmir
baivism as a whole, Kgemardja presents Sive anag Sakti as
seldgrate categories in tne manner of the Agamds.

17, Crhatterji, p.66.
16, IPK 3.1.2.

19. IPv II, p.190.

20, The sauééiva, EQVdra ano sadvioyd tattvas are oll eter-
nally existent and subsequent to cne ancther in pricrity,
but not in time. Each preceoging stage estabilishes the ne-
Cessaly cunuitions tor the subsegquent one. But time, as a
successicn of muments, is only brcught into peing with the
2bth tattva, kdla (see intra, p.38). This is a point to be
bern carefully in mind, since even when speaking of a purely
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logicael proeess, we must use such termns as "berore", "aof ter®,
"mnext", etc.

2l. FH, p.1l.

22. IFV II, p.193.

23, IPV I1, p.192; PH, p.b4U.
b, 1PV II, p.193; PH, p.L0.
25. FH, p.b4l.

¢b. Itic.

27. Ibia.

28. Chatterji, p.76.

29. Pardtva pOornatvam ananyapekgatvam iti... aparatvam
anyapekgatvam iti. - IPV II, p.199.

30. MayZfaktya tulyd veoyabrage bhedaprakidanit... na ca
maya eva grahakasya cinmdtiabhace tdval aviparyasanat.
-"IPV 11, p.2u0.

- ¢ —_ = - L — — —
31. Atraparatvam bhavanam ganatmatvena bhasanat, paratahan-
- - - -— Lo . - -
tayscchacat paraparacasa hi sa. - IFK 3.1.5.
32. Utpala and Aphinava use the term maya in varicues ways,
usually in reference tc the limiting power or consciousness

- - . — - o .

(maydsakti)., They seloum rerer to maya as a speciric cate-
QuIy.

33. Tircuhanakarl mayabhichd... viroohate dvigute vimohini
sa. - IPV II, p.2Us.

3L, Sarvetco bhinnan - PH, p.ba.

35. Se

1]

IPV 11, p.207; FH, p.t0.
3b6. IFK 3.1.1-11.
37. Cf. Gersld Larson, Classical Saifknya: An Interpretation

of Its History and Meuaning (Bedni: Motllal banarsicuss,
1969), pp.l152-197,

. .0 . .- - 7 . e - —
38. banikocc 'pi vicaeryamdpas cidaikdimyena prathamanatvat
. - . L -
cinmaya eva, anyatha tu na kimcit. - PH, p.bb,

7/ - — e
39, sivebhedapratitimatraf mok §as, tdoapratitis tu banaha,
itl tavata pratitimztrena. Na tu vastvanyathndtve banoha-
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moksayor banchamcksatd., - 5D 3.70 cou,

40. Vikuclpabslad eve jentavo bagoham @lmcnam sohimanyante.
Sa abhimdnah Sdﬁsérapratibancnahetug. ~ T8, ©.26.

Vikalpa has the general meaning of errcnecus cognition. It
alsc nas a special tecnnical sense in Praiyabhi jid, ano
Fzicey usudlly translates the term as "duelistic, cetermi-
nate coynition," T

41, See IPV II, pp.150-152, 246-247,

L2. BSB 2.1.33. See alsc MKB 1.7.

43, Potter, p.lill.

44, Maw, p.38.

45, Ibiu.
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Ch.3 Notes
1. Chandogya Up. 7.25.2.
2. Briwddranyeka Up.2.3.6.

3, Paramadivat prabhrtl ghd*dnyantdndm api paddrthanam
anatiriktd ca Sivatd purndcmlupanatlrekdt° - 50 1l.48 comm,

L, Nitra svdtmavik@rena janayed bhﬁvamagqgslamn - 5D 3,35,

5. Patadgrahacike hemni hematvam mukufdkike,
sthitam eva na hemno 'sya k3cid asti vibheoitd,
- 5D 3.44-45,
Patadgraha glso means a begging vessal.

6. See S0 L.b comm.,, infra, Appendix B.

7. Atmata eva caitanyam citkriyd citikartgtd,
tatparyenoditas tena jaddt sa hi vilakgagal.
Citin pratyavarmarsatma para vak svar68001ta,
svitantryam etan mukhyail tagaifvaryafl paramatmanal.
- IPK 1.5.,12-13,

B. Samvig apy apdramdrbarupa cec tad asav apl abhdvena
Jagendtha tulyaiva pragvacatmani. - blddhztrayl, P9,

9, Svabh3vam avabhasasya vimardas® vidur,
anyathd@ prakdso 'rthoparakto ‘pi SthtlkdledDDpdmah-
- IFK 1,5.11.

10, See infra, pp.l09 ff,

1l. Ye vedd3ntavidvamsahoes. bhréntirﬁbatéﬁ vidvam, na satya-
runatvamso. pratlblmbdtaya cdnye ye va sargamukhe svayah
brahmaiva g?gzty @tmanam. - SD 6.8-11,

12, Cid@tmanab pratibimbakalpair bhdvair anddhikyat. Ndpi
tadatmaprathd bhrantifh, - SD 1.17 comm,

13, Athaikatve 'pi qarlrapabraydh prdv1bhdgah sphatikasye-
veti. Tan na, tdny asaty@niti tava garsane vyavasthd., ha
casatyam akifmcidripam kvacid upayogl phavatiti yavat,

~ 5D 2.43 comm,

14, Yady api ekam eva Sivatattvam, tath3pi tadiyam eva
svatantryum svatmani svarupabhedas® tavat pratipimbakalpataya
darsdyatl. - IPV II, p.191,
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15, Darpanabiuiue yadvan nagaraQIEmZUi citram avibhagi,
bhatil viohiagensiva ca parasf aram darpando apl ca.
UlmdldtamdpaldmdDhulrdVdDHdet taovaa VthggdSUﬂydm api,
anyonvdm Ca tato 'pl ca vibnaktam a@bhdti jagao etat.
- BS 12-i3,

lb Ioam ni p1at101mbaaya laksapam. VYao bneoena bnasitanm
aSak tam anydvydmlgrdtvundlva bhati tat pratibimbam,
- TS, p.on

17. Mukhigripam iva dartune, rdsd iva vantocake, gancha lVd
ghrane, mlthunaspdraa ivanandendriye... ndLl ganuhaspdradu
mukhyau, guninah tatrshhave tayor aycg@t karyeparamparana-
rambhat., - 75, p.ll.

18, Ittram atyarthabhinnarthavabhasakhacite vibhau,
samalu vimalo vapi vyavaharo 'nubnuyate. - IPK 1.7.1,
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Ch.t Notes

1. thmpIutdedePU yah prdkathmcLl VungPUh
nasau vikalpah sa hy ukto dv~ydksep1 vinidcayan.
- IPK l.6b.1.
Fratyethi jR8v3cine oecassionally use the terminclogy of
the Lrammariens, e.g., pard vak. See infra, pp. 116-118.

2. Cf. sphuta, supra, p. 31, where wcrld manitestaticn is
describec 4s a progressively clearer anc nore oistinct ce-
liniation of objzctivity.

3. IPA 1.3.7.

4, Utpala coesn't object tc the conception of negative-reals
or non-jars, per se, but rather to the guality ana ditter-~
entistion implicit in the determinate cognitions whicn are
tormec cn the basis uf negative-reals.

5. BSB, intrcaoucticmn.

6. Na capy atra bhecesv asatyegu satyauuouhyd Enruntlrupc
khanganasti vedoktaval, yato Ithdﬂdm sgrvesam eva Sivaru-
patve sthite banutvam ekatvam vda. = SD 3. 71 comm.

7. bhece fpl tathd bhemarupend blVdsydvUbthanam sveccha-
vesdt, sa cad bheoah 51thmakah - S0U 3.72 cumm,

8. BhedZtmakam na tu bhquuhederthcgbnutam... evam
VtuGSthdnaJVandVEtth tasys pulameSvarasya nanarupe
tpi vidvasmin satyataiveti. - 50 1.49 comm,

9. Altaoripam teorupar yadavaalyate yatha mancrajyaci,

tada tat kalpsnc kalpyamdndm bhavet. Ydtha Sdksdc chiva
eva sarvam iti vastusthitya prtnivydoil Siva eva Givatvena
kim kalpitam bhavati na bhdvatyevety grthah. - 50 5.83 comm,

10. Katake kim suvarpatvah satyah kundole tu kalpltaih,
naivety arthah. - 5D 3.84 comm.

11. Grahyagrahakatabhinndvarthau Lhataf) pranatari.
- IPK l.L.5.

12. Sge supra, p.37, n.39,.
13. Aovayah sa gvapl Jakt i matparikalpane - TH I, p.lUu9.

¢ - . . .
14, Na ca viccneoanam vastutan sambhdvatitl vicoheodnNasys
avabhasamatram ucydte. - IPV I, p.llU.

15. Etdt tuo anunakarah yao bnuuequ prdk.udmdﬂdtdyd,
dtmaﬂdtlrlktbbv apl brgvaty arngtmabnindno Yyai.
- PS5 30.
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- - — L - . - . /.
16. Prakddaminatd hi prakd@sabihegab... teta evalkaslvatvam.

- 50 4.6 cocmm,

s . — 3 » . . ’ . —-—
17. Timiraao apil timiram idam ganoasyoparl mdhan ayam sphoyan,
yao andtmany api denhaprandcav atmamanitvan.
- PS5 31.
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Ch.5 Motles

l. Tatra
vastanam

% audnamUtlenn papattirahlitena Jdntbndm na tu
sudchir adudehir va k3 cit. - S0 1.48 comm.

2. B53 2.1.14.

3. SD 4.1-6 comm.; see Appencdix o Tor text eonc translation
of arguments frcm S0 b4.o-20 comm.

L, 5D 4.7-9 comm,

5. 5D 4,10 conm.

6. 50 4.27 comm.

7. 8D 4.20 comm,

8. 50 4.10 ccmm,

9. 50 4.11-12 ccmi.

10. 50 4.17-16 comm.

11, 50 4.15-16 comm,

12. 50 L4.17-1k comm,

13. Sarvavyavararanam prngIdhmdthlJndﬂdt satyatvepapattif
[c8on3bnavat] svapnavyavaharasyeva plagprauuuhdt - B5b 2.1.14,
1@9 bracketec comment is that or Narayan nam Acharya, editor
GT the text.

14, Banutvam apdramarthikam - IFV 1, p.b42.

15, Tena yad yatna yavaao abhaoitam vim;éyate, tat tatna
tavaog asti. - 1PV I, p.b4l.

le. Yac yat kifmcit sphurati, tat tad vakgyaman esvardxupd—
svatnaprathanairam. TJTatra iu upayopeuabhavaprdbhrtlh
kdlydkuldﬂdbhdvD 'pi_ thhdpfdkd%dm paramdrthabntita eva
prokabasyanapahnavaniyatvat. - IFV I, p.Y9.

17. Sa tu RByi yatvpnd vyavas sthapayigyate Jdddcetdnduy—
avsntarabne cadatasafbhinnaé ca asdu, tathtds Cd SdaIvVo
Yydm ﬂldeUydnlfﬂdodkdthVdJﬁapVajnapdkdbhdvdVdthbU

lokavyevaharartpeh. - IPV I, p.l0.
See also IPV I, p.36: Na karskavyaparo bhagavati, napl
jn8pakavyapdre 'yam, api tu mcha@pasaranamotram etat.

18. Anydtha 58rvatra prdkuunpdldmdrthdtVL asya igam kdrdqdm
kK3ryal vad iti vibhdgo na yujyeta ity arthap. - IPV I,p 10, n.2le
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19. Viévupratibimbacharitvac ca viévatmakatvam bnagvatah.
- 15, p.Z2l.

20. Silburn's translation, "En verité la granue énergie
de l'erreur ne peut Btre percée a jour," is preferable to
Barnett's: "Truly the mighty puwer ot illusion cannot be
pierced." The lattev is literaluiy correct yet unduly
pessimistic./ The Sanskrit reags: Bhranter mahatl Saktir
na vivektum Sakyate namd.

21. Ct. MKE 2.32.

22. Hajataikg\dmarée 'pi Suk tau na rajatasthitity,
updohigeSEsuiivadas ovicunare 'pl nabho 'nyathd,
- IPK 2.3.13.

2%3. See Potter, pp.2U03-21U0.

24, IPY II, p.113. Trese theories respectively contend
that the object or errcr is unreal (@sat), ctherwise tnan
it appears (viparita), and indescribable as real or unreal
(anirvacanivya).

25. IPK 2.3.1-3 ano IPV II, p.b&5.

26. Nanu satyartpyajhdnem apy apirpeknyatin. Tatas tarnhi
kim. Idam atar sarvsm bhrantinh, ity @gacchet.

Distyd crstir unmimiligati dyugnetay. MTyBpadgan hi
sarvam bhrantih. Tatrapi tu svapne svapna lva garnge sphota
iva spareyam bhrantir ucyate. - IPV II, p.lib.

Panuey surprisingly translates gande sphota as "ppil on a
cheek", which misses the allusion te @ double layer of in-
fection., Cf. PS5 31, citec supra, p.bl,
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Ch.6 Notes

7/
1. J. Kudrappa, "kashmir Saivism", in Quarterly Juurndal of
the Mythic Society, Vol.45, no.3 (Bangalore, 1955), p.<91.
Alsu Fanoey, inircood. to Bhaskari 11T, p.cc.

2. Pandey, Abhinava Gupta, p.l6l.

3. Chatterji, p.2.

L. Kaw, p.358.

5. Pandey, introd. to Bhaskari III, p.cc.
. Kaw, p.l21,

7. Jaﬂaﬂdygyénéﬁ bh3vanam vaitathyam... dgéyatvam asatyatvai
cividista ubhayatra. -~ MKB 2.4.

B. Radhakrishnan, I1I, p.477.
9, Radnakrishnan, II, pp.475-476.

10. Anyathd sa pratipattd pravibbeodt karanat katham ghato
tyam iti vetti, na kathamcit j@niyad ity arthah.

- 5D 4.31 comm.
See also IPK 1.5.1-2 anao 1.7.1.

11. IPV I, p.221. Parahanta (literally, "supreme I-ness")
is gevoig cf the subject-object wifrerentiaticn which 1s
found in the limited subject's principle of egoity (a@haf-
kara).

12. Brahmasititra 1.2.20 reads: éarﬁraé cohnaye 'pl hi bhe-
genainam achlyate. "The embooieo jiva-selt alsp coulac not
be (the antaryamin) because both (the rescensions of the
Brhnaddrapyaka) recite it as being gifterent (rrocm the
antaryamin)." - Trans. Apte. Sahkara treats this sutra
as the porvanakgin argument of an opponent, and he re-
futes it in his commentary.

13, Vibhur jivan... pAramdrthikam canantyam. - bSB 2.3.29.

14. See Eliot Deutsch, Agveita Veananta: A Philosophical
Reconstrurtion (Honolulu: East-West Lenter PIess, 1vbYy),
p.5U.

15, 80 3.83 comm., cited supra p.55,
l1b. Kow, ©.59.

17. Intra, pp.133-134.
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168. see Mkl 2,44,
19. Leutsch, p.B6.
20. See bYB 2.1.14, cited supra, p.69.
21, IFK 1.6.13.

22. See supra, pp.5L-55.
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Cr.7 Notes

1. batdtaprantht1hutd1achdrmdbneodadmthUdbvatdntlya-
lakganan parinamanekriyikartrkatvem - IFV 1I, p.l76.

2. Yat tu prameyadat apatltam na uhavatl ki tu 01drupatdya
pIddeaDdrdmerhdlude c1uPKGSdehdvam svacchdm. tatra
vhecdbhedarupatopalabhyate. - IPV II, p.177.

3. Prdkdsardramarthenalva bhedena DrdkanydTl manesvarah -
iti tad BvdsydtluurghdfdkdrltVJldedﬂam svatantryam aié-
varyam ucyate. - IFV II, p.l8l.

L, MKB 3.12.

5. Fanuey translates bheda as "ouality", nere ano in other
excerpts citeog from this secticn or IPV. I nave substituted
"muatiplicity" insteaa.

b. Supra, pp.54-56,

7. See supra, p.57.

&. IPV 1I, p.lB2.

9. EVataPtrasabdo brahmavadavai lak ganyam quk Qaq, cito
maheqvaryabdrdtum brite. - PH, p.236.

10. See Deutsch, p.9.

ll. B5B 2.3%.40, cited supra, p.84.

12. The Self cannot be a moce of action becauszs action
moogities that im which it abides -~ BSB 1l.l.l4. Action is
brought about by ignorance - BSB 2.3.40, Brhauaranydka Up.B
4.5.15. Action is motivated by desire - introc. to Taitti-

riya Up.B. Acticn is a torm ofgupkha - B5B 2.3.4U.

- /- . - /- . . o X
13. Tau eva $3ntaciurupatvam, santatvam hi vimarsakhyaksobnha-
rahitatvem evam tegam igtem. - gh3skar:t I, p.1lU.
. .

14, MKB 2. 32,
15, Apundtram api viéégam anasritya - BSH 3.2.21.

16. Sigoham tu nivartakatvit - MKB 2.32. See also Taltti-
riya Up.B 2.1.1.

17. Brhavdranyaka Up. 2.3.b6.

18. See BSE 2.1.6, 2.1.11.
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19, M4B 4,45,

2U. Ctf. supra, p.l7, n.6.

21, IPV I, p.lb.

22. 1PV II, p.268.

23, IPV I, p.lb.

24, P, T. Raju, "Metaphysical Thecries in Indian Philosophy,"

in The Ingian Mind, ed. Lharles Mocre (Honolulu: East-UWest
Center kress, le?), p.h,

25. Raju is not referring to m3yatattva, the bth category of
Kashmir 5a1v1qm, but tc maya in the more generdl sense common
to both Abhinava and Safikara as dencting the forms of the
manifest world and the principle which gives rise to those
forms (see supra, pp.71-72). Raju's dppllCdtan of the terms
maya and sakfl tc both Abhinava ano Safkara is confusing,
but what he seems to be saying is that both philcsopners re-
garo world manifestation to be & power of ultimate reality.
In Aphinava's case the terminological ano conceptual equive-
lence of mdya and adk&i is evigent in his use of the term
mdydqdktl. baﬁkdlg-?érely uses the term Sakti, @ng he only
gccassionaly uses ded in the sense of supreme power.

26. BSB 2.1.20.

27. BSB 2.1.14.

28. See supra, p.37-40.

29, See MKB 2.4, citeo supra, p.79, n.7.

30. Na hi sadasatch sambandhal - MKB 2.7.

.31. Supra, p.58.

32. Vimars {o hi barVdmsahah param &pi atmikaroti, AtnGnam ca

pa~ 1kdrut1, ubhdyam ekikaroti, eklkgtam gvayam api nyag-
bhavaeyati ity evamsvabhdval. - IPV I, p.2U5.
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E_l’l. 8 Notes

Vs -
1. J. Gonda, Visnuism and Sivaism: A Comparison (Longon:
Athlone Press, 1370), p.95.

2. Eo. Pltambdragl (belhi: Ratan Eno Lo., 1942). Trans.
H. P. SGhastri, Pahcaoasi: A Treatise on Hovaita Metaphysics
(Lonuon: Shanti Sadan, 1956).

3. PD 1.8.

L. PD 13.2. Much of VidyErangya's oiscourse on bliss is
grewn from the ypanigsads; cf. Taittiriyae Up. 2.6.

5. Cf. supra, p.91, n.3.
6. See PD 2.53, 13.11, 13.65.

7. Paramatmadvayanandaplrial purvam svamdyaya
svayam eva jagad bhitvad prdv1sag jivarupatan. - FPD 8.12.

8. Av1kr1yd brahmanlqtha vik@rain ydtl anekauho,
mayam tu prakgtif vidyat, maylnam tu mahesSvaram.
- PD 13.66. Cf. Svet. Up. 4.10.

9. baktlh saktat prthan nasti... ne cgpbhiohd. - PD 13.1l,

~ g

10. Na SGnyam... napi sat. - PD 2.49,

1l. PD 7.216-217.

12, PD 7.5, 2.16, 6.50.

13, PD 13.9,

4, #D 13.8.

15. HblIoGBU parlqdmo 'stu pumsas tadbnavavarjanat,
etavats mpodulnam [Bd. note: vivartasyd] oggténtatvaﬁ
na hiyate. - FD 13.51.

16. In MKB 3.7 Sankara contrasts the linitaticnist analogy

cf a jar-space to the parindma analogies of golou ornanents

ang bubbling water. Only in the former instance, he says,

is there no change 1n the substratum,

17. Vagirambhanam vikaro namadheyam - BSH 2.1.14, See also
BS6 2.1.27, 2.1.31, 2.3.uL6.

18, Supra, pp.34-41,
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19, Paramcévarastuthitath&uhEVdsuﬂﬁpdig svadyam eva pra-
kalpate, - 50 4.47 comm,

2U. Ek3dtmano vioheodad cs kriyd k3lakramdnuga,
tatha sy3t kartrtaivaivafm tatnhd parinamattayd.
- IPK 2.4.18.

2l. Msuliparinamsksanasya ... anabhivyaktimgtrasya
naddatvat. - 50 L.56-57 comm.

22. Tao evckiam 1ndr1ydndm dsamdrthyam tath3sdv evanabhi-
vyaktinh sa ghdtaulh blvdtayd pracchannas taod sthita iti.
- 5D 4.57-58 comm,

23, Supra, p.40o.
24. Kaw, p.334,

25. A great deal of the gifficulty in oetermining EBnartr-
hari's views lies in the uncertainty as towhether he WS
not only tne author of the kd@rikd-s of tne Vbkyapadiya, but
of the text's vgttli as well. Much of the language ano
meaning of VP is cbscure. In VP 1.120, for example, parinamag
anc vivarta are used interchangeably: GSaboasya parinami ..
etad vicvam vyavartata. In VP 1.47 @no 1.117 vi-vrt mec .o
maniftestaticon of the wcord at the organs of articuiation.

In vP 1.18, vi-vrt simply means "appears" or "manitests" -
though it is wnclear in what sense. Also, in VP l.142 only
the three levels of spiech are menticned - pasydﬂtl, etc.
In the vrtti on 1.142 & tourth stage of speech, tu,lya, is
intrcouceo.  The vitii as a whole demmnstrates a much greater
precision in the yse of technical terms ano a much more
explicit vivarta dDDILdCh to world manitestaticon  than 4o
the karika-s. Considering the philosopnical ogiscrepencies
between the karika-s ano the vrtti, M. Biardeau has con-
clugea that the vptti is the work of a later hund who has
macte Bhartrhari into a vivartavauin, which he was not; see
the introuuction to Vskyspaolys: Brahmakanda avec la vriti
de Harivisabha, Publications ge 1'Institut ce Lilviiisation
(Paris: De Buccara, lYybh). The literary evioence which
pruints to an igentity of avthorship may be founc in the
introductiun to K. A. Subrahmania Iyer's The Vdkyapadiya

ot Bhartghari with the Vrtti: (hapter (ne (Pcona: Ueccan
Lollege, 1965).

2b. SD 2.26,4L<45 and comm,
27. 50 2.11 ang comm,

28, 4D 2.27,31 anu comm,
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29. Much of Som3ngnoa's depicticn of Bhartrhari's position
is drawn from the vptti on VP 1.142, which by Lom3nanda's
time was regardeo as suthoreo by Bhartrheri. see also
IPUY II, p.lEY, which attributes & ciltation rrcm the same
vrtti passuge to Ghartrhari.

3U. 8D 2.50-51 and cumm.

31. 4D 2.55-56 ano comm.

32. 5D 2.62-64 and ccmm.

33. LD 2.66-59 and caomm.

34, 5D 2.86-87 and comm.

35. The councept of pard as higher than déxdntf is geveloped
in IPK 1.5. The most complete Fratyabhijfia oescription or
the Grammarian system is found in Abhinava's Paratrifsiks-
vivarang, which presents the icea of para as the mcst central

and essential aspect of the Supreme: Uttaran pasydntyaaych
saktayah..ota [(pardl yatra na syuh. - PTV, p.29.

36. B5B 1.3.¢28.

37. Gaurinath Shastri, The Philosophy ot Word @ng Meaning:
Scme Indian Approaches with Special Reterence to the Phi-
lesophy of Bhertrhari, Calcutta sanskrit Lollege Researcn
Series ho.V (Lalcutta: Sree Sarasvaty Press, 1959).

38. G. Shastri, p.ob.

38. G. Shastri, p.77.

LU, G. Shastri, p.63.

41, G. Shastri, p.77.

L2. sSee supra, pp.S%6-97.

L3, G. Shastri, pp.24-25.

L4, (. Shastri, p.63.

45, G. Shastri, p.lb6.

Lb. See supra, prp.48, 57.

47, "Pour comprendre le vivartavada, il faut avoilr passé

parT l'étape du parinamavaca." - U. Lacombe, L'Absclu Selun
le Vedanta (Paris: Geuthner, 1937), p.237.
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Ch.9 Notes

1. Timaeus, cited by Raghakrishnan (II, p.656) in conjunction
with his assertion that Gafkara "gives us & logical theism
which cdoes not slight the intellect, does nut scorn  the
wiscdom of the ages, and is at the same time the highest in-
tellectual account of the truth."

2. £E.q., Prakaddnanda (ca.l1550-1600). See Potter, pp.2ek-247,
and Das Gupta, History of Incian Philosophy, II, pp.220-224.

3, Deutsch, p.54. Througheut the work Deutsch uses subra-
tion" in place of the more common term, sublation. Senkara
goes not always treat the sublation of the mayd-worlao and
jiva-self in two difterent ways; see B5H 2.3.50, cited supra,
p.B55,

4, Gnoli, introcuction to "fivao;gti by SomZnanoa: Chapter I,"
op.cit., p.lé6.

5. See P. 7. Raju, Ioealistic Thought of India (Lambricge:
Harvard Univ. Press, 1953), pp.292 if.

6. Raghakrishnan's own beliefs are most clearly shown in

his An Igeslist View of Lite, 2no ed. (Lonuon: George Allen
ang Unwin Lto., 1937), p.334: "Spirit is the reality of

the cosmic process. Nothing of what comes in our perscnal
experience can be predicated with complete truth of the ul-
timate reality, though no element of this exgperience 1s
without meaning or value. No element of an experience is
illusory, though every element of it has a cegree of reality
accecrding to the extent to which 1t succeeds ;n‘expressing
the nature ot the real." That he interprets Sankara along
siwilar lines is eviaent in his Inuian Philosophy, vol.II,
where it is saio that Sahkara "supports tne phenomenal as
against the illusory nature uf the world" (p.581), anc that
in Sahkara's system "the worlo is nct so much negated as
reinterpreted” (p.583), "the real accepts the phencmenal...
appearance belunys to reality" (p.565), ano sublation con-
sists of "sinking the worlc into Erahman ana not its genial"
(p.639).
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Appencix C Notes

1. L. U. Barnett, "The Paramarihasara cf Abhinave Gupta," in
Journal of the Ruyal Asiatic Scciety ot Gt. britasin (Lenuon,
19100, pp.707-767.

Y. Un the oate of Yogardja, see Pancey, Abninsva Gupta, p.2ol.

3, Lillian Silburn, Le Paramdrthasara, Publications ae 1'In-
stitut cde Civilisaticon Inuienne, Nho.5 (Parls, 1810).

k. Rdi Sesa ana Rohdra are beth names of the cosmic Serpent
upon which Vignu rests. This fits guite well with the
Vaignava elements ot the work. The trectise is alsoc scme-
times attributed to the only slightly less mythological
FPatahjali, who is reputeo to be an incarnaticn of bese.

5. Chatter ji, p.l2.

6. Pancey, Abhinava Gupta, p.67.

7. Roh3rakSrik3bhih tam gurur abhibhdgati sma tatsaram,
kathayaty abhinavaguptah éivaéﬁsanau;g;iyogena. - PS5 3.

8. There are two eciticns of Ak. Une has been publisbed in
Panoit (Vol.v, 1870), ed. Bala Shastri; the cther has been
published in the Trivendrum Lkt., Series (eag. with Skt. notes
by T. Ganapati Shastri, No.XII, 1911). The Fangit eciticn
in its concluoing line states the total numper of its VETISES
tc be &5, even though it itself consists ot only 79 verses.
Tre Trivendrum ecition ooes have &5 verses and will be the
pne referred to below. The six extra verses constituie a
sort of introaucticn, and the two ecitions seem not to gif-
ter at all apgrt frem that. See Fancey, Abhinava Cupta,
p.65.

9, Panuey, Abhinava Gupta, p.67.

10, Silburn, intreao., pp.i9-20.
11. Chatterji, p.lb.
12. #aw, pp.9, 277-279.

13. T. M. P. Manaoevan, GaugapBdd: A Stuoy in barly Aavaitg,
3rd ed. (Mgoras: Univ, of Madras, 19cU).

14, Mahauevan, p.17.

15, Mahadevan, p.22.
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i6. 5. §. Surysnarayan §.astri, "The Parandrthiasdra of Aol
Seqa. Transliterated Tﬂxt Transiation ano Nhotes," in few
IHleﬂ Antigquiary, Extra Series IV (wambay, l9bl), InrGo.

4 -~ Lol - .
17. ., "Parangrthasdra ang STri Bhagavata," in Inclan
Mistoriced Quarterly, Vol.22 (Calcutta, 154p), pp.id5-111.

18. Ibio., p.lll.

19. mMabaoevan (p.30) states tnat it is guite likely that the
Ehdgavetl s presupposes MA. S gstri contengs that the bhaga-
vatd boricuwed trum both AK ano MK. Sagstri's hypothesis,
however, is nut @ very convincing one. Althouch - Sastri
presents AWK as a Vedinta text, most of the similarities
noted dezl with the Gamkhya theories expcunueu in the
Kapila-Devabhitl sectiocn ut the Bh3gavata's thira bkd' Sha
gnd with the two works'! common ooctrines concerning JlVan—
mukti in the light of S8mkhya-yocga reconcilled 1o brakti."

20. Mahadevan, pp.9-16.

21. Thomas J. Hopkins, "The Social Teaching of the Bhasavatld
Purdna," in Krishna: Myth, Rites anc Attituces, ec. Miirton
Singer (Chicego ano London: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1968)
pp.b-6.

22. Pangey, Abhinavs Gupta, p.b3. Panoey makes nco gistinc-
tion between the philosophy of Pratyabhljna ang the thecries
ot Kashmir Saivism as a whole; see supra, p.Z5.

23%. Panoey, Abhinava Gupta, pp.bb-ob.

24, My cwn translation cf PS, often aided by Silburn's
French rencition of the text, will be sometimes usad instead
of Barnett's. All AK translaticns will be my cwn. .Sastri's
translation of AK is unsatisfactory, since it is based on
RIghavinanda's commentary, which is incluced in the Triven-
drum edition. R8ghavénanda is a post- -Safnkara Acveitin of
uncertain ogate whouse views often centlict with the mest sen-
sible reaoing of tne text itself; see infra., p.158, n.?38,

25. Huédlatdmuéilpikalpitdvimdlfbnévah samungakopaaneh,
malino 'pi manpirup@dher viccheoe svdcchaparamarthaf.
- PS 87,

26. Evam anuUTUqudﬂavlmdldbthltlveﬂdﬂdm tanbpauheh,
muk tam apy upddhyantdrdsunydnl1dehat1 SivarGpem, - PSE8.

27. Lf. BSB 2.3.40, cited supra, p.Bi,

28. Ycgaraja explains in his commentury that tne tive powers
are counsciousness, bliss, will, kncwiedge and actiun,
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29, Gunquru§au1uhundgne gharmadhdrmau na UdnuhdkdubhqutaQ,
iti QBthdDuTVdVdPyalh prdkrtlm puruddm ca me bruhi,
- RK 7.

30. Guoamuru§ajﬁap - AK B3, Evam prdkrtlm purusan v1anyd.w
kevall bhavati. - AK 70, On the notion of kalvalya in
S3ikhya, see Larson, pp.97-99.

31. Frakrtiguneshas tacvat prthakkrtaf - AR L4,

32. UpBubinam tatsamsargad bandhal - HK 52. .
DerdguﬂderdﬂaﬂLCdIdbdﬂgdt purusasya... S3amSare baduaha
iva orati. = AK 53.

33. Prakrtadh heydgh - AK 20.
34. MGlaprakrter ioef krtam yena - AK 9.
35, AK 19,

36, Rasapndnlta%aﬁ<arlkaquoakh ﬂDd vikrtayo yathalveksuon,
tadvan avastnabhedah pardmdtmdny gva bahurupah.
UlJndndntaryarlprdqav1rduuuhdjatlplndantah
vyavaharas tasycimany ete Masthdv1qe%dh syuh, = RK 26-27.

37. Monayativatndnam svana@yayd cvaltarUpaya oevah. - AK 32.

38. Yacvao oceho 'vayava mid eva tasyd vik3rajatani,

tauvat thavardjdnqamdm agvaltam cvaitavao phatl. - HK LB,
kGghavananga's Vedants biases are particularly evicent in
nis commentsary on tnis verse. 5 astri's translation incluues
Raghavananoa's remarks in parentheses: "Just as the limbs
are (not other than) the body (yet the booy is oifferent from
them, being the whole), just (again) a@s its varicus prooucts
are (nut other than) clay (yet clay is oifferent from them
as their ceuss), sven so the (world) immovable anug movable,
ceing (nut otnmer than) the non-dual (Branman), appears as if
cifferent (trherefrom); (yet that Bruhman is certainly olft- '
terent from the world, being the primal cause of the wcrlo. o

39. Trigund... kurute srstim avioyd. - AK 49,

o

40. N3rayapam Ztmanam jhatvd sargasthitipralayshetum.
- Ly 87,

L1. See supra, pp.93-94,
Le, PS5 43, 51, 52, 104,

43, PS L4, 23, 41, 92.
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44, Tatra ca yaui brahmapah sa paramargaéaktlr ndsti jivasya
kuta Ggacchet. - Eh@sxari I, p.12. GSee alsu IPV II, p.52.

45, Mobanohak3dregohandat - Ak 6. Gunamayamayd@gahanam - HK L5,

L, barnett's translation ot bhegaty@gena, "without regaro
tor their varicus oiffrerences," is wisleading. bSilburn's
trunslation is better: "S5i l'abstracticn est taite oe leurs
gittérencesen fourms variées.

47. Supra, pp.45-Lb,

48. Supra, pp.61-62.

LY, Supra, p.73.

50. Supra, p.72.

51. Silburn comments un these verses: '"Les conditicns

« £ /\ . . . .
variées des @mes inolvicduelles n'sppartiennent pas au
Seigneur supriéme."
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